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ABSTRACT: The new Posidippus papyrus, a third century poetry book, contains
in its fifth section nine epigrams on bronze sculpture (Pos. X.7-XI1.19 Bastianini
= 62-70 AB). The epigrams are linked together by persons, style of sculpture,
and vocabulary, and are unified by the topic of artistic realism. Posidippus’
fundamental theme is the importance of realism in sculpture, and he is
particularly impressed by the style of the sculptor Lysippus. But Posidippus also
echoes and apparently follows Aristotle’s theories on fine art. Posidippus’
epigrams on sculpture as a whole form an important statement of aesthetic
theory for Hellenistic sculpture.

1. Introduction

The new Posidippus papyrus, a third-century poetry book,' contains in its fifth
section nine epigrams ‘on bronze sculpture’ (&vdpiravtonotiké) (Pos. X.7-X1.19
Bastianini = 62-70 AB).? Since the epigrams are linked together by persons, style
of sculpture, and vocabulary, and are unified by the topic of artistic realism, it is
appropriate to regard them as being collected in the order that the poet intended
and to interpret them as a whole.” The poems, which deal with statues of such
diverse subjects as the poet Philitas of Cos, Alexander the Great, the god Helios,
Myron’s famous cow, and a miniature chariot, communicate the typical
Hellenistic literary preoccupation with undercutting the noble with the low, but
this is subordinated to Posidippus’ fundamental theme of the importance of
realism in sculpture. A statue of Philitas is remarkable for its realism and its
‘character’, and it seems so alive that it appears ‘about to speak’. A statue of
Idomeneus is praised for being so lifelike that the viewer may hear its words.”
Other realistic statues include Myron’s cow and the self-depiction by the sculptor
Theodorus. Posidippus’ poems are similar to an art collection; the reader is a

' Gutzwiller (2002a) 1.

* Gutzwiller (2002a) 6-8. Parsons (2001) 116-17, 124.

3 For discussion about whether the poems are all by Posidippus, see Ferrari (2004). Two of the
poems are so fragmentary that they are not discussed here (69, 70 AB), but it should be noted that
the content of epigram 70 AB is consistent with the other poems. The fifth epigram (66 AB)
mentions Myron’s famous statue of a cow while the eighth epigram (69 AB) deals with Myron’s
statue of Tydeus; the first and ninth poems (62, 70 AB) mention the sculptor Polycleitus; and the
fourth and ninth epigrams (65, 70 AB) refer to Lysippus’ famous statue of Alexander the Great.
The epigrams are not similar to Callimachus’ epigrams (Parsons (2001) 124).

* Gutzwiller (2002a) 7, 9.
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‘viewer’ of each statue, as if in a museum.’ The poems are on statues that range
from sixth- to third-century, but Posidippus unites them by the theme of artistic
realism.

All of the poems deal with bronze statues.® The poems are further connected
through the fourth-century sculptor Lysippus (370-310 BC), who was the most
influential Hellenistic artist and whose school dominated Greek sculpture in the
third century.” Lysippus is mentioned three times, as is his realistic style and also
one of his pupils, Chares of Lindos (fl. 280).* Posidippus’ topics, such as
portraiture, the Colossus of Rhodes, and miniatures, also fit in with his focus on
Lysippus since Lysippus was known for his colossal sculptures, which he
apparently made popular,” his miniatures, his realism, and his portraits.'” Lysippus
adhered to some traditional aspects of style, such as a canon of proportions, while
incorporating innovations like detail and changing proportions to fit his statues
into space.'' Posidippus’ statues, from the archaic self-portrait of Theodamus to
works by Lysippus’ pupils, are all examples of realism, are models for Lysippus or
follow Lysippus’ artistic rules, and are consistent with Lysippean style.

Posidippus’ epigrams on sculpture are unusual because they collectively form
an important statement of aesthetic theory for Hellenistic sculpture. The first
poem begins with a direct address to sculptors: ‘Mimic these works, sculptors, and
leave aside ancient rules for larger-than-life-size statues’ (Lip[floacOe Tad €pya,
ToAVYpoviovg 8¢ kodooodv, / ® {[wiJotAdoton, v[ai,] Topabelte vopovg, Pos.
X.8-9 = 62.1-2 AB)."? This programmatic statement applies to all the poems that
follow and promulgates an artistic theory that focuses on new rules for realism in
sculpture. As will be shown in detail in subsequent sections, Posidippus’ use of the
word pipnooacBe (‘imitate’) in the context of setting forth rules for realistic
sculpture is an echo of Aristotle, particularly the Poetics where sculpture is
included within mimesis (Poet. 1, 1447a18-19) and where Aristotle makes a direct
parallel between poetry and fine art (Poet. 15, 1454b9-10; 25, 1460b8-11). But
Posidippus’ poetic appreciation of excellence in the plastic arts is not merely an
expression of his own aesthetic preferences and an acknowledgement of
contemporary artistic trends. Posidippus uses technical vocabulary to express
artistic theory, and his language suggests that he may have been particularly
influenced by Aristotle’s ideas. Since Aristotle states that ‘art imitates nature’
Phys. 2.2, 194a21)"* and says that the pleasure taken in a depiction of a human

> Hellenistic rulers collected paintings and sculpture by ‘old masters’ (Stewart (1990) I, 63).

% E.g. x[oAlkév Pos.X.16 = 63.1 AB; xéhkeog Pos. X.23 = 63.8 AB; yéhketlov Pos. X.26 = 64.1
AB; xo[Akog Pos. X.31 = 65.2 AB; é¢xoikotpyer Pos. XI.11 = 68.6 AB; ydAkewo Pos. XI1.12 =
69.1.

7 Stewart (1990) 1, 14-15, 186-7, 289-94, 297-300. Richter (1970) 226-9.

¥ For Chares and the school of Lysippus see Pollitt (1986) 55; Stewart (1990) 1, 297-300.

? Pollitt (1986) 49. Stewart (1990) I, 292; T126 = Plin. NH 34.40.

10 Ct. Stewart (1990) I, 292-3; Richter (1970) 226-9.

"""E.g. Plin. NH 34.65. Pollitt (1986) 47. Edwards (1996) 153. Stewart (1990) I, 35, 186-7, 291;
T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5; T3 = Quint. 12.7-9.

12 Gutzwiller (2002a) 7; Gutzwiller (2002b) interprets the poems as a whole and finds that they
express Posidippus’ artistic theory. Cf. Bernardini and Bravi (2002) 149-50.

3 Arist. Phys. 2.2, 194a21: | téyvn petton thy @oowv. Atkins (1934) 81-2.
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form is similar to that from a real body (Pol. 8.5, 1340a23-5), he implies that the
mimetic aspect of sculpture and painting is ‘iconic’ and requires a direct
correspondence of likeness.'* Aristotle also believed that realistic mimesis
provides more pleasure than abstract art.'’ Posidippus echoes Aristotle throughout
his poems on sculpture in his interest in realism, his distinction between the heroic
and the realistic; the relation between action and character; the importance of
realistically depicting ‘better people’; interest in idealized realism; linkage
between form and material, and emphasis on the visual.'®

Posidippus’ reference to mimesis in poetry in relation to fine art is unique in
Hellenistic poetry since mimesis never denotes poetic realism, or ecphrastic
poetry, or fine art in Alexandrian poetry, and the word is not used in Hellenistic
poetic theory. Zanker remarks, ‘the important thing ... is that mimesis and its
congeners are never used to denote literary pictorialism [in Hellenistic authors]’.
Zanker also declares that Aristotle’s form of mimesis is not important for
Alexandrian poetic realism.'” Posidippus’ poetry, however, contradicts this
statement. His first poem is programmatic for the rest of the poems on sculpture in
its emphasis on realism and its interest in rules with respect to fine art.'®
Posidippus’ reference to mimesis is also programmatic since all of the poems are
concerned with accurate artistic representations.

Posidippus’ epigrams on sculpture are some of the first surviving expressions
of art theory in the Hellenistic period and the first that are presented in verse."’
The use of a series of interconnected epigrams to formulate a coherent aesthetic
theory for Hellenistic sculpture is exceptional. No treatises on art survive from
before the first century BC,*® and critical writings on art were rare: the fifth-

" Cf. Arist. EN 6.4, 1140a10. Halliwell (2002) 162-3. Butcher (1898) 124-7, 153.

"% Arist. Poet. 6, 1450b1-4; Webster (1952) 14.

' Lysippus and Aristotle had a similar artistic outlook. See Stewart (1990) I, 81, 187 and
Schweitzer (1934) 291 on the relationship between Lysippus and Aristotle.

17 Zanker (1987) 39. Although Halliwell (2002) 264-5 declares that by the Hellenistic period the
vocabulary of mimeticism had become part of the lingua franca of Greek criticism and
philosophical aesthetics’, he insists that the Poetics was little known in the Hellenistic period. It is
possible that, instead of having direct knowledge of Aristotle’s theories, Posidippus was influenced
by a broader tradition of which we have no first-hand evidence. However, Aristotle’s ideas about
art are contained in a number of his works. Halliwell acknowledges the influence of Plato and
Aristotle on Hellenistic mimeticism (ibid. 289), and Goldhill is open to a relationship between
mimesis and Hellenistic literature, although he says that the relation between Hellenistic
philosophy and literature has been ‘regrettably marginalised in the scholarly literature’ (Goldhill
(1994) 207). I have found no examples of pipéopan in archaic or classical inscriptional epigrams
and only one instance in a fourth-century sepulchral inscription, where it does not refer to artistic
mimesis (P.A. Hansen, Carmina Epigraphica Graeca Saeculi IV a. Chr. n. (Berlin & NY 1989),
553 (ca. 350 Attica)).

' Gutzwiller (2002a) 7.

"% Gelzer (1985) 99, 109-10 argues that some art theory is present ‘in disguise’ in Herondas Mim. 4
(see pp.8, 13, 15 below).

