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Thursday, 26th October 

8.30-9.30 Registration 

9.30-10.00 

 

 

 

 

10.00-11.30 

Welcome Addresses and Opening Remarks (Sala I) 

Prof.ssa Rosa OTRANTO, Vice-Direttrice del Dipartimento di Studi Umanistici (DISUM) dell’Univer-

sità degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro” 

Roberta BERARDI (University of Oxford) 

Nicoletta BRUNO (Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften – München) 

Session 1 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Authorship and Christianity Authorship in Historical Narrations 

 Chair: Elena BARILE (Università degli Studi di 
Bari “Aldo Moro”) 

Chair: Giulia MARINELLI (Universität zu Köln, La 
Sapienza - Università di Roma)  

10.00-10.30 - Anna MAMBELLI (FSCIRE, Fondazione per 
le Scienze Religiose “Giovanni XXIII”): La Se-
conda Lettera di Pietro. Riflessioni sul rapporto 
tra pseudonimia e canonicità. 

- Francesco STROCCHI (University College Lon-
don): Caesar’s Commentarii: Anonymity and Propa-
ganda. 

10.30-11.00 - Matthieu PIGNOT (Uniwersytet Warszawski): 
The Fluid Nature of the Authorship: A Case 
Study of Sermons Attributed to Quodvultdeus 
of Carthage. 

- Maurizio RAVALLESE (La Sapienza - Università 
di Roma): L'io narrante che si sdoppia. Flavio 
Giuseppe e il prologo della Guerra Giudaica. 

11.00-11.30 - Kamil-Cyprian CHODA (Eberhard Karls 
Universität Tübingen): Religio Historici: The Re-
ligious Identity of the Anonymous Author of 
the Chronicle of 741 and Its Implications. 

- Begoña FERNÁNDEZ ROJO (Universidad de 
León): Searching the Author of De Rebus Bellicis: 
Hypothesis, State of the Matter and New Investi-
gations about Its Creator. 

11.30-12.00 Coffee Break 

12.00-13.30 Session 2 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Authorial Identity in the Early Middle 
Ages 

Sources on Papyrus 

 Chair: Giulia MAROLLA (Università degli Studi 
della Repubblica di San Marino) 

Chair: Nicoletta CANZIO (Università di Cassino e 
del Lazio Meridionale) 

12.00-12.30 - Anna Clara BASILICÒ (Università Ca’ Foscari 
- Venezia): Hrotswita: The Issue of a Double 
Legitimacy. 

- Linda ROCCHI (Alma Mater Studiorum - Uni-
versità di Bologna): P. Oxy. XXXI 2537 and the 
Corpus Lysiacum. 

12.30-13.00 - Federico ALPI (Alma Mater Studiorum - 
Università di Bologna): The Author-Transla-
tor: Grigor Magistros Pahlawouni (990-1058) 
between Armenia, Greece and Persia. 

- Diane COOMANS (Université libre de Bruxelles): 
Comica adespota in papyris reperta. 

 

13.00-13.30 - Irene TINTI (Université de Genève): Anony-
mous Armenian Translations of Greek Works: 
The Case of the Platonic Dossier. 

- Roberta CARLESIMO (Università degli Studi della 
Basilicata): Il testo di Menandro nell'antichità: 

verso un riesame critico delle fonti papiracee. 

13.30-14.30 Lunch Break 

 
14.30-15.00 1st Poster Session 

Simona MARTORANA (Durham University): Autore o copista? Il ms. W (Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibliothek, 
gud. Lat. 148) e alcune nuove ipotesi sulla tradizione testuale del Romulus medievale. 

Nicola REGGIANI (Università degli Studi di Parma): Λαβὲ τὸ βυβλίον (Ar. Av. 957): Book Formats, Authenticity 
and Authorship in Antiquity. 

Arthur POKORNY (Universität Wien): Phonological and Structural Observation on the “Helen Episode” (Aeneid 
2,567-588). 



2 
 

Georgia MYSTRIOTI (National and Kapodistrian University of Athens): The Authorship Problem in Pseudo-Plu-
tarch’s De Musica 

15.00-16.30 Session 3 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Ancient Exegesis  Authority and Attribution of Rhetorical Works  

 Chair: Federica BENUZZI (Università Ca' Fo-
scari – Venezia) 

Chair: Roberta BERARDI (University of Oxford) 

15.00-15.30 - Marta FOGAGNOLO (Università di Pisa): Fi-
lologia alessandrina e presunte interpolazioni 

degli ἐνστατικοί. 

- Antonio IACOVIELLO (Università degli Studi di 
Bari “Aldo Moro”): Wheat or Barley? Pseudepi-
grapha Dinarchea. 

15.30-16.00 - Carole HOFSTETTER (École pratique des 
hautes études - Paris): How to Define the Cor-
pus of Scholia on the Introduction to Arithmetic? 

- Nicola CORBISIERO (Alma Mater Studiorum - 
Università di Bologna): La tradizione testuale di 
Molone: una discussione sulle scelte di Felix Ja-
coby. 

16.00-16.30 - Sara PANTERI (Humboldt Universität Ber-
lin): Eratosthenes' Solution to the Problem of 
Doubling the Cube: The Issue of the Authen-
ticity of the Letter and the Epigram Reported 
in Eutoc. Sph. Cyl. 88.3-96.27 Heiberg. 

- Pietro ZACCARIA (Katholieke Universiteit Leu-
ven): Distinguishing Homonymous Writers, De-
tecting Spurious Works: Demetrios of Magnesia’s 
On poets and Authors of the Same Name. 

16.30-17.00 Coffee Break 

17.00-18.30 Session 4 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Authenticity and Authority in Philosophy The Personality of the Author between Phi-
losophy and Religion 

 Chair: Nicoletta BRUNO (Thesaurus Linguae La-
tinae, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaf-
ten – München) 

Chair: Diego R. FITTIPALDI (Universität zu Köln) 

17.00-17.30 

 

- Andreea ŞTEFAN (National History Museum 
of Romania): Philosophers Don’t Write: The 
Significance of Arrian’s Letter to Lucius Gel-
lius in the Introduction to the Logoi of Epicte-
tus. 

- Jonathan GRIFFITHS (University of St. An-
drews): Over-authorising Aristotle: 5 Chapters of 
Aristotelian Cosmology in Philo’s On the Inde-
structibility of the World (5.20-24). 

17.30-18.00 - Solmeng-Jonas HIRSCHI (University of Ox-
ford): Epicurean Authenticity: The Interplay 
between Textual and Authorial Authority. 

- Alexandra MADELA (Trinity College Dublin): 
The Mysterious Author of Orphic Argonautica. 

18.00-18.30 - Federica NICOLARDI (Università di Napoli 
“Federico II”, Universität zu Köln): Oltre l’er-
rore dello scriba: indizi sulla storia del testo 
del I libro De rhetorica di Filodemo di Gadara. 

- Anna Lucia FURLAN (King's College London): 
The Author of the Pseudo-Orphic Hieros Logos: 
Literary Considerations on the Authorship of a 

Hellenistic Jewish Imitation of an Orphic Ἱερὸς 

Λόγος. 

20.00 Conference Dinner (La Locanda di Federico, P.zza Mercantile, 63) 
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Friday, 27th October 

9.00-10.00 Plenary Session with Keynote Speech (Sala I) 

 

 

 

10.00-11.30 

Martina FILOSA (Universität zu Köln) introduces: 
Sonja SCHÖNAUER (Universität zu Köln) 

Authenticity, Authority and Authorship in Late and Post-Byzantine Historiography:  
Ioannes Kantakuzenos and Pseudo-Sphrantzes. 

Session 5 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Authorship between Science and Philoso-
phy  

Authorship and Ecclesiastic Authority 

 Chair: Martina FILOSA (Universität zu Köln) Chair: Tommaso MARI (Otto-Friedrich-Univer-
sität Bamberg) 

10.00-10.30 - Anna USACHEVA (Accademia di Danimarca 
- Roma): The Linguistic Theories of Late An-
tique Lost in Attribution: A Witness of Origen 

- Maurits DE LEEUW (Eberhard-Karls-Universität 
Tübingen): Authenticity and Episcopal Power: 
The Life of St. Porphyry of Gaza. 

10.30-11.00 - Michele SOLITARIO (Georg-August Univer-
sität Göttingen): Autorialità e autorevolezza 
negli scritti autobibliografici di Galeno. 

- Diego R. FITTIPALDI (Universität zu Köln): 
How a Rule Became Viral: The Typikon of Mâr 
Saba as Liturgical Authority in the 13th and 14th 
c. 

11.00-11.30 - Iuliana SOFICARU (Central European Uni-
versity): When Experience Meets Tradition: 
Authorship, Transmission of Knowledge in 
Alexander of Tralles’ Treatise On fevers. 

- Gianmario CATTANEO (Università di Firenze): 
Niccolò Perotti's Refutatio Deliramentorum Georgii 
Trapezuntii Cretensis and the Concept of Author-
ship in Bessarion's Circle. 

11.30-12.00 Coffee Break 

12.00-13.30 Session 6 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Unknown and Anonymous Authors  Oratory and Pseudo-Oratory 

 Chair: Claudia GANDINI (Università degli 
Studi di Milano) 

Chair: Luisa FIZZAROTTI (Alma Mater Studiorum 
- Università di Bologna) 

12.00-12.30 - Stella SACCHETTI (Università degli Studi 
Roma Tre): Asclepiade, Edilo e Posidippo: 

tracce del Σωρός fra gli epigrammata dubia e ade-
spota delle sezioni meleagree dell’Anthologia Pa-
latina? 

- Stefano COSTANZO (Università degli Studi di 
Bari “Aldo Moro”): Arpalo in città: due 'false' ora-
zioni di Demostene e Iperide? 

12.30-13.00 - Antonio GENOVA (King’s College London): 
The ‘Author-Function’ in the Carmina Popu-
laria. 

- Lorenzo SARDONE (La Sapienza - Università di 
Roma): P. Oxy. IV 700, Dem.XVIII.17-19: un 
caso di accordo in errore con il codice S? 

13.00-13.30 - Dimitar ILIEV (Sofia University “St. Kliment 
Ohridski”): Poetry Recycled: Hidden Authors 
in the Late Antique Greek Epigram. 

- Roberta BERARDI (University of Oxford): Con-
siderazioni preliminari sul proemio dell’Epistola I 
di Demostene. 

13.30-14.30 Lunch Break 

 
14.30-15.00 2nd Poster Session 

Chris EDMONSTON (University of California): Stoichedon Inscription as Proof against Forgery: A Model for Literary 
Seals? 

Chiara CALVANO (Università Ca’ Foscari - Venezia): Prime categorizzazioni dei falsi epigrafici: l'esempio dell'Index 
spuriarum nel Gruter. 

Rosa LORITO (Università degli Studi di Palermo): When the Author Is Not Identifiable: The Case of the Volcei Land-
Register. 

Antonello VILELLA (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Terminological Remarks about Authenticity and Not 
Authenticity: Epigraphic Case Studies. 

Anna DOROTEA TEOFILO (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Quotation in Latin Metric Inscriptions of 
Apulia and a Case of Suspicious Transcription. 
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Gianmarco BIANCHINI (University of Toronto): Use of Ovidian (?) Text in Carmina Latina Epigraphica. 

15.00-16.30 Session 7 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Pseudo-Platonica  Plural Voices in Greek Literature  

 Chair: Federico ALPI (Alma Mater Studiorum 
– Università di Bologna) 

Chair: Anna USACHEVA (Accademia di Dani-
marca - Roma) 

15.00-15.30 - Marco DONATO (Università di Pisa, École 
pratique des hautes études - Paris): "Socrate, 
bello e giovane". Autorità socratica e paternità 
platonica nel corpus accademico. 

- Markus HAFNER (Ruprecht-Karls-Universität 
Heidelberg): Homer et al.: Authorial Functions, 
Fictions, and Voices in Archaic and Classical 
Greek Literature. 

15.30-16.00 - Pietro BERTOCCHINI (Università di Padova): 
Is Virtue Teachable? A Socratic Motif in the 
Spurious Platonic Dialogues. 

- Nikos MANOUSAKIS (National and Kapodistrian 
University of Athens): Authorship Attribution in 
the Times of Artificial Intelligence: The Case of 
Rhesus. 

16.00-16.30 - Davide MASSIMO (University of Oxford): Di-
sce igitur vorsus platonis philosophi: Defining a 
Pseudo-Plato Epigrammatist. 

- Elena BONOLLO (Università Ca’ Foscari - Vene-
zia): The “Co-Authorial” Role of Scholars, Excerp-
tores, and Copysts in the Genuinely Menandrean 
Gnomai Monostichoi. 

16.30-17.00 Coffee Break 

17.00-18.30 Session 8 

 Sala I Sala “Carlo De Trizio” 

 Authority and attribution of Greek elegy Authorial philology in the Roman World  

 Chair: Sergio BRILLANTE (Università degli 
Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”, Université de 
Reims Champagne-Ardenne) 

Chair: Ambra RUSSOTTI (Alma Mater Studiorum 
– Università di Bologna) 

17.00-17.30 

 

- Elisa Nuria MERISIO (La Sapienza - Univer-
sità di Roma): Semonide o Simonide? Le al-
terne vicende dell’attribuzione di un fram-
mento elegiaco greco. 

- Anna BUSETTO (Independent Researcher): Al-
cune riflessioni sulla filologia autoriale nel mondo 
romano: correzioni dell'autore, con l'autore, all'au-
tore. 

17.30-18.00 - Sara DE MARTIN (King’s College London): 
Theognis: The Author, Traditional Wisdom, 
and Side Effects of Authority. 

- Nicoletta BRUNO (Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, 
Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften – Mün-
chen): Ripetizioni o interpolazioni? Alcune rifles-
sioni su Lucrezio, De rerum natura 5, 1161-1349. 

18.00-18.30 - Francesco BOCCASILE (Università degli Studi 

Roma Tre): ὧδε δὲ πᾶς τις ἐρεῖ· Quis vero fuit 

auctor huius fragmenti? Di sigilli ben riusciti, 
lemmi inaccettabili e autorevoli autori (Stob. 
IV 29c, 53). 

- Cristiana ROFFI (Universität zu Köln, Alma Ma-
ter Studiorum - Università di Bologna): Borrow-
ing from Models: The Use of Tacitus and Sueto-
nius in the Historia Augusta. 

 

18.30-18.45 Closing Remarks 

 Elena BARILE (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”) 

18.45-19.45 Wine Reception and Book Launch (Sala Stifano, Palazzo Ateneo) 

18.45-19.45 Luisa FIZZAROTTI (Alma Mater Studiorum – Università di Bologna) introduces 

 

Tommaso MARI (Otto-Friedrich-Universität Bamberg) 

Pauca de barbarismo collecta de multis. Studio ed edizione critica, Edizioni ETS (Testi e Studi di cul-

tura classica, vol. 66), ISBN 9788846747549, Pisa 2017, 146 pp. 

Anna USACHEVA (Accademia di Danimarca - Roma) 

Knowledge, Language and Intellection from Origen to Gregory Nazianzen. A selective survey, Peter 

Lang GmbH (Early Christianity in the context of Antiquity, vol. 18), ISBN-3-631-73109-3, Frankfurt 

am Main 2017, 214 pp. 
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Prolepsis’ 2nd International Postgraduate Conference 

 

“Auctor est aequivocum”: Authenticity, Authority and Authorship from the 

Classical Antiquity to the Middle Ages 

 

University of Bari (Italy), 26th and 27th October 2017 

Confirmed keynote speaker: SONJA SCHÖNAUER (Universität zu Köln) 

 

 

Organizing committee: ELENA BARILE (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”), 

ROBERTA BERARDI (University of Oxford), NICOLETTA BRUNO (Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, 

Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften - München), MARTINA FILOSA (Universität zu Köln), 

LUISA FIZZAROTTI (Alma Mater Studiorum – Università di Bologna). 

Thanks to the Dipartimento di Studi Umanistici (DISUM), to the Università degli Studi di 

Bari “Aldo Moro” and to  M. AGNOSINI (Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa), L. ARPINO (Uni-

versità di Trento), V. BARTNINKAS (University of Cambridge),  A. BEGHINI (Università di Pisa 

- École pratique des hautes études), S. BELIOTI (Humboldt Universität zu Berlin), M. BENFATTO 

(Alma Mater Studiorum – Università di Bologna), F. BENUZZI (Università Ca’ Foscari – Vene-

zia), S. BERTOLINI (University of Edinburgh), O. BRÄCKEL(Universität Leipzig), S. BRILLANTE 

(Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”, Université de Reims Champagne-Ardenne), N. 

CANZIO (Università di Cassino e del Lazio Meridionale), G. CARACCIOLO (Universität zu Köln, 

“La Sapienza” – Università di Roma), A. ESPOSITO (Pontificia Università Gregoriana), D. FIT-

TIPALDI (Universität zu Köln), C. GANDINI (Università degli Studi di Milano), K. HARUTYU-

NYAN (Yerevan State University) U. HOLMSGAARD ERIKSEN (Uppsala University), D. KANEL-

LAKIS (University of Oxford), G. MARINELLI (Universität zu Köln, “La Sapienza” - Università 

di Roma), T. MARI (Otto-Friedrich-Universität Bamberg), G. MAROLLA (Università degli Studi 

della Repubblica di San Marino), N. MATHEOU (University of Oxford), F. MEINS (Universität 

Leipzig), O. MONTEPAONE (Università degli Studi di Milano), C. PALLADINO (Università degli 

Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”, Universität Leipzig), G. M. PAOLETTI (University of Oxford), A. 

