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An Icon is a sign which refers to the Object that it denotes merely by virtue
of characters of its own, and which it possesses, just the same, whether any
such Object actually exists or not. It is true that unless there really is such an
Object, the Icon does not act as a sign...!

The expression “to be upright” has two connotations: first, to rise, to get up,
and to stand on one’s own feet and, second, the moral implication, not to stoop
to anything, to be honest and just, to be true to friends in danger... We praise
the upright man.?

Orientation

In the first epigraph, C.S. Peirce defines an icon in terms of its semiotic vulnera-
bilities. The defining feature of an icon is that it is in full possession of its signi-
fying properties. None of those properties, in and of themselves, indicate their
dependence on a referent (or, “Object”). The relationship between sign and refer-
ent, barring contextualizing markers that make the relationship explicit, is, there-
fore, unstable. The term “icon” is derived from the Greek eix®v, which means
“likeness,” and was, in the early Greek social context, used to refer to “portrait
statues,” images erected by decree of a polis in honor of an exceptional person.?

I Peirce [1940] 1955, 102.

2 Straus 1966, 137.

3 Lazzarini 1984-85, 89-90 notes that the first use of the term occurs on the statue base of
Olympic victor Euthymus of Locri. See Hermary 1994, 22 on Herodotus’ use of gik®v to
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The word itself, then, indicates its dependence on a prototype. And yet, this only
begs the question, who stands on the other side of this equation? What was the
image a likeness of?* The early Greek practice of erecting public statues demon-
strates an awareness of the ambiguities inherent in the signifying properties of an
gikdv/icon by including inscriptions on statue bases to identify the prototype.
Surely, then, named and fixed in place, gikoveg achieved standing as icons of the
honorand.

And yet, recent scholarship has emphasized the degree to which the gikdv
was a site of contestation. The earliest gikoveg were erected on the occasion of
athletic victories. But, as Deborah Steiner puts it, “works commemorating real-
world figures commissioned by the polis and placed in its communal spaces are
not so much portrait likenesses, depictions of a body and personality unique to the
single subject, as they are generic or idealized representations, which assimilate
the specific to the broader type and the mortal to the heroic.” If eixdveg were not
reproductions of the uniqueness of an individual, then what did they re-present?
Leslie Kurke, drawing on Joseph Day’s work on funerary inscriptions, argues that
the gikév acted as a “script” for the ritual event of crowning the victor.® Similarly,
John Ma, writing about Hellenistic honorary portraits, argues that “the subject of
the monument, and perhaps even of the statue, is not [the honorand], but ‘the peo-
ple has dedicated/honored [the honorand]’, and the relation that is created by this
transaction...”” More radically, he argues, “[t]he honorific statue is... about the
ontological primacy of community ... over individual.”® Thus, according to Ma,
the political act of recognizing individuals was simultaneously an assertion of the
polis’ control and discretion over that very process.

refer to portraits of human subjects, and Keesling 2017, 41-43. Keesling 2017 argues that
the gikdv as portrait statue emerges out of the “documentary revolution” of the late 5%
century BCE.

4 “Likeness” is a term that has been increasingly problematized. In her seminal study of
Greek portraiture, Richter 1965 traces the “gradual evolution from a generalized likeness
to an individual likeness” (1). But increasingly the evolutionary model of the emergence
of physiognomic resemblance in Greek portraiture has been criticized. Dillon 2006 argues
that “[c]hanging styles of portrait expression...were not simply the result of artistic inno-
vation; they were developed in response to changing cultural demands...[P]ortrait does not
simply represent the physical appearance of its subject ... portraits are more performative
than they are descriptive” (99). See Keesling 2003, 167-1609.

3> Steiner 2001, 37. Cf. Lazzarini 1984/85, 88.

6 Kurke 1998, 141-149.

7 Ma 2013, 46-47.

8 Ibid, 62.
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At the etymological root of Peirce’s abstract concept, therefore, is a culturally
embedded and politically fraught practice, which nevertheless prefigures the ten-
sion Peirce identifies in his definition. As a free-standing reproduction of a proto-
type, the gik®v/icon (threatens to) become(s) an independent object. Its relation-
ship to the prototype can be forgotten or erased. Alternatively, it might be abused
in the prototype’s stead. In fact, all of these semiotic distortions were institution-
alized under the Roman Empire. The less politically motivated practice involved
the reuse of a statue: a city could dedicate a standing statue to a new honorand by
reinscribing the base (uetaypan). The erasure of the name on a statue base might
also be part of a broader effort to condemn an individual via damnatio memoriae.’
Statues might also be defaced, assaulted, or completely toppled, as a form of “sur-
rogate corpse abuse.”!”

For the most part, victims of this sort of symbolic erasure or violence had little
recourse—especially if they had been exiled or executed. But one defiant sophist
of the second century CE, Favorinus of Arelate, whose statue was dismantled in
Corinth, returned to the city to seek redress for the insult.!! Or, rather, he redressed
the abuse himself. For Favorinus’ strategy in this oration is to wrest semiotic con-
trol back from the polis. He does so by re-presenting himself as his statue (gikdv),
as an icon of masculinity, and as the ultimate prototype (mapdderypa).

Favorinus of Arelate was a well-educated, sexually indeterminate!? star soph-
ist who wrangled with Polemo, was a friend of Plutarch, a favorite of Aulus

° A term that applies not only to the destruction of images and inscriptions, but also included
the seizure of property and more. On the practice, see Stewart 2003, esp., 267-269, and
Varner 2004.

10 Kyle 1998, 183 n.106, quoted in Platt 2007, 264. Stewart 2003, 275-6 makes a stark dis-
tinction between toppling and mutilating statues, only the latter of which he argues oper-
ates according to the corpse analogy. But Favorinus compares the dismantling of his statue
with corpse abuse in his Corinthian Oration.

Barigazzi 1966, 301, following Norsa and Vitelli 1931, ix, n.7, dates the speech to 130

BCE. The date is speculative. It is based on the assumption that Favorinus was in fact
exiled (see below) and that his exile was coincident with Polemo’s ascension in the eyes
of Hadrian. The date is ultimately determined by the choice of Polemo to give the address
at the dedication of the Olympieion in Athens in 131. See Swain 1989 for doubts on this
convenient chronology. It is possible that this speech was an exercise piece and not per-
formed before a Corinthian audience (see, Schmid 1909). I assume that it was performed
at Corinth throughout the article; but, even if it was not, the speech demonstrates the dex-
terity of Favorinus’ performative imagination.

Philostratus calls him d1pbng (“of a double nature,” “of a double sex™) and avdpoOnIvg

“man-woman,” “hermaphrodite”) (VS 489). Polemo’s description is more explicit: he is a

“eunuch who is not a eunuch but who was born without testicles” (Leiden Polemo, A20,
trans. Hoyland 2007). Mason 1979 ventures a precise diagnosis. Swain 2007, 4 calls him
a cryptorchid. See also Holford-Strevens 2003, 99.

)

9 <



136 ARTEMIS BROD

Gellius, and Herodes’ teacher.'* He was also a student of Dio Chrysostom, who,
perhaps a half of a century earlier, gave a speech of rebuke to the Rhodians for
engaging overly much in the practice of petaypagn.'* Dio positions the Rhodians
as the last bastion of Greekness and argues that by perverting the essentially Greek
practice of honor-giving, they hasten the degeneration of Greek culture at large.'®
Thus, he metonymically connects honor-giving to Greekness. Favorinus also re-
lies on this metonymy to convey a sense of moral urgency to his audience. But
the two orators offer distinct theories of the relationship between statue and pro-
totype in their discourses. Dio argues that the statue is a possession of the honor-
and.'® Favorinus, on the other hand, concedes that the statue is the city’s.!” He
does not appeal to material properties available to the concept of “likeness.” He
is all too aware that he and his statue depend on the audience and polis to grant or
concede the significance to which he will lay claim. Instead, he insists that the
ontological status of his statue is a matter—not of its materiality—but of his au-
dience’s experience of him as an exemplary model. In order to orchestrate this
particular experience, Favorinus engages in a deliberate process of reorienting the
audience towards himself.

