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For he [Plato] has observed that every craftsman [demiourgos] either takes
the paradigmatic model he is using for what he fashions from an outside
source, or else he himself gives birth to the object from within himself. It
is just as in the case of craftsmen down here. Some have the capacity to
copy [mimesasathai] other things accurately, while others have the power
of moulding wonderful configurations [morphomaton]and necessary prac-
tical devices. So it is that the first man to make a ship moulded the para-
digmatic of the ship in himself through his imagination [phantastikos].

Greek text after: E. Diehl (ed.) (1903) Proclus Diadochus: In Platonis Timaeum
Commentaria (Leipzig), vol. 1, 320.3-10 (ad Tim.28c-29a).

Translation adapted after: D.T. Runia and M. Share (ed. and trans.) (2008)
Proclus: Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus. Volume II (Book 2: Proclus on the
Causes of the Cosmos and its Creation) (Cambridge), 174.
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Prof. Ernst intends to publish his paper elsewhere (with the provisional title,
‘Diachronic Turn: Zur Rezeption des Optatianus Porfyrius in der europdischen
Literatur von der Spétantike bis zu den Avantgarden’): contributors much look
forward to reading it in revised form.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 11

the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek (Munich); Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
(Rome); Biblioteca nacional de Espafia (Madrid); Biblioteca nationala a
Romaniei (Bucharest); Bibliothéque nationale de France (Paris); Biblio-
theque de Genéve (Geneva); Bodleian Library (Oxford); Burgerbibliothek
(Bern); Herzog August Bibliothek (Wolfenbiittel); National Library of
Russia (St Petersburg); Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek (Vienna);
and Stiftsbibliothek (St Gallen). Other institutions deserve mention
too. We think especially of the British Museum; Cleveland Museum of
Art; Deutsches Archéologisches Institut (Rome); Institut fiir Klassische
Archédologie und Museum Klassischer Abgiisse (Ludwig-Maximilians-
Universitdt, Munich); Kunsthistorisches Museum (Vienna); Landes-
museum (Bonn); Musei Capitolini (Rome); Museum of Modern Art
(New York); Rheinisches Bildarchiv (Cologne); Romisch-Germanisches
Museum (Cologne); and Staatliche Museen zu Berlin.

We hope that this anthology will form part of an ongoing conversa-
tion between its contributors, and one that will extend to include a wider
scholarly circle. The current volume cannot expect to have the final say
on the works of this hugely original - and unfairly maligned - poet.
Still, we hope that the book will prompt others to re-examine them with
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8916, folio 75r (Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France: not catalogued
by Giovanni Polara); fifteenth century. © Bibliothéque nationale de
France, Paris.

5 Optatian Carm. 19, as presented in Codex Augustaneus 9 Guelfer-
bytanus, folio 4r (Wolfenbiittel, Herzog August Bibliothek; labelled
ms. W by Giovanni Polara); sixteenth century. © Herzog August
Bibliothek, Wolfenbiittel.

6 Optatian Carm.20a and 20b, with schol., as presented in Codex
Bernensis 212, folio 114v (Bern, Burgerbibliothek; labelled ms. B by
Giovanni Polara); ninth century. © Burgerbibliothek Bern.

7 Optatian Carm. 21 and schol. 21, as presented in Codex Parisinus
8916, folio 72r (Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France; not catalogued
by Giovanni Polara); fifteenth century. © Bibliothéque nationale de
France, Paris.

8 Anonymous Greek poem with versus intexti in the form of a chi-rho:
Saint Petersburg, Codex Petropolitanus Graecus 216, folio 345v (ninth

century). © National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg.

9 Tenth-century poem by Vigilan of Albelda, with versus intexti in
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the shape of a palm-frond, after the model of Carm. 9. Madrid, Real
Biblioteca del Monasterio de San Lorenzo de El Escorial, Codex
Vigilanus, folio 2r; tenth century. © Patrimonio nacional (Real Bib-
lioteca del Monasterio de San Lorenzo de El Escorial).

10 Anonymous ninth-century Latin hexameter poem in honour of
Saint Gall, imitating Carm. 10 (with internal cross-patterns marked
in red). Stiftsbibliothek St. Gallen, Codex Sangallensis 187, folio 305r;
ninth century. © Stiftsbibliothek St Gallen.

11 Poem by Hrabanus Maurus (De laudibus sanctae crucis B8 [Perrin)),
with versus intexti imitating the shape of Carm. 3. Vatican, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Codex Regiensis Latinus 124, folio 15v; ninth
century. © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

12 Poem by Hrabanus Maurus (De laudibus sanctae crucis As [Perrin])
with versus intexti rendering a portrait of Louis the Pious. Madrid,
Biblioteca nacional de Espafia, Codex Vitrinas 20-5, folio 2v; eleventh
century. © Biblioteca nacional de Espaiia.

13a Detail of an illustrated manuscript from the sixth century AD,
depicting the arrangement of cardo and decumanus in an ideal city
(Corpus Agrimensorum Romanorum): Codex Arcerianus A = Codex
Augustaneus 2° Guelferbytanus 36.23, folio 48v; sixth century. ©
Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbiittel.

13b Octagonal gold pendant with Corinthian column spacers and
clasp, probably from Sirmium or Nicomedia, AD c. 325. Cleveland
(Ohio), Cleveland Museum of Art: Leonard C. Hanna, Jr. Fund
inv. 1994.98. © Cleveland Museum of Art.

14a Silver belt plaque, fourth century AD. Cologne, Romisch-Ger-
manisches Museum: inv. II 785. © Rheinisches Bildarchiv, Cologne.

14b Gold bracelet from Tartus (Syria), late fourth century AD. Ber-
lin, Antikensammlung, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin: inv. 30219, 509.
Photograph by Ingrid Geske, reproduced by kind permission of the
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin (Preuflischer Kulturbesitz).

15a Reverse of an aureus of the emperor Elagabalus, struck in AD
218-219 in Syrian Antioch (RIC 198; 7.45 g, 11 h): it depicts Sol with
radiate diadem. London, British Museum (Department of Coins and
Medals): inv. 1896,0608.48. © Trustees of the British Museum.
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15b Bloodstone inscribed with magical text and image of crucifixion,
second to third century AD. London, British Museum: inv. M&LA
1986,5-1,1. © Trustees of the British Museum.

15¢ Joseph Kosuth, ‘A Four Color Sentence’, 1966. Neon installation.
Berlin, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Nationalgalerie im Hamburger
Bahnhof, Marzona Collection. © VG Bild-Kunst, Bonn 2015; photo-
graph by J. Hernandez Lobato.

16 Fictive polychrome reconstruction of Optatian Carm. 22, based
on a folio of the ninth-century Codex Laureshamensis (Bukarest,
Biblioteca nationald a Romaniei, Ms. R II 1, folio 18v). Designed by
Johannes Wienand (using text typeset by Aaron Pelttari), with kind
permission of the Biblioteca Nationala a Romaniei.
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A NEW TYPOGRAPHIC PRESENTATION
OF OPTATIAN’S FIGURATIVE POEMS







EDITORIAL NOTE ON THE PRESENTATION
OF THE TEXT

Rather than duplicate images of Optatian’s poems across chapters, we
present them here in a single collated section.! Other relevant black and
white images are contained in individual chapters, while colour images are
grouped in a collected plates section at the end of the volume.

After much deliberation, the editors decided to provide new typeset ver-
sions of all relevant poems from the Optatianic corpus. Our survey of the
manuscript tradition illustrates how certain poems were presented in the
mediaeval and early modern world, namely Carm. 2 [Plate 1], 3 [Plate 2], 8
[Plate 3], 10 [Plate 4], 19 [Plate 5], 20 [Plate 6], 21 [Plate 7] and 26 [Fig. 1.7]; we
have likewise offered a wholly imaginary presentation of Carm. 22 [Plate 16].
But we thought it would also be useful to commission typographic presenta-
tions of all the carmina cancellata (‘gridded poems’) ascribed to Optatian, as
well as his figurative imagines metrorum (‘metrical images’) and other poems
with acrostichs, mesostichs and telestichs (Carm. 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27 and 31).2 This labour of love has been
carried out by — and in close consultation with — Aaron Pelttari: the editors
are hugely grateful to Aaron for gallantly taking on this task?

1 ‘Optatian’ is our preferred name for Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius through-
out this book, with the abbreviations ‘Carm.” used for individual poems, ‘Ep.
Const.” and ‘Ep. Porf. for the two purported letters of Constantine and Optatian,
and ‘schol.’ for the scholia. With Optatian’s carmina, Arabic numbers refer to
the poems and Roman numerals to the versus intexti: our numbering follows
the edition of Polara 1973.

2 On the generic titles, see Squire’s introduction (pp. 61, 67); for questions of
authenticity, see pp. 57-58 n. 12.

3 The editors also have Aaron Pelttari to thank for the typographic presen-
tations of the poems by Venantius Fortunatus [Fig. 1.8] and Abbo of Fleury
[Fig. 1.9], which respond to Optatianic precedent.
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Deciding how best to lay out the poems has not been easy.* Our pre-
sentation was in part dependent upon pragmatic concerns: rather than
use a polychromatic range of colours (cf. e.g. Plates 1—7),> we needed to
print our images in greyscale; we also had to typeset the poems electroni-
cally rather than write out their texts by hand (as they would originally
have been experienced, with all their calligraphic artistry). At the same
time, editorial decisions were made with careful reference to pre-existing
printed editions. The earliest of these extend back to the late sixteenth
century — namely, to the independent two presentations of Pithou 1590 and
Welser 1595 [cf. Plate 3].° After a hitatus of almost three hundred years,
three editions have been published in the last century and a half (Miiller
1877, Kluge 1926 and Polara 1973).” Of these, the most recent presentation

4 For the different presentations of Optatian’s poems in the extant manuscripts,
see the brief survey in Squire’s introduction to this volume (pp. 71-76). Modern
typesetting has often led to disaster — not least in the context of Levitan 1985,
in which the boldface used for the versus intexti fails to distinguish between the
ground-poem and interwoven patterns.

5 For one whimsical attempt to introduce different colours (against a purple
ground), however, see Plate 16 — with discussion in Squire’s introduction to this
volume, p.73; one might also compare the presentation of Hrabanus Maurus’
poems in a ninth-century manuscript (Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana: Codex
Regiensis Latinus 124), in which a number of grid-poems are written in gold
and silver letters against a purple-coloured parchment [Plate 11].

6 See Pithou 1590, 215-250, 471-474 and Welser 1595. Although Pithou did
sometimes mark out acrostichs (e.g. Pithou 1590: 231: Carm. 12), and occasion-
ally also telestichs (e.g. Pithou 1590: 232-233: Carm. 13), his edition did not
lay out the poems in graphic form (with the exception of Pithou 1590: 243,
presenting the text of Carm. 20 as a figurative shape). Much more innovative is
Welser 1595. Like Pithou’s text, Welser’s edition also incorporated the scholia.
But this time Welser laid out the relevant poems in gridded designs (Carm. 26,
19, 3, 2, 12, 11, 24, 16, 21, 27, 23, 5, 14, 8, 22, 18, 9, 10, 6, 7 and 20): all the letters
are printed in majuscule, with the versus intexti marked by hand [e.g. Plate 3].
7 The editions of Miiller 1877 and Kluge 1926 are in fact closely related: see below,
n. 8. In addition to these three published presentations, Bruhat 1999, 462-493 of-
fers its own independent versions of Optatian’s poems: Bruhat uses boldface for
the versus intexti, while also marking out the internal grids; the dissertation also
contains separate illustrations of the internal graphic designs (as for example in
the illustrated ‘diagrammes et mosaiques’ of Bruhat 1999, 502-505; Helm 1902 had
deployed a related strategy to illustrate the internal figures). For two other recent
attempts to lay out Optatian’s poems, see e.g. Squire 2011, 219-222 (with 220,
fig. 112 for Carm. 8, and 222, fig. 113 for Carm. 23 - using boldface and shading for
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- that of Polara 1973 — seemed to us the most successful: Polara prints
Optatian’s versus intexti (‘intetwoven verses’) in enlarged boldface script,
marking out the patterns of the page using additional lines?

Polara’s presentations are extremely effective — and remain the most
commonly reproduced versions of Optatian’s poems.” While sticking to
the text of Polara’s 1973 edition,® we nonetheless opted for a different
presentation. The three most important departures are as follows: first,

the versus intexti, and interpuncts to separate the words of the ground-poem); and
Pelttari 2014: 83 (Carm. 9 - relying solely on a boldface for differentiation of the
versus intexti). Although Ernst 2012, 1.21-63 provides a text, German translation
and commentary on six poems (Carm. 1, 6, 10, 15, 21 and 25), the poems are illus-
trated through the use of manuscripts rather than typographic reconstructions.
8 On the name ‘versus intexti’, taken from Carm. 9, see Squire’s introduction to
this volume (p. 70 n. 44). The presentations in the Teubner editions of Miiller
1877 and Kluge 1926 seem markedly less effective. The relevant section of
Miiller’s edition presents the poems in enlarged boldface without additional
lines (printing the scholia on each facing page). The size and thickness of that
boldface nonetheless varies across the corpus (with the patterns of Carm. 2 and
3, for example, presented in markedly smaller script than in the other poems);
they also vary within individual poems (e.g. in Carm. 18 and 19: the scale of
the verses in Carm.18.1, 18, 35 and Carm. 19.22, 30 is inexplicably reduced).
The same variations recur in the relevant section of Kluge’s edition (Porfyrii
carmina quaedam litteris capitalibus expressa), which essentially repeats Miiller’s
presentation, while this time printing the versus intexti at the bottom of each
page. Kluge nonetheless introduced some additional innovations: numbers are
added across both the horizontal and vertical axes; likewise, interpuncts are
used to separate the words of the ground text (but not the versi intexti). Polara’s
edition - rightly in our opinion - dispensed with such interpuncts.

9 Polara’s presentations reappear, for example, in Simonini and Gualdoni 1978,
50, 54, 56 and 60 (reproducing Polara’s reconstructions of Carm. 20, 26, 27 and
19). They are likewise recycled in Higgins 1987, 25-28, Edwards 2005, Okacova
2006, Riihl 2006 and Squire 2015 (among numerous other recent publications).
The poems go without illustration in Pipitone 2012 (dedicated to the scholia).
10 The typographic presentations of Polara 1973 are re-published in Polara
2004, albeit with occasional minor alterations: at Carm. 23.4, for example,
plexum is changed to fluxum; likewise, Polara changes the text of Carm.18.16
between the two editions. While our presentations stick to the text of the
original 1973 edition, we nonetheless make occasional modifications: whereas
Polara uses both full stops and semicolons to mark the abbreviations introduced
in Carm. 22 and 24 (legib’, 22.18; morib’, 22.19; treuiscolasq’, 22.21; positoq’, 24.6;
prudensq’, 24.9; natalib’y 24.13; quaeq’, 24.205 hominiq’, 24.27; teq’, 24.30; uehitq’,
24.34), for instance, we use full stops throughout.
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we decided not to alter the font or size of individual letters, but instead
to present the text of the ground-poem and versus intexti in a single script
(a “Trajan’ sans-serif font); second, we opted to mark out the versus intexti
by shading the individual grids in which they are contained; this allowed
us, third, to dispense with the additional lines that Polara used to group
together such verses within each grid.

Our presentation is not without its faults, and of course makes no
claim to reconstructive ‘authenticity’. In particular, we have not attempted
to ‘round’ or ‘shape’ the figures, at times leading to rather ‘pixelated’ forms
(recalling, perhaps, the graphics of early computer games)."* But the presen-
tation did respond to a number of important considerations, which have
helped us in turn to appreciate the artistry of Optatian’s original creations.
For one thing, we wanted to ensure the complete and independent legibility
of both the ground-poems and the versus intexti (which is made difficult in
Polara’s edition by the additional lines and changes in font and spacing); no
less pressing was a concern to maintain the clarity of Optatian’s figurative
designs. We likewise thought it important that the poems should be evenly
spaced: the gridded poems of equal width and length, for example, should be
square rather than rectangular (correcting a feature of Polara’s presentation).

A couple of other aspects are also worth mentioning. In those poems
that combine Greek versus intexti within their ground-poems (Carm. 16,
19 and 23),? we have presented all the letters in a Latin script instead of
experimenting with more Greek-looking forms (a Greek lambda for the
Latin letter ‘A’, for example). For ease of reference, we have also added line
numbers across both the horizontal and vertical spans of the poems (fol-
lowing Kluge 1926 and Polara 1973). In light of the considerations above,
we nonetheless avoided using interpuncts to mark word-separations.
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Carm. 3
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Carm. 5

RTVTTIBVS I

1

S POLLENSYV
I

PRINCETPSTILAET

1

1

DERE

1

VIiCTORS

I AREDDENS

N

1

I OCONF

S L AT

CACVMNAT

L

I
I AMPOP VL
AVGVSTOETNAT
CONSTANT

I
1

PERS
I AMN
QV oS T

ENTERET CETPTO

S ORI
I AD

1

CATCONCORD

1

B

S
N

1
1

I VESEO

I DADI

F

CAT
I AS ANCTE

I S$SMEDTIS VNTIOQVETDI

S PARTH

I

S TVMAGNAADGAVD

1

NEMYV S A

I NCARMI
I

NEFAVETETANTO

I

N
N

1

CENNTIAMETR

PTISPINGITYV
I

1

C

1

ETTVADESCR

I NARMI

I AHONORVM

IMDVXCLARYVS
ORMOXGLOR

1 BV S OL
ETATEF

ATTVS V?P?PPL

DAP

I

DEMMA

I

10

1
I ATALMA

I AD

1 TOTOS S ERVAREQVEASPOSTVOTATROPATE

S

S VIRTYVS DENVNT

1

I AMVOTAFERVNTETMETD

I AMV E RS

P ARCERE

1

A ETH

I VE S

NDVS ARABS

1

RAPIDOCVMLVMINESVRG

I

I OP ES GNAR

I AL AETA

TANSEDETOMN

I

TETHYOS EXGREMIOT

15

I ASAECTLO

NEBONONVNCLVDENTOT

I

XMVS ATV

CONSTANT

G NARETFTETRRE

I

S VELVOCES ONARE

1 TQV AED

S POS S

1

I

F E L

1

T

RTVTVMMETRI
1 ER
CECOMPONI

I

P RAEMIAYV

S OP ACA

1

N A CARTP

1 OS VERS VS SVBYVALTL
N

DV AGATP?

1
1

QvVv

1

I DCARMI

LAVROQV

L

1

CASTATL

20

I VMP HOS

OS TOTARESPONDETVOCETHR

1

QVAMDATT FONTESVOCLARIOTVCARMINAPROME

QV ODPERTEFTERETAVDENS

VATEDEODIGNAAVTS I
1 vs OPVS NECTENSMENSTOTAMOLTEST S VEB

M A

1

I COEPTACAMENA

I NGETCARMENPANGATS

S PEP
COMPLEATETVERSVYVAR

25

I CTO

I AP

I ATADETCENN

1

TEMETR

I

M

1

TAVREASAETCTLA

ETAT
NF ORT

ORESECVNDAVOVENSSVBCERTOTL

oOT

I
1
1

1S DED

BVS?PAC

1

I ACAE S AR

§ HONORE

1

INDVLGENSNATTISPATRTIATETP

MIT

I RE S

I AV

S P I

1

PARHENVMRHODANYVMQVETVER

I VR EDEVS S EDCR

S

1

30

1

1

I A ER

N ONDV B

I S TIATILVRA
TEQV I
NESERENA

1
1

S TR

1

OREPARANTETTFRANC

I

IAMTVS ANCTETPVEIRSTPESTANTATER
MITISS APOLOSAETCL
TEMPORAS VMMETP

V1ITER

1

ET

S DACONSTANT

1

PEVOTO

1

I OTRICENNTIASVSC

35

35

30

25

20

15

10



A NEW TYPOGRAPHIC PRESENTATION OF OPTATIAN’S FIGURATIVE POEMS 31

Carm. 6

TATAS ONORTIS

1

M

1

EMTVRMARVMCARMI

1

I AGE S TAMODTIS AVDAX

MART

T

NATEIX!I

IMITERECTVM

L

1

G

I

ETNVNCAGMENAG

MV S APERETFTF

I NOS VB L

T QV

TEDTISTANS

I VMS EPTENOMI I

GENOSUPAT

1

NVNCEADEMVERSOREILTEGENSVTCVMQVEMEA ATV

M
D

N

MV

5

I NAMFRACTVS NONVNALEGEU CATERVAS

T

TTII

1
1

NEGAVDENS

S SONACOMPONTIDIVERSOCARMI

GRATANTIMI

OR S A

DEPERPETEMETRO

1

L

I

I ANS CONF

S FLEXVDOC

N T ACONTRA

1

§ OC

I
1

N

TERVMEF I

1

S NVLLODISCRIMINEMETRI

PRAEPONENSORS

10

I AMPARTESMEDTIAESVAMYVNIADOCTAE
I

NET

I
EXPED

QV AMYV

Qv

BVS NAMTFINESEDVNDO

s viCcC

I

I V.NTVERS

I ACLAVDIT

IGVOSCVRS VS ETDEV
S CRVPEAPRAET BTET

S AMB
OS TENTANSARTEMYV

S ARMAT

I

1

NCIR

1

1 CASSVMMESTRAGES ST ETTOTAPEIRACTA

15

s Vv

TAVI

1

VOTAPRECORTFAVEASSVBCERTOCOND

FACTORVMGNARVMTAMGRANDTIADICEREVATEM

CETCAMPONACRYVORE

I

1 POS TBELILAMADENSART

I ENS AVGVSTETL

I AMTOT

HOS T

I MATOTO

s S

I

L

1

CORPORAFVSASOLOSVBMERSASAMNERETPTLETO

v

20

1 EMQVETFEROCEM

RETVRTVRBASAC

I X M1

CTR

1

NEGAVDENS

I MACONARERPHOEGBEOCARMI

P LVR

I AFACTA

CAELES ST

1
I

IACETGENSDYVROMARTET CADVYVCA

I S$SMEMORARETBON

MARGENS

1

N TS

1

PERCVLS ARV

TVS ETBETLLALOQV

1

§ DE V

N T R O

CTA

1

S MAGNORVMYV

Qv I
TES T

25

I AP RAESENS

N A B ONON

1

C

1

1

N ACERNENS

I S AQVEAGMI

S ETDVCATCETTERAPRAETDAS

1 COMPOS EXC

I TVOT
DET

S

I

v

1

1 VGACAPT

I APLECTRO

I MVRPROETL

I AVICTORTIMOL

G RAND

I S ESTVOTVMS I COMPLTEATORE

CERENEGCSAT
MVS AS VOQVAECVMQVEPARATSVBLEGESONARE

1

D

30

S PERFECTACAMENTIS

I

1S ETTESTTIS NOTATIROPATEA

N NEX AMOD

1

S

1

VVLITRES ONAREME

§$ CRVPOS

S CVMMYVNERESACRDO

1
1

I GNAREMETR

DEPICTTIS S
ME NT S DEVOTAETPLACAR

NTFATAPROCETLTLAS

1

35

35

30

25

20

15

10



32

Carm. 7

I AMAGNE
I AMV S AE

S CLEMENT

1

T

I MENMI

AVGVSTVMSPETC

I ME F ORT

DVMDVCTORTYVAMAXKX

1

AV S ON
CASTATL

I AEDETFONTECANVNTTVMVNEIRASVMMA

N

I

HINVNCPLENAFAYVOR

VOTORVMDAPHOTETBEMI

I GNE S ERENYVS

S

N

1

S

o

1

S QVEPOTENS ADMART

DAMENTEMS ENS VS QVETFP

X

I

I AF EL

I

I VMNAT

I MP E R

NEF AR

CTOSVBCARMI
1 VVAMEGTLOR

S P I
P S E

I
I

PERPETVVMS AETCTL

AVDENTEMPRETCOR

D

I AVATVM
I AMV S AE

§$ NV NCCOTP

1

TQVEMINVS S VBLEGE

CTVRVMCARMENQVAMYV

I

I VVARI

I § P OS S I
1 VvDL

NONTATL

10

I NOMNTI S
TAF ANDII

I N A

I vDQVOoOPAG
I § CERNATSEMI

1 VBETNVMENLYVXALMAETGAVD

I MOAL

VERSVAL

GNATVRMODYVLOSD

1

VELTLE

S

I AMV ND 1

ITVVNTSEQVITVRCVRASINMVS ICAVOTDO

NS T

1

S ANCTETVOSCREYV

1

v

I

I AMENT

RTVTESQVETVASETMORETSZPANDEREGET ST

15

TNOSTRAETFTIDVC 1

I

I OGAVDENSSVBMVNETRENOTA

TEDVCENAMOQVETP

FRONDEASTEMPER

S VBI

1

I NATMVS

I NI VGATFEST
TECTACANYVNTARTETSETNOTAEVAT

1 BV S VNDAE

CTOR

I

LVBRICAYV

I

N

T
S AGROSQVEEXERCERETVORVM

TOSREGETSSEVPACI

NDOMI

1

AVTBETLILOSTERNENSAVTMI

20

§$ FOEDERENVTYV

I
ORALMATDE

ESSETVOSTFAC

AV CT

I AMV NDVM

PERTETPRAESTENT

1

1

TREDDENSMOXAVREASAECVLARETBUVS

I

RES PEX

I vsTI1

S TEMPORA

OS TENDITOQVEDEVSRECTORI

A ETHER

25

N

1

ONVTVPLACIDISCLEMENTTIATIYVSS
CTOR

1

I AMITTIAVI

FLORENTADGAVD

PERTEPERQVETVOS S VNTOMN

1

N O R B E

I AMENT

1

1

BVS QVETYV

NATOSRESZPOPYVIL

CAES AR

1

S TOTOVICTOR A

1

I

NS AECVLAPOLTLTET

I

X

1

I VRECOMES FEL

S EMP E R
TANTORVMMER

30

I VATROPATEA

TASTATVES CAPT
I AETOT

I

PECLARE
TATFETL

1
1

1 ENSENACC

VICTORSARMAT
DV CTORVEB
DE B

X

I

S VOTORVMREDD
IAMCONPOSGAVDETTVAROMYVLETPVEBES

I

1 QVETYV

T A

I

RECTORRITESVVS NOBTISPERSAECVILAFTLORET

35

35

30

25

20

15

10



A NEW TYPOGRAPHIC PRESENTATION OF OPTATIAN’S FIGURATIVE POEMS 33
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Carm. 22 versus intexti
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Carm. 23
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Carm. 24
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Carm. 26
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Carm. 31
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MORPHOGRAMMATA /
THE LETTERED ART OF OPTATIAN







MICHAEL SQUIRE
OPTATIAN AND HIS LETTERED ART
A kaleidoscopic lens on late antiquity

Mention the name ‘Optatian’ — never mind ‘Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius’
(to give the poet his full title) — and you will most likely be met with a blank
expression.! Even among the most erudite classicist circles, few people have
heard of our book’s honorand. Still fewer, it seems, have read the 31 Latin
poems ascribed to him, written in the first decades of the fourth century
AD, and frequently addressing the emperor Constantine himself?

If Optatian is a little-known poet, his poetry has commanded still
less respect. During the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the small
number of people who turned to Optatian’s works saw in them little of
interest or value. According to Paulys Realencyclopddie der classischen Alter-
tumswissenschaft, Optatian is ‘the author of hare-brained frivolities in verse’
(‘der Verfasser hirnverbrannter Versspielereien’); his poems leave the reader
astonished, the entry continues - ‘that a man wanted to squander his days
in such laboriously contrived affectations (and pass them off as poetry),

1 The name (and spelling of ‘Porfyrius’) is attested in the figurative pattern of
Carm. 21: see below, n. 122. In the chapters that follow ‘Optatian’ is our preferred
form for referring to the poet, with ‘Carm.’ used for individual poems, ‘Ep.
Const.’ and ‘Ep. Porf’ for the two purported letters, and ‘schol.’ for the scholia.
2 Throughout this book, authors primarily rely on Giovanni Polara’s landmark
edition (Polara 1973), turning to the two earlier Teubner editions only where
relevant (Miiller 1877; Kluge 1926); Arabic numerals refer to the poems, Roman
numerals to the versus intexti (in both cases following Polara 1973). There is still
no English translation of Optatian’s poems, but there are a handful of other
modern versions: Ernst 2012, 21-63 provides a text, German translation and
commentary of Carm. 1, 6, 10, 15, 21 and 25; Polara 2004a (first published in 1976)
gives a complete Latin text with Italian translation; and Bruhat 1999, 462-493
translates all but Carm. 22, 24, and 31 into French. A critical edition and German
translation is being prepared by Johannes Wienand and John Noél Dillon for
Mohr Siebeck’s ‘Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum’ series.
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no less than that he should thereby have won approval from an emperor’3
It is a judgement that has been widely shared. “The text itself is devoid of
all interest save its curiosity, paying witness to the decadence of an art and
a culture,” one assessment concludes;® these ‘ridiculous verses’, to quote
another, are testimony to the ‘poet’s futility’, revealing how deeply ‘the
corruption of triviality had eaten into poetry’® ‘Contrived’, ‘tasteless’, ‘deca-
dent’, ‘trifling’, ‘risible’, even downright ‘bad’:’ that is the scholarly verdict
on the poetry of Optatian, and it has prevailed, by and large, to this day.
The aim of our volume is to tender a different perspective. Taking our
cue from a recent resurgence of interest in Optatian’s works — and above
all, a revisionist assessment of their ‘value’ - our overriding objective is

3 For the entry, see Helm 1959, 1928: ‘Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius ... ist
der Verfasser hirnverbrannter Versspielereien, bei denen man ebenso staunen
muf3, dass ein Mensch auf derartige miihselig ausgetiiftelte Kiinsteleien seine
Zeit vergeuden und sie fiir Poesie halten konnte, wie dafy er damit bei einem
Kaiser Beifall zu finden vermochte’. Slightly less damning is Baldwin 1989,
50-51: ‘Porphyrius is ultimately silly, but harmless, and one has to admire his
dexterity’ (51).

4 Cf. e.g. Schanz 1914, 13 (which seems to have provided the model for both
Helm’s judgement and phrasing): ‘Verwunderlich ist es nur, dass ein Mann
so unendlichen Fleiss auf solche Abgeschmacktheiten und Nichtigkeiten ver-
wenden wollte; noch verwunderlicher aber ist, dass solche Torheiten am Hofe
beifdllige Aufnahmen fanden’.

5 Bardon 1957, 453: ‘Le texte méme est dépourvu de tout intérét qui ne soit
de curiosité: il témoigne de la décadence d’un art et d’une culture’. Although
Optatian himself is not mentioned there, such ideas of ‘decadence’ ultimately go
back to the view of late antiquity enshrined in Edward Gibbon’s monumental
The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire in the last quarter of the
eighteenth century: for the influence of the thinking, see now the provocative
essays in Formisano and Fuhrer (eds.) 2014. The low regard for Optatian is
already reflected in Lalanne 1845: 18-19: ‘Publius [sic] Optatianus Porphyrius,
qui vivait sous Constantin, est ’auteur d’un receuil de vers tourmentées dans
tous les sens, contournés de toutes les maniéres’; ‘au contraire des Grecs qui
s’occuperent de ces futilités a ’époque florissante de leur littérature, ce ne fut
que dans les temps de décadence que les poétes latins s’y livrérent’ (17).

6 Raby 1957, 1.45.

7 For overviews of the scholarly historiography, see Smolak 1989, along with
the earlier surveys of Polara 19743, 1974b and 1975. ‘Seen as acutely experimental
and idiosyncratic,” as Rees 2012: 46 puts it, ‘Optatianus is hardly accommodated
in broad schemes of Latin panegyric or even Latin poetry generally’.

8 Cf. below, pp. 84-86.
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two-fold: first, to re-assess the thinking behind his games with poetic and
pictorial form; and second, to re-evaluate the various literary, artistic and
intellectual backdrops. If this corpus of poems uniquely mediates, figures
and shapes the cultural dynamics of Constantine’s principate,’ it also offers
a new perspective on the first decades of the fourth century - a time of mo-
mentous cultural and intellectual change, thanks not least to the emergence
of Christianity as a newly sanctioned Roman imperial cult. To re-think
Optatian’s poetry, it follows, is to re-imagine the cultural landscapes of late
antiquity. Like his kaleidoscopic creations, perpetually poised between dif-
ferent regimes of signification, Optatian gives form to a world in political,
intellectual and theological flux. As such, his poetry provides a fascinating
case study for exploring how intellectual ideas take on combined literary
and material forms - for probing, in the terms of the Internationales Kolleg
Morphomata in Cologne, the ‘genesis, dynamics and mediality of cultural
figurations’ (‘Genese, Dynamik und Medialitét kultureller Figurationen’).1’

THE MATTER OF THE PAGE™

Before saying more about our project, and its relationship to a broader
revisionist bibliography, let me begin by introducing Optatian and the
corpus of 31 extant poems ascribed to him.” As we have already noted,

9 Despite a burgeoning bibliography on Constantine and his imperial rule between
AD 306 and 337 (best represented among other recent monographs by e.g. Girardet
2010; Barnes 2011; Van Dam 2011; Bardill 2012; Wallraff 2013), few scholars have se-
riously reckoned with the important evidence of Optatian’s poems: the exceptions
are Van Dam 2011, 158-170 and above all Wienand 201243, 355-420. There is only
fleeting and superficial reference to Optatian in the essays collected in Lenski (ed.)
2006 (pp. 4, 24-25, 75, 389). Likewise Bardill 2012 barely mentions this important
testimony for approaching the ‘divine emperor of the Christian golden age’ (brief
references on 104, 275, 302); in discussing the Constantinian significance of the
chi-rho motif (Bardill 2012, 159-202, 220-222), Bardill likewise omits the crucial
evidence of Carm. 8, 14, 19 and 24 (for a corrective, see Squire and Whitton 2016).
10 For an introduction to the conceptual ‘morphomatic’ framework of the Kol-
leg, see above all the essays in Blamberger and Boschung (eds.) 2011.

11 The title for this section takes it cue from Butler 2011, arguing that ‘any seri-
ous effort to make ancient poetry legible ... must reconstruct, at least in part,
its material habit as written text’ (5).

12 A brief note about the authenticity of certain poems (cf. Polara 1973, 1.xx-
viii-xxxiii): of the 31 poems, Carm. 21-28 are frequently considered independent
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Optatian was writing in the first decades of the fourth century; where
we are able to date particular poems, everything points to the 310s and
320s. Although we have only limited external information about his
life and career,* Optatian seems to have enjoyed a relatively close re-
lationship with the emperor: a pair of purported letters are preserved,?®
and many of his poems are addressed to Constantine himself* At some

from the others (whether written by Optatian, or in some cases perhaps by a
subsequent imitator, with Carm. 28 attested just once - in the eighth-century
Codex Salmasianus; cf. below, n. 101); poems 29-31 are of separate provenance
(Carm. 29-30 are fragments from Fulgentius, and Carm. 31 was first tenta-
tively associated with the corpus in the nineteenth century). This tradition
is already enshrined in the edition of Miiller 1877 (which gives Carm.1-20 as
the Panegyricus Constantini on pp. 5-23, and poems 21-28 as carmina reliqua on
pp. 23-30). Cf. below, nn. 33 and 34 on Carm. 22 and 24, as well as nn. 57 and
99 on Carm. 17, and n. 35 on Carm. 31.

13 For the best overview of dates, with references to the relevant scholarly
bibliography, see the ‘tableau chronologique’ of Bruhat 1999, 495-501 (with
ibid. 273-274): Bruhat only makes reference here to Carm.1-20, and omits
Carm. 17 (deeming it a likely posthumous insertion); cf. e.g. Barnes 1975,
177-183; Edwards 2005; Wienand 2012a, 371-373.

14 For the available evidence - and a new timeline of the poet’s biography - see
Wienand’s chapter in this volume. The 21 most relevant testimonia are cata-
logued in Polara 1973, 2.1-6, and an additional summary can be found in the
‘nota biografica’ of Polara 2004a, 25-26.

15 For a revised attempt to date these two letters — and situate them within a
larger epistolary exchange - see Wienand’s chapter in this volume (esp. pp. 148-
155); for the text, see Polara 1973, 1.1-6 (with commentary in ibid. 2.19-27),
along with the respective French and annotated German translations of Bruhat
1999, 463-464 and Ernst 2012, 22-29. Many scholars have deemed the two extant
letters posthumous mediaeval forgeries (cf. Polara 1973, 1.XXXi-XXXXii, 2.19-20).
But there are good contextual and above all linguistic reasons for thinking them
genuine (cf. Bruhat 1999, 23-31 on the problems of style and content, albeit
without detailed analysis of the clausulation in the two letters, which in my view
rules against a mediaeval dating: discussions include Miiller 1877, viii; Dorries
1954, 127-128; Barnes 1975, 174 n. 4, 185-186 (suggesting a date in the winter of
AD 312-313, as restated in 2011, 84, 209-210 n. 34); Millar 1977, 472 n. 46; Bruhat
2009, 106-107 n.12; Green 2010, esp. 69-71; Van Dam 2011, 159-162; Pipitone
2012a; Wienand 20124, 358 n. 6.

16 On the ‘panegyrical’ aspects of Optatian’s works, see the important interven-
tion of Riithl 2006 - along with the chapters in this volume by e.g. Kwapisz,
Koérfer, Schierl and Scheidegger Limmle, Rithl and Habinek; Pipitone 2015 was
published while this book was in production..
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stage in his career, Optatian nevertheless fell foul of the emperor: he was
exiled from Rome on the grounds of a ‘false accusation’ (falso ... crimine,
Carm. 2.31), and numerous poems allude to that ‘sad destiny’ (fata | tristia,
Carm. 2.11-12) and ‘unjust lot’ (sors iniqua, Carm. 20a.22)."

It was this banishment that seems to have motivated a defining
collection of poems. According to Jerome in his version of Eusebius’
Chronicle, Optatian ‘Porfyrius was released from exile after sending a
remarkable volume to Constantine’ (Porphyrius misso ad Constantinum
insigni volumine exilio liberatur). The Chronicle situates this release (and
presumably therefore return to Rome) in AD 329 - not uncontroversially,
since Optatian is elsewhere recorded as Praefectus Urbis for the same year,
and for a second time in 333.2 Although we cannot establish with any
certainty the precise anthology dispatched to Constantine, the notion
of a special collection of poems - an insigne volumen written from exile
in praise of the emperor — neatly aligns with the surviving manuscript
tradition: it is significant that most codices preserve a single title for their
anthologies, labelling Optatian’s collected works a Panegyricus.®

Optatian’s exile and the panegyrical function of his writings help us
to understand one of the most important aspects of his poetry: namely,
its concern with material presentation. The theme comes to the fore in
Carm. 1. There are good reasons for thinking that this poem once ‘sealed’
the anthology dispatched from exile to the emperor in Rome: on the one
hand, Optatian alludes to Roman antiquity’s most famous exile poetry
(Ovid’s Tristia); on the other, the poem, written in elegiac couplets,
opens the sequence preserved in the majority of extant manuscripts.?’

17 Wienand (this volume) dates Optatian’s exile to between AD 322/333 and 326 (cf.
e.g. Bruhat 1999, 9-16; Wienand 2012a, 355-356); on the exile motif in Optatian’s
poems, see Bruhat 1999, 16-20 — as well as Bruhat’s chapter in this volume.

18 On Jerome’s testimony (= Helm 1956, 232) - and its inherent problems - see
Wienand’s chapter in this volume. Wienand also discusses Optatian’s appoint-
ment as Praefectus Urbis Romae — a hugely important position that seems to
acknowledge his contribution to the Constantinian regime.

19 On the significance of that title, see Polara 1973, 1.viii-xvi, along with Bruhat
1999, 31-43, and Wienand 2012a, 365-373 (albeit noting that the ‘panegyric’ title
‘moglicherweise nicht aus constantinischer Zeit stammt’, 371; cf. Wienand’s
discussion in this volume, p. 133 n. 46).

20 On the text’s allusive texture and programmatic opening, see Bruhat (this
volume); for the Latin literary backdrop of the ‘sealing’ sphragis, see Peirano 2014.
On the manuscript tradition, see below, n. 51: Polara 1973, 1.xix usefully lays out
the contents and sequence of Optatian’s poems in the different manuscripts.
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Whatever we make of its date and relationship to a larger anthology, the
poem begins by painting a vivid picture of earlier works, ‘all shining in
purple, written with letters that glitter in silver and gold ... well adorned
by the hand of the writer’ (ostro tota nitens, argento auroque coruscis | scripta
notis ... | scriptoris bene compta manu, 1.3-5); Optatian also contrasts the
present gift from exile - whose page is ‘now pale, with each leaf tinted
in a black colour, scarcely distinguishing its poems with impoverished
cinnabar’ (pallida nunc, atro chartam suffusa colore, | paupere vix minio
carmina dissocians 1.7-8).2

A more detailed reading of this leading poem is offered by Marie-Odile
Bruhat in the sixth chapter. For now, though, it is the concern with physi-
cal form that I want to emphasise. As Bruhat demonstrates, this whole
poem amounts to a self-conscious reworking of the opening verses with
which Ovid began his first book of Tristia (1.1-14): Optatian’s opening is
predicated on the model of Ovid’s address to his poetry book - comment-
ing, for example, on its ‘unadorned’ appearance (incultus, Tr.1.3), the lack
of ‘a cover dyed with the juice of berries’ (purpureo ... vaccinia fuco, Tr.1.5),
and an absence of ‘title tinged with cinnabar’ (titulus minio ... notetur,
Tr.1.7). Yet there are also important differences. The Ovidian concern
with physical appearance is here transformed into the defining topos of
Optatian’s ceuvre: for all the proclaimed modesty of the current anthology,
the collection is introduced as something to be seen rather simply read —
‘suitable for the holy looks of the lord’ (domini visibus apta sacris, Carm. 1.6).

That underlying idea of visual poetry lies at the core of Optatian’s
poetic project. Again and again, Optatian draws attention to the ‘painterly’
and ‘polychrome’ qualities of his works.?? A related theme recurs in the

21 For discussions, see e.g. Polara 1973, 2.27-28; along with Garzya 1984,
esp. 36—40; Rithl 2006, 90—91; and Pipitone 2012b, 100-103.

22 For references to Optatian’s ‘painterly’ creations, see e.g. Carm. 1.4 (picto limite
dicta notans); 3.15-16 (pictis ... Phoebi | ... modulis); 3.35 ([pagina] picta elemento-
rum vario per musica textu, repeated in 3.iii); 4.7 (vicennia picta); 5.7-8 (Musa | ...
pingit); 5.25 (spe pinget carmen); 5.26 (versu ... picto); 5.iii (pingens ... mea Camena);
6.34 (depictis ... metris); 7.7 (picto sub carmine); 8.1-2 (picta novis elegis ... | clementis
pia signa dei votumgue perenne); 10.9 (pingentem — although the reading is debated,
cf. Polara 1973, 73-74); 18.21 (pictorum); 19.20 (arte notis picta); 22.9 (pingit, re-
peated in 22.12); 22.viii (bene picta Musa metris); 22.xiii-xiv (picta notabo | iura
Camenis). For the image of Optatian as artifex, cf. Carm. 26.7 and 20b.18, and for
Optatian’s talk of ars, cf. Carm. 3.30, 6.14, 7.19, 19.20, 21.6, 21.9, 26.2 and 26.18
(along with Ep. Const. 10). On the particular (and hugely symbolic) significance
of colour in Optatian’s poems, see Habinek’s chapter in this volume.
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two letters supposedly exchanged between the poet and the emperor: the
letter from Optatian to Constantine suggests that his work is ‘to be read
by your serene eyes’ (legendum serenis oculis tuis, Ep. Porf.2); moreover,
in the words of Constantine’s reply, ‘the variegated pigments of colours
will delight the sensations of the eyes’ (oculorum sensus interstincta colorum
pigmenta delectent, Ep. Const. 11). As the letters make clear, we are deal-
ing not just with a literary collection, but also with a literal artwork; so
much so, in fact, that one poem even boasts to rival Apelles, promising
to outstrip antiquity’s most celebrated painter (‘the painted page will dare
surpass Apellean waxes’, picta ... | vincere Apelleas audebit pagina ceras:
Carm. 3.1ii-iv) .2

As we work our way through the corpus of extant poems, we find
Optatian experimenting with different strategies to tease out the latent
visuality of writing. By no means all of the poems celebrate their physi-
cal presentation: throughout, the play with visual form is coupled with
all manner of other metrical games (which are sometimes thrust to the
fore so as to comprise poems in their own right — as with Carm. 13, 15, 25
and 28).%* Yet over and above all other literary and metaliterary themes,
it is a concern with the physical form of writing that predominates: as
Optatian repeatedly reminds us - often adding self-reflective commentar-
ies that draw out the difficulties of literary composition and interpretative
exegesis — to make sense of these poems is to try out different modes or
both visual and readerly response.

The rationale is perhaps clearest to see in the three extant ‘figure-
poems’. With these self-declared ‘images of verses’ (imagines metrorum:
Carm. 26.23), Optatian exploits the figurative frame of each poem to
figure the mimetic outline of the objects evoked.”® The resulting artefacts

23 On these lines, see above all the chapters by Schierl and Scheidegger Lidmmle
and Minnlein-Robert in this volume. The controversy of the boast lies in the
purported promise of crafting the countenance of Augustus (fingere ... vultus
| Augusti, Carm. 3.i-ii) - a claim that has been understood as an elaborate
praeteritio or a reference to a poem subsequently lost (see above all Polara
1973, 2.39; Polara 1978, 345-348; Polara 2004a, 68); cf. e.g. Gualandri 1977, 185;
Bruhat 1999, 141-146; Pozzi 2002, 155-156 (noting later imitations); Riihl 2006,
82, 93-94; Bruhat 20009, 117; Pipitone 2012a, 37-39; Squire 2016¢.

24 On Carm. 15 and 25, see the chapters in this volume by Hernandez Lobato
and Pelttari; on Carm. 13, 15, 25 and 28, see below, pp. 91-92, as well as Squire
20163, 82-98 in the context of ‘poetry in pieces’.

25 On Optatian’s imagines metrorum, and their relations to earlier Greek picture-
poems, see the introductory overviews of e.g. Helm 1902, 43-44; Levitan 1985,
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1.1 Simias, ‘Wings of Eros’ (Anth. Pal. 15.24), probably early third century BC.
Typeset by Christine Luz (reproduced by kind permission).

- representing a water-organ (Carm. 20 [Plate 6]), altar (Carm. 26 [cf.
Fig.1.7]) and a set of panpipes (Carm. 27) — respond to earlier Greek
models (Anth. Pal. 15.21-22, 24-27) [e.g. Fig. 1.1; cf. Figs. 3.1-3.3]; indeed, as
Jan Kwapisz explores in this volume, there can be no doubt that Optatian
had these Greek examples within his sights. While adopting the working
principle of Hellenistic and Imperial Greek predecessors, these poems
nonetheless adapt their models. Where Greek poets had used metrical
variations to draw out their pictorial forms - lengthening and shortening
the number of metrical units in each verse — Optatian uses the quantity
of letters?® So it is, for example, that the isometric hexameter verses of
Carm. 27 reduce the number of alphabetic units as they proceed down

255; Polara 1987, 163-165, 1991, 295-301; Ernst 1991, 98-108; Riihl 2006, 76-77;
Bruhat 2009, 102-103; Wienand 2012a, 361-362; Pelttari 2014, 76—77; Squire
20153, 92-98. For the burgeoning bibliography on the Greek figure-poems by
Simas, pseudo-Theocritus, Dosiadas and ‘Besantinos’, see Kwapisz’s chapter
in this volume. One might also compare a known neoteric Latin imitation of
the first-century BC (Laevius’ poem on a Prerygium Phoenicis: cf. Ernst 1991,
95-96, along with Courtney 1993, 119 and 136-137).

26 Cf. Luz 2010, 329-330 (with 330 n. 13). Optatian comments on the feat explic-
itly, not least in the declaration - in the context of his ‘altar’ - that, while the
number of metrical feet stands on a steady isometrical footing, ‘the elements/
letters of their poems increase and decrease’ (elementa crescunt et decrescunt
carminum, Carm. 26.22).
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1.2 ‘Palindrome square’ inscription from
Ostia, second century AD: the letters can
be read across both a horizontal and vertical
axis (Roma | olim | Milo | Amor: ‘Rome -
once - Milo - love’). Drawing by M.]. Squire
(after Guarducci 1965, 265, fig. 8).

the page (from 42 letters in the first verse to 28 in the last), thereby sum-
moning up the image of panpipes. A similar variation renders the more
complex shape of an ‘organ’ in Carm. 20 - this time comprised from two
poems, each of 26 verses, sandwiched either side of a single hexameter [cf.
Plate 6]:? where the left-hand poem (Carm. 20a) is written in catalectic
iambic dimeters, with eighteen letters in each verse, the right-hand hex-
ameter poem (Carm. 20b) rises from 25 letters in v. 1 to 50 letters in v. 26,
thereby inverting the declining numerical scale of Carm. 27.2

27 The central hexameter consequently doubles up as the ‘valves’ of the organ,
modulating the poem’s pivotal praise of the emperor: ‘it is pleasing to pay
certain vows with Augustus as victor’, Augusto victore iuvat rata reddere vota.

28 On Carm. 20, see especially Bruhat 2009, 120-122. It is worth noting the par-
allel between the variation in the number of letters (within isometric verses) and
the capacity of the depicted instrument to vary its musical pitch. At the same
time, the very form of the poem - evoking (like Carm. 27) a musical instrument
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1.3 Verso ‘magic square’ inscription of Tabula Iliaca 3C, late first century
BC / early first century AD. Paris, Cabinet des Monnaies, Médailles et
Antiques de la Bibliothéque Nationale de France: inv. 3318. © La Biblio-
théque Nationale de France: Monnaies, Médailles et Antiques.

Such imagines metrorum offered one way of crafting pictures from
words, and words from pictures. But a different approach was to exploit
the space within each self-standing poem, transforming the gridded ar-
rangement of letters into a sort of two-dimensional ground against which
to figure internal patterns. The idea for such arrangements was perhaps not

- draws attention to the potential for sound: as Méinnlein-Robert discusses at
greater length in this volume, Optatian’s works explore the interface not just
between visual and verbal forms, but also between words, images and live aural
performance (cf. e.g. Bruhat 1999, esp. 66-67; Okacova 2006, 44; Bruhat 2009,
110-113).
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1.4 Reconstruction of the ‘magic square’ inscription on the verso of two Iliac
tablets: the upper right-hand portion relates to tabula 3C (cf. Fig. 1.3); the upper
left-hand portion relates to tabula 2NY (New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art:
inv. 24.97.11). Reading from the central iota, and proceeding to any of the four
corners, one finds the hexameter TAiig Opripov @eodwpnog fift } téxvn (‘Seize the
middle letter [gramma] and go wherever you choose!). Diagram by M.]. Squire.

entirely new, indebted above all to epigraphic modes of textual display:*
one thinks, for example, of those ‘palindrome square’ inscriptions which
laid out their letters simultaneously along both a horizontal and vertical

29 Particularly important here is the model of so-called stoichedon inscriptions,
in which letters were evenly distributed across the space of the epigraphic
field: on the history of this type of inscription, see Austin 1938, along with e.g.
Osborne 1973; McLean 2002, 45-48; and Butz 2010. The ‘epigraphic’ quality
of these written texts — presumably laid out in ‘Roman square capital’ script
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1.5 Reconstruction of the bottom section of the ‘Moschion stele’, probably
late second or early third century AD. Berlin, Agyptische Sammlung: inv. 2135;
86 cm x 81 cm. Photograph reproduced by kind permission of the Archiv,
Institut fiir Klassische Archidologie und Museum Klassischer Abgiisse,
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt, Munich (after Rouveret 1989, 364, fig. 21).

axis [e.g. Fig. 1.2];% likewise, we might compare the so-called ‘magic-square’
diagrams of letters found on the reverse of seven early Imperial Zabulae

(so-called capitalis quadrata) - is important: it bestows on them a certain monu-
mental appearance, presenting the texts as ‘official’ sorts of honorary imperial
dedication (cf. Riihl 2006, 91).

30 As Habinek 2009, 133 argues of such Latin ‘palindrome square’ inscriptions,
‘it is hard to see what function the palindromes have other than that of calling
attention to writing’s insistence on arbitrary patterns of visual perception’. For an
excellent introduction, see Ernst 1991, 429-459; further bibliography is surveyed
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Iliacae [e.g. Figs. 1.3-4] or the later ‘Moschion stele’ [Fig. 1.5]3! There were
evidently earlier precedents for Optatian’s innovative textual displays.
Yet by laying out whole poems in grid-formation, Optatian struck upon
a trademark compositional form: he effectively invented the genre of the
so-called carmen cancellatum, or ‘gridded poem’3

In all, sixteen such grid-poems have been ascribed to Optatian
(Carm. 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24).3® The poet clearly
experimented with grids of different shapes and sizes: while most are
formed from a symmetrical square of 35 letters along/across their vertical
and horizontal axes (Carm. 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14, 18, 24), some examples vary
that size, whether sticking to a ‘squared’ grid, or else adducing an unequal
number of letters in the horizontal and vertical spans3* The idea for such
‘gridded’ designs probably evolved gradually. But it was rooted in other
sorts of metrical and spatial games — not least a penchant for acrostichs,

in Squire 2011, 216-219. For a parallel Greek inscription - a (?) third-century AD
example from under the Basilica of Santa Maria Maggiore in Rome, set alongside
Latin word-games (including Sator and Milo palindrome squares: nos. 18, 40) —
see Castrén 1972, 71~72 (with ibid. 79 no. 24: ovka | b8wp | kW | Apng).

31 On the ‘magic squares’ or ‘Kreuzwortlabyrinthe’ found on the verso of
seven Tabulae Iliacae (2NY, 3C, 4N, 50, 7Ti, 15Ber and 20Par), see Squire 2011,
197-246, with discussion of numerous other parallels (including Optatian’s own
poems at 219-222); cf. Petrain 2014, 62-68. For the ‘magic square’ inscription
on the so-called ‘Moschion stele’ (SEG 8 464), see Squire 2011, 211-214, and
most recently Christian 2014, 101-107.

32 Although not directly attested, the name is adapted from poem 22.i-ii: ‘the
muses disperse verses that are intermingled either with circuitous windings or
else with gridded bends that proceed in the opposite track’ (mixta per amfractus
diducunt carmina Musae, | seu cancellatos spatia in contraria flexus).

33 Some of these poems are of contested authenticity — above all Carm. 22 and 24:
for a more detailed discussion, with further bibliography, see Squire and Whitton
2016, tackling the doubts expressed by Polara 1973, 1.xxix-xxxi and Polara 1983.
34 For the non-symmetrical grids, see Carm. 9 [36 letters down: 37 letters across],
12 [18: 35], 19 [38: up to 38], 21 [16: up to 43], 23 [10: 36]). Carm. 22 is trickier: in
v. 27, the line seems to break the symmetrical arrangement of 37 letters across
both the horizontal and vertical axis, so that 38 alphabetic units have instead
been squeezed into the space of 37. This aspect, taken alongside others (e.g. the
abbreviations found only here and in Carm. 24, the form proiiecta in v. 14 and
the supposedly ‘mediaeval’ word treviscolas in v. 21), led Polara to doubt the the
authenticity of Carm. 22 (Polara 1973, 1.XXiX-XXXi, 2.140—141, 145-146); but there
are nonetheless some voices of dissent (cf. e.g. Miiller 1877, xlii; Barnes 1975, 174
n. 4; Levitan 1985, 260; Edwards 2005, 457; Squire and Whitton 2016).
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mesostichs and telestichs, in which horizontal lines hide vertical messages
and addresses, inviting audiences to read (quite literally) between the lines.®
Whatever the precise chronological relationship between the surviving
grid-poems,* the underlying rationale goes hand in hand with the thinking
behind the three extant imagines metrorum. Just as Optatian’s ‘organ’, ‘altar’
and ‘pipes’ are formed by varying the number of lettered alphabetic units
in any given verse, so too his grid-poems are indebted to a mathemati-
cal approach to language Rather than use an outer frame to summon
up an image, however, the carmina cancellata instead look to the internal
space of each grid. By marking out letters in different colours, or else
using lines to draw designs within the grid, the poet redeploys alphabeti-
cal units from one context to another: apparitions are figured inside the
frame of each text. But those apparitions are not just optical adornments.
They also add up to words, phrases and verses in their own written right:
while furnishing graphic forms, the internal patterns can be read as self-
standing poems; in each case, the designs are at once integrated within
the ground-poem and yet adorn it with external (one might perhaps say
‘parergonal’, or indeed ‘paratextual’) critical commentaries.3®

35 A simple example of the game comes in Carm. 31, which contains a single
acrostich (Constantino Deo) — and which seems certainly of Constantinian date,
even though there are good reasons for doubting any association with Optatian
(cf. Polara 1973, 2.168-169). In Carm. 13, 11 and 16, we find poems featuring two,
three and four such vertically readable lines respectively, each tumbling down the
horizontal march of the verses; compare also Carm. 12, which binds an acrostich
and telestich with a central double lattice pattern (cf. Hose 2007, 549-551). On
the history of Greek and Roman acrostichs, cf. Vogt 1966; Courtney 1990 (con-
cluding that Optatian’s poems are ‘unspeakable’, riddled with ‘unending flow
of tasteless platitudes and trifles’ - and hence that they ‘do not merit discus-
sion’, p. 5); Luz 2010, esp. 1-77; Squire 2011, 224-226 (with references to recent
discussions).

36 Cf. above, n. 13: particularly important is the ‘tableau chronologique’ of
Bruhat 1999, 495-501.

37 On the significance of Optatian’s talk of elementa, and the underlying analogy
between the ‘elements’ of language and those of nature (indebted above all to
Lucretius), see Bazil’s chapter in this volume.

38 On Optatian’s frame-games here (read in light of Derrida 1987, esp. 15-147,
translating idem 1978, 44-168), see the brief introduction of Squire 2016b (in
the context of Carm. 22). For ‘paratexts’, see Genette 1997, esp. 1-15 (defining
them, after Philippe Lejeune, as ‘the fringe of the printed text which in reality
controls one’s whole reading of the text’: 2); on Roman paratexts specificially,
see the provocative essays in Jansen (ed.) 2014.
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Optatian harnessed the internal designs of his grid-poems to various
semantic ends.* Sometimes the patterns add up to geometric or floral
ornaments (Carm. 2, 3, 7, 12, 18, 21, 22 and 23); elsewhere, Optatian paints
mimetic or schematic images - a palm-frond (Carm. 9), a ship (Carm. 19),
the schematic outline of an army in quincunx formation (Carm. 6), and
perhaps a shield (Carm.7)*° At other times again, the marked patterns
yield still more letters (and by extension numerals), now arranged as gi-
gantic graphic forms: where Carm. 5 reveals the letters AVG. XX CAES.
X (celebrating the twenty- and ten-year anniversaries of Constantine and
his sons), for example, Carm. 23 can be understood to yield the letter ‘M’
(emblazoning the initial of a certain ‘Marcus’ addressed in the zig-zagging
verse within); by the same logic, Carm. 8 spells out the name IESVS,
circling around a central chi-rho.

If the grid-poems oscillate between figurative, ornamental and alpha-
betic forms, they also blur the distinctions between such significatory
modes. Quite apart from the chi-rho ‘christograms’ of Carm. 8, 14, 19 and
24 (which integrate a combined symbolic and alphabetic design, and one
that unites both verbal and visual patterns of significance)," one thinks of
Optatian’s penchant for criss-crossing ‘X’-shapes (perhaps nowhere more
spectacularly than in Carm. 10 [cf. Plate 4]). Still more complex is Carm. 19
[cf. Plate 5]. Here we find multiple visual and verbal forms combined on a
single ‘page’: on the one hand the coloured internal letters present a ship
complete with tiller, rudder, oars, ramming spike and a mast and sail in the
shape of a chi-rho; on the other hand, the letters VOT are made to float above
the sea (echoing the ‘written’ vow of vv. 16-17: condigna novis florentia votis
| voto scripta cano), and the ship’s hull is crafted from a numerical XX-
formation (alluding once again to Constantine’s vicennalia in 326).? As

39 For the different rationales - ‘geometrische Gittergedichte’, ‘literale carmina
cancellata’, and ‘gegenstandsmimetische Gittergedichte’ - see Ernst 1991, 108-
135; cf. Bruhat 1999, 134-170; Riihl 2006, 81-82 (talking of ‘graphische Muster’,
‘““Bilder” and ‘neue Buchstaben’); and Squire 2015a, 101-104.