QUARATO (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”), A. RUSSOTTI (Alma Mater Studiorum 

– Università di Bologna), M. TENTORI MONTALTO (Universität zu Köln), D. TRIPALDI (Alma 

Mater Studiorum – Università di Bologna), A. USACHEVA (Accademia di Danimarca - Roma). 
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Keynote Speech 

 

SONJA SCHÖNAUER (Universität zu Köln): Authenticity, Authority and Authorship in Late and 

Post-Byzantine Historiography: Ioannes Kantakuzenos and Pseudo-Sphrantzes. 

The Historiai by Ioannes VI. Kantakuzenos are the only Byzantine historiographical work writ-

ten by a formerly ruling emperor after his abdication. At that time, roughly in the 1360ies, the 

author had retired into a monastery, having adopted the monkʼs name Ioasaph, but was still 

playing an active role in politics and in the theological debate of his time. Under the pseudonym 

Christodulos he wrote the story of his own political life from 1320 to 1363. During the follow-

ing years, Kantakuzenos personally supervised the labours on four manuscripts of his Historiai, 

all of which were probably written in Mistra. The so-called Chronicon minus is the personal 

diary of Georgios Sphrantzes, a top-ranking Byzantine diplomate at the court of John VIII. and 

Constantine XI. Palaiologos and, in 1453, an eye-witness of the siege and fall of Constantino-

ple. More than a hundred years later, after the naval battle of Lepanto in 1571, the exiled bishop 

of Monemvasia, Makarios Melissenos, initiated the compilation of a historiographical work 

known as Chronicon maius, based on the diary but comprehending the entire Palaiologan era, 

executed by likewise exiled manuscript traders and copyists, and published under the name of 

Sphrantzes in order to lend an air of authenticity to a partially quite inventive, if not fanciful 

account in which genuine sources were most artfully interwoven with imaginary events. The 

central concern of the lecture will be to outline the different concepts behind – in the respective 

cases – either the concealment or the pretence of being a prominent figure mainly involved in 

the related events, as well as to specify the intended audience.  

  



7 
 

Thursday, 26th October: 

Session 1: 10.00-11.30 

Session 1a) Authorship and Christianity (Sala 1) 

ANNA MAMBELLI (FSCIRE, Fondazione per le Scienze Religiose “Giovanni XXIII”): La Se-

conda Lettera di Pietro. Riflessioni sul rapporto tra pseudonimia e canonicità. 

[The Second Epistle of Peter. Reflections on the Relationship between Pseudonymity and Can-

onicity]. 

The Second Epistle of Peter was accepted into the New Testament canon in the fourth century 

with greater hesitation than any other book. This was because many felt that Peter was not the 

original author of the epistle (e.g. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.25.3; 6.25.8). Almost all modern New Tes-

tament scholars nowadays agree that 2 Peter is pseudepigraphal. Baukcham suggests that the 

Petrine authorship was intended to be an entirely transparent fiction: the author does not reveal 

his true identity but does not claim to be the apostle. This document would have been perceived 

and received as a pseudepigraphal “letter-testament” that was not written to deceive its readers. 

Because the author only claims to be a faithful mediator of the apostolic message, there is no 

reason why 2 Peter should not hold an honorable place in the canon. However, it is unlikely 

that the early Christian communities who received 2 Peter would have viewed it as an anony-

mous testament: the author’s communication is in the first person and the author claims to be 

the figure whose name he uses (pseudonymity). Therefore, 2 Peter would have been received 

as either a genuine letter or a forgery. The relatively late acceptance of 2 Peter into the canon 

is closely linked to the problem of the literary genre. The ancient sources suggest that the early 

church generally rejected apostolic pseudepigraphical or pseudonymous writings if discovered. 

Therefore, if pseudonymous letters exist in the New Testament, we can conclude that: 2 Peter 

was written to deceive its readers and it was successful in doing so; or the first Christian com-

munities perceived 2 Peter as a forgery, but then its origin was forgotten and the epistle mis-

takenly supposed to be genuine; or this forgery was accepted into the canon because a “Petrine 

school” supported the pseudepigraphic choice. This study provides afresh an answer to these 

questions. 

Bibliografia:  

R.J. Bauckham, Jude, 2Peter (WBC 50), Word Books, Waco, Texas 1983.  

R.J. Bauckham, Pseudo-Apostolic Letters, in: JBL 107/3 (1988), 469-494.  

M. Bockmuehl, The Remembered Peter in Ancient Reception and Modern Debate (WUNT.1 262), Mohr Siebeck, 

Tübingen 2010.  

P.C. Counet, Pseudepigraphy and the Petrine School: Spirit and Tradition in 1 and 2 Peter and Jude, in: HTS 62.2 

(2006), 403-424.  

H.J. Klauck, Ancient Letters and the New Testament. A Guide to Context and Exegesis, Baylor University Press, 

Waco, Texas 2006; ed. it. a cura di A. Balbo, La lettera antica e il Nuovo Testamento, Paideia, Brescia 2011.  

M.J. Kruger, The Authenticity of 2 Peter, in: JETS 42.4 (1999), 645-671.  

G. Marconi, Lettera di Giuda. Seconda lettera di Pietro, Centro Editoriale Dehoniano, Bologna 2005.  

M.D. Mathews, The Genre of 2 Peter: A comparison with Jewish and Early Christian Testaments, in: Bulletin for 

Biblical Research 21.1 (2011), 51-64.  

D.G. Meade, Pseudonymity and Canon. An Investigation into the Relationship of Authorship and Authority in 

Jewish and Earliest Christian Tradition (WUNT 39), J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), Tübingen 1986.  
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K.H. Schelkle, Die Petrusbriefe. Der Judasbrief, Herder, Freiburg im Breisgau 51980 (11961); trad. it. di R. Fa-

vero, ed. it. a cura di O. Soffritti, Le lettere di Pietro. La lettera di Giuda, Paideia, Brescia 1981. 
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MATTHIEU PIGNOT (Uniwersytet Warszawski): The Fluid Nature of the Authorship: A Case 

Study of Sermons Attributed to Quodvultdeus of Carthage. 

From the time when late antique Christian sermons were put into writing and copied, determin-

ing their authorship and authenticity has always been a challenge. Often short and adaptable, 

they are by definition difficult to trace. When not transmitted anonymously, their authorship 

often changes in the manuscript transmission over the middle ages, generally in favour of fa-

mous authors over obscure ones. Thus, sermons of various nature and origin are often transmit-

ted under the names of Augustine of Hippo, John Chrysostom, Ambrose of Milan, Maximus of 

Turin, Fulgentius of Ruspe. This paper will focus on a few examples of sermons of uncertain 

authorship, thought to originate from late antique Africa, and tentatively attributed to the bishop 

Quodvultdeus of Carthage, although they are transmitted in manuscripts either anonymously or 

under the name of Augustine of Hippo. After a brief overview of the medieval manuscript 

transmission and modern attributions of these sermons and a presentation of related modern 

discussions about authenticity, the objective will be to reflect on the best methods to adopt in 

the identification, classification and study of such sermons. Is authorship still relevant in the 

case of sermons with a complex transmission? When attributing obscure sermons to well-

known figures, are modern scholars not following the same path as their medieval predecessors? 

In this paper, I will argue that instead of primarily aiming at determining the authenticity and 

attribution of a given sermon, it is more fruitful to focus on the complex history of transmission 

of sermons to shed light on the fluid nature of sermon literature. This shall bring us to question 

the notion of authorship and open alternative ways of reading and interpreting sermons as pri-

marily oral, collective and most adaptable texts. 
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KAMIL-CYPRIAN CHODA (Eberhard Karls Universität Tübingen): Religio Historici: The Reli-

gious Identity of the Anonymous Author of the Chronicle of 741 and Its Implications. 

Shortly after the Muslim conquest of Visigothic Spain, a Latin language historical text usually 

referred to as the Chronicle of 741 appeared. This historical work is a brief account of the Arab 

conquests with the Visigothic and Byzantine history serving as a background. Although the text 

portrays Muhammad as a positive figure, it does not contain many references to religion and 

lacks an explicit statement about the confession of its author. This ambiguity has given rise to 

polarization among scholars, some of whom see the anonymous author as a Muslim1 while 

others portray him as a Christian2 or even an ideologist of the Christian Reconquista3. This oral 

presentation discusses the arguments of both sides and, based on the interpretation of the vision 

of history to be found in the Chronicle, proves that he was a Muslim. The presentation answers 

the objections of the proponents of his Christian identity and deals with the apparent inconsist-

encies in the text of the Chronicle that could question his Islamic religious identity. His religion 

being established, the question of his aim as an historian is raised and answered. This is done 

by juxtaposing the image of religion transmitted by Chronicle of 741 with the representations 

of Christianity contained in earlier Latin chronicles of the early Middle Ages in the tradition of 

which the unnamed Muslim author was writing. Subsequently, a later interpolation4 into the 

Chronicle of 741 is discussed, a passage that goes against the initial intention of the original 

author and may be responsible for the preservation of the work. 

  

                                                           
1 Dubler, C. E.: Sobre la Crónica arábigo-bizantina de 741 y la influencia bizantina en la Península Ibérica, in: 

Al- Andalus 11/2, 1946, p. 323; Martín J.C.: Chronica Byzantia-Arabica, in: Codoñer, C. (ed.) et al., La Hispania 

Visigótica y Mozárabe. Dos épocas en su literatura, Salamanca 2010, p. 241. 
2 Hoyland, R. G.: Seeing Islam As Others Saw It, Princeton 1997, p. 123. 
3 Christys, A.: Christians in al-Andalus (711 – 1000), Richmond 2002, pp. 45-47. 
4 Collins, R.: The Arab Conquest of Spain: 710 – 797, Oxford 1989, p. 54. 
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Session 1b) Authorship in Historical Narrations (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 

FRANCESCO STROCCHI (University College London): Caesar’s Commentarii: Anonymity and 

Propaganda. 

My paper explores whether and to what extent anonymity can be a constitutive characteristic 

of the Corpus Caesarianum. The Corpus Caesarianum is composed of five Commentarii: 

namely the two genuinely Caesarian Commentarii (Bellum Gallicum and Bellum Civile) and 

the three anonymous Commentarii (Bellum Alexandrinum, Bellum Africum and Bellum Hispan-

iense). For a long time giving identity to the anonymous authors of the Corpus has been a matter 

of guesswork by modern scholars; based prevalently on stylistic grounds, the proposed author-

ships were various, but never fully satisfactory. Moreover, modern scholarship has worked on 

the assumption that anonymity is purely accidental, a consequence of a precarious manuscript 

tradition. As “anonymity may mean many things, but one thing which it cannot mean is that no 

one did it” (Gass, 86), my paper engages precisely with the nature and the meaning of the ano-

nymity in the Commentarii and does not venture in identifying any authorship. In order to un-

derstand anonymity, I will examine the report-based method behind the Commentarii, discuss 

the possibility of an implicit multi-authorship, and analyse the style adopted (and in particular 

the third person). These elements make the narrative prevail over the narrator, actions over 

authors, as if the content wrote itself (content as identity). This paper suggests that anonymity 

is not only an intrinsic quality of the Commentarii but also a persuasive tool of propaganda for 

Caesar's political agenda, as it constructs an account that the audience find persuasive and be-

lievable. 
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MAURIZIO RAVALLESE (“La Sapienza” - Università di Roma): L'io narrante che si sdoppia. 

Flavio Giuseppe e il prologo della Guerra Giudaica. 

[The Splitting of the First-Person Narrator. Flavius Josephus and the Prologue of the Jewish 

War]  

In BJ 1. 3, Josephus claims to have arranged a Greek translation of a previous work written in 

Aramaic in order to address to the Upper Barbarians, i.e. the Jews living beyond Euphrates. In 

this regard, in Contra Apionem, he confesses to have availed himself of "collaborators". There-

fore, Josephus, the first-person narrator, appears to have a multiple narrating voice. This feature 

is overtly disclosed when, dealing with the narration of his own experiences, he makes fre-

quently first-third person shifts. A great deal of debate has arisen regarding Josephus’ author-

ship, especially with regard to the nature of this “original” aramaic text. Although this ambigu-

ity is far from being solved, it’s clear that the Greek language was selected for its universal 

nature, addressing all the inhabitants of the Empire, Jews included. Josephus, a Vespasian’s 

freedmen often accused of treason, attempted to establish the boundaries between the historio-

graphical ἀλήθεια and lies. What does his historiographical credibility rely on? This paper in-

vestigates how and to what extent Josephus attempted, at the beginning of the Bellum Judaicum 

and the Contra Apionem, to depict himself as an authoritative, omniscient and, above all, im-

partial narrator. In addition to his political and military competence, Josephus offers evidence 

of an exemplary acquaintance with Jewish παιδεία. His work aimed to a double purpose: on the 

one hand, overthrowing the misrepresentation of historical truth from which the defeated Jews 

suffered; on the other, contextualizing the Roman Imperial supremacy in Jewish history. Thus, 

the Greek translation is rather a means for increasing Josephus’ authority as historian. Aware 

of the central role played by autopsy in the historiographical context, Josephus, likewise Mar-

cellinus’ Tuchydides, wanted his readers to interpret his writings as a kind of commentarii re-

lated to his military experience, then reworked. Moreover, the fact that the “orginal text” was 

written in Aramaic and addressed to a public sharing his same religious background, raised the 

legitimacy of his position of Jewish writer amongst Jewish readers. 
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BEGOÑA FERNÁNDEZ ROJO (Universidad de León): Searching the Author of De Rebus Bellicis: 

Hypothesis, State of the Matter and New Investigations about Its Creator. 

Through the present proposal of communication, we intend to approach the late Roman period 

text known as De Rebus Bellicis. It was found next to the Notitia Dignitatum, an important 

document to know the situation of the Roman Empire during fifth century. De Rebus Bellicis is 

a document full of uncertainties because we do not know who its author was, who its addressee 

were, and therefore, the date in which it was written. Several experts have tried to give an an-

swer to these questions. Finally, most of them came to agree that its recipient could be an em-

peror lived during the fourth century, namely Valentinian I, generating a more accurate cata-

loging of this writing. But after a deep reflection and analysis of the Latin text and studying the 

difficult situation that characterized the Roman Empire during the centuries before the fall of 

the western side, we think that the recipient of this document of military character might be 

another emperor. This would also lead to reconsidering the moment of his writing. Therefore, 

our research is based on the study of the keys that the own text gives us to find the traits of the 

author, being able to find an answer thanks to his comments about the recipient and the chro-

nology in which it was written.  
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Session 2: 12.00-13.30 

 

Session 2a) Authorial Identity in the Early Middle Ages (Sala 1) 

ANNA CLARA BASILICÒ (Università Ca’ Foscari - Venezia): Hrotswita: The Issue of a Double 

Legitimacy. 

As a medieval author and as a woman, Hrotswita of Gandersheim requires a double legitimacy. 

Most prior research on her plays focuses on her connection with Terence from a syntactic and 

stylistic point of view. This focus undermines the precise pedagogical intent of the author, 

namely the rehabilitation of the woman as a character and, contextually, as a writer. This re-

search on the Dulcitius and the Callimachus draws upon a comparative analysis of both late-

antique sources (respectively the Passio sanctarum virginum Agapis, Chioniae et Irenae and 

the De Drusiana suscitata) and the classical model. This approach makes it possible to highlight 

some new terentian implications with respect to his unusual perception of the feminine para-

digm. These features allow a more accurate consideration of her authorship by showing that her 

plays are not merely a thoughtful merging of classical structures with christian plots. 

Hrotswita’s double legitimacy originates indeed from the positive evaluation of the woman and 

the deep analysis of her soteriological value in both her sources and her model. 
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FEDERICO ALPI (Alma Mater Studiorum - Università di Bologna): The Author-Translator: Gri-

gor Magistros Pahlawouni (990-1058) between Armenia, Greece and Persia. 

The present paper will address a remarkable but still comparatively under-studied Armenian 

author, Grigor Magistros Pahlawowni (990-1058), whose literary production shows a deep 

knowledge of Classical Greek literature as well as of the Armenian and Iranian cultures, and 

includes translations and commentaries alongside original works. Grigor was a nobleman, pol-

itician and polymath, a contemporary of Psellos (SANJIAN 1993), like him well versed in Pla-

tonic doctrines, and possibly also a translator of Greek philosophical texts into Armenian (this 

topic will be addressed by XY in her paper Anonymous Armenian Translations of Greek Works: 

The Case of the Platonic Dossier). The works that can be attributed with certainty to him are a 

transposition of the Bible in verse, a commentary to the Ars Grammatica by Dionysius Thrax, 

and a rich and complex collection of Letters. As far as the latter are concerned, Grigor’s style 

departs in many aspects from traditional Armenian epistolography and approaches instead Byz-

antine models (ALEKՙSANYAN 1997; cf. also VAN LINT 2016); at the same time, themes of Per-

sian origin are also present (TCHUKASIZIAN 1964). Thus, Grigor’s authorship develops not only 

as a continuous search for erudite quotations and allusions – an element nonetheless present in 

his style – but also as an adaptation of models, topoi and ideas coming from the Hellenic, Ar-

menian and Persian cultural worlds and traditions. Such a complex interweaving has not yet 

been the object of any detailed study, mainly because of the linguistic difficulties posed by the 

text of the Letters: the collection has been published twice (originally by KOSTANEANCՙ 1910; 

a second, more practical and modern edition is due to MOWRADYAN 2012), but never translated 

in its entirety in any language. By approaching the texts and providing a translation of relevant 

passages, the present paper will address this issue and attempt to show how Grigor’s authorship 

consists of a continuous and original translation and re-elaboration of the themes that permeated 

his education and his cultural environment. 
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IRENE TINTI (Université de Genève): Anonymous Armenian Translations of Greek Works: The 

Case of the Platonic Dossier. 

