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A NOTE ON AN EPIGRAM OF MELEAGER (AP 7.79.5-6)

AP 7.79 by Meleager (Gow-Page, HE CXX]) is a fictitious epitaph for
Heraclitus of Ephesus structured as a dialogue between the philosopher
himself, speaking from the tomb, and an anonymous passerby. The poem
takes its cue from the antisocial reputation attributed to the philosopher by
Diogenes Laertius (9.1-3)'. Here is the text of the epigram according to
Beckby’s second edition of the Greek Anthology®, slightly modified at the
beginning:

"Qvpon™, Hpbihertog &yd copd podvog Gvevphv
eopi. — “Ta & &g matpav kpéooova Kol coping.” —
AGE yop kol Tokedvag, id EEve, dvoppovag Gvdpac,
VAGKTEVY. — “Aapmpd Opeyapévoilot xapig.” —
Ovk an’ gued; — “Mn tpnyvs.” — Emel tdya kol o0 1L tevon S
tpnyOtEpOV. — “Tldtpoag yaipe ov &’ €& Epécov.”
“Man, I am Heraclitus, the only one who found wisdom,

I declare it.” — “Yes, but the duty towards the fatherland matters more than even wisdom.”
— “I trod underfoot, oh stranger, even my parents, evil people,

by barking at them.” — “How grateful to those who raised you!”

— “Why don’t you get out of my way?” — “Don’t be so harsh!” — “For soon you too will hear

something harsher.” — “Greetings to you from your fatherland, Ephesus*.”

Editors have puzzled over the poem mainly for the controversial allo-
cation of the last lines to their respective speakers. In this paper I will focus
on the assignment of speakers in the last couplet of the poem, for which I
will offer my own interpretation on the basis of a distribution of the lines
which has never been suggested so far by editors and scholars. I argue that

' For a general analysis of Meleager’s epigram see K. J. Gutzwiller, Style and Dialect in
Meleager’s Heraclitus Epigram, in E. Sistakou and A. Rengakos (eds.), Dialect, Diction, and
Style in Greek Literary and Inscribed Epigram, Berlin-Boston 2016, 253-268, who focuses on
the literary aspects of the poem in order to show how the interaction between diction, style
and dialect reflect Heraclitus’ philosophy and style as presented in the biographical tradition.
Cf. also F. Cairns, Hellenistic Epigram: Contexts of Exploration, Cambridge 2016, 432-435.

ZH. Beckby, Anthologia Graeca, Miinchen 1967-19682, ii.58.

* The Tonic (psilotic) form is the reading transmitted in the Heid. Pal. gr. 23 (mid-tenth
century) — the famous manuscript preserving the so-called Palatine Anthology (the poem is
omitted in the Planudean Anthology, compiled by the monk Maximus Planudes in 1299 or
1301). The Attic form (GvOpw@’) is a correction by J. J. Reiske, Anthologiae Graecae a
Constantino Cephala conditae libri tres, Lipsiae 1754, 72 (ep. DLX), accepted by later
editors. On the superiority of the former see now K. J. Gutzwiller, Poetic Meaning, Place,
and Dialect in the Epigrams of Meleager, in R. L. Hunter, A. Rengakos, E. Sistakou (eds.),
Hellenistic Studies at a Crossroads: Exploring Texts, Contexts and Metatexts, Berlin-Boston
2014, 92-93.

