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SU ALCUNE OCCORRENZE DI OPET'Q

Sotto la voce 0péyw, al punto 2. della diatesi attiva, LSJ allineano per
i significati ‘reach out, hold out, hand give’ i seguenti passi (1247 a):

0Od. XV, 312 kotd 8¢ TTOAY a0TOg Gvaykn / TAdyEopat, ol K€V Tig
KOTOANMV kol TOPVOV OpEEN

1. XX1V, 102 “Hpn d¢ xpooeov kodlov dEmag v yepl Ofike / xatl p’
eboppnV’ énéecor OETIC & Bpele Todow

11. V, 33 omrotépoilot matnp Zebvg k030G 0peEn (cf. 11, 17, 453 vijog €mt
YAoQUPGG: ETL Yap oplotl kDdog dpé€m, Hes. Th. 433 olg k* €6¢Anot /
VKNV TPOPPOVEWMG OTACOL Kol KDS0G OpEEQLL)

11. XI1, 328 {opev fE 10 edyog opeEopev HE Tig NUiv (cf. S. Ph. 1203
@ EEvot, Ev yE€ pot edyog OpEEate)

Pi. P. 3, 110 &l 8¢ pot mhodtov Be0g GPpOv OpEEait

Pi. N. 7, 58 tivi 100910 Molpa télog Eumnedov / dpete

PL. Phd. 117 b kol Gpo dpe€e v KOALKA T TOKPATEL

POxy. 902, 11 (Kynopolis, 464 d.C.) npo[c] t® (1. T0) Bonbeiary dpe€ait
TOlG BOLKOVUEVOLGS.

Di grana piu fine ¢ la schedatura in Fiihrer 2000, che isola una
sezione 2., con il significato di ‘reichen; zuteil werden lassen’. Un
significato “indebolito” rispetto all’originario ‘stendere in linea retta’,
e con focalizzazione sul complemento oggetto. Fiihrer distingue tra
oggetti concreti (2 a) e oggetti astratti (2 b) del verbo.! Dei passi elencati
da LSJ e trascritti sopra, /. XXIV, 102; Od. XV, 312 sono nella prima
sottosezione (763, 35-46), insieme a Od. XVII, 407 €1 ol 16660V TAVTEG
OpeEetoy LVNOTAPEG, / Kol KEV LV TPETG LAVOG ATOTPoBeV 01KOG £pDKOL
e H . Merc. 496 &g elmav (scil. Hermes) dpe&’ (scil. la lira), 6 8’ £€d¢€ato
®oifog "Amorlrmv; mentre nella seconda (763, 47 — 764, 10) troviamo
11. V, 33; X1, 328; XVII, 453; Hes. Th. 433, con gli altri passi dell’epica
arcaica ove op€y® ha un astratto come oggetto diretto.

L’uso del verbo con oggetto concreto non ¢ frequente, ma sembra
crescere in periodo ellenistico, come vedremo.

I Sull’evoluzione di opéyw al senso di “dare” vd. De Boel 1988, 118. Sulla
sintassi del verbo, vd. De Boel 1987, 37.
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Le occorrenze che conosco, fino alla fine del periodo ellenistico, sono:

1. XXIV, 102 “Hpn 8¢ yphoeov kahov démag €v xepl Ofike / kol p’
eboppnV’ énéeoor: OETIC 8 Bpele modow

Od. XV, 312 xata 8¢ mtohv adTog avaykn / mhdryEopar, ol KEV Tig
KOTOANY Kol TOPVOV OpEET

XVII, 407 €l ot 16660V Tavteg Ope€etay LvNoThpeG, / Kol KEV pLV
Tpelg pivag ndnpodev oikog €phkol (Antinoo, in relazione al lancio
dello sgabello contro Odisseo)

H. Merc. 496 @g einav (scil. Hermes) @dpe&’ (scil. la lira), 6 &’ £€déEato
®otpog "ATOLA®V

Critias, fr. 4, 6 G.—P. xai mpomdoelg OpEyely EmdEELO

Ar. Pax 1105 €yyxet 81 kOOl KOl OTAQYY VOV potpay Ope&ov

X. An. VII, 3, 29 6 8¢ ‘HpakAeldng €KEAEVEV QDTD TO KEPOAG OpEEL
TOV 01voY 00V

PL. Phd. 117 b 2 kol Qo dpe€e TNV KOALKO TQ) TOKPATEL

Arist. HA 497 b 27 mivel yop kai €00iel OpEymv ToVT® €lg TO OTONOL,
KO T® EAEQUVTLOTY BLVOPEYEL BLV®

Eudem. fr. 127 W. ®dg 8¢ 00 cuviet, 0 8¢ 1® otopatt EAdPeto (scil. la
scure) kol dpe&ev ol

Anyt. APL. XVI, 291, 4 (= 675 G.-P.) dpé€acar (scil. Ninfe) yxepot
HLEALY POV VIWP

Theoc. 5, 135 &AL’ €yd EOundevg Epapot peyo: kol yop 0k’ adtd /
AV o0pLYY’ dpega, KOAOV T1 pe kaptT’ EQIAncev

Crantor, fr. 5 b Mette (Lustrum 26 [1984] 20. 39 s.) xai 0Ot 31 dpe&ait
ol YPOLLATLILOV

Arch. AP 1X, 64, 4 xal cou (scil. Esiodo) koA Mmétnhoy ... / dpeEav
(scil. le Muse) dapvog lepov AkpepoOVaL?

Ar. Byz. Epit. 11, 122 mpooiéval 1€ ToVG TOVTOV TOAELTAG Kol €K
XEPOG OPEYELY TPOPNV

Nic. Alex. 88 €11 poptivng oyxedinv dendecoty OpEEaig

203 dnmote &’ ipLvéov Bvéog petpndov ope€aug

fr. 74, 5 Gooo (scil. violaciocche gialle) ©° Toviddeg NOp@eoL 6TEQPOG
ayvov "Tovt / IIicoiolg mofecocat Evi KANpoloLy OpeEov

fr. 81, 4 éc yépag MbEolot mhAor ToBEovoy OpeEng (scil. corone di
fiore di loto)

Nic. Dam. FGrHist 90 F 66(5) Jac. kol o010G BaciAel dpeye TLETV TNV
@LaAnv (in contesto di simposio)

Epic. Alex. Adesp. fr. 4,16 Pow. 18’ o011 Tohéecot T[oTo]v kol 61T0V
Ope€o.’

2 Attribuito anche ad Asclepiade, ma non suo per Knauer 1935, 82; di Archia per
Gow—Page 1965, 149; bibl. recente in Di Marco 2013, 161 n. 1.

3 Lyc. 1445 xoil oxnntp’ dpé€on 1hg malot povapyloc ha oggetto astratto:
oxfintp(o) significa ‘il dominio, il regno’.
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Il significato ¢ piuttosto generico, ‘porgere’, ma, se si osservano
1 contesti, vi sono un paio di lignée prevalenti. Questa osservazione puo
aiutare a vedere la pregnanza di almeno alcune delle occorrenze, ¢ a inter-
pretarne altre in maniera piu completa di quanto sia avvenuto finora.
Seleziono dall’elenco precedente i passi che mostrano in maniera piu
chiara i due contesti in questione:

A) porgere un boccale (in occasioni conviviali):
Critias, fr. 4, 6 G.—P. kol npomdcelg dpéyetv EmdEELL
Ar. Pax 1105 Eyyet 81 kéipol kol oTA&Y VoV polpoy SpeEovt
X. An. V11, 3, 29 6 8¢ ‘HpokAeldng €kEAevey oOTA TO KEPAG OPEEDLL TOV
olvoybdov
Nic. Dam. FGrHist 90 F 66(5) Jac. xai adT0g Bac1AET dpeye TLETV TNV
QLaANY

B) dar da mangiare e bere ai bisognosi:
Od. XV, 312 xatda 8¢ mtohv adTog avarykn / mAdryEopar, ol KEV Tig
KOTOANY Kol TOPVOV OpEET
XVII, 407 €l ol 16660V TAVTEG OpEEELOLY LVNOTHPES, / KOl KEV MLV
Tpeég UAVOG ATOTPOBEY 01K0g EpVKOL
Epic. Alex. Adesp. fr. 4, 16 Pow. 18’ o011 mToAéecot T[oTo]v kol 61T0V
Ope€a (probabilmente, vd. infra)

Una prima annotazione sui passi odissiaci. In XV, 312 xatd 8¢
TTOAMY 0 0TOg Avaykn / TAGYEopaLl, ol KEV TIG KOTOANV Kol TOPVOV
opeEn e XVII, 407 &t ol 16060V Thvteg dpe€etary LVNOTHPES, / KOl KEV
uwv Tpelc pivog amdmpodev oikog €pdxot, si tratta di rifocillare chi ha
bisogno. Nel secondo passo in termini ironici, poiché Antinoo in realta
intende quale offerta a Odisseo mendico lo sgabello lanciatogli. A questo
proposito Stanford 1958, 293, commenta che “the verbs épéyw and €pOKw
are chosen for their ambiguity; both can also be used in a hospitable sense
of bestowing gifts and keeping a guest”. Il generico senso di ‘bestowing
gifts’ non aiuta una analisi precisa. Bisognerebbe piu precisamente
osservare, rifacendosi specificamente a Od. XV, 312, che opéyw puo
essere usato per il fornire da mangiare ¢ da bere a bisognosi. Il verbo,
quindi, sottolinea il sarcasmo di Antinoo.’

Conviene considerare alcune delle occorrenze alla luce di queste due
serie di esempi.

4 In questo caso dpe€ov ¢ indotto da Eyyet “versami da bere (e porgimelo)”.
5 In Ameis—Hentze 1884, 146, si osserva che Antinoo “mit 6p€yetv ein hdhnendes
Spiel treibt”.
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Per B): Epic. Alex. Adesp. fr. 4, 16 Pow. 1| 8’ a0tn moAéeoot
n[oto]v kol oltov Ope&a: nel frammento parla una donna ridotta in stato di
indigenza, che ricorda un passato benessere, quando era in grado di offrire
da mangiare e bere a molti. Il ricordo di questa sua trascorsa facolta viene
espressa con colorito omerico: Od. XV, 312, soprattutto, ma anche XVII,
407 sono le sole occorrenze ove OpEyw viene utilizzato in questo senso.

Se consideriamo Od. XV, 312, I'utilizzo di questo verbo per ricordare
la trascorsa abbondanza della donna, enfatizza, e contrario, la sua attuale
miserabile situazione.

Per A): di bere si tratta in altri dei luoghi ove dpéyelv significa
‘porgere’ qualcosa di concreto. Essi mostrano una specializzazione nel
porgere da bere in occasioni conviviali e aiutano a mettere in risalto alcune
sfumature di altre occorrenze di dpé€yw = ‘porgere (un oggetto concreto)’:

1) PL. Phd. 117 b 2 kol Gpo dpe€e Ty kOAKa 1@ Tokpdtet: il maig
porge la coppa con la cicuta a Socrate. lo credo che non ci siano dubbi
che Platone abbia voluto ricordare I’atto di porgere il boccale all’ospite
o al compagno di banchetto in occasioni simposiali, creando cosi una
frizione straniante. E una maniera di sottolineare la serenita e il sovrano
controllo con cui Socrate vive il momento letale: del resto, subito dopo
di lui si dice kot 6¢ AoPav kot pdio thewng (117 b 3). Ma soprattutto il
verbo ¢ solidale con la scherzosa affermazione dello stesso (117 b 6 s.):
TL AEYELG ... TEPL TOVIE TOV TOUALTOG TPOG TO ATOCTETCOL TIVL; EEEGTLY
11 0o; Infine, per altro verso, enfatizza, e contrario, il carattere luttuoso
dell’avvenimento.

2) Anyt. APL XVI, 291, 4 (= 675 G.—P.) épé€acon (scil. le Ninfe)
XEPOL ey pov Vdwp: Gow—Page 1965, 93, si avvicinano a comprendere
la ratio di 6pe€ocar quando annotano, “peArypdv, of wine (Ale. fr. 338,
Anacr. fr. 38, Telecl. fr. 24) ... is somewhat oddly applied to water
however refreshing”. In effetti peAiypov ¢ una allusione al convivio, con
cui D’altrettanto allusivo dpé€acan ¢ solidale. Le Ninfe hanno fornito
a Teodoto acqua rinfrescante nella calura estiva: un’offerta umile di
una cosa semplice, ma gradita, accolta e percepita con lo stesso valore
dell'offerta da bere in contesto simposiale.¢ E facile richiamare 1’ideologia
del Aitog Blog.

¢ Nulla di tutto cio ¢ colto da Geoghean 1979, 54 s., “Anyte has reversed Homer.
In Homer 6péyopoun is coupled with xepot in the sense ‘grab’. In Anyte the active
ope€acar is coupled with xepot in the sense tensis manibus dare”.
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3—4) Nic. Alex. 88 €11 poptivng oyediny demdecolv ope€aig, e 203
dnmote &’ ipLvéov Bvéog petpndov ope€ang: nei due casi Nicandro usa
il verbo per il porgere da bere, come nei contesti simposiali. Si tratta qui,
pero, di una pozione medicamentosa: contenuti ben diversi, ma rimane la
sfumatura positiva del tratto confortante e amichevole che accompagna I’atto
di opeyerv qualcosa da bere nelle occorrenze simposiali. Probabilmente si
tratta di una abusio, tra le molte che caratterizzano il lessico nicandreo.

Forse si puo individuare una terza trafila nei casi di 6péyw con
complemento diretto un oggetto concreto:

C) La quarta e ultima occorrenza epica di 0p€ym con oggetto concreto
¢ H.Merc. 496 ®g einav (scil. Hermes) @pe&’ (scil. la lira), 0 8’ €6¢€ato
@oifog "AmoAA®v. Qui si tratta di un dono, da Hermes ad Apollo, che
costituisce allo stesso tempo una sorta di curiosa investitura da parte del
giovanissimo Hermes nei confronti di Apollo. La lira, infatti, costituisce
uno degli attributi del dio.

1) Mi sembra di poter avanzare ’ipotesi che 1’idea di Arch. AP IX,
64, 4 xai oo (scil. Esiodo) xaAAimétnhov ... / dpeav (scil. le Muse)
daopvag 1epov dxpepovo di usare dpéyw per qualificare il dono delle
Muse ad Esiodo, ossia per la sua investitura, venga dal luogo innico, o che
comunque 1’epigrammista abbia sfruttato la specifica nuance del verbo li
presente. I caso non ¢ esattamente sovrapponibile a quello in cui un dio
da kddog 0 €0yog vel. sim. a un mortale, uno degli usi epici di 6péym (vd.
supra),’” e che prevede un astratto come oggetto, ma possiamo considerare
i due aspetti sulla medesima linea.

2) 1l passo di Teocrito, 5, 135 &AL €y EDpundevg Epopot PEyoL:
Ko yop 6k a0T® / Tay ovpLyy’ dpefo, KoOAOV TL pe KApT €PIANCEV
presenta alcuni tratti in comune con questi passi. Si tratta di un dono, di cui
¢ oggetto uno strumento musicale, I’ambiente ¢ bucolico. Manca perd una
qualche forma di investitura, anche se di rango ridotto. Gow 1952, 115 s.,
non sa bene come orientarsi: “In Homer the word has this sense (scil.
‘porgere, dare’) only with abstracts — kddog, ev)0g, Ta)0g, and it is far
more commonly used of the gifts of immortals than of mortals. On Lacon’s
lips it seems extremely pompous, but in view of T.” habitually high-
coloured vocabulary this effect may be unintentional”.® Contrariamente

7 Sens 2011, 315 menziona, per il senso gia epico di “porgere > dare” Hes.
Th. 433 k0dog OpE&at.
8 Vd. anche Monteil 1968, 97.
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a quanto afferma Gow, nell’epica arcaica si da I’uso di dpéyelv ‘porgere,
dare’ per oggetti concreti, sia pure in misura minoritaria, come abbiamo
visto. Il problema non ¢ questo, ma il contesto. La caratterizzazione di
questa occorrenza come “non intenzionalmente pomposa” fa difficolta,
poiché presuppone che comunque sia pretenziosa. Piu linearmente direi
che in Tav oOpryy’ dpeéa il verbo si qualifica, ancora una volta, per il
tratto benevolo del gesto, nello specifico del ‘donare’, non accompagnato,
pero, da quelli, solenni, dell’investitura o, comunque, dell’emanazione
divina.

In questo senso vanno i casi dai frammenti di Nicandro:

3) fr. 74, 5 Schn. dooca (scil. le violaciocche gialle) T’ Twviddeg
Noppor otépog ayvov “Tove / ITicatolg moBEcocal €vi KANPOLOLY
Opekav;

4) fr. 81, 4 Schn. dppo Oepeing / dvOéwv (scil. fiori di loto) pev
GTEQAVOLG BVOOTG ... / ... doLVOPEVOLOLY / € YxEpag MBEOLOL TTAAOL
ToBEOVOLY OPEENG.

Il verbo qualifica un dono, in entrambi i casi di fiori, in forma di corona,
nel fr. 74 da parte di ninfe (ovvero esseri sovrannaturali). Potrebbe ben
trattarsi di una forma di abusio, almeno parziale, di Nicandro, non molto
differente da quanto troviamo nelle due occorrenze dagli Alexipharmaca
considerate supra.

5) Qualcosa del genere ¢ in Lyc. 1445 kot oxfintp’ dpe€o Thg ThAon
povapyiog, ove i capi greci, tremanti, offrono la primazia sulla Grecia (ad
Alessandro?, Antipatro?). Una investitura, se vogliamo, ma da parte di
persone in stato di inferiorita e non con ’aura positiva che caratterizza gli
esempi dell’/nno a Mercurio e di Archia.

Forse questo valore di dp€ym, nei casi sotto le lettere B e C, ¢ il derivato
del progressivo sbiadire dell’espressione di una funzione della regalita.’
Funzione che ¢ ancora evidente nell’uso del verbo per la donazione di
astratti (k0dog opEyev), anche se il contesto non ¢ quello originario.

Emanuele Dettori
Universita di Roma “Tor Vergata”

emanuele.dettori@uniroma?2.it

9 Vd. Gonda 1956, 157.
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Three of the contexts in which 6péywm ‘to hand out’ is used with a definite object
are: (1) ‘to hand out a cup (on a convivial occasion)’; (2) ‘to give food and drink to
those in need’; (3) ‘to offer a gift’. Starting from these uses, it is possible to see the
meaningfulness of some occurrences of the verb and to interpret others in more
detail than has previously been done.

I'naros OpEY® ¢ MPsIMBIM JIOTIOJTHEHUEM BCTpedyaeTcst B Tpex KoHrekcrax: (1) ‘mpo-
TSHYTH 4aily (Ha nupy)’; (2) ‘marb eabl U MUThS TEM, KTO B HUX HYXJIAeTcs';
(3) ‘mpenonnecTn momapok’. OTTAIKHUBAsCh OT STHUX BAPHAHTOB YIOTPEONICHHS,
B HEKOTOPBIX CIIydasX MOXXHO ITPOCIEIUTH 0COOYI0 3HAYMMOCTH BBIOOpa 3TOTO
Iarojia, a B Apyrux — NPUHTH K OoJiee JeTanbHON HHTEPIPETALUH, YeM IPEKIIE.



ANAXAGORAS ON THE LIGHT AND PHASES
OF THE MOON*

Introduction

In the previous paper, “Anaxagoras on the Milky Way and Lunar Eclip-
ses”,! I stated that two different theories about the shadow of the earth have
been attributed to Anaxagoras. According to the first theory, the shadow
of the earth was responsible for the phenomenon of the Milky Way, while
according to the second, the shadow of the earth caused eclipses of the
moon. | argued that these two theories are irreconcilable. I also argued
that Anaxagoras’ explanation of the Milky Way, which was underpinned
by the notion that lights shine brighter in the dark, is better attested than
his alleged adoption of the correct explanation of lunar eclipses and
harmonizes better with the rest of his astronomical ideas, especially that
of a flat earth. My first conclusion was that Anaxagoras could not have
discovered or held the theory that lunar eclipses were caused by the
shadow of the earth. My second conclusion was that the idea of one or
more invisible bodies between the moon and the earth, which according to
the doxography was merely additional to the true explanation, in fact must
have constituted Anaxagoras’ one and only explanation of lunar eclipses.
I suggested that the source of the misunderstanding was probably a text
in Aristotle that mentions some Pythagoreans and the notion of invisible
bodies causing lunar eclipses. My interpretation did not, however, address
one serious remaining problem, which does not concern eclipses but the
light and phases of the moon. During the month, the moon exhibits phases,
from new moon to waxing crescent, first quarter, waxing gibbous, full
moon, and then back to waning gibbous, last quarter, waning crescent, and
new moon. In the present paper, I will investigate how Anaxagoras could
have explained these phenomena.

My method of investigation in this and the previous paper is to start
with the most reliably documented aspects of Anaxagoras’ astronomy

* This paper is supported by the Czech Grant Agency Project, GACR 15-08890S.
I Couprie 2017, 181-207.

12



Anaxagoras on the Light and Phases of the Moon 13

and to see whether it is possible, from that basis, to interpret the rest of
the relevant doxography and to achieve a coherent overall understanding
of his astronomical thoughts. As regards the subject of this paper, the
most important certainty we have on Anaxagoras’ astronomical thinking
is that he believed the earth to be flat. Another of his best documented
astronomical ideas is that the Milky Way was the band of stars not
illuminated by the sun. Finally, it is well documented that he thought
the heavens were inclined in relation to the flat earth’s surface, that the
heavenly bodies were relatively close and smaller than the earth,? and that
the sun and the stars were of a fiery, stony nature.> A main presupposition
of this paper’s method is the conviction that the ideas of Presocratic
thinkers like Anaxagoras form a consistent whole; they are not a mere
collection of notions that might be overtly contradictory. A further
methodological tool is to remember that some ancient ideas that may
look strange to our eyes may nonetheless have made sense within the
contemporary context. In the case of Anaxagoras, this includes observing
the heavenly phenomena with the conviction that the earth is flat. A final
methodological tool, akin to the previous one, consists of avoiding to
read into the ancient records notions to which we are accustomed, the so-
called anachronistic trap. In this paper, we will meet a typical example
in expressions like “the moon receives its light from the sun”. A special
kind of this mistake, which the Greek doxographers were fond of, is to
accredit the ancient Greek philosophers with being the first to have offered
a given theory. I think this attitude is still not absent in the interpretative
work of some modern scholars. Take, for instance, the recent claims that
Parmenides and Anaxagoras were the first advocates of “heliophotism” —
the idea that the moon is illuminated by the sun — and that Anaxagoras
was the discoverer of the true cause of lunar eclipses, namely that the
moon is eclipsed when the earth blocks the sun’s light. The danger of
such interpretations is that they easily tend to disregard data that do not
concur with them. I must confess that I made this kind of mistake in what
I wrote some years ago about Anaxagoras, eclipses and the moon’s light.
This means that I must withdraw most of what [ wrote on page 177 of
my Heaven and Earth in Ancient Greek Cosmology.* The present paper,
along with “Anaxagoras on the Milky Way and Lunar Eclipses”, offers

2 The arguments are enumerated in my previous paper.

3 The moon is also stony, but whether or not (and to what degree) it has a fiery
nature is one of the topics investigated in this paper. As stated in my previous paper,
I think an exception must be made for the so-called invisible bodies below the moon;
they are obviously not fiery, and it can be argued that they are not stony either.

4 Cf. Couprie 2011, 177.
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my current ideas on these subjects. The studies that most provoked my
thinking about Anaxagoras’ astronomy were Dennis O’Brien’s fifty-year-
old paper “Derived Light and Eclipses in the Fifth Century” and Daniel
Graham’s recent and innovative book Science Before Socrates,® even and
especially when I disagree (from time to time fundamentally) with them.

Two preliminary reasons to doubt that Anaxagoras could
have given the correct explanation of the moon’s phases

The standard interpretation of Anaxagoras’ explanation of the phases
of the moon is that they display the shapes of the portion of the moon
illuminated by the sun as seen by an observer on earth. The moon’s phases
are usually illustrated with the help of a diagram like this one:

j y

1} [}
2 & -0

\ 4

waning crescent waxing crescent

Iihfrw{#{eu

Fig. 1. The standard explanation of the phases of the moon’

3 O’Brien 1968.
¢ Graham 2013.
7 A similar diagram in Graham 2013, 98 Figure 3.1.
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There are at least two reasons to doubt whether Anaxagoras could have
understood the phases of the moon as we do. The first is that our under-
standing of the shapes of the moon’s phases requires that the moon is
spherical. Anaxagoras, in all probability, thought of the heavenly bodies
as flat disks like the earth.® Several texts referring to his ideas state that he
thought the moon had hills, and ravines, just like the earth, which he con-
ceived of as flat.? Plato says that, according to Anaxagoras, the moon is earth
(Apol. 26 D 1 = DK 59 A 35). Another report bluntly states the following:

A. Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. 1. 498 = DK 59 A 77

This same Anaxagoras says that the moon is a flat place (y®po TAoteTR)

(...).10

If the phases were caused by the light of the sun, the moon as a flat
disk would always show full, except at new moon, as Cleomedes (2. 5.
37-40) argued: “So if the moon’s shape were flat, it would be full as soon
as it passed by the sun after conjunction, and would remain full until [the
next] conjunction”.!! This can be elucidated by means of a picture:

sun
Fig. 2. The moon as a flat disk does not show phases
(approximately to scale)

8 An indication could be that Empedocles still believed that the moon does not
have the form of a sphere but that of a disk, as is reported by Plut. Quaest. Rom.
288 b=DK 31 A 60, and Diog. Laert. 8. 77=DK 31 A 1 (77).

? Cf. Diog. Laert. 2. §=DK 59 A 1 (8).

10 Graham 2013, 251 n. 21, calls this text a “testimony of uncertain pedigree and
value”. It is, though, the only straightforward text we have on Anaxagoras and the
shape of the moon.

I Tn: Bowen—Todd 2004, 146—-147.
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In much more recent times, Heath wrote, “Whether Anaxagoras reach-
ed the true explanation of the phases of the moon is doubtful. (...) it
required that the moon should be spherical in shape; Anaxagoras, however,
held that the earth, and doubtless the other heavenly bodies also, were flat.
And accordingly, his explanation of the phases could hardly have been
correct”.!? In other words, conceiving of the moon as flat, Anaxagoras
could not have explained the phases of the moon as caused by the light of
the sun.

Graham, convinced that Anaxagoras had discovered that the moon
was illuminated by the sun, argues the other way around and claims
that Anaxagoras must have held that the moon was spherical because,
otherwise, his understanding of the phases of the moon would have been
impossible.!3 Yet there exists no report that confirms that Anaxagoras
conceived of the moon as spherical.'* As far as I know, Aristotle was the
first to state that the moon’s spherical shape could be deduced from its
phases (Cael. 291 b 18-23 and An. post. 78 b 4-12). In this paper, I take
up the challenge contained in Graham’s words: “Couprie (...) holds that
Anaxagoras’ moon is disk-shaped, which makes his understanding of the
phases of the moon impossible”.!> Although I think Anaxagoras believed
the moon to be a flat disk, like the earth, the two possible explanations
given at the end of this paper for the moon’s phases in Anaxagoras’
astronomy are independent of the moon’s shape.

The second reason why Anaxagoras could not have explained the
phases of the moon as we do is found in his explanation of the Milky Way.
Aristotle and several other sources assert that according to Anaxagoras
(and Democritus) the phenomenon of the Milky Way results from the
shadow of the earth, cast upon the stars by the sun. The optical theory
behind this is that lights glow brighter in the dark. This explanation of
the Milky Way is strange and definitely wrong, but it is one of the best
attested of Anaxagoras’ astronomical theories and I know of no author
who questions its authenticity or has attempted to argue it away. The band

12 Heath 1913, 80-81, my italics. See also Tannery 1887, 278.

13- See Graham 2013, 99: “the moon’s shape is a function of its angular distance to
the sun. This is what heliophotism, taken as a hypothesis, predicts”.

14 Graham’s argument does not always seem consistent. He states that “if Par-
menides fully understood heliophotism, he would see that the moon provides a model
for all the heavenly bodies. (...) Heavenly bodies, including the earth, must, by parity
of reasoning, be spherical” (Graham 2013, 114, my italics). Elsewhere, he declares
that “it is important to notice that Anaxagoras seems to grasp all the implications of
heliophotism” (ibid., 124, my italics). However, Anaxagoras does not seem to have
grasped all of the implications of heliophotism, since he believed that the earth is flat.

IS Graham 2013, 254 n. 28.
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of the Milky Way is inclined by about 60 degrees in relation to the ecliptic.
The moon’s monthly path among the stars, in its turn, is inclined about
five degrees in relation to the ecliptic. This means that the moon regularly
passes through the Milky Way, where it is visible and shows phases. If
Anaxagoras really believed that the moon’s light is reflected light from
the sun, it is hard to see how he could have explained the visibility of the
moon and its phases when the moon is in the Milky Way, where it does
not receive light from the sun (see Fig. 3).

rmilky way

Fig. 3. The full moon in the shadow of the earth
(approximately to scale)

On the one hand, O’Brien underestimates the problem when he writes
that “the shadow of the earth must therefore be a fairly narrow band,
which would occasionally obscure the light of the moon”, but on the other
hand he overestimates the problem when he writes that “the moon would
be eclipsed night after night”.' The width of the Milky Way in the night
sky is roughly 30 degrees, through which the moon passes twice per month
for several nights. The suggestion that this problem may have escaped
Anaxagoras’ attention is hardly convincing, since it concerns a frequently
recurring phenomenon that is simple to observe.

Except for one item regarding the moon’s “monthly concealments” in
Stobaeus’ version of Aétius, to be discussed below (text L), there exists

16-See O’Brien 1968, 125 and 124; my italics.
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no straightforward evidence of Anaxagoras’ explanation of the phases of
the moon. Anaxagoras’ views on the phases of the moon must, of course,
have been closely linked to his ideas about the nature of the moon’s light,
of which we have several reports. Aétius’ statements on the subject of the
moon’s light are scattered over four chapters. We will discuss them in the
next sections and return to the moon’s phases at the end of this paper.

Agétius 2. 25 and analogous texts

The first relevant chapter is the particularly well-attested!” chapter 2. 25,
called “On the substance (mepi obolag) of the moon”.!8 The item on
Anaxagoras says:

B. AGét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 25.9=DK 59 A 77

Anaxagoras and Democritus [declare that it is] an inflamed solid mass
(otepéopa dtdmupov), which has in it plains and mountains and ravines.!?

Anaxagoras’ conception of the moon’s substance was not exceptional.
Almost all philosophers mentioned in Aétius 2. 25 held that the moon
was, in one way or another, fiery. Anaximander believed it to be
“a wheel with a hollow rim and full of fire (Tvpog TANPN)”’; Anaximenes,
Parmenides, and Heraclitus that it was “fiery (wvpivn)”; Xenophanes,
“an inflamed condensed cloud (vépog memvpwpévov)”; Posidonius and
most of the Stoics, “combined out of fire and air (LikTn €k TLPOG KOl
&épog)”’; Cleanthes, “fire-like (mvpoe1dni)”’; Empedocles, “compacted air,
fixed by fire (memnydta VO TVPOS)”; Plato, “formed for the most part
from fiery material (100 mvpddovg)”’; Diogenes, “a sponge-like ignited
mass (&voppe)”; and Berosus, “half-inflamed (quindpwtog)”. The only
exceptions are Thales (“earthy”), Aristotle (“formed from the fifth body”),
Ion (“partly glass-like and transparent, partly opaque”), and Pythagoras
(“mirror-like”).20 Tt should be noted that in the item on Anaxagoras no
restriction or further qualification is added, unlike Posidonius, Cleanthes,
Empedocles, Plato, and Berosus. That the moon, according to Anaxagoras,
consisted of inflamed material is confirmed by Origen:

17 For this qualification, see Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 572.

18- See Diels 1879, 355-357; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 572-587.

19 Trans. Mansfeld—Runia.

20 Assuming that Pseudo-Plutarch’s xato 10 mopoeideg odpo must be replaced
by Stobaeus’ kotontpoeldeg cdpa. See Diels 1879, 357 n. 1 and Mansfeld—Runia
2009, 381 (c).
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C. Origen. c. Cels. 5. 11, not in DK

(...) nor will we call the sun, moon, and stars inflamed clumps (L03pov
didmoupov) as Anaxagoras did.?!

Achilles Tatius’ chapter “About the Moon” does not mention specific
names, but one statement is equivalent to that of Pseudo-Plutarch on
Anaxagoras and Democritus:

D. Ach. Tat. Introd. 21 = DK 59 A 77

Some (say the moon is) a solid ignited earth containing fire (€tepot d¢
YAV TETVPOUEVIV GTEPEVIOV EXOVOOV TTVP).

In the same sense, Hippolytus relates Anaxagoras’ beliefs as follows:

E. Hippol. Refut. 1. 8. 6 = DK 59 A 42 (6)

The sun and moon and all the heavenly bodies are fiery stones (A16ovg
éunbpovg) carried around by the revolution of the aether.

It is notable that in Aétius’ chapter 2. 20 “On the substance of the sun”
the same or similar words are used in reference to the sun. In the case of
Anaxagoras, almost the same characterizations are used in relation to the
moon (“an inflamed solid mass”, otepépa didmvpov) as to the sun (“an
inflamed clump or rock”, pvdpog 7 Té€tpog drdmvpog).??> Hippolytus calls
both the sun and the moon “inflamed stones” (AiBot Eumvpor) (text E).
These texts leave no doubt that, according to Anaxagoras, the moon
was an inflamed solid body like the sun and the stars. The most obvious
interpretation is that these qualifications also describe the moon’s light: the
moon is fiery and shines with its own light. This seems to exclude the option
that Anaxagoras considered the moon’s light to be the reflection of the
light of the sun. If we take seriously the proposition that, for Anaxagoras,
the moon was a fiery, inflamed body — and I do not see any reason why
we should not — this is another reason why Anaxagoras could not have
understood the phases of the moon as we do. If these were the only texts
about Anaxagoras and the light of the moon, I think nobody would ever
have thought about ascribing to him “heliophotism” in the sense of light
reflected from the sun. But let us see what the other texts have to say.

21 See Gershenson—Greenberg 1964, 150 (268).
22 Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 20. 6.
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Aétius 2. 28 and analogous texts

Aétius’ second relevant chapter is 2. 28, “On the lights (pwtiou®v) of
the moon”.23 In Stobacus’ version, Anaxagoras is mentioned as one of
the successors of Thales:

F. Agét. in Stob. Anth. 1.26 = DK 59 A 77

Thales was the first to say that it is illuminated by the sun (V0 T0d HAtlov
owtilecbon).

Pythagoras, Parmenides, Empedocles, Anaxagoras and Metrodorus
(declare) likewise.

Instead of these lines Pseudo-Plutarch writes this:

G. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 28. 5

Thales and his successors (ot &n adtoD) (declare that) it is illuminated
by the sun.?*

Mansfeld and Runia suppose that Pseudo-Plutarch shortened the original
series of names that has been preserved by Stobacus.?’> Assuming that
they are right, the phrase “the moon is illuminated by the sun” seems to
contradict what we found in Aétius’ chapter 2. 25: the moon is of a fiery
substance. Another possibility is that Stobaeus felt obliged to offer his
own exemplification of “Thales’ followers”. Be that as it may, Hippolytus
also reports on Anaxagoras, a few lines after his remark that the sun and
moon are fiery bodies:

H. Hippol. Refut. 1. 8.8 = DK 59 A 42 (8)

The moon does not have its own (un dwov €xewv) light, but [gets it] from
the sun.26

23 See Diels 1879, 358-359; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 601-612. They translate:
“On the illuminations of the moon”.

24 See Diels 1879, 358.

25 Cf. Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 603.

26 Trans. Graham. I put the words “gets it” between brackets, because there is no

verb in this clause.
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And Plutarch writes:

I.  Plut. De facie 929b = DK 59 B 18

A favorable reception was given to our friend’s exposition, which
presented the Anaxagorean theory that the sun imparts (¢vtifnot) to the
moon its brightness (10 Aopmpov).?’

The oldest and at the same time most enigmatic record of Anaxagoras’
thought on the moon’s light is in Plato’s dialogue Cratylus, when he
discusses a curious etymology of the word ceAnvn:

J. Plat.,, Crat. 409a7-b10 = DK 59 A 76

Socr.: It seems to show that the view he has recently advocated — that the
moon gets (€xel) its light from the sun — is quite ancient (ToAotdTEPOV).

(...)

Socr.: This light (pdg) around (mepi) the moon is always (&etl) new
(véov) and old (€vov), if the followers of Anaxagoras are right. For as the
sun is always traveling around the moon in a circle, presumably (nov) it
always sheds (EmBdAder) new light (véov) on it, while the old (€vov) of
the previous month persists (Dmdpyet).?

I suppose that the somewhat clumsy expression “light around the moon”
in text J simply refers to the light we observe on the moon. In text L, the
word meptAopmopévny is used in the same sense. The words “the sun is
always traveling around the moon in a circle” are a somewhat strange
way of saying that the sun and moon are in opposition once per month
and are in conjunction half a month later. The words “the old light of
the previous month persists” seem to have to do with the moon’s phases.
But why is “the moon a/ways new and old”? Even more interesting is
the question of the precise meaning of “the moon gets its light from the
sun”. Usually, this is assumed to mean that the moon reflects the light
of the sun, which seems to contradict the contents of texts B — E. These
problems will be discussed in later sections of this paper. Plato’s text is
referred to by Plutarch:

27 My trans. Curd 2010, 27, translates “the sun places the light in the moon”.
28 Trans. Graham, adapted.
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K. Plut. De E in Delph. 15, not in DK

(...) he said that Anaxagoras was embarrassed by the name of the moon,
since he tried to claim as his own some very ancient opinion in regard
to its illumination (mepl T@V @oticp®v). Has not Plato said this in the
Cratylus?®

At first sight, these texts (F—K) seem to contradict what was said in the
previous section (texts B—E). It is especially hard to understand how
Hippolytus can state both that the moon is a fiery stone (text E) and that
the moon does not have its own light (text H).

Aétius 2. 29 and analogous texts

The third relevant chapter of Aétius is 2. 29, “On the eclipse (mepi
éxielyemc) of the moon”.3? Four items in this chapter, rather surprisingly,
also contain opinions (of Anaximander, some unnamed youngers,
Xenophanes, and Anaxagoras) on the phases of the moon. Anaxagoras is
mentioned in Stobaeus’ version of an item, part of which I have already
discussed in my previous paper “Anaxagoras, the Milky Way, and Lunar
Eclipses”. The lines relevant to this paper read as follows:

L. Aét. in Stob. Anth. 1.26.3=DK 59 A 77

Thales, Anaxagoras, Plato, and the Stoics agree with the astronomers that
it (the moon) produces the monthly concealments (T&g pUnviaiovg
anokpOyelg) by following the sun’s path and being illuminated
(mepriopmopévny) by it (...).3!

In Pseudo-Plutarch’s version, however, Anaxagoras is not mentioned:

M. AEét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 29. 6

Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics agree with the astronomers that it produces
the monthly concealments by following the sun’s path and being
illuminated by it (...).>

29 Trans. Babbit 1999.

30 See Diels 1879, 359-360; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 613-623.
31 My trans.

32 See Diels 1879, 360.
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In their reconstructed text, Mansfeld and Runia insert Aristotle, who
appears only in Pseudo-Plutarch’s version of this passage.’* In my pre-
vious paper, | argued that, from the viewpoint of astronomical concep-
tions, Pseudo-Plutarch’s enumeration, “Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics and the
astronomers”, all of whom were defenders of a spherical earth, makes more
sense than Stobaeus’ version. Strictly speaking, the words “monthly con-
cealments” in this text allude only to the new moon, but one may suppose
that by implication, the moon’s phases are meant as well (reading something
like “the moon’s partial or total concealments during the month™).

Hippolytus makes perfectly clear that by the term “illuminations”, he
means the correct interpretation of the moon’s phases, when he straight-
forwardly states the following:

N. Hippol. Refiut. 1. 8. 10 = DK 59 A 42 (10)

He first correctly explained (dpbpioe mp®dTog) eclipses and illuminations
(poTiop0VG).3*

As we have seen (text E), Hippolytus said that, according to Anaxa-
goras, the moon was a fiery stone and also (in text H) that the moon did
not have its own light but got it from the sun. Gershenson and Greenberg
rightly comment, “He nowhere explains how (...) these statements [in texts
E, H, and N] are to be reconciled”.?® This statement can be generalized as
the question of how to reconcile what is said in Aé&tius’ chapters 2. 28 and
2. 29 with what is said in chapter 2. 25.

Two other items in A&tius’ chapter 2. 29 deserve our attention. One of
them is interesting in the context of our enquiry, although Anaxagoras is
not mentioned. In Pseudo-Plutarch’s version, it reads as follows:

O. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2.29. 4

The youngers (ot 3¢ vedtepol) [say that the phases of the moon appear]
in accordance with the spreading of a flame (ka1 émivéunoly eAoY0g)
that is kindled little by little in an orderly manner (kotot HiKpOV
e€amtopévng tetaryuévamg),3¢ until it produces the complete full moon,
and analogously diminishes (petovpévng) again until the conjunction [of
the sun and the moon], when it is completely quenched (oBévvuton).’’

33 Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 622.

34 Trans. Graham, slightly adapted; my italics.

35 Gershenson—Greenberg 1964, 339.

36 Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 622 translate “that slowly catches alight”, which says
pretty much the same.

37 My trans. Cf. Diels 1879, 360 and DK 58 B 36.
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Where Pseudo-Plutarch simply reads “the youngers”, Stobaeus’ ver-
sion says, “there are some of the youngers in whose opinion...” (t@v
3¢ vewtépmv elot Tiveg oig £80Ee). After the words “the youngers”,
Mansfeld and Runia, who follow Stobaeus’ version, put “members of
the school” between brackets, and Huffman adds “Pythagoreans”, but
Dumont notes, “il n’est pas siire que ses modernes soient eux aussi des
pythagoriens”.3® Mansfeld and Runia read, “in whose opinion (an eclipse
takes place)”, but remark a few pages earlier, “note again the confusion
between eclipses and phases”.?® Huffman reads, “who thought that [the
phases of the moon?]” and Dumont adds, “La seconde explication (i.e. that
in text O) rend compte des phases de la lune”. According to me, this text
is clearly not about eclipses but about the phases of the moon, as indicated
by the sequence “full moon — until the conjunction”. I added, between
square brackets, “of the sun and the moon”. According to Graham, “the
most important feature of this account is that it seems confused: what the
sentence describes is not a lunar eclipse — which happens in hours, not in
the course of a month — but rather the phases of the moon”.#° In my view,
the sentence is not confused but placed under the wrong heading.#! At
the end of this paper, I will return to its interpretation. “The conjunction”
means the conjunction of the new moon with the sun.

Aétius 2. 30 and analogous texts

The fourth relevant chapter is 2. 30, “On its [sc. the moon’s] appearance
(mepl éuodioemg) and why it appears to be earthy”.*? The item on
Anaxagoras reads as follows:

P. Agét. in Stob. Anth. 1. 26 = DK 59 A 77

Anaxagoras (declares the appearance of the moon is caused by) the
unevenness of its composition on account of cold being mixed together
with the earthy, the moon having some parts that are high, others that are

38 Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 622; Huffman 1993, 237; Dumont 1988, 581 and
1405 n. 5 at p. 581.

39 Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 618.

40 Graham 2013, 196-197.

41 For an analysis of Aét. 2. 29, see Bakker 2013, who argues that “two chapters
have been conflated, the first dealing with the phases of the moon, while only those at
the end deal with lunar eclipses” (Bakker 2013, 682).

42 See Diels 1879, 361-362; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 624-634. Gershenson—
Greenberg 1968, 119 (172) translate: “Concerning the reflection of light from the
moon”, which is certainly not right.



Anaxagoras on the Light and Phases of the Moon 25

low, and others that are hollow. Moreover, (he declares that) the dark (1o
Copmdec) has been mixed in with the fire-like (mopapepiydot @
nopoedel), the effect of which causes the shadowy (10 oxiepdv) to
appear; for this reason, the heavenly body is called “falsely appearing”
(yevdopaviy).¥

Pseudo-Plutarch’s version is much shorter:

Q. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 30. 2

Anaxagoras (declares the appearance of the moon is caused by) the
unevenness of its composition on account of cold being mixed together
with the earthy, because (ydp) the dark has been mixed in with the fire-
like. For this reason, the heavenly body is called “falsely appearing”
(yevdopavi AéyecBon).*

Mansfeld and Runia state that, in Pseudo-Plutarch’s version, “the
information about the unevenness of its surface is deleted”.# I think it is
also possible that Stobaeus inserted some clarifying text, freely borrowed
from Agtius’ chapter 2. 25 (cf. text B). Pseudo-Plutarch’s text makes clear,
by means of the word yép, that the words “the cold is mixed with the
earthy” are intended to mean the same as “the dark is mixed with the fire-
like”. Apparently, the dark spots on the moon must be considered as places
that are less hot; this is a kind of mitigation of the fiery moon in Aétius’
chapter 2. 25. 9 (text B). As far as I can see, the issue of texts P and Q is
the light and dark spots on the moon, or “the face on the moon”. The same
is the case with the other texts in Aétius’ chapter 2. 30, as its title, “On its
appearance and why it appears to be earthy”, indicates.

The manuscripts of Plutarch have the variants wyevdopon and
yevdopaviy. I followed Mansfeld and Runia’s reading yevdopovii and
their translation translation “falsely appearing”.#¢ The dictionary has for
both terms “shining with false, i.e. borrowed, light”,*” but in texts P and Q,
the issue is not whether the moon borrows its light from the sun but what
the surface of the moon looks like.#® Whatever this word may indicate,

43 Trans. Mansfeld—Runia, slightly adapted.

4 Trans. Mansfeld—Runia.

45 Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 626.

46 See Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 628, n. 514; LSJ s.v. yevdopang.

47 LSJ s.v. yevdoeong.

48 The term yevdopang is used by Diog. Laert. 2. 1 in his account on Anaximander
(DK 12 A1 (1)), but DK (81 note at lines 11 and 12) comment: “das Theophrastexcerpt
wohl von Anaxagoras filschlich iibertragen”. With the exception of Dumont 1988, 22,
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it does not have to do with the phases of the moon but with “the face on
the moon”, according to the title of Aétius chapter 2. 30. The last lines
are a duplicate with the text on Parmenides, two items further down.*
Although yevdoeavng fits nicely into a hexameter,”® from Parmenides’
poem (DK 28 B 14) we only know the word vuktipaég (shining by night).
While Diels has argued that the word yevdopaviy was falsely attributed
to Parmenides, Mansfeld and Runia argue that it makes sense to reserve
the last line of text Q for Parmenides. Nevertheless, they include it in their
reconstructed text of Anaxagoras.’!

Finally, a passage in Plutarch’s biography of Nicias deserves our
attention:

R. Plut. Nic. 23.2=DK 59 A 18

Anaxagoras first put in writing in the clearest and boldest terms of all
a theory concerning the radiant and shadowy (places) of the moon
(mepl oeAvng KoToLyaoh®V kol okldg). This theory (Adyocg), which
was not ancient (roAondc) or generally accepted, at this time still went
about whispered in secret with caution rather than confidence among
a few men.*?

The interpretation of this cryptic text meets several difficulties. In the
first place, Plutarch speaks, rather vaguely, about “a theory”, and when
he circumscribes it, he uses the word xatovyaoodg that is not attested
elsewhere, but is a verbal noun from xatavydlw and translated in LSJ
as “shining brightly”. Then, he stresses that this theory is new and not
generally accepted, using the words obte madoidg, which seems to
be meant as a polemic against Plato (text J), who calls “quite ancient”
(mrarordtepov) the view that the moon gets its light from the sun. Some-
times, however, the second sentence of text R is taken to be referring not
to a theory but to Anaxagoras: “Anaxagoras himself was not venerated
(mradodg), nor was his doctrine the best known”.33 And finally, Plutarch
calls this theory, whatever it was, both “written in the clearest and boldest
terms” and “whispered in secret”, which looks contradictory.

compilations of texts of the Presocratics and handbooks usually omit this line or put it
between brackets, following DK.

49 Cf. Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 627-628.

50 Cf. Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 628.

51 Cf. Diels 1897, 110-112; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 628 and 632. This paper is not
the place to further discuss this question.

52 Trans. Graham, adapted.

33 Curd 2010, 85.
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Plutarch’s text can be interpreted in at least three different ways, two
of which can be found in the translations and commentaries. Gershenson
and Greenberg, like Panchenko, translate mepl ceAVNG KATALYOCUDY
kol okiag as “of the phases of the moon” or “about the waxing and
the waning of the moon.>* Similarly, Gilardoni and Giugnoli translate:
“una teoria sui periodi di illuminazione e di oscuramento della luna”
and comment that the text is about “fasi lunari”.® Curd translates
this as “about the changing phases of the moon”, but elsewhere, she
explains that the text is about eclipses.’® Graham writes that Plutarch’s
text is “concerning the illumination and shadow of the moon”57 and
adds: “Hippolytus agrees: He [Anaxagoras] first correctly explained
eclipses and illuminations”.’® Laks and Most write, “concerning the
illuminations and darkenings of the moon”, and summarize elsewhere
that this text is about the light of the moon.>® According to Guthrie,
the text is about lunar eclipses.®® We may conclude that these recent
commentators hesitate whether Plutarch is speaking about Anaxagoras’
explanation of the phases of the moon or about his (alleged) theory of
eclipses. In favor of the former interpretation may speak that the most
natural translation of Tepl cEANYNG KATAVYUOUDV KOl OK1GG seems to
be that the theory was about the changing phases of the moon. In favor
of the latter interpretation one can point at the context, in which Plutarch
is speaking about eclipses. On the other hand, it sounds somewhat
strange to introduce a theory of eclipses with the word “shining brightly”
(kotavyaopndg). Moreover, the text does not seem to speak about the
shadow of the earth, as would be the case in an explanation of lunar
eclipses, but about shadows (on the surface) of the moon. I would like
to add a third possible interpretation, according to which the issue is the
light and dark spots on the moon or “the face on the moon” (compare
the word okiag in text R and 10 oxiepov in text P, which is clearly

54 Gershenson—Greenberg 1964, 128 (197); Panchenko 2002, 326. This is also
Perrin’s translation in the Loeb edition.

35 Gilardoni—Giugnoli 2002, 61 and 254.

56 Curd 2010, 85 and 211.

57 Graham 2013, 138. Graham quotes this text first in a discussion about the
relative ages of Empedocles and Anaxagoras and a second time when he summarizes
the thesis of his book — that Parmenides and Anaxagoras were the heroes of early Greek
astronomy (Graham 2013, 138 and 247) — but not when he discusses Anaxagoras’
alleged heliophotism and states that he “seems to grasp all the implications of
heliophotism” (ibid., 124).

58 Graham 2013, 138.

39 Laks—Most 2016, 81 (D 38) and 27 (P 25 b).

0 Guthrie 1965, 306.
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about the moon’s appearance). This interpretation would explain why
the theory had to be “whispered in secret with caution”: it had to do
with Anaxagoras’ blasphemous conception of the heavenly bodies as
(fiery) stones, for which he was condemned.®! To me, it is not clear,
whether or not Laks and Most’s interpretation that the text is about the
light of the moon fits into one of these three interpretations or is meant
as a separate one. In the end, I think we must conclude that Plutarch’s
text does not help us very much, because, whatever interpretation we
prefer, it remains unclear what precisely the content of the “theory” in
question is supposed to have been.

Problems and earlier suggestions to solve them

The texts collected in the previous sections show that the question of
Anaxagoras’ conception of the moon’s light and phases is quite com-
plicated. Sometimes evidence can be found in a chapter of Aétius in which
we would not expect it. It is not always immediately clear whether a text
is about eclipses, about the waning and waxing of the moon, or about
the light and dark spots on the moon.®> The Presocratics did not always
distinguish clearly between phenomena like the waning and waxing of
the moon, eclipses, and the risings and settings of the heavenly bodies,
in all of which a heavenly body disappears partially or totally for some
time, to appear again at a later time.%? In Aétius’ rendition of Xenophanes’
cosmology, for instance, the setting of the sun is treated under the head-
ing “On the eclipse of the sun”.%* Xenophanes seems to have classified
settings, eclipses, and moon phases together as “quenchings”.% In Ana-
ximander’s cosmological conception, the opening in the wheel of the
moon closes partially or totally both during lunar eclipses and during the
monthly phases of the moon.®® We may wonder how far Anaxagoras had
advanced on the path of distinguishing between settings, eclipses, and the
waning and waxing of the moon.

6l Cf. Diog. Laert. 2. 12=DK 59 A 1 (12).

62 Cf. Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 661.

63 Perhaps star occultations must be added to the list, but, as far as I know, there
are no reports of star occultations in Greece from these early times. According to
Stephenson 1997, 47, “tens of observations of this kind are described in Babylonian
history, but East Asian history is replete with such reports”.

64 Cf. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 24.4=DK 21 A 41.

65 Laks—Most 2016, 47, note at this testimony (D 34 in their numbering): “The
important point for Xenophanes seems to have been disappearance in general”.

% Cf. Hippol. Refut. 1. 6. 4 and 5=DK 12 A 311 (4 and 5).
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As regards the question of whether the moon has its own light or recei-
ves its light from the sun, there seems to be a crucial divergence between
the accounts in Aé&tius’ chapter on the substance of the moon (Placita
2. 25) and those in his chapter on the illuminations of the moon (Placita
2. 28). In 2. 25 most Presocratics are said to hold that the moon is fiery
in one way or another. Apart from the dubious testimonies on Thales (the
moon is earthy) and Ion (the moon is partly glass-like and transparent,
partly opaque) the only exception in this chapter is Pythagoras, who is
said to have held that the moon is a mirror-like body (xotomTpoeldeg
oopa).°” From this, we would expect that, in 2. 28, we would be told that
almost all Presocratics held that the moon has its own light and that only
Pythagoras held that the moon is illuminated by the sun, but this is not
the case. Not only Pythagoras, but also Thales, Parmenides, Empedocles,
Anaxagoras, and Metrodorus are mentioned as thinkers who said that the
moon is illuminated by the sun (VmO T0d MAloL ewtilecBo) (text F)
whereas only Anaximander, Xenophanes, and the sophist Antiphon are
said to have held that the moon has its own light ({61ov @®g, id109eYYNS).
Apparently, there is no consistent correlation between the notions of
the moon “being fiery” and “having its own light”. And in Stobacus’
version of chapter 2. 29, not Pythagoras but Thales and Anaxagoras are
mentioned as saying that the moon’s monthly concealments result from
its being illuminated (wepitAopmopévny) by the sun (text L). As regards
Anaxagoras, this means that we must investigate whether the apparent
contradiction between texts B—E (the moon is an inflamed solid mass)
and texts F and H-N (the moon is illuminated by the sun) can be resolved
within the context of Anaxagoras’ astronomy.

The simplest solution, which is widely held, seems to be that the moon
not only has its own light, which is sometimes visible as “earthshine” or
as a “blood moon”, but is also, except during a new moon, illuminated by
the sun, whose light normally overpowers the moon’s much fainter light.
This was the stand taken, with some slight variations, by O’Brien, Wdhrle,
Panchenko, and Graham, and also by myself some years ago.®® The text
that is usually referred to as evidence is that of Olympiodorus, of which
I showed in my previous paper how confused it is:

67 Cf. Stob. Anth. 1. 26. 1; not in DK, but cf. Diels 1879, 357. For the reading
KotomTpoeldeg oo also in Pseudo-Plutarch’s corrupted text, see Mansfeld—Runia
2009, 581.