 

The invention of the Armenian alphabet in the early 5th century C.E. initiated an intense trans-

lation activity. The Bible and other religious texts were the first works to be translated, but 

scholarly writings soon followed, as part of a conscious effort of transferring Greek specialised 

knowledge into an Armenian context (starting with grammar, rhetoric and philosophy). How-

ever, the dating and authorship of these versions are often unknown, because the texts circulated 

under the name of the original Greek authors rather than the translators', or were attributed to 

prominent Armenian scholars not necessarily connected with the works themselves. Several 

periodisations, based on external clues and linguistic features, have been proposed for the works 

of the so-called Hellenising School, but it is by no means certain that a structured translation 

movement even existed (cf. TINTI forthcoming). Within this context, the present paper will de-

scribe the methodology and preliminary results of an ongoing research project funded by the 

Swiss National Science Foundation (2016–2019), and devoted to investigating the date and 

authorship of the extant Armenian versions of Platonic or Pseudo-Platonic dialogues (Timaeus, 

Euthyphro, Apology of Socrates, Laws, and Minos). Although competing proposals have ranged 

from the 5th to the 11th century, no general consensus on their date has yet been reached (TINTI 

2012). Based on the extant indirect tradition, a terminus ante quem can be established for the 

Timaeus (12th C), whose linguistic and traductological features seem to suggest an attribution 

to Grigor Magistros Pahlawowni (c. 990–1058 CE). However, it is still unclear whether the five 

dialogues should all be ascribed to the same author and/or time frame, since the notion that the 

language of the Timaeus differs from that of the rest of the dossier has been occasionally put 

forward, but never substantiated with any evidence. Reaching a motivated conclusion on this 

issue is the project's main goal.  
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Session 2b) Sources on Papyrus (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 
 

LINDA ROCCHI (Alma Mater Studiorum - Università di Bologna): P. Oxy. XXXI 2537 and the 

Corpus Lysiacum.  

P. Oxy. 2537 (II/III century AD), a sheet of papyrus codex containing twenty-two Lysianic 

ὑποθέσεις, represents an intriguing and thought-provoking document. But, despite its signifi-

cance for the understanding of the genesis of the extant Lysianic corpus, it has often received 

little attention from modern scholarship. This papyrus includes the summaries of Lys. 8-11, 

along with several speeches which were previously unknown. The oration 11 is clearly a précis 

of 10, while 9-10 were regarded with suspicion from Harpocration’s time onwards, and 8 is 

generally considered spurious. This seems to suggest that the compiler of P. Oxy. 2537 did not 

concern himself with issues of authenticity, but rather was interested in doing a complete recog-

nition of the whole Lysianic corpus at his disposal. This impression appears to be confirmed by 

the mention on this papyrus of a speech labelled as Τραπεζιτικός: the existence of a Lysianic 

speech homonymous to Isocr. 21 is assured by Photius (α 2030 Th.) who quotes, in this respect, 

a word which does not appear in the Isocratic text. Thus, the inclusion of the speech in this list 

seems hardly a coincidence and, given the complete lack of critical approach and the simplistic 

nature of the summaries, is not likely to be a polemic one. This paper argues that P. Oxy. 2537 

seems to be not much a simple collection of ὑποθέσεις meant as a complementary reading to 

the actual orations, but rather a sort of annotated catalogue of all the Lysianic speeches availa-

ble, regardless of authenticity, which could be regarded as a snapshot of the corpus as was 

known to [Plut.] Lys. 836a and Phot. Bibl. 262, 488b, namely at the beginning of its formation. 
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DIANE COOMANS (Université libre de Bruxelles): Comica adespota in papyris reperta. 

 

For my master dissertation, I worked on the unattributed papyric fragments of Greek comedy 

in order to furnish a new edition of some of the 155 fragments already published by Kassel and 

Austin (R. KASSEL et C. AUSTIN, Poetae comici Graeci. Ediderunt R. K. et C. A. Vol. 8. Ades-

pota, Berlin, 1995, p. 292-505), to comment on those fragments and update their number adding 

the editions of the comic papyri found after 1995. Doing this work, I discussed a lot about 

attributions and authorships: I was able to exclude some papyri from the comica adespota as 

for the fragment 1000* K.-A (P. Louvre Inv. 7172, col. 1-3), which appeared not to be a part of 

a new comedy but more likely a preparation for a school exercise. Sometimes I did confirm an 

attribution by solving problems of characters or plots, like for the 1103 K.-A (P. Oxy. 2658). 

More often the non-attribution remained but I was able to bring new textual elements either 

with new conjectures in the editions or with new readings of the Papyri, like for the 1019 (P. 

Berol 9772) but also new context elements, as for the 1017 (P. Sorb. 72). I will here present my 

findings about some of those papyri. 
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ROBERTA CARLESIMO (Università degli Studi della Basilicata): Il testo di Menandro nell'anti-

chità: verso un riesame critico delle fonti papiracee. 

[Menander’s Tradition: Towards a Critical Review of Papyri Sources] 

The history of Menander’s text transmission remains at present time something singularly puz-

zling for classical philology: the author, unappreciated in his life, seems to have been so popular 

after his death to become a symbol of Greek culture, second only to Homer (Ar. Byz. 9 Slater, 

Men. test. 170 K-A), the model for every kind of composition (Quint. X 1,69; Men. test. 101 

K-A), maximus poetarum according to Seneca’s opinion (De brev. II, 2). This quite unexpected 

popularity, that could not do anything against the Τύχη, increases the mystery of Menander’s 

lost texts. At the end of the eighteenth century, the author survived only in some quotations in 

the indirect tradition. At the same time, the consciousness of the narrow limits, in which the 

knowledge of the poet was constricted, was growing up in philologists and writers, as we can 

clearly note looking to Goethe’s famous regret for Menander’s sad fate. That was when it hap-

pened: in an aprosdoketon so fortuitous as fortunate, a lot of papyrus discoveries abruptly 

started. Now we know that Menander’s direct tradition, prolific of attestations until the II-III 

AD, started to decrease and disappeared finally at the crucial point of the Macedonian Renais-

sance. If at present time the knowledge of Menander’s comedy is so better than anything desir-

able until a century ago, the continuous discoveries, the amount and the variety of them make 

it incoherent and disorganized. It is immediately evident if we consider that 122 are the papyri 

attributed to Menander in MP3, 181 in LDAB. The data are too often partial, sometimes con-

flicting. It makes immediately clear that an organic review could be, if not necessary, doubtless 

desirable and hopeful. The present paper proposal intends to present the preliminary reconnais-

sance and the strict census of Menandrian papyri. On this basis I will consider the chronological 

distribution and the geography of the finds and their bibliographic and codological characteris-

tics; some considerations will be reserved to the different tradition of Menander’s comedies. 

Based on these data, I will propose some preliminary considerations on the real consistency and 

on the evolution of Menander’s direct tradition. 
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Session 3: 15.00-16.30 

Session 3a) Ancient exegesis (Sala 1) 

MARTA FOGAGNOLO (Università di Pisa): Filologia alessandrina e presunte interpolazioni de-

gli ἐνστατικοί. 

[Alexandrian Philology and the Interpolation of the ἐνστατικοί?] 

The analysis of two Homeric scholia (scholl. A Il. XX 269-72a, XXI 130-5a1 [+ T ad l. a2 ]) 

testifies the Aristarchus’ and Aristophanes’ stance on supposed interpolations, ascribed to a 

specific category of ancient scholars, who practiced the zetemata-lyseis exegetic method (vd. 

schol. A Il. XX 269-72a ὑπό τινος τῶν βουλομένων πρόβλημα ποιεῖν, scholl. A Il. XXI 130-

5a1 [+T ad l. a2] ὑπὸ τῶν ἀπορούντων). In the first scholium, the Homeric verses are at the core 

of a discussed zetema, to which the scholiographic tradition offers different solutions: the Ar-

istarchus’ athetesis would eliminate the incompatibility of Il. XX 269-272 with the invulnera-

bility of the Hephaestus’ weapons, while another view would be the traditional one of the 

λυτικοί, that offers a particular interpretation preserving the text. In the second scholium, it was 

Aristophanes of Byzantium who considered Il. XXI 130-135 interpolated and who suggested 

their athetesis, through the evidence of other genuine verses. The Aristarchus’ position, who 

reported the statement in his hypomnema, is in this case less certain and a matter of debate 

among modern scholars. The informations of the two scholia are important, because they 

demonstrate how the zetematic criticism was still alive in the Hellenistic period and continued 

to survive, not being completely replaced by the textual criticism of the great Alexandrian phi-

lologists. These last would indeed have taken it into account (vd. the Aristarchean διπλή πρὸς 

τὸ ζητούμενον, cf. e.g. scholl. A Il. III 65, 380a, IV 138a) and not simply have considered it 

«as a more or less frivolous game» (Pfeiffer 1968, 70). For this reason, we should examine if 

the statements of the Alexandrian philologists about the working method of the ἐνστατικοί (cf. 

Lehrs 1882, 200 n. 122) and λυτικοί actually corresponded to a real exegetical praxis, that of 

manipulating the text with alterations (cf. schol. A Il. X 372a) and even interpolations, in order 

to produce zetemata on which they could exercise their interpretive insight. 
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CAROLE   HOFSTETTER (École pratique des hautes études - Paris): How to Define the Corpus of 

Scholia on the Introduction to Arithmetic? 

 

This treatise which was written by Nicomachus of Gerasa in the 2nd century AD, was used by 

Ammonius (5th cent.AD) at the school of Alexandria to introduce his lectures on philosophy. 

Its text has been regularly read and commented on, at the point of being frequently transmitted 

in the manuscripts with those of commentaries and scholia during the Middle Ages in Byzan-

tium and then in the West during the Renaissance. We will consider the examples of two edi-

tions of seemingly different parts of this corpus, the Anonymi Prolegomena in introductionem 

arithmeticam Nicomachi that Paul Tannery published in the second volume of Diophantus' 

Opera (1895)5, which contains the Pseudoepigrapha and the Testimonia veterum, and secondly 

the Scholia on Nicomachus, that Peter Riedlberger added to his edition of the Enchiridion and 

spurious works of Dominus Larissaeus in 20136. The examination of their respective contents 

will show that both texts are so surprisingly close in places that they seem to derive from the 

same source. We aim to determine the reason why they were attributed to or associated with 

different authors who are not known for having written commentaries to Nicomachus' treatise. 

Lastly, we will compare these texts with a group of anonymous notices and scholia that have 

not yet been edited but are frequently transmitted by the manuscripts containing Nicomachus' 

treatise. Many are identical to certain passages of the Scholia and the Prolegomena, which 

raises two questions. Have these recent editions artificially created texts that do not exist in this 

form by editing a small part of this corpus? Moreover, some of these notices are not linked to 

Nicomachus’ work but to other texts copied in the same manuscripts. What are the conse-

quences of these additions of elements - taken from commentaries - on other treatises for our 

knowledge of the corpus of scholia on the Introduction to Arithmetic?   
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SARA PANTERI (Humboldt Universität Berlin): Eratosthenes' Solution to the Problem of Dou-

bling the Cube: The Issue of the Authenticity of the Letter and the Epigram Reported in Eutoc. 

Sph. Cyl. 88.3-96.27 Heiberg. 

In Ancient Greece the problem of doubling the cube was one of the three main problems in the 

field of higher geometry on which Greek geometers worked over three centuries. The difficulty 

in finding a solution to this problem is due to the fact that the doubling of the cube is not solvable 

by means of ruler and compass. Therefore, Eratosthenes, the famous scholar of Cyrene lived in 

the third century B.C., invented an instrument, the mesolabus, which gave a mechanical (but 

also approximate) solution to the problem. The functioning of this instrument is described by 

two testimonies: Eutocius (Sph. cyl. 88.3-96.27 Heiberg) and Pappus (III 56.18-58.22 Hultsch). 

In particular, the former represents our main source since in the Commentary on Archimedes, 

On the Sphere and Cylinder, II, prop. 1, Eutocius has provided eleven solutions to this problem. 

The tenth is Eratosthenes’ solution and it appears in the form of a letter addressed by Eratos-

thenes himself to Ptolemy III Evergetes. In this letter the mesolabus is described as part of a 

votive monument which Eratosthenes would have dedicated to Ptolemy. The epigram, which is 

said to be carved on the monument, is reported at the end of the letter. The reliability of the 

attribution to Eratosthenes of both the letter and the epigram has been a matter of discussion. 

Some scholars think that they both are genuine; others think that only the letter or the epigram 

can be attributed to Eratosthenes7. In my presentation I intend to: 1. Contextualize the testimony 

of both Eutocius and Pappus; 2. Discuss the opinions of the scholars on the issue of the authen-

ticity; 3. Make some considerations in the light of further studies (on the historical context, the 

literary genre and the textual tradition).
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Session 3b) Authority and Attribution of Rhetorical Works (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 

 

ANTONIO IACOVIELLO (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Wheat or Barley? Pseudepig-

rapha Dinarchea. 

The presence of spuria in the Demosthenic corpus, such as speeches by Hegesippus, Apollodorus 

and various anonymous writers, is a well-known phenomenon. The reason, in relation to political 

speeches, should be sought in the early history of the formation of this corpus, assembled in Athens 

after the death of the orator in order to create an „antimakedonisches Sammelwerk“. Therefore, while 

the political purpose of these insertions can be somehow unfolded, a far more insidious problem is 

the presence of spourious private speeches; four of them – or. 39 Against Boiotos, 40 Against Man-

titheos, 47 Against Euergos and Mnesiboulos, 58 Against Theokrines – are ascribed by ancient critics 

to Dinarchus, the κρίθινος Δημοσθένης („Demosthenes of barley“), of whose production only three 

orations survive. Our main source for the debate about the authenticity of the Dinarchean corpus in 

antiquity is the valuable erudite treatise by Dionysus of Halicarnassus De Dinarcho, which argues 

the genuineness of the speeches accessible to the ancient scholar – it was a sensed problem, since 

Dinarchus’ speeches were often assigned to other contemporary orators:  to Aristogeiton, to Stratokles 

and Kallikrates. and lastly to Demosthenes himself. The aim of this paper is to give a full survey of 

all the cases of pseudepigraphy which affect Dinarchus’ fragmentary production, and then to shed 

light on the ancient controversy about the authenticity of some Dinarchean speeches through the anal-

ysis of the sources concerning the main protagonists of this debate: Callimachus, the so called Per-

gamene grammarian and Demetrius of Magnesia; thus, to clarify the criteria which pushed into the 

insertion of these works in the Demosthenic corpus: sometimes the reason remains obscure, but in 

some cases we can guess it was determined by a will to include speeches that were consistent to the 

rest of the production of Demosthenes, both from the historical and stylistic point of view. 
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NICOLA CORBISIERO (Alma Mater Studiorum - Università di Bologna): La tradizione testuale di Mo-

lone: una discussione sulle scelte di Felix Jacoby. 
 

[Molon’s Textual Tradition: A Discussion upon F. Jacoby’s Choices] 

One of the most interesting aspects of the case “Molon” in terms of authorship is the decision of 

Jacoby include among the fragments of Molon's works some texts that do not derive plainly from his 

works. Jacoby inserts Apollonius Molon among his historians, and edits five fragments, namely Eu-

sebius, Praeparatio Evangelica IX,19,1; Josephus Flavius, Contra Apionem II 15-16. 148. 258; Scho-

lia in Aristophanem, Nubes 144c. In this paper I will argue that Jacoby’s position deserves at least to 

be re-discussed: I observed for instance that while the first two sources can be indeed referring to a 

historical work – specifically to a monograph about Jews –, the last one is from a pamphlet Contra 

philosophos. Moreover Eusebius’ source mentions Alexander Polyistor, but not directly Molon; we 

can consider Praeparatio Evangelica IX 19,1 a direct quotation of Alexander, but not necessarily of 

Molon. Hence the question: can we consider this section of Praep. Ev. actual authorial “tradition” for 

Apollonius Molon? As for the third source, Flavius, it is more complex to de termine which infor-

mation can be considered textual tradition: Flavius rarely names Molon, he takes only short references 

to those anti-semitic slanders that Apion found in Molon's works, but also in Posidonius’ and Lysim-

achus’. Therefore: can we really consider this kind of quotations, “tradition”? If we did, we should 

discuss the relevance of other loci of Contra Apionem, i.e. II 79. 145. 236, in which are questioning 

other charges attributed to Molon and Lysimachus or Posidonius against the Jews. Lastly, the frag-

ment in the scholion is even more interesting. First of all, regardless of the quotation, the textual 

situation is complex per se. Surely the direct source of the scholion is a grammatical text, not the 

work itself although it surely is a paraphrase of the original, even if in an indirect form. We cannot 

hypothesise a tradition of Apophthegmata, in this case, as perhaps for Diog. Laert. III 34 where there’s 

however only a reference to Molon as author. Thus, one problem links all the above mentioned: what 

kind of source do we have here? Oral or written? Authorial or not? In this case the difference is 

significant, because we are questioning the Greek, rather than simply a translation or a paraphrasis. 

Therefore this paper aims to illustrate Molon’s textual tradition as conceived by Jacoby, to discuss 

his selection, trying to define what in each fragment can be assumed as “tradition”: consequently w’'ll 

consider relevant problems of authenticity and authorship that this kind of indirect tradition provides 

us. Finally, it will be interesting to analyze and discuss Jacoby's ideas about authorship, starting from 

his interpretation of his text of Molon's works, and comparing others similar cases in FGrHist. 
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PIETRO ZACCARIA (Katholieke Universiteit Leuven): Distinguishing Homonymous Writers, Detecting 

Spurious Works: Demetrios of Magnesia’s On poets and Authors of the Same Name. 