* The translation is my own.
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the segment M) tpnybc, énel Tayo kal ov TL Tevon / TpnyvTepov (lines 5-6)
should be kept together and attributed to the passerby, whereas the final
words Tldtpag xoipe o v o’ &£ 'Epécov belong to Heraclitus and mean
“Greetings to you from the fatherland Ephesus”, that is, “our common
fatherland Ephesus”. For at this very last stage the reader finally discovers
what the pointe of the poem is: both the philosopher and the passerby are
from Ephesus, thus the passerby’s hostile tone towards Heraclitus finds its
justification, as the latter was often mistreated and blamed by his com-
patriots for his antisocial and abusive attitude. After the threat of the
passerby (lines 5-6), Heraclitus’ yoipe (line 6) sounds nice, polite and sub-
missive to all appearances, but the fact that the philosopher makes his
greeting come from Ephesus, flags up his detachment and disinterest, as well
as disguises ironically his hope of getting rid of the passerby: in other words,
actually that yoipe here is not conveying greetings after all, but it means
essentially “get away from here”. In this way the final words of the poem
(ITatpog xaipe oV 8° €€ 'Epécov), uttered by Heraclitus, can be reconnected
with the passerby’s objection to the philosopher’s focus on wisdom at line 2,
when the interlocutor had stated that matters concerning one’s fatherland are
more important than wisdom, a patent criticism to Heraclitus’ neglect for
serving in government.

In the opening words the deceased philosopher addresses a passerby to
give, in epitaphic form, his name and the reason for his fame. After Hera-
clitus’ proud statement that he was the one and only to have found wisdom
(lines 1-2), the reply that there are more important values than wisdom (line
2) cannot belong to anyone else but the passerby’. Therefore, the foreigner
replies, accepting Heraclitus’ claim to be a famed philosopher, but openly
criticising his lack of interest in participating in the governing of Ephesus
and accusing him of attacking his parents. The allusion here is probably to
the fact that, when the philosopher was asked by the Ephesians to be their
lawmaker, he declined the offer by adducing as excuse their inadequate
constitution and preferred to go play knuckelbones with children, saying that
“it is better to do this than engage in civil life with you” (xpeittov 10 dt0
ToLEV 1 ped’ vudv moirtevesbar, D. L. 9.3; cf. Luc. vit. auct. 14).

The second couplet, pace Lloyd-Jones®, clearly falls within two parts:
first we have Heraclitus’ claim to have attacked even his parents as d0c-
opovag (by leaving it understood that just as he attacked his parents, he
clearly was able to show an abusive behaviour against the citizens of

> Cf. M. L. West, An epigram on Heraclitus (A.P. vii. 79 = Meleager 121 [4654] Gow-
Page),“CR” 17,1967, 127.
% H. Lloyd-Jones, Again Meleager’s Epigram on Heraclitus, “CR” 18,1968, 21.
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Ephesus and the people in general, too); without denying ‘barking’ at his
parents, he also admits simultaneously and indirectly to criticising other men,
considered as foolish as his parents. Afterwards, the passerby makes the
ironic remark that the philosopher does not show gratitude towards those
who raised him’.

The poem belongs to a well-established tradition of epitaphs dedicated to
misanthropes, of which the most famous is the series dedicated to Timon®.
This epigrammatic subcategory involves conventionally and notoriously
antisocial characters such as the poets Archilochus and Hipponax’ and
Heraclitus himself. The main feature of these epitaphs is that the dead
misanthrope always shows an abusive behaviour towards the passerby by
refusing to identify himself, to greet his interlocutor or dialogue with him,
thus reversing one of the most typical literary conventions of Greek epi-
grams, especially epitaphs. One may add to this tradition a further group of
poems containing curses and threats against tomb desecrators'’. Within this
subgenre of funerary epigrams for misanthropes, Heraclitus’ hostile attitude
towards his parents finds a counterpart in Theodorid. AP 7.479.6 (Gow-Page,
HE XVI), where the (deceased) philosopher is said to bark against the
people. It is likely that in our poem, as well as in that by Theodoridas, the
metaphor of the dog applied to Heraclitus reverses a metaphor used by
Heraclitus himself in fr. 97 DK kovegy ap katapoilovoy ov dv un yi-
vookmot: in this passage he displays a scornful behaviour, which clearly
emerges through all of his extant work, towards the masses, who are
described as a pack of “dogs” (k0Oveg) barking (katafaiilovotv) against the
unknown (®v av un ywookmot). In Leon. AP 7.408.3 (Gow-Page, HE
LVIII), Hipponax as well is said to bark insults against those who gave birth
to him. In these passages the mention of Heraclitus’ and Hipponax’s parents
respectively is not specifically confirmed by the biographical tradition,
which does not represent them as abusive towards their parents: it likely
expresses a hyperbolic concept of aggressiveness, which does not spare
anyone and never ceases''. Therefore, the accusation, directed to Heraclitus,