Favorinus begins this process of reorientation early in the speech, when he
first raises the issue of his statue’s toppling. He reminds his audience why they
erected his statue in the first place. Because they could not keep him, “instead,

13 Philostratus records the friendship with Herodes and the rivalry with Polemo (VS 480-492).
On Favorinus’ biography see Lattanzi 1933, Barigazzi 1993, and Gleason 1995, with an
emphasis on his rivalry with Polemo. On Gellius’ favoritism, see Beall 2001. See Peuch
1992, 4850 for a brief synopsis of Favorinus’ appearances in Plutarch and the contributions
by Bowie 1997 and Opsomer 1997 in Plutarch and His World.

On Dio Chrysostom as Favorinus’ teacher see Philostr. V'S 490, 492. Favorinus’ oration
comes down to us as part of Dio’s corpus (= [Dio] Oration 37). On the historical context
of Dio’s Oration 31, see Jones 1978, 26-35. On the practice of petaypaen in Athens, see
Shear 2007, Keesling 2003, 185-191. On the practice across the Empire, see Blanck 1969
and Keesling 2017, 182-216. On Dio and Favorinus’ reaction to the practice, see Platt
2007.

31.157-169, esp. For honorary statues in the second sophistic, see Borg 2004 and Smith
1998. See Richter 1965, vol 3 for a survey of Greek portraits under the Roman Empire,
including a possible statue of Polemo, identified as the sophist by Hekler because it was
found at the Athenian Olympieion and “because the physiognomy corresponded with what
is known of Polemon” (285). See also Bowie’s very helpful table listing the professional
associations of sophists with various cities, including their statues (2004, 76-82). Elsner
2007 postulates with respect to Favorinus’ statue: “the most likely type was the himation
with tunic, possibly in the so-called Aeschines posture...” (207).

16 Dio 31.47. See Platt 2007, 261.

17 In reference to his statue, Favorinus asks his audience: “Who overturned the city’s dedica-

tion?” (10 &’ avadnpo ti|g TOAEwG Tig AvETpeyev;) (20).
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you made a likeness of my body (v gika® 10D cmdpotog) and you brought it and
put it up (dvebkate) in the library, in the front seat (mpoedpiav), where you pre-
sumed that young men would be called upon to pursue the same work
(Emmdevpdtov) as myself” (8).!* The “likeness of his body” replaces his pres-
ence.!” But the sculpture is not there simply to be viewed. The goal is not to inspire
passive admiration. The young viewer’s admiration should be directed toward ac-
tion. The statue was erected in (front of*°) the library, Favorinus explains, for the
specific purpose of inspiring people to pursue his noble profession.! His statue
and the library act together. The library reminds viewers of all that Favorinus em-
bodies (his paideia) and his statue directs them to the library so that they might
achieve a similar station. His statue’s identity, therefore, is contingent on his
gikwv’s placement and on the orientation of the people who move around or in
front of it.

18 GG ye TV €ikd T0D chpatog Enomicache kol TadbTny eépovteg avedkoate &ig o BiPhia,
glc v mpoedpiav, ob paMot v decde 1o vEoug TpokoAécacal TV onTdy Uiy mitn-
devpdrov Egecbot. Translations of Favorinus’ Corinthian Oration (= [Dio] 37) are my
own,; [ use von Arnim’s text (1898).

The phrase gikav cdpatog is common in Greek (Favorinus also uses the phrase in his On
Exile (fr. 96.20)) and may reflect the eik®v’s limited ability to fully represent or replace
the person depicted. As Platt 2011 writes, “While eikon suggests a close relationship be-
tween image and prototype...it nevertheless involves an element of ambiguity, implying
representation, shadow, seeming, rather than the ‘thing itself”” (204). Likewise, the word
o®poa, as Brooke Holmes has shown, implies “the tension ... between the integrity of the
person and the collapse into formlessness at death” (2010, 36). As such, it “can act both as
a unifying term and as a foil to the person” (2010, 21). Each term in the expression gikav
codporog, then, connotes the object’s potential failure. It is a commonplace in the study of
Greek portraiture to point out that the body is “just as if not more important than the head
and face” (Dillon, 2006, 76). Breckenridge 1968 calls the Greeks “almost perverse in
[their] refusal to acknowledge that the head...deserves special emphasis” (10). But this
emphasis may simply comprise the visual counterpart to the phrase eikov cdpatog, which,
as a foil to the prototype, conveys its own limits in order to better suggest the latter’s in-
tegrity.

White 2005, 74-77 argues that the statue stood in the forum outside of the library, and,
moreover, that this was the site of Favorinus’ performance. In my reading of the final sec-
tion of his speech, I will follow this suggestion, although the statue could just as easily
have stood within the library (for example, in a niche, like those that lined the Celsus li-
brary).

Dio 31.21 argues men perform exceptional deeds in order to gain honors, not least of which
is being set up in bronze. Cf. Nodelman 1975, who, elaborating on the Latin word signum,
writes, “the will to reach out actively into the world of on-going life and to accomplish
specific purposes within it through psychological modifications imposed upon the observer
is the central organizational principle of Roman art” (27). See Amato 2005 ad loc for dis-
cussion of an epigraphical example of the same notion.

2

=)

2
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This speech has become a locus classicus for the discussion of Greek identity
under the Roman Empire. Maud Gleason and Tim Whitmarsh situate Favorinus’
posturing within the larger culture of agonistic self-representation. While Gleason
focuses on the construction of gender and Whitmarsh on the construction of liter-
ary identities, both emphasize Favorinus’ claims regarding the transformative
(and transcendent) effects of paideia.?* Other scholars have homed in on the Co-
rinthian setting as a foil for Favorinus’ self-presentation.?? Jason Kénig, for ex-
ample, argues not only that Favorinus mocks the Corinthians for their disloyalty
to their Greek heritage, but that he “humorously acknowledges the possibility that
his own acquired Hellenism may be implicated in the insufficiencies for which he
criticizes his audience.”?* Michael White vividly imagines that the speech was
performed in the Corinthian forum and connects mythological references within
the speech to monuments that would have been visible.?®

I follow the work of these scholars by focusing on how Favorinus constructs
and negotiates his identity vis-a-vis his audience and other orators active at the
time. But I do so by performing a rhetorical analysis of Favorinus’ language of
orientation. My interpretation is inspired by Sara Ahmed’s Queer Phenomenol-
ogy, which “aims to show how bodies are gendered, sexualized and raced by how
they extend into space.””® Ahmed argues that orientation “is about making the
strange familiar through the extension of bodies into space;” “disorientation,”
therefore, “occurs when that extension fails.”?’ Favorinus describes the removal
of his statue as disorienting: it destabilizes his relationship to his audience and, as
he reports, to reality itself. It is as if its destruction threw the ontological status of
the image’s prototype into question: “Does he (the Object) actually exist, or not?”
To answer this question, Favorinus establishes a relationship with his audience by

22 Gleason 1995 and Whitmarsh 2001. Gender is also crucial to Whitmarsh’s discussion
2001, 109-116, but he argues that Favorinus’ literary hybridity trumped the demands of
performing an “uncompromised virility” in his self-fashioning (115, cf. 168). On paideia
as transcendent, see Gleason 1995, 167-8.

23 In addition to the articles cited below, see Whitmarsh 2001,121 and Goeken 2005. Hajte
2002 argues that Corinth became the “new center” for erecting statues in the second cen-
tury CE—a tradition which seems to have lasted into the 4™ and 5" centuries (see, Brown
2012).

24 Konig 2001, 142,

25 White 2003 and 2005, who also offers a rhetorical analysis of the way Favorinus uses legal
punning when describing actions performed on his statue.

