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...but we might remind ourselves that criticism is as inevitable as breathing, and that we should be none
the worse for articulating what passes in our minds when we read a book and feel an emotion about it, for

criticizing our own minds in their work of criticism.

T.S. Eliot, The Sacred Wood



PREFACE

Were I to reduce my dissertation to a paper and deliver it at a conference, I would be
afforded an opportunity that the page denies. My allotted fifteen minutes inevitably swelling to
twenty or twenty-five, I would sit patiently through the presentations of my fellow panelists,
reflecting all the while on the possible lapses in my argument and articulationn min, and return to
the present in time for audience questions. I would smirk inwardly, and smile outwardly, at the
inevitable irony to ensue: my dissertation is on a particular form of self-presentation in post-
Classical literature. In it, I adopt Bourdieu’s sociological theories to argue that critical evaluation
of aesthetic objects shares both a discourse and an aim with critical evaluation of erotic objects.
When speakers evaluate and criticize, they draw from a stock of normative terms and rhetorical
strategies which can be applied to a range of objects; the validity and force of evaluation and
criticism depend on the ability to distinguish between terms and strategies and appropriately
deploy them; the successful outcome of evaluation and criticism distinguishes a speaker, raising
his or her status in the eyes of the audience. As anyone who has attended an academic conference
knows, the question and answer portion of a panel is a stage for intellectuals to show off their
capacity to make distinctions, apply terms, and gain status among their peers. The status-seeking
self-presentation that I call “image-crafting” is not a vice; it is an essential process in the
economy of social, cultural, and economic capital. Most academics who ask pompously rambling
questions at conferences know what they are doing, do it anyway, and have good reasons for
doing it: they want to show off what they know and what they know how to do. When we
encounter the same phenomenon in literature, however, we can appreciate it as we do not

appreciate the voice of the long-winded professorial exhibitionist: it contributes to the dynamic



and intelligence of the literary work; it is the aim of my dissertation to explore some of the ways
it does so in post-Classical literature.

My dissertation consists of four chapters and a brief conclusion. The first chapter outlines
the methodological approach, the critical terminology, and the scope of the project. It then offers
a holistic reading of Theocritus’ Idylls as a space for competing evaluative discourses. In
particular, the chapter elaborates on the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu, arguing that much of post-
Classical literature can be understood as self-consciously staging exchanges and displays of
symbolic and cultural capital in the first-person. It introduces a key term, image-crafting,
referring chiefly to the self-presentation of first-person narrators in the pursuit of cultural capital.
Image-crafting in turn derives from the exercise of rhetorical mastery over objects, aesthetic or
erotic, as first-person narrators evaluate them; such evaluations depend on properly deploying
terms of praise and censure, and making distinctions in judgments and observation. As a further
consequence, image-crafting may refer also to the image that is summoned before the reader by
descriptive evaluations, especially when the first-person narrator encounters works of art. Read
holistically, the Idylls of Theocritus show the fields of evaluative discourse overlapping and
colliding, as various speakers engage in contests of sophisticated image-crafting in a pastoral
setting, which sets off the exchange of cultural capital in its most elementary and essential form.

The second chapter examines image-crafting in erotic discourse. While some erotic
poetry is covertly evaluative, many poems contain explicit judgments of love objects. The
chapter discusses a variety of post-Classical epigrams from the Greek Anthology in which a first-
person narrator expresses erotic desire and evaluative judgment of a love-object. At greater
length, it examines Theocritus’ Idylls 6 and 11 which present the Cyclops’ first-person accounts

of his desire for Galatea. The Cyclops’ Idylls and Idyll 3, which is discussed in the first chapter,



have important similarities, most apparent in the rustic paraklausithyron motif and the
evaluations of the love-objects, but diverge in that the Cyclops’ image-crafting is more obviously
explicative of his unsophisticated, “low-brow” character. That is to say, the Cyclops’ evaluative
discourse of Galatea misses the mark; when he describes Galatea as “whiter than cream cheese,
softer than a lamb, more playful than a calf, sleeker than an unripe grape” (11.19-20),
Polyphemus attempts to fashion himself as worthy admirer, but instead makes himself look
foolish. In this, I shall argue, Theocritus further takes the measure of the cultural capital inherent
in evaluative discourse.

The third chapter addresses the relationship between textual criticism and the first-person
narrators in the post-Classical texts. My aim is to demonstrate both the subjective discourse of
criticism, explained in the introductory chapter, and the way it is a function of a speaker’s
positioning within a cultural field through inclusionary or exclusionary processes. I will focus
mostly on how this criticism operates in poetry, but will examine also literary treatises such as
Philodemus’ De Poematis, and Aristotle’s Poetics as examples of the way explicit literary
evaluation happens in prose. Mostly, however, I examine poetic presentations of first-person
critical moments and the ways in which literary aesthetics operate more covertly through meta-
poetics in the work of Lycophron’s Alexandra, in which Cassandra’s speech (1346-1370)
represents an aesthetic struggle between form and content, Meleager’s epigrams in the
Anthology, Lucian’s True Histories, Pseudo-Moschus Lament for Bion, Longus’ Daphnis and
Chloe, and other epigrams from the Anthology.

The moment when the evaluative discourses of erotic and aesthetic criticism converge
explicitly is in the evaluation in literature of statues or artistic representations of bodies, which is

the subject of my fourth chapter. This chapter looks at examples of poetic descriptions of statues



and art that are evaluative in terms of “erotics.” The examples in the chapter supplement
Chapters 1 and 2’s notion that erotic discourse and literary critical discourse are analogous and
serve as a similar function of the narrative “l.” But, they also show that the status and ambitions
of a first-person speaker are strained and even undone by the obligation of projecting judgments
onto the erotic and aesthetic realms at the same time. In encountering and evaluating works of
art, the first-person speaker frequently finds him or herself positing an erotic subject behind or
within the work; the terms of critical judgment do double duty as the speaker attempts to validate
himself both in respect to the aesthetic object materially present before him and the absent, but
imagined, erotically-charged body that it represents. Some of these examples will concern
descriptions of implied statues, such as Meleager’s imagined statue or body in the air in AP
12.84. Others will concern explicit descriptions of “real” statues, including Herodas’ Mimiambus
4, in which Cynno and Phile react to statues and paintings in the temple of Aesclepius, thus
revealing their aesthetic criteria, Theocritus’ Idyll 15, in which Praxinoa is amazed at the
accurate painting of Aphrodite and Adonis (81-3), Posidippus’s epigrams on statue making, and
Meleager’s epigrams about Praxiteles’ statue of Eros (4P 12. 56, 57).

The conclusion looks beyond the post-Classical world to two modern English poets and
major works that would not have been written were it not for the example of post-Classical
poetry, Theocritus specifically. Keats and Tennyson provide an opportunity for demonstrating
the range of my critical approach, while also suggesting that their engagement with Theocritus
can be better understood if post-Classical literature is read in terms of image-crafting and cultural
captial. Readings of “Ode on a Grecian Urn,” and “Audley Court” reorient the critical reception
of these poems, asking what it means for their authors to have announced their indebtedness to

Theocritus.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCING THE CRITIC

Social subjects, classified by their classifications, distinguish themselves by the distinctions
they make, between the beautiful and the ugly, the distinguished and the vulgar, in which
their position in the objective classifications is expressed or betrayed. (Bourdieu,

Distinctions 1984)

In Theocritus’ third /dyll, the narrator leaves his flocks in the care of a friend and goes off
to serenade his love object, Amaryllis (1-5). The narrator directly addresses Amaryllis in the next
lines, asking why she no longer peeps out from her cave and invites him in. In the rest of the
poem he attempts to convince her to reciprocate his desire by threatening suicide, saying he
brought apples and promising more, expressing his frustrated misery, comparing his situation to
mythological exempla, and praising her form. Amaryllis, however, never responds and never
emerges from her cave, thereby raising the question of whether she is “real” or a product of the
narrator’s imagination and fantasy. Much of the scholarship on Idy/l 3 finds the poem to be some
kind of investigation of the tensions between what is “real” and what is imaginary, constructed,
or artificial. Gutzwiller sees this poem as an interaction between the mimetic and the analogical,
where the realms of divine and animal, real and ideal intersect.' Payne approaches this poem
through the lens of theatricality and the speaker’s performative role-playing. He concludes that,
since the speaker only narrates and does not actually impersonate the archetypes of his
performance at the end of the Idy//, the overall effect is that of an exploration between a fictional

world and the “real” world of the reader.’

' Gutzwiller 1991: 115-23
* Payne 2007: 60-67.



The questions this poem raises about “fiction” versus “reality” apply also to Amaryllis’
mode of existence. Although we assume her to be a human being, she seems “little more than a
disembodied figure—the essence of a flashing glance,” or she seems to be the cave itself, or a
statue of a nymph in a grotto.” As the following passage demonstrates, the figure of Amaryllis
bridges a gap between the literal and the metaphorical, living and statue:

...0i0¢ yevoipav

a PouPedoa péooa kol &g TedV GvTpov ikoipav,

TOV KIGGOV 10006 Kol TOV TTEPV ¢ TV TUKAGOEL.

® 10 KoAOV moBopedoa, TO miv AMoc, @ KudvoppL

VOuQa, TPOSTTLEAL e TOV aUTOAOV, (G TV PIANOW®

£€0TL Kol €V KEVEOTOL PIANLLOGTY AOEN rép\mg.4 (Idyll 3.12-14, 18-20)

If only I could be a buzzing bee and fly into your cave,
Passing through the ivy and the fern you hide behind.

O dark-browed nymph with the lovely glance, but entirely stony

Come into your goatherd’s arms so that I might kiss you.
There is sweet delight even in empty kisses.

By calling Amaryllis 10 ndv AiBog, the goatherd associates her directly with the cave or a statue
in a cave; Gutzwiller explains that the word kvévoppv meaning “dark-browed” ties together
Amaryllis’ glancing and stone since 0¢pdg can mean “mountain ridge” or “eyebrow.” Further,
she explains that there were many caves sacred to Nymphs in the Greek countryside and that
there were stone statues of deities inside many of them, and, in the Hellenistic period, statues of
nymphs were set in natural and artificial grottos. Hence, the association among Amyrillis, caves,

and statues would have been more evident to a Greek audience; but, there is not enough evidence

? Gutzwiller 1991: 119-20 explains that this is in part because the name “Amaryllis” is etymologically related to the
verb apapvooev (“to sparkle”) which was associated with the gaze in early Greek poetry.
* All Theocritus text from Hunter 1999.



to say concretely what Amaryllis ultimately is since the stony unresponsiveness of a cave might
simply metaphorically symbolize Amaryllis’ response or lack thereof.’

Two features of the poem contribute to the blurring of the line between “reality” and
“fiction” as it relates to Amaryllis. The first is that this poem is one of two Idylls in the extant
corpus of Theocritus presented entirely in the first-person. Told in the third-person, one
character’s perception of an object and the object itself co-inhabit a common ground of narration;
in the first-person, the reader’s access to what is perceived is filtered through the perceiving
consciousness. The first-person claims that he or she stands apart from the matter he or she
perceives, but the narration never lets us forget that the reality external to the first-person is
dependent upon his or her subjective position and ideology, as in the case of Idyll 3. In the mind
of an extreme skeptic, the reality asserted by the first-person might always be a fiction; in the
mind of a theoretically-informed reader, one’s perception of an object is a function of the
subjectivity one inhabits. What is more, the subject that controls the descriptive language of the
object also, then, has a degree of mastery over that object, limited only by the potential
agreement or disagreement of other subjects. Spoken from the first-person in the absence of
other subjects, this extended monologue offers an entirely subjective view of the world- the
descriptions are the perceptions and representations of the narrator alone, an expression of desire
and personal tastes, and a product of image-crafting, purposeful or not. Thus, according to some
readings, while Theocritus presents us with a “real” subjective perception, it takes us a step away
from an objective account of reality.

But the binary between objective and subjective is a difficult one to sustain: who has

purchase on what is objectively there, if every account of the world is ultimately a first-person

> See Gutzwiller 1991: 120 for explanation. Lauter 1972: 56-57 explains that the natural rocks were used as statue
bases for nymphs in Hellenistic Rhodes.



account? The binary takes new form in the terms of ideology: who has purchase on an
ideologically-free account of reality, if every first-person account of the world is ideologically
situated? To escape from the binds of these binaries, while remaining faithful to their premises—
that there is some tension between a person’s situatedness and the world they purport to
describe—I turn in this dissertation to the work of Pierre Bourdieu.’ In his theoretical work,
Bourdieu rejects the binaries between agent and structure, and subjective and objective.’
“Subjectivism” bestows an essentialist creativity on individuals who gather knowledge about the
world based on subjective perceptions; “objectivism,” on the other hand, concerns the conditions
that structure practices independent of consciousness. Bourdieu, finding neither one of these
approaches satisfactory, refers to the “objectivity of the subjective.” While subjectivism ignores
the social ground that shapes and determines consciousness, objectivism does the opposite,
ignoring individuals’ conceptions and representations of the world.®

Central to Bourdieu’s argument are his concepts of habitus and field. The concept of
habitus answers his “theoretical intentions...to get out from under the philosophy of
consciousness without doing away with the agent, in its truth of a practical operator of
constructions.” Habitus is a durable disposition, inculcated from birth, and infiltrating practices
in multiple areas; it is the subject’s disposition towards others and objects in a larger social field.
While it incorporates objective social conditions, it does not negate the possibility of strategic
calculation on the part of agents. Fields are a kind of social formation that operate as structured
spaces with their own social laws and hierarchical positions independent of economy or politics.

Within a field, agents engage in competition and control of resources specific to the field in

® For an overview of Bourdieu’s work see Brubaker 1985 and Garnham and Williams 1980.
7 See especially Distinctions 1984 and The Fleld of Cultural Production 1993.

¥ Explained in Bourdieu 1984, Part 1.

’ Bourdieu 1985: 14.



question. These “resources” may be material, as in the case of economic capital, or they might be
otherwise, as in the case of symbolic capital. “Symbolic capital” represents accumulated
prestige, honor, knowledge, or recognition. In some cases, symbolic capital may translate to, or
be exchanged for, economic capital, but in other cases it may not. Of especial pertinence to my
discussion is a third category, “cultural capital,” which is a form of knowledge equipping a
social agent with the ability to appreciate cultural artifacts, such as art or poetry.'® Typically, it is

gained through processes of formal and social education.

The focus of my project is literary image-crafting understood as a mining of symbolic
and cultural capital. I concentrate primarily on the discourses of two fields (as Bourdieu
understands the term) for my investigation. The simultaneous presence of the two discourses in
the poem is the second feature that contributes to the ambiguous status of Amaryllis’ existence:
whether she is living or carved. This ambiguity is due to the fact that, as I shall argue, the
evaluative discourse of art and the evaluative discourse of love objects are two sides of the same
coin. A subject’s judgment of both erotically-desired others and aesthetic objects are essential
parts of that subject’s negotiation of his or her own position and cultural capital. This dissertation
hopes to contribute to the study of the subjective evaluative experience in post-Classical
literature (the major periods labeled typically as “Hellenistic” and “Second Sophistic”) by
looking specifically at the way in which the evaluative process manifests itself in two literary
discourses: namely, the expression of erotic desire, and the criticism of literature. In both
discourses, to borrow Bourdieu’s phrase, distinctions distinguish: the first-person judges both

erotic and aesthetic objects in a common discourse, following similar rules, which then allow

" Bourdieu states, “..the person with the cultural capital of eloquence, intelligence, knowledge is spontaneously
perceived as holding a legitmate authority” (192). For Bourdieu’s most lucid explanation of types of capital see
Bourdieu 2014: 191-92.
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that person to gain status and prestige. I find these two discourses to be particularly valuable
representations of subjectivity in that they both ostensibly concern a subject’s relationship to an
object that is “subject” to aesthetic judgment. [ aim to prove that, in the literature of the post-
Classical Period (and beyond), these two discourses are analogous--they both allow the narrators
to interrogate meta-critically and negotiate their social positions. I go on to consider a third
category of evaluation: that of statues and works of two-dimensional visual art that depict bodies.
Here the two discourses—of erotic and aesthetic judgment—are brought into play
simultaneously, presenting a distinct challenge to the status and stability of the first-person
subject, but also a distinct chance to show off one’s ability to form distinctions of judgment is

thereby doubled.

Given that my focus lies in the intersection of poetic image-crafting and evaluative
discourse in post-Classical poetry, I primarily examine the ways the first-person narrator (i.e. the
presentation of a subjective evaluative perception) operates and the ways the literature of this
period conceptualizes and constructs the notion of the evaluating self. It does so, I suggest, by
means of an evaluatively-charged description of an object, be it visual, plastic, textual, or erotic;
I refer to the process of evaluative discourse as “image-crafting.” The term refers to a narrator’s
self-fashioning in a field of cultural production: in acts of evaluation, a narrator projects or
constructs an image of him or herself and authority. I coin a new term because “self-fashioning”
is not adequate for the phenomenon I analyze. First, it is associated with Stephen Greenblatt and
New Historicism, the theoretical roots of which are in Foucault; it suggests that any self, and any
account of the self, is produced under and through regimes of power, but it does not suggest, as

my term does, that a certain image of the self is being projected for purposes of social
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approbation or distinction. It signals my orientation towards Bourdieu, rather than Foucault."'
Second, and more relevant to my argument, “image-crafting” can also refer to something similar
to ekphrasis: the image of a love-object or aesthetic object that is conjured for a reader through
sustained evaluation; my term can refer, therefore, not only to to an act akin to self-fashioning
but to the simultaneous fashioning of an image for a reader, which will confirm or reward a
narrator’s cultural capital. When evaluating literary texts, narrators tend to effect image-crafting
in only the first sense; when evaluating bodies of love-objects, both senses are relevant; when
evaluating works of art, both senses are relevant, but with further complications.

While image-crafting can and does happen in the third and second persons, I limit my
scope to the first-person simply because it is a grammatical choice that grants a degree of
legitimacy to the narrator beyond what is offered by a “he” or “she” character. Previous
scholarship in specifically Hellenistic poetry has been concerned largely with allusion and
intertextual studies, such as the study of the redeployment of the Archaic lyric “I” in Hellenistic
epigram.'? Scholarship in the Second Sophistic period has also been concerned with subjectivity,
especially what it means in the construction of Greek identity.'> My dissertation, however, goes
beyond these studies by examining the subjective experience in any constructed moment of self-
presentation. That is to say, this project addresses not only the lyric “I” found in the epigrams of
the Anthology, but also, for example, any first-person speaker (i.e. an authorial voice, a persona,
or a character). Other examples I use include Theocritus’ Idylls, Pseudo-Moschus’ Lament for
Bion, Lycophron’s Alexandra, Callimachus’ Aetia, Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe, Lucian’s True
Histories, and prose works of criticism such as Longinus’ On the Sublime, Aristotle’s Poetics,

and Philodemus’ On Poems. Throughout the dissertation, I acknowledge the ways that genre and

' See Greenblatt 1980.
"2 Notably Acosta-Hughes 2010 and Morriston 2007.
13 See Whitmarsh 2001 and 2005.
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historical context may bear on the presentation by and of a narrator, but I am interested in
establishing that the construction of first-person subjectivity plays out according to rules and
within a discourse that transcends genre and holds true under diverse contextual pressures. I,
therefore, allow myself freedom from these somewhat arbitrary limitations in order to
demonstrate that the processes of evaluation and image-crafting transcend the limits of genre and
that, in some regard, first-person characters, personas, narrators, and voices are equivalent. This
vantage point permits a broader consideration of self-presentation and the ways the post-
Classical period negotiates and problematizes the first-person narrator.

While the aim of this project is not to make a broad historical claim about the Hellenistic
period or the Second Sophistic period, I do propose that the historical conditions of these periods
mark the literature of the time as uniquely valuable for considering aesthetic and erotic criticism.
I have selected texts from the Hellenistic period because I find them particularly fruitful for
discussion of my topic due to this period’s more explicit exploration of evaluation in the literary
and artistic field. The Hellenistic period is often characterized as a period in which criticism
flourishes.'* Literary culture thrived and the Library at Alexandria became the center for textual
criticism and “Alexandrian poetics” that married artistic craftsmanship with learning. In addition
to the learned allusions and overt statements about aesthetics in poetry (i.e. Callimachus’
“slender muse” in Aetia 1.24), part of Alexandrian literary culture included the process of
cataloging; Callimachus produced the Pinakes, or catalogues, of the material at Alexandria in
120 volumes, organizing Greek literature according to generic classes: rhetoric, law, epic, lyric,
tragedy, comedy, history, philosophy."> This process of asserting the priority and privilege of

certain texts over others through inclusion and exclusion (what we call “canonization”) is an

' Kennedy 1989.
15 pfeiffer 1968: 128-9.
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explicit form of the way that critical assessment operated in the Hellenistic period and beyond.
Any subjective critical evaluation is exclusionary and is linked not only to the notion of a literary
canon, but to matters of community, class, and social status. Consequently, critical evaluation is
a valuable inroad to assessing the evaluating subject’s negotiation of his or her authorial position
in a cultural field, and poetry and literature provide an area in which critical evaluation is
represented and scrutinized. What we know of Alexandrian elitism and its class system is
reflected physically in the canonization process at the Library and ideologically in the

representation of judgments of art and erotic desire in literature.

Roman Imperial Greek literature, often referred to as the literature of the “Second
Sophistic,” (which Whitmarsh defines as the period from the middle of the first century to the
early third century CE) is likewise pertinent for this project. During this period there was a
revival of interest in Greek literature of the 5™ and 4™ centuries BCE and an interest, generally,
in interpretation. As they do with the Hellenistic period, scholars align the Second Sophistic
period with allusiveness and literary self-consciousness.'® Whitmarsh, in his recent book, The
Second Sophistic, states: ““...theatricality, performance, playfulness, and elusiveness have
become indicators not of debased values [in Second Sophistic texts] but of a flourishing,
energized culture reflecting actively, if giddily, on its own heritage.”'” It is possible, then, to
view Second Sophistic texts as a “playing-out” or consequence of the canonization of “good”
literature (and, subsequently, “good” or appropriate ideologies) that occurred in the early
Hellenistic period. While education and learning of the “right” texts could not completely

overcome one’s social status, it allowed an individual to reach the top of the social hierarchy.'®

16 See Gleason 1995; Goldhill 2001; Whitmarsh 2001.
17 Whitmarsh 2005: 9.
¥ Whitmarsh 2001: 98.
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By learning the texts fundamental to the Greek tradition, people could negotiate their positions
positively.'” As I will show, authors “image-craft” by displaying their learning and expressing
their ideological values, and, in turn, position themselves within cultural fields.

The Greek authors of the Hellenistic period and the Second Sophistic period are analogous
in their hyper literary self-consciousness and general interest in evaluation of literature, but they
also share similar political circumstances. In the Hellenistic period, “Greek” authors were
primarily in or, at the very least influenced by, Egyptian Alexandria and the rule of the
Ptolemies. They experienced an amalgamation of different religions, customs, and practices
under a rule not entirely Greek. Being “Greek” in Alexandria, then, was distinct from being
Greek in 5™ century Athens, and cultural and social identity had different stakes than in the
Classical period. The authors of Hellenistic literature were displaced, traveling, half, or
Hellenized non-Greeks, and the crossing of cultures created a complex crisis of “Greek”
identity.” Similarly, Second Sophistic authors, after the Roman annexation of Greece, faced the
problem of establishing a Greek identity under Roman rule. Indeed, the central focus of
Whitmarsh’s 2001 book concerns the methods with which literature itself asserted and fashioned
a Hellenic identity vis-a-vis the Classical past.

While the texts I examine are from the Hellenistic and Second Sophistic periods, the
conceptual and methodological insights of my work are not limited to these literary-historical
movements, but rather applicable to a variety of other periods and genres in Classical studies and

literary studies generally.

' Whitmarsh 2001: 91 explains that “education seeks to anchor identity in the various polar matrices that are so
fundamental to the Greek tradition”; in other words, by becoming educated one finds one’s (positive) place in a
world of oppositions: human/bestial, Greek/barbarian, free/enslaved, philosopher/non-philosopher, elite/sub-elite,
male/female.

%% Stephens 2002.
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Methodological Approach
To explain my approach more fully, the next section addresses three relatively recent pieces that

have influenced my thesis with their respective methodologies, time periods, and application.
1. Porter and Aesthetic Thought

James Porter’s 2010 book, The Origins of Aesthetic Thought in Ancient Greece, aims to
redefine how aesthetics should be understood in antiquity, proclaiming Plato and Aristotle
responsible for skewing approaches to aesthetics as a result of a “formalism” that demonstrates
little interest in the materiality of art. Placing “materialism” and “formalism” at odds and tracing
materialism back to the Presocratics, Porter, striving to open aesthetic thinking to any treatment
of sensation and perception, is also interested in connecting cultural life and experience to
aesthetics. Porter aims to reclaim some of the ground that aesthetic materialism has lost in
scholarship to ideology criticism, and his approach is more useful for my argument than
Martindale’s 2007 Latin Poetry and the Judgment of Taste.”' Using Kant’s Critique of Judgment,
Martindale polemically responds to Habinek's The Politics of Latin Literature and Too's The
Idea of Ancient Literary Criticism (both of which he believes exemplify the “ideology critics”)
and argues for aesthetic judgment divorced from any political or social interest.” Porter, on the
other hand, is interested in creating a theoretical framework for understanding a subjective

aesthetic experience, but does not claim it is entirely unmediated by cultural experience.

This book is an expansion of and complement to Porter’s earlier piece on Longinus and

Pausanius which is particularly relevant to this project in that it deals with the Second

2! Martindale 2007.
2 Habinek 1998; Too 1998.
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Sophistic.” To justify his unconventional authorial pairing he states, “each in his own way writes
a guidebook to the great monuments of Greece. In doing so, they exhibit a cultural imaginary
that is typical of Greek writers in the Imperial period who are conventionally grouped under the

24 That is to say, in Porter’s view, a fundamental characteristic

rubric of the ‘Second Sophistic.
of Second Sophistic authors (and particularly of Longinus and Pausanius) is their interest in the
great monuments of the past and their ostensible displacement from the present. In this article
Porter considers the concepts of visualizations (phantasia) and vividness of description
(enargeia) in conjunction with the experience of the sublime which he describes as the range of
responses one has when confronted with a material object that is both fascinating and fearful.
That range of responses, though, is contingent upon the individual’s personal framework which,
in turn, is contingent upon the effects of history, knowledge of that history, and cultural
ideology. He argues that the experience of Longinian sublimity, of which a necessary condition
is that it makes a lasting impression on the mind, “captures the intensity of the experience of

»23 Phantasia, for example, “that

canonicity itself, and as such it is a purely ideological effect.
place where the dimensions of the imaginary begin to overtake those of vision and where vision
simultaneously leaves a trace and becomes a material deposit in the mind,” is a consequence of
visual culture but simultaneously is an embodied physical and subjective sensory experience.
In both his book and his chapter, Porter outlines the philological methods that ancient authors use
to reconstruct for their readers what it would be to physically experience a material composition.

Although these aesthetic experiences are filtered through Greek culture, description of embodied

physical sensation of art provides a valid matrix of terms and helps readers to interpret first-

2 Porter 2001.

2 Porter 2001: 63.
2 Porter 2001: 79.
2 Porter 2001: 68.
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person perception and association (and in some way (re)live it) and to understand how

individuals make meaning out of material compositions.

If we return to the example of Idyll 3, we can see how this approach to the subjective
experience (i.e. first-person (un)mediated experience of art and sublimity) operates. The opening
lines of the poem emphasize the solitude of the first-person narrator. He goes off by himself to
serenade Amaryllis and has left his goats on the mountain in the care of his “wonderfully dear
friend,” Tityrus:

Kopdodm moti tav Apapurrida, toi 8¢ pot alysg

Bookovtar kat' dpog, kai 6 Titvpog avtag EAadVEL

Titop', uiv 10 KaAOV Te@nuéve, BOoKe TG atyog,

Kol woti Tav Kpdvay dye, Titvupe: Kol TOV Evopyav,

OV APukov kvlkmva, uidcceo un tv kopoym. (3.1-5)

I’m off to serenade Amaryllis, and my goats are grazing on the hill, and Tityrus drives

them. Tityrus, my wonderfully dear friend, feed my she-goats, and lead them to the spring,
Tityrus. And the he-goat, the tawny Libyan, watch out for him lest he butt you.

Just as Porter says of Longinus and Pausanius, the narrator is partially disengaged with the
present; as readers we experience a reconstruction happening in our narrator’s mind. When he
states in the present tense in line 1 that he is singing and that his goats are grazing on the hill, he
leaves open to the readers the possibility that he is in the same setting as his goats. He excludes
this possibility, however, and removes himself entirely from the described landscape in line 2,
when he states that Tityrus drives them. His removal from the scene indicates that the next lines,
in which the speaker addresses Tityrus three times in the vocative and with second-person
imperatives, are the speaker’s instructions to an imagined mental image of Tityrus. Payne’s
reading suggests that the key to understanding that the speaker is alone in these first lines is the
lack of deictic markers; we get no indication of a specified setting for the narrator. Instead of

occupying a “real” setting, “he occupies a transitional space.... The theatrical illusion is empty; it
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is as if the speaker emerged from an entrance marked ‘Hill,” pointed to an exit marked ‘Cave,’
and now lingered on a stage devoid of all fictional characteristics.” Thus, from the start, /dyll 3’s
empty setting pulls the narrator out of the realm of the “real” world of his goat-herding duties
while simultaneously pushing the reader into the imagination of the narrator, his phantasia and
subjective visual construction.?’

When the narrator directly addresses Amaryllis in the next lines, his imagination
completely leaves behind the constructed world of Tityrus and the goats and he never returns to
it. It is evident that the narrative is firmly situated in the speaker’s mind because, although he
describes Amaryllis’ environment and implies that he shares it with her, he still does not
explicitly state his physical location:

Q yapiess' Apapordd, ti 1 odkétt Todto kot dvtpov

TOPKOTTOI00 KOAETS, TOV EpOTOAOV; 1] P4 LE IGETG;

1 Pé yé o1 o1ud¢ KoTapaivopal £yyvosy Quev,

vOpea, Koi Tpoyévelog; andyEactal pe Tonoeis.

Nvide Tot déka LaAa PEP®- TNV®OE KabeTAoV

o W' gkélev kabelelv TO- Kol abplov AL TOL 0lod.

Bdoot pdv. Bopadyeg uiv dyog. aibe yevoipav

a PouPedoa péooa kol £g TedV GvTpov ikoipay,
TOV KIGGOV d1000G Kol Tav TTEPV ¢ TV TuKAGOEL. (3. 6-14)

Lovely Amaryllis, why do you no longer invite me into your cave, peeping out, me your
sweetheart? Do you hate me? Do I seem snub-nosed up-close, my nymph, with a chin that
sticks out? You’ll make me hang myself. See, I bear 10 apples. I took them from that place
where you ordered me to. Tomorrow, I will bring others. Look at me. I have heart-grieving
pain. If only I were a buzzing bee and I might fly into your cave, having passed through the
ivy and the fern which covers you.

The phrase v®0e kabeirov (I took [apples] from that place) in line 10 only implies that he
removed himself from a concrete location where Amaryllis told him to go, but it does not
describe his current physical location. We know that the speaker shares the same setting as

Amaryllis, but the details are hazy. These lines also imply the speaker’s previous history with

*" Payne 2007:60-61.
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Amaryllis since he says that she “no longer” invites him in. Therefore, we do not expect what
follows to be a successful erotic encounter, but rather an iteration of a memory or visualization
of a once successful event or perhaps even a previous phantasia. While on the surface the
speaker will attempt in vain to persuade Amaryllis to come out of her cave, paradoxically he
subtly imagines erotic fulfillment. This reaffirms our position in the mind of the narrator; since
when we know the “reality” of an encounter is no longer valid, fantasy can begin. This fantasy is
further confirmed by the speaker’s speculation that Amaryllis might hate him or find him
unattractive (8-9). Since there is no confirmation or denial of these conjectures, they are to be
understood as the speaker’s imagined projections of Amaryllis’ thoughts.

Recreation in literature of an aesthetic experience (which in this project I apply not only to
art and literature but also to love-objects) is one way that I evaluate how narrators craft their
images and present themselves to an audience. Consciously or unconsciously narrators filter
sublimity and other aesthetic reactions through their socially embedded experiences, position,
and aspirations. Doubling down on the cultural approach to aesthetics, in this project I examine
authors’ presentations of aesthetic responses as social techniques.

2. Whitmarsh and Self-Making.

A second scholarly influence on my project is Whitmarsh’s 2001 book on the Second
Sophistic, Self-Making: Greek Literature and the Roman Empire. In this work Whitmarsh
endeavors to explore the cultural and political value of Greek literature under/over/in tandem
with the Roman Empire in relation to the construction of Greek identity. Whitmarsh discusses

literature as a “process of self-making.”**

He acknowledges the inevitability of the elitism of
literature, the limits of which, demarcated through formalist, aesthetic, or sociocultural criteria,

are always bound up with ideas about cultural “value” and the definition of the collective group.

28 Whitmarsh 2001: 2.
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Instead of merely reflecting the governing social, political, and ideological forces, however,

Whitmarsh suggests that Second Sophistic texts actually participate in constructing them.*

While my project concentrates on the discourses of literary/artistic criticism and the
evaluation of love-objects to interpret self-making, Whitmarsh focuses the first half of his book
on the concepts of mimesis and paideia in the construction of Greek identity. During the Second
Sophistic, “education seeks to anchor identity in the various polar matrices that are so

fundamental to the Greek tradition.”>°

That is to say, by becoming educated one finds one’s
(positive) place in a world of oppositions: human/bestial, Greek/barbarian, free/enslaved,
philosopher/non-philosopher, elite/sub-elite, male/female. To illustrate this, Whitmarsh cites
Plutarch’s “On the Education of Children” in which he states that birth status does not necessary
determine ethical status. Even a child of ‘lowly’ birth — though this is not ideal — can overcome
natural deficiencies and rise to a higher status through education and hard work- low physis can
be overcome by logos/mathesis and ethos/askesis.”' While education does not break down or
change social hierarchy, it can allow one to participate in and reach the top of that hierarchy.
Paideia, then, provides social empowerment to elite males and consolidates their Hellenic
identity. One does not have to be Greek to be ‘Hellenic;’ rather one’s education in the proper
behavior, ethics, and moral values constructs a Hellenic identity. Whitmarsh’s approach to the
notion of the subject seems to be a middle ground of cultural determinism- through education
and copying others, a subject could actively participate in the creation of social forces rather than

being mere projections of them, just as Bourdieu granted some objectivity to the subject within

the framework of radical social and cultural contextualization.’* The category of critical

2 Whitmarsh 2001: 4-5.
3" Whitmarsh 2001: 91.
3! Whitmarsh 2001: 98.
32 Bourdieu 1993.
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discourse is an inevitable consequence of the paideia described by Whitmarsh and one primary
way of constructing a self-image, whether the purpose/result be to construct a Greek identity,

position oneself in a particular habitus, or woo a love-object.

Turning back to Idyll 3, we can see some of the ways that a subject constructs a self-
image/identity through display of cultural knowledge (his paideia) and desire to imitate
(mimesis). The goatherd begins a new song at the end of the /dyll consisting of mythological

exempla that metaphorically parallel the circumstances of his relationship with Amaryllis:

‘Inmopévng, dxa o1 tav mopBEvov fBele yapot,
HAA' &v yepoiv ELmV dpopov dvoev: a &' Atardvto
g 1dev, O¢ gudvn, g &g fabuv drat' Epmta.

oV dydhav xo pavtig ' "00pvog aye Mehdpmoug
&g ITHAov- @ 6¢ Biavtog év dykoivaicty €kAivon
pdtnp a yapieooa mepippovog AApeciPoiog.

Tav 0¢ KaAdv Kvbépetav &v dpeot pfjda vopuedov
oVy oVTmg "Qdwvig Emi TALov dyaye Avooag,

»ot' 00oe EBipevov viv dtep paloio tiOnTy
CoAmTOC HEV Euiv O TOV dtpomov rvov vV
"Evovpiov: Lodd o€, oila yovar, Taciova,

0g T000mV gkvupnoev, 8¢’ ov mevoeiobe, PEParot. (3.40-51)

Hippomenes, when he wished to marry the maiden,

having taken the apples in his hands, completed the race. And Atalanta,
when she saw them, she was driven mad, and she leapt into deep desire.
And the seer Melampus led the herd from Othrys

to Pylus. And in the embrace of Bias, he rested,

the lovely mother of very wise Alphesiboea.

Pasturing sheep in the mountains, did Adonis

not drive beautiful Cytheria to such a degree of madness

so that wasting away she does not put him away from her breast?
Envied by me is Endymion, the one sleeping eternal sleep.

I envy, dear woman, Iasion, who has meet with

such things as you will not learn, uninitiated.

Scholarly interpretations of these examples are rather extensive. In many of the goatherd’s

examples, the love between the goddess and mortal was brief. In light of this, Dover proposes
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that his choices are humorous or ignorant.”® Stanzel and Whitaker, on the other hand, find the
examples appropriate or therapeutic since, in all the myths, what looks hopeful, turns out to be
disappointing.’* Payne notes that the traditional function of mythological exempla is to persuade.
(Phoenix, for example, in the Iliad, attempts to persuade Achilles with the story of Meleager and
Cleopatra.) In the goatherd’s song, though, he observes that Amaryllis does not seem to be the
desired target of persuasion: “Amaryllis figures only obliquely, as the object of their quests. If
the goatherd is trying to persuade anyone with these examples, it can only be himself.”** In citing
examples of successful love, the goatherd not only displays cultural learning, but also positions
himself within a specific cultural context in which he stands on the cusp of inclusion and
exclusion; he could either be included in the group of love stories if things go his way or
excluded if they do not.

To further complicate and construct an identity, the goatherd also blurs the boundary
between the desired object and the desiring subject through his mythological examples. For
example, the first protagonist is Hippomenes who drove Atalanta to madness with the golden
apples. The narrator is parallel to the desiring subject, Hippomenes, since both use apples to
attempt to win their beloved (cf. 10-11). We can also, however, see him as corollary to Atalanta.
Although Atalanta is, at first, the object of desire, she becomes a frustrated desiring subject. The
speaker states that when Atalanta saw the apples she was driven mad and “leapt into deep desire”
(Babov dAat' Epmta) (42). Particularly because the word BaBVv is used metonymically to mean
“sea,” this phrase is reminiscent of the narrator stating earlier that he will leap into the sea in a

suicide threat: £€g kOpota vd aiedpon (I will leap into the sea) (25). Leaping into water because

* Dover 1971 ad 3.40-51. Gow 1951 ad 3.40, 3.50 similarly finds the examples odd in that the mortals profited
little. See also Fantuzzi 1995: 16-35; Lawall 1967: 40; Rosenmeyer 1969: 174.

** Stanzel 1995: 137, 202. Whitaker 1983: 52.

> Payne 2007: 66.
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of eros has many traditionally literary parallels, and Hunter observes that it was “a typical lover’s
death.”*® Most famously, Anacreon PMG 376 describes leaping from a cliff into water “drunk
with eros.” Consequently, when Atalanta leaps into deep desire, she resembles not only the
goatherd but also a conventional subjective lover. She also resembles the goatherd because she is
actually the apple-collector in the myth. This confuses who the goatherd intends to be his
example.

A similar phenomenon occurs in the Adonis and Aphrodite example. Since Adonis is
identified as a herdsman, it seems that he should be analogous to the narrator but, again, it is
Aphrodite who is driven to madness. Endymion, too, is a shepherd figure that we can align with
the goatherd. The narrator does not explain the details of his envy of Endymion with the
implication being that the myth is well-known. Endymion’s lover was Selene, who visited him in
the “Latmian cave.” Although the goatherd says he wants to be in the position of Endymion, he
actually imagines himself in the role of Selene, who enters a cave. In the last line of the song, the
goatherd actually draws a sharp division between himself and Amaryllis. He says, 6¢' o0
nevoeicle, PEParot, (You will not learn, uninitiated) (51). Payne states that the narrator
“excludes her...from seeing herself as a participant in the kind of love story that he imagines for
himself.”*” We see that the goatherd actually does not require Amaryllis and, in fact, rejects her
from his fiction. He is truly alone, with only his own subjective perception and identity. With
these mythological exempla, the goatherd demonstrates his paideia and desire to imitation, both

of which contribute to his image-crafting.

*® Hunter 1999 ad 25-7.
37 Payne 2007: 66.
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3. Criticism and Judgment: Wright and Bourdieu

The final book that informs my methodology is Wright’s 2012 book, The Comedian as
Critic, that suggests that Aristophanic comedy contains a literary critical subtext or a coded
literary criticism often imperceptible to the watching audience and discernible only to an elite
and learned group.’® In this way, Wright grants the privileged position often applied to the
literature of Hellenistic Alexandria (namely that it is aimed at a highly learned and critical group
in a bookish culture) to 5™ century Athens and Attic Old Comedy. In a Bourdieu-inflected
reading, Wright suggests that the actual comic prize and audience reception was of less interest
to the comic poets than metaphorical cultural capital and the reception of other educated readers.
Whether one accepts it in its entirety or not, Wright’s thesis is relevant to this project in that it
argues for an interest in the subtle ways that literature expresses judgments. While I leave space
in my thesis for both conscious and unconscious image-crafting impulses in literature, Wright

suggests that criticism in Aristophanic comedy is done with full authorial intent.