” For the irony on the lack of ydpig in Meleager see AP 12.137.5 (Gow-Page, HE CXVIII).

8 Cf. M. Fantuzzi, Epigram, in M. Fantuzzi and R. L. Hunter, Tradition and Innovation in
Hellenistic Poetry, Cambridge 2004, 302-306.

° Cf. R. M. Rosen, The Hellenistic Epigrams on Archilochus and Hipponax, in P. Bing
and J. S. Bruss, Brill’s Companion to Hellenistic Epigram. Down to Philip, Leiden-Boston
2007, 459-476.

1 Cf. L. Floridi, The Epigrams of Gregory of Nazianzus Against Tomb Desecrators and
Their Epigraphic Background, “Mnemosyne” 66,2013, 55-81.

"' One may compare the similar image of the poet-wasp, applied not only to Hipponax,
but also to another invective poet, Archilochus, in Gaet. AP 7.71.6 (Page, FGE IV). In Call. fr.
380 Pf. the images of the wasp and the dog are both referred again to Archilochus.
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of treating his parents abusively seems to stem from the Ionian tradition of
iambic poetry, just like the philosopher’s neglect for political affairs high-
lighted at line 2 was a well-established and anchored theme in his biography,
too. This fopos of Heraclitus’ disinterest in political life, on which our poem
is built, is the key to appreciate the pointe in the last couplet arranged as I
suggest.

Coming to the last couplet, after a quick exchange at line 5 betweeen
Heraclitus (Ovk 4n’ £ued;) and then the passerby (M tpny0c), like Beckby'?,
other editors" already identify the change of speaker from the latter to the
former after tpnyvg: yet it seems irrelevant, if not contradictory, for the
philosopher to threaten the unknown passerby with the drastic and abrupt
rudeness of ovk’ an’ éued;, which sounds conclusive, at least in the moment.
Moreover, splitting the sequence M| Tpny¥g, €nel téya Kol O TL wevor /
TpNyvTEPOV into M1 tpnyvg (passerby) and ‘Emel téyo kol o0 T mevon /
tpnyvtepov (Heraclitus) is not acceptable because it is evident that it is an
only statement consisting of a main clause and a causal subordinate which
must be uttered by the same character (the passerby, in my opinion). While
Diibner'* and Stadtmiiller" attribute the final words yaipe o¥ & & ‘E@écov
to the passerby (and attach mdtpag to the previous section, then assigning it
to Heraclitus)'®, Gow and Page'’, who adopt the same arrangement as
Paton'®, consider o0 8’ desperate:

— Ovk an’ €ued; — M1 tpny0c. — Emel tdyo kai o 1L mevon 5
TpNyOTEPOV TTATPOG. — Xaipe. — TEU 0°F €€ "Epécov.
Apart from the position of 6¢ at line 6, in general they believe there is no

remedy at all, as the text they print is “most disagreeable”"; particularly the

12 Beckby (n. 2), ii.58. P. Waltz, Anthologie grecque. Premiére partie: Anthologie Pala-
tine, Paris 1960, 1v.91, prints exactly the same arrangement of the last couplet as Beckby.

