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 Symbolae Osloenses 82, 2007
 
 AESCHYLUS’ PERSAE AS THE BATTLE OF SALAMIS
 
 HERODOTUS’ USE FOR
 
 OF
 
 A
 
 SOURCE
 
 VICTOR PARKER UNIVERSITY
 
 OF
 
 CANTERBURY, CHRISTCHURCH, NEW ZEALAND
 
 Herodotus demonstrably used Aeschylus’ Persae at various points in his account of the battle of Salamis. The author argues that Herodotus relied on the Persae far more heavily and in far more places than commonly admitted owing to Herodotus’ thoroughgoing interpretation and revision of his source. Tracing such interpretation and revision reveals much about Herodotus as an historian; moreover, the demonstrable use of a written source (which Herodotus, in fact, never mentions) raises additional questions about the extent of Herodotus’ reliance upon written sources elsewhere.
 
 Of Herodotus’ use of oral sources much of late has (ironically) been written.1 Yet Herodotus had written sources also; and we dare suggest that not only is his use of written sources more interesting historiographically  for here, certainly when we have the written source, we can see far better how Herodotus interpreted and shaped the information which he had available to him,2  but even far more extensive than many scholars care to admit. However, we will here confine ourselves to one clear case of a written source: Aeschylus’ Persae for the battle of Salamis in 480 BC.3 Moreover, we will concentrate on how the information present in Aeschylus appears in Herodotus: supplemental information present in Herodotus need not concern us except insofar as Herodotus used it to contradict or otherwise to modify information given by Aeschylus. After the same fashion the exact details of the battle concern us only when they have some relevance for the question of Herodotus’ interpretation of Aeschylus. However, it should stand without query that a surer knowledge of the extent of Herodotus’ reliance on his sources as well as a better understanding of his use of them will ultimately aid us in reconstructing the course of this battle.4
 
 I. Evidence for Herodotus’ Use of Aeschylus First we should establish that Herodotus did, in fact, make use of Aeschylus’ play whilst composing his own narrative. One example suffices to demonstrate use; though we shall adduce farther evidence as we proceed. Persae 341343, the messenger tells Queen Atossa how many ships Xerxes had at Salamis: DOI: 10.1080/00397670802252701
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 Xerxes  and I know it for a fact  led a thousand ships, but in speed two hundred and seven were superior . . .
 
 The statement becomes ambiguous only on rereading; straightforwardly it says that Xerxes had 1000 ships all told. The scholiast to this passage understood it thus; and so too, it would seem, did other ancient authorities (including Plato and Ctesias) who maintain that one thousand or so ships fought on the Persian side at Salamis.5 Since, however, 1000 is a good, round number  in fact, precisely the sort of number which we might expect to appear in a description of an overwhelming host  the messenger, lest the playwright’s auditors perchance take it as mere rhetoric, assures them emphatically (‘‘I know this for a fact’’) of its accuracy as a tally.6 All the same, when these lines of the messenger’s speech are read together with the lines immediately preceding, some uncertainty arises (337340):
 
 If it had gone by numbers  know this clearly  the barbarians’ ships would have won: for the bulk7 of the Greeks’ ships came to three hundred8; and there were ten special ones apart from these.
 
 Here the phrasing (tv˜ ndo xvri/w) makes clear that the ten special ships are not included in the previously mentioned three hundred.9 No such phrase stands beside the 207 special Persian ships; but on rereading one might wonder whether one should not assume some such phrase when interpreting the Persian figures  i.e. that the Persians had 1,207 ships. After all, the two passages do seem parallel: first a larger figure, then a smaller one for special ships. Should the number of special ships not be added to the first figure in both cases?10 Herodotus clearly thought so. He gives 1,207 as the number of Persian ships just before the battle of Artemisium (7.184.1). The unroundness and unusualness of the figure excludes independent derivation: Herodotus, as all have seen, took it from Aeschylus. Now Herodotus later states that reı¨nforcements made good all losses between then and the battle of Salamis (8.66.12). In other words the Persian fleet had 1,207 ships at Salamis also. Therefore Herodotus clearly agrees with Aeschylus as to the number of Persian ships at Salamis. 3
 
 VICTOR PARKER We need not comment here on the accuracy or credibility of Herodotus’ presentation.11 It will suffice to observe the obvious about his historiographical work in this point: Aeschylus had given the figure of 1,207 ships for the Persian fleet at Salamis only. Herodotus did not use the figure per se in his own account of the battle of Salamis, but in another context and for another purpose, namely to help provide the naval portion of the full tally of all Persian forces that invaded Greece in 480 (7.184186). However, Herodotus, though using the information found in his source to another end, did not wish to contradict that source when he came to the context for which it had provided said information. For Herodotus had told the tale of how the Persians lost ships in a storm off Cape Sepias (7.187189), in the fighting against the Greeks off Cape Artemisium, and in a storm on the east coast of Euboea (8.617). Had Herodotus gone on to recount the battle of Salamis without the explanation provided at 8.66.12, he would have contradicted Aeschlyus. The explanation  reinforcements made good Persian losses  serves the perfectly clear purpose of staving off the contradiction. To draw proleptically in point of this precise example a conclusion which we will draw in general at the end of this essay: Herodotus did not slavishly copy Aeschylus; rather he took information found in Aeschylus and, refashioning it, made it serve his own purposes. To rephrase matters: Herodotus wished to determine how many Persians, both in the fleet and in the army, had invaded Greece. He did research in a written source. He found there a figure (1,207 ships) which he deemed usable to the envisioned end; and thus he used it.12 In this particular case, however, he remained true to his source’s original use of that information by explicitly avoiding any contradiction with his source when he came to the use to which his source had put that information. Since Herodotus’ use of the information, in fact, strongly implied such a contradiction, the avoidance may well have required a degree of manipulation.13 However that may be, we can entertain no doubt that Herodotus had read Persae 341343 and interpreted it to mean 1,207 ships.14 Whether he did so correctly, we may debate: The current author for one suspects that Aeschylus did not set the phrase tv˜ ndo xvri/w beside the 207 special Persian ships for the simple reason that he meant the round figure of a thousand as the grand total and wanted these 207 ships included in that.15 Herodotus misunderstood. Yet the misunderstanding (if such it be) makes clearer than anything else that Herodotus was reading, re-reading, and interpreting the Persae. To conclude this section of this essay with another though simpler illustration of Herodotus’ work with Aeschylus: Whenever anyone reads any author closely, the occasional phrase sticks in the mind. A number of phrases made their way from the Persae into Herodotus, as indeed we should expect had 4
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 Herodotus, as we maintain, subjected his Aeschylus to a careful reading. Persae 728 Queen Atossa sums up the result of the battle of Salamis thus:
 
 The defeat of the naval forces destroyed the land forces.
 
 Herodotus (8.68g) has Demaratus wisely advise Xerxes against precipitately entering into a naval engagement, for
 
 I fear lest the defeat of the naval forces destroy the land forces too.
 
 The phrasing is nearly identical, though Herodotus has used it in a rather different context. One may argue that he meant it consciously as an allusion, but it seems to us rather an example of a striking phrase sticking in the mind. Additional verbal echoes of this sort will present themselves in the course of the following.
 
 II. Aeschylus’ Account of the Battle As we now proceed to our farther discussion of Herodotus’ use of Aeschylus’ Persae let us state clearly that Herodotus had four options in his use of any particular detail he found there: First, he could use it (however interpreted and to whatever end) in his own narrative. Next, he could ignore it (because he thought it irrelevant or, worse, wrong or unintelligible). Third, he could generally flesh it out according to his own ideas or even supplement it out of other sources. Finally, he could modify the detail in the light of other sources with which he wished to reconcile it. These other sources may  or may not  have been oral. Let us then see what treatment the information recounted by Aeschylus received at the hands of Herodotus. First, the account of the battle as it stands in Aeschylus (Persae 353471): During the day before the battle an Athenian came to the Persians’ camp and told Xerxes that the Greeks’ fleet was about to dissolve. Xerxes immediately gave orders that as soon as night fell the Persian captains were to put to sea and to engage in certain manœuvres which will require more discussion later. For now it will suffice to note that Xerxes clearly meant these manœuvres (inter alia?) to prevent the Greeks’ escape since Aeschylus goes on to have Xerxes state that if any Greeks did escape, it would cost the responsible party his head. All night long the Persian fleet engaged in the specified manœuvre without, however, any Greek ship’s attempting to escape. At dawn the Greek ships put to sea, not to flee but, to the Persians’ astonishment, to fight. A Greek ship rammed a 5
 
 VICTOR PARKER Phoenician one, and the battle was on: at first the Persian fleet withstood the Greeks, but eventually the Persian ships became jammed in the narrow waters. The Greek fleet effected an encirclement of the Persians, and the battle became a rout as the Persians attempted to flee. Finally, Aeschylus mentions that Xerxes had sent a small Persian detachment to the nearby islet of Psyttaleia, there to rescue any shipwrecked Persians and to cut down any shipwrecked Greeks. In the aftermath of the battle a Greek force descended on Psyttaleia and butchered the hapless Persians left there. Before proceeding we should state plainly that Aeschylus participated in the events (although we do not know in what capacity),16 and that other participants in the events sat amongst the viewers of the Persae. While this does not render the account of the battle in the Persae fully proof against error, a strong supposition does prevail that any errors present were of the sort that pass notice because of their general conformity to people’s (possibly wishful) memories and opinions of the events.17 In particular we may reckon with an overly patriotic presentation whereby the Greeks appear a little more valiant or hardy and the Persians a little more poltroonly or inept than stern accuracy would strictly allow  history as it should have been rather than as it necessarily was. Aeschylus’ account is also brief and must of necessity have omitted much information of interest to us, which, however, his initial audience could have supplied for itself. Inevitably, the needs of a dramatically satisfying account will have played a roˆle in the presentation as well. Finally, the dramatic setting of Aeschylus’ account  a Persian herald’s speech  to some degree requires Aeschylus to talk not of Greeks, but of Persians: thus Aeschylus never mentions any of the Greek heroes (Themistocles, Aristides, Eurybiades), but speaks much of Persian grandees.
 
 III. General Correspondence of Aeschylus’ and Herodotus’ Accounts Cursory analysis shows that Herodotus’ account in general agrees with Aeschylus’. Thus, both authors have the action at Salamis begin with a Greek ship ramming a Phoenician one, though Herodotus adds the detail that it was an Athenian ship which opened the action (Persae 409411; Hdt. 8.84.1). Herodotus carefully and indeed elaborately explains the arrangement of the two fleets’ ‘‘wings’’: the Phoenicians, opposite the Athenians, held to` pro`w ’Eloys˜ino´w to kai\ o9sporhw ko/raw, ‘‘the wing towards Eleusis and the West’’, whilst the Ionians stood opposite the Lacedaemonians holding to` pro`w th\n h0v˜ to kai\ to`n Poiraio/a, ‘‘the wing towards the East and the Peiraeus’’ (Hdt. 8.85.1). N.b. that Herodotus pointedly avoids the words ‘‘right’’ and ‘‘left’’. We need not here debate where precisely the battle took place when we state that 6
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 Herodotus imagines the relative disposition (more or less) thus (though the Greek side could theoretically be placed north and the Persians south18):
 
 Precisely because of Herodotus’ elaborate phrasing we know this. Now according to Aeschylus the Greek right wing led (399400).19 Since the battle opened with a Greek ship ramming a Phoenician one, obviously the Athenians according to Aeschlyus were on the right, opposite the Phoenicians.20 Prima facie one thinks that Aeschylus is imagining the opposite disposition to that described by Herodotus:
 
 However, one quickly realizes that Aeschylus’ Persian herald is describing the Greeks’ disposition from the Persians’ point of view. The Athenians were ranged on the Persians’ right. It should now have become clear, by the by, why Herodotus used compass points and topographical markers instead of ‘‘right’’ and ‘‘left’’: he too had had to think through Aeschylus’ herald’s ambiguous phrasing21 and wished to avoid the problem. At any rate we now see that both authors are describing the same basic disposition of fleets.22 Likewise, according to Aeschylus the Persian ships, as the battle went on, became jammed in narrow waters; and then were, somehow, surrounded (413 417): plh˜ uow o0n stonv˜ nov˜ n h1uroist?. . . ‘Ellhnikai/ to nh˜ ow oy0k a08rasmo´nvw ky/klv po/rij o1uoinon, ‘‘the mass of ships became jammed in the strait . . . And the Greek ships, with calculated logic, attacked in a circle roundabout.’’ Herodotus too appears to locate the battle in narrow waters (8.60b: o0n stoinv˜ ’’, in good Ionic, instead of Aeschylus’ Attic o0n stonv˜ ) in which the Persians’ ships (cf. 8.60b) became jammed (8.89,2). Herodotus proceeds then to recount the attack of the Aeginetan ships that had been lying in j
 
 j
 
 j
 
 j
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 VICTOR PARKER wait: these, as the Persian ships began to try to escape and to sail back to Phaleron, came up around the Persians, such that whichever Persian ships managed to escape from the Athenians ran straight into the Aeginetans.23 In other words the Greeks were now attacking the Persians from both sides; in a manner of speaking, they had them surrounded. Aeschylus’ Persian herald cannot, of course, name the various Greek contingents’ cities of origin, but he can comment on the efficacy of their planning: oy0k a08rasmo´nvw, translated literally, ‘‘not without logic,’’ or, taking into account the figure of litotes, something closer to ‘‘with truly cold calculation’’ or the like. The phrase could certainly apply to the manœuvre which Herodotus describes in detail. At any rate, both authors speak of an attack on the Persians from more than one side after the Persian fleet’s rout began. Both authors make much of Xerxes’ watching the battle from a vantage point near the site (Persae 465467; Hdt. 8.90.4); and both authors mention this explicitly late in their narratives of the battle to (albeit different) dramatic effect.24 Having looked at the battle in both authors superficially, we may now proceed to closer analysis of individual episodes.
 
 IV. The Greeks’ Message to Xerxes a. The message in Aeschylus In both authors Xerxes, upon receipt of a message from the Greeks, orders his fleet to carry out certain manœuvres in the night before the battle.25 The message which Xerxes receives in Aeschylus states that the Greek fleet is both about to flee from Salamis as well as to disperse (357360):
 
 When night falls, the Greeks will not remain, but will leap aboard their ships and, each in a different direction, will save their lives by clandestine flight.
 
 The Greeks, according to this, had in mind no strategic retreat to another position26; no orderly withdrawal. This was pell-mell flight; and a1llow a1lloso27 can hardly mean other than that each contingent would save itself as best it could and then get itself home or, barring that, to some other place of safety (say, in the West).
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 b. Sachkritik and the message in Aeschylus Xerxes’ response to the message has rightly aroused surprise amongst historians.28 For Aeschylus’ account ought to make sense on its own terms, and we must ask why, in response to that message, Xerxes ordered his fleet to prevent the Greeks’ flight, ostensibly so as to force them to fight united instead. After all, allowing the Greek fleet to disperse could conceivably have given the Persian fleet a free hand in the Saronic Gulf and nearby waters  a free hand to provide whatever support the land forces needed for their push through Megara and onto the Peloponnese.29 Granted, there remained the possibility, however faint, that the Greek contingents, having escaped from Salamis, might reunite so that the Persians would simply have deferred the problem for another day. Yet it is far easier to maintain cohesion than to restore it when once it has dissipated; and, even if the Greek fleets had reformed in full strength, what was lost by waiting to see if they might not?30 Finally, we gladly grant that the dispersal of the fleet could have left residual problems in the Aegean if some contingents, deprived of homes or havens, should have turned rogue and practised piracy.31 Yet might Xerxes not have preferred to win the campaign now and to deal with the residue later? Let us look at the alternative to allowing the dispersal: A battle against the combined Greek fleets did not promise the Persians much if recent history counted as any guide to the future. At Artemisium, when, pace Herodotus, the Persian fleet had been rather larger than at Salamis,32 the Greek fleet had not only fought the Persian ships to a standstill, it had, from a certain point of view, actually won.33 The Persians were therefore in a worse position to meet the Greeks in another encounter. Why, when a report arrived that the Greek fleet was about to disperse, a1llow a1lloso, would Xerxes have attempted to prevent it from dispersing and to force it to fight united instead? The former  taking Aeschylus at his word  might in itself have achieved his immediate goal, whereas the latter offered good odds for his failure. It will not do to call Xerxes delusional and to attribute his decision to some irrational impulse (as perhaps Aeschylus might like [353354]: h0˜ rjon. . . toy˜ panto`w kakoy˜ 8anoi\w a0la/stvr h2 kako`w dai/mvn pouo/n, ‘‘a destructive spirit or some evil ghost, which had appeared from somewhere or other, set this whole catastrophe into motion’’): the Persian expedition evinces too much careful planning otherwise and too much direction for that.34 Xerxes ought to have had a rationally explicable reason35 for wanting to make the Greeks fight at Salamis when he heard that they were about to flee; some reason for believing that he had good odds at winning  odds which were good enough for him to make a considered decision that the possibility of the Greeks’ reuniting after their dispersal or the chance of rogue fleets’ roaming the Aegean for years 9
 
 VICTOR PARKER thereafter actually outweighed the low odds of defeat in battle and thus made battle preferable to simply allowing the dispersal. Little, if anything, in Aeschylus offers a straightforward clue at something of that nature. A glance at the history of Greco-Persian conflict does, however, suffice to supply something which, had Xerxes heard it, might have inspired in him such certainty of victory. Shortly before the battle of Lade, which effectively ended the Ionian Revolt a few years previous, the Persians had sent Aeaces, the erstwhile tyrant of Samos, to negotiate with the Samians serving in the combined Ionian fleet. Through Aeaces the Persians offered the Samians a deal: if the Samians defected from the Ionian fleet (and accepted Aeaces back as tyrant), then the Persians would spare Samos any reprisals. The Samians eventually accepted the offer and, when the united Ionian fleet sailed out to meet the Persian, the Samian contingent, barring eleven ships, promptly defected. The Lesbian contingent followed suit; and the Persians won a resounding victory (Hdt. 6.1314). A message which promised Xerxes that Greek contingents would defect if it came to a battle might indeed have induced Xerxes to do everything possible to ensure that a battle took place as soon as possible. In fact, with this thought in mind it might actually be possible, with some straining, to read this out of a selection of Aeschylus’ phrases: 4Ellhnow oy0 monoi˜ on, a0lla\ so´ lmasin nav˜ n o0panuoro´ntow a1llow a1lloso drasmv˜ kry8ai/v bi/oton o0ksvsoi/ato, ‘‘(some) Greeks would not abide (battle), but, having leapt onto their ships, would by secret(ly arranged) flight, in now this, now that direction, save their lives.’’ The preceding line (oi0 molai/nhw nykto`w i3jotai kno/8aw, ‘‘so soon the dark of black night arrives’’) renders such an interpretation impossible, however, and we should by no means attempt to athetise it. As our text of Aeschylus stands, we must remain with our previous interpretation that the message to Xerxes promised him the pell-mell dispersal of the Greek fleet. And the promise of that dispersal, as we have seen, by itself fails to explain why Xerxes acted as he did. j
 
 j
 
 c. The message in Herodotus However, Herodotus does provide a sufficient explanation. He writes (8.75. 23):
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 The Greeks, who are frightened out of their wits, are planning flight, and you now have the opportunity to achieve the greatest deed of all if you will not permit them to run away. For they have completely fallen out with each other and will no longer fight against you; and you will see them fighting against each other, the ones who desire your victory and the ones who do not.
 
 First, Herodotus too has the messenger inform the Persians that the Greeks are about to engage in pell-mell flight: we may view the opening words of Herdotus’ version of the message as a mere summary of Aeschylus’. For Herodotus actually uses the same word as Aeschylus here, drasmo´w, albeit in its Ionic form, drhsmo´w. This word, though it has a good classical pedigree, found little favour with pre-hellenistic authors. Amongst the writers of prose only Aeschines (once) and Herodotus (six times) avail themselves of it36: Thucydides and Xenophon, Demosthenes and Isocrates, Plato and Aristotle never do though most of these writers left behind enormous corpora. Of the poets only Aeschylus (twice  both times in the Persae) and Euripides (five times) use it. It need not be coı¨ncidence that Herodotus used this uncommon word in recounting the message to the Persians  he may well have done so because he had Aeschylus’ account in front of him as he wrote.37 But Herodotus adds to his summary of Aeschylus. First, he has the messenger actually suggest to the Persians the course of action which they eventually took, namely to attack the Greeks. This alone already goes some way towards explaining the Persians’ response to the news of the Greek fleet’s impending dispersal (i.e. the power of suggestion); and Herodotus will shortly do even better for he has the messenger promise the Persians that various Greek contingents will desert the Greek cause if the Persians do attack. In brief Herodotus presents the message as predicting something similar to what had happened at Lade, with the added bonus that some of the Greek contingents would actually fight for the Persians (the Samians and Lesbians had, after all, merely sailed away at Lade). Herodotus’ version of the message indeed solves all the problems inhering in Aeschylus’. The Persians’ response is, frankly, suggested to them by the message itself; and there follows then a logical reason for the Persians to act as the message suggests. The predicted defection of Greek contingents had a precedent in what had happened at Lade and therefore possessed credibility a priori. Forcing the Greeks to fight then and there dealt with the minimal risk that after dispersal the Greeks might patch up their quarrels and reunite their fleets; and ran, on an eminently plausible weighing up of the probabilities, a lower risk of defeat at the hands of those few Greek contingents which were prepared to fight (as had the Chians and Milesians at Lade). A decisive victory ought to have
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 VICTOR PARKER made a greater impression on the Greeks anyway, especially in reconciling them to the enduring reality of Persian rule. Moreover, any residual problems with rogue fleets in the Aegean could then be kept to a minimum. Finally, the precedent of Lade in itself powerfully suggested the course of action which the Persians did take at Salamis.38
 
 d. Final reflexions We may here leave open the question whether Herodotus arrived at his improved version39 of the message by force of pure logic or had some other source besides Aeschylus. In any case the hypercritical historian might wonder how either Aeschylus or anyone else could have known the exact contents of the secret message to the Persians.40 In Herodotus’ account Themistocles formulates the message, and he is by reputation the least likely of all to have divulged its contents accurately: we normally hear of Themistocles’ producing distorted versions of his past actions to suit his current needs.41 The man who, again according to Herodotus, delivered the message, Siccinus, was a trusted confidant of Themistocles whom Themistocles later set up comfortably in Thespiae (Hdt. 8.75.1)  presumably not on account of his ready facility at blabbering. That leaves those Persian generals who heard Siccinus deliver Themistocles’ message, and, so far as I know, no-one has claimed that Herodotus interviewed them or that they conveniently left behind memoirs. But a basic rumour of the message’s supposed contents may have run through the Greeks’ camp  a rumour which Aeschylus too heard and summarized for auditors who had heard the same thing themselves. Themistocles himself may have encouraged belief in the rumour after the battle. Since everyone knew what did happen at Salamis, no-one necessarily thought the matter through and noticed that the Persians on this presentation had no sensible motive for acting as they did. It may indeed have been Herodotus who first thought about the message and suggested improvements.
 
 e. Conclusion What I have attempted to show here is that Herodotus’ version of the message presents a clear summary of what Aeschlyus had written (including a probable verbal echo in the word drhsmo´w). All material additional to what stands in Aeschylus need have no other source than Herodotus’ own reflexions on that author’s account; indeed, only with difficulty can one imagine any source with genuine information on the message’s contents.42
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 V. The Encirclement of Salamis According to Aeschylus Xerxes ordered his crews into action during the night before the battle. The sti˜ 8ow of the Persian fleet was somehow arranged in stoi˜ xoi troi˜ w and some ships were ordered ky/klv in regard to the island of Salamis (366368): j
 
 Translation causes difficulties  we offer a provisional translation below. The infinitive ta/jai in the first instance obviously governs sti˜8ow, and the sti˜ 8ow was presumably the bulk of the Persian fleet.43 The sti˜ 8ow, as the text stands, blocked the outlets from the Greeks’ position at Salamis. As the Greek stands, however, ta/jai must by extension also govern a1llaw (sc. nay˜ w), even if we would prefer another verb for this roˆle (such as po/mpv); and these a1llai nh˜ ow stand apart from the sti˜ 8ow and, at first glance, are not involved in guarding the ‘‘outlets’’. Yet the following lines speak at length of Xerxes’ charge to his captains not to let any of the Greeks escape from Salamis  and any captain who did let a Greek ship pass would pay with his life. The preceding manœuvres must have as at least one of their goals the cutting off any avenue of escape from Salamis. Either the epexegetical infinitive 8yla/ssoin applies both to the sti˜8ow and to the a1llai nh˜ ow, or we can, as some editors do, transpose the lines beginning with o1kployw and a1llaw.44 Next, a glance at a map shews that guarding the outlets from the straits must have involved stationing ships at both the eastern and the western sides of Salamis. Xerxes’ fleet approached the island from the East on any reconstruction of the battle, but, for the securing of the outlets to have any efficacy, must have sent some ships round the island to the West also. If we take ky/klv quite literally, then Xerxes stationed a1llai nh˜ ow in a circle all the way round the island. Militarily, that yields little sense unless we assume that the Greek ships might sail through Salamis instead of coming out of the strait; for Persian ships stationed this way would have served no discernible purpose.45 Sense suggests that we take ky/klv as referring to the encircling voyage of the ships: ‘‘Xerxes had other ships sail in a circle round the island.’’ That leaves the stoi˜ xoi troi˜ w, into which the nov˜ n sti˜ 8ow was arranged, still wanting an explanation. Ordinarily, stoi˜ xow refers to a line or row or, with regard to infantry, a file. Naval applications of the word are less well known, but the context suggests some sort of ‘‘unit’’ or ‘‘division.’’ Wallinga may correctly adduce a certain manœuvre during the Peloponnesian War as the best parallel: j
 
 j
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 VICTOR PARKER ˜ w, then a Peloponnesian fleet under Phormio sailed o0pi\ tossa/rvn ta\w nay 46 apparently, ‘‘with the ships arranged in four lines.’’ All the same, Hammond’s interpretation as ‘‘squadrons’’ with reference to the fleet’s alleged division, roughly, into ethnic groups, may hit the target after all47: we simply have no good parallel to shed light on Aeschylus’ use of the word stoi˜ xow. At any rate, let us suggest the following provisional translation of our passage: Xerxes stationed the main body of his fleet drawn up in three lines/columns/ squadrons, and (sent) other ships in a circle round the island; to guard the exits from the strait.
 
 Herodotus seems to have understood the lines this way. His summary runs:
 
 First, they put out to sea their western wing, moving in a circle in regard to Salamis; next those to be stationed48 off Ceos and Cynosura put out to sea and blocked the entire channel with ships all the way to Munichia.49
 
 We note first that Herodotus too has the Persian fleet carry out a twofold manœuvre: One body blocks the eastern entrance to the strait  Herodotus not necessarily by coı¨ncidence uses with reference to this group of ships the verb ta/ssv (Herodotus’ totagmo/noi vs. Aeschlyus’ ta/jai) , while a second body, we suggest, sails round the island to block the western entrance  and here Herodotus uses the verb kyklo/v (‘‘to go around’’) which corresponds to Aeschylus’ ky/klv .50 While the words used (ta/ssv and ky/klow/kyklo/v) are not in themselves striking, the use in both authors of the one in reference to the one part of the Persians’ fleet and the second in reference to the other part does strike; and we should not dismiss it as mere coı¨ncidence. Finally, another passage in Herodotus both confirms that Herodotus had Aeschylus’ words in mind and demonstrates that he understood Aeschylus’ ky/klow as referring to those ships’ voyage around Salamis to block the western exit from the strait: Herodotus, who has Aristides explain that the Peloponnesians could not possibly leave the strait (oy0d? . . . oi9˜ oi/ to o1sontai o0kplv˜ sai, ‘‘they will not be able to sail off’’), also places these words into his mouth: porioxo´moua ga\r y9po` ˜ n polomi/vn ky/klv , ‘‘we are held fast by our enemies by means of a circle tv [i.e. by an encirclement].’’ The translation ‘‘encircle(ment)’’ probably works best in all three Greek phrases: j
 
 j
 
 Persae 368: ‘‘[he stationed] other ships round Salamis for the purpose of an encirclement’’
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 Hdt. 8.76.1: ‘‘the western wing put out to sea and encircled Salamis’’ Hdt. 8.79.4: ‘‘our enemies have us encircled, in an encirclement’’
 
 Next we need to look at the division of the Persians’ fleet into two groups. According to Aeschylus the sti˜ 8ow, which can hardly mean anything but the main body of the fleet, did not carry out the encircling manœuvre  the ‘‘other’’ ships did that, and these ‘‘others’’ must have been a lesser body than the sti˜8ow. Herodotus’ phrasing, that the ships at the eastern entrance blocked it ‘‘all the way to Munichia’’  as a glance at the map will show  clearly implies that by far the larger body of Persian ships remained on this side of Salamis; and, indeed, the battle the next day took place with the main Persian fleet coming, on any reconstruction, from the East.51 Herodotus then, as Aeschylus, locates the bulk of the Persian fleet east of the island. Accordingly, a smaller unit  the western wing  moved round Salamis so as to effect the encirclement.52 One Aeschylean detail, however, is wanting in Herodotus: the three lines or columns or squadrons into which in Aeschylus the Persians formed the sti˜ 8ow. Whether Herodotus did not know what to make of these three stoi˜ xoi or considered the detail erroneous, he simply omitted all reference to it unless we take his mention of ships which were pro´suo and o1pisuo totagmo/noi as such a reference (Hdt. 8.89.2).
 
 VI. The Attack on Psyttaleia Aeschylus mentions, as a sort of appendix to the battle proper, a massacre of Persian troops on the islet of Psyttaleia (Persae 447471).53 Now it does not emerge directly from Aeschylus’ account when exactly Xerxes stationed these men there: Aeschylus in fact tells of their stationing there with a present tense (o0ntay˜ ua po/mpoi toy/sdo: ‘‘he [i.e. Xerxes] sends these men to this place’’  Persae 450) which helps us not at all though, clearly, it is an historical present. However, Aeschylus for dramatic purposes clearly eschewed recounting this at the point in his narrative where chronological order would have demanded it: those men are simply on the island already when the tide of battle reaches them. Aeschylus clearly thought it more effective to let the Persian herald, by telling the fate of these hapless men after the main disaster, pile yet another woe onto the great heap of woes rather than to deliver himself of a diachronic description of Xerxes’ pre-battle manœuvring. In point of military tactics, however, the stationing of these men on Psyttaleia belongs right at the start of the manœuvres: the occupation of the island aimed at having men on Psyttaleia before any battle could start; for if any Greek contingent had tried to escape from Salamis, a battle could have commenced as soon as the Persian fleet had begun to tighten its noose round the island.54 15
 
 VICTOR PARKER After Herodotus has told the tale of Salamis, he too, like Aeschylus, brings a brief account of the massacre at Psyttaleia as a sort of appendix to the battle proper (8.95). We openly admit that this is but a minor structural correspondence. At all events Herodotus did not stand under the identical need for dramatic efficacy as Aeschylus and in fact did tell of the stationing of the Persian troops there in a diachronic account of the Persians’ pre-battle manœuvres  right at the beginning of these manœuvres where the stationing logically belongs (8.76.13). It remains open to each student to decide whether Herodotus had a separate source from Aeschylus for this, or worked it out for himself.55 Two circumstances (besides the minor structural correspondence) may however suggest that Herodotus was at the very least taking Aeschylus’ play into account when writing up this episode. First, like Aeschylus Herodotus speaks of the dual purpose of the stationing of men upon Psyttaleia: on the one hand, to save shipwrecked crews from the Persian side; on the other, to kill shipwrecked crews from the Greek side (passage quoted a little below). Now the passage in the Persae contains a modest textual crux (450453):
 
 He sent them there so that they, when foes who had been wrecked from off their ships . . . to the island, might kill these, but on the other hand might get friends away to safety from the salty straits.
 
 The obelised verb obviously must mean something along the lines ‘‘to come, to be borne’’. Most editors print o0ksv zoi/ato despite various problems, one of which has to do with getting o0ksv/ zv (‘‘get away alive to safety [i.e. out of some danger]’’) to mean what the sense requires: the translation ‘‘that they might kill enemies who were getting themselves [or: were being gotten] away alive to safety on the island’’ seems to involve an odd contradiction between the ‘‘getting away alive to safety’’ and the being killed. To remove the contradiction one must deprive sv/ zv of its normal meaning (‘‘save alive’’) and accordingly weaken the compound verb till it means merely ‘‘to reach, to get to [the island]’’. This, however, causes other problems which none lesser than Housman enumerated long ago: when y9poksv/ zv follows o0ksv/ zv thus closely, one should expect that -sv/ zv mean the same thing both times, but that some difference reside in the prefixes o0k- and y9pok-. Yet the y9pok- indicates nothing different from the ok0- (‘‘away [from], out of), whereas the -sv/ zv the j
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 second time has its standard meaning ‘‘save alive,’’ a meaning which, as we have seen, it cannot have the first time.56 Stahl57 emended the mss.’ o0jsvzoi/ato to o0joisoi/ato (‘‘to get oneself away’’ or, if middle with passive meaning, ‘‘to be borne away’’); Housman himself suggested o0jvuoi/ato (‘‘to be pushed away’’). Against o0joisoi/ato Housman noted that since we do not have here indirect discourse, the future optative has no place. Now although the future optative usually is limited to indirect discourse, it does occasionally stand after o3pvw in object clauses after verbs of effort in secondary tenses.58 That situation we have in our passage. Both Stahl’s and Housman’s emendations, then, meet the requirements of sense and grammar, and little favours the one over the other. However, Herodotus when discussing Xerxes’ reasons for stationing men on Psyttaleia writes thus (Hdt. 8.76.2):
 
 . . . so that when the battle took place, when both men and damaged vessels would be borne away [i.e. to the island], that they might rescue the ones and slay the others.
 