% Pollitt (1974) 9. But there were probably discussions among the sophists about mimesis and
visual art in the fifth century (Halliwell (2002) 120-1). In the early Hellenistic period Duris of
Samos apparently wrote on mimesis in historiography and art history (Duris FGrH 76F1; Duris
FGrH 76 F89; Halliwell (2002) 289-91 & ns.11-13; Jex-Blake and Sellers (1896) xlvi-xlvii;
Fornara (1983) 124-30).
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century sculptor Polycleitus was the first known artist to write a treatise on art; he
apparently wrote on the mathematical proportionality of the body in sculpture (the
Canon, which was also the name of an illustrative statue).”' Polycleitus’ Canon
(which is now lost) dominated Greek sculpture for a century,” although ca. 350
Euphranor wrote treatises on symmetria and altered Polycleitus’ proportions.”
Silanion also published treatises on sculpture that differed from Polycleitus’.** But
in the early third century the sculptor Xenocrates wrote a work on art,”> apparently
praising Lysippus®® for his techniques of symmetria (commensurability),”’
rhythmos (composition), and akribeia (accuracy of detail). Xenocrates’ writings
are now lost, but according to Stewart, his work was the ‘first true art history of
antiquity’.?® Biographies of artists were also first composed in the third century,
and some biographies, such as those of Duris of Samos (ca. 280) and Antigonus of
Carystus (ca. 240), contained artistic criticism along the lines of Xenocrates.”
These biographers may have popularized Xenocrates’ thoughts and may also have
influenced Posidippus. But the loss of their writings makes Posidippus’ poems
even more fascinating. Posidippus systematically echoes the aesthetic theories of
Lysippus,’ particularly in his highlighting of proportionality and accuracy.

Most scholars assume that ties between poetry and art in the Hellenistic
period are limited. Hutchinson, for example, asserts that the complexities of
Hellenistic poetry, such as the combining of elements, are foreign to third-century
art and that the features of poetry are not paralleled in Hellenistic art.*’ Although
Pollitt believes that there was a tradition of literary and rhetorical criticism that
developed in the Hellenistic period and used analogies to art,’” in the third century

2! Stewart (1990) 1, 14, 160-2, 264, T64 = Plin. NH 34.55-6; T69 = Galen, De Placitis Hippocratis
et Platonis 5. Stewart (1978b). Borbein (1996) 69, 84-7. Webster (1939) 166.

2 Stewart (1990) 1, 21; Pollitt (1974) 10-11, 14-21; Richter (1970) 189-91. Borbein (1996) 70 says
Pheidias’ influence is comparable and that the Canon had only slight influence (Ibid, 87).

2 Stewart (1990) I, 21, 287-8, T117 = Pliny NH 35.128-9.

#* Stewart (1990) I, 21, 288-9, T119 = Pliny NH 34.81-2; Vitruvius 7 praef.14.

3 Stewart (1990) 1, 21; T145 = Plin. NH 1.34; T146 = Plin. NH. 34.83.

% Stewart (1990) I, 21 (who believes that Xenocrates’ writings are preserved in Pliny), 291, 299-
300; T145 = Plin. NH 1.34; T146 = Plin. NH 34.83; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5. Cf. Edwards (1996)
132-3: symmetria means ‘proportional distortion’.

7 Stewart (1990) 21 (who believes that Xenocrates’ writings are preserved in Pliny), 291; T124 =
Plin. N.H. 34.61-5.

2 Stewart (1990) 21, 63, 255-6, 299, T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5, T145 = Plin. NH 1.34; T146 = Plin.
NH 34.83; T43 = Plin. NH 34.57-8. Edwards (1996) 132 notes that some believe that Lysippus
wrote a treatise on art and that his ideas were contained in Xenocrates, but there is no evidence for
this.

¥ Stewart (1990) I, 21, 291, 299; T124 = Pliny NH 34.61-65 (Duris) (Stewart attributes the Pliny
passage that cites Douris as a source to Xenocrates); T145 = Plin. NH 1.34 (Douris, Antigonus,
and Xenocrates).

%S0 also Gutzwiller (2002b) 59.

3! Hutchinson (1988) 4.

32 Pollitt (1974) 12. According to Pollitt, there were four types of criticism of art in ancient Greece:
the artist’s tradition concerned with form and design; a philosophical tradition concentrating on the
moral value of art; literary and rhetorical criticism using analogies to artistic style; and a popular
tradition that dealt with the ‘marvelous and magical’ qualities of art (Pollitt (1974) 11-12).
Posidippus combined the first two of these.
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there is no specific evidence for this besides Aristotle’s writings of the previous
century. The word enargeia becomes a technical term, meaning pictorialism in
literature in combination with visual accuracy and realism in art, only in the
second century,” and Philodemus’ poetic references to visual realism™ are also
later than Posidippus. Although Zanker hypothesizes that poets in the later fourth
century were inspired by new developments in art to attempt realistic visual
effects in their poetry and to describe works of art in verse,” the Alexandrian
poets did not express theories of art,’® only an interest in verisimilitude and
ecphrasis. It also was not until the first century BC when Dionysius of
Halicarnassus finds similarities between classical prose style and the art of
Polycleitus and Pheidias through their ‘holiness, dignity, and grandeur’ that there
was a parallelism in style between the fine arts and literature.”” But Posidippus’
epigrams on sculpture show that he was innovative because he used concise and
descriptive poetry that contains technical artistic terminology in order to express
his preference for realistic art. He also indicates familiarity with philosophical
interpretations of art and expresses a coherent aesthetic theory throughout his
poems on sculpture.

In sum, Posidippus’ epigrams on sculpture, which form a coherent whole,
should be interpreted as belonging to the third-century trend of Alexandrian
poetry that described fine art. But Posidippus surpasses other Alexandrians
through his incorporation of aesthetic theory that is based not only on Lysippus
but also on Aristotle. Examination of Aristotle’s aesthetic theories shows many
interesting parallels with Posidippus’ epigrams on sculpture.

2. Art in Alexandrian Poetry

Alexandrian poetic realism, primarily practised by Callimachus, Theocritus,
and Apollonius Rhodius,*® includes detailed description of familiar things, being
faithful to the credible, and connecting the past to the present.”” Poetic realism
also elevated the everyday and the low, and broke rules about separation of
genres.*’ Posidippus belonged to this tradition: his poems on the Pharos (3100-9
(11) G-P) and on Lysippus’ statue of Alexander (3150-4 (18) G-P) are examples of

33 Zanker (1987) 39-41, 47; Zanker (1981) 297, 305. But Aristotle uses enargeia (‘vividness’) with
the meaning of visualization through narrative or oratory (Arist. Poet. 17, 1455a22-6; cf. Rhet. 2.8,
1386a28-b8; Halliwell (2002) 168 & n.45).

3% Philodemus (first c. BC) attacks the idea that visual realism is the aim of poetry (On Poetry 5
col.3.12-31; cf. On Poetry 5 co0l.27.17-25; Zanker (1987) 41; Zanker (1981) 304-7).

33 Zanker (1987) 47.

3% But Gelzer (1993) 145 believes that the Alexandrians were familiar with contemporary art
theories. Cf. Gelzer (1985).

37 Stewart (1990) 19; T61 = Dion. Hal. Isocrates 3; Halliwell (2002) 293-6. In the first century BC,
a tradition developed of literary and rhetorical criticism using analogies to artistic style (Pollitt
(1974) 11-12).

3% Zanker (1987) 29; Zanker (1981) 305-7. Cf. Webster (1964) 174-5 on Apollonius and 154-7 on
Moschus.

39 Zanker (1987) 5-7.

40 Zanker (1987) 7.
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realism.*’ But the Alexandrians mainly practiced what Zanker calls ‘pictorial
realism’: the detailed description of a scene, place, or object with such realism
that the reader visualizes it.** Realistic poetry includes ecphrastic descriptions of
works of art like Theocritus’ cup (Theoc. 1.27-56) and Europa’s basket (Mosch.
Eur. 28-36). But poetic depictions of works of art are only a less common
subgroup of ‘pictorial realism’.

Nevertheless, most Hellenistic poems on objects of art do not describe the
works in detail and are not the best examples of pictorial realism; and Hellenistic
poets, despite their interest in art, rarely describe statues even if they do mention
them. For example, the series of epigrams on Myron’s cow" never describe the
statue, only its realism.** Zanker asserts:

What is important to note here, however, is that, although these poems are
invaluable indexes of the Alexandrian admiration of trompe [’oeuil, they in
general only actually describe the works of art in sufficient detail to identify
them for the reader.*

Some poems on art even avoid both description and interest in whether the art is
realistic:

[Wlhy, at a time when virtuosic descriptions of tromp [’oeuil sculptural realism
were very much current, does Theocritus make so little of the quality of the
artistic representation, of its verisimilitude? Indeed, far from emphasizing the
lifelike qualities of the statues, the poet avoids characterizing the figures at all;
they remain mere statues with no significant features to speak of.*

Several Hellenistic poems deal with Apelles’ famous painting of Aphrodite,
the Anadyomene.'” But these poems merely emphasize Aphrodite’s beauty.

4 Zanker (1987) 94-5.

# Zanker (1987) ch.3. Vizualization is later connected with the Stoic concept of phantasia (cf.
Imbert (1980).

# AP 9.713-742, 793-798. The sequence includes an epigram by Leonidas: AP 719 = 2508-9 (88)
G-P.

* Goldhill (1994) 205. Other epigrams about statues include: a poem on Myron’s bronze Ladas,
which is ‘just as you were in life, Ladas’ (4P 16.54 (date unknown)); Anyte on a statue of Pan (4P
16.231 = 19 G-P); Anyte on a relief of a goat (4P 6.312 = 13 G-P); and Alcaecus of Messene (4P
16.226 = 20 G-P) on a statue of Pan. Alcaeus of Messene’ poem on Eros bound (4P 16.196 = 19
G-P) focuses on his bow, quivers, and arrows. Erinna admires a portrait of Agatharcis (4P 16.352
=3 G-P); Nossis (third c. BC) wrote poems about portraits of women (4P 9.604-5, 6.353-4 = 6-9
G-P); Simonides wrote on a statue of Pan (4P 16.232). For ecphrastic epigram, see Gutzwiller
(2002c); Benndorf (1862); Friedlander (1912); Palm (1965-1966); Gross (1992), 139-146; Krieger
(1992), 15-16.

# Zanker (1987) 94-5.

% Bing (1988) 118. Theoc. Ep. 17, 18, 21, 22 = AP 9.599, 600, 7.664, 9.598 = 15, 17, 14, 16 G-P.
Cf. Theodoridas on bronze cows by the fifth-century sculptor Phradmon (4P 9.743 = 17 G-P); and
also an epigram by Alcaeus of Messene on a statue of Clitomachus the pancratist (AP 9.588 = 17
G-P = P. Tebt. 3.13-20).

