Expanding and Enhancing the Canon:  Reassessing the Use of “Minor” Texts
The entry for “canon” in the Oxford Classical Dictionary points out that while Christian writers were the first to use κανών in the sense of a privileged body of work, both classical Greeks and Romans had several words for a list of authors who were considered the best in their given genre.  Just as canonical authors in antiquity were studied more and were thus better preserved than non-canonical authors, what is considered canonical often determines the priority for who is read and taught today.  Fragmentary texts or authors who have been relegated to the status of “minor” become the domain of specialists and do not get wider exposure.  The purpose of this panel is not to question the importance of the canon, but rather to assert the valuable contribution that neglected authors can make to understanding the culture, history, and literature of which they, as much as those privileged to be considered canonical, played a part.

The first paper, “Not a ‘Minor Attic Orator’: On the Value of the Speeches of Hypereides,” discusses the dangers inherent in treating an author as minor simply because of present obscurity.  Hypereides, who was in fact one of the canonical ten Attic orators, is often referred to now as “minor” due to the fragmentary state of his corpus, and is rarely taught alongside such “major” orators as Lysias and Demosthenes.  This paper argues for the importance of Hypereides’ corpus for the student of Athenian history in the times of Lycurgus and Alexander the Great, but also for the student of philology interested in appreciating the literary skill for which he was widely known.  The second paper, “Revealing an Audience:  Oratory and Comedy in Herodas 2,” explores the liberal use of the Attic orators and, in particular, Hypereides in Herodas’ mime about Battaros, a pimp who utters a prosecution speech against a ship-owner for doing violence to his brothel and prostitute.  This mimiamb is usually treated in isolation as a mimic character-sketch, but what is remarkable is how Herodas interacts with both the comic and forensic stages.  This interaction reveals more about Herodas’ target-audience than has previously been realized.  Such a reading argues against the notion that “[Herodas’] work is of interest primarily for its curiosity-value… rather than for any great intrinsic literary merit” (CHCL I: 611).

The final two papers illustrate how the modern reputation of non-canonical authors can often lead to a misunderstanding of their work.  An influential assessment of Cornelius Nepos, that he “is an intellectual pygmy whom we find associating uneasily with the literary giants of his generation” (CHCL II: 290), is often upheld by scholars who enumerate historical “mistakes” in his biographies.  The third paper, “How Cornelius Nepos Quotes Thucydides: Themistocles 9.2-4,” shows that Nepos is not misquoting Thucydides, but intentionally manipulating his source for his own purposes.  Since canonical authors such as Tacitus or Plutarch are studied for their active manipulation of sources, Nepos should be as well.  Similarly, the fourth paper, “Literary Criticism in an Unlikely Place: The Fabulae of Hyginus and Latin Poetry,” asks why scholars look for and praise learned poets like Virgil engaging with the scholarly tradition, but either ignore such engagement in the mythographer Hyginus or discredit it as unsophisticated.  The implicit answer is the influence of Hyginus’ reputation as a “hack” (cf. Rose 1967: xii: “Hyginum adulescentem imperitum fuisse dico, semidoctum dico, stultum dico; insanum fuisse nego”).  Nevertheless, Hyginus’ educational background was probably similar to that of the Roman poets.  When he interacts with poetic texts, therefore, it is profitable to consider him as a literary critic, not just a compiler of tales.

In reassessing “minor” texts, this panel has pointedly chosen a wide-range of authors in a variety of genres.  The hope, in addition to taking these texts beyond the sphere of specialists, is to foster a dialogue among subfields of Classical Studies in our common goal of shedding light on the ancient world. 

Easterling, P. E. and Knox, B. M. W., eds.  Cambridge History of Classical Literature I: Greek Literature (Cambridge 1985).

Kenney, E. J., ed.  Cambridge History of Classical Literature II: Latin Literature (Cambridge 1982).