40 For discussion of Carm. 6, see the chapters by Korfer and Rihl in this
volume; on Carm. 9, see Riihl (this volume); and on Carm. 19, see especially
Lunn-Rockliffe and Hernandez Lobato (this volume).

41 On Optatian’s chi-rho forms, see Squire and Whitton 2016 and Lunn-
Rockliffe’s chapter in this volume; cf. also the chapters by Riithl (on Carm. 8
and 14), Habinek (on Carm. 14) and Herndndez Lobato (esp. on Carm. 19).

42 For a first attempt at an English translation of Carm. 19 — and analysis of its
visual/verbal games - see Squire 2015a, 104-121, listing further bibliography on
106-107 n. 40; there is also an additional Italian translation and brief discussion
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ever, Optatian delights in the multiple signifying work that his signs
(signa) perform: ‘the cinnabar will reveal the heavenly signs to the reader’,
as the poem’s opening verse puts it (prodentur minio caelestia signa legenti,
Carm.19.1).

One of the most remarkable things about these carmina cancellata is
their simultaneously deconstructive and reconstructive attitude to written
language. With each poem, Optatian proceeds on the level of individual
word, phrase, clause and sentence (also paying attention, of course, to the
metrical prescriptions). At the same time, his alphabetic building-blocks
are used within multiple verbal creations: the elementa of the poem are
recycled between the ground-text, the visual patterns and the words fig-
ured within each pictorial design. Optatian could look to concrete material
parallels for such artistry. For one thing, his works are formed after the
manner of elaborate mosaics, each made up from the polychrome zesserae
of individual letters.”® For another, these artefacts are woven like a tap-
estry, literalising a long-standing analogy between the weaving of poetry
and the spinning of textured fabric: the patterns embroidered within the
grid consequently amount to a sort of cross-stitch — ‘interwoven verses’
(versus intexti), as Optatian himself labels them.*

in Simonini and Gualdoni 1978, 58-62. Cf. Bruhat 2008 (with important analy-
sis of parallels on Constantinian coinage), along with the discussions in this
volume by Lunn-Rockliffe and Herndndez Lobato. For the hidden Greek text,
see below, n. 95.

43 For the analogy, see Bruhat 1999, 136-141 (with particular reference to the
geometric shapes of Carm. 7, 12, 18, 21, 22 and 23); cf. Squire 2016a, 85-86, 92-95
and Korfer’s chapter in this volume (both invoking the preface of Ausonius’
Cento Nuptialis). More generally on the parallels between late-antique poetry
and mosaics, see Roberts 1989, 57, 70-73.

44 The term intextus versus is itself embroidered into the ‘interwoven verses’
of the ninth poem (Carm. 9.v): cf. Carm. 21.16 (texti ... versus). The language of
‘weaving’ (texere) — and of the manufactured ‘fabric’ of the text (textus) — recurs
throughout the corpus: Carm. 3.15 (texit); 3.17-18 (intexta ... orsa); 3.28 (intexere);
3.35 (vario ... textu, repeated in 3.iii); 4.9 (textu); 6.2 (texit); 9.13 (texens); 9.v
(intextus versus); 16.5 (alio textu); 17.8 (verbum textum); 19.19 (texta); 19.25
(visam contexere navem); 20b.4 (texta); 21.16 (texti ... versus). On the metapoetic
metaphor, see Bruhat 1999, 107-114; Bruhat 2009, esp. 116-117, 124-125; on the
importance of the image for Optatian’s conception of his text, see Scheidegger
Limmle 2015, esp. 176-83, along with Bazil’s chapter in this volume. Funda-
mental on this general thematic are the essays in Harich-Schwarzbauer (ed.)
2015, along with e.g. Harich-Schwarzbauer 2011.
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This figure of weaving provided Optatian with a favourite metaphor for
discussing his distinctive ‘new art’*s Like so many of his poetic images, the
figure works on a variety of levels. Just as the versus intexti recycle lettered
elements from the ground-text, so too the fabric of Optatian’s poetry is sewn
from the appropriated textures of the literary past: it is ‘stitched’ together
from literary precedent — embroidered with words, phrases and ideas drawn
from a library of canonical texts. If the resulting poems might remind us of
contemporary centones (poetic ‘patchworks’ seamed from multiple isolated
literary fragments, above all from Virgil),’ they also parallel artistic prac-
tices of spoliation: they form a literary counterpart to monuments like the
arch that Constantine dedicated in Rome in AD 315, pieced together from
the spolia of multiple earlier Imperial contexts [Fig. 1.6].*

As for the original presentation of Optatian’s poems, we have rela-
tively little evidence to go on. Although beyond empirical proof, Opta-
tian’s talk of the individual ‘leaf’ (charta) and ‘page’ (pagina) seems to
point to a particular conception of the material manuscript:*® we are
dealing not with an unfolding scroll, I think, but with a bound codex,

45 The themes of ‘novelty’ and ‘innovation’ are a mainstay within the corpus:
they emerge in Constantine’s purported letter to Optatian (e.g. nova iura, Ep.
Const. 9), but also recur in numerous poems (cf. Squire 2016a, 49 n. 75, 84-85):
e.g. nova carmina (Carm. 3.24); picta novis elegis ... | clementis pia signa dei (8.1-2);
novas metris leges (9.1i1); nova vincula mentis (10.18); novare (16.3); novis ... curis
(21.4); novis mea pagina votis (19.4); novum numen (19.8); novo ... plectro (19.19);
ars nova (22.11); nova gaudia (22.27), etc.

46 Among the most important recent discussions of the Latin cento (a genre
which stretches back to at least the second century, but which reaches its climax
in the fourth and early fifth) are Polara 1989; Salanitro 1997; McGill 2005; Bazil
2009; Formisano and Sogno 2010; Herndndez Lobato 2012, 262-317; Pelttari
2014, 96-112.

47 For the comparison between the Arch of Constantine and Optatian’s works,
see e.g. Doria 1979, 67; Levitan 1985, 269; Elsner 2000, 175; Riihl 2006, 91-92;
Squire 2016a, 95-99. The most important discussion of the monument - and its
aesthetics of spoliation - remains Elsner 2000. More generally on the ‘aesthetics
of fragmentation’ in late antiquity, see the stimulating analysis of Hernandez
Lobato 2012, 257-317. One might also compare the programmatic ‘re-cutting’ of
earlier imperial models to forge so many portraits of Constantine: cf. Hannestad
2001 and Varner 2014.

48 For references to the pagina, see Carm. 3.33, 3.1V, 4.2, 4.9, 7.11, 8.1, 9.13, 19.4,
19.35; for charta, see 1.7. Cf. Ernst 1991, 141; Ernst 2012, 59-60; Riihl 2006, 90-91;
Wienand 2012a, 364-365.
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1.6 Diagram of the Arch of Constantine dedicated in Rome in AD 315,
illustrating the derivation of the arch’s different constituent parts.
Photograph reproduced by kind permission of Ja$ Elsner (after Elsner
1998, 188, fig. 126).
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with each luxurious page carefully delineated from the one that precedes
or follows it.*®

But how were Optatian’s poems actually laid out on the page? As we
have said, the poems themselves talk of multiple colours, with Carm.1
contrasting the display of works written from exile against those penned
earlier: where the pages were once said to have been purple - their letters
written in gold and silver (as with our imaginary reconstruction in Plate 16)%
- Optatian tells how the ‘pale’ page is now adorned with letters written in
black and cinnabar-red (Carm. 1.7-8). When we look to the extant manuscript
tradition, we find later scribes adopting various strategies for marking out
Optatian’s versus intexti. In all, Giovanni Polara has surveyed twenty extant
manuscripts preserving Optatian’s works, dating from between the eighth
and seventeenth centuries.’ But not only do these manuscripts vary in the

49 On the rise of the codex form, see especially Roberts and Skeat 1983; Blanck
1992, 75-101; Mazal 1999, 125-151; Stanton 2004; and Schipke 2013, esp. 143-152;
cf. Engels and Hofman 1997, 67-76. On the luxury codices of late antiquity,
see Mazal 1999, 95-98 (mentioning Optatian on p. 96); Mratschek 2000; and
Zimmerman 2001. Schipke 2013 now provides the most detailed overview of
‘das Buch in der Spatantike’ (albeit without reference to Optatian).

50 One might also compare the most lavish extant presentation of Hrabanus
Maurus’ ninth-century poems, which emulate Optatian’s designs (cf. below,
pp. 80-83): in a ninth-century manuscript housed in the Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana (Codex Regiensis Latinus 124), a number of poems are written in gold
and silver against a purple parchment [e.g. Plate 11]; indeed, such presentations
might even reflect earlier (and now lost) manuscripts of Optatian.

51 On the manuscripts, see Polara 1971, 7-35 and Polara 1973, 1.vii-xxxvi (albeit both
without illustrations), with additional discussions by Gualandri 1977, esp. 179-184
and Wienand 20123, 371-373; compare also Ernst 1991, 209—211, with brief summa-
ries of all 20 extant and 3 lost manuscripts discussed by Polara, while also noting
three additional manuscripts (the most important of which is Codex Parisinus
8916 [cf. Plates 4 and 7]). Michael Reeve points out to me two additional manu-
scripts which have so far been neglected: the first, a tenth-century manuscript
in Durham Cathedral (B.IV.9); the second, a ninth-century manuscript in the
Vatican (Codex Palatinus Latinus 1713; cf. http://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/
bav_pal lat 1713/0001). This second manuscript is particularly important, since
it contains all of Carm. 1-27 except 19, 22 and 24 (complete with scholia): despite
the common ‘Panegyricus (wypagopevog’ title that it shares with mss. B* and B?,
the arrangement of poems does not correspond straightforwardly with that of any
other manuscript (Carm. 1, 2, 17,18, 4, 5, 6, 8, 7, 9, 3, 27, 20, 13, 26, 21, 14, 16, 12, 23,
11, 15, 25, 10, Ep. Porf., Ep. Const.). Throughout this volume, contributors refer to
the manuscripts according to Polara’s conspectus siglorum (for a key, see Polara
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number and sequence of anthologised poems,”? they also mark out the versus
intexti in different ways. Sometimes the letters of the carmina cancellata are
written in black, with a separate colour used for the versus intexti (as in a
sixteenth-century manuscript in the Herzog-August Bibliothek at Wolffen-
biittel, which uses a red colour for the internal verses, while also shading
the boxes of those letters in a golden yellow tint [Plate 5]).** At other times
manuscripts replace the monumental capitals with a a lower-case script —
dispensing with the gridded arrangement and using a single black colour
[e.g. Fig. 1.7], or else exploiting other modes of polychrome differentiation: in
a ninth-century codex in Bern, for instance, a bright orange colour is used
to highlight the outer frame of the grid and the letters of its versus intexti,
and to bind together the internal patterns with schematic lines [Plates 1
and 6].* Another mode of presenting the poems does not rely on tinting
internal squares or their letters, but instead draws lines within the poetic
grid: among the most spectacular examples is a sixteenth-century codex in
Munich, which mark out the patterns of the versus intexti in precious gold
[Plate 2] No less impressive is a manuscript in Paris dating from the late
fifteenth century, which introduces a varied palette of blue, green, red, yel-
low and mauve colours [Plates 4 and 7]: if the gridded poems are set within
colourful frames (sometimes presented in two-tone polychrome), the red
letters of the versus intexti are here set apart from the black letters of the
ground-text; additional highlighting and lines in red, yellow and green (in-
cluding sometimes all three) are used to offset the internal patterns.>

1973, 1.xxxV). The editio princeps was printed in Paris in 1590 as part of Pierre
Pithou’s Epigrammata et poemata vetera (pp. 215-250, 471-474); it was followed by
Paul Welser’s independent 1595 Augsburg edition (Publilii Optatiani Porphyrii
Panegyricus dictus Constantino Augusto), in which the versus intexti were marked
by hand [e.g. Plate 3] (cf. the note on our new typographic presentation of
Optatian’s poems, p. 24 n. 6).

52 Poems 1-3, 5-16 and 20 recur most frequently, and in the most important
manuscripts. On the history of the manuscript tradition, see also Wienand’s
chapter in this volume.

53 Codex Augustaneus 9 Guelferbytanus (which once belonged to Jacobus de
Bannissis): cf. Polara 1971, 18-19 (ms. W). For digital scans, see http://diglib.
hab.de/?db=mss&list=ms&id=9-aug-4f&catalog=Heinemann.

54 Codex Bernensis 212: cf. Polara 1971, 20 (ms. F).

55 Codex Monacensis Latinus 706 cf. Polara 1971, 19 (ms. M).

56 Codex Parisinus 8916: the codex goes without mention in Polara 1971 and
1973, 1.vii-XXXVi, but was brought to our attention via the brief reference of
Ernst 1991, 2115 cf. http://archivesetmanuscrits.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/cc62444h.
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1.7 Optatian Carm. 26 and schol. 26, as presented in Codex Bernensis 148,
fascicule 58, folio 2v (Bern, Burgerbibliothek; labelled ms. F by Giovanni
Polara); sixteenth century. © Burgerbibliothek Bern.
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1.8 Typographic presentation of a poem De signaculo sanctae crucis by

Venantius Fortunatus (sixth century AD), with versus intextus in the shape

of a cross. Typeset by Aaron Pelttari (using the text of Reydellet 1994, 54).

While the extant mediaeval manuscripts do not offer any straightfor-
ward indication as to the original presentation of Optatian’s poems, they
do yield valuable evidence about earlier literary responses. Often, these

codices furnish their texts with erudite exegetic commentaries that tease

out both the metrical games and the visual forms of their compositions.

The dates of the scholia vary, and their precise derivation has been de-

bated. Still, there are good reasons to think that the tradition stems all
the way back to late antiquity — and in certain cases, the commentaries

might perhaps derive from fourth century itself.¥

57 On the history of the scholia, see Polara 2004b and Pipitone 2012b
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The manuscripts also testify to something else: namely, the abiding
influence of our poet in the mediaeval world.®® During the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, the works of Optatian (like their calli-
grammatic Greek predecessors) helped shape symbolist and avant-garde
experiments with concrete poetry — above all, in the work of Stéphane
Mallarmé and Guillaume Apollinaire.’® Yet at no time was Optatian more
celebrated than in the early mediaeval period.5® Although Saint Bede,
writing at the beginning of the eighth century, dismissed Optatian as
‘pagan’, declaring his poems unsuitable for monastic reading! there can

(classifying the extant scholia into three dominant chronological groups: pp. 25—
94). For the earliest scholia, see Pipitone 2012b, 28-30, 91-93 (on the scholia
accompanying Carm. 2-3, 5-8, 10, 12-16, 20-21 and 25). Whatever we make of
their dates, it is worth noting how such scholiasts elaborate upon a tradition
of metaliterary commentary already inscribed within the Optatianic corpus: so
it is, for example, that Carm. 4 introduces Carm. 5 (Polara 1973, 2.39-41), com-
menting on both its context and versus intexti; likewise Carm. 17 functions as a
preface to Carm. 18, and one that cites in full seven of the verses hidden in the
following poem (Carm. 17.14-20: note, though, the arguments about the poem’s
authenticity summarised in Polara 1973, 2.100-101).

58 For an attempt to chart the shifting popularity of Optatian from the dates of
surviving manuscripts, see Ernst 1991, 209-221; Ernst argues that ‘das Werk des
Porfyrius als hochbedeutsames Ferment bei der Evolution der mittelalterlichen
visuellen Poesie gewirkt hat’, and suggests that the ‘Schwerpunkt der Rezeption
im 9. Jahrhundert liegt’ (209).

59 For brief introductions, see Adler and Ernst 1987, 233-253 (for more detailed
bibliography, see below, n. 77).

60 Some extant manuscripts preserve Optatian’s poems alongside other post-
humous imitations (cf. Ferrari 1996, 514 n. 50): the most important example is
a ninth-century manuscript in Bern (Codex Bernensis 212; cf. Plates 1 and 6),
which presents a number of Optatianic poems (fol. 111r-122r) before seven ad-
ditional poems by Alcuin, Josephus Scottus and Theodulf of Orléans (fol. 123r-
126r); likewise a fifteenth-century manuscript in Paris (Codex Parisinus 8916;
cf. Plates 4 and 7) presents Optatian’s poems after a collection of grid-poems
by Hrabanus Maurus and a thirteenth-century imitator (poems from Berthold
of Nuremberg’s De mysteriis et laudibus sanctae Crucis). More generally on the
transmission of classical texts, see Reynolds and Wilson 2013, esp. 80-122 on
the pre-Renaissance ‘Latin west’ (albeit without reference to Optatian), and
Reynolds 1983 (with reference to Optatian at pp. xxi and xxvi).

61 The comments come in the De arte metrica (= Keil 1855-1880, 7.258.22-23): Bede
repeats Jerome’s comments about Optatian’s exile and insigne volumen, introducing
the poet’s work as an example of metra alia perpura that are deemed unsuitable for
monastic reading (reperiuntur quaedam et in insigni illo volumine Porphyrii poetae,
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be no doubt that contemporary poets did read Optatian — moreover, that
they imitated both the content and graphic forms of his works.

The afterlife of Optatian, especially in the early Carolingian world,
could be the topic of an edited volume in its own right: it has been ex-
tensively traced by Ulrich Ernst — most notably, in his 1991 monograph,
Carmen Figuratum: Geschichte des Figurengedichts von den antiken Urspriin-
gen bis zum Ausgang des Mittelalters® Already in the sixth century, we find
Venantius Fortunatus imitating Optatian’s 35 x 35 letter-grids, all the
while turning them into overt Christian hymns: to cite just one example,
Venantius Fortunatus could refashion Optatian’s cruciform versus intexti
into a framed croix pattée pattern, explicitly heralding the crux pia and
crux sancta within [Fig. 1.8].%8 Optatian’s influence can be seen among still
earlier poets, and among those writing in Greek and Latin alike. Consider
a ninth-century codex in Saint Petersburg, which preserves an anonymous
grid-poem perhaps composed as early as during the fourth century: if the
chi-rho monogram within the grid brings to mind the versus intexti of
Carm. 8, 14, 19 and 24, the apparition is nonetheless incorporated within
a Greek rather than Latin ground-text [Plate 8].% Imitations like these
had their own particular contexts — intellectual, political, cultural and (not
least) theological. But they nonetheless attest to a multifaceted Nachleben:
the works of Optatian provided the paradigm for a type of composition
that obsessed mediaeval writers, and across the length and breadth of
the western Roman empire.

quod ad Constantinum Augustum missum meruit de exsilio liberari, quae quia pagana
erant, nos tangere non libuit). The reference has been a cause of fruitless debate
about the ‘paganism’ or ‘Christianity’ of Optatian: see below, pp. 96-97.

62 See Ernst 1991, esp. 143-842 (with overview on pp. 838-841), along with most
recently Ernst 2012, 111-370 (with introduction at pp. 111-115). Other treatments
include Kluge 1924, 328-336; Diichting 1968 (on Sedulius Scottus in ninth-
century Ireland); Ernst 1984; Higgins 1987, 28-36; Polara 1987, 1987/1988, 1991,
20044, 19-24; Adler and Ernst 1987, 33-43; Ferrari 1996 (with useful bibliographic
review at pp. 507-517); Chazelle 2001, esp. 14-131; Pozzi 2002; Pipitone 2011.

63 For the poem, see Reydellet 1994, 54-5, with commentary at pp. 182-4 (Fig. 1.7
= Venantius Fortunatus 2.4); for further discussion, see Higgins 1987, 35-36,
Ernst 1991, 149-157 and Ernst 2012, 87-107.

64 Cf. Ernst 1991, 756, noting the close parallels in figurative form and content
with Carm. 24 (‘das dem unbekannten Textproduzenten zum Vorwurf diente’).
The key analysis is Follieri 1974, esp. 152-154; cf. Ernstedt 1884, with transcription
in plate 1. I am grateful to Valeria Dvoretskova at the National Library of Russia
for her help in acquiring phototgraphs.
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1.9 Typographic presentation of a carmen acrostichum by Abbo of Fleury,

addressing Otto III (c. AD 998); the gridded design and internal versus intexti

are drawn from Optatian Carm. 2. Typeset by Aaron Pelttari (using the text

of Strecker 1937, 471).

The heyday of this popularity seems to have been during the ninth
and tenth centuries. In a poem addressed to Otto III in the late tenth

century, for example, Abbo of Fleury drew upon Carm. 2 so as to pres-

ent the Holy Roman Emperor in Constantinian guise [Fig. 1.9].8® During

65 On Abbo of Fleury, see Ernst 1991, 460-474; cf. also Dachowski 2008,

esp. 198-200, 226-231. For the text of the poem, see Strecker 1937, 469-471.
Ernst discusses Fig. 1.9 at pp. 466-472, noting the precise resonance with

Carm. 2 (‘das in der Zahl der Buchstaben und Verszeilein sowie in der qua-

dratisch umlaufenden und im Innern kreuzférmigen Anordnung der Intext-
bahnen mit der Formgestalt des ottonischen carmen quadratum identisch ist’).
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the same century, but writing this time in Albelda (in northern Spain),
Vigilan likewise reconfigured the palm-frond of Carm. g [Plate 9], just as an
anonymous ninth-century poem in honour of Saint Gall renders its versus
intexti into a series of ‘x’-letter formations that recall Carm. 10 [Plate 10].5

Still more revealing are the imitations of Hrabanus Maurus in ninth-
century Germany. Hrabanus was born in Mainz, and studied in Fulda
and Tours (learning above all from Alcuin — known, among countless
other works, for two grid-poems imitating those of Optatian); from 847
until his death in 856, he also served as Archbishop of Mainz.5 Hrabanus
was one of the most prodigious and influential writers of the Carolingian
renaissance. But particularly relevant for our purposes are the 28 grid-
poems grouped together in Hrabanus’ stunning collection ‘in praise of
the holy cross’ (De laudibus sanctae crucis).5®

Hrabanus’ poems showcase a Carolingian scholarly milieu enthralled
by the works of our poet. Like Abbo of Fleury and Vigilan, Hrabanus
drew upon Optatian, as well as the subsequent imitations of Venantius
Fortunatus, Alcuin and others: readers were asked not just to contemplate
the versus intexti against the ground-text of each poem (and vice versa), but
also to compare the overarching compositions with Optatianic precedent.

66 Ernst 1991, 474—491 examines ‘Vigilan und Sarracino von Albelda’, discussing
our illustrated poem [Plate 10] at 482-484; cf. Castillo 1980, esp. 144-145.

67 On Hrabanus’ life, poems and other scholarly tracts, see the stimulating essays in
Felten and Nichtweif3 (eds.) 2006 (published, like Kotzur (ed.) 2006 and Haarldnder
2006, to mark the 1150th anniversary of Hrabanus’ death): Hrabanus’ poems are
even less known among English-speaking scholars than in Germanophone circles.
68 The precise title is disputed. For an edition of the poems (with French trans-
lations at pp. 291-321) and their accompanying commentaries, see Perrin 1997;
for discursive analysis, and the most stimulating discussion of the iconographic
motifs (complete with useful ‘guide des figures’ at pp. 119-174), see Perrin
2009; Kotzur 2006, 47-81 provides brief introduction to 15 examples from the
De laudibus sanctae crucis, while Haarldnder 2006, 112-119 provides a German
translation of five poems (cf. Ernst 2012, 118-218 for text and commentaries of
seven poems). My references to the De laudibus sanctae crucis follow Perrin’s 1997
Brepols edition, and in I illustrate the poems using a variety of manuscripts (on
which, see Spilling 1992, 53-82; Perrin 1997, xxx-1v; Perrin 2009, 297-99). For
in-depth analysis, see Ernst 1991, 222-332 and Ernst 2012, 117-234, esp. 220-233;
cf. Ferrari 1999, esp. 58-62, 83-86 (discussing Hrabanus and Optatian). Other
helpful introductions include Higgins 1987, 31-35; Ferrari 1996; Kdssinger 2008;
Perrin 2010 (on Hrabanus’ allusions to Optatian and other authors); Ganz 2013
(surveying the more recent bibliography).
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1.10 Poem by Hrabanus Maurus (De laudibus sanctae crucis B22 [Perrin]),
with versus intexti arranged into Greek letters and collectively comprising a
chi-rho. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Ms. Douce 192, folio 27v (twelfth century).
© Bodleian Library, University of Oxford.
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1.11 Poem by Hrabanus Maurus (within a commentary on the Books

of Judith, Esther and the Maccabees); the versus intexti show Queen Judith
(the wife of Louis the Pious) being blessed by the hand of God. Geneva,
Bibliothéque de Genéve, Ms. Lat. 22, folio 3v (ninth century). © Bibliothéque
de Genéve (Département des manuscrits).
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As the title of Hrabanus’ collection makes clear, the various cruciform
schemes of Optatian’s poems (Carm. 2, 3, 8, 10, 14, 18, 19, 22, 24) subsequently
came to be re-inscribed with overt Christian significance. Sometimes we
find Hrabanus taking up the chi-rho monogram that so intrigued Optatian
(Carm. 8, 14, 19, 24): just as Optatian sometimes hid Greek verses in his
Latin poem, so too does his successor exploit the arrangement of Latin versus
intexti to spell out a Greek text in honour of his Christian subject [Fig. 1.10
= Perrin 1997, 170-172, B22)].%° Few Optatianic poems seem to have capti-
vated Hrabanus more than Carm. 3. In one example, Hrabanus re-traced
the geometric pattern of the original text [Plate 11 = Perrin 1997, 74-76,
B8];" in others, he took up Optatian’s idea of showing the ‘countenances
of the emperor’ (vultus | Augusti, Carm. 3.1-ii) — whether by painting a facial
portrait within the grid [Fig. 1.11],* or else by showing Louis the Pious as
a fully-fledged Roman emperor [Plate 12 = Perrin 1997, 10-12, A5].”?

69 For a Latin text and German translation (with commentary), see Ernst 2012,
180-191; cf. Ernst 1991, 274-277.

70 Although clearly inspired by Carm. 3, the design of Hrabanus’ poem operates
differently — within a composition dedicated to the cryptic significance of the
number twelve. The central lines along the vertical and horizontal axis yield two
hexameters (as in Optatian’s poem). But the other versus intexti do not meet at the
edges of the page (for the rationale, see Perrin 2009, 72, 138-9, along with Ernst 1991,
228-232): instead, the versus intextus at the top has to be connected with the one
at the bottom to form a hexameter, just as the half-line at the left has to be joined
with the one at the right (sunt quogue consocia hic stips, plaga et orbis opus | sancta
valet celebri ast crux dare calle bonum hoc). In the relevant folio of Codex Regiensis
Latinus 124 [Plate 11], an additional lilac border is used to frame the design.

71 For analysis, see Ernst 1991, 297-300.

72 For German translations, see Haarlinder 2006, 102-106 and Ernst 2012,
130-135. One might also mention the author’s final sphragis-poem, in which
the versus intexti are arranged to furnish an image of Hrabanus himself (‘the
first self-portrait in Western post-classical art’: Ganz 2013, 183): Hrabanus is
shown kneeling before the cross, and sealing the book with a personal prayer in
the first person (Hrabanum memet clemens rogo, Christe, tuere, o pie iudicio); for
the poem (B28), see Ernst 1991, 289-292, with text and German translations in
Haarldnder 2006, 107-109 and Ernst 2012, 204-215. ‘In der Technik des carmen
cancellatum, in einen Buchststabenteppich eine Figur einzuwirken,” Ernst 1991,
225 concludes, ‘der wiederum versus intexti einbeschrieben sind, ahmt Hraban
den Optatianus Porfyrius und seinen Lehrer Alkuin nach, allerdings arbeitet
er nicht nur mit abstrakten linearen Intextgebilden, sondern verwendet auch
flachig ausgemalte Bilder’. On Hrabanus’ various debts to Carm. 3, cf. also Ernst
1991, 109; Bruhat 1999, 143-144; Squire 2016¢, 226 n. 121.
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Examples like these could be multiplied. Collectively, however, they
showcase an attitude to Optatian very different from the one that has
predominated over the last two centuries. While most modern audiences
have found little to admire in Optatian, Carolingian readers evidently held
him in considerably higher esteem.

MORPHOGRAMMATA?

Contributors to this volume are not alone in thinking Optatian’s work
ripe for reappraisal. One collective debt is to the work of Giovanni Polara:
over the last half-century, Polara has not only provided the most impor-
tant edition of Optatian’s works (together with a Latin commentary), but
also produced the most important study of the manuscript tradition. We
have Polara to thank, too, for the first comprehensive attempt to translate
Optatian’s poems (into Italian), not to mention a long list of ground-
breaking articles and book-chapters.” Interest has come from other
quarters besides. Already in 1979 - in the context of a book little known
among classicists — Charles Doria pointed to the historical importance of
Optatian’s work for approaching ‘visual literature criticism’ in the early
fourth century and beyond;™ a little later, in a landmark article of 1985,
William Levitan drew attention to the ‘artefactual’ nature of these poems,
above all their presentation of poetic space as mathematical ‘field’

73 See Polara 1971, 1973 and 2004. Key contributions include Flores and Polara
1969, Polara 1987, Polara 1987/1988 and Polara 1991.

74 Doria 1979. The essay is particularly strong on Optatian’s relationship with
longer Roman traditions of conceptualising language and poetry. But Doria
also draws out the particular Constantinian stakes: ‘Optatian, by wedding the
new and untried to the old in such a way that new signs and forms take root,
in-forming the old verse forms and meters, without doing violence to traditional
ways, to traditional language and art, (i.e., culture), both reveals and reflects
the exact nature of Constantine’s imperium, which attempted to bridge and
unify both classical past and oncoming Judaeochristian universalism with its
attendant, imperial-theological rhetoric’ (67).

75 Levitan 1985, 249. Levitan was ultimately ambivalent about Optatian’s
merits, associating his poetry with a cultural and literary ‘impasse’ in the early
fourth century (269): ‘Frankly, the poems make unremarkable, even banal read-
ing - competent verse for the most part but repetitive and very tired ... Optatian
is not a good poet; he is not even a bad poet. His poems are prodigies, monsters
in the literal sense’ (246).
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Over the last decade in particular, there have been numerous scholarly
calls to re-evaluate our poet, and from multiple disciplinary corners (albeit
most often outside the sphere of anglophone scholarship): the revisionist
agenda has coincided on the one hand with a broader reassessment of
‘late-antique’ poetry,® and on the other with a resurgence of interest in
‘picture-poetry’ (fuelled above all by postmodern interests in visual-verbal
relations).”” In addition to Ulrich Ernst’s landmark study of Optatian within
the context of ancient and mediaeval western carmina figurata,® one thinks
for example of Marie-Odile Bruhat’s discussions of Optatian’s ‘spectacle
du pouvoir’ and ‘écriture ‘a contraintes’ (drawing on the important work
of her unpublished 1999 doctoral dissertation),” Meike Riihl’s analysis of
the ‘panegyric’ nature of such knowingly intermedial play,®® and Martin
Hose’s comparisons between Optatian, Proba and Iuvencus (exploring the
category of ‘Constantinian literature’ at large)® Numerous other studies

76 For an introduction, see Elsner and Herndandez Lobato 2016, along with
the timely interventions of Hernandez Lobato 2012 and Pelttari 2014; other
important works include Malamud 1989 (with brief reference to Optatian at
pp- 39-41), Nugent 1990, Alan Cameron 2004, Formisano 2007, McGill 2012 and
McGill and Pucci (eds.) 2016.

77 For a scholarly overview here, see now Bateman 2014. On Optatian’s place
within a longer western tradition of ‘optical poetry’, Ernst 1991 and 2012 provide
the best analysis anthology; cf. d’Ors 1977; Adler and Ernst 1987; Higgins 1987
(discussing Greek and Latin examples at 19-24 and 25-53 respectively, with
reference to Optatian on 25-28); Grimm 1989; Pozzi 2002; Ernst 2002, esp. 8-10,
28-32; Dencker 2011; Hamburger 2011; Milewska-Wazbinska 2013; Ross 2014
(with discussion of Optatian and his mediaeval influence at pp. 64-67).

78 See above all Ernst 1991, esp. 95-142 (with further comments in Ernst 2012,
58-61).

79 Bruhat 2009: ‘En inventant un langage poétique visuel dans lequel les
contraintes formelles refletent au plus preés la contrainte de 'idéologie constanti-
nienne, la poésie porfyrienne a la fois produit son propre spectacle et reproduit
le spectacle de pouvoir’ (125). Cf. also Bruhat 1999, esp. 439-451, along with
Bruhat 2008.

80 Riihl 2006: ‘Die Materialitdt der Zeichen, die normalerweise beim Lesen zu-
riickgedrangt wird, ist hier gerade Verstdndnisprinzip und tritt gleichberechtigt
neben die Signifikatsfunktion’ (84).

81 Hose 2007: esp. 548-551 (‘eine exegetische Operation [wird] durch den Leser
verlangt, der einen neuen “Sinn” aus dem Text ermitteln kann’, 551). No less
important are the chapters on Optatian within two recent landmark books on
later Latin poetics by Jesus Herndndez Lobato and Aaron Pelttari: Hernandez
Lobato 2012, esp. 307-311, 471-479; Pelttari 2014, 75-84.
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could be cited heref? not least recent re-evaluations of this evidence as a
historical source for approaching the principate of Constantine®® Indeed,
in preparing for the workshop from which the present volume derives,
contributors were presented with a varied ‘reader’ of recent scholarly re-
assessments — each approaching this poetry from different perspectives,
but all nonetheless challenging the condemnation of Optatian as a ‘hare-
brained’ poet®

The current volume takes its lead from this new and burgeoning
bibliography. Yet in bringing together different research specialists, our
objective was to go beyond the existing scholarly framework: to interro-
gate not just the forms of Optatian’s poems, but also the thinking behind
them. Contributors were invited to tackle a large array of interrelated
questions. What inspired such innovative attitudes to figurative language
and lettered pictures? How does Optatian nuance or reinvent pre-existing
ideas of literary space, fabricated ‘text’ and poetic performance? What do
these works assume about the workings of both language and figurative
art? In what ways do they respond to (and in turn transform) earlier tra-
ditions of figurative writing? What sorts of material comparanda might
they bring to mind? And why should such questions come to the fore at
this particular moment in the early fourth century?

82 e.g. Cox Miller 1998, 122-126 (re-articulated in 2009, 48-52); Gonzalez
Iglesias 2000; Okacova 2006 and 2007; Scanzo 2006; Letrouit 2007; Green 2010;
Pipitone 2012b, esp. 95-146; Squire 2015a; Squire 2016a. I have not been able to
consult Perono Cacciafoco 2011.

83 The most significant historicist reading of Optatian’s poems — as a com-
mentary on Constantine’s political exploits — is now Wienand 2012a, 355-420;
cf. also Wienand 2012b and 2012c. Van Dam 2011, 158-170 was the first — so
far as I know - to include a subchapter on Optatian within the context of a
biography dedicated to Constantine (‘Porfyrius the poet’, part of a chapter on
‘Rome after battle’).

84 The reader comprised a Latin text with critical apparatus of both the poems
and the versus intexti (taken from Polara 1973); a ‘tableau chronologique’ out-
lining the suggested dates of individual poems (from Bruhat 1999, 495-501);
selected French, Italian and German translations (from Bruhat 1999, 463-493;
Polara 2004a; Ernst 2012, 22-57); and a selection of articles and chapters (Levitan
1985; Ernst 1991, 95-152; Rithl 2006; Bruhat 2008; Wienand 2012a, 355-420;
Squire 2016a). A broader selection of texts and relevant materials was made
available to participants and contributors through a website portal at http://
www.morphogrammata.de.
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The decision to bracket all of these questions under the title morphogram-
mata requires an additional brief explanation. The neologism is of course
coined by the editors (not by Optatian himself). But it points to a particular
intersection between our our concerns in this volume and the research
agenda of the Internationales Kolleg Morphomata, under whose auspices
our project took shape. Although his Latin poems never make explicit refer-
ence to the ancient Greek words graphein or gramma, Optatian nonetheless
played on their semantic ambivalence: just as the verb graphein could refer
simultaneously to the acts of both drawing and writing - so that the ‘strokes’
of grammata amount to alphabetic letters and figurative pictures alike® - so
the works of Optatian blur the boundaries between texts for reading and
pictures for visual delight. At the same time, this oscillation between text
and image literalises other sorts of semantic indeterminacy. Again and again,
Optatian talks of his works in terms of signs or signa3® Wherever we turn
within the corpus, however, we find the poet delighting in forms that morph
and mutate — with ‘multistable’ media that constantly reform themselves,
whether figuratively or literally, before the gaze of the reader-viewer?

By the time Optatian was writing, the idea of poetry morphing into
pictures (and indeed of pictures morphing into poems) had a long and
established history. It was Simonides, in the early fifth century BC, who is
said first to have likened the two mimetic modes, declaring that ‘a picture
is a silent poem, and a poem a speaking picture’® By giving material form

85 On the history of that word-play, cf. e.g. Lissarrague 1992, Squire 2011, 235-
243 and Squire and Grethlein 2014, esp. 316-319; cf. Minnlein-Robert 2007a,
123-127 and Tueller 2008, esp. 141-154 (both discussing Hellenistic epigrams on
artworks). No extant ancient writer delighted in the pun more than the Elder
Philostratus in the early third century AD, exploiting the verb and noun some
130 times to refer to the collaborative ‘writings/paintings’ in Imagines (cf. e.g.
Squire 2013b, esp. 106-107, 109-110, 114-116).

86 The language of ‘signs’ crops up frequently within the corpus: e.g. Carm. 4.1
(vicennia signa); 5.2 (signare); 6.34 (signare); 7.12 (signatur); 8.2 (pia signa); 8.27
(insignia magna); 8.1-11 (salutari nunc haec tibi pagina signo | scripta micat); 11.8
(insignit); 13.1ii (aurea ... insignia); 16.29 (signa); 18.23 (suis signis); 19.1 (caelestia
signa); 19.17 (signis ... notare); 19.29 (signa ... laetissima); 24.35 (aeturnum ...
signum). On the ‘dynamic’ nature of Optatian’s signa, see Squire 2016a, 53-82.
87 On the ‘multistable’ image, see Mitchell 1994, 5-82, esp. 45-57: the classic
discussion, of course, is Wittgenstein’s analysis of the ‘duck-rabbit’ (Wittgen-
stein 1972, 193-229).

88 Plut. Mor. (De glor. Ath.) 346F (= Simon. frg. 190b Bergk): ‘Simonides relates
that a picture is a silent poem, and a poem a speaking picture’ (... 6 Zipwvidng
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to Horace’s related notion of ut pictura poesis (‘as is painting, so is poetry’:
AP 361), Optatian crafts pictures which quite literally speak: he turns the
Horatian sentiment into literal poetic-pictorial creation® Optatian’s poems
also respond to a standard topos of Roman and Imperial Greek rhetoric, one
that - through the very act of verbally evoking it — aimed at summoning
up an ‘image’ of the thing described.” ‘Ecphrasis’, literally a ‘speaking out’,
was how rhetoricians labelled that trope (‘a descriptive speech which vividly
[enargds] brings the thing shown before the eyes’).* With Optatian’s works,
the associated idea of oratorical enargeia (‘vividness’) is rendered a material
apparition: verbal discourse metamorphoses into actual ocular spectacle.
But it is not just between visual and verbal signa that Optatian’s works
oscillate. The morphing from words to pictures — and back again - in fact
figures numerous other sorts of fluctuation. Foremost among these is a
vacillation in language. Throughout this introduction, I have referred to
Optatian as a Latin poet. And yet figured within three of his poems are
letters, words and phrases that do double duty in Greek, containing hid-
den messages that break the linguistic code structuring their arrangement
(Carm. 16, 19 and 23).”? In each case the poems call for a slight alphabetic

v pév {wypagiav moinotv clwn@oav tpocayopedel, TNy 8¢ moinow {wypagpiav Aa-
Aovoav); see e.g. Carson 1992; Sprigath 2004; and Squire 2013a (on Simonides’
debt to Homeric ecphrasis).

89 On the Horatian maxim, see e.g. Hardie 1993 and Benediktson 2000, 127-139.
For the rich subsequent western reception of the expression, see e.g. Hagstrum
1955 and Barkan 2013.

90 There are numerous echoes of the Simonidean analogy in Roman rhetoric:
compare, for example, Rhet. Her. 4.39 (poema loquens pictura, pictura tacitum
poema debet esse) and Quint. 11.3.67. On Roman rhetorical ‘visualisation’, see
especially Webb 2009, 93-96, along with e.g. Henderson 1991; Vasaly 1993;
Chinn 2007; Sheppard 2014, esp. 19-46.

91 Theon, Prog. 118.7 (= Patillon and Bolognesi 1997, 66): ékgpacic ¢oTt Adyog
TEPUYNUATIKOG EVapydG OTT dytv dywv 1O dnlovpevov. The most insightful re-
cent discussion of ancient ecphrasis is Webb 2009 (complete with appendix
of the most important passages on pp. 197-211); for some attempts to read the
prescriptions of the Progymnasmata against a larger set of literary and literary
critical traditions, however, see Elsner 2002 and Squire 2015b.

92 Optatian’s intermingling of Greek with Latin finds intriguing contemporary
parallels: among the most spectacular is Ausonius’ ‘macaronic’ 45-verse epistle
to Paulus, written a little later in the fourth century, and playfully mixing
Latin and Greek words in its ‘two-tongued conversation’ (sermone ... bilingui:
Epist. 6.2; cf. Pastorino 1971, 119-121; Green 1991, 614).
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recalibration: where the Latin ‘C’ performs the duty of a Greek sigma (and
likewise ‘H’ as eta, ‘P’ as rho and ‘X’ as chi), other letters depend on context
for their appropriate Greek conversion (so that the Latin “I” serves as both
theta and tau, just as ‘A’ can signify the letters alpha, delta and lambda).
Proceed on this basis, and the alphabetic elementa of Optatian’s text now
bear Greek registers of meaning — whether yielding a single hexameter
(in the zig-zagging ‘M’-formation of Carm. 23),” three hexameters (in the
three mesostichs of Carm. 16).% or an elegiac couplet (figured in the rudder
and tiller of Carm.19).% Just as Optatian moves back and forth between
visual and verbal forms, in other words, so too do his poems here fluctu-
ate between different verbal systems (predicated on at once similar but
different responses to their scripts): in both their imagery and language,
the lettered signa of Optatian’s poems metamorphose before our eyes.
The same concern with shifting signs takes on numerous other figura-
tive forms. A recurring feature of Optatian’s versus intexti, after all, is their
capacity to be read in multiple directions. While in one sense framing,
bounding and containing the verses within, these grids also give audiences
free reign to ‘choose their own readerly adventure’: in both the literal and
metaphorical sense, Optatian invites audiences to think outside the box.?

93 Mapke, tenv &loxov v Ypvida Neilog éhavver (‘Marcus, Neilos is banging
your wife Hymnis’): the Greek hexameter delivers on the hint that the reader will
find hidden meaning in the poem (kaec occulta legens, Carm. 23.3) — no less than
the promise that the ‘muse sounds to the Greeks’ (Musa sonat Graecis, 23.10).
94 After a Latin acrostich addressed to Constantine (domino nostro Constantino
perpetuo Augusto, ‘to our Lord Constantine, the perpetually August’), the poem
shifts in both language and semantic register, introducing a Christian centre
of gravity: “To you and your sons, o king, has Christ granted - in honour of
your piety and as a gift for your virtue — the power of command: to rule over
good governance, and to be sovereign over the Ausonians’ (veiuév oo, facthed,
XpLotdg kal 001G Tekéeaot | Tipov eboePing kpatéelv dpetiig te Ppafeiov | evvoping
dpxetv te kai Adooviolotv dvaoaoetv).

95 The Greek elegiac couplet, derived from the letters of the picture drawn
from Optatian’s text, invites viewers to ‘un-"see its naval imagery, and thereby
to imagine the meaning of this mimetic form along wholly more symbolic or
allegorical lines (tf|v vadv 8¢l kdopov, ot 8¢ dppevov eivi vopilv | Bovpoig Tetvo-
pevov ofig dpetiig dvéporg, ‘One must think that the ship is the world, and that
you are the hoisted rigging within, tautened by the raging winds of your virtue).
For discussions of the poem, see above, n. 42.

96 In this sense, Optatian’s combined visual and verbal games can be com-
pared with those of numerous other ancient objects — not least early Imperial
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Any number of case studies could be cited here. In the case of the
ship figured within Carm. 19, for example, two of the five Latin hexameter
verses that make up the figurative shape of the ship can be traced in vari-
ous lettered configurations (thanks to the ship’s criss-crossing hull). With
Carm. 18, Optatian likewise enshrines the ‘protean’ principle within a poem
bordered on all four sides with the same single hexameter (alme, tuas laurus
aetas sustollet in astra, ‘o propitious one, the age will lift up your laurels to
the stars’).” Just as the patterns within the grid of Carm. 18 flit between
different semantic configurations (for should we view them as a single de-
sign, as a mise-en-abyme in which the overarching arrangement is mirrored
in the four internal designs, or perhaps even as a wheel spinning around
the poem’s central axis?), so too the versus intexti can be re-combined to
form a multitude of intersecting verses: in addition to the non-intelligible
semantic tracks,”® the various intersections of Carm. 18 yield some 45 sen-
sible hexameter verses, which can be rearranged to form an incalculable
number of further poems in turn. The preceding poem comments on the
trope: ‘if you were thoroughly to explore the woven word [verbum textum]
with a Latin mouth, connecting the verses in an order that is other than
their own, you will be able to fill a long volume sounding out its vows’ (si
verbum textum pertemptes ore Latino | in sese alterno conectens ordine versus,
| vota sonans longum poteris implere volumen, 17.8-10).%

materials like the Tabulae Iliacae, which likewise combine images and texts
(often in closely related gridded form: cf. Squire 2011, 197-246), invite viewers
to ‘choose their own adventure’ (ibid. 165-196), and probe the limits of their
own hermeneutic containment in related ways (e.g. ibid. 371-384). My ‘choose
your own adventure’ description is not accidental: cf. below, n. 108.

97 On such ‘protean’ compositions, as approached from within the rubric of
Ausonius’ technopaegnia: cf. Flores and Polara 1969, along with e.g. Alan Cameron
1980, 133-135; Pozzi 1984, 147-151; Roberts 1989, esp. 58-59; Riihl 2006, 77-78.
98 Not all the forking intersections in Carm. 18 would be grammatical, metri-
cal or indeed sensical. To express the point differently, each attempt at find-
ing ‘sense’ means trekking across all manner of nonsensical alternatives. For
Optatian, as for Susan Stewart, ‘nonsense’ plays a key role in interrogating
the construction of ‘sensible’ meanings: it ‘not only exaggerates features of
common-sense reasoning to make them problematic, it also exaggerates aspects
of the language in which that common sense is constructed, pointing to the ar-
bitrary and potentially “treacherous” nature of language as pure form’ (Stewart
1978, 201).

99 On Carm. 18, see Levitan 1985, 261-263, Bruhat 2009, 109-110, Squire 20164,
54-59 and Hernandez Lobato’s chapter in this volume. Although the Optatianic
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Such ‘permutative verse-artistry’ (as one scholar has nicely labelled it)
takes on a profound programmatic importance.”” Not only does Optatian
experiment with the representational dynamics of his poetic and pictorial
medium, he also transforms the relationship between text and audience,
extending the task of literary composition from author to reader. Some-
times the poems themselves play out the compositional re-spinnings: the
32 verses of Carm. 28, for instance, are formed from eight quatrains; each
quatrain begins with a single elegiac couplet, but the following couplet
then reverses the word-order - yielding a mirror inversion, while nonethe-
less maintaining the metrical measure.’” At other times, Optatian leaves
the games for his audience to figure out and expand. Where the metrical
structure of Carm. 28 remains consistent, for example, other poems revel
in varying metre between their verses (perhaps nowhere more spectacu-
larly than in Carm. 15).°? No less revealing is Carm. 13.1°® As text laid out
on the page, the twelve lines of the poem yield an acrostich and varied
telestich honouring the emperor (Pius Augustus Constantinus). But just
as the poem’s individual letters operate across two verbal fields — along

attribution of Carm. 17 has been doubted, it nonetheless resonates with other
prefatory and highly metadiscursive parallels in the corpus (see above, n. 57).
100 See Ernst 1991, 131 (‘permutative Versartistik’); cf. idem 1992 more generally
on ‘Permutation als Prinzip in der Lyrik’, with particular discussion of Optatian.
101 Carm. 28.1-2 is consequently reworked in vv. 3—4, etc.: for the rationale, see
especially Polara 1973, 2.165-167 and Levitan 1985, 252-253. The poem survives
in a single eighth-century manuscript (the so-called Codex Salmasianus: Codex
Parisinus Latinus 10318), where it is said to be the work of ‘lorfiri’.

102 On Carm. 15, see Hernandez Lobato’s chapter (comparing it with Dan
Graham’s ‘Poem Schema’: pp. 465-468); cf. Ernst 2012, 46-48 (also provid-
ing a German translation), along with e.g. Polara 1973, 2.92-94; Levitan 1985,
246-250; Consolino 1997; Okacova 2006, 60-61; Bruhat 2009, 104-106; Pipitone
2012b, 59-63 (on the ancient scholia). The first four verses of the poem ascend
in a series of disyllabic, trisyllabic, tetrasyllabic and pentasyllabic words, cul-
minating with a fifth verse with words proceeding from one syllable to five.
Optatian then offers lines for reading in multiple sequences: because of its
symmetrical arrangement of dactyl and molossus, for example, the words of v. 6
can be re-jumbled to offer four different permutations of the same line. Similar
‘permutative’ conceits bring the poem to its conclusion: whether one reads the
individual words of vv. 12-13 forwards or backwards, the elegiac couplet holds
fast (with hexameter turning into pentameter, and vice versa); by contrast, when
their words are approached in reverse sequence, the hexameters of vv. 14-15
deliver two sotadaeans (comprising three Ionic feet and a final catalectic foot).
103 Cf. Polara 1973, 2.86-87; Levitan 1985, 253-255.
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both horizontal and vertical axis — so too the individual words can be read
from right to left as well as from left to right within each line.

A still more programmatic example can be found in Carm. 25, which
passes the metaphorical baton of poetic composition from poet to readers.
In the same way that Carm. 15.15 talks of its ‘difficult verses’ (ardua metra,
15.15), so too Carm. 25 emphasises its ‘difficult poems’ (ardua ... carmina,
25.1). Yet the ‘difficulty’ lies precisely in the reference not to a single ‘poem’,
but rather to multiple carmina: in this case, readers are free to reshuffle
the 20 words of the poem into a seemingly infinite gambit of alternative
configurations.!” Although the rationale of a poem like Carm. 25 differs
from that of the carmina cancellata, it shares a similar concern with the
dynamics of response: as in his grid-poems, Optatian delights in the
figurative lines between the open and the closed. In such games with the
frame of mediating language, words become not only the vehicle of poetry,
but also its self-referential subject: literally and metaphorically, questions
of significance are placed in the hands of the reading audience.

How, then, should we make sense of such transformational poetic
games? It is this question - variously framed, defined and interpreted — that
lies at the heart of the book. Fundamental to our approach is the idea that
the ‘morphogrammatic’ verses of Optatian encapsulate a particular way of
seeing and reading the world in the early fourth century. Optatian’s works,
we might say, are (literally!) literal ‘morphomes’: through their semantic
slippages, they at once reflect and construct a particular Weltanschauung,
one rooted in the cultural outlooks of the Constantinian age itself.

104 According to the extant scholia, there are ‘84° available versions, so long
as we keep the final word in place (Pipitone 2012b, 72-75); likewise, extant
manuscripts play out the conceit, lengthening the poem from the four hexa-
meters cited above to 72 variants (in the longest manuscript version), whether
by shuffling words within the same line (e.g. carmina felices componunt ardua
Musae, presented as v. 5), or else by rearranging words and hence metrical units
between verses (e.g. ardua constabunt torquentes carmina Musae, presented as v. 9,
stealing a participle and verb from the third and fourth verses respectively).
Although the precise metrical rules have been much debated, more recent
counts put the figure considerably higher: cf. Pelttari’s discussion in this vol-
ume (referring in particular to Gonzalez Iglesias 2000), along with the chapter
by Hernandez Lobato (drawing attention to Optatian’s ‘play with the notions
of time, eternity, infinity and everlasting variation’, and comparing Jorge Luis
Borges’ short story, La biblioteca de Babel). Other analyses include Levitan 1985,
250-252; Bruhat 1999, 152-170; Letrouit 2007; Ernst 2012, 50-52; Pelttari 2014,
77-79; Squire 2015a, 98-100.
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As numerous contributors to this volume show, Optatian’s works can
seem inherently ‘contemporary’ in their thematics. In both their forms
and themes, they foreshadow some of the foremost intellectual concerns
of ‘poststructuralist’, ‘postmodern’ and ‘deconstructionist’ theory in the
late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries: just as these hybrid ‘icono-
texts’ probe the mediating language of written ‘script’,®® as indeed ideas
of ‘Schriftbildlichkeit’,®® so they draw out the active role of the reader
(bringing to mind Roland Barthes’ not only diagnosis of the ‘death of the
author’, but also his insights on the dynamics of readerly reception).!” The

105 On the ‘iconotext’, see Wagner 1995, 12 and 1996, 15-17, along with e.g.
Squire 2009, esp. 300-301. The most important discussion of ‘script’ as language
- that is, as a mode of textual organisation that reveals significance at once
distinct and indistinguishable from the structures of linguistic convention - is
Kristeva 1989, esp. pp. 18-40; cf. more recently Hamburger 2011. Needless to say,
Optatian’s graphic creations also resonant with Jacques Derrida’s diagnosis of
writing’s ‘aphoristic energy’ (Derrida 1976, 18) - its intrinsic mode of not just
‘communicating’ meaning, but also ‘supplementing’ it.

106 Perhaps unsurprisingly, the eloquent compound noun ‘Schriftbildlichkeit’
(‘writing-picture-ness’) is more familiar among German-speaking circles than
in Anglophone quarters: it was introduced by Krdmer 2005, 24, and developed
by the essays in Kramer, Cancik-Kirschbaum and Totzke (eds.) 2012; it is also
the subject of an ongoing DFG-funded Graduiertenkolleg at the Freie Univer-
sitidt Berlin (‘““Schriftbildlichkeit”: Uber Materialitit, Wahrnehmbarkeit und
Operativitdt von Notationen’; cf. http://www.geisteswissenschaften.fu-berlin.
de/v/schriftbildlichkeit/). One might also compare the related DFG-funded
Sonderforschungsbereich on ‘Materielle Textkulturen: Materialitdt und Prasenz
des Geschriebenen in non-typographischen Gesellschaften’ at the Ruprecht-
Karls-Universitdt Heidelberg (http://www.materiale-textkulturen.de/index.php)
- also with a corresponding series of pertinent publications (e.g. Ott, Sauer and
Meier (eds.) 2015).

107 For the ‘death of the author’ see Barthes 1977, 142-148 (first published in
1967) - a text of particular relevance to Optatian’s works, as Hernandez Lobato
notes in this volume. Optatian’s lisible/visible poems might also be read in light
of Barthes’ distinction between ‘textes scriptibles’ and ‘textes lisibles’ (Barthes
1974, especially pp. 3—4): they are ‘writable’ rather than ‘readable’ because they
demand that their audiences take an active role in their (re-)narration. Numer-
ous other Barthesian soundbites could be introduced: e.g. Barthes 1990, 11-12
(‘Thus, what I enjoy in a narrative is not directly its content or even its struc-
ture, but rather the abrasions I impose upon the fine surface: I read on, I skip, I
look up, I dip in again’); Barthes 1974, 4: (‘Our literature is characterised by the
pitiless divorce which the literary institution maintains between the producer
of the text and its user, between its owner and its consumer, between its author
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inherent ‘graphics’ of these fourth-century poems — with their embedded
‘hypertexts’ (as we might label them) - also bring to mind recent experi-
ments with the interface between literary form, computer-programming
and mathematics. By treating his works as a spatial field - something
to be navigated — Optatian might be said to anticipate movements like
those of the so-called Oulipo writers of 1960s France (as well as their
commercially marketed counterparts — in the guise of ‘interactive fiction’,
‘game-books’, ‘visual novels’, etc.): this ouvroir de littérature potentielle,
we might say, advances an idea of ‘potential literature’ avant la lettre®®
But there is also something very particular about this lettered art.
For all his anticipation of contemporary concerns, Optatian nonetheless
gives form to some of the most pressing intellectual concerns of his day,
at once expressing and interrogating a number of specific fourth-century
cultural preoccupations: a self-conscious re-thinking of the relationship
between past and present, an explosion of new and revived philosophical
paradigms, and not least novel frameworks for approaching sight, insight
and imagination (themselves instantiated in the stylistic reconfigurations
of Constantinian visual culture).'”® Some of the chapters that follow tackle

and its reader. This reader is therefore plunged into a kind of idleness - he is
intransitive; he is, in short, serious; instead of functioning himself, instead of
gaining access to the magic of the signifier, to the pleasure of writing, he is left
with no more than the poor freedom either to accept or reject the text: reading
is nothing more than a referendum’).

108 One of the most influential volumes to showcase the movement was the
1970 edited anthology, La littérature potentielle: créations, re-créations, récréations
(Paris). For introductions and further bibliography, cf. Levin Becker 2012 and
Bloomfield and Lesage (eds.) 2014. More generally on ‘interactive fiction’ - in-
cluding the tomes with which the present author whiled away much of his child-
hood in the early 1990s (above all thanks to Bantam Books ‘Choose Your Own
Adventure’ series, but also through those in Puffin Books ‘Fighting Fantasy’
titles) — see Montfort 2005 and the essays in Meifert-Menhard (ed.) 2013; one
might also compare, more generally, the work of the ‘Narrating Futures’ proj-
ect at the Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt in Munich (http://www.anglistik.
uni-muenchen.de/forschung/nafu.html; I am grateful to Anna-Lena Korfer for
the reference).

109 Fundamental here are the studies of Jas Elsner - above all Elsner 1995; the
classic account of the ‘Kunstwollen’ of late-antique art remains that of Riegl
(Riegl 1901, esp. 209-217, translated as Riegl 1985, 223-234). As Onians 1980, 12
puts it, the early fourth century witnessed the rise of a new ‘visual sensibility
which enabled the late-antique spectator to make more and more out of the
same or less information’: ‘not only was it inherent in this visual imagination
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this fourth-century backdrop head-on. Just as Thomas Habinek examines
the status of Optatian’s poems as ‘ontological’ experiments responding
to contemporary intellectual concerns,* for instance, Jesus Hernandez
Lobato relates them to new and incipient modes of semiotics.!"! But the
thematic could be expanded almost exponentially: after all, the visual-
verbal forms of Optatian’s works, flitting between different realms of
scripted (as indeed unscripted) hermeneutic possibility, brilliantly parallel
the syncretic visual cultural forms of the early fourth century;'? likewise,
Optatian’s abiding concern with the active visual and verbal involvement
of his audience might take us to renewed cultural debates about the limits
of mimetic representation (and not least the relationship between mimesis
and phantasia as modes for theorising responses to sensory stimuli).!3

that it did not need to be limited by the reality of what was presented to the
eyes, it was actually desirable for one to be able to imagine the exaggerated and
the false’ (Onians 1999, 261). Cf. also Boeder 1996, framing the late-antique
cultural imaginary around the poles of ‘Sprache’ and ‘Bild’ specifically.

110 Those intellectual concerns come to the fore of numerous poems, not least
the assertion in Carm. 3 that ‘it is a wondrous work of the mind to weave a
poem into metre along various paths’ (mentis opus mirum metris intexere carmen
| ad varios cursus, Carm. 3.28-29). On Optatian’s prefiguring of Neoplatonic
thinking in particular, cf. Levitan 1985, esp. 263-266 and Moreschini 2013,
597-617 — as well as Habinek’s chapter in this volume.