" Diibner in F. Diibner - E. Cougny, Epigrammatum Anthologia Palatina cum Planudeis
et appendice nova epigrammatum veterum ex libris et marmoribus ductorum, Paris 1864-
1890, 1.289; H. Stadtmiiller, Anthologia Graeca epigrammatum Palatina cum Planudea,
Leipzig 1894-1906, ii.56; W. R. Paton, The Greek Anthology, Cambridge MA-London 1916-
1918, 1i48. A. S. F. Gow - D. L. Page, The Greek Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams, Cam-
bridge 1965,1.249; D. L. Page, Epigrammata Graeca, Oxford 1975, 286 (ep. CXXI).

' Diibner (n. 13),1.289.

15 Stadtmiiller (n. 13), ii.56.

16 _ Ok am’ éped; — Mn tpmydc. — Emel téyo koi o0 T edoy S

TpyOTEPOV ThTPOG. — Xaipe ov & € Epéoov.

' Gow and Page (n. 13),1.249; cf. also Page (n. 13), 286.

'® Paton (n. 13), ii.48: “~ Be off! — Don’t be rough. — Because you may soon hear some-
thing rougher than my people heard from me. — Farewell. — And you get out of Ephesus.”
Particularly “And you get out of Ephesus” cannot be tolerated as the rendering of the elliptic
20 &’ ¢€ ' Egpéoov.

' Gow and Page (n. 13),ii.672, ad loc.
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sense of X0 8’ &£ 'Epécov is puzzling, whether it means “Greetings/Farewell
to you from Ephesus” or “You are from Ephesus”. In addition, the two
editors think that the alternatives yaipe o0 0’ € 'E@écov or yaipe 60 8’ €&
‘Epécov (uttered by the passerby) cannot be tolerated in the renderings
“Farewell to you from Ephesus” and “Hail, you (the man) from Ephesus”,
unless &’ is emended into y’.

Those editors who instead more correctly keep together the words M
TPNYOG, Emel Ty Kol ob TL evor / tpnydtepov, take further stands that can
be grouped in four main approaches, listed below:

a) Pontani*® brings the passerby’s speech to an end with métpag (...tpn-
yotepov mdtpoc); then we have the common greeting xoipe assigned to
Heraclitus and, finally, the passerby passes on greetings from the city of
Ephesus to her illustrious, yet late, citizen:

— Obk an’ €ued; — M| tpnybe, Emel Thyo Kol o TL TevoT
TpnOtEpOV ThTpac. — Xaipe. — X0 & & Epécon’'.

Pontani believes that with his threat, the passerby means the exile; then,
according to the editor’s interpretation, Heraclitus pays his farewell, to
which the passerby replies with a wishful greeting that good luck comes
from his fatherland, which is odd because actually Ephesus has always
mistreated and hated him*. This abrupt change of tone is surprising, so the
greetings from Ephesus cannot be other than sarcastic (although Pontani
does not clarify his point of view on this): his compatriots are glad to have
gotten rid of Heraclitus, who continues to be so abusive even in his death.
The main criticism to move to this reconstruction is that to send Heraclitus
off into exile is an awkward threat, given that the philosopher is dead, even
if we think that the Ephesians do not want to have even his dead body buried
there. For we cannot argue from the poem where Heraclitus’ body is thought
to be. Apart from this, this distribution is also problematic because of
mhrpag: first of all, which fatherland is here implied, the passerby’s or Hera-
clitus’ one? Since it would sound rather inconsistent that the anonymous
passerby refers to his own, equally unknown, fatherland, thus it must be

2 F. M. Pontani, Antologia Palatina, Turin 1979-1981, ii.46.

21 “_ Vattene. — Niente durezze! Ché avrai dalla patria pitt dure nuove. — Salute! — Altret-
tanto, e da Efeso.”

