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Preface

Philostratus needs no apology. There is now widespread agreement on the
outstanding nature of the Philostratean corpus, as both exemplary literary
masterpieces in a range of genres, in their own right, and as throwing
fundamental light on a series of key historical and culrural themes in
the imperial experience of Greeks in the Roman world. Yer no volume
of this kind exists; indeed there are still only two monographs that treat
the author and his corpus of writings as a whole." The project was born
in the fertile and welcoming environment of the Corpus Christi College
Centre for the Study of Greek and Roman Antiquity, for whose Wednesday
Classical seminar and programme of one-day Saturday conferences many
of the contributions collected here were first commissioned. The editors
would like to thank warmly all those involved: our Corpus colleagues,
who have included — in the time berween the birth of this project and
its completion — Ursula Coope, Philip Hardie, Stephen Harrison, James
Howard-Johnston, Ted Kaizer, John Ma, Neil McLynn, Robin Osborne,
Christopher Taylor, Tim Whitmarsh and Michael Winterbottom; all our
vocal audiences; and all our contributors. We are grateful, too, to the team
at Cambridge University Press, led by Michael Sharp, for producing the
book and to the Press’ anonymous readers for their comments. Particular
thanks are due to Bert Smith for his help in finding photographs.

EWEN BOWIE
JAS BLSNER

' Anderson (1986) and Billault (2000).
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CHAPTER 1

A Protean corpus
Jas Elsner

In the kind of grand generalisation possible only when a great poet is self-
confident enough of his own powers to pronounce on the career of a still
greater poet, T. S. Elior once wrote of Shakespeare:

‘What is the ‘whole man’ is not simply his greatest and maturest achievement, but
the whole pattern formed by the sequence of plays; so that we may say confidendy
that the full meaning of any one of the plays is not in itself alone, but in that play
in the order in which it was written, in relation to all of Shakespeare’s other plays,
earlier and later: we must know all of Shakespeare’s work in order to know any of
it

This claim for the torality of an author’s work to be taken as the key to
its individual elements (surely as true of Virgil, the poet whom Eliot made
his archetype of the ‘classic’,* as of Shakespeare) is particularly interesting
in the case of writers whose works seem to exhibit a fundamental self-
consciousness about their own relations with each other. Of course, with
ancient authors we can never be sure we possess the torality of their works.
In the case of Philostratus, we cannot even be sure that many of the works
we attribute to him were certainly by him, though we can be sure that we
do not have all the works actually written by him.? Moreover, despite Eliot’s
strictures abour reading all the works in their order of writing, we do not
certainly know the sequence of Philostratean composition. But in the case
of Philostratus, his self-consciousness abour genre, interrelations within
the written corpus and an almost obsessive concern for variety are perhaps
more intense than in any other comparable writer. Arguably, however much
we may get out of any one of his texts (which is the challenge for most
of the contriburions collected in this volume), the supreme interest of

! From ‘John Ford’ (1932). in Eliot (1932) 170-80. p. 170.
% See ‘What is a Classic?’ (1944), in Kermode (1975) 115-31.
3 See Bowie, chapter 2 in this volume.



4 Introductory

Philostratus’ writing lies in a glance at what Eliot called the ‘whole man’
(which might be said to be the synopric aim of this volume as a whole).

First, then, my evidence. Like the apparition of Proteus, the ‘Egyptian
god. .. versatile in wisdom, ever changing his form and defying caprure’,*
who appears to Apollonius of Tyana’s mother in VA 1.4 (see below) and
announces thart he is to be incarnated as her son, Philostratus as writer
rarely appears in the same genre twice. And he hardly uses a genre without
exacting a piece of transformative panache upon it that leaves it simulra-
neously traditional and vibrantly innovartive. The Philostratean corpus, as
it survives, comprises the following texts: Lives of the sophists (VS), Life
of Apollonius of Tyana (VA), Heroicus, Imagines, Letters, Gymnasticus (all
more or less likely to be the work of our author) as well as Nero, a dialogue
transmitted with the manuscripts of Lucian, and two rhetorical ‘discourses’
(dialexeis) one or both of which may be by him. [ have no intention of
enrering the critical maelstrom of precise attribution and dating in respect
of these works: suffice it to say that most authorities currently go for a
broad view that incorporates the majority of these into the corpus as writ-
ten by one man. If the authorship is in the final analysis uncertain, the
relative datings are still more so — but I find at least plausible a sketch of
Philostratus’ career which puts whar most consider to be his earlier work
(Gymnasticus, Letters, the dialexeis) in his period at the Severan court in
Rome before the death of Julia Domna in AD 217, and his later works
(especially VA and VS, probably in that order)® in his time ar Athens after
her decease,” with Heroicus perhaps written early in the reign of Severus
Alexander (emperor 222-35).% and /magines a movable feast in chac it is
undarable, even roughly, on internal or external evidence.

4 8 Alyutrrios Beds. SaTis piv 81 Tv gogiav & TpwTeus Eyévero . . . &5 oiklAos Te fiv xai &AAoTe
&\Aos kal kpeiTTav Tol dAdvat . . . Apollonius is the perfect saphist, the divinest of divine men.
On Apollonius and Proteus, see Flinterman (1995) 52-3. Note that the Suda actributes a text entitled
Proteus (or Proteus the Cynic or the Sophiss) to a Philostratus (Bowersock (1969) 3; Whitmarsh (2001)
228, n.184) and chac Heliodorus compares his sage Calasiris with Proteus in Aethiopica 2.24.4. In
Imagines 2.17.11-12 Philostratus has Protcus appear in his description of the islands as a decision
maker.

See the discussions by Bowie in chapter 2 in this volume; de Lannoy (1997); Flinterman (1995)

s-14; Anderson (1986) 291-6; Bowersock (1969) 2-4. Spcifically on Nerw. see de Lannay (1997)

2.389-2,404 and Whitmarsh (1999) 1434, 156-8, 160 for a date of composition after the Consritutio

Antoninsana of 211,

6 For reference to VA as earlier than V3, sec VS §70 (77.6 in Kayser’s Teubner), but much of che
composition of both works may have been simultancous, see Bowie (1978) 1,169~70. Far VA as
commissioned originally by julia Domna (perhaps more a rhetarical self-valorisacion than a factual
claim?), see VA 1.3. On the ‘circle’ of Julia Domna, see e.g. Bowersock (1969) 101-7; Brent (1995)
237-48; Hemelrijk (1999) 122-6; Whitmarsh (2007} 31-4.

7 Basically, I follow Billault (z000) 28-31.

# See esp. Jones (2001) 142-%; Aitken and Maclean (2004) xx.

-
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This caralogue of works offers a systematic resistance to generic rep-
etition. True, Heroicus and Nero are both dialogues — but the former is
contemporary, set roughly at the time of its composition in the first third
of the third century,” while the latter is set in AD 68 at the end of Nero's
reign (his death is announced at the close of the piece, Nero 11) probably
on the Aegean island of Gyara to which one of the interlocutors, the Stoic
Musonius Rufus, had been banished.’”® Heroicus belongs to the broadly
philosophical genre of dialogue associated with Plaro and popular among
Second Sophistic writers like Plutarch and Lucian," while Nero (if it is by
our Philostratus) is a historical fantasy (a typical sophistic exercise in this
respect). Both concern issues of identity, but in Nero this is a matter of the
cultural politics of Greece under Rome,'* whereas in Heroicus it is about the
relationship of Greeks (and others, notably a Phoenician stranger clothed
in Ionic dress which has come 1o be regarded as local in Phoenicia, Her. 1)
to the living sacred past of Greece.” Likewise, VSand VA are both works of
biographical history."* But VA, in eight books, is one of the longest biogra-
phies known to antiquiry (vircually a prose epic or a hagiographic novel),
and is quite exceptional in its concentration on a holy man active about
150 years before the time of writing.” V5, by contrast, is exceptional in the
shortness of its numerous biographies (told in what mighr be called long
chapters rather than whole books), which together constitute the culcural
history of an era named by us ‘the Second Sophistic’, following Philostra-
rus’ own characterisation of a prevalenr literary and rhetorical style (VS
481 2.25—7 Kayser). Only Herodes Atticus has a large biography in VS.
Indeed, he is the pivotal figure who straddles the two books of VS (as well
as artaining the Consulship in Rome and hence straddling the political
worlds of Greece and Italy); he appears in relation to Polemo (VS 536-9)
and gives the funerary oration for Secundus (VS 544) in book 1, while his
own biography opens book 2.

9 Sce Jones (2001) 143—4.  '© See Whitmarsh (1999) 142 and (2001a) 152-5.

I See Mantero (1966) 145-68; Rossi (1997) 20~4; Maclean and Aitken (2001) xl-xli.

13 See esp. Whitmarsh (1999).

D See Whitmansh. chaper 10 in this volume; for a summary of critical positions, see Maclean and
Aitken (2001) Ixxvi-lxxxvii and the cssays collected by Aitken and Maclean (2004). On the usefulness
of Her. for the history of lare anrique religion, see Rutherford, chapter 1 in this volume on pilgrimage:
Betz (1996) (= Berz (2004a)); Pache (2001); Hershbell (2004): Maclean (2004); Skedros (2004).

% On biography in Roman antiquity, see Swain (1997) with bibliography.

' There is, as a result of this exceptional length and other factors, a significant debate on the genre
of VA. Its title in Greek (1& &5 Tov Tuavvéa AtroAAdwviov), its eight-book structure, its scale and
its use of paradoxography all recall the ancient novel rather than biography as such, beginning with
the tradition of Xenophon's eight-book Cyropaedeia. See esp. Bawie (1978) 1,665 and Bowic (199.4)
187, 189—96.



6 Introductory

Letters and Imagines are, like V3, collections of shorter prose pieces,
neither as themarically unified as V3. Lezters is a brilliant example of rhetor-
ical variatio, most in the highly restricted frame of erotic epistles in prose,
purporting to be from the male voice of a lover (of both boys and women)
1o a variety of mainly unnamed recipients.’® The facr that the arrangement
of the individual letters in the different manuscript traditions is wildly
erratic (creating nightmares for the modern editor) means that we have no
clear authorial order: the very flexibility of the arrangement is itself a signal
for the kind of text this is by contrast with the other works in the corpus
(although one might assume there was a clear original order, rather than
a variety of versions, at the time of publication).”? /magines extracts from
the tradition of rhetorical pracrice and literary fiction the specific trope of
the ecphrasis of art and collects together in two books a series of model
examples that purport to describe the paintings in a gallery ar Naples.”
Gymnasticus, by contrast with the other Philostratean texts, takes the form
of a technical treatise but combines this with a defence of the paedagogic
skills of the athletic trainer — thus mingling two genres, the treatise and
the apology, much favoured in the Second Sophistic.'? Even more than the
multiform corpus of Lucian, this group of texts seems a systematic exercise
in parading exemplary pieces, each in a different genre and each with an
innovative take on the genre it espouses.

If we move from the different texts’ generic differentiation from each
other to examine their particular affiliations to the traditions of genre on
which they draw, several of Philostratus’ works — especially Jmagines, VA
and V5 — were to prove highly influential. While the business of arranging
a cluster of short essays around a unifying theme is shared with Lezzers (the
majority of which are amatory), /magines was surely the first prose text to
elevate the trope of ecphrasis to being the co-ordinating structural device
and thematic focus of an entire literary work.*® It is a mark of the brilliance
of Philostratus’ shape-changing in the matter of genre thar he inaugu-
rated a series of imitations in the generic form espoused by more than
one of his texts. Imagines was emulated by a second Philostratus, whose
book claims that he was the grandson of our author and refers explicitly

16 See Rosenmeyer (2001a) esp. 322-38 and Goldhill, chapter 13 in this volume.

7 On the textual tradition, see Benner and Fobes (1949) 387-413 and Raios (1992) and (1997).

® For an account of the ecphrasis of art as an ancient literary topos and Philostratus’ innovative
transformation of it, see Elsner (2002) esp. 13-1s.

19 See Konig, chapter 12 in this volume, with bibliography. Kénig (2005) 301-44 and Kénig (2007).

2 Posidippus’ collection of epigrams from the third century Bc uses ecphrasis as such a framing focus
for a number of grouped poems, with sections dedicated to poems on stones, on tomb-monuments,
on temple dedications and on statues.
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to the model of his grandfather’s descriptions (Philestratus the Younger,
Imagines, proem 2), and by the book of ecphraseis of statues transmit-
ted under the name of Callistratus.* VS is explicitly signailed as a model
by Eunapius (AD 346-c. 414) whose Lives of the philosophers and sophists
takes up the succession roughly where Philostratus leaves off towards the
end of the Severan age (Eunapius, VP 455). VA, as an epic hagiography
of a non-Christian holy man, not only required extensive refutation in
Christian late antiquity (notably in Eusebius’ Contra Hieroclem) but was
translated into Latin more than once by both Christians and pagans (Sido-
nius Apollinaris, epist. 8.3.1) and was ultimately 2 model for the extensive
genre of Christian hagiography (starring with Eusebius’ four-volume Life of
Constantine).**

The versatility and variety of the texts within the corpus in relation
to each orher, and their originality as models for later imitations (which
surely constituted the apogee of success in the art of sophistic educa-
rion), needs to be seen in relation to each texc’s specific re-workings of
the genres in which it is embedded and againsc which it is constructed.
In the case of ancient biographical writing, for instance, both VA and VS
challenge — in radically different ways — the one-book-for-a-life norm of
Plutarch’s Parallel lives or Suetonius’ Lives of the Caesars. The VA extends
the form to vast proportions in a kind of semi-fictional panegyric to a
holy man thar is at the same time an apology or defense of Philostratus’
hero against charges of being a mere magician.”® In many respects the
transformation of a traditional biography into so long a work (including
the ways its readership is envisaged) is conducted by means of borrow-
ing tropes and patterns from ancient fictional romance — for instance, the
paradoxographies of travel.** Yer VA is also an extended rhetorical eulogy —
a typical piece of sophistic encomium but unique and revolutionary in
length — characterised by remarkable repeated use of the topos of

¥ See Bertrand (1882) for an account of this heritage leading into Byzantium, Webb (1992) and now
the essays in Constantini ez al. (2006).

22 For some remarks on Eusebius’ VCin relation to Philostratus’ VA, see Cameron (1997) 164-s5.

# On VA as an apology, see Swain (1999). On the holy man in gencral in the period, see Fowden
(1982); Anderson (1994); Francis (1995) 83-129. On the Christian holy man, Brown (1971) is still
essential, modified by Brown (1995) s7-78, with discussion by Cameron (1999). On the historical
Apollonius, see esp. Bowie (1978); on VA as biography, see Andersun (1986) 12139 and Swain (1996)
381-96; on religious rhetoric in VA, see Henderson (2003); on the text's negotiation of sophistry
and divinny. see Sfameni Gasparro (2007); on magic, sce Ogden (20072} 462-8; on the late antique
reception nf VA, see Dzielska (1986) 15383 and now Jones (2006).

* On VA as vie omancée or biogiaphic.l novel, see Reardon (1971) 189 (‘presque un roman’); Higg
(1983) 115-17; Billault (1991); Bowic (1994) 187~06. On paradoxography, see Rommel (1923) 1-s9.
On travel, see Elsner (1997).
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synkrisis, whereby its hero is compared favourably with other ancient heroes
across the genres of Greek culture from history via mythology to religion
and philosophy.* Rhetorically, it takes a set of school-boys™ exercises (in
the technique of synkrisis, as Imagines rakes ecphrasis) and turns them to
dazzling effect on an exceptionally extended canvas to sustain its mix of
apology, praise and protreptic.

The V§ draws on such models as Suetonius’ De Viris lllustribus, a now
largely lost series of lives of over 100 cultural figures (poets, philosophers,
orators, historians and so forth) presented in four or five books, of which the
section on teachers of grammar and rhetoric (De Grammaticis et Rhetoribus)
survives.?® But in focusing on sophists as heroic subjects,”” Philostratus
turned the genre into a cultural history of what he deemed especially
imporrant about his own period. It is a defense of the sophists as purveyors
of rhetoric and education, in which philosophy must be included (e.g. VS
479, 1.1-3 Kayser; VS 480, 2.1-2 Kayser, to cite the opening sentences of
the proem and the first book) and a formulation of Greek culture that
was clearly in some respects self-serving, since it told the story of a tra-
dition leading up to and including Philostratus himself,*® and contained
certain not always oblique critiques of some of Philostratus’ most illus-
trious and literary predecessors — notably Dio Chrysostom.?? The text
is elegant in avoiding too much autobiography or self-promotion,* burt
nonetheless proclaims the family’s role in the profession by discussing Philo-
stratus’ relative and namesake, Philostratus of Lemnos, in its concluding
paragraph:

of Philostratus of Lemnos and his ability in the law courts, in political harangues,
in writing trearises, in declamarion and lastly of his talent for speaking extempore,
it is not for me to write. (VS 628)%

* For instance Alexander (on whom see Anderson (1986) 203, 216, 220 and Elsner (1997) 30, n.49).
Odysseus and Pythagoras (on whom see, respectively, Flinterman and Van Dijk (chapters 8 and 9)
in this volume).

36 See Kaster (1995) xxi-xxix.

37 Sec Whitmarsh (2001a) 188—90 for the rhetorical ago as Homeric aristeia.

3 E.g. Swain (1996) 98-9, 396-400; also Bowersock (2002) 158: ‘It is all too easy to fault Philostratus
for promoring the likes of himself through his Lives of the sophists.’

9 See Brancacci (1985) 63-110 and Whirmarsh (2001) 225-44 for Philostratus on Dio in both VA and
Vs,

% For a Second Sophistic defence of praising oneself in passing, see Aelius Aristides Concerning a
Remark in Passing (Or. 28) with the discussion of Rutherfoid (1995).

¥ Further on Philostratus of Lemnos and his talent for cxtempore oration and declamation, see VS
617, 623, 628. For discussion of Philostratus’ own slf-portrait in relation to VA, see Billaule (1993)
271-8.
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In modern times VS has proven so dominant a2 model for conceptualising
the Second Sophistic** that it has probably caused an over-emphasis on
the rhetorical and political aspects of the movement against such issues as
culrural antiquarianism and religious revival which are addressed variously
in Gymnasticus, Hergicus and VA.»

Lerters picks on an established genre in antiquity (with a parcicular
Second Sophistic efHorescence in the works of Alciphron and Aelian) bur,
as we might expect, Philostratus subjects the genre to both a probing self-
reflecrion and to typical innovation.” In particular, as in fmagines, Heroicus,
VS and VA, Philostratus introduces aspects from other rhetorical genres.
In the case of Lesters, dialogue, drama and encomium not only enlarge
the scope of epistolarity in general, bur might be argued to demolish its
specific form and imaginary structure as the single voice of one participant
in a relationship to others. Most are amatory,’® written in the voice of a
male lover (which may or may not be Philostratus’ own, like the voice of
the sophistic interpreter of the paintings in /magines)¥” but the consistency
of that voice is fractured in several ways. Firsc the writer speaks not to a
single beloved from letter to letter, but to many - both women and boys.
Second, he occasionally interpellates the imagined response of his recipient,
breaking the illusion of the letter as a literary form. For example (in Letter
28, 10 2 woman):

Ler us settle the macter by a bargain: Let us both stay here, or let us go off there
together. You don't agree to this; well then, let me tell you. ..

Effectively, by performing an imaginary dialogue in the lover’s mind, Philo-
stratus stages the subjectivity and sclf-absorption of his speaker in a medium
which ‘should” present itself as one of communication: what we get is not
a clear picture of the other to whom a letter ought to speak bur a range
of Sophistic performances cast in, undermined by and undermining of the
epistolary genre.®®

32 Especially in the key works of Bowersock (1969); Brunt (1994); Schmitz (1997).

3 CF. Reardon (1971} 185-98: Anderson (1986} 28s.

M For a handy and up-to-date introduction to the genre, see Trapp (2003) 1-45. On Greek fictional let-
ters, see Costa (2002) xi~xx and Rosenmeyer (2001a) 255-321, and further on Alciphron, Rosenmeyer
{2001b) and Schmicz (2004).

% See Rosenmeyer (2001a) 325 on playing with the rules of letcer-writing and 330-2 on ‘epistolaricy
undermined’.

3 On the special interest of Lerters in visuality, sce Walker (1992) and (on Letrer 26) Morales (2004)
23-7, and on the special interest of /magines in the amatory, see Mathieu-Castellani (2006). For
more general accounts of the close correlation of the visual and the amatory in the Roman imperial
culture, see Goldhill (2001b) and Bartsch (2006) 57-114.

7 Cf, Webb (1992) 24-7.  ** CF. Rosenmeyer (2001a) 32632, 337-8.
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Imagines takes the rhetorical trope of ecphrasis, which was a kind of
hyperbolic literary turn of vivid description within a larger text in an
ancient tradition reaching back to Homer and had a specific rhetorical
set of prescriprions (at least in its prose form) in the progymnasmata or
ancient rhetorical handbooks.? While the ecphrasis of works of art had
been spectacularly performed in prose by no less a sophistic exemplar than
Lucian and by the novelists,*® Philostratus made of it a prose literary genre
in its own right. In doing so and in concentrating on the evocation of
art rather than the other kinds of description included within ancient
ecphrasis, Philostratus focuses the genre around the visual arts in terms
that have come (perhaps excessively) to dominate all modern discussion
of ecphrasis.#' Again, as in the implicitly over-rhetorical definition of the
‘Second Sophistic’ we have acquired through concentrating on the portraits
of sophists as orators in V5, so Philostratus’ implicit definition of ecphra-
sis as exclusively art-centred has come to formulate the field for modern
scholars. At fault here, ultimately, is a literalist reading of the Philostratean
texts which takes them as expressing documentary truths, racher than cre-
atively playing with and against all kinds of cultural presumptions — not
only subverting the expectations generarted by their own literary genres but
also taking surprising positions in the wide variety of themes they address.
Philostratus himself, in /magines, having set up his descriptions as works
of art, is then able to play brilliantly upon all the other available tropes
of ecphrasis — from mythical narrative to landscape, from personification
to still life — framing these as if they were the subjects of his paintings.
This is coupled with the rhetorical bravado of presenting as paintings
described within ecphraseis the kinds of text — epic, bucolic, tragic — that
would normally have contained ecphraseis as brief intervals within them.
The question of whether his descriptions evoke real things (like the Marsh
at 1.9, the Bosporus at 1.12-13, or the [slands at 2.17) or paintings of them —
which is to say real things already fictionalised as art and represented at
one remove — is made to resonate with typically ingenious playfulness
against the problem of whether the paintings in his gallery ever really
existed at all.#* This is itself a commentary on whether the phantasia — or

%9 For the range of ccphrasis. see Elsner (2002). On the trope within the progymnasmata and its ancient
meanings, see Webb (1999). For translation of the progymmnasmara, see now Kennedy (2003).

4® On Lucian and ecphrasis, sec esp. Maffei (1994) and Borg (2004b). On the novel, see e.g. Bartsch
{1989) for Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius; Zeitlin (1990) for Longus: Morales (2004) for Achilles
Tatius.

4t Webb (1999) 7-11.

4 Interestingly, Philostratus never offers us a paiting within a painring in /magincs — all the works of
are within the pictures described by the texr are sculptures: see Abbondanza (zoo1). On Fmagines as
a fictional texr, see Webb (2006).
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vivid visualisation — evoked by the sophist can replace or even outdo
in the hearer’s or reader’s mind the actual impression of a real gallery,
a real painting, a real landscape seen directly. The fact that ‘truth’ and
‘wisdom’ — which might be said to be reality and its correct discernment —
are words that occur in the first sentence of the proem signals these pre-
occupations.®* Effectively, the very notion of description — the technical
topos out of which Philostratus has constructed this text — becomes in a
deep way its thematic focus. For description is the transformation of cthe
real and material (whether landscape, still life, or picture) into words which
in some ways are a false or deceprive rendition of the represented, but in
others may reveal the visualisation of what is depicted more directly or
effectively perhaps than secing the real thing itself. The arrangement of the
descriptions — both for the sake of variation and also in emulation of the
structuring of short poems into literary collections — implicitly elevates a
minor rhetorical trope into a miniature art-form in its own right. 44

The use of genre to turn its characteristic concerns into the theme of
the text is a particular feature of Philostratus’ corpus. Heroicus combines
a philosophical-religious dialogue (set in a contemporary locus amoenus
where vinedressing is philosophy, Her. 2.6), with ecphrastic visualisations in
the vinegrower’s descriptions of heroes and their images (such as Protesilaus
(10-11), the statue of Hecror (19.3—4), as well as Nestor (26.13—14), Sthenelus
and Diomedes (27.13), Philoctetes (28.14) and so forth).# This leads to a
vibrant evocation of a contemporary Homeric world where the heroes live
set in the Greece of Philostratus’ own time.*¢ The philosophic expecrations
ofdialogue, translated in part as sophistic performance, takc a Platonicideal
normally located in the antiquarian past and make it vibrantly presenr as
a highly cultured version of religious experience.¥’ Likewise, the move to
a religiously valid present or recent past within the world of the Roman
empire — steeped in the literary culture of the deep past — when embodied
in the biographic genre’s heroic focus on Apollonius, allows a narrative
of religious revival to unfold through the text’s often fictional embroidery
of a charismatic individual’s personal history.#® The theme of time is one
of the specific interests of the corpus as a whole ~ especially the dramatic

4 For the play of these themes and other key wider conceens of the Second Sophistic in /magénes, see
Graziani (2006) and Quet (2006),

4 On the Hellenistic practice of creating collections and anthologies out of miniature poems, sce
Guezwiller (1098) 15-46, 227-322.

45 On the vividness of these accounts, see Zeitlin (2001) 255-62.

48 For this as the refutation and correction of Homer, sce Mestre (2004).

47 As Whitmarsh remarks in chapter 10 in this volume, the text in part makes its avempt (o create
new meanings a key theme of its own literary performance.

4 On time in VA. see van Dijk (2000).
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experience of the past within the present, whether through phantasia evoked
by religious epiphany (as in Heroicus and VA, where Apollonius is several
times presented as an object of wonder, of pilgrimage and ultimately as a
god),* by described paintings (on mythical and historical subjects, as in
Imagines), by rhetorical performances (which include not just speeches
in texts such as VA and VS, but the works of the Philostratean corpus
themselves).*® Here Philostratus partakes of (but also helps to formulate
our view of) a major element of Second Sophistic discourse generally
whereby all kinds of works (from antiquarian to religious, from literature
with high pretensions to relatively more utilitarian texts, like Pausanias’
Description of Greece) seek to reflect upon the past and bring its presence
to mind as vivid and lived experience in the present.’*

For a writer who has come to be defined as the historian of the Second
Sophistic, the question of the relationship of his texts with the realities they
purport to portray is interestingly subtle and varied. As one of antiquity’s
most scintillating practitioners of ecphrasis, Philostratus is acutely aware
of the bartle between art and text (a topic classically thematised in Dio
Chrysostom’s twelfth Oration on the competition between Homer and
Phidias in correctly representing Zeus, esp. 12.44-84).5 In Imagines, this
is a battle where the text always wins over the images — their reality and
the responses to them are entirely dependent on Philostratus’ descriptions.
Likewise, in Lezters, the reality of all the epistolary relationships staged by
the text appears entirely fictional (with the exception of the letter to Julia
Domna?), entirely embedded in the text’s own rhetorical performance.
But, by contrast, in Heroicus, the reader is never vouchsafed the vision of
Protesilaus and the other heroes although the vinedresser is never ques-
tioned as the sophos with access to divine communion and the Phoenician
is persuaded of his special access. Here, we might say (as lan Ruther-
ford comes close to arguing in the case of the pilgrimage to Achilles, in
chapter 11 in this volume) that the text is again performing a fictive conceit
upon its readers. Bur one might argue that Heroicus rather portrays itself as
failing to offer the full reality of divine vision which pilgrimage and a proper
way of life, like the vinedresser’s, would supply: the text as rhetorical device,
as text, is here secondary and never adequate to the divine experience which
one must undergo in order truly to know it. In VA, likewise, one might ask

49 On VA, see Elsner (1997) 27-8, 31-2.

% In addition to van Dijk (2000) on VA, see Schmitz (1999) 87-92.

' The classic account remains Bowie (1970).

2 On Dio’s twelfth Oration, see Watson (1988} 71-95; Sharrock (1996) 103-4; Zeitlin (2001) 220-2;
Berz (2004b).
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whether all Apolionius’ holiness is just the product of Philostratus’ superior
literary skills, sheltering behind the figure of Damis as a kind of pretence at
autoptic access to a largely imaginary reality. But the intent of the texr, like
that of Heroicus, seems to point the other way: Apollonius must be a real
holy man to merit a hagiography of the type produced by Philostratus — it
would be quite as outrageous to vest his holiness entircly in Philostrarus’
rhetoric as it would be to maintain thar all the divine visions of Heroicus
are no more than a piece of fictional bravura. This range of positions in the
various works in relation to the purported reality they represent is of course
specially charged in VS, which poses as a kind of history. Yet to distinguish
history from embroidery, reality from rhetoric — especially in the context
of a discussion of the sophistic masters of the (con)tusion of these themes
and in the work of a performer whose very attempt to sum up the entire
sophistic places him above and beyond his subjects as the supreme sophist—
is precisely the problem.

Philostratus’ considerable inventiveness and versatility in the matter of
genre is not unique in the prose of the Second Sophistic. Clearly, Lucian
of Samosata — who flourished a generation before Philostratus, in the mid-
dle and later second century Ap — wrote in a variety of genres including
dialogues, satirical essays, periegesis, moral diatribe and literary fiction.
Plutarch, too — perhaps with less literary panache — displays a variety of
genres and themes. Like Philostratus, Lucian ranges across the themartic
scope of Second Sophistic culture from very specifically literary and linguis-
tic concerns via a marked interest in the visual arts to a deep engagement
with issues of cultural identity and religion. Other writers in this period,
too, pushed against the boundaries and limits of specific genres. Arrian of
Nicomedia (c. AD 85-160), for example, the senator, imperial legate and
historian, composed a periplus, or voyage around the coast, of the Black
Sea for Hadrian in the 130s. This text ~ drawing on such classical models
as Xenophon’s Anabasis — combines aspects of first-person travelogue and
periegesis with the classic bald enumeration of places and distances along
the way that is typical of ancient itineraries, and with the epistolary form
and second-person address of a letter from the author to Hadrian.® In
this lasc respect, the periplus belongs to that specific epistolary subset of
panegyric in which an author addresses the emperor as if on sufficiently
equal terms to write directly (and hence flatters by avoiding too much
flattery, as well as flattering himself by advertising the elevation of his

% See the editions of the /rriplus Ponti Euxini by G. Marenghi (Naples, 1958); A, Silberman (Paris,
1995) and A, Liddle (Bristol, 2003); also Stadier (1980) 32-41.
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acquaintance ~ like Xenophon in the Anabasis, one mighe add). This
model of epistolary address to an emperor is well known from the works
of Pliny the Younger and Fronto as well as Pollux, who begins each book
of his Onomasticon with a letter to Commodus, and is represented in the
works of Philostratus by Letter 73 to the empress Julia Domna (although
being of the circle of an empress, and demonstrating this by flaunting an
imperial addressee, as both Pollux and Philostratus do, is not quite the same
as being the addressee of the emperor himself).5* This kind of subversion
of genre distinctions through the incorporation of literary forms belonging
to other genres (for instance, the mixing of itinerary with epistle) may be
said to prepare the way for Philostratus’ enterprise. Such openness to play
with genre boundaries (on the part of readers as much as writers) is clearly
an essential prerequisite for Philostratus’ consistent expansion, subversion,
or rethinking of a chosen literary form in strikingly crearive ways.

The particular discinctiveness of Philostratus in relation to the other
major writers of the Second Sophistic lies perhaps in his self-conscious
sense of being at its end. In a brilliant series of literary performances he
effectively caps and kills the tradition. He explodes letter-writing, re-invents
ecphrasis, takes Homerkritik into areas of mystic revelation from which it
could hardly recover, encyclopaedises and hence effectively signs off the
entire Second Sophistic to date in the V5. The sense of self-conscious
participation in and yet mastery over the tradition is most acute in VS -
where, after all, Philostratus reframes the entire sophistic in his own terms,
capping or reducing centuries of brilliant declamation inro his own anec-
dotes and paraphrases. It may be no coincidence that he knows and com-
ments on his sophistic literary rivals. Dio of Prusa — truly a sophist who
made claim to advise kings — is turned in both VA and VS into lictle
more than a competent jobsworth.” Lucian is entirely ignored. Chariton —
the novelist one presumes, and perhaps by association all the ancient
novels — is dismissed in a letter as brief as the genre of the novel is long:

To Chariton
You think that the Greeks will remember your works when you are dead; but those
who are nobodies while they exist, what will they be when they exist not?

Letter 66

Plutarch, at the end of Letter 73, is snubbed in a wonderfully enigmatic
request to the empress to pass on a message to the long-dead writer:

4 On Lester 73, sec the commentary by Costa (2002) 15861, with bibliography.
5 See Whitmarsh (2001a) 181-246.
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Please urge Plutarch, boldest of the Greeks, not to take offence at the sophists and
not to quarrel with Gorgias. If you do not succeed in persuading him, at least you
know, such is your wisdom (cogia) and cleverness (ufTis), what name to apply
to a man of that sort; I could tell you, but I can't.

After Philostratus, there would never again be so brilliant a literary per-
former of his type — and after him a number of genres of literary perfor-
mance (ecphrasis, hagiography, philosophical biography) would no longer
be the same.

Yet for all its variation, one might argue thar the Philostratean corpus as
a whole has a systematic and repeated set of themes whose focus is the study
of sophia in its various forms and widest sense as understood in the Second
Sophistic.5 Sophia is the first word of Gymnasticus, where the concept
is glossed as philosophy, rheroric, poetry, music, geometry, astronomy,
military strategy, medicine, painting, modelling, the making of statues,
engraving in stone and metal — and, of course, gymnastics or athletics
(261.1-4 Kayser).”” In a strikingly parallel passage, the opening paragraph
of the proem to /magines, Philostratus declares that to belittle painting s to
show injustice to truth (&An9e10) and to wisdom (cogia) (/mag. 1., proem 1,
294.1 Kayser). There, too, we find the list of the arts — modelling, imitation
in bronze, carving in marble and ivory, gem cutting, as well as painting
(294.2 Kayser).® VS opens with the attempt to equate sophistry with
philosophy both in the proem where sophists are presented as philosophers
(480 Kayser) and in the opening of the first book where the ancient art of
sophistry is seen as rhetoric doing the work of philosophy (494 Kayser).
VA rises beyond these human heights to open with the divine Pythagoras —
no mere man bur a reincarnation of the Trojan Euphorbus and a personal
friend of the gods (VA 1.1, 1-2 Kayser). Apollonius, himsclf introduced in
chapter 2 as ‘more divine still than Pythagoras’, is emphatically a man who
pursues wisdom (&An@ivn copia, VA 1.2, 2 Kayser) despite the fact that
people know of him for his wizardry. Heroicus opens with the meeting of
the vinedresser and the Phoenician stranger, but by 2.6 (130 Kayser) the

% Anderson (1986) 284 oddly dismisses these thematic overlaps as ‘baroque and rococo variations
on the same group of themes’, while at the same time (correcily) noting that Philostratus returns
repeatedly ‘to what we might call one of the central themes of the sophisiic: the pepaideumenos of
the present encounters the heroes of the past - on equal terms’.

57 The terms used to gloss oogict are praocopioa, elweiv ouv Téxvn, TromTkis Te SyacBe
xai pougixiys kai yewpetplas, xai . . . dovpovouias, TO kogpfigal oTpaTidy, farpixd TEo,
fwypagia, TAdoTal, dyaAudTwy £ibn, xoikol Aifol, koikos aibnpos and yupvasTikr.

¥ Here gogla compriscs fwypagpia and wAaoTdis moAAa €idn, which is glossed by olrrd Té
TAGTTEW, ) fv T) XaAkdd pipnais, of §iovTes THY AuyBivny v Mapiav Aifov kal & Bépar,
W YAupikn TAaoTixr ...
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activity of vinedressing in this text — carried out according to the divine
instructions of Protesilaus — is equared with ‘living the philosophical life’
(p1hogogeis) and by 4.10 (133 Kayser) with wisdom itself (cogia) and the
vinedresser’s acquisition of wisdom (go@cTepos duauTol yivopen).s? The
gathering of olives and grapes has effectively become a figure for harvesting
‘divine and unpolluted wisdom’ (gogiav Beiav T& kai axfipaTov).

By sophia, Philostratus clearly has in mind a wide remit and potentially
a non-normative one, since he is so keen to argue a case for the inclusion
of such diverse themes within the terminology of ‘wisdom’. In honour of
a Platonic model,% he clearly emphasises skills (Téxven),® bur the remic
of sophia across the corpus moves from the mastery of the specific array of
rhetorical, practical and arristic trainings of the openings of Gymnasticus
and /magines via command in the arena of philosophic education and
sophistic disputartion in VSto the divine and divinely given wisdom invoked
in VA and Heroicus. Effectively all these avenues of sophia lead from the
complex culture of education.®* Philostratus’ texts are concerned with
paideia in its widest sense and with sophia as the true mastery of paideia
to the extent that one can rise to the level of teaching the wisdom one has
acquired. Again, whether one thinks of the explicit mission of educational
reform in the teaching of athletics (in Gymnasticus) or the conduct of
religion and ritual (in VA), of the models of master-educators enacted by
the sophistic heroes of VS or the speaker in /magines, or of the teachers in
holiness exemplified in different ways by both the vinedresser in Heroicus
and by Apollonius of Tyana, or of the direct lessons in aesthetic appreciation
offered by [magines and the more oblique lessons in matters such as love
and its rhetoric which might be drawn from Letters or in politics that one
might learn from V5, the corpus shares with much other Second Sophistic
writing a fundamental focus upon a series of questions as to what is best in
Hellenic culture, but has a particular interest in how these issues might be
most effectively conveyed to the young through education. The interest in
the past evidenced throughour the corpus (and here Nero, whose subject is
a bad emperor obsessed with Greece, might figure as a negative exemplum

%9 The backdrop of vincdressing is hardly selected at random by Philostratus. The image was a standard
one for the fruition of cducation {hopefully into wisdom): see Morgan (1998) 262. One wonders 10
what exrent Dionysiac connotations are significant in this setting.

% If Gorgias was the father of the sophists (VS 492) and ar any rate the inventor of extempore speech
(VS 481-2), then according to Letter 73, Plato was not his opponent: ‘he was as far removed from
envy as emulation is from jealousy.” Rather, ‘Plato adopts the literary forms of the sophists; he does
not let himself be beaten by (:orgias at Gorgias’ own tricks’.

5t On the parady of Téxvn in Lucian's Paraite, sce Nesselrach (1985) 123-239.

51 On paidria in the Second Sophistic, sec Morgan (1998) 190-273: Whitmarsh (2001a) 9o-130 and
181-246 (for the relations of sophist and emperor); Connolly (2001); Borg (2004a).
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of how the Philhellene should 7oz behave, cf. Antony in Plutarch’s Life of
Antony)® belongs to this thematic as being the basis of an ancient and yet
living Hellenism, which it is the mission of Philostratus to pass on. The
interest in the visual arts, encompassing not only grear art from the past
but also the quality of phantasia whose vivid evocation can give rise to
newly creative art worthy of the past even in the present, is likewise part
of this equation in being both the product of paideia and its vehicle.®
The insistence on Hellenism — whether ‘cultural’, ‘political’, philosophical,
or holy — as variously asserted in the different texts, is likewise a cencral
guarantor of the antiquity and purity of the project, as it is again in other
authors of the Second Sophistic.

It is not my intention here to limit the richness and diversity of the
Philostratean corpus by arguing for a single thematic underlying all the
texts. Buc it may be fair to assume that the agenda governing the careful
and brillianc licerary production of such a range of works in different genres
but with close themaric alignments may be more fundamental, even dare
one say it, more intentional, than simply the result of dilettantism or the
appeal of belles-lettres.® Taken together, these texts mount a plea and a
programme for education in the great tradition. It is an education in a
cultural humanism thar rests on the canon of Greek classics but extends
beyond rhetoric and philosophy to art and athletics, as well as carrying
a salvific religious message about a Hellenism where the dead heroes live
again and mortal philosophers of recent times may become divine men.
The corpus of texts is more than a convenient illustration of the range
of sophistic interests,% it is a programme for what Greek culture in the
Roman world might be — perhaps even, in its visionary way, for what
Philostratus believed Greek culture actually was. One problem with an
artificially narrow definition of the Second Sophistic in terms of rhetorical
culture and the activities of sophists has historically been an over-reliance
on the declamatory model offered by V3.7 Bur if we extend our scope,
in addirion, to the visual antiquarianisms of /magines and sections of VA,
to the religious revivalism and seriousness of VA and Heroicus, to the

83 See especially the Comparison of Demetrius and Antony. Note also that Plutarch ends his Life by
specifically telling us that Nero was fifth in descent from Antony, 87.4.

64 For an, in addition to /magines and VA (on which see Platt, chaprer 7 in this volume and Birmelin
(1933)), see Lerters 5, 7, 33, 34 and Gymineasticus 1, 25, 36. For phantasia, see VA 6.19 with Schweitzer
(1934); Pollite (1974) 52-4. 201-5: Waison (1988) s9—9s: Rousselle (2001) 393-9.

% Anderson (1986) uses belles-letrres to characterise the Philostratean corpus in his title and again ac
283 and 287.

¢ So Anderson (1986) 13, also OCD (3rd edn.), s.v. ‘Philostrati’, p. 1171,

57 One thinks especially of Bowersock (1969) and Brunt (1994). See now Whitmarsh (2001a) 17-20.
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living culture of athleric expertise and ascetic restraint (in matters of sex
and diet especially) in implicit relation to comperitive participation in
the panhellenic festivals, in Gymnasticus, never forgetting the learned and
allusive means by which these topics are presented, then it might be that
the corpus as a whole offers an extraordinarily acute picture of the richness
and full cultural range of imperial Hellenism as a phenomenon.



CHAPTER 2

Philostratus: the life of a sophist

Fwen Bowie

PHILOSTRATUS IN HIS TIME

The Philostratus who is the subject of this book was a member of an
Achenian family in which the name continued to be used over several gen-
erations. Our Philostratus, usually called ‘the Second’ by modern scholars,’
is said by the tenth-century ap Byzantine lexicon known as the Suda to
have been the son of a man whose name was Philostratus Verus. The family
seems to have had property on Lemnos, an island to which Philostratus
refers in two anecdotes.* He was probably born ca. AD 170.> We know from
his Lives of the sophists that he was a pupil of Proclus of Naucratis,* but it
seems likely that he also studied with Damianus of Ephesus, Hippodro-
mus of Thessaly and Antipater of Hierapolis. In many ways Philostratus’
career was similar to that of many of his subjects in these Lives. The Suda
entry credits him with declamartions (peAétai) and with a sophistic career
in Athens and Rome: in this, he resembled several sophists we know to
have been active in both Athens and Rome, though in some cases (e.g.
Philagrus of Cilicia and Hadrianus of Tyre, discussed below) this career
pattern was a consequence of their first holding a chair in Athens and then
moving to that in Rome — Philostratus himself, on the other hand, seems
never to have held a chair in either city. Like many of his sophists, however,
Philostratus probably also did hold high office in the city he regarded as
his own, Athens: if he is the L. Flavius Philostratus of the deme Steiria (on
the coast of Attica just north of modern Porto Rafti) attested in three

! For the biographies of the Philostrati and the problems of attributing transmitted and atiested (but
lost} works to each see especially Miinscher (1907); Anderson (1986); Flintermian (2995); De Lannoy
(1997); Billault (2000).

* VA 6.27, VS 1.21.515-16. The crediting of the ancedote about a sacyr in VA 6.27 to one of Philostratus’
own ‘contemporaries’ (T@v Euaurod Tiva fonAikwy), whose mother (he claimed) was visited by a
satyr, has suggested to some that the information goes back to his childhood, but even if the story
relates to the childhood of the ‘contemparary’ it does not firmly establish Philostratus’ own presence
on the island at the time.

3 Cf, Avotins (1978). 4 V32.21.602.
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inscriptions’ he was ‘hoplite general’ (oTpatnyods émi (v@v) &mAwvy)
between AD 200/1 and aD 210/11%: by this period the office had nothing to
do with weaponry or warfare, but was a magistracy especially involved with
securing the city’s food supplies. Philostratus was also one of the prytaneis
(i.e. representatives in the city’s government) of his tribe (phyle) Pandionis,
one of the tribes whose name went back as far as the late sixth-century Bc
Alcmaeonid politician Cleisthenes.” Our Philostratus is also probably
the sophist Flavius Philostratus honoured by Athens with a statue at
Olympia.?

If the Suda is correct to write that he was active as a sophist in Rome,
this is likely to have been ca. ap 203—7. It will probably have been then
that Philostratus was introduced (perhaps before the end of ap 207)? to
the court of Septimius Severus and Julia Domna and to Julia Domna’s
coterie of yewpétpar (mathematicians) and philosophers.”® He seems to
have followed the imperial court when it left Rome: certainly he was present
when, late in AD 212 or early in AD 213, the sophist Heliodorus ‘the Arab’
pleaded on behalf of his country™ before Caracalla in Gaul; perhaps he
was also with it for the imperial visit to Tyana and Antioch in AD 215." In
the course of this career which may have combined some local politics in
Athens with sophistic activity on the ‘world’ stage Philostratus had married
and had fathered at least two sons: an inscription for a statue at Erythrae
in Ionia (on the mainland opposite the island of Chios, conveniently
placed for visits to the great sophistic centre, Smyrna) honours L. Flavius
Capirolinus, son of the sophist Flavius Philostratus,” and shows thart the
wife of our Philostratus was called Aurelia Melitine, while another son and
further relatives were senarors. Its erection makes it very probable that the
family owned land at Erythrae.™

The Athens in which Philostratus grew up (even if he probably spent
some time on family estates on Lemnos), and in which he received at least
some of his rhetorical education, was a city in which sophistic rhetoric was

$ Traill (1971) nos. 13 and 14, /G 11 -11I* 1803, Agora xv 447.4 and 448.4 and cf. Traill (1971) 323-5.

¢ Follet (1976) 101-2; Puech (2002) 377-8 no. 200. The most recent collection of the epigraphic
evidence is in Byrne (2003) 262 Flavius no. 152.

7 Traill (1982) 231-3 no. 34 = SFG xxxii.194.3, cf. Puech (2002) and Byrne (2003) cited in n. 6.

8 Syll’ 878 = Inschrifien von Olympia no. 476: ®A.G1AéoTpaTow Alnvaiov Tév gopioTiv 1
Aaumpotarn wavpis, cf. /G II* 3667. Cf. /K 1.61 from Erythrae.

9 For the cluonology cf. Flinterman (1995) 19-22.

¥ Philostr. VA 1.3. The most artractive sequence is: tenure of hoplite generalship ca. b 203/4, move
to Rome ca. Ap 20s.

" Philoser. V3 2.32.625-6, using the term warpis: we do not know Heliodorus’ city, nor whether this
embassy related to a single city or a whole province.

™ Cassius Dio 77.18.4. ¥ [K1.63 = I[ythiac 63 = Syll.! 879, cf. Puech (2002) 377-8 no. 200.

' Cf. Philostr. epist 45.
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omnipresent in live performances and through the medium of circulated
texts, and in which recently published books in other literary genres can be
presumed to have been attracting attention — and, in some cases, perhaps,
generating literary debate.

Since no later than the last decades of the first century ap eminent
rhetors from other cities had seen Athens as an appropriate locarion either
to give epideictic performances as a visitor (of the sophists commemorated
in Philostratus’ Lives the earliest for whom he attests chis is Scopelianus,
known to be active ca. AD 90-115)"% or even to settle — as it seems [saeus
did, to judge from descendants resident in Athens.’® One of Iszeus’ pupils,
Hordeonius Lollianus, also left his own city Ephesus (itself no mean sophis-
tic centre)'” for Athens; there he must have acquired citizenship, since he
held a magistracy (oTpaTnyds Emi (Tév) &mAwv), a post held by Philo-
stratus himself some seventy years later, as noted above, and a priesthood
which we can date to AD 142/3.® We cannor tell whether his career in
teaching or in city politics came first — or, indeed, ran in parallel — but we
know that his pupils included some who were later distinguished sophists
themselves (e.g. Theodotus of Athens and Philagrus of Cilicia).* For the
history of rhetoric Lollianus’ greatest claim to fame is that he was the
first sophist to hold the city chair of rhetoric at Athens — established,
it would therefore seem, in the 130s or 140s, and a mark of the impor-
tance thar Achenians attached to the role of their education industry, by
then rivalling those of the great cities of the province Asia, Ephesus and
Smyrna. Philostratus reports, and presumably had himself seen, two stat-
ues erected in Lollianus’ honour, ‘one in the agora, the other in the small
grove thar he is said to have planted himself’. The base of one of these,
erected by his pupils, has survived (probably the base of that in the agora),
with an elegiac epigram praising both his declamation and his forensic
speeches.*® Some of these works were available to be read in the AD 180s by
the lexicographer Phrynichus, who three times criticises Lollianus’ faults
of Attic Greek mercilessly, and later by Philostratus, who commends his
direct style, citing two examples of his rhetorical fireworks. His hand-
books (Téxvan), which touched on stasis theory, were still used in the fifth
cenrury.

5 VSaasa.  ® IG -2 3632.7, 3709.6, cf. Oliver (1949) 243,

'? Lollianus retained influence, family and presumably property in Ephesus: his daughter Hordeonia
Pulchra was honoured by a statue, /K xiii 984.

# JGI-III? 1764B.  © VS2.2and 8.

3 VS 1.23.526-7; IG 11-1II* 4211 (= Kaibel, Epigrasumara Graeca 877), Byrme (2003) 300 takes the
findspor of this statue base (the Acropolis) as counting against its statue’s identity with cither
mentioned by Philostratus.

2t Phrynichus Ecloga 8. 147, 159 Rutherford.
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In the decades between the establishment of the civic chair and Philo-
stratus’ childhood the prominence of rhetoric in Achens and of Athens in
the sophistic world continued to grow. Philostratus is probably right to give
pride of place in his account of these years to the hugely rich and influen-
tial Herodes Atticus. Herodes seems to have combined a life of declaiming
and teaching with participation in city politics and the holding of Roman
offices, culminating in the consulate of AD 142/3. Philostratus gives a vivid
sketch of one of his paedagogic tools that was probably unique: Herodes
allowed an inner circle of his top ten pupils — called the Little Water-Clock
(Clepsydrion) — to stay on after his own public epideictic performance and
dine with him while (timed by a water-clock) he presented a full expo-
sition of one hundred lines of poetry. Discussion to which all ten might
contribute then continued during post-prandial drinking.**

The many sophists vying for business were chemselves competitive and
encouraged rivalry among their pupils. Herodes’ pupils, whose ringleader
seems to have been Amphicles of Chalcis,* gratuitously provoked a quarrel
with Philagrus of Cilicia when he started lecturing in Athens, and were
delighted to expose one of his supposedly ex tempore performances as in
fact prepared.* This incident presumably belongs in the 160s, shortly
before Philostratus’ birth: it is likely that it was in the 170s that Philagrus
was rescued from the unwelcoming and critical Athenian public — which
might have included the acerbic Lucian® — to take up an appointment to
the Greek chair of rhetoric in Rome. It was not only on Philostratus or
his informants that Philagrus made an impression: a dream thar Philagrus
once had, predicting his inability to declaim, is noted by the writer on
dream-interprerarion, Artemidorus.”

Philagrus might have stayed in Athens had there been a chair free
to which he could be appointed. In the mid 170s the emperor Marcus
established in Athens chairs of the major philosophical schools and also
a second chair of rhetoric to be remunerared ar a higher rate than the
civic chair, with an annual salary of 10,000 rather than the latter’s 6,000
drachmae. Competition for this chair must have exacerbated that already
manifest among sophists for pupils, prominence and for the civic chair.
Marcus allowed Herodes to appoint to the philosophic chairs, but did not
risk giving him che choice of that of rhetoric, and indeed appointed one

32 V5§ 2.10.585-6.

¥ An epitaph for Amphicles’ son by Amphicles survives, Syll.? 1240, cf. Bowie (1989) 215-6.

4 V5 28.579.

3 A good case for seeing Philagrus as Lucian'’s target in his Lexiphanes is made by Jones (1972).
36 41, 242, 11-13 Pack.
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of Herodes’” former pupils who by now had joined his political enemies,
Tulius Theodotus of the deme Melite.?” Theodotus held the chair only for
two years before dying in his fifties. Marcus then appointed, on the basis
of his reputation alone, another of Herodes’ pupils, Hadrianus of Tyre.
This appointment took place at some date not long before Marcus’ visit to
Athens in AD 176 to be initiared in the Eleusinian mysteries, a visit which
gave him the opportunity actually to hear Hadrianus for the first time.
Philostratus’ very vivid account of Hadrianus' dazling performances —
among them delivery of a funeral oration for Herodes when he died
ca. AD 177/8% — and ostentatious self-presentation must be credited to
what he had heard from his elders racher than seen or heard himself as a
child. But the over-heated atmosphere of sophistic competition may well
have made some impression on him, too. Hadrianus’ pupils would escort
him home after his lectures and they had their slaves beat up a supporter
of his rival Chrestus of Byzantium who kept insulting their hero: when the
man died thirty days later Hadrianus faced a charge of murder and was
tried by the legate of Achaea.*?

When Hadrianus was promoted to what was regarded (and described by
Philostratus) as the ‘higher’ chair in Rome, early in the ap 180s, it was not
Chrestus who succeeded him, despite his having at one stage 100 pupils and
despite an Athenian embassy to Commodus requesting his appointment,
but the man we know best as a lexicographer, Hadrianus’ pupil Pollux (in
Greek Polydeuces) of Naucratis.?® Pollux cannot have held the chair long —
like Theodotus, he died in his fifties (according to Philostratus, he was
fifty-eight)® — and he was succeeded by Pausanias of Caesarea Mazaca in
Cappadocia.

These must have been the names that dominared discussion of sophis-
tic rhetoric in Philostracus’ teens, along with those of others who either
held only the civic chair — for example, Apollonius of Athens, a pupil of
Hadrianus of Tyre — or who failed to achieve a chair at all — Prolemy of
Naucratis and Rufus of Perinthus, both pupils of Herodes, the latter well
enough established in internarional society to be elected archon of the
Panhellenion,** or Apollonius and Proclus of Naucratis.

Among these sophists only Proclus of Naucratis was certainly one of
Philostratus’ own teachers. He had come to Athens as a young man to

7 Cf. Byrne (2003) 3112 lulius no. 48, PIR1 599, /G 11-H11? 3813 (to himself), 3616 (to his homonymous
son, an e¢phebe ca. AD 160, 2094.39), 4087 (to his daughter lulia Cephisodora). Theodotus” wife
Aelia Cephisodora was the niece of another of Herodes' enemies, Claudius Demostratus.

B V% 2.10.586; for the date cf. Follet (1976) 267, Tobin (1997).  *® VS 1.10.587-8.

30 VS 2a1.891, 12.593. ¥ VS2a2.593. VS 2.17.997.
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attend the lectures of Hadrianus of Tyre, and later returned to settle there.
We learn that he taught in one of his two Athenian houses (he also had
two others, in the Piraeus and at Eleusis): there, for a once-for-all fee of
100 drachmae, his pupils had access to both his lectures and his private
library. “To prevent us hissing and making jokes at one another, as tends to
happen in sophists’ lectures, we were asked to go in all together, and when
we had gone in we would sit down with boys (Taibes) and their minders in
the middle, and the young men (ueipéxia) by themselves.'™ Philostratus’
phraseology does not make it clear whether he himself was in the category
of boys or young men.

The detail and enthusiasm of Philostratus’ discussion of Hippodromus of
Thessaly mighr also suggest he was formally taught by him. Note especially
the phraseology of the story how, when Proclus composed an invective
against all teachers at Achens including Hippodromus, ‘we thought we
would hear a speech that aimed to echo what had been said, but he [sc.
Hippodromus] said nothing common but delivered an encomium of good
language’.* Even if Philostratus was never a pupil, it is virtually certain
that he heard Hippodromus perform in Athens, where he was already
prominent some time before succeeding Heraclides of Lycia in the imperial
chair, probably ca. Ap 209.3 We get a further indication that Philostrarus
was close to Hippodromus when he credits him with helpful advice to his
nephew, Philostratus ‘the Lemnian’, when he was to deliver an ex zempore
epideictic speech at Olympia: indeed, Hippodromus postponed his own
performance until the close of the festival so as not to compete with his
own pupil.? Philostratus commends Hippodromus’ reactions in a number
of incidents, and he does not implicate him in the pressure-group formed
by supporters of Apollonius of Naucratis to force Heraclides of Lycia to
leave the Athenian chair for a successful private practice in Smyrna.

But by the time of this sophistic in-fighting Philostratus must himself
already have been teaching — first (presumably) in Athens, then in Rome.
When he moved to the capital is uncertain, but his report of a declam-
atory contest in Rome between Apollonius of Achens and Heraclides of
Lycia when the larter was on an embassy to Septimius Severus, probably in
AD 202 or 203, is perhaps briefer than might be expected if he were there
ar the time.” Moreover, as suggested above, he should still have been in

3 VS 2.21.604. As Jas Elsner has pointed out to me, this model of a sophist lecturing to Taibes amid
uewpdxier is preciscly the frame Philostratus sets up in the proem of the /magines and enacts in
various of the descriptions therein (c.g. 1.3). See Elsner (1995) 179, Anderson (1986) 265 (on the
phenomenon repeated in individual descriptions).

M V3227618, % Heheld ic for four years, VS2.27.618. % V32.27.617. ¥ VS2.20.601
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Athens ca. aD 205 to hold the office of hoplite general. So movement
to Rome and attachment to the imperial court should belong in or after
AD 205 or 206. But it might be wrong to imagine his spending uninterrupred
years in Rome. Many of the Greek and Roman elite travelled frequently:
Philostratus may not have wished to neglect his friends, his intellectual
connections and his (doubtless) substantial properties in Athens and Lem-
nos. So although he was there late in AD 212 or early in 213 when the sophist
Heliodorus ‘the Arab’ pleaded before Caracalla in Gaul,® his account of
Philiscus having to defend his claim to professorial immunity in person
before the emperor in Rome, in the winter of AD 212, is not marked by
the same first-person expression. His remarks about the sophistic quarrel
between Aspasius and Philostratus of Lemnos gaining strength in lonia
and abour his friendship with the Achenian Nicagoras and che Phoenician
Apsines (who taught in Athens) point rather to his spending much, perhaps
most, of his time in Athens and lonia in the 220s and 230s.

GENRE

The sophistic world in which Philostratus moved in his teen and adult years
(the years between D 180 and 240) was one which produced much literature
over and above the declamations (peAétcn) and less formal talks (S1cAéEeis)
or ‘tasters’ (TrpoAchiai) that were the staple of epideictic performances.
Philostratus himself is one of our chief witnesses to sophists” activity in
other genres.

Historiography was not uncommon. Philostratus mentions a work ‘On
the Goths’ (leTiké) by Dio of Prusa, which he relates to his exile among
the Getae and classifies as a ‘history’ (loTopia).?” He also commends,
particularly for its display of language and — if the text is correct — of
contemplative reflection (Becopict), a history (loTopia)) by Antiochus of
Aegeae*® and elsewhere compares the qualities of Antipater of Hierapolis
in declaiming and writing history (§uyypéwyat) unfavourably with his
distincrion as a letter-writer.*' From Phrynichus we happen to know that
Polemo wrote history.#* But there was certainly much more.

Poetry, too, was often composed. Although Philostratus actests the com-
position of poetry only for Nicetes of Smyrna (tragedy) and Scopelianus of
Clazomenae (credited with all sorts of poetry, among them both tragedy
and epic),? epigraphy adds other cases of sophist-poets, notably Herodes

38 Dhilostr. V52.32.625-6. ¥ V51.7.487, cf. FGrH 707.  *° V32.4.570, cf. PIRA 730, FGrH 747.
" V82.24.607. 4 271 Lobeck. 4 V3121518,
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Auticus and Aelian of Praeneste, and provides some poetry by Aristides of
Hadrianoutherae to supplement whar he cites in his Sacred Tales.#

A third literary genre that seems to have attracted sophists was epis-
tolography. Philostratus knows a number of letters written by Herodes
Atticus to a man whose name may be Varus (the text is uncertain): this
might even suggest that a collection of his own letters was published by
Herodes.# Philostratus’ commendation of Flavius Antipater of Hierapolis
and condemnation of Aspasius of Ravenna in connection with their tenure
of the office ab epistulis graecis seems to hint at more epistolography than
thar generated by official duties alone.*® Aelian of Praeneste wrote Rustic
letters (&ypoixikai EmioToAai) of which a slim collection (twenty letters)
survives.

Finally we must consider the extraordinary oeuvre of Lucian. Born
around AD 120 into a family from Samosata on the Commagenian stretch
of the river Euphrates, Lucian acquired a good tertiary Greek educarion
in rhetoric and philosophy — we don’t know where: perhaps in Ionia?” —
and seems to have embarked on the career of an epideictic sophist that
attracted so many others. Despite some claimed success in this career —
perhaps only in western provinces*® — Lucian developed a form of rhetorical
entertainment very different from the standard sophistic declamarions,
ueAéTa. As in the case of many sophistic displays, his main performance
was sometimes preceded by a taster, a mpoAaAi&, thematically linked to the
main course, bur that main course was a sarirical romp, often satirising the
sophists and philosophers who performed in the same theatres and odeia
as Lucian, and not infrequently in dialogue form. It is impossible to be
sure which of Lucian’s surviving works were inicially presented orally, and
if so on how many different occasions. What we have was clearly suited to
circulation in the form of a written text for reading, and some works may
never have been intended for oral delivery at all. But that some were seems
clear from the TrpoAcAiai, and it is very likely that Lucian’s diverse oral
performances will have provoked thought in a young sophist seeking — as
Philostratus surely was — to establish himself as generically innovative. This
makes it surprising that nowhere in any of Philostratus’ works is Lucian
mentioned (though by an ironic wist of fortuna one of the shorter works
now reckoned by many to be by Philostratus, the dialogue Nero, has been
transmitted as part of the Lucianic corpus).

4 See Bowic (1989). 4 VS1.25.537. 46 V52.24.607, 33.628.
47 CFf. Luc., Twice accused 27.  4® Luc., Apology 1s.
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Lucian’s biographic treatments of contemporary figures who had
achieved a dubious eminence in Greek cultural life, whether blandly lauda-
tory, as in Demonax, or devastatingly denigratory, as in Alexander and
Peregrinus, were among the few models that can have been available for
Philostratus’ Lives of the sophists, and showed how such a Life of a latter-day
cultural icon could be elaborated at some length (Alexander is twenty-
nine pages in the Oxford text, Peregrinus eighteen, Demonax twelve), even
where the subject may be entirely fictitious (as I suspect Demonax to be).
Lucian’s adaptations of Platonic dialogue settings in Toxarss and Friends of
fabrication (Philopseudeis)* 1o frame highly self-conscious narrative ficrions
(even, perhaps, meta-fictions) play games with the status of narrator and
reader and the nature of Greek fiction that recur in quite similar forms in
Philostratus’ Heroicus, and other features of that work (including research
into Homeric problems with the aid of a privileged source) are also antic-
ipated in Lucian’s True (hi)stories. In his On the house (de domo, Trepi ToU
oikov) and Representations (Imagines, eixoves) Lucian also played with a
self-standing art-form developed from the age-old literary game of pre-
cisely and evocatively describing a work of art — a game in which sophists
will have been trained at an early stage as they were taken through the
wider-ranging exercise of ‘description’, ecphrasis. Admittedly ocher writers
had also deployed this trope ~ norably hellenistic epigram, starting with
Poseidippos — and Aelius Aristides made some use of it in such virtuoso
display speeches as those On the well in the temple of Asclepius (39 Keil) and
On the Aegean sea (44 Keil). Bur Lucian’s approach to this type of ecphrasis
is one which can be argued to have had more influence on Philostrarus.
Finally it might be thought that the interweaving of literary models and
religious concerns of Apollonius and Heroicus were in some ways antici-
pated by Lucian in his work On the Syrian goddess. Overall the points of
contact berween Lucian’s variegated oeuvre and that of Philostratus are so
striking that one is tempted to attribute the biographer’s silence on Lucian
to his sense that he was too uncomfortably close to give a reader free rein
to admire Philostratus’ own originaliry.

Lucian’s Toxaris and Friends of fabrication (Philopseudeis) and his two-
book True (hi)stories also seem to explore issues arising from another inno-
vative literary genre, the novel. By the middle of the first century Ap, and
perhaps much earlier,’° Greek readers had been able to read prose fiction
narratives of the adventures of a teenage boy—girl couple dragged by malign
fortune around both Greek and exotic, non-Greek parts of the near East,

42 On Philopseudeis, see most recently Ogden (20072).  *° Bowie (2002).
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sometimes separated from each other and often facing sensational ordeals.
Lucian’s works just mentioned show that he knew such narratives and
imply thar his readers could be expected to, and Lucian himself very prob-
ably wrote a variant form of fiction, the Metamorphoses that gave Apuleius
the framework for his work of the same name. The writers of these novels
show good knowledge of rhetoric and may in some cases actually have
been practising sophists. Our earliest writer of a novel to survive complete,
Chariton, claims to have been the secretary of a rheor," and it is hard to
resist identifying him with the Chariton to whom Philostratus addressed
an ostensibly vituperative letter:

To Chariron

You think that the Greeks will remember your writings when you are dead. But
those who are nobodies when they are alive, what could they possibly be when
they are not alive?s

This text demonstrates not that Philostratus and his readers had little or no
knowledge of the novels, bur that that they were familiar enough for the
brief reference to Chariron to make sense, and the idea of an eight-book,
chiefly fictional work on the travels and ordeals of an admirable individual
named in its tide, On Apollonius of Tyana, will have come easier to a
Philostratus who knew Chariton’s and Achilles Tatius’ eight-book novels
than to one who did not. The decision to build a prose book around
expressions of sexual desire, &pws, as Philostratus did in his collection of
(chiefly) love letters, mighr also be thought to relate in some way to the
centrality of desire in the novels, but as much, and perhaps more, influence
on his project might be argued for erotic epigram, a genre well represented
in anchologies of epigrams and successfully actempted by two poets in the
early imperial period, Rufinus and Straro.’*

Novels and epigram have taken us into the penumbra of the literary
genres exploited by sophists before Philostratus. There were several other
genres on offer — e.g. didactic hexameter epic — that are not known to have
been arcempted by sophists but to which Philostratus might in principle
have turned his literary hand. As it is his most-substantial and most-read
works have been Lives of the sophists and On Apollonius of Tyana, the
former a collection of biographies, the latter a hybrid of which biography
is the dominant parent. Philostratus may well have been working on these

% Chariton, Chaereas and Callirboe 1.1.1.

5 uepvrioeofon Tidv adv Adywv oier Tous "EAATvas brreiSév TeAeuTiions: ol 88 unBiv Svtes drdTe
elotv, Tives &v elev dwdTe ol elalv; Philostratus, Letter 66.

¥ CF. Bowie (1994) 187-94.  ’* Cf. Bowie (1990) 56-8.
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two books simultaneously: there is too little evidence to allow a plausible

chronology of the other works, with the possible exception of Heroscus.

(1) On Apollonius of Tyana (v& & Tov AToAAdviov Tuavéa), in eight
books, can be inferred to have been finished after Julia Domna's death in
AD 217 from the fact thar, though she commissioned it, Philostratus does
nor dedicate ic to her, and thar she is referred to by verbs in imperfect
tenses.”® It seems also to have been finished before his completion of
Lives of the sophists, since this work cross-refers to On Apollonius,®
giving a darte no later than AD 242/3 (see below). Philostratus played
down the role of Apollonius as a magician and wonder-worker (uéyos
and ydns) and stressed his links with the divine in his capacity as
a neo-Pythagorean sage who traversed the Roman empire (and even
reached Parthia, India and Echiopia), admonishing individuals and
cities, reviving traditional Greek cults and resisting oppression by the
Roman ‘tyrants’ Nero and Domitian. Philostracus presents him as being
accompanied by an interlocutor-figure, Damis of Nineveh, whose role
to some extent recalls that of interlocutors of the Platonic Socrates.
Damis was probably invented to be a foil to Apollonius and to allow
citation of his ‘diaries’ to give Philostratus’ account more authority than
its predecessors. The eight-book structure of On Apollonius is among
several features that bring it closer to the novels than to earlier examples
of biography.

(2) Lives of the sophists (Bior codiorédv) has a very different Aavour. The
Gordian to whom it is dedicated has often been thought to be to
Gordian | when he was proconsul of Africa in AD 237/8. Recently,
however, Jones has advanced persuasive arguments for its dedicatee
being the young Gordian 11 and its date aD 242/3.% Its subject is more
central to contemporary Greek society and it is more typical of Greek
writing of the period in the version of Hellenic cultural identity that
it parades. lts two books comprise fifty-nine biographies: the majority
of these (forty-one, to be precise) are of prominent Greek sophists
of the imperial period, starting with Nicetes of Smyrna under Nero
and continuing down to Philostratus’ own coevals, a sequence for
which he coined the terms ‘New’ or ‘Second Sophistic’. The former
designation was to be ephemeral, the latter to endure, to be revived in
the nineteenth century and ro be widely and often very loosely applied
(sometimes to phenomena quite unrelated to Philostratus’ sophists) in

% Philostr. VAr3. 6 Philostr. VS 2.5.570.
57 Philostr. V35 pref. 480 with Avotins (1978) 242-7.  %® Jones (2002).
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the twentieth.”” The lives of these ‘new’ sophists, dominated by the
much longer accounts of Polemo and Herodes at the end of book 1
and the beginning of book 2 respectively (1.25, 2.1), are preceded by
eight lives of philosophers whose presentation also earned them the
title ‘sophist’ (1.1-8), ending with Dio of Prusa and Favorinus, then ten
lives of the classical sophists (from Gorgias to Aeschines, 1.9-18) whose
authority Philostratus harnesses for his ‘Second Sophistic’. Philostratus
used both his subjects’ published works (chiefly declamations) and oral
tradition gathered from sophists he himself had heard. His reliability
has been questioned,%® but controls often support his version,* and
Lives of the sophists is an invaluable, albeit tendentious, Greek culrural
history of the period.

In addition to these two biographic works which are unambiguously
attributable to this Philostratus there are a further five, in quite different
prose genres, which are very probably his, and two more (one prose,
one verse) which could well be.

(3) Onathletics (MuuvaaTikds), a historical and protrepric account of Greek
athletics, with special reference to the Olympic games, hasastrong claim
to be by this Philostratus. It fits his persistent concern with Hellenic
values and identity and with the prestige of Greek city elites, and
linguistic parallels support this attribution.®* That the achlete Aurelius
Helix is ar his peak (c. 46) suggests that its composition falls after his
second Olympic victory, which was either in D 213% or AD 217,% and
that it is probably after his double victory in the Capitoline games at
Rome in 219.%

(4) On heroes (Hpwos, Heroicus) is also increasingly accepted as being
a work of our Philostratus ‘the Second’.% It takes the form of a dia-
logue in which an unnamed Phoenician sailor, delayed by winds on the
Thracian Chersonese, learns of a vintner’s encounter with the ghosts
of heroes of the Trojan war. This is a variant on the popular game
(earlier played by the author claiming to be Dictys of Crete, and by
Dio of Prusa in his eleventh Oration), of ‘correcting’ Homer and other
archaic poerts. Its account of Achilles’ singing even allows the author
to try his own hand at poetry.*” The same theme is treated briefly in

%9 For pertinent observations see Whitmarsh (20012) 41~5. % Jones (1974).

6 Swain (1991).  © Jiithner (1902), Miinscher (1907) 496-7.  © Miinscher (1907) 4978, §53—4.

64 Jiithner (1909) 87~9.  ® Cassius Dio 79.10.2-3.

6 Muinscher {1907) 495—7, however, argues for ascription of Heroicus and fmagines (1) 10 Philostratus
‘the Third’.

67 53.10, 55.3, cf. Bowie (1989) 221-3 and (1994) 183—7.
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On Apollonius of Tyana, but it is disputed which is the earlier.®® R efer-
ence to the second Olympic victory of Helix puts Hervicus after ap 213
(cf. above on Gymmnasticus).

(5) ‘Paintings’ (eixoves, Imagines), consists of forty-eight descriptions of
paintings of chiefly mythological subjects divided into two books.
They are presented by the work’s narrator as expositions of paintings
in a gallery in 2 suburb of Naples, addressed to his host's ten-year-
old bur unnamed son. Menander Rhetor,*” writing in the late third
century, was probably right to assign these to the same Philostratus as
Heroicus — i.e. Philostratus ‘the Second’ — but the difference of genre
complicates any assessment.

(6) The second of two transmitted Leczures (SiaAéeis), presumably among
those SiaAé€eis ascribed to Philostratus ‘the Second’ by the Suda, dis-
cusses the old topic of nature and culwre. It shares a geographical
reference with On Apollonius of Tyana,” and it is likely to be by Philo-
stratus ‘the Second'.

(7) Of seventy-three letters transmitted as a collection, ffty-eight love
letters, all but three of whose young male or female addressees are
unnamed, are probably among the Erotic letters (EmoToAai EpwTikai)
ascribed to Philostratus ‘the Second’ by the Suda. Of the non-erotic
letters in the collection which have named addressees (41-3345;49;52;
65—73) at least nine (65—73) are very probably also by our Philostratus
‘the Second’, above all those to Julia Domna (Lezter 73) and Cresidermus
(Letzer 68, cf. Lives of the sophists 2.1.552).

(8) The dialogue Nero, transmirted in the Lucianic corpus and ascribed by
the Suda to a younger Philostratus, usually now termed Philostratus
‘the Third’. This Philostratus was born in 187/8 or 191/2, was a pupil
of Hippodromos art the age of twenty-two,” received immunity from
Caracalla after declaiming brilliancly at twenty-four”* and was arguably
(if che Suda is emended) nephew of our Philostratus ‘the Second.
However Nero has been persuasively claimed by modern scholars for
Philostratus ‘the Second’.”? In the dialogue, the philosopher Musonius
Rufus and a character called Menecrates, perhaps named afier a famnily
friend of Philostratus, discuss Nero’s failed attempt ro cut through the
isthmus of Corinth. The subject moves to Nero’s tour of Greece before
the work ends with news of his death.

63 Solmsen (1941) 129—34.

59 Menander Tepi EmBEIKTIKGY 2.390.2-3 Spengel (= p. 116 Russell and Wilson (1981)).
70 With Dialexis 112 cf. Apollonius 4.34. 7" Philostr. V5 2.27.617.

72 Philostr. VS 2.30.623. ™ Most recently by Whitmarsh (1999) 143-4.
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(9) An epigram on a statue of Telephos in the Planudean Anthology
(Anth. Plan. 110) resembles Heroicus 23.24fF., and since the Suda ascribes
epigrams to Philostratus ‘the Second’ it has been thought that he is a
likely author.7+

74 Follet (1964) demonstrates two other epigrams to be later compositions.



CHAPTER 3

Culture and nature in Philostratus

Simon Swain

CULTURE AND NATURE

Philostratus is one of the most versatile and comprehensive of the Second
Sophistic writers. In his own literary and political activity he seems to sum
up the culture of the period he himself has named for us. Yet if we pause
for a moment and stand back from what is familiar to his readers, we might
learn to view him as a man who does not take his world for granted, does
not simply describe it, but rather is deeply concerned with reform in the
face of threats to its traditions and identiry. It may indeed be suggested that
the very range of Philostratus’ literary output should be assessed in this
way. Of the other Second Sophistic intellectuals whose work survives to
us, only Dio of Prusa truly comes close to Philostratus in the breadth of his
output — political/moral speeches, art-historical analyses, literary criticism,
a fascination with sport, fears for traditional religion, the use of fiction as a
vehicle for moral and philosophical comment. The variety of material Dio
covers has something to do with his need to touch on all areas of Hellenic
life, and this need itself is due to a deep feeling that something has gone
wrong — and that Roman power is partly to blame. [ suggest in this chapter
that in broad terms Philostratus shares Dio’s concern abour what Hellenic
culture is and where it is going, and that we can see this right across the
spectrum of his writings.

Of course, the political conditions of the empire in Philostratus’ day
were quite different from those that had caused problems for Dio. In Dio’s
time few from the Greek East were Roman citizens, and very few indeed
were senators. By the rime of Philostratus’ mature years 99 per cent of the
free inhabirants of the whole empire were Roman citizens thanks to the law
of Caracalla known as the Constitutio Antoniniana. It is quite legitimate
to interpret this extraordinary act of 212 as the outcome of a deliberate

I should like to thank the editors for their comments, and Donald Russell for his advice on the
teanslation of Dialexis 2.
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cosmopolitanism by the emperor Caracalla and his advisors (and presum-
ably his father, Septimius Severus, who had died in the previous year).
The contemporary historian Cassius Dio condemned it as a disastrous,
short-sighted bid to extend to all the taxes which Roman citizens had to
pay.' But Cassius Dio carries the same old-world cultural baggage as his
(probable) ancestor Dio of Prusa, and was conservative in both his idea of
a superior Hellenism and in his belief that 4is Roman citizenship was too
valuable to be shared with the canaille. To confirm the authenticity of the
policy and to hear a welcome of one law for all the empire’s citizens, we may
turn to the greatest of the Severan jurists, Ulpian of Tyre, who wrote most
of his monumental output during the reign of Caracalla.* The Severans
were a different sort of royal family — the first without connections to Italy
and therefore (despite being imbued with Latin and Greek) without the
automatic cultural and political reflexes of their predecessors. This is surely
of relevance to the extension of Roman citizenship. The law of 212 shows
a new attitude towards the political life of the Roman world which marks
the start of a gradual evolution away from the traditional civic~political
structures of the city state with its local landholding nobilities and takes
us forward to the more mobile world of late antiquity. This beginning is
what Ulpian fully appreciated in his acceptance of a universal law which
guarantees freedom, equality and dignicy.? If we bear this historical back-
ground in mind, we see that Philostratus’ apparently cosy world of Hellenic
sophists, divinities and images is likely to have been more problematic than
the literary games of his texts could ever indicare.

1 shall argue in the following pages that Philostratus was aware of change
in his world and that one of his responses to this was to bring forward a
more exclusive model of Hellenic culture than had been accepted before
and to present this as the natural culture of his elite peers. I shall do this
by looking, albeit briefly, both at major works — Lives of the sophists, On
Apollonius, Heroicus, Gymnasticus, Imagines — and at a shorr and relatively
unknown piece — Dialexis 2 — where a mannered and very sophistic paradox
may be read in the light of these concerns. I begin with Lives of the sophists.

On one level the cultural assumptions of Lives appear most orthodox:
elite solidarity based on the practices of elite rhetoricians. Yet by privileging
the idea of the ‘sophist’ and by illustrating the social and political successes
of his sophists as much as their mastery of rhetoric, the text is liable to lead
us astray since it extends the term to make it a label fit for any member of the

' 77.9.5: specifically the 5 per cent inheritance tax, onc of the main sources of veterans’ pensions
through the aerarium militare.
* Honoté (2002) chs. 7—9.  ? Honoré (2002) 24—, 84-6.
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educated upper classes. Something that was highly constructed and artificial
is projected as a natural goal to which everyone (including the work’s
imperial dedicatee) will aspire. [n realiry, sophists were a very restricted
group,* and it is to a large extent due to the disarming playfulness of Lives
that scholars have been led to over-estimate their role.’ Yet Philostratus
is fairly clear if we listen to him. He wants his sophists to be tied to the
intellectual heroes of old, of the ‘First Sophistic’. This is an out-and-ouc
‘Hellenist” project, and it is significant that for the first time in a pagan
Greek text the word ‘Hellene” appears to be used so very frequently ina
cultural-ideological sense rather than a descriptive—ethnic one, and bears
the meaning of an adherent of Hellenic culture and tradition rather than
simply a ‘Greek’.6

This non-ethnic sense of ‘Hellene’ goes back, of course, to classical times.
The divorce berween ethnicity and culture really began in the Hellenistic
world, and conrinued under Rome. Ethnicity remained important to the
imagination and certainly had real polirical and social consequences. Itis
seen most clearly in the desire of some Second Sophistic authors ro locatea
‘pure Greek’ type, a desire with which Philostratus is familiar.” The claims
of many eastern cities in the Hellenistic and Roman periods to kinship with
the leading centres of Old Greece show the importance of such a belief,
which was certainly approved of by Romans for their own cultural and
political objecrives.® In discussing false claims, the philosopher Epictetus
exposes the problem of Greekness by asking, “Why are you impersonating
Greeks when you are a Jew?’ (Discourses 2.9.19),? since the Jews of all people

4 Schmitz (1997).

$ Sec Bowie (1982) on one aspect of this.

¢ (Beginning with Nicetes) Lives 511, 515, 518, 524, 527, §36. §50, $$1, 554, $57, 564 §67, 571, §74. 187, 568,
589, 591. 594, 598, 600, 605, 609, 613, 616, 617, 618, 623. There is often no clear boundary in chese pis-
sages between the meaning ‘student of higher Greek culeure, specifically language/literature/thetouc”
and the unmarked meaning ‘Greek’. But thac in itself is significant. On Hellene as an ‘adjec-
tif. . . valorisant’ in the Lives, cf. Foller (1991).

7 CF. Soranus, Gynaecology 2.44.2 on the importance of ‘pure Greeks’ (xafapcs EAAnviBes) as nurses:
Dio, Or. 48.8 on the Prusans renSeigr Biapépovras xai ploe kai 16 Svti kabapdds Svras EAAnvas:
Aristides, Or. 24.23 on the Rhodians as kafapds vras EAAnvas, and esp. Polemon on the ‘pure
Greek’ type, which has been diluted by Roman immigration into Old Greece, Physiognomy ch. 35
(Leiden recension, Swain (2007) 197-200). Philostratus clearly alludes 1o Polemon’s phra:eology at
Lives 531 when he describes his pupils as a ‘pure Greece',

% The most familiar aspect of this is Hadrian'’s Panhellenion. Debate continues about how far the
Greeks wanted an organisation promoting connections with Old Greece and how far Hadrian
thought it was good for them (see c.g. Spawforth 1999). In reality, classicism oftered legitimation or
conservative regimes and therefore suited both Reme and local aristocracies. Bur the parchy cake-up
of membership of the Panhellenion shows clearly that many major ciries felt that in this art lease
Hadrian (whose philhcllenism was warmly welcomed) had gone too far.

¥ Reraining the MSS reading i Uroxpivn Toudaios cv EAAnvas; On this passage, see Stern (1974)
543.
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had no wish to actually claim to be Greek. As often, Christian authors
provide an up-to-date view of what ‘Hellene’ meant, for in these writers
it signals adherence to a set of religious/philosophical and cultural/social
practices which were opposed to Christianity and the Christian way of
life. Apologists like Origen in Against Celsus argue that these practices
are both absurd and exclusive of the majority of the population. But it
was precisely this exclusivity thar Philostratus welcomed.”® In Lives he
underscores and reinforces it by identifying ‘Hellene’ closely with sophistic
activity." Consequently, to read Lives of the sophists as a description of
Second Sophistic society and its rhetoric, and not (also) as Philostratus’
prescription of how thar society should look, is rather inadequare.

On Apollonius is a truly extraordinary work in this regard, for here
Philostratus takes the opportunity to call for reform of the religious and
moral experiences of Greek culrure by highlighting the activities of a semi-
fictional and long-dead philosopher-cum-holy man. Hellenic culture is
once more taken as superior, though the specific point of view is the
wisdom of Hellenic philosophy on the one hand (specifically in relation
to Romans, Indians, Egyptians and others) and the degeneracy of some
of the Greeks contemporary with Apollonius on the other.’* Apollonius
must in reality have been a marginal if perhaps embarrassing critic of the
comfortable establishment of his own era (the first century ap); like most
philosophers, we may suppose he was a member of the elite and hence
allowed to criticise.” His reinvention as a central reformer of Greek culture

' We should not exclude the influence of Christian usage on his thinking. Barnes (1998) 79 observes
that the use of *Hellene’ 1o mean ‘anyone at all hostile to Christianity’ occurs first in Porphyry’s
Againse the Christians. Porphyry understood Philostratus very well by comparing the resurrected
Apollonius of Philostratus with Jesus (fr. 63 von Harnack), and we shall see below thar there is
cuough in Philostratus’ Apalionius to make it evident that Philostracus was aware of Christianity
and its arguments. If chat is right, the sense of ‘Hellene' in the Lives should reflect a culture where
Christianity was firmly on the agenda. The date of composition of Lives in the late 230s or early
240s (Jones 2002) brings it very close in time to Against Cebus, to the reign of the pro-Christian
Philip (244-9; Eusebius, Fee. Hist. 6.34. 36.3 leuter of Origen to Philip and his wife), during which
Philostratus died, and indeed to the first major ‘state’ persecution of Christians by the emperor
Decius (249-51).

Cf. Pollux, Onomasticon 4.20, where ‘Hellene’ is one of a number of terms of praise for public

speakers (chetors, i.e. politicians, cf. 4.16) and therefore withour an echnic sense. But for Pollux

‘sophist” is an ambiguous word, 4.47-51, and others labelled as sophists by Philostratus (esp. Aelius

Aristides) rejected it firmly.

* In general sce Flinterman (1995); Swain (1996) 385-9s5.

' See the edition of Apollonius’ Letters, many of which are likely to be genuine, by Penella {1979).
The suggestion of Jones (2006} 63 that Apollonius was the respectable Roman citizen 1.. Pompeius
Apollonius of Ephesus who wrate politcly to the proconsul (and friend of Plutarch) Mestrius Florus
about the Ephesian mysteries (5/G* 820 = {IEph 213]) is not as wayward as it might seem, since
the explicit anti-Roman remarks in Letters are no worse than those uttered by Roman citizens
like Dio, Lucian, or Polemon. However, Apollonius is a common name. Despite Apollonius of
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has nothing to do with his own time and everything to do with that of
Philostrarus. 1 have argued elsewhere that the apparent triviality of so much
of the work, including its very ‘sophistic’ parade of knowledge, has made
it difficult for us to see the serious purpose behind it."*

Philostratus tells his readers that he was asked o write about Apollonius
by the empress Julia Domna. The work was finished some time after her
suicide in 217 and therefore most probably under the emperor Severus
Alexander (223-35), the son of her niece Julia Mamaea. Philostratus’ aims
are surely in part to be explained by the cultural and religious interests of
Alexander. He was a very young emperor and the influence of his mother
on him is well known. Julia Mamaea had overt Christian leanings. She
was ‘a most pious woman’ (i.e. a Christian) according to Eusebius, Hisz.
Eccl. 6.21.3—4, who records that she’® summoned by military escort no lessa
figure than Origen and heard from him ‘about the fame of the Lord and the
excellence of the Divine Teaching’. Even more interesting s the fragment of
aleter ro Julia Mamaea by bishop Hippolytus of Rome explaining the sym-
bolism of Exodus 25:10 ‘thou shalt make an ark of the covenant from acacia
wood."™® The existence of this letter should incline us to accept the state-
ment of the Augustan History that ‘according to a contemporary writer’
Alexander worshipped Christ and Abraham beside Orpheus and Apollo-
nius in his private chapel (Alex. 29.2). He was sympathetic to Christians:
he charged the Christian intellectual Julius Africanus (a celebrated corre-
spondent of Origen) with the establishment of a library in the Pantheon
(of all places), and Africanus dedicated to him the first non-theological
work penned by a Christian author, the miscellanist encyclopedia called
‘Girdles'."”7

As a courtier of the Severans (or ar least of Julia Domna) Philostratus
could hardly have been ignorant of these developments. He took Apollonius
to his aid. The appeal of Apollonius to the imperial family is attested
(additionally) by Julia Domna’s son, Caracalla, who had set upa prominent
shrine to him in 214/15 (Cassius Dio 77.18.4). Apollonius had plainly
become a figure of veneration by the start of the third century. His ability
to heal, to resurrect and to exorcise demons and vampires confirms the

‘Tyana's presence in Ephesus (cf. Cassius Dio 67.18) and his interest in religion, the identification is
more guesswork than conjecture (as Jones (2006) hopes).

M Swain (1999). ¥ Not Julia Domna, as Civiletti (2002) 648, n. 9 assumes.

16 Sepruagint version. See Achelis (1897a) 253, (1897b) 18993 further Richard (1963) 7980 for
2another letter to Mamaea. Cf. above, n. 10 for Origen’s letter to the emperor Philip.

17 Kestoi (in allusion to Aphrodite’s Girdle): ed. Vieillefond (1970). Pantheon: fr. V, Il. §3-4 (pp. 291-2,
<k pp. 21-2). Origen and Africanus: e.g. Trapp (2007) 487.
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emergence of subreligious practices into the mainstream.” The economic
pull of such cults should always be borne in mind as a spur to their
development: Apollonius the healer and prophet was evidently the product
of careful marketing by the local elite of Tyana. For the educated he
had the additional advantage of his association with the semi-legendary
inventor of philosophy, Pythagoras. Pythagoras had become a figurc of
major importance in contemporary pagan intellecrual circles on account
not only of the unimpeachable antiquity of his wisdom," but also — and
perhaps particularly — because of the seductive package of esoteric religious
experience and moralising instruction offered by the so-called ‘Pythagorean
life’ which Apollonius adopred and purveyed. Here were all the ingredients
of a successful cult appealing to both mass and elite.

The story and the success of Apollonius gave Philostratus the chance
to ground Hellenic culture in antiquity (Pythagoras); and by placing the
reform of Hellenism in the first century, the opportunity to imply that it
was not impossible ro restore contemporary Hellenism in the third century
to good shape. Moreover Apollonius’ semi-mystical religion was presented
as an entirely natural goal of Greek culture — though it was far more
demanding and exclusive than anything that had gone before, as Philo-
stratus knew perfectly well. His notion of reform is a sort of retreat to an
exclusive Hellenism, and this is something which is increasingly the hall-
mark of intellectual pagan Greek culture from now on and which strongly
affects pagan and Christian relarions in late antiquity. It is no coincidence
that the Apollonius Philostratus constructed was used by zealous pagans
to combat Christianity and thar Eusebius, the last of the Apologists, took
Philostratus’ book very seriously indeed.*®

Heroicus offers good parallels to Apollonius. Most scholars who have
worked on this text have concluded thar it advocates or describes a revival
of hero cults in the contemporary world. One analysis even suggests that
Achilles’ battle against the Amazons ar the end of the work is a rallying call
for Roman operarions against the newly resurgent Persians. This is to stray
into the realms of the fantastic.* Much of the work is in fact Homerkritik -
but of what kind? The main interlocuror, the ex-urban vinedresser, regales
a Phoenician stranger with ample corrections of and supplements to the
Odlysseyand Iliad. He has heard these from the hero Protesilaus, who appears

8 Note Cassius Dio’s disdain: *he was an our and out charlatan and magician’ (67.18.4).

19 See esp. Philostracus’ contemporary Diognes Laertius, Lives and opinions of the eminent philosophers
1.4, 12. In gencral, see Dillon (1996) esp. ch. 7; and Swain (1999) and Boys-Stones (2001) on the
function of antique wisdom and its use by pagans and Christians.

* Eusebius, Agarnst Hierocles, with Barnes (1981) 164-7. Cf. above, n. 10 on Porphyry.

3 Maclean and Aitken (2001).
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to him personally. Most of this material consists of a list of heroes and cheir
deeds which have been ignored or poorly recorded by the poer (so it is
asserted). There is in fact only a little information on contemporary cults
(e.g chs. 53 on Lemnian rites, 54—57 on Achilles and the White Island).
The moralising and reforming zeal of Apollonius is not explicit here. Yet,
although Heroicusis tied into the well-established tradition of re-examining
and criticising Homer,** the stress on the religious vitality of sorne of the
ancient heroes, and especially Protesilaus, shifts it from the arena of simple
literary criticism. There is a sense that if we move out of the city along
with the vinedresser, we too shall re-discover a religious domain that is
missing from our lives.” There is certainly an attempt to pass this off asa
natural aim. The Homerkritik, which might seem to us to mark the project
as artificial, assists this process as a familiar practice among Philostratus’
educared peers.

Gymnasticus offers more explicit comparative material on the relation-
ship berween human practice and nature. Again, there is a strong call for
a restoration of ancient standards and an over-riding assumption that (in
this case) sport in the gymnasium is an Hellenic activity central 1o Hellenic
education and society. But unlike the works considered so far, the role
of nature here is overt as a constant and a point of reference for hurnan
activity. Philostratus will ‘speak in defence of Nature’ (262.5-6).* It is
bad training thar has ‘robbed Nature of her own strength’ (262.17-18). A
natural disposition to wrestle, box, or run is a prerequisite for gymnastics -
just as metal working depends on the existence of iron and copper, the
basis of agriculture is earth and its produce, and sailing presupposes the
existence of the sea. Gymnastic activity is ‘most closely related to, and is
part of, man’s nature’ (270.14~15). The trainer must make an ‘evaluation
of the [arhlete’s] nature’ before he sets to work (274.17). There is a rational
and irrefutable system (/ogos) for analysing che body, which is to examine
its (narural) rdsis or ‘temperament’. This is a ‘current” development from
medicine, which Philostratus does not altogether approve of, for while
medicine is helpful, its dietary advice is ‘too soft” and this lack of rigour
is associated with various aspects of the decline of modern gymnastics
(283.29 ff., esp. 283—5).%

2 For a good contemporary example of Homerkritik, see Afticanus, Kestoi XVIII = PGM XXIIT (cf.
Vicillefond (1970) 30-9, 279-81) for a spell of Odysseus which either Homer ‘passed aver in silence’
(2 morif of Homer criticism) or his editors suppressed.

3 The contention of Grossardt (2006) that Philostracus reveals himself in Heroiews as a closet Epicusean
Ries in the face of objections he himself lists.

14 References are to Kayser's 1871 edition, pp. 261-93.

# See Konig (2005), ch. 7 on possible criticism of Galen in these remarks.
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Essentially Gymnasticus is a call to rebalance human skill and nature
and to harness natural potential to human endeavour, for in ancient times
gymnastics ‘simply trained [narural] strength’ (284.21). Nature comes first,
and human activity builds on its offerings. The call to reform reminds us
of Apollonius and Heroicus. As with religion in those works, athletics is
intrinsically Hellenic and its ancient Hellenic purity needs rescuing and
protecting. But in Gymmnasticus, Nature as model is made explicit.

Comparable ideas are expressed in /magines, to which I now turn. In
this work Philostratus is purporting to describe some sixty-four paintings
located in an art gallery near Naples. The deeply conservative programme
seen in his other writings is here expressed as an obsession with naruralism.
The specific claim that human art must imitate Nature parallels Gymnas-
ticus. ‘Painters who do not paint [details] corresponding [with each other]
do not keep to reality’ (2.1.3 E = 340.26 K.).* The painting of Narcissus is
so realistic (Tindoa ... THv &Anbeiav) that it fools a passing bee (‘or are
we fooled into thinking the bee must exist?’, 1.22.2 = 326.30 ff.). The work
called Hunters induces total suspension of disbelief (1.28.2 = 333.21 fF.).
All in all, the analogia of the real world is fully preserved in the paintings
Philostratus has selected (1.4.2 = 299.28 fF.), and the essence of each real
deail is carefully executed (1.12.5 = 313.23). It is just as Nature ordained
(1.9.1 = 307.4). Very many of these études tableaux are of mythological
figures. One of the key assumptions of the work, which is voiced at the
start of the Preface, is that painting records ‘the deeds and the appearances’
of the Greek heroes every bit as well as poetry. In several of the descriptions
Philostratus offers alternatives to the received poetic versions, especially
Homer’s (2.3, 7, 23, 24, 30). There are thus good parallels with Heroicus,
t00.*7 The explicitly educational framework of interpreting the paintings
for the young son of Philostratus’ host before a group of noble youths gives
a purpose to this review of Greek mythology and culture (1 Pref. 4—5 =
295.13—296.5). It is at least proof to anyone listening that Hellenic culture,
as corrected by Philostratus, is vital and relevanc.

The exegesis of a painting is an exercise found in the schools.”® There
is no need to doubt that Philostratus did deliver set-piece logo: on real
or imaginary picrures.* But the choice of subject material here is highly

6 References are to Fairbank's 1931 Loeb and Kayser's 1871 edition, pp. 294-389.

7 Note also the derails of the cult of Heracles at Lindos at 2.24 (378.9 ).

® E.g. Luc., Calumnia, Imagines: Libanius, Ekphrasis graphés (ed. Foerster VIIL: 465-8); Procopius of
Gaza, Ekphrasis Eikonos (cd. Friedlinder). Philostracus’ mid-second-century predecessor, Nicostra-
tus, may have been the first to write /magines (Suda v 404).

** Noe his cpigram on a painting of Telephus in the Planudean Appendix to the Greek Anthology
no. n10. See Nisbet (2007).
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prescriptive. An obvious and close parallel is offered by Vitruvius’ famous
remarks on what painting used to be like before it abandoned realism and
went to the bad (De arch. 7.5.2—4). Formerly it had handled landscapes,
pOTts, promontories, coasts, rivers, fountains, straits, groves, mountains,
cattle, shepherds, gods, stories of Troy and of Ulysses, all ‘ex veris rebus
exempla’. It is most unlikely that this outburst is Vitruvius’ own, since
pretty well everything in his book is acknowledged to be based on Greek
sources. If that is true of this passage, Philostratus will be working within
the same tradition that influenced Vitruvius. But an author of Philostratus’
quality does what he wants, and we can see that he deals with art in
Imagines in the same way as he deals with religion in Apollonius and
Heroicus. On the basis of an evidently restricted group of paintings (which
is passed off as representative: ‘someone had collected them on the basis
of real knowledge’, ol dpuaBdds Tis cuveAé§aTo, 1 Pref. 4 = 295.25—26),
he generalises about Painting’s dependence on naturalism. What he likes
is its regard for ‘proportion’ (symmetria), which is its own form of ‘reason’
(logos). These correspond to Vitruvius' ratio and auctoritas (7.5.4). But
Philostratus clinches the argument by suggesting thar Nature behaves in
exactly the same way as the painter. If, he says, you are being clever, you
will observe as precursors of painting all the forms painted by the Seasons
(Horai) on the earth and the shapes which appear in the sky; otherwise
you will at least admit that imiration is ‘most closely related to Nature’
(1 Pref. 1 = 294.1-11). This seasonal art of Nature is the subject of the last
painting described in the collection, that of the Harai themselves (2.34).
In a mirror of the Preface Philostratus turns the description into a sort of
epilogue — ‘herewith the produce of Painting’ (2.34.3 = 389.13)*° — and he
himself becomes fused with the painter who in the picture is caught up in
the Seasons’ dance in order to indicate that he must paint/write (graphein)
‘with grace’ (syn harai).»

These themes are perrinent to discussion of a lirtle-known work of
Philostratus which may perhaps have served to introduce one of the picto-
rial descriptions that became /magines. This is the second of the so-called
Dialexeis or Discourses (258.30—-260.30).3* Since it illustrates the sophist at
work, it seems worthwhile to offer an English version before making a

% Taking s ypadiis at 2.34.15 (= 389.13) as having a general reference.

" On the possibiliry that Philostratus has been influenced by the use of Seasons as themaric bookends
in the contemporary art of mosaics and sarcophagi, see Flsner (2000).

% The other surviving dialexis (Dialexis 1) is a disquisition on epistolary style and seems to be by
Philostratus’ nephew, Philoscratus of Lemnos (<f. Lives of the sophists 628). Dialexis 2 is translated
from Kayser's 1871 text, which is reprinted in the appendix (pp. 356-7): section divisions are mine.
Giner Soria (1995) is a useful study paying attention to rhetorical and linguistic fearures.
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few comments on its argument that nomos (‘law’, ‘convention’, ‘custom’ —
essentially human society) and physis (‘nature’ or the ‘process of nature’)
collaborate in all things and follow the same logic.