26 Ahmed 2006, 5.

27 1bid. 11. I do not have the space to fully treat Ahmed’s arguments and their relevance to
this speech here. A fuller treatment would grapple with the degree to which Favorinus’
self-presentation undermines or reinforces norms of Greek elite masculinity. See, for ex-
ample, Vitanza 2005, who argues that Favorinus “is ever becoming a third figure, or sex”
(160, italics original). I plan to address this issue further in my book in progress.
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grounding their interaction in space and by making himself an extension of their
perceptive work. Ultimately, this will lead to his adoption of an “upright” (6p06¢)
posture. Taking full advantage of the metaphorical nature of spatial language,®
Favorinus participates in what Victoria Rimell, following Adriana Cavarero, has
recently called the “gendered ontology of rectitude.”” With his upright posture,
Favorinus will demonstrate, not only that he exists, but that he exists as a para-
digmatic Greek man.

The Unnamed Charges: The Man who does not Walk Upright

Favorinus projects manliness in response to two interrelated imputations against
him. The more general imputation questioned whether he was a man at all. The
more specific and (perhaps paradoxically to a modern reader) concomitant in-
volved a charge of adultery.*® Favorinus seems to address the latter in his speech
to the Corinthians (33-36) and because Favorinus was accused of adultery by a
man of consular rank, it is often assumed that his statue in Corinth (and perhaps
also in Athens) was removed because of these accusations.’!

28 On the inherently metaphorical nature of language, see Lakoff and Johnson 1980.
2 Rimell 2017, 771. I am grateful to the reviewer who directed me to this reference. Rimell
argues that, in his Epistles, Seneca “reconfigures rectitude as a striving for equilibrium ...”
(773) by “alter[ing] our perception of inclination as necessarily ‘feminized’, perverse, or
weak, while at the same time figuring virtuous rectitude in terms of ... flexibility, care,
affection, and responsibility” (775). If, as Ahmed 2006 demonstrates, becoming orientated
requires work, Cavarero 2016 traces the work the philosophical tradition has done to nat-
uralize rectitude (by associating standing upright with rational thinking and the divine) and
attempts to transform this ideally independent subjectivity by “inclin[ing] it...bending it,
giving it a different posture” (11). She interrogates orthos and orthotés in Plato and in
Heidegger’s reception of Plato’s allegory of the cave. On associations between rectitude
and the divine, see Rimell on Virtue (2017, 772), Cavarero on Adam (2016, 57-64) (Cf.
Ahuvia Zornberg 1995, 20-24, who discusses how Adam’s upright posture prompts all
other animals to mistake him for their creator) and O’Sullivan (2016) on Apuleius’ fiction-
alization of Platonic theory. Interestingly, Aulus Gellius quotes Favorinus in his note on
Socrates’ physical training, which consisted of standing up straight for a full twenty-four
hours (“moArdxig... €€ fhiov eig ilov eiotiketl dotpaPéotepog TdV npépvav” (Noct. Att.
2.1.3)).
Philostratus V'S 489 tells us that Favorinus was “so ardent in love that he was actually
charged with adultery by a man of consular rank” (trans., Wright 1921). On the Roman
depiction of eunuchs as excessively sexual, see Stevenson 1995, 499-504. Stories and ste-
reotypes about eunuchs as adulterous were common. See, Luc. Eun., Juv. 6.366-378, Mart.
6.2.
31 There are other possibilities: Philostratus VS 490 tells us that Favorinus and “the Emperor”
had a falling out over the sophist-philosopher’s appeal for immunity when he was

30
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Whether or not Favorinus was directly addressing the adultery charge, the

speech must be read, as Gleason has shown, as an agonistic response to the kind
of abuse Favorinus incurred from rival sophist Polemo.*? Philostratus laments the
vitriolic nature of their rivalry*> and Polemo’s characterization of the “eunuch

who is not a eunuch but who was born without testicles

734 in his Physiognomy,

makes clear why:*’

3

]

33

34
35

appointed dpytepedg (the flaminate of the Narbonensian concilium (Bowersock 1969, 35)).
Cassius Dio also gives an account of the immunity dispute (69.3-4). Favorinus’ identity as
a philosopher was the grounds for his immunity petition (Philostratus includes him in his
discussion of philosophers who had reputations as sophists (VS 492); on the substance of
his philosophy, see Ioppolo 1993 and Holford-Strevens 1997). A related problem is Favor-
inus’ exile. His speech On Exile suggests that he was banished, but reports on the conflict
with Hadrian make no mention of any such punishment. As we saw above, Favorinus
boasts that he quarreled with an emperor and lived and Philostratus says that “he suffered
nothing” (o0dev Enabev) (489) in the dispute. Cassius Dio (69.3-4) also reports that nothing
came of the squabble. Amato 2000 argues that the exile was real. Holford-Strevens 2003,
102 agrees. Swain 1989, Fein 1994, and Nesselrath 2006 remain doubtful. Whitmarsh
reads Favorinus’ On Exile as primarily an act of literary self-representation and identifica-
tion. The trope of exile was employed by writers who “saw themselves as outsiders and
late comers to Greek language and culture” (2001, 179). For fuller discussions teasing out
the various possible connections between the adultery charges, the impunity dispute and
the removal of Favorinus’ statues, see Swain 1989 and Holford-Strevens’ challenges
thereof (1997, 2003).

Gleason 1995, 7. And the insults meant to police the boundaries of sophistic and
philosophical performance as depicted in Lucian’s Eunuchus and Demonax. In the latter,
the eponymous philosopher insists on his right to act as gatekeeper against Favorinus’
challenge because he has “balls” (6pyeig) (Demon. 12). See Gleason 1995, 132-138. The
speech, therefore, furthermore represents, as Gunderson writes of Quintilian’s “technology
of the self,” “a site of labour designed to secure masculine being” against claims that
Favorinus’ project of self-presentation has “failed,” is incomplete, and “queer” (Gunderson
1998, 189). On Favorinus’ “incomplete” body, see below.

VS 490-491. See also VS 536, where Polemo defends himself to his teacher Timocrates for
his speeches against Favorinus. As Konig 2011, 287 writes, for Philostratus, “striving in-
dividually for glory...is acceptable, but not when it turns into ad hominem bellicosity.”
Leiden Polemo, A20, trans. Hoyland 2007.

The original Physiognomy is lost. There are two Arabic versions: the Leiden Polemo and
a work that rewrites the original Arabic version (also lost), the Istanbul Polemo; addition-
ally, there is a Latin text that purports to be a compilation of Loxus, Aristotle, and Polemo,
but seems mostly taken from Polemo. Finally, a Greek epitome of Polemo’s Physiognomy
was written by one Adamantius, which did not include Polemo’s individual character por-
traits. See Swain 2007, 2-6 for discussion. These texts were originally compiled and edited
by Forster 1893. I use the edition edited by Swain 2007, which includes cross-references.
Repath 2007a for the text and translation of the Adamantius text (Ad.), and 2007a, 487 on
the writer’s identity; Repath 2007b on the Anonymous Latin (Anon. Lat.).
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He was greedy and immoral beyond all description... His neck was similar to
the neck of a woman, and likewise the rest of his limbs, and all his extremities
were moist, and he would not walk erect, and his limbs and members were
flaccid...(He would give in) to every cause that incited a passion for desire
and sexual intercourse. He had a voice resembling the voice of a woman and
slim lips...He had learned the Greek language and its discourse by virtue of
speaking a great deal, and he was called a sophist...*

Polemo goes so far as to call him a murderer and he follows his sketch of Favor-
inus with a chapter on eunuchs who are indeed “evil,” but, he explains, “no one is
more perfect in evil than those who are born without testicles.”” Favorinus, then,
occupies the polar end of the morally degenerate spectrum.*® His undisciplined
body is metonymically inextricable from his moral decrepitude.