 In other words, if we assume that Herodotus was indeed reading and re-reading his Aeschylus when writing up his own account of the battle, he may have read o0joisoi/ato in his text. We admit to bald circularity of argument here: assuming that Herodotus was reading Aeschylus supports making the emendation59 which then provides additional evidence of Herodotus’ use of Aeschylus.60
 
 VII. Where Herodotus Deviated From Aeschylus’ Account In a few cases Herodotus, though he clearly knew Aeschylus’ account, must consciously have chosen to depart from or even to contradict it. We go through these instances in sequence, though we omit matters (e.g. the triremes’ backing water at Salamis) for which Aeschylus provides no information, but which nothing in Aeschylus rules out  i.e. for such matters Herodotus was neither following nor contradicting Aeschylus. Finally, not every deviation need imply ignorance of or correction to Aeschylus’ account, but, in actual fact, close knowledge of it. Aeschylus tells the story of the death of various people fighting on the Persian side during the battle (esp. Persae 302330) and names other Persian officers as well (e.g. Persae 2132). None of these names finds any place in Herodotus’ account. For Herodotus, when speaking of those fighting on the Persian side, mentions only Artemisia, two Samians, Xerxes’ brother Ariabignes, and Ariaramnes  none of whom Aeschlyus mentions. 17
 
 VICTOR PARKER However, Herodotus assures us that he could, if he wished, name many enemy captains who captured Greek ships (Hdt. 8.85.2) and says that many o0nomastoi/, ‘‘men with names that were well-known’’ on the Persian side died in the battle, whom, rather obviously, he could have named (Hdt. 8.89.1). Now, Herodotus’ very assurance that he knew more names on the Persian side than he gave as well as his statement that some of these names were well-known makes abundantly clear that Herodotus had some source on the matter from which he might easily have included such information. Herodotus, as we have seen, knew Aeschylus’ account; and that account contained at least some of that very information. For reasons of his own Herodotus chose not to include it.
 
 a. The delivery of the secret message Although some have made much of the differences between Herodotus’ and Aeschylus’ accounts here, those differences strike us as more apparent than real.61 Yes, Aeschylus does have the messenger deliver the message to Xerxes personally (Persae 356), whereas Herodotus states that only the Persian generals heard it (Hdt. 8.75.2). Yes, Aeschylus calls his anonymous messenger a Greek from the Athenians’ camp (Persae 355), whereas Herodotus supplies a name as well as a detail (Sicinnus, a slave, was the tutor of Themistocles’ children) which could indicate that the messenger was of non-Greek origin (Hdt. 8.75.1). Yes, Aeschylus appears to have the message delivered during the day, whereas in Herodotus it is possibly already night.62 While no-one can dispute Herodotus’ use of information not present in Aeschylus (in particular the name and status of the messenger), we may doubt whether Herodotus contradicted Aeschylus very much. After all, how was the Persian herald to know the messenger’s name and status? How else might the herald have described someone speaking Greek who had come from the Athenian camp than as ‘‘some Greek’’? Moreover, while it is dramatically far more effective to have the messenger appear before Xerxes and deceive the Great King himself, Herodotus may legitimately have wondered whether or not Sicinnus received a private audience with Xerxes. Whether Herodotus in this point preferred another version of the story to the one in Aeschylus or undertook to correct Aeschylus on the basis of his own application of Sachkritik need not detain us: the correction is minor.
 
 b. The number of Greek ships Aeschylus gave, as we have seen, the number as 310, Herodotus, however, set 378 or 366: at 8.4348 Herodotus lists the individual contingents (which add up to 18
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 366) and gives a total (378)  somewhere something has gone amiss whether text-critically or mathematically.63 In any case, however, Herodotus cannot be taking his figures from Aeschylus: Herodotus clearly felt that he was in possession of more exact information and gave it.
 
 c. The attack on Psyttaleia According to Aeschylus the Greeks who attacked the helpless Persians on Psyttaleia had first put on armour and then leapt from the ships (Persae 456 457). This implies, as many have noted, that the attackers were Epibatai who had participated in the naval battle. Moreover, the attackers hurled stones and shot arrows at the Persians (Persae 459461). This rules out that they were hoplites.64 Herodotus, on the other hand, states that the Athenian statesman Aristides led hoplites who had been waiting on Salamis (i.e. had not participated in the naval battle) against the Persians on Psyttaleia (Hdt. 8.95). Although Herodotus probably knew Aeschylus’ account of the attack on Psyttaleia,65 in these points he clearly chose to disregard it. He preferred another story, one which involved the famed Aristides the Just. Fornara and Blo¨sel are probably right to suspect that this story emanated from conservative (i.e. oligarchical) circles in Athens which wished to have a hoplite achievement at Salamis to set as a counterweight against that of the rowers.66 The choice of Aristides the Just, already in Herodotus’ presentation the great opponent of Themistocles, to lead this hoplite attack on Psyttaleia can hardly surprise. It is not, by the way, a foregone conclusion that this story was only orally recounted. Oligarchs at Athens were perfectly capable of circulating their opinions, however cast, in writing.67
 
 VIII. Conclusion We conclude. We hope to have shown that Herodotus both knew and repeatedly used Aeschylus as an historical source for his account of the battle of Salamis. Herodotus did not, however, at any point slavishly copy Aeschylus, but was willing by turns to correct, to ignore, to revise, and to supplement the playwright. A Parthian shot, however: Nowhere in his account of Salamis does Herodotus ever cite Aeschylus directly. He knew of Aeschylus, of course (Hdt. 2.156); and presumably referred to Aeschylus’ brother in his account of the battle of Marathon (Hdt. 6.114). But nowhere does Herodotus mention that he is using Aeschylus’ account of the battle for his own purposes. We put therefore the question to those who tend to minimise Herodotus’ use of written sources: 19
 
 VICTOR PARKER if we did not have Aeschylus’ play, how many of them would be prepared even to countenance the possibility that Herodotus had before him an eyewitness’s written account of the battle? That said, we do in fact know of many other written sources for the battle: Herodotus himself cites and uses a uaticinium ex euentu, attributed to the seer Bacis,68 and mentions another by one Musaeus (Hdt. 9.43.2). Herodotus mentions that the Corinthians denied the Athenian story that the Corinthian contingent fled from the battle: instead, so Herodotus, the Corinthians maintained that they had played an honourable part in it (no details given). Why should his source for that bald statement not be written especially since we know of written sources from which Herodotus could have derived the basic Corinthian contention? On Salamis Corinthian warriors lay buried with an inscription on the tomb to commemorate their service.69 On the tomb of Adeimantus, the commander of the Corinthian contingent, stood an epitaph which spoke of his having preserved Hellas’ freedom.70 Likewise, Greece was littered with monuments of various sorts which bore inscriptions dealing with the Persian Wars71; and we know of various poems such as those of Simonides which covered the same material.72 We should not underestimate the historical (or, in some cases, perhaps better: quasi-historical) content of such inscriptions.73 It is our contention that if we had all which was written between 480 and the time when Herodotus composed, we would see much heavier use (and even heavier-handed revision) of written sources for the battle; and we would be forced to prune back that which can be attributed to oral sources accordingly.74 At all events no doubt can remain as to Herodotus’ careful reading and extensive use of Aeschylus’ Persae.
 
 Notes 1. This is no place for an exhaustive bibliography. Fundamental to the discussion is Thomas 1989; see also the articles relevant to Herodotus in Ungern-Sternberg et al. (eds.) 1988. On orality in general see also the articles in Worthington 1996. 2. For a case study see Parker 2005, 311. 3. Cf. Kauchtschischwili 1981, 193200. 4. The literature on the battle is extensive. Two recent treatments provide a pathway to it: Blo¨sel 2004, and Wallinga 2005. 5. Schol. ad loc.; Plato, Leges 699b; Ctesias, FGrHist 688, Fr. 13§30Photius, Bibl. 72; Demosthenes, de Sym. 29. Papanikolaou 1971, 219220, argues that these authors were not straightforwardly interpreting the passage in Aeschylus, but were merely rounding down the figure of 1,207 (for which see a little below in text).
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 6. The difficult phrase kai\ ga\r oi0˜da in line 341 perhaps finds its truest explanation herein. We need not assume as some have suggested that Aeschylus has unaccountably begun speaking in his own voice (see Broadhead 1960, 115, for the problems with this view). Broadhead himself as well as others have explained the phrase as distinguishing the messenger’s exact knowledge of Persian numbers from his alleged mere estimate of the number of Greek ships. Unfortunately, for the Greek side the messenger gives an exact number (310) rather than an estimate. For this reason Broadhead’s explanation seems to us wanting, though he is following the right track: the Persian messenger is certainly underscoring the veracity of his claim by emphasising his first-hand knowledge, yet he does so for the benefit of Greek audiences accustomed to hyperbole and assures them that the figure of one thousand in this particular case happens to be exact rather than a mere phrase for ‘‘lots’’. Whilst the Persae presents matters from the Persians’ point of view dramatically, in reality, of course, the play had a Greek audience in mind: occasionally we find some tension between the ostensible ‘‘Persianness’’ and the true Greekness of the play’s outlook. E.g. in line 337 the Persian herald refers to himself and his countrymen as ‘‘barbarians, non-Greeks’’. ˜ w a0riumo´w as ‘‘the bulk, the better part’’ see Papanikolaou 1971, 7. For the interpretation of o9 pa 223226. 8. On the phrasing o0w triaka´ daw do/ka see Broadhead 1960, 115: ‘‘with numbers o0w may, but does not necessarily, mean ‘approximately’.’’ (The translation of o0w in the text is Headlam’s  cited in Broadhead loc. cit.) 9. Otherwise Broadhead 1960, 115, who suggests taking xvri/w somewhat unnaturally with o1kkritow: ‘‘and ten of these were specially (set) apart’’. Accepted, however, by Wallinga 2005, 34, n. 7; rightly rejected by Papanikolaou 1971, 224. 10. It may interest to note that when Plutarch comes to these lines of Aeschylus, he merely cites them as though they were clear (Them. 14.1). 11. Though see (briefly) below n. 32. 12. For Herodotus’ historical achievement (in theory) we may compare, e.g. Julius Beloch’s achievement (1886) in calculating the population of ancient states (esp. Athens, 6075, n.b. 60) on the basis of the figures given for military levies. 13. See below n. 32. 14. Cf. Wallinga 2005, 44. 15. Cf. Wallinga 2005, 34, n.7. Otherwise, Rose 1957, 117. 16. Ion of Chios, FGrHist 392, Fr. 7 Schol. to Persae 432. 17. See Pelling 1997a, 119. 18. On this (improbable) possibility see below n. 22. 19. Aeschylus does not say, pace Beloch 1931, 108, that the Greeks’ right wing came first into the Persians’ sight. Here Aeschylus’ text, beginning with l.398: ‘‘But quickly all were plain to behold’’ N.B. the emphasis: the entire Greek fleet suddenly hove into view. There follow Ll. 399401:
 
 Prvton ˜ and doy/toron serve to arrange the two statements (‘‘the right was leading’’ and ‘‘the whole fleet was on the move’’) on a par with one another for the Persian herald is enumerating his observations: ‘‘First of all, the right wing, well-arranged, was leading in an orderly fashion; and, in the second place, the whole host was advancing.’’
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 VICTOR PARKER After the entire fleet had become visible, that is what the Persians could ascertain. Beloch would apparently have us understand these lines as epexegetical to the preceding one, uidelicet, ‘‘of a sudden all the Greek ships came into view: first it was just their right wing coming on that we could see, but after a while we could see them all advancing.’’ Yet it would appear strange for Aeschylus to note initially that all the Greeks’ ships ‘‘suddenly appeared’’ (uov˜ w o0k8anoi˜ w), before going on to clarify that it was a step by step process whereby the right wing appeared first, followed by the remainder. N.b. here Broadhead’s comment, 1960, 123, on o0k8anoi˜ w: ‘‘esp. appropriate for what comes suddenly into view and stands out clearly.’’ On Beloch’s view all the ships would not have ‘‘suddenly come into view and stood out clearly’’. Pelling 1997a, 4-5, may farthermore well be correct in arguing that the Greek fleet’s ‘‘sudden appearance’’  as though a morning fog had instantaneously lifted or the like  serves primarily dramatic purposes. Interestingly, and by the by, Aeschylus’ distinction in these lines between ships’ pre-battle disposition (oy0ta/ktvw) and their executing a manœuvre in an orderly fashion (ko/smv) may well find its echo in Herodotus’ summary of the Greek ships’ fighting at Salamis (8.86): tvˆ n . . . ‘Ellh/nvn sy\n ko´smv naymaxoo´ntvn kata\ ta/jin, ‘‘the Greeks were fighting in an orderly fashion according to disposition.’’ See Broadhead 1960, 123, who, however, does not note that Herodotus could be echoing Aeschylus here*for that suggestion see Roux 1974, 79. j
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 20. Hammond 1973, 283, however, assumes that Aeschylus is here referring to the Aeginetan contingent which Hammond imagines as positioned to the right of the Lacedaemonians. Nonetheless, Herodotus makes no mention of the Aeginetan participation in the battle until after the Persian rout had begun. For the Aeginetans see farther below, n. 23. 21. Thus, rightly, Miltner 1930, 122, n. 19; Roux 1974, p. 75 with n. 30. Burn 1962, 457, to his credit does note the ambiguity in Aeschylus’ words (though he, notwithstanding doubts, assumes that Aeschylus does mean the Greeks’ right). 22. Theoretically one could imagine the following disposition:
 
 Athenians N
 
 Lacedaemonians
 
 Phoenicians
 
 Ionians
 
 This has the Athenians on their own right and still follows the letter of Herodotus’ description of the dispositions. Yet it is next to impossible. A battle in the strait whereby the Persians had somehow come between the Greeks and Salamis stands beyond imagining since shipwrecked Greek sailors swam to Salamis (Hdt. 8.89.1) which they could not have done had the Persian fleet stood between them and the island. And the same fact rules out a battle with this disposition in the waters to the east of the strait: except for sailors from the extreme west of the Greek line, with this disposition the mainland would have lain much closer than Salamis  i.e. they would have swum towards the mainland. Finally, everything in Herodotus’ account suggests that the Persian fleet was nearer to Xerxes (who was watching from the mainland) than the Greek fleet (which with this disposition should have been between Xerxes and his fleet). 23. According to Hdt. 8.91 the Aeginetans y9posta/ntow o0n tv˜ porumv˜ , ‘‘were stationed in the ‘passage’’’, and attacked Phoenician ships which were sailing away from the battle towards Phalerum. On straightforward reading the Aeginetan ships had somehow been stationed j
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 separately from the main Greek fleet, and their appearance to cut off Phoenician ships sailing towards Peiraeus came as an unpleasant surprise to the Persians. It is unclear where Herodotus imagines the porumo´w to have lain. Cf. on this Miltner 1930, 125126; Roux 1974, 90; and Lazenby 1988, 183; all of whom also suppose that the Aeginetans, at least initially, had taken up a position separate from that of the main Greek fleet before entering the fray. Aeschylus effectively increases the Persians’ sorrow by mentioning, at the end, how Xerxes beheld with his own eyes the slaughter of Persian nobles on Psyttaleia. Herodotus, on the other hand, introduces the idea already at 8.86 (o0do´koo/ to o3kastow o9vyto`n uhh/sasuai basilo/a, ‘‘each man [in the Persian fleet] felt as though the King were watching him’’), then mentions off-hand (8.88.2) that Xerxes, while watching, learnt of one of Artemisia’s exploits (lo/gotai ga\r basilo/a uhoy/monon mauoi˜ n . . . , ‘‘for it is said that the King, who was watching, learnt . . .’’). Finally, at 8.90.4 Herodotus confirms each Persian sailor’s suspicions and the implication of 8.88.2: ‘‘for Xerxes, so that he might see any deed of his troops, which was in some way noteworthy during the sea battle, was sitting at the foot of the mountain opposite Salamis which is called Aegaleos . . .’’ Persae 364365: oy0˜t?a2n 8lo/gvn a0kti˜ sin h3liow xuo´na lh/jh ; Hdt. 8.76.1, writes rather less poetically mo/sai ny/ktow. Hdt. 8.49.2 records a debate at which some of the Greek commanders preferred to fight at another position in the Saronic Gulf. Granted, there is at least one example of a1llow a1lloso being used of people who are directing their own steps in purposeful fashion as opposed to pell-mell flight, but this is the proverbial exception that proves the rule: at Xen. Hell. 3.3.6 pursuers run a1llow a1lloso  after their opponents who are fleeing a1llow a1llh ! For another use of the phrase see, e.g. Plato, Leges 669d, where the Athenian states that if his countrymen had not stood together at Salamis, they would have scattered a1llow a1lloso. Cf. Cassius Dio, 51.7.7 where the phrase applies to people being separated and sent to myriad places against their will. In all cases the expression implies dispersal in countless directions, usually in the context of flight, in any case without hope or opportunity of reuniting. Hignett 1963, 404, states of Aeschylus’ version that it ‘‘fails to account for Xerxes’ reaction’’. Cf. also Beloch 1931, 119: ‘‘Themistokles’ Botschaft wu¨rde also gerade das Gegenteil von dem bewirkt haben, was ihr Urheber damit bezweckt ha¨tte.’’ (Strictly speaking, Beloch is here commenting on both Aeschylus’ and Herodotus’ versions of the message in combination). Blo¨sel 2004, 210, however, notes that, in practical terms, dispersal might not have guaranteed victory to the Persians for, surely, the Athenian fleet of some 150 ships together with the ships of the other states on the Saronic Gulf and the ships of the Euboeans would have remained. These contingents could still have put up a fierce fight. This may well be  although even the sailing away of a few contingents should still have weakened the Greek fleet and therefore have been welcome to the Persians. In any case what remains most important in our context is that Aeschylus presents Xerxes as taking the message at face value  hook, line, and sinker: 361, oy0 synoi\w do´lon, ‘‘not suspecting any guile’’. On Aeschylus’ presentation, then, Xerxes assumes that, unless he acts to prevent the dispersal, all the Greeks will flee, Athenians included. The time of year (it was late summer, early autumn) need not have forced Xerxes’ hand as some scholars, e.g. Burn 1962, 437 and 440, have suggested. The Persians, as events proved, were perfectly capable of keeping their (rather larger) land forces provisioned in central Greece during the winter of 480 to 479 BC; and should surely have been able to keep their fleet provisioned as well even if that had meant moving it northward to the strait between Euboea and the mainland. After all, the Persians had many subjects in the area capable of supplying food (the Boeotians, the Thessalians, the Macedonians); and the Persians had the money to j
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 buy the good will of the leading circles of those peoples. In addition, the Persians had what they had captured in Attica at their disposal. Wallinga 2005, 76, rightly speaks of this possibility (with reference, e.g. to Dionysius of Phocaea [Hdt. 6.17]). Yet he seems to overestimate the seriousness of the potential problem for the Persians: the Persian Empire, with its vastness, was in general perfectly prepared to ride out what from its point of view were minor disturbances on the far frontiers or at all events to let the local satraps deal with the problem without the central administration’s becoming unduly alarmed or even involved. For example, after Cyrus the Great in 547 B.C. had decisively defeated King Croesus of Lydia by taking Sardis, Cyrus immediately departed thence and sent one of his lieutenants, the redoubtable Harpagus, to deal with the residual operations. These involved several major military operations including the siege of Xanthus in Lycia. This provides, perhaps, the nearest precedent for what Xerxes may have planned for the aftermath of the conquest of Greece. As to the Persian central administration’s concern with raiders and their ilk in the Aegean, let us recall that when an Aegean warlord and pirate called Polycrates got out of hand, gained control of Aegean waters with his fleet, and entertained the ambition of conquering Ionia (Hdt. 3.122.2), the centre never even reacted. Instead, a local official, Oroetes (presumably the satrap of Lydia: Hdt. 3.120.1 calls him the ‘‘hyparch of Sardis’’), eventually managed to lure Polycrates into a trap and had him slain. Herodotus’ reasoning (see above to Nn. 1113) that reı¨nforcements between Artemisium and Salamis had made good all Persian losses has elicited well-merited scepticism from modern scholars (e.g. Burn 1962, 440; Hignett 1963, 346). Hignett 1963, 208209 and 345350, attempts to shew on the basis of other indications in Herodotus that the number of Persian ships at Salamis was much lower than 1,207. Hdt. 8.1617. (The detail that the Greeks were able to recover bodies and damaged ships [Hdt. 8.18] shews that the Persian fleet had left the ‘‘field’’ to the Greeks: cf. the Lacedaemonians’ argumentation at Hdt. 1.82.) The Persians’ pre-invasion preparation included a canal across the isthmus of the Athos peninsula (Hdt. 7.2226.2) to avoid a recurrence of a past disaster (Hdt. 6.44.23) as well as a bridge across the River Strymon (Hdt. 7.24). Moreover, during the invasion itself the Persians strove to achieve as much as possible through diplomacy rather than (riskier) military operations (Hdt. 7.131132.1). They were resourceful in turning Greek positions (e.g. the Anopaean pass at Thermopylae) as opposed to forcing their way through without regard for loss of life. In brief, the Persians were not making hasty and careless decisions during this invasion. At times, however, they were perhaps too clever for their own good: they attempted to send part of their fleet down the eastern coast of Euboea (Hdt. 8.7.1) so as to be able to sail up through the Euripus and catch the Greeks at Artemisium in a trap by attacking them from both sides. This backfired disastrously when a storm blew up and destroyed the contingent which they had sent round Euboea (Hdt. 8.13). We cannot know if the Persians were unaware of the danger or underestimated it or took a calculated gamble and lost. Most importantly for us in this context, the Persians were clearly trying to avoid a straight-out fight against the Greek fleet. Hignett 1963, 45, singles out for especial criticism as an historical fallacy the view that ‘‘any movements of fleets or armies . . . which seem at first sight irrational must be explicable in terms of a coherent strategy’’, and goes on to censure modern writers’ ‘‘reconstructions [which] are too logical to be convincing.’’ While on a certain level some truth inheres in Hignett’s comments, would he prefer illogical reconstructions instead? Granted, ancient as well as modern generals have made ‘‘mistakes’’ (as Hignett goes on to argue), but these mistakes are usually (and paradoxically) logically explicable. For example, when Gen. Burnside ordered sixteen charges, each ending with the annihilation of the charging unit, against an unassailable
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 confederate position at Fredericksburg, he did so not because he was irrational, but because his overall plan required the taking of that position, and he knew no other way to take a position than by such a charge and supposed that by the law of averages sooner or later such a charge would work. A smarter general might have changed his overall plan or at all events have conceived of some other way to take that position, but Burnside’s orders stubbornly accord to a grim and stupid logic all their own. 36. We could conceivably gain another usage of the word for the fourth century if we counted the occurrence at Diod. 12.56.2 as Ephorus’choice of word; and careful perusal of the occurrences in other Hellenistic and Imperial authors might yield other such instances with varying degrees of certainty. Yet the effort would stand in no proportion to the return. 37. To give another example: when the first-century B.C. author Aristodemus, FGrHist 104, Fr. 1 (1.1) came to speak of the Greeks’ evacuation of the position at Salamis, he also used the word drasmo´s, again probably not by coı¨ncidence though here the influence presumably came from Herodotus. 38. Cf. here the comments of Blo¨sel 2004, 212, in favour of the general historicity of some sort of secret message. 39. Even Hignett 1963, who, 403408, argues for the ahistoricity of the message, admits that Herodotus’ version of it improves on Aeschylus’. 40. Cf. the comments of, e.g. Beloch 1931, 120, n. 1. 41. E.g. the alleged message to Xerxes at Hdt. 8.110.3 and the alleged one to Artaxerxes at Thuc. 1.137.4. 42. The possibility remains open that not Herodotus, but some other (whether orally or in writing) reworked the message allegedly sent to Xerxes. Herodotus would then merely have taken over the results of that (hypothetical and by Occam’s Razor not to be posited) person’s reasoning. 43. Thus also (e.g.) Rose 1957, 119; Roux 1974, 63; and Lazenby 1988, 171. See also Miltner 1930, 116: ‘‘Daß hier mit nov˜ n sti˜ 8ow nicht nur numerisch, sondern vor allem sachlich der Hauptteil der persischen Flottenmacht gemeint ist, kann kaum einem Zweifel unterliegen.’’ It would at least seem unusual for Aeschylus to speak first of the smaller group of ships and then to subsume the majority of the fleet in the phrase ‘‘some other ships’’. Nonetheless, Wallinga 2005, 4754 and 5759, has argued at some length that the sti˜ 8ow comprised solely the 207 special ships mentioned at Persae 341343. He presents calculations to show that 207 ships arranged in three lines of 69 could just fit in the strait between Salamis and the mainland. Noone can deny Wallinga’s cleverness  or the Persians’, if that indeed had been their plan. Yet could the Persians have been quite so knowledgeable about the strait of Salamis to know (without first sending in boats with plumb-lines to produce a very modern nautical chart) exactly how many ships they could squeeze in and where exactly these would have enough water in which to manœuvre? In such a tight configuration as Wallinga posits no mistakes could be made, and any ship’s hitting a shoal or submerged rock could have snarled the entire contingent. Moreover, one premise of Wallinga’s argument seems less obvious to us than to him: He argues that the bulk of the fleet could not have had ‘‘guard duty’’ on the eastern side of the island. Yet ‘‘guard duty’’ may have been a desired secondary result of the bulk’s presence on the eastern side since that many ships would presumably have blocked the exit eis ipsis. Moreover, Wallinga’s reconstruction relies heavily on the assumption of a much lower level of the Aegean in antiquity  see below n. 53. 44. Wallinga 2005, 4754, defends the transposition at length. All the same, we fail to see that the transposition of necessity achieves what he wishes it to achieve  namely, to make the guarding of the exits the duty solely of the a1llai nh˜ ow. After all, with the transposition ta/jai is clearly governing both sti˜8ow and a1llai nh˜ ow, linked paratactically by the mo\n . . . do/. While the
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 VICTOR PARKER infinitive 8yla/ssoin might conceivably apply only to the do/-half of the predicate, what rules out that it applies equally to both the sti˜ 8ow and the a1llai nh˜ ow? Rose 1957, 119, actually takes 8yla/ssoin in this way with the transposition (as well as without it). Cf. Broadhead 1960, 329. Despite Wallinga’s inveighing against the idea that both manœuvres in lines 366368 had ‘‘one design’’ (i.e. the prevention of any Greek ship’s escape from Salamis), the lines immediately following do mention only that one purpose. 45. Yet see Miltner 1930, 117 (who, however, does assume, with a degree of internal inconsistency, that the bulk of the a1llai nh˜ ow did guard the western outlet from the strait). 46. Thuc. 2.90.1; Wallinga 2005, 56. 47. Hammond 1973, 278; N.b. that Diod. 11.17.2 3, following Ephorus, speaks of the ethnic divisions. Blo¨sel 2004, 216, speaks of ‘‘Geschwader’’. Roux 1974, 6465, takes the stoi˜ xoi as ‘‘columns’’ and imagines two columns proceeding to block the o1kploi kai po´roi in the East (one exit on either side of the islet now known as Lipsokoutali) and a third column to block the western exit. At least one scholar  Rados, 338 (non uidi; cited after Roux 1974, 83)  has viewed Aeschylus’ troi˜ w stoi˜ xoi as merely a poetic expression. 48. On the interpretation of totagmo/noi see now Blo¨sel 2004, 219220. 49. For the stationing of ships off Cynosura Herodotus had a written source other than Aeschylus, namely the oracle of Bacis which he quotes at 8.77 (see for this Beloch 1931, 106). According to the oracle the Persians spanned with boats the waters between ‘‘the sacred shore of Artemis of the golden sword’’ and Cynosura. Herodotus combined the Bacis-oracle with Aeschylus’ account. Unfortunately, we have great difficulty in locating ‘‘Artemis’ sacred shore’’ and Cynosura. The name ‘‘Cynosura’’  ‘‘dog’s back, ridge’’  at least indicates a geographical feature to look for: the communis opinio identifies it with the narrow, hilly spit which forms the easternmost part of Salamis. If so, then ‘‘Artemis’ sacred shore’’ must lie, as does Munichia, on the mainland as Beloch, loc. cit., saw; and some shrine of Artemis near Munichia justified the oracle’s periphrasis (cf. Roux 1974, 69). That leaves Ceos which the oracle had not mentioned (nor Aeschylus for that matter). Herodotus links Ceos with Cynosura as places to which the ships which block the channel as far as Munichia are to go  rightly, Miltner 1930, 121: ‘‘durch die Setzung von to kai\ [werden] die Begriffe Keos und Kynosura zu einer Raumeinheit zusammengefaßt.’’ Pace Wallinga 2005, 50, that places Ceos towards the eastern side of Salamis. The logical guess  since the action is directed at cutting off the Greeks’ escape both on Herodotus’ and Aeschylus’ presentation  would place Ceos on the mainland opposite Cynosura (cf. Roux 1974, 67), but this remains sheer speculation, one more guess amongst many (see Wallinga 2005, 50; Miltner 1930 himself, 121, actually opts for Hagios Georgios as Ceos). In any case, in mentioning Ceos Herodotus may have ventured out on his own without any source: he named Ceos because to him it made geographical sense. 50. Hammond 1973, 276, however, suggests that we understand to` a0p? o9spo/rhw ko/raw kykloy/monoi pro`w th\n Salami˜ na, as ‘‘they curved their western wing towards Salamis.’’ He omits to say, however, what specific manœuvre is involved and why the Persians used it. Likewise Wallinga 2005, 4953, argues that ‘‘the western wing moved towards Salamis in a circling movement’’. He omits to say, however, what it circled, or what point this manœuvre had. Rose 1957, 119, rightly connects Herodotus’ phrase with Pers. 368, and assumes that ‘‘the western wing’’ took up a position to block the western exit. Cf. Lazenby 1993, 174, who, whilst noting the correspondence of ky/klow and kyklo/v, believes that the phrasing in each case refers to an entrance into the strait. 51. Some reconstructions have the battle take place, or at least begin, in the waters to the East of Salamis (e.g. Blo¨sel 2004, 221), while others (e.g. Wallinga 2005, 5556) put it in the strait itself. 52. So also, e.g. Miltner 1930, 120.
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 53. Which islet near Salamis we should identify as Psyttaleia has vexed scholarship ever since Beloch 1931, 106117, questioned the received opinion that the modern Lipsokoutali (outside of the strait) was identical with the ancient Psyttaleia. Beloch himself opted for Hagios Georgios (within the strait). A major modern treatment in favour of Hagios Georgios: Hammond 1973, 253265; in favour of Psyttaleia: Pritchett 1959, 251262; Wallace 1969, 293303. The question of the height of the Aegean relative to the Attic shoreline in antiquity complicates the matter farther; different proposed heights can turn modern islands into mainland capes and now submerged shoals into islands in their own right so that following, say, Strabo’s description of the strait (9.1.1314, 395) can become exceedingly tricky. All the same, Blo¨sel 2004, 217218 with n. 190 (n.b. especially the references to the geological literature!), has poured an overdue bucket of cold water on the often capricious speculations of (non-geologically trained) scholars in this regard, who assume now this, now that level for the Aegean with little geological substantiation. 54. Cf. here Hammond 1973, 299300, who is not certain that Herodotus is here giving a diachronic account and thus by general reflexions also arrives at the conclusion that the Persians did indeed occupy Psyttaleia very early during their pre-battle manœuvres. 55. He did have (or believed he had) valid information besides what stood in Aeschylus when it came to the actual attack on Psyttaleia: see below, section VII C. 56. Housman 1888, 320321 (Classical Papers, I, 18). 57. I have been unable to trace the reference; cited according to Housman, loc.cit., and Broadhead 1960, 131. 58. See, most clearly, Smyth 1984, §§22112212, citing in particular Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 8.1.43. Cf. Schwyzer 1950, 337. The verb in Persae 450, is present, yet clearly an historical present which for these purposes counts as a secondary tense: Schwyzer 1950, 307 (for the use of the future optative after an historical present see Xenophon, Anabasis, 1.6.3). 59. Housman, loc.cit., suggests that the passage from Herodotus guided Stahl to make his emendation. 60. One may as well here refer to Housman’s own comments on circular reasoning: 1922, 80 (Classical Papers, III, 1066). 61. Cf. also Lazenby 1993, 169170. 62. The line Persae 357, seems to imply that it was still day when the messenger arrived. At Hdt. 8.76.1 the Persians’ manœuvres begin at midnight, as though the message had been delivered in the early part of the night. Yet one might easily reconcile the two accounts by supposing that it took the Persians a few hours to get their manœuvres underway, and that Herodotus imagined the message arriving at the Persians’ camp in the evening while it was still day. 63. Two additional ships arrived just before the battle to bring the total to 380 (or, conceivably, 368). Hammond 1973, 268269, and Roux 1974, 55, (e.g.) have attempted to reconcile Herodotus’ numbers with Aeschylus’. 64. Pelling 1997a, 9, suggests that Aeschylus for dramatic purposes let the Greek attackers of Psyttaleia use bows  so that Greeks would defeat Persians with the latter’s weapon of choice. 65. See above, section VI. 66. Blo¨sel 2004, 224225. Fornara 1966, 5154. Cf., however, Pelling 1997a, 89, who remains sceptical. 67. One need think only of the pseudo-Xenophontic ’Auhnai/vn Politoi˜ a (however we date it exactly) or of the constitutional blueprint at [Aristotle], ’Auhnai/vn Politoi˜ a, 4, which passes itself off as the ancestral constitution of Draco’s day, but which reveals its fifth-century date through various anachronisms (noted by, e.g. Rhodes 1981, 113) and its oligarchic origins both by its use of property restrictions as well as its avoidance of pay for office. 68. For Herodotus’ use of the oracle of Bacis see above n. 49.
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 VICTOR PARKER 69. IG I2 927 Tod, GHI, 16. 70. Plut. De Herodoti malignitate, 39, quotes the relevant part of the epitaph thus: o4n di/a pa˜ sa \ ‘Ella\w o0loyuori/aw a0m8o/uoto sto/8anon, ‘‘through whom all Greece obtained freedom’s crown’’; in the versions in the Palatine Anthology and in Dio of Prusa, 37.19, the words run oy9ˆ dia\ boyla\w ‘Ella\w ktl., ‘‘through whose wise counsels Greece etc.’’ 71. Besides the famous serpent column (Sylloge3, 31Tod, 19 Meiggs-Lewis, 27) we have a memorial inscription from Megara (Tod, 20). As every town in New Zealand to-day has its war memorial with a list of the honoured fallen, so each city in Greece which had taken part commemorated its service. 72. E.g. Simonides, fr. 4 Bergk Diod. 11.11.6. 73. See e.g. the quasi-historical inscription cited at Hdt. 7.228.1 which puts the Persians’ numbers at Thermopylae at the evidently ahistorical sum of 3,000,000. 74. Here at the end we should probably concede that Herodotus very likely interviewed survivors of the battle (or at all events their descendants) also. Their oral evidence surely left behind a deep impact on Herodotus’ account. The argument we have tried to advance in the text is that written sources played their part as well (and a greater part than commonly assumed) in Herodotus’ research.
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 In Herodotos and most modern literature, Marathon is the triumph of Miltiades and the well-to-do hoplites, and Salamis the glory of Themistokles and the less privileged crews on the fleet. I questioned this picture in my book Two Battles and two Bills.1 Against Herodotos, I referred to other sources, unfortunately without really noticing that in the early 470s, Themistokles in Cornelius Nepos speaks about two naval defeats suffered by the Persian fleets near Athens, and that in Diodoros the same Themistokles refers to the experience won by the Athenians through an unbroken succession of battles in naval war. Near Athens, Herodotos and scholars record just one defeat of the Persian fleet, in the battle of Salamis, and the battles of Artemision and Salamis (and possibly the early war against Aigina) will hardly count as a succession of battles at sea. It is in 11.41, under the year 477/6, that Diodoros’ Themistokles wants to turn Piraeus into a first-rate harbour, in order to enable the Athenians to compete for the hegemony at sea. ‘‘For they already possessed the largest number of triremes, and through an unbroken succession of battles at sea (dia` th` n syno´ xoian tv˜ n naymaxı´vn) they had gained experience and great renown in naval war’’. What sea-fights in addition to those in Herodotos may Diodoros have recorded in his lost Book Ten?
 