DIALEXI1S 2

[258.30] (1) Those who contrast Nomos and Nature claim they are opposites in
the same way as black and white [259.1], thin and thick, sweet and sour, or hot
and cold. They claim the productions of Nature are living crearures, stars, rivers,
forests, plains, headlands, straits, and in a word anything beyond Art (techné);
while the productions of Nomos are city walls, docks, a ship, a shield, crops, and
all the work of our hands. They say Nature’s things are incorruptible for all time:
the sea remains the same size, the land rerains its boundaries, the sky is as it was,
the stars and seasons keep ro their cycles; and that as for Nature’s living creatures,
those that are born are themselves destroyed, while the perpetual power to give
birth maintains for Nature her Principle (/ogos) of Inviolability. (2) They say that
the producrions of Nomos are subject to destruction and caprure. For walls and
shrines may be {259.15] captured or destroyed by time, and it is clear that a well-
built house will not stand forever, that a built ship is not secure (for the sea is not
secure for men), and that all workmanship in wood or metal produces perishable
goods through Nomos. They say that Nomos could have crafted no ensouled
creature, no star, no sky, nor anything else so wondrous and great; whereas Nature
in many ways takes on the guises of Notnos. (3) For Nacure can fortify places with
walls safer than those that are buile, it can open up ivy-clad caverns more delightful
than houses, and can somehow make a rock grow into a natural statue of a Saryr
or a Pan. Nature can make mountains and peaks look like living things (like the
Snake of Lemnos or the Lion of Crete or the Bull’s Skull of Chios). [259.30] It
can imitate Nomos and sculpt even the clouds into the shapes of living creatures ~
for those who look at them seem to see wolves, leopards, centaurs, [260.1] and
chariots; and not even the circle of the moon is without meaning, but imprinted
upon it is a face of the kind we see in an ineffable painting. (4) For me, however,
Nomos and Nature not only do not appear opposites, but are most closely related,
alike, and coextensive. Nomos must be accessible to Nacure and Nature to Nomos.
We call one the beginning and the other its successor: let Nature be allotted the
role of beginner, Nomos thac of follower. For Nomos could never have builr a
wall or armed its defenders had Nature not given men hands, nor would Nature
have shown us any activities had arts not been practised. Nature gave Nomos sea,
sky, stars; Nomos gave Nature farming, seafaring, astronomy, and allowed names
to be bestowed on the seasons; as for silver, [260.15] gold, adamant, and pearl,
rarities like these Nature discovered, but Nomos honoured. (s) You could turn
your gaze on the affairs of men to see something similar. Nature created man
to be thinking, rational, well endowed in every way; Nomos educates, equips,
shoes, and clothes him, for he is sent to it naked by Nature. Nomos establishes
for men prizes for virtue, as if honouring Narure. And let us not deny Nomos the
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Principle (logos) of Immortality, for if its products are perishable, this (principle)
makes them immortal, and its name is Art. (6) An island broken off from a
continent, a continent joined up with an island, Pencius tumbling down from
Olympus: these are not the works of Nature or of Nomos. Rather, it is something
midway berween them, which we call ‘correspondence’ (symbebékos), and this
makes Nomos resemble Nature and Nature [260.30) be transformed into Nomos.

The Suda (¢ 421) reports that Philostratus wrote dialexezs, and this
implies that he had published a collection of them. Such “discourses’ were
in fact regular parts of a sophistic performance. Mostly they formed, as
Russell puts it, ‘a polite introduction . . . to a performance of declamarion’.
Russell points our that the style of a dialexis was quiet, even in the hands of
performers who delivered them as an end in cthemselves (like Lucian). This
is true of Dialexis 2. They were generally given in a sitting position, which
necessarily limited the theatricality associated with the full-blown decla-
mation thar followed. The cultured and disarming tone of a ‘discourse’ was
matched by its content: ‘history, poetry, art-history; a fanciful comparison;
and a hint of the versatility expected of the declaimer’ - this is the stuff
of a dialexis.”* Dialexis 2 seems to be a unique survivor from Philostratus’
collection, which doubtless grew from his own teaching and performance
and was then published to advertise or confirm his powers as a composer
of high quality.

The themes of the piece remind us of Imagines, especially the assertion
thar ‘Nomos and Narure. . . are most closely related, alike, and coextensive’
(S4 = 260.4—s5). There are obvious parallels with the language of /magines
Preface and the realist assumptions there of what Nature’s art produces
(S1 = 259.3—4 ‘living things, stars, rivers, forests, plains, headlands, straits’
and so on). Thus statues are made from living rock just like those (it seems)
in the picture of Narcissus (§2 = 259.26-27; Imag 1.23.2 = 326.17-18) —
though the argument is not identical at this point, since art (zechné) has
shaped these statues, and human skill and Nature co-operate. In the same
way ‘the shapes which appear in the sky’ in Jmagines’ Preface come about
in Dialexis 2 xat& TOv Nopov (§3 = 259.30). Again, in Jmagines Earth
provides walls for Amphion’s Thebes (1.10.3 = 309.25-26); in Dialexis
2 Nature’s walls are bestowed in the guise of Nomos ($§2 = 259.23—4).
The comments on the co-operative relationship of Nomos and Nature in
Dialexis 2 §$4—5 recall those in Gymnasticus about (human) mecal working

9 Russell (1983) 77~9 (including examples from Lives of the sophists). Menander Rhetor 2.4, the classic
ancient discussion of the ‘ralk’ (pp. 114 ff. ed. Russell and Wilson = 388.16 fl. Spengel), cites
Philostratus (‘author of the Heroicus and the Imagines’, 190.1~2 Sp., cf. 411.29-32) as a model of
style,
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and (natural) marerials, agriculture and earth, sailing and sea, gymnastics
and the natural human body (270.11-15). Islands and mainlands (§6) recall
part of the long ephrasis of Islands at Imagines 2.17.3* ‘Peneius tumbling
down from Olympus’ should remind us of Imagines 2.14 (= 360.1-27),
where, however, the river is not made to flow through the mountains by
men (as is implied in Dialexis 2) but by Poseidon. Mounrtains and peaks
looking like living things (§3 = 259.27-28) recall the peaks which tear their
cheeks for Hippolytus at Imagines 2.4.3 (= 345.14-16).%

‘The opposition of nomos and physis with which Philostratus begins
Dialexis 2 rests, of course, on the sophists’ debates of fifth-century Athens
and takes his readers back to their school days. They would be expected
to know (e.g.) their Gorgias (as Philostratus certainly did*) where the
sophist Callicles notoriously argues that Nature provides a justification for
basing one’s actions on naked power, instinct and appetite. They would
also perhaps have been reminded of some famous counter-arguments in
Plato and Aristotle. The planning and intelligence of Nature in Timaeus
(a work which was widely read in this period””) and the like operarions
of Nomos and Physis in Laws book 10 (888 f.) offered strong hints,
while for more philosophically alert readers there were very good paral-
lels in Aristotle’s defence of teleology ar Physics 2.8, where the resemblance
between Art (techneé) and Nature is the foundation of his purposeful Nature
(198b.10-199b32). It may even be that Philostratus’ phrase ‘which we call
“correspondence™ (8 kaAeiTan oupPePnds) is remembered from Aristo-
tle’s concepr of accidentals (xat& TO ouuPePnKds), though the meaning is
different. Beyond Plato and Aristotle, Philostratus no doubr expected his
readers to be vaguely familiar with the Stoics’ /ogos of Nature.® Thus does
the sophist show his education.

Bur there is more o say which takes us to the hearc of whar Philostratus
is about. In Gymnasticus, Imagines and Dialexis 2, Philostratus pursues the
idea that human skills and practices must follow Nature. Thus the idea of
‘correspondence’ (T& gupPaivovTta) between the Realist Painter and his
subject in Imagines (cf. 2.1.3 = 340.26) is closely paralleled in Dialexis 2 in
the relationship of Nomos and Nature; indeed, the same verb symbainein
is used to emphasise the thought at the end of the piece (§6 = 260.28—29).

3 CF. §s ‘An island broken off from a continent’ with 2.17.4 ‘one island. . . broken in the middle’.

% For the example of the Lion of Crete, cf. Apollonins 4,34 where it is mentioned and provided with
an aeciology in the course of Apollonius® visit to the shrine of Asclepius there.

36 Lives of the sophisis 495, 497 (quotation of Gorg. 467b), Letser 73.

Y7 CE Apollonius 6.22. A study of its readership is a desideratum.

% Eg Chrysippus fr. u81.4 (SVFii, P- 339) TOV Tiis puTiws ASyov.
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Again, Dialexis 2 makes it plain that human endeavours are secondary
(S4 = 260.7; cf. Imagines’ Preface, Gymnasticus). To argue that Nature
underpins all human pracice is to adopt an intrinsically conservative posi-
tion, denying the validity of change by basing oneself on what is unchange-
able and immemorial. It hardly needs to be pointed out that this Nature
is Hellenic (‘the Snake of Lemnos or the Lion of Crete or the Bull’s Skull
of Chios’, ‘Peneius tumbling down from Olympus', etc.). The message in
Gymnasticus, 100, is that we must return to an original Hellenic care of
the body which does not deviate from Nature. /magines praises the ability
to represent ancient Greek stories as Nature would approve. Lives of the
sophists, Apollonius and Heroicus show a comparable mentality in assuming
or advocating a purer (and ancient) Hellenism. The idea that the distant
past gave current Hellenic society its authority is a core element of the
Second Sophistic in general. But Philostratus makes a particularly intense
investment in the discourse. He uses it to naturalise his own social and
political ideas. He sensed that change was on the cards — and he wanted
to stop it. Hence in Lives, Apollonius and Heroicus he defines an exclusive
and constructed model of Hellenic culture and he advocates it on the basis
of its ancientness and religiousness. Dialexis 2, though it is a shorr occa-
sional piece, neatly expresses its author’s deeply held belief in the need to
re-establish the antiquity of his world.

Philostratus was not alone in feeling the need to re-evaluate his cultural
inheritance, and we may look at this from one particular angle. A major
trend in the literary and scientific culture of the later second and early third
century is the production of commentaries and compendia. Such works
were not new to this period and we should therefore be cautious in the
way we interpret this phenomenon.” Nevertheless, there is a major new
factor in this age which might encourage us to see behind this codification
of Greek culture a perceived need to gather and define Hellenism. The
new factor is of course Christianity and the production for the first time of
an array of high-quality works by Christian authors. The Christian effort
itself was also directed at regulating orthodoxy by defining heresy (Irenaeus,
On the detection and refutation of the knowledge falsely so called, Hippoly-
tus, Refutation of all heresies), laying down norms of conduct (Clement,
Paedagogus) and establishing the text and content of Scripture (Clement,
Hippolytus, Origen). Origen’s massive series of commentaries reinforces
a recently established consensus of what Christianity was. We have seen
in this chapter that the imperial court was familiar with several Christian
intellecruals. Galen, who died about 216, discusses and questions the basis

% “Trapp (2007) 484-5.
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of Christianity on a number of occasions.** It would be difficult to imag-
ine thar the silence of Philostratus and other pagans means ignorance of
Christianity, especially in the reigns of Alexander and Philip. With regard
to Philostratus, in parricular, this chapter has attempted a broad assess-
ment of his advocacy of conservative reform of Greek culrure. His literary
versatility provides us with a sufficient range of works to be able to see
his firm commitment to re-examining priorities. Although Greek culture
in the period of the high Roman empire is remarkably stable, Christianity
progressively and inexorably exposed its weak points and its presence grew
stronger and stronger in Philostratus’ lifetime. Thac he was led to address
some of the problems of ‘Greekness’ cannot be a coincidence. Thus, if we
pay attention carefully, the literary Philostratus emerges as a commenta-
tor on his times, utterly different from an overt moralist like Plutarch a
century-and-a-quarter before, but in his own way no less interesting and
no less important.

4° Walzer (1949).
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CHAPTER 4

Narrator and audience in Philostratus’
Lives of the sophists

Thomas Schmitz

Indubirably, Philostratus’ Lives of the sophists is a text more often scanned
for information than read for pleasure. We are grateful for the factual
details and the juicy anecdotes abour the orators of the Second Sophistic,
bur we tend to neglect the narrative frame in which this information is
embedded. When we do try to grasp the text as a meaningful whole,
we find that it is not easy to describe its tone and style: is Philostratus
the somewhat fippant, yet basically serious historiographer of a cultural
movement? Does his main interest lie in passing on gossip abour orators
he has known and admired, throwing in a couple of classical predecessors
for good measure? Or is he merely trying to be entertaining, with lirtle
regard for historical accuracy (and is the entire movement more or less a
figment of his imaginarion)? Is the confusion most readers will feel after
reading some of Lives due to Philostratus’ incompetence in ordering and
structuring his material, or to an authorial strategy? And if the latter, can we
describe the ways in which Philostratus achieves his effect, can we speculate
why he chose to present the Second Sophistic in this light? My chapter
will try to answer some of these questions. It sets out to analyse the role of
the narrator in Philostratus’ work. I will argue that by creating a specific
persona for his narrator, Philostratus bolsters his claims to authority and
enhances his credibility. His account of sophistic rhetoric aims to impress
his readers with the knowledge and the perspective of an insider, and it
will become evident that the reader’s confusion and helplessness can be
described as results of this authorial voice.

It will immediately be clear that by asking these questions and applying
this methodology, I am not attempting to uncover hitherto unknown
psychological insights about the historical Philostratus (whoever he may
have been and how many authors by that name may have existed"). Instead,

' See the classical treatment of Solmsen (19.41); more recent attempts to solve this thorny question can
be found in Rothe (1989) 1-s, Flinterman (1995) s-14 and de Lannoy (1997).

49
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[ am artempting to describe the ways in which his text creates and organises
a first-person stance. This narrative voice is most familiar to readers of
fictional texts, but even a historical narrative or a scholarly work will create
such a projection of its writer in which certain aspects will be highlighted,
others neglected or suppressed.” Even if we provisionally accept that Lives
of the sophists is a non-fictional text, it should be obvious that its authorial
voice has a peculiar tone and style. Since Philostratus’ account is given
in the first person, his narrator is at the same time the implied author,
‘an ideal, literary, created version of the real man’, as W. C. Booth has
it.> This implied author, then, must not be confused with the historical
person Philostratus, but neither should it be completely dissociated from
him. Fortunately, we are no longer in the heyday of literary criticism when
the ‘death of the author’ seemed the only way of liberating readers. As we
will see, in setting up his implied author, Philostratus creates an image of
himself which may or may not be entirely truthful (this can no longer be
verified and is beyond the scope of literary analysis) but, in doing so, he is
constantly using material from his life. One particularly clear example will
suffice. In his account of Alexander of Seleucia’s life, Philostratus rejects as
incredible the story that Apollonius of Tyana fell in love with Alexander’s
mother, and he refers explicitly to his earlier work (VS 2.5.1.570%): ToUro pév
31 6Tdoois TpdTroIs AtriBavov, eipnTal capds Ev Tois & ATroAAcviov
‘In my work on Apollonius I have stated clearly on how many grounds this
story is incredible.” There, Philostratus had emphasised that, during his
entire lifetime, Apollonius had never succumbed to erotic passion.® This
reference, then, is not a fictional detail about an implied author; instead,
it connects the narrator to the historical Philostratus.

In analysing the role of this narrator, I will be particularly interested
in the relationship between him and his audience. Lives of the sophists
is dedicated to one of the Gordians,® and a letter at the beginning of

* This has been acknowledged even by critics who argue that our reading of a texc should be determined
by its author’s intention; see, e.g., Hirsch (1967) 242-3.

* Boorth (1983) 75. Genette (1983) 94~100 has raised some objections against Booth's concept, but this
debate will not concern us here.

4 In quoting Lives of the sophists, 1 follow the text of Kayser's edition (Leipzig 1871); the translation is
W. C. Wright's Loeb edition (Cambridge, MA 1921), adapted where necessary. The text is quoted
Ly book, chapter and paragtaph number as in Kayser and with the page numbers of the Olearius
edition, which is found in most madern editions and translations. The passage quoted above is duly
noted by Solmsen (1941) 129 as proof that the authors of Lives of the sophists and of Life of Apollonius
are identical.

$ CE VA11.6.42.

¢ Exactly to which Gordian ic is dedicated is still 2 matter of debate. The general consensus has been
thatdit was Gordian I, cf. Avorins (1978), but Jones (2002) has suggested thac it may have been
Gordian III.
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the work claims that it was written for his enterrainment (VS pr. 479—
80): Tous glAocopricavTas &v 86En ToU copioTeloal kal Tous odTe
kupiws TpoopnBévTas cogioTdas és SUo PiPAia dvéypawéd cor. . . Td
5& ppovTioua ToUTO, &pioTe avbuTrdTeov, kal Ta &ybn ool koupiel THs
yveouns . . . ‘I have written for you in two books an account of certain
men who, though they pursued philosophy, ranked as sophists, and also of
the sophists properly so called . . . This essay of mine, best of proconsuls,
will help to lighten the weight of cares on your mind . .. * However, it is
obvious that Philostratus did not think of Gordian as his only reader; his
book was certainly meant for a wider audience. What kind of public did
Philostratus cnvisage when he wrote his work? I am aware that we have no
way of obraining knowledge about the actual readership in Philostratus’
time (we cannor even be certain that Gordian read the book dedicated ro
him; in fact, [ would assume he did not). Like the implied author, this
readership is a funcrion of the text; ‘the writer’s audience is always a fiction’,
as W. J. Ong has reminded us in a well-known article.” Thus, every writer
will fine-tune the image of her or his implied author according to her or
his view of the (implied) audience. To describe this process of adjustment,
some critics have used the image of a covenant or a pact between author
and audience.® The parts of literary texts where the working of this pact will
be most visible are first-person statements; this is where its expectations,
rules, interests and limitations are made explicit. This chapter will thus
analyse some of these privileged passages in order to establish what kind
of persona Philostratus envisages for his implied author. It will try to tease
out a few derails about the author’s pact with his public: what can we learn
about the audience Philostracus had in mind?

A number of these first-person statements are rather banal: in explicit
cross-references within the work, the author may say ‘as I have said’ or
‘I have written’.? A related, though somewhat less anodyne case can be
described as belonging to the same category of authorial intrusions: we
find the implied author intervening to ease or emphasise transitions from
one topic to the next. Let us start with an example that, by its very atypi-
cality, will serve to highlight Philostratus’ usual pracrice. After his lengthy
account of the life of Herodes Atticus, Philostratus begins his reatment of

7 Ong (1975).

# This approach has been most influential for autobiographical and other first-person narratives; the
ground-breaking work is Lejeunc (1975), cf. Cohn (1999). For a general theory, see the hines in Taha
(1997). Booth (1988) 125-53 is concerned with che ethical implications of this pact.

? To give just two examples, chosen at random: 1.22.1.522 looiou 8¢ dupoaTiys yevousvos . .. éx tgnv
‘[ Dionysius of Miletus] was a pupil of Isacus, as I have said’; 2.9.2.583 oUk &y ponyex Tiv peAernéeicay
UmoBeaw . . . ‘T have not given the theme of his declamation . . .’
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Theodotus with the words (2.2.566) Ewi Tov cogiothv OedBoTov KoAel
pe & Abyos ‘my narrative calls me to consider the sophist Theodotus’. In
itself, this transition is not striking;: every author who is not merely writing
at random, but following a premeditated plan, is being called to the next
subject on his list by the thread of his argument. It is only when we realise
the exceptionality of the sentence that Philostratus” usual style of transition
is brought into relief*® The passage quoted above is particular because it is
the argument (A6yos), not the implied author, who is acting. In general,
Philoscratus is less self-effacing; his interventions in the narrarive are much
more robust: time and again, he uses the first person to indicate that he
will proceed to describe something, or will prove an assumption wrong.
A particularly clear example can be found in the introduction to the life
of Marcus of Byzantium. Here, the implied author emphasises his own
activity by beginning his account thus:

oUbE Tov BufdvTiov copioThv Trapaieiyw Mépkov, Uttkp ol k&v EmmAf§aim
TOTs "EAANOIY, & To1608e yevouevos, dTrolov SnAdow, HNTTW TUyxavol Tijs
tauTol 56Ens.

Nor must I omit to speak of Marcus of Byzantium, on whose behalf I will bring
this reproach against the Greeks, that though he was as talented as I shall show, he
does not as yer receive the honour thart he deserves. (1.24.1.527)

Three occurrences of verb forms in the first person within two lines
create the image of a quite vigorous and assertive author. He is positive
as to the effectiveness of his actions: he will not exclude Marcus from his
narrative; he will demonstrate whar kind of an orator he was. Here is a
narrator who keeps things on a tight rein and who has sure control of all
aspects of his narrative. Although this aspect is most obvious in the passage
quoted above, it can be found rime and again in Lives of the sophists.”* So
we can conclude thar this is certainly one part of the pact between author
and audience: he offers competent, reliable guidance, and the firm manner
by which he indicates what he is doing should be understood as a strategy
to inspire conhdence.

Moreover, these numerous interventions of the implied author could
be interpreted as mimicking the voice of the live performer.” The Second

' Another example may be found at 2.23.1.605 &ye ue & Adyos &’ &vbpa EAAoydTaTov Aauiavey
‘my narrative leads me to a man who became most illustrious, Damianus’.

" See, c.g. V31211514 Umitp ZxomeAiovol ToU cogiorou SicAé§opat ‘1 will now speak of the sophist
Scopelian’; 1.25.7.537 SnAdow Bt kéryar °I will relate’; 1.25.9.540 dvaypayw | will write down’;
2.1.14.564 tpunveVow ‘I will describe’; 2.26.2.613 Eycd bnAcdow ‘as I shall show’.

12 T owe this suggestion 1o S. J. Harrison. Rothe (1989) 35-6 appears to make a similar suggestion when
she compares the Lives of the sophists 1o the genre of the Aaid as detined by Menander Rhetor.
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Sophistic was a phenomenon marked by secondary orality: although the
Hellenised elite in the second and third cencuries Ap was a highly literare
culture,” the performances of sophists with their emphasis on the spoken
word and live extemporisation created an artificial sicuation in which lic-
eracy was hidden from view. Rhetorical handbooks taught when and how
orators should pretend to be improvising (when they had really prepared
their speeches in advance and in writing)." It is thus not surprising that
Philostratus’ narrator should in his turn be imitating an oral performance.
While an oral speech would present its author in the flesh, Philostratus
had to use textual markers to achieve this presence; his powerful and often
emotional interventions should be seen in this context. We can profitably
compare the effect of a similar imitation of orality in early Greek poerry:
as Scodel has convincingly shown, textual signals of ‘spontaneity’ and
‘improvisation” produce the illusion of an ‘authentic voice’ of the poer and
of ‘pseudo-intimacy’ with the public.” This device, then, had a venerable
pedigree in Greek literature, and it can be seen to serve similar purposes in
the Second Sophistic as it did in archaic poetry."

A similar effect of authority and trustworthiness is produced by the
implied author’s attempts to prove his expertise. It is certainly true, as
Anderson has said in his book on Philostratus, that the (implied) auchor
is anything but a pedant: ‘he will not supply informarion or explanation
as such, when a rhetorical conceit or a dazzling anecdote will do.”” As we
have seen, he says as much in the Preface when he claims that his work is
meant to ‘lighten the weight of cares’ on the dedicatee’s mind. However,
we should not therefore infer that the author renounces all claims to schol-
arship. A recurrent feature in Lives of the sophists is polemical artacks on
unnamed other authors who got their facts wrong. Thus, Philostratus cor-
rects mistaken assumptions concerning Polemo’s place of birth (1.25.1.530):
MoAéuwv B¢ 6 cogioThs oUf, s of TroAAoi SokoUol, Zuupvdios, oUl, ds
Tives, &k Opuyddv, &AAG fijveykev adtodv Acodikeia y &v Kapix ‘Polemo
the sophist was neither a native of Smyrna, as is commonly supposed,

¥ This description holds true even if Harris (1989) is right about fairly low rates of literacy in the
Greek and Roman world.

" See Schmiwz (1997) 121, ¥ Scodel (1996).

® It is difficule to guess whether an actual live performance of Lives of the sophists {or of parts of i)
ever took place. More recent scholarship has envisaged the possibility that even extended narntives
such as Lucian’s True stories could have been recited; see Georgiadou and Larmour (1995). There
seems to be no reason why this should not be true for Philostratus, but I do not sce any arguments
that could support or refute this hypothesis.

17 Anderson (1986) 99.
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nor from Phrygia as some say, but he was born at Laodicea in Caria."™®
Such polemical references to erroneous accounts are typical for the work
of Alexandrian scholars," and Philostratus is certainly trying to place his
implied author in this scholarly tradition. He repeatedly emphasises that
his account is by far the best-informed and most truthful:

of 8k aitlan, &7 &5 6 TaThp E§ fuépou TE kai TTpGou XoAeTros alTd EytveTo,
AéyovTan pév i TTOAAG, kai ydp 1) Belva kai 1) Seiva kad rAeious, GAX'Eyc Thv
&AnleoraTny SnAdocw.

The reasons why his father, after being kind and indulgent to him, treated him

harshly, are told in many different versions, for they allege now this reason, now
that, then more than one, but I shall relate the truest version. (1.21.4.516)

s pév ol ToAAoi paot . . . ) 5t dAnBecrépa alria 7Be.

As most people assert . . . but the following reason is nearer the truch. (1.25.559)

We can thus see thar the narrator in Lives of the sophists certainly means to
be entertaining and lively, yet at the same time, he wants to be perceived as
serious and knowledgeable. Readers are made to feel that they have found
the perfect guide in the puzzling maze of the Second Sophistic.

Moreover, the author is careful to point out how he obtained his pro-
fessional knowledge. It has often been observed that Lives of the sophists
can be compared to oral history, and this is certainly right — to an extent.
Philostratus is often careful to mention his sources explicitly. This has
triggered an interesting, though speculative and somewhar frustrating, dis-
cussion. Given that the number of active sophists was fairly restricted,
given that feelings of competition and jealousy were ubiquitous with these
conceited performers, given that closely woven networks of friendships and
student—teacher relationships existed, scholars have tried to reconstruct to
which of these circles and schools of sophists Philostratus belonged, which

 Similar chims to knowing better than other writers can be found, e.g., at 2.1.8.554 ol 5t ToCUpEvOL
xarnyoplav TévHpdBou xeipidv s revex B0 6w Avtawovive tv i) 161 T4 &per . . . fiyvonxévan
uo1 Bokolat Tév Anpoo Tpdrrou mpos Tov Hpodny &y dova. ... ‘those who accuse Herodes of having
lifred his hand against Antoninus on Mount Ida . . ., were, in my opinion, unaware of the action
brought by Demostratus against Herodes . . .".

9 A random example: Life of Sophocles 1 ZoporAiis 1o ptv yivos fiv ABnvaios, ulds Bt ZogiAov,
&5 olrre, ds ApioTolevds enot, TéikTwy fi xahkels v, oUte, s “loTpos, paxaipoTods TH
épyoaiav, Tuxov Bk tkixTnTo SoUAous XaAkels f) Téktovas. ‘Sophocles was an Athenian by birth.
He was the son of Sophillus who was not a carpenter in spite of what Aristoxenus tells us nor
a bronze-smith, nor a sword-maker by trade in spitc of what Ister tells us. As it happened. his
father owned slaves who were bronze-smiths and carpenters’ (trans. Lefkowitz (1981) 160). The
connection between Philostratus and the Alexandrian scholars had already been made by Leo (1901)
258: ‘Philostrarus has transformed the grammatical Pios into a form of rhetoric.’
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friendships and enmities he inherited from his teachers and fellow-
students.*® Unforrunately, our evidence is not quite sufficient to arrive
at definitive conclusions. Moreover, we have to take into account that
Philostratus did nor include these details for the use of furure scholars;
instead, they serve a precise function in their context: they help charac-
terise the implied author as somebody who is privy to all the tricks of the
trade and who has privileged access to restricred knowledge.

References to these informants can rake several forms. Philostratus may
merely mention that he has heard a particular fact from ‘older men’ (2.3.567
and 2.8.2.579: T@v TpeoPuTépwv fikouov). Or he can be somewhat more
specific and ascribe knowledge of details to ‘my teachers’ (2.10.1.585 ¢
y&p TGV énauTtol SidaokdAwy fikovov, &pikeTo pEv & aUTds KAT
Hpddnv. ‘For, as I used to hear from my own teachers, he [Hadrian the
sophist] came to Athens in the time of Herodes.”) Or he may even name
the specific person to whom he owes his knowledge. Three individuals are
thus mentioned in Lives of the sophists: for us, Aristaeus (1.22.4.524) and
Ctesidemus of Athens (2.1.6.552) are mere names about whom we know
nothing. Damianus of Ephesus receives his own notice (2.23.605-6) and
was a well-known benefactor in Ephesus.* He was Philostratus’ informant
for several anecdotes (2.9.2.582 and 2.9.3.583). Our author mentions that
‘when students were attracted to Ephesus by his renown he still allowed
them access to himself, and so it was that he honored me also with one
interview, then with a second and a third’ (2.23.4.606 Tois yolv kaTd
KAéos aUToU orTdov & THv "Epecov Trapéywov EauTdv &véBnke képoi
Tiva §uvouoiav TrpcoTnv Te kal Seutépav kal Tpitny). This is cerrainly
an interesting biographical piece of informartion, for we may infer that
Philostratus very likely never was a formal student of Damianus.* But we
must not forget the function of this remark in its context: it emphasises how
close the implied author was to Damianus. This is more than an indication
of his source, it emphasises the implied author’s familiarity with his subject.
This is even more perceptible in the case of Proclus. In his description of
the sophist’s exploits, we sense his pride when he refers to this famous man
as his teacher (2.21.1.602): dvaypayw kai MpéxAov Tov NauvkpariTny
€idads e TOV GvBpa, kai y&p 81) kai TGV éuddv SidaokdAwy els olTos. ‘1
will proceed to record the life of Proclus of Naucratis also, for I knew the
man well, indeed he was one of my own teachers.’ This is an obvious hint

*© See Anderson (1986) 83, cf. Schubert (1995); the most sysicmatic attempt to analyse the structure of
these sophistic circles can be found in Naechster (1908).

3t See PIR* F 253 and Mrawschek-Halfmann (1993) 393—4; Schulte (1994) 184-6; Puech (z002) 190—200.

22 Pace Anderson (1986) 4: Rothe (1989) 92; see Solmsen (1941) 126.
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that the implied author should be regarded as a perfectly trained sophist
whose judgement is trustworthy because he took classes with the most
renowned masters.

This notion is confirmed by another passage. In it we readers see, as it
were, a portrait of the author as a young man, amid his fellow-students.
Here, the beloved teacher is criticised for indecorous behaviour towards his
colleagues (2.27.3.617):

MpdkAou B ToU NauxpariTou TopTeiav ol mpeoPuTikiy §uvlévTos Emi Trav-
Tas Tous aibevovtas Abfvnot kai Tov TmrmoSpopov EykaTtaréfavros TS
Ao1Boprioud ToUTw fuels piv ddueda Adyou xpodoactal Tpds TV TGV
elpnuévwv fxco Euykepévou, & 8t obdkv cimov pAalpov Eraivov elpnpias
S1e67\ABev.

When Proclus of Naucratis composed a coarse satire, unworthy of an old man,
against all who were teaching at Athens, and included Hippodromus in this
lampoon, we expected to hear from him a speech that would be a sort of echo of
what had been said about him. Bur he uttered nothing thar was mean, bur recited
an encomium on fair-speaking.

This dramatic littde scene is very effective in bringing the bizarre world
of the sophists back to life: we can almost see the assembly of students,
feel their suspense and watch their admiration for Hippodromus' gen-
erous restraint (which was highly unusual in those circles where one-
upmanship was the most prominent trait). Many passages in Lives of
the sophists provide vivid pictures of similar scenes: students were sup-
posed to be their master’s claque; they would attend his rivals’ perfor-
mances in order to disturb them, or they would applaud their master's
friends. Philostratus’ cameo appearance in this scene is reminiscent of
Hitchcock’s movies, burt it is more than a mere flourish: it serves the
precise function of demonstraring that the implied author is part of the
world he describes, that he looks at it from the inside. Accordingly, his
readers will be ready to believe him when he asserts that he had priv-
ileged access to documents which warrant the truth of what he relates
(2.1.12.562):

tmrypépouo Bk Bviot xal puymv o Uy ST kal pagiv o Todv oikfjoan TO Ev T
‘Hrreipey Qpixdv, & kad ToAloan alrév, s ein diarta fmndeia TG odpaT. 6
8t Hpwdns dknoe uiv T6 Ywpiov ToUTo voofioas &v altd xai BUoas tkPaThipia
Tfis véoou, puyelyv 8t oUte TpoceTdybn olTe ETAN. kai p&pTUpa Tol Adyou
ToUTou Trotfoopat TOV Beatréaiov Mdpkov- . . . Baupdaiov Bt fifos ykaTapifas
Tols ypdupactv éméoreide wpods ToV Hpwdny, &v Eyd T& EuvTeivovta &5 Tov
TapoVTa pol Adyov ESEAV Tiis EmriaToAfis SnAdow.
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Some place on record the exile of Herodes, though exild he was no ¢, and they
say that he lived at Oricum in Epirus and that he in fact founded the cityin order
that it might be a residence suited to his constitution. But though Herodes did
actually live in this place and fell ill there, and offered sacrifices in recurn for his
recovery from sickness, still he was never condemned to exile nor did he suffer this
penalty. And as a witness to the truth of this statement [ will employ the divine
Marcus . . . The Emperor wrote to Herodes, tempering what he wrote with an
admirable urbanity, and from this letter I will extract all that bears on my present
narrative, and publish it.

Again, we see that the implied author criticises other accounts, and he
is careful to point out that his sources are superior. ‘[T]he divine Marcus’
himself is called upon as a witness of Philostratus’ account; the author
possesses the document in question and quotes from it. The narrator of
Lives of the sophists, then, makes absolutely clear that he is an expert who
can vouch for the quality and the accuracy of his information. He hasspent
his professional life as a disciple and companion of famous sophists. This
strategy of crcating an aura of familiarity also helps explain the somewhat
abrupr ending of the work. After giving an account of Aspasius, the author
declares that several other sophists will not be mentioned in his account

(2.33.4.628):

Tept 88 rAooTpdTov Anuviou . . . xai mepl Nikaydpou Tol Abnvaiov, 85 kai
Tou EAevowlov tepol knput EoTépln, kal Ayivns & ®oivif i’ Goov TpolPn
pviuns Te kai dxpiPeias, olk &ué Bel ypdgpev, kal yap &v kai &mernbeiny s
xapioapevos, Eadn giia pot Tpos adTous fiv.

But of Philostratus of Lemnos . . . it is not for me to write. Nay, nor must [ write
abour Nicagoras of Athens, who was appointed herald of the temple at Eleusis; nor
of Apsines the Phoenician and his great achievements of memory and precision.
For I should be distrusted as favouring them unduly, since they were connected
with me by the tie of friendship.

This reference to friendship should be seen as climactic. It demonstrates
how closely our author is connected to the stars of the Second Sophistic:
he is actually one of those great performers himself, and when he writes
about them, he does so on a par.

This is a consistent trait that we can discover in the entire work: the
narrator is at home in the world of the sophists, he is even one of them. I
will try to spell out what this means by taking a closer look at several aspects
of the implied author’s persona. We have barely begun reading Lives of the
sophists when we come upon the first quotation of a classical poer. At the
end of the dedicatory letter, Philostratus highlights that his book ‘will help
to lighten the weight of cares on your mind’, and he compares this effect
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to the soothing drugs thar Helen offers to her guests in the Odyssey.” Just
a few pages later, Philostratus relates a dramatic scene from the life of Dio
Chrysostom. When Domitian was emperor, he had to go into hiding and
spent much time in military camps (1.7.2.488)*:

ToUs oTpaTicdTas dpdv ks vewTepa dpuddvtas émi Aoperiavdd &meseoy-
uéve oUk EpeicaTo drafiav I8dv tkpayeioav, &AA& yupves dvammbrioas &l
Bwpov tynAdv fip§aro Tol Adyou &Obe- ‘altdp & yuuvddn pakéwy TroAdun-
T15 OBuooeus, kai eiroov TabTa kat dnAdoas éauTdv, 8TI p1y TTwyOs, KNdE
6v GovTo, Aicv Bt ein & copds, Emri pév THY kaTnyopiav Tol Tupdvvou TTOAUS
£ITVEUCEV . . .

after the assassination of Domitian, when he saw that the troops were beginning to
mutiny, he could not contain himself ac the sight of the disorder that had broken
out, but stripped off his rags, leaped on to a high altar, and began his harangue
with the verse “Then Odysseus of many counsels stripped him of his rags’, and
having said this and thus revealed that he was no beggar, nor what they believed
him to be, but Dio the sage, he delivered a spirited and energetic indictment of
the gyrant. ..

This anecdote shows Dio making adroit use of a famous quotation: like
Odysseus in front of the suitors (Odjyssey 22.1), Dio at long last casts away
his disguise and reveals who he really is. At a decisive moment, he displays
the mastery of the true ewaudeupévos who finds an appropriate allusion
to classical literature even in a moment of extreme tension and agitation.
By the clever use of this quotation and by the power of his words, Dio is
finally able to quell the soldiers’ rebellion.

Just one page later, we see the implied author himself making good use
of Homeric quortations. He reports that Favorinus had quarrelled with the
emperor Hadrian without suffering any harm (1.8.2.489):

TouTi BE ASpravoU Ermrauvos efn av udAAov, el Paoidels dv &md Tol Toou
SieépeTo Tpos Bv €TV &rrokTEival. BaaiAels Bt kpeiTTwv, ‘6Te xdaeTan &vBpi
xépni, Av dpyfis kpati), kai ‘Bupds & péyas toTi BloTpepéwv PagiAfiwV, fiv
Aoyiaud koA&EnTal. PéATIov BE TaUTa Tals TéV Toin TV BéEaus Trpooy pdoev
ToUs U T1Bepévous T& TV PagiAtwv fion.

Bur this must rather be set down to the credic of Hadrian, seeing that, though he
was Emperor, he disagreed on terms of equality with one whom it was in his power

3 4.220-6: ‘Then Helen, daughter of Zeus, took other counsel. Straightway she cast into the wine of
which they were drinking a drug to quiet all pamn and strife, and bring forgetfulness of every ill.
Whoso should drink this down, when it is mingled in the bowl, would not in the course of that
day le a tear fall down over his cheeks, no, not though his mother and facher should lie there dead,
or though before his face men should slay with the sword his brother or dear son, and his own eyes
beheld i* (tr. S. Butler).

* On this scene and Dio’s use of an Odyssean persona, see Moles (1978) g7.
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to put to death. For a prince is really superior if he controls his anger “When he
is wrath with a lesser man’, and ‘Mighty is the anger of Zeus-nurtured kings,” if
only it be kept in check by reason. Those who endeavour to guide and amend the
morals of princes would do well to add this saying to the sentiments expressed by
the poets.

It is certainly not a coincidence that these Homeric quorations can all be
found within the very first pages of Lives of the sophists. By demonstraring
early in his work that he has the same competence as his subjecrs in using
poetical quotations, the implied author is establishing his credentials as
sophist.

As we have already seen, the implied author is rather contentious. Time
and again, he argues with people who proffer interpretations different from
his own. This is another feature that should be understood as highlighting
the sophistic competence of the narrator. Those misinterpretations can be
explained only by the fact that their authors are not as well versed in the
ropes of the trade as our narrator: they either ignore the subtleties of style or
fail to understand the historical situation of the topic of the declamation in
question. Out of the numerous passages,* I will quote just one particularly
combative example (1.22.3.524):

ol 5t &vamiBévres Alowuoiey TV ApdaTrav Tov Tis TTavleias Epdvta dviikool
uév 1@V ToU Alovuaoiou pubudv, dvikool Bt Tfis &AAns Epunveias, &weipor B¢
THis TV EVBUUNPATWV TEVNS.

Those who ascribe to Dionysius the piece called Araspes the Lover of Panthea, are
ignorant not only of his rhythms but of his whole style of eloquence, and moreover
they know nothing of the arr of ratiocination.

We know about the particular importance of long and acrimonious dis-
cussions that were a usual part of most sophistic performances.* Holding
one’s own in these debates was considered a necessary prerequisite for a
career as a sophist, and Philostratus himself explicitly says so0*” (1.8.3.491):

3% CF. 1.24.1.528 they 'fail to abserve the style of his speech, they fail to observe the truth, and are most
dishonest men’; 2.1.14.565 they ‘are not aware, | think, that the same thing happened to Demosthenes
also’; 2.15.2.596 they ‘do nat understand . . . let me ward off from him an unfair and maliciously
manufactured accusation’.

* See Schmitz (1997) 123~7.

37 We may again note the shrewd allusion to classical poetry, this time to Hesiod, Works and days 256
‘And potter is angry with poteer, and craftsman with craftsman, and beggar is jealous of beggar.
and minstrel of minstrel’ xai kepapels kepayel XoTéer kai TEKTOVE TEKTWY, | Kai TTaYXdS TTWXD
gBovéer kai &oi8os &o15@.
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Tols pév olv copioTiiv Tov PaPwpivov kaholUaty &méypn & dmabeav kat
aUTd TO Sieveybijvan alTdv cogioT], TO Ydp PAdTIHOY, ol Euviodny, &l
ToUs &VTITEXVOUS QOITQ.

When people called Favorinus a sophist, the mere fact that he had quarreled with
a sophist was evidence enough; for that spirit of rivalry of which I spoke is always
directed against one’s competitors in the same craft.

It could thus be said that Philostratus’ contentiousness is another quality
that he shares with the sophists he describes. Like them, he is willing to
debate on all the finer points of language, style and history; like them, he
leaves his audience in no doubt that he masters his subject macter and that
anybody who would be foolish enough to question his authority can only
be an impostor.

Moreover, our author demonstrates not only intellectual control of his
subject, but also an intense emotional involvement with whar he describes.
This was visible in V5 1.24.1.527 (quoted above, p. 52), where the author
was willing to ‘chide’ (EmrAfi§oam) che Greeks for failing to acknowledge
the worth of Marcus of Byzantium. Other passages could be adduced to
prove this point. Several times, we find the author defending his sophists
against slander of all sorts, as in 2.15.2.596 on Ptolemy of Naucratis: TaUt&
o1 &troAeAoynobw Umep ToU &vdpods TrapaiToupive auTdv &Bikou kai
Temavoupynuévns aiTtias ‘so much ler me say in defence of Prolemy,
that I may ward off from him an unfair and maliciously manufactured
accusation’.?® But he may also criticise sophists if they fail to live up to
the high standards of the profession. Thus, he refuses to include a number
of men into his biographical account because he deems them unworthy
of the name of ‘sophist’ (2.23.1.605): EEnprioBeov ZoTnpoi Te kai Zdoot
kai NikavSpol kai Paidpor Kipoi e kai OUAakes, &OUppaTa yap T@OV
‘EAAvwv pé&AAov oUtol TpoapnBeiev &v fi copioTal Adyou &Slol. ‘let me
omit from {my narrative] such persons as Soter, Sosus, Nicander, Phaedrus,
Cyrus and Phylax, since these men would more properly be called the
playthings of the Greeks than sophists worthy of mention.’

This is especially perceprible in the case of Critias, whom the narrator
calls ‘the greatest criminal of all who are notorious for crime’ (1.16.2.501:
xaxioTos &vBpwTrwv Epotye paiveTan EunTravrwy, v émi kakig Svoua).
This indignation about a2 man who had died more than half a millennium
before does not only demonstrate how close the members of the Second

® CF. 2.20.3.602, on Apollonius of Athens: TapeBépny 8k Talra ol TapaiToUpevos alméy Tdw
docoAdoTaav puducy, AN Bibdoxwy, 3 pndi Tols owepovesTépous puBuous fyvoel. ‘] have
not quoted this passage in order to excuse him [Apollonius of Athens] for his licence in the use of
chythms, but to show that he also knew how to use the more sober sore.’
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Sophistic felt to the world of classical Athens, it should also be understood
as a textual strategy highlighting the implied author’s involvement with his
subject matter: he is not a remote and 2loof observer of facts; instead, he
engages passionately with what he narrates because he is part of it. And
this is indeed a qualicy thar can be found throughout LZves of the sophisss:
the narrator shows his own fervent association with the sophists and their
profession, and he invires his readers to become as involved as he is himself.
This is emphasised in a formula that recurs several times in VS and can
almost be called a mannerism: the first-person subjuncrive fydueda ‘lec
us consider’.?® This could of course be understood as a use of the plural
for the singular;*® the word would then be a somewhat convoluted way of
saying ‘I think’. However, some passages seem to indicacte that fyduefa
is more than merely a polite circumlocution. Philostratus uses the form in
his praise of Herodes Atticus (2.1.1.547):

&proTa Bt dvbpcoTrwy TACUTW Expricarto. TOuTL 8 ur) TV edpsTayelpioTww
Nywueba, GAAG TGV Trary X aAéreov Te kari Buoxodwv, of yap TTAouTw pebiovtes
UBpv Tols &vBpddtrors ErravTAcUolv.

No man employed his wealth to better purpose. And this we must not reckon a

thing easy to achieve, but very difficult and arduous. For men who are incoxicated
with wealth are wont to let loose a lood of insulis on their fell ow-men.

When the narraror explains why the good use that Herodes made of
his wealth must not be considered a trivial achievement, he gives reasons
for this judgement by employing the causal particle y&p ‘for’. This seems
to indicare that he is not merely expressing his own belief, but actually
inviting his audience to share it. Hence, the jussive subjunctve should be
understood as possessing its full rhetorical force; itis not a self-exhortation
of the narraror, but rather addressed to his readers.” We th us see an implied
author who is not attempting to give the impression of being an objective
and detached observer; he rather pleads for his readership to adopt a point
of view similar to his own, to become as emotionally involved in the world
of the sophists as he is himself.

29 See 1.7.1.487; 1.9.1.492; 1.15.3.500; 1.17.4.506; 2.1.1.547; 2.L1L.§61; 21.13.563: 2 .9.3.583; 2.21.1.603. We
may compate the use of p) &moT@pey ‘lec us trus at 2.24.2.607 and 2.26. G.61s.

% Cf. Kiihner and Gerth 1.83-4.

% The same can be observed in, e.g., the story about an incriminarory letter thace the sophist Antipater
wrote to the emperor Caracalla. The narrator closes with a note «xplaining, why this letter caused
the cmpceror’s anger, and again we find the jussive subjuncrive inviting his audience to share his
convictions, again we find the causal yap giving reasons for his judgement (2.24.2.607): bg’ Gv
TrapofuvBfjval Tov Bagiéa ufy dmiordpev. . . “We may well beleve thatehe Empcror was greatly
incensed by this, and indeed these remarks would have incensed even a private person ..
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This seems to me to be at the core of the pact between the implied
author and the readership. All authors want us, at least for the limited time
of our reading their work, to see the world through their eyes, to share ctheir
outlook on the events and characters in their texts.? Yet an author cannot
take it for granted that this wish will be fulfilled; he or she has to make sure
that readers will follow this invitation. We can now proceed to analyse the
ways in which Philostrarus tries to achieve this effect. I will begin by quoting
an anecdote about Alexander ‘Clay-Plato’ (2.5.3.571—2): on a visit to Athens,
this sophist made a declamarion. Herodes Atticus had promised to attend
with his students, but he was late for the performance, and Alexander had
to begin his declamation. It was inevitable that Herodes should arrive when
Alexander was in the midst of his speech. Alexander then performed one
of those dazzling feacs thac were the hallmark of sophistic extemporisation:
he began another declamarion on the same topic, a new variation on the
same theme, and he succeeded brilliantly in this diffhicult task: ‘those who
were hearing them for the second time could not feel that he was repeating
himself.’" After the performance, Herodes students discuss what they have
just witnessed:

Si1cAuBeions Bt Ts dxpodaecs kahéoas & Hpwdns TV EauTol yvwpipwy Tous
gv EmBdoe fipdTa, Toids TIs alTols & coPIoTh)S paivorTo, ZkétrTou & ToU &Trd
Tiis KopivBou Tov piv TrnAdv ebpnkévar pricavTos, Tov Bt MAdTwva InTely,
EmikdTTRv autdv & Hpddng ‘“rout! Epn ‘“mpos undéva efmns Erepov, ceauTédv
vép Epn ‘BixPadels ds dpadids kpivovre, Euol 8t Emou paAAov fyouuéves
oUTOV ZKOTTEAIOVOV VRgoVTA.’

When the declamation was over, Herodes called together the more advanced of
his own pupils and asked them what was their opinion of che sophist; and when
Sceptus of Corinth said that he had found the clay but had still to find the Plaro,
Herodes cut him short, and said: ‘Do not talk like that to anyone else, for’, said
he, ‘you will incriminate yourself as an illiterace critic but rather follow me in my
view of him as a sober Scopelian.’

This retort is interesting because it demonstrates that by applying wrong
criteria in our judgements, we pass a judgement on ourselves; we disqualify
ourselves and betray that we are ‘illiterate critics” dpaféds kpfvovTes. This
is of course one of the worst insults that could be addressed to a person
aspiring to belong to the cultured elite in an age that valued education,
moudeia, so highly. Herodes’ disparagement of his student is certainly
meant as a lesson for Philostracus’ readers as well. It agrees perfectly with
the passages quoted above (p. 59) in which Philostratus contradicted other

3 See Booth (1988).
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scholars and suggested that their wrong ideas abouc stylistic and linguistic
derails had ro be ascribed to a lack of understanding and experience. It is
cerrainly not a coincidence rhar in one of those passages, Philostratus uses
a phrase for condemnation which is very similar to the expression he had
employed to censure Ciritias: critics who commit such mistakes are ‘most
dishonest men’ (1.24.1.528: &BikcoTarror &vBpcdeov; cf. 1.16.2.501: Critias
was ‘the greatest criminal of all’ ké&xioTos &vBpwreov). How we feel abour
the value of sophistic performances defines our moral and human value.

I would contend thar this is an important aspect of the pact between
implied author and audience. As we have seen, the narrator is careful to
set up his credentials as an accomplished judge and critic; we can be in no
doubtas to his competence. Therefore, itis our rask to prove that we are able
to live up 1o his high standards of rouBeicr. While we are invited to observe
and evaluate the grear performers of the Second Sophistic, we should feel
thar at the same time, we are being scrutinised ourselves. Another revealing
anecdote in Lives of the sophists shows that this atcitude was not unusual.
Here is what Philostratus tells us about Polemo’s first appearance in the
heartland of Hellenic Tou8eia (1.25.4.535):

Abnvaiols pév yap Embexvipevos autooyedious Adyous, dTe kai TpdTOV
Abfvale dpiketo, oUk & Eykopia KaTEoTnoey EauTtdv ToU &oTEOS, TOTOUTWV
Svrev, & Tis Umép Abnvaicv &v efmol, oUd Umép s touTol 86Ens
Epaxpnydpnoe, kaltor kai Tis TolGode 15éas deedodons Tous copiaTds dv
Tals émBeifectv, AN U yryvookwy, 1 Tas Abnvainov guoess EmikdTrTeE
Xpt H&AAov 7 Etraipev SieAéyn dOBe ‘paciv Uuds, & ABnvaiol, cogols elvon
dxpoaTds Adywv- eicopat.’

For instance, when he gave a display to the Achenians of extempore speeches on
frst coming to Athens, he did not condescend to utter an encomium on the city,
though there were so many things that one might say in honour of the Athenians;
nor did he make a long oration about his own renown, although this style of
speech is likely to win favour for sophists in their public declamations. But since
he well knew that the natural disposition of the Athenians needs to be held in
check rather than encouraged to greater pride, this was his introductory speech:
‘Men say, Athenians, that as an audience you are accomplished judges of orarory.
I shall soon find out.’

Philostratus is explicit about the intention of Polemo’s introductory
remark: he meant to intimidate the Athenians, to ‘pur them down’
(EmxdTrTEw). Polemo was so certain of his own value, so assured of the
quality of his style, that any criticism of his speeches could reflect only
on the critics themselves; hence the curious reversal of roles of observer
and observed. Looking at somebody can involve complicated questions of
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power and authority,* and Polemo’s performance is a case in point. While
it is true thar the probing gaze can degrade its objecr, it is also a sign
of superior power if somebody does not even deign to acknowledge the
fact that she or he is being looked at. Undoubtedly, a sophist like Polemo
put himself in a position of vulnerability when he allowed the public
to scrutinise and judge his mastery of Tandeict when he extemporised his
declamations. Yet Polemo’s cocky self-assurance shows that his viewers were
under observation themselves. Their attitude and comporement will indi-
care who and what they are,* if they can claim ro meet the sophist on a par.
This must be explained by the strong communal nature of the culture that
the sophists’ performances represented: both the audience and the great
masters accepred and believed that the declamation embodied a privileged
moment. It epitomised Greek identity in a world where this idenrity had
to be produced with grear care.® It was this knowledge of common values
and concurrence that allowed Polemo to make his outrageous remark: at
least theorerically, every member of the audience had to live up to the same
standards, and failing to do so could produce shame and embarrassment.
Criricising at the wrong place for the wrong reason might bring disrepute.

[ would contend that readers of Lives of the sophists are in an analogous
situation. Like Polemo, the implied author seems to threaten us with
turning the tables: our judgement of the sophists’ style will make evident
whether we can aspire to the title of ‘cultured people’, Trewaevpévor.
This may help explain one particularity of Philostratus’ account that has
long puzzled readers. It is striking that the narrator is quite opinionated
about the sophists’ merits and mistakes, yet he never tells us explicitly what
consritutes the quality of a sophist; as Anderson has rightly complained:
‘Philostratus’ criteria are difficult to break down.™ It may be the case that
Philostratus had well-defined principles for bestowing praise and blame, but
he never bothers to explain. I would argue that this apparent arbicrariness
should nor be attributed to a failure on the author’s part, it is racher a
strategy to make readers understand that they are put to the test. If we fail
to follow suit, if we disagree with these unverifiable judgements, we have

B As has most profitably been explored in the field of gender studies, ar first in the visual arts, as in
Berger (1972), but also in literature, as in Newman (1990). Most of these studies take their cues from
psychoanalytical work on the gaze such as Freud's or Lacan’s, see Wright (1998) 181-6.

M This social element is a gencral feature of judgements of taste: our predilcctions and dislikes are not
only (ac least in part) mflucnced by our social rank, they also serve as powerful markers of class and
group adherence, as has most carefully and convincingly been aigued by the late P. Bourdicu; see
esp. Bourdieu (1979).

% This point is developed at length in Schmitz (1997); for Greek cultural identicy in the Roman
empire, cf. the essays collected in Goldhill {2001a).

3 Anderson (1986) 79; cf. Rothe (1989) 33.
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to wonder whether we are not uneducated critics. Thus, we find ourselves
cast in the role of apprentices of a great master: we have to accepr his words
at face value and cannot hope to appraise them.

This is again a trait that can be explained by the general character of
second-century waiBela. As I have tried to show elsewhere,’” there was a
consistent expectation that being a truly cultivated person was somehow
part of one’s innermost being and character; it could not be acquired by
learning. Philostratus’ lack of explicitness about the criteria of his judge-
ments should be read as a signal that his views abour style belong to the
realm of ‘natural’ raste. If readers were to blame the narrator for nort pro-
viding reasons, they would disqualify themselves by demonstrating that
they do not possess this innate refinement. It would be accurate, then,
to describe the implied author’s strategy of winning his readers’ concur-
rence as one of intimidation: for fear of betraying our ignorance and poor
judgement, we dare not doubr or contradict the awe-inspiring narrator’s
judgement.

To claim that Philostratus presents the narrator of Lives of the sophists
as a sophist is by no means a new discovery® What I have tried to do in
these pages is tease our some of the implications this entails. The persona
of Philostratus’ implied author commands the respect and the confidence
of his readers, and he persuades them to share his outlook on sophistic
declamations. If the account sometimes appears to be muddled or incon-
sistent, this should not be attributed to the writer’s incompetence; instead,
it is another aspect of the authorial strategy to impress and intimidare
his readership. Moreover, we have seen that the pact between narrator
and implied audience in Lives of the sophists depends to a high degree on
shared values and perspectives. Philostratus wrote with a certain reader-
ship in mind, and this readership obviously does not consist of Western
scholars of the twenty-first century. In order to work, his textual strategies
presuppose that we generally accept and venerate his standards of stylistic
appropriateness and Greek cultural identity (however, they do not presup-
pose detailed knowledge of the rules and laws of this culture). But once the
public subscribes to these values, it is likely to be browbeaten into trusting
the narraror’s point of view and ascribing the lack of clear criteria to its
own shortcomings.

Did Philostratus’ actual readership (or even audience?) fall into this
trap? Did his text successfully muster its public’s concurrence? These are,

57 Schmiz (1997) 136—59.
B See, e.g.. the title of ch. 5 in Anderson (1986): “The Sophist on Sophists.’
19 See above, n. 16.
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of course, questions that are impossible to answer in any definitive way,
but we can ar least speculate on the basis of our observations. It should be
clear that all depends on the public’s acceptance of shared standards — once
people refuse to play the sophists’ game, Philostratus’ narrator will appear
to be a freak, not a master: like Nabokov’s Pnin, he will discover that all his
specialised knowledge is worthless in changed social and cultural surround-
ings. One could argue that Philostratus’ texr is aware of this situation. A
number of his sophistic vignettes shows even the greatest masters unable
to work their spell on hostile or inattentive audiences: Heraclides of Lycia
suffers the disaster most dreaded by a sophistic performer, he breaks down
in the midst of his declamation ‘because he was abashed by the court and
the Imperial bodyguard' (2.26.3.614: pagtv alTov oxediov Adyou éxTre-
oglv aUAfy kai Sopugdpous Seicavta). And the narrator explains that
this is a danger to which the best sophists are most prone:

TouTi B& dryopaios pév Tis Tabov k&v aitiav AdBol, TO yap T&V dyopaitv
#6vos Irapoi kal Opactls, copioTis 88 §uoTroudalwv ueipaxiols TG TOAY Tijs
fiuépas s &v dvtioyol EkAnEel; Ekkpovel yap oxediov Adyou Kai &kpoaTis
CEpUVR TrpoodoTe kai Bpadus Erraivos kal TO uf kpoTElgBan quvrieos, el B& kai
p86vou Umrokabnuévou tauTdv afoborTo. . ., frrov Bt ebporiael, al yap Toiaibe
Utroyian yvepuns &xAUs kai Seopd YADTTTNS.

Now if this misfortune were to happen to a forensic orator, he might well be
criticised; for forensic orators as a tribe are audacious and self-confident; but a
sophist spends the greater part of his day in tcaching mere boys, and how should
he resist being easily flustered? For an extempore speaker is disconcerted by a single
hearer whose features have a supercilious expression, or by tardy applause, or by
not being clapped in the way to which he is accustomed; but if in addition he is
aware that malice is lying in wait for him . . ., his ideas will not flow so easily, for
suspicions of that sort cloud the mind and tie the tongue.

In a similar way, our implied author’s whole project might fall if his
readers decided not to play along. We could just shrug off the narrator’s
threats that one wrong judgement would suffice to demonstrate our incom-
petence and thus undermine his authority; we could decide that linguistic
questions and historical allusions are not for us, anyway, and then go and
read some more interesting stuff.

Moreover, even members of the readership who subscribe to the values of
waudeiat and belong to the cultured elite might escape the influence of the
narrators rheroric. They could decide that they know better than he does,
that his verdicts on style and language are just wrong — the manifold and
often contradicting rules of Atticist usage gave ample margin for conflicting
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opinions about these matters.*® They might even conclude that the implied
author did not withhold his criteria because he was absolurely certain of
them and wanted to put his audience to the test, but because he was an
impostor and his brazenness was an attempt to hide his ignorance. This is
again a possibility that Philostratus’ text seems to intimate when it presents
some of its subjects as clever tricksters rather than accomplished authorities.
Philostratus’ narrator is free to admit that being a sophist could occasionally
demand some chutzpah, and he seems to admire a certain ‘cleverness with
which [they were] wont to dazzle [their] hearers’ (1.25.7.537, on Polemo:
oogiav, {j & THv ExTTAn§IY ExpnioaTo). Yet he is also aware that this sort
of behaviour can be used to cover up deficiencies in knowledge. Thus, he
disapproves when Philagrus resorts to effrontery to hush up a mistake he
had committed (2.8.1.578):

EkpUAou Bt alTdv pruaTos dos &v dpy T Biopuydvros AoPopevos & AugikAfs,
Kai y&p 5 kai ETUyyave Tév ‘Hpohbou yvwpiuwy Ty mpdTnv QepOHEvos,
‘rap Tivt TGV EAAoyipcov’ Epn “TolTo elpnyTan;’ kai 85 ‘Tapa @Gy pw’ Epn.
An outlandish word escaped him in the heat of his anger, and Amphicles pounced
on it, for he was in fact the most distinguished of the pupils of Herodes, and asked:
‘In what classic is that word to be found?’ “In Philagrus’, was the answer.

Orther ancient documents besides Philostratus’ account suggest that the
social prestige of sophistic declamations attracted quite a few charlatans
who were either unable or unwilling to spend much effort on mastering
the finer details of Atticist oratory and tried to delude the crowds with a
few ready-made ‘Actic’ phrases. It is especially Lucian in his satiric writings
(such as A professor of public speaking, The sham sophist or The mistaken
critic) who gives a vivid account of these machinations, and we have no
reason to doubt thar this was a social reality, not a rhetorical topos.

Philostratus’ narrator finds himself in a particularly vulnerable position.
Even if we leave aside the question whether his account would be declaimed
orally and thus fall into the same category as a sophistic performance,
it seems clear that Philostratus’ work derives its interest and authority
from these actual performances. By making the heroes of the Second
Sophistic (instead of the great personalities of Greek history) his main
characters, the narrator could be described as bringing the sophistic game
to perfection, as claiming to be the summirt of the entire sophistic movement
starting with ancestors like Gorgias and Aeschines. His project could be
described as ‘secondary sophistic’; like Lucian, he is a ‘sophist’s sophist’, to

49 See Schmitz (1997) 126-7.
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use Anderson’s felicitous term.# This derivative nature of his work raises
the stakes for the implied author: if a sophist’s performance failed, this
could be attributed to a number of reasons, and the performer could move
on and be successful in another ciry, in front of a different audience, on
another occasion. If Philostratus’ implied author fails, his entire text will
fall. His persona sits uneasily berween the acknowledged master and the
humbug, and it could be argued that by leaving its readers in the dark as to
his criteria, the text makes us constantly wonder whether we should trust
this man or decry him.

I would argue that it is impossible to fix the text’s intent: is Philostratus
trying to present a masterly narrator whose awe-inspiring authority should
impress and intimidate his readers, or is he depicting an ‘unreliable nar-
rator whose cunning and shamelessness cannot hide the fact that he is
incompetent? Is the text (relatively) stable, or does it deconstruct its own
principles? Again, the fact thar it is impossible to decide this alternative
should not be attributed to carelessness on Philostrarus’ side; instead, ic is
an integral part of the way the implied author structures his account and
conceals his hand. We can imagine that we have revealed his deceit and
thus claim to be his superiors, or we can succumb to his authority, but
we will never be on a par with him. This could again be described as a
re-enactment of sophistic performances, where the same tension between
success and failure could always be felt, and where the authority of Greek
culture was being renewed all the time. Like a declamation, Philostratus’
text is an ongoing process, not a stable entity. This ‘sophistic’ quality may
help explain why so many modern readers find it bewildering.

4 Anderson (1982)



CHAPTER §

Philostratus and the symbolic roles
of the sophist and philosopher*

Harry Sidebottom

INTRODUCTION

In the Greek cultural renaissance of the first three centuries AD, usually
termed the Second Sophistic, the two leading intellectual roles were chat
of sophist and philosopher. There seems to be 2 modern consensus that in
that age a man could combine the roles:' that he could present himself as
a sophistic-philosopher or a philosophic-sophist.> Some ancient evidence
can be seen as supporting this view. Above all Philostratus, in Lives of
the sophists, says that he has written not only of the sophists proper but
also of some philosophers who, because of their eloquence, were ranked as
sophists (VS 479; 484). Plutarch in Sympotic questions wrote ‘when I gave a
dinner party in Chaeronea, for Diogenianus of Pergamum, there was some
discussion on types of entertainment, and we had considerable difficulry
in beating off the attack of a long-bearded sophist of the Stoic persuasion
(codioTv &md Tiis ZTods), who brought up Plato’s indictment of people
who listen to Burte-girls over their wine because they are unable to entertain
themselves by conversation’ (Mor. 710b).

This chapter argues that the modern view is in some senses correct,
but in others misconceived. Sophists and philosophers tended to come
from the same class, have much the same education, could reach each
other and performed broadly the same funcrions (although, as we shall
see, some functions were considered more typical of one role than the
other). Philosophers could exhibit oratorical skills and sophists deploy
philosophical acumen. Thar all this, however, did not add up to a posi-
tion where the two roles could be combined becomes clear when their

* In this chapter, Lucian’s works are abbreviated thus: Nigrinus = Nigr.; Demonax = Demon.: Philoso-
phies for sale = Vit. Auct.; The fisherman = Pisc: Peregrinus = Pereg.; The runaway = Fug; The
eunuch = Fun.; Double indicoment = Bis ace.

' E.g. Bowersock (1969) 11-15. Multiplication of ceferences would be tedious: see Hahn (1989) esp.
46-53; 86—99 for an unorthodox view.

> Cf. Gleason (1995), 1a1.
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self-presentation, especially in terms of non-verbal communication, as seen
in the synoptic version of literature such as Philostratus’ Lives of the sophists
and On Apollonius, the works of Lucian and the discourses of Epictetus
mediated via Arrian, is analysed using the methodology of symbolism
adopted (and adapted) from cultural anthropology.

The self-presentation of each role was constructed via a nexus of symbols
which were in conscious contrast to the other. While the boundaries could
be transgressed or blurred, such strategies involved risks. A brief exam-
ination of portrait sculpture shows that the intellectual self-presentation
in marble of the Greek elite, although subtly different from thar in life
or literature, does not vitiate the separatcness of the roles. No one could
present himself unambiguously as both sophist and philosopher because
the separate and opposed symbolic roles had been created by the Greek
elite to represent itself, its ideals and their inherent tensions. The roles of
sophist and philosopher played out and thus ameliorated tensions berween
Greek elite ideas of rustic virtue and urban civilisation, and between Greek
paideia and Roman power.

SOPHIST, RHETOR AND PHILOSOPHER

No word has a hidden essence which is its ‘meaning’. What words signify
can be seen only by a study of their relationship with their near synonyms
and opposites: in the case of sophist, the most problematic and fluid of the
intellectual labels of the Second Sophistic, with rhetor and philosopher.?

First we can remove one aspect of the word sophist by thinking of its
“literal’ (in the sense of etymological) meaning. ‘Sophist’ as a prudent man
ofknowledge persists. Diogenes Laertius is aware that copdés and copioTrs
were once synonymous,* and the ‘seven sages’ of antiquity were normally
known as ‘sophists’.> Consideration of the ‘literal’ meanings will get us no
further.

Rhetors during the early empire were first and foremost teachers of
eloquence, sometimes to a destined practical end (law or politics). They
could also be declaimers or forensic orators.® As such, the role of rhetor
can be combined with that of sophist. Dionysius of Miletus is found on an

Y Some definitions of sophist are in: Stanton (1973) 308; Bowie (1974) 169 and (1982) 39; Swain (1996)
97-100.

4 1.2; cf. Apollonius’ joke at VA 4.29.

$ E.g. Plut. Mor. 385de; Dio Or. 10.26; Stanton (1973) 352, n. 7.

6 Jones (1978) 9; Bowic (1982) 39.
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inscription as ‘rhetor and sophist’.” They could be not merely linked burt
assumed to be the same thing. The emperor Pius can be seen using them
interchangeably, both as teachers.® The implication is that the ‘meaning’
of both words is the same, it is the ‘value’ which differs. The functions of
the two types are much the same, the differences not being in the taking
of fees or modern notions of professionalism.

Philostratus claimed that among the ancients the title of sophist went
to rherors of surpassing eloquence (VS 484). Probably towards the end of
the second century ap the hostile witness Sextus Empiricus tells us thac
sophists have studied rheroric to the utmost point.? It was presumptuous
of the teenager Hermogenes to call himself a rhetor. Presumably it would
have been worse if he had called himself a sophist, even though others did
(Philostr. VS 577). The distincrion seems to be one of virtuosity.

The guests of Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae include one Alceidus of
Alexandria, a musician, and one Amoebus, 2 harp-player and singer. These
men need not be included in the dinner because they could speak fluendy
on their subject.’® Instead they are ‘sophists’ because of the virtuosity with
which they practise their art. The notion that virtuosity leads to sophia is
said to go back to Homer." In Hesiod, Linus, a singer, is versed in all kinds
of sophia (fr. 306 Merkelbach and West). Sophists, then, can be seen as
thetors especially skilled in their art.

Philosophers had from Plato on attacked sophists. The age of the Sec-
ond Sophistic was no exception. Plutarch, for example, condemned them.™
Rhetors could also be sneered at (e.g. Plut. Mor. 59f), yet usually in connec-
tion with sophists.” For one could combine rhetor and philosopher: one
T. Flavius Glaucus was thus vaunted.' Thus although sophists can be seen
as a subgroup of rhetors, distinguished by their art, they cannot, ourtside
Philostratus’ work, be combined with philosophers in the way that rhetors
can without acquiring derogatory overtones, although a sophist can be a
‘good thing to be’ elsewhere.” When sophist and philosopher are brought
into proximity the semantic motivation comes from the latter and the for-
mer becomes downgraded. Plutarch, in the passage quoted above, when
calling the long-bearded man from the Stoa a sophist did not indicate thar

7 IK XVIL1 [IEph VI11), no. 3047; also Hordeonius Lollianus of Ephesus on IG 11 q211.

¥ Dig 27.1.6.2; cf. Philostr. VS 614, where sophists spend most of their time teaching boys.

9 Adv. Math, 2.18; he goes on to say that they are mute in public scrutiny!

© Thus Bowersack (1969} 1. ™' Guthrie (1969) 27.

2 Stanton (1973) 353, Plut. Mor. 100d; 131a; 543¢f.

" Qliver (1949) 246-8; cf. Bowic (1989). Epictetus objected to men trying ro be borh, IV.15.12.

S Philostr. VS 532; 60s; FD iii.4, no. 4745 IK XV (IEph V), no. 1548; IG II* 3813; see above, n. 7.
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he was both philosopher and sophist, but that Plutarch considered him a
charlatan philosopher.

SOPHIST AND PHILOSOPHER OVERLAPS

No intellectual could claim without risking ridicule to be both sophist and
philosopher, but their social background, the education system and the gen-
eral intellectual background ensured thar in significant ways many were.
The vast majority of sophists and philosophers were from the urban elite of
the Greek world (the Cynics being an exception).™ A male elite child went
to school at the age of seven or so, then to a grammaticus at about eleven,
and lastly to a chetor at fifteen, where he might stay until twenty or older.”
Under the rhertor one studied oratory. It was after school that, if one was
going to, one should turn to philosophy. Galen deplored those who tried
to master philosophy without proper schooling (XIX.9 Kiihn). Fronto was
right to say that philosophy does nort ignore rhetoric (On eloquence 1.18 =
11.70 Haines). The educational system ensured that almost all, except some
Cynics, who came to philosophy had been trained in oratory. To deny any
skill with words was, as we will see, one of the symbols of a philosopher,
but in practice most were highly skilled. Some even went to the schools of
sophists (e.g. Philostr. VS 591). Equally given the dominance of philosophy,
and especially — for the literate ~ Stoic philosophy, in the thought world
of the early empire, it need come as no surprise if a man cxhibiting all
the symbols of a sophist can produce passages of a philosophical appear-
ance.” The usefulness for an orator of philosophical maxims was recognised
(e.g. Dio, Or. 18.7), and some sophists went to be pupils of philosophers
(e.g. Philostr. VS 536).

Aelius Aristides outlined what he considered were the functions of the
sophist (although rejecting the name for himself) by attacking what he
claimed philosophers did not do: adorn festivals, honour the gods, advise
citizens, comfort the discressed, settle civic discord and educate the young.”
Aristides attempted to fulfil all those functions. Panathenaic oration (Or. 1)
shows him adorning a festival. In the prose-hymns he honours the gods
(Orr. 37—46). Oration 24 shows him advising a ciry against stasis, and
Oration 31 shows him comforting the distressed on the death of one of his
pupils.

1% Bowie (1982} 30 with app. I 54~s.
7 On education, see Marrou (£965); Bonner (1977); Morgan (1998).
i CE, MacMullen (1966) 46~94. " Or. 3.672 Lenz and Behr; Bowersock (1969) 11.
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The briefest glance at the works of Dio Chrysostom shows that he,
as a philosopher, tried to fulfil all the functions which Aristides accused
philosophers of ignoring. In Oration 12 he attempts to adorn a festival and
honour the gods. Oration 30 shows Dio comforting the bereaved father of
a young man whom he had educated. Orations 31-35 offer advice to cities,
and Orations 38—41 attempr to induce homonoia where before there was
stasis.

The functions of the two roles overlapped. Some functions seem to have
been seen as equally the province of either role (e.g. advising ciries, or
settling civic discord), although the strategies employed to achieve them
could vary (e.g. in educating the young). As the philosopher was thought to
deal with general issues, while the sophist dealt with specific ones (Dio, Or.
22; Philostr. V5 481) the strategies employed could always be considered to
vary. But some functions were seen as primarily the prerogative of one of
the roles. Although philosophers did give lectures, their role was seen by
society as one of ‘Socratic dialogue’.*® Thus advice to individuals, includ-
ing consolation, could be seen as primarily a philosophic activity, while
declaiming would be considered as primarily a sophistic activity. Philoso-
phers did, in their own eyes at least, adorn festivals by making speeches at
them. But such speeches were exterior to the structure of festivals. At some
festivals the speeches of orators were part of the ‘official programme’.*
Adorning festivals could be seen as primarily sophistic activity.

SYMBOLISM

So far, the modern view of the sophist and philosopher appears 10 have
much validity. The vast majority of sophists and philosophers (many Cyn-
ics being exceptions) had a shared social and intellcctual background, much
the same education, operated in a nuanced overlap of functions and pos-
sessed certain transferable skills. But when we turn to their self-presentation
within the symbolic roles created by Greek society, the modern view
fails.

Many ancient historians rely on a realist epistemology. Society is seen as
no more than a collection of individuals, and the ultimate test of validity
is an individual’s conscious inner belief. Society as an entity is regarded
as primary for anthropology, as it has been more recently for modern
history.?* Now influenced by analytical anchropology, especially by the

3 Cf. Hahn (1989) 67—77.  *' Philostr. V3 533; Price (1984b) 90.  ** Burke (1980) 529.
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work of Clifford Geertz,” ancient historians have begun to use techniques,
and above all symbolism, for studying sociery as a whole.™

There is, however, a danger here of falling into what can be called
the ‘Golden Bough syndrome’. Just as classicists were getting into J. G.
Frazer’s monumental work, anthropologists were turning against it.*> Some
‘interdisciplinary time lag’ is inevitable. As students of the ancient world
began to use Geerrz, anthropologists began ro attack Geertz's work.” One
level of attack is as a researcher. For example in Geertz’s book Negara:
The Theatre State in Nineteenth-Century Bali (1980), he has been accused
of ‘backward excrapolation® and viewing his subject through a ‘fog’ of
colonialism.?” This, of course, is of little importance to students of the
ancient world. But it is linked to conceptual attacks.® Geerrz has been
seen to marginalise power and force:* in his analyses government always
ends up by attraction rather than compulsion.

Despite these attacks, Geertz's work can still provide inspirational models
for us, provided that we do not leave power and force out of our account.
This chapter argues that the symbolic roles of sophist and philosopher were
created partly in response to the power of the Roman empire and the force
which underpinned it. The subjects of this chaprer did not leave it out
of account. Favorinus is said to have told friends who criticised him for
giving way to Hadrian on a point of language, ‘you give me bad advice, my
friends, in not allowing me to believe that the man who has thirty legions
is more learned than everybody else’ (SHA. Had. 15.13).

In symbolic analyses culture is seen as ‘an historically transmitted pat-
tern of meanings embodied in symbols’ (Geertz (1973) 89). Symbols are
‘rangible formulations of notions’ — or, put another way, ‘extrinsic sources
of information’ (ibid. 91-2). Sets of symbols, often embedded in ritual
or ceremonial, evoke sets of dispositions in individuals, which can result
in actions (ibid. 91-123). Symbolic knowledge takes over when semantic

 See Geeruz (1973), (1977). (1980); also Douglas (1973). (1975); Sperber (1975), (1979} Moore (1978).

4 E.g. Gordon (1980); Price (1980), (1984a), (1984b); Wallace-Hadrill (1982), (2008); Millar (1984);
Gleason (1995).

3 Cf. Kirk (1974) 15-16; Humphreys (1978) 1-2.

% As a non-anthropolagist, one can suspect that Geertz's irreverent atvitude towards the greats of
anthropology might have contributed to the backlash. His engaging outlook can be found most
clearly in Works and Lives (1988), which, of course, post-dates the attacks.

27 Nordholt (1981); Christie (1986).

® E.g. Asad (1983). Geertz, unsurprisingly, has defended himself (1995), (2000). For largely positive
assessments of Geertz, see Ortner (1999) and Inglis (2000).

¥ This seems to be 2 common enough filing in anthropology. Witness anthropologists’ almost
complece non-engagement with lwiney-High's Primitive Waifme (1949 [1971]), on which see Keegan
(1993) 89-92. or Kecley's account of the difficultics encountered when putiing forward research
proposals to study the anthropology of warfare (1996) vii~x.



Sophist and philosopher: symbolic roles 75

(or analytic) and encyclopaedic (or synthetic) knowledge fail (Price (1984a)
8). Symbols cause evocation when rational criteria fail, when one cannot or
does not want to (for whatever reason) fully understand somethi ng (Moore
(1978) 7-8).

Symbolism is as real as ‘inner belief, and there is no reason to privilege
the latter. The virtue of this sort of view of what are usually called ‘mental
traits’ or, if the Cartesianism is unavowed, ‘psychological forces’ (both
unobjectionable enough terms in themselves) is that it gets them out of any
dim and inaccessible realm of private sensarion into that same well-litworld
of observables in which reside the brittleness of glass, the inflammability
of paper, and . . . the dampness of England.™°

To put it all in other words, the words of Fergus Millar, ‘if we do look,
we can only see what is there to see’ ((1984) 39). ‘In looking ar rituals,
cults, public expression of gratitude, the erection of statues, and all those
other visible forms of symbolism, we should not ask what people really
felr, because we do not know (and in almost all cases cannot in principal
know)’ (ibid. 39—40). Instead, we should study ‘the logic of their public
actions, and of their words, artefacts and building’.*

A man could not claim to be both sophist and philosopher. The symbols
of the two were mutually exclusive, being defined in contrast to each other.
The symbolic representarion of each role was constructed notonly in terms
of characteristic statements (Millar’s ‘words’), but also via characteristic
appearance, gestures and behaviour (Millar’s ‘public actions’). The latter
constitute forms of non-verbal communicarion. In the nineteenth century
some aspects of non-verbal communication in the ancient world such as
dress and gesture were studied.?* Bur in the twentieth century chese fields
were largely ignored until the 1980s when, under the (direct or indirect)
influence of anthropology, scholarship again focused on them.’?

SYMBOLIC ROLE OF THE SOPHIST

The symbolic role of the sophist can be reconstructed from the biographies
of the sophists by Philostratus, and Lucian’s satire on false sophists who

1 Geeruz (1973) 95-6: cf. Lateiner (1995) 8.

3t Millar (1984) 39—40. This approach allows us to avoid a literalist understanding of athers’ statements,
while equally avoiding a reinterpretative one, Moore (1978) 12-13. *For when an avowal is “meant”,
it does not nevertheless follow that it has a fully determinate meaning or meanings', 26id. 14

2 E.g. Hope (1812 [1962]); Sind (1890).

3 E.g. Lateiner (1987), (1995); Maier-Eichhorn (1989): Bremmer (1991); Graf (1991); Aldrewe (1999);
Bshme-Schinberger (1999): Croom (2000). An often-cited source of inspiration is Marcel Mauss
famous lecture of 1934 on ‘Techniques of the Body' (1973).
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wished to reap the rewards of being a sophist without putting up with the
hard work necessary to become one: the Rbetorum praeceptor. The latter
has often been seen as a specific attack on an individual sophist, usually
idenrified as Pollux of Naucratis, the author of the extant Onomasticon.?
This may well be true. But the work proceeds as a gencral arrack upon a
recognisable type until the very end (section 24 out of 26) when the focus is
suddenly narrowed to an individual (Pollux, someone else, or an invented
paradigm of awfulness?). As C. P. Jones has said, Lucian treats the Teacher
as the representative of a whole class.”® That the main thrust of Lucian’s
satire is directed against a general type shows that we are dealing with
symbols constructed by society, not merely the individual predilections of
Philostratus’ subjects, or even the interests of Philostratus alone.®
Sophists were much concerned with appearance. When Alexander the
‘Clay-Plato’ came before the Athenians they ‘thought his appearance and
costume so exquisite that before he spoke a word a low buzz of approval
went round as a tribute to his perfect elegance’ (Philostr. V5 572). The dress
of the sophist tended to be colourful, ostentatious and expensive.’” Lucian
gives satirical advice on the topic: ‘let your clothing be gaily-coloured, or
else whire, a fabric of Tarenrine manufacture, so that your body will show
through; and wear either high Arric sandals of the kind thart women wear,
with many slits, or else Sicyonian boots, trimmed with strips of white
felt’ (Rh. pr. 15). The elaborate hairstyles of sophists were remarked on.®
A sophist’s beard was notably well cared for and curled.? The sophist
could be fastidiously clean and wear perfume.*® Some sophists practised
depilation.# Hippodromus, defending the sophists of his day, compared
them to peacocks.** The symbolic role of the sophist called for a display
of outward beauty. ‘Hermocrates was aided by the beauty of his personal
appearance, and he was indeed possessed of great charm and looked like
a statue with the bloom of early youth’ (Philostr. VS 612). ‘It is true that

M E.g. Jones (1986) 107-8.

¥ Jones (1986) 106; cf. Anderson (1976) 68~71, the teacher is Pollux but the picture is deliberately
vague; and Hall (1981) 273-8, the teacher is Pollux but the description draws on details from other
sophists,

% The evidence of Philostratus and Lucian, of course, can be paralicled in other writers such as Dio
Chrysostom on sophists, Sidebottom (1990) 23-5. It is worth pointing out that literary mentions
of non-verbal communication will only ever give us a synoptic version of a very complex reality, cf.
Laceiner (1987) 84.

37 Philostr. V3 §87; 600-1; 623; Luc. RA. pr. 16; cf. Epict. 3.3.35.

® Philostr. VS 571 623; Luc. Rh. pr 312, ¥ Philostr. V5 570; of. Luc. Rb, pr. 23.

4 Philostr. VS 570; 571, clean; Philostr. VS §71; Luc. RA. pr. 11, perfume.

4 Philostr. VS §36; Luc. Rh. pr. 23.

4 Philostr. VS 617; cf. 577 on Hermogenes ‘moulting’ when his skills lefc him; also cf. Luc. Nigr. 13.
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Alexander had a godlike appearance, and was conspicuous for his beauty
and charm. For his beard was curly and of moderate length, his eyes large
and melting, his nose well shaped, his teeth very white, his ingers long and
slender, and well fitted to hold the reins of eloquence’ (Philostr. VS s70; cf.
Luc. Rh. pr. 20).

Characteristic patterns of behaviour were symbols of the sophist. In
keeping with their statements expressing their own worth (see below),
sophists should speak only in a spatial setting worthy of them. A temple
was acceptable (Philostr. VS §83; 618), as were a theatre (76id. 571; 579),
an assembly (i6id. 519), a bouleuterion (ibid. 579), or any setting for an
imperial audience.# Philostratus, however, chides a sophist called Aurelius
with being ‘the sort of person who would declaim even in low wine shops
while the drinking was going on’ (Philestr. VS 627).

Characteristic facial expressions, gestures and vocal effects were also
interpreted as symbols of a sophist. In general the face of the sophist tended
to be cheerful and confident,* not unserious,* with a steady, fixed, or keen
gaze,* although varied according to the theme of his declamation.#” The
gestures of a sophist were extravagant.*f

Before declaiming, a sophist might withdraw from the sight of his
audience to meditate on his theme (Philostr. V5 s19; 537), or he might
do so in full view (Philostr. VS s72; 619). Such melodramatic inaction
would have been a tense time. It might never stop. There was a real danger
of sophists breaking down when speaking (Philostr. VS 565; 580; 614).
At this juncture the sophist would hope his face radiated the looked-for
cheerful, serious intensity. There was a strong possibility it might not, and
the sophist might begin to sweat profusely (Philostr. VS 541). At the start

# Philostr. VS 625, military headyuarters: ibid, 623, courtroom. Philostratus mentions that both
Gorgias and Hippias spoke at Olympia, VS 493; 495-6, the latter also from the altar at Delphi. In
the Second Sophistic he points 1o Herodes and Hippodromus at Olympia, V5 556: 617.

44 Philostr. VS s19; §37: 572; 618; Luc. Rh. pr. 12. Philagrus was novable for looking gloomy, as
Demosthenes was said to have done, VS s8o-1.

4 Philostr. VS528. 46 Philosr. VS 528; 533; s83: 619.  #7 Philostr. V3 574.

4% For the Second Sophistic we lack a source comparable to Quintilian's Inszitutio Oratoria, which
has been used brilliantly by Aldrete (1999) to analyse the meanings of the gestures cmployed by
first-century Ap Latin orators. Tt would be unwise to transfer his findings to Greek sophists of the
first three centuries Ap. The same gestures sometimes do occur, but they tend to have different
meanings. For example stamping che ground showed agitation for a Latin orator (Aldrete (1999) 15
citing Cic. Bruzus 278), but when Polemo did it Philostratus compares it to horses in Homer (e.g, /L
6.507) who are exhibiting confidence and strength. Again swaying from side to side evokes driving
off flies or standing in a rocking boar (Aldrete (1999) 68; citing Cic. Brutus 216-17) or the levity
and arrogance of barbarians (Philostr. VS 520). Also thigh-slapping (Aldrete (1999) 13; cf. Philostr.
VS 519: Luc. Rh. pr. 19). It is noteworthy that Quintilian was opposed to the use of Greek gestures,
Graf (1991) s1.
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of his declamation or ac a subsequent point the sophist might leap to his
feet (Philostr. VS 537; 572; 619). During the performance he might stride
about,#? sway from side to side (Philostr. V5 §20), stamp his feet (ibid.
s37), slap his thigh (i67d., 519; Luc. Rh. pr. 19), and toss his head about
(Philostr. V5 s29; Luc. RA. pr. 12). All gestures were intended to be fitring
to the sophist’s theme (cf. Aldrete (1999) 17). There seem to have been two
strategies for the end of the performance: sweating heavily to show the
effort expended (Luc. Rh. pr. 20), or smiling calmly to show that it had
not been an effort ar all (Philostr. VS 537).

We should assume that sophists’ non-verbal communication by gesture
was readily interpretable by their contemporaries. Philostratus said that
Polemo stood next to Dionysius ‘like a wrestler’ (VS 525~6), and cowered
before Timocrates ‘like a boy before his teacher’ (V5 536). Gestures mattered
to sophists. Polemo expelled an actor from the Olympic games at Smyrna
for ‘a solecism of his hand’ (VS s41—2).

The way a sophist used his voice was important. The effect aimed for was
melodious and rhythmic (Philostr. V5 §89). Scopelian compared himself to
a nightingale, a not uncommon comparison for a sophist (Philostr. VS 516;
cf. 589). Some sophists of the ‘Asianist’ persuasion wenr as far as singing,*
although an ‘Atticist’ could object.”

The characteristic behaviour which symbolised a sophist extended
through his lifestyle. The sophists came from the urban elite of the empire.5
For members of that class there were strong social pressures to conspic-
uously advertise cheir wealth, and above all to give benefactions.” The
sophists, although at times able to claim immunities thanks to their calling
(see below), can thus be seen as merely fulfilling their role as members of
the urban elite when they give benefactions and advertise their wealth.>
But they seem to have paraded their wealth with an extreme flamboyance
which, even if it did not go beyond the norm, was intended to mark them
as among the richest and most successful of the elite. The homes of at
least some sophists were ostentatious. Philiscus had two houses in Athens
as well as one at the Piraeus and one at Eleusis, all full of imported luxuries
(Philostr. VS 603; cf. 606). On Regilla’s death, Herodes used Lesbian mar-
ble to turn his entire house black, although he is said to have abandoned
this when teased by one Lucius (Philostr. VS 556—7). When travelling,

43 Philostr. V3 623; cf. s87; Luc. Rb. pr- 15:19; 20, %° Philostr. VS 589; 620; Luc. RA. pr. 153 19.

5t Philostr. VS 513 sce the classic works of Schmid (1887-97) on Atticism and Wilamowitz-Moellendorff
(1900) on Asianism; and now Swain, {1996) 21-7, on Roman origins of the terms of debate.

$* See Bowic (1982). ¥ E.g. Jones (1978) 20.  ** Bowersock (1969) 27-8.
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sophists could go beyond the bounds of ostentation thought by some to
be suitable:

Though Polemo excited the disapproval of many, because when he travelled he
was followed by a long train of baggage animals and many horses, many slaves
and many different brands of dogs for various kinds of hunting, while he himself
would ride in a chariot from Phrygia or Gaul, with silver-mounted bridles, by all
this he acquired glory for Smyrna. (Philostr. VS 534; cf. §87; 603).

The large retinues which followed the sophists point to an explanation
of their keener than usual impulse to ostentatious advertisement of their
wealth. As well as slaves (Philostr. V5 603) and attendants (Luc. R4. pr. 15),
the retinues consisted of fee-paying pupils (Philostr. VS 591). The numbers
of pupils, their often distant origins, their high-class starus and their wealth
were sources of pride to the sophist.¥ Large numbers of noisy pupils exalted
a sophist.’® While a good sophist would remit fees to poor young men of
talent,’” would lose fees by refusing to teach hopeless cases (Philostr. A
s91), and would generally be easy to deal with abouc fees (Philostr. V§
600), the fees charged were usually high.s® There was an expectation that
the career of a sophist should be richly rewarded.”? Polemo refused to take
150,000 drachmae offered him as a ‘lecture fee' by Herodes. When Herodes
added another 100,000 drachmae ‘Polemo took the money without the least
hesitation, as though he were receiving only what was his due’ (Philostr.
VS 538).

The symbolic representation of the sophist was also constructed in char-
acteristic statements. Sophists made high intellectual claims for themselves.
Philostratus admitted that it was a profession which could encourage arro-
gance (VS 616); and, while self-praise could win sophists renown,® avoid-
ance of it could also be considered a good thing (ibid.). Sophists claimed
for themselves knowledge,* skill with words®? and the ability to impart
true educarion.® Their self-proclaimed virtuosity allowed the sophists to
demand attention and to openly court admiration.%4

% Philostr. VS 518; 520; §26; 531; 562; 613.

$¢ Philostr. V3 583; Luc. Rh. pr. 21, noisy; Philostr. VS 567-8, exale.

%7 Philostr. V3 s19: 527: 605-6.  *® Philostr. VS s21: 533: 535: 604 615; ¢f. 525: 5741 Luc. Rb. pr. 9.

9 Philostr. VS §89: 611: Luc. Rb. pr. 2; 6. *° Philostr. VS 535; Luc. Rh. pr. 21.

8t Philostr. VS s35; Luc. RA. pr. 13; so had ‘ancient sophists’, Philostr. VS 480.

82 Philostr. VS §63; 564 $86-7; Luc. Rb. pr. 13.

 Philostr. V3 617. Philosophers also claimed the ability to impart true education (see below). The
evacation caused by such a statement would be shaped by the other elements of the symbolic
representation which a sophist or philosopher presented.

64 Artention: Philostr. VS s71; §78; admiration: Philostr. VS 617: Luc. Rb. pr. 1; 6; 1%; 253 cf. Philostr.
VS 525 564; 578.
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An audience’s reaction to the symbolic representation could be
favourable. After the death of the sophist Hadrian some Athenians ‘would
try to imitate his accent, others his walk, or the elegance of his attire’
(Philostr. VS 587). Pliny the Younger was greatly impressed by Isaeus.
His speech was deeply implanted by delivery, expression, appearance and
gestures (Ep. 2.3.9). We have already seen Philostratus’ description (V5
572) of the effect the appearance of Alexander the ‘Clay-Plato’ had on the
Athenians. It was not always so with every audience.

The listeners had a far from passive role in the ritual of a sophist’s
declamarion. They could be asked for the theme or an opinion (Philostr.
VS 572). They might make gestures of approval: nod amiably (i6id. 540),
raise a hand and shake back the folds of their cloak (i6id. 626), shour and
applaud (ibid. §82-3). But they might react in negative ways: assume a
supercilious expression and withhold accustomed applause (Philostr. VS
614), interject (#bid. 540; 571; 623) or join in (ibid. 579), hiss and jeer (ibid.
604), fall asleep (ibid. 578), or try to leave (Luc. Rh. pr. 19). Lucian gives
guidance on how to behave badly in an audience: arrive late,% utter ill-
timed praise when everyone else is silent, don't make gestures of assent,
don’t rise (or ar least only once or twice), and wear a faint smile to show you
are dissatisfied (Rh. pr. 22). Unsurprisingly sophists might ensure they had
pupils, friends, or even debrors in the audience (Philostr. VS 540; §82—3;
Luc. Rh. pr. 20).

An excessive parading of the symbols of the sophist could evoke a neg-
ative response: ‘effeminate’.%¢ When Alexander the ‘Clay-Plato’ appeared
before Pius he overdid the claim for attention. To his shout ‘pay attention
to me, Caesar’, the emperor replied ‘1 am paying attention, and [ know
you well. You are the fellow who is always arranging his hair, cleaning his
teeth and polishing his nails, and always smells of perfume’ (Philostr. VS
571; cf. 622-3; Luc. Rh. pr. 115 23). It took different levels of symbolism to
provoke the response ‘effeminare’ in different audiences, but the danger
was ever-present. The sophist Isaeus played down the symbolic garb in the
nexus of symbols which constructed the image ‘sophist’ (Philostr. VS s13).
It was a dangerous tactic, for costume was an important symbol without

85 CF. Herodes wearing travel clothes to show his late arrival is not an act of disrespect to Alexander,
Philostr. V3 s72.

86 See Gleason (1995). This chapter does not engage closely with Gleason's work. While we are looking
at roughly the same sets of symbols, if with emphusis on different sources, for Gleason they construct
self-presentation in terms of masculinity, for me they do so in terms of the roles of sophist and
philosopher, urbane and rustic, and Greek and Roman. The two analyses are not incompatible.
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which the other symbols of the sophist were liable to provoke unlooked-for
responses.

The sophist Hippodromus the Thessalian was somewhat rustic in
appearance (Philostr. VS 618-19, from which the following anecdote is
drawn). When he had travelled to Smyrna he came to a temple, outside
which were attendants and slaves holding satchels of books. Hippodro-
mus assumed someone of importance was holding their school inside.
When Hippodromus went in, Megistias, the sophist whose school it was,
mistook him for a parent or attendant. Asked what he wanted Hippodro-
mus requested an exchange of garments, for he was wearing a travelling
cloak, while Megistias wore a gown suitable for public speaking’, and then
announced thart he was going to declaim. Megistias thought him mad, but
then, seeing his intelligent look, changed clothes with him. After Megistias
had suggested a theme, Hippodromus sat for a moment on the lecturer’s
chair then leapt to his feet. Megistias again thought he was insane, ‘that
these signs of proficiency were mere delirium’, but when Hippodromus
had got into the theme Megistias recognised him as a sophist.

The anecdote shows the impartance of dress in the nexus of symbols of
the sophist. Lacking the right dress, Hippodromus is not recognised for
what he is, while the symbol of the keen glance reassures, other perfectly
acceptable symbols (the implicit claim to skill in announcing that he will
declaim, and the leaping from the chair) evoke the response that Hippo-
dromus is insane. It is significant that even the unconventional sophist
recognised the suitability of presenting as complete a set of sophistic sym-
bols as possible, and wished to change costume. It was Megistias” judgement
of Hippodromus’ virtuosity which finally won the visiting sophist recog-
nition. The criterion for an individual’s conscious decision to award a man
the title of sophist was always an estimate of virtuosity. But, as the anecdote
shows, it was recognised that the symbolic representation of a man shaped
that decision. Philostratus dismissed some men usually held o be sophists
from his account because they were not worthy of the name (V5 60s). Yet
when discussing Apollonius of Athens he stated ‘in beauty of enunciation
he fell short of Heracleides . . . but in dignity, magnificence, and in his
attire he showed himself superior to many of his predecessors’ (VS 600-1).

It also was recognised that the evocations caused by the symbolic rep-
resentation of the sophist could replace a judgement on virtuosiry as the
validarion of the status of sophist. Philostratus said of Marcus of Byzantium
‘his beard and hair were always unkempt, and hence most people thought
that he looked too boorish to be a learned man. And this was the impression
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that Polemo had’.%” Polemo changed his mind when he encountered the
skill of Marcus. A man would hold that it was always other people, and
usually the masses, who judged by symbolic representation alone and thus
opened the door to the ‘false sophists’ mocked by Lucian. “The rank and file
are already struck dumb with admiration of your appearance, your diction,
your gait, your pacing back and forth, your intoning, your sandals . . . when
they see your sweat and your labouring breath they cannot fail to believe
that you are a terrible opponent in debace’ (Luc. Rb. pr. 20).

SOPHIST AND PHILOSOPHER OPPOSITION

The symbols of the sophist and philosopher were constructed in contrast
to each other. Aristocles of Pergamon started his career as a Peripatetic
philosopher and then became a sophist. ‘Now, as long as he was a student
of philosophy he was slovenly in appearance, unkempt and squalid in his
dress, but now [when he became a sophist] he began to be fastidious,
discarded his slovenly ways, and admitted into his house all the pleasures
thar are afforded by the lyre, the flute, and the singing voice, as though
they had come begging to his doors” (Philostr. VS 567). The philosopher
Timocrates, who was very hirsute, attacked the sophist Scopelian for his
depilation, and the youth of Smyrna took sides (Philostr. VS 536). In
one of his discourses Epicretus, who characterises himself as ‘somehow
or other condemned to wear a grey beard and rough cloak’ and to be
approached as a philosopher (3.1.24), is visited by a student of rhetoric
whose hair is elaborately dressed and appearance highly embellished (3.1.1).
Epictetus imagines the youth complaining, when he had come to his
senses, that Epictetus ‘could art least have set my hair right, he could have
stripped me of my ornaments, he could have stopped me plucking my hairs’

(Epict. 3.1.14).

SYMBOLIC ROLE OF THE PHILOSOPHER

The symbolic representation of the philosopher can be reconstructed using
the Discourses of Epictetus as mediated to us by Arrian, On Apollo-
nius by Philostratus, and some of Lucian’s works (Nigrinus;®® Demonax;

87 V5 529. It is nice to note, with Gleason (1995) 48, Polemo’s failure here as a physiognomist.

68 Thar Nigrinus may have been a real Roman philosopher (Hall (1981) 157-6.4: Jones (1986) 25; Swain
(1996) 316) does not vitiare the use of this work in a reconstruction of the symbolism of the Greek
philosopher, since Lucian presents him in terms of Greek culture.
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Philosophies for sale; The Fisherman; Peregrinus; Runaway slaves; The eunuch;
Double indictment) %9

The blurring of the boundaries between the schools of philosophy under
the empire is often exaggerated by modern scholars.”® Apollonius of Tyana
is said to have made his choice from the distinct philosophies on offer
(Philostr. VA 6.11). Lucian described it as normal o hear the numerous
sects arguing (Eun. 3). Distinctions continued, and were considered impor-
tant. The distinctions were reflected in variations within the construction
of the representation of the philosopher, and inferences were drawn from
the variations (e.g. Luc. Demon. 5). A problem could thus be proposed
in the use of Epictetus’ evidence. Epictetus was a Stoic who wrote about
the Cynic philosopher.” But the problem is more apparent than real. The
Stoics claimed the Cynic fathers as antecedents in order to link themselves
to Socrates (Zeno—Crates—Diogenes—Antisthenes-Socrates), and thus had
a vested interest in harmonising Cynic teaching (to which they were in fact
indebted) with their own.”* A Stoic could thus admire a ‘cynic ideal’ (suit-
ably bowdlerised to fit Stoicism), while disliking contemporary Cynics.”
Thus when Epictetus talks of the symbolism suirable for an ‘ideal Cynic’ ic
can be taken to be acceprable for a Stoic, but when he talks of ‘false Cynics’
he is referring to the degenerate contemporary Cynics.™

Doubts might also be raised about the use of Philostratus’ historical
novel abour Apollonius to reconstruct the reality of the symbolic role
of the philosopher in general. Philostratus, however, attempted to give
philosophical respectability ro his wonder-working hero. The more prosaic
derails of the philosopher’s life had to ring true in order that his audicnce’s
acceptance of the magus-like elements could be facilitated. The picture of
the philosopher which was put forward thus was not only one acceprable to
the sophist Philostratus, but also intended to be acceprable to the audience’s
preconceptions about a philosopher.