Each of the critical works discussed above (by Wright, Porter, and Whitmarsh) provide a
different way of thinking about subjectivity. In this dissertation, I combine elements of their
methodological approaches and the theories of Bourdieu to form a new methodology that
examines the methods that poetic narrators employ to negotiate their positions in a cultural field
and (meta?) critically interrogate their public images. That is to say, I look at how subjects
manipulate their images as they relate to the collection of symbolic power and capital and
negotiate how, why, and when they participate in competition in their fields. In the next chapters,
I hope to demonstrate how this methodology works more specifically in the spheres of eros,

literary criticism, and art. First, however, I will demonstrate the potential payoff of this

¥ Wright 2012.
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methodology (i.e. reading with an eye to the narrative image-crafting through critical discourse
and Bourdieu-influenced cultural theory) by roaming through the fields of discourse in

Theocritus’ Idylls.

Theocritus’ Criticism Laboratory

Though individual /dylls and excerpts from them will feature in each chapter, reading the
Idylls as a collection offers a chance to survey a scene in which all of the discourses and fields of
image-crafting play into and off with one another. Rather than cull readings from any one
particular discourse and field of image-crafting, as I will in subsequent chapters, here I will read
freely, opening avenues and vistas that will be explored and returned to later. What follows,
then, serves as an exercise in uninhibited readings following the critical methodologies I have

outlined above; from it, a lay of the land, and a display of potential.

In the Idylls, we find subjects that seem to act out and perhaps parody the operations of
critical and aesthetic judgments among the Alexandrian cultural elite and ancient literary
criticism more generally. The Idylls then become a literal cultural field in a coded way. Aesthetic
and critical judgments in antiquity, formal or material, are generally a form of
inclusion/exclusion and thus, a reflection of cultural-historical hierarchical values and ideology.
Hence, the world of the Idylls operates as sociological laboratory for the criticism of criticism
and the narrators become “covert” critics (a concept I explain and explore in other texts in
Chapter 3). This meta-criticism happens through form (stylistic register, meter, diction) and

content (moments of sublimity, competition, poetic inspiration, and judgment).

Theocritus constructs this laboratory through construction of a fictional space. Explicit

internal references in the Idylls, such as allusions to Asclepiades of Samos and Philitas of Cos in



26

1dyll 7 and praise of Ptolemy Philadelphus (/dylls 14, 15, 17), place Theocritus in the flourishing
intellectual culture of Alexandria and the Eastern Aegean. The world of his poetry, however,
filled with humble herdsmen and rustic landscapes, is far removed from the urbane and educated
Alexandrian audience. The distance emphasizes the fictionality of the Idylls, especially through
self-conscious moments of their performativity, pointing to construction of a space for
Theocritus to examine the process of criticism. While there are many ways this distancing effect
occurs, Idyll 3, discussed at the beginning of this chapter, is a good example; this poem is
commonly read as a rustic komos (made clear with the first word of the poem kopdcdw) with a
highly dramatic structure that includes elements of parody.*® Payne, whose primary thesis in his
book Theocritus and the Invention of Fiction is the fictionality of the /dylls, approaches this
poem through a lens of its theatricality: he interprets the speaker’s performative role playing as
an exploration between a fictional world and the world of the reader.*® As I have argued in this
chapter, the narrator is distanced from the fictional world of the /dylls by being in his own
imaginary fictional world in the same way that the audience is distanced from the fictional world
of the Idylls. Isenberg and Konstan, in a discussion of /dyll 3 and pastoral desire, examine the
overall effect of how the distance between these two worlds functions:
The isolation, as though under glass, of the pastoral lover, in relation to the world of the
poet and reader, the transmitter and receiver of the poetic message, is mirrored within the
poem in the lover’s loneliness and frustration, his or her incapacity to win the beloved and
bridge the rift between their subjectivities.*'

Additionally, Theocritus’ presentation of multiple poet-figures in multiple narrative layers

with song within song (within song) techniques, notably in Idylls 1 and 7, further distances the

** For the poem as a parody of paraklausithyron/exclusus amator see Lawall 1967: 34-41; Walker 1980: 43-48;
Hunter 1999: 107-110. See Hunter 1999 also for discussion of this poem as a mimetic performance.

* Payne 2007: 60-67.

*! Isenberg and Konstan 1984: 303.
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world of the herdsmen from concrete reality.** For example, in Theocritus’ seventh Idyll, the
narrator Simichidas, in the frame song, tells of his meeting with the goatherd, Lycidas, and the
two exchange songs. Lycidas, in the first embedded song, sings of his desire for Ageanax and
about Tityrus, who sings the second embedded song about the founders of bucolic song, Daphnis
and Comatas. With multiple embedded narratives and poets, the Idylls raise the question of the
ontological stability of a character in a fictional world that creates another fictional character in
another fictional world. Pastoral poetry is a particularly appropriate place to explore the
relationship between a poet and his work since it mainly concerns a fictional world in which a
fictional poet engages in song and impersonates another poet. It is difficult, then, nof to see the
characters as doubles of the poet. If a poet creates a fictionalized poet analogous to himself, and
that fictionalized poet, in turn, creates another fictionalized poet analogous to Aimself, can we
still identify the fictional projection of an already fictional projection all the way back to the
poet? If we do, is the stability of that character as the authorial voice compromised in some way?
I argue that Theocritus explored these questions in the /dylls: a fictional poet’s impersonation of
another fictional poet is a meta-poetic reflection of the inherent mimesis in authorship. All of the
alternative realities limit our ability to separate reality from fiction.

By creating a fictional space for criticism to happen and deploying an army of first-person
poet figures, Theocritus can then use formal means to engage in criticism. Part of the
Alexandrian aesthetic was elevating typically “low” literary forms, such as short hexameter
poems, to a new status through sophisticated allusiveness and novelty.*” The Idylls take this
notion a step farther, exploiting juxtapostions of “high” and “low” at every turn. The “low”

subject matter and verbal style in the poems clash with their use of hexameter, a meter associated

*2 The implications of narrative framing and polyphony are covered well by Goldhill 1991.
* Hunter 1999.
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with the heroic. In the Poetics (1449a27-8, 1459b34-7), Aristotle calls hexameter the weightiest
of the meters and the one most receptive to rare words and metaphor. The language of
Theocritus, however, is free from the arcane vocabulary of Homer and is instead full of
“humble” words sitting alongside botanical and also pastoral vocabulary. The botanical
vocabulary, however, is ironically not “humble” but sophisticated technical vocabulary, marking
it as an elite discourse. The blend of a high poetic meter and poeticizing morphology with

humble vocabulary displays the /dylls " self-conscious literariness.

The distinction between “high” and “low” style and subject matter dominates critical
discourse in antiquity. Since styles and class distinction share a vocabulary, any discussion of
style is a particularly fruitful way to understand the ideological backdrop behind aesthetic
judgment. Hunter suggests that Aristophanes’ Frogs bestows on criticism sociopolitical
vocabulary that describes stylistic registers through the radically democratic figure of
Euripides.** Euripides, who Hunter argues is democratic in that his audience takes an active role
in examination, lowers his stylistic register as well (18-19). Likewise, Demetrius in his On Style,
rejecting the view that there are two styles, the plain and the grand, defines four styles: the grand,
the elegant, the plain, and the forceful. He states that the subject matter appropriate to the plain
and simple style (ioyvdv) should be reserved for trivial subjects, and cites the example of Lysias
describing his modest home (chap 190).

Criticism of content is also present in the world of the Idylls. In the case of Idyll 3 we can
see a potential comment on the notion of mimesis, an important concept in ancient literary
criticism. Typically considered by scholars to be parody of a komos, Idyll 3 can also be read as a

meta-comment on poetic performance and mimesis generally. The narrator’s performativity is

“ Hunter 2009: 18.
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suggested by a fictionalized and theatrical space. The opening lines of the poem emphasize the
solitude of the first- person narrator, as discussed above (3.1-5) The detachment of the poet from
his subject matter and from reality is important to the notion of mimesis, (cf- Republic 3. 393c5-
6).* The poet who engages in mimetic narrative impersonates and performs the words of
someone other than himself, becoming another person in speech or appearance. This, then,
suggests that mimetic recitation of poetry has ethical implications in that one can present
multiple discourses, identities, and character.*® This seems to be what is happening here.

Further, Theocritus’ famous 7™ Idyll provides an example of poetic inspiration. The
narrator, Simichidas, states that he and his travel companions came across Lycidas at the half-
way point of his journey, and he proceeds to describe him:

obvopo pév Avkidav, g 8 aimdroc, 00dE Ké Tic viv
nyvoinoev dwmv, &mel aimdAw EEoy’ émxel. (7.13-14)

His name was Lycidas, and he was a goatherd, and no one
seeing him would not recognize it, since he seemed just like a goatherd.

Payne argues that these lines give the impression that Lycidas is only dressed as a goatherd for a
disguise, since they echo the standard Homeric phrasing for when a god adopts a disguise.*’
Segal tracks Lycidas’ mysterious and supernatural qualities which are evident from “his sudden
appearance, his smile, the noon hour, [and] the sudden disappearance,” also noting that it looks
like an encounter between a god and a mortal; this in combination with the fact that Lycidas
gives Simichidas a staff at the end of his song, just as the Muses give a staff to Hesiod in the

Works and Days, makes the encounter between Lycidas and Simichidas resemble a poetic

* Murray 1995.
46 Ferrari 1989.
" Payne 2007: 120-21. Also Gow 1952 ad 7.14 and Hunter 1999 ad 7.13.
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inspiration scene.*® Divine inspiration is a persistent notion in discussion and criticism of poetry
and is the subject of Plato’s /on. In this dialogue, poetic inspiration calls into question the
knowledge and status of poets since they do not compose through wisdom, but through instinct
and inspiration. This inspiration scene in Idyll 7, then, seems to evoke specifically Platonic ideas
about inspiration.

Later in /dyll 7, Simichidas describes a vivid idealized locus amoenus that Payne reads
as a fulfillment of the inspiration since Lycidas described a similar occasion earler in the poem.
Payne states:

The poem shows the transformation of the young poet Simichidas from the composer of
erotic poetry with a superficial pastoral flavor into a poet capable of projecting his inner
life into imagined dramatic characters whose fictional experiences are themselves capable
of inspiring emulation in others.*
This suggests Platonic ideas further in that the Phaedrus, another dialogue that ends up being
literary-critical after two speeches on eros, begins in a locus amoenus setting; Phaedrus and
Socrates have their discussion under the shade of a plane in a landscape with cool water, statues
of nymph, and cicada songs.”® This resembles closely Idyll 7’s locus amoenus which also
contains a shady tree, cool waters, presence of Nymphs, and cicada songs (7.132-144).>" At the
end of the Phaedrus, as in the lon, Socrates indicates that poets do not understand the truth of
what they say and are only manipulators of words.”* Thus, with scene of poetic inspiration,
Theocritus hits upon an important subject in literary criticism with implicit social implications.

The locus amoenus scene in this Idyll can also be read as a moment of sublimity, a topic

discussed most notably by “Longinus.” Although dated to the early Empire and thus later than

* Segal 1981: 121.

* Payne 2007: 118.

*% See Ferrari 1987 for the significance of the locus amoenus in Plato’s Phaedrus.
! Hunter 1999:145 argues as well that Plato’s dialogues are analogous to Idyll 7.
> Murray 1995.
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Theocritus, we can assume that the views expressed in the treatise are consistent, at least to some
extent, with previous views on the subject. The concept of Dyog, after all, appears even in the
Odyssey in connection with the words of Telemachus.”> We can find many characteristics of the
sublime according to “Longinus” in Theocritus’ description of the locus amoenus, especially
eavtooio, which Longinus discusses in section 15, that involves the conjuring of a scene
through vivid description to produce an overall impressive effect.

Russell observes that before Byog is applied to Adyo, it is applied to moral character and
social status.”* Throughout the treatise, “Longinus” presents the sublime in opposition to the
humble or the low. He connects this most explicitly with class in chapter 9.3, where he states that
the small thoughts of slaves cannot produce sublime material. Porter states, “Plainly, nothing is
more determined culturally, politically, or socially, than this [canonical] use of sublimity.

Sublimity, meanwhile, is the momentary illusion that the opposite is the case.”’

Porter argues
that the sublime has a canonical function because it is only achieved by the “best” literature; in
turn, cultivation of the appreciation of the sublime is how culture enforces the canon. Thus,
Theocritus’ presentation of a sublime locus amoenus, achieved through the description of the
poetically inspired Simichidas, brings together two important concepts from literary criticism
with social implications. The meta-critical aspect lies in the irony of rustic, low characters
creating and living these esteemed literary moments in a distant, artificial world.

Similar to the contest in the Frogs, at the beginning of the treatise, “Longinus” presents a
contest between Caecilius’ work on the sublime and his own. It becomes evident that Longinus

privileges his own work over Caecilius’, and this comparison is cast in the language of class

distinctions. This brings me to the final literary-critical aspect of the Idylls I will discuss:

33 1.385,2.85, 303, 17.406.
54 Russell 1964: xxxi.
55 porter 2001: 78.
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competition. Bourdieu explains in the Field of Cultural Production that, unlike the economic
field in which competition awards actual capital, in the cultural field, competition awards
cultural capital, i.e. accumulated prestige.’® Amoebic (alternating) songs that can be competitive
among poets are a prominent feature in the /dylls and reflect the Alexandrian reality of earning
symbolic and cultural capital that could translate to economic capital through patronage or a
position in the Library. In Idyll 5, Lakon challenges Komatas to a singing contest and they ask
the woodsman Morson to judge the contest. Lakon tells him, “we are competing to see who is
better at bucolicising” (&ippeg yap épiooopes 6otig apeiv /Povkoiaotds €ott, 67-68) and asks
him to act as an impartial judge. At the end, Morson awards Komatas a lamb and asks for a cut
of the meat after it has been sacrificed. The humble woodsman, imbued with the cultural capital
to make an appropriate aesthetic choice, exercises critical literary judgment and through the
award of economic capital (the lamb) demonstrates through his hopes for a future cut of meat the
symbiotic relationship between patron and client. Komatas revels in his victory and laughs at
Lakon, asserting his symbolic power over him.

Other amoebic exchanges occur in Idylls 1,4, 6, 7, and 10. In Idyll 1, the goatherd urges
Thyrsis to entertain him with a song in exchange for a cup, elaborately described ekphrastically
in the poem. One scene on the cup depicts an erotic rivalry in which men on either side of a
elegantly dressed woman exchange songs in a bucolic agon. The woman glances at both men but
their songs to do touch her heart and the men continue their useless toil (32-35). The capital to be
gained in this scene is the affection of a woman, who is acting as the judge but could represent

generally poetic efforts that fall short of the aesthetic standard. Importantly for my argument,

¢ Bourdieu 1993.
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evaluative erotic discourse metaphorically represents evaluative aesthetic criticism. In contrast,
outside the ekphrasis, Thyris’ song successfully attains capital in the form of the cup.””’

As I have argued, Theocritus’ pastoral world functions as a fictional space for examination
of the ideological values that govern literary culture and the exchange of capital. The constructed
place turns out to express the reality of the ethos of the cultured elite; the rules of social relations
figure in both. By providing his audience with method for enjoying the “low” and offering a
vantage point for viewing how methods of criticism play out in a fictional world, Theocritus
reveals the ideological suppositions inherent in literary criticism. It is unclear and unknowable,
however, whether Theocritus reinforced the exclusionary aesthetic values for the Alexandrians.
Reading him through the lens of Bourdieu’s theory, however, demands that we remain aware that

his language is charged by those values to undertake and undergo the labors of social distinction.

°" The ekphrasis in Idyll 1 is discussed further in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 2

IMAGE-CRAFTING THROUGH EROTIC POETRY

Online dating sites, not unlike personal ads found in print publications such as the
London Review of Books or New York Review of Books, provide denizens of the twenty-first
century the opportunity to present themselves to potential romantic partners through a
manipulation of text and image. Setting aside those who search solely on the basis of looks, users
pore over and scrutinize the minutiae of online profile texts in hopes of finding the real
personality contained within them; and, in turn, those same users carefully craft, exploit, and
manipulate the language on their own profiles, selecting only certain information for
presentation, privileging some parts of their personalities over others, and vying for attention as
much by style as by substance.”® In addition to providing an avenue for self-presentation, online
dating sites match people through a questionnaire in which people can explicitly select attributes
that they desire or do not desire.

This selection process exemplifies and intensifies the sociological trend that suggests that
people, in general, tend to associate with those who are similar to them, finding partners near the
same age, having a comparable level of education, identifying as the same race or religion, and
having similar socio-economic backgrounds.™ This occurs not only through the obvious method
of simply indicating, for example, unwillingness to date someone without a college-level
education, but also through indicating aesthetic preference. For example, the site, OkCupid.com,

asks prospective daters, “Does smoking disgust you?”” and then prompts the dater to indicate

*¥ Goffman 1959 discusses self-presentation in face-to-face encounters in his seminal sociological study, arguing
that individuals attempt to guide through appearance, manner, and setting the impressions that others might make.
For a more recent work on the sense of self that is exploited and sustained by online dating, see Illouz 2013.

> Brehm et al.; Sautter 2010. There are many socio-demographic variables that influence single-status and the
likelihood that someone will participate in online dating, e.g. regular access to a computer.
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what answer is acceptable in a potential match and to what degree they find this question is
important. While the phrasing of the question suggests that a material quality, i.e., the distaste for
the odor of cigarettes, is the basis for preferring a non-smoker, there is a socio-economic
repercussion; since a person is statistically more likely to smoke if he or she is from a “blue-
collar” background, the elimination of smokers simultaneously eliminates many people from the
lower class and lower middle-class.®” As online daters craft an image of their ideal others
through indicating their preferences, they simultaneously reveal and/or craft their own image.

The phenomenon of online dating provides a helpful modern touchstone by which to
understand many components of image-crafting and its potential social implication, found in
erotic literature of the post-Classical period. First, both authors of online dating profiles and
narrators of some erotic poetry present their readers with a text-based self-image, often
constructed through self-promotion and self-criticism, for the ostensible purpose of attracting a
love-object. Second, both indicate their personal preferences in a desired love-object, judging
and praising, imagining and constructing, real or imagined “others” on the basis of social and
aesthetic criteria.”'

This chapter examines the role played by critical and aesthetic judgments and the
negotiation of an authoritative position in image-crafting by the narrators of ancient Greek erotic
poetry. The first section uses Theocritus’ Idyll 11 to show why criticism of erotic objects

demonstrates narrative image-crafting and how self-presentation occurs generally in love poetry

% For a study on the demographics of smoking see Cavelaars A, Kunst A, Geurts J, et al. 2000.

%1 OkCupid.com poses a variety of other questions with potential sociological implications. For example, the site
asks preference in the categories of body type (“If one of your potential matches were overweight, would that be a
deal breaker?”), grooming practices (“Do you think women have an obligation to keep their legs shaved?”), race
(“Would you date someone of a different race?”), dietary habits (“Are you vegetarian or vegan?”), and basis of
education (“Is the Earth bigger than the Sun?”), all of which could and tend to indicate economic demographic. For
the connection between aesthetics and ideology see my discussion in Chapter 1.
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through description and judgment of the self and the other.®* Sections 2-5 examine specific
methods that narrators use to craft their images and position themselves in cultural fields. I
examine several reoccurring “judgment” motifs in erotic poetry of the Greek Anthology,
analyzing in detail image-crafting techniques that narrators use in their description of potential
love-objects, such as their methods for constructing themselves as social, intellectual, and ethical
authorities and deploying language that suggests inclusion and exclusion.
1. Mirror, Mirror

In Idyll 11, which embeds the Cyclops’ song for the nymph, Galatea, (19-79) as an
example of the only pharmakon for painful desire, Polyphemus sings the song, from a high rock
while gazing out to the sea (17-18).® He attempts to entice Galatea out of the sea by praising her
form and presenting himself as worthy:

Q Levka Toddreia, Ti tOV @UAéovT’ dmoPaAAn,
AEVKOTEPQ TAKTAG TOTIOETY, AMOAMTEPQ GPVOG,
LOGY® YOLPOTEPQ, PLAPMTEPO OUPAKOG DEAC;

YWOOK®, Yopiecca kOpa, Tivog odveka pevyels:
oDvekd pot Aacio HEV 0QpLG ML TOVTL LETMT®

€ OTOC TéTaTon TOTL ODdTEPOV MC piot poKpdL,

glc 8 0p0aAnOg BmeoTt, mAatelo 8¢ pic &mi yeihet.
GAL> ovtog TotoDTOg v Botd Yidio POGKM,

KNK TOUTOV TO KPATIGTOV AUEAYOUEVOG YAAL TV
TVPOG O' 0V Agimel P oVT’ &v Bépet oUT’ €v dmdpy,
00 XEWMDVOG AKkpm- Tapcoi & vepoyOieg aiet.
ovpicdev & m¢ odtic énicTapo @de Kukhdmov,
Tiv, 10 eIAOV YAVKOUOAOV, UG KNUOVTOV Aeld@V
TOALGKL VOKTOG Ampi. Tpdoo ¢ Totl Evoeka vePpmg,
TAGOC LOVVOPOPC, Kol okvpvec téocapag dpktov.” (19-21; 30-41)

Oh white Galatea, why do you spurn your lover,
Whiter to look upon than cream cheese, softer than a lamb,

62 Internal references tie Theocritus securely to the reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus (c. 283-246 BCE). See Hunter
1999 Introduction for more detail.

% The poem is a kind of paraklausithyron and gazing out to sea is a standard motif for a lover whose beloved is
absent, e.g. Odysseus on Calypso’s island (Od 5.84, 158), Meleager AP 12.53.

6% All Theocritus texts are from Hunter 1999.
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More skittish than a calf, sleeker than an unripe grape?

I know, beautiful girl, the reason you run from me:

It’s because a shaggy brow spreads across my face

From ear to ear in an unbroken line. Below is

One eye, and there is a broad flat nose above my lip.
Although I look the way I do, I pasture a thousand beasts,
And I drink the best of their milk.

I am not lacking in cheese- not in summer nor in autumn.
Not at the end of winter either. My racks are always laden.
No one of the Cyclops is a better piper than [ am

when [ sing about you, my sweet apple,

in the dead of night. I raise 11 fawns for you,
with neck markings, and four bear cubs as wel

165
In lines 30-34 Polyphemus deems himself visually unappealing—he has a shaggy unibrow, one
eye, and a flat nose—and, in doing so, he demonstrates his knowledge of visual aesthetic
standards, and presents himself as someone with enough cultural wherewithal to critique such
things.®® Moreover, his critique of himself validates his initial praise of Galatea that may have
originally seemed uncivilized based on the “low” or rustic points of comparison such as cheese,
grapes, and sheep; that is to say, by recognizing that he himself does not meet visual aesthetic
standards, he has more authority when he states that Galatea does—he has good taste. As it turns
out, however, Polyphemus does not only indicate that Galatea is visually beautiful, but he also
suggests that she is tactilely appealing (Aevkotépa maktdc), and possibly good tasting and
smelling as suggested by the food comparisons, “cheese” and “grapes.”®” The “height” of visual
and aural aesthetics is juxtaposed with the “lower” aesthetic categories of smell and taste.

Although Polyphemus is himself lacking in aesthetic value, he crafts his image as

appealing in other ways; he has other forms of capital that he uses to present himself positively—

65 All translations are my own unless otherwise stated.

% Gutzwiller 1991 states that one possible analogical reading of this Idyll is “Polyphemus’ animality as an emblem
of man’s bestial core and his longing for the beauteous nymph as representative of man’s aesthetic aspirations”
(113). While this reading and statement seem to support my suggestions that Polyphemus is concerned with his
reputation and image, I am not sure exactly what Gutzwiller means by “aesthetic aspirations.”

" The comparison of Galatea to food is also humorous because the Odyssey later depicts Polyphemus as a cannibal
who devours Odyseeus’ men (9.290-91).
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what Goldhill identifies as “the classic line of ugly but wealthy.”®®

Polyphemus has his own
versions of wealth—he is rich in flocks and in food. Hopkinson observes that “the Cyclops sees
himself and his own attractions in a much more favorable light than we do” through the limited
view his single eye affords him; however, perhaps Polyphemus is not as humorously off-base as
it first appears.®” Abundant crops and flocks as a sign of wealth, power, and a good reputation
have a long literary tradition. For example, in Hesiod’s Works and Days the narrator explains the
positive reputation that a person can achieve in the eyes of the immortals through hard work that
results in resources: “Through work men become rich in flocks and wealthy and, working, they
are loved more by the immortals” (¢€ €pywv o' dvopeg mordunrol ' dovetot te,/ Kol T'
gpyalopevog moAd eidtepog abavatolotv, 308-9). Throughout the Works and Days there is
virtually no distinction between wealth and abundant flocks and crops, demonstrated here with
the correlative te... te. Additionally, Hesiod teaches Perses and the external audience the
importance of proper management over resources to guarantee this livelihood during the winter
months. Thus, when Polyphemus indicates that he has abundant cheese even in winter (37) he
suggests that his work ethic and management skills meet a Hesiodic standard.

There are similar associations made among good management, abundant
flocks/resources, and wealth in the Odyssey. In Odyssey 19, Odysseus tells Penelope:

‘© yovou, oVK (v Tig og Ppot®dV €n” dmeipova yaiov

VEIKEOL: 1 YAP GEV KAEOG OVPOAVOV EVPVV 1IKAVEL,

¢ t€ tev 1 Paciiijog apvpovog, g te Beovong

avopacty &v molhoiot Kai ipdipotoy dvdccwv

e0dKiaGg avéymot, eépnot d¢ yoio pélatva

TLPOVG Kol kptBdg, Bpidnot 8¢ dévdpea Kaprd,

tiktn & Eumeda puijAa, 0dAacca 6 Tapsyn 1xOdg
&€ ebmyeoing, apetdot 8¢ Aaol v’ avtod.”’ (19.107-14)

% Goldhill 1991: 249.
% Hopkinson 1988: 149.
7 All Greek text from the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae unless otherwise stated.
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Lady, no mortal on the boundless earth would scold you:
For indeed your fame reaches broad heaven,

As does that of a noble and god-fearing king

Who rules over many powerful men

And upholds justice. Then the black earth bears

Wheat and barley, and the trees are heavy with fruit,

sheep bear young steadily and the sea provides fish

From his good leadership, and the people prosper under him.

Additionally, Eumaeus, a positive and upstanding figure in the Odyssey, shares these views,
citing many of the same characteristics in his explanation to Odysseus as the beggar (14.100-8).
Howe notes that the connection between abundant crops and flocks and a favorable reputation
persists at least into the Classical period, and explains that in the Homeric texts, herd-owning and
agriculture were “‘proper’ sources of gentlemanly wealth,” and conveyed virtue upon aristocrats
(2008:29).”" When the Cyclops indicates his abundant resources, then, although indicating his
rusticness, he demonstrates a vested interest in his reputation and image.

While the Cyclops crafts his image as one worthy of Galatea, the text also plays with the
idea that he might actually be an image. When Polyphemus expresses his critical judgment of his
appearance (30-33) it is the opposite sentiment that he expresses in Idyll 6 (in the voice of
Damoetas):

Kai yap Onv 008" £180¢ Exm KaxOV MG pe AEyovTL.

7 Yop Tpdv &¢ mOvTov doéPAemov, Ng 8¢ yoldva,

Kol KoAQ pLev Ta yévela, KaAd 0€ pot o pio kopa,

¢ o' EULV KEKPLTAL, KOTEPAIVETO, TOV 0€ T' 00OVTI®V

Aevkotépav avyav [Mapiag vmépave AibBoro. (34-38)

For actually, I am not as ugly as they say I am.

Just now I saw myself in the sea, it was calm,

And two lovely cheeks appeared, and my one lovely eye,

As I judged myself, and it reflected the sheen
of my teeth, whiter than Parian marble.

"I Howe 2008: 29. Howe also conducts a lengthy review of scholarship on the topic of animal management.
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In this passage, instead of agreeing with the aesthetic cultural consensus that he is unattractive,
indicated through the unspecified third persons in the phrase &g pe Aéyovti, Polyphemus pits
himself against it. Whereas in Idyll 11 he brings up the unattractive features of his broad nose
and shaggy unibrow (11. 30-33), in Idyll 6 (6. 34-38), as if directly responding to himself, he
acknowledges his attractive features.”” In Idyll 6, as in Idyll 11, Polyphemus is on the shoreline at
a vantage point that allows him to see and reflect on his own reflection, and in his mirror image
he indeed sees the opposite. Through his conflicting judgments and different appropriations of
his own image, the figure of Polyphemus collapses into just that—a mere image constructed and
interpreted as he sees fit, features privileged or downplayed depending on the circumstance.”
Polyphemus crafts his own image through description of himself, but also does so
through (re)construction of the ever-absent Galatea. This parallels the phenomenon of online
daters who image-craft through self-description, but also by imagining and constructing their
idealized others who may or may not really exist.”* Just as, then, imagined “others” in the online-
dating world are projections of the dater’s desire, Idyl// 11 plays with the possibility that Galatea
is, in fact, just an image and a projection of Polyphemus’ mind. One way this is manifest is
through the paraklausithyron motif that makes literal the concept of unrequited or unattainable
love. Traditionally, the boundary that excludes the lover is a door or a guard in an urban setting;

and, while doors can open and guards can be swayed, the boundary between the land and the sea

2T am unconcerned with the order that these two poems were written but there is a strong case for the composition
of Idyll 6 being after /dyll 11. See Hunter 1999: 244-45 for details.

7 In addition to being a reflected image in the water, I wonder whether Polyphemus could be an actual image—a
vivid and contextualizing description of a piece of art, perhaps an image carved or painted on a cup akin to the cup
featured in /dyl/ 1. Given that the frame-narrative is nowhere explicitly pastoral and brings to the fore the ironic
distance between the world of the narrator and Nicias, two friends discussing eros, and the pastoral world of the
Cyclops, the frame suggests a symposium-like setting. Perhaps the narrator points to the Cyclops depicted on a
drinking cup and begins a story similar to the way in which Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe begins. On the frame
narrative as more “real world” see Payne 2007: 72.

™ Goldhill 1991 suggests a similar sentiment stating that there is “uncertainty whether the song shows the Cyclops
as cured or maintaining, even creating his love (258).”
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seems truly impassible.”” Payne describes Polyphemus as “absorbed in his own imaginary
experience” citing the evidence of the Cyclops’ attempt to summon a more tangible image of
Galatea through comparisons to objects from his surroundings (11.19-21). Because the terms of
the comparison are so hyperbolic, he argues, they become impossible and are unpersuasive.’
Polyphemus does, however, seem to recall a memory of a “real” encounter with Galatea when he
narrates the moment he fell in love with her, suggesting that she “exists” outside of his
imagination:

ﬁpds@nv pev &ywye teodg, KOpa, aviko tpaTov

nvOeg €ud oLV patpi BEA0LG' Vakivlva EUAL

€€ Opeog dpéyachat, &ym &' 030V ayepdvevov. (25-27)

I desired you, girl, when first you came

With my mother, wanting to pick hyacinth

Flowers on the mountain, and I was leading the way.
This evidence of Galatea’s existence, though, is compromised by the fact that Polyphemus seems
to not understand the difference between his “real” world and a dream world: “Why do you only
come when sweet sleep holds me and why do you leave right after sweet sleep releases me?”’
(pottfig 8 awd' oBTeg dkka YAVKDG Drvog &xm Le, /otym & e00V¢ iolc’ Sicca yAvKDg Brvog Gvi e,
22-23).”" That the circumstance of the memory—the picking of flowers on a mountain—harkens

back to a common literary trope for successful erotic encounters further suggests an invented

7> Polyphemus does not seem to understand the boundary. He states that he could learn to swim (60) or that Galatea
could come live on land. After starting to investigate whether it was really possible for sea nymph to live on land, I
realized I had, in fact, become as ridiculous as Polyphemus, losing my grip on reality and caught in the web of
fictionality.

7® payne 2007: 73. Payne refers to Demetrius’ discussion of hyperbole in On Style 125 as comparanda.

" Hunter 1999 states: “[The Cyclops] does not understand dreaming, and imagines that she comes ashore the
moment he falls asleep and retreats to the water as soon as he wakes up” (231). Hunter also notes the parallel with
Lucretius’ discussion of the connection between dreaming and desire in that both use simulacra (4.1097-1104).
While I like Hunter’s interpretation of Polyphemus’ dream, I think it is possible to interpret Polyphemus as
understanding the difference between dreams and reality and commenting poetically on Galatea’s “dream-like”
qualities. Regardless, the point of Galatea’s vague “existence” stands.
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dream/fantasy.”® Since the unrequited love situation is juxtaposed with the landscape of fulfilled
desire that Polyphemus “remembers,” the scenario starts to look like an erotic fantasy.

While all erotic fantasy is “autoerotic,” Idyll 11 plays with the idea of an “actual”
autoerotic experience with the multitude of potential double entendres throughout the text. The
Cyclops emphasizes Galatea’s “milky whiteness” in his initial description of her, playing around
with the etymology of her name, which literally means “milky” (19-20). “Whiteness” and
“milking” had associations with semen, exemplarily in the last lines of Archilochus’ Cologne
epode, in which the speaker of the poem says:

Aevk oV aptjka Lévog
EavOng Emyav[mv rptxég79

I released white vigor,
touching her blond hair.

This association between the whiteness of milk and semen, then, creates erotic potential in the
line in which Polyphemus tells himself essentially, if you cannot be with the one you love, “milk
the ewe you’re with” (tov mapeoicav duekye, 76) or, perhaps, masturbate.* There is additional
eroticism when Polyphemus states that his head and his feet are throbbing (70); there is a general
association with feet and the phallus in Greek literature and otherwise. (You know what they say
about a man with big feet...)*' The auto-eroticism suggested by these elements of the Idyll plant
us firmly in the mind of Polyphemus.

Polyphemus’ interest in his reputation and his deliberate self-presentation through his

aesthetic judgments in Idyl/l 11 are examples of what narrative personas do in order to negotiate

7 For erotic encounters in fields cf. the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.

7 Text and emendation from Campbell 1979.

80 Additionally, in Aristophanes’ Peace there is a reference to Datis, who sang a song while he masturbated (291-3).
This demonstrates a potential connection between singing certain types of song and autoeroticism.

¥ Henderson 1991:44. Cf. Philostratus’ Epistle 18, addressed to a boy whose new sandals are pinching his feet. The
letter aims to persuade the boy to go barefoot and ends with a panegyric of naked feet. Hodkinson 2007 explains the
foot-fetishism of this epistle.
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their positions in a cultural field. The remainder of this chapter will deal with poems in which the
narrator judges and criticizes the bodies of erotic love-objects, concentrating mostly on the erotic
epigrams of the Greek Anthology. There are several recurring themes in the erotic epigrams that
involve critical judgment of the bodies of erotic love-objects. These themes include a narrator
expressing preference for a particular type of body over another, explaining the decline of an
erotic love-object’s beauty through aging, describing a beauty contest, and praising an erotic
love-object’s form. As in the case of /dyll 11, I am interested in these “judgment themes” as they
relate to poetic presentation of subjective image-crafting. Through close readings of epigrams
representative of the aforementioned “judgment themes,” I demonstrate that criticism of bodies
is an essential way that narrators distinguish and attempt to position themselves in social and
cultural fields.
2. “She’s not my type:” Expression of Preference for a Particular Type
The following poem, the most well-known of the 37 epigrams ascribed to Marcus
Argentarius, serves to introduce the judgment epigrams:*
Ovk 60’ 0010¢ Epwg, &1 TIG KOAOV £100¢ EYOVGOV
BovAet’ &yewv, ppovipolg dupact Teldopevog:
AL 8oTIC K(lKéMOp(pOV 0oV, Tepopnuévos olotpmt,
GTEPYEL, POVOUEVIG €K PPEVOS aibopEVOC,
0010G £pwg, TP T0VTO. TO YOp KA nowwg opoimg
TEPTEL TOVG Kpivew 100¢ émotapévons.” (AP 5.89)
It is not desire if someone wishes to have
A girl with a beautiful form, trusting his prudent eyes.
But rather one who, seeing an ugly face, driven by a gadfly,
Falls in love, kindled by a raging heart,

This is desire, that is fire. For beauty delights equally
all those who are good judges of form.

82 Nothing is known of Marcus Argentarius’ dates. His Roman name, however, places him in the Imperial period.
% Text from Gow and Page 1968:148.
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In this poem, a priamel of sorts, the narrator seems to be correcting a generalization that beauty
is what inspires passion.*® Instead, he suggests that reason and societal standards play a role in
desire for a beautiful girl but do not bear on “true” passion.® By expressing his correction in a
didactic tone of what seems to be popular thought or opinion, the narrator places himself in a
position of authority.*® Having presented himself in the opening lines as someone who knows
better, he crafts himself as a credible judge of, simultaneously, the bodies of others and other
judges. In his judgments of bodies he presents “forms” in two categories: beautiful (kaAov) and
not beautiful, for which he cites, as an example, the extreme opposite of beautiful, the hapax
legomenon “kaxopopeov.” *’ His judgments of other judgers are riddled with sociologically
loaded words such as @povipog, (which I have translated as “prudent,” but for which definitions
such as “sagacious” or “sensible” would also be suitable), and émotdpevoc, which means
“knowing expertly.” Both of these words imply that proper evaluation of bodies is associated
with some degree of learnedness and culture. This sentiment is emphasized in the final line that
states that all those who are expert judges of form will be delighted by beauty.

This poem only narrowly fits into the category of preference for a particular form because
the narrator does not explicitly state his personal preference for an “ugly face.” This poem does,
however, introduce well the relationship between the “judgment epigrams” and self-presentation.
The narrator crafts his image through presenting himself as a wise authority on “real” desire and
as someone who is in the crowd of “all those people” (ndvtag) who understand beauty. The

diction asserts the narrator’s cultural capital (i.e. negotiates his position among a group who

% The bibliography for this poem is limited. See Gow and Page’s 1968 commentary on this poem.

% T use the pronoun “he” to refer to the speaker although, as with many epigrams, the narrative persona is not
specifically gendered outside of the author’s name. I think, in the case of a male author, it is safe to assume a “male”
voice unless otherwise specified.

% For discussion of didactic authority generally see Hardie and Haskell 1999.

%7 Gow and Page 1968 call this word “the only innovation” of the poem (1968:169).



45

conduct proper aesthetic judgment), suggests that he has experienced a range of desires from a
“true” bodily experience to a culturally constructed one, and, through his “correction,” permits
himself and others to desire an “ugly” girl while claiming to know true beauty.*®
In most of the poems in this “preference” category, the narrator states outright his
personal preference for a particular “type.” Image-crafting in this category happens generally
through the construction of an artificial other; the narrators define and project themselves by
expressing what they find erotically appealing, similar to the way that Galatea is a manifestation
of Polyphemus’ constructed image and the way that potential “matches” are manifestations of
online-daters’ self-presentation. In the following poem, a humorous paraprosdokion by
Nicharchus, the speaker expresses his preference for a tall and beautiful woman but states that he
has no age preference:*
Evpeyéng meibet pe kadn yovn, dv e Kol aKpufig
dmnt’, av 1€ Kod 1), ZIpOAE, TPpEcPLTEPT).
N UV yYap pe véa mepinyetar fiv 6€ maioun,
Ypoid pe kod puony, Tyode, Aerdoetar’’ (AP 5.38)
A tall and beautiful woman wins me over, whether she
Has reached her prime or whether, Similus, she is older.
For a young girl will grasp me, but an aged woman,
Being old and wrinkly, Similus, she’ll go down on me.
The narrator makes himself the object of all the verbs in the poem; the right type of woman wins
him over in the first line and performs a range a sexual favors for him depending on her age. He
states that the young version of his type “grasps” him (nepihapfdve). The appropriate translation

for this verb and thus the interpretation of this poem ranges; the narrator could mean that a young

woman embraces him and dotes on him in contrast to an old woman who is done with romance

8 Cf. Jimmy Soul’s 1963 song “If you Wanna Be Happy” that encourages people to marry an ugly woman “if you
wanna be happy for the rest of your life.” He states, “Don't let your friends say you have no taste/Go ahead and
marry anyway/Though her face is ugly, her eyes don't match/Take it from me, she's a better catch.”

% Gow and Page 1965: 425 suggest a 1 century date for Nicarchus, but nothing is firmly known.