 (1) The preventive war against Aigina and other islands When King Dareios had quelled the Ionian rising and was preparing his invasion of Greece to take vengeance on Eretria and Athens for their intervention, he demanded earth and water from the Aiginetans, a number of continental poleis and all the islands. The Athenians were afraid that the Aiginetans intended to join the Persian attack on them and, not possessing an adequate fleet of their own, they first appealed to the Spartans to make the Aiginetans terminate their alliance with the Persians, and then supported a democratic coup in Aigina against the medizing regime of the aristocrats. All in vain. Only then did they go to war on Aigina, with fifty ships of their own and twenty borrowed from the Korinthians. After an initial success, they lost four ships, crew and all (Hdt. 6.4993). After the abrupt ch. 93, Herodotos turns to DOI: 10.1080/00397670802221755
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 Xerxes’ preparations for his expedition in 480, without following up the loss of four ships by saying that the Athenians: 1. Elected Themistokles as first archon for the year 493/2 (Dionysios of Halikarnassos Ant. Rom. 5.34.1) 2. Adapted Themistokles’ proposal to build a fleet for use against Persia’s ally Aigina, against the opposition of Miltiades who died in 489 (Stesimbrotos FGrHist 107 F 2) 3. Decided to start making Piraeus an up-to-date harbour for the new fleet (Thukydides 1.93.3) 4. Used the fleet against Aigina (Polyainos 1.30.6, Nikolaos of Myra Prosgymn. 8.7). In Book Six, Herodotos is heading for Marathon, which in his version was the triumph of Miltiades and the hoplites, with no role for the fleet. The Athenian navy will only enter the story in Book Seven, where in 7.139 our historian argues that it saved all Greece by its victory at Salamis in 480. It was Apollo himself who with his obscure wooden-wall oracle pointed out the way to the salvation of Greece, for some Athenians correctly held that the wooden wall referred to the ships, and they bade their fellow citizens give up other things and prepare the existing ships. But this interpretation was disputed, until Themistokles, introduced at this point by Herodotos as a man who had recently come to the fore (and had not been archon in 493/2), convinced the people that the wooden wall truly referred to the ships, and advised preparations to meet the invader at sea. The people decided to build more ships, and only now do we hear in a flash-back what we missed so badly in 6.93 after the loss of four ships with their crews, namely that on a previous occasion Themistokles had persuaded his fellow citizens to use new-found silver to build a fleet for use against Aigina. The fact that the Athenians had been engaged in this war with Aigina saved Greece by forcing the Athenians to become seafarers. But Herodotos (unlike Polyainos and Nikolaos) will have us believe that the ships were not employed for their purpose (7.144.2). Unless the Aiginetans had been defeated by the Athenians in the late 490s, we must ask Herodotos how it could be that they failed to give aid to the Persians in 490. In Cornelius Nepos (Them. 2) Themistokles twice persuades the Athenians to build 100 ships, first during his year as praetor (which must mean archon) and then, on Apollo’s advice, before the expedition of Xerxes. (The naval bill which Aristotle Ath. pol.22.7 places in the year 483/2 is obviously the second one.) The first fleet was used for the purpose it was built for, and so the Athenians became highly skilled in naval warfare. But surprisingly Nepos has it that the naval war was with Korkyra and the pirates, not with Aigina and other medizing island 31
 
 JOHAN HENRIK SCHREINER states, as in Polyainos and Nikolaos. There is no knowing why Nepos introduces Korkyra and the pirates here; all we can say is that a majority of the Athenians would never have voted for building ships for such a war. My point is that Nepos, Polyainos and Nikolaos all agree that the fleet was indeed used for its purpose, and Diodoros is likely to have assented in his Book Ten, recording the preventive war with Aigina and other medizing islands (and not one with Korkyra). In this he will have followed Ephoros who in his turn was hardly the first to say so. However that may be, the preventive pre-Marathon naval war with Aigina and other islands will most likely have figured in Diodoros’ unbroken succession of battles at sea.
 
 (2) Miltiades’ expedition against Paros and other islands In Herodotos, Miltiades shortly after the battle of Marathon sailed with seventy ships against the Parians who had sided with the Persians, but no sea-battle is mentioned (6.132133). In Nepos, the expedition was not solely against Paros but also against other islands that had given aid to the Persians in 490 (Milt. 7). Before the failure of his Parian venture, Miltiades ‘‘compelled the majority to return to their duty (ad officium redire) and he conquered some by force’’. We would have liked to learn against which islands he had to resort to force, in seafights that may have figured in Diodoros’ Book Ten. The return of the islands to their pre-Marathon duty must mean that they, after having given earth and water to king Dareios, were brought under Athenian sway, by pressure or by naval force in the preemptive war with Aigina and other islands. Then in 490 Datis came to request men and ships for his revenging expedition against Eretria and Athens.
 
 (3) The battle of Phaleron Herodotos (6.115116) and Frontinus (Str. 2.9.8) fail to record a battle when the Persian ships after the defeat at Marathon appeared off Phaleron for a frontal assault on Athens from this side of Attika. Nor does a battle of Phaleron figure in modern literature, but I find it most unlikely that the Athenian ships (the seventy which Miltiades took against Paros in 489 plus those held back to guard the shores of Attika plus any vessels remaining of the fifty used against Aigina before Marathon) would have remained passive the moment the Persians appeared off Phaleron. The possible archaeological evidence for a battle of Phaleron is the so-called Marathon epigrams in the Agora museum of Athens (Meiggs and Lewis 26). The epigrams were inscribed on the base of a funerary monument in the 32
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 Demosion Sema. The base supported at least three stelai anchored into cuttings atop and inscribed with the names of the fallen and possibly with the location of the fight. The stelai are all lost, but the battered inscription from the top course of the base contains two elegiac couplets. They do not indicate the location of the casualties but in one couplet we meet the fallen who ‘‘on foot and swiftfaring ships kept all Greece from seeing a day of slavery’’ whereas the other distich mentions the hoplites who ‘‘poised spear in front of the gates . . . turning back the Persian power’’. A. P. Matthaiou, the great authority on the monument holds, unconvincingly in my opinion, that the gates in front of which the men fought were situated at Marathon, that is to say miles away from the city. According to him, the fallen were buried beneath the Soros in the battlefield, their names being inscribed on the grave monument, whereas our monument in the Demosion Sema was only a cenotaph.2 J. Barron, missing the part of ‘‘swift-faring ships’’ at Marathon, prefers the battle of Salamis, only to encounter problems with hoplites falling before the gates.3 My option is the fighting on land and at sea when the Persians attempted a landing at Phaleron and some of them managed to advance against Athens before they were repelled by the men who ‘‘poised spear before the gates’’. The somewhat obscure literary evidence for our battle is provided by Nepos (Them. 67). As in Herodotos, the Athenians of Nepos in the early 470s were occupied with fortifying Athens and Piraeus. The wall-building was resented by the Spartans who in fact feared the competition from a strong Athens in the future, but pretended they were worried that a fortified Athens would become a fort for the Persians the day they returned. Against the Spartans, Nepos’ Themistokles argues that Athens, when adequately fortified, would be a stronghold against the barbarians; earlier the fleets of the Persian king had twice suffered naufragium near Athens.4 From this account it is safe to conclude that the second naufragium refers to the one suffered at Salamis, the first to the battle of Phaleron  unknown from Herodotos and modern accounts but fitting well into Diodoros’ unbroken succession of battles at sea.
 
 Notes This article is an addition to my Two Battles and two Bills from 2004, where I refer to the relevant modern literature and give more discussion. Since the appearance of my book, relevant bibliographies are given in two recent bulky books on Herodotos and the Persian Wars, W. Blo¨sel, Themistokles bei Herodot, Historia Einzelschrift 183, 2004 and L. Scott, Historical Commentary on Herodotus Book 6, Mnemosyne suppl. vol. 268, Brill 2005. Relevant are also V. Karageorghis and I. Taifacos, The World of Herodotus, Nicosia 2004 and M. Jung, Marathon und Plataiai, Hypomnemata 164, 2006. A battle of Phaleron is no more claimed here than in earlier scholarship. The authors mostly pin greater faith in Herodotos than I do, and correspondingly less faith in Nepos and other sources.
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 Against Hdt. 7.144 and Nepos Them. 2, they allow only one Themistoklean naval bill, not in 493/2 but in the 480s. This means to L. Scott that the seventy ships taken by Miltiades against Paros in 489 were mostly galleys and not real Athenian navy (p. 432). Scott believes with Stesimbrotos that Themistokles’ naval bill was carried against the opposition of Miltiades, and taking it for granted that, like himself, Stesimbrotos dated the bill in 483, he claims that Stesimbrotos had Miltiades alive in 483, which ‘‘is not encouraging as to the accuracy of his information, or his reliability’’ (p. 75). Two Battles and two Bills. Marathon and the Athenian Fleet. Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens Vol 3, 2004. ‘Atheˆnaioisi tetagmenoisi en temeneı¨ Heˆrakleos’ (Hdt. 6.108.1) in P. Derow and R. Parker, eds. Herodotus and his World. Essays from a Conference in Memory of George Forrest, Oxford 2003, pp. 190202. ‘All for Salamis’ in E.M. Craick, ed. Owls to Athens, Festschr. K. Dover, Oxford 1990, pp. 133 141. Nam illorum urbem ut propugnaculum oppositum esse barbaris, apud quam iam bis classes regias fecisse naufragium.
 
 Symbolae Osloenses 82, 2007
 
 THE AGATHON SCENE IN ARISTOPHANES’ THESMOPHORIAZUSAE+ JOHN GIVEN EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY
 
 This article interprets Agathon’s speech of self-justification in light of its dramaturgical functions within the prologue of Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae. Agathon refutes Inlaw’s charges of homosexual effeminacy by outlining a theory of poetic composition according to which the poet changes his nature to create in himself the qualities of his characters and plays. The speech simultaneously works against Agathon’s self-justification by portraying the tragedian as an elite intellectual whose theories are only valid within his own isolation.
 
 The caricature of Agathon in Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae is a complex parody of the tragedian’s public reputation as an effeminate homosexual, of his use of the trendy New Music in his tragedies, and of a current theorization of composing dramatic poetry.1 The parodies of Agathon’s homosexuality and his musical style are already evident upon Agathon’s entrance, when, dressed as a woman, he sings the roles of a Chorus of Trojan women and their Chorus Leader (Th. 101129).2 Euripides’ Inlaw responds erotically to the song and to Agathon’s effeminate appearance (130145).3 Agathon attempts to justify his behavior by explaining his method of composition (146172), a theory built around the term mime¯sis. While not losing sight of the parody of Agathon’s effeminacy4 or the parody of his music5  both of which critique (the fictionalized) Agathon for his lack of moral self-control  this article offers a new interpretation of Agathon’s justification speech. It considers what dramaturgical functions the speech ought to fulfill in performance and then reads the speech in the light of these functions. For, although the scene is an interruption to the comedy’s plot and although we do not expect Aristophanic comedy to possess a coherent or rational structure,6 it would be surprising if such a prominent scene + This research was originally presented as part of a larger paper at the Greek Drama IV Conference in Wellington, New Zealand. I am most grateful to the organizers of the conference, John Davidson and Babette Pu¨tz, for their kind hospitality. I would also like to express my gratitude to all those who offered comments on my paper at the conference or read this article in draft, including Eric Csapo, Jane Montgomery Griffiths, C. W. Marshall, Hallie Marshall, K. O. Chong-Gossard and Frank Romer. While I have perhaps not answered their questions satisfactorily, this paper is much stronger for their critiques.
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 JOHN GIVEN had no dramaturgical function at all. I concentrate on the speech’s functions as a sequel to the song and Inlaw’s mockery, rather than on its function as programmatically introducing the comedy’s anxiety regarding the performance of gender identity.7 We can identify two dramaturgical functions of Agathon’s speech. First, on the level of plot, Agathon’s speech must attempt to refute Inlaw’s charges. Inlaw connects the effeminate character of Agathon’s song with Agathon’s feminine appearance, and reacts erotically to both. He also expresses confusion about the contradictory accoutrements that Agathon possesses: a low-toned musical instrument ( ) and a woman’s gown ( ) (137138), a mirror and a sword (140) and so forth. He possesses a surplus of clearly gendered accoutrements, yet he lacks both phallus and breasts (142143). He is a man, 136), yet neither man nor woman. His appearance represents woman ( for Inlaw (137), a mixture, a confusion, a disturbance of life.8 His contradiction-laden appearance, with its surpluses and lacks, suggests that he is unable to control life’s basic desires and conventions. The lack of sexual organs, in contrast to Inlaw’s prominently displayed phallus (see below), betokens an impossibility of normal sexual desire. The surplus of possessions signals a greed for multiple roles in life or an indecision about the proper role in life. One role Agathon might be ready for, even though Inlaw seems not to recognize it, is symposiast. Many of his belongings, including his clothing, reflect iconographic depictions of symposiasts.9 In this role, Agathon would stereotypically have desires for excessive consumption, desires which he has brought inappropriately ‘‘into the light of the sun’’ (as the Servant says, 69) even though symposiastic consumption is best kept private. In sum, Agathon’s mixed-up life  including his use of New Music and his effeminacy  betrays an inability to control his appetites and live the life of the good citizen.10 Inlaw’s reaction is erotic because he faces an individual whose desires are so uncontrolled and who can therefore be expected to leap greedily at satisfying his desires. In his speech, Agathon looks to represent himself as a normative Athenian male. His speech must therefore explain away the confusion, justify his apparent moral turpitude and show that Inlaw’s erotic reaction is inappropriate. Second, the speech must function dramaturgically, against the character’s intentions,11 to advance the caricature of Agathon. To this end, its success in refuting Inlaw’s charges must be only apparent. Inlaw’s mockery merely reinforces aspects of the caricature that had already been introduced in the scene preceding Agathon’s entrance: that he is an elitist poet with peculiar compositional practices (3962), that he is effeminate in appearance (92, 97 98) and that he composes New Music (100, with Austin and Olson’s note ad loc.). The structure of the play clearly precludes any move to rehabilitate 36
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 Agathon’s character. Agathon will refuse Euripides’ request for help. He sets the stage for Inlaw to attend the Thesmophoria. He provides the negative paradigm by which the play will define both the cross-dressed Inlaw and Inlaw’s betrayer, Cleisthenes, the effeminate man who is happily accepted by the women.12 In order for the play’s structure to function properly, Agathon must remain in a state of denigration in the audience’s eyes. His speech must confirm the humor of the caricature by allowing Inlaw’s confusion to be validated and by proving the substance of Inlaw’s criticisms true. It must show, despite its surface argument, that Agathon is in fact elitist, effeminate and self-indulgent. In short, within the world of the play, the attempted justification must succeed or at least be reasonable. To the audience who laughs at the caricature, however, it not only must fail but also must confirm exactly what it attempts to refute. *
 
 * *
 
 * *
 
 Aristophanes satisfies the first dramaturgical function by contrasting the ways in which Inlaw and Agathon conceive of identity. Before Agathon first appears onstage, Inlaw creates in the audience an expectation for stability of identity. The stability is grounded, on the one hand, in the character’s body and, on the other hand, in the comic actor’s costume.13 Inlaw’s initial costume is most likely that of a typical comic male character: dark-red mask, wig of presumably graying hair, well-trimmed beard (which will later be shaved off), padded stomach, padded buttocks, and phallus (Stone 1984, 267269). His phallus is more prominent than most comic men’s. Instead of being tied up so as to be only partially visible beneath his chiton, it dangles freely between his legs, like that of Philocleon in Wasps (at least at the end of that comedy; cf. V. 1341 1344).14 The prominently displayed phallus signals the man’s ever-present desire for sex, an eagerness also marked in the text: Euripides tosses off a crude joke about Inlaw’s past sexual exploits (Th. 35),15 and Inlaw himself proclaims his readiness for sex with both the Servant16 (5962) and Agathon (157158). From the characters’ perspective, masculine identity is found in the prominent male anatomy and in the prominent desire for sex. Gender identity is not a representation foisted onto, or derived from, the anatomy. Inlaw’s phallus does not represent his masculinity. It is his masculinity. From the audience’s perspective, the comic phallus may be a representation of the character’s masculinity, but it is a representation that requires little to no interpretation. In most comic uses of the dangling phallus or even of the tied-up phallus (which, in iconographic depictions, can usually be seen), there is no ambivalence about its meaning. Its exposure and thus the character’s nudity, not to be dismissed as merely comic convention or a meaningless remnant from the origins of comedy, 37
 
 JOHN GIVEN guarantee that the character cannot deceive spectators, whether internal or external spectators, about his masculinity.17 From both the characters’ and the spectators’ perspectives, Inlaw’s identity is highly stable. Given its association with the unchanging and  for now  unchangeable nature of Inlaw’s anatomy, it is fair to say that we find in both perspectives an essentialist conception of identity. As Agathon enters and performs his song, Euripides and Inlaw step aside to become eavesdroppers. Euripides probably remains sidelined until he speaks at 173. Inlaw, though, bursts into a long speech at the conclusion of Agathon’s song (130145) and interjects obscenely during Agathon’s justification speech (153, 157158, 168170, 172b). The audience is invited to interpret Agathon’s identity through Inlaw’s gaze. The result is a direct attack on the central target of Aristophanes’ caricature: Agathon’s effeminacy. In Inlaw’s gaze, the effeminacy is essentialized and therefore inalienable from Agathon’s identity. Many scholars legitimately wish to resist Inlaw’s essentialist perspective and to study, in a broadly New Historicist vein, how text and performance construct Agathon’s identity in sociopolitical contexts. Studies, for example, of Agathon’s homosexuality or the New Music he sings (see nn. 4 and 5 above) are very important for our understanding the comedy in the contexts of Greek culture. Agathon too tries to resist Inlaw’s essentialist perspective, but in a radically different way than the approach of contemporary scholars. What Inlaw took to be an essential effeminacy Agathon, in the first part of his speech (146156), insists is a byproduct of his compositional method. The method requires the poet to adapt his behavior (toy0w tro/poyw, 150) mentally ˜ m[a], 152)19 to the plays he is composing. (gnv0mh| , 148)18 and physically (to\ sv If he does not already possess what his plays require, then mime¯sis helps him ‘‘hunt down’’ what is necessary (155156). Strictly speaking, Agathon does not say that the poet must adapt his behavior to the behavior of the characters he is creating, but to the tropoi (‘‘character,’’ rather than ‘‘behaviors’’) of the plays, whether they be ‘‘female’’ plays or ‘‘male’’ plays. He is dressed as a woman20 and behaves as a woman because the play he is composing is feminine in character. He seeks to become the embodiment of the play itself. It is an idea similar to Aristophanes’ later characterization of Aeschylus and Euripides in Frogs, where Aeschylus is the brazen, no-nonsense composer of plays ‘‘full of Ares’’ (Ra. 1021) and Euripides is the sophistic, all-nonsense composer of plays full of Aphrodite (cf. Ra. 1045).21 Yet there is certainly in Agathon’s scene also a recollection of Aristophanes’ earlier representation of Euripides in Acharnians.22 There, Dicaeopolis finds Euripides composing with his feet up and surrounded by rags. ‘‘No wonder you create cripples. . . . No wonder you create beggars!’’ he says (Ach. 410413). Euripides is not the embodiment of his tragedies, but of specific, notorious characters in his tragedies. The same idea is evident in 38
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 Agathon’s behavior, even if it is not specified in his speech. He is dressed as a woman in order to create female characters. In either case, whether Agathon’s effeminate behavior is necessary for creating female plays or female characters, Agathon must take on the clothing and behaviors of a woman in order to create feminine things. He must construct his identity anew for the sake of his composition. So far, Agathon’s compositional method looks like nothing more than (an exaggeration of) an actor’s performing a role or, better, a poet’s enactment of Aristotle’s advice to ‘‘place the plot before his eyes as much as possible’’ so that the poet will be one who ‘‘sees as if he were present at the events,’’ even going so far as to use gestures while he composes (Poetics 1455a2230).23 Such a method would, at first, satisfy our dramaturgical need for a reply to Inlaw’s innuendo. It implies that Agathon is not effeminate but a ‘‘normal’’ man performing fictional roles. He acts like a woman so that he can better experience a woman’s perspective and so compose appropriate poetry for a female character. While a histrionic understanding of mime¯sis is certainly in play here, a closer look at the technical term mime¯sis shows that Agathon in fact defends himself in a much more subtle way. Studies in the semantics of the term mime¯sis and its cognates have shown that pre-Platonic writers did not use the term in the sense of ‘‘imitation’’ to signify a distinction between reality and appearance or to privilege ontologically a model over its copy.24 The vocabulary of mime¯sis does not necessarily distinguish between reality and fiction, nor between intentional and non-intentional similarities. Rather, the force of a mime¯sis-word is that there is a relationship of similarity between two objects. Halliwell rightly calls the relationship between objects one of ‘‘correspondence’’ rather than the traditional ‘‘imitation’’.25 Because observers are able to identify characteristics of two objects as corresponding to each other, they may describe the temporally later object as a mime¯ma of the earlier one. This temporal distinction does not necessitate privileging the earlier object as an original, for it is a model only in the sense that it possesses characteristics that are recognizable and repeatable. It does not necessarily have any greater claim than the mime¯ma to be more true or real. Such differences are not significant in the vocabulary of mime¯sis.26 By asserting that mime¯sis aids him in ‘‘hunting’’ what he does not possess, Agathon claims that his effeminate appearance and behavior are meant to correspond to a woman’s appearance and behavior. They are meant to be as similar as possible. Since mime¯sis does not ontologically privilege the original over the copy but merely identifies the two objects as possessing corresponding characteristics, Agathon can claim that he has come to possess the tropoi he is miming. He does not simply act like a woman but makes himself into a woman, if only temporarily.27 The differences between Agathon and his fictional woman 39
 
 JOHN GIVEN are effaced as much as possible. Agathon’s justification therefore depends upon a conception of identity that differs markedly from Inlaw’s. Inlaw’s perspective, as we have seen, privileges a stable, essentialist view of identity. Agathon’s perspective destabilizes identity by making identity categories historically and culturally contingent. They are contingent not only across spans of time but even from one moment to the next. If mime¯sis enables the poet to acquire another’s characteristics in order to match them to his dramas and, like Euripides in Acharnians, to his characters, identity categories such as gender, sexual orientation, class and even (again, in Acharnians) physical disability must be changeable at any given moment. The successful poet can cause his spectators to believe that he has adopted a genuinely new identity for himself.28 The new identity, though, is not a constructionist manipulation of identity categories. Agathon’s perspective does not correct Inlaw’s by erecting an opposition of essentialism and constructionism. Instead, Agathon’s speech accepts Inlaw’s alignment of anatomy and identity. The male poet, Agathon says (154155), does not require mime¯sis when he composes male plays because his anatomy already possesses the necessary characteristics. The male poet requires mime¯sis for female plays because he needs to find what he does not possess (155 156). His body needs to gain a share in female ways (151152). Agathon’s perspective is not purely essentialist since, unlike Inlaw, he does not accept that one’s given anatomy guarantees the character of one’s behavior and identity. His perspective is not purely constructionist either, for one’s behavior and identity do align with one’s anatomy, whether it be natural or adopted. What a man is and what a woman is still exist in a one-to-one relationship with the individual’s anatomy. Agathon defends himself, therefore, by proposing a hybrid theory of identity according to which essential identity categories such as gender exist and guarantee an individual’s identity when the individual stably possesses the necessary qualities. No individual, however, stably belongs in any particular identity category across time. Individuals have the power to control the identity categories in which they place themselves through acts of mime¯sis. The hybrid conception of identity is further refined in the second half of ), Agathon’s speech (159172). Thanks to line 167 ( most interpreters have read this section of the speech as presenting a conflict with the first section.29 The first part, it is thought, enables Agathon to construct new identities for himself, while the second part argues for an essentialist correspondence between the poet’s nature and his identity. Agathon undoubtedly shares Inlaw’s presupposition that the effeminate song was caused by an effeminate nature. He would claim, though, that his nature is only temporarily effeminate. After Inlaw’s quip about bad, ugly and frigid poets producing bad, ugly and frigid poetry (168170), Agathon concurs with Inlaw’s assessment. He says, ‘‘It’s completely necessary. Knowing this, I gave myself this 40
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 treatment’’ (171172). He clearly means he beautified himself  Inlaw fears that he means he castrated himself  in order to compose beautiful poetry. The line implies that Agathon’s practice of mime¯sis changed his very nature. One’s behavior follows directly from one’s nature. But it is possible for poets to construct their natures via mime¯sis. This may not be as extraordinary as it seems at first. Recent work in ancient philosophy has shown that discussions of phusis in pre-Socratic writings did not conceive of ‘‘nature’’ as an unchanging essence. Gerard Naddaf writes: phusis must be understood dynamically as the ‘‘real constitution’’ of a thing as it is realized from beginning to end with all of its properties. This in fact is the meaning that one finds nearly every time that the term phusis is employed in the writings of the pre-Socratics. It is never employed in the sense of something static, although the accent my be on either the phusis as origin, the phusis as process, or the phusis as result.
 