““‘Come then, Epictetus, shave off your beard”. If I am a philosopher, 1
answer, “I will not shave it off”’ (Epict. 1.11.29). The svmbolic representa-
tion of the philosopher, like thar of the sophist, was constructed in terms of
characreristic appearance, behaviour and statements. The historian Hero-
dian criticised the emperor Macrinus (5.2.3). As part of his imiration of
Marcus Aurelius he wasted his time cultivating his beard, walking at a slow

8 For a somewhat different picture of the role of the philosopher, see Hahn (1989).

7° On this, sce Hahn (1989) 109-18.

7' Brunt (1977) offers an accessible introduction to Epictetus, Bonhéffer (1996) provides a philosophical
analysis.

7* Moles (1983) 104.  7* Dudley (1937) 198. ™ Cf Moles (1983) 122-3.
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pace and speaking slowly, laboriously and inaudibly. A beard, usually a long
beard, was a symbol of a philosopher of any school.” Uncoiffed hair was
another, usually it was left to grow long (Epict. 3.1.42; 4.8.5; 34). Long hair
was de rigueur for a Cynic or a Pythagorean (Luc. Vit. Auct. 2; Philostr. VA
1.8; 32; 7.34), but Stoics were known to have their hair cropped (Luc. Fug.
27; Vit. Auct. 20; Bis acc. 20; Juv. 2.14-15). Philosophers empharically did
not approve of depilation.”

The dress of the good philosopher was plain, although Platonists and
followers of the school of Cyrene could be mocked for colourful clothing.””
The symbolic garb of the philosopher was a rough cloak distinctively worn
on its own: usually a TpiPcov or TpIPcdviov,” occasionally the ipé&miov,”
or the &€opis.’® The cloak was very important in the sclf-presentation of
the philosopher. Apollonius asked a young philosopher what he owned
of the magnificent preparations for his wedding. The answer was just his
TpiPwviov. Which was just as well, for all the rest were phantasies conjured
up by the vampire the young man was abour to marry®

The cloak was generally considered the dress of the philosopher, not
of the Cynic alone,®* although the latter was a possible evocation (Luc.
Vit. Auct. 8: Juv. 13.122). A Pythagorean would wear a TpiBdviov (Philostr.
VA 2.20) of linen (bid. 1.8; 32), but would accept other linen robes (ibzd.
2.40). A Pythagorean should wear shoes of bark (#6:d. 6.11), or no shoes at
all (ibid. 1.8). A staff could be thought of as the ‘staff of Diogenes’ (Epict.
3.22.57) and thus be a specifically Cynic symbol,® but it seems to have been
appropriate to symbolise ‘a philosopher’ as well as ‘a Cynic'.* Similarly a
wallet could be called ‘the wallet of Crates’ (Luc. Fug. 20; Vit. Auct. 7) and
be a Cynic symbol¥ yet could be sported by a Stoic (Luc. Fug. 27) and
be considered part of the garb of philosophers in general.*® Cynics were
considered to go to extremes in appearance and to be dirty.*” Others did
not approve. Lucian considered it a good thing that the moderate Cynic

75 Epict. L16.9-14; 2.23.28 Luc, Fun. 8; Demon. 13; Disc. 11; 125 35; 37; 41; 42: 463 Philostr. VA 7.34. On
the appearance of philosophers, cf. Hahn (1989) 33-9.

7 Epict. 3.1.27-35; 42; 22.10; Philostr. VA 4.27; cf. Luc. Fug. 33; Demon. so: Juv. 2.11-12.

7" Luc. Nigr. 26~7, plain; Pisc. 49-50, Platonists; Vir. Auct, 12, Cyrenaics.

" Epict. 3.1.24; 22.47; 4.8.53 34: Luc. Fug. 14; 27; Bis ace. 1.6; Pisc. 11.

79 Epict. 1.29.22; Luc. Vir. Aucr. 15. % Luc. Vit. Auct. 7; cf. Philostr. VA 3.15.

¥ Philostr. VA 4.25: cf, Epict. 3.22.47, on TpiBcoviov as a sole marerial posscssion.

% Thus von Arnim (1898) 435-6; Kindstrand (1978) 380; contra Jones (1978) 303.

" Epict. 3.22.10; 50; Luc. Percgr. 153 Vit, Auct. 7; Pisc. 443 <f. Pisc. t:24.

84 Luc. Fug. 14, speaking of all philosophers, before going on ta single out Cynics; cf. Pisc. 1: 42; Bis
ace. 6.

35 Epict. 3.22.10; Luc. Pereor. 15: 36: cf. Pisc. 44-5.

3 Luc. Fug. 143 Bis ace. 6; Pisc, 1; 42; Philostr, VA 6.11.

87 Extremes: Luc, Demon. 19; Peregr. 36; Vit. Auct. 8. Dire: Luc. Vi, Auct. 7; Peregr. 153 36; cf. Vit,
Auct, 1, where all philosophers need a wash.
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Demonax pur on a clean cloak to go to his trial (Demon. 11). Epictetus
accepted that the ‘ideal Cynic’ would be mistaken for a beggar, but he
ought not to be dirty, ‘even his squalor ought to be cleanly and artractive’
(3.22.89). A philosopher should not drive the multitude from philosophy
by being dirty (Epict. 4.11.1-36; esp. 22).

Characteristic patterns of behaviour were also part of the symbolism of a
philosopher (Luc. Fug. 4). He should exercise conrtrol in food and drink,®®
although this, obviously, would not apply to an Epicurean (Luc. Vit Auct.
19). A Pythagorean should abstain from meat and wine (Philostr. VA 1.8;
32; Luc. Vit Auct. 6).

The good philosopher had an earnest face, but it was kindly, and he
did not parade asceticism (Luc. Nigr. 26—7; Demon. 6; 9; cf. Epict. Ench.
47.1). Nigrinus scorned those who thought that they could train philoso-
phers with cold baths, whips and knives (Luc. Vigr. 27). The philosopher’s
countenance and walk should be composed.*® Philosophers were accused
of being abusive (Luc. Fug. 14). They were considered to look solemn (Luc.
Pisc. 12), sour (ibid. 37), gloomy (ibid.; Bis acc. 11), or proud (Epict. 3.8.24-6;
Luc. Nigr. 5.). Stoics were accused of being miserable, taciturn and impor-
tuning (Luc. Bis. ace. 20; Vit Auct. 20; Juv. 2.8-9; 14-15). Pythagoreans
were known to go in for times of silence (Luc. Vit. Auct. 3: cf. Demon. 14).
When Apollonius did, *he would maintain a conversation by the expression
of his eyes, by gestures of his hand, and nodding his head’ (Philostr. VA
1.14). Cynics were often said to parade their asceticism, and to be sullen,
abusive and shouting (Luc. Pereg. 3; 17; 18: Vir. Auct. 7:10; 11; Epict. 3.22.105
50). They also could be said to be ostentatiously silent (Luc. Vit. Auct. 10).
Not altogether surprisingly, the good philosopher had to be prepared to be
despised, reviled and beaten up (Epict. 3.15.2; 21.5; 22.§3-9;100; Ench. 22;
Luc. Pisc. 27; Demon. 16).

The philosopher should shun admiration and glory,?® and not seek
crowds (Epict. 3.23.19; 27). The Cynics were an exception in openly
attempting to attract crowds by ostentatious and anti-social means,” thus
laying themselves open to a charge of a love of notoriety (Luc. Peregr. 1; 20;
22). Philosophers should not take fees (Epict. 4.1.139; Luc. Nigr. 25; Fug.
14; Eun. 3; Pisc. 12; 34; 35-6; 41; 46; Philostr. VA 2.39; 8.21) or material gifts
(Philostr. VA. 1.40; 5.38; 8.7.11~12), although Stoics were said (not without

% Epict. 3. 15.10; 4. 8.10; Ench. 29.6; Luc. Nigr 24; 26-7; Pisc. 24.

% Epict. 4. 8.17: Her. 5.3.2; cf. Bremmer {1991) 18-20, who argues thar a slow walk was a Greek clite
ideal from classical Athens to late antiquity.

% Epict. 1.27.1~4; 26-9; 3.23.19; 24 4.8.24: Luc. Demon. 48; cl. Pisc. 1.

% Ateracting crowds: Luc. Viz. Auct. 10; Moles (1983) 108—9. Anti-social means: Epict. 3.23.80: Luc.
DPeregr. 6;17: Vit Auct. 10,
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reason) to justify it philosophically (Luc. Vit. Auct. 24), Peripatetics to
justify wealth (Luc. Eun. 3) and Cynics to beg (Epict. 3.22.10).

The dissonance berween philosophers’ claims to do people good, yet
to know nothing (see below), as well as the contrast with the image of
the sophist, led to an ambiguity in their atticude to pupils. While it
was accepted that philosophers did have pupils (Philostr. VA 8.12; Luc.
Nigr. 28), large numbers, especially if wanted for the sake of reputa-
tion, the philosopher should claim to avoid (Epict. 4.8.24: Luc. Demon.
31).

The philosopher should concern himself with improving his audience,
not giving an impression of beauriful-sounding speech.?” Excessive Atti-
cism should be avoided (Philostr. VA 1.17). Display orarory also should
be avoided, and philosophers who ‘sang’ were considered the worst of all
(Epicr. 3.23.33-8; Luc. Nigr. 25).

The good philosopher was not trying to give his audience pleasure.
Lucian describes the effect of listening to Nigrinus: confusion, giddiness,
swearing, stumbling, voice failing and bursting into tears, for philosophy is
like a wound (Luc. NVigr. 35; cf. 37). Epictetus thoughr that a philosopher’s
audience oughr to leave in pain (3.23.30).

The symbolic representation of the philosopher was partly constructed
by characteristic, usually self-deprecating, statements (or the avoidance of
the opposire, i.e. statements of his own worth). The philosopher should
not proclaim himself as such,” nor should he vaunt his knowledge,”* or
his skill with words.” The philosopher, however, should claim for himself
commitment to freedom and free speech.?

The evocative power of the symbolism of the philosopher was recognised.
A philosopher should be judged as such not by the symbols he parades but
by his devotion to philosophy (Epict. 4.8.5-12). Yet there was an expectation
thar a philosopher should possess the appropriate symbols. Apollonius put
on a tpiBcoviov 1o philosophise (Philostr. VA 8.19; cf. 4.20). Epictetus
tells us (4.8.19) that when Euphrates first took up philosophy and lived
with philosophers people wondered why he did not have the externals
of a philosopher. It was held to be easy for fake philosophers to take
on the externals (Luc. Fug. 4, 14 Peregr. 24; Pisc. 31). Having ‘stolen’ the
symbols (Philostr. VA 2.29) and ‘disguised’ themselves (Epict. 2.19.28), they

9* Epict. 2.1.34~6; 17.34—6; 3.23.1-38 esp. 33-8; Philostr. VA 8.6.

9 Epict. 3.21.23; 4.1.113; Ench. 46.1; Luc. Nigr. 24; cf. Pise. 41.

94 Fpict. 3.21.7; 23.26; Ench. 46.2: 49. Apollonius can because he has already asked all possible questions,
Philostr. VA 117.

% Epict. 3.23.23. % Luc. Demon. 3 50; Vir, Auct. 8; Pevegr. 18; Philostr. VA 7.1-2.
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appeared plausible as philosophers (Luc. Fug. 13). It was not easy to tell
true philosophers from false (Luc. Fug. 15). An Egyptian waterman judges
Apollonius and his pupils to be philosophers because of their cloaks and
books (Philostr. VA 6.3). He, of course, is right. But fakes could be more
convincing than the real thing (Luc. Pisc. 42). There were thought to be
a lot of them. Lucian wrote ‘it would be easier for 2 man to fall over in
a boat withour hitting a plank than for your eye to miss a philosopher
wherever it looks’ (Bis ace. 6). People judged a man to be a philosopher
on external symbolism alone (Epict. 4.8.10). So effective was the symbolic
representation believed to be in gaining the status of philosopher for fakes,
that it was thought they were bringing true philosophers into disrepute
(Epict. 4.8.5—14; Luc. Pisc. 32), and leading the masses to despise philosophy
altogether (Luc. Fug. 21; Pisc. 31).

In many ways, fake Cynics were the biggest threat of all.”” Because
cynicism stressed divine or innate education, not conventional paideia, it
was thought easier for members of the non-elite to pass themselves off as
real philosophers in this sect. They posed a threat to the social order, as
the non-elite won fame and wealth (Luc. Fug. 12-17; 28; 33), and a sexual
threat to the elite as ‘fake Cynics’ stole their women (Luc. Fug. 18; 30-3)
and pretty boys (Luc. Peregr. 43).

PHILOSOPHERS AND SOPHISTS IN PORTRAIT SCULPTURE

The evidence of portrait sculpture is seldom employed in discussions
of intellectual self-presentation in the Second Sophistic.”® The work of
R. R. R. Smith has shown that we should not interpret private portrait
sculpture of this period by the ‘biographical fallacy’. We should avoid the
sort of reasoning whereby if a sculpture looks a bir like a sophist to us
it must be of a sophist, or if the subject of a sculpture is known tw us
to have been a philosopher we automatically interpret its iconography as
philosophic.”® Again, Smith has shown that we should not limit our inter-
pretation to the ‘Period Face’, as expounded by Paul Zanker. We should
not just arrange private portraits in a linear sequence because of their sim-
ilarities to the portraits of emperors."™ Instead we are dealing with issues
of cultural choice in self-presentation.

9" Cf. Hahn (1989) 172-81.

? E.g. Hahn (1989) makes no mention of if. There are useful surveys of relevant material in Walker
(1991); Zanker (1995) and Smith (1998).

? Smith (1998) esp. 60-1.  '°° Smith (1998) s8—9.
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The most popular self-presentation in portrait sculpture for the Greek
elite in the period of the Second Sophistic is that of the Greek hima-
tion and tunic. This comes in two styles: the ‘Coan’ style, where the
himation is slung low across the body (figure s5.1), and the so-called
‘Aeschines’ (or ‘Arm-sling’) style, where the right arm is wrapped in the cloak
(figure 5.2). The latter comes to be the dominant style.”” Among other
minority choices (in a toga, or a cuirass) is the Aimation and no tunic
(hgures 5.3 and 5.4). From what has been said above, in the Second Sophis-
tic the himation and no tunic probably would have evoked ‘philosopher’
or ‘philosophic ideals’ not just ‘intellectual’. Which, of course, need not
mean that the subject was a philosopher. This is shown by philosophers
and philosophic iconography appearing on children’s sarcophagi in this
period.'®*

While we can recognise a philosopher type in the portrait sculpeure of the
Second Sophistic, if we remove the ‘biographical fallacy’,'®* the same cannot
be said of the sophist. This does not undermine either the importance
of the figure of the sophist in the Second Sophistic, or the importance
of the symbolic contrast berween sophist and philosopher. Though the
imagery of the philosopher was popular in other places (e.g. sarcophagi).
the philosopher type was a minority choice in portrait sculprure. It also
tended to be ‘watered down’, being mainly confined to busts not full-
length statues. The philosopher type, of course, was a pre-existing type,
going back, at least, to the third century BC."®* Despite similarities to the
past (see below), the symbolic role of the sophist was new in the Second
Sophistic. But the sophists wanted to be seen as playing an old cultural
role.”” Thus possible reasons emerge for the lack of a sophist type choice
in Greek elite self-presentarion in portrait sculpture. To make a new type
would shatter the link to the past. Self-styling as a sophist worked in reality
and in literature, but it might look odd in art: evoking the effeminate,
or the bizarre. Pre-existing portrait types ficted the sophist fairly closely.
The image of a sophist was a member of the Greek urban elite raken to
an extreme, and the self-presencation of sophists was mutable.’® Thus the
himation and tunic (especially with books?) was close enough to the sophist
to negate the need for a new form to represent sophists and sophistic ideals.

19! Smith (1998) 66.  °° Ewald (1999).

193 E.g. figure 5.1 has been idenified as the sophist Damianus by Inan and Rosenbaum (1968), no. 151.

194 Zanker (1995) csp. 90-133.

1% See Philostratus’ aceempts to link the ‘Ancient’ and *Second’ Sophistics in VS 480-4; 490513 esp.
507: §10-11,

106 Isacus played down the symbols, while Alexander ‘Clay-Plato’ played them up.
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in large numbers in all cities, were seen as rootless strangers (e.g. Philostr.
VA 4.10). Uncoiffed hair and beard marked the philosopher as free from
artificial social niceties, free to adorn the inner man not the outer, living
a life according to nature.”* They pointed to Homeric heroes (e.g. Dio,
Or. 36.17), or to the rustics from whom true philosophy could be gained
(e.g. Dio, Or. 30.25), men of antique virtue, living close to the gods, as yet
uncorrupted by the effects of civilised life. The rustic/primitive constituted
a real, intellectual and emorional ideal, but not a practical goal. No second-
century AD philosopher wanted to go and live in a cave.

The sophist and the philosopher representing, and to some extent diffus-
ing, the tensions between Greek elite ideals of the urban and rustic life can
go some way to explaining the construction of the two contrasted symbolic
roles. But it cannot explain when the roles were constructed. There is no
reason to think thart ideas of rustic and urban living were more problematic
in the first three centuries AD than, say, they had been in the last three
cencuries BC. Various other, not mutually exclusive, possible explanations
can be offered.

While the analysis of the symbolic representation of the sophist and
philosopher offered above is synchronic, the model of two constructed
sets of symbols should not be seen as sratic. The influence of famous
individuals could always change or reinforce the symbolism.™ The career
of the famous convert from sophist to philosopher, Dio Chrysostom, may
have hardened the contrast between the two sets of symbols.™#

Two other factors which seem to have contributed were inspired, quite
unintentionally, by Rome. General trends in society shaped individuals’
uses of, and responses to, the symbolism. The image of the sophist and
that of the philosopher were each the negative ro the other’s photograph.
A change in the status of one would affect the other. If a group is defined
in large part by contrast from another group, it is importanc that the other
group be of a comparable status in order to make the contrast worthwhile:
i.e. there would be little benefit to be had from a contrast with an obscure or
low-sratus group —if obscure, the point of the contrast may not be apparent,
and if low status the contrast would not serve to gain any symbolic capiral.
The rise of philosophy under the Flavians, to some extent attributable to
its acting as a source of moral underpinning for Roman elite individuals

"2 E.g. Epict. 1.16.9-21; cf. Barthes (1973} 47-9.

™ E.g. Achenians copying the accent, walk and clothes of the sophist Hadrian, Philost. V3 §87.

" The father of Dio’s late pupil Charidemus is made by Dio to say that his son imitated Dio’s
taciturnity and gair, Dio, Or. 10.4. The conversion of Dio is controversial, Sidebottom (1990)
1-§3.
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whose links with the Republic were diminishing,™ would paradoxically
have increased the status of sophists. Equally the rise of so phists under the
empire, partly to be attributed to the efficiency of rhetoric in getting Greek
elite individuals preferment in the empire, would have aided the rise of
philosophers.

The separateness of the roles also was encapsulated in Roman legislation,
which in turn would cause a hardening of the division. Under the second
triumvirate teachers, sophists and doctors had been given immunities."
Vespasian ruled in favour of doctors, rhetors and teachers.”” Philosophers,
it seems, were not exempt. Hadrian gave or re-afirmed Nerva's or Trajan’s
wide immunities to, among others, rhetors and philosophers (Dig. 27.1.6.8).
Pius limited the numbers who could claim it, and in doing so removed
philosophers (ibid., 27.1.6.2). To ask for exemption proved that one could
not be a philosopher.”®

Vespasian set up chairs of Greek and Latin rhetoric at Rome."? Marcus
set up chairs at Athens: one of rhetoric, and four (Platonist, Peripatetic,
Epicurean and Stoic) of philosophy.'*® The philosophers received 60,000
sesterces per annum (Tat. Adv. Gr. 19), the thetors 40,000 (Philoser. VS
566). These posts were both cause and effect of cthe differentiarion of the
categories.

The symbolic capiral of the roles ultimately came from Greek paideia
and the Greek past. As we have seen, the philosopher of the Second
Sophistic saw himself in direct succession from the philosophers of classi-
cal Greece. His role was believed to have been created then. His sym-
bolism pointed even further back to Homeric heroes. In reality, the
sophists of the Second Sophistic were a new phenomenon. Philostratus,
however, was at pains to construct a direct link, despite the lack of evi-
dence, between the new breed of sophists of the Second Sophistic and
those of the First (VS 481). In this, it appeats he was not unusual. Dio
Chrysostom also subscribed to the notion that they were as one, ‘voic-
ing the same criticisms and using the same termirology of both’.**' The

" MacMullen (1966) esp. 46-94: Brunc (1975) 7-39.

w6 [Eph VIL.2 4101 see now SEG XXXI gs2.

"7 CD 53.60 = Zon.10.30; McCrum-Woodhead. no. 4s8.

"8 Dig. 27.1.6.7; cf. Philostr. VS 490. On the complex problems of immunities and cultural figures,
see Bowersock (1969) 30—41; Grifin (1971) 279-80; Hador (1984) 221-30: Hahn (1989) 100-8;
Millar (1992) 491-506. For the current argument it matters only that sophists and philosophers
were distinguished from each ather.

" Suet,, Vesp. 18; Millar (1992) 502-3.  '*° Marrou (:965) 436.

1 Moles (1978) 89.



98 Lives of the sophists

symbols of the roles were exclusively rooted in the Greek past, most obvi-
ously in their clothing."*

As representatives of ideas about urban and rural life, and the Greek past
and paideia general within Greek elite sociery, philosophers and sophists
could stand outside the boundaries of a particular city. Any city could call on
them to mediate, and they could offer to help any city. At a different level,
an individual sophist or philosopher could advance his capacity ro advise
a specific city because he was not from that ciry and was thus likely to be
impartial. A sophist who was an outsider in the sense of not being a citizen
of the city he advised would, however, asa sophist remain a representative of
the ideal of the ultimate insider of city life. As a philosopher addressing his
own city, and thus in a sense an insider, he would remain as a philosopher a
representative of the ideal of the outsider.”” In the sophist and philosopher
the Greeks had created powerful roles of a supra-polis nature.

Apart from the gods there was only one other truly imporrant supra-polis
power: the Roman empire. In Lucian’s possibly fictionalised account the
good and the great of the Roman world turn to Demonax for advice (e.g.
Demon. 50). In what most would consider an account ar a level of more
certain historical reality, they do the same with Epictetus (e.g. Epict. 3.4). In
the view of the Greeks their philosophers advised good Roman emperors,
and confronted and confounded bad ones.”# The sophist Polemo famously
treated cities as his inferiors, emperors as not his superiors and the gods
as his equals, as well as throwing a Roman governor out of his house
(Philostr. VS 534—s.). In the philosopher and the sophist Greek elite culture
had created supra-polis symbolic roles, and drawing on its core values had
invested them with enough symbolic capital to operate on a level with
Roman power.

An analysis on these lines fits well with modern scholarship which
relates the cultural phenomenon of the Second Sophistic to the realities of
power.™ It fits well with the view, first proposed by Ewen Bowie, that the
Second Sophistic was largely caused by the distressing contrast between

12 There are thus dangers within the ancient evidence for a studen of cither sophistic of perceiving it
through the distorting lens of the other. Hippias® self-cmbroidered cloak (Plato, Hipp. Minor 368bc)
may have a superficial similarity to the fincrv of an Alexander 'Clay-Plato’, but to contemporaries of
each they significd very different chings. Hippias' cloak stood for the sophist of the First Sophistic
as ‘renaissance man’: a man who knew all could teach all and could o all, including make his
own clothes. The fincry of Alexander stood for the sophist of the Second Sophistic: 2 man whose
virtuosity with words biought him huge rewards.

133 CE. the rather different conclusions, based on Dio Chrysostom, of Hahn (1989) 156~71.

134 Sidebortom (1996) 453-6.  '** Swain (1996); Schmitz (1997).
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the Greek elite’s social and economic prosperity at home and its political
dependence abroad.”*¢

A Greek intellectual pulling on the philosopher’s cloak or the finery of a
sophist, and thus rapping into vital ideas about the Greek past and paideia,
was turning his back on the Roman toga (to which most were entitled),
and asserting thar his primary identity was not Roman or Graeco-Roman,
but Greek."”

16 Bowie (1974); Swain (1996); very briefly Sidebortom (1998) 2,824-6.

37 On this line, the survival under the Roman cimpirc of other groups’ tradirional clothing, much
evidence for which was collected by Bohmc-Schénberger (1999), raises the sore of questions
about clothing and identity often discussed by anthropologists, e.g. Tarlo (1997). Space here also
precludes a discussion of the questions raised by Larin intellectuals taking on the symbols of Greek
intellectuals, What was a “Latin sophise?” (Harrison (2000)).



CHAPTER 6

The deaths of the sophists: Philostratean biography
and elite funerary practices*

Joseph L. Rife

Philostratus’ Lives of the sophists (VS) has long been recognised as a major
source for the intellectual life of the Greek world under Roman rule." It is
also of prime importance for the social history of the eastern ciries. In his
gallery of portraits comprising the ‘Second Sophistic’ (1.481) from Nicetes
of Smyrna in the late first century to Aspasius of Ravenna in the early third,
Philostratus outlines each subject’s training, personal and professional rela-
tionships, accomplishments and rhetorical skills. The discontinuous events
and impressions in VS reveal piece by piece the broader social structure
of the urban centres of Greece and Asia Minor during the era. This
structure was a shifting network of relationships defined by hierarchical
status, group afhiliation and ideology that influenced behaviour and cir-
cumscribed identity on the levels of the civic community, the region and
the empire.

The social identity of the sophists has been a matrer of debate. Philostra-
tus presents a group of intellectual celebrities who embodied the literary
tastes of their day while enjoying exceptional access to political power. In
his classic study, Bowersock argued that the sophists were promoted to
equestrian and senatorial posts, granted immunities, and allowed access
to the emperor because of their education and rhetorical prowess.* Bowie
responded that, apart from those appointed as Greek correspondents (a6
epistulis graecis), the men who achieved the uppermost echelons did so

* I delivered earlier versions of this chapter at the meeungs of the Classical Association of the Atlantic
States in New Rochelle, at Princeron University and at Corpus Christi College, Oxford. On those
occasions | reccived many thoughtful responses from attentive listeners, in particular Victor Bers,
Ewen Bowie, Mark Buchan, Jaap-Jan Flinterman, Sandy Garvie and Bob Kaster. I also thank Kevin
Clinton, Maud Gleason, Christopher Jones and the editors for suggestions and corrections of earlier
drafts.

! The bibliography is extensive: e.g. Schmid (1887-97) IV: 1~576; Reardon (1971) 15~18; Russell
(1983); Anderson {1986) 23-120, (1989), (1993); Gleason (1995); Swain (1996) 396-400; Schmirz
(1997); Billault (2000) 72-82; Korenjak (2000); Whitmarsh (2001a) 18890, 238-44; Civilecti (2002).

* Bowersock (1969); cf. Rohde (1974 [1914]) 310~23; Reardon (1971) 115, n. 8.
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foremost as wealthy and influential Greek aristocrats, not as practising
sophists.? Brunt further asserted that the supposed renaissance in Greek
oratory never happened, and that Philostratus’ Second Sophistic was an
‘illusion’, a ‘fallacy’, a ‘bubble’.* This dialogue raises two fundamental ques-
tions: what was the social identity of the sophists, and how accurate was
Philostratus’ image of that identiry?

This study will examine the social world of the sophists and their modes
of self-presentation through the lens of funerary practices. It will also eval-
uare the limirations of Philostratus’ portrait of sophistic burial by setting
his biographies against the archaeological record. His sophists, I argue,
comprised a professional subclass of a broader, more diverse educated elite,
and often they did nor reach (or even approach) the pinnacles of power.
Like their elite contemporaries, they expressed a coherent social identity
through materials, spaces, behaviour and language. Philostratus’ concen-
tration on an idiosyncratic collecrion of personalities masks the uniformity
of their identities with non-sophists and distorts the representation of their
relative status.®

A SOCIAL HISTORY OF DEATH AND BURIAL
IN THE SECOND SOPHISTIC

As in most cultures, death in the Greek cities of the empire was an oppor-
tunity for the negotiation of social structure.® The ordered behaviours at
the end of a life, the treatment of the corpse and the commemoration
of the dead were influenced by relations and boundaries within the com-
munity. The funeral was a moment when the living expressed, contested,
or erased the deceased’s identity. Apart from accidental or catastrophic
circumstances, the shape of funerary ritual was dually determined by the
express wishes of the deceased and by the expectations and emotional needs
of the mourners. The identity of the deceased could survive in collective
memory through periodic celebrations or permanent installarions.

Y Bowie (1982); cf. Flinterman (1995) 34-5; Arafat (1996) 200; Schmitz (1997) s0—63.

4 Brunt (1994).

$ Philostratus’ portraic of death in his other major biographical project, Life of Apollonius (8.30). is
beyond the scope of the present study. The earthly end of the semi-divine Cappadocian sage and
thaumaturge contradicts the model for elite death outlined in VS and prefigures a new paradigm of
transcendent death that would pervade Christian experience.

6 Morris (1992) 1-30, McHugh (1999) 12-17 and Parker Pearson (1999) 1-20 are useful introductions
to the anthropological and archaeological theary underpinning this discussion.
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The study of death and burial is a porentially fruitful approach to under-
standing Greek urban society during the empire because the region and
period furnish abundant sources.” Thousands of graves have been exca-
vated in Greece and Asia Minor, but methodological sophistication and
comprehensive publication have been sorely lacking. On the other hand,
the traditional emphasis on monumental architecture in classical archaeol-
ogy has fostered the careful documentation of several prominent tombs of
known aristocrats. Myriad epitaphs attest to both the thriving epigraphic
industry and the desire to communicate identity in monumental writing.
Numerous authors portray funerals or address the social significance of
death, and a few, such as Lucian and the novelists, employ death as a
recurrent theme.

This mortuary evidence can be located within a social world that is
well known from a voluminous textual record. The cities were domi-
nated by a bouleuric class of old, wealthy families in a constanr struggle
for distinctions. They occupied the civic and religious posts and exer-
cised unusual economic, social and political influence in local and supra-
local relationships. In return for the considerable benefits of their prestige,
such as honours, immuniries and appointments, the elite were obliged
to support the community with benefactions of all kinds (public build-
ings, cash disbursements, provision of luxury goods). The ideal elite per-
sona was marked by a good education, a deep appreciation for classi-
cal culture and the espousal of certain moral virtues, such as piety and
self-control.

The urban aristocrat expressed his position in society through various
channels. His comportment, dress, speech and possessions could serve as
external symbols of his wealth, kinship, offices and aesthetic and moral
orientation. He was known as the owner of city and country houses with
slaves, and he was portrayed in statues lining the streets and markets.
The various elements of his identity were also expressed through funerary
practices. Physical remains, inscriptions and literature relating to burial
can elucidate the relative importance of such factors in constructing the
identity of a particular segment of society. They can also reveal what modes
of identification were chosen, and how susceptible these were to creative
variation.

7 Rife (1999) is a first attempt to write a social history of death in Greek society under the empire.
The papers in Pearce e al (2000) represent advances in the socio-historical and contextual study of
burial in the Roman provinces, though they mostly cover the West.
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FUNERARY EPISODES IN PHILOSTRATEAN BIOGRAPHY

VS vividly depicts death and burial among what will emerge as a pro-
fessional subset of the urban elite.? Eleven of the forty-one biographies
whose subjects represent the ‘Second Sophistic’ describe a specific burial
locale and/or associated funerary activities.? Although sparse in detail, these
episodes usually include the age at death and the site of interment, some-
times the interment’s form, rarely the nature of the funeral. Excepr for
unusual cases, such as Herodes and Polemo, the biographer did not record
the full ricual process of burial, which his readers could easily imagine from
their own experience.

Philostratus included these scenes not to flaunt his local knowledge, as
one commentator has suggested,”® but because they were integral to his
biographical programme. Ancient biographies often related the ultimare
acts, burial preferences, or final words of the subject to encapsulate his
personality.”” Unlike Plutarch’s Parallel lives, which portrayed the moral
character of historical figures, VS focused on the professional and intel-
lectual accomplishments of relatively recent or contemporary sophists, an
approach closer to that of Diogenes Laertius or Suetonius’ On grammarians
and rhetoricians.”* In accordance with this programme, Philostratus’ funer-
ary scenes recorded the background, status, education, or achievements
of sophists as components of their public image. There is, however, no
thematic linkage between death scenes in separate Lives, such as Pelling has
shown for Plutarch.”

The wide variation in the length and detail of such scenes, which mirrors
the overall irregularity of V5, brings to question the author’s sources and

¢ A universal definition for the sophists as a professiona! group is difficule to establish because the
usage of sophistés and rhétor was somewhat fiud. It scems clear thar the sophists” primary activities
were oratorical performance and instruction. For the evolving discussion on the meaning of these
distinctions, see Bowersock (1969) 11-14; Jones (1974) 12-14; Swain (1991) 159—62; Brunt (1994) 30-3,
48-50; Puech (2002) 10-15.

? V51526 (Dionysius of Miletus), 1.5.45-4 (Polemo), 1.545 (Secundus of Athens), 1.556 (Regilla, wife of
Herodes), 1.558 (Panathenais and Elpinice. daughters of Herodes), 2.565-6 (Herodes Atticus), 2 597
{Euodianus of Smyrna and his son). 2.602 (Apollonius of Athens), 2.604 (Phoenix of Thessaly),
2.606 (Damianus of Ephesus), 2.612 (Hermocrates of Phocaea), 2.615 (Heracleides of Lycia), 2.623
(Philiscus of Thessaly). I have used the Teubner texe edited by C. L. Kayser (1871). All translations
are my own.

'° Rothe (1989) 195 ad VS 2.602 (Apollonius of Athens).

“ CF, e.g., Edwards (2000a) 56~61 on Porphyry's account of Plotinus’ death (v. Plot. 2.23-30).

2 On the biographical form of V3, see leo (1901) 254-9; Reardon (1971) 187-9; Jones (1974) 1m;
Anderson (1986) 25-6; Rothe (1989) 34-6; Swain (1991) 150-2; Cox Miller (2000) 219—20.

Y Pelling (1997).
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his account’s reliability. Philostratus was himself a sophist'* who wrote for
an audience of similar education and social conditions. While this does not
rule out the possibility of inaccuracy in his reporting, it does mean that
his representation of events had to be plausible. His two basic methods of
research were autopsy and interview.” As an Achenian resident he surely
visited many of che graves he recorded ac Achens, and he must have spent
considerable time in the other major cities, Ephesus and Smyrna, where he
notes graves.'® His experience as a traveller is apparent when he mentions
notable landmarks near graves, or on which side of the street they occur.
As with Pausanias, cthe evocation of a living landscape made readers feel as
though they could go and see for themselves. Philostratus also consulted
intellectuals, such as the elderly Aristaeus, cited as a chiefinformant (1.524).
In the process of gathering oral reports, he often found alternative versions
of events in local traditions or personal variants. Some had developed from
historical facts in the sophist’s career, while others were fabrications with
a realistic veneer. These compering stories merely differ on age at death
or place of burial,”” but in Polemo’s case they preserve equally credible
accouncs. Sometimes his research did not turn up information on a sophist’s
death, or he decided not to include it, so he merely noted it or abruptly
concluded the Life."®

In sum, while his portraits are inconsistently organised and often include
anecdotal marterial, Philostratus collected data by surveying first-hand
sources. The funerary scenes in VS furnish a reliable basis for tracing a
general picture of the sophists’ world." Since this picture was neither com-
plete nor uniformly focused, it will be worthwhile to evaluate which details
Philostratus included, and how he presented them. This can be achieved
by comparing specific physical and topographical derails in the funerary
scenes to the copious archaeological record of Greece and Asia Minor. Such
a comparison can test the scenes’ accuracy and precision, which in turn

4 On Philostratus’ career, see Flinterman (1995) 15-28.

" On Philostratus’ methods, sce Anderson (1986) 24-5 and Swain (1991). The only documentary
sources he seems to have used to write the funerary episodes were inscriptions, such as Herodes'
epitaph (V5 2.566).

'8 His placement of the ancestral tombs of Polemo in the eastern cemetery of Laodicea ad Lycum (V3
1.543-4) indicates specific tapographic knowledge, but it is uncerrain whether he uavelled there.
The colourful story of Polemo’s Jast words mighe well have been in wide circulation (see p. 125).

7 VS 2.570; 2.576: 2.581; 2.585: 2.599; 2.612.

B S5 1.§14; 15213 1.§27; 1.§29—30; 2.567; 2.569; 2.§77: 2.§78: 2.590; 2.592; 2.593; 2.594; 2.595: 2.596;
2.598; 2.600; 2.604; 2.607; 2.620; 2.621; 2.625. The last two sophists, Heliodorus and Aspasius, were
living ar Rome when Philostratus wrote V5.

' For positive assessments of Philostratus’ historical value, see Jones (197.4); Swain (1991); Campanile
(1999); Billault (2000) 82-5: contra Brunt (1994) 25: ‘Much of his informatinn consists of anecdores
whose reliability is suspect.”
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can expose authorial tendencies. Furthermore, the archaeological evidence
supplements VS by filling out the spatial and material setting of sophis-
tic death and thus situating the practices of one group within the larger
context of the Greek cities.*®

THE DEATHS OF THE SOPHISTS

The most informative passages concerning the deaths of the sophists relate
the burials of Apollonius, Secundus, Phoenix, Philiscus and Herodes at
Athens, Dionysius at Ephesus and Polemo at Smyrna or Laodicea ad Lycum.
I will discuss all of these burials except Herodes’, because his unique case
requires separate, extended treatment.*’ My examination of the textual and
material evidence for each event will address how separate components of
funerary activities (rituals, behaviours, location, form) communicated par-
ticular attributes in a sophistic identity (wealth, lineage, civic and religious
roles, intellectual life, moral characrer).

Two Athenian sophists with Eleusinian connections:
Apollonius and Secundus

Apollonius was buried ‘in the suburb’ (¢v 1® TpoaoTeley) of Athens
along the Sacred Way to Eleusis called the ‘Sacred Fig’ (lepa Zuxij, VS
2.602). Pausanias (1.37.2) placed this landmark between the city-wall and
the Kephisos river at the deme Lakiadai. Here Demeter gave a fig-ree
to Phyralus in gratitude for his hospirtality during her wanderings after
Persephone’s abducrion.?” Philostratus noted that it was also a station in
the procession of the sacred objects from the Pompeion at Eleusis to the
Eleusinion in Athens during the Greater Mysteries. There Pausanias saw
a shrine of Demeter and Persephone, where Athena and Poseidon were
also worshipped, and the grave of Phytalus adorned with an epigram. An
inventory and account inscribed by the board of epistatai at Eleusis in 408/7
BC recorded the provision of ‘rooftiling’ (xépapos) to the Sacred Fig (/G
I’ 386.163—4), perhaps to protect the tree or cover a gabled temple.” Over
time, this building was surrounded by a long succession of roadside graves.
In addition ro the grave of Phyralus, Pausanias saw the tombs of several

*° The significance of the death-scenes in V5 has been addressed but not fully explored by Anderson
(1986) 70-1 and Civiletti (2002) passim esp. 602-3, n. 8.

' The burial of Herodes in his Panathenaic Stadium has been the subject of much study: Tobin (1993},
(1997) 177-Bs; Welch (1998) 136—4s: Galli (2002) 18-24; Rife (2008).

# Paus. 1.37.2; Athen. 74D; Eustath. ad Hom. Od. 24.341.  ** Cavanaugh (1996) 194.
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notable persons from the past, including Cephisodorus, along the strecch
up to the Kephisos (1.36.3-37.2).

While none of these specific locales or monuments has been found, the
region’s topography can be broadly reconstructed (figure 6.1). Lakiadai and
the Sacred Fig were situated 2—3 km out from the ancient city wall in the
area where the Botanical Gardens and the Agricultural University of Athens
are now situated. It has been proposed thar the church of Aghios Savas in
the industrial district along the modern lera Odos 0.75 km east of Odos
Kefisou was erected on the site of the Sacred Fig.*# Several ancient stones,
including a small-scale architrave in fine marble and a Classical funerary
stele, were built into the south outside wall apparently during the Middle
to Late Byzantine era. Whether the church stands over the ancient shrine
is uncertain, but if not it must be in the general viciniry. Excavations along
the Sacred Way between the Kerameikos and Mount Aigaleos have revealed
numerous graves from the classical to Roman eras, including unimpressive
cists, elaborate monuments and sarcophagi of Hellenistic and early Roman
date east of the Kephisos.?s These discoveries match Pausanias’ impression
of a dense series of graves.

Consideration of Apollonius’ career reveals many motives for the choice
of this site. The sophist in V5 is most likely C. Casianus Apollonius of
Steiria, known from Attic inscriprions. The biography related that he was
a prominent orator who had served as ambassador to Septimius Severus
and held the municipal chair, the hoplite generalship and the eponymous
archonship (2.600-1). The last two offices, the most illustrious in Roman
Athens, are artested epigraphically for Casianus Apollonius in the years
188/9 (Meritt and Traill (1974) 297—300, nos. 416, 418-19) and ca. 204 (/G
II* 2199.7).26 Furthermore, both VS (2.600-1) and an inscription (/G 11
3811) record that the elderly sophist Apollonius served as hiergphantes, the
chief official in the Eleusinian Mysteries and most revered of Athenian
priests. Casianus Apollonius had been ephebe in 161/2 (/G 1I* 2085.2~3),

4 Judeich (1931) 411, n. 5; Mylonas (1961) 246; Papachawzis (1974) 465 n. 1-466, n. 21.

¥ Travlos (1971) 302 and (1988) 179 cite reports on carly investigations of the Sacred Way. For
more recent Greek excavations, see the repoits in the Xpovikd of the ApxaioAoykéy AeAiov,
Kapewanakis (1973) and Karagiorga-Stathakopoulou (198%) 90-3.

% The identification of C. Casianus Apollonius of Steiria with the sophist Apollonius was aigued by
Graindor (1922) 215-17, following M. Neubauer and A. Dumont, and is now accepied by Clinton
(2004) 47-s50. Follet (1976) 271-2 instead identifies the hiciophanr with P. Aelius Dionysius named
in /G II* 3688; Puech (2002) 100-16, nos. 21-24 identifies the sophist and hierophant Apollonius
with P. Aelius Apollonius named in /G 11* 3688 and 3764-
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and Apollonius the sophist died at the age of seventy-five (2.601), so he
held the priesthood in the second decade of the third century.?”

Burial at the Sacred Fig commemorated several elements in Apollonius’
social persona. If the identification of Casianus Apollonius with Apollonius
the sophist is correct, it is noteworthy that he was not interred at his home
in or near the coastal deme of Steiria. As a prominent citizen and sophist,
he preferred a conspicuous locale alongside the most travelled route into
and out of Athens on the west. The extramural site would have necessi-
tated a long funeral procession from the city. Moreover, interment in the
public cemetery affiliared him with the interests of the larger community
of Athens, both past and present. While it is uncertain where his grave was
in relation to the ancient sites noted by Pausanias, it might have been adja-
cent to the graves of famous men. This would have associated Apollonius
with these classical figures whom he had evoked in his sophistic career.
Finally, the situarion near the Sacred Fig must have expressed Apollonius’
connection with the Eleusinian Sanctuary. Philostratus records only that
Apollonius was buried in the area called the ‘Sacred Fig', withour specify-
ing how close he was to the grave of Phytalus and the shrine of Demeter
and Persephone. But the connection between burial and sacred topography
was on the biographer’s mind, because he explicitly identified the place as
a station in the ritual procession.

Another prominent local sophist with Eleusinian connections, Secun-
dus, was buried ‘before Eleusis” (pos Tfj EAeuaivi) on the righr side of the
road 1o Megara (V5 1.545). Two roads from Eleusis apparently converged
and headed northwest to Megara, one exiting the circuit wall to the west
of the main settlement, acropolis and sanctuary, and another beginning
at the monumental arch that adorned the forecourt of the Propylaea in
Roman times (figure 6.2). Excavarion along this route ca. 575 m northwest
of the circuit has revealed a vast cemerery used from the prehistoric to
the Roman eras. Most of the graves are middle-late Helladic or classical,
and the few Roman graves are simple tile-covered or unprotected cists.*®
It seems likely, however, that elaborate tombs were erected during the
empire in more conspicuous areas not yet excavated, especially the road-
side immediarely outside the circuit to its west and north. Constructed

27 Clinton (1974) 40-2, no. 29 and (2004) 50, on an inscription from the Library of Pantainos in the
southeastern corner of the Athenian Agora {Agora I 7483, cited at Camp (1992) 196) naming the
hierophant Casianus Apollonius. Several orators held Eleusinian priesthoods during this era: e.g.,
M. Iunius Nicagoras was hierokeryx in the 230s (VS 2.628; IG II* 3814; Clinton (1974) 801, no. 11).

¥ Mylonas (1961) 1856, (1975) [1: 299, karéhoyos A, plates 195a, 254a-B, 134P (Roman graves).
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Secundus is more obscure than Apollonius. Philostratus' chief darum
is that he was the Achenian sophist who taught Herodes Atticus (1.544),
which points to his high social and intellecrual prestige.’® The argument
thar chis sophist was the ‘silent philosopher’ whose encounter with Hadrian
was retold in the romanticising dialogue of unknown authorship has no
secure basis. Both sophist and philosopher lived at Athens under Hadrian,
but numerous Secundi appear in local inscriptions of Roman date. More-
over, the two qualities that distinguish the philosopher, his adherence to
Cynicism and Pythagoreanism, and his silence, are absent in the Life, and
the latter is hard ro reconcile with the sophist’s rhetorical pursuits.’* There
is, however, epigraphic testimony for one or more Secundi linked to Eleu-
sis. A list of financial contributions from the Athenian Agora named Iulius,
the well-known hierophantés of the late 160s—190s,” as the son or younger
relative of a Iulius Secundus (Meritt (1960) 29-32, no. 37, line 9 = SEG
XIX 172.9).3 Moreover, a statue dedicated ar Eleusis in ca. 200 honoured
a Secundus who was a Eumolpid (/G 1I* 3659 = SEG XXXIV 191). While
these artestations are too late to identify Philostratus’ sophist, they might
well name one or more members of the same family.”

Secundus’ membership of the Eumolpid clan would explain the prox-
imity of his burial to the Sanctuary.3® Otherwise, like Apollonius, an active
sophist would have preferred burial closer to Athens. Secundus’ funeral
must have been a grand affair, because Herodes himself delivered a tearful
oration over his maestro (V'S 1.544).77 Herodes was no stranger to Eleusis:
he erected statues there to his children (/G II* 3551, 3608), to Asklepios
(SEG I s5), to Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus (/G IT* 4779), and to
his wife Regilla (/G 11* 4072), whose ‘personal adornment’ (xéopos) he

30 Suda s.pr. ZexolvSos (Z 189) repeats the basic information in VS as transmitied through Hesychius
of Miletus, but adds that he wrate ‘rhetorical exercises’ (ueAéTan pnropixai).

% Bowersack (1969) 21, 92, 118-19; cf. Anderson (1989) 185: Puech (2002) 449; Civiletti (2002) 502,
n. 2.

1 CE Peny (1964) 2-4. LGPN 11 395 s.v. ZexoUvBos lists thirty-nine instances of the name in Attic
inscriptions of the first to third cencuries Ap.

3 Clinton (1974) 389, no. 2s; Follet (1976) 257—9.

34 Follee (1976) 257 considers the relationship familial; Clinton (1974) 128 is not persuaded.

%% The parentage of Secundus recorded by Philostratus would not necessarily contradict his Eumolpid
descent or the acquisition of Roman citizenship during the Julio-Claudian era implied by the name
lulius Secundus. Philosiraus wrote thae Secundus was called *“Wooden Peg’ (Emioupos) because
he was the son of a ‘carpenter’ (TéxTwy) or 2 man named ‘Carpenter’ (Téxtav). Bowersock (1969)
21 supports the literal terpretation that Secundus had banausic roots, but Bowie (1982) 54 reads
the word as the father's cognomen.

3¢ CFf. Raubitschek {1966) 249: Follet (1976) 257.

¥ Raubitschek (1966) 248—9, no. 10 conjectures that a fragmentary statue base from central Athens is
a dedication by Herodes to his teacher Secundus, but the identification of the honorand is insecure;
cf. Ameling (1983) II: 175-6, no. 183: Puech (2002) 450; Civileti (2002) 502-3, 1. 3.
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dedicated to the goddess (V5 2.556).3® While it is uncertain whether Secun-
dus’ funeral began in Athens and proceeded ro Eleusis or took place entirely
at Eleusis, the respected teacher must have been buried before a large crowd
in a prominent locale, where his grave would be visible to those travelling
between Eleusis and Megara.

Two Thessalian sophists buried at Athens: Phoenix and Philiscus

Two Thessalians residing at Athens, Phoenix and Philiscus, were interred
along the suburban road to the Academy (VS 2.604, 2.623). This route ran
northwest out of the Dipylon Gate and the Kerameikos roughly 1.5 km to
the precincr of the Academy through the area called the Outer Kerameikos
or the ‘Public Tomb’ (Anuéaiov Zfipc; figure 6.1). By the early fifth cen-
tury BC, prominen citizens and war dead were interred here and eulogised
in an annual ceremony headed by the polemarch. When Pausanias walked
to the Academy, he first passed the shrine of Artemis Calliste and Ariste
ca. 250 m ourside the Eriai Gate and then saw the graves of several promi-
nent historical figures, including Thrasybulus, Pericles, Chabrias, Phormio,
the Tyrannicides and Cleisthenes (1.29.3-16). Intensive excavations here
since 1863 have concentrated on the cemetery immediately outside the cir-
cuit, bur frequent explorartion in the Qurer Kerameikos has revealed that
graves of classical to Roman darte extended without interruption all the way
to the Academy. Nort unlike those flanking the Sacred Way, the scale and
elaboration of these graves varied widely, from unadorned cists to lavish
monuments. Some parts of this cemetery were gradually buried under deep
sediment, and the monuments were slowly dismantled for re-use in other
buildings.” But the area remained in use for burial at least through the
early third century, when Philiscus was interred there.

V5 and inscriptions attest to the origins and careers of the two sophists.
The short biography of Phoenix relates that he was a Thessalian and pupil
of the Cilician Philagrus. The sophist T. Flavius Phoenix is named in two
inscriptions from Delphi, one on a statue base dedicated to him by his
students and one on a sratue base he dedicated with his brother, the sophist
Phylax, to their father, Alexander of Hypara, also a sophist.*> Apparently

38 Tobin (1997) 200-9.

¥ Travios (1971) 44, 3002, figures 417, 419—20, summarises the early investigations near the Academy
and in the Quter Kcrameikos. For Greek excavations in the northwest subusbs and alongside the
road to the Academy, see the teports in the Xpovixé of the ApyaioAoyn@v Aed riov.

4° On the first inscription, see de I Coste-Messclidre {1925) 82, no. 9 and Puech (2002) 384~s, no. 204;
on the second inscription, see Pouilloux (1967), Jones (1972) 265~7 and Puech (2002) 44-5, no. 3.
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thetoric ran in his family, which was based in Hypata but well connected
across the region. According to Philostratus, Philiscus held the imperial
chair at Athens, appeared before Caracalla to defend his liturgical immunity
and joined the circle of Julia Domna. He was descended on his mother’s
side from the Eordaean Macedones, who inhabited the highlands west of
Mount Bermion; his father's family originared somewhere in Thessaly, the
home of his older kinsman, the sophist Hippodromus of Larissa (V5 2.591,
2.615-16, 2.621-3). An inscription from Delphi idenrifies Philiscus as the
holder of an administrative post in Thessaly.# Like Phoenix, Philiscus’
family also achieved regional prominence. According to an inscription
from Aedepsus on northern Euboea, one of the third-century descendants
of Hippodromus, M. Aurelius Olympiodorus, married Flavia Philina, a
daughter of a leading family from Boeotian Thespiae.#*

The choice of the Public Tomb for the two sophists’ burial reflected
both their individual prestige and their attachment to Athens and its
classical heritage. They deserved interment in the state cemetery, a high
civic honour, because of their professional success, political achievements
and social status. Moreover, they selected this site over distant familial
homes— Hypata, at least, was a provincial backwater. Philostratus wrote that
Philiscus even preferred interment in the Outer Kerameikos to interment
on his own ‘pleasant estate at Athens’ (A87jvno1 xwpiov olk &ndés).#?
Presumably the two sophists were morivated by the high visibility the
route to the Academy afforded their graves. The importance of the site as
the resting place of so many great Athenians from the classical past must
also have been an artraction for men who devoted their lives to creative
engagement with classical literature. Indeed, the greatest of all classical
speeches, Pericles’ funeral oration at the Public Tomb in 431/0 as recreared
by Thucydides (2.34), was a favourite oratorical model. Philostratus was
thinking of this very speech when he described Philiscus’ grave: he quoted
from it in his explanation that the polemarch presides over the funeral
games ‘in honour of the buried dead from wars’ (& Tofs & TGV TToAéuwvY
Bamrropévors, Thuc. 2.35.1).4 [t is tempting to imagine that, in recognition
of both his sophistic career and the setting of his burial, the funeral oration
for Philiscus also quoted from Thucydides.

4 [laceliere (1949) 473-5. no. 11; Rothe (1989) 266; Puech (200z) 376—7, no. 199.

4 Koumanoudes (1967) 143-4, plate 53p. On the relationship berween Hippodromus and the Thespian
family, sce Jones (1970) 238-9; cf. Miiller (1968). Rothe (1989) 249 misconstrues the testimony.

# Flacelitre (1949} 473-5, no. 11 emends the text of the Delphic dedication to Philiscus so thar it
identifics his home as the intramural deme Melite in western Achens.

44 Philostratus also quotes from it when describing Dionysius' burial ar Ephesus (r.526) and adapts a
phrase from it when describing Hermocrates® burial in Lycia (2.615).
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Dionysius of Miletus and intramural burial at Ephesus

Philostratus recounted with effulgence the burial of Dionysius of Miletus
at Ephesus in ca. 140:

The entire earch is the grave for famous men, but the tomb of Dionysius is in che
most famous city Ephesus, for he was buried in the agora in the most important
part of Ephesus, where he passed away, though earlier in life he taught on Lesbos.
(1.526)%

Ti. Claudius Flavianus Dionysius was a renowned orator whom Hadrian
appointed procurator, adlected to the equestrian order and granted free
meals ar the Museum.*® His biographer explicitly linked his renown to
the prominence of his ‘romb’ (ofjua), borrowing a rhetorical commonplace
from Pericles’ funeral oration (Thuc. 2.43.3) to underscore the importance
of the burial locale.#”

Dionysius’ interment at Ephesus racher than at his birthplace, Miletus,
cannot be explained by the mere fact that he died there. The bodies of
aristocrats could be brought home even over great distances. For instance,
the colleagues of Euodianus pondered embalming his corpse for transport
from Rome back to his native Smyrna (2.597). Moreover, the dead Diony-
sius could have returned home as a member of the local elite. A statue base
erected in 125/6 to Hadrian at Miletus names Dionysius and a brother as
archons (IMilet 334.13-16).#* Although it is unknown whether Dionysius
himself chose to be buried ar Ephesus, it seems likely that, in the absence
of explicit directions, family or friends would have returned his body to his
Milesian ancestors. On the other hand, a decision to remain in Ephesus
would have reflected the sophists’ tendency to shift their base to major
cultural centres from lesser cities, as had the Thessalians at Achens.

Excavations in 1967 uncovered the grave of Dionysius in the central area
of the ancient city (figures 6.3-6.4).*” It was a large sarcophagus (2.67 m

45 &vBpdv pEv olv imigavdor waga yij Taeos, Aowoiw 5t ofiua dv Ti) émigaveioraTr) Egéoy,
Téfamrren yap dv 11} &yopd xaTa 1o kupiwtartov Tiis Egégov, v § kaTePiw mTaidevoas Tov
TrpdTov Piov dv Ti AéoPew. 1 lollow the reading of W. C. Wright in the Loch edition (1921) and
LS] s.z. xOpios II; Engclinann (1995) 86 reads karér Té kupicoTatov as a parenthesis.

¢ VS 1.s24. On his career, see PIR* D) 105 and Bowersock (1969) s1—3. Philostratus’ favourable picture
of the rclations berween Hadrian and Dionysius is at odds with the account of Cass. Dio (Xiph.)
69.3 that Hadrian tried to destroy the sophist’s career by promoting rivalry. The nature of his burial
clearly shows that Dionysius’ career came to a successful end (Bowie (1997) 7-8).

47 Philostratus adapred the same phrase to describe the Lycian burial of Heracleides (1éqos uév ol
Auxia Abyerat, VS 2.615).

4% Knackfuss (1924) 312, no. 231 (A. Rehm); Jones (1980) 374. This inscription refutes the ancient claim
that Dionysius came from unremarkable parentage (VS 2.521).

49 Eichler (1969) 136—7; Atalay (1978-80) 53-8, figures 1a-2b; Veteers (1978) 199, figure 3, plate 1II;
Jobst (1983) 1623, 203, 211, figures 6-8, Beilage I.
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of the Library along the lower Embolos (figure 6.3).% The first, erected
in the late second century BC, was probably the seroin of Androclus, the
Ionian founder of the settlement (cf. Paus. 7.2.6) (see p. 115). Next to this
was an impressive tomb with a square podium, an octagonal stylobate, a
Corinthian colonnade and a pyramidal roof over the burial chamber. It
apparently contained Arsinog IV, the younger sister of Cleopatra V1I who
had sought asylum at the Artemision but was assassinated at the behest of
M. Antonius in 41 BC.% A sarcophagus also found in this row might well
have have belonged to the great Ephesian benefactor Ti. Claudius Aristion,
who died ca. 120.%° Other graves located further east along the Embolos
strengthen the impression thar the hearc of Roman Ephesus was a cemetery
for the ciry’s prominenc residents both past and present (figure 6.3).
Only in a general sense was Philostrarus right to call the site of Diony-
sius’ burial the ‘the most important part of Ephesus’ (T6 xupiTaTov Tiis
Epéoou). He was laid to rest in the city's cultural centre near the library
and the audirorium. Dionysius also joined the exclusive company of those
historical and contemporary Ephesians remembered in one synchronous
vision by those who traversed the Sacred Way and saw their intramural
graves. But the relative imporrance of Dionysius’ grave among the great
buildings ar the Triodos and within the long gallery of funerary architec-
ture and sculptural imagery was limited by its ordinary form and remote
location. The elementary, unfinished sarcophagus belongs to a common
local type that was far less extravagant than many on the marker.®* The
lack of intricate or customised ornament would have distinguished the
sophist from pre-eminent members of the community, like Celsus, whose
sarcophagus had richly carved garlands, erites and rosettes.®* Furthermore,
Dionysius’ sarcophagus seems to have been placed in a chamber with no
archirectural elaboration in a transitional space between grander public
venues. It was dwarfed in scale, visibility and complexity by the Library

% Thar {1990), (19952), (1995b) 92—4, n. 364, (1995d).

19 Jos. Af 15.89; App. BC 5.9.34; Dio Cass. 43.19.2. & Thiir (1995d) 184—7, figures 5, 14, (1997).

& Thiir (1997} 69~75; Scherrer (2001) 77, figures 3-10. C. Memmius, Sulla’s grandson, was interred
in 2 monument at the east end of the Embolos. Nearby, ac the west end of the State Agora, was the
tomb of C. Sextilius Pollio, benefactor of the Royal Stoa and the Marnas aqueduct. The epitaph of
Mithradates, freedman of M. Vipsanius Agrippa and co-sponsor of the South Gate of the Tetragonos
Agora in 3/2 BC, was found re-used as pavement near the Theatre (/Eph 851).

62 Koch and Sichtermann {198z2) 4923, figure 13 surveys unfinished Ephesian sarcophagi; this example
belongs to Gruppe 2b.

6 Wilberg s al, (1953) 43~6. figurcs 87-94 (M. Theuer) on Celsus' sarcophagus; Thir (1995¢) has
several more examples. The displaced sarcophagus atrribured to Aristion was similar to Dionysius’
sarcophagus {Thir (1997) 55-63). but it had probably occupied a conspicuous monument along the
Embolos (Thiir (1997) 151-6).
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of Celsus, which commemorated several dimensions of the deceased per-
sona: his twin Greek and Roman professional spheres, his intelligence and
education, his wealth and his magnanimity toward his adoptive city.54 The
situation of Dionysius’ grave marked his elite status asan Ephesian sophist,
but the limits of this status are evident when the archacological remains
are viewed alongside the encomiastic biography.

The many burials of Polemo

The portrait of the death and burial of Polemo in ca. 144, the longest in V5,
includes many details thar are not found in the shorter funerary episodes:

There is no tomb for [Polemo] in Smyrna, though there are said to be many. For
some say that he was buried in the garden of the Temple of Excellence. Others say
that he was buried nort far from this place at the sea, and there is a small wmple
with a statue of Polemo in it, dressed as he was when he performed the sacred
rites on the trireme, and under the statue they say the man lies. Others say thar
he was buried in the courtyard of his house under the bronze statues. But none of
these accounts is true, for if he died in Smyrna, there is not one of the marvelous
temples of thar city in which he would have been deemed unworthy to lie. But
another version is more true, namely, that he lies ar Laodicea beside the Syrian
Gate, where in fact are the graves of his ancestors. He was buried still alive, for
50 he had directed his dearest. When he was lying in the tomb, he exhorted those
who were shutting the grave ‘Close ir, close it, may the sun not see mesilent” And
to his friends lamenting him he called out ‘Give me a body and I will declaim!’

(1.543-4)%

4 Smith (1998) 73-5. Cormack (2004) 45, 46 gives a more positive reading of Dionysius' grave that
treats the Libuary of Celsus as a scenic backdrop. This does not account for the tclatvely remote
placement and simple form of the sophist’s burial.

 ragos 5& atrréy xard Thy Zpupvav oubeis, &l kai wAtious AéyovTar ol pév yip kv T ke ToU
Tiis ApeTiis lepol Tagfival alrtov, ol 8t o Toppw Tolrou B BaAdarTy, veds 8 Tis fom BpayUs
kal &yaipa tv alrw MToAéuwvos tarahuévoy, s &mi Tijs Tpimpous bpyialey, U’ keobo Tov
&vbpe, of B tv T} Tijs olxios alAp Umd Tols Xohkois &vBpi&oiv. Eomi Bt 0iBiv ToUTLV &Andés,
el yap brehevra xarta Ty Zuvpvav, obbevos &v T@v Baupaociwv Trap” alrrols lepdv drrn§ikén
76 pn oUk tv aUTd xeloban. &AA’ Exeiva dAnBioTepa, xeioBon uév airdv tv T} AcoBixeig Tapd
&g Zupiag MUAGS, oU 81} kai TV Tpoydvwy arrol Bfikat, Tapiival B alrdv {dvra i, TouTi
Yap 1ot @IATATOIS Emtoxijpan, keivevov T dv TG oTuaT! TapaxeAeUeoBal ToTs ouykAtiouot Tov
Té&pov ‘Ervaye, Ewaye, un yap iBot pe ciwmdvTa fidos.” wpds Sk Tous olkeious SAogupoptvaus
avrrov dvePonoe- ‘BOTE uot adya kai peAerigopar.’ 1 agree with Civiletti (2002) sor—2, n. 92 that
the imperative énoye (or #merye, as Cabet and Wiright) does not mean ‘*hurry' (LS] s.o. &wdryed 2.¢
or s.v. Eweiye IV) but rather ‘put in place [the doorl” (LS] s.o. fwéyew 7. c.g.. Pollux 10.25; cf. LS]
s.v. mrayeo I1.7., e.g., Prentice (1922) 188-9, no. 1175, line 7: & Ewafduevos 1ov Aibo: lintel block ac
Brad, norchern Syria, early third century ap). It is the action of closing the grave, not the speed with
which it is done, that will prevent the sun from shining on a silent sophist. If the door, probably a
stone slab, were not properly set into place to create a tight seal, light would filter into che chamber
and onto the corpse.
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M. Antonius Polemo, one of the most renowned and influencial sophists,
held several civic and religious posts at Smyrna and enjoyed close rela-
tions with Hadrian. He was invited to deliver the inaugural address at the
Olympieion in Athens in 131/2, and he garnered imperial benefacrions for
Smyrna (e.g., Smyrna 697.35-6).% Philostratus recorded four traditions
concerning the form and location of his grave. These versions presumably
survived at Smyrna and Laodicea ad Lycum because they were credible
models for how a man of Polemo’s personality and career might be buried.
As such, they exemplify a range of options before a Greek aristocrat as
he considered how to represent himself in deach. While it is impossible
to prove which episode is most accurate — Philostratus endorsed the last
one — all four are interesting as examples of what could be believed about
Polemo’s end.

The first three accounts locare his grave in Smyrna, his home through-
out his professional career. None is sufficiently specific for idenrification
with a region or monument in modern Izmir.%” However, all refer to
mortuary forms and burial locales well known in the region’s archaeol-
ogy. The first idenrifies a type epigraphically attested, the ‘funerary garden’
(xfjTros, knmiov, xnmoT&eiov, knméTagos). The typical plan consisted
of a precinct enclosing a garden or grove and a monumental romb.%
The frequent association between gardens and burials in ancient cities

86 On his carcer, see RE XXI 1320-1357 5.2. Polemo 10 (W. Stegemann) and Gleason (1995) 21~9; on
the Philostratean biography, see Campanile (1999).

67 The dense sprawl of the modern city inhibits the exploration of the ancienc one below. PECS s.¢.
Smyrna (E. Akurgal) is a general account of the archacological remains. Fonrier (1907) 117, plate VII
proposed with little justification that the "lemple of Arete and Polemo’s grave were in the ‘quartier
turc’ of southwest Smyrna, where excavations for “I'hdpital civil’ had uncovered early modern burials
and a Roman sarcophagus.

8 E.g.. IKios 83 ([7d] uvnpeiov oUv 1§ mrepiwpioutvey [kime; Cius, Bithynia); 7AM V 939 (kfjmron;
Thyatira, Lydia); MAMA IV 171 (monumental funcrary complex with wmueiov and xfjrror;
Apollonia, Phrygia, late first contury Be—carly first century an); Sterrerr (1888) 171-2, no. 280 (fipdov
and Tapdbeioos; near Vasada, Pisidia). 424, no. 621 (knmoTomros; Ilyas, Pisidia): MAMA [ 437
(burial site consisting of gopol, Tapos, oréyvov, BéivBipa; Appola, Phrygia): Rosenbaum (1967)
59-61, fgure 35, platc XX (funcrary precinct with temple-tomb and cisterns, possibly a garden;
lotape, Cilicia); Karagoz et al. (1986) (similar; Pergamon, mid second ccntury ap). The form is
aested in Egypr and Syria as well: e.g., BGU s.1210 {[xn|w[oTague; Theadelphia. 150 an?); Kayser
(1994) 97-106, no. 25 {(knméTapov; Alexandria, third century?l; Pallad., Hisr. Laus. 19-20, PG
34.1051D-1052 A (Macarius of Alexandria (mid-~late fourth cencury) visits a Pharaonic knwotdgiov
or rapdbeioos, which is a monument and grove within a precince); GV/ 1484 (burial Umd SévBpea;
Souada, Batanaea, second century). Cormack (2004) 31, 1201 discusses the evidence from Roman
Asia Minor; see also Kubiriska (1968) 142~7, including texts from Greece. The extensive evidence for
similar forms (c2potaphia. barts, horsuli) in the Western empire is sometimes identified with Greek
immigrans, e.g., /GUR 2.836 ([uvnjueiov xnwétagov; Via Tusculana, Rome, late first-second
century?); see generally Toynbee (1971) 94-100 and Jashemski (1979) 141-53. Most temple-tombs or
funerary precincts in Roman Asia Minor (sce n. 71) were probably adorned with trees and gardens.
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might be related symbolically to 2 concept of death as a process of regen-
eration, or rebirth into a paradise; it was also a natural consequence of the
distribution of land-use in expansive suburban districts.*» Moreover, burials
such as Polemo’s within gardens expressed wealth and an appreciation for
rustic serenity. In addition, his funerary garden was associated with a shrine
of Apet, or excellence personified. The existence of her cult in western
Asia Minor is attested in Imperial inscriptions. She was depicred as a heav-
ily draped and hooded woman among the statues adorning the Library
of Celsus: ‘“Wisdom’ (Zogic), ‘Excellence’ (Apetn), “Thought’ (Evvoic)
and ‘Knowledge’ (EmoTfiun). Furthermore, ‘excellence’ was frequently
invoked in the honorific language of public dedications and epitaphs from
the Asian cities.”® It was natural for an aristocrat and learned man such as
Polemo to embrace this cultural ideal of intellecrual and moral virtue in
his mortuary self-presentation.

The second account concerning Polemo’s burial underscores his excep-
tional status and cult acrivities. This tomb is a ‘small temple’ (vedss Pparys),
a conventional Greek type with a prostyle plan, often a pronaos, and a
gabled roof. Hellenistic Asia Minor had a long tradition of remple-tombs,
and numerous such buildings of local aristocrats during the empire have
been found across the region.” The form was adapted from sacred archi-
tecture to serve the heroised dead, and therefore it was commonly called
a heroin. The monument also furnished an architectural context for the
display of sculpted decoration and commemorative inscriptions thac could
communicate the social status and affiliations of the deceased.

¥ On death and regeneration, see Bloch and Parry (1982). Several eastern cities had famous suburban
gardens associated with cemeteries, indJuding the Academy at Athens, the Krancion at Corinth
(Paus. 2.4.4), and the Necropolis at Aleaandria (Str. 17.1.10 (795)). Purcell {1987a) and (1987b)
discuss gardens in the civic and rural landscape generally, including the topographic and economic
status of Roman funcrary gardens becween the civic sphere and the couniryside.

70 LIMC1L, i, 581582, s.v. Arete L. See, e.g., Petzl (1992) (funerary relief, Lydian Philadelphia, early
first century AD); JGR 4.914, Nollé (1982) 267~73 (dedication to Q. Veranius Philagrus, pricst of
Arete, Cibyra, early first century ap); Frankel (1895} 232, no. 310 (altar, Pergamum, fiest half second
century). Library of Celsus: Wilberg et al. (1953) 47-57. figures 9s-100 (. Eichler): /Eph s104-7;
Smith (1998) 74~s5. The occurrences of Apetr) in dedications and epitaphs from Roman Asia Minor
are too numerous to cite.

7' The following is a representative sample: Naumann (1973-4) (Aezani); Cormack (1996) (Ariassus);
Hallett and Coulion (1993) 4163, figures 2-6, places [-VI (Balboura); Keil (1930) 7-12, figures
2~4 (Ephesus); Coulton (1982) (Oenoanda); Petersen and von Luschan (1889} 76-132, figures 536,
63; Kokkinia (2000) 3-4 (Rhodiapolis); Benndorf and Niemann (1884) 78, plate 22; Dardaine and
Longepierre (1985) 228-32, figures 9-11, plate IV.3-4 (Sidyma); Heberdey and Wilberg (1900) 205-
7; Lanckorofiski (1893) 56, 92~4. figures 436, plate 8 (Termessus). Fedak (1990} 18-24 surveys the
sepulchral type in Hellenistic and Early Roman Asia Minor; Berns (2003) and Cormack (2004) are
full studies of monuments of the Roman era.
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This temple was located at the sea, presumably not far from the port,
so that it was plainly visible to travellers near shore. Several instances of
seaside tombs are known in ancient literature and archaeology, such as
the so-called Tomb of Themistocles at the Peiraeus, the zempietro on the
headland of Sikinos and Hidirlik Kulesi, the circular tomb near the harbour
of Pamphylian Attaleia. The conspicuous situation of coastal graves, which
became landmarks, advertised the unusual starus of the deceased within the
civic community.”* The temple-tomb of Polemo also displayed a statue of
him ‘dressed as he was when he performed the sacred rites on the trireme’
(koTaApévov, cs i TRs Tpipous dpyialev). This implies a life-sized
figure wearing a himation and the crown of priestly office.”” Smyrna had
bestowed on Polemo the priesthood of Dionysus, entitling him and his
family to ride on a sacred trireme from the harbour to the agora during
the City Dionysia (VS 1.531). This wine-festival recapitulated the myrthical
victory of the Smyrnean devotees of Dionysus against a marine invasion
from Chios (Ael. Arist. Or. 17.5 Keil, 21.4 Keil). The image of Polemo in
an honorary office not only advertised his exceptional prestige at Smyrna
bur also represented him as a central participant in the recreation of the
city’s myrthical past.74

The third site for Polemo’s burial was his house. The biographer had
already called it the ‘best at Smyrna’ (&pioTn T@V xatd ThHv Zulpvay),
noting that Antoninus Pius had stayed there when he was governor of Asia
in 135~6 (1.534). The description of interment under bronze statuary in
his ‘courtyard’ (a/A7}) suggests that the central area of the house, which
was often colonnaded, was transformed inro a funerary precinct. The site
was not unlike that chosen by Dio Chrysostom for his wife and son, a
portico with a library annex at Prusa (Pliny ep. 10.81.2, 6-7).”% Bronze
was an expensive alternative to marble. The statues served not only a
decorative but also a commemorative purpose. In elaborate tombs, like
the Library of Celsus or the Philopappus Monument at Athens, such

7% Pluc. Them. 32.5 citing Diod. Perieg., FGrH 373 F 35, Paus. 1.1.2; Wallace (1972), Garland (1987) 147-
8, 216—17 nn. (‘Tomb of Themistocles’); Frantz ez al. (1969) (Sikinos); Stupperich (1991) (Attaleia).
In Chariton's novel, Callirhoe’s tomb was situated near the Syracusan coastline (1.6.5), while her
lover Chaereas’ tomb was located near the harbour at Miletus (4.1.5).

7> Smith (1998) illustrates many such portraits of the second century from Ephesus, Aphrodisias and
Pompeiopolis: Cormack (2004) 63-77 surveys funerary sculpture in Roman Asia Minor. Gleason
(1995) 23-4 proposes that Polemo was granced the right to 1idc the trireme because he was priest in
the Imperial culs. 1 so, he would have worn a gold crown displaying busts of the emperors.

74 Smyrna had also grantcd Polemo the ceremonial presidency (drycwvoBeoio) of their Olympic Games
founded by Hachian. which permirred him to enforce appropriate behaviour (V3 r.535; 1.541-2).
Gleason wrote: “In this office he could display himself as a prominent defender of Hellenic high
culture’ {{1995) 22).

75 See Sherwin-White (1966) 675-6 ad loc. on the form of the building and Jones (1978) 111-14 on the
historical circumstances of its construction.
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statues depicted the deceased’s personal qualities, lineage, civic offices and
public honours.” Furthermore, there is abundant testimony for the burial
of urban aristocrats, including sophists, on the estates that dominated the
eastern provincial landscape. Herodes wished to be interred on his ancestral
estate at Marathon (VS 56s), while Damianus was buried at one of his
suburban homes at Ephesus (VS 6.606). Philostratus wrote thar Philiscus
was not buried on his estate (VS 2.623), implying that one might expect
him to be buried there. Archaeological survey in Greece has discovered
numerous examples of monumental tombs, often large and sumptuous,
which were probably once located on country estates.”” Philostratus does
not specify whether Polemo’s house was urban, suburban, or rural. In any
case, elite burial on private property reflects a concern to secure lasting
control over real assets and the expectation that the properry, and therefore
the maintenance of the grave, would remain in the family.

Philostratus concluded plausibly that Polemo was buried not at Smyrna
but at his birthplace, Laodicea ad Lycum in the borderlands of eastern Caria
and western Phrygia. He was interred among his ancestral ‘graves’ (6fika) in
the extramural burial ground along the eastern road into and out of the ciry
at the Syrian Gate. Although much of the ancient city, including its eastern
cemetery, remains unexcavated, the approximate location of the Syrian Gate
in the eastern circuit is evident (figure 6.6).7 Among the sparse standing
remains in the area, the only identifiable form is a large octagonal edifice.
By late antiquity this shape was used in building churches, baptisteries and
especially martyria, which were not uncommonly situated in long-standing
peripheral cemeteries. The building at Laodicea might well have been a
martyrium among older graves, resembling the great martyrium of St Philip
that overlooked the northern cemetery at nearby Phrygian Hierapolis.” It
would have been a late addition to a burial ground that conrained many
roadside monuments, including the tombs of Polemo’s ancestors.

The sophist’s preference for burial in his home city, Laodicea, rather
than his adoprive one, Smyrna, contrasted with thar of Phoenix, Philiscus
and Dionysius, all of whom left their ancestral roots for larger cultural
and political arenas. Although Smyrna had been Polemo’s professional
home, Laodicea offered high visibility in death as a populous hub and

7% Wilberg et al. (1953) 47-60, figures 95-103 (Library of Celsus); Kleiner (1983) 8195, plates
XIV-XXVI (Philopappos Monumen).

77 Alcock (1993) 67-70. One good example is the Aypogaeum in the Berbati valley in the northeastern
Peloponnese (Wells and Runnels (1996) 295, figure 10 (SM 13), 336—40).

78 Ramsay (1895) 44 and Bean (1971) 251 both recounted the story of Polemo’s entombment but
searched in vain for remains of the cemetery outside the Syrian Gate.

79 Sperti (2000) 94-$, figures 57-8, tables 13, 22 (octagon, Laodicea); Verzone (1960), D’Andria {2001)
m2-13, figures 4-1 no. 8, 4-25. 4-26 (St Philip, Hicrapolis).
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Figure 6.6 Laodicea ad Lycum during the Roman empire

thriving centre for textile production on a major overland route. More
importandy, by selecting the ancestral burial site at Laodicea, Polemo
would have identified himself as a member of a distinguished local family,
the Zenonidai. He was the great-grandson of Polemo I, the king of Pontus
whom M. Antonius thrice promoted between 40 and 33 BC, and the grear-
great-grandson of the eminent orator Zeno, who had led the defence of
Laodicea against the Parthians.®

8 Philostratus had previously stressed the importance of Laodicea and the prominence of Polemo’s
family {1.530). Later, he portrayed Polemo’s great-grandson. the famous and powerful sophist
Hermocrates of Phocaca (VS 2.608-12). On Polemo’s illustrious lincage, see Bowersock (1965)
51-4, 143-4: on his son, the sophist Actalus, sce Jones (1980) 374-7. Another descendant named
Polemo resided at Smyrna during the third cencury, where he served as neokoros during the arrest
and martyrdom of Pionius (marsyr. 5. Pion. 3-5, 7-10, 15).
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The remarkable account of Polemo’s death is probably founded on his-
torical fact.® Although still in his fifties, the great sophist chose to entomb
and starve himself in order to relieve his excruciating theumatism.®* Intense
physical suffering was a respectable motivation for suicide in Greco-Roman
society, and starvation was a common method, particularly among intellec-
tuals and aristocrats.®® Chronic archritis (1.543) would have been especially
debilitating for a celebrity of legendary arrogance and excessive ostentation
(1.535—7)% whose oratory employed vigorous movements (1.537). But Philo-
stratus did not dwell on either Polemo’s physical condition or the events
surrounding his burial. There could not have been any ordinary funeral
and lamentation if the body was not just breathing but even declaiming,
The narrarive implies the presence of relatives and friends at a constructed
tomb (ofjpa) with a chamber and a heavy door thar could be shut, like a
standard family vault.

The episode instead showcases the rhetorical and performative genius of
Polemo. At the centre are his terse words, which would have been preserved
by associates or students as ‘sayings of the wise man’ (&rog8éypara ToU
oopoU). As he was buried alive, he cried out ‘Close it, close it, may the sun
not see me silent!” (Erarye, Emarye, pr) yap 1801 pe owwmdYTa HAI0S), and
‘Give me a body and I will declaim!” (86e po1 oéua kal peAeThigopc). s
The first statement asserts his undying devotion rto his craft, for orators
could achieve greatness only by endless practice to hone their skills. He plays
the noble artist dying with pen in hand, so to speak, not unlike Sophocles,
who was said to have expired during or after reciting Antigone.*® The
second statement, in which Polemo claims the unending greatness of his
declamatory art, should be understood in a larger professional context.??

¥ Tuttner (1898) 36 and Reader (1996) 19-20 accept the scene’s historicity; Campanile (1999) 305-11 is
an excellent commenrary.

# Suda s.v. Tioéucov (T 1889): 'He died at Afty-six years of age, having put himself in the tomb and
starved himself to death because he was aflicted by aichricis’ {ETeAevTrioe Be £ xai TevTkovTa
bnautdv, taurdv bv 16 Tape EuPdAwy kal drokapTtepfioas Bikk 1o ouvéixeoBa Ti} dpbpiTiSt
véow).

# See among others van Hooff (1990) 33—9, 41~7, 123-6; Campanile (1999) 306-7, nn. 143, 145-6
addresses Polemoss suicide.

84 Russell {1983) 81; Gleason (1995) 25-8.

® Swuda s.v. TloAéucov (TT1889) is a slightly different version: “Give me another body and I will gec on
board it' (567€ pot Erepov odpa kai peTeuPricopa).

% Satyrus, FHG 3.162, ap. v. Soph. 14 (TGrFIV).

& Campanile (1999) 310-13. The phrasc seems connected to the aphorism of Archimedes: ‘Give me a
place to stand and I will move the earth’ (5és pot 7ol o7l kai x1véd i yiv). However, since those
words arc attested only in Late Roman and Byzantine sources (Pappus Syn. 8.1060.1-4, Simplic. in
Ph. 10.1110.5, ]. Tretz. Chil. 2.130; cf. Plut. Mare. 14.7), itis unclear whether Polemo borrowed from
Archimedes or later writers on Archimedes knew the sententiae Polemonis.
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The exclamation seems to echo the words of Patroclus when he dons
Achilles’ arms (/. 16.40-1),*® which Polemo had once quoted when he
replaced the elderly Scopelian on an embassy for Smyrna (1.521, 1.536).
At the time of his death, Polemo was scheduled to participate in another
embassy bur died before the journey to Rome. In order to satisfy the
requests of Smyrna, Antoninus Pius required that the syndics produce a
speech of Polemo. When they did so, presumably using either a piece
he had drafted or one they composed in his style, they claimed that the
sophist ‘had come back to life’ (dvaPeBiowkéval, 1.539—40). Polemo did
not emulate Scopelian in relinquishing his post to a healthier colleague.
Rather, defiant on the threshold of death, he demanded a new body, for
there could be no oratorical substiture.

His final words also carry poignancy in the specific funerary context
related by Philostratus. The proximiry of the focal word oépa to the mor-
tuary term ofjpa calls o mind the Pythagorean dictum odpa ofipa.?? The
replacement of the first word with the second in the exclamation would
produce ‘Give me a tomb and I will declaim’ (86Te po1 ofjpa kol pedets)-
oopat). This alternarive statement points to Polemo’s self-consciousness
regarding his unorthodox role as funeral oraror at his own tomb. He thus
strives to transcend his morral condition through orartory, using epigram-
matic phrases and wordplay even before his own mourners. The tone of the
whole episode teeters between despair and absurdity. Either way, Polemo’s
theatre of the moribund would have been a fitting end to an extraordinary
career.”®

FUNERARY PRACTICE AND ELITE SOCIAL IDENTITY

The deaths of the sophists in VS reveal how a professional subset of the
urban elite in provincial Greek cities used funerary practices to create and
preserve a parricular social identity. Separare elements in their persona
were communicated through the material and contextual dimensions of
mortuary behaviour. The scale, complexity and visibility of graves were
directly proportional to the social status of the deceased, in large part
because they correlated with expenditure of time, energy and resources.
Philostratus never referred to the dead as wealthy or described their tombs

# *Give me your arms to be fined on my shoulders, if the Trojans, taking me for you. might hold
off from war' (5& 5¢ po1 dponv T od Tevxea Bupnydiivan,/ol k' tut ool ToxovTes dwdoywvral
ToAfuore/Tpdxs).

8 Pl Crat. 400 ¢, Gorg. 493a.

% Connolly (2001) 75—7 views Polemo's final acts, a ‘shocking fusion of melodramatic theatricality and
deadly seriousness’, as a prime instance of the ‘aesthetic of performative excess' that disinguished
sophistic practice.
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as ‘lofry’ (bymAds), ‘large’ (uéyas), ‘enormous’ (Tappeyélns), ‘costly’
(TroAuTEATS), or ‘grandiose’ (UeyaAOTTPETITiS), common adjectives for aris-
tocratic funerals and tombs both real and imaginary in imperial Greek
literature.” He does, however, record that the impressive tombs attributed
to Polemo at Smyrna were elaborate constructions at prominent locales.
The same isomorphism of quantity or form and status would have charac-
terised the large attendance and conspicuous performance of the funerals
of Apollonius, Secundus and Polemo. The biographer does not describe the
graves of Phoenix, Philiscus and Dionysius, noting only the importance of
their location. One must wonder if the Athenian tombs of the Thessalians
were as ordinary in design as the Ephesian sarcophagus of Dionysius.

The sophists also expressed local affiliations through burial form and
location. The interments of Apollonius and Secundus commemorated
their Eleusinian connections, and Philiscus’ tenure in the imperial chair
might have drawn him to the Kerameikos. In one version of Polemo’s
tomb, he was portrayed as a priest in a Smyrnaean festival. The fact that
separate versions of Polemo’s burial placed him in different cities shows
the dual nature of elite identity on the local and supra-local levels. Many
sophists had international careers but ultimately were buried in their home
cities, like Polemo (1.543—4).* Professional ambition, however, often drew
them away from their homes to centres with greater political, economic, or
cultural opportunities.”” Phoenix, Philiscus and Dionysius could gain more
by remaining in Athens and Ephesus than they might lose by returning
to their ancestral homes. Burial among the ancient graves in the Outer
Kerameikos and along the Embolos effectively co-opted a new ancestry for
the deceased that was traced not through private genealogy but through
civic history.

Another important factor in the mortuary self-presentation of the
sophists was their cultural achievement, which entailed an education in
classical literature, the practice of classicising language and rherorical forms
and participation in a code of personal and moral conduct. The shrine of
Excellence in Polemo’s supposed funerary garden at Smyrna symbolised
his moral and intellectual virtue. Dionysius’ interment near the Ephesian
auditorium might have commemorared his professional activities. The
most frequent demonstration of paideia in the funerary episodes was the

9 E.g.. Char. 1.6.1, 1.6.5, 2.5.10, 4.1.5-6, 5.L1, 8.8.3; Xen. Eph. 3.9.1, 5.15.3-4; Plut. Cons. 2d ux. 608 F;
Luc. Cutupl. 9, D. mort. 29.1-2, Hist. conser. 26, Men. 17, Nav. 40.

92 In several biographics, Philostratus does not specify the location of the sophist’s geave bue reports
that he was interred ‘in his native land’ (oTko1): 2.570, 2.577. 2.585. 2.598, 2.599, 2.606, 2.607, 2.620,
2.621.

93 Cf. Bowersock (1969} 18-19.
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re-invention of the classical landscape. Apollonius, Philiscus, Phoenix and
Dionysius were interred in cemeteries with rich mythical and historical
associations highlighted by Philostratus. Such topographic antiquarianism
legitimated elite identity in urban society. In choosing a burial locale, these
sophists adopted the past as a vibrant medium for identification and a
source of power in the present.

Comparison of the funerary episodes in VS to the archaeological record
of Greece and Asia Minor has revealed that Philostratus’ sophists resemble
the broader urban aristocracy. The cemeteries along the roads to Eleu-
sis and the Academy contained the graves of both elite and non-elite
Athenians during the Roman era. Many of them were not sophists, but
surely they knew the historical significance of the landscape. Dionysius is
the only known sophist among the many bodies that occupied hallowed
ground inside Ephesus, including Celsus, who chose as his tomb a library
to promote paideia. Each version of Polemo's tomb fits the mould of aristo-
cratic commemoration, while none overtly displays classicising features of
design or situation. The sophistic persona does not emerge until the bizarre
episode of his entombment. His true distinction was virtuoso performance,
not wealth and properry, offices and honours, or ancestral prestige.

Considerable social diversity among the sophists is also evident in
the funerary episodes and the physical remains. Philostratus differenti-
ates between them on the basis of oratorical skill, intellectual pedigree,
personal connections and repurartion, but these discrepancies are viewed
within his homogeneous picture of a class of cultural luminaries. It seems,
however, that they represent several aristocraric substrara in imperial Greek
society. Polemo occupied the highest rank, along with Herodes Arricus;
the breadth of influence of Secundus and Phoenix was more local. The
compiled evidence of inscribed dedications and epitaphs is now showing
that, outside of Philostrarus’ selective gallery of sophistic portraits, pro-
fessional orators with various social identities served communirties both
large and small.? The biographer’s tendency 1o aggrandise the status of
his subjects is apparent in his momentary panegyric to Dionysius. The
relative importance of sophists in the social structure of provincial ciries is
perhaps nowhere so palpable as in the stark juxtaposition of his limestone
sarcophagus, bare and hidden, to the magnificent library.

94 Puech (2002). Jones (2003) 1313 discusses a fascinating new inscription from Trebenna in eastern
Lycia probably dating to the late third century that records the concerns of a local orator to maintain
the ip&ov which he reccived from his father, to protect it from violation and to regulate the funcrary
cule.
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CHAPTER 7

Virtual visions: Phantasia and the perception of the
divine in The Life of Apollonius of Tyana

Verity Plart

Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana' performs many impressive feats
in its representation of the Greek sage as a paradigmaric theios anér.” In its
encyclopaedic range, the text manages to penetrate the geographical limits
of the known world, to cover radically different approaches to religious
practice, philosophical enquiry and systems of government, and even to
traverse time and rewrite Greek literary history. It is a text that absorbs,
appropriates and represents virtually every aspect of the intellectual culture
of its time, all to further Philostratus’ promotion of Apollonius as the
Hellene extraordinaire, demonstrating his all-encompassing wisdom, his
ability to embrace and master the familiar and the foreign, the practical and
the intellectual, the human and the divine.> Working towards this end, the
narrative repeatedly plays with the rgpoi of Greek literary tradition, allowing
Apollonius to subvert and surpass his models in terms of paideia, sophia
and piety, while demonstrating Philostratus’ own skills in outstripping the
literary achievements of his predecessors.*

! Hereafter, VA. All translations are from E C. Conybeare’s Loeb edition (2001), first published in
1912.

* In using the phrase theios anér, | allude 1o Ludwig Bieler’s 1935~6 study of holy men in late antiquiry;
see also Du Toit (1997). On Philostratus as the archetypal holy man, see Talbert (1978) 1,619-51;
Gallagher (1982) 1~26; Anderson (1986) 227-40; Corrington (1986) 1~43; Phillips (1986) 2677-2773;
Koskenniemi (1994), 1-66; Flinterman (1995) 60-6.

¥ Froma Zeitlin comments that ‘Philostratus’ portraic of the sage . . . is also a prime illustration of
Greek sclf-identiry at work in the promotion of a Philhellenism in its many aspects, among which are
paideia, philosophical wisdom, devotion 1o learning, love of lreedom and defence of cthical values’
(Zeitlin (zo01) 248).

4 Indeed, che authar clearly states his agenda at the beginning of book 7, where, relating ‘the feats
of wise men in the presence of tyrants’ (7.1) he writes, ‘It is incumbent upon me to crincise these
examples, not in order to show that they were not as remarkable as they are universally famous, but
only to show that they fall short of the exploits of Apollonius, in spite of their being the best of their
kind’ {7.2).

131
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Key to this pattern of appropriation and transcendence is the text’s use
of visual images.’ As the ultimate representative and safeguard of Greek
religious cradition, it is essential thac Apollonius should justify and pro-
mote the worship and artistic representation of anthropomorphised gods.
As Dio’s Olympian Oration demonstrates, images such as the Zeus of
Phidias were regarded as central to Hellenic cultural and religious identity.
As paradigmatic holy man, and yet archetypal philosopher, Philostratus’
Apollonius has to find a way of reconciling popular religious practice and
sophisticated intellectual enquiry in a manner that will both validate Hel-
lenic tradition and demonstrate his own status as an all-embracing symbol
of Greek religious and philosophical achievement.® Thus throughour VA,
Philostratus presents us with examples of the viewing of religious images
thar problematise perception and representation of the divine. Apollonius
is cast as a pedagogic guide, or exégétés, leading a series of Socratic-style
discussions. As the narrative progresses these move towards a specific eluci-
dation of the way in which the pious and thoughtful viewer can apprehend
traditional anthropomorphic images.

This gradual delineation of Apollonius’ theory of representation is struc-
tured according to VA'’s narrative framework of travel.” The performance
of pilgrimage, the visiting of shrines and the viewing of sacred images are
all intrinsic to Philostratus’ hagiographical agenda, while contributing to
the novelistic and paradoxographical qualities of the text. Thus the vari-
ous images that the sage and his followers both view and discuss during
their adventures are often presented as the conventional subjects of exotic
travel narratives, while simultaneously reflecting and advancing the Hel-
lenic philosophical and religious concerns chreaded through the work as a
whole.* As Apollonius points out to his follower Damis in Babylon, ‘A wise
man finds Hellas everywhere’,? and, as is typical of literary encounters with
the ‘Other’, the exotic details of foreign climes are ultimately subordinated
to the text’s exploration and promotion of its own cultural framework.'

$ See Whitmarsh (2001a) 273, who elegantly sums up Second Sophistic attitudes to Hellenism with the
comment that ‘Self-definition in the present involves both the appropriation and the transcendence
of the paradigms of the past’.

8 See Francis (1995) 126: ‘Apollonius does not laok forward to Byzantine saints as much as he
recapitulates classical philosophers and heroes, a point reinforced by his consistent action on behalf
of established norms and values.’

7 See Elsner (1997) 24: Philostratus’ travel narrative can be read as an allegory for ‘the spiricual journey
of Apollonius as paradigmatic holv man'.

8 For Philostratus’ own attitudes to Hellenism. see Swain (1999) and Follet (1991).

? 1.34: cop@ dvdpi EAAas wavra.

' For the translation of foreign practices and attitudes into the thought-structure and conceptual
framework of Greco-Roman culture in the imperial period, see Elsner (2001) 128: “The discourse
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Travel, pilgrimage, the viewing of sacred images and the atrainment
of sophia all come together in the Greek notion of thesria. As well as a
term used to describe state pilgrimages to religious festivals in Greece, the
concept of thedria can also apply to the individual pilgrim who visits foreign
lands in search of knowledge and wisdom, often of a religious nature.” It
involves the notion of auropsy — ‘seeing for oneself” — and the idea of
coming into contact with a foreign ‘Other’, often a deity in the form of
his or her image. The concept of thedria is also, crucially, where religion
and philosophy meet, incorporating the desire 1o view the divine with
the process of intellectual enquiry. This dual significance is explored in an
article on the use of the term in Platonic philosophy by Andrea Nightingale,
in which she argucs, quoting from the Republic, that ‘the philosopher . ..
is a new kind of rhegros: a man who travels to the metaphysical realm to
see the sacred sights in that region. The goal of philosophy, as Socrates
claims, is to engage in the “zhedria of all being.™"** Nightingale entitles her
work “Wandering and Wondering', a highly appropriate descriprion, one
might say, for Apollonius himself, incorporating as it does the practices of
journeying, seeing, thinking and revering. Throughout VA, the concept
of thearia as a religious process is intertwined with Apollonius’ intellectual
journey — his acquisition and demonstration of sophia. We shall see that
theoric experience as presented by Philostratus repeatedly brings together
the quest for wisdom and the perception of divinity through the mediatory
functions of sacred and allegorical images.

Following the work of Ella Birmelin in the 1930s, three key passages
have been traditionally regarded as significant for our understanding of
Philostratus’ use of art in VA.” The first takes place in book 2.22, where
Apollonius explains the imagery on the mertalwork reliefs in Taxila to
Damis, their representation of Alexander’s defeat of the Indian king Porus
leading to a discussion about the nature of mimésis. Here, Apollonius
defines the relationship berween the artist’s linear representation of objects
in painting, and the viewers perception of each representation as the

ptovided by (the] Greek madel is inevitably the Hellenacentric labelling of the Other as weird and
foreign through the wonder tales of the naive or faux-naive traveller.’

® See Koller (1957); Rausch (1982); Rutherford (1995, 2000, 2001).

2 Nightingale (2001) 36 (Republic 486D); see also Nightingale (2004). Rutherford (2001) 47, com-
ments that ‘an intellectual component is built into the notion of rhegria, which also has the sense
“philosophical contemplation,” and it can be argued that there was a conceprual link berween the
wo . . . Philosophers scem to exploit the idea of pilgrimage as a journey culminating in thedria as a
symbol for the path of reasoning, consisting of dialectic and culminating in rational enlightenment’
(also Ruthcrford (2000) 140-2).

1 See Birmelin (1933); Schweitzer (1934) 286-100. On images in the VA sec also Rousselle (2001)
393-99-



134 On Apo]lonius

‘thing itself” (rather than the representation), so emphasising the dynamic
relationship that musr take place between image and viewer. He explicitly
states that mimésis is not just an element of the artist’s skill, but that ‘those
who look at works of painting and drawing require a mimetic faculty’; in
order to appreciate and respond appropriately to an image they must first
conceive in their minds an eidolon (ei8cohov) or eikin (gikcov) of the thing
represented. The description of the meral reliefs here looks back to the
epic ecphrastic tradition (particularly Homer’s shield of Achilles), creating
a complex web of images and words in which it is the viewer/reader’s power
to form an abstract idea of the image in his mind (&vaA&Bor T & ToV
voUv) that enables him to ‘view intelligently’ (uf) &vorTeos spdoiv).

The second key passage takes on not epic bur epideictic rhetoric, alluding
to Dio Chrysostom’s twelfth Oration (che ‘Olympian’) in its discussion of
the relative merits of the Zeus of Homer and the Zeus of Phidias (4.7). Like
Dio, Apollonius here promotes the literary representation of the god, ‘an
ideal presence imagined everywhere in heaven’, over the chryselephantine
statue ac Olympia, which is ‘only to be seen upon earth’. The final, and most
overtly polemical, passage moves from epideictic to philosophy, forming
part of Apollonius’ extensive Socratic-style debate with Thespesion, the
spokesman of the Naked Sages (or ‘Gymnosophists”) of Ethiopia in 6.19.
Here the sage promotes Greek systems of anthropomorphic representation
over the Egyptian practice of theriomorphism (the worship of gods in
the form of animals), and presents his theory of phantasia (‘'viewing with
imagination’) as a solution to the epistemological problems raised by the
concept of art as mimésis (‘imitation’).

Each of these episodes tackles the cognirive issues at stake in the creation
and viewing of images, setting Hellenic modes of naturalistic, anthropo-
morphic representation against the ecphrastic powers of literature, on the
one hand, and the visual systems of foreign cultures, on the other. The
presentation and discussion of images within VA can, in fact, be read as
a microcosm of the text as a whole, in which Philostratus appropriates
and transforms a multiplicity of literary genres as part of his ever-shifting,
Protean enterprise. Images thus form a literary battleground in which the
author and his subject demonstrate their ability to surpass their predeces-
sors in both sophistic skill and revelatory insight. Accordingly, the passages
of Kunsttheorie identified by Birmelin are not the only episodes relevant
to our subject. Philostratus’ choice of genre (predominantly biographical/
novelistic) and Apollonius’ pedagogical pose means that the power and
significance of images are also expressed through scenes of paideia (as in
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the Taxila episode), and key occasions of dramatic viewing positioned
throughout the text. In this sense, VA can be compared to the ancient
novel, where scenes of viewing are often connected with the acquisition of
crucial knowledge and the characters’ journey from ignorance to ‘enlighten-
ment’."* That Philostratus was supremely aware of the relationship between
viewing and paideia is demonstrated by the fact that the progression from
ignorance to knowledge through the act of looking at paintings plays
such an important part in the pedagogic structuring of the Imaginess
In VA, the roles of teacher and pupil are re-cast in an explicitly sacred
context, so that Apollonius, as exégétés, uses images to cornmunicate his
religious and philosophical teachings to his companions. Our experience,
as readers, is carefully controlled as we, along with Damis et 2/, are put
in the role of uneducated viewer; to view through the ecpbraseis scatcered
throughour the text is a process of education and initiation by which we
will gain access to higher truths through an allegorical combination of
narrative and description, comparable to the religious and philosophical
ideals explored through the ecphrastic pinax presented in the 7abula of
Cebes.'