% All epigram texts from the Loeb edition of the Greek Anthology 1916 unless otherwise stated.
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and simply has a sexual relationship, or that a young woman performs one kind of sexual act
(most likely, I think, is a hand job) while an old woman performs another. The final word of the
poem Aetydoetan that means “to perform fellatio” is sometimes emended on the grounds that
such a word is “too blunt” for Nicarchus; however, not only is that argument baseless, the
proposed emendations also make little stylistic or temporal sense.”’ Additionally, Horace’s
eighth epode expresses a similar sentiment: the only way that a physically unappealing old
woman can please her lover is by performing oral sex, allaborandum (20). This parallel suggests
the possibility of a traditional humorous association between old woman and fellatio.

Range of interpretation aside, the narrator formulates his image in this poem through his
aesthetic descriptions of his imagined “type” and negotiation of agency. First, although his
epigram is only four lines long, in a standard didactic maneuver, he addresses Similus in the
vocative twice.”> While there is no direct language of teaching or learning, by indicating the
presence of a(nother) reader or listener, he makes himself the “explainer” and ostensibly
legitimizes his authority. As I mentioned above, the narrator is the object of all the verbs and the
recipient of the imagined (or remembered) sexual act(s). His “object-ness,” however, is
paradoxical to his actual dominant position in the poem. In the opening line, he states that his
“type” of woman—tall and beautiful—“wins him over” (neibe1) placing him in a position of the
judging authority whose approval is a prize. It is the narrator who determines what woman meets
the criteria for “beautiful” (kaAn) and who is appropriately “tall” or “of large stature”
(evpey€n). If she fulfills both of these criteria to his standards she “persuades” him. When he

states that it is of no consequence whether she is “at her prime” or “older,” this too puts the

' See Jocelyn 1980:27 and Bain 1991:75.

%2 Generally in didactic texts there is an internal addressee. Hesiod in the Works and Days instructs Perses on estate
management, Lucretius in De Rerun Natura addresses Memmius on Epicurean philosophy, etc. For more on
elements of didactism see Volk 2002.
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narrator in a position of authority, making the judgment of when this acme occurs and when
someone has passed it. Also, while he is also on the receiving end of the girls’ advances he also
receives all the satisfaction; there is no indication or concern for shared pleasure. Through his
paradoxical “object-ness” and his critical “subject” position in describing his “type” of woman
(evpey€dng, Ko, akufic, TpesPutépn, malow), ypaid, puon), the narrator crafts himself as
dominant and a worthy judge of bodily aesthetics. Additionally, despite the descriptive
adjectives, the women are not present in the poem and exist only theoretically for the purpose of
the narrator’s construction of his self-image.
Some of the “preference” epigrams focus on the social rank of the love-object. In the
following Rufinus poem, the narrator prefers a slave girl to a noble woman: >
MaArov T®V coPapdv TG dovAidag Ekieydpecda,
ol |1 101G OTOTAAOTG KAEULOGL TEPTOUEVOL.
TOAG HEV YPDOG ATOIMOE LOPOL, coPapdv Te PpHOY L
Kol péypt Tkvdvvov Ecmopévn ouvodog:
TOAG 0€ YAP1g Kol xpdG 10106 Kol AEKTPOV ETOTUOV,
tdmpot’ €k omatding ovk taieylldpuevov.
ppodpon [Toppov 1ov AytdAéog, Og TpoEKpvey
‘Eppuiovng ¢hoyov thv Adtpy Avdpopdymy.”* (4P 5.18)
We pick slave girls over noble women,
We who do not delight in wanton and clandestine meetings.
The noble women’s skin smells of perfume and arrogant haughtiness
[And are attended as far as the danger?]
The slave girl’s charm and skin is her own and her bed is ready,
Not troubling herself with luxury.
I imitate Pyrrhus, son of Achilles, who chose
the slave, Andromache, over his wife Hermione.
The narrator gives the impression of being progressive—uninterested in a high social position for

his love object and repulsed by deceit or artificiality—while simultaneously asserting his social,

intellectual, and sexual dominance. While it may seem that the narrator suggests that women

% Rufinus’ dates are disputed. Page 1978:49 suggests a date as late as the fourth century CE, but Cameron 1993: 80
suggests the first century CE.
% Text from Page 1978.
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need not alter their appearances to be sexually appealing, commenting on and judging women’s
appearances in terms of what (he assumes to be) male benefit and what he himself prefers
actually reinforce the idea that woman’s bodies are subject to the interests of men. Hence, his
judgments further assert his position as a dominant male. This authoritative image is also
constructed in the narrator’s appeal to material aesthetics in his explanation for his preference for
a woman of a lower class; he is more attracted to a girl’s true smell than artificial perfume. This
is similar to the Platonic rejection of the “spurious arts” in favor of the “true” arts as explained in
the Gorgias (463e5-466a3). In the dialogue, there are four genuine arts that govern the mind and
the body, each with a counterfeit version (¢idwAov) that is a form of “flattery” (xolokeia);
Socrates explains to Gorgias that rhetoric is “flattery” disguised as philosophy in the same way
that cookery is a spurious imitation of medicine and cosmetics is a spurious imitation of
gymnastics. Thus, the narrator’s statement of preference for a slave girl because she is “natural”
constructs his image by appealing to the intellectual interest in what is genuine; the girl’s social
station matters less than her “authenticity.”

In addition to constructing himself as one interested in authenticity, he also appeals to a
power dynamic and his own social position. Because the narrator presents himself as having a
choice between a noble lady and a slave girl, he suggests that he is noble himself. Either type of
woman is at his disposal—something assumed by all the “preference” poems—and he selects on
aesthetic criteria (i.e. a genuine scent) whomever he wishes. The image of the narrator we get,
then, is of someone in power because he is of higher or equal social rank to both types of women
and who has the luxury and the “sense” to select a woman based on aesthetic criteria (i.e.

“genuine” scent).
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The final lines of the poem in which the narrator states that he imitates Achilles’ son,
Pyrrhus, in his preference for a slave also contribute to the narrator’s image-crafting. First, in his
imitation, he reinforces the constructed image of himself as a person of nobility, power, and
influence, worthy of a great prize.”” The narrator actually admits this crafted image when he says
“I imitate” (upodpat), a word that has poetic and philosophical/social implications. Important to
the notion of mimesis is the detachment of the poet from his subject matter (cf. Republic 3.
393¢5-6).”° The poet who engages in mimetic narrative impersonates and performs the words of
someone other than himself and becomes another person in speech or appearance. This, then,
suggests that mimetic activity has ethical implications in society in that a person can present
multiple discourses, identities, and characters.”’ By stating outright that he imitates Pyrrhus, the
narrator hits upon an important subject in literary criticism with implicit social implications.
Paradoxically, then, the narrator hints that perhaps his image is itself a constructed imitation
while expressing desire for authenticity in his love-object.

Employing some of the same image-crafting techniques but expressing the opposite
sentiment, the narrator in an epigram by Philodemus prefers a maiden over a courtesan: °

Anpo pe ktetvel kol Oéppov: 1 pev taipn

tonum, 1 16’ odnw Kdnpwv émotapévn:
Kol g Hev yadm, Thg 0’ ov Béc. ov pa o€, Komnp,
0VK 013°, Tjv elmelv Ol e mobevotépnv.
Anpéprov AéEm v TapBEvov: ov yap Etolua
BovAopat, ALY TOO® AV TO uAaccouevov. (12.173)
Demo and Thermion are killing me. The latter is a courtesan

< >, the former does not yet know Cypris.
One of them I touch, the other one I’'m not allowed to touch. By you, Cypris,

% Gantz 1993 notes that the Little Iliad and the Iliou Persis both contain the myth that Neoptolemus received
Hector’s wife, Andromache, as a prize after the Trojan War, but the conflict between Hermione and Andromache
first appears in Euripides’ Andromache (687, 692).

% Murray 1995.

°7 Ferrari 1989.

% Text from Gow and Page 1968: 360. See Sider 1997:101 ff. for commentary and bibliography.
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I do not know which one I should call more desirable.

I will say it’s the maiden, Demo; for I do not want one who’s

Ready to go, but I desire everything that’s guarded.
Before settling on his preference for a maiden, the narrator weighs the two women against each
other and juxtaposes them in every line as if there is a tipping scale in his mind. It seems that
there is no real necessity for stating his preference and no particular reason to make the call as far
as it concerns him personally. In lines 3-4 the narrator calls upon Aphrodite to help him decide
since he “does not know which one he should call more desirable.” By stating that he is not sure
what he should say is better, and by finally deciding that he will say (implying “if asked”) that he
prefers the maiden, the narrator suggests that he is concerned with the impression his preference
will give to others. While the poem gives us no description of the two women outside of their
social status, the narrator’s selection of the maiden is the most advantageous for his social
position. By preferring the maiden, the narrator states that he prefers to be in a position of power;
since the maiden “does not yet know Cypris,” he is in a position to be the teacher. A man who
desires to teach a virgin the ways of sex is a poetic motif as early as lyric poetry. In Anacreon’s
“Thracian filly” poem (417), for example, the narrator allegorically describes a maiden as a horse
that is in need of an experienced trainer (like him).” Additionally, a girl that he is not allowed to
touch becomes a place onto which he can project his aesthetic desires and erotic fantasies.
Wanting what he cannot have allows the narrator to project his self-centric desires onto the other.
Thus, the narrator in this poem crafts his image through his desire for authority over a maiden
through his “teacher” position and as the “projector” of qualities onto an object, but also subtly

suggests that his decision is the product of social pressure.

% See Campbell 1978 for text and commentary. Also, in Archilochus’ Cologne Epode, Neoboule is an overripe
courtesan, but her sister is a virgin.
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Another common motif in the “preference poems” that also demonstrates preoccupation

with social position is the choice between boys or women.'* Notably, in some of Meleager’s

101

poems the narrator prefers a male beloved while in others the narrator prefers a female. In

poem AP 12.86, the narrator (and Aphrodite) prefers boys:

A Kompig Onieto yovorkopovi AOya BaAAet,
dpoeva 6’ avtog "Epmg puepov avioyet.
7ot PEY®; TOTi TS’ 1) LoTéPa; Papl 68 KadTav
Kompv épeiv- “Nucd 10 Opacd mondapiov.”'* (4P 12.86)
The woman, Cypris, casts fiery desire for women,
But Eros himself hold the reins for desire for men.

To which am I inclined? To the boy or to his mother? I say that
Cypris herself says, “The bold little boy prevails.”

In this poem Aphrodite yields to Eros. The narrator expresses his preference by deferring to the
fact that even the goddess is subject to the power of Eros. With the allegorical image of Eros
“holding the reins,” the narrator expresses that he is governed by his desire for boys. The image
of himself the narrator presents, then, is one that explains his homosexual desire.'” In another of
Meleager’s epigrams, however, the narrator rejects homosexual relationships:

Ob pot modopavng kpadia. ti 6& Tepmvov, "Epwmreg,

avopoPately, €l pur 600G TL AaPeiv €0€Not;

a yeip yop tav yxeipa- tkold pe pévol TapaKorTis.

et 1l Gponv apoevikaic Aapiow. (4P 5.208)
My heart is not crazy over boys. What joy is there, Eros,
In man-mounting, unless he is willing to get some after having given it?

One hand washes the other. < A beautiful wife awaits me
.....>with your masculine forcep!'”

1% ¢f. also AP 5.77.

11 See Gutzwiller 1998 for how context and sequence affect the view point of the speaker: “The polyphony of
voices was to present a variety of points of view, which yet together suggest the uniformity and universality of erotic
experience” (301).

192 Text in Gow and Page 1965.

19 Gutzwiller 1998:297 observes that this poem programmatically ends the section on women.

1% Text from Gow and Page 1965.

19 The last line of this translation is suggested by Gow and Page 1965: 613.
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This second poem is likely tongue-in-cheek since Meleager was noted for his love poetry to
boys. What is most notable about this poem, however, is the strong suggestion of complex
reciprocity issues in male-male sexual relationships. The second line could alternatively be
translated as, “if he is willing to get it without having given it”—a simple reversal of the
active/passive role. I think, however, that the distinction matters not or perhaps is purposefully
ambiguous; the point is that there is not an even exchange of pleasure. Given the corrupted text
in lines 3 and 4, the final phrase is also problematic, but it seems likely that it is a humorous
statement that refers back to penetrative “man-mounting” (édvopoPateiv). I translated the word

106 Thys, similar to

Aaic above as “forceps,” but according to the LSJ it can also mean “clamp.
the second line, there is ambiguity in whether the narrator rejects the forceps of the penetrator or
whether he rejects the clamp of the penetrated. Regardless, the narrator presents himself as in a
passive position either way. Problematic or ambiguous interpretability aside, this poem’s narrator
fashions himself as one who rejects a complex power dynamic more than he rejects homosexual

1.7 Both these Meleager poems present a narrator who is preoccupied

relationships in genera
with the reputation that stems from his desire for boys. In the first, the narrator explains his
desire, appealing metaphorically to divinities and to inevitability, and in the second, the narrator
rejects homosexual relations because of the potential to be put in a vulnerable, passive, and
asymmetrical relationship. Both these poems, then, present a narrator’s image manipulation that
seems to stem from social pressure.

In the “preference” poems presented so far, the narrators have taken a strong stance;

however, there are a number of poems that fall into a sub-category of the preference poems that

1% Many English renditions of this poem translate the final phrase as “masculine embraces,” but Aopic simply does

not mean “embrace;” it is much more vivid.

"7 The inequality and asymmetry in pederastic relationships was a problem acknowledged by Aristotle notably in
the Nicomachean Ethics (1164a.2-8); he explains the potential for lack of reciprocation that arises when the erastes
seeks the eromenos for pleasure while the eromenos seeks the erastes for personal advantage.



53

108

present a “Goldilocks” motif in which a narrator’s type is the middle of two extremes. — In the

following Rufinus poem, the narrator prefers someone neither too fat nor too thin:

Mnt’ ioyvnv Anv teplhaupave pnte moyeioy,
TOVTOV O’ AUPOTEPMV TNV HEGOTNTA OEAE.
T HEV Yap Aeinel capkdV YOo1G, 1] 08 TEPIGONV
KékNTaL: Agimov un 0éhe unde maéov (5.37)
Don’t take a girl who’s too thin or too thick,
But choose a middle ground between the two.
The former has not enough flesh, and the latter has
Too much. Do not choose deficiency or excess.
Again in this poem we see the narrator in an “instructor” position manipulating and giving
advice to the external audience or an unnamed addressee. There are negative imperatives that
frame the poem in first and last lines, a positive imperative in the second line, and a brief
explanation in lines 3-4. Further validating his body-type preference is the language of “excess”
and “deficiency” that is associated with ethical concept of the golden mean, a tenet of
Aristotelian, Platonic, and pre-Socratic philosophy. Thus, in expressing his preference for an
erotic object, the narrator strongly suggests his own ethical principles (or at least the principles
he would like to appear to have).
Aside from bodily aesthetic preference, the principle of the golden mean is also employed
by narrators to explain behavioral preference. In the following Strato (c. 335-269BCE) poem, the

narrator expresses his desire for a not-fully-consensual erotic encounter:

Mio® dvomepiAnmta GIANUOTO KOl PO LULDOELS
QoVag Kol oBevapnyv &k xepog avtifeotv:

Kol pnv Kol tév, 61’ €otiv &v dykdoty, 00D BELovTa
Kol wap€yovta y0onv ov vy oM Tt 0EA,

BALYL TOV €K TOVTOV AUPOTV HEGOV, 010V EKETVOV
TOV Kol i) mapéyew €idota kai mapéyew. ' (12.200)

I hate hard-to-get kisses and quarrelsome

1% For other epigrams representing the “Goldilocks” motif cf. AP 5.20 (Honestus) and 12.173 (Philodemus).

199 Text from the Loeb 1918.
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Sounds and violent opposition with hands.
But I also don’t particularly like one who, when he is in
My embrace, is immediately willing and yields himself entirely.
I’d rather have someone part way between the two, someone who
Knows how to give himself and not give himself.
The narrator states that he “hates” violent resistance to his advances but also does not desire

. : 110
someone who submits too easily.

While he does not want to rape the object of his desire, the
expression of desire for partial resistance (or “blurred lines”) presents the narrator as someone in
a position of power. The narrator implies that there are many partners ready to eagerly accept
him as a sexual partner and that, while he hates the frustration of opposition, those who are not
too eager could be subdued. In addition to desiring the “golden mean” in sexual consent he states
that he wants someone who “knows” (€106ta) that aiming for the mean is the best way to conduct
himself. Thus, he desires in a love object the “ethical” behavior that he himself practices.

Although done in a multitude of different ways, when narrators express their preference
for a particular “type,” regardless of what that type may be, they employ techniques that position
them as aesthetic, ethical, and intellectual authorities. Whatever they desire, they are the “good
judges of form” to which Argentarius referred.
3. “You're too Old for Me”: Judgments on Declining Appearances

Another motif in the “judgment poems” is a narrator’s evaluations of appearances as they
relate to the object’s age. Given that the biological category of age, marked primarily by
appearance, also implies a social and cultural category, aesthetic judgment of bodies that centers
on age markers contributes significantly to the image and reputation of the judge. For example,
evaluation of the bodies of old women allows the narrative judge to express both some of his

cultural values, such as youth and purity, and, as a point of comparison, to construct a desired

other through expression of aesthetic preferences. In the following Rufinus poem, the narrator

" Nicharchus AP 5.42 expresses the same sentiment.
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delights in the old age that has fallen upon a previously arrogant beauty, a motif relatively
common in later love poetry:

Ovk &heyov, I[Ipodikn, “I'mpdokouev”; 00 TPOEPOVOLV*

“"HEovotv Tay€mg ai dStoAvcipiiot”;

VOV putideg kol Opig oA kol oD PAKMDOES,

Kol 6TOHO TOG TPOTEPAG OVKET EXOV YAPLTag.

Mn T1¢ 601, LETEWPE, TPOCEPYETAL T| KOAUKEDMV

Mooetar, O¢ 8¢ Tapov viv oe mapepyoueda.' (4P 5.21)

Did I not tell you, Prodice, “We are getting old”? Did I not predict,

“The love-dissolvers are coming soon”?

Now the wrinkles and the grey hair and the ragged body are here,

And the mouth that no longer holds its prior charm.

Does anyone approach you now, proud one, or beseech you with

Flattery? Just like a tomb, we pass right by you.
The narrator specifically names some of Prodice’s more offensive aesthetic features—wrinkles,
hair, and her mouth—all of which, while describing her current state, also construct the “other”
that is her previous self.''> The aesthetic qualities that she used to have are those our narrator
values, namely lovely hair, a charming mouth, and smooth, youthful skin. The narrator crafts an
authoritative and instructive image with his patronizing “I-told-you-so” rhetorical questions; he
suggests that, in contrast to Prodice, he has wisdom and understanding enough to allow him
foresight. Additionally, he subtly contrasts his own appearance with hers; in the first line he uses
the first person plural—“we are growing old”—that proffers that he, too, is now afflicted by old
age. Despite the fact that they are both old, when he states in the last line that “we pass right by
you,” the “we” is now a group that excludes and judges her, suggesting that old age has not taken
the same toll on him as it has on her and that he is not (as) aesthetically unappealing as she is. In

comparing her to a tomb, he not only exaggerates her age, but also alludes to the common

epigrammatic motif that mimics tombstone inscriptions. In these epigrams, often the narrator is a

" Text from Page 1978.
"2 See Richlin 1983: 109-116 for invective against old ladies.



56

persona of the dead person who solicits the attention of the passerby. This motif is most
famously represented by Simonides’ epitaph for the dead at Thermopylae, but was, in the
Hellenistic period, inventively redeployed by literary epigrammatists.' > Livingstone and Nisbet
explain that when an epigram addresses the passerby, the audience extends beyond an imagined
reader of the tomb and includes us, the external audience.''* Since the last line harkens to these
tombstone epigrams, the “we” in the final line that that walks right past and gives no heed to the
“tomb” includes the external readers. Because we are now, willing or unwilling, included in the
narrator’s exclusive group of judges, perhaps we are more inclined to grant the narrator cultural
capital. Thus, the narrator positions and fashions his image through the dynamics of inclusion
and exclusion.
The language of inclusion and exclusion occurs also in the following epigram by
Macedonius the Consul:'"
Trv mote Paxyegvovcav &v 1det Onivtepdmv,
TNV YPLGED KPOTOAD GEOUEVIV CTLOTAANV
yiipag &xetl kol vodoog dpeilyoc: ot 8¢ giAntai,
oi mote TPIAAIGTMOG dvTiov EpyouevoL,
VOV péya me@pikact: 10 &’ avEoGEANVOV EKETVO
g€EMmEV GLVOOOV PUNKETL YvopEvNG. (AP 5.271)
The girl who previously celebrated among the female beauties,
And danced with golden castanets, decorated,
Old age and relentless sickness hold her. Lovers,
Who previously came to meet her eagerly,
Now shudder greatly. That waxing moon
Has left, no longer bringing her visitors.
More explicitly in this poem than in the previous, we see vocabulary of categories and classes,

but the narrator seems to omit his personal position, and comments only on the dynamics he

observes. He states that the girl was previously included in an exclusive group of only attractive

'3 Cf. for example, AP 12.85, 151,7.718,9.588.
" Livingstone and Nisbet 2010:65. Cf. also Gutzwiller 2002: 96.
"> Macedonius belonged to the court of Justinian at Constantinople.
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women with the genitive of the whole, OnAvtepdwv; but that was mote, this is vdv. Her previous
exclusive group of beauties was marked not only by their aesthetic features, but also, as he
explains in the next line, by dancing, musical ability, and finery, all of which indicate they are
part of the upper class or at least well-paid courtesans consorting with wealthy men. The narrator
also observes the behavior of another group, the “lovers” (oi piAntai), who are now so repulsed
by her old age that they “shudder greatly,” a rather vivid image. What we can gather then, is that
this is a young woman who, having the aesthetic features and cultural qualities of a “beauty,”
appealed to a number of people. What image does this paint of the narrator, though? Unlike most
of the other narrators we have seen, he does not comment on any specific aesthetic qualities or
indicate in any way whether he is part of the group of lovers who now shudder at her or whether
he is compassionate towards the girl upon whom such harsh judgment is cast. The image he
crafts is flexible and attempts to avoid any potential judgment on his judgments; the external
audience can adopt and include whatever image of him suits their own ideology.
Agathias Scholasticus’s narrative persona, however, does cast judgments, delighting in
old age that has set upon a woman who was previously cruel to him:''°
‘H ntdpog dylainot petdpciog, 1) TAOKapidog
OE0UEVT] TAEKTOG Kol GOPapevopévn,
N peyohovynoaco Ko’ NUETEPNS LEAEdDYNG
YNPOT PIKVOONG TNV TTPLV APTKE Yaptv.
nalog vrekiivon, Técov 0QpvEes, o TETNKTOL,
yellea PapPaiver pOEypaTL ynporém.
TV oAV kaAéw Népeotv mdhov, dtTt dkdlet
&vvopo Toig cofapaic Bicoov émepyopévn. (AP 5.273)
She who was previously proud of her beauty, and tossed
Her braided locks pompously,
She who bragged about my sorrow,

She is now old and wrinkled and her charm is gone.
Her breasts sag, her eyebrows are fallen, her eyes have melted,

'1° Agathias also wrote under the reign of Justinian I.
"7 Text from Loeb 1916.
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And she babbles her speech with an aged voice.
I call grey hair the nemesis of love, because it judges

Justly, coming soonest to those who are proud.
Just as in the previous poem, the narrator here expresses the societal standards of beauty and, it
seems, his own aesthetic preferences by his criticism of the old woman; appealing to visual and
aural aesthetic categories, he values long and well-kept hair, smooth and tight skin, perky
breasts, and clear speech.''® What makes this poem particularly interesting, though, is that at the
end of the poem the narrator equates the aesthetics of agedness with ethical depravity, stating
that the old age that the woman suffers is punishment for her vice of being proud. Thus, he
connects, outright, the character and societal judgment that lurks behind all aesthetic judgment.
Although perhaps rejected by her in the past, by criticizing the old woman’s morals, the narrator
positions himself as ethically superior to her and, at least now, aesthetically superior as well.
In addition to this outright equation between the visual aesthetics of age and morality, the
narrator also positions himself and the old woman in relation to esteemed cultural values in his
criticism of her. “Charm” (xap1g), for example, while it refers to external beauty, also means

29 ¢¢

“kindness,” “gratitude,” and generally suggests good will towards another person.'"” Stating her

charm is gone, then, indicates that she is now no longer a benefit or source of positivity for

others.'?

When he criticizes her voice and the way she talks, in addition to revealing his
preference for a particular material sound quality, he indicates a cultural value of coherent
speech and mental aptness—her aged voice or perhaps her senility make her virtually
incomprehensible. By the end of the poem, the image of the narrator that coalesces through the

critical judgments is one of a person that surpasses the judged object ethically, aesthetically, and

mentally.

"8 Another parallel is found in AP 5.76 (Rufinus).
119

LandS.
120 For erotic yapig see MacLachlan 1993.
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While most evaluation of appearance in old age is negative, occasionally narrators praise
someone who “looks good for her age,” such as the following Philodemus poem:'?!

‘E&nrovta telel Xaptd Avkafoavtioag dpag,
AL ETL KuavE®V GUpUO HEVEL TAOKAU®YV,

KNV 6TéPVOLG ETL KETVA TA ADYOIVO KAOVIO LOGTOV
gotnkev, pitpng yopuva mepdpoudoog,

Kol Ypa¢ ApputidmTog £T° auppociny, €Tt elba
nacav, £t otalel popradog yopitwy.

A0 TOB0VG OpydVTOG HGOL Un) EVYET’, EpacTal,
Sebp’ Tre, Tiic £rév An0opevoL dexddoc. > (AP 5.13)

Charito completed 60 years
But still the trail of her dark hair remains,

And on her chest the marble-white cones of her breasts
still stand up, free from an encircling girdle.

Her wrinkle-free skin still drips ambrosia, still drips charms,
and still drips ten thousand graces.

But whatever lovers do not flee from raging desire,

Come here, forgetful of her decades.

Although the narrator in this poem seems to go against the cultural norm that prefers young girls,
Charito meets the cultural aesthetic standard and properly performs femininity. The narrator is
attracted to her despite her age not because of it, and his aesthetic evaluation of her presents him
as part of a group of good aesthetic judges. The name “Charito” is an appropriate name for this
woman. Unlike the woman of the previous poem whose mouth no longer holds the same

“charm,” Charito is so full of charm that she drips it.'*’

In addition to suggesting an internal,
ethical quality, as discussed above, yap1g is also associated with youth; so, even though she is 60,

Charito lives up to her namesake and looks (and perhaps acts) like a young girl. Indeed, none of

the old age markers are present—her hair is still dark, not grey, her skin is free from wrinkles,

12! Philodemus was born in Gadara in 110 BCE. See Sider 1997’s introduction for more biographical details.

122 Text from Gow and Page 1968. Motif also found in AP 5.26 (Anon.), 5.48 (Rufinus 19), 5.62 (Rufinus 23), 5.258
(Paulus Sil.), 5.282 (Agathias), 7.217 (Asklepiades)

' Many puns on ydpic appear in the Anthology, e.g. 5.140, 5.149 (Meleager). This is observed by Sider 1997: 98.
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and her breasts are “marble-white” (Aoydwva).'** This final quality refers not only to the color of
her breasts but also, it seems, to their smoothness and firmness, a fleeting quality of youth.'*’
The narrator evaluates Charito as if he is judging the craftsmanship and technique of a statue of a
woman and, in fact, his description of this “old woman” seems so unrealistic it may actually be a
60-year-old statue he describes, not a flesh and blood person. The convergence of the discourse
of evaluation of bodies and evaluation of art is the subject of Chapter 4 so I will save explanation
primarily for that chapter; however, the potential ambiguity in this poem is significant for two
reasons. First, it is demonstrative of the degree to which qualities, such as yap1g, are
constructions of narrative subjectivity, and second, it directly connects the judgment of human
bodies and the performance of sexuality with the sophistication that “proper” art criticism
demands. The narrator has positioned himself to gain cultural capital by crafting himself as a
good critic of art.

Philodemus also manipulates the narrator’s image through the language of inclusion and
exclusion. In the final couplet, he beseeches all the “lovers” (¢pactai) to join him (dedp’ Tte) in
his admiration of Charito, including them in a group of “whoever does not flee from raging
desire.” The sentiment is that Charito is so lovely that, unless you purposefully resist desire
(perhaps on philosophical grounds), you will desire her. Since the narrator has presented himself
as a good aesthetic judge, in-line with cultural values, someone who does not admire Charito
would miss out on the cultural capital to be gained in this field through admiration. This poem,
summarizes the techniques of image-crafting when narrators judge old women; namely the ways

in which the narrators contrast the judged other with themselves, the construction of an idealized

124 Occasionally, older women are still attractive despite wrinkles, e.g AP 5.258 (Paulus Sil.) and AP 7.217
(Asklepiades), and AP 5.26 (Anon.).
1* Gerber 1978: 203ff.
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version of the judged other’s former body (and subsequent revelation of cultural values), and the
language of inclusion and exclusion.
4. “There She Is, Miss America”: Judging a Beauty Contest

In 1968 feminists protested the Miss America beauty pageant on the Atlantic City
boardwalk on the grounds of troubling racial politics (many of the contestants at the time were in
favor of segregation), the exploitation of women, and the ways in which such a contest
perpetuates outrageous standards of female beauty. The pageant today is quite different than it
was in 1968, as the women are often more than “just a pretty face.” Not only are they beautiful,
they are alumnae of ivy-league schools, with advanced degrees, showcasing extraordinary talent.
The most recent Indian-American winner even progressively aims to promote “cultural
competency” in America.'** What woman is beautiful enough, “diverse” enough, intelligent
enough, philanthropic enough, and talented enough to represent the United States? The woman
whom the judges select as the female representative of the ideal American woman crafts their
images and reflects the changing ideologies of the judges or, at least, the changing ideologies
they want to appear to have. Descriptions of “beauty contests” in antiquity have the same
outcome—whatever woman the narrative judge selects and the ways in which he evaluates her
construct that narrator’s image.'’ In the following Rufinus poem, the narrator describes his
judgments of the bodies of three women:

fpoav aAAAaig ‘Podonr, Mekitn, Podokieta,

TAV TPEGAV Tig Exel Kpeiooova unpovny,
Kol pe kprrnyv eilovro: kol og Oeal ai mepifrentor
gotnoav youvai, véktapt AsiBopeva.

kai Podonng pev Elapne pé€cog unp@dvV TOAVTILOG
< >

126

For an interesting study of pageant culture in the US in general see Roberts 2014.
127

Historically, real beauty contests in the ancient world happened in the context of religious festivals. We know of
competitions at Lesbos, Tenedos, and Arcadia. See Pomeroy 1984: 77 for more detail.
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< >
oio. PodAV ToMeT oyouevog Levpw ...

¢ 0¢ Podokeing AW icog, VypopéTmnog,
oio Kai &v vN® TPOTOYALPEG EOOVOV.

A0 cap®dg o mémovle TIapic S TV kpiow elda,
oS TPEic dbavaTag 0OV cuvesTEPGvoLY. (AP 5. 36)'

Rhodope, Melita, and Rhodoclea quarreled with each other
Over who of the three had the better genitalia,

and they chose me as their judge. And just as those famous goddesses,
they stood naked, dipped in nectar.

And very famous Rhodope was shining between her thighs
< >

< >
Just as if being cleaved by the grey wind of roses....

...of Rhodoclea was equal to glass, a smooth front,
Just as a newly carved statue in a temple.

But I knew what Paris suffered on account of his judgment,
And right away I crowned all three goddesses.

That the woman are judged on such a specific feature is not necessarily out of the ordinary in
ancient literature; in many of the epigrams discussed in this chapter, for example, the narrator

129 This motif is

comments on a particular feature or features for criticism (e.g. 5.13 above).
exaggerated by Cicero in the De Inventione when he recounts a story about the 4™ century
painter Zeuxis who could not find a good enough model for Helen and thus, chose five women

and painted the best parts of all of them (2.1.1)."*

In the judgment of specifically genitalia,
though, the poem seems tongue-in-cheek, and Rufinus seems to mock the motif of criticizing
particular features and/or the practice of beauty contests. Thus, despite what seems to be an

oppressive standpoint, this epigram may be more radical than the narrative image-crafting

suggests.

128 Text from Page 1978.

12 Philodemus 5.132 discussed below addresses various parts of a body and Meleager 5.192 singles out a woman’s
hips.

B0 Pomeroy 1984:77.
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The narrator states that he is the designated judge of these women’s genitalia, granted a
position of power over the women as a subjective critic. By stating that the women selected him
as their judge, he makes explicit the authority that underlies first-person descriptions of bodies
that we have seen so far. That is to say, the narrative “I” is in a dominant position simply by
expressing judgment over their forms, but this authoritative position is spelled out when the
objects of judgment themselves deem him a worthy critic. Although much of narrator’s
description of the genitalia is corrupted, we can tell that his judgments are positive praises of
form because of the comparison to the goddesses, because he does not select a winner, and

9 ¢¢

because of the positive imagery in the surviving lines—words such as “shiny,” “smooth,” and
“roses.” Additionally, just as in the above discussed Philodemus poem, there is overlap here
between the evaluative discourse of erotic criticism and aesthetic criticism in that the narrator
compares Rhodoclea to a statue; he states that her smoothness is “just like a newly carved
statue.” Given that it is a contest of genitalia, this must refer to her lack of pubic hair which, for a
real person and not a statue, requires depilation.””' Based on this line, the narrator’s aesthetic
criteria are based on the proper performance of femininity and the social practices, such as bodily
grooming, that create and reinforce the hierarchical categories of masculinity and femininity that

. . . ]32
societies are accustomed to conceive of as natural.

These “natural” characteristics of gender
acquired through self-grooming turn out to stand in a problematic relation to authenticity—why

does nature fall short of pressing its claim, and why must it fall upon people to turn their bodies

into instruments for active or passive social mastery? The narrator, then, judges the woman’s

1 We know from artistic and literary sources that at least some women of the ancient world practiced genital

depilation. Kilmer 1982 examining evidence from Old Comedy and vase paintings concludes that women often
either plucked or singed their pubic hair to increase sexual attractiveness.
%2 See Butler 1990 for this idea.
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performance of her femininity on the same terms that he judges an artist’s technique of
construction of a beautiful woman, revealing his standards for the ideal.

What makes this poem of particular interest is the narrator’s refusal to select just one
winner, and, in turn, his acknowledgment of his awareness of the implications of criticism; he
alludes to the judgment of Paris for which, he states, Paris suffered because of his judgment. In
Lucian’s dramatization of Paris’ judgment in the Dialogues of the Gods (which may date from a
similar period to this epigram), Paris expresses a remarkably similar sentiment to the
epigrammatic narrator when he states: “I think I should reward the apple to all three. For one is
the wife and sister of Zeus; the others are his daughters. Being as it is, it is such a difficult matter
to judge” (Sok® & &v pot kKaAég dikdoat Tacalg mododg TO piAov. Kol yap av kol Tode, TavTnV
H&v etvor copPEPNKeY ToD ALdG ASEAPTV Koi Yyvvaika, TavTog 8¢ OuyaTépac: TG OV 0L YAAET
kai obtwg M Kpioig, 8). Despite the fact that Paris is uncomfortable with the task, we know how
the story ends, and the epigrammatic narrator will not make the same mistake. Additionally, the
narrator presents himself as a significantly more qualified judge than Paris presents himself. In
the dialogue, Paris states that he is not an appropriate judge. When Hermes tells him of the task
and gives him the apple, Paris replies:

Dép’ W i kai Povreton. “H kars),” enoiv, Aapétm.” ndc dv ovv, ® déomota Epui,

duvnBeinv €yad BvnTog a0 TOG KOl Aypoikog v dikaoTig YevésOHat mapado&ov BEag Kai

uat@ovog 1| Kotd Bomcokov 0 yap ol To Kpivew Tdv appdv PaALov Kol ACTIKGV: TO 08

guov, atyo u&v awoq OMmoTEPQ 1] KOAAIWV Kol SApOAY GAANG dapdAemG, Ty GV dukdoonp

Koo rnv raxvnv avtot 8¢ macal Te ouowog Kohad kai ovK 018 8rwg &v Tig md Tiig

ETépac €Ml TNV £T€paV peTAYAyoL TNV Oyiv dmoomdcag: (7-8)

Let me see what this is all about. It says, “For the beautiful.” But, lord Hermes, how will

I, a mortal and a rustic be able to judge these incredible goddesses? To judge these things

is no business of the herdsman, but rather a matter for the city folk. As for me, I can

judge according to my trade—I can tell you which of two goats is the fairer or choose

between heifer and heifer. But all these are equally beautiful and I do not know how
someone could transfer his gaze from one to the other.
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What is pertinent here is that Paris implies that judging beauty is a learned trade and something
that would be better left to the cultured city-folk. The skills that Paris brings to the table are in
shepherding; he can determine a better goat or heifer because that is his trade—he can judge only
katd v €xvnv. Thus, Paris suggests that he lacks the ability both to “transfer his gaze” from
beauty to beauty, and to judge beauty critically because he has not learned or cultivated that skill.
The narrator in the Rufinus epigram, then, positions himself as a cultured and educated authority
when he states that he does have the skill and that he is so expert that they chose him. While the
Trojan War is a hyperbolic example, the narrator in the epigram hints of his awareness of the
social repercussions of his selection and the way that it will reflect on him. Thus, the narrator
crafts his image as an authority on genitalia and gender performance, but suggests at the end that
perhaps he, too, is performing and judging in accordance with a social role he plays. While
critical expression is an authoritative role, the “I” in this poem concedes that one can be judged,
in turn, by one’s judgments.
There is a second “beauty contest” poem by Rufinus that works as a pair with the
previous one, this one a contest of the backside instead of the front. As in the case of the
previous poem, the women select the narrator as their judge, the judgment is concerned with a
specific body part, the narrator describes the features of each one positively, and there is an
allusion to the judgment of Paris in the final lines:
[Muydg avtog Expva TpdV: €1hovto yap avtod
del&acat yopvny AoTEPOTV HEAEWV.

Kol p’ M pev tpoyaroig ocppaylopévn yeracivolg
AeVKT Ao YAoLT®V TjvOeev dapin:

TG 08 S1oPOUEVIC POVIGGETO YLoVvET GOpE
TOPELPEOLO POV HaALov EpuBpoTépn:

1 0€ YOANVIO®G A YOpAGGETO KOUOTL KOO,

AOTOUATN TPVPEPD YPOTL GOAEVOUEVT).
el TadTag 0 Kpng 0 Bedv £0enoato Tuydc,
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0VKET” By 008 E018€tv 1jede Tag mpotépac. > (AP 5.35)

I judged the butts of three girls. They themselves chose me,
Showing me the bare splendor of their limbs.

The first, marked with round dimples,
Flourished with the white softness of her butt.

The white flesh of the second one, being different, grew red
More ruddy than purple rose.

And the third butt stirs up the calmness with a gentle wave
Rolling of its own accord with tender flesh,'**

If the judge of the goddesses had seen these butts,
He would not have wished to see the former ones.

The narrator judges the rear ends on the aesthetic grounds of color, softness, shape, and
movement and all of them hit the mark albeit in different ways. Although some of the aesthetic
qualities the narrator describes may seem unusual or incomprehensible to a modern audience, it
seems the narrator knows what he is doing. His crafted authority is illuminated by one of
Alciphron’s Letters to Courtesans. In letter 4.14, the first-person narrator, a courtesan named
Megara, reports to her friend, another courtesan named Bacchis, about the events of a female
drinking party that Bacchis missed.'>> One highlight of the party is a quarrel that occurred
between Thryallis and Myrrhine concerning which of them had the most beautiful buttocks and a
philoneikia ensues."*® Megara reports that, after Myrrhine displayed her butt-quivering abilities,
Thryallis outdid her:

AmEdVOATO TO YITOVIOV Kol UKPOV DTOGIUOCAGH TV 06pDV 100V, okdmeL TO ypdua’

onoiv ‘o¢ dxkpnPec, Muppivn, dg aknpotov, O Kabapov, Td Tapardpeupa TOV ioyiov

TOVTL, [TV €ml TOVG uUnpovg EYKMaoty,]| T0 PTe VTEPOYKOV aOTAV UNTE AcapKov, (6) Tovg

veLaoivoug €n” dkpwv. GAL’ 00 Tpéuet vi| Ala’<enoiv> dp’ vmopedidoa ‘OomeP 1M
Muppivng’. kai tocodtov TaApov EEe1pydoato Thg TuYg, Kol dmacav avTiy VIEP TV

133 Text from Page 1978.

13 perhaps “twerking of its own accord” would be a more fitting translating for the contemporary audience.

135 Alciphron’s dates are disputed, but most scholars place him in the Second Sophistic. See Granholm 2012: 13-14
for summary bibliography of debate.