68 See Diels 1879, 359-360; Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 613-623.

9 Cf. Dreyer 1953, 32, n. 1; O’Brien 1968, 126—127; Wohrle 1995, 245;
Panchenko 2002, 329-331; Graham 2013, 131; Couprie 2011, 177.
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S. Olympiodor. In Arist. Meteor. 67. 33, not in DK

A third view is that of Anaxagoras and Democritus. They say the Milky
Way is the proper light of stars not illuminated by the sun. For the stars
(ta diotpar), he [sc. Aristotle] says, have their own light as well a light
acquired from the sun. And the case of the moon makes this clear. For
this has one kind of light of its own and another from the sun. /ts own
light is coal-like, which the moon’s eclipse shows us. However, they say,
not all the stars receive additional light from the sun and those which do
not, compose the band of the Milky Way.7°

O’Brien rightly comments that “the parallel with the moon seems
to be Olympiodorus’ own illustration (...). It would be wrong therefore
to take Olympiodorus’ words as positive evidence for Anaxagoras”.
Nevertheless, he suggests that “in this instance, Olympiodorus’ idea seems
to have a good chance of representing Anaxagoras’ view”.”! Panchenko
sees in this text “direct evidence that Anaxagoras assigned a double nature
to lunar light”.”? He translates Tt &otpa as “the luminaries”,”® which is
definitely wrong here because the reference is to the explanation of the
behavior of the stars within and outside of the Milky Way. Graham also
reads this text as a confirmation that Anaxagoras believed in the double
nature of the moon’s light. He comments: “Anaxagoras (...) wanted to
account for the light that is emanating from the moon even during its
complete eclipse. The moon must have a natural source of light that is
normally overpowered by its reflection of the sun’s light”.74

What these authors (and Olympiodorus in the first place) overlook
is that, if the moon has its own source of light, this must also be visible
when the moon is in conjunction with the Milky Way. When this happens,
the rays of the sun cannot overpower the moon’s light because the Milky
Way is the consequence, according to Anaxagoras, of the earth’s shadow,
which implies that the moon’s own light would shine brightly in the
dark, just like the stars of the Milky Way. But since the moon’s phases
were thought to be due to its illumination by the sun, the moon’s own
light in the Milky Way would always be seen as a full moon. As noted
earlier, it is hardly believable that this problem has escaped Anaxagoras’
attention. The supposition that Anaxagoras’ moon had a mixed light,
one reflected from the sun and another of its own, does not, therefore,

=

0 Trans. Graham, Gershenson—Greenberg (last sentence), my italics.
I O’Brien 1968, 126.

2 Panchenko 2002, 329.

73 Ibid.

4 Graham 2013, 131.

= 2

=
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solve the problem of the explanation of the moon’s light and phases in
Anaxagoras’ astronomy.

Most authors also bring up Plato’s words in the Cratylus (text J) as
evidence for this interpretation of Anaxagoras’ ideas about the light and
phases of the moon. In Panchenko’s words: “If we take the Platonic words
seriously, it follows that the moon not only shines by reflection, but also
in some way absorbs and stores the light received from the sun”.”> Again,
this does not solve the problem of the moon’s phases twice a month during
several nights when it is in conjunction with the Milky Way. Moreover,
Plato’s text does not speak of “reflection” but says, successively, that the
moon gets (€xeu) its light from the sun, that the light is around (nept) the
moon, and that the sun always sheds (¢miBdAAel) new light on the moon.
Ferguson explicitly maintains, “This is a theory of borrowed light, but it is
not a theory of reflection”.’® This brings us to the fundamental ambiguity
to be discussed in the next section.

Ambiguities

The question is, then, whether there might not be another explanation
for the light and phases of the moon that would be compatible with
Anaxagoras’ other astronomical ideas (the Milky Way as caused by the
earth’s shadow, and the earth and the heavenly bodies as flat disks) and
that would reconcile the texts attributing to him the view that the moon is
an inflamed solid body with the texts that report him as saying the moon
gets its light from the sun.

In a commentary on Empedocles, Ferguson wrote, *‘the moon has
its light from the sun’. This apparently simple statement bristles with
difficulties. (...) The actual words do not necessarily mean that the moon
shines with reflected light; they are not incompatible with the idea that
the moon is kindled by the sun”.”” O’Brien picked up this idea more
specifically with regard to Anaxagoras: “The proper solution, I suggest,
lies in breaking the (...) assumption: that derived light means reflected
light. This is in fact a modern assumption, which was not shared in later
antiquity”.” We are easily tempted to interpret the words “the moon
receives its light from the sun” in conformity with our modern conception
of the moon reflecting the light of the sun, but we may question whether

[33%3

7> Panchenko 2002, 329. See O’Brien 1968, 127; Wohrle 1995, 246; Couprie
2011, 177; Graham 2013, 132.

76 Ferguson 1968, 100.

77 Ferguson 1968, 99. Cf. DK 31 A 30 (Ps.-Plut. Strom. 10).

78 O’Brien 1968, 122.
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this was as evident to the ancient Greeks as it is to us. In other words, this
could be a case of the anachronistic fallacy at work.

We may even wonder whether a similar bias already affected the
accounts of Presocratic conceptions in the doxography. In other words,
the authors of these texts could have understood expressions like “the
moon receives its light from the sun” as meaning “the moon reflects the
light of the sun” in conformity with their acquaintance with the right
explanation of the moon’s phases. Additionally, it is important to note that
the expression “the moon has its own light” is also ambiguous. It might
imply that the light of the moon does not reflect the light of the sun, but
it is not at odds with theories according to which the moon is ignited by
the sun. Once the moon has received its light by being kindled by the sun,
this light could be said to be the moon’s own light. In the same sense, we
say that a candle is ignited by a match but, once kindled, has its own light.

In the context of Anaxagoras’ astronomical ideas, it is highly plausible
that expressions like “the moon receives its light from the sun” should
be read as meaning that the moon is, in one way or another, ignited or
kindled by the sun. To quote O’Brien again, “It is not explicitly stated that
Anaxagoras’ moon shines by reflection. Plutarch’s (...) sentence shows
that the moon’s light is derived light, but not whether it is derived by
kindling or by reflection”.” Elsewhere, O’Brien writes, “A fiery moon,
even a partially fiery one, would seem to be inconsistent with the moon’s
deriving her light from the sun, if derived light means reflected light”.80
To quote O’Brien once more, “the simple theory of a moon whose light is
kindled from the sun will at once resolve the difficulties in the evidence
for the fifth century. For derivation by kindling, as distinct from reflection,
is not inconsistent with, in fact it demands, a fiery moon”.8! Unfortunately,
as we have seen, O’Brien, does not come to grips with the full impact of
his own words because he does not take into account the implications
of Anaxagoras’ explanation of the Milky Way. Graham neglects the
ambiguity of the expression “The moon receives its light from the sun”.%2
In his book, “derived light” equals “reflected light” as his definition of

=

9 O’Brien 1968, 125, referring to Plut. De facie 929 b =DK 59 B 18 (see text I).
0 O’Brien 1968, 121.

81 See O’Brien 1968, 123.

82 In an earlier paper, he discusses this ambiguity. See Graham 2002, 364, where
he concludes: “L’ensemble de I’explication n’est pas nécessaire. Car, quoi que puisse
étre la physique de la lumiére de la lune, il s’avére que 1’éclairage de la surface de la
lune par le soleil est toujours une condition nécessaire pour que la lune émette de la
lumiére”. It is this presupposed necessity that is questioned in this and the next section
of this paper.

%
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heliophotism shows: “Heliophotism makes a causal connection between
the phases of the moon and the sun: the sun’s light is reflected from
the surface of the moon”.83 Significantly, Graham, who advocates that
Anaxagoras defended heliophotism,® almost completely ignores the texts
that say the moon is fiery just as he almost completely ignores the texts
that say the Milky Way is caused by the earth’s shadow.%>

The moon’s light and phases according to Anaxagoras;
a new interpretation

Parmenides said that the lighted side of the moon is always turned towards
the sun.8¢ It is hard to believe that he was the first to discover this. We
can read it as a statement of a well-known fact since it is a primary
observational datum. Thales had already studied and tried to predict
eclipses of the sun. He could not have done this without being acquainted
with the observational fact that a solar eclipse occurs during new moon
and a lunar eclipse during full moon and that the phases of the moon occur
between these two events. As the cases of Anaximander and Xenophanes
show, this knowledge did not automatically lead to a correct explanation
of the light and the phases of the moon. There is no reason to doubt that
Anaxagoras was also acquainted with this observational fact. However, as
we have seen, its correct explanation would have been incompatible with
the rest of his astronomical ideas. As defended above and in my previous
paper, Pseudo-Plutarch’s version of Aétius’ text on the right explanation
of the moon (text M) does not mention Anaxagoras and has to be preferred
above the version of Stobaeus (text L).87 This means that we do not

83 Graham 2013, 109-110 (my italics).

84 See Graham 2013, 87-88.

85 Graham mentions text B once, in a footnote, but only in relation to the claim
that the moon has plains, mountains, and ravines. And his only comment on text
E is this: “the sun, moon, and stars are fiery stones, hence solid, massive bodies of
presumably spherical shape”. See Graham 2013, 123 n. 14, and 124. He does not
mention texts C and D.

86 See Plut. De facie 929 b=DK 28 B 15. A lot has been written about Parmenides’
alleged discovery of heliophotism. Even after the recent thorough studies on this
subject (e.g., Mourelatos 2013), I remain skeptical as to whether someone who called
the moon vuktieaég (or vokTi dog) and who reportedly called it fiery (rvpivn) could
have developed the theory that the moon reflects the light of the sun. But a discussion
of this issue would be far beyond the scope of this paper.

87 Even Graham 2013 does not use Stobaeus’ version as an argument for his
interpretation of Anaxagoras.
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possess direct information on Anaxagoras’ explanation of the moon’s
phases. Nevertheless, given our knowledge of his other astronomical
ideas and taking into account the ambiguity of expressions like “the moon
receives its light from the sun” and its equivalents (in texts F—J and even
in L and M), we can make a reasonable guess. As far as I can see, two
options deserve serious consideration.

O’Brien and Panchenko questioned whether a pure theory of derived
light, kindled by the sun (not reflected), ever existed.®® In this, they
overlooked text O, according to which unnamed “youngers” defended
a full-fledged theory of a fiery moon and its phases. If my analysis in this
paper is correct, Anaxagoras may have been one of this theory’s advocates.
His conception of the earth as flat and his explanation of the Milky Way
implied that the heavenly bodies must be relatively near and smaller than
the earth. This means that, when the moon and the sun are in conjunction
during new moon, the two luminaries must be very close to each other,
as is shown in Fig. 4. At this point, the heat of the sun on the back of the
moon — the side that is turned away from the earth — would necessarily be
very intense, enabling it to ignite the moon.®® However, during new moon,
we do not see this light of the heated moon because the side that is kindled
is the one that is turned away from us.

sun
1

[ ]
flat earth

Fig. 4. During new moon, the sun is very close to the moon
(approximately to scale)

88 Cf. O’Brien 1968, 123; Panchenko 2002, 328.

89 Cf. Panchenko 2002, 333: “At the time of conjunction (...), the side of the
moon turned to the sun is turned from us, while the side which is not affected by
heating is turned towards us”.
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Subsequently, this light, which is actually the glowing stony surface of
the moon, expands. We see the first glimpse of fire creeping over the rim of
the moon when we observe the small sickle a few days after new moon. As
the moon goes through the phases of waxing crescent, first quarter, waxing
gibbous, and finally full moon, the glow gradually spreads, covering an
ever-growing part of the moon and finally its whole surface. We may
compare this process with a fireplace that is lit on one side with a small
fire that grows bigger and bigger until the whole fireplace is burning.
However, because the moon is stony, it is not ignited with a raging fire but
with the quiet glow we observe. After full moon, when the sun is farthest
away from the moon, the glow shrinks again, gradually diminishing as
the moon passes through the phases of waning gibbous, last quarter, and
waning crescent, until it is finally extinguished at new moon and then is
kindled again. With this explanation of the phases of the moon there is no
question of reflected light. The light that we see on the moon is not the
reflection of the sun’s light but the glow of the moon’s heated surface. In
this explanation, expressions like “the moon receives its light from the
sun” are understood literally: the moon is kindled by the sun. Although it
must be kindled anew every month, once kindled, it can be said to have its
own light, just like a lamp that is lighted has its own light.

This is the explanation of the moon’s light and phases that is ascribed
to unnamed “youngers” in text O. Although the text does not mention how
the flame is kindled, the most natural reading is that the moon is kindled by
the sun as described above. It might even be argued that this explanation
of the moon’s light and phases was offered as an improvement over those
of Anaximander and Xenophanes, which did not explain why the opening
of the vents in the celestial wheels or the kindling started during new
moon and then followed the rhythm of the lunar month. Usually, text O is
thought to be about “younger Pythagoreans”, but it is hard to see who
these younger Pythagoreans could have been,” who allegedly rebelled
against the Pythagorean theory that the moon, functioning like a mirror
(xatomTpoeldng), has its light by reflection (&vtavyeiq).”! Moreover, text
O is about the phases of the moon whereas the immediately preceding text
is about the Pythagorean (Philolaic) theory of lunar eclipses. If we assume
that, in text O, not Pythagoreans but others are meant, the most likely
candidate would be Anaxagoras (and his followers), in whose system this
explanation of the phases of the moon would fit very well.

% Cf. p. 23-24 with n. 38 above.
91 Cf. Aét. in Stob. Anthol. 1. 26, not in DK, but see Diels 1879, 357; Aét. in
Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 29. 4=DK 58 B 36.
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This explanation also makes sense in relation to Plato’s text in the
Cratylus (text J). Socrates can call this explanation “ancient” because it
presupposes a fiery moon as did almost all other Presocratic thinkers (cf.
the remarks on Aétius’ chapter 2. 25 after text B). The light of the moon
can be called “always new” because the moon’s light is kindled anew
every month. We can easily imagine that what we see during the month as
the dark part of the moon has a faint afterglow, comparable with a peat-
moor fire that spreads underground as the remnant of an earlier ignition.
Usually, we do not see this faint afterglow because it is outshined by the
light part (in this theory: the burning part) of the moon. Only when the
light of the crescent moon is very small can we observe it as what we now
call earthshine. Because it is the faint afterglow of the extinguished fire,
this light can also be called “old”. Socrates uses the words “the followers
of Anaxagoras” (ol "Ava&aydperor), which can be compared with “the
youngers” in text O.

An explanation similar to the one suggested above has been proposed
by Sider in his interpretation of Anaxagoras’ fragment B18 (text I).
I quote: “The sun actually gives up some of its Aapunpov (in the form of
bright aither), which becomes part of the moon during and, to a lesser
extent, after the time of direct illumination”. And somewhat further:
“Only if some light was physically absorbed could the moon glow from
the light of the sun when the sun no longer shines directly on it”. And
again: “(...) the sun had physical substance which would penetrate into
the moon’s surface”.?? In Sider’s interpretation, too, the moon’s light is
not reflected light from the sun, but in a way kindled by the sun, although
according to him in the form of bright aether, while in the interpretation
suggested above it is the sun’s fire that starts the moon’s glow.

The other possibility that deserves to be mentioned is an extrapolation
of the conception of invisible heavenly bodies, which I argued in my
previous paper must have been Anaxagoras’ one and only explanation for
lunar eclipses. Earlier thinkers like Anaximander and Xenophanes made
no distinction in the way they explained eclipses and phases of the moon.
Anaximander said they were both due to the closing of the apertures of the
moon wheel. Xenophanes considered them to be quenchings. Anaxagoras
may well have found it satisfying to propose a uniform explanation for
eclipses, occultations, settings, and phases, explaining them with reference
to a body that obstructs our vision of another celestial body: the moon
(in solar eclipses and star occultations), the earth (in the settings of sun,
moon, and stars), or an invisible body (in the case of lunar eclipses and

92 Sider 2005, 158-159 (= Sider 1981, 122-123).
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phases). In this scenario, too, the moon must be a fiery stone ignited by the
sun’s heat. The phenomenon of “earthshine” during the crescent waxing
or waning moon could be explained, in analogy with the explanation of
the “blood moon” during lunar eclipses, by the temporary transparency of
the air-like invisible heavenly body, perhaps because of its proximity to
the sun. This second suggestion of an explanation of the moon’s phases,
however, would not explain why the cycle starts during new moon and
follows the rhythm of the lunar month.

Conclusion

According to Graham, “Anaxagoras profoundly changed the understanding
of the heavens irreversibly and forever”.?? In my opinion, on the contrary,
Anaxagoras inventively defended ideas that were already outdated
when he wrote them down — about the shapes of the earth and of the
other heavenly bodies, the Milky Way, lunar eclipses, and the light of the
moon — in opposition to what we would now consider more progressive
ideas. Taken together, however, his ideas formed a coherent whole. Ana-
xagoras’ main achievement in astronomy was his acknowledgement that
the heavenly bodies are fiery stones, and for this idea he had to go into
exile. But as regards his general understanding of the heavenly phenomena,
perhaps, after all, he is best described as a tragic figure.

Dirk L. Couprie
University of West Bohemia

dirkcouprie@dirkcouprie.nl
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This paper is a sequel of “Anaxagoras on the Milky Way and Lunar Eclipses”
(Couprie 2017). Doxographic reports state that, according to Anaxagoras, the moon
receives its light from the sun. Most authors understand it as meaning “the moon
reflects the light of the sun”. This conflicts, however, with several testimonies that
say clearly that the moon is a fiery stone, using essentially the same words as they
do for the sun. O’Brien (1968) has already pointed out that the expression “the
moon receives its light from the sun” is ambiguous. I argue that, within the general
context of Anaxagoras’ astronomy, it is more probable that “the moon receives its
light from the sun” means that the moon’s light is ignited by the sun. Unfortunately,
we do not possess information on Anaxagoras’ explanation of the moon’s phases.
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I suggest two options. In one, the moon is ignited by the sun when, during new
moon, the two luminaries are close together. After that, the fire spreads and
extinguishes during the monthly cycle of phases. In the other, the moon’s phases
are due to an invisible body, just like during a lunar eclipse.

My conclusion from both papers is that Anaxagoras was not the great discoverer
of the real cause of lunar eclipses and the moon light as he is depicted in recent
publications. Anaxagoras inventively defended a coherent set of ideas that were
already outdated: the flat earth, the Milky Way caused by the earth’s shadow, the
moon a fiery stone, and lunar eclipses caused by invisible heavenly bodies. As
regards his general understanding of the heavenly phenomena, he is best described
as a tragic figure.

Hacrostimast crarsst C1y’KUT NPOAOIDKEHUEM ITyOIMKauy “AHakcarop o MiaeqHoM
myTu 1 ayHHBIX 3aTMeHusIX” (Couprie 2017). CoracHo moKcorpaduuecKkuM CBHU-
JIETEICTBAaM, AHAKCAarop yTBEp K/Iall, 4To JyHa IOJy4aeT CBET OT conHIa. boib-
IIMHCTBO YYEHBIX MOHUMAIOT 3TO B TOM CMBbICIIE, YTO JIyHA OTPa)KaeT CONHEYHBIN
CBET. MexIly TeM, 3TO IPOTUBOPEUUT PSAILY IPYTUX CBHICTEIHCTB, B KOTOPBIX OT-
YETJIMBO TOBOPHUTCS, YTO JIyHA — 3TO OTHEHHBIH KaMeHb, IPHUYEM HCIOJIb3YIOTCS
MTOYTH TaKHe XKE CJIOBA, KaK B ONMMMCAHWU CONHIIA. Ha MBYCMBICIIEHHOCTE BBIpake-
HUs “JIyHA MOJy4daeT CBOM cBeT OT couHIa” ykaseiBai emie O’Bpaiien (O’Brien
1968). B pamkax oOmiero KOHTEKCTa aCTPOHOMHUH AHaKcaropa IpeacTaBIsIeTcs,
YTO 3TH CJIOBA C OOJIbIICH BEPOSITHOCTHIO O3HAYAIOT, YTO JIyHa IOJy4aeT CBET, BOC-
TUTaMeHssIch conmHIeM. K coxkaneHuro, y Hac HET CBeICHHUI O TOM, Kak AHaKcarop
OOBSICHSIII CMEHY JIYHHBIX (Da3. ABTOp TpeJularaer JBa BO3MOXKHBIX OOBSICHEHHSI.
CorracHO TepBOMY, JIyHa BOCIIAMEHSCTCS COHIIEM, KOT/Ia B TIEPHO HOBOITYHHS
JIBa CBETUJIAa OKA3bIBAIOTCS OJIM3KO JIpyT K Jpyry. [locie 3Toro orons pacrnpocrpa-
HSIETCSl M 3aTyXaeT B TeUEHHE Mecsla, B COOTBETCTBHU C (pazamu jtyHbl. COrIacHO
BTOpOMY — (pa3bl JIyHbI 00yCIIOBIICHBI HEBHIMMBIM HEOECHBIM TEIIOM, KaK B CIIydae
JIYHHBIX 3aTMEHUH.

U3 obeux crareii ciaemyeT BEIBOA O TOM, UTO, BOIIPEKH HOBEHIIINM ITyOIHKAIH-
siM, AHaKcarop He ObUI aBTOPOM BEJIMKOTO OTKPBITHSI — OOBSICHEHHSI IPUYUH JIYH-
HBIX 3aTMEHUH W MPHUPOABI IyHHOTO cBeTa. HampoTuB, OH ¢ M300peTaTeIbHOCTHIO
OTCTauBaJl CUCTEMY COIVIACYIOLIMXCSI MEXKly COOOM, HO yCTapeBIINX MPEICTaBIIe-
HU: I0cKyro Gopmy 3eMid, TeHb OT 3eMiH Kak o0bsicHeHne Mieunoro IlyTw,
JIYHY B KaueCTBE OTHEHHOTO KaMHs ¥ HEBUMMbIC HeOECHbIC Tejla Kak 00bsCHEHUE
JYHHBIX 3aTMEHUH. EcIM TOBOPHUTH 0 TOHUMAaHUK AHAKCaropoM HeOECHBIX SBJIE-
HUH B [IEJIOM, €My JIyYIlle BCETO MOJXOAUT ONPENeICHUE “Tparmdyeckas ¢purypa’”.



THE LEAD LETTER OF PISTOS FROM PATRAEUS*

In the autumn of 2012, a resident of Garkushi village (Taman penin-
sula, Russia) found by chance a lead letter in the part of ancient Greek
settlement Patracus that was submerged by the waters of Taman Bay
(St. Byz. s.v. ITatpacvg).! The text is written on one of the sides of an
irregularly shaped plate (max. length 14.05 cm, max. width 4.10 cm;
letter height 6-8 mm). The plate is broken off from a longer lead stripe,
probably specially for the given letter. The first letters in the beginnings
of the lines are barely visible. At the end of the first line, the crack that
arose during the unfolding of the plate evidently destroyed the last letter
in this line. A large round lacuna has eliminated two letters at the end of
the fourth line. The rest of the lead letter is fairly well preserved (Fig. 1).

The palacographic features of the Patracus letter enable us to date it
to the last quarter of the 5 century BC.2 The punctuation in the form of
two dots, incised in every line of the letter under consideration, occurs in
the Bosporus in graffiti and lead letters dated from the third quarter of the
6™ to the late 5t centuries BC.?

* We are sincerely grateful to M. Abramzon, D. Keyer, A. Verlinsky and A. Zavoy-
kin for their valuable notes and help in the work on this paper. This publication is
a revised and updated version of an article published in Russian in 2016 (Zavoykina—
Pavlichenko 2016 [H. B. 3aBoiikuna, H. A. IlaBmuuenxo, “ITucbmo na ceunyosoui
naacmune uz Ilampes”, in: A. A. 3aBoiikun, Mamepuansl no apxeonozuu u ucmopuu
@anazopuu], 230-249). On Patraeus vs. Patrasys see Tokhtas’ev 1986 [C. P. Tox-
taceeB, “U3 oHomactuku CeBepHoro [Ipmuepromopss. [: TIATOYZX, TTIATPAEYZ,
MMATPAXYZX”, in: 3. JI. ®ponos, [Ipobiembl anmuyuno2o UCMOYHUKOBEOEeHUs).

I Currently it is kept in the Archaeological Museum affiliated with the Institute of
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage of the Saratov State University.

2 Avram—Chiriac—Matei 2007, 391, 401; Saprykin—Maslennikov 2007 [C. O. Car-
pbikuH, A. A. MacineHHukoB, [ papdumu u oununmu xopwvr anmuuno2o bocnopa],
84—85, no. 369, 132-135, no. 694; Saprykin—Fedoseev 2010 [C. }O. CanpsikuH,
H. ®. ®enocees, “OparmeHT X031icTBEHHOTO uchbMa U3 [lantuxanes”, B/JH|, 50-58.

3 Agafonov 2017 [A. A. AradonoB, Obujecmeennviti KOMIIEKC HA 3ANAOHOM
naamo. Iocneouss uemeepmo VI — emopas wemsepmo V 66. 0o H.3.], 268, no. 132;
Sokol’skiy 1973 [H. U. Cokonbckuii, “Kynbr Adpomuter B Kemax B VI-V BB. 10
H.3.”, BJU], 88-89, fig. 1, 2; Vinogradov 2001 [}O. I'. Bunorpaznos, “Busut 3BOeiina

40
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R PELTANNY MEENITEAA
"AzAFQTE{A(QA/-‘(A/"AilN:ifE FHPp
<A ANAPAROAONKAICIMON N m Ay ia
XPY{Q KAPARANEIAHN-TPE(TETA P~
CATAEMANARTAIT PITHNAP Y

Fig. 1. The lead letter of Pistos (the photo and the drawing)

1 ’Qp[lotdvupe : EMoTEAAE Tot : TTioTo[G]
[t]oig &moTEcacOaL : TATACLY : GTATHP XPVGO
Kol GvdpAmodoy : kol IOV : NUICTATNPOV
xPVG0 KépocAeidny : TpEg TeTdpTog dplylvpd
5 Kol ANHOVOKTO @ TPLTNV @ &PYVPO.

The pronoun tou instead of cot, such forms as €mGTEAAE, Amo-
teécacBo and Tpéc, where et is represented as €, and the presence of
0 (ypvoo, apyvpd) indicate the Tonian dialect.

Lines 1-2. In the middle of the first line, EITIETEAAETOI is
distinctly read. The verb émictéAAw and its derivatives were often used
in the beginning of the letters.# Although the through hole in the plate
has annihilated the left part of the first letter in this line, its right part is
preserved fairly well, enabling us to reconstruct an omega here. Thus, the
letter evidently began with a form of address to a certain Aristonymos —

B @anaroputo”, BJH], 103-104 (SEG LI, p. 288, no. 991); Tolstikov—Zhuravlev—
Lomtadze 2004 [B. II. Tonctuxos, JI. B. XKypasnes, I. A. Jlomtanze, “HoBbie mate-
pHuansl K XpoHoynoruu panHero Ilantukarnes”, /[pesnocmu Bocnopa), 348 ff., 365,
fig. 11. 7; Dana 2007, 87, no. 12; Pavlichenko—Kashaev 2012, 228, fig. 1, 2.

4 Syll 3 1259; Jordan 2000, 95; Pavlichenko—Kashaev 2012, 230.
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Qp[totdvope, with a crasis of the interjection and initial [a].> The
personal name ’Apiot@vupog has not been previously attested in the
Bosporus. In the Black Sea littoral, it has been encountered only once,
in the epitaph to Mastor from Berezan (ca. 550 BC).¢ Thus the addressee
was called Aristonymos, while the name of the author of the letter was
the subject of émiotéAAE and, consequently, put in nom. sing., must
have been positioned after the verb. After tot and the sign of punctua-
tion in the form of two dots, we can restore the personal name ITictog.”

Part of the first letter in the beginning of the second line is destroyed
by the break in the tablet, but in the upper area of the line, the right
edge of a horizontal hasta is distinctly discernible. Further, the letters
AY are scratched on the tablet, followed by a punctuation mark and
amotécacBal. The reconstruction of gamma or pi does not yield satis-
factory sense and therefore the second line probably began with a new
word — a feminine article in acc. plur. [T]6c.

Line 2. Thus, in the first line we read: *Qp[t]JoT®VUNE : EMOTEAAE
tol : ITioto[g]l. After émotéliw, in the beginning of some letters,
a construction in acc. cum. inf. occurs where the logical subject implies
the addressee of the letter. In line 2 of the letter to Aristonymos, we see,
firstly, TAZ, then the infinitive &notécacBat, i.e. a construction in acc.
cum. inf. similar to constructions in the letters of Lesis and Mnesiergos.?
The verb &motive in the active voice means ‘pay’ (debt, tax, fine) or
‘indemnify’ (damages, expenses).” In the medial voice, this verb means
‘get money, payment, demand an exaction, exact a penalty’ (LSJ s.v.).
No cases of the use of medial forms have been found in the epigraphic
evidence so far. As for literary sources, according to LSJ, there is only
a single example of the use of &motivopor with words designating
monetary units — this is in a fragment from the comedy Kodiaxeg by

5 Cf. a crasis in the vocative ’Qpiotoxp<a>teg in the letter to Kledikos from
Hermonassa: Pavlichenko—Kashaev 2012, 231, no. 26.

¢ Dubois 2006, 85, no. 43; SEG 32, no. 723; Jajlenko 1982 [B. II. fiinenxo,
I'peueckas xononusayus. VII-III 6s. 00 H. 5.],259-267; LGPN 1V, s.v. ’ AptoT®VOHOG.

7 Pantikapaion, 15t century AD (CIRB 356); Euboea, 431 centuries BC; Samos,
7th—6t centuries BC (LGPN 1, s.v.), Athens, 4t century BC (LGPN 11, s.v.).

8 Cf.: Jordan 1996, 95, 98; Syll.3 1259.

9 See e.g.: Dem. 18. 105. 10; 24. 127. 7 etc.; Arist. Ath. Pol. 54. 2, as well as this
verb in the texts of decrees and enactments of the 6"-5t centuries BC: IG I3 78 a.
58 (Eleusis, ca 422 BC); Hallof 1993, 61, no. 19 (Attica), 127, no. 44 (Eleia), 138,
no. 45 (Delphoi), 241, no. 65 (Amorgos), 325, no. 85 (Megara Hyblaea), 342, no. 94
(Crete). The same verb is used also in the formula ndoyelv f| dmotivery, i.e. ‘endure
a physical punishment or pay a fine’ (cf. e.g. Plat. Leg. 843 b).
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Eupolis, surviving in Eustathius’ Commentary on the Odyssey: kot
avtiBoiiay déxa tdAovt dmetichuny (Eust. 1406. 27). In their edition,
R. Kassel and C. Austin cite A. Nauck and C. G. Cobet, who emended
the verb into dmetelcopev or ANETICOEY, i.e. into an active instead of
the medial form, but apparently Kassel and Austin do not consider the
form d&mneticdunv to be impossible.!? I. Storey also adopts the reading
amnetioapunv.'! In other cases, medial forms have the meaning of ‘take
vengeance’ or ‘punish the guilty’.!2 Thus, in Euripides’ Heraclidae (852),
Iolaos asks Zeus and Hebe for the possibility to punish his enemies —
kamotelcachon diknv €x0povc. This instance is especially interesting for
us, since here the medial form of &motivopon is used with two accusatives
that denote the persons affected and the penalty that is exacted from them.
A similar construction with two accusatives occurs also with the verbs
meaning ‘exact, receive payment’ from someone.!? Obviously, the same
construction and the same meaning should be supposed for &motécacon
in the letter published here, with the accusatives of persons who should
pay and the accusatives of sums of money that should be exacted, arranged
in decreasing order, in one case with the addition of an &vdpamodov.!'4
Probably, an addressee of the letter must exact some debts, fines or fees
from a number of persons. Hence, taking into account that the noun
implied at TAZ must be of feminine gender and used in plural, it remains
to suppose that the article is employed elliptically,!® instead of e.g., Tog
Cnuiog, émPBoidg!® or, more probably, Tipudg.!” Anyway, given the lack
of close analogies, the meaning of téig remains unclear.

10 PCG V. 388, no. 168 (317).

11 Storey 2003, 195, 196.

12- Arph. Thesm. 686; PCG IV. 125, no. 6 (Cratinus); Eur. Her. 882; Xen. Anab.
3.2.5; Cyr.5.4.35; Dem. 19. 225. 26.

13 See e.g.: Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 60; Dem. 59. 19; 20. 32.

14 1t is possible to add to the lists of private persons contributing certain sums
of money (Saprykin—Maslennikov 2007, 135) a Nymphaion fresco from the second
quarter to the middle of the 3t century BC (Vinogradov 1990, 555, no. 590).

15 Cf. &¢ ol mopedddn 10 modlov KeEKOOUNUEVOV TNy €mi Bovate (Hdt. 1.
109. 1, see also 3. 119. 2; 5. 72. 4); and further Gildersleeve 1901, 12—13, § 34, cf.
Kithner—Gerth 558 § 596. 4.

16 Hdt. 2. 65; Plut. Lys. 27; Athenian inscription of the Poletai: Langdon 1991,
115, no. P 26, face B fr. b, col. IV 506 (342/1-339/8 BC); IG I3 82. 27 (Attica,
421/420 BC); Lys. 30. 3. 5.

17 &1L 8¢ TV AvOpaTOdMV TLTPUCKOUEVOV TOPA T€ ONPLTTLId0V Kol ANHO-
eAVTOG TOG TIHOG EAGUBavey (Dem. 27. 13); .10 & £pYaOTAPLOV KEKUPTOUEVOV
aDTOV Kol TNV TPOG0B0V 0VK ATOPALVOVTO, TOV & GAA®Y T HEV TETPOKOTO KOl
TOG TYLOG OVK ATOdedWKOTAL... (ihid. 47).
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Lines 2-5. Three of Pistos’ debtors — Anpavoé, ‘Hpokdeidog, oG —
bear names that were commonly used in many Greek poleis throughout
different historical periods.'® After &notécacBor, one and the same
scheme is repeated four times. And since Zipov kdpakieidny (a crasis of
the conjunction kot and ‘HpoxAeidnv) and Anpdvokto undoubtedly are
forms of the accusative of personal names, then ZAITAXIN, also carved
after anoteécacOot, must be a name in accusative. It is probable that
Tanaowy (Zoroaolg, Toraotoc?) is a derivative of the ethnonym Zdmor.!?

Line 3: &vdpamodov. In the Classical and Hellenistic periods, &vd-
pamodov was one of the commonly used terms for slaves.?0 Strabo is the
only literary source concerned with the northern Black Sea littoral who
mentions &vdpdmnodov (11. 2. 3). In epigraphic material of the northern
Black Sea region, dvépdmodov did not occur before.?! In the absence of
a context that might elucidate the exact meaning of &vdpdmodov in the
letter, we translate it neutrally as a ‘slave’. The use of &vdpdamodov in
the Patraeus letter is probably one of the earliest examples of this term in
the inscriptions.

So, Sapasis was to give to Pistos a slave bought, probably, at a slave
market in one of the Black Sea cities. The existence of such markets in
the Bosporus is attested by Strabo (11. 2. 3), albeit for a later time, who
mentions the delivery by nomads of &vdpdamodo along with other “goods”

18 CIRB 1137 Al, 27, the feminine variant of the name Anudvag — Anpodvocoo —
is registered in Myrmekion in the 5% century BC and in Olbia in the 6™ to 5 centuries
BC (SEG XLVIII, 1007; Dubois 1996, 144, no. 92); cf. the feminine variant of the
name Xipog in Phanagoria found on a graffito on the bottom of a black gloss kylix
from 500480 BC (Vinogradov 2001, 103-104; Zavoykina 2013 [H. B. 3aBoiikuHa,
“danaropuiickoe obmectBo”, in: B. JI. Kysueuo, Mamepuanvr no apxeonoeuu
u ucmopuu @anazcopuu], 280, no. 120, fig. 9).

19 The tribe of Sapai (Sapaioi) is mentioned by Steph. Byz. s.v. Tdmot; Hdt.
7. 110; Strabo. 7. fr. 17. 27 Radt; 10. 2. 17; 12. 3. 20. In lapidary inscriptions, this
ethnonym occurs, for example in the Delphian list of theorodokoi of 230-220 BC
(Plassart 1921, 18, col. III. 83) and in a dedication to Apollo from Dodoparon of the
2nd to 31 century AD, where Zamoikny £épipwlrov is mentioned (/GBR 111, no. 1794,
SEG 37, 608, cf. Dimitrov 2009, 69 with a date from the 2 to 15t century BC). See
also Kazarow 1935, 647-649.

20 Poll. 3. 74-78; Gschnitzer 1964, 12—-15; Mactoux 1980, 54-62; Garlan 1988,
20-21; Vlassopoulos 2011, 120. The historical commentary on the term &vdp&modov
see also in: Zavoykina—Pavlichenko 2016, 235-243.

2l In the inscriptions on ceramics and lead from the late archaic and classical
periods from this region, the terms usually used to designate slaves were dodrog,
olkétng, molg: SEG XLII, 710; Dubois 1996, no. 24; Saprykin—Fedoseev 2010, 50—
51, line 7; Dana 2007, 75-76; Vinogradov 1998, 154-157, no. 1, 161 ff.; Zavoykina
2013, 282, no.127, fig. 10.
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to Tanais. The slaves delivered to the towns of the northern Black Sea
littoral were primarily local barbarians, but also the inhabitants of the inner
regions of Asia Minor and Thrace.?? The gender, age and professional
characteristics of the unnamed &vdpamnodov could have been stipulated by
Pistos and Sapasis beforehand. Notably, the largest sum of debt, including
also an &vdpdmodov slave, was to be received from Sapasis — the sole
bearer of a non-Greek (Thracian?) name among Pistos’ debtors.

Lines 2-3: otothp xpvoo, Nuiotathp xpvoo. There is no doubt that
the letter deals with units of money rather than measures of weight. This
is suggested by a specially stipulated formula prescribing the payment of
sums of a gold stater and a hemistater (this is specified probably to keep
Aristonymos, the counteragent of Pistos, from confusing gold staters for
silver ones). The letter does not inform us what minting the gold coins
must have been. Evidently, this was already known both to the author of
the letter and to its addressee.

It is of note that where, in the opinion of the author of an inscription,
the term ‘stater’ did not need any more precise definition because what
was meant was monetary units constantly used in the given polis, the
word otatnp could be used in the text without any additions.?> This
is the case, e.g., in Plutus by Aristophanes (408 BC), which speaks of
servants playing ‘odd and even’ otatiipct xpvcoig (v. 816) or in decrees
from the 5% and 4% centuries BC from lasos (/lasos.l1) and Erythrai
(IEry. 1,2, 17) in Asia Minoror in the graffito *Imikpd&ng : dvoup(e)itot:
otathpog : mevinkovto on a fragment of the lonian black-gloss cylix
from Pantikapaion (the last third of the 6% century BC).24

Since the context of the letter itself does not unambiguously imply
the place of minting of the gold staters, we are justified only in proposing
more or less well-grounded suppositions about this issue based on the
peculiarities of monetary circulation in the Bosporus during the period

22 Finley 1983, 168—175, Gavriljuk 2003, 77-80; Avram 2007, 239-241.

23 In those cases where the payment is carried out in several monetary units,
the denomination is usually defined more precisely: e.g., at the transfer of payments to
the Spartan military fund, otatépog Alyivaiog and dapikdg are mentioned (Meiggs—
Lewis 1969, 182 no. 67. 10, 16, ca 427 BC), while in the list of temple contributions
from cities and private persons in Delphoi &ttiiog dpoypog and otatipo xpvoiov
"ABvdnvov are specified (Syll.> 239 C, coll. III. 20. 21, 364/63 BC). In the reports
on the construction of the Parthenon, xpvcd ctotépeg [Aopyclokevol and xpvcod
otatépeg K[vlikevlot are stated (Meiggs—Lewis 1969, 162, no. 59. 13, ca. 434—
433 BC, see also: IG IP 436. 30, 439. 67, 440. 87, 447/46 — 433/32 BC).

2 Agafonov 2017 [A. A. Aragonos, “Tlantmkaneii. ToproBeie cBsf3u”, in:
B. 1. Ky3ueuos, B. 1. TonctukoB, [lanmuxaneii u @anacopusa. /[lee cmonuysr boc-
nopcoeo yapcmeal, 306, no. 185.
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under consideration.?> The moneys circulated on the internal market of
Bosporus were for the most part silver coins minted during that period in
Pantikapaion and coins with the legend ATTOA.?® From the last third or
quarter of the 5% century BC, they were supplemented by the coinage of
Nymphaion and Theodosia and by coins with the inscription ZINAON.?’
Staters from Kyzikos were used to conduct large trading operations (in-
cluding import and export).28 Precisely these staters took the role of an
interlocal monetary unit that from the mid-sixth century BC until the
330s BC dominated the international trade space in the middle part of the
Aegean basin, the western coast of Asia Minor, Thrace and cities on the
coasts of the Sea of Marmara and the Black Sea, including the Bosporus.?®

If for the earlier period (from the second half of the 6™ to the first
decades of the 5% century BC) there are certain grounds to note the
circulation of the coins of some lonian centres along with kyzikenoi in
the Bosporus,?® no information of this kind is available for later periods.3!
In our opinion, this decreases the probability that our letter implies gold
staters of any centres other than Kyzikos.

25 Tt is clear that our lead letter is not referring to Pantikapaion gold staters, be-
cause they were not minted before the beginning of the second quarter of the 4t cen-
tury BC (Zograf 1951 [A. H. 3orpad, Anmuunvie monemsi], 164—168; Abramzon—
Frolova 2007-2008 [M. I. A6pam3oH, H. A. ®ponosa, Kopnyc 6ocnopckux knados
anmuunwix monem], 22; Frolova 2010 [H. A. ®ponoBa, Aumuunsie 3010mble MOHeMbL
6 coopanuu 'ocyoapcmeennozo Hcemopuueckoco Myses. Om anmuynocmu 00 Bu-
3anmuu], 232-233).

26 Zavoykin 2013, 352-357.

27 Kuznetsov 2016 [B. /1. Ky3nueros, “®Panaropust 1 CHHINKA: HEKOTOPbIE 3aMeT-
ku”, in: A. A. 3aBoiikuH, Mamepuanwt no apxeonocuu u ucmopuu @anazopuu], 256 f.

28 Zograf 1951, 41; Abramzon—Frolova 2007-2008, 22, 27-29.

29 Shelov 1956 [[. B. Llenos, Monemnoe deno bocnopa ¢ VI-II 6. do H. 3.],
52; Abramzon—Frolova 2007-2008, 22. On the list of Bosporan hoards of the mid-6t
century to the 340s—330s BC containing kyzikenoi and their fractions, see: Abramzon—
Frolova 2007-2008, 23-27.

30 For instance, during excavations at Phanagoria in 2005, a silver hemiobol of
an “unknown lonian centre” was found with a lion’s muzzle baring its teeth, left, and
quadratum incusum, dated to ca. 480—470 BC (Abramzon 2013 [M. I. AGpam3oH,
“AHTHYHBIC WHO3EMHBbIE MOHETHI M3 packorok ®anaropuun”, in: B. JI. Ky3Heros,
Mamepuanet no apxeonocuu u ucmopuu @anacopuu], 66, Fig. 4. 105).

31 Notably, even for the period of active trade contacts between the Bosporus
and Athens, the silver coin of the latter is very rarely encountered in the finds
from Bosporan sites and, moreover, these include only coins of the 5t century BC
(see: Abramzon—Frolova—Gorlov 1999 [M. I. A6pam3on, H. A. ®ponosa, 10. B.
Topnos, “Tamanckuii knan cepeOpstubix MoHer VI-IV BB. 10 H. 3.”, B/H], 4546,
Table IV. 53; Strokin 2007 [B. JI. CtpokuHn, “AIlOJI[nonus bocriopckast| wiu [xpam]
ATlOJI[nowna)?”, pesnocmu bocnopal, 358, n. 6).
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Among the monetary finds from the second half of the 6 to the
5t century BC, along with the staters of Kyzikos are found (more rarely)
their fractions. Thus, at the Patracus town site, hektai and hemihektai
were found.3? Fractions of staters are repeatedly mentioned in the busi-
ness records of residents of cities in the northern Black Sea littoral of
that and earlier periods.?? The information presented above suggests with
fair confidence that the Patracus letter refers to stater and hemistater
of Kyzikos. Thus, Sapasis was to pay to Pistos, in addition to the slave
(&vdpamodov), one gold stater of Kyzikos, and to Simos half a kyzikenos.

Lines 4-5: tpéc tetdiprog dp[ylupd, Tpitnv &pyvpd. Since according
to its content, Pistos’ letter falls within the category of private business
correspondence in which the realities of the second half of the 5" century
BC are reflected, evidently it must contain everyday business vocabulary
that Bosporan merchants and traders used in their informal language.
Following the logic of the text, after the aforementioned gold staters, the
word &pyvpd must imply silver coins. As in the case of the gold staters
(hemistaters), the content of the letter proper does not make it possible to
define with certainty exactly which monetary system this silver belonged
to. Although the palaecography of the letter published here seems to indicate
its Bosporan origin, we are not able to affirm this with complete confidence.
Nevertheless, independently of the place where this record was written, it is
evident that it is concerned with commercial activities in some territory of
the Bosporus (because, after all, the letter was found in a layer of a Taman
site). As mentioned before, the money circulating in the Bosporus was the
locally minted silver. Hence, the probability that denominations of non-
Bosporan coins are specified in this note is rather small.3* Firstly, we will

32 Zakharov 2009 [E. B. 3axapoB, “Monetsl VI-V BB. 110 H. 3., HaliJIcHHbIC Ha
nocenennu ['apkyma I (Ilarpeit)”, Apesnocmu bocnopal, 207; 215-216; Abramzon—
Frolova 20072008, 61-62 (hoard of 1998).

3 Cf., for example, €ktny and ik tny in the graffito from Berezan, representing
arecord of a trader of the 6t century BC (Karyshkovskij 1988 [I1. O. KapbIikoBckuii,
Monemwt Onveuu], 10; Vinogradov 1990, 556, no. 593; Vinogradov 1999, 139, 140);
€nta kol elkootv ototfipeg from the Olbian letter of Apatourios to Leanax of the late
6t century BC (Karyshkovskij 1988, 10; Dana 2004, 6, 12); €xtog from the Olbian
letter of the 15t half of the 5™ century BC (Mitina 2017 [B. B. Murtuna, “Tlucsmo,
HaiienHoe B OnbBum B 2010 romy”], 259-260). According to a new interpretation
proposed by S. Saprykin and A. Maslennikov, a graffito of the 5 to early 4" century BC
from Zeno’s Chersonesos also mentions such denominations of kyzikenos as hektai and
hemihektai (lines 7-8) (SEG XL, 643; Saprykin—Maslennikov 2007, 137—139, no. 694).

34 Of note in this connection is the decree of Kanobos (IOSPE 12, 24) regulating
the conditions of trade in the territory of the Olbian polis in the third quarter of the
4t century BC. According to this decree, all traders were obliged to use only the local
coin (Karyshkovskij 1988, 10-15).
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try to establish exactly what denominations of Bosporan silver coins are
implied by the expressions Tpeg TeTtdpTag &p[ylupd and Tpitny &PYVPO.
Although drachm was the basic monetary unit, in the identified coin series
of Pantikapaion of the 5" century BC, smaller denominations definitely
prevail quantitatively (diobol, hemiobol, tetartemorion).? Since we suppose
that, in Pistos’ letter, fractions of the Pantikapaion drachm (equal to six
obols) are implied,3¢ correspondingly the three quarters of a Pantikapaion
drachm must have equalled 4.5 obols (= 3 trihemiobols or 2 diobols and
a hemiobol), while a third of a drachm equalled 2 obols (= 1 diobol). Thus,
Herakleides was to pay to Pistos 4.5 obols and to Demonax 2 obols in
silver (it does not matter in what denominations).

So the following translation of the text of the letter under study can be
proposed:

O, Aristonymos! Pistos sends to you (this letter) so that you exact the
following (fines / debts?): from Sapasis a stater of gold and a slave, from
Simos a hemistater of gold, from Herakleides three quarters of silver,
from Demonax a third of silver.

Unfortunately, Pistos did not explain why Sapasis, Simos, Herakleides
and Demonax were indebted to him. We are probably dealing with a list of
debtors with enumeration of the sums to be exacted. In any case, the letter
published here belongs to the category of business correspondence and
thus enriches our knowledge of commodity-money relations in the private
sphere in the Bosporus of the second half of the 5% century BC.

Natalia Zavoykina
Institute of Archaeology, RAS

zavoykina@mail.ru

Natalia Pavlichenko
The Archive of the RAS, St. Petersburg Branch

nat.pavlichenko@gmail.com

35 Shelov 1956, 63-65.

36 Few silver coins were minted by Nymphaion in the last quarter of the 5t century
BC compared with the volume of emissions of Pantikapaion, so that they could not meet
the trade-economic needs of cities in the region of the Cimmerian Bosporus (Shelov
1956, 52, 62—-63). Phanagoria and Theodosia also started to strike their coins no earlier
than the last quarter of the 5% century BC (ibid., 52). Hence, only coins with the legend
ATIOA can be considered an alternative. These were minted from the middle to the end
of the 5% century BC (cf. Zavoykin 2013 [A. A. 3aBoiikuH, O6pasosanue Bocnopckozo
eocydapcmea. Apxeonocus u xpononoaus deparcasvl Cnapmoxuoos], 353 ff.).
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In 2012 in the part of ancient Greek settlement Patracus submerged by the waters
of the Taman Bay (the modern village Garkusha of the Krasnodar Kray, Russia)
alead letter was found. The letter belongs to the category of business correspondence
and contains a list of debtors with enumeration, in decreasing order, of the sums to
be exacted. The gold staters mentioned in the letter are most likely kyzikenoi. In
addition, the letter contains an accusative of a personal name that has not been
encountered before: Taraowy (Zonaoig, Zanoctog?).

B 2012 r. B 3aroruienHo#i Bojamu TaMaHCKOTO 3ayiMBa 4acTH ropoaumia Ilarpeit
(coBp. mocenok l'apkyma, Kpacnomapckuii kpaii, P®) Obuto HaiijeHO nMucpbMo
Ha CBUHLIOBOM miiactuHe. IIMCbMO OTHOCUTCS K KaTErOpUU JEJIOBOM MEPENNUCKU
U COZIEP)KUT CHHCOK UMEH JOJDKHUKOB M IIEpEUYHCIICHUE, B MOPsAKE yObIBAaHMS,
JIEHE)KHBIX CYMM, KOTOPBIE JOJDKHBI OBITH B3BICKAHBI. YIIOMHHAeMBbIE B IHCHME
30JI0TBIE CTaTephl, BEpOSITHEE BCETo, SBIAIOTCA Ku3uknHamu. Kpome Toro,
B MMACHME UMEETCS aKKy3aTHB 10 CHX MOp HE BCTPEYABIICTOCS JIMYHOTO MMCHU —
Yonacly (Zonoots, Zomoclog?).



SOUND MIMICRY:
AN OLD TRAIT OF THE NEW MUSIC?*

Introduction

Onomatopoeic imitation of non-musical sounds, such as the noises of
a storm, animal voices, squeaks of wheels and so on, has often been
identified! as a characteristic of the so-called New Music (an avant-
garde trend in Greek art in the second half of the fifth and the early fourth
century BC severely attacked by critics?).

Meanwhile there is evidence that sound mimicry existed in archaic
Greek music from at least the start of the sixth century BC.

At the Pythian Games auletes competed in performances of the
Pythian nome from 584 BC and citharists from 558 BC (Paus. 10. 7.
4, 7; Strab. 9. 3. 10, p. 421). Descriptions of this piece note the marked
mimetic elements in its structure: when depicting the struggle of Apollo
with Python instrumentalists would imitate the signals of a salpinx (to
coAmoTikO kpobpata)? and the teeth-gnashing (680vTiopog)? or hissing
(oOpryyeg, DmoovPLYHOG, oVpLYHa)’ of the expiring serpent.

* This work was supported by the Russian Science Foundation (project no. 18-
18-00060).

I Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 68; Schonewolf 1938, 13; 59; Richter 1968, 7-8;
Defradas 1969, 27; 31; Restani 1983, 188; 189; Zimmermann 1984, 78; 79; 157,
Zimmermann 1988, 44; Zimmermann 1989, 28; Kugelmeier 1996, 257; 261; Hordern
2002, 38-39.

2 Among the most informative overviews of the New Music are: Schonewolf
1938, 17-36; West 1992, 356-372; Csapo 2004; see also Barker 1984, 93-98.

3 Poll. 4. 84.

4 Poll. ibid.: 1OV 680VTIGLOV MG TOV FpAKOVTOG €V TA TETOEEVCHUL GVUTPLOVTOG
T0VGg 660VTOG.

5 Strab. 9. 3. 10, p. 422: cVpryyog 8¢ TNV EKAELYLY TOD ONPLOV, LIHLOVHEVOV
MG GV KOTOOTPEPOVTOG E0YATOVG TIVaG cVplypobg. Dem. Lac. De carminibus,
PHerc. 1014, col. XLVIII, 1. 12—15: [Vlmocv[pltypdv, €xov To[d dplakovtog €V TdL
Klataotpépetv] 108’ Eo[yoto cvpiypotia. Sch. Pind. Pyth. hypothes. a, vol. Il p. 2 1.
15 Dr.: cOprypo 8¢ 310 TOV T0V SQEWS CVPLYLOV.
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The invention of the Many-headed nome is attributed to the legendary
aulete Olympus or his pupil Crates (Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1133 D-E). Its
performance in the early fifth century (most probably at the Pythian
Games of 490 BC, see Sch. Pind. Pyth. 12,11 p. 263, 23-25 Dr.) is testified
by Pindar. It is evident from the twelfth Pythian ode that a characteristic
feature of this auletic nome, possibly even the reason for its name, was
the mimicking of the woeful and threatening cries of the gorgons and the
hissing of snakes on their heads after Medusa’s death.®

Ancient critics of the New Music are quite benevolent to Olympus:
in their eyes, the decline of music resulted from the departure from his
standards. Aristoxenus’ report of how this legendary musician invented
the enharmonic yévog comes to the following conclusion (Ps.-Plut. De
mus. 1135 B—C = Aistoxen. fr. 83 Wehrli):

eoivetor 8 "OAVUTOG QDENCOG HOVGIKNY TR &YEVNTOV TU Kol
QY VOOOHEVOV DTTO TOV EUTPOCOEV elCAYAYETY, KOl ApYMNYOG YEVESOHIL
g ‘EAANVIKAG Kol KaAfG LOVOTKTG.

It is apparent that Olympus extended the resources of music by
introducing something which previously did not exist and was unknown
to his predecessors, and that he was the founder of the noble style of
music that is specifically Greek.”

In Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1137 A-B Olympus, Terpander and their fol-
lowers who have consciously chosen severe simplicity (otevoywpio
Kol OAryoyxopdio) are contrasted with the vulgar innovators with their
moAvyopdia Te kol TolkiAla, traits typical of the New Music.

Even Plato refers positively to the music of Olympus (which he
identifies with that of Marsyas, his teacher). As a matter of fact, the
reference is by Alcibiades, but it forms part of the famous eulogy to
Socrates in which the author most probably shares his character’s point of
view. It takes the form of a complimentary comparison: Socrates’ words

6 téxve, Tav Tote / TIoAAOG E@edpe Bpaceldy <TCopyovmv> / oDAov Bpfivov
dramié€aio’ "ABGvar / TOV TopBEVIOLG VIO T ATAGTOLG OPLOV KEQOAXIS / Qe
AeBopevov duomevhEL oLV kot (lines 6-10); aDADV TeVYE TALPMVOV PELOG, /
Sppa. TOV EVpLadag €k KOPTOALUOY YEVO®V / XPLPBEVTH GVV EVIECT IUNOOLT
gpikAdyktay yoov. / eDpev Bedg GAAL viv gbpols’ avdpdot Bvotolg €xelv, /
OVOPOoEV KEQOAGY TOAAGY VOpOV... (lines 19-23).