In order to demonstrate this element of VA4, I will explore the third sec-
tion of Kunsttheorie outlined by Birmelin - the Ethiopian debate — which
forms part of a sequence of episodes in which Apollonius and his com-
panions view or discuss works of art, and reveals much about Apollonius’
attitude towards religious representations. Book 6 repeatedly presents us
with images, or references to images which, in keeping with the religious
focus of VA, are concerned with both the perception and representa-
tion of the divine, and the atrainment of wisdom through philosophical
enquiry. These exempla repeatedly explore the relationship between vision
and knowledge, relating the theoric viewing experiences of Apollonius’
travels in foreign lands to his intellecrual quest to acquire and demonstrate

sophia.

4 E.g che related stawes of Diana, Actaeon and Isis in Apuleius’ Golden Ass and the painting of
Andromeda that plays such an imporiant role in the plot of Heliodorus® Acshiopica. That chis is a
common novclistic trope is demanstrated by the ccphraseis that frame both Diphnis and Chlpe and
Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon. See Bartsch (1989) 2631, 42-44 and Zeitlin (1990) 417-64.

1 Sec Elsner (1995) 28-39.

% On the pepaideutic qualitics of the Tabula of Cebes and its celationship to che reader, see Elsner
{1995) 39 -46 esp. 43: ‘The key to salvation is viewing and comrectly understanding what one has
looked at. Such understanding is af course not different from the ace of exegesis itsclf. The very act
of reading the Tabula and of following the interpretation as it leads us deeper into the mystery of
the picture is itself an initiation into the true path.’
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THE MIS-VIEWING OF MEMNON

I mer a traveller from an antique land
Who said: “Two vast and trunkless legs of stone
Stand in the desert. Near them, on the sand,
Half sunk, a shartered visage lies,. ..’

(Shelley, Ozymandias)

The frst image with which we are confronted as we enter Ethiopia is the
colossus of Memnon at Thebes (6.4). Famed for the eerie ‘twanging’ sound
it emitted at dawn, the statue and its partner were a popular attraction on
the Egyptian pilgrimage circuit, survivors of the grear temple of Amen-
hotep II1, fifteenth-century BC ruler of the Eighteenth Dynasty. Memnon's
colossus was a thauma, a marvel combining the sacred, the ancient, the
mysterious and the pseudo-scientific — perfect subject matter for para-
doxography. Indeed, Pausanias tells us that the colossus ‘made me marvel
(Baupcocn) more than anything else’.”” He goes on to explain,

This statue is broken in two by Cambyses, and at the present day from head to
middle it is thrown down; bur the rest is seated, and every day at the rising of the
sun it makes a noise, and the sound one could best liken to that of a harp or lyre
when a string has been broken.™®

The sonic phenomenon recorded by Pausanias was a paradoxically for-
tuitous result of the image’s desecration, for once the upper part of the
statue had been destroyed, the thermal strength of the rising sun, warming
and expanding the stone of the statue’s base, came into contact with the
cool channels of air running through the crevices of the statue’s interior,
so producing a mysterious sound effect which many chose to interpret
as an epiphanic animation of the image. Once the statue was repaired,
possibly under the orders of Septimius Severus after his visir to Egypr in
AD 199, this collision of hot and cold could not take place, and Memnon
was silenced.” Unsurprisingly, the colossus became a focus of thedria for
generarions of Greek and Roman pilgrims, who recorded their experiences
on its legs and base, often with the simple formula fikouoca Méuvovos,

7 1423

8 Other literary references to the colossus of Memnon are Strabo 17.1.46 (the carliest extant classical
reference 1o the statue); Tacitus, Ann, 2.61 (the visit of Germanicus); Plin. NH 36.58 (Memnonis
statuae dicatus, quem cosidiana solis ortu contacrum radiis crepare tradunt); Luc. Toxaris 12; Philopseudes

1 See Bowersock (1984) 31-2, who suggests that the colossus was repaired by Zenobia and her son in
the lace third century an.
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or audi Memnonem.*® The colossus was even the focus of three imperial
visits, including one by Hadrian and Sabina that was detained for three
days because, intriguingly, Memnon chose to remain silent.**

Memnon is thus an appropriate focus for Philostratus’ Apollonius, whose
paradigmatic status means that he must surpass every theoric model in
his journeys to exotic sacred destinations.** Fittingly, the colossus stands
both at the beginning of book 6, and close to the border between Egypt
and Ethiopia, so acting as a textual marker of the transition into the
mysterious world that was larer exploited as a paradoxographical backdrop
by Heliodorus.? Within the structure of VA as a whole, Ethiopia forms a
southern counterpart to the eastern limic of the known world marked by
the Indian episode. Memnon was, after all, the paradigmatic Ethiopian,
a symbol of otherness, and yer, through his presence in the lliad, he
forms a Homeric link to the world of Achilles and the Greek heroic past
explored by Apollonius in book 4. The statue’s role as an indication of
transition hints that Memnon also has a programmatic function, indicating
the way in which religious images will be central to the subsequent narrative.
Philostratus writes:

They went on to the sacred enclosure of Memnon, of whom Damis gives the
following account. . .

Now this statue, he says, was turned towards the sunrise, and was thar of a2 youth
still unbearded; and it was made of black stone, and the two feet were joined
together after the style in which statues were made in the time of Daedalus; and
the arms of the figure were perpendicular to the seat pressing upon it, for though
the figure was still sitring it was represented in the very act and impulse of rising up.
We hear much of this attitude of the sratue, and of the expression of its eyes, and
of how the lips seemed about to speak; but they say thar they had no opportunity
of admiring (Baupdacn) these effects until they saw them realised; for when the
sun’s rays fell upon the statue, and chis happened exactly at dawn, they could not
restrain their admiration; for the lips spoke immediately the sun'’s rays touched

% On the Memnon inscriptions, 107 in Latin and Greek, dating from the first to the third centuries
AD, see Bernand (1960), no. 30 (G 24), 93-6. See also Kaibel (1878), nos. 987-1014.

3 For the visits of Hadrian and Septimius Severus, see Bowersock (1984); for Germanicus (who,
appropriately for a Philhellenic pilgrim on the Egyptian thaumara trail, dressed as a Greek), see
Tacitus, Ann. 2.61. That Memnon was almost a cliché on the Greek tourist wrail is suggested by his
appearance in Lucian’s comic dialogues Toxaris and Philopseudes, where the trip is just one of many
for an over-curious pilgrim and gullible idiot, respectively.

2 For Apollonius’ ‘orgy of temple-visiting’ elsewhere in VA, see Elsner (1997) 22-8.

¥ On similarities beeween VA and Aethiopica, see Rohde (1974 [1914)) 466-73, Maillon’s introduction
to the Budé Heliodorus (1934) vol. 1, 86 and Anderson (1986) 230—1. On paradoxography and the
negotiation of Hellenism in Aithiopica, sce Whitmarsh (1998) 93-124, and in the ancienr novel in
general, Morales (1995) 39—50. On attitudes to Ethiopia in the Greco-Roman world, see Romm
(1992) 45-81.
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them, and the eyes seemed to stand out and gleam against the light as do those of
men who love to bask in the sun. Then they say they understood that the figure
was of one in the act of rising and making obeisance to the Sun, in the way those
do who worship the powers above standing erect. (VA 6.4)

Here we have a situation almost unique in classical studies — a literary
account of the viewing of an image, which survives together with the image
itself, as well as inscriptional evidence of the actual viewing of the statue by
Greco-Roman contemporaries. The narrative of religious revelation actu-
ally bears a certain resemblance to the ‘real’ epiphanic experiences inscribed
on the colossus.** One Petronius Secundus, prefect of Egypt, recorded his
experience in AD 92 with the address, ‘You spoke’ (¢8éy§ao), followed
by a Homeric paraphrase describing the statue as &xrelow BoAAdpevos
Trupivaas, ‘struck by the fiery rays of the sun’,* just as Damis speaks of the
statue’s utterance (pOéy§aaben) ‘at the striking of the sun’ (TrpooPaiovons
. .. THs dxTivos).26

Philostratus’ account also bears similarities to the Greek inscription on
the Temple of Mandulis ac Talmis, also dated to the third century ap,
famously discussed by A.D. Nock.*” Here a pilgrim also describes the
manifestation of a divine being in the form of light, and refers to an arristic
representation of a deiry within a shrine, recounting a dream vision of
the god Helios that anticipates, or mirrors, the effect produced by the
rays of the rising sun streaming into the dark temple.”® In both texts —
inscription and biography — the pilgrims begin in ignorance, unclear as
t0 how they should view the sacred image; there follows an epiphanic
viewing experience during the statue’s virtual ‘animarion’ by the light of
the rising sun, resulting in a revelation abour the identity and function of
the image and the deity it represents. The pilgrims subsequently perform
ritual actions, guided by the priests of the cult. This movement from

# For a discussion of the literary qualities of the Memnon cpigrams ascribed to Sabina's consorc Julia
Balbilla and others, sce Bowie (1990) 61-6 and a brief note by West (1977) 120,

3 Qdyssey 19.441. Bernand (1960) no. 13, a Greek couplet inserred into a longer Larin inscription. The
licerary pretensions of many of these testimonies are exemplified by one pilgrim'’s inscription, which
proclaims. ‘I will make mention of you in my books' (Bernand (1960) no. 22, dated w ap 122/3).

* Compare the inscriptional evidence from the Temple of Seti 1 at Abydos (known as the Memnonion),
discussed by Rutherford (2000) 140, where a group of visitors recorded that each of cthem ‘viewed”
(¢6ncarvo).

37 Nock (1934 [1972]).

* The narration of this epiphanic expericnce continues, I had 2 vision, and rested, for you granted
my prayer and showed yourself 1o me . . . washing yourself in the waters of immortaliry, you appear
again. You came at the right time, making a rising towards your enclosure, bringing breath to your
xoanon and the temple and great power.’
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ignorance to wisdom is also implied by an inscription behind the left foot
of Memnon’s statue, which reads,

[A]UBfevTa o€, Mipvov, Eyc TTanda | v & ZidATnS

T Trpiv Fruvla | vouny, viv 5k Tapdv Euadov.

I, Paion of Side, who previously cnquired about your speaking,
Memnon, have now experienced it right here.?

Paion’s movement from enquiry to experience (from &muvBavéunv to
EuaBov) figures precisely the process of thedria — religious investigation and
the desire for proximity to god, followed by the acquisition of knowledge
through the act of going to see (or, in this case, to hear). It is not, pethaps,
surprising that in the fourth century Jerome was moved to claim, after
Eusebius, that the colossus of Memnon had been silenced at the birth
of Christ.* For the fame of the image’s eerily numinous power spread
throughour the ancient world, constructing it as a paradigmatic focus of
the theoric urge to experience the mysteries of the divine.

However, despite the fact that Damis’ account of the Memnon phe-
nomenon bears a certain similarity to ‘real’ records of the statue’s effect
upon its viewers, certain details do not add up. Pausanias claims that the
colossus was ‘broken in two’, and that the upper part was ‘thrown down’ on
the ground (rather in the manner of Shelley’s Ozymandias). Yet in Damis’
account, Memnon's dawn cry is presented not as a twang emerging from
the bowels of the colossus, but as an utterance which comes from his very
lips, while the light of the sun is caught and reflected by the statue’s eyes.
Yer if the colossus’ upper half was lying in ruins on the ground, the lips and
eyes cannot have been visible. Even if the statue’s torso and head had been
restored by the time chat Philostratus was writing, they cannot have been
while Apollonius was alive (i.e. earlier than Pausanias), and the account is
still contradictory; there was never a time at which the statue both uttered
a cry at dawn, and had a visible torso and head, for we are told by later
sources that once the image was repaired, it ceased o make a sound. There
are still further errors in Damis’ account: he tells us that the starue was
black, whereas it is in fact made of yellow-grey quartzite sandstone, and
that ‘the arms of the figure were perpendicular to the seat pressing upon
it, for though the figure was still sitting it was represented in the very act
and impulse of rising up’. In fact, as one can still see today, the arms rest

9 Bernand (1960), no. 12, dated to oD 89—91. (3n Paion’s carcer as a professional poet, see Bawie (1990)
66,

% Bowersock (1984) 24, Jerome (Eusebius) Chron. ed. Helm, 17. Bowersock adds chat a ninth-century
manusctipt in Merton College, Oxford, adds cuiss szatus ssque ad advensum Chrisi sole oriemte vocem
dare diccharur.
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upon the knees of the statue rather than down by its sides, and rather than
appearing to be in the process of standing up, the colossus seems firmly
rooted to its throne. Moreover, Damis mentions only one figure, whereas
the singing statue was, and still is, accompanied by an identical, silent
figure.

So how are we to interpret this anomaly? Bowersock has argued that
since Damis’ account as reported in VA is so erroneous, ‘Philostratus can
never have seen the colossus of Memnon or spoken to anyone who did, nor
have read an account from someone who had seen it. So much for Damis.’*'
So much for Damis indeed; as Flinterman has pur it, ‘Rivers of ink have
flowed over the poor Syrian and his scrapbook’,* and it is now generally
accepted that the ‘Scraps from the manger’ (Ex¢aTviopcra) char Philo-
stratus attributes o his source are in fact a fictional ‘plausibility-enhancing
device’.” At key points within the text, Philostratus seems deliberately to
problematise the unreliability of his source, so drawing attention to the
fictional aspects of his biography; he even comments during the Indian
episode that ‘It would be profitable neither to believe nor disbelieve every-
thing’ (3.45). It seems significant that the awkward Memnon passage is
introduced with the phrase, ‘Damis gives the following account’ (repi 5&
ToU Mépvovos TaBe &vaypdper Adus), and written entirely in reported
speech.

But why should Philostratus wish to highlight the fictional nature of
his tex in relation to the colossus of Memnon? As mentioned above, most
of the viewing episodes within VA are led by Apollonius in the role of
exégétés. At Olympia, for example, the sage acts as an /magines-style ped-
agogue, explaining the style and iconography of an archaic kouros statue
of the athlete Milo to viewers within the sanctuary.’ So why is it that,
rather than giving us a scenario in which Apollonius explains the Mem-
non phenomenon to his confused followers, demonstrating his knowledge
of religious arcana and pious attitude towards ancient cules and Home-
ric heroes, Philostratus’ narrative parades a mis-viewing of the colossus,
ostentatiously attributed to an unreliable source? Indeed, Apollonius is

3" Bowersock (1984) 28. ¥ Flinterman (1995) 79.

3 Whitmarsh (2001a) 229. For summaries of the state of the Damis debate see Bowie (1978) 1,652
99; Anderson (1986) 169, n. 1; Koskenniemi (1991) 9-1s5; Flinterman (1995) 79-88. For Damis as
a fictional device, sec Meyer (1917) 371-424; Bowie (1978); Raynor (1984) 222-6; Francis (1995)
83-9; Whitmarsh (2002) 227~9. For Philostratus’ possible use of a pseudepigraphic text from the
second/third century ap, see Speyer (1974) 48-53; Goulet (1981) 176-8. For Damis as a historical
figure, see Phillimore (1912); Grosso (1954) 333-532.

3 VA 4.28. See Rousselle (2001) 395-6, who points out that Apollonius’ analysis of the Milo statue is
also erroneous, foralthough Milo competed at Olympia between 532 and 516, Apollonius’ description
of the statue conforms to the Daedalic style, which is dated to the seventh century sc.
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not mentioned at all, but fades into the background while Philostratus
concentrates on Damis’ attempt 1o describe the image and its effect.

This shift in the narrative’s treacment of works of art, in addicion to
Darmis’ apparent errors, raises the question of how images are to be viewed.
The emphasis on epiphany, cult practice and religious knowledge focuses
the question still further: how should we look ar sacred images? Without
Apollonius to guide us, we as readers are put into the same position as the
confused and ignorant Damis. Yet the self-consciously contrived nature
of the text itself suggests that there may be clues hidden within Damis’
account, and that the ‘mistakes” he makes may actually havea certain import
for the way in which we, as readers, experience the Memnon phenomenon.

Nock compares the Mandaulis vision to the statue of Serapis in his
temple at Alexandria, where the sun’s first rays supposedly touched the
cule image on the lips, so that, according to the Christian writer Rufi-
nus, ‘Serapis seemed to be greeted by the sun with a kiss’.? If we take
this into account, perhaps we could read Philostratus’ narrative as a con-
flation of the sonic phenomenon of the Memnon statue with the visual
effect produced by Serapis, as if to present his readers with a synthesised,
archetypal experience of an ‘Egyptian statue greeting the dawn’. Ir forms
a sophisticated blend of Egyptian exempla which fits seamlessly into the
religious Realien against which Apollonius’ travels have been set. Like the
cult of Achilles described in Heroicus, the Memnon passage is ostensibly a
convincing account of religious practice constructed very carefully in order
to serve a particular purpose within the text as a whole. Such anambivalent
relationship to ‘reality’ characterises VA in general, which is on one hand
a historiographical work deeply embedded in Greek religious and cultural
practices, and on the other, a highly conrrived piece of imaginative biogra-
phy in which fictional elements are frequently employed in order to access
a deeper ‘truth’.

In contrast to the ubiquitous statement of the inscriptional evidence (‘I
heard’), Philostratus’ passage emphasises the statue’s visual impact. Damis
describes in detail Memnon’s posture and repeatedly emphasises the act
of viewing, commenting, “We hear much of this attitude of the statue,
and of the expression of the eyes, and of how the lips seemed about to
speak’. In short, he constructs an elaborate ecphrasis that draws us into the
epiphanic experience narrated in the text, so that the dominant impression
with which the reader is left is not one of sound but of light. Yet this visual

3 Nock (1934 [1972]) 77: Rufinus, Historia Ecclesiastica 11.23.
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experience, epiphanic and potentially programmatic, is of an image that
does not exist in the form in which it is described.

Continuing the theme of visual animation, the shifc in the statue’s
posture, by which Memnon’s arms are described as being down by his
sides, instead of resting on his knees, accords with the image’s posture as
one in the act of worship, abour to rise up in prayer. This dynamic shife
imbues the image with an incipient movement, enhancing its epiphanic
qualities.*® The description of Memnon as a celebrant simultaneously links
the statue’s function to that of the viewers themselves, as worshippers
of the Sun. Infused with the spirit and power of the divinised hero himself,
the statue does not only speak; he also sees. The process of revelation is
thus transmitted from the light of the Sun, via the eyes of the image, which
‘gleam against the light’, to the eyes of those who view the image; thesria
is successfully achieved through the visual interaction of god, sratue and
pilgrim.

The process of thedria is completed by a sacrifice ‘to the Sun of Ethiopia
and to Memnon of the Dawn’, followed by an exegetical conversation with
the priests of the cult who, Damis tells us, ‘explained that the one name
was derived from the words signifying “to burn and be warm”, oi6ewv
Te kai 8&ATEw, and the other from his mother [Eos]’. This etymolog-
ical and genealogical information emphasises the statue’s relationship to
Memnon the divinity, 2 numinous being associated with light, so rein-
forcing the epiphanic revelation facilitated by the viewing of the statue.
Despite the fact that we are viewing a marker of ‘otherness’ created by an
ancient, foreign culture and located at the entrance to the mysterious land
of Ethiopia, the aition that acts as a final proof of the image’s religious
significance is constructed according to Greek words and Homeric myth.%7
The revelation thar the pilgrims experience as vision is ultimately explained
through language and the Hellenic literary tradition. In this sense, the
episode is paradigmaric of the viewing and discussion of images that rakes
place throughout VA. Although the acquisition of philosophical knowledge
and religious understanding is repeatedly presented as a visual experience,
such sophia is ultimarely communicated through texts — both the literary
heritage (Homeric, Platonic) through which Apollonius constructs his pose

% Damis’ comment is also, perhaps. an allusion to Phidias’ statue of Zeus which, if its epiphanic
potential were fulfilled and it had the power to stand up, would have smashed through the roof of
the remple jself (Strabo 8.3.30).

37 Compare VA 6.27, in which Apollanius exorcises the spirit of a satyr through his knowledge of a
myth abour Midas, so using Greek lore to explain the supernawral.
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as the ultimare Hellene, and the polemical intertextuality of the Life asa
whole.

Damis’ viewing of Memnon is thus a highly creative response to the
statue, imaginatively supplementing the incomplete figure with visual
details that enhance the epiphanic and religious qualities of the view-
ing process. This does not necessarily annul Damis’ value as a narrative
voice, but to a certain extent demonstrates the degree to which he has
absorbed the teachings of Apollonius himself. When discussing the Porus
reliefs in 2.22, Apollonius had stressed the role of mimésis as a creative pro-
cess required not just of the artist in his creation of a naturalistic image, but
also of the viewer, for in order to appreciate and respond appropriately to
an image, he must first conceive in his mind an eiddlon or ezkin of the thing
represented. This is, in effect, what Damis presents us with in his ecp/hrasis
of Memnon. It is as if he has fully internalised the lesson given to him in
Taxila, to the extent that he no longer sees what the image itself presents in
physical terms, but, perhaps rather a little too enthusiastically, presents his
mental picture of the statue. Indeed, he goes so far as to incorporate into
his viewing experience Apollonius’ application of mimetic theory in 2.22
to the representation of racial characreristics:

If we drew one of these Indians with a pencil without colour, yet he would appear,
for his flat nose, and his stiff curling locks and prominent jaw, and a cercain gleam
abouc his eyes (1) Tepi Tols dpbaApois olov éxmwAn§is), would give a black look
to the picture and depict an Indian to those who view intelligently (vois ye pn
&vorTws Spldav).

We have already noted how Damis explicitly, and erroneously, menrions
that the starue of Memnon was made ‘of black stone’, and that when the
sun’s rays struck at Dawn, 'the eyes seemed to stand out and gleam against
the light as do those of men who love to bask in the sun’. Is Damis here
cransferring Apollonius’ ecphrasis of the Indian ‘other’ to his own ecphrasis
of the Ethiopian ‘other’, trying a lictle too hard to please his teacher, to be
one of ‘those who view intelligently’?

The Memnon passage in VA communicares the desire to see, the pil-
grim’s urge to encounter the divine through the mediating powers of sacred
images. Yet Philostratus’ text deliberately destabilises its own narrative in
order to focus attention on the complex combination of influences at
work when we do view an image. The epiphanic qualities of the Memnon
experience arise not simply from the viewing of the colossus itself, but
are also a product of internalised mental concepts, related to language,
myth and our perceptions of the physical world around us. The visual
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experience becomes yer more complex when it is subsequently narrated
in verbal form; as Philostratus repeatedly reminds us in the /magines, an
ecphrasis can only ever be of an image that does not exist.* The impor-
tant element in both the viewing and reading process is the intellectual
engagement of the viewer/reader’s mind. The thesria achieved by Damis
and Apollonius’ followers, while prompted by a visual image, can be truly
experienced only as a mental phenomenon, where visual experience is sup-
plemented by a deeper religious and philosophical understanding, It is not
surprising, then, thar the Memnon passage finishes with a Greek etymol-
ogy, for this seemingly sophistic twisting of Ethiopian cult back to Hellenic
linguistic concerns demonstrates precisely the intellectual processes that are
required, in Apollonius’ philosophy, for the attainment of true sophia. As he
comments in book 4, the Zeus of Phidias is only ‘to be seen’ (paivecBan),
whereas the Zeus of Homer ‘is imagined’ (Umovoeigfan). It is the pro-
cess of visualisation involving the faculty of the mind that is superior. In
this sense, both the Phidias—Homer debate and Damis’ ‘mis-viewing’ of
Memnon highlight the problematic issues involved in looking at religious
images according to notions of mimésis; while Apollonius’ mimetic theory
may be appropriare for looking at the historical narrative reliefs at Taxila,
the concept of ‘imitation’, which relies on the viewer’s acquaintance with
a visible prototype, is useless when it comes to representing and viewing
gods. That Damis is required to ‘mis-view’ Memnon in order to gain his
theoric experience implies that we need something else in order to view
correctly the anthropomorphic images of traditional Greek religion. It is
this dilemma that Apollonius subsequently addresses in his conversation
with the Gymnosophists.

THROUGH PHILOSOPHY TO VISION: THE ALLEGORY OF PRODICUS

Leaving the temenos of Memnon, Apollonius and his followers travel to
the hill beyond the Nile where the community of Naked Philosophers
is centred. They immediately encounter problems, due to a slanderous
envoy sent by Apollonius’ rival Euphrates, accusing him of intellecrual
arrogance, the promotion of Indian philosophy over other doctrines and
the practice of false magic (6.7). Apollonius’ subsequent debate with the
Gymnosophists’ leader Thespesion is accordingly presented as an apologia
in which he justifies his philosophical choices by stressing the importance

# See Elsner (1995) 28, who comments that ‘These descriptions were not seen as dependent on prior
images (as a modern art historian’s description would be): they were independent and self-sufficicnt
works of rhetorical art in their own righr’.
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of Brahman precepts, while setting them in the context of Hellenic struc-
tures of thoughr (so demonstrating his superior knowledge and wisdom).”?
The Ethiopian episode thus presents a2 form of philosophical and reli-
gious apologia, which anticipates and balances Apollonius’ more political
apologetic before Domitian in books 7-8.4°

Thespesion criticises Apollonius’ adoption of Indian doctrine by con-
trasting the Gymnosophists’ own, apparently simple theosophy with the
elaborate complexities of the Brahmans’ approach. Yet throughout his
extended debate with the sage, Thespesion continually appeals to the tra-
ditions of Greek religion and philosophy in order to support his arguments
in favour of Ethiopian wisdom. Again, the attractions of the foreign and
exotic are explored only as part of VA's discourse on Hellenism. Apollonius’
sophistic skill as the ultimare Hellene allows him to appropriate the Greek
exempla Thespesion employs and to re-present them in order to justify and
promote his own teachings. Ultimately, Apollonius’ influence not just asa
representative of traditional religious values but also as one who tells us ow
to think and worship, so improving upon those traditions, is demonstrated
by his justification of Greek anthropomorphism through the doctrine of
phantasia in 6.19. By formulating a way to view the divine that unites
the intellectual and the sacred, Apollonius presents the ultimate model of
theoria and completes his self-presentation not as a magos, but as a man of
sophta and piery.

While the colossus of Memnon anticipates the religious aspecr of the
phantasia debare, Thespesion presents us with an image that anticipates its
philosophical aspect. In contrasting the philosophical systems of Ethiopia
and India in 6.10, the Gymnosophist uses the allegory, attributed to the
fifth-century BC sophist Prodicus, of Heracles' choice between Virue
and Vice, saying, ‘Now figure yourself, Apollonius, as standing between
Indian wisdom on one side, and our own humble wisdom on the other’.

9 The apologetic character of VA in general has been discussed by Swain (1999). in relation to
Apollonius” troubled confrontations with imperial power (in the Nero cpisude in 4.35-47, his
persccution by Domitian in 7.1-34 and imaginary defence speech in 8.1-10). The passage in 6.1x
forins a “lengthy technical apulogia for philosophy as a spiricual system of personal living, and this
amounts o a serious defence of fundamentals’ (158). We mighe also see Apollonius™ refutation of
the charges of magic (yonTefa) and absorption of Fastern wisdom inro a Greek world-view as part
of a strategy of conspicuous phithellenism in the face of the rapid growth of Christianity.

42 However, while the Echiopian section may be designed to justify Apollonius’ religious and philosoph-
ical doctrines, it is by no means apologenic in tone. While Thespesion may scck to case Apollonius
in the role of plaintiff, the sage subverts his attempts and ance more presents himself as a pedagogue
or exégétés, no longer learning, as he did from the Brahinans, but denonstrating and confirming his
pre-eminence. Indeed, he proclaims, ‘For I come here not to ask vour advice about how to live . . . I
shall not hesitate as it were 1o make you the auditors of my lifc and teach you (5i6&oxcov) that I
rightly chose this life of mine, than which no better one has ever suggested itself to me’ (6.11).
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Following Xenophon’s association of the Choice of Heracles with Socrates
in his Memorabilia (2.1.21-34), classical authors had frequently exploited
the allegory’s presentation of abstract ideas through personification.# Bur,
unsurprisingly, the tradition undergoes a certain modification here, which
is significant for Philostratus’ presentation of Apollonius. Thespesion intro-
duces the passage with the words, “You have seen in painted narratives (€I8es
&v fwypapias Adyois) the representation of Hercules by Prodicus’. This
immediartely raises a problem: just as Damis’ account of the colossus of
Memnon was ultimately of a non-existent image, so Thespesions account
of the Prodicus allegory erroneously presents the scene not as a philosoph-
ical parable, bur as a painting. Yet despite the popularity of the allegory
in literature, there exist no extant references to an actual visual represen-
tation of the Choice of Heracles in the ancient world.#* If there was a
famous painting of the scene in antiquity, then all traces of it have been
lost. ¥

Thar Philostratus was familiar with the allegory in its literary form is
demonstrated by two references to Prodicus in Lives of the sophists, where
on both occasions it is presented as a rextually transmitted myth.* Bur it
fits Philostratus’ creative presentation of images in VA as a whole thart such
a painting never existed at all. Indeed, the problemaric nature of the image
is alluded to by Thespesion’s phrase &v {wypaglas Adyors, literally ‘in
the words of painting’. The oxymoron perfectly captures the problematic

' Joel (1893-1901); Alpers (1912); Panofsky (1930); Nestle (1936). Alpers compares the allegory to the
Persians” chaice of democtacy, oligarchy or monarchy in Herodorus 3.80ff., and to the struggle
between the personiticd Dikajos and Adikos Logos in Aristophanes’ Closds.

42 Maximus of Tyrc refers to Peodicus’ allegory in Oration 14 and adapts the choice of *Virwe and
Vice' to ‘I'riend and Flatrerer’, but although he gives an ecphrastic description of the two women's
clothing, he does not refer to an actual image, only to Pradicus’ text. For imitation and adaptation of
the allegory, see Philo Sacr. 20-4.4. De merc. mer. 2~4; Ovid, Amores 3.1: Tabula of Cebes, 5-7, 9-10,
15-22; Dio, Or. 1.64-84; Silius, Pun. 15.18-128: Luc. Somn. 6-16; Galen, Prosr. 2-5: Themistius, Or.
22.2801~282¢. See also Joly (1956); Snell (1967) 70-98.

4 Panofsky’s extensive study of Hercules am Scheideweg in later Western art can offer as an antique
model only a relief of Heracles with two of the Hesperides (Panofsky (1930), plate 45, higure 66,
Hesperides Relicf, Villa Albani, Rome).

4 VS 1.482-3 (Locb translation): ‘Prodicus of Ceos had composed a certain pleasant fable, in which
Vice and Virtue came to Heracles in the shape of women, one of them dressed in seductive and
many-coloured attire, the other with no care for effect; and to Heracles, who was still young, Vice
offered idleness and sensuous pleasures, while Virtue oftered squalor and 1oil on toil. For this story
Prodicus wrote a rather long epilogue, and he toured the cities and gave recitations of the siory in
public, for hire, and charmed them after the manner of Orpheus and Thamyris.” In 496, we find
again, ‘Even Xenophon did not disdain to relate the fable of Prodicus (Tév 100 Mpoblxov Adyov)’,
with its emphasis on the verbal nature of the wle. This is emphasised still further in Philostratus’
comment, ‘As for the language of Prodicus, why should I describe its characteristics, when Xenophon
has given so complete a skeich of ir”
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relationship berween image and text, and anticipates the imaginary ecphiuasis
thar follows, in which Thespesion adapts the Prodican image into a highly
elaborate orgy of description distinctly different from Xenophon’s more
restrained text. ¥

By turning Prodicus’ fable into a painting, Philostratus curns allegory
into art in a manner that echoes allegorical ecphraseis such as the Tabzsla of
Cebes and Lucian’s Calumny, while emphasising the importance of vision
for VA’s presentation of philosophical practice. Yet it is surely provocaiive
that this most Hellenic of allegories, composed by an Attic sophist, placed
in the mouth of Xenophon’s Socrates and then extensively employed by
Cynic thinkers, is employed by an Ethiopian sage in order to contrast wo
distinctly un-Greek philosophical systems. Apollonius responds by shift-
ing the allegorical forms to his own espousal of Pythagorcan doctrine,
appropriating and re-casting the exemplum in such a way that it once more
refers firmly to Greek structures of thought, while presenting his own
philosophy as an all-embracing union of vision and knowledge supported
by the notion of thejria — the acquisition of understanding through the
process of ‘going to see’.* Apollonius repeatedly associates his espousal
of Pythagorean intellectual enquiry with the process of viewing, claiming,
‘1 discerned (xami8cov) a certain sublimity in the discipline of Pythago-
ras’, then, ‘Philosophy marshalled before me her various points of view,
investing them with the adornment proper to each, and she commanded
me to look upon them (ékéAevoev &5 alTds PAémew) and make a sound
choice’. Finally, he tells us, ‘T beheld the ineffable form of wisdom (gISov
gogias eldos &ppnTov) which long ago conquered the soul of Pythago-
ras’. Significantly, this is &ppnTov, beyond words, a term that justifies the
need for allegory and the importance of visual experience for the com-
munication of wisdom. This crucial link between vision and knowledge is
expressed by the personification of Pythagoreanism herself, who promises
Apollonius,

# 6.10: ‘Vice is adorned with gold and necklaces and with purple raiment, and her cheeks are painted
and her hair delicately plaited and her eyes underlined with henna; and she also wears golden
slippers, for she is pictured strutting about in these: but Vircue in the picture resembles a woman
worn out with toil, with a pinched look: and she has chosen for her adornment rough squalor. and
she goes without shoes and in the plainest of raiment, and she would have appeared naked if she
had not much regard for feminine decency.”

46 See Rutherford (2000), 141, where he discusses a Hellenistic Athenian inscription (7G 11* 886) aboue
ayoung man from Pergamon who came as a 8ecopds to Athens and stayed there to study philosophys
‘Here, then Qewpia in the ritual sense is a frame for 8eepia in the philosophical sense.’
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When you are pure I will grant you the faculty of foreknowledge and I shall fill
your eyes with light so that you will distinguish a god and recognise a hero, and
detect and put to shame the shadowy phantasmara which disguise themselves in
the form of men.47

Here recognition (wpoy1yveoketv) is explicitly associated with the eyes
(ToUs d¢pOarpovs). Philosophy’s claim ‘T will fill your eyes with light
(&kTivos)” echoes Memnon's gleaming eyes upon secing the rising sun,
and so links this relationship between vision and knowledge with the pre-
vious narrative of image-induced revelation. The epiphanic insight (the
ability to see the divine) gained through true philosophy raises Apollonius
to the status of a Memnon-like figure himself through the transforming
powers of sophia. Like the daimon figure of Protesilaus in Heroicus, he is
able to see clearly the different levels of divine existence, to perceive the
gods themselves and to occupy a liminal space between the mortal and
divine. It is a crucial stage on Apollonius’ passage o god-like status as the
text progresses, culminating in his own status as an object of thedria in
book 8, when ‘All flocked to see him from the whole of Greece, ...and
the artitude of Hellas cowards him came near to that of worship’ (8.15).

Through these repeated demonstrations of sophia, Apollonius manages
to surpass every model incorporated by Thespesion’s allegory. It is signifi-
cant thar in Xenophon's account of Prodicus’ text, Virtue says to Heracles,
‘If you want the favour of the gods, you must worship the gods: ... if
you are fain to win the admiration of all Hellas for virtue, you must strive
to do good to Hellas. ..’ (2.1.28). Through the course of VA, Apollonius
achieves all this, and more. Accordingly, he appropriates and surpasses even
Socrates. As the allegory implies, the true model for the sage is, in fact, Her-
acles, paradigmatic benefactor of Greece and, ultimately, 2 God himself.
Anton-Hermann Chroust has demonstrated that Xenophon'’s portrayal of
Socrates owes much to theories laid down by the Cynic philosopher Antis-
thenes, who developed Heracles’ role as a model for philosophical ponos.#*
This philosophical syncretism, then, allows Apollonius not only to surpass
the stature of Socrates, but also to appropriate and exceed the sophia of
the Cynic school, with its negative attitude to oracles, cult pracrices and
religious metaphysics. For Apollonius presents himself as Heracles, the
embodiment of Cynic heroism, while standing for the traditional religious
values to which the Cynics were opposed. The fact that he finds a superior

47 KaBapd 5t 8vm oo kai Trpoytyvokew 5cxow, kai Tous dpBaAuols oUTw Tt tumAfigw dxTives,
& Bixyryvidoxe piv Bedv, yrywdoxeav 5¢ fipwa, okioabfy & EAeyxav gavrdopara, dte
yreuBovro e1bn dvBpdmeov.

# Chroust (1957) 101-34. See also Alpers (1912) 8 and Bottiger (1829).
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philosophical model in the personification of Pythagoreanism reminds us
that in fact, the Prodican allegory is highly appropriate for Apollonius
because it acrually has its roots in Pythagorean doctrine itself. For Pythago-
ras compared the human path in life to the letter Y, where the adolescent
has to choose between the paths of the philosophical and non-phil osophical
life.#? So, just as Apollonius incorporates and re-presents all his philosoph-
ical predecessors, so Philostratus demonstrates his superior mastery of his
sources by placing an Athenian exemplum in the mouth of an Ethiopian,
problemarically turning a text into a painting, extensively elaboraring its
visual detail and, ulrimately, restoring the image to its rightful founder
through the agency of the new benefactor of Hellas, Apollonius himself.

DEUS EX MACHINA: PHANTASIA AND THE IMAGINATIVE
PERCEPTION OF GOD

Apollonius’ re-presentation of the Prodicus allegory links philosophy's reve-
latory potential to Apollonius’ power to perceive diviniry itself. Indeed, the
relationship between vision and divine knowledge is hinted at by the person
of Thespesion, whose name recalls that of Thespesios, the hero of Plutarch’s
myth of the soul in the De sera numinis vindicta, which is itself modelled
upon Plato’s Myth of Er in the Republic.®® These multiple allusions to
philosophical allegory encourage us to associate the viewing of images
within the text to the theoric quest that directs the process of philosophical
enquiry (indeed, Plato calls the philosopher’s vision of the ‘forms’ in the
Republic a ‘divine theoria’ (517d)). The different models of thedria presented
to us in the viewing of Memnon and the Choice of Heracles anticipate
the theoric viewing that is finally presented to us in Apollenius’ discussion
of the nature of anthropomorphism with Thespesion in 6.19 where, after
criticising the ‘absurd and grotesque’ practice of Egyptian theriomorphism,
Apollonius is forced to defend Hellenic traditions of representation:

Thespesion, resenting these remarks, said, ‘And your own images, how are they
fashioned?” ‘In the way,’ he replied, ‘in which it is best and most reverent to
construct images of the gods.” ‘T suppose you allude,’ said the other, ‘o the statue
of Zeus in Olympia and to the image of Athena and to that of the Knidian goddess

49 De Ruyt (1931). See also Guthrie (1987) 158, figure 12, a picture from Geoflrey Tory's Champfleury
(1529), in which an ornamented Y figure is accompanicd by a verse ascribed to one “Maximinus’
with the Xenophon-inspired words: *The Pythagonic Letter two ways spread, | Shows the two paths
in which Man' life is led. | The right hand track to sacred Virwe tends, | Tho' siccp and rough at
first, in res¢ ic ends; | The other broad and smooth, but from its Crown | On rocks the Traveller is
tumbled down ...

5° ] am grateful to Ewen Bowie for drawing my attention to this parallel. See also Du Toit (1997).
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and to that of the Argive goddess and to other images equally beautiful and full of
charm.’ ‘Not only to these,’ replied Apollonius, ‘but without exception 1 maintain,
that whereas in other lands statuary has scrupulously observed decency and fitness,
you rather make ridicule of the gods than really believe in them.” “Your artists,
then, like Phidias,’ said the other, ‘and like Praxiteles, went up, I suppose, to
heaven and took a copy of the forms of the gods, and then rcproduced these by
their art, or was there any other influence which presided over and guided their
moulding?’ “There was,’ said Apollonius, ‘and an influence pregnant with wisdom
and genius.” “What was that?” said the other, ‘for I do not think you can adduce
any except imitation.’

‘Imagination (pavracia),” said Apollonius, ‘wrought these works, a wiser and
subtler artist by far than imitation; for imiration (uipnots) can only create as its
handiwork what it has seen, but imagination equally what it has not seen, for it will
conceive of its ideal with reference to the realiry, and imitation is often baffled by
terror, but imagination by nothing; for it marches undismayed to the goal which
it has icself laid down.

When you entertain a notion of Zeus (5l 8¢ rou Aids piv EvBupndévta gl50s)
you must, I suppose, envisage him along with heaven and seasons and stars, as
Phidias in his day endeavoured to do, and if you would fashion an image of Athena
you must image in your mind (évvoeiv) armies and cunning and handicrafts, and
how she leapt out of Zeus himself. But if you make a hawk or an owl or a wolf
or a dog, and pur it in your temples instcad of Hermes or Athena or Apollo, your
animals and your birds may be esteemed and of much price as likenesses, but the
gods will be very much lowered in their dignity.

Whar does Apollonius’ formulation of phantasia actually do here? As with
the Prodicus allegory, Thespesion takes Greek visual exempla (here the most
famous anthropomorphic images in Hellenic tradition — the Phidian Zeus
and Athena, and Praxiteles’ Argive Hera and Knidian Aphrodite — in order
to question Apollonius’ teachings. Again, Apollonius rakes an idea from
Greek philosophy and re-packages it, in order to justify and promote his
cause. But whereas Prodicus took the sage back through Cynic philosophy
to the tenets of Pythagoreanism, Philostratus’ use of the term phantasia
here (which we may translate as ‘imagination’ or ‘intuirive insight’') refers
the reader, via Stoic epistemological theory, to the Platonic debare about
the nature of mimésis.5* As with the Taxila episode, it is in the context of
a cultural “Other’ thar Philostratus’ readers are encouraged to enter into a
very Hellenic debate about the nature of representarion.

" Pollict (1974} 53: “The word implies not simply fabricating something in the mind but actually
“secing” something that is not percepuible to the senses.’

5% For phuntasia’s role in Stoic cpistemological theory, see Frede (1983) 65-93: loppolo (1990) 433-49.
For a general study of phantasia in the ancient world, see Wactson (1988). For a glance at the use of
phanrasia in Second Sophistic literature, sec Goldhill (2001a) 168-70, 176-9.



Phantasia and the perception of the divine 15T

Thespesion’s reductio ad absurdum of the practice of anthropom orphism
tackles head-on the problematic assumption at its heart: that numinous
inhabitants of the supernarural realm are actually visible in the form of
men. Yet Apollonius, who, as a Pythagorean philosopher extrap »dinzire,
can ‘distinguish a god and recognise a hero’, is also an ambassador for, and
ultimate representative of, Hellenic cult practice. It is essential, then, that he
defend anthropomorphic representation in 2 manner that marries rigorous
philosophical enquiry with religious tradition. The concept of phanisia is
thus presented as a kind of deus ex machina, a term which ostentatiously
states its philosophical lineage, while simultaneously incorporating the less
rigorous, more ambiguous notion of ‘imagination’. Wartson has demon-
strated in his study of phantasia that there is a significant shift in che
Second Sophistic from the Stoic/middle Platonic use of the term as part
of complex theorising about the relationship between vision and kiowl-
edge, to the later, Philostratean appropriation of phantasia asa cerm for
the aestheric imagination.” Yet phantasia’s philosophical significance, as
an explanation for man’s cognitive assent to visual impressions (plurzza-
sia logiké, or kataleptiké), inserts two crucial ideas into Philostratus rext.
Firstly, it incorporates the Stoic concept of phantasiai as active com ponents
within a direct chain of images thar leave an impression upon the soul.54 If
our perceprion of God is constructed through phantasia then, itis i mplied,
it can be directly related to an actual epiphanic vision of the divine Sec-
ondly, phantasia’s role within the epistemological process of clear, rational
assent to objective facts emphasises the importance of the viewer/chinker’s
active participation, or intellectual engagement with, the relevant subject.”
This, of course, reaffirms Apollonius’ theory of intelligent, creative view-
ing, while alluding to the literary ropos employed by writers suchas Cicero,
Quintilian and Dio, in which Phidias’ perception of Zeus is preserated as a
‘vision of beauty’ (species pulchritudinis) residing in the mind of the arcst.’®
Together, the concepr of a chain of images related to an existing source,
and the intellectual process of rational assent to vision, support theidea
thar it is possible, via an anthropomorphic image, to perceive the divine.

% See Watson (198B). ch. 4, ‘The Transformation of Phanzasia,’ 59-95.

4 The best-known image for the effect of phantasia kararlipriké upon the soul i Zeno's cxample of
the impression (¢ypdsis} lefc upon wax by a seal-ring (see DL 6.46 and SE Adv Marth. 7 .247, 252).
As Frede comments, "Cognitive impressions, then, are the criterion of truth in che senses tha cheir
teuch guarancees che (ruth of whatever can be known by human beings’ (Frede (1983) 82).

% See loppolo (1990} 4367, who quotes Diogencs Laertius 7.51~2: ‘Some sensory presentations plan-
tasias) arise from what is and are accompaniced by yiclding and assent . ... It is by perception . . that
we get cognition of conclusions reached through demonstration, such as the gods’ exiscence and
their providence.’

5 Cicero, Or. 8-9: Quintilian, nst. Or. 12.10.9.
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Phantasia is thus presented as the ultimate form of thedria — the power of
the mind itself to visualise and communicate with god.

Apollonius’ argument, then, absorbs the ideas about mimésis advanced
within the secular context of the Taxila episode (the concepr of ‘viewing
with intelligence’, through a mental eidilon of the thing represented), and
reformulates them in relation to the religious image. It is crucial for the
numinous concept of sacred experience presented in V4, and its promotion
of pagan cult practice as a living, dynamic phenomenon, that the gods be
perceivable through the Hellenic doctrines of paideia and sophia that imbue
the text. Philostratus is here in the position of defender and proselytiser
of a pagan universalism thar is deeply concerned with the traditions of
the past, yer also stresses the reality of religious experience in the present.
The concept of phantasia, which marries philosophy with the potential
for epiphanic vision, enables him to put the language of the philosophers
at the service of traditional religion, positing a model for communicarion
with the divine that combines the act of religious viewing with the rational
faculties of the human mind.¥”

This is, in effect, a dynamic reformulation of the relationship berween
god, image and viewer advanced in the Homer-Phidias debarte in both
Dio’s Olympian Oration, and book 4 of VA. Dio’s Phidias constructs
his vision of Zeus through a process of imaginative viewing akin to the
concept of phantasia advanced in VA, his use of the term dianoia (74)
actually anticipating the language used by Philostratus. Yet this mental
image is ultimately attributed to the verbal description of Zeus presented
by Homer, setting the power of textual description to represent the divine
above the visual impact of images themselves. However, Apollonius’ deus
ex machina manages to reconcile this paradigmatic opposition berween the
gods of image and text in such a way that it presents a solution to the
Olympian debate. For the concept of phantasia, here appropriated as an
alternative to the shortcomings of visual mimésis, also incorporates a verbal
dimension (through its key role in Stoic theories of language). Whereas the
god of Phidias could only, according to his earlier formulation ‘be seen’
(paiveaBan), the concept of phantasia means that Phidias’ cult statues

57 Phantasia had already been appropriated in a religious context by Plutarch: in his dialogue On
the oracles at Delphi no longer given in verse, the priest Theon (whosc name may also be alluded
to by Philostratus’ Thespesion) offers a justification of prophetic vision that parallels Apollonius’
concept of epiphanic viewing, argning that oracles are the verbal communication of visual phantasiai
transmiteed dirccdy to the Pythia by god (Moralia 397bc). See also Tacitus, Ann. 2.54.3, where itis
claimed that Thespiodos at Claros gave oracles on the basis of what consultants had ‘conceived in
their minds’; also Iamblichus, Myst. 3.11, claims that, at Claros and Didyma, the god placed images
in the mind of the prophet.
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can also be ‘imaged in the mind’ (fvvoeiv), recalling the Zeus of Homer
who could, according to Apollonius in 4.10, ‘be imagined (UmovogioBar)
everywhere in heaven’.®® Thus phantasia finally raises the Phidian image
to equal status with Homeric text, for through the faculty of imagination,
Zeus can be seen and imagined everywhere. Apollonius shows that rext
and image can ultimately work rogether in a reformulation of Dio’s twelfth
Orarion, in which media are no longer in competition, but can murually
inform each other, so enabling the reader/viewer to formulate his or her
personal vision of the divine.”?

The formulation of phantasia as a creative, theological enterprise also
solves the problematic ecphraseis of Damis and Thespesion. For, in both
cases, the idea of ‘viewing with imagination’ explains the complex synthe-
sis of elements that leads the narrators to elaborate upon the images they
describe and o create, as it were, impossible visual experiences. Just as the
wortshipper of the Phidian Athena must view the image with knowledge
of the myths and attributes that construct her anchropomorphic persona,
so Damis viewed the colossus of Memnon according to his knowledge of
the hero-god’s racial origin and relationship to the sun. In both cases, the
epiphanic confrontation with divinity facilitated by che image is also due
to the application of the viewer’s mental processes.’® This cornbination
of influences working upon our visualisation of the divine transcends the
demand for a visible prototype made by the notion of mimésis, and jus-
tifies the practice of anthropomorphic representation by shifting it from
a simple notion of naturalism to a more complex synthesis of elements
including the linguistic, the mythic and the cosmic. Understood accord-
ing to the Apollonian formulation of phantasia, visual images need no
longer be unreliable, incomplete mimémata that appeal to the lower part
of the soul, to imagination rather than reason (in Plaro’s formulation), but

58 Note that Dio’s statement (not followed up in the twelfth Oration) that men’s notions of the gods
have been influenced by poets. lawgivers, artists and, perhaps most imporuantly, ‘the philosopher,
the one who by means of reason interprets and proclaims the divine nature most truly, perhaps, and
most perfectly’ (47). Indeed, Dio actually terms the philosopher an exigérés, precisely che role which
Apollonius fulfils with regard to religious practice, and particularly sacred images, throughout the
VA.

%9 Indeed, the "Younger’ Philostratus uses the very concept of phanrasia to emphasise che similarity,
rather than the antipathy, becween artand text in the proem to his /nagines, where ina discussion on
the nature of symmetria in art, he states chat ‘To one who examines this question critically, however
it will be clear that the art of painting has a certain kinship with poetry and that there is a cerain
element of imagination (phantasia) which is common to both’, proem 6.

6> As Froma Zeitlin has pointed out, phantasia ‘shifted attention from the mimetic faculry and cechnical
excellence in the production of images to the valorisation of a kind of intcrior vision (Zeeitlin (2001)
219).
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imagination is raised to the level of reason itself; the two work together in
order to construcr a visualisation that is no longer of a shadow in the cave,
bur a direct confrontation with divinity itself.*"

Thus, Apollonius offers a final solution to our earlier question of how we
are meant to look at sacred images, uniting the visual and the intellecrual
in order to justify the traditional system of Hellenic anthropomorphism,
while also opening the door to more complex philosophical explorations
of the means by which divinity can be apprehended. His formulation
of phantasia is not a particularly sophisticated presentation of the highly
complex cpistemological issues raised by the term, but then VA is not a
purely philosophical text, despite the Socratic pose frequently adopted by
its protagonist. Rather, it employs certain philosophical elements, in spe-
cific contexts, in order to construcr an all-encompassing image of its hero,
just as it also employs historiographical and novelistic elements. The adop-
tion of phantasia in this passage forms a conclusion to the series of episodes
in which images are viewed and discussed, allowing Apollonius to promote
a conceprt taken from Stoic and Middle Platonic epistemology in order to
solve the Platonic suspicion of mimetic art in such a way thar he can justify
and promote the contemplation of the divine through traditional Greek
practices of anthropomorphic representation. In doing so, he unites intel-
lectual and religious concerns in a model of theoric viewing that draws for
its inspiration upon the very cult images that are central to Hellenic cultural
and religious identity, while providing a pedagogical commentary on the
ways in which such images can be ‘viewed with intelligence’. Apollonius
reformulates the ways in which we think about art, in order to re-present
and re-animate the key images of the Hellenic gods to their pious viewers.
The notion of phantasia means, moreover, that these structures of view-
ing can be transmitted through texts themselves: by embracing both the
visual and the linguistic, phantasia overcomes the limits of the ecphraseis
presented to us throughout che text and allows VA to perform the very act
of thegria that suffuses Philostratus’ narrative. [t allows us, as readers, to
visualise not just the gods of Hellas, bur also Apollonius himself, so that
we, like the people of Greece and Alexandria, can ‘gaze upon Aim as if he
were a god’ (5.24).

81 Tuis, perhaps, no surprise thar subsequent tales about Apollonius claimed that he created talismans
for the cities of Antioch and Constantinople. He was concerned with the dynamic power of images
to cxpress religious truths. See Potcer (1994) 34; the tale is related by the Antiochene chronographer
John Malalas, Chron. 263-4.



CHAPTER 8

“The ancestor of my wisdom’: Pythagoras and
Pythagoreanism in Life of Apollonius*

Jaap-Jan Flinterman

INTRODUCTION

The dramatic climax of the encomiastic and heavily fictionalised biogra phy
of Apollonius of Tyana, commonly known as Life of Apollonius' is a con-
frontation between the protagonist and the tyrannical emperor Domitian.
In a lengthy oration allegedly prepared for the imperial courtroom, Philo-
stratus makes Apollonius refer to Pythagoras as ‘ancestor of my wisdorn';*
he is made to0 use the same phrase to express his philosophical allegiance
when seeking a nocturnal interview with Achilles at the hero’s tomb.3 In
the former case, the appeal to Pythagoras serves to explain the peculiarities
of Apollonius’ way of life; in the latter, to establish his belief in immor-
tality. Given thar the protagonist of Life repeatedly employs a genealogical
metaphor to proclaim his Pythagoreanism, it seems only logical thar its first
chapter, rather than listing Apollonius’ forefathers, discloses his philoso ph-
ical pedigree by presenting a concise portrait of Pythagoras as drawn by his
followers (1.1). Indeed, when in the opening sentence of the second chapter
Apollonius himself is introduced, kinship terminology is used to indicate
his adherence to the convictions and practices of Pythagoras. At this point,

* In preparing this chapter I have profited from discussions with Gert-Jan van Dijk and especially with
Annclics Cazemier, whose graduation thesis on inconsistencies in Philostratus’ detence of Apollonius
against the accusation of magic (Vrije Universiteit Arasterdam, 2002) I supervised. Tam veny much
indebied to Ewen Bowie and Ja$ Elsner for many helpful suggestions and for correcting my English.

! 1 see no harm in sticking to the traditional designation, if only for the sake of convenien ce. The: best
translation of the title, T & Tév Tuawvéa AToAAdwviov, is probably On Apollonius of Tyane: the
preposition #5 does not nccessarily imply an encomiastic slant, as has been demonstrated br Jones
(200¢5) 3. Philostratus himself claims thac his aim is wapaboUvan 1dv ToU AmoAAwviou Piov, sce
VA 5.39 and cf. Swain (1996) 3Bs: ‘2 handy biographical avowal’. Bowie (1978) 1,665 has poinied out
thar the ticle and scale of the work are reminiscent of the romantic novel; in a more recenc discus sion,
he concludes that contemporary readers may well have taken the work as a ‘lauditory biography’, se
Bowie (1994) 193. As for the scale, the parallels with Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (on which see, arnong
others, Anderson (1986) 231-2) and especially with the Alexander histories, pointed out in Bowe
(1994) 187 (with 197, n. 10) and 195, seem to me to be more illuminating than the puallel wich the
novel.

* VA 8.7.14: mpéyovov Tijs épautol gogias,  * VA 4.16: copias Eufis wpdyovos.
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however, the hierarchical relationship implied in the notion of ancestry is
superseded by the equality of status implied by ‘brotherhood’, only to be
immediately inverted by the claim that Apollonius proved himself superior
to his spiritual forefather.* The reader is thus prepared for making the
acquaintance of someone who was more than just a dedicated follower
of the Pythagorean way of life and a faithful adherent of Pythagorean
tenets: Apollonius is introduced as the equal or even the superior of the
founding-father of Pythagoreanism.

The appeal to Pythagoras, announced by the author in the opening chap-
ters of Life, is taken up in the oration allegedly prepared by the protagonist
for his trial. The professed aim of this apology’ is to defend Apollonius
against the accusation that he is a sorcerer (goés). This motif, too, is her-
alded in the opening chapters, where the author justifies his intention of
unfolding the truth about Apollonius by referring to the ignorance of the
general public and, in particular, to the mistaken opinion that the Tyanean
sage had been a magician (magos) rather than a genuine philosopher (1.2).
Philostratus can hardly have failed to realise that the task that he set himself
was not at all an easy one. When, in the late second century, Apollonius first
emerges in our literary tradition, he is portrayed as a notorious meddler in
supernatural affairs,® an assessment shared by Philostratus’ contemporary,
the historian Cassius Dio (77.18.4). A good case has been made for the
hypothesis that a pre-Philostratean tradition, represented by the lost Mem-
orabilia Apollonii of Moeragenes and by two letrers ascribed to Apollonius,
had combined in Apollonius the roles of philosopher and magician under
the aegis of Pythagoreanism.” The appeal to Pythagoras was not in fact very
helpful from an apologetic point of view. In the Pythagoras legend, ‘the
oldest available layer of the tradition on Pythagoras’,? the Crotonian sage
was credited with a number of supernatural accomplishments and char-
acteristics.? For Pythagoras’ followers, such miraculous feats hinted at the
master’s superhuman nature, but they could also be adduced as evidence of
sorcery, and indeed were so in the Hellenistic and early imperial periods,
at least by some.™®

4 VA 1r.2: &Bedpd ydp ToUTors EmTnSeloavta AToAddvioy, kal Badtepov §i & Tulaybpas i

cogiq TpooeABévTa Tupawibwy e UniepdpavTa, ...
5 Hereafter, referred to as ‘the Apology.  © Luc. Alex. 5.

7 See Bowie (1978) 1,673~4 and Raynor (1984), discussing Origenes, Cels. 6.41 = FGrHist 1067 T 3
Epp. Apoll. 16 and 17; cf. Flinterman (1995) 6970 and 72~3; Francis (1995) 94-5.

& Burkerr (1972) 137. Burkert (1972) 136-47: cf. below, nn. 93-96.

'® Timon of Phlius, quoted by Plu. Num. 8.9 and DL 8.36 (= fr. 57 Di Marco = Supplementum
Hellenisticum 831); Luc. Gall. 4: yon1$ pao xal Teparroupydv &wlpwmov (sc. Tov Mubaydpov):
see also lamb. VP 216, a passage whosc apologetic rendency is rightly stressed by Bieler (1935-
6) 86 with n. 38; cf. Staab (2002) 412: TOAAOT Te E8Et yénTa vopilav MuBayopav Tov Tatra
aubebovTa (sc. Tov APapv), 8¢ ye alitov kai EBaipadev s &v B:ov Umeppuds.
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In sum, clearing a latter-day Pythagoras from the suspicion of sorcery
was a daunting task, and one may even wonder how seriously Philostra-
tus’ professed apologetic intention should be raken.™ It is perhaps not too
adventurous to read the story about the visit of the archetypal sorcerer Pro-
teus to Apollonius’ mother during her pregnancy as an acknowledgement
on the author’s part that his was a hopeless task.” Still, Life does display an
unresolved tension between the apologetic and the encomiastic.”® The aim
of this chapter is to explore how this tension affects Philostratus’ portrayal
of Apollonius as a Pythagorean. In particular, it will deal with the presenta-
tion of the protagonist’s supernatural faculties and of his ontological status.
Admittedly, these topics have hardly suffered from under-exposure in stud-
ies of Life. Nevertheless, there is good reason for returning once more to this
aspect of Philostratus’ Apollonius, who has been and is often adduced as a
prime example of the miracle working ‘divine man’. In recent publications
this concept has been subjected to severe criticism, one scholar going as far
as branding it ‘a fabrication of New Testament scholarship’.'4 While much
of this criticism is to the point, the dynamics of scholarly polemic may
result in one-dimensional readings and strained interpretations. David Du
Toit, for example, has argued that Life does not porcray Apollonius as a
superhuman being.” In questioning Du Toit’s conclusions, the distinction
berween apology and encomium in Life will turn out to be productive.
However, as Apollonius’ supernatural abilities are closely connected with
his Pythagorean asceticism in Philostratus’ account, we must first examine
the hero’s way of life.

THE PYTHAGOREAN LIFE

Philostratus’ Apollonius organises his life in accordance with preceprs sup-
posedly set by Pythagoras. The author rapidly makes it clear that his hero's
way of life was uncompromisingly Pythagorean. In the miniature portraic
of Pythagoras that constitutes the opening chaprer of Life (1.1), the founder
of the sect is credited with abstinence from all animal products, both for
clothing and for food, and with total rejection of animal sacrifice; this
picture of his ascetic lifestyle is rounded off with a reference ro the practice

" CF. Bowie (1978) 1,666 ‘his aim was most plausibly that of a professional writer, to produce a well-
rounded and entertaining piece of literature, rather ¢han to further a propagandist interpretation of
Apollonius as a Pythagorean sage.’

1 VA 1.4; cf. Flinterman (1995) 52, and see also below, n. 125.

B Cf. Anderson (1986) 139: *Philostratus was caught between two stools: he had to prove tha t Apollonius
was not a yéns, consistent with buing no ordinary moreal; he had therefore 1o invest his sage only
with “rational” miracles.’ See also Dziclska (1986) 91-4; Koskenniemi (1991) 6o.

"4 Edwards (2000a) xiv, with n. 22. ¥ Du Toit (1997) 282-220 and (1999) 158 and 165—6.
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of silence among his followers. At the age of sixteen, Apollonius decides to
adopr this way of life. Not only does he abstain from animal products, he
also renounces wine and lers his hair grow long (1.8). When he has reached
manhood, he decides to abjure sex as well (1.13); in maintaining celibacy,
he may have been helped by his preference for cold baths (1.16), although it
should be conceded that Philostratus does not make a connection between
the ewo. Of course, Apollonius also observes the five-year period of silence
required from aspiring Pythagoreans (1.14).

In a conversarion with the Parthian king Vardanes (1.32), in a debare with
the Ethiopian ascetic Thespesion (6.11.2—7) and in the Apology (8.7.13-18),
Philostrarus’ Apollonius expounds and justifies his way of life. Sometimes
the legitimation takes the form of a reference to Hellenic traditions. In the
Apology, he appeals to Spartan custom to defend his hairstyle,'® and he
accepts the linen offered him by the Indian king Phraotes, ‘because it resem-
bles a philosopher’s cloak of the old-fashioned, genuine Attic kind’.'” More
frequently, however, he presents his lifestyle as the fulfilment of demands
made by Pythagoras himself and, therefore, consistent with his choice of
the Pythagorean way of life. For Philostratus’ contemporaries interested
in the history of philosophy, these may well have been disputable claims.
The strict vegerarianism and rejection of animal sacrifice thar can be found
throughout Life are a case in point.”® The evidence for Pythagoras’ vegerar-
ianism and atritude towards animal sacrifice was far from unequivocal.”
In che fourth century Bc, Aristoxenus had explicitly polemicised against
the belief that Pythagoras had been a vegerarian; the relevant fragments
have been preserved in the works of imperial authors such as Aulus Gel-
lius, Athenaeus and Diogenes Laerrius.*® The attriburion to Pythagoras
of a ban on woollen clothing and his alleged preference for linen did
not escape challenge, either.*’ Aristoxenus had an agenda of his own and
should not be considered an impartial witness to ancient Pythagoreanism.*

16 VA 8.7.17: cf. Epp. Apoll. 8, where the wearing of long hair is presented as characeeristic of Greeks
as opposed to barbarians.

7 VA 2.40: taibiy oikao Tpifuwvi TV dpxaiwv Te Kai waww ATTik@v. It is, of course, in line
with the vigorous defence of Hellenism in the Life that both author and protagonist call Pythagoras
a Samian, see VA 1.1, 1.32, 8.7.14. Traditions according to which Pythagoras was of non-Greek
extraction, on which see Swain (1999} 166, n. 21 and Bollansée’s discussion of DL 8.1 in his
commentary on FGrHist 1026 F23, are never mentioncd.

18 See on vegetarianism in the Apollonius tradition Haussleiter (1935) 299-308; Taggar« (1972) 115-21
and 123-8.

' For full discussions of Pythagorean vegetarianism, see Haussleiter (1935) 97-157; Burkert (1972)
1Bo-3; Sfameni Gasparro (1987) 107-34.

2 Gel, 4.11.6~7 = Aristoxen, fr. 25 Wehrli; Ath. 10.418f = fr. 28 Wehrli; DL 8.20 = fr. 292 Wehili.

* DL 8.19, apparently an atempt to refute a widely held belief.  ** Burkert (1972) 198.
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However, even the acusmata, ‘the oldest form of transmission of the teach-
ings of Pythagoras’,” are less than straightforward on the issues of absti-
nence from mear and animal sacrifice.* Nevertheless, among the educated
public at large the association of Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism with
strict vegertarianism seems to have been particularly scrong under the early
empire, witness Ovid, Seneca, Plurarch, Juvenal, Lucian and Apuleius.*
This is admirred even by Aulus Gellius (4.11.1), who came up with Aristox-
enus in order to refute whar threatened to become the communis opinio.
Philostratus’ portrayal of both Pythagoras and Apollonius as consistent
vegeuarians is clearly in line with current notions of the Pythagorean way
of life during the first centuries AD, and the same is true of the attribution
of a predilecrion for bloodless offerings to the archaic sage and his first-
century imitator. Vegetarianism and rejection of animal sacrifice can also
be found in the letters ascribed to Apollonius.®

In addition to his diet and clothing habits, Philostratus’ Apollonius
presents the practice of letting his hair grow long as going back to the teach-
ings of Pythagoras himself (1.32). No doubt in the early imperial period
long hair was considered a distinguishing characteristic of Pythagorean
philosophers.”” According to Sosicrates, however, who in the second cen-
tury BC wrote a Succession of philosophers, che first figure claiming to be a
Pythagorean and wearing long hair had been Diodorus of Aspendus, in
the fourth century Bc; earlier Pythagoreans had been more conformist in
their hairstyle. We owe this information to Philostratus’ near-contemporary
Athenaeus.” Together with Diogenes Laertius, the Deipnosophistae is also
our main source for a number of fragments from Middle Comedy in
which ascetic Pythagoristai are portrayed as teetotallers; another peculiarity
of these followers of Pythagoras is their positive refusal to wash them-
selves, whereas the acusmata contain a ban on using public baths only*
According to Philostratus’ Apollonius, one of the demands made of him
by the personification of ‘the mysterious form of philosophy which once

3 Burkert (1972) 166.

* Arist. fr. 194 (= Gell. 4.11.113 DL 8.19; Porph. VP 45) and 195 Rose (= DL 8.34); Porph. VP 34 and
43; lamb. VP34 and 109.

3 Ov. Met. 15.72-142 and 453—78; Sen. Ep. 108.17; Juv. 15.173; Plu. De esu carnium, Mor. 993 A; Luc.
Gall. 4; Apul. Apol, 56.2.

6 Epp. Apoll. 8, 27 and 43.

37 Luc. Philops. 29 and 32 (Arignotus); Alciphr. 3.19.4 (Archibius); cf. Hahn (1989) 37-8. Long lacks
are also treasured by the auchor of Epp. Apoll. 8.

¥ Ach, 4.163c—64a; cf. Burkert (1972) 202 and FGrHist 1026 F 26, with Bollansée’s commentary.

% For temperance see, e.g., Alex. fr. 220-1 Kock = Ath. 4.161b—¢: Aristophon fr. 13 Kock = DL 8.38;
for abstinence from bathing: Alex. fr. 197 Kock = Ath. 4.161d: Aristophon fr. 13 Kock = DL 8.38;
cf. Burkert (1972) 198—201. Acusma on public baths: lamb. VP83,
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also conquered Pythagoras’ is to forget wine.’® The biographical tradition
on Pythagoras, however, vacillated berween abstinence and moderation,
and in this respect the protagonist of Life is a match for the Pythagoristai of
Middle Comedy. The same is not true of his bathing habits. The author of
the letrers ascribed to Apollonius may absolutely refuse to take a bath, the
daily schedule of the protagonist of Life does include a cold dip.?* As James
Francis has pointed out, in Lifé ‘ascerical rigor is always carefully balanced
by concern for humanity and society’.3* Of course this does not stop Philo-
stratus’ Apollonius from condemning the devotion of his contemporaries
to barhing facilities offering hot water (1.16).

Silence had been considered a Pythagorean idiosyncrasy already in the
fourth century Bc,’* and according to Timaeus of Tauromenium aspiring
Pythagoreans had to practise silence during a period of five years before
being admitted to their master’s inner circle.” In the opening chapter of
Life, Philostratus explains the training in silence as a necessary preparation
for initiation to Pythagoras’ wisdom, which was rooted in personal com-
munication with the gods and, therefore, held in secrecy (1.1); Apollonius
explicitly mentions Pythagoras as the inventor of this rule of silence (6.11.3).
The secrecy of cerrain central doctrines among the early Pythagoreans is
confirmed by Aristotle and Aristoxenus,*® and the connection made by
Philostratus berween the practice of silence and the esoteric character of
Pythagoras’ wisdom is highly plausible.’” A similar connection is suggested
by the fact thar the protagonist of Life reveals certain rites only to those who
have practised silence for four years (1.16). As is to be expected, Philostratus’
Apollonius himself keeps silent, if not without difficulties, for the full five
years (1.14~15). To this period belongs the story of Apollonius’ intervention
during a riot in Aspendus, caused by a grain shortage (1.15).%® As the sage is
unable to speak out, he gives the speculators responsible for the famine a
piece of his mind in writing, warning them that he will not allow them to

° VA 6.11.5: cogias eldos &ppnrov, o kal MMubaydpas otk fTrén.

3 Abstinence: DS 10.7.2; lamb. VP 69, 107 and 188. Moderation: DL 8.9 and 19; lamb. VP 97-8.

% Enp. Apoll. 8 and 43; VA 1.16. CF. Penella (1979) 27: ‘An Apollonius who absolutely refused to bathe
might have seemed to00 uncouth to Philostracus.’

13 Francis (1995) 98. In this connecrion, it is also noteworthy thar the protagonist of Life differs from
the author of £pp. Apoll. 10 and 34 (on which see Penella’s commentary) in not abandoning public
speaking,

M lIsoc, Or. 1m.29; Alex. fr. 197 Kock = Ath. 4.161d.

3 Timae., FGrHist 566 F 13b = DL 8.10; cf. lamb. VP 72.

3 Aristox. fr. 43 Wehrli = DL 8.15; Arist. fr. 192 Rose = lamb. VP 31; cf. Porph. VP19 and lamb, VP
104 and 226-7.

¥ CF. Burkert (1972) 178—9.

% For discussion of this story, see Flinterman (1995) 111-12; Raeymakers (2000).
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remain on earth, if they persist in monopolising her favours. Interestingly,
an Antiochene tradition preserved in Malalas’ Chronographia (10.51 Thurn)
has Apollonius resort to writing in order to prophesy multiple earthquakes
although nort constrained by a vow of silence.”” The possibility thac Philo-
stratus added the Pythagorean spell of silence to an existing tradition about
Apollonius should be reckoned with. In the lerters ascribed to Apollonius,
silence is presented as an ideal, but not an ideal necessarily practised for
a prolonged period.*® Although in the early imperial period silence was
considered a distinguishing Pythagorean habit,# we may wonder whether
Life is not stressing its hero’s uniqueness by making him something of an
over-achiever.t*

The precepts followed by Philostratus’ Apollonius that have passed in
review so far are clearly rooted in earlier Pythagorean tradirion. Com-
plete sexual abstinence is, however, more problematic. In fact, Philostra-
tus has his hero insist that in this respect he is going beyond the pre-
cepts of Pythagoras himself, who had demanded monogamy rather than
celibacy.#® This concurs with the information given by lamblichus, who
reports that Pythagoras had admonished the Crotoniates to confine their
sexual atrentions to their wives.** According to the third-century BC Peri-
patetic philosopher Hieronymus of Rhodes, moreover, Pythagoras had seen
in Hades how those who had refused ro have intercourse with their wives
were punished, while one of the acusmata is a command to beget children.#
Nevertheless, a negarive attitude towards the sexual act itself is also foundin
the Pythagorcan tradition. Both Diodorus Siculus and Diogenes Laertius
quote Pythagoras answering the question, when one should have inter-
course: ‘“When you want to lose self-control.’* Elsewhere, Diogenes even
seems to attribute complete celibacy to Pythagoras.#” The opinion that
the Pythagoreans practise sexual abstinence is both mentioned and con-
tradicted by Philostratus’ older contemporary, Clement of Alexandria
Clement’s phrasing offers no ground for the assumption that chis was an
issue debated exclusively among Christians, and his information may be

% As was noticed by Miller (1892) 5B3.

4° The author of Epp. Apoll. 8 responds to the reproach that he is rather uncommunicative with the
statement that he cannot be completely silent — apparently a preferable line of conduct; sce also
Epp. Apoll. 92 and 93.

4 Plu. Num. 8.u1: Ach. 7.308¢—d: Luc. Gall. 4: Vit Auct. 3. 4* Cf. Anderson (1986) 136.

4 VA 13, Alluding to Pl. Resp. 329b—d, Philostratus points out that Apollonius also surpassed Sopho-
cles, who did not escape from the ‘mad and cruel master” undl he reached cld age.

# Lamb. VP 48 s0oand 132.  ** Hieronymus fr. 42 Weheli = DL 8.25; Tamb. V7 86.

46 DS 10.9.4 (67t MTuBaydpav paclv o Tivos ipwTnBévra wdTe xpnoTiov &pobiaiols elmiv,
Stav tauTol BEARs ATTwy yevioba); DL 8.9; cf. Dodds (1951) 154 and 175, n. 122,

4" DL B.19; cf, Burkert (1972) 178, n. 94. 4% Clem. Alex. Strom. 3.24.1.
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taken as an indication that in the first centuries AD sexual abstinence was
considered an ideal by ar least some Pythagoreans. Their inclination to
celibacy may have been the outcome of a process of thinking through to its
logical conclusion the idea that intercourse is a degrading and debilitating
activity. Idealised pictures of exoric sages may also have had an impact on
behaviour. Through Alexander’s campaigns, the Greek world had become
acquainted with Indian ‘philosophers’. One of the first Greek reports of a
meeting with these figures, by Onesicritus, already points out a similarity
between Indian and Pythagorean practice — vegetarianism —* and Megas-
thenes correctly reports that Indian ascerics practised sexual abstinence.® It
seems quite feasible that people considering themselves Pythagoreans drew
inspiration from the habits attributed to such far-away kindred souls, who
had turned what was theoretically desirable into actual practice. Celibacy
would not have been the grimmest Indian example to be imitated in the
early imperial period.”

Although the question whether strict vegetarianism was integral to the
Pythagorean tradition was discussed by early imperial intellectuals with
an interest in the history of philosophy, the rigorous asceticism pracrised
by Philostratus’ Apollonius is in line with conceptions of the Pythagorean
way of life which had a wide currency in the first centuries Ap. Most of the
ascetic habits actributed to his protagonist can also be found in the non-
Philostratean tradition — letters ascribed to Apollonius — and even celibacy
may have been an ideal among self-styled Pythagoreans of the early imperial
era. What is cerrain is that the author of L/fz highlights the singularicy
of his main characrer’s asceric achievement: he seizes upon Apollonius’
alleged sexual abstinence to emphasise its uniqueness. On the other hand,
the protagonist’s asceticism is tempered by the demands made of him as
a public figure. At this point, we may discern the impact of the apologetic
programme of Life. The encomiastic emphasis on the singularity of the
protagonist’s asceticism is apparent from the presentation of his choice of
the Pythagorean life as an independent one: despite the Epicurean lifestyle

49 FGrHist 134 F 17 = Str. 15.0.65; on Onesicritus’ report, ¢f. Hansen (1965) 355-8; Bosworth {1998)
184-90. In the first contury Be at the latest, observations such as Onesicritus’ had given rise to the
theory that Pythagoras had been taughe by Brahmans, see Alexander Polyhistor. FGrHist 273 F 94 =
Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.70.1; Apul. Fi. 15; cf. Sedlar (1980) 11-2. Note that while few scholars will
be prepared to accept that 'ythagoras personally travelled to India, Kahn (2001) 19 defends the
proposition (quoting in supporr 2 letter from Burkent) that the doctrine of rransmigration came to
the Greek world from India via the Achaemenid empire.

5 FGrHist 715 F 33 = Str. 15.1.59-60; cf. Timmer (1930) 89 and 99.

¥ On the death of Calanus as the model for the self-immolation of Peregrinus Proteus, see Luc. Peregr.
25, with Jones (1986) 126; Boswarth (1998) 174—9 esp. 177-8.
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of Euxenus of Heraclea Pontica, who raught him the Pycthagorean tenets,
young Apollonius followed his vocation towards the life of Pythagoras, ‘to
which some higher power gave him wings’.5 It is time to explore what else
‘some higher power’ had in store for the proragonist of Philostratus’ Life.

PURITY AND PRECOGNITION

On several occasions, Philostratus’ Apollonius lists the rewards that
Pythagoreanism holds for those who follow its way of life. These cul-
minate in privileged knowledge of, and communication with, the divine
world. According to his followers, Pythagoras maintained that he owed
his knowledge of the wishes and nature of divinity to divine revelations,
whereas the opinions of ordinary mortals are based on guesswork and,
therefore, mutually conflicting (1.1).4 Pythagoras is said to have claimed
personal association with the gods, first among them Apollo, who came ro
him and revealed his identity. The other divinities with whom Pythagoras
allegedly consorted but who, unlike Apollo, kept their identity hidden,
are Athena, the Muses, ‘and other gods whose forms and names are as yet
unknown to men’.® For ordinary morrals this suirably enigmaric passage
poses several problems which call for some conjectural solutions. Appar-
ently, Philostratus does not want to rake even indirect responsibility for the
view, attributed to Pythagoras’ followers in the biographical tradition and
well known among early imperial authors, that their master was (Hyper-
borean) Apollo.’® This hesitation may have been motivated by various
considerations: reluctance to identify a mortal with a god, bur also the
realisation thar his enterprise to make Apollonius outdo Pythagoras (1.2)
would be over-ambitious if the latter was in fact Apollo. Of the other divini-
ties mentioned, the Muses are rclatively unproblemaric in a Pythagorean
context.’” Their alleged association with Pythagoras may well refer to the

5% The characterisation of Euxenus has been interpreted as an allusion 1o Heraclides Ponticus, see Lévy
(1926) 1378, n. 7: Swain (1999} 180, n. 77.

3 VA 1.7: Gpunaev Eri Tov 100 Mularydpou Biov, Trrepwdeis En’ crrév Uméd Tivos kpeitrovos. CE
Taggart (1972) 109-10 and 128.

4+ CF. Epp. Apoll. 52, where yviow Bedv ol 86€av is mentioned as one of the benefits of Pythagorean
philosophy. Both Philostratus and the epistolographer echo Platonic terminology, see, e.g., Resp.
477a~b; 71m. 29b=c.

3% VA 1.1: fautd & Tov Te ATOAAW Tikelv dpoAoyolvra, &g olrrds efn, Euveivan 8t xal uh dpodo-
yoUvras Thv ABnvav kai tas Movoas kai BeoUs Erépous, Gv Ta 1dn kail & dudparre odmred Tous
GVBpITOUS Y1y WOOKEIV.

%6 Arist. fr. 191 Rose = Ael. VA 2.26; DL 8.11; Porph. VPP 28; lamb. VP 30, 91, 135, 140; see also Luc.
DMorz 6 (20).3 and Vit, asuct. 6, and cf. Burkerc (1972) 141 wich n. 117,

7 See esp. Boyancé (1936) 233-47.
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lateer’s unique ability to discern the ‘music of the spheres’.®* This reading
would also explain why the Muses are incognito: Philostratus may have
had in mind the account according to which not the Muses but the Sirens
are responsible for this cosmic music, an account found in Plato’s myth of
Er in the Republic and discussed at Plutarch’s table.? More surprising is the
role of Athena. Life seems to be unique in postulating a special relation-
ship between Pythagoras and this goddess. Perhaps, the local pride of an
Athenian sophist can be detected in this curious contention; the reference
to ‘unknown gods’ may be taken as hinting at an Athenian context, t00.%°
However, a supplementary interpretation of Athena’s incognito presence
in this context should be taken into consideration. Life was commissioned
by Julia Domna (1.3), who in the imperial cult at Athens had been iden-
tified or associated with Athena Polias.% By introducing the goddess as a
companion of the ancestor of Apollonius’ wisdom, Philostratus may have
intended to pay a posthumous compliment to the Severan empress who
had been his patroness for more than a decade.®

How do the advantages of the Pythagorean way of life as set out by the
protagonist relate to this miniature portrait of Pythagoras? In the conversa-
tion with Vardanes, Apollonius tells the Parthian king that Pythagoras has
taught him to be aware of the gods, no marter whether they are seen or no,
and to converse with them.® In the same context, he mentions his prog-
nostic abilities. Debating with Thespesion, Apollonius introduces a female
personification of Pythagorean philosophy who, he claims, promised him
the gift of foreknowledge, as well as the faculty to distinguish gods, to
know heroes and ro unmask phantoms who have disguised themselves in

% Porph. VP 30-1: lamb. VP 65-6; cf. Burkert (1972) 350~7 esp. 351, nn. 3 and 357: ‘the tradition chat
he personally heard the heavenly music surcly preserves somcthing of truth.’

9 Pl. Resp. 617b: Plu. Quaest. conv. 9.14.5—6 esp. 74sf; cf. lamb. VP 82 for the acusma that the oracle
at Delphi is TeTpakTus: dmep dotiv ) dpuovia, év § al Zeipfjues.

60 Cf. VA 6.3: ABiivnow, ol xai éyvaaTwv Seapdvewv Pwpot iBpuvrar. See Bowie (1978) 1,679:
‘Many details in Philostratus assume an Athenian audience or point of reference.’ On the cult of
‘unknown gods’, see Van der Horst (1989).

61 Agora XV1 341 with Oliver (1940); for a recent discussion and bibliography, see Levick (2007) 130
with 204, nn. 32-35.

62 On the years spent by Philostratus at the Severan court, see Flinierman (1995) 19-26; de Lannoy
(1997} 2,386~7; on Julia Domna’s cultural patronage, see Hemelrijk (1999) 122-8. VA was completed
after the empress' death in 217 and probably not earlier than 222, see Flinterman (1995) 25~6 (pointing
out that in V4 1.3 Julia Domna is spoken of in the imperfect rense) and 221 (taking VA 3.28 as an
allusion to Elagabalus and crediting Philostratus with a healthy instinct for self-preservation).

63 VA 1.32: copia 5t tuoi MuBaydpou Zaplou &vBpés, 8 Beots Te BepaTreUetv b (i.e. with bloodless
sacrifice) pe e515Eavo, kat Euviévar opdv dpwnévev Te kal ol dpouévawv, portdv ve & SidAelty
Becav,
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human form.% In the Apology, Apollonius adds that Pychagoras, owing
to his way of life, knew his previous incarnations, first among them the
Trojan Euphorbus (8.7.14). Here, the protagonist repeats a piece of infor-
marion from the opening chapter of Life.% Pythagoras’ alleged claim that
he had been Euphorbus is an integral part of the biographical tradition,
well known among early-imperial authors.®® Apparently, the story served
to prove the doctrine of metempsychosis, as well as to underline the excep-
tional characrer of Pythagoras’ wisdom. As will be discussed in the next
section, Philostratus’ Apollonius also remembers a former incarnation of
his soul (3.23—4).

But how are these advantages of the Pythagorean way of life brought
abour? Both in the debate with Thespesion and in the Apology it is sug-
gested that privileged knowledge of the supernatural world and the faculty
of foreknowledge result from the purity acquired by those who follow the
Pythagorean way of life.” During a discussion about divination (mantiké),
the Indian sage Jarchas tells Apollonius chac the latter owes his grasp of the
furure to the unblemished condition of his soul, which has in ira surplus
of aithér (3.42). Aithér is, as he has earlier explained to his Greek guest, the
fifth element, to which the gods owe their existence and which is inhaled
by all that is immorral and divine (3.34).%® Already as a sixteen-year-old,
Apollonius adduces this supposedly Indian lore to motivate his abstinence
from wine, ‘which darkens the a7thér in the soul’.*® In the Apology, Apol-
lonius explains that his light diet keeps his senses in a mysterious state of

™ VA 6.11.6: kaBapdd b SuTt oo1 kai TRoy1yvboKew Swxaw, Kai Tous SpBaiuols oUTw T EuTAiow
derivos, &5 Biaytyvookelv pkv Bedv. yryveookew Bt fipa, oxiondti § déyxev gavrdouara,
&7t weuboivro £15n dvBpaTrav.

8 VA L cf. 1.19 and 6.11.3.

8 See, among others, Heraclid. Pon. fr. 8¢ Wehrli = DL 8.4; Dicaearch. fr. 36 Wehri, Clearch. f. 10
Wehrli = Gel. g.11.14: ¢f. FGrHist 1106 F 1 (Eubulides); Porph. VP 26-7 and 45 lamb. V7 63: Luc.
Gall. 4 Max. ‘Tyr. 10.2; for further evidence and discussion, sce Burkert (1972) 138-4:.

57 VA 6.11.6 (quoted above, n. 64) and 8.7.14: &wéhauot ve Tod kabapds elval AN pév, TTpdTOV
e 1o Tiis ol yuyiis aloBioBau, Cf, Haussleiter (1935) j08-10.

5 For an analysis of the philasaphical content of VA 3.34-5, see Swain (1999) 187, n. 97. On ether as
the fifth clement, sce Moraux (1963). discussing VA 3.34 and 42 at 1,236 and 1,251. As a cosmological
theary, this is Aristotelian doctrine, as was nated by Hopfner (193.4) 63. Whether the same is wrue of
its applicarion to the composition of the soul, as is maintined by Cicero ( Tuse- 1.10.22 and 1.26.65-
27.66; Ac. 1.7.26), is controversial, sce the discussion in Moraux (1963) 1,213-31 and, for a different
view, Bos (2003) 258-303. Moraux (1963) 1.193—4 maintains that the first to combine speculation
on the heavenly arigin of the soul with the tenet of a fifth clement was Heraclides Ponticus
(fr. 98—9 Wehili). For ether as the fifth element in Pythagorean writings from the Hellenistic period
see [Ocell.] De univ. nat. 134, 3-4 Thesleff and [Philol.] De an. 150, 20 Thesleff, bath using the
Aristatelian etymology &wd ToU 8elv dei (Cael 270b21) to designate the supralunar past of the
kosmos: cf. Moraux (19563) 1,236.

8 VA 1.8: SicBoAoUvra Tov tv i) yuxifi albépa.
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clarity (ithria), which allows him beforehand to discern coming events.”®
A similar connection between Pythagorean asceticism and ‘clairvoyance’ is
suggested by the claims that abstinence from wine and sleeping under linen
are conducive to prophetic dreams (2.37; 8.7.16). While Apollonius’ Indian
tutor has no qualms about discussing foreknowledge under the heading
of mantiké (3.42), the protagonist himself is non-commirtal on mantiké
in the Apology (8.7.10) and professes thar he owes his knowledge of the
future to the gods, who ‘reveal their intentions to holy and wise men,
even if they do nor practise divination’.”* When interrogated by Tigellinus,
he denies being a mantis (4.44), and advises Nero’s pracfectus praetorio 1o
attribute a prediction of his ‘to wisdom which god reveals to wise men’
rather than to divinarion.”* The author similarly attributes his hero’s fac-
ulty of foreknowledge to divine inspiration, i.e. to what the gods revealed
to him.”

If the prognostic abilities of Philostratus’ Apollonius are linked with
the purity acquired by the Pythagorean life, neglect of its requirements
will result in the loss of the faculty of foreknowledge. In the Apology
Apollonius points out that if the accusation that he had sacrificed an
Arcadian boy for mantic purposes were true, the voice of the daimonion
would have deserted him as being polluted.” This passage is the keystone
of the argument made by David Du Toit for his thesis that throughout
Life Apollonius is presented as a man who lives under the surveillance of
a ‘Begleitdimon’, a personal superhuman attendant.” According to this
concept, distilled by Du Toit from Plutarch’s dialogue De genio Socratis,”®
at every incarnation a soul is assigned a new daimin of its own (Mor.
$85f). Such daimones are souls that have been released from the succession
of incarnations (5s93d). While in the case of ordinary human beings, the
daimon leaves the soul to its own devices, a soul on the brink of its release
is admonished by its deimén and, if compliant, saved; if not, it is deserted

7° VA 8.7.27: 10016 o1, & BaciAey, Tas alobiaes tv olbpiq Tivl droppriTe QuAdTrel, kKoUK i&
Bohepdv Tepi aUrTés oUdiv elvan, Siopdv Te, GoTEp v KATOMTPOU alryfi TAVTE Yryvousva
e Kal todpeva. CE 8.5: Aewrrovépg,’ elmev, ‘G Pacidel, Siatty xpwuevos TpdTos ToU Betvol
Totéunv’,

7 VA 8.7.30: &1 Tés alrréov BouAds ol Beoi Tols daiols T kal cogois dubpdot kai pf pavTeuopévols
Paivovol.

7t VA 4.44: TouTo 5t pf povTikfi mpooTifel, copix Bt nGAdov, fiv Beds paivel cogols &vbp&otv.
Note that in Epp. Apoll. 8 the speaker admits that he practises navrikn, and thar in Epp. Apoll. 52
w&oa Befo povTin is listed among the rewards of the Pythagorean philosophy.

7 VA s.12: 871 piv yap Y& ToiaUTa Saipovia KIVioE! TROEYIYVWOKE . . . TPOEYiyvwoks . . . &6 dv
of Beol Zpoavov,

74 VA 8.7.30: &p° ofs &réAimev &v pe kai 1) YoU Saipoviou dueh pi kaBapdv Svra.

78 Du Toit (1999); cf. Du Toit {1997) 302—9.  7® Du Toit (1999) 153-7.
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and abandoned to its unenviable fate (593f-594a). Socrates’ Zaimonioz: is
explained along similar lines: the Athenian philosopher’s intelligence, his
nous, was pure and passionless and, therefore, extraordinarily receptive
to the voiceless messages of his daimin (588d—e). Du Toit interprets the
passages on Apollonius’ prognostic abilities in the light of the ideas voiced
by Plutarch’s characters: Philostratus’ Apollonius owes his foreknowledge
to a personal superhuman attendant, whose guidance is conditional on the
purity of his soul and whose voice does not desert him aslong as he remains
true to his choice of the Pythagorean way of life.””

While Du Toit has made a good case for the presence of the notion
of a ‘Begleitddmon’ in Life, his exposition of Philostratus’ explanation of
Apollonius’ gift of foreknowledge leaves some problems. The first is that
he assumes that the daimonion menrioned in VA 8.7.30 is the medium
by which the gods reveal their intentions to Apollonius.”® This assump-
tion, which is essential for the consistency of the Philostratean account as
reconstructed by Du Toit, finds no direct confirmation in the text. One
could just as well argue that there is an unresolved tension in Life between
the notion of a ‘guardian spirit’ on the one hand and the personal asso-
ciation with the gods claimed for Pythagoras (1.1) and Apollonius (1.32)
on the other. The same tension is, incidentally, present in Plutarchs De
genio Socratis. Are the privileged few with whom divinity (to #heiorz) com-
municartes personally and who are not dependent on divination (593d),
identical with the souls thar, with the god’s permission, receive assistance
from their daiman (593f-594a)? The question urges itself on the reader but
is left unanswered:”? Plurarch juxtaposes the notions without committing
himself. In the case of Philostratus’ Apollonius, the ambiguity could be
eliminated by interpreting the daimonion in VA 8.7.30 as ‘the diviniry’,%
thus removing the main prop of Du Toit’s argument. However, Du Toir’s
correct observation that Socrates is a model for the protagonist of Life"
strongly militates against such a solution, and it seems preferable to accept
that consistency is not a conspicuous virtue of the Philostratean account of
Apollonius’ prognostic abilities.** The appeal of this option is considerably

7 Du Toit (1999) 157-61. In addicion to VA 8.7.30 () Tol Seapoviov Sper), Du Toit (19997 151-2
refers to 1.18: Bpoi Bk PadioTéa, of oopia Te kai Seiucv pe &yer. Du Toit's reading is supported
by C.I Jones’ translation of these passages in Jones (2005). Ammianus Marcellinus 21.14.5 inchudes
Apollonius among those great men whose undefiled souls were protected and initiated into higher
truchs by their gensus fumilinis.

¥ Du Toit (1999) 161. ™ Cf. Courlu (1970) 77-80; Brenk (1986) 2,125.

% For this interpretation, see Puiggali (1983) 118; cf., hawever, Du Toit (1999) 152, n. 16.

¥ Du Toic (1999) 152-3 with n. 17; cf. Lenz (1964) 98; Doring (1979) 138—9.

82 Cf. Perzke (1970) 173: ‘Wie mann diese Fahigkeit erlangr, wird nicht einheitlick erklare.”
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enhanced when we take a closer look at the way in which Philostratus’
Apollonius receives intimations abouc future events. As we have observed,
both during his trial and in the Apology the protagonist of Life claims that
his ascetic lifestyle keeps his senses in a superb condition and allows him
‘to discern everything thar is and will be’.® This explanation of Apollonius’
‘clairvoyance’ not only strikingly differs from Plutarch’s theory, according
to which daimones communicate with the intellect (nows) of the privileged
few withour resort to the senses of their addressees (588¢); the superior sen-
sory capacity adduced by Apollonius before Domitian also fits in uneasily
with the divine or ‘demonic’ inspiration claimed elsewhere in Life by or for
the protagonist. Two — or, rather, three — notions are juxtaposed without
an attempt at synthesis,

In sum, rather than the clear-cur conception perceived by Du Toit, the
Philostratean account of Apollonius’ faculty of foreknowledge seems to be
a combination of sometimes conflicting norions. This may be at least partly
due to the fact that the auchor of Life was interested to only a limited extent
in the finer points of philosophical discourse. However, the inconsistencies
in his account traced so far can be plausibly linked to his attempts to
defend his hero against the accusation of having been a magician. In the
second chapter of Life, where this apologetic programme is set out, the
author insists that such allegations find no confirmation in Apollonius’
gift of foreknowledge. Otherwise, he claims, Socrates would fall under the
same suspicion for the information that he received from his daimonion
(1.2). In the Apology (8.7.26), the protagonist himself appeals to Socrates’
daimonion in order to rebut the charge of sorcery. The apologetic strategy of
both author and proragonist amounts to claiming for Apollonius the respect
owed to Socrares. Accordingly, the Tyanean’s prognostic abilities have to
be explained along similar lines as those of his illustrious predecessor. It is,
therefore, no surprise that Philostrarus’ Apollonius brings up ‘the voice of
the daimonion’ in his Apology (8.7.30).

However, the appeal to a Socrates-like daimonion could backhre: as is
suggested by a passage from Apuleius’ Apology and confirmed by Tertul-
lian, the malevolent could construe Socrates’ daimonion as a magician’s
superhuman assistant, a daimén paredros.** That must be ar least part of
the reason why both the author, in the second chapter of Life (1.2), and
the protagonist, in the Apology (8.7.26), resort to the additional stratagem
of lumping rogether Socrates and the Ionian philosophers Thales and

% VA 8.5 and 8.7.27, quored above, n. 70,
54 Apul. Apol. 27.3; Tert. An. 1.4~5; Apol, 22.1; see also Min. Fel. Oct. 26.9, and cf. Graf (1997) 107-17.
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Anaxagoras, thus obscuring the difference between foreknowledge owing
to divine or ‘demonic’ inspiration, on the one hand, and predictions based
on an understanding of the workings of nature, on the other.? This is
disingenuous rather than naive. Apuleius carefully distinguishes philoso-
phers who investigate the mechanisms ruling the physical world from those
with a marked interesc in the workings of divine providence. The former
category is exemplified by, among others, Anaxagoras.® Cicero mentions a
prediction of Thales as an example of those zugusia that do not result from
divine inspiration bur from human reasoning,®” and Philostracus’ Apollo-
nius himself, in a different context, contrasts the percipience of the pure
and undefiled soul with the observations of celestial phenomena made by
Thales and Anaxagoras.®

Several scholars have observed that the explanartion of Apollonius’ prog-
nostic abilities in physical rerms, and especially their reduction to a special
form of sense-perception, has a remarkably rational character® It may
be suggested that this rationalising tendency is best understood in con-
nection with the apologetic comparison between the Tyanean’s faculty of
foreknowledge and the predictions of the lonian philosophers. Admittedly,
the link between food taboos and divination is integral to the Pythagorean
tradition. According to lamblichus, Pythagoras advised to beware of food
that impeded divination (mantiké) or was detrimental to the purity of the
soul; he specifically warned against fare that muddied the purity of the
soul with regard to visions in dreams.?° One could add that visual per-
ception of the supernatural is not foreign to the Pythagorean tradition.”"
But the appeal by Philostratus’ Apollonius to the clarity surrounding his
sensory system seems curiously reductionist when compared to the claim
of privileged access to the divine made elsewhere, and it is cerrainly no
coincidence thar this account of Apollonius’ visionary gift is presented in
the Apology.”

 For the predictions ascribed to Thales in VA 1.2 and 8.7.26, see Arist. Pol. 125926-19; Cic, Div.
1.49.u1-12; DL 1.26 = Hieronymus [r. 39 Wehli, and cf. Belloni (1980) 143; for Anaxagoras, Plin.
Nar. 2.149; Plu. Lys. 12: DL 2.10.

% Apul. Apol 271~2. ¥ Cic. Div. 1.49.115; auguria non divini impetus sed rationis hu

3 V4 2.5; cf. Ner. 4, where Thales is labelled cogTaTés Te kai gpuoikidTaTos.

% Francis (1995) 127~8; Du Toit (1999) 1601 n. 46.

% lamb. VP 106—7; cf. Cic. Div. 2.58.119; DL 8.24, and see Haussleiter (1935) 127-8; Kingsley (1995)
284-6.

# Apul. Soc. 20 = Arist. fr. 193.

%2 Cf. Gousching (1889) 41: “Die ganze Apologie erscheint mehr oder weniger als cine systematische
Depotenzierung dessen, was in dem tibrigen Werke iiber das gewohnliche Menschenmass hinaus-
gesteigert ist.”
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A LATTER-DAY PYTHAGORAS

Pythagoras is credited in the tradition with several feats of precognition
and clairvoyance. Thus he tells bystanders that a ship entering the har-
bour of Metapontum contains a corpse,” he predicts an earthquake and
he prophesies the wreck of a ship sailing with a favourable wind.?* These
prophecics are linked with other supernatural feats and characteristics such
as the notorious golden thigh.” Taken together, they hinr ar the superhu-
man nature ateributed to Pythagoras by his followers:? the identification
with Hyperborean Apollo belongs to the same context. As we have noticed
above, Philostratus does not repeat this piece of information, even though
it was well known during the early empire.”” In general, the portrayal of
Pythagoras in Life is understandably reticent regarding miraculous fears that
could be adduced as evidence of sorcery. Rather than suggesting Pythago-
ras’ superthuman nature, Philostratus stresses privileged communication
with the divine. Even this, one might add, was not without risks from an
apologetic point of view: after all, a definition of magic could include being
on conversational terms with immortal gods.”