Rose, H. J.  Hygini Fabulae3 (Leiden 1967).
Not a “Minor Attic Orator”: On the Value of the Speeches of Hypereides

Although he was a member in (very) good standing of the canon of the ten Attic orators in antiquity, Hypereides is not much read or studied today except by specialists in Athenian law and/or later fourth-century Athenian history. Yet the legal and historical issues on which Hypereides sheds significant light are far from tangential to any study of ancient Athens, and the evidentiary value of Hypereides’ speeches, combined with their literary merit and their present unprecedented accessibility (note esp. Whitehead 2000, Herrman 2009), militates for his reinclusion in the modern pedagogical canon of Greek authors.

From the aftermath of the battle of Chaeroneia (338) to his death in 322, the orator-politician Lycurgus held sway in Athens as had no leader since Pericles (see esp. [Plut.] Vita Lycurgi). The “Lycurgan era” (e.g., Schwenk 1985) witnessed increased economic prosperity, a public building program, and military reforms (which may have included the reorganization of the ephêbeia). Yet Lycurgus was not without his critics, and the Hypereidean corpus provides evidence of singular importance for successful resistance to a legal aspect of the Lycurgan program (Phillips 2006). In the fourth century, the procedure of eisangelia (impeachment) was limited by statute (Hyp. 4 Eux. 7-8) to accusations of subversion of the democracy and other types of civil and military treason. Lycurgus, however, envisioned a broader scope for eisangelia, and as prosecutor and/or logographer sponsored its use against acts that were at least marginal, if not outright foreign, to the terms of the statute. In at least two such cases he was opposed by Hypereides (Hyp. 1 Lyc., 4; Lyc. fr. X-XI Conomis), and between the first and second trials Hypereides secured at least a partial, and significant, victory: by summer 330 (Dem. 18.250) eisangelia prosecutors who received less than 20 percent of their jurors’ votes were fined 1000 drachmas for sycophancy.

Hypereides 5, Against Demosthenes, is well-known as one of the chief sources on the Harpalus affair of 324-323, which culminated in the prosecution of Demosthenes and others for misappropriating funds deposited in Athens by the fugitive treasurer of Alexander the Great. This speech, alongside Deinarchus 1-3, is also of prime importance in documenting the development of Athenian-Macedonian relations, and of those between prominent Athenian politicians, during Alexander’s reign. Moreover, the fragmentary nature of the text, which may have served as a deterrent to prospective readers and instructors, can in fact constitute a pedagogical virtue. Graduate students in classics and ancient history should be exposed to the issues of interpretation and reconstruction presented by such texts; in Hypereides’ case, too,  papyrus facsimiles and other images are easily accessible (e.g., Babington 1850, 1853; http://www.archimedespalimpsest.org), such that his speeches may be profitably used for instruction in papyrology and paleography.

Ancient literary critics (e.g., [Longin.] de Sublim. 34; D. H. de Imit. fr. VI.5.6, p. 213 Usener-Radermacher; Cic. Brutus 35-36; Quint. IO 10.1.77) praise Hypereides for his eloquent and persuasive composition; he is not seldom ranked second to Demosthenes overall, while excelling even Demosthenes in certain respects. The much-reduced (but even now growing: e.g., Carey et al. 2008) present state of his corpus notwithstanding, Hypereides’ literary skill remains evident to anyone who reads his work; for this and the aforementioned reasons (among others), study of the Attic orators should not, as it too often does, begin with Lysias and end with Demosthenes.
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Revealing an Audience:  Oratory and Comedy in Herodas 2