Hellenistic scholarship, as well as modern scholars, was confronted with a serious problem: the ex-

istence of authors with the same name. That homonymies can make the identification of writers and 

the attribution of literary works very problematic, is clear to everyone. In the Greek world, however, 

the problem was even bigger because many personal names were common and there were no family 

names. The most important ancient work dealing with this issue was the treatise On Poets and Authors 

of the Same Name by the first-century BC scholar Demetrios of Magnesia. Although this work was 

not preserved through medieval transmission, its 30 extant fragments (of which I am currently pre-

paring a critical edition for the series Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker Continued) tell us 

much about the criteria which Demetrios followed in distinguishing homonymous writers and attrib-

uting literary works. In order to separate authentic from spurious works, in particular, he followed 

not only stylistic but also linguistic and historical criteria. He was thus able to reject the authenticity 

of the Xenophontean Constitution of the Athenians, the Dinarchean speech Against Demosthenes, and 

a letter of Epimenides to Solon. In doing so, he did not merely follow the pinacographical traditions 

of Alexandria and Pergamon, but seems to have anticipated his younger contemporary Dionysios of 

Halikarnassos, the supposed “founder of pseudepigraphic criticism” (Untersteiner). However, Deme-

trios’ importance as a literary critic has mainly passed unnoticed because there is no complete edition 

of his fragments. The old edition by Scheurleer (1858) was indeed condemned as “wertlos” by 

Schwartz, while the one by Mejer was only meant as a preliminary work. The aim of this paper is to 

provide the first overall analysis and interpretation of the method Demetrios followed when distin-

guishing homonymous writers and determining or else rejecting the authenticity of literary works.  
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Session 4: 17.00-18.30 

Session 4a) Authenticity and Authority in Philosophy (Sala 1) 

ANDREEA ȘTEFAN (National History Museum of Romania): Philosophers Don’t Write: The Signifi-

cance of Arrian’s Letter to Lucius Gellius in the Introduction to the Logoi of Epictetus. 

Apparently famous against his will in his own lifetime and still popular nowadays thanks to his writ-

ings, the stoic philosopher Epictetus is paradoxically an author who hasn’t written a single line. While 

paperback editions present reassuringly the author’s name on the cover, sometimes even illustrate it 

with a visually suggestive image that reinforces the author’s position (as it is the case of the 1995 

Dent edition published in Everyman's Library collection that has an ancient scribe on the cover), 

critical editions tend to omit the field containing the name of the author. This ambiguity originated in 

the letter-preface to the Dissertationes or Logoi, signed by Arrian. There, Arrian states that the Logoi 

are his private notes written down during his time along with Epictetus. However, the letter is highly 

rhetorical and, as a consequence, modern philology has constantly struggled to establish the degree 

of authorship of Epictetus and /or Arrian. In this paper I approach the issue of authorship from the 

angle of the Socratic tradition. In fact, Epictetus was not the first philosopher to prefer the oral practice 

to the written one. His position towards writing is best understood when he is integrated into a series 

of thinkers of Socratic affiliation who, regardless of how educated they were (see the illustrious case 

Epictetus’ teacher, Musonius Rufus), would not write their philosophic teaching. My assumption is 

that behind this option there is the archaic tension between oral and written, as the most appropriate 

way to transmit knowledge. This archaic tension gets new clothes when it is put in service of Socrates’ 

new approach of moral teaching. The Logoi are examined through the relationship established be-

tween written and oral practices.  
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SOLMENG-JONAS HIRSCHI (University of Oxford): Epicurean Authenticity: The Interplay between 

Textual and Authorial Authority. 

Authority often relies on one's explicit or implicit claims of pedigree which postulate an already au-

thoritative origin (e.g. an author or a myth), thereby eventually warranting the authenticity and valid-

ity of the very claims. Whether such self-reproducing constructions are historically "true" is second-

ary, since possibly instrumentalised beliefs rather than "actual facts" will constitute the matrix of 

identification and power. How does that apply to Epicureanism at a time without copyrights and with 

different criteria for assessing authenticity? Following ancient critiques, the Garden has long been 

considered as a monolithic, doctrineoriented, almost sectarian philosophical school. Although such a 

vision is gradually collapsing as current research (spearheaded by T. Dorandi, M. Erler, J. Heßler, T. 

O'Keefe or D. Sedley amongst others) shows the flexibility admitted and practised by Epicurus and 

his followers, much work remains to be done to frame it properly. A major problem we face today 

when assessing the type and extent of loyalty to their master exhibited by Epicureans is the small 

number of Epicurus' texts available to us to make reliable cross-comparisons. Notwithstanding, and 

perhaps more importantly, we should first address the perceived authenticity of those texts in order 

to understand their authoritative and normative power. Indeed, the lense of ancient perspectives (and 

agendas) could enable us to understand better what constituted the boundaries and standards of Epi-

cureanism then, allowing us to work out what was the exent and nature of the leeway later authors 

had in both interpretation and practice when adapting the master's doctrine. My presentation will thus 

survey ancient positions on the authenticity and authority of Epicurus' texts. The results shall provide 

insights into the interplay between authenticity and authority in the reception of Epicurus' texts and 

doctrine until Diogenes of Oenoanda. It will thereby reframe the importance of textuality and alle-

giance in the Garden and offer a case study for the building and functioning of identity and authority 

in ancient philosophy.  
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FEDERICA NICOLARDI (Università di Napoli “Federico II”, Universität zu Köln): Oltre l’errore dello 

scriba: indizi sulla storia del testo del I libro De rhetorica di Filodemo di Gadara. 

[Beyond the Scribal Error: Clues on the History of the Text of Philodemus, On Rhetoric, Book I] 

The library of the Villa dei Papiri in Herculaneum is an unicum, not only because it is the only sur-

viving library of the Antiquity, but also because it preserves different editions of the same works, 

presenting their different redactional stages. In 1983, in his palaeographical study on the Greek 

bookrolls from Herculaneum, Guglielmo Cavallo listed PHerc. 1427 (the interior part – the socalled 

midollo – of Philodemus’ On rhetoric Book 1) among the definitive copies preserved in the Villa, 

because of its quite formal and elegant handwriting. In 1995 Daniel Delattre read in the subscriptio 

of this papyrus the discussed term ὑποµνηµατικόν, which can be read in the subscriptiones to other 

rolls too and seems to refer to provisional copies. During the study of the text of this roll I detected a 

large number of corrections, more than 40 various interventions in the 10 columns of the midollo 

(PHerc. 1427). The handwriting, the typology of these interventions and the different ways of cor-

recting the text led me to distinguish between corrections made by the main scribe and corrections 

made by a revisor of the text. The detailed analysis of each correction, and in particular of the first 

group, has been particularly interesting for the reconstruction of the history of the text: among the 

corrections made by the main scribe I was able to detect many corrections in scribendo and complex 

interventions, which reveal the intention of improving the text and its style and cannot be ascribed to 

the wish or the consciousness of the scribe. Therefore the aim of the presentation is to show how 

Philodemus’ authoriality can occasionally emerge from the corrections in PHerc. 1427.  
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Session 4b) The Personality of the Author between Philosophy and Religion (Sala 

Carlo De Trizio) 

JONATHAN GRIFFITHS (University of St. Andrews): Over-authorising Aristotle: 5 Chapters of Aristo-

telian Cosmology in Philo’s On the Indestructibility of the World (5.20-24). 

In my proposed presentation I will reopen a contested case of philosophical authorship, namely the 

attribution of 5 chapters from Philo of Alexandria’s first-century treatise On the Indestructibility of 

the World (5.20-24) to the fragmentarily reconstructed work of Aristotle, On Philosophy (fr. 19A 

Ross8).

Whilst the Aristotelian attribution of these chapters has been largely accepted since their inclusion in 

Ross’ OCT: Aristotelis Fragmenta Selecta (ed. 1955), I will argue on both literary and philosophical 

grounds that they are insufficiently proven to go back to any original work of Aristotle, but are better 

understood as a recycled and heavily conflated amalgamation of post-Aristotelian, albeit recognisably 

Aristotelian, doctrine mixed with Philo’s own inserted comments. The text standardly designated as 

Aristotle, On Philosophy fr. 19A offers a general cosmological refutation of the world’s physical 

destructibility by both internal and external means. Yet no parallel to this view is found in any of 

Aristotle’s other cosmological writings (e.g. De Caelo, esp. 1.10-12 on the world’s generability and 

destructibility, where such an argument might be expected to be found). Moreover, whereas Philo 

usually glosses the authority of Aristotle in OIW (e.g. chs. 15-16), he does not do so here – a contra-

vention of standard practice. Thirdly, the attribution of other parts of Philo’s treatise to Aristotle have 

been invoked in support of this attribution, but these themselves lack conclusive support and have 

been made arbitrarily (cf. OIW 6.28-34 = On Philosophy, fr. 19B; but OIW 5.25-27, a section which 

follows 5.20-24 = fr. 19A, is not recorded as an Aristotelian fragment by Ross et al.). By challenging 

the inadequate reasoning of this attribution, I wish to reflect more broadly on the importance of dis-

tinguishing authorship (Aristotle) from authority (Aristotelianism) in our handling of ancient philo-

sophical texts.  

Text 

[20] ἅπασι τοῖς φθορὰν ἐνδεχομένοις αἰτίαι 

διτταὶ τῆς ἀπωλείας, ἡ μὲν ἐντός, ἡ δὲ ἑκτός, 

προϋπόκεινται· σίδηρον γοῦν καὶ χαλκὸν καὶ 

τὰς τοιουτοτρόπους οὐσίας εὓροις ἄν 

ἀφανιζομένας ἐξ ἑαυτῶν μέν, ὅταν ἑρπηνώδους 

νοσήματος τρόπον ἰὸς ἐπιδραμὼν διαφάγῃ, πρὸς 

δὲ τῶν ἐκτός, ὅταν ἐμπιπραμένης οἰκίας ἤ 

πόλεως συναναφλεχθεῖσθαι τῇ πυρὸς βιαίῳ ῥιπῇ 

διαλυθῶσιν· ὁμοιοτρόπως δὲ καὶ ζῴοις 

ἐπιγίνεται τελευτὴ νοσήσασι μὲν ἐξ ἑαυτῶν, ὑπὸ 

δὲ τῶν ἐκτὸς σφαττομένοις ἤ καταλευομένοις ἤ 

ἐμπιπραμένοις ἤ θάνατον οὐ καθαρὸν τὸν δι᾽ 

ἀγχόνης ὑπομένουσιν.  

[20] To all things which admit of destruction, 

two causes of perishing have been set down, the 

one internal, the other external. Iron, bronze and 

suchlike substances you will find being de-

stroyed from within when rust invades and de-

vours them like a creeping disease, and from 

without when a house or a city is set on fire and 

they catch fire from it and are destroyed by the 

fierce rush of flame; and similarly death comes 

to living beings from themselves when they fall 

sick, and from outside when they have their 

throats cut or are stoned or burned to death or 

suffer the unclean death by hanging. 

                                                           
8 I reproduce a text with my own English translation in an Appendix following this abstract. 
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[21] εἰ δὴ φθείρεται καὶ κόσμος, ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἤτοι 

ὐπό τινος τῶν ἐκτος ἤ πρός τινος τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ 

διαφθαρήσεται δυνάμεων· ἀμήχανον δ᾽ 

ἑκάτερον· ἐκτὸς μὲν γὰρ οὐδέν ἐστι τοῦ κόσμου, 

πάντων εἰς τὴν συμπλήρωσιν αὐτοῦ 

συνερανισθέντων· οὕτως γὰρ εἷς τε ἔσται καὶ 

ὅλος καὶ ἀγήρως, εἷς μὲν διὰ τὸ ἀπολειφθέντων 

τινῶν ἕτερον ἄν τῷ νῦν ὄντι γενέσθαι ὅμοιον, 

ὅλος δὲ ἕνεκα τοῦ σύνπασαν τὴν οὐσίαν εἰς 

αὐτὸν ἐξανηλῶσθαι, ἀγήρως δὲ καὶ ἄνοσος, 

ἐπειδὴ τὰ νόσοις καὶ γὴρᾳ σώματα ἁλωτά 

θερμότησι καὶ ψύξεσι καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις 

ἐναντιότησι προσεμπιπτούσαις ἔξωθεν ἰσχυρῶς 

ἀνατρέπεται, ὧν οὐδεμία δύναμις ἀποδρᾶσα 

κυκλοῦται καὶ ἐπιτίθεται, πασῶν, μηδενὸς 

ἀποστατοῦντος μέρους, ὁλοκλήρων 

ἐγκατειλημμένων εἴσω. εἰ δ᾽ ἄρα τί ἐστιν ἐκτὸς, 

πάντως ἄν εἴη κενόν, ἡ ἀπαθὴς φύσις, ἥν 

ἁδύνατον παθεῖν τι ἤ δρᾶσαι.  

[21] If the world, too, is destroyed, it must be 

either by something outside or by one of the 

powers in itself. Now each [sc. of these possibil-

ities] is impossible. For there is nothing outside 

the world, since all things have joined in con-

tributing to its being filled up. For so it will be 

one, whole and not subject to old age: one, be-

cause only if something had been left out of its 

composition would there be another world like 

the present world; whole, because the whole of 

being has been expended on it; and not subject 

to old age and disease, because bodies caught by 

disease and old age are destroyed by heat and 

cold and other contrary forces with which they 

are violently assaulted from outside, and of 

which no force can escape and circle round and 

attack the world, since all without exception are 

entirely enclosed within it. If there is anything 

outside, it must be a complete void or an impas-

sive nature which cannot suffer or do anything. 

[22] καὶ μην οὐδὲ ὑπό τινος αἰτίας διαλυθήσεται 

τῶν ἐντὸς αὐτοῦ· πρῶτον μέν, ἐπειδὴ τοῦ ὅλου 

τὸ μέρος καὶ μεῖζον ἔσται καὶ κραταιότερον, 

ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἀτοπώτατον· ὁ γὰρ κόσμος 

ἀνυπερβλήτῳ κράτει χρώμενος ἄγει τὰ πάντα 

μέρη, πρὸς μηδενὸς αὐτῶν ἀγόμενος· ἔπειτα 

διότι διττῶν οὐσῶν φθορᾶς αἰτιῶν, τῆς μὲν 

ἐντὸς τῆς δὲ ἐκτός, ἅ τὴν ἑτέραν οἷά τε 

ὑπομένειν, δεκτικὰ καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας ἐστὶ πάντως.  

[22] Nor again will the world be destroyed by 

anything within it – firstly because the part 

would then be both greater and more powerful 

than the whole, which is the most incredible of 

all things; for the world, wielding unsurpassable 

power, directs all its parts and is directed by 

none; secondly because, there being two causes 

of destruction, one within and one without, 

things that can suffer the one are necessarily sus-

ceptible to the other. 

[23] σημεῖον δέ· βοῦς καὶ ἵππος καὶ ἄνθρωπος 

καὶ τὰ παραπλήσια ζῷα, διότι πέφυκεν 

ἀναιρεῖσθαι ὑπὸ σιδήρου, καὶ νόσῳ τελευτήσει· 

χαλεπὸν γὰρ μᾶλλον δὲ ἀδύνατον εὑρεῖν, ὅ τι 

τὴν ἔξωθεν αἰτίαν πεφυκὸς ὑπομένειν τῆς 

φθορᾶς ἄδεκτον ἔσται κατὰ τὸ παντελὲς τῆς 

ἔνδοθεν.  

[23] The evidence? Ox and horse and man and 

such-like animals, because they can be de-

stroyed by iron, will also perish by disease. For 

it is hard, nay impossible, to find anything that 

is fitted to be subject to the external cause of de-

struction and entirely insusceptible to the inter-

nal. 

[24] ἐπειδὴ τοίνυν ὑπ᾽ οὐδενὸς τῶν ἐκτὸς 

φθαρησόμενος ἐδείχθη ὁ κόσμος, τῷ μηδὲν ἔξω 

καταλελεῖφθαι πάντως, οὐδ᾽ ὑπό τινος τῶν ἐν 

αὐτῷ, διὰ τὴν προεπιλογισθεῖσαν ἀπόδειξιν, 

[24] Since, then, it was shown that the world will 

not be destroyed by anything from without, be-

cause absolutely nothing has been left outside, 

neither will it be destroyed by anything within, 

because of the preceding argument to the effect 
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καθ᾽ ἥν τὸ ἁλωτὸν τῇ ἑτέρᾳ τῶν αἰτιῶν καὶ τὴν 

ἑτέραν ἐπεφῦκει δέχεσθαι. 

that that which is susceptible to the one cause is 

also susceptible to the other. 

[25] μαρτύρια δὲ καὶ τὰ ἐν Τιμαίῳ περὶ τοῦ τὸν 

κόσμον ἄνοσον εἶναι καὶ μὴ φθαρησόμενον 

τάδε· 

Quotation of Timaeus 32c6-33a9 

[25] In the Timaeus too there is also the follow-

ing witness of the fact that the world is not sub-

ject to disease and that it will not be destroyed:  

Quotation of Timaeus 32c6-33a9 

[27] τοῦτο μὲν δὴ παρὰ Πλάτωνος πρὸς τὴν 

ἀφθαρσίαν τοῦ κόσμου μαρτύριον εἰλήφθω, τὸ 

δ᾽ ἀγένητον παρὰ τῆς φυσικῆς ἀκολουθίας· 

[27] We may take this as the witness from Plato 

in favour of the indestructibility of the world; 

the fact that it [sc. the world] is ungenerated fol-

lows from the natural law of consequences. 
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ALEXANDRA MADELA (Trinity College Dublin): The Mysterious Author of Orphic Argonautica. 