In remaining silent about Pythagoras’ superhuman status, Life differs
from one of the letters arrributed to Apollonius, where it is held that
Pythagoras belonged to the class of daimones.?” Does Philostratus display
a similar reticence regarding the ontological status of the protagonist? Du
Toit has answered this question with an unequivocal ‘yes’.'®® Du Toit’s
study challenges the widely held hypothesis that the Christology of early
Christianity should be understood against the background of a Hellenis-
tic conception of the ‘divine man’ (theios anér). This hypothesis, which
has been an important influence in the study of the history of religions
of the first centuries AD in general and of early Christianity in particular,
was from its infancy in the work of Richard Reitzenstein linked with the
idea thar figures such as Apollonius should be understood as exemplifying

9 Arist. fr. 191 Rose = Apollon. Mir. 6; lamb. VP 142; Porph. VP 28.

91 Tamb. VP 136. The source for the attribution of these predictions to Pythagoras is the Tripous by
Andron of Ephesus, see Eus. PF 10.3.6 and cf. Burkert (1972) 144 with n. 130.

9 Arist, fr. 191 Ruse = Apoll. Mir, 6; Plu. Num. 8.8; Ael. VH 2.26 and 4.17; DL 8.11; lamb. VP 140.
On the significance of the golden cthigh, see Burkert (1972) 159—60; Bollansée’s commentary on
FGrHist 1026 F 24, 269-70.

9 See Lévy (1926) 11-12; Burkert (1972) 136-47; Macnis (2003) 265-70.

97 See above, n. 56. Note, however, thar at the end of VA 1.1, Empedocles’ claim to divinity is adduced
as evidence for his affinity to I'ythugoras.

98 Apul. Apol, 26.6: communio loquend cum deis immorsalibus; cf. Abt (1908) 44-50 (aptly paraphrasing
Apuleius’ wording as "aul du und du mit den Gértern sein’); Graf (1997) 94-5, 100~4 and 228-9.

72 Epp. Apoll. 50: &v yiver Baipdvewv kai & oogiyTarros Muderydpas Av. Penclla (1979) 116 points out
that ke can be taken to imply ‘as well as myself’.

% Du Toit (1997) 276—320.
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a ‘general conception of the zheios anthripos, according to which such a
divine man on the basis of a superior nature and personal sancticy unites
in himself the most profound knowledge and prophetic and thaumantrgic
power’.” In the early 1980s, the ‘divine man’ hypathesis was systemarically
expounded by Hans Dieter Berz;** during the 1990s, it came increasingly
under atrack.’” Du Toit's criticism is, however, by far the most devastating
to date. lts strength results from its clear focus on semantics: in order to
track down the meaning of the ‘divine man’ terminology, Du Toit system-
atically explores the cases in imperial Greek literature where the adjecrives
theios, daimonios and thespesios are applied to human referents. Hiscon-
clusion is that these adjectives almost invariably denote the authornty of
such referents as founders and guarantors of a philosophical wadition or
their moral excellence rather than their ontological status; indeed, in
those cases where human beings are actually divinised and worshipped
as gods, the divine man terminology is, Du Toit maintains, conspicuously
absent.'”

The repercussions of Du Toir’s findings are far-reaching. At the very
least, they effectively undercut the assumptions underlying much scholarly
usage,'®® and they should certainly be taken as a salutary warning against
the interpreration of passages employing the ‘divine man’ terminology as
unambiguous statements regarding the ontological status of the referents.
However, as Du Toit himself admits,”7 they do not affect the possibilicy of
the existence of an ancient conception of a human being whose supernatural
powers attest his superhuman status. In fact, as we have noticed above.such
a conception was available in the Hellenistic period and the first cenu ries
AD in the Pythagoras legend: according to Aristotle, an esoteric doctrine of
the Pythagoreans was that there are three kinds of rational beings: gods,
men and those like Pythagoras.’®® Of the non-Philostratean tradiions
surrounding Apollonius, at least one of the letters credits him with the
repuration of a superhuman being.'® Does Life show traces of a similar
categorisation?

191 Reitzenstein (1927) 26: ‘Eine allgemeine Vorstellung von dem Befos avlpeomos . . . nach welcher
ein solcher Gottmensch auf Grund einer hiheren Nawr und persselicher Heiligkeit n sich
tiefstes Erkennen, Seher- und Wunderkraft verbindet.” For forschunggeschichtliche surveys, see
Koskenniemi (1994) 64~100; Du Toit (1997) 2-39.

o2 Berz (1983). '™ See esp. Koskenniemi (1994), with Flinterman (1996).

194 Sce for this Anfgabesiellung Du Toit (1997) s9-60. ' Du Toic (1997) 401-2.

198 This includes Flinterman (1995) 62 with n. 20, '°7 Du Toit (1997} 406 n. 26.

198 Arist. fr. 192 Rose (= lamb. VP 31): o0 Aoyxol Ggou b uév dari Beds, 10 8 &viprotro; To 8
olov Muarydpas. CF. above, nn. 8-10 and 93-6, and see Du Toit (1997} 223-4. For brief disussion
of Du Ioit’s handling of traditions concerning I'ythagoras see Macris (2003) 26970, n. 1.

19 Epp. Apoll. 44: ue TGv GAAwv dvBpdomreov icdfzov fyoupbvey, Tivédv Bt kai Bedv. Scelor the
possible implication of Epp. Apoll. 50 Penella’s comment, quoted above, n. 99.
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This is certainly whar one would expect given the fact that the main
character is credited with a number of miraculous feats which are strongly
reminiscent of elements of the Pythagoras legend."® When we are told that
Apollonius was at one and the same moment in Smyrna and Ephesus, the
parallel with Pythagoras, who was simultaneously present in two cities in
Magna Graecia," is explicitly mentioned (4.10). After having been acquit-
ted by Domitian, Apollonius vanishes from the imperial courtroom before
noon and turns up in Dicaearchia (i.e. Puteoli) around dusk." Apollonius’
disappearance recalls the reporc how Pythagoras after the outbreak of civil
strife in Croton left for Metapontum without being seen by anyone,™
while the miraculous speed of his journey equals the achievements of che
aithrobatés Abaris, whose arrow was confiscated by Pythagoras."™ Before
vanishing from Domitian’s courtroom, the Philostratean Apollonius quotes
lliad 22.13, where Apollo snarls at Achilles: ‘You will not kill me, for I am
not fated to die.” An allusion to the same passage from the Jliad can be
found in Jamblichus’ description of the confrontation between Pythagoras
and Phalaris of Acragas: Pythagoras knew that he was not doomed to dic by
Phalaris’ hand." Pythagoras was said to have predicted thar a ship sailing

® See, among others, Lévy (1926) 130-7; Taggare (1972) 107-13; Knoles (1981) 267-8; and now Staab
(2007), which came to my attention too late 1o be taken into account. I find the arguments for the
hypothesis that Philostracus embellished his portrair of the Tyanean sage wich elements borrowed
from a Life of Pythagoras by Apollonius (of ‘[yana?) tenuous, see Flinterman (1995) 77-9 and 167-8
and f. below, n. 115; Staab (2002) 228-37 is also scepeical. On the Apollonian Life of Pythagoras.
cf. Radicke’s introduction to FGrHist 1064, 150-1.
Croton and Metapontum according to Ael. VF 2.26 = Arist. fr. 191; cf. Ael. VH 4.17 and Apollon.
Mir. 6; Tauromenjum and Metpontum according to Porphyry (VP 27 and 29) and Jamblichus
(VP 134 and 136}, Thurii and Metapontum according to Philoseratus; cf. Burkerc {1972) 141 with
n. uf,
VA 8.5 (hpavioln ToU Sixaotnplou), 8 (&mijAbe ToU Sikao Tnpiou Saapdvidy e kai oU pabiov
elrelv vpdmov) and 10 (mpd pecenuPpias piv &wijdBe ToU BixaoTnpiov, mepl Seidnv &' tv
Awancpyig ipdvm).
™ Arist. fr. 191 Rose = Apollon. Mir. 6; cf. Lévy (1926) 12, n. 7; Burkert {1972) 143. This element
from the Pythagoras legend was overlooked in Flinterman (199s) 170.
4 lamb. VP 136 and 140~1; on the origin (possibly Aristotelian) and meaning of this material see Lévy
(1926) 13-19; Burkert (1972) 143. In VA 7.10 Abaris is mentioned in connection with Apollonius’
four-day journey from Asia to ltaly: a remarkably smooth crossing, but hardly a superthuman
achievement.
Philostr. VA 8.5 and 8; lamb. VP 217. It has been assumed thar Philostratus here makes Apolienius
quote a line from the /fiad to which Apollonius himself, in his Lifé of Pyihagoras, had made
Pythagoras refer before Phalaris. This assumption underlies the auribution of lamblichus' VP
215~22 to Apollonius. The most recent defence of this line of reasoning can be found in Hinz
(2001) 87-9 with n. 268; cf. Burkert (1972) 100 with n. 13. Hinz adds, however, that the face that
the confrontation between Pythagoras and Phalaris is not attested before the second century Ap
*der Ungunst der Uberlieferung zuzuschreiben ist” (p. 91). If thac is acccpted. it is hardly necessary
10 assume thac Philostratus {or one of his predecessors) depended preciscly on Apollenius’ Life of
DPythagoras (sather than on any other version of the confrontation berween Pythagoras and Phalaris)
for a quoration from the Mliad which is particularly appropriate in a Pythagarean context, because

"
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with favourable wind would sink;"¢ Apollonius improves on this feat by
performing it twice."” Like Pythagoras, Apollonius is able 0 communi-
cate with animals."® Like Pythagoras, he knows a previous incarnation of
his soul and is able to diagnose the former incarnations of other beings,
human and animal alike.”™ He visits the cave on Mount Ida on Crete, as
Pythagoras did."*® He also descends into the oracular cave of Trophonius
at Lebadea and emerges after seven days with a book containing the doc-
trines of Pythagoras (8.19—20). The ritual at Lebadea is a ‘journey into the
underworld’;'*" a katabasis, a descent into Hades, is part and parcel of the
Pythagoras legend t00.'**

It is true, as Du Toit points out,’ that regarding a man as a god and
cultic veneration of human beings are frequently criticised in Life. The
protagonist declines divine honours (4.31) and corrects those who believe
that he is a daimén (7.32). But apart from the fact that he is not fully
consistent in doing so,'** a reading that does not take into account the
impressions conveyed by characters other than the protagonist, even when
subsequently contradicted, lacks sophistication. Inhabitants of Tyana and
the surrounding area called Apollonius a son of Zeus, the guardian of
oaths, worshipped at a well near the Tyanean'’s native city (1.6). Philo-
stratus’ addition that Apollonius called himself a son of Apollonius may
be taken as an admonition to the reader to accept thar the truth about
Apollonius allows diverging wordings rather than as a dismissal of a local
tale carefully moulded by the author — even though it is indicated that
the latter’s preference differs from the one attributed to Apollonius’ fellow
countrymen. Besides, the author does not distance himself from a couple
of stories abour the miraculous portents that surrounded Apollonius’ birth.
During her pregnancy his mother was visited by an apparition of an Egyp-
tian divinity, who revealed himself as Proteus and declared that he was the

it amounts w identification with Apollo. And once this assumption is dropped, the basis for the
atrribution of lamblichus® VP 215-22 to Apollunius is gone as well. On lamblichus” VP 215-22, cf.
now Staab (2002) 411-20. For a survey of scholarly debate on the sources of VP, see Lurje {2002}
237, n. 42; Staab (2002) 217-37 is 2 more recent contribution.

16 See above, n.94. "7 VA 5.18 and 7.41; cf. Lévy (1926) 134.

18 Pyihagoras: Plu. Num. 8.8; Ael. VH 4.17: lamb. VP 142. Apollonius: VA 1.20, 4.3, 5.42, 6.43; cf.
Lévy (1926) 13; Burkert (1972) 142 and 162 n. 231.

"9 Pythagoras: see in addition to the passages referred 10 above, n. 66, DL 8.36 = DK 21B7 (Xeno-
phanes); Ael. VH 4.17; lamb. VP 143. Apollonius: VA 3.23-4, 5.42 and 6.43.

120 Y4 4.34; DL 8.3; Porph. VP 17; cf. Delarte (1922) 153; Burkert (1972) 152 with n. 176.

12 Byrkert (1972) 154.

122 See esp. DL 8.41 = FGrHist 1026 F 24, with Bollansée’s commentary and Burkert (1972) 155-9.

123 Du Toit (1997) 294-5.

24 See VA 1.19; cf. VA 4.44. [t is also noteworthy that in VA 4.31 Apollonius is said to have declined
divine honours in order to avoid giving offence (s uhy @BovoTTo): the correctness of the view
underlying the idea of paying him divine honours is not questioned.
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child to which she would give birth (1.4)."* We may grant Du Toit that

this story can be harmonised with the conception of a ‘Begleirdimon’.'¢
Still, his interpretation presupposes complete identity between a mortal’s
soul and its supernatural assistant, and an assistant of unusually high status
ar that. Porphyry's story about the personal daiman of Plotinus who, when
conjured up, rurned out to be a god, comes to mind.'*” Apollonius’ birth
itself is strikingly similar to the birth of his divine eponym.'8

While the reactions of characters in Life confronted with the protagonist
and the stories about the portents accompanying his birth may be taken
as suggesting Apollonius’ superhuman status, there is one passage where
a more unequivocal statement is put in the mouth of Damis, Apollonius’
disciple and lifelong companion. The reader is told that Damis recognised
thac his master’s nature was ‘divine and superhuman’, when Apollonius
freed his leg from its fetters in Domitian’s dungeon.”® Du Toit argues
that casting off the shackle is a symbolic act, meant to demonstrate the
correctness of Apollonius’ earlier prediction that he will be set free the very
same day. Damis’ characrerisation of Apollonius’ physis as theios should be
interpreted as, again, referring to Apollonius’ superior virtue and wisdom,
qualities to which the sage owns his prognostic abilities.”® This reading
surely strains the passage as well as its direct context: the attack on sor-
cery in the following chapter (7.39) is hardly concerned with (magical)
divination. The conclusion that in this case Apollonius is credited with
a superhuman ontrological status on the basis of his thaumaturgic power
seems inescapable.”™ It is importanc to point out that this case is not cov-
ered by the apologetic efforts of the author and the protagonist, which
focus on the latter’s predictions.

The author of Life avoids taking responsibility for unequivocal stare-
ments regarding the superhuman nature of his hero. Instead, he refers for
such affirmations to ‘Iyanean locals and Damis, thus creating a certain dis-
tance between himsclf and these potentially offensive appraisals. Whether
this should be taken as an indication of the reality of the traditions on
Apollonius referred to in such contexts or, on the contrary, as a device to

Bs Cf above, n. 12.  '*¢ Du Toit (1997) 308—9; Du Toit (1999) 161-.

127 Porph. Plos. 10; cf. Brisson (1992) 468—72.

8 For the swans in VA 1.¢ sce Call. Del, 249-54; cf. Billault (2000) 113.

119 VA 7.38: ToTe pddTov & Adpis pnoiv dxpiBa Suveivar Tiis AtoAAwviou puaEcs, &7 Bela Te
€l xal kpeiTrwv dvlpddmou. CF. &.13.

"% Du Toit (1997) 309-12.

B Cf. Van Uytfanghe (1993) 178 n. 191: ‘Apolionius . . . doit son pouvoir miraculeux cxpressément A sa
propre nature divinc.” For a critical discussion of Du ‘Toit's approach in general and of his reading
of VA 7.38 in particular see Zeller (200) esp. s9-60.
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lend credibility to references to fictional sources, is a question which does
not allow a definite answer.”* To make matters worse, Philostratus may
even have ascribed existing stories about and evaluarions of Apollonius to
fictional sources. However, scepricism about the existence of some of the
sources mentioned by Philostratus does not entail rejection of the very
likely supposition that Apollonius was considered a Pythagorean before
Philostratus.”* Moreover, stories such as Apollonius’ demonstration of his
ability to understand the language of birds (4.3) and his visit to the oracle
of Trophonius (8.19—20) were very probably based on local traditions.’
This implies that already in pre-Philostratean traditions he had begun to
display a certain resemblance to the ‘ancestor of his wisdom', and it would
be surprising if this process of transference of elements from the Pythagoras
legend would have left assessments of his ontological status unaffecred. It is
highly probable that the attribution of a superhuman nature to Apollonius,
found in at least one of the letters,' antedates Philostrarus. In spite of an
observable reticence on this issue on the part of the author, Life atleastonce
unambiguously credits its protagonist with a divine nature. Apparently,
Philostratus was willing to present a multilayered truth abour Apollonius,
even if it jeopardised che apologetic programme unfolded in the introd uc-
tory chaprers and expanded in the specch he allegedly prepared for his trial
before Domitian.

42 [ have argued the first position with regard 1o ‘Damis’ in Flincerman (1995) 85; far the alternative
see Sidebottom (1999) 34.

™ See the convincing arguments adduced by Bowie (1978) 1.671-3 and 1,691-2.

B4 On VA 4.3, see Bowic (1978) 1,687 and Radickd's commentary on FGrHist 1664 T 3 (= Porph.
Abst. 3.3.6); on VA B.19-20, see Bowic (1978) 1,672-3.

5 Epp. Apoll. 44 (quoted above, n. 109).



CHAPTER 9

The Odyssey of Apollonius: an intertextual

paradigm®
Gert-Jan van Dijk

An intertextual reading of Life of Apollonius reveals that the adventures of
Odysseus are remarkably well represented in the biography of the Tyanean
sage. Apollonius goes through all books of the Apologoi and visits islands
even more remote. The references to the vicissitudes of this mytholog-
ical superman are not only numerous but also, and more importantly,
consistent: when they are combined they will be seen to form an overall
picture.

In this chaprter I will analyse the forms and functions of the Odysseus
paradigm within Life of Apollonius. Philostratus seems to have modelled
the philosophically oriented travels of the sage from Tyana upon the wan-
derings of the man from Ithaca. Time and again Apollonius is shown to
be similar, indeed superior, to Odysseus, in various respects. In this way
the sage’s feats are given an epic dimension, which has implications for the
other characters as well; thus Apollonius’ disciples correspond to Odysseus’
companions.

Actention will be paid to playful incongruirties, the multifunctionalicy of
intertextuality, the interplay of fiction and reality, the distribution of the
Homeric references and the use of other mythological paradigms, especially
thar of Heracles.! The theme will also be put into the broader context of
the erernal ‘Ulysses theme’, Homer allegorisation, the contemporaneous
novel and the Second Sophistic.

* A preliminary version of this chaper, whose prehistory goes back to ‘Achilles en Odysseus in het
Imperium Romanum. Intertextuele verwijzingen naar flias en Odyssce in de Vita Apollonis van
Philostrawus’, read at the First Dutch Hellenists’ Day (Groningen Universiry, 14 January 2000) on
the invitation of Annette Harder, was presented in Oxford at the Corpus Christi Classical seminar. 1
benefited from some astutc observations by members of the audience, especially Christopher Pelling
and John Henderson.

' A study of the numerous interrextual references to the feats performed by this other mythological
superman will be relegated to another occasion, since it proved to be too Herculean a task to combine
the ordeals experienced by the sons of Zeus and Laertes in a talk that was supposed to stay within
reasonable limits.
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This chapter may be read as a mythological counterpart of chaprer 8
by my colleague Jaap-Jan Flinterman, who considers various aspects of the
relation between Apollonius and his philosophical role models, Pythagoras
and Socrates.”

INTRODUCTION

Life of Apollonius tells the story of an exemplary man. The subject of the
biography is good and just, and may therefore even be called ‘divine’. He
is shown to help weak citizens and to oppose powerful ryrants. If we all
behaved like him, the world would be different.

Yet in Life, other heroes do also occur. Great men from the literary
and mythological past of Greece are adduced throughout the work.? These
generally serve as models for the present.* They are worthy of imiration,
even if for the average mortal they are out of reach. Thus, in a way, they
seem to embody the Second Sophistic,* in which a renaissance of the
glorious past contributed to preserving the cultural identity of the Greek
community subjected to the rule of the Roman empire.

Among the many fictional and historical characters referred to in Life,
Odysseus especially merits closer investigation. Like Apollonius as pre-
sented by Philostratus,® Odysseus is a model traveller. The references to
the travels and adventures of this legendary man are not only numerous but
also, and more importantly, consistent. When they are combined they will
be seen to form an overall picture, which I would like to call a paradigm.

The very use of this device might seem to be intertextual, for the oldest
example of its occurrence in Greek literature is the so-called Atreidae
paradigm in the Odyssey,” where the fate of Agamemnon is repeatedly
used as a foil to the homecoming of Odysseus. Various aspects of the
Agamemnon’s nostos are used at different stages in the narrative of Odysseus’

2 A recurrent pattern is that Apollonius often surpasses his models by performing their achievements
twice. In tracing the footsteps of Odysseus and Pyihagoras we try to illustrate the intricacy of the
licerary texture of Philostratus” scenes from a philosophical life, as well as the difficulties involved in
disentangling it.

3 Cf. Anderson (1986) 235: ‘Apollonius performs the labours of Heracles, the voyages of Odysseus, ... . the
trial of Socrates, and the iransmigrations of Pythagoras, all in one. . . . And of course he bypasses his
predecessors in every department.’

4 See for non-linear aspects of the relationship berween past, present and future Van Dijk (2000); £
Anderson (1993) 101-32: ‘Hellenic Past, Graeco-Roman present.’

5 For an understanding of which see Swain (1996).

% For an allegorical interpretation of Apollonius’ travels, see Elsner (1997).

7 See Heubeck (1988-92) 116-17, with n. 4, referring to D'Arms and Hulley {1946); Hommel (1958);
Holscher (1967).
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return home. In the Telemachy, the inactive son of Odysseus is reminded
of the energetic Orestes who stood up to avenge the honour of his father,
whereas in the Nekyia the ghost of Agamemnon drives home to Odysseus
the contrast berween Clytaemnestra and Penelope.

In this chapter I will analyse the forms and functions of the Odysseus
paradigm within Life of Apollonius. Questions asked include: How are read-
ers of Philostratus’ biography — more or less clearly — referred to Homer's
epic? In what respect(s) are the new and old contexts of the Odyssean pas-
sages quoted or alluded to (the so-called text and intertext)® comparable,
and in what do they differ? And - last, but not least — what implications
does this intertextuality have for our understanding of Philostratus’ portrait
of Apollonius?

A discussion of the successive stages — ten in total — of the Odyssey of
Apollonius may be useful in interpreting other aspects of Philostratus’ Life.

I LOTUS-EATERS (PHILOSTR. VA 1.40 ~ OD. 9.82—104)

The first Odyssean adventure from Homer’s Apologos to appear in Life of
Apollonius is the Lotophagi. When staying in Babylon for quite a time —one

year and four months already, to be precise — Apollonius definitely wants

to go on to India, the ultimate goal of his journey to the east. He expresses

his impatience by reminding Damis of the Lotus-eaters, who forgor their

homes after consuming the narcotic lotus; likewise they are staying far too

long, although they did not ear anything ar all.

Apollonius may be a vegetarian, he is not of course on hunger-strike: he
thus metaphorically, and hence effectively, points out that their prolonged
stay at the court of King Vardanes is, philosophically speaking, a mere
waste of time.?

Formally, the intertext is referred to only — but sufficiently — by the
explicit mention of the Lotophagi (Tois AwTtogdyors). Odysseus cum suis
and his ships, however, are also, if implicitly, present (of ptv . . . Tpoo-
TAeUoavTes), whereas with &ri)yovTto TdV olkelwv UTrd ToU BpddpaTos
Philostratus seems to paraphrase the Homeric 115 AcwTolo parycov véoTolo
AddnTan.

The intertextual reference to the Lotus-eaters is adduced as a rhertorical
example (cf. the partcle yap), which has the function of persuasion:
Odysseus’ men ate and did not want to go away any more; we did not eat,

® Juxtaposed in the appendix on p. 195 to facilitate the comparison.
? CF. Philostr. VA 1.28: ‘ool Talra,’ #pn, ‘G PaciAed, xprinara, tuoi 5t Gxupa ...
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so should go." This implies that Odysseus corresponds to Apollonius, the
former’s companions to the latter’s retinue — which by now is only small*
(of pév ... fuels Bt . . . ), and the sweet lotus to the palace riches, both
temptations which are resisted: Odysseus abstained from the fruir, whereas
the king’s atctemprs to impress Apollonius with his wealth had remained
futile (1.38). The adventure alluded to is appropriate: the Lotophagi and
Babylon are the first real adventures in the journeys of the two heroes.™

Aparr from these correspondences there are also important structural
differences: Odysseus came by sea (TrpooTTAsUGavTes) and was bound for
home; Apollonius is travelling by land and has just left his native country.

Regrettably enough, the epic argument appears not to be very effective:
Damis observes that they will have to stay for another four months, fol-
lowing the previous interpreration of an omen by Apollonius himself. The
latter had indeed recently pointed out that a lioness with eight young lion
cubs within it, all killed in a hunt, signified a stay of one year and eight
months. This passage, in its turn, is based on the omen abour the snake
who devoured eight young sparrows and the mother bird, which wasinter-
preted by Calchas in the f/iad to bear upon the nine years of fighting before
Troy."* Thus the smart pupil hoists his master wich his own intertexrual
petard.

2 CYCLOPS (PHILOSTR, VA 4.36, 7.28 ~ 0D.9)

Odysseus sailed away from the Lotus-eaters only to visit the land of the
Cyclopes — out of the frying pan into the fire, one might say. Apollonius,
oo, meets Polyphemus; what is more, he faces him twice.'¥ Apollonius
indeed surpasses all possible — mythological, philosophical and historical -
models. Both times the fierce giant is represented by a bad Roman emperor,
first Nero (in book 4), later Domitian (in book 7). Odysseus is again
the sage’s alter ego, and the former’s companions represent the lareer’s
disciples. In both cases the epic parallel serves to emphasise that Apollonius

' Philostratus usually has Apollonius himself, unlike novel protaganists, choose where and when to
go; see Billaule (2000) 108-10.

' Damis and two attendants (a shorthand writer and a calligraphisc: Philostr. VA 1.18-19).

2 Not counting the Ciconians and Nineveh, respectively.

1 Philostr, VA 1.22 ~ I 2.303-30.

" A different use of the Cyclops morif occurs in Philostr. VA 6.11 ~ Od. 9.106-11.

" For the use of Polyphemus and Odysseus as a trape of imperial dining imagery and bence as 2 kind
of imperial self-representation among first-century emperors including both Nero and Domician,
see, e.g., Carey (2002).
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is determined to see the emperor in spite, but fully aware, of the risks and
dangers involved.

The two instances of the Cyclops motifin Life of Apollonius are, however,
more than mere repetitions. They differ as to their form, context, applica-
tion and funcrion. To begin with the contexts: in the first case Apollonius,
after his return from India and a successful tour through Greece, is on his
way to Rome together with thirty-four companions; in the second one he is
in jail, and accompanied only by Damis. Moreover, the applications of the
Cyclops parallel are different in the two instances. In book 4 the example
is applied by Philolaus to Apollonius, in book 7 by Apollonius to himself
in front of an emissary of Aelianus. This entails in its turn a functional
difference. Philolaus, himself a fugitive, tries to frighten Apollonius off
from seeing Nero — in vain, of course;'® whereas Apollonius explains to
Aelianus’ emissary why he is not afraid of Domitian.

We should also pay attention to subtle differences in the formal aspects.
In both cases readers are referred to Homer’s epic by a mention of its
protagonist (1@ O8uootl, V8uoaeys).”” The passage alluded to is specified
by giving the kind (6 KUkAwy, twice) or name (ToU TToAugniuov) of
his antagonist. The most conspicuous derails of the story — the latter’s
cannibalism and the former’s narrow escape — are also given, if in an
interestingly different, more or less direct, way: in the story itself or in
its context. In book 7 Apollonius insinuates that there was something
special about the diet of Polyphemus (ola orreiran) bur adds thac Odysseus
managed to escape from the cave (&rfjA8e ToU &vTpov), which is of course
a striking image for his prison. Three books and several decades before,
however, Philolaus warns Apollonius that it is Nero who will devour im
alive (Népwv oe dopov géryor), whereupon the sage retorts that the it
is the emperor who is blind (ToUtov . . . txTeTupA&OBan); therefore he
can safely beard the lion in his den. The crude gastronomic metaphor
is continued in the context: two chapters later Apollonius shows himself
to be aware that Nero devoured his mother.”® Again the text is closer to
the intertext than one might think: Nero does nor really ear his men, but
the number of Apollonius’ disciples 7s drastically reduced, from thirty-four
to eight; these twenty-six men (many compared to the unhappy few who

16 Likewise Apollonius definitely wants to see Achilles, in spite of the warnings of his compamions (4).
and continues to Rome to meet Domitian, although Demetrius had tricd to deter him from doing
so (Philostr. VA 7.12, 14).

17 Likewise the Jliad may be intettextually referred to by some expression containing the name of Troy
(e.g Philostr. VA 1.1, 7.32, 7.36 tv Tpoig; 3.19 Tpoia; 4.11 & Thy Tidba (); 4.16 &v 16 Miw).
8 438 Aaguoael, ESaioavTo, Tis Popas.



The Odyssey of Apollonius 181

blunted Polyphemus’ apperite) were cowardly and ran away after Philolaus’
warnings.

In the first instance, Philolaus calls the Cyclops dopév 8éapa. Conybeare
(1912) translates as ‘a cruel monster’, but the Greek has the connotation of
the horrible sight of his eating raw meat. In the second inscance Aelianus’
emissary describes the terrifying outward appearance of the emperor with
1| 8’ d@pUs EmikerTal T ToU dpbaApol 1iBer. Conybeare (ibid.) renders
‘his eyebrows overhang the sockets of his eyes’; again this may be correct,
but the translation twice neglects the singular which may be seen to point
to Polyphemus.™

In both instances there is one major difference between the text and the
intertext: Apollonius did not incur the wrath of the gods when escaping
from Domitian - on the contrary, he is put on a par with them throughout
the work, whatever the (ontological or moral) status of a 8efos &vnyp.* In
this case Apollonius miraculously disappears right under the emperor’s eyes
after quoting the verse by means of which in the //iad Apollo {Apollonius’
eponym) indicated to Achilles that he was oo powerful for him.*

3 AEOLUS (PHILOSTR. VA 3.14, 7.14 ~ OD. 10.19—27)

Rowing away from the Cyclops, Odysseus reached the island of Aeolus.
Apollonius, too, calls in here. He even nearly does so twice, as in Homer.
The episode occurs in book 3, in India, before Apollonius enters the
Cyclops’ cave (Rome, that is). It seems just to be mentioned in passing; the
Brahmans possess two jars,** one filled with the rains, one with the winds,
the latter of which is compared with the bag of Aeolus: when opened a
little bit, 2 seasonable breeze refreshes the country. The passage seems to
be merely descriptive and, by implication, the intertextual reference purely
ornamental. On closer inspection, however, there is more to it: the context
strongly suggests not only that the jar is comparable to the bag, but that
Apollonius’ stay with larchas has parallels with Odysseus’ visit to Aeolus.
To begin with, it is true that the sages allegedly live in a castle on a hill,
whose elevated position may be interpreted to symbolise their high spiritual

9 This chapter was written before the arrival of C.P. Jones' Loeb translation of VA (Jones ed. 2005).
Jones corrects the imprecisions [ have mentioned here in Conybeare.

*© See for this concept Bicler (1935-6); Taggare (1972) 99ff.; Anderson (1994); Du Toit (1997); Flinter-
man, chapter 8 in this volume.

* o0 pév pe kTEVEELS, ETrel ol Tot uopauds el (Philostr. VA 8.5, 8.8 ~ 1L 22.13).

3 A qacit reference to /I 24.527sqq (referred 1o Pl R, 2.18, 379a; Plu, Aud. poet. 5, Cons. Ap. 7, Exil.
5. Mor. 24AB, 105CD), 600CD, respectively): possibly fabulised in not-H. 1 and 1rs Rodriguez
Adrados - Van Dijk (2002), on which see MacLeod (1982) 133.
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level. However, their geographical — or, rather, continental ~ situation is
somewhat closer to Aeolus’ than it might seem to be, since in Homer the
latter’s island, oo, is surrounded by a wall and rises from the sea like a
rock.” Furthermore, the contact between host and guest is far better than
in the case (or rather, cave) of Polyphemus. larchas entertains Apollonius
in a friendly way, as Aeolus does Odysseus, and both couples have a lively
conversation.* There are differences. Odysseus stayed only one month,
Apollonius four; also, it was Acolus who asked the questions, whereas
larchas just replies.” Last, but not least, both Aeolus and Iarchas are close
to the gods: the former is said to be their friend, the latter even states that
the Brahmans are good and therefore gods.2

The parallels suggested here are made explicit in the second occurrence
of the Aeolus motif four books later in Life. Again (as with the Cyclops) it
differs in several respects from the first. By then, Apollonius is again on his
way to Rome to engage in the confrontation with Domitian. In Dicaearchia
he meets his pupil Demetrius, who (like Philolaus) tries to deter him from
continuing on his way and confronting the emperor. Apollonius explains
that he must continue: he cannot go back to larchas, because the latrer
would chase him away from his hill as Aeolus did Odysseus from his island.
Apollonius therefore leaves Demetrius where he is and proceeds to Rome
with Damis.

The reference to Homer’s text is far clearer than in the first instance.
Both main characters are mentioned, whereas the indefinite time adjunct
TroTe refers to a mythical past.*” In addition, there are many verbal parallels
between the epic and the biography.?® Furthermore, there is a transition in
the incertextual use of Aeolus’ gift, from literal to metaphorical. In the first
instance, the winds were just whart they are — winds (whether contained in
a bag or a jar; whether blowing at sea or refreshing the earth). In the second
instance, they symbolise the draught of friendship the Indians allowed
Apollonius to take from a magic cup.?

In both cases structural differences — or, rather, inversions — of the motif
are to be observed: Odysseus was given the bag when leaving Aeolus,

B 0Od. 10.3—4 Tt&oav 8¢ Té wwv [sc. vijoov] méps TeTYos | xdAxeov &ppriktov, Moot §' dvabéSpone
wETpn.

M 0d. 10.14-16 pfiva B wavra pfAet pe ko depéevev fkaaTa | . . . | kal piv By TS wavTa korrd
uoipav xaTéAega.

3 Philostr. VA 3.18 ‘tpdte,’ Epn [sc. 16pxas], ‘6 T1 PovAet . . . * 3.50 pnvdv TeTTapwv kel Bia-
Tplyaavrt.

* 0d, 10.2 pihos &Bcvécrolat Beoiat — Philostr. VA 3.18 8eots . . . , &1 . . . &yafoi topev &vBpwol.

37 CE Van Dijk (2000), n. 89.

3 See the words underlined and italicised under (3-cd) in the appendix. It is unclcar whether or not
this indicates that Philostratus had a text of Homer at hand when he wrote Life of Apollviius.

% Philostr. VA 3.25, 3.32 1) TavtéAov prAoTnoia mviae; 3.51 €l i parny Emov Tou Tavrdhov.
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whereas Apollonius finds the jar when visiting larchas. And Odyssseus had
to return when his companions imprudently ruined the beneficial gift,
whereas Apollonius can go on since he is prudent enough to keep the
present in mind.

4 HADES (PHILOSTR. VA 4.16, 6.32 ~ OD. II. 25, 35—7, 134—6)

The cup Apollonius drank from belongs to a statue of Tantalus who,
according to larchas, was a good man because he shared with mankind
the nectar given to him by the gods. Descriptions by the poets of his cruel
punishment in Hades are utterly unjust. larchas does not specify the poets
criticised but probably rargets Homer, the poet par excellence, as well as
Pindar,* for he previously adduces the (reverse) example of Minos, who
in the Nekyia, oo, is combined with Tantalus.*

However this may be, and more importantly in this connection, Apol-
lonius, too, contacts the Underworld, again in the wake of Odysseus.
Like Homer’s hero, he has a conversation with the ghost of Achilles.
This time, however, he openly distances himself from his mythological
model. He states thar he did #oz dig a ditch in the ground nor slaughter
sheep — which is of course taboo in Pythagorean vegetarianism - but just
prayed.?

As in the previous episode, the passage referred to is clearly indicated by
an explicit mention of both characters and striking verbal parallels.’* Again
there are playful inversions of the adventure intertextually alluded to. First,
Apollonius is visiting the Achilleum in the Troas, on his way from India to
Greece and Rome, whereas Odysseus mert Achilles far away from Troy, on
(but not beyond)* the Oceanus — in the very centre of the epic world, that
is, instead of at its outer end (wherever thar might be). Second, the roles of
interviewer and interlocutor have — as in the case of Iarchas — again been
reversed: in Homer, Odysseus tried to satisfy Achilles’ curiosity, whereas in
Life i is Apollonius who is allowed to ask questions, five to be precise, all
answered by the Philostratean Peleid.

The theme and presentation of the conversation, however, do seem to
be reminiscent of its epic version. As to the theme, in Life of Apollonius
the dead Achilles accuses Homer of deliberately distorting the truth: he

3 The theft of the nectar as well as the impending rock are from Pi. O. 1.

¥ Philostr. VA 3.25. 11.568-71 Minos, 572—5 Orion, 57681 Tityos, s82—92 Tantalus. The (atter passage
is explicitly, and again critically, referred to later on (VA 4.25); Minos, too, recurs (VA8.7.16).

32 Odysseus, however, did pray, too: Od. 11.46 tmei§acton B Beotaw, | fgbiug T° ‘AlS) kal Erawfi
Mepoegovein.

3 See the words underlined and italicised under (4ab} in che appendix.

3 See Heubeck (1988—92), I 78. 3 CF. Swain (1999) 193.
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attests that Helen was not in Troy at all, whereas Palamedes was far greater
than Odysseus. In itself these are stock rhetorical themes (t9poi) as old as
Stesichorus, Gorgias and Herodotus,’® and very familiar in Philostratus
himself,” witness Heroicus, but we should not forget that in the Nekysa,
100, Achilles is seen to reject the heroic, i.e. lliadic, ideal.?®

The presentation of the conversation, too, corresponds strikingly. It is
Apollonius’ only Odyssean adventure which is told not by the primary
narrator but by the protagonist, in a lengthy flashback, sailing on the
Aegean from Lesbos to Athens, just as Homer has the hero sing himself
what happened after he left Troy. Here the role of Damis, who implores
Apollonius to recount his story in the name of his fellow companions,
is comparable to that of Alcinous, who tactfully asked Odysseus 1o con-
tinue his Apologoi on behalf of the enchanted Phaeacians (ar precisely the
point where Odysseus had broken off just before the entrance of Achilles).
With polite modesty, both narrarors grant the wishes of their respective
audiences.?

The major difference seems to be the absence of Teiresias, who according
to Homer was the ultimate goal of Odysseus’ journey to Hades. Philostra-
tus’ silence on the subject is, however, far from absolute, for two books
later the seer does appear to have a voice in Life of Apollonius (4¢) — see the
appendix on pp. 197-8. Even literally so: Apollonius (who in the meantime
has crossed the Mediterranean from Spain to Egypt) predicts to Titus, the
future emperor of Rome, that his death will come from the sea, just as
Teiresias foretold the death of Odysseus. So again, as with Aeolus, the two
instances of one motif are complementary.

The interesting aspect of the passage under consideration is not so much
the clairvoyance as such, for the mantic qualities of Apollonius are evi-
dent throughout Life.#°> Nor does the epic parallel come as a complete
surprise, because the sage had already been intertextually identified before
with prophets from both the /lizd and the Odyssey (Proteus and Calchas).*'
What is remarkable, however, is — once again — the reversal of roles: Apol-
lonius addressing, instead of impersonating, so to speak, Odysseus, who

% Stesich, [TaAvwbia, PMG 192 ap. PL. Phdr. 243 A; Gorg. Hel. Pal. (fr. 82B11(a) Diels-Kranz); Hd.
2.117-19; cf. D.Chr. Or. 11. See Stanford (1954) 146-58: ‘Ulysses and the Discrediting of Homer'.
Swain (1999) 178, however, sees the Achilles episodc merely as an example of the ‘sophistic décor’.

%7 For Homer revisionism in Philostratus, see Billault (2000) 130—-4.

% 0d. 1. 48991 BouAolpny K’ Erdpoupos kb OnTeuines &AAw, | &vBpi rap diAnpew, & pf BioTos
oAU eln, | §f waov vexUeoo karagipévoiay dvdoaeiv.

%9 Philostr. VA 4.16 ¢! pf dhaloveveoBal . . . 50fw, wdavra eipioeTar, Od. 1.380-381 el & &7
dxovépsval ye MAaleql, otk Gv by ye | ToUTwy ool glovion kai olktpoTeg GAX dyopeloal,

4° Van Dijk (2000) section 3.1: “The prescience of the future.’

4 Proteus: Philostr. VA 1.4 ~ Od. 4. 455-8, 388-90; Calchas: Philostr. VA 1.22 ~ 1/, 2. 303-10.
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has already often been seen (and, I foretell, will be yet 2gain more than
once) to be his heroic alter ego. This may be interpreted to indicate the
close spiritual proximity berween Apollonius and Titus, who, following his
adoptive father Vespasian’s footsteps, and quite unlike Nero and Domi-
tian, had previously invited the philosopher to come to Tarsus o give him
advice, which sufficiently characterises him as a good emperor.*

Curious, too, is the interpretation by Damis, Apollonius’ faithful disciple
(whose disputed historicity I think this is not the occasion to discuss),” of
his master’s oracle, which is a vaticinium ex eventu: Titus was o die from
eating fish (sea-fish, of course), which allegedly came true cwo years later
thanks to his brother Domitian. This, however, is not in accordance with
the Emperor’s biography by Suetonius.#

What is more, Philostratus probably realised that Teiresias rather hinted
at Odysseus’ peaceful death far from the sea, thatis, outof reach of Poseidon,
who became his eternal enemy when he blinded Polyphemus. This is
perhaps why Philostratus ateributes the explanation, in itself as old as the
epic cycle,¥ to Damis, instead of speaking on his own (or Apollonius’)
account.

§ SIRENS (PHILOSTR. VA 6.11 ~ OD. 12.39-40)

Apollonius’ next two Odyssean adventures — che Sirens and Charybdis —
are only mentioned in passing, which on closer consideration appears to
reflect their limited contribution.

The Sirens are adduced by Apollonius in a lengthy specch against Thes-
pesion during his stay with the Gymnosophists,*® who live beyond the
border between Egypt and Ethiopia, to describe metaphorically the charm
of the adornment of Apollo’s temple in Delphi. The positive evaluation of
the destructive songsters from the Odyssey mightat first sight perhaps cause
some surprise, but is less difficult to understand as soon as one realises that
Odysseus, too, preferred not to miss their acoustic temptation.

4 See Knoles (1981) 231-7: ‘Advice to Rulers’; Koskenniemi (1991) 31-6: 'Die VA und die Hemscher”;
Flinterman (199s), ch. 4.3.

4 See Miller (1907); Mesk (1919); Taggart (1972) 68-77; Flinterman {1995) 67-89: Raclicke (1999)
16279,

44 Suet. Tit. 9.3. Bur cf. ). C. 66.26.2; Hdn. 4.5.6 (suggestion of cooperatlon); Aur. Vice. Caes. 10.5
(poison).

45 Stanford (1954) 87-8.

46 On the (generally negative) presentation of the Naked Sages, see Robiano {1992); Billault (2000)
1234,
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In this case the connection with Apollonius is rather implicit, if nor far-
fetched: the metaphor of the Sirens serves to demonstrate the incorrectness
of Thespesion’s previous description of the temple of Apollo,#” the god to
which Apollonius by his very name etymologically belongs: the sanctuary
is far more beauriful than he thinks.

6 CHARYBDIS (PHILOSTR. VA §.II ~ OD. 12.260-T1)

In the Odyssey Charybdis occurs in the same book and immediately after
the Sirens; in Life of Apollonius, however, one book before.

Travelling from Spain towards Egypt Apollonius passes through the Strait
of Messina,* near ‘the dangerous Charybdis’. Thus, he literally sails in the
wake of Odysseus.*? The geographical use of this mythological name by
then admittedly already had a long tradition, but the epic connection was
never lost.’ In Philostratus there is no explicit reference ro Homer's text,
bur the adjective xoAeTrnv might be a paraphrase of, or in any (especially
the accusative) case neatly corresponds to, the two epithets of X&pup&iv
in book r2: Sewryv and dAonv.%

In a way Apollonius is even braver than Odysseus, in that the larter on
the advice of Circe®* preferred Scylla to Charybdis, whereas the former does
not avoid the greatest danger ~ the alternative is not even mentioned!"?

However this may be, the narrow escape of Odysseus seems to be of
only secondary importance here, since Apollonius calls in at Syracuse and
at Carania discusses Mount Etna.’* Appearances, however, are deceptive,
and the motif does recur seven chapters later. When leaving for Greece
Apollonius embarks on a Sicilian ship. During a stop at Leucas — which,
as a geographical matter of fact, is not that far away from (and has in
modern times even been identified with)* Ithaca — he urges all passengers
to continue on another vessel. Those who take his advice safely reach
Greece, whereas those who do not founder. This may have shocked the

47 Philostr. VA 6.10. Cf. on Thespesion's disrespectfulness, see Swain (1999) 189.

48 The Strait is also mentioned (but without Charybdis) in Philostr. VA 7.41.

49 Charybdis is also mentioned in Philostr. VA 1.34 (Placo).

0 CE. Th. 4.24.5 fo1 & & wopBuds A ueTafl Pnylov 6dAacoa xat Meoavns, fmep Ppayira-
Tov ZikeAla Tijs fimreipov &méxer kai Eov ) Xapupbis kAnbeloa ToUTo, § Vbugoels AbyeTan
SiorrAeUoar.

5t Sewiiv 260, 430; dAofv 113, 428 (both going with X&pupdw).

52 Od. 12.108-10 &AA& pdda IkUAANS okoTriAw TEMANpEvOs ka | vija Trape EAGav, dmel ) oAU
pépTepdy konv | E6 ETdpous tv vni rofrpeven ) Gua wévTas.

% Although Scyllaeum is opposite Messina.

5+ And ap. Phot. Bibl. 241 (533b16-21, 3292 23-7); see the discussion in Van Dijk (1997) s8—9 (G42).

58 E.g. by Dérpfeld, see S. West in Heubeck (1988—92) 1 63.
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passengers on both ships, but it should not surprise the readers of the wo
texts, neither those of Life of Apollonius nor those of the Odyssey, in view of
the sage’s astonishing clairvoyance in predicting natural catastrophes™ on
the one hand and the epic hero’s shipwreck after his companions ate the
herd of Helios on the other. Of course neither Apollonius nor his disciples
did anything wrong — he just taught philosophy, and true Pythagoreans
would not harm a fly” — bur the ancients did identify Homer’s Thrinacia
with Sicily, which they also called Trinacria!®

7 CALYPSO (PHILOSTR. VA 7.10, 7.41, 8.11 ~ OD. 1.49-50, §5.157-8)

The shipwreck after leaving Thrinacia was the last adventure rold by
Odysseus in his Apologoi. The three islands which form the background of
the subsequent, and decisive, episodes in the epic — Ogygia, Scheria and
Ithaca — also exist in Life of Apollonius. An important difference is that the
three women who were believed to inhabit them and passionately tried to
entertain some sort of intimare relationship®® with Odysseus ~ Calypso®,
Nausicaa® and Penelope — have no direct or active counterpart in Philo-
stratus’ prose text. It might be remarked in passing here that, among other
things, the general absence — or, if present, negative evaluation® ~ of love
themes from the romanticised biography of Apollonius distinguishes it
from the contemporaneous so-called erotic novel.%* But this is neither the

%6 Apollonius also predicts a plague in Ephesus (Philostr. VA 4.4 B.5, 8.7.9; cf. Eus. Hieroc:l 23) as
well as carthquakes in Smyrna, Miletus, Chios, Samos (4.6). and Antioch (6.38); Van Dijk (2c00),
n. 72.

¥ Philostr. VA 5.8 tupidoogoprioas . . . i ZikeAiq. For an example, cf. the critical discussion of ‘the
poets’ in 5.14.

# 0d. 1107 Opwaxin vijow; Th. 6.2.2 Tikavlea. . . ) vijgos . . . , TpéTepov Towaxpia xak oupévn,
Str. 6.2.1 ZikeMla . . . Tpwakpia utv TpdTepov, Opivaxis § Uotepov mpoonyopedn. The power
of Helios is acknowledged throughout the work; cf. Reardon (1971) 267-8; Knoles (1981) 240-6;
Swain (1999) 189. The passage could also be interpreted as a reference to the life of Pythagoras. asa
variation of a novelistic opos, or as a miracle story about a holy man. CE. Flinterman, chapter8 in
this volume, Billault (2000) 111 and the texts assembled in Cotter (1999) 142~8 (145-6 Philostr. VA),
respectively.

% A psychological explanation of Odysseus’ popularity with women is given by Stanford (195 4) 6.

% Demerrius, however, does embrace (repiBaicov) Apollonius subsequently to the lacter's adducing
Calypso.

® Billault (2000} 113 interestingly compares the dream of his mother in Philostr. VA 1.4 of walking to
the meadow just before the birth of Apollonius to the dream of Nausicaa in Od. 6.255qq of going to
the beach just before the arrival of Odysscus.

6 Cf. e.g. the story of Menippus and the Lamia in Philostr. VA 4.25: in general, see Billault (2c00)
106-8.

8 Reardon (1971) 186; L.oCascio (1974): Bowersock (1994} 97; Bowie (1994); Anderson (1996} 613-15.
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time nor the occasion to expound on genre questions.®¢ So ler us return to
Odysseus.

After his final shipwreck, Odysseus was fortunate enough to find himself
for quite a long time on Ogygia. The blessed island also occurs in Life of
Apollonius, or rather in that of Demetrius and Damis, his two most faithful
disciples,® when they do not share the adventures of their master. The
motif occurs three times (that is, even more than the Cyclops (2ac)). In
each case Demetrius is connected with Calypso, whether or not together
with Damis, by Apollonius himself or by the primary narrator. What is
relevant here is thar again, as in the case of Titus (4¢), persons close and
dear to Apollonius are identified with — metaphorically represented by —
Odysseus.

The three passages under consideration (7acf) belong closely together.
The first one comes immediately before, the second half-way through,
and the third one immediately after, the confrontation of Apollonius with
Domitian. Thus the final and decisive clash between a superhuman philoso-
pher and an exceptionally bad emperor, which constitutes the climax of Life
of Apollonius, occupying the greater part of its last two books, is emphasised
and demarcated by an intertextual ring composition.%

This implies, of course, that the contexts of the three passages differ,
Apollonius first again being on his way to Rome, then awaiting trial, and
finally having just disappeared from court. The structural correspondences
of the Homeric intertextuality in all three passages, however, are far more
important than these differences on the surface level.

And even topographically the three passages are just one. All three
times Demetrius (and Damis) happen(s) to be in, or are ordered to go to,
Dicaearchia, in Magna Graecia, overlooking the sea which was in antiquity
believed to encircle Calypso’s island. Homeric fiction and geographic reality
unite again — as with Charybdis near Messina (6a).%” In addition, the arms
of Calypso are a felicitous metaphor for the prosperity of talia felix.5

What two of the three instances of the Calypso motif have in common
is that Demetrius and Damis are, or are to be, temporarily isolated from
Apollonius and do not take part in the story. Philosophically speaking
Demetrius and Damis are temporarily offstage, in the background, and

84 For an introductory overview, see, e.g., Holzberg (1986) 25-6 and Bernabé Pajares (1992) 32-5.

6 Apollonius assigns Demetrius as a tutor to Titus in Philostr. V4 6.31. Damis to Nerva ib. 8.28.

86 Swain (1999) 179 observes thar the episode is also set apare by the final words of the last chaprer of
book 6.

67 This may be said 10 be typical of Lifi- in general, as has been driven home by Francis (1998).

68 Alluded ta in a leuer ascribed to Philostratus, see Penella (1979).
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inactive, as Odysseus was heroically. Both the epic hero and the philoso-
pher’s disciples are reintroduced into the narrative by a visitor, which is to
say that Apollonius’ role is implicitly compared to that of Hermes, a Beiog
&vnp to the intermediary between gods and men, in cthat he visits, and
thereby reintroduces, the outsiders in the narrative. As always, Apollonius
is superior, acting on his own accord instead of waiting for Athena (7a).%
In the third instance this motif is inverted, Apollonius recommending
Danmis to travel in the direction of Calypso’s island instead of redeeming
him thence.

The passages do differ in other respects, formally and functionally. For-
mally, the first passage is more explicit than the second. Both mention
the lady (KaAuyol/-), but the former explicitly adds both the man and
his home (O8uooels, 18axnoiou), whereas the Homeric reminiscences
in the latter are more implicit, although its fictitiousness is indicated
(v&. . . pubelpaTa).

These formal aspects indicate that the three passages have a different
intertextual function, too. Apollonius first uses the Calypso motif o criti-
cise Demetrius for forsaking his philosophical mission instead of entering
Rome and facing Domitian, and then proposes it as a place of safery,
whereas the primary narrartor alludes to the Calypso episode to illustrate
the sadness of the two disciples in the absence of their master.

8 LEUCOTHEA (PHILOSTR. VA 7.22 ~ OD. §.343—512)

When Odysseus was finally allowed to leave Ogygia his plight had not
yet come to an end; on the contrary, Poseidon again had him founder.
However, Leucothea came to his rescue; her magic veil prevented him
from drowning. This episode is alluded to when Apollonius is about to
meet Domitian, that is — to pur it intertextually — Odysseus is about to
meet Polyphemus.

The epic passage is applied to Apollonius by Damis now that his master
is in prison and seems to be in real danger. He tries to comfort him that they
will soon receive divine assistance. Apollonius, however, disapproves of the
applicability of the metaphor. The wise should never be afraid, and least of
all of Nero. Apollonius is so self-confident that he even sends Damis away
to Demetrius, who is staying in Dicaearchia (with Calypso, as we have seen
above (7)).

% Demetrius, however, does thank the gods after having been addressed by Apollonius (¢ 8¢ol).
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Formally the intertextual reference is explicitly marked in different ways,
by both the use of proper names and on the lexical level. Again the name
of Odysseus (v& O8uooel) stands for the poem of which he is the pro-
tagonist. The explicic mention of the goddess (Tfiv AeukoBéav) makes the
identification of the passage alluded to very easy, as her name is a &moag
Aeyouévn in Homer. In addition, the indefinite time adjunct ToTe indi-
cates thar the story is to be situared in an age-old, epic past; on top of that
several verbal parallels interconnect both (inter)texts.”®

The passage adduced is very appropriate in this context, since Apollonius
and Damis had just applied another episode from the Odyssey to their
present situation: they will comfort their fellow prisoners with a pep-talk
as Helen stilled the pains of her guests with Egyptian drugs. Since this
is known from Menelaus’ nostos in the last book of the Telemachy we
may conclude that delra does precede epsilon in Philostratus’ intertextual
alphabet!

9 PHAEACIANS (PHILOSTR. VA 4.20 ~ OD. 7-8)

Thanks to Leucothea Odysseus safely, if exhausted, reached Scheria. Apol-
lonius, too, briefly visits the Phaeacians — or, rather, vice versa, for an
inhabitant of this island comes to see the sage when he is in Athens on
his way from India to Rome in book 4. This is a fine example of the
potential playfulness of Philostratean intertextuality, adding one inversion
to another.

When Apollonius is lecturing on libations a youth from Corcyra happens
to be among the audience. The boy traces his pedigree to Alcinous but
shows utter disrespect for the religious theme of the conversation and
generally behaves so unworthily of his allegedly noble lineage that readers
might wonder why Philostratus stresses the Homeric connection in such
a conspicuous way, using four proper names and underlining the close
relationship”* between the epic host and guest, since all this seems to be
irrelevant in its new context.

On closer inspection, however, there does again appear to be a con-
necrion. Apollonius immediately recognises that the boy is possessed by a
demon, which he exorcises” by merely gazing at him, whereupon the youth
becomes tranquil and a disciple of the sage. The spontaneous conversion of
the young Corcyraean throws another light upon the enigmatic reference to

7 See the words underlined under (8ab) in the appendix.
7t gévov: Odysseus is addressed with EeTv’ by both Arete and Alcinous.
72 Cf. the texts assembled in Cotter (1999) part I (83—9 Philoste. VA).
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the Phaeacis ar the beginning of the chapter: just like Odysseus, Apollonius
may be said to bring about a remarkable personal metamorphosis.

Obviously, the essential difference (inversion, I would say) is that
Odysseus reveals his own, and Apollonius another’s, identity. There are,
however, two additional echo effects which somehow corroborate the inter-
pretation which is suggested here: the symposiac subject of the initial
discussion by Apollonius on the one hand and the final adoption of a
philosophical way of life by the boy on the other are subtle reminiscences
of — or, to put it differently, find their intertextual prefigurations in —
respectively, the banquet and the hospitality offered by Alcinous to his at
firse still anonymous guest.

I0 ITHACA (PHILOSTR. VA 8.11-12, 1.I4 ~ OD. 13.102—12, 20.18)

Apollonius does not need any Phaeacians to bring him home; he reaches
Ithaca entirely on his own. Still his sudden disappearance from Domitian’s
court is hardly less miraculous than Odysseus’ automatic ship (some sort
of hovercraft avant la lettre). In a way he even travels far more quickly,
since Calypso is mentioned in the sentence discussed above (7¢) preceding
the present allusion to his homeland. So in Philostratus, intertextually
speaking, Ithaca comes immediately after Ogygia.”

In Life, however, the island is shrouded in mystery. There is no proper
name to identify the place of Apollonius’ arrival. Yet there is no uncertainty
as to its mythographical location, for he reappears in a Nymphaeum — that
is, just where the Phaeacians lefc Odysseus. The ever-flowing water will
undoubtedly convince any remaining intertextual Thomas.”

The obvious question to be asked is: what is the allegory of Ithaca in the
Odyssey of Apollonius? It could be interpreted to symbolise the fulfilment
of his mission: after having travelled through the /mperium Romanum,
having gone further than Alexander” in the East and having reached the
Pillars of Hercules in the West, he has brillantly stood the ultimare test,
proving himself to be superior to the mightiest man on earth, the Emperor
of Rome.”

7 Cf. Swain (1999) 191, on the "Odysscan landscape’.

74 Apparculy, Porphyry was not the first to allegorise the Gave of the nymphs from a philosophical
point of view.

75 On the parallelism of Apollonius with, and his superiority over, Alexander in Lifé, see Elsner (1997)
30 with n. 49.

7% Cf. Philosir. VA4 7.15 tmbaidocn ol Umrép ol kivBuvever xai giacaoplq autii, Umtp fis kaprepel
vauTa (confrontation with Domitian as a dangerous adventure, in the name of Philosophy).



192 On Apollonius

In addition, the hero is now close to the end of his earthly bios, and
therefore the biographer to the end of his biography,”” which is to be read
less than twenty chapters later.

In the Odyssey, on the contrary, twelve books were yet to follow. This
was especially due to the suitors, who are conspicuously absent here. They
are, however, implicitly present in an earlier occurrence of the Ithaca
motif (xoc). There we see that Apollonius had successfully endured their
opposition already in his youth when he was still living in his native
Tyana.

The two instances are complementary; when combined they underline
the structural importance of the homecoming, and thereby of the wan-
derings, of Odysseus as a paradigm in Life of Apollonius, intertextually
demarcating the work by a Homeric ring composition in the opening and
closing books (just as the Calypso mortif has been seen (7ac) to frame the
Domitian episode).”®

Again there is no proper name to identify the intertext which, however,
is unnecessary since the intertext itself is present. A sudden piece of poetry
within Philostratus’ prose funcrions as pars pro toto: the quotation of a
dactylic hemistich?? directs the reader’s attention to the hexametric poem
from which it was taken: the Odyssey.

The young Apollonius, who as a neo-Pythagorean®® is voluntarily keep-
ing a five years’ spell of silence, appears to think the very words in which
Odysseus silently voiced his self-constraint when the time to reveal his
identity and regain his possessions and position had not yet come. Apol-
lonius finds himself in a comparable situation, now that he has to wait for
the completion of his philosophical educarion.

Both men are impatient, Odysseus to kill the suitors, Apollonius to
fight human vices. The philosopher’s moral crusade is implicitly (or, rather,
tacitly) put on a par with the epic hero’s uvnoTnpogovia. It is true that
the sage fights a peaceful bartle — he has already even been seen to refrain
from slaughtering a sheep to conjure up the ghost of Achilles (4a) — but
the points of his apophthegmata are no less sharp than Odysseus’ arrows.
Apollonius’ unique intellectual strength is his b7os.

77 And the present writer 1o the end of his chapter.

78 A yet more precisc, and hence important, structural ring composition is the theme of the immortality
of the soul in the opening and closing chaptcrs of the work (Philoste. VA 1.1, 8.31); cf. dvaBioin
dmoBavav and dBavaros wux, 1espectively.

79 Kayser (1870~1) also includes e xad yAGTva in the quotation, wrongly so as is clear from both text
and metre.

83 See Flinterman's chapter 8 in chis volume; (Knoles) 1981 259-63.
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Apart from the absence of Penelope, which has been explained above
(7 ' there is a major difference — or, again, rather an inversion: the wan-
derings of Odysseus had finally come to an end, whereas Apollonius is only
about to embark upon his travel around the world.

An interesting correspondence, however, is that Odysseus, too, was
speaking to himself. The obvious deductior is thac Philostratus had read
the Odjssey, but the intertextual implicarion is that Apollonius can read
Odysseus’ mind.32

CONCLUSION

We started with the observation that the adventures of Odysseus are remark-
ably well represented in Life of Apollonius. The sage meers Lotus-eaters,
Polyphemus, Aeolus, Hades, Sirens and, passing by Thrinacia, Charybdis,
Ogygia and Scheria, finally reaches Ithaca. Apollonius goes through all
books of the Apologoi.

On the formal level, the intertext may be idencified in various ways.
The work (the Odyssey) is often — but not always — explicidy referred to
by a mention of its protagonist (i.e. Odysseus), whereas the particular
adventure is identified by referring to, or naming, his antagonist (e.g. the
Cyclops/Polyphemus), but the intertextuality can also be more implicit
(e.g. indicared by a quotation).

Correspondences tend to be underlined® by verbal parallels. In addition,
paraphrases may occur, as well as intrusions of elements from the epic in
the context (Cyclops 1).

We have seen that the differences are legion. First, the order of Odysseus’
adventures differs. Second, Ciconians, Laestrygonians, Circe and Scylla
are absent. Third, and far more importantly, relevant aspects are explicitly
or implicitly turned upside down. Philostratus states expressis verbis that
Apollonius did nordiga ditch or kill a sheep, and the sage is seen to meet the
ghost of Achilles in the Troad, not by Oceanus. But these incongruities do
not falsify the hypothesis of a paradigm. They are creative inversions which
show the playfulness ~ emulating rather than imitating — of intertexruality
in general and of the literary craft of Philostratus in particular. Thus it is

¢ Cf Philostr. VA 1.1y aUTds 8 uiT @v yfiua pir &v & dpiklov dexéafan woté dgpobialwy
[sc Epn).

% A discussion of the intertextual references to other Odyssean characters (notably to Telemachus), to
other Homeric references (in particular to the /liad) and to other paradigmatical heroes (namely ro
Hercules and Alexander) is relegated to another occasion, i only for practical reasons.

% Literally so in the appendix.
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Alcinous who pays a visit to Apollonius, and the latter does not return to
Acolus.

The correspondences and consistencies are decisive. Apollonius, or a
person very close to him (Titus, Demetrius, Damis), is shown — whether
by himself (Cyclops 2), by the primary (Charybdis) or secondary (Damis:
Leucothea) narrator, or by a minor characrer (Philolaus: Cyclops 1) - to be
similar to Odysseus, in various respects.

The adventures alluded to are often very appropriate in their new con-
texts: Vardanes’ riches are like Lotus-flowers, and Domitian’s jail is the cave
of Polyphemus.

At the same time, Apollonius is superior to Odysseus. He does not need
divine (Leucothea’s) or superhuman (Phaeacians’) assistance to overcome
opposition and reach his goal. He does not avoid the greatest danger
(Charybdis); on the contrary, he seeks it twice (Cyclops).

The metaphorical equation of the respective protagonists cannot burt
have implications for the other characters as well. Apollonius’ disci-
ples correspond to Odysseus’ companions, and his host can be an ogre
(Nero/Domitian ~ Polyphemus) or close to the gods (larchas ~ Aeolus).

Intertexcuality is multifuncrional. 3 The allusions to the Odyssey may
serve to persuade (Lotophagi, Ithaca 2) or dissuade (Cyclops 1), explain
(Cyclops 2), illustrate (Aeolus 2, Calypso 2, Sirens), criticise (Calypso 1),
or reassure (Leucothea).

Fiction and reality often interplay. Charybdis is Messina, Scheria Cor-
cyra, Ogygia near Magna Graecia.

The Homeric references are carefully planned. Episodes twice alluded to
complement each other: we twice meet Apollonius in both Hades and on
Ithaca, but hear Teiresias and see the suitors only once. Twin or triple motifs
may also structurally demarcate important episodes (Domitian; Calypso)
or even the work as a whole (Ithaca).

We may conclude by saying thar the Homeric intertextuality provides
the text with a deeper, highly original layer. In a way (and on his way)
Apollonius does lose some of his companions to the Cyclops, and his ship
to Charybdis.

The various Odyssean instances have a long-distance, cumulative effect.
This is especially clear in the Domitian episode, where Apollonius is
explicitly said to visit the cave of Polyphemus, leaves Demertrius with
Calypso since he cannort go back to Acolus, sends Damis also to Calypso

8 Cf Van Dijk (1997) esp. 376-80.
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because he needs no Leucothea, and finally, and miraculously, reaches the
Nymphaeum.

When raken together — that is, interpreted as a paradigm — they give
the sage’s feats and wanderings an epic dimension. The mission of Life
of Apollonius is a philosophical tour de force which can be compared to,
indeed surpasses, the heroic 7ostos of Odysseus, the prototypically cunning
traveller.

Thus Philostratus, going far beyond the more traditional interpretation
of the versatile wanderer par excellence as a protonovelistic, protosophistic
figure, has created a very sophisticated contribution to the eternal Ulysses
theme ¥

85

APPENDIX: TEXTS, INTERTEXTS, AND CONTEXTS
KEY

AwTopdyois - AwTopdyoiowv (underlined) exact verbal parallel

Gpvidv-ufida (italicized) synonym or paraphrase
T& 'Odvootl (bold) indication of source

(1a) PHILOSTR. VA 1.39

‘&ye, & Adp,’ Epn, ‘& TvboUs Topev. of pév ydp Tols AwTopdyors Tpoo-
TAEUTaVTES dTT) yovTo TV oikeiwy ROV UTrd ToU Bpwuartos, fuels 8t
1y yeuSuevol Tvos TGV tvtalfa kaBrjpeba Aeiw xpévov ToU eikdTos
Te kai §uppétpou.”

(1b) op. 9.91-7

91 ol & aly’ oixouevor piyev &vdpaot Awtopdyolaw
oU8’ &pa AwTopdryor pndovd’ Erdpoioiv SAebpov
fiueTépois, ARG ot Bdoav AwToio Tréoacbal.
TV & 85 Tis AwTolo payor pehimdéax KapTTov,

95 oUxéT’ &raryyeiAal A fifeAev oUbé vésota,
&N’ aTol PovAovto peT &vdpdot AwTopdyolot
AWTOV EpETTTOUEVOL HEVEEY VOOTOU TE AaBécfan.

¥ CF. Anderson (1993) 75-8.  * Completely absent, however, from Sranford (1954).
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(2a) PHILOSTR. VA 4.36

‘vi) Al elmev 6 Q1ASAaos, ‘efye peta ToU dkivduvou yiyvorto, & Sk
&rdAolo avayBeis kai Népwv oe dudv gpayot undev iSovTa dv TpdTTEl,
gl ToAAG EoTon oot TO AvTUyETV alTdd kal &1l TAeiow fi 7@ Oduoael
tyéveTo, doTe Tapd Tov KUkAwta fABev, &rwAece y&p TToAAOUs TV
Etalpwv Tobhoas iBelv aUtov kai fTTnEls &TdToU Kai dopol Becparros.”
4 B¢ AtroAAcvios, ‘ofel ydp, Epm, ‘“ToUTtov fiTTov ExTETUPAGCH TOU
KUkAwTros, & ToialTta épyddetal;’ kai 6 QAdAcos ‘“TpaTTéTw HéV,
elmev, ‘'8 1 PovAeTan, oU B& GAAG TouTous oddlE.’

(2b) ob. 9.224-30

224 Ev0' Epé pev TpoTio® ETapol AlogovTo Emeoat
225 TUp®V aivupévous iévai A, adTap ETeiTa
kaptraAipcs &ri vija Bofv Epipous Te kai &pvas
onx&v éEeAdoavTas EmMTAEV dApupov Ubwp:
&Nty ol TiBduny, fi T &v oAU képBiov Tiev,
Spp’ alrTédv [Tov KukAwa] Te iSout, kai el por Eeivier Soin.

» 3w

230 oUb’ &p’ EpeAN ETApolol paveis EpaTeivos Egeabal.

(2¢) PHILOSTR. VA 7.28

kai 6 AmoAAdwios, ‘Obuogeus pévrol’ Epn, ‘mapiwv & TO TOU
TToAugrpou &uTpov, kal P Te OTTOoos £0Tl TTPoaKNKOwWwS TPOTEPOV, und’
ois o1TETTaL, Ppnd’ s PpovTd 1) pwovn, EB&ppn ot Te alTov kaiTol &v &pxTi
Seioas, kai &ijAde ToU &vTtpou &vnp B6Eas, éuoi St EGeABETV alTapkes
EHauUTOV TE oWoavTa Kai ToUs Taipous, Utrép G KivBuvelw.’

(2d) ob. 9.218 (sQQ)
218 EABOvVTES &' els GvTpov [sc. [ToAugnuou] édnevpecda ExaoTar

(3a) PHILOSTR. VA 3.14

kai Si1TTw Ewpakévan paoi Tifw Affou pEAavos SuPpwv Te kal dvépcwv
Svte. & pev BN TV SpPpwv, i aUxpd 1) Tvdikn méorto, &voixOeis
veéhas GvarrépTrer kai Uypaiver THv yiiv mdoav, e 58 duPpor TAeovek-
Toiev, Toxel aUtoUs EuykAeidpevos, 6 B8 TGV &vépwv Tifos TouToHY,
oluci, 7§ ToU AidAou &okd TPATTEl, TrapavoryvivTes y&p Tév ifov
Bva TOV &véuwy dvidoy Epmvelv dpa, k&vTelBev 1) YT EppwTai.
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(3b) op. 10.19-26

19 Bcoke [sc. AloAos] B¢ W ExBeipas dokdv Bods Evvedpoio,
20 EvBa B¢ PukTdeov dvépwy Troinoe Kpoviwy,

Kelvov yap Tauinv dvépwy kaTeédbnoe kéAevda:

fiuev Travépeval 118 dpvupev dv K EBEATION.

vni &’ &vi yAapupfi kaTédel péppibl paeivi)

&pyuptn, va pr} T1 TapaTrveUaer’ dAiyov Trep
25 aUTap ol TrvoIny ZegUpou TTpoEnKey &ijval,

Sppa pépor vijés Te kad aUToUS” . . .

(3c) PHILOSTR. VA 7.14

6 Bt Tapyas oUdE EprioeTal oUBEV fikovTa, &AN doTrep & AloAds TroTe TOV
‘Vbuagata kakdds xpnodpevov T¢ Tiis elmAolas Swpw &Tipov ékéeuae
Xwpeiv TRs viigou, k&pE dNyrov &TreAd ol dxBov, kakov eimdov & TO
TavrdaAelov yeyovéivan Tédpa, PouAovTtar ydp Tov £ aUTd KUWavTa Kai
KIVBUVGV KOIVWVETY TOTS PiAoIs.

(3d) op. 10.72
[AIOAOZ:] "Epp’ & vijoou B&ooov, EAéyXIoTE fwdvTwv:

(4a) PHILOSTR. VA 4.16

‘@AM’ oUxi PoBpov,” elmev, “Obucctws SpuEduevos, oUbE dpudv
afpaT yuxaywynoas, & BiaAe§iv ToU Ax1AAéws fiABov, GAN eb§dpevos,
émrooa Tols fipwov vbol paocrv eUxeabai . . .

(4b) op. 11.25, 35—7
PéBpov 5puf’ booov Te Tuyolaiov Evla kal évéa,
(...)

.., T& 8¢ pfjAa AaPov &webaipoTéunoa
&s PdBpov, pée & alpa kehaivepés' ai & &yépovTo
yuxai Umeg EpéPeus vexUov kaTaTedvnoTwy.

{4€) PHILOSTR. VA 6.32

‘amroBavolpc 8¢, elte, ‘“tiva TpdTrov;’ ‘Ov YE', Epn, "Obuoaels Aéye-
Ta, paci y&p Kaxeivey TV B&vaTov ik BaAdTTns EABEV.” TalTa & Adpis
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8¢ Epunvever pUAGTTECHC pEV almov THV aiypnv Tiis Tpuydvos, fj Tov
Vbuoota PePAficdai paai, Suolv 8¢ ETolv ueTd TOV TTaTépa THV &pXTiV
KaTaoXovra UTo ToU BaAaTTiou Aayc &robBavely, Todv 5t ixBUv ToUTov
Tapéxechar xuuoUs dmoppfiTous Utrep Tavra Ta &v Tf) BaA&TTn Kai
vii &vdpogdva, kai Népwva pev égtrotfioal Tols éauTol Syols TovV
Aayov ToUtov émi ToUs ToAepiwTdTous, AopeTiavov € &t ToOV
&SeA@ov TiTov, ol 16 §v &BeApdd &pxewv Bewodv fyoupevov, AR
T6 EUV TTp@w TE kal XpTOTE.

(4d) op. 11.134-6

134 [TEIPEZIAZ:] . . . 8avaTos 8¢ TO1 £§ GAGS aUTd
135 &PANYPOS ndAa Tolos EAeUgeTal, &S KE OE TrEQVY)
yHpa Utro Arrapdd &pnuévov- . . .

(5a) PHILOSTR. VA 6.11

... 08 ofpa, mikp& TaUTa fyoUuevos kai T1is EauTol coglias fiTTw, Kai
&AAov &5enfin ved kal dAAou kai peydAwy 1181 kai ékaTopéSwy, Evos
B atrrddv kai xpuods Tuyyas avapan Aéyetar Zetpnvwv Tivd érrexoUoas
Tre10cd, SuveAéaTd Te T& elSokipdTaTa TGOV dvabnpdrwy és ThHv Mubd
kOoUoU EVeka . . .

(sb) op. 12.39—40

39 Zeipfjvas pev TpdTov aeifeal, of p& Te TAvTas
40 &vBpwtrous €A youotv, OTIs ogéas eicapiknTal.

(6a) PHILOSTR. VA §.1I

dAeyncvdvTw 8¢ TV Tepl TNV tomépav, TpETrovTan TO EvTelBev éi
APUnY kai Tuppnvous, kai T& pev TeCf) PodifovTes, T& B¢ i TAoiwv
Topevduevol kaTioxouotv &v 21keAiq, oU T AIAUPatov. TTapaTrAeioav-
Tes 8€ Emt Meoonvnv Te xal Topbudv, tvBa & Tuppnvos Abpia Sup-
P&AAwv xaRemrnv EpydlovTan THY XdpuPBiv. . .

(6b) obp. 12.260-1

260 adTap Emrel TETpas pUyopev Servriv Te XdpuBSiv
ZkUAATV T ..



The Odyssey of Apollonius 199
(6c) PHILOSTR. VA 5.18

&AuTrou 8¢ ToU TAoU yevouévou xataoxwv & Asuxdba, ‘drropdouev,’
Epm, ‘Tiis vedds TauTns, ol yap Adov aUTf) & Axaiav TAeUoat.” pooé-
xovtos 8¢ oUdevds TG Adyw TANY TGV Y1yvwokovtwy Tdv &vdpa,
auTos pev i Aeukadias vedds opoU Tols Poulopévols EupTrAeiv &
Aéxaiov katéoxev, 1 8¢ vals 1) Zupakoucia kaTedu éoTrAédovoca TOV
Kpioaiov k6ATTOV.

(6d) op. 12.403-19

403 AMN &1e 87 THY vijoov EAeiTropey, oUbE TIs &AAN
paiveTo youkwy, &AN oUpavds 115 BdAaooa,

405 B1 TOTE KUaVENY VEQEATV EoTnoe Kpoviwv
vnos Utrep yAagupiis, TiXAvoe B& ToévTos Ut alTTs.
1) & €01 oU pda TroAAOv £ X pdvov: alya yap TiA8e
KeKAN Y@ ZEQUpos, HEYGAT) UV AaidaTmi BUcov,
ioTol 8¢ TrpoTovous Eppn§ dvépoio BUEAAX

410 apgoTépous ioTds &' dmicw Téoev, STAa TE TTAVTA
eis GvTAov kaTéxuvl® & & &pa Trpuuvy évi vni
TATIEE KUPepYN TEw KepaAniyv, oUv & doTé Gpade
TavT &uudis kepaTys: & & &p’ &pveuThipi doikas
kérrea” & ikp1ogiv, Altre 8 doréa Bupds dyriveop.

415 Zeus & &Gpudis PpovTnoe kai EpPale vni kepauvov:
1) 8’ EAeAixOn raoa A1ds TATYEITQ KEpOUVED,
tv 8t Beelov TAfiTO" TrETOV &’ £k VoS Eraipol.
oi 8¢ kopavr o ikehol Tepi vija péAaivay
KUpaov épgopéovTo, Beds & &roaivuto véoTov.

(7a) PHILOSTR. VA 7.10

. Gofikev & TO ZikeAdv kai TToAdv Evos Gua Eomepq. TuxGv 8t
oUpiov TrveUpaTos kai Tivos eUpoias Umodpapovans TO TréAayos
aoikeTo &5 Awenapyiov TepmTaios. AnunTpiw 88 EvTuywy, s E5OKEL
BapoaleddyTaTos TV PrAocdPwy, ETrel i) TToAU &md Tiis Paouns 8ipdro,
Suviel piv arol EEegTnrOTOS TR TUp&VVW, BiaTpIPfs Bk Eveka, ‘eiAne&
og, elTe, ‘TpupdvTa kai T eVdaipovos Trahias, el 51 eldainwv, TO
HaKapldTaToV oikoUvTa, Bv & AéyeTan kai 'O8uoaels KaAuwol Suviov
ékAaBécBon karrvoU 18axnaiou kal oikov.’
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(7b) op. 1.55-9

55 ToU BuydTnp [sc. Kahuyo] BuaTnvov d8upduevov KaTepUKEl,
adet B& padakoiol kai aipuvAiolor Adyolal
0éNyel, 8Treos 10Gkns EmiAnoeTon abrap Vbuooevs,
iépevos kad kamvov amobprakovTa vofigat
1is yains, Bavéewv ipeipeTa.

(7d) PHILOSTR. va 8.11

ETUyyave pev 8% 6 Adws TRs TpoTepaias &eiyuévos kai T AnunTpic
Euyyeyovas Umep T@v Tpd TS Sikns, 6 & elAaPéoTepov 1 TOV
Utep AtroAAwviou &kpodopevov eikds SiaTedels fiv U¢ v fikouoe,
kai &AW Ths UoTepaias Utrép TGV alTdv fpwTa, §uvailwy ot
Tapd ThY 8dAaTTay, tv ) T& Tepl THY KaAuyd pubelpaTa: &rreyiyv-
WOKOV pEV Ya&p s oUx fi§ovTos, Emedn Ta TRS Tupavvidos yxoAeTda
fiv &ot1, & & O adToU TpooTaTTopeva ETipwy ik THV pUoIV ToT
&vdpos.

(7d) op. 49-50

49 Buopopw, 65 81) dnb& @idwv &ro AT TGO XEL
50 viiow &v &uetpuTn), 661 T dppaids Eom BaAdooms.

(7e) op. 5.157—-8

157 Sdxpuol kal oTovayfiol xal &Ayean Bupov EpéxBuwv
mévTov T &TpUyeTov BepréokeTo Sdkpua AeiPuov.

(76) PHILOSTR. VA 7.41

(8a) PHILOSTR. VA 7.22

‘oUk &moTd, &, ‘kai Tnv Aeuxobéav oTE kpnSepvov T¢ VBuooel
Bolvan peta Thv vadv, fis ékmeowv AuepéTpel Tals éautol xepoi TO
méiAayos’ kal yap fudv & aurixavé Te kai poPepd éuBePnidToov, Beddy
TI5 UTrepéxet, olua, Xelpa, s i) EkTréootuey owTnpias wéons.’

(8b) op. 5.343-52

343 [AEYKO®EH:)
ElpaTa TalT &rodus oxediny &vépoial pépecdal
k&I, &Tap Xeipeool véwv Emipaieo véoTou
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345 yains Qaifixwy, 661 To1 poip toTiv dAUEq.
T 8¢, T6BE KpnBepvov UTrd aTépVolo Tévuoaa
&uppoTov: oUSE Ti Tol TTabéev Béos oUT &roAéaBan.

351 s &pa pwvnoaoa Bed kpn)Sepvov EBwKeY,
aUTh & &y & movTov £8UcETO KUpaivovTa

(9a) PHILOSTR. VA 4.20

TAPETUXE MEV TG AOYw MEIpEKIOV TGV APpdv oUTws &oeAyEs vopiLd-
pHevov, s yevéoBan TToTE kal Guafdv &apa, TaTpis 88 alTd Képrupa
v kai & AAkivouv avépepe Tov Eévov Tol 'Dduocéws Tov Paiaka

(9b) op. 7-8
(xoa) PHILOSTR. VA 8.11—12

(11) &mreTrovTES OoUv EkGBnVTO &5 TO WWugoiov, Ev @ 6 Tifos, Aeukou
& oUTos o1 Alfov Euvéxwv Ty UBaTos oUE UmepPdAAovcav Tol
oTopiov o, £l Tis &ravTAoin, UroSiSoloav. (12) dvohopupapévou Bt
ToU Ad&mbos, kal Te kad ToloUTov iTrévTos, ‘&p dyouedd ToTe, & Beol,
TOV KOASY TE kai &yaBov Etaipov; dkovoas 6 'ATToAAVIoS, Kal yap
51 kai épeaTads i8N TG vwpgaicw ETUyxavey, ‘Oyeade, eltre, ‘udAAov 8¢
twpaxoTe.

(xob) op. 13.102-12

102 aUTdp i KpaTds Apévos TavUupUAAOS EAain,
&y x ot 8 aUTiis &vTpov ErfipaTov TepoEISEs,
ipov vuugdwv ai viiaBes kaAéovTal.

10§ &v 8t kpryTTipés Te Kai &ugipopiies Exat
Adnvor EvBa &’ EreiTa TiBaiPdogovat pEhiogal.
&v &’ ioroi Aifeor Trepiprikees, EvBa Te vippan
pdpe’ Upaivouoiv GAiTropeupa, Balua (8éabar
v &' UBat’ devdovTa. BUw B¢ Té of BUpa eioiv,

110 al pév mpods Bopéao kataiBatal &vbpdmoioy,
ai 8 ab pods NoTou eioi BecoTepan- oUdE T1 keivy)
&vbpes EotpyovTal, AN &bavaTwy 5805 EoTiv.

(roc) PHILOSTR. VA L.14

ToUTov EmTovdTaTov alTé ¢nol yevéchar Tov Piov SAwv TévTe
ETGV &oknBévTta, TOAA piv yép elTelv ExovTa un eimelv, ToAAK S&
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wpods dpytiv &xovoavTa un drolom, ToAAols & EmmAfi§on Tpooy-
Bévta ‘“TéTAaB! 87 Kpadin® Te kai YADTTA TPdS EaUTOV paval, Adywv
TTPOOKPOUSYTWY QUTE Trapiéval Tas EAéyEes TOTe.

(rod) op 20.18

18 “TéTAaB1 81), kpadin: kal kUvTepov &AAo TroT ETANS,
fluaTt ¢ 67e pot pévos &oxetos fodie Kukhawy
ipBinous ETépous' ou &’ ETOApas, Sppa o€ pPiiTIS
teayay’ ¢€ &vrpoio Sidpevov BavéeoBar.’




v

Heroicus






CHAPTER IO

Performing heroics: language, landscape and
identity in Philostratus’ Heroicus*

Tim Whitmarsh

Lucius Flavius Philostratus is in danger of becoming fashionable, for the
first time in some 1,500 years. How quickly the pendulum swings: even
in 1985, Bowersock could claim that his writing is ‘inadequare, even inju-
dicious’;' while in 1996, Robert Wardy referred to him as a ‘second- (or
third-) rate. . . mediocrity’.?

Judgements of literary quality are, of course, as transitory as the intel-
lectual fashions that underpin them, and it is perhaps unsurprising to see
one generation’s whipping boy reclaimed as the neglected genius of the
next. Yet in Philostratus’ case it is the extent of the swing that is arresting:
this erstwhile mediocrity is now routinely claimed as both a brilliant writer
with a sophisticated aesthetic sensibility, and as zhe central figure for the
culrural history of his time.

The two faces of the new Philostrateanism have tended, it is true, to peer
in different directions: in general, critics of literary aesthetics have found
their champion in Picturesand Letters,’ while cultural historians have inter-
ested themselves more in the philosophical and sophistical cock-fighting
of On Apollonius of Tyana and Lives of the sophists* One text where the
two gazes might meet is, however, the long dialogue On heroes (Heroicus),
which is centrally abourt (I shall argue) both elite Greek identity and the

* Versions of this chapter have been delivered at the Universities of Cambridge, Oxford and Harvard.
1 am gratcful to inerlocutors at all chree for their comments. 1 have also learned much from as yet
unpublished studies by doctoral Philostrateans, particulatly Owen Hodkinson, Graeme Miles and
Hannah Mossman. Translations are based on Maclcan and Aitken (2001), with accasional differences
of interpretarion, and the text is de Lannoy's.

' Bowersock (1989 [1985]) 95. This perspective is nothing new on his pare: in Greek Sophists in the
Roman Empire, he famously and influentially began by dismissing the ‘quality’ of all of the Greek
texts of the second and third centuries (Bowcersock 1969: 1).

* Wardy (1996) 6.

) See esp. Blanchard (1986); Walker (1992); Bryson (1994); Elsner (2000).

+ See esp. Bowie (1978), (1994); Anderson (1986); Koskenniemi (1991); Follet (1991); Flinterman (199s);
Gleason (1995) 145—7; Swain (1996) 38195, (1999); Elsner (1997); Billauk (2000); Whitmarsh (2001a)
188-90, 226-44, (2004a), (2007); Kdnig (2005) 31537, (2007).
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pleasures of reading. Nowhere is the Philostratean revolution more evident
than here. In the mid-1990s (when I first happened upon it), it was easily
accessible only through the Teubner texts of de Lannoy (1977) and Kayser
(1871). The dehciency must have struck many: since then, it has been
translated with commentary into modern Greek, Spanish, Italian, German
(twice), English (twice, although one remains unpublished) and Polish.’ A
text that was once consigned to the footnotes of scholarship on religion
(particularly as a supposed revival of hero cult in the imperial period)® and
sophistic Homerkritik” has been reclaimed as a work of intrinsic literary
and historical interest.?

There is, however, much left to be done in terms of unpacking this
brilliant and provocative work. This chapter? offers a contribution to its
further reclamation, and indeed to the merging of cultural-historical and
literary approaches to our author. My central argument is, indeed, that
Heroicus' self-reflexive literary sophistication is inseparable from the issues
of identity thar are tested throughout, and vice versa. The first part of the
chapter introduces the interpretative issues; the second explores questions
of identiry and the third literary strategy; the fourth part ties the themes
together.

MAKING SENSE OF HEROICUS

I

How do we read Heroicus? As an expression of religious piery, or as a sophis-
tic jeu? Readers in search of the meaning of a text usually try to reconstruct
an underlying intention. Few scholars, of course, are comfortable with the
romantic idea of literature as an expression of authorial consciousness, but
in truth the cognitive process of reading almost always involves hypothe-
sising some kind of intelligent design in the text, a unifying principle or
set of principles (whether we attribute these to an author or, in the modish
language of much modern criticism, to ‘the text’). As Stanley Fish puts it,

¥ Greek: Mandilaras (1995, non vidi): Spanish: Mestre (1996, non vidi); lalian: Rossi (1997); German:
Beschorner (1999), Grossardt (2006): English: Maclean and Aitken (2001); Polish: Szarmach (2003,
non vidi). The (excellent) unpublished English translation is that of Jefirey Rusten.

© See esp. Mantero (1966), who offers a book-length study of the philosophical and religious back-
ground; for recent discussions, see also Jones (2000), (2001); Whitmarsh (z001) 103-5.

7 Huhn and Bethe (1917); Anderson (1986) 241-57; Bowersock (1994) 68; Merkle (1994) 193-4;
Beschorner (1999) 219-31; Billault (2000) 126-38; Maclean and Aitken (2001) Ix—Ixxvi; Zeitlin (2001)
255-66; Grossardt (2006) 1.§5-120 esp. 99-102.

# Culminaring in a set of essays: Aitken and Maclean (2004).

% The second part of which is an extended version of Whitmarsh (2004b).
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‘the efforts of readers are always efforts to discern and therefore to realize
(in the sense of becoming) an author’s intention’.” Like Fish, I take this
‘intention’ not as a presence latent in the text, but as a (necessary) confab-
ulation generated by the reading process: ‘a succession of decisions made
by readers abourt an author’s intention’."

Heroicus is a dialogue, lacking any meta-commentary in the voice of
a narrator. There is, then, no authoritative guide to literary ‘meaning’.
Consequencly, any attempt to read the text must begin with the owo
interlocutors, and the relationship between them. Let us recap che situation.
Heroicus reports a discussion set on the Thracian Chersonese between a
Phoenician sailor, whose ship has been beached by lack of wind, and a
local vinegrower. During the course of the discussion, the vinegrower lets
slip that he is in regular discussion with the epiphanically reanimated hero
Protesilaus (Philostratus Atticises the name to Protesileds), whoin periodic
encounters corrects the prevailing (i.e. Homeric) view of the events in
the Trojan war. The particular problem, we are told, is that Homer was
bought off by the villainous Odysseus; and the story of the true hero,
Palamedes, and his murder by the former was repressed by Homer.'* In
the first instance, the Phoenician is understandably sceptical: ‘By Athena
he exclaims, ‘I do not believe you!" (&mrioTd, viy Ty ABnvav, 3.1; cf. 7.9,
7.11-8.2). (An appropriate invocation of the goddess who exchanges lies
with Odysseus when he first touches down on Ithaca.) By the conclusion,
though, he has decided that chere is more to the vinegrower’s rales chan
Chersonesian lies: ‘I believe you!’ (meifouai oo1), he comments in the
conspicuous position of the final line of the texc (58.6; cf. 16.6, 44.5).
The Phoenician’s passage from scepticism to belief, then, construces him,
provisionally at least, as one ‘implied reader’ of the text. Heroicus thus
mighr be raken as a Adyos wpoTpeTikds,” that is to say a dialogue aiming
to exhort the reader by dramatising the conversion of an interlocutor to
the position of the speaker. In this connection, the dialogue has been
interpreted as proselytising particularly for the revivalism of hero-cult,
whether narrowly that apparently sponsored by Caracalla (211—17)™ or the
more general movement in the second and third centuries.”

'° Fish (1976) 47s. ™ Fish (1976) 476.

"2 For the central opposition between these two fgures, see Rossi (1997) 28-32.

" See Maclean and Aitken {2001) Ixxx~bexxi for this interpretation; also Beschorner (1999) 167-8.

4 Huhn and Bethe (1917) 613-14; Eitrem (1929) 1-5; Mantero (1966) 13-14: Bowersock (1989) 98;
Merkle (1994) 193; Beschorner (1999) 235—40. See contra Grossardt (2006) 1.34—46: Whitmarsh
(2007) 35-8.

'$ See esp. Jones (2001) 146-8.
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There is a perhaps even a gencral resemblance between the Phoenician’s
embrace of ‘belief’ in the cult and Christian conversion narrative. It is not
impossible that Philostratus may have come into contact with Christianicy
through figures like Julius Africanus (author of a secular miscellany as
well as doctrinal works), who successfully served as an ambassador to
Severus Alexander — or even that emperor himself, who (we are told,
however implausibly) kept effigies of Abraham and Jesus Christ (as well as
Apollonius of Tyana) in his lararium® If, as has been claimed,” Heroicus
is a variety of ‘conversion dialogue’, then we may be entitled to take the
Phoenician’s ‘belief at the end as powerfully normative.

The resemblances between discourses of belief in Heroicus and in Chris-
tian literature are, however, prerty superficial: as we shall see presently,
Philostrarus draws much more from historiographical discourse. What is
more, no dialogue — even ‘conversion’ dialogue — creates meaning unequiv-
ocally.”® Whereas, for example, oratory or an Aristotelian essay seeks to
create meaning authoritatively by minimising dissenting voices, dialogue
emphasises, dramatically, the relations between individual positions.

This can be quickly exemplified by a glance towards Platonic dialogue,
clearly an important hypotextual resource for Heroicus." In most Platonic
dialogue, Socrates is of course the figure of pedagogical authority. But this
does not mean thart readers are required to accept his words ar face value.
In the Symposium, he is presented as engagingly eccentric; in the Crito,
the position he argues for seems terrifyingly authoritarian. Conversely, a
truculent interlocutor may have a more defensible position than Socrates
acknowledges (e.g. Thrasymachus), or an assenting interlocutor (e.g. Criro,
Ion, or Euthyphro) can seem too hasty in his acquiescence. Indeed, Nume-
nius of Apamea (second-century ap) argues that Euthyphro is portrayed by
Plaro ‘in the guise of the Athenians: a foolish braggart, and as poor a the-
ologian as you could find’ (gv. .. Td oxfpan TédY Abnvaiwy. .. dvta
&vbpa dAadova kai kodAepov el Tis &AAos BeoAoyel kakdds, fr. 23). This
kind of strategy for reading Platonic dialogue, arriculated a generation
before Philostratus, requires readers not to submit to Socrates but to

6 SHA Alex. Sev. 29.2 = FGrH 1064 Ts. See Eitrem (1929) 8-9 for wigwis as religious ‘faith’. For
wider discussion of religious themes, see especially Mantero (1966); Massenzio (1997); Nagy (2001).

17" Schiublin (1985).

8 See further Whitmarsh (1999) 155-8, with further references; also Grossardt (2006) 1.47-8.

¥ The presence of the reported views of a figure of supcrnataral authority evokes the figure of
Diotima in Socrates’ speech in the Synpocin: and the idcalised pastoal seuting closely tracks the
canonical locus amoenus of the Phaedrus (Trapp (1990) 171 for a full discussion). Gill (2001) provides
a powerful assessment of critical responses to dialogic elements in Plato. Generally on Platonic
themes in Heroicus, see Grossardt (2006), 44, 111, 117 (and repeatedly throughout the commentary),
although there is unexpectedly little on the dialogue form per se.
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negotiate for themselves a position between acquiescence and rejection. To
read philosophical dialogue - or, better, to read dialogue philosophically —
is not merely to identify with subject positions, but also to interprer the
nods and winks that undercut or circumscribe the authority of individual
characters.

We should question, then, any assumprion that the Phoenician’s ‘con-
version’ to belief provides the only possible model of response to the
vinegrower’s story. The relational aspect of dialogue invites a plurality of
responses, and asks each reader to find a place for herself somewhere upon
the scale between scepticism and acceptance; or, even, to consider more
laterally what might be art stake in crediting these extraordinary tales. To
rake this text as a straightforward expression of religious adherence is, then,
natrve.

2

Whar does the Phoenician mean when he proclaims that ‘I believe you'?
We have already mentioned a superficial similarity to Christian conversion
narrative. The primary hypotexts, however, lie in the Greek historiograph-
ical tradition. The contrast developed berween the Phoenician’s scepticism
and the vinegrower's belief activates a specifically Herodotean play with the
value of travel and autopsy. This is most visibly worked out in the passage
where the vinegrower convinces his interlocutor of the existence of giants
on the basis of giant bone-finds:*

Vinegrower: But do not yet regard as credible (mo&) what [ have said, stranger,
until you sail to the island of Cos, where the bones of earth-born men are on show,
the original Meropes so they say; and until you see the bones of Hyllus, son of
Heracles, in Phrygia [list of big bone-finds] . ..

Phoenician: I congrarulate you on your research (lovopias), vinegrower. T was
ignorant of such great bones, and out of ignorance I disbelieved (firiaTowv). (8.14,
18)

In this crucial sequence, where the Phoenician begins to articulate his
‘conversion’ for the first time, what clinches the case for the vinegrower is
the latter’s claim to personal experience. In this interchange, the two have
played the roles of Herodotus and Thucydides: the Phoenician hasassumed
a Thucydides-like position of disbelicving ‘mythology’ (uuBoAoyiav, 7.9),
on the grounds that it is based on tralatitious rather than experiential

* Rusten (2004) discusses Philostratus’ possible sources, noting that a generation before Philostratus
Pausanias, too, shows an interest in giant bones.
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knowledge (8.3);*' the vinegrower, however, advises, a Herodotean suspen-
sion of disbelief of apparently miraculous phenomena (cf. 8aluc at 8.13)
until a personal judgement can be reached.?* The Phoenician’s congratula-
tion of his new friend on his ‘research’ (ioTopias) underscores the latter’s
victory in the contest for historiographical voices.

The preference for a Herodotean idiom is perhaps unsurprising in the
conrext, given the prominent placement of this very cult-site of Protesilaus
in the closing chapters of Histories (9.114—22),*? a passage that is later alluded
to directly in Heroicus (9.5, on which see below). But in another passage,
Histories are specifically problemarised as a source for wonders. “Well, if 1
were mythologically inclined, I would have described the seven-cubit-long
corpse of Orestes, which the Spartans found in Tegea’, the vinegrower
proclaims (8.3), alluding to the celebrated Herodotean passage (1.66-8).*
In this instance, Herodotus has evidently become a less than infallible guide
to credible reportage.

Heroicus' language of pistis, then, is not narrowly religious: the account
of the epiphanically revealed ‘truth’ of the Trojan war may represent the
mear of the vinegrower's case, bur it is carefully framed with rationalist, his-
toriographical markers. Nor, indeed, is Heroican belief straightforwardly
coercive: the Herodotean case demonstrates precisely the difficulty of plac-
ing absolute confidence in one single authority. This in turn problematises
any attempr to read Heroicus as religious propaganda, in that it raises the
question of who (the vinegrower? Philostratus?) we are to believe; all the
more so in view of the long history of ludic or semi-ludic revisions of Trojan
narratives (the so-called Schwindellitteratur tradition), reaching back from
Dictys and Dares, Prolemy Chennus and Dio’s eleventh Oration, through
the Hellenistic authors Iambulus, Hegesianax, Dionysius Scytobrachion
and Euhemerus, to the fifth-century sophists Hippias and Gorgias.*

That Heroicus does not embody any coherent belief system — der Glaube
der Hellenen — does not, however, mean that the dialogue is simply

#* Cf. Thuc. 1.22.4 for the programmatic rejection of the mythical (1o puBdSes). 7.10's sneering at
specifically childish mythology. however, alludes to Plato {(Leg. 887d; Grossardt (2006) 2.385).

2 Cf. especially Periander’s conduct in the programmatic story of Arion and the dolphin: initial
scepticisin (@mtoTin) is replaced when he engages in research {lovopéeaBan) into che truch of the
matrer (1.24.7). See further the narrator at 4.96.1: ‘[ do not disbelieve or overly believe in this’ By
Bt mrepi pév ToUTou. . . oUTE drmioTé obTe Qv MotV T1 Ainv. . . ). *Herodotus is the prototype
of the historian who always marvels’ (Momigliano (1975) 25). De Lannoy's index entry under 8oUpc
is error-strewn.

% On this passage. see Baedeker (1988); Nagy (1990) 268-73. Like the Histories, Heroicus (53.17~54.15
also 56.6-11) concludes with a hero avenging insults, viz. Achilles (Anderson (1986) 247).