" SH 974 (anon.); AP 16.178-182. This sequence includes epigrams by Antipater of Sidon (4P
16.178 = 470-5 (45) G-P) and Leonidas of Tarentum (4P 16.182 = 2098-106 (23) G-P). Leonidas
says only that Apelles' Aphrodite is ‘not painted but alive’ (o0 ypamtdv, &AL Epyuyov 4). A
third-century papyrus, BKT v.1 77, contains two epigrams on statues: the first emphasizes the
artist’s skill and the second is on the Anadyomene of Apelles (SH 974). Cameron (1993) 9 & n.30;

6
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Leonidas of Tarentum’s epigram on Praxiteles’ Eros only comments on Praxiteles’
love.* And although Callimachus wrote about statues,” he only mentions their
attributes and his interest is in antiquity and aetiology rather than in artistic
theory.50 In Callimachus’ poetic dialogue with a statue of Apollo (fr. 114 Pf),”!
Callimachus is more attracted by the god’s words than he is by theories of
sculpture or by description of the statue.

Hellenistic poets were disinclined to describe sculpture in detail because of
the essential difference between poetry, which involves speech, and sculpture,
which is silent. Bing notes that statues are ‘fundamentally inanimate objects—
fixed forever to a single spot (so Pindar, N. 5.1ff.), immutably and eternally
mute’.”? Yet the fondness of Hellenistic epigrammatists for writing poems in a
dialogue form, usually between a passerby and the stone monument,” indicates
their fascination with the juxtaposition of speech and stone and how an

inscriptional epigram enables the mute stone to ‘speak’.

The relationship between epigram and funerary and dedicatory monuments
provides another reason for epigram’s lack of description of art. Since many
epigrams originated as inscriptions on tombs designed to inform viewers about the
deceased, the poems were linked with stone but were intended to speak about the
deceased rather than the grave monument. Although some inscriptional epigrams
mention the tomb’s decoration,” since inscriptions are necessarily brief,
decoration is subordinated to the deceased’s life; and most funerary epigrams do
not describe the tomb’s art, which was in any case often generic.” Moreover,
since the inscriptions on some tombs address the passerby in the voice of the
statue,”® the poetic tradition of talking sculpture that can only communicate
through poetry gives primacy to verse over stone. Likewise, a dedicatory epigram
has no need to describe the work on which it is inscribed.

Posidippus’ epigrams on sculpture are similar to other Alexandrian poems on
art because he does not describe statues; he only mentions objects the statues hold
and the statues’ size, and it is difficult to understand their pose or overall

Gronewald (1973); APF 13 (1974) 255. But there is SH 988 = P. Tebt. 3.1-12, a poem of a work
depicting the death of Phaethon, which showed his skin burning, and was ‘like one living’ (Cwoiot
yop elxero ted€ev (11)).

*® AP 16.206 = 2510-13 (Leonidas 89) G-P.

* Olympian Zeus (Iambi 6 = fr. 196 Pf); the oldest Hera at Samos (detia fr. 100 Pf. (Trypanis
(1978) 75)); cf. fr. 101 Pf.); Delian Apollo (fr. 114 Pf.); Hermes (lambi 7); a small hero (Ep. 24 Pf.
=1317-20 (60) G-P).

>0 Webster (1964) 109.

> Zanker (1987) 57.

>2 Bing (1988) 118. Gutzwiller (1998) 7 & n.23: Roman paintings sometimes depicted the content
of epigram.

>3 Cf. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2002) 413-23. Literary epigrams do not differ from inscriptional ones
(Gutzwiller (1998) 7).

**E.g. Erinna AP 7.710 = 1781-8 (1) G-P.

> Couat (1931) 189-90 and Webster (1964) 51-4 on Alexandrian dedicatory epigrams. Since Greek
tomb sculpture was idealized and avoided realistic portraiture (Stewart (1990) 1, 49, 62), such art
was not of interest to epigrammatists who wrote about specific deceased individuals.

36 Webster (1939) 177. Cf. Gutzwiller (1998) 39-40.

7
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appearance. Posidippus instead stresses how the statues appear to be either alive,
full of character, about to speak, or actually speaking. Posidippus adheres to
tradition in not describing Myron’s cow (Pos. X.34-37). Yet Posidippus is also
innovative since he is not only interested in realism and the sculptors’ skill but
also in the visual impact of the art on the viewer and the artistic theory behind it.

Although the Alexandrian poets occasionally do describe art, ecphrastic
poems are rare and poets are more interested in artifice than realism (for example,
Epicharmus’s statue was ‘in bronze, not in the flesh’).”” But a few poetic
references to sculpture, painting, and tapestry focus on how lifelike the image is.
In Herondas’ Fourth Mime, two women observe the lifelike beauty of statues and
remark, if it were not stone, the work would speak’,” and that one image seems
to be the real woman.” One declares that someday men will be able to make
stones be alive.”’ The other says Apelles painted the flesh of a boy so that it seems
warm with life.°' Leonidas of Tarentum says Apelles’ Aphrodite is ‘not painted but
alive’.%? The tapestries in Theocritus Idyll 15 appear to be alive.”’ There is also
Theocritus’ epigram on a statue of a drunken Anacreon (3440-5 (15) G-P);
Leonidas’ epigram on a statue of Anacreon singing while holding a lyre;** and
Jason’s cloak on which Phrixus is depicted as listening to the speaking ram (Ap.
Rhod. 1.763-7). Callimachus describes the size, throne, and footstool of a statue
of Zeus.®” The Greek Anthology includes descriptions of sculpture and painting:®
Posidippus describes Lysipppus’ statue of Kairos;®” and Nossis mentions an
accurate portrait.”® But while Zanker proposes that the eye of the Alexandrian

" Theoc. Ep. 17.3-4 G-P = AP 9.600: x&Akedv viv vt dAadivod / tiv @8 &védnkav. Cf. Bing
(1988) 119-20, 122.

>¥ Herond. 4.32-3: €1 11 uf AiBog, todpyov, / épeic, AoAfoEL.

% Herond. 4.37-8: BAéyag / &g 0010 10 eikéviopa uf étopng deiobo; cf. 4.27-9, 59-71.

% Herond. 4.33-4: ua, xpévan kot dvepomol / kig tobg AiBovg EEovot v Lonv Beivar. Bing
(1988) 117. Zanker (1987) chs. 2-3; Webster (1964) 156-77.

%! Herond. 4.72-78. Zanker (1987) 43-4. Cf. Korte (1929) 345.

62 Leonidas of Tarentum, AP 16.182 = 2098-106 (23) G-P. Cf. Gelzer (1985) 101.

5 Theocr. 15.82-3: ¢ &Tup’ €0ThkavTl kol GO¢ ETop’ Evdvedvrl, / Epyvy’, odk &voeavtd
(‘How true they stand and how true they move about; they’re alive, not woven’); cf. Gow ad loc.
Bing (1988) 117-18; cf. Gelzer (1985) 101.

% AP 16.306 = 2151-60 (Leonidas 31) G-P; cf. AP 16.307 = 2514-20 (Leonidas 90) G-P. Bing
(1988) 117 & n.2. Webster (1964) 221.

55 Call. Iambus 6 = fr. 196 Pf. Zanker (1987) 64-5 & n.39.

% Bing (1988) 117-23. Cf. Asclepiades or Posidippus on a statue of Cypris (4P 16.68 =
Asclepiades 39 G-P).

%7 The Kairos stands on top-toe with wings on its feet, holding a razor, with hair over its face and
the back of its head bald (4P 16.275 = 3154-65 (19) G-P). Posidippus’ description of the statue
was apparently accurate (Gow and Page (1965) 11, 499). Stewart (1990) I, 187-8 believes that
Lysippus’ Kairos allegorically expressed Lysippus’ theory of style and exemplified his symmetria,
rhythmos, and accuracy by combining detail with balance. Lysippus’ Kairos is also evidence of his
interest in allegory (Pollitt (1986) 53-4). Some argue that Lysippus intended his Kairos to express
his artistic theory, perhaps that he dealt with the temporal (‘things as they appeared’) while his
predecessors dealt with timeless things (‘things as they are’) (Pollitt (1986) 54). Cf. Stewart
(1978a). Webster (1964) 58.

% 4P 9.604 = 2815-18 (7) G-P. Cf. Gelzer (1985) 103. Another epigram by Nossis says that
Callo’s portrait was a close likeness (AP 9.605 =2811-14 (6) G-P).



MARY FRANCES WILLIAMS, THE NEW POSIDIPPUS

poets ‘had actually been trained by the artists of the fourth-century revolution’,”
this ‘training’ resulted in appreciation of realistic art rather than understanding of
artistic theory.

3. Posidippus’ epigrams

3.1 Posidippus X.8-15 =62 AB

pHip[h]ooche Tdd €pyo, TOAVYXPOVIOVG &€ KOLOGGHYV,
@ JoiJomAdotal, vod,] Topabelte vOpoUG:

el ye pev dpyoton [.]ma xépeg, N "Ayeldudng
0 mpo TTOAVK<A>ELTO[L TTAYXVL TOUAXLOTEY VNG,

1l ol Awdvpuidov oxkAnplol oMot €ig mEdovV EAOETY,
Avoinmov vedp Nv o0d[elula TPOPAOLG

deDpo mopektelvarl Pachvov xapiv: eifta] & o<v> ypfit
Kol TnTNL <@>0A0<C> KOLVOTEYVEMV, .£.0ML

Imitate these works, sculptors, and leave aside ancient rules for larger-than-life-
size statues, for if the ancient hands of [... pas or of Hagelaides, who was a
craftsman long ago before Polycleitus, or if the rigid forms of Didymides were
to be brought forward, there would be no reason for the novelties of Lysippus to
lay out and be put to the test. But then if it were necessary and a contest occurred
among new craftsmen, he would surpass them all.”

When Posidippus signals his intention to speak about art with his vocative
address to sculptors ({wiJorAdoton Pos. X.9) and by his very first word, ‘imitate’
(LpMloacte X.8), he suggests Aristotle, who called poetry, fine art (including
sculpture), and most music kinds of representation or mimesis.”' Aristotle
employed art and artists as analogies to drama to illustrate his remarks about
mimesis; in fact, he drew a direct parallel between poetry and fine art (Poet. 15,
1454b9; 25, 1460b8-11),”* and he believed that his theories applied to all forms of

% Zanker (1987) 46. According to Goldhill (1994) 205-6, Alexandrian poetry frequently used a
technical vocabulary from art criticism in its poems about art and many epigrams ‘promote and
project a way of viewing the monuments, literature, events of the past and present’. But Goldhill
does not identify these poems.