The Orphic Argonautica is a late Greek epic written by an anonymous author under the name of 

Orpheus, which creates various problems for scholars studying that poem, problems that I would like 

to explore in my presentation. On the one hand, it is impossible to determine a precise date of com-

position, since it is wholly set in the mythical period of the Argonautic journey. Only a careful study 

of the author’s diction allows us to place it within the long period of late antiquity. Scholars of inter-

textuality especially are frustrated by the fact that the poem cannot be dated, since they cannot place 

it within the complex web of allusion that pervades all antique poetry. There is a long-standing debate 

on whether we should date the author of the Orphic Argonautica before or after Nonnus of Panopolis, 

the most influential composer of epic poetry in late antiquity. Unfortunately, it seems like this ques-

tion will never be solved, for the only arguments that can be used are verbal similarities; it can never 

be said with certainty which author is alluding to whom.  On the other hand, the alleged authorship 

of Orpheus is not without complications, either. For the Orphic Argonautica is an epic story about 

the voyage of the Argonauts told from the perspective of Orpheus, very different from the sort of 

poetry that usually goes under the name of “Orpheus”. “Orpheus” is associated with mystic poetry, 

for example Theogonies on the nature of the gods. I would like to explore, therefore, how a late epic 

can fit into the oeuvre of “Orpheus”, which encompasses poetry dating to the earliest period of Greek 

literature. I will investigate how the poet of the Orphic Argonautica attempts to forge links with that 

earlier poetry, but also how he deviates from it. This mysterious poem has been too long neglected in 

Classical scholarship, and its mysteries deserve to be explored. 
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ANNA LUCIA FURLAN (King's College London): The Author of the Pseudo-Orphic Hieros Logos: Lit-

erary Considerations on the Authorship of a Hellenistic Jewish Imitation of an Orphic Ἱερὸς Λόγος. 

This paper analyses the theme of authorship and authenticity which emerges from a poem written in 

Greek known as Hieros Logos / Testament of Orpheus, composed by a Jew during Hellenistic Judaism 

around the II century BCE in Alexandria of Egypt. The text appears to be a Jewish imitation of an 

Orphic Ἱερὸς Λόγος where the legendary singer Orpheus professes conversion to the one God of the 

Old Testament and paganism is traced back to the ancient Jewish wisdom. The text is known in two 

versions, both ascribable to one single (lost and anonymous) common source. The first, shorter one 

(26 verses) is reported among others by pseudo-Justin’s De Monarchia and Cohortatio ad Graecos, 

and Clement of Alexandria’s Protrepticus and Stromata. The second, expanded longer version (41 

verses) is contained in the 4th fragment of the Hellenistic Jewish philosopher Aristoboulus of Alex-

andria, quoted among others by Eusebius in the Praeparatio Evangelica. The focus of this paper will 

be on this second version quoted by Aristoboulus close in time and space to the lost original version 

of the text. The analysis will focus on the literary and cultural characteristics of this poem, drawing 

attention on the different authorship issues and authorial features which emerge from the varied ter-

minology of the Greek text. Indeed, it is possible to identify and analyse three different ‘authorial’ 

levels. The first (and oldest) is represented by the original text of the Hieros Logos composed-as we 

have mentioned by an anonymous Jewish philosopher and poet. The second one is constituted by the 

version of Aristoboulus who chose to quote it in the so called ‘fragment 4’, modifying it also accord-

ing to his philosophical tendencies. A brief discussion of the authenticity of this ‘fragment 4’ will 

also be fundamental to the aim of this paper. Lastly, the third and most recent level is represented by 

Eusebius who quotes Aristoboulus’ version (with some alterations) in order to give value to the an-

tiquity and superiority of the Jewish religion, of which Christianity was thought to be the completion. 

An in-depth analysis of the diverse terms and quotations, derived both from Biblical and Greek 

sources, will help cast light on the literary relevance of this peculiar Hieros Logos. 
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Friday, 27th October: 

Session 5: 10.00-11.30 

Session 5a) Authorship between Science and Philosophy (Sala 1) 

ANNA USACHEVA (Accademia di Danimarca - Roma): The Linguistic Theories of Late Antiquity Lost 

in Attribution: a Witness of Origen. 

Although the issue of the origin of human language debated by the Hellenic philosophers and Chris-

tian theologians has attracted considerable interest in contemporary scholarship, certain nebulousness 

still surrounds the history of this debate. A long tradition of debating the issue and re-interpreting the 

relevant authoritative texts, which run through the whole classical and late antiquity, rendered it al-

most impossible to establish a standard classification of the disputant parties. To give a thematic 

example of the state of affairs: the attribution, preserved in works of Origen of certain theories of the 

origin of language to Aristotle, Epicurus and the Stoics, is clearly misguiding. A contemporary schol-

arly loose identification of three main approaches to the nature of language (conventional, natural and 

scientific) supported by Daniélou, Dillon fails to describe the nuances and complexities of the lin-

guistic theory in Late Antiquity. In my presentation I attempt to sketch the interplay of late antique 

linguistics taking Origen's language conceptions as a case example for my study. 

Keywords: 

Origen, the voces magicae concept, the Stoic linguistic, the question of the correctness of names, nomina Barbara. 
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MICHELE SOLITARIO (Georg-August Universität Göttingen): Autorialità e autorevolezza negli scritti 

autobibliografici di Galeno. 

[Galen’s Authorship and (Self-)authorial Philology] 

This paper aims to examine the way Galen tries to protect his large production against any kind of 

threat looming on it. With regard to that, the author writes two short pamphlets, De libris propriis 

and De ordine librorum suorum, where he states the authenticity of his corpus, which is one of the 

most extensive in the ancient Greek literature. Galen recognizes the necessity for a philological care 

of his numerous works in order to preserve them from any misleading attribution to other authors. He 

narrates that during one of his stays in Rome he heard by chance a discussion in the book-market. 

That discussion was about a text wrongly ascribed to him, whose reproduction would provide a con-

spicuous earning for the bookseller9. It is also worth mentioning that the fame of Galen had inevitable 

repercussions at his time, since some of his conference or lecture materials had been used inappro-

priately to put together books under his own name. Thus, the author takes position against this kind 

of texts10, which he neither entitled as an accomplished work (χωρὶς ἐπιγραφῆς) nor intended to pub-

lish at all (οὐδὲν πρὸς ἔκδοσιν). This is also the reason for which he writes a list that includes all his 

authentic works and rejects all spuria which were comprised in his production. Galen does not pro-

vide us with any official edition of his writings. However, he gives several instructions in order to 

differentiate his works from any kind of fake books. In virtue of his great and considerable philolog-

ical expertise, he is able to apply it efficiently not only in the critical studies to Hippocrates’ produc-

tion but also in the systematic attention given to his broad corpus.  

  

                                                           
9 De libr. propr. praef. XIX, 8 Kühn = II, 91 Müller. 
10 Ibid. XIX, 10 Kühn = II, 92 Müller. 
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IULIANA SOFICARU (Central European University): When Experience Meets Tradition: Authorship, 

Transmission of Knowledge in Alexander of Tralles’ Treatise On Fevers. 

Late antique medical compilations have started recently to receive more attention from scholars who 

are focusing not only on medical history, but also on literary or social history. Despite this increased 

interest the state of research remains up to now at the incipient stages. Late antique medical writing 

is slowly starting to be reconsidered and topics like audience, intentionality, patient’s agency, transfer 

of knowledge, or authorial presence are being brought forward. One of the authors not yet sufficiently 

explored is Alexander of Tralles, a sixth century physician, coming from a well-known family in Asia 

Minor. This paper examines the tension between tradition and experience as a way of constructing 

medical authorial presence in the intellectual landscape of the sixth century. The source examined, 

namely Alexander of Tralles’ Treatise on Fevers shows that late antique medical compilations do 

more than preserve ancient medical knowledge and are more than medical archives. I will examine 

the ways in which Alexander of Tralles incorporated medical tradition (mainly Hippocrates and Ga-

len), personal experience, the social context or the availability of drugs in his therapeutics of fevers.  

In the second part of the paper, I would like to put the author back into his context and touch upon 

issues like teaching or more general pathological landscape of the sixth century. More broadly, this 

paper suggests that medical compilers in general, and Alexander of Tralles, in particular, could bring 

forward the challenges faced by late antique authors, from selecting the sources of their treatises to 

teaching or the actual practice of medicine. I argue that medical compilations represent a rich and 

predominantly unmined source of information for the late antique social and literary history. 
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Session 5b) Authorship and Ecclesiastic Authority (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 

MAURITS DE LEEUW (Eberhard Karls Universität Tübingen): Authenticity and Episcopal Power: The 

Life of St. Porphyry of Gaza. 

From the 16th century until the present day, the authenticity of the Life of St. Porphyry of Gaza (VP 

hereafter) has been the subject of scholarly debate11. The VP has often been considered an authentic 

source for provincial as well as imperial politics concerning the propagation of Christianity in the 

Eastern Roman empire12. On the other hand, scholars have warned against the use of the VP as an 

authentic source by pointing at the many problematic discrepancies with other sources that the text 

includes13. While these studies tend to focus on matters of linguistics, chronology and prosopography 

when evaluating the date and context of the Life, this paper rather investigates social interactions of 

power and influence as portrayed in the VP in order to assess the question of the text’s authenticity. 

The VP vividly recounts Porphyry’s labors to promote Christianity and combat paganism in Gaza 

during his episcopate (395-420), which culminated in the destruction of the city’s main pagan temple 

and the subsequent construction of a church in its place. A considerable part of the narrative is devoted 

to the bishop’s lobbying for imperial approval and support at the court of Arcadius. An analysis of 

this part of the VP’s narrative based on the Power/Interaction Model of Interpersonal Influence14 

allows for a systematic examination of processes of interpersonal influence. The representation of 

these processes of exercising influence on the emperor in the VP can then be compared to such pro-

cesses in other relevant sources of less controversial authenticity, such as sources on Arcadius’ court 

and the Lives of other ‚holy men‘. In doing so, the model offers ways to contextualize Porphyry’s 

contacts with the imperial court and thus provides new arguments for the discussion of the VP’s 

authenticity. 

  

                                                           
11 The text has enjoyed a surge of scholarly interest in the last years, as new translations in French and German have been 

published: A. Lamparidi, La conversion de Gaza au christianisme. La Vie de S. Porphyre. (Brussels 2016) provides a 

new edition of the Greek text, with introduction, translation and commentary. A few years earlier, a Greek-German edition 

with introduction was published, for which the 1930 edition of the text was used; see A. Hübner, Marcus Diaconus. Vita 

sancti Porphyrii. Leben des heiligen Porphyrius (Freibourg im Breisgau 2013) and, for the older edition of the text, H. 

Grégoire and M. A. Kugener, Marc le Diacre. Vie de Porphyre, évêque de Gaza. Texte établi, traduit et commenté (Paris 

1930). 
12 F. R. Trombley, Hellenic Religion and Christianization c. 370-529 (Leiden 1993) vol. 1 p. 168-245 has argued fervently 

in favor of the Greek text's authenticity; he has found support recently in R. Teja, ‘La Vida de Porfirio de Gaza de Marco 

el Diácono: ¿Hagiografia histórica o inveción hagiográfica?’ in P. Blaudeau and P. Van Nuffelen eds. L’historiographie 

tardo-antique et la tramission des savoirs (Berlin 2015) and in G. Sfameni Gasparro,’Porfirio di Gaza, un “uomo santo” 

fra pagani, eretici e maghi: modelli retorici di propaganda religiosa e realtà storica’ in M. Monaca ed., Problemi di storia 

religiosa del mondo tardoantico. Tra mantica e magica (Cosenza 2009). 
13 So, e.g., Hübner (2013) p. 33, 86 and 94; A. Busine ‘From Stones to Myth: Temple Destruction and Civic Identity in 

the Late Antique Roman East’ in Journal of Late Antiquity 6.2 (2013) p. 325-46 and T. D. Barnes, Early Christian Hag-

iography and Roman History (Tübingen 2010) p. 281-3. 
14 This model was developed by sociologist Bertram Raven from the 1990s onwards: B. H. Raven, ‘The Bases of Power 

and the Power/Interaction Model of Interpersonal Influence’ in Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy 8.1 (2008) p. 

1-22 is the most recent publication, with references to further literature. 
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DIEGO R. FITTIPALDI (Universität zu Köln): How a Rule Became Viral: The Typikon of Mâr Saba as 

Liturgical Authority in the 13th and 14th c. 

In our days, when a video on the social media can be seen by million of people just some seconds 

after its release, is almost unavoidable to talk about “viral” without thinking that it belongs to some 

of the patterns that contribute to create spontaneous authorship and authority related to it. If you post 

a video and it becomes viral means that a lot of people are willing to hear or to see what you have to 

say and show. In the medieval Near East, incredible but real, a liturgical rule has had this kind of 

success too. The so called Typikon of Mâr Saba came to be from the synthetic liturgical rule of a 

provincial monastery in historical Palestine to the most known and, finally, the only partly still in use 

liturgical rule of the Orthodox churches, and not just of the Greek one. The 13th and 14th centuries 

were crucial for the process that ended with the predominant adoption of the liturgical rule of Mâr 

Saba Monastery all around the Byzantine Empire (and the different States that derivated from it after 

the 4th Crusade) as well as by different orthodox communities such as the Slavs, the Georgians, the 

Syrians etc. In this specific period of the Byzantine history, this liturgical text was on his way to 

become the predominant liturgical rule in the Orthodox monastic communities and cathedrals, albeit 

under another name. The matter of authority and authorship in the history of the oriental liturgies, 

among them the so-called Byzantine liturgy, has not been until now properly researched and it will 

not be this the occasion to do it thoroughly. My contribution with this paper will be just a short glance 

at a complicated research subject from the corner of the subject of my PhD thesis. 
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GIANMARIO CATTANEO (Università di Firenze): Niccolò Perotti's Refutatio Deliramentorum Georgii 

Trapezuntii Cretensis and the Concept of Authorship in Bessarion's Circle. 

In the last decades, scholars as John Monfasani have proved that the most famous treatise bt Cardinal 

Bessarion (1408-1472), i.e. the In calumniatorem Platonis, was not totally written and reviewed by 

the Cardinal himself, but was the result of the collaboration between the members of his cultural 

circle: for example, the first draft of the Greek version was revised by Theodore Gaza; the Latin text 

was first corrected by Giovan Andrea Bussi and then by Niccolò Perotti; the third book of the final 

version was largely copied from a treatise written by Giovanni Gatti. Now, we can say the same about 

a work that was written by Perotti soon after the publication of the ICP, the Refutatio deliramentorum 

Georgii Trapezuntii Cretensis. In fact, at the end of 1469, Domizio Calderini wrote a long letter to 

the bishop of Treviso Francesco Barozzi, in which he confutes an essay composed by George of 

Trebizond against the ICP, the so-called Annotationes. The refutation of the Annotationes written by 

Calderini was copied and augmented by Perotti and became the first part of his Refutatio, which, at 

its first redactional stage, still appears as an anonymous work. But, when Perotti decided to give to 

Bessarion a copy of the Refutatio, he resolved to ascribe the whole essay to himself. During my 

researches, I was also able to find in the Refutatio some contributions of another member of Bes-

sarion’s circle, the theologian Giorgio Benigno Salviati, who was the first to write a treatise, now lost, 

against George of Trebizond’s Annotationes. In my paper, I will discuss the question of authorship 

concerning the Refutatio and the different redactional stages the Refutatio encompassed from 

Calderini’s Epistola onwards, and I will show why the Refutatio cannot be considered the product of 

a single person, but of the whole Bessarion’s familia, and how blurred the concepts of author and 

authorship were inside the Academia Bessarionis.  

Bibliography: 

J. De Keyser, Perotti and Friends: Generating Rave Reviews for Bessarion’s In Calumniatorem Platonis, «IMU» 52 

(2011), pp. 103-137.  

E. Del Soldato, Platone, Aristotele e il Cardinale: il De natura et arte di Bessarione, «Rinascimento», s. 2, 48 (2008), 

pp. 61-79.  

J. Dunston, Studies in Domizio Calderini, «IMU» 11 (1968), pp. 71-150.  

L. Labowsky, An autograph of Niccolò Perotti in the Biblioteca Marciana, «Medieval and Renaissance Studies» 6 (1968), 

pp. 199-205  

L. Labowsky, Bessarion’s Library and the Biblioteca Marciana: Six Early Inventories, Roma, Edizioni di Storia e Lette-

ratura, 1979.  

F. Lazzarin, Domizio Calderini e Giorgio Trapezunzio nella disputa quattrocentesca tra Platonici e Aristotelici, «Me-

dioevo e Rinascimento», n. s., 12 (2001), pp. 105-176.  

A. Mercati, Le due lettere di Giorgio da Trebisonda a Maometto II, «OCP» 9 (1943), pp. 65-97.  

G. Mercati, Per la cronologia della vita e degli scritti di Niccolò Perotti arcivescovo di Siponto. Ricerche, Roma, Bibli-

oteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1925.  

L. Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann: Funde und Forschungen. I. Darstellung. II. 

Bessarionis in calumniatorem Platonis libri 4. ΙΙΙ. Aus Bessarions Gelehrtenkreis, Paderborn-Aalen, Ferdinand Schöning-

Scentia Verlag, 19672 (1923-1942).  

J. Monfasani, George of Trebizond. A Biography and a Study of His Rhetoric and Logic, Leiden, Brill, 1976.  

J. Monfasani, Il Perotti e la controversia tra platonici ed aristotelici, «Res Publica Litterarum» 4 (1981), pp. 195-231.  

J. Monfasani, A Tale of Two Books: Bessarion’s In calumniatorem Platonis and George of Trebizond’s Comparatio 

philosophorum Platonis et Aristotelis, «Renaissance Studies» 28, 1 (2008), pp. 1-15.  

J. Monfasani, Niccolò Perotti and Bessarion’s In calumniatorem Platonis, «Renaessanceforum» 7 (2011), pp. 181-216.  

J. Monfasani, The Pre- and Post-History of Cardinal Bessarion’s 1469 In Calumniatorem Platonis, in Inter graecos 

latinissimus, inter latinos graecissimus”. Bessarion zwischen den Kulturen, hrsg. von C. Märtl, C. Kaiser und T. Ricklin, 

Berlin-Boston, De Gruyter, 2013, pp. 347-366.  
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Session 6: 12.00-13.30 

Session 6a) Unknown and Anonymous Authors (Sala 1) 

STELLA SACCHETTI (Università degli Studi Roma Tre): Asclepiade, Edilo e Posidippo: tracce del 

Σωρός fra gli epigrammata dubia e adespota delle sezioni meleagree dell’Anthologia Palatina? 