Polemo, who is deemed a paragon of masculinity by Herodes,” marshals
standard tropes of femininity against Favorinus—all related to the softness, moist-
ness, and looseness of the body.*’ Moreover, the material constitution of his body
affected his gait: he does not walk upright.*! And straightness clearly increased
the measure of a man—especially a Greek man. Adamantius, for example, em-
ploys the adjective 6p06¢ or dpBioc—"“straight,” “upright”—three times in his de-
scription of “Greek appearance” (g160¢ ‘EAANvicod). Those who have kept the race
“pure” (kaboapdg) are upright (6pbiog), have straight legs (oxéAn 6pba), and a
straight nose (pivo. 0pO1v).*> An upright posture is the defining feature of a “manly
man” (gido¢ &vSpeiov): “the appearance of a manly man is upright in its general
carriage...” (Eidog obv avdpsiov dpbiov 10 miv oyfjpa).** Adamantius’ version
also includes an interesting comment on androgyny in a section on the neck. For
some with a motionless neck, he explains, the quality is a sign of stupidity. But
“others with motionless necks steer themselves and strive artificially and with
great effort because they are very degenerate (kekAaopévouc). These are androg-
ynous men, and by making themselves upright (dpBodvteg adTo0g) they think they

36 Leiden Polemo, A20, trans. Hoyland 2007.

37 Leiden Polemo B3, trans. Hoyland (=Ad. B3).

38 See Gleason 1995, 47.

39 According to Philostratus VS 539, Herodes once declared: “Read the declamation of Pol-
emo and you will know a man.”

40 Cf. Anon. Lat. 40 (= Leiden Polemo A20). Gleason 1995, 7, 46-48 on Polemo’s sketch of
Favorinus. More generally on the semiotics of gender in his Physignomy, Gleason 1995,
46-81. See also, Barton 1994, 115-118.

41 See Swain 2007, 185-192 on movement and gender in the Physiognomy and Gleason 1995,
60-62 on “walk[ing] like a man.”

4 Ad. B32, trans. Repath 2007.

43 Tbid, B44. An upright body also characterizes the “talented” man (g0@urig) (B46).
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hide their lewdness.”* Although he is not talking about eunuchs (or men born
without testicles) here, Adamantius is talking about effeminate men and Polemo,
as we saw above, characterizes Favorinus as feminine (making special mention of
his neck!).

Favorinus was appropriately devious in his “response” to this kind of invec-
tive. He famously boasted of having lived a life of three paradoxes: he was “a
Gaul who spoke Greek, a eunuch tried for adultery, and having argued with an
Emperor, he lived.” In sum, he is a man who eschews the grasp of others—
whether that grasp be cognitive or punitive. If he had sex when he should not
have, he did so as a eunuch. If he mastered the Greek language, he did so without
native advantage. And if he lives under an empire, he does so in open defiance of
its head of state.

In fact, Favorinus seems to have spent his career challenging the idea that
identity is intrinsically linked to one’s origins—biological or geographical.*® In
this oration, he makes the case that his identity is all the more “real” for being
constructed, precisely because it is the product of his intentional desire. It follows,
then, the logic of the first two paradoxes. If Polemo is right and Favorinus had a
penis but did not have testicles, then his sexual desire was not determined by the
biological function of copulation—namely, to emit semen and reproduce. Like-
wise, his Greekness is not the product of Greek blood, but of his work. Therefore,
his desire—sexual, identificatory—is purer—paradoxically more authentic—
than those whose bodies define their pursuits. It is a product of his willful incli-
nations. Favorinus responds to invective that a slouching posture indexes an im-
perfect masculinity,*’ therefore, precisely by “making himself upright.”

In what follows, I trace Favorinus’ argument in three sections. The first part of
the oration (1-22) describes his disorientation. In the second section (22-37), Fa-
vorinus introduces the conceit of a trial. In his attempt to re-establish his sense of
reality he considers why his statue may have been taken down and he imbues the

4 Tbid, B21. The inclination of the neck (to the left) is also a repeated index of femininity. I
do not have the space here to treat vocabulary related to “inclination” qua deviance here,
but it is pervasive.

4 dv EMAnviCetv, edvodyog dv poryeiag kpivesOat, Bacthel Srapépecot ko Cfiv (Philostr. VS,
489).

46 In his On Exile, for example, Favorinus asserts that one’s fatherland is a matter of choice;
alternatively, autochthony is a characteristic of animals (10). Citizenship is granted by the
yvoun of the people (14). Humans are by nature transient (15.2). See Whitmarsh 2001,
167-180 and Gleason 1995, 147-158.

47 In Lucian’s Eunuchus, Stoic and Cynic philosophers insult the eunuch philosopher (prob-
ably modelled on Favorinus) for his imperfect body (éni t® dtelel 100 cdpoTog) (7).
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audience’s spectatorship with juridical force. It is in this section that Favorinus
establishes himself as a product of his audience’s orientation toward him. The
third section (38-47) is concerned with the reconstitution of the relationship be-
tween himself, his statue, and his audience. Favorinus rejects any ontological
claim the statue may have on him, and, in the final gestures of the speech, he
performs its resurrection by subsuming it into his own posture.

Disorientation

After the exordium, Favorinus appeals to the audience’s sympathy by explaining
how the statue’s removal has affected him: “Honor (twn), just like a dream, took
flight and flew off. So, I am in difficulty/stand without a way (dote €ue v anop®
kafeotdvar), both with respect to myself, and now, by God, even with respect to
others, as to whether I truly did not see a real vision, but the things that happened
were a dream” (9).%8

In the Homeric line that opens the quote, Favorinus has replaced “soul”
(yuyn) with “honor” (tiu).** woyr and Ty define the extent—the limit and the
range—of one’s life. Ty extends an individual’s life beyond their body, by ex-
panding both their physical and temporal reach. If, as Vernant has put it, “one of
the functions of the human body is that it precisely positions every individual,
assigning him one and only one location in space,” a statue ensures that there is
a touchstone marking the various places where an individual’s impact has been
felt.>! Reading Favorinus’ claim literally (“I stand without a way”), we see that
the loss of one of these touchstones has disrupted Favorinus’ sense of how to
move forward and, thus, of what is real. He is physically disoriented by the dis-
mantling of his statue.*?

But the very language he uses to describe his condition (dote Eug &v andpw
kaBeotdvor) will provide the basis for a rhetorical path forward, as his words take
on performative force. xafiotnui, which can mean “to erect” and (in the perfect)
“to be set, to stand, to become,” captures both Favorinus’ mental state and his

s s

B Twn 6 5T’ veipog aromtouévy memdtnror. Hote Eug &v dmdpm KadeoTdvol Koi Tpog &pon-
OV Kai Vi) Afa 1§8n mpdg Etepov, ToTép” O AANOMC 0vK EBAemov 00dE Drap, GAL Svap v
TOL YUYVOUEVA. ..

4 Hom. Od. 11.222.

50 Vernant 1989, 39.

31 Favorinus also had a statue in Athens, which was also removed (Philostr. VS 490).

52 Cf. White who attributes Favorinus® “‘emotional state’ of perplexity” to the Corinthians’
“breach of the obligations of friendship” (2003, 320).
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statue’s (would-be) physical state.>* For Favorinus, the connection between being
“set up,” “standing,” and “becoming” is causally linked by the semantic range of
the verb: to become reoriented with respect to reality is to be set down before his
audience, which begins with his standing before them. But the work will ulti-
mately be completed by the audience. After a short mythological narrative estab-
lishing the city’s divine favor (12-15), Favorinus expresses surprise that a city
with as prestigious a past as Corinth’s would have condemned his statue without
a trial (16). He gives a brief history of the city’s heroic interventions, repeating
the word koOictu four times (16-20). They took down®* tyranny and set up
(xoBwotdvtec) democracy (16); when the Athenians set up (kobictacOor) a tyr-
anny, they (the Corinthians) became (katactdvteg) leaders of freedom; at Sala-
mis, they became (kotéotnoav) responsible for victory. Here, the quick repetition
of kata-prefix verbs reminds the audience of their power. If they can put up de-
mocracies, surely they can restore his statue—and with it, his reality. Their past
provides a way back to the here and now.

29 ¢

The Trial

As Favorinus pivots to a performative use of language, he simultaneously imbues
his audience’s attention with juridical (and thus performative) force, by introduc-
ing the conceit of a trial. A successful outcome will accomplish the statue’s ac-
quittal, its resurrection, and the restoration of the Greek practice of honor-giv-
ing—all while sustaining the democratic institution of the trial.