In Herod. 2 a pimp named Battaros delivers a prosecution speech against Thales, a ship-owner, who has broken down Battaros’ door and stolen one of his prostitutes.  It has long been recognized that this mimiamb features a comic inversion of the noble rhetoric of Attic oratory (Hense 1900: 230-231).  However, scholars have focused their attention more on the humor of a lowly character employing legal topoi, than investigating whether Herodas is actually interacting with the Attic forensic corpus.  When Theocritus and Callimachus, Herodas’ canonical contemporaries, manipulate literary texts, it is fully acknowledged that they are interacting with the past in novel and sophisticated ways.  Herodas, because he purportedly represents a more realistic and vulgar strain of mimic writing, is not treated in the same way.  There are scurrilous pimps in New Comedy and Sophron, whose mimes most probably were a model for the Mimiambi, composed a monologue similar to Herod. 2, in which a man named Boulias gives a rambling, incoherent speech (Sophr. fr. 104, Hordern 2004: 186).  Battaros thus fits comfortably as a comic and mimic character-type, and it is on this characterization that scholars tend to focus (Hunter 1995: 163-69 and Zanker (2009) 66-71.  Nevertheless, Herodas does employ specific phraseology from the Attic orators and seems knowledgeable of legal aspects that go beyond a simple comic parody (Di Gregorio 1997: 117 and Hengstl 2004: 169-77).   

Herodas’ use of the orators is in no way straightforward.  Battaros, a third-century resident of Kos (2. 95-100), speaks the language of classical Attic oratory.  Even more incongruous, after Battaros calls for a law to be recited (2. 46-48), he says, ταῦτ’ ἔγραψε Χαιρώνδης (2.48).  Charondas was well known in the sixth century for writing laws for several cities in Sicily, but there is no evidence that he had any influence over Koan law.  Instead of assuming that Charondas did author Koan laws (Di Gregorio 1997: 147-49), it is more likely that Herodas meant his audience to appreciate the incongruity of a realistically drawn comic character citing orators and lawgivers from different places and times.  Similarly, Herodas has all of his third-century Hellenistic characters in the Mimiambi speak in the 6th-century Ionic and choliambic meter of Hipponax. Just as the combination of artifical form and realistic subject matter emphasizes the skillful imitation of dramatic mime (cf. Kutzko 2007/8: 150-51), so do the incongruities in Battaros’ speech highlight Herodas’ artful engagement with Attic oratory. 

In the middle of the mimiamb, Battaros calls Myrtale, his abused prostitute, to the stand.  He says that he is showing the jury where Thales had injured her, but what he points to is τὰ τίλματ’ (2. 69) – “that which has been plucked.”  Housman, who was the first to explain this as referring to a prostitute who has been clean-shaven, argued convincingly that Battaros, instead of showing where Thales attacked her, is parading Myrtale naked in front of the jurors as potential customers (1922: 109-10).  His strategy strongly recalls a famous anecdote about Hypereides.  While most scholars acknowledge this, few, once again, are willing to grant that Herodas is directly engaging with oratory.  Instead, most argue that Battaros’ strategy simply sheds more light on his comic character (Hunter 1995: 166 and Zanker 2009: 60).   On the contrary, when Battaros says to the jurors, ὁρῆτ’, ἄνδρες (2. 68), while indicating Myrtale’s τὰ τίλματ’, he at the same time exposes Herodas’ audience for who they really are: ἄνδρες is used as a vocative both in oratory and in comic asides.  What the audience sees at this moment, or, more accurately, recalls, is the account of Hypereides disrobing the prostitute Phryne to persuade the jury to vote for acquittal on a capital offense (cf. Cooper 1995: 312-316).

Herodas, like Theocritus and Callimachus, is fundamentally interested in engaging with his audience’s knowledge of culture and literature, both of the present and of the past.  The fact that he does so in different ways from his contemporaries should not be ignored, but embraced and carefully studied.
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How Cornelius Nepos Quotes Thucydides: Themistocles 9.2-4

Within a few years of the Battle of Actium in 31 BCE, Cornelius Nepos compiled his book On Foreign Generals, a collection of brief biographies of 22 non-Roman military commanders. Although he presents his purpose as the writing of lives rather than history (Pelopidas 1.1; cf. Plutarch, Alexander 1), he now seems primarily to be regarded as a sloppy historian incapable of comprehending his sources properly (see, e.g., Rawson 1985: 49 and OCD3 1996: 396, yet note Dionisotti 1988 and Marr 1998: 6). Among the examples of his alleged incompetence is his explicit quotation at Themistocles 9.2-4 of a letter from Themistocles to Artaxerxes recorded at Thucydides 1.137.3-4. Edna Jenkinson, for example, claims that Nepos translates Thucydides’ passage “with an error so glaring that one would assume he had before him a different text from ours, were it not for his gross carelessness in other ways elsewhere” (1967: 6).