 He further argues that treatises written On Nature (Peri Phuseo¯s) share with early cosmogonic poetry the goal of explaining the present natural order and of guaranteeing that the present order will remain the same.30 There is thus a tension in the concept of phusis between the recognition that the nature of something undergoes change over time and the desire for an unchanging present stability. Consider a passage (which Naddaf surprisingly does not discuss) from the Hippocratic treatise Airs Waters Places that describes people whose nature changes because of cultural customs. The medical writer describes the race of the Macrocephaloi, who possess elongated heads because of their custom of reshaping their children’s heads. ‘‘In the beginning’’, says the writer, ‘‘the ) acted in such a way that the peculiar nature came about by force custom ( (y(po\ bi/hw ); but as time passed the trait became natural ( ), so that the custom was no longer necessary’’ (Ae¨r 14).31 The writer describes both moments  the deliberate reshaping of an individual’s head and the gradual evolution of the inherited trait  as changes in phusis. Consider also Democritus fr. 33: ‘‘Nature and education are akin to one another. For education reconfigures the human being, and in reconfiguring him creates a second nature’’ ( , ). Both passages suggest that one’s nature  in the first case, the constitution of one’s body; in the second case, the constitution of one’s soul  is pliable, even though the process of alteration is slow and difficult. Once the change in nature is accomplished, the new nature is stable enough to account for the somatic and psychic traits of the individual. The same idea is at work in Agathon’s justification speech. He has made himself effeminate  or, rather, female  in order to compose female plays. He has done so by altering his nature temporarily to that of a woman. As one who 41
 
 JOHN GIVEN possesses a woman’s nature, he can draw on that female nature to compose female dramas. Likewise, Phrynichus was a beautiful man. His tropoi matched his nature, and so he dressed beautifully. And, as the theory explains, given his beautiful nature and his beautiful habits, he composed beautiful poetry (164 166). Conversely, according to Inlaw, ugly Phrynichus composed ugly poetry, immoral Xenocles composed immoral poetry and emotionless Theognis composed emotionless poetry (168170). The character of each tragedian’s composition is essentialized insofar as it necessarily aligns with the tragedian’s own nature. Agathon alone seems to be sufficiently innovative to use the technique of mime¯sis to construct his own nature before he composes essentialized poetry. This hybrid conception of identity meets the dramaturgical need for Agathon to rebut Inlaw’s charges of effeminacy. Agathon is indeed feminine during his song. His mimetic behavior has caused his nature to become that of a woman. He is not merely acting as a woman so as to empathize with a female persona, as Aristotle recommends, but has altered his nature so as to become a woman. If Agathon is able to alter his nature so as to make himself a woman, then he can, mutatis mutandis, alter his nature again so as to make himself back into a man. The effeminacy is only temporary and therefore Agathon is, theoretically, saved from the charges of natural effeminacy and immoral self-indulgence. *
 
 * *
 
 * *
 
 The complete dramaturgical function of the scene requires that Agathon save himself from the charges of natural effeminacy and self-indulgence in theory only. The second dramaturgical need identified above calls for the humor of the caricature to be preserved by affirming Inlaw’s belief in Agathon’s natural effeminacy. It must be true that Agathon does not require mime¯sis to behave like a woman.32 The scene does this most clearly through costume. Agathon does not wear, or else he covers, the usual comic phallus. He does wear a white (female) mask. Presumably we ought to read his lack of phallus and his pale face as Agathon’s ‘‘real’’ appearance, parts of him not altered through mime¯sis. Even without mimetic behavior, then, Agathon already appears effeminate. The scene also accomplishes the dramaturgical need, though, by juxtaposing the caricature of Agathon as an effeminate homosexual with a caricature of him as an effete intellectual.33 In this way, the audience sees him not as someone who temporarily puts on women’s clothing and habits but as a member of the cultural elite.34 We can see the juxtaposition between effeminate and intellectual more precisely if we investigate an issue sidestepped above. Agathon’s theory of mime¯sis, as we said, relies on the identification of a correspondence between two objects. We neglected to define who qualifies as a proper identifier of such a 42
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 correspondence, i.e. for whom Agathon’s performance is intended. Clearly, Inlaw does not qualify. From his comic and essentialist viewpoint, he recognizes differences, not similarities. The differences between the behaviors of Agathon and a real woman are, for him, significant and deserving of ridicule. Agathon does not explicitly mention his intended audience, but there is only one possibility: himself. During his song, he believes that he is alone. Since mime¯sis requires spectatorship, Agathon must be the spectator. So when Inlaw taunts him, Agathon is not stung by the reproach (146147) because his performance was not aimed to persuade others of his new identity. He has persuaded himself, and that is enough. More than this, Aristophanes has given him a grander set-up to mark his isolation. The Servant’s purpose in coming out of the house earlier in the scene was to chant a prayer asking for silence (3940). At first, the silence seems to be for the presence of the Muses (4042), but the Servant later specifies that ‘‘Agathon of the fine phrases, our leader’’ (4950) will soon appear on the scene. The prayer creates a quasi-religious space, demarcated from the profane world of Euripides and Inlaw.35 In this sacred space, the poet can work in total isolation.36 Instead of the Muses who traditionally had the authority to tell truths and falsehoods that resembled truths (cf. Hes. Theog. 2728), Agathon himself will be the arbiter of truth and falsity in his own ritually circumscribed space and thus able to adopt identities for himself. Josiah Ober has argued for a specific concept of ‘‘democratic knowledge’’ in fifth- and fourth-century Athens. Knowledge in the democratic polis was subject to ideological negotiation among the democracy’s citizens (Ober 1998, esp. 3335). There are no political truths without the community’s collective license. As Ober notes, this ideological attitude toward truth and knowledge does not extend to ‘‘brute facts’’ like from what direction the sun rises each morning. Thesmophoriazusae, though, raises the question whether gender identity is an object of political knowledge whose definition is negotiable by the community. On the one hand, the play has presented Inlaw and indeed the implied author as proponents of a conception of identity that would not be subject to community definition. On the other hand, Agathon’s theory and behavior are predicated on a conception of identity that allows for gender redefinition. The marked construction of the isolated sacred space for Agathon’s self-performance signals an anxiety about being subject to the community’s definition. He isolates himself in a truth-defining community of one person so that he may avoid the inconvenience of democratic strictures on his truth-defining activities.37 He alone has the privilege of defining, or redefining, his own identity. Since gender identity would not normally be something subject to democratic knowledge, Agathon elaborately finds a way to include it among those objects of knowledge that can be redefined through ideological or rhetorical negotiation with others. 43
 
 JOHN GIVEN Because the other with whom he negotiates, however, is only himself, he also finds a way to immediately remove it from the space of political negotiation.38 The result is that Aristophanes simultaneously scores two points against the tragedian. First, he is the arrogant intellectual, perhaps a sophist, who tries to set himself up as the expert who stands outside the political community.39 Second, he is the fool who theorizes a conception of identity when none is necessary. As the elite intellectual, Agathon’s beliefs about his own identity are true only within his own tightly circumscribed, one-member truth-defining community. He does not aim to persuade non-proper observers of the truth of his mimetic behavior. His isolation ought to prevent others from witnessing what can only appear ludicrous to the spectator ignorant of the reasons behind the mimeticism. The need for isolation, however, points out the ludicrous nature of mime¯sis itself and ultimately undermines it. For Agathon’s isolation enables him to ignore his real gender identity, whereas other spectators  who either make up the correctly larger truth-defining community of the polis or who accept Inlaw’s essentialist conception of identity  do not have that option. He himself sees himself as a normatively masculine person altering his nature to a woman’s. Inlaw and the audience see him as an arrogant intellectual who lacks the self-control to maintain a proper gender role. The more Agathon tries to perform femininity for himself, the more Inlaw and the audience recognize his effeminacy as the smoking gun of his real, deviant self. The self-performative nature of Agathon’s behavior, then, in fact confirms Inlaw’s essentialist viewpoint for the world of comedy, the world of common non-intellectuals. The hybrid essentialist-cum-constructionist theory proves to be valid only for the elite intellectual in his isolation. *
 
 * *
 
 * *
 
 At the beginning of this essay, I identified two dramaturgical functions that Agathon’s justification speech needs to fulfill. It must respond to Inlaw’s mockery and it must at the same time allow the audience to continue laughing at Agathon. Aristophanes fulfills these functions by attributing to Agathon a theory of poetic composition that, on one level, sounds like a sophisticated principle worthy of a highly intellectual poet. In order to explain how tragic poets achieve coherent characterization in their plays, Agathon proffers a hybrid conceptualization of identity wherein the poet uses his subjective observation of his own behavior to create the objective conditions necessary for a new identity. From his (her) new identity position, the poet is successfully able to speak and sing as his fictional character without the threat of his normal self corrupting the perspective. Agathon’s rhetoric may be especially persuasive to Inlaw because he accepts Inlaw’s presumption that the body is an essentialized guarantor of 44
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 identity, especially gender identity. On another level, though, Agathon’s theory sounds like a piece of sophistic drivel worthy only of someone trying to deceive the democratic community. Aristophanes signals Agathon’s elitism particularly through his isolation in the one-person truth-defining community, an isolation circumscribed by the arrogantly intellectual poet’s sacrilegious usurpation of the Muses’ prerogatives. The only person Agathon deceives is himself, if he believes that he can alter his nature to become a woman. He cannot, and he need not. Agathon’s effeminate poetry, as it turns out, takes its nature from the nature of its author.
 
 Notes 1. That the theory is genuine, albeit comically exaggerated, is suggested by similar ideas at E. Supp. 180183 and Ar. fr. 694 PCG, as well as in the Euripides scene of Ach. and the second half of Ra. See Muecke 1982, 5253 and Sommerstein 1994, ad 149150 on later articulations of the theory in oratory and philosophy. 2. On the identity of the Chorus and their Leader, see Sommerstein 1994, ad 101129. 3. Agathon’s song and Inlaw’s reaction are themselves probably a parody of current theories regarding the ethical reception of music, theories most associated with the music theoretician Damon. In particular, they echo Damon’s anxiety about New Music’s hyper-emotional character and his association of particular ethical effects with specific notes, modes, rhythms and tempi. On Damon’s musical and ethical theories, see Pl. R. 400B-C, 424C; Aristid. Quint. Bk. 2§14; Csapo 2004, 230232; Moutsopoulos 2004; West 1992, 246249 (p. 248 catalogs Platonic passages showing Damon’s influence). On elites’ (including Damon’s) critiques of New Music, see Csapo 19992000. 4. The standard reading of Agathon’s sexuality has been that he is a passive (i.e. anally penetrated) homosexual, especially because Inlaw calls him , ‘‘wide-assed bugger’’ (200). See, e.g., Henderson 1991, 219220; Muecke 1982; Pretagostini 1997; Sommerstein 1994, ad 29; Stark 2004, 274284. The reading goes back at least to Dover 1978, which describes the historical Agathon’s ‘‘unwillingness to grow out of the eromenos stage into sexual dominance’’ (144). The model of homosexuality as a socially constructed zerosum game of power and pedagogy between pederasts and pathics has been trenchantly challenged by scholars such as Davidson and Hubbard, each in his very different ways. Davidson, who studies the ethical basis on which people criticize homosexuals, only mentions the Agathon scene in passing (Davidson 2001, 4849 n. 75). Hubbard, who focuses more on class dynamic in the censure of homosexuals, studies the scene in more detail (Hubbard 1998, 5759). Both agree that the dominator/dominated model fits neither this scene nor most literary and iconographic evidence that is marshaled in support of it. The point is not that Agathon is penetrated, but that he lacks moral self-control (Davidson) or that the criticism against him is an example of popular prejudice against the elite practice of pederasty (Hubbard), whether the activity be active or passive. Hubbard even goes so far as to say that homosexuals were, for most Athenians, ‘‘in every sense an identity category’’ (1998, 59), i.e., not (from the Athenians’ viewpoint) socially constructed. See further Davidson 1997, 139182; Hubbard 2003a, 120; Hubbard 2003b.
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 JOHN GIVEN 5. Csapo (2004, 232, in combination with Csapo 19992000) unpacks the upper-class disdain for New Music. (For an analysis of Agathon’s song as an example of New Music, see Zimmermann 1988; cf. Rau 1967, 103108. On comic criticism of New Music, see also Dobrov 1997a; Zimmermann 1993a; Zimmermann 1997a.) Csapo carefully shows how elites degrade New Music by castigating it ‘‘as inferior by all the tropes familiarly used to designate the free male citizen’s ‘Other.’ New Music was characterized as barbarous, servile, anarchic, uncontrolled, and effeminate’’ (19992000, 405). Bringing together the work of Csapo with Davidson and Hubbard (previous note), we find Agathon satirized in the cross-hairs of both elitist and popular prejudices, yet in both cases on the grounds that he lacks the self-control that characterizes the good citizen. 6. On the scene as an interruption of the plot, see Austin and Olson 2004, ad 97176. This is not a criticism. Aristophanes’ comedies offer no expectation for an ever-progressing or coherent plot. See Silk 2000a, 256300, and Given 2005, both of which compare discontinuous Aristophanic plots to the lack of coherence in some twentieth-century American musicals. 7. This issue is beyond the scope of this paper, and has been well studied elsewhere. See, among others, Bobrick 1997, 179182; Hansen 1976, 167171; Moulton 1981, 112121; Saetta Cottone 2003; Zeitlin 1996, 383386. and its cognates in Aristophanes, especially connections 8. On the connotations of with problems of political stasis, see Edmunds 1987. 9. Snyder 1974. Snyder shows that the paradigm for Agathon’s costume, as for many symposiasts on vase paintings, is the poet Anacreon, whom Agathon later cites as one of his inspirations in mimetic composition (160163). 10. Cf. Davidson 1997, 238, on class and desire: ‘‘in the Greek obsession with self-control we can see the relationship between class and consumption completely inverted. The true gentleman manages his appetites. He is in charge of himself. . . . It is the profligate and the incontinent who really engage in menial tasks as they are for ever running back and forth trying to fill their leaky jars of desire’’. 11. Interpreting Agathon’s speech against his (of course fictional) intentions is not an example of Aristophanes’ anti-realism and mobility of character that Silk (2000a, 207255) explores so well. It is merely the common literary technique of making a character ironically say more than he or she means. If anything, Agathon is one of the more realistic characters in the Aristophanic corpus. Realist consistency is necessary if Agathon’s speech is to refute Inlaw’s charges and if he is to successfully engage in the consistent mime¯sis characteristic of tragedy. 12. Stehle 2002 traces how Inlaw becomes more and more like Agathon in the second half of the play. The turning point, in Stehle’s view, is Cleisthenes’ entrance. For the contrast between Agathon and Cleisthenes, see Bobrick 1997, 181. 13. Stehle 2002 is an excellent work on body and costume in Thesmophoriazusae. 14. Inlaw’s phallus must be already untied when Cleisthenes undresses him (643648), and is probably already untied when he grabs it and offers to use it with Agathon’s Servant (5962). Unfortunately, the scene on the Wu¨rzberg Krater takes place when Inlaw is fully dressed as a woman and so his phallus is not visible at all. Ussher (1986, xxxviii) argues that only Aristophanes’ clownish bo¯molochoi wear the phallus. Inlaw would certainly qualify. It is more likely, however, that the phallus dangled freely on the bo¯molochoi but was tied up on most male characters. Stone (1984, 92) is non-committal on which characters wore the dangling phallus. 15. We cannot rely on this line too heavily for characterization of Inlaw. As Silk (2000a, 210) points out, it is a fine example of Aristophanes’ hallmark ‘‘stylistic mobility’’ and ‘‘discontinuity’’, i.e. Aristophanes’ anti-realist penchant for putting the immediate need for a joke or other local effect ahead of coherent characterization.
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 16. There is little indication in the text what the Servant looks like. Given that Aristophanic doormen usually resemble their masters in some way, it may be that this doorman is effeminate as well as pompous. Cf. Dicaeopolis’s appreciation of Euripides’ doorman: (Ach. 400401), and Olson 1998, ad Pax 180. Austin and Olson 2004, ad 3940, however, suggest that Inlaw’s later fuss over Agathon’s costume suggests that the Servant’s costume was not remarkable. 17. The phallus is thus frequently a reliable symbol of male power: see Stehle 2002. See also Bassi 1998, 113115, on male nudity as marking freedom from deception and on clothing, especially female clothing, as raising the spectator’s suspicion of deception. 18. I follow the interpretation of line 148 by Sommerstein 1994, ad loc., contra Austin and Olson 2004, ad loc. and Sansone 1987. 19. After Agathon’s speech, Inlaw begins to wonder, apparently, whether Agathon has gone so far as to castrate himself, but Euripides cuts him off before he gets the question out. 20. He wears a white (i.e. female), beardless mask, a long woman’s himation that covers any phallus that the actor wears, a hair-net and possibly a breast-band. See Stone 1984, 346347. 21. Cf. Mazzacchera 1999, 210; Stohn 1993, 200204. 22. Euripides says as much when he tells Inlaw, ‘‘I used to be the same sort of character as he when I began composing’’ (174175). 23. Mazzacchera (1999, 211214) explores the similarities between Agathon’s mime¯sis and an actor’s mimesis. She finds that they both require assimilation to another’s behaviors. She usefully compares mime¯sis to Damon’s theories of music that are founded on the hypothesis that there is ‘‘una relazione di somiglianza tra la musica e l’anima’’ (214). Also worth noting here is the scholarship of Lada-Richards, who describes the empathy Athenian audiences were expected to show toward theatrical performances, at least tragic performances with their coherent characterization. See Lada 1993, Lada-Richards 1997, Lada-Richards 2002. 24. Else (1958, 83) cites Democr. fr. 39 D-K as a fifth-century example of mimoi˜ suai used in contrast to oi˜nai and concludes that the philosopher was contrasting seeming and being, but 0 he is rightly refuted by So¨rbom (1966, 35 n. 33). On the pre-Platonic history of mime¯sis-words, in addition to Else 1958 and So¨rbom 1966, see Gebauer and Wulf 1995, 2730; Halliwell 1986, 10915; Halliwell 2002, 1333; Kardaun 1993, 1942. 25. Halliwell 1986, 111. Cf. Halliwell 2002, 15: ‘‘The common thread running through these otherwise various uses [of mime¯sis-words] is an ideal of correspondence or equivalence  correspondence between mimetic works, activities, or performances and their putative realworld equivalents, whether the latter are taken to be externally given and independent or only hypothetically projectable from the mimetic works themselves.’’ Cf. also Burkert 1972, 45, quoted at Kardaun 1993, 28. He too chooses the word ‘‘correspondence’’ in order to describe the mimetic relationship that the Pythagoreans posited between the cosmos and number. The relationship, he says, is ‘‘a two-sided correspondence, which makes it possible to interpret separate things following the same pattern, but without implying differences of rank or a relationship of ontological priority. . . . Nothing more is meant than the correspondence of cosmos and number, in the sense that one explains and illuminates the other.’’ Burkert also notes (ibid.) that Hippocratic treatises can use mime¯sis to describe either side of a correspondence: ‘‘One may just as well say that the human body ‘imitates’ the cosmos as that the parts of the cosmos ‘imitate’ human organs’’. This relationship changes by the time the Platonic corpus takes shape. Cf. Menex. 238A4-5: 26. Contrast one recent theorist of mimesis: ‘‘Mimesis is inherently and always already a repetition  meaning that mimesis is always the meeting-place of two opposing but connected ways of
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 JOHN GIVEN thinking, acting and making: similarity and difference’’ (Melberg 1995, 1). My point is that the pre-Platonic usage of mime¯sis foregrounded similarity at the expense of difference. 27. Cf. Lada-Richards’s comment on this scene: ‘‘mime¯sis cannot leave the imitator’s own identity intact’’ (2002, 403). 28. Zeitlin 1996, 375416, has been a very influential work on mime¯sis in this play. Zeitlin, from a perspective very different than my own, exploits the differences between the imitator and the thing imitated and finds an inextricable connection between mimesis and the feminine. For a critique of Zeitlin, see Compton-Engle 2003, 520521. On mime¯sis in Thesmophoriazusae, see also Mureddu 19821983; Mazzacchera 1999. 29. Among scholars who find a contradiction or at least inconsistency between the two halves of Agathon’s speech are: Mazzacchera 1999, 209210; Saetta Cottone 2003, 463; Sommerstein 1994, ad 167. 30. Naddaf 2005, passim, especially 23 (quote from 3). 31. For further discussion, see Heinimann 1945, 1517; Jouanna 1999, 223224. 32. Other critics have recognized as the focus of the scene’s satire the fact that Agathon does not need mime¯sis. Cf. Mazzacchera 1999, 20910; Muecke 1982, 54; Zeitlin 1996, 384. 33. On intellectuals in Aristophanic comedy, see Given 2001; Whitehorne 2002; Zimmermann 1993b. 34. On Aristophanic heroes’ attacks on political elite, see Henderson 1993. Agathon’s position as a member of the cultural elite is reinforced if the audience recognizes in him the Anacreon-like symposiast. See n. 9, above. 35. On the Servant’s song and Agathon’s song as parodies of prayer, see Horn 1970, 94106. 36. The Servant, in a sense, takes to the extreme Dicaeopolis’s creation of his private space in Acharnians. Whereas in Acharnians permission to enter the space is forbidden to Lamachus and other representatives of the Athenian political establishment, here it is forbidden to everyone except Agathon. On Dicaeopolis’s manipulation of space and the plasticity of space in Aristophanes generally, see Silk 2000b; Slater 1993. 37. Agathon thus resembles those intellectuals and wealthy men who represented themselves as living a life of quietude, or apragmosune¯. See Carter 1986; Dover 1974, 18890. On the relationship between apragmosune¯ and so¯phrosune¯ in Aristophanes, see North 1966, 98100. 38. Cf. Nichols 1998, 89, which traces Agathon’s failure to the fact the he ‘‘champions an autonomous poetry, one seeking no justification in public affairs.’’ 39. In a broader study of the representation of intellectuals in tragedy and comedy (Given 2001), I coined the term ‘‘intellectual’s paradox’’ for the intellectual’s need to assimilate himself or herself into the polis’s democratic authority while still holding himself or herself apart as an authoritative expert. Agathon grossly fails in negotiating the intellectual’s paradox.
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 This note addresses an emendation in Lucr. 3.295 originally proposed by R. Bentley and endorsed most recently by E.J. Kenney. I argue that the meaning of this and the preceding line has not been fully appreciated even by those commentators who (rightly) retain the MSS reading. To help elucidate the passage, I point to parallels in Philodemus of Gadara’s De ira.
 
 As given in the MSS, Lucr. 3.294295 reads: sed calidi plus est illis quibus acria corda iracundaque mens facile effervescit in ira.
 
 295
 
 But there is more of the hot in those whose bitter hearts and irascible minds easily boil over in anger.
 
 In one of a series of notes on the text of Lucretius published posthumously, R. Bentley, the great British classicist of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth century, proposed emending the last word of line 295 from ira to iram.1 E.J. Kenney, bemoaning the lack of regard other modern editors have shown Bentley’s proposal, adopts the emendation in his own edition of Lucr. 3. A` propos of this change, he writes: ‘‘With the ira of the MSS the verse can only mean ‘the mind that is prone to anger easily boils over when it is angry’  a pointless statement’’.2 Kenney is right about the sense of the verse as given in the MSS but wrong about its pointlessness. In Kenney’s defense, the point of these particular lines seems not to have been fully appreciated even by the many commentators who retain the MSS reading.3 Certainly none references the instructive parallels from Philodemus of Gadara’s De ira.4 Philodemus, a fellow first-century BCE Epicurean, devotes several columns of his treatise to a comparison of people who are genuinely irascible (o0rgi/loi) and those who are not (a0o´rghtoi).5 The former are distinguished both by the bitterness and intensity of their words and by their hostile behavior toward self and others.6 Such comportment is characteristic of the intense, prolonged form of anger Philodemus elsewhere in the treatise designates alternately as ‘‘rage’’ (uymo´w)7 or, adapting Epicurus’ classification of desires, ‘‘empty anger’’ (konh\ o0rgh/).8 In the diatribe against empty anger that comprises DOI: 10.1080/00397670802028010
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 nearly onehalf of De ira’s surviving columns, ‘‘pyrexia’’ (o0kpy/rvsiw) notably heads a list of unpleasant conditions associated with this species of the emotion.9 Lucretius’ image of an irascible mind that ‘‘boils over in anger’’ (effervescit in ira) suggests susceptibility to a similarly intense form of anger. Of course, one need not suppose that Lucretius was familiar with the theoretical framework or technical terminology found in Philodemus’ De ira. The distinction between a mild, reasonable form of anger and a severe, irrational one is itself a commonplace predating any philosophical theory of the emotions. Reading even such a simple distinction into these lines of Lucr. 3 suffices as reason to reject Bentley’s emendation. Still, the parallels adduced here with Philodemus’ treatise merit mention not only for their potential to illuminate a particular passage in Lucretius’ poem but also for their possible implications regarding the familiarity of these two contemporary Epicureans either with each other or with each other’s works.10
 
 Notes 1. This and many other proposals by Bentley are recorded among the notes in Wakefield 1813. 2. Kenney 1984, 115. 3. I include here Munro 1886, Giussani 1896, Heinze 1897, Leonard and Smith 1942, Bailey 1947, and Ernout and Robin 1962. 4. Roughly the final fifty columns of this treatise are preserved in Herculaneum papyrus (PHerc.) 182, of which the first modern edition was Gomperz 1864. This was followed by Wilke 1914, and, most recently, by Indelli 1988. 5. See especially Phld. Ir. 34.1737.8. (References to particular passages follow the numeration in Indelli 1988.) Epicurus’ own reputation for angry outbursts provides at least some of the motivation for Philodemus’ discussion; see Ir. 35.136.6. 6. Ibid., 36.3137.4. 7. uymo´w is for Philodemus a technical term, which he is careful to distinguish from the word’s ordinary usage (at least in contemporary discourse) as a mere synonym for o0rgh/; see, e.g., Ir. 43.4146.6. 8. On the distinction between ‘‘natural’’ and ‘‘empty’’ species of anger generally and the relative intensity of the latter, see especially Ir. 37.4038.6 and 45.3437. For Epicurus’ classification of desires, see Ep. Ep. ad Men. 127128 and Sent. 29. 9. Ir. 8.21. 10. The discovery of numerous fragments of Lucr. among the Herculaneum papyri was first reported in Kleve 1989 and subsequently confirmed in Kleve 2007 and Obbink 2007. Scholars have disagreed regarding the relevance of these finds to the question of direct contact between Lucretius and Philodemus; see e.g. the competing views in Smith 1992, livlv; Clay 1995, 67; Wigodsky 1995, 58; Oberhelman and Armstrong 1995, 235236; Dorandi 1997, 35 and 48; and Flores 2002, 1920. Kleve 1997 constitutes the most sustained and systematic argument for a close association between Lucretius and Philodemus; pp. 5960 in particular note several other
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 KIRK R. SANDERS correspondences between Phld. Ir. and Lucr., though they do not include any reference to Lucr. 3.294295.
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 The meaning of the utpote qui sentence at Sal. Cat. 57. 4 is discussed with an assessment of its relevance for the situation before Catiline’s final battle.
 
 In his OCT edition of Sallust, L. D. Reynolds prints the ‘‘locus conclamatus’’ Cat. 57.4 in accordance with the paradosis, rightly I believe instead of adopting the correction expeditus:1 Neque tamen Antonius procul aberat, utpote qui magno exercitu locis aequioribus expeditos in fuga sequeretur. But the interpretation of the period seems still to leave something to be said to judge from J. T. Ramsay’s defence (1984, 22007): expeditos: this is the reading of the principal MSS, confirmed by a citation in the grammarian Priscian (pace Kurfess who falsely attributes the reading expeditus to Priscian). Most modern editors emend to expeditus on the assumption that utpote qui is causal (equivalent to quippe qui) introducing an explanation for the statement that Antonius was not far off. Utpote qui, however, is to be taken here in a limiting sense ( ‘‘considering the fact that’’), and the acc. expeditos, going closely with in fuga, is needed to provide the direct object of sequeretur (for this meaning of utpote qui, cf. Plaut. Mil. 530; Cic. Att. 2.24.4). Catiline’s men were expediti in comparison with Antonius’ army because they were less fully equipped and not loaded down with baggage. Antonius was forced by the size of his army to take a less direct route over more level terrain (locis aequioribus).
 
 Utpote qui I am not sure I fully understand Ramsay’s way of taking utpote qui, especially if he is thereby trying to define a separate semantic category. I have traced this interpretation back to a short, but hardly more convincing note by W. A. Camps (1959) where utpote qui is rendered as ‘‘considering’’ followed by the comment: ‘‘ . . . the clause governed by utpote qui introduces, not a reason for the main statement, but a circumstance to be kept in mind when evaluating it’’.2 Ramsay and Camps both adduce one parallel from archaic Latin (Ramsay Pl. Mil. 530, Camps: Rud. 462) and one from late republican Latin (Cic. Att. 2. 24. 4). Let me concentrate on this more relevant later stage. DOI: 10.1080/00397670802271412
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 EGIL KRAGGERUD Although utpote qui is, as often observed, not so common as quippe qui, there are sufficient examples to draw a safe conclusion. Herewith a broad sample: At Catullus 64. 5557 necdum etiam sese quae visit visere credit [sc. Ariadna]/ utpote fallaci quae tum primum excita somno/ desertam in sola miseram se cernat harena. The reason for her lack of belief (55) is that she (quite unexpectedly)  after a treacherous3 sleep  (56) finds herself deserted (by Theseus) on the lonely beach (57). The causal nature of the subjunctive cernat is signalled unequivocally by utpote (‘‘no wonder since’’ C.J. Fordyce’s rendering in his comm. 1960). Catullus uses utpote again at 67. 43: nomine dicentem quos diximus, utpote quae mi/ speret nec linguam esse nec auriculam (the ianua passing on gossip about her domina)’(who has been) mentioning by name the men I’ve spoken about, since (as a matter of course) she did not expect me to have either tongue or ear’. Utpote qui, an extended variant of ut qui, was mostly avoided by the poets of the next generation. Horace uses utpote, but only in the satires and epistles and in less cumbersome syntactical forms suitable to the hexameter:. . . Beatus Fannius, ultro/ delatis capsis et imagine, cum mea nemo/ scripta legat vulgo recitare timentis ob hanc rem,/ quod sunt quos genus hoc minime iuvat, utpote plures/ culpari dignos (sat. 1. 4. 21b25a) ‘‘seeing of course that most of them (i.e. of people listening to recitals of satires) deserve censure’’. Expressions like ‘‘seeing that’’ or ‘‘considering that’’ is no less explanatory than ‘‘since’’. A similar example is sat. 2. 4. 89: Quin id erat curae, quo pacto cuncta tenerem, utpote res tenuis,4 tenui sermone peractas (‘‘Indeed that thing (i.e. the art of memorizing) was my concern, how I should retain everything, since the subject matter (as is wellknown) is fine-spun, treated in fine-spun language’’). Cf. Ars 206f. quo sane populus numerabilis, utpote parvus,/ et frugi castusque verecundusque coibat (‘‘where (in the theatre) the people used to gather, certainly easy to count, being so few, and (besides) honest and decent and modest’’. Utpote parvus gives the obvious reason for the assertion that the people were numerabilis.5 Utpote is used also (like quippe) to emphasize cum in its causal function: Cic. Att. 5. 8. 1: Me et incommoda valetudo, e qua iam emerseram, utpote cum sine febri laborassem, et Pomptini exspectatio ... tenebat duodecimum iam diem Brundisi ... (‘‘This is my twelfth day at Brundisium. An indisposition from which I have now recovered (there was no fever) and the expectation of Pomptinus’ arrival ... has kept me here ...’’) (D. R. Shackleton Bailey 1999, LCL). The utpote cum clause could have been rendered more distinctly: Cicero had (in his own view) recovered more speedily naturally enough since he was suffering without running a fever. Cicero has utpote qui only sparingly: Phil. 5. 30 Lucius quidem frater eius, utpote qui peregre depugnarit, familiam ducit. (‘‘His (Mark Antony’s) brother Lucius, being a man (as you know) who has fought in the arena abroad, is the
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 leader of a gang of gladiatiors.’’) Lucius’s infamous position has an obvious (ironic) explanation: His ‘‘competence’’ is based on his having been an international star of the gladiator arena. As for the example from Cicero, Att. 2. 24. 4 (from the year 59) ea (sc. iudicia) nos, utpote qui nihil contemnere soleBa mus (or: soleremus), non pertimescebamus. (‘‘These (lawsuits) I for one do not dread overmuch, since (as you know) I am in the habit of not making light of anything’’; nihil contemnere soleamus is a kind of litotes expressing approximately: ‘‘we do take them seriously according to our habit’’. Cicero sees himself as a person well prepared for anything his enemies (Clodius that is) may be up to. So there is no reason to follow Ramsey and Camps and put this instance into a bag of its own.6 Summa: As to the syntactic sense, utpote in the Sallustian passage is straightforward and following the normal usage. If Sallust had used the word in any other way he had most probably been misunderstood by his readers. ‘‘Nor (cf. OLD s.v. tamen 2 b, Vretska on 19. 2) was Antonius far away, naturally enough since he was pursuing unburdened men on the run7 with his large army over more level terrain.’’
 
 The situation. According to 56. 4 Antonius had already set out when Catiline tried to evade enemy troops by marching in mountaneous terrain (per montis 56. 4), at one time southwards, at another northwards, Galliam versus. Having received report of the death sentences against the leading conspirators in Rome he led his remaining troops ‘‘over rugged mountains’’ (per montis asperos 57. 1) towards the district of Pistorium intending to find ‘‘tracks’’ (tramites) across the Apennines to reach Gallia transalpina. On the other side of the mountains Metellus Celer took up position where Catiline would most probably descend. That Catiline hurried is emphasized twice in addition to our sentence: He marched towards ager Pistoriensis magnis itineribus (57.1), and haste would characterize his further flight too: sub ipsis radicibus montium consedit (sc. Metellus), qua illi (sc. Catilinae) descensus erat properanti (57. 3). Ramsay can give no reason for the fact that Antonius was so close on Catiline’s heels. On the contrary, the relative clause amounts in his interpretation to contradicting the main clause: Against a Roman general hampered by a great army with its usual equipment and therefore having to move along ‘‘a less direct route’’ over more level ground is an army free from such constraining factors and very much intent on flight. If so, why should not Catiline have outdistanced his opponent by far?
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 EGIL KRAGGERUD Sallust is focussed, however, on explaining how Antonius had caught up with Catiline and was so close8 and how his army achieved to prevent his flight towards Gallia: locis aequioribus-the comparative highlighted by utpote  harks back to per montis asperos (57. 1). Owing above all to the marked difference in the terrain to be traversed the regular army was able to keep pace and catch up with Catiline’s less burdened men intent on flight. Having probably heard about or agreed on a joint pincer movement in order to catch the insurgents both Roman generals seemed to have found speed essential for their strategy: On the other side of the Apennines Metellus moved quickly (propere) to stop Catiline. As to Antonius, it was unnecessary for Sallust to mention that speed  suggested in itself by the the ongoing pursuit (sequeretur)  was a key factor on his side as well.
 
 Notes 1. So even the otherwise useful Thesaurus article by O. Hiltbrunner (1943) on expedio V 16041623. The corrected expeditus going with the general in charge instead of his ‘‘army’’, ‘‘troops’’, ‘‘men’’, necessitated a subcategory sensu laxiore (1622, 61). 2. Camps refers to Lewis and Short’s Dictionary who, however, make no such distinction in their article on utpote, but offer a wide choice of renderings of the explanatory sense: as namely, namely, as being, as, seeing that, inasmuch as, since. Vretska ad loc. is particularly undecisive about utpote qui taking into consideration both a consecutive, comparative and limitative meaning in order to escape the explanatory one, to no avail in my view. 3. ‘‘weil er (sc. der Schlaf) ihr den Gatten entfu¨hrt hat’’ (W. Kroll 1929). 4. Not all editors have observed that a comma is needed here (as in Klingner’s and Borzsa´k’s editions). 5. The same holds good for sat. 1. 5. 94 (with utpote and participle): Inde Rubos fessi pervenimus, utpote longum/ carpentes iter et factum corruptius imbri. ‘‘Horace and his fellow travellers were tired on their arrival at Rubi because of the long distance covered in one day and the bad condition of the road.’’  Ku¨hner  Stegmann’s note on utpote and the like is worth quoting: ‘‘sie (these particles) dru¨cken eine Erkla¨rung des Redenden aus von einem Umstande, der sich von selbst versteht, der ganz natu¨rlich ist.’’ (II 1, 791). 6. What then about the archaic examples? Rud. 462 (quoted by Camps) is satis nequam sum, utpote qui hodie amare inceperim and in my interpretation: ‘‘I am pretty naughty, no wonder since I have started to love to-day.’’ Plautus Mil. 528530 is at the heart of the intrigue, Philocomasium pretending to be her own twin sister which leads to the following exclamation from the soldier’s slave: Pro di immortales, similiorem mulierem/ magi’que eandem, ut pote quae non sit eadem, non reor/ deos facere posse (Lindsay (OCT)): I don’t think the gods are able to make a woman, considering she is not the same, more like (my master’s courtesan). (In German: ‘‘die ja doch nicht dieselbe ist’’, Brix-Niemeyer ad loc., 4th ed. LeipzigBerlin 1914). 7. I can think of no explanation for adnominal ‘‘in fuga’’ if expeditos is changed to expeditus. 8. It goes without saying that all parties made use of the best intelligence they could muster. The regular Roman armies were of course superior to Catiline in this respect.
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 The author argues against full stop or comma after finge (119), takes scriptor (120) as a nominative (not a vocative) and changes honoratum (with Achillem) to honoratus to go with scriptor, ‘‘as (i.e. if you want to become) an honoured author’’.
 