Favorinus introduces the trial with a question: “Who overturned the city’s
dedication?” (10 & dvabnpa thg mohewg tig avétpeyev;). There are three main
terms for statues used in this speech: dvopidg, eikmv, and dvaOnpo—each with its
own valence.> Favorinus more often opts for évSpiég, which allows him to draw
a verbal connection between his honor and his manhood.*® But dvdpidg does not
have the sacred connotations that gik®v and dvadnpa do. gikdv is the standard
term for an honorary portrait statue and, as Gleason notes, it is Dio Chrysostom’s
default term in his Rhodian Oration. gixoveg are sacred insofar as they recognize
a benefactor as mediating between a polis and a god. As Ma explains, in dedica-
tory inscriptions, the verb dvotibnui, “frames the act of setting up the statue as a

3 [SJs.v. A.L1,B.I1, B.L1b, B.LS.

4 He uses another kata-prefix verb here, kataivoveg.

33 For a full list of terms used, see Amato 2005, 421.

36 As Gleason explains (1995,15), the use of the masculine noun dvdpiéc allows Favorinus
to amplify the ambiguity between himself and his statue when employing pronouns and
demonstrative adjectives.
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permanent gift to a god or gods...recorded in permanent writing—a religious
act.”” Thus, “the honorand is caught as the middle term within a relation of ver-
ticality where the exchange between the community and benefactor is enclosed
within the gesture of homage and offering between community and divinity.”® If
the verb avotiOnwu defines the act of dedication as sacred, the noun, avadnua,
“votive offering,” fully embodies that sanctity.>® In the case of &vaOquota, there
is no benefactor who mediates between city and god; the offering of thanks rec-
ognizes a direct benefit. And the object is defined explicitly as something with an
upwards direction (as opposed to an eikdv, which reduplicates a prototype and
therefore exists on the same plane).®® The framing question of the trial includes
the first of two instances in which Favorinus uses dvdéfnpuo to refer to his statue,
and the placement is structurally significant. Here, he describes the statue’s dis-
mantling and the question aurally reproduces the destabilization Favorinus and
his statue experience—“who upturned the city’s put-up thing?” (16 & avabnua
g TOrewg Tig dvétpeyev;). The second instance occurs in an initial stage of the
statue’s performative resurrection. But, by then, Favorinus will have justified the
use of the term by establishing himself as a product of divine will.

Favorinus begins his embedded trial speech with an appeal to the audience to
accept the terms of the performance: “allow me, allow that I might to make a
speech on his behalf (bnép ovtod®!) before you as if in a court of law (oiov &v
ducaompie).”®? Favorinus initially takes on a role as advocate: “This one (0dt0g)
risks, in short time, to be set up as the best of the Greeks but then to be cast aside
as the most despicable” (22).% But, in the next period, the speaker states, “About

57 Ma 2013, 26.

38 bid, 46.

3 dvadnuata need not be statues, but might be statues of the gods (Keesling 2003 argues that
the famous Athenian korai statues portray Athena, for example). See Platt 2011, 77-123
for discussion of divine images. For discussion of other kinds of votive offerings, see van
Straten 1992.

60 Lazzarini emphasizes the use of the verb dvoartiOnut to mark “una differenza di livello, di
piano, fra il dedicante e la divinita ricettrice dell’offerta,” contrasting its use with 3idmyu,
which “sottintende un percorso dell’oggetto in linea orizzontale” (1989-1990, 845-846).
As Keesling 2003, 3 notes, “[c]alling votive dedications dvadnpata emphasized the phys-
ical and conceptual elevation of gifts for the gods above the normal spheres of human
interaction and commerce.” According to Keesling ibid, 165-198, honorific statues differ
from avaOnpota insofar as the former “represent human subjects...and [their] inscriptions
always include the name of the person represented” (167). See also Keesling 2017, 47-48.

1 Here (as at 27), following Gleason 1995, 13, I retain the ms. reading rather than adopting
proposed emendations (Crobsy and Barigazzi read abtod).

62 §61¢ pot, 56t TodG Adyoug ViEp awtod TPOC VUG olov &v Sikactnpim momcocdar.

3 odtog 8 &v 16 Ppoyel Kivdvvedel tedfjvar piv g épiotoc EAM vy, éknecely § dg movn-
poTOTOG.
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the fact that fairly and justly and beneficially for your city and all of Greece I was
set up (8otaOnv®), I have a lot to say, but I would like to describe what happened
in Syracuse” (23).% Now, instead of the advocate, the statue seems to speak.%
This is the first of two instances in which Favorinus pronounces, éota6nv. Like
his use of dvaOnpa, these instances (23, 27) enclose the most famous section of
the speech, wherein he boldly claims to embody paradigmatic Greekness; they
stand as pillars on either end of an excursus on his exemplarity. I read these two
assertions, then, as breaks in the framing narrative of the trial. Rather than an
oggetto parlante, this word is spoken by Favorinus himself. According to Ma,
inscriptions on statue bases that evade deictics referring to their statues represent
what it is that images do: “they confront the viewer with a presence which is also
an absence.”®’ By breaking out of character, Favorinus reasserts his presence, the
reality of the original “Object.”

Favorinus’ famous claim is embedded in a foil: he relates the story of a Luca-
nian who, on embassy to Syracuse, spoke Doric. He suggests to the Corinthians
that they model their reception of him (Favorinus) on the behavior of their former
colony, Syracuse. The Syracusans took such pleasure in the Lucanian’s voice
(MoBévteg avtod tf] pvi)), he explains, they erected a likeness of his body (gikova
10D ompatoc) (24). He continues,

And let’s say he’s not a Lucanian, but a Roman, and not one of the many but
an eques, and one who strives zealously, not only for the voice alone, but also
for the mind and way of life and style of the Greeks (008¢ v Qwviv pé6vov
OAAQ Kol TV YVOUNV Kol diotov kal o oyfjpa tdv EAMvev éinlokag), and
so masterfully and notably at that, that neither of Romans living before him,
nor of the Greeks of his time, let it be said, is there one (like him) (008 &ic).
For of the Greeks it is possible to see their best over there inclining toward
Roman things, but the guardian inclines toward Greek things, and on account
of this, he relinquishes his property and political position and absolutely eve-
rything, so that there might be left to him one thing instead of all else, to seem
and to be Greek (t@®v pév yap EAMvev Tovg dpiotovg Eottv 10l €keloe TPOG
10 TV ‘Popaiov mpdypato drokiivovtog, TOv 6& TposTatny Tpog To TV
EMMvev kol todvteov Eveka Kol TV oveiov kal 1o moltikov a&iopa Kol

[ )

TavO’ amh@d¢ Tpoiguevov, v’ odtd mepti] £v avti mhvtov “EAAnvi dokeiv e kal

% As above, following Gleason 1995, 16, n.65, I retain the ms. reading éotéOnv.

65 &1L u&v ovv KaAdG Kai Sukaing koi cupPepdVTImG Tf TOAEL Tfi VpETéPQ Kol 1oL Toig "EAM-
ol €0tabnv, Tohha Eyov gimeilv Ev vuiv Poviopon duyncachot yevopevoy év Taig avtoig
2upaKovoUIc.

% See Amato 2005, 112 and Gleason 1995, 16.

672013, 28.
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givar)—so then should this man not be erected before you in bronze (¢otévon
yolkodv)? (25) Yes, and in every city (kai katd oA ve). Before you, on the
one hand, because as a Roman, he was Hellenized, as was your city; before
the Athenians, because he Atticizes; before the Spartans, because he’s a lover
of exercise; and before everyone because he philosophizes and he has already
persuaded many Greeks to philosophize with him and he has attracted not a
few barbarians. (26) Indeed, for this very thing, it seems, he was made by the
gods, as if on purpose (41’ a0td Yap TodTO KO SoKET V1O TV OeddV olov dEe-
nitdeg kataokevdoar), for the Greeks on the one hand, so that natives of
Greece might have a model that there is no difference between being educated
and being born (Greek) with respect to seeming / reputation (00d&v T TOL-
devbijvar Tod edvor Tpog TO dokelv dtapépet); and, on the other hand, for the
Romans so that coveting personal honor, they do not overlook (mapopdot)
education with respect to honor; and for the Celts so that not one of the bar-
barians fails to recognize (undeic dmoyryvmokn) Greek paideia, looking upon
him (BAéntov €ig tovtov). Indeed, I was set up (éota6nv) for just such rea-
sons... (27)

This passage reiterates Favorinus’ exceptionalism in four periods of antithesis and
amplification. What begins as a foil contrasting two individuals—the Lucanian
and a hypothetical man deserving of a statue (himself)—becomes an assertion of
the man’s singularity with respect to all Greeks and Romans. In this passage, as
we will see, Favorinus slowly emerges from the rhetorical foil (and the foil of the
gikav odpatog, the expression used to originally describe both his statue (8) and
the Lucanian’s (24)%%) to declare, once again in the first person, “I was set up”
(éot00MV).