Such a criticism is misguided, for it overly privileges Thucydides’ canonical status and assumes that a later author in the ancient tradition must treat Thucydides with the same scrupulous exactitude a modern historian would. Nepos does change Thucydides’ text, but not because he misunderstands it. This paper builds from work on Nepos’ use of his sources (Bradley 1991, esp. 9-40 on the Themistocles) and argues that Nepos alters his Thucydidean model for his own reasons, namely to complement his own judgment about the character of Themistocles and to intensify the rhetorical difficulty of Themistocles’ position when approaching Artaxerxes. Nepos’ invocation of Thucydides’ authority at Them. 9.1, and the subsequent quotation of his text at 9.2-4, emerges as a literary strategy that turns the legacy of the Greek historian to the purposes of the Roman biographer. Examining how Nepos quotes Thucydides thus also affords us concrete evidence for how Thucydides was read by, and repackaged for, Latin readers in Triumviral Rome. 

The primary challenge for Nepos’ rendering of Thucydides’ Themistoclean letter is that Thucydides interrupts the letter in 1.137.4 for a parenthetical authorial aside that summarizes its argument and refutes its veracity. Nepos, however, fills in the argument of the letter such that it matches (in almost exact language: compare 9.3 to 5.1) his earlier presentation of Themistocles in the aftermath of Salamis. Consistency with that earlier presentation, in fact, necessitates alteration of Thucydides’ passage, for Thucydides is not the source Nepos chose to follow for the earlier passage (who was, as Bradley 1991: 19-29 argues, Ephorus). Moreover, rather than comment on the veracity of Themistocles’ claims, as Thucydides does, Nepos highlights the rhetorical difficulty in which Themistocles finds himself, namely that he is appealing to Artaxerxes on the basis of past aid to Xerxes that deceived Xerxes into believing Themistocles was acting in his interest. Nepos consequently adds a note of deference to Themistocles’ appeal as he restructures and expands it to emphasize the quid pro quo that Themistocles offers Artaxerxes. Thus he renders Thucydides 1.137.4: καὶ νῦν ἔχων σε μεγάλα ἀγαθὰ δρᾶσαι πάρειμι διωκόμενος ὑπὸ τῶν Ἑλλήνων διὰ τὴν σὴν φιλίαν (“and now, capable of doing you great services, I am here, pursued by the Greeks on account of my friendship for you”) as 

Them. 9.4: nunc autem confugi ad te exagitatus a cuncta Graecia, tuam petens amicitiam: quam si ero adeptus, non minus me bonum amicum habebis, quam fortem inimicum ille expertus est (“now, however, chased out by the whole of Greece, I have fled to you, seeking your friendship: if I obtain it, you will hold me as no less a good friend than your father found me a brave enemy”). The allegedly “glaring” error of Nepos’ version is specifically the rendering of διὰ τὴν σὴν φιλίαν (“on account of my friendship for you”) as tuam petens amicitiam (“seeking your friendship”). Yet by contextualizing Nepos’ handling of the Thucydidean quotation against his characterization of Themistocles elsewhere in his biography, one can recognize thematic reasons for Nepos’ rendering. These reasons confirm that he does accurately understand from Thucydides what was at stake for Themistocles as he approached Artaxerxes, hence Nepos’ desire to rhetorically capture those stakes as effectively as possible is a better explanation for his alteration of Thucydides’ text than a belief that his knowledge of Greek was inadequate to understand his source. Source criticism, in sum, should not be independent of literary criticism (Moles 1988: 27).
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Literary Criticism in an Unlikely Place: The Fabulae of Hyginus and Latin Poetry