7 The translation is adapted from that of Kosmetatou and Papalexandrou (2003), 53.

"' See Arist. Poet. 1, 1447a13-b28. Sculpture is included within mimesis at 1447a18-19: ¢onep
YOp KOl YPOUOCL KOl GYNUACL TOAAX pipodvion Tiveg amelkdlovteg (‘just as by the use both
of colour and form people represent many objects’). Mimeisthai, mimetikos, and mimetes with this
meaning of realistic representation are first found in the late fifth and early fourth century, in
Aristophanes (7h. 155-6), Plato (Rep. 595b, 597e, 601a, 605a), and Xenophon (Mem. 3.10.1); and
mimema is in Euripides (Hel. 71; Webster (1939), 167-8). Cf. Butcher (1898) 121-4; Else (1957)
18-21; Halliwell (2002) 15-22. In classical literature, mimesis often refers to performing a myth
(Lysias 6.51; cf. Theognis 367-70). In the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (193), it means to imitate
voices (Kennedy (1989) 47-8). Halliwell (2002) 15 gives five pre-Platonic meanings: visual
resemblance, behavioral emulation; impersonation, including drama; musical production; and a
Pythagorean belief in metaphysical conformity (i.e., the world is a mimesis of numbers). Else
(1958) 73-90 has three meanings of mimesis: imitation through speech, song, or dance; general
imitation; and replication of a person or thing in material form. Cf. S6rbom (1966) 13-40; Pollitt
(1974) 37-8.

72 Arist. Poet. 15, 1454b9: [rountag] el piteiodon todg dyadods eikovoypéeove (‘poets must
imitate the good portrait-painters’); 25, 1460b8-11: énel yop €0TL HIUNTNG O TONTNG OOTEPAVEL

9
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mimesis. Aristotle is primarily interested in representational mimesis; > he uses the
verb mimeisthai so that it has an aesthetic meaning (i.e., ‘likeness-making’)’* as
well as the meaning, ‘imitate artistic good practices’ (Poet. 15, 1454b9-10). He
declares that art imitates nature (Phys. 2.2, 194a21-22), and also says that realistic
portraiture is an important form of mimesis.”” Posidippus places himself firmly
within the Aristotelean tradition through his use of mimeisthai in relation to
sculpture.”

When Posidippus encourages modern sculptors to ‘disregard the style of
archaic artists’ (molvypoviovg.. mopoBeite vopovg Pos. X.8-9;"7 apyoiadt...
xépeg X.10; modototéyxvng X.11) and to ‘abandon the stylistic rules of those who
predated the Canon of Polycleitus’ (60 #po TIMoAvk<A>eito[v  TAIYYL
nodaotéyvng X.11) in favor of ‘Lysippus’ new style’ (Avoinmov vedp X.13;
kovoteyvéwv X.15; cf. XI1.16-19), he expresses a major trend in late fourth- and
third-century art. The sculptor Polycleitus (ca. 460-410) was one of the two most
influential classical sculptors; he was famous for his sculpture of humans’® and
was the first artist to write a treatise on his art. Polycleitus’ Canon, a mathematical
treatise on proportion that is ‘the first known professional criticism in sculpture’,
was influential for more than a century.” Polycleitus emphasized proportionality
of the body (symmetria) and absolute beauty.*® The fourth-century Lysippus and
his school were influenced by Polycleitus;®' they advocated realism in portraiture
and subjective vision, and they were influential throughout the Greek world.*
Pliny remarks:

Lysippus is said to have contributed much to the art of sculpture, by rendering
the hair in more detail, by making the heads of his figures smaller than the old
sculptors used to do, and the bodies slenderer and leaner, to give his statues the
appearance of great height. Latin has no word for the symmetria which he most
scrupulously preserved by a new and hitherto untried system that modified the
foursquare figures of the ancients; and he used to say publicly that while they
had made men as they were, he made them as they appeared to be. A

Coypdopog § Tig GALog elkovomoldg (“since the poet represents life, as a painter does or any other
maker of likenesses’). Webster (1952) 22-3: in Poet. 25, 1460b8-11 Aristotle links poetry and art
and introduces historical standards for both.

3 Gallop (1999) 79. Arist. Poet. 4, 1448b5-12; Pol. 8.3, 1338a40-b2.

™ Sérbom (1966) 177-9.

> Arist. Poet. 6, 1450b2-3; 15, 1454b9-18; Webster (1952) 14, 19.

7 Halliwell (2002) 152-3: for Aristotle, the subject of mimeisthai can be a work, a genre, an artist,
or a performer.

77 Kosmetatou and Papalexandrou (2003) 53-6 argue that kolossoi means statues without regard to
size. But Posidippus’ later poem on the Colossus of Rhodes indicates that he refers to huge statues
(Pos. XI. 6-11 = 68 AB).

78 Stewart (1990) I, 14, 21, 80, 160-2; Richter (1970) 189-95.

7 Stewart (1990) 21, 80, 160-2; 261-5; T69 = Galen, De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.448;
Stewart (1978b) 125. Pollitt (1974) 14-21; Richter (1970) 189-91.

% Stewart (1990) 21, 80, 160-2; 264-6; T68 = Galen, De Temperamentis 1.566; Stewart (1978b)
125. Pollitt (1974) 14-16. Plin. NH 34.55-6.

81 Richter (1970) 190 & n.50; Cic. Brut. 296.

82 Stewart (1990) I, 14-15, 289-94, 297-300. See Stewart (1978a) on the relationship between
Lysippus’ Kairos and Polycleitus’ Canon.
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distinguishing characteristic of his is seen to be the scrupulous attention to detail
maintained in even the smallest particulars. (Plin. NH 34.61-5; trans. Stewart).*

Lysippus followed the system of Polycleitus to some extent; he made symmetria
the basis of his art, although he modified proportionality.** Posidippus
understands the influence of these two major artists: he firmly takes the side of
Lysippus, dismissing most artists before Polycleitus, but he still acknowledges
that Polycleitus is an important model for Lysippean sculpture.

A new sculptural trend developed in the third century that was was interested
in novelty and baroque style, and the viewer’s reaction to art.** Posidippus seems
aware of this change when he encourages the Lysippean school by advocating
realism. There was also a fourth-century interest in optical illusion—artists altered
proportions to make their art ‘more beautiful’ (eurhythmia) (Plat. Sophist 235e-
236¢).*® This may be what Lysippus meant when he asserted that while others
depicted men as they were, he depicted them as they appeared to be (Plin. NH
34.65).*" Lysippus transformed symmetria by taking into account ‘appearance’
(Byic, poviooia),™ and he practiced an ‘idealized’ realism that blended realism
with beauty.® Another fourth century trend was an interest in character (ethos)
and suffering (pathos); Xenophon’s Socrates says that the artist can depict the soul
‘through the face and the positions of men standing’ (Mem. 3.10.1-5).”° Lysippus
was famous for his psychological portraiture.”’ He was the first who deliberately
set out to capture the character of his subjects’, particularly in his portraits.”* The
realistic portrait ‘incorporate[d] enough of the idiosyncratic, aberrant, or irregular
feature of their subject’s appearance to make him or her seem unique and
familiar’.”” Lysippus’s idealised realism, ‘was flexible to a degree, allowing

varying degrees of idealization’.”*

Posidippus’ ‘new style’ of Hellenistic realism that was indebeted to expressive
and realistic earlier artists like Polycleitus, refers to the art of Lysippus, who based
himself on Polycleitus and who combined grand subject matter with accurate
realism and character.

8 Stewart (1990) 1, 291; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5.

8 Pollitt (1974) 14, 22. Stewart (1990) 1, 80, 186-7, T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5; T3 = Quint. 12.7-9.
5 Pollitt (1974) 28. Stewart (1990) I, 197-8. Pliny remarks that ‘sculpture ceased in 292 (Stewart
(1990) 1, 69; T1 = Plin. NH 34.49-52. Van Straten (1993) 253: Athenian votive reliefs ceased
around 300 BC, possibly as a result of the prohibition of grave reliefs by Demetrius of Phalerum
(Pollitt (1974) 27). Stewart (1990) I, 197: ‘dogged conservatism, unbridled virtuosity, bombastic
magniloquence, light-hearted playfulness, and sheer bad taste begin to jostle each other’.

% Pollitt (1974) 28-9. Cf. Diod. 1.98.7.

$7.S0 Pollitt (1974) 29.

88 Pollitt (1974) 29.

% Stewart (1990) I, 80, 186-7; T3 = Quint. 12.7-9. Stewart calls Lysippus’ work ‘individual, but
just as much an artful construct’ (Id., 187).

% Pollitt (1974) 30; Stewart (1990) I, 83; Halliwell (2002) 122-4.

! Pollitt (1986) 59. Richter (1970) 228-9.

92 Pollitt (1986) 65-6. Stewart (1990) I, 190. Richter (1970) 228-9.

% Pollitt (1986) 62-3. The psychological portraits of the third century by artists such as Polyeuctus
were detailed and portray the psychological makeup rather than public role of the subject (ibid).

% Stewart (1990) I, 191.

11



MARY FRANCES WILLIAMS, THE NEW POSIDIPPUS

3.2 Posidippus X.16-25 =63 AB

TOvde PAtton y[aAlkov [{loov kot mhv<6>{a} Exlaltotlog
aJx[plPng Gxpovg [EmMAJocev €ig OvVuyOg,

Kol pelyédel ko[l calpki TOV &vOpmToTL dSdEng
YVOROIV, & Mphwv & o0dev éuei&ie} 16énc,

QAL TOV GKPOREPLLVOV OA[NL KlotepdEato TEXVIL
nplecfov, dAnbeing opbov [Exwv] kKovovar

a0éNclovtt & €oikev, OcWL TOLKIAAETOL TOEL,
Euyuylog, Kolmep XOAKEOG EDOV O YEPWOV:

éx ITtolelpuaiov & @de 60D O Gpo kol BoctA<fi>0g
aykertlor Movoéfyov glveko Kdtog dvnp.

Hecataeus, working with great accuracy right down to the extremities of the
nails, following the human measure as to both size and skin, fashioned this
bronze statue equal in size to Philitas in every detail, and mixed in nothing from
the type of heroes. Rather, he has brought to completion with the entirety of his
art and holding the real canon of truth, the elder who devoted himself to
perfection. And although the old man is made of bronze, such is the subtlety of
character with which he is depicted that he looks like one alive, as if about to
speak. And the Coan man is set up here by the grace of Ptolemy, at once god and
king, for the sake of the Muses.”

Posidippus praises Hecataeus’ bronze sculpture of Philitas of Cos for its
realistic accuracy (Pos. X.17) and he also notes the statue’s ‘size and flesh’,
intelligent expression, human proportions, and character (X.18-22). The statue
seems to be alive (X.23) and even appears ‘about to speak’ (X.22). Posidippus
distinguishes between modern art and older artists: the statue ‘owes nothing to the
heroic’ (i.e., idealized) style (o™ Mpdwv & ovdev X.19).