*# For Herodotus as puioAGyos, see also Arist. GA 756b (Grossarde (2006) 2.389-90),

¥ See Grossardt (2006) 1.§5-74. with further literacure; also Whitmarsh (forthcoming).
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‘sophistic’ (as Wilamowirz-Moellendorff and others have claimed).?6 As
we have seen, pluralism and relativity are constituent fearres of dialogue
in general. Heroicusis a catacomb of multiple hermeneutical leys and vaults.
This is not to claim that interpretation is infinitely open - on the contrary,
it is crammelled in cerrain fundamental ways — but thar the text makes an
issue of interpretation. My central contention in this chapter is that this text
is not an inert expression of Greek religious piety; rather it fully engages
its readers in the play of meaning, challenging them to revise their own
sense of selthood. Heroics are ‘performed’ through the act of reading, not
megaphonically proclaimed in the act of writing. In the pursuit of such
a ‘performative’ interpretation, I shall focus less upon the berter-known
sections that engage in Homeric revisionism, and more on the framing
and structure of the text as a whole, considering what sort of demands —
intellectual demands, but also se/Finvestments, commitmen ts of identity —
it claims from its readers.

LANDSCAPE, LANGUAGE AND IDENTITY

I

Let us begin our exploration of Heroican identity by thinking about the
geographical setting.”” Within the vast expanse of the Roman empire,
geography is always a marked discourse, whether appropriating alien terri-
tory and rendering it amenable to imperialising knowledge,?* or idealising
an impossibly primitive countryside as a counterpart to the ambiguous
sophistication of modern urban life. Heroicus intersects with a tradition
of texts, originating in Hellenistic pastoral, that strategically relocate the
centres of Hellenism away from the traditional, grand urban and religious
centres to rural backwaters.® Dio’s seventh Oration, Euboicus, is a case in
point. This text (discussed in Lives of the sophists, and imporcant for Hero-
icus, as we shall see) begins by siting the tale ‘in practically the middle of
Greece’ (&v péor) oxedov 1 7{i EAAGS, Dio Chr. 7.1), a marker of cultural

% Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1956), 2.514; Anderson (1986), 241~57 also plays up the sophistical
aspects.

37 Jones (2001) discusses realéa. The cultural importance of physical setting ta Heroicus is scressed by
Marcin (2002) 156-8.

*® Momigliano (1975) 65-6 and esp. Nicolet (1991).

19 Whitmarsh (2001a) 10048, with further references.

% Mantero (1966), 45-7 on ‘motivi nazionalistici’. I argue below that Philostraus’ use of the language
of ‘sweetness” has pastoral resonances.
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centrality that underscores the normative, moralising narrative. These
hunters of Euboea are ‘true’ Greeks, preserving their traditions through
innocence of city traditions: the ‘centre’ has been paradoxically shifted
away from the usual claimants (Achens, Olympia, Delphi) to rural Euboea.
In another passage with important implications for Heroicus, Philostratus
himself in Lives of the sophists discusses at one point a certain Agathion,
who decries the corrupred, ‘barbaric’ speech to be found in the centre of
Athens, whereas ‘the interior of Attica is pure of barbarians, and hence its
language remains uncorrupted and its dialect sounds the purest strain of
Acthis’ () pecoyeia 8t Guiktos PapPdpors oUoa Uylaivel aUTols 1) vy
xal 1) YA@TTa THv Grpav ATdida amowdAAe, VS 553).3* Once again, the
relocation from mainstream urban centre to a rustic context (which in this
account is a ‘centre’ of a different kind: the mesogeia, or ‘middle land’) is
constructed as a search for Hellenic puriry.

The Heroican landscape is a place of divinity and eroticised beauty.
When the two speakers relocate to another spot to exchange stories (an
obvious reworking of the Platonic cliché),” the Phoenician comments thar
the fragrance from the flowers is ‘sweet’ (1\3V, 3.3), a word that powerfully
invokes the landscape of Hellenistic pastoral.* The vinegrower replies
‘What do you mean sweet? It’s divine! (vi Aéyeis §5U; Belov, 3.4). This
phrasing positions Heroicus, in meta-literary terms, as hyper-pastoral, pos-
sessed of qualities that exceed mere ‘sweetness’. This hyperbolic description
of the culric landscape is amplified by the heavy use of superlatives: the
cult-site is, according to the Phoenician, ‘the part of the land that is sweet-
est and divine’ (To pépos ToU &ypou...7B1oToV TE. .. Kai Bgiov, §5.2;
cf. fidiora, &dAvumdTarTa, Umepurikn, 5.2~3). The language of divinity is
used to describe a site that transcends ‘normal’ description; or, better, it
marks the failure of received language, including (self-reflexively) that of
the pastoral literary tradition, to represent a space that lies (just) beyond
the reader’s imagination.

3 For this paint, sce Trapp (1995) 164-5; also Males (1995} 177-80.

3 A more complex story, howcver, than is often assumed: ] attempt to unpack it ac Whitmarsh (2001a)
105-8.

B Phaedrus 227 a—30e; see Lrapp (1990), 171, with copious contemporary parallels. Grossarde (2006)
reads the passages discussed in this parageaph in predominaniy Platonic terms, neglecting the
pastoral effects.

3% Thanks primarily to its programinatc placement at the start of Theacritus 1: see Hunter {1999)
70 on Theocritus and (1981) 927 on later theorisations of §Bovi and its close ally, yAukiTns. A
significant parallel to Philostratus’ usage comes at Ach. Tat. 1.2.3 (another reworking of the Phaedrus,
Trapp (1990) 171): ‘a place like this is altogether sweet and appropriate for erotic stories’ (réwras
5t & TololrTog roTos ABUS kai pBwv &Eios dpwTikédv). Martin (2002) compares Achilles’ and
Philostratus’ narrative settings.
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In a characreristically Philostratean meta-textual gesture, the beauty of
topography is connected with the beauty of language and knowledge. The
vinegrower’s rural labour is cast as a form of philosophy (2.5—6), contrast-
ing with the ruinous urban philosophy which he undertook earlier in his
life (4.6). Literary culture and viticulture are metaphorically interlinked: #/
faut cultiver son jardin. Conversely, the land embodies intellectual values.
The fertility of the soil (‘there is no stinting’, pBdvos oUdels, 2.3; ‘every-
thing on the land teems for me’, BpUel po1 T& v &ypd TavTa, 4.10)
is matched by the abundance of Protesilaus’ wisdom (‘he has wisdom to
spare’, TTepleaTi. . . kai gogias aliT, 4.10). On hearing of the intellectual
fertility of this space, the Phoenician responds with a praise of this site,
on the grounds that ‘you do not only cultivate olives and grapes in it, but
you also harvest divine and pure wisdom’ (7 pévov EAdas kai PoTpus &v
aUToL TPUYSs, &AA& kai copiav Spétry Beiav Te kai &knpaTov, 4.11). The
transferability of metaphors from Protesilaus’ landscape to his knowledge
signals that his paideia partakes of identically fructose qualities.

The land also seems itself to assume the mythical, storied aspect of
Protesilaus himself. A later, ecphrastic description of Protesilaus employs
markedly vegetal imagery: ‘he teems with luxuriant down, and his fragrance
is sweeter than autumn myrtles’ (&Bpco ioUAw Ppusr kai &mdler adTol
fiS10v | T peTdmrwpov TGV pUpTwy, 10.2).5 The verb Bplev (‘to teem’)
has already been used of the vegetal abundance of the cult-site (4.10,
quoted above), and ‘sweet’ (7|5Us) is, as we have seen, a key marker of
pastoral landscape. In this divine, super-pastoral space, the hero’s eroticised
presence inhabits the very soil of the land.

There are also man-made features in this landscape.’® The monumental
cult-site is described in quasi-periegetic terms, familiar to modern readers
from Pausanias:

kavoAeiTeTal 5t aUToT 6pds ds SAiya. ToTe BE, olual, xapiev Te fjv xai ol
HIKpoV, s EgT1 Tols Oeperiors EupPodéobar. To Bk &yoApa ToUto PEPnke pev
Eri vecds, 1o yap Tijs Pdoews oxfina Tpdpa, ipuTal 8 vavapxos. TeprTpiyas
St aiTd & xpdvos kad viy Ar oi dAsipovTés Te kal Emicppayifdpevor Tas elxds
EEnAAGy oot ToU eibous. ol 8 oUdtv ToUTo: aUT® ydp Slvenn kal abrdv
BAérw kol oUBEv &v pot yévorto &yoAua éxeivou fiSiov.

3 This is not evidence that Protesilaus was “oiginally” a vegetal god (so Mantero 1966 113-19: cf.
Boedeker 1988 37-8), but part of an ungoing association between the hero and the Jand (see below).
Maclean and Aitken (2001) ‘he has a full. splendid beard’ makes oo much of an adult of the hero.

% Sec also y.1~3 for the miraculous trees facing Troy (cf. the Phoenician’s responsc: BaupdZev Ewv
oU TeBavipaka, 9.4, which seems to mean ‘though I might marvel, 1 do not’ — rather chan ‘T am not
surprised that | continue to marvel’, so Maclean and Aitken (2001)).



214 Heroicus

You see how little of the sanctuary is left. Bur back then it was lovely and not
small, as can be made out from its foundations, This cult-statue stood upon a ship,
since its base has the shape of a prow, and he is set there as the ship’s captain.’’
Time has worn it away and, by Zcus, those who anoint it and seal their vows here
have changed its shape. But this means nothing to me, for I spend time wich and
see the hero himself, and no statue could be more pleasant than him. (9.5-7)

As so often in Pausanias, a sanctuary is a lieu de mémoire (in this case,
a cule-site famous from the end of Herodotus) overhung by the fear of
forgerting. Experiencing the site is to engage reflexively with a cultural tra-
dirion perceived as age-old. Herodotus employs similarly ‘sublime’ tropes
to those identified in Pausanias by James Porter: ‘Sublimity in its most
startling form’, he writes, ‘is to be found in the wondrous and the miracu-
lous, and above all in what lies beyond reach in the present’.?® This ancient
cult-site, suffused with ancient, indescribable divinity, is awesomely sub-
lime, a decayed relic of a once-great past and ac once reanimated by a
living presence. Unlike in Pausanias, however, the frailty of the man-made
monument is supplemented, for the vinegrower, by the experience of the
epiphanic hero himself. Human art, however venerable, is not the embod-
iment of Greek culture, but a weak substitute for it.

2

This place of beauty and ‘sweetness’ is also imaged as Hellenic. In literary
terms, it is constructed from a series of pastoral elements borrowed from
central texts of the Hellenic heritage: in particular the locus both amoenus
and classicus, the Phaedrus, bulks large.’® There are, however, more direct
markers of Hellenism. The nightingales, the vinegrower claims, ‘Acticise’
here (fvarTikifouow, s.4). It is worth taking some time to draw out
the subtleties of this claim. In line with the general emphasis upon pas-
toral pleasure in Heroicus, the song of this typically mournful, elegiac
bird is transformed into something sweeter: the Phoenician responds that
from what he has heard, they do not ‘lament’ (Bpnveiv), they merely sing
here. Yet in drawing attention to the usual expectation that nightingales

37 Taking 1bpuTan as passive with most translators, conra Maclean and Aitken (z001): ‘the ship’s
capaain dedicated it.’

%8 Porter (2001) 71-2. The similarities between the literary effects of Protesilaan narrarive and the
Longinian sublime are already adverted to by Mantero (1966) 153~7. Philostratus may have read
Pausanias (Rusten (2004)).

39 See Trapp (1990) 171; Grossardt (2006) esp. ad 3.3, 3.4, 5.3, 5.5. Forthcoming work by Owen
Hodkinson, based on Hodkinson (2003), demonstrates the full extent of the Phaedran reference in
Heroicus.
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lament, the Phoenician’s words (combined with the reference to
‘Atcicism’)4® hinc at the tragic narrative of the Athenian Procne, who
suffered violent rape at the hands of the Thracian tyrant, Tereus (most
famously in Sophocles’ play of thar name). As so often in the Greek tradi~
tion, cultured Hellenism — here distilled into Atticism, by synecdoche- is
defined by opposition to brutal barbarism.

The subtle allusion to Procne’s rape by a Thracian develops a motif founcl
in an earlier episode in Heroicus, where the vinegrower reports the attempts
by one of the local potentates (oi SuvaTof), the suggestively named Xeinis
(‘Foreigner’), to acquire the cult-site. Protesilaus, we are told, blinded him.
(4.2). Although an apparendy Greek Chersonesite, Xeinis occupies the
negative position in a series of overlapping polarities: urban—rural, wealthy—
peasant, outsider—insider. The cult-site of Protesilaus is a constructed as
a space protected from incursion by quasi-tyrannical foreigners’. This
theme of the sacred protection of Greek space from barbarian aggression is
reactivated near the end of the text, where the Amazons are repulsed frorm
the holy island of Leuce, and arracked and then consumed by their own
horses (57) — perhaps another “Thracian’ echo, to the flesh-eating hoses of
Diomedes.*

Most importantly of all, the setting alludes to Herodotus® narrative of
the Persian wars, the paradigmatic exploration of relations between Greek
and barbarian. At one point, the vinegrower points to the temple where the
Mede committed Aybris in the times of our fathers, ‘in response to which
they say the salt-fish acrually came to life’ (8’ xai T6 Tépryos dvaPiévai
@aat, 9.5). Theallusion (signalled by ‘they say’ —a ‘hyper-Alexandrian’ foot-
note)** is to the end of Herodotus’ text, where Xerxes’ governor Artajkies
deviously gains permission to ransack Protesilaus’ temple by describing the
latrer to his master simply as ‘a Greek who artacked your territory and justly
died for it’ (&vBpds "EAANvos. . . 85 &l yijv Tijv ofjv oTpaTevoduevos
8ikns xuprioas &réBave, Hdt. 9.116.3; cf. 7.33). The horrible irony is that
Artajktes employs this pretext to effect a transgressive incursion himself,
into the sacred space of the temple — and is subjected to divine vengeance,
including the salt-fish (zarikhos) coming to life (a prognostication of

42 Grossardt (2006) 369 notes additionally both that mightingales are associated with the grove of the
Eumenides at Colonus (and, as Ewen Bowie reminds me, the cule-sice of Proresilaus is secon a
KoAwwés, 9.1): and that women often sing like nightingales in Antic rragedy.

4 The older sources are convenicntly assembled by Kurtz (1975). The central importance of Leuce co
Heroicus is stressed by Mossman (2006).

4 ‘Hyper-Alexandrian’, in that ‘they say’ phrases are characreristic of Herodotus himself, usedin 2
differcnt sense (i.e. refurring to oral eradition rather than literary text), For the well-known phrase
‘Alexandrian footnote’, see Hinds (1998) 2.
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the reanimation of the ‘corpse’ (also tarikhos) of Protesilaus) as a result.
Geographical boundaries in Herodotus are often protected by supernat-
ural powers.#? Philostratus’ knowing echo of Herodotean narrative, the
paradigmatic exploration of the the cultural—political-sacral-cosmic rami-
fications of military invasion, serves once again to reinforce the construction
of Protesilaus as the protector of this enclosed, Hellenic space.

These issues also remind us, however, that identity is most insistently
defined where it is most at risk; cultural boundaries can be imagined only
at the point of their transgression. This space described in Heroicus is not,
in fact, unequivocally Greek. For all these themes of barbarians invading
Greek space, the Chersonese is where the Greeks themselves began their
incursions into the East at the time of the Trojan war. Situated at the junc-
ture between East and West, this space is the meeting point for both a Greek
vinegrower and a Phoenician sailor. The difference in cultural background
between the two, indeed, is manipulated in the course of the dialogue, as
the Phoenician protests that the vinegrower is favouring the Greeks (19.1-2;
19.8), and the larter teases the former for his partiality towards the Trojans
(20.1). If this landscape is — or can be constructed as — hyper-Hellenic, it is
also a boundary, a site of negotiation and problematisation.

This sense of liminality is figured in Protesilaus himself, who died just
as he alighted on barbarian soil, at the exact point where the Hellenic
meets the non-Hellenic; as his name suggests, he was the ‘first’ (proros) of
the Greek ‘host” (£aos) to set foot in barbarian land. Indeed, Protesilaus is
arguably the in-between figure par excellence. He left just after marriage;
Homer refers to the ‘half-built house’ (§éuos fuiteAtss, /. 2.701; cf. Cat.
68.74—s5) he began with his wife. Philostratus underlines his liminal status,
in terms of religion (he is semi-divine: 7.3, 16.4) and age (he is an ephebe:
10.2).

The liminality of the Chersonese invokes the interprerative crisis that
Dan Selden has named ‘syllepsis’:# like the peninsula, the text is equipoised
between East and West, and can be approached from either side. Indeed,
in a sense it must be approached as an outsider. The protected space of the
cult-site, and the protected knowledge of Protesilean revelations, inevitably
construct the reader as an interloper, an invader into this privileged space.
Despite the welter of more or less familiar literary reference-points, the

4' Romm (1998) 77-93; also Boedeker (1988) 42 and esp. 45: ‘As a hero buried at the entrance to the
Hellespont, and one not fated to survive a hostile crossing between the continents, Protesilaus colors
Herodorus’ logos about the Persian invasion of Europe. His vengeance against Artaykees suggests a
broader justice directed against the entire armada. . .

44 Selden (1994).
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central ‘revelations’ of the text are, by definition, anti-canonical, predicated
as they are on an idiosyncratic, exclusive and wholly ‘private’ modality of
knowledge-gathering;: the §uvoucia (direct, epiphanic encounter) with a
deity.# Many of Philostratus’ readers might think of themselves as true
Greeks, but when it comes to the anti-canonical, protected ‘truths’ of this
text they are no better informed than the Phoenician. Although Heroicus
parades the culturally iconic status of pastoral landscape, then, any reader’s
sense of culrural self — insider or outsider? resident or invader? ~ is inevitably
engaged and challenged as she approaches this text.

3

If Heroicus is a dialogic or syllepric text at the level of cultural identity, it
raises parallel questions ar the level of social class. As is well known, the
distinction berween elite and non-elire is conventionally articulated in the
literacure of the period through the polarity of ‘the educated’ (pepaideu-
menoi) and cthe ‘rustic’ (agroikoi).46 I wish to turn now to consider how
this quasi-pastoral text implicates and interrogates the reader’s implied self-
construction as an urban sophisticate in its dialogic exploration of identiry.

The first sections of the text (1—5) establish the rural setting, and this
is at first blush constructed as an idealised golden age offser against the
decadence of the polis (a strong theme in the literature of the age: Dio
Chrysostom’s Euboean Oration is only the most prominent example).4
The Phoenicians represent, paradigmatically, the vices of the city. The
vinegrower is quick to note the sailor’s excravagant dress, commenting that
‘lonic Sybaris has captivated all Phoenicia at once; and there, 1 imagine,
you could be prosecuted for not living luxuriously’ (ZUpapis Teovikn v
®owiknv katéoxev Opol Taoav, kai ypapnv éxel &v Tis, olpal, puyol
uf) TPUPGY, 1.1 — a clever inversion of Solon’s prohibition of luxury).®
He proceeds to observe that Phoenicians ‘have earned a negative reputa-
tion’ (S1aPEBANaBe) for being ‘nibbling money-grubbers’ (piAoypriparoi
Te kal TpddKTal, 1.3). This allusion to the Phoenicians’ ‘negative repura-
tion’ constitutes another Alexandrian footnote: Homer uses the rare word
‘nibblers’ (TpédkTan) of the Phoenicians in the Odyssey (15.416; cf. 14.289),

4 See Mantero (1966) 648, interpreting the focus on xynousia ‘scraight’, as evidence of the text's
religious dimension; and now Zeitlin (2001), 255-66, a rich demonstration of the central and
immediate role of visuality to the communion between man and hero.

4 Sec in gencral Swain (1996) 113-14; Whitmarsh (2001) 100-1. This polanity is, of course, central to
Longus' Daphnis & Chioe: on the self-conscious play between naiveté and knowingness in thac text,
sec esp. Hunter (1983) 45, 59 Zeitlin (1990} 430-6.

47 Hunter (1983) 119, n. 29. ¥ Grossardt (2006) 349.
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while Plato refers to the ‘money-grubbing’ (p1Aoxpripatov) aspect of the
Phoenicians in the Republic (436a).

Commerce and its absence become the central focus of the ethical
polarisation of Phoenician and vinegrower. The former, apparently piqued
by the charge laid against his people, asks whether the vinegrower is not
himself affected by any commercial pressures, or whether instead he buries
his wine in the ground like Maron (another Odyssean reference: Od. 9.196~
211, although Homer has no mention of burying the wine). The vinegrower
counters with an equally Homeric riposte: Cyclopes, he says, have no need
for money, but farmers do, in order to make a livelihood and in order to hire
labour (1.5=7). Even so, he himself does not deal with merchants, nor ‘do |
even know whar a drachma is’ (008 THjv Spaxufiv 6 T1 EaTi yivdooke, 1.7),
an assertion that clearly has more to it than meets the eye (and to which we
shall return below). The attack on mercantilism reinforces the paradigmatic
status of the two interlocurors, the Phoenician embodying urban commerce
and rthe rural vinegrower the uncomplicated generosity of the land. The
Phoenician’s response styles the vinegrower’s barter economy as a2 Hesiodic
golden age: “That is a golden market-place that you are ralking of, belonging
more to heroes than gods’ (xpuofjv éryopav Aéyess. . . kai Tipcdwv péAAov
A &vBpwreov, 2.1).# The countryside is, then, constructed as a place of
freedom from mercantile values: indeed, it is even mctaphysically defended
against commercial appropriation, as Xeinis the now-blind Chersonesian
has discovered (4.2, discussed above).

Bur does the vinegrower really embody rural values? Let us return to his
claim rthat he does not know what a drachma is (3.2), an assertion the force of
which seems to depend, metaleptically, upon the very knowledge it denies.
Pastoral innocence conventionally precludes such self-consciousness; the
generic contract between author and reader stipulates that characters should
be unaware of their own innocence.’® What is more, the vinegrower speaks
in sophisticated Attic, brandishing optatives and deictic iotas with a flour-
ish. At one level, this is part of the standard texture of the Roman Greek
countryside: the peasants in Dio Chrysostom's Euboean Oration, for exam-
ple, puncrure the surface of Lysianic naivery with such showy words as

4 The vinegrower conflates Hesiod's golden race (Op. 109-19) with the heroic (156~73). A furcher
allusion to the Hesiodic golden age comes with ¢86vos oUBEis (2.3, discussed below): cf. Op. t17-18
kaptrov B Epepev eibwpos Gpoupa/ToArodv Te kKai &pBovov. See further Grossarde (2006) 2.354.
356.

5° Not thar such self-awareness is unparalleled in che tradition. When, for example, Virgl's Corydon
tells himself‘you are a rustic, Corydon’ (rusticus es, Corydon. Ecl. 2.56), this is not only a Theocritean
allusion (Theocr. 11.72, with DuQuesnay (1979) 56-8): it also represents an urban perspective upon
rusticiry.
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aunyémn (‘somehow or ocher’).* Philostratus’ vinegrower is, however, on
any terms an extreme case: not only is his Greek sharp and fauldess, but
also, as we have seen, right from the start he trades more or less recondite
allusions (particularly Homeric) with the Phoenician sailor.

In Heroicus, the tradition of eloquent peasants is given a self-conscious
spin. In what I rtake as a knowing play upon rthis z9pos, he makes the
Phoenician sailor ask the eminently reasonable question, ‘How come
your speech is so educated? You do not seem to me to be uneducated’
(Tiyv. .. pvAv. .. ds Eraubeudns; oU yép ot Tdv drcndeUTwv paivy,
4.5). Herodes Atticus asks an almost identical question of Agathion, the
autochthon from Marathon, in Lives of the sophists (V5 553).5* But whereas
Agathion responds that the countryside is the best source of education,
the vinegrower of Heroicus turns out to be an impersonator of a rustic: he
spent the first part of his life ‘in the city’ (év &oer), ‘being educated and
philosophising’ (518aoxdAois xpcopevol kai prAccogoivTes, 4.6); eventu-
ally, his fortunes sank so low that he consulted Protesilaus in desperation,
who advised him ‘change your clothes’ (neTaugiacan, 4.9). The vinegrower
presently understood that this was a suggestion to change his ‘style’ of life
(16 ToU Piou oyxfiua, 4.19). So the vinegrower is in fact a transvestite,
whose peasant dress belies his urban background. Despite the metaphori-
cal nature of the hero’s command, it is literally his physical aspect that has
misled the Phoenician — just as the vinegrower inirially mistook him for an
Ionian. Appearances can be deceptive — a lesson for both the Phoenician
and for the reader, who may have been misled into believing that thisis a
conventionally ‘unrealistic’ account of Atricising peasants.

AESTHETICS

I

What I hope to have shown so far is that Heroicus engages its readers’ invest-
ment in urban elite Greek identity dynamically, provoking and teasing
them, introducing counter-currents and tensions that enrich che construc-
ton of a Hellenic ideal. I want to turn now to consider in greater detail
how Philostratus presents his text to the reader. Whar is most scriking,
initially, is the erotic lure of narrative. Pastoral settings, from the Phae-
drus onward, are imagined as places for exchanging pleasurable narrative,
and Heroicus is no exception: the eroticism of the landscape seeps into the

5t Russell (1992) 116 on this term, ‘a conspicuous Atricism’. 32 Whitmarsh (za01) 106.
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Trojan rales told by the vinegrower, too. Stories, like plots of land, are ‘sweet’
(#8Us, 25.18). The Heroican rewriting of the /liad becomes a love-story:
Protesilaus, whose five lines in the //iad have already been converted into
an erotic epyllion by Catullus (poem 68), represents the beautiful young
lover, whose tragic, premarure death separates him from his new wife Lao-
damia. The vinegrower alludes to the reciprocity and heat of their desire:
‘he desires her, and is in turn desired: their relationship is as hot as those of
newlyweds’ (£p&. . . kal Epdrran, kai SidkevTan Tpos dAANAoUs dorep oi
Bepuoi T@v vupgicwv, 11.1). If this evokes the ‘sexual symmertry’ of the young
lovers of the Greek novels,’ the match can never be exact. Laodamia and
Protesilaus may be ‘like’ young lovers, but that tell-tale dorep also insists
thar they are not novelistic characters. An uncanny eroticism: long-dead
heroes, ten cubits high, playing the roles of Chaereas and Callirrhoe. Semi-
divinity adds an element of (pleasurable?) risk, even perversity, to this erotic
fantasy.

The issue of the covetability of Protesilaus is also an important one
for the reader, too. Can we see him? Can we touch him? How real does
he become for us? The vinegrower’s reaction to seeing him lounging is
conspicuously erotic: ‘if I catch him ar leisure — wow, what sexy, lovely
eyes!’ (el 8¢ averpévou TUYOIHEY, QEU TV SPOGANGV, O35 ErapddiTol Te
kal giAikoi paivovTan, 10.2). The word here rendered ‘at leisure’ (from
&vinw) perhaps carries undertones of remission of codes of sexual propri-
ety.** These seductive invitations to fantasise about the desirable ephebe
are presently redoubled. ‘It is sweetest to encounter him when he is naked:
he is compact and light, like herms (herméon) set up at racetracks’ (yvuvée
5t EvTuyelv fidiorov: eUraytis ydp kai koUgos, daTrep of Spopikoi TéV
Epuddv, 10.4). Once again, there is the use of the language of ‘sweetness’, as
a metapoetical marker: the vinegrower’s pleasure at beholding the ephebe’s
gorgeous body stimulates, and figures, the reader’s pleasurable imaginings
of the sight. Now, the comparison of a beautiful body to a statue is rea-
sonably common in erotic discourse,’ bur it is the choice of the word
hermeés that is most striking about this sentence. The most definirive fea-
ture of a herm is the absence of limbs. Compact and light they may be, but

5 Mantero (1966) 212-15. For the novels’ construction of sexual reciprocity, Konstan (1994) is suill
fundamencal.

4 LS] s.v. IL8 for &veipévos = dissolute’. In principle, dveipévou could also mean ‘undressed’, from
dvévwup, bur the particular compound of évvuui is not otherwise attested to my knowledge; and
the vincgrower comes on to describe che sight of him naked (10.4).

% Jax (1936). As Roland Barthes explains it, beauty is marked by its ineffable qualitics that overflow
beyond language, indescribable except by reference to other signifiers (art, diviniry, or pleonastically
to beauty itself). See Barthes (1990) 33-4; cf. 114.
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they are not obvious comparanda for an athletic male body. The second
definitive feature is the erect phallus.5® There is no reference, here or else-
where, to Protesilaus’ penis. The herm simile, however, invites the reader
to fantasise. Indeed, as soon as we have begun thinking about penises,
we might start wondering what precisely the phrase ‘compact and light’
(eUmrarys. . . xai koU@os) might mean. Protesilaus’ penis is not ‘there’ in
the texr; but its invisibility is more than just an absence, it isan invitation to
imagine. It is sous rasure, visible in its evanescence, a presentabsence. This is
description as strip-tease, the ‘staging of an appearance-as-disappearance’;’”
Philostratus’ is firting with his reader’s erotically charged desire to
visualise.

2

What of the Phoenician’s responses to the vinegrower, qua internal narratee?
Complementing the vinegrower’s eroricised descriptions, he is driven by
desire (‘I desire to hear. . ., 086 pabeiv 7.1; ‘one who desires’, oboUvi,
23.2).% He is, indeed (as the vinegrower characterises him) a ‘lover of
listening’ (iAfikoos, 48.2). He takes in every emotional twist and turn:
“Tears have come upon me’ (8e5&xpuka, 20.3); ‘I am burdened’ (&yBopa,
40.1). He is entirely rapt. When the vinegrower encourages him to pay
attention, he replies: ‘Pay actention?! The beasts did not even gape at
Orpheus as much as I, when I listen to you, prick up my ears and rouse
my mind. ..  (Tpooéywv Aéyes; oUSE T& Onpia &5 TOV Dpgéar 0UTwS
Ekexniver &SovTta s ey gou &kolwv T& Te dTa ToTnk Kai TOV volv
Eypfiyopa. .., 23.2). Later, he compares himself to a consumer of the
lotus flower, so transported is he by the account (43.1). Clearly, at one level
these reactions exalt the account that the vinegrower — and Philostrarus -
transmit. Yer his reactions are not unambiguous markers of the way the
reader is ‘supposed’ to respond. As we saw earlier, dialogue characteristically
suspends any authoritative judgement over the discourse it represents.
Like Cnemon, the equally rapacious listener in Heliodorus' Charicleia
and Theagenes,”® as much as he hams his role as apperitive listener, he

36 Modern scholars, for sure, refer to the Roman-influenced portraits in the shape of a square bust —
which lack the phallus ~ as ‘portrait herms’ type, but I am unaware of any evidence that Greeks
themselves callud this kind of statue a *herm’. What is more, the vincgrower's reference to racetracks
suggests the traditional ithyphallic style. Plu. An sens 797e shows that imperial writers could still
associate the word ‘herm’ with penile erection.

57 Barches (1975) 10.  *® Also PoUhopcn at 2.11; 3.1,

%9 For Cnemon’s desire tw be a ‘spectator’ of the narrative, see Hid. 3.1, 3.1.2 (building on Thuc,
3.38.4: elcdBare Bearai Adywv yiyveoda). For Cnemon as a negative model for reader response,
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also problematises it for Philostrarus’ readers. If we come to the text as
sophisticated Greek readers, can we really identify with him?

In particular, we might be troubled by the Phoenician’s naive (?) approach
to narrative as sensual experience. He imagines the sound of bartle: *The
“din” of horses and men now “strikes my ears™ (‘frrweov’. . . i8n 57 pe
kai &vdpdv ‘&ugl kTUTToS olarTar PAAAer’, 25.18 ~ /. 10.535). He is lured
(again like Cnemon)®° into imaginary visualisation: ‘I have seen the young
man’ (elSov Tov veaviav), he replies in response to the description of
Protesilaus (10.5). Later, he asks: ‘May I please see Palamedes too, as I
saw Nestor, Diomedes and Sthenelus. . . 2’ (o1 kai Tév TMaAauridn i18¢iy,
dutreAoupyé, koBdmrep kai TOV NéoTopa elSov kai Tov Alourdn kai ToV
Z6évedov. . ., 33.38). This paradigm of reading-as-phantasia — more fully
discussed below — rests upon the theorerical discourse of rhetorical enargeia,
whereby vivid language is charged with the task of transcending the gulf
between mimésis and realiry. s

As befirs a text that always ups the interpretative stakes, the Phoenician
is not content with seeing alone. He also imagines Proresilaus’ tangibility:
‘do you embrace him when he arrives, or does he elude you in the fashion
of smoke, as he does the poerts?” (TrepiPdAAers 8t fikovta A dlapeUyel ot
kamrvol Bikny, daTep Tous TToInTds, 11.2).* The vinegrower replies thar
he can indeed touch Protesilaus: ‘he likes being embraced, and he allows
me to kiss him and have my fill of his neck’ (xaiper TepipdAhovTt kai
EuyXwopel PiAeiv Te aUTOV Kai Tiis Sépns ugopeicbal ye, 11.2).

Protesilaus, then, even manifests himself to the human rouch. Like the
Phoenician, however, we readers can only imagine what it is to feel his
body. The frustration is amplified by the suggestively imprecise language.

sec esp. Winkler (1982) 140~6: Morgan (1989). That there is a relationship berween Heliodorus
and Philostrawus is long established, but which way the influence Alows depends upon whether
we date Heliodorus later {as most scholars) or earlier. Has the Phoenician Hcliodorus made his
appetitive listener an Achenian in revenge for the Athenian Philostratus’ negative depiction of his
fellow Phoenician? Or is it the other way around?
%0 HId. 3.4.7: I thought I could see them, although they are absent’ (Becopetv alrroUs xal dmdvras
onndnv). See Whitmarsh (2002), with further literarure.
Now a huge field. See esp. Zanker (1981); Webb (1997a), (1997b), (1999); and the essays in Ramus
2002 and P 2007. For Philostratean enargeia, see esp. Blanchard (1986); Bryson (1994); Elsner
(2000); Zeitlin (2001) 255~62, this last specifically on fanasies of visual presentification in Heroscus.
The reference is to Jliad 23.100, where Patroclus’ ghost eludes Achilles’ grasp ‘like smoke’ (fiire
karruds). Ocher examples of this fgpos at Lucr. DRV 3.456; Verg. Georg. 4.499-500; Aen. 5.740; cf.
also the insubstamiality of ghosts at Hom. Od. 11.207-8; Verg. Aen. 6.702. Normally, we mighrt expect
this reference to be ‘foutnoted’ with a phrase like ‘as the poets say' (perhaps Goep ol TomTal).
What the Phoenician acrually asks, however, is whether Protesilaus eludes his interlocutor as he
eludes the pocts. The sentence thus becomes a self-conscious meditation upon the difficulty not
just of reading bu also of representing the hero. Grossardt {2006) 2.413 detects a coded arttack on
Euripides’ Prosesilaus.

[

-
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Although kissing and embracing are compatible with polite greeting, it
does sound ~ particularly given the pervasive air of eroticism - as though
the ephebic Protesilaus is playing the passive role in pederastic courtship:
the vinegrower seems to initiate the pursuit, while Protesilaus ‘allows’
him to indulge in some minor petting. The final phrase, however, is dif-
ficult. The neck is conventionally a sexually privileged part;*® what does
it mean to ‘have one’s fill of it?> Some translators have imagined the vine-
grower throwing his arms around the hero’s neck — rather like the willing
eramenos of an Attic vase-painting — but nothing in the Greek suggests
that.®4 Rather, the precise nature of the activity has been suppressed, leav-
ing readers once again to fill in the gaps. The particle ye also demands
comment. At one level, it simply means ‘yes’, in response to the Phoeni-
cian’s question (although postponed to a strikingly late position in the
sentence).% It can also, however, suggest /imited agreement, hence the
common translation ‘at any rate’. (Q: ‘Does the editor like seafood?” A:
‘Lobster, at any rate.’) This interpretation suggests that the vinegrower
agrees that Protesilaus likes to be hugged, but only lets him go so far. Even
the vinegrower, then, yearns for more. For the reader, however, the ellip-
tical, euphemistic language stimulates even more desire, a desire not only
to fondle this ‘light, compact’ body, but also before that to penetrate the
obscure veils of language. In this case, a trap is laid for the reader: we too
are invited to imagine, along with the Phoenician, what the hero’s body
feels like.

3

In a discussion of Platonic dialogue, David Halperin writes of the ‘erotics
of narrativity’, the tempting of the reader’s desire to foreclose the gap
berween text and reality, to see through textual representation to ‘what really
happened’.%¢ A similar phenomenon arises in Heroicus; cxcept thac here we
have not so much the erotics of narrarivity as the erotics of description. The
Phoenician has a mild interest in story-telling, bur is keener to visualise the
actors in luscious deail.

At one point, the Phoenician’s preference for description over narra-
tive is thematised explicitly. The vinegrower breaks off, and says ‘these
digressions are thought by some, stranger, to be idle chatter and nonsense,

% E.g. Hom. //. 3.396; Sappho 94.16 L-P

4 Rossi (1997), ‘getti le braccia al collo’; Maclean and Aitken (2001), ‘cling 10 his neck’. By contrast,
Beschorner (1999) and Grossardt (2006) accurarely render the sense of ‘satistying oncsclf with’,

5 Denniston (1950) 133-4.  * Halperin (1992).
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for those who do not lead a life of leisure’ (Tés ExPoAds TdV Adywv
&BoAeoyias Eviol, éve, fjyoUvTon kai Afjpov Trpds Tous uf oxOATV
&yovTas, 53.2). The model for this episode is the narrative intermezzo
at Odyssey 11.328-84, with a subtle reversal of roles: Odysseus breaks off
from narrating to think about his ship (11.330~-2), while the vinegrower
encourages the Phoenician to think of his. Like the spellbound Phaeacians
(Od. 11.334), however, the Phoenician is not in any mood to give up now:

Who now cares about the ship and everything in it? The cargo of the soul is to me
sweeter and more profitable. Let us consider narrative digressions not as nonsense
but as the surplus profit derived from this commerce.

tppcdafeo Ao1Trov 1) vas kal Té &v aliTf)* T& yap TS Yuxdis dywyina 8im TE
uo1 kai kepSaAecrTepa, Tés 5t EkPoAds TV Adywv pi Afjpov GAN EmriképSeiav
fywueda Tis Epmropias TawTns. (53-3)

The Phoenician here translates the Odyssean exploration of narrative
digressivism into the idiom of sea-faring and mercantilism (an idiom he
employs frequently in Heroicus).5® Deviation turns out to be a marked
metaphor: description bears the same relation to narrative as the Chersonese
does to a commercial journey: both are detours offering their own pleasures.
And as in a comparable passage in Heliodorus’ Charicleia and Theagenes,*
the threat to break off is rescinded. The Phoenician’s words approach a
theorisation of erotic reading: counterposed to the teleology of ‘commercial’
reading, the pleasures of divagation and engaged fantasy offer their own
rewards and profit. As in Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus, linear plot is
intersected and arrested by rich and seductive description.”

The Phoenician is not the only listener in Heroicus seduced by descrip-
tion: Achilles and Helen, we are told, fell for each other after death solely on
the basis of report. Normally, the vinegrower observes, desire (ol épcw) lies
in the eyes (fv 4pBaApois, 54.4; the implicit pun on TS ép&v and 6 dpdv
is familiar Philostratean territory).”" These lovers, however, were aroused
to mutual desire ‘by discovering their ears as the genesis of physical desire’

7 The intricacies of this passage are reased out in a forthcoming paper by Hannah Mossman. The
Phoenician’s propensity towards leading the vinegrower to digressions is also illustrated at 20.1 (cf.
v dPoAfiv ToU Adyou).

68 The frequent collocations of sailing and narrative is discussed by Grossardt (2006) 130, although 1
am unconvinced by his arguments for an Epicurean underlay. To his list of passages (6.3-7, 14.2,
144, 23.3, 55.6) add 34.3~4; 58.6.

9 HId. 3.4.1-3.5.2: see esp. Hardie (1998), with p. 22 on the Odyssean prototype.

7¢ See Rommel (1923) for the sources of Achilles’ and Heliodorus’ digressions; Bartsch (1989) argues
thac digressions are (or are expected to be) relevant to the plot; Morales (2004) sees them as
repositorics for outré sexual fantasy.

7' CF. esp. Ep. 52, with Walker (1992) 132-3 for Further parallels,
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(yéveawv ipépou ocopaTos dTa eUpdVTES, 54.4). The description hintsatan
inversion of Candaules’ famous words to Gyges in Herodotus 1: the Lydian
king tells his servant not to take his word for his wife’s great beauty, but to
see for himself, since the ears (®Ta) are more untrustworchy than the eyes
(Hdr. 1.8.2). The figure in Herodotus, the great traveller and Aistér, priv-
ileges autopsy; Philostratus’ character, by contrast, sets visual experience
in competition with the seductive power of literary representation. This is
clearly a mera-textual moment: as we have seen throughout, throughout
Heroicus, language and description are connected with the stimulation of
readerly desire.”

This passage also serves as an implicit commentary on the text's Homer-
kritik, where questions over direct testimony and secondary representation
are very much in play. Protesilaus offers an account of the Trojan war that
bypasses Homer's parti pris version (the poet having been bought off by
Odysseus). Like the pseudo-diaries of Dictys and Dares (and their Hel-
lenistic avatars, particularly Hegesianax), Heroicus offers us a (supposedly)
more accurate version delivered by one who was there. Unlike Dicrys and
Dares, however, Protesilaus died before the war began; and so his version
remains at one remove from the ‘reality’ it purports to describe. As much
as Philostratus seeks to cancel the mediating role of the Homeric text by
substituting direct experience, he also reminds his readers that his version
remains resolutely textual and mimetic. For everyone involved in the long
chain of Philostratean transmission — we readers, the Phoenician, the vine-
grower, Protesilaus himself — it has indeed been the ears rather than the
eyes that have been seduced.

4

This interplay between textual report and autoptic viewing also permeares
the vinegrower’s descriptions more generally. The physiognomical descrip-
tions that dominate the text are brilliantly ecphrastic, providing a high
level of pictorial detail — reminding us, if we needed reminding, that

7% For parallels see Grossardt (2006) 739. The mast suggestive occurs at Achilles Tatius' Leucippe &
Clitaphon 2.13.1: the young profligate (GowTos. .. kai woAuteAns) Callisthenes is held to have
become ‘a lover by hearsay’ (£§ éxofis épacis). Achilles’ narrator associates this (rather hypocric-
ically) with moral deviancy: ‘the wantonness of the licentious is so great that even with their ears
they wallow in erotic pleasure. and they sufter through mere words the effecs which wounded eyes
usually administer to the soul’ (Tosenrtn yap Tois dxordarais UPpis, s kai Tois Goiv els EpwTa
TpUdv kai Tabta waoyew &mwd priudrwv & Ti Yuxn Siakovolat TpwdivTes dpbaAuol, 2.13.1).
In associating aural eroticism with &xeAaaia and UPpig, Achilles playfully stigmaciscs any appetitive
response on the part of the reader.
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Philostratus himself (always assuming the two Philostrati are the same)
composed a series of /magines, descriptions of paintings in a Neapolitan
gallery.”? When the Phoenician puts in a request for his heroes, he asks,
for example, ‘can I see Palamedes?” (Eom kai Tov TToAaundn i8eiv. ..,
33.38) or ‘will you show him, vinegrower, and sketch in his appearance?’ (#
kal Seifers alTov, dumehoupyt, kail &vaypdyers &mo Tol efdous; 48.1).
The use of iconic language here (&vaypéeerv, translated as ‘sketch in')74
redoubles the textualising play.

As well as painting, statuary is also used as a resource for visualisation.
We have already seen Protesilaus compared to the herms of runners, and
there are three other instances of comparisons to ‘statues’ (&ydApara,
10.3; 10.5; 42.3). Art is the paradigm of beauty: Neoptolemus is physically
lesser than his father ‘to the degree thar the handsome are lesser than
their sratues’ (ToocoUTov dgov TV &yaAudTwy oi KaAol AelmovTal,
52.2). For readers of Lucian, this technique recalls the satirist’s /magines,
where Lycinus describes the emperor’s mistress to Polystratus (who is just as
erotically enthralled as the Phoenician here) by comparing her to the body-
parts of different statues.” Philostratus does not dismember his statues as
Lucian does, nor does he name any specific artworks. Bur although loose
comparisons with statues are very much part of the package of erotic
description in the period (analogies can be found in Aristaenetus and the
novels),”® these are not simply throwaway topoi, but part of a complex
and provocative thematic that runs through the entire text. At rimes,
statues serve as paradigms for description: on one occasion, &yoAua is
even used as a hear-synonym for ‘description’ (26.13: ‘I can also give you
an agalma of Nestor’). On other occasions, it is the inertness of statues
that is broughr to the fore, their inability to match the animated vicality
of real subjects. Hector, for example, is said to be ‘sweeter’ (118iw) — a key
word in the aesthetics of Heroicus, as we have seen — and bigger than his
sratue (37.5). Unlike humans who worship only statues and intimations
(&ydhuaa. . . kai Utrovoias) of the gods, heroes have open dealings with
them (7.3). In a passage that we have already considered, the cult-statue of
Protesilaus is ruined and delapidated (9.6), but the vinegrower says that he
does not care, for he meets with (§Uveiu) the hero in person, he sees him
(arov PAéTrw), and he is sweeter (f1510v) to him than any statue (9.7).

73 Mantero (1966} 69-70; Rossi (1997) 23.

74 &vory pégewv also in this sense at 27.13; 47.2; also Sy p&gev at 10.1; 48.12.

7! In curn modelled on the celebrated story of Zeuxis’ painting of Helen (Dion. Hal. fr. 6): see Korus
(1981) 53; Maffei (1986) 155—6.

76 Jax (1936) 47.
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In these passages, statues are seen as feeble, second-order versions of
‘the real’. At other times they seem to strive after vitality, straining, like
the Laocoon group in Lessing’s celebrared discussion, at the leash of static
arework (die Grenzen der Malerei).” The statue of Hector has peculiarly
life-like properties: it is, the vinegrower tells us, ‘so lifelike (emzpnoun) that
it draws the viewer to touch it’ (Eom1 § olTw T Eurvouv &g TéV BeaTv
tmomaobon Byely, 19.3). Eutrvous is used by the novelists of starues in a
deliberarely paradoxical way, marking girls who look like ‘living statues’.”®
Hector’s statue is equally paradoxical, partaking of both inert matter and
the vitality and exuberance of heroic stuff. The boundary between art and
life is here threatened, but perhaps not yet rtransgressed. What follows,
however, is remarkable. Like the sratue of Orpheus in Arrian’s account of
Alexander’s expedition (Anab. 1.11.2),7 this one sweats, particularly when
excited by cult-worship (19.4); and when a Syrian lad came and mocked i,
even claiming it represented Achilles and not Hector, he came to a horrid,
watery end when Hector later drowned him (19.5-7).

Philostratus’ treatment of staruary is complex and variegated, buc what
abides throughout is an intense interest in the question of how life-like
these representations are. This questioning of the power of mimetic arts to
approximate to, caprure, or even create reality links to a characteristically
Philostratean mera-discursivity. Plascic and literary description alike are
means of making present (in a partial, transitory and provisional way)
what is absent. The issue of the physicalicy of the objects of description
is a concern that pervades Heroicus, and not just in rerms of the alluring,
attractive notion of actually touching herm-like heroes: the heroes are also
terrible, vengeful figures who can, even now, wreak havoc upon those
whom they choose to visit. We have already considered Hecror's vengeance
upon the youth who abused his statue; equally tangibly ‘real’ is Achilles’
violent response to the Thessalians who did not keep up his cult (53.22).
The heroes’ physical presence is an ongoing concern.

CONCLUSIONS

One of the many themes of Heroicus is the idea that the landscape is
even now — despite the passing of time, our hyper-modern scepticism
and sophistication and diverse points of entry into the Greek tradition -

77 Lessing (1962) subtitle.
78 HId. 1.7.2 (xtd Eutrvou, . . 10 &yahpa); cf. Aristaenet. 1.1 (fuyaryos Tiig AgpabiTns slkcw).
79 Cf, Bosworth (1990) 97 with further references; also Mantero (1966) 134-6.
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inhabited by traditional, heroic energies.** Homeric Greece maintains a
physical reality in the present. The mythical heroes of the past are not
simply the stuff of rales told to children by their nurses, as the Phoeni-
cian puts it in his early, sceptical phase (7.10; 8.2); heroes inhabit, and
share potency with, the landscape of their cult-sites. The Achaeans, for
example, embraced Achilles’ tomb ‘thinking they were embracing Achilles’
(Tov Ax1AAéa Govto TepiBaAAev, s1.13). Enormous footprints (fyvn),
traces of Protesilaus’ presence, are left in the soil of the cule-site (13.2-3).
These marks have a semiotic, almost graphematic quality, like the ‘spoors’
(oTiPn) of her brocher that Electra tracks (cf. ixvookoToUoa) in Aeschy-
lus’” Choephoroe® The past is legible in the text of the landscape. But it is
deeply significant thar Protesilaus’ footsteps are said to be not always visible:
when the hero runs too fast to leave a trace, the ground is asémos, literally
‘without a sign/signifier’ (13.3). If we are right about the self-reflexivity of
this text, then this episode can be read as a mediration upon the process of
reading as reinscribing, reincorporating, the plenitude of the past, even as
it evanesces.

Reading, imagining, re-viewing, can serve asa (circumscribed, imperfect)
traversal of the boundaries that separate past from present. ‘[W]hatever the
style of viewing', comments Froma Zeitlin, ‘real or imaginary, the eyes, as
no other faculty, give life and credence to vivid recollections of the past and
the preoccupations of a shared cultural heritage’.®> When the Phoenician
asks, prompred by a passing remark of the vinegrower’s, when the heroes
‘were seen’ (Gednoav) on the plain of Troy, the vinegrower replies by
correcting his interlocuror’s tense:

They are seen, 1 said, they are still seen by cowherds and shepherds on the plain.
They are grear and divine, and sometimes their appearance spells trouble for the
land.

SpddvTan, Epnv, SpRdvTal ET1 PoukdAons Te Tols Ev TG Tedie kai vouelot: pey&iol
kai BeTon, kai Bedvran EoTiv 8Te émri koked TS Yiis. (18.2)

The word ‘still’, repeated twice, marks the crucial juncrure between
traditional narrative and actuality. Philostratus’ vinegrower adopts the voice
of Herodotean archaeology, as mediated through Hellenistic aetiology,
recording the visible traces of the past.* In Philostratus’ account, however,

8 Eitrem (1929) 38-42.

B Aesch. Cho. 228: sec esp. Goldhill (1984) 128—9.  ** Zeitlin (z001) 263.

¥ The persistence of cultural tradition is signalled in Herodotus by such expressions as ‘even up to my
day’ (871 kg £pié, 1.52), which occurs some fifty rimes {depending on what is counted) in Herodotus:
there is a quick survey of the issues at Cobet (2002) 397. The morc familiar phrase ‘even now’ (E1
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and exceprionally, a mystical power grants the heroes of the past a capacity
to transcend the etiolating effects of time, to retain across the ages an
existential plenitude. And yet there is a palpable tension here: the present
is inhabited by the past, but only just, and with a certain strain or surprise
(‘still’ carries a concessive force: even so, nevertheless. .. )

Heroicus dramatises not simply the ongoing valency of the Greek cultural
rradition, bur also the pleasures and challenges of recrearing it through the
imaginarion. It engages its readers in a creative, dynamic, bur ultimately
impossible task: the construction of identity by re-embodying the past,
spectral and elusive though it remains. The seductive pleasures of the text
are at once its frustrations: the strategy of generating teasing glimpses
of the past, behind the veils of both time and narrative representation,
is predicated on an unresolved (and irresoluble) play between absence
and presence, between oblivion and memory, berween death and vitality.
Heroicus can thus be read as a cultural parable, an articulation of the
ambiguous position of third-century Greeks in relation to their cultural
traditions. The narrative time of the encounter is the autumn (3.2; 10.2;
11.9),% the season serving as a pregnant metaphor for the self-diagnosed
posterity of Philostratus’ world. In the context of Roman Greek culture,
this knowingly ‘spite Herbstflor der Beredtsamkeit’.¥ the past is sublime,
powerfully meaningful and self-present, but at the same time elusive and
distant. It is this delicate equipoise that we negotiate every time we read
Heroicus.

xai viv and similar) - used by Philostratus ac Her. 33.28 - is not direcdy paralleled in Herodotus,
but common in the pericgetic tradition (esp. Pausanias: Akujirvi (2005) 69-77).

8 Just as Procesilaus smells ‘swecter than aucumn myrles’ (&wéZe adro fibov fi 10 perémpov
TV PUpTWY, 10.2).

% Rohde (1876) 291.



CHAPTER 11

Black sails to Achilles: the Thessalian pilgrimage
in Philostratus’ Heroicus*

lan Rutherford

INTRODUCTION

Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana reflects contemporary interest in
pilgrimage, narrating Apollonius’ perpetual pilgrimage in search of intel-
lectual and religious enlightenment.! One pilgrimage that is particularly
interesting from the point of view of Greek culture is to the Achilleion in
the Troad (book 3), where Achilles appears to Apollonius during the night
complaining that the Thessalians were neglecting honours that were due
to him, and thar the Greeks, starting with Homer, have also failed to hon-
our the hero Palamedes. Apollonius subsequently tried to set things right.
The theme of Achilles and the cult of heroes features much more centrally
in a second work by Philostratus, Heroicus, and here too0 it is associated
with pilgrimage, albeit pilgrimage of a different type. In this chapter I will
examine the theme of pilgrimage to the Achilleion from the point of view
of religious history.

Heroicus is a dialogue between a vinegrower and a Phoenician trader,
who has an interest in the //iad* It takes place in the Chersonese, near
the herodn of Protesilaus at Elaious (modern Egeabat, in the North Dard-
anelles, opposite Canakkale). The dramatic date is apparently in the rime
of Philostratus himself. The vinegrower tells the Phoenician about heroes,
relating what his informant Protesilaus had told him from first-hand expe-
rience, in many cases revising what Homer tells us. The choice of the
hero Protesilaus as an authority for Greek tradition could be explained by
the pivotal position of his shrine on the main route from Europe to Asia.

* Thanks to Ja$ Elsner, Lucy Grig, Owen Hodkinson and Professor Brian Rose. A version of this
chapter was given at Corpus Christi College, Oxford in December 2000. The chapter was started
while I was receiving funding from the AHRB for work on thedria, and finished while I was a Tytus
Fellow at the University of Cincinnati in May 2003. I would like to dedicate it to the memory of
James Irvine, 1965-2003, with whom I discussed heroic ritual on many occasions.

! Elsner (1997).

* On Heroicus, the best guide is now Maclean and Aitken (2001) and Anderson (1986) 241—38. I also
profited from Hodkinson (2004).
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This was a route the Persians tried to control, as we learn from the end
of Herodotus’ Histories, where a much fiercer Protesilaus takes a terrible
vengeance on the Persians.> Much later it was a route that Alexander the
Great took, moving in the opposite direction, and Caracalla, of whom more
later.

In his account of heroes the vinegrower mentions several cases where a
heroic cult is visited by pilgrims. Protesilaus himself is visited by people
suffering from love-sickness, as befits his own status as an eroric hero.*
The vinegrower also mentions an otherwise unknown heroén of Palamedes
(47.18-9) on the South coast of the Troad, cultivated by cities in the coastal
areas, and the tomb of Ajax, which was visited by the Emperor Hadrian
(18.17—21). But above all there is Achilles, best of the Achaeans, whase tomb
in the Troad used to be venerated by a regular pilgrimage sent by the cities
of Thessaly, while the living hero simultaneously receives visitors in his
home in the White Island.

THEORIA TO ACHILLES

The tomb of Achilles, the Achilleion, was identified in Greco-Roman times
with a hill (koonos in Greek) situared on the West coast of the Troad. There
are several ancient tumuli in this area, and there has been a long debate
among archaeologists about which was identified as the Achilleion in the
Greco-Roman period.’ It was probably South of Sigeum, if the tomb was
close to the place called Achilleion mentioned by Herodotus in his account
of the conflict over Sigeum, and that would place it in the region of Besik
Bay (which is incidentally where Agamemnon’s fleet would have camped, if
it camped anywhere).® The view of the most recent Cincinnati-Tiibingen
excavations is that the site could have been Begik-Sivritepe, a little inland,
which seems to have been artificially enlarged in the Hellenistic period,
as if to produce a tourist attraction.” It is thus abour fifty miles South or
South-South-West of Elaious, where Heroicus takes place.®

According to Heroicus a sacred delegation went every year from Thessaly
to the Achilleion. Here is a translation of the passage.?

* On DProtesilaus in Herodotus, more recent studies include Boedeker (1988) and Dewald {1997).

4 Lyne (1998).  * Cook (1973) 1779 and plate 18b, gives a good idea of this confusion.

6 Hde. 5.94. 7 Korfmann (1988); Rose (1999} 61-3; Rose (2000) 65-6.

® "The Achilleion has figured in scholarship on Simonides’ recently discovered Plataea pocm: Schachter
{1998} has suggested that it was performed there when the Spartan general Mausanias was briefly at
Sigeum in 470 BC,

9 1 am indebted to the translation in Maclean and Aitken (2001).
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A PROEM: OTHER RITES

67 . . . The rites that the Corinthians perform for Melicertes . . . and those
they perform for the children of Medeia whom they killed to avenge Glauce
resemble a dirge thac is mystical (telestikos) and inspired (entheos). Medeia’s
children they try to appcase, and Melicertes they honour with a hymn.

Because of the deed done to the men of Lernnos by the women as the result
of Aphrodite, Lemnos is purified every year and all fires on it are quenched
for nine days. A theoris-ship brings fire from Delos, and if it arrives before the
rites (enagismata), it is not allowed to put into harbour anywhere on Lemnos,
but remains at sea off the headlands, undil it is permitted to sail in. At that
time, I believe, they invoke the secret gods of the earth, and they keep the fire
pure at sea. But when the cheoris-ship sails in and they distribute the fire for
daily use and particularly for crafts of the forge, they begin a new life from
that point.

B THE RITUAL

The Thessalian honours that came regularly from Thessaly to Achilles were
imposed on the Thessalians by the oracle of Dodona. For the oracle ordered
thar the Thessalians should sail to Troy and sacrifice every year to Achilles,
making offerings to him both as a god and also as befits a hero. Originally the
rite went like this: a ship from Thessaly with black sails raised sailed to Troy.
carrying twice seven theoroi, and two bulls, one white and one black, both
tame, as well as wood from Mt Pelion, so they would need nothing from the
city [of Troy]. And they broughe fire from Thessaly and drew libations and
water from the River Spercheius. This was why the Thessalians were the first
to use crowns of amaranth for funerals, so that, even if the winds should delay
the ship, the crowns would nor rot or grow old. During the night they had to
sit at anchor and, before reaching land, sing the following hymn in honour of
Thetis from the ship:

68 Blue Thetis, Pelian Thetis
Who bore Achilles, a great son.
His mortal nature
fell to the lot of Troy; bur Pontus holds
the part of him that he drew from your immorral race.
Come to this high hill
w the offerings of Achilles,
Come without tears in the company of Thessaly,
Blue Thetis, Pelian Thetis.

After the hymn, they come to the tomb, and a shield is sounded as in war.
Then, while running in rhythm,” they joined in a cry of alala, calling on
Achilles. Then, garlanding the top of the hill and digging ditches on ir, they

'® Bpdpors bt tppubioiévors: conerast Maclean and Aitken (2001) 159: ‘with thythmic rapid delivery.’
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slaughtered the black bull as one would in honour of a dead hero, and invited
Parroclus to the dinner, as a favour to Achilles. After performing the sacrifice,
they went back to the ship, and, after sacrificing the other bull on the shore
again in honour of Achilles, they make first offerings of barley from a basket
and of the entrails for that sacrifice (this sacrifice being in honour of a god)
and around dawn they sail off, taking the victim with them, to avoid feasting
on enemy soil.

C THE HISTORY

This ancient rite, stranger, they say was abolished by the tyrants who they say
ruled Thessaly after the Aiakidai, and so was neglected by Thessaly. Some of
the cities sent it, others did not, some said that they would send it next year,
others dropped the practice.

When the earth was oppressed by a drought and the oracle ordered that
they should honour Achilles as was right, they removed the divine honours,
interpreting ‘as was right’ this way, and sacrificed to him as a dead hero,
sacrificing ordinary victims, until the expedition of Xerxes to Greece, in which
the Thessalians medized and gave up their offerings to Achilles, at the time
when the ship sailed from Aegina to Salamis bringing the family of the Aiakidai
to help the Greek allies. But later Alexander the son of Philip enslaved Thessaly,
dedicated Phrhia to Achilles, and while campaigning against Dareius made
Achilles in “Troy an ally. And at this time the Thessalians visited Achilles and
drove the cavalry which Alexander had brought from Thessaly around his
tomb, then artacked each other as if engaging in a cavalry skirmish, and went
home, after making prayers and sacrificing, and called on him together with
Balius and Xanthus to help against Darius, shouting from horseback. When
Darius was defeated and Alexander was in India, the Thessalians reduced the
offerings, and sent a black lamb. But since the offerings did not reach Troy, or
if they did, did so in broad daylight and in an inappropriate manner, Achilles
grew wrathful.

D THE PUNISHMENT

If I were to go through everything he inflicted, this account would be self-
indulgently long. But four years ago Protesilaus met me there and said he had
come from the Black Sea; he said he had found a ship and sailed to Achilles
disguised as a stranger, and that he frequently did this. When I said that he
had showed himsclf a loyal friend to Achilles, he said: ‘Bur I just had a quarrel
with him. I realised that he was angry with the Thessalians over their offerings,
and I said ‘show mercy, Achilles, for my sake’, but he refused, and said that he
would give them some misfortune from the sea. I am afraid that this terrible
and implacable man has devised something for them with the help of Theris.’
When ] heard this from Protesilaus, I thought thar he meant that the land
of Thessaly would be afflicted with rust or fog, to the detriment of the crop,
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since these are threars o fertile land which come from the sea. I also thought
thac some of the Thessalian cities would be inundated, like Boura and Helice
and Aralante near Locris (for they say that the one sank into the sea, while
the other broke apart). But Achilles and Thetis had a different mode of
calamity in store for the Thessalians. Because che prices attached to the shell-
fish from which men extract purple were very great, the Thessalians were
accused of illegal acrivities with respect to this dye. Whether it is true, I do not
know. So a fine was imposcd on them which forced some to sell their land,
others their homes; of their slaves, some have run away, others have been sold,
and they do not even pay funeral honours to their parents, since they have
sold their tombs. So let us regard this as the evil thar Achilles threatened o
give the Thessalians from the sea.

Originally the ship, equipped with black sails, carried fourteen thesroi, who
took with them wood, fire, libations and water, as well as two bulls, one
white, one black. They wore wreathes of amaranthos. The whole theoria
was a common enterprise shared between a number of Thessalian cities (cf.
69.1). The participants arrived by night, sang a hymn to Achilles, which
began by invoking Theris, and approached the hill, where they took part in
races and communal invocations of Achilles. After that they put wreaths,
presumably the wreaths of amaranthos, on top of the hill (almost as if it was
a massive head) and dug trenches on it. Then they sacrificed the black bull
(possibly burning it whole as a holocaust?), and went back to the shore,
where they sacrificed the white bull (no longer wearing those crowns of
amaranthos?). Come dawn, they took the dead victim on the ship, and
consumed it there — eating on the land was apparenily something to be
avoided."

The aim was to carry out a double rite, a sacrifice or thusia o Achilles
as a god, and an offering or enagisma to Achilles as a hero. By thusia here,
Philostratus means a sacrifice of the conventional type where the animal is
killed, cooked and divided between the participants for consumption, with
the exception of a few parts (especially the rail) which were symbolically
given to the god by being consumed on the altar and directed upwards
in the form of smoke. An enagisma, on the other hand, is different, the

" There is a type of cultic requirement thar is quite often found where the cult prohibits moving
the meat from the sanctuary before consuming it (see Scullion (1994)), bur there is no parallel for
a victim being moved wholesale from the place of sacrifice before consumption. as far as [ know.
MyerhofF (1974) wrote an account of a pilgrimage made by the Huicho! Indians to a sacred zone
known as Wirikuta to gathet a magic mushroom, peyote, and it is considered dangerous to stay too
long; when they left, they ran. The function of this pilgrimage was at least partly to be a rite de

passage for young people (‘primeros).
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animal is burned whole in the process normally referred to as a holocaust,
and the direction of the offering is downwards."

While the Achilleion, his heroic address, is the site of Achilles’ tomb,
his true home, where he lives as a god, was on the White Island in the
Black Sea.” The vinegrower’s narration of Achilles’ domicile on the White
Island immediately follows the section on the Thessalian offerings, and
one part of it, an ill-fated invasion by the Amazons, forms the climax of the
work. Since the Phoenician is on his way into the Black Sea, he might be
expected to have a special interest in this. The White Island was imagined
as a real location in the Crimea, where traders could meet with the divine
Achilles (though they do nort stay the night (72.2)), in the manner of
Golden Age encounrers between gods and men."* As in the case of the
Achilleion, contact with Achilles on the White Island may be articulated
though the practice of sacrifice, but in this case victims approach the altar
spontaneously, another Golden-Age feature (74.8). There isalso a dark side:
one trader complied with Achilles’ request to bring him a girl from Ilion
(74—s), bur as the trader left, he heard screams from the latter-day Polyxena.

To return to the compararively real world of the Thessalian pilgrim-
age: Philostratus also gives us an unusual amount of informarion about
its diachronic development. We learn thar the practice was stopped by
the tyrants who ruled Thessaly after the Aeacidae, which suggests that the
Aeacidae started it. The Acacidae here are perhaps meant to be under-
stood as the descendants of Polydora, daughter of Peleus, rather than of
Achilles and his son Neoptolemus, who was usually associated wich Molos-
sia in the North-West." The identity of the tyrants is a mystery; perhaps
Philostratus meant Aleuas, who established the Thessalian federation in
the sixth century BC. Anyway, having ended the pilgrimage, the tyrants
had subsequently to restart it, when a divinely sent plague ensued, but the
revived tradition was deficient in so far as it omitted the white bull, an
innovation suggesting that Achilles no longer deserved divine honours*

2 On the practice and rerminology of ‘chthonic® sacrifice, sce now Ekroth (2002), an excellent
monograph which does not, however, raise the issue of che reliability of literary sources such as
Heroicus.

Y On Achilles as god, sce Hommel (1980).

4 Cf. Arvian, Periplus of the Black Sea, referred to in Petsalis-Diomidis (2001) 179. On the temple of
Achilles in the White Island, see now Rusyaeva (2003).

' Polydora: Homer, /. 16.173fF; cf., Heliodorus, Aith. 2.34.

16 Rader (1925) tries to explore the historical background. He is troubled by the fact that there were
no tyrants in Thessaly, and he suggests that Thilostzatus might be thinking of the Aleuadac of
Larissa, who were not strictly tyrants. Notice also ¢hat Eurylochus. the Thessalian commander
responsible for the destruction of Krisa, was called ‘younger Achilles’ by Euphorion, fr. 80; Helly
(1995) 41.



236 Heroicus

This diminished pilgrimage then continued until it came to an end again
after the Persian war, apparently because there was a perceived conflict
between the Greek sympathies of the Aeacidae and the medising Thes-
salians. After an intermission during the fifth and fourth centuries the
pilgrimage resumed under Alexander the Great, who conquered Thessaly
and devoted Phthia to Achilles. In this period, the Thessalians held a major
celebration ar the tomb of Achilles. Other sources tell us that Alexander
himself honoured Achilles in the Troad at the outset of his campaign,'”
and it is possible that Philostratus is thinking of that here, since there
was a Thessalian contingent in Alexander’s army; indeed, that was the first
major operation by Thessalian troops in Asia in recorded history, and at
any rate since the Trojan war.”® Anyway, the Thessalians continue the pil-
grimage after Alexander though the offering is now merely a black lamb,
and chere are lots of problems: not all the cities contribute; they perform
the rite by day rather than by night; and sometimes it does not arrive

at all.

Honours Victims
Phase1  Aeacidae god + hero 2 bulls
Phase2 Tyranws1 break 1
Phase3  Tyrants 2 hero 1bull ) reduced performance 1
Phase 4  Post-Persian war  break 2 (Aeaciduc are estranged from
Thessaly)
Phases  Alexander Symbolic resumption 1
Achilles reappropriated by
Thessaly
Phase 6 Post-Alexander  hero 1lamb reduced performance 2
Phase X  Post-Apolionius? resumprion as in phase 12
Phase Y Caracalla? symbolic resiumption 22

Here the account ends, with no reference to the Roman period. Protesi-
laus claims that Achilles is so angry that he threatened to harm Thessaly,
specifying that the destruction would come from the sea.” The vinegrower
thinks that this threat may correspond to a recent calamity connected with
the trade in purple dye extracted from sea-shells.*® Anyway, there’s no sign

7 Acrian, Anabasis 112, *® Westlake (1969) 222.
9 Compare the account of the death of the Emperor Titus in VA 6.32.
3 The note of Maclean and Aitken {2001) 163, summarises scholarship on this difficult point.
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that the present-day Thessalians have mended their ways and renewed their
pilgrimage.

So Philostratus’ pilgrimage tradition not only links two disparate geo-
graphical locations, but it also links different times, the myrhical past and
the present or recent historical past. It thus gives us amore-or-less continu-
ous link between the time of the Trojan war and the present, transforming
the mythical past into a sort of eternal present.

The Achilleion also figures in Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius. Showing
great bravery, Apollonius spent the night on top of the kolirzos, where
Achilles manifests himself (something that does not happen in Heroicus),
and threatens to show his famous wrath, if the Thessalian riwals are not
restarted. And he also informs him that Palamedes was a very important
hero — Homer, he claims, omitted him from the Jliad only in deference
to Odysseus — and urges Apollonius to re-establish the cult of Palamedes.
(Notice how the Odjyssey is being criticised at exactly the moment when
Apollonius is, as it were, taking che part of Odysseus).* Apollonius is
represented as duly carrying out Achilles’ inscructions. He sets u p a statue
of Palamedes on the South coasr of the Troad, opposite Lesbos and, when in
Greece sometime afterwards, he goes and visits the Amphictyonic council,
and tells che Thessalians to re-establish the sacrifice, which they agree to
do. (Notice thart this complicates the chronological model a littl e, adding
one stage.) The chronological relarionship berween Heroicus and Life of
Apollonius is not known for sure, but one gets a very strong impression that
Heroicus develops themes that were first worked out in Life of A pollonius,
as Solmsen argued.*

What was Philostratus’ purpose in including such an extensive account
of the Achilleion? The original motivation, in Life of Apollonics, was to
give Apollonius cultural authority on the Greek past and on Greek reli-
gion, with the message that mainland Greeks should honour cheir past
more. As for the more detailed treatment in the Heroicus, we should
perhaps think of Caracalld’s visit to the Achilieion in Ap 213. “To judge
from the accounts in Dio and in Herodian, this was typical symbolic pil-
grimage by a Roman emperor, with a few differences.” Dio’s account
is comparatively restrained: Caracalla performed enagismata there and
organised contests; both those elements come up in Philostratus’ account,
which was probably written a few years after the death of Caracalla in

3 See Van Dijk. chapter 9 in this volume. Palamedes, incidentally, also crops up in L7 /2 (V4 3.22)
when Apollonius meets an Indian boy who is thought to be a reincarnation of Palamedes.

2 Solmsen (1940).

3 Herodian 4.8; Dio 77.16.7. On these see: Halfmann (1986); Holum (1950).



238 Heroicus

AD 217.% Herodian’s version is more colourful: Caracalla made offerings
of crowns and Aowers; he assumed the identity of Alexander, and imitated
Achilles; a freedman of Caracalla’s, Festus, happened to die while they were
in the Troad, and Caracalla cremared the body, as Achilles cremated Patro-
clus. I find ic difficult to believe that there could be no relation between
Caracalla’s visit — the most significant pilgrimage to the Achilleion since
Alexander — and Philostratus’ Thessalian theria — the most colourful lit-
erary treatment of the Achilleion ever. But what could the relation be?
Maybe it is just that there was significant interest in the Achilleion at the
imperial court in this period, or maybe Caracalla’s visit stimulated Philo-
stratus’ creative imagination. Alrernarively, perhaps Philostratus’ account
of the Thessalian pilgrimage presupposes knowledge of Caracalla’s visit on
the part of the reader, who is meant to supply the information that due
honour has been paid to Achilles recently, not by the Thessalians, but
by an Alexander-imitating Caracalla. In that case, Philostratus would be
implicitly placing Caracallds pilgrimage in a continuous tradition thart goes
right back to the Trojan war, and in which Caracalla’s visit forms a high
point, as had Alexander’s sso years before. But this move is made very
obliquely, withour reference to Caracalla’s pilgrimage, as indeed there is
none to Alexander’s. Burt the point is clear: Caracalla is a truer worshipper
of Achilles than his own race, the Thessalians, who neglect the proper rites.

THE TRADITIONS OF GREEK PILGRIMAGE

My main interest in this section of the Heroicus is in its relation to the
traditions of Greek pilgrimage. Regular, normative pilgrimage, usually
known as thedria, seems to have happened all over the Greek world and at
all periods.* It is perfectly normal for a pofis to send a delegation to a sacred
place, usually carrying a sacrificial offering; one thinks, for example, of the
regular Athenian theoriai to Delos in the fifth and fourth centuries Bc.26
And this sorr of pilgrimage was still going on in the time of Philostratus —
for example, in the area of the oracle of Apollo at Claros.?”

No thearia to the Achilleion from Thessaly or anywhere else is attested in
epigraphical or historical sources,™ but the idea is not in itself implausible.
In the Hellenistic period the Thessalian Federation sent sea-borne thedriai

4 On the date, see now Jones (2001); Maclean and Aitken (2001) xhv.  ** Rutherford (2002).

36 “This practice is often expressed by the Greek verb dmdyew.  *7 Lane Fox (1986).

* Helly (2006) 195 and 201, has suggesied that a Hellenistic decree from Larissa in Thessaly in
honour of two citizens of Alexandiia Troas may reflect Thessalian gratitude for the ca-operation of
Alexandria in the performance of rites ac the Achilleion.
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across the North Aegean to Samothrace and Lesbos.*® Pindar's Sixth Paean
is prima facie evidence that in the fifth century the polis of Aegina sent a
thegria to Delphi in the context of the Theoxenia festival where it honoured
the cult of Achilles’ son Neoptolemus.*® Kent Rigsby has suggested that
in the third century Bc the island of Cos sent thedriai to Thessaly where
they visited both Itonos (for Achene Itonia) and also a place called ‘Argos’,
which could be interpreted as Pelasgian Argos, the homeland of Achilles.
Thessaly, it might be suggested, hasa special place in the Coan imaginarion,
not only as the traditional mother-country of the island, and also as the
homeland of Achilles, the best of the Achaeans and the ideal of Greek
manhood.

The Thessalian pilgrimage has many features in common with pilgrim-
age traditions we know of from elsewhere. For example, oracles really did
motivate pilgrimages: an inscription from Hierapolis in Phrygia reproduces
an oracle in which Clarian Apollo tells them how to rid themselves of 2
plague and instructs them to send a regular delegation to Claros asa thank
offering; and a similar one from Cyzicus records how Ammon instructed
the inhabitants there to send a delegation to Claros.?* And the performance
of hymns was an established parr of theoria.”> Again, the Thessalian pil-
grimage is broken off and renewed, and thar was perceived as happening
to real pilgrimage traditions as well; for example, a Hellenistic inscription
records a decision by the island of Ceos to revive a Delian thesria which
has fallen into neglect.* Finally, the implied structure in which a num-
ber of politically afhiliated cities co-operate in a common religious ritual
has many parallels: one thinks of the Plataean Daedala festival, for exam-
ple, responsibility for which was shared between cities belonging to the
Boeotian Federation.”

Other features of it are less conventional, however. The first of these is
the chchonic tone of the ritual, above all the black sails. These, like the
fourteen participants, seem to reflect the myth of Theseus and the Athenian
tribute to Minos, a myth that was commemorated and to some extent
re-enacted by Athenian thedria to Delos, which was imagined to travel
in the very same ship thar Theseus had used. The black sails of Theseus’
expedition were doubly ill-omened, both because they reflected the fate

29 Mytilene: /GSuppl. 12, n. 3; Labarre (1996), n. 14, p. 273 Samothrace: Pounder and Dimitrova
(2003); possibly also Claros: Picard (1922) 346.

% Rutherford (2001). % Rigsby (2004).

2 Merkelbach and Schwertheim (1983); Peek (1984); Merkelbach and Scauber (1996), n. 4.

" Rutherford (2004). ™ Inscriptiones Deliacae, n. 2539; Bruneau (1970) 141-2.

% Daedala: Schachter (1981-94), vol. 1, 245-250; Dillon (1997) 135-8. See now Knoepfler (z001), who
suggests that the fourtcen logs involved come from seven “divisions’, not from cities.
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that awaited the young Athenians in Crete, and also because by forgetting
to replace the black sail with a white sail, Theseus inadvertently brought
about his (mortal) father’s suicide.’® Philostratus has taken derails that
belong to the myth and projected them onto an image of recent ritual
practice. The result is a scrange and oxymoronic clash of categories. The
mood of thedria is usually represented as one of civic celebration (indeed,
the word thegria can mean ‘festival’), quite the opposite of the Thessalians’
sombre pilgrimage.?”

Secondly, in general, the destination of real zhedroi was a sanctuary and,
since a sanctuary is usually controlled by another polis, thedria can be
thoughr of as a relationship involving co-operation between two political
institutions, requiring the initiative of one and the consent of the other.®*
Occasionally the relationship is strained — as, for example, when an Athe-
nian thedria arriving in Dodona with offerings (a new face and a dress
for the statue of Dione) was rebuffed by the local authorities.” What is
unusual about the Thessalian pilgrimage is that it is to a remote location,
and it is clandestine. The consent of the local authorities is neither sought
nor obrained, and the Thessalians take everything with them, so that ‘they
would need nothing from the city [of Troy]’. The closest parallels to this
would seem to be the following:

1. Philostratus himself seems to want to compare it with another thedria
from Delos to Lemnos, which (according to him) shares with the Thes-
salian rite at least the fact that in both cases the ship anchors off shore
(a practice which seems to reflect a concern to keep separate ‘chthonic’
and ‘non-chthonic’ zones), but in this case the ritual practice seems to
involve co-operation with the local authoriries.*

2. Sometimes regular offerings were sent to remote locations. For example,
the Athenian Aiantis phulé used to send a thank offering, a puthokhréstos
thusia, to Mount Helicon in honour of the so-called Sphragitid Nymphs
in order to commemorate the battle of Plataea; Plutarch attributes this
information to the Atthidographer Cleidemus (fourth century BC).*
No host polis is mentioned, with respect either to co-operation or with
respect to avoiding conrtact.

% Plucarch, Thes. 17.

%7 For the contrast, see E. Supp. 97 S. OT 1491. The ultimate model for the oxymoron might be
Aceschylus, Seprem 857, where Charon’s barquc is described as a yeAéryxpokov BewpiBa (*theors-ship
with a black sail’); on dystopic thedria, see further Rutherford (1995).

3 See Sourvinou-Inwood (1990) on thedria involving contact between two cities.

¥ Hyperides, Fux. 36.  4° On the thedriz to Delos, sce Wilhelm (1939).

4! FGrHiss 323F22; Parker (1996) 103-4: Larson (zo01) s.1.
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3. Pausanias (9.17.4—s) describes at unusual ritual from Thebes in which
a party of men from Tithoreia in Phocis attempted to scrape off earth
from the tomb of Amphion and Zethus ar Thebes, in order to transport
it home, while the Thebans tried to prevent them; contestation between
visitors and hosts is thus part of the ritual.#* This is perhaps the closest
parallel to the Thessalian pilgrimage, the more so since the focus of the
ricual is a heroic cult.

The two features of the thedria thatr seem anomalous — the chthonic qual-
ity and the secrecy — might perhaps make sense if think of the Thessalian
ritual as articulating a sort of tribal rite de passage. It is well established
that certain forms of adolescent initiation involve a period of segregation
in ‘wild space’ from ordinary life and that this period may be imagined
as analogous to a period of death, preceding a symbolic rebirth. Both
these features are attested for ancient Greece.* Another factor that fits
this analysis is that the Thessalians carry water from the River Spercheius,
since it was to the Spercheius thar Achilles, in a typically initiatory gesture,
vowed his hair in [liad 23 (144~51).** And it would be possible t argue
that one of the reasons that choruses and other groups of young people
are often at the centre of rhedria is that it is arriculating precisely this sort
of structure, though in a less explicit way.* In the case of the Athenian
theoria to Delos, for example, it is primarily on the level of the accom-
panying myth (that of Theseus and the Dis Hepta) that rite de passage
comes into play. This approach almost works for Philostratus’ Thessalians,
but not quite, because he never tells us that the participants were young
people.

RITUAL AND REALITY

It remains to consider the question of the historical reality of Philostratus’
Thessalian thesria. On the face of it, it looks fictional. Philostratus himself
implies it was not happening at the time when the dialogue was supposed
to be raking place, since he has Achilles himself complain about this. And

42 Pausanias cites as his authority an oracle of Bacis warning the Thebans of the threat from Tithorea,
which raises suspicion that the ritual is no more than that, a threar rather than o cultic realicy.

4 Van Gennep (1960); Vidal-Nacquer (1986).

44 A passage recalled by Philostratus, VA 4.16, in his account of the meering between Apollonius and
Achilles. On rivers and hair-offerings, see Antimachus of Colophon fr. 163 Mavthews (= fr. 128
Wyss) with Mauthews (1996) 368-70. Herodotus, 7.198.2, locates Spercheius among the Aenianes.
On hair-offerings and initation, see Leitao (2004).

45 See Rutherford (2005).
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one could perhaps argue that Philostratus has invented the rite precisely
so that Achilles, whose wrath is his defining feature, has something to be
wrathful ac.

And then there is the question of the plausibility of the cultic details.
Although many other derails of Greek religion in Philostratus seem to be
based on real practice (such as Apollonius’ visit to the cult of Trophonius),
nevertheless there is reason to think that some of the rites mentioned in the
Heroicus are not authentic. Take, for example, the passage where the Greeks
commemorate the death of Locrian Ajax by building a pyre on his ship,
holding an all-night vigil around the ship, and then letting the burning
ship go adrift as the sun rises (p. 40, 15). Nothing like this is arrested from
the Greek world (if anything, it resembles a Viking ritual), and it has been
suggested that it might be inspired by the use of ships in Isiac ploiaphesia
rite.% To turn back to the Thessalian zhedria, we have already pointed out
that several elements are very unusual, judged against theria as we know
it from other sources: the absence of contact with a host city, and the
chthonic atmosphere, which seems to reflect the myth of Theseus and the
Dis Hepta. Bur there is more.

First, the sequence of chthonic and non-chthonic (‘Olympian’) sacrifices
to Achilles. Historians of religion differ on how to analyse them. Some
associate the chchonic with the marked category of heroes and other deicies
of the chthonic sphere and the non-chthonic with all other deities (the
classic text is Herodotus’ description of sacrifices to the two aspects of
Heracles at Hist. 2.44). Others see the difference as simply one of function,
so that, in principle, any form of sacrifice can be made to any deity; so in
a Coan sacred law from the Hellenistic period, (Sakolowski II 151A), Zeus
Polieus is honoured with a small and preliminary chthonic offering on the
evening of the 19th of a month and by a normal sacrifice on the 20th.¥
And possibly there is an element of truth in both of these approaches.
Against this background certain anomalies in Philostratus’ account stand
out. The sequence of two sacrifices to Achilles resembles the sequence of
two sacrifices to Zeus Polieus in the Coan text, except that on Cos the
second sacrifice rakes place in broad daylight, whereas Philostratus has
them both take place during the night; and except that whereas on Cos the

46 Huhn and Bethe (1917). Incidentally, Philostratus seems (o have a thing about boats. In VA it is
revealed thac Apolionius believed he had been the caprain of an Egyptian ship in a previous life
(3.23), and elsewhere Apollonius explains that the cosmos is like a vast ship (3.35).

47 Olympian and chthonian: Ekroth (2002); Scullion (1994); Burkert (1966) 104, n. 36.
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chthonic sacrifice is a small, preliminary offering, at the Achilleion it is a
whole ox.#*

Philostratus’ interest here is the combination of chthonic and non-
chthonic religion, as we see from the parallel rites that he mentions from
Corinth and Lemnos. The Lemnian rite (arguably a playful sphragis, in
view of Philostratus’ own Lemnian origins) is connected with the notion
of chthonic Lemnian fire which has a long history in Greek religion and
literature.*> My guess is that he has constructed this account because he
wants a ritual that reflects the double nature of Achilles as described in
the Hymn to Thetis; it therefore contains two equivalent offerings: a black
bull to the mortal Achilles and a white bull to the immortal one, both
performed at night. In a real sacrifice, the first offering would have been a
smaller preliminary one, and the main sacrifice would have been performed
at daybreak.

Secondly, the thesroi wear crowns that are described as amarantinos,
which seems to be an adjective from amaranton, literally ‘unwithered’,
a type of plant, which gives us the modern genus ‘amaranthus’. Whatever
the identity of the ancient plant, one may reasonably assume that it was
thought to be slow to wither. It is not much mentioned in ancient sources,
though Pliny says people make wreaths out of it because it can be revived
after it seems to have died by pouring water on it, and Dioscurides says
that people make wreaths out of it for statues.’® The explanation that
the vinegrower gives for the use of such plants is that these crowns will
not wilt if the pilgrimage is delayed. You would have thought a beter
explanation is that the plant’s unwitherability somehow symbolises the
notional immortality of the hero. Crowns of amaranth occur nowhere else
in the whole of Greek tradition, with the exception of Paul's Epistle to Peter

W51
L5.4:}

And when the chief Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive a crown of glory thac
fadeth not away.

“That fadeth not away’ is the translator’s interpretation of amarantines. This
feature becomes a tgpos in descriptions of martyrdoms, and occasionallyin
Christian epitaphs. Perhaps ‘amarantinos really just means ‘unfading’, ancl

“ Compare LCSG 1516, 8-10, where two sacrifices to Heracles in different locations follow in close
succession, one a chthonic sacrifice which is a lamb, and che other a normal sacrifice, which is a
bous.

49 Burkert (1970) and Martin (1987). % Pliny, NH 21.8.47; Dioscurides, De materia medica 4.57.

' Discussed in Baus (1948): not mentioned in Blech (1982).
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has lost any link to the plant, but it is also possible there is some common
background here.

It is worth noting that both elements singled out here relate to
immortality. One might wonder if this reflects some third-century neopy-
thagorean/theurgic doctrine about the survival of the soul. Notice what
the vinegrower says when the Phoenician asks him how come Protesilaus
knows so much when he died before the war took place (p. 7):

This is foolish of you, stranger. For divine and blessed souls the beginning of life is
purification from the body. Knowledge of the gods, whose companions they are,
comes to these souls not by worshipping statues and representations (Ayponoiai).,
but through open contact with them. And they see the human condition free
of physical disease, at which time they become filled with mantic wisdom, and
prophecy raves in them.

Heroes are normally considered as more dead than alive, living a dark and
dank existence, but here they live the life of gods, like Platonic souls. So
maybe the emphasis on divine sacrifice in Philostratus’ description is a
modified rite to suit the new modified picture of a hero.

The shape of the sacrifices in the Troad is most likely fictional, then, and
the possibility presents itself that the Thessalian thedria as a whole should
probably be seen as a literary invention. It would be a literary fiction with
several clear models, and just as we can talk of intertextuality in the case
of relations between texts, so I would suggest we use the term ‘interritual’
and ‘interrituality’ to describe the relarion between different Greek rituals
(whether or not the ritual in question is a literary construct).’* The more
important models are probably the Lemnian Rite (which Philostratus men-
tions, and which could itself be a literary fiction) as well as the myth of
Theseus and the Athenian tribute that formed the aetiology for the Athe-
nian pilgrimage to Delos (which he does not mention). Another model
might be the rite of the Locrian Maidens, in which the state of Locris pays
a tribute to Troy in compensation for the crime of Locrian Ajax, the tribute
consisting of a group of maidens who have to serve in the temple of Athene.
In some versions they stay in Ilion all their lives, in other versions they
return after a year, dodging attempts by the Trojans to make them stay.
Like the Thessalian pilgrimage, the rite of the Locrian Maidens is supposed
to go right back to the Trojan war, linking Aeolian Greece with the Troad;
and like it the Locrian tribute fell into abeyance and was restarted when
there was a plague. The historical reality of this rite is strongly suggested,

2 When I had already largely complerely this tex, I discovered that Prafessor Angelos Chaniotis was
also using the term “interritual’, though in a different sense.
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for the mid second century Bc at least, by an inscription from Naryca in
Locris.*
To sum up, the following points have been established:

1 The Thessalian zhedria is anomalous (chthonic mood, secret and without
liaison with host city) judged against what we know from earlie r sources.

2 The sequence of two sacrifices is also anomalous.

3 Philostrarus may have been influenced by certain ‘interrituals’, especially
the myth of Theseus and the Dis Hepta.

4 Heroicus itself states thar the theoria was not going on at the time the
dialogue is set. The inference, on the basis of these four points, that the
theoria to the Achilleion as a whole is a literary fiction withou t basis in
ritual reality might seem tempting, but it would not be legitimate. After
all, we know thar the Achilleion really was a popular atraction, at least
from the time of Alexander; and we know that Greek states really did
send sacred delegations to remote sanctuaries to perform sacrifices. It
remains possible that, ar least at certain periods, Thessalian cities sent a
communal delegation to the Achilleion.

ANOTHER AIAKID THEORIA

By way of conclusion, I want to consider another account of a theiria by
a Second Sophistic writer. In his novel Aithiopika, Heliodorus of Emesa
describes in a sweeping ecphrasis a grand theiria to Delphi in honour
of Achilles’ son Neoptolemus sent by the Aenianes. The leader of the
thebria was the hero of the novel Theagenes, himself an Aeacid by way
of a genealogical detail already mentioned in the Iliad: his ancestor was
Menesthios, king of the ‘Enianes’, the son of Achilles’ sister Polydora who
married the River Spercheios (16.174—6). Following a literary tradi tion thac
goes back centuries, the thedria provides the narrative frame for the first
meeting berween lovers.* The novel also describes the end of the tradition:
the comrades of Theagenes go on the rampage (in partial re-enactment of
Neoptolemus’ own theiria) and Delphi bans them from future visits.

The Aenianes, the people of Aenis, known to Homer as Enianes, were
a group with a rich, if obscure, past. In historical times they lived on the
Malian Gulf, along the Spercheius River, close to Anthela, the cult centre

B Graf. 1978; /G IX.1.706. Another quasi-fictional narrarive that he may have known is the thirty-year
pilgrimage to the island of Kronos described in Plutarch’s De Facie in orbe lunae 9412-941c; see
Cherniss and Hembold (1968) 20-3.

54 Lovers meet at theoria: Calliamachus, fr. 75 drawing on Xenomedes of Ceos; “Stesichonws’, PMG
278; Eurip., Hipp. 25: Plut., Alex. 2.2; Achilles Tarius, 2.15.
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of the Delphic Amphictyony, of which they were a member. This area
was of great significance in Greek tradition, arguably the one to which the
toponym ‘Hellas’ originally applied.” Before they arrived at the Malian
Gulf, the Ainianes were believed to have underraken a long migration,
from their original home, in the ‘Dotion Plain’ in Thessaly, via Molossia
in North-West Greece, and Cirrha in the area of Delphi. According to
Plutarch they still sent a regular sacred delegation to Cassiopaea where
they had once lived.*

It has been noticed that the Aenianian thedria in the Aithiopika stands
in a clear intertextual relationship with Philostratus’ Thessalian zhedria.
Just as in Heroicus Thessaly sends a theoria 1o honour Achilles, so in the
Aithiopika one Thessalian state, Aenis, sends a thedria to honour the son
of Achilles.’” Heliodorus’ Aenianians also perform both a thusia and an
enagismos though, following normal custom, they do it for two different
deities: thusia for Apollo and enagismos for Neoptolemus; just as Philo-
stratus includes a diachronic narrative which explains why the Thessalian
pilgrimage no longer takes place, so Heliodorus’ narrative explains why
the Aenianians no longer send a pilgrimage to Delphi. And the hymn that
Heliodorus’ Aenianians sing shows similarities to the hymn in Heroicus.®

The date of Heliodorus’ novel is uncertain, but it seems likely to have
been composed at least a little after Philostratus’,”” and if that is right, then
it would follow that Heliodorus has borrowed from Heroicus the image of
a grand thedria in honour of an Aeacid from the general area of Thessaly,
and by combining this with the ‘lovers-meet-on-a-pilgrimage’ tgpos has
constructed the rich and multilayered narrative of the Delphi episode.
We can make a good guess about why he chose the Heroicus as a model.
Philostratus prescnts Achilles as an icon of the Greek heroic past, and a
benchmark for the aspirations of Greek culture. For Apollonius of Tyana,
the lapsed pilgrimage to the Achilleion thus becomes a symbol of how the
Greeks had let their traditions slide. This was precisely the background
that Heliodorus desired for his hero, to create the image of an authentic
and unspoilt strand of Greek ethnicity which would balance Charicleia’s

1 Cf. Hall (2002) 151-2 and 169. %% Qu. Gr. 26, 297bd.

57 Morgan (1989a) notes that the description of Theagenes in the Aithiopika shows similarities to the
description of Achilles in Herpicus. Morgan (1989b) 408, n. 75.

% Both surt with an invocation of Thetis, and in both the first line is identical to the last. Bowie
1989 228-9 has a good discussion of the relationship berween the two paems. The Aenianian poem,
as Ewen Bowie pointed out to me, is in stichic pentameters, a feature which recalls the dedicatory
epigram from Acnis aurributed to Heracles, preserved in Ps. Aristotle, On marvellous things heard
¢, 133, 843b15-844as (sce Huxley (1967)). On the poem, see also Hilton (2003).

%9 Bowie (1989); Bowie in OCI) s.». Heliodorus; Lightfoot {1988).
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thoroughly un-Greek, but equally noble, pedigree. Bur where Philostratus
wrote rather vaguely about ‘Thessalians’, Heliodorus chose for his hero’s
homeland the highly specific but highly obscure territory of Aenis: partly,
perhaps, just as a good way of showing off his learning and his control
of the backwaters of Greek ethnography, partly — as Tim Whitmarsh has
argued — because he wants to create a disconcerting contrast beween the
nobility of his hero and his obscure homeland.®®

Here, as in the case of the thegria to Achilles, the issue of historicity
arises. If the Heliodorus’ Aenianes are to be explained as a literary response
to, and a sophistical development of, themes in Heroicus, then perhaps
we should not look for any real religious traditions behind them. On the
other hand, we know thar Aenis had a religious connection with Delphi
by virtue of its membership of the Amphictyony and that the idea that
the Aenianian aristocracy were descended from an Aeacid mother could be
traced to Homer. And we have also to take account of the independently
attested tradition thar the Aenianes had once lived in North-West Greece,
in the area of Molossia and Cassiopaea:® since Molossia is also where
Neoptolemus is supposed to have lived after his return from Troy, it seems
likely that, whether or not the Aeanianes had ever lived in the West. the
tradition that they did is related in some way to their perceived interest
in Neoptolemus. This would be reason to refrain from jumping to the
conclusion that Heliodorus® Aenianian hedria is wholly invented.®

% Whitmarsh (1998).

8 Qu. Gr.13 (293f.: Molossia) and Qu. Gr. 26 (297b—d: Cassiopiaia): discussed in Hallidav (1928, 5. v.;
Woodbuy (1979); Robertson (1980); Sakellariou (1990).

6 That Heliodorus’ Aenianes reflect history is argued by Woodbury (1979) and Suarer de la Torre
(1997).
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CHAPTER 12

Training athletes and interpreting the past zn
Philostratus’ Gymnasticus

Jason Konig

INTRODUCTION: PHILOSTRATUS’ GYMNASTICUS
AND THE ATHLETICS OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE

The human body, and especially the male, athletic body, was a11 object
of specialised care in the Roman empire (as it had been for hundreds of
years before), care which was masked by competition between rival spe-
cialisms. On the one hand, educational experts of many sorts wiclded
their influence over the bodies of young men of the elite in the gmna-
sion, teaching them how to perform in competition, and how vo carry
themselves in life. On the other, medical men raught the best ways of
caring for the body, for the achievement of physical, and sometimes philo-
sophical, well-being. Philostratus’ Gymnasticus - a defence of the art of
the achletic trainer — is as near as we get to a full instruction book for
specialists in the first, athletic, type of care.’ It is also interested, how-
ever, in constructing a discipline which to some extent unifies these two
spheres, combining athletic and physiological expertise. In this sense it is
in line with the use of the word gymnastés (trainer), as far back as Plato, to
describe men whose knowledge of bodies was on a more theoretical, med-
ical plane than the paidotribai who did most of the practical instruction in
the gymnasion.*

' For a longer discussion of Gywmirasticus, see Konig (2005} 301-44; some of the mute rial in this chapter
is adapred from there, see also Kanig (2007b). 1 assume, following de Lannoy (t997), esp>. 2,404=x0
(and also Flinterman (1995} 5-14 and others), that the author of Gymnasticus is the same s theauthor
of Lives of she sophists (V3), Life of Apollonius (VA) and Nero, and probably also of Hericus and the
first Imagines. The repeated interest in athletic subject matter which all of these works sh are (see cle
Lannoy (1997) 2.407-8), is one convincing argument for common authosship (or at the ve ry kst for
deliberate correspondence between the work of different anthors, especially berwzen Gyrrzasticus and
Heroicus, whose subject marter is often strikingly close). Certainty aboutthat is im passible, howeve r,
and I have therefore aimed for a reading of Gyminastreus which is valid independently of any precise
connections with ather Philostracean texts, which 1 will discuss towards the end of this chapter. The
precise date of Gymmasiicus is unclear, but it is likely to have been written in the an 2205 or 2308 for
a summary of debate, see de Lannoy (1997) 2,405-7; Miiller (1995) 317.

* See Jiithner (1909) 3-8.
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Philostratus also makes a bolder connection, I will argue, in juxtaposing
analysis of the human body with analysis of developments in achletic history
as they are reflected in contemporary institutions and rituals. Both topics
are subjected similarly to his searching and entertaining interpretarive gaze.
He attempts a rehabilitation of the art of the gymnastés against the criticisms
of men like Galen, the dominaring voice of second-century AD medicine.
That rehabilitation is founded on the idea that gymnastiké (the art of
training) can compete with the most prestigious intellectual disciplines;
that it requires, in its most developed form, precisely the skills of logical
analysis and ingenious presentation which are central to rhetorical expertise,
and central to gaining and displaying understanding of one’s own culture
and heritage. Analysing the athletic body, seeing beneath the surface of it,
requires — at least in the world of the Philostratean training-ground — many
of the same techniques as analysing the Greek past, through the traces it
leaves in the present.

Philostratus’ ingenious re-imagining of the art of athleric training in
Gymnasticus can reveal a great deal about the controversies surrounding
educational practice in the Roman empire. Traditional Greek culture, and
the elite, Hellenic identicy which was so closely founded upon it in this
period, were constantly contested, despite the impression of stability and
self-evident legitimacy which so many individuals attached to their own
interpretarions of these things.? The dominance of rhetoric and philosophy
as the most important elements of elite education was far from secure,
despite the contrary impression we often receive from surviving literary and
rhetorical texts from the period.* For example, Galen’s vitriolic attacks on
athletic trainers, who fall so far short of his own discipline of philosophical
medicine, seem at first sight a world away from the extravagant praise given
to athletes and their educators in the many thousands of inscriptions which

* For examples of work on this period which emphasise that sce, among other examples, Goldhill
(2001); Whitmarsh (2001a); Konig (2005} 8~20. Gleason (1995) is particularly good at revealing the
ways in which Polemo and Favorinus constantly struggle against negacive representations through
their competition for the same prestigious cultural position.