Once we have labeled a Roman text paraliterary or – even worse – subliterary, it is easy to forget that the authors of such works were usually the product of the same kind of literary, educational background as authors such as Vergil and Ovid, whom we rightly hail as sophisticated readers of and commentators on the learned poetry of their predecessors. Such labels also become self-fulfilling prophecies: what we would label as scholarship in another context is then written off as a mistake, or an interpolation, or just ignored.

The Fabulae of Hyginus are a work that have received such treatment (Rose, Krevelen), as has the genre of mythography more generally. But scattered throughout the Fabulae are instances where the text is engaging in scholarly issues that go beyond what many would consider the purview of such mythographic texts. An examination of a few key examples will show both that the Fabulae is engaged in a more sophisticated process of Romanization than many suppose and how reading such ‘paraliterature’ can help us read the literary.

As we would expect, given the central position of the Aeneid in Roman education, Hyginus uses and comments on Vergil’s epic. In a discussion of various games, he says that at the games for Anchises Gyas abstulit lebetas cymbiaque argento caelata (273.15). Vergil, however, had said of Aeneas that tertia dona facit geminos ex aere lebetas / cymbiaque argento perfecta atque aspera signis (Aen. 5.266-7). Hyginus has subsituted words that were difficult enough to need a gloss, to judge from Servius’ comment: aspera signis, hoc est ἀνάγλυφα. In replacing Vergil’s words, Hyginus shows both his awareness of these words’ difficulty, and his knowledge of their meaning, in turn helping us gain a greater understanding of where Vergil may have been stretching the language.
Because the Fabulae is a translation of Greek material and, at some remove, perhaps one or more Greek works, many of the instances of scholarly activity in the Fabulae involve the difficulties of translation. The only positive attention scholars have given to Hyginus’ use of Latin poetry is to suggest that he was using it to help translate Greek poetry found in an original (Dietze, Cameron). The most basic instances are simple glosses of rare words, as with moncrepis (12.1) and sybotes (126.1). But there is also more involved engagement with literary tradition, as in the use of Lucretius’ translation of a line from Homer (Il. 6.181), which Lucretius had taken from the myth of Bellerophon and used in another context (DRN 5.905); in re-using Lucretius’ line, however, Hyginus reinserts it into the myth of Bellerophon, showing his awareness of the line’s heritage (Fab. 57.2-3).

Similarly, at the end of his account of the myth of the Argonauts (14.33), Hyginus quotes ten lines from Cicero’s translation of Aratus’ Phaenomena (fr. 33.126-138 Soubiran = Aratus 341-52). But, as we know from other witnesses to Cicero’s translation, Hyginus has made numerous changes, most obviously omitting two lines, Cicero’s lines 135-6, which translate Aratus lines 349-50. That these are exactly the two lines that Hipparchus criticizes (In Arati et Eudoxi Phaenomena Comm. 1.8.1) demonstrates Hyginus’ awareness of the larger literary issues involving these texts. Rather than supposing, then, that these changes – which appear only in Hyginus – represent a second edition of Cicero’s poem (Soubiran), it is simpler to assume that Hyginus himself made them and that they reflect the educational background we would expect anyone who would have attempted such a work to have received.
All of the above examples would, in canonical authors, be lauded as signs of learning and engagement with the scholarly tradition. In the case of Hyginus, however, they are either ignored, or written off as later interpolations to the text. But Roman translation is inherently incorporative (Possanza), and so we should expect these kinds of changes and maneuvers even by someone like Hyginus. An examination of their integral place in the collection can help us alter our view of this one text in particular, and also serve as a reminder of how pervasive Roman literary education was, and how much we can learn about canonical authors from reading works on their periphery.
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