13610 8 odv mhelony AUV Topackevdoay Tépyty, devi Tig prhovelkio katéoye Opvairida kol Muppiviy vép Tiig
moyiig Totépa kpeitto kal araiontépay émdei&et (4) (But what gave us the most delight was that terrible competition
that arose between Thryallis and Myrrhine over which of them displayed the more beautiful and smooth buttocks.)
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06DV 1110 Kai Tf)0e Domep péovoav mepledivnoey, BoTe Avakpoticot TAcag Kol VKAV
aropnvacHor v Opvairida (5-6).

[Thryallis] took off her dress, and sticking her butt out a little said, “Look, examine the
skin, Myrrhine, how youthful, how pure, how spotless, look at the purple lining of the
hips, how it slopes toward the thighs, which are neither to0 fat nor too lean, and the
dimples at the sides.” Smiling, she said, “But, by Zeus, it doesn’t jiggle like Myrrhine’s!”
Then she made her butt quiver so much and she bounced the whole thing around, to and

fro, over her loins, like it was flowing, so that we all applauded and said the victory
belonged to Thryallis.

There are two levels of image-crafting in this letter, one on the part of Thryallis, who acts as her
own judge, and one on the part of Megara, who writes the letter reporting the contest. Thryallis
(reportedly) crafts herself through instructive authority; she presents her backside’s outstanding
features—it is the right color, size, and shape—as she advocates for herself and positions herself
as aesthetically superior to Myrrhine. She invites her competitor to inspect closely and educates
her and the audience (internal and external) in the qualities that contribute to the perfect rear end.
The only negative criticism she expresses about herself turns out not to be about herself at all,
but rather a humorously sarcastic and misleading criticism of Myrrhine; Thryallis’ backside does
not jiggle like Myrrhine’s because it jiggles significantly better. In this way, Thryallis’ image-
crafting parallels Rufinus’ narrator in AP 5.35 in that they both present themselves as a critical
authorities. Additionally, not only do they both point out many of the same aesthetic features, but
they also are bestowed (or bestow themselves) with cultural capital through appeal to
consensus.””’ In Alciphron’s letter, the audience, including the narrator, Megara, agrees that
Thryallis is the winner; everyone (méooag) applauded and agreed the victory belonged to her. In
AP 5.35, the narrator was chosen by the women and states, through the mythological exemplum,

that even Paris, the most famous critic of all time, would find these women’s backsides beautiful.

7 Richlin 1983: 49 states that Rufinus is the only poet to describe the buttocks in such detail and thus, they may be

idiosyncrasies; however, the parallel with Alciphron seems to suggest that is not the case.
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The idea of consensus in the letter and in the epigram also contributes to the narrators’
image-crafting in that they appeal to the notion of inclusion discussed previously in part 2. In the
second level of self-presentation in Alciphron’s letter, Megara presents herself as part of an
exclusive group and makes the letter’s reader (Bacchis or otherwise) feel excluded, one of
Megara’s stated goals. At the beginning of the letter she chides Bacchis for being absent from the
party, preoccupied with her lover: “We were all there!” (ndcot mapfipev) she states (4.14.2). She
later describes the party in such a way as to make Bacchis jealous, regretful, and most
importantly, left out: “Such a drinking party we had—why shouldn’t I make you jealous?—full
of such joy!” (olov U@V &y£veto 10 cupmdctov — ti yap ovy dyopai cov Thc kapdiog; — dcmv
yopitwv TAfpec). Megara admits to purposefully provoking Bacchis and making her, and
simultaneously the external reader, feel excluded. Recently, Haynes has observed the tension
between the internal female audience and the external, presumably male, reading audience in
Alciphron 4.13 and 4.14. She argues that the epistolary format restricts male voyeurism of
female sexuality since the letters depict a female-only fantasy.'*® The readers of the letter, then,
whether it is the imaginary courtesan or the actual readers, desire to be included in a group from
which they are made to feel excluded. Thus, Megara crafts her image by making her experience
desirable and exclusive and Thryallis crafts her image as an aesthetic expert. Rufinus’ narrator
uses both these image-crafting techniques; when he imagines Paris responding to the women in
the same way that he does, he crafts an imaginative group of good and experienced judges and
enhances his critical authority.

5. “She’s Out of my League”: Praise of form
Although much of this chapter has concentrated on negative criticism of erotic objects,

often narrators have nothing but (seemingly) good things to say about their objects of affection.

"% Haynes 2013. For more on epistolary fiction see Rosenmeyer 2001and Kénig 2007.
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Unlike the case of Idyl/ 11, the poems I present in this section do not address praise towards the
desired object or attempt to gain the beloved’s approval. Instead, the narrators seem to address a
wider audience, explaining their desire to the readers. The difference in implied audience means
a difference in image-crafting technique. In the following Philodemus poem, the narrator singles
out and addresses a woman’s particular body part for comment in a similar vein to the beauty
contest poems above:
® T0dOC, O KVAUNG, O TAV (AmOA®A dukaimg)
unp@dv, O yAoutdv, d KTevog, d Aayovav,
dpov, ® HooTdv, ® Tod Ppadvoio Tpoynrov,
O xepdv, O TOV (Laivopar) oppatiov,
O KOTATEYVOTATOL KIVLOTOC, (O TEPIAAL®DV
YAOTTIOUGAV, O TOV (0D £ug) povapimv.
€1 0’ Omwkn) kol PAdpo Koi 00K gdovca T Zampodg,
koi Iepoede Tvdiic pdoat’ Avdpouédne.' (5.132)
Oh foot, oh leg, oh thighs (I am justly done for)
Oh buttocks, oh bush, oh flanks
Oh shoulders, oh breasts, oh delicate neck,
Oh hands, oh eyes (I'm crazy over them),
Oh skillful movement, oh wonderful
Kisses, oh her voice (kill me).
If she is Oscan and a Flora and one who does not sing Sappho’s verses,
Perses also desired an Indian Andromeda.
The narrator constructs his image using at this point familiar techniques, namely, discourse of
inclusion and appeal to consensus and construction of ethical authority. He states in the first line
that he is “justly” (dwcaiwg) attracted to Flora; although he cannot control his desire and his
Epicurean ataraxia is disrupted, he indicates with “dwaimg” that it is all for good reason. This
presents him not only as an ethical authority who understands law and morality, but also makes
him inclusive in that the concept of “justice” is justifiable to the majority. Additionally, he

appeals to the idea of inclusion and consensus through a mythological exemplum in the same

way that the narrator of Rufinus’ beauty contest poems (5.35, 5.36) does when he states that

139 Text from Sider 1997.
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Perses, too, desired a girl like Flora when he fell in love with Andromeda. He needs this

qualification because he has just indicated that, while she is beautiful, she is also (perhaps?)

99140

“Oscan. The narrator addresses all the specific features of Flora from bottom to top that he

likes, but offers little aesthetic description of those features beyond a few vague adjectives.'*!
This makes the readers mentally construct their own version of Flora and “fill in the blanks,”
predisposing them to accept, at the end of the poem, that she is Oscan. While it is contextually

difficult to reconstruct what the ramifications of being “Oscan” are to the narrator, it seems to

142

indicate “rustic-ness” and a general lack of culture. ™ Thus, the narrator has indicated his

awareness that being “Oscan” is not desirable while also indicating that her beauty is so
outstanding that he is “justifiably” smitten.

Another poem by Philodemus (c. 110-40 BCE) contains a similar technique—the narrator
acknowledges his awareness of the desired object’s flaws and explains his desire in spite of
them:

Mukk| koi peravedoo Oiraiviov, GAAL ceAlvaov
O0VAOTEPT Kol VOD YPADTO TEPEWVOTEPT)

Kol KEGTOD POVEDGA LOYyDTEPO KO TOPEYOVLGA
névto Kol aithoot TOALAKL PELOOUEVT).

tolwV otépyort Dikaiviov, dxpig av ebpw
ANV, & xpuoén Kompt, tehetotépnv.'* (5.121)

Philainion is small and dark, but her hair is

More curly than celery and her skin is more tender than down,;
And she speaks with more magic than in the cestus of Aphrodite and

She offers everything and she often she refrains from asking for anything.
I will love such a Philainion until I find,

O golden Cypris, a more perfect one.

10 This is part of what Sider 1997: 33 calls the “dark-but-comely” epigrams of Philodemus.

! parallels for this kind of description include AP 5.56 (Dioscorides) and Ovid’s Amores 1.5.19-23.
12 See Sider 1997:108 for justification.

' Text from Sider 1997.
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The strong adversative in the first line (dALG) suggests that the first two characteristics of
Philainion that he mentions, namely that she is “small” (pikkn) and “dark” (pehavedoa), fall

outside of what is typically considered beautiful.'**

Of this poem Livingstone and Nisbet say that
it “could be seen as a development of the tension between Love and Reason that we have seen
explored by Callimachus: the scholar-poet is too realistic to imagine his beloved to be

perfection—but he is attracted to her nonetheless.”'*

The narrator, then, constructs his image as
someone who knows what the standard criteria for beauty are and, although in a couple of ways
Philainion does not meet them physically, in many ways she does; her hair is curly and her skin
is soft, and her way of speaking is magical—which could refer to the aesthetic quality or form of

her voice or to the content of what she says.'*

The narrator has, thus, justified his aesthetic
attraction to her. Additionally, he comments on her behavior in line 4; she acquiesces to
everything sexual and forgets to charge.'*’ That one of the advantages of a sexual encounter with
Philainion is that she is “free” contributes to the overall sense of the narrator’s detachment and
lack of personal investment. In the last line the narrator states that Philainion will do until
someone better comes along, distancing himself from true avowal of his passion. This
“distancing” technique functions in a similar way to doing things “ironically”; individuals
interpret their own behavior and contextualize it, dodging potential criticism by removing
passion and interest. Thus, the narrator of this poem avoids external judgment for his interest in a

“small” and “dark™ girl through his lack of investment in her, and crafts himself as culturally

aware through acknowledgment of her flaws.

144 Cf. also 5.13 (Philodemus) on the 60 year old Charito, discussed above.

'3 Livingstone and Nisbett 2010: 79.

140 See Sider 1997:124 for curly hair and soft skin as signs of beauty in antiquity.

7.Cf. Ovid Amores 1.10 and Martial 9.32 for women who do not charge or charge little. For the phrase mapéyovoa
névta see Henderson 1991: 161.



72

Rufinus employs a similar technique is his description of a woman.'** While this poem
also fits into the “age” category, I discuss it here because the narrator, in praising the good things
about her that outweigh the “bad,” demonstrates cultural awareness of her aesthetic
shortcomings:

‘Oppoto pEv xpvoeto Kol VoAdGEco Tape)

Kol 6TOHO TOPPLPENG TEPTVOTEPOV KAAVKOC,
delpn Avyovén kai otfea poppaipovta
Kol TOOEG ApyvpéNg AevkdTepol BETId0C:
€l 0¢ Tt ki mhokapiot dStuotidBovoty dxaviat,
Tiic AevKiic kKaldung ovdiv émotpépopat.'® (5.48)
Her eyes are golden and her cheeks are crystal
And her mouth is more delightful than a purple flower,
Her neck is marble and her chest is shiny
And her feet are whiter than silver Thetis.
If the thistle gleams through her locks
I do not pay attention to the white remains.
The narrator praises her form from head to toe—the reverse of the description in Philodemus AP
5.132 that praises the woman from the ground up. He comments on the quality of her eyes, face,
and mouth, but again in this poem the adjectives are relatively nondescript. “Golden” eyes could
refer to a light-gold color, but may also just mean that they are bright and shining or as valuable
as gold."" “Crystal” or “gleaming” (boAdeooa) cheeks are equally vague. This vagueness allows
the readers (just as the reader of the Philodemus poem) to construct their own versions of the
ideal other. The narrator does seem to indicate the paleness of the girl’s skin when he states that
her feet are “whiter than silver Thetis” and that her neck is “marble” (Avydwvén)—a word that
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refers specifically to a variety of Parian marble known for being white. > The narrator reveals

with these descriptions more than simply her skin tone; the love object is similar to a divinity and

18 For this theme, as noted by Page 1978: 90 cf. 7.217 (Asclepiades), 5.13 (Philodemus), 5.258 (Paulus), 5.282
(Agathias).

19 Text from Page 1978.

0 page 1978: 91.

Bl page 1978: 81.
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152 By the time the narrator reveals that his

an idealized statue, fading away from a real person.
love object is aging in the final two lines, the narrator has made clear that the things he values
about her are her maiden-like qualities and her youthful features and has admitted his awareness
of the flaws of age. He constructs himself as dominant over her and, in overlapping the discourse
of art criticism and praise of the love-object and in indicating his awareness of her less than
desirable features, indicates his good and cultured taste.

As the examples in the section have demonstrated, the discourse of praise functions
similarly to the discourse of criticism when it comes to narrative image-crafting. Whether
lauding a love-object or observing the love-object’s shortcomings, narrators often position
themselves as dominant authorities cued in to the social repercussions their evaluative statements
may have. Erotic poetry is a particularly fruitful area for exploring subjective presentation due to
its inherent auto-erotic quality and the projection of the self through mental construction of the
erotic other. When a narrator describes and judges an erotic “other,” that “other” bleeds into the
subject, as explained by the examples of online dating profiles and Theocritus’ Idyll 11. As 1
have argued in this chapter, narrators, through judgment of objects, reveal, manipulate, and
negotiate their social image using methods such as didactic-authoritative tones, revelation of

their aesthetic-cultural values, and inclusive or exclusive rhetoric. The way that narrators in

erotic poetry “image-craft,” demonstrating interest in their reputations and negotiating their

132 Although the word for “flower” is different, when he states that her mouth is “more delightful than a purple
flower,” again not suggesting any specific aesthetic quality, he evokes a famous image from Sappho 105c. Although
interpretation of the fragment is difficult since it exists without context, it is likely part of an epithalamium
(Campbell 1978: 283). This seems to be a plausible assumption based on its resemblance in meter and structure to
fragment 105a, and the similarities to the wedding song of Catullus (62.39-47) in which virgin girls are compared to
a cared-for flower (see Garrison 1989:131 and Quinn 1972: 280). In the context of a wedding song, the lines seem
to suggest that a young bride’s virginity is crushed by a man like a flower on a mountain. Winkler 1990 has gone as
far as to detail the way in which natural vocabulary is suggestive of female genitalia (180-87), and Catullus 11°s
allusion to Sappho 105c also suggests a highly sexualized reading of the flower image. Thus, through the allusion,
the narrator suggests both the youthful and maiden-like qualities of his love object, and his sexual dominance over
her.
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authoritative positions, map on to the way that narrators of literary and artistic criticism “image-
craft.” In fact, the erotic “judgment themes” explored in this chapter thematically parallel
“judgment themes” in literary criticism. For instance, the “preference” poems discussed in
section 2 look similar to expressions of preference for one type of poetry over another, such as
Callimachus’ famous epigram on literary aesthetics which may have introduced a section on
153
eros.
&xOaipm 1O Toinua T KLKAKOV, 00OE KEAEVO®
yoipw Tig ToAAOVC ME Kol OSe Pépet:
GE® KOl TEPIPOLTOV EPMUEVOV, OVO™ ATO KPNVNG
Tivo: oiyoive Thvto T dnuocLa.
Avcavin, ob 8¢ vaiyt kadlog KaAdg: AALY Ttpilv imelv
T0DT0 GOPAC, yd eNot Tig ‘Ao Exer.”>* (AP 12.43)
I hate the cyclic poem, and I do not like
the road that carries many here and there.
I also hate the wandering beloved, and I do not drink
from the fountain: I loathe everything common.
Lysanias, you are beautiful, beautiful. But before I say this,
an echo clearly says, “He’s another’s.”
This poem blends literary criticism and erotic criticism as the first-person speaker expresses his
preferences in literature and in eros, championing selectivity in both realms; he hates the road
that many people choose and the beloved who is not picky with his partners. Callimachus
projects a social world shaped by the conceptions and representations that his “I”’ makes. The
narrator negotiates his symbolic power in relation to a literary aesthetic and to a beloved,
suggesting that power in the cultural field is closely related to one’s position in a social field, and
that both evaluative discourses aid in determining that position.

Similarly, the judgment theme of aging women discussed in section 3 maps on to the

literary-critical theme of the decline of literature. Callimachus’ explicit and notorious

' Gutzwiller 1998:218.
'3 Text from Gow and Page 1965. On this poem see Henrichs 1979: 208-11; Fantuzzi 2011: 430ff.
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descriptions of literary aesthetics in the Aetia in his reply to the Telchines is a response to what
he sees as a general shortcoming in new epic by Hellenistic authors:'>

Kai yop 6t]e mp[d]tioTov époig Emi déATOV EOnKa

yobvact]v, A[nd]Alwv ey & pot Avkiog:

e ]...0010¢, 10 pev Bvog d1TL TAYIGTOV

Opéyat, ™ ]v Modoav &' wyade Aemtarény:

npog O¢ og] Kol 108 Gvaya, Ta P Tatéovoty padot

1 oteife]w, Etépwv Tyvia un kad' opd

dippov EA]Av und' olpov ava TAATOV, GAAL KeEAEHOOLG

atpinto]vg, €l kai ote[t]votépnyv éhdoelc.’ (detia 1. 21-28)

and when [ first place a tablet on my knees, Lycian Apollo said to me,

“... poet, feed the victim to be as fast as possible,

But keep the Muse slender.

This too I bid you: tread a path which carriages do not trample;

Do not drive your chariot upon the common tracks of other,

Nor along a wide road, but on unworn paths, though your course

Be more narrow.
With this inspiration scene, an adaption from Hesiod, Callimachus defines the Hellenistic
aesthetic, reacting against a burgeoning revival of heroic poetry at the time; namely, do
something unique using brevity of expression, careful and polished structure, and erudite
allusion. Through his endorsement of a new poetic style, Callimachus implicitly criticizes what
has become of literature: Apollo himself recommends that he not do what other poets are doing.
In the same way that poets critique an older woman, once beautiful, but now “used up,” in these
lines the narrator alludes to poets who have over-worked the genre of epic, driving on the same
path over and over and wearing it down; it is time for something new, younger, and untouched.
The “beauty contest” theme likewise parallels the literary critical phenomenon of privileging
certain specific poems or songs over another. Theocritus’ Idylls exemplarily demonstrate a

literary “contest” and a “judge” situation in the motif of amoebic exchanges, as discussed in

Chapter 1. Just as a judge is chosen to evaluate the bodies of women in the beauty contests, the

'35 See Acosta-Hughes and Stephens 2002. For a full discussion of the “Reply” see Asper 1997.
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Idylls contain a multitude of examples of shepherds and goatherds competing in songs. Outside
the world of the poems, literary works (especially drama) competed against each other at
festivals such as the Dionysia. Aristophanes meta-literarily dramatizes this in the contest
between Euripides and Aeschylus in the Frogs, judged by Dionysus himself.

Finally, praising women in an erotic context parallels most obviously with praise of
literature or poetry. In the most well-known passage of On the Sublime, “Longinus” discusses the
five sources of sublimity; he suggests that one of the sources is choosing the right details and
working them into a cohesive whole. After quoting Sappho 31 in its entirety, he states:

0¥ Bavpaletg, G HO TO AVTO TNV YVYIV TO COUA TAG AKOASTNV YADSGAV TAG OYELg TV

rpoaV, TAVE g AALOTPLa dlotyOpeva EmnTelkol Kalb DTEVOVTIOCELS GLo WYOYETOL KAETOL,

aAoY1oTel PpoVeT; 1j YapeoPeitar 1 map OAlyov TéBvniev: Tva pn &v Tt Tepi otV TAHOG

eaivntat, Tafdv 0¢ cvvodog. (10)

Are you now amazed how she collects together at once, as if they were all different from

herself and spread out, the soul, the body, the ears, the tongue, eyes, and color? And

bringing together contradictions she freezes and burns at the same time, how she raves

and reasons? And this is to show that she is afflicted, not by one passion, but by a
multitude of different emotions.

“Longinus” asks a rhetorical questions to his addressee, Postumius Terentianus, and the external
audience that expects that he (and we) agree with his wonder over Sappho’s skill. “Longinus”
does his own version of a close-reading, pulling out from the poem the features that work to
achieve the effect of sublimity. Although he is talking about the way the poem works, when he
lists out all the parts that Sappho mentions (body, ears, eyes, tongue, coloring), he could easily
be talking about the features of a love-object that combine to yield an impression of beauty. In
the next chapter, I will discuss image-crafting as a product of the evaluation of literary texts in

1solation from the field of the erotic.
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CHAPTER 3

IMAGE-CRAFTING THROUGH LITERARY CRITICISM

Ayneig téttig, dpooepais ataydvesot pebucbeic,
aypovopov péAmelg podoav Epnuordiov

Grpa & £peldpevog TETANOLG, TPLOVMOEGT KDAOLG

aifiomt Khalelg xpwti péopa Apag.

aALG, @idog, EOEYYOL TL VEOV devipddeat Noppatg

naiyviov, avt@dov [avi kpékav KEladov,
Sppo puydv Tov "Epota, peonuppvov Hmvov aypedcm

€vBad’ Hmo oKlePd KEKAMUEVOG TAATAV®.

Shrilling cicada, drunk on drops of dew, you sing
The country song that makes the wildwood talk,
And, perches on petals, your legs like little saws,
You rub your sunburnt skin, ringing music like the lyre.
But sing some new delight for woodland nymphs,
Striking up a song antiphonal to Pan
That I may have relief from Eros and
Catch a noonday nap beneath the plane tree’s shade.

Meleager AP 7. 196

The 2013 Nobel Prize in Literature was awarded to Canadian author Alice Munro for her
short stories. Although she has received many accolades in her long literary career, the Nobel
Prize is her most widely recognized award outside of the literary community. Munro’s paucity of
readership in the United States, despite a wide readership in Canada, is what prompted American
author and critic Jonathan Franzen’s 2004 article in the New York Times Book Review. While
praising Munro as “the best fiction writer now working in North America,” Franzen explicates in
a list the reasons Americans underappreciate her work.'*® Franzen, himself an acclaimed novelist
and Pulitzer Prize finalist for his novel Corrections, is a somewhat controversial figure. When
Corrections was selected for Oprah’s book club in 2001, Franzen expressed some discomfort at
being chosen; “she's picked some good books," Franzen said of Oprah in an interview " but she's

picked enough schmaltzy, one-dimensional ones that I cringe.” Franzen also said he feared

!5SFranzen, J. 2004.
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Oprah’s label would limit his readership to women only."”” Because Franzen openly admitted his
concern about his image when he received a certain kind of literary merit (what some would call
“snobbery”), his techniques for image-crafting through criticism make him relevant for this
study.

From his review of Munro, we can see the ways Franzen positions himself vis-a-vis what
he claims to value in Munro’s work and what he cites as the reasons she is not well known in the
States. One of these reasons is:

As long as you’re reading Munro, you’re failing to multitask by absorbing civics lessons
or historical data. Her subject is people. People people people. If you read fiction about
some enriching subject like Renaissance art or an important chapter in our nation's
history, you can be assured of feeling productive. But if the story is set in the modern
world, and if the characters' concerns are familiar to you, and if you become so involved
with a book that you can't put it down at bedtime, there exists a risk that you're merely
being entertained.
Franzen’s tone is authoritative and didactic as he states that most people are more interested in
reading as a means to an end rather than as a way of of appreciating a pure literary aesthetic. He
recognizes what are generally considered “enriching” subjects (art history and American
history), but disparages “multitasking.” When he says that people are assured of feeling
productive, he indicates that their “feelings” of being productive may be off-base; in suggesting
that there is a risk that one is only being entertained, he also suggests that Munro’s subject of
people is not merely entertainment and aesthetic, but also a civic lesson obscure to most people
(but, of course, not to him). With these sentiments he creates a dynamic of inclusion and
exclusion, separating himself from the masses and making those masses seem so incorrect in

their judgments that the readers of this piece would hopefully want to include themselves with

him. Another reason Franzen cites as responsible for her lack of fame is that, “Munro writes

137 See Macy Halford 2010 article in the New Yorker “The Passion of the Oprah.” Retrieved from URL
http://www.newyorker.com/books/page-turner/the-passion-of-the-oprah. Franzen and Oprah later worked out their
differences and his 2010 novel, Freedom, was selected for the book club.
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fiction, and fiction is harder to review than nonfiction.” As the reviewer of this fiction, himself,
Franzen spells out the difficultly of his task and outlines his own qualifications. He continues:
Because, worse yet, Munro is a pure short-story writer. And with short stories the
challenge to reviewers is even more extreme. Is there a story in all of world literature
whose appeal can survive the typical synopsis?... Oprah Winfrey will not touch story
collections. Discussing them is so challenging, indeed...
Franzen states outright his challenging task and positions himself in opposition to the less
ambitious and less qualified Oprah Winfrey again. He also notes further that Munro’s stories are
more difficult to review than short stories by most other authors:
More than any writer since Chekhov, Munro strives for and achieves, in each of her

stories, a gestaltlike completeness in the representation of a life. She always had a genius
for developing and unpacking moments of epiphany.

With the comparison to Chekhov, Franzen not only praises Munro but suggests that those who
would most enjoy Munro are educated and well-read, as he is. Thus Franzen’s recognition of
literary genius reiterates the inclusion/exclusion dynamic. Those who are up for the task of
reviewing and reading, and can appreciate the literary aesthetic and more subtle civic lessons are
included in small group of literati and excluded from the polloi. The focus of this chapter is the
sort of rhetoric we find in Franzen’s review, and the image-crafting it serves, intentionally or
unintentionally. The techniques for image-crafting we find in modern book and movie reviews,
including Franzen’s New York Times article, parallel many of the techniques in the post-Classical

period.

My aim is to demonstrate both the subjective discourse of criticism and the way it is a
function of a speaker’s self-positioning within a cultural field through inclusionary or
exclusionary processes. I suggest that, much as in the case of the evaluation of bodies, image-
crafting techniques and the criticism of literature work in a feedback loop: as narrators express

their sentiments and opinions about literature, they may inadvertently construct their self-images,
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and they may seek out further critical engagements with, and debates over, literary works to
sustain or improve the images they have crafted. Much of Franzen’s public image, for example,
has been gleaned from his role as a literary critic who expresses his opinions and thoughts about
other authors’ works. The first part of the chapter looks at overt literary evaluation, i.e. texts that
make it known that the goal or subject of the opus is to evaluate literature. I use Philodemus and
Aristotle as examples of “overt” critics, and as a point of contact for the second part of the
chapter that focuses on the implicit criticism in poetry by Lycophron, Meleager, Moschus,

Lucian, and Longus.
Image-Crafting in Overt Criticism

Plato is the first of the major extant critics, but his critical approach serves as a foil rather
than an exemplar for many of the major critics who follow. In his philosophy, Plato works
through the anxiety about the moral value and social effects of poetry—what Plato identified as
“the ancient quarrel between poetry and philosophy” (Republic 607b)—that dominated Greek
literary criticism from as early as 500 BCE, beginning with the poetry of Xenophanes and
Heraclitus attacking Homer for his untrue stories about the gods."*® Such criticism was not
uninterested in what we would consider criticism on the grounds of aesthetics, but it
subordinated aesthetic principles to social consequences, or else conflated aesthetic and moral
criteria. Take, for example, the contest between Aeschylus and Euripides in Aristophanes’
Frogs; Euripides argues that his plays are superior because they are more realistic, while
Aeschylus argues that his plays are superior because his characters are idealized models for
virtue. At the same time, while the debate centers on the plays’ moral benefit, many of the

objections to Euripidean tragedy are purely artistic in nature. Aeschylus mocks Euripides’ verse

'8 Xenophanes, frag. 11 and Heraclites, frag 42.
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as too formulaic, for example (1325ff.). Their debate pivots on both moral and aesthetic

judgments.

Plato likewise evaluates literature by both moral and aesthetic criteria. He may have been
one of the first to overtly distinguish between criticism of form and criticism of content
(Phaedrus 236a). He also seems to the be the first to have developed, or at least articulated,
literary critical ideas such as organic unity (every part in proper relation to other parts and the
whole (Phaedrus 264b-d)), the difference between art and technique (Phaedrus 268a-269d), and
criteria for “good” art (namely, its moral effect, the pleasure it gives, and the correctness of
imitation (Laws 667b-669b)).">® But Plato constantly considers literature’s function within the
framework of other socially binding and contested values: a correct evaluation of a work of
literature will depend, ultimately, on a proper evaluation of society. He crafts his image by

equating the beautiful with the good, the just, and the true.
1. Aristotle

Aristotle presents an alternative, explaining how literature can be evaluated on its own
terms: he opens up the space for an aesthetic field of critical judgment. In his literary critical
works, the Poetics and the Rhetoric, he brackets questions of the good, the just, and the true, but
only in so far as they relate to works of literature. In his philosophy as a whole, however, he does
not bracket literature from morality and social import. At the end of the Politics (8.5-7), he
discusses the moral value of poetry and its specific function within society: similar to Plato, he
states that rulers should exercise censorship over poetry and art, and that stories told to children
should be morally beneficial. More pertinently, in the first book of the Politics (2) , Aristotle

offers grounds for understanding how the evaluation of literature, even on aesthetic grounds, is a

13 See Heath 1989 for a full study of the idea of organic unity in antiquity. For an overview of Plato’s contributions
to poetic criticism see Murray 1995.
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political activity: man has the gift of speech, and through speech man can discern and debate the

just and unjust, the good and the bad:

J10TL 8¢ ToMTIKOV O BvBpwmog {Pov mdong peritng Koi Tavtog dyelaiov (OOVUAALOV,
dfjAov. 000V Yap, g Papév, patnyv 1 eOo1c Tolel: Adyov [10] 8¢ pdvovavBpwmog Exet TdV
{Dwv: 1] P&V 0vV Qv Tod Aanpod kai §déoc éoti onueiov, d1dxoi Toig EALOIC VapyEt
Lot (Léypt YOp TOVTOV 1] UGS ATV EANALOE, ToD EyetvaicOnoty Avmnpod Kai 11060¢
Kol TaDTO oNpaively GAANAOLG ) , O 8€ AOYOC £mi TMONAODV £06TL TO CLUPEPOV KO TO
BAraPepdv, Bote Kai T dikatov kol tO ddtkov: ToDTo Yap mpog T dAla {da Toig AvOpdToLg
{010v, 10 pévov dyaBod kol Kakod kaidikaiov kol ddikov kol tdv dAlmv aicOnotv Exev: 1
0¢ ToVT®V Kowmvia Tolel oikiovkal TOAY. Kol TPOTEPOV 88 TT| PUGEL TOAMG T Oikia Kol
EKOOTOC NUADV E0TLV.

And why man is a political animal in a greater measure than any bee or any gregarious
animal is clear. For nature, as we declare, does nothing without purpose; and man alone
of the animals possesses speech. The mere voice, it is true, can indicate pain and
pleasure, and therefore is possessed by the other animals as well (for their nature has been
developed so far as to have sensations of what is painful and pleasant and to indicate
those sensations to one another), but speech is designed to indicate the advantageous and
the harmful, and therefore also the right and the wrong; for it is the special property of
man in distinction from the other animals that he alone has perception of good and bad
and right and wrong and the other moral qualities, and it is partnership in these things that
makes a household and a city-state.

In other words, normative concepts are essential to politics, and define political man as opposed
to man the natural living creature. It is not difficult to see how, for Aristotle, the normative
concepts of literary criticism might be an extension and appropriation of the normative concepts
of political debate: the field of aesthetic evaluation is distinct but not discontinuous from the
field of political evaluation. Hence, although topics of the moral good and social utility are not
discussed directly in the Poetics, given Aristotle’s expressed view in the Politics and the general
pervasiveness of interest in literature’s societal role, they filter into the language. The criticism of

literature, then, was another, more subtle, inroad to social commentary.

Although I am chiefly interested in Aristotle as a critic of literature, it is worth noting the
implications of what he says about language: it permits normative debates in a number of

connected fields; because all of those debates are essentially political (occurring within the
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political community that a language sustains and demarcates), they structure and restructure
hierarchies of power and status. Critical and evaluative debates are not an exception; any
normative utterance is ultimately a political utterance. Seemingly subjective judgments are
always situated in the objective relations of the political order; we can only speak from a first-
person evaluative position because we exist in relations that extend beyond the position of any
one subject. Though Aristotle does not anticipate Bourdieu, his above characterization of
language, and discourse, as fundamentally political (of a bound polis and inseparable from its
balance of power) can reinforce and even contribute to his arguments. Moreover, we can hold
Aristotle to his own claims about the social nature of language. His first-person arguments and
evaluations position him within a cultural field. Concerning himself as he does with specific
literary texts as well as generalized arguments, Aristotle competes for authority not only with
philosophers but with critics of literature. He exceeds them in setting his judgments within a
body of works that accounts for the nature and implications of judgment itself. But since he
image-crafts through an evaluative discourse, Aristotle shares with his competitors a common
store of strategies and terms, critiquing and assessing works and parts of literature just as the
narrators I dealt with in Chapter 2 judged and evaluated love-objects. In the selection and

deployment of these, Aristotle too might accrue or lose status.

Aristotle writes what I call “overt criticism.” This is criticism that announces its critical
intent either by direct statement or by the expectations established by generic convention; it is
what we would mean when we say “literary criticism.” I mention it now to set the ground for a
contrast with “covert criticism” that I will draw later in the chapter. So far, I have mostly
discussed the theoretical groundwork of Aristotle’s criticism, situating it within the context of his

philosophical project. Here, I will demonstrate how Aristotle draws distinctions between, and
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reorients, key critical terms that he inherits from other critics; doing so, I show that Aristotle, like

all overt critics, is engaged in image-crafting, establishing his own authority as a critic.

In the Rhetoric, Aristotle discusses different kinds of metaphors. When discussing the

“active metaphor” he says the following (1411b21-25):'%°

Ot pév obv 1 dotela 8k petapopdc Te Thg AvaAioyov Aéyeton kai T Tpd dUUATOV
notely, gipntat: Aektéov 08 Ti Aéyopev mpod OUHATOV, kol Ti Totodot ylyvetal TodTo.
AEy®OT PO SUUATOV TaDTA TOLETV OG0 EvEPYODVTO CTUALVEL. . .

We have seen that felicitous sayings result from the use of a proportional metaphor and
from bringing things vividly before the eyes of the audience. We must now say what we
mean by “before the eyes” and how this is achieved. It is an effect produced by words
which refer to things in action.

Aristotle uses this passage to explain that “happy” (doteiog) and successful phrases originate, in
part, from bringing things “before the eyes” (npd oppdrmv) of the audience (1411b) and that
metaphorical action words produce this “vividness.” The idea of visualization is one that

Aristotle addresses in the Poetics as well (1455a22-26):

AgT 8¢ Tovg pobovg cuviatdvar kol T AéEet cuvamepyalesOot Ot pdAiota Tpo dUUdTOV
Ti0épevov: obtm yap av évapyéotata [0] OpdV Homep map' AOTOIG YIYVOUEVOS TOIG
TPOTTOUEVOLG EVpioKOol TO TpEmov Kal fiKioTa dv AavOdvot [10] Tt vevavTia

It is necessary that a dramatist construct his plot and elaborate it by putting it into words,
and he must visualize the incidents as much as he can; he will then realize them vividly
as if they were being enacted before his eyes, discover what fits the situation, and be most
aware of possible inconsistencies.
Lucas notes that Aristotle’s tone in this passage “carries the pattern of instruction” and that this
section “is more admonitory than earlier sections and closer in tone to Horace’s Ars Poetica.”®'
Aristotle’s didactic tone, achieved with 61 and the hortatory evpickot and AavOdvot, positions

him as an authority figure—a technique we saw frequently with the narrators from Chapter 2—

and suggests the importance of visualization as a literary critical topic. It is likely that Plato’s

1" For enargeia translated as “active metaphor” see van Eck 2012: 47.

161 1 ucas 1968:173.
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ideas on visualization influenced Aristotle’s; in Plato’s Jon, Ion assures Socrates that he is
transported outside of himself when he delivers a particularly good Homeric recitation and
states: &g &vapyég pot Todto, & Todkpateg (“How vivid this proof is to me, Socrates™) (535¢).
This is an early example of the word évapyég in the context of visualization of narrative, but one
that surfaces again and again in works of literary criticism hence forth.'®” In “How the Young
Man Should Study Poetry,” for example, Plutarch warns that, when listening to Homer, the
young man might be swept away in imagining the images he hears as truth (16b) and advises that
one keep in mind (évapy®dg) the deceptive power of poetry (16d). “Longinus” also discusses the
visualization of Homeric narrative as an example of sublimity (9.6).'*

In the lon, Socrates explains that Ion’s ability depends on inspiration derived from the
Muses as opposed to skill or knowledge (techne), and that this divine inspiration extends from
poet to rhapsode to audience just as a magnet exerts power over a chain of iron rings.'® He then
builds a picture of the poet who can compose only when he is devoid of reason and filled with
divine enthusiasm. In other dialogues, Plato also disparages of the idea of inspiration. In the
Apology, Socrates is amazed that poets cannot explain the meaning of their poetry (22b-c), and in
the Phaedrus, the poet who relies on skill is compared with the poet inspired with the frenzy of
the Muses (245a). While the inspired poet is superior, Socrates ranks the life of the poet in sixth
place after the philosopher, king, etc., suggesting still a relatively negative view. Plato’s most
hostile view of poets, however, is in the Republic, in which Plato banishes the poets from his

ideal state because they have the power to corrupt even the best of men, thus threatening the

12 Murray 1995.

'S Hunter 2009 observes that there is a difference in the audience of Plutarch and Longinus; however; while
Plutarch fears the young might be unable to distinguish truth and fiction, Longinus believes that being carried away
by the images of poetry is the proper effect for a mature audience (6).

1% For a study of poetic inspiration in the Jon see Gadamer 1980: 41-43, Murray 1981 and 1995.
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stability of the polis. There is a similar disparaging view of rhetoric in the Gorgias; Socrates
reveals rhetoric to be a spurious art.

Thus, when Aristotle argues that a “good” metaphor is produced through visualization in
the Rhetoric, Aristotle touches on a variety of ethical issues connected with previous Platonic
discussions of visualization and inspiration. In the passage above from the Rhetoric, Aristotle
discusses visualization in the audience, while in the passage from the Poetics, he discusses
visualization by the author. When we read these passages side by side, the message seems to be
that, once a poet has mastered his own visualization, he is able to produce the same effect in the
audience. Aristotle bestows a great deal of power on the poet and, despite not stating the moral
effect of this power outright as Plato does, it is implicit in the context of the literary critical ideas.
Aristotle constructs his own image much like Plato; with the employment of a particularly
instructive tone in reference to these topics, Aristotle puts himself in the position of a moral
authority.

Aristotle goes on to give examples of “active metaphor” and how a poet achieves

audience visualization. He states:

Kol oG KEypnTat moAroyod ‘Ounpog, 1o ta dyvya Epyoyo ToElv O1d ThHG LETAPOPAC. £V
ol 8& ¢ &vépyeloy molelv evdokiuel, olov 8v T0icde, “ovTic &mi Samedovde KuAivoeTo
Adog avodng”, koi“Entat' 016to¢”, kol “émntéctan peveaivov”, kol “év yain iotavto
MALOHEVE POOG AG0L”, Kai “aiyur) 62 6TépVolo S1666VTO HUUOOG”. 8V TEGL Yap
T00TOIG S10 TO Epyvya lvar vepyodvia Qaivetol: TO GVOLGYVVTELY Yap Koi popdv Kol To
Ao Evépyeta. TadTo 0 TPosTye O1d TG Kot Avoroyiay HeTa@opds: ¢ Yap O AlBog
TPOG TOV ZIGVPOV, 0 AVOLGYLVIDY TPOS TOV AVALGYVLVTOVUEVOV. TOLET O Kol &V Talg
€000KIoVG G eikOOV €Ml TOV AyOywv Tavtd- (1411b30 -1412a5)

Homer frequently uses this device when he speaks metaphorically of inanimate things as
animated; these expressions are attractive because they represent things as acting. He
says: “once more the shameless rock rolled down into the plain,” he speaks of an arrow
“flying” or “eager to fly,” of spears “standing fast in the ground, though longing to feed
on his flesh,” and “the spear point eagerly piercing his chest.” In these cases, things are
represented as alive and in action. Shamelessness, eagerness, and the rest imply living
and acting, and he joins these attributes to the nouns by means of proportional metaphor.
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To illustrate the best way to accomplish the method of representation of metaphor, Aristotle uses
textual examples, a different method of representation. From the corpus of Homer, Aristotle
selects phrases that he deems the most suitable for his argument, then proceeds to analyze and
interpret the phrases. There are two interesting things at play in this passage, the first of which is
Aristotle’s interpretation of metaphor. Aristotle defines metaphor in the Poetics as “the
application of a name belonging to something else” (1457b6-7). This definition hierarchizes
domains to which certain words “properly” belong; he implies, for example, that
“shamelessness” and “eagerness” belong not to the realm of rocks and weaponry but to people.
Aristotle, in a position of power as a reader and interpreter of literature for the audience of the
Poetics, manipulates Homer’s metaphorical words, and privileges them as evidence of being
“good” because the words lie outside their proper sphere. While Aristotle does not proceed to
analyze Homer’s expressions for contextual meaning, his suggestion that words “literally”
signify one thing means that metaphorical language is open for appropriation by a variety of
metaphorical interpretations. The hierarchizing of proper spheres for languages and what
metaphorical language signifies come into play more when we look at “covert” criticism in
poetry, as metaphors often contain judgments and subsequent narrative image-crafting.