7 Translation: Barker 1984, 217-218. The same point is repeated below (De mus.
1141 B): tov "OAvprnov éxelvov, @ 30 v apyxnv thg EAANViIKAg Te kol vopikig
pobong &modddaot.
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and the music of Marsyas, as mastered by Olympus, both inspire divine
possession in the listeners (Plat. Symp. 215 c; cf. Ps.-Plat. Minos 318 b).

Thus sound mimicry featured in time-honoured traditional music
dedicated to the gods, such as the nomes of Olympus. Is it possible,
then, that the same convention was both accepted as part of a revered
tradition and yet also dismissed as a trait of the avant-garde trend of
450-400 BC?

Remarkably, the same modern scholars who consider sound mimicry
a particular feature of the New Music are usually aware that it had
previously been utilized by Sacades at the first Pythian auletic contest,
but their comments are far from exhaustive. The change that would
have annoyed ancient conservative critics has been identified as its more
widespread occurrence;® its accentuation and osmosis into other music
genres;’ its less “trivial” forms;!? or the transfer of a traditional device of
instrumental music into monodic and choral lyrics.!!

In order to clarify this point, this paper aims to review all existing
evidence on musical mimicry in the Classical period and consider
possible connections to the New Music. Here it is important to distinguish
between vocal and instrumental sound imitation. It should also be noted
that mimetic terminology, notorious for its ambiguity,'> can be applied
to at least three musical phenomena in our sources. First, theoretical
thought since Damon has ascribed the capacity to imitate a certain ethos
to the melody and rhythm of a musical composition (this was considered
the most complex matter for analysis, since we can perceive music as
having a certain “character”, but it is hard to explain what the “similarity”
consists in and what the “imitation” is based on). Second, one can speak
in mimetic terms of the penetration of “theatrical” dramatization into

8 Schonewolf 1938, 13: “Das [sc. die ‘musikalische’ Mimesis] ist aber das
Grundprinzip der ganzen Kunst des neuen Dithyrambos. Es ist an sich keine Erfindung
der neuen Dichter, es ist ein urspriinglich musikalisches Prinzip, und dem vopog
IMvudkog des Sakadas wird man pipuncig HO@v sicher zuzuschreiben haben. Aber es
scheint, dass die bewusste Ausdehnung des Grundsatzes auf das gesamte Kunstwerk
die bezeichnendste Tat der jungattischen Dithyrambiker war”.

9 Mureddu 1982, 82 with n. 24.

10° Csapo 2004, 214 n. 28: “The nome had already developed some trivial forms
of performative mimesis” (there follows a reference to the Pythian nome of Sacades).

11 Hordern 2002, 38: “One of the strongest trends often associated with late
classical lyric, both choral or monodic, is an increasing interest in musical imitation
<...>. This should clearly be associated with the New Music, and thus with Timo-
theus <...>. For instrumental music this mimetic element appears to have been
traditional <...>”.

12 See e.g. Halliwell 2002.
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the genres of dithyramb and nome, for example elements of pantomime
on behalf of the musician. Third, mimetic vocabulary is applied to the
onomatopoeia itself, that is, the mimicry of non-musical sounds by
musical means.!3 Thus each time we find a reference to “mimesis” we
have to separate onomatopoeic effects from its other manifestations,
which do not concern us here.

I. Sound mimicry in the New Music

Passages directly related to famous representatives of the New Music are
short and therefore difficult to interpret.

(1) Onomatopoeia is traditionally observed in Semele’s Birth-Pangs
by Timotheus of Miletus.!* Athenaeus (8. 45, p. 352 a) quotes a joke by
Stratonicus the citharist'> (hardly a conservative himself'®) which makes
clear that Timotheus imitated the cries of a woman in childbirth:

énakooog d¢ tig ‘QdTvog ThHg TiHobEéov “el & €pyoArdPov, £om,
€TikTeV KO U1 BedV, molog GV NPLEL POVAC”.

Having heard The Birth-Pangs by Timotheus, he said: “And if she were
giving birth to a contractor and not to a god, what cries would she utter?”

However a passing simile by Dio Chrysostomus (78. 32) points to
dramatic rather than sound mimesis. He compares Alcmaeon, who,
burdened as he is with gold, can hardly drag his feet as he leaves the
treasury of Croesus, with an aulete performing Semele’s Birth-Pangs
(LoAg EEm Padilerv, domep adAOVVTO TV THG ZepéAng @diva). Un-
fortunately it is not clear whether Dio is referring to a contemporary
performance or a literary source, and indeed if he means Semele’s Birth-
Pangs by Timotheus or a later piece of the same name.

13 Cf. the three spheres affected by mimesis in Plat. Resp. 3. 395 b—d: f| ok
flodncat 4TL ol PIUNOELS, EQV €K VEDV TOPP® SLATELECMOLY, €1¢ €01 T€ KOl VoLV
KoO1oTOVTOL Kol KOTX AP Kol paVg Kol KT TV dtdvolay;

14 Fr. 792 Page = Campbell = Hordern. The complete title (“top Zepélop
0divap”) is mentioned in a forged decree of Spartan ephoroi cited by Boetius, Inst.
mus. 1. 1, p. 182 Friedlein.

15 Ca. 410-360; see Stephanis 1988 [I. E. Ztepavng, Atovvoiakol TeyviTon:
OVUPOAES OTNV TPOCWTOYPAPIC TOV BEATPOV KAl TNG HOVOIKNG TV opyainv
EAANvVov], no. 2310; West 1992, 367-368.

16 Stratonicus was credited with introducing moAvyopdia into solo cithara-playing
(Athen. 8. 46, p. 348 d) and commented respectfully on the nomes of Timotheus
(Athen. 8. 45, p. 352 b).
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Both Dio and Alcaeus of Messene (4P 16. 7. 2-3) indicate that an
aulete took part in the performance of Semele’s Birth-pangs. If they are
referring to the work by Timotheus or at least to a piece in the same
genre, it follows that The Birth-Pangs by Timotheus was a dithyramb
and not a citharodic nome. The same is further attested by Boethius:
in the forged Laconian decree cited by him the verb d1dd ke, which is
commonly used to describe the training of a chorus, is applied to this
piece.!” Did the onomatopoeia belong to the part of the aulete or the
voice (of the chorus or the coryphaeus)? Dio’s passage implies that the
pregnant woman was impersonated by the aulete who (ab)used actors’
devices. Such attempts at pantomimic impersonation had been used by
aulos-players since at least the time of Aristotle (who condemned them
as displaying bad taste).'® If so, it is difficult to imagine that a singer
pronouncing the text on behalf of Semele took part in the performance
alongside the aulos-player. In this case we are dealing with instrumental
mimesis. On its own, it could hardly be considered an innovation — if
indeed something frustrated conservative critics about it, it might have
been a startling object of mimicry or the expanded role of the aulos in
dithyramb in general.

(2) Next, we have evidence of the imitation of a sea storm in Nauplius
by Timotheus.!® Once again it is a witticism, this time by the conservative
aulete Dorion?® (Athen. 8. 19, p. 338 a):

0 001G Awplmv KoToyeA®V 100 €v 1@ Tio0Eov NaLTAL® YEUDVOG
g€pookev v kokkdpo {eoboq petlova Empakévor YELLDVOL.

Nowniie Casaubon : Navtidw codd.

The same Dorion, ridiculing the storm in Timotheus’ Nauplius, said that
he had seen a bigger storm in a boiling stew-pot.

17 Hordern 2002, 10-11.

18 Aristot. Poet. 26, 1461 b 30-32: oiov ol @adAOl dANTOL KVALOHEVOL OV
diokov 8én pLeToBot, Kol EAKOVIEG TOV KOPLEOTOV GV ZKOAAOV COADOLV.
Gomperz 1887, 87—88, comparing the passages of Aristotle and Dio, boldly concludes
that an aulete in the New Dithyramb had the dramatic task of impersonating one
of the main characters, whereas the chorus-leader played the other. Csapo 2004,
214 seems to agree: “Late fifth- and early fourth-century comedy shows a clear trend
towards ‘metatheatrical’ inclusion of the piper in the performance”.

19 Fr, 785 Page = Campbell = Hordern.

20 3rd quarter of the 4™ cent. (contemporary of Philippus and Alexander of
Macedon), see Stephanis 1988, no. 805; West 1992, 369. On his opposition to the
fashionable trend: Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1138 A-B.
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According to Suetonius (Nero 39. 3), a piece called Nauplius was
performed by Nero. If it was the one by Timotheus or at least from the same
genre, it follows that Nauplius was a monody, i.e., probably a citharodic
nome. Two epigrams, AP 9. 429 and 11. 185, also mention a solo citharodic
piece. The same may be inferred from the Suda, where it is mentioned
separately from the dithyrambs of Timotheus, but next to the Persians,
which is clearly a nome.2! Still no conclusions can be drawn about the role
of the cithara and the human voice in imitating the sound of a storm.

(3) The scholia to Aristophanes’ Plutus 290 report that the amoebean
song in 290-301 parodied the famous dithyramb Cyclops by the innovator
Philoxenus. The slave Cario starts a buffoonish dance of joy and announces
that he will imitate the Cyclops — twang! (6pettavero, Plut. 290) — while
the chorus-members should play the part of his herd, BAnyopevol te
npoPotiov aly®dv e Kivafpdviov péAn — “bleating the songs of stinking
sheep and goats”. The chorus does not leave this unanswered: dealing with
the Cyclops — twang! (8pettacvero, Plut. 296) — they will better play the
companions of Odysseus and blind him.

As for Bpettavero (the onomatopoeic imitation of a stringed instru-
ment), the scholia say that Philoxenus made Polyphemus play a lyre
(xBapilovta) to express his love for Galatea (Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 ¢ o
12-15 [see n. 25]; B 4-5; v 5-7 Chantry). Still it is not clear whether the
word Opettavero first appeared in the dithyramb?? or in Aristophanes’
parody.?* The assumption that the Cyclops’ lyre-playing was only referred
to in the narrative part of the dithyramb may be discounted,?* since this
explains neither the indelible impression reflected in the records nor the
onomatopoeia: for Philoxenus it would have been unnecessary and for
Aristophanes’ audience, unintelligible, if not for an allusion to a key
feature of Philoxenus’ production. One version of the scholia explicitly
claims that OpettavedAo was introduced by Philoxenus;2’ the other

21 Suid. t 620. See Hordern 2002, 11.

22 Berglein 1843, 49-50; Holland 1884, 192; Pianko 1954, 34; Defradas 1969,
30-31; Zimmermann 1992, 127; Zimmermann 1993a, 31; Zimmermann 1993b, 47,
Dobrov — Urios-Aparisi 1995, 170; Kugelmeier 1996, 257; Hordern 1999, 451; 453;
Sommerstein 2001, 156; Csapo 2004, 215; Power 2013, 238; 254.

23 Bergk 1882, 612—613; Holzinger 1940, 111; Mewald 1946, 281; Henderson
1957, 396; Richter 1968, 14; Wolfle 1981, 115; Zimmermann 1984, 59-60.

24 Pace Webster in Pickard-Cambridge 1962, 46.

25 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 ¢ o Chantry: ®A6&evov TOv d18vpopforotov — 1
Tpoy®d0dddiokorov — drachpel, 0¢ Eypoye OV Epwto Tod KOkAwmog tov €mi
T Taloatele: €1t K1OGpOC NYXOV LILOVUEVOG €V T CUYYPAUMATL, TODTO ENOL TO
pripo Bpettavelo. exel yYop elodyel Tov Kdkdono kibapilovio kol épedilovia
v Fadditerov (the subject of not must be the same as that of Eypoye and eicdyet,
that is, Philoxenus, as noted by Holland 1884, 192 n. 1). Cf. ibid. 7.
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appears to disagree.2® Those who ascribe it to Philoxenus argue that the
uncouth ogre who did not know how to play the lyre could only mimic
its sound now and then between poetic lines.?’ Yet I find it problematic
to imagine such a performance. Polyphemus’ love song hardly lacked
accompaniment, and a standard accompaniment — that by an aulos — would
prevent any possibility of a recognizable imitation of the lyre?® (given the
fact that dithyrambic singers did not perform in costume, even increasing
dramatization could not go so far as to supply a character with a lyre prop).
It seems more plausible that a real chordophone was used by Philoxenus,
be it a chelys-lyre suiting an amateur performer of a Cyclops’ level of
training?® or a sonorous cithara appropriate for a public performance. We
lack direct evidence of such an extravagant practice,’ but many scholars?!
feel it corresponds to what we know of the New Dithyramb. Cithara-
playing occurred in tragedy when the plot dictated it,>2 and the same may
also apply to the dithyramb once solo songs were introduced into it:33 the

26 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 p. 341 1. 11-13 Diibner (= 290 e B, 292 a o Chantry)
70 8¢ BpeTTOVELD TOLOV HEAOG KO KPOURATIOV £0TL" TO 8¢ “GAN” el Tékeo Bopiv’
émovoPodvtes” €k 100 KOkAwmog @1hoéévov €oti. The second particle 8¢ implies
that Opettavero, unlike the following phrase, does not come from the Cyclops, as
noted by Bergk 1882, 613.

27 Berglein 1843, 49-50.

28 Pace Power 2013, 254. Aulos- and cithara-players may have emulated and
adopted each other’s technical achievements, but even a masterly performance can
hardly conceal the timbre of a wind instrument to an extent that would make the
audience members believe that they were listening to a stringed instrument (by the
way, Power ibid., 243-244 and 254 speaks of the “aulization” of the cithara, not vice
versa, and Plato Resp. 397 a names only wind instruments among objects of imitation).

29 Tt is possible that the sound Opettavelo was meant to reflect the primitive
nature of the performance by Polyphemus who could only strum on the strings
with his thumb: Holzinger 1940, 111; Mewald 1946, 281. Cf. Sch. Aristoph. Plut.
290 f Chantry: Tiveg T00TO G YPOLKLKTV GOVTV ELVOL AEYOVOLV.

30 T doubt that the enigmatic expression of Plato (Leg. 700 d) kot adA®diog dm
Tolg kiBop@diong pipodpevor referred to the introduction of citharodic solos into
dithyramb, for the term aDAwdice only ever seems to have concerned solo nomic
singers: see Almazova 2008.

31 Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 61; Mewald 1946, 281; Richter 1968, 14;
Zimmermann 1984, 60; Sutton 1983, 42; De Simone 2006, 71-72; see below n. 35.

32 For evidence on the occasional use of stringed instruments in drama, see
Pickard-Cambridge 1968, 165-166; Wilson 2005, 185-186.

3 Tt is generally accepted (Smyth 1900, 461; Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 61,
Schonewolf 1938, 22; McEvilley 1970, 270; Sutton 1983, 40; 42), albeit not on quite
firm grounds, that Philoxenus introduced solo songs into dithyramb. The main reason
is the passage Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1142 A = Aristoph. fr. 293, although it is corrupted
at the most important point.
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central episode of the famous “Marsyas” by Melanippides (Philoxenus’
predecessor) must have been the contest between the satyr playing his
aulos and Apollo playing his cithara,?* and I do not see how it could
be produced without using both instruments. I therefore believe that
Philoxenus introduced a real lyre into his dithyramb, a novelty which
illustrates the blurring of genre boundaries.?> Onomatopoeic OpeTTorvedo
must be the work of Aristophanes: his characters allude to this impressive
feature of the Cyclops, and since they do not have a lyre at hand they
“play” on their lips.

However elsewhere in the same passage there is another hint of
sound mimicry, this time employed by Philoxenus. Aristophanes
quotes Polyphemus as he addresses his herd: “GAL’ eio téxeo Oopiv’
émavofodvtec” (292), and next to the direct quotation3® there is an appeal
to blear’’ the songs of sheep and goats (293-294). The word BAnydpevor
is repeated in the replica of the chorus-members (297) — even though
bleating is not appropriate to the role of Odysseus’ companions, which
they are going to play at that moment, — and is thus singled out.?® This is
most likely a reference to another experimental device used by Philoxenus:
that is, he must have made the dithyrambic chorus mimic the voices of
Polyphemus’ animals.?® If this hypothesis is correct, we have a case of
vocal sound mimicry.

Evidence directly connecting onomatopoeia with the New Music
is limited to the three passages analyzed above. By analogy it has been
assumed that the authors following this trend used sound mimicry in other
cases as well, but it is important to remember that this is mere guesswork.

34 See Boardman 1956, 19-20.

35 Henderson 1957, 396; West 1992, 365-366; De Simone 2006, 71-72; 76.

36 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 292 a o 0 8¢ “aAN el Téken Bopiv’ EnovoBodvieg” €k
700 KOkAomnog ®1Ao&évou €oTl.

37 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 293 b o “BAny6cBon” 10 T TpoPATior TOLQ PWVY KE -
xpnoBar. — Bergk 1882, 612 ad loc. proposed an emendation of BAnydpevot to BAn-
xopévov in Plut. 293, which does not change the sense. See Sommerstein 2001, 157.

38 Holzinger 1940, 113.

39 Klingender 1845, 46 (erroneously supposing that the bleating was imitated
by numerous musical instruments); Hartung 1846, 415-416; Holzinger 1940, 113;
Mureddu 1982, 80: “la qualita della mimesi messa in atto da Filosseno constituisce
qui ’oggetto della sua parodia”; 82 n. 24; Zimmermann 1995, 125; Sommerstein
2001, 157; De Simone 2006, 67—68. A fragment of Hermesianax may also imply that
sheep and goats somehow expressed their feelings in the Cyclops: in order to revive
memories of Philoxenus’ work he mentions péyov méBov, 6v Talatein / adrTolg
unAeiorg ONMka®’ VIO Tpoydvoig (fr. 7 Powell = fr. 3 Lightfoot, 73-74).
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For instance, “sound painting” might have seemed appropriate*’ in
the scene of the naval battle in Timotheus’ Persians, the only citharodic
nome where the text has partly survived. Th. J. Mathiesen even indicates
a suitable expressive means: accumulation of sibilants in the section that
describes the sea and the shore (Tim. Pers. fr. 19. 104-113 Edmonds =
fr. 791. coll. II-1V. 95-104 Hordern), and thus relates the onomatopoeia
with the vocal part.4!

It has been assumed that instrumental sound mimicry was used in the
Scylla which Aristotle refers to twice in the Poetics as an example of bad
taste (most likely he means the dithyramb of Timotheus).#?> It should be
noted that the Stagirite is evidently referring to dramatic rather than sound
mimesis: inferior auletes assume the role of the monster and try to grab
at the chorus-leader. However, it is reasonable to believe that if an aulete
fancied being a Scylla, he was led to it by his musical part and only passed
from imitating kot QoVAG to imitating kot odpo. Still one should
not forget that such an assumption is not as grounded as it is sometimes
believed to be.*?

Besides, our sources mention certain instrumental effects or techniques
whose very names imply that they would suit onomatopoeic purposes
perfectly, although we cannot claim that their application lay only in
sound mimicry or that it was their primary purpose. Some of these effects
have been associated with the New Music authors.

40 Henderson 1957, 396: “The bombastic libretto of Timotheus’ Persae was
written for programme-music of the sort which attempted (Plato says) to make the
noises of thunder, wind, hail, cats, dogs, cattle, bird-songs, and all kinds of instruments,
with frequent and startling modulations”. Hordern 2002, 38—39: “The narrative of the
Persian fleet’s destruction in Timotheus’ Persae would also be ideal for a display of the
sort of musical mimesis described by Plato”. Cf. Zimmermann 1989, 30: “die teilweise
lautmalerische Schilderung der Seeschlacht”.

41 Mathiesen 1999, 69.

42 Poet. 26, 1461 b 30-32 — see above n. 18. Collation of Poet. 15, 1454 a 30-31
with a papyrus fragment Pap. Graec. Vind. 26008 + 29329 (fr. 1, col. 2, 1. 26 — 32,
see the edition of Oellacher 1938, 135-181), in which the author of Scylla is named,
proves that Aristotle is referring to the work of Timotheus when discussing the lament
of Odysseus, and therefore probably also below when speaking of the auletes’ acting.
See Tim. fr. 793 Page = Campbell = Hordern.

43 West 1992, 363: “It was probably in Timotheus’ Scylla that auletes would make
ashow of grabbing at the chorus-leader, in imitation of the monster grabbing at Odysseus’
sailors. Homer describes Scylla as yelping like a young puppy, and Timotheus no doubt
tried to achieve this effect in the aulos part”. Csapo 2004, 213: “Timotheus’ piper <...>
made a mime of dragging off the koryphaios in Scylla, doubtless while reproducing the
monster’s wild hisses and roars through his instrument” (my emphasis. — N. 4.).
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A comedy fragment by Diphilus cited by Athenaeus claims that Ti-
motheus’ auletes perform with a ‘goose style’ (Athen. 14. 74, p. 657 ¢ =
Diphil. fr. 78 K.—A.):

xmviletv 8¢ elpnTot €L TOV OAODVI®V. ALPLAOG ZVvepidt
gxnviacog: moloVoL 10VTo TAVTEG Ol
nopo TYHOBE.
The word ‘to goosise’ is applied to aulos-players. Diphilos in the Synoris:
“You have goosised! All the followers of Timotheus do that”.

According to the interpretation of S. Hagel, the musicians are mocked
for adopting a characteristic feature of the cackling of geese — “inter-
spersed squeaks, where the voice suddenly, and only for a fraction of
a second, breaks into a much higher pitch range, producing a sound that
is much more clearly pitched, only to return immediately to its normal
mode”. Hagel notes that the enrichment of the musical range with sounds
that were unusually high and startling rather than pleasant would have
been typical of the New Music.**

Philoxenus is credited with introducing certain viylopot into his music
(Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1142 A). This term occurs rarely and is hard to interpret.
Lexicographers explain it with the help of tepetionodg or tepeticpota,
derivates of tepetilm (Hesych. Lex. v 559 s.v. viyhapebov, 560 s.v.
viyhopot; Phot. Lex. v 215 Theodoridis s.v. viyhapebdov, 216 s.v.
viyAdpovug, 217 s.v. viyhapot; Suid. v 366 s.v. viylapor), which literally
means the chirping of a cicada or the twitter of a swallow (Hesych. 517,
518 s.vv. tepetilovta, tepetioparta; Phot. Lex. 171 Theodoridis s.v. tepe-
tiopota; Suid. T 338 s.v. tepetiopata). Semantic analysis of these terms*
shows that they were applied to singing and aulos-playing with elaborate
melismata (lyre-playing is not explicitly referenced until the fifth to sixth
centuries AD). In the case of singing this made the words unintelligible. The
exact kind of embellishment implied is impossible to say; the significance of
TepeTIONOG as a technical term is defined only in musical treatises of late
antiquity and Byzantine times (Anon. Bell. 2; 10; 92; Bryenn. p. 481. 8 sqq.,
cf. 310. 24 sq. and 312. 11 sq. Jonker) in which it means a staccato repetition
of the same note. In fact this effect is similar to the mimetic reproduction of
a natural cicada’s sound. A fragment from a comedy by Phrynichus*® with

4 Hagel 20102011, 496-497; 510-511.

45 Restani 1983, 186-190; Rocconi 2003, 81-98.

46 Athen.2.21, p. 44 d=Phrynich. fr. 74 K.—A.: <koi viy>Aépovg Bpnvely, £v oict
Adpmpog Evanedvnokey, / &vOp@TOg <WV> VIATOTOTNG, HIVLPOG DTEPCOPLOTAG, /
Movo®v 6KeAETOHS, ANSOVOV ATLAAOG, VUVOG “Ald0V.
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<viy>Adpovg plausibly restored by Th. Bergk?’ suggests the same
interpretation: the expression andovmv ATIOAOG can create associations
with the jugging of a nightingale, and the epithet pivopog, with the
high timbre of viyAopor.*® The belief that viylapot served for mimetic
purposes® is shared by the Suda, where the term is thought to be
onomatopoeic, though further explanation is not provided (v 366: €oikev
MVOHOLTOTETOITCOL).

It is natural to describe such effects on the basis of their similarity
to animal noises. Yet we cannot know whether they were invented and
used purposefully to imitate such sounds. Known titles of Philoxenus’
and Timotheus’ works make one doubt that they systematically demanded
mimicking of cicadas or geese (even more so since in the case of ynvileiv
we are dealing with teasing rather than a technical term). We therefore
lack information about what these techniques were actually used for.

On the whole, there is hardly any doubt that the composers of the
New Music used onomatopoeic effects, both vocal and instrumental, yet
nowhere is it claimed that this characteristic was specifically innovative.
What is more, two jokes out of three could not have arisen purely from the
fact that sound mimicry was used: the conservative Dorion seems to say
that its use in Nauplius was insufficient and thus unconvincing, whereas
the avant-garde Stratonicus, on the contrary, ridicules the exaggerated
violent realism in Semele’s Birth-Pangs, which he likely believed was not
appropriate for the divine subject.’® As for Aristophanes, his allusion to
Philoxenus’ Cyclops may well be a kind of Komplimentzitate, rather than
an explicit criticism.’!

47 Bergk 1838, 375-376.

48 Hagel 2010-2011, 496 n. 16: “This passage ... contributes associations of
feebleness and whining (uivopdc), while the expression dndévev Amiaiog adds
substance to the idea of a staccato element, which is a plausible result of nightingales
shivering from ague”.

49 Restani 1983, 189: “Originariamente, si puo pensare che viylapot indicasse
un suono imitativo di qualche stridulo o tintinnante verso di animale, coerente con
la prassi mimetica musicale dei rappresentanti di tale indirizzo” (sc. the New Music).

50 Cf. Privitera 1979, 320 n. 160: “Dorione derideva la tempesta del Nauplio per
difetto... ; Stratonico biasimava le gride di Semele, nel Parto di Semele, per eccesso”.
Power 2013, 249-250: Dorion is not ridiculing sensational musical mimesis in general,
but rather publicizing its lacklustre effect.

51 Cf. Nesselrath 1990, 251-252: “die Parodie auf den KOxAwy des Philoxe-
nos ... ist ... kaum ein Angriff auf Philoxenos (dessen Name gar nicht fillt), sondern
in Gegenteil fast eine Hommage an den grofen Erfolg seines KoxAwy”.
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I1. Evidence of sound mimicry in Plato

Arguments that onomatopoeia was a characteristic of the New Music are
usually backed with references to Plato. Indeed, it is in his works that we
find the most extensive testimonies to sound mimicry in music.

First it is important to look again at the famous discussion on what
must and must not be imitated in the poetry of an ideal polis (Resp. 3).

The second section of this discussion (392 ¢ — 398 b) is dedicated
to poetic expression (A€€ig), that is, the two ways in which a poet
presents his material: ‘imitation” (uipunoig) and ‘narration’ (di1nymoig).
In 394 ¢ Socrates names some of the literary genres he has in mind,
and it is evident that they were not chosen on the base of whether they
were connected to music or not: tragedy and comedy contain sung and
spoken parts, dithyramb is entirely musical, while epos lacks singing.>3
Participants in the dialogue do not begin discussing specifically musical
means until 398 ¢>* (though harmony and rhythm are already mentioned in
397 c as additional expressive means used by poets). In 395 d—396 b a list
is compiled of what the guardians (and accordingly the poets composing
for them)® must not imitate: women, slaves, debased people, madmen,
handicraft workers. Then, quite unexpectedly, the following undesirable
objects of imitation are added (396 b):

52 |..1fg mooedg Te Kol LuBoroyiog N HEV Sl LIHACEWS OAN €oTiv domep
oV AEYElg TPAY®BIo Te Kol KOPMto 1 8¢ 81 dmoryyehiog oedTod 10D ToNTod —
£Vpoig & av adTNV péAoTd oL £v S18vpduBolg — 11 8 ad 81U dppotépwy v Te TR
TOV ENOV TOLACEL, TOALOY 0D 8¢ Kol GAA0OL. ..

53 The hypothesis on singing epic poetry (see West 1971, 308; West 1986, 45-46)
does not seem applicable to the fourth century BC. For Aristotle éronotio evidently
belongs to yilopetpia (Poet. 1148 a 11), EEm peromotiog (1459 b 10), cf. 1462 a 14—
16: mavt €xel [sc. N Tpaywdio] Goomep N €mOTOLLAL ... KO £TL OV UIKPOV HEPOG
Vv povoikfv. According to the source of Ps.-Plut. (most probably Heraclides), the
ancient citharodic practice of singing £€xn (611 8 ol k1Bopwdikol vopot ol TaAot €€
€m@v cvviotavto, which he takes pains to prove, see De mus. 1132 D-E; 1133 C)
only lasted until the innovations of Phrynis and Timotheus (1132 D-E; 1133 B-C; cf.
Procl. ap. Phot. Bibl. 320 b 5-11 Bekker).

54 Resp. 3. 398 b 6 — ¢ 2: NDV 87 <...> K1vdVVEDEL NUIV THG LOVOLIKRG TO
mepl AOYOVS T€ KOl LOBOVE TOVIEADG SLOTETEPAVOOL & TE YOP AEKTEOV KL DG
AekTéOV glpnTat. <...> OVKOVV HETH TOVTO <...> TO TEPL MITNG TPOTOV KOl LEADV
romov;

55 In the Republic Plato causes problems for interpreters by indiscriminately
describing the acts of composing, performing, and perceiving of poetic work as
pipnoig. For an attempt at explanation see Havelock 1963, chapters III and IX.
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T1 8¢; {mmovg ypepetiloviag Kol ToOPOVS HUKMUEVOVG KO TOTALOVG
YoeodvTOg Kol BGANTTOY KTVTODGAV Kol Bpoviag Kol Tévta od T
TOLODTA T LILACOVTOL;

TAANN dmelpnTonl adTolg, €1, PNTE MOAVECOOL HNTE HOLVOUEVOLG
apopotoVobot.

Well then, will they imitate horses neighing, bulls bellowing, rivers
gurgling, the sea roaring, the thunder and everything of that kind?
But they have been forbidden, he said, to be mad or to act like madmen.

The homogeneous series of examples is interrupted: instead of dealing
with the imitation of persons, it deals with the imitation of the sounds of
nature. No wonder the readers of the passage may feel confused. H. Koller
even claimed that Plato had suddenly changed the meaning of pipnoig as
well as the argument and started quoting a treatise of Damon on entirely
musical matters, thus anticipating the following section.>¢ Yet it is hardly
plausible that Socrates simply lost his train of thought: a little later he
knows exactly what stage of the argument they have reached (see n. 54).
Thus the phrase should not be analyzed beyond its broader context (that
is, discussing AEE1Q).

It is clear from Socrates’ explanations (392 e — 394 a) that dinynoig
means narrative in the third person, and pipunoilg means the dramatic
impersonation in direct speech: when Homer speaks on behalf of Chryses
in //. 1, he imitates, whereas to say: “Chryses came and started to plead...”
would be a narration. Therefore in our passage Plato considers the possibility
that a poet (or a performer) might not say, “And the hungry sea was
roaring, and a storm was on its deep”,’” but would rather utter the sounds
of wild nature himself. The ironic response by Adeimantus makes this even
more evident: one can liken a person who bellows or howls to a madman,
but not someone who simply narrates the story of a bull or a tempest.

The same possibility occurs again in 397 a: a worthy performer will
only imitate irreproachable people, while a debased and unscrupulous one
will not be so restrained.

OVKkoDV, fv & £yd, 6 UM 10100T0¢ 0D, 6 BV PAVAOTEPOG 7, TAVTOL TE
HaALOV Sinyhoetal kol 008Ev €0vtod dvaélov oincetot eivat, Gote
TOVTO EMLYELPNOEL LILETGO0L OTOVAT TE KOl EVALVTIOV TOAADV, KOl O
VOV EAEYOLEV, BPOVTAG TE KOl WOQOVG BVEL®VY TE Kol Xolal®dv kol
AEOVOV T€ Kol TPOXIA@Y, KOl CUATLY YOV Kol 0DADV Kol GLPLYY®V
KO TAVTOV OPYOVOV GOVAG, Kol £TL KOVOV KOl TPORAT®V KAl OPVEMV

56 Koller 1954, 18-21.
57 J. T. Field, “The Tempest”.
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@00YYOoVG Kol €5To 81 N TOVTOV AEELG Ao S0 LUNOEMG POVOILG
TE KO GYNUOOLY, | CLLLKPOV TL SINYNOEWS EYOVOC;
"Avaryxkn, €om, Kol ToVTO.

“Well then”, I said, “the man who is not like this will go right through
everything, and the more so the more despicable he is. He will think
nothing unworthy of him, so that he will make great efforts, before large
audiences, to imitate everything, as we were saying just now — thunder,
and the noises of winds and hail and axes and pulleys, and the voices of
salpinges and auloi and syringes and instruments of every kind, and even
the sounds of dogs and sheep and birds: and his diction will consist
entirely of imitations by voice and gesture, or will include just
a smattering of narration”.

“That is inevitable as well”, he said.>8

As we remember, at this point Plato is examining poetic expression
(ML€E1c); he has not yet dealt with specifically musical means, and, more
generally, he does not regard instrumental music without words as
suitable education. It follows that he ascribes sound mimicry to the human
voice. In the previous passage (396 b) one might still have thought that
Plato implied using all expressive means at a poet’s disposal, including
instrumental interludes between sung phrases. However, in the present
case (397 a) musical instruments are themselves listed among the objects
it would be unwise to imitate. The context does not even encourage one
to consider using one instrument to imitate the sounds of another (such as
coAToTIKO kKpoOpota played on an aulos in the Pythian nome), because
the aulos, normally the only instrument used in drama or dithyramb (the
genres mentioned above, 394 c¢), is itself included in the list of forbidden
objects.”® Besides, the means of imitation — povalg Te KOl CYNULOACLY —
are indicated; a combination of ewvai with movements or postures also
makes one think of the physical possibilities of the human body. One
further argument is presented by W. B. Stanford:®0 he draws attention
to 395 d, where it is specifically stated that imitation affects a person
in relation to body, voice and mind (kol KaTO OO KO EOVAG KOl
koto Ty dravorov). The examples that follow involve first the condition
of mind (women, slaves, cowards, madmen) and then bodily gestures
(manual workers), so it is natural to expect that the third group will deal
with the human voice.

58 Translation: Barker 1984, 128.

59 However it is hard to raise an objection to Power 2013, 244 n. 30, who considers
a possibility of a citharistic imitation of the aulos.

60 Stanford 1973, 186.
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Thus we see that the Republic depicts a surprisingly widespread use of
sound mimicry in poetry, as known to Plato.

The question arises of what genres are implied. By now we can ex-
clude the effects of instrumental music or stage machinery®! and are still
left with a broad choice (in fact Plato must have had in mind every kind of
poetry that contains mimetic effects). For the most part, scholars think that
the musical (or partly musical) genres mentioned in 394 ¢ (see n. 52) —
dramatic performances (or just comedy)®? and contemporary dithyramb®? —
are implied. In addition, there is enigmatic evidence of skilled sound
imitators that may be relevant, though we are not told of the circumstances
in which they practiced their art: Pseudo-Aristotle (De audib. 800 a 25—
29) mentions people who are able to imitate the voices of horses, frogs,
nightingales, cranes and ‘“almost all other animals”; Plutarch (De aud.
poet. 18 ¢) says that Parmenon was particularly good at imitating a pig’s
squealing, and Theodorus, the noise of a pulley.®* F. Ademollo suggests
that these are performances of mimes.%

Stanford®® proposed a revisal of this traditional interpretation, claiming
that Plato’s primary target is Homeric epos with the “sound painting”
observed by ancient critics. Although he rightly argues that both Platonic
passages deal with poetic texts and not instrumental music, his conclusion
that no musical genre was intended at all is an obvious overstatement: he
does not take into account that the syncretism of music and poetry was
natural for Plato. Nevertheless, the evidence that he collected on Homeric
poems is worth examining.

61 Proposed by Adam 1969, 151.

62 Atkins 1952, 37 (comedy); Adam 1969, 151; Zimmermann 1984, 79 with n.
52; Ferrari 1989, 116; Burnyeat 1999, 270; Prauschello 2014, 218-219; for literary
evidence, see below part III.

03 Adam 1969, 151; Murray 1996, 180; for literary evidence, see above part I.

%4 Parmenon was probably a comic actor (Stephanis 1988, no. 2012), and Theo-
dorus a tragic actor (ibid., no. 1157) in the mid-fourth century BC. However “imitation
of the disagreeable noise made by a windlass or block and tackle mechanism seems
remote from tragic acting” (Hunter—Russell 2011, 101). Nor does a performance that
made IMappévovtog Og proverbial resemble a comedy: we infer from a more detailed
account of Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 5. 1. 2, 674 ¢) that Parmenon had rivals who tried
in vain to outdo him publicly.

65 Ademollo 2011, 273. Cf. imitation 31 THig ewviig mentioned in Aristot. Poet.
1447 a 20, which is probably different from musical genres such as tragedy, comedy,
dithyramb, aulos- and cithara-playing.

% Stanford 1973, followed by Murray 1996, 177-178. Confronting in 397 ¢
examples of sounds which are not mentioned in Homer, both admit that Plato extends
the scope of his discussion to include some contemporary literature.
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To my mind, one part of this evidence can be set aside at once, and that
is the use of words etymologically based on sound imitation (onomatopoeia
in the linguistic sense). Some learned readers of Homer believed that he was
aware of the rules followed by the first inventors of names and applied them
to his own word-making which reflected Nature itself (Dion. Hal. De comp.
16; Dio Chrys. 12, 68: xovoydic te Kol BOpBouvg kol KTOTOV Kol 0VTOV
Kol dpafov mpdTog E€evpmdv kol Ovopdoog; Ps.-Plut. De Hom. vita et
poesi 16). Lists of sounds that are named with such words (including that
of the sea, rivers, winds, animals, birds and musical instruments) overlap —
for natural reasons — with lists of the objects of sound mimicry in Resp.
396 b — 397 c. This leads Stanford to conclude that Plato’s discussion was
the starting point for later authors who believed that he was referring to the
onomatopoeic language of Homer.¢” However, if the writers of Roman times
did indeed believe that they were developing Platonic argument, they were
wrong. A lack of precision in various respects can be demonstrated in their
direct references to Plato: despite Dio’s aberration of memory®® or Dionysius’
superficial reading,® nowhere in the Republic is there a single reference
to etymology or Homer the sound imitator, and in Cratylus dévopotomorot
are by no means related to Homer and have nothing to do with sound
mimicry. In response to Stanford one may object that using etymologically
onomatopoeic words does not involve impersonation, and from the point of
view displayed in Resp. 3 it would be dinynoig and not pipunoig. Socrates
himself cannot do without them (ypepetiloviog, LLKOUEVOVS, YOPODVTUC,
KTLVTOVGAY, Bpovtdg), so it is hardly likely that he would consider such
generally accepted “sound imitation” as a sign of madness or bad taste.

Having rejected this kind of evidence, we must turn to a much
more subtle matter indicated by Stanford, that is, “sound painting” or,
as R. Niinlist puts it, the “iconic relation between form and content”:70
by accumulating certain vowels or consonants, arranging long or short

67 Stanford 1973, 187; 188: “From the similarity between these passages in
Dionysios and Dion, and the two in Republic 396 b — 7 ¢ it would seem that the two
later writers had the earlier discussion in mind and were answering Socrates’ objections
from the point of view of the poet, while defending Homer’s use of onomatopoeia as
a poetic device”.

%8 Dio Chrys. 53. 5: 0 8¢ ITAGTOV GO LTIOUEVOG aDTOV (SC. "OUNpoV), OG
elmov, kol TNV SOvopLy odTod BUVHOGTAY TLVe, ATOPOAVEL THG TOLNCEWS, MG
glkovo Gvta TovTog XPAULOTOG Kol RACOG ATEXVAS APLEVTO POVAS, TOTORAY TE
kol &vépv kail kopdtov (there follows a reference to Resp. 398 a).

% Dion. Hal. De comp. 14—16 (with a reference to the Cratylus and “many other
places” in 16); for a discussion of his erroneous understanding of Plato, see Belardi
1985, 24-53, esp. 44; 46-48; 52-53.

70 Niinlist 2009, 215.
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syllables, accentuating or concealing word-endings, using particular forms
of words etc. a poet can depict through sound the content of the passage
or the action described within.”! Stanford offers a collection of examples
from Greek literature,’? that for the most part lack the acknowledgment
of ancient readers. Yet this technique was not unknown in antiquity, and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus teaches it, drawing examples from Homer
(De comp. 15-16; 20). He argues that certain passages depict movements
(1l. 21. 240-242; Od. 9. 415-416; 11. 593-598), appearance (Od. 17.
36-37; 6. 162—-163; 11. 281-282), and emotions (/. 22. 476; 18. 225).
There are also images of two conjoining rivers (/. 4. 452-453: o¢ & Ote
XELLOPPOL TOTOHOL KT OPECPL PEOVTEG / £C LIOYAYKELOLY CUUPBAALETOV
OBprpov Véwp) and of the sea beating against the shore (/1. 17. 267: Moveg
Bodémorv épevyopnévng ahog EEw) — the same objects of sound imitation
as mentioned in the Republic. The latter verse was famous in antiquity
for its clear visualization of the content through the use of foowov (e.g.
Aristot. Poet. 1458 b 31; Ps.-Plut. De Hom. vita et poesi 16); it was even
claimed that Plato (or Solon) burned his own poetry after reading this
unsurpassed line.”? So are we to agree with Stanford that Plato had in mind
this complex “sound painting” in unsung poetry rather than simple sound-
for-sound imitation that was likely set to the music?

My impression is that in the Republic Plato refers to well-known
examples that would have been easily recognizable (it must not be more
difficult to notice an imitation of a horse whinnying than to notice speak-
ing, say, on behalf of a woman in love). Revealing Homer’s “sound
painting” is a much more complicated matter that requires special philo-
logical interest and skill. As Stanford himself admits, such subtle mimetic
effects are not easy to detect (a case postulated by one listener may seem
imaginary to another); there is no agreed scientific basis to appreciate

7l Etymologically onomatopoeic words often occur in such passages, but the
device under consideration is not tantamount to simply using them (Stanford 1973 does
not mark the difference).

72 Stanford 1967, 99-116.

73 Sch. Hom. Il. 17. 263-265: o0 povov PeOHOTL TOTOHOD 0VSE KOUOTL
Bordioong elkooe TOV MoV, GAL Bpem cLvETAeEe. kol €Ty 18ely kDpa péyo
00AOGONG EMLPEPOILEVOV TOTAUOD PEVILOLTL KO TG AVOLKOTTTEGOL BpLYDILEVOV, KOl
106 £KOTEPOBEV TOV TOTOHOD BoAOCTLoG NTOVAG NYOVoAGS, O ELIUACATO d1d THG
ENeKTACEMG TOV BoOMOLY. DTN 1 elKAV [TAAT®OVOG EKOVOE TO. TOLARLOTO 0VTOG
EVOPYESTEPOV TOD OPWUEVOL TO BKOVOPEVOV TapESTNOEV. Ibid. 265: ZOLVE @Ol
TOV VOROBETNY, LIUNCEUEVOV TNV ‘OUNPOV TOINGLY €V ATOOLY, EVOADE YEVOLEVOV
KOl TPOG<G>YOVTO TA OTLY® 0POdPa KOT €VTAEIOV EMITETEVYIEV® dLOTOPHiCOL
Kol BavpacavTo Katokodoot T 1dto GKEPLOTO: THE Yop ETOAANAOL TV DIATOV
€kPoAfig 1 0D PoO®OLY AVAIITAWGLS OOV ATETEAEGE GLVMILOLY.
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adequacy in verbal sound-imitation, and for the most part it is unclear
whether the poet’s use was deliberate.” Though our earliest examples
derive from the Homeric scholia,’s it cannot be ruled out that some of
Plato’s contemporaries and even the sophistic tradition before him might
already have revealed interest in the topic.’® Yet in this case I believe
that the philosopher would have felt it necessary to provide a theoretical
introduction analyzing the imitative possibilities of the ctotyeio of hu-
man speech. Dionysius did so for his phonosymbolical studies (De comp.
14-15), as did Plato himself in Cratylus during an experiment to see
whether letters and syllables can express the essence of things (starting
with 424 b: 6p86TaTOV £0TL dlEAEGOAL TO GTOLYETO TTPATOV).

At this point it seems sensible to address one more Platonic passage,
this time from Cratylus. The participants in the dialogue must define the
Ovopao Tk TEY VT, identifying it by what it is not (423 ¢—d):

EPM. ...&AMG TiG GV, @ ZOKPOTES, HiUNoLg £1n 10 Gvopa;

2Q. Ilpdtov peEv, g €Hol dokel, oVK €0V KAOATEP TN HOVOLKT
HipoOpeda T TPAypoTe 0VTO HIHLOUEDN, KALTOl VY Y€ Kol TOTE
pipoOpeda: €mertor ovk €0V GmEP M HOVOLKT, HILETTOL KO TUELG
HILOUED, 0V Lol BOKODUEV OVOUACELY. AEYM B TOl TOVTO" £0TL TOLG
TPAYHOOL GOV Kol GYAHLO EKAOTO, KO YPOUE Y€ TOAAOIC;

EPM. I1&vv ve.

2Q. "Eotke TolvLv 00K €6V TIG TODTO LIPTTOL, 00OE TTEPL TAVTOG TOG
MIUNOELG N TEXVN N OVOROOTIKT €lvoll. odTOL HEV Yap eloty M pev
HLOVGIKN, N OE YPOPLKN.

HERM. But, Socrates, what sort of imitation should the name be?
SOCR. It seems to me that we shall not be naming, first, if we imitate the
objects as we imitate them in music — although there too we imitate them
with the voice — and secondly, if we imitate the very items which music
imitates. What do I mean thereby? Do the objects have each a sound and
a shape, and many of them a colour as well?

HERM. Of course.

SOCR. It seems, then, that the onomastic art is not involved if one
imitates these features, and does not concern these imitations. For the arts
involved therein are respectively music and painting.”’

74 Stanford 1967, 99—100. Most examples adduced by Dionysius would be
hard to understand without his explanations. He also takes pains to prove that the
sound effects noted by him are not incidental: kol 61t TaOTa 00 POOEDG €0TLY
avtopatifobong €pyo AAAO TEXVNG MILACOCHAL TEPOUEVNG TO YIVOUEVH, TO
to0to1g €€ Aeyopeva dnrot (De comp. 20).

75 See Richardson 1980, 283—-287; Niinlist 2009, 215-217.

76 See Ademollo 2011, 282.

77 Translation: Ademollo 2011, 273-274
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A reader cannot help noticing that the definition of music suggested
here is unsatisfactory:’® surely the art of music cannot be reduced to
imitating, through sounds,” only those sounds produced by objects or
associated with them. Attempting to do justice to Plato, one might sup-
pose that he did not mean to define all existing music as such and was
rather saying that imitation of the sounds of objects falls within the
realm of music. In any case, two important conclusions arise from this
passage. First, sound mimicry was common enough in music to afford
such a reference. Second, if the imitation of sounds is the province of
music for Plato in Cratylus, this must also be the case for the Republic:
when speaking of mimicking bulls, horses, rivers, the sea, thunder, etc., he
implies poetic genres set to music rather than Homeric epos.

We are not aware how exactly the poets performed this sound
imitation. Modern experience strongly suggests that musical means played
an important part, but we are in no position to confirm this. Since sound
mimicry involved the voice, one might expect to find its traces in extant
texts. However, this is not the case in known archaic and classical lyrics,®0
except in comedy (see part III below). One possible explanation might
be that onomatopoeic sounds were inarticulate, performed extra metrum
and therefore not written down;®! another is, that there is not a significant
archive of early lyric poetry, so the lack of sound mimesis in extant pieces
is accidental.®? Otherwise it can be assumed — in accordance with Hordern
and those commentators who relate Plat. Resp. 396 b and 397 a to the
later dithyramb®3? — that vocal sound mimicry in high poetry first and only

78 Ademollo 2011, 275.

7 Ademollo 2011, 275 n. 30 interprets mv1 in this passage first as ‘voice’ (koitot
ooV e kol Tote pipovpeda implies “like in naming”) and then more generally as
‘any sound whatsoever’ (0Tt T0ig Tpdypooct ewvn). I prefer to admit the generic
meaning for both cases, which includes both singing and musical instruments.

80 The famous case of the Deliads in Hymn. Hom. 3. 162-164 (m&viov 8’
avOpOTOV emVOG Kol KpepBaAiloctOv / piLelod’ {cootv: @oin 8¢ Kev adTog
£€k00Tog / PBEYYESH’ 0VT® CELYV KOAN cuvapnpev &owdn), I believe, deals with
observing the folk traditions of various Greek peoples in song and dance, and not
with sound mimicry. Cf. Pozdnev 2010 [M. M. Ilo3nues, Ilcuxonocus uckyccmsa.
Yuenue Apucmomens], 89-91.

81 For instance, one could imagine a mimetic illustration accompanying Alcman’s
words 0ida & 6pvixwv vopmg ntavtdv (fr. 40 Page) or yeyAwooapévoy kokkoBidwnvy
Omo cuveEpevog (fr. 39 Page).

82 One exception is Archilochus’ thvedldo (fr. 324 IEG) imitating the sound of
a cithara, see Sch. Pind. OI. 9. 1,1 p. 267, 1-13 Dr. However, this might already have
been a traditional acclamation of a victor by Archilochus’ time. West 1992, 67 n. 86,
compares tveAla before kaAlivike with the cue hip-hip before hooray.

83 See above n. 11; 63.
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became widespread under the influence of the New Music. The genres
most affected by this trend were dithyramb and citharody; tragedy was
also influenced, though the tragedians are never referred to as pioneers.?
It is well known that little has remained of its authors’ verse, let alone
the music. Yet even scarce fragments lead one to conclude that sound-
play gained unprecedented importance among them and was sometimes
used to mimic sense:® e.g., Timotheus seems to have accumulated
sigmas to imitate the sea and dental mutes to depict the wailing of the
naked frozen Persians (fr. 19. 104-119 Edmonds = fr. 791. coll. II-VL
95-109 Hordern);3¢ Euripides portrays barbaric speech by means of
anadiplosis, anaphora and alliteration (Phoen. 678—681).87 The mimetic
effect of such sound figures was probably enhanced by music.

Finally, let us turn to a discussion of musical art in the Laws (Leg. 2.
668 a — 670 d). Clearly, Plato is referring to contemporary practice when
he indicates two widespread errors made by composers, which the Muses
never would have committed. The first (669 c—d) consists of a wrong
combination of mimetic elements:

(D o0 yop &v éketval ye <sc. MoVooL> EEOQUAPTOLEY TOTE TOGOVTOV
dote PRHOTO AVEPDY TOLACOOCNL TO YXPAOUC YOVULKAY Kol HEAOG
amododvart, kol LELOg EAEVOEPOV 0D KO GYAILOTA GVVOETGOL PLOILOVG
300V Kol AVELEVBEPMVY TTPOCUPUOTTELY, 0V oD PVOLOVE Kol Gy AU
€AeVBEPLOV LmoBeTCOL HEAOG T| AOYOV €VOVTIOV ATOd0VVOL TOLG
poépotg, (II) €1t 3¢ BpleV EOVOS Kol AvOpOTOV Kol Opyavev Kol
TAVTOG YOPOLG €lg TODTOV OVK &V TOTE GLVOETEV, MG €V Tt LILODIEVOL
momtol d& AVOPOTIVOL CEOdPO TG TOLODTO EUTAEKOVIEG KOl
CVYKVKAVTIEG AAOYMG, YEAOT &V Topackevdloley TV AvOpOT®V
660VGg ENOLY ‘OpPes Aoy elv Mpov THG TEPYLOC. TADTA YE YOP OpACL
TOVTO KUKDUEVOL.

For the Muses would never make so gross an error as to compose words
suitable for men, and then give the melody a colouring proper to women,
to put together melody and postures of free men and then fit to them
rhythms proper to slaves and servile persons, or to start with rhythms
and postures expressive of freedom, and to give them a melody or words
of opposite character to the rhythms; nor would they ever put together in
the same piece the sounds of wild beasts and men and instruments, and

84 West 1992, 357.

85 Csapo 2004, 222-223.
86 Mathiesen 1999, 69.
87 Csapo 2004, 222-223.
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noises of all sorts, as though in imitation of a single object. But human
composers, weaving and jumbling all such things nonsensically together,
would be laughed at by everyone who, as Orpheus puts it, ‘has attained
the full bloom of joyfulness’. For they can see all these things jumbled
together.88

The description of this mistake includes two points: with €11 8¢ the
phrase is clearly divided into two parts (marked as I and II here), each
depending upon a verb in optative mood + &v with the negation ov ...
rmote. Both points specify the same error: the combining of different
objects of imitation. Neither part inquires which object is good and which
is bad (it is only by adducing passages from the Republic for comparison
that we can guess that the Muses, in Plato’s opinion, would not imitate
a base character or an animal voice).

Still, there is also a difference. The first part (I) deals with the means
of imitating an ethos — words, “colouring”,?® melody, rhythm, and
postures (pApato, xpdRo, LEAOG, PLOIOS, oxNuata): female devices are
not to be mixed with male, nor noble with servile. It is clear that none of
these components are ruled out as unnecessary in a composition (Plato
approves of syncretic art, see 669 d—e) — one merely has to ensure they are
all suitable and compatible in regard to the object of imitation, that is, the
ethos. If one puts together a “male” melody with a “female” rhythm, the
result will be not two different artistic images, but rather no one imitated
properly. The lack of poetic mastery is evident here in the inability to
define correctly the ethos of a certain expressive means.

As for sound mimicry (II), surely it would not be difficult for an author
or his audience to understand what sounds must be imitated. Oddly, Plato
argues that one should not introduce the imitation of different sounds
(such as human and animal voices) into the same composition, since this
would destroy the unity of the whole. His aim is apparently to prevent an
excessive variety of expressive means and modulations (Resp. 397 b—c).%0
However, taken alone, this passage does not mean that onomatopoeia is in
itself unacceptable.

88 Translation: Barker 1984, 154.

89 Barker 1984, 154 n. 80: “Chroma, possibly here in the sense related to tuning”
(cf. 143 n. 62: “Metaphorical references to ‘colouring’ in music seem to refer to
expressive effects involving either ‘tone-colour’ or nuances of tuning”).

% West 1992, 369: “All this can only be done by using a whole range of different
scales, rhythms, and changes of one to another. Once it is excluded, there will be no
need of polychordy and omnimodality in the music, or of instruments such as harps
or auloi that yeld excessive numbers of notes and scales, or of complex rhythms”.
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The reference to the imitation of human voices is curious. Perhaps
it relates to the performance of any vocal part in the first person. Yet in
the same list containing the imitation of animals and instruments, Plato
may be implying any conscious changing of the voice, such as performing
a woman’s part in a high register’! or imitating barbaric speech. Nor
can mimicking the human voice with a musical instrument be ruled out,
especially inarticulate groans and cries (such as those of a woman in
childbirth by Timotheus).

It is unclear from this passage whether Plato meant vocal or
instrumental sound mimicry, or both.