[Between Asclepiades, Hedylus and Posidippus: Could We Find Σωρός’ Marks by Means of Anony-

mous or Doubtful Epigrams?] 

Between Asclepiades, Hedylus and Posidippus: Could we find Σωρός’ marks by means of anonymous 

or doubtful epigrams? The oral presentation will focus on the thorny issue about the epigrammatic 

collection called Σωρός – the existence of which was theorized for the first time by Richard Reitzen-

stein in the last decade of the nineteenth century (1891/1892, 6; 1893, 94-102) – and some marks 

spread within the Meleagrian’s sections of the Greek Anthology that could prove the effective truth 

of his theory. Specifically, from the combined reading of the epigrams transmitted under Asclepiades, 

Hedylus and Posidippus’ name and some other anonymous epigrams or poems with a doubtful as-

cription within the erotic books of the Greek Anthology, seems possible to demonstrate the employ-

ment of the Σωρός in Meleager’s Garland. Firstly, on the basis of the epigrammatic material I col-

lected and studied for my Master’s Thesis, I intend to give a brief overview about the most important 

points in the Reitzenstein’s theory and the heated debate sparked among scholars15. Moreover, I will 

pay special attention to the relationship between Ascepiades of Samos, Hedylus of Samos and Po-

sidippus of Pella, by underlining similarities and differences between the three poets connected to the 

Samian and Alexandrian courts. Subsequently, I am going to analyse the Meleagrian’s sections of 

Books V and XII of the Palatine Anthology16 (AP V 134-215, XII 37-168) with the purpose to demon-

strate how the arrangement of the epigrams may not be fortuitous: indeed, as William and Mary Wal-

lace (1939) said for Book V, also some epigrams headed ἄδηλον in Book XII could have been copied 

by Meleager from the Σωρός and were designated as anonymous because it was in point of fact not 

clear to Meleager which of the three poets wrote them. This kind of approach could make necessary 

a partial revision of the corpora of the three poets. 
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ANTONIO GENOVA (King’s College London): The ‘Author-Function’ in the Carmina Popularia. 
 

Anonymity is one of the main traits that define the modern category of folksong and that thus char-

acterise the ancient Greek texts included in the collection of the Carmina Popularia (PMG 847-883)17 

. However, such a concept proves ambiguous, were it only because even some anonymous texts have 

become part of canonical written literature. My paper aims to explore why and in what sense folk 

songs in (but not only in) ancient Greece are to be considered anonymous texts. For this purpose, I 

shall resort to the concept of ‘author-function’, as Foucault (1991) outlined it18. Firstly, I shall analyse 

how the ambiguous criterion of anonymity has brought about different and controversial exclusions 

and/or inclusions in the choices of the editors of the CP. Secondly, I shall argue that folk songs are 

texts that are ‘accepted, circulated, and valorized without any question about the identity of their 

author’19, event though an authorship were actually recognised. In other words, folk songs can be 

considered those texts whose ‘author-function’ proves irrelevant in their contexts of use and reception 

and regardless of their original composition. Among other case studies, I shall refer to the famous 

hymn to Heracles, attributed by the scholia to Archilocus (fr. sp. 324 West2) and whose authorship 

modern scholars challenge. Labelling as ‘folk’ this fragment simply because of its supposed anonym-

ity can be misleading20. Regardless of its real authorship, this hymn may still be regarded as a folk 

song, on the basis of its contexts not of origin and composition, but of use and reception. Interpreting 

the criterion of anonymity from the perspective of the ‘author-function’ turns out to be useful in 

shedding new light on the elusive notion of ‘folksong’ and accordingly in advancing our understand-

ing about the ancient Greek folksong tradition. 
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20 Cf. e.g. West 1974: 138f. 



44 
 

DIMITAR ILIEV (Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski”): Poetry Recycled: Hidden Authors in the 

Late Antique Greek Epigram. 
 

The topic of the proposed talk is the result of a long research connected with a doctoral thesis on the 

Language and style of the amatory epigams of Agathias Scholasticus (6th. c. AD). The study of these 

epigrams, and, as a whole, of the epigrammatic poets of the so-called Cycle shows the extraordinary 

role that meter plays in the choice of word-forms, formulae and turns of phrase in these works. We 

are dealing with a time when the loss of genuine perception of the quantitative features of vowels and 

syllables lead to the petrification of poetic style not unlike the formulaic character of early epic but 

of a different nature. In Late Antiquity, epigrammatic poetry and, for that matter, all poetic forms 

using traditional classic meter were always more or less akin to centones of metrical pieces brought 

together with ingenuity and creativity by their respective authors. Thus, in their work, these authors 

relied heavily on other authors. The influences can be traced with great detail and high probability by 

making use of the possibilities provided by electronic text corpora, such as the Thesaurus Linguae 

Graecae© and The Perseus Digital Library. After establishing the methodology of working with such 

corpora for the purposes of the linguistic analysis of intertextual influences, their evidence can be 

applied to the identification of different 'hidden' authors in the epigrams of Agathias and his learned 

circle. Ranging from Homer through Apollonius Rhodius to Gregory of Nazianzus and Nonnos, they 

were used by the 6th-century epigrammatists for various artistic aims and with a different degree of 

prominence. Some of the borrowings serve only as metrical devices, while it can be claimed that 

others - sometimes modified - were used with the clear intention of being recognised by the audience 

as quotations, paraphrases, even parodies. The boundaries between the two types of borrowings are 

not always easy to recognize and the proposed talk will discuss how to distinguish them and if there 

any in-between cases can be identified.  
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Session 6b) Oratory and Pseudo-Oratory (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 
 

STEFANO COSTANZO (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Arpalo in città: due 'false' ora-

zioni di Demostene e Iperide? 

[Harpalus in Town: Two ‘False’ Speeches by Demosthenes and Hyperides?] 

Key words: Demosthenes, Hyperides, Harpalus, authenticity, fragmentary speeches, ancient scholarship, corpora.  

The Harpalus-Affaire is one of the most controversial episodes in Athens’ political history. Speeches 

by Hyperides and Dinarchus depict clearly those months of 324 BC that threw the political scene of 

the city into a turmoil. Ancient sources testify the existence of two speeches connected to that event, 

περὶ τοῦ μὴ ἐκδοῦναι Ἅρπαλον by Demosthenes (fr. I b Sauppe) and ὑπὲρ Ἁρπάλου by Hyperides (fr. 

45 Jensen), of  which only two short fragments survive. These fragments have been underestimated 

or even ignored by modern scholars probably because both the orations were considered ψευδῆ by 

ancient scholars such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Pollux. The present paper addresses the issue 

of inauthenticity of both these fragments by analyzing their textual tradition and their peculiar histor-

ical and political context in the frame of the ‘genesis’ of Hyperides’ and Demosthenes’ corpora. 
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LORENZO SARDONE (“La Sapienza” - Università di Roma): P. Oxy. IV 700, Dem.XVIII.17-19: un 

caso di accordo in errore con il codice S? 

[P.Oxy. IV 700, Dem.XVIII.17-19: A Strange Case of Conjunctive Error with Codex S?] 

Demosthenes’ oration On the Crown was considered a masterpiece in Antiquity. This success is tes-

tified by the great number of archaeological findings. I have notice of 30 papyri containing passages 

from this work. The enquiry of these specimina and their readings could be useful in order to recon-

struct the demosthenic text, the origin and nature of the public documents quoted, the circulation of 

this oration in ancient world. Another interesting point is the relationship between these papyri and 

the medieval manuscripts. Usually, no medieval codex is a perfect representative of an ancient line 

of transmission, as cross-contamination intervened during both ancient times and Middle Ages. But 

P.Oxy. IV 700 provides us many interesting cases of reflection. This specimen, dating back to the 

2nd-3rd century AD, contains §§ 17-19, but it’s incomplete and fragmentary. The integration of gaps 

is sometimes difficult, above all in lines 22-23, where the text is shorter than the one attested in the 

medieval witnesses. Moreover, with regard to this passage, a second hand added a textual integration 

on the lower margin (Ἕλλησι). This marginal note seems to be the same which recurs on the upper 

margin of page 159 verso of S codex (Paris.gr. 2934), the oldest medieval manuscript of Demosthe-

nes. Are we dealing with a particular case of conjunctive error? The situation could perhaps be more 

complex. The paradigmatic and difficult case of this papyrus compels us to seek for a right scientific 

method to emply, in order to critically reconstruct the text. We have to ask ourselves if in the S codex 

too the addition of Ἕλλησι in the margin could be the result of a simple omission. We have to recon-

sider the reasons why most of the critical editors have alwyas preferred to see Ἕλλησι like an inter-

linear note that should be deleted. This idea surely derives from the authority of codex S that, despite 

its excellence, should be released from the simplistic label “of codex optimus. 
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ROBERTA BERARDI (University of Oxford): Considerazioni preliminari sul proemio dell’Epistola I di 

Demostene. 
 

[Some remarks on the "proemium" of Demosthenes' Letter I] 

As often happens for epistolary collections, the authenticity of the six epistles attributed to Demos-

thenes has been longly debated. In particular, with regard to the block constituted by letters 1-4 (those 

explicitly sent from the exile), scholars keep oscillating between opposite positions, the last and more 

authoritative being the one by Goldstein (1968) who showed valid points in favour of the attribution. 

Nevertheless there is still a critical point worth being discussed, which will be the core of my presen-

tation: the order in which these four letters are preserved in the manuscript tradition (at least in the 

main manuscripts containing Demosthenes’ corpus) is most evidently not chronological, as letter 1 is 

the only one posterior to Alexander’s death and should therefore occupy the last position if the order 

were chronological. What is odd and contradictory though is that its first paragraph seems to point 

out it was indeed the first letter of a series. Thus, by investigating some similarities between this sort 

of introductory paragraph and other “proemia” of Demosthenes, and by providing relevant parallels 

in other corpora, I will argue this is rather a deliberate intromission in the manuscript tradition aiming 

to give a sense of unity to this epistolary corpuscle. Some general hypothesis on the nature and the 

date of this textual operation will be finally discussed, in the light of the manuscript tradition of De-

mosthenes’ epistles and the way they are transmitted either along with the rest of the corpus, or with 

other epistolary collections. 
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Session 7: 15.00-16.30 

 

Session 7a) Pseudo-Platonica (Sala 1) 

MARCO DONATO (Università di Pisa, École pratique des hautes études - Paris): "Socrate, bello e gio-

vane". Autorità socratica e paternità platonica nel corpus accademico. 

[«Socrates, Beautiful and Young». Socratic Authority and Platonic Authorship in the Academic Cor-

pus] 

Whilst the category of “semi-authenticity”, introduced by H. Thesleff for the dialogues of Plato, has 

not gained a wide success among scholars in the field21, reflections on school accumulation and 

school legitimation of texts can be positively applied to the study of dubious and spurious items in 

the corpus, as shown by recent works on single dialogues22. Commentators have in general been 

reluctant to trace an overall picture of the phenomenon, mostly due to the difficulties in dating par-

ticular oeuvres. Moreover, the case of the Epinomis shows that a production of dialogues attributed 

to Plato began quite early in the post-Platonic Academy. Nonetheless, as has been noted by the few 

scholars trying to cope with this production in its entirety23, the greatest part of the pseudo-Platonic 

dialogues transmitted to us belongs to the literary genre of the λόγοι Σωκρατικοί and presents various 

elements characteristic of the so-called “early” or “Socratic” phase of Plato’s literary production. 

These common traits can be ascribed to a return of interest in the philosophical model embodied by 

Socrates and in the Socratic doctrines present in Plato, which can be placed in the general movement 

of “Socratic renaissance” typical of the first Hellenistic age24. In the effort of writing new dialogues 

to improve and update the Academic corpus, the school then searches for a double authentication in 

the attribution to Plato as author – with the inclusion in the socalled Academic Edition of Plato’s 

works5 – and in the presence of Socrates as authority. In this paper, I will analyse a selection of 

specific passages in the pseudo-platonic dialogues which count as examples of this exegetical trompe 

l’oeil and try to sketch a plausible context in the practice of the post-platonic Academy. 
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Carlini (1962) = A. Carlini, Alcuni dialoghi pseudoplatonici e l’Accademia di Arcesilao, «ASNP» s. II, 31, 1962, 33-63.  
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PIETRO BERTOCCHINI (Università di Padova): Is Virtue Teachable? A Socratic Motif in the Spurious 

Platonic Dialogues. 
 

The group of the so called dubious platonic dialogues, together with that of those unanimously held 

as spurious, have been rarely subjected to comparative study (among the few exceptions see Müller’s 

Die Kurzdialoge der Appendix Platonica). Such a gap in the Platonic bibliography is actually largely 

understandable since most of these texts have very little in common and probably belong to different 

contexts of production. However, their heterogeneity should not prevent from noting potential com-

mon threads running through them. The motif of whether and how virtue can be acquired (by birth, 

by learning, by training or by other means) appears to be one of these overlooked commonalities. 

This theme is in fact prominent in one spurious dialogue (Περὶ ἀρετῆς), is present in the form of 

cursory references in the Clitophon and in the Theages, and may be also related to the discussions 

taking place in the Alcibiades II and the Lovers. The matter is all the more interesting since this motif 

is also quite obsessively recurring in the Socratics (before becoming a common place of the later 

philosophical tradition, as the many other works titled Περὶ ἀρετῆς testify), not just in Plato (who 

deals extensively with it in the Menon) and Xenophon (which frequently refers to it in the Memora-

bilia, cf. e.g. 1.2.1-5, 4.4.5-7, 3.9.1-3), but also in Antisthenes (cf. SSR V A 134) and in other members 

of the circle (see Crito’s Ὅτι οὐκ ἐκ τοῦ µαθεῖν οἱ ἀγαθοί and Simon’s Περὶ ἀρετῆς ὅτι οὐ διδακτόν). 

My enquiry will focus on the different ways in which platonic spurious or dubious dialogues deal 

with this highly debated socratic theme. The question will be whether all of the dubia and spuria are 

incorporating it as an already traditional and neutral one or, alternatively, some texts engage directly 

with the lively discussion of Socrates’ disciples (and, if so, what their position within the debate was). 

Such an analysis could shed some new light on the origin, purpose and dating of some of these texts. 
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DAVIDE MASSIMO (University of Oxford): Disce igitur vorsus platonis philosophi: Defining a 

Pseudo-Plato Epigrammatist. 

There are about twenty25 epigrams in the Greek Anthology ascribed to the philosopher Plato, which 

fall roughly into three categories: erotic, sepulchral and ekphrastic epigrams. Scholars26 now agree 

that none of these epigrams is the work of Plato, since they are clearly Hellenistic or anyway post-

classic in their content and style. However, even by denying the authenticity of these texts, and thus 

regarding them as pseudo-epigraphical, we should question the legitimacy of this scholarly category 

for the case of Plato (or, more specifically, a Plato epigrammatist). An in-depth analysis will show 

that we cannot simply label this author as “pseudo-Plato”, as if these texts were the work of the same 

author. Almost all the erotic epigrams are also quoted by Diogenes Laertius, whose source apparently 

is Aristippus‘ Περὶ παλαιᾶς τρυφῆς27 (a lost work aiming to discredit philosophers quoting or invent-

ing rumours about their love affairs). It is possible that Aristippus deliberately created forgeries (e.g. 

the case of epigram IX28) and exploited the mention of some “platonic” names, such as Xanthippe 

and Agathon, inventing new epigrams, adapting or re-ascribing existing epigrams to Plato. Similarly, 

the epitaphs for the Eretrians29 may have ended up being ascribed to Plato because the philosopher 

told the same story in Laws and Menexenus. In some cases, a scribal error in the heading of the 

epigrams in the Anthology in possible: e.g. A.P. 5.8030 with the double ascription Plato/Philodemus 

is likely to be Philodemean, as the study of P.Oxy. 3724 suggests31. The confusion with the epigram-

matist Plato the Younger may have caused further mistakes, and that may be the case of the ekphrastic 

epigrams, for which there is no evident reason for the ascription to Plato. A thorough analysis will 

interestingly show that under the label of “pseudoPlato” lie different poems which may convey to 

modern scholars the idea of a corpus, but that, in fact, were ascribed to Plato in different periods, at 

different stages of the tradition and for very different reasons. 

References:  

CAMERON 1993 = A. Cameron, The Greek Anthology from Meleager to Planudes, Oxford 1993.  

DORANDI 2007 = T. Dorandi, Il Περὶ παλαιᾶς τρυφῆς attribuito a Aristippo nella storia della biografia antica, in M. Erler, 

S. Schorn (edd.), Die griechische Biographie in hellenistischer Zeit (Berlin 2007), p. 157-172.  

LUDWIG 1963 = W. Ludwig, Plato’s love epigrams, “GRBS” 1963.  

PAGE 1981 = D. Page, Further Greek Epigrams, Cambridge 1981 (= FGE). 

  

                                                           
25 I refer to the ones included in PAGE 1981 as “Plato”. 
26 Before PAGE 1981, LUDWIG 1963 is essential. 
27 Whose chronology is up for debate, with significant consequences on the whole matter, for which see DORANDI 2007 
28 I refer to the epigrams with the number in PAGE 1981 (FGE). 
29 XI-XII in FGE. 
30 V in FGE. 
31 As CAMERON 1993 pointed out. 
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Session 7b) Plural Voices in Greek Literature (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 
 

MARKUS HAFNER (Ruprecht-Karls-Universität Heidelberg): Homer et al.: Authorial Functions, Fic-

tions, and Voices in Archaic and Classical Greek Literature. 