4 Both Gleason (1995) (e.g. 159} and Schmitz (1997) (¢.g. 108-12 in his discussion of elite competition
in schools and festivals) seem to me to under-estimate the extent to which physical education
and competition still mauered for the elite of the Greek East. In particular, the prominence of
physiognomy in Gymnasticus serves as a reminder that the skills which underpinned Polemo's
sophistic persona, as Gleason presents it, were themselves open to applicaiions in which Polemo
would have shown lictle interest: my emphasis on athletic education, I hope, also broadens Gleason's
focus on the way in which identity was experienced and performed in a highly physical way through
shaping and display of the body.
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survive from all over the Greek East.’ Both of these positions, however,
represent (equally confident but diametrically opposed) reactions to the
same insticutional heritage. Philostratus, in turn, contests and rewrites the
Galenic vision of cultural ideals and disciplinary hierarchies, although he
does so in a relatively conciliatory way which makes it clear that his own
vision is founded on many of the same principles as Galen’s, in much
the same way as Galen himself constantly sifts through and rewrites his
philosophical and medical heritage.

Gymnasticus thus participates in contests over proper interpretation of
the Hellenic heritage, via controversies about what is the best way to care
for the male body. Such controversies required individuals to engage in
the process of cransforming and refashioning the traditions of the Greek
past, while at the same rime signalling their close attachment to those
traditions. Philostratus, I will argue, is unusually self-conscious about the
process of reshaping and reinterpreting tradition. Often, for example, he
seems to be offering a variety of explanations for individual problems and
puzzles in order to prompt his readers to parricipate in interpretation, to
respond with their own speculations, in a way which implies that there
is no single correct or authoritative explanation for many of the features
of the athletic tradition he discusses. In the process, he also implies that
these ingenious skills of argumentation can be learned. At the same time,
however, that vision is in tension with a sense that these are restricted skills,
just as Galen’s medical skills, for all his interest in prompting the qualified
reader to self-learning,® are available in full only to those readers who can
meet his very stringent demands. The ignorant majority is vehemently
excluded. In Gymnasticus, that restriction is signalled not least by the fact
that there is very licte sense of the athlete himself being empowered to
self-analysis within the scheme Philostratus sets up. The athletic body is
always a passive one, the object of analysis rather than the active subject.
There is little mention of the athlete speaking or responding. Philostratus
himself, and his ideal trainer, in contrast with the many who follow those
modern, degenerate forms of the art which Philostratus sets out to correcr,
are the only ones who can do the job, who can see how the method he
teaches can be applied to everything, to the physical body as much as to
the traces of history. Analysis of athletes is the first step in transformation
of them, just as analysis of the past can transform it, recreate it for the

% See Robert (1984) for a synoptic picture of cpigraphical evidence for athletic festivals within the
Roman empire, along with the huge number of more specific studies elsewhere in his work; cf. van
Nijf (2001); Kénig (2005); Newby (200s).

6 See, ¢.g.. Thrasyboslos 4.
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present. Philostratus himself draws artention to those processes and to
thar similarity. In doing so, he also portrays those transformative skills of
paideia as ones which bestow great authoriry, over individuals as over the
ast.”

g Philostratus is also, however, constantly aware of the danger of using
these techniques of Hellenic analysis wrongly, irresponsibly, or superfi-
cially. In that, he is in line with a tendency among many of the Greek
writers of the first—third centuries Ap to be interested in the difficulties
and challenges of maintaining a constant Hellenic front, of living up to
the standards of their Hellenic heritage. The concept of his own projecr as
something which delves into the central places of Greek culture resurfaces
repeatedly. For example, he takes Olympia, the original and most presti-
gious gathering place for the Greek world, as his main source for athletic
history, and on several occasions compares his ideal trainers with the bell-
anodikai, the Olympic arbiters of Greek identity.® This Hellenic herirage
is to be interpreted flexibly, but always responsibly. The true gymnastés, for
Philostrarus, must keep in training.

The invication to compare historical and physiognomical analysis is sig-
nalled immediately in the text’s structuring.? The opening of the work
(paragraphs 1—2) asserts the prestigious position held by the trainer’s art
(gymnastiké) within the hierarchy of professional skills. We might expect,
following on from this, an involved analysis of those categories, and a robust
presentation of the technical complexities on which gymnastikérelies. Philo-
stratus, however, launches at once (paragraphs 3-19) into a long account of
the origins of the various athletic events, which for the most part have no
close connection with techniques of training. Only then does the figure of
the trainer return ro the limelight. The rest of the work (paragraphs 20—58)
focuses on the skills required by the gymnastés, presenting famous exam-
ples of encouragement given by trainers to their athletes, and illustrating —
often very entertainingly — some of the techniques of physiognomical
analysis required for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of aspiring
competitors. The inirial foray into athletic history looks at first sight like

7 C. Billault (1993) 156~7 and 161 on the conspicuous and authoritative position of the author within
the text.

3 Gymnasticus 18 (discussed further below), 25 and s4. A specific interest in the boundaries of Hellenism
is also consistent with his concerns in other works, as [ will acgue furcher below: see, c.g.. Swain
(1996} 380—400; Swain (1999) on VA and Hellenism within the early third century ap; Whitmarsh
(1999) on Nero.

9 Philostratus’ Cymmasticus s cited from Jiithner (1909), who also provides the most detailed available
commentary (for less deailed comment, see Coretta (1995)). I have used Juthner's numbering of the
text, bue have combined that with page and line numbers from volume 2 of Kayser (1870-1), where
thar has seemed necessary for clarity.
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an own goal for Philostratus, a move which is only likely to increase the
suspicion thac we are dealing with a discipline which cannot hold its own
against Galen’s heavyweight philosophical medicine. Many mode rn com-
mentators on Gymnasticus have cerrainly felt that o be the case, no doubr
influenced by a tendency to under-value athletic ‘antiquarianism’, withowt
acknowledging the prestige artached to the project of anchoring contem-
porary festival life within a long historical framework. 1 want 1o suggest
here, by contrast, that Philostratus’ juxtaposition of the physical and the
historical is a deliberare and bold attempt to give gymznusiikéa centr-al space
within the conrours of contemporary paideia, as something which draws
on and exemplifies processes on which all educated men must rely. Italso
suggests, perhaps more importantly, that Philostratus’ own transformarive
skills of cultural analysis have a kind of universal application, signalled by
their capaciry to inspire a discipline whose value is far from self-evident, a
discipline which in the world of the second and third centuries Ap a ttracted
widespread devotion, but nevertheless still hovered on the edges of social
and intellecrual prestige.

My aim is thus partly to suggest that Gymnasticus is a work of much
greater sophistication than has usually been acknowledged. Ithasoftenbeen
criticised as a ‘sophistic’ text, a playful reworking of a rraditional ‘textbook’
topic, linked with rhetorical rraditions of adoxography, the exercise of
defending activities which cannot easily be defended.’® Cerainly thiskind
of exercise is one which resurfaces frequently in the literature of this period.
However, it is usually very far from being a sterile. purely ‘rhetorical’
exercise. Lucian’s De Saltatione and De Parasito are good examples, defences
of pantomime dancing and parasitism, respectively.”" Both of these works
are enterrainingly paradoxical, but Lucian also uses them, characteristically,
to challenge the assumptions which govern conventional hierarchies of
the sort on which Galen and others rely, reflecting humorously on the
internal contradictions of classical tradition. How are we to judge the
respectability of any single discipline? Can we really trust what che self-
proclaimed cultural arbiters of Hellenism rell us, when we discover that
conventional techniques of rhetorical praise can be applied so fluently to
conventionally derided arts like these?

Gymnasticus has also been denigrated as an incoherent, ‘encyclope-
dic’ piece of writing.” Even Alain Billault, who attempis a rehabili-
tation of Gymnasticus, seems unable to escape from a terminology of

1o See, e.g., Jiithner (1909) 97-107; Anderson {1986) 269; Miiller (1995) 328.
" Jiithner (1909) 98-100 discusses resemblances between Gymnasticus and Lucians De Saltatione.
1 See, e.g., Reardon (1971) 195-8.
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‘encyclopaedism’.” Such assessments suffer from under-estimating the cen-
tral imporrance to contemporary culture of the institution Philostratus
describes. They also suffer, I will argue, from a misunderstanding of the
fundamentally rherorical character of much ancient scientific writing, and
of the prestigious role played by crearive compilation of knowledge within
imperial literarure.'* More specifically, all of them fail to show that there are
very strong thematic links between the many different sections of the work.
The elements of ingenuity which resurface throughout Gymnasticus, and
which others have seen as signs of the author’s lack of serious investment
in the things he defends, are in fact an important part of his justification
of it, and the humour of the work plays a very deliberate role, as a cen-
tral element in the sophisticated styles of analysis and display Philostratus
illustrates for us.

Where Gymnasticus has received more attention is from scholars inter-
ested in reconstrucring the realities of ancienr athletic pracrice. Many of
these studies have been relucrant, however, to situare the arhletic activity of
the Roman empire within its wider cultural context, and have failed to take
account of the rhetorical strategies of this particular work." This is nort to
say that Gymnasticus has no value for reconstructions of athletic practice;
rather that its value will be limited if one does nor take into account the
way in which Philostratus’ work, along with other literary representations
of athletic acrivity in this period, carries with it much wider agendas than
the ‘faithful’ reflection of whar actually happened in the gymnasium and
the stadium. Many scholars have agonised about whether Gymnasticus is
meant to be ‘useful’, whether it is addressed to ‘real’ athletic trainers, but
if we rake the work on its own terms that question is bound to seem
less important. Clearly it is not meant simply as a systematic manual of
instruction (as may be the case with the wrestling manual which survives

'3 Esp. Billault (1993) 161-2.

M See esp. Kinig and Whitmarsh (2007) on the compilatory texts of the Roman empire: also Barton
(1994) esp. 133-68 on Galen in the context of Roman empire medical writing: she emphasises,
among other things, the high value atached to signalling one’s participation in clitc literary culture
within ‘scientific’ wriring (143-7); cf. ibsd. 95-131 (also Cleason (1995) esp. 21-54) on physiognomical
analysis, which occupics a great deal of space within Gymnasticus. More gencrally, see Lloyd (1996),
who uses comparative evidence, among other things, to throw into 1clief the agonistic nature of
ancienc Greek scientific writing, although he also emphasises in 1-19, and throughout. the need for
constant qualification of that broad characterisation.

So much so that the only translations of this text into English (in athletic sourceboaks by Robinson
(1955) 212-32 and Sweet (1987) 212-30) are incomplete: Robinson even omits the opening paragraph
of the work. Ciymnasiicus has often been mined for evidence with no acknowledgement of its wider
purpose. Golden (1998) 4850 recognises its limitations as a reliable source, but does not atiempt
a coherent exposition of it. Harris (1972) gives up in exasperation, and accuses Philostracus of
including material which is ‘silly’ (z4) and ‘feeble’ (33); cf. Harris (1964) 26.

-
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in one first- or second-century ap papyrus fragment),'® but in a sense that
is exactly the point, since the cultured trainer (gymnaszés), for Philostratus,
must be able to see very far beyond the technical details of the more lowly
athletics teacher (paidosribés).

It is ultimately difficult, in other words, to know how much of the
technical detail of this work corresponded with acual practice (although
much of whar Philostratus says can be confirmed or contradicted through
other sources), or how much ‘personal’ experience Philostratus had of
athlerics, and answering those questions will not be my main concern here.
I will focus instead on the wider aims and effects of Gymnasticus, and on
the variery of ways in which this text explores and asserts the broad cultural
significance of the acrivities and skills and stories it presents. Philostratus
offers us — with the humour and ingenuity which his own rhetorical skills
demand - a paradoxical picture of the trainer as a figure who stands as an
iconic representative not only of Greek civic, agonistic practice, bur also of
Greek paideia. As such, the Philostratean gymnastés is quite deliberately at
one remove from commonly perceived realities, quite deliberately offered ro
us as a figure who embodies surprising depths and surprising connecrions.

PHILOSTRATUS AND GALEN

Several of Galen’s many works are primarily concerned with the criticism
of athletic trainers. 1 discuss them here partly to illustrate some of the
currents of criticism which run through Greek literary tradition, and to
which Philostratus is responding.”” Galen aligns himself with Hippocrares,

© p Oxy. 1.466: see Jiithner (1909) 26—30; Poliakoff (1986) 161~72; Polickoff (1987) 51-3.

17 For an account of some of the traditions of Greek athletic writing to which Philostratus tespands, see
Juthner (1909) 3-131, who focuses especially on medical, philosophical and historiographical works.
Miiller (1995) esp. 296—330, and Knig {2005) discuss some of the most important imperial literary
texts on athlerics, with cheir highly varied valuations of athletic activity. For a programmatically
ambivalent representation of athletics from roughly the same period, which draws on many of
the same classical sources, see Lucian's A:acharsis, discussed by Branham (1989) 81-104 and Konig
(2005) 80—66. Branham analyses well the way in which Lucian humorously yuxiaposes the positive
and negative assessments of athletics which are enshrined in Greek wradition, although he under-
emphasiscs the degree to which this work aces as 2 comment on contemporary athletic practice.
Many writers from the first and second centuries are interested in exploring the significance of the
relationship beeween Greek traditions of criticism and approval on the one hand, and stereotypically
Roman opinians about athlerics on the other (e.g. about the uselessness of athletics for wartare, the
association of athletics with Greek effeminacy): sec Kénig (2005) 205-12. There is no particular sign
thar Philostratus has stercotypically Roman opinions specifically in mind in Gymnasticus, but his
interest in (for example) the link between military and athletic acdvity may owe something to their
prominence in texts fron the previous century: see, among many other examples, Plut. Quaest, Rom.
40, Juv. 3.68, Luc. 7.270-2, all of which exploit but also question stereotypes of Roman anti-achletic
sentiment (cf. Rawson (1992) 4-7).
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Plato and Euripides, for example, all of whom famously attack athletics,
although it is clear that Galen’s appropriation of their opinions is often
distorting and opportunistic. I also quore Galen, however, because it is
possible that Philostrarus has his work specifically in mind at many stages
in Gymnasticus, and thar he envisages his own text as an answer to Galen’s
attacks. There are few precise verbal parallels, but repeated similarities of
argument, I will suggest, make a deliberate connection highly likely."

The most sustained criticisms of athletics in the work of Galen come
in his Protrepticus (Exhortation to study the arts)® and in his Thrasyboulos
(On whether healthiness is a part of medicine or gymnastics).* In both, he is
worried about the prestige of athletics, and the challenge it might pose to
his own profession of philosophical medicine, separating himself off from
fraudulent pracritioners of the fake techné (art) of gymnastiké. The first half
of Protrepticus is taken up with praise of the followers of Hermes, those who
devote themselves to the true technai (arts) the best of which, of course,
is medicine (iatriké). In the second half, Galen deals by contrast with the
false technai, representing athletic rraining, with extraordinary vehemence,
as the most dangerous threat to modern youth, and drawing on classical
sources to emphasise its lack of usefulness, and the way in which it drags
man to the level of an animal, depriving him of the use of reason.*

Thrasyboulos, a more technical work, involves a complex categorisation of
the different technai, whereby Galen demonstrates that gymnastiké occupies
only the tiniest subdivision of the art of iazriké. He represents the trainers
as profoundly uneducared, even, sometimes, as profoundly un-Greek. In
the closing paragraphs of the work, for cxample, he describes the absurd
intervention of an athleric trainer in public debate, an incident introduced
by denunciation of the whole profession. He emphasises the fact that
the trainers’ claim to represent Hellenic tradition, which they make so
stridently, as we hear elsewhere, is only a cover for dangerous ignorance
and barbarism:

® In this, I argue for a more direct link than Jiithner (1909) 118-20, who claims that Philostrarus®
knowledgc of medical texts is probably not direct, bue rather mediated through the treatises of
trainers (scc below, n. s¥ for a different interpretation of ane his main picces of evidence). Brophy
and Brophy (1989) point to 2 number of signs that Philostratus is parodying Galen closely, although
the parallels they identify are often less conclusive than they scem to think. and they certainly go
100 far in assuming that Galen and Philostratus were ‘friendly rivals at court’ (157).

9 Kr.1-39. Galen’s Protrepticus is cited from Boudon (2000), his Thrasyboslos from Marquardt, Miiller
and Helmreich (1884—93). Quotations from both texts are also numbered by volume and pagc
number from Kithn (1821-33) (= K], where that has scemed necessary for clarity. For English
translation of both texts, see Singer (1997).

2 Ks5.806-98.  * See Boudon (2000) z-42 for introductory analysis of Prosrepticus.
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Nevertheless the most unfortunate of them, all the ones who have never won any-
thing, immediately start to call themselves trainers, and then they begin screeching,
just like pigs, in a discordant and barbarous voice. (Thrasyboulos 46 [Ks.894])*

Despite Galen’s insistent disparagement of achletic training, however,
he does find positive uses for physical exercise elsewhere, most notably
(and humorously) in his work On exercise with the small ball.** Even the
most anti-athletic and vehemently philosophical of authors, it seems, is
interested in finding ways of appropriating physical training to his own
expertise. In this, he acrually has a grear deal in common with Philostra-
tus, in the sense that both of them reshape athletics in order to make it
compatible with other techniques which they value highly. They also share
an interest in seeing beneath the surface of the body, getting to the truch
behind superficial appearance.* Galen portrays his own medical skill as the
embodiment of physical training and analysis in its most refined form, a
kind of philosophical, elevated equivalent of the debased skills of the trainer,
especially in Protrepticus, where athletic vices are systematically contrasted
with the virtues the good technai bring. Moreover, as Rebecca Flemming
has suggested, Galen’s medical knowledge is represented as an essentially
masculine expertise, and the active readers he envisages are male readers.*s
That may be one additional reason why the false manliness of athletes and
their trainers plays such a central role in Galen’s self-representation, as a
counter-image to his own professional skills.

Philostratus is clearly writing with many of the same traditions and
sources as Galen in mind, although interpreting them very differently. I
will focus here especially on their divergent interpretartions of Plato, and on
the similarities and differences between their categorisations of the different
arts, with reference especially to two passages (Gymnasticus 1-2 and 14-15)
which play a conspicuous role in structuring Philostratus’ argument. One
of Philostrarus’ characreristic strategies is to sidestep Galenic criticisms by
emphasising the fact that they share many of the same assumptions, but
that Galen and/or others have simply misapplied them.

2 &AN Suws ol ToUTwy dTuyiaTaTol kKai unbemdmoTE VikfioavTes ifaipvns tauTous dvopddovot
YupvaoTds, e’ olpa xai kexpayaoiv obbiky fiTrov TGw guddw ikuehel kai PapPépe) puovi).

3 Ks.899-910; cf. De Sanitate Tuenda book 2 [K6.81-163) for a long account of the medical usefulness
of gymnastic exercises. Galen’s work, this text especially. was among the strongest influences on
the growth in sporting activity which took place in England within the sixteenth and seventeench
cenuuries: see Brailsford (1969) 13, 18, 165.

4 See, e.g., Galen's On prognosis [K14.599-673], with Barton (1994) esp. 13343, and the commentary
of Nutton (1979); cf. Gleason (1995) esp. 21-54, on Polemo’s physiognomical gaze.

* See Flemming (2000) esp. 285—7.
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Gymnasticus opens with the claim that gymnastiké is a form of sophia
(wisdom) equal to any. The passage recalls Galen’s Prosrepticus, and con-
stitutes a very blunc challenge to Galen'’s categorisation there of good and
bad technai, including many of the skills Galen had identified as worthy
of admiration in Protrepticus s and 14. The closing paragraph of that work
(or ar least as much of it as survives)*® gives us the following classification:

Given that there is a distinction between two different types of art (techné) — some
of them are rational and highly respected, whereas others are contemptible, and
centred around bodily labour, in other words the ones we refer to as banausic or
manual ~ it is better to take up one of the first category . . . In the first category are
medicine, rhetoric, music, geometry, arithmeric, logic, astronomy, grammar and
law; and you can also add sculpting and drawing if you wish. (Protrepticus 14)*”

The best of all, Galen tells us finally, is medicine. Athletic training, mean-
while, has already been ejected from the categorisation altogether, counted
along with acrobatics and tight-rope walking as a bad art (xaxoTeyvia)
(Protrepticus 9).

Philostratus begins his work in similar vein, identifying a number of
sophiai. He generously includes iatrike, as if he is trying to avoid the
impression of disagrecing with Galen outright, but nevertheless conspicu-
ously lists it as separate from philosophy:

Let us consider the following things as examples of wisdom — things like poetry and
speaking artfully and undertaking poetry and music and geometry (TromTixijs Te
adyaofo kai pouaikiis kai yewpeTpias), and even astronoimy, as long as you don’t
overdo it (dmdon pf) TepiTT), and also the art of organizing armics, and even
things like the following (kai &1 & To1a0Ta): the whole of medicine and painting
and modelling, and all rypes of sculpting and gem-cutting and metal-engraving.
(Gymnasticus 1 |261.1-7])™®

The exclusion of astronomy in its more excreme forms advertises the
caution and discrimination with which Philostratus has compiled his list. It
also introduces immediately the idea that disciplines which make the grade

3 See Boudon (2000) 146 on the incomplete nature of the surviving text.

7 "ARAG B11Tiis oUons Biagopds Tijs TpcoTns dv Tals Téxvans — Evicn pEv yap adTdv Aoyikai T elai
kal ggpvai, Ttvis 8 eiarappdvnTor xat 81k T Tol gwparos Tévawv, & 51 Bavavoous Te Kai
XeipwvokTikas dvoualouaty — &uelvov &v ein Tou TpoTépou yévous TV TEXVAY peTépyeofai
Tiva. . . elot B &k Tol wpotépov yévous larpikn) Te kai priTopikn xai pouaixn, yewpeTpia Te kai
&p@pn Tk kKati AoyroTikn, Ko &o Tpovopia kal ypaupaTiki kai vopikt. wpdabes §°, el PovAe,
TaUTaNS TAGETIKAY TE K&l YpapIKAY. . .

# Sogiav fiycdpeda xai Ta Toiabta piv olov pihocopican xal elweiv Euv Téxvn TomTIKis Te
Gyactm xal povoikiis kai yewperpios kai v Ai* &orpovouias, dwoan un TepiTm), cogia St
Kai Td kooufioal oTpatidy kal &1 T& TolaUTa laTpik o xat {wypagia kal TAdoTal kai
drycAudereov eidn xai xotAot Aiflol kai kaThos aiSnpos.
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in their ideal form will not always be acceptable when they are misapplied,
as he suggests gymnastiké has been in its degenerate modern incarnations.
He includes the arts of painting and sculpting in a more comprehensive
form than Galen does, and thus signals a readiness to expand the canon of
technai beyond Galen’s narrow conception. He imirates Galen’s grudging
tone in his list of these more doubtful arts, signalled by the word &11 (‘even
things like the following’), bur ironically includes medicine among them.

Philostratus then lists a number of manual trades (Bavavoo1), which
cannot be dignified with the name of sophia, before finally cacegorising
gymnastiké:

I consider gymnastiké a form of sophia, and one which is inferior to none of the
other arts (technai), so much so that treatises (UmropvrjiaTa) have been com-
posed on the subject for the benefit of those who may wish to take up training.
(1 [261.13~15])*®

The word ‘treatises’ (Uropvfiuara) is often applied to the kind of technical
works Galen himself produced in such huge numbers. The phrase also
reminds us of the many athletic treatises which seem to have preceded
Philostrarus’ own.>® Philostratus attempts to set Gymnasticus within a long
tradition of philosophically respectable compaosition, while also perhaps
reminding us (if we apply the meaning ‘monuments’ or ‘memorials’) of the
role his own work plays in commemorating and preserving the traditions
of the past.

Philostratus also anchors his treatise in philosophical precedent in this
opening passage, not least by his use of the phrase TomTikfjs Te &yaoda
Kkad povokis kad yewpeTpias, which recalls the language of Plato’s Republic
book 3 (411¢). There, Socrates advocates a balanced educarion, saying thac a
man who toils hard at athletics and eats luxuriously and takes no notice of
music and philosophy (nouoikfis 8¢ xai prAccopias un &rrntan) at first
becomes very fit and proud, bur later loses all his love of knowledge. The
reference signals Philostratus’ knowledge of Plato, and hintsatanalignment
of Philostratus’ own opinions with Plato’s. More specifically, it reinforces
Philostratus’ insistence that he is not condoning the practice of achletics to
excess, and that he is not under any obligation to defend those who practise
athletics wrongly — immoderately and unphilosophically. This book of
the Republic, along with other Platonic passages, had been appropriated
opportunistically by Galen as a central plank of his own criticism of athletic

9 Trepl 8¢ yunvaoTikiys, copiav Aéyopev oUBemds EAGTT® TéXVNS, GaTs els UropvuaTa SuvBeTven
ToTs PouAoutvols yupvagew.
3° See Jiithner (1909) 116—18.
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training.** Philostratus seems to be correcting Galen's misinterpretation of
Plato here, pointing out that Plato does not even come close to condemning
athletics outright. He sidesteps many of the criticisms of Galen and others,
through the implication that any problems associated with gymnastikeé are
due simply to (un-Platonic) misuse of it by modern practitioners. Each
of these writers, then, appropriates Platonic opinion to validate his own
agenda.’*

There is, of course, a great deal of other evidence which backs up
Philostratus’ claims for training as a prestigious activity, and one which may
have been much closer to medicine in content and social status than Galen
is willing to admit.’ Trainers were often well paid and publicly honoured,
both individually and within inscriptions primarily focused on praising
athletes.* There is evidence for trainers playing prominent roles in public
life, and holding high positions within powerful athletic guilds, where they
must often have benefited from well-developed rhetorical skills.” Trainers
could also draw on philosophical justifications of their profession.® More
generally speaking there is a great deal of epigraphical evidence — quite
apart from the indications we find in literary texts such as Philostratus’
own — that literary or philosophical learning and athletic interests were

% For example ac Thrasyboulos 36 (Ks.874 -6], where he quotes PL. R 3.407b-c and 410b, obscuring
their full contexts, as cxamples of philusoplical condemnaion of training; cf. Thrasyboulos 47
[Ks.898]: On good condition K4.753.

32 CF Miiller (1995) 3246 on other Platonic allusions in Gymuasticus,

¥ For a longer discussion of the prestige of training in the Roman period, see Kanig (2005) 301-15.

M Sec Golden (1998) 8;-.1 on the Pindaric tradition of praising athletic trainers; 160 on high rewards for
trainers (although he draws on Classical evidence only). Sce Robere (1974) for examples of trainers
honoured in inscriptions, one of which uses the word sechné for the activicy of the gpistatés (another
word for trainer) (519-20): for trainers honoured with athletes, see ibid. s20-3. and Robert (1937)
139; cf. Perpillou-Thomas (1995) 232 for trainers (described most often as a/cipses, but in one case as
gmnastés) named with achletes in Egyptian papyri; for trainers involved in honouring athletes, see
Rabert (1974) s25~7 and Rabert (1968) 406—7; on epitaphs for trainers, see Bernand (1960), Tacuber
(1993); on training funded by the cicy, see Robert (1967) 27-32.

% See, e.g., van Nijf (1997} 59, n. 144 on the 1omb of 2 bowuleutés who also describes himself as a
paidoiribés (although van Nijf is keen to point out that the man is probably only a ‘marginal’
councillor, and therefore not of surikingly high sacial status); for an afipece representing a guild in
negoriations with M. Antonius, see Robert (1949) 122 on PLond. 137, translated in Miller (1991) 167;
cf. Robere (1967) 28-32 for a Hellenistic decree, mentioned also in n. 34, which records a trainer
speaking in a ciry assembly. asking for money to train a star pupil. The example of specches to
athletes recorded in the rhetorical treatises of Pseudo-Dianysius suggests one specific context which
may have required rhetorical expertise, although these specches are not said to be the province of
trainers specifically: Ps-Dionysius’ Ars Rbetorica, speeches 1 and 7 (probably written in the fourth or
fifth century Ap; translared with nores by Russell and Wilson (1981) 362-81).

3 E.g. Ar. Pol. 1338b offers explicit, though cautious, approval of the gymnastés and the paidosribés as
imporcant contributors to the education of the young.
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often represented as compatible with each other, and equally important for
the construcrion of a male, upper-class identity.””

Often, moreover, trainers and doctors were directly associated with each
other. There were famous examples of men who had combined boch careers,
not least Herodicus of Megara, who influenced Galen’s hero Hippocrates.3®
Doctors were also linked with trainers and with festival culture in the day-
to-day city life of the Greek East, as we glimpse it through the epigraphical
record. We hear, for example, of doctors lecturing in gymnasia®® or listed
among the instructors honoured in end-of-year ephebic lists.#° Others
are recorded as holding important positions within athletic guilds,* and
attending in an official capacity ar public festivals.#* Louis Robert gives an
example of an inscription from Lydia, set up in honour of a young man
who has died. It contains a long list of the young man’sad mirers, including,
towards the end, a doctor and a trainer:

‘Avtwveivos 6 Ematdrms, TaTiavds & inTpods Tov padnTiv (Eripnoav).
Antoninus the trainer and Tatianos the doctor honour their pupil.

This juxtaposition does not necessarily imply equality berween chese two
instructors, but it does conjure up an idealised commemoratory image of
shared responsibility for a bright pupil, as if his education had attained a
degree of completeness through the combination of their complementary
disciplines.

Still others are honoured for funding local festivals. Heraclitus of Rho-
diapolis, for example, was a prolific medical writer of the second century
AD. One surviving inscription, from a statue base set up in his home
town, praises him in language closely reminiscent of the inscribed boasts
of athletes and musicians. He is honoured, for example, as:

¥ See, e.g.. Hall and Milner (1994) 26-30; van Nijl (1999) 185-4. 188—93.

¥ See, ¢.g.. Jinhner (1909) 9~16; Harris (1964) 178; however, PL R, 3.406a-bis very critical of Herodicus®
combination of the two professions; for other examples of the harmonisation of medicine and
philosophy within philosophical texts, see Pl. Cr. 47a-b; Ar. EN 10.9.15 (118ab).

39 See Robert (1946) 36: Marrou (1965) 281; Kleijwegt (1991) 155-6.

“° For doctors on ephebic lists, sce Juthner (1909) 4, who refers to /GG 111 1199, line 36 and 120z line
38; cf. Oliver (1942), no. 37 {pp. 71-4). line 48 for a late chird-century Athenian ephebe list: van Nij f
(1997) 185 (an IPriene 111, 2 and 1u8) for doctors and trainers listed with athletes and ephebeson an
inscription commemorating the benefaction of festival banquets; Robert (1967) 31, 0. 3 on Priene
11, lines 175-6.

# For examples of doctors, many of them very distinguished, involved with athletic guilds, see Forbes
(1955) 249: cf. Robert (1950) 257 (for the title &pxicTpos Tol adpmwavros fuorod, with lots of
examples of doctors and crainers working wogether).

# See Cohn-Haft (1956) 23, n. 71; <f. Robent (1978) on a Hellenistic inscriprion honouring a doctor
who cured sheéroi sent to Cos for a festival,

# Robert (1974) 525-7.



264 Gymnasticus

the first of all time (Trp&Tov &7 aidvos) to be a doctor and writer,
and author of works of both medicine and philosophy . . .44

The phrase ‘first of all time’ (Trp&dTov & aiddvos) is used regulacly by
agonistic vicrors, to separate their own achievements from those of their
predecessors. The inscription lists the games he has funded in honour of
Asclepius in parallel with his medical benefactions, which include free ser-
vice as a doctor, and donation of his works to the library of his home
town and of several others. Heraclitus is very far from che ignorant,
false practitioners of debased medicine with whom Galen contrasts his
own expertise, in fact he is represented in terms which are closely rem-
iniscent of Galen’s own self-portrayal, as one who combines philosophy
and medicine. There is evidence, too, for doctors taking part in public
contests — for example, in inscriptions which record medical contests at
the Great Asclepieia at Ephesus.® Evidence like this illustrates the way in
which doctors were closely involved with agonistic institutions which lay
at the heart of ancient city life, and the way in which they — like men
from many other professions — were fundamentally affected by the ideol-
ogy of competitive self-presentation which ancient athletics both reflected
and perpetuated. No doubt this, 100, goes some way towards explaining
the important role athletic trainers play within Galen’s presentation of his
own medical ideals. Galen separates himself vigorously from the brash self-
promotion of the athletic trainers, but in many ways he also shares their
concern with competition, proclaiming his own victory over his rivals in
a contest which is much more elevated than the degraded spectacle they
devorte themselves to. He participates in competitive processes, while also
distancing himself from them.

The separation Galen posits between the two professions is thus a highly
tendentious one. Of course, none of this evidence necessarily contradicts
his criticism of athletics. In a sense, it is precisely this prestigious valuation
of training, along with its ability to masquerade successfully as a pseudo-
medical arc, which worries him. Neither would it be right to suggest that
Philostrarus’ text offers us an unproblematic reflection of the prestige of
athletic training, since his vision of gymnastiké is a very personal one,
based as it is so firmly on rhetorical ingenuity and historical learning,*¢

 rp&tov &wr’ alddvos laTpév kel cuvypagia kal wornThy Epywv laTpikiis kai prAcooias. . .
(TAM 11910, lines 12-14). I am grateful to Ewen Bowie for drawing my attencion to this inscription.

4 E.g. IEph. 160~71 and 4101 (discussed by Keil (1905) and Barton (1994) 223, n. 73).

46 This impression is in line with the fact tha the term gymnaseés is rarely found in inscriptions
(paidotribés, aleiptés and epistarés are the usual terms), and seems to have been a category used
most often in philosophical writing; cf. abave, n. 2, on distinctions berween the gymnasrés and the

paidoiribés.
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He distances himself from many forms of actual contemporary practice
through his deprecation of athletic decline, aligning himself rather with
an idealised vision of the profession, just as Galen idealises in ignoring the
close real-life links between the two disciplines. What this evidence can
give us is an indication of the kinds of contexts Philostracus has in mind
when he asks us to imagine training as a fechné capable of occupying a
prestigious position within Greek society and education, benefiting from
rhetorical expertise and able to hold its own beside the medical profession;
and when he asks us to imagine the art of medicine actually interfering
with gymnastiké and contributing to its decline.

The opening of Gymnasticus, with its vigorous proclamation of a positive
view of the athletic trainer’s work, is followed immediately by a section of
athletic history, to which I will return on p. 267. After that, in 14—15, before
focusing on the figure of the trainer in more detail, Philostratus returns
again to the problem of how the techné of gymnastiké should be categorised.
This section responds closely to Galen’s complex categorisations in Thrasy-
boulos, in particular to Galen’s argument that the art of the trainer is only
one tiny subdivision of the overarching techné of the doctor.#” Philostratus
tells us, for example:

How then should one understand gymnastiké ? How else should one think of it
than as a form of wisdom composcd of medicine and of the art of the paidotribes,
being more perfect than the latter, and a part of the former? (Gymnasticus 14
[268.30-269.1))4

Ancient scientific writers often responded to what they saw as fauley care-
gorisation by setting up even more complex schemes, and claiming greater
precision for their own work, and Thrasyboulos exemplifies that tendency
well.#? Philostratus himself engages in similar complexity at other points in
Gymnasticus, especially in his detailed physiognomical advice. Here, how-
ever, he rakes the opposite approach, sidestepping Galen’s philosophical
complexities and arguing for a common-sense view of training as a techné
which takes elements from both the art of the paidotribés and the art of the

47 Galen's argument in Thrasyboulos is developed at great length and not conveniently summarised ac
any point, but relies most importantly on the claim that all activities associated with care of the
body — and thus having the same final aim - must be the province of a single overriding rechné
(thar is the techné of iatriké, which is the art of care for the body); see, for vxample, Tlrasyboudos 44
[Ks.891): ‘And yet we saw that healthiness is one part of this art of care for the body. and is in turn
divided into four parts, and that gymnastics is a part of one of these parts” (&AAd Torrns Tis Tepi
b adua SepaTreuTIkijs | Uy tevi pdptov fiv Kol TadTns TETpayfi Tepvouévns dwds TV popiwy f
YVHVaOTIKT] popiov).

4 Ti olv xpi) Tepl yupvooTikils yvdokew; Tl 5 GAho 7 coplav albriy fyeioda Suyxapéimy pkv
£ loerpaxiis e xai anBoTpiPixiis, oloav 5t Tijs pkv TeAewyTépav, Tis 5t uéprov.

49 See esp. Barton (1994) 152 and 2245, n. 101 on Galen and the works of athletic trainers,
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doctor, and can claim a distinctive identity even if it is subordinate to the
medical art, as Galen argues.

There are also points where Philostratus explicitly criricises and parodies
medical writing, most conspicuously in chapter 44, where he complains
abour the way in which medicine has been a vehicle for luxury. He ridicules
the way in which doctors classify different types of fish, with the impli-
cation that such classifications have been used mainly to achieve greater
gastronomic satisfaction — to get hold of the best-tasting fish — rather than
for the purpose of guaranteeing good health (although in many ways this
technique of classification seems worryingly close to what Philostratus rec-
ommends, a problem I will discuss in more detail in the next section).
Philostratus’ parody is reminiscent of the style of Galen’s dietary texts, for
example his work On the power of foods, book 3 [K6.554—659]. Philostratus
surely has established techniques of medical writing in mind here, even if
he is not referring to Galen specifically.’® Medicine is shown to be respon-
sible for exactly the kind of vices which Galen and others have blamed
gymnastiké for introducing.

In the same passage he criticises medicine for bringing the habit of
‘flattery’ — kolakeutiké — into training. Philostratus here gestures towards
Plato’s Gorgias (especially 464b—466a) where Socrates uses the image of
the ‘flactering’ rechnai of cosmetic and pastry-baking, which imitate and
contaminate the useful arts of gymnastiké and medicine, respectively, in
just the same way as oratory and sophistry flatcter and contaminate political
activity. Galen had twisted the imagery of the Gorgias to criticise athlerics as
afalse, ‘lattering’ technéin Thrasyboulos 45 [Ks.891—4]. Philostratus reverses
his interpretation, categorising gymnastiké as a useful art, as Plato had done,
and at the same time demoting medicine to the position of a flattering arr.
Philostratus in fact suggests that medicine has been inextricably swallowed
up by cooking, which in the Gorgias is the Aattering art which threatens
the true medical techné. Through this allusion he not only invokes Plaro’s
authority for his portrayal of athletics as a respectable techné, burt also
signals his own knowledge of the Gorgias, and thus also his awareness of
the dangers of false argument which are a central concern of that work.
This effecr is in line with his insistence throughout Gymnasticus that the
trainer must use words rationally and responsibly.

I have argued, then, that Philostratus firmly rejects Galenic categorisa-
tions of gymnastiké, reversing Galen’s ‘misuse’ of Plato, and that he may

5% Brophy and Brophy (1989) 161-4 are perhaps too confident in claiming to have detected precise
echoes of Galen's own work in this passage of Gymnasticus.
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well be doing so with Galen’s work specifically in mind. He also empha-
sises through parody the difficulties of distinguishing between reliable and
unreliable physiological knowledge, suggesting that medicine can go astray
as easily as gymnastiké can, in order to break down Galen’s distinctions
between the athlete and the trainer.

INTERPRETING THE PAST IN GYMNASTICUS

What kind of positive picture does Philostratus offer to replace Galen’s por-
trayal of philosophical medicine as the only valid basis for bodily training?

Clearly the rooting of contemporary athletic custom in long tradition is
important for Philostratus, and one implication of the text’s long sections
of athleric history may be that he expects the ideal trainer to have some
historical knowledge of the development of the discipline, although that
is not stated explicitly at any stage. His statements about recent athletic
decline also suggest a certain amount of admiration for the athletes and
trainers of the past. None of rthat means, however, that his interest in
training is a nostalgically antiquarian one. Rather, I will argue, he sets
out a vision of present-day gymnastiké as something which is capable of
continually reshaping the traditions of the past in a dynamic and inventive
way, as many of his contemporaries of course also do in their presentations
of the Greek cultural heritage more generally.”

At the beginning of Gymnasticus, for example, immediately after his
categorisation of gymnastiké as a sophia, Philostratus proclaims the ancient
glory of the art of training, listing heroic and classical examples of great
athletes, but he then explains that that art has degenerated:

Present-day gymnastiké has so much changed the condition of athletes that the
majority (ToUs TroAAoVUs) are irritated even by lovers of athlerics.

But my aim is to teach the causes of this degeneration, and to contribute
(§unpdAeoban) for trainers and their subjects alike cverything 1 know, and to
defend nature, which has gained a bad reputation. . . (Gymnasticus 1-2 [261.21—
262.6])%*

The phrase ToUs ToAAoUs (the majority) conspicuously ignores the huge
popular admiration for athletic spectacle in this period, and in doing so
ingeniously hints at an equation berween anti-athleric philosophical writers

 For this point sce, among many others, Whitmarsh (2001a).

2 ) 8¢ viv xaBeaTnrula peTaPéPAnkey oUtw Té& TdV ANTOY, 0% Xal TOTS QiAo VpvacTOUa!
ToUs roAAous &xBeoBar. Soxei 8t wot B15a§an pbv Tas alrias, &' & Unodibwke TatTa, Sup-
PaAéoBar S& yupvadouoi Te kal yuuvadopivoi, dmréoa ofba, &roloyfioaabal ve Umtp Tiis
PUOEWS GKOVOUTT)S KAKE. . .
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like Galen, whose opinions carry great weighc within literary tradition,
and the ignorant masses, setting up Philostratus’ own version of learned
gymnastike as a refined, sophisticated activity.

He goes on to explain that the physical specimens nature produces,
among men as among animals and plants and minerals, are in no way
inferior to those of the past, only less well trained.” In the light of this
proclamarion of decline, Gymnasticus has sometimes been raken (with
Galen’s work) as evidence for the idea that athletics declined after the clas-
sical period because of the influence of professionalisation.’* Even now,
despite the fact that this wider scheme of athletic degeneration — from
golden-age amareurism to professionalised corruption — has been widely
discredited,” it has not generally been recognised that Gymnasticus is very
far from being nostalgic. This vision of deterioration does not necessarily
imply that Philostratus takes a despairing view of the gymnastic profes-
sion. He embraces this picture partly because it allows him to dodge the
most commonly made criticisms of athletics, by representing them as valid
only for degenerate forms of training which no serious gymnastés would
treat with any respect. The forward-looking nature of the text is made
immediately apparent by the fact that this opening passage presents itself
as a contribution to athletic revival, as does Philostratus’ final statement of
intent at the end of §4:

following these principles we will show that gymnastiké is a form of sophia, and
we will strengthen the athletes, and the stadia will regain their youth (&vnpricet)
through good training pracrices. (54 (291.17-19])%

The word &vnproet implies a link between Philostratus’ own treatment
of his subject — gymnastiké — and the trainer’s treatment of his — the young
athlete — both of which are to (re)gain youthful vigour.

On closer inspection, moreover, it becomes clear that Philostratus’ atti-
tude to the heroic past is highly ambivalent. In 43—4, for example, in
the middle of his discussion of physiognomical principles, he gives a long
account of the athletic and military prowess of the ancient heroes, before
returning to the topic of decline. At first sight his admirarion of these
warrior-heroes seems to be ar its most explicit here. The opening sentence

5 As Weiler (1981) recognises, Philostratus’” model of decline here is an unconventional one.

54 E.g. by Gardiner (1930) 115-16.

5 See, e.g.. Golden (1998) 20-1 and 141~2, drawing on Young (1985).

56 ol bmdpevor goplav T¢ yupvaoTiay EvBafouda kat ToUs dOANTAs émippadaouey kai dvnPrioe
T& oréBicx Umrd Tol e yupvdde.
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of 43, however, throws doubt on that assumption by foregrounding the
lack of any scientific basis for heroic training:

Thar is all T wish to say about the mixture of humours as modern gymnastiké
describes them. The old gymnastik# did not even recognise these mixcures, but
trained only strength. By gymnastiké the men of the past meant any exercise
whatsoever. Some traincd themselves by carrying weights which were hard o lift,
some by competing for speed with horses and hares, others by straightening or
bending pieces of wrought iron, while some yoked themselves with powerful,
wagon-drawing oxen, and others wrestled bulls and even lions by the throat. (43

[284.19-27])

This immediately follows a long discussion of the benefits for the trainer
of understanding the theory of humours, which is represented as so basic
as to be entirely uncontroversial:

As far as the topic of bodily proportions is concerned, and the question of whether
one kind is best, or another kind, there are some slight disagreements among those
who have not examined the matter rationally. Buc as far as the mixture of the
humours is concerned, it has never been disputed, nor would it ever be disputed,
that the best type of mixture is the warm and moist one. (42 [283.29-284.2])%*

His emphasis on the fact that the heroes trained only for strength, rather
than for competition (echoed in his dismissive reference to the strength-
based exercises of the Spartans at the very end of the work),” and without
the benefit of even the most basic scientific principles, thus problematises
the status of the heroic way of life as a direct model for the Greek athletic
culture of the present.

The past cannot be imitated incautiously, then. Instead, Philostratus
emphasises the need to interpret it flexibly, with the needs of the present in
mind. For one thing, gymnastiké is represented as a techné which has always

7 Tatra elpficfw por wepl kpdoews &k Tis viv yuuvaoTikiis, &s ) dpyaia ye ok 2yiveooxe
kpaow, &AAG pévny T loxUv tyduvalev. yuuvaoTikiv Bt ol wahmoi kai alrvd 16 dTiolv
yunvdZeoBai- Eyunvédovro Bt ol piv axn gépoves ol elpopa, ol §° Urép Tayous riAAGpEVOL
Tpds trrous xai Trrdweas, o §” opBolvTés Te kol kGuTrrovTEs aldnpov EAnAanévov els Tayy,
ol 8¢ Pouci auveleuynévol xapepoTs Te kal dpafeiouaty, ol 8t Tatpous dravyevifovres ol 5’
avTous Aéovras,

Mepi pév 8% ouparTos dvahoyias ko eiTe & Toidabe PeAricov, elTe & To1dade, elol Tov xai Aerrrai
dvTidoyia Tapa Tols pf) §Uv Adyw Bieoxeppévols Talrra, Tepi 5t kpdaewv, dréaar eloiv, oUTe
dvrelpnTal Tw olrTe dvniAeBein Gv To ul ol &plommy kpé&oewy THY Bepury Te Kai Uypdv elval.
Jiithner (1909) 118-20 takes this as evidence for Philostratus’ ignorance of Galen whose own work
promincntly contradicts Philostratus’ claim, bur his argument seems to me highly inconclusive, and
it seems just as likcly, given the closc correspondence with Galen's intercsts elsewhere in Gymnasticus,
that I'hilostratus is here deliberacely disregarding, perhaps even mocking, his conclusions. Certainly
ignorance of this particular principle of Galen cannot be taken as proof of Philostratus” ignorance
of his work more widely.

¥ Gymnasticus 58; cf. below, n. 70.

Al
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been keen to look to the future, as a catalyst for progress beyond heroic
practices. At the end of his account of the different Olympic events, for
example, he tells us that it is the art of the athletic trainer which has been
responsible for the development of modern festival culture:

These things were not introduced into the festivals all at once, but rather were
discovered and refined one at a time by gymnastiké. (12 [267.6-8])%°

The text also shows a repeated interest in speculating about the precise
origin of these events and customs. Between 3 and 13, for example, Philo-
stratus discusses the origins of the pentathlon, the dofichos, the stadion, the
diaulos, the hoplite race and all three combat events, focusing especially on
religious and military explanations. In doing so, he seems to be constantly
aware of the possibility of multiple explanations for these phenomena, and
also of the possibility thar this variety of explanations may be partly the con-
sequence of the self-representation of the various cities which make them.
In 7 [263.32—264.11), for example, he tells us that the Eleans include the
hoplite race in the Olympic programme in order to commemorate the
arrival of an armed hoplite from the field of battle during the festival, with
news of victory in the war with Dyme. He also tells us, however, that he
has heard similar stories told by the inhabitants of a number of different
cities with reference to their own wars. Finally he gives his own explana-
tion, suggesting that the hoplite race is included, at the end of festivals, to
signal a return to war after truce. One of the effects of offering more
than one explanation is presumably to invite the reader to judge the mat-
ter for herself. The techniques of ingenious, often multiple, explanation
held an important place within scientific and religious analysis, and also
within literary records of learned and entertaining conversation, within
the Greek culture of the Roman empire and before.®" Philostratus seems to

60 [TapeA@eiv 5t Tatra ol dpol Tavra ks Tous &ydvas, i’ &AW 5k &AAC eUpiokduevoy TE Urd
Tfis yunvaoTikiis kai dvoveAoupevov. CF Gymnasticus 13 [268.24~27): ‘these things would not have
been introduced and become popular amongse the Eleans and the rest of the Greeks if gymnastiké
had not improved them and refined them’ (TaUra olk &v pot Sokel xab’ @ olrrwo) apeABeiv efg
&ydvas oud v owouBaodijval wote "Haelois kal EAAno waow, e pty yupvaoriki dnebibou
kol fioxel aUTd). The gymnastic imagery of fioxer characteristically equates the day-to-day skills
of training with the more theorerical and - presumably - rhetorical skills required to develop the
discipline as a whole.

bt See, e.g., Barton (1994) on scientific explanation: e.g. 14, on the agonisiic context of scientific
analysis in the Roman empirc: ‘it seems that (in my period at least) the &y, far from narrowing
down the options in any direction, encourages the proliferation of answers to questions’s and 172
on ‘the way the principle of noncontradiction loses its privilege to the ideal of compleieness’ in
ancient sciencific writing: cf. Feeney (1998), 11536 esp. 127~31, on analysis of Roman refigious ritual,
although he is wrong to confine this tendency to Roman culture (129), and his distinction berween
the multiple style of explanation of Plutarch’s Roman questions and the more unitary explanations of
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- value such rechniques highly in this work; in fact he draws attention quite
self-consciously to their usefulness.
His analysis of customs connected specifically with athletic trainers has
a similar focus, in paragraph 18 most strikingly so. There, Philostrarus sets
out to explain why the coach at Olympia must carry a strigil. He offers
two explanations, both of which, as often, he seems equally sarisfied with.
The first is that it reminds the athlete to care for his body properly by
using oil. As an alternarive, however, he tells the story of a trainer who
killed an under-performing athlete with a sharpened strigil, and explains
that the strigil is therefore a symbol of the trainer’s power, and a reminder
to the athlete always to exert himself. He says, remarkably, of the second
explanation:

And I agree with the story; for it is better for it to be believed than not. Indeed let
the strigil be a sword against bad athletes, and may the trainer have some authority
above that of the hellanodikés in Olympia. (18 [271.19-22])®

This is Philostratus’ clearest statement of the principle that the criterion for
judging whether or not a story is to be accepted may not be its accuracy,
but rather its usefulness. He also hints ar the idea thac any retelling of the
past will necessarily involve recreation of it, shaped by the needs of the
present. His reference to the bellanodikés, as 1 suggested earlier, reinforces
the impression that the trainer will ideally play an archerypally Hellenic
role. It may even be a more important role, with its duty of moral guardian-
ship, than the superficial judgments abour ancestry for which the Olym pic
officials are responsible.®?

Some of these themes are continued, finally, in the stories of paragraphs
2024, where we are presented with famous examples of advice and encour-
agement given to athletes by their trainers, all of which foreground the way
in which the telling of stories and the right use of words can provide
inspiration. For example, we hear that the boxer Glaukos was inspired (20)
when his coach reminded him of the way in which he had straightened

his Greek quessions ignores the fact that Plutarch often treats Greek tradition with varied explaration
elsewhere. Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales, for example, illustrares the porentially important role
of multiple cxplanation within both scientific and rcligious analysis, ar least as they are to be
performed in the context of playful symporic conversation: see, e.g., Konig (2007a): and Hardie
(1992), esp. 4.751-61 on interpretative pluralism in the Quaestiones Convivales in the conext of
Plutarch’s treaument of myth.

& gai Euyywpd T® Adyw PéATiov yap mioTeveofan § &mioveiofa. Elpos piv &y Emi Tols
Trovnpous T&v GOAT TGOV oTAeYYis EoTed kai ExETe 81 11 Urrip YoV EAnvobikny & yuuvao Tig
tv 'OAuuria.

® This point is made much more forcefully av Gymnasticus 25, where we hear thac the bellanoclikes
judges ancestry, but the gymnasés must judge moral characrer,
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a ploughshare in his youth with his bare hands. Similarly Promachos was
spurred on to victory when his trainer discovered that he was in love, and
invented a note of encouragement from his beloved:

...a note (Adyov) which was not true, but very valuable to one in love. (22
[272.21-2])%¢

These stories between them again seem to recommend a flexible, impro-
visatory attitude to retellings of the past.

What relevance does all of this have, however, to the apparencdy more
technical details of the second half of Gymnasticus? For one thing, Philo-
stratus’ historical style of analysis is shown to be in many ways very close
to that of his ideal trainer; in fact the stories in 20-24 in themselves point
towards thar conclusion, since here we begin to get a more specific illus-
tration of how an athleric trainer, like Philostratus himself, may benefi
from using words effectively and ingeniously. Often, moreover, we find
gymnastic language used of Philostratus’ own strategies in Gymnasticus,
or rhetorical language used for the skills of the gymnastés, in ways which
strengthen the connection between them. In 20, for example, Philostratus
introduces these stories as follows:

Of the many things which trainers have communicated to help their achletes
(§uvePdrovTo Tols &BANTATS), either by rebukes or threats or by their ingenuity
(codrocuevor) — and there are many such things, more than can be expressed —
let us put down those which are held in more esteem (Té EAAoy i Tepa). (20
[271.31-272.2])%

The word codrodpevor suggests crafty or tricky speech, buraalso the practice
of a sophia or techné, precisely the category in which Philostratus has been so
careful to locate gymnastiké, and perhaps also with overtones of rherorical,
‘sophistic’ skill. The word §uvepdAovro echoes Philostratus’ claim in his
second paragraph thart he will

contribute (EupPéAeodan) for trainers and their subjects alike everything | know.%

Both of these words imply parallels between Philostratus’ task and that of
the trainer.”

84 Abyov olx &AnBTj, TAeloTou Bt &GEiov 16 EpddvTi.

& dmdoa Bt yupvagtal EuveB&Aovro ABANTOTs A mapoxeAsvoduevol Tt A BmiwAfEavtes f
&metkfjoavTes i copradpevor, TOAAG utv Talta kai TAeiw Adyou, Aeyéobw 8t TiEAAoyndTepa.

66 Quoted above, n. 65.

&7 See Flinterman (1995) 29-32 on the value Philostratus artaches to sophistic chetoric in V3; he rejects
the arguments of Brancacci (1986), who claims that Philostratus dissociates himself from popular,
sophistic rhetoric.
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There are many other examples of this effect within the text. Some
of the most prominent of them come, like the one quoted above, at the
point of transition berween the historical half of Gymnasticus and its more
technical material. In 25-6, for example, Philostraus introduces the turn
to physiognomy, which will dominate the rest of the work, as follows:

Since a crowd of such examples comes pouring over us, and I am mixing ancient
and modern stories together, let us have a look at the trainer himself (okeydueba
TOV yuuvaoTiv aUTév), to see what sort of man will supervise the athlete, and
what sort of knowledge he must have. Let the trainer be neither garrulous, nor
untrained in speech (&yUpvaoTos THv yAdTTav), so that the effectiveness of his
speech may nor be lessened by talkariveness, nor hisactions appear unsophisticated
(&ypowdTepov) through being pertormed withour correct speech (ufy §Uv Ady o
Bpcopevov). . . (25 [273.15-21))%

Training requires action which is governed by rational principles (§Uv
Adyw Spwuevov), and perhaps even by words — the ability to talk well —
in a more concrete sense. The development of the powers of reasoning
and persuasive speech is itself equated with athletic training by the word
&yUpvaoTos, as if the two are inextricably connected with each other.
Philostratus’ desire to look at the trainer recalls the processes of inspecting
potential athletes, and he thus sets himself up as a trainer to the gymnastes,
with the authority to supervise and judge, just as the gymastés is able to
supervise and judge between potential athletes. The process of rational
consideration (okeywpeda) is equated as before with processes which are
essential to the workings of physical education. Both Philostratus and the
ideal trainer, it seems, share the capaciry of being able to see beneath the
surface of things, 1o extract the truth from surface appearance, a require-
ment which often similarly preoccupies Galen in his medical writing, as I
have suggested.

This effect is reinforced by what we find in the following paragraph,
where Philostratus similarly announces his intention to inspect {rnetaphor-
ically) the many different types of athlete:

At the close of these remarks, we should not get the impression cthat the topic of
exercises is coming next, but the person to take the exercises is to strip now and
submit to an examination of his natural qualifications, that is, what they are, and
of what use. (26 [274.15-18])%

& Emei 5& Emippel TOV Tol0UTev ByAcs bykaTapyvivreov Aty TaAaiok véa, oxeymdusda Tov
YupvasTiHv aUTov, dTmoTés Tis v kal dmrdoa elbi TR BANT] tpeoTiel. toTw 87 S yupvaoTis
pfTe ddoAéoyns, uATe dyUpvaoTos THY YAOTTAY, M§ piite 10 Eepydv TTs Té uns EkAvorTo
Umed Tijs aBoAeox ias, uATE dypoikdTepov palvorto pf §Uv Adyw Spcouevov.

& TouTwv GBE pol cipnuevwy pf 16 yupvaZay fydpeda Ereodon TouTols A& 16 &robloar Tov
yuuvagopevov kai {5 Sokipaociov karaoTisat i pUots, dtrn Te sUYKaTat kai Trpos 4.
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Philostratus himself strips his imaginary athletes. The order the trainer must
impose on his work, beginning from analysis of his subject, coincides, by
this meraphor, with Philostratus’ own ordering of his text.

In what follows we hear first of all (27—30) about the way in which the
state of the athlere’s parents at conceprion affects his appearance and his
performance; and then (31—41) about the differences of physical appearance
between different types of athletes. Finally, after discussion of the best
combination of humours (42), and the analysis of decline from heroic
athletics which I have mentioned already, and which I will return to shortly
{43—7), there is a series of paragraphs focused on specific techniques and
problems: the dangers and cures of over-indulgence and anxiety (48-54);
the use of jumping weights (55); dust (56); punch bags (57); and sun-
bathing (58).7° All of this material broadly speaking shares the concern with
origins, and with getting to the truth behind surface appearance, which
I have pointed to elsewhere in the text. In particular, it seems significant
that establishing the ‘origin’ of each athlete is presented as the first rask for
the trainer (28), just as Philostratus himself began his trearise on athletic
training by reference to its origins and developments.

This section as a whole relies on rhetorical techniques of argument,
which are used for detailed categorisation of athletes by physical appear-
ance, but must also, as Philostratus sometimes emphasiscs, be applied
flexibly, according to the individual circumstances of each case. Often his
examples threaten to spill over into humour and absurdity. For Philostra-
tus, it seems, the art of the trainer must always make room for inventive
and entertaining speech. The problem that presents us with is that it is
sometimes hard to see where to draw the line berween plausible, morally
useful improvisation and frivolous invention. Partly, no doubt, that prob-
lem comes for modern readers from lack of familiarity with the idiom of
ancient science. I will also argue, however, that it is a problem which this
text in particular poses for us quite conspicuously, although without ever
offering an unequivocal solution.

In order to illustrate some of these general points I take just one example
of Philostratus’ instructions — that is, the claim that achletes born to old
parents will resemble old people:

7 It has often been assumed, e.g. by Harris (1964) 26 and Golden (1998) 49, that the dialogue is
unfinished, but the final mention of the Spartan whipping ceremony (Gyinasticus $8) maybe points
in the other direction. I¢ shifts the discussion from specific instruction back to the wider theme of
acknowledging diversity within contemporary Hellenism and education. It may even be a deliberate
echo of Lucian’s Anachaisis (38-40), which similarly closes with consideration of the implications
of the Spartan custom for more conventional athlctics.
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I have shown what kind of children good stock and youthful parentage will
produce; what is produced by parents more advanced in years can be detected in
the following way: the skin of such persons is soft, the collar bones shaped like
ladles, and the veins are prominent as in people who have worked hard, their hips
are poorly built, and the muscular system is weak. . . nor are they able to do any
lifing but require pauses for rest, and they are exhausted by their efforts out of
proportion to their achievements. (29 [276.4-16])”

The reasoning here is typical of the passages surrounding it, and of other
medical and physiognomical writing, from both the Roman empire and
before, in the sense that it uses surface similarities to interpret physical
signs as indicators of inner reality,”* arguing from what is superficially
likely, much as Philostratus does in his discussion of athletic custom. It is
also, however, very hard to know whether this idea — thar children of old
parents will look like old people - is to be taken seriously. The impression
of absurd humour is hard to suppress. Presumably this is the kind of
argument which has worried so many of the modern scholars who have
written about Gymmnasticus, and led to the assumption that the work is
somehow ‘frivolous’.

One answer to the problem is that ‘entertainment’ was in many ways
compatible with the techniques of ancient science, which grew out of
the need for speaking persuasively and engagingly in specific contexts.
However, the text itself also seems interested in exploring the boundaries
of acceprable ingenuity. Through explicitly characterising certain forms of
analysis as unsuirable, Philostratus suggests thar there are ways of drawing a
line between acceptable humour, which adds rhetorical force through enter-
tainment, and unacceptable absurdities, which deserve only the laughter
of mockery. Gymnasticus tends to represent rhetorical manipulation which
is applied for immoral ends, or else too rigidly, without adaptation to indi-
vidual circumstances, as the main problem. Ar the same time it enacts the
difficulty of making this kind of distinction in practice, berween good and
bad forms of analysis. If the seriousness or otherwise of the example quoted
above is — like many others in the text — hard to judge, that may in part be
a deliberately destabilising effect.

To illustrate Philostratus’ rejection of unacceptable uses of reason, I
return to his criticism of medicine for its contribution to the degeneration

" H uiv odv yevvaia omopd Kai vedws dtrolous dviicer Sedridcwxa, 1) 5% Ek mponkdvTwy Gbe
EAeykTiar AeTrTdV pév TouTols TO BEpua, kuablibers Bt ai kKAeTBes, UnaveaThkuial bt al eAEBes
xadamep Tois Terovnkdo, xai Soxiov ToUTors dvapuov kai T pudbn dobevi. . . oUbE bmiThBeior
&pat oUbév, &AAG &voy@dv Stovral dvaiioxovrat B xal Tdvors Urép Té wovnbBévra.

7 See Barton (1994) 95-131 on the rhetorical language on which physiognomic study is based; cf.
examples in Gleason (1995), esp. 21-54,
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of modern training in 43—44. One particular sign of medically inspired
degeneracy is said to be the habit of distinguishing berween different
types of fish, and also different types of pig flesh, as harmful or beneficial

according to where they have come from:

unlawfully, they stuffed themselves with fish, deciding on the nature of the fish
from their habitat in the sea: saying that those from swampy places are fat; the soft
ones come from near cliffs, fleshy ones from the deep sea; that seaweed produces
thin ones and other kinds of sea-moss produce a tasteless kind. (44 [285.25-30])7

Clearly one of the problems with this process is the way in which it
introduces luxurious fussiness into athleric diets, not to mention unheroic
fish-eating habits. Philostratus’ mockery also seems to be directed specif-
ically ar the kinds of arguments these people use, as well as mocking the
aims they are used to achieve, and it is striking, and at first sight perhaps
worrying, that the forms of analysis he mocks are in many ways close to
those he has been recommending in previous paragraphs, in particular the
technique of linking outward appearance and inner nature with origins.
Perhaps the thing which worries him here is the application of categories
which are excessively rigid. If that is the case it would imply that one of
the things the gymnastés must always avoid is over-schematisation. Hence
Philostratus’ parodic version of medical categorisations of fish is strik-
ingly brief, in contrast with his own exhaustive accounr of physiognomical
signs.

That reading seems to me to be reinforced by his denigration of the
tetrad system of training, which comes soon afterwards, whereby athletes
are exercised on a dangerously inflexible four-day cycle:

in chis way they do all their training harmoniously, and chus, rotating these tetrads,
they deprive gymnastiké of the ability to understand the bare athlete (16 §uviévan
ToU &OANTOU TOU yuuvoU). (47 [288.3-6])7

This final phrase ingeniously equartes understanding of the naked athlete
with sensitivity to the specificity of each individual case — in other words
the ability, again, to look beneath the surface, 1o see the naked truth of
each ‘subject’. Later, in 54, Philostratus mocks the absurdity of the tetrad
system by the story of the wrestler Gerenus, whose trainer, following this
scheme, forced him to undertake heavy exercise despite the fact that he

73 IxBUtv TrapavopwTaTYs Ppuctws Eupopolca kai puoloroyoloa Tous ixBls &mo TV TS
BcAdoams Bripwy — dxs Trayeis utv of 8 iAUwvy, amaloi Bk of &k TeTpdv, Kpewudes Bt ol meAGytoL,
AenrTous Te Pdoxouan Oaiat, Té puxia B2 EEiTHAouS - . ..

74 xal TH ToivBe [Béav Taoav dpuovikds yuuvalovTes kai Té&s TeTpadas TorTas Gbe &veanau-
AoUvTes dpoupotvran Thy bmioTiuny 16 Euviéval Tol &OAnTOU TOd yupvol,
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was hungover from celebration of his Olympic victory, and so drove him
to his death. Modern trainers, we hear, make similar mistakes in training
young boys as if they were men (46).

[t is often hard, perhaps deliberately so, to judge the degree of humour
or seriousness in many of Philostratus’ specific examples. This difficulty
dramarises the constant challenge the trainer faces to maintain the integricy
of his arr, to avoid slipping into degenerate forms of analysis. Philostra-
tus does, however, hint at a number of principles which might allow us
to decide when inventive interprerations will be unacceprable. In. particu-
lar, he foregrounds the absurdities which arise from applying inter pretative
schemes which are driven by immoral or luxurious motives; or else schemes
which are excessively rigid (much as Polemo had stressed the im portance
of examining the whole subject physiognomically, rather than just fixing
on one symprom).” He teaches a technique of arguing and of reason-
ing, rather than a clear set of instructions. He represents athletic analysis
not as a fixed repertoire of acrivities, but as a flexible process which can
reshape the material it inherits with the future as well as the past always in
mind.

ATHLETICS IN PHILOSTRATUS

I have argued that Philostratus presents a vision of athletic training as a
sophisticated techné by equating athletic training with his own ingenious
but also powerfully perceptive and enterraining analytical skills. At the same
time, he warns against the danger that it might easily be contaminared, if
these skills are applied too rigidly, without careful consideration of contexe,
or as an excuse for luxury.

My final poinc is thac this vision of athletics as something which requires
and invites interpretation, like the heritage of the Greek pastmore generally,
is backed up by the picture we find in the other works usually ascribed to
Philostratus. These close similarities seem to me to reinforce the assumption
of common authorship. They also suggest, in turn, strong reasons for seeing
Gymnasticus as part of a wider project of questioning exactly how Hellenic
tradition should be treated in the present day.

My starting point here is Heroicus. Like Gymnasticus, wich which
it shares many strikingly similar passages,”® chis text presencs its read-
ers with a wholc selection of prodigiously strong and war-like heroic

7$ See Gleason (1995) 33-6.
7 See de Lannoy (1997) 2.407-9, who deals with 2 number of parallels other than those discussed
below.



278 Gymnasticus

athletes. Instead of distancing them from the techniques of modern train-
ing, however, as he does in Gymnasticus, Philostratus chooses to decribe
them in great physical detail, which the long passages of physiognomi-
cal advice in Gymnasticus might help us to interpret. He also repeatedly
compares the different heroes in terms of their athletic as well as mili-
tary prowess. At one point, for example, we hear a long description of
Palamedes, which includes the observation that he was halfway berween a
heavy athlete and a light athlete in physique, when seen naked.”” This is
reminiscent of the tendency to categorise athletes as light or heavy, to dif-
ferent degrees, throughout Gymnasticus. More specifically, it is reminiscent
of the characterisation of the ideal penrathlete in Gymnasticus 31 as half-way
between the two. Philostratus thus brings Homer humorously up to date,
although it is never quite clear who is responsible for chis modernisation.
Were all the Greek heroes sophisticated followers of the art of gymnas-
k&7 Or is it only Protesilaus, looking back with the benefit of what he
has learned from modern science?”” Or is the vinedresser himself — the
character who tells the story within the dialogue — wholly responsible for
refashioning the words of Protesilaus and/or of Homer, in telling the story
to an interlocutor who seems to have trouble finding the balance berween
gullibility and scepricism? One way of dealing with the strangeness of the
past is to reshape it ingeniously, to make it fit in with the modern world, as
Philostratus has done here, but the degree of authenticity of that reshaping
will always be hard to identify.

There are similar effects in fmagines, which are full of detailed descrip-
tions of beautiful, male athletic bodies, which Philostratus takes as promis-
ing starting points for rhetorical display. Often the egphraseis which such
bodies prompt echo the physiognomical language of Gymnasticusand Hero-
icus.2® In Imagines 2.2, for example, we are given a glimpse of Achilles as
a child undergoing his education at the hands of Cheiron. His athletic
potential is as yet unfulfilled, but unmistakeable to the practised eye:

77 Her. p. 183. Heroicus here is referred 1o by page number from valume 2 of Kayser (1870-1), which
also forms the basis for one of the sets of numbering in the more recent edition by de L.annoy (1977).
For other athletic material, see, for example, Her. 141-2, for a description of Protesilaus, admitable
for his physical beauty and athletic prowess; Her. 167 on Nestor's ears disfigured by wrestling, and
on Antilochus’ superiotity to Nestor in running: and Her. 204 on Patroclus’ athletic neck.

78 See Anderson (1986) 244, 246; cf. Schmitz (1997) 143-6 on Homeric heroes portrayed as sophists in
sophistic texts. By contrast, we hear that the athletic knowledge of the Trojans was underdeveloped
(Her. 168).

79 He regularly gives advice to the athletic champions of the prescnt day (Her. 146—7).

80 For examples other than those mentioned below, see /inagines 1.24.3, 1.28.8, 2.6, 2.19, 2.21 and 2.32.
The second Iniagines. usually not ascribed to the same author as the first fmagines and Gymnasticus,
conains very litile athletic description.
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For the boy’s leg is straight and his arms come down to his knees; for such arms
are excellent assistants in running. . . (/magines 2.2.2)%

In 2.7.5 the dead Antilochus, whose potential will now never be realised,
but acts instead as a spur to the grief of the Achaeans, is described in similar
terms:

His leg is slender and his body proportioned for running with ease . . .

One of the things Imagines sets out to show, as much recent scholarship
has suggested, is the way in which all viewing requires interpretation.®’
Viewing of art, and of the athletic body as portrayed in art, thus draws, in
Imagines, on many of the techniques of interpretation Philostratus recom-
mends for the athletic trainer.

These two works, then, bring the athletics of the past into the modern
world. In VS, by contrast, Philostratus takes a rather different tack, at
least in his descriprion of the companion of Herodes Atticus, Agarhion
(VS s52—4), where he emphasises instead the difficulty of harmonising
heroic past and Roman empire present. Agathion, also known as Heracles,
was renowned, Philostratus tells us, for his great size and strength, for his
perfect Attic speech and for his imitation of the lifestyle of the ancient
heroes of Greece, which involved, among other things, wrestling with
animals, like the heroes of Gymnasticus 43. The interest in Agathion’s
physical appearance — his solidly built neck, his chest, which is well formed
and slim, his legs, which are bowed slightly outwards, making it easier for
him to stand firm — has a great deal in common with the derailed attention
to such things in the categorisation of athletes best suited to the different
events in Gymnasticus 31—42, where the shape of the legs and chest and
neck, among other things, occupies a great deal of attention. Despite his
heroic athleticism, however, Agathion seems to have a highly ambiguous
relationship with other elements of traditional culture. In particular he
shows a Cynic suspicion of the athletic competition to which he should be
perfectly suited:

‘Even more do I laugh at them when I see men struggling with one another in
the pankration, and boxing, running, wrestling, and winning crowns for all this.
Let the athlete who is a runner reccive a crown for running faster than a deer or

M elBeia piv yap # kviun 1@ waibi, ks yow i al xeipes — Gyadal yap b1 alra wopmol Tod
Spduov. . .

8 koUdos 1} kviiun kai TO adua aUpueTpov b paaTvny Tol Spduov. . .

8 See, e.g., Blanchard (1986); Elsner (1995) 21-48.
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a horse, and let him who trains for a weightier contest be crowned for wrestling
with a bull or a bear, a thing which I do every day...” (VS 554)*

Agathion seems to be included here partly to draw attention to the fact
that the Greek past, and more specifically the Greek athletic past, cannot
be unproblematically applicable in the present without some reinterpreta-
tion, a conclusion which brings with it difficult problems about how far
those reinterpretations should go, very much in line with the concerns of
Gymnasticus outlined above.® Broadly speaking this is a difficulty which
the sophists of the VS must grapple with constantly, as living and highly
public embodiments of the links between present and past. More specifi-
cally, it is a particularly pointed problem in the context of so controversial
a character as Herodes Atticus, whose Roman Hellenism attracted a great
deal of suspicion, and who is represented as an ambiguous figure within
Philostratus’ version of second-century Greek culture.

My final example comes from VA, which consistently and similarly
explores the processes by which the Greek heritage is reinterpreted for the
present. In book 4, Philostratus describes a visit made by Apollonius to
the Olympic festival. On the way there, we are told, he is met by a group
of Spartan envoys who ask him to visit their city (4.27). Apollonius is so
shocked by their effeminate appearance that he sends a letter of complaint
to the ephors, and in response the Spartans decide to go back to the old way
of doing things (& T6 &pyoidv Te kaBioTauévous TavTa), with successful
results:

The consequence was that the wrestling grounds regained their youth (&vipnoav),
and the contests and the common meals were restored, and Lacedaemon became
once more like herself (EauTf dpoic).3¢

This anecdote displays sentiments which are strikingly similar to many of
those we find in Gymnasticus,”” in particular in Apollonius’ concern to arrest
degeneration of educational traditions, which is consistent with his interest
in correcting correct religious ritual throughout VA.# The unusual word
&vrpnoav echoes Gymnasticus 54, quoted above. Simone Follet discusses
Philostratus’ conception of Hellenism as the ability to manipulate a set of

*4 bgiveov, Epn, kaTayeA® pdiiov dpidv Tous dvBpatous Siaywwifopévous &AARAACIS TTaykpd-
Tiov kel Uy R kol Bpopov kal waAny kai oTepavoupévous UTEp TouTou- oTepavovad Bk &
uév Bpopikds GBANTHS EAapov apeAboov fi Ttrrov, & Bk T& PapUTepa doxdv TaUpw oupTAakes
) &prTe, & Eyd donuépat TpaTTW. . .

35 CF. Swain (1996) 79~83 on the ambiguities of Agathion’s hyper-Auicism.

# . .80ev makaioTpai Te dviPnoav kai omoubal, xai T& ¢iMlmia bwaviiAfe, kai tyévero f
Aoxebaipwv teTi) dpoia.

87 As Bowie (1978) 1,680 pointsout.  ** See Elsner (1997) esp. 26-7.
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common themes and images, and traditional language; she also points our,
however, his insistence on going beyond such things in order to achieve a
morally good way of life.® The demands of Apollonius here fit in with her
scheme well, with their insistence on learned and precise knowledge of the
past, which must sometimes be manipulated in an original way, as we shall
see more clearly below, but which must nevertheless always keep in sight
moral considerations. That emphasis is clear parricularly if we compare
this passage with the Letters preserved under the name of Apollonius,
on which Philostratus draws.?® They emphasise moral condemnation of
luxury, whereas VA tends to combine moral concerns with an interest in the
ingenious display of paideia, and in outward adherence to Greek tradition.
Here the speed of the Spartan recovery suggests an optimistic attitude to
the possibility of rescuing degenerate Hellenic culture (much more so than
the Letters),” although the phrase tauTf) dpoia characreristically leaves
some doubt about the depth and moral effectiveness of the cure, as if to
warn us against assuming that outward adherence is in itself sufficient.

Later we hear about Apollonius’ comments in Olympia, in particular
about his ingenious reinterpretation of a statue of the athlete Milo (4.28),
which supplements received wisdom with an explanation based on Apol-
lonius’ own knowledge of traditional ritual and art history.?* And finally
he compliments the Eleans intriguingly on their running of the festival,
praising them for the care and accuracy of their organisation:

“Whether they are wise (gopos)’, he said, ‘1 do not know, but I am sure that they
are sophists (copioTds)’. (4.29)%

The word co$ioTds not only connotes ‘skill’, bur also equates the Eleans
with the representatives of rhetorical culture to whom Philostratus devotes
so much actention in V5, and thus once again suggests a link between
athletics and learned interpretation and performance of tradition. It also
sounds, however, as though Philostratus is holding back from full approval,

8 Foller (1991) esp. 212,

9 This incident draws closely on Letzers 42a and 63 (sec Penella (1979) s2-3 and 111 on Fp. 42a; 72-3 and
122-3 on Ep. 63). Flintermann (1995) 89100 illustrates the way in which VA concentrates on moral
stricture less firmly than Lesters; Bowie (1991) 203-4 argues that Lesters are an carly second-cencury
parody of ‘lunatic” philosophical moralising: cf. Swain (1996) 395-6.

9t Sparia is, of course, far from typical of Hellenic culture at large, but this anecdote is consistent with
Philostratus” interest in the diversity of Hellenism, often illustrated precisely through discussion of
Sparta: cf. above, n. 70, and VA 6.20.

92 This has a great deal in common with the speculative actiologising of Gymnasticus; Apollonius (or
Philostraws) here puts greater emphasis on knowledge and interpretation of religious and sculprural
tradition than on moralising, philosophical speechmaking ~ in contrast, for cxample, with Dio
Chrysostom’s Olympic twelfth Oration (Or. 12). CE. Fowler (1996) s8-61 on viewing in VA,

9 gl piv gogous, En, otk olba, sopiaTds pévTor.
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in expressing his uncerrainty about their sophia, as if being sophists is not
the most important thing of all.?* Preoccupation with tradition, it seems,
must never be divorced from philosophy. In this sense, the story has a
great deal in common with the positive valuation of rhetorical skills in
Gymnasticus, but also with the warnings that text presents us with abour
the dangers of using rhetoric irresponsibly and luxuriously.

CONCLUSION

I have argued, then, that Philostratus’ Gymmnasticus is a text which partic-
ipates very self-consciously in processes of debating educational pracrice.
Images of universal Hellenic education, projected confidently wichin so
many literary and epigraphical texts in this period, were always to some
extent a papering-over of varied opinion. Philostratus’ work is no excep-
tion, navigating as it does through a great range of competing claims abour
the right way to educate. I have tried to give some idea of the controversial
intellectual background to Gymnasticus, on the one hand through discus-
sion of Galen, who constructs a medical techné capable of exercising the
body with philosophical principles always in mind, and in turn denigrates
the physical education associated with athleric trainers; and on the other
hand through discussion of the rather different picture which emerges from
more positive inscriptional representations of athletic activity. Philostratus
finds ways of reconciling Galenic requirements for intellectual rigour with
perspectives which see the trainer as a valued representative of a long and
prestigious heritage. Philostratus draws on many of the same philosoph-
ical authorities as Galen, but repeatedly interprets them differently. He
also sidesteps the negative opinions of athletics which are enshrined within
Hellenic literary tradition, by claiming that the ideal gymnastikeé he portrays
here is very different from its degenerate, modern descendants.

The work as a whole, [ have argued, is thus very much more complex
and coherent than has usually been recognised. Particularly significant, [
have suggested, is the link between the historical analysis of the first half
and the physiognomical analysis of the second, which sets up gymnastike
as a discipline parallel with Philostratus’ own analytical skills. Philostratus
seems to be aware of the way in which envisaging the body and caring for it
may often be closely relared to other forms of intellectual and social acrivity.
As so often in this period, thinking abour the proper way to do athletics is

94 See Swain (1996) 97-100 on the variety of meanings, many of them uncomplimentary, artached to
the word ‘sophist”.
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made part of a wider project of thinking about what elite Hellenic cultural
accomplishment ideally involves.

The text is self-conscious about the fact thar this kind of interpretation
(of the body, as of traditional culture) always involves reinterpretation
and reshaping. In that sense, Gymnasticus has much in common with
Philostrarus’ other works. It advertises Philostratus’ own ingenious, often
humorous, ability to refashion the art of gymnastike, which is equivalent to
the trainer’s interpretation and refashioning of his charges. Thart analyrtical
ability is one which bestows great authority, and is open only to a restricted
field. Philostrarus signals this restriction by the fact that the athlete is rarely
represented as an acrive partner in gymnastic interpretation. At the same
time, as we saw with reference to his scorn of medical categorisations of fish,
he is keen to foreground the risk of falling into techniques of interpretation
which have a superfcial resemblance 1o those which he recommends, but
which ultimately fall down because they are directed towards immoral goals.
In other cases, as for the inflexible modern tetrad system, interpretation
is ridiculed for excessive rigidiry, which fails to acknowledge that paideia
is a never-completed process, rather than a clearly defined and simply
applicable set of principles. The skills of the gymnastés, like Philostratus’
own, are thus prestigious ones, bur they also require constant attention if
they are to maintain their integriry.

Questions about how ‘useful’ this text is thus seem to me to be of limited
value, unless we acknowledge the fact that it aims at a much wider con-
ception of athletic training than modern sports historians have tended o
assume. Gymnasticus is anchored in the realities of contemporary gymnasion
practice, but it also deliberately goes beyond those realities, combining the
practical skill of athletic training with interpretative techniques of much
broader value. The true gymnastés, by Philostratus’ standards, can offer
training on a much higher level than the lowly paidotribés ever could.
Philostratean gymnastiké has space for both moral instruction and enter-
rainment, with all the interprerative licence which those aims potentially
require. Philostratus’ athletic trainer, like Philostratus himself, is thus a
representative of Hellenic tradition in the broadest sense, constantly con-
cerned with mediating between the heritage of the Greek past and the
realities of the Greek present.
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CHAPTER I3

Constructing identity in Philostratus’ Love Letters*
Simon Goldhill

In the context of the fine recent work on the theory of epistolarity and on
lewer-writing in pracrice, Philostratus’ collection of seventy-three letters
constitutes an extraordinary limit case for the coherence of the very idea of
the letter. On the rare occasions when Philostratus’ Letters are mentioned
by contemporary scholarship, it is usually to dismiss them as a minor
and frankly trivial example of the genre of fictional letter-writing, which
flourished in the Greek culture of the Roman empire. But such sniffy
judgements quite downplay the sheer oddity of this collection. If you
approach these texts either from the founding text of modern literary
lecter-writing, namely, Richardson’s Clarissa, or from the extensive classical
tradition of collections of fictional letters and of letters within other literary
works, it is a baffling experience. Philostratus goes as far as is possible in
rejecting not only the formal aspects of letter-writing — from greerings to
signatures — bur also the familiar literary strategies of the letter collection
(whether we take Cicero or Pliny or Seneca or Alciphron as our model).
The most insistent question provoked by these texts is ‘what on earth
are they for?’, ‘what do they 40?". To try to find the performative value
of Philostratus’ Letters in the literary and cultural world of the Second
Sophistic is the aim of this chapter.

Since Letters are the least well known of Philostratus’ outpur, it is sensible
to lay out the basic facts first, though there is plenty of controversy about
them. Along with almost all modern scholars, 1 agree that Letters are the
work of the Philostratus who also wrote On Apollonius of Tyana, Lives of the
sophists, Heroicus, Gymnasticus, and Imagines.' This sets him in the circle
around Julia Domna, wife of the Emperor Severus (who ruled 193—211). He
was writing his remarkably varied corpus probably in the first decades of

* Thanks to the editors and to Patricia Rosenmeyer for their generous and helpful comments on a first
draft of this chaprer.

' On the question of the corpus of Philostratus, see the Introductory part I in this volume and Anderson
(1986).
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the third century. The manuscript tradition of Lesters is as confused as any
in the ancient world.* There are several traditions, which have different
selections of letters in them. There are some twenty letters which appear
in some manuscripts in a shorter form than in others — prompting some
critics to talk of a later revision by the author (or another hand). Some
manuscripts add addressees to some letters; others have none. The order of
the letters is different in different manuscripts. There are eighteen letters
to which names of addressees are artached with some security. The vast
majority, even when there is an addressee indicated, have no more than
the anonymous heading ‘to a boy’ or ‘to a woman’, or the equivalent.
All this makes it very hard to talk at all of ‘the collection’, as if it were a
poetry book or an organised sequence like Cicero’s Letters — although each
manuscript is, by default, a collection of letters. Yet, as we will see, this
sense of fragmentation and confusion is not just because of the vagaries of
the transmission. It also reflects an essential aspect of these letters.

Consider, for example, how letters have proved a fruitful topic for the
study of narrative and, in particular, the narrative of the novel.? Richardson’s
Clarissa is a novel whose narrarive is wholly the circulation of letters. The
letter is a site of revelation and also a means — and object — of exchange.
As such, it embodies two central roles of narrative itself. Stories are given
and received, and act as a means of telling the listener about the speaker.
In Clarissa, letters have all the charge of a personal, intimate, private
expression — promising access to the inner life of the writer, in an era where
the combination of religion and the new psychology of the Enlightenment
together give a considerable authority to such a confessional mode. Yet the
writing, sending, control and misplacement of letters also form an integral
element in the unfolding story-line, as letters play an instrumental role in
the power — and gender — struggles of the novel.

In the Greek novels — as in many modern works, too — the letter within
the narrative is a favourite device, that allows for special revelation, plot-
wists of misplaced communications and the promise of secret — or falsely
constructed — truths (a role enacted since Euripides’ Hippolytus at least*).
Cicero’s Letters have a special place in the documentary archive of the

2 The easiest place to find details and bibliography is the introduction to the Loeb edition of Benner
and Fobes (1949).

3 On cpistolarity, see Johnson (1980) 110-46; Kauffman (1986); Derrida (1987); Goldsmith (1989);
Kauffman (1992); Cook (1996); on Clarissa, see Castle (1982); Eagleton (1982); Gillis (1984); Favret
(1993); Watson (1994).

4 Scholars arguc whether the ‘bitter signs’ senc with Bellerophon in the /ffad constitute the ‘first’ such
destructive lctter: see Rosenmeyer (2001a) for a statement of such a case. Nothing in my argument
depends on where you place the origin of this long tradition.
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Roman republic: they have repeatedly prompted readers to produce the nar-
rative of his exile, his political career, his relationships — as if the letter were
a transparent or at least especially privileged access to the truth of the great
man’s thoughr and life.’ They certainly make up an engrossing demon-
stration of the rhetorical construction of an orator’s self-presentation, now
from outside the courtroom and Senate. Even Seneca’s philosophical letters
demand a reading thar secks a coherent system of thought — and demand
also an inward, reflective scrutiny for which the letter is 2 particularly suit-
able vehicle. In Greek and Latin writing, as in the modern novel, letters,
individually or in sequence or framed by a wider story, seem a particular
type of revelatory narrarive whose exchange and reading becomes a signifi-
cant model of the construction and reception of meaning. There is even a
‘novel in letters’ — Chion of Heracleia — which tells of a young man’s assas-
sination of the tyrant Clearchus through his letters to friends, the tyrant
himself and Plato.® Letters are good for doing narrative.

Yet Philostratus’ letters seem o resist any such reading. These letters as a
collecrion make no attempt to produce a narrative tale. There are scarcely
any names. There is a writer — an ‘ego’ — but he has almost no markers
of characterisation — and what markers there are, are often stridencly con-
tradictory. The ‘dramaric situation” demonstrates little consistency across
different letters. No one to my knowledge has ever attempted to produce
the ‘story of Philostratus’ love affairs’ from these letters, though that hunt
for biographical narrative has so often been a standard move for sequences
of poems like thar of Catullus, or for the first-person prose works of even
a writer as self-masking as Lucian. Even individual letters of Philostratus
have few signs of development, narrative interest, or plot line. The same
letter is addressed to different figures in different manuscripts. These are
erotic letters without a Love Story. The letters can be read in any order:
any juxtaposition will make a difference, of course, and there are letters
on similar themes — roses, eyes, feet — which may invite ar least super-
ficial connection (and who can read without striving to connect?).” But
there is no loss of comprehension, no cross-referencing missed by dip-
ping in and out of the collection — except, as we will see, the very sense
of anthology and contradiction. These letters are discrete moments. It’s
not hard to appreciate why the manuscript rradition could look like it
does.

3 See Beard (2002) and Hutchinson (1998).

& For discussion and bibliography, sec Roscnmeyer (2001a) 234-54.
7 See Rosenmeyer (2001a) 32238, the only uscful general discussion of the lecters; and Walker (1992)
on looking.
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The oddity of Philostrarus is most tellingly evident, however, when we
put him in the context of the contemporary intellectual output of the
Second Sophistic.® Most English-speaking readers encounter Philostra-
tus’ Lezters first in Francis Fobes” Loeb edition, which reasonably sets him
together with Alciphron’s and Aelian’s Lesters. (The dates and provenance
of Alciphron are uncertain, but most would be happy to place him as
an older contemporary of Philostratus. Aelian is given a pen-portrait by
Philostratus in Lives of the sophists and was probably a slightly older con-
temporary. Little said here will depend on any precise interrelated dates or
intertextual connections between the three.) Alciphron offers four books
of Letters of fishermen, farmers, parasites and courtesans; Aelian produces
one book of Letters of farmers. In each of these collections, we are asked
to read — to overhear — an exchange berween men or women who are
fundamentally different from the projected audience of sophisticated and
cultured Greek-educated gentlemen of the empire. The writers and recipi-
ents of the letters are largely if fuzzily located in the period of Menandrian
comedy — thar is, in an imaginary world of around the fourth century Bc
populared by familiar stock characters in restricted social settings, centred
on the bourgeois household, where the city emerges as a conrrasting frame
for the rural expectations of farmers and fishermen or as a stage on which
the comfortably off play out their erotic or culinary intrigues. Some letrers,
especially those of courresans, utilise historical characters — although they
are also characters instantly familiar and marked by an easy stereotyping
(the world’s best-known whore, the world’s greatest sculptor and so on).
Taking a cue from Menander, the scenes of Alciphron and Aelian do not
have the political edge of Virgil’s Eclogues or the philosophical exemplar-
ity of Dio’s pastoral interludes, or the intellectual sharpness of Lucian’s
streer-wise satire.

With Alciphron and Aelian the pleasure of reading the letters comes
from the light wit and easy projection of watching the characters, as they
try to deal with a world which we know to be more complex, and which
we see in one-sided and carefully fragmentary vignettes. Each letter — or
sometimes pairs or sequences of letters — offers a little portrait of a crisis
point— often trivial — in the daily life of figures who are other to the reader.
With the fishermen and farmers, the vista of rural life is made humor-
ous or touching or quaint by the reader’s amused distance from it. Letters
of parasites have a sharper view of social exchange in the Empire, where

® For the general context, see for discussion and extensive further bibliography, e.g.. Bowersock (1969);
Bowie (1970); Anderson (1989); Flinterman (1995); Swain (1996); Goldhill (ed.) {2001); Whitmarsh
(z0012).
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client—patron relations are an everyday expression of the complex and hier-
archical power relations of Roman authority. Looking at such potentially
difficult interactions through the eyes of the marginal, self-interested and
often buffoonish parasites produces the humour here. With Lezters of cour-
tesans, there is the added lustre of prurience, and the added distance of a
more systematic historical frame. Erotic humour, together with the promise
of revealing the secret feelings of the Courtesan — ever a male fantasy —are
joined with some more intricate and extended narrative sequences. All the
letters provide testimony of the rhetoric school’s twin loves of the artfully
constructed, suggestive narrative vignette, and ethopoieia, ‘the representa-
tion of character’, through the miniarurist portrait.

A single example will have to be enough to make that very general
description more vivid and to provide a useful contrast for Philostratus.
Letters 2—s5 of Letters of courtesans all feature the hetaira Bacchis along with
some of the best-known figures of fourth-century Bc scandal. I will be
looking at Letter 5, but let us first briefly consider how it is led into by
Letters 2, 3 and 4.

Letter 2 is addressed to Bacchis by Glycera, another courtesan, who
worries because her lover Menander (the playwright) is visiting Bacchis’
neck of the woods. She is suspicious that the combination of Menander’s
sex-drive (he is daimonids ergtikos, ‘amazingly into Eros’) and Bacchis’
irresistable charms (she could melc the most gloomy and glowering of
men, skuthropotatos) will prove too much. She begs forgiveness for her
‘professional woman'’s jealousy’ but begs her to keep her hands off. Gossipy,
revealing, sexy and abour celebrities — this letter, like 2 modern newspaper
column, encourages an easy prurience in its readers.

In Letter 3, Bacchis herself writes politely to the orator Hypereides who
has successfully defended the famous Aetaira, Phryne, in court against a
charge of impiety. He has won the gratitude of courtesans everywhere,
and if only he would publish his speech, they would erect a gold statue to
him. Part of the fun here is imagining how unsuitable it would be for an
honorific statue of a distinguished male orator to be funded by a collection
of courtesans (especially a distinguished orator who has such a role in the
history of rhetoric). Hetairai were often artistic models — Phryne herself
was the model for Praxiteles’ Aphrodite of Knidos — perhaps the most
celebrated sexy statue of ancient Greece. And they might have a starue of
themselves erected.? But they weren't the patrons of arts quite like this, nor

9 Phryne's statue was made in gold by Praxireles, funded by her neighbours and dedicated at Delphi,
according to Athenacus xiii 591b.
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given to organised, formal celebrations of male citizens.” (It’s no counter-
example that Herodotus tells the exotic story of Rhodopis, a prostitute
who reportedly funded a pyramid in Egypt.”) The historical background
of Hypereides’ defence is well known, but barely alluded to here. The letter
playfully enjoys its behind-the-scenes look ar grand classical history.

Letter 4 is a more intimate and raunchy letter from Bacchis to Phryne
herself, congratularing her on her escape from court and on her new lover,
her lawyer Hypereides. Bacchis knows that Euthias — her prosecutor, who
had been motivated by sexual jealousy ~ still wants to be her lover, and she
begs Phryne not to give in and thus give ‘all us courtesans’ a bad name. She
ends with a neat mixture of rhetorical theory and an engaging recollection
of the most famous moment of Phryne’s trial — the baring of her breasts to
the jury, who, awe-struck, let her off: ‘don’t believe people who tell you that
the orator would have been useless withour the display of your breasts’, she
declares, *“What his rhetoric provided was the Perfect Moment (kairos) for
that very thing’. Kairos — ‘timing’ - is a watch-word of rhetorical theory,
thetorically manipulated by the courtesan here to defend Hypereides’ skill.
This letter and Lezter 3 lead directly into Lester 5, which is also concerned
with the aftermath of this famous trial.

I’s written by Bacchis to Myrrhine, another hetaira, who was sleeping
with Hypereides but has now left him for Euthias — whom we met in the
previous letter as the prosecuror of Phryne. Athenaeus tells us thar Myrrhine
was the ‘most expensive’ of courtesans who was set up by Hypereides in
Achens although he was still in love with Phryne, a story that emerged
during the trial, and so the dramatic setting of this letter must be after
Letters 3 and 4'*:

Bacchis to Myrrhine

By Mistress Aphrodite, I pray you never have the forrune to get a better lover, but
may Euthias whom you cling to now, be your life’s marte. Poor stupid woman,
destroying yourself with such a monster! Perhaps you trust in your beauty? Yes,
of course he will love Myrrhine — a man who spurned Phryne! It looks like you
want to needle Hypereides because he is paying you less attention now. Euthias
has got the courtesan he deserves, and you've got the lover who suits you. Ask
him for something — it'll be like you've set fire to a naval base or become a
dangerous revolutionary. You should know this: to everyone of us who favours a
more benevolent Aphrodite, you are a public enemy!

1° Phryne was said (Ath. xiii §91d) to have promiscd to rebuild the walls of Thebes if cthe citizens would
put up an inscription, ‘Alexander demolished: Phryne the courtesan rebuilt’. There is no indication
this scandalous offer was accepred, but the anecdote must lurk behind this letter’s promise.

I See Kurke (1999) 220-46.  ** Ath. xiii s90d—s91c.
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Bacchis vitriolically attacks Myrrhine for giving in to the hared Euthias —
and for not seeing thar he is a monster, a man who would see any request
as a wild or violent outrage (thar is the definition, for the hetaira, of a
monster: the equivalent term of praise, as in the last line, is ‘benevolent’,
philanthrgpos; ‘giving’ is a crucial area of anxiety in the erotic and financial
negotiations with a betaira). The terms in which Euthias’ outrage are imag-
ined are archetypal rhetorical shibboleths of the classical city — attacking
the naval dockyards or overthrowing the constitution. This letter is typical
of the Atticising look to the past which so dominates the writing of the
Second Sophistic. The derails of the row are sharply hinted at — but the
reader needs to fill in the gaps, to project and complete the story with her
own erotic expecrations and historical knowledge. The letter gives a snap-
shot of one side of an eroric intrigue involving familiar, named characters
from the scandalous literature of the fourth century; but it gives an insider
tale, made more ritillating by being courtesan to courtesan. It’s basic to the
titillation, and to the reader’s amused distance, that this is a third-person
narrative that we are overhearing, as it were. The vignette of historical
fiction invites the reader to engage in its imaginary scene. This is a letter
with a narrative, which also prompts the reader to explore and expand the
narrarive for herself.

By way of contrast, here is Philostratus’ Lester 2, which — and this
certainly emphasises the contrast — is one of the shorter letters in the
collection:

I have sent you a garland of roses, not because 1 honour you (though I do thac
too!). It is to do a favour for the roses, so that they may not wither.

It is immediately obvious how different this letter is (which is partly why
it is selected as my first example). It is a first-person letter, bur there is no
indication in it of the author, excepr the fact that he is male, as the participle
timon, ‘honour[ing]’ indicates. Some manuscripts add ‘to a woman’ as an
addressee, some ‘to a boy'. That is, not even the gender, let alone the name
or character of the recipient, is indicated. As for a juicy story, there are
only the first words, ‘I have sent’ some roses. There is no subject position
for the recipient, no imagined reception or response. There is certainly
no historical knowledge presupposed, and there is no recognition of any
circumstantial details of time or place. Unlike the Alciphron letter, it does
not require the reader to expand and explore a narrative through titillating
gaps. The poem is solipsistic in its focus on the writer’s conceit of how
his own gift-giving is to be most beaurifully imaged. It is hard to see what
makes this a letter, rather than a lyric poem, say.
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Many letters 4o imagine more of an exchange, in that they are drafted
in response to an imagined stimulus. Here’s the beginning of Letter 4,
addressed to a male:

You blame me because I did not send you roses. But it was not because I am
roean-spirited or a chap who doesn't know about desire (anerastos). [ saw thar you
are red-haired and garlanded with your own roses and have no need of flowers
from others. Homer did not arrange a garland on the head of red-haired Meleager,
since this would have been fire on fire and a twin torch on that torch . . .

This is one of very many letters about roses as gifts — an anthology, in all
senses. Letter 21 changes the gender of the addressee from male to female
and begins ‘You have red hair and ask for roses. Buc . . .". Letter 4 does
presuppose a stimulus from outside ‘You blame me . . ., but the whole
letter is again a commentary on the writer’s response. From the conceit of
the colour clash of red on red, he moves to a familiar literary strategy of
finding a Homeric parallel and extending it by a sophisticated and allusive
gloss. The letter leads the reader not into an imagined erotic scenario, but
into the musing of cultivated glossing of literary reflection. Cultured self-
expression. Red-haired Meleager is not portrayed with a garland in Homer,
not just because of the colour, but because Meleager had a unique fate. His
mother had a brand of wood, which, if burned, would destroy Melcager
(and she does indeed burn it). So the ‘fire’ of the roses’ colour leads to the
‘brand’ unique to Meleager. The rose on Meleager’s red head would image
the fire that will burn che brand and his body.

The letter ends with a piece of mythological antiquarianism: there is a
story which Cyprians and Phoenicians tell that the rose’s colour was from
the blood of Aphrodite who pricked herself on its thorns:

Let us not be garlanded with blood! Ler us fiee from a flower that does not spare
even Aphrodite!