 The text of Ars 119124 (with no punctuation added) is transmitted almost1 unanimously as: 120
 
 aut famam sequere aut sibi convenientia finge scriptor honoratum si forte reponis Achillem impiger iracundus inexorabilis acer iura neget sibi nata nihil non arroget armis sit Medea ferox invictaque flebilis Ino perfidus Ixion Io vaga tristis Orestes
 
 The problems. There is as yet no agreement on two points in this normative passage: (1) on where the first sentence ends, that is what sort of punctuation, if any, is to be preferred after finge (119), and (2) on the status of honoratum (120). To mention the range of options in a handful of influential editions still widely used (with or without accompanying commentaries): (1) (a) Shackleton Bailey (1984) sticks (in all four impressions of his Teubneriana) to a full stop after finge (following Garrod (1906) [OCT] and Fairclough (1926) [LCL]). (b) Brink, Borzsa´k and Rudd have a comma. (c) Klingner (1959) has no punctuation (following Heinze 1914). Those who have no full stop after finge (b and c) put it instead after scriptor. Shackleton Bailey (with Garrod) includes scriptor in the conditional clause of 120. (2) Brink, Shackleton Bailey and Rudd put daggers around honoratum. On the other hand, Garrod, Heinze, Fairclough and Borzsa´k accept honoratum, though with varying confidence. It is noteworthy that none of these editors has adopted a conjecture in the text. Bentley’s two conjectures (Homereum, Homeriacum)2 are mentioned by all except Shackleton Bailey who specifies only J. Delz’ adoratum (MH 36, 1979, 142) in his app. crit. DOI: 10.1080/00397670802280843
 
 60
 
 THE PROBLEMS
 
 OF
 
 HORACE
 
 The number of conjectures is high indeed.3 Among the numerous articles dealing with the lines I will mention only the last (?) in the row: S. Sørensen (2004) argues in favour of adopting A. Y. Campbell’s conjecture honore actum, understood as driven by ‘‘longing for honour’’/ ‘‘sense or need of honour’’ (p. 144); in my view this has little or nothing to recommend it except as an entertaining jeu de mots.
 
 Diagnostic approach. A flaw on the analytical side can be observed resulting from severing the two issues at hand and concentrating on finding the right substitute for honoratum as the one panacea.4 Being convinced that the textual issues in lines 119120 cannot be separated from each other, I will treat the one with a constant eye on the other in the following. The last-mentioned conjecture, then, may above all be criticised (pro multis!) for staking everything in the effort of replacing the accusative honoratum with another accusative of a word or word combination deemed to hit the mark. A stylistic and grammatical analysis of the passage should be part of any attempt at a solution: Achilles is clearly the main example by covering three (Garrod & Co.), or almost three lines (the majority), followed in rapid succession by five further parallel examples (Medea, Ino, Ixion, Io, Orestes), all of which are well-known scenic characters. Each has a particular personality that a dramatist should abide by and not deviate from at will. The names of the characters mentioned are either preceded or followed by characterizing predicatives (flebilis, perfidus, tristis and ferox invictaque, vaga). As for Achilles, the description of his character is multifaceted within rather narrow bounds (121) whereby he shows his nature in quasi scenic incidents (122), whereas in the case of the last four examples succinct single predicatives do the same business (Medea only has got two predicatives). In this perspective an adjective  be it honoratum or its conjectured substitute  highlighted moreover by wordorder (hyperbaton)  messes up a carefully constructed set of examples. I venture, in fact, to assert that any attribute (let alone a predicative) attached to Achillem brings an alien element into the period prompting legitimate and disquieting questions like: Why should Achilles be singled out as honoratus? What about the others? Are they also ‘‘honorati’’ (or whatever) just as si forte reponis5 undoubtedly is no less to be understood as a conditional premise for them as well? Or: Has Horace especially in mind the Iliadic Achilles, and if so, what is foremost in his mind, the ‘‘Achilles’’ of the Iliad as a whole, his conduct in the First, in the Ninth or Twenty-Fourth Book? Without denying for a moment
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 EGIL KRAGGERUD that the Homeric epics are relevant for the development of ancient drama I would claim that Horace is clearly giving good advice to the future playwright by referring primarily to the dramatic tradition. So one would rather think of Achilles as treated by prominent playwrights. There is scant reason for commentators to give Homer’s Achilles exclusive pride of place. My conclusion will be that an accusative form going with the name Achillem in the protasis is in a double sense the crux of the matter. However, I do not necessarily think that the transmitted adjective is wrong here, nor do I believe in any deeper corruption worthy of editors’ cruces.
 
 Cure prescribed. We are in the meantime in a better position to return to the punctuation problem we started with. Aut famam sequere (‘‘either follow tradition’’) aut sibi convenientia finge (‘‘or (else, in case you do not do that (OLD s.v. aut 7)) make up the things in a consistent manner.’’) The two injunctions have a certain common ground and coexist in relative harmony as the two ways of going about the business of creating dramatic characters (cf. Euripides vs. Agathon as key dramatists in this regard). One should beware the economy in Horace’s way of presenting the conditions: Two conditions are presented of which the second is admittedly a sine qua non if the first is abandoned: i.e. famam sequere versus finge. But there is no implied antithesis to sibi convenientia in the famam sequere part: traditional subject matter must of course be internally consistent (conveniens) as well. The following names (Achilles etc.) with their focus on traditional characters6 are not least relevant to the first injunction. To put a full stop at the end of 119 seems unnatural considering that both injunctions are addressed to the scriptor opening the next line. This tight connection is a signal to the reader that there is an enjambement to be respected. Would I then opt for a comma after finge with a full stop postponed until after scriptor and scriptor taken as a vocative? Brink and Rudd vote unconvincingly for this way of ending the first sentence. The nearest alternative to a vocative scriptor, a nominative, is not in the least better. To assume a solitary and stripped scriptor, stylistically questionable and with little or no function, is in my view no viable option at Horace’s level. The above dilemma, with its rather arbitrary choice between a vocative and a nominative scriptor, vanishes fortunately in thin air as soon as we restore a corrected honoratus to go with it, an operation that kills two problematic birds with one stone: ‘‘Either follow tradition or make up the things in a consistent
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 manner as a (future) honoured author’’. This kind of predicative apposition to designate a person’s office, standing, occupation, role, period of life and the like has some familiar and instructive examples in the standard grammatical handbooks (cf. e.g. Ku¨hner-Stegmann II 1, 247): quamdiu mihi consuli designato, Catilina, insidiatus es, me defendi (Cic. Catil. 1. 11); exoriare aliquis nostris ex ossibus ultor (Verg. A. 4. 625). The past tenses in the Cicero example make us understand Cicero as a’designated consul’ at the time of the attacks whereas Dido’s last wish points to a future avenger in accordance with the future character of the imperative. Honoratus is also the easiest of adjustments of the faulty transmission. The difference between honoratus si and honoratum si would hardly have been discernable by the ear in later centuries. The adj./ ppp. honoratus ‘‘honoured’’, ‘‘(highly) respected’’7 conveys  in the form of a condition more suggested than emphasized  that if you want recognition (from critics and public alike) you had better comply with the injunctions just given. Honoratus for honoratum was in fact already proposed, but with little or no impact on scholarship, in a publication exactly 200 years ago: Remarques ine´dites du Pre´sident Bouhier, de Breitinger et du Pe`re Oudin, sur quelques passages d’Horace, Avec une Lettre sur l’Art Poe´tique et sur la Sat. IV, Liv. II; publie´es Par G. Prunelle, Paris 1807. The conjecture originated from the remarkable jurist, magistrate, scholar and bookcollector Jean Bouhier (16731746) whose highly subjective edition (‘‘ordini suo, ex meaˆ sententiaˆ, restituta’’) was first made public in the Magasin encyclope´dique, October 1805.8 It was soon republished along with other Horatiana by G. Prunelle, then ‘‘docteur et bibliothe´caire de l’Universite´ de Montpellier’’. The conjecture is found on p. 19 (as line 69!) in the 1807 publication, but without any specific comment on Bouhier’s part. Prunelle, however, approved of Bouhier’s correction of honoratum with arguments in his introductory ‘‘Lettre’’ p. xxixxiii.9 He rightly pointed out that this use of honoratus, about ‘‘ce que’on doit’’, is fully acceptable in Horace’s diction. He referred to Ars 235 satyrarum scriptor amabo describing a hypothetical case, moreover highly unlikely, as an illuminating parallel.10 The passage, then, should have this form (sparingly punctuated!) in future editions: 120
 
 Aut famam sequere aut sibi convenientia finge scriptor honoratus: Si forte reponis Achillem, impiger iracundus inexorabilis acer iura neget sibi nata, nihil non arroget armis, sit Medea ferox invictaque, flebilis Ino, perfidus Ixion, Io vaga, tristis Orestes.
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 Notes 1. Understandably neither Brink nor Shackleton Bailey cares to mention negat (122) in some MSS. 2. In view of my next section (Diagnostic approach) I can the more easily refrain here from a discussion of these (and other) conjectures. Bentley’s ubiquitous name among modern editors of Horace is an indication that ‘‘names’’ still count more than carefully assessed quality, cf. this author SO 80, 2005, 4157. 3. It will soon be possible to see the wide range of conjectures by means of a few keyboard touches when Prof. Asztalos’ database ‘‘A Repertory of Conjectures on Horace’’ becomes available to the scholarly world. 4. Both Brink and Rudd are in the grip of the accusative and fail to analyse adequately the period as a whole. 5. I understand reponere here as: ‘if you put Achilles on stage yet another time’ following in the wake of forerunners. Horace’s point is to stick to characters as treated by Bthe best of these (cf. Rudd ad loc.). 6. Not the plot-construction as in Aristotle’s Poetics ch. 15, as Brink (1971) has pointed out. 7. On honoratus see OLD. Elsewhere Horace has honoratus at Ep. 1. 107 as an epithet describing the perfect sapiens. W. Ehlers, in his article on honoro in the Thesaurus Linguae Latinae (1940), unconvincingly assumed the otherwise unattested meaning fama celebratus; on the whole issue of sense cf. also Brink’s critical note. 8. See Ch. Des Guerrois, Le pre´sident Bouhier. Sa vie, ses ouvragres et sa bibliothe`que, Paris 1855, p. 183. 9. Rendering Bouhier’s text as: ‘‘Si vous voulez acque´rir de la gloire en e´crivant [. . .].’’ (p. xxi). 10. Cf. Rudd ad loc. whereas Brink deserves approval only halfway: ‘‘scriptor here [v. 235] means no more than’if I wrote’. 120 scriptor is dissimilar.’’
 
 Selected modern references Borzsa´k, S. (ed.) (1984) Q. Horati Flacci Opera. Leipzig. Brink, C.O. (ed.) (1971) Horace on Poetry. The ‘Ars Poetica’. Cambridge. Fairclough, H. R. (ed.) (1926) Horace. Satires, Epistles and Ars Poetica. Cambridge, Mass./London. Garrod, H. W. (ed.) (1906) Q. Horati Flacci Opera, rec. E.C.Wickham, ed. altera curante H.W.G. Oxford. Heinze, R. (ed.) (1914) Q. Horatius Flaccus. Briefe erkla¨rt von A. Kiessling, bearbeitet von R.H. Vierte Aufl. Berlin. Klingner, F. (ed.) (1959) Q. Horati Flacci Opera. Leipzig, 3. Aufl. Rudd, N. (ed.) (1989) Horace. Epistles Book II and Epistle to the Pisones (‘Ars Poetica’). Cambridge. Shackleton Bailey, D. R. (1984) Q. Horatius Flaccus. Opera. Stuttgart. [42001] Sørensen, S. (2004) ‘‘Horace on Tradition and the Individual Talent, Ars Poetica 11952’’, C&M 55: 139162.
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 This article argues that Virgil’s Fourth Eclogue can in part be understood in light of the influence of the Eleusinian Mysteries on Roman religion. In particular, it argues that the child can be compared with Ploutos and that the return of the Virgo reflects the myth of Persephone. The myths of Demeter at Eleusis are assimilated to the Roman myth of a golden age under the rule of Saturnus. The return of Persephone from the Underworld and the birth of the child signify an end to war. The possible significance of the poem to Augustan propaganda is also discussed.
 
 I Iam nova progenies caelo demittitur alto In Virgil’s Fourth Eclogue the last or first age of the Cumaean song is characterized by the return of a Virgin, the beginning of a new Saturnian Reign, the birth of a child, and the reign of Apollo.2 The identity of the child whose birth and growth to maturity are associated with agricultural fertility and freedom from war is one of the greatest mysteries of Roman literature and has been vigorously debated since Antiquity. It seems to me that, as the child is described in mythical, religious, and realistic terms, he can probably be understood in various ways which are not necessarily contradictory. The child is partly portrayed as a normal Roman child of the elite growing to maturity; he is described as reading about the heroum laudes et facta parentis and learning the meaning of virtus (2627). He can therefore be said to represent a link between the past/present and the future. It would therefore seem possible that, on one level, the child in the Fourth Eclogue is to be understood as a symbol of continuity and an embodiment of the survival of Rome.3 As such, he can be directly related to the Eclogues’ background of the Civil Wars when ancient families were being destroyed by divided loyalties and the Roman state itself was being torn apart. The description of the birth of the child may have been intended by Virgil to represent the end of strife. If the child was meant to be identified in more concrete historical terms, the only plausible candidate would seem to be the hoped-for son of Marcus Antonius and Octavia, whose marriage sealed the treaty of Brundisium.4 Most commentators accept that this peace treaty, which brought hopes for an end to the Civil Wars in 40 BC, constitutes DOI: 10.1080/00397670802337775
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 HELE`NE WHITTAKER the historical context for the poem.5 The marriage of Antonius and Octavia is alluded to in the song of the Parcae (4647) which clearly recalls the song of the fates at the marriage of Thetis and Peleus in Catullus 64.6 Of the child it is said that he will rule a world which has been pacified patriis virtutibus (17).7 If patriis is to be understood as meaning ancestral, patriis virtutibus can be seen to refer to the ancient Roman virtues exercised jointly by Gaius Asinius Pollio (the poem’s addressee and one of the chief architects of the peace) and the triumvirs which made the achievement of the peace treaty possible. If rather patriis is to be taken in the sense of belonging to the father, then the phrase can be seen as a reference to Antonius alone. In this paper I shall concentrate on the mythical and religious meanings of the child. In this regard, the most commonly held opinion today is probably that Virgil was inspired by Eastern Sibylline oracles, which in their turn were derived from the text of the prophet Isaiah, and that accordingly the child ultimately reflects Jewish Messianic beliefs.8 According to Isaiah 7.14, ‘‘Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel’’.9 However, as none of the Sibylline oracles that have been preserved record a prophecy about the birth of a child, the theory is based on the assumption that Virgil was influenced by an oracle which is no longer extant.10 In support of the view that the birth of the child in the Fourth Eclogue reflects Jewish prophecy, it has been argued that the description of peace among animals in the Fourth Eclogue (2224) is very similar to Isaiah 11.68. This passage from the text of Isaiah is in fact paraphrased in the third book of the collection of Sibylline oracles, which contains the prophecies of a Jewish sibyl who claimed to be the daughter-in-law of Noah.11 However, to my mind, the resemblance between the Fourth Eclogue and the text of the Sibylline oracle is not at all that close. The text of the oracle is as follows: And wolves and sheep will together eat grass in the mountains. Leopards and lambs will graze together. Wandering bears will live with calves. The carnivorous lion will eat chaff from the manger, like cattle. And children, indeed infants, will lead them in bonds. For he will make the beast of prey on earth disabled. Snakes and asps shall sleep with babies and they will do no harm. For God’s hand will lie over them.12
 
 All Virgil writes is: nec magnos metuent armenta leones, ‘‘cattle will not fear the great lions’’, and occidet et serpens, ‘‘the snake also will perish’’. Furthermore, in the oracle as well as in Isaiah there is an emphasis on the contrast between very young domestic animals (and humans) and dangerous beasts of prey, which is not found in Virgil. It can be suggested that the imagery in the Fourth Eclogue should rather be seen as a reversal of a common type of Homeric simile. In the Iliad individual warriors are compared to lions attacking herds of defenceless domestic animals, usually cattle. Accordingly the lion can be said to function as 66
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 a symbol of the destructive fury of the warrior. The idea of cattle which no longer need fear attacks from lions can then be seen specifically as a metaphor for the absence of warfare which is derived from the Greek literary tradition. The reference to Orpheus at the end of the poem suggests that Virgil may also have intended the motif of animal peace to be understood in terms of Orpheus’ ability to charm wild animals with his song. The pronouncements which make up the Third Sibylline Oracle most likely derive from Jewish and Christian communities in Egypt and Asia Minor, as well as in Judaea. The earliest material is believed to be mostly of Roman Imperial date, and Gruen has argued that those parts which have been dated to the second or first centuries BC because of their apparent references to Hellenistic rulers are in fact historically unspecific and could therefore be later in date.13 However, the Third Sibylline Oracle would seem to have its origins in the Hellenistic period, since known verses from it are cited by Alexander Polyhistor in the first century BC.14 Whether the verses which paraphrase Isaiah are Hellenistic or later in date cannot be said, and it is obviously not easy to date verses concerning the birth of a saviour-child that may or may not have existed. Regarding Old Testament phrophecies, however, it can be remarked that the Messiah was to come for the salvation of the Jewish nation alone and not of all mankind. In some circles this was viewed in temporal and political terms as liberation from Roman domination. Gruen has emphasized that the preserved texts of the Sibylline oracles are saturated with anti-Roman sentiments; Rome stands for terror, destructiveness, and corruption.15 I therefore find it hard to understand why many commentators have found the idea that Virgil was inspired by the Eastern Sibylline tradition so appealing.16 It appears somewhat strange that, on the whole, few attempts seem to have been made to understand the birth of the child in terms of Greek and Roman literary, religious, or cultural traditions.17 In fact, two of the most widely-used commentaries on the Eclogues in English explicitly reject the possibility of any influence from the Greco-Roman tradition.18 Yet, it can be argued that there exists a possible source of inspiration in Greek religion which has been overlooked. In the cult of the goddess Demeter at Eleusis, the birth or appearance of a child, Ploutos, constituted the central focus of the celebration of the Mysteries, one of the most widely-known, renowned, and influential religious festivals of the ancient world.19 According to Homer (Od. 5.125) and Hesiod (Th. 969), Ploutos was the son of Demeter and a certain Iasion. At Eleusis, however, he seems to have been regarded as the son of Demeter and Zeus.20 In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, which recounts the background to the institution of the Mysteries, Ploutos is described as he who gives wealth to mortal men, and in Greek religion he was first and foremost associated with the fertility of the earth.21 The celebration of the Eleusinian Mysteries every year was 67
 
 HELE`NE WHITTAKER associated with the ensurance of agricultural abundance, as well as with the promise of happiness in the afterworld for the initiates.22 The appearance of Ploutos symbolized the gifts of Demeter to mankind. Ploutos is represented on a number of Athenian vases of the fourth century, where his association with fertility and abundance is evident from the cornucopia which is his common attribute.23 On some vase-paintings Ploutos is depicted as an infant, as on a hydria from Rhodes, which seems to show his birth from a cornucopia held by the goddess Ge, the personification of the earth.24 In other representations Ploutos appears as an older boy, as in the Great Eleusinian Relief, a marble stela from the fifth century BC found at Eleusis, which shows him standing between the two Eleusinian goddesses, Demeter and her daughter Persephone.25 A terracotta from Myrina, dating to the last part of the first century BC also shows him as an older boy.26 The fertility of the soil and agricultural wealth are incompatible with the destructions caused by war. Ploutos was therefore also sometimes regarded as the son of the goddess Eirene. In a fragment of Bacchylides, Eirene is called the mother of Ploutos.27 A large bronze statue of Eirene holding the infant Ploutos by the fourth century sculptor Kephisodotos stood on the Athenian Agora. It is mentioned by Pausanias who saw it in the second half of the second century AD.28 While the original statue no longer exists, it has been recognized in numerous Roman marble copies.29 One replica which stood on the acropolis at Cumae could have been seen by Virgil and provided some of the inspiration for the Fourth Eclogue.30 It can be proposed that the motif of the birth of the child in the Fourth Eclogue was in part inspired by the cult of Demeter at Eleusis. In the poem the child is called cara deum suboles, magnum Iovis incrementum, indicating that like the Eleusinian Ploutos he is the son of the supreme god. A relation could be seen between the promises of future happiness associated with initiation into the Eleusinian Mysteries and the advent of a new age of peace, prosperity and joy symbolized by the child in the Fourth Eclogue. In the Late Republic there is evidence of prominent Romans visiting Athens becoming initiated into the Mysteries of Demeter at Eleusis, and it is not impossible that Virgil had himself been initiated.31 Eleusinian symbols can clearly be recognized in a passage of the Georgics, where Virgil refers to the slow-rolling carts of the Eleusininan mother (1.160168). The wickerwork of Celeus and the winnowing fans of Iacchus are also references to the ritual at Eleusis.32 A reference to initiation into the Eleusinian Mysteries has been recognized in the golden bough in Aeneid 6.33 But it is not really necessary to postulate a close and direct conection between Virgil and the Eleusinian Mysteries. The Eleusinian Mysteries are often described in modern scholarship as secret rites, but in reality they do not seem to have been all that mysterious and unknown. Scenes from the Eleusinian 68
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 Mysteries were depicted on Greek vases with an apparent lack of inhibition.34 For instance, an Attic relief hydria of the fourth century, known as the Regina Vasorum, which was found at Cumae shows a number of figures who can be related to the ritual of the Eleusinian Mysteries.35 Moreover, the cult of Ceres, the Roman counterpart to Demeter, was from an early date heavily influenced by Greek cults of Demeter in Magna Graecia, which were in their turn influenced by the widespread renown of Eleusinian Demeter.36 De Cazanove argues that the cult of Ceres in Rome, which was established early in the fifth century, could have been influenced by the cult of Demeter at Eleusis both directly and through the Greek cults of Magna Graecia.37 In the Late Republic Roman coins depict Ceres with specifically Eleusinian attributes, such as torches and a snake-drawn wagon.38 It has been pointed out that the Late Republic was a time when oracles predicting the renewal of the Golden Age circulated freely.39 Images on coins may also reflect hopes for a new golden age of peace.40 That the cult of Ceres was associated with hopes for a new and better age is suggested by a coin minted in 42 BC which has a head of Ceres on the obverse and a figure of Pax on the reverse.41
 
 Iam redit et Virgo In the Fourth Eclogue the renewal of the Golden Age is dependent on the return of the virgin as well as on the birth of a child. In commentaries and discussions on the Fourth Eclogue the Virgo is universally interpreted as the goddess Dike with reference to the Hellenistic poet Aratos’ astronomical poem the Phaenomena.42 In Aratos’ poem Dike had departed in disgust from the earth in the Bronze Age as mankind degenerated, and had been translated to the sky as the constellation Virgo, the sixth sign of the Zodiac.43 An association between the return of Dike and the beginning of a new golden age could seem then a reasonable understanding of the meaning of the return of the virgin in the Fourth Eclogue. However, while the objection that Aratos does not seem to have envisioned the possibility of a return of Dike to earth may not carry much weight, it could be said that this would seem to be precluded by her transformation into a constellation.44 Dike has clearly not returned, neither in Virgil’s time nor indeed in our own. The constellation Virgo is still visible in the night-time sky at the right time of the year. According to Quintilian, knowledge of astronomy is essential to the understanding of poetry. Among other things, the rise and setting of stars is used by poets to indicate time.45 Since the verb redeo can be used of stars becoming visible in the sky after a period of having been obscured by the sun, there would seem to be good grounds for believing that the return of the virgin 69
 
 HELE`NE WHITTAKER in the Fourth Eclogue refers to the renewed visibility of the constellation Virgo in the night-time sky.46 In 40 BC the solar conjunction of aVir or Spica, the brightest star in the constellation, took place on the twenty-second of September. Some time afterwards, around the beginning of October, Spica would start to become visible in the sky, rising in the east, just before the break of dawn.47 If iam redit is understood as ‘‘being now in the process of returning’’, the words iam redit et Virgo can refer to the period from about the middle or end of September when part of the constellation would have been visible above the horizon before sunrise to perhaps around the beginning of November when the whole constellation would have been clearly visible at dawn. This is the time frame within which the Treaty of Brundisium took place. It would therefore seem possible on one level to see the return of the virgin as a direct reference to the occasion for which the poem had been written. There were various stories associated with the origin of the constellation Virgo, and the identification with Dike does not seem to have been the most common, and may in fact have been invented by Aratos.48 In the Georgics, Virgil associates the constellation with the story of Erigone, as was common in Greek mythology and astronomy.49 Virgo was also often associated with the myth of Demeter in the Greek tradition.50 In Roman astronomy an association with Ceres is attested by the Latin name of its brightest star Spica, since a sheaf was the most common attribute of the goddess. According to the Augustan astronomer Manilius, the constellation was under the protection of Ceres.51 In this connection, one might remember then that a virgin who does return and whose return is re-enacted every year in ritual is Persephone. According to the myth as it is told in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, Persephone was gathering flowers in a meadow with her friends when she was abducted by Hades. Demeter’s sorrow at the loss of her daughter causes her to neglect the fertility of the earth. As a result crops fail, leading to desperate hardship for mankind. In the end, Zeus forced Hades to let Persephone come back and spend the greater part of the year with her mother, and Demeter’s joy causes the earth to flower again. The return of Persephone to Demeter from the Underworld was the central feature of the myth underlying the origin and the ritual of the Mysteries at Eleusis, and it could be said that this was mirrored in the natural world by the gradual return of the constellation Virgo in the morning sky at around the same time that the Mysteries were celebrated in the autumn.52 In the celebrations at Eleusis, the appearance of Ploutos seems to have followed upon the representation of the return of Persephone from the Underworld.53 In the Fourth Eclogue there is similarly a close connection between the return of the virgin and the birth of a child. While the emphasis on the return of the Virgo may in the first instance have been intended to constitute an allusion to Aratos’ poem and to recall the one-time presence of Dike on earth as a 70
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 prerequisite for the Golden Age, it can be suggested that it was also and more significantly intended to evoke the myth of another virgo, Persephone, whose reappearance in the world ensures that the generosity and power of Demeter will continue to benefit mankind.54 This shift in the identity of the virgo in the poem becomes clear with the introduction of the child and the description of the flowering vegetation which surrounds him. The identification of the Virgo as Persephone allows another level of meaning to be added to the poem’s invocation to the Sicilian Muses. While it undoubtedly refers to Sicily as the birthplace of Theocritus and the landscape of pastoral poetry, and constitutes an explicit affirmation of the poem’s connections with the Greek pastoral tradition, it might also be an allusion to the rape of Persephone, which was generally believed by the Romans to have taken place in Sicily.55 The rape of Persephone might in itself be said to illustrate a central theme of the Eclogues, a pastoral scene which is disrupted by violence. While it can be argued that several elements in the Fourth Eclogue refer to the myth and ritual of Demeter at Eleusis which were replicated or imitated in the Roman cult of Ceres, the goddess herself does not seem to be mentioned. However, perhaps she is, but under another name. In lines 1820 Vergil writes, At tibi prima, puer, nullo munuscula cultu / errantis hederas passim cum baccare Tellus / mixtaque ridenti colocasia fundet acantho. Most editors write tellus, thereby implying that the word is no more than a poetic synonym for terra as is clearly the case in lines 33 and 39. However, it can be suggested that Virgil is here referring to the goddess Tellus, with whom Ceres was closely associated in cult.56 Although clearly separate in origin and cult, the two goddesses seem also to have been to some extent regarded as aspects of same divine force.57 It can therefore be suggested that Virgil has conflated the two goddesses for poetic purposes.
 
 Ultima Cumaei venit iam carminis aetas In the Fourth Eclogue the beginning of a new golden age has been foretold in the Cumaean song. Since Carmen can mean prophecy as well as song this is universally seen as a reference to the famous Cumaean Sibyl.58 It can therefore be seen as significant that Ceres was the most important deity worshipped at Cumae and that there seems to have been an important connection between the goddess and the Sibyl. The cult of Demeter at Cumae seems to have played a direct role in the establishment of the cult of Ceres in Rome after a consultation of the Sibylline oracles.59 The cult of Ceres at Cumae, which was the most important and influential cult of the goddess in Magna Graecia, may have had particularly close ties with Eleusis.60 The location of the sanctuary of Ceres has 71
 
 HELE`NE WHITTAKER not been certainly identified, but the large temple situated on the upper terrace of the acropolis is the most probable possibility.61 Cumae was also a centre for the cult of Apollo whose reign defines the new golden age in the Fourth Eclogue. The temple of Apollo lay on the lower terrace of the Acropolis, above the cave of the Sibyl.62 Diana, who appears in the Fourth Eclogue as Lucina, was also an important deity in the area of Cumae, and may also have shared in the cult of Apollo.63 Like the cult of Ceres the cult of Apollo was probably established in Rome after a consulation of the Sibylline oracles.64 It would furthermore seem significant in this connection that the origins of the cults of both Apollo and Ceres in Rome were associated with the salvation of the Roman people. A temple to Apollo Medicus was erected on the Campus Martius in 431 BC after an epidemic, while the cult of Ceres was established in 493 BC after a famine.65 Perhaps then the ultima aetas of the Cumaean song is to be identified as the time when the influences of these deities will be preeminent; Apollo is the god who will heal the Roman state from the plague of Civil War. In the absence of warfare, Ceres will ensure the fertility of the earth and provide rich harvests.
 
 Redeunt Saturnia regna In the Fourth Eclogue, the new age is called Saturnia regna. Saturnus was an old Italic agrarian god, whose rule was remembered as a lost golden age of prosperity and peace.66 The aurea gens, whose time has now come, will replace the earlier race of iron. The original source of inspiration for this succession of different races is Hesiod’s Myth of the Ages in the ’?Erga kai\ 9Hmo/rai. However, commentators have pointed out that there is no precedent for the idea of a return of a golden age in the Works and Days, or in later works inspired by Hesiod’s poem.67 Furthermore, while strife as such is ever-present, warfare as such is not stressed as a predominant feature of the Iron Age in Hesiod’s conception. The words sceleris vestigia nostri (13) in the Fourth Eclogue, on the other hand, clearly suggest that civil war is the defining factor of Virgil’s Iron Age.68 The designation ferrea gens can signify warlike race as well as race of iron, since ferrum is also used about swords and metaphorically about warfare and destruction.69 Conversely, aurea gens can be understood to mean peaceful race.70 The Saturnia regna of the aurea gens are described in a number of adynata as an idealized form of agricultural life in which the aspect of toil is absent; the fields will become golden with corn of their own accord, grapes will ripen without cultivation, farm animals will not need herding, and wool will not need dyeing as the sheep will come with ready-coloured fleeces. A comparable 72
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 idealization of the life of farmers can also be found in Virgil’s later poem, the Georgics, where the life of the farmer is defined as Saturnian.71 At the end of the second book the peaceful country life is contrasted with images of battle. Ceres was the daughter of Saturnus; the Saturnian age is therefore also the age of Ceres.72 Despite the colourful sheep, it can be argued that the Golden Age of the Fourth Eclogue refers primarily to times of peace when farmers will be able to tend to their fields and herds.73 The absence of war in itself signifies that the earth will be fertile and provide in abundance. It can be suggested that the return of the Saturnian Age signifies most of all an end to the situation described in the First and Ninth Eclogues when farmers are forced from their land and driven into exile.74 Consequently, the Golden Age of the Fourth Eclogue is not the mythical lost paradise of Hesiod’s Works and Days or of Aratus’ Phainomena, nor an impossible dream-fantasy as some commentators suggest, but is used as an allegory for a longed-for condition of life that can be brought about by human means. It can be proposed that Virgil’s reinterpretation of the Roman myth of a long-lost golden age of Saturnus characterized by a peaceful agricultural existence, which is interwoven with Hesiod’s Myth of the Ages, is assimilated to the myths of Demeter at Eleusis, which were also important in Roman cults of Ceres. In the context of the Fourth Eclogue, the myth of Persephone is reinterpreted as an allegory of war and peace. Persephone’s se´jour in the Underworld represents the state of war while her return signifies peace. The absence of warfare which causes the natural world to flourish and flower again and enables farmers to reap rich harvests is symbolized by the birth of the child.
 