111 Cf. also Squire 20164, 75-76, comparing Augustine’s distinction between res
and signa: ‘A picture is looked at in one way’, as Augustine puts it, ‘and letters
are looked at in another’ (aliter enim videtur pictura, aliter videntur litterae); for
‘when you have seen the letters, the action is not complete, for you are reminded
also to read’, (litteras cum videris, non hoc est totum; quoniam commoneris et legere:
In Evang. Iohan. 2).

112 There is a large bibliography on late-antique and early Christian syncretic
forms: cf. Grabar 1968; Engemann 1997; Kitzinger 1977; Mathews 1993; Elsner
1998 (with further comments in 2004 and 2006); Jensen 2000; Hannestad 2001;
Jefferson and Jensen (eds.) 2015.

113 Cf. Moreschini 2013, 597-617. The bibliography here is too large to be sum-
marised in a single footnote. On the whole history of conceptualising ‘imagina-
tion’ in antiquity (and late antiquity in particular), however, see Sheppard 2014;
cf. also the excellent discussion of mimesis in Halliwell 2002. One of the most
relevant discussions of phantasia and mimesis is that of Philostratus: on VA 2.22
and 6.19, see especially Birmelin 1933, 153-180, 392-414; Miles 2009, 147-156;
Squire 2013b, 99-105 (with further references, within an introduction to the
imaginative games of Philostratus’ Imagines); cf. also Koortbojian 2005 on mimesis
and phantasia as ‘representational modes’ in Roman commemorative art.
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Perhaps the greatest cultural shift figured in Optatian’s poems has
to do with the rise of new Christian perspectives, brought about by
Constantine’s effective endorsement of this strange eastern cult (most
notably in the Edict of Milan of AD 313), and in time by his strategic
promotion of it as unifying imperial religion (not least through his ac-
tive role in the Council of Nicaea of 325). Much ink has been spilt on
the question whether Optatian should be labelled a ‘pagan’ or ‘Christian’
poet — a debate fuelled in part by controversies over the authenticity of
Carm. 24 (the most explicitly ‘Christian’ in content)."* But this scholarly
dispute starts off on the wrong foot, presupposing as it does too neat and
anachronistic a dichotomy between ‘paganism’ and ‘Christianity’. For all
the classical cultic trappings of these poems, there can be no doubting
their potential resonance with ‘Christian’ themes and subjects (depen-
dent, of course, on the perspective of the audience), mediated through
both their textual and iconographic fabric.!® The multiple modes of

114 For an overview and an attempt to revise the framework of the debate,
see Squire and Whitton 2016, also providing a text and preliminary discus-
sion of Carm. 24. Alan Cameron 2011, 181 declares that ‘Publilius Optatianus
Porphyrius undoubtedly became a Christian’ (cf. e.g. Bardill 2012, 104, deem-
ing Optatian a ‘Christian poet’); by contrast, Polara adduces a later passage of
Bede to insist Optatianum paganum fuisse sine controversia (Polara 1973, 1.xxx,
in the context of discussing the crucial evidence of the contested Carm. 24). As
Green 2010, 67 reminds us, to approach Optatian as either a ‘Christian’ or a
‘pagan’ would be to frame the cultural dynamics in the wrong terms: such polar
categorisations are woefully simplistic for approaching works of the 310s and
even 3208, a time marked by a ‘high degree of fluidity, of uncertainty, and of
intermediate positioning between the poles’ (cf. Wienand 2012a, esp. 396-420).
On the historical background, see the excellent discussion of Bleckmann 2015,
along with the other essays in the third section of Wienand (ed.) 2015.

115 Cf. in particular the chapters by Habinek, Lunn-Rockliffe and Hernandez
Lobato in this volume. As Lunn-Rockliffe reminds us of the imagery in
Optatian’s grid-poems, many motifs — like the ship (Carm. 19), palm-frond
(Carm. 9) and not least the multiple cross-formations (including the chi-rho
forms of Carm. 8, 14, 19 and 24, but also in many other configurations) — were
pregnant with potential Christian significance. Likewise Optatian’s very delin-
eation of the chi-rho as ‘saving sign’ (salutari ... signo, Carm. 8.1) or ‘heavenly
signs’ (caelestia signa, Carm. 19.1) resonates with theologically charged ap-
proaches to the motif: for Lactantius’ delineation of the ‘heavenly sign’ (caeleste
signum) witnessed by Constantine before the battle of Milvian Bridge, see
Lactant. De mort. pers. 44.5; for Eusebius’ discussions of the chi-rho as ‘saving
sign’ (cwTtrptov oneiov), see not only his account of the same vision (Euseb.
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code-switching encapsulated in Optatian’s poems — between visual and
verbal forms, between Latin and Greek, between the ‘fixed’ and “finite on
the one hand and the ‘open’ and ‘infinite’ on the other — might in turn be
related to larger pendulations in exegetic perspective. The very fluidity
of Optatian’s poetry, we might say, figures an indeterminacy in outlook:
it gives expressive form to a conceptual motion back and forth between
classical ways of viewing the world and the radical new recalibrations
brought about by Judaeo-Christian theology, at once appropriating and
challenging the cultural hegemony of the classical past.!®

THE ELEMENTA OF THE BOOK

In its re-evaluation of the multifaceted social, cultural and political con-
texts of Optatian’s work, this volume brings together - for the first time
in an edited anthology — a symphonic range of critical voices. One aim
has been to combine different disciplinary perspectives, including not
only classical philologists, ancient historians and archaeologists, but also
specialists in art history, patristics and philosophy: it was an aim closely
bound up with the framework of the Internationales Kolleg Morphomata
and its fellow ‘Kédte Hamburger Kollegs fiir Geisteswissenschaftliche
Forschung’ (sponsored by the German Bundesministerium fiir Bildung
und Forschung since 2008); if such institutions are oriented around
‘Freiraum fiir Geisteswissenschaften’ — a space for conversing across con-
ventional disciplinary lines in the humanities — that promise has proved
wholly germane to the project in hand. A second objective was to offer an
international reappraisal. Just as the book brings together different spe-
cialists, its contributors come from Britain, the Czech Republic, France,
Germany, Poland, Spain, Switzerland and the United States. Needless
to say, there was a challenge in finding a shared working language. But
since our project started life as a British-German collaboration — and
not least given our ‘morphogrammatic’ subject - it seemed fitting that

Vit. Con.1.28-32; cf. e.g ibid. 3.2-3), but also the ninth and tenth chapters of
his AD 335 Tricennial Oration extolling the emperor (= Heikel 1902, 217-223;
cf. e.g. Euseb. Hist. eccl. 9.9.10-11); for discussions of Eusebius’ language, see
e.g. Averil Cameron and Hall 1999, 204-13, along with Drake 1976, 72-74 and
Leeb 1992, 112 (albeit without reference to Optatian’s important parallel).

116 For the point, see above all Hernandez Lobato (in this volume), along with
e.g. Squire 2016a, Squire 2016¢ and Squire and Whitton 2016.
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the language of the book should also oscillate, switching back and forth
between English and German.

Although all contributions are oriented around specific aspects of
Optatian’s poems and their cultural contexts, we make no apology for our
breadth of reference. The intention was not to impose some ‘party-line’,
squeezing chapters into a prefabricated interpretative schema. Rather, as
our title reflects, we set out to celebrate the multiple and shifting semantic
registers. A similar breadth applies to our line-up of contributors. Some
of the book’s contributors are already well versed in Optatian (as indeed
in Constantinian art, literature and history). Others have not previously
worked on this material: precisely for this reason, we felt, they could raise
new questions and stimulate new sorts of discussion.

We begin, in Johannes Wienand’s chapter, with the ‘the man and
his book’. There have been numerous previous attempts to establish a
chronological framework for the political career of the poet;' likewise,
some scholars have attempted to date individual poems on the grounds
of their subjects and formal complexity.® But by laying out the avail-
able testimonia, and above all by re-dating some of the key epigraphic
evidence, Wienand provides the most detailed overview to date. His
new cursus honorum has important repercussions for some of the more
cultural historical themes developed in subsequent chapters: on the
one hand, Wienand argues for the poet’s sudden rise to political power
in the second half of the AD 320s (this in spite of Optatian’s relative
obscurity before his exile between c. 322 and 326); on the other, he
revisits the insigne volumen sent by Optatian to Constantine, as well
as its elaboration in posthumous editions. Along the way, Wienand
also suggests a new chronology for the two surviving letters between
Optatian and Constantine (most likely between 319 and 322). As the
chapter reminds us, the authenticity of these two texts has been much
debated.!® Yet Wienand’s attempt to situate the extant letters within
a larger epistolary exchange can only add to the growing consensus
that the works are genuine - and hence a hugely important source for

117 Among the most important are Seeck 1908, Kluge 1924 and Barnes 1975; cf.
Bruhat 1999, 2-31 and Wienand 2012a, esp. 355-361.

118 Cf. Edwards 2005, proposing - unhelpfully, in my opinion - that ‘a se-
quential chronology for the poems can be established when evidence of relative
complexity is considered’ (448). For attempts to date individual poems, see
above, n. 13.

119 Cf. Wienand (this volume), p. 148, along with above n. 15.
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fourth-century literary criticism, patterns of imperial patronage and
indeed the self-presentation of the princeps.

While Wienand focuses on Optatian’s historical context in the first
decades of the fourth century, Jan Kwapisz looks back earlier in time,
examining the Greek and Latin prehistory of such ‘picture-poetry’. The
calligrammatic forms found in this ‘morphogrammatic’ coprus, Kwapisz
reminds us, hark back to Hellenistic traditions of (what modern scholars
label) technopaegnia:'?® alongside the ‘Egg’, “Wings of Eros’ [Fig.1.1] and
‘Axe’ associated with Simias of Rhodes (probably composed in the early
third century BC), the fifteenth book of the Palatine Anthology also pre-
serves a ‘Syrinx’ ascribed to Theocritus, and two ‘Altars’ by ‘Besantinos’
and Dosiadas (Anth. Pal. 15.21-22, 24-27; cf. Figs. 3.1-3.3). These Hel-
lenistic and Imperial Greek texts are the subject of the author’s own
ground-breaking analysis of extant Greek figure-poems in 2013.1%! In his
chapter here, however, Kwapisz compares Optatian’s ‘Altar’ and ‘Syrinx’
(Carm. 26, 27) with earlier Greek models in order to tease out a shared
political rationale. It can be all too tempting to consider such works
capricious literary fancies. Yet Kwapisz argues that both the Greek and
Latin examples grow from a tradition of ‘courtly’ riddles, addressing
royal and imperial honorands. Seen from this perspective, Optatian’s
self-declared imagines metrorum connect their audiences with a larger
community of readers — a diachronic ‘fellowship’ that encompasses an
imagined Ptolemaic past, certainly, but that also includes the likes of
Leonides of Alexandria. Indeed, Kwapisz concludes, the first-century AD
‘isopsephic’ works of Leonides prefigure Optatian’s own interest in the
lettered elementa of language.

The fourth and fifth chapters likewise take their lead from the ‘rid-
dling’ aspects of the corpus. Anna-Lena Korfer begins by flagging the
explicitly ‘ludic’ quality of Optatian’s poetry — a theme most spectacularly
played out in the versus intexti of Carm. 21 (with its boast that ‘I, Publilius
Optatianus Porfyrius, have played these things’, Publilius Optatianus

120 For the name (derived from Ausonius, but never used to refer to these
poems in antiquity), see e.g. Strodel 2002, 1, 275, Guichard 2006, 83-84 and
Kwapisz 2013, 9-11; cf. also Luz 2010, xiii-xviii (with further discussion of the
Greek ‘Figurengedichte’ at pp. 327-353).

121 Kwapisz 2013 (with brief mention of Optatian in the introduction at pp. 10,
19, 31, 35, 48; cf. p. 178). Compare too the essays in the edited volume of Kwapisz,
Petrain and Szymanski (eds.) 2013, dedicated to ‘riddles and wordplay’ in an-
cient literature more generally.
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Porfyrius haec lusi, 21.1 [Plate 7]).122 The underlying analogy here between
poetry and ‘play’ finds numerous fourth-century comparanda — in the
works of Ausonius, for example, and indeed in the anonymous cento
‘on the die’ (De Alea). But what does it mean, Korfer asks, for a poet to
cast the reader in the role of ‘player’ - the lector ludens? Introducing a
plethora of archaeological parallels (foremost among them the extant
tabulae lusoriae and so-called ludus latrunculorum), Korfer approaches
Optatian’s gridded poems as related sorts of ‘board-games’. Focusing on
Carm. 6, she also shows how such ‘play’ is oriented towards Optatian’s
imperial honorand. In the case of Carm. 6, the versus intexti portray a
quincunx army-formation (alluding to the tactical device victoriously
deployed against the Sarmatians in AD 322): if war is rendered a ‘game’,
Optatian’s make-believe battle-grid also provides an opportunity for the
emperor to re-enact his military acumen.

Carm. 6 is also one of the poems discussed by Meike Riihl. Although
still oriented around ‘riddles’ and ‘games’, the focus of Riihl’s chapter

122 The interwoven boast of this poem develops a longer-standing tradition
of name-acrostichs in Hellenistic Greek and Latin poetry. These include Nic.
Ther. 343-353, Nic. Alex. 266-274 and Dionys. Per. 112-134, 513-532 (on which
see now Lightfoot 2014, esp. 287-8, 378-9); other comparanda include Cic.
Div. 2.111-1123 (on a purported Ennian acrostich: Q. Ennius fecit), the extant
Italicus ... scripsit acrostich that book-ends the Ilias Latina and the ‘Eudoxus’
acrostich of P. Par.1 (for the latter two examples, see Squire 2011, 93, 116-119,
along more generally with ibid. 224-228). In Carm. 21, however, one wonders
whether the three versus intexti exploit the material script to develop an ad-
ditional name-game (Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius haec lusi | omne genus metri
tibi pangens optume Basse. | hic versus vario colore dispar). There can be no doubt
that this poem, like others in the corpus, emphasised its integration of different
colours: presumably at least two (and quite possibly three) different shades were
used to delineate the outer and inner lozenge-shapes [cf. Plate 7]; indeed part of
the puzzle lies in following that colour-coding (in order to read the text of the
lozenge-shapes, after all, readers must proceed in horizontal sequence back and
forth across the monochrome patterns, rather than treat the interwoven shapes
in isolation). Yet given the latent ‘purpleness’ of Optatian Porfyry’s name, and
given the frequent reference to that colour elsewhere in the corpus (purpura/
purpureus: Carm. 1.17, 20a.13, 28.9 = 28.12), it seems worth asking: did Carm. 21
exploit a porphyry-tint to visualise the hand of ‘Mr Purple’? One might also
remember that the very trope of ‘purpleness’ had long carried a metaliterary hue
for Roman poets (cf. Hor. AP 14-23, with e.g. Quint. 8.5.28, Sid. App. Carm. 22.6
- and the detailed discussion of Quadlbauer 1980): the joke, I suspect, would
not have been lost on our most purple of Latin poets!
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shifts from the individual ‘gaming-board’ to the multileveled anthol-
ogy. While in one sense self-contained - bound within its autonomous
grid - each carmen cancellatum layers its games across space and time;
throughout the corpus, Optatian likewise invites his audiences to devise
their own readerly passage, traversing a trail through the collection as
a whole.”® With Carm. 6, for example, the poem’s military contests are
knowingly framed by the surrounding texts (above all the seventh and
eighth poems). Even when one squares a reading of the individual text
with the anthology that circumscribes is, the frames of reference continue
to extend beyond the book-ended collection. As Riihl argues of Carm. 6, 11
and 14, Optatian’s allusive fabric can lead the reader across multiple ‘pa-
limpsestical’ layers: the ‘riddling’ game, in short, lies not only in putting
the poems together, but also in reconciling a reading with the multiple
texts evoked en route.

The next three chapters are centred around the opening poems of
the extant collection, especially Carm. 1-3. Marie-Odile Bruhat begins by
developing the metaphor of ‘space’ already inherent in RiihI’s metaphor of
the ‘palimpsest’; by focusing on the first poem — and in particular its rela-
tion to the beginning of Ovid’s Tristia — Bruhat returns once more to the
allusive weave of the corpus. Intrinsic to Optatian’s works, Bruhat argues,
is a particular dynamic of space.!® The physical layout of each gridded
poem (as demonstrated here with reference to Carm. 2) gives figurative
form to - indeed, quite literally literalises — a host of more figurative spa-
tial metaphors: the relationship between exiled poet and imperial centre,
for example; the dynamic intertextual relations between the present text
and a library of canonical models; and not least Constantine’s conquests
across the geographical span of empire.

Chapters seven (by Petra Schierl and Cédric Scheidegger Lammle)
and eight (by Irmgard Méannlein-Robert) also return to Carm. 1-2. At the
centre of both articles is an interest in Carm. 3 — a poem which purports,

123 For a related idea literalised in the context of a single poem, cf. Squire 2016a,
54-59 and Hernandez Lobato (this volume) on Carm. 18.

124 The theme of ‘space’ in Greek and Latin literature has come in for much
discussion in recent years (cf. e.g. the essays in de Jong (ed.) 2012), returning
to the classic dichotomy between ‘temporal’ poetry and ‘spatial’ painting that
underscores the Grenzen of Lessing’s 1766 essay on the Laokoon (as briefly
introduced in this book by Hernandez Lobato); on space in Latin literature
specifically - and in particular the ‘paradox of enclosure’ (p.7) — see now the
stimulating analysis of Rimell 2015.
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through its versus intexti, to visualise the ‘countenances of Augustus’
(vultus | Augusti, Carm. 3.i-ii). For Schierl and Scheidegger Laimmle, what
intrigues about this poem is the underlying paradox of imperial Latin
panegyric.!”® Reading Carm. 3 against the backdrop of contemporary prose
encomia, they draw out the uneasy compromise upon which all impe-
rial panegyric is staked: on the one hand, the recourse to conventional
formulae (situating the individual emperor against set-piece encomiastic
tropes); on the other, the need for innovation (praising the exceptional
qualities of the honorand). This generic tension between convention
and innovation is duly related to the puzzling iconic schema of Carm. 3:
while resonating against a generic recourse to the topos of portraiture in
imperial panegyric, the poem nonetheless exploits its geometric pattern
to emblazon the figurative limits of the genre tout court.

But what should we make of the actual image of this third poem, ar-
ranged - as a surviving scholium puts it - in a series of ‘hexagonal’ and
‘triangular’ shapes [cf. Plate 2]?%¢ Developing the argument advanced by
Schierl and Scheidegger Liammle, Mdnnlein-Robert postulates a number
of tentative suggestions: might we be looking at a schematic rendition
of an ‘eagle’, for example, or else a ‘butterfly’, perhaps even a ‘phoenix’?
Ultimately, the chapter shies away from any final interpretative solution,
returning instead to the notion of an ‘open’ riddle (‘wir [miissen] vielmehr
mit einer gezielt komplexen Strategie der Verritselung rechnen’, p. 331).
Minnlein-Robert relates the iconic ambiguities to the (inter)medial in-
determinacy of the poem - a concern, repeated throughout the corpus,
not only with the mutually implicative spheres of words and pictures,
but also with speech, sound and song. What is so remarkable about these
morphogrammata, the chapter concludes, is the intersection between the
image of things ‘written’, ‘woven’ and ‘painted’ on the one hand, and a
spoken promise of aural performance on the other.”

125 Schierl and Scheidegger Lammle take their lead here, of course, from
Bartsch 1994.

126 For the scholia on Carm. 3 (which perhaps extend back to the fourth cen-
tury), see Pipitone 2012b, 35-39: iz hac pagina quattuor hexagona sunt pari numero
litterarum, et octo orthogona adaeque pari numero litterarum per singulas litteras
crescentia vel decrescentia (‘On this page there are four hexagons with an equal
number of letters, and eight orthogonal triangles with equal numbers of letters
which increase or decrease in turn by way of single letters’); cf. Squire 2016¢, 202.
127 As such, Optatian’s poems develop a recurrent trope of Hellenistic Greek
epigram (cf. Médnnlein-Robert 2007a and 2007b, along with e.g. Tueller 2008
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Carm. 3 — or, more specifically, the ‘varied weave of elements’
(elementorum wvario ... textu, 3.35, 3.iii) that the poem heralds - forges
a link with the following chapter by Martin Bazil. At the crux of this
chapter is a semantic question about the term textus (cf. Carm. 3.35, 4.9,
16.5). For what exactly is the relationship between this concept and the
recurrent metaphor of ‘weaving’?'® And how does Optatian’s notion of
‘textual’ fabric relate to a longer Graeco-Roman tradition of conceptualis-
ing ‘texts’? Bazil offers a two-fold response to these questions. First, he
relates Optatian’s notion of textus to earlier Latin poetic tradition (with
particular reference to Lucretius and Manilius, both likewise concerned
with the shared elementa of language and nature). Second, he situates
Optatian’s talk of fextus against a profound shift in the semantic range
of the term between the late third and fourth centuries AD: whether one
thinks of Christian hermeneutic and scriptural debates (authors like
Tertullian, Irenaeus, Arnobius, Victorinus of Pettau and Lactantius), or
else about the rise of the cento (a genre premised upon poetic ‘text’ being
understood as written ‘fabric’), Optatian was working in a period when
the very semantics of ‘textuality’ were being radically rethought.

From Bazil’s concern with the ‘Wortschatz’ of zextus it is a relatively
short step to Aaron Pelttari’s ‘lexicographic approach to the poetry of
Optatian’. The case study with which his chapter begins is Carm. 25 —
a poem that consists of just 20 words, but which invites the reader to
shuffle its individual verbal units into a myriad of alternative ‘textual’
arrangements (the possibilities run into the many billions).”® With texts
as inherently ‘morphogrammatic’ as Optatian’s — allowing readers to re-
form works into new compositions (as with Carm. 25), or else inviting
audience to deconstruct their constituent elementa into new compound
variants (as in the case of Optatian’s carmina cancellata) - a rich way
of proceeding, Pelttari suggests, is to champion the semantic unit of
the individual word. Such ‘lexicographies’ have a long history in clas-
sical philological scholarship (enjoying a heyday in the late nineteenth
century). But, as Pelttari shows, this vocabulary-oriented approach has

and Christian 2014, 28-107); they also resonate with themes of ‘vision’ and
‘voice’ in Greek ‘Second Sophistic’ and later Latin texts (for an excellent in-
troduction, see Boeder 1996). More generally on the ‘phonographic’ quality of
writing in antiquity, see Butler 2015.

128 For examples see above, n. 44.

129 39,016,857,600, according to Gonzalez Iglesias 2000 (as discussed by
Pelttari, p. 370); cf. above, n. 104.



104

much to offer in the context of Optatian’s writings, as indeed within the
study of late-antique Latin poetry at large. To demonstrate the point, the
chapter offers a series of lexicographic entries on Carm. 25 (associating
each of the 20 words with related uses in the corpus, as well as beyond
it); at the same time, Pelttari shows how lexicography gets to the heart
of Optatian’s hermeneutic interests, not least the underlying thematic of
‘surface’ and ‘depth’.

Where Bazil and Pelttari both hone in on individual words, the follow-
ing two chapters by Thomas Habinek and Sophie Lunn-Rockliffe zoom
out, exploring the cultural, intellectual and theological milieux in which
Optatian was operating. For Habinek, Optatian’s works amount to ‘onto-
logical’ puzzles. Despite the literary and visual cultural comparanda intro-
duced in the chapter, Habinek argues that the carmina cancellata do not
just amount to works of ‘literature’ or ‘art’, but also figure more profound
philosophical questions; they engage with a host of intellectual positions
about how to make sense of the world and our place within it (discussed
here with reference to Aristotelian, Neoplatonic and Stoic schools).

Habinek unpicks all manner of discursive threads within the corpus —
the concern with ‘colours’, for example, the repeated metaphors of ‘light’,
‘glimmer’ and ‘shine’, and not least the slippage between ‘classical’ and
‘Judaeo-Christian’ frames of reference. But he also lays the ground for
Lunn-Rockliffe’s chapter, which proceeds to tackle the ‘jewelled style’
of the Optatianic corpus. The allusion is of course to Michael Roberts’
famous metaphor for ‘poetry and poetics in late antiquity’*° Yet what
interests Lunn-Rockliffe is the literal analogy between Optatian’s poems
and late-antique gemstones and amulets - on the level of form, certainly,
but also with a view to agency (that is, their capacity actively to identify,
heal and protect). The underlying themes of Lunn-Rockliffe’s chapter,
centred around the ‘materiality of magic’, have long occupied scholars
at the Morphomata-Kolleg.*! In its discussions of Carm. 8, 14, 19 and

130 Roberts 1989; Roberts makes only fleeting reference to Optatian (noting
the ‘physical presence of words’ that makes up the ‘structural matrix’ in the
‘ingenious verbal patterns of Optatianus Porfyrius and the Technopaegnion of
Ausonius’, 58).

131 Cf. the essays in Boschung and Bremmer (eds.) 2015 (in particular the
chapters on Imperial and late-antique materials by Richard L. Gordon, Arpad
M. Nagy, Jitse Dijkstra; note too the essay by Annewies van den Hoek, Denis
Feissel and John R. Herrmann Jr. on the ‘magic of portable inscriptions’); fun-
damental now is Faraone 2015.
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24, however, her chapter is primarily interested in the ‘sealed’ and ‘seal-
ing’ quality of Optatian’s grid-poems: both these texts, and the magical
‘jewelled’ gems with which they are compared, belong to a profoundly
syncretic culture, slipping and sliding across our categories of the ‘pagan’
and ‘Christian’.

Jesus Hernandez Lobato revisits that religious backdrop from a
different perspective. Much has been written in recent years about the
legacy of Optatian’s poetry (a topic revisited in our original Cologne
workshop by Ulrich Ernst, with a lecture dedicated to the ‘Optatianus
Porfyrius und seine Wirkung auf die mittelalterliche und frithneuzeitliche
Gitterdichtung’).®> But where most treatments of Optatian’s ‘Nachleben’
follow a strict chronological timeline, Hernandez Lobato provocatively
breaks with temporal sequence, moving back and forth between the
fourth-century and the modern-day. What is so remarkable about
Optatian, he argues, is the way in which the poet anticipates the wholly
more (post)modern creations of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.
One recurring anchor in this chapter is the work of the twentieth-century
novelist, Jorge Luis Borges;'* another comes in the likes of Dan Graham,
Hanne Darboven, Joseph Kosuth, Roman Opatka and Robert Smithson
- that is, contemporary artists whose ‘conceptual’, literary-visual works
experiment with themes of time, form and representation. While so
many contributors concentrate on the formal innovations of Optatian’s
poems, Herndndez Lobato reminds us not to overlook their underlying
content. More than that, he uses modern parallels to situate Optatian’s
‘meta-discursive’ currents within a broader late-antique context.!® The
point returns us to the themes explored by Habinek and Lunn-Rockliffe

132 The author’s important contributions here are best represented by Ernst
1991, 2002 and 2012 (with detailed bibliographic references to other articles,
chapters and lexicon entries); cf. above, pp. 71-84. Although Prof. Ernst pre-
pared a presentation for the Cologne workshop, he was ultimately unable to
join us in person; his lecture was delivered by an assistant (Oliver Ehlen). Prof.
Ernst intends to publish a related paper elsewhere (with the provisional title,
‘Diachronic Turn: Zur Rezeption des Optatianus Porfyrius in der europédischen
Literatur von der Spidtantike bis zu den Avantgarden’).

133 One of the most influential discussions here — showcasing the labyrinthine
‘ultimacy’ of Borges’ narratives, and thereby effectively scripting a manifesto for
postmodernism - is Barth 1967 (reprinted as Barth 1984: 62-76); for a broader
bibliographic overview, cf. Cascardi 2002.

134 Cf. Hernandez Lobato 2012, 91-107 on late antiquity as an ‘era of interpreta-
tion’; compare e.g. Pelttari 2014, 45-72 on the importance of the framing preface.
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(among others): for fundamental to this corpus, Hernandez Lobato con-
cludes, are the cosmological ramifications of a newly sanctioned Judaeo-
Christian outlook.

With the penultimate chapter we move from antiquity to the modern-
day, and back again. But in the concluding envoi — written as a ‘diptych’
by Jas Elnser and John Henderson - the book gives the last word to two
stalwarts of interdisciplinary classics. Unlike other contributors, Elsner
and Henderson did not take part in the Cologne workshop from which
the volume ultimately derives. We are therefore all the more grateful to
them for tying together the book’s themes - and from a combined his-
toriographic, literary and cultural historical perspective.

It seems appropriate to round off the present introduction on a dif-
ferent note. As this brief overview makes clear, the volume moves across
themes historical and transhistorical alike: on the one hand, contributors
are interested in the historicist contexts in which Optatian was working
(no less than the ways in which his poems themselves reflect, figure and
construct those social, political and cultural frameworks); on the other,
Optatian’s experiments with linguistic, poetic and pictorial representation
speak diachronically across time - they probe altogether more essential
and essentialist questions about how to see, read and understand signa.
As Herndndez Lobato reminds us (and as Elsner likewise concludes),
Optatian’s works have perhaps never before seemed more timely than
they do today. Indeed, the present resurgence of interest in Optatian can
be no coincidence: Optatian’s poetry speaks to a (post-)postmodern age
when the internet, digital hypertexts and social media have all conspired
to revolutionise thinking about representation and mediation; to an age,
moreover, when all such innovations ultimately stem from the mathemati-
cal magic of digital code. For us, as for Optatian, the old certainties — of
belief, knowledge and not least academic scholarship itself — are being
rethought, and perhaps more intensively than ever before.!®

It is in this connection that Optatian poses his most enduring
riddle. After all, the self-consciousness with which his works dissect the

135 On those postmodern themes, cf. above pp. 93-94 (with references to the
likes of Kristeva, Derrida and Barthes, etc.); on the latent ‘postmodernity’ of late-
antique literature more generally, see also Hernandez Lobato 2012 (e.g. 253-317
on an incipient ‘aesthetics of the fragment’, or 466-518 on the ‘aesthetics of
hybridisation’); note too the masterful overview of Elsner and Hernandez Lobato
2016 (with more detailed bibliographic survey), along with e.g. Pelttari 2014 and
the earlier analysis of Nugent 1990 (focussed on the works of Ausonius).
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relationship between form and meaning — the overriding obsession with
‘meta-discursiveness’ (to quote Hernandez Lobato once again) — poses a
challenge to our conventional grand narratives about western cultural his-
tory. One might think here of the monumental Geistesgeschichte of Georg
Friedrich Hegel, who posited a tripartite framework of the ‘Symbolic’, the
‘Classical’ and the ‘Romantic’. As is well known, Hegel went so far as to
predict the ‘dissolution’ (Auflosung) of art altogether: ‘outer’ form would
give way to subjective philosophical introspection, Hegel argued; indeed,
Hegel associated this prognosis with his own cultural context in the 1820s
(‘[art] invites us to intellectual consideration, and that not for the purpose
of creating art again, but for knowing philosophically what art is’).1%¢

Whatever we make of his works, and however we situate them histori-
cally, Optatian casts a question-mark over such intellectual, philosophical
and cultural narratives. Writing some fifteen centuries before Hegel, yet
probing related notions of the ‘dematerialised’ (and indeed ‘re-materi-
alised’) artwork, these creations might in one sense be said to anticipate
the ‘modern’ condition that Hegel anticipated. The medial complexity
that underscores these poems - framed around the poet’s self-conscious
‘games’ with signification — consequently bend our linear timelines. For to
label this poet (‘philosopher’?) ‘modern’, or for that matter ‘postmodern’,
is to pose a challenge to our views of past and present alike: the very
paradox of so seemingly ‘modern’ an ‘ancient’ must necessarily have us
question what ‘antiquity’ (however ‘late’ ...) is, not to mention its relation-
ships to some antithetical ‘modernity’ or ‘postmodernity’.¥

That may seem a grand claim for so focussed a book. I nonetheless
conclude with it in a final bid to take Optatian’s games seriously — both
in the context of the poet’s own times, and within broader critical frames.
The idea returns us, of course, to the research agenda of the Morpho-
mata-Kolleg, above all its defining concern with ‘Genese, Dynamik und

136 My translation is taken from Hegel 1975, 1.11. For a brief overview of Hege-
lian aesthetics — with bibliographic survey - see Squire 2009, 58—71. There is
a substantial bibliography on the theme of art’s supposed Auflisung, but see
especially Houlgate 1997, Weibel 2002, Pippin 2005, 296-302 and Geulen 2006;
the most stimulating recent discussion is Pippin 2014.

137 For the classic articulation of the point, see Eco 1994, 66, on how ‘post-
modernism is not a trend to be chronologically defined’, but the ‘modern name
for mannerism as a metahistorical category’: ‘every period has its own post-
modernism, just as every period would have its own mannerism’. For further
discussion, albeit in a different context, cf. Squire 2011, 377 n. 21.
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Medialitdt kultuereller Figurationen’. For Optatian’s morphogrammata
raise ‘morphomatic’ questions that reach far beyond the fourth cen-
tury, as indeed beyond the fields of ‘classics’ and Altertumswissenschafft.
However small this corpus, it has the potential to reconfigure our views
of western cultural, intellectual and philosophical history — and on the
largest possible scale.!®
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JOHANNES WIENAND

PUBLILIUS OPTATIANUS PORFYRIUS
The man and his book

In Optatian’s life — as in his works — poetry and politics are inexorably
intertwined: Optatian’s highly artistic carmina figurata are key for un-
derstanding his role in the cultural transformation of the Constantinian
age; likewise, Optatian’s political career has ramifications for how we read
the corpus of poems attributed to him. Only on the basis of a thorough
reconstruction of Optatian’s curriculum vitae can we convincingly assess
the historical and literary impact of his ‘morphogrammatic’ creations —
that is, the political significance of Optatian’s innovative carmina, their
impression upon the apparatus imperii and their role in mediating be-
tween the poetising ventures of a Roman senator and the Christianising
endeavours of his emperor.!

Since the late nineteenth century scholars have repeatedly scruti-
nised the scant sources for Optatian’s biography, and they have done
so down to the last detail? Little is known for sure. But the available

* The analysis in this chapter extends (and in part revises) my earlier treat-
ments of Optatian’s career in Wienand 2012a, esp. 355-361, 2012b and 2012c; it
also conveys the preliminary results of an ongoing research for a commentary
and German translation of Optatian’s carmina (co-edited with John Noél Dillon,
forthcoming in the Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum series by Mohr
Siebeck, Tiibingen).

1 The notion of apparatus imperii is used in Pan. lat. 5(8).2.1 to denote the inner
echelons of the imperial administration under Constantine.

2 The most important previous attempts to make sense of Optatian’s bio-
graphy were made by Miiller 1877, vi-xvi, Seeck 1908, Kluge 1922 and 1924,
Groag 1926/1927 and 1946, 25-26, Helm 1959, Chastagnol 1962, 80-82, Jones,
Martindale and Morris 1971, 649 (= PLRE 1, Optatianus 3) and 1006-1008 (=
PLRE 1, Anonymus 12), Polara 1973 (in particular the extensive commentaries
in the second volume), 1974 and 1975, Barnes 1975a and 1975b, Polara 2004, 9-24
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evidence points to one of the most interesting as indeed perplexing sena-
torial careers in the age of Constantine’® Optatian seems to have been
a senatorial newcomer, his background and family history being largely
unknown to us. He enters the historical record around AD 310/315 as a
member of the senatorial aristocracy in Rome. But despite clear efforts
to win Constantine’s favour and further his career, Optatian remained
politically insignificant throughout a vibrant decade in which numerous
of his aristocratic peers were promoted to influential posts in the impe-
rial administration. His own prospect of advancement went up in smoke
when he was banished and sent to exile in the early 320s, serving one of
the most severe sentences a Roman emperor could impose on a senator.®

Some time later, in the last years of his life, we nonetheless see
Optatian rising like a Phoenix from the ashes: a delegation of senatorial

and Van Dam 2011, 155-170 (the first Constantine biography with a dedicated
subchapter on the poet). Of particular importance is Marie-Odile Bruhat’s
unpublished 1999 doctoral thesis (henceforth cited as Bruhat 1999), esp. 2-31
on Optatian’s career. On Van Dam’s approach to Optatian, see my review in
Wienand 2012d, 380-382.

3 For the details pertaining to the brief introductory overview that follows here,
see the evidence and arguments presented below.

4 All conjectures regarding Optatian’s date and place of birth (including his
alleged ‘African origin’) and his family history are based on flimsy ground. Most
importantly: the horoscope provided in Firm. Math. II 29.10-20 does not refer
to Optatian; see n. 71 below.

5 Note the qualification here of Washburn 2013, 98: ‘One shrinks from apply-
ing the term ‘victims’ for this group [i.e. the banished] because - despite the
many disadvantages of their condition - in Roman legal thought, it signified
the alternative to something worse. Thus we might just as appropriately speak
of the ‘privilege’ of banishment as of those victimized by it’.

6 The last known event in Optatian’s life dates to 333 (the second city pre-
fecture), while none of Optatian’s surviving poems refers to Constantine’s
tricennalia celebrations of AD 335/336, or to any later occasion. This is com-
monly taken as evidence that the poet had died between 333 and 335 (dementia
or some similar ailment, is, of course, also conceivable). It is worth noting that
we lack poems for other high festivities besides, such as the quinquennalia of
Constantius Caesar in 328/329. Seeck 1908, 282 thinks that Optatian might
have composed lost poems for such events. However, the fact that one poem
at best can securely be dated to after 326 (Carm. 18: cf. Kluge 1924, 343-344
and Bruhat 1999, 501) might mean that with his anthology of 326 Optatian had
achieved his aim (i.e. to further his career) and saw no reason for continuing the
time-consuming artistic endeavour of composing yet more carmina cancellata.
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supporters seems to have lobbied for the banished poet’s release from exile
during the festivities for Constantine’s twentieth jubilee, delivering the em-
peror Optatian’s formal petition for mercy along with a very special book
designed to support his cause: a collection of innovative figure-poems. The
mission turned into the linchpin of a most unlikely success story: Optatian
was not only recalled from exile, he was quickly appointed governor of
Achaea and, in the years 329 and 333, promoted on two occasions to the
city prefecture of Rome;’ even if only for a short term (in the first case for
31 days, in the second for 32), he thus held a post we know as one of the
most prestigious offices in the career of a late Roman aristocrat.

With Optatian, it seems, a fairly unpromising candidate - known
to posterity mainly as a ‘hare-brained’ versifier® — was thus promoted
into the most distinguished circles of Rome’s elite and endowed with
offices otherwise reserved mainly for members of the oldest, wealthiest
and most powerful aristocratic families in Rome.® This unexpected rise
of so seemingly mediocre an aristocrat calls for explanation. Without
imperial patronage, such a rapid advancement would have been incon-
ceivable, and imperial promotion of this sort can in turn be viewed only
as recognition for outstanding service to the Constantinian monarchy.!
Besides Optatian’s innovative poetic creations, however, we can identify
nothing that would account for the emperor’s sudden interest in the
long-neglected senator.

7 Chron. 354 (Chron. min. 1, ed. Mommsen, p. 68), a. 329: vii idus Sept. Publilius
Optatianus praefectus urbis d. XXXI, a. 333: vii idus April. Publilius Optatianus
praefectus urbis item in dies XXXII.

8 In his entry for Paulys Realencyclopidie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft,
Helm presented Optatian as a ‘Verfasser hirnverbrannter Versspielereien’
(Helm 1959, 1928). Indeed, even one of Optatian’s most prominent defenders
has called Optatian ‘a madman or at least a neurotic of exceptional virtuosity’
(Levitan 1985, 268). For an overview of the scholarly historiography here, and
more detailed discussion of Helm’s rhetoric, see Michael Squire’s introduction
to this volume (pp. 55-56).

9 On late Roman senatorial career patterns in general, see esp. Arnheim 1972,
Matthews 1975, Kuhoff 1983, Schlinkert 1996, Salzman 2002 and Cameron 2011;
see also the following note.

10 The most important contributions to our understanding of the late Roman
senatorial aristocracy and the interaction between senators and emperors in
the first half of the fourth century are now the PdD dissertations of Weisweiler
2011 and Moser 2013 (both forthcoming as books), with extensive discussion
of earlier approaches.
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The aim of this chapter is to make sense of this curious biography.
This requires a careful revision of the historical sources and their modern
interpretations. My analysis roughly proceeds in reverse chronological
order from Optatian’s exile and his revocation and late offices to his
pre-exile career; for the sake of convenience, the conclusions are sum-
marised in a final table (Table 2). As we shall see, even T.D. Barnes’ highly
influential analysis of Optatian’s biography - a seemingly watertight
prosopographical study - requires substantial revision.! We will need to
re-examine what the medieval manuscripts can tell us about the form,
contents and function of the anthology that secured Optatian’s recall from
exile; likewise, we shall want to explore what the pair of letters preserved
along with Optatian’s carmina can tell us about the poet’s interaction
with Constantine. Only if we understand the inner logic of the mutual
dependence between Optatian’s life and works can we fully appreciate
what role the man and his art played in the cultural transformation that
brought about the Christian monarchy of the later Roman empire.

OPTATIAN'S BANISHMENT AND RECALL FROM EXILE

Nothing certain is known about Optatian’s place of exile or its conditions,
apart from some topical allusions in the carmina? In Carm.1 and 2 in

11 The reconstruction of Optatian’s career presented in Barnes 1975b has been
widely accepted: to name but a few examples, Levitan 1985, 245, Ernst 1991,
97-98, Riihl 2006, 75, Van Dam 2011, 158-170 and Salzman 2016 all largely rely
on Barnes’ analysis for biographical data. However, as Barnes expressly warned
his readers, ‘only the prefecture of the city of Rome ... is firmly dated by reliable
evidence; the rest depends strictly and solely on hypothesis and conjecture’
(186). This ‘rest’ consists of six hypothetically reconstructed biographical facts,
each of them, as I will argue in this chapter, incorrect (cf. ibid.: ‘born c. 260/270;
proconsul of Achaea before 306; Epistula ad Constantinum November/December
312; exiled in or shortly after 315; presented poems I-XX to Constantine in
autumn 324; recalled from exile early in 325’).

12 Also in most other cases, the conditions of exile are unknown; see Washburn
2013, 126-127. In Optatian’s case, even the location is unknown (cf. Kluge 1924,
326). Kluge briefly discusses the possibility that the mare Sigaeum of Carm. 19.23
refers to the Black Sea, but she rightly rejects the idea due to the fact that when
Optatian was banished, the Black Sea was beyond the limits of Constantine’s
domain (1924, 344-345). According to Polara 1973, 2.122-123 (cf. also Polara 1974,
199) Sigaeum points to the town of Siga in Mauretania Caesariensis (Talbert
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particular, Optatian laments the misery of exile (mentioning squalor and
sordes, among other things), and mourns the loss of his home and the
distance from his son.® Beyond such insinuations, clearly modelled on
Ovid’s Tristia, the poems composed in exile show that Optatian remained
very well informed about the latest developments at court:" even under
the adverse conditions of his exile, Optatian obviously maintained a brisk
correspondence with amici in the emperor’s retinue, who regularly pro-
vided him with news (and might also have lobbied for his rehabilitation).®
Optatian also used his insights into court policy for the panegyrical
passages of his carmina, which apart from their technical virtuosity also
constitute highly political statements — a fact that in the end might have
contributed to Optatian’s recall from exile, as we shall see.

Various propositions have been made — mostly hypothetical - as for
the reasons of Optatian’s banishment.'® The carmina themselves contain

2000, map 29 D1), but this remains highly speculative. Washburn 2013, 134-137
has collected what can be said about places of exile in comparable cases.

13 On the conditions of his exile, cf. esp. Carm. 1.11-14 (addressing Thalia), with
discussion by Marie-Odile Bruhat in this volume (pp.258-261); compare also
Carm. 2.5-8, 2.10-12 and 20a.22 (mentioning a sors iniqua). Optatian’s exile is
also attested by Jerome Chron. a. 329 (Helm, Euseb. VII 232). On the significance
of exile as imperial punishment in late antiquity, see Braginton 1944, Stini 2011,
Washburn 2013, esp. 65-68; on the Republican background, cf. Kelly 2006. On
Optatian’s clear modelling of Carm. 1 on Ovid’s Tristia, see the discussions in this
volume by Michael Squire, Marie-Odile Bruhat and John Henderson; more gener-
ally on ‘the rhetorics of exile’ in late antiquity, see also Washburn 2013, 127-131.
14 1 have established this in my previous analyses of Optatian’s carmina: see
Wienand 2012a, 355-420, 2012b and 2012c.

15 It was by no means unusual for ambitious members of the elite to use vari-
ous official and unofficial communication channels (even over long distances)
in order to retrieve information about developments at court: for the collected
evidence, see Millar 1977, 213-228, 259-272, Wiemer 1995, 134-135, Ando 2000,
126-128, Bradbury 2004 and Dillon 2012, 192-213. Washburn 2013, 137-141 un-
derestimates the efficiency of such personal networks in cases of exile.

16 Seeck 1908, 273-274 saw a connection to Cod. Theod. XVI1.2.5 and believed
that Optatian was exiled due to overzealous paganism (‘heidnischen Uebereifer’:
p-274) - a notion partly accepted by Kluge 1922, 326. However, Seeck’s sug-
gestion is utterly unconvincing, not least because Carm. 8 (with its interwoved
chi-rho and IESVS) was composed before Optatian’s exile. Other scholars have
suggested a connection with the fall of C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus, or else
have suspended judgement. The most plausible hypothesis, as argued here, can
be deduced from Carm. 2.29-30; see also n. 18 and n. 19 below.
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only vague indications. A passage in Carm. 2 suggest that Optatian had
had to defend himself against a litany of accusations.” In this poem,
Optatian also quite abruptly declares his allegiance to the emperor’s
marriage legislation - the rhetoric makes sense only if the allegations
against Optatian mentioned in the following verse (but not specified
further) were somehow connected.’® Since Optatian was in Constantine’s
entourage in Illyricum when he was banished (a fact to which I return
below), he was probably exiled by imperial decree.® It would not be un-
usual for a member of the Roman aristocracy to fall into the emperor’s
disgrace on account of delatores?® Of course, the poet emphasises that
the accusations are untrue.?!

In order better to understand the changing relation between poet and
emperor, it is important to narrow down the basic dates of Optatian’s
exile. Evidence in Carm. 6 allows us to place Optatian in Constantine’s en-
tourage in 322, when the emperor was conducting a protracted campaign
against the Sarmatians along the middle course of the Danube. This poem
was composed to celebrate Constantine’s victory, and it indicates how
Optatian witnessed the expedition in person (although perhaps only the

17 Carm. 2.32-35: nam cetera causae | nunc obiecta mihi venia, venerabile numen, |
vince pia et solito superans fatalia nutu | sancte, tui vatis, Caesar, miserere serenus.
18 Carm. 2.29-30: Solis iura suis fidissima dextra maritis | et sociale iugum praebet,
consortia vitae. On Constantine’s marriage legislation, see Evans Grubbs 1995
and Schierl 2009, 143-146. The idea that Optatian was exiled on the charge of an
adulterii crimen was proposed by Jones, Martindale and Morris 1971, 1006-1008
(= PLRE 1, Anonymus 12) and endorsed by Polara 1974, 112-114, 120-121; cf.
Bruhat 1999, 16-20, who sees a connection between Carm. 2 and Constantine’s
marriage legislation, but who argues that this can be explained without refer-
ence to Optatian’s personal situation. My reading of Carm. 2.29-30 is indepen-
dent from the erroneous identification of Optatian with the Anonymus 12. It
might be significant that Optatian laments only the loss of his son and home
in Carm. 1.15-16 (Cum dederit clemens veniam, natumque laremque | reddiderit ...),
making no mention of any wife. Kluge 1924, 324 assumes that Optatian’s wife
had already died.

19 Optatian’s senatorial peer, C. Ceoinius Rufius Volusianus, for instance, was
exiled by senatorial decree, while his son Albinus was exiled by the emperor.
The case of Albinus is potentially comparable with Optatian’s banishment,
since both were apparently exiled by the emperor for adulterium: see Firm. Math.
IT 29.10-20, with Barnes 1975a, esp. 41, 47-49 and Washburn 2013, 30, 115-116.
On a potential context for Optatian’s banishment, see below on p. 156.

20 On the role of delatores and aristocratic rivals, cf. Washburn 2013, 115-117.
21 Carm.2.31-32: Respice me falso de crimine, maxime rector, | exulis afflictum poena ...
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profectio of the troops from Sirmium in the summer and their triumphal
return in late autumn 322).2 The triumphal celebrations for Constantine’s
Sarmatian victory were performed at Sirmium in 322, from 25. November
to 1. December, so around this time the poem was composed.? However,
the poem also indicates that Optatian was already in exile when he fin-
ished the piece® The banishment can thus be dated quite precisely to
the late autumn of 322 or the winter of 322/3232

The date of Optatian’s petition for clemency and his subsequent
recall from exile can also be determined with some precision. Several of
Optatian’s carmina cancellata — especially those that express the poet’s
request for recall from exile — obviously focus on the celebration of Con-
stantine’s vicennalia: Constantine celebrated his vicennalia incipientia on
his twentieth dies imperii (counting inclusively), namely on 25. July 325,
in Nicomedia, and his vicennalia perfecta a year later, on 25. July 326, in
Rome? The fact that the verses of Carm. 5 (and to a lesser degree also

22 As Seeck 1908, 272-273 has shown (followed by Kluge 1924, 325-326 and
Polara 1974, 118, among others), Carm. 6 indicates Optatian’s presence at the im-
perial court during Constantine’s military campaign against the Sarmatians in
322 (esp. Carm. 6.17-18: Factorum gnarum tam grandia dicere vatem | iam totiens,
Auguste, licet). Barnes 1975b, 179-180 rejects this interpretation, obviously be-
cause it contradicts his dating of Optatian’s exile to 315, but the arguments he
presents are weak. The fact that the earliest carmina cancellata stem from around
317/319 (on which, see below) supports a dating of Optatian’s exile to the early
320s. On the Sarmatian campaign and the subsequent war against the Goths
(with which the Sarmatian campaign is regularly confused), see Wienand 2012a,
335-338; on the lector ludens of Carm. 6, see Korfer’s chapter.

23 The date (without a year) is given in the Fasti Philocali (CIL L1, p. 276: mensis
November, and 278: mensis December). The length of the ludi is unusual: Salzman
1990, 137-138 (following Acre 1982) assumes they were introduced in 334 for
a joint victory of Constantine and Constantius II, whereas I think they were
introduced with a regular length in 322 and later expanded (Wienand 2012a,
336 with n.197).

24 According to Kluge 1924, 325-326 (accepted by Polara 1974, 118), the verses
cum munere sacro | mentis devotae placarint fata procellas (Carm. 6.34-35) consti-
tute the earliest reference to Optatian’s exile.

25 Barnes assumes that Optatian’s exile was connected to the fall and banish-
ment of the two-time consul C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus and accordingly
should be dated to the year 315. The connection, however, is purely associative
and should be dismissed.

26 Jerome Chron. a. 326 (Helm, Euseb. VII 231): Vicennalia Constantini Nicomediae
acta et sequenti anno Romae edita.
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Carm. 9 and 10) celebrate at length Constantine’s son Crispus seems to
speak in favour of the earlier date: by the time of the vicennalia perfecta,
Crispus had already been deposed and executed on Constantine’s or-
ders and stricken with damnatio memoriaer Nonetheless, there is ample
evidence in the carmina that Optatian tailored the collection of poems
accompanying his plea for mercy to fit the concluding ceremonies of
Constantine’s vicennial celebrations — and that his senatorial advocates
accordingly did not present the poet’s petition for clemency to the em-
peror until July 326. The relevant arguments were forcefully proposed
by Otto Seeck already in 1908 and have lost nothing (or rather little) of
their strength.”®

27 The idea that Crispus’ death rules out the later option goes back to Miiller
1877, viii and Kluge 1922, 90-96; it has been widely accepted - but erroneously,
I think. On the date of Crispus’ downfall and death: according to Cons. Const.
a.326 (occisus est Crispus et edidit vicennalia Constantinus Aug. Romae), Crispus
was Killed in 326, and Amm. XIV 11.20 relates that the Caesar died at Pola in
Istria (Talbert 2000, map 20 As). This can be matched with the imperial itinerary.
Even if we drop the controversial dates in the Codex Theodosianus, Constantine
was in Heraclea on 3. February (Cod. Theod. 9.3.2, 9.7.1), arrived in Aquileia in
early April at the latest (Cod. Theod. 9.24.1, 9.8.1), and stayed in north Italy until
early July (Cod. Theod. 9.21.3). Crispus may have met Constantine on his way to
Aquileia or somewhere in north Italy, or else the Caesar may have been arrested in
Gaul. But in all likelihood his downfall dates to March/April/May 326 (see Barnes
2011, 146-147 for more details). A reconstruction along these lines is almost
universally accepted. However, on the basis of a recently discovered bronze coin
struck in the name of Crispus (CNG 242, 13. October, 2010, no. 402), Ramskold
2013 attempted to redate Crispus’ death to the days or weeks immediately after
25. July 326, which would mean that the Caesar was still alive when Optatian’s
book was given to Constantine. For reasons I present in more detail elsewhere, I
am not convinced: if we add Rome to Ramskold’s list of cities whose production
schemes constitute exceptions, and fit the Caesars’ proper decennalia (March 326)
into the picture, the most plausible solution (and one that fits much better all
other available evidence) would be to locate the SMRA-issue (to which the new
Crispus coin belongs) in this slightly earlier context.

28 Seeck 1908. Elsa Kluge’s attempt to refute Seeck (Kluge 1922 and 1924)
suffers from a substantial lack of understanding regarding imperial jubilees
and Roman numismatics. Nevertheless, Groag 1926-1927 and most scholars
thereafter have followed Kluge and rejected Seeck’s dating. Bruhat 1999, 13-16
is a noteworthy exception. On the date of 326 for Optatian’s mission, see the
discussion in Wienand 2012a, 355-356 with n. 1 and 360 with n. 12 and 366-369,
and Wienand 2012b: 251-253.
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Seeck’s arguments need not to be repeated here in detail. It will per-
haps suffice to re-examine the problem that three carmina praise Crispus,
who was tried and executed most likely between mid-May and mid-June
326 and thus dead and damned by July 3262 One of these poems, Carm. 10,
was composed before Optatian’s exile and thus was certainly never in-
tended for inclusion in the anthology bestowed upon Constantine,*® while
the other two were clearly tailored to fit the planned joint celebration of
Constantine’s vicennalia and the Caesars’ decennalia in July 326 - at which
point Crispus was dead for about two to three months. Most scholars who
have sought a solution to this problem dated Optatian’s plea for clemency
to 325 (despite all the evidence to the contrary that Seeck assembled);
alternatively, they have argued that Optatian ignored the fact or had the
affected poems removed at the last minute (which remains hypothetical).
The explanations proposed so far mainly proceed from the assumption
that we know these two carmina precisely because they had been handed
over to Constantine. But, as I shall argue in more detail below, we instead
know these poems because they were included in some sort of secondary
compilation published among a wider audience only after Optatian’s
return.® The problem, in short, needs to be framed in different terms.

When the poet prepared and published a collection of his works
for a broader audience after his recall from exile, Optatian deliberately
ignored the damnatio memoriae against Crispus and retained the ques-
tionable carmina — otherwise they would not have survived. In the whole
history of Roman damnatio memoriae this is unparalleled. But Optatian’s
decision to publish Carm. 5 and 9 (and also Carm. 10, though this piece
probably already circulated in the early 320s) without alteration after
the fall of Crispus is understandable: in a hermetic configuration like
Optatian’s carmina cancellata, with their interwoven verses, it was simply
impossible to remove or replace the references to Crispus after the fact.
In Carm.s, long passages celebrate Crispus’ decennalia and praise his
accomplishments,*? and in v. 24 of Carm. 9, the e of the vocative Crispe

29 See above, n. 27.

30 On the date of Carm. 10, see Kluge 1924, 325, Chastagnol 1962, 80 n. 66,
Polara 1974, 285-286 and Bruhat 1999, 496. The argument proposed by Barnes
1975b, 180-181 for a hypothetical date of 324 is not convincing.

31 The fact that the two (pre-exile) letters are also known to us today strongly
indicates that Optatian himself shortly after his return from exile published some
sort of secondary edition of his anthology; for more details on this, see below.
32 E.g. Carm. 5.30-34.
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even becomes part of the poem’s interwoven text. In both poems, mention
of Crispus could not be removed without affecting the versus intexti, which
in turn would have had serious consequences for the entire arrangement
of the main text. Adhering to the damnatio memoriae of Crispus would
have entailed discarding the poems in question entirely. Unless he was
willing to forgo publishing his Carm. 5 and 9 altogether, Optatian had
no choice but to celebrate Crispus posthumously in politically sensitive
fashion. Precisely those poems in which Optatian prominently lauds
Crispus rank among his most elaborate compositions.

It is important to note that it was possible for Optatian to ignore the
damnatio memoriae only in those editions of his book that were meant
for circulation among his peers. In direct interaction with Constantine
at court — that is, in a ceremoniously framed encounter with the princeps
- the affected poems can have had no place whatsoever. Most likely,
the problematic paginae were simply removed before the collection was
bound to a codex and handed over to the emperor. The limited timeframe
for these changes does not pose a serious problem. Most scholars seem
to assume (on the basis of the formulaic laments of Carm.1.1-12 and
2.3-12) that Optatian was utterly isolated and that he had prepared the
codex himself in his place of exile.?* However, the poet might well have
continued (perhaps through intermediaries among his senatorial peers
or else directly) to rely on artisans whom he had previously employed.
The codex given to Constantine was probably produced in Rome, so after
Crispus’ fall there might well have been enough time for those involved
to adapt the codex’s composition to the changed conditions and remove
the pages referring to the disgraced Caesar. Once a solution along these
lines is accepted, there is no reason to reject dating Optatian’s petition
for clemency to 326: on the contrary, the carmina contain a number of
indications that virtually impose this date.

At this point we may therefore reopen discussion of who might
potentially have served as Optatian’s spokesman, delivering Optatian’s
plea for mercy and presenting his carmina before Constantine. Elsa
Kluge proposed Sex. Anicius Faustus Paulinus (consul in 325), but
she worked on the assumption that Optatian had the corpus of poems
delivered to Constantine on the occasion of his vicennalia incipienta in
325.% One might also consider M. Ceionius Iulianus (signo Kamenius),

33 Thus, for instance, Seeck 1908, 275-278.
34 Kluge 1922, 91-92; cf. PLRE 1, Paulinus 15.
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to whose family Optatian seems to have been related by marriage (the
name Publilius turns up several times subsequently in the gens Ceionii).®
Alternatively, perhaps Bassus, the addressee of Carm. 21, might be sug-
gested - although it is not clear which ‘Bassus’ is meant here’® At any
rate, Optatian’s petition was a success, and the exiled poet was recalled:
Porfirius misso ad Constantinum insigni volumine exilio liberatur, as Jerome
puts it in his Chronicle (‘Porfyrius was recalled from exile after an ex-
traordinary book was sent to Constantine’).¥’ Jerome gives the year 329
as the date of Optatian’s recall from exile, but such a three-year delay
would require considerable explanation in light of the poet’s complete
rehabilitation, and Optatian’s dramatic rise to the governorship of Achaea
and the urban prefecture would not make sense if his recall was delayed.
Quite reasonably, therefore, scholars unanimously assume that Optatian
was recalled from exile immediately or shortly after his poem collection
plus petition for mercy had been delivered.®®

Optatian’s recall from exile was predicated on a judicial reassessment
of his case: apparently the court now accepted Optatian’s argument that
he had been exiled on the basis of false accusations.®® But this alone
does not explain how Optatian subsequently rose to become governor of
Achaea and urban prefect so rapidly: the conferral of these prestigious
offices must be viewed as a reward for exceptional service to the emperor.
The historical record preserves nothing that could have been relevant oth-
er than Optatian’s panegyrical figure-poems with which he commended

35 This was noted by Groag 1926-1927, 104. On M. Ceionius Iulianus, cf. PLRE
1, Iulianus 26.

36 Carm. 21.14-15: Sed rursum Bassus nunc prodere carmen | imperat. The range of
possibilities include Caesonius Bassus, consul in 317; Iunius Bassus, praetorian
prefect in 318-331, and consul in 331; or Septimius Bassus, who was city prefect
of Rome in 317-319; cf. PLRE 1, Bassus 12, 14 or 19 respectively.