In the first period, Favorinus argues for his singularity using a rhetoric of ex-
ceptionalism: there is no one (but him); and nothing left (to him) but his Greek-
ness. In the second period, he begins to explain how the hypothetical man has
achieved this identity. His singular status is a product of his inclination, the objects
towards which he tends—in other words, his orientation. And the objects towards
which he tends are Greek: he wants to embody Greekness in voice, mind, way of
life, and style. Because he was not born a Greek he begins farther away from his
object. And while the best of the Greeks incline (away from their Greekness and)
toward a Roman way of life, he works—through his intention and effort—toward
Greekness. Rhetorically, Favorinus represents this contrast by stretching out the
clause describing the Greek inclination towards Roman things (t@v pév yop
‘EAMvov... amokAivovrag), and collapsing (via ellipsis) the space between

% On the expression as a foil see discussion in note 19 above.
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himself and Greek things (t0v 8¢ mpootdtny mpog ta t@v EAMvev). This incli-
nation is singular in its focus: he abandons “absolutely everything” to it. These
first two periods, therefore, revolve around the word “one.” Favorinus is singular
(00d¢ €l¢), as is his object (&v avti mévtwv).®” The two actions he performs, there-
fore—tending toward and letting go—isolate two entities, subject and object.
When the line between them is drawn, he comes to embody the object towards
which he has exerted himself, “to seem and to be Greek.””’

The singularity for which he argues anticipates its sign—the statue (“should
this man not be erected before you in bronze?”). But so does his vocabulary. Von
Arnim posited that Tpocstding was a dittographical error with npog té tdv.’”! But
the homophony equates his “standing before” the audience with his orientation
towards all things Greek. His physical presence before the audience allows him
to perform his role of protector (mpoctdrng) of Greekness. The alliteration layers
the concepts precisely, the one over the other—two iterations of the same beat.
Moreover, tpootdatng was part of the rhetoric of honorary inscriptions. Puech in-
cludes two instances in her compilation of inscriptions relating to Imperial Greek
orators.”> One inscription from Corinth dating to the second century CE calls its
dedicand a friend”® and nmpooténg on account of his apetr| and nictic.’* Even if
the word was not used in the inscription on his own base, Favorinus might be
harnessing the limited available epigraphical terminology to trigger the resurrec-
tion process. Note that the noun is quickly followed by &veka, the preposition used
ubiquitously to introduce the justification of the honor on a statue base.”

He goes on to ask, then, “ought he not stand among you in bronze?” (gita
TodTOV OVK £Ypflv Top VWiV €otdvarl yaAkobv;). The concise, grammatically
tacked on question interupts the long train of thought that has preceded it,
interjecting itself like the material whose erection it proposes. The question is the

% Assuming Valesius’ emendation of vavtiov névtav is correct (Amato 2000, 279 disputes
the need for any correction). The meaning is the same even without the appearance of the
word “one.”

70 This passage has become a locus classicus for the application of Bourdieu’s concept of
habitus to the self-fashioning of the Second Sophistic. See Gleason 1995, xii, xxiv;
Schmitz 1997, esp., 26-31; and Porter 2006, 46.

711898, ad loc. Barigazzi 1966, ad loc and Amato 2005, ad loc retain mpocténg, but posit
that the word refers to Hadrian.

722002, 128 = PIR’> H 4 (npoctacia); 221 = CIG 1058 (npoctdrng).

73 Favorinus begins his conjuring act at the end of the speech by addressing his statue as his
friend. See White 2003, 2005.

#1G 1V, Corinth 8,3 265: [~ — — —/ — —]/ Mg[— — — / — —] / M./ Avi[®ovo]g /
[pépay]og/ zov / eilo[v] xai/ n[po]ordny / a[petliic/ Evek[a] / k[ai] micTems. See Mac-
Gillivray 2011 for a discussion of mpootdtng, including its use in euergetistic contexts.

75 Including in the inscription quoted above.
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first of two instances in which Favorinus invokes the material statue as the logical
culmination of his argument. And he answers: “Yes, and in every city” (koi Kotd
oA ve). In his uniqueness, he ought to stand in every polis. This is, of course,
what it means to be a universal figure: to be a relevant model to any given con-
stituency.”® He will now go on to explain why this is the case. Here, the distribu-
tive use of kotd introduces the horizontal plane of civic action—the plane on
which the Corinthians enacted their historical role as protectors of democratic in-
stitutions. In the last section of the passage (27), Favorinus justifies his position
on the vertical axis—the axis that connects him to the gods. After explaining his
usefulness to various constituencies, he again invokes the statue: “for this very
thing it seems he was made by the gods, as if on purpose” (€1’ a0T0 yop T0dTO KOl
Soxel Vo TdV Oedv olov demitndeg kotackevdoat). Favorinus’ statue now be-
comes a product of the divine.”” As an embodiment of Greekness, Favorinus me-
diates between his audience and their Greekness; because the pursuit of Greekness
is divinely prescribed, he, like a statue, mediates between the audience and the
divine. He inspires others (énaipw), attracting (émiomdw) even non-Greeks to this
pursuit (26). Therefore, whereas heretofore he has emulated his ideal, he is now
the object of emulation.

Again, he enumerates the purposes for which he was made. To the Greeks he
is the mopadsrypa—the sculptor’s model’®—that “there is no difference between
being educated and being born Greek, with respect to seeming/reputation” (006&v
10 mondevdijvar Tod eUvor tpdg TO dokelv dropépet). Secondly, he reminds the
Romans not to overlook the role of paideia in achieving true honor. Finally, he is
a beacon for the Celts, who should now be able to recognize the value of paideia,
by “looking upon him” (BAéntwv £ig TobTOV).

Favorinus has been speaking about a hypothetical man. But with this last
phrase that hypothetical man emerges as a concrete presence. Through the eyes
of “barbarians,” these Hellenizing Romans’® look upon him and cannot fail to
recognize the speaker’s achievement. The speaker, who transcends any particular
persona—statue, advocate—which has heretofore been introduced, stands before
them as the embodiment of Greek paideia. And, once again, he proclaims,

76 Cf. Stewart’s 2006 discussion of imperial portraits, which he argues distributed the agency
of the emperor across the empire, by “g[iving] substance to his identity in solid represen-
tations” (244).

77 xotookevalo is often used to describe statue-making. Dio does so in his Rhodian Oration
at 31.26, 31.41, and 31.57.

ST, sv. 11,

79 Favorinus himself calls the city “Hellenized” (26). See Engels 1990, 71-74 on changes in
the identification practices of the Corinthians dating from Hadrian’s reign; but cf. Konig’s
2001 reservations about Engels’ reliance on material evidence.
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go16Onv®’: “Indeed, I was set up for just such reasons” (Ectédnv pév odv Siix
TOWTOG TVOG TPOPATELS. .. ) (27). He steps out of the conceit and claims the iden-
tity of the man he has been describing—ovtog becomes &ya®.

Favorinus completes his argument by returning to the concept with which he
opened the trial: the dvabnua. If the erection of a statue is divinely ordained, he
explains, then the putting up and the taking down thereof are not equal and oppo-
site actions. Why? Favorinus ventures an explanation: “Because each one of those
which you have put up (t®v mop Opiv dvaxeipévav), whether he is better or worse,
already is invested with the sacred (fon ta tfic 0ciag mepikerrar) and it is neces-
sary that the city protect him as a votive offering (kai ypn v TOAWV 00TOD
npoeoTaval A¢ avadiuarog)” (28).8! Favorinus argues for a statue’s sanctity by
virtue of its placement. Once a statue his been erected, it is surrounded
(nepikertar), and thus invested (mepikertan) with the sacred. Enmeshed in a net-
work of sacred objects, its placement is fixed.