In this paper I wish to challenge traditional conceptions of authorship which have commonly been 

associated with Archaic and Classical Greek Literature. In contrast with theories which consider au-

thorship mainly as an individual practice, I wish to take advantage of more recent considerations of 

collaborative and multiple authorship and authorship as a form of cultural performance in order to 

deliver new insights in authorial practices in the literature of Archaic and Classical Greece. According 

to these revisionist perspectives, different phases of authorial activity or author-functions (“au-

themes”) can be distinguished that shed new light on ancient conceptions of authorship and help to 

reformulate the differences between authorial autonomy and multiauthor interdependence or collab-

oration. These activities, which are rarely performed by a single person but are rather carried out 

collaboratively, either (functionally) by different specialists or (chronologically) by several persons 

in succession, are thus considered to be a cooperative sociocultural practice rooted in a polyauthorial 

network, comprising various actors engaged in the (co-)composition, circulation, (re-)performance, 

and transmission of texts. Although these “authemes” seem to be inseparably linked through these 

processes of literary works in Archaic and Classical Greece, the texts do not outwardly display an 

amorphous polyphony of multiple authorial voices. By inserting a mediating voice as a textual marker 

of authorial presence, authors rather seek to control their own subsequent (spatially and temporally 

distant) reception and to ensure at least to a certain degree their own authorial autonomy within the 

complex cultural network of authorial activities. These authorial representations deal innovatively 

with a changing contemporary cultural environment—e.g. in terms of (re-)performance and oral/writ-

ten media, especially the growing book market. In my paper, I shall substantiate the aforementioned 

new perspectives on authorial activities and authors’ textual self-representations through a contrasting 

discussion of exemplary poetic and prose texts from sixth to fourth centuries BCE. 
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NIKOS MANOUSAKIS (National and Kapodistrian University of Athens): Authorship Attribution in the 

Times of Artificial Intelligence: The Case of Rhesus. 

In recent years one of the two fully preserved ancient Greek tragic plays of disputed authorship, Rhe-

sus, traditionally attributed to Euripides, has been the object of a quite lively scholarly interest. The 

pro rata extreme number, for the standards of classical philology, of four published commentaries in 

ten years, by Athanasios D. Stefanis, 2004, Arne Feickert, 2005, Vayos Liapis, 2012, and Almut 

Fries, 2014 (two of them in English), and one forthcoming by Marco Fantuzzi (also in English), tan-

gibly prove the great vogue this drama enjoys nowadays. Its doubtful nature as far as the fusion of 

tragic and comic elements is concerned, and most of all its controversial authorship and date, still 

render it a riddle, even though its non-Euripidean origin is widely accepted. Our study is an attempt 

to unveil the authorial status of this play, employing traditional and non-traditional authorship at-

tribution techniques. The latter kind of approach allows us to ascertain the identity of the author of 

Rhesus more specifically than it was ever thought possible until the present day. More specifically, 

in order to shed new light on the old authorship question, we apply a series of well-established Com-

puter Stylistics techniques (a series of supervised and unsupervised machine learning techniques, 

such as Principal Components Analysis (PCA), Cluster Analysis (graphics and visualization meth-

ods), Burrows’ Delta, a (new) profile-based approach based on Common N-Grams (CNG) in a care-

fully sorted and processed corpus of four fifthcentury dramatists. We conclude that the disputed 

drama could have been composed by a professional 4th century BCE actor, in whose repertoire the 

plays of Aeschylus and Euripides, but not those of Sophocles, were at the top of the list. 
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ELENA BONOLLO (Università Ca’ Foscari - Venezia): The “Co-authorial” Role of Scholars, Excerp-

tores, and Copysts in the Genuinely Menandrean Gnomai Monostichoi. 

In the case of Menandrou Gnomai monostichoi the high value originally acknowledged to the figure 

of a precise author, to whom the whole corpus was attributed, contrasts sharply with the legitimation 

felt by scholars and copyists to alter the text since the early stages of its transmission. Despite their 

circulation from the third to the sixteenth century A.D. under the title of Menandri Sententiae, only a 

tiny section of the gnomai is held to have been truly quoted from the poet’s plays. The reasons of 

such a long-lasting gnomological tradition associated to Menander and of the fluidity intrinsic to these 

lines are to be found in the ancient school practices, where pupils honed their rhetorical skills by re-

formulating the sententiae. This process of alteration was continued by medieval copyists. Having 

lost the connection with an author they did not know anything about, they could easily draw materials 

from various sources and readjust them to fit into their collections of one-line sententiae. Owing to 

these developments, it is not appropriate to speak of one “author” in the traditional meaning of the 

term, since the text underwent re-elaborations by a number of excerptores and copyists entitled to be 

called co-authors. On these bases, I will present results of a complete comparison between the texts 

transmitted in the collections of Menandri Sententiae and the similar ones we regard as authentic 

fragments of Menander’s comedies because of their attribution to the poet in the works of other au-

thors, especially Stobaeus’ Anthologion. Such a comparison was schematically outlined by Görler in 

1964, but the rich discoveries of new papyrological testimonies of the gnomai in the last decades have 

brought to light considerable new materials which deserve to be discussed. Moreover, my approach 

will not consist in the identification of the textual differences to simply include them in the apparatus 

as variants of Menander’s fragments; instead, I will aim to adopt the perspective of the anonymous 

scholars and copyists who created new lines and considered them of equal value to those already 

transmitted as Menandrou gnomai. The presentation will focus on some comparisons which I con-

sider particularly useful for the understanding of both the modalities of variations and the possible 

reasons behind them.  
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Session 8: 17.00-18.30 

Session 8a) Authority and attribution of Greek elegy (Sala 1) 

ELISA NURIA MERISIO (“La Sapienza” - Università di Roma): Semonide o Simonide? Le alterne vi-

cende dell’attribuzione di un frammento elegiaco greco. 

[Semonides or Simonides? The Autorship Saga of a Greek Elegiac Fragment] 

In Stobaeus’ Anthologium an elegiac poem having the lemma Σιμωνίδου (4.34.28) is quoted under 

the rubric περὶ τοῦ βίου, ὅτι βραχὺς καὶ εὐτελὴς καὶ φροντίδων ἀνάμεστος. The poem was included 

by West in the first edition of Iambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati as fr. 8 by Simonides in 

the section dubia. This fragment has been assigned to many different poets, leading to a century-long 

authorship controversy. Iotacism caused the names of the two archaic Greek poets Semonides and 

Simonides to overlap. No distinction was made between them until the 19th century. Since the dis-

tinction in spelling was adopted, the fragment has been ascribed either to Semonides (Bergk, Wila-

mowitz, Jaeger) or to Simonides (Oates, whereas Fränkel e Lloyd Jones assume that it is an epitaph 

assigned to Simonides along with many others back in Antiquity) or to a poet contemporary to Si-

monides (West). In 1992 a papyrus (POxy 3965) was published that contains a few elegiac poems 

whose Simonidean authorship has been firmly established. They include a fragment that partially 

overlaps fr. 8 W, which seems to have settled the authorship controversy. The poem has been included 

accordingly as frr. 19 and 20 in the new edition by West, although some scholars still disagree. The 

history of this disputed elegiac fragment could serve as a starting point for some considerations about 

the issues related to the authorship and attribution of archaic Greek lyric fragments. In particular, 

criteria based on the topics dealt with in such poems, which are very often true literary topoi within 

the same poetic genre, and on the poetic style will be discussed. These aspects are very hard to assess 

considering the fragmentary nature of handed-down texts and the central role played by performance 

settings and occasions in archaic Greek poetry.  
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SARA DE MARTIN (King’s College London): Theognis: The Author, Traditional Wisdom, and Side 

Effects of Authority. 
 

If, reflecting on authorial equivocality, authenticity and authorship, we decide to refer to the Theog-

nidea, we hit an easy target. However, my paper will not deal with the most classical points of the 

“Theognidean question”, but will show how entangled the correlations between traditional wisdom, 

authority and gnomic features are in the case of the reception of Theognis. The earliest mentions of 

Theognis’ name show that the Megarian poet was held as a source of authority. Theognis’ lines are 

quoted and applied with a validating role, or criticised as representing the shared ethics. Another 

interesting characteristic of some Theognidea is that we find them both quoted as Theognis’, and 

anonymously as well-established sayings. Depending on the circumstances, this is symptomatic of 

the fact that 1) many traditional topoi, which are recognizable as independent in other writings, are 

applied in the poetry originally known as Theognis’; 2) some pronouncements, earlier known as his, 

later suffered a gradual anonymization. To start with, I will offer an excursus of early mentions of 

Theognis and uses of his lines, showing how authors recurred to Theognis’ name to strengthen their 

stance and seal their expositions, or confuted the Theognidean lines to establish a new upstream view-

point. Secondly, I will exemplify the application of traditional topoi in Theognis, and, in turn, the 

proverbial anonymous reuse of some Theognidea. The aim of the analysis is to show that traditional 

topoi were taken over in Theognis’ lines, fitted to the meter and thus further fixed. In other words, 

my presentation will argue that there was a seamless passage traditional wisdom –> symposiastic 

poetry –> traditional wisdom, where Theognis’ authority played an essential role. Though, his au-

thority did not keep the anonymization from happening. The anonymization process was indeed a 

side effect of the gnomic and traditional features of Theognis’ poetry, and, ultimately, of his authority 

itself (as it implied a good dissemination of that poetry). 
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FRANCESCO BOCCASILE (Università degli Studi Roma Tre): ὧδε δὲ πᾶς τις ἐρεῖ· Quis vero fuit auctor 

huius fragmenti? Di sigilli ben riusciti, lemmi inaccettabili e autorevoli autori (Stob. IV 29c, 53). 

 

[ὧδε δὲ πᾶς τις ἐρεῖ· Quis vero fuit auctor huius fragmenti? Notes on Successful Seals, Unacceptable 

Lemmata and Eminent Authors (Stob IV 29c, 53)] 

 

Stob. IV 29c, 53 preserves a fragments entitled περὶ Θεόγνιδος, a really important text for the The-

ognisfrage, also because of his author: Xenophon. Nevertheless, the attribution is not self-evident. 

«Quis vero fuit auctor huius fragmenti?» asked von Geyso in 1892. His answer was Antisthenes of 

Athens, whose On Theognis is attested by Diogenes Laertius’ catalogue (VI 16). On the contrary, nor 

Diogenes neither Suidas ascribe such a writing to Xenophon, although they agree that there was a lot 

of writing out of the canonical corpus Xenophonteum (Diogen. Laert. II 56; Suda ξ 47 A.). Several 

scholars assigned this fragment to Aristotle, others thought an interpolation occurred and, finally oth-

ers maintain the text depends from a scholium to Xen. Mem. I 2, 20. I think a new question can help 

us sheding new light about Xenophon’s (?) περὶ Θεόγνιδος: who owns the actual Theognis? Starting 

from the famous thesis by Massimo Vetta of the Attic genesis of Theognidea, we are able to appreci-

ate some elements never considered before: a political debate is hidden behind a controversy about 

the right exegesis of Theognis’ text and the overwhelming personality of the author, and “associating 

Theognis to his hetaireia”, displays the poet as a legislator. Solon and Tyrtaeus, as well as Theognis, 

are included in the corpus named Theognidea and the former was the noble legislator linked with the 

Dropides, Critias’ clan. If a text existed in the 5th century. B.C., it should have been owned by this 

family, whose role in conservation of texts is attested by Plato (Cr. 113ab). In this paper I will develop 

a purpose of attribution of Stob. IV 29c, 53 to Critias. 
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Session 8b) Authorial philology in the Roman world (Sala Carlo De Trizio) 

ANNA BUSETTO (Independent Researcher): Alcune riflessioni sulla filologia autoriale nel mondo ro-

mano: correzioni dell'autore, con l'autore, all'autore. 

[Some Remarks on Authorial Philology in the Roman World: Corrections by the Author, with the 

Author, to the Author]  

Latin literary texts dating from 1st century BC to 2nd century AD offer manifold hints which allow 

us to enter the author’s studio and examine closely the challenging process of formation of the literary 

product, as made of doubts, revisions, and a series of improvements that were sometimes passed on 

to the “publisher” in several tranches and were often required or recommended by author’s friends. 

To achieve the final drafting of a text depends not only on its author, but also on a complex network 

of social relations, pivoting on amicitia. Therefore, it is possible to recognize three sub-types of cor-

rections: 1) corrections clearly and consciously made by the author: these sometimes become a kind 

of philological sphragìs, the text’s “certificate of authenticity” (e.g. cfr. Cic. Att. 16, 5, 5; Mart. 7, 

11), or let us ponder over the original drafting of the text (cfr. Svet. Iul. 56, 4, Quint. Inst. 9, 5, 74-

75); 2) corrections made with the author, namely corrections which are the result of a collective effort, 

reflection of a “literary circle”. With regard to this, it is very interesting to analyze Pliny’s Letters, 

which shed light on the relationship between correction and circulation of texts by means of recitatio; 

3) corrections made to the author: in these we can include corrections suggested (but not always 

accepted) by an author’s friend (e.g. Cic. Att. 6, 2, 3), and – mainly – the veritable reworking or 

thorough revision of a text (cfr. Donatus on the publication of Aeneid), and the emendationes ope 

codicum and ope ingenii, performed by scholars more and more often during 2nd century AD, which 

are proof of a pronounced philological interest clearly revealed by Gellius. 
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NICOLETTA BRUNO (Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften - Mün-

chen): Repetizioni o interpolazioni? Alcune riflessioni su Lucrezio, De Rerum Natura 5, 1161-1349. 

[Repetitions or interpolations? Some thoughts on Lucretius De rerum natura 5, 1161-1349] 

What are the latest trends in the Lucretian textual criticism? Can we be sure that Lucretius never 

revised his work before his death? How can we affirm that his poem was certainly unfinished? Why 

should the Lucretian editor not improve the ordering of the poem by rearranging paragraphs and 

arguments, regardless of what Lucretius might have intended? On the one hand, the massive trend of 

expunction is usually considered a danger, on the other hand, it is highly unlikely that a poet like 

Lucretius was incapable of imprecision in either thought and expression. Furthermore, several re-

peated lines have been read as alleged interpolations.  

My aim is to analyse some passages from Book 5 (e.g. 5, 1164; 5, 1188-1193; 5, 1211-1217; 

5, 1223; 5, 1230; 5, 1315; 5, 1328; 5, 1341-1349), especially according to the two main and opposite 

trends in the Lucretian textual criticism, supported respectively by David Butterfield and Marcus 

Deufert. The lines rejected as spurious and the allegations of wide-scale interpolation in Deufert’s 

main studies (Deufert 1996 and 2017) were considered by critics largely incorrect, though they are 

always well discussed and overall persuasive. 

In this paper, I will also propose two new conjectures to the Lucretian text, in particular at line 

1223 (an attempt of emendation to corripere) and at line 1230 (deleted by Lachmann) to edit the 

uncertain and unusual paces.  
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CRISTIANA ROFFI (Universität zu Köln, Alma Mater Studiorum - Università di Bologna): Borrowing 

from Models: The Use of Tacitus and Suetonius in the Historia Augusta. 

The aim of this oral presentation is an attempt to expand the domain of intertextual relationships 

between Suetonius, Tacitus and the collection of Roman Imperial biographies conventionally known 

as Historia Augusta (henceforth: HA). The case for either of these authors is different: if Suetonius’ 

truthfulness is praised in the text (Prob. 2.7) and several lives are structured according to the Sueto-

nian scheme, regarding Tacitus other factors complicate the comparison. This author appears to be 

hard to detect in late classical literature apart from Ammianus, who states that he started where the 

first left off (a principatu Caesaris Nervae exorsus, RG. 31.16. 9; see also HA. Tac. 10, 3). In order 

to cogently evaluate the borders between fakery and non-authenticity in the HA (in which there is a 

mixture of chronological account and structuring in terms of categories, per tempora and per species 

as Suetonius called the two main facets of biography), the purpose of the latter part of the presentation 

will be to analyze the mention of memoratu digna, criticism of biographical details, selection of 

sources and explicit quotations taken from both the authors. Furthermore, a parallel with Suetonius 

and Tacitus may elucidate the author’s way of borrowing from models as example of the nostalgic 

admiration of classical literature in late antiquity. Finally, the paper will confirm that this text, which 

is principally constructed from material based on Roman Imperial prose and conventional ways of 

expression, the borderline between historicity and fiction is continually challenged by its mixture of 

real sources and fictional ones, which can be read as a device to enhance and, paradoxically, mock 

the fides historica of the narration. 
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Posters 
 

Day 1: 

SIMONA MARTORANA (Durham University): Autore o copista? Il ms. W (Wolfenbüttel, Herzog Au-

gust Bibliothek, gud. Lat. 148) e alcune nuove ipotesi sulla tradizione testuale del Romulus medie-

vale. 