The second relevant aspect of this passage is Aristotle’s privileging of agency; he says
that things “seem good” (evdoxiel) when they are represented as active. While Aristotle is only
discussing diction, his insistence that bestowing agency to inanimate objects improves
expression suggests a dynamic of power in which the poet is the primary agent with the authority
to grant agency to words (and, by implication, ideas and people) at will. At another point in the

Poetics Aristotle says:
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Emel yap €0t Mg 6 TOMTNG OOTEPAVEL Coypagog 7 Tig dALoG siKoyonmég, avayxn

utufjcs(gat POV SvimVv TOV aplBuov &v Tt det, §j yap ota v 1j Eotwv, 1| 01d @acty kol oKeT,

1} ola etvan O€t. 1460Db 8-11

Since the poet is an imitator just like the painter and other makers of images, it is

necessary that the object of his imitation always be represented in one of three ways: as it

was or is, as it is said or thought to be, or as it ought to be.
If we use this didactic passage to inform the previous one, then making an inanimate object
“active” can fall into the category of representing something as how “it ought to be”—one of the
three ways a (good) poet must represent images. To synthesize the aforementioned passages,
Aristotle suggests that, in order to achieve audience visualization, the poet must himself visualize
narrative and expressions, and represent metaphorical images as active. Despite not being a poet
himself, this discussion of agency places Aristotle at the top of a literary hierarchy. Just as the
poet should grant agency to an object to give it life, Aristotle imparts the knowledge the audience
needs to understand poetry and to judge it.

Additionally, the ideas about visualization, stated outright by Aristotle, are remarkably
similar to the ideas the Theocritean narrators suggest about visualization in the passages
discussed at the beginning of Chapters 1 and 2; Polyphemus’ idealized construction or mental
representation of Galatea in /dyll 11, and the narrator from Idyll 3’s description of Amaryllis
reflect the same poetic process Aristotle describes. Each narrator (re)presents his desire for his
love-object just as Aristotle says a poet should (re)present narrative or descriptions of images.
Similar to the way that the descriptions and praise of the love objects are entrenched in the

narrator’s image-crafting, so too is literary criticism is indicative of cultural theory and reveals a

critic’s positioning of him or herself within that culture.

In the section in the Poetics on diction, Aristotle proposes that “good” diction should be a

mix of unusual, metaphorical, and ornamental words with current vocabulary for clarity; poets
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should use ornamental words in moderation. To demonstrate the power of word choice, Aristotle

cites examples from Aeschylus and Euripides (1458b17-31):

Ko €7l TG YADOTING 0¢ Kol €Ml TV pHetapop®dv kol £ml TV ALV 10edV pHeTaTBElS GV TIg
0 KOpLa. dvopata Katidot 6t 4AnOf Aéyopev: olov 10 odTd TomcovTog ioppeiov
Aioyvlov kai Evpuridov, €v 8¢ povov dvopa petabévioc, avti kvupiov eimbotog yAdTTOY,
10 P&V Qaivetar kadov 0 &' euterés. AloyOAog HEv yap &v 1@ Ploktn Ty émoinoe
eayédavay 1 pov odpkag £60iel m0ddc,0 08 avti Tod €60ietl 1O Botvarton petébniev. kol
VOV 8¢ W' €wv OALYOG T€ Kol OVTIOOVOS Kol AEIKNG, €1 TIC AEYOL TA KUPLOL LETATIOEIS VOV 0€
I oV IKpOG 1€ Kol AoBeVIKOG Kal AgdNs Kol dippov detkéAov katabeic OAiynV T
tpamelav, dippov poynpov katadeic pkpdv te Tpdmelov-kai o “niovec fodwov”,
nuoveg kpdlovov.

And also with rare words, metaphors and some other modes of expression, someone
would see this is true, exchanging it for a common word. For example, we have the same
iambic line in Aeschylus and Euripides with one word exchanged, a rare word replacing a
common one, and the result is that one line is beautiful, the other cheap. The line of
Aeschylus is in the Philoctetes: “This tumor is eating up the flesh of my foot™; but
Euripides wrote “feasting on” instead of “eating up.” Then again, take the line: “a small
one, unseemly, and unnoted,” and replace this by current words: “feeble and ugly, and
quite small.” Or take: “He set a meager table and couch unseemly,” and replace it by:

“He set a little table and an ugly stool”; or if one changed”: “the shores resound” into
“the shores make a noise.”

Aristotle’s ideas about language in a way anticipate the Russian Formalist idea of
defamiliarization; rather than using words as media to convey subject matter and facilitate
communication in what the Russian Formalists called “automatization,” poetic language acts
against automatization and makes us aware of the value and quality of the linguistic material.'®’
Aristotle presents his examples with the assumption that lines distinguished by their beauty will
be self-evident to his readers, so that he need not direct the audience to which line he means.
Similarly, his approach takes for granted that he shares the social and linguistic world of his

audience; in that community of language-users, he can trust that his judgments of

1% For Formalism in antiquity see Porter 2010 and Silk 2003. For Russain formalism generally see Jakobson 1987

and Shklovsky 1990.
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rare and common words (yA®ooa and kVprog) and beautiful and cheap (kaAov 10 &' evtedéc) will
meet with assent. Implicit in the latter is an underlying socio-cultural evaluation; evteléc,
“cheap” or “paid for easily,” is a socio-economic term turned, in this case, into an aesthetic
judgment about word selection. Building on an assumed consensus about the register of words
and the standards of beauty, Aristotle indicates his aesthetic preferences and suggests that these
preferences are agreed upon universally—though he might mean the universal to refer only to
those who share a linguistic universe in which normative concepts can be debated (our word
“universal” has a heritage that might confuse us in translations). “Beauty,” in such a universe, is
more than aesthetic word; as we saw in the previous chapter, it is often entangled with
underlying judgments about morality and social life.'*®

Beyond just juxtaposing selections from poets, Aristotle also juxtaposes the poets,
Aeschylus and Euripides themselves, as if staging his own poetic contest. In fact, the amphibolic
examples from the poetry of Euripides and Aeschylus are reminiscent of the scene in
Aristophanes’ Frogs in which Dionysus stages a contest between the two in the underworld and
Euripides criticizes Aeschylus’ obscure language:

Evpuriong:

oaPEG O AV glmev 000 Ev—

Aldbvvoog

U1 pie 100G G3OVTOG.

Evpuriong

A" ) ZKopavopous fj Taepouvs fj 't AoTidwV EmOVTOG

YPLTALETOVS YOAKNAATOVG Kol pPripad” immodKpnuva,

a SupPoareiv od padt’ nv.

Aldbvvoog
V1] TOVG BE0VG €YD YOOV

1% Earlier in the text than the passage in question, Aristotle discusses his ideas about beauty, claiming beauty is a

matter of “size and order:” 11 &' €nel T0 Kahov kai {Pov Kol dmav Tpdypa O GLVESTNKEY €K TIVAY 00 Hovov TodTa
tetaypéva Oel Exev dALG kal péyebog Dmapyev pn T TUYOV: TO Yap KOAOV €v peyébet kol taéet Eotiv (1450b34-37)
(An animal or indeed anything which has parts must, to be beautiful, not only have these parts in order but also must
be of a definite size. Beauty is a matter of size and order.”
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oM 1ot €v Hakpd XPOVE VUKTOG dnypdmynca

1OV E0VOOV immaiextpuova {ntdv Tig oty dpvig. 929-33

Euripides:

But he never said one clear thing-

Dionysus:

Don’t saw your teeth

Euripides:

But Scamanders, or ditches, or shield-adorning

Bronze beaten griffin-eagles and horse-cliffed phrases

Which were not easy to interpret.

Dionysus:

Yes, by the gods:

I have previously lain awake through long watches of the night

Wondering what kind of bird a yellow horse-rooster was.
Euripides criticizes Aeschylus for his general lack of clarity and overly adorned language, and
Dionysus validates this criticism. In his discussion of this passage, Hunter observes that, in this
scene, Dionysus, beyond being just a judge, acts as an interpreter of literature and a scholar; the
god states that he has stayed up all night mulling over a philological problem, a commonplace in
later scholarship.'®” Hunter also notes that, in the Cratylus, Plato uses the word Evufokeiv in

reference to the interpretation of words.'*®

In the passage about diction, then, Aristotle conducts
a re-match and casts himself as the interpreter, the judge, and the god-figure. Further, the results
of the new contest are different; Aristotle corrects Dionysus’ judgment (albeit with a more
limited scope).

Whether or not they recognize his authority, critics who write overt criticism after
Aristotle are indebted to his language and approach. I will now discuss one of Aristotle’s heirs,
Philodemus. As was the case with Aristotle, Philodemus’ image-crafting depends not only on the

veracity or persuasiveness of the final evaluation, but on the proper use of abstract and freighted

terms of evaluation. In other words, his aspiration to cultural distinction often hangs on his

17 See Hunter 2009: 24 for parallels.
' Hunter 2009: 24.
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capacity to make philosophical and semantic distinctions. In particular, he grapples with the
binary of form and content, the location of the border between aesthetics and morality, and the

categories into which the aesthetic can be analyzed.
2. Philodemus

Writing in the late Hellenistic period, Philodemus of Gadara (c.110-35 BCE), the poet,
Epicurean philosopher, and contemporary of Lucretius and Horace, is one of our primary sources
for Hellenistic literary theory.'® This is largely due to the fact that he spends much of On Poems
summarizing and reviewing earlier critical theories that suggest that sound is the source of great
poetry and that the ear does the judging. Philodemus’ own views are complex, and the On Poems
is a superb example of an author crafting his image and presenting his own views through
criticism of others. In fact, from what we can gather from the fragmentary text, overtly
evaluating other critics, as opposed to directly engaging with literary texts, is the primary way in

which Philodemus constructs his own views of literature.

In contrast to his opponents’ theories, Philodemus argues that a work’s content, in
addition to aural aesthetics, contributes to good poetry, and that content and form are
interrelated. In her article on moralism and formalism in Philodemus, Asmis develops this point,
clarifying that Philodemus disagrees with Plato’s emphasis on a poem’s moral utility as opposed

to formal excellence (Rep 607d-¢).'”°

In the following passage (which comes from a different
papyrus than the rest of the passages in this section, but is either continuous or, at the very least,

contextually related to the ones of On Poems) Philodemus explains that, while he does not think

1 Janko 1995. See Janko also for further information about the reconstruction of the text to compile On Poems.

170 A smis 1995.
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that a judge should ignore poem’s context, the moral utility of the poem should not be the only

deciding factor.'”

g]t1 o’ [év GAJAog onol td| ye] x[pnota moape]oynkéval prioeig Koi d[t]avoiog |
KATESKELAGUEVAG TTEPT| TOVN[pd]V TIVdV, PN]O’ GV | dQEAETV TO XPNOTOV dtjovOnua Ko |
BAdmTew [t0 TOVNPOV €1 AapPdvol|d’ dg monpatog Kol won|tod. téya yop to Sl THg|
gmovetiic €E[epya]oiog |Empav[éotatov wom|palypnotdv, 10 8 €K ThG Yek|Thg TovPOV|
AvaKOAET [T1G. [€]KkeETvo Yap VIO TYVeV Avoddg AEyETal.

Further, elsewhere he says [decent poems] provided sayings and thoughts that were
elaborated in connection with certain base [characters], nor would a decent thought
benefit and a base thought harm if it were taken as belonging to a poem and the poet.
Perhaps someone will call a poem that is highly illustrious because of praiseworthy
execution “decent,” and a poem that has blameworthy execution “base.” For that is said
shamelessly by some people.

In this passage, Philodemus describes his opponent’s view; he believes that a poem will not
benefit or harm the reader if that reader understands the views presented to be that of the poem or
the poet. Philodemus points out that others have “shamelessly” (dvaid®dg) used the same terms
“decent” and “base” to refer to a poem’s execution. While Philodemus only calls an unspecified
group of “others” (tivaov) “shameless”—not the opponent himself—he suggests a likeness
between the two ideas. The word tdyo, rightly translated by Asmis above as “perhaps,” is
indicative of an “ellipsed” thought, the nature of which may be something like the following: “if
someone thinks something like that, then perhaps he might even think something like this.”
Philodemus presents the audience with a summary of his opponent’s ideas, offers a plausible
consequence of the idea, and, without actually stating his own ideas, forces the reader to
construct and piece together his views. Because Philodemus’ careful critique of the views of

another expert contributes to the impression that he is qualified to make those critiques in the

7V Asmis 1995, 175ff.
12 P Herc. 1081 fr. h 13-26. Translation from Asmis 1995.
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first place, the reader’s instinct is likely to give him more authority automatically.'” If a critic
first provides a summary of the critiqued material, the audience is inclined to be generous to the
critic. It seems an integral part of Philodemus’ overall image-crafting process is to construct his

authority in this way.

Another pointed example of Philodemus’ method of criticism is his discussion of the

theories of Neoptolemus:

dromog 8[2] ka[i tov] v | tévv kofi ™v] S[Hv]ajuv Exova [V mornTifxny g[i]0g
[t]apilomot th[c] T€[x]vn[c ptletd Tod | Tonpatog Kai THg mooemg.

He absurdly juxtaposes [or represents] the person who possesses the art of writing poetry
and has the power to do so [i.e., the ‘poet’] as an eidos along with the poema and the
poesis.

In this passage, Philodemus refers to Neoptolemus’ critical discussion of the three eide of poetic
techne: poet, poema (moinua), and poesis (moinoig). It seems that, to Neoptolemus, poema means
verbal arrangement (form), that poesis means subject matter (content), and that the poet is,
bizarrely, his own separate eidos.'”> While presenting Neoptolemus’ analysis, Philodemus
includes the adverb “absurdly” (dtémwg). While this word could have a negative connotation and
suggest that Neoptolemus is wrong, it can be interpreted more generously as meaning “out of the
ordinary.” Even if we should favor the latter interpretation, the choice of diction still contributes
to Philodemus’ reputation as an expert, just as my use of the word “bizarre” above, while not
being necessarily disparaging towards Neoptolemus’ views, informs my audience of its

uniqueness as a literary critical idea and, of course, simultaneously means that I know that it is.

'3 Consider the similarity to scholarly review. Experts reinforce and construct their positions as experts through the
process of reviewing the work of other scholars. The struggle to position oneself as an expert and appropriate
intellectual capital also seems to happen at public talks and presentations. An audience member-with or without a
reputation of an “expert”- affords him or herself an opportunity to construct or reinforce a reputation by asking
questions or problematizing the presentation.

"*Philodemus On Poems 5 cols. x (xiii) 33-xi (xiv) 1. Quotation from Mangoni’s 1993 revision of Jensen’s edition,
Philodemus tiber die Gedichte. Translation of Philodemus throughout is taken from Porter 1995.

'3 For further analysis and explication of what Neoptolemus means by each of these, see Porter 1995: 104 ff.
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Philodemus claims for himself the authority to assess the distinctions that Neoptolemus makes in

his terminology.

In addition to his criticisms of Neoptolemus, in the fifth book of On Poems, Philodemus
discusses two other critics (Heraclides and Aristo) who also believe that a poem should be

morally beneficial to its readers.'”

His objection to Heraclides’ assertion that a poem should be
both pleasant and beneficial centers on the fact that Heraclides does not define “pleasantness” or

“benefit.” Philodemus also seems critical of Heraclides’ tendency to censure as exemplified in

the following passage:'”’

...010TL 10 KA[A|Mot[a] momjpata tdv [do|ki[w]tdtov mtontd[v [d1d TO und'
Nvtvodv [oeelav Tapackev[d|ley, Eviov ¢ xai [ta | TA[el]ota, Tvadv € Ta[v|ta [T]fig
apetiic éxplam]iler.'”®

[Heraclides] banishes (literally, expells with a rod) from goodness the most beautiful
poems of the most famous poets because they provide no benefit whatsoever-in the case
of some poets, most poems, in the case of other, all poems.

Philodemus distinguishes himself from Heraclides. The harshness of the verb éxpamnilet, reveals
Philodemus’ condemnation of the idea of banishment on moral grounds and allows him to
position himself as more qualified than Heraclides. By critiquing his violent close-mindedness,
Philodemus suggests that his own criticism comes from a broader, more educated point of view.
Philodemus also constructs credibility with the superlatives ké[AJAMot[a and [So|k[w]tdTov.

When he declares a group of poems to be the most beautiful, he suggests his familiarity with a

'7¢ Jensen identified Philodemus’ opponent as Heraclides in 1936.

77 Asmis 1995 discusses this passage in connection with censorship in Philodemus. I use her translation and notes.
178 .
Col. iv 10-18.
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large corpus of poetry, and when he declares a group of poets to be the most famous, he suggests

his cultural awareness of a wide range of poets from different levels of fame.'”

In another passage from On Poems, again through criticism of another critic, Philodemus

advocates for a relationship or interconnectedness between form and content:

kata&y[d]v 68 Tov montv, €av un] | dwa]vorquot’ oikela AdPn[t]| kol AéEeig
TPoonKovGAG, [1|01]6V Tt monTikov dn[o|tele]iv, kav mopidn<t> 1 [...]Jéott [1.5 lines]
weAdTTOV | [10G. "

He [sc. an opponent] maintains that the poet can realize a certain poetic in the absence of
appropriate (“fitting”) thoughts and expressions to match them (literally, appropriate
lexeis), even if (the poet?) overlooks [...] [1.5 lines] (but this view) is (that) of a blind
man.

Porter observes the similarity of the language in this passage to Aristotle’s Rhetoric 3.7 1408a10-
11 in which he states that what is “fitting” in expression is what is analogous to the subject
matter (toig vVokepéEvoLs mpaypacty dvaioyov). This similarity in thought and diction is one of
many indications in the text that Philodemus relies on an established canon of criticism. "'’
Philodemus is able to restate the established idea because someone denied it, and is able to avoid
redundancy by delivering the idea through criticism. By reiterating Aristotelean ideas,
Philodemus employs an exclusionary tactic, placing his opponent in opposition not only to
himself, but to an entire group of literary critics; simultaneously, he positions himself as a poetic
authority in the tradition of Aristotle. The opponent maintains that poetic craft is possible even in
the absence of fitting or appropriately selected content. This notion, Philodemus states, is that of
a blind man. Philodemus uses the comparison to a literal blind person to metaphorically assert

the opponent’s lack of understanding, insight, and general misguided thoughts about poetry. The

17 Sappho, frag. 16 sets up this form of thought when she declares that the most beautiful thing is “whatever you
love best” (Oi pév inmov otpdTov, 01 6¢ TEGOWV,/01 08 ViV @aic’ érl yav pélavav/Eppeval kGAMoTov, &ym 6
kv’ 81-/10 T1¢ Epaton (16.1-4).

" Porter 1995: 125.

181 Acknowledged long ago by Jensen 1923: 96 and Greenberg 1961:281.
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implication of the metaphor is that anyone with all their sensory and mental faculties intact
would realize that poetry must be of “appropriate” thought and expression. With the harsh
exclusionary tactic and the underlying ethical and cultural implication of “appropriateness,”

Philodemus constructs an intellectually and morally authoritative image.

Philodemus addresses literary critical ideas such as poetic arrangement,
interconnectedness of form and content, and morality by picking apart the ideas of other critics,
and, in doing so, fashions his self-image through criticism of the “other” (critic)’s ideas on these
topics. It is not a huge leap to equate Philodemus’ criticism of another critic with Chapter 2°s
narrators criticizing other people for their erotic proclivities. Less obvious perhaps is the
similarity between the criticism of text and ideas and the narrators from Chapter 2’s criticism of
bodies. The reason for the similarity should be clear by now: the discourses of evaluation in the
fields of the erotic and the aesthetic are continuous, with many terms passing to and fro between;
an overt critic of a love-object may learn from, but also instruct, an overt critic of a text. Both, in

turn, might learn from the criticism to which I will now turn: “covert criticism” of literature.

Image-Crafting in Covert Criticism

Despite the loss of many important texts from this period, it has becoming increasingly
possible, thanks to new discoveries, to trace the critical trends of the Hellenistic period from
overtly critical works; however, literary and poetic texts can similarly provide evidence of what

'82 In the Hellenistic period and

ancient audiences, theorists, and authors valued in literature.
beyond there is a remarkable overlap between poetry and the language of ancient criticism that

this section will address.

182 New editions of texts (such as Janko 2000 and Mangoni 1993 on Philodemus) have made the study of “overt”

criticism easier.
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The word “covert” could imply that someone (e.g., the author) is actively attempting to
conceal an activity (e.g., literary criticism). While I do think that in many cases authors try to
express literary criticism through their works of literature, I intend for this analysis to include
criticism that happens covertly even to the authors themselves. With that said, I acknowledge the
complete unknowability of authorial intent. By “covert” what I really mean is the way in which
criticism operates in texts when it is not the generic or expressed purpose of the text (such as a
poem or a play). In other words, by overt criticism I refer to criticism that is expected by readers
owing to the conventions an author follows, and by covert criticism I refer to critical evaluation
that makes its way into texts whose conventions do not lead readers to expect or look for it. As a
consequence, the intentions and awareness of the author are not relevant to my claims; what
matters is what a text announces either explicitly or in the conventions it follows. However,
image-crafting will change depending on whether criticism is overt or covert: in writing that
announces itself as chiefly critical in aim, the entire bid for status will depend on the distinctions
and rhetoric of evaluation; writing that announces itself as something other than critical (as
mimetic, expressive, or didactic, or whatever combination of modes) exists almost always in
actual literary practice. Readers of covert criticism will not only judge evaluative claims on their
own merits, but also as they exist in relation to other claims and in their setting within works as a
whole.

A further difference lies in the ways overt and covert criticism handle the terms of
evaluative discourse: in overt criticism, we find energy devoted to theoretically delineating,
defining, and distinguishing terms prior to application, whereas in covert criticism, evaluative
terms are fleshed out, distinguished from one another, and oriented in the practical evaluation of

particular instances. Often, in covert criticism, key terms are allowed to (or made to) remain
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suggestively open as they are not, usually, in overt. While respecting these differences between
overt and covert criticism, in what follows I demonstrate that image-crafting is present in both,
dependent on a shared evaluative discourse that draws from a common store of rhetorical moves
and terminology. At the same time, I will argue that covert criticism is shaped not only by
evaluative rhetoric and critical terms but by genre. Set within literary works whose generic
conventions do not announce critical intentions, the nature of those conventions will set distinct
limits on and create distinct possibilities for critical discourse.

To initiate my discussion of covert criticism, I start with what seems like the least covert
of my examples. The Alexandra is the only extant piece attributed to Lycophron and a rare
example of surviving tragedy from the Hellenistic period.'® In the play, a messenger relays
Cassandra’s nearly incomprehensible prophecies, full of obscure mythology, that tell the fate of
Troy and the future of Greek and Trojan heroes. The play is full of hapax legomena, uncommon
words, complex syntax, and unusual allusions, making it extremely difficult to read and
understand. Given the play’s difficulty and Alexandrian provenance, this work seems to be more
a showpiece of literary prowess than a performable and plot driven play.'®

The entirety of the play seems to enact the binary of the literary critical notion of form
and content; the erudite and highly crafted form of the text makes it difficult to access the
content."® Hence what would be discursively elaborated on in overt criticism is dramatized in

this instance of covert criticism. The dynamic between form and content mirrors the dynamic of

authority in the play; while Cassandra’s words are infallible, the complexity of the speech’s

'8 Some scholars have questioned the attribution to Lycophron, e.g. Hurst 1976 and West 1983, 1984. Some
propose an alternative second century dating, e.g Gigante Lanzara 2000; Stirpe 2002.

'8 West 2000: 155. Cameron 1995: 81 suggests the possibility that at least sections were read aloud to an elite,
private audience. See Sharrock 2009 for reading as a performance in and of itself.

'%5 The connection between critical discourse about form and content and ethics was perhaps initiated by Plato. In
the Republic, the Gorgias, and the lon, Plato expresses anxiety about the ethical implications of poetry that is all
form and no content. Grube characterizes Plato as the first “to develop a theory of literature and its place in society”
1965: 45.
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content problematizes the messenger’s assertion of its veracity (1, 1471). Lycophron presents a
first-person messenger in the opening 15 lines, a brief section when the messenger is not directly
quoting Cassandra, who explains the drama’s expository material to the d¢omota, the internal
addressee:

A£€E® TO TAVTA VTPEKDG, & ' IGTOPETC,
apyic an’ dxpoag: fv 6& unkvvoi Adyog,
oLYYvmbOt, 6éomotT’ - 0V Yap jovyog KOPT
g\voe ypnopdv, og mpiv, aidoAov oToOpHA-
AL dometov y€aca oyt fonv
daevnedaymv eoifalev €k Aapdv Oma,
ZPryydg KeEAOVAG YNPLV EKULLOVIEVT.
TV doca Buud Kol S pviung &y,
KAo1g &v, OVOE, Kavamepmdlmv Qpevi
TUKVT] 010{yVEL OLGPATOVS AiVIYUAT®OV
oipag ToAicomv, frep edpadNG Tpifog
OpOf KehevB® Tav oKOTO TOdNYETET.
Eym o' dxpav ParPida unpivlov oydoag
dveyu AoE@V £g deEGO0VG EMMV,
TPOTNV Apa&ag vhooav, ¢ TTnvog dpopevs. (1-15)

I will tell everything truthfully that you ask,

From the very beginning, and if the story is long,

Forgive me, master. For not quietly as of old did the maiden
Loosen the varied voice of her oracles,

but pouring forth a mixed up cry,

she prophesied unending words from her bay-chewing mouth,
imitating the speech of the dark Sphinx.

Of those things in heart and memory I hold,

Listen, king, and pondering with wise mind,

Winding, pursue the obscure paths of her riddles,

whereso a clear track guides by a straight way through what is obscure.
And I, cutting the bounding thread,

will trace her paths of devious speech,

striking the starting-point like winged runner.

The messenger raises many literary critical issues in these opening lines with his introduction
and evaluation of Cassandra’s words and, in doing so, fashions a self-image. Perhaps the most
obvious critical issue is the speaker’s reference to a feature of the Hellenistic aesthetic. When he

beseeches the despota to forgive him if the story is long, he suggests awareness of cultural
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preference for shorter poetry (cf. Callimachus’ Aetia 1. 21-28). The narrator presents his
awareness of the more favorable shorter poetic form by distancing himself from it and
associating himself with the Hellenistic aesthetic; he apologizes for the length of the tale and
places the responsibility for it on Cassandra and her unending words (&onetov). The narrator
claims he is imitating Cassandra, who is herself, in turn, imitating (éxpipovpévn) the Sphinx.

The concept of mimesis concerns the nature of the relation between a poet and his subject
matter. For Plato, the ethical implications of mimesis lie in fact that style is an expression of
character (Republic 400d6-7) and mimesis is the adoption of the style of another person. As the
Republic establishes, the unjust person does not know his proper place in the community. The
inspired person and the poet who engages in mimetic narrative impersonate and perform the
words of someone other than him- or herself, becoming another person in speech or appearance.
This, then, suggests that mimetic recitation of poetry has ethical implications in that one speaker
could present multiple discourses, identities, and characters.'®® Mimesis is also a way that the
narrator raises the issue of poetic authority, already questionable because of Cassandra’s
paradoxical condition in which her words are divinely sanctioned but believed by no one. When
the messenger states in the first line that he will speak truthfully (vntpexdg) about the words of
someone assumed to be lying, he paradoxically (just like Cassandra) becomes less believable.
We can see a term defined and debated in overt criticism subsumed into the dramatic architecture
of the play.

Working from Plato’s distinction between “mimetic” and “non-mimetic” poetry in book

three of the Republic,'®” Aristotle’s Poetics proposes that the differences in poetic genres lie not

'% For documentation and discussion see Ferrari 1989 and Naddaff 2002, especially 145.

87 Rep 3.392¢-398b.
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with meter but rather in the medium of imitation (1447b),"*®

specifically whether poets represent
men as either better or worse than in real life or worse. The play and the above passage are
further connected with the literary-ethical aspects of mimesis in that the genre in the Alexandra is

189 1t seems that

questionable and that the Callimachean aesthetic aims favor much shorter poetry.
the narrator, by constructing for the audience an unstable self-image, positions himself within a

complex mimetic matrix of ethics and literary aesthetics, character and identity, better or worse,
and form and content.

In addition to image-crafting by maneuvering within the binary of form and content, the
narrator also constructs an authoritative image through metapoetics; here too the critical
awareness is covert, since the reflection on literature must be teased out from the text by
interpretation. The messenger guarantees the despota that he will trace the path through the
complex tale. Traveling, journeys, and paths are strong meta-literary images, especially in the
Hellenistic period. Most famous is Callimachus Aetia 1. 21-28, discussed in Chapter 2, but
another example occurs in Apollonius’ Argonautica in which the entirety of Jason’s journey can

190 In another

be read as retracing the steps of the Odyssey and reinventing the genre of epic.
innovative epic form, Lucretius’ de Rerum Natura make numerous references to following the
path of Epicurus in the proems. When the narrator does it here in the A/exandra, he not only
consolidates his authority as the intellectual and literary “leader” of the despota, who is himself a
political leader, but also suggests (based on the examples of Callimachus and Apollonius) that he
is the founder of a new genre. The narrator builds intellectual authority when he states that he

will “cut the bounding thread” and “trace the path of her devious speech.” He also warns the

despota and, simultaneously, the external reader, that in order to make sense of Cassandra’s

'8 e. See Gale 1994, 100 for a more detailed explanation of ancient take on genre.
"% See Fowler 1989 for discussion for the Hellenistic aesthetic.
"0 For Homer in Apollonius generally see Knight 1995.
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riddles, he will need to ponder with a wise mind. This suggests that the narrator, himself, has a

wise, perhaps even wiser, mind for being the one to relay Cassandra’s prophesies.

Since opening lines of a work are in a powerful and marked position and thus likely to be
programmatic in some capacity, let us return to the first line and the narrator’s claim to speak
everything “truthfully” (vntpekdc) and from the very beginning (dpyiic dn’ édxpag). The latter
statement is reminiscent of the Aristolean literary-critical concept of organic unity; in the
Poetics, Aristotle argues that a work should have a beginning, middle, and end (1450b20fY).
Thus, by claiming that he is starting from the beginning, the narrator aligns himself with the
Aristotelean thought: dpyn 8¢ éotv 6 avTO PEV PNy €€ avaykmng pet’ dAlo éotiv, pet' €xeivo 6’
grepov mépukev etvon §| yiveoOaur- (“The beginning, while not necessarily following something
else, is, by definition, followed by something else,”1450b27-28). Further, Aristotle’s definition
of “beauty” is entrenched in the proper use of the three parts of plot, namely that they are of the
appropriate size and order. He states: “Beauty is a matter of size and order” (10 yap kalov €v
peyébe ko taéet éotiv, 1450b36)."! Thus, the narrator’s metapoetic claim that he will start from
the beginning (metapoetic because he states this at the beginning of play itself) indicates his

compliance or ostensible compliance with Aristotelean “good” and “beautiful” literature.

The narrator’s claim to truth also situates him in a literary-critical tradition that stretches
from Homer to well beyond the Hellenistic period: for example, the aforementioned Archaic

poets Xenophanes and Heraclites criticize Homer for telling lies about the gods; in the

11t is worth noting that this concept of beauty is applicable to human bodies as well as literature and plot structure,

as Chapter 2 demonstrated. Aristotle himself cites the example of a “living thing” as an example of this: €11 9' £mel
70 KoAOV kal {Pov Kol dmav mpdypa 0 cuVESTNKEY €K TIV@®V 00 povov Todta TeTaypuéva Oel Exetv aAla kol péyedog
VIapyew un to toxdv- (Still, in the things that are beautiful, whether it is a living creature or whether it is a thing
made up of parts, it is necessary that these parts be arranged in orderly fashion and that they have a magnitude
appropriate to its identity.”) 1450b34-36.
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programmatic poetic inspiration scene in Hesiod’s Theogony, the Muses speak to the narrator on
Mt. Helicon and say, iSpev yeddea moAld Aéystv dtopotsty Opoia, / dpev 8, evt’ 06 mpev,
aAnBéa ynpvoacHot (“We know how to speak many false things as if they were true, but we
know, when we wish, to speak truthfully,” 27-28); the Homeric narrator makes a similar claim
about the way Odysseus speaks in Odyssey 19, icke yeddea moALd Aéywv Etvpototy opoia (“he
said many things as if they were true,” 203).'"* Situated within this tradition, then, the narrator
subtly refers to his own Hesiodic moment of poetic inspiration and, in turn, hearkens to all that

Plato and Aristotle had to say about it.

The categories of truth and falsehood, as they pertain to works of literature, are put under
intense pressure by Lucian (c. 120-180 CE) in his satiric science-fiction prose narrative, True
History. In a work that departs from conventional commitments to genre and mimetic fidelity,
he begins with a virtuoso discussion of truth and falsehood, demonstrating mastery over the
critical terms by manipulating them with ease. After stating that the minds of serious readers
need rest just like the bodies of serious athletes, he proclaims that he will tell a story of lies as a
humorous reprieve for his readers from “serious” works. He explains how many authors,

including Ctesias and lambulus, tell lies and says:

T00TOIG OVV EVTVYQV Bmacty, Tod yedoacsHol Hev od cpoddpa Todg avSpag Spepyauny,
Op@®V 10N obhvnBec Ov T0DTO Kol TOIG PIAOGOPETV VTIGYVOLUEVOLS: EKETVO O QVTDV
g0avpoca, gl Evoplov Ancety ovk dAnOT cvyypdpovtes. d16mep Kol v TOG VIO
Kevodo&iog dmolmeiv T1 6movddcac Toig ned' fudc, tvo pfy povog duotpog ® Tiig &v Td
HvBoroyeiv levdepiag, dmel pndev dAn0ic ioTopsiv lyov — 00SEY yap énemdviety
a&1oAoyov — Eml 10 YedO0g ETPATOUNV TOAD TOV GAA®V EDYVOUOVESTEPOV: KAV EV Yap ON
10070 AANBevow Aéywv Ot wevdouat. (1.4)

On reading these authors, I did not find much fault with them for their lying, seeing that
this was already a common habit even among men who profess philosophy. I did wonder,
though, that they thought that they could write untruths and get away with it. Therefore, I
myself, because my vanity, was eager to hand something down to posterity, that I might

12 See Clay 2003 for truth and falsehood in Hesiod and Pratt 1993 for lying in Homer.
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not be the only one excluded from the privileges of poetic license, and as I had nothing

true to tell, not having had any adventures of significance I look to lying. But my lying is

far more honest than theirs, for though I tell the truth in nothing else, I shall at least be

truthful in saying I’'m a liar.
This passage may seem as if it does not belong in a section on “covert” criticism since the
preface of this work is its own miniature work of criticism in its judgment of previous authors;
however, being a work of satire, it may be more “covert” than it seems. The narrator indicates
how well read he is by his proclaimed ability to know what a “common” habit is among
philosophers and authors. This knowledge informs his judgments of the authors—because
falsehoods are so common, he knows better than to criticize other authors for that alone. This
image-crafting technique of subtly stating one’s breadth of knowledge, now familiar, contributes
to Lucian’s authoritative voice.

In addition to the discussion of truth and falsehood, Lucian also situates himself within
another literary tradition when he states he wants to pass something down to posterity. Perhaps
the most notable example of this is from a previous “true” history—Herodotus similarly wants to
record history so that “the things done by men will not be forgotten in time” (¢ pnte Ta
yevopeva €& avBpanwv 1@ xpove E&itnia yévntat, 1.1). In contrast to Herodotus, Lucian does
not have any lofty aims for his writing, but states that his desire to write this history stems from
“his own vanity,” subtly poking fun at authors who claim otherwise by giving an “honest”
portrayal of his motivations. In the last sentence of the passage above, Lucian sets himself in
opposition to other authors by stating that his work is an improvement over previous authors in
its truthfulness in admitting that it’s false. The “covert” criticism of this passage lies in this
statement; the humor in Lucian’s claim to be better than other authors suggests that Lucian is

poking fun at/criticizing authors who say they are better (and mean it). Georgiadou and Larmour

argue that the True History is a parody not just of other storytellers, but also of philosophers;



106

they suggest that the “voyage” is an allegory for the search for philosophical truth and the
strange peoples encountered on the journey represent various philosophical schools of thought.'”?
Ultimately, they conclude that Lucian does not parody just one philosopher or one philosophical
school, but rather the entire existence of philosophers and their interactions with one another.'** I
would add that in the passage in question, Lucian also parodies the way in which philosophers,
critics, and storytellers present themselves and construct their narrative voices; by satirically
crafting his own image, Lucian targets literary image-crafting itself.'”> He covertly criticizes the
aims of overt criticism, and in so doing, ironically furthers his own critical authority.

The meta-criticism and meta-image-crafting displayed in Lucian’s preface to the 7True
Histories is present also in the pastoral tradition. In pastoral the challenges to truth and
falsehood, mimesis, and the relation of narrator to imagined world are the obverse of those faced
by Lucian: the landscape of the world in the pastorals is familiar rather than other-worldly, the
experiences and characters rustic and low, and local and provincial, rather than sophisticated and
cosmopolitan (or cosmological). I will look here at several passages from Pseudo-Moschus’
Lament for Bion to demonstrate the way in which critical ideas emerge in pastoral poetry and
narrative image-crafting. The Lament for Bion, previously attributed to Moschus but now widely
thought to be the work of unknown pupil of Bion, seems to be post-Theocritean with the author’s
dates being c. 100 BCE.'”® While the themes, structure, and language of the poem suggest that

Bion’s Lament for Adonis and Theocritus’ Idyll 1 were influential, I will look at the passages

from this work mostly for their own sake.'”’ The narrator of this poem only reminds the audience

193 Plato uses the motif of the sea voyage in this way in the Myth of Er at the end of the Republic 614b-621d, cf.

Phaed. 80c-82c.

1% Georgiadou and Larmour 1998.

195 Qatire is a form of covert criticism in its indirectness, and, in this case, Lucian’s target seems to be other authors.
"% See Fantuzzi 1985: 139-146 for the dates of Bion.

"7 Fantuzzi 1985: 139. For discussion of this poem’s place in the pastoral tradition see Halperin 1983 passim, and
Gutzwiller 1991: 178.
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of his existence a few times throughout the poem, (that is to say, the narrator only says “I” a few
times) marking them as important moments for literary image-crafting.'”® The singer calls upon
the Muses in a refrain to begin the dirge, and accounts for plants, animals, and gods that mourn
for the singer. He interrupts this catalogue of sorts and says:

tic moTE 6@ SVPIYYL pEMEETO @ TPUTOONTE;

Tig 0 émi 00ig kaAdapolg Onoet otopa; Tig Opacvg oVTMG;

gloétt yop mveisl té 60 yeidea koi 1O 6OV AcOpa,

ayd O €v dovakeaot Tedg £Tt fOCKET ALO1OAG.

[Movi pépm O péMopa; Tay av Kol Keivog Epeicat

10 oTOUa dglpaivol, pn devtepa oelo pépntat.(53-57)

Who will make music upon your pipe, O thrice-desired?

Who will place lips upon your reeds?

Who will be so bold, for your lips and your breath live yet,

And the sound of your song is pasturing still in those stalks.

Shall I give your pipe to Pan? Perhaps even he will fear to press

His lips to it lest he come in second place after you.
The narrator asks rhetorical questions about who will play Bion’s pipe now that he is gone and
then proposes a potential solution: “Shall 7 give your pipe to Pan?”” Bequeathing a pipe to Pan at
the moment of death has a literary precedent: in Theocritus’ Idyll 1, Thyrsis relays the song of
Daphnis, who gives his pipe to Pan: &v0’, avaé, kol tévde pépev maktoio perimvovv /8k knpé
ovpryya kalov mepi yeihog EAktdy (“Come, Master, and take this pretty pipe, this honey-
breathed pipe of beeswax wrought around lips to fit, 178-79). What makes this part unique is the
sudden entrance of the narrative-ego and the way in which the narrator inserts himself into the
pastoral world. In this world, the narrator is a mediator of a sort of gift-exchange, and in a
position of judge or critic of pipe-playing. Prizes are often awarded to herdsmen who win song-

contests (cf. the cup promised to Thyrsis also in Theocrtius’ /dyl/ 1), and the narrator’s offer to

be the judge suggests his authority in praising Bion in the first place. His position as judge is

' The only other emergence of the narrative “I” is at the end of the poem when as the narrator describes his own

feelings about Bion’s death and his desire to go to Tartarus to see Bion and hear him sing again (114-26).
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reinforced by his speculation that Pan may not want to play lest he come in second place
(0evtepa); the business of placing first or second in a contest confirms that there must be a
person or a group who determines which is which; the narrator here has made it clear he is a

worthy and available critic.