And now, it is the city’s job to reciprocate and complete Favorinus’ work. If
Favorinus is the protector (rpootdng) of Greekness, the city must “stand before
so as to guard” (nmpoiotnu) the embodiment of this sacred work, as if he were an
avabnuoa (28). His position now fixed, it is for them to assume their position with
respect to him. And, of course, they are already arrayed around him. Their physi-
cal orientation ensures that the deontic is already accomplished. With their im-
plicit affirmation of their role, Favorinus, statuary model (mopddetypa) of Greek-
ness, becomes an avadnua.

For Love of Favorinus

In the next sections (33-37), Favorinus moves from the sacred to the sexual. He
offers an indirect defense against the unspecified charges that precipitated his
statue’s removal. But again he turns a vulnerability into an opportunity. An allu-
sion to allegations of sexual impropriety allows him to connect his oratorical pow-
ers to his sexual virility.

He begins by listing the statues of great men and gods that have also been
defiled. Even female deities (who should most be respected) are touched, de-
nuded, and shown in sexual embrace (33). If these goddesses and the most famous

80 See above on emendations of the first person of the verb.

81 510NV PV ovY 818 ToladTag TIVAG TPOPAsELS (Tva uf mAgiovg Aéymv Sokd mpodyety Epaw-
1oV gig anéybeav), £ott 8 ovy Spoov VIEP AvaoTdoems gikdvog Povieveshat Kol kabat-
pécems. Ot Ti; 6L £KAOTOG TOVTOV TAV Tap VULV AvaKEWWEVDV, gite <Peltiov gite> yeipav
€otiv, 710N ta T Ociag mepikeita, Kol ¥p1) THV TOAY 00TOD TPOESTAVAL MG AVAONUATOC.
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men are shown such disrespect, should it come as any surprise that this man has
suffered similar censure? The origin (dpopun) of which censure, he explains, is
the loveliness (émagpodicia) of his words, “or whatever it is appropriate to call
this thing that you, your women, and your children approve of” (33).5? Here Fa-
vorinus alliteratively draws a connection between the starting point (dpopun) of
his disrepute and the pleasure (émagppodicia) his oratory produces; aurally, the
cause of the scandal and the pleasure the audience experiences (énagpodicia) are
co-extensive (perhaps this alliteration is an example of that pleasure).

His gloss of énappodioia as “whatever it is appropriate to call this thing that
you, your women, and your children approve of” (33) might seem to absolve Fa-
vorinus of prurience—unless he is facing an especially permissive audience.
Which, he suggests, he is. He asks his audience to consider whether they, who
“live in the most charming (énagppoditotdtny) of all cities that are or have been,”®?
have heard anything about him (34). éna@poditog means “charming” and “fa-
vored by Aphrodite,” but the repetition of the root dppodicia (“sexual pleasures”)
after émapodicia just above introduces more explicit connotations. Corinth was
famous for its cult to Aphrodite and had a reputation for sexual license.®* If Cor-
inth, the hearth of Aphrodite, knows nothing of his exploits, they must not have
occurred. Alternatively, if even their women and children were worshippers of the
goddess® and if they interpret Favorinus’ “charm” otherwise, then they implicate
themselves in the wrongdoing. From dgopur to éraepodicio to Emagpoditotdn,
Favorinus imbues the city with the attribute he has been accused of possessing. It
is the city, after all, that is superlatively charming. Whatever happened is bound
up in the contingency of their reception of his words.

The trial now comes to an end. Favorinus chides Corinth for dishonoring the
man whom others are welcoming wholeheartedly, whom others are honoring with
statues, no less (37). And Favorinus (who since declaring éotdOnv has re-adopted
the voice of the advocate) resurfaces as the first-person speaker once and for all:
“on behalf of myself and my statue I will now relate the phrase which Anaxagoras
uttered when he lost his son, ‘I knew I begat a mortal’...” (37).5¢

82 £10°6,m1 dnmote ypr| KoAelv T0DT0 & Kai Vel cOV yovanéi ko tékvolg dmedéEacOe.

83 oM oikeite THV 0VGHY TE Kod YEYEVNUEVOV EM0PPOdITOTAT Y. .

84 See Engels 1990, 97-99. On the cult on Akrocorinth, see Williams 1986. Beard and
Henderson 1998 and Lanci 2005 challenge the existence of cult prostitution.

85 As Beard and Henderson 1998 note, a “girl of Corinth” (Kopivia k6pn) was a common
term for a prostitute, and Kopw6idlopot meant to have sex.

86 vep 8¢ duontod Kai tiig eicdvog vV Epd Adyov, dv elnev Avaaydpag VoV dmoPePinkmg,
"Hidewv OvnTov yeyevwnKamc.



152 ARTEMIS BROD

Against Materiality

The trial has accomplished a great deal. It has, first of all, established the rules of
engagement within the performance. These rules assigned roles to the speaker and
his audience and the roles were imbued with ethical import—the preservation of
Greekness. At the heart of this act of preservation stands the recognition of Fa-
vorinus’ paradigmatic status. At the same time, the trial addressed—obliquely—
the accusations that brought his statues low. Just as the audience was fully impli-
cated in the act of preservation, it is fully implicated here, in the incriminating
deeds. The pleasure they take in his charming words cannot be disentangled from
the sexual pleasure the Isthmus welcomes, and therefore, from whatever deed he
himself may have committed.

Now, the frame of the trial is dismantled. In the last section of the speech,
Favorinus dilates on the relationship between gikdv and prototype, body and soul,
materiality and transcendence. He piles anecdote upon anecdote, in order, ulti-
mately, to assert the ontological priority of the second term in each pair and the
failure of the first.

He begins with the quote of Anaxagoras related just above: “I knew I begat a
mortal...” (37). He admits that although honors are erected with the intention that
they stand for all time, fate will inevitably (37-38) destroy the statue. As proof of
the transience of bronze, he quotes the famous epitaph on Midas’ grave: “I am a
bronze maiden. I was placed on the grave of Midas. As long as the water flows
and the trees grow tall, remaining here, at the much-mourned tomb of Midas, I
will announce to those passing by that Midas is buried here” (38).%” He concludes:
while we still hear the poet’s voice, no grave has been found, and though the wa-
ters flow and the trees still flourish, one day they too will disappear.

He then moves on to a less totalizing form of material impermanence: the
appropriation of old statues for new subjects.®® In these cases, Greek statues are
reinscribed to honor Roman men (petaypogi).®’ The examples of material failure
which he has enumerated lead to Favorinus’ total rejection of the plastic arts—
and then of bodily form more generally: “Indeed, they say that even the body of

87 o mapOévog eipd. Mida 8 éni orjuott keipol,/ ot v B8wp e van kai dévdpea pokpd
e,/ avTod Tiide pévovca molvikhovte Erl TOUPW/ dyyelém mapodol Midag dtt Tf)de
té0omrat.

8 The topic of Dio Chrysostom’s 31% oration to the Rhodians, discussed above.

89 As in the sections in which Favorinus discussed Corinth’s role in Greek history, which, I
argued, employed kata-prefix words to mark the civic work he was describing, here Fa-
vorinus relies heavily on alliteration based on ava-prefix words to mark the (perversion of
the) dedication to the divine.
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nobles is foreign” (44).”° The last string of anecdotes chronicles the body’s sepa-
ration from the soul. Favorinus recounts the story told by Herodotus of Amasis
providing a substitute corpse for Cambyses’ posthumous abuses and another in
which Anaxagoras, being ground down, proclaims that only that with which he
was covered (mepiksipievoc) was being destroyed (44-45).°' Anaxagoras himself,
Favorinus avers, was not harmed. He brings us to the logical endpoint of the med-
itation: “Should I not allow the statue to be melted down, even if it perceives?”
(46).”2 In the same breath, therefore, he rejects his own speech’s argument by
suggesting that he allow the statue to perish—and he imbues it with life force.