[Scribal corrections in the Ms. W: New Hypothesis on Textual Tradition of the Medieval Romulus] 

The Medieval Romulus is an anonymous collection of fables derived from the corpora of Phaedrus 

and Aesop: its composition has been placed between 6th (Thiele 1910) and 9th century AD (Mann 

2014). The Romulus has been handed down into three main redactions: Recensio Gallicana, Recensio 

Vetus and Recensio Wissemburgensis. These recensiones present some differences in terms of style, 

expressions, variant readings, number and order of the fables. Each of them accounts a certain number 

of manuscripts, with the exception of Recensio Wissemburgensis, which is reported only in one man-

uscript: Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibliothek, Gud.lat.148 (W). According to some scholars, the 

Recensio Wissemburgensis would be the most ancient (IX sec.), but, at the same time, its text appears 

incorrect grammatically and roughly written. Mann defines, indeed, its anonymous author as an “inept 

student”, who was unsuccessfully trying to learn Latin (2009, p. 7). The content of this manuscript, 

however, has been heavily corrected by a second hand (W2): it acted through interlinear corrections, 

notes on the margins and rasurae. This anonymous corrector not only tried to correct grammatical 

mistakes but also rearranged some parts of the text, modifying entire sentences. According to the 

scholars, the corrections of W2 would derive tout court from a manuscript of the Recensio Vetus 

(Hervieux 1884, Thiele 1910, Adrados 1999, Mann 2014): this circumstance would explain why the 

text results so deeply affected by corrections. However, I have remarked that the readings of W2 

derive in fact not only from the Recensio Vetus, but also from the Recensio Gallicana and that, on the 

contrary, the number of the lectiones influenced by the text of the latter is slightly higher from those 

ones coming from the former. Thus, following what Bertini observed about the collection of Vincent 

the Beauvais (1998, p. 9), I argue that these corrections may be due to a very old version of the 

Romulus, in which the separation between the two main redactions, Gallicana and Vetus, did not 

occurred yet. This paper aims to show a case study in which scribal corrections have been crucial to 

shed a light on the very complex and fluid textual tradition of the Romulus. 
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NICOLA REGGIANI (Università degli Studi di Parma): Λαβὲ τὸ βυβλίον (Ar. Av. 957): Book Formats, 

Authenticity and Authorship in Antiquity. 
 

The history of writing in antiquity is crossed by a dichotomy between tablet-like supports (waxed 

tablets, metal leaves, wooden codices...) devoted to the recording of temporary, restricted (sometimes 

sacred) or alterable oral discourses and scroll-like supports (parchment or papyrus rolls) devoted to 

fixing canonical texts to be preserved and transmitted through the time. The passage to the latter is 

always framed by concerns about authorship, as it happens when Galen (Diff.resp. VII 855,4-5 K.) 

claims the authenticity of two books of Hippocrates’ Epidemics on the ground on the fact that they 

had been transcribed (onto rolls) from the latter’s tablets. Accordingly, a religious concern for au-

thenticity (and efficacy) leadsthe Messenian priests to transcribe ancient and precious rituals, earlier 

recorded on tin foils, onto rolls, for the sake of preservation (Paus. IV 27,5). Conversely, the big effort 

of the Athenian tyrants for transcribing (likely on parchment rolls) the Homeric poems is embedded 

with strong concerns about restyling the original oral text with propagandistic interpolations, thus re-

creating a canon of authenticity – as much as the tyrants themselves banned Onomacritus, uncovered 

while forging some oracular texts to be collected in a written edition (Hdt. VII 6,3-4). The authenticity 

of a written roll could even be transfigured to myth, in the significant case of “Epimenides’ Skin”. 

On another hand, the spread of the writing practice for ‘publishing’ a work in roll format becomes a 

brand of Sophistic authorship and of cultural authority, as criticized by conservative scholars (Aris-

tophanes, Plato). At a later stage, the spread of technical books in codex formats, which are open to 

annotations, additions, collections, modifications, make the concepts of ‘authority’ much more fluid 

and unstable, towards the definition of a ‘multi-authorship’, and stresses once more the importance 

of the book format for the transmission of texts and for the definition of their authenticity/authorship. 
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ARTHUR POKORNY (Universität Wien): Phonological and Structural Observation on the “Helen Ep-

isode” (Aeneid 2,567-588). 
 

In most modern editions of Virgil’s unfinished Aeneid, book 2, in which Aeneas recounts the events 

at the sack of Troy, is printed including the 22 verses of the so-called “Helen episode” (Aen.2,567-

588), which is usually distinguished from the rest of the text by brackets or similar devices, and 

sometimes banned into the apparatus. In this passage, Aeneas spots Helen hiding at the temple of 

Vesta and imagines her returning home to her loved ones after causing so much harm. In a fit of 

anger, he thinks to put an end to her life. The episode, while absent from the manuscripts themselves 

and the commentator Tiberius Donatus, is preserved in the commentary of Servius, who claims (ad 

Aen.2,292) that it was removed from the text by the first editors of the Aeneid, Plotius and Tucca. 

Whether it is truly by Virgil or spurious is an old zetema, and the discussion is still ongoing. To name 

but two recent treatments: Horsfall, in his commentary on Aeneid 2, concludes through a meticulous 

analysis of language and style that the verses are a good imitation of Vergil by an unknown author32 

, whereas Conte, in his companion to his new Teubner edition of the Aeneid, argues against Horsfall 

that the lines are most likely by Virgil himself, based on how and which sources are used, and on the 

presence of stylistic idiosyncrasies33.In my talk, I will judge the authenticity of the lines in question 

by taking into account two aspects of Virgil’s poetry that have hitherto received relatively little critical 

attention. First, I will discuss how their sound design, or “phonological makeup”, compares to what 

can typically be found in Virgil. And secondly, I will examine the passage’s structural and thematic 

correlations with its environment and its structural role within the book as a whole. 
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PORFÍRIO BARRETO DA COSTA (Universidade do Porto): Critical Edition of Horace’s Ars Poetica by 

Achilles Statius: Devices and Techniques in the Pursuit for Authenticity. 

Achilles Statius Lusitanus, Latin name by which the Portuguese humanist Aquiles Estaço was known, 

published in 1553 the work In Q. Horatii Flacci poeticam Commentarii. Ad Iωannem Quartum Lu-

sitaniae Principem Augustissimum. His treatise, the first Iberian commentary on the works of Horace, 

not only follows the Renaissance’s practice of commenting on the Ars poetica, but also shows the 

signs of a renewed interpretation of the Horace’s work at the light of the rhetoric theory. This com-

mentarius is nevertheless an heir of the late medieval commentary tradition, adding to it the human-

ists’ interest in inspecting the question of authenticity and authorship. In his commentarius Statius 

not only tries to prove the debt Horace owes to rhetoric studies and other latin or greek writers, but 

also inspects the current state of the text, studying different manuscripts, their marginalia, and com-

menting on possible interpolations and variations. The philological work of Statius is not unique, for 

it’s produced in a time when this questions were being frequently made. His work however goes to 

greater lengths, inspecting possible errors of copying or transmission, as well as forgeries, analyzing 

on the one hand previous interpretations of pseudo-greek etymology or a Hellenic origin (as preemi-

nent factors in interpolations), and on the other hand the reception and transmission of the text itself, 

in what concerns word-choosing, authorship, spuria, and authorial terminology. The commentarius is 

itself part of an extensive corpora including another editions of classical authors among which special 

attention must be given to his commentarius on Catullus. This last work received an unprecedented 

diffusion, granting an even greater fame to Statius, an already preeminent humanist in Rome, working 

for cardinals and popes. The purpose of this paper is to clarify the devices and techniques employed 

by Statius in his crusade for a definite critical edition of the Ars poetica. stablishing correlations 

between this particular work and other two: Petrus Veguius’ “genuine” edition (Horatius Flaccus 

Venusinus de Arte Poetica vera, et genuina, et non supposita, et adulterina pout ante hac habebatu 

[…] (1578)) and Thomas Correas’ own commentary (In librum de Arte Poetica Horatii explanationes 

(1587)).  

Keywords:  

Achilles Statius Lusitanus; commentarius; Ars poetica; authenticity; transmission; interpolations; spuria; authorship.  
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GEORGIA MYSTRIOTI (National and Kapodistrian University of Athens): The Authorship Problem in 

Pseudo-Plutarch’s De Musica. 
 

Throughout the history of literature, there have been some texts whose authorship is still intensely 

disputed. One of these texts is pseudo-Plutarch’s De Musica. Various theories regarding the author 

exist, each with its own body of evidence, but the case does not seem solvable anytime soon. In Weil 

– Reinach monography about De Musica (1900), the suggestions about the author and his era are 

vague. However, Lasserre (1954) proposes Dionysius of Halicarnassus as a possible author, thus set-

ting the timeframe of the text around the 1st century BC. Archbishop Siamakis (2005), though, pro-

motes another theory: he believes that the author is indeed Plutarch, but not the one from Chaeronea; 

he refers to Plutarch from Athens, a Christian and Neoplatonic philosopher, and therefore implies that 

the text was written around the 4th cent. CE, and he provides interesting arguments against the prob-

ability of it being written by the author of Moralia, such as the style of the text and the lack of order 

in the content. The real author of the text remains however to be found out. Nevertheless, the text is 

ripe for research, as the writer and the characters of De Musica seem to echo Plato’s philosophy 

regarding music, which means that the author was at some point interested in Platonism, either 

through Plato’s work itself or other sources. At an rate, this information does not diminish the need 

for further investigation into the issue of the real author of the text, as it will shed light on the era’s 

cultural trends and even offer some vital elements which will aid the advancement of authorship and 

epigraphy studies. 
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Day 2: 

CHRIS EDMONSTON (University of California): Stoichedon Inscription as Proof against Forgery: A 

Model for Literary Seals? 

Legal scholarship having seized upon the Sybaritic culinary patent (Phylarch. FGrH 81 ap. Athen. 

12.521c-d) as the oldest example of monopoly privilege for practice of an invention (Lenormant 1881, 

Cichorius 1922), a Magna Grecian setting encourages consideration of ancient authorship under the 

rubric of intellectual property (IP). As part of a wider investigation into such prehistory (mindful of 

abundant discontinuities and teleological garden paths), I examine stoichedon epigraphy and techno-

paegnia as extreme examples of ancient textual fixation (17 USC § 101). The Sybarites’ spur to gas-

tronomic innovation deserves its place within histories of ancient monopoly (Arist. Pol. 1.10 1259a; 

Rich 1991), just as Athenaeus’ overarching fable of their doom (result of proverbial hybristic luxury: 

Gorman 2007, 2014) suggests contextualizing the proto-patent within the history of ancient sumptu-

ary regulation (Bonamente 1980, Bernhardt 2003; pursued in a modern context by Beebe 2010). Yet, 

notwithstanding the key device of a prize-incentive, authorship, attribution and disclosure (publica-

tion) are insufficiently developed in this tale to permit its easy integration into accounts of (literary) 

intellectual competition (Collins 2004), where identification of authorial persona (also susceptible to 

sumptuary analysis) becomes increasingly central from Hesiod (Theog. 22) onward. Indeed, crystal-

lization of the Homeric identity has been taken as the foundation of Greek IP-consciousness, early 

instances of subverted attribution through forgery as indirect evidence for their dawning conception 

of authorship (Speyer 1971, perhaps circularly). Whereas the Theognidean sphragis (22 echoing Hes-

iod's self-identification) has been interpreted as an exemplary method of textual selfdefense, its rela-

tive futility has also been remarked. To better characterize developments in ancient notions of textual 

integrity and falsification, I compare Theognis’ seal (predecessor of later technopaegnic conceits, 

especially acrostic signature) to the more tangible physical evidence of stoichedon inscription (Austin 

1938, Osborne 1973), particularly challenging claims emphasizing its “forgery-proof” (Wachter 

2010) qualities over its proven (meter-like) virtue in textual reconstruction. 

Keywords: Epigraphy, forgery, intellectual property, plagiarism, sphragis, stoichedon. 
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CHIARA CALVANO (Università Ca’ Foscari - Venezia): Prime categorizzazioni dei falsi epigrafici: 

l'esempio dell'Index spuriarum nel Gruter. 
 

[First Categorizations of Epigraphic Fakes: The Example of the Index Inscriptionum Spuriarum in 

Gruter] 

 

The phenomenon of epigraphic forgeries, which is connected to the history of epigraphy and the 

rediscovery and reuse of antiquity in the Middle Ages, has aroused interest of scholars all over Europe 

since the fifteenth century. However it is only in the middle of the sixteenth century that they seriously 

started to meditate on the criteria to be followed to identify fakes and their typologies. In this work 

we try to follow the developments of an increasingly stringent criticism which led to the first catego-

rizations of epigraphic fakes. In addition, we made a methodological reflection on the Jan Gruter 

corpus, that is the first work in which fakes inscriptions were collected and circumscribed in a specific 

section. 
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Epigraphic fakes; methodological reflection; first categorizations; Jan Gruter. 
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ROSA LORITO (Università degli Studi di Palermo): When the Author Is Not Identifiable: The Case of 

the Volcei Land-Register. 
 

The aim of this presentation is to show how much important it is to identify the author of an epigraphic 

testimony, especially when this is related to the government of territories of the Empire. This point 

shall be discussed with the so called Volcei land-register (CIL X 407). It is a list of properties en-

graved on a stone, but great part of this list is lost. This enigmatic non-literary document for Italian 

rural history offers lots of problems, such as the identity of the Turcius quoted at the beginning of the 

text, for example. Generally, he is identified with L. Turcius Apronianus, corrector Lucaniae et Brit-

tiorum, father of L. Turcius Apronianus Asterius, corrector Tusciae et Umbriae among the other of-

fices, and of L. Turcius Secundus Asterius, corrector Flaminiae et Piceni, and son of L. Turcius 

Secundus, clarissimus vir and consul. By this testimony, I try to show how this text could be important 

in the history and the chronology of the governors of the Italic provinces in the Later Roman Empire, 

as a unique evidence of L. Turcius Apronianus as a governor of Lucania and Brittii. Likewise, if this 

governor is the author of the land-register, this epigraphic text could be a further clue on the tasks of 

a provincial governor in Italy, such as redacting the landregister of the territories he ruled. Finally, 

this text could testify the importance of great senatorial families such as the Turcii in ruling the Italic 

provinces in the Later Roman Empire. 
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ANTONELLO VLELLA (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Terminological Remarks about 

Authenticity and Not Authenticity: Epigraphic Case Studies. 
 

Often, during several of our studies, we may get to a point where – by chance in many cases – we 

have to confront with products of whatever nature (papyri, parchments, inscriptions) whose genuinity 

might be doubtful to our eyes. The reasons that may lead us to such kind of assessments are multiple 

and they are not exactly the subject of this paper, but they all inevitably point to one question: are we 

dealing with a fake product or not? This kind of double approach – although partially correct as a 

starting point – bears an undoubtedly critical issue dictated by the lack of terminological flexibility 

that does not consider all of those ‘shades of grey’ which would allow us to better frame the product 

subject of our analysis. The question we should prefer in these cases is another: are we facing an 

authentic or not authentic product? The following oral presentation aims to explore the above men-

tioned terminological aspects in order to understand how it would be possible to adopt the most suit-

able definition for each case. The choice to undertake this contribute starting from the epigraphic 

field, referencing cases drawn from it, is justified by the fact that the concepts of fakery and non 

authenticity have generated – and still do nowadays – debates and confrontations, starting from the 

times of the first antiquarians up to our ours, passing through Theodor Mommsen and his – occasion-

ally drastic – way of dealing with falsae inside the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. Therefore these 

examples are only the starting point of a contribute whose subject is affine and tangent to the histor-

ical, literary and philological aspects of all the ancient and medieval documents left to us. 
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ANNA DOROTEA TEOFILO (Università degli Studi di Bari “Aldo Moro”): Quotation in Latin Metric 

Inscriptions of Apulia and a Case of Suspicious Transcription. 

In Latin metrical inscriptions, quotations from literary works can be easily found. Among the refer-

enced authors, especially Virgil and sometimes Ennius contribute to create a solemn tendency, but it 

is not unusual to find stylistically elevated quotes matched with proverbial phrases and concepts of 

popular wisdom, if not even typical of comedy. In addition, references are not always precise, not 

always from poetry and some inscriptions consist of irregular verses or just metric cola. Therefore, it 

is appropriate to raise the question of whether the remake is intentional, and if possible to establish 

whether literature actually influenced epigraphy or vice versa, or both literary and epigraphic authors 

had a common source in oral language. It is also substantial to try to outline the figure of the author, 

their education, the environment of the laboratory, and the figure of the customer (who can be anon-

ymous too), their social class, their system of values. Among Apulian inscriptions, two different and 

emblematic examples are CIL IX, 60 (=CLE 1533) from Brundisium, Augustan age, and AE 1995, 

350 (=Sup.It. 20, 180) from Venusia, late Republican age. Another couple of Apulian inscriptions are 

particularly worthy of attention due to a different reason: CIL IX, 503 and CIL IX, 604 from Venusia 

are only documented, thanks to Pontanus’ transcription, by the Codex Chigi I. VI. 203 of the Vatican 

Library, with suspects of non authenticity. 
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GIANMARCO BIANCHINI (University of Toronto): Use of Ovidian (?) Text in Carmina Latina Epi-

graphica. 

 

1. From an analytical study of the entire corpus of Carmina Latina Epigraphica, edited by Buecheler 

and updated by Lommatzsch, and considering some successive epigraphic catalogues, with a partic-

ular attention to Paolo Cugusi and Maria Teresa Sblendorio-Cugusi’s updates, Ovid has resulted, after 

Virgil, the most influencing author, but also the most quoted ad verbum. I have found about one 

hundred inscriptions where a whole phrase, a hemistich or at least a syntagma have been taken, on 

the initiative of the engraver or the person who ordered the inscription, from Ovid’s text. 2. Having 

acquired this, the research which I propose aims to analyze the ways of reception of Ovid in Latin 

metric epigraphy. I will take into account a number of selected and particularly significant cases, 

which will illustrate the different aspects of this mechanism of re-using the Ovidian text. The final 

purpose of this study will be, for each case, to determine at what degree of certainty the Ovidian 

authorship can be established. 3. The biggest difficulty in carrying on this research is to assess, in 

each case, whether we are dealing with a precise Ovidian quotation or just with a quotation from 

memory: if, in other words, we are fronting a text deserving to be considered as an evidence of Ovid 

or with one inaccurate and adapted. It is clear that, when we find numerous quotations, both from 

Latin poetry and, even better, from Ovid, and these are almost all right and precise, we could be more 

sure we are in an ‘Ovidian context’. The identification of the hypotext, in other words, should be 

given to a careful examination, which verifies the true presence of the author in the inscriptions. 

 