Posidippus indicates his familiarity with the technical vocabulary of sculpture
by his mention of ‘accuracy’ (&lx[plng X.17). Akribeia was a technical term in
fourth-century art criticism,” and Lysippus was praised for his akribeia.”’
Accuracy was prized by Polycleitus, who said, ‘the work is hardest when the clay
comes to the fingernail’,”® a phrase Posidippus echoes when he mentions
fingertips (éxpovg [Emhlacev gig Svuyog Pos. X.17).” Posidippus’ emphasis on
Hecataeus’ interest in human proportions (tov &vepomioti diwéag yvopolv Pos.
X.18-19) suggests the proportionality of both Polycleitus and Lysippus.'® Also,
Posidippus’ stress on the finish of bronzes (cajpxt Pos. X.18; cf. odpxiva Pos.
XI1.17) refers to sculptural practice since sculptors, particularly Polycleitus and

% Translated Hardie (2003) 27. Cf. Scodel (2003) 44.

% Arist. Poet. 4, 1448b10-12. Pollitt (1974) 22. Polycleitus was also noted for his akribeia (Galen,
De Temperamentis 1.566; Stewart (1978b) 125).

7 Stewart (1990) 21, 63, 299; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5.

% Stewart (1990) I, 25, 161; T67 = Plut. Mor. 86a, 636b-c; 40B1 Diels-Kranz.

%' So also Hardie (2003) 35.

19 [ ysippus’ new style of bronze sculpture was characterized by attention to detail, great height,
and symmetria of the human body (Stewart (1990) I, 291; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5, who infers
that Xenocrates was Pliny’s source).
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Lysippus,'®! took great interest in the finish of bronze statues. All of this indicates
that Hecataeus adhered to Lysippus’ artistic theories.

The statue seems alive (€pyvylog Pos. X.23) and ‘about to speak’
(avdNolovtt & €oiwkev Pos. X.22), which is a motif found in Alexandrian poems
on realistic statues.'” In Herondas’ fourth Mime, two women remark about a
sculpture, ‘if it were not stone, the work would speak’ (4.32-3)'* and declare that
someday men will make stones be alive (4.33-4).'” One says that a portrait seems
to be a real woman (4.37-8);'® the other declares that a painted girl will ‘perish’ if
she does not get an apple (4.27-9); cf. 4.59-71). The painted flesh (cépkeg 4.59-
62) seems warm, and Apelles’ hands are ‘true in all his lines’ (&AnOivai 4.72-
3).!% This is particularly close to Posidippus’ remark that Hecatacus ‘holds the
straight rod of truth’ (&AnBeing 6pbov [Exwv] kavova Pos. X.21-3) because his
statue seems to speak and be alive (cf. calpki, ‘flesh’ Pos. X.18). The word
‘canon’ (kovova) refers to both Polycleitus and his artistic theory, and to
Lysippus, who improved upon Polycleitus’ Canon.'"’

Posidippus’ phrase ‘holding the straight standard of truth’ also has a Platonic
connotation. Plato asserted that the standards of judging art should be
‘correctness’ or fidelity to the thing depicted (orthotes), usefulness, and charm
(Laws 667b; for orthotes cf. Crat. 432a-d).'"® Plato also derided artists for only
producing images (Rep. 598b) but not the ‘true reality of things’ (&An®eic, Rep.
596¢).'” But Aristotle said that response to mimetic works, including sculpture
and painting, is ‘close to being equivalently disposed towards “the truth” or “the
real thing”” (npog v &Andewav, Pol. 8.5, 1340a23-5)""" and that all art is the
same ‘as a rational quality, concerned with making, that reasons truly’ (peto
Abyov dAnBodvg, EN 6.4, 1140a10). Posidippus sets forth a standard of excellence
based on truth and fidelity of representation through his emphasis on truth and
correctness (&Andeing o6pBov Pos. X.21). Posidippus’ focus on truth indicates an
Aristotelean basis for his concept of mimesis since he approves of realistic art that
forms a ‘true’ model.

101 Stewart (1990) 1, 40-1; T67 = Plut. Mor. 86a, 636b-c; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5.

192 Bastianini and Gallazzi (2001) 188; Hardie (2003) 31; Scodel (2003) 44 notes the parallel with
AP 16.120.3 = Asclepiades 1013 (43) G-P. Cf. Leonidas of Tarentum’s epigram on Apelles’
Aphrodite Anadyomene (AP 16.182.4 = 2100 (23) G-P; Theoc. 15.83). According to Hardie (2003)
31, Hecataeus’ statue depicted Philitas in the act of speech.

1% Herond. 4.32-3: &{ 11 pfy AiBog, tobpyov, / £peig, AaAACEL.

1% Herond. 4.33-4: pa, ypoévor kot dvBpamol / kig todg AiBovg #Eovot thv {ony Beivor.

1% Herond. 4.37-8: Préyog / &¢ TodT0 1O eikdviopa piy toung deicbw.

1% Herond. 4.72-3: &AnBivai, ®idn, yop oi Egeciov xeipeg / &c movt "AmeAré® ypoyipar.

197 Stewart (1990) 1, 160; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-4. Cf. Stewart (1978a) and Hardie (2003) 35 on
Lysippus and Polycleitus. Gutzwiller (2002b) 47-8 connects ‘truth’ in this poem to Lysippus’
sculptural realism.

1% pollitt (1974) 45, 48. Halliwell (2002) 46-7: Socrates did not require the correctness (orthotes)
of an image to be mathematically correct or to contain all features of its object (Pl. Crat. 432a-d).
199 pollitt (1974) 43.

"% Halliwell (2002) 162-3. Aristotle was more flexible than Plato but still thought that mimesis
should be based on ‘believable human experience’ (Halliwell (2002) 154-5; Arist. Poet. 9,
1451a37-8).
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Posidippus’ comments on the ‘character’ (ethos) of the statue (10e1 X.22) and
its ‘intelligent expression’ (tov &xpopépyuvov.. mplécPuv X.20-1) suggest
Socrates’ remarks in Xenophon’s Memorabilia about how painters imitate the
‘character of the soul’ and how painters and sculptors are interested in character
(ethos) and emotion (pathos) revealed through facial expression. Artists show
‘grandeur and liberality, as well as lowliness and illiberality, moderation and
thoughtfulness as well as insolence and wvulgarity’ (Mem. 3.10.1-5). Pollitt
believes that Pliny’s critical terms such as ethe and pathe (NH 35.98) are technical
terms developed by Xenocrates''' and used by Lysippus, who was famous for his
depiction of character.'' If this is the case, then Posidippus expresses Lysippus’
artistic philosophy both through his emphasis on character and by his technical
vocabulary.

Moreover, since Aristotle prized accuracy in sculpture and particularly
mentioned Polycleitus in this regard (EN 6.7, 1141a9-12 toig akpiBeotdron),'
Posidippus’ interest in accuracy may be Aristotelean. Posidippus’ references to
character also suggest Aristotle. Aristotle believed that character is important in
mimesis; he particularly notes drama and painting as similar.''* He insisted that
good portrait artists depict individual character while also showing men as ‘better
than they are’.'" But Aristotle recognized that some artists depicted more
character than others. He declares, ‘Polygnotus was good at depicting character,
but there is nothing of this in Zeuxis’s painting’.''® Hecataeus apparently excelled
at depicting character.

But Aristotle subordinated character to action, insisting that the actions of
people are the proper subject of all mimesis (Poet. 2, 1448a1-2).""" Aristotle also
declared that just as in art where the figure is preferable to abstract colors, so in
drama the representation of action and the plot is more important than character
(Poet. 6, 1450b1-4). Posidippus agrees with Aristotle’s interest in action in this
epigram since character, although mentioned, is of less importance than the fact
that the statue seems about to speak and therefore able to ‘act’.

In addition, Halliwell points out that Aristotle developed a ‘dual-aspect
mimeticism’ that took into account ‘methods, vocabularies, and criticism’ of a
work of art and not only its outward appearance but also ‘the artifact and its
meanings, the “materials” and the “object” of mimesis’."'® Aristotle declares that
just as the ‘builder must know what the house is to be like and also that it is built
of bricks and timber’, so the artist must in regard to his discipline ‘study its own
distinctive aspect of things and likewise (up to a point) the material in which the

" pollitt (1974) 24: terms based on ioyvog and Aemtdc.

"2 pollitt (1986) 65-6. See below, Pos. X.30-3 = 65 AB (4P 16.119 = 3150-3 (Posidippus 18) G-
P).

'3 Cf. Gelzer (1985) 105.

1% Arist. Poet. 6, 1450b1-4; 25, 1460b8-11.

"5 Arist. Poet. 15, 1454b8-15; Webster (1952) 19.

16 Arist. Poet. 6, 1450a26-9.

"7 Arist. Poet. 2, 1448a1-2: énel 8¢ pyodvron oi pipodpevor mpdrrtoviog. Subordination of
character to action: Poet. 6, 1450a16-b4. Gallop (1999) 81-2.

"8 Halliwell (2002) 172, 181-2.
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same is manifested’ (Phys. 2.2, 194a21-8; cf. 194b10-12)."" All arts require
knowledge of both the form and the material (Phys. 2.2, 194b1-6). Since
Posidippus’ epigram includes technical vocabulary, materials, and the underlying
theory of the statue, Posidippus apparently aimed at truly Aristotelean form of
poetic mimetic representation that acknowledged the artifact and its materials and
recognized its realistic craftmanship in addition to its appearance.

3.3 Posidippus X.26-29 = 64 AB

oilveé y{e} Téopev<i>or OEA®V YGAKELOV EKETV[OV

Kpnoil<a> og dkpug npydoat e(dopev €0

YlopOle] T8opevedc ‘GA[A] & yo®e Mnpiova, Oel,
....... ] TAdoTol dav [AdOlvnTog EMV.

Praise without hesitation that bronze statue of Idomenus of Crete. We know how

accurately it has been fashioned. Idomeneus shouts, “hurry, dear Meriones, even

though you have been fabricated and unmoving for a long time”.'*’

Posidippus’ third epigram praises Cresilas’ bronze statue of Idomeneus of
Crete both for its ‘realistic accuracy’ (o¢ dxpog npydcoat Pos. X.27) and
because the statue actually does speak (ylapOlet] Tdopevevg Pos. X.28).
Posidippus records its words to another statue: ‘hurry, dear Meriones, even though
you have been fabricated and unmoving for a long time’ (Pos. X.28-9). Cresilas’
sculpture is not only realistically accurate but is represented as actually speaking.