Resurrection

Instead of capitulating to the preponderance of evidence he has just laid out, Fa-
vorinus pivots. He turns away from philosophy and argumentation and simply
reorients himself with respect to the object under investigation. He turns to his
statue—materially absent as it may be—and addresses it. Quoting Euripides’ La-
odameia, he proclaims his allegiance: “l would not betray even a soulless
(&oyoyov) friend” (46).%° He announces that he will address his statue directly, “as
if he were sensate.” And then apostrophizes: “Oh, silent image of my words, are
you not visible?” (& Adyov &udv crynkov eidmiov, od aivy;). Favorinus invites
his audience to imagine his likeness in terms of its lack: it does not speak, and it
is not manifest. It is an €{dwlov, a problematic fiction that approximates the
truth.*

He relates another Herodotean anecdote about the epic poet Aristeas’ posthu-
mous appearances.” Favorinus asserts, “Aristeas lived then, now, and for all
time” (46).°® With this example of a man’s ability to transcend his material form,
he calls on two poets to corroborate the claim. First, Sappho: “someone will re-
member me, even in another time” (47).°” Just as we still hear the voice of the

% kaitol koi 10 BN THV YEVVOIDV Paciy GALGTPIOV Elval ...

°1 Hdt. 3.16. See Steiner 2001, 126-129.

92 fueic 8 00 mapéymuey OV Avipiavia yovedew, kv aicOavnTa,

93 00Kk 8v mpodoinv kainep Eyvyov @ilov. The “soulless friend” refers to the statue of La-
odameia’s dead husband, Protesilaus, with whom Laodameia sleeps every night.

94 Steiner 2001, 5. By this time €{8wAov could be used in a less contentious sense to mean
“image of a god, idol” (LSJ, IV). See Amato ad loc.

%5 Hdt. 4.15-16. The anecdote ends with a report that the Metapontines set up a statue of
Aristeas by the statue of Apollo, as Aristeas’ apparition itself directed.

% GG kol TOTE Kad VOV Kod pdg Bmovta TOV ypdvov Eln Aptoténg.

o7 uvoecai Tva papt kol £Tepov dupéoy.
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poet who inscribed Midas’ statue, Sappho has achieved immortality in her song.
He continues “more beautifully,” with Hesiod: “piun does not completely die,
which is spoken by many people. For she is also a god” (¢prjun 6 obtig mépmav
amolvtot, fivtiva Aaoi / moAloil pnui&maot 06 vo Tig €0t kai avtn) (47). Speech
is divine. And so, Favorinus engages in a speech act of immortalization:

&ym og avaotnow mapd Tf) 0ed, 60ev oVdeic oe P KaBEAY, 0O GEIGHAC, 0VK
Gvepog, ov vipetdc, ovk SpUPpog, o POOVoC, ovk ExOpoC, AAAL Kol VOV o€
KatalapPfave £otnkoto. Aabo pev yap foN Tvag Kol Etépovg Eonie Kol
gyedoato, yvoun 6 avopdv dyaddv obdéva, f| Kot dvdpa pot 0pBoc EatnKog.
(47)

I will set you up by the god, where nothing will take you down, neither earth-
quake, nor wind, nor snow nor rain, nor envy nor hatred; but even now I find
you standing. Already oblivion/forgetfulness has tripped some others and
fooled them, but yvoun fools no good man, by which you stand upright as
befits a man.

Without a transcript of the performance as a whole we cannot know how Favori-
nus orchestrated this final conjuring act. Maybe, as Crosby suggests, he was stand-
ing next to a veiled mass which only in this instant was uncovered to reveal a new
statue.”® White argues that Favorinus gave the speech not only in the Corinthian
forum in front of the library, but next to his empty pedestal.”® As Goggin suggests,
this peroration probably constituted one of the odes for which Favorinus was fa-
mous, in which case he would already have broken out in song.'® If so, perhaps,
with the melodic recitation of each potential threat, he made his way onto the
stone base. And as the audience contemplates the distant ideal—the statue—Fa-
vorinus appropriates his posture by making himself upright (6p06c¢) and claims to
have already come upon it.

Whatever the reading, with kotalappdve a purely rhetorical encounter (ad-
dress) becomes physical. He comes upon his erected statue. The future (“I will
put you up”) becomes the present (“I find you standing™). Or, perhaps, here he
grasps metaphorically, with the mind, what he has already accomplished: “I com-
prehend you standing.” With another xato-prefix verb, Favorinus reclaims his
reality. The encounter on the horizontal and civic plane is, however, also oriented
vertically. He uses an ava-prefix verb (dviotnut) to place the statue “by the god”

%1932, 2.
92005.
100 Goggin 1951, 195. Philostr. VS 492.
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(mopa ) Oe®d), and therefore in a sacred place: he is no mere gik@v, but an avd-
Onuo—a votive offering dedicated to the goddess priun—*fame,” or, “rumor.”!’!
Favorinus has dedicated himself to his own immortality—be that afterlife noble
(“fame”) or ignominious (“rumor”), as his adversaries would have it. And where
no physical likeness stands, the audience finds only him, the orator, in flesh and
blood, claiming to have subsumed all the power of the symbol by his mere pres-
ence. What was initially prototype and likeness is now one entity.

But, as always, the audience must affirm his successful transformation. He
makes his expectations clear: “Oblivion has already tripped up some others and
cheated them, but yvoun (trips up and cheats) no good man, by which you stand
upright (6p0o¢) as befits a man.”!? There is an ambiguity in this passage. Has
AGOa tripped up other (8tepor) statues? The men those statues represent? Or the
men whose forgetfulness allows them to topple statues? In the clause yvoun 6’ dv-
SpdV ayabdv ovdéva, is the genitive construction possessive (with yvdun) or par-
titive (with ovdéva)? But this is precisely the point. Favorinus binds his audience
up in the syntactical circularity of the clause: the judgement of good men trips up
no good man. Just as his sense of reality was contingent on his audience in the
beginning of the speech, here, the nobility of the audience, the men they honor in
bronze, and his own are completely intertwined. And their yvopun is not only aes-
thetic and juridical, it is performative: because of their right judgment (f}), his
statue stands.'”® As he speaks 0p06c, upright, they resurrect him. Moreover,
kot dvdpa might also be understood distributively:'** you stand upright for me in
every man. Just as he deserves to be erected in every city, he is already erected in
the minds of each individual spectator. Here, perhaps, he modulated his voice—
here, where he claims, not his Greekness, but his manhood. If Polemo has accused
Favorinus of being unable to walk upright, Favorinus now proves him woefully
short-sighted. The eunuch stands erect and his upright posture becomes an icon

101 Tn Dio’s appeal to the Rhodians he argues that statues (4vdpiéveg) put up in sacred places
are votive offerings dvadnpata (31.89). He justifies this “reading” with reference to in-
scriptions, like (olov), “6 dgiva £oTov dvEBnKey 1 TOV Tatépo { TOV LIV HTE SnoTe THV
Oe®dv.” See Ma 2013, 79-85 and Keesling 2017, 81-149 on honorific statues set up in
shrines and sanctuaries. Cf. Price 1983, 178-179 and Koonce 1988 on distinguishing dydA-
pato from gikdveg according to whether they occupy sacred space.

102 Philostratus VS 519 tells us that Herodes considered Polemo a particularly effective

speaker when, although unwell, he declaimed standing upright (3¢ 6p00g Srodéyorro, Emt-

oTPOPNV TE ElxeV 6 A0Y0C Kai Eppwto). On the “upright orator,” see Goldhill 1999, esp. 74.

yvéun has similar performative force in his On Exile, where Favorinus uses it to make

himself a citizen of Chios (14.1-2).

This is how Barigazzi 1966 ad loc takes kot dvopa: “in ogni singolo uomo.”

103

104
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of his virility. If seeming to be Greek trumps all else, his orientation is—seem-
ingly, at least—absolute.!?’
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