 II
 
 Marcus Antonius and the Eleusinian Mysteries The Fourth Eclogue is addressed to Pollio, who acted on behalf of Antonius in the negotiations surrounding the treaty of Brundisium, and who, although he later seems to have had a falling-out with Antonius, never became a supporter of Octavian.75 While it is generally accepted that the praise of the iuvenis in the First Eclogue refers to Octavian, it would seem likely that the Fourth Eclogue should be read with Antonius in mind, at least as it was originally intended.76 It is therefore interesting to speculate that the importance of the Eleusinian Mysteries to the Fourth Eclogue may have been intended indirectly to flatter Antonius. According to Plutarch, after the Battle of Philippi Marcus Antonius went to Athens where he among other things took part in initiations.77 On the face of it, it would seem most likely that the initiations were the Eleusinian 73
 
 HELE`NE WHITTAKER Mysteries, since Plutarch does not qualify them any further. However, as the battle of Philippi took place in late October, it is clearly impossible for Antonius to have been initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries at that time as he would have arrived in Athens after the celebration for that year had taken place. Clinton has therefore suggested that Plutarch is referring to other religious rites of an initiatory character.78 Alternatively, it might be possible to suggest that Plutarch has got the year wrong. Antonius seems to have visited Athens before setting sail for Italy two years later and it is possible that he could have been initiated at that time.79 There is, however, the question of timing. The date of the treaty of Brundisium is usually seen in relation to an inscription found at the colony of Casinum in Campania concerning the restoration of a statue of Concordia. The inscription can be dated to the twelfth of October, and it has been seen as likely that the restoration of the statue was intended to commemorate the peace treaty between the triumvirs.80 The twelfth of October would therefore constitute a terminus ante quem for the peace treaty of Brundisium. As the hostilities which took place between the time of Antonius’ arrival in Italy and the conclusion of the treaty must have been of at least a month’s duration (one would think), this means that Antonius would have left Athens several weeks before the celebration of the Mysteries.81 However, the significance of the Casinum inscription to the treaty of Brundisium may be doubted. The text commemorates the restoration of an already existing statue and not the setting up of a new monument. It does not mention the triumvirs or the peace treaty, and the decision of the magistrates of Casinum to restore the colony’s statue of Concordia may therefore be totally unrelated to the peace of Brundisium.82 All that is known with certainty is that Octavian and Antonius came to the agreement known as the peace treaty of Brundisium sometime in the autumn of 40 BC. A date late in October or early in November should therefore also be considered possible, in which case it would have been possible for Antonius to have taken the opportunity of participating in the Mysteries before leaving Athens and sailing for Italy. Coins minted by Antonius in the East shortly after the Treaty of Brundisium with portraits of himself and Octavia with the symbols of Eleusinian Demeter may provide some support for the proposition that he had been initiated into the Mysteries.83 The coins can be said to emphasize the symbolic status of Octavia. As sister of Octavian and wife of Antonius, Octavia can be said to have become almost a personification of the peace. In Roman cult, Ceres was associated with alliances, including both peace treaties and weddings.84 It would seem not unlikely that she may therefore have been assimilated to Ceres in the propaganda of the triumvirs.85 Accordingly the coins minted by Antonius may have been intended to advertise a connection between the achievement of the peace treaty and his initiation into the Eleusinian Mysteries. 74
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 Augustus, the Eleusinian Mysteries, and the Fourth Eclogue The interpretation of the Fourth Eclogue was inevitably, and perhaps also deliberately, conditioned by Octavian’s final victory in the Civil Wars.86 In the Aeneid Virgil specifically identifies the new Golden Age with reign of Augustus.87 It can be suggested that he is here alluding to his earlier poem, promoting a new reading which relates it to the changed political situation of Rome.88 Augustus participated in the Eleusinian Mysteries on two occasions, in 31 BC and in 19 BC. Octavian’s participation at the Mysteries immediately after the Battle of Actium will have allowed him to symbolically reinforce his military victory by presenting it as the will of the gods. More specifically, Octavian will have been able to exploit the fact that the Battle of Actium took place shortly before the anniversary of the Battle of Salamis. According to Athenian traditions, the Eleusinian goddesses were regarded as instrumental in the Greek victory so that the salvation of Greece from the Persians came to be associated with the salvation promised by the Eleusinian Mysteries.89 Participation in the Mysteries soon after Actium will have provided Octavian with a not-to-bemissed opportunity of ostentatiously associating his victory with the Greek victory at Salamis. Moreover, if it had been the case that Antonius had been initiated before the Treaty of Brundisium, he could also claim that he had now supplanted Antonius in the favour of the Eleusinian goddesses. In 19 BC after the recovery of the Roman standards from the Parthians Augustus was again present at the celebration of the Mysteries. It can accordingly be suggested that in Augustan propaganda directed at both Greeks and Romans, the Eleusinian Mysteries became associated with the most important victories of the new regime. Augustus’ association with the Eleusis also allowed him to assimilate his reign with the promises of fertility and happiness promised by the Mysteries. In 17 BC Augustus celebrated the Ludi Saeculares in accordance with a Sibylline oracle. Sacrifices were made at night to the Moerae, Ilithyia, and Terra Mater, and in the daytime to Jupiter, Juno, and on the final day to Apollo and Diana on the Palatine.90 As an official cult title the name of the goddess Terra Mater is not attested elsewhere; it is generally considered an alternative name for the goddess Tellus.91 However, the choice of Terra Mater rather than Tellus as the Latin translation of Gai˜a in the Greek text of the oracle must be meaningful. Terra Mater can be considered a translation into Latin of Demeter, commonly believed to derive from Gh˜ Mh/tor.92 It can therefore be suggested that the prominent place of Terra Mater in the Ludi Saeculares both referred to Augustus’ close relationship with Eleusis and constituted an official recognition 75
 
 HELE`NE WHITTAKER of the connections between the beginning of the new Golden Age and the message of the Fourth Eclogue. As the celebration of the beginning of the renewal of the Golden Age, the Ludi Saeculares could be said to proclaim the fulfillment of the prophecy of the Fourth Eclogue. This would seem to have been recognized by Horace whose celebratory hymn, the Carmen Saeculare, shows evidence of a complex intertextual relationship with the Fourth Eclogue.93 His designation of the Moerae as Parcae, and his use of Lucina as an alternative name for Ilithyia would seem to deliberately recall the Fourth Eclogue. Regarding the sacrifice to Terra Mater Horace writes in lines 2932 fertilis frugum pecorisque Tellus / spicea donet Cererem corona; / nutriant fetus et aquae salubres / et Iovis aurae. It can be suggested that these lines refer to the imagery of fertility and abundance associated with Ceres in Virgil’s poem, while the choice of the word fetus alludes to the birth of the child who personifies agricultural wealth. The message of the Ludi Saeculares is materialized in the Ara Pacis which was consecrated in 13 BC and dedicated four years later. In the relief panel on the east side of the Ara Pacis a female figure sitting on a rock with her arms around two babies is depicted. They are surrounded by flowers, fruit, animals, and the personification of breezes. There has been much discussion concerning the identity of the central figure, but there are good reasons for agreeing with those who would identify her as Ceres, since she is wearing a wreath of wheat and poppies.94 The fact that she can also be seen as a visual representation of Horace’s lines from the Carmen Saeculare quoted above would seem to strengthen this identification. It can be argued that the description of the Golden Age in the Fourth Eclogue underlies the visual imagery of the Ara Pacis. It can furthermore be suggested that the prominence of children in both symbolic-mythological and historical contexts on the Ara Pacis recalls both the historical and the religious aspects of the child in the Fourth Eclogue.95 The children in the procession friezes are both historical people and symbols of Rome’s (and the imperial family’s) future, while the babies in the Ceres relief are associated with agricultural abundance and fertility in general. What role the Fourth Eclogue may have played in the formation of Augustan ideology can perhaps only be speculated about. However, evidence for the exceptional importance of Cumae in the cult and propaganda of the first emperor may also testify to the symbolic force of Virgil’s poem. In the Augustan period there was a complete restoration and monumentalization of the temples on the acropolis, which seem to have been in a state of disrepair.96 Furthermore, the erection of a monumental stone calendar sometime between AD 4 and 14 clearly demonstrates a close connection between the ritual life of Cumae and the Imperial family.97 The calendar was inscribed with important dates in the life of Augustus and birthdays of members of the Imperial family. Of particular 76
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 significance is the fact that the calendar records the sacrifice of an animal to (Augustus) Caesar on the emperor’s birthday.98 The calendar was undoubtedly connected with the Imperial Cult and may be evidence for a municipal temple to Augustus (and Roma) at Cumae. Some, albeit fairly weak, support for the existence of such a temple is provided by a statue of Augustus as Jupiter in the Hermitage Museum in St. Petersburg which is said to have come from Cumae.99 It is not certain, however, that the statue dates to the lifetime of Augustus or even that the statue originally portrayed Augustus, as the head is a replacement. On the other hand, a colossal statue of Augustus was recorded as found at Cumae by the Spanish Viceroy Juan Alonso Pimentel in 1606. This statue has since disappeared and it would seem not unlikely that it is to be identified with the statue in St. Petersburg.100 If the statue in the Hermitage originally did portray Augustus, it can be compared to the depiction of Augustus on the Gemma Augustea which may, as has been argued by Pollini, reflect the cult statue of Augustus in temples dedicated to the goddess Roma and Augustus.101 Considering the fact that there was a temple to Roma and Augustus at Terracina, the dedication of which may date to before 12 BC, it seems more than probable that a similar cult was established at Cumae already within the lifetime of Augustus.102 Augustan interest at Cumae has been linked to the significance of the Aeneid and the ideological role of Aeneas in the propaganda of the principate, but it might also reflect the significance of the cults of Cumae to Virgil’s vision of a renewed Golden Age in the Fourth Eclogue.103
 
 Notes 1. I am grateful to my colleague Timothy Saunders for comments on various versions of this paper. 2. As pointed out by Leach 1974, 218, ultima can signify both first and last. 3. That the depiction of children is meant to represent the continuity and future of the Roman people has been argued with regard to Roman Imperial art by Uzzi 2005. Go´mez Pallare`s 2001 has proposed that Vergil’s description of the Golden Age, including the motif of the child, can be understood as an ecphrasis of an imagined work of art consisting of elements found in visual representations pertaining to the passage of time. A small child accompanies the figure of Tellus on the Gemma Augustea, while the description of the vegetation in the Fourth Eclogue can be seen in relation to the floral imagery which is common in depictions of the Horae. 4. Syme 1939, 219220; Du Quesnay 1976, 288295; Hardie 1998, 21. However, various other candidates relating to the historical situation have been brought forward. Since the poem is addressed to Pollio, it has been suggested that the child is a son of Pollio; others have proposed that the child was intended to represent a future son of Octavian and Scribonia, or even Octavian himself (Wagenvoort 1956; Lefe`vre 1983, 2022; Idem 2000, 62). Harrison (2007, 41) suggests that the identity of the child is deliberately left open and that Virgil had
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 HELE`NE WHITTAKER both Octavian and Antonius in mind as possible fathers. For further discussion on the question of the child’s identity see: Coleman 1977, 150154; Coleiro 1979, 223235; Benko 1980, 685687; Briggs 1981, 13131316; Perutelli 1995, 6061. 5. Contra Griffin (1986, 2729) who believes that the poem was written to celebrate C. Asinius Pollio’s entrance into office as consul at the beginning of 40 BC. He argues that Virgil’s poem should be seen as a dream or a fantasy of a peaceful world rather than as a response to a definite political event. See also Coleiro (1979, 219221) for a summary of the views those scholars who do not see any connection between the treaty of Brundisium and the poem. 6. Du Quesnay 1976, 322328; Harrison 2007, 39; Fordyce 1961, 318, ad loc. 7. The sentence is impossible to translate as, in addition to the fact that the meaning of patriis is ambiguous, patriis virtutibus can be read with pacatum, with reget, or with both at the same time. 8. Nisbet 1978, 62, 66, 71; Wallace-Hadrill 1982, 11; Gatz 1967, 171172; Coleiro 1979, 235239. Lactantius in the fourth century was apparently the first to connect the child in the Fourth Eclogue with the birth of Christ and the Jewish tradition of the coming of the Messiah (Institutiones Divinae 7.24). 9. King James Version available at http://quod.lib.umich.edu/k/kjv/index.html. The verse in Isaiah is cited in the Gospel of Matthew (1.23) as a prophecy of the birth of Christ. 10. Any direct connection between the Fourth Eclogue and Isaiah can with almost complete certainty be rejected on the grounds of improbability. The Old Testament had not yet been translated into Latin. Virgil could conceivably have read or browsed through the Septuaginta, but it is hard to see why he would have. 11. Lightfoot 2007, 235237; the biblical passages in the oracles are based on the text of the Septuaginta. 12. h0do\ ly/koi to kai\ a1rnow o0n oy1rosin a1mmig ? o1dontai xo´rton, parda/lio/w t ? o0ri/8oiw a3ma boskh/sontai. a1rktoi sy\n mo´sxoiw noma/dow ay0lisuh/sontai. sarkobo´row to lo/vn 8a/gotai a1xyron para\ 8a/tnh| v9w boy˜ w. kai\ pai˜dow ma/la nh/pioi o0n dosmoi˜sin a1joysin. phro`n ga\r o0pi\ xuoni\ uh˜ ra poih/soi. sy\n bro/8osi/n to dra/kontow a3m ? a0spi/si koimh/sontai koy0k a0dikh/soysin. xoi\r ga\r uooy˜ o1ssot ? o0p ? ay0toy/w (Geffcken 1902, III.788795, TLG). 13. Gruen 1998. 14. Parke 1988, 144; Potter 1990, 478479 disputes, however, that Alexander’s words must mean that he had read a Sibylline text. 15. Cf. Gruen 1998, 31. 16. Wallace-Hadrill (1982, 33) writes that the ‘‘fourth Eclogue played a crucial role in introducing Messianic ideas to the West’’. Yet, it is not easy to find credible instances of influence from Jewish writings in the Eclogues, in other works of Virgil, or in Roman Late Republican and early Imperial literature in general. 17. Weinreich 1932, compares the child to child-saviors in myths of Herakles and Dionysus. See also Brisson 1992, 75107 for the suggestion that the child is Dionysus. In an influential article on the eastern and western elements in the Fourth Eclogue, Nisbet 1978, 62 mentions the occurrence of divine children in Greek myth, but he does not develop the idea and accepts an eastern origin. 18. Coleman 1977, 133; Clausen 1994, 121. Coleman states that Virgil cannot have found the motif in Greek or Roman sources while Clausen asserts that the idea of a prodigious birth is foreign to the Graeco-Roman tradition.
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 Clinton 1992, 9295; Idem 1994; Schwarz 1988, 580. Clinton 1992, 91. Ploy˜ ton, o3w a0nurv/poiw a18onow unhtoi˜ si di/dvsin (489). Cf. Homeric Hymn to Demeter 470484; Isocrates Panegyricus 2831; Diodorus Siculus 5.4. For discussion see Alderink 1989, 14571476; Clinton 1994, 1994b, 161; Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 26. 23. Schwarz 1988, 578-582; Clinton 1992, 92; Idem 1994a. 24. Archaeological Museum, Istanbul (Clinton 1992, fig. 29). This interpretation of the scene, as a depiction of the birth of Ploutos, has been contested by Clinton (1992, 9293) as Ge was not the mother of Ploutos. However that may be, the depiction illustrates that Ploutos was considered as a personification of the fertility of the earth. 25. National Museum, Athens, no. 126. 26. Muse´e du Louvre. 27. Ti/ktoi do\ to unatoi˜ sin Ei0rh/na Ploy˜ ton (Jebb 1967, 411). 28. Pausanias 1.8.2; 9.16,2. 29. Vierneisel-Schlo¨rb 1979, 255273; La Rocca 1974; Landwehr 1985, 103104; Stafford 2000, 178184. The best preserved and most commonly illustrated example is in the Glyptothek in Munich. 30. It could almost be seen as a representation in marble of line 60, Incipe, parve puer, risu cognoscere matrem. That specific works of art are reflected in Virgil’s works has been convincingly argued, although most often with respect to the Aeneid (cf. Harrison 2006). The statue of Eirene and Ploutos at Cumae dates to the second half of the first century BC (La Rocca 1974). It must be emphasized that most scholars prefer to date it to the Imperial period. La Rocca suggests that its significance is related to the peace propaganda of Augustus. That the Cumae replica is of Augustan date is seen as probable also by Vierneisel-Schlo¨rb 1979, 256. Plaster fragments which can be identified as part of Ploutos have been at Baiae where there presumably must have existed a workshop which produced copies using plaster casts taken from Greek originals (Landwehr 1985, 16; 103104). As the fragments were found out of context they cannot be closely dated. 31. Regarding Roman initiates see Clinton 1989, 15031507; Idem 1997, 163. 32. Cf. Nappa 2005, 4445. 33. West 1990, 234. 34. Cf. the illustrations in Clinton 1992. 35. The vase is now in the Hermitage in St. Petersburg (Hermitage no. 1659); Waldhauer 1933; Simon 1983, 21; Beschi 1988, 878, no. 405; Pagano 1987, 8788; Clinton 1992, 93; Idem 1993, 115116. The Regina Vasorum was acquired by the Hermitage as part of the Campana collection in 1861. It was found in a grave at Cumae, but nothing else is known about its provenance. 36. Beard, North & Price 1998, 70; Spaeth 1996, 620; de Cazanove 1990. 37. de Cazanove 1990. 38. Bayet 1951, 2228; see also Spaeth 1996, 1718. For coins see: Crawford 1983, 399 (385,3), 451 (427,2), 465 (449,2,3a,3b). 39. Wallace-Hadrill 1982, 11; Syme 1939, 218; Liebeschutz 1979, 84; Ogilvie 1969, 117. 40. Lefe`vre 2000, 73; Du Quesnay 1; 1976 (1999); Syme 1939, 218; Alfo¨ldi 1930. 19. 20. 21. 22.
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 HELE`NE WHITTAKER 41. Sydenham 1952, 1090. 42. Nisbet 1978, 61; Du Quesnay 1976 (1999), 298; Coleman 1977, 131132; Clausen 1994, 120; Williams 1979, 106107. 43. kai\ to´to mish/sasa Di/kh koi/nvn go/now a0ndrv˜ n o1ptau ? y9poyrani/h tay/thn d ? a1ra na/ssato xv/rhn, h9˜xi/ por o0nnyxi/h o1ti 8ai/notai a0nurv/poisi (134136). 44. See, however, Nisbet 1978, 61. 45. nec, si rationem siderum ignoret, poetas intelligat, qui (ut alia omittam) totiens ortu occasuque signorum in declarandis temporibus utantur (Institutio Oratoria 1.4.4) 46. Cf. Carcopino 1930, 133135. 47. The astronomical data has been obtained with the use of the Voyager III computer programme (Carina Software). 48. Aratos’ story is clearly based on Hesiod who in the Works and Days describes Aidos and Nemesis leaving the world in despair over the progressive wickedness of mankind in the Iron Age. 49. anne novum tardis sidus te mensibus addas, qua locus Erigonen inter Chelasque sequentis panditur (Georgica I. 3234). 50. Pseudo-Eratosthenes 9; Hyginus 130, 224; Gatz 1967, 59; Spaeth 1996, 147149. 51. Manilius, Astronomica 2.442. 52. The return of Persephone was celebrated at Rome in the Sacrum Anniversarium Cereris, a festival which also took place sometime in the autumn. Its importance to Roman state cult is documented by Cicero (De Leg. 2.9, Pro Balbo 55), Valerius Maximus (1.1.15) and Livy (22.46). Cicero refers to the celebrations as initia, and despite the fact that only women took part, it seems likely that they may have recalled or in some way referred to the Mysteries at Eleusis. 53. Clinton 1992, 93; idem 1994a, 420. 54. Virgil refers to Aratos’ poem in the Georgics when he describes Justice leaving the earth at the end of the Golden Age, extrema per illos / Iustitia excedens terris vestigia fecit (II.473475). Her transformation into a constellation is not mentioned and she is not called Virgo. 55. Cf. Hardie 1998, 6; Nisbet 1978, 59; the Eclogues elsewhere contain references to Sicily as the home of pastoral poetry (Ecl. 6, 12). See Cicero. Verr. 2.4.106107; Diodoros 5.4.2 on the association between Sicily and the myth of Persephone. 56. Bayet 1951, 342343; Chirassi Colombo 1981, 411416; Gesztelyi 1981, 429435; Scullard 1981, 204; Spaeth 1996, 56, 3437, 4445. According to Varro (De re rustica 7.16) Cererem nihil aliud esse quam terram. The two deities had festivals in common, and statues of Ceres stood within the sanctuary of Tellus in Rome (Dio. Hal. 8.79). 57. See for example Cicero De Natura Deorum 3.52 Iam si est Ceres a gerendo  ita enim dicebas  terra ipsa dea est (et ita habetur; quae enim alia Tellus?). 58. Cf. Du Qesnay 1976 (1999), 330333; Harrison 2007, 38. 59. Livius 4.25.3; Dion.Hal. 6.17.24. Peterson 1919, 2426; Pugliese Caratelli 1976, 326327, 344; Gage´ 1955, 3853; Amalfitano et al. 1990, 279; De Cazanove 1990, 383384; Caputo et al. 1996, 83. 60. According to Velleius Paterculus, the Chalcidian colonists were guided to Cumae by the sound of bronze instruments such as that heard in the ritual of Ceres at night, certainly a reference to the Eleusinian Mysteries (1.4.1. Cf. de Cazanove 1990, 392); cf.
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 Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 39. It may further be significant that both Cumae and Eleusis were the locale for entry into the Underworld; cf. Alderink 1989, 1480. Maiuri 1938, 108112; Pagano 1987; Amalfitano et al. 1990, 284286; Muscettola 1998. This temple is commonly known as the Tempio di Giove. This designation is not, however, based on any positive evidence. It derives from scholars of the seventeenth and eighteenth century who attributed the temple to Jupiter on account of its lofty location. Its identification is secured by a dedicatory inscription to Apollo Cumanus. Museo Nazionale di Napoli Inv. 3013. Maiuri 1938, 104105. Peterson 1919, 6163. Cf. Aeneid 6.35. Livy 36.37.4. Spaeth 1996, 1415; Scullard 1981, 190191. Livius 4.25.3; Dion.Hal. 6.17.24; Peterson 1919, 2426; Pugliese Caratelli 1976, 326327, 344; Gage´ 1955, 3853; Amalfitano et al. 1990, 279; de Cazanove 1990, 383384; Caputo et al. 1996, 83. In view of the fact that the role of Apollo in the Fourth Eclogue is often seen as a reference to the patron god of Octavian, it is worth emphasizing that before the establishment of his cult on the Palatine after Actium, the Roman Apollo was primarily a god of healing; cf. Liebeschutz 1979, 83; Beard, North, and Price 1998, 199. Cf. Johnston 1980, 6289; Schiebe 1997. The restoration of the Temple of Saturnus on the Forum in 43 BC must constitute part of the historical background to the return of the Saturnian Age in the Fourth Eclogue. The repair of the temple to one of Italy’s oldest gods in one of Rome’s darkest hours, could in retrospect be seen as a material prediction of the age of peace and prosperity that the the treaty of Brundisium actualized. Gatz 1967, 90; Coleman 1977, 132; Clausen 1994, 121; Wallace-Hadrill 1982, 2021. The question of whether Hesiod conceived of the possibility that the Golden Age might return is, however, actually somewhat unclear, since he does seem to envision an end to the Iron Age, into which he is so unlucky to have been born (174175). Nisbet 1978, 63. See Wallace-Hadrill 1982, 2527 for a discussion of scelus as civil war in Roman literature, primarily with reference to Horace. The Greek word for iron sidhrow can also be used to denote a weapon, but the conceptual link between warfare and iron would seem less obvious in Greek than it is in Latin. In the Aeneid (8.324327) the golden age under the rule of Saturnus is decribed as a time of peace. O fortunatus nimium, sua si bona norint/agricolas! Quibus ipsa, procul discordibus armis/ fundit humo facilem victum iustissima Tellus (458460). a. aureus hanc vitam in terris Saturnus agebat; / necdum etiam audierant inflari classica, necdum / impositis duris crepitare incudibus ensis (538539). b. Similar thoughts are expressed by Varro: Nec sine causa Terram eandem appellabant matrem et Cererem, et qui eam colerent piam et utilem agere vitam credebant atque eos solos reliquos esse ex stripe Saturni Regis (RR 3.15). Cf. Schiebe 1997, 4145. Spaeth 1996, 3341, 147. Cf. Georgics I, 338350 where farmers are enjoined to worship Ceres as their most important deity. Some commentators have made fun of Virgil’s sheep; T. E. Page, for example, writes, ‘‘There is only one step from the sublime to the ridiculous and Virgil has here decidedly taken it’’. It should be remembered, however, that cloth dyeing in antiquity was a foul-smelling industry; cf. Pliny NH 9.6264 on the production of purple dye. Strabo writes that the number of dyers in the city made Tyre an unpleasant place to live (16.2.23).
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 HELE`NE WHITTAKER 74. Wormell 1969, 1, 19. In the Fourth Eclogue, Virgil claims to have outshone Linus in the glorification of the peaceful world (56). As on the Shield of Achilles in the eighteenth book of the Iliad, in the Eclogues the evocation of an idealized peaceful world is contrasted with images of war and death. 75. Velleius Paterculus 2.86.2; cf. Du Quesnay 1976 (1999), 285. 76. Du Quesnay 1976 (1999), 287. 77. . . . pro`w a0kroa/siw 8iolo´gvn kai\ uo/aw a0gv/nvn kai\ myh/soiw o1tropo . . . (Plutarch,Vita Antonii 23); cf. Pelling 1988, ad loc. 78. Clinton 1989. 79. Antonius met Fulvia and his mother, Julia, at Athens (Vell. Pater. 2.76.2; Appian Bellum Civile 5.52; cf. Dio Cassius 48.27. 80. ILS 3782. Carcopino 1930, 111123; Syme 1939, 217; Du Quesnay 1976 (1999), 339, ftnt. 39. 81. Appian Bellum Civile 5.5565; Dio Cassius 48.2728. The Mysteries were celebrated 1323 Boedromion. In 40 BC the third full moon after the summer solstice fell on 12 September, which should indicate that the Mysteries took place from the 1020 of September. 82. If the interest of the magistrates of Casinum in the statue of Concordia was related to the contemporary political situation, it might just as well represent hopes for peace in troubled times. 83. Sydenham 1197, 1198. 84. Varro RR 2.4. Cf. Spaeth 1996, 5651, 6769. 85. Plutarch Vita Antonii 31. 86. Thomas 2001, xvixvii. 87. Augustus Caesar, Divi genus, aurea condet/ saecula qui rursus Latio regnata per arva Saturno quondam (6.792794). 88. Du Quesnay 1976 (1999) 314315; Benko 1980, 686. Wallace-Hadrill 1982, 22 89. Herodotus 8.65, Plutarch Phocion 28.13, Themistocles 15.1. Cf. Clinton 1994b. 90. Pighi 1965, 107130. 91. Varro would seem to confirm an identification of Terra Mater with Tellus when he writes: itaque, quod ii parentes magni dicuntur, Iuppiter pater appellatur, Tellus Terra Mater (RR 1.1.5). On the other hand, as Varro elsewhere calls Ceres both Terra and Mater (RR 3.15; 7.16), it would seem that he is rather proclaiming the fundamental identity of the two goddesses or that he is here using the name Tellus for Ceres. 92. Feeney 1998, 2930. 93. Du Quesnay 1976 (1999), 314; Putnam 2000, 118122. The association between Pax and Ceres in Tibullus I.10 may also be an allusion to the Fourth Eclogue. I am grateful to Marianne Wifstrand Schiebe, Uppsala University, for suggesting the relevance of Tibullus I.10 to me; cf. Schiebe 1981, 9293. 94. These are plants that were particularly associated with both Demeter and Ceres (Spaeth 1996, 125151). 95. In all fourteen children of different ages are depicted in the various relief scenes of the Ara Pacis; eight children of various ages are depicted in the north and south procession friezes; two babies are depicted in the Ceres (Tellus, Terra Mater, Italia) relief; two camilli occur in the Aeneas relief; Remus and Romulus were depicted as suckling babies in the Mars relief. Cf. Uzzi 2005, 142155.
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 96. Maiuri 1938, 106108; Pagano 1987, 81; Amalfitano et al. 1990, 281. 97. ILS 108. Peterson 1919, 7982; Beard, North, Price 1998, 70; Fishwick 1987, 490, 50910, 517; Gradel 2002, 9697. 98. [viiii k. Octobres n]atalis Caesaris. Immolatio Caesari hostia. 99. Gorbuna and Saverkina 1975, no. 102. The statue belongs to the Campana Collection. 100. Boschung 1993, 185. The replacement of the head was made before the statue was acquired by the Hermitage in 18611862. 101. Pollini 1991, 260261. 102. Fayer 1976, 247; Ha¨nlein-Scha¨fer 1985, 135140. There may also have been a cult to Roma and Augustus at Ostia already within Augustus’ lifetime (Gradel 2002, 8283). 103. Amalfitano et al. 1990, 270; Caputo et al. 1996, 8689; Muscettola 1998, 229. If the statue of Eirene and Ploutos found at Cumae dates to the Augustan period, it might have been set up on the acropolis in recognition of Virgil’s poem (Cf. n. 30).
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 At Ecl. 2. 32 read primus (instead of primum) and at 3. 62 read At (in stead of Et).
 
 Ecl. 2. 32. There is hardly a clearer example of the almost stubborn conservatism1 found occasionally2 in the most widespread 20th century editions3 than the treatment of Ecl. 2. 32. Almost all editors still prefer Pan primum calamos cera coniungere pluris/ instituit in spite of Servius (on Ecl. 3. 25)  with J. Perret and E. de SaintDenis as laudable exceptions.4 But primum here is at odds with the basic distinction between predicative primus and adverbial primum emphasized by standard Latin grammars. Ecl. 8. 24, almost a quotation of 2. 32, proves the case: Panaque, qui primus5 calamos non passus inertis. And if additional instances should be required to witness Vergil’s way of phrasing cases of the prv˜ tow oy9roth´ w form, compare e.g. G. 1. 147 Prima Ceres ferro mortalis vertere terram/ instituit and G. 3. 113: Primus Erichthonius currus et quattuor ausus/ iungere equos.6 Ecl. 3. 62.7 The first interchange in the amoibaion between Damoetas and Menalcas presents the combatants’ divine supporters: Damoetas: Ab Iove principium musae8; Iovis omnia plena; ille colit terras, illi mea carmina curae.
 
 60
 
 Menalcas: Et me Phoebus amat; Phoebo sua semper apud me munera sunt, lauri et suave rubens hyacinthus.
 
 Menalcas’ couplet is read and translated feebly and unconvincingly as a continuation of Damoaetas’ couplet in this way: ‘‘And me Phoebus loves’’ (Fairclough-Goold (my italics)); ‘‘And me  Phoebus loves’’ (sic Boyle9). As noted by commentators Et me Phoebus amat is ‘‘a translation of Theocritus 5. 82 kai\ ga\r o0m’ ‘Vpo´llvn 8ilo/oi’’. (Clausen) It would, accordingly, be tempting to see Et as Vergil’s rendering of kai\ ga/r. This is hardly the case, DOI: 10.1080/00397670802284308
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 EGIL KRAGGERUD however. First of all Theocritus 5. 82 (Lacon’s answer to Comatas)  must be seen in its proper context: KO. tai Moi˜sai mo 8iloy˜nti poly` plo´on h2 to` a0oido`n Da/8nin. o0gv\ d’ ay0tai˜ w xima/rvw dy/o pra\n pok’ o1uysa. LA. kai\ ga\r o0m’ ‘Vpo´llvn 8ilo/oi mo/ga . . .
 