The rejection of the rose has its mythic justification (just as the repeated
gift of the rose does; the anthology of variation always trumps any consis-
tency of position: this is one way in which erotic self-expression is neces-
sarily formed through paideia). But the ‘you’ of the first line has joined the
‘T’ of the letter to make finally a ‘we’. Yet it is hard to find a letter which has
any more developed or developing sense of a relationship or exchange than
this rather weak exhorration to rogetherness. So when Philostratus — or the
‘ego’ of the letter — sees a boy, it seems he will open a conversation (Lezter
5): ‘From whar land are you? Tell me, boy, since you are so untouched by
desire.” Bur the letter goes on to imagine a string of potential answers: “Will
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you say from Sparta? Then don’t you know about Hyacinth . . . Perhaps
you're from Thessaly? Did not Achilles teach you . . . ? From Athens?’ and
so on. It doesn™ really matter where the boy is from. Any answer will do
for the copia of the orator who will have a mythic model for any occasion.
Like the whole collection, this letter is an anthology of potential responses
from the store of education of the cultured observer. (The list of mythic
tales finds a ready and extended parallel in Philostratus’ /magines.) Whar the
orator wants, however, is ‘a wound’, the metaphorical sign and symprom
of the poeric lover? — it is the oraror’s response and his feelings wholly that
are presented. These are expressions of erds, but they rarely seem to invite
an answer. In a classical Greek context — cthough not in the novel and other
writing of the empire — eros is normally and normatively asymmetrical, but
this is an extreme version of one-way desire. The letter traces not so much a
Love Story as a series of potential remarks to an unknown and unspeaking
lover. If the lecter is the icon of narrative as exchange, these letters seem to
return each potential act of exchange to a dramatisation of the conceits of
writing.

Occasionally, there is a more developed relationship adumbrated. Letters
36 and 37 are the first examples we have in Western erotic narrative of a foot-
fetishist. ‘Do not ever wear shoes’, begins Letter 36. Complete nakedness,
he continues, is not as important as the absolute requirement of bare feet:
‘Keep your feet ready for those who desire to kiss them!” It concludes with
‘Walk softly and leave a trace of yourself — you are destined to give even
the earth the pleasure of your beaury’. The very soil is to be pleasured by a
naked foot. Letter 18 gives similar, though even more ecstaric, advice now
to a boy instead of 2 woman: ‘“The dust will welcome your tread as it would
grass, and we will all kiss your footprints. O harmony of dearest feed! O
new flowers! O shoots from earth! O kiss cast on the ground!” Lezter 37
ends with an equally ecstatic address to the woman’s feet: ‘O unbound feet!
O free beauty! Thrice happy and blessed am I, if you will walk all over
me!” Although at least some form of exchange is imagined in each of these
leteers, it is again remarkably limited. The object of desire is not named,
described, allowed any imagined words or response. All that matters is that
his or her feet are naked for kissing and for walking on the writer.

It is letters like these thar prompt this remarkable judgement from Fran-
cis Fobes, the editor of the Loeb edition of Philostratus: ‘Many of the letters
are written with a strange, brooding spirit that almost cloaks the occasional
grotesqueries — so long as one reads to oneself and sympathetically — bur

" Sec most famously Callimachus £p. 43 Pfeiffer = 13 Gow-Page.
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ucterly fails to cloak the grotesqueries when one reads to someone else.”™ |
think thar this is a brilliant insight into the performative value of Philostra-
tus’ Lerters. The ‘strange and brooding spirit’ captures well enough both
the oddness and the solipsistic obsessiveness of the writing, but, above all,
it is the sense of failure of exchange that Fobes is concerned abour. These
are Letters which he recommends should be read &y yourselfand with ‘sym-
pathy’ — a correspondence of feeling. But these are not Letters to be sent:
you are not to read them to a friend or a lover. That sort of correspondence
would be grotesque, suggests Fobes.

This goes to the heart of the issue of the performativity of Philostratus’
Letters. With Alciphron and Aelian, we saw how the exchange between
named characters, specified and objectified by its historical contextuali-
sation, allowed the reader to maintain a position of distance — while the
narrative gaps encouraged an engagement as the reader hlls in the story
and the characterisation, and from that dynamic of engagement and dis-
tance came both pleasure and humour. The form of the letter collection
ook its authority — an authority playfully handled — from the examples
of letters circulated under the name of historical celebrities (and for us the
paradigms are the Larin authors Cicero, Pliny and Seneca, though Philostra-
tus would have turned first to the letters of Apollonius of Tyana or of Plato, I
expect). The sense of insider knowledge is integral to the power of the let-
ter collection. Philostratus’ collection of erotic letters, however, is the only
example we have of fictional, anonymous letters, anonymous for the sender
and usually for the receiver, too. This changes the reader contract — the
dynamic between reader and letrer. The ‘ego’ lacks the markers that pro-
duce distance, objecrification, context. The collection as a whole and many
of the individual letters resist narrativisation — the reader is not encouraged,
as was the case with Alciphron, to expand the fragmentary narrative from
a specific historical context. What insider knowledge is proffered? Letters
may rely on erotic stereotypes, and play many variations on themes of
these eroric stereotypes (like the gift of roses); but there is little sense of any
developing relationship or active exchange between the ‘ego’ of the letter
and the recipient of the letter. Where Alciphron’s letters triangulated desire
between Bacchis, Glycera and Menander, or between Bacchis, Hypereides,
Myrrhine, Phryne and Euthias, here it is the desiring subject that receives
the obsessive focus. The ‘sympathetic reading’ which Fobes imagines is a
personal, individual, moment of the expression of emotion. Reading (as)
the ‘ego’ of these letters is more like reading a lyric poem than a letter.

4 Benner and Fobes (1949) 393.
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This may give some insight into how these letters function. 1 suggest
that these lerters produce a sort of handbook or manual for che desiring
subject. They aim to produce for the reader an anthology of rhetorical self-
positionings. They teach you how to speak the role of the educated lover,
the erastés pepaideumenos — how to avoid being anerastos, ‘not knowing
about desire’, as I translated it on p. 294 above. Letzers are designed to be
absorbed by the reader as paradigms not so much of Love Stories or of
other crises (as with Alciphron), but of self-expression. They each dwell
on an aesthericised moment of desire (as do many lyric poems, of course).
They are to help you express yourself as a Greek lover. The ready display
of a circumscribed mythology from Greek tradition, and the variery of
strategies for self-expression within the time-honoured tropol ogy of e7ds,
are expressed in the elegant Atticisation of this literary language , tocreate a
pose, a self-presentation of the man who knows how to do desire ina Greek
way. The anthology of moments is there to be chosen from, dipped into,
referred back to, used and re-used. The very anthologising is partof Lerzers’
functioning as an education into the gestures of a lover’s sel f-representation:
the variety and fragmentation integral to this type of anthology offer shards
of erotic expressivity. These lerters acculturate the reader to a privileged
articulation of the Greek self under the sway of Eros.

This seems to me to be one way in which Philostratus’ Zesters may
relate closely to the Greek intellectual environment in thie em pire at this
period — when, as many critics have discussed, both the intricate relation
of contemporary Greeks to the classical past, and the performa nce of self-
presentation in political and social environments, are equally engrossing
and mutually interrelated concerns.” It also helps us specify 2 little more
precisely how difficult it is to fit these letters snugly into the tradiions
of classical literary production. Compare, for example, Ovid’s Herides as
erotic letters, or Seneca’s philosophical Epistles as an instructive manual.
The Heroides are letters which indirectly and wittly play games with an
ars amatoria, but the historical contextualisation of the characters also
allows for the distance and intellectual gamesmanship of a type even more
sophisticated than Alciphron’s historical vignettes, just as Ovid’s narracive
techniques engage the reader in a quite different manner from Philostratus’
brief vignettes. Seneca’s philosophical epistles are undoubredly instructive
and set out to educate the reader into a philosophical system.. They are
committed, however, to a logic of consistent argumentation, and aim to

% See the works cited in n. 8, and Gleason (1995); Alcock e al (z001); Goldhill (2002) 60107,
246-93.



298 Letters

persuade the reader as a surrogate recipient of the letters. The dynamic of
exchange seems quite different from Philostratus’ Letters. Philostratus has
his own particular take on the letter, it would seem, as a genre.

Let me take one final look at this acculturation into the educared self-
expression of a lover through one of the longer letters. It is a highly
sophisticated piece, which shows well how a particular form of paideia is
integral to the pose of the lover. My example is Letter 13, addressed to a
boy. It begins with a plea:

A beauty, if he is wild, is a fire; if gentle, a shining light. So don't burn me; but
please save me. Hold the Altar of Pity in your soul, and gain a firm friend by a
transient gift, and thus outrun time — which alone casts down beauties, just as
democrars cast down tyrants.

This is an elegant bricolage of poetical imagery and cultural reference
(whose very generality is marked by the opening ‘A beauty’, ho kalos, the
archetypal generalising descriptive term). Love is a ‘fire’ (pur) which can
burn excruciatingly, but the speaker hopes for a ‘shining light’ (p4ds), which
in poetry is often a metaphor for a ‘saviour’ and which thus helps prompt
the hope to be saved (s6ze). The Altar of Pity (which also pops up in Lezzer
39) was in Athens, which exemplar of democracy gives a specific rhetorical
context for the political simile of casting down ryrants, a rather grand
comparison for whar time does to beauty. All this frames the carefully
coded request. A firm friendship, that aim of philosophy and moralising
poetry alike, is offered in return for an Gkumoros dorea, a ‘transient gift’.
Okumoros is the term applied first to Achilles and then to all those heroes
of the state who died young."® It makes a link — a persuasive connection —
between the fading of beaury and the briefness of the pleasure requested;
but its very grandness as a term self-consciously adds an ironically heroic
note to his plea for what is after all a sexual favour.

This plea immediately is given justification:

For 1 fear — I will speak my mind ~ that while you delay and hesitate, your beard
may arise and cloud the grace of your face, as the build-up of clouds hides the sun.

The speaker’s worry is that the boy’s beard will grow while he prevaricates!
The trouble with telling a boy to ‘outrun time’ is thar even the telling wastes
precious moments, as the water-clock keeps dripping on the inevitable
journey towards maturity. There are very many Hellenistic epigrams which

' 1118. 95 is the locus classicus; for the epitaphic use see, c.i5.. Anth. Pal 7. 334, 373. 608, 624, 644: also
of women 7.348, 486; and in a more ludic vein, 7.700. Philostratus also uses the term of a rose in

Ep. 4.
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obsessively play in a similar ludic way with the concern of the onset of hair
and (thus) loss of charis, the ‘grace’ of a beauty’s face.” What looks like
a rather overheated witticism here, however, turns to a sudden and vivid
dramatisation:

Why should I fear what I can already see? The down is creeping, the cheeks are
bristling, the whole face is Aowering. Aaargh! In the dclay we have grown old, you
because you did nor wish to guess what [ wanted earlier, | because I shrank to ask.

We are close here to Fobes” sense of the grotesque as the speaker looks
on in horror as the boy’s face sprouts before his eyes. Again, the literary
modelling is taken from the world of Hellenistic epigram, with its love
of baroque and paradoxical twists on the themarics of desire — and it also
recalls for us ar least Ovid’s Metamorphoses and its witty defamiliarisacion
of the myths of transformation. (The vividness of the description also links
neatly to Philostratus’ /magines, where the exclamatory recognition of such
visual surprise is a commonplace.) The delay from the beginning of the
letter has been too long: the hairs have started to appear. It looks like
the ‘if only’, a lover’s disappointment. Except — of course — there is still
the smallest window of opportunity for the lover:

So before Spring wholly departs and Winter sets in, give yourself, by Eros, and by
this beard, by which I will have to swear tomorrow.

It turns out thar it is now or never: tomorrow the beard will have come
and it will be by that beard rather than by Desire that the lover will have to
swear. (Letter 15, however, shows how that swearing ‘by a beard’ itself can
be made into a love letter, as the lover’s rhetoric takes yet another pose.)
The whole argument of Letter 13 has thus been designed to make the lover’s
request as insistent and pressing as possible. This is the perfect and final
moment for givingin .. .

Letter 13 dramarises a seduction scene as if it were unfolding before our
eyes, though it gives again only the response of the lover, as he seeks to
find the plea to make the boy give in. A lerter is by definition an exchange
of deferred grarification, but here the letter’s very time of narration is
thematised both as the delay which frustrates the lover, an4 as the inevitable
aging which threatens the ephemeral moment of beauty’s perfection. The
letter’s vividness of instant description is both a plea to ‘capture the moment’
and a sign of the letter’s own paradoxical impossibility. The sophistication
of its argument is matched by the bricolage of poetry’s metaphors and

17 See, c.g., Greek Anthology xii 12, 13, 25, 26, 27, 10, 31, 33, 35, 39 {(and s0 on).
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tropes for its self-expression. The self-aware dramatisarion of the scene of
seduction through writing is more reminiscent of Ovid, say, and the Amores
in particular, than it is of the prose epistolary tradition. We might almost
say that Philostratus’ Letters recapcure for prose the privileged expression
of the erotic tradition of lyric and elegiac poetry.

We have no evidence of how ancient readers treated Philostratus’ Lezters,
but there is one celebrated writer who seems to me to use Philostratus’
collection in exactly the way I have been outlining — not to become Greek,
but to find an aestheticised (self-)expression of eros. This is Ben Jonson, the
Elizabethan poet and playwright. Here is his famous poem, entitled ‘Song;
To Celia™

Drink to me, only with thine eyes,
And T will pledge with mine;

Or leave a kiss bur in the cup,

And I'll not look for wine.

The thirst that from the soul doth rise
Doth ask a drink divine:

But might I of Jove's nectar sup,

1 would not change for thine.

I sent thee late a rosy wreath,

Not so much honouring thee

As giving it a hope that there

It could not wither'd be.

Bur thou thereon didst only breathe,
And send’st it back to me;

Since when it grows, and smells, [ swear,
Not of itself, but thee!

The third quatrain, ‘T sent thee late a rosy wreath’, should be instantly
recognisable as a close rendition of Letter 2, with which I began my dis-
cussion: ‘I have sent you a garland of roses’, as my translation began
(p. 293). This whole poem, however, is a cento of Philostratean letters.”
The first stanza is a supple translation from Lerter 33. This letter begins with
an elaborate conceit which asserts that a glass cup gets its liquid shimmers
from the lover’s eyes, but even so such vessels are soulless and without
movement in comparison. Therefore, ‘set the cups down and let them lie,
especially from fear of their fragility. Drink to me only with your eyes. This

 Jonson may have made use of Bonfini’s 1606 Latin version of the Letters. In the Renaissance editions,
the letters hic most obviously uses are numbered as 23, 24, 25 and 30, 31. For the history of Jonson’s
text see Burrows' commentary in the foithcoming compleie edition of Jonson 1o be published by
Cambridge University Press under the general ¢ditorship of David Bevington, Martin Burler and
Ian Donaldson.
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is what Zeus tasted when he appointed his beautiful wine-bearer! And if
you want, do not waste the wine, but fill the cup with water only and then
bring it to your lips and fill it with kisses and give it to those who beg for it.
For nobody is so unknowing about desire (anerastos) to long for the gift of
Dionysus after the vines of Aphrodite.” Jonson’s famous first line is 2 close
translation, while the rest of the stanza reworks Philostratus’ more wordy
conceit {(while dropping Philostratus’ typical nods to simple Greek mytho-
logical exempla, and the cultural specificity of mixing water with wine).
Zeus will make an appearance as ‘Jove’ in line 7 — though it is interesting
that while the manuscript of the poem there reads ‘Love’s’, all editors print
‘Jove's’, presumably recognising the conrinuation of Philostratus’ image of
Zeus’ drinking with Ganymede into the second stanza.”

The second stanza (“The thirst . . . °) seems to manipulate the previous
letter (Letter 32): ‘First of all, when I see you, I am thirsty, and, against
my will, [ stand, holding back even my cup. I do not bring it to my lips;
I know I am drinking you.” This is the least directly indebred by far of
Jonson’s stanzas. The fourth stanza (‘But thou thereon . . . *) follows Lester
46, addressed to a boy who slept on his lover’s gift of roses: ‘If you want to
do your friend a favour, send back the remainder of them to me: for they
smell no longer of roses only but of you too.” In this lyric poem, then, each
quatrain takes off from a Philostratean letter, absorbing and rewriting the
conceits into Jonson's self-presentation as lover.

In this re-use of Philostratus’ erotic Letters to produce an aestheticised
moment of lyric poetry, Jonson is an exemplary reader of Philostratus, I
suggest. The ease with which the letters become a lyric poem, a song, is
telling. (It is not something that readily happens to other classical letters.)
It may not be by chance that Elizabethan court culture is itself obsessed
with the rheroric of self-presentation, and especially with the rhetorical
performance of the lover®: it is a literary — and erotic — culture espe-
cially receptive to Philostratus’ particularity. Jonson, as Fobes suggests one
should, has sympathetically read Philostratus, and refashioned it into a
personal moment of lyric expression. These are not letters for sending, but
for helping the reader express a ‘correspondence of feeling’.

So far I have been concentraring on the letters without names which are
specifically connected with Eros. But there are several letters which do have
addressees named, very few of which also concern erds. The only letter to
name a beloved is Letter 62. But even here it is only in a quotation. This

19 The error is merely scribal - misreading the majuscule ‘T’ as the minuscule ‘',
3 See, e.g., Greenblatt (1980); Barrell (1988) 18—43; Berry (1989).
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lecter imagines thar the lover has sent his beloved an apple, not an apple
of discord (eris) like the one which started the Trojan war, but an apple
of love (erds), like the famous inscribed apple in the story of Akontios
and Kudippe. This apple will have an inscription on it, *“Euippe, I love
you"' — to which a reply is requested ““And I you™. This is, thus, also one of
the odd letters which imagines any form of reply. The name immediately
provokes a possibility of further exchange — although even here it is only
imagined, and in the form of a well-known story from myth and Hellenistic
literarure. The whole business may indeed be suggested by the fact that the
name ‘Euippe’ is only two letters away from ‘Kudippe’. Buc the majority of
named addressees are rather more famous. There are letters to well-known
philosophers, actors, writers and even one to the emperor’s wife, Julia
Domna. It is these which I wish to consider briefly by way of conclusion
to this chaprer.

Although the occasional letter to a named person concerns erds, most
have quite other subjects. This also complicates any sense of a collection we
might have for Philostratus’ Letters. The named letters are included under
the general heading ‘Erotic Letters’ but are barely connected to them. Most
of these letters are addressed to people with very famous names, though
we are rarely sure if the person addressed is that famous figure or someone
else of the same name: the material in each letter is too general to make
identification clear. So one Chariton receives this (Letter 66):

Do you think that the Greeks will remember your words when you are dead? A
person who is nothing when he is, what will he be when he is nothing?

The letter puns insultingly on the Greek idiom of ‘being a nobody’/‘not
existing’ (méden einai). It promises oblivion for the logos of this man. Is it
the novelist Chariton? Or another writer of the same name? The insult is
applicable to anyone who writes with an eye on posterity.

Consider the chree letters to Epictetus. It is usually assumed that this
Epicretus is a rival sophist or some other such performer who loves the
applause of his crowd in Athens, rather than the famous Stoic philosopher.
Letter 65 is a one-liner: ‘Fear a people with whom you are very powerful.’
Letters 42 and 69 are both on the dangers of loving applause. Lerzer 42
is another single sentence: ‘If you like stupid clapping, you should think
storks, who clap their wings when we pass, a more reasonable assembly than
the Athenians, since the storks don’t ask for anything in return.” Lerter 69
stretches to two sentences, but has one insulting idea: “The initiates of
Rhea go mad, deafened by the din of instruments. That’s from cymbals
and oboes, burt the Athenians so knock you out of your senses with their
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applause that you forget who you are and of whom you are born.” Each of
these letters offers an insult to someone who loves performance’s successes.
They are — like the erotic letters on roses, say — variations on a theme, a
resource for a rhetorician’s phrase book. In this way, the letters with named
addressees demonstrate a similar funcrioning to the unnamed letters. It is
certainly impossible to put together a picture of the networking of empire
or of a philosophy or practice of personal politics from these leters, as it is
from the letters of Cicero, Pliny, Libanius, Synesius and so on.

One of the most interesting letters, however, is the letter addressed to
Julia Domna (Letter 73). It is the longest in the collection, and is concerned
with literary culture. It begins in the classical city of the fourth century Bc,
with a long, periodic sentence of a type rarely seen in the collection:

No, the divine Plato did not malign the sophists, even though some firmly hold
that he did; rather he was competitive (philosimas) with them, since they went
around bewitching small and great cities like Orpheus or Thamyras: he was as far
from maligning them as competition (philvrimia) is from jealousy (phthonos): for
jealousy nourishes mean narures, bur competition stimulates the brilliant, and a
man maligns what he cannot obtain for himself, but is competitive towards what
he can arrange better or no worse himself.

This opening is very different in tone and content from the Erotic
Letters, though certainly reminiscent of the other works of Philostratus,
especially Lives of the sophists. It is a paradigmatic piece of Second Sophistic
self-presentation (as well as an introduction to the literary discussion to
follow). The opening phrase sets us in the middle of a literary discussion.
Plaro is called ‘divine’, a term that immediately and self-consciously marks
the long tradition of Platonism and the author’s relation to it. The author
takes up 2 polemical and even paradoxical position on Plato, which is a
classic sophistic gesture in itself: Plato didn't really resent or malign the
sophists. This is marked as a surprising position explicitly by pointing out
that some people are strongly of the opposite opinion (which is indeed easy
to imagine, granted what Plato writes about the sophists). This apparently
counter-intuitive reading is defended by a typical rhetorical generalisation
abour éthos and the correct vocabulary of judgement. Plato could be called
‘competitive’ but not ‘envious’. Philotimia is one of the catch-words of the
thetorical explanation of behaviour — the pursuit of honour and position
is an ever-present motive in the agonistic world of Greek culture. This
philotimia (which Plato might not have held up as a simple good for
himself, I suspect) is because of the sophists’ power to ‘bewitch’ (zhelgein)
the cities of Greece. Thelgein is the mot juste for the deceptive power of
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rhetoric—which Plato deplored and used —and for the power of incantarory
poetry (hence the mythological parallels with Orpheus and Thamyras).*
This rhetoric of Philostratus displays his elegant paideia with every strategy,
and invites complicity with its self-positioning. We are to enjoy wartching
the pepaideumenos critic at work.

Plaro, continues Philostratus, adopted the strategies of the sophists and
in particular was keen not to let Gorgias be more Gorgianic than himself
(to heautou ameinon gorgiazein). He also echoes Protagoras and Hippias.
Although many writers imitated particular individuals, Gorgias had an
amazing number of brilliant followers. Gorgias is gradually emerging from
this build-up as the hero of the letter. In Thessaly, the very name for rhetoric
was ‘to do a Gorgias’ — gorgiazein. When Gorgias spoke at Olympia against
the barbarians, the ‘whole of Greece’ was won over. Aspasia was said to
have sharpened Pericles’ tongue against a Gorgianic whetstone. Critias,
Thucydides, Aeschines are all explained to be disciples in elements of their
style. This last is addressed more specifically to the empress:

Aeschines, too, whom you recently discussed as curtailing his dialogues not without
certainty, did not hesitate to be Gorgianic (gorgiazein) in his piece abour Thargelia.

Philostratus refers to the empress’ own literary critical exercise with
an ingratiating nod, before moving on to praise how Gorgias’ technical
development of the ‘sudden break’ — apostasis — and ‘swift transition” —
prosbolé— are evidently influential even among tragic poets. This encomium
of Gorgias through a swift history of classical writing leads ro a surprising
conclusion:

So, your majesty, you too persuade Plutarch, the boldest of the Greeks, not be
annoyed by the sophists and not to slander Gorgias. If you don't persuade him,
you do know — such is your wisdom and intelligence — whar name to apply 10 a
man like that. I could tell you, but I can'’.

This appears to refer to Plutarch, author of Lives and Moralia, who does
indeed attack the Sophists in his wrirings. But Plutarch had been dead for
over a century. The personalised appeal to the empress, as literary critic
supreme, to have a word with him, can’t be taken at face value. It would
be easy to see it as just a mannered expression of literary judgement, which
combines praise of the empress for her intelligence with a courtier’s coy
refusal to speak out his own negative feeling in too gross a manner in order
to defend the sophists against an authoritative judgement of one of his own
great predecessors. This has, after all, been a letter also about ‘competition’,

3 See Walsh (1984); Goldhill (1991) 64-6.
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‘envy’ and ‘influence’, and this final address makes vivid such feclings in
the same context of the long Greek literary tradition with which the Jetter
opened. But I think there is something else happening here than merely a
rather mannered piece of literary criticism.

Philostratus here is representing himself not only as close to the empress,
at the centre of the power system of the contemporary empire (like a Seneca
or Pliny); he is also constructing a particular view of how tradition works
in and through him. He begins with Plato and offers us a potted history
of Gorgias” influence on classical rhetoric, philosophy, history and poerry.
This turn back to the First Sophistic, and in particular this celebration
of Gorgias as the founding-father of rhetoric, are typical of the Second
Sophistic, of course, with its obsession with the classical past; buc the
active linking of the empress and Plutarch, great cultural authority of a
former generation, draws the lines berween that past and now into an
ongoing intellectual correspondence. There is a conversation across the
generations which makes Philostratus the present embodiment of that
wradition of Greek excellence. (Lives of the saphists also brings its history
up to today, and circulates it in the easily exchanged form of anecdotes
to bring its particular view of the intellectual past into the contemporary
cultural world.) This letter is fashioning the paideia of Philostratus at the
centre of the empire and at the apex of Greck tradition.

This letter should be read next to the introduction to Life of Apollonius of
Tyana, which is also set under the patronage of Julia Domna, and to Lives
of the sophists with its construction of a critical intellectual tradition. As
such, it forms a bridge berween Lerters and the main works of Philostratus’
corpus. Burt in one way at least it also acts as a suitable culmination to
the collection of Letters. I have suggested that the Erotic Letters provide a
manual for self-expression as a Greek lover within the tropology of classical
eros. This final letter, however different from those letters in subject marter
and style, is also a rhetorical expression of self-position within the tradition
of Greek culture. It shows Philostratus in performance, as the letters offer
a stage and a script. All these letters thus contribute to our understanding
of what it is to be a pepaideumenos in empire culture.
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CHAPTER 14

Colour in Philostratus’ Imagines*
Sandrine Dubel

While Lucian who, along with the two Philostrati, gives the best descrip-
tions of paintings in the imperial period, recognised the importance of
colour in painting in his Poreraits (Portraits 7), he elsewhere asserts that
‘the precise mixture of colours and their felicicous application, as well as
the appropriate use of shadow’ depends entirely on the judgement of pro-
fessional painters, and not on the discourse of a well-informed connoisseur
(Zeuxis5). In fact, outside the tradition of the artisan inherited from ancient
epic, where the different marerials are also chromatic indicators, notations
of colour are particularly rare in ancient egphrasis. Philostratus the Younger
limits his palette to rare indications in descriptions of the clothes worn by
one or two of his heroes, a ball, or someone’s head of hair, his most notable
description in this domain being one of a representation of Achilles’ shield
(Imagines 10, Pyrrhus).

In contrast with this tradition of pictorial ecphrasis, his grandfather’s
Imagines already define painting exclusively in terms of colour in the pref-
ace: Lwypadia 8t UUPEPANTAL . . . EK XpwpdTwY, ‘painting is imitation
by the use of colours’ (Preface 2);' at no point in the collection does he
discuss the use of line or drawing,* which appear in several places as an

* This chapter originated in the seminar ‘Painting in the ancient world: texrs and contexts’, organised
by Agnts Rouveret (université Paris X/INHA): see now Rouveret (2c06b).

* All English translacions of Philostratus come from Fairbanks (r931).

* Philostracus even twists the traditional periphrasis xpdua xat oxijpa (or y pappf or ypdupa) at
two points. In the fiest instance, he substitutes the hand for the linc as an oxymoron of int
activity: ‘But the Cupids that work with the saw surpass all conceprion (®3worar) and all skill (oogic)
of hand and colours’ (1.16.2). In so doing, he frees painting from all hints of che artisanal (cf. Maffei
{1991)} in order to reaffirm its participation in codla and Adyos {cf. Preface, 1ff.). Speaking later
of Narcissus. he says: ‘As for you, however. . . it is no painting thar has deceived you, nor are you
engrossed (TpoaTéTnkas, in its dual sense) in a thing of pigments or wax; but you do not realise
thac the water reproscots you theruw@ooy ot 14 U6ep) exactly as you are when you gaze upon it,
nor do you see through the artifice of the pool’ (1.23.3). This reformulation of ypoagpn with these
matcrials forms an antithesis (an artificial one: the reflection in the warer is obviously painted) with

309



310 Imagines

entirely separate field of interest. Such is the entrance of colour into the
ancient discussion on painting.

Consequently, Philostratus’ gallery is both an exceptional document for
are historians® and a sort of laboratory for the study of the Greek vocabulary
for colour;* however, even if his palette indicates a certain pictorial taste —
that of an age as much as that of an individual - it reveals first and foremost
a literary choice: the colours attributed to the painter by the sophist are
perhaps most revealing with regard to his own aestheric system.

Thar colour is not a perpetual concern for Philostratus can be seen in
the fact that certain paintings in /magines lack colour descriprions entirely,
while others are particularly colourful ~ a diversity of treatment which
doubtless arises from the aesthetic of variety in which the work as a
whole is conceived. In the same way, when he presents a selection of
different pictorial genres (ei8n Jwypadias &mayyéAhouev, Preface 3),5
Philostrarus chooses different chromatic effects with an eye to avoiding
repetition, something which perhaps helps to explain the increasing rar-
ity of colours as we progress through book 2. Many of the descriptions
occupy a place in the middle of the scale berween the extremes of silence
about colour and polychromy, offering only a single spot of colour in
what is often a marginal detail: the red of the Satyrs’ cheeks (1.21.2), the
crimson or golden tunic worn by Dionysus (1.15.2) or Midas (1.22.2), the
colour of the bull sacrificed by Palaemon (2.16.3) and so forth. These

the warer’s inconsistency. Philostratus the Younger, however, returns to a definition based purely
on drawing: ypadiki ..., & Aéyew ol Tomrai Exoual, TaUr v T® ypdupaT! onuaivovsa,
‘painting. . . indicating in the lines of the figures what the poets are able to describe in words’
(Preface 6).

* The debate surrounding the existence of his Neapolitan gallery is now obsolete: the ‘paintings’ in
Philostratus’ gallery are ar least convincing and reflect the aesthetic demands of his day: f. very
suggestively Rouveret 2006a, also Ghedini (2000), Abbondanza (2001). He also makes clear in the
Preface that these descriprions are to be read in the absence of the actual paintings, for which they
act as a substitute; for the chetoric of enargeia in Imagines cf. Webb (2006).

4 The question of the pcrception and designation of colours in Greek poses numerous problems: we
know that very different adjectives can be associated with the same object, while the same term can
qualify objects whose colour appears to us unrelated, to the extenc that it becomes difficult sometimes
to determine to what extent a word actually denotes a colour. To this must be added the relatively
limited palette evoked by our texts, in which the colour green is notoriously under-represented.
something which led German philalogists, following on from Goethe's work, to pose the question of
whether the Greeks were not colour blind. CI. the excellent bibliographical surveys of Irwin (197.4),
Jamus (1996), ch. 3 and recently Villard (2002}, Rouveret (2006b). Since this chapter was written
important work on classical Greck painting in Macedonia has changed our understanding of Greek
artists’ colouring, esp. Brécoulaki {2006b), Descamps (2007).

$ These do not constitute the determining factor for the presence or absence of colour in a description:
the firse still-life has five colour references (1.31) whilc the second has none (2.26). OF the larger
compositions, we find no colours mentioned in Andrians (1.25) and only one in A Marsh (1.9), while
Cupids (1.6}, Hunters (1.28) and Bosporus (1.12-13) are all very rich in colour words.

Berween ten and fificen descriptions lack any mention of colour {depending on the status one gives
clements such as fire and bload), five in book 1 (3, 5, 14, 25) and the rest in the last third of book 2.
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spots of colour often serve to highlight an unusual stroke or motif which
compliments the painter’s inventio: the swans ‘with the golden bridles’
which the Erotes ride in A Marsh (1.9.3), the hare held on a lead ‘with a
purple [ribbon]’ at the end of the Islands (2.17.14), or the pleasure offered
by a facial complexion which runs against the heroic canon, such as that
of the Ethiopian shepherds, ‘charming with their strange colouring’ (#3€is
tv T® ToU ypouaros &TéTe, 1.29.3). Generally characterised by their
brilliance,” these rare notations attract the reader’s attention as a spot of
colour does that of a painting’s viewer, producing an effect of enargeia
which gives the illusion that one is in the presence of the painting: the
description here imitates ‘the manner in which an image makes one see
something’ perfectly.®

Philostratus’ uses of colour appear at times to be more literary than
pictorial. Elements connecred with the sea, for instance, are qualified by
YAaukds, kudveos or &AITTépupos, all already associated with this sphere
by Homer: the city of Oropos is depicted allegorically as a youth surrounded
by ‘grey-eyed women who represent the seas’ (Bv yAaukois yuvaiors — & 3¢
¢oT1 ©&AaTTal, 1.27.3); Poseidon, when he liberates the plain of Thessaly
from the floods ‘is painted not dark blue nor yer as a god of the sea
but as a god of the mainland’ (yéypamran o¥ kudveos oUbE BaAdrrrios
&AX fimreip@Tns, 2.14.2); Achilles’ chlamys, ‘sea-purple’ and ‘dark blue’
(&Arrdppupos and kuavii), is ‘probably’ (ofuat) a gift from his mother,
the Nereid Thetis (2.2.2).

Sometimes, as with Andromeda’s whiteness in Ethiopia (1.29.3), the
colours are obviously called for by the story. Occasionally, they may actually
serve to imply natural colouring — as with pué\i xAwpév (‘honey-yellow’,
1.31.4) in the first Xenia.? Elsewhere, however, colour works to make a direct
literary quoration, as in the description of Menoeceus which presents the
hero as like ‘the ‘honey-coloured” youth whom the son of Ariston praises’
(HeAixpdwv, 1.4.3 = Plato Republic 474d). In the same way, the adjective
UakivBivos appears in a representation of Hyacinthus: ‘Read the flower’
(Gwry v TV UakivBov 1.24.1), we are told as the ecphrasis opens, only o

7 The colours that recur most often in the gallery are: gold (c. 25 occurrences) and the brilliant yellows,
EavBds, Tupads and AABNS (c. 16 occurrences); white, Asukés (¢. 20 occurrences); crimsons and
purples, dorvixés, dhoupyis, Topgupolv, SAITEpPUPOS or KSKKOS {c. 16 occurrences); followed by
black, uéAas (c. 15 occurrences, most often contrasted with white, as we shall see later). The other
colours — namely, xapomds. yAaukes, épuBpds and kudveos — appear only a few times. On the
impaoreance of light in Greek colour, see James (1996), passim.

¥ Graziani (1995) ix.

# This is a poetic cliché (Irwin (1974) s6—62). It is almost certainly the only occurrence of the adjective
in fmagines as a colour term; elsewhere, associated with éT1p0s, it describes a spring (‘fresh and good
to drink’, 1.6.7) and defines the pine sprays that crown Olympus in order to give him a rcfreshing
coolness (1.21.2: on the connotations of the adjective in association with trees, see Irwin (1974) .42-52).
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find that ‘the painting tells us that the youth’s hair is ‘*hyacinthine” (Aéye:
B¢ 1) ypadn kai Vakivdivny elvon T petpokics THv kduny, 1.24.1). Bur this
Homerism (O4d. 4.230-1, with reference to Odysseus) describes the hair of
the Aower nymphs just as naturally (ai AvBoUoo Tas xaiTas Exepikaciv
GokivBivors Spoiws &vbeotv, ‘the lower nymphs have hair that resembles
hyacinth flowers’, 2.11.3) and passes as a borrowing from Xenophon in the
description of Abradaras’ bloody arms (2.9.3; cf. Cyropaedia 6.4.2: Adpos
vakivbivoPagns). The designation of the colours here draws more on
literature than painting because these colours are effectively more ‘literary’
than pictorial.”

Here again, one wonders whether the sophist is not more keen to evoke
the literary connotarions of these words than the exact visual nuances they
provide on the canvas. These sparse chromatic touches also stand for the
feeling, connotation, or symbol of which they are the vehicle, something
not surprising in a work which systematically emphasises the interpretarion
and decipherment of images.” Furthermore, when the sophist comments
on a choice made by the painter, it is to note certain elementary colours —
gold, white, black — which carry an allegorical sense and can therefore
be translated immediately into Janguage. In the representation of Plutus
‘golden because of the substance in which he has been made manifest’
(xpuool &md Tiis UANS &v ) &pdvn, 2.27.4), or that of ‘the golden cloud
which serves, I fancy, as a canopy for the gods’ (xpuooUv yéypamrTan védos
U¢' & oluai oknvolUot, 2.21.6) to the attentive viewer (‘who must not look
carelessly but deduce’, pfy &pydds 1815 &AM . . . UTrovdel, 2.21.6), the con-
stant invitation to interpret underlines just how much Philostratus’ interest
is directed towards the colours’ signification rather than their nature."*

Even when isolated, these notes on colour often constitute an element in
the composition of the description of the painting, first of all on an initial,
superficial level. The evocation of Glaucus opens with the whiteness of
the foamy rings of his beard and closes with the crimson brilliance of his
tail, all neatly framed and contrasted (2.16.5).” The symbolic opposition of
Oinomaus’ and Pelops’ chariots as black and white (1.17.2) exploits colour

' One may mention as well the peculiar use of the adjective xapowés, an amber-like colour applied
to the sea (1.8.2), and a unique example in prose according to Maxwell-Stuart (1981). The expression
no doubr arises from a recollection of the xapomd kUpara dear to the Hellenistic poets. In the
same way, the association of olive trees with the colour yAauxds (2.6.1) had been a cliché since
Bacchylides.

" Elsner (1995) 23-39.

' See also the allegorical description of the sanctuary of Amphiaraus, with Truth clad in white and
Dream in black and white (1.27.3).

3 The text frequently gives a touch of colour at the beginning or end of a poruait: 1.21.2 (OQlympus),
7.2 (Memnon), 24.1 (Hyacinth) and 2.8.5 (Critheis) are the most striking examples.
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at the beginning of the description to present a visual image of the antithesis
which is its structure.™

Thus, colour often occupies a strategic position in the descriptions, at
the opening or closing of the ecphrasis itself or of the development dedicated
to the image proper after a general presentation of its subject. The best
example of this creation of a ‘frame’ for a painting is, emblematically, the
first description in the gallery. In Scamander, the sophist asks his audience
to look away from the image first of all (oU 8¢ amoPAeyov alTdw, 1.1.1)
in order to ‘look’ at its source, the Homeric text, so as to understand the
subject represented (1) ypagrj . . . $n\o1, 1.1.1) — that is to say, the description
of the representation proper, which culminares in the extraordinary colours
of the fire: kad TO &vBos ToT TUpds o EavBov oUBE T eifioptvn Sye,
&AA& YpuooeBis xai HAIDSEs. TaUTa oUkET Opfjpou, ‘the flames of
the fire are not ruddy nor yet of the usual appearance, but they shine
like gold and sunbeams. In this Homer is no longer followed’ (r.1.2).
The ecphrasis ends with a striking detail (as do most in the collection),
the tone of which Philostratus works out as though it were an epigram;
most importantly, as we are brought back to the proper sphere of painting
(TabTa obkéTi Opnipov, ‘in this Homer is no longer followed’), colour
becomes an indication of ‘pictoriality’, fixing a (fictional) limit between
thar which stems from the sophist’s discourse and that which belongs to
the painter. The description of The Gyraean Rocks demonstrates this process
on a smaller scale: (6 uév 81 Adyos™ Tfis ypadfis oUTos, TOBe & vapyés’
AEUKT) pEv UTrd kupdraov 1) B8AaTTe, ‘Such is the story of the painting, but
what is shown to the eye is this: the sea is whitened by the waves’ (2.13.2).
The colour here has the same transitional function between the general
exposé of the story of Locrian Ajax and the ‘entrance to the painting’,
but the painter’s work is introduced in a way appropriate to the orator,
as of evidence (T8¢ & &vapyes) of his capacity to transform the listening
public into a viewing one. The entrance to the painting is an entrance in
words, the colour here serving as a visual effect which is very much like

M The same typc of contrast presents the same type of opposition at 2.7 (Antilochus and Memnon)
and 2.21 (Heracles and Antaeus).

' Compare Cassandra, where Adyos gives way to drama immediately followed by mention of the
gleam of the torches, surpassed by the brilliance of the golden craters: xal el piv ds Spdua
tEeTaGosy TAUTA, TETPAYDBN T peySAa v ouikpdd, £l & d ypapiv, wAtiw tv alrols Syer.
oKkoTEl yap. ... ‘If we examine the scene as 2 drama my boy, a gicat tragedy has been enacred
in a bricf space of time, but if as 2 painting, you will see more in 1t than a drama. For look..."
(2.10.1-2), with Elsner (20072) 329-35. Ot Amphsaraus: oGrot ptv odv Erépou Abyou, keheve Bi 1)
yeadh PAETeaw & pdvov Audidpewv dedryovta. .. kai ol Trror Aeuxoi . . ., ‘Now those figures
belong 10 another story, but the painting bids you look at Amphiaraos alone as he flees... His
horses are white. .. " (1.27.2).
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self-praise of the sophist’s evocative powers.'® What is more, the numerous
references to the viewer or to the material nature of the image which
accompany the appearance of a colour — always at a strategic moment in
the description — work in the same way: &pa T& ToU Jwypddov, ‘look
at the painter’s work’, immediately followed by a mention of Menoeceus’
colour (1.4.3), and PAétre oS THY ypadnyv i8N xatdye y&p altd kol
Spoueva, ‘now look ar the painting and you will see just this going on’,
after a development of various techniques for fishing tuna and, by way of
introduction, a commentary on the colour of fishes (1, 13, 9),'7 etc. This
manner of marking the painter’s territory through the notation of colour
is a literary translation into sophistic rhetoric of the definition of pictorial
art given in the preface to Imagines.

Contrasted with these sparse if powerful references to colour, we find
some ecphraseis in Imagines noteworthy for their polychromy, essentially
the two large genre paintings, Cupids, a composition thoroughly marked by
variety (1.6), and Hunters (1.28), as well as two works which draw on fable
for their subjects and focus on the female, Rhodogune (2.5) and Pantheia
(2.9). A rich palette is also present, to a lesser extent, in a historical scene,
that of Themistocles at Susa, dominated by the barbarian taste for gold
(2.31)."® Applied 1o certain elements of the décor (Cupids, Themistocles)
and, particularly, to clothes, arms, horses and their harness, as well as the
female face, colour appears as an ornament. This aesthetic could perhaps
be extended to all the paintings in the gallery: we will see that Philostratus,
even if he visibly likes multicoloured objects, from horses to ships to
fabrics, also enjoys accumulating points of colour around a single object.
He tells us this in the Preface, when he says rhat the Horas are nature’s
painters: 8eddv TO eUpnua Six Te T& &v y{) £ibn, Sdooa ToUs Astuddvag
al "Qpai ypdpouat, ‘the invention of [painting] belongs to the gods —
witness on earth all the designs which the Seasons paint on the meadows’
(Preface, 1). A symbol of nature’s diversity, the meadow covered with its
&vin (‘Aowers’, but also ‘brilliant colours’, in painting as in rhetoric or
poerry) is traditionally the emblematic motif of artistic poikilia,” as the
repeated morif of lowered clothing underlines. The Horai themselves wrap

16 For a different take on this passage and its framing function, see Elsner (2007a) 335.

17 On this last passage (and generally on the gaze in /magises), see Elsner (2004) 167-8.

8 The aesthetic of these representations is decidedly oriental, even in Hunrers — where the scene has
no specific location and the temple of Arcemis at 1.28.6 might imply a Hellenic context — which,
after Gallic enamels, offers at length Median and Phoenician crimsons (1.28.3-4). Variegation is
linked with exoticism.

9 Compare, c.g.. Luc. De Domo g (for the paintings which decorate the hall) and 11 (in the description
of the peacock, another sophistic image of porkiia).
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the baby Hermes in swaddling clothes where ‘they sprinkle over him the
most beautiful flowers’ (1.26.2).*° Elsewhere, the sophist enjoys himself
decorating the grass with embroidered flowers: ‘in the grass (év T ™og)
lie [the Cupids’] broidered mantles, and countless are the colours thereof
(Mupia 88 arrdv T& &vBn)’ (1.6.2). Apropos of young maidens celebrating
Aphrodite: Aeipcov Te & Trepi Tas EabfiTas kal T& Bv abTals ypopara, ©S
&ANo &AAG EmrimrpéTrel, Scupovieds EkpenipnTal, ‘the Aowered decoration
of their garments, and the colours used on them - are represented with
wonderful truth’ (2.1.3). This praise follows immediately on from the
description of the pleasure the maidens take in trampling the grass, cool
with dew (2.1.3), a challenge for the painter.*

The chromatic expression of this aesthetic of variety is itself varied.
Contrasts are its most visible manifestation — those berween gold and
crimson,** light and dark,” or, most often, white and black** - and can
be played out even at the level of the gallery itself: in this way we find
the brilliant fire of Scamander (1.1) opposed to the effects of a night-
time scene in Comus (1.2). The description which best symbolises this
aesthetic of poikilia is, undoubredly, that of Female Centaurs (2.3), which
closes with a veritable manifesto: ‘How beauriful the female centaurs are,
even where they are horses; for some grow out of white (Aeukai) mares,
others are atrached to chestnut (EavBai) mares; and the coats of others are
dappled (TokiAAg), but they glisten (&mooTiAPeal) like those of horses
that are well cared for. There is also a white female centaur that grows
ourt of a black mare (éxmépuke kol peAadvns Trmou Aeuxt) kevrawpis),
and the very opposition of the colours helps to produce the united beaury

% On the importance and multiple significations of the Héras in the collection, see Elsner (2000).

** His praise of the representation of two insects is explicit at 2.12.1: ‘I supposc that you are surprised
(8 oor elva) that chese bees are painted with such detail (00T yAioxpws yeypauuévas), for
the probascis is clearlv to be seen, and feet and wings and the colour of their garb are as they should
be (oUx &rakToUcwv), since the painting gives them the many hues with which nature endows them
(foa 11 pUoe SiaroriAovans elrré s ypa¢ns).” This entomologist’s precision in the accounc
of the bees contrasts with the mythical subjuct of the painting, the birth of Pindar, as the following,
expression of surprisc (8aUua) underlines: “Why, then, are these clever things (codai) not in their
hives?” (2.12.1), the adjective, ooai referring as much to the referent, the ‘skilful workers® poscd on
the poet’s lips, as to the representacion itself (they are so skilfully figurcd that one would think chat
they are real and really are resting on the painting, as in the description of Narcissus at 1.23.2). He
has the same praise for the minute precision of the spider in Looms: ‘Beautiful are these efforts of the
painter: he has wrought the spider in so painsiaking a fashion, and has marked its spots with such
fidelity to nature. .. " {xaAd xai TaUTa T& TOU (WY papour Td Yap olre yAloxpaus dpaxvay Te
ariv Siamrovijoan kal oTifo1 kerré TV pUo, 2.28.3). See also 2.1.3.

** E.p. 1.19.4 (a ship); 1.28.4 (a harness): 2.5.3 (« shield and carnation).

3 E.g. 1.2.4 (EavBols xai xkuavois ypcdpuaov); cf. also the muldiplicity of materials and colours
describing Amphion’s lyre (1.10.2).

** E.g. 1.16.4 (a heifer); 1.28.4 (a horse); 2.3.2 (female centaurs); 2.5.2 (a horse).
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of the whole (T& tvavmidTaTta TGOV YpwpdTwv &s THY ToU K&AAoUS
ouvBnknv duoroyel)’ (2.3.2). The choice of a hybrid creature emphasises
the ornamental value of colour — its artifice — but we may note that
this emblematic figure of the art of combination® (rhetorical as well as
pictorial: the term guvBrikn belongs to both spheres) is itself the object of
an antitherical treatment. This celebration of the paradoxical beauty of the
most strongly contrasting colours follows on from a description of Chiron
which praises the work of the painter (&yaBoU olpan {wypdgou) for the
invisible transition between the man’s and horse’s bodies (Siapevyev Tous
dpBaApous, 2.2.4).2

Elsewhere, the sophist plays on the nuances within a chromatic range,
associating blood and wine, crimson and blood, blood and the hyacinth,
two different whites,”” or golds and brilliant yellows, as in the enumeration
in the Preface, ‘painting knows avBfv xai TTupomiv kad fHiAidoav’ hair’,
where he associates a rare and poetic adjective with two canonic ones.®
In the end, enlightened connoisseur that he is, Philostratus is particularly
sensitive to the effects produced by the juxtaposition of these colours
and their reflection on one another. Thus, he describes the manner in
which the gold of Amymone’s pitcher reflects in the water and lights up
her complexion in terms which recall that of the painters: Aeukdv Urrd
PUoews oloav & xpuods TreploTiAPer kepdoas THv abyfy T UdaTi,
‘her natural pallor is illuminated by the gold of the pitcher, as its brightness
is reflected in the water’, the verb xep&vvupi playing simulraneously on
the technical sense of mixing colours® and fusing metals. Elsewhere, it is
crimson which heightens whiteness (2.5.3; 2.18.4) or serves to emphasise the
brilliance of gold. xaTaA&uTw, TPooPdAAwW ($dS), oTiABwW, aly&lw,
$aive, &vBéw, doTpdrrTe and their composites (Trpoa-, Tept-, UTro-), are
the verbs which turn up again and again in this game of contamination, an
aesthetic of combinations always in search of brilliance and always taken
from the viewer’s point of view.

 For a reading of Imagines as an exploration of the harmony of contrasts, see Graziani (1995) xviifF.

3 Contrasted with these female centaurs is Lucian’s Zeuxis, another clabarate eulogy on the invisible
join berween the bodies, but from which all mention of colour is absent. These variations on the
centaur are perfece illustrarions of the two possible treatments of pictarial polychromy mentioned
by Pliny, the Tévos and the &puoyn (AN 15.29). On the relationship of terms used in are and
literary criticism, see Maffei (1994) xxixff.

*7 E.g., respectively: 2.10.5; 2.5.1; 1.24.1 and 2.9.3: 2.8.5, etc.

3 This pattern is repeatcd at 1.6.2; see also LL2; 2.5.4; 2.10.2, etc.

* 1.8 The same is the case with Memnon's complexion: *You would nor say that Memnon's skin is
really black, for the pure black of it shows a trace of ruddiness’ (008 &v péAava paing Tov Minvova:
T yép dxpderers tv altd péhav Urodaiver 11 &vbous, 1.7.2).
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Along with these associations of various colours, Philostratus likes to
highlight colours in the process of changing: the other aspect of poikilia
in Imagines is that of iridescence, something always associated with the
play of light, which suggests change ~ that is to say, introduces movemen:
and temporality’® — and emphasises colour’s ability to animate the image.
This is particularly noticeable in the series of rainbow-coloured clothes:
while Pasiphaé’s tunic, ‘divinely resplendent and more beautiful than any
rainbow,’ is qualified by a simple hyperbolic oratorical formula (Utrép
maoav Tpwv, 116.4), the sophist provides a collection of precise colours
ranging from dark to light in the process of changing ((ScAA&TTw) for
Achilles’ chlamys - ‘sea-purple with red glints shading into dark blue’
(&Arropupos kal Trupauyns E§aArdTTovoa ToU Kuavi) elval, 2.2.2).
With Amphion’s chlamys, this unstable polychromy begins to ger out of
hand, as it ‘does not remain the same (péver) bue changes (Tpémeran) and
takes on all the hues of the rainbow (karér v Ipwv peTavee)’ (r10.3).
It becomes a challenge to human understanding in the description of
Athena’s arms: ‘As for the material of her panoply, no one could guess it;
for as many as are the colours of the rainbow, which changes its light now
to one hue and now to another (Tjs ipi8os xpoduaTa TapaAlaTToUoNs
eis GAAOTE GAAO pES), so many are the colours of her armour’ (2.27.2). The
use of the comparison suggests a pictorial effect which escapes descriptive
explication (as it also escapes the painter’s abilities); we are face to face with
the rhetoric of the inexpressible. One notes that, when an object becomes
thus animated, it is connected with the divine: Amphion’s chlamys ‘may’
(Téya) be a gift from Hermes, that of Achilles is ‘doubdess’ (olucn) a gift
from Thetis — variations on the epic motif of the divine production of the
object described, which are a supreme compliment to the painter.

However, although itself an object of delight, the colour also depends
explicitly on paideia. Besides a few doxographical developments marginally
related to painting,? of particular interest are those moments when Philo-
stratus states whar one should or should not admire in a painting, defining

3° For the fundamental association between brilliance and movement since Homer, see Irwin (1974)
213,

% A wipoaidns (‘rawny-looking?) portico decorating a house on the Basporus provokes z digression
on the origin of the marble’s colour drawn from the realm of natural history, the rare, technical
adjective acting as an implicit homage to the colours obtained by the painter (1.12.2). In Hunters,
three learned remarks in a row create a crescendo effect which highlights the central figure: on the
technique of obtaining enamels, on the association of Median crimson (kékkos) and gold, and on
Phoenician crimson, which should be preferred above all others and the exact nuance of which
the sophist tries to give without ever commenting on the manner in which it is rendered in the
painting (1.28.3 and 4) ~ it is less the painter’s cogia which is being celebrared than the sophist’s
encyclopedic knowledge.
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thereby the rules governing the praise of art for the use of the young men
whom he is educating.

The Preface reminds us clearly that art is a cultural object, the sophist
taking the opportunity to present us his credentials in the subject: he trained
alongside Aristodemos of Caria, who was his host for four years and was
a ‘historian’ of painting who was at the same time a painter himself, one
whose style can be recognised as ‘in the technique of Eumelus but much
more charming’ (Preface 3). It follows that art is, naturally, also an object of
educarion: Philostratus claims to be composing ‘addresses from which they
may learn o interpret paintings and to appreciate what is esteemed in them’
(SwiAias . . . &’ GV Epunvevoouat Te kai ToU Sokipou EmipeAfcovTal,
Preface 3). This is all about teaching his young public how to decipher an
image (that is to say, identify its subject: art is a cultural object because it is a
vehicle for myth, and the gallery presents itself as a sort of epitome of fable)
and describe the essence of the painting as much as it is about the young
crearing their own style (taking into account the multiple meanings of the
verb émiueAfgovrai), in keeping with the Second Sophistic’s insistence
that a beautiful object inspire the pepaideumenos to praise ir.

To illustrate Philostratus’ talents as an art critic, I choose two examples,?
one concerning a specific pictorial technique and the other treating, at
greater length, a full-blown mimertic theory.

In his evocation of the Bosporus, the sophist describes the way in
which colour represents depth: ‘in the bright gleam of the sea the colours
of the fish vary (8v yAauk® T& Tiis BoAdTTns &vbe T& TGV ixBUwv
xpwpota): those near the surface seem to be black (péAaves SokoUat),
those just below are not so black, those lower still begin to elude the sense
of sight (TrapaesBovtar Tiiv Sy1v), then they seem shadowy (ok1cd8eis),
and finally they look just like the water (UBapol Umovoficar)’ (1.13.9).
This technique of superimposing colours in order to represent transpar-
ent objects (¢mdAaois), with its distinction between &vos and ypdua,
evokes the famous (and problemaric) distinction between colores floridi and
colores austeri which recurs throughout the ancient discourse on painting.3
However, the effect interests Philostratus only in relation to its reception:

3 CF. Preface 4 and 5 (tyd piv & EpauroU Huny Belv twaivelv Tas ypads), and also: Luc. De
Domo, 1ff.; Longus, Daphnis and Chioe, Preface 4-s5; Philostrarus the Younger, Preface 7. By this
ume, 8aupdZew (10 wonder) had become a near-synonym of Ewranvelv (to praise) ~ cf. Pernot (1993)
117 and 282—4.

3 1 leave aside the series of remarks concerning the working of shade, the rendering of volume and
the modeling of bodies (1.2.3; 23.4; 2.20.2; 32.4).

34 Pliny, HN 35.30 (on this difficult question, see in particular appendix 2 in J.-M. Croisille’s edition
of Pliny (1985), Rouverer (1989) 255ff and Brécoulaki (2006a) and (2006b) 433 . The term xpéona
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‘Now look (BAétre) at the painting. . . : the look-out gazes (BAémrer) at the
sea. .. to get the number (& THv ToU &p1BuoU gUAANY), in the brighe
gleam of the sea. . . ; as the vision penetrates deeper and deeper its power
of discerning objects in the water is blunted (# dy1s &upAdveran Siakpi-
Bolv).” The sophist’s audience is, as it were, thrown into the image in the
look-out’s position, eyes fixed on the water (remnyéven Tous 6¢pBo pods,
1.13.8) in order to estimate the number of tuna fish; the viewer’s gaze is
juxtaposed with that of the fisherman in the space of the referent.”

Elsewhere, Philostratus insists, on the contrary, on painting’s surpassing
the materiality of colour and on the limits of what we can call iconic
imitation (where the colours of paintings imirtate the colours of the world,
cf. Preface 2). By this means he demonstrates his power of suggestion and
illustrates the capacity of colour to attract the attention not only of the
eyes, but also of the other senses — that is to say, to strengthen resemblance.
He suggests this power as early as the proem when he passes brusquely
from the painter’s use of colours ({wypapia EUpPEPAN T Ex Xpeop&Toov:
colour is placed on the same level as marble, bronze, or ivory, which define
the different genres of sculpture) to the representation of passions (‘[it
recognises] the look, now of the man who is mad, now of the man who
is sorrowing or rejoicing’, Preface 2), following the line of Socrates and
Parrhasios’ discussion of painting in Xenophon's Memorabilia (3.10).%

It is almost at the beginning of /magines that the question of &AfiBeix
in painting is best posed, in relation to the crown of roses thar closes
the portrait of Comus: ‘The crown of roses should be praised, not so
much for its truth of representation (&rd ToU eibous) — since it is no
difficulr achievement (o¥ péyoas & &BAos), for instance with yellow and
dark blue pigments (§avBois kal kuavoTs, &l TUxo1, Xpoouaow), to imitate
the semblance of flowers (&rouiueiofon Tés Tddv dvbécov eikdvas)’? — but
one must praise the tender and delicate quality of the crown. I praise,
too, the dewy look of the roses, and assert that they are painted fragrance
and all’ (1.2.4). The redundancy of the formula (he doesn’ represent the
flower, but its image) establishes the essential difference between reality

is often associated in Jmagines with opaque colours, e.g., when applied to blood (1.24.1; 2.7.5; 9.3),
or opposed to the transparcncy of water (2.8.3).

% For the gaze itsell as the subject of this description, see Elsner (2004) 167-8 and n. 27 on the
fisherman in cphiasts.

% For the suggestion that this passage (and others in /magines), with its swift move from emortion to
eye colour, is indebted to Polemo's Phy.iogiomics, see Elsner (2007b) 222-3.

7 In the same way, at the opening of book 2, the sophist praises the cleverness of the picture (cepia iis
ypagis) which represented precious stones ‘not with colours but by lighe (oUx & Tév ¥pwudvev
AN ik ToU pwT6s)’ (2.1.2). On the motif of codic, see Maffei 1991, also Michel 1974.
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and representation: it contrasts the convincing image — perceived as an
image —with the illusion of realiry.®® Despite the ease with which the painter
represents the visual (e1805) and the tour de force (&Aos) of a mimesis
capable of capturing non-visible, and therefore non-picrorial, qualiries,
it is ultimately words that give the painting its synaesthetic power, as
is suggested by the juxtaposition at the end of ‘say’ and ‘paint’ (¢mui,
yeypdadBau); the sophist has the final word.

Apparently, Philostratus never questions the effectiveness of his words;
and he never presents the painter’s colours as resisting his language. Imitat-
ing the colours of the world with painted colours equates, in the sophist’s
sphere of rhetorical speech, the art of naming the colour with perfect mas-
tery (something perhaps made easier by the double rhetorical and pictorial
sense of xpdpa). Philostrarus’ gallery does not chime with typical Sec-
ond Sophistic discussions on the terminology of colour (such as that in
which Fronto and Favorinus are engaged in Aulus Gellius’ Noctes Asticae,
2.26), or the distinctions between the perceprion of colour and its conven-
tional expression in poetry and painting (as in Athenaeus, Deipnosophists,
13.603e-6o4b, citing a fragment of lon of Chios). Neither does it lead,
as in Lucian’s De Domo, to a series of ‘naked’ ecphraseis, to use the terms
which the orator Logos applies when describing the paintings which his
audience can see: ‘Consider both my difficulty and my daring in creating
so many images without colours, figures, or frames (&vev X pepdrwv Kol
oxnudTwv kal TéTov): a painting done with words is a naked painting
(1A yép Tis 1) ypagt) Tédv Adywv)’ (De Domo 21).

This celebration of colour in /magines contrasts oddly with the thoughts
on painting attributed by Philostratus to Apollonius of Tyana, which
empbhasise line rather than colour (Life of Apollonius of Tyana 2.20 and 22).
The discussion begins, oddly enough, not with a painting, but with a series
of bronze panels, treated as though they were paintings (cf. the reference
to the shield of Achilles in 22). Consequently, the description focuses on
the coloured material (§uvTeTfikaotv ai UAcn dowep XpdpaTa, 20) rather
than on the subject represented, which is summarised in one sentence. As
it happens, the panels of the temple at Taxila reflect Damis’ definition of
painting, thar is, a mixture of colours with a mimetic end: T& YpwpaTa
§uykepavvuoty drooa ol . .. UTrep pipnoews (2.22) —one thinks of the

38 Nevertheless, the still-life which closes book 1 illustrates a successful imitation in puinting with
apples and pears: ‘You will say that their redness has not been put on from outside (émiPePAfio8a.
a technical term for the application of colour in painting), but has bloomed from within (fvbov
Umnvenkivar)” (1.31.2). The colour of the fruit no longer seems to be that in the painting, but that
of real fruit. On synaesthesia in Imagines see Manieri (1999).
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preface of /magines. But the divine Apollonius will correct this definition as
he progressively purges painting of colour. First of all, he presents a classic
outline of the history of art, which makes it evolve from monochromy
to tetrachromy to polychromy (8v Xpdua fipkece Tols &pXXIOTEPOIS TGOV
Ypadéwy, Kai TrpoloUoa TETTEpwY, ElTa TAeIdVwyY fiyaTo, 2.22).? He
next considers line without colour as if it were painting (ypoupnv kai T0
&veu XpouaTos), using the remarkable example of a drawing with white
lines*® capable of representing, in a fine oxymoron, a black Indian: kdv
TOUTWY TIve TéY TvBdv Aeuki) T Ypaupi) Ypdwywpey, pédas S7trov
86Ee1. The line’s power of suggestion replaces that of colour (ueAcxiver
T& 6pwpeva). Having completely discarded the question of imitation in
painting, Apollonius appeals to the intellectual mimetic faculties which
every viewer possesses — or, to put things somewhat schematically, pipnaig
is under-valued by comparison with ¢pavraocia; in /magines, however, the
sophist—painter, naturally, highlights the success of the mimésis.

The two works do not contradict each other, but are expressions of two
different aesthetic theories; the historical outline of painting offered by the
austere Apollonius corresponds to a philosophical and moral conception
which generally leads to the condemnarion of colour for its powers of
illusion (a topic already raised in Plato), or, associated with luxury, as a
sign of moral degeneration (Pliny). The celebration of colour in /muagines,
on the other hand, arises from the aesthetic of sophistic eprdeixis: colour is
the ornament of painting, which is itself the ornament of the gallery (fvis
Ypapais tvnpuoouévwy aUT]) Tivakwvy, Preface 4), itself again served by
the orator’s brilliant and florid (&vbnpés) discourse.

% The clearest expression of this is Pliny AN 35.15-16.
4° This is either a white line drawn against a dark background ar a silhouette drawn on awhite support,
<f, Rouveret (1989) 17 and Birmelin (1933) 163(F.



CHAPTER I§

Absorption and erudition in Philostratus’ Imagines*
Zahra Newby

Among the works which have come down to us under the name of Philo-
stratus are the two books of /magines, a collection of rhetorical descriptions
or ecphraseis of the paintings which, the narrator tells us, decorated the
porticoes of a villa in Naples." According to the Suda, the writer of this
first set of /magines was no other than the author of Lives of the sophists and
Life of Apollonius of Tyana.* While there are a number of problems with
the Suda’s description of the Philostrati and the works assigned to them,
most modern scholars agree in assigning this work to the man who also
wrote the biographies, Heroicus and, probably, Gymnasticus.> Another set
of Imagines was later written by a second Philostratus, who claimed to be
the grandson of the first. My focus in this chapter, however, will be on the
first set of /magines*

Much of the scholarship on this work has revolved around the question
of whether or not Philostratus was describing real paintings, most forcefully
argued by Lehmann-Harcleben (1941).5 More recently, attention has turned
instead to the status of the work as a rherorical text and Philostratus as an
ecphrasist.® In many ways, /magines can be seen as an example of a sophistic

* ‘This chapter has been much improved by the comments and questions of Ewen Bowic, Ja€ Elsner,
Dave Fredrick and Michael Trapp on various previous versions. ] am most grateful to them all.

' Philostr. Imag.. proem 4.

? Suda, s.v. P1A6a1poTOS 421-3 though this mentions four rather than ewo books of Imagines.

3 For discussion of the works actributed to the Philostrati, sec Bowersock (1969) 2—-4; Anderson (1986)
291-6; de Lannay (1997); Billault (2000) 5-7.

+ The two authors are usually distinguished as the Elder Philoscratus and the Younger Philoscracus.
Throughout this chaprer, the work of the Elder Philostracus will simply be referred to as /inagine..
Translations follow these of A. Fairbanks in the Loeb edition of 1931, occasionally modified. On the
problems of incorporating the Younger Philostratus into the family tree, sce the discussions cited
above, n. 3.

5 Lehmann-Harteben (1941), discussed by Bryson (1994). See also Boeder (1996) 138—48, who argues
that the reality of the paintings lies within the text itself, and M, E. Blanchard (1986) on the way the
texe manipulates this double reference ro text and image.

® Webb (1992), (2006). Moare generally on ecphrasis, see Palm (1965-6) 166—7; James and Webb (1991);
Bartsch (1989) 3-39; Webb (1999): Elsncr (2002a), (2002b).
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showpiece — a vehicle to reveal the author’s intellectual credentials, his
detailed knowledge of Greek myth and literature and the ingenuiry with
which he can weave these into his account of a Neapolitan picture gallery.
Yet through raking painting as its subject matter, /magines also provides us
with reflections and suggestions abour the relationship berween words and
images and about the proper way in which to view art.” My focus here will
be on the strategies for viewing art presented within this work. Through
an examination of both the ways in which Philostratus uses texts in his
expositions of the painrings, and of his responses to the naturalism of the
painted images, [ will argue that one key feature of his approach to art is
a continual movement between absorprtion in the world of the image and
a detached intellectual viewing which seeks to constrain the power of the
visual through subjection to textual or verbal explanations.

First, however, we should explore a little further the context in which
these discourses are said to have been produced. This is explained in the
proem to the work, where the narrator tells us that they took place during
a visit to Naples, a city noted for its Greek enthusiasm for speeches, logo:.
Our narrator says that he was unwilling to offer any addresses, meletai, in
public, yet was continually pestered by groups of youths who kept arriving
at the house where he was staying. This house contained an impressive
collection of paintings which he had already examined and which the
host’s son was eager to have explained to him. Finally the narrator gives
in, agreeing to make a discourse (epideixis) about the images when the
young men arrive. To any reader of Lives of the sophists the situation is
a familiar one — a man is attended by a group of youths, eager to hear
him speak, a man who can give epideixeis and meletai — he must be a
sophist! Philostratus here sets himself up as the expert; these ‘narrations of
paintings’ will be ‘instructions to the young, from which they will interpret
and pay attention to what is worthy’ (though whether in the painrings or
the discourse itself s left somewhat unclear).® These descriptions, given by a
famous sophist to would-be pupils, are thus suggested as having a two-fold
educative purpose, indicating both the right way to view and understand
paintings, and also suggesting the variety of ways in which visual images,
like other material, can be used for sophistic declamations. These wo

7 On the latter, sec Elsner (1995) 23-39. More recent discussions include Elsner (2000) and Leach
(2000).

8 Imag., proem 3. The verb ¢punveve is used specifically in relation to the painmtings at proem 4, but
here it and voU Boxiuou seem to be mare ambivalent. as noted by Ruth Webb, *Phitostratus’ Eikones
as Text," a lecture given ac the Institute of Classical Studies, London, 27 April 1999; also noted by
McCombie (2002) 152.
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aims correspond neatly to the needs of the speaker’s audience. For the boy,
to whom these interprerations are primarily addressed, the main interest
is in the explanartion and interpretation of the pictures themselves. The
youths, however, seem interested in hearing any discourse the speaker may
choose to give. Their main concern, then, is with sophistic rhetoric rather
than painting in particular. On the level of the written text too, a similar
duality can be seen. While on the one hand this is a collection of ecphraseis
of individual images, on a wider scale it is also an example of how this
material can be used to produce a highly polished and sophisticated piece
of writing.?

At the very stare of the work, however, the focus is clearly puc onto
painting. Here, Philostratus starts by proclaiming

Whoever scorns painting is unjust to truth (aléthesan) and is unjust to wisdom
(saphian), as much as is bestowed on the poets - for both alike transmit the deeds
and looks of the heroes — and he does not praise symmetry, by which art (techné)
partakes of reason (logow).'

The most immediate reason for this declaration is to assert the subject of
the work and defend its importance, just as at the start of Gymmnasticus
the author lists the activities counted as sgphia — including philosophy,
rhetoric, poetry, music and painting — and asserts that gymnastics, too, has
a right to be included among them."

Yet the declaration also highlights and proclaims a connection between
words and images. Thus, as Maffei has shown, it gives a new twist to the
notion of a connection berween painting and poetry, famously encapsulated
in both Horace’s ‘ut pictura poesis and Simonides’ maxim, ‘painting is
silent poetry and poetry talking painting’ which, we hear from Plutarch,
was much quoted in Roman times."* Here the connection between the
two seems to lie in a common share of sophia, and in the fact that they
both represent the deeds and forms of heroes — a statement which is
fulfilled in the rest of the work with its overwhelming concentration on
mythological images, and the frequent use made of poetic sources when
interprering them. The linkage made between poetry and painting ar the
start of the work thus prepares the ground for the frequent use of Homer,
Euripides, Pindar and others when discussing the images; yet, as we will

? On the staging of the text, see Webb (2006) esp. 116-17 on the self-representation of the narraror.
® Imag., Preface 1. ™ Philostr. Gym. 1 (261K).
™ Hor. Ars P. 361; Plut, Mor. 17f~18a. See Maffei (1991).
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see, the relarionship between the two is not always a straightforward one
of complex image and explanatory rext.”

The proem also implicitly questions whar painterly sophsa mightbe. Here
Philostrarus links together truth, wisdom and symmerry, and it seems that
one of the ways in which art possesses sophia is precisely in its technical
skill — a view which goes back to Aristotle, where we find famous artists
like Pheidias and Polycleitus credited with sophia on the basis of their
overwhelming technical abilities, although this is only a partial sephia and
thus not equivalent to that of the philosophers.** The technical aztributes
of painting are further outlined in the proem when Philostratus tells us
that it reproduces light and shade and allows one to recognise the look
of a man who rejoices, grieves, or is mad.” He then goes on to describe
painting’s ability to represent shining eyes and black, blue and grey eves.
While this is tied in to a discussion of the use of colour in painting, it
is significant that eyes are the subject here. There may, in fact, be a link
here with contemporary interest in the science of physiognomics, which
sought to determine the characters of men from their external appearance.
This was cerrainly a marter of interest in the second century Ap, when the
sophist Polemo produced a treatise on physiognomics which was heavily
biased towards study of the eyes.’® For Philostratus, the ability of painting
to depict emorion is an aspect of its superiority, a way in which painting
‘sophizetas’, ‘contrives’, more than the other visual arts. The use of this
particular verb, and the similarity between Philostratus and Polemo’s use
of the eyes ro divine character or emotional traits, may be significant here.
Indeed, this is surely a pun. Our sophist Philostratus allows painting itself
a share in sophistry. Elsewhere, too, the appearance of the words sophia and
sophisma may be important, suggesting parallels berween the potential of
painting and the skills of our sophistic speaker.

So, the proem both raises the issue of what the sopAia of painting consists
of, and presents a couple of answers. These will be supplemented by other
indications throughout the text to suggest that painterly sgphia is not only
a marrer of technical skill, closely related to the power of mimertic images
to deceive their viewers, bur also involves the painter’s own intellectual

" Tor references to Homer, Euripides et al, see the index locorum in the edition by Benndorf and
Schenkel (1893) 130—9.

W Arist. Eth. Nic. 6.7.1, discussed by Maflei (1991) 598(. She sees Philostratus as assercing for the visual
arts a higher kind of sophsa than this very skill-based one.

" Imag., proem 2.

16 See Barton (1994) 9$-131 esp. 102f. and Gleason (1995) 21-54, The younger Philostratus also suggests
that the good painter is a physiognomist — able ro read men's characters from their zppearince:
Philostratus the Younger, /mag., proem 3.
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powers to introduce cleverness into his images. Yet I think we can also see a
contrast set up in the text berween the sophia of an image and the thauma,
sense of wonder, it evokes in its viewers.

Let us starr, as Philostratus does, with Scamander, the first ecphrasis in
the collection and therefore likely to serve a programmatic function:

‘Eyvws, & Tal, TalTta Opfjpou dvra fi ob TermroTe Eyvewkas dnAadi) Sadpa
fiyouuevos, trws SfjroTe E5n T6 Tlp v T U8aT1; cupPdAcpey olv & Ti VoET,
oU 8t &moPAsyov altdv, duov tkelva iBelv, &g v 7 ypadr.

Have you realised, child, that these matters are from Homer, or have you failed
to realise this clcarly, being carried away with wonder at how on earth fire can be
living in water? So let us consider what it means; and you, turn away from these
things ro look at those from which the picture comes."”

As has been noticed before, it is significant that here, at the very start of
his ecphraseis, Philostratus tells the boy to look away from the image and
instead look ar the text on which it is based, here a passage in Homer’s
[liad.® Yet it has not usually been noticed that this is suggested as a direct
corrective to the boy’s thauma, wonder, provoked by the unexpected sight
of fire in water. The boy does not seem to have realised thar the image is
based on Homer, precisely because he has been caught in awe at its visual
effects. This amazed and uneducated viewing of the painting (the boy’s
failure of education is well expressed by the words o TT@dToTE Eyveokas)
is set in firm opposition to a knowledgeable reading which would have
immediately recognised the parallcls to Homer. The dichotomy expressed
here between the uneducated boy and the knowledgeable sophist is strongly
reminiscent of Lucian’s account of the dangers and lures of visual beauty
in the De Domo.”® That text is framed as a debate over whether or not
speaking in a beautifully decorated hall is beneficial to the orator. The first
speaker argues that the sight of visual beauty spurs the educated man on,
through the desire Adyw &peiyaoban THv Béav, ‘to equal the sight with
words’.*® The second speaker, on the other hand, suggests that such an
enterprise is dangerous. Quoting Herodotus, he argues that the eyes are
more powerful than the ears, and that the orator runs the risk of losing the
attention of his audience who are distracted by the visual delights around
them.”

7 [inag. LLL.

8 Sec Elsner (1995) 29-30. Like him, I take &wépAeyov alrrédv to mean ‘look away from these things'
rather than ‘look ¢ those things’ as Bartsch (1989) 20, n. 9 does, especially since he tells the boy to
look back, dpa 81} aAv, a lictle later. See also Palm (1965-6) 164 and Boeder (1996) 151-2.

' For discussions of this text sec Thomas (1994) 162-82; Goldhill (2001b) 160-7; Newby (2002b).

* Luc. De Domo 2. *' Luc. De Domo 20.
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Tied in with this worry is a division between the educated and the
uneducated viewer. The first speaker declares thar whereas the uneducated,
idiotai, are lost in wonder ar the images, unable to verbalise a response, the
educated man would never stand simply staring at visual beauty and leave
it mute and voiceless, but would rather speak.** According to him, thauma
is the characreristic of the uneducated viewer, trapped by the visual delights
which rob him of his voice.” The educated response to such a thauma is
to control the image with words. While the second speaker expresses less
confidence in the power of words over images, he too uses a similar strategy
later in the work in desperarion at the fact that all his audience are looking
at the paintings on the walls rather than listening to him.* He declares
that he will describe these paintings, a description which, I would argue,
turns ourt to be an exercise in the use of words to constrain images by
the imposition of intellectual thematic interpretations.” While there are a
number of differences in the ways Lucian and Philostratus treat the images
they describe, both seem to share the view that visual images can exert a
powerful aesthetic effect on their viewers, inducing a state of thauma which
can be overcome only by recourse to verbal or textual strategies. Rhetorical
ecphrasis (for which, of course, education is necessary) is here presented as
a way to control this powerful visual beauty.

When we consider the use of the word thauma in Imagines to describe
the (uneducated) boy's response, and Philostratus’ self-proclaimed goal to
teach him how to interpret images, it seems entirely appropriate that his
first lesson should encourage the boy to resist visual lures by looking instead
at the greatest of Greek texts, Homer's /liad. The use of a text to interpret a
visual image also seems in line with the proem’s assertion of a link berween
painting and poetry — but, as we shall see, this connection is by no means
straightforward.

Philostratus gocs on to paraphrase Homer’s text, and to point out how
the image visualises the Homeric verses, showing the bartlements of Troy
and the fire crecping along the banks of the river.?® Yet he then shows
how the painting differs from Homer: ‘the river is not painted with long
hair, because it has been burned off, nor is Hephaestus lame since he is

2 Luc. De Domo 1-2.

3 luc. De Domo 1 denies the idea thac an educated man would go away afier Bovudoas uévov,
‘wondering only’, at visual beauty ~ unlike the ididres whose mute wonder is described in the
following paragraph. For a discussion of the representation of thauma in this text, see Newby
(2002b) 128-9.

* Luc. De Domo 21. * For a fuller account see Newhy (2002a) 118-24.

* [mag. 1.1, compare I/, 16.100, 21.337.
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shown running.’”” Indeed, we mighr already have been wondering at the
comparison since in the battle scene in the J/liad the river is called Xanthus,
whereas here Philostratus calls the river Scamander, and when §avB6v is
used in this description it is in relation to the flames of the fire instead.?

So in this one piece Philostratus both advises the search for a text to
interprer the image and prevent one being distracted by its visual effects,
but also undermines this by playing with the derails of the text he has
chosen. A similar use of texts, especially Homer, occurs elsewhere. In 1.8,
we start with Poseidon’s journey over the sea, as recounted in fliad 13.27f.,
where sea-monsters accompany Poseidon as he rides his chariot over the
waves. But there the comparison ends. In Homer, says Philostratus, 1
suppose you imagine the horses as land horses, for Homer describes them
as ‘bronze-hoofed’ and ‘wing-swift’, whereas here they are hippocamps,
more similar to dolphins. Whereas in Homer Poseidon is angry, here he is
joyful and in love. Indeed, he is engaged in an erotic pursuit of Amymone.
The distinction between the scene in Homer and that in the painting
is explicitly contrasted through the repeated use of ‘Exel. . . tvralfa’.??
When one considers the image which Philostratus has described — a joyful-
looking Poseidon riding in a chariot pulled by hippocamps, in amorous
pursuit of Amymone — one wonders where he found the need for Homer's
Poseidon, all bronze-hoofed horses, angry countenance and mind full of
war.

Another example occurs in 2.7. This starts with a racher implausible and
revealing reading of the motivations behind //iad 18 in which Antilochus,
the son of Nestor, brings news of Patroclus’ death to Achilles, at the order
of Menelaus. While the details cohere well enough with the /liad, in the
description of Antilochus as the youngest of the Greeks and awarded half
a talent of gold by Achilles in Patroclus’ funeral games, the interpretarion
put upon them is somewhat surprising.’® We are told that Menelaus sent
Antilochus with the news as a consolation because Achilles loved him (as
proved, we hear, from the gift of gold and Antilochus’ youth) and would
thus be diverted from his grief by the boy’s beauty.”* This interpretation
finds little support in Homer’s account, which stresses instead Achilles’
overwhelming grief at the news of Patroclus’ death.’* Indeed the words

37 Imag. 1.1.2.

L Imag, 1.1.2. The river is called Scamander at JI. 21.305, but in Hera's commands to Hephaistus he is
consistently called Xanthus, e.g. 7/ 21.332, 337. While Philostratus’ account accords with /L 20.74
in addressing the river by its non-divine name, the appearance of its divine name in the description
of the flames ¢ngulfing it also helps to draw attention to the discrepancies berween the textual and
visual scenes. On Philostrawus’ manipulation of Homer's account here, see Blanchard (1978).

*9 Imag. 1.8.1. % Sec Il 15.569: 23.796. ¥ Imag. 2.7.1.  * [l 18,
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Philostratus himself uses, that Menelaus contrived this (oo proauévou Tol
MevéAew) as a consolation for Achilles, perhaps characterise better Philo-
stratus’ own actions, a clever reinterpretation of a Homeric episode. Here,
too, we might see a reinterpretation of the events according to the sophist’s
own concerns, as a man who elsewhere himself shows a kkeen interest in
youthful male beauty.?

Be that as it may, when we read further into the description we find
that in fact the painting is not concerned with Antlochus bringing news
of Parroclus’ death at all, but rather shows a scene of the mourning of
Antilochus’ death ar the hands of the Ethiopian Memnon, whose own
death we have already seen in 1.7. Philostratus tells us afron pév odv
Ounpou ypagai, 16 B ToU fwypadou Bpdua, ‘these are the paintings
of Homer, but this is the drama of the painter’. While Homer’s text is
conflated with the painted image and, conversely, the painting itself is a
drama, 2 poetic text, the two actually have precious little to do with one
another. By this point, one cannot help but wonder whether the close
relationship between poets and painters extolled in the proem really exists.

Of course, there are other examples where the images adhere much
more closely to a poetic text. One example is the painting of Bacchants
tearing to pieces the body of Pentheus.’* We are told that the painting
shows events on Mount Cithaeron, and the earth exudes wine, necrar and
milk, just as in Euripides’ Bacchai® Pentheus is shaken off a tree and
appears to the Bacchants in the form of a lion, which they tear to pieces
with bare hands. As in Euripides’ play, his mother takes a dominant role,
grieving later when she realises what she has done.® Yet in chis description
Philostrarus nowhere mentions the name of Euripides but leaves it to his
audience to recognise the parallels. It is when he starts with the name of
the poer, always Homer, the poet we were urged o look towards in the
first description, that we find the images deviating most from the texrual
account. In this way, Philostrarus seems both to support texmal strategies
of reading, interpreting and controlling images, and to undermine them,
here by applying them to images which just will noc fit”7 In part, we can
see this as a response to the tradition of contrasting the works of artists and
poers, as we find, for example, in Dio, twelfth Orarion. There, Pheidias’

% On Philostratus as a lover of male beauty, see Jmag. 1.4, 1.21, 1.2R, all discussed below. Compare also
other examples where erotic morivarions are attribured to che figures, e.g. at 1.10 (Hermes in love
with Amphion) and 1.28 (the hunters in love with the youth).

Y Imag 1.08. % Euc. Bacch. 142-3. % Eur. Bacch. noy—s2, 1280f.

%7 A similar thing is probably occurring in Comues, 1.2, which modera readersiviewers have inteipicted
as an image of ymunacus and where Philostratus himself draws arrention vo the difficulties of
comprehending the image. See Lesky (1940); Elsner (2000) 261~2.
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statue of Zeus at Olympia is first described in terms of how it relates to
Homer's descriprion of the god, and then said to surpass it by representing
a Zeus of blessings racher than anger.3®

As well as investigating the relationship between word and image, a
theme which also runs through works such as those of Lucian and the
novelist Longus, Philostratus may also be commenting on a contemporary
tendency to ascribe to even the most unlikely images a source in a Homeric
text. One example of this tendency can be seen in Pausanias’ descriprion
of the Chest of Cypselus in the Heraeum at Olympia, a cedar-wood chest
decorated with ivory and gold figures in which Cypselus, tyrant of Corinth,
was said to have been hidden as a baby.®® Pausanias tells us that most
of the figures on the chest are inscribed, identifying the mythological
scenes depicted. Where inscriptions are lacking, Pausanias gives his own
interpretation, sometimes based on iconographical derails, such as the
interpretation of a man shooting at a many-headed dragon as Heracles
and the hydra,® and at others based on his own preconceptions, as when
he says it is inconceivable that Cypselus’ Corinthian ancestor would have
omirted to include any scenes of Corinthian history.#'

When he comes to the top register of images there are no inscriptions to
guide him, so Pausanias describes the images and gives his own interpre-
tations, at times helped by local guides.#* An image of a2 man and woman
in a cave he takes to be Odysseus and Circe, since the women in front of
the grotto are engaged in the very activities Homer describes in the Odyssey
(10.348£.); while a procession of winged horses and women in chariots,
one receiving weapons, is interpreted as the new armour Thetis collects for
Achilles from Hephaestus after Patroclus’ death. Another shows Nausicaa
and her servant, and a fourth Heracles.# So, three of these unidentified
images are interpreted as Homeric scenes. Yet Anthony Snodgrass (1998)
has argued that Pausanias’ interprerations are severely Aawed and that the
images were probably not Homeric scenes.#* While much of Snodgrass’
book argues against the more recent obsession with finding Homeric inspi-
rarion behind visual images, rhis particular example strongly suggests that

% Dio Chrys. Or. 12.62-79. See Russell (1992) 197-211; Sharrock (1996) 103-4.

19 Paus. 5.17.5-19.10. Pausanias’ description of the Heraeum is discussed by Arafac (1995). For a
teconstruction of the chest, based on Pausanias’ account, see von Herberg and von Massow (1916),
figure 25.

4 DPaus. §.17.11

4" Paus. 5.18.7; a comment suggestive of the importance of local histories at the time Pausanias is
writing,

4* See Snodgrass (1998) 109-16; (2001). 4 Paus. 5.19.7-9,

4 Snodgrass (1998) 114; also (2001) 130-4.
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it was a tendency shared by Roman viewers, as embodied here by Pausanias
and his guides.

So, while a typical viewer, faced with a confusing image, hastens to
find a text, preferably poetic, Philostratus also shows the capacity for the
image to deviate from this text and impose its own interpretation on the
events described. In Scamander his search for a text was prompted by
the boy’s thauma, the tongue-tying effects of which can also be seen in
Lucian. This same word, and its related verb, thaumazs, crop up elsewhere
in the descriptions. Philostratus’ usual response to it is to explain whar it
is which causes this amazement.¥

Ar times, this means explaining the myth which lies behind otherwise
confusing scenes. So in 1.6.1 Philostratus tells the boy not to wonder at the
number of Erotes since they are the sons of the Nymphs, thus correcting
his belief that there was only one Eros, the son of Aphrodite, and in 1.9.3
we are told that it is no #hauma that swans are being ridden by Erotes since
these gods are eager to play and hold chariot races on the birds. In 1.14.3
we learn that it is not necessary to wonder that plants are shown growing
in the middle of fire since earth crowns fire in honour of Dionysus —
an explanation of a miraculous event which is similar to the fire-in-water
thauma of 1.1, though here the text chosen to explain it is not from Homer,
but is Philostratus’ own retelling of the myth.

This same use of thauma to suggest an apparently impossible phe-
nomenon occurs in 1.19.4 where we are told that Dionysus’ ship, adorned
with ivy and clusters of grapes, is a thauma, but even more wonderful,
thaumasiétera, is the fountain of wine pouring out of it. Here, however,
rather than telling us not to wonder, and explaining the phenomenon,
Philostratus instead encourages us to indulge our delight in it, by point-
ing our an even more wonderful aspecr of the image. In 2.17, we get the
suggestion of a multiplicity of responses to a thauma. So, we are told that
‘we may consider the neighbouring island to be a marvel, since fire burns
underneath it all’ 46 Here again, as in 1.19, at first we seem to be encouraged
to indulge our raste for the marvellous, likening the viewing of the image to
the wonders which are encountered during travelling — as, indeed, the start
of the descriprion suggests, with its invitation to speak about the islands as
if on a ship sailing among them.’

4 For another account of Philostratus’ usc of thauma, see Leach (2000) 246-8,

16 Imag. 2.17.5.

47 Imag. 2.17.1. On fictional travelogues and their trearment of thaumata, see Romm (1992) 172-114.
On travel and thaumata in Philostrawus’ Life of Apollonios of Tyana, see Elsner (1997) esp. 28f. and
n 37.
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Thauma here serves as a way into the wonderland of the image, a door-
way to an absorption in which we seem, ar first, encouraged to indulge.
Soon, however, the exegete again raises his head: ‘to the one who wishes o
philosophise abourt such things’, we are told, the effect is due to a mixture
of bitumen, sulphur, sea and wind, but ‘the painting follows the account
of the poets, and paints in a myth to the island’, thus showing it as a
bond placed on a giant to hold him down.#® Here, then, we are given
two explanations of the volcanic wonder, one ascribed to philosophers,
and the other a mythical one presented by poets and painters.#* The same
grouping of poers and painters against ‘wise men’ (here sophoi rather than
philosophers) also occurs in 1.11 where the painting shows the myth of
Phaethon. There Philostratus states that the story of Phaethon, who fell
from his facher, Helius’, chariot, is interpreted by Tois cogois, ‘the wise’,
as suggesting an excess of the fiery element in nature; bur for TomTais
5k kai Lwypdagors, ‘poets and painters’, it is simply a martter of horses
and a charior. This apparent simplicity of images is, however, belied,
when paintings, too, are shown indulging in the same sort of sophis-
tic intellectualising elsewhere, as for example in /magines 1.9, discussed
below.

When the word thauma occurs in book 1, then, Philostratus tends to
refer to marvellous aspects of the image which, being illogical (fire in wacer,
fire on earth, or ships pouring out wine) need explanation. Indeed, all his
ecphraseis can be read like this, as attempts to make sense of confusing
images for the untutored child.*® In the second book, however, there seems
to be a shift instead to push the viewer gently towards the fearure of the
painting which truly deserves praise. So, in 2.2.4, when describing the
painting of Achilles and Chiron, Philostratus rells us that it is not a thauma
to join a horse’s body to a man’s, but that to do this in a way that smooths
over the join and escapes the eyes of one seeking the point where man
becomes horse is the mark of ‘a truly good painter’.®* The suggestion here
is that we should not gawp at the unusual aspects of the image, but should
rather appreciate the skill with which they are achieved, a skill which,
incidentally, is framed in terms of its ability to deceive the viewer.5

€ Imag. 2.17.5.

*9 The same division berween philosophical and mythological interpretations of the volcano Etna also
appears in Philostr. VA 5.14-7.

% Sec Maffei (1991) 613f. on the contrast berween the ‘occhio ingenuo e occhio colto’ (p. 614).

' Imag. 2.2.4, Bcxpa oUbév, contrasted with &yafoU {wypépou. See Blanchard (1986) 141-4 and
Abbondanza (1996) on this piece.

9 Imag. 2.2.4, Blagelyetv Tous dpBaiuols. See also the discussion below.
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This indication of painterly skill is more explicit in 2.20, a description of
a painting showing Heracles and Atlas, who is bent under the weight of the
heavens. Philostratus tells us that the chiaroscuro effect on Heracles’ body
is not worthy of wonder, 8aupddeiv &Eiov, for it is easy to shade figures
who are standing straight or lying down and this accuracy is not wise, 10
&xp1Bolv TalTa oltrw copov. Instead, the shading on Atlas’ body shows
much more sophia because of the technical difficulties of producing it.?
Here the viewer’s thauma is explained as a result of painterly technique,
and is redirected to the aspect most deserving of this wonder. The saphia
of the painting thus lies in its technical skill, which is closely related to
its ability to convince its viewers by its realism, drawing them into the
world depicted. Yet by explaining in detail the way this sophia operates,
Philostratus also limits its aesthetic powers to amaze and entice its viewers
through the weapons of intellect and erudition.

This linkage of technical skill and deception is explicitly stated of the
related word, sophisma, ‘cleverness, device’. In 1.4 Philostratus explains that
the sophisma of the painter lies in the sense of perspective with which he
depicts the walls of Thebes, of which he comments ‘for it is necessary to
beguile the eyes’, 8¢l yép kAémrTecban ToUs d¢BoApous.3 In 1.10 he refers
to fis AUpas 1O oddiopa, ‘the clever device of the lyre’, as being invented
by Hermes. Here we may interpret sophisma as suggesting the invenrtiveness
and technical skill with which the lyre is made, but we also find later that
this is the lyre which, when played by Amphion, has the power to summon
together the stones to wall Thebes, a truly beguiling effect.

The beguiling and deceptive effects of an artistic sophisma are also made
explicit in 1.16, where Pasiphae, in love with the bull who will evenrually
father the Minotaur, begs Daedalus cogiocacfai Tiva meifd Tol Bnpiov,
‘to contrive some persuasion/lure for the beast’.s His response was to build
a wooden cow for Pasiphae to hide inside. Daedalus’ sophisma here is an
artistic product so naturalistic that it will fool the bull into mating with it.
We might also note that Daedalus’ Attic appearance and dress is stressed in
this piece. We are told that he &tTikifer, ‘Atticises’, or is of the Attic type,
regarding his face and dress. While on one level this word simply refers
to his physical appearance, within the highly sophisticated and allusive
context of Philostratus’ prose it surely also has a dual meaning,. Like the
words sophia and sophisma, it acts as a pun, alluding to the verbal Amicism
which was a chief characteristic of Second Sophistic writers and orators.5
Here our artist Atticises, just as does Philostratus himself. The visual arts

9 Imag. 2.20.2. " Imag 1.4.2. ¥ Imag 116.0. 3¢ Imag. 1.16.1. See Swain (1996) 17—64.
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are described in terms of the verbal ones, further confusing the line between
visual and verbal representation.’”

The erotic potential of an artistic sophisma appears elsewhere in the
description of Narcissus, a piece abundant with meditations on the dangers
and lures of naturalistic art, as others have shown.® At 1.23.3 Philostratus
directly addresses Narcissus as he gazes into the pool. He tells him, ‘no paint-
ing has deceived you, nor are you absorbed in paints or wax, but you do not
realise that the water models you as you are, nor do you question the artifice
(saphisma) of the pool’.5? The choice of vocabulary here is very significant.
The word I have translated as ‘absorbed’ is mpooTéTnxas, the perfect form
(with passive meaning) of TrpoaTrikoua, ‘I cling to/melt into’. Narcissus’
absorption in his reflection is described in terms of an artistic product,
though in fact it is not paints and wax which he is melted into (though on
one level, of course, he is — a painted boy absorbed in his painted reflec-
tion), but rather the pool. It is the water which deceives him, since he does
not EAéyxel, ‘question/refute’ (with strong philosophical overtones) the
sophisma of the pool. Narcissus’ failure is thus one of education. He lacks the
intellectual and philosophical training to see through nature’s sophistry —
ideas highly redolent of Plato’s arracks on mimesis. Part of Philostrarus’
didactic function is to teach strategies to avoid this absorprtion, to avoid lit-
erally becoming part of the painted or modelled world. Yer at the same time
Philostratus himself is already involved and absorbed, addressing Narcissus
in the second person singular, from within the picture frame.

The significance of this passage for its statement about the lures of
naruralistic art has been shown before, as have the ways in which through-
out /magines Philostratus moves between a stance external to the image,
explaining its rechnique or literary sources, and one within the image, call-
ing on us to help catch Menoeceus' blood or to speak quietly lest we wake
the sleeping Satyr.%° These moments of complete absorption in the painted
image are often marked in the text by a command, {50!, ‘Look!". Yer, I
think there is more behind these moments of visual absorprion than is at
first apparent. As we have seen, Philostratus’ usual response to visual won-
der, a wonder which, in Lucian’s De Domo at leas, has the power to deprive
men of their verbal powers, is to explain and articulate. The visual's mys-
tique is laid bare by his intellectual explanations, whether these are raken
from literature or appear in the form of an excursus on the techniques and

%7 This is a major theme throughout the work, as shown by Philostratus’ preference for the ambiguous
term graphé over eikon. See Boedur (1996) 150.

% See Bann (1989) esp. 108-114 and Elsner (1996). ¥ Imag. 1.23.3.
Imag. 1.4.4, 1.22.1. See Elsner (1995) 23~39. ' See Bryson (1994) esp. 267f.
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difficulties of painting shadows. Yet when Philostratus tells us to ‘Look!’
his verbal strategies seem to have deserted him. This is made explicit in his
descriprion of Rhodogune in 2.5.5. At the boy's request, it appears, Philo-
stratus describes the appearance of the figure, starting with her position, as
if praying, and then moving onto her hair and face. When he reaches her
lips, however, he stops. They are ¢1Afjocu uév fiSioTov, &rroryyeidar 5t oU
p&Biov, ‘most pleasurable ro kiss, but not easy to report’. He then tells the
boy & 8t &méypn ool pabeiv dpa, ‘what you need to learn, you can see’.®
In the face of Rhodogune’s beauty, Philostratus seems initially to be at a
loss — he can certainly imagine kissing her lips, bur describing them? Berter
that the boy should look for himself. But then he pulls himself together.
Indeed, they are full of colour and well proportioned, perhaps they even
speak Greek . ..

A number of things seem to be going on here. One significant fact is that
it is Rhodogoune’s erotic beauty which distracts Philostratus from his usual
exegetic pose, lcading him to suggest that he cannot verbalise this particular
sight. Bur when we do look closely, what happens? We hear her speaking, in
Greek! Given that Rhodogune was a Persian, fighting Armenians, it seems
remarkably unlikely that she would be speaking Greek, even if we could
get through the picrure’s surface into her reality. Does she speak Greek here
because we have earlier learned that she has been made famous in song
wherever there are Greeks, that is, in Greek poetry?® If so, the painting
speaks with the words of poetry, as suggested elsewhere. But it could also
be thar the effect of this close looking takes us into a fantasy world where
everything is Greek, even when we might not expect it to be — a fantasy
world similar, perhaps, to thar presented to us in some of the Greek novels,
which also show the appropriation of non-Greek higures such as Ninus and
Semiramis. 5

It is Rhodogune’s erotic beauty which leads to this close looking and
the immersion into the painted world, where we can hear the words she
speaks. In other places, oo, where we enter the picture’s surface, erotics
play a part. We have already looked at the episode of Menoeceus’ death
where Philostratus urges us to join in holding out a fold of cloth to catch
the boy’s blood. Yet this response comes after a detailed description of the

& Imag. 2.5.5. Note, however, that in Longus® Daphnis and Chioe the rwo young lovers singularly fil o
learn their sexual lessons from warching nature, or even hearing the words of Philetas, but ultimarcly
require the direct twition of another, Lycacnion. See Winkler (1990) ro1-26.

& Imag. 2.5.1.

6 On the Ninus novel, see Stephens and Winkler (1995} 23-71. Another example would be the
Ethiopian heroine of Heliod. Aeth.



336 Absorption and erudition

youth’s beauty — he is athletic, with honey coloured skin, deep-chested,
hips and thighs both in proportion, strong shoulders and neck, and long
hair. It is no surprise that his soul is reluctant to leave, for ‘souls also have a
love for beautiful bodies and are loath to leave them’.®s While the ecphrasis
had started as a detached observation of the image, explaining the painter’s
artifice in his depicrion of the ciry walls, by the end the ecphrasist and his
audience are caught within the image. Like Menoeceus’ own soul we, too,
are enticed by his physical beaury, lingering as the blood pours out of him,
with all boundaries between image and reality forgotten.

These movements by the ecphrasist into and out of the picture frame can
be explored in detail in the paintings described as /magines 1.20—25. This is
a series of paintings of beautiful youths, including that of Narcissus, where
the temptations of absorption are again clearly felt. The first is an image of
Olympus, sleeping after his flute playing. Philostratus starts by identifying
the place ~ Celaenae he decides, from the springs and cave. Here we are
still outside the image, interpreting its iconography. Then we focus on the
image of Olympus, ‘more drinkable’ than the stream itself, a description
which points to his erotic beauty. A band of Satyrs are themselves gazing at
him with love, desiring to kiss the b