Immediately after the discussion of the fate of Bion’s pipe, the narrator returns to the

catalogue of people mourning Bion’s death. Next on the list is a familiar pastoral figure:

Khadetl kal Taddteio 10 6Ov péhog, Gv moK Etepmec

élopévav petd ogio mop aiovesot Bordocag.

oV yap ioov Kokhom pelicdeo: tOv pev Epevyev

a kodd Fordteta, og & adov ERAemev GALOGC.

Kol VOV Aacapévo Td KOPatog v yapdolow

&Cet épnuaioict, Poag & &1t o€lo vopevel.58-63

Galatea laments your song. You once delighted

Her when she sat with you upon the shore of the sea.

You didn’t sing like the Cyclops. Lovely Galatea rejected him, but

You she looked upon more sweetly than upon the sea.

Now she’s forgotten the wave and sits on the lonely sand

And pastures your cows still.
Recall the discussion of Theocritus’ Idyll 11 in Chapter 2: Polyphemus sings a song attempting
to entice Galatea out of the sea by constructing an image of himself that is worthy of her
affections. Partly because of the impassibility of the barrier between land and sea, his memories
and descriptions of her seem a contrived representation of her. The story in the Lament, however,
is different. The narrator suggests that Bion’s song was so amazing, Galatea actually did leave
the ocean and join him on the shore. But Galatea did not join Bion only once; rather she seems to
have left the sea permanently and even taken over Bion’s herding duties in his absence. Just in
case there was any confusion about which Galatea this is, the narrator makes sure to inform us

that the Cyclops was never able to accomplish this, alluding to Theocritus’ Idyl/ 11 and 6. In this

passage, Galatea is simultaneously a symbolic literary judge and a symbolic prize. In the pseudo-
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agon between Bion and Polyphemus, Galatea has heard both songs and awarded herself to the
winner. The narrator thus becomes conflated with Galatea; he is actually the one making the
comparison between the Cyclops’ singing and Bion’s—he states outright that Bion did not sing
like (the sub-par way) the Cyclops’ did—and he awards Bion the prize of himself or, at least, his
song. The narrator crafts his image as a worthy judge and a worthy prize by performing covert
criticism in his comparison of the quality of songs.

Idle hours of herding and sheep-guarding allow for the convincing fiction that pastoral
characters have little to do except craft poems, sing songs, whittle, and barter; in pastoral, the
basic forms of capital, symbolic, cultural, and economic, can be represented in their simplest
forms, criticized, and exchanged for one another. As a consquence, pastoral is a rich place for
poetic images and meta-criticism.'”” Even where criticism in pastoral takes overt form in the
mouths of shepherds and narrators in the scenes, it is nonetheless covert in the literature in so far
as it is subservient to a larger design that is not explicitly oriented towards critical ends. The
criticism in a pastoral work looks always to the structure of the work itself, as well as to its
purported object in the pastoral world.

The pastoral landscape literally and figuratively recurs in second-century Greek novels,
most notably Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe. The novel takes place on the island of Lesbos and
tells the love story of Daphnis and Chloe, whose true identities are unknown until the end of the
story. Eros commands them, as adolescents, to tend his flocks and they spend their time playing
pipes, making cages for grasshoppers, picking flowers, and weaving garlands, all of which are
meta-literary images from Theocritus and the pastoral genre.*”’ After Chloe sees Daphnis nude,

and Daphnis wins a contest in which the prize is a kiss from Chloe, they begin to learn about

19 See Halperin 1983 for meta-poetics in pastoral poetry.
2 The genre of Daphnis and Chloe is well documented. See especially Hunter 1983: 59-83, Zeitlin 1990: 421-30,
and Pattoni 2004.
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love. The narrator tells us in the preface that the story is an interpretation of a beautiful painting
he saw in a grove, making the entire story ekphrastic. This is the only interjection of the narrator
in the novel as he does not close the frame at the end of the story. The novel begins:

'Ev AéoBm Onpdv &v dhcel Nopedv 0dapa £100v KGAMGTOV GV E1d0V- Eikdva YpomTiy,
iotopiav Epmtog. Kaddov pév kai 10 dAcog, moAvdevopov, avinpodv, Katdpputov: pio Tnyn
ndvta ETpeee, Kol o dvOn Kol Td dEvopa: GAL' 1] YpaET) TEPTVOTEPD Kol TEXVNV EXOVoa
TEPLTTNV KO TOYNV EPOTIKNV: BOTE TOALOL Kol TV EEVAOV KaTd MUV fEcay, TOV PeV
Nopedv ikétat, ¢ 8¢ elkdvog Beatad.

[ToAAd GAA0 Kol ThvTo EpmTIKA id0vTa pe kol Bavpdoavto T60og Eoyev Avitypdyor i
YPaef- kol avalntnoduevog EEnyntnyv g eikévog téttapag Piprovg éEemovnoduny,
avénua pév "Epmtt kai Nopeaig kai [ovi, ktijpa 8¢ tepmvov nacty avOpmmolg, O Koi
vocodvta idceTat, kol AvTodeEVoV TapapvdnceTal, TOV EpachEvia AVaUVAGEL TOV OVK
gpacévia mpomadevaoet. [Idvtmg yap ovdeig Epwta Epuyev 1 pevéetar, péxpic dv KAAAOG
7 kai 0@Oaipoi PAénmoty. Huiv §' 6 B¢ mapdoyol co@povodot Té TV SAA®mV YpaQeLy.

On Lesbos, while hunting, in a grove of the Nymphs, I saw the most beautiful sight I
have ever seen, a depiction of an image, a history of love. The grove was beautiful too,
thick with trees, brilliant with flowers, irrigated by running water; a single spring
sustained everything, flowers and trees alike. But the picture was more delightful still,
combining outstanding technique with amorous adventure, so that many people,
including visitors, drawn by its renown, came to pray to the Nymphs and look at the
image.

I looked and I wondered, and a desire seized me to respond to the painting in writing. I
found someone to interpret the picture, and have labored hard to create four books, an
offering to Love, the Nymphs and Pan, a possession to delight all mankind, which will
heal the sick and comfort the distressed, stir the memory of those who have been in love,
and give preparatory instruction to those who have not. For certainly no one has ever
escaped Love, nor shall ever, so long as beauty exists and eyes can see. For ourselves,
may the god grant us to remain chaste in writing the story of others.

That a painting is the inspiration for a story about love suggests the degree to which the

discourses of love and art are interconnected; on this topic Zeitlan suggests “the text brings to the

fore those traditional associations of pleasure and persuasive charm (terpis, thelxis, peitho) that

from Homer on through the genre of romance unite erotic and aesthetic concerns about the

seductive nature and emotional effects of the beautiful (o0 kalon) upon the beholder (and listener
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. 201
or perceiver).”

In this passage art and text are indeed conflated. Whitmarsh observes that the
Greek word, graphe, which the narrator uses when he states he desires to “respond to the
painting in writing” (160og &oyev dvtiypayar T Ypoet)), plays on this conflation since the word

»292 Whitmarsh elaborates, stating that the narrator

can mean both “painting” and “written text.
also presents painting and writing as different; the word dvtrypdyarn (which I translated as
“respond t0”) can also connote an exchange or competition, thus calling out the distinct identities

of each form of media.*

When the narrator conflates the two media, all the aesthetic praise he
bestows upon the painting is subsequently bestowed upon his own narrative. When the narrator
draws a distinction, he stages a contest of sorts in which he has the opportunity to surpass the
painting aesthetically through words. The narrator’s ability to respond in speech at all contributes
to his image-crafting and social and cultural positioning. Lucian (De dom. 2) states that the
difference between an ordinary person and an educated person is that former stands amazed in

h.?** Not only does the narrator present

stunned silence while the latter can respond with speec
himself as educated, then, but also presents himself as an elite in that the ability to speak is
associated with elite behavior in imperial Greek literature.””” Instead of being disempowered by
his wonder for the painting (an effect of art descripted by Longinus in On the Sublime 1.4) and
standing passively silent, the narrator actively emulates and responds to the text. Arguing about
this passage what I have argued about others, Whitmarsh observes that the narrator’s written

response to the painting is a power play of sorts with consequences for the narrator’s social

positioning: the narrator displays his intellectual and social power over his source material (the

201 Zeitlin 1990: 419.

22 Whitmarsh 2011: 94.

** Whitmash 2011: 94.

294 «“Byt when a man of culture beholds beautiful things, he will not be content. .. to harvest their charm with his eyes
alone, and will not endure to be a silent spectator of their beauty; he will do all he can to linger there and make some
return for the spectacle in speech.” Zeitlin 1990: 432-33 n. 47.

293 Whitmarsh 2011: 95. See also Schmitz 1997: 91-8 for how speech is associated with the elite in imperial Greek
literature.
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painting), suggests his elite position by stating that he was hunting (an activity of the wealthy),
and demarcates the cultural gap between himself and the rustic, uneducated subjects of the
narrative.*%°

Zeitlin notes that in Second Sophistic rhetoric, authors of ekphrases have two different
aims: “the first is mimetic—to compete with the power of pictorial images through verbal means,
while the second is didactic—to use description in order to make some moral (or aesthetic)
point.”**” The narrator presents both of these as his objectives outright while simultaneously
presenting himself as accomplishing them. In regard to the mimetic, in his description of the
locus amoenus he not only imitates and surpasses the source material before him (the painting)
but also imitates his predecessors, Theocritus in particular. He surpasses Theocritus’ descriptions
of landscapes, however, in that his description extends for four books, through different seasons
and time, rather than standing in an isolated set of lines. In regard to the didactic, the narrator
states that he worked hard to write the books that give instruction in love for those who need it,
paralleling the internal narrative in which Daphnis and Chloe learn about love. The narrator also
constructs an instructive and authoritative tone when he states the story will be a delight, will
heal (as the Cyclops’ song was a pharmakon in Idyll 11), and will be instructive. This preface is
important for my argument; the narrator’s critical ideas about aesthetics of art and literature
presented through metapoetics, allusions to previous authors, and praise of the painting are
interconnected with his narrative image-crafting.

Literary-critical moments in Daphnis and Chloe extend beyond the preface into the
novel. Outside the opening passage, the passage most often cited for its relationship to literature

is the description of Lamon’s garden in Book 4 (2-3), another ekphrasis. The garden, which

206 Whitmarsh 2011: 96.
207 7eitlin 1990: 432.
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Lamon cultivates for no reason other than aesthetics — that is, for its own sake — is four meters
long and divided into four sections, which correspond to the four books of the work on a meta-
literary level %

The clearest precedent for this is in the Hellenistic period with Meleager’s garland. The
epigrammatist’s proem to his collection (4P 4.1) metaphorically identifies the forthcoming
collection of poems with a garland of flowers narrated as a Muse, and the last poem (4P 12.
257), narrated as a coronis, metaphorically “crowns” the end of the collection. There are two
additional poems in the collection that refer to the “weaving” of the garland—Meleager weaves
one for his girlfriend Zenophilia (5.144) and one for Heliodora (5.147).>” About Heliodora, he
writes:

[MAéE® Aevkdiov, TAEE® O amaAnv dpo pOPTOLS

vapkKiooov, TAEEm kal Ta YeADVTa Kpiva,

TAEE® Kol KpOKoV NOVV EMmAEE® & VaKvOov

TOPELPENY, TAEE® Kol PIAEPAGTA POOQ,

¢ v €l KPOTAPOIS pLupoPoctpuyov ‘HAodmpag

eOmAOKOpOV yoitnV AvOoPoAT] oTEPVOC.

I’ll weave in the white violet. I’ll weave in the tender

Narcissus with myrtle berries and leaves.

I’ll weave in the laughing lilies too and the sweet crocus,

And the purple hyacinth, and the rose, that lover

Of love, so that the wreath on Heliodora’s brow

Will scatter its buds on her lovely fragrant curls.

In the first line, the narrative “I”’ mentions white violets, the very flower with which the Muse
identifies Meleager’s poems in the proem (56). Gutzwiller observes that, while the Muse speaks

for Meleager as author and about him as an editor in the proem, he develops his own narrative

voice in the collection.*'® This poem about Heliodora is one of these instances of Meleager’s

2% Observed by Zeitlin 1990:451. See Rosenmeyer 1969 and Berg 1974 for text metapoetically connected to their
settings.

%% See Gutzwiller 1998: 276-322 for the structure of Meleager’s anthology and metapoetic signposting.

*1 Gutzwiller 1998: 280.
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more prominent narrative “l.” Here, Meleager’s “I” states for himself his ability to combine or
weave together a variety of different flowers, all different colors, with berries and leaves,
representing the cohesive variety of his collection of poems and his creativity. “Weaving” as a
meta-literary image of poetic production is an established literary trope; most notably Helen

weaves and lies in the Odyssey.”"!

Here, as the narrator explains his poetic process through a
metaphor, he conducts subtle literary criticism; beyond promoting his own abilities as a poet and
editor of a collection, Meleager indicates that his literary girlfriends are literary constructions. In
his poem about weaving for Zenophilia, Zenophilia herself actually is a rose in the garland. In
this epigram, Meleager states that a rose is a “lover of love” (piAépacta podda), directly
associating roses with the literary trope of love. Read together, then, Meleager reduces
Zenophila’s existence to a literary expression/representation of love. Heliodora’s presentation,
though, is a bit more complex. When the narrator states that the variegated wreath will scatter
many different buds on her brow, he suggests that she is more than one literary trope; instead of
being one bud on the garland, many buds/poetic tropes adorn her and/or construct her.*'?

The concision of epigram offers the opportunity for the most concentrated metapoetic
commentary, and because the moves of rhetoric in epigram must turn so rapidly, in so tight a
space, its criticism is most covert; within its confines, the terminology cannot be explicitly
argued over and distinctions between terms cannot be carefully spelled out. An epigram has few
opportunities for justifying its deployment of critical terms or evaluative discourse; the grounds

for accuracy and validity must often be left to suggestion. As we have seen with the poems of

Meleager and others from the Anthology in Chapter 2, towards the end of the fourth century and

*!! Circe weaves while Aeneas’ fleet passes her in the Aeneid; Arachne spins/weaves the tapestry in Ovid. The
Cyclops in Idyll 11 also weaves for Galatea. See Blondell 2013 for further discussion of Helen’s weaving in the
Odyssey.

*12 Meleager also borrowed from pastoral images for metapoetic/critical purposes. See 7.196 (quoted in the epigraph
at the beginning of the chapter)



115

the beginning of the third, poets composed epigrams not only for inscriptional purposes, but also
as vehicles for literary expression and as sort of playground for poetic personas. When epitaphs

1,213 1 addition to love

became imagined as literary constructions, so too did the narrative
poetry, epigrammatists played with the inscriptional origins of the epigrams in a few poems,

offering a different avenue for literary commentary and experimentation with narrative image-

crafting.

In the following epigram, by Leonidas, for example, the narrative “I” is the deceased
Alcander:
GpKel Hot yaing pkpn KOvIc, 1 08 mepioon
dAlov EmBAIPol TAOVOI0 KEKMUEVOV
OTNAN, TO OKANPOV vekp®dV Papoc. €1 pe Bovovta
yvooovt AAKavOop® todto Ti KaAltéhevg; (7.655)
I am happy with a bit of dust from the earth; let a costly
Ostentatious grave marker, a burdensome weight for corpses,
Crush some other man in his rest. What is it to Calliteles’ son,
Alcander, whether they know me, now that I’'m dead?
In this poem, the cultural commentary Alcander expresses with his last words also symbolically
comments on literature. Alcander is disparaging towards those who select expensive grave
markers because, once you are dead, he says, it matters little who knows your name. He presents
himself as humble person, satisfied with his station—he needs nothing more than a bit of dust for
a grave. While we may assume that Alcander is poor, he does not suggest any kind of
marginalizing oppression from his social station other than his general disparaging attitude.
Instead, those who feel the need and anxiety to purchase a costly and over-done tombstone are

the ones oppressed, “burdened by the weight” of such a marker. At first glance, Alcander

impresses his freedom on the readers. The humor of this poem, however, lies in its fictional

13 See Gutzwiller 1998 Chapter 3 for discussion of poetic persona in Hellenistic epigram.
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irony, which Gutzwiller states is “especially choice, for there the deceased names himself in a
poem that protests any need for the naming or for an inscribed context where the name may be

d.”*!* That is, while Alcander says he does not needs a tombstone, the only context that this

rea
thought could “really” exist is on the very grave marker he says he does not need. One step
further, though, reveals that the tombstone need not exist after all, since Alcander’s thoughts and
name are (fictionally) preserved with poetry. The narrator’s comments about ostentation of
others’ tombs transform, like genre of epigram itself, from the materiality of a physical
tombstone into the literary: a poem need not be ostentatious and full of “rich” flowery language
to achieve “real” immortality. The rhetorical question in the final line, then, also perhaps does
more than just indicate Alcander’s apathy about whether or not he is rememberd, but actually
engages a literary-critical question about poetic immortality. By Leonidas’ time authors stating
their desire for posthumous recognition of their poetry is an established literary tradition; already
in 6™ c. BCE the archaic lyric poet Theognis writes about his name as a sphragis or “seal” on his
verses lest they be forgotten.”'> Although Leonidas vis-a-vis Alcander suggests it does not matter
if anyone remembers him, he paradoxically states his own name, observing that perhaps authors
cannot help but be invested in their own fame.

Thus far, this section has addressed covert literary criticism in pastoral poetry, epigram,
the novel, satire, and drama, examining how this criticism informs narrative image-crafting and
vise versa. These same techniques also happen in Apollonius’ unique Hellenistic epic, the
Argonautica. Once again genre determines the shape and dynamic of covert criticism. We have

seen the clash of terms played out in drama, the self-conscious discursive mode of prose

** Gutzwiller 1998: 101.

1 Theognis 19-31: Kopve, copilopévor puév poi oppnyig émkeichm /10icd' Eneotv, Mjoet &' obmote Khentopeva,
/008¢ Tic BALAEEL KGK10V TOVGONOD TapedvTOC: / Bde 88 ThC TIC &pel: ‘@ehyvidoc éotiv &nm /1o Meyapéng: mévTog
8¢ xat' avOpdnovg dvopactos.’
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narrative, the meta-poetic fields of pastoral, and the inward turning rhetoric of epigram. In epic,
covert criticism passes through the inescapable shadow of Homer, with the narrator
metapoetically reflecting on himself as a an epic hero engaged in adapting and remodeling the
conventions established by Homer.

Like the Odyssey, Apollonius’ epic is a seafaring tale that tells the story of Jason’s
journey from Greece to Colchis to retrieve the golden fleece. Throughout the narrative,
Apollonius consistently reacts against and adapts the Homeric model paving his own
Alexandrian path. Barchiesi, in his article “The Future Reflective,” discusses this concept of
Homeric renovation, arguing that Apollonius reverses the direction of literary creation;
chronologically the story of the Argonauts is before Homer’s stories, but throughout the narrative
he alludes to a previous tradition.'® This gives the author the opportunity to explore characters
as they “become” who they are in the literary tradition. Apollonius’ portrait of Medea, for
example, lets us see her as a young girl in love before she is a dangerous witch in Euripides’
play, but still gives a depiction consistent with the woman who will eventually murder her own
children. Another example of the Argonautica’s interaction with Homer is when the Argonauts
select a leader in book 1 after the Argo has been fitted for journey; they select Heracles, but he
forfeits the command to Jason because he organized the quest. Gutzwiller calls Jason “a new
kind of hero for a new kind of world,” demonstrating how Jason differs from Homeric heroes—
he does not fight Homeric style battles, for example, and achieves his kleos through leadership
rather than physical strength. Eventually, Heracles disappears looking for Hylas, symbolizing
Apollonius’ separation from the Homeric model. The Argonauts, however, never stop looking

for Heracles, just as Apollonius never loses sight of Homer.

216 Barchiesi 1993.
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The point here is that the Argonautica as a whole is a highly self-conscious text that conducts
literary criticism by constantly interacting with Homer and other authors. There are several first-
person moments within the text that bring critical ideas to the fore, one of which is the invocation
to the Muse at the beginning of the fourth book:

AV VOV kdpatov ye Bed kai dOven KovLPNG

Ko)yidog &vvene Modoa, Adg tékog: 1 yop Euotye

apeacin voog &vdov Elicoetal, OppaivovTt

NE ToY' dtNg mHHo SLGIUEPOL 1| ULV EVICTI®

eOlov detceliny 7 kA ey E0vea Koywv. 4.1-5

Tell the suffering and artful plans of the

Colchian girl yourself, goddess Muse, child of Zeus.

For my mind reels within and I am speechless when

I wonder whether to call it lovesick anguish of madness

Or disgraceful flight by which she left the Colchian tribes.
This invocation is different from the first two invocations in book 1 and book 3. In book 1 the
narrator states that he will take his start from the Muse and in book 3 he asks Erato to stand
beside him. In this invocation, however, the narrator does not ask for assistance, but relinquishes
his narrative control entirely and grants it to the Muse. Hunter argues that this is a “retreat” from
the more modern confidence the narrator demonstrates in earlier invocations to the archaic
tradition.”'” Despite relying more heavily on the Muse in an Archaic manner, the narrator still
separates himself from previous tradition by displaying his struggles with the narrative. He
provides a picture of his mental effort over the composition of the poem when he describes his
mind winding (éAiooetar). The narrator presents himself as a self-aware poet, critical of his own
text and able to see his his own shortcomings. Under the guise of humility he displays by putting

the narrative in the hands of the gods, the narrative voice is more present than ever and demands

our attention.

" Hunter 1993: 105. See Chapter 5 generally for Hunter’s interpretation of the poet’s voice in the Argonautica

which he suggests is indebted, in particular, to Pindar.
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This description of the narrator’s winding mind is reminiscent of Medea’s mental turmoil and her
wavering between loyalty to Jason and her father that dominates Book 3. Just before she makes
her final decision, the narrator proffers a vivid description of her turmoil, comparing her
fluttering heart and vacillating mind to sunlight darting around on water (744-70). Medea then
gives her final anguished monologue at the end of which she decides to commit suicide. In a
manner similar to this striking psychologizing treatment of Medea, in the fourth book’s
invocation, the narrator similarly presents himself grappling with two different moral judgments
of Medea: should he label her behavior as lovesick madness or a disgraceful flight? The
narrator’s description of his wavering over how to portray Medea addresses the issue of poetic
inspiration. Athough he says he needs to rely more on the Muse to proceed, the narrator’s
similararity to Medea presents him as a real participant in the text, making decisions and guiding
the action just as Medea does. On the other hand, though, Medea’s behavior is ultimately the
result of interference from the gods, so perhaps the narrator suggests that he is handing the
narrative over to a god because he is ultimately subject to divine will. That he says he is “silent”
further suggests the latter point, as that often indicates passivity as discussed above. The poet,
then, while he deliberates over how to label Medea, also deliberates over the concept of poetic
inspiration.

Hunter observes that, in contrast to the /liad, Odyssey, and Aeneid, the Argonautica has
significantly fewer speeches.”'® In a rather un-Aristotelean approach (Aristotle states in the
Poetics that poetry is mimetic and, thus, the poet should speak as little as possible and let the

characters “speak for themselves,” 1460a5ff), the narrator emphasizes his own presence often

¥ Hunter 1993: 45% of the Iliad, 67% of the Odyssey, and 47% of the Aeneid are speeches in comparison to 29% of
the Argonautica.
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using indirect speech in lieu of direct speech.”'” One particularly relevant example of indirect
speech is the description of the song of Orpheus; it is not only demonstrative of the poet’s
narrative control but also of meta-critical image-crafting since it is about a poet. The first song of
Orpheus occurs in book 1 just after Jason settles a quarrel between Idmon and Idas. The narrator
presents the content entirely in indirect speech: “He sang how...” The narrator futher explains
that the song soothed everyone:

H, kai 6 p&v eoppyye ovv dpBpocin oxédev addiy-

101 8' dipotov A&avtog 1L TPovYOVTO KAPMNVA,

navteg OUMG Ophoioty En' oVaGLY NPEUEOVTESG

KNANOU®: 1010V optv évérhme BEAKTpov dowdf|g. (1.512-15)

He sang and stayed his lyre and his ambrosial voice,

But though he stopped, they all, insatiate, inclined

Their heads, quietly, to catch in listening ears

Enchantment still. Such charm of song he left in them.
Knox has suggested that Orpheus is such a phenomenal singer and poet that the narrator could

not possibly recreate such an ideal and thus presents the poem in indirect speech.**’

Hunter, on
the other hand, argues that, given the poet’s earlier identification with Orpheus in the
catalogue,”' and the way in which Orpheus’ second song (2.705-13) is similar to the song of
Demodocus (who is aligned with Homer) in Odyssey 8 (268-367), Apollonius here, too, aligns
himself with Orpheus.”** Hunter suggests that the form of the indirect speech when the poet
describes Orpheus’ song is not only a familiar didactic marker, but also “stresses the poet’s

control of Orpheus’ song: Orpheus can only utter through our poet.”**?

This passage—which
directly follows the indirect speech about the hymn—is a sort of critical response to the poem

that also works on a meta-literary level to characterize the Argonautica as a whole. The narrator

*!% Hunter 1993: 140ff.

9 Knox 1986: 12.

! Hunter 1993: 127 for how Orpheus is aligned with the narrator in the catalogue.
*22 Hunter 1993: 149.

2 Hunter 1993: 148. See Brown 1990: 316-20 for marks of didacticism.
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reports the reaction of the audience and sprinkes in his own positive evaluation of the song by
describing his voice as “ambrosial.” He tells us that the entire group responds in the same way—
they are all charmed and strain to hear more despite the fact that the song is over. This
description suggests that Orpheus has achieved the “visualization” and “inspiration” in his
audience described by Plato, Aristotle, and Longinus (9.6) as discussed above in the section on
“overt” criticism. [ mentioned earlier that in the Jon, Socrates states that poetic ability comes
from the Muse and resembles a chain of iron rings that extends from Muse to poet to audience. It
is worth taking a closer look at that passage now (535d-e):
Kai yop avtn 1) AlBog o0 pévov anTodg TovS SakTLAIOVG Ayl TOVG G1OMPODS, GAAL Kol
duvapuy €vtiinot toig SaktuAMol Mot av dHvacsOat TavTov TodTo TTolEly dmep 1) AlBog,
dAlovg dyetv daktuAiovg, Mot €viote OpraBOC HoKPOG TAVY G1dNPimV Kal SaKTUM®V &
aAMA@V fiptntal: maot 8¢ TovTolg €€ éketvng thg ABov 1 dvvapg aviptnrat. obTo o8 Kol
1N Mobdoa évBéoug pev Totel anti, o1 6& TdV EvBEmV TovTmV BAL®V £vBovctaldvtwv
Ooppafog E€aptatat.
For this stone not only attracts these iron rings, but also imparts to them a power whereby
they in turn are able to do the very same thing as the stone, and attract other rings; so that
sometimes there is formed quite a long chain of bits of iron and rings, suspended one
from another; and they all depend on that one stone for this power. In the same manner
also the Muse inspires men herself, and then by means of these inspired persons the
inspiration spreads to others, and holds them in a connected chain.
This chain of inspiration reflects what seems to be happening in Apollonius’ description of the
audience’s reaction to the song. The image of them “inclining their heads” (mpodyovto kapnva)
even after the music has ended indicates that some invisible force (similar to a magnet attracting
an iron ring) draws the listeners in and actually gets them to physically move. At the same time,
the Argonaticia draws up the next ring in the chain, the external audience who is likewise
enchanted.
Conclusion

This chapter began by investigating the early history of literary criticism in the writings

of Plato and Aristotle. In both, criticism proceeds from initial opposition between the social and
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the aesthetic (with the more abstract form-content division lying beneath). For Plato, the
oppositions are seemingly overcome by subordinating the aesthetic to the social. For Aristotle,
the opposition is softened so that the two domains are recognizably distinct, without being
opposed; I suggested that Aristotle’s account of the relation between the social and the aesthetic
might be set in harmony with Bourdieu’s. I then argued that Aristotle’s central procedure,
carefully distinguishing between key terms, is itself a hallmark of overt literary criticism of the
post-Classical world, and that for Aristotle and those critics, such distinctions are opportunities
for image-crafting. In so arguing, I made a distinction of my own, between overt and covert
criticism: though they can be distinguished from one another, I showed that both draw on
common terms and strategies of image-crafting, with covert criticism itself manifesting variously
depending on generic conventions.

I would like to end by returning to the beginning, to Plato, suggesting, without much
controversy, that his criticism is simultaneously overt as well as covert. In the form of dialogues,
characters, and in the evolving body of work, his critical statements are positioned both to
demand assent from a reader (when they are attributed to the more powerful or persuasive of two
speakers), and to invite suspicions of irony (the other speaker has been manipulated or
misunderstood; the literariness of the works suggests an implicit, ungraspable design). We do not
need to decide whether Plato’s image-crafting occurs by overt or covert criticism; instead, we
can see that he, perhaps alone, manages both at once, and in so doing he manages to do what he
does best: leads us to the limits of the grammar of thought. He makes us doubt the currency of
claims on which cultural capital is built. And, as a consequence, he establishes himself as an
arbiter over arbitration, crafting his image as an authority by pulling out the rug on which critical

authority must rest.
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Rather than double overt and covert criticism, the authors I consider in the next chapter
double down on their claims to cultural capital by simultaneously image-crafting in the fields of

aesthetic and the erotic.
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CHAPTER 4
IMAGE-CRAFTING THROUGH EVALUATION OF ART

“Absence persists--1 must endure it. Hence I will manipulate it.”--Roland Barthes, 4

Lover’s Discourse

Chapter 2 examined narrative evaluation of bodies and human love-objects, arguing that
the expressions of preference and judgment implicit in narratorial image-crafting positions
narrators within a cultural field. Chapter 3 argued that the discourse of judgment extends from
evaluation of love-objects and bodies to evaluation and criticism of literature: in both cases,
image-crafting achieves and is founded upon social positioning. The current chapter will bring
the findings of the earlier two chapters to bear on a central tradition of post-Classical literature:
poetry and texts that recount first-person descriptions and judgments of statues and visual
representations of the human form. As we would expect, the discourse of judgment of such
works of art and statuary is similar to the evaluation of works of literature examined in Chapter
3: the terms of appraisal are common to aesthetic and erotic experience. But statues and visual
representations of the human form provide the evaluative speaker an occasion to make
judgments in the aesthetic and erotic domains simultaneously, as he or she attends both to the
aesthetic form and to the body it represents.

In works of visual art and sculpture, the represented body is absent but implied by the
present object; as speakers cast judgments both on that present object and on the absent body it
records or traces, they face a distinct challenge, but also a distinctly rewarding opportunity for
making distinctions that might bring them cultural capital. As works of visual art are described in
both erotic and aesthetic terms, narratorial image-crafting both projects an image of a narrator’s

authority and status and also makes objects present for a reader, sometimes imbuing that
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aesthetic object with the properties of a love-object. As speakers exercise rhetorical control over
the sculpture or work of art, their image-crafting reaches beyond it, summoning also the image of
the absent eroticized body for a reader. The process of image-crafting is doubled as speakers
appeal to both aesthetic and erotic grounds for admiration and judgment; they show their mastery
in both fields at once, and in so doing, they establish their mastery in a third realm: ekphrasis.
This chapter, then, is about ekphrasis, arguing that it be understood as a practice by which
cultural capital is accrued for a speaker by a simultaneous judgment of the aesthetic and erotic
fields.*** Occasionally, of course, the balancing act may prove too much; virtuosity might fail
and a speaker might lose grasp of either the aesthetic or the erotic, losing a great deal of social
distinction as a result.

Before turning to instances of ekphrasis in its pure form, it is helpful to take an example
of first-person evaluation that illuminates the challenge of evaluating the present trace of an
absent object. The logic of such evaluation underlies all of the first-person engagements with
works of art that will be considered later in the chapter. Stepping back in order to step forward, I
consider one more instance of erotic poetry, which often examines the conditions of desire for
the ever-absent object by poetically conjuring the beloved. Oftentimes, in other words, a poet
expresses desire for the absent-beloved by figuring a mental image, a replication, or a poetically-
manufactured replacement for the missing original. Occasionally, the motif plays out when the
speaker is confronted not only with absence, but with a presence that recalls the shape or form of
the original.

In one of Meleager’s epigrams, a love-sick sailor finds himself on land after being saved

from shipwreck. Arriving on shore, the speaker immediately finds himself the victim of Eros

% For Hellenistic ekphrasis see Goldhill 1994.



126

who forces him to look at an attractive boy, and to follow him hopelessly, treading in his
footprints, grasping and kissing an image left in the air:
"QvBpomot, fubeite: 1OV €k TeAdygvg éml yoiov
dpti pe TpwTOéHTAOLY TYvog EPEBOUEVOV
Elxkel TS’ O Blonog "Epmg: Adya 8 ola Tpogaivey
TO00G AMACTPATTEL KAALOG £PAGTOV 1OETV.
Batvw 6’ Tyvog ém’ Tyvoc, &v aépt &’ 1100 TVTWOEY
g1doc apapmalmv yeileoty 1D EIAD.
Apé yE THY TPV TPOPLYAV B TOVAD Tt Ketvng
TKPOTEPOV YXEPS® KDL TEP® Kompidog; (12.84)

O men, come to my rescue. Violent Eros drags me here just finishing my voyage and
setting my foot on land. And, and as if shining forth a torch, turns me to look at the
beautiful loveliness of a boy. I walk, my footprint in his footprint, and grasping the sweet
image formed in the air, I kiss it sweetly with my lips. Escaping the bitter sea, do I cross on
land the wave of Cypris more bitter by far?

In the two couplets at the center of the epigram, as the speaker walks in the footprints of the
desired object and kisses his image left in the air, Meleager offers a paradigm for what it means
to recall a beloved body by means of a physical imprint or trace. As the speaker yearns for the
absent beloved by conjuring his image in the air, the poem self-consciously blurs the distinction
between the representation of the object and the object itself. The poem itself may be implicated
in the blurring: the poem is a representation of the absent first-person speaker, itself a footprint
on the page. But the relevant logic is played out within the poem’s representative space. As the
lover, in his desire for what is absent, fashions a representation of the beloved, the beloved object
is made subject to the imagined projections and representations of the lover’s desires and
distinctions.

The lover is, in effect, image-crafting, and as he does so he summons a picture of his

beloved that is akin to an aesthetic object. Meleager refers to the image left in the air as an
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“g180¢,” which Liddell and Scott define as “that which is seen, a form, shape, or ﬁgure.”225 This
is the only instance in the extant poems attributed to Meleager that this word appears, marking it
as a unique experience. There are, however, two instances of the word €{dwAa in the extant
corpus of Meleager, (one in poem 12.125 and one in 12.127). The only difference between the
two words according to Liddell and Scott is that “cidwia” encompasses the idea of a “phantom”
or an “image in the mind.””** Consistent with the definition provided by Liddell and Scott, in
both instances in Meleager the €idwAa refer to a dream image of the beloved. In poem 12.125 the
speaker describes how Eros brought “under his mantle” a dream about a boy (Hov ti pot dui
VUKTOG EVOTTVIOV APPa YEADVTOC/ OKTOKALOEKETOVS TAdOG ET° v YAapvdviyay’ "Epmg vrod
yAoivav). In the final couplet, Meleager advises his desperate soul to cease from being warmed
by the images of beauty (& SVvcepmc yoym, modoai mote koi 1 dveipmv/ gidmdAolg KEALELC KOPA
yAMovopévn). Meleager makes a point in this poem of noting the falsity of the image and
emphasizing the true absence of the real beloved: in line 4 he “gathers empty hopes™ (kevedg
EATidag €0pemdpav), in line 6 he calls the memory a “phantom” (pdopatog), and in the final
couplet he observes that the “warming” satisfaction he experiences is “in vain.” Similarly in
12.127, Meleager describes how, after seeing a boy walking on the road at noon, he is later
plagued during sleep with an €idwlov of the boy which he describes as toilsome.

Images of the beloved in dreams have a long literary tradition, symbolizing and “standing for”
the unattainable, absent object. Often there is little, if any, distinction made between dream
images and ghost images. In book 23 (62ff.) of the /liad, for example, the shade (yvyn|) of
Patroclus appears to Achilles while he is sleeping. Patroclus asks Achilles to bury their bones

together because the “souls, the images (eidwAa) of the dead, hold him at a distance” ({liad 23.

251 and S.
2261 and S.
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71-72). The word Meleager uses for dream images is the same word Homer uses for the dead
souls in the Underworld. When Achilles responds to Patroclus, his words and actions express his
desire to embrace him (/1. 23.97-98). Achilles then acts on his desire to embrace Patroclus as he
reaches for his shade in vain: &g dpa povicoc ®péEato yepoi piAnov/ ovd” Ehafe /“thus, having
spoken, he reached his hands out to his beloved, but could not seize him” (23.99-100).
Attempting to embrace ghosts is a familiar motif; in the same way, for instance, in Odyssey
11.204-22, Odysseus tries to embrace his mother’s ghost, but she slips through his hands. When
he asks her why he cannot touch her, she explains that the soul is like a dream-image (yoyn &'
Nut dvepog amontapévn mendtntar./“the soul just like a dream, flies about and flies away.”)
Similarly, in the /liad, Achilles contemplates the insubstantial nature of Patroclus’ image in line
104, when he says: nomot 1 pé ti éott kai eiv Aidao 6potot/ yoyn kol eidmAov, dtap epéveg
ovk vt mapmav (“Alas, even in the house of Hades there is something, a soul and an image, but
there is no substance in it at all.”

Although in Meleager 12.84 the image is (at least to some degree (but not actually))
substantial, the poet cultivates the connection to ghost/dream images with the word €idog, in that
it is closely related to the €idwAa he uses to talk about dreams. Meleager also promotes this
connection to ghost/dream images with undertones of sepulchral epigram. Gow and Page’s
commentary on this poem suggests that Meleager combines amatory epigram with “the type of
sepulchral epigram which describes the death on land of a sailor saved from shipwreck.”**’ For
example, a poem in the Anthology by Statyllius Flaccus describes a sailor who survives a
shipwreck only to be killed by a snake bite on land (4P 7. 290). Similarly, poem 7.289 by

Antipater concerns a shipwreck survivor who is killed by a wolf as soon as he steps on the shore.

27 Gow and Page 1965: 667.
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In this Meleager poem, instead of being attacked by an animal, the narrator is attacked by a
violent Eros.

In 12.84 Meleager emphasizes the relationship to sepulchral epigram with the first line of
the poem which reads, “Oh men, come to my rescue.” A second person address, such as this one,
evoking the idea of an implied reader or passerby is common in sepulchral epigram, and the
rhetorical question posed in the final couplet in 12.84 recalls the rhetorical question at the end of
Statyllius’ sepulchral epigram “Why did he struggle with the waves in vain, fleeing the fate due

on land??%

By combining elements of sepulchral epigram with this amatory poem, Meleager
further suggests that the image formed in the air is the motif of the unattainable dream/ghost
image.”*” As much as Meleager may associate the image with ghost/dream images, though, he
just as much disassociates it. For, unlike Achilles and Patroclus and the €idwia of 12.125 and
127, this image does have substance; it leaves footprints and is able to be kissed. Meleager thus
evokes the motif of an artistic, physical representation of the beloved as demonstrative of the
narrator’s desire.
In another of Meleager’s epigrams, 5.166, the narrator laments the desire for Heliodora that
is keeping him awake and he wonders if she, too, is tormented by desire for him:
@ NVE, ® @ihdypvmvog &poi oo HAodmpac,
Kol okoAM®V OpOpwv Kvicpata dakpuyopt,
apa pével otopyhc éud Aetyava, kai Tt eidnuo
pvnuocuvov yoypd 0dAnet’ €v sikaoiq;
apd y’ Exel ovyKoLTO TO SAKPLO KAUOV SVELPOV
yoyoamdnv otépvols Aueiparodoa QAET;
1 véog dAAog Epmc, vEa malyvia, unmote, AOyVve,

Tadt’ £610nc, €ing &’ Mg mapédwra POAAE.

O Night, O desire for Heliodora keeping me awake,

228 The rhetorical question could be another way in which Meleager explores the concept of “present absentness”

since a question desires a response knowing it will be unfulfilled.
**% This is not the only place Meleager combines sepulchral epigram with amatory. See also AP 12.74.
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O itching, welcoming tears of tortuous dawn,

is there any relic of her love for me remaining,

and does any kiss, as a remembrance, warm my cold picture?

Does she have tears as a bedmate? Does she, clasping to her breast,
kiss the deluding dream of me? Or is there a new lover,

a new plaything? O flame, may you never look upon

such a thing, and guard the one whom I entrust to you.