22 Pontani (n. 20), ii.506: “Uno straniero rimprovera al filosofo Eraclito di Efeso, del
quale riconosce la vantata sapienza, un atteggiamento irriguardoso verso la patria e i parenti.
11 filosofo si giustifica affermando d’avere abbaiato contro i suoi perché malvagi; spazientito
dall’ironico commento dello straniero, lo scaccia. Ma lo straniero lo invita a deporre la
durezza, facendogli intravvedere dure misure (1’esilio) che la patria prendera a suo riguardo.
Allora il filosofo formula un addio augurale e lo straniero lo ricambia: tocchi anche a Eraclito
la buona sorte, e gli venga dalla sua patria”.
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Heraclitus’ one, that is, Ephesus. Yet, as it stands, the word is confusing: it
would be better to attach it to 'Epécov.

b) In the arrangement proposed by Lloyd-Jones™ the section pm tpnyde-
xaipe (... tpnydtepov mhTpac. xaipe.) is attributed to the passerby, so that the
last words closing the poem (cU 6’ €€ 'E@écov) are given to Heraclitus:

— 00K Gt EUED; — Un) TPNYVG, £mel Taya Kol o0 1L Teven S
TN OTEPOV TTATPOG. X0ipe — oVS’ €& Epécov.

Lloyd-Jones thinks that by stating the stranger’s place of origin, the
philosopher implies that being an Ephesian makes happiness impossible.
Moreover, the scholar makes also Heraclitus supply the reader with an
explanation of the passerby’s hostile tone, thus indicating that the main point
of the epigram lies in its suggestion that all that negativity about Heraclitus
derives from the malice of the Ephesians. This explanation is charming and
certainly Lloyd-Jones is right by pointing out that the passerby is from
Ephesus, too. However, that polite xaipe following immediately the threat
sounds abruptly mismatched if uttered by the passerby, unless it is reckoned
as sarcastic. Like in Pontani’s arrangement, the main issue with this division
of the lines is that it is affected by similar difficulties and discrepancies
concerning ndtpag, which once again remains pending and is deprived of an
unequivocal and necessary reference within the last couplet.

c) West™, resuming a distribution of lines which had been previously
adopted by Boissonade and Meineke®, ascribes the passerby the entire sec-
tion un tpnyvs-Epécov:

— 00K G EUeD; — Un) TPNYVG, Emel Tayo Kol 6V TL TEVST S
TN OTEPOV TTATPOC. X0ipE. oV &’ €& 'Epécov.

Both Boissonade and Meineke consider ironic the passerby’s greeting.
West believes that the epigram implies that Heraclitus is exiled because of
his misanthropy. This is possible, although it is odd and a bit tautological
that the passerby reminds the philosopher about his place of origin; also, the
distribution of speech provided is unlikely. For as such, the sequence pn
tpoNxOc-Epécov seems a rather long, unbroken sentence, whereas o0 &’ at
line 6 after oV in the previous verse (line 5) clearly and unequivocally sug-
gests a change of speaker. Besides (and especially), this arrangement does

# Lloyd-Jones (n. 6), 21.

* West (n. 5), 127-128: “~ Be off! — Do not be rough, for you in your turn may hear some
rough tidings, from your fatherland. Farewell: but remember that you are from Ephesus.”

»J. F. Boissonade, Eunapii Sardiani Vitae Sophistarum et Fragmenta Historiarum,
Amstelodami 1822, 1.241-242: “Tum abit viator, Heraclitum non sine ironia salvere et gau-
dere jubens”.

% A.Meineke, Delectus poetarum Anthologiae Graecae, Berolini 1842, 172-173.
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not allow Heraclitus any room for a final reply, as would be expected from
so peculiar a protagonist of the epigram.

d) Moving away from the options presented above, Jacobs®’ (and,
previously, Graefe, with a slight alteration, though)® had correctly isolated
the phrase ITdtpog yoipe ob & & Epécovn™:

— 00K Gt EUED; UM TPNYVS, EMEL TAYO KOl 6V TL TELON 5
TpNYOTEPOV — TTATPOC YoipE GV &’ € Epéoovn.