The composers’ second mistake consists in violating the syncretism of
poetry, music and dance (669 d — 670 a):

Kol £TL SLOGTAOCLY Ol TOINTOL PLOUOV LEV KOl OYNUOTO LEAOVS X MP1LG,
Adyovg Wilovg eig pETPOL TIBEVTEG, HEAOG & oD Kol PLBUOV Evev
PNUET®V, YA K1Bapioel Te kKol OANCEL TPOCYPMOUEVOL, £V 01g &M
TOYXOAETOV GVEL AOYOVL YLYVOUEVOV PLOIOV Te Kol GPHOVIOY Y-
yvaokely 0Tt e BoOAeTol Kol 6T £01ke TOV AELOAOYOV HIUMULATOV
AALG DOAPETV dvorykolov OTL TO TOLOVTOV Ye TOAANAG A YpOLKiOG
LEGTOV AV, OTOCOV TAYXOVE TE KOl AMTHLOLOG KAl POVHG ONpLddovg
cPOdpa plrov BoT adANcEeL Ye xpHcBot kol Kibapioel TANV 660V DO
Opynolv 1€ kol @MV, YLD & EKaTEP® TAGH TIC GpOVLCLN KOl
BovpoToVPYLa YYVoLT OV THG XPNOEWG.

And further, the composers tear rhythm and posture away from melody,
putting bare words into metres, setting melody and rhythm without
words, and using the cithara and the aulos without the voice, a practice in
which it is extremely difficult — since rhythm and Aharmonia occur with
no words — to understand what is intended, and what worthwhile
representation it is like. It is essential that we accept the principle that
all such practices are utterly inartistic, if they are so enamoured of speed
and precision and animal noises that they use the music of the aulos
and the cithara for purposes other than the accompaniment of dance and
song: the use of either by itself is characteristic of uncultured and vulgar
showmanship.??

ol Such as the part of Electra in Euripides: see Sch. Eur. Or. 176, p. 116, 14-16
Schwartz.
92 Translation: Barker 1984, 154.
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This is the famous Platonic passage in which music that is purely
instrumental is condemned, with reasons adduced. The participants in the
dialogue have to confess that in spite of their working hypothesis about
the mimetic character of any kind of music (668 a—c) it is difficult to
recognize the mimesis when the text is missing (though they believe
that true connoisseurs would be able to do so). Annoyed, the Athenian
remarks: <anyway this task is not even worth our efforts, since> there is
nothing good in music which aims only at displaying masterly technique
(téiyog kot dmtoioio) and sound-mimetic tricks (v ONPLOING).

This phrase clearly shows that onomatopoeia is the acknowledged
forte of instrumental music:?? virtuoso musicians were even willing to
sacrifice poetic text and dance in order to perform it perfectly.

Thus Plato provides the following information: musical mimicry was
common in his time; it was particularly typical of instrumental music,
but also occurred in vocal forms. The philosopher dismisses imitating the
inarticulate sounds of nature as senseless trickery.

Is it reasonable to connect Plato’s evidence to the New Music? The
culmination of this phenomenon dates to the second half of the fifth
century BC, whereas the Republic was composed ca. 380-370, and
the Laws ca. 360-347. Yet, firstly, it is plausible that the innovations
introduced proved to be irreversible and influenced the further deve-
lopment of Greek music;’* secondly, Plato’s aesthetic predilections
perhaps took shape in his young years and scarcely changed later on; in
addition, reproducing a situation in the age of Socrates would suit the
Socratic dialogues.? It cannot be denied that an overview of everything
that Plato found unacceptable in this art closely matches known features
of the New Music.?® However, it should be noted that the passages
considered above contain no references to any recent degradation (such
as in Leg. 659 b—c or 700 a — 701 b). If Plato dislikes some aspects of
music, one can hardly make the New Music responsible for everything he

9 There is nothing new in claiming that a programmatic character and sound-
mimetic elements were typical features of Greek instrumental music (see e.g. Guhrauer
1904; West 1992, 368 n. 49; Hagel 2010-2011, 497; Rocconi 2014). Cf. Aristot. Poet.
1447 a 14-16: kol THg OANTIKTG 1) TAELOTN KO KIBOPLOTIKTG TAGOL TVYXAVOVOLY
0000l HIPACELG TO GDVOLOV.

94 See Henderson 1957, 397-398; West 1992, 371-372.

95 T owe this observation to Prof. A. Verlinsky.

% Csapo 2004, 236: “Plato makes no secret of his tastes in music. If there is
one thing that characterizes them all, it is violent antipathy to every feature of New
Musical style” (a series of examples follows).
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disapproves of. For example, he does not accept melody without words
(Leg. 669 d — 670 a), but no one would conclude that instrumental music
was first separated from the text in his time or a little before, since it was
already the subject of musical contests in the sixth century. He may not
welcome the aulos (Resp. 399 d, cf. Gorg. 501 e), but this is no reason
to doubt the long history of Greek wind instruments before they played
an important part in the musical “revolution” of the fifth century.®” Plato
is not claiming that the use of sound mimicry in music was innovative.
However, its relatively recent penetration into sung poetry may be
conjectured with caution.

III. Onomatopoeia in comedy

There are reasons to suspect that artists of the New Music were not the
first to apply vocal sound mimicry, just as they were not the first to use
it in instrumental pieces: one cannot help but notice its repeated use by
Aristophanes. The imitation of a stringed instrument occurs not only in
Plutus (6pettavero 290, 296), but also in the Frogs (topAcattobpot
TopAattofpat as a refrain in 1286-1295), in a parody of Aeschylus’
chorus songs, which seem to be taken “from the citharodic nomes” (1282).
At the beginning of the Knights the flogged slaves imitate an auletic duet,
howling a nome of Olympus to express their suffering (LOULD POUD POULD
LOPD popd popd 10). In the Birds, the peculiarity of the Hoopoe’s song
as well as that of the chorus’ lyrics in the parabasis is the imitation of
various bird-calls,”® and in the Frogs, the zest of the frog chorus is the
croaking (Bpexekeke koo koaf as a refrain in 209-268). Of note, sound
mimicry occurs mainly in the sung rather than the spoken parts (Eq. 10 is
transmitted as an iambic trimeter, but I believe that the characters actually
sang the original music of Olympus with its own rhythm). This supports
the hypothesis that music was considered a necessary aid to such effects.

7 On the role of the auloi see Csapo 2004, 211-212.

227-228; T10 T10 TLO T10 TLO TLO T1o T1o 237; Tp1oTd Tp1oTd T0ToPRpiE 243, TOpo TOPO
Topo TopoTiE, KikkoPod KikKaBaD, TOPO TOPO Topo Topo ALMALE 260—262; TopoTiyE
topotiyE 267 (attributing some of these lines to the Hoopoe or to the birds that respond
to his call is debatable, see e.g. Fraenkel 1950, 82—84; Sifakis 1971, 113—114 n. 3).
The chorus: morororonwonowono ©od 310; TitiTiTiTiTLTITL Tiver 313; T10 T1LO TLO TLO
738=770, 743=775, t10 T10 T10 TLYE 741=773, 751/2=784, 10T0T0 T0TOTO TOTOTO TLYE
746/7=779. There are also replicas of the birds-messengers: o0 oD ‘o1, TOV TOV
oY ‘67TL, oV 7oV ToV ‘61L, Tod 1122; iob 100, 1oV 100, 1oV 100 1170. (The text is
cited from the edition of Dunbar 1995.)
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The only exception is the sound of crepitus ventris in the Clouds, in
anapestic lines (tonna ntonndé, nornartannd 390, 391).

Attempts have been made to interpret some of these passages as
pastiches or parodies of the New Music.

(1) The significance of the frogs’ scene (Ran. 209-268) within Aristo-
phanes’ comedy is debated; some scholars assume that it foreshadows the
main theme of the play — the debate over what constitutes good and bad
poetry.”” Indeed these frogs are no strangers to the poetic realm: Charon
introduces them as Béatpoyotr kOxvor and their songs as kGAAioto and
Oovpaotd (205-207), and they boast about their musical art (eOynpov
guay dowdayv 213-214) and the favour of divine patrons of music —
the Muses, Pan and Apollo (229-232). J. Defradas'® presented the
argument that the frogs represented poets of the New Dithyramb. His
reasons were as follows: (a) the expression B&tpoyotr KOKvol is in
line with later dithyramb images; (b) the use of extravagant compound
neologisms, such as kpoimadoxkwpog (218), moAvkorduPoior (246) and
Top@oAvyomaprldcuaoty (249), is typical of avant-garde compositions;
(c) the chorus song contains allusions to the Dionysian feast of the
Anthesteria, which leads Defradas to conclude that it is a dithyramb;
(d) the epithets molvkoAvuPoiot péreoty (245) and yopelov aldAoV
(247-248), as well as the opposition of Dionysus’ trochees to the chorus’
iambs, are interpreted as alluding to moikiAlo and kopunol of the New
Music. G. Wills 19! defended the same idea arguing that Dionysus defeated
the frogs in a competition over poetic “beauty” (judged from the frogs’
point of view) by producing sounds even more disgusting than their
croaking — that is, farting. E. Rocconi!?? tried to expand on this argument,
claiming that the frog chorus shows signs of a work-song, and since
Euripides is accused of borrowing his lyrics from low genres (1301—
1303), this might well be an accusation leveled against the New Music in
general and implied by Aristophanes in this scene.

% For an overview see Campbell 1984 (with convincing criticism); Rocconi 2007,
137-138 n. 5. For the most part the frogs are thought to impersonate inferior poets
of various kinds; only Whitman 1964, 248-249, places them among Aristophanes’
champions (pace Campbell): their music is somewhat monotonous, but at least it
does not suffer from decadent multiformity, and they make Dionysus learn the rowing
rhythm of the Athenian fleet, whereas Euripides teaches the sailors only to talk back to
their commanders (Ran. 1071-1072).

100 Defradas 1969, followed with more restrain by Zimmermann 1984, 157;
159; 161.

101 Wills 1969.

102 Rocconi 2007.
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This hypothesis is interesting; however, none of its arguments are
truly compelling, and some are far-fetched.'® Stylistic analysis of the
passage reveals peculiarities that suggest objects of parody other than the
New Music.!%* In particular, compounds are an effective means of comic
language itself'% and at the same time a characteristic feature of choral lyrics
and tragedy (Aristophanes regularly uses them for paratragic effect, and in
the agon of the Frogs it is Aeschylus and not Euripides who is responsible
for heavy, powerful compounds'?). Refrains are used in cult invocations,
magical spells and popular songs,'%7 and they are also typical of Aeschylus
(see Ran. 1264—1277). Alternation and contest between the soloist and the
chorus is reminiscent of a folk tradition, particularly the amoebaean singing
agon.'%® The characteristics of an elevated style such as the Doric long
alpha, the choice of poetic words, archaisms, circumlocutions, and dactylo-
epitrite verse'? are traditional features of choral lyrics, including the kind
used by Pindar or Aeschylus,!!? and they are often intended to provide the
sort of comic effect beloved by Aristophanes: a combination of high and
low styles.!!! The frogs’ scene is perfectly entertaining even without being

103 For objections to Wills, see MacDowell 1972, 4; Kugelmeier 1996, 132—134;
to Defradas, Dover 1993, 56 n. 2; Kugelmeier 1996, 134-135; concerning (c) it may
be added that dithyrambic contests cannot be proved for the Anthesteria (Pickard-
Cambridge 1968, 16—17; Robertson 1993, 244 n. 133), and associations with Dionysus
have practically disappeared in the New Dithyramb. — The idea of Rocconi is not
convincing. Beyond the fact that the frogs sing during the rowing, traits of a rowing
song are in short supply: it is Charon and not the frogs who commands the rhythm
(208); the soloist rows instead of commanding; no part responds with only a rhythmical
cry to the song of another; the rhythm is irregular (note also that, since Dionysus
rows alone, he does not need to keep up the same rhythm); the frogs do not mention
Dionysus’ activity and on the whole do not communicate with him before he addresses
them. Facing this evident lack of similarity to a work-song, Rocconi sophisticatedly
refers to it as ‘deformazione comica’ (p. 141). Besides it has yet to be demonstrated
that it was a well-known trait of the New Music to borrow from low genres, rather
than a peculiarity of Euripides’ tragedy first observed by Aristophanes, and that such
an allusion could be made clear enough by imprecisely imitating just one such piece
outside an elevated context.

104 Zimmermann 1984, 157; Rocconi 2007, 139-140.

105 Campbell 1984, 165; Kugelmeier 1996, 134; admitted also by Defradas
1969, 31.

106 E.g. Ran. 929, 937, 1056: McEvilley1970, 274.

107 Dover 1993, 219; Kugelmeier 1996, 138.

108 Zimmermann 1984, 163; Kugelmeier 1996, 257.

109 Radermacher 1954, 171; 172; Zimmermann 1984, 157-160; Dover 1993, 219;
Kugelmeier 1996, 138-140.

110- Campbell 1984, 164—165; Zimmermann 1984, 157-158; Dover 1993, 219.

1 Zimmermann 1984, 81; 158; 161; Rau 1967, 13.
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a musical pastiche or parody: an elevated poetic style and high self-esteem
is funny when coming from frogs, as is its juxtaposition with the croaking
and the tone-lowering remarks of Dionysus.!!2

In addition, we have enough examples of the care Aristophanes took
to show his parodistic intentions:!'*> he names his targets!'* and uses
quotations from their works, either direct or comically distorted, but still
recognizable.''S Thus the lack of an explicit reference might be considered
an argument against parody. Nevertheless, the possibility of parody cannot
be excluded, as it might have been evident to the audience through the
music, which has since been lost.!16

However, even if the frogs’ chorus did satirize the New Music, it is
impossible to prove and hard to imagine that the croaking in Aristophanes’
comedy reflected the sound mimicry in the parodied dithyrambs. Defradas
himself argues that the onomatopoeia is a metaphorical representation of
avant-garde music designed to show the contrast between the result of
the frogs’ creativity — hoarse cacophonic sounds — and their own artistic
claims placed back-to-back with their BpekekexeE koo Kook,

(2) The sung parts of the parabasis in the Birds embellished with birds’
twittering (737-752, 769—784)'7 show a striking resemblance to the
frogs’ song. Both choruses praise themselves and refer to the gods (partly
the same) whom they please with their songs, and G. M. Sifakis believes
these themes are characteristic of performances of animal choruses from
the early stages of their development on.!'® Animal sounds could be used
for parody, but we do not need a parody to explain and enjoy their use.!!®
After all, it is more than natural to chirrup for a chorus of birds and croak
for a chorus of frogs.

Extant evidence is very limited, but there is little reason to doubt
that sound mimicry was mastered by authors of comedy for their own
buffoonish aims, rather than absorbed from some other genre. One might

112 Stanford 1958, 94 ad 210 ff.; Campbell 1984, 164; Kugelmeier 1996, 137; cf.
141: “parodistische Lyrik (auch ohne besonderes Objekt der Parodie)”.

113 See Schlesinger 1937; id. 1936.

114 Classes 1-3 in Schlesinger. The principle of personal invective is observed at
least until the transitional period from Old to Middle comedy (Nesselrath 1990, 250).
If Aristophanes mocks the representatives of the avant-garde style as a whole, the
group is also clearly indicated: Nub. 333 xvkAlov xopdV dopotokauntog; Pax 829
S318vpopPodidockdimy.

115 Classes 4-6 in Schlesinger.

116 MacDowell 1972, 5; Campbell 1984, 164.

117 Parody character was assumed for this chorus by A. Barker, see below n. 136.

118 Sifakis 1971, 95-97; 101-102.

119 Kugelmeier 1996, 143; 313.
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suppose that its use seemed appropriate whenever the chorus consisted
of animals, although our sources for theriomorphic choruses in Attic
tradition outside of Aristophanes are limited to vase-paintings and titles
of non-extant comedies,'?° which obviously provide no information on
onomatopoeic effects. Yet there is one piece of evidence proving that
the mimicking of sounds in comedy existed before the New Music. In
Aristoph. Eg. 522—-523 Magnes, the comic poet active ca. 475-450 BC, is
praised for being able to utter “all kinds of sounds”:

TAo0G & VUV pOVAG 1elg Kol YAAA®Y kol Ttepvyilmv
kol Avdilwv kol ynvilev kot Bortopuevog Botpoyetols

...though he produced every kind of sound for you, twanging the lyre,
flapping wings, speaking Lydian, buzzing like a gall-fly and dying
himself frog-green...!?!

(3) Similar issues with the frogs’ scene can be found within the
call-song of the Hoopoe in the Birds (227-262). Features that may be
associated with the New Music have been observed there too: first, it is
a monody of the late Euripides’ type, which probably required virtuoso
singing,'?? unusually long for a drama and with no observance of strophic
correspondence;!? second, it presents an unusual variety of rhythms
that change in every movement of the song.'?* However, the prevailing
opinion is that this piece was not intended as parody.!?> The Hoopoe is
surely not a dithyrambic poet, but a paratragic hero, Tereus the king,!2¢
and his monody is composed as a kKAntikog Vpvog!?’ in conventional high

120 See Sifakis 1971, 73—75 and 76-77 respectively.

121 Translation: Sommerstein 1981, 61.

122 Russo 1984, 245; Zimmermann 1984, 70 n. 3.

123 Mazon 1904, 99; Henderson 1957, 393.

124 Héndel 1963, 172 n. 2; Zimmermann 1984, 77-78. Pretagostini 1988
completes his analysis with a conclusion that appears contrary to his own obser-
vations: according to him, in the call-song Aristophanes rejected all fashionable
contemporary innovations. Meanwhile, of the innovations listed on p. 194, two (“la
preminenza riservata al ruolo dell’auleta” who provides a solo piece and “il mélange
di metri e ritmi”) are certainly present, and three others (“l’'uso sempre pit ampio
delle modulazioni vocalizzate della melodia”, “il ricorso ai superallungamenti per cui
il lungo poteva valere anche piu di due tempi” and “il progressive prevalere del dato
musicale su quello linguistico”) are impossible to judge without the music.

125 Mazon 1904, 99; White 1912, 593-594; Zimmermann 1984, 72; 81; 82;
Zimmermann 1989, 28; Zimmermann 1993b, 48; Kugelmeier 1996, 143.

126 Zimmermann 1984, 72; cf. Dunbar 1995, 161 ad v. 92.

127 Zimmermann 1984, 77.

N
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lyric style, including compound epithets'?® and archaizing words.!?° Here
again we see a combination of low and high style particularly typical of
Aristophanes’ autonomous “comic-fantastic” lyrics:!30 elevated poetry is
sung by a hoopoe, addressed to the birds rather than the gods and mixed
with the birds’ sounds and realities. There appears to be little reason to
interpret the bird-calls of the Hoopoe as allusions to typical features of
a parodied musical trend rather than as devices used for their own sake.

Stylistic similarities between some Aristophanic passages and
those of Euripides were observed long ago (Cratinus invented a verb
gopimdapiotopavilery for this purpose, fr. 342 K.—A.). It is well
known that Aristophanes, who was sometimes the harshest critic of the
New Music, was also inclined to adopt many of its characteristics in his
own writings.!3! Two explanations of this paradox have been proposed.
According to Th. McEvilley, it was only the sense-bearing aspect of the
avant-garde trend that annoyed Aristophanes — namely, its bombastic
and nonsensical poetry; however, he readily embraced most of the
technical musical innovations.!3? B. Zimmermann'33 argues that the poet
was well aware of the boundaries of his own genre in relation to others:
in his opinion, devices apt for comedy were out of place in a dithyramb,
nome or tragedy.

(4) A. Barker!3* sees parody of the New Music in the wordless part
of the Nightingale in the Birds. Attempts to find hints at such parody
in the Hoopoe’s wake-song addressed to his spouse (4Av. 209-222) are
not very convincing.'35 Still, an appealing assumption is that Procne is

128 Zimmermann 1984, 79 refers them to characteristic features of the New Music.

129 Zimmermann 1984, 79-80.

130 Pucci 1961, 393; Rau 1967, 13; Silk 1980, 129-130; 151 (“realistic-fantastic
lyric”); Zimmermann 1984, 72; 81; 158 (“komisch-fantastische Lyrik”).

131 Mazon 1904, 99; McEvilley 1970, 270-276; Zimmermann 1993b, 40; 48.

132 McEvilley 1970, 273; 275.

133 Zimmermann 1988, 44-45; Zimmermann 1995, 125; 128-129.

134 Barker 2004.

135 The supposed hint at confusing genres (Barker 2004, 192—193) may be called
into question. The terms Vpvog and vépog are synonymous for ‘song’, and Opfivog
and &leyog, for ‘sorrowful song’. Apollo’s lyre sounds in respond to the nightingale,
but mourning is impossible on behalf of the blessed gods, so the music that sounds
on the Olympus is probably different (cOpewvog can mean that the chorus of gods
and Apollo are in tune with each other and not with Procne). A certain discrepancy
between the lament of the nightingale and the gods’ 6AoAvyn as a reaction to it
cannot be denied, but in fact “it may seem plausible to read this as an essentially
unproblematic piece of poetic rhetoric, harmlessly expanding its praises of the
nightingale beyond what could literally be true” (Barker 2004, 192). Barker’s second
point (ibid., 194-195: &vtiydArov is associated with exotic musical instruments
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represented as a cheap auletris and shares the symbolism with the Muse
of Euripides in the Frogs (Ran. 1305-1308) — that is, the vulgarity of
the fashionable style of music.'3¢ I would even suggest going one step
further. If her appearance (demonstrated to the characters and the public
with a meaningful retardation, only after v. 666) is a sort of commentary
on the aulos interlude performed by her after v. 222, it might well be
that, rather than a stylization composed by Aristophanes, Procne played
a potpourri of famous pieces of the New Music or even one such piece: as
there is no clear indication of parody in the text, I believe that this would
be the only way to make the joke understandable to the public. Since
Procne is a nightingale, sound imitation of this bird’s voice in the aulos
intermezzo seems unavoidable (cf. Sch. Aristoph. Av. 222: pipettol Tig
v &anddva). Perhaps a popular composition existed in which an aulete
masterly mimicked the warbling of a nightingale — or else the viylopot
and tepetiopato of Philoxenus’ kind regularly created such associations?
This would then be another example of the use of onomatopoeic effects in
the New Music. Unfortunately, this is pure guesswork.!37

On the whole, barring Plutus (290-301) a relation between the New
Music and sound mimicry in comedy cannot be proved. Interpreting
Aristophanes’ passages with this kind of mimesis as pastiches or parodies,
some of which are aimed at the New Music, is still possible to a certain
extent. However, it should be emphasized that those who propose such
interpretations consider onomatopoeic effects not as objects of mockery,
but as a means of ridiculing the parodied works. The only probable case
in which onomatopoeia must be traced to Aristophanes’ target rather than

discussed in Athen. 14. 34-38, p. 634 b — 636 ¢, and thus with oriental flavour and
with the New Music) seems quite unconvincing. The author evaluates the credibility
of his own arguments with customary sobriety: “I cannot yet claim to have proved
that the nightingale stands here as an emblem of the excesses of the ‘new wave’
composers” (p. 195).

136 Since Barker assumes that the aulete in the Birds continued to play the part
of Procne until the end of the comedy (which I strongly doubt), he must conclude
that all the songs accompanied by him — at least from v. 676 — had an extravagantly
populist and decadent character: “She would be the perfect accompanist for such
figures as the Poet and Cinesias in the later episodes, and would effectively under-
cut any temptation to take seriously the various musical offerings of the chorus”
(Barker 2004, 203; 204 with n. 35). Thus the birds’ chorus becomes a portrait of the
musical avant-garde.

137 1f we accept the conclusion of Th. McEvilley (see above n. 132) that all
Aristophanes refuted in the New Music was the obscuring of the poetic text, then his
criticism of purely instrumental music becomes improbable if not impossible.
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himself is the Cyclops of Philoxenus alluded to in Plutus — and this is the
exception that proves the rule: in a case when the bleating of the chorus
sounded in the original, Aristophanes only refers to it and does not repeat
it himself.

This unique case is the only positive evidence available to support
the hypothesis that vocal sound mimicry in high lyrics was a novelty that
first appeared in the New Music. Following Zimmermann,'3® we may
suppose that Aristophanes felt this device appropriate only for comedy.
In this case, his parody was used to show that onomatopoeia, particularly
from a human voice, has a potentially comic effect and its use in elevated
genres such as dithyramb can yield unintentional ludicrous results.
However, this is not an inevitable conclusion: first, I believe that in the
Cyclops Philoxenus was deliberately using comic methods to produce
a comic effect;'3 and second, Aristophanes’ allusion does not sound like
criticism, but rather like a tribute to the work’s fame.!40

Still, this hypothesis is plausible and may well be correct, even with no
support other than argumentum ex silentio (vocal mimicry is widespread
in the time of Plato and may be postulated for the authors of the New
Music, but there is no evidence of it in earlier high lyric poetry). It does
not presuppose that “serious” genres borrowed vocal sound mimicry from
comedy — it could very well have been adopted under the influence of
instrumentalists.

To sum up: sound mimicry was not in itself a novelty — it was long
ago mastered by instruments in solo aulos- and cithara-playing, and
by voice in comedy. However, its use in the New Music may perhaps
illustrate other notorious features of this style: the confusion of genres,
the increasing importance of instrumental parts in dithyramb, tragedy
and sung nome, and moAvyopdic — the use of a larger number of notes
and scales.

Nina Almazova
Saint Petersburg State University;
Bibliotheca Classica Petropolitana

n.almazova@spbu.ru

138 See above n. 133.

139 Cf. Hartung 1846, 417: “Die Weise, in welcher Aristoteles Poet. 2, 4
[1448 a 15-18] diesen Kyklops des Philoxenos als Beispiel eines komischen
Dithyrambos erwihlt, beweist uns, dass keineswegs alle Dithyramben dieser Periode
von solcher Art gewesen sind”.

140 See above n. 51.
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The use of musical means to imitate non-musical sounds is often identified as
a characteristic of the New Music (an avant-garde trend reported to have developed
in Ancient Greece beginning around 450 BC), although it can be traceable to an
earlier period (at least to 584 BC). This paper reviews existing evidence on sound
mimicry in the Classical period and considers its possible connections with the
New Music. Particular attention is paid to distinguishing between vocal and
instrumental sound imitation, and separating onomatopoeic effects from other
types of mimesis somehow connected with music in texts. (I) The limited evidence
that focuses directly on famous artists of the New Music (Timotheus and Philoxenus)
leaves no doubt that they used sound mimicry, probably both by means of voice
and instruments. However, there is no clear indication that the use of such effects
was criticized for its innovation. (II) According to Plato, in his time sound mimicry
through the human voice was unexpectedly widespread in poetry; he also speaks of
it as a recognized feature of purely instrumental virtuoso music. Plato disapproved
of such senseless trickery, but his condemnations are not related to his complaints
about the recent degradation in music, and on the whole the New Music cannot be
blamed for everything Plato disliked in this art (such as wind instruments or
melodies without words). Still, in view of the fact that earlier lyrics, as far as we
know, showed little evidence of sound mimicry, it may be cautiously conjectured
that it was propagated in “high-style” sung poetry during the second half of the fifth
century BC. (IIT) Vocal onomatopoeic effects were mastered by Old Comedy, it
may be postulated, even prior to Aristophanes. Even if some passages that contain
sound imitation may be interpreted as Aristophanes’ pastiches or parodies of the
New Music, it is impossible to prove that this device was an object, rather than
a means, of mockery. If indeed it began to spread in monodic and choral lyrics in
the second half of the fifth century, we need not think that it was borrowed from
comedy rather than instrumental music. Perhaps some critics felt that sound
mimicry, with its comic potential, especially on human lips, was as much out of
place in serious poetic genres as it was at home in comedy, but we have no evidence
that specifically claims this. Onomatopoeia was not in itself a novelty, but its use
may illustrate features of the New Music such as the confusion of genres, the
increasing importance of instrumental parts and the growing numbers of sounds
and scales.

OTo0OpaXkeHNEe HEMY3bIKAJIBHBIX 3BYKOB MY3bIKAJIbHBIMU CPEJCTBAMU YaCTO BKIIIO-
JaeTcs B IEPEUeHb OTINYNTEIbHBIX MPU3HAKOB T.H. HOoBOMI My3bIKH (aBaHTapANCT-
CKOTO HampaBlIeHus, pa3BuBaBlierocs B JlpeBnell I'penun ¢ cepenuns! V B. 10
H.3.), XOTSI U3BECTHO, YTO 3TOT MIPHEM IPUMEHSIICS 3HAUUTEIBHO PAHBILE (110 MEHb-
et mepe ¢ 584 1. 10 H.5.). B craTbe paccMarpuBaloTcs Bce CyIIECTBYIONINE CBH-
JIETETTCTBA 3BYKOTIOPAXKAHNS B KIIACCHYECKYIO ATIOXY M BO3MOJKHOCTD CBSI3aTh MX
¢ HoBoii my3bikoii. Ocoboe BHUMaHHUE TIPH 3TOM YIEIISIETCS, BO-TICPBBIX, pa3rpaHu-
YEHHIO MEXIY 3BYKOINOAPAaKAHWEM BOKAJIbHBIMH M MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHBIMH Cpel-
CTBaMH, a BO-BTOPBIX — OTAEICHHUIO CBUICTEIHCTB 00 MMUTAIINH 3BYKOB ITPHUPOJIBI
OT MPOYMX YIIOMUHAHMI 0 “MuMecuce” B My3bikasibHOU chepe. (I) Hemuorouuc-
JICHHBIE COOOIIICHUSI, TPSMO CBSI3BIBAIOLIIE 3BYKOIIOAPAsKaHNE C IPEICTABUTEISIMH
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Hogoit my3sixu (Tumodeem 1 OUIIOKCEHOM), HE OCTABIISIOT COMHEHHI, 9TO OHU
HCHOJb30BAIU ITOT MpPHUEM, HO HUKTO HE KPUTHUKYET €ro Kak HOBOBBEICHUE.
(IT) TTnatoH CBUAETENHCTBYET, YTO B €0 BpeMs HEOXKHUJAHHO IIUPOKOE PaCIpo-
CTPAHEHUE TOJIYYUIIO 3BYKOMOJPA)KaHHWE MOCPEACTBOM YEIOBEUECKOIO TOJIO0Ca;
KpOMe TOTO, OHO OBUIO XapaKTepHOH 4epToil BUPTYO3HOH WHCTPYMEHTAIbHOI
My3bIKH. Puocod He ogoOpsieT ero kak OeccMbICIICHHbBIE (JOKYChI, OHAKO HUTJIE
HE CBSI3BIBACT C JIerpajaliieil HelaBHEro BPEeMEHH, U B LIEJIOM He BCE, YTO OCyXkK-
naet [11aToH B 3TOM HCKyccTBE (HanpuMep, TyXOBble HHCTPYMEHTBI MIIH MEJIOIUH
0e3 cIlloB), MOXKHO CBsI3bIBaTh C BozaeWcTBueM HoBoii My3biku. Tem He MeHee,
TIOCKOJIbKY B O0JIee paHHEH IMpHKe 3BYKOMOApasKaHUE TIPAKTHUIECKH HE 3aCBUIC-
TEIbCTBOBAHO, MOXKHO C OCTOPOXHOCTBIO MPEANOJI0KHUTh, YTO OHO MPOHHUKIO
B “BBICOKYIO” MYy3BIKaJIbHYIO [T033UI0 Ha poTsokeHnn 2-1 non. V B. (III) B pes-
Hell KOMeNH BOKAJIbHOE 3BYKOIOApakaHue, MO-BUJUMOMY, IPAKTUKOBAIOCH €IIe
10 Apucropana. XoTs HEKOTOPbIE COAEpIKAIINE €ro apucTo(haHOBCKUE CTPOKH
MOYKHO MHTEPIPETHPOBATh KaK mapoauto Ha HoByro My3bIKy WM CTUIM3ALMIO
IOJ] Hee, He YIaeTcsl JOKa3aTh, 4TO 3TOT NMpHEM KOoraa-Tu0o ObuT 00BEKTOM, a He
cpencTBOM ocMestHus. Eciin oH 1 B caMoM Jierie cTas pacipoCTPaHsAThCSI B MOHO-
JIUYECKOI U XOpoBOH Jmupuke oK. 450 1., 3aMMCTBOBATh €ro MO3THI MOITIM CKOpee
13 UHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOW MY3BIKH, YeM U3 KOMEIUH. BO3MOXHO, KTO-TO M3 aHTHY-
HBIX KPUTHKOB YyBCTBOBAJ, YTO 3BYKONOJPAKAHHIO, OCOOCHHO B HCIIOJHEHUHU
YEJIOBEUECKOTO T0JI0Ca, MPHUCYI MOTCHINAIBHBIN KOMUYECKUH 3G EKT, a moTomy
OHO YMECTHO B KOME/IMH, HO HUKAK HE B CEPbE3HBIX JKaHPAX, OJJHAKO MPSIMO TaKOE
MHEHHE HUKTO HE BBICKa3bIBacT. MTak, moapakaHue 3ByKaM MPUPOIBI CaMO IO
cebe He SBISIOCH HOBOBBEJICHHEM, HO ero npuMeHeHne B HoBoil My3bIke MOXKeT
WITIOCTPUPOBATh TAKHE OCOOCHHOCTH 3TOTO CTHIISA, KaK CMEIIEHHUE KaHPOB, BO3-
pacTaHMe PONM HMHCTPYMEHTANbHOM MYy3BIKM U 4YHCIA HCIOIb3YEMBIX 3BYKOB
U 3BYKOPSIOB.



IL CERTAMEN HOMERI ET HESIODI
FRA ALCIDAMANTE E LA TRADIZIONE
BIOGRAFICA OMERICA
E DPORIGINE DELLA VITA PS.-ERODOTEA*

Alcidamante e la genesi del Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi

L’ipotesi di Nietzsche (1870—1873) sul ruolo del retore Alcidamante (V—
IV a.C.) nella formazione del Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi mostra come
siano fragili le basi dei nostri tentativi di ricostruire le opere perdute (e la
Quellenforschung che ne ¢ alla base): personalmente, se non avessimo il
papiro di Karanis (pubblicato da Winter nel 1925, quindi piu di 50 anni
dopo il lavoro di Nietzsche), non avrei alcun dubbio a liquidare (con
E. Meyer, Vahlen e Wilamowitz!) come infondata 1’idea di Nietzsche che
il Museo di Alcidamante contenesse il Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi. Del
Certamen noi possediamo completa solo una redazione di eta imperiale,
giuntaci nel Laur. 56. 1, di certo successiva ad Adriano, come mostra
la menzione di un oracolo ricevuto dallo stesso imperatore (32—43 A.).
Nietzsche credeva che quanto leggiamo nel C(ertamen) L(aurentianum)
risalisse in ultima analisi al Museo di Alcidamante e si basava su due indizi:
circa la morte di Esiodo il CL cita due versioni, attribuendone una al Museo
di Alcidamante, I’altra a Eratostene (240 A.); inoltre, Stobeo (4, 52, 22)
cita €k 10D "AAK1d&povTog Movoetov i famosi vv. secondo cui la miglior
cosa per gli uomini sarebbe non nascere o morire il prima possibile e questi
vv. vengono pronunciati anche da Omero nel CL (78-79 A.).

Orbene, questi due indizi per se stessi non autorizzano in alcun modo
a trarre le conclusioni di ampia portata che ne traeva Nietzsche. I vv. co-
muni al Museo (secondo Stobeo) e al CL dimostrano poco, poiché essi
occorrono anche nel corpus Theognideum (425-428) e vengono citati

* Citero il C(ertamen) L(aurentianum) da Allen 1912, non per il valore del testo
(assai mediocre), ma perché numera le linee in continuta, la biografia omerica dello
ps.-Erodoto (VH) da Vasiloudi 2013, Proclo da Severyns 1963, Plutarco (Sept sap.
conv.) da Paton—Wegehaupt 1925, ps.-Plutarco (De Homero) da Kindstrand 1990,
Tzetzes da Wilamowitz 1916, Alcidamante da Avezzu 1982. Ringrazio A. Verlinsky
per osservazioni e suggerimenti.

I Meyer 1892, 378; Vahlen 1911, 127 n. 1; Wilamowitz 1916, 400-401.
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anche altrove.? Anche la citazione del Museo all’interno del CL non fa
sospettare un uso ampio dell’opera alcidamantea. Nel CL di solito non
vengono citate le fonti utilizzate, mentre a proposito della morte di Esio-
do vengono contrapposte le versioni di Alcidamante e di Eratostene. La
morte di Esiodo segue quasi immediatamente la sua vittoria nell’agone
con Omero (210-217 A.):

ThHG Hev odv vikng obtw oot tuxelv 1ov ‘Holodov kol AoBovia
Tpinoda yoAkodV dvabelvat Tailg Moboalg EXLypayovToS

‘Hotodog Mobooig EAlkmviotl TOvd avednkev

Vuve viknoag v XoAdkidt Oglov “Opunpov.
700 8e Aydvog OlaAvBEvTog diémAevcey 0 ‘Holodog i AeA@ovg
XPNOOUEVOG KOl THE VIKNG ATOPY UG TA BED AVOONCOV.

Seguono quindi le notizie sulla morte di Esiodo e I’opposizione delle ver-
sioni di Alcidamante ed Eratostene. Nel passo che ho trascritto si osserva
facilmente una sutura: la dedica del tripode alle Muse dell’Elicona ¢ al-
ternativa a quella a Delfi. La spiegazione piu semplice che viene in mente
¢ che il pezzo che inizia con T0V d¢ G ydVOG dtaAVOEVTOG sia tratto da una
fonte diversa da quanto precede, probabilmente da una biografia esiodea.?
D’altra parte, la menzione di Alcidamante si trova proprio all’interno
di questo pezzo; di conseguenza, tale menzione sembrerebbe derivare
da una biografia esiodea, non dalla fonte da cui deriva il resto del CL.

Delle due prove, che secondo Nietzsche mostrerebbero 1’origine
alcidamantea del CL, nessuna ¢ dunque davvero significativa: i vv.
comuni al CL e al Museo sono celebri e si trovano anche altrove, la
sezione in cui il CL cita Alcidamante sembra, a prima vista, derivare da
una fonte diversa da quella da cui deriva il grosso del CL. Questa era la
documentazione disponibile fino al 1925;* quando, dunque, Wilamowitz

2 Cfr. Theognis 425-428; Epic. apud Diog. Laert. 10, 126; Sextus Emp.
Hyp. Pyrrh. 3, 231; Clem. Alex. Strom. 3, 15, 1; Paroem. Gr. 1, 214, 12; 11, 148, 4;
Schol. Soph. OC 1224.

3 Cosi Wilamowitz 1916, 398.

4 Gia nel 1891 Mahaffy aveva pubblicato la Pap. F. Petrie XXV.1 (= P. Lond. Lit.
191): si tratta di un papiro del I11 sec. a. C. (cfr. Bassino 2013, 61-70), che si sovrappone
col CL 69-101 A., ma presenta notevoli divergenze nella sezione in prosa. Questo papiro
mostra che nel III sec. a.C. circolava una versione del Certamen affine a quella di CL,
ma per se ipsum nulla ci insegna circa Alcidamante. Avezzu 1982, 38—40 attribuisce
il testo del papiro Petrie ad Alcidamante, ma, a differenza che per il papiro di Karanis
(di cui diro subito), non ci sono legami sicuri con il retore: entrambi i papiri presentano
somiglianze strette con CL, il papiro di Karanis ¢ probabilmente una copia della fonte
di CL (cio¢ il Museo di Alcidamante); se anche il papiro Petrie sia copia del Museo non
¢ certo; sicuramente nessuno poteva ragionevolmente ipotizzare questo nel 1891.
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nel 1916 a proposito di CL scriveva (401): “Bei einiger Besonnenheit kann
man nicht mehr schlieflen, als dal Alkidamas von Hesiods Tod erzéhlt
und dabei auch aus dem Gedichte von Agon eine Stelle entnommen
hat”, valutava la documentazione esistente in modo corretto: nulla las-
ciava, all’epoca, immaginare che nel Museo di Alcidamante fosse
narrato il duello poetico di Omero ed Esiodo né che quanto leggiamo
nel CL derivi in ultima analisi da Alcidamante.> Se dovessimo valutare
la Quellenforschung di Nietzsche e Wilamowitz per se ipsas, quella del
secondo risulta di gran lunga piu convincente.

La situazione muto completamente nel 1925, quando Winter pubblico
un papiro di Karanis (Pap. Mich. Inv. 2754, 1I-111 s. p. Ch.), che presenta
un pezzo del Certamen e che porta la subscriptio "’AAK1]dGUOVTOG TEPL
‘Ounpov. Nel papiro si legge quanto segue:©

ol 8¢ OpAV[TeC av]TOV €oyedlacay TOVOE [TO]Y| oTiYX OV

606’ €hopev A[1]nopec’, 6667 oy Ehopev | pepdpe[c]Ba.
0 8¢ oV d[vv]apevog eVpely TO Ag|xBeV 1i[pe]to adTO[VG & TL A]€YOoLev.
ol 8¢ Epooav €@’ aletav o[i]x[op]evo[t dypledoat pev ovBEV,
kodn|pevor [d]e o[Blep[il]e[cOan]. TV 3¢ @BepdV 0oVg Eho|Bov
ov[t]o[V] kataAirely, oVg &° ovk EAqgPov €v | Tolg TpiBmwoty €[v]omo-
eéperv. avopvnoBelg de | Tod pav[teto]v, [OTl] | KoToTPOEN ALVTHD
70D |19 Blov fikev, [rot]el eig EavTov Enlypop[p]o TOdE|

€vOad[e] TNy [tepn]v KEPOANY KoTO Yoo KAAV|[We]

Avdpdv Npdmv KoopnTopa Bgtov “Opnplov].]
kot av[a]xwp®dv m{a}nrlod 6vtog OAc0GVEL Kol Te|cmV E[T]L TAELPOLV
obtwe, Paciy, <tprtaioc™> £teledtnoey|!s. mepl pey obv 100TOL TOL-
€toBol TV dpetny TmolNCOUEVT, LAAOTH & OpDV TOVG 1GTOPLKOVG
Bov|pollopévoug. “Ounpog Yodv dia Todto kot LAV | kKot dmoboywy Te-
TIUNTOL TOPd TAoLY AvOpd|motg Tord[tn]g 0DV adTd THG Tod<e>log
xop1v &modidm[pt, o Ylévog obTOD kol TV GAAN[V] not]*'nowv v
ax[piBletog pviapung toig BovAopé[volg oif ca. 5 Jelv 1@v EAANvVaV i
70 KOOV | Topod®d[cwv. |

"Alxi]ddpovtog | Tlept “Ounpov

€lopev ... €éhopev Winter (cfr. CL 328 A.; Plut. De Hom. 1, 57 K.;
VH 148, 10 V.) : €r[aBlov ... ElaPov Pap. xotalmetv Winter (cfr.
CL 331 A)) : xata[Al]rotev Pap. évanoeépery Korte : e[v]Q” dmopepery
Winter : €v0ev dmopépely Avezzu avopdv ita Pap. corr. s. l., qui antea

> Su come Wilamowitz e Nietzsche hanno valutato la menzione di Alcidamante
ed Eratostene (CL 240 A.) cfr. anche Vogt 1959, 201-203.

6 Tl testo che segue si basa su una revisione del papiro (nella fotografia disponibile
sul sito della University of Michigan Library). Le integrazioni non registrate in
apparato sono di Winter. Su questo papiro cft. da ultimo Bassino 2013, 70—80.
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Gvepav scripserat étu ... fixev del. West  fixev : fixou Lucarini coll.
CL 333 <tprroioc™> add. Lucarini pév oOv 100t0ov Lucarini : t1o0Tov pev
00V Pap. moteloBot ... Trothoopev Tolelchon TNy APETNV TEPECOUOL
Avezzu praceuntibus Solmsen (neipdcopev) Page (ntelpocopeda), fort.
recte : {moleloBot} TNV Gpetnv mowncopot Korte : moveloBor v
apetnv momoopat Dodds : moleloBo <delv NYoDRoL TNV ETLEAELOLY,
&’ 00 Moboolg @iknv> v dpetnv motnoopev West  Opdv<teg>
Winter : 0p® Dodds todtng Korte : todtny Winter mod<e>iog Korte
amodidw[pt Avezzi : dnodiddpuev Winter : amodid6vteg Page : dmodt-
do0g West 10 v€]vog Page : dydvog Winter : dpépevog West : dpEde -
vog Richardson &1 &[xpifletag Korte : 8u° &y xioteiog Winter : dio
Bpoyxetog West @i[Aoxod]elv Hunt apud Winter : gihodoéelv Richard-
son : @ulopabetv Lucarini €ig littera -¢ s. I. addita mopado[Og Avezzu
: tapad®@cwm West : mopoddpev Winter

Fino alla 1. 10, anche grazie al parallelo del CL (cft. infra), il testo non
pone gravi problemi. Alla 1. 10 ¢ strano che ’ottativo obliquo fikot sia
presente nel CL (nel greco imperiale tale modo tende a scomparire), se
esso non era in Alcidamante. Ho integrato <tpitatoc> per la ragione
chiarita infra p. 96.

Koniaris” osserva giustamente che Alcidamante usa sempre pev oOv
in seconda posizione, mai in terza; lo studioso statunitense crede questo
una prova di paternita non alcidamantea, ma su questo punto ¢ in errore.
Inoltre in greco si dice sempre Tepl LEV 0DV TLVOG NON TTEPT TLVOG LEV 0DV
(cfr. Thuc. 4, 118, 4; Antipho, In nov. 13; Andocid. In Alcib. 7; Aeschines,
In Timarch. 3; Isocr. In Euthynum 16; Trapez. 34; Antidosis 270; Dem.
Contra Phorm. 3; Contra Aphob. 4; Philippi epist. 11, 1; Plut. Lycurg.
19, 4; Marc. 8, 10); per questo motivo ho emendato il testo del papiro.

moteloBat ... TOMMOOWEV € corrotto: ¢’¢ stata un’assimilazione fra mot-
gtoBon e motnoopev; dal momento che moleloOo Ty dpeThv, sebbene non
attestato altrove, da un buon senso (‘crearsi la fama’®) e trova un parallelo
contenutistico in un altro passo di Alcidamante (Ilept 7@V copioTdv 29,
ove il retore afferma di cercare di gbdokipelv mopo t0lg "EAANGLY),
¢ ragionevole supporre che sia corrotto moincopev. Occorre un verbo che
regga I’infinito moeicOot e una forma da melpav / melpdcBor sembra la
piu indicata; neipdoopon (Avezzi) mi pare la soluzione piu felice, poiché
¢ forma singolare, come 0p@dv che segue (il passaggio dal singolare al
plurale, sebbene accolto da molti nel nostro passo, ¢ poetico, cfr. e. g. Eur.
Her. f. 1207 sgg.: iketeDOWEV ... Tpomitvav, cfr. K—G. II, 1, 84).

7 Koniaris 1971, 110.
8 Per dpetn nel senso di ‘fama, celebrita’ cfr. LSJ s. v. &petn III; cfr. anche
Renehan 1971, 104 n. 22.
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Mentre non ci sono dubbi sulla necessita di leggere ta0Tng e mot-
d<e>tog, piu problematico ¢ il seguito, soprattutto le forme di &mwodidwpt /
mopadidmpt e il loro rapporto sintattico. Dalla fotografia del papiro mi
pare certo che la lettera che segue &modid- sia o, di cui si vede la prima
asta (che non prosegue verso destra, come farebbe 0). Dopo mapad- si
vede un semicerchio che lega con 8- e, a destra, dopo una lacuna, un
tratto d’inchiostro; potrebbe certo trattarsi della prima e della seconda
asta di o (come intende Winter), ma la somiglianza con il legamento di
-00- di & 0¥k (1. 7: si osservi anche come il semicerchio destro di questo
o potrebbe corrispondere al tratto d’inchiostro che segue immediatamente
la lacuna dopo mopod-) mi induce a leggere mapadovg (Avezzu), che
¢ ottimo anche da un punto di vista sintattico: Alcidamante dice quindi di
aver espresso la debita gratitudine a Omero tramite 1’opera che ha scritto
(e che si sta concludendo), in cui sono contenuti T0 yévog kol 1 GAAN
moinotg del poeta.

Alla 1. 19 la prima lettera dopo la lacuna sembra &, il che rende certa
I’integrazione 10 Yévog (Page, peggiorato da Koniaris e Avezzu con 16 €
vévog, troppo lungo), che anche da un punto di vista sintattico ¢ perfetta,
in quanto da a xoi thv GAANV il necessario sostantivo cui coordinarsi.
Tutte le altre integrazioni mi sembrano decisamente improbabili: &y®dvog
(Winter: come si regge qui un genitivo? Peggio ancora ai®vog di Kirk).
I participi doépevog (West), apEapevog (Richardson) sono impossibili
per ragioni sintattiche e logiche: fra ’altro, la proposta di West si basa
sull’assunto che Alcidamante preannunci una trattazione di Omero in
un’opera successiva, ipotesi poco verisimile, poiché Alcidamante dice
(1. 19-20) che la sua opera contiene yévog kol TNV GAANV TOINOLV
‘Opnpov, che certo si riferisce all’opera che si sta concludendo (cfr. infra
p. 109) e la stessa subscriptio lascia supporre che la trattazione su Omero
finisse qui.

Il testo appena trascritto si sovrappone parzialmente al CL. Alla fine
di quest’ultimo leggiamo (322-338 A., indico in corsivo le coincidenze
letterali col papiro di Karanis):

0 mowtg €ig “Tov Emdevoev mpog Kpedeulov kakel ypovov dLETpLPe
TpeoPOTNG OV HON. €Ml ¢ THE BOAGTING KOUONUEVOG TALOWV TIVAV
A’ OAelog EPYOHLEVOV, AG POOL, TVOOUEVOG:

Gvdpeg &’ "Apkading Onpftopeg, 1 P EXOUEV TL;
eIMOVIOV ¢ EKELVOV

600’ Elopev Amduecbo, 60" oLy EAOUEV PEPOUECOH,

9 Cfr. Koniaris 1971, 108; Bassino 2013, 80.
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00 VOncog 70 AeyBev Tjpeto adToVS 6 TL A€yoiev. ol O paoty v
aAelq LEV aypevoor Undév, épbeipiobot 6¢, Kol TV POPOV 0UG
Elofov katalimelv, oVg 6 ovk Elafov v TOIG UOTIONG QEPELV.
avaLvnobeis 8¢ 100 HavTeLOV 0Tt TO TEAOG aDTOD Tjkol ToD filov, TOLED
70 T0D TAPOV QDT ETLYpoyiLeL. CVaywPdV 8¢ EKEOEV, OVTOG TNAOD
0Ao0wV Kl TECAV ENL TNV TAEVPAY, TPLTOL0G, G QPOAOL, TEAELTA:
Kol €1aen €v "Tw. £6TL 8¢ TO EMIYPOUppO TOdE:

VOGO TNV LEPNV KEPAANV KATA Yoo KOAVTTEL,

avopdV Npdwv koountopa Oetov “Ounpov.

Come si vede, i due testi si sovrappongono fino al punto in cui nel
papiro inizia una riflessione generale di Alcidamante (mepl To0TOL pEV
00v). Nel papiro ’opera di Alcidamante ha il titolo ITepi ‘Ourjpov, men-
tre sia Stobeo sia il CL parlano del Movoeiov, ma ¢ probabile che il
primo titolo corrisponda a una sezione del Movoeiov.'® Ne segue che
quanto Nietzsche aveva ipotizzato su basi molto fragili ¢ reso certo dal
papiro di Karanis: in Alcidamante si trovava gia, almeno parzialmente, il
Certamen. Alcuni hanno cercato di negare questo, supponendo che solo
I’ultima parte del papiro (cioé da mepi ToDTOL pev odv in poi) derivi da
Alcidamante e che quanto precede abbia invece un’origine diversa e piu
tarda; in altre parole, il papiro di Karanis sarebbe un’antologia di almeno
due brani di origine diversa.!! A dimostrazione di questo si ¢ osservato
che nella prima sezione del papiro (e non nella seconda) vi sono iati,
che Alcidamante nell’orazione Ilepi copiot@v evita, e che alcuni usi
linguistici sembrano piu tardi di Alcidamante. In realta non c¢’¢ ragione di
credere che Alcidamante avesse un comportamento costante circa lo iato
in tutte le sue opere (ne possediamo una sola!), né ¢ possibile dimostrare
che la lingua sia successiva al IV s. a.C.12

Di conseguenza, non resta che accettare che quanto leggiamo nel CL
fosse in qualche modo gia in Alcidamante e che quindi Nietzsche avesse
ragione: gli indizi in favore della sua tesi risultano schiaccianti, quando
si sommi la corrispondenza fra la citazione di Stobeo e il CL al papiro
di Karanis. Questo comporta che anche I’ipotesi di Wilamowitz (a prima
vista assai attraente), che la sezione sulla morte di Esiodo (215-254 A.)
fosse in origine estranea al Certamen e che derivi da una biografia esiodea,
vada respinta: ¢ infatti proprio la prima delle due versioni circa la morte

10 Cfr. Gallavotti 1929, 36; Abramowicz 1938, 477-478; 484-485; Vogt 1959,
211-212; West 1967, 438; Avezzu 1982, 86.

I Cosi Korte 1927, 264; Kirk 1950; Dodds 1952; Koniaris 1971.

12 Cfr. West 1967, 434 sgg. e soprattutto Renehan 1971 e 1976, 144-159, la
miglior analisi a me nota del problema. I frr. 10-11 A. di Alcidamante contengono iati.
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di Esiodo che il compilatore dice derivare dal Museo di Alcidamante,
e questo ci impedisce di ipotizzare un’origine diversa per questa sezione
rispetto al resto del Certamen (dal momento che esso sembra derivare
da Alcidamante). Nietzsche aveva visto giusto ipotizzando che il
compilatore, di solito assai parco nel citare le sue fonti, abbia fatto i nomi
di Alcidamante ed Eratostene (240 A.) poiché, mentre di solito seguiva il
solo Alcidamante, qui riportava anche una notizia di altra origine; ¢ stata
cio¢ la presenza (inusuale) di una fonte diversa da Alcidamante che lo
ha spinto a fare il nome della sua fonte abituale (appunto Alcidamante).
D’altra parte, la sutura osservata da Wilamowitz nel momento successivo
alla fine dell’agone (210 sgg. A.) a me sembra innegabile. lo credo che
I’Einlage non sia, come credeva Wilamowitz, la sezione sulla morte di
Esiodo (215-254 A.), ma quella sulla consacrazione del tripode (210—
214 A.). Il testo senza queste righe procede benissimo: appena ottenuta la
vittoria Esiodo se ne va a Delfi a consacrare le &mapyat.!? Non si sente
alcun bisogno della notizia sul tripode e le Muse dell’Elicona; d’altra
parte, tale notizia era molto celebre e trae spunto da un passo dello stesso
Esiodo (Op. et dies 654—659): non ¢ quindi strano che una delle varie
rielaborazioni subite dal Certamen la abbia introdotta, sebbene in modo
un po’ maldestro.!*

Oltre alla versione del CL e del papiro di Karanis noi possediamo una
terza fonte circa gli ultimi momenti della vita di Omero a los, cio¢ la vita
omerica di Proclo (70, 30-71, 44 S.):

AEYOVOLY 0DV aDTOV eig “Tov mAeboavTo StaTpiyorn Pev Topd Kpewm-
@OA®, Yphyavto 3¢ Olyoriog GA®GLY To0T® YopioocOat, Nt VOV
wc KpeopOrov meprpépetol. koBelopevov 8¢ €mt TLvog GKThg Beo-
GOUEVOV OALETG TPOGELTETY CLDTOVG KOl AVaKPIVOLL TOTOOE TOTG EMETLY”
Gvdpeg &’ ’Apkading Onphtopeg, N P EXOUEV TtL;
VROTVYOVTA B ADTOV Eval EITETV"
0Vg €lopev Mmopecd’, oG 8 oy ELOHEV PEPOIESHOL.
ovk EmParrovtog & abTOD dieAécOal TO aiviypa, 6Tt €nt ixOviov
KOTOURAVTEG APNUOPTOV, QBEPLCApEVOL b O00VG peV EAoPov T@V
EOEPDV ATOKTELVOLVTEG GATOAEITOVOLY, GO0l 8& QDTOVG JLEPLYOV,
100t0Vg  dmokopifovoly, ovT® & €kelvov AOVLUNCOVTO GOVVOLV
amiévat, To0 xPNopod €vvolay AopPBavovto Kol oVTmg OALG0OVTH
TEPLTTATOUL AO® KOl TPLTOTOV TEAEVTHCOL.