The poet hopes that, in his absence, Heliodora is kissing some unspecified thing “left behind”
(Aetyoava) and a “dream.” A note by Borthwick on this poem argues that what the narrator wants
her to be kissing is the gikaciq, or picture, next to her bed. He notes that it is “a common place of
love poetry...that such likenesses, from the ancient portrait to the modern photographs, may be

2911 addition to kissing a physical picture or likeness of him, Meleager

kissed in absentia.
wonders whether Heliodora kisses the dream image. Hence, he overlays the kissing of a physical
statue with the kissing of the intangible dream image. Similarly, in poem 12.84, Meleager
conflates the kissing of a dream/ghost image with the kissing of a physical likeness. This
physical and tangible quality of the image in 84 is expressed by the verb tvnw6ev in line 5,

21 Another

which means to “form, mold, or model” and often concerns the actual making of art.
example from the Anthology of physical likenesses of a beloved is a humorous epigram by Strato
in which he refers to kissing a wax sculpture he has at home (4P 12.183).

Meleager combines two motifs of love poetry that express desire for the absent object
through representation of some kind, namely dream/ghost images and more tangible likenesses,

such as a statue or a portrait. Although these representations serve to “make present” the absent

beloved, since they are expressions of the absence itself, ultimately they only pronounce that

29 Borthwick 1969. Other examples include Aeschylus, Agamemnon 416-419: Menelaus looks to the kolossi in his

palace to appease his longing for the departed Helen; Euripides’ Alcestis (Admetus proposes having a statue made
(348-54). Euripides Helen 31-36 (Paris embraces the simulacrum of Helen made by Hera).

! For statues and images as doubles in the Archaic and Classical period see Steiner 2002, particularly the first
chapter.
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absence further. Despite the fact that you can kiss a statue or likeness, there is a disjunction
between the model and the living object of desire—the model cannot kiss back or reciprocate
affection. However, the poem’s image-making depends upon a physical presence in the poem:
the footprints in which the speaker steps. The footprints provide a negative counterpart to the
image, since they are the physical reminder of an absence which is recovered by the projection of
that image in the air.

Oddly, the speaker does not just follow the trail of footsteps: he walks in them. One
explanation for this oddity may be found by a comparison with Philostratus’ Epistle 18,
addressed to a boy whose new sandals are pinching his feet. The letter aims to persuade the boy
to go barefoot and ends with a panegyric of naked feet. Hodkinson explains the foot-fetishism of
this epistle in a recent article. Although this is possibly the “first example we have in Western
erotic narrative of a foot-fetishist,” Hodkinson explains that feet are commonly considered
beautiful in ancient literature, and there is a general association with feet and the phallus in
Greek literature and otherwise. Because of these established erotic associations and because the
scene in Meleager 12.84 is charged with erotic desire, it is possible to read the narrator’s walking
in the footprints of his beloved as erotic enticement or even fulfillment of some kind.***

But a more tantalizing possibility suggests itself: that the poet represents himself walking in
the footsteps in order to remind the reader that, through his image-crafting, he is filling them in
with his imaginative projection predicated on the terms and requirements of his own evaluative
discourse. To walk in the footsteps is to exercise rhetorical control over them and over the object
that they record, and that rhetorical control substitutes for the body that made them, inserting the

body of the poet’s language in its place. When the speaker of the epigram physically takes the

2 Hodkinson 2007. Feet are also markers of identity in the Libation Bearers, Oedipus Rex, Philoctetes, and the

Odyssey with Odysseus and the scar.
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place of the beloved and embodies him, he is offering a model for rhetorical control over an
absent object. The speaking subject and the object of his desires are muddled; the poem registers
the confusion by the repetition of the word 1100 that Gow and Page call “uncharacteristic and
unworthy of him”: he says that the image in the air is sweet and that he kisses it sweetly.*>
Rather than being “unworthy of him” and “inelegant,” this anaphora blurs the distinction
between desired object and desiring subject further. The blurring takes place in the first-person
discourse of the poem because is it by way of that discourse that rhetorical control extends itself
to fill in for an absent object. At the start of the poem, the speaker had remarked on the footstep
that he left when he stepped onto the solid earth; by the end, the footsteps of the love object have
become his own, as the language of the poem comes to assert the presence and status of the
speaker through his evaluation for another.

The relation of speaker to footprint and to image in the poem runs parallel to the relation of
speaker to statue and visual art to a represented body. A work of visual art, like a footprint, is a
formal reminder of an absent body; ekphrasis works to summon that body, as the speaker in
Meleager’s epigram summons the image of the beloved. But the speaker in the epigram does not
engage with the formal and aesthetic properties of the footprint, and the speaker in an ekphrasis
poem does. The rhetorical control represented in Meleager’s epigram by the speaker’s walking in
the footsteps is purely rhetorical in poems that encounter works of visual art and sculpture. The
first-person speaker begins with an evaluation of an aesthetic object (the sculpture or work of
art), and, as a consequence, sometimes consciously and sometimes not, extends his evaluation to
the subject that the work of art represents. The opportunity to make distinctions in the aesthetic

field opens up the opportunity to make distinctions in the erotic field.

3 Gow and Page 1965: 196.
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An Outline of Ekphrasis as Rhetorical Control

Ekphrasis (i.e. a description of a visual work of art) already had an extensive tradition in a
variety of poetic genres as early as the archaic period (e.g. the description of Achilles’ shield in

234 The more famous

lliad 18); by the Hellenistic period, the feature was pervasive in poetry.
Hellenistic examples include the description of the basket in Moschus’ Europa, the goatherd’s
cup in Theocritus’ Idyll 1, the description of Jason’s cloak in the Argonautica (1.721-67), and a
plethora of ekphrastic epigrams in the Greek Anthology.”>> All of the aforementioned examples
confront the intersection between visual and verbal art, particularly epigrams as Hellenistic
authors transformed inscriptional poems into purely literary expressions.”*®Additionally,
ekphrastic description offers a valuable inroad into subjective image-crafting since it is the
narrator’s representation of his or her own visual experience and process of interpretation.
Goldhill states of ekphrastic epigrams that they “represent not merely a work of art but the poet
as seeing subject.”*’ Since the reader’s only way of experiencing the art is through the
constructed visual experience of the narrator, the reader’s interpretation is consequently at the
mercy of narrator’s craft. Whether or not an actual reader experiences the feeling of subjugation,
the narrator recognizes his power in selecting and ordering details and in making the image that
he will also judge.

Image-crafting depends on rhetorical control, and skill in rhetorically controlling a work
of art can itself be subject to evaluative criteria. But what are the rhetorical techniques and

maneuvers by which image-crafting proceeds? How do narrators summon the presence behind or

within the footprint that is the work of art and fashion their own authority in the process? These

2% On the meaning of the term “ekphrases” in antiquity and in scholarship see Gutzwiller 2002: 85, n. 1.

3 On the history of Greek epigram see Livingstone and Nisbet 2010.

2% On the link between art and poetry in the Hellenistic period see Webster 1965:156-77 and Zanker 1987:39-112.
**7 Goldhill 1994: 205.
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questions are raised and addressed by post-Classical authors. Before examining the clash and
conflation of aesthetic and erotic evaluations in reactions to art, it is worth examining what
literary texts have to say about the style and terms of reaction in the first place; we can better
appreciate what rhetorical control contains if we can appreciate the form poets felt it ought to
take.

Philostratus demonstrates authorial power to construct his readers interpretation in the
Imagines, a collection of ekphrases that describe paintings which decorated the porticos of a villa
in Naples.”® Although much scholarship has focused on whether or not Philostratus described
real paintings, more recently scholars have been interested in Philostratus as a sophist.”> As the
narrator describes the paintings, he simultaneously reveals his literary and cultural knowledge
and instructs the reader on how to look at art; this suggests that the narrator is more invested in
the work as a rhetorical showpiece than the veracity of his descriptions.**’ This attitude can be
inferred from the way in which the narrator of the Imagines image-crafts; in the proem (3) he
constructs himself as a didactic authority stating that the purpose of the text is for the young to
learn: 6 Adyog 8¢ o0 mepi {oypdpiog dmayyéAiopey dukiog antd Toig véolg Evvtiféviee, 4’ OV
Epunvedoovsi te Kai Tod 60 kipov émpeioovton (“This text is not about painters or about their
lives, but instead we propose to describe narrations of paintings as instructions for the young
from which they will interpret the painting and appreciate what is esteemed in them”). The
narrator states that there are two educational benefits in the work: to learn the proper way to
understand and view the painting and to learn the culturally established aesthetic criteria. He sets

himself up as an expert on the topic—one who is both familiar with the works themselves and

2% Another set of Imagines was later written by another Philostratus who said he was the grandson of the first.

% For the reality of the paintings see Lehmann-Hartleben 1941, Blanchard 1986, and Boeder 1996. For scholarship
on the Imagines as a sophistic text see Webb 2006. For a recent study on the Imagines and ekphrasis see Roby 2016.
*4 See Elsner 2000 and Leach 2000.
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with artistic interpretation.”*' The narrator further establishes this tone and persona in other
interactions with the young interlocutor. Philostratus begins his series of ecphrases with
Scamander:

gyvorg, ® mod, Todta Opfpov dvta fj o TdnoTe Eyvokac SnAadh Oadpo yoduevog, dmog

dMmote &N 16 wdp &v i Hatt; cuuPdAmuey 0OV 8 T1 VOET, ov 8¢ dndPreyov adTéV, GOV
ékgival idelv, ¢ dv 1) ypaey. Imag 1.1.1.

Do you realize, boy, that the subject is from Homer, or did you fail to recognize this
clearly, being carried away with wonder at how fire can live in water? Let us consider what
it means and you, turn away from these things to look at where the picture comes from.

When the narrator suggests that the boy cannot interpret the painting properly because he is so
absorbed in it, he praises the image’s aesthetics and demonstrates his own ability to interpret
through a detached intellectualism. Through this didactic interaction with the boy, the narrator
also educates the external reader on what the image looks like and the poetry on which it is
based: the subject is Homeric, the image is marvelous, and a body of water is burning. Later,
Philostratus paraphrases Homer, describing the way in which the painting visualizes the textual
scene and where it departs from it.”** The narrator suggests that the boy look away from the
image and look, instead, at the passage in Homer on which the image is based, setting the boy’s
“wonder” in opposition to productive intellectual understanding.**

A similar sentiment is expressed in Lucian’s De Domo—a debate over whether beautiful
art makes an orator better by instilling a desire to equal the visual beauty in words or whether the

art is a distraction from the words.***

The speakers in De Domo also discuss the differences in
viewing art between the educated and uneducated; while uneducated people become entranced

with the artistic beauty and are speechless, educated people speak about the image and gain

241
242

Newby 2009 argues that Philostratus is more concerned with sophistic rhetoric than the actual painting.
Imagines 1.1.2

> See Elsner 1995:29-30 and Bartsch 1989:20.

*** De Domo 2, 20. The connection between these two passages is observed by Newby 2009: 324ff.
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control over the image. The narrators in Lucian and the narrator in Philostratus share the
philosophy that visual aesthetics can have a powerful effect on and control over a viewer but that
an educated viewer can overcome this wonder and achieve rhetorical control over the image.
Philostratus recognizes his pupil’s absorption in the image and instead urges a detached
intellectual understanding. Throughout the text, then, each description or ekphrasis (which here
we may consider to be either a verbal or written response to image) is demonstrative of
reclaiming rhetorical control over that image.

In the Life of Apollonius of Tyana, Philostratus further explores the idea that narrators can
achieve rhetorical control over an image (this time over a body) by suggesting that, in fact,
someone describing an image completely dictates the ostensible “reality” of that image. In this
text, Philostratus tells the story of the Pythagorean, Apollonius, who was a teacher and magician.
The narrator tells us that Apollonius meets Damis who becomes his companion for the remainder
of his life. At the beginning of book 6, Apollonius and his companions cross into Ethiopia and
find the colossus of Memnon, a popular attraction for travelers on a pilgrimage to Egypt largely
because of Memnon'’s ability to “speak.” When the upper body of the statue was destroyed, the
heat of the sun, as it came into contact with the cool interior, expanded the base of the statue and
produced a groaning sound.** Visitors would then “reply” to Memnon, inscribing their names
and short phrases on the statue’s base. Platt suggests that, in the Life, the encounter with
Memnon serves a programmatic function as its description is at the geographical transition

246
6.

between Egypt and Ethiopia and also a textual marker between book 5 and The narrator

tells us the following:

245 The colossus of Memnon is mentioned in Strabo 17.1.46, Tacitus’ Annals 2.61, Pausanius 1.42.3,and Lucian’s

On Friendship 27.12.
4 platt 2011: 301.
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Damis gives this account about Memnon...

The agalma itself faces the sun, and is still beardless. It is of black stone, with both its feet
together, according to the style of agalmata in Daedalus’ time and presses its arms straight
down on its throne, in the position of a sitter just getting up. This position, the expression
of its eyes, and the celebrated look of its lips, as if it were about to speak, did not seem
particularly wonderful to them at first, they say, because the statue did not appear clearly.
But when the sun’s rays struck the statue, as it did at sunrise, they could not withstand their
amazement. It immediately spoke as the ray touched its lips, and fixed its eyes cheerfully
upon the light, as men do who are found basking in the sun. It was then, they say, that they
realized that it seemed to be rising in honor of the Sun, like those who stand to worship
powers above. So they sacrificed to the Ethiopian Sun and Memnon of the Dawn, as the
priests instructed them (they give these titles to the sun because he “heats” and “glows” to
Memnon because of this mother). The party then traveled on camels to the region of the
Naked Ones.

Several things are amiss in Damis’ description; because there are other descriptions of the
colossus as well as archaeological evidence, we know that Damis is wrong about several details
of the statue. The colossus is made of a greyish quartz, but Damis states that the statue is black.
Additionally, he fails to mention the presence of a second figure and says that Memnon’s arms
are straight down, although we know his hands are actually on his knees. Damis also states that
the utterance comes from Memnon’s lips and that the sun reflected in his eyes, although we
know Memnon’s head at this time was in ruins on the ground and that there was never a time

when the statue both had a head and groaned.
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Whereas Philostratus instructs his pupil in /magines the “proper” way to view art and
how to achieve rhetorical control over an image, this “mis-viewing” of the Memnon statue
exhibits the power of that rhetorical control. Philostratus focalizes this account through Damis
and the description is entirely in reported speech, separating the narrator somewhat from Damis’
account and citing his source. In stating that “Damis gives this account,” he draws attention to
Damis’ possible unreliability and outlines the text’s fictionality.**’ Platt wonders, “Why, rather
than giving us a scenario in which Apollonius explains the thauma that is Memnon to his
confused followers, emphasizing his knowledge and pious attitude towards ancient cults and
Homeric heroes, does Philostratus’ narrative parade a mis-viewing of the colossus, ostentatiously

attributed to an unreliable source?”**®

Philostratus’ image-crafting techniques are complex in this
passage; the didactic narrator we see in the Imagines is, here, detached through the indirect
speech; the reader must rely on the misguided Damis. As Platt explains, however, the specific
details on which Damis is incorrect are significant for the viewing of a sacred statue and that
these details enhance an epiphanic viewing process. That is to say, Damis’ account is a creative
approach to statue-description that fills in blanks and focuses on details that achieve an epiphanic
end. Damis imports previous knowledge of Memnon onto the image; Platt says, “Memnon’s
image can be viewed in a Greek context only through the prism of his epic identity as a dark-
skinned hero.”**’ Additionally, the “mistake” in the description of Memnon’s posture (that he

presses his arms down) mimics the behavior of sun worshippers.*’

Thus, this false description in
fact contains the detached intellectualism proposed in the /magines and highlights the creative

process in artistic description and evaluation. Previously in the Life, Apollonius stated that

7 See Miles 2009 for more on Damis’ interpretations elsewhere in the text.
>4 Platt 2011: 305-6.

**Platt 2011:310.

0 Platt 2011: 309.
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mimesis was a creative process in which the viewers needed to make an gidmAov in their minds
first (2.22). Damis seems to have internalized this lesson and presents the audience with his
mental representation rather than an actual representation. Here, then, is another way that
Philostratus demonstrates how narrators can achieve rhetorical control, presenting their own
mental pictures to an audience.

Image-crafting and evaluation of (bodies in) art

Rhetorical control over a work of art does not only present a mental picture to an
audience; it also animates/vivifies the work. In the most intense scenes of ekphrastic description,
the first-person narrator crafts the image of a visual representation of a body, such that the
represented body he or she crafts takes on life of its own. The implicit claim in a work of
ekphrastic description is that the work ought to be perceived as both an object dependent on an
act of artistic creation, as well as a life-form capable of acting on its own. Posidippus 4P 16.275
dramatizes the dynamic of ekphrasis in a dialogue between a first-person narrator and Lysippus’
sculpture of Kairos:

Tig mdBev 6 MAaotg; -Zukvdviog.-Ovdvopa dn Tic;
-Abounoc. -Xv 6¢ 1ig; - Koumdg 0 mavdapdtop.

- Tinte o' én' ducpa BEPnkag; -” Ael Tpoydw. -T1 8¢ Tapcovg
ToGGiv €xelg O1PVETS; - “Intap' denvéog.

-Xepl 0¢ de&urépnt ti pépeig Eueov; -  Avopaot detypa
¢ akung Taons 05HTePog TEAED®.

-H 8¢ xoun ti xot' dyiv; - ‘Yroavtidooavtt AaBécOot
v Ata. -Ta&6mBev d' €ig T poalakpd TEAEL,
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Eelve, Kal &v mpoBvpoig Otjke ddackariny. (AP 16. 275)

Who is your sculptor, and where is he from? — From Sikyon. — And his name?
-Lysippus. — And who are you? —All-conquering Kairos.
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-Why do you stand on your tip toes? — I’'m always on the run. ~-Why do you have

A pair of wings at your feet? —I’m flying, borne by the wind.

--Why are you holding a razor in your right hand? —As a sign to men that I am more
Acute than any blade

-Why do you have hair over your face? —For anyone who meets me to grab me by,
By Zeus. —And why is the back of your head bald?

-Because once I have run past on my winged feet

No-one, however much he wants to, can then seize me from behind.

-What did the artist make you for? —For people like you,

Stranger, and he put me up as a lesson, here in the portico.”'

The statue comes to life and speaks, responding to the narrator’s questions about its origin,
appearance, and, finally, purpose. In the questions, the narrator demonstrates his keen eye,

252 11 the statue’s

noticing details and features such as his stance, his accoutrements, and his hair.
response, the sculptural features are explained in reference to a living body: he is always on the
run, he is sharp, and his hair can be grabbed. The evaluation of the statue is implicit: the narrator
can ask the questions because the statue is so life-like as to be able to answer. What is more, we
can see the transition from the aesthetic to the erotic, as the initial questions inquire into the
sculptor responsible for the work, and in response to the later questions the statute explains a

lack of hair and winged feet in reference to the men that desire its body; it seems that the statue is
fleeing forced sexual intercourse when it states that his baldness prevents people from grabbing
him from behind in from their desire (£0' ipeipov dpa&etor 6£6mbev). Where rhetorical control
takes hold of aesthetic accomplishment and praises the visual representation of a body, it will
invoke and summon a living body also, and when the terms of aesthetic evaluation of the work of

art are transferred to that living body (as they easily will be), those terms become reoriented

towards the possibilities of erotic interaction that any living body supposes.

251
252

Translation from Livingstone and Nisbett 2010: 64.
For interpretations of this poem see Gutzwiller 2002: 95-6, Livingstone and Nisbet 2010: 64-5, Mannlein-Robert
2007, 260-2, and Tueller 2008:196-7.



141

The ekphrasis in the poem does not spring from the first-person speaker, but instead
emerges from the dialogue between viewer and art object. Strikingly, the speaker is near-
ignorant about the statue (though some readers would not have been); he can see and describe
but does not possess enough knowledge to evaluate or comprehend it, and so he never articulates
distinctions that would gain him social status. Alternatively, his seeming ignorance about the
statue might result from misplaced knowledge, either because he, like many readers, will have
been informed about the statue, or else because he has encountered other statues, which have
primed his expectations incorrectly. But whatever the case, the statue comes alive for and speaks
to him. The poem closes with the statue explaining to the speaker that it was put up “as a lesson”
(0waokarinv) “for people like you” (Opéwv). As poetic-closure, this is very open-ended: what is
the lesson it provides? what sort of person is the speaker?

Gutzwiller provides a compelling answer: that “Lysippus’ statue, which freezes in
permanence the concept of time’s swiftness, is in fact an artistic self-contradiction: Right Time
as a purely visual image is a puzzle, not recognizably mimetic and so devoid of meaning.”*”*
Though she goes too far in supposing that a sculpture cannot offer a mimetic representation of
“right time” (Rodin’s “The Kiss” or Bernini’s “Daphne and Apollo” come to mind), and that
what is “not recognizably mimetic” is “devoid of meaning,” Gutzwiller is convincing when she
asserts that there is something fundamentally puzzling about an art form that freezes in
permanence time’s swiftness. The statue is exemplary for showing that the puzzle can be
artistically mastered, and the lesson it teaches may be that in order for that mastery to be
appreciated, a viewer must subject it to rhetorical control whereby it is made to live and speak as
a life-form in time, with a sense of its past and projection of the future. The statue provides a

lesson in what sort of rhetorical control is required for proper ekphrasis when time’s movement

233 Gutzwiller 2002: 96.
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is rendered static. But perhaps there is no need to settle the questions and find closure. What
matters might be less the nature of the exact lesson, or the identity of the speaker, and instead
that the speaker is made to feel that the statue has distinguished him as a worthy recipient for
enlightenment. At the last moment, then, the speaker gains something of status and stature from
his interaction with the statue, not because he possesses the proper knowledge and taste for
successful ekphrasis, but because he is awarded the opportunity for ekphrasis, as the statue
speaks to him and provides him with the knowledge that true ekphrasis requires.**

Posidippus’ dialogue plays on the Classical tradition of epigram, which were often
included on the base of statues, as if in response to the imagined questions of a passerby.
Posidippus recognizes that an epigram always supposes, and sometimes includes, questions
about a statue, as well as answers to those questions, and he dramatically cleaves the two. In
most epigrams, the questions are rhetorical, acts of knowing admiration and evaluation. But in
his poem, the questions are real, demanding responses. His poem contributes to a broader
Hellenistic response to the Classical epigram, removing them from statues and placing them in
books and collections, while retaining their styles and motifs.>>> Self-consciously, then, these
epigrams invite the reader to consider whether they are ontologically complete, or whether they
exist only in relation to works of art that can only be imagined. Whether the statues to which
they refer actually existed or not, because of the separation of epigram and object, the epigrams
perform a new function, crafting the image of the statue for the reader. Ekphrasis exists only in
the absence of an object for a reader, even though it supposes that the object is present alongside

the text.

% Livingstone and Nisbett 2010 (65) and Gutzwiller 2002 (96) suggest that the plural pronoun in the penultimate

line (bpémv) signals that the lesson extends to a wider audience than just the imagined interlocutor and includes the
reader.
2> Bettenworth 2007: 80-5.
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Ekphrastic epigrams are characterized by a first-person response to visual art and statues
that merges the two voices of Posidippus’ dialogue: in the act of image-crafting, the first-person
speaks both from without the object, admiring its aesthetic properties, and from within it,
imagining it as possessing not only a body, but life and spirit of its own. The possibility of erotic
judgment rests on the latter: an object can only be desired when it contains the potential for
desire. It would be incorrect, in other words, to read poems in which art-objects become love-
objects as simple fetishization of the aesthetic: the speakers of such poems are led to longing by
the discourse of sustained aesthetic appraisal, which lends alluring inner reality to the alluring
outer forms of art. In an epigram by an unknown author, the famous statue of Cnidian Aphrodite
is praised:

Tig AMiBov Eydywog; Tig év ¥Bovi Kimprv €c€idev;
iuepov &v métpn tig 1000V ElpydoaTo;

[Mpa&itéhovg yepdv 6de mov moHvog, ) téyy’ "Olvumog
npevet Haeing gic Kvidov épyopuévnge.

Who gave life to stone? Who gazed upon Cypris here on Earth?
Who wrought so much desire within this rock?
I suppose this is the toil of Praxiteles’ hands — or else Olympus
Is bereft, for Paphian Aphrodite has gone off to Cnidus. (AP 16.159)

The questions of this poem are rhetorical, since the speaker is in possession of potential answers;
they are intended to signal a learned and cultivated astonishment. The first-person narrator
praises the skill of the artist when he asks who gave life to the stone (Tig AiBov éyvywoe) and
also indicates knowledge of the art world when he states that he “supposes” (mov) it is the work
of Praxiteles, the implication being that (from his experience) this kind of skill could only be the
work of Praxiteles. In and of themselves, his questions are not remarkable, except for the
question in the second line: fpuepov &v métpn tig 1000V glpydoato/ “wrought so much desire

within this rock.” This question implies that the high aesthetic achievement of the sculptor could
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not but realize an erotic life in the statue also. The poem ends in a performance of confusion over
whether it is work of a talented artist or the goddess herself. It also shows a marked balance: the
recognition of the statue as an art-object and the recognition of the statue as a living form are
given equal weight in the final two lines, though we may read a slight eagerness for the latter, as
the enjambment of the word ynpevet carries the fantasy of Olympus bereft of Aphrodite into and
all the way through the final line.

The epigram knits together the discourses of aesthetic and erotic evaluation in a tight
space. Its concision makes the movement from one to the other rapid and forceful, as terms are
asked to serve now in one field and now in another. But the epigram is not the only form that can
take advantage of the overlap of aesthetic and erotic. In the open form of a dialogue in Eikones,

. 256
Lucian does the same.

The entire work is a speculation on ideal beauty and the relevant
dialogue is a panegyric to the Emperor’s mistress, Panthea.”>’ The dialogue begins with Lycinus,
the surrogate figure adopted by the poet, speaking of his debilitating, strong attraction to a
woman he has just seen:
Lycinus: ¢AL" 7 10io0tov 11 Prracyov ot Ty Fopyd id6viec olov éya Evayyog Emadov, @
[ToMvotparte, TaykdAny Tva yovaika 00V avTo yap 10 ToD pHbov €keivo, tKkpod dEm

AMBog & avBpdmov Got yeyovéval TEMNYDS VIO ToD B paTOG.

Ly. Polystratus, I know now what men must have felt like when they saw the Gorgon's
head. I have just experienced the same sensation, at the sight of a most lovely woman. A
little more, and I should have realized the legend, by being turned to stone; I am fixed
with admiration.

He struggles to describe her, explaining that to do justice to her beauty is “not in the power of
language, least of all in my language” (o0 katd Aoy®v duvauy, Koi HOAGTA Ye TOVEUGMV, 3).

Instead, he explains, it would take the craft of a great artist, a Phidias or Alcamenes, to bring

2% For studies on the Eikones see Maffei 1986, Goldhill 2001: 184-93, Zeitlan 2001: 224-33, Mbheallaigh 2014.
»7 The name “Panthea” evokes “Pandora” the quintessential example of a woman crafted from different parts.
Hesiod describes her creation in the Works and Days 59-82.
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home her beauty (3). Polystratus urges him on, assuaging his doubts of faltering by assuring him
that he will not be judged by his friend: o0 yap €moearg 10 TOAUNUA, €1 PIADAVOPL EMdei&ong
Vv glkova, Onwg av thc ypapuutc &m (The risk is not great, if you said it to friends, let it be
whatever it is of a drawing, 3). With this statement, Polystratus acknowledges that, by describing
the woman, Lycinus leaves himself open to judgment of both his artistic ability and his taste in
women. Polystratus indicates that Lycinus has no cultural capital to gain or lose with him
because he is a friend. This interaction, though, is staged, and Lycinus (and by extension Lucian)
are subject to the criticism of the external audience where cultural capital is at stake.

Lycinus decides to proceed with his description and lands on the idea of calling “in the
aid of some of the old masters:” (kai unv AoEAAEGTEPOV AVTOG TOMGEWY Ol SOKD TOV TAAUIDV
Tvag eketvovieyvitdv mopakaréoag Emi 10 Epyov/Truly it seems to me the safest things by far is
to call upon the aid of the old masters, 3). They will “re-form the woman for him” (®g
avamhdceidv pot v yovaika, 3), he explains, putting the burden of image-crafting on their
shoulders. But it is he who will perform the rhetorical labor, bringing them back to life with his
words (IToAboTpoToc: TAS TOVTO PNG ; | TAG AV APIKOWVTO GOl TPO TOGOVTMOV ETAV ATOOAVOVTEG;
Avkivog: padiog/ Polystratus: What do you mean? How will they appear to you having been
dead for many years? Lycinus: Easily, 3). Through describing their works, he will arrive at a
better description of the woman. Lycinus, therefore, begins with an erotic impulse, seeks and
fails to find the proper descriptive terms for adequately praising of the love-object, and so turns
to aesthetic objects, trusting that his ability to describe their best traits will serve him also in
describing the woman’s.

The remainder of the dialogue—and the bulk of it—is devoted to gathering together the

best qualities from the best works of art (and eventually philosophy). To craft the love-object, the
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poet must raid an imaginary museum and use what he finds there. But before he does so, there is
a further intriguing wrinkle in the dialogue, as Lycinus asks Polystratus whether he has seen
first-hand some statues to which he will refer.

Avkivoc: énedfuncéc mote, & oldotpate, T Kvidiov ;

[ToAvotpatog: kol paAa.

AvKivoc: 00kodV Koi THV A@poditny eidec TévTmg adTaV;

[ToAvotpatog: viy Ala, t@v [pagitélovg momudtmv T KGAMGTOV.

AVKivog: GALG Kol TadTo PEV IKOVAS. TAV & Dediov Epymv Ti pdAoTta EMvecag ;

[Moldotpatoc: Ti & &Alo §) Thv Anuviav, ) kai émypdyar todvopa 6 Deidiag HEimoe; kai

v Al v Apalova v énepedopévny T® dopatie. (4)

Lycinus: Have you, Polystratus, ever been to Cnidus?

Polystratus: Indeed.

Lycinus: Then surely you saw the statue of Aphrodite?

Polystratus: By Zeus, it’s Praxiteles best work!

Lycinus: That is sufficient. What do you consider the best work of Phidias?

Polystratus: Certainly the Lemnian, which Phidias thought worthy of writing his name.

And, by Zeus, after that, the Amazonian leaning on her spear.
Lycinus wants for the statues to be present before Polystratus’ mind’s eye. In the fiction of the
dialogue, this is because he does not trust to his descriptive powers; he can speak in shorthand if
Polystratus knows the right statues. When Lycinus asks Polystratus what he considers Phidias’
best work, he sets himself up as a judge of Polystratus’ judgments and fashions himself as an

258
In

aesthetic authority and provides a platform to rhetorically control for the external audience.
a supra-literary context, the dialogue reminds the reader of what is absent from their experience
also (the image), demands and asserts a greater confidence in its powers of description (in the
descriptive outcome of its image-crafting), and draws attention to the rhetorical game it is

playing: the absent love-object can only be summoned by asserting rhetorical mastery over

absent aesthetic objects, which in turn will take on erotic life commensurate to the task. The

% Goldhill 2001 192-92 addresses the “cultured exchange” that occurs between Lycinus and Polystratus and issues
how to to view art properly.
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procedure depends on the interchangeability of aesthetic and erotic evaluation, and will gain the
speaker additional cultural capital through a display of his taste and knowledge.

To commence his labor, Lycinus cedes control to “reason” (Adyog) personified; it is
Aoyoc that does the work of selecting and uniting the parts of body (and, later, mind) from
various works of art. He merely describes what Adyog selects. Once again, a game is afoot: yet
another figure has been summoned, standing in for Lycinus, who accepts and performs only the
burden of ekphrasis:

Avkivog: Kai pmv §10n oot 0péiv mapéyet yryvopévny v eikova, dde cuvappolov, Tic ék
Kvidov nkovong pévov v ke@oanv Aapadv: ovdev yap tod dAlov cmdpatog yopuvod
OVTog deNoETAL: TO UEV AUEL TNV KOUNV Kol HETMTOV dQPVOV TE TO EVYPALOV EAGEL
&xewv domep 6 [palitédng €moinoev, Kol TdV OBaAU®dY 6€ TO Vypdv Gpa T@ eodp@d Koi
KEYOPIOUEV®, Kol TOVTO dtapuAGEet katd T0 [Tpa&itédet dokobv: Ta ufia 08 kol doa THg
dyewg avtond mop' AAKopUEVOLG Kol THG €V KNToLg ANYETaL, Kol TPOGETL YElp®dV dKpo Koi
KopTdV 10 0puBpov kol daKTOAWMY TO VAYMYOV €iG AETTOV AMOATYOV TTOpd THG &V
KNO1G Kol TaDTO. TV 0& TOD TOVTOG TPOCMTOV TEPLYPAUPTV KOl TAPEIDY TO ATUAOV Kol
piva coppetpov 1 Anuvia mopééet kol Petdiag: €Tt kol GTOUATOG APUOYTV ADTOG Kol TOV
avyéva, Tapa e Apalovog Aapav: 1 Zocdvopa 6¢ koi Kdrapg aidol koopuncovoty
aOTV, Kol TO pewdiopo oepvov kol AeAn00og domep 10 eketvng €otar: Kol 10 0GTAAEG 08
Kol KOGLOV TG Avafoific mapd ThHg Zwodvdpag, TAny 0Tt dKatakdAvmtog adtn EoTot TV
KEQPAANV. ThG NAkiag 0& TO pétpov NAikov Gv yévorto, kot v &v Kvidw éxeivnv
péAota. Kol yap kai todto katd tov Hpalitédn pepetpnodo. Ticot, @ [MoAvstpare,
JoKeT; Kok yevnoesOou 1 gikdv; (6)

Ly. Observes, then, how an image growing before you comes together, taking from the
Cnidian nothing except the head. There is nothing of use from the rest of the body since
it’s nude. The forehead, the hair, the eyelids, the nice curve of the eyebrows, will be as
Praxiteles made them, and the eyes, too, yet bright-glancing eyes, is left unaltered. But
the cheeks and the front of the face are taken from the 'Garden' Goddess; and so are the
lines of the hands, the shapely wrists, the delicately-tapering fingers. Phidias and the
Lemnian Athene will give the outline of the face, and the well-proportioned nose, and
lend new softness to the cheeks; and the same artist may shape her neck and closed lips,
to resemble those of his Amazon. Calamis adorns her with Sosandra's modesty,
Sosandra's grave half-smile; the decent seemly dress is Sosandra's too, save that the head
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must not be veiled. For her stature, let it be that of Cnidian Aphrodite; once more we have
recourse to Praxiteles.--What think you, Polystratus? Is it a lovely portrait?*>’

The performance is less about the woman and more about the depth and cultivation of Lycinus’
knowledge and taste. Though “A6yoc” does the selecting, he knows exactly why it has chosen
what it has, and he can describe the parts of each statue from memory, as if they were classified
and boxed in his mind. The unity of the aesthetic objects are broken to conjure the image of the
love-object. But the real outcome is an ostentatious accounting of capital; the best quality of each
statue is rhetorically wrenched from its proper context and possessed by Lycinus, or already has
been, since they are so close at hand, as are examples from painting later in the poem, and works
of philosophy later still, when Polystratus decides to imagine how virtuous a soul such a woman
must have (15). As they continue their exchange, Lycinus and Polystratus move further from
their fascination with the woman who set them in motion. But though the actual woman ceases to
matter, the field of erotic evaluation does not; it has been transferred, however, and grafted onto
the discourse of aesthetic appraisal. The rhetorical control of objects of art has crafted an image
to exceed and eclipse the love object; he asks of the image he has crafted: “who of womankind
shall be compared to her?” (22). The attainment of that image through his exercise of erudition
and taste has won him more status than the attainment of the love-object would have.

Lucian’s Eikones carried sufficient symbolic capital to inspire pseudonymous imitation.
In Pseudo-Lucian’s satirical Erotes, the dialogue between Lycinus and Polystratus provides
several points of reference for another dialogue featuring Lycinus. We have now seen the
Cnidian Aphrodite as the subject of an epigram and a touchstone for the beauty of a woman in
Lucian’s dialogue; in the Erotes it inspires both first-person descriptive evaluations in the erotic

and aesthetic fields, as well as a debate over erotic taste. The poem depicts what it looks like to

%% Translation adapted slightly from Fowler 1905.
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bid for social distinction by way of evaluative distinctions. The description of the famous
Cnidian Aphrodite in Pseudo-Lucian’s satirical Erofes is mostly accurate. The narrator reports
his response to the Aphrodite while he catalogues the features of the her body. The Erotes is a
dialogue between Lycinus and Theomnestes that frames a philosophical debate between two
other characters, Charicles and Callicratides, over whether men or women make preferable love-
objects; Charicles prefers women, while Callicratidas prefers boys.”® Lycinus, who later judges
the debate, first recounts to Theomnestes the story of his journey with Charicles and Callicratidas
to Italy. Lycinus tells Theomenestes (and us) that they stopped in Cnidus in order to sight-see
and visit Praxiteles’ famous statue. Lycinus states that they stopped because of the positive
reputation of the statue and the beautiful sights in the town: kai 66&av uiv Kvidw npocoppuiicat
Katd 0€av kai tod Agpoditng iepod — vuveitar 6& TovTov 10 Th¢ [paditélovg gvuyepeiog dvimg
gmappoottov/“It seemed good to us to visit Cnidus, where there is much to see, especially the
temple of Aphrodite which houses the statue by Praxiteles, praised for its beauty.” Lycinus
describes the statue as the “skill (ebyepeiag) of Praxiteles,” acknowledging that an artist crafted
the work, leaving it open to judgment on aesthetic terms despite the representation being a
divinity.
After looking around the city for a while, the group enters the temple to see the statue.

Lycinus describes both the statue and his companions’ reactions to it:

gnei 8 ikovdg Toig PLTOIG £TépPONUEY, Elcm TOD VED TapNEEY. T P&V ovV 0dC v HEcm

kaBidpvtor — [Mapiog o0& AiBov daidorpa KAAMGTOV — VTEPHPAVOV KOl GECT)POTL

YEL®OTL LIKPOV VTOUENDOA. AV 0& TO KAALOG AOTHG AKAAVTTOV 0VOEUAS £6OTTOC

aumeyovong yeyouvatal, ANV 6o Th £TEPQ XEPl TV 0idd AeANBOTMG EMKPVOTTELY.

T060DTOV Y€ PNV 1) ONovpYOg IoYLoE TEXVT, AOTE TNV AVTITLTOV OVT® Ko

KapTePAY TOD ABOL UGV EKACTOIS PHELESTY EMTPETELY. O YOOV XOaPIKANG EUUOVES TL Kol
napaeopov avaponcag, Evtuyéotatog, sinev, Be®dv 0 610 otV debeic Apng, Kol dpo

2% See Jope 2011 for an interpretation of the debate.
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TPOGSPaU®V MTapéct Tolg yeikeoty é9' dov v Suvatdv EkTetvav TOV adyéva
katepiler owyfy &' €peotmdg 6 KorAkpatidog katd vodv dmebavpalev.

When we had sufficiently enjoyed the surrounding nature, we proceeded to the temple.
The goddess stands in the middle, the art made from Parian marble her lips slightly parted
by a proud smile. Nothing hides her beauty, covered by no clothes except a hand secretly
veiling her modesty. The sculptor is so powerful in skill that it seems the resistant and
difficult nature of the stone is suitable for her limbs. Charicles, dazed by this spectacle,
crying out said,” Ares is fortunate to have been chained by such a goddess!" He rushed
forward as he spoke, lips pursed, neck stretched to give her a kiss. Standing in silence,
Callicratidas marveled.

Lycinus gives us a relatively basic overview of what the statue looks like; he tells us of what
material it is made, describes the expression and how the hand is positioned. He offers only one
evaluative statement stating that the sculptor’s skill is so great that the hard and resistant qualities
of stone seem fitting. Praxiteles has gone beyond just representing Aphrodite well in stone;
owing to his skill, the most inhuman qualities of the stone seem germane to the represented
human body. With this statement, Lycinus acknowledges the tension that usually exists in
representations of bodies; namely, that the medium of representations is at odds with the flesh,
driving apart the capacity to praise the former in terms of the latter. His high praise of the statue
is safe— he has already told us that the piece is widely praised and well-known for its beauty. It
does not award him any significant cultural capital or cost him any. However, in contrast to his
companions, Lycinus distinguishes himself.

Charicles, whom we know is enthusiastically fond of women, is completely carried away
and frantic over the statue (éppavéc, mapdaeopov). He responds to the statue with erotic desire, as
if it were flesh, rushing forward to kiss it. Despite the brilliance of Praxiteles’ skills of
representation, Charicles’ confusion and frenzy over the statue make him seem ridiculous. On
the other hand, Callicratides stands silently amazed (dneBadpalev). The entranced reaction

suggests the kind of viewing in art that Lucian states uneducated people do in De Domo
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(discussed above). When Callicratides does become verbal, it is because he responds to it
erotically:

0 yobv ABnvoiog fiovuyn mpod pikpod PAET®V €nel Td Tandikd pépn tig Beod Katdntevoey,
a0pdwg molv tod XapikAéovg Eupavéstepov dvefonoev, Hpdxielg, don pev 1dv
petappévemv gopudpio, TdS 6’ AUEIAAPETS ol Aaydveg, AykdAopo xepomAnbéc: mg o’
evmeplypa@ol T®V YAOLT®V ai ohpkeg EmkvpTodvTan UNT dyay EAMTES 00TOIG OGTEOLS
TPOCECTAAUEVAL UNTE €1G DTEPOYKOV EKKEYVUEVOL TLOTNTO. TAV OE TOIG IoY101G
EVesOPOYIoUEVOV &€ EKOTEPOV TOTTMV OVK GV (ot TIg (¢ VG O YEA®G: unpod T€ Kol
KVAUNG €n” €00V TeTapEVG xpt TodOC NKpPwpévor pubuoi (14).