Jacobs does not clarify his interpretation, but conjectures an unnecessary
lacuna before the last couplet, attributing the segment matpag yoipe ob & €&
‘E@écov to the passerby and assigning Heraclitus the long section odk &m’-
tpnyvtepov. However, the diction of the second and the third couplet does
not make the reader think that there is something missing between the
second and the last distich, for it is a matter of linking what the passerby
observes at line 2 and what it implies in the last two lines. Moreover,
ascribing the philosopher the whole segment ovk dan’-tpnybtepov seems
pointless because, as I have already stated above, the impolite ovk’ dn’ €ued;
unambiguously marks the end of a speech and, simultaneously, a certain
change of speaker.

Taking my cue from Jacobs’s (and Graefe’s) proposal, I too believe that
the final section matpac-E@écov should be considered as an independent
sentence™, but I ascribe it to Heraclitus instead. It is true that the position of
the particle 0¢, bothering Graefe as well as Gow and Page, is a bit awkward,
but such a postponement is not at all impossible’'. Therefore, I suggest that

?T'F. Jacobs Anthologia Graeca ad fidem codicis olim Palatini, nunc Parisini ex apogra-
pho Gothano edita, Lipsiae 1813-1817,1ii.235-6, ad loc.

 F. Graefe, Meleagri Gadareni Epigrammata, Lipsiae 1811, 136, ad loc. (ep. CXVIII),
considers the position of §¢ problematic (“perversa particulae 8¢ positio”), so he suggests:

0VK G’ €Ued; pr| TPMYIVS, Emel T Kol o0 TL TELON 5
TpNY0TEPOV — TATPOG X0ipe oV &’ OR y’ €& Epéoov.

¥ Graefe (n. 28), 39 (ep. CXVIII), does not specify clearly his chosen arrangement for the
previous segment of text, before ndtpag. Neither Reiske (n. 3), 72 (ep. DLX), does show
clearly the distribution of lines 5-6 between the two speakers through editorial expedients in
the text or in his notes, so it is impossible to understand his position.

* So did Beckby (n. 2), ii.58, and Waltz (n. 12), iv.91, who assign the line to the passerby.

*' Cf. e.g. Leon. AP 5.206.5 = Gow-Page, HE XLIII 1 pilepag Zatdpn 88 tov Eonepov
oivomotipwv, Mnasalc. AP 6.268.2 = Gow-Page, HE II tolto 6V 3’ evbfpov, Anon. AP
7.169.5 = Page, FGE LXVIII gbvétic fiv §& Xépnrog, Anon. AP 9.366.8 “Eyyimv @evyew’ 88
Baliig Miknotog ndda, Euen. AP 9.602.5 = Gow-Page, GPh IV vopgiog €k vopeng 8¢ KikAn-
okopat, AP 11.49.3 = Gow-Page, GPh VI yaipet kipvapevog 6 ¢ tpiciv Nopeaiot tétaptog,
Adae. AP 9.300.5 = Gow-Page, GPh VII culncog kepaAfig € duthodv, Bianor AP 10.22.3 =
Gow-Page, GPh XVIII tov &k yépoov 8¢ pOladar, Autom. AP 12.34.5 = Gow-Page, GPh X1
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the last two lines should be distributed between the two speakers as follows:
— Obk an’ €ued; — “Mn tpny0c, Emel Thya Kol o0 TL Tevon S5
tpnyvtepov.” — [dtpag yoipe ob &’ €€ Epéoov.
“Won’t you get out of my way?” — “Don’t be so harsh, for soon you too will hear

something harsher.” — “Greetings to you from (our) fatherland, Ephesus®.”