This poem is a remarkable change from the few other Alexandrian poems
about the lifelike nature of sculpture. In Herondas’ fourth Mime, two women
observe statues and paintings and remark that ‘if it were not stone, the work
would speak’ (4.32-3); they declare that one image seems to be the real woman
(4.37-3)."*! Apollonius Rhodius says that Phrixus was depicted on Jason’s cloak
‘as if he were actually listening to the ram which looked as it it were speaking.
Looking at them you would fall silent and delude your mind with the hope of
hearing some wise speech from them’ (1.763-7).'** Theocritus’ Idyll 15 ascribes to
figures in tapestries the ability to ‘move’, which is what indicates to spectators
that the images are ‘alive’ (15.82-3).'* Nevertheless, all of these poems
acknowledge the artificiality of the images; although the statues all seem about to
speak and move, they do not actually do so. Likewise, several epigrams deal with
realistic art and potential speech: Asclepiades declares that Lysippus’ statue of
Alexander seems ‘about to speak’.'** Epigrams on Myron’s cow say that the

"9 Translated by Wicksteed and Cornford.

120 The translation is mine.

2l Herond. 4.32-3: €1 11 pf AiBoc, todpyov, épeic, AaAfoet; 4.37-8: Préyog / &¢ T0DTO 10
elkoviopo pun €Toung delcbw.

122 Ap. Rhod. 1.763-7: év kal ®pioc Env Mivvfog, g €te6v mep / elooimv kpod, 6 & &p’
EEeVETOVTL €01kMC. / Kelvovg K eloopdv Akéolg ywebdold te OVLUOV, / EATOPEVOG TUKLVAV
TV Ao ogelwv écakodoot / BAEuy.

'2 Theoc. 15.82-3: dg &tup’ €0TaKkavTL Kol Gg TV EvBvedve, / Epuyvy,, odK EVOEOVTd,
‘How true they stand and how true they move about; they’re alive, not woven’.

124 4P 16.120 = Asclepiades 1010-13 (43) G-P. Although Callimachus’ poem on a statue of Delian
Apollo depicts the statue as speaking (Call. fr. 114 Pf.), in that case the statue becomes the god.
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125
126

bronze cow would have spoken if Myron had made entrails for it (4P 9.727)
and that Myron’s cow seems about to speak (doxéw, pvknoetor AP 9.728).
Like Posidippus (mAdoton Pos. X.29), Leonidas uses éniacev (‘mould’) to refer
to Myron’s art in an epigram in which the cow declares: ‘Myron did not mould
me; he lied; but driving me from the herd where I was feeding, he fixed me to a
stone base.”'*” But while both Posidippus and Leonidas play with movement and
immobility; artifice and the animate, only Posidippus’ poem describes true artistic
realism since Cresilas’ statue is represented as actually speaking and encouraging
movement by another statue.

Posidippus’ epigram also recalls a fragment of Aeschylus’ Theoroi or
Isthmiastai'® in which a chorus of satyrs carry painted images of themselves.
They ask whether any image could be more like theirs, this mimema of Daedalus.
They state that the resemblance, which lacks only a voice, is so close that it would
terrify their own mother. It is the voice that brings the final degree of realism to
Aeschylus’ image; it is the voice that would fully convince that the image is
reality. Therefore, when Posidippus represents a statue as actually speaking and
quotes its words, he is depicting the truly life-like image through his interjection
of voice. But this very realism humorously hints at Aristotle, who asserted that ‘all
art deals with bringing something into existence, that to pursue an art means to
study how to bring into existence a thing which may either exist or not’ (EN 6.4,
1140a10-14), and that the operation of the arts is analogous to the working of
nature (Phys. 2.8, 199a8-21). The statue of Idomeneus was so skillfully ‘brought
into existence’ that it is indistinguishable from a human being.

Posidippus says that the statue of Idomeneus is not only so lifelike that it
actually speaks, but it speaks to another statue, encouraging it to run.'” This
cleverly introduces both actual speech and ‘action’ or praxis into Posidippus’
discussion of artistic theory. Aristotle emphasized praxis and plot as the essential
elements of mimesis:

For tragedy is not a representation of men but of a piece of action ... and the end
aimed at is the representation not of qualities of character but of some action;
and while character makes men what they are, it is their actions and experiences
that make them happy or the opposite. They do not therefore act to represent
character, but character-study is included for the sake of the action. It follows
that the incidents and the plot are the end at which tragedy aims, and in
everything the end aimed at is of prime importance. Moreover, you could not
have a tragedy without action, but you can have one without character-study.
Indeed the tragedies of most modern poets are without this, and, speaking
generally, there are many such writers, whose case is like that of Zeuxis

125 4P 9.727: xai yoAkA mep 0doa AdAnoev &v & kepad Bodc.

12 In an anonymous epigram (4P 9.729) the cow declares that if someone will attach it to a
plough, it will plough as far as Myron’s art enables it (e{veka yap téxvag oelo, Mipwv, ApdoW).
27 4P 9.719 = 2508-9 (88) G-P.: ok &mhocév pe Mbpov, éyedooto Bookopévay 8¢ / &
ayélog éldioag dtioe Phoel AMBLvo.

28 p Oxy. XVIIL.2162 = Aes. fr. 78a Radt. Cf. Halliwell (2002) 19-20.

129 Stewart (1990) I, 73: the statues of the mythical Daedalus walked (T10-11 = Eur. Eurystheus
Satyrikos fr. 372 Nauck?). Stewart sees the animism of ancient sculpture as ‘quasi-magical’ (ibid.
74).
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compared with Polygnotus. The latter was good at depicting character, but there
is nothing of this in Zeuxis’s painting. (Arist. Poet. 1450a16-29, trans. Fyfe)

Aristotle believed that his general theories applied to all forms of mimesis. We
have already observed (pp.9-10) his use of art and artists as analogies to drama,
and the parallels he drew between poetry and fine art. Since according to
Aristotle, tragedies aim at the ‘actions and plot’, it is probable that he preferred
the depiction of action in art, just as he does for tragedy,"*® especially since he
states that the actions of people are the subject of all mimesis (énel 8¢ pipodvTon
ol pipodpevol mpdttovtag, Poet. 2, 1448al-2). Aristotle also reportedly advised
Protogenes to paint the deeds of Alexander ‘because of their undying quality’."!
This highlights the importance that Aristotle attributed to action (‘deeds’) in fine
art. Posidippus cleverly depicts a statue ‘aiming at’ and encouraging ‘action’ as
the ultimate purpose of its speech (and the ‘end’ or purpose of Posidippus’
epigram). Posidippus presents Aristotelean ideas: Cresilas is more interested in
depicting realism by movement than through character. Just as Aristotle believed
that action is essential in drama, so Posidippus thought that action is important in
sculpture since he illustrates this precise moment of action and speech.'*

3.4 Posidippus X.30-33 =65 AB

Avownne,] TAdoTo Zikvd[vie, Bopclorea yelp,
date teyvilta, TOp Tol O YO[AKOG Op[T,

ov kot "ALeEAIVOPOL pOopEAC €Bev 0V T1 YE pENTTOL
[Tépoor cvyyvalpua Bovcst Aéoviar QULYETV.

Lysippus, sculptor of Sicyon, bold hand, cunning craftsman, fire is in the glance
of the bronze which you made in the form of Alexander. In no way can one
blame the Persians: cattle may be forgiven for flying before a lion."*’

The fourth epigram (also in the Greek Anthology (AP 16.119 =3150-3 (18) G-
P)) deals with Lysippus’ bronze of Alexander the Great'** (a statue mentioned
again at Pos. XI.18-19)."*> Since Xenophon’s Socrates believed that sculptors
represent the soul when they depict the ‘threatening look in the eyes of fighters’
and ‘the triumphant expression on the face of conquerors’ (Mem. 3.10.8),
Posidippus indicates that Lysippus reveals Alexander’s soul by depicting his form
and face so that the viewer understands how the Persians could have fled from
him.

Asclepiades’ epigram on the same statue of Alexander is very different.
Although Asclepiades also limits his description of the statue (it is bronze,
captures Alexander’s ‘daring and whole form’, and seems ‘about to speak’), he

130 Butcher (1898) 123-4. Cf. Gomme (1954) 63-5 who compares Aristotle’s remarks on plot to
those he makes on the importance of an outline in contrast to mere colors (Poet. 6, 1450a20-b4).

B propter aeternitatem rerum, Plin. NH 35.106. Pollitt (1986) 3.

32 Halliwell (2002) 168-9 discusses how in Aristotle the ‘enactive mode is iconic’ because action
and speech create immediacy and therefore greater realism.

133 Translation by Austin and Bastianini (2002).

13 Cf. Gow and Page II, 498 and Gutzwiller (2002c), 92.

133 Pos. X1.18-19 = 70 AB. On the popularity of Lysippus’ Alexander see Pollitt (1986) 3; Stewart
(1990) 1, 188.
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focuses not on realism but on Alexander’s divine-like power. He records
Alexander’s intended words: ‘I hold the earth; you, Zeus, rule Olympus’"*® and
indicates how Alexander seems immortal."”” Asclepiades admires the idealized
style, but Posidippus concentrates on the sculptor’s realistic craftsmanship and
how Lysippus’ portraiture reveals Alexander’s fierce character. Posidippus’
admonition that sculptors should avoid the ‘heroic’ style (Pos. X.19) is also
suggested in this poem since Lysippus only combined some heroic or idealized
elements within a realistic depiction that reveals Alexander’s character. In
Lysippus’ other works, heroic elements were merely allowed to contribute to an
accurate portrait: Lysippus reportedly faulted Apelles because he depicted
Alexander with a thunderbolt (i.e., as an immortal). Lysippus instead gave
Alexander a spear, which was ‘a true and proper attribute’’®® because of
Alexander’s military prowess. For Lysippus, the heroic must be realistically
accurate, and he subordinated heroic elements to realism.

According to Pollitt, ‘the Hellenistic age was the first period in the history of
western art in which a serious attempt was made to probe, capture, and express
through the medium of portraiture the inner workings of the human mind’.'*
Lysippus was famous for his portraits and he was the first artist who ‘deliberately
set out to capture the character of his subjects’. In his Alexander portraits he
combined the traditional role portrait with the new ‘personality-portrait’ and
stressed Alexander’s ethos more than his position.'* The realistic portrait
incorporated features of the subject’s appearance so that the portrait was lifelike
and idiosyncratic, yet still heroic and idealized.""!