37 Jerome Chron. a. 329 (Helm, Euseb. VII 232).

38 Cf. Seeck 1908, 281, Kluge 1924, 326-327, Polara 1974, 118-119, Barnes 1975b,
175 and Chastagnol 1960, 404. Imperial jubilees such as the vicennalia were ideal
occasions not only for exiles to petition for clemency, but also for emperors to
demonstrate indulgentia. Thus, Diocletian declared a general amnesty on his
twentieth jubilee in order to show his imperial magnanimity (Euseb. Mart.
Pal. 2.4; cf. Washburn 2013, 149-150). Maybe the case of Optatian was even pre-
negotiated, so that Constantine could immediately react to Optatian’s petition
with an act of clemency.

39 Optatian insists on this in Carm. 2.31-32. In general on recall from exile and
return, see Washburn 2013, 144-160.
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himself as an encomiastic court poet. It is therefore reasonable to take a
closer look at the anthology presented to Constantine in 326.

THE POETRY BOOK OF 326

The poems chosen by Optatian as a supplement to his plea for mercy were
bound in a codex.* Starting from the medieval manuscripts, scholars have
variously attempted to reconstruct the ‘Ur-codex’,”! trying to determine
both the precise selection of poems and their order within the book. All
in all, the manuscript tradition attributes 31 poems to Optatian,? but the
evidence strongly suggests that only a minor portion of these poems were
represented in the codex of 326: Carm. 31 was definitely not composed
by Optatian, while Carm. 17, 22, 24 are thought at least by some scholars
to be unauthentic;® Carm. 8, 10, 16, 21 and 23 most likely date prior to
Optatian’s exile, which renders it implausible to assume they were used
again in 326, and Carm. 18 is probably a post-exile poem;* Carm. 21, 22,
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 are not addressed to Constantine at all,
while Carm. 11, 12, 13 and 16 are carmina cancellata addressed to Constan-
tine, but may not have been sufficiently elaborate to be included in a gift
collection composed to win the emperor’s favour; Carm. 15 is addressed
to Constantine, but not a carmen cancellatum; Carm.s, 9 and 10 praise

40 Jerome talks of a volumen, Optatian mentions paginae and (albeit referring
to an earlier compilation) a libellus (cf. esp. Carm. 1). On the codex as medium,
see Rithl 2006, 90-97 and Squire’s discussion in this volume’s introduction
(pp. 71-73).

41 Seeck 1908, 272-273 introduced the notion of ‘Urkodex’ for investigating
Optatian’s manuscript tradition.

42 Polara 1973, 1.vii-xxxiv provides a general overview of the manuscripts and
manuscript tradition; for an in-depth analysis, see Polara 1971, along with the
bibliography cited in Squire’s introduction, pp.73-74, n. 51. Throughout this
chapter, I refer to the manuscripts according to Polara’s conspectus siglorum.
43 According to Squire and Whitton 2016, Carm. 24 (and possibly also Carm. 22)
may also be authentically Optatianic, or at least fourth-century in date.

44 For Carm. 15, 17, 25, 27, 28, 29 and 30, no precise date can be given. On dating
the carmina, see above all Kluge 1924, 336-348, Polara 1974, 284-288, Barnes
1975b, 177-183 and Bruhat 1999, 494-501; Edwards 2005 also sought to establish
a sequential chronology of Optatian’s carmina, but on the basis of their relative
complexity, and largely ignoring the dates established by previous scholarship
- the result is far from persuasive.
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Crispus, who was subjected to a dishonourable damnatio memoriae shortly
before Optatian’s book was handed over to Constantine, and since Carm. 4
is closely linked to Carm. s, it was also affected (if it was contemporary
at all, which may very well be doubted). Thus only a limited number of
highly elaborate figure-poems, panegyrical in character and politically
unproblematic, fit the relevant time-frame (namely Carm. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 14,
19 and 20): just two of these make explicit reference to the poet’s call for
mercy (Carm. 1 and 2), and one (or at most two) more carmina vaguely al-
lude to the poet’s state of exile (Carm. 6, maybe also 19).* With the excep-
tion of just a handful of poems, in other words, it is largely unclear which
carmina formed Optatian’s so-called insigne volumen, or indeed which
poems were included within what later readers labelled his panegyricus.*

The most significant obstacle for reconstructing the poem collection
of 326 is that the manuscript tradition certainly did not start with this
‘Ur-codex’. The problem is not so much that the earliest manuscripts reach
back only to the ninth or late eighth century (thereby leaving a gap in our
records of half a millennium, during which time both the original selection
and the order of poems might have changed).”” Rather, we must recognise
that the compilations preserved in the extant manuscripts merge various
different traditions: instead of preserving any ‘original’ version handed to
Constantine, they hark back to one or several secondary editions, which

45 According to Kluge 1924, 344, Carm. 19.21-26 refers to the exile. Kluge also
sees references to Optatian’s exile in Carm. 22 (1922, 91-92, cf. 1924, 346),
but this poem is not addressed to Constantine. For the suggestion of exile in
Carm. 19, see e.g. Squire 2015: 110-111.

46 The title panegyricus (or panegiricus, panagiricus, panigiricus, panagericus and
panegricus) appears in mss. B, P, p, E, T, R, J, Q, W, F, H, A, but nonethe-
less seems to postdate Optatian. Lukian Miller (in his 1877 edition) was the
first modern scholar to use the title panegyricus exclusively for those poems he
thought were handed over as a gift to Constantine: his ‘Panegyricus Constantini’
consists of Carm.1-20, whereas he understood carmina 21 to 28 as ‘Carmina
reliqua’. It is worth noting that Miiller’s restrictive use of the title panegyricus — as
well as the order of poems in his edition - proved deeply influential (especially
on Helm’s Optatian entry in the Realencyclopddie), but by no means represent the
manuscript tradition. On the title panegyricus, see Kluge 1922, 90, Polara 1974,
283 n. 63, Bruhat 1999, 42 and Squire’s introduction to this volume (p. 59).

47 For instance, it is not even clear whether we know all poems composed by
Optatian; with some exceptions, the order of poems differs from manuscript to
manuscript (for a helpful overview, see Polara 1973, 1.xix); and some or all of the
scholia, as well as the very title of the collection, seem to have been added later.
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must have been published by Optatian only after his recall from exile. For
one thing, the emperor was certainly not responsible for publishing the
artistic products of his subjects; for another, the presence of the two letters
(to which I return below) itself testifies to at least one secondary edition.*®

These considerations also help us to make sense of Carm. 1. In this
poem, Optatian claims that due to his banishment the codex he sends
to Constantine was executed on sallow paper adorned with simple black
and red ink. This is certainly not a captatio benevolentiae or any other
topos of modesty; if untrue, this statement would make little sense: the
carmina repeatedly endorse the idea that the emperor’s favour towards
Optatian’s muses constitutes an essential prerequisite for the unfolding
of his art*® The poet’s use of the most eminent materials and the most
elaborate techniques - including purple, a dye highly reminiscent of
the imperial colour porphyry - thus presupposes the emperor’s consent,
which Optatian sought to renew by way of his gift in the first place. We
may conclude that the codex presented before Constantine has in fact
not been manufactured on purple parchment with gold and silver ink,
and adorned lavishly with ornamented page margins, as the poet claims
to have produced his carmina prior to exile.>

Optatian seems to have delivered to Constantine only a collection
of ‘blueprints’: they were written on simple paper, without (or with only
minimal) ornamentation, using black ink for the base text and red ink for
the versus intexti. The result might have roughly resembled what we see in
Cod. Bern. 212 [Plates 1 and 6], albeit without the scholia.’! Optatian also
connected his humble gift with a vow: in Carm. 1.15-18, he promises to

48 The manuscripts also entail prose scholia, which were certainly not included
in the codex given to Constantine. But the idea of adding scholia explaining
the interwoven verses of the carmina cancellata might go back to ‘carmi speciali’
(Pipitone 2012, 27) composed for secondary edition(s) of Optatian’s poetry book,
introducing in verse or prose the individual figure-poems. Carm. 4 (less likely
also Carm. 17) is probably reminiscent of such original ‘carmi speciali’, or may
even date back to Optatian’s time. On the scholia in general, see the commen-
taries in Polara 1973 and Pipitone 2012. On the question of a secondary edition
(or editions) of Optatian’s poetry book, see also the preliminary considerations
in Wienand 2012a, 368 with n. 32 and 2012b, 254.

49 See, for instance, Carm. 10.9-19.

50 See Carm.1.1-8, with discussion in Squire’s introduction.

51 Thus also Kluge 1924, 327. On Cod. Bern. 212, see Squire’s introduction to
this volume (p. 74).
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deliver his poems in their full splendour after he is recalled from exile.5
Within such a blueprint version of his anthology, a small number of po-
ems composed in exile may well have sufficed to make Optatian’s point
(maybe just those examples mentioned above, namely Carm. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7,
14, 19 and 20).% If we accept the idea of a draft codex, we also have to as-
sume that, following his recall from exile, Optatian fulfilled his vow and
presented Constantine (maybe now even in person) with a magnificently
executed version of his poetry book, probably in amended or expanded
form. This embellished vota soluta version may then have formed the core
of the secondary edition(s) Optatian published for a wider audience (and
from which the manuscript tradition proceeds), to which he now added
some pre-exile poems,* the carmina praising Crispus and two letters.

I shall return to the manuscript tradition and its implications below,
when discussing the two letters in more detail. But first, we have to take
a closer look at Optatian’s career in the time immediately after his recall
from exile.

OPTATIAN AS GOVERNOR OF ACHAEA AND URBAN PREFECT

After his recall from exile, Optatian was quickly promoted and sent to
Corinth to serve as governor of Achaea. Optatian’s governorship is at-
tested epigraphically on an inscribed statue base that was found in 1927
in the theatre of Sparta [Fig. 2.1], the statue itself is lost. The base is made
of grey marble, irregularly worked, and varies from between 22 and 31 cm
high, 84 cm wide and 47 cm deep; the letters range from 1.7 to 3.5cm in
height. The base bears an honorific inscription, celebrating Optatian as

52 Carm.1.15-18: Cum dederit clemens veniam, natumque laremque | reddiderit,
comptis ibis et ipsa comis, | purpureo fulgens habitu, radiantibus intus, | ut quondam,
scriptis ambitiosa tuis.

53 It is noteworthy, however, that Carm. 19 only appears in mss. Q and W; it
is thus curiously ot included in those manuscripts containing the common
sequence of poems plus letters (on which see below). If we assume that Optatian
originally planned to include also those carmina that praise Crispus, the collection
of ‘blueprints’ might have been meant to comprise ten poems all in all (or Carm. 1
plus ten figure-poems, depending on inclusion/exclusion of Carm. 10, which was
of earlier date and might not have been intended for use in the gift anthology):
that would, of course, have been a fitting number for a decennial jubilee.

54 Carm. 18 might be a post-exile poem included in a secondary edition.
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Aapnpdtatog &vBvmartog, the Greek equivalent to (vir) clarissimus pro-
consul. The text reads as follows:5

‘H moAig
TOV L& TvTWV €VEPYETNV KAl Ow-
Tipa Tiig Aakedaipovog, TOv Aap(npdtatov) vl (Vvmatov)
ITovBAiA(tov) Ontatiavéy, Avkovpyw katd T0 7006 Kai Ty

5 mpa&v dpotovoa &’ iowv, EoTnoev mapd T@ Avkovpyw,
npoadefapévov o avédlwpa Mdp(kov) Avp(niiov) Zte@dvov
oD Sao(nprotdrtov) dpxlepéws T@V AvyovoTwy, TOD
TPOOTATOV TAG TTOAEWG,.

The city | has erected (a statue of) the benefactor in every way and
saviour | of Lacedaimonia, the most glorious proconsul | Publilius
Optatian, who resembles Lycurgus in manners and | deeds equally,
next to (the statue of) Lycurgus; | the expense was guaranteed by
Marcus Aurelius Stephanus, | most perfect high priest of the emper-
ors, | chief of the city.

The inscription does not offer a precise date for Optatian’s term in office.
Accordingly, it is disputed at which point in his career his governorship
should be placed. Scholars have proposed a wide range of dates, from be-
fore 306 to after 333.5 But the terminus ante quem is certain: Optatian defi-
nitely held the office prior to his first urban prefecture in 329.5 However,

55 AE 1931, 6 = SEG 11 810. Editio princeps: Woodward 1927/1928, 35-37 (no. 58),
with a rendering of the inscription at p. 35. Further discussions and analyses
include: Roussel 1931, 216, Groag 1946, 25-26 and Feissel 1985, 284-285. The
transcription of line 7 in L’Année Philologique incorrectly reads 8ig instead of
Swao(npotdtov). The mistake has been copied and perpetuated elsewhere, includ-
ing Groag 1946: 25, Chastagnol 1962, 81, Barnes 1975b: 175 and Bruhat 1999, 3 n. 6.
In the translations and interpretations affected, the commissioner of the base is
incorrectly interpreted as twice priest of the imperial cult, but SEG 11 810, Roussel
1931, 216, Robert 1948, 21 and Feissel 1985, 284 (no. 22) have the correct reading.
56 The most extreme positions are held by Barnes 1975b, 175-176 (who suggests
Optatian was governor of Achaea ‘before Maxentius began to rule Rome and
Italy’) and Woodward 1927/1928, 36 (who argues that Optatian was ‘chosen
Proconsul Achaiae in 330 or 334’). Even Groag 1946, 26 thought it possible that
Optatian held the proconsulate after 329.

57 Barnes 1975b, 175 brings out the point: ‘no man is likely to have been pro-
consul of Achaea after an urban prefecture’; cf. Chastagnol 1960, 409-411 and



WIENAND: PUBLILIUS OPTATIANUS PORFYRIUS 137

2.1 Statue base with honorary inscription for Publilius Optatianus. Sparta,
Archaeological Museum: inv. Wo. III 35/7, n. 58 (AE 1931, 6 = SEG 11 810).
Photograph by Athanassios Themos, reproduced by kind permission of the
Ephorate of Laconia.

thus far it has not been possible to rule out a date prior to his exile. The
most convincing attempt to date the governorship was made only re-
cently, in a 2013 article by Caillan Davenport.® Davenport notes that the
sponsor of the honorific statue — a certain Marcus Aurelius Stephanus,
high priest of the imperial cult - is not styled with the conventional
title of dpxiepevs T@v Zefact®v, but rather with the words dpxiepevg
T@v Avyovotwyv. Davenport is right to connect this to a characteristic
modification of Constantine’s imperial titulature that Benet Salway first
described and interpreted in 2007: when Constantine consolidated his
hold over the Greek east, he was no longer addressed as Zefaotog, but
rather as ADyovoTtog — a characteristic shift in imperial titulature pre-
sumably meant to avoid the pagan implications of the traditional title.5
Davenport inferred that Optatian therefore must have held the office
of governor after his return from exile, when Constantine had already
extended his rule over the east.

This argument seems compelling, and Davenport was confident he had
solved the dating problem once and for all.®® However, Salway’s findings

in particular Chastagnol 1962, 80-82 with n.76 (‘Le proconsulat d’Achaie ne
peut en effet, en aucun cas, venir aprés une préfecture urbaine’).

58 Davenport 2013.

59 Salway 2007.

60 Cf. Davenport 2013, 233: ‘the Spartan inscription may be confidently dated
post-324, based on the titulature of the priest Aurelius Stephanus’.
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do not rule out the possibility that the change in nomenclature from
Yefaotog to Abyovotog may have taken place prior to 324 in the Greek-
speaking territories that Constantine controlled after the Peace of Serdica
(1. March 317).5' Achaea now belonged to Constantine’s domain, and since
Optatian was not exiled until 322/323, as argued above, he may have served
as governor sometime between early 317 and late 322. Davenport does not
take this scenario into account, since he assumes that Optatian was exiled
already in 315 (relying on the erroneous dating of Barnes).

A definitive solution is only offered by the find-context of the statue
base. The base was not found iz situ, but rather in the orchestra of the
theatre of Sparta in a layer above the ancient orchestra level.?? These
later structures belonged to houses from the Byzantine period built upon
the eastern area of the cavea. The statue base was thus used as building
material, which implies that it must have remained accessible prior to
its reuse and may have potentially stood where it was originally erected.
The inscription itself mentions that Optatian’s statue was set up next
to a statue of the Spartan legislator Lycurgus. The exact location is not
specified further, and nothing has thus far been found of this statue of
Lycurgus.®® However, since the inscription of another statue base found
in situ in the theatre likewise attests that it was erected ‘near Lycurgus’
(&yxt Avkovpyov)* it is certain that Optatian’s statue also once stood

61 Salway associates the change in titulature with the Council of Nicaea, but
concedes in light of earlier evidence of the title Abyovotog (especially the docu-
ments quoted in Euseb. Hist. eccl. 10.5.4 and 10.6.1) that the transition may have
taken place earlier: see Salway 2007, 45 n. 44. Since Salway bases his interpreta-
tion primarily on Egyptian papyri, he relies on evidence from a territory that
Constantine did not control until 324; as far as I can see, Salway did not cross-
check Greek-speaking areas that were under Constantine’s control prior to 324.
62 Woodward 1926-1927, 3—4; cf. also Woodward 1927-1928, 35; the report by
Woodward and Hobling 1923/1925, 119-136 describes the state of the theatre
before the statue base was found.

63 My thanks here to Eleni Zavvou, who is currently editing the inscriptions
of Lakonia, for her first-hand confirmation.

64 The statue base in question is that of the proconsul Anatolius (PLRE 1,
Anatolius 8; cf. Groag 1946, 57-58), published in Woodward 1925-1926, 245-247
no. 35 (AE 1929, 23 = SEG 11 773, cf. Robert 1948, 63, Feissel 1985, no. 26). On
the location of the statue of Lycurgus, Woodward (1925-1926, 247) has the fol-
lowing to say in the excavation report: ‘If, as seems probable, this inscription
[i.e. the honorific inscription for Anatolius] is in its original position, there
must have been a statue of Lycurgus adjacent’.
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in the theatre — and obviously at least the statue base stood there until
the stones were reused as building material. Now, it seems inconceivable
that the inscription honouring Optatian would have still been standing
in such a prominent place if the governor had been exiled only after the
monument had been erected. We know from other cases that the statues of
disgraced officials were removed from public places,”® so we can securely
presume that Optatian’s statue was not erected until after his recall from
exile — and that Optatian must have held the governorship of Achaea
sometime between 326 and 329 accordingly.

The evidence available of course provides only scant information
about how Optatian understood or filled his office as governor of Achaea.
The inscription from Sparta shows that he had close ties to the impe-
rial high priest of Achaea and that he must have been responsible for
some sort of euergetic benefaction towards the city (perhaps he funded
a public building or supported a petition to the emperor). The moAig
(which is to say the council) honoured him for his service by erecting
a statue, at the expense of M. Aurelius Stephanus, in a prominent lo-
cation in the theatre. In addition, as Giorgios Deligiannakis argues in
a forthcoming article, Optatian himself may have sponsored a statue
honouring Constantine in the city of Gytheum - a plausible suggestion
based on an in-depth analysis of a late-antique marble head with radiant
headgear excavated in the city’s theatre.®® Even if we do not know any
details about the background of these interactions, the evidence shows
that Optatian used his office to mediate between the various social and
political strata of his province: these included the local councils in the
cities of Achaea, the imperial cult, the provincial administration and the
central imperial government.

65 Modestinus D 48.19.24; see Washburn 2013, 104. Weisweiler 2011 shows that
officials frequently displayed their loyalty to the ruling emperor by toppling
statues of disgraced office holders.

66 Deligiannakis (forthcoming). Giorgios Deligiannakis has presented his
thoughts about the ‘Gytheum head’ (local beige marble: h. 52 cm; w. 37 cm) in
a lecture on ‘Helios and the emperor Constantine in the Peloponnese’ (Uni-
versitdt Gief3en, May 2016). The Gytheum head is now in the storeroom of the
Archaeological Service in Gytheum; it was first described by Giannakopoulos
1987, 189-191 (with fig. 56) as a head of Constantine. Deligiannakis sees the
portrait as showing the god Helios, but the head perhaps blends aspects of
the imperial portrait with solar imagery (as known from other instances of
Constantinian portrait sculpture): cf. Preger 1901, Wallraff 2001a and 2001b,
Matern 2002, Berrens 2004.
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What then to make of Optatian’s post-exile career? Taken together,
the evidence discussed here suggests that, after his rehabilitation, Opta-
tian was quickly promoted to the post of proconsul provinciae Achaeae. In
the imperial administrative hierarchy, this office ranked directly beneath
the great proconsulships of Africa and Asia, and the position satisfied the
formal requirements for a subsequent promotion to the urban prefecture ¥’
When he took over the post of urban prefect for the first time in 329,
Optatian was installed by imperial will at the very top of the senatorial
elite.®® Optatian’s advance to the urban prefecture is particularly remark-
able in that Constantine had otherwise, especially after 326, appointed his
urban prefects preferably from the most important, wealthiest and oldest
senatorial families of Rome, as Michele Renee Salzman has emphasised
anew only recently.’® The fact that Optatian held the post twice for only a
short tenure makes it clear that he had not become one of the emperor’s
most favoured administrators.”” Rather, Optatian’s meteoric rise was
obviously meant to be seen by the Roman world’s elite as Constantine’s
abiding ovation to the man and his art.

67 On the late Roman governors of Achaea, see Groag 1946.

68 On the urban prefecture in general, see Chastagnol 1960 (discussing the
Constantinian prefects specifically at 400-414) and 1962 (with reference to
Optatian at 80-82). Chastagnol 1960, v sees in the urban prefect ‘le plus haut
fonctionnaire de I’ordre sénatorial’, labelling his position ‘le couronnement
de la carriére sénatorial’. Salzman 2016 fittingly characterises the office as ‘a
highly prized position that made its recipient a mediator between emperor and
senate’.

69 See Salzman 2016, with 33-35 on Optatian; cf. Chastagnol 1960, 404 (‘de 326
a 337, tous les préfets urbains appartiennent aux grandes familles romaines, mis
a part a deux reprises, pour un mois seulement, le poete Optatianus’). Locrius
Verinus (PLRE 1, Verinus 2), urban prefect of 323-325, was also a senatorial
newcomer; according to Salzman 2016, 28-29, ‘his military experience made
him the right choice to serve as urban prefect during the decisive struggle with
Licinius’.

70 Before it became known in 1927 that Optatian had served as proconsul in
Achaea prior to his urban prefecture, the brief tenures of Optatian’s post in
Rome were thought to indicate a conspicuous lack of imperial confidence in
the poet’s administrative abilities. Groag 1946, 26 n. 1 was the first to revise his
earlier view. Nevertheless, Optatian’s urban prefecture was presumably meant
primarily as an imperial reward.
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OPTATIAN'S SENATORIAL BEGINNINGS

The previous sections of this chapter have attempted to establish the
various stages of Optatian’s biography between his banishment in 322/323
and his death after 333. These include his governorship of Achaea and
his two terms as urban prefect - the only offices that are directly attested
for Optatian. The fact that both these offices can securely be dated to the
period after his exile can lead us to two broader conclusions: first, that
Optatian enjoyed a spectacular political career after his recall from exile;
and second, that prior to his exile — and this is no less remarkable - he
was quite insignificant in political terms." For at least two reasons, that
insignificance prior to exile calls for an explanation: on the on hand,
an inscription from before 315 — potentially under Maxentius — places
Optatian among the upper ranks of the senatorial aristocracy of Rome;
and on the other, the two letters that have been transmitted alongside
his figure-poems show that Optatian had attempted to win Constantine’s
favour before he was banished - apparently without much success. In
order to understand these circumstances, I want to revisit here the evi-
dence for Optatian’s life before 322, returning to each testimony in turn.

Optatian is mentioned in a fragment of a list of names inscribed on
marble, and discovered in 1917 during work on the foundation of the Galleria
Colonna (now Galleria Alberto Sordi) in Rome. The fragment is 36 cm high
and 33 cm wide, with a letter height of between 1.5 and 2 cm [Fig. 2.2]:™

71 It is important to note that Optatian is not identical with the anonymous person
to which the horoscope in Firm. Math. 2.29.10-20 belongs. PLRE 1, Optatianus
3 and Anonymus 12 (cf. Anonymus 1) erroneously proposed this connection - ‘a
grave disservice to scholarship’, as Barnes 1975b, 174 has rightly put it. Polara
(especially Polara 1973, 2.1-3 and 2004, 25-26) in particular has followed PLRE
and reconstructed Optatian’s background and origins in detail on the basis of the
information provided in the horoscope (Polara’s version has been taken for granted
also by Perono Cacciafoco 2011 and Pipitone 2012). However, as Mommsen 1894,
471-472 has first shown - and Barnes 1975b, 41-43 cogently confirmed (cf. idem
19754, 173-174, and discussion in Bruhat 1999, 4—7) — the horoscope must in fact
refer to C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus and his son Ceionius Rufius Albinus.

72 CIL VI 41314. The fragment is now in the Musei Capitolini (inv. NCE
n. 63). Editio princeps: Fournari 1917, 22 (no. 1); see also Cantarelli 1917-1918,
224. Groag 1926-1927 was the first to grasp the value of the inscription for our
knowledge of Optatian’s curriculum vitae. I thank Francisca Feraudi-Gruénais
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Turraniufs] [- - -
Crepereius Ro[gatus - - -?]
Publilius  Optatia[nus - - -?]
5 Ceionius Rufius Volusi[anus - - -2]
[Tu]n(ius) Anicius Pafulinus]
[Ma]ecilius [Hilarianus - - -?]
- Jprif- -] [---]

2.2 Fragment of a monumental

list of names mentioning Publilius
Optatianus. Rome, Musei Capitolini:
inv. NCE n. 63 (CIL VI 41314).
Photo provided by the Epigraphic
Database Heidelberg, reproduced by
kind permission of the Sovrinten-
denza Capitolina ai Beni Culturali -
Musei Capitolini, Roma.

Optatian’s name appears here among a series of illustrious senators —
including C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus, who was exiled in 315 - thus
providing a secure terminus ante quem for the date of the inscription.® The

from the Epigraphic Database project at Heidelberg for helpful information

about the inscription.

73 On C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus (inter alia pontifex Solis, consul 311-314,
praefectus urbis 310-311, 313-315), see above all Barnes 1975a, esp. 43-49; cf.
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reason for inscribing and displaying the list (the original length of which
can no longer be determined) must be inferred. The eminent persons
mentioned in the inscription - all of whom were prominent senators at
the turn from the third to the fourth century™ — were obviously honoured
publicly in monumental form: the name Publilius Optatia[nus alone would
have spanned more than 30 cm and would thus have been clearly recogni-
sable from a distance (especially as the letters were coloured). The order
in which the names appear is significant: it follows neither alphabetical
order nor the age of the persons named or indeed their senatorial rank.
Edmund Groag, who published the first comprehensive investigation of
the text, has argued plausibly that the order must have something to do
with membership in a priesthood.”

The exact purpose of the list can be determined by comparison with a
fragment of an analogously structured marble inscription.® The two frag-
ments do not belong to the same inscription: they differ in letter height,
line spacing and artistic execution, and the names listed in the second
fragment suggest a slightly earlier date. Nevertheless, the two inscriptions
seem to have served a similar purpose. The second fragment measures
64 cm high and 51 cm wide, with a letter height of between 2.5 and 3.5 cm.
It was reused in the cloister of the Basilica of S. Croce in Gerusalemme
and discovered there in 1906 [Fig. 2.3]:"

Ripke and Glock 2005, vol. 2 no. 1129, Chenault 2008, 43, Cameron 2011, 138.
The entries in PLRE 1, Volusianus 4 (cf. Anonymus 1 and Anonymus 12) and
RE Ceionius 17 erroneously presume that Volusianus is not identical with PLRE
1, Anonymus 1, the father of Anonymus 12, for whom Firm. Math. 11 29.10-20
provides a horoscope containing information about the exile.

74 Apart from Optatian, and apart from Volusianus, the following persons appear
on the list: L. Turranius Gratianus (praefectus urbis 290-291: PLRE 1, Gratianus
3, probably identical with Gratianus 4); Crepereius Rogatus (pontifex Solis: PLRE
1, Rogatus 2); Iunius Anicius Paulinus (consul 325, praefectus urbis 333: PLRE
1, Paulinus 13, probably identical with Paulinus 14, 15 or 17); and Maecilius
Hilarianus (corrector Lucaniae et Bruttiorum 316, proconsul Africae 324, consul 332:
PLRE 1, Hilarianus 5). The last name on the list (- - -/pri/- - -]) is uncertain.
75 Groag 1926-1927, 108-109, followed by Barnes 1975b, 177.

76 It was Groag 1926-1927, 104-106 who first pointed to the analogy. He as-
sumed (erroneously) that the two fragments belonged to the same inscription.
77 CIL VI 37118, cf. p. 4819 = EDRo072180 (AE 1907, 203). I thank Silvia Orlandi
and again Francisca Feraudi-Gruénais for helpful information on this inscription.
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[~]
Tulius
Annius
Latinius
Nummius
Cassius
Caecina
Caecina
Acilius
Ale]lius
Tunius
[Vl]irius
[---Jius
[---Jiades

Gordianus
Festus
Anullinus
Primosus
Tuscus
Dion
Sabinus
Tacitus
Glabrio
Faustinus
Tiberianus
Nepotianus
Albinus

[~]

((sestertium)) CCCC
((sestertium)) CCCC
((sestertium)) CCCJ-]
((sestertium)) [---]

[~]
[~]
[~

((sestertium)) [---]

((sestertium)) CCCC
((sestertium)) CCCC
((sestertium)) CCCC
((sestertium)) CCCC

2.3 Fragment of a mon-
umental list of names
of late Roman senators.
Rome, S. Croce in Geru-
salemme (EDRo072180;
cf. AE 1907, 203 =

CIL VI 37118). Photo
kindly provided by the
Epigraphic Database
Heidelberg.
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In this second inscription, we can reconstruct the names of fourteen
people who also were eminent members of the senatorial aristocracy,
having held office at the turn of the fourth century”® Again, the order
in which the persons are named cannot be explained by anything other
than membership in a priesthood. Additionally - and this is particularly
important also for interpreting the inscription that mentions Optatian —
the amount of 400,000 sesterces is written next to each individual named,
apparently recording a donation. Obviously, we have here a monumental
building inscription honouring those who helped finance a public build-
ing project (whether construction or restoration) in Rome.” In all likeli-
hood, we may assume that the list of names mentioning Optatian served
the same purpose. In monumental fashion, the inscription seems to have
honoured members of a priesthood that contributed to the erection or
restoration of a public building in Rome, maybe a temple. The precise
priesthood to which they belong remains unknown. Other epigraphic
evidence attests that two persons named in the lists — Caecina Tacitus and
Crepereius Rogatus — belonged to the college of septemviri epulones (the
latter was also pontifex dei Solis, and Volusianus was quindecemvir sacris

78 The fragment contains the names [G]ordianus (senator: PLRE 1, Gordianus
1), Iulius Festus (praetor urbanus: PLRE 1, Festus 9; presumably identical to
the man named in CIL VI 314c), C. Annius Anullinus (consul 295, praefectus
urbis 306-307 and 312: PLRE 1, Anullinus 3), Latinus Primosus (praeses Syriae
293-305: PLRE 1, Primosus), Nummius Tuscus (consul 295, prafectus urbis
302-303: PLRE 1, Tuscus 1), Cassius Dio (consul 291, praefectus urbis 296: PLRE
1, Dio), Antonius Caecina Sabinus (consul 316: PLRE 1, Sabinus 12), Caecina
Tacitus (possibly consul suffectus, praeses provinciae Baeticae: PLRE 1, Tacitus 1,
possibly identical with Tacitus 2), Acilius Glabrio (senator: PLRE 1, Glabrio 1),
A[ci?]lius Faustinus (senator: PLRE 1, Faustinus 5), Iunius Tiberianus (prae-
Jectus urbis 303-304: PLRE 1, Tiberianus 7), [V]irius Nepotianus (consul 301:
PLRE 1, Nepotianus 6), and M. Nummius Ceionius Annius Albinus (praetor
urbanus: PLRE 1, Albinus 7; presumably identical with the man named in CIL
VI 314b). The last name (.....iades) cannot securely be reconstructed. Gatti
1907, 119 conjectures that it may be a certain Asclepiades attested as praefectus
(Ppraetorio) in 303. The editors of PLRE consider this identification possible;
cf. PLRE 1, Asclepiades 1 und Asclepiades 2.

79 This was argued already by Vaglieri 1906, 430; cf. Gatti 1907, 116 and Hiilsen’s
commentary on CIL VI 37118. Gatti assumes that the total amount originally
documented by the inscription was no less than twelve million sesterces; Groag
1926-1927, 106 considers this too low (‘entschieden zu niedrige Schitzung’).
The building in question was presumably near the Sessorian Palace, but the
relocation of the inscription makes it impossible to say anything more specific.
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faciundis)®® Groag has raised the possibility that also Optatian belonged
to the college of quindecemviri sacris faciundis, but in the end the question
must remain open.®!

It is also uncertain whether the inscription mentioning Optatian can
be dated more precisely beyond the terminus ante quem of 315. It would be
particularly interesting to know whether Optatian held the status attested
by the inscription under the reign of Maxentius or that of Constantine —
that is, whether the inscription dates to before or after the Battle of the
Milvian Bridge in October 312. The offices held by the persons mentioned
in the first inscription (CIL VI 41314) fall within the period 209-333, with
most of them in the years 310-325. The known public functions of the
persons named in the second inscription (CIL VI 37118) fall predomi-
nantly in the years 275-306. None of the senators mentioned in the latter
inscription are known to have held office under Maxentius, with the ex-
ception of C. Annius Anullinus, whom Maxentius named praefectus urbis
on 27. October 312, one day before his death in the Battle of the Milvian
Bridge; we should not talk of some ‘ordinary’ career move here.® Two of
the people mentioned, Iulius Festus and M. Nummius Ceionius Annius
Albinus, were responsible for a dedication to Hercules under Diocletian
and Maximian, as is known from other epigraphic evidence® We can
thus establish a certain connection between the office-holders and the

80 Riipke and Glock 2005, vol. 2 nos. 995, 1408, 1129, respectively (with refer-
ences to the epigraphical sources).

81 Groag 1926-1927, 108-109 n. 7. Volusianus’ priestly office is attested by CIL
VI 2153. On the topic in general, see also Riipke and Glock 2005, vol. 2 no. 2105,
who likewise interpret the inscription mentioning Optatian as a list probably
reflecting ‘eine gemeinsame Dedikation eines Zirkels von sieben hochgestellten
Priestern,’ but the authors also correctly concede (ibid. n. 1) that the inscription
‘keinerlei Riickschliisse auf das Kollegium zuldsst’. The authors (ibid., 868-869
n. 4) refer to epigraphic evidence attesting circles of priests belonging to various
different colleges.

82 Vaglieri 1906, 431, Gatti 1907, 119-120.

83 CIL VI 314: Herculi invicto | T(itus) Flavius Iulianius | Quadratianus v(ir)
c(larissimus) | pr(aetor) urb(anus) XVoir s(acris) f(aciundis) | donum dedi(t) ||
Deo Herculi | M(arco) Nummio Ceionio | Annio Albino | praetor(i) urban(o) v(iro)
c(larissimo) | dedicante || Deo Herculi | Iul(ius) Festus v(ir) c(larissimus) | pr(aetor)
urban(us) d(onum) d(edit) || Herculi Invicto | Pompeius Appius | Faustinus v(ir)
c(larissimus) | pr(aetor) urb[aJn(us) d(onum) d(edit) | feliciter. Pompeius Appius
Faustinus is not identical with A[ci?]lius Faustinus, as Gatti 1907, 117 believed;
see PLRE 1, Faustinus 5 and Faustinus 7.
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Tetrarchy, whereas the opposite is true for Maxentius. Vaglieri and Gatti
have explicitly rejected a dating of the second inscription to the reign
of Maxentius. The most probable date is the period from the dyarchy of
Diocletian and Maximian to the end of the Second Tetrarchy - roughly
between the years 285 and 306.

Only two of the twenty-one senators named in the inscriptions de-
monstrably held office under Maxentius. For three reasons, this would
not speak against dating the inscription that mentions Optatian to be-
fore 312: first, Maxentius initially relied heavily on the equestrian class
to carry out his usurpation and gave important government posts to
senators only late in his reign;* second, since the other territorial rulers
refused to recognise Maxentius, his options for promoting ambitious
senators to responsible administrative positions were generally limited
(the usurpation of Domitius Alexander had temporarily exacerbated the
situation); third, some of the offices held by senators under Maxentius
are unknown to us precisely because they were intentionally omitted in
cursus inscriptions erected in the post-Maxentian era® Once all three
aspects are taken into account, there seem good reasons for dating at least
the first inscription to the years 306-312, maybe even more specifically
to around 310/312: large scale elite euergetism in Rome was not the rule
before the reign of Maxentius, as the emperor held a monopoly on build-
ing activity and infrastructure projects. But precisely for Maxentius’ reign,
financial expenses on the part of senators are particularly well-attested,
and senators’ monetary support made it possible for Maxentius to carry
out a substantial building program in the city of Rome® The degree to
which these contributions were voluntary was presumably higher than

84 On the supporters of Maxentius’ usurpation, see Groag 1930, Cullhed 1994,
Leppin and Ziemssen 2007 and Lenski 2008.

85 This can be seen, for instance, in the case of C. Ceionius Rufius Volusianus:
CIL VI 1707, dated to after 312, omits three highly prestigious offices (the prae-
torian prefecture, the urban prefecture and the consulate), precisely because
they were held under Maxentius.

86 This was already noted by Groag 1926-1927, 102-109, at 104-107: Groag cites
Aur. Vict. 40.24, Euseb. Hist. eccl. 8.14, Vit. Const. 1.35, Pan. lat. 12(9).3.5-7,
4(10).33.6-7 and Zonar. 12.33. Drost 2013, 50-52 has identified numismatic
evidence for the financial burdens of the senatorial class under Maxentius. On
the building program in particular, see Coarelli 1986, 1-58 and Valenzani 2000,
41-44. The fact that Maecilius Hilarianus (consul 332, praefectus urbis 332-338,
praefectus praetorio 354) is mentioned in the list speaks for a dating late in the
reign of Maxentius.



148

the sources suggest: our (mostly posthumous) evidence for the reign of
Mazxentius is saturated with anti-tyrannical rhetoric, but the senatorial
class did not seem to have had interest in a permanently cool relationship
with their emperor. There is hence no reason not to date the inscription
- and thus the beginning of Optatian’s career — to Maxentius’ reign.¥

We can therefore conclude that already before 315, and most likely
already under Maxentius, Optatian moved among eminent members of
the Roman senatorial aristocracy — an essential prerequisite being that
he had already held one or more senatorial entry offices (for instance,
the quaestorship or aedileship). But he also apparently belonged to a
prestigious priestly college already, and must have been wealthy enough
to engage in considerable euergetic activity - ideal prerequisites for
ascending to high-flying offices in the imperial administration. Other
members of the senatorial aristocracy successfully won Constantine’s fa-
vour and held high administrative positions in the years after Maxentius’
fall, which was even true of the most important senatorial supporters of
Mazxentius - ironically, the most prominent example being C. Ceionius
Rufius Volusianus, who appears right next to Optatian in CIL VI 41314.
Optatian’s career, in contrast, stalled for years: no office is known for
him until after his exile.

THE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN OPTATIAN UND CONSTANTINE

The two letters that survive together with Optatian’s carmina show how,
prior to his exile, Optatian endeavoured to win the emperor’s favour.
In a number of manuscripts, we find both a letter from Constantine to
Optatian (Epistula Constantini) and a letter from the poet to the emperor
(Epistula Porfyrii). The authenticity of both letters has been questioned
on various grounds. But - for reasons that I will set out elsewhere — I
consider it relatively clear that they are reliable historical witnesses.®
Those manuscripts that contain these two letters (B, P, E, T, R,
J, Q, W) always include them both, and always in the same order: first

87 Most scholars have followed Groag’s view (mainly via Barnes 1975b) that the
inscription was published under Maxentius. On Constantine and the Roman
senate after the Battle of the Milvian Bridge, see Lenski 2008.

88 The most extensive treatment of the letters is provided by Polara 1973,
2.19-27 and Bruhat 1999, 23-31, although both scholars argued they were later
forgeries.
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Ep. Porf., then Ep. Const® It is clear, however, that Optatian’s letter
was originally written as a direct response to Constantine’s letter: that
is, there must have been a first letter, now lost, written by Optatian to
Constantine, to which Ep. Const. responds.*® The letters have nothing to
do with Optatian’s petition for clemency and his recall from exile, as is
sometimes assumed. They date instead to the period before Optatian’s
exile, and they can clearly be attributed to the earliest phase of Optatian’s
efforts to win the emperor’s favour by sending him samples of his in-
novative poetry, commending himself to Constantine as a loyal subject.”
From indications in Ep. Const. we know that Optatian’s lost first letter was
accompanied by one of his carmina cancellata, which seems to have been
the poet’s very first dedication of a figure-poem to Constantine.”? Optatian

89 See the tabular overview in Polara 1973, 1.xix.

90 Both letters refer to a single carmen dedicated by Optatian to Constantine
(Ep. Const. 1 and 10-11, Ep. Porf. 1), and they both imply that this carmen was
the poet’s first poetic dedication of this kind to the emperor (esp. Ep. Const.
10-14 and Ep. Porf. 1-2). Ep. Const. 12-14 approves of the gift, while Ep. Porf. 1,
6-8 replies to Constantine’s approval; see also Van Dam 2011, 158-161. Some
scholars (in particular, Polara 1974, 295 and Bruhat 1999, 24-25) have seen in-
sufficient indications within the letters to retrace their relative chronology. On
the basis of the order in the manuscripts (or rather, in the modern editions),
some scholars seem to presume erroneously that Ep. Const. responds to Ep. Porf.
(e.g. Barnes 1975b: ‘Constantine’s reply’).

91 Ep. Const. does not indicate any contact between poet and emperor prior
to the dedication to which it replies. Ep. Porf 8 suggests Optatian had only
received one single reply to his poetry by Constantine at the time he wrote the
letter (Etenim si, ita ut sapientibus placuit, maxime imperator, aestimanda sunt,
non numeranda iudicia, qui huiusmodi testimonium consecutus sum pietatis tuae
dignatione caelesti, iam licet Parnasi iuga securus ingrediar et ab ipsis Aonii verticis
adytis deducere audeam Musas ...). The implications were already noticed by
Miiller 1877, ix; cf. Kluge 1924, 347 and Barnes 1975b, 185.

92 Ep. Const. 9-14. According to Kluge 1924, 325, Carm.10 might have been
the first figure-poem and was probably related to the letter exchange between
Optatian and Constantine. A better guess is probably Carm. 16: the poem seems
to date to before Optatian’s exile, is quite elaborately composed, and with its
interwoven text in the dative nicely aligns with what Optatian writes about
the praefatio of his poem in Ep. Porf. 3; the latter passage evidently alludes to
a coloured woven verse invoking the name of the emperor, as can be found
in Carm. 16, but later also in Carm. 11 and 13. Seeck 1908, 270-271 argues on
the basis of Carm. 21 and 22 that Septimius Bassus (praefectus urbis 317-319)
may have inspired Optatian to write his first panegyric carmen cancellatum,
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also attached one or more figure-poems when he replied with his Ep. Porf.
to Constantine’s Ep. Const® Moreover, in Carm. 1, composed in exile in
326, Optatian refers to a /libellus he had sent Constantine before he was
banished (vv. 1-2: Quae quondam sueras pulchro decorata libello | carmen in
Augusti ferre Thalia manus). This libellus seems to have been a compilation
of a small number of magnificently designed carmina cancellata bound
within a codex, and this codex is probably identical with the attachment
to Ep. Porf. (or alternatively, perhaps, it was sent to Constantine at a later
stage during the letter exchange).

Most scholars date the letters to the period immediately after Con-
stantine’s victory over Maxentius, hence to the months after the Battle of
the Milvian Bridge (in around 312/313).% The basic idea is that Optatian
and his senatorial peers attempted to win the new emperor’s favour in
the months following Maxentius’ defeat, when Constantine was still
residing in Rome.*® Both the efforts and success of various senators are
well documented in the sources. The problem is only that the early date
for the letters is not supported by any evidence. A simple observation
militates against it: no figure-poem survives that can be dated securely

which may or may not be the case, but the context suggested by Seeck (early
317, celebrating the elevation of Constantine’s two oldest sons to the rank of
Caesar) is certainly too early for Optatian’s first dedication of a figure-poem
to Constantine (on which see the following sections of this chapter). Maybe
Optatian’s self-description as ruris vates in Carm. 15.15 (ista canit ruris tibi vates
ardua metra) tells us something about the early stages of his development as a
poet: many scholars assume he wrote bucolic verses before turning to picture-
poetry, but perhaps the allusion refers to his more conservative technopaegnia,
as Kluge 1924, 325 argues (with reference specifically to Carm. 20, 26 and 27);
following Smolak 1989, 241, alternatively, we might read this talk as simply a
literary topos. For more detailed discussion of Optatian’s technopaegnia, see Jan
Kwapisz’s chapter in this volume.

93 Ep. Porf. 9: Denique oratus, Augustissime domine, temeritati meae da veniam,
et quae nunc quoque pietatis tuae favore ausus sum inligare, dignanter admitte:
audaciae meae fomitem aeternitatis tuae clementia suscitavit.

94 While for Barnes 1975b, 185, the date is merely a ‘conjecture’, Van Dam 2011,
158-170 takes the date for granted. I also tentatively accepted the dating of the
letters to after the Battle of the Milvian Bridge in Wienand 2012a, 358 with n. 6
(cf. also Wienand 2012b, 230): in light of the arguments presented here, however,
my earlier opinion must now be revised.

95 Constantine’s presence in Rome can be dated quite precisely to the months
from his triumphal adventus on 29. October 312 to January 313; cf. the evidence
provided in Barnes 1982, 71.
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prior to c. 317/319. The prerequisite for Optatian’s ability to dedicate a
figure-poem to the emperor, however, would of course be simple: already
by this time he possessed the skill to produce such ‘laboriously contrived
affectations’.*®

In order to narrow down the date of the letters, we might first ask
why they have survived at all. To tackle this question, it is necessary to
take another look at the manuscripts. In one manuscript alone (W), the
letters precede the poems. In all other seven manuscripts that contain the
letters, they show up somewhere in between the poems (though never at
the end). In five of the eight manuscripts (B, P, E, T, R), we find always
the same sequence of poems (Carm.1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 20), and al-
ways preceding the letters. In these manuscripts, the letters are likewise
consistently followed by Carm. 10. Beyond Carm. 10, no coherent order of
poems can be found in a significant number of manuscripts. The com-
mon sequence of the first items in these manuscripts is thus as follows:

DATE OF COMPOSITION AND CONTEXT |INTEXT DESIGN OR SHAPE
Carm. 1 326 (vicennalia/ petition for mercy) none
Carm. 2 326 (vicennalia/ petition for mercy) symmetrical cruciform
Carm.3  |324/325 (victory over Licinius) ‘face of Augustus’ (vultus imperii)
Carm. 5 326 (vicennalia) AVG|XX|CAE|SX
Carm. 6 322/323 (Sarmatian victory) Quincunx army formation
Carm.7 323 (Sarmatian victory) Trophy (shield with spears crossed)
Carm. 8 ¢. 317/321 (Crispus’ victories) [pre-exile] | Chi-rho and IESVS
Carm. 9 325/326 (vicennalia) ‘palm of virtue’ (palma virtutum)
Carm.20 |326 (vicennalia) organ
Ep. Porf.  |c. 319/322 [pre-exile] none
Ep. Const. |c.319/322 [pre-exile] none
Carm.10 |c. 320/321 (Crispus’ victories) [pre-exile] | cruciform

Table 1 The recurring sequence of poems/letters in mansucripts B, P, E, T, R

This recurring sequence of poems — ranging from Carm.1 to the two
letters or even to Carm.10 - does not go back to the codex given to
Constantine in 326. As argued above, Carm. 5,9 and 10 contain references
to Crispus and thus cannot have been part of the version presented before
Constantine; furthermore, Carm. 8 and 10 were composed before Optatian
was banished (in c¢. 317/321 and ¢. 320/321 respectively), which renders it

96 Helm 1959, 1928: ‘derartig miihselig ausgetiiftelte Kiinsteleien’.
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highly unlikely that he used them again in 326. Likewise, we can be san-
guine that Optatian did not include the letters in the collection of poems
he sent to Constantine: the publication of the letters only makes sense
as a medium of aristocratic self-display vis-a-vis the author’s senatorial
peers. For Optatian, the letters served as a token of imperial favour, and
their display was meant to vindicate the poet’s closeness to the emperor.
Making use of imperial letters in such a way was highly functional only
within the framework of a senatorial aristocracy that strove to adapt to
the changing rules of an increasingly decentralised empire.”

The sequence of poems and letters in these five manuscripts cannot
therefore be explained as representing the layout of the 326 codex given
to Constantine. But it might very well reflect the internal order of the pos-
tulated secondary edition that Optatian published after his return from
exile. The fact that after the letters (or else after Carm. 10) we encounter
various disparate sequences of further poems might reflect later addi-
tions of single poems or further poem collections published in various
other contexts. Yet a series of important questions ensue. After all, why
should Optatian use two pre-exile letters in a post-exile compilation?
Why should he put them at (or towards) the end of a certain sequence
of poems? And why should he do so even at the cost of inverting their
chronological order?

The issue is complex, some brief remarks must therefore suffice. Most
importantly, this single sequence of poems and letters does not seem to
have come about merely by chance. Carm. 1 and 2 open the compilation
by introducing an exiled poet pleading for mercy, while the following
Carm. 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 20 perform, from shifting angles, a dazzling
display of the panegyrical powers and abilities inherent in Optatian’s
inspired muses. Carm. 20 in particular - ‘comme un écho de poéme I
(Bruhat 1999, 12) - provides a fitting counterpart to the poem that opens
the sequence, and the letter exchange with its august conversation be-
tween poet and emperor dignifies the whole endeavour, signalling the
ultimate imperial approval. Within this composition, and seen from the

97 John Weisweiler rightly makes the point in view of senatorial strategies for
displaying imperial letters in public: ‘as emperors moved further away, in Rome
closeness to imperial power became a more precious commodity’; ‘senators
advertised their intimate links with the emperors in the same striking ways
which formerly had been employed exclusively in the provinces’ (Weisweiler
2012, 322-323). On senators, absent emperors and the transregional aristocracy,
see also Humphries 2003, Chenault 2008 and Weisweiler 2011.
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perspective of its poetic logic, the inversion of the letters makes perfect
sense: Ep. Const. now appeared as reacting to Ep. Porf., creating the fiction
of an interplay between devotion and grace. Carm. 10 might then have
been added as some sort of punch line, or else (probably more likely) it
was perhaps attached only at a later stage.

For our reconstruction of the interaction between Optatian and
Constantine, it is illuminating that after his return from exile, Optatian
specifically selected these two pre-exile letters for inclusion in his sec-
ondary edition. On the one hand, he had good reason for his choice, as
we have seen. On the other, the letters only reflect the tentative begin-
ning of a relationship between the poet and the emperor: Constantine’s
response to Optatian’s lost letter reveals a certain distance from the poet
and his works; the letter merely praises — with some rhetorical embel-
lishments - the fact that the composition was technically correct despite
the daunting complexity of interweaving the base text and interwoven
verses.” Importantly, Constantine makes no mention here of Optatian’s
programmatic amalgamation of traditional panegyric with Christian con-
cepts. This is significant, since in the end Optatian’s chief achievement
might be said to lie in his establishing a religiously integrative founda-
tion for the ideology of the Constantinian monarchy - and indeed it was
perhaps this that secured him his recall from exile and his astonishingly
steep career thereafter.”® Ep. Const. contains absolutely no reference to
such considerations, and apart from praising Optatian’s technical skill
(especially in Ep. Const. 9-11), Constantine offered the poet no prospect
of reevaluating his status. In fact, Constantine gave Optatian nothing
more in his letter than an opportunity to continue his arduous efforts to

98 See esp. Ep. Const. 9-11: Gratum mihi est studiorum tuorum facilitatem in
illud exisse, ut in pangendis versibus dum antiqua servaret etiam nova iura sibi
conderet. Vix hoc custoditum pluribus fuit, ut nodis quibusdam artis innexi citra
interventum vitii inculpatum carmen effunderent; tibi nominum difficultate proposita,
numero litterarum, distinctionibus versuum, qui ita medium corpus propositi operis
intermeant, ut oculorum sensus interstincta colorum pigmenta delectent, hoc tenuere
propositum, ut haesitantiam carmini multiplex legis observantia non repararet. Cf.
Polara 1974, 295 n. 126: ‘Ep. Const. 9; 11; 14 parlano di un primo invio di carmi da
parte di O.” and n. 127: ‘ep. Porf. 2 vuole riferirsi evidentemente ai primi approcci
di O. verso 'imperatore’. See also Barnes 1975b, 185.

99 On this, see Wienand 2012a, esp. 373-420 and Wienand 2012c, esp. 434-444.
On the Optatianic treatment of Christian symbolism, see the contributions by
Michael Squire, Thomas Habinek, Sophie Lunn-Rockliffe, Jesis Hernandez
Lobato and Ja$ Elsner in this volume.
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secure and prolong the emperor’s favour by composing and dedicating
further figure-poems.

In the end, then, Ep. Const. is not a particularly advantageous token
of imperial favour for a poet who was held in the highest esteem after his
return from exile. In light of the intensive imperial patronage Optatian
enjoyed after his recall, and given his prestigious positions as governor of
Achaea and urban prefect, we may safely assume that from 326 onwards
he received a number of other imperial letters, all today lost, in which
his artistry was probably praised more effusively than in the somewhat
reserved pre-exile Epistula Constantini. These considerations suggest that
Optatian published the letters — and thus also the (earliest) secondary
edition of his poetry book — rather soon after his recall from exile; at a
time, that is, when the only suitable letters Optatian had at hand stemmed
from the earlier letter exchange with Constantine.!®® We can only speculate
here why Optatian made no use of the letter in which he framed his plea
for mercy, and of the imperial reply granting his recall from exile (or an
imperial letter responding to the vota soluta edition of his poetry book).
Most likely, these documents did not entail a comparably fitting poetic
conversation between Optatian and Constantine.

A reconstruction along these lines also has consequences for un-
derstanding Optatian’s interaction with Constantine prior to his exile.
We can clearly see how Optatian anticipated that the exchange of munus
and gratia, so emphasised in the two letters, would gradually take on
a more definite shape: Optatian certainly intended to work toward the
emperor’s growing interest in the poet and his art - indeed, toward a
possible subsequent conferral of some office or other. Of course, no such
development can be identified (not even in the fact that Constantine ad-
dresses Optatian as frater carissime).!”* As a result, we must assume that

100 I think this reasoning also rules out the possibility that the letters were
published only posthumously: Optatian’s heirs certainly had several imperial
letters written to Optatian after his recall from exile, which would make our
Ep. Const. a pretty odd choice.

101 Ep. Const. 1. Seeck 1908, 272—273 (followed by most scholars) has inferred
from Constantine’s choice of words that Optatian must have had ‘a very high
rank’, and probably even belonged to the comites. I suggest we should rather
interpret this as a poetic formula of respect shown to an honourable member
of the Roman aristocracy, modelled on Mart. 9.pr. and Fronto Ad amic. 1.8,
1.9, 1.27 and 2.4. All other indications speak against a high degree of closeness
between Optatian and Constantine: apart from the poet’s stagnating career
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the slowly intensifying interaction between Optatian and Constantine
was soon interrupted by the poet’s exile. This, again, allows us to date
the correspondence to the period before Optatian’s exile rather than to
the period immediately after the Battle of the Milvian Bridge. The course
of the early phase of Optatian and Constantine’s relations may thus be
schematically laid out as follows:

¢. 319/322: Exchange of Letters

<Ep. P*> [lost first letter to the emperor with dedication of a figure-poem];

- Epistula Constantini (in praise of Optatian’s technique);
- Epistula Porfyrii (letter of thanks, dedication of a new figure-poem or
a libellus of several poems);

<Potentially further letters [not preserved], but communication seems
to have been interrupted shortly after the Epistula Porfyrii, most likely
by the accusations against Optatian, resulting in a trial and his exile >

322/323-326: Exile

CONCLUSIONS

The considerations presented above have some notable consequences (cf.
Table 2). In 315 at the latest, and presumably already under Maxentius,
Optatian moved in high circles among the senatorial aristocracy of
Rome. At that time he belonged to a prestigious priestly college and
was wealthy enough to engage in euergetic activities. But he nonetheless
remained politically insignificant for up to ten years after the regime
change in 312, while many of his aristocratic peers were endowed with
prestigious offices. Only after about eight years does he seem to have
found a way to present himself to Constantine convincingly as an obe-
dient supporter of the emperor’s policy, viewing his carmina cancellata

and the reserved approval by Constantine of Optatian’s technical skill, there is
the conspicuous fact that the poet delivered his very first poems, and even the
libellus mentioned in Carm. 1, via mail (that is to say, via intermediaries) and
not in person. We may assume that the dedication was then briefly presented
and explained to the emperor, who merely signed a reply (i.e., the Epistula
Constantini) largely drafted in the imperial chancellery; on imperial rescripts
in general, see Millar 1977 and Corcoran 1996.
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as an individual reference point for his declarations of loyalty. Optatian
seems to have developed this new technique of figurative poetry around
317/319 (his earliest securely datable figure-poems date to c. 319). It is
likely that Optatian first refined his technique for some time and pro-
duced several poems before he ventured to approach the emperor with
his artistry: the poet’s communication strategy, as can be determined in
the two letters, suggests he intended to have further carmina cancellata
up his sleeve in order to continue his fictional poetic conversation with
the emperor. We may thus assume that Optatian began to use his figure-
poems only in the early 320s as a way of interacting with the emperor.
This roughly corresponds to the time when we can plausibly locate
Optatian in Constantine’s entourage in Illyricum.

The emperor’s initial reaction to Optatian’s advances, however, was
notably reserved. The people involved at court apparently recognised the
innovative potential of Optatian’s poetic techniques, but they may have
wanted to see whether the poet was capable of producing more than a
single encomiastic figure-poem. In the beginning, nobody at court seems
to have realised the wider political implications of Optatian’s poems ei-
ther: perhaps they did not see their intrinsic value for supporting the in-
tegrative religious policy required to buttress the cultural transformation
towards a Christian monarchy. Optatian, though, did not yet receive the
opportunity to demonstrate more substantially his extraordinary talents;
the allegations against him and his ensuing exile apparently came in the
way. Optatian’s banishment may ultimately have come about precisely
because the poet began to step up his efforts for imperial promotion,
coming into the crossfire of his aristocratic rivals.