13 Cfr. anche 319-323 A., ove alla recitazione a Delo segue immediatamente Tfg
8¢ movnyOpewg Avbeiong 6 montng eig “Tov EmAevoev.

14 Tldistico del CL (213-214 A.) ha avuto fortuna autonoma, cftr. la Pap. Freib.1.1b
(inv. 12) del II-1 s. a. C.: cfr. Bassino 2013, 83-85.
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Che i tre testi dipendano in ultima analisi dalla stessa fonte ¢ evidente.
E altresi evidente che Proclo conserva particolari assenti nel CL e nel
papiro:’> solo Proclo ci informa che Omero rimase profondamente
rattristato per non aver capito il senso dell’esametro e che per questo
inciampo e mori. Anche la menzione dell’Oiyadiag dAwoig si trova
in Proclo, ma non nel CL (nulla possiamo dire su Alcidamante). Il
particolare che Omero mori tre giorni dopo la caduta si trova, invece, in
Proclo e nel CL, ma non nel papiro di Alcidamante; io credo necessario
integrare <tp1taitog> nel papiro, sicché tale notizia sia presente anche in
Alcidamante. Chi crede (come gran parte della critica e io stesso) che
il CL derivi in ultima analisi da Alcidamante e che il papiro di Karanis
sia Alcidamante non pud, mi sembra, fare a meno di tale integrazione:
come avrebbe potuto, infatti, il CL inserire tpttatog (la cui originarieta
¢ garantita da Proclo) se esso non era in Alcidamante?!¢

Vi sono altri indizi che mostrano che il CL, quale lo leggiamo noi,
¢ un compendio di un testo pitu lungo.'” Gli Argivi per onorare Omero
istituiscono un sacrificio quinquennale da celebrare a Chio (307-308 A.):
nel CL si era parlato di Chio solo all’inizio (13—-15 A.), per ricordare che
1 Chii credevano Omero loro concittadino. Si tratta di una sezione ormai
lontana da 307-308 A. e che non ¢ sufficiente a giusticare I’introduzione
ex abrupto di Chio nel nostro passo. Tutto lascia pensare che, in uno
stadio anteriore della tradizione, nella sezione precedente vi fosse una
menzione dei rapporti fra Omero e Chio. Questo ¢ confermato da un altri
indizi: nel CL leggiamo (254 sgg. A.) che dopo la sconfitta nell’agone
Omero andava in giro (mepiepyopevog) recitando 1 suoi poemi, che i figli
di Mida gli chiesero di comporre un epigramma per il loro padre e che
Omero ottenne come ricompensa per 1’epigramma una coppa, che egli offri

15 Cfr. Wilamowitz 1916, 399—400.

16 Se non si accetti la mia integrazione, bisogna immaginare che nel CL sia
confluito materiale presente nella fonte di Alcidamante, cioé¢ nel Biog omerico che
¢ alla base delle notizie biografiche del CL (cfr. infira p. 97 sgg.), ma non accolto
da Alcidamante stesso nel Museo: probabilmente tale fiog circolava ancora in eta
imperiale e quindi, teoricamente, il CL avrebbe potuto usarlo, ma il CL rispecchia
di solito una versione che ¢ frutto di un compendio avvenuto molto tempo prima
(cfr. infra p. 105) e non ci sono altre tracce che il CL abbia integrato tale compendio
con notizie attinte a fonte anteriore.

17 Tzetzes (Vita Hesiodi 48, 21 sgg. W.-M. = 222, 1 sgg. A.) presenta una
stretta somiglianza con CL 54 sgg. A. Nietzsche 1982, 274 sgg. credeva che Tzetzes
attingesse a una redazione del Certamen diversa da quella laurenziana e piu ampia, ma
la Abramowicz 1938, 485-487 ha mostrato che Tzetzes conosce la stessa versione del
Certamen che leggiamo noi. Il testo di Tzetzes ¢ stato attribuito anche a Proclo, ma cfr.
da ultimo Bassino 2013, 46-50.
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ad Apollo a Delfi. Dove si trovava Omero dopo la sconfitta nell’agone,
quando ricevette la richiesta dei figli di Mida?'® Si supporrebbe in Asia,
come suggerisce anche il racconto parallelo della VH (120, 10 sgg. V.).
Eppure, nel CL nulla indica chiaramente che il poeta ha lasciato la Grecia
e ¢ tornato in Asia. La stessa ambigua sintenticita si incontra molto prima,
quando leggiamo che Omero ed Esiodo si incontrarono in Aulide, dopo che
Omero, composto il Margite, aveva cominciato ad andare in giro recitando
1 suoi poemi e si era recato a Delfi (55-58 A.).!” Questa notizia si spiega
bene alla Iuce di quanto leggiamo precedentemente, che cio¢ i Colofoni
indicavano un luogo, £v ® @actv adTov [scil.”“Opnpov] ypbuporto 31846 -
KOVTO THG TOLNcemG BpEacBat Kol Tolticot Tpdtov Tov Mopyitny (16—
17 A.). Quanto leggiamo alle 1l. 55-58 A. presuppone il quadro biografico
di 16-17 A., che cio¢ Omero inizi la propria attivita poetica a Colofone
componendo il Margite. Dunque anche in questo caso il CL non rammenta
il passaggio dall’ Asia all’Europa, che pure ¢ presupposto.

Nelle notizie biografiche circa Omero del CL sono dunque evidenti
le tracce del compendio. Questo problema si collega a un problema
fondamentale per la genesi del Certamen, 1 rapporti cio¢ fra la sezione
biografica e quella propriamente agonale: infatti, se, come io credo, le
due sezioni avevano in origine vita indipendente, si potrebbe ipotizzare
che la compendiazione sia avvenuta nel momento stesso in cui la sezione
agonale ¢ stata unita a quella biografica. Che le due sezioni avessero in
origine vita indipendente lo mostrano le seguenti osservazioni. Durante
I’agone Panede ordina a Omero ed Esiodo di recitare 10 x&AAicTOV
£k TV Wdlewv mompdtov (178 A.); Omero recita un passo dell’/liade
(191 sgg. A. =N 126 sgg.). Questo contraddice quanto dice espressamente
la sezione biografica, secondo la quale all’epoca dell’agone Omero aveva
composto solo il Margite (55 A., cfr. anche 275-276 A.).2° E chiaro che,
se la sezione agonale e quella biografica fossero state concepite insieme,
una tale contraddizione sarebbe stata evitata: per evitarla, bastava o far
recitare a Omero un pezzo del Margite o porre I’agone in un momento
della vita del poeta successivo alla composizione dell’ /liade.?!

18- Cfr. Wilamowitz 1916, 399.

19 CL 55-58 A.: momoavta yop TOv Mapyltny "Opnpov meplepyechol KoTo
TOALY paymdodvia, EABOVTOL 8¢ Kol €lg AgA@obLg mepl THG TOTPLdOg arDTOD
movedvesBar Tig £in.

20 Cfr. Heldmann 1982, 65.

21 E probabile che a un certo punto della tradizione ci si sia accorti di questo
e da qui tragga origine I’informazione di 275-276 A., secondo cui I’/l. era gia stata
composta quando Omero compose 1’Od.: si tratta di un Notbehelf escogitato da
qualcuno che ha osservato 1’incongruenza con la presenza di vv. dell’/l. nell’agone.
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Questo rapporto fra sezione biografica e sezione agonale si lega a un
altro problema capitale per le genesi del Certamen, quello cio¢ sulle
ragioni della vittoria di Esiodo. Nel CL I’agone inizia con Esiodo che
chiede a Omero quale sia la cosa migliore per i mortali e quale la cosa
piu bella. Omero risponde nel miglior modo possibile, guadagnandosi
I’ammirazione di tutti. Esiodo ne ¢ irritato e inizia a proporre all’avversario
domande difficili e singoli vv. apparentemente illogici, di cui Omero
deve inventare un seguito che ne ristabilisca la logica. Anche in questa
sezione (che ¢ la piu ampia dell’agone) Omero riesce a rispondere sempre
perfettamente e tutti i Greci vorrebbero dichiararlo vincitore (176-177 A.),
ma Panede ordina ai due poeti di recitare la parte piu bella dei loro poemi:
Esiodo recita un pezzo sull’agricoltura (Op. et dies 383 sgg.), Omero sulla
guerra (N 126 sgg.). I Greci vorrebbero anche sulla base di questi due
brani dare la vittoria a Omero, ma Panede decide di darla a Esiodo, poiché
1 vv. di quest’ultimo esortano all’agricoltura e alla pace, quelli di Omero
alla guerra.?2 C’¢ un’aporia di fondo: il narratore vuole continuamente
sottolineare 1’eccezionale bravura di Omero e che la vittoria, da un punto
di vista di valore poetico, spetterebbe sicuramente a lui. La vittoria di
Esiodo ¢ dovuta a un motivo che non ha nulla a che fare con le qualita
poetiche. Come spiegare tutto questo?

E probabile che I'origine del Cerfamen vada cercata in ambienti
rapsodici vicini a Esiodo;?? certamente 1’ispirazione di fondo nasce da un
passo degli Op. et dies (650 sgg.), in cui Esiodo dice di aver vinto un
tripode in una gara poetica in onore di Amfidamente a Calcide e di averlo
consacrato alle Muse dell’Elicona.2* Dunque il vincitore dell’agone era
fin dall’inizio Esiodo e tale dato di fondo non poteva essere modificato.

E evidente, tuttavia, che la contraddizione con la notizia sul Margite resta (55 A.);
inoltre nell’agone sono presenti anche vv. dell’Od. (1 6 sgg. = 84 sgg. A.). Cfr. anche
West 1967, 447.

22 11 confronto fra Omero ed Esiodo ¢ gia presente in Simon. (Test. 91 a—b
Poltera), ¢ attribuito a Cleomene I (re di Sparta dal 520 al 490, cfr. Plut. Apophth.
Lac. 1,223 a: Kheopépung 6 "AvaEavdpidem 1oV Hev "Ounpov AcKedolovioy eivot
mom TV €pn, TOv 8¢ ‘Holodov TV EIADTOV' TOV HEV YOP MG XPN TOAEUETV, TOV
8¢ g xpn Yewpyelv mopnyyerlkévol) e si incontra in Aristoph. Ran. 1033-1036:
in queste tre testimonianze ¢ costante 1’opposizione fra Omero poeta della guerra ed
Esiodo poeta dell’agricoltura. Non ci sono ragioni forti per sospettare della genuinita
della notizia circa Cleomene.

23 Sui rapsodi e la critica letteraria cfr. da ultimo Pozdnev 2016.

24 C’¢ anche chi ha supposto che le cose siano andato in maniera opposta, che
cio¢ i vv. di Op. et d. siano stati interpolati in base alla leggenda del Certamen,
ma si tratta di un’ipotesi infondata, cfr. Kirchhoff 1892, 871; Abramowicz 1938,
479 (“dubitari enim nequit, quin, si quis eos versus in poema ob celebrem casum
inseruisset, Homeri nomen certe adiecisset™).
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Il fatto che tutto sia partito da questi vv. di Esiodo (in cui non vi ¢ alcuna
traccia di Omero), e che si sia costruito un agone esametrico in cui lo
sconfitto era Omero, lascia supporre che I’intenzione originale fosse
quella di esaltare le qualita poetiche di Esiodo, capace di sconfiggere
addirittura Omero (la cui fama era evidentemente altissima).25 Nel CL la
vittoria di Esiodo avviene contro ogni aspettativa e a dispetto dei reali
meriti poetici: questo ¢ molto probabilmente frutto di una rielaborazione.?
Plutarco probabilmente conosce una versione dell’agone precedente alla
rielaborazione. Purtroppo il testo presenta una incertezza in un punto
fondamentale (Sept. sap. conv. 153 F):27

AKOVOHEV YOp OTL KOl TPOG TOG "ALPLIGULAVTOG TAPHS €1¢ XAAKIdO
TOV 10T COPMV Ol JOKIPUOTATOL GLVRABOV. [...] €mel 8¢ T mOPEC-
KEVAOUEVO TOTG TOLNTOLG £mm YOAETOV Kol dVOKOAOV €MOlEL TNV
KPLoy 81 T0 €QAapiAdov, 1 € d36Ea TOV AymVIoTOV Opnpov Kol
‘How680v moAANv &mopilov HeT oildoVG TOlg KPLVOVLOL TOPETYEV,
£TPATOVTO TPOG TOLVTOG EPMTNOELS, Kol TIPOVBAALOLEY BG ENOL
Agoxngt-

Modo& Lot Evvene KeTvo To UNT €YEVOVTO Tapo1Oe

PNt €0TOL LETOTIGOEV”
anexpivoto 8 ‘Holodog €k 100 mopatvuydvVTog

QAL OTay APl ALOg TOUR® KoVOLXNTOdEG ITTTol

GPHOTO CLVIPLYOLCLY ENELYOUEVOL TTEPL VIKTG,
Kol 010t TOVTO AEYETUL LAALGTO BOVLAGOELG TOD TPLTOSOG TLYETV.

Il contesto ¢, come nel CL, quello dei giochi in onore di Amfidamante,
ma, a causa della corruzione testuale che precede la citazione, non ¢ chiaro
quale fosse il ruolo di Omero e Lesche.?® Comunque vada ricostruito il

25 L’origine “filo-esiodea” del Certamen ¢ gia ipotizzata da Wilamowitz 1916,
404, e poi posta su piu solide basi da Gallavotti 1929, 45 sgg. e, soprattutto, da Gross-
ardt 2016, 60 sgg.

26 Wilamowitz 1916, 404: “So wird der Sieg fiir Hesiod im Grunde zu einer
Demiitigung. Das kann nicht das Urspriingliche sein”.

27 La miglior trattazione del passo plutarcheo si trova in Grossardt 2016, 51 sgg.

28 La tradizione ¢ divisa fra mpoOBoire pév / mpovBariopey e oot / not. Se
si accetta mpooPodre pév e oot ¢ Lesche che si rivolge a Esiodo; in questo modo
diviene necessario espungere con Wilamowitz ‘Opfpov kai ‘Hotédov e Omero scom-
pare. Tuttavia, di un agone fra Esiodo e Lesche non sentiamo parlare altrove ed esso
¢ “inherently improbable” (West 1967, 439). Se si accetta mpoOBoAe pév e enot
Lesche diviene riferitore dell’agone, ma questo ¢ improbabile, anche perché manca
il soggetto di mpoOPade. La soluzione a mio avviso piu sensata € espungere ‘Opnpov
kol ‘Howddov (triviale glossa) e correggere Aéoyng in “Opunpog (Bergk, West), anche
se non si riesce a spiegare come Aéoyng abbia sostituito “Opunpog.
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testo, una cosa ¢ certa: in questo passo plutarcheo un altro poeta (sia egli
Omero o Lesche) chiede a Esiodo di cantare le cose che non sono accadute
e non accadranno ed Esiodo ¢ in grado di rispondere brillantemente e per
questo vince 1’agone. Nel CL (94-102 A.) incontriamo la stessa domanda
e la stessa risposta (sebbene il testo dei quattro esametri presenti alcune
differenze), ma a parti inverite, poiché Esiodo pone la domanda e Omero
trova subito la brillante risposta. Come ha ben visto Grossardt, la versione
plutarchea conferma quanto si pud congetturare per altre ragioni circa
I’origine del Certamen:?® in Plutarco, a differenza che nel CL, la vittoria
di Esiodo non ¢ conseguenza di un giudizio che sovverte i reali meriti
poetici dei due contendenti, ma rispecchia il loro reale valore. E probabile
che la versione plutarchea sia piu vicina all’ Urcertamen di quella del CL
e forse questo va collegato all’origine beotica di Plutarco. Se ¢ cosi, il CL
rappresenta una versione che, rispetto all’ Urcertamen, ¢ stata modificata
a favore di Omero.3°

Questa “filo-omerizzazione” del Certamen va forse messa in rela-
zione con il suo inserimento all’interno di un Btog omerico. Il CL, infatti,
inserisce 1’agone all’interno di un Biog omerico:3! dopo aver riportato
varie opinioni circa la patria e i genitori di Omero e I’oracolo che ricevette

29 Grossardt 2016, 62 sgg.; in passato si era per lo piu creduto che la versione
di Plutarco fosse una innovazione, cfr. Grossardt 2016, 62 nota 139 (ai nomi citati
va aggiunto Erbse 1996, 314). Sulla linea di Grossardt gia Milne 1924, 57 sgg.;
Abramowicz 1938, 489 sgg.; Richardson 1981, 2; Kawasaki 1985, di cui posso leggere
solo ’abstract (I’articolo ¢ in giapponese); O’Sullivan 1992, 80-81.

30 Cfr. Vogt 1959, 199: “Offensichtlich liegt es in der Absicht der Erzéhlers,
durch die jeweilige Erwéhnung des Beifalls der versammelten Festgemeinde, die dem
Agon beiwohnt, das Urteil des Panedes als flagrantes Unrecht erscheinen zu lassen.
Er zeigt eine besondere Vorliebe fiir Homer und hitte, wie es scheint, am liebsten
ihn, den groBen Improvisator, siegen lassen, war aber andererseits durch eine auf
den Versen Erga 654 ff. beruhende Tradition an einen feststehenden Ausgang des
Kampfes gebunden”; sulla stessa linea O’Sullivan 1992, 98. Anche Nietzsche 1982,
299-302 riconosce il tono anti-esiodeo e filo-omerico del CL, ma, poiché crede che il
Certamen sia invenzione di Alcidamante e che il CL rispecchi fedelmente il Museo,
non crede esistesse una versione anteriore filo-esiodea. In realta, il CL non ¢ anti-
esiodeo se non nella misura in cui questo serve a esaltare Omero, cfr. Erbse 1996,
309 sgg. Cfr. anche Heldmann 1982, 22-23.

31 Busse 1909, 108:“Denn was uns hier vorliegt, ist tatsdchlich eine in zwei Teile
zerschnittete Homervita, in deren Mitte die Darstellung des Wettkampfes zwischen
Homer und Hesiod und der Bericht iiber Hesiods Tod und Bestattung eingefiigt sind”.
Heldmann 1982, 21: “Der Bericht von Hesiods Sieg liber Homer ist eingebettet in
eine Erzihlung, in der das quantitative und qualitative Ubergewicht Homers geradezu
erdriickend ist. [...] Als Ganzes betrachtet ist das Certamen in der iiberleiferten Form
ein Werk liber Homer, in dem Hesiod fast nur im Bezug auf Homers Leben und
Homers Leistung interessiert”.
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I’imperatore Adriano, I’anonimo compilatore passa a discutere il rapporto
cronologico fra Omero ed Esiodo (44 sgg. A.). Vengono quindi citate due
opinioni: secondo la prima (45-53 A.), Omero ¢ figlio del fiume Melete
e della figlia di Meone, Meone ¢ figlio di Perse, fratello di Esiodo: in
questo modo Omero ¢ quindi bisnonno di Esiodo.3? Secondo 1’altra opi-
nione Omero ed Esiodo sono stati contemporanei e hanno gareggiato
(54 A.: TLveg 8¢ cVVOKIACOL EOOLY CDTOVG MOTE dywvicacOat). Tutto
il seguito del CL si basa su questa ipotesi, che cio¢ i due poeti siano stati
contemporanei. Contemporanei non significa perod coetanei, poiché quando
1 due poeti si incontrano Omero ¢ ancora giovanissimo (egli ha composto
il solo Margite), mentre Esiodo ¢ gia vecchio: infatti, Esiodo muore subito
dopo I’agone, mentre Omero alla fine dell’agone ¢ appena all’inizio
della carriera. Anche questa cronologia relativa dei due poeti sembra ben
spiegabile all’interno della “filo-omerizzazione” che caratterizza il CL: ¢,
infatti, evidente che rappresentare Omero giovanissimo ed Esiodo vecchio
¢ un modo per esaltare la precocita del primo.33

Da quanto detto risultano tre cose:

1) il CL deve molto ad Alcidamante;

2) la sezione biografica del CL ¢ stata compendiata;

3) il CL rappresenta una versione “filo-omerizzata” di un originale
(Urcertamen) filo-esiodeo e la sezione biografica del CL, in origine
separata, sembra essere stata unita all’agone, che essa attualmente
racchiude, da un autore filo-omerico.

Circa (2) diremo a p. 105. Esistono buone ragioni per mettere in
relazione (1) e (3), vale a dire per attribuire ad Alcidamante la “filo-
omerizzazione” del Certamen. Proprio il papiro di Karanis offre indizi
utili in tal senso. Purtroppo, le ultime righe del papiro, quelle che
contengono le riflessioni di Alcidamante (da mept To0TOV in poi), sono
mal tradite, ma ¢ comunque certo che il retore concentrava la propria
attenzione su Omero, non su Esiodo. Alcidamante inserisce Omero fra gli
iotopikol ¢ afferma di rendergli il dovuto ringraziamento per la Tadeio.
Quale ¢ la Gedankenfolge del retore? Purtroppo di Alcidamante non
sappiamo molto, ma possediamo un discorso (ITepi T@V TOVS YPATTOVS
AOYyovs ypopoviwv 1 mepl TV copiot@v) che riguarda una tematica
centrale anche nel Certamen, quella cio¢ della capacita di parlare
improvvisando, senza essersi preparati prima.3* Alcidamante, infatti,

32 Cfr. I’albero genealogico in Graziosi 2002, 109.

33 Come osserva la Graziosi 2002, 171.

34 E I’unico discorso integrale di Alcidamante che possediamo; I’altro attribuitogli
dalla tradizione (‘Odvocevs. Kato Holoundovs mpodooicg) € quasi certamente
spurio, cft. da ultimo O’Sullivan 2008; contra Muir 2001, XVII-XVIII.
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sostiene che la vera qualita di un oratore consiste nell’improvvisare, non
nel ripetere discorsi preparati in precedenza, poiché I’improvvisazione
richiede piu ingegno, si adatta meglio al mutare delle circostanze durante
le discussioni e desta maggiore ammirazione e benevolenza nel pubblico.
All’inizio del discorso leggiamo: £meldn TIveg TAOV KAAOVUEVOV
COPLOTMV 10TOplOG LEV Kol TOoLdelog NUEANKOOL Kol ToD d0vacOot
AEyelv Opolmg Tolg d1mdToLg dmelpwg £xovoly. Esattamente come nelle
ultime righe del papiro di Karanis (cioé nel Museo), anche qui ictopio
¢ modelow compaiono insieme, e si afferma che i sofisti incapaci di
improvvisare ne sono privi. Il papiro lascia pensare che Alcidamante
attribuisse a Omero proprio i6Topio € Todeia, cio¢ quella stessa capacita
di cui sono privi i sofisti di ITepi T@v copiotdv (§ 1), la capacita di
improvvisare (o0tooyedidlelv).?> Questo ¢ ben comprensibile, poiché
I’agone fra Omero ed Esiodo ¢ proprio in gran parte basato sulla capacita
di improvvisare una risposta adeguata a quanto proposto dall’avversario.
Sembra dunque del tutto ragionevole mettere in relazione la centralita
che per Alcidamante (nel ITepi T@v copiot@v) ha la capacita di a0T0-
oyedialery con la centralita che tale capacita ha nel Certamen.3°

Puo quindi ben darsi che la centralita che Omero aveva agli occhi di
Alcidamante abbia spinto quest’ultimo a “filo-omerizzare” il Certamen
e che tale “filo-omerizzazione” sia consistita proprio nel mostrare Omero

35 Clearco di Soli (fr. 63, T Wehrli = Athen. 457 C) mette in relazione modeio
e capacita di risolvere yplpot (tdv yplowv N {Ntnoig ovk &ALoTplor PLAOGOPLOG
€07i, kol ol TaAool TV THg modelog amddel&iy €v to0Tolg €MOL0VVTO), ciod
proprio la capacita di cui Omero da prova nel CL, cfr. Busse 1909, 116-117.

36 Cfr. in questo senso Nietzsche 1982, 299 sgg.; Vogt 1959, 214-216. Si
osservi come ovtooyedidlelv e affini siano termini centrali nel ITepi t@v copt-
otdv: § 8, 29: adtooyedlooTikovg Adyovg; § 13: tag TV adTooyedaldvTiOV
Epunveilog, Tovg ovtooyedidllovtac; § 14: 6tov Tig T HeV adtooyedaln; § 16:
elg ToVg obTooYEdLOTIKOVG EABN AOYOVLG; § 18, 20, 23: ol avtooyedocpol § 22:
100¢ avtTooyedidlovtog; § 30, 33: avtooyediocTtikn dOvaplg § 31, 33, 34: avTo-
oyxedialerv. Nel papiro di Karanis, a proposito dei ragazzi che pongono a Omero
I’indovinello fatale, leggiamo £oyediacav tovde 1OV oTiyov (significativo che nel
CL D’espressione non occorra cosi). Qualcuno crede che oyedidlm del papiro di
Karanis sia indizio della non paternita alcidamantea (che nel ITept 7@V copioT@V usa
sempre abtooyedalw), ma cfr. Renehan 1976, 147. Recentissimamente Grossardt
2016, 79 sgg., in un libro di grande valore, ha proposto di ricondurre il Certamen al
maestro di Alcidamante, Gorgia di Leontini. Mancano, tuttavia, indizi seri per tale
ipotesi: I'unico indizio ¢ che Gorgia, al pari del suo allievo, sembra stimasse molto la
capacita di improvvisare (Philostr. Vitae soph., prooem. 3, 22-33 Stefec). In generale,
la tesi di Grossardt (peraltro non nuova) che Certamen e VH risalgano ad ambienti
sofisitici ateniesi degli anni "20 del V sec., non ¢ dimostrabile; le nostre conoscenze ci
permettono di affermare solo che il Certamen era gia noto ad Atene nel 421 a.C. (cfr.
n. 41) e che esso era stato inserito da Alcidamante nel proprio Museo.
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campione dell’abdtooyedidlerv, virtt importantissima per Alcidamante
e sinonimo di moudeio e iotopia.3” E significativo che in Plutarco (cioé
nell’ Urcertamen) la capacita di rispondere €k 100 mopatvydvTog venga
esplicitamente attribuita a Esiodo (Septem sap. conv. 153 F), il quale
ottiene la vittoria proprio per questo motivo. La stessa espressione
incontriamo nel ITepi T@v copiotdv (§ 3), ove si afferma che einely éx
TOV TOPAVTLKA TEPL TOV TAPATVLYOVTOG ETLELKADG ¢ segno di particolare
modeio. Orbene, nel CL (94 sgg.) la sequenza domanda-risposta che in
Plutarco porta alla vittoria di Esiodo ¢ capovolta e la risposta brillante
¢ attribuita a Omero: ¢ lecito supporre che sia stato proprio Alcidamante
a fare tale capovolgimento, funzionale alla sua intenzione di mostrare la
mondeta di Omero: I’adtooyedialetv era centrale anche nell’ Urcertamen,
ma mentre in quest’ultimo era Esiodo campione di abtooyedidlety, in
Alcidamante ¢ divenuto Omero.

Nel CL Panede concede la vittoria a Esiodo per una ragione puramente
contenutistica, che nulla ha a che fare con le qualita poetiche dei conten-
denti, e pare essere una innovazione, se nell’ Urcertamen Esiodo vinceva
per meriti poetici. Nel Certamen non vi ¢ alcuna recriminazione contro il
giudizio di Panede e non sembra si voglia mettere in cattiva luce Panede.8
La superiorita poetica di Omero ¢ indiscussa, ma anche il giudizio di
Panede ha una sua legittimita, in quanto non si basa su un fraintendimento

37 West 1967, 443, che crede, come Nietzsche, il Certamen una freie Erfindung
di Alcidamante (su questa tesi, sicuramente erronea, cfr. n. 41), nega che il CL esalti
le qualita di improvvisatore di Omero e che il CL rappresenti una versione modificata
di un originale in cui Esiodo vinceva per meriti poetici. West ritiene addirittura che
il tono generale del CL sia filo-esiodeo, ma anche questo ¢ certamente errato, cfr.
O’Sullivan 1992, 96-98.

38 Michele Apostolio, nella sua Zvvaymyn mopoipidv (Cent. XIV, 11 =
Paroem. Gr. 11, 606 Leutsch) parla del ITavidov yhgog come sinonimo di dpo®idg
ynoeileoOo. Si tratta, a quanto pare, di una freie Erfindung di Apostolio, nata dalla
sua personale riflessione sul Certamen quale lo leggiamo noi, cfr. Heldmann 1982, 26.
Anche Heldmann crede (giustamente) che nell’ Urcertamen (che egli data alla fine del
V sec. a.C.) Esiodo vincesse per meriti poetici e che in seguito I’opera sia stata “filo-
omerizzata”, ma ipotizza che il giudizio di Panede sia stato introdotto nel II sec. d. C.,
dopo Dione Crisostomo, il quale (Orat. 2, 11-12) mostrerebbe di conoscere una
versione del Cert. in cui giudicavano privati cittadini, non un fociiedg come Panede
(anche Abramowicz 1938, per ragioni interne, crede il giudizio di Panede sia stato
introdotto dall’autore di CL). Non c’¢ in realta modo di mostrare che Dione conosca
una versione del Certamen diversa da quella che leggiamo noi, cfr. Kirchhoff 1892,
873—-874; Richardson 1984, 308; Bassino 2013, 31 n. 53. Anche Luciano (Hist. v. 2,
20-22), Filostrato (Her. 56, 5 sgg. De Lannoy), Temistio (Or. 30, 1 =vol. 2, 182, 1 sgg.
Downey—Norman), Libanio (4pol. Socr. vol. 5, 50, 4 sgg. Foerster) conoscono una
versione analoga a quella del CL, cfr. Kirchhoff 1892, 880—-882.
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delle qualita poetiche dei contendenti, bensi su un altro metro di giudizio.
Nel passaggio dall’Urcertamen, in cui Esiodo vinceva grazie alle sue
qualita poetiche, al Certamen, in cui la volonta di esaltare Omero rendeva
necessario motivare diversamente la vittoria del poeta di Ascra, si spiega
benissimo I’invenzione del giudizio di Panede, che decide di assegnare il
premio in base non alla bravura poetica, ma al contenuto dei brani reci-
tati. Anche questa innovazione potrebbe risalire ad Alcidamante, la cui
ideologia “pacifista” ¢ stata piu volte collegata al giudizio di Panede.?®
Anche in questo caso, le nostre informazioni circa il pensiero di Alcida-
mante sono scarsissime: da due frr. del Meoconviaxog (fir. 3—4 A.) rica-
viamo che egli condannava la schiavitu ed esortava alla pace,*® ma sono
indizi labilissimi. In ogni modo, se non si voglia collegare il giudizio
di Panede con un’ideologia pacifista, anche il solo desiderio di esaltare
I’eccellenza di Omero nell’improvvisazione puo aver spinto Alcidamante
a inventare il giudizio di Panede quale lo leggiamo nel CL, dal momento
che era necessario inventare una ragione per la vittoria di Esiodo che non
mettesse in ombra le qualita poetiche di Omero. Alcidamante ha dunque
dato una nuova Prdgung al Cert. e quanto leggiamo nel CL rispecchia tali
innovazioni.*!

39 Cfr. Momigliano 1974, 28; Avezzu 1982, 82-83; contra Hess 1960, 59-60;
Erbse 1996, 310.

40 Fr. 4 A.: el Yop 6 TOAENOG iTLOG TV TOPOVTOV KOK®V, LETH THG ElpNVNg
del EmavopbmoacOot.

41 Erbse 1996, 311: “Improvisation und Nutzen der Poesie, diese beiden Prin-
zipien des Alkidamas prigen unser Certamen (ab § 5 [= 54 A.]) und halten es fest
zusammen”. Quanto ho fin qui detto circa le modifiche che Alcidamante avrebbe
fatto dell’Urcertamen esclude 1’idea che I’agone fra Omero ed Esiodo sia fieie
Erfindung di Alcidamante; questa tesi ¢ stata sostenuta da piu di uno studioso (per
es. Nietzsche, 1982; Kirchhoff 1892; West 1967; Erbse 1996. Contra Meyer 1892;
Wilamowitz 1916; Vogt 1959; Di Bendetto 1969; Richardson 1981) ma essa ¢ senza
alcun dubbio errata. A mostrarlo basta il confronto fra Cert. 107-108 A. (delnvov
£€ne1d’ ellovto Bodv Kpéa kovyxEvog (nnwv / EKAVOV 18pMOVTOG, ETEL TOAELOV
€x0pecBev) e Aristoph. Pax 1282—1283 (g ol nev daivovto Bodv kpEa, KovXEVAG
innwv / €kAvov 18pmdovTog Enel moAEpov €kOpecOev). In Aristofane i due vv. ven-
gono pronunciati dallo stesso personaggio (il figlio di Lamaco), nel Cert. il secondo
¢ il proseguimento che Omero fa del v. propostogli da Esiodo. E del tutto evidente
che la situazione originaria ¢ quella del Cert., poiché la natura stessa del testo
presuppone che i due vv. vengano distribuiti fra due personaggi diversi, dal momento
che ogni v. € un yplpog che deve essere “risolto” da chi pronuncia il v. successivo;
evidentemente al tempo di Aristofane questi vv. del Cert. erano gia ben noti: cfr. Bergk
1872, 66; Meyer 1892, 379; Di Benedetto 1969. West 1967, 440 afferma che “there
is nothing to suggest that Aristophanes associated the lines with Homer and Hesiod”,
ma cosa potremmo aspettarci che ci fosse a rendere chiaro il legame? Quanto fin qui
detto ¢ sufficiente a mostrare che il Certamen ha avuto una “preistoria”.
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Se ¢ stato Alcidamante a “filo-omerizzare” il Certamen, si pud supporre
che anche I’inserzione dell’agone all’interno del Piog omerico risalga
ad Alcidamante; abbiamo, infatti, visto che tale inserzione & avvenuta
in maniera decisamente filo-omerica. Tale inserzione comportod di certo
interventi redazionali sul Blog: le tracce di compendiazione che abbiamo
notato in tale Blog risalgono anch’esse ad Alcidamante? Chi crede che
tutto cid che leggiamo nel papiro di Karanis derivi da Alcidamante credo
debba rispondere affermativamante a questa domanda: abbiamo visto come
alcuni particolari presenti in Proclo siano assenti sia dal papiro di Karanis
che dal CL, e il modo piu semplice di spiegare questo ¢ che essi siano
stati eliminati da Alcidamante. La Pap. Ath. Soc. Pap. inv. M2 ¢ anteriore
al 100 a.C. e conserva la narrazione della morte di Esiodo (= CL 226—
235 A.):*2 si tratta di una sezione che sicuramente il CL deriva dal Museo
di Alcidamante (cfr. 240 A.) e le differenze fra il CL e il papiro ateniese
sono minime. Ne segue che prima del 100 a.C. circolava gia un testo quasi
identico al CL e tutto lascia pensare che esso risalga ad Alcidamante.

Come circolasse il Certamen prima di Alcidamante non ¢ dato sapere.
L’unico passo che offre un’indicazione precisa ¢ Aristoph. Pax 1282—
1283 (cfr. n. 41), che perd mostra solo che una coppia di vv. del Certamen
era nota ad Atene nel 421. Il celebre agone poetico fra Eschilo ed Euripide
nelle Ran., invece, non ¢ di alcuna utilita per la nostra indagine:** anche
qui abbiamo una gara fra due poeti, con un vincitore indicato alla fine da
un giudice, ma nulla fa pensare a un rapporto fra il Certamen e 1’agone
delle Ran. Nel secondo i yptpot (che dominano nel primo) sono assenti;
nel CL la decisione di Panede di attribuire il premio secondo un criterio
contenutistico e utilitaristico ¢ come un fulmen in cauda, che capovolge
tutte le aspettative. In Aristofane, al contrario, Eschilo ed Euripide dicono
fin da principio (1008 sgg.) che il miglior poeta ¢ colui che BeAtiovg molel
T00g AvBpOTOLG €V Tailg modeoty. Nelle Ran. il piano estetico e quello
utilitaristico restano confusi, senza che si arrivi mai a distinguerli con
coerenza (anche se alla fine Dioniso giudica esplicitamente in base al
secondo, 1419 sgg.); i due contendenti ¢ il loro giudice Dioniso sembrano
ritenerli importanti entrambi. Inoltre, in Aristofane ¢ il vincitore, Eschilo,
che ¢ indicato come poeta della guerra (1016 sgg.), senza che questo gli
pregiudichi in alcun modo la vittoria. Io credo che, se Aristofane avesse
conosciuto il Certamen nella versione giunta a noi e avesse voluto allu-
dervi, non avrebbe lasciato vincere Eschilo, chiaramente indicato come
poeta della guerra, senza che questo causasse una reazione da parte di

42 Cfr. Bassino 2012 e 2013, 80-83.
43 Sul problema cfr. Radermacher 1954, 337-338; Lefkowitz 2012, 22.
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Euripide: in altre parole, che Eschilo venga indicato en passant come
poeta della guerra, senza che questo abbia alcuna conseguenza, esclude
che Aristofane conoscesse un Certamen in cui Omero perde perché poeta
della guerra; o, per lo meno, esclude che Aristofane volesse alludere a tale
Certamen. Resta aperta la questione se le Ranae contengano una qualche
allusione a un Urcertamen diverso dal CL e se Alcidamante abbia subito
una qualche influenza da parte di Aristofane. A queste domande noi non
abbiamo alcuna possibilita di rispondere.

Noi possiamo credere con relativa certezza che al tempo di Alcidamante
circolava gia una gara fra Omero ed Esiodo, che si concludeva con la
vittoria di quest’ultimo; Alcidamante ha inserito questa gara nel proprio
Museo, introducendo alcuni mutamenti sostanziali in senso filo-omerico.
E possibile sapere qualcosa di piu sulle intenzioni di Alcidamante? Nel
fr. 10 A. leggiamo:

[I&vteg TOVG GOoEOVG TiHdoLy: IIdpiot yodv "Apyilloyov Kolmep
BAGcOMUOV OVTa TETILAKOOLY, Kol XTot “Ounpov 0Ok Gvia ToALTnY,
Kol MuTiAnvoiol Tomem Kalnep YOvoika oDoay, kKol Aokedotpudviot
Xellmvo Kol TV YepOVIOV £moinoay NfKioto LAOAoYoL OVTeG, Kol
TroAd@ton MTubayopay,** kol Aapyoknvol "Avagoyopav EEvov vto
€Bayay Kol TILAOLY ETL Kol VOV.

Il parallelo fra questo fr. e le ultime linee del papiro di Karanis ¢
evidente: in entrambi i passi Alcidamante parla dell’onore che ricevono
poeti e sapienti. Il retore si inserisce cosi in una discussione che era assai
viva nella Grecia del tempo, cio¢ se 1 meriti intellettuali ottengano il giusto
riconoscimento.*> Gia molto prima, Senofane lamentava (2 D.-K.) gli
eccessivi onori attribuiti alla popn degli sportivi in confronto alla Gopin
di Senofane stesso e il tema torna all’inizio del Panegirico di Isocrate (ca.
380 a.C.) e vi si allude anche nel CL (65 A.).

Particolarmente interessante ¢ un passo Platone (Resp. 598 D sgg.).
Secondo Platone/Socrate, i poeti, in quanto pipuntodl della realta sensibile,
sono lontani tre passi dalla aAnBeta. A 599 D Socrate si rivolge ironi-
camente a Omero chiedendogli se, dal momento che egli parla di
cose importantissime (quali le guerre, I’amministrazione delle citta e
Tadelog TEPL AvBpdTOoL), qualche citta ¢ stata amministrata meglio grazie
a lui. Glaucone afferma che nemmeno gli Omeridi potrebbero affermare

“ Kol Troddton [Tuboydpov va forse espunto, cfr. Kassel 1971, 139-140.

45 Cfr. Richardson (1981) 5 sgg.; a propsito del tema in questione, il contributo
di Richardson non ha goduto dell’attenzione che merita: esso ¢ senz’altro il miglior
tentativo di contestualizzare il papiro di Karanis nella cultura del IV sec. a.C.
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questo. Socrate chiede poi se Omero sia stato nyepav modeiog @V e se
abbia avuto seguaci (come ad esempio Pitagora). Glaucone risponde di no,
e che, anzi, Creofilo, quando Omero era presso di lui, non lo curd molto.#¢
Socrate chiede dunque (600 C): &AL oiel, @ TAadkwv, €l T OvTL 010¢ T
nv mondevely avOpdTovg Kot BeAtiovg dmepyalesbor “Ounpog, Gte
mepl T00TOV 00 HILETOOOL AAAL YLIYVAOOKELY SVVAHUEVOS, 00K Bip GV
TOAAOVG £TALPOVG EMOLNCOTO KO NTILATO KOl MYATATO DT 0OTAV;
Socrate fa quindi un paragone con Protagora e Prodico, attorno ai quali
si raccolgono discepoli desiderosi di ricevere da loro la moudeio; Omero
ed Esiodo, invece, hanno passato la vita andando poy®dodvteg di citta
in citta, cosa che non sarebbe accaduta, se i loro contemporanei avessero
sperato di ottenere da loro la modeio.

Gli argomenti qui toccati da Socrate presentano una somiglianza stretta
con quanto leggiamo nel papiro di Karanis, ma il punto di vista di Platone
e Alcidamante ¢ opposto: per Alcidamante Omero ¢ fonte di modeio
e ha ricevuto onori sia da vivo che da morto, mentre per Socrate Omero
non ¢ fonte di moudela e da vivo non ha ricevuto onori. L’opposizione
fra quanto dice Socrate e quanto dice Alcidamante ¢ di tutta evidenza: il
problema ¢ se fra il passo di Resp. e quello del Museo vi sia una relazione
diretta (e, se si, in quale senso) o se Platone e Alcidamante prendano
posizione (indipendentemente 1’uno dall’altro) rispetto a problemi ampia-
mente dibattuti. Purtroppo, una risposta sicura non ¢ possibile.#’ La dis-
cussione sulla funzione educativa della poesia risaliva molto indietro*s
e Alcidamante e Platone potevano inserirvisi senza alcun bisogno che
il primo influenzasse il secondo o viceversa. Tuttavia, che nel papiro di
Karanis e in Resp. 600 la discussione sulla moudeia si leghi a quella circa gli
onori che Omero (ed Esiodo) hanno ricevuto fa sospettare che uno dei due
testi sia stato scritto in polemica con I’altro, ma una Priorititsbestimmung

46 Questa notizia, mi pare, ¢ in qualche relazione con quella della VH (126, 10—
11 V.), secondo cui Testoride di Focea, trascritti i poemi di Omero, 00KETL OOlI®G €V
¢mpeleia elye tov “Ounpov: sia Testoride che Creofilo sono poeti che ospitano
Omero, ma si impradoniscono delle sue opere. Non ¢ possibile per noi capire cosa si
celi dietro queste tradizioni.

47 Richardson 1981, 8-9 crede che Resp. risponda al Museo. Non crede a rapporti
diretti fra Resp. e Museo Avezzu 1982, XXX—-XXXI; scettico O’Sullivan 1992, 64—66.
Il problema dei rapporti fra Platone e Alcidamante ¢ molto difficile anche per quanto
concerne ITept 7@V copiotdVv e Phaedrus: in entrambe le opere si affronta il problema
scrittura / oralita (le posizioni dei due scrittori sono in questo caso abbastanza simili),
ma ¢ difficile stabilire la priorita di una delle due opere, cfr. O’Sullivan 1992, 23 sgg.

48 Essa ¢ illustrata molto bene da Weinstock 1927. E un vero peccato che un
recente vol. interamente dedicato a Platone ¢ ai poeti, Destrée—Hermann 2011, non
dedichi alcuna attenzione al Museo di Alcidamante e al papiro di Karanis.
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¢ difficilissima. Resp. 2—10 vengono ragionevolmente datati a meta degli
anni ’70,* ma sulla data del Museo non sappiamo nulla.>® Se ¢ vero che
Platone nella discussione sulla modeiow che puo venire dalla poesia ha
avuto un ruolo centrale, in quanto ¢ stato il primo a rifiutare qualsiasi
tentativo conciliatorio (quali per esempio quelli allegorici),’! pare probabile
che sia stato Alcidamante a rispondere a Platone. Una delle cose che piu
colpiscono nel papiro di Karanis ¢ che Omero venga definito 16Top1KéG.
Cosa significa? Per Richardson Alcidamante alluderebbe al fatto che
Omero ha conoscenze storiche e psicologiche.?? Piu probabilmente, 1’uso
di totopikdg va qui collegato alla capacita di improvvisare di Omero, che
¢ centrale nel Cert. e che anche nel Ilepi t@v copiotav (§ 1) ¢ legata
all’totopio. Tuttavia, 1’aggettivo ha un valore piu generale e indica una
conoscenza reale ¢ approfondita di qualcosa.’? D’altra parte Platone (Resp.
602 A-B) nega al poeta ppunthg qualsiasi émotiun. E vero che Platone
non usa mai il termine ioTopLKOG in opposizione ai poeti, ma da quanto
dice si potrebbe arguire che egli negasse che i poeti potessero essere
iotopikol. Se, d’altra parte, ¢ stato proprio Platone il primo a negare ai
poeti (e in particolare a Omero) la conoscenza reale, ¢ ben possibile che
Alcidamante, usando a proposito di Omero 1’aggettivo 16Toptkog, volesse
in tal modo opporsi a Platone. Certo, la pericope che noi abbiamo del
Museo non ¢ sufficiente per contestualizzare il pensiero di Alcidamante:
non solo il testo ¢ lacunoso e corrotto, ma sembra anche probabile che
il retore trattasse questi temi anche in una sezione precedente dell’opera,
poiché ¢ improbabile che a un tema di tale importanza venissero dedicate
solo poche righe alla fine. Nel complesso, mi sembra piuttosto probabile
che Alcidamante nel Museo abbia polemizzato con Platone, in particolare
con Resp. 10, ma certezze non possiamo averne.

49 Cfr. Erler 2007, 203 sgg.

50 Renehan 1976, 154155 lo data dopo il 362, ma si basa sul presupposto che
il fr. 11 A., che sembra effettivamente successivo alla morte di Epaminonda (362),
appartenga al Museo, ipotesi del tutto aleatoria. Certo, se fosse vera questa datazione,
ne seguirebbe che, se fra le due opere c’¢ rapporto diretto, € il Museo che risponde alla
Resp. (cosi pensa, per es., Apfel 1938, 250 e la cosa sembra anche a me verisimile).

5L Cfr. Weinstock 1927, 124.

52 Richardson 1981, 6: “lotopikoc may suggest that Alcidamas sees Homer
either as a faithful recorder of tradition, or as an accurate observer of life. In the Iliad
he would be primarly the first, in the Odyssey the second” e richiama il fr. 34 A.:
0300 0el0 KOAOV GVBPOTLVOL BLOV KATOTTPOV.

53 Cfr. Aristot. Rhet. 1359 b 32: 1@®v napd 101G GAAOLG EVPNUEVEVY 1GTOPLKOV
elval, ove il termine vale “buon conscitore, esperto”. Platone stesso (Soph. 267 E)
parla di una totopikf TIg Hipunog, cio¢ di una pipnoig basata sull’émicTnun e non
sulla 36&o (come la SOEOUIUNTIKT HIUNGLG).
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Le fonti del CL e 1 suoi rapporti con la VH

Quanto di cio che leggiamo nel CL risale ad Alcidamante? Alcuni cre-
dono che la sezione alcidamantea inizi con 54 A.,>* ma tale ipotesi non
ha fondamento. Che fra questo punto ¢ quanto precede vi sia una cesura
¢ certo, ma io credo si tratti solo di un cambio di fonte: siamo cioé al
passaggio fra la sezione genealogica e quella agonale, ma non ¢’¢ ragione
di escludere che la sezione genealogica fosse gia in Alcidamante. Io credo,
anzi, che ci sia un indizio decisivo che prova che anche quanto precede
54 A. doveva essere gia (almeno parzialmente) nel Museo. Nel papiro di
Karanis leggiamo y€]vog at0ToD Kol TNV GAANY Toinoty 33... mopado[vg.
Se I’integrazione ¢ corretta, ne segue che gia nel Museo si parlava del
vévog di Omero, dunque che anche una parte di quanto precede 54 A.
doveva essere in Alcidamante; del resto, il titolo di CL ¢ ITept ‘Opunpov
kol ‘Hotddov kol 10D YEvoug Kol Bydvog aDT®V.>°

Il CL inizia affermando (1-6 A.) che tutte le citta vorrebbero poter
dire che Omero ed Esiodo sono stati loro cittadini, ma che nel caso di
Esiodo non possono farlo poiché egli stesso ha nominato Ascra (Op. et
dies 639-640). Nel caso di Omero, prosegue il CL (7-17 A.), sia Smirne
sia Chio sia Colofone dicono Omero loro cittadino e ciascuna citta
porta una prova. Seguono le opinioni di Ellanico, KAe&vOng, Evyaiwv,
Callicle, Anpokpitog 6 Tpowlnviog®’ e altri circa i genitori di Omero, poi
I’oracolo ricevuto da Adriano, secondo cui Omero era Itacese, figlio di
Telemaco ed Epicaste (18—43). Inizia quindi la discussione dei rapporti
fra Omero e Esiodo: alcuni dicono Omero piu anziano (43-44), altri
affermano che i due fossero parenti ¢ Esiodo un po’ piu anziano (45—
53), altri li credono contemporanei (54 sgg.). Come ho gia detto, non

54 Cosi West 1967, 449; Avezzu 1982, 38.

55 Cosa significa GAAn Toinoig? Secondo Dodds 1952, 188: “what else he wrote
besides the /liad and the Odyssey”. lo credo che Alcidamante alluda agli esametri
del Certamen che precedono; essi sono GAAN moinolg in quanto si oppongono alla
produzione omerica normalmente letta: non solo dunque //. ¢ Od., ma anche Inni
e opere del Ciclo, se qualcuno li riteneva omerici (problema sul quale Alcidamante
non prende posizione).

56 Su questo titolo cfr. Busse 1909, 108.

57 KAedvOng va probabilmente corretto in Nedveng, storico di Cizico della
fine del IIT sec. a.C. (cfr. FrGrHist 84, F 40). Ebyaiov va probabilmente corretto
in EOGywv, storico samio (FrGrHist 535). Nulla di preciso sappiamo di Callicle,
anche se la polemica contro di lui (?) di Alceo di Messene farebbe pensare alla
seconda meta del III sec. a.C. (cfr. Jacoby 1919). Anpdxpitog va forse corretto in
Anuntprog (cfr. Suppl. Hell. fr. 378) e, se € cosi, siamo in eta augustea. Su questi autori
cfr. anche O’Sullivan 1992, 79 n. 101.
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¢’¢ alcuna ragione di pensare che con 54 A. inizi una sezione di origine
diversa: la notizia sul Margite (55-56 A.) presuppone 15—-17 A. e la stessa
affermazione Tivég 8¢ GUVOKMAOCOL QOOLY oDTOUG presuppone 44—
53 A., cui si oppone.>8 Ne segue che 44 sgg. A. e 15-17 A. derivano dalla
stessa fonte; d’altra parte, non ¢’¢ ragione di staccare 15—-17 A. da quanto
precede.’® Dunque, 1-17 A. e 44 sgg. derivano dalla stessa fonte. Da tale
fonte non puo derivare 32-43 A. (I’oracolo di Adriano), evidente aggiunta
del compilatore antonino. Che 18 sgg. abbiano origine diversa da quanto
precede ¢ evidente: 7—17 citano tre citta che pretendono di essere patria di
Omero, nel caso di Smirne vengono citati anche i nomi dei genitori. Con
18 sgg. si iniziano a citare nomi di storici ed eruditi, si citano alcuni nomi
di possibili genitori di Omero e lo stesso nome di Melesigene, senza che
questo venga messo in alcuna relazione con 9-12 A., ove pure si erano
fatte affermazioni sullo stesso tema. Ne segue che fra 17 A. e quanto
segue ¢’¢ una sutura e tutto lascia pensare che il compilatore antonino che
ha inserito 1’oracolo di Adriano (32 sgg.) abbia introdotto anche 18 sgg.
Che tale compilatore copiasse materiale precedente senza curarsi troppo
dell’insieme che ne nasceva lo mostra bene che egli affermi di credere
(41-43 A.) all’origine itacese di Omero, di cui poi non si fa piu parola;
egli non stabilisce nemmeno un collegamento fra 1’oracolo di Adriano
e 23 sgg. A., ove pure si afferma [’origine itacese di Omero.

In conclusione, a me pare che 1843 A. siano un’aggiunta del compi-
latore antonino all’interno di un testo coerente; ¢ dunque altamente pro-
babile che 1-17, 44 sgg. A. derivino da Alcidamante. C’¢ qualcosa nella
sezione successiva a 44 A. che non deriva da Alcidamante?

Nel fr. 10 A. Alcidamante dice che Omero non era di Chio e che,
nonostante questo, i Chii lo onorarono; nel CL (307 sgg. A.) leggiamo
che gli Argivi onorarono Omero disponendo un sacrificio in suo onore
a Chio. Qualcuno pensa che queste due notizie siano in contraddizione
e che, di conseguenza, I’episodio di Argo e Chio nel CL (287-315) non
possa derivare da Alcidamante.®® In realta, Alcidamante afferma che

58 L’opposizione fra cvvoxpacat (54 A.) e npoyevéotepov / vedtepov (44—
45 A.) mostra che i due passi derivano dalla stessa fonte.

59 West 1967, 444 crede che 1-8 A. abbiano origine diversa da quanto segue
e che derivino dalla fonte comune a Velleio Patercolo (Hist. 1, 5-7) e Proclo
(Vita Hom. 4 sgg. S.). Le coincidenze fra Velleio e Proclo sono realmente significa-
tive e presuppongono una fonte comune, ma non c’¢ ragione per dire che anche
CL 1-8 usi tale fonte: CL afferma semplicemente che Esiodo, a differenza di Omero,
ha nominato la propria patria, cosa che puo venire in mente a chiunque legga Hes.
Op. et dies 639-640.

60 Cosi West 1967, 448 sgg. seguito da Avezzu 1982, 48 e O’Sullivan 1992, 99.
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i Chii onoravano Omero e CL parla di onori attribuiti al poeta a Chio;
in entrambi 1 casi si presuppone che Omero sia onorato a Chio, mentre
nulla viene detto circa 1’origine del poeta (essere onorati in una citta non
significa esserne originari). Non esiste dunque contraddizione fra CL
287-315 e Alcidamante; di conseguenza, cade uno dei pilastri su cui basa
la Quellenanalyse di West—Avezzu: questi studiosi suppongono che sia
I’episodio di Argo e Chio sia quelli limitrofi di Atene, Corinto, Delo (275—
321 A.) non derivino da Alcidamante.®! Contro questa Quellenanalyse si
possono obiettare almeno tre cose:

1) Nel CL I’agone ¢ posto all’interno di un Ptog omerico: tale
Blog narrava che Omero da giovane aveva composto il Margite e era
andato poi a Delfi, ove 1’oracolo gli aveva detto che sua madre era di
Ios (55-60 A.). Nel CL a queste notizie segue 1’agone; dopo 1’agone
e la morte di Esiodo riprendono le notizie biografiche su Omero e tutto
lascia pensare che esse derivino ancora dal Blog utilizzato a 55-60 A.: il
poeta si trova in Grecia, € ancora giovane e ha composto il solo Margite;
anche ’oracolo circa los compare nel seguito (321 sgg. A.). Non ¢ dunque
metodico attribuire un’origine diversa a 275-321 A. e le altre sezioni
biografiche del CL.