 ‘‘The Muses love me much more than the singer Daphnis; and two goats I sacrificed to them the other day  Yes, and so Apollo loves me greatly’’. The translation of the particles kai\ ga/r here is the one recommended by Gow (in his comm. on 5. 82).10 Dover11 has ‘‘Yes, and . . . too . . .’’ emphasizing thereby that kai/ corresponds to Latin etiam. This rendering is quite in tune with the meaning conveyed by Lacon’s answer to Comatas: The Muses (v. 80) and Apollo (v. 82) constitute a group of inspiring deities belonging closely together. Et, however, cannot be taken as ‘‘me, too, Apollo loves’’: To start with, Damoetas plays off Jupiter himself, whereas Menalcas on his part adduces Apollo in a competitive spirit. There is a an antagonism parvading Damoetas’ and Menalcas’ exchanges whereby the one constantly tries to outdo the other. So one should not draw Theocritus’ particles into the discussion, at least not without ˜ taking proper account of the next occurrence of kai\ ga/r, at v. 90: LA. khmo ga\r o9 Krati/daw to`n poimo/na loi˜ ow y9pa/ntvn/o0kmai/noi (‘‘Yes, and when in gentle temper Cratidas runs to meet the shepherd, he maddens me’’) Gow; one could here as well consider adding ‘too’ with Dover to take account of kai/): Lacon answers Comatas mentioning Clearista’s active flirtation by adducing a comparable and parallel example from his own experience. Theocritus 5. 90 is reflected in Vergil’s line 66 At mihi sese offert ultro, meus ignis, Amyntas where Menalcas boasts of his own prompt lover as against Damoetas’ shy and evasive girl, rightly choosing at instead of Theocritus’ less antagonistic particles. The inference to be drawn from this is that however much Vergil is dependent on Theocritus, he is careful not to imitate his particles from another context. On the contrary, he emphasizes the competitive character of his own singing-match. This is shown by the way each competitor’s couplet is juxtaposed in opposition to that of his rival. As far as conjunctions are concerned, they should reflect this basic rivalry. And so I believe that Vergil uses at for Theocritus’ kai\ ga/r not only in line 66 but also in line 62. This conclusion can be corroborated by the pure linguistic evidence on the Latin side: The above translation ‘‘and’’ (rendering et in the only possible way, that is) neglects the fact that et followed by a personal pronoun at (1) the start of a new period (or (2) of a main sentence after a subordinate clause) should regularly be taken as etiam: cf. Ecl. 3. 44 (1) Et nobis idem Alcimedon duo pocula fecit (‘‘For me as well . . .’’); Ecl. 9. 32b-34 (1) Et me fecere poetam/ Pierides, sunt 88
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 et mihi carmina, me quoque dicunt/ vatem pastores (‘‘Me too the Pierian maids made a poet; I too etc.’’); Ecl. 10. 69 omnia vincit Amor: (1) et nos cedamus Amori: (‘‘Let us, too, surrender to Love’’); A. 2. 69 (2) et nos aliquod nomenque decusque/ gessimus (‘‘we too bore some name and reputation’’); A. 2. 675 si periturus abis, (2) et nos rape in omnia tecum (‘‘take us too with you for whatever fate’’); A. 4. 350 (1) Et nos fas extera quaerere regna (‘‘We too must be allowed to seek a reign abroad.’’); A. 5. 420 (1) Et tu Troianos exue caestus! (‘‘take off, you as well, your Trojan gloves!’’), often not adequately rendered and understood); A. 6. 123 (1) et mi genus ab Iove summo (‘‘I too am descended from Jove, the highest’’); A. 12. 50 (1) Et nos tela, pater, ferrumque haud debile dextra/ spargimus (‘‘I, too, father, scatter darts and no weak steel from my right hand’’); A. 12. 629 (1) Et nos saeva manu mittamus funera Teucris (‘‘Let me as well spread fierce death among the Trojans’’); A. 12. 693: ‘‘Parcite iam, Rutuli! (1) Et vos tela inhibete, Latini’’ (‘‘You, too, Latins, hold back your darts’’ often not properly understood and rendered); A. 12. 933 (1) fuit et tibi talis/ Anchises genitor (‘‘You too had such a father in Anchises’’). The way to solve our problem in line 62, then, is to change Et to At.
 
 Notes 1. Of course Heyne here as well was in no doubt about the correct reading. 2. As for the Eclogues: cf. 4. 62 (Italian editors and Fairclough  Goold in spite of Quintilian), 5. 8 (in spite of P; cf. SO 81, 2006, 31f.), 10. 44 (in spite of the whole context; cf. Eranos 103, 2005, 3537). 3. Mynors (OCT 1967), Geymonat (1973, Nuova edizione 2008), R. Coleman 1977, W. Clausen 1994. H.R. Fairclough  G.P. Goold, Cambr. (Mass.) 1999  so far presumably the best-selling text of the 21st century  do not care even to note primus in the app. crit. 4. J. Perret, Virgile. Les Bucoliques, Paris 1961 [Coll. ’’Erasme’’ 4], E. de Saint-Denis, Virgile. Bucoliques, Paris 1967 [Coll. des Universite´s de France]. Cf. also E. Coleiro, An Introduction to Vergil’s Bucolics with a critical Edition of the Text, Amsterdam 1979 and Marina Cavalli, Virgilio. Bucoliche, Milano 1990 [Classici Greci e Latini]. 5. M has here primum, P and Servius have primus. 6. Here does also Ecl. 6. 12 belong: Prima Syracosio dignata est ludere versu/ nostra neque erubuit silvas habitare Thalia in spite of R. Coleman (Vergil. Eclogues, Cambridge 1977), see E. A. Schmidt, Poetische Reflexion. Vergils Bukolik, Mu¨nchen 1972, 240243. 7. I thank Prof. Asztalos for a helpful comment on this part. 8. musae carminis had better not be written with a capital ‘‘m’’ (cf. e.g. Perret). 9. A.J. Boyle, The Eclogues of Virgil, Melbourne 1976. 10. A.S.F. Gow, Theocritus, Vol. II, Cambridge 1952, p. 106. 11. K.J. Dover, Theocritus. Select Poems, London 1971, p. 136.
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 This essay considers the ways in which the reception of Virgil’s Georgics in eighteenthcentury English verse may inform, enrich and complicate present-day readings of Virgil, focusing on questions raised by readers’ detection of wit or humorousness in Virgil and by the critical aim of discovering poetic unity in the Georgics.
 
 There is an anecdote about the Caribbean georgic The Sugar-Cane (1764) by the Scottish physician and poet James Grainger: an anecdote so famous as to be ingrained in the poem itself, in ways I shall argue may also instruct our reading of Virgil’s Georgics. The story is a cornerstone of the reception of eighteenthcentury georgic; in fact it is much better known than The Sugar-Cane proper. The anecdote’s canonicity, then, conditions the canonical standing of the poem it concerns, providing a rarely clear-cut instance in support of Charles Martindale’s ‘‘strong thesis’’ about reception, that our interpretations of texts, ‘‘whether or not we are aware of it, are, in complex ways, constructed by the chain of receptions through which their continued readability has been effected’’ (Martindale 1993: 7).2 No reader of Grainger in the last quarter millennium is likely to have been innocent of the story reported in Boswell’s Life of Johnson (Boswell 193450: II. 453454): [Johnson] spoke slightingly of [John] Dyer’s ‘‘Fleece’’. [i.e. The Fleece, 1757, a fourbook georgic on the British woollen industry]  ‘The subject, Sir, cannot be made poetical. How can a man write poetically of serges and druggets? Yet you will hear many people talk to you gravely of that excellent poem, ‘THE FLEECE’’’. Having talked of Dr Grainger’s ‘‘Sugar-Cane’’, I mentioned to him Mr Langton having told me, that this poem, when read in manuscript at Sir Joshua Reynolds’s, had made all the assembled wits burst into a laugh, when, after much blank-verse pomp, the poet began a new paragraph thus: Now, Muse, let’s sing of rats. And what increased the ridicule was, that one of the company, who slily overlooked the reader, perceived that the word had been originally mice, and had been altered to rats, as more dignified. DOI: 10.1080/00397670802328196
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 This passage does not appear in the printed work. Dr Grainger, or some of his friends, it should seem, having become sensible that introducing even Rats, in a grave poem, might be liable to banter. He, however, could not bring himself to relinquish the idea; for they are thus, in a still more ludicrous manner, periphrastically exhibited in his poem as it now stands [The Sugar-Cane II. 6263]: Nor with less waste the whisker’d vermin race A countless clan despoil the lowland cane.
 
 Like any well-loved anecdote, Boswell’s exists in variant versions, and ‘‘this little laughable incident’’ had ‘‘been often related’’ by the time it appeared in print (Boswell 193450: II. 454n.). There are variants of setting: while Boswell’s account locates the incident at Reynolds’s house, Johnson’s friend Hester Piozzi recorded in a note that it took place at Johnson’s Club. The reader’s identity, left unclear in Boswell’s account, has never been established, and an alternative version of the story has Grainger himself reading the manuscript aloud, reaching the line ‘‘Say, shall I sing of Rats?’’ to Johnson’s devastating response, a cry of ‘‘great vehemency, ‘No’’’ (Boswell 193450: II. 533). The line Boswell cites, ‘‘Now, Muse, let’s sing of rats’’, is not actually found in the surviving draft of Grainger’s poem, the relevant passage of which reads: Where shall the Muse the Muster-roll begin? Where breathless end? say shall she sing of mice?  Critic forbear thy supercilious Smile: Great Homer deignd to sing of little Mice: And do not faithful Chronicles relate: How Famine, worst of Heavens relentless Ills Hath ghastly trod their desolating Steps? Nor by the planter are unfelt the Woes The puny whisker’d vermine-race produce. With these associate shall the numerous Clan Of Rats be joind? an unrelenting Crew! Whatever Canes these fell marauders gnaw, Fall prostrate, snapt off by the slightest Breeze!3
 
 As Grainger’s editor John Gilmore observes, Boswell’s ‘‘Now, Muse, let’s sing of rats’’ is in all likelihood a misremembered or purposely tweaked version of the draft’s ‘‘say shall she sing of mice?’’ (Gilmore 2000: 200). Thomas Percy, who had vetted the poem in manuscript and wrote to Boswell in vindication of his deceased friend’s memory (Boswell quotes from Percy’s letter in a footnote), explained that Grainger had originally ‘‘introduced the subject [of rats and mice] in a kind of mock heroick, and a parody of Homer’s battle of the frogs 91
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER and mice [i.e. the pseudo-Homeric comic epic Batrachomyomachia], invoking the Muse of the old Grecian bard in an elegant and well-turned manner’’, but that Grainger subsequently abandoned this early mock-heroic vein ‘‘so as to produce the unlucky effect above-mentioned’’ (Boswell 193450: II.454n.). Gilmore points out, however, that the draft version: . . . does not appear intended as mock-heroic at all. ‘Great Homer’ is indeed invoked to lend dignity to the subject, but it is clear Grainger feels that, whatever the ‘Critic’ with his ‘supercilious Smile’ may think, both the ‘little Mice’ and the ‘numerous Clan/ Of Rats’ have a real importance because of their effect on the ‘imperial cane’ ([The Sugar-Cane] II.100). (Gilmore 2000: 201)
 
 Nonetheless Grainger’s draft passage does make it clear that the critic’s ‘‘supercilious Smile’’ is imagined as a predictable response to the poet’s teasing invocation of epic in the two previous lines. John Chalker, the historian of British georgic, argues persuasively that traces of the mock-heroic actually enable Grainger’s seriously didactic treatment of rodent pests. As the anecdote serves to highlight, the poet ‘‘is deliberately cultivating a mock-heroic attitude towards his subject’’ in order to overcome its intrinsic resistance to poetry and thus to treat it seriously, effectively enlisting his reader’s participation in this endeavour (Chalker 1969: 59). Long before the current wave of Reception Studies, Chalker uses an episode in a poem’s reception-history to explain its salient literary qualities and aims.4 The implications of this still-unfolding episode for our reading of Virgil will presently be made clear. One question raised by Boswell’s anecdote about The Sugar-Cane concerns the function and status of the mock-heroic element in georgic; another concerns the unity of georgic poems. As will be seen, these questions are interlinked. Let us first consider the matter of the mock-heroic, or effects of humorous incongruence or ironic discrepancy registered through or conveyed by juxtapositions of style. Chalker understands the mock-heroic as a means of drawing ‘‘material which is in itself intransigent’’ (rat-poison, for instance) into the field of literary decorum: Chalker’s The English Georgic consistently presents the mock-heroic as the georgic poet’s chief instrument of discipline (Chalker 1969: 59). With a richer appreciation of the variety of Grainger’s techniques, David Fairer’s reading of The Sugar-Cane accentuates the resourcefulness of mock-heroic as one of many flexible means of cogently organizing an inherently unstable georgic mix of topical materials and poetic resources (Fairer 2003). Whereas Chalker considers mock-heroic primarily as a writer’s means of asserting control over his materials, Fairer treats Grainger’s occasional playfulness as a tactic in a strategy of purposive integration, replicating in language the practical lessons conveyed in the preceptive material. Mock-heroic 92
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 is thus seen as a means of committed engagement with the Caribbean world Grainger describes, or rather the practical ‘‘oeconomy’’ (I.478) he promotes. This bears on a crucial issue in Virgilian criticism, namely the compatibility of mock-heroic with the author’s seriousness of commitment to his subjectmatter. Richard Thomas’s commentary on Virgil’s exiguous mouse (exiguus mus, I.181, Virgil 1988: ad loc.) furnishes a handy example, which also illustrates the anxiety sometimes generated by the influence of reception. ‘‘Would commentators be so amused’’, Thomas asks, ‘‘if we did not have the subsequent and famous line of Horace, parturient montes, nascetur ridiculus mus, A.P. 139?’’. Reception’s points of contagion, however, are legion, and OED s.v. ‘‘exiguous’’ cites the exiguous mice in a delightfully silly-clever anonymous mock epic of 1713, once misattributed to John Philips. This poem’s mock-Iliadic catastrophe (or indeed mock-Aeneidic inasmuch as the fall of Troy recalls Aeneid II) is announced in the title it was later given, The Fall of Chloe’s Jordan (chamberpot). At the poem’s bathetic climax, ‘‘protected mice, ½ The race exiguous, uninured to wet, ½ Their mansions quit, and other countries seek’’.5 In English as in Latin, what invites amusement is the contrast between the ponderously vocalic polysyllable ‘‘exiguous’’ and the sprightly ictus on ‘‘mouse’’ or ‘‘mice’’.6 Thomas rightly warns readers against letting amusement (either immediate or second-hand) prevent them from taking seriously Virgil’s agricultural point about the damage mice can do to threshing-floors, which is not itself a laughing matter. But Thomas’s note goes further in adding a cross-reference to a more general discussion of the mock-heroic in his commentary on the ‘‘tiny world’’ of bees at IV.3 (ad loc.): ‘‘it is one of the marks of the Virgilian genius that this poem constantly risks, but when viewed as a whole avoids, producing an effect of humour or the absurd’’ (original emphasis). This note interests me not only because it raises the question of humour and the absurd in georgic poetry, but also because it brings together two other themes I shall be considering, namely the question of the poem’s unity (‘‘as a whole’’), and Virgil’s apparent determination to take risks. Whereas Thomas dismisses the humorousness many readers have detected in Virgil’s description of the threshing-floor mouse (on the grounds that it distracts from Virgil’s didactic aim and indeed fundamental commitment to presenting a bleak vision of the universe), Alexander Dalzell considers the humorousness of Virgil’s description of the mouse as cognate with that of Virgil’s description of the bees in being symptomatic of a ‘‘feeling of detachment’’ which ‘‘pervades the whole of the Georgics’’, arising ‘‘in part from the fact [ . . .] that the reader is not seriously engaged in the practical business of agriculture’’ (Dalzell 1996: 123). Dalzell’s main point about Virgil’s wit and humor is that it unsettles the darker, universalizing implications of Virgil’s sympathetic anthropomorphism: ‘‘Virgil 93
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER never allows the reader to settle down into a single way of reading the text’’ (Dalzell 1996: 122). The question Dalzell raises about the nature of georgic didacticism, which seems inextricable from matters of authorial intent and the decorum of the genre, has proved remarkably difficult to ascertain, not least with regard to eighteenth-century verse.7 (R. D. Williams’s dictum that one must take the Georgics  and the Eclogues  ‘‘on eighteenth-century terms or not at all’’ [Williams 1969: 128, cited in Perkell 1989: 15] bids fair to perplex scholars of English quite as much as classicists, inasmuch as ‘‘eighteenth-century’’ here serves as shorthand for ‘‘unproblematic and unproblematizing’’.) A glance at another eighteenth-century georgic may shed some light on the problem, though it will hardly resolve it. One of the bizarre and emblematic moments in Christopher Smart’s youthful georgic on hops cultivation and beermaking, The Hop-Garden (1752, written 17421743), occurs in a section entirely devoted to delivering precepts: When in the bag thy hops the rustic treads, Let him wear heel-less sandals; nor presume Their fragrancy barefooted to defile: Such filthy ways for slaves in Malaga Leave we to practice  Whence I’ve often seen, When beautiful Dorinda’s iv’ry hands Has built the pastry-fabric (food divine For Christmas gambols and the hour of mirth) As the dry’d foreign fruit, with piercing eye, She cull’d suspicious  lo! she starts, she frowns With indignation at a negro’s nail. (II.222232)
 
 Ostensibly Smart is reminding English hop-packers (members of his audience?) to wear slippers when treading hops into sacks. Chris Mounsey (1997: 200) has identified the likely source for this advice in Richard Bradley’s manual The Riches of a Hop-Garden Explain’d (1729). But surely the fact that Smart’s passage has a solid agricultural basis only complicates its didactic import. Nor does taking the poem ‘as a whole’ in any way facilitate interpretation of this passage. Smart’s poem is distinctive among eighteenth-century georgics for its unrestrained comic condescension in describing ‘‘indelicate’’ tasks (I.256) as well as the labourers who carry them out. Yet as Fairer observes (2003: 25; cf. Fairer 2002), it is also a poem which ‘‘carefully distinguishes the tasks suited to the spade and the shovel’’ (I.334). Smart’s didactic intentions are transparent neither in specific passages nor in his georgic ‘‘as a whole’’. Fairer’s work on georgic emphasizes its penchant for tracing unexpected connections and suggesting ‘‘organic’’ continuities. The toenail Dorinda finds 94
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 in the raisins for the Christmas pudding presents a startlingly physical connective between a Malagan slave and an English maid, orchestrating a contrast  Virgilian at source, it seems, if not in execution  between the foreign and the native, the exotic and the domestic, even as it compels the reader (as Virgil does, albeit differently, in Georgics I.5659) to recognize, with frozen clarity, a link in the global economy. And as Fairer reminds us elsewhere (2006: 1213), every traced connection implies a gap. One gap highlighted by Smart’s didactic vignette of the slave’s toenail is the gap between the precept it illustrates and the poem as a whole. It is the reader who must tentatively (or boldly, but at any rate provisionally) make the connection, and it is such readerly linkages that describe the ‘‘oeconomy’’ of the poem. This georgic invitation to the reader is thus also a challenge, and indicates, as Thomas’s note about the risk involved in mock-heroic also reminds us, a kind of literary brinkmanship in the poet which makes demands on the reader: an authorial appetite for cultivating risk which the reader must negotiate at every turn, constantly unsettling emergent notions of achieved unity. One of the key issues Virgil’s audacity puts at stake is the problem of divining the nature of his didactic project. The ‘‘feeling of detachment’’ Dalzell perceives in Virgil, understood as part of a ‘‘peculiar mixture of respect and condescension which the poet adopts towards the subject matter of his poem’’, takes us to the heart of the matter (Dalzell 1996: 33). Mynors marvelled that ‘‘Virgil’s Georgica, as heart-felt a poem as was ever written, should rest in a way on a foundation of makebelieve’’ (Virgil 1990: [v, Preface]). As Mynors observes, Virgil communicates an unmistakable sense of engagement, not least through the engagingness of his poetic address (‘‘the Address of a Poet’’, in Addison’s memorable phrase), which runs counter to the sense of ‘‘detachment’’ which Dalzell also discerns. A key passage which combines a passionate sense of engagement with the deliberate risk of bathos is the ‘‘proem in the middle’’ of Georgics III: Sed fugit interea, fugit inreparabile tempus, singula dum capti circumvectamur amore. hoc satis armentis: superat pars altera curae, lanigeros agitare greges hirtasque capellas. hic labor, hinc laudem fortes sperate coloni. nec sum animi dubius, verbis ea vincere magnum quam sit et angustis hunc addere rebus honorem: sed me Parnasi deserta per ardua dulcis raptat amor; iuvat ire iugis, qua nulla priorum Castaliam molli devertitur orbita clivo. nunc, veneranda Pales, magno nunc ore sonandum. (284294)
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 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER But time meanwhile is flying, flying beyond recall, while we, charmed with love of our theme, linger around each detail! Enough this for the herds; there remains the second part of my task, to tend the fleecy flocks and shaggy goats. Here is toil, hence hope for fame, ye sturdy yeomen! And well I know how hard it is to win with words a triumph herein, and thus to crown with glory a lowly theme. But sweet desire hurries me over the lonely steeps of Parnassus; joyous it is to roam o’er heights, where no forerunner’s track turns by a gentle slope down to Castalia. Now, worshipful Pales, now must we sing in lofty strain.
 
 While this passage observes a distinction between the poet and the farmers Virgil addresses, justifying Dalzell’s detection of a certain ‘‘condescension’’ as well as respect on Virgil’s part, the distinction between the poet’s task and the farmers’ work nearly collapses under the strain of Virgil’s close juxtaposition. As Thomas says of agitare (287), ‘‘the poet equates his art with that of the shepherd’’ (Virgil 1988: ad loc.). Yet Virgil explains his own attention to agricultural detail as a result of the love he declares  for which object? Virgil does not specify. Thomas points out that capti . . . amore is ambiguous and may partly refer to the topic Virgil has been treating, the impact of ‘‘love’’ on cattle and horses, but that ‘‘the natural interpretation is ‘possessed by love of our theme’’’ (Virgil 1988: ad III.285). ‘‘Our theme’’ must be inferred, however, and many translators have respected Virgil’s decision to leave his amor unspecified. (Curiously not Dryden, who dispenses with love altogether in the ‘‘second proem’’ at his own lines 451462.) Mynors points out that quis captus amore in Eclogue VI.10 refers to readers (Virgil 1990: ad III.284285). Virgil’s love in III.285 suggests a sublime experience of an intellectual and literary (many would say Lucretian)8 kind in recalling the famous words ingenti percussus amore (‘‘struck by an immense love’’) in Georgics II.476, which links Virgil’s love to his devotion to the Muses. The lack of a specified object for love in III.285 further underlines its cosmic dimension.9 It is this love, Virgil says, which causes ‘‘us’’  presumably the poet with his audience  to round every point of agricultural detail (singula . . . circumvectamur) even as time flies. The cosmic love is primary; it is the literary ambition it inspires that may be made to prevail to honour ‘‘narrow’’ things (angustis . . . rebus), to do them proud. (I suspect it is because this motivating love is so convincingly conveyed by Virgil’s delight in vivid detail, even in descriptions of austerity  the bull groans over the deepdriven plough, the iron share gleams in the process of being worn down (attritus, I.46)  that many readers have resisted the so-called ‘‘pessimistic’’ reading of the poem.) Thus, while the poet’s art is equated with that of the herdsman, it is clearly the poet’s work, not the herdsman’s, that promises the near-miraculous, to bring high praise to everyday matters (a ‘‘peculiar mixture of respect and condescension’’). 96
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 When Dyer imitates this passage at the beginning of The Fleece II the cosmic dimension is lost (though it will be regained by the end of the Book): NOW, of the sever’d lock, begin the song, With various numbers, thro’ the simple theme To win attention: this, ye shepherd swains, This is a labor. (II.14)
 
 What Dyer may help us to appreciate is the risk of bathos which Virgil deliberately incurs. Dyer too is aware of this risk, hence his repetition in ‘‘this . . . This is a labor’’ not only imitates hic labor, hinc laudem of Georgics III.288 but also (more precisely, and wittily) echoes the Sybil’s words in Aeneid VI.129 about the difficulty of regaining the upper air after the descent to Avernus: hoc opus, hic labor est. Such wit does not seem alien to Virgil, who describes the georgic Parnassus he explores as deserta in lines which, with fond and self-deprecating irony, acknowledge the pioneership of Lucretius (291292, cf. DRN I.926930). As Henry Power has observed in a recent lecture, John Gay’s declaration of originality in his mock georgic Trivia: Or, The Art of Walking the Streets of London (1716), announcing his intention to explore the ‘‘long perplexing Lanes untrod before’’ (I.10), suggests that Gay too appreciates Virgil’s ironic use of the topos (Power 2007). The fact that Gay’s model besides Virgil is Ovid’s Ars Amatoria wonderfully complicates matters, for Ovid’s poem is, as Tim Saunders reminds me, ‘‘in some ways a spoof (as well as a reception of) the Georgics’’ (e-mail, by permission). Like Ovid, Gay appreciates Virgil’s courtship of bathos, which is nowhere better illustrated than when Virgil draws his robes around him to sing ‘‘in lofty strain’’, invoking veneranda Pales (292 294), only to plummet to earth in the next lines: Incipiens stabulis edico in mollibus herbam ½ carpere ovis: ‘‘First I decree that the sheep crop the herbage in soft pens’’ (295296) (Nelson 1998: 92). While this moment is genuinely vertiginous, Dyer’s reflection of it in the flickering light of allusion is naturally faint. But Dyer demonstrates his appreciation of the fact that Virgil’s literary project is founded on the gap between Georgics III.294 and 295, between lofty devotion and earthbound instruction, and that the gap requires a reader to bridge it. It is not unfair to object that most eighteenth-century georgics, however much they cultivate literary risk, risk a great deal less than Virgil sets at stake in the Georgics. Virgil’s Lucretian rapture, smit with love for his greater subject and his poetic vocation, is poised against an austere anticipation of poetic failure, a graceful willingness to embrace ‘‘inglorious’’ piety, a providential second-best (II.458ff.). For a majority of critics, Virgil is the quintessential poet of split perspectives. It seems entirely characteristic that his prayer for poetic success is cast as a double identification of life’s ultimate blessings (makarismos), its 97
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER contituent alternatives left decorously unresolved. The gods seem very distant, and Virgil’s apprehension of a chill in the blood around his heart  literally a physiological and intellectual condition  seems figuratively to acknowledge vulnerability to other kinds of environmental chill.10 Virgil’s exuberance is extremely hard won and seems comparable to very few poets. Even William Cowper, whose georgic The Task (1785) plays heroically against his own private conviction of being damned by divine predestination, can assume a kind of existential certainty in this sad knowledge, and manages  heroically, by the play of economies of scale derived from mock-heroic  to generate georgic energies from, or against, this sense of immutable resolution. By contrast, Virgil’s world is radically uncertain. The Georgics is a poem of huge scope, moving between the particular and the universal as if to push this dynamic to its extremes. The magnitude of Virgil’s encyclopedic achievement, and its particular kind of risk in bringing together a multitude of literary and scientific traditions, may perhaps be brought out by contrast to another hugely ambitious and daring poem, Milton’s Lycidas (1638). Milton sets himself the task of reforming a traditional and fundamentally conventional poetic kind, the pastoral elegy, and this involves the rupture we hear in the abrasive rhythms of the poem’s first lines, as well as the renewal of convention this rupture makes possible. Virgil, by contrast, adapts the very flexible outlines of earlier didactic poetry to create a new kind of experimental poem designed to accommodate the whole gamut of poetic ambition and experience. (Tim Saunders observes to me in an e-mail that this is not entirely unprecedented: ‘‘one might see this as a feature of Hellenistic poetics, for instance’’). In both cases, Virgil’s and Milton’s, the poet’s literary audaciousness becomes the primary measure of the seriousness of his thematic concerns. Edward King’s death is invested with significance by the magnitude of Milton’s literary renovation and the creative violence he visits on a genre. Virgil’s themes, topics and materials are invested with significance by the fact that they inhere in an extraordinary experiment in literary juxtaposition, mixture and crossfertilization. Virgil’s playfulness, however, vies with his boldness. He invites Maecenas to accompany him in striking out for the open sea, yet immediately assures his patron that they will be hugging the shoreline (II.4146). Virgil yokes together two contrastive images of poetic ambition, one associated with epic and the other with Callimachean poetics (Virgil 1988: ad II.41). This may easily be construed as a failure of nerve, a modest cough immediately qualifying the enthusiastic avowal of ambition, but Virgil’s form of utterance seems more pointedly paradoxical, and more playful, than such a reading allows. He tells Maecenas that his poem will not detain him ‘‘with songs of fancy, amid rambling paths and lengthy preludes’’ (non hic te carmine ficto ½ atque per ambages et longa 98
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 exorsa tenebo), but this Callimachean recusatio (a statement of what the poet will not be doing) is no straightforward statement: instead it inscribes itself in a discourse which cultivates playfulness, obliqueness, irony. Virgil, Thomas observes, ‘‘has effectively converted a Homeric commonplace into a piece of Callimachean poetics’’ (Virgil 1988: ad II.4244). Virgil later reverses this literary metamorphosis when he confesses, as we have seen in III’s ‘‘proem in the middle’’ (284294), that love has made him navigate delayingly round every detail (singula dum capti circumvectamur amore, 285). Even as Virgil recalls Callimachus’ famous programmatic or mock-programmatic statement, ‘‘I loathe the circling poem’’ (AP 12.43Epigram 28 Pfeiffer, transl. Hunter 2006: 111), the nautical overtones of circumvectare (‘‘to travel or sail round’’, OLD s.v. circumuector 1, citing Georgics III.285) suggest that Virgil is once more reworking the Homeric commonplace of sailing the ocean, perhaps even playfully contrasting himself with the less happily errant and delayed Odysseus.11 Virgil’s ambition appears to be simultaneously a poet of the great and of the small, the ancient and the modern, or more precisely of all that which connects these extremes (I would stress the links rather than the gaps, though this is only a matter of emphasis). Take the figure of Bacchus, for instance: as the tutelary spirit of viticulture he represents a specific praxis, while also establishing links between the culture of ancient Greek drama and the modern Italians celebrating the god in rustic revelry (II.380389), between ‘‘high’’ tragedy and ‘‘low’’ Bacchic rites (a distinction between ‘high’ and ‘low’ which seems perennially a hallmark of ‘‘modern’’ aesthetic sensibilities). Georgic’s ‘‘middle’’ position in the Virgilian rota may be construed as mediatory in the sense that it enables connections between extremes of particularity (e.g. instructions on planting vines) and universality (the gods, the heavens): this is the striking conjunction we encounter in the poem’s first line, which links crops (segetes) with the stars (sidera). Georgic’s mediatory position, and perhaps function, contributes to the peculiar complexity of ‘unity’ in georgic poems. As Thomas observes of the Georgics, ‘‘what chiefly seems to confound comprehensive explanation of the work is its defiance of attempts to impose any satisfactory unity upon it’’ (Thomas 1982: 35). In the remarks I have cited from Thomas’s and Dalzell’s mutually opposed discussions of the mock-heroic, each critic appeals to an ideal reading of the poem ‘‘as a whole’’: Dalzell in order to promote an understanding of the poem as perspectivally unstable, and Thomas to draw attention to the consistently darker ambivalence of the poem’s moral outlook. What sometimes results in the latter approach, however, is a moralizing of the poem’s antitheses or ambiguities  a moralizing which the Georgics may accommodate but does not always seem to require. R. O. A. M. Lyne’s Introduction to Day-Lewis’s translation of the Eclogues and Georgics reminds us, after offering an 99
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER interpretation of the Aristaeus epyllion in terms of the hard choices it implies, that the choice implicit in Virgil’s dilemmas is typically left open (Virgil 1983: xxxxxxi). The sympathy Virgil habitually elicits on behalf of his subjects might not always require a moral choice or a taking of sides, but only an acknowledgment of the suffering at stake or the risk of failure involved in paradoxical or poignant situations. As it resists resolution, paradox tends to suspend judgment. We can see this on a grand scale in the case of the alternatives represented by Aristaeus and Orpheus, or in the suspension of choice between alternatives in the ‘‘double makarismos’’ in the peroration of Book II [Lucretian glory vs. inglorious rural piety], but also on a small scale, for instance in the poem’s first lines of preceptive description (I.4346): Vere novo, gelidus canis cum montibus umor liquitur et Zephyro putris se glaeba resolvit, depresso incipiat iam tum mihi taurus aratro ingemere, et sulco attritus splendescere vomer. In the dawning spring, when icy streams trickle from snowy mountains, and the crumbling clod breaks at the Zephyr’s touch, even then would I have my bull groan over the deep-driven plough, and the share glisten when rubbed by the furrow. (Loeb transl.)
 