We can only guess at the reasons why Optatian’s early career - for
between eight and ten years — all but stalled. We know just as little about
Optatian’s background as we do about the date of his birth and his fam-
ily history: he seems to have been the first member of his gens to rise
to the upper ranks of the senatorial aristocracy and to hold prestigious
offices (albeit late in life). As a senatorial newcomer, perhaps he simply
lacked the support of a powerful and influential family clan and a cor-
responding network of clients and connections inside the elite to claim
a place for himself in the inner ranks of the aristocracy after the regime
change of 312. Even with regards to his standing in the early 320s, when
Optatian was part of the emperor’s entourage and addressed by him as
frater carissime, the evidence suggest that he may have hoped to win the
emperor’s favour with his figure-poems precisely because he had no other
compelling options for furthering his career.
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The codex that the poet sent the emperor from exile in 326 furnished
the ultimate proof of his abilities. It was clear now for the policy-makers at
court that Optatian’s poems provided an attractive vision of a harmonious
interplay between Roman traditional values and Christian innovations — a
vision particularly attractive to elite members of a society affected by one
of the most profound cultural transformations in Roman history, seeking
a plausible answer to the existential question of how the deeply ingrained
nexus of power, religion and paideia could prevail under Christian aus-
pices. With his collection of panegyrical carmina cancellata, Optatian
impressively illustrated both the political importance of his artistry and
its value for the representation of Constantine’s rule: the codex with
which Optatian bestowed Constantine, and the subsequent editions of his
poems, were composed as a manifesto for the Constantinian ‘revolution’.
The poetry book(s) celebrated the harmonious, integrative transformation
of the Roman monarchy into the aureum saeculum of a Christian empire,
governed peacefully and justly by a potent new dynasty under the aegis
of Constantine, sole ruler of the world.
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KEY POINTS SOURCES
Unknown: date and place of birth, ancestors | —
Before 315 (most likely 310/312): Optatian in | CIL VI 41314

the upper ranks of the senatorial aristocracy
of Rome, probably a member of a priesthood

¢. 317/319: Optatian composes the first
carmina cancellata

cf. Kluge 1924, 336-348, Polara 1974,
284-288, Barnes 1975b, 177-183, Bruhat
1999, 494-501

Most likely between 319 and 322: exchange of
letters with emperor, dedication of individual
carmina cancellata and probably a first libellus

Ep. Const., Ep. Porf., Carm.1.1-2

322: Optatian seems to have been in
Constantine’s entourage during the Sarmatian
campaign

Carm. 6

¢. 322: accusations against Optatian

Carm. 2.31-34 (dating inferred from
Carm. 6)

322/323: Optatian is exiled

dating inferred from Carm. 6

326 (25. July): petition for mercy
(with insigne volumen sent to Constantine)

in particular Carm. 1, 2, 5

Soon afterwards: revocation of exile

Jerome Chron., a. 329 (year certainly
wrong)

Soon afterwards: publication of a reworked
and expanded version of the poetry book

inferred on the basis of manuscript
tradition

Between 326 and 329: Proconsul provinciae
Achaeae

AE 1931, 6 = SEG 11 810 (dating
inferred from the epigraphic formula
and find context of the statue base)

329 (7. October - 7. November.): Praefectus urbis

Chron. 354, a. 329

333 (7. April - 9. May): Praefectus urbis

Chron. 354, a. 333

Optatian died after 333 (probably before 335)

Table 2 Key points in Optatian’s career

No offices known after 333 (and no ex-
tant carmina celebrating Constantine’s
tricennalia of 335/336)
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JAN KWAPISZ

OPTATIAN AND THE ORDER
OF COURT RIDDLERS’

On the 20. September 2004, Nina Buinitskaya, deputy editor-in-chief of
Udarny Front, a small local newspaper published in Shklov, Belarus, lost
her job. There are two facts to note with regard to this most unfortunate
end of a journalistic career. First, Shklov is the hometown of Alexander
Lukashenko, who has been called, perhaps too hastily, ‘Europe’s last
dictator’; second, September 2004 was a hot political month in Belarus.
It preceded a referendum with the aim of allowing Lukashenko to be
re-elected as the country’s president for a third term, as well as changing
the constitution so as to sanction such a manoeuvre. In this revolution-
ary atmosphere, Buinitskaya made the fatal mistake of accepting for
publication a poem which praised Lukashenko’s firm and enlightened
leadership in the infantile style that is typical of regime propaganda of
many periods (one distich will suffice as a sample: ‘No storm and no war
will surprise us, when we have such a president!’).! The poem, signed
by one ‘B. Kastsuk, veteran of labour’, was printed on the front page,
under the heading, ‘Referendum - the right choice’. What the editors of
Udarny Front missed was that the first letters of each line spelled out an
acrostich; when the acrostich was deciphered, moreover, the poem turned

* For introducing me to the marvellous realm of Optatian’s poetry, I am grateful
to the organisers and participants of the wonderful conference from which the
present volume emerged; I am also indebted to the editors of this volume for
suggesting a number of improvements to the present chapter. This essay was
written with the financial support of the Polish National Science Centre under
grant No. DEC-2013/11/B/HS2/02628.

1 Lines 7-8: ‘Hac He 3acTaHyT 6ypu, BoitHbl, | Korma ecTs nmpesupmeHT Takoii!’
Quotations of the poem are easily available online - but a photographic repro-
duction is harder to come by (see n. 2 below).
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out to declare the precise opposite of what it had purported to say. The
acrostich message was: ‘Lukashenko ubiytsa’ (‘Lukashenko — murderer’),
the reference being to the president’s alleged role in the disappearance of
his political opponents prior to the previous presidential elections that
had taken place a few years earlier?

It is difficult to find a more telling illustration as to why one’s po-
litical education should include the study of obscure and playful poetic
techniques. What a powerful thing an acrostich is - it can lead one to
lose one’s job, it can be used to outsmart regime functionaries, and,
consequently, it can be used to ridicule the dictator behind whom such
functionaries stand. But an acrostich can do the opposite too. If you
dedicate to a ruler a poem which praises him with a particularly inge-
nious acrostich — or some other crafty device of this sort — this may be
a way of buying that ruler’s favour. For such an offering may show not
only that you are capable of suitable appreciation of that ruler’s virtues,
but also that you recognise how well he is equipped with subtle wit and
learning, i.e. qualities that would allow him to crack the clever riddles
you are proposing. When you do this correctly, your encomiastic skilful-
ness can get you a job at the ruler’s court, or even (we might think) recall
you from exile. Obviously what matters is not how the ruler actually
responds to the challenge of the riddling poem. Such riddles come with
ready anecdotes; the riddle is inherent to a narrative, which immediately
implies a response from the riddle solver, i.e. either his or her success

2 Numerous accounts of the story of the poem appeared in Russian newspa-
pers and online portals; see, e.g. Dubnov 2004. An actual image of the poem
as printed in Udarny Front is nowhere to be found, but Ryhor Kastusiou (a
Belarusian opposition leader from Shklov and a presidential candidate in 2010)
remembers the incident and confirms it to be true (I am grateful to Andrzej
Poczobut for confirming the story with Ryhor Kastusiou). There are more ex-
amples of such political acrostichs in the recent history of eastern Europe. On
13. February 1982, when Poland was under martial law and the government was
usurped by the Military Council of National Salvation (Wojskowa Rada Ocalenia
Narodowego, or WRON, popularly referred to as WRONa, ‘the crow’), a review
of Amanda Lear’s 1981 album titled Incognito, written by the music journalist
Stanistaw Danielewicz, appeared in Dziennik Baitycki, a daily newspaper that
was published in Pomerania. It had passed unnoticed by the censorship au-
thorities that the first letters of each paragraph in this review spelled out an
acrostich, ‘WRONA SKONA’ (‘the crow will die’). Consequently, Danielewicz
was imprisoned for nine months and 13 days, losing his job, even though he
argued that the acrostich had been accidental.
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or failure. When we decipher Pseudo-Kastsuk’s acrostich, we are sure
that the addressee has failed to do so. The opposite is a possibility as
well - there are examples from antiquity of riddling poems which imply
the addressee’s unquestionable competence in dealing with the intricate
interpretive difficulty involved.?

Such a nexus of politics, poetry and wordplay found its ultimate
realisation in a dialogue between the poet and the emperor on the
pages of the marvellous so-called Panegyric that Optatian composed for
Constantine the Great. The story implied is of how the astonishingly
complex intellectual endeavour and Constantine’s inevitable fascination
with its result saved Optatian from the bitterness of exile. The complexity
of this game, in which the reader of the Panegyric finds himself engaged,
is explored from a variety of viewpoints throughout the present volume.
The aim of my own discussion is more modest — not to shed light on
the many intricacies of the game itself, but rather to demonstrate that
it had a rather long literary history before Optatian. In recent years, a
number of path-breaking discussions have been written — most of these
by contributors to this volume - to shed light on the various contexts
within which Optatian’s poetry can be read, seen and appreciated. By
approaching Optatian from a historical, literary and art-historical per-
spective, these studies have managed, if not subtracting anything from
this poetry’s impossibility, then at least to help us understand, how this
impossibility was conceived and where it is rooted.’ Yet it seems to me
that due to the long-time neglect of Optatian as a poet and of his poetry
as, precisely, poetry, there still remains something to be said about the
literary traditions in which he sought inspiration. One observation to
make in this respect is that prior to Optatian there is an ancient tradition
of court poets who sought to entertain rulers by offering them gifts of

3 One must decide for oneself how to regard the acrostich lurking in Hélscher
2000 and what to do with its approach to nonsense. At any rate, I should note
at this point that there are no (deliberate) acrostichs in the present discussion ...
4 On Optatian’s biography, see Wienand in this volume, with further references.
5 On the historical context of Optatian’s poetry, see Wienand 2012a, 2012b and
2012¢; on his place within the history of ancient art, aesthetics and semiotics,
see Squire 2015, Squire 2016 and Squire and Whitton 2016; for a discussion of
the literary context, see, inter alia, Ernst 1991, 95-142; Bruhat 1999; Hose 2007.
Castorina 1968, 275-295 provides an idiosyncratic yet stimulating discussion
on Optatian as one in a chain of ancient ‘neoteric poets’; this may be seen to
pave the way for my approach in the present chapter.
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riddle-poems conceived as linguistic games (or at any rate who wanted
to be perceived as such ‘jesters’). Moreover, there are reasons to believe
that Optatian deliberately underscored his kinship with those poets so
as to suggest the noble parentage of his own offering to Constantine and
the respectable nature of the bond he strove to create between the poet
and the ruler.

Those studying Optatian have pointed out and explored the connec-
tions between his poetry and the tradition of the so-called technopaegnia,
or Greek pattern poems.® In what follows, however, I should like to revisit
two poems by Optatian that are clearly modelled on those Greek sources,
namely Carm. 26 and 27, and which I label respectively as Optatian’s Altar
and Panpipes; 1 will not be concerned here with Optatian’s third pattern
poem, namely the Organ (Carm. 20 [Plate 6]), as its involvement with the
Greek carmina figurata is less direct.

Let us begin, though, by first looking at the earlier models for these
two Optatianic poems.” The extant collection of Greek carmina figurata
consists of six poems.? The earliest three of these examples, namely Axe,
Wings and Egg, were composed by Simias of Rhodes at the dawn of the
Hellenistic period [cf. Fig.1.1]. The pseudo-Theocritean Syrinx [Fig. 3.1]
and the Altar ascribed to an otherwise unknown Dosiadas [Fig. 3.2] are
of uncertain date, but they probably postdate the third century BC and
are earlier than Lucian, who himself mentions the Altar in his Lexiphanes
(25). Finally, another Altar was attributed to one Besantinus within the
Byzantine manuscript tradition [Fig. 3.3]. Karl Haeberlin, who edited

6 Cf. e.g. Castorina 1968, 269-275; Ernst 1991, 98-108; Bruhat 1999, 44-75;
Squire 2015, 95-97.

7 What follows is based on Kwapisz 2013a; see also Strodel 2002. Important re-
cent discussions of the Greek pattern poems include Guichard 2006; Méinnlein-
Robert 2007, 142-150; Luz 2010, 327-353; Pappas 2013; Squire 2011, 231-236 and
2013, 98-107.

8 These poems are preserved in the Palatine Anthology (15.21-22, 24—27), which is
our earliest source, and also in a number of bucolic manuscripts of Theocritus;
the archetype was probably an ancient collection of bucolic poetry. On the
manuscript tradition of the Greek figure poems see Kwapisz 2013a, 47-56. The
relatively plain and simple layout of these poems in the Palatine Anthology is
probably more informative of what they originally looked like than the vari-
ously ornamented, and at times fantastically innovative, forms to be found in
the other Byzantine manuscripts. Strodel 2002 has gathered the most extensive
collection of manuscripts images, whereas the finest images are in Ernst 1991
(Kwapisz 2013a — perhaps disappointingly - offers no such pictures).



KWAPISZ: OPTATIAN AND THE ORDER OF COURT RIDDLERS 169

the technopaegnia at the end of the nineteenth century, saw this poem
as having been composed during the time of Hadrian® Consequently,
the same scholar made a highly ingenious and convincing suggestion,
recently developed by Ewen Bowie, that ‘Besantinus’ is a scribal corrup-
tion of the name of Lucius Iulius Vestinus, a sophist and prominent of-
ficial at Hadrian’s court.® The Altar, which Vestinus arguably authored,
is remarkable for the acrostich it contains; it reads, ‘Olympian, may you
sacrifice for many years’ (OAvumnie, moAhoig éteot Bvoetag), and it is likely
to have addressed Hadrian, who adopted the title of ‘Olympian’ after he
had dedicated the Temple of Olympian Zeus in Athens in AD 131/132.
After this date, numerous altars were set up to worship Hadrian in the
eastern empire. Bowie proposes to see Vestinus’ Altar in this context as
a very special charisterion for the emperor.

There has been some debate as to which of the two Greek Altars
[Figs. 3.2-3.3] is the direct model for Optatian’s poem of this shape.! What
I should like to contribute to this discussion, however, is the suggestion
that both Optatian’s Panegyric and the Greek collection of the technopaegnia
are perhaps no different from the Hellenistic and Roman ‘poetry books’: in
each case, the poems that these collections contain are variously intercon-
nected so as to form a coherent whole. It is easier to understand how such
interconnectedness works in the case of Optatian’s single-author collection,
although the fragmentation of his Panegyric in the manuscripts prevents
us from grasping the author’s precise design.® Yet the small assemblage

9 Haeberlin 1887, 65-66.

10 Haeberlin 1890, 283-284; Bowie 2002, 185-189. I return to the identity of
‘Vestinus’ below.

11 Castorina 1968, 272-274 opts for the dependence of Optatian’s poem on
Dosiadas’ Altar, whereas Ernst 1991, 101-102 emphasises the links between the
Altars by Optatian and by Vestinus. Bruhat 1999, 59-62 sensibly argues that,
whereas Optatian’s poem takes something from the regularity of the outward
form of Dosiadas’ creation, the metapoetic reflection which it offers undeni-
ably owes much to Vestinus’ poem; moreover, she points to the originality of
Optatian’s design.

12 The recent literature on Greek and Roman ‘poetry books’ is vast; seminal
studies are offered by, or included in, Gutzwiller 1998 and 2005; Bing 2009;
Hutchinson 2008.

13 For a succinct and instructive summary of the problem of the fragmentation
of Optatian’s extant poetic output in the manuscript tradition, see Squire 2015,
92 (with further references, esp. n. 14); compare also Henderson’s comments in
the envoi to this volume.
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of the Greek technopaegnia exhibits similar characteristics, due to the fact
that each consecutive contributor to this collection was careful to mark his
debt to his predecessors by alluding to earlier poems.* Consequently, the
most recent of these six poems, namely Vestinus’ Altar, contains echoes of
each of the five previous instalments of the genre.”®

Within this constellation, an at once distinct and self-contained pair
is formed by the pseudo-Theocritean Syrinx and Dosiadas’ Altar [Figs. 3.1
and 3.2]:%

3.1 Pseudo-Theocritus, ‘Syrinx’ (Anth. Pal. 15.21). Text and typography after
Kwapisz 2013a, 67.

1-2 The bed-fellow of nobody and mother of the far-fighter [the wife of
Odysseus and mother of Telemachus, sc. Penelope] gave birth to the swift leader
of the nurse of him whose place a stone took [to the goatherd-Pan: the one that
guides Amaltheia, the nurse of Zeus], 3 not Cerastas, whom the child of the bull
once reared [Comatas, who was fed by bees], 4 but him whose heart once was
burnt by the edge of a shield augmented by a pi [who fell in love with Pitys;
add pi to itys ‘edge of shield’ to get the name], 5-6 Whole by name, a double

14 On the ancient collection of the technopaegnia, see Kwapisz 2013a, 47-50.
15 On these reminiscences, see Kwapisz 2013a, 178.

16 The text and translation are reprinted from Kwapisz 2013a; the latter is
adapted from Paton 1918.
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animal [Pan] who felt desire for the voice-dividing wind-girl born of a voice
[for Echo], 7-8 who inflicted upon the violet-crowned muse a shrill wound [who
put together the panpipes for the muse], the monument of love hissing like fire
[of Syrinx]; 9-10 he who quenched the bravery that had the same name as the
slayer of his grandfather [who defeated the Persian - Perseus was the Kkiller of
his grandfather Acrisius] and thus saved the Tyrian maiden [Europe]. 11-12 To
him Paris, the son of Simichus [Theocritus] offered this beloved possession of
the blind-bearers [panpipes; the instrument of those that bear rustic wallets,
i.e. herdsmen]. 13-16 Rejoicing in your soul at which, you who trample on men
[you who climb rocks; of Pan], tormentor of the Saettian woman [of the Lydian
queen Omphale], son of a thief [of Hermes], without a father [of an unknown
father: as a son of Penelope and one of her suitors], box-footed [hoofed], 17-18
may you sweetly play to the mute girl, 19-20 Calliope the invisible [to the
Nymph Echo].

3.2 Dosiadas, ‘Altar’ (so-called ‘Doric Altar’: Anth. Pal. 15.26). Text and
typography after Kwapisz 2013a, 69.

1-4 The husband of the woman clothed in male attire [of Medea], the twice
young Thessalian [Jason] made me; not he who lay on the fire [Achilles], the son
of the Empusa [Thetis], whose death was due to the Trojan cowherd [Paris], off-
spring of a dog [of Hecuba], 5-6 but the friend of Chryse [Jason], when the cook
of men [Medea] struck the brazen-limbed watchman [Talos], 7-8 over whom
the fatherless husband of two wives [Hephaestus, the husband of Aphrodite
and Aglaea, was said to be born of Hera alone], he who was cast away by his
mother [Hephaestus was thrown from Olympus by Hera] toiled. 9 And when he
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had looked at my structure, 10 the slayer of Theocritus [Philoctetes, the killer of
Paris], 11 the cremator of the three-night man [of Heracles], 12 shrieked out in
great pain, 13-14 for the belly-creeper that had put off old age [a snake] afflicted
him with its poison. 15 And him lamenting in the sea-girt place [the island of
Lemnos], 17-18 the husband of Pan’s mother [of Penelope, i.e. Odysseus], the
thief [of Palladium] with two lives [as he returned from Hades] and the son
of the man-devourer [Diomedes, the son of Tydeus, who ate the brain of his
enemy Melanippus], for the sake of the shafts that would quell Ilus [the bow of
Philoctetes, destined to destroy Troy], brought to the Teucrian city three times
sacked [Troy, overpowered by Heracles, the Amazons and the Greeks].

Both poems evidently share a number of characteristics. Unlike the four
other technopaegnia, they are both composed in a unique Lycophronian
style, built up line by line from a series of riddles.” No less importantly,
both poems also imitate Simias’ own examples in their use of the Doric
dialect; likewise, they resemble Simias’ Axe and Wings from a metrical
point of view, since they both make use of either dactylic feet, as in the
case of the Syrinx, or of iambic metra, as in the case of the Altar (in the
same way in which Simias employs choriambs as a structural element that
allows him to form the desired visual shape).®® The Syrinx and the Altar
are even more clearly connected since we find in them the same riddles
and explicit verbal echoes.” I believe it is the latter poem that imitates
the former rather than the other way round,?’ but this problem of relative
chronology need not bother us here. What is important is that the two
poems are manifestly interconnected and that Optatian may have seen
them as such. That he indeed did so is strongly suggested by his own
manner of imitating the coupled pair: on the one hand, his Panpipes is
composed of hexameters, responding to the dactylic metre of the Greek
Syrinx; on the other hand, his Altar consists of iambic trimeters which
are analogous to the iambic metre of Dosiadas’ Altar.

The main and perhaps sole reason why Optatian imitates the pair of
Greek pattern poems in his own bipartite composition is, to my mind, to

17 On the nexus of interrelations between the Syrinx, Dosiadas’ Altar and
Lycophron’s Alexandra, see Kwapisz 2013a, 23-29, with further references.

18 See Kwapisz 2013a, 38-45 for a discussion of the metrical structure of the
technopaegnia.

19 Cf. Kwapisz 2013a, 26-27 and further 138-176 (for commentaries on both
poems).

20 Cf. Kwapisz 2013a, 23-29.
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indicate the relevance of the Greek model and to suggest its importance
for understanding his own design. The reader is now invited to reflect on
the Greek collection more carefully. And when he does, he will be led to
the discovery that, whereas the Panpipes exhibits something of the bucolic
tone of the Greek Syrinx, what the Altar says is very different from the
contents of the poem attributed to Dosiadas.

To explain what I mean here, let us have a closer look at Optatian’s
own extraordinary altar-poem. A modern typographic presentation can
be found in the opening section of the book (p. 49), and Fig. 1.7 offers
one extant manuscript rendition. But since I want to talk about the text
in some detail, it seems fitting to write out the Latin text in full, and
provide a preliminary attempt at a translation (sticking closely to the
syntax of Optatian’s Latin):%

Vides ut ara stem dicata Pythio,

Jabre polita vatis arte musica;

sic pulchra sacris sim agens, Phoebo decens,

his apta templis, quis litant vatum chori,

tot compta sertis et Camenae floribus, 5
Heliconiis locanda lucis carminum.

Non caute dura me polivit artifex,

excisa non sum rupe montis albidi

Lunae nitente nec Pari de vertice,

non caesa duro nec coacta spiculo 10
artare primos eminentes angulos

et mox secundos propagare latius

eosque caute singulos subducere

gradu minuto per recurvas lineas,

normata ubique sic deinde regula, 15
ut ora quadrae sit rigente limite,

vel inde ad imum fusa rursum linea

tendatur arte latior per ordinem.

Me metra pangunt de Camenarum modis,

mutato numquam numero dumtaxat pedum; 20
quae docta servat dum praeceptis regula,

elementa crescunt et decrescunt carminum.

21 Trans. adapted from Glanville Downey, in Boultenhouse 1958, 72 (a highly
influential essay on visual poetry).
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Has, Phoebe, supplex dans metrorum imagines
templis chorisque laetus intersit sacris.

You see how I stand, an altar consecrated to the Pythian god, polished
by the craft of the musical art of the poet; so fair am I, bringing most
sacred offerings, suitable for Phoebus and fitted for these temples in
which the choruses of poets make their acceptable gifts, adorned with
so many woven flowers of the muse, of such kind as must be placed in
the Heliconian groves of song. No workman polished me with sharp
tool; I was not hewed out of the white rock of the mountain of Luna,
nor from the shining peak of Paros. It was not because I was cut or
forced with the hard chisel that I am straight, confined and hold back
my edges as they attempt to grow and then, in the succeeding por-
tion, let them spread more broadly. Cautiously I force each edge to be
drawn in, line by line, by tiny steps, in lines turning in, thus following
on, regulated everywhere by the measure, so that my margin, within
the limit which rules it, is that of a square. Then again, continuing on
to the bottom, my line, spreading more broadly, is artfully stretched
according to the plan. I am composed of the measures whose rhythm
the muses beat out, and the number of feet is never changed. As the
rules of the learned principle keep these measures unchanged, it is
the letters of the poem that increase and decrease. Phoebus, may the
supplicant who offers these metrical pictures take his place joyfully
in your temples and your sacred choruses.

Optatian’s Altar gives very little indication as to the date of its composi-
tion. That said, Giovanni Polara felt inclined to see in the final couplet
- a makarismos in which the wish is expressed that the altar’s creator
may find himself among the festivities and the temples of what might
be the scenery of Rome - a suggestion that the poem was composed in
exile.”? Be that as it may, what the poem does make clear, as has already
been noted by Marie-Odile Bruhat,? is that it is closely modelled on the
other of the two Greek Altars, i.e. on Vestinus’ poem [Fig. 3.3]:%

22 Polara 1973, 2.159 and 2.162. Carm. 26 and 27 are not included in the tableau
chronologique of Bruhat 1999, 494-501, but note p. 500 on Carm. 20.

23 See n. 11 above.

24 On the text and translation, see n. 16 above.
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3.3 Vestinus (‘Besantinos’), ‘Altar’ (so-called ‘Tonic Altar’: Anth. Pal. 15.25).
Text and typography after Kwapisz 2013a, 71.

1-3 The black ink of victims does not dye me with its reddening stream, like
that of purple, 4-6 and the knives sharpened on the Naxian stone spare the
flocks of Pan; the sweet-scented gum of the Nysian saplings does not blacken
me with its curling smoke. 7-8 You see in me an altar not composed of golden
bricks or the clods of Alybe, 9-13 nor let that altar match me which the two
gods born in Cynthus built, taking the horns of the goats that feed about the
smooth ridges of Cynthus. 14-15 For together with the children of Heaven did
the Earth-born Nine rear me, 16-17 to whose art the king of the gods granted
immortality. 18-19 And may you, who drink of the spring that the Gorgon’s son
opened with a blow of his hoof, 20-26 sacrifice and pour on me libations in
abundance sweeter than the honey of Hymettus’ bees. Come to meet me with
a confident heart, for I am pure of the venomous monsters which lay hid on
that altar in Neae of Thrace that the thief of the purple ram dedicated to you,
three-fathered one, not far from Myrina.
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The Altars by Vestinus and by Optatian both emphasise their paradoxical
ontological status: they both draw out the fact that they are immaterial
structures built not of stone but of words, and likewise constructed not
on the solid fundament of reality but on a page of papyrus or parchment.
In both cases alike, the emphatic way of describing the paradoxical prop-
erties of the object-poem rests upon the narrative technique of priamel.
Both poems first provide a list of what they are not (Vest. 7-13, Opt. 7-10)
and, as a consequence, the expression of what they are comes as the clearly
climactic finale (Vest. 14-17, Opt. 19-22). In the end, Optatian improves
upon Vestinus’ creation, as the perfectly shapely architecture of his Altar
is mirrored by the perfectly accurate description of this structure as
provided by the poem itself in lines 10-18.% But it is Vestinus’ poem that
supplies the fundament for this wonder of the mixed art of poetry and
construction which makes the effect all the more stunning.

The realisation that Optatian’s Altar is heavily dependent on Vestinus’
poem greatly informs our reading of both compositions. Bowie’s sugges-
tion that the later of the two Greek Altars was authored by Iulius Vestinus,
who was an official at Hadrian’s court — attractive as it may sound - is
merely a hypothesis. However, this hypothesis becomes even more ap-
pealing when we realise that if the Altar had indeed been conceived as an
encomiastic poem for the Roman emperor, then Optatian would have had
obvious reasons to re-use such a model in composing a poem within a
larger (and immensely intricate) poetic project aimed at exalting the rule
of Constantine.” I am aware that there are many ‘ifs’ and ‘perhapses’ in
the reading proposed here, yet the temptation to pursue this path is dif-
ficult to resist. The poem’s encomiastic agenda may not be immediately
apparent, yet it becomes visible to the reader who is aware of Optatian’s
debt to Vestinus. Thanks to Vestinus, the reader understands how an
intimate bond between the learned poet and the well-read emperor can be
established and confirmed by offering the latter a gift whose refinedness
only few connoisseurs would be able to appreciate.

What makes Vestinus’ poem an even more likely source of inspira-
tion for Optatian is the fact that this poem beats the other technopaegnia
in its artful complexity? The immaterial structure of Vestinus’ Altar is

25 This conclusion is anticipated by Bruhat 1999, 65.

26 On the nature of this ‘panegyric’ project, see Schierl and Scheidegger Limmle
in this volume (with more detailed references).

27 Cf. Bruhat 1999, 61, who refers to the analysis of the intricate architecture
of Vestinus’ Altar in Ernst 1991, 86-90.
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ingeniously inscribed with an acrostich, and as I have argued elsewhere,
this acrostich is remarkable for its metrical pattern.”® Vestinus’ ‘inscrip-
tion’ grows in weight - the first syllable is short, the second is long, then
a double-short unit follows, then double-long, triple-short, and finally
triple-long. This pattern makes one think of the so-called rhopalic lines,
in which each word is one syllable longer than the previous one. The
most famous example is provided by I/. 3.182:

@ paxap Atpeidn polpnyeveg OABLOSatpwv.
O son of Atreus, blessed, child of fortune and favour?

The playful effect of rhopalicness was familiar to Optatian, who made
quite a show of it in his astonishing Carm. 15 (in that poem, which is a
catalogue of hexametric oddities, v.5 is rhopalic, but note also vv.1-4,
which are subsequently composed of dissyllables, trisyllables, tetrasyl-
lables and pentasyllables).’® The accumulation of poetic playfulness
condensed within Vestinus’ Altar, and in particular in its acrostich, is
stunning enough. But the acrostich inscription is effective on yet another
level: this line of writing is carved on a structure built of words; it serves
as a means of further highlighting the ontological paradox of the Alzar,
which does and does not present itself as a material object, all at once. The
richness of wordplay, as well as the resulting poetic and even ontologi-
cal refinedness which Vestinus’ Altar exhibits, both correspond with the
poet’s encomiastic aims in a similar way as they do in Optatian’s poetry.
I like to think that the abundantia offered by Vestinus’ poem may have
been one of the important sources of inspiration for Optatian’s poetic
technique.

28 Kwapisz 20134, 180 and 2014a, 620-621.

29 Trans. Lattimore 1990. I have offered elsewhere a brief account of the history
of rhopalic patterns in Greek poetry (Kwapisz 2014a).

30 On Carm. 15, see Hernandez Lobato in this volume; cf. Levitan 1985, 246-250
(who mentions in this context Homer’s rhopalon) and Squire 2016, 86-87.

31 Another source worth keeping in mind in connection with both Vestinus’
and Optatian’s Altars is one of the celebrated Tabulae Iliacae - that is, one of
the early Imperial marble objects with miniature reliefs illustrating scenes
from early Greek epic, which have recently attracted much scholarly atten-
tion (Valenzuela Montenegro 2004; Squire 2011; Petrain 2014; see also Bruhat
1999, 78-80 and Squire 2011, 219-222 for a discussion of the Tabulae Iliacae



178

as a context for Optatian’s poetry; Frontisi-Ducroux 2013 is a path-breaking
discussion of the textuality of altars, including Greek and Latin technopaegnia
as well as the Tabulae Iliacae). Several tablets exhibit on their verso letters
inscribed within grids forming ‘magic squares’ [Figs. 1.3-1.4] or, in the case of
tablet 4N, now in the Capitoline Museums (see Squire 2011, 393-395 for a de-
scription), an altar with the inscribed letters spelling out the hexameter A0TIG
AxiAAijog @eodwpnog kad’ ‘Ounpov (‘The shield of Achilles: Theodorean,
after Homer’; for a plausible explanation of the meaning of this Theodorean
signature, see Squire 2011, 283-291 and 367-370; cf. Petrain 2014, 177-179). The
curious resemblance between the technopaegnic Altar-poems and the altar of
tablet 4N has been noticed by Squire 2010, 82-84 and 2011, 231-235 (cf. Horsfall
1979, 29 and 1994, 79); Squire’s thought-provoking discussions may furnish a
point of departure for further questions about the possible connections between
all of these altars. Tablet 4N probably dates from the early Imperial period,
i.e. it comes later than the technopaegnia of Simias but precedes Vestinus and
Optatian, yet it needs to be remarked that the Tabulae Iliacae continued to be
appreciated in the Antonine age, i.e. roughly when Vestinus composed his
Altar, as one of them (19]) is likely to come from this late period (on the date
of the tablets, see Squire 2011, 58-61). Tablet 4N effectively presents itself as a
miniature of the Shield of Achilles, for its form is circular and not only does
the recto contain images illustrating the famous ecphrasis at 1/. 18.478-608, but,
furthermore, precisely this Homeric text is inscribed on the disc’s outer rim.
As a result, the tablet purports to be a famous mythical object; it is striking,
I think, how this concept resembles two of the technopaegnia, namely Simias’
Axe, which purports to be the tool with which Epeius built the Trojan horse,
and Dosiadas’ Altar, which describes itself as the legendary altar of Lemnos,
which turned out to be the bane of Philoctetes. As a consequence, the Shield-
of-Achilles tablet shares with these two technopaegnia the status of what may
be labelled a ‘textual-imaginary object’. Moreover, below the altar-grid on the
recto of tablet 4N we see the palindromic inscription IEPEIAIEPEI, which
Squire 2011, 369 n.155 and 2012, 3 n.22 plausibly reads as iepeia iepei, ‘holy
things to the priest’, where the priest may be seen to be Homer. As Squire
2011, 348 notes, ‘the grammata pose as monumental dedicatory inscription - a
make-believe representation of an inscription, chiselled into the altar of letters
depicted about’. In effect, what the Shield tablet ultimately proves to be is an
offering laid for the priestly poet on an imaginary altar. All this is strikingly
reminiscent of Vestinus’ Altar (which was addressed to Hadrian) and of its
acrostich-rhopalic inscription - the quasi-epigraphic play on the paradoxical
ontological status of the immaterial altar, the priestly addressee and even the
accumulation of wordplay are elements shared by both Vestinus’ poem and the
playful texts on the verso of tablet 4N. On the other hand, the orderliness of the
visual architecture of the altar-grid on tablet 4N unavoidably makes one think
of Optatian’s similarly pedantic craft of letter arrangement, and in particular
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Yet there may be even more to Optatian’s interest in Vestinus. After
all, not only the latter’s poetry, but also his vita supplied a highly attrac-
tive model of imitation for a poet striving to pursue a career at court.’? We
learn about Vestinus’ remarkable position at the court of Hadrian from
an inscription found in Rome (IG 14 1085 = IGUR 1 62):

apxrepel AAe§avdpeiag kai Aiyv- | mrov ndong AgvkiwtTovAiwt Ovnoti-
| vt kai émotdtne tod Movoeiov kai | £mti t@v évPount BpAiodnkav
Popat- | k®v te kai EAAnvik@v kai €mi tiig mat- | deiag Adplavod tod
AVTOKpAETOPOG Kl €7t~ | 0TOAEL TOD adTOD AVTOKPATOPOG,.

For the high priest of Alexandria and all Egypt, head of the Museum
and in charge of the Roman and Greek libraries in Rome and in
charge of education under the emperor Hadrian and the secretary of
the same emperor.®

In addition to such epigraphic testimony, the Suda tells us that Otnotivog
‘TovAlog, which is most likely once again our Vestinus, was a sophist who
authored an Atticist glossary. A philologist and a guardian of the schol-
arly tradition of Alexandria, a poet, the emperor’s favourite — all of this
makes it tempting to think, especially in view of the inscription which
attests Optatian’s proconsulate of the province of Achaea (AE 1931, 6 =
SEG 11 810),* that the role which Vestinus played at Hadrian’s court may
have defined Optatian’s aspirations.

I have suggested elsewhere that information stating that Vestinus was
Rome’s cultural attaché to Alexandria may be crucial for understanding
the nature of his poetic gift to Hadrian*® Let us further elaborate on this
point: when the director of the museum of Alexandria, who also earns
his living as a librarian, undertakes to compose poetry, he is very much
likely to be aware of the fact that he is entering a path once trodden by the

of his Altar. Should we explain all of these similarities by shared poetic and
artistic imaginations emerging in similar contexts (this is perhaps the conclu-
sion one may infer from Frontisi-Ducroux 2013), or is there a continuous path
of influence between ‘Theodorus’, Vestinus and Optatian?

32 On Vestinus and his life, see Bowie 2002 and 2013; Stebnicka 2015 (with
further references); Puech 2002, 467-468; Livingstone and Nisbet 2010, 121-123.
33 Trans. Bowie 2013.

34 On this inscription, see Wienand in this volume.

35 Kwapisz 20134, 177-178.
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great poets of the Golden Age of Hellenistic poetry, such as Callimachus
or Apollonius of Rhodes.*® And when he undertakes to compose a poem
which clearly locates itself within the tradition initiated by the early Helle-
nistic poet Simias, and, in addition, weds this tradition to the tradition of
acrostichs, which begins for us with the acrostich which Aratus embedded
in his Phaenomena (753-757)," then this must be meaningful t00.*® There
is a strong likelihood that not only does this poet style himself as a true
‘Alexandrian’ and heir to the famous Alexandrian poets, but also, since
he addresses his poem to the emperor, that he casts the addressee in the
role of a Hellenistic monarch: the very nature of the poetic gift invites
the Roman imperial addressee to feel like a new Ptolemy.

There is sufficient evidence to show that the Hellenistic monarchs of
the third century BC found amusement in the poetic curiosities crafted
by the poets of their courts, or at least were commonly regarded to have
had such a liking for them. Responses to Aratus’ famous /epte acrostich
have been found in the poetry of Aratus’ contemporaries. Three epigrams
- attributed to Callimachus (56 Gow-Page), Leonidas of Tarentum (101
Gow-Page) and to King Ptolemy himself (SH 712) - praise Aratus pre-
cisely for his leptotes, which suggests that his acrostich was acknowledged
and appreciated by his contemporaries.3® Scholars disagree whether this
Ptolemy in question was Philadelphus or a later king,*® but what is impor-
tant to note is that the epigram that was believed to have been composed
by an Egyptian ruler is in dialogue with Aratus’ acrostich. As Jacqueline
Klooster puts it, ‘both Leonidas and Callimachus wish to demonstrate
that they are clever readers of a clever poem’;* by analogy, the epigram
composed in the same vein and ascribed to King Ptolemy contributes to
his image as a well-read connoisseur of poetic refinement.

A more amusing illustration of a Hellenistic ruler’s attitude toward
wordplay of this kind may be retrieved from an anecdote which Athenaeus
tells us about Sosibius, a third-century Homeric scholar who was tellingly

36 For an introduction to Hellenistic scholarship, see now Montana 2015.

37 The acrostich was detected by Jacques 1960.

38 Dionysius Periegetes’ acrostichs provide further evidence for awareness as
to how the elaborate poetic devices rooted in the poetic tradition of Alexandria
can contribute to constructing encomiastic strategies at the court of Hadrian;
on these acrostichs, see Lightfoot 2014, 558 (‘General Index’, s.v. ‘acrostich’).
39 See Klooster 2011, 155-161.

40 For a summary of this debate, see Klooster 2011, 155 n. 22.

41 Klooster 2011, 160.
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nicknamed /Mvtikos, or ‘puzzle-solver’ (Athen. 11.493e—494b). Athenaeus
recounts how Ptolemy Philadelphus told his book-keepers to inform
Sosibius, if he came to draw his stipend, that he had already received
his money. When Sosibius went to the king to complain about this
outrage, Ptolemy inspected the books of account and confirmed that he
had already received his due. To Sosibius he pointed out the names of
Soterus, Sosigenes, Bion and Apollonius, as listed in the books, and said,
‘If you take the So- from Soterus, the -si- from Sosigenes, the initial
syllable from Bion, and the final syllable from Apollonius, you will find,
by applying your own methods, that you have already got your money’.*?
It seems that Sosibius’ reputation was something of an irreformable
acrostich-hunter.®® One of his interests must have been the wordplay in
Homer, and it is evident that his discoveries were not always favourably
received. Whatever factual value we choose to assign to this anecdote,
it is safe to say that it illustrates Ptolemy’s reputation as a sharp-witted
king versed in the art of wordplay — a reputation which he apparently
enjoyed in later epochs, including, without a doubt, the time of both
Vestinus and Optatian.

The talents which Ptolemy is believed to have exhibited in conversing
about wordplay are identical to those that characterise a skilful participant
in the Greek symposium. Greek symposiasts often proved their worth
and competence as members of the elite social group by solving riddles,
extemporising poetry and engaging in various games that tested their wit

42 Tadrta kai 6 Bavpdotog Avtikog Zwaoiplog, 6v odk axapitwg Stémaige S Tag mo-
ABpvAftovg TavTag kai Tag Totavtag Avoelg ITftodepaiog 6 OAadergog Pactievg.
Aapfavovtog yap adtod cvvtaly Pacthkiy, petamepydpevog Tovg Tapiag ékéhev-
oev, £av tapayévntat 6 Zwoifrog Emi Ty dnaitnoty Tig ovvtdgews, Aéyey avtd 8tu
ameiAnge. kai pet’ o0 TOAD TapayevopEvy Kkai altodvTt eindvreg dedwrévat avT Tag
fovxiag eixov, 6 8¢ 1@ Pacthel mpooeABwv katepéugeto Tovg Tapiog. IItohepaioq
<8&> petamepydpevog avtodg kai fikely kehevoag petd T@v PifAinv, év oig ai dva-
ypagai giot T@v tag cuvtdels Aapfavévtwov, Aafov tadtag eig xeipag kai kattdwv
£on kal avTog dmetAn@évatl adtov obTwe: fiv dvopata éyyeypappéva tadta, ZoTipog
Swotyévoug Biwvog AmoAAwviov- ig & amoPfAéyag 6 Pactledg einey, ‘@ Bavpdote
NTIKE, ¢av A@EANG TOD ZwTpog TO ow- Kal ToD Zwatyévoug To ot- kai Tod Biwvog
TV TpwtnV cVANaPVv kai Ty TeAevtaiav 100 AtoAAwviov, e0proELG CAVTOV ATEL-
M@ota katd Tag 0dg Emvoiag. kai ‘Tadt’ ovy v’ ANV, AAN& Toig avToD TTEPOIG
katd tov Bavpdotov Aioxolov [frg. 139.4 Radt] aliokn, anpoodiovicovg Moelg
npaypatevopevog. Trans. Olson 2009.

43 Cf. the wry comment in Tsantsanoglou 2009, 62 n. 11.
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and versedness in literature.** The adroitness in such sympotic exercises
is, therefore, emblematic of Hellenic paideia at large, and the display of
such sympotic prowess played a special role in the propaganda of the
Ptolemies:® it demonstrated their expertise as participants and creators
of Greek culture. This iconic trait of the rulers of Egypt was what Hadrian
received from Vestinus together with the poetic gift of the Altar poem. Ac-
cordingly, by modelling one of his poems on that Altar, Optatian evoked
the essentially Alexandrian gesture of Vestinus and, likewise, revived the
courtly poetic tradition of learned Alexandrianism in his own dialogue
with Constantine.

Perhaps the clearest testimony to the stunning complexity of Optatian’s
encomiastic strategy is provided by the opening verse of his Altar, which
reads, Vides ut ara stem dicata Pythio (‘You see how I stand, as an altar
dedicated to the Pythian Apollo’).*® This may be the boldest single line the
poet ever composed. It has been observed that this line evokes at once line
7 of Vestinus’ Altar, éG yap Pwpov opiig pe (‘vou see in me an altar’), and
Aebooé pe (‘look at me’), which opens Simias’ Wings” We are thus im-
mediately reminded of Vestinus’ dialoguing with Hadrian and of the early
Hellenistic ancestry of such an exchange. But there is more to the allusion,
I think. Yet another opening which clearly resounds in Optatian’s words
is that of the famous Soracte ode: Vides ut alta stet nive candidum | Soracte
(‘You see how Soracte stands ...’; Hor. Carm.1.9.1-2).*8 Perhaps Optatian
echoes Horace solely to show that he has the courage to do so and that
he does not limit himself to imitating obscure Hellenistic genres. At the

44 On the symposium as an emblematic Hellenic cultural institution, see now
Wecowski 2014. There is no tangible evidence for figure-poems or acrostichs
at Greek symposia, but clearly such visual-textual games are in their essence
akin to the sympotic games, illusions and manipulations which engage and
playfully deceive the gaze of the symposiast: Lissarrague 1990 is a fundamen-
tal discussion of the playful in sympotic visual culture; see also Squire 2009,
157-160, with further references. The ‘sympoticness’ of Greek visual-textual
phenomena calls for an extensive discussion on another occasion: for some
preliminary comments, see now Pappas 2013, esp. pp. 220-221 with n. 55, and
note how Squire 2009, 161 suggests continuity between earlier visual culture and
the so-called ‘Hellenistic aesthetic’ (the discussion of the technopaegnia closely
follows).

45 On Hellenistic royal symposia, see Murray 1996, and cf. Kwapisz 2014b.

46 Trans. Squire 2015, 94.

47 Squire 2015, 95 n. 19.

48 This allusion is, of course, duly reported by Polara 1973, 1.105.
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same time, the allusion also evokes Augustus’ patronage of Horace’s Odes
and one of the most famous literary dialogues between a poet and a ruler.

Optatian’s debt to Vestinus is clear, I think. That this connection
evokes Vestinus’ Alexandrianism and that this Alexandrianism is an
element of Optatian’s deliberate poetic strategy, moreover, seems to me
probable. Yet, between the Alexandria of the Ptolemies and Hadrian’s
Rome, there is one other poet whose playful art may be of relevance to the
present discussion, even though we may see no clear proof of his influence
on Optatian. That poet is Leonides of Alexandria. Leonides is the author
of some forty epigrams that have been preserved in the Palatine Anthology.
These may look ordinary enough on casual inspection, but they all share
one curious characteristic which still guarantees them a place among the
least popular and the least studied of the extant Greek epigrams.”® For all
of these poems are isopsephic — they play on the fact that the Greeks used
letters for numerals by being composed in such a way that the totals of the
numerical values of all letters in each distich or each line are the same.
The reader who approaches these poems must be prepared to do much
counting (hence the usual reading strategy, at least among most modern
scholars, is that of avoidance). According to Leonides’ conception, poetry
amounts to arithmetic, and for this reason alone his epigrams are worth
mentioning in connection with Optatian’s wonders of poetic architecture

The sort of word-game which Leonides made his specialty may ap-
pear rather different from those practised by Optatian.’® Nonetheless, I
would argue that Leonides’ epigrams deserve our attention, if not as a
direct model then at least as compositions with which Optatian’s poetry
corresponds, intentionally or not, on several levels. Like Optatian, and like
Vestinus before him, Leonides was a court poet. Six of his quatrains are
gifts, mostly birthday presents, for either Nero or Vespasian, for Nero’s

49 Leonides’ epigrams are edited by Page 1981, 503-541 (abbreviated in what
follows to FGE); the introduction and commentary which accompany this edi-
tion remain the most comprehensive treatment of this neglected poetry, but
see now also Nisbet 2003, 202-208, Livingstone and Nisbet 2010, 119-120 and,
for an instructive study of isopsephy, including Leonides’ epigrams, Luz 2010,
247-325.

50 This may be relevant to the reflection on Vestinus’ Altar too; cf. a discussion
of this poem’s careful architecture, designed with mathematical precision, in
Ernst 1991, 86-90.

51 My attempt to scan Optatian’s Greek for isopsephy has so far proved, per-
haps predictably, futile.
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mother, Agrippina, and his wife, Poppaea (FGE 1, 7, 8, 26, 29 and 32).
We may note that an indirect confirmation of Nero’s fondness for such
games can perhaps be found in the account of Suetonius (Nero 39), who
tells us that one of the popular comments on Nero’s matricide was the
observation that the numerical value of the name Nero in Greek is the
same as the total sum for the words idiav untépa amnékteve, ‘he killed
his own mother’. This comment is all the more effective if it is seen to
poke fun at Nero’s taste for isopsephy.”

No less revealingly, in his birthday presents for the imperial family,
Leonides emphasises his Egyptian origin by calling himself ‘Nile-born’
(FGE 29.1-2 and 32.2; cf. 7.3 and 30.4).8 By doing so he styles himself,
I would argue, as an heir to the tradition of Alexandria’s learned and
playful poetry. This may be the same game of ‘the Ptolemies and their
poets’ that we saw Vestinus to have played. In a programmatic epigram,
Leonides emphatically presents his poem as a ‘plaything’ (maiyviov and
&4Bvpua; FGE 2 = Anth. Pal. 6.322):%

Trivde Aewvidew Oakepny mdht §épkeo Modoav,
dioTiyov evBikTov maiyviov eveming.

£otat § év Kpoviotg Mdapkw meptkalég &Ovpua
o070, Kai €V Seimvolg Kal mapd HovcomoAoLG.

Behold again the work of Leonidas’ flourishing muse, this playful dis-
tich, neat and well expressed. This will be a lovely plaything for Marcus
at the Saturnalia, and at banquets, and among lovers of the muses.

This self-characterisation pointedly aligns Leonides’ poetry with the early
Hellenistic paignia — that is, with the class of riddling epigram-like poems
to which Simias’ technopaegnia arguably belong as well® This leads me
to observe one further peculiar characteristic of Leonides’ epigrams that
they share with both the Greek technopaegnia and with Optatian’s poetry.
It is rare for ancient poetry to speak explicitly about itself to the reader, as

52 Cf. Nisbet 2007, 552.

53 Cf. Page 1981, 504 n. 1.

54 Trans. Paton 1920. As for the count, line 1 = 3,360; line 2 = 3,440; line 3 = line 4
= 3,108; therefore, line 1 or 2 is probably (slightly) corrupt. See Page 1981, 515-516.
55 On the paignia, which are associated in particular with the poet and gram-
marian Philitas of Cos, and the place of the Greek figure poems within this
class, see Kwapisz 2013b.
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Optatian’s poems so profusely do.5® But one of the few examples of such
(meta)poetic self-awareness in Greek literature is provided by Simias’
Egg, which explicitly addresses the reader and describes the intricacy of
its own metrical design¥ It has been observed that this poem of Simias
may be where Optatian found a model for his own metapoetic reflec-
tion, whose abundance is so characteristic of his poetry.® But Leonides’
epigrams do the same more than once.

Perhaps it is an inherent feature of such playful poetry that it has
to expound the rules of the game it wants the reader to play. I choose to
leave unanswered the question of whether either Vestinus or Optatian
consciously echoed certain traits of Leonides’ isopsephic epigrams,
although it is certainly clear by now that this interpretive path appeals
to me. At any rate, the similarities are noteworthy and far-reaching. To
add one more minor point, I observe that we find the same technique of
priamel which, as we have seen, was notably employed both by Vestinus
and Optatian in their Altars so as to capture the peculiarity of the object-
poems which they wrote/constructed in Leonides’ birthday offering to
Agrippina (FGE 8 = Anth. Pal. 6.329):%

ANog pev kpvoTtaddov, 6 § dpyvpov, oi 8¢ Tomalovg
népyovoty, Thovtov ddpa, yeveOAidia-

AN 1§ Aypunneivy 8vo Siotixa podvov icwoag
dprodpat dwpotg, & pBGvog ov dapdoel.

One will send crystal, another silver, a third topazes, rich birthday
gifts. But I, look, having merely made two isopsephic distichs for
Agrippina, am content with this my gift that envy shall not damage.

After he lists three precious gifts the others may have for her, Leonides
concludes that his present is something else — a gift of poetry. But, at
the same time, Leonides suggests that his isopsephic poem, albeit im-
material, is a precious stone like the other presents (punning on the
dual meaning of yfjgog as both ‘number’ and ‘gem’). To us, this mode of

56 This aspect of Optatian’s poetry is explored by Pipitone 2012, esp. 95-132 - as
well as by Hernandez Lobato in this volume.

57 Cf. Kwapisz 2013a, 116.

58 Bruhat 1999, 54-58.

59 Trans. Paton 1920, slightly altered. The count is 1+2 = 3+4 = 7,579 (Page

1981, 519).
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characterisation is familiar from how the altars of Vestinus and Optatian
present themselves. More importantly, this conclusion allows us to see
a further similarity between Leonides’ and Optatian’s notions of poetry.
Leonides’ concept of a small poem as a little precious thing, intricately
crafted, which in its own turn echoes, more or less directly, the poet-
ics of the Hellenistic epigrams such as Posidippus’ Lithika (Epigr. 1-16
Austin-Bastianini), or poems on precious stones,?’ paves the way for the
almost tangibly material architectural intricacy of Optatian’s poems. The
Optatianic Altar boasts of the craftsmanship of its artist (who, however,
uses no sharp tool and no hard chisel, so that one may feel a supernatural
power to be at play) much in the way in which Posidippus’ epigrams/
stones celebrate the artistry of their poet/engravers. When seen from this
viewpoint, the programmatic utterance of Optatian’s Altar gains a special
significance, insofar as it sensitises the reader to the craftsmanship of the
other poems of the Panegyric and to their jewelled-ness’®

Regardless of what the exact nature of their relationship was, Leonides,
Vestinus and Optatian can be seen as members of the same fellowship of
court poets who look back to third-century Alexandria so as to find there
a venerable model to praise their mighty patrons. I have suggested in
this chapter that the characterisation of the Ptolemies as expert riddlers
effectively presented them as ideal symposiasts. Accordingly, it may be
best to imagine the poets with whom the present discussion is concerned
as guests at one and the same (royal) banquet. In one of his illuminating
discussions of the Hellenistic epigram, Peter Bing invented an apt formula
to describe such ‘a virtual symposium’. As he puts it, the symposium in
the Hellenistic age (and beyond) becomes ‘a figure for the diachronic com-
munity of readers — a community whose members count as their close
companions the poet-readers of all eras, as well as their creations’; ‘this
literary fellowship, in other words, cuts across time, so that even now, if
we bring to it the requisite skills, we can join the privileged circle’*? This
formula may be usefully reapplied to our order of court riddlers. Inciden-
tally, their poems exhibit a number of links with the genre of epigram: for
one thing, Leonides of Alexandria was an epigrammatist, and the Greek
technopaegnia are epigrammatic enough to be classified as a subgenre

60 For a recent discussion of the poetics of the Lithika, see Elsner 2014.

61 On Optatian’s ‘jewelled style’ see Squire’s introduction to this volume, along
with the chapter by Lunn-Rockliffe.

62 Bing 20009, 170.
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within the broader generic category.® It is not out of place to remind our-
selves that Optatian was an epigrammatist too, even if only one epigram
and a one-line fragment of another survive (Carm. 29-30; both have been
preserved for us by Fulgentius - respectively, Mitol. 2, p. 40.18 Helm and
Virg. pp. 100-101 Helm). Optatian’s only extant epigram (Carm. 30), which
conventionally mocks a Quintus for his arrogance, is not strikingly differ-
ent from earlier and contemporary skoptic production.® This implies that
Optatian’s own ideas about intertextuality, and his approach to the poetic
past, were similar to those of other ancient epigrammatists.

The symposium of court riddlers that I imagine is slightly different
from the symposia attended by ordinary epigrammatists. What makes
it easier for riddlers to commune in one and the same banquet, cutting
across the centuries, is that even when playful poetry is deeply rooted in
the historical context in which it was composed, as is the case with the
court poetry of Leonides, Vestinus and Optatian, the wordplay on which
this poetry is founded - an acrostich, a rhopalon or isopsephia — exists
outside any historical reality, or rather creates a context of its own. This
context is an isolated and arcane realm, with its own set of laws and regu-
lations (often described by the poems themselves); such poetry initiates
into its realm an elite yet also reclusive fellowship. It is an extraordinary
phenomenon that we see members of this mysterious society to have
played an important role at the courts of three Roman emperors. Modern
dictators, such as the one with which the present discussion began, are no
easy match for those refined gourmets of almost supernatural obscurity.
But perhaps legendary history furnishes a better parallel — was Optatian
to Constantine not what Merlin was to King Arthur?%

63 Cf. Kwapisz 2013a, 11-12.

64 A particularly apt comparandum is provided by Palladas’ epigram on the
hybris of a certain Sextus (Anth. Pal. 10.99). Note the eloquent recent attempt
to date Palladas to the time of Constantine the Great, which would make him
a contemporary of Optatian (Wilkinson 2012). I should like to point out in
this light that the two poetic corpora share several (not necessarily obvious)
themes and characteristics, such as Alexandrianism (note esp. the references to
Callimachus, Alexandria and possibly also the Musaeum in the ‘new Palladas’;
P. CtYBR 4000, 6.28, 19.33 and esp. 9.25-33 with Wilkinson 2012, 60-63 and
152-156) and bilingualism (see Wilkinson 2010 on Latinitas in Palladas’ epi-
grams and Squire 2015, 114-115 on Graecitas in Optatian’s poetry).

65 One may see a correspondence between this characterisation of Optatian
and the related approach to his ‘magical’ poetry offered by Lunn-Rockliffe in
this volume.
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ANNA-LENA KORFER
LECTOR LUDENS
Spiel und Ratsel in Optatians Panegyrik

Der Begriff ludere ist in Optatians Werk von zentraler Bedeutung. Der
Dichter selbst bezeichnet sein Werk an mehreren Stellen mit ludere! Spa-
testens seit dem Hellenismus und dem Programm der poetischen Klein-
form bei den romischen Neoterikern ist /udere zu einem poetologischen
Konzept geworden, das Spielen und Dichten eng miteinander verbindet?
Gerade bei Catull ist die Metapher des Spielens Ausdruck einer Hinwen-
dung zur literarischen Kleinform, die er im Gegensatz zu grofieren Werken
sieht? Bisher hat man Optatians Verwendung von /udere immer in diesem
poetologischen Kontext gesehen.* Demgegeniiber wird in diesem Beitrag

* Bei der Arbeit an diesem Aufsatz habe ich von vielen Seiten zahlreiche
Unterstiitzung erfahren: Fiir die Bereitstellung des Bildmaterials zu den Spiel-
brettern danke ich Ulrich Schédler. Julia Dettke und Elisabeth Heyne haben
mir ganz unkompliziert die Druckfahnen ihres Sammelbandes zur Verfiigung
gestellt. Sebastian Kurz half mir bei mathematischen Fragen. Dem Ritsel-
macher ,Eckstein‘ verdanke ich wertvolle Einblicke in die moderne Welt der
Ritselerstellung. Fiir unermiidliche Gesprachsbereitschaft und eine kritische
Lektiire meiner Entwiirfe danke ich Wiebke Nierste, Susanne Froehlich und
im Besonderen meinem Doktorvater Helmut Krasser.

1 Carm. 5.16, Carm. 21.i. und Carm. 10.10. Eine Diskussion dieser Passagen folgt
auf der ndchsten Seite.

2 Vgl. z. B. Catull. 50.1-6. Zum ludus poeticus an der Schnittstelle zwischen Lied
bzw. Gedicht (carmen) und Spiel (ludus) in der Verkorperung des Séngers vgl.
auch Habinek 2005, 132-150.

3 So stellt Catull sein von Bimsstein gegldttetes novum libellum dem monumen-
talen dreibdndigen Geschichtswerk des Cornelius Nepos gegeniiber (Catull. 1).
4 Castorina 1968, 275-277 beschreibt Optatian und Ausonius als Vertreter einer
spétneoterischen Literaturauffassung. Auch Squire 2016 schreibt Optatian eine
neoterische Asthetik zu, die zudem stark hellenistisch geprigt sei. Der Begriff
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der Versuch unternommen, seine carmina vor dem Hintergrund konkre-
ten, real erfahrbaren Spielens zu verstehen. /udere, so meine These, ist bei
Optatian nicht nur Ausdruck eines poetologischen Konzepts, sondern zielt
auf eine konkrete Interaktion des Lesers mit dem Text ab, die ihre Paralle-
len in Charakteristika, Regeln und Spielziigen romischer Brettspielpraxis
hat. Die enge Verbindung von Lesen und realen Spielpraktiken erzeugt
zahlreiche neue Text- und Lektiiredimensionen, die der Leser nach und
nach erschliefit. Durch seinen aktiven Beitrag an der Konstruktion des
Textes wird der Leser letztendlich zum Co-Akteur des Autors.

Diese These mochte ich in drei Schritten entwickeln. Erstens zeige
ich, dass Optatians Verwendung des Begriffs ludere in einem breiteren
literarischen Diskurs spétantiker technopaignischer Texte steht, wie wir
ihn beispielsweise im Werk des Ausonius fassen konnen. Zweitens be-
spreche ich Texte aus der spatantiken Spiel- und Rétselkultur, die implizit
oder explizit auf Spiele Bezug nehmen. Drittens folgt eine exemplarische
Analyse von Optatians Carm. 6 unter Einbeziehung zweier romischer
Brettspiele. Die Implementierung von Elementen des Brettspiels in den
Text fordert den Leser dazu auf, Taktiken des Spiels in Lesestrategien zu
verwandeln, wodurch sich nach und nach zahlreiche semantische Ebenen
des Textes 6ffnen. Schlief3lich zielt der Beitrag auf eine Konzeption von
,Spiel‘ und ,Ritsel als dsthetische Kategorien fiir die Panegyrik Optatians.