2) Alcidamante nel papiro di Karanis parla di onori ricevuti da Omero
in vita ed ¢ evidente che egli deve averne trattato nella parte precedente:
se fosse corretta I’analisi di West—Avezzu, all’agone in cui Omero viene
sconfitto sarebbe seguita, in Alcidamante, la morte del poeta a causa della
sua incapacita di risolvere il ypteoc propostogli dai ragazzi di los. Questo
a me pare del tutto improbabile: il Museo sarebbe in questo modo un
repertorio di umiliazioni subite da Omero, mentre dal papiro di Karanis
si deduce I’opposto. Nel Museo doveva essere presente la sezione sui
soggiorni ad Atene, Corinto, Argo e Delo: ¢ li, infatti, che Omero riceve
gli onori cui allude il papiro di Karanis.

3) Nel CL Omero arriva a los dopo un lunghissimo soggiorno in
Grecia; la VH polemizza sia contro il soggiorno del poeta in Grecia sia
contro il soggiorno a Ios come descritto nel CL (cftr. infra p. 112-113); se
ne deduce che la VH aveva davanti un testo in cui 321 A. e quanto precede
erano gia uniti. Certo, si puo ipotizzare che la conflazione fra 321 A.
e quanto precede sia avvenuta prima della VH ma dopo Alcidamante, ma
pare probabile che la VH polemizzi contro lo stesso Blog omerico che
¢ confluito, tramite Alcidamante, nel CL.

61 A differenza di West, Avezzu 1982, 48 nega ad Alcidamante anche la parte su
Mida (260-274 A.).



112 Carlo M. Lucarini

Non pare quindi ragionevole ipotizzare per 275-321 A. una fonte di-
versa da quella da cui deriva quanto precede e quanto segue, cio¢ Alci-
damante. Da quanto fin qui detto risulta che il CL deriva interamente dal
Museo di Alcidamante, con I’eccezione di 18-43 A., 240-247 A. (che
deriva esplicitamente da Eratostene) e, probabilmente, di 210-214 A. (cfr.
supra p. 95).62

Alla base del CL (e, se la nostra ricostruzione ¢ corretta, del Museo)
stanno 1’ Urcertamen e un PBlog omerico. lo credo che contro tale Blog
polemizzi spesso la VH. Secondo il CL (55 A.) Omero compose come
prima opera il Margite. Questa ¢ tradizione colofonia, come mostra
il (CL 15-17 A.), ove si dice che i Colofoni indicavano un luogo ove
Omero aveva iniziato a comporre poesia e aveva composto il Margite
(kol molfcol mpdTOV TOV Mapyitny).®? Contro questa tradizione
polemizza la VH (118, 1-3 V.): éx 8¢ 1t Kolop®dvog TLveAOg €mV
amucvéeTon £¢ TV Spodpvay, Kol ovtog émeyeipel TR mooet. E evi-
dente che chi ha scritto questo conosceva la tradizione secondo cui
Omero aveva iniziato a poetare a Colofone e¢ voleva smentirla;®* con
questo si accorda bene anche che nella VH si dica (134, 16—-17 V.) che
Omero compose tutti i suoi taiyvie a Chio (dunque nessuno, nemmeno
il Margite, a Colofone). Nel CL (322 sgg. A.) leggiamo che Omero a los
soggiornd per un certo tempo presso Creofilo, che mori per non aver
saputo risolvere il ypipog propostogli dai fanciulli e che scrisse il suo
epigramma funebre. Tutto questo viene esplicitamente smentito dalla
VH (146, 21 sgg. V.): Omero non soggiorna a lungo a los (Creofilo non
¢ presente nella VH), la sua morte ¢ dovuta a malattia, non al ypigog,
e I’epigramma non ¢ composto dal poeta stesso. Secondo la VH (138,
6 sgg. V.) Omero, mentre si trova a Chio, divenuto ormai famoso per
la sua poesia, medita di andare in Grecia, e, dato che nei suoi poemi vi
sono molte menzioni di Argo e nessuna di Atene, decide di aggiungerne
una in favore di quest’ultima cittd. Nel CL (276 sgg. A.) Omero si
trova in Grecia e viene ricevuto con onori prima ad Atene, poi (dopo
un breve passaggio a Corinto) ad Argo. Che fra le due narrazioni vi sia
un rapporto ¢ evidente. Sembra che 1’originale sia quanto leggiamo nel
CL: mentre, infatti, un passaggio da Atene a Argo ¢ del tutto naturale, ci
si chiede perché, ancora a Chio, Omero avrebbe dovuto pensare proprio
a queste due citta (in cui, secondo la V'H, non andra mai). Piu in generale,

92 Anche il numero di vv. di Tebaide, Epigoni, Il. ¢ Od. (255, 258, 275-276)
hanno probabilmente un’origine post-alcidamantea.

63 Per la tradizione che faceva di Omero un colofonio, propugnata da Antimaco
e Nicandro, cfr. Hillgruber 1994, 85.

o4 Cfr. Wilamowitz 1916, 421.
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sembra che la VH voglia smentire che Omero abbia mai messo piede
nella Grecia continentale: si dice, infatti, che Omero salpo verso la Grecia
(146, 18 sgg. V.), ma che il viaggio si interruppe per la morte del poeta
a los. E evidente che si vuole in questo modo mostrare che tutto quanto
leggiamo nella sezione biografica del CL ¢ falso, dal momento che Ii
Omero trascorre gran parte della propria vita in Grecia, non in Asia.
Si osservi che qui non si tratta di un dettaglio: la VH affermando che
Omero aveva intenzione di andare in Grecia, ma non riusci ad arrivarci,
contraddice e smentisce in maniera chiara e inequivocabile tutte le notizie
biografiche presupposte nel CL.%

Abbiamo osservato come nel CL sia confluita una tradizione colofonia
circa il Margite e I’inizio della carriera poetica di Omero e come la
VH polemizzi contro tale tradizione. Vi ¢ forse un altro punto in cui
¢ riconoscibile una polemica anti-colofonia. La VH narra che Omero,
mentre si trovava a Samo, partecipd alle Apaturie (140, 1 — 142, 8 V.).
Erodoto dice (1, 147) che 6001 &’ "AONVEWY YeYOVOST KOl "AToTOOPLOL
dyovolv optnyv sono loni e aggiunge che, fra gli Ioni, solo gli Efesi
e 1 Colofoni non celebrano le Apaturie. Dal momento che abbiamo gia
trovato un indizio di polemica anti-colofonia nella VH, forse anche la
partecipazione di Omero alle Apaturie va letta in questa prospettiva: fare
cio¢ partecipare Omero alla cerimonia che secondo Erodoto definisce
I’identita ionica e che, sempre secondo Erodoto, i Colofoni non celebrano,
puo essere da parte di chi vuole fingersi Erodoto un modo per sottolineare
che Omero non ha nulla a che fare con Colofone.%

Non ¢ facile comprendere che ruolo giocasse 1’origine colofonia di
Omero nel Blog che ¢ alla base del CL, ma pare che tale Blog affermasse
I’origine ionica di Omero: gli Ioni lo fanno kowvov moAitny (319 A.),

65 Su questa linea gia Wilamowitz 1916, 430—-431. Cfr. anche Hess 1960, 26 sgg.
E completamente in errore la Lefkowitz 2012, 26 a credere che la VH ignori la tradi-
zione del CL sul soggiorno continentale di Omero. Grossardt 2016, 123 (che € uno dei
pochi, assieme a Wilamowitz, ad avere chiaro che tra il CL e la VH ¢’¢ una polemica)
crede che il Certamen sia opera di Gorgia, che presuppone la VH, opera di Ippia.
Non credo, in generale, alla teoria di Grossardt, che data Certamen ¢ VH all’ Atene
del V sec., ma, anche se tale teoria dovesse essere vera, credo bisognerebbe invertire
I’ordine del Certamen (almeno della sezione biografica) e della VH (che sarebbe, in
astratto, possibile, anche all’interno del quadro generale ipotizzato da Grossardt).

66 Per la tendenza anti-colofonia di Erodoto cfr. Asheri 2007, 179. Nella VH sono
riconoscibili altri punti di polemica: a Chio Omero sposa una donna del luogo, da cui
ha due figlie, una delle quale muore &yopog, ’altra si sposa con un uomo di Chio
(134,21-26 V.). 1l bersaglio della polemica ¢ evidentemente la tradizione secondo cui
Omero avrebbe dato una figlia in sposa al poeta Stasino, dandole in dote i Cypria, cfr.
Wilamowitz 1916, 428; Ruiz Montero — Fernandez Zambudio 2005, 40.
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I’oracolo afferma che sua madre ¢ di los (59-60 A.), isola ionica, mentre
non si trova alcuna allusione all’Eolia.®” Anche qui 1I’opposizione con la
VH, che afferma 1’origine eolica di Omero (112, 3 sgg. V.; 150, 3 sgg. V.),
¢ palese e forse si spiega cosi anche che la VH non citi mai I’oracolo sulla
madre di Omero e motivi I’arrivo a los del poeta in altro modo.

Quale ¢ il rapporto dell’anonimo autore con il vero Erodoto? Quest’ul-
timo (2, 53, 2) crede che Omero ed Esiodo siano contemporanei, ma nella
VH nulla si dice circa Esiodo; anzi, sembra chiara la tendenza a isolare
Omero da tutti gli altri epici arcaici (cfr. n. 66 e p. 116); inoltre, Erodoto
(loc. laud.) pone Omero verso 1’850 a.C., mentre la VH lo pone attorno al
1100. Questo ha portato a ipotizzare che in origine lo scritto non fosse
attribuito a Erodoto e che le righe introduttive che contengono I’attribu-
zione allo storico di Alicarnasso siano state inserite successivamente.®
In realta, in molti punti la VH si collega a tendenze presenti in Erodoto;
oltre ad alcune caratteristiche formali,®® quanto abbiamo detto circa le
Apaturie e Colofone mi pare si spieghi bene immaginando che I’anonimo
volesse sembrare Erodoto, di cui ereditava I’antipatia per Colofone. La VH
dichiara esplicitamente (150, 3 sgg. V.) che Omero era eolico, non ionico
né dorico. E ovvio che la polemica ¢ diretta contro gli Ioni, non certo
contro 1 Dori, che non potevano avere reali pretese su Omero; si tratta di
un punto di importanza centrale per la VH e forse anche qui ¢ possibile
vedere una Anspielung dell’anonimo a una delle tendenze di fondo di
Erodoto, cioé 1’anti-ionismo.”®

Non c¢’¢ quindi dubbio che la VH sia stata scritta da qualcuno che
voleva sembrare Erodoto e che sviluppava alcune caratteristiche di fondo
dello storico di Alicarnasso per inserirsi nelle discussioni omeriche.”!
D’altra parte, la contraddizione cronologica fra la VH e il vero Erodoto ¢
seria. La spiegazione piu probabile ¢ che I’anonimo, per quanto concerne

67 Se non a 31-32 A, sezione aggiunta, cfr. supra p. 110.

68 Cosi Bergk 1872, 443; contra Grossardt 2016, 89.

% Per le quali cfr. Grossardt 2016, 89, 99 n. 277.

70 Sull’avversione di Erodoto agli Ioni, cfr. Asheri 2007, 176.

71 Nel CL, oltre all’Zl. e all’Od., vengono attribuiti a Omero, il Margite (55 A.),
la Tebaide (256 A.), gli Epigoni (258 A.), I’Inno ad Apollo (317 A.). Nella VH, oltre
ai due poemi maggiori, la Spedizione di Amfiarao contro Tebe, gli Inni (113—114 A.),
la Piccola Iliade (203 A.), i Cercopi, la Batracomiomachia, 1a Psaromachia, la Epta-
pactiche, le Epiciclidi (332-332 A.), la Focaide (126, 7 V.). Erodoto nega (2, 117) la
paternita omerica dei Cypria, dubita (4, 32) di quella degli Epigoni. E difficile capire
se nella VH vi sia a questo proposito qualche spunto polemico contro la tradizione
confluita nel CL; che la VH non citi Cypria e Epigoni si spiega probabilmente con
I’influenza erodotea. C’¢ un’indagine recentissima sulla presenza di Erodoto nei gram-
matici imperiali (epoca cui risale la VH): Tribulato 2016, 175-176.



11 Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi 115

la genealogia di Omero, seguisse una tradizione fissata, “die sich nahtlos
in die Erzdhlung von der dolischen Wanderung von Thessalien ins nord-
westliche Kleinasien einfligte”.”?

La data della VH ¢ incerta.” Un terminus ante quem sicuro ¢ Taziano
(ca. 160 d.C., 4d Graecos 31, 3), che inserisce Erodoto fra i biografi
omerici. Grossardt’* ha cercato di attribuire la VH a Ippia di Elide, ma
che Ippia (fr. 18 D.-K.) e la VH credano Omero cumano dimostra poco:
tutta la tradizione, diffusa e antica,’” che crede alla parentela fra Omero
ed Esiodo, deve postulare 1’origine cumana del primo a causa dei legami
sicuri con Cuma del secondo. Grossardt crede Ippia volesse parodiare
I’opera erodotéa, pubblicata da poco. In questo modo, tuttavia, diviene
necessario postulare che anche la facies linguistica ionico-erodotéa risalga
al V sec.,’ ma questo ¢ impossibile, poiché la lingua della VH non puo
risalire cosi indietro.”” Inoltre, ¢ difficile immaginare che una biografia
omerica che circolava sotto il nome di Erodoto non venga citata da
nessuno prima del II sec. d. C.

Io non vedo ragioni serie per datare la VH prima del II sec. d.C.
In tale epoca le dispute circa la patria di Omero erano assai vive: il
medico Ermogene di Smirne”® scrisse due opere omeriche, intitolate

72 Grossardt 2016, 96.

73 Cfr. Vasiloudi 2013, 3 n. 15; Grossardt 2016, 85 sgg.

74 Grossardt 2016, 94 sgg.

75 Cfr. Ellanico (FrGrHist 4 F 5), Damaste (FrGrHist 5 F 11), Ferecide (FrGrHist
3F 167).

76 Come, infatti, Grossardt 2016, 103—-104 coerentemente fa; egli, sulla scia
di Gigante 1996, 14, ritiene che solo la fine della VH (150, 3 — 152, 6 V.) sia stata
aggiunta nel II sec. d.C., poiché la datazione per arconti ateniesi (152, 4-5 V.) non
¢ immaginabile nel V sec. (cfr. gia Schmidt 1876, 206-207). In realta, non ¢’¢ alcuna
ragione per separare 1’ultima parte della VA da quanto precede.

77 Da un punto di vista linguistico, la V'H presenta usi che non sembrano risalire
oltre il IV sec. inoltrato, alcuni addirittura di eta imperiale (qualche osservazione in
questo senso gia in Schmidt 1876, 101 sgg. ¢ Ruiz Montero — Fernandez Zambudio
2005, 51; molto superficiale su questo punto Grossardt 2016, 105-106): &dvvitewg
€xewv (= ‘stare male’) da ps.-Dem. (Contra Call. 14, 1) e ps.-Plat. (Axioch. 364 B) in
poi; &mooyordlerv (114, 26; 148, 2 V.) da Aristot. (EN 1176 b 17) in poi; dtohoyn
(148, 21 V.) da Aristot. (Pol. 1268 b 17) in poi; elcavprov (142, 8 V.) greco imperiale;
éxkmepmAém (136, 14 V.) da Polyb. (1, 23, 9) in poi; éktevéwg (116, 16; 136, 3 V.) da
ps.-Aristot. (Magna mor. 2, 11, 31) e Polyb. (5, 5, 5) in poi; émkieng (122, 6 V.) da
Ap. Rh. (4, 1472) in poi; Bavpootg (Bwvp.) (122, 3 V.) da Arist. (Rhet. 1384 b 37) in
poi; tepomotia (150, 8; 156,23 V.) da Aen. Tact. (Poliorc. 17, 1) in poi; padlak®dg Exetv
(= ‘stare male’) tipico del greco imperiale (cfr. Plut. Cic. 43, 6); mapoyepalo (144,
17 V.) da Dem. (Contra Phorm. 8) in poi; toA0@optog (112, 5 V.) in Mosch. (Eur. 83)
e poi in eta imperiale.

78 Su di lui cfr. Petzl 1982, 237-239 e Gossen 1912.
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mepl TG ‘OpApov coplog e mepl ThHg Ounpov matpidog. Luciano
(Demosth. enc. 9) parla dell’épig circa la patria di Omero di tutte le
citta che si contendevano il poeta (Ione, Colofone, Cuma, Chio, Smirne,
Tebe egizia). Elio Aristide, egli stesso di Smirne, crede anche Omero
oriundo da tale citta’ e allude alla lingua omerica come testimonianza
dell’origine attica (attraverso Smirne, colonia ateniese) del poeta
(Panath. 328). L’origine ionico-attica del poeta era dunque difesa nel
II sec. d.C. e non meraviglia che la VH vi polemizzi contro, per difendere
I’origine eolica di Omero. La VH polemizza contro la tradizione ionico-
attica secondo la forma che essa ha assunto nella sezione biografica
del CL. In che forma leggeva I’autore della VH tale tradizione? Aveva
egli a disposizione la biografia confluita nel Certamen o il Certamen
stesso? Nella VH non vi ¢ alcuna allusione né al Certamen né a Esiodo
né ad alcun altro poeta, cui venissero attribuiti poemi epici; sembra si
voglia sottolineare 1’unicita di Omero, negando qualsiasi suo contatto
con gli altri poeti; I’unica eccezione ¢ Testoride, ma di questo poeta
non circolavano opere e dunque si poneva in una posizione diversa
rispetto a Esiodo, Stasino, Creofilo, poeti volutamente taciuti dalla VH
(cfr. n. 66).80 Non ¢’¢ dubbio che I’anonimo autore della V'H conoscesse
la leggenda dell’agone fra Omero ed Esiodo, ma che egli desumesse
i dati biografici contro cui polemizzava dal Certamen (in qualsiasi forma
esso fosse) non ¢ sicuro; potrebbe, infatti, aver avuto a disposizione la
biografia confluita nel Certamen. Come ha mostrato il papiro di Karanis,
Certamen e biografia erano gia riuniti in Alcidamante. Tuttavia, Proclo
leggeva ancora la biografia nella forma originaria, non nella versione
compendiata (cfr. supra p. 96). Inoltre, mentre la VH polemizza
chiaramente contro i rapporti di Omero con Stasino e Creofilo, non si
trovano segni di polemica contro I’agone con Esiodo. Certo, ¢ un indizio
ex silentio che non puo darci alcuna sicurezza, ma non si comprende
come un autore cosi incline alla polemica come 1’anonimo autore della
VH non abbia fatto alcuna allusione al Certamen, se esso era incorporato
nel Blog omerico contro cui egli polemizzava. Pare quindi piu probabile
che la VH polemizzi direttamente contro tale Biog.
Da quanto fin qui detto segue il seguente stemma:?!

79 Cftr. Kindstrand 1973, 193.

80 La Lefkowitz 2012, 26 crede che la VH non faccia alcun accenno all’agone con
Esiodo per esaltare Omero; questo € per se ipsum vero, ma si inserisce nella tendenza
generale della VH a isolare Omero rispetto agli altri poeti.

81 Le linee continue indicano la trasmissione di testi e notizie, le linee tratteggiate
rapporti polemici.
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This paper investigates the relationship between the Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi,
Alcidamas and the Homeric biographical tradition. The Certamen is preserved in
a late abridgment (Certamen Laurentianum), which derives from an Urcertamen
and a lost Homeric biography. The Urcertamen was favourable to Hesiod, and
I believe that Plutarch (Sept. sap. conv. 153 F) depends on it. The Karanis-papyrus
has shown rather paradoxically that F. Nietzsche was right in assuming that the
rhetor Alcidamas played an important role in the creation of our Certamen, and
I suggest that it was Alcidamas who first combined the Urcertamen and the lost
Homeric biography, giving the new work a pro-Homeric tendency. It is possible
that Alcidamas’ praise of Homer was provoked by Plato’s attack on poetry. The
Vita Herodotea (which I date to the second century AD) polemizes against the
biographical source used by the Certamen; its author adopts a Herodotean attitude
towards the Colophonians. A new critical edition of the Karanis-papyrus and
a detailed Quellenanalyse of the Certamen Laurentianum are also provided.
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B crarbe uccnemyercs cBs3p Mexay “‘Cocrsazannem [omepa u ['ecnona”, Anxuna-
MaHTOM n Omorpaduueckoit Tpagunuei o [omepe. “Cocrtszanue” 100 10 HAC
B Mo3aHeM KpaTkoMm mepeckaze (Certamen Laurentianum), BOCXOIAIIEM K Tpa-
“Cocrs3annio” n Hepome et onorpadun ['omepa. B nmpa-“Cocrsizannn’ cumna-
TUM aBTOpa ObUTH Ha cTOpoHe ['ecuona, U U3 Hero, BeposiTHO, ucxoamn Ilmyrapx
(Sept. sap. conv. 153 F). Kapanucckuii manupyc J0Ka3bIBaeT, 4TO, KaK HH MTapaoK-
canpHO, @. Hutie ObLT npaB, MPUITUCHIBAsE BAXKHYIO POJIb B CO3aHUH JIOLIE/IIETO
1o Hac “Cocrsizanus” putopy AnkupamanTty. OUeBHIHO, UMEHHO AJIKMIaMaHT
MEPBBIM COSAMHMII MaTepualt u3 npa--“Coctsizanust’” ¥ U3 Heloeaiie ouorpahuu
T'omepa, mpuaB HOBOMY COUMHEHHIO IIPOrOMEPOBCKUI Xapakrep. He nckitoueHo,
4yTO mpocnasieHue [omepa y AnkugamMaHTa CTUMYJIHUPOBAIN IUIATOHOBCKUE Ha-
maaku Ha 1mo33uio. JKuszneonmcanne [epomoTa (kotopoe s martupyro Il B. H.3.) To-
JIEMHU3UPYET ¢ OnorpaduaeckiuM UCTOUHUKOM “CoCTsA3aHus”’; €ro aBTOp MPUHUMA-
€T TepPOJOTOBCKOE OTHOILIEHHE K KOJMO(pOHSHaM. B crarbe Takxke COAEpKUTCS
HOBOE KpuUTHYecKoe n3nanue KapaHucckoro namupyca U noapoOHBIN aHAIM3 UC-
touHukoB Certamen Laurentianum.



THE END OF THE EPITYMBIA SECTION IN
THE MILAN PAPYRUS AND PAIRING OF
EPIGRAMS IN POSIDIPPUS

Since the publication of the P. Mil. Vogl. VIII, 309 preserving a book
of epigrams that can with a high degree of certainty be attributed to
Posidippus, it has been noticed that among both the newly found epigrams
and the previously known poems, adjacent pieces sometimes appear as
a pair. Two such pairs have been studied by Dirk Obbink. The first is
preserved on the Firmin-Didot papyrus (P. Louvre 7172) dating from
before 161 BCE, discovered and first published in the XIXt™ century:! two
epigrams specifically ascribed to Posidippus by the compiler and celebrating
two remarkable seaside monuments of Ptolemaic Egypt: the first, Ep. 115
Austin—Bastianini = Ep. 11 Gow—Page, speaks of the lighthouse constructed
by Sostratus of Cnidos, the second, Ep. 116 Austin—Bastianini = 12 Gow—
Page, of the shrine of Arsinoe-Aphrodite set up by Callicrates of Samos.
The epigrams are placed side by side;? they are of equal size (10 lines) and
are thematically and compositionally interconnected, so that there is little
doubt that their appearance together in the Firmin-Didot papyrus is not
a matter of chance but reflects the compiler’s recognition of the connection
existing between the two poems that he took over from an earlier collection
where they appeared side by side.? The second pair of epigrams studied

I The editio princeps of this papyrus appeared in Weil 1879, 28. The more recent
editions of Posidippus’ two epigrams include Page 1941, 1, 444-449, no. 104 a-b;
Gow—Page 1965, 1, 169—170, no. 11-12 and II, 489—492; Turner 1971, 82—83, no. 45
(with reproduction of the papyrus); Austin—Bastianini 2002, 142—-145, no. 115-116.

2 Cf. Obbink 2004a, 22: “Thus I argue that the epigrams are paired, both here
on the papyrus in a manner of a mini-anthology, and in composition, as evidenced by
the framing references to (i) Greekness and Sostratus at the beginning of AB 115 and
(i1) Greekness and Callicrates at the end of AB 116. However, in this case the physical
separation of the two monuments precludes that they were ever actually paired in
an inscribed monumental context, for the two monuments in question were hundreds
of miles apart. Rather, they must have originally been paired in a book”.

3 On the interests, personal motivation and concerns of the compiler of the
personal mini-anthology that the Firmin-Didot papyrus preserves, see the detailed
discussion by Thompson 1987, 112-116.
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by Obbink appears in the Milan Papyrus (P. Mil. Vogl. VIII 309) in the
section Tpomot (Ep. 102 and 103 Austin—Bastianini): the epigrams contrast
two dead men to the passerby’s interest or lack thereof; once again, the
juxtaposed epigrams are of equal length (4 lines), and the recognition of
their thematic and compositional links adds greatly to the appreciation of
both pieces and the appraisal of the two speakers’ voices.*

Despite the fact that pairing of epigrams has drawn certain attention,
Posidippus’ use of this technique as a literary and compositional device
seems to be still understudied, even though the Milan papyrus manifestly
offers further examples of this sort (e.g., Ep. 6 and 7 Austin—Bastianini,
both describing the jewels of a certain Niconoe). Naturally, each such pair
will demand careful examination and argumentation in order to prove that
the epigrams were indeed intended as a pair. The aim of this article is
to analyze epigrams at the end of the 'EmitOpuBia section® of the Milan
papyrus, with special focus on Ep. 59 and 60, and to bring out the literary
allusions which show that they were meant to be read together. It will be
shown that acknowledging the presence of an archaic intertext in these
epigrams helps to understand the arrangement of the pieces at the end of
the 'EmitOppra section and sheds light on its coherence as a whole.

The Emitoppio section in the Milan papyrus is a large one, comprising
twenty epigrams (Ep. 42—61 Austin—Bastianini) most of which celebrate
women, and only three are dedicated to men: the centrally positioned
Ep. 52 which describes the tombstone of a certain Timon bearing a statue
of a maiden with a sundial, and the last two epigrams of the section which
will be analyzed below (Ep. 60 and 61).° Despite differences in sex,
age, social standing, number of children, the motif that recurs through
these twenty epigrams and binds them together, is the recognition of
the deceased by his community and family.” The first three epigrams of

4 Obbink 2004b, 293: “The first [dead man] is unfriendly and unwelcoming; Me-
noetius of Crete is portrayed through his speech as a misanthrope or d0oxolog. The
second is similarly critical of the passerby for ignoring him, and instead demands
attention and sympathy. [...] The second is a more or less symmetrically balanced,
perfect reversal of the first, an inverted variation on exactly the same theme”; cf. also
Obbink 2005, 113.

5 The title of the section that comprises epigrams 42—61 of the Milan papyrus
has not been preserved as such, and must therefore be reconstructed. The obvious
title 'EmitOpPro has been suggested in the first edition of the papyrus (see Bastia-
nini—Galazzi 2001, 157) and has been accepted by scholars and editors ever since
(cf. most recently Petrovic—Seidensticker et al. 2015, 184).

6 On Ep. 52 and its central placement in the 'EmitOpfia section, see Gutzwiller
2005, 295-299.

7 Cf. Gutzwiller 2005, 294.
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EmitOppro (Ep. 42-44) have been distinguished as a separate group, as
the women they celebrate all were initiates of mysteries.® There have
been similar, though less conclusive, attempts to discover coherence in
the epigrams at the end of the section. As Ep. 58-61 are of equal length
(6 verses each), it has been surmised that they are meant to be read as
a group,’ alternatively, the fact that Ep. 60 and 61 present epitaphs for
men, as opposed to the previous epigrams that had been dedicated to
women, has led to view them as a distinct pair.!?

Ep. 59 commemorates an old woman, Menestrate, who died at the age
of eighty. Her epitaph is the last in the series of epitaphs for women in
the section:!!

"OABLa ynphiokovoo Meveostpdtn [— U U — U
oydodtny étéwv e1deg GANY [dekddaL,

Kol 600 601 Yeveal Toldwv EmLth[deov dpOovV
onkov: €xelg 60lag €K pokdpmv xapi[tog

YPNU GIAN, peTddog Amopod peyo[Aoppovéovoo
YNPOG 101G 1EPOV O TOLPEP[XOREVOLG.

Blessedly growing old, Menestrate, (?) you saw the full eighth decade of
years, and two generations of children have set up for you this appro-
priate burial-place. Indeed, you have received pious gifts from the blessed
ones! Dear old woman, in your generosity share such splendid old age
with all those who pass by your sacred tomb.

8 Thus, Dignas 2004, 179; cf. Gutzwiller 2005, 295.

9 Cf. Gauly 2005, 36: “Den Kern des Abschnittes bilden vor allem Grabepi-
gramme auf junge Frauen und Médchen, bevor die letzten vier Epigramme wieder die
Erwartung thematisieren, nach dem Tod unter den Seligen zu weilen; zudem sprechen
sie alle von dem Gliick, ein hohes Alter in guter Gesundheit erreicht zu haben”.

10-Cf. M. di Nino 2010, 46 who notes of the defuncts of Ep. 60 and 61,
“Mnesistrato e Aristippo sono, infatti, gli unici due individui di sesso maschile
ricordati nella sezione, e i loro epitafi hanno tutta 1’aria di essere intenzionalmente
posti in clausola in una sorta di climax di autoreferenzialita”. For the gender-based
distinction of the last two epigrams from the rest of the section, see Dignas 2004, 179
and Krevans 2005, 95 who saw a parallel to their being singled out in the arrangement
of the "AvaBepotikd. Gutzwiller 2005, 293 tried to reinforce the gender-based link by
noting that both Mnesistratos and Aristippos lived fairly long lives and were survived
by children. This is an overstatement: Mnesistratos only lived to sixty years, while
Aristippos’ age is not mentioned at all, and as for children, they are mentioned in
most epitaphs of the section, except, obviously, ones that commemorate girls who died
before wedlock (4951, 53-55).

1 Cf. Zanetto—Pozzi—Rampichini 2008, 151: “L’epigramma 59 conclude circo-
larmente la lunga serie di Epigrammi sepolcrali dedicati a donne, riproponendo il
tema della morte sopraggiunta in etd avanzata con cui l’intera sezione si era aperta
(cf. gli epigrammi 42 e 43)”.
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Although the text of the epigram contains some minor lacunae, the
overall structure is sufficiently well preserved for the proposed restitutions
to be fairly certain.!2 Mnesistrate’s age dydodtny £téwv £ideg OANy
[dexdda... is indicated in terms close to the wording of the previous
epigram (Ep. 58), where Posidippus preferred to stress longevity of Protis’
marriage rather than state her age, &AL’ éviovt[@V / TEVT]E PLANBEICOG
avdpl cvvijv dekd[dog “but she lived with her husband for five decades
of years, filled with love” (Ep. 58. 3—4). Despite the similarity in wording
and the fact that Ep. 58 also bears six verses, epigrams 58 and 59 do not
seem to be specifically matched: while the transition from the one to the
other is smooth and even though the poems share a number of similar
traits, the deceased women having lived to a ripe old age and having
been blessed with children and grandchildren, these are points that are
common to many of the epitaphs of the section. On the contrary, the
relationship of Ep. 59 with the following epigram appears to be much
more meaningful and complex.

Ep. 60 which ends the section of 'Emitoppioa is an epitaph of a jovial
man, Mnesistratos, who died at the very onset of old age; the epitaph
consists of three distiches, the same length that Menestrate’s epitaph had:

TNV GO TVPKAIAG elg ATdew kotéfn
“Mn KAQDONTE HE, TEKVA, GIANV &’ €Ml TaLTpl KOvinv
y[vyp]dL TOTTOLOG Y OoOT €T EGYAUTING
€Eokov]ToETNG Yap AT NEPOG 0V PapLYNPWG
Epyol’ €’ e]uoeBéwv AAL’ ETL KODPOG AVNP”.

Having prayed the following prayer, Mnesistratos has only just descended
down the road which leads from the pyre to Hades: “Do not weep for me,

12 Most missing passages of this epigram are easy to fill: y&pi[tog in v. 4 and
mopep[opévolg in v. 6 are the only possible restitutions of the text; there can be
little doubt that the last word of v. 2 was dexdda (cf. Ep. 58. 4); in v. 3 the adjective
émitndeog must be reconstructed in the accusative (énitf[deov... onkov), and the verb
@pBovv is the natural choice for the end of the line. The participle peya[Loppovéovoa
was reconstructed for v. 5 by C. Austin to complement, both in idea and in expression,
the imperative petddog; alternatively, péyo mévlog €xovolv was proposed by
M. Gronewald. The only lacuna impossible to fill with certainty appears in the last
two feet of the first verse. However, the syntactic structure of v. 1-2 and generic
conventions of epitaphs suggest that the end of the v. 1 either referred to Menestate’s
profession or else indicated her origins: thus, Austin and Bastianini proposed either
£€v ovvepiBoig “among fellow-workers, helpmates” (approved by Bér in Petrovic—
Seidensticker et al. 2015, 240; cf. ibid. 238) or some form of ethnic, like "AdpopvTnvé
“from Adramyttion” that appears in Posidip. Ep. 105. 3.
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children, but on your father, <already> cold, spread dear dust in our
grandfathers’ way, on the edge of his tomb; for at the age of sixty I leave
this world (/iterally, ‘the air’) for the dwelling of the pious, a man not
weighed down by old age, but still light”.

Once again, the text demands minor restitutions: the end of the first verse
which, as the next line shows, must have mentioned the road to Hades
was reconstructed with support of an epigram by Hegesippus from the
Palatine Anthology;'3 more importantly for our argument, the papyrus is
mutilated at the point where Mnesistratos’ age was indicated (v. 5), but the
reconstruction €€axov]taétng, proposed by Bastianini and Galazzi in the
editio princeps of the Milan papyrus, is certain,'# as the context makes it
clear that the number of years has to be placed at the very beginning of old
age, for which sixty was a traditional boundary.!>

It is the way the respective ages of Menestrate and Mnesistratos are
indicated in Ep. 59 and 60 that, as we will argue, helps to notice that
these epigrams as having been intentionally paired by the editor of the
epigram collection (whether it was the poet himself or not), the other
indicators being the fact that their names are sound-alikes and, obviously,
the equal length of the two epitaphs. The indication of Mnesistratos’ age
as €€axovroétng would surely have reminded Posidippus’ readers of
Mimnermus’ wish to die at sixty — the first, and an extremely well-known
context, where this adjective appears. The adjective €€akovtoétng was
particularly brought into light by Solon’s subsequent modification (Diog.
Laert. 1. 60-61 Dorandi):'®

13 Tnv ént mopkaific €vaEELd poot kéAevBov / ‘Eppiiv Todg dyoBovg eig
"PaddpavOuy dyewy, “it is said that Hermes leads the just to Rhadamanthus by the
path that lies to the right of the pyre” (4dnth. Pal. 7. 545. 1-2); Hegesippus’ wording
is indeed very similar to the remnant parts of Posidippus’ distich, and this parallel
renders the restitution of kéAevBov in Posidip. Ep. 60. 1 fairly secure; there have been
several proposals as concerns filling the lacuna before kédevBov: the most popular
options are adverb &prtu (thus, Bastianini—Galazzi 2001, 183 who note that &ptu is
only one among many possibilities; cf. Austin—Bastianini 2002, 82) or the verb f\A6e
(thus, Bar 2013; cf. idem in Petrovic—Seidensticker ef al. 2015, 241).

14 The reconstruction €€okov]taétng is accepted by other editors of the text:
cf. Austin—Bastianini 2002, 82; Zanetto—Pozzi—Rampichini 2008, 36 and 152, Bir in
Petrovic—Seidensticker et al. 2015, 241 and 242.

15 Cf. Strab. 10. 5. 6 (citing Menander fr. 797), Herond. 10. 1; cf. Bér in Petrovic—
Seidensticker et al. 2015, 242. For an overview of Greek theories on the stages of life,
see Binder—Saiko 1999, 1210.

16 We have reproduced the text of the latest edition of Diogenes Laertius by
Tiziano Dorandi 2013, 102, even though the text of the poetic fragments (in particular,
Solon’s) is under discussion: see Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010, 402—-404.
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®ool 8’ aDTOV Kol MULVEPLOV YPAWOLVTOG,
ol Yop GTEP VOUOW®V TE KOl APYUAEDMY LEAESDOVEDY
gEnkovtaétn polpa kiyot Bavatov,
EMTILAOVTA OLOTQ ELTETV
AAA’ €1 pot kv vov €Tt Tetoea, £Eghe TODTO
(Unde peyop’, 6TL G0 ADOV EMEQPATEUNYV)
Kol petanoinoov, Alyvaotddn, ®@de & Gelde
“OydmKrovTaETN HolpaL Kiyot Bavaton”.

They also say that, in answer to Mimnermus’ having written, “Would
that, without illness or grievous cares, my fated death would overtake me
at the age of sixty” (Mimn. fr. 6 West), [Solon] said, correcting him
respectfully: “But, should you trust me even now, remove that — and do
not begrudge me having discovered a better thought — and modify,
o Ligyastades [literally ‘clear-singing’], and sing thus: may my fated
death overtake me at the age of eighty” (Sol. fr. 20 West).

It is worth noting that &é€axovtaétng in Posidippus (Ep. 60. 5) is
placed at the beginning of a distich, in the exact position it occupied in
Mimnermus’ preserved couplet. More subtly, the periphrastic indication
of Menestrate’s age as “completed eighth decade” would have probably
suggested the association with the calculation of the stages of an ordinary
human life by ten hebdomads in Solon (fr. 27 West), as well as his
suggestion that Mimnermus should modify his verse so as to posit the
age of eighty as the right moment to die (Sol. fr. 20. 4 West).

The allusion to Mimnermus’ and Solon’s poetic debate on the best
age to die is, in fact, supported by other associations with the two poets
that the two epitaphs contain. Associations with Solon in Ep. 59 are
more evident (the reason will be discussed below) and thus easier to
grasp.!” Thus, the description of Menestrate’s long and happy old age
(6ABlo. ynpdioxovoa, v. 1) obviously echoes the importance of 6ABog
both for Solon’s poetry and thought,'® as well as his idea of the value
of aging well and actively (ynpdokw & oiel TOAAO S180.0KOHUEVOC,
Sol. fr. 18 West; cf. Plut. Sol. 29. 4). The fact that Menestrate was
honored by two generations of children who set up her tomb rhymes with

17 Cf. Gutzwiller 2005, 295 who sees in epigrams 60 and 61 “a Hellenistic version
of Solon’s story about the Athenian Tellus (Hdt. 1. 30)”.

18 For 6ABog in Solon’s poetry, see fr. 13. 3; 23. 1; for 6Aog in the tradition of
Solon the Sage, see Hdt. 1. 30-32, Plut. Sol. 27. 4. For the discussion of what 6AB0og
meant for Solon, see Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010, 144-145, with references to earlier
research; for the presentation of Solon’s ideas on 6ABog in Herodotus’ Histories, see
Shapiro 1996.
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the story of the Athenian Tellus as told by Solon to Croesus in Hero-
dotus’ Histories (Hdt. 1. 30). In Ep. 60, on the other hand, the evidence for
deliberate association with Mimnermus, other than the highly recognizable
e€akov]toetng, is less direct, or at least less easily recognized (this may
in part be due to the fact that Mimnermus’ poetry is less well preserved
than Solon’s). However, Mnesistratos’ injunction to his children to shed
no tears over him bears strong resemblance to a viewpoint that has been
reconstructed for Mimnermus from a summary in Plutarch (Comp. Sol.
et Publ. 1. 5):

“ETL Tolvov, 0lg Tpog Mipveppov vieltmy nepl xpovov {whig
EMTEQPDOVTKE,
Mnd¢ pot GxAavotog 8&votog LOLol, AAAD PLAOLOL
TOLACOLUL BoveV BAYEN KOl GTOVOY G,
€0daipova Tov [TomA koo Gvdpor Totel.

Furthermore, the very words uttered by Solon in his response to Mim-
nermus on the duration of life, “Nor let my death come without tears, but
in my friends let my passing away produce grief and lament” (Sol. fr. 21
West), show that Publicola was a happy man.

Most editors place this quotation right after Solon’s answer to Mimnermus
on old age,!” and it has been surmised that Plutarch’s wording suggests
that Solon’s desire to be celebrated by his friends’ tears, pain and
laments may also have been expressed in opposition to a wish of an
easy departure without pain for the loved ones that had been formulated
by Mimnermus.?® Returning to Posidippus and the comparison of
Ep. 59 and 60, the assumption that pn kAodonté pe, t€kvo might be
associated with Mimnermus’ views on death, may seem speculative:
however, it is worth noting that a contrast of this kind between a death
decried by friends and loved ones and a death which leaves the family
with good memories, rather than tears, is implied by the reconstruction
proposed by Michael Gronewald?! for the end of Ep. 59. 5 péya mévbog
€yovoly which would oppose the grief of all grieving for Menestrate to
Mnesistratos’ express wish to escape lament. Finally, the contrast between

19 They appear as fr. 20 and 21 in West’s edition, as fr. 26 and 27 in the editions
of Gentili—Prato and of Noussia-Fantuzzi.

20 On this suggestion, see the clear and succinct summary of the discussion in
Allen 1993, 65-66.

21 Cf. Gronewald 2003, 66; his reconstruction of the end of the hexameter has
recently been defended by Bér in Petrovic—Seidensticker et al. 2015, 239 and 240.
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the physical lightness of a man such as Mnesistratos (00 BopOynpwg...
AAL” €L KOoVEog Gvnp), who died at the right moment, and the heaviness
that normally accompanies an old man, although not directly attested in
Mimnermus, would not be out of place in his poetry. If these associations
may be difficult to prove, it should be stressed once more that they must
be viewed against the indication of Mnesistratos’ age as £€okovtoétng:
thanks to Solon, the adjective was one of those intrinsically connected to
Mimnermus; had Posidippus simply wished to state Mnesistratos’ age, he
had any number of alternative expressions at his use.

It can thus be argued that the epigrams 59 and 60 comprising
an equal number of verses and bearing on two defuncts whose age
and circumstances of passing away evoke the archaic poetic debate
between Solon and Mimnermus actually reflect an intentional pairing
by Posidippus (or an editor of the collection of epigrams preserved on
the Milan papyrus).2? Given that Mimn. fr. 6 West and Sol. fr. 20 West
were transmitted together as parts of a single biographical anecdote,
Posidippus’ contrasting of death in highly advanced old age and death
at the very onset of old age in juxtaposed epigrams Ep. 59 and 60 would
have been perceived by Posidippus’ readers as an allusion at the two
elegists’ debate on the best age to die, or, to put it differently, as two
‘case-studies’, illustrating the opposed points of view on aging. In that
case the last epigram of the 'EmitOpfio section, also comprising six lines,
may be read as Posidippus’ own take on the subject (Ep. 61 Austin—
Bastianini):23

{oye modog Tapa GHULEL, TOV EVYNPD TE TPOGETTOV
npEoPBuv AploTinTov — THdE Yap €6TL BovdV —

Kol TOv addkputov BAEWOV AiBov: 0DTog EKelvarl
T kot YHG O AlBog koDeov Emeott Bapog

TEKVOL YOP DTOV EBmTe LA0iTOITOV AvEpL YEPOVTL
KT, 6 8¢ Buyatépmv ide kot BALO YEvog.

22 The question of whether the epigram collection was arranged by Posidippus
himself or by a separate editor is not easy to answer with certainty — cf. Seidensticker—
Stahli-Wessels 2015, 15-16. Krevans 2005, especially 81-82, takes the more
prudent approach of using the term “editor” while admitting that the editor might
have been the poet himself. The question obviously has important implications for
the composition of the collection: as Seidensticker, Stiahli and Wessels note, “sollte
Poseidipp die Sammlung konzipiert haben, kdnnte er natiirlich einzelne Epigramme
oder auch ganze Sektionen eigens dafiir geschrieben haben” (Seidensticker—Stahli—
Wessels 2015, 16 n. 50).

23 The programmatic value of Ep. 60 and 61 has been noted by di Nino 2010, 46.
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Check your steps at this tomb, and address the elderly Aristippus in his
blooming old age — for this is where he lies dead — and look at the stone
that no tears have washed; this stone is a light weight on him who lies
underground. For <his own> children buried him — and no possession can
be dearer than that to an old man — and he had seen <not only them, but
also> a second generation born from his daughters.

This epigram bears unmistakable thematic and lexical links to both pre-
ceding pieces (Ep. 59 and 60). Just as Menestrate, Aristippos was blessed
with children and grandchildren, and their love for him is manifest in their
caring for his tomb; and while the adjective eVynpwg that describes his
sense of fulfilment in old age, may be less emphatic than the participial
construction that had been used for Menestrate, 6ABlo ynpdcrovoQ
(Ep. 59. 1), it seems to carry nevertheless Solonian associations, not only
in its general idea, but also in its expression?* — suffice it to think of the
sequence of compound epithets with €b- and &- in the description of
a blessed life in Solon’s dialogue with Croesus (Hdt. 1. 32. 6-7):

To0TO 8€ M EVTVYIN Ol ATEPVKEL, ATNPOG € €GTL, BLVOVGOG, ATAONG
KOK®OV, VTG, VEWONG €1 8€ TPOG T0VTOLOL £TL TEAEVTHOEL TOV Blov
£9, 0010g £kelvog TOV 6V {nTéeic, <6> OABiog kexkAfoBal GELOG EoTL. ..

but good fortune guards [the fortunate man] from these (i.e. calamity and
desire), and he lives unmaimed, knowing no sickness or evil, but blessed
with children and fair to see; should such a man furthermore end his life
well, he is the man that you are searching for, the one who is worthy to
be called blessed.

On the other hand, Aristippos’ passing away did not leave his family in
distress (&dG&kpvTOV... AlBoV), so that their reaction echoes Mnesistratos’
admonition to his children in Ep. 60. 3 (un xAadonté pe, téxva...); the
adjective dddkputog is emphasized by its position in the verse, which
brings out its paradoxical usage in the most positive sense — Aristippos
has children and grandchildren who buried him and care for his tomb, but
his death was associated only with sadness and love, not acute grief; at the
same time, the importance of Aristippos’ having been buried by his own

24 Bér in Petrovic—Seidensticker e al. 2015, 245 notes that ebynpwg recurs re-
gularly in Hellenistic and later epigrams. From the point of view of Posidippus,
it is perhaps more important that eDynpwg is attested in Callimachus (Ep. 40. 6
Pfeiffer = Ep. 48. 6 Gow—Page), and that the exact meaning of the notion of ebynpia
had been explained by Aristotle: edynpio 8’ €0Ti BpadVING YNPWOS HeT™ AAVTLOG
(Aristot. Rhet. 1361 b 26).
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children is presented emphatically in the form of a maxim.?> On the lexical
level, the lightness of Aristippos’ tombstone, described by the oxymoron
KoV@ov... Bapog (Ep. 61. 4) would obviously remind Posidippus’ reader
of Mnesistratos’ physical and spiritual lightness at the moment of his
death (00 BopOYNPOG... &AL £TL KOVEOG Gvnp, Ep. 60. 5-6).

At the same time, there is no mention of Aristippos’ age at the moment
of his death, which seems to reflect Posidippus’ approach to Mimnermus’
and Solon’s poetic debate on the optimal lifespan. By omitting the
number, Posidippus was able to reconcile Mimnermus’ and Solon’s
positions, focusing solely on the points he deemed essential for happiness:
at whatever age one’s life ends, a good end will include being loved and
cared for by one’s children and grandchildren and leaving behind good
memories rather than tears. We cannot, of course, exclude the possibility
that Ep. 61 was an actual epitaph, but its placement at the end of the
‘Emitoppro section and the allusions connecting it with epigrams 59 and
60, suggest that it was a piece carefully chosen (if not actually written) to
present and highlight by contrast Posidippus’ idea of what distinguishes
a life that can be called happy; viewed in this light, the name of the
defunct celebrated by Ep. 61, 'Apiotinnog, may well be a nomen loguens.
Finally, it should also be noted that the life described in the epitaph
for Aristippos was close to Posidippus’ own views on aging and happy
demise, as a comparison of Ep. 61 with the ending of the so-called “Seal
of Posidippus” shows.2¢ In this piece the epigrammatist speaks of the end
he would wish for himself (Ep. 118. 24-28 Austin—Bastianini):

undé Tig 0V xeboL ddkpLov: AOTAP EYRD
NPT LVUGTIKOV OOV €Tl PaddparvOoy tcotpuny

IMNHOL Kol AodL TOVTL TOBELVOG EDV,
AOKITOV €V TOoo1 Kol OpBoemNg v’ OOV

Kol ALV TE€KVolg SO kKol OABOV ERLOV.

Thus, let no one shed a <single> tear: but as for me, may I arrive in my
old age to Rhadamanthys by the mystic path (or by the path of the
initiates), longed for by citizens <of my city> and to all men, standing

25 Cf. Gutzwiller 2005, 295: “We can further assert that Aristippus’ tombstone
with its emphasis on familial relationships, appropriately ends the epitaphic section
by enunciating a kind of thematic motto: buried by one’s children, it proclaims, is the
dearest possession for an old man (eulaitotov &vdpl yépovtt kTip’, AB 61. 5-6)”.

26 This poem of 28 lines, preserved on two wax tablets from Egypt, was first
published by Hermann Diels in 1898. For recent editions, see Lloyd-Jones 1963 (with
a list of preceding editions on p. 75); Lloyd-Jones—Parsons 1983, 340-343; Austin—
Bastianini 2002, 148—151; Zanetto—Pozzi—Rampichini 2008, 80-81, 215-217.
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firmly on my feet, and speaking adroitly before the crowd, and leaving
to my children my house and my wealth.

Resemblance in thought and wording is indeed striking.?” The sphragis
and Ep. 61 offer the same combination of elements that warrant a happy
end of life: the promise of being accepted among the Blessed in the
Underworld;?® absence of tears at the funeral as sign of fond memories,
not of oblivion and neglect, given the continuing love from one’s fellow
citizens; presence of children to whom the poet’s house and wealth may be
bequeathed. The sphragis stresses the poet’s wish for good physical and
mental state at the moment of passing away,?® combining, as did Ep. 61,
the best of Solon’s and Mimnermus’ positions on the right moment to die
while avoiding the mention of age altogether.

The epigrams that conclude the 'EnitOpfio are thus centered around
the motif of the happy life end that recurs through all the epitaphs of the
section but, because of the intertextual links to Solon and Mimnermus in
Ep. 59 and 60, is given a broader, more generalized treatment, expressive
of Posidippus’ views on life and aging. Of the four six-verse epigrams
(Ep. 58-61) the epitaph of Protis is a fairly standard representative of
the 'Emitoppro section, whose principal role in the arrangement was to
provide a smooth transition from the bulk of the section to the last on
a woman, Menestrate (Ep. 59). The epitaphs 59 and 60 that provide con-
trasting depictions of a happy passing away, reminiscent of Solon’s and
Mimnermus’ debate on aging on the other hand, seem to be meant to be
read together. Ep. 59 pictures a life and death that are reminiscent of
Solon’s view of what a harmonious and happy end should be: Menestrate
dies surrounded by numerous children and grandchildren that will see to
her tomb and having reached the age of eighty in happiness. Ep. 60, on the

27 Unsurprisingly, Posidippus’ sphragis is regularly evoked in discussion of the
EmitopPro (especially, of the concluding epigrams): see Dignas 2004, 184—185;
Gauly 2005, 35-36; di Nino 2010, 45-46.

28 Writing before the discovery of the Milan papyrus, Lloyd-Jones 1963, 94
had suggested that in speaking of the pvoTikog oipog éni Paddpovévy Posidippus
may have been positioning himself as an initiate of the Muses. However, Dignas
2004, 185-186 was right to point out the importance of the Dionysiac mysteries in
the "EmtOppra (especially the opening epigrams of the section), and it is likely that
the pvoTikog olpog may have alluded both to Posidippus’ participation in actual
mysteries, and to his poetic initiation; her conclusions have been widely accepted
(cf. di Nino 2010, 21-27).

29 See doxinmVv €V moool kol 6pBoenng Av’ Opidov; for the discussion of the two
elements of this antithesis, see Lloyd-Jones 1963, 94-95.
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other hand, presents a lifeline that follows Mimnermus’ view of a happy
life that should end before the onset of the hardships of old age, both
physical and mental (in Mnesistratos’ case, he was granted death at the
age of sixty, the lifespan Mimnermus coveted for himself). Because of the
deliberate pairing of epigrams 59 and 60, they serve as a pivotal point in
this group of epigrams that conclude the section comprising for the most
part women’s epitaphs: the 'Emitoppio ends with a second epigram on
a man, Aristippos, that “answers” both Ep. 59 and 60. Without specifying
Aristippos’ age at the moment of his death, Posidippus presents his end
as happy, since he was granted a combination of the best points among
those that had been required by Mimnermus and Solon; a comparison with
Ep. 118. 24-25 shows that this corresponded to Posidippus’ own views.
The concluding epigrams of the ‘EmitOpupia section (Ep. 59—61) thus en-
gage with the famous poetic debate between two archaic elegists, and at
the same time allow Posidippus to formulate his own position on the issue
of evynpia.
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The article analyses the concluding epigrams of the "EmitOppio section of the
Milan papyrus (P. Mil. Vogl. V111, 309) containing a collection of poems attributed
to Posidippus of Pella. It is argued that Ep. 59 and 60 were intentionally paired by
the poet and meant to be read together. The circumstances evoked in the epitaph of
Menestrate (Ep. 59) show an old woman who lived a life close to Solon’s ideal
(Sol. fr. 27 and fr. 20 West), while the details of the epitaph of Mnesistratos (Ep. 60)
present a jovial man who died at the age of sixty, at the very onset of old age, a fate
that Mimnermus had coveted for himself (Mimn. fr. 6 West). Ep. 59 and 60 would
seem then to illustrate the opposed positions on the best moment to die that were
associated with Solon’s debate with Mimnermus; once this intertextual link is
recognized, the last epigram of the EmuttOppiar section, epitaph of Aristippos
(Ep. 61) can be read as Posidippus’ own take on the question of what can be
considered a happy old age (evynpio).