 We discover here a cosmic drama in little, drawn in telling and vivid detail. The bull groans (ingemere) over the deep-driven plough; it is the process of being worn down (attritus, I.46) that makes the ploughshare glisten (splendescere). Our attention is drawn to the sheer effort and physical pain involved in making the share gleam. But what is most salient in poetic context is the aesthetically pleasing contrast this emphasis on toil presents to the preceding lines, which describe the effortless elemental power of the spring sun melting the snow and the west wind crumbling the exquisitely unresistant clods (I.4344). The contrast is pointed and poignant. We may behold a miniature drama of cosmic ‘unfairness’, in that the spring achieves naturally, without involving either volition or resistance, what the bull must be goaded to achieve with painful toil. The poet himself is implicated in this drama, since the didactic speaker says he ‘‘would have the bull groan’’ in springtime. He not only wills the bull’s suffering, but also assimilates it with the seasonal cycle. The lines present the first of the poem’s characteristically ironic contrasts.12 But unless we moralize the passage, it presents no contradiction to any moral tendency of the poem as a whole: its tensions, one might argue, are predominantly aesthetic. The lines have pessimistic implications, to be sure, all the more so since they are genuinely celebratory. But the implications that nature is blithely indifferent to creaturely suffering, that the cost of cooperating with nature is paid in physical pain, that 100
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 the universe is careless of the single life  these ‘‘pessimistic’’ implications are poised against but do not contradict the ‘‘optimistic’’ implications we might equally find in Virgil’s joyous description of the dawning spring. Virgil, as it is almost commonplace to observe, is the surpassing poet of ‘‘negative capability’’ (Tarrant 1997: 69). But what about more obvious kinds of contradiction? A well-known crux is Virgil’s deprecation of Bacchus’ vine (Servius calls it ‘‘vituperation’’, vituperatio vitis), which concludes Virgil’s treatment of vine-growing in Georgics II (454 457), right before the book’s peroration.13 After all, Virgil asks, has the cultivated vine ever produced anything to rival the blessings of uncultivated trees, preeminently the olive? (Virgil is exaggerating, of course; earlier he has acknowledged that olives are cultivated, by grafting.) Bacchus, he continues, ‘‘has even given occasion of offense’’, notably in causing the Centaurs’ drunken downfall in the brawl they started at the Lapith wedding (II.455457). To some ‘‘pessimistic’’ readers this cautionary conclusion undermines much of Georgics II, from the proem’s joyful invocation of Bacchus onwards. For these readers the censure of the vine contradicts the essential implication of Virgil’s advice on viticulture, namely that this work is eminently valuable, despite  perhaps even because of  its liability to failure (II.401419). Certainly Bacchus is an equivocal figure in the Georgics.14 Orpheus is torn to pieces by frenzied Bacchantes in Book IV (520522), and the corruptions associated with wine are even held up at the climax of Virgil’s lament for the dying ox in Book III (526527, with pathetic rather than literal relevance). The wider implication of blaming the centauromachia on wine, namely that ‘‘culture’’ may provide the occasion of its own ruin, certainly seems intended to disturb (see Nelson 1998: 121123, 155). But Virgil’s rhetorical censure of the vine surely does not contradict his precepts’ assumption of its utility. Nor is his praise of uncultivated plants in any way unexpected, since Book II honours its purpose to celebrate spontaneous as well as cultivated growth from Virgil’s first mention of forest saplings in lines 23. The contrast between the difficult and the risky, which is represented by the grape, and the easy and secure, represented by the peaceful olive, anticipates the double makarismos only a few lines later, which juxtaposes the blessings of literary and scientific glory juxtaposed against the blessings of inglorious piety (but see Nappa 2005: 97). The makarismos is commonly termed a contradiction, given the apparent incompatibility of its twin allegiances to Lucretian ambitions on the one hand, and on the other, traditional religious ideals. For Monica Gale, ‘‘this central, programmatic passage is emblematic of the poem as a whole’’: she argues that ‘‘Virgil’s problematic juxtaposition here of two incompatible world-views suggests a way of reading the Georgics, as a polyphonic text in which the different ‘voices’ of the didactic tradition are brought together but not harmonized into a seamless whole’’ (Gale 2000: 11).15 101
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER One aspect of the centauromachia which modern critics overlook is that the drunken brawl is, among other things, a figure of civil war.16 Since the Centaurs descended from Ixion, a Lapith, Dryden’s Aeneis presents the battle between the Centaurs and Lapiths as a civil brawl, bathing the combatants in ‘‘mutual Blood’’ (VII.422) (Dryden 1997: 391). Though this does not prove that the Georgics’ mention of the mythic battle is intended as a figure of civil war, it is worth noting that the vituperatio vitis is immediately followed by a passage of thanksgiving in which farmers are said to be ‘‘far from the clash of arms’’ (procul discordibus armis, II.459).17 A reader might be enabled to trace a significant connection here by John Philips’s imitation of Virgil’s vituperatio vitis in a passage on drunken fighting and civil war in Philips’s georgic Cyder (1708, II.446ff.), and this in turn might challenge the notion that eighteenth-century georgic verse was ‘‘without access to the complex hermeneutics and meanings’’ of the Georgics (Thomas 2001: 130). Philips’s georgic highlights many of the salient problems of Virgilian imitation in the early eighteenth century in ways which I think also cast light on (though again, hardly resolve) the problems in Virgil I have been discussing, notably the question of the unity or coherence of the Georgics. While Philips became famous purely as a parodist of Milton in The Splendid Shilling (1701), his mature work Cyder is a politically outspoken as well as an aesthetically self-conscious poem.18 Philips lived and wrote under the protection of the Tory leader Robert Harley, who led the mixed but predominantly Tory government of 17058, the period of Cyder’s genesis. The poet was a non-juror, denying the legality of the ‘‘Glorious Revolution’’ of 16889 in evading the oaths of allegiance to the reigning monarch, Anne, despite his evident approval of the queen’s Tory sympathies. Cyder, which teaches the processes involved in cider-making in the poet’s native Herefordshire, is the first of the British blank verse georgics, the first work to imitate Virgil formally in Miltonic style. Philips is the pioneer and virtuoso of the Miltonic style of blank verse which flourished in the eighteenth century from Thomson’s The Seasons to Cowper’s The Task. Cyder celebrates the great event of 1707, the parliamentary Union with Scotland, taking every opportunity to endorse Tory policies by topical allusion. Cyder also develops its political argument by surveying the whole course of British history. As one might expect, the political catastrophe and ethical touchstone of Philips’s historical narrative is the trauma of the 1640s, the outbreak of civil war and the beheading of Charles I (analogous to the Roman civil wars and the assassination of Julius Caesar), and aided by Virgil, Philips modulates his theme with extraordinary swiftness from the comic topic of drinking to the tragic matter of civil war. Before discussing lines from Cyder in any detail it might be helpful to provide a brief outline of II.363562. This is the poem’s longest verse paragraph, and 102
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 begins with a description of a harvest feast, modelled mainly on Virgil’s description of Italian rustics (Georgics II.380396). The English country folk are merry yet temperate. A passage in praise of temperate cider-drinking throughout the day provides a transition to the theme of the seasons. Autumn leads into winter, introducing a scene of Christmastime wassailing which runs to the dangerously boisterous, then degenerates into a drunken brawl. Philips’s analogue to Virgil’s censure of the vine enables a transition to the theme of the English civil wars, and occasions a prayer, recalling Georgics I.498514, that such a fate may never again befall the nation. Philips rehearses with pathos the events of the civil wars, lamenting the death of Royalist heroes and visiting heavy Miltonic echoes on the Parliamentary ‘‘Atheist Rebells’’. He takes consolation in the fact that Herefordshire (the ‘‘Cyder-Land’’) remained faithful to Charles I, that ‘‘best of Kings’’, and implicitly anticipates the rewards for this past fidelity under hardship in the poem’s present, a redemptive progress apparently borne out by history. Dark as the Interregnum was, the Restoration is vindicated in the poem’s present as the nation, united and victorious under Anne, assumes its imperial role as the War of the Spanish Succession draws to a close. Similarly in the distant past, the destined unity of Britain’s island kingdom was realized only after the primitive Saxon Heptarchy collapsed though internecine wars and Edgar succeeded as the first English (quasi-British) king, a type of future Stuart monarchs. What is most distinctive about the long verse paragraph in which Philips elaborates Virgil’s censure of the vine, and which my prose synopsis completely fails to represent, is Philips’s instability of tone: burlesque (or mock heroic) leads swiftly into pathos; indeed, as James Sutherland remarks about Philips’s wassailing scene (II.413429), ‘‘the burlesque in Philips varies from the ribald to the refined, but is never long absent’’ (Sutherland 1948: 153). Philips presents an extreme case of two propensities characteristic of his period: the tendency to shift mercurially in tone, indeed to positively revel in tonal changes, and the love of wearing literary masks. Is emulation of the Georgics really compatible with the profoundly ironic sensibility so characteristic of the early eighteenth century? (Of Dyer’s The Fleece one might ask, per contra, ‘‘Is emulation of the Georgics really compatible with the pronounced earnestness of the mid-eighteenth century?’’) Philips’s allusiveness often occasions problems in interpretation: he not only imitates his models at once wittily and seriously, but imitates two authors  Virgil and Milton  at once. I shall quote rather lengthily here from the verse paragraph I’ve been discussing, since few non-specialists are acquainted with Philips and not everyone has a copy of Cyder to hand (though the poem is currently in print: Philips 2001). Philips’s takes as his starting-point the counsel, not unlike that of modern liquor advertisers, to drink responsibly: 103
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER Therefore, when thy Heart Dilates with fervent Joys, and eager Soul Prompts to persue the sparkling Glass, be sure ’Tis time to shun it; if thou wilt prolong Dire Compotation, forthwith Reason quits Her Empire to Confusion, and Misrule, And vain Debates; then twenty Tongues at once Conspire in senseless Jargon, naught is heard But Din, and various Clamour, and mad Rant: Distrust, and Jealousie to these succeed, And anger-kindling Taunt, the certain Bane Of well-knit Fellowship. Now horrid Frays Commence, the brimming Glasses now are hurl’d With dire Intent; Bottles with Bottles clash In rude Encounter, round their Temples fly The sharp-edg’d Fragments, down their batter’d Cheeks Mixt Gore, and Cyder flow: What shall we say Of rash Elpenor, who in evil Hour Dry’d an immeasurable Bowl, and thought T’exhale his Surfeit by irriguous Sleep, Imprudent? Him, Death’s Iron-Sleep opprest, Descending careless from his Couch; the Fall Luxt his Neck-joint, and spinal Marrow bruis’d. Nor need we tell what anxious Cares attend The turbulent Mirth of Wine; nor all the kinds Of Maladies, that lead to Death’s grim Cave, Wrought by Intemperance, joint-racking Gout, Intestine Stone, and pining Atrophy, Chill, even when the Sun with July-Heats Frys the scorch’d Soil, and Dropsy all a-float, Yet craving Liquids: Nor the Centaurs Tale Be here repeated; how, with Lust, and Wine Inflam’d, they fought, and spilt their drunken Souls At feasting Hour. Ye Heav’nly Pow’rs, that guard The British Isles, such dire Events remove Far from fair Albion, nor let Civil Broils Ferment from Social Cups: May we, remote From the hoarse, brazen Sound of War, enjoy Our humid Products, and with seemly Draughts Enkindle Mirth, and Hospitable Love. Too oft alas! has mutual Hatred drench’d
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 Our Swords in Native Blood, too oft has Pride, And hellish Discord, and insatiate Thirst Of other’s Rights, our Quiet discompos’d. Have we forgot, how fell Destruction rag’d Wide-spreading, when by Eris’ Torch incens’d Our Fathers warr’d? What Hero’s, signaliz’d For Loyalty, and Prowess, met their Fate Untimely, undeserv’d! How Bertie fell, Compton, and Granvill, dauntless Sons of Mars, Fit Themes of endless Grief, but that we view Their Virtues yet surviving in their Race! Can we forget, how the mad, headstrong Rout Defy’d their Prince to Arms, nor made account Of Faith, or Duty, or Allegiance sworn? Apostate, Atheist Rebells! bent to Ill, With seeming Sanctity, and cover’d Fraud, Instill’d by him, who first presum’d t’oppose Omnipotence; alike their Crime, th’Event Was not alike; these triumph’d, and in height Of barbarous Malice, and insulting Pride, Abstain’d not from Imperial Bloud. O Fact Unparallel’d! O Charles! O Best of Kings! (II.446508)
 
 There is no doubting the seriousness of this poetry, and Pope was sufficiently impressed with the final lament for Charles to imitate it in Windsor-Forest (1713, lines 319320). The suggestive gap in Virgil between civilization (Bacchus) and civil war is bridged, establishing a link of guilt. One could say that a ‘‘dark’’ political implication in Virgil is realized by Philips. Yet Philips’s wit also destabilizes any fully earnest reading of his lines. The element of burlesque in Philips’s mock-heroic description of the drunken brawl (II.449462) inspired an over-the-top imitation in James Thomson’s The Seasons (172646; ‘‘Autumn’’, lines 498569). And the burlesque, like all forms of irony, easily misleads. Because of it, John Aden considered Philips’s fervent prayer that Britain will be spared further civil wars (‘‘Ye Heav’nly Pow’rs’’ . . ., II.479ff.) to be ‘‘a cleverly facetious parody of Virgil’s solemn ‘Di patrii’ invocation [Georgics I, 498514]’’ (Aden 1955: 485). Inasmuch as Philips is imitating Virgil, however, he is being every bit as ‘‘solemn’’; if anything he is emulating, seeking to outdo, the spirit of his model. At this point I find nothing facetiously parodic about Philips’s imitation. It is true that the high burlesque description of the rural brawl led into the solemnity of the invocation (‘‘Ye Heav’nly Pow’rs’’, 479). Yet even in the mock heroic passage there was that element of real (or at any rate impressive) 105
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER gravity that made contemporaries point to Cervantes as the father of the high burlesque. The heightened description of the rustic brawl and the mock epic listing of classical analogies modulates almost imperceptibly into the earnestly pathetic apostrophe on civil war (II, 479ff). But the main reason Aden is thrown off scent is that he appears not to realize that Philips is imitating Milton as well as Virgil. Philips hopes that cheerful conviviality, as opposed to violence and civil strife, will prevail in Britain: Ye Heavn’ly Pow’rs, that guard The British Isles, such dire Events remove Far from fair Albion, nor let Civil Broils Ferment from Social Cups: May we, remote From the hoarse, brazen Sound of War, enjoy Our humid Products, and with seemly Draughts Enkindle Mirth, and Hospitable Love. (II.479485)
 
 Philips is adapting Milton’s description of the fallen Adam’s prophetic vision (presented by archangel Michael) of the sinful world before the Flood: He looked, and saw the face of things quite changed; The brazen throat of war had ceased to roar, All now was turned to jollity and game, To luxury and riot, feast and dance, Marrying or prostituting, as befell, Rape or adultery, where passing fair Allured them; thence from cups to civil broils. (Paradise Lost XI.712718)
 
 Whereas Milton deplores what he sees as the abandonment of that civilizing virtue which is nurtured by military discipline for the effete pleasures of peacetime luxury, Philips reverses the movement, associating war, specifically civil war, with barbarity (‘‘the hoarse, brazen Sound of War’’) and linking peace with the civilizing pleasures of conviviality (the moderation Philips promotes was a politically charged term). Philips is wittily misquoting his favourite authors, making them speak in support of drinking.19 It is debatable whether this fundamentally ironic sensibility, this habitual mockery which is so much of its period, is really compatible with serious imitation of Virgil. I think it is, but Sutherland’s criticism of Philips  ‘‘[he] makes sure that you won’t laugh at him because he has laughed first’’ (Sutherland 1948: 152)  identifies a defensive aspect or kind of irony which is very different from Virgil’s readiness to court and confront the risk of bathos. Leaving the matter undecided, let us consider its essentials. Like all critical assessments, the question of compatibility I have raised involves comparison, the fundamental procedure of all intertextual analysis and reception studies. What 106
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 reception studies distinctively offers to literary criticism is the promise of a historically grounded commitment to the idea that the processes of aesthetic interpretation generally, as of reception in particular, not only involve objective comparison on the part of the reader, but are also ‘‘dialogical’’ in a sense which takes account of hermeneutical dialectics: the cognitive processes of feedback and reconfiguration which are at best discoverable but never recoverable, and are always involved in the ever provisional creation of meaning (Martindale 1993: 3). What, then, does it entail to consider Philips’s georgic, or any other text, to be ‘‘in dialogue with’’ Virgil’s? First of all the figure of speech involves a certain degree of reification, indeed personification, in that Philips’s and Virgil’s texts are imagined as interlocutors, each with a reasonably stable identity. However, the metaphor also proposes a relationship of mutual influence, so that each text can be imagined as acting on and responding to different aspects of the other as this exchange is played out in the cognitive processes of the reader-critic. Since ‘‘we are all historicists now’’, as Martindale puts it (1993: 18), reception studies aims to maintain a vigilant sense of historical situatedness in the present as well as in the past, combining an awareness of the ‘‘constructedness’’ of the past (the historicity of history, as it were) with an appreciation of the fluid cognitive processes and political interests presently involved in engaging with, and acting on, this construction. It is a tall order by any standard of mental agility, not least because it requires one to keep at least three dynamic elements in play (two texts and a reader) in all their historicity and ongoingness and mutual responsiveness. To achieve this would be a feat indeed: instead it seems common to mentally freeze an impression of one text or historical context in order to perceive a more fluid or dynamic element in the other.20 Perhaps, as in the famous drawing of the rabbit or duck in which one can only see either picture by closing one’s mind to the other, the best one can do is oscillate between perspectives. What reception studies spoils, at any rate, is any satisfaction derived from establishing static identities or truths about texts, or from gauging textual relationships by means of these. What it offers are the pleasures of triangulation, with its evershifting perspectives. Which returns us to the ‘‘dialogic’’ relationship between Philips and Virgil, and the possible uses of such dialogue. Martindale presents as a ‘‘weak’’ thesis (‘‘weak’’ because ‘‘uncontroversial’’, though also ‘‘more honoured in the breach than the observance’’) the expectation ‘‘that numerous unexplored insights into ancient literature are locked up in imitations, translations, and so forth’’ (Martindale 1993: 7). Inquiry of this kind has often proved rewarding, and my argument above that Philips might help us see a connection between the vituperatio vitis and the theme of civil war in Virgil is an attempt in this vein. However, the approach has some limitations, as I found when beginning to write this essay. Originally my aim was to substantiate Martindale’s ‘‘weak’’ 107
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER thesis by considering samples from eighteenth-century georgics. Two things gave me pause. The first is suggested by Martindale’s mention of ‘‘unexplored’’ insights. Many of the exemplary passages that sprang to mind from eighteenthcentury imitations of Virgil suggested insights about the Georgics which classicists have already investigated, if not quite exhausted. For instance, the fact that Virgil inspired eighteenth-century poets to cultivate generic mixture and to explore complex economies of scale (for which the mock-heroic is only the best-known vehicle) may contribute to ongoing discussions among classicists about corresponding aspects of the Georgics, yet may ultimately do little more than corroborate this or that already existing view of Virgil: a Virgil thus arrested, locked into place, by reception. Secondly, since current debate in Classics about the Georgics often turns on the question of its unity, merely sampling eighteenth-century reflections of the various strands of Virgil’s poetic achievement  ‘‘here Philips catches this aspect of Virgil; there Dyer catches that’’  might seem a rather desultory approach to the Georgics. It seems more relevant to ask what the eighteenth-century poetic reception of the Georgics might contribute to current thinking about its unity. Since the Georgics is probably one of the most deliberately varied works ever written, I do not refer to a unity of literary effect or consistency of execution, but rather a unity of artistic conception and design.21 The critical process of relating the part to the whole with a view to divining a unity of purpose is a basic aim of ordinary reading as well as academic interpretation. To seek a poem’s unity arguably entails making judgments about its author’s intentions, which complicates matters well beyond the scope of the present essay.22 Martindale rejects ‘‘intentionalism’’ mainly on epistemological grounds (Martindale 1993: 3), describing a ‘‘dialogic’’ hermeneutics of reception which highlights, where others ignore, the ‘‘provisional, pragmatic, heuristic and contingent’’ character of ‘‘the frames within which reading occurs, and must occur’’ (Martindale 1993: 14, original emphasis). Writing on the Georgics, William Batstone argues that ‘‘if we are to understand more fully what this poem does, we need to abandon the interpretive paradigm that seeks some authoritative discursive unity without taking refuge in mere relativism’’ (Batstone 1997: 125). Though the long debate on intentionalism cannot be reviewed here, I should like to remark that in practice, ‘‘intentionalist’’ reading may prove an eminently ‘‘heuristic’’ procedure; nor is it necessarily philosophically naı¨ve.23 For my own part, I find my reading practice Janus-faced, driven partly by the desire to grasp authorial intention and partly by curiosity about why texts have mattered to other readers at different times. These opposed directions do not represent two intellectual convictions on my part, but rather two desires; the pursuit of each becomes quixotic in anything like an ideal or pure form. My own interest in specific receptions, I should own, is 108
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 pragmatically motivated, at least so far as classical languages are concerned. Deficiency in Latin makes one catch with real urgency at reception for useful points of entry to Virgil. Yet one may also worry that the recension of accumulating receptions will prove endlessly distracting or exhausting. Anecdotal and digressive, reception branches out indefinitely, diverting attention from the (sometimes usefully ‘‘reified’’?) ‘‘text itself’’. The main advantage of reading Virgil in response to his eighteenth-century imitators is that the reading of every imitation requires the reader to consider, at every step, the relation of the part to the whole, both in Virgil and in his imitators. The question of unity, then, is continuously raised, and always provisionally, the more so because the question is always raised with regard to (at least) two works. Since unity implies some degree of intention, this question too is continuously raised. ‘‘What is Smart driving at?’’, one wonders, reading his passage about the iv’ry handed Dorinda and the ‘‘negro’s nail’’. One must consider the lines in relation to The Hop-Garden ‘‘as a whole’’, and this entails thinking about the various ways in which Virgilian didacticism may have served Smart as a model, which in turn prompts some attempt to think about the Georgics ‘‘as a whole’’. Of course the specific parts from which we derive any notion of ‘‘the whole’’ of a text will vary from each reconfiguration to the next; indeed the degree of variance may be taken as a measure of a reader’s engagement with the text. Unity, reception helps make us aware, is a figure of stability which is always itself unstable; so too with intentionality. This is not cause for dismissing either. It is certainly relevant to ask whether Virgil’s exiguous mouse is intended to elicit a smile, and one derives ideas about Virgil’s intentions not only from one’s notions of his poem’s design (its unity or otherwise) but also from the totality of one’s personal experience and conceptions of relevance at any given time, which are partly shaped by and partly respond to a selection of Virgilian reception, the composition of which will vary from reader to reader and reading to reading. To say this is not to abandon with ‘postmodern’ complacency the notion of authorial intention, but to accept the element of deferral in all inquiry for ultimate meaning. It is precisely this instability, this ever-reconfiguring dynamic, which I consider the most rewarding aspect of reading Virgil through eighteenth-century adaptations. I have described ‘‘intentionalist’’ and reception-oriented modes of reading as the result of readerly desires, and that critical trope suggests another muchused metaphor from the discourse of eroticism, namely the dynamic of desire through displacement and triangulation. Reading Philips  or Dyer, or Smart  entails a displacement of Virgil, creates a triangulation which intensifies readerly desires for the imitated text: desires (sometimes finding expression in reification and intentionalism) to finally grasp its unifying principles, its ever elusive 109
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER mysteries. This, at any rate, is my (continuing) experience. Desire, it seems, works and is intensified by deflection, in reading as in other parts of life. In a pedagogical context which fully justifies the axiomatic pronouncement, C. S. Lewis launches A Preface to Paradise Lost on the proposal that ‘‘the first qualification for judging any piece of workmanship from a corkscrew to a cathedral is to know what it is  what it was intended to do and how it is meant to be used’’ (Lewis 1942: 1). But no more (in fact far less) than the reception of Paradise Lost does the reception of the Georgics imply a single set of criteria for judging (or pre-judging) what the poem was intended to do and how it is meant to be used. Instead, reception implies multiple, sometimes incompatible, blueprints, allowing us to see aspects of corkscrew and cathedral by turns. But Lewis’s contrastive formulation serves to remind us that drawing distinctions remains the essential critical activity. It is in fact the differences between Virgil and his eighteenth-century imitators which I think are most in need of sympathetic appreciation. Too often eighteenth-century georgics are dismissed for their divergences from their model, whereas surely it is the interplay of sameness and difference that is instructive as well as delightful.24 At the risk of introducing a new author at this late stage  more properly the matter for another excursion  I would like to glance at Vita Sackville-West’s The Land (1926), which L. P. Wilkinson assesses as ‘‘perhaps the best of English georgics’’ (Wilkinson 1969: 311). I incline to share this view, but that is slightly beside the point here; what seems more important is that this assessment rests on the assumption that it is the similarities with Virgil that really matter; that the ‘‘best’’ English georgic is the most ‘‘Virgilian’’. In such cases especially we should be on guard against underestimating the value of difference. Vita Sackville-West, I might be tempted to write, seems to me the most ‘‘Virgilian’’ georgic poet in English. (What does this impressionistic adjective ‘‘Virgilian’’ mean? In another context, Tim Saunders has reminded me that this kind of characterization could be quite as much a facet of Virgil’s reception as a reflection of his original text.) Almost any passage in The Land will bear out this ‘‘Virgilian’’ quality: in truth, qualities. The following illustration (from ‘‘Summer’’) is not exceptionally apt, but quite representative: All craftsmen share a knowledge. They have held Reality down fluttering to a bench; Cut wood to their own purposes; compelled The growth of pattern with the patient shuttle; Drained acres to a trench. Control is theirs. They have ignored the subtle Release of spirit from the jail of shape. They have been concerned with prison, not escape;
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 Pinioned the fact, and let the rest go free, And out of need made inadvertent art. All things designed to play a faithful part Build up their plain particular poetry. Tools have their own integrity; The sneath of scythe curves rightly to the hand, The hammer knows its balance, knife its edge, All tools inevitably planned, Stout friends, with pledge Of service; with their crotchets too That masters understand, And proper character, and separate heart, But always to their chosen temper true.  So language, smithied at the common fire, Grew to its use; as sneath and shank and haft Of well-grained wood, nice instruments of craft, Curve to the simple mould the hands require, Born of the needs of man. The poet like the artisan Works lonely with his tools; picks up each one, Blunt mallet knowing, and the quick thin blade, And plane that travels when the hewing’s done; Rejects, and chooses; scores a fresh faint line; Sharpens, intent upon his chiselling; Bends lower to examine his design, If it be truly made, And brings perfection to so slight a thing. (Sackville-West 1955: 8182)
 
 ‘‘Virgilian’’? Yes, but which Virgil? Surely not the witty, self-consciously literary Virgil which eighteenth-century poets help us to discern. Rather, perhaps, the Virgil we perceive through other channels of reception, through Wordsworth (Wilkinson describes The Land as ‘‘Wordsworthian’’) and Seamus Heaney  though Heaney especially also teems with self-consciously literary wit.25 Above all, it seems important to notice the aspects of Sackville-West’s passage which seem different from what we find in Virgil: her wholehearted acceptance of the artisan as an equal, for instance, or her explicitness of moral statement (I must pass over important matters of versification). These differences are precisely what make comparison meaningful. Perhaps allusion can serve as a guiding analogy, and for a concluding illustration I’d like to offer an observation which my co-editor John Goodridge once shared with me about the decorum of hospitality in the Odyssey. When Hermes visits Calypso’s island in Odyssey V, 111
 
 JUAN CHRISTIAN PELLICER Calypso betrays her nervousness  she knows she’s in the wrong, keeping Odysseus prisoner  by forgetting the rules of hospitality: she questions Hermes about his business before serving him something to eat. There is an analogous moment in Paradise Lost V, where Milton describes the visit of Raphael (who is explicitly compared to ‘‘Maia’s son’’, Hermes) to Adam and Eve (285ff.). Without fuss or hesitation the human couple get things right first time and feed their guest before they start asking him questions. Milton’s analogy highlights the contrast between the naturalness of Adam and Eve’s hospitality, which manifests their innocence, and the decorousness of hospitality in Homer, by which Calypso’s guiltiness is betrayed. Sameness (the analogous situation, a visit from a divine emissary) informs difference, and of course neither quality is meaningful, or indeed intelligible, without the other. This is a transferable principle, and if it can help us to construe the differences between Virgil and his eighteenth-century imitators as potentially instructive, not least for being genuinely dynamic and ‘‘dialogic’’, rather than as mere confirmation of already existing readings, or as evidence of a poetic falling short of a (necessarily static) mark, I think few things could be better.
 
 Notes 1. An earlier version of this essay was circulated to the participants of a workshop co-organized with Monika Asztalos on Virgil’s Eclogues and Georgics and their reception, held at the University of Oslo, 1617 November 2007. My thanks are due to all the participants for their contributions to the workshop, and to Monika Asztalos, Alastair Fowler, Mathilde Skoie, Charles Martindale, and especially Tim Saunders for the incisive commentary they each offered in correspondence. I am also gratefully indebted to Monika Asztalos for insightful editorial suggestions. 2. Martindale refers to ancient texts, but the point is universal. 3. Grainger, holograph draft (1762) of The Sugar-Cane, Trinity College, Dublin, MS 880, ff. 28r 29r, in Gilmore 2000: 199. 4. A. Dalzell also treats this episode perceptively in his discussion of the mock-heroic in the Georgics, in Dalzell 1996: 118ff. 5. The British Poems. Including Translations. In One Hundred Volumes, vol. 26 (Chiswick, 1822), p. 274. The title note reads ‘‘This poem was printed as Mr. Philips’s in The Poetical Calendar, vol. iv [1764]’’. For details see Philips 1927: xxviii. 6. In the Jordan the humour is repeated in ‘‘uninured to wet’’. ‘‘Uninured’’ too is not only mockheroic, and ‘‘inured’’ a favourite word of Dryden’s, but also a kind of Virgilianism by way of Dryden’s Georgics: ‘‘And wills that Mortal Men, inur’d to toil, ½ Shou’d exercise, with pains, the grudging Soil’’ (Dryden I.185186, Virgil I.122); ‘‘Inur’d to Hardship, and to homely Fare’’ (Dryden II.667, Virgil II.472); see also Dryden III.268 (Virgil III.168) and III.291 (III.183184). Dryden is cited throughout from Dryden 1987, and Virgil from Virgil 1999. 7. The best article on Virgil’s didacticism as regards the topics of farming is Spurr 1986.
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 8. Richard Hunter identifies percussus as ‘‘a Dionysiac word’’ in both Virgil and Lucretius, tracing its Greek background in Hunter 2006: 8ff. 9. For a translation which brings this out very well, see Virgil 2002: 73. 10. It is in part Milton who makes this reading possible: ‘‘unless an age too late, or cold ½ Climate, or years damp my intended wing ½ Depressed, and much they may, if all be mine’’  and note the contrast with Virgil in the certainty of the line that follows  ‘‘Not hers who brings it nightly to my ear’’, PL IX.4447. 11. Virgil’s nautical imagery is explored in Saunders 2008. 12. Thomas (Virgil 1988) comments in the headnote to I.4370 that the passage, while didactic in character, ‘‘establish[es] from the outset the aesthetics behind even the more ‘mundane’ sections of the poem’’. 13. For a rewarding reading of this passage in light of larger patterns of antithesis in the Georgics, see Asztalos 1995. 14. On the figure of Bacchus in the poem, see most recently Smith 2007. 15. Gale seems to be challengingly recalling Joseph Farrell’s view that ‘‘Uniquely among Vergil’s works, the Georgics ranges broadly over the traditions of ancient poetry, using allusion to draw together various strands of these traditions into a seamlessly unified and convincing whole’’ (Farrell 1991: 4). 16. Farrell only observes (1991: 203, n. 59) that Virgil presents the Lapiths as ‘‘an emblem of civilization, [. . .] contrasted with the bestial, drunken Centaurs’’. 17. As Mynors (Virgil 1990) points out ad loc., the word discordia carries suggestions of civil war. 18. The poem’s political argument is analyzed in Pellicer 2002, especially in chs 1 and 5, and Pellicer 2006. See also Rogers 2005. 19. Philips and his friends delighted in witty (mis)appropriation. Edmund Smith’s heartfelt Poem on the Death of Mr. John Philips compares his witty friend dying of consumption to the medlar, ‘‘delicious in decay’’ (p. 12), adapting the description of ‘‘ancient Rome, majestic in decay’’ in Dryden’s epistle To Mr. Granville (line 36). 20. I am indebted to conversation with Tim Saunders for this point. 21. On the relationship between variety and unity as ideals in Horace’s Ars Poetica 141, see Brink 1971: 80ff., esp. 116. 22. For a sophisticated discussion of Latin didactic poetry which scrupulously seeks to avoid the pitfalls of intentionalism by distinguishing between author and ‘‘implied author’’, see Volk 2002: passim, esp. pp. 4, 10, 63, 151. 23. Warm thanks to Alastair Fowler for correcting me on an earlier remark at this point and for directing me to the writings of E. D. Hirsch. 24. Estelle Haan exemplarily stresses the importance of ‘‘difference’’ in her recent study of Addison’s practice of imitation, Haan 2005: 24 and passim. 25. And yet, reflecting the salient aspect of the twentieth-century reception of English georgic, the passages from The Land excerpted in K. W. Gransden’s Penguin anthology Virgil in English (1996) include those most highly spiced with the mock-heroic.
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