LUDERE BEI OPTATIAN: VON DER SPIEL-METAPHER ZUM TEXT-SPIEL

Optatian selbst verwendet den Begriff ludere an insgesamt drei Stellen,
wobei zwei davon in metapoetische Aussagen des Dichters eingebunden
sind: Carm.5.16 (ludent), Carm. 21.1. (lusi) und Carm.10.10 (ludere); das
Substantiv /udus verwendet er nicht® Da sich die Textstelle aus Carm. 5

ludere ist bei Optatian noch nicht detailliert untersucht worden, vgl. dazu eben-
falls Squire 2016, 50-51. In der Forschung wird der Begriff des Spiels bei Optatian
meist als allgemeine Umschreibung fiir die aktive Einbindung des Lesers in den
Text verwendet. Squire 2015, 95-98 z. B. bezieht das Motiv des Spiels einerseits
auf den Spiel- und Ritselcharakter der Umrissgedichte Optatians, die in der
Tradition hellenistischer Figurengedichte stehen (vgl. dazu auch den Beitrag von
Jan Kwapisz in diesem Band). Andererseits bezieht er den Begriff des Spiels auf
Carm. 25, das seinem Leser vielféltige Lese- und Kombinationsmdoglichkeiten
einzelner Textfragmente bietet, vgl. Squire 2015, 98-100.

5 Vgl. Polara 1973, 1.147 (s. v. ludo).
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nicht auf Optatians eigene Dichtung bezieht, sondern als panegyrisches
Motiv im Hinblick auf Konstantins aureum saeculum zu betrachten ist,
werden an dieser Stelle nur die beiden metapoetischen Passagen aus den
carmina 21 und 10 besprochen. Im Intext von Carm. 21 [vgl. Tafel 7], ver-
mutlich eines seiner Erstlingswerke, schreibt Optatian: Publilius Optatianus
haec lusi® Die hier présentierte sphragis des Dichternamens im Intext steht
in einer langen Tradition von Akrosticha, die auf der vertikalen Achse
den Namen des Poeten oder ein Schliisselkonzept seiner Dichtung offen-
baren. Mit haec bezeichnet Optatian sein Gedicht selbst. Dieses besteht
aus einem Grundtext von 16 Versen und einem Intext, der ein doppeltes
Rautenmuster formt. Optatian verwendet hier den Begriff /usi, um einer-
seits seinen eigenen Produktionsakt zu qualifizieren. Andererseits bezieht
sich lusi aber auch auf das Produkt selbst, ndmlich die Erzeugung eines

6 Carm. 21.1. Polara 1973, 2.136 folgt Kluge 1924, 345-346, die Carm. 21 unter
die friihen Gedichte Optatians zédhlt, was sie aus den ersten beiden Versen des
Gedichts herausliest. Bruhat 1999, 494-501 nennt in ihrem Tableau chrono-
logique keine Datierung. Ein sicheres Entscheidungskriterium zur Datierung
des Textes fehlt. Auch eine Datierung liber den Adressaten Bassus ist nicht
moglich, da im Zeitraum von 315 bis 331 mehrere Médnner dieses Namens
belegt sind und somit mehrere Bezugsmoglichkeiten gegeben sind, vgl. Kluge
1924, 345. Wienand 2012a, 372 vermutet hingegen anhand des Intextes, dass
Optatian das Gedicht zunédchst nur fiir sich selbst (,zur eigenen Delectatio®)
verfasste.

7 Zu nennen ist hier vor allem die hellenistische Tradition solcher Akrosticha,
u. a. mit Nikander und Arat, die spiter auch die romische Tradition von
Akrosticha stark beeinflusste; vgl. dazu Squire 2011, 225 und Luz 2010, 16-22,
47-52. Dadurch, dass diese Akrosticha die vertikale und horizontale Leseachse
des Textes einbeziehen, spielen sie mit dem Text als verfiigbarem Raum und
epigrafischen Konventionen; vgl. dazu Squire 2011, 224-226. Im Fall von Vergils
bekanntem ludis in undis-Akrostichon (Verg. Ecl. 9.34-39) tritt zwar auf der
vertikalen Achse nicht der Dichtername hervor, dafiir aber das Motiv (Galateas
Spiel im Wasser), das gerade auf der narrativen Ebene thematisiert wird; vgl.
dazu Squire 2011, 226 und Grishin 2008, 237. Ein dhnlicher Umgang, Form
und Inhalt zugleich unter dem Aspekt des Spiels zu thematisieren, begegnet
auch in Optatians Carm. 21: Der zweite Intextvers des Gedichtes (Carm. 21.
ii: Ommne genus metri tibi pangens optume Basse) ist ein anazyklischer Vers, der
vorwirts gelesen ein Hexameter ist und sich bei einer retrograden Lektiire in
einen Sotadicus verwandelt; vgl. Castorina 1968, 284 und Carm. 21. schol. Zur
Tradition von Optatians Dichterakrostichon in Carm. 21 unter besonderer Be-
riicksichtigung der Farbigkeit des Intextes vgl. auch die Einleitung von Michael
Squire in diesem Band (S. 100 Anm. 122).
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Textes aus Grund- und Intext, der als Spielerei des Dichters erscheint.
Im Sinne dieses Spielens beschreibt er sein Gedicht am Beginn des
Grundtextes nédher als Ergebnis einer zufélligen poetischen Tétigkeit
(quidem cecini fors, Carm. 21.1), die von der Muse inspirierte Spielereien
miteinander verbinde (iungam ludicra, Carm. 21.1-2)8 Dass das Spielen
bei Optatian jedoch nicht blof das Produkt einer kuriosen Zufallslaune
ist, sondern programmatischen Charakter hat, zeigt eine Passage aus
Carm. 10 (Carm. 10.9-11; vgl. Tafel 4):

Scrupea fingentem tam duro carmina versu
ludere - fas nobis praesumere dicere metra -,
gaudia vel tenui mea pandere sit mihi, Musa.

Mir, der ich mit so sprodem Vers unwegsame Gedichte bilde, sei es
erlaubt zu spielen, obwohl ich nur von schwacher Kraft bin, meine
Freuden auszubreiten - und es sei mir auch erlaubt, fiir mich in
Anspruch zu nehmen, im Versmaf} zu dichten.

Hier inszeniert sich der Dichter gezielt als ein Produzent schwer zu-
ginglicher Dichtung. Optatian présentiert seinem Leser eine Spannung
zwischen dem Zarten — gemeint ist sein dichterisches Talent (tenui mihi,
Carm.10.11) — und dem Groflen - d. h. den Freuden, die er mit seiner
Dichtung ausbreiten will (gaudia mea pandere, Carm. 10.11). Den Begriff
ludere bezieht er somit nicht nur auf die Seite der Produktion, sondern
auch auf weitere semantische Ebenen des Textes, die das Lesevergniigen
zusitzlich steigern. In diesen Bereich gehort z. B. die Verkniipfung dreier
Textebenen in Form eines Gittergedichtes. Ludere umfasst somit Produk-
tion und Rezeption zugleich.

Im Folgenden gehe ich zuerst auf die Verwendung des ludere im
Bereich der Produktion ein, fiir die sich weitere Beispiele in spéatantiken
technopaignischen Texten finden lassen. Vor dem Hintergrund diver-
ser technischer Raffinessen, derer sich Optatian bei der Konstruktion
seiner Gittergedichte bedient, ist es kaum verwunderlich, dass auch
weitere spatantike Dichter technopaignischer Texte das Balancieren

8 Carm. 21.1-2: Pauca quidem cecini fors frivola; his quoque iungam | ludicra: sic
nostra panget tua iussa Camena (,Gewiss habe ich zufillig ein paar wenige unserio-
se Kleinigkeiten komponiert; auch die [sc. anderen] Spielereien will ich mit diesen
verbinden: So soll meine Muse deinen Auftrag aneinanderfiigen“); es werden in
diesem Beitrag, soweit nicht anders vermerkt, eigene Ubersetzungen verwendet.
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und Jonglieren mit Buchstaben, Silben, Wortern oder ganzen Versen
als Spiel beschreiben. Die praefatio zum Cento nuptialis des Ausonius
bietet ein eindrucksvolles Beispiel fiir die Interaktion von dichterischen
Kompositionsprinzipien und Elementen des Spiels. Noch vor Beginn
des Hochzeitsgedichtes erklart Ausonius seinem Leser und Adressaten
Paulus, was man unter einem Cento zu verstehen habe: Man nehme ganze
Verse oder — noch besser — nur Versversatzstiicke und bringe diese Teile,
die im Fall des Cento nuptialis den Werken Vergils entnommen sind,
thematisch geordnet in ein neues Narrativ. Die Regel, die der Textkon-
struktion zugrunde liegt, ist metrischer Natur und richtet sich einerseits
nach dem Hexameter als Ganzem, andererseits aber auch nach Zisuren.
Der von Ausonius beschriebene spielerische Charakter seines Cento wird
von ihm direkt mit dem griechischen Spiel ostomachion, auch stomachion
oder loculus Archimedius genannt,’ in Verbindung gebracht (Auson. Cen.
nupt. praef 31-41; Ubers. Driger 2011):

... simile ut dicas ludicro, quod Graeci ostomachion vocavere. ossicula ea
sunt: ad summam quattuordecim figuras geometricas habent. sunt enim
aequilatera vel triquetra extentis lineis vel rectis angulis vel obliquis:
isoscele ipsi vel isopleura vocant, orthogonia quoque et scalena. harum
verticularum variis coagmentis simulantur species mille formarum: hele-
phantus belua aut aper bestia, anser volans et mirmillo in armis, subsidens
venator et latrans canis, quin et turris et cantharus et alia huiusmodi
innumerabilium figurarum, quae alius alio scientius variegant.

... so dass du es dhnlich dem Spiel bezeichnen kannst, das die Grie-
chen ,Stomachion‘ genannt haben. Knéchlein sind das; insgesamt
haben sie vierzehn geometrische Figuren. Sie sind nédmlich vierseitig
oder dreieckig, mit ausgestreckten Linien oder solchen mit der-
selben Front, entweder gleichschenklig oder gleichseitig, entweder
mit rechten Winkeln oder mit schiefen; isoscele (,gleichschenklig®)
oder isopleura (,gleichseitig®) nennen sie sie selbst, auch orthogonia
(;rechtwinklig®) und scalena (;ungleichseitig‘). Durch mannigfache
Verfugungen dieser Gelenke wird das Aussehen von tausend Gestal-
ten abgebildet: ein Elefanten-Ungeheuer oder ein Eber-Tier, eine flie-
gende Gans und ein Gladiator in Waffen, ein im Hinterhalt sitzender
Jager und ein bellender Hund, ja sogar ein Turm und ein Kéfer und

9 Zum ostomachion vgl. Heiberg 1907, 240-241.
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anderes dieser Art in unzihligen Figuren, was einer wissender als ein
anderer mannigfach formt.

Bei diesem Spiel mussten vierzehn unterschiedliche Formen von Drei-
und Vierecken entweder zuriick in den Rahmen eines vorgegebenen
Quadrates oder zu Menschen, Tieren und Gegenstidnden zusammengelegt
werden. Die Variation unterschiedlicher Motive und Losungsstrategien
ermoglicht dem Spieler trotz der vorgegebenen Grundform des Quadrates
zahlreiche Optionen, das Spiel auf seine Weise zu gestalten Die von
den geometrischen Formen bestimmte Regelhaftigkeit des ostomachion
hat seine Entsprechung in den metrischen Vorgaben, die sich der Dichter
eines Cento auferlegt. Im Text eines Cento vereint sich somit das Erlebnis
real erfahrbaren Spielens mit dem eines literarischen Sprach-Spiels.!* Er-
ginzt wird dieser doppelte Spielcharakter des Cento nuptialis, wenn man
ihn in seinem gesellschaftlichen Kontext betrachtet. Cento-Dichtung,
besonders die des Ausonius, ist Teil aristokratischer Freizeitgestaltung,
bei der man unter Beweis stellt, die epischen Klassiker so gut zu beherr-
schen, dass man sie wortwortlich und metrisch korrekt in neue narrative
Zusammenhinge bringen kann.”? Im Falle von Ausonius’ Cento wird
dieser aristokratische Charakter noch dadurch iiberhoht, dass sich der

10 Vgl. auch Malamud 1989, 36-37.

11 In der Diskussion dieses Beitrages wurde dankenswerterweise darauf hinge-
wiesen, dass der von Ausonius gezogene Vergleich seines Cento mit einem Spiel
ausschliefilich bei ihm als Cento-Schreiber vorkommt. Andere Centonisten
bzw. Centonistinnen, so z. B. Proba, die Schreiberin eines christlichen Cento,
sehen in der Technik gerade kein Spiel, sondern die Mdoglichkeit einer der
christlichen Religion verschriebenen, ernsthaften literarischen Ausdrucksform;
vgl. zu Probas Cento vor allem Bazil 2009. Dass jedoch gerade ernsthafter Eifer
und lockeres Spiel eng miteinander interagieren kénnen und sich keinesfalls
ausschlieflen miissen, wird auch am Beispiel der Nutzung des Spielbegriffs von
Optatian deutlich. Ferner hat bereits der Kulturhistoriker Johan Huizinga auf
eine enge Verzahnung von Spiel und Ernst hingewiesen, die jegliche Formen
von Spielen kennzeichne (vgl. Huizinga 1939, 29-30).

12 Sandnes 2001, 110-121. Zur Einordnung von Centoliteratur in den spétantiken
Bildungsbetrieb vgl. auch Bazil 2009, 80-83. Jedoch weisen Formisano und Sogno
2010, 381 zu Recht darauf hin, dass Centos in der Forschung hiufig nur unter
dem Aspekt untersucht werden, wie sie ihre jeweiligen Pritexte verarbeiten. Dem-
gegeniiber sprechen sie sich dafiir aus, Centos als einzigartige literarische Form
wahrzunehmen, die sich durch Elemente von Montage und rewriting auszeichnet
und gerade dadurch neue Semantiken erzeugt; vgl. ibid., 376-378, 381.
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Dichter in einem Wettstreit mit Kaiser Valentinian befand, der ihn zuvor
herausgefordert hatte, einen von ihm verfassten Hochzeits-Cento zu
iibertreffen.’® Aus einem tatsdchlichen Spiel, einem Wettkampf zwischen
Dichter und Kaiser, ist also ein Text-Spiel, der Cento nuptialis, entstanden,
dessen Versatzstiicke wie die Teile des ostomachion zusammengelegt und
wieder auseinandergebaut werden konnen.

Das Motiv des Spiels findet sich als metaphorische Umschreibung fiir
das Verfassen technopaignischer Texte sowohl bei Optatian als auch bei
Ausonius und steht in einer langen Tradition, die bis in den Hellenismus
reicht Der Akt der Komposition gleicht einem Spiel, das, so der Umkehr-
schluss, bestenfalls auch dann noch als Spiel wahrgenommen wird, wenn
der Dichter als Verfasser des Text-Spiels seine Komposition in die Hinde
seiner Leserschaft legt. Der Dichter agiert dann selbst nur noch als Spieler
zweiter Instanz, dessen Spiel im Grunde schon zu Ende gespielt ist.”®

13 Auson. Cen. nupt. praef. 8-17; vgl. dazu auch Moroni 2006, 82-94 und
Anm. 72 in diesem Beitrag.

14 Ein weiterer Text, in dem Ausonius Jusus als Bestandteil technopaignischer
Dichtung diskutiert, ist die praefatio zum Technopaignion (Auson. technop. I.
praef. 7-13). Dort erdffnet der Dichter ein Spannungsfeld zwischen labor und
lusus, das er darauf bezieht, dass dichterische Spiele dieser Art nur durch eine
grofle Anstrengung des Dichters hergestellt werden konnen; Auson. technop. L.
praef. 10: quod ad usum pertinent, lusi; quod ad molestiam, laboravi (,In diesen
habe ich, was den Namen angeht, gespielt; was die Beschwerlichkeit, mich abge-
miiht“; Ubers. Driger 2015). Ludere ist im Sinne von Ausonius’ Technopaignion
ein lexikalisches Spiel des Dichters mit Sprache, das aber zugleich den Leser
erfreuen und zur Beurteilung des Ganzen aufrufen soll. Im Riickblick auf die
Analyse von Carm. 10 ist es plausibel, Optatians Beschreibung seiner Texte
als unwegsame Gedichte (scrupea carmina, Carm.10.9) aus sprodem Vers (duro
versu, Carm.10.9) in ein solches Spannungsfeld zwischen labor und lusus ein-
zuordnen. Zur Vielfalt des Begriffs ,wordplay“ vgl. Katz 2013, 3. Neben lexika-
lischen Wortspielen gibt es u. a. zahlreiche Texte, die mit dem Zusammenhang
von Buchstaben und Zahlen spielen, so z. B. numerische und arithmetische
Ritselepigramme aus dem 14. Buch der Anthologia Gaeca, bei denen der Leser
eine bestimmte Summe aus Buchstaben, Silben oder ganzen Wortern ermitteln
muss, vgl. dazu Luz 2013, 84. Eine andere Art, Zahlen und Buchstaben in einem
Text zu kombinieren, wiahlte Ausonius in seinem Griphus ternarii numeri, in
dem jeder Vers von der Zahl drei oder einem Vielfachen von ihr handelt.

15 So wird sowohl bei Optatian als auch bei Ausonius der Kaiser bzw. Leser
als Schiedsrichter der kunstvollen Ausgestaltung des Textes vorgefiihrt, vgl.
Carm. 8.1-3: Accipe picta novis elegis, lux aurea mundi, | clementis pia signa dei
votumque perenne. | Summe, fave (,Nimm die mit neuen elegischen Versen



198

Der ,gespielte‘ Text des Dichters wird in dieser Deutung gleichsam zum
Spielfeld des Lesers, der das dichterische Spiel zu entschliisseln versucht.!®
Besonders der von Ausonius angestellte Vergleich seines Cento mit dem
ostomachion zeigt, dass solche Formen spielerischer Dichtung ihr volles
Lesevergniigen erst dann entfalten, wenn der Leser genauso kompetent
und souverdn mit dem Text agiert wie der Dichter.

gemalten frommen Zeichen des mildes Gottes und meinen immerwdhrenden
Whunsch an, goldenes Licht der Welt“); vgl. Auson. technop. I. praef. 9-10: tu facies,
ut sint aliquid. nam sine te monosyllaba erunt vel si quid minus (,Du wirst machen,
dass sie irgendetwas sind; denn ohne dich werden sie monosyllabisch <gebun-
dene Verse> sein oder wenn <moglich> etwas weniger; Ubers. Driger 2015).
16 Malamud 1989, 41 stellt einen ganz dhnlichen Vergleich zwischen Cento-
dichtung und Optatians Texten an, indem sie beide Textarten in Bezug auf
das Potential, das sie ihrem Leser bieten, vergleicht: ,The text itself provides
no answer; it merely sets out the raw material and the rules and leaves the
reader to set his or her own limits. The cento does something similar: its rules
are obvious, its possibilities endless, its effect on the reader, to judge by most
critical reactions, unsettling, for it is up to him to supply the absent (con)text
- the appropriate passage of Vergil, in Ausonius’ or Proba’s case - for every
phrase. Without the reader’s collaboration, the cento, as an art form, is point-
less.“ Squire 2016, 92-95 sieht die Verbindung des Cento nuptialis mit Optatians
Texten darin, dass Optatian dem eine materielle Form gibt, was Ausonius in
seinem Vergleich mit dem ostomachion als Zusammenschluss aus visuellem und
verbalem Spiel beschreibt. Zur dynamischen Qualitdt der Lektiire in Centolite-
ratur vgl. auch Bazil 2009, 64-65.

17 Squire 2015, 118-119 weist darauf hin, dass Optatians intertextuelle Verweise
mit spdtantiken Traditionen von ,,patchwork poetry“ verwandt sind, obwohl
sie keine Centos im engeren Sinn darstellen. Demnach sei es Teil des Spiels
mit dem Leser, dass dieser die intertextuellen Verweise erkennen und zuordnen
kann. Zum fragmentarischen Charakter spétantiker Poesie schreibt Pelttari
2014, dass es in der Dichtung des 4.Jhs. auch solche Formen intertextueller
Verweise gibt, die den urspriinglichen Kontext des Hypotextes, aus dem sie
stammen, nicht zwangsldufig aufrufen, um semantisch wirksam zu sein; vgl.
dazu die Abschnitte ,Nonreferential Allusions‘ (131-137) und ,Juxtaposed Frag-
ments of Classical Poetry‘ (138-143). Er kommt zu dem Schluss, dass gerade
in solchen Fillen, in denen intertextuelle Anspielungen als wortliche Zitate
erscheinen, eine besondere Aktivitdt des Lesers gefragt sei, der wihrend seiner
Lektiire die Beziehung beider Texte zueinander neu verhandele. Zudem ginge es
im Rahmen dieser intertextuellen Verweise weniger darum, den urspriinglichen
Kontext einer AuBerung aufzurufen, als deren Lektiire, die durch ihre erneute
Priasenz im Hypertext reflektiert werde; vgl. ibid., 142. Zu diesem ,,hermeneutic
puzzle® fiir den Leser vgl. auch ibid., 138.
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Stellt man den von Optatian verwendeten Begriff /udere in den
Rahmen eines breiteren literarischen Diskurses spitantiker techno-
paignischer Texte, der sich besonders gut am Werk des Ausonius
nachvollziehen lédsst, so ergeben sich zahlreiche Implikationen dieses
Begriffs, die iiber eine rein metaphorische Verwendung hinausgehen.
Ausgehend von diesen ersten Beobachtungen, die stark am Begriff ludere
und seinen verschiedenen Implikationen orientiert waren, thematisiert
der zweite Teil dieses Beitrags verschiedene Texte aus der spitantiken
Spiel- und Rétselkultur, die sich implizit oder explizit auf Spiele bezie-
hen. Der Begriff ludere wird nun nicht mehr als poetologische Kategorie
verwendet, sondern bezieht sich auf Texte, die implizit oder explizit auf
Spiele verweisen.

LESE-SPIELE: REPRASENTATIONEN VON SPIEL UND RATSEL
IN DER SPATANTIKEN LITERATUR

Die spéatantike lateinische Literatur bietet ein ganzes Panorama an Tex-
ten, die implizit oder explizit auf Spiele verweisen. Fiir die Untersuchung
des Zusammenhangs von konkretem Spiel und Rezeptionsmechanismen
bei Optatian verbinden sich in der spitantiken lateinischen Literatur
zwei entscheidende Bereiche des uns tiber Spiel und Ritsel bekannten
Wissens:

Auf der einen Seite stammen einige der insgesamt sehr raren schriftli-
chen Zeugnisse, die Aufschluss iiber Brettspiele sowie deren gesellschaft-
lichen Kontext geben, aus der Spétantike. Das wohl breiteste Spektrum an
Schilderungen von Spielszenen bietet dabei die Anthologia Latina, aus der
hier nur drei einschlégige Texte zum Thema Spiel genannt sein sollen:®
Erstens eine Reihe von Spielbrettepigrammen, deren Entstehung wahr-
scheinlich im Kontext des Vandalenhofs im 6. Jh. zu sehen ist und die das
Gliicks- und Wiirfelspiel als Freizeitbeschéftigung aristokratischer Kreise
vorfithrt.® Zweitens die sogenannten ,Monosticha der zwolf Weisen®,

18 Im Folgenden beziehe ich mich auf zwei unterschiedliche Ausgaben der
Anthologia Latina, da beide je unterschiedliche Texte edieren: Auf die zweite
Auflage der Ausgabe von Riese aus dem Jahr 1894 sowie auf die Ausgabe von
Shackleton Bailey aus dem Jahr 1982.

19 Anth. Lat. 70, 182-185 (Shackleton Bailey). Zur Datierung vgl. auch Baum-
gartner 1981, 127, der jedoch nur Epigramm 70 ins 6. Jh. datiert. Fiir die Epi-
gramme 182-185 gibt er das 4. oder 5. Jh. an.
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die die Inschrift eines Spielbrettes in Form eines hexametrischen Verses
nachahmen und als Teil eines literarischen Symposiums vermutlich be-
reits im 4. Jh. verfasst wurden.? In einen symposialen Kontext gehort auch
die dritte Gruppe von Spiele-Texten aus der Anthologia Latina, namlich
die Rétselepigramme des Symphosios vom Ende des 4. oder Beginn des
5.Jhs? Diese einhundert Epigramme erscheinen als geschlossene Samm-
lung und verkniipfen in verritselter Weise allgemein bekannte mit eher
entlegenen Perspektiven auf einen Gegenstand.?

Auf der anderen Seite erlebt die ludistisch-technopaignische Dich-
tung, deren Implikationen des ludere bereits im ersten Teil dieses Beitrags
diskutiert wurden, mit Autoren wie Ausonius oder den Schreibern der
Vergil-Centos in der Spatantike eine wahre Bliitezeit. Der haufig als
minder geistreich und wenig kunstfertig beurteilte Cento De Alea eines
unbekannten Schreibers zeigt jedoch anschaulich, auf welchen Ebenen
Brettspiel und Literatur in der Spétantike interagieren konnen? Eine
besondere Pointe liegt im Fall von De Alea sicher in der Kombination
eines vulgdren Gegenstandes mit der poetisch artifiziellen Darstellungs-
form des Cento. Gerade aus dieser Diskrepanz kann sich ein Mehrwert
fiir die Lektiire ergeben.

Die soeben benannten Texte zeigen, dass ein Zusammenhang von
konkretem Spiel und Literatur in der Spatantike Teil eines literarischen
Diskurses war. Dieser umfasste nicht nur Centos und technopaignische
Texte, sondern auch Epigramme und die formale Ausgestaltung einzelner
Verse in Form von Spielbrettinschriften. Ein einschlédgiges Beispiel zur
Illustration einer literarischen Implementierung realer Spielpraktiken
bieten die bereits genannten ,,Monosticha der zwolf Weisen®. Diese zeigen
in ihrer formalen Gestaltung eine konkrete Verbindung von Dichtung und
Spiel, die den Leser zu einem Text-Spiel einlddt. Gleichzeitig versehen

20 Anth. Lat. 495-638 (Riese). Zur Forschungsdiskussion und Datierungsfrage
der XII sapientes vgl. Friedrich 2002, 4-11, 507-508, die die Texte zudem in neu
edierter Form présentiert. Friedrich spricht sich fiir eine Autorschaft des Laktanz
aus und datiert das Werk auf das Ende der 270er oder in die 280er Jahre.

21 Anth. Lat. 281 (Shackleton Bailey). Leary 2014 bietet dariiber hinaus einen
Kommentar und eine kulturelle sowie literarische Kontextualisierung der Aenig-
mata.

22 Zur Struktur der Sammlung vgl. auch Sebo 2013.

23 Anth. Lat. 8 (Riese). Einen ausfithrlichen Kommentar bietet Carbone 2002.
Zur Kontextualisierung von De Alea innerhalb der spatantiken Cento-Literatur
vgl. Bazil 2009, 83-85 und McGill 2005, 53-70.
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die Monosticha das Gliicks- und Brettspiel mit ethischen Urteilen (Anth.
Lat. 495, 501, 506 [R 1964]):*

sap.1 PALLADIUS: Sperne lucrum: versat mentes insana cupido.
Verachte die Gewinnsucht: Diese wahnsinnige Begierde bringt [sc.
dich] um den Verstand.

sap.7 BASILIUS: Lusori cupido semper gravis exitus instat.
Einem leidenschaftlichen Spieler sitzt der schwerwiegende Ausgang
des Spiels immer im Nacken.

sap. 12 HYLASIUS: Ponite mature bellum, precor, iraque cesset.
Begrabt schleunigst das Kriegsbeil, bitte ich, und der Zorn moge eine
Pause machen.

Strukturiert wie ein Spielbrett des duodecim scripta mit je sechs Wortern a
sechs Buchstaben illustrieren die Monosticha ganz handfest, dass Brett-
spiele und ihre literarische imitatio in der Spitantike eine kompositions-
und zugleich rezeptionsisthetische Verbindung eingehen. Einerseits kann
diese Verbindung von Spiel und Dichtung als Ausweis einer kulturellen
Versiertheit ihrer Produzenten gesehen werden, die Alltdgliches zum Teil
eines literarischen Symposiums machen und das Wiirfelspiel so in ihren
Versen verarbeiten, dass diese wie metrische Spielbretter erscheinen.
Andererseits ist es gerade bei den Monosticha unabdingbar, dass der
Rezipient eine Verbindung zu realen Spielbrettern sowie der Spielpraxis
herstellt, um die Dimension ihrer ethischen Urteile vollstindig bewerten
zu konnen.

Nach der Analyse zweier unterschiedlicher Dimensionen des [udere
in spitantiken Texten wird an dieser Stelle ein Zwischenfazit gezogen: Im
ersten Teil dieses Beitrags hat sich gezeigt, dass Optatians Verwendung
des Begriffs [udere als Ausdruck eines poetologischen Konzepts auch
in anderen spitantiken technopaignischen Texten, z.B. bei Ausonius,
greifbar ist. Im zweiten Teil konnte anhand von Texten, in denen Spiele
implizit oder explizit prisent sind, gezeigt werden, dass es im zeitgenos-
sischen Diskurs eine enge Verbindung zwischen Lesepraktiken und Spiel
gibt. Gerade die Monosticha illustrieren, dass Spiele einerseits im Text

24 Nummerierung, Namensbezeichnung und lateinischer Text sind der Aus-
gabe von Friedrich 2002, 39-40 entnommen, die in ihrem Editionsteil auf die
entsprechenden Texte der Anthologia Latina-Ausgabe von Riese verweist.
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priasent sind, andererseits aber auch, dass Texte innerhalb von Spielen
prisent sein konnen, wofiir die Spielbretter des duodecim scripta beispiel-
haft sind.® Im dritten Teil dieses Beitrags, einer exemplarischen Analyse
von Optatians Carm. 6 unter Einbeziehung zweier romischer Brettspiele,
lege ich dar, dass Optatians Spielbegriff um eine zuséitzliche Dimension
erweitert werden kann. Brettspiel- und Lektiirepraxis verbinden sich
in Carm. 6 so eng, dass sich fiir den Leser zahlreiche neue semantische
Ebenen des Textes 6ffnen, was die Lektiire selbst zum Spiel werden ldsst.

CARMEN 6: KRIEG ALS SPIEL - SPIEL ALS KRIEG

Die konstantinische Zeit steht am Beginn einer spétantiken literarischen
Asthetik, die die Vielseitigkeit und Moglichkeiten individueller Lektiire
gezielt in den Fokus ihrer Wirkung nimmt. Stilles, personliches Lesen, wie
wir es heute als gingige Kulturtechnik kennen, bestimmt zunehmend die
Form der Rezeption literarischer Texte, was eng mit einem Aufblithen und
allméhlichen Durchbruch des Codex als giangiger Buchform sowie einem
anhaltend hohen Bildungsbediirfnis aristokratischer Kreise zusammen-
hingt?® Bezogen auf die konkreten Rezeptionsbedingungen der carmina
Optatians spricht Martin Hose von einer ,exegetischen Operation“” die
der Leser durch De- und Rekontextualisierung von Buchstaben ausfithren
miisse, um immer wieder neue Sinneinheiten aus dem Text zu gewinnen.
Meiner Meinung nach ist der Begriff des Exegetischen an dieser Stelle
jedoch missverstindlich verwendet, da er sich sinnvollerweise nur auf
solche Texte anwenden ldsst, die dem Leser die Rolle des Interpreten in
erster Instanz zuschreiben. Ein Leser Optatians ist aber in erster Linie
nicht der Interpret des Textes, sondern dessen Konstrukteur: Er jongliert
mit Buchstaben, verwickelt sich im Grund- und Intext und versucht, das
markierte Muster mit den textuellen Ebenen in Verbindung zu setzen. Die

25 Vgl. dazu die Ausfithrungen zum duodecim scripta im folgenden Teil dieses
Beitrags. Auf eine enge Verbindung zwischen Lesen, Schreiben und Spielen
weist auch Habinek 2009, 124-126 hin, der die Inschriften auf duodecim scripta-
Brettern unter Einbeziehung der Monosticha mit einer Verkdrperung von
Sprache in Form von Schrift sowie grafischer Kommunikation in Verbindung
bringt, vgl. dazu auch Purcell 1995, 34.

26 Zum Codex als sich allméhlich etablierender Buchform, Bildungsverhaltnis-
sen und Leserpublikum ab dem 4. Jh. vgl. Schipke 2013, 29-38; 143-152.

27 Hose 2007, 551.
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Erzeugung des Textes aus einzelnen Buchstaben unter der Erschwernis
einer mehrdimensionalen Konstruktion geht der Herstellung von sinn-
haften Beziigen voraus, auch wenn damit nicht ausgeschlossen sein soll,
dass beide als interagierende Prozesse gedacht werden.?

Anders als Hose mochte ich von einem Akt performativer Lektiire
sprechen, der sowohl den Prozess der Text-, als auch den der Sinn-
herstellung umfasst. Der Leser wird zum Co-Produzent des Textes: In
synésthetisierender Weise verbindet er lexikalische, visuelle, auditive
und inhaltliche Einheiten, die sich auf mindestens drei unterschiedli-
chen Textebenen befinden? Der Zusammenhang zwischen Schreiben,
Lesen und Spielen ist in ebendieser performativen Qualitit der Lektiire
zu sehen®® Der Leser agiert als Spieler und Ritselloser auf einer Ebene
des Textes, die ihm immer wieder neue Sinneinheiten ero6ffnet. Zugleich
fordert der Dichter, der als Verfasser des Text-Spiels diesen performativen
Akt angelegt hat, seinen Leser durch dessen starke Aktivierung immerzu
heraus. Die Miihe des Dichters steht wiederum in Wechselwirkung mit
dem Spiel, das er fiir den Leser erzeugt.®

Ausgehend von der Beobachtung, Spiel als performative Kategorie
aufzufassen, die sowohl auf der Seite der Produktion als auch Rezeption
erfahrbar wird, wird der Begriff des Spiels im Folgenden auf die Adaption
von Elementen romischer Brettspiele und Phdnomenen aus der spatantiken
Ritselkultur in den carmina Optatians bezogen. Im Fokus meiner Ausein-
andersetzung mit dem technopaignischen Spielen in Optatians Gedichten
steht die Transformation von real erfahrbaren und in weiten Kreisen der
Bevolkerung bekannten Spielmechanismen in Lesestrategien, die dem
Leser weitere als die auf den ersten, zweiten oder dritten Blick sichtba-
ren Textebenen erdffnen. Hat Optatian in den zu Beginn aufgefiihrten

28 Vgl. dazu das von Pelttari 2014, 73-84 auf die Texte Optatians angewandte
Konzept des ,,open text“ nach Umberto Eco. Demnach bieten die Texte Lesepo-
tenziale auf unterschiedlichen semantischen Ebenen, die der Leser nach eigener
Art lesen und in ein Narrativ bringen kann (ibid., 84).

29 Ernst 1985, 87 weist dem Leser figuraler Barocklyrik ebenfalls eine solche
Rolle zu, wenn er schreibt, dass der Leser ,zum verldngerten Arm, zum Part-
ner, ja zum Exekutor des Dichters bei der Textkonstitution“ werde. Auf S. 91
bezeichnet er den Leser zudem als ,Koproduzenten des Autors®.

30 Vgl. dazu auch Dettke und Heyne 2016, 32: ,,Auf diese Weise [sc. gemeint ist
die Interaktion des Lesers im Textraum] kann die Literatur von Spielen nicht
nur erzdhlen, sondern sie im eigenen Medium performativ erfahrbar machen.“
31 Zu labor et lusus vgl. Anm. 14.
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Passagen lediglich davon gesprochen, er selbst habe wiahrend des Verfassens
gespielt,? so teilt er seinem Leser nicht explizit mit, dass dieser wihrend
seiner Lektiire ebenfalls spielt: Der Text wird zum Spielfeld*® der Leser zum
lector ludens, der nicht nur mit Buchstaben und Wortern, sondern auch mit
Bildern und seiner eigenen Leseerfahrung spielt. Durch die Kombination
zahlreicher Spiel- und Rétselelemente in Text und Bild wird die Lektiire
Optatians zu einem Leseerlebnis von besonderer dsthetischer Qualitét.
Dementsprechend ist es Anliegen und Ziel dieses Beitrags, Spiel und Rét-
sel in Optatians Panegyrik als performative sowie sinnlich erfahrbare und
in diesem Sinne &sthetische Kategorien darzulegen. Optatians Aufnahme
von spielerischen sowie ritselhaften Elementen und deren Verankerung im
Text deckt dabei eine ganze Bandbreite an Mdglichkeiten von sprachlicher,
visueller bis hin zu haptischer Qualitét ab. Daraus ergibt sich fiir den Leser
die Herausforderung, diese pluralisierten semantischen Ebenen im Prozess
der Lektiire zu erfassen und zusammenzufithren. Diese Uberlegungen zum
Leseerlebnis in den Kategorien ,Spiel‘ und ,Rétsel* werden im Folgenden
anhand einer Analyse von Carm. 6 illustriert.

Das sechste Gedicht der Sammlung, die Konstantin anlésslich sei-
ner Vicennalien vermutlich im Jahr 326 empfangen hat, ist in seiner
gesamten Anlage dem Thema der Kriegfithrung gewidmet. Als eines der
wenigen Gedichte Optatians, das sich auf ein konkretes Ereignis in der
politischen und militdrischen Karriere Konstantins bezieht, thematisiert
es auf verschiedenen semantischen Ebenen dessen siegreichen Feld-
zug gegen die Sarmaten im Sommer und Herbst des Jahres 322.3¢ Die

32 Vgl. den ersten Teil dieses Beitrags, bes. S.192-194.

33 Carm. 6 kann in diesem Sinne sowohl als ,Spielraum?, als auch als ,Raum-
spiel‘ bezeichnet werden; zu den Begriffen vgl. Dettke und Heyne (2016), 12—-13.
Zum einen bildet der Text als Spielbrett den reglementierten Spielraum, der fir
das vorgefithrte Lese-Spiel unabdingbar ist. Zum anderen bezieht Carm. 6 die
Buchseite, auf der es sich entfaltet, als Raumspiel konkret in seine Wirkung
ein. Zu einer Verbindung von Textraum und Spiel bei Optatian vgl. ferner auch
Squire 2011, 219-222.

34 Zur Datierung der Feldziige gegen die Sarmaten vgl. Wienand 2012a,
335-336. Konstantin lief3 seinen Sieg iiber die Sarmaten aufwendig feiern.
Dazu gehorte u. a., dass er den Titel Sarmaticus maximus annahm und vom 25.
November bis 1. Dezember 322 in Sirmium ludi Sarmatici veranstalten lief3.
Konstantins Selbstdarstellung als Beschiitzer und Verteidiger des Imperiums
nach dem Sarmatenkrieg schlug sich auch in der Miinzpriagung nieder, vor al-
lem auf Priagungen aus Sirmium mit der Umschrift Sarmatia devicta; vgl. dazu
Wienand 2012a, 338-350.
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panegyrisch-narrative Ebene des Grundtextes lobt Konstantins Feldziige
sowie dessen Sieghaftigkeit.® Der markierte Intext stellt das Motiv einer
turma, einer Abteilung der romischen Reiterei, in guincunx-Formation dar,
die von Optatian selbst als das Produkt der webenden Muse beschrieben
wird*® Das Motiv der turma, das sicherlich nicht als faktische Abbildung
einer zum Kampf aufgestellten Abteilung der romischen Kavallerie zu
verstehen ist” vereint dabei zahlreiche konzeptuelle Elemente, die den
Leser aktiv zu einer Verkniipfung der panegyrisch-narrativen mit der
visuellen Textebene auffordern. Wie ich im Folgenden zeigen werde,
wird der thematisierte Feldzug gegen die Sarmaten durch die Integration
von Mechanismen romischer Brettspiele zum Gegenstand eines Spiels
zwischen Autor und Leser. Austragungsort der Begegnung ist der Text
selbst, der als Spielbrett fungiert. Im Sinne dieses Text-Spiels ist Kon-
stantin als adressierter Leser nicht nur Feldherr im Text, sondern auch
und Mit- und Gegenspieler des Autors.

Was ich nun unter dem Begriff des Brettspiels in die Analyse von
Carm. 6 einflieflen lasse, bezieht sich in erster Linie auf zwei aus rOomi-
scher Zeit bekannte Spiele: Den ludus duodecim scriptorum (auch duodecim
scripta;, Zwolf-Felder-Spiel‘) und den ludus latrunculorum (,Soldatenspiel).
Fundierte Aussagen iiber die genauen Spielregeln sowie zulédssigen
Spielziige lassen sich aufgrund der raren schriftlichen Quellen nur sehr
eingeschriankt machen und sollen daher nur iiberblicksartig besprochen
werden.?®

Beim duodecim scripta, dessen Regeln denen des Backgammon vermut-
lich sehr dhnlich waren, spielte man meist auf Stein- oder Marmorplatten,
die so bearbeitet waren, dass in drei horizontalen Reihen je 2 Worter a 6

35 Zur Darstellung Konstantins als Krieger in Carm. 6 vgl. Wienand 2012b,
427-430.

36 Carm. 6.2: Martia gesta modis audax imitata sonoris | Musa per effigiem turmarum
carmina texit (,Kriegerische Taten ahmt kithn die Muse mit den Maflen des
Klanges nach und webt Gedichte in der Gestalt von Turmen [Schwadronen]“;
Ubers. Ernst 2012).

37 Vgl. Bruhat 1999, 146-147.

38 Erste intensivere Auseinandersetzungen mit den beiden genannten Spielen
bieten Lamer 1917, Austin 1934, 1935 und Murray 1952, 30-34. Eine iibersicht-
liche und empfehlenswerte Zusammenstellung von Fundmaterial und Quel-
lentexten zum romischen Brettspiel bietet Rieche 1984, 18-24, 27-30. Viterlein
1976, 61-85 beschreibt das Wiirfelspiel als Freizeitbeschiftigung beriihmter
romischer Politiker und Kaiser. Zur gesellschaftlichen Funktion und sozialen
Einordung des Wiirfelspiels vgl. Purcell 1995.
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Einheiten eingezeichnet waren.® Eine in Ostia gefundene Spieletafel ldsst
Riickschliisse in Bezug auf die Rekonstruktion des Spielverlaufs zu [vgl.
AbDb. 4.1]:* Man geht aufgrund dieses Fundes davon aus, dass die Spieler
ihre Spielsteine aus Glas, Stein oder Elfenbein iiber die mittlere Reihe ins
Spiel brachten, danach iiber die obere Reihe zogen, um schliefllich unten
rechts anzukommen."* Wie viele Felder man vorriicken durfte, entschied
das Wiirfelgliick. Ziel des duodecim scripta war es vermutlich, alle eigenen
Spielsteine aus dem Feld zu wiirfeln, woriiber das Brett aus Ostia jedoch
keinen Aufschluss gibt.2 Vom duodecim scripta zu Optatians Carm. 6 lassen
sich vor allem in der festgelegten Anzahl an Buchstaben pro Spielbrettein-
heit (6 x 6) bzw. Intextbaustein (7 x 5) Parallelen ziehen. Weiterhin bieten
die Spielbretter des duodecim scripta potentiell die Moglichkeit, die sechs
Stellen umfassenden Einheiten - seien es Worter, Zahlen, geometrische
Figuren oder Buchstaben - untereinander zu tauschen, was der Moglich-
keit der Permutation im Intext von Carm. 6 entspricht.*®

39 Die meisten duodecim scripta-Bretter bieten Buchstabenreihen bzw. Worter
aus sechs Buchstaben, die hidufig paarweise eine syntaktische Einheit bilden.
Neben Buchstabenreihen gibt es aber auch Bretter mit Zahlen, geometrischen
Figuren oder Kreisen. Eine hervorragende Sammlung der epigrafischen Zeug-
nisse von duodecim scripta-Tafeln bietet Ferrua 2001. Der Name duodecim scripta
wird in spétantiken Quellen nicht mehr erwéihnt; stattdessen begegnet hiufiger
der allgemeiner gefasste Begriff alea, der in der Spétantike scheinbar stark mit
dem duodecim scripta assoziiert wurde, vgl. dazu Schéidler 1995, 95 (dort S. 84
zur Méglichkeit, das duodecim scripta als Vorgidnger von alea zu bezeichnen).
40 Vgl. auch Ferrua 2001, 162; CIL XIV 5317. Fitta 1998, 175 bietet ein Foto der
Tafel. Die hier verwendete Umzeichnung wurde bereits publiziert; vgl. Schédler
1995, 90.

41 Eine verldssliche Rekonstruktion der Spielregeln ist aufgrund der raren
literarischen Quellen, die das duodecim scripta nennen oder auf dieses bezogen
werden konnen, nicht moglich, vgl. Lamer 1927, 1979-1987. Schédler 1995, 84
spricht sich unter Einbeziehung der Ostia-Tafel dafiir aus, dass die Spieler
ihre Spielsteine in gleicher und nicht in entgegengesetzter Richtung tiber das
Feld zogen. Unklar ist dabei auch die Nutzung der doppelten A-Reihe, die zu
Spielbeginn verschiedene Moglichkeiten in Bezug auf die Positionierung und
weiteren Ziige der Spielsteine iiber die B-, C-, D- und E-Reihe zulésst, vgl. dazu
ibid., 8s.

42 Schidler 1995, 84.

43 Einen ersten Hinweis darauf, dass die von Optatian vorgefiihrte Fragment-
haftigkeit von Sprache in einer kulturellen Tradition steht, die sich auch anhand
der verbalen und visuellen Einheiten auf tabulae lusoriae zeigen lisst, bietet
Squire 2016, 91-92.
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4.1 Umzeichnung einer in Ostia gefundenen Spieletafel
fir das duodecim scripta, angefertigt anhand eines Fotos
von Ulrich Schédler.

Ganz anderen Regeln folgte der ludus latrunculorum, das sogenannte
,Soldatenspiel. Das schachbrettartige Spielfeld [vgl. Abb. 4.2] diente
den Spielern vermutlich dazu, ihre Spielsteine, die calculi, nach und
nach ins Spiel zu bringen, um sie dann in Formation hinter bzw. durch
die ,Schlachtreihe‘** des Mitspielers zu fithren.*® Gewinner des Spiels
war derjenige, der seinem Gegenspieler alle Spielsteine bis auf einen
vom Brett genommen hatte, indem er dessen calculi-Reihe entweder
einkesselte, mattsetzte oder durchbrach, was jeweils zum Verlust eines
Spielsteins fithren konnte.’® Hauptquelle fur das Soldatenspiel ist die
Laus Pisonis, eine Verspanegyrik eines unbekannten Schreibers aus

44 Diese wird in der Laus Pisonis als mandra bezeichnet (Laus Pis.203). Der
Begriff wird laut Austin 1934, 28 fiir eine Menge an Spielsteinen benutzt, die
eine solide Phalanx zur Abwehr des Gegenspielers bilden.

45 Aufgrund ganz unterschiedlicher Spielfeldgrofien (Funde zeigen u. a. Bretter
mit einem Gitterraster von 7x7, 8 X8, 9 x10, 7x 8 oder auch 8 x 5) scheint es
keine festgelegte Anzahl an Feldern fiir den ludus latrunculorum gegeben zu ha-
ben. Dementsprechend scheint auch die Anzahl der calculi pro Spieler variabel
gewesen zu sein; vgl. dazu besonders Schéidler 1994, 55 und Schédler 2001, 10.
46 Einen plausiblen Rekonstruktionsversuch des Spielverlaufs sowie der zuléssi-
gen Spielziige beim ludus latrunculorum bietet Schidler 1994 und Schédler 2001.
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4.2 Spielbrett fur den ludus latrunculorum aus romischer Zeit mit einem
Raster von zwolf auf elf Felder, Heraion auf Samos. Foto: Bettina Eisentraut.
Reproduziert mit freundlicher Genehmigung der Hellenic Republic, Ministry
of Culture and Sports, General Directorate of Antiquites and Cultural
Heritage / Ephorate of Antiquites of Samos and Ikaria, Heraion.

dem 1.]Jh., die lebhaft davon berichtet, wie der Aristokrat Piso nicht
nur vor Gericht und in der Politik erfolgreich ist, sondern auch beim
Ballspiel und ludus latrunculorum brilliert. Nicht nur die gitterdhnli-
che Struktur des Spielfeldes, sondern auch das taktische Agieren des
Spielers als Feldherr, der seine calculi in Formation tiber das Brett
zieht, weisen deutliche Ahnlichkeit mit der Text- und Intextgestaltung
sowie dem Prozess der Lektiire in Carm. 6 auf, was ich im Folgenden
zeigen werde.

Beide Spiele erfreuten sich im gesamten romischen Reich bis in die
Spétantike hinein sehr grofier Beliebtheit, was zahlreiche Funde von
Spielbrettern in- und auflerhalb Roms belegen.” Fiir beide Spiele wird
in antiken Texten meist die Bezeichnung tabula verwendet, was zu dem

47 Ein Foto eines ludus latrunculorum-Spielbrettes auf den Stufen der Basilika
Tulia in Rom bieten Schidler 1994, 49 und Fitta 1998, 168. Zu den Fundorten der
duodecim scripta-Bretter vgl. vor allem die epigrafische Sammlung von Ferrua
2001.
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Problem fiihrt, dass man bei einigen Belegen nicht sicher zuordnen kann,
auf welches der beiden Spiele sie Bezug nehmen*® Das einzige greif-
bare Unterscheidungskriterium bietet die Tatsache, dass das duodecim
scripta mit Wirfeln gespielt wurde, wohingegen die Spieler des ludus
latrunculorum ihre Spielsteine ohne Zufallsprinzip riickten.** Aber auch
beim duodecim scripta kam es nicht nur darauf an, wie gut ein Spieler wiir-
felte, sondern auch, wie geschickt er seine Spielsteine iiber die Buchstaben
zog. Zufallsprinzip und Wiirfelgliick standen also dem taktischen Agieren
des Spielers gegeniiber, wovon auch das erste Epigramm der Spielbrett-
serie in der Anthologia Latina berichtet (Anth. Lat. 70 [Shackleton Bailey];
Ubers. Baumgartner 1981):

Has acies bello similes cano, quas Palamedes
constituit. casu vario paribusque periclis
inscius ac sollers sistunt se;

Die kriegsdhnlichen Kdmpfe besinge ich, die Palamedes begriindete.
Mit wechselndem Gliick und gleichen Risiken stellen sich Amateur
und Koénner auf im Spiel;

In heroischem Gestus stehen sich der Amateur (inscius) und der Kénner
(sollers) auf dem Spielfeld gegeniiber. Beide sind abhéngig vom Wiirfel-
gliick sowie dem Riskio, das vor Spielbeginn eingesetzte Geld verlieren
zu koénnen. Dennoch ist das Taktieren im Spiel eine nicht zu vernachlas-
sigende Grofle, vor allem, wenn man den Anfang des Epigramms noch
einmal in den Blick nimmt. In der Manier Vergils kiindet der Sprecher
des Textes Schlachtreihen an, die kriegsdhnlich sind%° Im gleichen Atem-
zug fillt dann noch der Name des Palamedes, der der Legende nach als

48 Adjektive wie z.B. lusoria, aleatoria oder latrunculoria konnen das in den
Quellen genannte tabula begleiten. Dadurch, dass es insgesamt zu wenig schrift-
liche Quellen zu romischen Brettspielen und der Benennung ihrer Spielgerite
gibt, wird eine Identifizierung der beschriebenen tabula durch Attribute eher
erschwert als erleichtert. Einen Uberblick iiber Primértexte und rekonstruier-
bare Terminologie bieten Baumgartner 1981, 91-94 und Lamer 1927, 1906-1989.
Schaédler 1995, 96 beschreibt tabula als einen Begriff, der haufig in der Spétan-
tike genutzt wurde und vermutlich eine ganze Reihe von Spielen umfasste, die
auf einem bestimmten Spielbretttyp gespielt wurden.

49 Schidler 1994, 60.

50 Anth. Lat. 70.1 (Shackleton Bailey): Has acies bello similes cano.
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Erfinder des Gliicks- und Brettspiels galt und dieses im Rahmen des
trojanischen Krieges zum Zeitvertreib der Soldaten erfunden haben soll*
Die Metaphorik, Spiel als Krieg zu begreifen, wird in diesem Text nahezu
bis aufs Auflerste ausgefiihrt: So wird der Gegenspieler im letzten Teil
des Epigramms als missgiinstiger Feind (lividus hostis, Anth. Lat. 70.11)
bezeichnet, was der Kommentator des Epigramms Alfred Baumgartner
ansonsten nur als Bezeichnung fiir den gegnerischen Spielstein, nicht
aber fiir den Mitspieler ausweist.?

Optatians Carm. 6 eroffnet seinem Leser eine ganz dhnliche Perspek-
tive auf den Text, dessen Inhalt die Muse in Imitation der Kriegstaten
Konstantins gestaltet hat (Carm. 6.1-4; Ubers. Ernst 2012):

Martia gesta modis audax imitata sonoris
Musa per effigiem turmarum carmina texit,
et nunc agmen agit quino sub limite rectum
Musigeno, spatium septeno milite distans

Kriegerische Taten ahmt kithn die Muse mit den Maflen des Klanges
nach und webt Gedichte in der Gestalt von Turmen (Schwadronen),
und fiihrt nun das Heer nach rechts auf einem musengeborenen Limes
aus je fiinf Wortern, und macht Halt jeweils beim siebten Soldat.

Martia gesta imitata im ersten Vers schlédgt dabei die Briicke zu bello similes
am Beginn des Spielbrettepigrammes, verweist jedoch gleichzeitig darauf,
dass es sich um eine kiinstlerische Nachahmung des Krieges handelt,
deren Schopferin die Muse selbst ist (Musa carmina texit, Carm. 6.2).
Modis sonoris im ersten Vers kann bei dieser Interpretation in zweifacher
Hinsicht gedeutet werden: Zum einen wiére es moglich, in sonoris eine
Anknipfung an die auditive Qualitét seiner Texte zu sehen, mit der Op-
tatian sein Selbstverstidndnis als Sdnger und Verkiinder von Konstantins
Kriegstaten zum Ausdruck bringt.®® Zum anderen wire aber auch ein
Verweis auf die metrische Regel- bzw. Unregelméfligkeit denkbar, deren
Ausgestaltung sich in Grund- und Intext unterscheidet und vom Leser

51 Vgl. Lamer 1927, 1906-1907.

52 Baumgartner 1981, 110.

53 Riihl 2006, 96 weist auf eine hdufige semantische Verbindung von dissonus
und clamor hin, die im Fall von Carm. 6 dem Ziel einer lautlichen Nachahmung
des Schlachtengetiimmels diene. Zum Selbstverstdndnis Optatians als Sdnger
(vates) vgl. den Beitrag von Irmgard Méinnlein-Robert in diesem Band.
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erst noch entdeckt werden muss.%* So besteht der Grundtext aus reinen
Hexametern; der Intext hingegen aus Daktylen an der ersten und vierten,
aus Molossi an der zweiten und dritten und aus je einem Spondeus an
der finfen Position im Vers:

Daktylus | Molossus | Molossus | Daktylus | Spondeus
—Uu - ———=  —=Uuu - —
Dissona  Musarum vinciri stamine  gaudens (Carm. 6.11).

Je nachdem, auf welcher Textebene der Leser sich gerade befindet, muss
er fiir diese je eigene metrische Regeln annehmen. Das Werk der Muse,
ein Gedicht um der bildlichen Darstellung einer turma willen zu weben
(per effigiem turmarum, Carm. 6.2), ist dabei gleichsam als Abstecken des
Spielfeldes fiir den Leser zu verstehen. In der Figur der turma vereint sich
nicht nur eine Vielzahl an Versfiiflen, sondern auch der Hinweis, dass
die dort markierten Worter einen zum Marsch aufgestellten Heereszug
bilden (agmen, Carm. 6.3), der aus je fiinf Musens6hnen (quino Musigeno,
Carm. 6.3—-4) a sieben Soldaten (septeno milite, Carm. 6.4) besteht. Dass
die farbliche Markierung des Intextes zum Teil sogar Lesewege, die den
In- und Grundtext verbinden, blockiert, sei hier an einem Beispiel darge-
stellt. So ist es moglich, den im Intext markierten Vers Dissona Musarum

54 Das gilt in besonderer Weise deswegen, weil dissona alle nur moglichen
Funktionen, die einem einzelnen Wort in Carm. 6 zukommen konnen, erfiillt: Es
ist Teil von In- und Grundtext und kann zudem durch Permutation mit grandia
ausgetauscht werden. Zur Ankiindigung des Permutationsmechanismus durch
dissona vgl. Polara 1973, 2.50. Der Permutationsmechanismus in Carm. 6 ist dem
aleatorischen Prinzip in Carm. 25 gleich; vgl. zu Carm. 25 auch den Beitrag von
Aaron Pelttari in diesem Band.

55 Die urspriingliche Textgestaltung des an Konstantin iibersandten Codex ist
uns allein aus dem Programmgedicht Carm. 1 bekannt. Dort schreibt Optatian,
dass er wegen seines Aufenthalts im Exil derzeit keine kostbaren Materialien
zur Hand habe (Carm. 1.7-8; 11-12) und verweist auf eine frithere Ausgabe seiner
Texte auf Purpurpergament mit goldener und silberner Tinte (Carm. 1.1-6); vgl.
dazu auch den von John Henderson verfassten Teil des Epilogs zu diesem Band.
Zur Verbindung des Exilraumes mit dem poetischen Raum der carmina vgl. vor
allem den Beitrag von Marie-Odile Bruhat in diesem Band. Zu verschiedenen
Ausgaben von Optatians Texten mit unterschiedlichen Rezipientenkreisen und
der Gestaltung der Geschenkausgabe an Konstantin im Jahr 326 vgl. den Beitrag
von Johannes Wienand in diesem Band. In den mittelalterlichen und frithneu-
zeitlichen Handschriften ist die Farbigkeit des Intextes ganz unterschiedlich
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vinciri stamine gaudens (Carm. 6.11) auf noch mindestens zwei anderen
Wegen, die geradlinig von links nach rechts verlaufen und ohne Per-
mutation auskommen, zu lesen: Erstens Giber einen weiteren markierten
Intext (Wechsel nach vinciri bei 22 x 15); zweitens nach dem Verlassen der
Markierung und einem Wechsel in den Grundtext (Wechsel nach stamine
bei 29 x 22, wobei das ,G‘ an dieser Stelle sowohl fiir das Weiterlesen im
In- als auch im Grundtext verwendet werden kann).

Einerseits unterstiitzt die Markierung des Intextes den Leser bei
seiner Lektiire. Andererseits wird er aber durch diese Markierungen bei
der Verbindung beider Textebenen in seiner Kreativitét eingeschrankt.
Eine weniger eingeschrinkte Beschéftigung mit dem Intext wird dem
Leser jedoch ermdglicht, wenn er sich von den Markierungen des Intextes
16st und die Ebene der Buchstaben, der milites, zu seinem Objekt macht.
Ist schon in der Laus Pisonis die Rede davon, dass Piso seine gldsernen
Soldaten (vitreo milite, Laus Pis. 193) beim ludus latrunculorum in Form
einer Schlachtreihe (acies, Laus Pis. 197) Uber das Spielfeld zieht, so be-
richtet das letzte Epigramm der Spielbrettserie aus der Anthologia Latina
ebenfalls davon, dass sich die Spielsteine beider Parteien in rot und weif3
ein Kopf-an-Kopf-Rennen in einer acie aequali liefern%® Agmen agit aus
dem dritten Vers von Carm. 6 bekommt vor diesem Hintergrund eine ganz
neue Konnotation: Es kiindigt die Variabilitdt der Buchstaben und mit
dieser die Austauschbarkeit der Worter an, die wie Spielsteine auf einem
Spielfeld bewegt werden konnen.” Die von Optatian verwendeten Begriffe
turma und agmen, die im Intext eine festgelegte Anzahl von fiinf Einhei-
ten (sprich Wortern) mit jeweils sieben Soldaten (sprich Buchstaben)

gelost; vgl. dazu die Farbtafeln und den Beitrag von Michael Squire in diesem
Band: Neben der Schreibweise des Intextes mit roter Tinte begegnet auch die
Variante einer farbigen Hinterlegung oder Umrandung des Intextes. Zur on-
tologischen Funktion von Farbigkeit in Optatians Texten vgl. den Beitrag von
Thomas Habinek in diesem Band.