Cratbs MOCBAICHA 3aKIFOYUTEIBHBIM SIHUIpaMMaM cekiuu EmitOppio Munas-
ckoro narupyca (P. Mil. Vogl. VIII, 309), coxpaHuBIIET0 COOPHUK SMUTPAMM, TPH-
HaJUIeXKalluX ¢ BBICOKOW cTeneHbto BepositHocTH [locuaunny u3 Ilemsl. B Heit
JIOKa3bIBAETCsI, YTO MOIT HAMEPEHHO IpeacTaBui Ep. 59 n 60 (Austin—Bastianini)
Kak TapHbIe SIIMTPaMMBI, C paCYE€TOM, YTO OHM OyIyT UNTaThCs BMecTe. DnuTtadus
Menectpartsl (Ep. 59) pucyeTr nopTpeT KEHIIMHBI, TPOXKUBIICH JOITYIO U CYaCT-
JIMBYIO )KU3HB M JIOKHBIICH 10 BOCBMHUJIECSITH JIET B COOTBETCTBHH C TIOJKEIIAHUEM
Conona Mumnepmy (Sol. fr. 20 West). Hanporus, snuradus Muecucrpara
(Ep. 60) mpencTapmiseT yeNoBeKa, YIICAIIETO U3 )KU3HH B IIECTHACCAT JIET, B CAMOM
Hayaje CTapoOCTH U IOJHOM paccBeTe CHII — CyJb0a, 0 KOTOpOH mMedTai Juisi cedst
Mumaepm (Mimn. fr. 6 West). BBuay coceacTsa 3THX SIHTpaMM H JTUTEPATYPHOI
UTPBI, KOTOPYIO OHH OOHAPYKUBAIOT, ITpEACTaBIsieTcs], yTo Ep. 59 u 60 npusBaHb!
MIPOMJLTIOCTPUPOBATH JIBA MOXO0JA K BOIIPOCY O TOM, KaKoil BO3pacT JIydIIni [uist
yX0/1a U3 )KU3HH, COOTBETCTBYIoIME no3unusam Conona 1 Mumuepma. [lpusnanue
JTAHHOTO MHTEpTeKcTa B smurpammax Ep. 59 u 60 mo3BomseT mpodyecTb MoCiea-
Hio0 srimTaduio cexmuu, Ep. 61, kak orBer [locnaumnma cBOMM HpenIeCTBEHHH-
KaM: OCTaBJIsisi B CTOPOHE BOIIPOC O BO3PACTe Kak HeCyllecTBeHHbIH, [locumumnm
BBIJIEIISIET T€ JICTANIN, KOTOPBIE JIETAl0T CTAPOCTh M CMEPTh APUCTHUIIA JICHCTBH-
TEJIFHO CYaCTIMBBIMU. [IpenmnonoxkeHre o ToMm, 4To cyabpba ApucTHmnmna OIu3KO
COOTBETCTBOBAJIA MpEACTaBICHUsIM camoro Ilocuammnma o HamTydImeM KOHIE
JKU3HH, MOXKET OBITh IOJIKPEIUIEHO CPaBHEHHMEM C 3aKJIIOUUTEIBHBIMH CTHXaMH
cthparuast [Hocumunma (Ep. 118, 24-28).



ARISTOTLE ON THE ORIGIN
OF THEORETICAL SCIENCES (MET. A 1-2)*

For Georg Wohrle

1. The problem

Aristotle’s brief reasoning that the emergence of theoretical sciences in
Egypt was due to the appearance of leisure is often cited in books on
the history of ancient philosophy and science. Nevertheless, over the last
century, contemporary scholars have substantially changed their attitude
toward the correctness of Aristotle’s explanation. Thus, T. Gomperz ex-
pressed a considerable measure of agreement with Aristotle, arguing that
the castes of priests played the decisive role everywhere in the emer-
gence of theoretical knowledge, but that the first steps of science in most
countries were at the same time the last ones, since the priests were inclined
to identify scientific doctrines with religious teaching and to transform
them into dogma. The Greeks were happy that they had predecessors
who possessed an organized priestly caste but did not possess such a
caste of their own.! Somewhat later, an expert on the history of ancient
mathematics, T. Heath, cited Gomperz as having shed light on Aristotle’s
statement: the priestly caste in Egypt, as well as in Babylon, was a neces-
sary precondition for the emergence of systematic scientific studies, inter
alia in mathematics. Heath, however, corrected this theory, in view of
contemporary progress in the study of Egyptian mathematics, most of all
of the Rhind papyrus, pointing out that mathematics in Egypt was not
theoretical: geometry in Egypt did not advance beyond the practical art
of mensuration.? Heath believed that Proclus (in Eucl. 65. 7-11) provides
better evidence than Aristotle does that only with Thales did geometry
become a deductive science founded on the axiomatic principles, i.e.
that Proclus was aware of the difference between Greek and Egyptian

* This work was supported by the Russian Science Foundation (project no. 18-
18-00060). I am grateful to Mitch Cohen (WiKo Berlin) for his quick and very helpful
linguistic corrections.

I Gomperz 1922, 37 (first edition: 1895).

2 Heath 1921, 8-9; 122; 128; cf. Ross 1953, 1, 118.
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mathematics that Aristotle failed to notice.> Somewhat later, again due to
growing knowledge of Near Eastern mathematics, Aristotle’s view that the
caste of priests played the decisive role in the origin of mathematics came
under fire, too. In his posthumously edited Mathematics in Aristotle, Heath
noted against Gomperz’s explanation (and, implicitly, Aristotle’s, too):
“there is no particle of evidence that in early times Egyptian mathematics
were in any sense in the hands of the priests, whatever may be the case in
Aristotle’s days”; however, he admitted that “the orientation of temples,
which would involve some geometry, no doubt rested with priests, as also
astronomical observations”. With his statement “Egyptian mathematics
arose simply out of the necessities of administration and of daily life”,
Heath again rebutted Aristotle’s claim that Egyptian mathematics emerged
as a theoretical science.*

Since that time, the attitude of scholarship to Aristotle’s explanation
seems to be unanimous. It is usually understood as the statement that leisure
is a necessary precondition for the development of theoretical knowledge.
This is regarded as a considerable achievement of Aristotle, the product of
his analysis of the development of knowledge in Greece. Modern scholars
agree that the appearance of leisure in Greece was an important, although
not a sufficient condition for the emergence of theoretical knowledge and
its rapid progress. They agree at the same time that Aristotle not only errs
when he finds in Egypt a form of mathematics (or geometry, at least) whose
deductive character and theoretical purposes resembles geometry in Athens,
but also that he ignores Herodotus’ correct view that Egyptian geometry
was purely practical. Accordingly, the scholars believe that the role he
ascribes to priests’ leisure in the emergence of theoretical mathematics
is an inaccurate extrapolation onto Egypt of the important condition for
theoretical knowledge that the Greeks possessed.>

3 Heath 1921, 128; approximately at the same time, Burnet 1930, 19, referring also
to the Rhind papyrus, came to the view that Egyptian mathematics was merely practical;
he believed that he found evidence for this in Plato’s description of the learning of
calculation in Egypt in the Laws 819 b 4 ff.: according to Burnet, the passage implies
that the Egyptians had the science that the Greeks called Loyiotik, the practical art of
calculation, and that they did not have the science that the Greeks called &piBuntikn,
the scientific study of numbers: “The geometry of the Rhind papyrus is of a similar
character; and Herodotus, who tells us that Egyptian geometry arose from the necessity
of measuring the land afresh after the inundations, is clearly far nearer the mark than
Aristotle, who says it grew out of leisure enjoyed by the priestly class”.

4 Heath 1949, 194 f.; he referred to the authority of T. E. Peet, the editor of the
Rhind Mathematical Papyrus (1923), and to O. Neugebauer.

5 Apart from the works cited in previous notes, see Guthrie 1962, 35, who is most
explicit; cf. also Wehrli 1969, 114 f.; Lloyd 1979, 230 n. 13.
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Of course this assessment is basically correct, and nobody will today
deny that Egyptian mathematics lacked an axiomatic-deductive structure;
equally, Aristotle certainly overstates the role of priests in the development
of mathematics in Egypt.® However, while rightly criticising Aristotle’s
explanation, the scholars too readily ascribe to him concepts of their own
that he and his predecessors and contemporaries did not in fact share.
The purpose of my paper is to put Aristotle’s explanation of the origin of
theoretical knowledge in the context of his Metaphysics and of his thought
about the development of knowledge and civilisation in general. I hope to
show that Aristotle’s explanation is more complex than is usually presented,
that, in spite of its shortcomings and mistakes, it is less opposed to the views
current in his time (it is not in conflict with Herodotus and the tradition
that stems from him), and that he counterposes the social preconditions
for the beginning of theoretical knowledge in Greece and Egypt rather
than foisting the former on the latter. In a word, we shall see that Aristotle
made statements that today are known to be false, but he did not make
a biased misinterpretation of the data his contemporaries possessed.

2. The development of t&yvort
and the invention of mathematics

The passage on the origin of theoretical sciences is part of a long and
a complex argument that occupies chapters 1-2 of the Metaphysics.
Aristotle presents the scale of human cognitive capacities: perception —
experience — productive knowledge (téxvn) — theoretical knowledge
(¢motnun).” The very next higher capacity on this scale supersedes the
lower, previous one in terms of knowing causes and other qualities, such
as universality or remoteness from practical use, and just for this reason
the opinio communis (of course, the implicit one) regards it as wiser than
the lower one. This indicates (see 1. 981 b 27 — 982 a 3) that wisdom is
associated with the knowledge of certain causes and principles (not of

¢ In today’s view, practical geometry, most of all land surveying, was not in the
hands of priests, but in the hands of aprnedovamtar, who were secular specialists
(Zhmud 2006, 39). The priests, at least at a later time, were preoccupied with
astronomical observations, see Clagett 1995, 310 f. on the astronomic records of
Egyptian priests of Hellenistic times, which go back to a much more remote age; ibid.,
489 f. on the Hellenistic statue of the stargazer who was at the same time the priest;
cf. Zhmud 2006, 39: “In late Egypt (i.e. in the time of Herodotus), calendar astronomy
was in the hands of priests”.

7 Apart from the standard commentaries (Bonitz, Ross), see now Cambiano
2012 on ch. 1 and Broadie 2012 on ch. 2.
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facts like perception and experience). In the next step (ch. 2) Aristotle
argues that the features that, again, opinio communis associates with
wisdom, taken all together, point to the single science of the first causes
and principles (see 982 b 7-10), and this is the science whose pursuit is
the object of the whole project of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, viz. the ‘first
philosophy’ (983 a 21-23). But, together with this declared purpose, his
argument also has another, no less important one: it is a demonstration
that human development, both individual and collective, starts from
knowledge that is at first glance entirely particular and utilitarian, but
in fact contains the germs of future theoretical knowledge, and that this
knowledge grows more universal and less utilitarian with every next
stage, until it attains the stage of theoretical sciences and their crown,
metaphysical knowledge.

Let us now look at the statement on the origin of mathematics in
Egypt in its immediate context (Met. A 1. 981 b 13 — 982 a 3):

TO HEV 0DV TTPAOTOV €1KOG TOV OTOLOLVODV gVPOVIOL TEXVNY TP TOG
Kowvag oioBnoetg Bovpdlechot HIO TOV AVOPOTMV UM LOVOV S0 TO
XPAOLLOV EIval Tt TOV DPEBEVTOV AAL DG GOPOV KOl SLaLPEPOVTOL TV
GAL®V: TAELOVOV & EVPLOKOUEVOV TEX VDV KOL TAV HEV TPOG TAVALY -
Koo TV 8€ TPOG dLaymYNV 0VoMV, Al COPMTEPOVS TOVE TOLOVTOVG
£xeivav DITOAOUPBAvVESOL S TO UM TPOG XPAoLY elvol TG EMLOTA-
Hog aDT®V. 60eV HdN TAVTWVY TAV TOL0VTOV KOTECKEVOCHEVOV O 1IN
TPOG NBOVNV UNdE TPOG dvorykolo TV EMOTNUAOV €LPEOMOOY, KOl
TPATOV €V 100101 Tolg TOTOLG 0VTEP? oy Oracay d10 Tept AlyvmTov
Ol LOOMUOTIKOL TPATOV TEX VL CVVESTNOV, EKET YOP OLPELON GYOA -
Cewv 10 TV tepéwv €6vog,.

At first he who invented any art whatever that went beyond the common
perceptions of man was naturally admired by men, not only because there
was something useful in the inventions, but because he was thought wise
and superior to the rest. But as more arts were invented, and some were
directed to the necessities of life, others to recreation, the inventors of the
latter were naturally always regarded as wiser than the inventors of the
former, because their branches of knowledge did not aim at utility.

Hence when all such things had been already provided, the sciences
which do not aim at giving pleasure or at the necessities of life were
discovered, and first in the places where man first began to have leisure.
This is why the mathematical sciences were first founded in Egypt; for
there the priestly caste was allowed to be at leisure.’

8 obnep a (Jaeger, Primavesi); ob tpdtov B (Ross).
 Tr. by Ross 1928, modified.
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The primary purpose of Aristotle’s argument in the cited passage
is clear: he attempts to prove that the repute of knowledge as wisdom
increases as utility diminishes. The inventor of téyvn, practical know-
ledge, in medicine for instance, was admired not only because his inven-
tion was useful, but also because he himself was regarded as wiser than
the empirical practitioners in the same field. Later, in the process of dis-
covering further téyvou, both those that produce necessary things and
those that produce the things that are pertinent to recreation, the inventors
of the latter were in every case esteemed wiser than the inventors of the
former, because the knowledge that constitutes these arts was not “for the
sake of utility”. Afterwards, when the crafts of both kinds had produced
all things that were necessary and that were pertinent to pleasures (viz. of
recreation), the sciences were invented that did not serve either utility or
pleasure, viz. theoretical sciences (cf. the similar statement A 2. 982 b 22).
This happened the earliest in the lands where people had leisure. Accord-
ingly, mathematical sciences were discovered earliest in Egypt, because
there leisure was granted to the class of priests.

Aristotle’s reasoning on the gradual diminishing of the utility of know-
ledge in the course of its historical development and the simultaneous growth
of its repute as wisdom is clear to this extent. It is far less obvious what he
wants to say when he uses the causal term 66gv to connect the sentence
on the invention of theoretical sciences with the previous sentence on the
development of both kinds of &y vou, those of necessary and of pleasurable
things, and the repute of the latter superseding the repute of the former.
Although Aristotle’s commentators correctly understand the causal mean-
ing of 60ev, they usually do not stop to comment on it.! Bonitz,!! for in-
stance, paraphrases Aristotle as if it is only about the temporal sequence
of three kinds of knowledge and notes only the temporal posteriority of
less utilitarian types of knowledge and their priority in repute. This is
correct in respect to the main thrust of Aristotle’s argument, but ignores
the causal 60ev, and thus creates the impression that Aristotle takes the
progress from utilitarian to pure knowledge to be natural.!> Bonitz, however,
further points out that affer the téxvor of both kinds have been invented, !

10 See Bonitz, Ross and Reale in their translations.

11 Bonitz 1849, 36; 44-46 ad 981 b 13.

12 Cf. recently Mansfeld 2017, 116: “In Book A of the Metaphysics, physics and
the first attempts at first philosophy develop in an entirely natural way out of the
necessary and luxury arts that preceded them”. We shall see that Aristotle’s view is
more complicated.

13 Bonitz understood 7idn wOVIOV TAV TOLOVTOV KATECKELOOUEV@V as the
invention of the t€yvou of both kinds (see further).
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theoretical sciences originated due to leisure, like that of Egyptian
priests (p. 45). He thus seems to have believed that, apart from the
natural progress of knowledge, Aristotle treats the appearance of leisure
for scholars as an additional or probably the decisive condition for the
emergence of theoretical science. Although Bonitz was surely right in
taking the development of both téyvou and leisure as parts of Aristotle’s
explanation, his understanding of the roles of both is not clear enough, and
is certainly partially incorrect. The other commentators of the Metaphysics
are even less explicit on this point.

To the best of my knowledge, only W. Spoerri questioned this tra-
ditional interpretation.'* He pointed out the significance of 66gv, which
introduces the final stage, that of theoretical sciences (p. 62 with n. 33);
this word has the causal force, but it is not clear how the invention of
theoretical sciences follows from the immediately preceding statement on
the gradual invention of crafts that produce necessary things and things
of refinement and on the higher esteem for the inventors of the latter than
of the former. Precisely for this reason, Spoerri diagnosed the distortion
of Aristotle’s genuine view. According to him, Aristotle’s explanation of
the origin of theoretical sciences has nothing to do with leisure: the real
explanation is just the evolution of society, which goes through three stages:
(1) securing necessary things; (2) securing the things that furnish refined
pleasures; (3) after that, when all necessary things and things of comfort
have been provided, people are able to devote themselves to the pursuit
of non-utilitarian, theoretical knowledge. Spoerri calls this scheme (A):
according to him it is contained in the condensed form in the sentence
60ev O TAVIOV TOV TOLOVTOV KAUTECKEVOUGHEVMV Ol 1T TPOG NdOVIV
UNnde mPOG Avoykaion TV EMOTNU®V ebpednoav; the same concept
of historical development underlies the statement at A 2. 982 b 22-25:
OXEDOV YOP TAVTOV DIUPYXOVIOV TAOV AVOYKULOV KOl TPOG PUCTOVNY
Kol dtoymyny 1 totavtn epdvnotlg fpEato {ntetobar.!s Spoerri argued

14 Spoerri 1985, 45-68. 1 use this occasion to acknowledge my debt to the
learning and acumen of Walter Spoerri in this and other studies devoted to Kultur-
entstehungslehren; although I cannot agree with the extremities of his analytical
approach (in the spirit of the ‘analysis’ as applied to Homer by the school to which
Spoerri belonged), none of his painstaking studies can be neglected.

15 Spoerri also rightly noticed that given the parallel of 982 b 22-25, t@v
tooTmv at 981 b 21 refers not to the crafts that produced necessary things and those
that produced refinement (as Bonitz and most other commentators understood this), but
these two kinds of things themselves. In fact, Aristotle normally uses kotockedlerv
for equipping with something (Bonitz 1870, 374 £.), not for inventing something (Ross’
“Hence when all such inventions were already established” is an unhappy compromise
between these two options; Cambiano 2012 follows Ross).
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that this scheme was inserted in the Met. A 1-2 from another context,
probably from a different treatise by Aristotle;'® 66ev accordingly lost
its antecedent, and it now refers meaninglessly back to the idea that the
people esteemed the inventors of the crafts of embellishment more than
of those that produced vitally useful things. The latter corresponds to the
genuine purpose of Aristotle’s reasoning in A 1-2, viz. to demonstrate the
gradual development of the concept of wisdom in the history of humanity,
in order to prove that all people, without being aware of this, associate
wisdom with the science of first causes. For this purpose, Aristotle built
his scheme A: as the copot were regarded (1) the inventor of the T€yvn
as compared with perceptual knowledge; (2) the inventors of the crafts of
embellishment as compared with the crafts of necessary things; (3) the
inventors of theoretical knowledge. However, instead of introducing this
third stage — now the inventors of theoretical sciences are admired as
wise — Aristotle or a redactor of his text substituted it with the third stage
of the scheme B — when all necessary things and things of comfort have
been provided, people are able to devote themselves to the pursuit of non-
utilitarian theoretical knowledge.!” According to Spoerri, there are further
signs of awkward compilation in that passage. Thus, the mention of leisure
is superfluous, because providing necessary things and things of comfort
is sufficient for the development of theoretical knowledge.

16 Throughout his paper, Spoerri treats Met. A 1-2 as non-homogenous text, but
leaves the question open whether this is a feature of Aristotle’s original version or
a result of later editorial additions (see p. 67 f.); at p. 54 n. 19, he cites the scholars
who believed that Aristotle draws on one of his published treatises, the Protrepticus
or On Philosophy, for the Kulturentstehunglehre of the Met. A 1-2, but does endorse
such views.

17 According to Spoerri 1985, 53-62, the whole section 981 b 13-25 is something
alien to the preceding reasoning, since it changes the perspective: up to this point,
Aristotle depicted the scale of mental activities in a systematic way, and now he
switched to a historical treatment of human knowledge under the aspect of its growing
autotelic feature (‘Selbstzweckhaftigkeit”), as is reflected in the change of meaning of
the co@dg; the gradation of knowledge according to apprehension of the higher causes
that dominated previously now disappears. In fact, the alleged change of perspective
at 981 b 13 is illusory. Already at 981 a 5-12, the difference between éuneipio and
téyvn was treated from the historical point of view. Further, according to 981 b 13—
16 (the beginning of allegedly different treatment), the first inventor of té€yvn was
esteemed higher (“more wise”) than representatives of experience in the same field,
in accordance with the preceding reasoning, viz. not only because his achievement
superseded the previous empirical stage in utility, but also since it entailed the
cognition of causes (cf. 981 a 24-30): 0Ov at 981 b 13 clearly has both resumptive and
inferential force; it connects this piece with the preceding reasoning, interrupted by the
parenthesis 981 a 30 — b 13, and introduces the inference.
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This attempt to reappraise the classic text is interesting in its diagnosis
of difficulties, but the proposed solution — its dissolving into heterogeneous
pieces — does not hold up to examination. In order to see what is wrong
with charging Aristotle or his redactor with such a contamination of
heterogeneous concepts, let us see why it is not reasonable to ascribe
to Aristotle Spoerri’s ‘scheme A’, viz. the idea that theoretical sciences
owe their origin to the satisfaction of material needs both necessary and
luxurious. Let us look first at the theories that, according to Spoerri,
anticipate Aristotle’s explanation. Thus, Democritus claimed that the
arts like music were invented at a later stage of development, because
they do not arise from necessity, but from superfluity.!® In the Republic
(2. 372 e — 373 e), Plato assigns the origin of the ‘fine arts’ to that stage
of development when the vital material needs (vegetarian food, primitive
clothes and shoes, undecorated houses) have been satisfied due to the
appearance of the corresponding skills and division of labour (the ‘city of
pigs’); one only entertainment of leisure at this stage are non-professional
hymns to the gods; but desires for more expensive things now begin to
develop in some people who now wish more luxury furniture, food, clothes
and shoes, and also painting, sculptures and embroidery to decorate their
houses, and further arts that are pertinent to luxurious and refined life —
hunting, dancing, music, poetry with its performers, rhapsodes and actors
etc. In a less moralistic vein, in the later Critias (110 a), Plato related
the origin of the fine arts to the stage at which the elementary material
needs have already been satisfied: after the destruction of civilisation by
the recurrent cataclysm, development always starts from scratch; over the
course of many generations, people are motivated to engage in occupations
that are indispensable for survival, and only much later, together with
attaining leisure, do the myths, viz. epic poetry, appear together with inte-
rest in the events of the past.!?

18- See 68 B 144 DK (from Philodemus, On Music), with improvements on Philo-
demus’ text as proposed by Delattre—Morel 1998, 21-24, and further by Hammer-
staedt 1998, cf. Menn 2015, 17. Note that Democritus’ theory does not necessarily
imply a flourishing society with its leisure class as a precondition for the development
of fine arts; his statement may concern only the origin of music and similar arts at
the stage when the most urgent needs are satisfied by already invented primitive
agriculture and husbandry and when people have pauses for recreation; this stimulates
the invention of skills for entertainment, as according to Plato’s earliest ‘city of pigs’
and Epicurean theory in Lucr. 5. 1379-1411.

19 The primary purpose of this note of Plato’s is to explain why there is no reliable
tradition about earlier events than those depicted in epic poetry, viz. about the previous,
pre-cataclysmic civilisation and the cataclysm that destroyed it. I return later to this
piece’s alleged relevance to Aristotle’ concept of leisure in Metr. A 1.
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Both Democritus and, more definitely, Plato thus formulate the ge-
neral pattern that civilisations follow in their development: there are
kinds of knowledge and skills that are not related to elementary material
needs (the fine arts among them); they emerge at a certain stage of the
development of civilisation, namely when the most stringent material
needs have already been satisfied. Democritus could already imply
(as is assumed by the Epicurean theory that followed him) and Plato
states overtly in the Critias that prosperity contributes to the origin of
non-utilitarian skills via the appearance of leisure for non-utilitarian
preoccupations, in the sense that the general level of prosperity allows
people to devote time to non-profitable activities. Desires for more refined
things and for more refined entertainments are taken to be inherent in
human nature; they are either suppressed until the more basic material
needs are satisfied or appear at the moment of their satisfaction. The
internal reasons for the rise of crafts that satisfy these growing desires
are not discussed: it is taken for granted that capacities to carry them out
are inherent in some representatives of humankind and that these abilities
develop in response to the new appetites of society.

There is also some difference between Democritus’ and Plato’s views
on the social aspect of the origin of non-utilitarian preoccupations: Plato
(less explicitly in the Critias, more openly in the Republic) treats the
development of professional arts in response to the growing appetites of
the elite; Democritus, to the degree that later Epicurean theory helps to
restore his thought, had in view rather the origin of non-professional arts
like music, singing and dancing as a means of self-delectation by a more
primitive human society that has no elite yet. Aristotle duly acknowledges
the inherent human capacity for artistic imitation by means of rhythm and
melody in the origin of arts (Poet. 4) and the inherent cognitive abilities in
the origin of crafts and sciences, as well as different individual gifts in all
these fields. However, in the part of his theory that we are now discussing,
he is more concerned with the development of professional arts, crafts and
sciences, those that already overstep the level of experience, and thus is
closer to Plato, having in view primarily the role of social approval in their
development.

One more Platonic notion appears to be helpful for understanding
Aristotle’s concept: in the Republic, Plato points to a definite limit to
what is necessary for human beings and to the group of crafts that satisfy
such needs. In spite of apparent sympathy with the moderate and peaceful
life that is constituted by such modest desires, Plato demonstrates his
awareness that people would be never satisfied with the level of prosperity
that such crafts provide and will crave luxury and refinement and the
corresponding crafts and arts that produce them. The notion of limit, how-
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ever, is helpful in demarcating which desires go beyond necessity, which
are the crafts and arts that satisfy these excessive desires and what kind of
state corresponds to these occupations and corresponding representatives
of them (the ‘feverish city’ versus the primitive ‘city of pigs’).20

Aristotle himself takes recourse to this kind of historical pattern when
explaining the general tendencies of historical development, both of human
needs and of the discoveries that satisfy them (Pol. 7. 10. 1329 b 25-31):

oyedOv Hev oDV kol Ta GALa del vopilely ebpRicOot TOAAGKLIG &V T
TOAAD XPOV®, LEAAOV & ATEIPAKLG. TO LEV YOP AVOYKOTOL TNV YPELOLV
dddokely €lkog aOTNY, Ta & €lg €0oYNHOCHVNY KOl TEPLOVOLOV
DropyxovI®V 18N To0TOV eDA0YOV AapBdvely TV obENcLy: OGTE Kol
T TEPL TOG TOALTELOG 0TEGO0L SET TOV ALVTOV EYELV TPOTOV.

Like Plato, he takes it for granted here that society’s primary needs
are limited and that, when they are satisfied, both society’s desires and
its intellectual efforts would turn to the pursuit of what is “pertinent
to decorum and abundance” in the new direction of the constituents of
a refined mode of life.

To sum up, neither Democritus (at least as far as Philodemus’ cita-
tion implies) nor, more definitely, Plato or Aristotle take recourse to
the satisfaction of material needs to explain the origin of theoretical
knowledge. Their statements are plausible in that they rely on the obser-
vation that the society cannot allow itself more refined entertainments
while it is badly in need of urgently needed things like food, protection
from the cold, safety etc. Nevertheless, a theory like this cannot explain
why the society that is fully equipped both with products that are
vitally necessary and those that make human life refined now turns to
the pursuit of theoretical knowledge. As far as I can see, Democritus?!

20 More complicated is the problem of the extent to which the ideal state should
return to the mode of life of the city of pigs. The project of the Kallipolis does not
present an attempt to arrest this development, but rather a proposal for the reform of
the advanced society by means of restrictions placed mainly upon the ruling class; but
even the life of the highest class, that of the rulers and their auxiliaries, is not meant
to be reduced to the minimal desires of the ‘“first city’; the fine arts that were absent in
the latter should be reformed but remain in the Kallipolis (401 a — 403 ¢) and used to
educate rulers; the desires of the ‘third class’ would be restricted in the ideal state, but
presumably it would enjoy many of luxuries of the ‘feverish city’.

21 Menn 2015, 17-22, ascribes to Democritus the idea of the third stage of deve-
lopment, that of discoveries of causes “that explain the practices of both necessary
and superfluous arts”, and connects this with Aristotle’s three stages in Met. A 1.
Such discoveries correspond to what Democritus actually did, according to Menn’s
penetrating analysis, like his optics-based explanation of the illusion of three-dimen-
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and Plato?? did not attempt to give an explanation of the origin of
theoretical knowledge in historical terms.

Thus the omission of ‘scheme A’, which Spoerri regarded as a sign
of contamination, seems to be, on the contrary, a part of Aristotle’s ex-
planatory strategy: he is well aware of the validity of the principle “first
necessity, then pleasure”, but he does not make the next step to argue
that the satisfaction of desires pertinent both to necessary needs and to
refinement leads to pursuit of theoretical knowledge.?3

sionality as it was achieved in practice and described in treatise by Agatharchus. Ne-
vertheless, the question remains open whether Democritus gave such activity a place in
his philosophy of history and provided explanations for its origin, as Aristotle did for
theoretical sciences. That according to Menn Aristotle, like Democritus, believed “that
investigating the causes of the arts also leads to causes of natural things, and in some
cases we would not discover these causes apart from the arts” (p. 20), is in my view
quite probable. But when he speaks about knowing the causes of what is done by crafts
(980 a 30 — 981 b 6, Menn refers to this statement), he has in view only the distinction
between ‘architectonic’ art and handicrafts in terms of the aim and general plan of doing
(like that of the architect vs. that of the carpenter or mason), not the investigation of the
causes of natural things as the primary purpose of theoretical knowledge.

22 Philosophy, mathematics and other sciences are notoriously absent from the
account of the growth of the feverish city in the Republic; nor is there any indication
that their appearance somehow corresponds to inborn human desires. Notice the
uncertainty in the Statesman (272 b—d) whether philosophy existed in the era of
the rule of the god in the myth, when humankind enjoyed an extraordinary natural
environment, peace and the absence of any manual labour: it implies that lack
of material need and leisure all day are neither sufficient nor probably the optimal
condition for the emergence of theoretical knowledge. On the other hand, unlike the
useful crafts, its existence is not denied — utilitarian knowledge is thus not necessary
for the development of philosophy.

23 The Kulturentstehungslehre in lamblichus, De comm. math. sc. p. 83. 6 =
fr. 8 Ross, which refers to the same three stages of development as Met. A 1-2, was
often regarded as s return to Aristotle’s Protrepticus or On Philosophy and regarded as a
sort of auto-citation in the Metaphysics (see Spoerri 1985, 57 n. 26; Zhmud 2006, 52 n.
34 on scholarship; Zhmud himselfregards the piece as Aristotelian, 35n. 59,211 nn. 214,
218;212n.225, and Menn 2015, 21 n. 26; see also Primavesi 473 ad Met. A2.982b 23;
Spoerri is more cautious): Ne®@totov 00V OLOAOYOVHEVOG £6TL TV EMLTNIEVULATMV
N Tept TV AANBetoy dkplBoroylo. HETR YOP TNV GOOPAYV KOL TOV KATUKAVGHOV
To TEPL TNV TPOENV Kot 10 LRy TpdTOoV AveryKALovto eLLOGOPETY, EDTOPMOTEPOL dE
YEVOREVOL TALG TPOG NBOVTY EEELPYACOVTO TEYVOG, OTOV LOVGTKTV KOl TOG TOLor0TOG,
TAEOVACOVTEG O€ TOV AvaryKalmv 0VTmG ENexelpnoay erlocopely. Since lamblichus
does not mention leisure in this context, he creates the impression that, in Met. A 1,
leisure is either equivalent to lamblichus’ state of prosperity, which is wrong, or even
alien to the context (Spoerri). But of course, even if this passage went back to Aristotle,
it would be no guarantee that leisure did not play a role in the treatise by Aristotle that
Tamblichus draws on. However, I hope to show elsewhere that evidence for ascribing
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Now, Spoerri is surely right to stress the causal force of 60ev at
981b 20, which was usually neglected, but is mistaken when he treats
it as a sign of a distortion of the original context. Cambiano’s recent
attempt to deal with this problem is also not acceptable: he supposes
that according to Aristotle, téxvou provided the necessary conditions of
leisure having satisfied necessary needs.?* This ignores that Tdviov T@v

lamblichus’ piece to Aristotle is weak and that it rather looks like a contaminated
paraphrase of Plato’s and Aristotle’s passages on cataclysms and the development
of civilisation, including those in Met. A 1-2 (for the similar origin of reasoning on
five kinds of wisdom in Philoponus’ In Nicom. Isag. 1. 1, which was also treated as
Aristotle’s fragment, De philos. fr. 10 Ross, and other similar ‘developmental’ accounts
in Aristotle’s commentator see Haase 1965; Hutchinson—Johnson 2005, 201 f. rightly
exclude chapters 2627 of De comm. math. sc. from their reconstruction of Aristotle’s
Protrepticus). For the present purpose, I content myself with a possible indication that
Tamblichus’ passage is a paraphrase of Met. A 1-2. Although Iamblichus assigns to the
first stage the acquisition of necessary things and to the second the development of arts
aiming at pleasure, he unexpectedly connects the appearance of theoretical knowledge
with an abundance of necessary things, not with an abundance of both necessary
and pleasurable ones. This awkwardness can be explained by the text of Met. A 2.
982 b 22-24, as transmitted by the manuscripts: oyedov YOp TAVIOV VTOPYOVIOV
TOV AVOYKolmV Kol TPOG PUOTOVNY Kol dtoywyny N toladTn @povnolg fpéato
{ntetobot. Although the text certainly implies two categories of goods — Tt &vorykoto
and t& Tpog pacT@vNY Kol drarywynv (cf. Mer. A 1. 981 b 17-25) — it can also be
taken as relating to T &voykoio to TpoOg pooTdvVNY Kol dtarymyny. It thus appears
that Tamblichus understood the syntax according to the latter option and employed
T varykoto in the wider meaning of things useful both for survival and for leisure
entertainments. Proclus, in Eucl. p. 29. 1-3 Friedlein, too, associates the invention
of mathematics with the provision of necessary things, apparently following here
Tamblichus (on Proclus’ drawing on Tamblichus’ CMS in his Commentary, see Mueller
1987, esp. 335-338). Jaeger emended the text, adding t@v before mpog (Jaeger 1917,
495; 1960, 488; 1957; see also Spoerri 1985, 56 n. 25, who approves this emendation;
Primavesi 2012, 473 follows Jaeger). Although Jaeger’s emendation is correct to the
sense, there is some doubt that it is necessary, because Aristotle sometimes omits the
article with the second member (Bonitz 1870, 109 b 44-56). Jaeger pointed in favour
of his emendation to Alexander (in Met. p. 16. 21 ff. Hayduck), who in his paraphrase
opposes T dvaykolo and T mpog pootdvny. However, immediately afterwards,
Alexander uses T0 &varykolo in a relative sense and connects it with Tpog droywynv
(apparently in a general sense of ‘life course’): d3fAov ig £ 00DSEVOG VoY KOLOV TOV
TPOG dtorywynv Tod Blov cvvIEAODVTOVY VpESEL TV {NTNoLy €motodvto. Asclepius
(in Met. p. 20. 17-19 Hayduck) cites Aristotle’s text with T@v before mpdg, but this does
not necessarily mean that he had the corresponding version of the text. Thus, against
Jaeger, who used lamblichus’ passage as evidence in favour of his emendation, it rather
serves as a testimony of the text as transmitted by the manuscript tradition.

24 Cambiano 2012, 35 n. 65: 66ev “has primarily a temporal sense, but means also
that technai were necessary conditions for the development of sciences, inasmuch as
the acquiring of schole... requires that almost [all?] the primary needs have been met
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o100tV kateckevaopEvav refers to satisfaction with products of both
kinds of téyvou, those of necessary things and of pleasurable ones (this
is further confirmed by Met. A 2, oxedov Yop TAVIOV DTOPYOVIOV TAOV
AVOYKOIOV KOl TPOG PROTOVNY KOl SLoY®YnV 1 TOlo0Tn @poOvVNoLg
fnpEato {nteloBar). It is also not correct to treat the leisure of priests
simply as the result of economic prosperity, as we shall see.?

The causal connection between Aristotle’s two statements is in fact
plain enough. He points to the social precondition for the emergence of
theoretical knowledge — the gradual growth of appreciation of less and less
utilitarian kinds of knowledge in the course of social development. The
first inventor of téxvn (apparently of the craft that produces something
of vital necessity for humankind) was admired not only for the utility
of this invention, but also for the intrinsic value, the ‘wisdom’ of this
achievement. Aristotle’s point is that even at the stage when the pursuit
of knowledge was inevitably utilitarian, the knowledge was nevertheless
appreciated, in part for its intrinsic value. As the example from medicine
shows, while experience collects the multitude of instances of successful
cases of medical treatment (and, presumably, unsuccessful cases, too), the
progress from experience to T€yvn consists in grasping those universals
that explain why a particular medicine helped a number of patients
who suffered from a certain disease: they all belong to the types with
the prevalence of phlegm or black bile, who suffer from xadcoc, a kind
of fever (981 a 7-12). The invention of t€yvn entails the discovery of a
number of such causal explanations, and, although some of them could
be useful, the inventor was admired also because the set of knowledge he
discovered superseded in value the earlier experience: this was the case
because people esteem knowledge of causes as wiser than knowledge of

by means of useful technai”. In fact, the primary meaning of 66gv is not temporal,
but local, pointing to the origin — ‘whence’, ‘from which’ or ‘from whom’; the causal
meaning develops most naturally locally, as in English ‘whence’ (see LSJ, s. v. II); the
employment of 66ev in both local and causal meanings is well attested in Aristotle’s
treatises.

25 It appears that Cambiano takes the main sentence (68ev ai P mpog NSOV
Unde mpog Tévoykolo TV EMGTNU®V ebpédnoav) as describing the effect of the
genetivus absolutus sentence (fidN TAVIOV TOV TOLOVTOV KATEGKELOGHEVOV). It
would be possible, if it were not anaphoric 60gv in the beginning of the main sentence,
which refers primarily to the effect of what is described by the preceding sentence;
the gen. abs. sentence should be taken only as a subsidiary condition or as a temporal
reference. The rise of theoretical sciences is thus primarily the result of the appearance
of crafts of two kinds, crafts that provide necessary things and those that provide
pleasures, and the greater repute of the inventors of the latter crafts. The gen. abs.
sentence refers, accordingly, only to the additional cause.
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facts, and also because té€yvn can be transmitted by way of teaching, while
experience cannot.?¢

After that, more and more crafts were invented, those that are ‘for
necessary things’ (npog tdvaykoia) and those that are mpog droywyny.
The inventors of the latter kind of crafts were invariably esteemed as
‘wiser’ than those of the crafts for necessary things, because knowledge of
crafts for luxuries was less utilitarian (981 b 17-20). Scholars understood
this statement in two different ways, although the difference was not
explicitly articulated: either Aristotle opposes to the crafts producing
things that satisfy absolutely urgent needs those that discriminately furnish
all that is pertinent to civilised and flourishing life, i.e. arts that produce
refined food, wine, furniture, houses and those that serve for amusement,
like painting, sculpture, music and literature,?” or alternatively he opposes
to the crafts of the first kind more narrowly only the last mentioned crafts
that are pertinent for entertainments of leisure, the ‘fine arts’.?® In favour

26 Aristotle assumes that the evaluation of the intrinsic merits of t€xvn in his
time was valid also in the time of its origin. The ground for this belief is not only the
implied constancy of human nature, but may be even more his explicit statement that
the bearers of causal knowledge are not necessarily more practically successful than
purely empirical practitioners (981 a 12-24): medical craft in his time often appears
not to supersede experience in practice, because it is possible to know the universal
rules of craft but to commit mistakes due to lack of experience, viz. because one
does not recognize in individual patients or individual symptoms the general types
as grasped by the craft. On the contrary, the experienced practitioner is successful
because, without knowing universals, he possesses in memory a great number of
successful treatments of certain individuals: I take it that he keeps in memory (or in
written form) the individual cases with the individual features of cured patients and
the symptoms of their diseases and thus can recognise the next patient with those
features and symptoms, to whom a given medicine will be helpful or not. Of course,
the first inventor of the craft, unlike its later “school” connoisseurs, was himself a very
experienced person. Nevertheless, the first generalizations of the craft he invented were
obviously few (see below Aristotle’s statement on the difficulty of the initial phase in
every t€xvn and on its modest character), and thus could not change considerably
the character of medical treatment and could not change seriously the character of
treating patients. Thus, as he saw it, the fact of progress in explanatory knowledge
itself, in spite of the originally insignificant practical results it provided, especially in
the beginning, pointed to its acknowledgement and encouragement by other people.

27 This understanding of mpog drorymynyv definitely prevailed, see Bonitz 1849, 45
(“vitae cultu[s] and quaecumque ad voluptatem et oblectationem...pertinent”); 1890
“fiir den Genuf} des Lebens”; Taylor 1907, 71 (“social refinements”), Spoerri 1985,
55 (“die einen verfeinertem Lebensgenuss dienenden [technai]”, Cambiano 2012, 34:
“dimensions of human life that develop beyond mere survival”.

28 Ross 1953, 1, 118: “almost = fine arts”; “arts... directed... to recreation”, in his
translation; see also Zhmud 2006, 211.
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of the first understanding is the description of the same crafts in the next
sentence as those ‘for pleasure’ (60ev 7O TAVTOV TAOV TOLOVTOV KATEC -
KEVUOHEVOV Ol T TPOG NOOVNY UNOE TPOG AV YKATH TOV EXLGTNLOV
eLpeédnoav), and the already cited passage from the Politics with the
opposition of the necessary inventions and those that furnish all that
constitute ‘decorum and abundance’.?® It would also be in accord with
Plato in the Republic, who opposes the earlier developed skills that satisfy
the most urgent needs to the crafts, both of luxury and fine arts, that
appeared together with the grown desires (see above).

But these considerations do not outweigh the decisive one: the word
dtaymyn by itself in Aristotle’s works never refers directly to something
like ‘luxurious or civilised life’ or the pleasures of such life. Aristotle uses
this word sometimes in the neutral meaning of ‘a way of life’, ‘spending
time’ (HA 534 a 10 f.; 589 a 16 f., on ways of life and habitats of animals);
but more often, even when the word is modified by an adjective, participle
or adverbial expression, it is used in contexts in which it refers to time
free of necessary activities.? The absolute employment of dtaywyn, as in
Met. A 1.981 a 18 and 2. 982 b 23, occurs elsewhere only in the Politics,
and here it refers invariably to ‘time free of political duties or private
business’ or ‘activities that fulfil such a time’.3! The importance of this

29 Pol. 7. 10. 1329 b 27-28: t0 pev yop avoykoiow TNV yxpelov d1dACKELY
€lk0g DTNV, T & €ig ELOYXMUOCVLYNV KOl TEPLOVOLaY DRapydvimv 1dn To0TOV
edroyov Aappavery v adEnory, cited by Spoerri 1985, 57 as the direct parallel. Cf.
also Pol. 4. 4. 1291 a 2—4 on two kinds of crafts that are indispensable for the polis:
de0TEPOV B¢ 1O KaAoDHEVOV BAvovcov (EoTL 8¢ T0DTO TO TEPL TG TEY VOGS DV GVED
TOAY AdVVaTOV 01KETGHOL TOVTMV BE TAV TEX VDV TOG HEV €€ AVAYKNG VTLAPYELY
det, taig 8¢ elg TpLENV 1| TO KaADGS LHv).

30 OYomng 8¢ kol dvoravoemg v 1@ Plm, ol €V TadTN dlaymYRG HETO oLl -
d10g, EN 4. 14. 1127 b 34 f.; kotopedyovot § €l T0G To100TOG dLaymydsg TV
€030 poVILopEVOV 0l TOALOL, 310 TOPd TOTG TVPAVVOLG EVSOKILODGLY Ol €V TOIG
ToLLTOLG dlarymyolg evtpamerot, 10. 6. 1176 b 12—14 (on pleasant amusements,
moudiat); o0 Yop €v Talg ToldTONG SLoY@Yolg M €DdOOVIo, GAL €V TOIG KAUT
apetnv évepyetang, on corporeal pleasures, 1177 a 9—11; dokel YoOV | GLAOGOPLOL
oo Tog NBoVaG Exely kKoBopeldTNTL Kol 1@ Pefaie, edAoyov 8¢ Tolg £18001 TV
{ntodvTev Ndim Ty dtoymyny eivad, 10. 7. 1177 a 25-27; Aeineton Toivov Tpog TNV
€V T1) oY oAT draywyny, Pol. 8. 1. 1337 a 21 f. on the purpose of musical education).

3L yphouLol 88 TOV APET®V 101 TPOG TNV CYOANY Koi dtary@ynyv @V Te &v TR
oY oM TO €pyov Kol GV v TR doyoriq, Pol. 7. 15. 1334 a 16-18; dote @avepov
4Tt 3el KOl TPOG TNV €V T dLY®YR OYXOANV pavedvely dtto kol modebecdot,
8. 3. 1338 a 21-22; f| mpog dtary@wyny Tt GUUPAALETOL KOL TPOG PPOVNOLY (KOl
yap ToVTO Tpitov BeTEOV TOV EipNUEVOV), 8. 4. 1339 a 25-26; 1 8¢ mpdTn {NTNnoig
£0TL TOTEPOV 0V BeTEOV €1G TALdELOLY TNV LOVGIKNY T} BeTéOV, KOl TL dDVaTaL TOV
S1omopnBEVTOV TPLAV, TOTEPOV TTALdEIOV | TOUdLAY 1) dlaywyhny. eDAOY!G & €ig
TOVTO TATTETOL KO QOLVETOL LETEYELY. T TE YOP TOLSLA X EPLY AVOTOOCEDG EGTL,
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concept for Aristotle’s political ideal is well known, and its relevance for
his reasoning in the Met. A 1-2 will be discussed in the next section, but
it is appropriate to warn here against associating the word with leisure
as a part of Aristotle’s political ideal.3> More relevant are the contexts in
which Aristotle speaks about leisure as the result of economic and social
prosperity and peace (see e.g. Pol. 7. 1326 b 31; 8. 1341 a 28).

The arts that are pertinent to dtarywyn are thus not ones that produce
objects of luxury and fine arts, but more specifically ‘fine arts’ for the
amusements of leisure.?3 The crafts that provide comfort (on which see
above n. 29) are probably not mentioned in this context because they less
vividly demonstrate the advance to non-utilitarian knowledge. That this
1s about the invention of ‘fine arts’ like music, literature etc., not about
crafts of luxury, may explain Aristotle’s otherwise strange characteristic
of these arts as ‘not for use’ (81t 1O pn TPOG YPAOLV EIVOLL TUG EMLGTALAG
a0TOV).3* Strictly speaking, this is not correct: Aristotle further notes that

Y & AVATOVGY dvarykotov Ndetoy elvat (Thg Yop di TV toveov ADTng lotpelo
Tig €0TLV), KOL TNV dtay®@yNV OLOAOYOVHEVMG JET 1T LOVOV EYELY TO KAAOV BAL
Kol TNV ndovny, 8. 5. 1339 b 11-19. This absolute usage in the narrow meaning of
leisure time seems to be specifically Aristotelian: in the earliest attested instances of
the noun drorywyn (Eur. fr. 1117. 1 Nauck? [dubium]; Plato; Isocr. ep. 4. 2), it is used
only in the neutral meaning of a mode of life or a certain way of spending time or
behaviour. The verb didym with aidva, Blov etc. is attested much earlier, see LSJ sub
v. I (H. Hom. 20. 7, Aeschylus, Sophocles, etc.)

32 Tt is not quite correct that the meaning of the word in general is, as Schiitrumpf
2005, 501 puts it, ‘sinnerfiillte Lebensgestaltung’; rather this is the pregnant meaning
that Aristotle in time assigns to it, when he discusses the leisure of the ruling class in
his ideal state in Politics, Books 7-8.

33 The later implicit description of these crafts as those that produce what is
pertinent Tpog paoTOVNY Kol dtoyoynv (2. 982 b 23) is not very helpful, because
pactdvn is ambiguous and can mean making life or some activities easier and thus
imply the crafts that produce technical improvements or objects of comfort (‘the
things that make for comfort and recreation’, Ross), but it can also mean ‘relief from
activities’, ‘rest’, and imply the arts that provide leisure entertainments. Aristotle uses
pactdvn in both of these senses (see De inc. an. 713 a 21, Pol. 1256 a 26 for the
former, and DC 284 a 29-32; cf. fr. 197 Rose = fr. 159 Gigon = Porph. VP 42). Jaeger
1910, 495 and 1957, ad loc. took it as virtually synonymous with dtorymyn, which he
correctly understood as rest from business activities. In fact, the absolute employment
of paoctavn favours the latter meaning, and the pair presumably means something
like ‘rest and the accompanying leisure activities’.

34 Both the designation of these arts as pertinent to dtorywyn and as not perti-
nent to xpfiolg confused Alexander of Aphrodisias, who supposed that Aristotle was
already speaking about theoretical sciences; he thus had to assume that Aristotle
did not explicitly mention the arts that produce pleasure, and he (tacitly) assumes
Aristotle is speaking of the arts ‘of necessary things’ (delkvoct Ty €nl TV Goplov
KOl TNV TEAELOTATINV YVAOLV 080V, KOl TMG TopHAOEV €lg GVOPOTOVS 1| GOPLaL
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the fact that the pursuit of theoretical knowledge did not begin until what
is pertinent to necessity and to leisure entertainments had been already
provided proves that theoretical knowledge does not serve any practical
need (povepov 0Tt d 1O €ldévol TO €mioTacOo £€J1WKOV KOl 0D
xpNoebdg TLvog Evekev, 2. 982 b 22-25). Moreover, in the present context,
he immediately adds that the fine arts serve ‘pleasure’. The fine arts thus
cannot be considered ‘useless’ fout sens, but Aristotle’s point is that
they are appreciated not primarily for the utility they produce, viz. not in
respect of the quantity of pleasure, but for the skill (‘knowledge’) that is
applied. They thus come closer to theoretical sciences than the crafts for
necessary things in terms of the intrinsic value of knowledge involved.
The ‘competition’ between the inventors of two kinds of arts demon-
strates that the intrinsic value of knowledge grows as its practical utility
diminishes. This appears to be the causal link that connects the development
of two kinds of crafts (which are both ‘productive’ in Aristotle’s strict
sense) with the origin of theoretical sciences: hence, Aristotle says, due
to this growing esteem for knowledge for its own sake, even at the stage
when all knowledge is still productive, at a certain point when all things
pertinent either to necessary needs or to entertainment and pleasure had
been provided, theoretical sciences were invented, and this happened for
the first time in Egypt.35 Aristotle thus uses the repute of the inventors of
the fine arts as part of his historical explanation of the origin of theoretical

Kol M TV THoTatov {NTnoig e kol Bemplo, 0Tl HETA TNV TOV AVaYKOlOV Kol
XPELWADY eVPESLY TEPLTTOTEPOV TL KOl EAEDBEPOV 1idN VoETY o olalOVImMV TV
AVOPOTMV. TOG O& TOV NOEWV TOPLOTIKAG TEXVHGC KOl OVTOG TOLG YPELMIECLY
£YKATOTATTEL” OC YOp OEOUEVOL KOl Xpeloy EYOVTEG NOOVAV TE KL AVOTALVOEWG
10 TOTIKO a0T®V €Cntovv). Alexander nevertheless rightly takes mpog pactdvnv
Kol dtoywyny (2. 982 b 23) as related to the arts ‘for pleasure’, viz. for recreation,
and thus understands dioywyn differently in the second instance. Schwegler 1847,
19 f. attempted to ‘improve’ this inconsistency and argued that mpog pactdvny kot
droyoynv does not refer to Tévtov dropyxdvI®Y, but to 1| ToladTn EPdVNOLG, Viz.
to theoretical knowledge, but Bonitz rightly refuted this. At 981 b 20 f. né&vtov TGV
To0VTOV KoteckevaouEévmy, which precedes the invention of theoretical sciences,
clearly refers both to crafts that produce necessary things and to those that are pertinent
to dtoywyn; thus, TaviOV DTOPYXOVIOV TOV AVOYKOL®V KOl TPOG PACTOVNV Kol
droyoynv should have the same meaning.

35 Aristotle is also well aware elsewhere that the development of crafts and
sciences entails both the existence of individuals with the corresponding gifts and
society’s approval of their efforts. When explaining the development of the art of
poetry, he points not only to the extraordinary mimetic capacities of humankind (this
is crucial for the origin of literature and the arts), but also to the inherent pleasure
that human beings experience when they observe others’ mimetic actions, recognising
who and what is imitated (this is crucial for the stimulation and progress of arts), see
Poet. 4. 1448 b 4-8, 20-24 for the first and b 819 for the second.
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sciences: the admiration for the inventors of these arts, which exceeds that
for the inventors of the crafts of necessary things, demonstrates human
society’s growing appreciation of less utilitarian knowledge and of course
its readiness to support materially those who further advance these arts.
This prepares the decisive step: the society is now ready to support the
development of theoretical knowledge, which is even less useful than the
‘fine arts’.

Now let us look at another important element of Aristotle’s expla-
nation, the notion of limit. In the passage of the Politics 7. 10. 1329 b
27 ff. cited above, Aristotle refers to the limit of society’s satisfaction
with necessary things; when it has been attained, intellectual efforts were
naturally directed at things that serve refinement and the moral improvement
of social life.3® The same notion of limit underlies his statement in the
Met. A 1: the invention of the fine arts was posterior to the invention of
crafts for necessary things and the higher repute of the first was natural,
because the need for necessary things had already been satisfied by the
second.’” More definitely, Aristotle points out that theoretical sciences
were invented when all ‘such things’, viz. what was pertinent to the
necessities of life and to leisure recreations, had already been provided by
the two corresponding kinds of crafts.

36 In the Poetics 4, Aristotle uses a similar explanation for the advance of the
dramatic genres: after the genres of tragedy and comedy became distinctive, as opposed
to the earlier non-professional improvisations in both (dithyrambs and phallic songs),
the professional poets of the earlier genres of epos and iambic poetry now ‘rushed’ to
the new genres, in correspondence with their natural gifts, because these new genres
were on a larger scale and more prestigious than the earlier ones (1449 a 2-7).

37 Spoerri 1985, 57 f. supposed that, in Met. A 1 (differently from the Politics),
Aristotle has in mind the synchronous development of two kinds of crafts pointing
to the present participles and especially to &et, which seems to imply ‘competition’
between the inventors in these two categories in one and the same epoch (TAeldovaov
& €VPLOKOPEVOV TEYVAV KOl TOV HEV TPOG TAVOYKOTH TOV O TPOS dloymymyv
000DV, AEL COPMTEPOVS TOLG TOLOVTOVS EKELVOV VTOAOUPAVECHOL S0t TO UM
TPOG xPHoLY elvart Tag EmoThnog avT®dv). However, it is not credible that Aristotle
should ascribe the higher repute of non-necessary inventions to the time when the
need for necessary things was not yet satisfied. Rather, the present participles are used
to emphasise the overall continuity of the process of inventions of both kinds; and
aet looks like Aristotle’s idiomatic term, which he often uses in general statements
when comparing the relative qualities of two objects (see Bonitz 1875, 11 a 42). The
evidence for this statement on the relative reputation of the inventors of two kinds
of crafts is of course the then-current reputation of their practitioners (the sentence
depends on 10 eixog 981 b 13, like the preceding one, on the reputation of the first
inventor of any craft as opposed to empirical practitioners, which is also the inference
from the then-current state of affairs).
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Aristotle recapitulates this thought in his discussion of the distinctive
features of wisdom that is unconsciously pursued by all of humankind.
This, he argues, should be the science of first principles, viz. the ‘first
philosophy’ or metaphysics. He adds that this science is not a ‘productive’
science (982 b 11), and this feature is in accord with the universal but
vague notion of ‘wisdom’ as knowledge that is sought for its own sake
and not for its products (see 982 a 14-16). To prove this, he refers to
the problems that were attacked by ‘the first who philosophized’, i.e. by
the first theoretical scientists:3® these were at first quite ordinary problems
(mpdyepa), but gradually the scientists advanced to the major ones, for
instance they studied the causes of unusual astronomic phenomena, like
eclipses, or the causes, viz. the original principles of the universe. Problems
like this are not aligned to any practical need, and thus the only motive for
pursuing them is the feeling of wonder at something extraordinary, which
can be satisfied only by discovering the cause of such a phenomenon.