According to the attribution of the lines proposed above, after the break
on his parents (lines 3-4) and the passerby’s ironic remark closing line 4, the
disgruntled philosopher rudely sends away his hostile interlocutor (line 5
ovK’ ar’ €ued;), who then replies by exhorting the philosopher not to be Tpn-
x0G: he too is able to reply in a harsh way, tpny0tepov actually (“harsher”)”.
After this, in the last line of the epigram (line 6), Heraclitus sends greetings
from Ephesus, which could seem unexpected: yet the moment represents a
sort of agnitio, because it is only then that the philosopher appreciates that
his supposedly ‘foreign’ interlocutor must be an Ephesian like him™, one of
those citizens he despised like his allegedly dvc@povag parents. Therefore,
on the part of Heraclitus sending greetings to the passerby from Ephesus,
their own motherland and place of origin, is a way to unmask his own fellow
citizen, if not friendly, in a sort of “I know who you are!” moment. At the
same time, once the passerby’s place of origin is acknowledged, his ag-
gressive manners are explained, too: like his compatriots, he is hostile to
Heraclitus because of the philosopher’s abusive and antisocial behaviour and

&yo mailov 0¢ Tpog avtdv, Phil. AP 9.85.5 = Gow-Page, GPh XXXIX fjyayev gig Mpévog o€
Kol gomepev dic 0 mpéoPug, AP 9.247.3 = Gow-Page, GPh XLIV lovcopévn Bpopio 8’
gotv mdiw, Strat. AP 11.117.7 = °101 Floridi inmov anod ombapiig € poig Prémer, AP
12.8.5 = 8 Floridi pdAhov Tdv kaAdkev &’ épubaiveto Kol katakvyag, AP 122052 = 46
Floridi mpog 10 BéAew 8° ok aponta yehd, D. L. AP 7.112.2 ovpdlm todto pdiota §’ éyo,
AP 7.122.3 iva pn todtovg ¢ matnon, Greg. Naz. AP 8.173.3 6g frpota &8 npiv éyeipet, Jul.
Aegypt. AP 7.587.3 oy &g voonyog 8¢ PuBd Odveg, Anon. AP 15.19.2 peta v @Bopav 6€
T00 ydpov tig apnayiic, Anon. APl 386.5 10 vedpa yeip péver d¢. For the position and the
postponement of ¢ see in general J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, Oxford 1954, 185-189.

32 The translation is my own.

* For a comparable situation one may adduce lines 704-705 from Euripides’ Alcestis,
where Pheres, offended by Admetus, ends his rhesis with the words &i 8’ Nuég Kaxdg / Epelg,
axovor TOAAN KoL yevudii kaxd (“if you tell me bad things, you will have to hear many
likewise, and true ones, too”). The translation is my own.

* Cf. Gutzwiller (n. 1), 265, who shares the take that both speakers are Ephesians: in
order to support this position, she argues that the Ionic elements in the poem direct towards
that conclusion (and that is why she convincingly shows that GvOpon’ at the beginning of the
poem is the correct textual choice). However, one should note that the vocative dvOpon’/
@dvOpwo’, which is frequent in epigrammatic contexts, often shows textual fluctuations: cf. L.
Floridi, Lucillio. Epigrammi, Berlin-Boston 2014, 555-556, on Lucill. °°134.1 = AP 9.573.1
@dvOpwo’; F. Condello, Sulla posizione del Par. Gr. 2739 (D) nello stemma codicum dei
Theognidea, “IncTs” 18,2018-2019, 72 and n. 238.
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his disinterest in politics during his lifetime, for which he was often blamed™.
He recognises his compatriot and reveals him to the reader as one of those
who hated him. One may infer that Heraclitus, facing the passerby’s sharp
reaction, displays a compliant attitude and addresses him with a kind
greeting (yoipe). Yet his politeness is only apparent: for the philosopher, in
the hope of getting rid of the stranger, does not send his own greetings, but
ironically from his fatherland, in order to highlight his detachment and
disinterest, as well as to hide his intolerance. In general, this behaviour
recalls that of Timon in AP 7.320.3-4 (Gow-Page, HE VIII) by Hegesippus™
where the dead even accepts to be insulted by the passerby, as long as the
latter goes beyond his tomb and leaves him in peace.