56 Anth. Lat. 185.3 (Shackleton Bailey): ... namque acie aequali concurrit russeus
albo (,,... denn in ausgeglichenem Kampfe tritt die rote der weiflen Partei ent-
gegen®; Ubers. Baumgartner 1981). Anders als der Ubersetzer sehe ich acie als
eine Reihe von Spielsteinen, die auf dem Spielbrett wie ein Heer in aufgestellter
Schlachtordnung vorriicken.

57 Die Bezeichnung agmen fur den Intext ist dabei in vielfacher Hinsicht
treffend gewédhlt: Zum einen unterstreicht sie den militdrischen Kontext des
Gedichtes. Zum anderen kommt mit agmen die Bewegung des Heeres zum Aus-
druck, wenn es marschiert (vgl. TLL 1340). Wie die Soldaten in einem agmen,
so marschiert auch der Leser durch den Intext des Gedichts.
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bezeichnen, bilden somit ein Heer, das sich bereit zum Marsch bzw.
Kampf in Formation aufgestellt hat und nun vom Leser, der die Rolle des
Feldherren iibernimmt, in die Schlacht gefithrt werden will. Wie wichtig
eine geschlossene bzw. nur geringfiigig beschédigte Formation der calculi
fiir einen Sieg im ludus latrunculorum war, zeigt eine Stelle aus der Laus
Pisonis, die von Pisos Sieg durch geschicktes Fiihren seiner Spielstein-
Soldaten in einer Phalanx berichtet (Laus Pis. 205-208; Ubers. Seel 1969):

Interea sectis quamvis acerrima surgant
proelia militibus, plena tamen ipse phalange
aut etiam pauco spoliata milite vincis,

et tibi captiva resonat manus utraque turba.

Waéhrend aber die feindlichen Soldaten zersprengt sind und in die
heftigsten Kédmpfe verwickelt werden, trigst du mit geschlossener
oder mit einer nur von geringen Verlusten gekennzeichneten Pha-
lanx den Sieg davon und in deinen Hénden klappert die Menge der
geschlagenen feindlichen Steine.

Wie Piso beim ludus latrunculorum, so bewegt auch der Leser von Carm. 6
die einzelnen Buchstaben und Worter in Formation, auch und gerade
dann, wenn sie wie oben beschrieben austauschbar sind. Die Suche nach
syntaktischen Einheiten und deren Verschiebung auf der gitterdhnlichen
Textoberfliche entspricht dem Fihren der calculi-Reihe des Spielers auf
dem Spielbrett. Nimmt man zu dieser Uberlegung hinzu, dass es sich
beim adressierten Leser um Konstantin handelt, dessen erfolgreiches
Agieren als Feldherr und Krieger im Grundtext von Carm. 6 gefeiert wird,
so schiebt Konstantin die Bausteine im Intext in eben dieser Weise iiber
das Text-Gitter, in der er schon seine Truppen in Formation gegen die
Sarmaten fiihrte .5 Leser, Feldherr und Spieler sind sich in keiner anderen
Leseoperation in Carm. 6 ndher als im Moment der Permutation.

Die fiir die Permutation festgelegten Spielregeln prasentiert Optatian
im Grundtext des Carm. 6 (Carm. 6.9-13; Ubers. Ernst 2012):

58 Vgl. Wienand 2012a, 376-377 und Wienand 2012b, 429. Riithl 2006, 99
schreibt, dass die Muse als Feldherr agiert, die Konstantins Truppen in den
Krieg ziehen ldsst und dem Kaiser somit ermdglicht, bei jeder Lektiire erneut
iiber die Sarmaten zu siegen. Zur Einbindung der Motive Krieg und Sieg in der
Gedichtfolge der Carm. 6 und 7 in ihrer Funktion als Erinnerungsmedien vgl.
den Beitrag von Meike Riihl in diesem Band.
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orsa iterum fini socians, confinia contra
praeponens orsis nullo discrimine metri.
Quin etiam partes mediae sua munia doctae
expediunt: versis vicibus, nam, fine sed uno,
quamois ambiguos cursus et devia claudit.

Den Anfang fiigt sie (sc. die Muse) dem Ende an, stellt das vorletzte
Wort dem Anfang voran und ohne Verletzung des Metrums. Auch das
zweite und dritte Wort erfiillt geschickt seine Pflichten: denn wenn
auch im Vers ihre Stellung wechseln die Worter — wobei das letzte
jedoch an seinem Platz bleibt, bringt sie die Muse, obwohl sie nach
zwei Seiten und vom Wege abirren, (dennoch) zu Ende.

Wie bereits der Schreiber des Scholions zu Carm. 6 angemerkt hat,
konnen die Worter auf der ersten und vierten sowie der zweiten und
dritten Position des Verses untereinander getauscht werden; und das
auch iiber die Versgrenzen hinweg.®® Optatian selbst schrinkt jedoch
einen Tausch des Spondeus an letzter Stelle im Vers ein (fine sed uno,
Carm. 6.12), was der Schreiber des Scholions dementsprechend vermerkt
(ultima manente, Carm. 6 schol.). Vor diesem Hintergrund betrachtet
steht die Ankiindigung Optatians, sein Gedicht iiber réitselhafte Verldufe
und abgelegene Pfade zu fithren,®® nicht nur fiir die neue Gedichtform
des carmen cancellatum, sondern auch fiir eine Anweisung an den Leser,
den Abwegen, die das Gedicht beschlief3en, zu folgen. Der Leser wird in
diesem Sinne dazu angehalten, sich bei seiner Lektiire nicht nur vom
markierten Intext zu l6sen, sondern auch das préasentierte Modell der
Permutation zu verlassen, das ihm erlaubt, auch die Spondeen an der
fiinften Stelle zu tauschen. Das Wiirfeln des duodecim scripta findet im
priasentierten Permutationsmechanismus seine aleatorische Entspre-
chung, wenn auch nicht als offenes Zufallsprinzip, sondern in Form einer
im mathematischen Sinne ungeordneten Stichprobe.®’ In Kombination
mit dem taktischen Konnen des ludus latrunculorum-Spielers, das im Text

59 Carm. 6 schol.

60 Carm 6.13: quamvis ambiguos cursus et devia claudit.

61 Den Hinweis auf die ungeordnete Stichprobe verdanke ich Sebastian Kurz.
Zum mathematischen Charakter der Texte Optatians als ,Felder vgl. ferner
Levitan 1985. Zum Verhiéltnis von Permutationsmechanismen und Sprach-
aleatorik vgl. Ernst 2009, 39-46. Zum konzeptuellen Charakter von Optatians
Poesie vgl. auch den Beitrag von Jesis Hernandez Lobato in diesem Band.



KORFER: LECTOR LUDENS 215

der sprachlichen und metrischen Kompetenz des Lesers entspricht, wird
der Spielcharakter von Carm. 6 auf die Spitze getrieben.

Beriicksichtigt man bei der Betrachtung des Permutationsmechanis-
mus in Carm. 6 gleichzeitig die Leserichtungen der einzelnen Worter im
Intext, so ergibt sich, dass die Leserichtung bezogen auf die gesamte Buch-
seite linear von links nach rechts verlduft. Wie beim ludus latrunculorum,
bei dem jeder Spieler seine calculi-Reihe entweder von links nach rechts
oder von rechts nach links Giber das Feld fiihrt, so spielt der Leser hier in
einer vorgegebenen Richtung, jedoch mit individueller Dynamik seiner
einzelnen Spielziige. Der Weg ist das Ziel: Denn so kommt es sowohl beim
ludus latrunculorum als auch bei der Lektiire von Carm. 6 darauf an, wie
der Leser sich an Kreuzungen entscheidet und ob er die austauschbaren
Worter vertauscht, was unter Umstidnden zu einem anderen Leseweg
fiihrt. Die variable Stellung einzelner Worter in Carm. 6 entspricht dem
Einkesseln von Spielsteinen des Mitspielers beim ludus latrunculorum.
Entscheidet sich der Leser dazu, ein Wort zu vertauschen und somit ein
anderes zu iberspringen, setzt er es gewissermaflen matt wie ein ludus
latrunculorum-Spieler, der seinen Gegner mit zwei Spielsteinen einkesselt
oder sich durch Uberspringen eines gegnerischen Spielsteins selbst aus
einer mattgesetzten Position befreit.

Das Regelwerk des Textes, seine metrischen Vorgaben sowie die auf
35 festgelegte Anzahl an Buchstaben bilden zwar einen normierten Text-
Rahmen, legen in diesem aber zugleich die Dynamik des Leseprozesses
sowie seine variable Ausgestaltung durch den Leser an.®® Auch das
entspricht den Charakteristika der beiden thematisierten Wiirfelspiele:
Sowohl beim ludus latrunculorum als auch beim duodecim scripta spielt
der Spieler nach einem festgelegten Regelwerk, wird jedoch durch die
zahlreichen Moglichkeiten, seinen Gegner mattsetzen oder ihm einen
Spielstein wegnehmen zu kdnnen, in seiner Spieldynamik entweder nur
durch das Wiirfelgliick oder das taktische Agieren seines Mitspielers
eingeschrinkt. Wie einer der beiden jungen Mainner, der im Vergil-
Cento De Alea eingekesselt von den Spielsteinen seines Mitspielers

62 Zur Moglichkeit, einen gegnerischen Spielstein beim ludus latrunculorum
zu iberspringen, um die eigene calculi-Formation wieder zu schliefen, vgl.
Schaédler 1994, 57-58 und Schéidler 2001, 11.

63 Zu einer derartigen Dichotomie aus Entgrenzung und Begrenzung in Spiel-
rdumen vgl. Dettke und Heyne 2016, 12. Jestis Hernandez Lobato geht in seinem
Beitrag zu diesem Band ebenfalls auf die Offenheit der Intextgestaltung in
Carm. 6 ein.
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seine Spielziige iiber Abwege fithren muss,* lernt ein Leser von Carm. 6
erst dann die Spielregeln des Textes kennen, wenn er dessen Abwege
beschritten hat.

Der Text erfillt fir diesen dynamisierten Leseprozess vielfaltige per-
formative Qualitéten, die erst in der Lektiire, die als Spiel gedacht wird,
fassbar werden: So spielt der Leser nicht nur auf ihm wie auf einem Spiel-
brett, sondern in gewisser Weise auch gegen ihn. Die schrittweise Auf-
deckung seiner Spielregeln sowie die damit verbundene Rétselhaftigkeit
involvieren den Leser in einen Wettkampf, an dessen Ende schliefilich
auch der Text gewinnen kann, wenn es dem Leser nicht gelingt, ihm alle
semantischen Dimensionen zu entlocken.

SCHLUSSBETRACHTUNG: SPIEL UND RATSEL
ALS ASTHETISCHE KATEGORIEN BEI OPTATIAN

Wie die Interpretation von Carm. 6 unter den Analysekriterien romi-
scher Brettspiele gezeigt hat, ist es offensichtlich, Spiel und Ritsel bei
Optatian nicht nur metaphorisch zu verstehen. Vielmehr konnen die
von Optatian adaptierten Elemente romischer Brettspiele sowie Motive
des Rétselhaften dahingehend gedeutet werden, dass sie die Lektiire um
eine weitere performative Ebene bereichern und die Aktionsrdume des
Lesers durch die Erzeugung weiterer semantischer Ebenen vergrofiern.
In Carm. 6 erlebt der Leser die Kategorie des Brettspiels in erster Linie
als Instrument zur Textkonstruktion: Durch die schrittweise Aufdeckung
der textuellen Spielregeln und die Moglichkeit der Permutation wird die
Aktivitét des Lesers der eines Spielers immer dhnlicher. Optatians eige-
ne Konzeption von ludere kann also um diese performative Dimension
erweitert werden.

In Carm. 6 hat sich gezeigt, dass die enge Verbindung von Spiel und
Lektiire auch als panegyrische Kategorie funktionalisiert werden kann.
Konstantin wird im Text die Moglichkeit geboten, in spielerischer Weise
erneut {iber die Sarmaten zu siegen. Die Qualitét einer als performativ
verstandenen Lektiire ldsst sich deshalb nicht blof3 als Instrument zur
Text- und Sinnherstellung verstehen, sondern bezieht auch das Handeln

64 Anth. Lat. 8.92-93 (Riese): Hos aditus, iamque hos aditus, omnemque pererrat |
Undique circuitum, aditumque per avia quaerit (,Umbherirrend versucht er sich an
diesem Zugang und schon an jenem und an allen, die bereits von allen Seiten
umschlossen sind, und sinnt [sc. deshalb] auf einen Zugang iiber Abwege®).
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Konstantins als Feldherr ein, das durch simulierte Ereignishaftigkeit im
Text erneut erfahrbar wird. Einen ganz dhnlichen Zugriff auf das Preisen
siegreicher Feldziige ldsst sich auch auf einem zu den Spieltafeln gehori-
gen Wiirfelturm greifen, dessen Inschrift vom Spielen in Friedenszeiten
berichtet, nachdem die Feinde erfolgreich besiegt worden waren [vgl.
Abb. 4.3 und 4.4].%

Dieses besondere Objekt eines Spielturmes aus der Provinz Germania
secunda, gefunden 1983 auf einem spiatromischen Gutshof in der Nihe des
nordrhein-westfilischen Vettweif3-Froitzheim, belegt eindrucksvoll, dass
Brettspiele gerade in der Spatantike Teil einer sehr luxuriosen aristokrati-
schen Lebensfithrung sowohl im urbanen als auch im lédndlichen Bereich
waren.’® Zudem wird nicht erst in der Spéatantike von spielenden Kaisern
berichtet.’” Gerade im Fall von spielenden Aristokraten und Kaisern galt
der Erfolg im Brett- und Gliicksspiel als Ausweis ihrer taktischen Fi-
higkeiten im militdrischen und politischen Bereich: Der aristokratische
Spieler hatte also nicht blof3 ein Spiel zu verlieren, sondern auch seinen

65 Zur Inschrift vgl. Horn 1989, 146: PICTOS | VICTOS | HOSTIS | DELETA
| LVDITE | SECVRI (,,Die Picten sind besiegt; der Feind ist vernichtet. Spielt
unbekiimmert!“; Ubers. Horn 1989). Zum militirischen Kontext des Wiirfel-
turmes als Ausdruck iiberwundener Barbarenfurcht vgl. Engemann 2007, 155.
66 Horn 1989, 155-156 geht in seiner Kontextualisierung des Fundes davon aus,
dass der Gutshof, auf dem der Wiirfelturm gefunden wurde, vielleicht sogar
zum kaiserlichen Besitz gehorte und daher beim Besitzer bzw. Pédchter des
Gutes grofies Vermdgen vorausgesetzt werden muss. Spielende Aristokraten in
hofischem Milieu nimmt man zudem fiir die Reihe von Spielbrettepigrammen
aus der Anthologia Latina an (zur Kontextualisierung der Epigramme in der
spétantiken Spiel- und Raétselkultur vgl. S.199-200). Zu weiteren spétantiken
Spieldarstellungen (u.a. auf Mosaiken und dem Filocalus-Kalender von 354)
vgl. Horn 1989, 148. Neben diesem Wiirfelturm aus Blech gibt es bisher nur
einen weiteren Fund eines Wiirfelturms aus Qustul (Agypten). Dieser Holzturm
wurde als Grabbeigabe gemeinsam mit diversem Spielzubehor fiir das duodecim
scripta gefunden, vgl. ibid., 149.

67 Vgl. Viterlein 1976, 61-85; zu sozialen Implikationen spielender Kaiser vgl.
Purcell 1995, 14-15. Ein prominentes Beispiel fiir einen spatantiken Herrscher,
der fiir sein Geschick im Wiirfelspiel bekannt war, ist Theoderich der Grofle.
Sidonius Apollinaris berichtet in einem seiner Briefe davon, dass er wiahrend
seiner Pausen zwischen den Amtsgeschiften eifrig gespielt habe und stets mit
nahezu kriegerischem Eifer um seinen Sieg bemiiht war - Sidon. epist. 1.2.7:
Putes illum et in calculis arma tractare: sola est illi cura vincendi (,Man konnte
meinen, dass er sogar in den Spielsteinen die Waffen fiihrt; er hat nichts anderes
im Sinn als zu siegen; Ubers. Kéhler 1995).
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4.3 Wirfelturm aus Vettweif3-Froitzheim (Kreis Diiren) mit Siegesinschrift,
um 370 n. Chr. LVR - LandesMuseum Bonn: Inv.-Nr. 85.269 © Foto: Axel
Thiinker DGPh. LVR - LandesMuseum Bonn.

Ruf als guter Stratege, weitblickender Feldherr und gedichtnisstarker
Intellektueller.®

68 Vgl. Purcell 1995, 26-27 und Seel 1969, 104-105. Ausonius (Prof. 1.25-30)
berichtet zudem von Tiberius Victor Minervius, einem Rhetorikprofessor, der
nach einer lingeren Pause (per longas moras) von einer Partie duodecim scripta
(tabulae certamine longo) erzdhlte und dabei alle Wiirfe, die gefallen waren



KORFER: LECTOR LUDENS 219

4.4 Wiirfelturm aus Vettweifi-Froitzheim (Kreis Diiren)
mit Siegesinschrift, um 370 n. Chr. LVR - LandesMuseum
Bonn, Inv.-Nr. 85.269 © Foto: Axel Thiinker DGPh.

LVR - LandesMuseum Bonn.

(omnes, qui fuerant, te numerasse bolos), Punkt fiir Punkt (per singula puncta) aus
dem Gedéchtnis (fido recursu revocata) aufzihlte. Eine dhnliche Anekdote bietet
auch Quintilian (Quint. Inst. 11.2.38) liber Scaevola, der nach einer verlorenen
Partie duodecim scripta auf einer anstehenden Reise alle Spielziige Revue passie-
ren lief3, bis er den Fehler fand, der zu seiner Niederlage gefiihrt hatte, woriiber
er seinen Gegenspieler direkt nach seiner Riickkehr informierte.
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Neben seinen sozialen Implikationen hat die Gestaltung dieses
Wiirfelturmes wiederum Parallelen mit den Inschriften der duodecim
scripta-Bretter einerseits,” andererseits aber auch mit den quadratischen
Gittergedichten Optatians, in denen die Buchstaben ebenfalls vereinzelt,
losgelost und dekontextualisiert erscheinen und erst vom Leser wieder kon-
textualisiert werden.® Siegreich in Spiel, Lektiire und Krieg sein verbindet
sich in Carm. 6 also nicht blofl zum Zweck der Leseraktivierung, sondern
lasst Riickschliisse auf ein verdndertes Verhiltnis des Panegyrikers zum
Kaiser und umgekehrt zu. Durch eine aktive Einbindung Konstantins in
zahlreiche semantische Text- und Sinnstiftungsprozesse heben sich die
Gedichte Optatians vor allem von den Panegyrici Latini ab, die miindlich vor
dem Kaiser im Rahmen des hofischen Zeremoniells vorgetragen wurden.
Optatians carmina bieten ihrem Leser eine andere Form der Performanz
mit, durch und im Text und erzeugen somit ein Nahverhéltnis zum Kai-
ser, der zum Co-Akteur bzw. Mitspieler des Panegyrikers wird."! Gerade in
dieser agonalen Spielsituation zwischen Kaiser und Panegyriker liegt ein
innovatives panegyrisches Potential der carmina Optatians.” Durch die

69 Horn 19809, 153.

70 Trotz seiner Datierung des Wiirfelturmes in die Zeit kurz nach den Pikten-
kriegen von Theodosius 367-369 (Horn 1989, 160) weist Horn darauf hin, dass
seine Gestaltung zahlreiche stilistische Merkmale von Kunst- und Gebrauchs-
gegenstidnden der konstantinischen und nachkonstantinischen Zeit aufweist
(das sog. opus interrasile, das u. a. auch fiir Giirtelschnallen oder Fibeln verwen-
det wurde), vgl. ibid., 155.

71 Zum Verhiltnis von Optatians carmina zur panegyrischen Tradition und den
Panegyrici Latini im Besonderen, vgl. den Beitrag von Cédric Scheidegger Lammle
und Petra Schierl in diesem Band. Beide sprechen sich mit Bezugnahme auf Carm. 3
ebenfalls dafiir aus, dass die performative Dimension des Textes vor allem an die
Présenz des Kaisers gebunden ist, die einerseits im Text erzeugt wird und sich
andererseits durch den Rezeptionsakt konstituiert. Zur historischen Rezeptions-
situation der carmina im hofischen Umfeld vgl. auch Wienand 2012a, 369-370.
72 Gerade dieser agonale Wettkampfgedanke erinnert an den Cento-Wettstreit,
von dem Ausonius schreibt, er habe ihn mit Valentinian I. ausgetragen. Auf das
Verhiltnis von Kaiser und Literat in diesem Wettstreit geht Moroni 2006, 82-94
ein. Sie spricht von einem ,contesto politico-letterario“ (ibid., 82), der sich zwi-
schen Ausonius und Valentinian vollzogen habe. Threr Meinung nach kommt in
diesem Wettkampf zum Ausdruck, dass Valentinian sich nicht nur als siegreicher
Feldherr und in diesem Sinne wiirdiger Kaiser pridsentieren, sondern auch mit
den Intellektuellen am Hof auf Augenhdhe sein wollte (ibid., 88-89). Indem
Valentinian das Spiel initiiert habe, sei er als ,optimus princeps“ (ibid., 90) in
Erscheinung getreten und habe mit dem Verfassen seines Centos gezeigt, dass er
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intensive Einbindung des Lesers in die Textkonstitution fordert Carm. 6
Konstantin dazu auf, seine intellektuellen und strategischen Fihigkeiten
am Text unter Beweis zu stellen. Ob ein Leser Carm. 6 alle semantischen
Dimensionen entlocken kann, hdngt in hohem Mafle von dessen versiertem
Umgang mit Optatians literarischer Technik ab, die letztendlich auf die
Herausforderung des Lesers zielt”* Ganz im Sinne dieses Wettkampfge-
dankens bestimmt auch der Dualismus zwischen Krieg und Frieden sowie
Sieger und Besiegtem die spédtantike Wahrnehmung des duodecim scripta
(Anth. Lat. 185.7-8 [Shackleton Bailey]; Ubers. Baumgartner 1981):

pax ac pugna simul ludo iunguntur in unum,
cum victi spoliis victor amicus ovat.

Friede und Kampf sind im Spiel vereint, wenn sich der Freund als
Sieger im Triumph iiber die Beutestiicke des Besiegten freut.

Mit militdrischem Vokabular berichtet der Schreiber des Epigramms da-
von, dass Frieden und Kampf (pax ac pugna) im Brettspiel nebeneinander
existieren: Schliellich wird der Gewinner des Spiels (victor) als Freund
(amicus) bezeichnet.™ Unter diesen Vorzeichen hitte Optatian Konstantin
sicher kein passenderes Geschenk machen konnen, als ihn aus dem Exil
zu einer Brettspielpartie einzuladen.

die literarische Technik gebildeter Aristokraten beherrsche (ibid.). Dass Ausonius
den Wettkampf letztendlich gewonnen hat (Auson. Cent. nupt. praef. 17), deutet
sie einerseits als Akt der Selbstpridsentation des Dichters vor anderen hoéfischen
Intellektuellen, die als Publikum und Schiedsrichter seiner Komposition auftreten
(ibid., 92). Andererseits habe sich Ausonius darum bemiiht, im Ausgang des Wett-
kampfes Konsens dariiber herzustellen, dass Valentinian sich weiterhin tiberlegen
fithlt - schliefSlich habe er die Regeln des Spiels vorgegeben - und er selbst die
Chance zur Prisentation seiner literarischen Qualitdt nutzen konnte (ibid., 94).
73 Vgl. dazu Riihl 2006, 90, die in Bezug auf Carm. 19 schreibt: ,,Das Gedicht hat
so viele Bedeutungen, wie der Leser ihm zu entlocken vermag. Das bedeutet aber
auch, dass das Lektiireergebnis vom Leser abhdngt und jedesmal anders ist.“

74 Victor kommt als Bezeichnung fiir den Sieger im Brettspiel am héufigsten
vor: Im Cento De Alea wird der Sieger der Brettspiel-Partie mit einer Form
von victor bezeichnet, vgl. Anth. Lat. 8.79, 80, 105, 110 (Riese); der Verlierer mit
einer Form von victus (ibid. 78, 84, 112). Auch in den Monosticha begegnet die
Formulierung victus fiir den Verlierer; vgl. Anth. Lat. 498, 502. In der Historia
Augusta findet sich zudem ein Verweis auf den kurzzeitig zum Kaiser gewor-
denen Proculus, der bei einer Brettspielpartie (ad latrunculos luderetur, Hist.
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MEIKE RUHL

VIELSCHICHTIGE PALIMPSESTE
Optatians Gedichte und die Moglichkeiten

individueller Lektiiren

Aber zuriick zu Deinem Brief, mein lieber Trebatius, alles schon und
gut. Nur eins: Wer schreibt schon eigenhidndig und dann auch gleich
noch doppelt in einem einzigen Brief? Deine Sparsamkeit ist lobens-
wert, wo Du einen Palimpsest verwendest, aber ich mochte doch zu
gerne wissen, was vorher dort stand und was Du lieber ausradieren
als nicht hast schreiben wollen - vielleicht waren es ja Deine juristi-
schen Formeln; denn dass Du einen Brief von mir geldscht hast, um

ihn durch einen von Dir zu ersetzen, das glaube ich ja nun nicht!

Dem in diesem Ausschnitt aus einem Brief Ciceros an Trebatius beschrie-
benen Phidnomen des Palimpsests stehen die Gittergedichte Optatians
auf den ersten Blick diametral gegeniiber: Wahrend Trebatius ein Papier
aus Sparsamkeit wiederverwendet, dabei die urspriingliche Schrift 16scht
und dann seinen neuen Text hinzufiigt? besteht die Absicht der carmina
cancellata Optatians gerade darin, dass die Rezeption der Gedichte in
mehreren ,Schichten erfolgt, die prinzipiell alle gleichzeitig sichtbar

1 Cic. fam. 7.18.2: Sed ut ad epistulas tuas redeam, cetera belle; illud miror: quis solet
eodem exemplo pluris dare qui sua manu scribit? nam quod in palimpsesto, laudo
equidem parsimoniam, sed miror quid in illa chartula fuerit quod delere malueris
quam haec <non>> scribere, nisi forte tuas formulas; non enim puto te meas epistulas
delere ut reponas tuas. Soweit nicht anders vermerkt, stammen die Ubersetzungen

von der Verf. des Beitrages.

2 Laut Schmidt 2009 ist davon auszugehen, dass es sich bei Trebatius’ chartula
um ein Stiick Papyrus gehandelt hat, dessen Tinte in Abhédngigkeit ihrer Be-

standteile durchaus mehr oder weniger gut geloscht werden konnte.
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sind. Auch kann von Sparsamkeit bei Optatians Gedichten keine Rede
sein, denn immer wieder hebt Optatian hervor, dass (sofern nicht gerade
die in der Ausstattung vorgeblich drmliche Exil-Variante vorliegt), seine
Werke auf Pergament geschrieben und farblich {ippig ausgestattet waren.?
Allerdings vermerkt Cicero beim Betrachten des Palimpsests, dass ihn als
Leser die Neugier treibe, wie wohl der urspriingliche Text lautete, bevor
er durch einen neuen iiberdeckt wurde. Diese Neugier kann der Rezipi-
ent der Gedichte Optatians in vollen Ziigen befriedigen, ja die Gedichte
leben geradezu von einem Leser, der seinem Interesse am buchstéblichen
Dechiffrieren und Auseinanderdividieren der Schichten, Bilder, Symbole,
Buchstaben und Zeichen nachgeht. Aus dieser medialen Komplexitét der
Werke resultiert, dass die Festlegung auf eine verbindliche Rezeption der
Gittergedichte schlichtweg nicht mdoglich ist. Zwar werden Strukturen
durch die Anlage der Werke nach einem sich wiederholenden Schema
(etwa dem quadratischen Aufriss aus 35 x 35 Buchstaben) das Lektiireer-
gebnis einschrianken, gleichwohl konnen sie eine ,wilde Semiose® nicht
verhindern. Wird die Lektiire nicht mit der Hilfe eines Exegeten geleistet,
was von der Forschung zumindest fiir bestimmte Rezeptionskontexte
postuliert wurde,’ sondern bleibt einem auf sich gestellten Rezeptionsvor-
gang iiberlassen, so bieten Optatians Kompositionen stets verschiedene
Moglichkeiten der Lektiire an.®

Geht man von dem im Werk adressierten Konstantin als primarem
Leser aus, dann ist aufgrund der ausdriicklichen panegyrischen Intention
des Textes die Zahl der moglichen Lesarten eher klein. Stellt man sich
als sekundéren Leser aber auch ein nicht ausdriicklich adressiertes, dem
Kaiserhof nahestehendes Mitglied der Elite vor, wie er fiir eine zweite
Edition der Werke Optatians in Frage kommt,” so scheint eine Begriin-
dung differenzierter und abweichender ,individueller Lektiiren aus den
héufig wechselnden Machtkonstellationen bis zu Konstantins Alleinherr-
schaft wahrscheinlich. Die Fragilitét einer Biografie zu dieser Zeit wird

3 Riihl 2006, 90-91, 97. Zur Bedeutung der Farbe siehe ferner den Beitrag von
Thomas Habinek in diesem Band.

4 Zum Begriff Assmann 1988 und Riihl 2006, 84.

5 Speziell mit Blick auf die Prdsentation des Geschenkcodex am Herrscherhof:
Wienand 2012a, 370.

6 Illustrative Beispiele einer solchen nicht mehr steuerbaren Lektiire bieten der
Aufsatz von Jesus Hernandez Lobato und die assoziativen Lektiiren von John
Henderson in diesem Band.

7 Siehe dazu den Beitrag von Johannes Wienand in diesem Band, S. 132-135.
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bereits an der unerwarteten und steilen Karriere des Autors Optatian
deutlich?® Als virulente kontextuelle Faktoren, die das Lektiireergebnis
beeinflussen, kommen hier infrage, ob der Leser wihrend der (Biirger-)
Kriege auf der jeweils unterlegenen oder siegreichen Seite stand, ob er
sich eher im Zentrum oder an der Peripherie des romischen Reiches ver-
ortete und wie er der Religion des Christentums gegeniiberstand — und
natiirlich, iiber welche Bildung der Rezipient verfiigte. Die Aufgabe des
vorliegenden Beitrages wird es also sein, die Moglichkeiten individueller
Lektiiren auszuleuchten.

Aufgrund der medialen Struktur der Optatian’schen Gittergedichte
sind grundsétzlich mehr Zuordnungsprozesse bei einer Rezeption notig,
als wenn man ,nur‘ einen Text oder ein Bild vor sich hitte. So kommt
man beispielsweise bei Carm. 19 [vgl. Tafel 5] als Maximalfall auf min-
destens drei Schichten: Bild des Schiffs, Text des Bilds [VOT resp. XP],
Schrift im Bild mit zwei Schriftsystemen. Doch laufen die Signifikations-
prozesse nicht nur auf den jeweiligen Ebenen ab (indem man z.B. das
XP wahlweise oder auch in Kombination mit dem Christusmonogramm
oder mit dem labarum gleichsetzt®), sondern auch zwischen den Ebenen
(haben z.B. der Text im XP und das XP dasselbe Signifikat?). Je mehr
Signifikationsprozesse also geleistet werden, desto grofler wird der durch
die Konvention festgelegte Spielraum der Zuordnung.

Der Palimpsest mag hierbei als Metapher dienen, um das Durch-
dringen der verschiedenen Schichten zu bezeichnen und das Phdnomen
auf den Punkt zu bringen, dass durch die oberste Schicht (fiir Optatians
Gedichte also die, die als erste wahrgenommen wird, dies ist mutmafilich
die Ebene des Bildes oder grafischen Musters, welche in der Regel farb-
lich hervorgehoben sind) die anderen zunéchst verdréngt und tiberdeckt
werden, bevor die darunter befindliche Ebene quasi an die Oberfldche be-
fordert wird. Wird die untere mit der oberen Schicht in Beziehung gesetzt,
kann die Rezeption der unteren Schicht so im Nachhinein die Bedeutung
der ersten Schicht bestdtigen oder auch korrigieren. Das Phdanomen der
Schichtung ist fiir zwei weitere Anwendungen denkbar: Denn der Leser
kann auch in dem Sinne weiter in die Tiefen des Textes hinabsteigen,
indem er in transtextueller Perspektive den aktuellen Text mit Pratexten
der griechischen oder lateinischen Literatur in Beziehung setzt und auf

8 Dazu Wienands Beitrag in diesem Band mit ausfithrlicher Literatur.
9 Zur Geschichte des labarum: Wienand 2012a, 254-280; siehe auch den Beitrag
von Sophie Lunn-Rockliffe in diesem Band.
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diese Weise eine neue Bedeutungsebene schafft.? Daneben ist auflerdem
eine ,horizontale‘ Perspektive denkbar, wenn ein im Codex blédtternder
Leser eine Abfolge von Gedichten zueinander in Beziehung setzt und eine
neu aufgeschlagene Seite die Rezeption der vorherigen Seite oder Seiten
verdndert. Im Gegensatz zu einem volumen, durch das sich der Leser vom
einen umbilicus zum anderen durchrollt, und das deswegen den Leser den
Inhalt (zunéchst) auch nur in dieser Reihenfolge rezipieren lésst, bietet
der Codex zwar auch eine Abfolge der Seiten an, jedoch ist es hier (und
das gilt gerade fiir Optatian, denn seine Gedichte bilden eine optisch klar
abgegrenzte Einheit pro Seite) wesentlich einfacher, diese zu ignorieren
und mehrere Seiten nach hinten oder vorne zu springen. Auf diese Weise
lassen sich individualisierte serielle Rezeptionserlebnisse erzeugen.

Der Blick auf eine exemplarische Auswahl von Gedichten wird im
Folgenden also immer ein zweifacher sein: Zum einen werden die Lektiire-
moglichkeiten innerhalb eines Gedichtes ausgelotet, es wird gefragt, welche
Lesarten durch das Zusammenspiel der Schichten und Ebenen mdglich
oder gewiinscht scheinen. Zum anderen wird ein Gedicht vertikal zum
Archiv moglicher Prétexte in Beziehung gesetzt oder horizontal in eine
potentielle Serie Optatian’scher Gedichte in einer Edition des Werkes.!

DER NEUGIERIGE LESER UND DIE SCHICHTEN DES PALIMPSESTS

Als Beispiel fiir eine erste Untersuchung zum Verhéltnis der Ebenen
mag Carm. 13 dienen, eines der kiirzeren Gedichte aus Optatians Guvre,
das lediglich aus 12 Versen besteht, die stets denselben Rhythmus langer

10 Dies ist das einzige Verhéltnis, fiir das der hier verwendete Begriff des Palimp-
sests sich mit der Verwendung der Metapher in Genettes Werk (Genette 1993)
trifft, alle anderen inter-, intra- oder metatextuellen Beziehungen sind mit den
von Genette verwendeten Rubriken nicht deckungsgleich. Zur Wissenschaftsge-
schichte der metaphorischen Verwendung des Palimpsests siehe Weinrich 2007.
Squire 2016, 82-83 verwendet Genettes Konzept des Paratextes bzw. ,,para-image®,
um das Verhiltnis zwischen ikonisch-grafischer Ebene und Textebene zu kléren.
11 Dass es eine solche Edition gegeben hat, ist aufgrund der Uberlieferungs-
lage der Gedichte wahrscheinlich. Uber den exakten Bestand und die genaue
Reihenfolge lassen sich indes nur Hypothesen anstellen. Da ein Codex aber
ohnehin die Méglichkeit bietet, Seiten nach dem Zufallsprinzip aufzuschlagen,
scheint mir dieses Problem vernachléssigbar. Die Frage nach der Reihenfolge
der Gedichte behandelt Bruhat 1999, 39-41, zur ,Geschenkedition‘ Wienand
2012a, 372 mit weiterer Literatur sowie Wienands Beitrag in diesem Band.
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und kurzer Silben aufweisen und von vorne wie hinten gelesen diesen
Rhythmus bewahren;! die Verse selbst sind abgeschlossene syntaktische
Einheiten. Der erste Buchstabe im Vers bildet ein Akrostichon, das Pius
Augustus lautet, der jeweils letzte ein Telestichon Constantinus. Damit
nennt der Intext zunichst zwei Attribute des Herrschers, bevor die
Attribute im Telestichon ihrem Triager als Subjekt zugeordnet werden.
Liest man den eigentlichen Gedichttext, so wird Konstantin nicht nur
genannt, sondern apostrophiert (sichtbar an den Formen im Vokativ wie
beate, serene, ...), zwischen Intext und Text erfolgt eine Zuschreibung: Wo
auflen Pius Augustus Constantinus draufsteht, hat auch innen ein entspre-
chender Herrscher enthalten zu sein; die Konturen dieses Herrschers
bestimmt freilich das Gedicht, auffillig sind die Wiederholungen in der
Wortwahl beatus (1.12), serenus (2.8), placidus (1.7), saluber (3.10), favens
(2.6), allesamt Attribute, die einen Zustand bezeichnen, der sich wohltu-
end auf die Umgebung der Person auswirkt. Von links wie rechts gelesen
bleiben diese Zuschreibungen (auch metrisch) dieselben, hier dndert sich
im Prinzip nichts, also dndern sich auch Konstantin und der Zustand
seiner Herrschaft nicht. Die enge Verbindung zwischen Appellation und
Affirmation im Text und Nennung im Intext gestattet kaum eine andere
Zuordnung als die suggerierte, aus der nicht nur Konstantin, sondern
auch jeder andere Rezipient nur schwer ausscheren kann. ,Offizielle* und
individuelle Lektiire sind deckungsgleich.

DIE ORDNUNG DER WELT UND IHR DICHTER

In einem ersten Schritt sollen zwei Gedichte zueinander in Beziehung
gesetzt werden, deren farbliche Hervorhebung des Intextes als grafisches
Muster im Quadrat in auffilliger Weise das Rechteck der Codex-Seite
spiegelt und multipliziert.

DER PLATZ DES DICHTERS IN DER WELT
Carm. 2 [vgl. Tafel 1] gehort zu den hexametrischen Gittergedichten mit
einem quadratischen Grundmaf} von 35 x 35 Buchstaben. Die ikonische
Ebene ergibt ein grafisches Muster, das das Quadrat mit einem um-
laufenden Rahmen und einem Gitterkreuz in der Mitte in vier gleich

12 Der Scholiast erklért sie mit einer iambischen und einer trochdischen Hilfte,
vgl. dazu auch Polara 1973, 2.86; zu den Scholien allgemein Pipitone 2012 und
der Beitrag von Michael Squire in diesem Band (bes. S.76-77 Anm. 57).
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grofle Felder teilt. Der Intext in diesem inneren und dufleren Rahmen,
an dessen dufleren Ecken und Schnittpunkten jeweils der Buchstabe S
zu stehen kommt, lautet stets wie folgt: sancte, tui vatis, Caesar, miserere
serenus (,ehrwiirdiger Caesar, erbarme dich gelassen deines Sdngers®).”®
Den Mittelpunkt dieses Verses wie die Schnittstellen sowohl an den
Réndern wie auch in der Mitte bildet dabei jeweils das Wort Caesar, der
so auch im Ubertragenen Sinne zum Zentrum gemacht wird. In unmit-
telbarer Nachbarschaft des eigentlichen wie iibertragenen Mittelpunktes
ist der Dichter. Da der Vers nur einen expliziten Adressaten (Caesar)
nennt, jedoch den Sprecher der Aufforderung nicht ndher prézisiert,
kann sich diesen Vers im Prinzip jeder Leser aneignen — darunter in einer
Art Selbstaufforderung natiirlich auch Konstantin. Der erzielte Effekt
(entziffert man den kompletten Rahmen, liest man den Vers allein sechs
Mal; nimmt man den Gedichttext hinzu, weitere drei Mal) diirfte seine
eindringliche Wirkung nicht verfehlt haben. Auf die vier auf diese Weise
gerahmten Felder verteilt ist dariiber hinaus in der Mitte (in Leserichtung
jeweils im Feld von oben nach unten und dann im Quadrat von links nach
rechts) der Vers aurea sic mundo disponas saecula toto (,s0 magst du auf
der ganzen Welt das goldene Zeitalter ordnen®) zu lesen. Das sic benétigt
als Korrelat ein ,wie?‘. Die Antwort hat der Leser bereits im Rahmen zur
Kenntnis genommen: Der erwiinschte wohlwollende Umgang mit dem
Dichter wird auf diese Weise zum Bestandteil des goldenen Zeitalters.
Geht man von der urspriinglichen Bedeutung des Verbs disponere als
wverteilen‘ oder ,in verschiedene Richtungen stellen‘ aus und nimmt die
adverbiale Angabe mundo ... toto hinzu, so kann ebenfalls die ikonische
Ebene als Referenzpunkt dienen und als Reprédsentant die ganze Welt
gelesen werden, die Verteilung® wiirde damit durch die vier Felder (die
Himmelsrichtungen?') geleistet: Optatians Versquadrat ist die Welt, in

13 Vgl. im Ansatz bereits Rithl 2006, 85-86. Zur Interpretation und Seman-
tisierung des Raumes in diesem Gedicht vgl. den Beitrag von Marie-Odile
Bruhat in diesem Band, die zwischen poetischem und politischem Raum in
diesem Gedicht unterscheidet (bes. S.267-274). Zum Bezug des sanctus siehe
den Beitrag von Ja$ Elsner in diesem Band (S. 497-498), zu den Lektiiren von
Carm. 2 siehe den Beitrag von John Henderson in diesem Band (S. 506).

14 Die Romer selbst kannten im Zusammenhang mit der Stadtgriindung die
Form der Stadt als Roma quadrata. Ein Erklarungsversuch bei Varro (Varro ap.
Solin. 1 17: nam ut adfirmat Varro auctor diligentissimus Romam condidit Romulus,
Marte genitus et Rea Silvia, vel ut nonnulli Marte et Ilia; dictaque primum est Roma
quadrata, quod ad aequilibrium foret posita) suggeriert, dass die erste Siedlung
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deren Mittelpunkt Caesar steht, und demonstriert und antizipiert so Welt-
ordnung wie goldenes Zeitalter. Der eigentliche Gedichttext spiegelt und
bestétigt diese vorgegebene Ordnung, denn auch hier kehrt das Schicksal
des Dichters (1-18) wieder, verbunden mit einer Leseanweisung, die auf
v. 18 als Zentrum (das ist der mittlere Intext-Vers) zulduft, um dann nach
einem Konstantin-Lob (18-30) wieder auf die geduflerte Bitte des Dichters
zuriickzukommen. Nimmt man den Gedichttext als Wahrnehmungsebene
hinzu, so ist aufgrund der inhaltlichen Verteilung von Dichterbitte und
Caesar-Lob Konstantin zwar der Mittelpunkt im eigentlichen wie tibertra-
genen Sinne (caput, 17), von seinem Dichter jedoch wird er buchstéblich
auf allen Seiten eingegrenzt. In dieser Weltordnung’, die nur aus Dichter
und Kaiser besteht, erhélt auch das goldene Zeitalter eine ausdriicklich
,musische‘ Konnotation, und es kann nur der Dichter sein, der Konstantin
aus diesem Gitter ,freigibt‘. Es scheint fiir den Leser wie auch fiir einen
Konstantin als Leser keine alternativen Lektiiremoglichkeiten zu geben.

WEGE UND UMWEGE ZU DEN STERNEN
Auf den ersten Blick unterscheidet sich Carm. 18 von Carm.2 im grafi-
schen Muster nur darin, dass der Intext, der das Quadrat in vier Felder
teilt und rahmt, diese Felder zusétzlich mit diagonalen Pfaden durch-
zieht. Dem Leser des Intextes werden wie bei Carm. 2 finf Startpunkte
geboten. Wihrend man bei Carm. 2 dann jedoch nur einer Leserichtung
folgen konnte, die ohnehin immer den gleichen Text erzeugt, bieten die
drei Startpunkte am linken Rand hier sogleich die Moglichkeit, aus zwei
oder (in der Mitte) gar drei weiteren Wegen auszuwihlen und dann iiber
bis zu drei weitere Kreuzungen hinweg den gleichwohl immer hexame-
trischen Leseweg zu individualisieren.’® Besonders relevant scheinen

eine bestimmte gleichméfige Ausrichtung hatte, womit vier Felder oder Teile
gemeint sein konnten. Zum Gedanken der Roma quadrata siehe auch den
Beitrag von Bruhat in diesem Band (S.279-280). Habinek (in diesem Band,
S. 392-398) assoziiert dariiber hinaus das templum der Augural-Praxis und den
Grundriss Konstantinopels.

15 Wie Text resp. die Metapher des Webens und die Ordnung der Welt in Optatians
Gedichten zusammenhéngen, bespricht Bruhat in ihrem Beitrag zu diesem Band
(S.279). Zu den nahezu unendlichen Moéglichkeiten, Carm.18 zu lesen, siehe
auch den Beitrag von Jesus Hernandez Lobato in diesem Band (S. 473-477).

16 Polara 1973, 2.104-108 gibt ein Tableau der moglichen Ergebnisse; vgl. dazu
auch Bruhat 1999, 154-159 sowie die Ausfithrungen bei Squire 2016, 53-82, bes.
55: ,Despite its concrete appearance, the eighteenth poem self-conciously resists
any unilinear reading.“ Zur Veranschaulichung, vgl. Abb. 13.3.
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die ,Knotenpunkte® zu sein, denn an ihnen treffen und trennen sich bis
zu vier Lesewege, so dass die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass der Leser diese
oder jene Kreuzung passiert, besonders grofi ist. Welche Begriffe stehen
dort und werden so nur schwer vermeidbar oder gar unumgehbar? In
der Mitte des grofien Fadenkreuzes ist, von links unten und rechts oben
kommend, pietas zu lesen, ebenso, wenn man in der Mitte, von schrig
unten und oben kommend, jeweils in den dufieren Rahmen einbiegt. Fast
genauso hédufig ist das Wort alme lesbar (zweimal links auflen oben in der
Ecke, einmal rechts oben, einmal links unten), komplementéir dazu astra
(zweimal rechts auflen unten, einmal links unten, einmal rechts oben),
wobei der Weg immer von alme zu astra fithrt, nie umgekehrt; das Wort
aetas kommt viermal vor (jeweils aufien Mitte) und ist obligatorischer
Bestandteil der Lektiire, wenn man sich im dufieren Rahmen bewegt. Die
genannten Begriffe setzen eine Raum-Zeit-Dimension, deren Garant der
apostrophierte Kaiser und seine zentrale Tugend ist. Zwischen diesen
Polen kann man einen ausschliefllich martialischen Weg wéhlen (iiber
victorem und arma in den oberen inneren Knotenpunkten) oder einen
ausschliefllich ldndlichen (iiber latices/frutices in der linken unteren Kreu-
zung, ubere in der rechten unteren und florem in der linken oberen Kreu-
zung), aber natiirlich auch einen, der Krieg und Frieden kombiniert. Nun
war gerade postuliert worden, dass die Lektiire mancher offensichtlich
offizieller Begrifflichkeiten und panegyrischer Schreibweisen in diesem
Intext nicht umgangen werden kann. Doch dies entpuppt sich als Irrtum,
denn ausgerechnet die beiden Mittelwege (Mitte links gerade nach rechts
und Mitte oben gerade nach unten) kommen ganz ohne Konstantin und
seine Verdienste aus: Auf beiden Wegen gibt es nur Dichter und Musen,
wobei sogar Musas ebenso zentral steht wie die oben erwédhnte ,Kardinal‘-
Tugend der pietas, und auch das Personalpronomen des Dichters (mihi)
schlief3t sich unmittelbar nach der Innenkreuzung an. Optatian hat sich
und seine Kunst also zentral platziert.

Das Thema des eigentlichen Gedichttextes ist Konstantins allumfas-
sende Herrschaft. Nur zwei Verse sollen herangezogen werden, um das
Verhiltnis von Text zu Intext und ikonischer Ebene zu prézisieren (20-21):

sancta tuis Clio permiscet vota tropaeis;
visitur et crescit pictorum gratia cantu.

Die gottliche Clio wird ihre Wiinsche mit deinen Siegeszeichen mischen;
die Raffinesse der gezeichneten Elemente wird betrachtet und wéchst
mit meinem Lied.
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Wie so oft ist auch in dieses Gedicht ein Lektiireschliissel integriert: In
diesen beiden Versen wird ausdriicklich gesagt, dass man die ikonisch-
grafische Ebene (picta) mit dem Gedichttext (cantus) kombinieren miisse,
um den Reiz der Werke auszuschopfen. Ferner wird darauf hingewiesen,
dass die Muse ihre Winsche an die Tropaia heften wird. Betrachten wir
daraufhin noch einmal die ikonisch-grafische Ebene, den Intext und den
Text des Gedichtes: In diesem geht es um Konstantins allumfassende
Weltherrschaft, genannt werden ausgesprochen viele geografische Be-
zeichnungen von den nordlichen, 6stlichen, siidlichen und westlichen
Grenzen des Reiches mitsamt Erwdhnung der dort errungenen Erfolge.
Nimmt man daraufhin noch einmal die ikonische Ebene hinzu, so scheint
eine Ahnlichkeit der in der Mitte der Felder sich jeweils kreuzenden
Pfade mit vier verkleinerten oder einem groflen Tropaion nicht génzlich
abwegig.” Auch ist eine Einteilung der Felder nach den Himmelsrichtun-
gen denkbar!® Auflerdem konnte die exakte und symmetrische Ordnung
des grafischen Musters ein Abbild der im Gedichttext beschriebenen
Weltherrschaft unter Konstantin sein. Treibt man diesen Vergleich noch
weiter, so konnen die nord-ostlichen und nord-westlichen Bereiche, in
denen in der Mitte die Begriffe victorem und arma zu lesen waren, mit
den Schauplitzen der Kriege gegen die Franken, Sarmaten und Goten
(in den Jahren 319 bis 323) verbunden werden.

Eine Rezeption, die sich auf die grafisch vorgegebene Lektiire des In-
textes beschrinkte, war in der Weise individualisierbar, dass sie bestimmte
Aspekte (mit oder ohne Krieg, Frieden, Dichter, Konstantin) auswidhlen
oder umgehen konnte; nimmt der Rezipient in diesem Gedicht den eigent-
lichen Text mit hinzu, so ergidnzt und komplettiert dieser das Lektiireergeb-
nis auf der Ebene des Intextes um die dort genannten Aspekte. Gleichzeitig
hat die Lektiire des Textes Auswirkungen auf eine Semantisierung der
ikonischen Ebene, indem die bereits vorgeprégten sinnstiftenden Zuord-
nungen, die zwischen den Schichten des Intextes und des Musters erfolgt
waren, reevaluiert werden konnen. Auch hier Korrigiert die Textebene die
,Freiheiten‘, die der Leser auf der Intext-Ebene noch hatte.

Liest man die carmina 2 und 18 im Vergleich, so ist zunéchst auf der
ikonischen Ebene Carm. 18 eine gewisse Steigerung zu Carm. 2, da durch
das Muster mehr Felder und mehr Rahmenwege erzeugt werden. Dies
zieht auf der Ebene des Intextes eine grofiere Variabilitdt der Lesarten

17 Man vergleiche dazu die Bildebene von Carm. 7.
18 Vgl. oben S. 232-233 mit Anm. 14.
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nach sich. Wiahrend in Carm. 2 Konstantin und das goldene Zeitalter im
Zentrum standen und jener von der Bitte seines Dichter auf allen Seiten
bedringt wurde, hat sich das Verhéltnis in Carm. 18 umgekehrt: Nun ist
es zwar die Muse mitsamt ihrem Dichter, die im Zentrum steht, aber sie
ist nur eine optionale Lektiire unter vielen. Der Rahmen wird hingegen
in diesem Gedicht von Konstantin ausgefiillt, dessen Facetten in unter-
schiedlicher Weise auf dem Weg zu den Sternen (astra) lesend erfahrbar
waren. Wihrend in Carm. 2 das Dichten auf Konstantin und sein Erbar-
men fixiert war, ist der Konstantin aus Carm. 18 inzwischen zur Stiitze
seines Dichters geworden (tum vatem firmes dictus, 17), so dass Optatian
nun die Herrschaft iiber die befriedete Welt zum Thema machen kann,
die auch mengenmafig jetzt den grofBeren Teil des Gedichttextes bean-
sprucht. Nimmt man die vorgeschlagenen Datierungen der Werke hinzu,'®
so lésst sich mit grofler Wahrscheinlichkeit auch eine chronologische
Folge von Carm.2 zu Carm.18 festhalten, in der nicht nur Konstantins
Personlichkeit und die Herrschaft {iber die Welt eine Steigerung erfahren,
sondern auch die Qualitdt der Optatian’schen Gedichte.

SIEGE IN SERIE

Militérische Sieghaftigkeit ist ein wesentlicher Bestandteil panegyrischer
Rede. So liegt es auf der Hand, dass Konstantins Siege nicht nur in einem
der Gedichte Optatians thematisiert werden. Daher bietet es sich an,
eine Auswahl der entsprechenden Siegesgedichte einer eigenen seriellen
Lektiire zu unterziehen.

VOM KRIEG ZUM SIEG
Carm. 6 kommemoriert die siegreiche Schlacht Konstantins gegen die
Sarmaten im Jahr 322.% Dieses erfidhrt der Rezipient jedoch erst in den
vv. 14-28 des Gedichts. Die anderen fiinf Siebtel sind damit beschiftigt,
die Fahigkeiten der kriegerischen Muse auszumalen. Dies ist Schlach-
tenrhetorik wortlich genommen (14-17):

19 Bruhat 1999, 499, 501 geht fiir Carm. 2 von 326 und fiir Carm. 18 mit grofler
Vorsicht von 329 n. Chr. aus. Weitere Datierungsvorschlédge bieten Kluge 1924,
336-348, Polara 1974, 284-288 und Barnes 1975, 177-183.

20 Zur Datierung des Sarmatenkrieges siehe Wienand 2012a, 335-336.
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ostentans artem vinciri, scrupea praebet
Sarmaticas, summe, strages, et tota peracta
vota (precor, faveas) sub certo condita visu.

Indem sie vorfiihrt, wie die Kunst sich fesseln lisst, bietet sie etwas
sprode haufenweise Sarmaten, oberster Herrscher, und siamtliche
Wiinsche in Vollendung (bitte, sei ihnen gewogen), gebannt in einer
bestimmten Gestalt.

Die Technik, mit der die Kunst den Feind wie den Leser zu fesseln
vermayg, illustriert das Gedicht in den Versen zuvor, eine Leseanleitung
fir die Grafik mit Intext. Diese ndmlich hat die Form eines quincunx,
einer Heeresabteilung in einer Fiinfer-Aufstellung. In dieser Ordnung
lasst der Intext den Leser jeweils von links nach rechts marschieren, mit
unterschiedlichen Abbiegemoglichkeiten, die jedoch alle zielgerichtet
auf der anderen Textseite ankommen und in unterschiedlicher Zusam-
mensetzung einen Satz mit Teilen aus folgenden Versen ergeben (6.vi):

dissona Musarum vinciri stamine gaudens
grandia conabor Phoebeo carmina plectro.

Voller Freude, dass Disharmonie durch der Musen Gewebe gebunden
wird, werde ich mich an groflartigen Liedern mit dem Plectrum des
Phoebus versuchen.

Der Versuch gliickt; denn im Gefolge Konstantins schldgt auch der Leser
eine siegreiche Schlacht, unter der tatkréiftigen Mithilfe des Dichters und
seiner kriegerischen Muse:? Sarmaten und militdrisches Sujet oder spro-
des Metrum werden in diesem Gedicht gleichermafien bezwungen und
lesbar gemacht. Erst am Ende des Gedichtes (ab v.29) ist die Schlacht
geschlagen und, wie der Text impliziert (victori, 29), auch gewonnen.
Ikonografische Ebene und Textebene prisentieren in Carm. 6 also zwei
unterschiedliche Stadien: Wiahrend die ikonografische Ebene in Bild
wie Intext noch ,kdmpft’, indem sie den Leser quer uber das Schlacht-
feld schickt, und der Dichter noch im Stadium des Versuchs‘ ist, ist die
Schlacht im Text schon geschlagen und - zumindest was die Sarmaten

21 Vgl. dazu auch Riihl 2006, 99-100. Ausfiihrlich zu Carm. 6 auch der Beitrag
von Anna-Lena Korfer in diesem Band.
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betrifft — auch gewonnen. Leser und Konstantin haben gesiegt. Der
Dichter wird sein personliches Tropaion erst aufstellen — wie er in den
letzten sieben Versen anmerkt - wenn sich das Unwetter iiber seiner
Person dank seiner Art zu dichten verzogen hat.

Bldttert man nach Carm. 6 gleich zu Carm. 7, so sieht man als ers-
tes im eingeschriebenen Bild einen Schild mit gekreuzten Speeren, ein
Tropaion? Kein Zweifel, ein Sieg. Bleibt die Frage, wer der Sieger ist.
Das Ergebnis féllt hier eindeutiger aus als im letzten Gedicht. Bereits die
ersten Verse des Textes machen eine Zuordnung zu Konstantin, der als
magne Ausonidum dux angesprochen wird, deutlich, auch der Intext ist
ganz auf Konstantin ausgerichtet (7.vi):

Ausonium columen, lux alma et gloria Romae
virtutum specimen, mitis clementia mundi
iustitiaeque parens, spes felix, otia rerum
aetherium munus nobis per saecula missum
rectorisque dei per te praesentia pollet.

Stiitze Ausoniens, segenspendendes Licht und Ruhm Roms, Beispiel
von Tugendhaftigkeit, Sanftmut und Milde fiir die Welt und Vater der
Gerechtigkeit, berechtigte Hoffnung, Ruhestifter, uns fiir Jahrhun-
derte geschicktes Himmelsgeschenk und Gabe Gottes des Lenkers,
durch dich ist die Gegenwart reich.

Mehrere Aspekte sind es, die durch diesen Sieg Konstantins laut Intext
verkorpert werden: nicht nur Ruhm fiir Rom, auch eine von clementia
gezeichnete Haltung gegentiber der unterworfenen Welt, Gerechtigkeit, die
Anlass zur Hoffnung und Frieden in allen Dingen bietet. — Ein geradezu
himmlisches und dauerhaftes Geschenk und ein Zeichen der Allmacht
Gottes. Das militdrische Siegesmal enthélt buchstiblich eine ganz fried-
liche und hoffnungsfrohe Botschaft bzw. in umgekehrter Schichtung:
Diese Eigenschaften sind es, die den eigentlichen Sieg errungen haben.

22 Besonders Carm. 6.34-35: ... cum munere sacro | mentis devotae placarint fata
procellas.

23 Eine Vergleichbarkeit von Carm. 6 mit 7 wird wiederum durch die Art des
grafischen Musters nahegelegt: In beiden Fillen ist das Quadrat durch ein
Mittelfeld geprégt, an das je vier umgrenzte Felder anschliefien, aus deren
Rand wiederum vier Linien lotrecht nach aufien fithren. Die Varianz liegt in
der wechselnden Diagonalitdt oder Orthogonalitét der Linien.
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Das Zeichen des Tropaions wird mit einem eher unerwarteten Referenten
gefillt. Mit dem Sieg iiber die Sarmaten und dem Friedensszenario fiir
Rom und die Welt wichst auch die Zuversicht des Dichters (13-19):

velle iubet numen, lux alma, et gaudia mundi
instituunt; sequitur curas in musica v0to
virtutesque tuas et mores pandere gestit,
sancte, tuos. crevit nostrae fiducia menti;

te duce namque pio gaudens sub munere nota
in iuga festinat Musis, ubi frondea semper
tecta canunt artes et notae vatibus undae.