This interest in idealized realism in art is also found in Aristotle, who believed
that mimetic artists show people as better or worse than they are:'*

136 4P 16.120 = Asclepiades 1010-13 (43) G-P: toApov "AleEdvdpov kol Aoy &mepdEato
popeav / Aboiurmog TV 081 yoAkog Exel dOvapy. / abddcovit & Eotkev O xOAKeOg €g Alo
Aevocwv: / “Tav DT éuol tilepon, Zed, ob & “"Olvunov €xe” (‘Lysippus modeled Alexander’s
daring and his whole form. How great is the power of this bronze! The brazen king seems to be
gazing at Zeus and about to say, “I set Earth under my feet; thy self, Zeus, possess Olympus™’,
trans. Paton). Cf. Plut. Mor. 335a-b; Scodel (2003) 44. Another epigram that may be Hellenistic is
AP 16.121 = Page FGE 1384-1387: adtov "AAEEavBpov Tekpaipeo Gde T keivov / Sppoto
kol Lwov BGpoog 6 xodkog €xet, / 0¢ HOVOG, MV £€QopAoLY G aifépog ol AL0g adyol, /
noocav Iellai® yiiv Dnétage OpOVQ.

137 Couat (1931) 190. Sens (2002) 7-8.

138 Plut. De Iside et Osiride 34 (Mor. 360d).

139 Pollitt (1986) 59.

140 pollitt (1986) 65-6. Stewart (1990) I, 190; Richter (1970) 228-9. Alexander the Great reportedly
permitted only Lysippus to make his portrait since only Lysippus brought out his ‘real character’
and his excellence (Plut. De Alexandri Fortitudine seu Virtute 2.2.3 (Mor. 335a-b)). Cf. Plut. Alex.
4.1: only Lysippus captured with precision Alexander’s features. Stewart (1990) I, 188 believes
that the story is fiction.

1 Pollitt (1986) 62-3. Stewart (1990) I, 188-9. Cf. Smith (1993) 208-10: Hellenistic ruler portraits
drew upon divine and heroic portraits but included individuality. Lysippus’ art is known for its
‘theatricality’: his portraiture expressed inner drama and personality, and his large statue groups
captured moments of crisis (Pollitt (1986) 7).

142 Arist. Poet. 2, 1448al-7 (tr. Fyfe). Butcher (1898) 230-2 interprets this as both morally and
socially better.
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Since living persons are the objects of representation, these must necessarily be
either good men or inferior—thus only are characters normally distinguished,
since ethical differences depend upon vice and virtue—that is to say either better
than ourselves or worse or much what we are. It is the same with painters.
Polygnotus depicted men as better than they are and Pauson worse, while
Dionysius made likenesses.

Lysippus’ depiction of Alexander falls within Aristotle’s category of ‘men better
than ourselves’. But since Aristotle not only says that Polygnotus depicted ‘better’
men but also that Polygnotus was good at depicting character (Poet. 6, 1450a27-
8), he associates some heroic depictions with the realistic and approves of art that
both depicts those who are ‘better’ and realistically shows character. Furthermore,
Aristotle says that the good portrait artists render realistic likenesses, yet ‘paint
people better than they are’.'*® Therefore, although the heroic style in sculpture,
according to Stewart, was indicated by poses, physiques, and expressions,'**
heroic poses and expressions could also be realistic.

Aristotle also argued that mimetic poets and painters should depict ‘things as
they once were or now are; things such as men say and believe that they are; or
things such as they ought to be’.'*> Therefore, he gave equal weight to both the
realistic and the ideal'* in fine art as well as poetry. Lysippus’ declaration that
others represented men ‘as they really were, but he represented them as they
appeared to be’'*’ is consistent with Aristotle because Lysippus does not claim to
make exact likenessess, although he does strive for realism.'*® Posidippus
indicates that Lysippus depicted Alexander’s essential character—both as he was
and as he appeared (i.e., as heroic), and this is evidence of Lysippus’ ‘idealized’
realism that included bits of the subjective.'* Perhaps even Posidippus’ hope that
a statue of himself holding a book (i.e., his ‘essential character’) be set up in
Thebes and that he might die ‘longed for by the demos and people’ (SH 704),"°
further indicates his interest in artistic, ‘idealized’ realism.

3 Arist. Poet. 15, 1454b9-11; Webster (1952) 19.

14 Stewart (1990) I, 176. Cf. Butcher (1898) 134.

"5 Arist. Poet. 25, 1460b8-11: “Since the poet is a mimetic artist like a painter or any other image
maker, he must use mimesis to portray, in any particular instance, one of three objects: things as
they once were or now are; things such as men say and believe that they are; or things such as they
ought to be’. Stewart (1990) I, 186 suggests that Aristotle is referring to Demetrius, Lysippus, and
Polycleitus.

146 So Halliwell (2002) 310: “Aristotle ... expressly allows for artistic idealism’. Cf. Butcher (1898)
167-70.

"7 Plin. NH 34.61-5.

8 S0 also Stewart (1990) I, 81, 186.

4 Stewart (1990) I, 186-7; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5; T3 = Quint. 12.7-9. Sens (2002) 7-8:
Posidippus is more interested in ordinary individuals rather than the heroic.

' In Posidippus’ epigram on his old age (preserved on two wood tablets from Egypt), he
summons the Muses to Thebes and hopes that his statue might be set up in the agora (Fraser
(1972) 1, 557-8 & n.46 (11, 797); Lloyd-Jones (1963). Page (1941) no.114).
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3.5 Posidippus X.34-37 = 66 AB

+ 13 €d0]xknoe 10 Boldlov GELov OAKTC
+ 14 Jkol tpLoemopyvplov

+ 13 ] xelpa, copov ypéog €18 & &dOEOL
+ 11 &AJA0 MOpwv €moet.

To the oxherd, the cow seemed worthy to pull the plough, and thrice covered in

silver. (But when he stretched out his) hand, he unexpectedly saw a remarkable

thing: it was not a real cow but Myron’s creation."'

The fifth, fragmentary epigram deals with Myron’s fifth-century sculpture of a
cow.”> Myron was an important predecessor of Lysippus and he, like Lysippus,
both embraced symmetria and differed from the Canon of Polycleitus.'”> Myron
was known for depiction of ‘movement’ (rhythmos),>* as was Lysippus.'>
Posidippus’ epigram is consistent with a series of poems on Myron’s cow in the
Greek Anthology,"® which also stress artistic realism. In all the epigrams the cow
is only described indirectly by its lifelike realism: the cow is able to fool both
humans and animals into believing that it is alive."”’ But Posidippus differs
slightly because he provides a small amount of detail, saying that the statue is
‘triply-covered in silver’ (tpioenapydplov Pos. X.35). The silver patina indicates
that the statue, although realistic, is an artificial creation (and the poet’s highlight
of artifice weakens the statue’s realism), as does Posidippus’ concluding
declaration that the cow is ‘Myron’s creation” (MVpwv €mnder Pos. X.37). This
language similar to an anonymous epigram in which Myron’s cow declares that if
someone will attach it to a plough, it will plough as far as Myron’s art enables
it The cow’s speech and movement is undercut by the epigram’s
acknowledgement that the cow is merely bronze, the result of Myron’s
craftsmanship. Posidippus highlights artistic realism but also acknowledges that
sculpture is something created and artificial.

"I The conjecture is from Austin and Bastianini. The translation is mine.

152 Plin. NH 34.57-8. Gutzwiller (1998) 246.

153 Stewart (1990) I, 255-6; T43 = Plin. NH.34.57-8. Myron reportedly was numerosior in arte
than Polycleitus (Plin. NH 34.55, 57-8) which apparently means that he followed different sets of
proportions (Pollitt (1974) 27).

134 Stewart (1990) I, 81, 256; T43 = Pliny NH 34.57-8. Pliny (Plin. NH 34.58) and Cicero say that
Myron’s art was not fully natural (Cic. Brut. 70).

155 Stewart (1990) I, 291; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5. Lysippus’ large statue groups captured
moments of crisis (Pollitt (1986) 7).

136 4P 9.713-742, 793-798. Gutzwiller (1998) 245-50; Stewart (1990) I, 257; cf. Stewart ibid.,
148-9; Fraser (1972) 1, 605.

57 Cf. AP 9.721a; 9.722 = Antipater 432-3 (38) G-P; 9.725. Not only Prometheus can ‘mould
living creatures’ (mtAdtterg éunvoa AP 9.724 = Antipater 436-7 (40) G-P). Myron ‘did not mould’
his cow but gave birth to it (o0 mAdoev AP 9.726). Anacreon says Myron’s cow ‘appears to
breathe’ (Epmvouvv AP 9.715 = Page FGE 528-9). Myron ‘pretended’ (weboato) that his cow was
bronze (4P 9.716 = Page FGE 530-1). Leonidas’ cow says, ‘Myron did not mould me; he lied’ (4P
9.719 = 2508-9 (88) G-P). Myron’s cow ‘deceived’ a bull (¢{andtnoe AP 9.734 (Dioscorides)).
Cf. Gorgias’ Helen 17-19 (Stewart (1990) I, 81).

138 4P 9.729 (anon.). Cf. AP 9.723 = Antipater 434-5 (39) G-P; AP 9.727.
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Posidippus’ balance between artistry and realism is similar to the ‘idealized’
realism of Lysippus.” It also suggests Aristotle, who believed that there was
pleasure in the contemplation of both the material artifact and what it represents,
and that all arts require knowledge both of a work of art’s appearance and its
constituent materials (Phys. 2.2, 194b1-6)."® Posidippus, likewise, gives weight
both to the artifact’s craftsmanship and to the quality of the representation.
Moreover, Posidippus’ linkage between realistic art and nature through his
statement that the cow seemed alive recalls Aristotle’s declaration that in any
human art, the stages leading to final development are the same in art as in nature
and that the ‘relation of antecedent to consequent is identical in art and in nature’
(Phys. 2.8, 199a8-20).