By making the passerby express the threat, Meleager is clearly and quite
originally varying the pattern of the epitaphs for misanthropes refusing to
engage kindly with the passersby and attacking him, with the passerby
keeping a polite attitude throughout: for here not only does Heraclitus attack
the passerby, but also the passerby, without pulling himself together as
usually expected, replies to Heraclitus as a misanthrope with a counter-
attack. However innovative and rare this variation of the common motif
would appear, it could be paralleled by two epigrams belonging to the
epigrammatic series on the Spartan mother, AP 7.433.5-8 (Gow-Page, HE
VI) by Tymnes and AP 7.531.7-8 (Gow-Page, GPh XXIII) by Antipater of
Thessalonica, although the situation narrated in them is not absolutely
identical: for in these poems the woman (acting as an aggressive passerby
and replacing his role), after receiving her son back from the battlefield still
alive, curses and threatens him, proclaiming that he is not her child or a true
Laconian while stabbing him to death for having fled his place in battle and,
thus, dishonouring his fatherland. More in general, one may object that
threatening someone who passed away is odd because technically the dead
are not liable to suffer any harm or enjoy any pleasure any longer. However,
in the Underworld the deceased are believed to be still suffering the pains or
enjoying the pleasures of lifetime: in Book 7 of the Greek Anthology this

* The ending of the poem likely plays on the topical reputation of abusive moral criticism
attributed to Ephesus. For example in Call. Ja. 13, perhaps recalled in this context as well,
Callimachus in the shoes of an iambic poet resists to his insisting critic that as such (as a
iambographer, therefore as an invective poet practising abusive and aggressive verse) he
should “go to Ephesus” (fr. 203.12-14 and 64-66), a suitable location acknowledged as the
motherland of abusive criticism.

® Tipov podvOpmrog évolkém. dAAL Tapelde

olpmlew gimog oAk, Taperde pnovov.

“There 1, Timon the misanthrope, dwell. But do move on,

even wishing me greatly to go to rack and ruin, as long as you move on!”

(The translation is my own).
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theme is exploited particularly in epitaphs for shipwrecked men who, being
buried on the shore, continue to be tormented by the sea even after death; it
can also be found in a series of epitaphs for Anacreon pictured as though in
the Underworld he was still enjoying the joys of love and the symposium®.
The motif is especially used in epitaphs for misanthropes as well, where
these antisocial characters are represented as still moved by the same disap-
pointment and hatred feelings towards mankind as during lifetime. Ac-
cording to this pattern, in our poem Heraclitus as a misanthrope consistently
continues to be so abusive even in his death and deserves to be told off, like
his malitious citizens used to do when he was still alive.

Such a division of speech, which has a lot to offer to our understanding of
the poem and makes the pointe of the last couplet stand out more neatly, not
only provides crucial clues to the proper interpretation of the epigram, but
also supports the characterisation Meleager gives to the famed philosopher
as an abuser misanthrope and as a neglectful citizen who does not want to
engage with the political life of his fatherland, then reproducing a well-
attested pattern in the biographical sources. Specifically, the distribution of
lines in the final couplet as suggested above has the merit of freeing the text
from any major ambiguity due to the opaque presence of ndtpac, which then,
once attached to 'E@écov, improves the general rendering and appears com-
pletely justified by revealing to be a clear reference to Ephesus and not to
any unknown place from which the passerby is supposed to come. At the
same time, by assigning once and for all yoipe to Heraclitus, the text is
released from a superfluous and odd mutual exchange of greetings between
the passerby and the philosopher, which is unclear whether it should be
taken as ironic or not otherwise. Last but not least, the distribution of the
lines I present here removes the ambiguous elliptic o0 &’ €€ 'Epécov, which
has raised so much confusion among the editors because of its debated
meaning.
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