As soon as the Athenian, up to this point silent, glimpsed this side of the goddess which
reminded him of boys, suddenly he exclaimed with even greater enthusiasm than that of
Charicles, "By Hercules, what a harmonious back. What rounded thighs, begging for both
hands! How well-defined flesh of her backside arches, neither too skinny, showing the

bones, nor so voluminous as to droop! How inexpressible the tenderness of that smile
pressed into her dimpled loins! How precise that line running from thigh, to leg, to foot.

Lycinus tells us that Callicratides’ silence is broken only when the back side of the statue
erotically stimulates him. Callicratides’ erotic response is evident in his description, as reported
by Lycinus, that contains no indication that he is talking about a statue at all. Callicratides only
comments on the statue’s weight and various body parts, going so far as to mention the statue’s
bones (0cté015). His description looks far more like some of the poems discussed in Chapter 2,
such as Rufinus’ “beauty contest” poem in which the narrator evaluates the rear ends of three
women, and Philodemus’ epigram (5.132) that singles out a woman’s particular body parts for
comment. In an influential reading of the poem, David Halperin, following Foucault, suggests
that the argument between Charicles and Callicratides is a matter of preference or “taste” for

261

different body parts, rather than a matter of hetero or homosexuality.” What Halperin does not

adequately recognize is that the terms of erotic appreciation and evaluation, as my second

*%1 Halperin 1992.
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chapter argued, share the terms and rhetoric of aesthetic appreciation. Nonetheless, the poem
recognizes that the two fields of evaluation are distinct. Lycinus positions himself so as to
provide an alternative framework for judging the statues, suggesting that although all three
speakers evaluate in terms of taste, there is a difference in whether those terms operate on
aesthetic or erotic grounds.

Lycinus distinguishes himself from the responses of his companions, who err in going too
far in their reactions. He does not reveal whether he found the statue erotically enticing or not,
and instead only reports his positive reactions to Praxiteles’ skill. The companions ultimately
respond to the object solely on erotic grounds, losing sight of the aesthetic principles which
guard Lycinus from their absurdity. Setting his own voice in contrast to theirs, he improves his
position in the eyes of readers, as well as his two companions. After they have left the temple,
Charicles and Callicratides continue to debate, but they no longer discuss the statue. Their erotic
reaction to its form has propelled them into a debate over the nature of erotic taste, and whether
it is more appropriate to love a male or female body. They turn to Lycinus to serve as a judge,
implying that they view him as a superior in his capacity to make distinctions. Although he may
have gained their trust by virtue of his age or other qualities, the poem suggests that his judgment
of the statue reflects the qualities that make him suitable to serve to adjudicate the debate over
erotic taste. He takes his duties seriously; it is a position of genuine import in his eyes as he
compares his role to an actual judge in an Athenian court: év péc® mdvv dikaoTik®S kaBelounv
vtV €mi taig dppvoty v Hhalav Exwv/I sat between the two as a judge, having the weight of
the Athenian courts on my brow (18). Reading back, we can conclude that Lycinus was not blind

to the erotic qualities of the statues—after all, he is qualified to weigh arguments about erotic
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life—but his ability to balance those qualities against its aesthetic characteristics, and to detach
himself in his evaluation, have given him authority in the eyes of his companions.

Just after Callicratides’ exclamation, Lycinus reports that Charicles notices a stain on the
statue. At first, Lycinas reports that he believed it to be a natural defect in the stone. He says:
pédavay odv domldcdot guotkhv Tve knAido vopilov kol katd todto 1od Ipatitélovg
g0avpalov, 811 Tod Abov 1o dHopopeov &v Toic fTTov EAEyyecon Suvapévolc Hépecty
anékpoyev/ 1, thinking that such a dark stain was natural, marveled more at Praxiteles since he
had hidden the stain on the stone where it would be noticed least (15). In this passage the
narrator image-crafts by indicating his prior knowledge about marble—he did not think anything
of the dark mark because he knows them to be common—and by, again, reacting to the statue in
terms of the artistic skill he assumes it demonstrates. A temple attendant then tells the three that
the stain is, in fact, a sperm stain left by a man named Makarios in a failed attempt at intercourse.
Although Makairos started out only admiring the statue’s artistic beauty, he was eventually
overcome by it, falling in love and sneaking into the temple at night to attempt intercourse with
it. The stain testifies to so extreme an erotic response to the statue that it had not crossed
Lycinas’ mind that it could be semen. Acknowledging that it is, Lycinas and the reader are
invited to imagine the man-marble copulating act itself. Thus, the stain on the sculpture is
analogous to the footprint in the sand in Meleager’s epigram: a present reminder of an absent
figure. Here, however, the absent figure is a lover rather than beloved, and repulses rather than
attracts. The semen stain repels the narrator from further image-crafting, and simultaneously
reminds the reader that any erotic image-crafting in response to the statue finds its limit in the
statue’s essence: it cannot be easily rinsed from the exterior, and could not penetrate into its

interior during the act of attempted copulation. Ekphrasis can summon the image of a real body
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behind a statue, but it cannot efface the physical properties of the art or statue that inspire it;
rhetorical control cannot follow the terms of the erotic alone. A simultaneous recognition of the
aesthetic realm, such as Lycinas possesses, is essential for its success.

We might wonder whether the dynamic of speaker and object of art changes when the
speakers are women, rather than men. Is the simultaneous erotic and aesthetic judgment of art a
function of the male gaze?*** Theocritus’ Idyll 15 and Herondas” Mime 4 suggest that it is not, at
least in the minds of the men who wrote the poems. The dialogues, frequently examined together

because of their similarities, show that the subjective aesthetic and erotic evaluation of visual art
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is to be found in the first-person response of women as well as men.”” However, there are

gendered accents in each. In both poems, two women walk into a sanctuary in order to view a
work of art which one of the women then describes. In Idyl/l 15, Gorgo draws Praxinoa’s
attention to the tapestries that depict Aphrodite and Adonis. Praxinoa is amazed at the labor that
must have gone into it and how life-like the figures are:

{T'0.} MpoEwvoda, motay’ OSe. T mowkila wpdtov &dpncov,
Aemta Kol g yopievta: Oe®dv mepovapata QaceLs.

{ITP.} moétvi' ABavaia, moiai op’ émdvacav Epbot,

noiot {moypdot Taxpiéa yphupat’ Eypoyay.

¢ €TV’ £0TAKAVTL Kol MG ETVUNL EVOVEDVTL,

gLy’ , 00K EvoeovTd. coov TL xpHp' dvOpmmog.

avTOg &' MG BOUMTOC €' ApyVvPENS KATAKELTOL

KMoU®, TpaTov I0VAOV GO KPOTAP®OV KATARIAA®YV,

0 TpLpiAnTog Adwvig, 0 knv Axépovtt puinbeic. (78-86)

Gorgo: Praxinoa, come over here and look at these beautiful tapestries,
So delicate and pretty—-clothes fit for the gods, you’d say

Praxinoa: Lady Athena, to think of the weaving that went into them!
Such artists, to make their designs appear so true to life.

How naturally the figures stand, how naturally they move!

262 The “male gaze” is a term coined by Laura Mulvey the feminist film critic. See Mulvey 1975. For a recent piece
on the male gaze in the Greek Anthology see Fountoulakis 2013.
%% For scholarship that considers these pieces as a pair see Goldhill 1994 and Burton 1995.
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They seem alive, not woven. Ah, what a clever creature man is!
How marvelous Adonis is, reclining on a silver couch

His first down spreading before his temples

Thrice-loved Adonis, loved even beside Acheron.

Gorgo didactically instructs her friend what art in the sanctuary is worth her attention, displaying
her superior knowledge of the conventions by which art is to be judged by those in the know. In
her evaluation of the tapestries, she calls them both “Aentd” and “yapievra’ or “light” and
“charming.” With this description, she alludes to Odyssey 10 when Odysseus’ men enter the

264 By borrowing

Circe’s lair and see tapestries, also described as Aemta kol o¢ yopievta (10.223).
language from Homer, Gorgo sets her cultural capital on display. She is familiar with Greek
literature and learned. Because her vocabulary is not simply borrowed from Homer, but
borrowed from a scene in Homer that describes weaving, however, she could risk seeming
inauthentic, too rehearsed and self-conscious in her evaluation. Her self-consciousness is
reflected in the word Aentdg, a Hellenistic buzzword in discussions of literary merit.”*> The
artifice in her learned allusion stands in contrast with the terms of Praxinoa’s praise. She admires
the tapestry for moving naturally (§tupog) even repeating the line twice in line 82. The contrast
is between two forms of aesthetic response: one (Praxinoa) that responds to the image itself, and
in so doing, perceives the physical and erotic dimension of the human bodies it represents, and
the other (Gorgo) that responds to the image through the lens of another work of art, and sees
them only as something external to the body, the aesthetically pleasing “clothes fit for the gods.”
Though the terms of erotic and aesthetic evaluation are accessible to women, Gorgo’s

praise of the “clothes fit for the gods” might be understood in the context of the Odyssean

women’s work of weaving. Her feminine gaze, as Theocritus describes it, leads her to notice an

264 Burton 1995: 102 explicates this allusion.

% E g, Callimachus Ep. 27.3-4, Aet. 1, fr. 1.11. See Pfeiffer 137-8 for the term as representative of Hellenistic
poetics.
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aesthetic object from the feminine space of the home. Similarly, in Herondas’ Mime 4, the praise
is given a gendered inflection.*® Visiting the statues and paintings in the temple of Aesclepius,
Phile and Kynno reveal aesthetic criteria that yield to the erotic, as the rhetorical control over the
object makes the bodies in it seem to come alive:

{<DL.>} ovk Opfitc, eiin Kvvvoi,

ol &pya kel 'vijv- Tadt' €peic AOnvainy

YAOWOL TO KOAG — YoupEtm O dEcTotvaL.

TOV ToAd0 0N <TOV> Yyuuvov fjv Kvicm todTov
ovK &Akog &Eetl, KOvva; mpog yap ol keivtar 60
ai 6apreg ola Oepud Oepud TndGoAL

&V Tl GavioknL. TOPYHpeLY 68 THPAVGTPOV
ovK fjv Idn<or> MvuAdrog 7 [Tartaikickog

0 Aaumpimvoc, EkParedot Tag KoOpag
dokedvteg dvtmg apyvpevy menotjobat; 65

0 Podg 8¢ K® Aymv avtov 1| T OpapTeEdSQ

K& YpLILOC 0VTOG K [&v]dctAlog dvOpmmog
ovyi Conv PAEmOVGL KNUEPTV TTAVTEC;

el un €06kevv L HECOV 1| yuvr TpNoceLy,
avnAdAos' dv, un p’ o odg Tt inupvnt: 70
oVt émho&ot, Kuvvi, Tt £tépnt kovpnt. 4.56-71

Don't you see, Kynno dear,

what works of art they are? You'd say Athena

had carved these lovely things; bless the Lady.
This naked boy, if I scratch him,

Kynno dear, won't I leave a welt? For his flesh

lies upon him, pulsing like warm water

in the picture. As for his silver fire tongs

wouldn't Myllos or Pataikiskos, the son

of Lamprion, pop out their eyes,

supposing them really made of genuine silver?

The ox and the man leading it

and the girl and this hook-nosed man with the bristly hair;
don't they look as real as the living day?

If I didn't think it unbecoming a woman,

I'd have screamed for fear -that the bull harm;

the way he looks, Kynno, out of the side of his eye.

2% Bruton 1995 looks at the women’s responses to the tapestries in terms of a ceremonial context 97-114.
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She does not scream for fear because she does not want to act in a manner unbecoming for
woman. The question is whether it would be unbecoming for a woman to scream for fear at a
bull or whether it would be unbecoming a woman to scream in fear at a work of art. We cannot
be sure, in other words, whether they are speaking in response to an aesthetic or evaluative
judgment of the paintings and statues; both judgments are occurring at once, feeding into one
another, and both are potentially conditioned by the norms of gender.

Rhetorical control takes hold of the work of art, the represented body, and the reader, but
is likewise beholden to social standards and conventions. When it goes wrong, it is not simply
failing to adequately summon the life behind or within the work of art; it is failing to meet the
standards of a first-person speaker’s social world, the field of discourse determined by his
relation to fellow-critics and friends (as well as, potentially, readers). The first-person speakers
assume that their judgments will be judged; they are conditioned by that prospect even where it
is not represented in the poem, and they look forward to receiving cultural capital as a
consequence. But, as we have seen, evaluation of a work of art in the erotic field can go wrong in
a manner that evaluation in the aesthetic field cannot: because of the nature of desire, inspired
praise of an art object as a love-object might propel a speaker to make a fool of himself, making
an attempt at an absurd sexual interaction with the work of art. Owing to this possibility, it might
be thought that evaluation of a work of art in erotic terms is always suspect, if not flagrantly
cracked.

Although some authors play on the threats and absurdities inherent in erotic appraisal of
works of art, Meleager offers a vision of a salutary relationship between the erotic and the
aesthetic. His epigram on a statue by Praxiteles (perhaps a real statue, Praxiteles’ statue of Eros

at Thespiae, commemorated by Antipater (4. Pl 167)) praises the work for not only inspiring
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desire, but for correctly shaping and strengthening the capacity for erotic evaluation. The first-
person speaker does not respond to the statue as if it were a love-object, but the aesthetic
properties of the statues, which he describes as “delicate” (afpog), are judged to be so great that
they mold within him, as if by magic, a better faculty of desiring (and consequently a better
faculty of assessing love-objects) than he had before viewing it. Rather than praise a love-object
represented by the statue, he is inspired to praise his own character, which has learned a “lesson”
in desire through his appreciation of the work of art. In effect, the first-person speaker bestows
status on himself:

[Mpa&itéAng 6 médor CwoyAdeog appov dyoiua

dyvyov, Hopeag Koeov Etevée TOTOV,

TETPOV EVEWBOQOPDV: O O VDV, Epyuya poyedmv,

1OV Tpmavodpyov "Epwt’ Emhacev €v kpadig.

7 Tyo ToBvop” Exel TADTOV HOVOV, Epya 8& KpEGS®,

o0 AiBov, AL QpevdV Tvedpa petappLOuicas.

{Aaog TAAGGOL TOV EUOV TPOTOV, dPPO. TVTTMGCOG

Evtog &unv yoymv vaov "Epwotoc &m. (AP 12.57)

The old sculptor Praxiteles made a delicate and lifeless

image, a mute model of beauty,

working the stone into shape: but now he, using magic, made a living one,

and he molded in my heart Eros, the rogue.

Perhaps he only has the same name, but the works are better,

fashioning not stone, but the spirit of the mind.

Graciously let him mold my character, so that having formed it

He might have within my soul a temple of Eros.
The poem turns on the phrase “now” (viv) as the present instant, “now,” is that of the first-
person narrator’s encounter with the statue. In admiring the statue as he does, the narrator crafts
an image, not of the life that the statue represents but of the life responsible for the statue: the
sculptor whom he imagines to be at work on his own heart at that moment. The praise shifts from

the object of art to the skill represented by that object and then from that skill to the speaker

himself, who presents the fiction of submitting to that skill by subjecting the statue to his
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rhetorical control. “Let him mold my character” beseeches in the jussive, but the illocutionary
force is that of a boast. His character is worthy to be molded, and his own heart has become the
raw material for an achievement that surpasses even the statue. With Eros brilliantly sculpted and
housed, the narrator has gained an authoritative status in judging love-objects.

Meleager’s poem breaks down the barriers between object and subject and inverts the
relations between the two. It does not need to work hard to do so; the overlap between a
discourse of aesthetic evaluation that tends towards detachment and separation and a discourse of
erotic evaluation that aspires to attachment and penetration provides ample opportunities for a
poet. The same terms are potentially oriented in either direction, and might even be ambiguously
suspended between the two. With the poles in place, and the route clear to and from each, a poet
can alternate the movement of current, and even run currents two ways at the same time. Such
self-conscious play along the circuits of rhetoric is characteristic of post-Classical literature, but
the engagement of first-person narrators with works of arts opens another surface for the
circuitry to run along: the works of art.

Theocritus elaborates his rhetoric with intricacy in his first /dy//, the amoebic exchange
between Thyrsis and the goatherd that I discuss in my first chapter. The goatherd offers a
decorated cup in exchange for a song; in order to make the offer more appealing, in an ekphrasis
the goatherd describes the cup.®®” It is (purposefully) unclear whether the readers are meant to
imagine the cup as an object right in front of him or whether he describes it from memory.**® On
the cup is a woman:

gvtoabev 0¢& yuovd, TL Be®dv daidaApa TETVKTOL,

aoKNTa TEMA® T€ Kol dpmokt map O€ ol avopeg
KaAOV €0gpalovteg dpoPadig dAlobev dALOG

27 For studies on the cup see Lawall 27-30, Segal 29-33, and Halperin 1983:161-89.
2%% payne 2002: 268: “Perhaps the 1t reflects the fact that the goatherd does not have the bowl in front of him, and
dramatizes a momentary engagement with the figure in his imagination.”
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velkelovs’ €méecat: T &’ oV PPevOg GmteTal aVTig:

AL Oxo pev Thvov ToTdépKeTaL dvopa YEAoGa,

dAloka &’ av ToTl TOV Putel voov: o1 &’ v’ EPMTOC

dNBa KvAowvwvTes Etdota poyBiovti. (32-38)

On it is a woman, a sort of work of art fashioned by the gods

Wearing a robe and a diadem. Beside her are men

With beautiful locks alternately from either side

Contest with words. But these things do not touch her heart.

But at one time she turns to one man smiling

And at another time she turns her mind to the other. And they

Hollow-eyed from desire work in vain.
The evaluative discourses of the description turn in on themselves, rounding with the shape of
the cup itself. The goatherd’s aesthetic appraisal of the cup lauds the figure of the woman, stating
that she is a “sort of work of art (daidaApa) fashioned by the gods.” In so doing, he conflates the
cup and the woman. The word daidaipo—the first extant use of the word—contains within it an
ambiguity, observed by Payne: “...is the woman a fabrication of the gods, or is she, more

9% The phrase might refer the excellence of artistry, or else

concretely, a “statue of the gods
impute life to her figure, since the gods could breathe life into inanimate matter. The men with
beautiful locks are praised not as decorative features on the cup, but as real beings, and the
image-crafting has shifted clearly into the field of the erotic with the word “alternately.” The
word is temporal, granting to the static representation the movement of time, and affording the
figures of the men a living presence before the speaker; the woman too exists in time, turning
from one man to the other. They perform for her, and behind their words is a recognition of her
beauty that is shared by the goatherd. “But these things do not touch her heart” and they “work in
vain.” She stands to them as a statue elsewhere might stand to an admiring critic; and their

desire is stymied as his would be perhaps because she is herself evaluating their words, standing

with the detachment of purely aesthetic assessment that precludes the erotic. At the same time,

29 Payne 2002: 265.
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being out of their reach, she takes on, for the goatherd as well as for the men by her side, the
status of an art object rather than love object. With the poem’s close, it might be that the two
men on the cup similarly shed some of their independent vitality; the image-crafting pulls them
back to the realm of the aesthetic when it describes them as “hollow-eyed,” a term apt for both
the despair of hopeless lovers and the carved-out eyes in the figures on the side of the cup.
Because their desire for the woman can find no adequate consummation, they once more harden
into art objects.

But Theocritus’ poetical games do not stop with the cup. We have already seen that the
goatherd joins in with the men on the cup in his praise of the woman; his world extends into
theirs as he crafts their image. At another remove, the two men on the cup are reflected by the
two men outside the cup, a goatherd and Thyrsis, debating; though they do not debate, they stand
to the cup as the two men stand to the woman in it. The goatherd is ‘selling’ his idea of the cup
through his description of it, and also proving that he is a worthy critic of its artistry. The
confirmation of his skill cannot come from the cup, or the woman on it, though; it must come
from the shepherd’s song. The value of that song is not determined by the economic value of the
cup or the cultural value that the goatherd’s description adds to it; the song itself awards it value.
Since the shepherd is of a higher social status than the goatherd, moreover, his recognition of the
goatherd’s efforts would be a mark of distinction for the goatherd. To some Alexandrian readers,
the contrast of pastoral setting and critical posturing might clash comedically; to others, the
juxtaposition might possess a satirical edge, mocking the pretensions of urbane art critics by
suggesting their powers of taste are possessed by unrefined rustics; other still might find the
setting a comforting reminder that the exercise of critical judgment, and the striving for

distinction, is natural, and not the product of a decadently mannered civility.
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In this chapter, I have argued that ekphrasis in post-Classical literature is an especially
sophisticated form of image-crafting. All ekphrasis conjures an image before the reader’s mind,
and perhaps draws on two fields of discourse, erotic and aesthetic; but in post-Classical
literature, the two fields are consciously manipulated to do equal justice to both the image of the
work of art and the image of the narrator. Under the double pressure, the fields are alternately set
into harmony and tension, configured and reconfigured in simultaneous contests over fidelity of
description and the authority to describe. But the contests do not end within the works of
literature: they extend beyond, to the external audience, who are left to assess the validity of the
narrators’ image-crafting, and the judgments to which they are subjected in the literature’s
worlds. In their assessments in turn, readers are granted the opportunity to perform an act of
image-crafting, though they do so in terms of judgment and devices of rhetorical control that
have been anticipated by the literature they encounter. Evaluation begets evaluation, image-
crafting inspires image-crafting, and the search for status sustains and is sustained by works of

art.
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CONCLUSION

IMAGE-CRAFTING POST POST-CLASSICAL

Bourdieu’s sociology has explicitly guided this dissertation. As an elixir for dissolving
the opposition between social structure and individual agency, his theoretical framework allows
us to transcend the artificial divide between subjective evaluation and objective description. All
“objective” descriptions proceed on grounds of “subjective” impressions and motivations; but
this does not reduce the objective to the subjective since the subjective impressions and
motivations can only exist in relation to a pattern of “objective” relationships, a nexus of
interactions and judgments, within which an individual is held. The tradition of post-Classical
literature that I have examined can be read with rich results without any knowledge of Bourdieu;
and it reductive to say that post-Classical literature simply anticipates what he says. The
framework that Bourdieu provides, however, allows us to more accurately describe the play of
rhetoric and the tensions of discourse in the literature, and in doing so account for its power. This
dissertation goes beyond establishing that discourses in several fields overlap; it shows that these
poems capitalize upon that reality, making poetic hay of it.

In my introduction, I argued that the process of image-crafting is not limited to any one
genre or any one narrowly defined historical moment. It can be found in any genre, and examples
can likely be found from any era. But the concentration of literary works invested in the potential
overlap of the aesthetic and erotic discourses sets the post-Classical period apart. It is little
stretch to see that these works do all share a loosely characterized context of production: a sense
of cultural belatedness that has refined a critical discourse for distinguishing between the classics

of earlier generations in the shadow of which contemporary artists and authors create. The post-
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Classical world was an era of the critic and the dilettante, but rather than making for a derivative
poetry, hopelessly aspiring to lost glories, the best authors of that world were able to mine the
discourses of the critic for poetic innovation. In their works, they reveal that the seemingly
natural and universal impulses of eros are characterized by the same discourse as the cultivated
performances of aesthetic criticism, and also that the refined and cultivated performances of
aesthetic criticism are charged with an intensity of desire. Their baroquely involved wheels of
rhetoric do not set their works at an aesthetic distance from life, but instead harness and explore
movements of language and social feeling that are essential to the life-world in which they were
written. Bourdieu can help us see how.

Critical attention to image-crafting in post-Classical literature does not demand or
announce a sociological cast of mind; image-crafting, trucking for social status, and critical
discourse are so crucial to these works of literature that sociology provides invaluable concepts
for formalist descriptions and readings. But it is not only overt critics who attest to the central
preoccupation post-Classical authors and works have with status and authority. We can look to
later poets writing in English also, reading them too as covert critics. No post-Classical poet has
mattered as much for English poetry as Theocritus. He was not the only Greek poet to be read,
but his influence is repeatedly announced over the waxing and waning of his critical reputation.
Though my dissertation has taken in a great many authors, my approach has repeatedly paid
dividends when applied to Theocritus' work. Here I hope to show how the same approach can

lead to a deeper understanding of the English poetry where he is most present.
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The nineteenth century saw a revival in the fortunes of Theocritus, not least among

270

poets.”" In the case of several major English poets of the century, he is a distinct influence.

Among these, Keats and Tennyson tower.””'

The former experienced Theocritus only in
translation whereas the latter admired him in the original. For both, however, Theocritus
provides a resource for the exploration of image-crafting; what is more, both Keats and
Tennyson find in his belated relation to Classical antiquity a model for their own belated relation
to his poetry. Their poems not only imitate and mirror Theocritus' concerns; they enter into and
extend the experiments he conducts in the pastoral landscape.

Keats’ love of ancient Greek literature came first through Chapman’s translation of
Homer, and later, it seems likely, through a 1792 translation of Theocritus by Richard
Polwhele.”” In a letter composed to his brother George and his wife Georgiana, over the course
of the 14th to 31st of October 1818, he expresses intense joy in reading the latter: “According to
my state of mind I am with Achilles shouting in the Trenches or with Theocritus in the Vales of
2273

Sicily.””"” Haynes writes that Keats “repudiated Milton’s repudiation and sought to restore a

274 The infamous statement in which Keats

pagan religious sense, to insist on the truth of beauty.
insists (“Beauty is truth, truth beauty--that is all | Ye know on earth, and all ye need to know”)
comes at the end of “Ode on a Grecian Urn,” a poem that is in part a reimagining of the

description of the cup in Theocritus’ Idyll 1.*”> “Ode on a Grecian Urn” represents Keats’ highest

achievement in the art of ekphrasis: in it, Keats distinguishes himself for his capacity to respond

29 On the revival of Theocritus as a major poet in the nineteenth century, and the proliferation of translations, see

Talbot 2015 (especially page 67).

" For Keats’ relationship to Theocritus see Kelley 2001 and Thornton 1987. For Tennyson and Theocritus see
Markley 2004; Alpers 1996: 290.

212 Kelley 2001: n.12.

23 John Keats, Selected Letters, 159.

2" Haynes 2003: 119.

%" Thornton 1987.
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to Greek art. In his descriptive praise of the urn, he endows the object itself with life, making it
speak, and also animates the images on it, so that, as in the poems discussed in Chapter 4, they
become love-objects as well as aesthetic objects:

Ah, happy, happy boughs! that cannot shed

Your leaves, nor ever bid the Spring adieu;
And, happy melodist, unwearied,
For ever piping songs for ever new;
More happy love! More happy, happy love!
For ever warm and still to be enjoy’d,
For ever panting, and for ever young;
All breathing human passion far above,
That leaves a heart high-sorrowful and cloy’d,
A burning forehead, and a parching tongue.*’®
In the terms of my discussion, Keats’ description of the urn does not only balance the field of
aesthetic and the field of the erotic, but it reconciles them, lauding the urn for finding aesthetic
stasis in erotic movement and erotic movement in aesthetic stasis. We can read the Ode as a
philosophical statement, but we can also see it as an instance of Keats’ own image-crafting: in
the poem, he finds a way of taking the measure of Greek art as none before him had done.

Yet to fully understand Keats’ image-crafting in the Ode, we need to take into account
the status of Greek art and culture in Britain in 1819. In his devotion to Greek culture, Keats was
influenced by the poet and critic Leigh Hunt, who was the subject of savage critical attacks that
would soon take Keats as a target too. In a review for Blackwood’s Magazine that launched the

classist term, “The Cockney School,” John Gibson Lockhart, writing under the pseudonym ‘Z,’

described Hunt: “He is a man of little education. He knows absolutely nothing of Greek, almost

278 A1l Keats text from Stillinger 1982.
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nothing of Latin.”?”” Keats was soon savaged by ‘Z’ in the same pages, on the same line of
attack:

His Endymion is not a Greek shepherd, loved by a Grecian goddess; he is merely
a young Cockney rhymester, dreaming a phantastic dream at the full of the moon.
Costume, were it worth while to notice such a trifle, is violated in every page of this
goodly octavo. From his prototype Hunt, John Keats has acquired a sort of vague idea,
that the Greeks were a most tasteful people, and that no mythology can be so finely
adapted for the purposes of poetry as theirs. It is amusing to see what a hand the two
Cockneys make of this mythology; the one confesses that he never read the Greek
Tragedians, and the other knows Homer only from Chapman, and both of them write
about Apollo, Pan, Nymphs, Muses, and Mysteries, as might be expected from persons of
their education. We shall not, however, enlarge at present upon this subject, as we mean
to dedicate an entire paper to the classical attainments and attempts of the Cockney poets.

As for Mr Keats' Endymion, it has just as much to do with Greece as it has with
'old Tartary the fierce;' no man, whose mind has ever been imbued with the smallest
knowledge or feeling of classical poetry or classical history, could have stooped to
profane and vulgarise every association in the manner which has been adopted by this
'son of promise.'*’®

Lockhart’s vicious snobbery is predicated on the cultural capital of a gentleman’s education,
which would have included (at least in principle) Greek. By writing on Greek subjects without an
education in the Greek language, Keats reaches above his proper standing in the social order, and
leaves himself open to criticism. Even Byron, who recognized Keats’ genius, especially in the
uncompleted epic Hyperion, could sneer in admiration:

John Keats, who was kill'd off by one critique,

Just as he really promis'd something great,

If not intelligible, without Greek

Contriv'd to talk about the gods of late,

Much as they might have been suppos'd to speak.

Poor fellow! His was an untoward fate;

'Tis strange the mind, that very fiery particle,

Should let itself be snuff'd out by an article.*”

(Don Juan, Canto 11, section LX)

27 For a fuller discussion of Lockhart, “The Cockney School,” and the Classics, see Wallace 2015: 415-417. The
review is Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine, 2 (October 1817), 38.

%8 Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine, 3 (August 1818) 522.

29 Text from McGann 2000 edition.
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Byron’s phrase “without Greek manages to parody the snobbery of the reviews, while also
granting some legitimacy to their terms; similarly, he exhibits his lordly contempt for articles and
reviews, while also perpetuating the myth that Keats, a less lordly man that he, took them too
much to heart. The explosion of popular literary reviews and magazines in a society whose deep
class divisions were coming under democratic threats made the prospects of image-crafting
distinctly hazardous for Keats.

But if we allow that Keats was a careful reader, we might ask whether “Ode on a Grecian
Urn” does not anticipate some of these attacks; after all, it is modeled after one speaker in an
Idyll that is a dialogue in the pastoral theater. Although Keats’ poem is a lyric rather than a
dialogue, and without any discernible setting, it perhaps implies the setting that Theocritus
provides: Keats stands in for the rustic praising the cup, and the Idy/l’s clash between social
status and critical sophistication is transferred onto him also. His critics doubt him for the same
reason an Alexandrian snob might have doubted whether shepherds could talk the way
Theocritus shows them talking: the low are assuming the cultural capital and gaining the
distinction associated with the high. Read as a dialogue with Theocritus, Keats’ Ode carries on
the game staged in and by Idyll 1.

Less than a decade after Keats' death, Tennyson carried on and refined his adoption of
Greek literature into English; at the heart of his work, and near to his heart as a poet, was the
poetry of Theocritus. Tennyson, Markley tells us, owned three volumes of the poet, two of which

280

included the poetry of Bion and Moschus.™ His depth of admiration for the Greek is evident in

an anecdote recalled by his friend Francis Palgrave:
We were sitting (1857 or so) late at night in the Farringford attic-room already

mentioned: and Tennyson read over to me the little Theocritan Idyll “Hylas”; eminent for
beauty in a treasure-house where all are beautiful. He dwelt particularly on the tender

280 Markley 2004: 29.
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loveliness which describe how the fairy youth, carried to the depths of a fountain by the
enamoured Nymphs, faintly answered the call of his companion Herakles ... [He quotes
and translates]... Tennsyson, if | remember rightly, ended with that involuntary half-sigh
of delight which breaks forth when a sympathetic spirit closes, or turns from, some
masterpiece of perfect art, in words or colours. “I should be content to die,” said the
author of “Locksley Hall” and “Maud” and “In Memoriam” “if I had written anything
equal to this.” The scene need not be spoiled by any comments.*™'

In order to fully grasp the relevance of Theocritus to Tennyson’s poetic oeuve, critics
would have to take Theocritus more seriously than as merely the founder of the pastoral
tradition, and grant that Tennyson may have found profundities in him that twentieth-century
critics of English literature have generally not. In particular, critical responses to Tennyson’s re-
conception of the locus amoenus and his return to the pastoral stage would benefit from a more
ambitious account of Theocritus; though mine is hardly the only one possible, it opens up a new
way of assessing and interpreting Tennyson’s work.

Tennyson, and perhaps his fellow Victorian Swinburne, also an avid reader of Greek,
suffer still from the Modernist readjustment of sensibility, which can be registered by a
reorientation towards the Classics. For the Modernist generation of Pound, H.D., and Joyce, the
reception of the Classics centers on a reappraisal of the Archaic; coincident with their investment
in the Primitive, the Archaic offered them models of poetic rejuvenation. Their ambivalence
towards Tennyson, the Poet Laureate of Victoria’s reign, manifests in an unease in those
elements of Tennyson’s verse that are most obviously indebted to Theocritus, especially his
construction of the idealized landscape of pastoral. Joyce famously has fun at Tennyson’s
expense in Ulysses, riffing on one of the lordly laureate’s favorite words when he refers to
Tennyson as “Lawn Tennyson, gentleman poet.”**> “Lawn” appears often when Tennyson

evokes a falsely polished landscape; “Lawn tennis” echoes in the name too, with the implication

81 Hallam Tennyson, Alfred Tennsyon: A Memoir by His Son, vol. 2 (London: Macmillan, 1897) 495.
282 Chapter 3, Proteus (the sneer is Stephen’s)
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of poetry reduced to frivolous pastime, though it recalls also the game of Theocritus’ pastoral
exchange.

If we allow, however, that Tennyson was a serious reader of Theocritus, and that his
reading afforded him some insights corresponding to my own, then his artifice and decorum are
not concessions to Victorian prudishness and poesy, but attempts at doing for his age what
Theocritus had done for his own. Perhaps Tennyson felt a special affinity for the post-Classical
poets for their belatedness; he arrived too late to be a Romantic, and the poetry of Wordsworth,
Keats, and Shelley casts striking shadows across his own.**’

His debt to Theocritus is announced forcefully in the poems that were collected under a
section titled “English Idylls”: these included “Audley Court,” “Edwin Morris, or the Lake,”
“The Gardener’s Daughter, or the Pictures,” “The Golden Year”; critics are divided over whether
to include others, such as “Morte D’ Arthur.” The influence of Theocritus is also evident
elsewhere: he echoes through “Oenone” and one reader of the song in The Princess, “Come
down, O Maid, from yonder mountain height” and ending in “The moan of doves in immemorial
elms | And murmur of innumerable bees” was “as felicitous as Theocritus” (the touchstone had
been recovered since Jonathan Richardson’s remark on Milton, owing to the Romantic
rediscover, and re-invention, of Greece). In many of these poems, and self-consciously in the
“English Idylls,” Tennyson follows the speaker of “Audley Court”: “I set the words, and added
names | knew.” That speaker refers, in the fiction of the poem, to an old English song; but
looking beyond the poem, Tennyson refers to his own recasting of Theocritus.

“Audley Court” is perhaps a less obvious poem than others for showing how my
dissertation’s approach illuminates Tennyson’s work: “Edwin Morris” includes competing, and

criticized descriptions of women as love-objects; “The Gardener’s Daughter” overlaps evaluation

283 Tucker 1988. Tucker reads Tennyson as a late Romantic.
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of love-objects with evaluation of aesthetic objects. “Audley Court” is the account of two friends
on a picnic, each of whom sings a song to the other; there is no judgment of either song, and
there is no presumption that the songs are sung in contest. The poem ends with a scene of idyllic
peace:
...but ere the night we rose

And sauntered home beneath a moon, that, just

In crescent, dimly rained about the leaf

Twilights of airy silver, till we reached

The limits of the hills; and as we sank

From rock to rock upon the glooming quay,

The town was hushed beneath us: lower down

The bay was oily calm; the harbour-buoy.

Sole start of phosphorescence in the calm,

With one green sparkle ever and anon

Dipt by itself, and we were glad at heart”** (1l. 78-88)
But in light of a reading of Theocritus in which we recognize that a performance of songs
represents an exchange of cultural capital, and that the songs are efforts at image-crafting by the
speakers, we can read this description of a locus amoenus as an implicit criticism of the
exchange: it is not only peaceful, but a reconciliation, a balancing of accounts, admitting, if not
that the songs were equally worthy, that the singers accepted them as such. The ending is, “for
the first time in Tennyson,” Ricks notes, “not a curtailment or an expectation but a fully
contented pause.”*

Curiously, the songs do not seem to be equal. The speaker of the poem, a surrogate of
Tennyson, passes his days “in the fallow leisure of my life,” whereas his friend, Francis Hale,
“the farmer’s son, who lives across the bay,” would seem to spring from humbler origins. And it

is the speaker’s poem that feels the slenderer of the two:

Sleep, Ellen Aubrey, sleep, and dream of me:

284 A1) Tennyson from Ricks’ 1989 edition.

285 Ricks 1989: 154.
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Sleep, Ellen, folded in thy sister's arm,
And sleeping, haply dream her arm is mine.

Sleep, Ellen, folded in Emilia's arm;
Emilia, fairer than all else but thou,

For thou art fairer than all else that is.

Sleep, breathing health and peace upon her breast:
Sleep, breathing love and trust against her lip:
I go tonight: I come tomorrow morn.

I go, but I return: I would I were
The pilot of the darkness and the dream.
Sleep, Ellen Aubrey, love, and dream of me.

Compare to Francis Hale’s:

Oh! who would fight and march and countermarch,
Be shot for sixpence in a battle-field,
And shovelled up into some bloody trench
Where no one knows? but let me live my life.

Oh! who would cast and balance at a desk,
Perched like a crow upon a three-legged stool,
Till all his juice is dried, and all his joints
Are full of chalk? but let me live my life.

Who'd serve the state? for if I carved my name
Upon the cliffs that guard my native land,
I might as well have traced it in the sands;
The sea wastes all: but let me live my life.

Oh! who would love? I wooed a woman once,

But she was sharper than an eastern wind,
And all my heart turned from her, as a thorn
Turns from the sea; but let me live my life.

Hale’s is not only more ambitious in reach, a criticism of life, but it possesses lines that possess a
reader: “The sea wastes all; but let me live my life”’; “But she was sharper than an eastern wind.”
Ricks, in a moment of distinguishing image-crafting, calls it a “tenderly cynical song, altogether

without bitterness,” and his description reflects its magnanimity; he also argues that, compared to

9 <6

the narrator’s song, Francis’ “tells the most, both as a poem and as a document,” asserting that

“its manner is one that Tennyson was seldom to command” in part because “its freedom from
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anything like morbidity argues a deep, albeit temporary, release,”**® Although Tennyson does
not openly urge or request evaluation from his readers, the pastoral tradition and the situation
within the poem imply that evaluation is expected; we are given space to step in as the narrator
does not.

Accepting that one of the efforts is patently superior to the other, the question arises: why
would Tennyson give one singer a more impressive performance in a poem whose original asks
that we read the exchange as a contest of image-crafting, and then suggest that the two end with
their accounts balanced? It may be that Tennyson wished to comment on friendship itself,
suggesting that it superseded the concerns of image-crafting. However, it may be that we are
asked to see the image-crafting of the singers as properly understood within the broader context
of capital and status the poem implies. Francis Hale is left on an equal footing with the narrator
not only because of friendship, but because in friendship, he can compensate for his reduced
economic capital by offering more valuable cultural capital. The consequence is a leveling of
social distinction. On such a reading, the poem offers a defense of what good the aesthetic can
bring to the social: it can reconcile and harmonize classes, without abolishing their economic
differences. My approach to pastoral suggests how the concern for image-crafting in the aesthetic
and erotic fields throughout Tennyson’s idylls can establish their place in the social and political
arena, where Tennyson yearned to conserve a threatened social order.

Finally, the competition in Tennyson’s verse may reflect his own sought-after
relationship to the precedent of Theocritus: inferior, but reconciled. If we read Theocritus’
pastoral landscape as the laboratory of poetics, a locus amoenus in which the social value of
poetry is confirmed and tested by image-crafting and exchange, then we may better understood

why later poets were so comfortable inhabiting it also.

286 Ricks 1989: 154.
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