3.6 Posidippus X.38-X1.5=67 AB

+14 1.[.]. &vtoyog €<y>y0Bev GOpet
g OewdwPeing YePOS 600G KAPOTOG:
Oyel yop Luyddeopo kol Mvia Kol TPOYOV (TI®V
G&ova <0>[{e} Nviolxov T SUHA KOl GKPOL XEPDV
Syel & b [ £ 12].. og, AAAN Eml TONdE
gCopévinv av {onv dppott] potov 1dois.
See how hard the hand of Theodorus has worked when you observe the chariot
closely. For you will see the yoke, the reins, the bit of the horses, the axle, the
driver’s eye and the tips of his fingers. You will see well... and you might see
sitting on it a fly the size of the chariot.'®’

Posidippus’ sixth epigram describes a self-depiction by the sixth-century
sculptor Theodorus of Samos, who was one of two Samian sculptors who first cast
bronze statuary in a mold'® and who was known for ‘calculating the
commensurability (symmetria) of statues not according to the appearance
(phantasia) presented to the eye’ but by dividing the body into parts (Diod.
1.98).'%* Posidippus’ description of Theodorus’ artwork is corroborated by Pliny,
who says that the sculpture was famous for its realism (similitudo) and fineness
(subtilitas); 1t held a little chariot and four horses, and a fly could cover the chariot
and charioteer with its wings (NH 34.83).'% Stewart remarks, ‘Pliny’s use of
similitude or “likeness” here links Theodorus with Demetrius of Alopece and

139 Stewart calls Lysippus’ work ‘individual, but just as much an artful construct’ (Stewart (1990) I,
187). For Lysippus’ idealized realism: Stewart (1990) I, 186-7, 191; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5; T3
= Quint. 12.7-9. Myron was also not completely realistic in his depictions of the human body
(Plin. NH 34.58).

10 Arist. Phys. 2.2, 194a22-8; 194b10-12. Halliwell (2002) 181-2.

! The conjecture is from Austin and Bastianini. The translation is adapted from Austin and
Bastianini (2002).

12 Gutzwiller (200a) 7-8; Hdt. 3.41, 60; 7.27; Stewart (1990) I, 244-6; T20 = Paus. 10.38.6-7.

163 Cf. Stewart (1990) 1, 245; T21 = Diod. 1.98.

14 Plin. NH 34.83: destra limam tenet, laeva tribus digitis quadrigulam tenuit, tralatam Praeneste,
parvitatis ut miraculum: pictam eam currumque et aurigam integeret alis simul facta musca. Cf.
Gutzwiller (2002a) 7-8 & n.8. Stewart (1990) I, 245-6; T22 = Plin. NH 34.83.
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Lysistratus, brother of Lysippus’.'® But it also suggests Lysippus, who was
concerned with proportionality, who fashioned chariot groups,'® and who
possibly made a miniture Heracles for Alexander the Great.'’

Posidippus’ poem on Theodorus is consistent with his interest in Lysippus’
realism. Although the archaic Theodorus invented certain techniques, Posidippus
makes no mention of Theodorus’ technical innovations. Unlike Callimachus,
Posidippus has no antiquarian artistic interests and does not explain the origin of
artistic techniques: Posidippus is only attracted by Theodorus’ realism on the
minature scale and because Theodorus was a forerunner of Lysippus.

Posidippus emphasizes the visual (6yetl Pos. X1.2, 4, &0per X.38; cf. eidopev
e X.27, €18 X.36), and this language alludes to Lysippus, who transformed
symmetria by taking into account appearance (Syig, @ovtacio).'® But
Posidippus also hints at Aristotle, who recognized the power of the visual both in
drama and through language that causes the reader to visualize a scene. One of
Aristotle’ six parts of tragedy is the ‘spectacle’ (8yic) or ‘means’ of mimesis.'®
Aristotle said that the orator should aim at vividness: he should set things ‘before
the eyes’ of his audience (Rhet. 3.10, 1410b33-5) and he declared that the
cognitive process as a result of perception is integral to mimesis (Poet. 4,
1448b12-19).'™ Since Aristotle says that the poet should ‘put the actual scenes as
far as possible before the eyes’, (Poet. 17, 1455a 22-26; cf. 14, 1453b9 &1 g
6yemg) he undoubtedly believed that the fine artist should do the same: he
declares that fine art provides pleasure to the ‘spectator’ (Poet. 4, 1448b8-13),'"!
and that pleasure is derived from viewing pictorial imitations (Part. Anim 1.5,
645a12-13)." When Posidippus uses 8yig with respect to the perception of
Theodorus’ art, he indicates his awareness of the visual impact of mimetic works
on the viewer.

3.7 Posidippus X1.6-11 = 68 AB

neelov 'HéAlov Pmdior mepipudkelo Oelvart
dig 1o00V, AALa Xdpng Alvdlo[g] dploato
unBéva texvitay €<t>1 peilova [tlovde K[0JAoooOV
onoelv: €l 8¢ MOpwv €ig teTpan[nylov O[pov
OCEUVOG €KETVOG avike. XApng mpd[tov pleto e VoG
Lo<i>ov ggarkovpyel yag pey[o OaOU’ EIm[e0]V.

1 Stewart (1990) 1, 245-6 on T22; T3 = Quint. 12.7-9. Lysistratus was the first to create life
portraits from a mold (Stewart (1990) I, 293; T133 = Plin. NH 35.153). Cf. Pollitt (1974) 430-4.
Lysippus was also known for his chariot groups (Stewart (1990) I, T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5).

166 Stewart (1990) 1, 186-7; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5.

17 Mart. 9.44; Stat. Sil. 4.6.32-47. Richter (1970) 229-31.

18 pollitt (1974) 29.

19 Arist. Poet. 6, 1450a.8-10. Silk (1994) 109.

170 Heath (2001) 9-10; Halliwell (2001).

170 Arist. Poet. 4, 1448b8-13: kol 10 xoipelv 10l HILAROOL TAVTOG... TOVTOV TUC EiKOVAC TG
poAtotTo rkpopévog xoipopev Bempodvtec. Butcher (1898) 204-5.

172 Arist. Part. Anim 1.5, 645a12-13: tag pév eikdvag odtdv Oempodvieg yoipopev &tu Ty
dNpLoVPYHoOCHY TEYVNY CLVOEMPODUEV.
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The Rhodians wished to dedicate (a statue of) the [gigantic] sun twice as big, but
the Lindian Chares made sure that no artisan would ever create a larger kolossos
than this one; if Myron was modest enough to reach the limit of four cubits,
Chares through craft made the first statue in bronze more imposing than the
earth, a great marvel.'”

The seventh epigram describes the Colossus of Rhodes built by Chares of
Lindos (fl. 280), a pupil of Lysippus.'’* The epigram focuses solely on the size of
the statue, not its aesthetic qualities. But Posidippus thought that appropriate size
was an important aesthetic principle: he proclaims that artists should follow
modern rules for ‘larger-than-life statues’ (kxoAoco®v Pos. X.8; cf. x[o]hoccdv
Pos. X1.8)'” and notes the size of Hecatacus’ statue (pelyéfer Pos. X.18).
Posidippus also states that although the Rhodians wanted a statue twice as large,
Chares made sure that none would be larger than his (Pos. X1.6-7, 8). Since Philo
says that Chares kept symmetria in mind even when creating a statue of such great
height,'”® Chares’ apparently followed Lysippean proportionality since Lysippus
was known for his interest both in the proportionality of the human body and in
making tall statues still appear realistic.'”’ Moreover, since Lysippus made
colossal statues fashionable'”® and created a colossal bronze Heracles (Strabo
6.3.1), Posidippus’ interest in huge statues suits his Lysippean theme.

But Chares’ refusal to create an overly-large statue also hints at Aristotle since
Aristotle praised appropriate size in art, saying that beauty consists of magnitude
and order with an appropriate arrangement of parts. Aristotle declares that an
object or creature should neither be minuscule nor too large, saying that it should
be able to be ‘taken in by the eye’: i.e., not too small or large to be seen (Arist.
Poet. 6, 1450b34-1451a6).

Posidippus seems to echo Aristotle since although he praises Chares for his
skill (Xapng mpd[tov pletar texvalg XI.10), he calls Myron, an important fore-
runner of Lysippus, ‘revered’” (MUpwv.. oceuvog éxelvog XI1.9-10), although
Myron did not create sculptures greater than four cubits.'”’ Posidippus adheres to
Lysippian principles, expressing interest in the Colossus of Rhodes for its size, but
he also follows Aristotle, praising Myron because his realism has more artistic
value'™ and apparently because Myron eschewed colossal statues. Mention of

' Translation based on Kosmetatou and Papalexandrou (2003) 56, with changes from Angio
(2003) in lines 10-11: X&png mp@[tov... ] {d<i>ov éyaikovpyel YOG PEY[OL BODW Elmfed]v.

'7* For Chares and the school of Lysippus see Pollitt (1986) 55; Stewart (1990) I, 297-300, T142 =
Plin. NH 34.41, T144 = Rhet. ad Herennium 4.6.9. For the Colossus, see Haynes (1957) and
Maryon (1956).

17> Although Kosmetatou and Papalexandrou (2003) 53-6 argues that kolossoi refers to statues in
general without regard to size, in this poem it does mean huge statues (cf. Fraenkel. (1950), on
Aesch. Ag. 416; Webster (1939) 166).

176 Stewart (1990) I, 298-9; T143 = Philo, On the Seven Wonders of the World 4.

77 Stewart (1990) 1, 291; T124 = Plin. NH 34.61-5.

178 Pollitt (1986) 49. Stewart (1990) I, 292; T126 = Plin. NH 34.40. Jex-Blake and Sellers (1896)
31. Angio (2003) 215.

17 Cf. pseudo-Simonides AP 16.82 (tov &v Podw kohoooov oktékilc déko / Xapng émoiet
mnxeov 6 Aivdiog); Plin. NH 34.41; Philo, On the Seven Wonders of the World 4.

180 K osmetatou and Papalexandrou (2003) 56-7.
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Myron links this epigram to Myron’s cow in the sixth epigram;'®' reference to
colossal sculpture provides a link to the first poem (xoloco®v Pos. X.8) and to
the epigram on Hecateus’ large statue (pelyé@er Pos. X.18), and also provides
balan(ig2 to the collection by providing contrast with Theodamus’ minature
work.

4. Conclusion

Posidippus’ poems on sculpture are important statements of aesthetic theory
in which he both expresses Lysippean principles and echoes Aristotle. Posidippus’
emphases on accuracy, proportionality, and character refer to Lysippus’ artistic
philosophy. But Posidippus’ balance between realism and artistry and his interest
in idealized realism and in the visual suggest both Lysippus and Aristotle.
Furthermore, Posidippus’ attention to iconic realism, his distinction between the
heroic and the realistic, his interest in ‘dual-aspect mimeticism’, his emphasis on
understanding both appearance and constituent materials, his interest in
appropriate size, the relation between action and character, the importance of
action and speech and of realistically depicting ‘better people’, and his
incorporation of truth into mimesis are all Aristotelean.
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