In this argument about the unproductive character of theoretical know-
ledge, Aristotle uses not only the main argument about its psychological
roots, but also a proof ‘from what had happened’, viz. from history: the
pursuit of theoretical knowledge started only when a// things pertinent to
need and to leisure entertainment had already been invented (Met. A 2.
982 b 19-28):

MoT elmep S TO PeDYELY TNV GYvolay EPLAOCOHPNOAY, POVEPOV OTL
1o 10 eldéval 10 EmioTacOot £31MKOV KO 00 YPNCEDG TLVOG EVEKEV.
HLOPTUPET 3 ODTO TO GUUBEPNKOG: GYESOV TP TAVIOV VDIOPYOVI®V
TAOV AVOYKOlOV Kol TPOG PRGTOVNV KOl SLoy@yMy 1) TOLo0TN ppOvVNoLS
fip€ato {nteloBot. dfAov 0DV Mg 31" 0Vdepioy ordTnY {ntoduey ypeioy
ETEPOLY, OAN AOTEP AVOPWOTOG, PAULEV, EAEVOEPOG O OLDTOV Eveka Kol
un GAAoL @v, oVt Kol adINV ¢ POVNY oVooy EAeVBEPaY TMV
EMOTNUAOV" LOVN YOP DTN ADTRHG EVEKEV EGTLV.

As mentioned above, Spoerri was certainly wrong to understand this
statement as similar to Plato’s thought that the satisfaction of material
needs is the precondition for the development of crafts of luxury or fine
arts. Plato had in view the growth of desires together with the satisfaction
of the most urgent needs, and it is obvious that Aristotle does not relate
the pursuit of theoretical knowledge to the appearance of desire for such
knowledge or for its products on the whole. Aristotle’s idea can be seen in

38 Aristotle is aware that theoretical knowledge may be practically useful, but
according to him, this utility is only accidental and has nothing to do with the motives
that influence the scientist in his pursuit of knowledge (the anecdote on Thales,
Pol. 1. 11. 1259 a 5-18).



154 Alexander Verlinsky

his statement on the growing repute of ‘fine arts’ in their competitions with
crafts of necessary things: he has in view that admiration for the achieve-
ments of the former arts came naturally to an end when this field was
exhausted, just as the achievements of the crafts that produced necessary
things were exhausted earlier. This opens the path to admiration for and,
of course, to encouragement of inventions in the next and final field of ap-
plication of human cognitive capacities — theoretical knowledge of mathe-
matics, astronomy, natural philosophy and, lastly, metaphysics.

It is important that in Aristotle’s proof about the unproductive cha-
racter of metaphysical knowledge, the argument ‘from history’ on the time
when the pursuit of theoretical knowledge started is merely subsidiary to
the more general psychological argument on the feeling of wonder as a
psychological motive for this pursuit, which has nothing to do with any
practical need. Apparently, Aristotle does not mean that this feeling did
not appear in humankind until substantial progress in two earlier branches
of knowledge already ceased. He definitely assigns the search for causes
already to the stage of purely utilitarian knowledge, and it is clear that
the discovery of explanations in medicine that marked the advance from
experience to t€yvn was moved at least partially by the same feeling of
wonder. The idea is rather that only at this stage could the desire to solve
theoretical problems count on admiration and support from society and
that this admiration and support led the pursuit of theoretical knowledge
to become systematic and successful.

As is well known, Aristotle was committed to the view that develop-
ment both in particular fields of knowledge and in scientific knowledge
as a whole has certain limits.3® At one point, he even states that a// kinds
of theoretical and practical knowledge attained their zenith many times,
only to perish together with all of civilisation in a cataclysm (xota 0
€1K0G TWOAAGKLG EVPMUEVNG €1G TO dLVATOV EKAGTNG KOl TEYXVNG Kol
@lLAoc00lag Kol TAALY eBelpopevmy, Met. A 8. 1074 b 10-14).40

39 See Aristotle’s passages on the attainment of perfection by certain branches of
knowledge and crafts in Edelstein 1967, 122—125 and Zhmud 2006, 210 n. 211.

40 In Aristotle’s usage, the plural piAocopiot means the branches of theoretical
science. Edelstein 1967, 125 is certainly right that €ig 10 duvatév means ‘to the
utmost limit’, not ‘as possible’. This is suggested both by the expression itself and by
the context: Aristotle here points out that tradition preserves in a dim form, disguised
under mythical additions, traces of a meta-cosmic theory similar to his own, which he
considers the crowning achievement in this field. The theory he detects should thus
represent the almost entirely forgotten highest stage of development in the relevant field
in the past. The destruction implies Aristotle’s theory of periodic floods (but, contrary
to Plato, affecting only limited areas of the earth and not simultaneously), which throw
developed civilisations back to a primitive level (for evidence, see Meteor. 1. 14,
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This idea of a necessary sequence of stages of intellectual develop-
ment, of the limitedness of every stage and of overall development is
applied in explaining the origin of theoretical sciences in the Mer. A 1-2:
progress, first in utilitarian crafts of necessary things and after that in
the ‘fine arts’, should sooner or later attain its limit, after which no con-
siderable improvements can be expected, and the society will then en-
courage the inventions that constitute theoretical sciences. This happens
because the society has now been duly ‘trained’ to support non-utilitarian
knowledge, first by appreciating the inventors of useful crafts that do not
mark a considerable progress in utility in comparison with experience, and
second by becoming increasingly appreciative of the inventors of fine arts,
here because the intrinsic value of the involved knowledge supersedes that
of utilitarian crafts.

It may seem awkward that Aristotle refers to the limit of development
in the fine arts at the time when Greek arts were still intensively developing.
However, he does not have in view, at least not primarily, the perspectives
of the fine arts and of theoretical knowledge in Greece.*! His aim is to

discussed in Verlinsky 2006, 51-68). The productive crafts, which are irrelevant for
the context of the Met. A (only theoretical knowledge is pertinent), are mentioned
because Aristotle hints at floods that fotally destroy the civilised population of cities
(but spare uneducated inhabitants of the mountains, according to the more explicit
views of Plato, 7im. 22 d—e, Criti. 109 d, Leg. 677 b, and Theophrastus, F 184. 172—
204 FHS&G; according to Aristotle, Meteor 1. 14. 352 a 35 — b 4, Greek civilisation
developed from such mountain survivors from the previous age). The passage thus
attests to Aristotle’s faith in the stage of a civilisation when al/l/ branches of knowledge
attain the limits in their development. This does not necessarily mean that Aristotle
believes that a cataclysm necessarily occurs when this stage had been attained, in
the way in which Plato treats cataclysms as benevolent cleansers of advanced and
inevitably morally degenerated civilisations. Aristotle rather thinks that civilisations
that are able to attain this stage are destined sooner or later for destruction by periodic
cataclysms, and for this reason we know only of the development in our own cycle. For
him, as for Plato, Egypt is a civilisation that is spared by floods and other cataclysms
(its first inhabitants were not survivors of the flood, but people who gradually
settled on the land yielded by the receding sea), albeit not by gradual drying up (see
Meteor. 1. 14.351 b 22 — 352 a 3), and thus demonstrates uninterrupted development,
which, however, stopped in the remote past.

4l One should not, however, neglect to mention that Aristotle envisages in the near
future the attainment of a limit in the development of the fine arts, but the powerful
progress of theoretical sciences. For some indications for this, see a lamentation
of the epic poet Choerilus (fr. 2 Bernabé) that poetic art (primarily of epic poetry,
of course) had already attained its limit, which Aristotle cites as an example of the
captatio benevolentiae typical in this time (Rhet. 3. 1415 a 1). On Aristotle’s own
statement in the Poetics that epic and iambic genres were already abandoned by their
outstanding (potential) poets, who turned instead to tragedy and comedy, see above
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explain the origin of theoretical sciences, in the land in which they were
first invented, Egypt. Aristotle thus appears to believe that the systematic
pursuit of theoretical knowledge started in Egypt after the fine arts in this
land had already ceased developing. The reasons for this belief can be
easily presented. On the one hand, Aristotle shares the conviction of his
contemporaries that Egyptian civilisation is the most ancient of all existing
ones, and thus had at its disposal enormous time to develop crafts and
arts (as well as to accumulate vast experience in the fields of mathematics
and astronomy, which is the prerequisite for the discovery of scientific
explanations in these fields).#> On the other hand, Egyptian conservatism
in various fields of culture was renowned. Plato praised the lack of novelty
in Egyptian music and other fine arts (Leg. 656 d — 657 d, cf. 660 a 1; on
strict regulations in dances and songs in honour of gods in Egypt, see also
799 a-b). A view like Plato’s can be the basis for Aristotle’s belief that
the fine arts ceased developing in Egypt long ago, before the invention of
theoretical sciences.*?

n. 36. But according to Aristotle, the forms of tragedy itself in his own time is no longer
changing, because it has attained its ‘nature’ (ko ToALOG peTaforag petafalodoo
N Tpaymdio Emooto, £mel €0ye TV aLTHG @OoLv, Poet. 4. 1449 a 14 f.). This
concerns the formation of tragedy only as a genre and does not rule out further
development (so, rightly, Edelstein 1967, 124 n. 145), but for Aristotle, the pinnacle,
Sophoclean art, also already belongs to the past. Although he presumably expects
that some of the generalisations of the Poetics may help to improve the then-present
tragedies of which he is more critical (Aristotle leaves open the question whether all
elements of tragedy are already perfect, 1449 a 7-9), there is no sign that he expects
essential improvements from contemporary poets themselves. The same tenor is found
in the statements of Aristotle’s approximate contemporaries who were specialists in
the téxvon of ‘necessary things’. Thus, according to Hipp. De locis in hom. 46 (cited
by Zhmud 2006, 59), the art of medicine in general is already discovered; this of
course does not imply the complete exploration of the field, but is still significant.

42 See Meteor. 1. 14. 352 b 20-23 on the ancientness of Egyptian civilisation; in
the Politics, 7. 10. 1329 b 22-31, Aristotle refers to the Egyptian division of the class
of farmers from that of warriors (the caste system) as evidence of the ancientness of all
useful inventions, which appear recurrently in different civilisations; the logic of his
reasoning is not entirely clear, but he appears to argue from the most ancient character
of Egyptian civilisation and from the changelessness of its caste system since the
tradition began.

43 As for conservatism in other fields, Diodorus of Sicily (1. 82. 3) reports on the
prohibition for Egyptian physicians to depart from the rigid rules of their craft, which
seems to be the standard view of ancient Egyptian medicine (and largely corresponding
to reality, see von Staden 1989, 41). Aristotle cites the different opinion that it was
prohibited only up to the fourth day of illness (Pol. 3. 15. 1286 a 9-16), as part of an
argument against the domination of written laws, which he does not in general approve.
This looks like an a fortiori argument (even in Egypt the rules are not absolutely rigid!),
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3. Leisure

The prevailing view today is that Aristotle explains the appearance of
theoretical sciences, both in Egypt and Greece, by the appearance of
a leisure class in these countries, which arose in Egypt earlier and in
Greece later. According to Guthrie, who gives a more explicit version of
this view, Aristotle implies that the priests who performed the duties of
scribes were released from all other obligations and thus had leisure for
their scholarly occupations; the economic foundation of this freedom was
the ownership of land the temples enjoyed.* Since Guthrie believes at the
same time that Aristotle finds in Greece the same favourable conditions
for the development of theoretical knowledge, he obviously assumes that
leisure, which the Greek higher class enjoys, is something on a par with
the imagined leisure of Egyptians priests, namely that Aristotle believes
that, at a certain stage of social and economic development, the higher
class or a part of it attains the possibility to pursue knowledge or to engage
in other occupations that bring no utility.

It is true that such a view of the ruling class’ leisure as a result of eco-
nomic prosperity and peace can be found in Greek literature of the fourth
century. In Plato’s Critias (110 a), there is a reasoning, already mentioned
above, that scholars usually consider an anticipation of Aristotle’s view
on the origin of theoretical knowledge:*> when civilisation gradually
emerges after a recurring cataclysm destroys a previous civilisation,
for many generations people are engaged exclusively in occupations
that are indispensable for survival and only much later, together with
attaining leisure, do myths and interest in the events of the past appear.
A similar concept appears in Aristotle himself, when he relates the
discriminate learning of various non-utilitarian kinds of knowledge to
the increasing leisure time of the ruling class after the Persian wars, due
to the growth of wealth.4¢ In the Mer. A 1 itself, when mentioning the

thus rather testifying to the general opinion that Egypt was extremely conservative.
Even this ‘softer’ version is of course a striking conservatism in comparison with Greek
practice and with the way of healing that Aristotle approves of, which is reasoning
from general principle to a particular case, not the rigid application of general rules
(Met. A1.981 a21-24;Z27.1032 b 15-23; EN 3. 3. 1112 b 15-20).

44 Guthrie 1962, 35.

4 See, most recently: Zhmud 2006, 211 n. 217, Nesselrath 2006, 151.

4 Pol. 8.6.1341 a28-32: 6X0OLOGTIKAOTEPOL YOP YLYVOHEVOL d10L TOG EVTOPLOG
KOL LEYOAOYVYOTEPOL TPOG TNV APETAY, ETL TE <KOL> TPOTEPOV KOl LETO TO MMk
PPOVNULOTICOEVTEG €K TOV EPYOV, TAONG HTTOVTO HAUONCEWG, OVIEV dLOLKPLVOVTEG
AL émintodvteg. The result of this obsession was the introduction of the aOANnTIKN
in the education of the ruling class, later abandoned.
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encouragement of fine arts that were pertinent to dwoywyn, certainly
Aristotle has in view that Egypt at that time had already attained the stage
of prosperity associated with leisure and the development of arts that are
pertinent to it.

This notion of leisure should nevertheless be duly distinguished
from the leisure that, in the next sentence, Aristotle assigns to Egyptian
priests. Aristotle does not attribute the origin of theoretical sciences to
leisure in the aforementioned sense: he says that Egypt is the country
where the class of priests had been released to have the oyoAn. This
looks like a reference to a specific institution, rather than to the leisure
attained naturally due to peace and economic flourishing.*” Moreover,
the Egyptian priests, unlike the leisure class in Greece, as Guthrie rightly
noticed, not only attained freedom from care about their personal material
needs but, apparently, also from duties like military or administrative
service.

That Aristotle is thinking of a concept of leisure that differs from
the leisure of the ruling class in favourable economic conditions is quite
natural: he certainly recognizes that leisure of this kind arose in many
countries at a certain level, but did not result in the appearance there of
theoretical sciences. Like Plato, he believes that such leisure necessarily
produces the encouragement of fine arts, rather than of mathematics and
astronomy. Aristotle thus has in view that, next to encouragement of and
support for such non-utilitarian kinds of knowledge as fine arts, the ruling
class in Egypt gave its admiration and support to inventors of theoretical
knowledge.

Thus it is plausible that Aristotle treats the Egyptian priests not as
the earliest counterpart of the leisure class that appeared later in Greece,
but rather as a special case of the encouragement society provides for
the representatives of theoretical knowledge. Egypt is thus something
that corresponds to what most Greek states did not have, state patronage
of science, which was only partially compensated by the sponsorship of
monarchs, such as Aristotle himself enjoyed in Atarneus and later at the
Macedonian royal court.

This understanding of Egypt as having either unique or very rare
conditions for giving birth to theoretical sciences accords better with
the reading of the manuscripts of the family o of the Metaphysics oOmep
(accepted by most of the editors, most recently by Primavesi), than does

47 For the same reason, Aristotle’s emphasising leisure in this statement should
not be confused with Democritus’ view, which was discussed above (contra Menn
2015, 21).
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0V np@tov of the family B (preferred by Ross).*® On the reading of the
version o, Egypt is the place where a special kind of leisure exists.*
Leisure in this case is not freedom from material cares that the higher
class enjoys at a certain level of economic and social development, but
a unique institution that releases some part of society not only from the
material cares, but also from political duties, and that obliges them instead
to cultivate the sciences. This provision did not exist in Greece, of course,
or in most other countries, either. According to the B, Aristotle points out
that mathematics were discovered in the land where leisure first appeared;
this does not rule out the later appearance of this kind of leisure also in
other countries; here, the point is only Egypt’s chronological priority,
which is the reason why mathematics were discovered here, although they
might be discovered later in some other places. *°

48 Both Ross and Jaeger used only the Parisinus 1853 (E) and the Laurentianus
87. 12 (AP) as representatives of two families of manuscripts, o and B respectively,
for this part of the text (the other independent member of a, the Vindobonensis J,
begins only in 994 a 6). Due to D. Harlfinger’s findings, nowadays eleven independent
members are known for the family o and four for B, see Primavesi 2012, 398, for
the stemma. Two families correspond to two different ancient versions of the text.
Contrary to Jaeger, who treated them as Aristotle’s own two redactions of his lecture
courses, Primavesi proved that they are of a late origin, that Alexander did not know
two alternative versions and that version f3 is influenced by Alexander. Primavesi left
the question open whether version o antedates or postdates Alexander (p. 458), but,
most recently, Kotwick 2016, esp. 4 f., 280, argued that Alexander’s commentary
influenced the version that was the ancestor of o and B and dated this ancestor version
between 250 and 400 AD.

4 Two other mpdTov (981 b 22 and 23) are compatible with both kinds of under-
standing: they go with ebpédnocav and cvvéotnoav and point to the ‘first’, viz.
original invention (the ‘first’ in such expressions is often pleonastic in Greek), it need
not imply that mathematics were discovered later in other countries, as well.

0 Tt is difficult to say whether the different readings in this case are the result
of a scribe’s mistake or of a purposeful revision of the text. But whatever was the
reason for this divergence, it corresponds to Aristotle’s commentators’ divergent
understanding of his thought. Ross, who in this case preferred the reading of B, noted
in his apparatus, says that the reading of o corresponds to the paraphrase of this
passage in the commentary of Asclepius of Thralles. In fact, Asclepius not only omits
mpdTov in the paraphrase (his testimony can be added to the apparatus of Primavesi),
he also treats leisure as the specific privilege granted to the Egyptian priests — they
were equipped with all things necessary for life and could devote themselves solely to
scientific work (in Met. p. 12. 20-29 Hayduck): A&yel 8€ T LOOAULOTO, YEOUETPLOY,
APLOUNTIKNY, HOVOLKAY, GoTpoVopiay. ELNTnooy yop did TL TOTE UEV YvOVToil
peYaAL ol MHEPOL, TOTE OE PIKpOl, Kol 31 TL TOTE PEV BEPOG, TOTE € YEUDV,
Kol 600 GALGL TOLODTOL KO LOALGTOL TA TOLDTOL KATOPOMONGHY €V Tolg TOTOLG,
£v olg £oyyOralov ToDToLg Ol GvBpmToL. Aéyel 8¢ TRV AlyvrTov: £Keloe YOp TPOTOV
CULVEGTNOOV Ol HOONUOTIKOL ETIOTHNOL, €NELdN ol lepelg T Avaykolo elyov
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It thus appears that this reading of the version a should be preferred
not only as better testified by manuscript tradition,>! but also as closer to
what Aristotle actually had in view. In this version, Aristotle of course
points to general conditions for the origin of theoretical sciences (the
growing repute of less utilitarian knowledge and the attaining of limits in
the development of fine arts). But although he regards the leisure granted
to Egyptian priests to pursue theoretical knowledge as the result of this
progress, the no less important condition for the appearance of leisure is
the Egyptian caste system itself, and this is a rare institution, of course.>?
Aristotle admits that civilisations, such as the Egyptian or the Greek
ones, develop separately, each from a primitive state, according to the
same pattern but having started at different times (and moving forward,
presumably, at different paces). Nevertheless, the development of science
in a way oversteps the borders between countries.”3 Although Aristotle
assumes that the progress of mathematics in Greece implies a certain
level of development of this civilisation, it was not invented here but
was imported from Egypt, since Egypt admittedly had unique conditions

GAAo0ev 0bTOlg TapeyOpeva kol EoOAalov HOVOLG TOTG HOBNHOOLY: J10 KOl €V
701G 1epoYAVELKOTC YPAUPOGL TadTO €10V Yeypopupéve. By contrast, Alexander
of Aphrodisias, whose commentary Asclepius used along with the lost commentary
of his teacher Ammonius, the main source of his learning, treats the beginning of
theoretical knowledge due to leisure rather as a certain stage in the development of
humankind as a whole (&po 3¢ 810 ToOT®WVY delkVLOL TNV ML TNV GOPLOLV KOL TNV
TEALELOTATNY YVOGOLY 080V, Koi TAG ToPAAOEV €1g AVOPOTOVS 1 COPla KOl N TOV
THTaTOV {ATNolc Te Kol Bempla, OTL HETO TNV TOV AVOYKOULOV KOl XPEL®IDY
ebpeotv mepLttdTEPOV TL Kol EAeDOEPOV 1O VOeETV o 0AaLOVIWY TOV GvOpOTWV,
p. 6. 19-22 Hayduck) and does not mention the privileged position of Egyptian priests;
in fact, according to Alexander, Aristotle mentioned them only to show the advance
from experience to science (61t 8¢ kol ol podnpotikol Emotipon €€ Eumelplog
fp&avto, €vedel&oto i TV lepEmv TAV €V AlyOmT®, ol T® oyoldlely did TV
TNPACEDY TOV KOT 0VPAVOV YLIYVOUEVOV EUTELPLOY TPDOTOV ECYOV, E1TOL TEXVNV
cvvestnoavto). It is not certain whether this difference can be explained by the text
Alexander used (he does not paraphrase) or by the fact that he confuses the invention
of arts pertinent to dtaymyn with theoretical sciences (see above, n. 34).

51 Latin translation favours reading obmep (see the apparatus of Primavesi), and
in general the version o is more reliable.

52 The plural €v To0101G T01G¢ TOTOLG 981 b 22 f. may imply that a similar institution
and, accordingly, an independent invention of mathematics might have appeared also
in some other place apart from Egypt, but later; Babylon might be such a place, since
Aristotle mentions how long the Babylonians have engaged in astronomic observations
(DC 292 a 7 f.), and it had also a caste of priests, according to the standard view in
antiquity. It is not clear, however, whether Aristotle considers Babylonian astronomy
as having attained the level of science or having remained purely empirical.

53 Aristotle often operates with the notion of civilisations as existing separately
in different lands, but, of course, he admits that civilisations borrow from one another.



Aristotle on the Origin of Theoretical Sciences 161

for the emergence of this science (apart from its caste system, he may
imply also the longevity of Egyptian civilisation and accordingly of its
development of crafts and arts).

Two pieces of reasoning by Aristotle’s older contemporaries, certainly
well known to him, give indirect support for the view that Egyptian
conditions for the emergence of theoretical sciences are not common,
but unique. Since these pieces were already compared with Aristotle’s
statement in the Metaphysics,> 1 will concentrate only on some significant
details that have not been duly appreciated.

The first relevant piece is Isocrates’ epideictic speech Busiris. Accord-
ing to Isocrates, Busiris, the beneficial king and legislator of Egypt, divided
Egyptian society into three classes — warriors, those who are occupied with
téyvot, and priests (ch. 15). For the sake of cultivating wisdom, he granted
to priests incomes from sacrifices, released them from military and other
service to the state and gave the laws that regulated their moderate way
of life. He also prescribed to the younger priests the study of astronomy,
arithmetic and geometry® and to the older ones the most important poli-
tical tasks, including legislation (ch. 21-23). Due to these privileges,
the priests invented the art of medicine and (it is implied) made great
advances also in mathematical disciplines and in political art; they also
created religious faiths and practices that were of the outmost benefit for
human society (the topic on which Isocrates dwells in detail, ch. 24-27),
like oaths, purifications and the worship of animals. Pythagoras, who was
a pupil of Egyptian priests, introduced both the sciences and the religious
rites of the Egyptians to Greece.

The seriousness of this description, as well as the relation of the
political and educational system of Plato’s Republic and his Timaeus—
Critias to that of the Busiris were much disputed.’® Nevertheless, it is

54 See Eucken 1983, 186 n. 62; Livingstone 2001, 145; Zhmud 2006, 226 n. 61,
Cambiano 2012, 36.

55 Tsocrates cites the divergent opinions about mathematical knowledge — either
that it is practically useful or that it contributes to virtue — but he is noncommittal as
to which is correct (ch. 23).

56 The most important discussion is that of Eucken (1983, 172-212), who argues
that Busiris, which he dates to the 370s rather than to the traditional earlier date, is
polemics containing the ideas of the Republic before the publication of the latter dia-
logue (Plato’s ideal state is anticipated by Egyptian institutions), and that 7imaeus’
description of the Egyptian and Athenian states is Plato’s response to Isocrates (the pri-
meval Athenian institutions, which are in many respects similar to the Kallipolis, are
prior to the Egyptian and were the object of imitation by the latter). In fact, there are
many points of similarity or possible allusion, and on general grounds it is more
credible that Isocrates alludes to the Republic or to its ideas before its publication
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certain that Isocrates attempts to make his desperate case of defence of
Busiris more convincing than that of Polycrates (ch. 4-6, cf. 33), and he
makes clear that his presentation of Egyptian political and educational
system appeals to the current views, even if its ascription to Busiris is
his new and disputable point (ch. 32). Relevant from the point of view of
Isocrates’ contemporaries in the present context, however, are only the
theoretical implications of this reasoning, not their reliability: first, the
privilege of the priests is not only freedom from care for material needs,
but also from the greater part of civic duties; and second, this privilege is
regarded as something that is peculiar to Egypt; for this reason it serves, at
least implicitly, as an explanation why sciences did not emerge in Greece,
but in Egypt (the superiority of Egyptian institutions is stressed, even in
the case of the caste system in Sparta, which was imported from Egypt but
is far inferior to its prototype). At the same time, another passage in the
Busiris (ch. 28) implies that, after theoretical sciences emerged, the Greeks
not only borrowed them, but also developed them further. Isocrates, by no
means a proponent of the intrinsic value of scientific knowledge, pleads
openly for the utility of the scholarly preoccupations of priests: they are
either useful for physical health (medicine) or for applications in practical
fields (mathematics) or at least, not being useful directly, for contributing
to the mental and moral development of those who learn them. Nothing
like their value as the disinterested pursuit of truth is assumed.

As already mentioned, Plato never points clearly to the general causes
of the emergence of theoretical knowledge. There is, however, one passage
in Plato’s dialogues that is relevant for Aristotle’s explanation, although
the notion of leisure does not appear here. In the story of Atlantis in the
Timaeus and the Critias, the storyteller, Critias, claims that all aspects
of the political system of the primeval Athenian state, which existed
9000 years ago and then perished in the cataclysm, resembled the political
system of the Egypt of his day. The Athenian goddess Athena created both

than that Plato rearranged the picture of the Egyptian state in the Busiris for his own
purposes. Livingstone (2001, 54 f.), who does not dispute the priority of the Republic,
tends to stress the parodying features of the Busiris, but this seems to contradict the
purpose of the speech, a refutation of Polycrates. It should be noted, however, that in
one point Isocrates differs considerably from Plato: Isocrates” Egyptian state is ruled
by the king, not by the philosophers who previously went through the whole scale of
administrative activities, including military ones, as described in Plato’s Kallipolis;
on the contrary, the younger priests are engaged only in scientific and religious
matters. The scope of administrative duties of the older priests is unclear, except for
legislation, and although Isocrates mentions that the most important state affairs are
commissioned to them (23 init.), they are, of course, the senior counsellors of the king,
not sovereign rulers.
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systems, but 1000 years earlier in Athens than in Egypt. The foundation
of both states was the caste system, more precisely, the establishment of
the separate hereditary classes of soldiers, priests, shepherds, farmers,
craftsmen and hunters (7im. 24 a—b). This system is close to the project of
the ideal state in Plato’s Republic, although not completely identical to
it.>7 According to the storyteller, the law in Egypt led to the appearance
of the whole system of sciences, from the divine science of the universe,
as the divine knowledge, to the human sciences founded on this science
of cosmos, like medicine and mantic; this system of sciences that exists
in the contemporary Egypt emerged even earlier in primeval Athens
(24 b 7 — ¢ 3).58 The causes of these extraordinary achievements of both na-
tions are, first, the perfection of the political system established by Athena,
and, second (at least in the case of Athens), the wonderful climate, which
should produce the most intelligent people (7im. 24 b—d; Critias 109 c).

The philosophical message of this fictional story (which Plato hardly
wants to be apprehended as fictional, in my view), seem to be as follows:
the high level of knowledge of Egypt and Athens is something unique.

57 The summary of the system of the Republic is given in the beginning of the
Timaeus in reference to Socrates’ reasoning on the previous day; on the class division,
see 17 ¢ — 18 d. Pace Naddaf 1994, 196, I do not think that the differences between the
systems of primeval Athens and Egypt, on the one hand, and the state of the Republic,
on the other, should be explained by changes in Plato’s ideal system. It is indisputable
that the importance of cosmic theory and cosmic theology grew considerably in the
later dialogues (although astronomy was important already in the Republic), but Plato
never abandoned the theory of Forms, and dialectic plays an important role in the
philosophical curriculum of the Laws. The absence of study of the Forms in the ancient
states of the Timaeus—Critias suggests rather that Plato gives a hint that the theory of
Forms is his own achievement and had no counterpart in the past. The educational
system of Athens and Egypt, founded on astronomic theology, would thus be only an
approximation to Plato’s ideal, which remains essentially the same as in the Republic.

8 24b7-c2:10 8 ad wept THG PPOVNCEWG, OpAG OV TOV VOpOV THde Gonv
EMPELELOLY ETMOLNOCATO €VOVG KT OPYOG TEPL T€ TOV KOOHOV, GTavVTOL HEYPL
HOVTIKAG KOl LOTPLKTG TPOG DYLELOY €K TOVTMV BElmV SvImV €1g T ALVOPOTLVHL
avevpdv, doo T GALa TOVTOLG EmeTal poBNUoto Tévtar KTnoapevog. On this
difficult sentence, see (after Stallbaum) Taylor 1928, 54 ad loc., who rightly stresses
that Plato has in view both the Egyptian state’s total regulation of all sciences and
that he bases all of them on cosmology (which is theology at the same time). The
remarkable feature of Egyptian and, correspondingly, primeval Athenian achievements
is thus not only the universality of the knowledge, but also the subordination of all
kinds of knowledge to the science of the universe. This cosmological and theological
orientation of the whole system of knowledge entirely corresponds to the ideal of
the late Plato, see the Tim. 90 c—d on the necessity for the individual to assimilate
the motions of the soul to the cosmic motions and ultimately to the god, by learning
cosmology (on this passage, see the valuable comment of Sedley 2000, 798-801).



164 Alexander Verlinsky

The causes of these achievements are a peculiar political system, namely,
the caste division of the society, which provides due specialization of each
class in its specific functions, including specialization in sciences, and the
best system of education and special natural gifts in both peoples.>® The
story possibly also gives a hint in the form of the prophecy that the Greeks
might attain results comparable to their ancestors and to the Egyptians,
provided that the right political system would be established along with the
state system of education and care for scientists. Note also that although
Plato overestimates the scientific achievements of the Egyptians and is
certainly beyond the mark when ascribing to Egypt an all-embracing
system of sciences, he does not attribute any purely theoretical character
to them.

As is well known, Plato was not satisfied with the pace of scientific
progress in contemporary Greece (nor with the lack of unity of sciences
in Greece or with their subordination to the supreme science, such as he
finds in Egypt). In the Republic (7. 528 b 8 — ¢ 4), he points out that the
problems of stereometry, first of all the Delian problem of doubling of
cube, were not solved for two reasons: first, because the geometricians
have no state encouragement and, second, because they lack a state-
appointed énmiotdtng, or superintendent of their studies.®® According to
Plato, it is next to certain that the state patronage of science that must
provide further progress can be realized only in his ideal state.

This shows us the gradual growth of the idea, still unknown to Hero-
dotus, that the sciences in Egypt are the monopoly of the caste of priests
and owe their flourishing to this institution. Both Isocrates and Plato stress
the advantages of the position of scientists in Egypt in contrast to that in
Greece, rather than implying a similarity between the two countries. Nor
do they have in view the freedom from material care of a certain class
of people (this is not specifically an Egyptian feature), but the division
of functions among the hereditary classes, which did not exist in other
countries (both stress that the class of scientists is released from military
duty). It is thus plausible that Aristotle, who unlike Isocrates and Plato
tries to give a general explanation of the origin of sciences and attempts
to draw the course of development that leads to their emergence, also

3 1t is not said directly that the sciences are the privileged field of the priests,
and one may wonder whether the other higher class, the soldiers, are engaged in them.

60 Adam 1902, II, 123: it is “perhaps the earliest demand in literature for the
State-encouragement — we might almost say — the State endowment — of pure science”.
Adam compares Plato’s reproach to the Greeks for their ignorance of stereometry in
Leg. 7. 819 d ff. The situation in Greece is contrasted in the latter passage to the proper
state system of mathematical education in Egypt (819 c).
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regarded the priests’ freedom from daily duties as his predecessors did —
not as an example of the leisure the ruling class enjoys at a certain level
of economic development and in the presence of slavery, as in Greece,
but as a specific and rare or even unique institution. Another, indirect
support for this reading is provided by Aristotle’s design for the best state
in the Politics. The Egyptian caste system is explicitly adduced here as the
precedent for his own project, whose advantages are proved by experience
(7. 10): the caste system, being a comparatively rare institution, was
happily invented and purposefully introduced to Egypt by Sesostris and
independently also in other places, Crete and Italy.®! It is thus a recurrent
phenomenon, and this proves both its usefulness and practicability, in
contrast to theoretical proposals, such as the community of children and
property proposed by Plato (7. 10. 1329 a 40 — b 35).62

In spite of the relevance of Isocrates’ and Plato’s ideas for Aristotle’s
view of the origin of theoretical sciences, we should not underestimate the
originality of his thought. Neither Isocrates nor Plato lay down specific
requirements for the development of theoretical knowledge, as opposed
to practical knowledge (both regard medicine and mathematics as the
occupations of priests). Moreover, released from concern for their daily
needs, the priests are burdened by political duties, at least according

61 According to Herodotus and Isocrates, who followed him, the Spartan division
of classes stems from the Egyptian one. By contrast, Aristotle, in spite of misleading
€vteD0ev, is thinking of the independent origin of this institution in Italy and Crete
(see Schiitrumpf 2005, 398 on 1329 b 22, cf. 399 on 1329 b 25).

92" Aristotle finds the separation of warriors from farmers not only in Crete and
Egypt, but also in Sparta (Pol. 2. 5. 1264 a 10-11) and Thessaly. He considers the
separation’s arrangement in Sparta, Crete and Thessaly (the farmers cultivate the land
of the members of the ruling class) better than Plato’s proposal (in which the farmers
cultivate their own land and pay a quota of their production to the guardians), because
the latter system should make them less obedient (1264 a 32-36). But in general all
three states failed to find a secure system of keeping the class of farmers, slaves or serfs
in obedience (2. 9. 1269 a 34 —b 12); the Cretan system owes its relative tranquillity not
to provisions of the legislator, but to felicitous coincidence: all Cretan states have serfs
and thus have no reason to support subaltern rebellions in neighbouring states (1269 a
39 -b 5, 1272 a 18-19). Aristotle does not approve the Cretan system of holding the
serfs on almost equal footing with citizens (1264 a 20-22), at least as a generally
applicable measure, see 1269 b 9—10. But in Pol. 7. 10 Aristotle mentions only Egypt
and Crete as examples of the caste system, not Sparta and Thessaly, apparently because
he regards the first two as more ancient (the Spartan system is borrowed from Crete,
2.10. 1271 a 22-24; on the Cretan moliteio as the most ancient Greek polis, see Arist.
fr. 611. 14 Rose), and thus as justified in claiming independent origin. Lack of criticism
of the Egyptian caste system in the Politics appears to imply that it corresponds more
than the other caste system to Aristotle’s criteria of security; the Cretan caste system,
not commendable as such, is approved only as corresponding to the conditions in Crete.
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to Isocrates. The problem of the historical origin of the pursuit of truth
that has no utility, material or moral, is typically Aristotelian, and he
accordingly adduces explanations.

Also, there is no reason to ascribe to Aristotle an ample overestimation
of Egyptian scientific achievements as is typical of his predecessors,
especially Plato. Nothing like an all-embracing set of sciences with asto-
nishing achievements in all of them appears to correspond to Aristotle’s
view: only once does he refer to Egyptian medicine, in a context that imp-
lies only its rigidity (see above, n. 43), and as for theoretical sciences, he
mentions only Egyptian mathematics; it is not clear whether he thought
Egyptian astronomy could advance beyond the purely observational stage
of experience (cf. n. 69). When he refers to the progress of theoretical
science from the most trivial to the advanced problems, he cites as examples
of the latter those that occupied the Pre-Socratics — unusual astronomic
phenomena, like eclipses, and the origin of the universe (Met. A 2. 982 b
11-17). It is quite possible that the point of the Met. A 1-2 is only the
first step in the creation of explanatory science and only in mathematics
that occurred in Egypt, not the appearance of developed science, much
less sciences as existing in Greece. This first step in all crafts and
sciences, however, as Aristotle notes, is extraordinary difficult,®3 and it
is not surprising that he looks for its unique prerequisites, ones that are
not necessary for its further advance.®* The modicum of reality in his
imagining Egypt as a paradise for sciences is the state system of medical
care, which has no analogy in Greece, and the state-supported astronomers
and geometers — this could give an idea that the state encouraged not only
useful knowledge, but also the pursuit of non-utilitarian knowledge.%

Some scholars supposed that Aristotle’s explanation tacitly rejects
Herodotus’ classic account of the origin of Egyptian geometry in the
practical tasks of measuring land.®¢ I see no reason to believe that Aristotle

03 See SE 34. 183 b 16-34 on the difficulties and smallness of beginning in com-
parison with the ease of further progress (on the importance of this idea for Aris-
totle, cf. Mansfeld 1985, 128 f.). The starting point Aristotle has in view here is the
invention of téxvn as opposed to previously existing experience in this field (see
below 183 b 36 — 184 b 8 on the lack of té€yvn of argumentation that could be taught
before his Topics; see Mansfeld 2016, 117 on the problems related to this claim).

64 Tt is quite possible that, contrary to the unanimous view, Aristotle’s designation
of mathematics in Egypt as téyvau is meaningful and implies that, although the decisive
step to theoretical sciences was made here, on the whole Egyptian mathematics still
preserved its practical orientation (I hope to return to this question).

65 Von Staden 1989, 23 f.

% See most recently Cambiano 2012, 36. Wehrli 1969, 114 f. opposes Aristotle’s
explanation (theoretical mathematics emerged due to the leisure of priests) of the
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deviated from Herodotus’ view, which became traditional.®” Aristotle pre-
viously stated that theoretical sciences, as well as productive crafts, arise
from experience (981 a 1-3). This corresponds to his otherwise well-
attested view that the crucial point for finding the principles of any science,
productive or theoretical, is the accumulation of experience in the related
field (4Pr. 1. 30. 46 a 3—10): gumeipia, specific for every t€yvn and for
every €miotnun, provides the premises for proofs in both mathematics
and astronomy (46 a 17-24).9% It is beyond doubt that the systematic
accumulation of observed facts, which amounts to experience, takes place
in practice: this is suggested by the previous reasoning on the empirical
origins of medical craft (981 a 7-9); and Aristotle’s example of the

practical origin of Egyptian mathematics in Eudemus and Herodotus. According
to Wehrli, Eudemus did not follow Aristotle, but Democritus’ idea that need gives
the first impulse to the development of culture. Meier 2002, 249 doubted Eudemian
provenience of this passage in Proclus, in part precisely because Eudemus diverged
from Aristotle on this point. I also doubt this, in spite of Zhmud’s vigorous defence of
Eudemus’ authorship of this passage (Zhmud 2002), but because of the typically Neo-
Platonist and Proclus’ ideas of the passage, not because of its alleged contradiction of
Aristotle’s view.

7 This was rightly noticed by Zhmud 2006, 211, against Wehrli and Meier (see
the previous note). The evidence he cites to endorse his statement (Met. 981 a 12 £;
981 b 10 f.; EN 1139 a 17 f.) is, however, irrelevant to the problem. In two passages
from the Met. A 1, Aristotle admits that there are perceptual and empirical origins of
crafts, but not of mathematics or theoretical sciences in general; the EN passage is
hardly relevant at all.

68 Tt is sometimes stated that Aristotle thought that the principles of mathematics
are non-empirical and are not attained by induction, see Kullmann 1974, 221 with n. 1
(but see ibid. 241 on the possibility that mathematics, ideally, also needs induction to
find its principles); Fiedler 1978, 170. But EN 6. 9. 1142 a 11 ff., on which this view is
based (the &py ot of mathematics do not come from experience, but from abstraction), is
related to learning already discovered principles, not to their discovery or justification;
the underlying idea seems to be that the principles of mathematics can be learned in
abstraction from the facts, whereas in ethics and physics it would be a purely formal
knowledge; EN 7. 9. 1151 a 16 ff., adduced by Kullmann in this context, says that the
principle of moral action is not the subject of reasoning, but is present beforehand in
a moral agent because of his virtue or vice, just as in mathematics the starting point
is not proven, but taken as a hypothesis (hypothesis here is a general principle of
mathematics, rather than a hypothetical assumption, see Heath 1949, 278 f.). Yet the
point of comparison is that deductive reasoning should have a starting point that is
not demonstrated by this reasoning, not that it cannot be demonstrated at all. Thus
although there is no evidence for Aristotle’s view of the origin of the first principles
of mathematics, I see no reason to admit that mathematics is an exception from his
teaching that the principles of all sciences have empirical origins and can be justified
only inductively, by reference to all pertinent instances of experience (4Pr. 1. 30. 46 a
3-10; APo. 2. 19. 100 a3 —b 5).
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transformation of experience into theoretical science is astronomy, the
discipline whose empirical stage has distinctively practical purposes (APr.
1.30.46 a 19-21). Accordingly, Aristotle had no reason to deny Herodotus’
established view that the practical needs of land surveying were the primary
impulse for the development of Egyptian geometry (presumably, nor had
he reason to deny that Egyptian arithmetic and astronomy had equally
empirical and practical origins).%® Aristotle’s point in the Mez. A 1-2 is not
to reject, but to correct the current view, which simply explains the origin
of mathematical knowledge by practical need; he stresses what escaped the
notice of his forerunners: the emergence of mathematics beyond experience
means the beginning of a new branch of knowledge, a theoretical one,
and this cannot be understood as a response to need and as a product of
experience only. For this reason, he concentrates on explanations differing
from those of Herodotus — the disinterested search for explanations, the
growing encouragement of non-utilitarian achievements, the attainment of
the limit to development of earlier knowledge and the state’s provision of
leisure to the Egyptian priests, which enabled mathematical knowledge to
advance from the empirical stage to the level of science.” This of course
does not mean that the experience that was sufficient to make this step was
acquired due to this leisure; its source was practical preoccupations.”! The
false premise of this reasoning, the existence of theoretical mathematics in
Egypt, does not diminish its interest for the history of ideas.
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% The longevity of astronomic observation in Egypt and in Babylon is all that
Aristotle mentions of Oriental achievements in this field (DC I1. 12. 292 a 7-9); this,
however, does not necessarily mean that he thought astronomy in these countries
stopped at the purely empirical level.

70 Tt is better to leave open the question whether Aristotle attributes the earlier
empirical stage of Egyptian mathematics also to priests or to secular specialists in the
measurement of land, the apmedovamtor, who might also have been known to him.

71 Already Alexander, who relied on APr. 1. 30. 46 a 17-22, supposed that
Aristotle implies the empirical origin of mathematical sciences in Egypt (in Met. p. 7.
3-9): leisure allowed priests both to conduct astronomic observations and survey land
and also (by discovering the universal principles) to transform accumulated experience
into €y var of astronomy and geometry. He is certainly right about Aristotle’s general
view of the empirical origin of mathematics, but not about the philosopher’s view of
acquiring experience and his treatment of leisure in Met. A 1-2.
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In his classic statement in the introductory part of the Metaphysics (ch. 1), Aristotle
asserts that theoretical knowledge emerged carliest in the countries where leisure
has been attained and adds that, for that reason, the mathematical sciences appeared
first in Egypt, because there the priests were allowed to have leisure. According to
the scholarly view prevailing nowadays, Aristotle assigns to the appearance of
leisure the crucial role in the emergence of theoretical knowledge. Scholars agree
that the appearance of leisure in Greece was an important, although not the sole
condition for the emergence of theoretical knowledge and for its rapid progress.
They maintain at the same time that Aristotle errs when he finds in Egypt mathe-
matics that resembled Greek mathematics both in their deductive character and in
their theoretical purposes and that he errs when he assigns to priests the decisive
role in the development of mathematical knowledge. On the contrary, W. Spoerri
used the preceding part of Aristotle’s reasoning to prove that his genuine explanation
consists in the gradual development of practical kinds of knowledge: they satisfied
material needs and released human forces for the pursuit of the non-utilitarian
truths of theoretical sciences; according to Spoerri, the leisure of Egyptian priests
is superfluous for this explanation and was probably inserted from another of
Aristotle’s treatises.

The author argues that both these interpretations are unjust to the text of the
Metaphysics and to the complexity of Aristotle’s explanation, which embraces both
general social-psychological preconditions for the emergence of theoretical know-
ledge and specific favourable ones for its emergence precisely in Egypt. Aristotle
notices that already the inventors of the earliest crafts, which produce vitally
necessary things, were admired not only because of the utility of their inventions
(this utility does not greatly surpass the experience that had already been accumu-
lated in the same field), but because of the intrinsic value, the ‘wisdom’ of their
achievements — the classification of recurrent phenomena that have been fixed by
experience, the grasping of their causes and the new capacity to transmit knowledge
to other persons who do not have their experience. At the next stage of development,
the inventors of the téyvon that were pertinent to leisure amusements (music,
poetry, painting, sculpture) were esteemed as ‘wiser’ than the inventors of necessary
things, because the society grew to value the excellence of knowledge more than
its practical utility.

Aristotle explains the beginning of the pursuit of theoretical knowledge (along
with the factors inherent in knowledge — the accumulation of experience due to
practice in the fields of mathematics and astronomy) by the attainment of the limit
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in the development of both kinds of t€yvart. Once this limit had been attained and
further improvements did not evoke more admiration, the inborn human desire to
find explanations now turned systematically to problems that were not related to
practical utility. The society was also now prepared to ‘admire’, viz. to encourage
and materially support, the intellectual search in the field of non-practical knowledge.

These generalisations are valid for the development of knowledge as a whole,
but when speaking about Egypt as the land in which mathematics appeared,
Aristotle also has in view the specific Egyptian institution, the caste system: it
provided to the Egyptian priests freedom from military and administrative duties
and released them from care for their material needs. This probably means that, due
to these favourable conditions, the priests became the kind of people among whom
the first theoretical scientists appeared when the society was prepared to encourage
their studies. Aristotle is mistaken, of course, when he finds theoretical mathematics
in Egypt, but he does not extrapolate to Egypt the leisure this is typical of Greece —
the leisure of intellectuals as dependent on accidental family conditions, payment
for teaching or the generosity of sponsors. The leisure Aristotle has in view is the
unique product of Egypt’s extraordinary political system, viz. state support for
scientific knowledge.

B cBoeM KiaccH4eckoM pacCyXKACHHU BO BCTYNHTENbHOW 4acTu “Metadusuku”
(r1. 1) ApucTotens yTBepKIaeT, 9TO TEOPETHIECKOE 3HAHME 3apOAMIOCH paHee
BCETO B TEX CTPaHax, B KOTOPBIX MOSIBUJICS JOCYT, M I0OABIISET, YTO 110 3TOM MpH-
YMHE MaTeMaTHUECKHE HAayKH BIICPBBIC MOSBIIINCH B Erumnre — tam xpenam Obu1
npenocrasieH qocyr. CoBpeMeHHbIE yYeHbIE 0OBIYHO IOJIAraloT, YTO APHCTOTENb
OTBOJUT HMEHHO JOCYTY PEIIAIOLLYIO POJIb B 3aPOKICHUN TEOPETHUECKOTO 3HAHUSI.
OHH comaiaroTcesi ¢ ApUCTOTeNIeM B TOM, YTO MOsIBIICHHE B [ perrn ocyra 06110
Ba)KHBIM, XOTS M HE €IMHCTBEHHBIM YCIOBUEM JUIS Pa3BUTUS TEOPETHUECKOTO 3HA-
Hust. BMecre ¢ TeM, OHM KOHCTAaTHPYIOT, YTO APHUCTOTENb 3a0ITyK/1alICsl, HAX0s B
Erunrte neqyKTHBHYIO IO METOAAM M TEOPETUYECKYIO IO CBOH LIEISIM MaTeMaTHKY,
KOTOpast BIIEPBBIE TOSIBUIIACKH JIMIIH B [ Peruu; OH TakxKe OmIMOacs, OTBOJIS Kperam
BaXKHYIO POJIb B Pa3BUTUM MareMmaruueckoro 3HaHus. Hanporus, B. Illneppu no-
TIBITAJICS JOKA3aTh, YTO APUCTOTEIEBCKOE OObSCHEHHE BOZHUKHOBEHHS TEOPETHYE-
CKOTO 3HAHUsI COCTOUT B IIOCTENICHHOM Pa3BUTHU PEMECEN U UCKYCCTB (TEYVO),
00ecIeYnBIINX MaTepUaIbHbIE YCIOBUSI )KU3HA M OCBOOOJMBIIINX CHIIBI JIFONIEH JUIs
[IOMCKA TEOPETUYECKOIO 3HAHUS, & YIIOMUHAHUE O 1OCYI'€ ErUIIETCKUX XKPELOB SB-
JISIETCSI M3JIUIITHUM, BO3MOKHO, BCTABKOH M3 IPYTOTO COUYMHEHMST APUCTOTEIIS.

B crarpbe moxasbiBaercsi, 4To 00a MOHMMAHHS YIPOLIAIOT apHCTOTEICBCKOES
00BsICHEHNE, KOTOPOE OXBATHIBACT M OOIINE COLNAILHO-TICUXOIOTHUECKHE YCIIOBHS
BO3HUKHOBEHUSI TEOPETHUECKOTO 3HAHUS U crielu(uIecKne O1aronpusTHbIC pea-
MTOCBUTKHU JIJIs1 BOSHUKHOBEHHA ero MeHHO B Erunte. ComtacHo ApHCTOTEIIO, yKe
n300peTareny MepBbIX, XM3HEHHO HEOOXOIMMBIX PeMeces U MCKYCCTB OBUIH OT-
KPBIBATEISIMU MPUYUHHBIX OOBSICHEHUH, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha KJIACCH(UKALMH IIpaK-
THYECKOTO ONbITA (HapUMeEp, B MEAUIIMHE), M TIOTOMY BBI3BIBAJI BOCXHIIIEHHE HE
TOJIBKO Oyiaroziapsi NoJib3€ 3THX JIOCTIIXKEHHH, HO M UX ‘“MYyAPOCTH”, BHYTPEHHEH
neHHoctH. M3o0perarenu T€)voil Ha CIEAyOIIeH CTYIICeHH Pa3BUTHS, CIY)KHBIIUX
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JUIS yCIaxIeHNs Jocyra (ApHCTOTENb UMEET B BUAY MY3BIKY, IUTEpPaTypy U H30-
OpasuTenbHbIE HCKYCCTBA), BEI3BIBAIM BOCXHUILCHHUE B KadyecTBe Oojee “MyapbIx”,
4eM M300peTaTesid HeOOXOAUMBIX TEY VO, BBUIY BO3POCIICH CIIOCOOHOCTH 00IIIe-
CTBa IIEHUTH COBEPIICHCTBO 3HAHMS OOJIBIIE €ro MPaKTHYECKOH 1Mob3bl. Hagano
CHUCTEMAaTHYECKOT0 MONCKa B 00JIACTH TEOPETUYECKOTO 3HAHHUS APHUCTOTENh 00b-
SCHSCT JOCTIDKCHHEM IIpeJieiia B PAa3BUTHH TEYVOL IBYX NEPBBIX BUAOB (HapsLy
C UIMMaHEHTHBIMH (PAKTOpPaMH — HAaKOIUICHHE OIbITa B IIPAKTUYECKO# cdepe, 110-
CTAaTOYHOTO ISl TONCKA HAay4YHbIX 00bscHEeHU). braromapst sToMy, BpOXKICHHBINH
YeJIOBEKY MHTEPEC K MOUCKY OObSICHEHHI 1 00001IeH!I HAIIPaBUIICS HA CUCTEMa-
THUYECKUH MONCK OOBSCHEHHH, HE NMEBIINX MPAKTHIECKOTO 3HAYCHNS; OOIIECTBO
JKe, Hay4yHBIIEeCs OJ0OpSATh BCE MEHEE yTWIIMTAPHBIC BHIbI 3HAHMUS, OKA3aJIOCh
TOTOBBIM “BOCXMINATHCS ’, T.€. MOAJICPKNBATh, B TOM YHCIIE MaTEPUAIBHO, HHTEN-
JIEKTyaJIbHBIC JIOCTH)KEHHSI B 00JIACTH YMCTOTO, HE MPHHOCSIIETO MPAKTHYCCKOH
TIOJTB3bI 3HAHMS.

XO0Ts 3TH yCHOBUSI ONPENEIEHHO OTHOCATCS K Pa3sBUTUIO HAYYHOTO 3HAHMS B
11eJI0OM, ApPHUCTOTENh, TOBOPs 0 Erumnre kak crpane, rje BIepBbIe BOSHUKIA MaTeMa-
THKa, OIarofapst 10cyry, MPeJOCTaBICHHOMY JKpellaM, HMEeT B BUAY crenuduye-
CKUi MOJMTHYECKUI MHCTUTYT, KAaCTOBYIO cucteMy. KacToBblii cTpoil obecrieun
ETUMETCKUM XXpelaM CBOOOY M OT BOCHHBIX M a]IMUHUCTPATHBHBIX 00S3aHHOCTEH,
W OT MarepHajbHBIX 3200T O CyIECTBOBaHUU. BeposTHO, ApUCTOTENb MOopazyme-
BAET, UTO OJ1aro1apsi ’TUM YCIOBHSIM CPEIN ETUIIETCKUX KPELIOB MOSIBUIINCH TIEPBbIC
MPE/ICTABUTENN TEOPETHYECKOTO0 3HAHWS, a €TMIEeTCKOe OOIIECTBO OBUIO TOTOBO
MOAZIEpKaTh 3TH yCWIIHUs, 61aroaapst JUINTEIFHOMY NPEALIECTBYIOMIEMY Pa3BUTHIO
texvol B Erunre. Apucrorens, TakuM 00pa3oM, ommdaeTcs, HaXo/usl TeopeTHye-
CKYIO, TO €CTb JICIyKTHBHYIO MareMaTuky B Erumnre, HO He SKCTpamoJupyeT Ha
Erumner nocyr B Toii hopme, KOTOpoit OH ObLT TUIIMYEH /U1 [ pernu — 10CyT yYeHBIX,
3aBUCAIINI OT HAJIN4YUsI CEMEHMHBIX CPE/ICTB, YUCHHUKOB, IUIATSIINX 32 O00y4YeHHeE,
WM IEAPOCTH OIaroTBOpUTENeil. ApHCTOTENb UMEET B BULY CHEIU(DUICSCKUA BUIT
Jocyra, KOTOpBIi 00ecrednBaeT KacToBasi CHCTEMa, TO €CTh TOCYIapPCTBEHHYTO MO~
JICP’KKY HAy9qHOTO 3HAHUSL.
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