Zu wollen heifit mich der Gott, segenspendendes Licht, und die
Freuden der Welt instruieren mich; mein Dichten folgt meinen Bemii-
hungen in meinem Wunsch und macht sich mit grofiem Elan daran,
deine Tugenden und deinen Charakter zu verbreiten. Gewachsen ist
Vertrauen in meine geistigen Fahigkeiten, denn unter deiner Fithrung
erfiillen sie freudvoll die fromme Aufgabe und erklimmen die den
Musen bekannten Hohen, wo belaubte Diacher und die den weit-
sichtigen Dichtern bekannten Wasser stets Kunst erklingen lassen.

Die im Text genannten virtutes und mores sind freilich nur diejenigen, die
der Dichter positiv hervorgehoben hat. Der Dichter kann also nur dann
seinen Teil dazu beitragen, wenn Konstantin eine entsprechende Vorlage
bietet. Und wie die Taten Konstantins und das Dichten Optatians mitein-
ander verbunden sind, so sind es auch die folgenden Erinnerungszeichen.
Am Ende des Gedichtes heifit es (31-34):

tantorum merita statues captiva tropaea,
victor Sarmatiae totiens. en, accipe, clare
ductor, ubique tuis votorum reddita, felix,
debita. ...

Fiir solch grof3artige Taten wirst Du verdientermafien die Riistungen
der gefangenen Feinde aufstellen, vielfacher Sieger iiber die Sarmaten.
So nimm nun hin, berithmter Anfiihrer, Glucklicher, was allenthalben
von deinen Untertanen noch einzulésen war von den Geliibden.

Optatian hat fiir Konstantin mit diesem Gedicht bereits ein Tropaion er-
richtet, seine Wiinsche scheinen sich erfiillt zu haben, er 16st mit diesem
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Gedicht sein personliches votum ein. Geht man davon aus, dass Carm. 6
und 7 in dieser Reihenfolge in dem Konstantin mutmafllich 326 tber-
sandten Jubildumsexemplar enthalten waren, so bilden beide Gedichte
ein Vorher-Nachher ab: Der codexblitternde Rezipient sieht erst einen
Quincunx, dann ein Tropaion, vorher ist Krieg, nachher ist Sieg und
Frieden. Dies ist die Konstantin-Version. Die Version des Dichters sieht
dhnlich aus, weist im Detail aber signifikante Modifikationen auf. Denn fiir
den Dichter ist die Abfolge von 6 zu 7 eine Art ,self-fullfilling prophecy".
In Carm.6 war niamlich die Kunst des Dichters metrisch und optisch
noch in die Kidmpfe involviert, sie wurde ,,gebunden® (vinciri), vielleicht
gar wie ein Sarmate ,gefesselt“, und so wollte der Dichter am Ende des
Gedichtes seine Siegesfreude noch etwas zuriickhalten, bis sich der Sturm
iiber seiner Person endgiiltig verzog. Doch schon in Carm. 7 triumphiert
die gipfelstirmende Muse des Dichters zusammen mit Konstantin, und
beide errichten ihr Tropaion. Aus dem Sieger, der aus dem in Carm. 6 ge-
schilderten Blutbad hervorging, so will es der Intext des Gedichtes, ist ein
seinen Untertanen gegeniiber gerechter, nachsichtiger und gottgewollter
Herrscher geworden, von dessen Eigenschaften auch der Dichter profi-
tiert. Carm. 7 ist in dieser Lesart die Einlosung des am Ende von Carm. 6
geduflerten Versprechens. Beide Seiten haben ihren Teil dazu beigetragen.

VARIATIONEN DES SIEGES
Neben dem Tropaion aus Carm. 7 gibt es zwei weitere ikonische Zeichen,
die mit dem Referenten Sieg in Verbindung gebracht werden kénnen. In
Carm. 9 ist eine Palme zu erkennen, in Carm. 8 in der Mitte das Chris-
tusmonogramm.

Auch Carm. 9 bindet mit Hilfe von Intext und Text Dichter und
Kaiser aneinander. Der Intext lautet (9.vi):

Castalides, versu docili concludite palmam.
Constantine, fave; te nunc in carmina Phoebum
mens vocat ausa novas metris indicere leges,
limite sub parili crescentis undique ramos
reddat ut intextus Musarum carmine versus.

Musen, vollendet in gelehrtem Vers die Palme. Du, Konstantin, sei
gewogen; dich rufe ich jetzt anstelle von Phoebus in mein Gedicht
und kiindige den Metren kithn neue Gesetzmafligkeiten an, dass der
ins Lied der Musen eingewebte Vers in gleicher Richtung wachsende
Zweige wiedergeben soll.
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Mehrere Personen sind an der Produktion der Pflanze im Text beteiligt
(neben den Musen und Phoebus kommt dabei Konstantin rein mengen-
maéflig ein eher geringer Anteil zu), sie alle werden vom Dichter dirigiert,
der natiirlich auch den Leser lenkt, denn allein er ist es, der die Palme
Gestalt werden ldsst, indem er den Spuren des Intextes optisch folgt. Im
Intext ist Konstantin allein unter Musen, ja teilt sich im Intext mit den
Castalides sogar das C, so dass er quasi als deren ,Ableger* erscheint und
ebenso wie Phoebus und die Musen zur Inspiration angerufen werden
kann.

Bis hierhin handelt es sich um einen zwar aus Text entstandenen,
aber sonst nicht weiter spezifizierten Palmzweig. Erst wenn der Leser den
Intext verldsst und zur Lektiire des Textes iibergeht, wird aus der Palme
eine Siegespalme, indem am Ende der beiden ersten Verse die Worter
palmam und tropaeum korrespondieren. Dass es just die eingewobene Pal-
me ist, die zum Siegeszeichen mutiert, liegt daran, dass im ersten Vers die
Worter Castalides und palmam sowohl Bestandteil des Intextes als auch
des Textes sind. Die Musen stellen demnach die Palme nicht nur her,
sondern iiberreichen sie anschlieflend auch. Die Parallelfithrung zwischen
eigentlicher und iibertragener Bedeutung ist auch im Gedichttext wieder
zu finden: Dort werden die Musen aufgefordert, je nach Anlass weitere
Palmzweige zu schicken und ,alle zusammen zu singen, damit meine
Seite reich an Frucht und des Princeps wiirdig willkommene Ableger
spriefien lasst® (... omnes | concinite, ut fructu felix et principe digna | det
stirpes gratas ..., 11-12). Wenn am Ende des Gedichtes Konstantins S6h-
ne als Hoffnungstréger fiir eine sieg- und ruhmreiche Zukunft erwéhnt
werden, so scheint es nur folgerichtig, sie mit dem Wachstum der Palmen
in Verbindung zu setzen, zumal der dort verwendete Begriff stirps auch
zur Bezeichnung von Abzweigungen im Familienstammbaum durchaus
geldufig ist” Die im Gedicht vorgenommene ,Arbeitsteilung’ zwischen
Kaiser und Dichter, zwischen Sieg im Feld und Siegerehrung im Text wird
auch fiir die folgende Generation anvisiert: Wéahrend der Dichter sich der
Konzeption von Gedichten widmen will, soll der junge Caesar siegen und
sich um die stets willkommenen Friedensbiindnisse kiimmern (27-28).

Der Text bedeutet in diesem Gedicht eine deutliche Erweiterung des
Intextes, denn erst durch die Lektiire des Textes wird die abgebildete
Palme mit metaphorischer Bedeutung aufgeladen. Der Leser konnte
theoretisch die Metamorphose des Palmwedels zur Siegestrophéde wie

24 Vgl. OLD s. v. stirps.
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auch deren Fortpflanzung unterbinden, indem er die Lektiire nach dem
ersten Vers beendet. Doch steht dieser Lektiire vermutlich die Neugier
des Lesers im Wege. Der Leser wird damit aktiv in die Siegerehrung wie
die Perpetuierung des Sieges eingebunden.

Carm. 8 [vgl. Tafel 3] ist eines der Gittergedichte, die christliche Sym-
bolik auf der grafischen Ebene fithren. Zu sehen sind auf der Seite — und
dies ist durch die Farbgebung sicher der erste Eindruck, den der Rezipient
hat - gleichméfig-symmetrisch verteilte Buchstaben, griechische und
lateinische, daraus formen die lateinisch von oben nach unten und von
links nach rechts zu lesenden das Wort Iesus, die griechisch zu lesenden
P und X das Christusmonogramm. Da nur das Christusmonogramm
symmetrisch und raumfiillend angeordnet ist, féllt auch zuerst dieses als
Zeichen oder als Buchstabenkombination ins Auge. Erst dann ordnen sich
die weiteren Buchstaben zu Worten: Mdgliche Kombinationen sind Zesus,
spes, pius, pax. Ein Leser, der nur diese Schicht von Carm. 8 zur Kenntnis
nimmt, konnte versucht sein, dieses Lektiireergebnis in eine sinnstiftende
Ordnung zu bringen. Erst wenn der Leser den rubrizierten Intext in seine
Lektiire mit einbezieht, wird er merken, dass einige Ergebnisse seiner
Lesart durch diesen falsifiziert werden: Denn dieser ergibt sich nur als
Text im Hexamter, wenn man die Diagonalen, die das X bilden, fiir sich
liest, sowie die anderen Buchstaben in der Reihenfolge I-E-S-V-S. Das
P in der Mitte bleibt iibrig und ist alleine nicht versbildend. Aus diesem
Ergebnis wird fiir den Leser ferner klar, dass die Buchstaben IESVS ein
Wort formen, die Buchstaben XP aber als lateinische Buchstabenkom-
bination keinen Sinn ergeben, sondern erst als Zeichenkombination aus
griechischen Lettern einer Bedeutung zugeordnet werden konnen. Diese
wiederum kann ambivalent sein, denn einerseits verweist die Zeichen-
kombination als Christusmonogramm ausschliellich auf Christus, an-
dererseits verweist sie als labarum in einem spezifisch konstantinischen
Kontext auf den Sieg an der Milvischen Briicke.?®

Im X des Christusmonogramms steht zu lesen: alme, salutari nunc
haec tibi pagina signo | scripta micat, resonans nominibus domini (,Segen-
spendender, diese geschriebene Seite erstrahlt jetzt fiir dich im heilbrin-
genden Zeichen und hallt von den Namen des Herrn wider“). Angeredet
wird in diesen beiden Versen, einem elegischen Distichon, Konstantin,

25 Vgl. Euseb. vit. Const. 1.28: &v to0tw vika; Lact. mort. pers. 44. Siehe hierzu
ausfiihrlich Wienand 2012a, 246-280 (bes. 258-265). Zur Verwendung des
Christusmonogramms in Optatians Gedichten vgl. Squire und Whitton 2016
und Lunn-Rockliffes Beitrag in diesem Band.
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der allerdings nicht der Mittelpunkt des Verspaares ist, sondern nur sein
,Ziel, dem der Kommentar zum Christusmonogramm (das als signum
bezeichnet wird) zugeordnet wird. Subjekt des Distichons ist die Seite, so
dass sie mitsamt dem Namen des Herrn, den sie wiedergibt, als Haupt-
akteur erscheint. Das P immerhin &uflert als Wunsch, der Sieg mdge ein
stindiger Begleiter fiir den Augustus und seine Kinder sein (sit Victoria
comes Aug. et natis eius). Der Intext des Namens Iesus fiihrt als Text: nate
deo, solus salvator, sancte, bonorum, | tu deus es iusti, gratia tu fidei (,Sohn
Gottes, alleiniger Retter der Guten, heiliger, du bist der Gott der Gerech-
tigkeit, du die Anerkennung der Verldsslichkeit“). Im Intext des Zeichens
wird quasi das Zeichen aktiviert, in Iesus steht Iesus. Gleicht man die
Aussage der grafisch-ikonischen Ebene und die des Intextes ab, so wird
die grafisch-ikonische Ebene bestimmt von Christus in Namen und Sym-
bol. Das XP verkniipft Christus iiber den genannten Sieg mit Konstantin.
Dieser Sieg gehort Konstantin jedoch nicht allein, denn das X und das
P muss Konstantin sich mit Iesus sozusagen inhaltlich und grafisch-
symbolisch teilen. Dadurch, dass in den Buchstaben Iesus auch dieser
allein als Retter gepriesen wird, tritt aufs Ganze gesehen Konstantin unter
Christus in Bild und Buchstabe zunéchst in den Hintergrund.®
Liest man den eigentlichen Text des Gedichtes (1-5),

accipe picta nouis elegis, lux aurea mundi,
clementis pia signa dei uotumque perenne.
summe, faue. te tota rogat plebs gaudia rite,
et meritam credit, cum seruat iussa timore
Augusto et fidei, Christi sub lege probata.

Nimm hin, goldenes Licht der Welt, die in neuen Elegien gemalten
frommen Zeichen des giitigen Gottes und den Gliickwunsch fiir im-
mer. Hochster, sei gewogen. Von dir erbittet zu Recht das ganze Volk
Freude und glaubt, sie sei verdient, da es ehrfiirchtig fiir Augustus
und den Glauben, der unter dem Gesetz Christi bestitigt wurde, die
Mafigaben bewahrt.

so wird erst mit diesem Beginn Konstantin deutlich in den Fokus geriickt

- jedoch nur, um gleich darauf als Mittelpunkt einer vielversprechenden

26 Squire 2016, 64-70 argumentiert abweichend und scheint insgesamt von
einer Unterordnung aller Texte unter Konstantin auszugehen.
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Zukunft und gloriosen Vergangenheit wieder buchstéblich im Text zu
verschwinden, denn bis v. 30 handelt der Text ausschlief3lich von den
vorbildlichen Taten der (fiktiven) Vorfahren, Claudius Gothicus und
Constantius Chlorus.?” Diese zeichnen sich vor allem darin aus, dass sie
auch in Kriegszeiten nicht nur siegreich waren, sondern auch die Gesetze
der fides und der Gerechtigkeit beachtet haben. Nach der Aussage des Ge-
dichtes bleibt einiges gleich, einiges wird anders durch Konstantins Herr-
schaft. Bleiben wir dafiir zundchst auf der Textebene. Da ist auffallend
wenig die Rede von Konstantin - von den fiir das Gitter obligatorischen
35 Hexametern tritt er allein als ,Randerscheinung‘ auf, ndmlich in den
ersten und letzten fiinf Versen (das macht zwei Siebtel). Die anderen 25
sind mit seinen Nachfahren und vor allem den Tugenden seiner Vorfah-
ren besetzt. Konstantin bzw. Konstantins Herrschaft erscheint damit im
Zusammenspiel und in Abhingigkeit verschiedener Faktoren: Diese wer-
den durch die unterschiedlichen Ebenen beigesteuert: Auf der grafisch-
ikonischen Ebene und im Intext ist Jesus Christus der Mittelpunkt und
Garant des Sieges. Auf der eigentlichen Textebene sind es Konstantins
Vorfahren, die den Weg zu einer erfolgreichen Herrschaft geebnet haben,
und seine Nachfahren, die diese Herrschaft sichern werden. Das Phéno-
men Konstantin ist wie dieses Gedicht also im besten Sinne ,vielschichtig’;
gebiindelt werden diese Schichten durch den Dichter. Vom Leser hingt es
ab, ob er bei der aktuellen Verkniipfung und einer interpretatio Christiana
an der Oberfliche bleiben will oder ob er in die Tiefen der Genese des
Phinomens hinabsteigen und seinen Erfolg besichtigen mochte, der auf
dem Ruhm einer rémischen gens beruht.

TIEFENDIMENSIONEN DES TEXTES: EPISCHE LEKTUREN

Nachdem im vorangegangenen Abschnitt an Fallbeispielen aufgezeigt
wurde, wie die verschiedenen Schichten eines einzelnen Carmen die Re-
zeption steuern oder ihr entsprechenden Freiraum fiir ein individuelles
Rezeptionserlebnis schaffen, soll nun der Frage nachgegangen werden,
ob es neben den im Gedicht sichtbaren und lesbaren Schichten noch
eine weitere quasi tiefer unter der Oberfliche liegende Schicht gibt,
die ein bestimmtes Lektiireergebnis zu evozieren vermag: die Ebene

27 Zur Integration von Claudius Gothicus und Constantius Chlorus als Kon-
stantins Vorfahren siehe Wienand 2012b.
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moglicher Prétexte, deren Erkennen die Lektiire des Lesers zusitzlich
beeinflussen kann. Im Folgenden sollen vor allem epische Pritexte in
die Untersuchung einbezogen werden, da diese Gattung zwar nicht
aufgrund des Umfanges, jedoch aufgrund des Inhalts und der Form
naheliegend scheint.

GOTTER UND HELDEN EINST UND JETZT

Das Thema des 16. Gedichts ist einmal mehr Konstantins Weltherr-
schaft. Die Besonderheit dieses Gedichtes besteht darin, dass es keinen
quadratischen Grundriss hat, die Hexameter des Haupttextes haben
keine festgelegte Buchstabenzahl, und es ist auch insgesamt linger als
die iiblichen 35 Verse. Dafiir laufen an der Position des 1., 10., 19. und
28. Buchstabens Hexameter senkrecht nach unten; der erste davon ist
lateinisch, die drei anderen griechisch. Der im Haupttext gleich zu Beginn
gegebene Lektiireschliissel lautet wie folgt (1-6):

dissona conexis audet componere verbis
omine mens elata bono. iuvat inclyta linguae
munera Graiorum Musa modulante novare,
inque vicem, versu cecinit quae forte Latino,
nunc alio textu Graecorum in carmina duci
ordine ut in duplicem nectatur littera vocem.

Unterschiedlich Klingendes wage ich stolz mit verkniipften Worten
zu komponieren, das Vorzeichen ist giinstig. Es ist eine Freude, gibt
die Muse den Takt, die weithin bekannten Gaben der Sprache der
Griechen zu erneuern, und im Wechsel das, was ich im Vers gerade
auf Latein gesungen habe, nun in einem anderen Text und anderer
Reihenfolge in ein griechisches Lied zu uberfiihren, so dass der
Buchstabe zu einem doppelten Sprachklang eingewoben wird.

Da die Muse auch im Intext einen hexametrischen Takt vorgibt, der die
Textsorte bereits einschrinkt, und es sich nach der Aussage des Lek-
tiireschliissels um inclyta munera handelt, liegt der Schluss nahe, dass
der Intext eine epische Ausrichtung hat. Diese Vermutung wird durch
Sprache und Inhalt unterstiitzt (16.vi):

Domino nostro Constantino perpetuo Augusto.

Fiir unsern Herrn Konstantin, den immer Ehrwiirdigen.
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veipév oot Pacied Xplotog kai 0olg Tekéeoot
Tipov evoefing kpatéewy dpetiig te Bpapeiov
eOVOpIngG dpxelv te kai AVoOVioLoLY dvAaooeLy.

Dir, Herrscher, hat Christus und deinen Kindern als Ehre fiir deine
Frommigkeit und als Preis fiir deine Tapferkeit zugeteilt, ein méch-
tiger Mann zu sein, als erster Gesetz und Ordnung zu achten und
iiber die Ausonier zu herrschen.

Morphologie, Lexik und Metrik des griechischen Intextes haben home-
rischen Anklang: Man beachte die Dativbildungen auf -eoot und -otowv,
den Infinitiv auf -éetv, die Verwendung des Verbs avaooeu fiir ,herrschen
sowie die Hiatkiirzung bei kai im letzten Vers. Verfolgt man die home-
rische Spur weiter, so drangt sich durch die Konstruktion ,Gottheit teilt
wem was zu‘ im ersten Vers folgende Stelle aus der Odyssee als Prétext
auf (Hom. Od. 6.187-190; Ubers. Weiher 1955):

Eelv,, emel obTe kak® obT dgpovt pwTi Eotkag,

Zevg § avtog vépel GABov OAvpmiog dvBpwmotory,
¢00\oio’ N6t kakolowy, Omwg é0EAnoLy, £kdoTw-

Kai mov ool Td Y’ Edwke, o¢ O¢ Xpr) TeETAGUEV EUmng ...

Fremder Mann, du scheinst mir nicht bose und scheinst mir nicht toricht.
Zeus vorteilt ja den Menschen das Gliick, der Olympier selber,
Ganz wie er will, einem jeden, dem Schurken wie auch dem Edlen.
Dir wohl auch gab er das Deine; da mufit du es eben ertragen.

In dieser Szene spricht Nausikaa zu Odysseus, der gerade erst auf der
Insel der Phéaken, der letzten Station seiner Irrfahrten, angekommen
ist und der Konigstochter sein Leid klagt. Vergleicht man diese Stelle
mit Optatians Intext, so gleichen sich die dort genannten Protagonisten
strukturell, jedoch mit deutlichen Unterschieden: Wahrend in der Odyssee
Zeus als hochster der Gotter eine Zuteilung des Schicksals vornimmt, die
alle Menschen betrifft, unabhéngig von ihrer gesellschaftlichen Position,
ist es in Optatians Variante Christus, der seine Gaben exklusiv an den
Herrscher Konstantin und seine Kinder verteilt. Daraus ergibt sich ein
besonderes Nahverhéltnis. Zudem ist die Gabenverteilung in beiden Tex-
ten unterschiedlich organisiert: Wo Zeus ,wie es ihm gefallt® zuteilt, der
Mensch offenbar an der Zuteilung nichts dndern kann und sie auch nicht
zu steuern, sondern sie letztendlich nur zu erdulden vermag, sieht dies
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bei Optatian ganz anders aus: Konstantin wird von Gott begilinstigt und
belohnt, weil er fromm und tiichtig ist. Damit ist dank eines neuen Gottes
und eines neuen Herrschers, deren Verhiltnis nicht auf scheinbarer Will-
kiir, sondern auf Leistung beruht, der befriedete und geordnete Zustand
der Welt, wie er im Gedicht geschildert wird, kein Zufallsprodukt, sondern
eine geplante und folgerichtige Erscheinung. Durch die Einblendung des
Pritextes wird ein Kontrast erzeugt, der die positive Darstellung der ge-
genwiartigen Verhéltnisse verstirkt. Gleichzeitig erlangt Konstantin durch
die Einbettung in epischen Kontext und Parallelisierung mit Odysseus
heroische Grofle. Auch konnte sein Anspruch auf die Herrschaft iiber den
griechischen Teil des romischen Reiches dadurch untermauert werden.

DIE TIEFEN DES BURGERKRIEGS
Wie Carm. 16 ist auch Carm. 11 kein quadratisches Gittergedicht, weil es
aus nur 20 Versen besteht, die horizontal unterschiedliche Buchstaben-
lingen aufweisen. Die grafisch-ikonische Ebene scheint ohne eigenen
Aussagewert, gleichwohl gibt es drei akro-, meso- und telestichische
Intexte, die sich von links nach rechts quasi addieren:

Sortissimus imperator +
clementissimus rector =
Constantinus invictus

Die Intextabfolge, fasst man sie von links nach rechts (bzw. hier von oben
nach unten) chronologisch auf, beschreibt so auch eine kleine Metamor-
phose Konstantins innerhalb dieses Textes: Der tapferste aller Feldherrn
wird erst dann, wenn er sich auch als wirklich und ganz und gar milder
Lenker gezeigt hat, zum unbesiegten und unbesiegbaren Konstantin.
Das vorliegende Gedicht ist hierbei durchaus behilflich, denn es kiindigt
an, die fortia facta (1) Konstantins besingen zu wollen, dank derer Rom
endlich wieder die Welt und die Gedichte beherrscht (rursum Roma
tenet, mundi caput, inclita, carmen; 3). Aber was sind die fortia facta? Hier
tut sich eine neue Ebene auf in dem scheinbar schmucklosen Gedicht:
Denn v. 4 beginnt mit der Aufforderung: tu vatem, tu, diva, mone. Diese
Aufforderung ist gleichlautend mit den Worten, mit denen das Binnen-
proom des siebten Buchs der Aeneis Vergils beginnt. Dort setzt der Text
folgendermafien fort (Verg. Aen. 7.41-44; Ubers. Gétte 1994):

tu vatem, tu, diva, mone. dicam horrida bella,
dicam acies actosque animis in funera reges
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Tyrrhenamque manum totamque sub arma coactam
Hesperiam. ...

Lehre, o Gottin, den Dichter: ich kiinde furchtbare Kriege,

kiinde von Kampf und von Fiirsten, die Zorn zum Tode getrieben,
vom tyrrhenischen Heer, von Hesperien, das da ganz in

Waffen stand.

Damit eroffnet Vergil die zweite Werkhilfte seines Epos, die traditionell
neben der odysseischen Irrfahrten-Hélfte der Biicher 1-6 als iliadische
Kriegs-Hilfte betrachtet wird. Sie beginnt in Buch 7 mit der Landung der
Trojaner an der Miindung des Tiber und markiert den offiziellen Beginn
der Kampfhandlungen, indem Juno in einer symbolischen Geste die Tore
des Krieges 6ffnet; sie endet damit, dass Aeneas in einem ambivalenten
Akt der Rache Turnus, den Anfithrer der Latiner und damit des Volkes,
mit dem sich Aeneas und die Trojaner dann verbinden werden, totet. Die
angekindigten horrida bella, die in der Aeneis liber fiinf Bilicher folgen,
sind so gesehen auch eine Préafiguration der spiteren Biirgerkriege.

Was nach Optatians Musenanruf folgt, sind allerdings keine grausa-
men Kriege; im Gegenteil, dort wird in den anschlieBenden Versen bereits
das Ergebnis vorweggenommen (4-9):

... lacerata cruentis

imperiis pars fessa poli diuisa gemebat

sceptra et Ausoniae maerebat perdita iura.

siqua fides, tantis Romanum gloria nomen
insignit titulis, dominos et libera quaerunt,
maestaque iure suo trepidat plaga maxima mundi.

Zerriittet von der blutigen Tyrannei und erschopft stohnte ein Teil
der Welt fortwahrend iiber die geteilte Regentschaft und betrauerte
den Verlust der Herrschaft Ausoniens. Wenn es Verldsslichkeit gibt!
- dann zeichnet der Erfolg den Namen Roms mit groflem Ansehen
aus, und noch freie Gebiete sind auf der Suche nach einem Herrn
und unzufrieden mit der eigenen Regierung zittert noch der grofite
Teil der Welt.

Hier wird die Unterwerfung des 6stlichen Teils des romischen Reiches als
lange ersehntes Ereignis hingestellt, und es ist nur noch eine Frage der
Zeit, bis weitere Siege (und zwar liber den grofiten Teil der Welt) folgen
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werden. Im Vergleich zu Vergil bietet Optatian eine verknappte Version,
die eigentlich nur aus dem Ergebnis besteht. Der Text lédsst an dieser Stelle
mehrere Lesarten zu: In der Lesart ohne Pritext ist die Eingliederung des
ostlichen Herrschaftsgebiets fiir dessen Bewohner geradezu eine willkom-
mene Tat Konstantins, waren sie mit dem alten Herrscher doch ohnehin
unzufrieden. Die fides (7) gilt dann auch fiir die Art der Herrschaft und
nicht nur fiir den Wahrheitsgehalt der Aussage des Dichters. Folgt man
der Spur des Subtexts, ist noch eine andere Interpretation moglich: Denn
damit wird der Krieg eingeblendet, der im vorliegenden Text, von einem
post tot caedes (18) abgesehen, nicht ausgesprochen wurde. Optatians Ge-
dicht setzt im Prinzip dort wieder ein, wo Vergils Aeneis aufgehort hatte.
Waihrend in der augusteischen Literatur der Biirgerkrieg als Problem auch
in panegyrischen Texten als unschone, aber unabianderbare Bedingung
der Gegenwart deutlich thematisiert wird, ist dies in Optatians Gedichten
kaum der Fall® Innerhalb dieses Rahmens konstantinischer Panegyrik ist
hieraus sicherlich als offizielle Lesart ableitbar, dass Optatian und damit
Konstantin viel schneller und ,effektiver* (fiinf Biicher Aeneis gegen die
Optatian’sche Zusammenfassung in post tot caedes [18]) als die augus-
teischen Vorbilder ans Ziel kommen. Eine individuellere und weniger
konstantinfreundliche Lesart, die den Biirgerkrieg bewusst ausgeblendet
sieht, ist freilich auch denkbar. In beiden Féllen wird mit der Aeneis wie
mit Konstantins Sieg iiber Licinius das goldene Zeitalter prafiguriert.

DIE BEGRUNDUNG DES GOLDENEN ZEITALTERS

In Carm. 14 wird nicht nur Konstantins Weltherrschaft, sondern auch die
durch ihn garantierte Gegenwart eines goldenen Zeitalters thematisiert.
Es ist damit eine Variante, vielleicht sogar eine Korrektur zu den Ereig-
nissen von Carm. 11. Vergleicht man die beiden Intexte, so addierten sich
in Carm. 11 fortissimus imperator und clementissimus rector zu Constantinus
invictus, zwei Eigenschaften summierten sich zu einer universalen. In
Carm. 14 korrespondieren die Intexte des X und des P (14.vi):

X
summi dei auxilio nutuque perpetuo tutus
orbem totum pacavit trucidatis tyrannis.

28 Zum Phidnomen, dass unter Konstantin Biirgerkrieg wie auswirtiger Krieg
gewertet und der Sieg mit einem Triumphzug begangen wird, sieche Wienand
2015, 176-187.
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Mit der Hilfe und nach dem Willen des héchsten Gottes nie in Gefahr
befriedete er die ganze Welt, machte aber den Tyrannen den Garaus.

P
Constantinus pius et aeternus imperator reparator orbis

Frommer Konstantin, ewiger Herrscher, Erneuerer der Welt

Das eine bietet die Leistung, das andere die daraus resultierende Attri-
buierung Konstantins als imperator und reparator, der sich endlos iiber
Raum und Zeit erstreckt.

Der Grundtext stellt Konstantin zunéichst als gottgesandten Herr-
scher dar, um sodann die Unterwerfung der Tyrannen? als Ausgangs-
punkt fiir eine Thematisierung der zukiinftigen friedlichen Weltherr-
schaft unter Konstantin darzustellen, der die vielen genannten Volker
gerne (volentes, 33) folgen. Dieses Panorama weist allerdings nicht nur
in die Zukunft (der Gebrauch des Futurs im Text ist auffillig), sondern
iiber einen Pritext auch zuriick in die Vergangenheit (die ihrerseits
wiederum eine Zukunftsperspektive hat und so quasi die Gegenwart
dieses Textes einschlieflen kann). Ausgangspunkt sind folgende Verse
des Optatian-Textes (7-9):

totaque, perculsis ingenti mole tyrannis,
aspera vis posita est belli. res Itala iure
sceptra dabit populis.

Nach der Zerschlagung der driickenden Macht der Tyrannen legte
sich die harsche Gewalt des Krieges. Italien wird mit Recht iiber die
Volker herrschen.

Als Pritext kommt in Frage (Verg. Aen. 1.289-294; Ubers. Gétte 1994):

hunc tu olim caelo spoliis Orientis onustum
accipies secura; vocabitur hic quoque votis.
aspera tum positis mitescent saecula bellis:
cana Fides et Vesta, Remo cum fratre Quirinus

29 Das Wort wird nur in diesem Text, dafiir aber allein hier drei Mal verwendet
(14.13, 4, 7).
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iura dabunt; dirae ferro et compagibus artis
claudentur Belli portae;

Ihn wirst im Himmel du einst, wenn er kommt mit des Orients Beute,
sorglos empfangen: auch er wird einst in Geliibden gerufen.

Krieg wird ruhn und die Welt, die verrohte, neigt sich zur Milde.
Fides, die graue, und Vesta, Quirinus mit Remus, dem Bruder,
geben Gesetz: die Pforten des Krieges, die grausigen, werden

dicht verschlossen mit Riegeln aus Erz.

Diese Verse stammen aus der Iuppiter-Prophezeiung im ersten Buch von
Vergils Aeneis, in der Iuppiter Venus fiir die Trojaner und Romer bekann-
termaflen ein imperium sine fine voraussagt. Hort man bei der Lektiire
des Optatian-Textes diese Stelle mit, so erscheint Konstantin als zweiter
Augustus, dessen Sieg und Herrschaft nicht nur ein Vorbild (auch im
Biirgerkrieg hat), sondern dem es auch zu verdanken ist, dass die einst-
malige Prophezeiung jetzt wieder Giiltigkeit erlangt. Die Rolle Iuppiters,
durch die die romische Herrschaft in der Aeneis legitimiert wurde, wird
dadurch ersetzt, dass Konstantin und das Zeitalter Konstantins von Gott
gesandt wurden, so wie dies der Intext und die ersten Verse des Grund-
textes ausdriicken. Konstantin wird sogar noch einen Schritt iiber seinen
prominenten Vorgédnger hinauskommen, denn die Grenzen des Reiches
und die Anzahl der unterworfenen Volker werden viel grofier sein als die
augusteische Realisierung des imperium sine fine. Konstantin erscheint
auf diese Weise als Wiederhersteller und Erneuerer nicht nur des golde-
nen Zeitalters, sondern auch, damit einhergehend, der pax Augusta (in
Gestalt einer pax Constantina) — und nicht zu vergessen: der Iuppiter-
Prophezeiung, wenn nun auch unter anderen Vorzeichen.

Denkt man das Verhiltnis von Konstantin zu Augustus weiter, so
dréngt sich eine weitere Stelle als Pratext auf, nicht zuletzt, wenn man die
genannte Kombination von Krieg, Sieger, freiwilliger Unterwerfung und
Rechtsprechung beriicksichtigt (Verg. Georg. 4.559-562, Ubers. Gotte 1995):

haec super arvorum cultu pecorumque canebam
et super arboribus, Caesar dum magnus ad altum
Sfulminat Euphraten bello victorque volentis

per populos dat iura viamque adfectat Olympo.

So von der Pflege der Flur und des Viehs und so von den Bdumen
sang ich. Caesar indes, der gewaltige, schleudert am tiefen
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Euphrat Blitze im Krieg. Als Sieger gibt er Gesetze
willigen Volkern, so strebt er hinan die Bahn zum Olympus.

Die Parallelisierung von Augustus mit Konstantin findet dann ndmlich
eine Entsprechung in den Dichtern Vergil und Optatian. In der Sphragis
der Georgica, deren erste Verse hier zitiert wurden, grenzt der Dichter sei-
nen Schaffens- und Lebensbereich klar von dem Caesars ab: Wihrend der
Dichter sich dem Landleben in Italien widmet, fiihrt Octavian-Augustus
an den Grenzen des Reiches Krieg. Geht man davon aus, dass Carm. 14
noch wihrend Optatians Exil verfasst wurde,”® also mit einiger Distanz
zu den wichtigen Ereignissen und dem Aufenthaltsort Konstantins, so
wiirde die Georgica-Sphragis als Subtext Optatians Wunsch bzw. die
Folgerichtigkeit seines Aufstiegs zum neuen Hof-, wenn nicht gar ,Natio-
naldichter nahelegen wollen.

Betrachtet man die carmina 16, 11 und 14 als ,epische Serie, so steht
an ihrem Anfang als epischer Pritext die griechische Odyssee, an ihrem
Ende die romische Aeneis. Die Zuordnung zur Odyssee erfolgte dabei
iiber ein Formzitat, das eine Parallelisierung der Figuren (ndmlich von
Gottern und Helden) nahelegte und somit dem Verhiltnis zwischen
Konstantin und Gott eine besondere Néhe attestierte. Ein wortliches
Zitat in Carm. 11, das auf eine bestimmte Stelle in der Aeneis rekurrier-
te, provozierte hingegen eine Engfithrung der poetischen Bewiltigung
epischen Stoffes: Hier wie dort wird der Biirgerkrieg der Gegenwart
durch die Einbindung in die epische Vergangenheit legitimiert.! Diese
Riickbindung ist ausdriicklich das Verdienst des Dichters. Hierzu gehort
auch die Ordnung der Gegenwart und die Vision einer goldenen (und fiir
Konstantin bereits angebrochenen) Zukunft, wie dies sowohl in Carm. 14
als auch im Priétext der vergilischen Iuppiter-Prophezeiung der Fall ist.
So wird durch die Zitate auch eine Parallelisierung der Dichter Vergil
und Optatian geleistet, die wiederum das Verhiltnis von Dichter und
Herrscher einander gegeniiberstellen.

30 Optatian ist erst 326 aus dem Exil zuriickgekehrt, nicht - wie verschiedent-
lich vermutet - bereits 325; siche hierzu Wienands Beitrag in diesem Band (bes.
S. 124-135).

31 Die wahrscheinliche Datierung der Gedichte 16, 11, 14 in die Jahre 321-323,
324, Ende 324 (vgl. Bruhat 1999, 496-498) wiirde die Lektiire als Entwicklung
unterstiitzen.
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FAZIT

Dieser Beitrag erkundete am Fallbeispiel die Moglichkeiten individueller
Lektiire Optatian’scher Gittergedichte. Alle besprochenen Gedichte haben
Konstantin als Herrscher zum Gegenstand. Intention der Texte ist eine pa-
negyrische Darstellung des Herrschers. Wéhrend nun aber die Argumente
nach Person und Sache gerade in panegyrischen Texten aus einem eher
beschriankten und topischen Vorrat kommen,* wird bereits an der Form
der Texte Optatians Kklar, dass es sich hier um einen Versuch handelt, das
Gewohnte auflergewohnlich zu machen. Dies besteht unter anderem darin,
dass sie aufgrund ihrer buchstéblichen Vielschichtigkeit eine Vielzahl von
Bedeutungszuordnungen erlauben. Um die Beziehung dieser Ebenen zu
beschreiben, bediente sich der Beitrag der Metapher des Palimpsests.
Denn wie in einem wiederverwendeten Schriftstiick wird auch der neu-
gierige Leser Optatians von den Schichten der Schrift, die zwar schon zu
sehen, aber unter der aktuellen Ebene noch verborgen sind, eingeladen,
tiefer einzudringen. Uberdeckt wird eine Schicht in Optatians Gedichten
durch die Wahrnehmung innerhalb eines neuen Bezugssystems, indem
man von der Wahrnehmung der ikonisch-grafischen Ebene auf die Ebene
des Intexts oder von der Ebene des Intexts auf den eigentlichen Gedicht-
text wechselt. Hier konnte gezeigt werden, dass bei manchen carmina alle
Schichten auf denselben Referenten verwiesen, manche Schichten jedoch
auch verschiedene Moglichkeiten der Rezeption und der Bedeutungszu-
ordnung zulieflen. So ergab sich ein Spannungsverhéltnis zwischen den
einzelnen Ebenen, die sich gegenseitig ergdnzten oder korrigierten. Der
neugierige Leser war neben diesen Moglichkeiten natiirlich auch frei,
individuelle Lektiireereignisse zu erzeugen, indem er durch assoziatives
Blattern im Codex eine sinnstiftende Beziehung zwischen einzelnen
Gedichten herstellte, wie dies am Beispiel einer Zusammenstellung der
carmina nach der Ahnlichkeit des grafischen Musters oder anhand der Sie-
geszeichen gezeigt wurde. Schliefllich gab es noch die Mdglichkeit, in die
Tiefenschichten virtueller Vorgéngertexte vorzudringen und die Bedeutung
des aktuellen Textes durch die Aktivierung eines Préitextes neu zu bestim-
men. Dies wurde an einer Serie epischer Bezugstexte durchgespielt, die

32 Zum Problem des Panegyrischen und der Entwicklung bei Optatian vgl. den
Beitrag von Petra Schierl und Cédric Scheidegger Limmle in diesem Band.
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dadurch eine historische Verankerung des aktuellen Gedichts erzeugten,
die Botschaft des Textes verstiarkten oder gar neue Aspekte hinzufiigten.
Das Ergebnis ist eine Variabilitdt der Lektiiren, die trotz aller inhaltlicher
Topik eine Individualisierung des Lektiireprozesses im Text selbst anlegt.
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MARIE-ODILE BRUHAT

THE TREATMENT OF SPACE
IN OPTATIAN’S POETRY

The first impression one has of Optatian’s poems is spatial: it is not the
verses that one perceives, but rather the space occupied by the letters and
framed by the page (or rather outlined inside that space in the case of
Optatian’s carmina cancellata [Plates 1-5, 7]). Yet in Optatian’s hands space
itself is also rendered a major poetic and metapoetic theme. In Carm. 1,
Optatian introduces two spaces: on the one hand, the space where the
libellus he addresses to the emperor is received (that is, the space of the
imperial court, explicitly named as such); and on the other, the space
where the poet writes, which is not located geographically and only al-
lusively suggested as a place of exile. Exile itself is not mentioned until
Carm. 2, which should be read as a continuation of the opening dedicatory
poem. In this second poem, this time laid out in a grid-formation [Plate 1],
two further spaces open up before the reader: that of poetic creation and
that of Constantinian power. These two spaces, poetic and political, share
a hybrid nature. Both of them simultaneously relate to a celestial and ter-
restrial universe — to a vertical and a horizontal axis, and simultaneously
to a transcendent and immanent power. The poetic space is defined by
a certain charisma: it takes form from the gift of inspiration (that is, the
muses’ descent from their mythical heights down and onto the poet’s
page); and it is shaped by the work the muses perform with the poet, in
turn figured in the manner of a journey (a race across the page where
the verses serve as the muses’ tracks). The same charisma also defines
the political space: it is where God shows his support for Constantine in
the form of the gift of victory, a victory that, initially limited to one part
of the empire, now extends to all its territories, ushering in a new golden
age in a world reunified under Constantinian law.

My purpose in this present chapter is to explore how Optatian charac-
terises these different spaces and relates them to one another. Optatian’s
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works, which the poet himself describes as the gift of nova vincula mentis
from the Camenae,' is a poetry of connections - of interlacing, of interweav-
ings that always go beyond the combinations of letters and metres that
produce the versus intexti. The spaces occupied by this very specific form
of poetic writing obey the same law: they are not simply juxtaposed, but
rather linked and interwoven in important and revealing ways. Accordingly,
the aim of this chapter is to show how Optatian brings together — within
the space of the page — the space of exile, the space of poetic inspiration
and the space where Constantine exercises his supreme imperial power;
what interests me is precisely how textual space is made to unify not only
representations of space but also the space of representation. That is why
the concept of the treatment of space seems more relevant than that of its
representation, insofar as representation is only one way in which spaces
emerge from texts. Ultimately, I argue, it is the specific poetic practice
employed by Optatian that gives his writing a concrete spatial dimension,
one that opens up completely new spaces of reading and representing texts.
To express the point more strongly, we might say that Optatian not only
represents space, but also makes physical use of it so as at once to literalise
a series of metaphors and to project them onto the page.

The first space that we encounter in the collection transmitted to
us is a somewhat problematic one: namely, the place of exile where the
poet has written and addressed his collection to the emperor. Although it
significantly shapes our image of Optatian, we have no concrete informa-
tion about his exile other than Jerome’s brief mention of it, preserving
for posterity the detail that Optatian was recalled from exile on account
of his poetry? Optatian does not say where he was exiled, and no other
external source informs us about it. Nonetheless, the space of exile is at
the heart of Carm. 1, not because of the meagre information the author
provides about it, but rather because the text should be read in tandem
with the first elegy of Ovid’s Tristia as subtext. The scene Optatian paints
in depicting the offering of his /ibellus to Constantine pointedly recalls the
Ovidian text. The choice of elegiac couplets, the dispatch of the book by
the poet to the palace where he himself can no longer go, and the theme of
the wretched appearance of the collection are all indications of the text’s

1 Carm.10.18.

2 On Jerome’s comment (Porphyrius misso ad Constantinum insigni volumine
exilio liberatur), see Bruhat 1999, 9-20, along with Squire’s introduction to
this volume (also with brief discussion of the first poem), and the chapter by
Wienand.
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referential make-up - that is, its relationship to the emblematic figure
of the exiled poet, Ovid. A series of questions ensue: is Carm. 1 a simple
variation on a familiar theme, or is Optatian here saying, by means of
his intertextual reference, something about his own exile? Indeed, can
one speak of a ‘space’ of exile here at all?

Before proceeding, it is perhaps worth recalling the main character-
istics of the first elegy of the first book of Ovid’s 7ristia. In that poem,
the poet addresses the little book that he is sending as his messenger to
Rome (since the city is now forbidden to him). The image of clothing
stems from the personification of the book: the crude appearance of the
volumen - its leaves bereft of colour, its edges unpolished - is implicitly
assimilated to the wretched clothing that befits the person sent into
exile? Ovid’s elegy, 128 verses in length, explicitly ponders the question
of the personal fate of the poet and the status of his poetry. Fear of the
emperor’s wrath, regret and the sorrow of exile dominate Ovid’s expres-
sions of personal feelings, while his worry over the book’s reception by
the public and the desire that it take its rightful place among the poet’s
works reflect properly authorial concerns. The entire poem dramatises
the poet’s relationship to his book while constantly shifting between the
first and second person. Everything about the anthology is directly related
to the person it represents: its appearance suits the book of an exile, the
stains it bears are traces of the poet’s tears, and likewise the very pres-
ence of the book in Rome is a substitute for that of its author. The elegy
opens with this theme of presence and absence explicitly:*

parue - nec invideo - sine me, liber, ibis in urbem:
ei mihi, quo domino non licet ire tuo!

Little book, you will go without me - and I grudge it not - to the city,
to where alas your master is not allowed to go!

The couplet that closes the first movement of the poem likewise states
that the book guarantees the presence of its author in Rome by proxy,
with an invitation to greet his beloved places and an epigrammatic pun
on pes (‘foot’) in both its metrical and physical sense:?

3 On the personification of the volumen in Tr. 1.1, cf. Videau-Delibes 1991, 442-443.
4 Ov. Tr.1.1.1-2. Ovidian translations are adapted from those of A.L. Wheeler
(in the Loeb Classical Library); Optatianic translations are the author’s own.
5 Ov. Tr.1.1.15-16.
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vade, liber, verbisque meis loca grata saluta:
contingam certe quo licet illa pede.

Go, my book, and in my name greet the loved places: I will tread them
at least with whatever foot I may.

The lyrical language of Ovid’s lament here exhibits a special kind of subjec-
tivity: the poet’s relationship to his book structures the elegy from start to
finish. As A. Deremetz has rightly observed, this relationship is envisioned
‘in terms of domination and propriety’, as well as in terms of kinship: the
book is essentially invited to enter Ovid’s ‘sanctuary’ so as to take up its
abode there, a ‘round case’ among its brothers, the poet’s other works.®

The differences between the Ovidian model and Optatian’s retractatio
are obvious - and revealing. The theme of the adornment of the book,
which was of secondary importance in Ovid, becomes the main theme
of Optatian’s poem. Likewise, the poet’s situation is described in terms
of a contrast between the past, when the muse brought his magnificently
adorned poems to the hands of the Augustus himself, and the present, in
which she enters the imperial palace in modest dress and with trembling
step. Consider here Optatian’s opening lines:’

quae quondam sueras pulchro decorata libello
carmen in Augusti ferre Thalia manus,

ostro tota mitens, argento auroque coruscis
scripta notis, picto limite dicta notans,

scriptoris bene compta manu meritoque renidens
gratificum, domini visibus apta sacris,

pallida nunc, atro chartam suffusa colore,
paupere vix minio carmina dissocians,

6 Deremetz 1995, 66-67 (‘sur le mode de la domination et de la propriété’). The
author illustrates his argument with examples drawn from the first elegy of
book 3 of the Tristia, in which Ovid describes the close relationship between
the book and its exiled master and father. A similar list can be made for 77. 1.1,
including domination (domino ... tuo, v.2; forsitan expectes an in alta palatia
missum | scandere te iubeam Caesaremque domum?, vv. 69—70); property (ut titulo
careas, ipso noscere colore, | dissimulare velis, te liquet esse meum, vv. 61-62; si quis
erit qui te, quia sis meus, esse legendum | non putet, vv. 65-66); and kinship (aspicies
illic positos ex ordine fratres, v.107; si qua est tibi cura parentis, v. 115).

7 Carm. 1.1-10.
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hinc trepido pede tecta petis venerabilis aulae,
horrida quod nimium sit tua nunc facies.

You, who once, adorned by a pretty little book, Thalia, were accustomed
to carry my poem to the hands of Augustus; you, who shining all in
purple, written in flashing letters of silver and gold, traced my words
with a painted line; you who, carefully adorned by the author’s hand, as
befits the sacred eyes of (your) master, pleasantly smiled as you deserved;
now, you are pale, your pages bathed in sombre colour, barely highlight-
ing the verses with poor red ink, you seek with trembling step the roof
of the venerable palace, fearful that your present face is too repulsive.

For Optatian, it is worth emphasising, the clothing of the poetry book is
a precise reflection of the poet’s own present situation:®

hos habitus vatis praesentia fata merentur;
vix locus hoc saltem praebuit unde venis ...
squalor et hae sordes conveniunt miseris.

Such is the clothing that the present fate of the poet warrants; yet
even this the place from which you come could barely provide ... This
dishevelled appearance, these mourning clothes befit the wretched.

The only concrete information about the place the poet is describing is
likewise tied to the physical appearance of the /libellus: it is a place where it
is difficult to find red ink. Finally, when Optatian envisions the emperor’s
pardon in the last verses of the poem, he emphasises the recovery of the
former splendour of the book’s appearance, which he has already described?’

This first variation on Ovid is accompanied by a second (and no less
significant) departure: Optatian modifies the poet’s relationship to his
book. He does not address his book directly, let alone send it as his mes-
senger so as to appear by proxy before the emperor. The muse Thalia is
the addressee of the poet’s recommendations and she wears the clothing
of the poems!® This distancing effect is strengthened by the effacement

8 Carm.1.11-12, 14.

9 The emperor’s pardon restores his past state, as shown by the repetition of qguondam
in the final verse, echoing the first line: guae quondam (v.1); ut quondam (v.18).
10 Optatian’s choice of Thalia apparently indicates his wish that the poem be
read in connection with Ovid’s. This is the only time he cites this particular
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of the author: there is no trace of the first person in Optatian’s text, and
every indication of subjectivity and affectivity has been carefully removed.
The place of exile itself is not imagined from the perspective of the person
who resides in this space, but from that of the muse who comes from there:
locus ... unde venis. Significantly, the poet projects his book into the space
where it is received, and it is from this space — a physical space where the
poet himself is absent — that he evokes the space where the book was pro-
duced. Optatian consequently avoids the first-person pronoun even in those
verses where he expresses the hope that the emperor will return his son
and his home to him. Throughout, the author hides behind a third person
(‘the present fate of the poet’, v. 11) and slips into a generalising plural (‘this
dishevelled appearance, these mourning clothes befit the wretched, v. 14).

All this is in stark contrast to Ovid. Ovid, after all, had made the
appearance of his book a conspicuous indication of his condition and
suffering in exile:!

vade, sed incultus, qualem decet exulis esse ...
felices ornent haec instrumenta libellos:
Sfortunae memorem te decet esse meae.

Go, but go unadorned, as becomes the book of an exile ... Books of
good omen should be decked with such things as these; it is my fate
you should bear in mind.

Unlike Ovid, Optatian makes the adornment of his book an indication of
the emperor’s favour or displeasure. Ovid asked his book to bear witness
to his grief by means of a pathetic display:*

muse in his poems, his favourite muse being Calliope (the muse of epic poetry);
Clio, the muse of history, is cited twice. Thalia is the muse that characterises
the poetry of Ovid’s youth (7. 4.10.56); she also accompanies the poet into
exile and thus shares his concerns. Accordingly, in the ninth elegy of book 5,
although she is burning to name the addressee of the elegy, Thalia is ‘fettered
and confined by the law ... imposed’, respecting the poet’s wish not to reveal
it out of concern for compromising his friends.

11 77.1.3, 9-10.

12 Tr.1.13-14. Cf. Videau-Delibes 1991, 441-445. The exile’s liber incultus is the
opposite of the erotic book of happier times, the physical perfection of which
reflected the lover’s desire to seduce: ‘Douceur et séduction des personnages
et de ’ceuvre érotique disparaissent simultanément des Tristes, cédant la place
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neve liturarum pudeat; qui viderit illas,
de lacrimis factas sentiet esse meis.

Be not ashamed of blots; he who sees them will feel that they were
caused by my tears.

Optatian, by contrast, hesitantly attests to Thalia’s fear that her appear-
ance may be too repulsive for the emperor:®

hinc trepido pede tecta petis venerabilis aulae,
horrida quod nimium sit tua nunc facies.

You seek with trembling step the roof of the venerable palace, fearful
that your present face is too repulsive.

Optatian makes clear reference to Ovid here, yet nonetheless recrafts his
poem into a very different preface for the ensuring collection.

What should we make of these variations? In my view, they com-
bine to replace a display of emotion with an exhibition of submission.
The poet’s relationship to his book is replaced by his relationship to the
emperor. While the muse replaces the book as the recipient of the poet’s
address, the clothing she wears does not reflect the personal fate and
mental state of the poet (as it does in Ovid)," but rather the state of his
poetry, which is completely dependent on its reception by Constantine.
That is why the theme of the book’s physical presentation is made to
take centre-stage, referring directly to Constantine’s imperial majesty
with its characteristic colours - purple, silver and gold - and structuring
the poem around three moments (good relations with the emperor in the
past, present disgrace and a return to future favour). Ovid, in dispatching
his libellus to Rome, foregrounds the poet’s person, his desire to remedy
his banishment from the space of the urbs, by re-entering this space
through a visit by his book, adopting both an affective and authorial ap-
proach. As messenger, the book enacts the exile’s imaginary return, but

a Pamertume des pleurs, du deuil, en méme temps qu’au laisser-aller qui leur
conviennent’ (Videau-Delibes 1991, 445).

13 Carm.1.9-10.

14 Cf. Videau-Delibes 1991, 443: ‘Le liber de 1,1 et de 3,1 est ainsi la réplique
exacte de son “maitre”. La situation lui impose de paraitre endeuillé: il est
transformé en livre triste par la tristesse du sort subi par le poéte’.
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also enables the poet to assert the permanence of his identity as author
in the space of Rome:®

tu tamen, i pro me, tu, cui licet, aspice Romam.
di facerent possem nunc meus esse liber!

nec te, quod venias magnam peregrinus in urbem,
ignotum populo posse venire puta.

ut titulo careas, ipso noscere colore,
dissimulare velis, te liquet esse meum.

But you go in my stead - you, who are permitted to do so, gaze on
Rome! Would that the gods might grant me now to be my book! And
think not, because you enter into the great city as one from foreign
lands, that you can come as a stranger to the people. Though you
should lack a title, your very style will bring recognition; though you
should wish to play the deceiver, it is clear that you are mine.

Optatian, in dispatching his libellus to the imperial court, effaces the
person of the poet and reduces the space of reception to the emperor’s
person. His poetry is destined and made for the hands and eyes of the
emperor, his only master. The thinking is recounted in the opening verses
describing the happy past:*

quae quondam sueras pulchro decorata libello
carmen in Augusti ferre Thalia manus,
... domini visibus apta sacris

The effect of this display of submission is paradoxical and again emerges
from comparison with Ovid’s prototext. Whereas, in the first elegy of book
1 of the Tristia, Ovid advises his book not to venture into the imperial pal-
ace without the aid of an intermediary,” and in the first poem of book 3,
he presents Augustus’ house as an inaccessible place and source of dread,®

15 Tr.1.1.57-62.

16 As cited above (with translation), pp. 260-261: Carm. 1.1-2, 6.

17 Tr.1.1.95-96: si quis erit qui te dubitantem et adire timentem | tradat et ante tamen
pauca loquatur, adi.

18 Tr.3.1.53-56: me miserum! vereorque locum, vereorque potentem, | et quatitur
trepido littera nostra metu. | aspicis exsangui chartam pallere colore? | aspicis alternos
intremuisse pedes?
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Optatian sends his muse to plead his case. The reason for this discrep-
ancy is simple: Optatian does not depict a nostalgic visit to Rome - and
he does not express his anxieties and claims as Ovid had done; rather,
he transforms the act of sending his collection of poems into an almost
religious gesture of supplication and devotion. That is why, while Ovid
remains in despair over the loss of a familiar space that he may traverse
only in his imagination, Optatian already anticipates his return, not to
the physical space of Rome, but rather to the space of imperial favour.
His recall from exile, though discretely stated as the recovery of his son
and home,” is nonetheless described solely from the point of view of the
poetic space created to praise Constantine. It is through the radiance on
the page, in imitation of the solar radiance of the emperor, that Optatian
imagines the end of an exile symbolised by the deprivation of purple,
gold and silver. Optatian thus shifts the mimetic function served by the
physical appearance of the book from the author’s person to that of the
dedicatee of his poems; in doing so, he also shifts the focus from the
space of exile to that of reception. Ovid’s book, in the image of its father
and master, is condemned to wander Rome in search of a reader (‘at once
hypothetical and indefinite’),?’ who can petition Caesar on its behalf; with
Ovid, the elegiac poet mistrusts an art that has turned on its author. By
contrast, Optatian ensures a secure space for his poetic art by addressing
it and dedicating it to a single reader: namely, to the emperor.

Does this process of effacing exile mean that there is no place for any
personal expression of grief on the part of the exiled poet himself? Does
his exile not exist as a lived space in this poetry dedicated entirely to its
addressee? In order to answer these two questions we must first clarify the
referential function of this opening poem. After all, as we have said, the
referent of Optatian’s text is another text. To evoke his own situation as
a poet exiled by the emperor, Optatian directs his literate reader to a text
by another poet, a poet who has become emblematic of the exiled poet. By

19 Carm.1.15-16: cum dederit clemens veniam, natumque laremque | reddiderit.

20 Cf. Videau-Delibes 1991, 457-459 (‘a la fois hypothétique et indéfini’). Noting
the recurrence of indefinite pronouns and hypothetical turns of phrase in both
the first elegy of the Tristia and in the following poems, Videau-Delibes shows
the importance of the figure of the ‘lecteur inconnu, perdu dans la foule’ and of
the book’s search for an intermediary who will give it access to the prince: ‘Pour
Paider a s’approcher de César, éventuel lecteur, il n’y a que des intermédiaires
anonymes et potentiels. Sa quéte répéte ainsi la situation du paraklausithyron,
chére a I’élégie amoureuse’.
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offering a retractatio of the first elegy of the Tristia, Optatian’s objective in
Carm. 1 lies in playing on the similarity of both poets’ circumstances so
as to better highlight the differences between their poetic responses. This
work of rewriting aims at defining a poetic space in which the space left
to the question of Optatian’s exile plays a revealing part. The question
of exile is central to Ovid’s poem; it is the principal object of the fiction
of the book as messenger, whose mission is to represent its master and
father in Rome - that is, to compensate for the author’s absence with the
presence of his poetic works. This topic is virtually dropped by Optatian
who instead cuts the ties of ownership and parentage with his book by
trusting in the mediation of the muse and placing his poetry exclusively
under the emperor’s power. The overriding message of Carm.1 is clear:
from its production to its reception, the sole scope of Optatian’s poetry
is imperial favour; its only space lies in its celebration of the emperor.

Reprising the model set by Ovid also allows Optatian to introduce
into the text — as if in the manner of a palimpsest (as Meike Riihl argues
in this volume) - the affective side of his exile. The reference to Ovid is
so obvious that is relieves Optatian of all signs of elegiac lamentation:
they remain present through the Ovidian subtext, which subtly implies
what Optatian’s text will not openly say. We may make the following in-
terpretive hypothesis: Optatian ostensibly erases the signs of subjectivity
and affectivity present in his model’s text, while relying on the power of
intertextuality to project them onto his own text? Ingeniously, the theme
of the appearance of the libellus, transformed so as to advertise a poetic
program distinct from Ovid’s, nonetheless functions as a metaphor for
the poet’s fate precisely because it recalls Ovid. In this way exile is pres-
ent in Optatian’s poem through its Ovidian model at the same time that
it is defined substantially in opposition to that model.

What should we conclude about the space of exile in Carm. 1? First
of all, it is a textual space, since the reality of Optatian’s exile is com-
pletely effaced in favour of the referent constituted by Ovid’s text. But
this referential textual space is itself transformed into a new space by the
retractatio. The appearance of the book, which reflects the author’s exile

21 An example of this intertextual game comes in the correspondence between
Carm. 1.7 and Tr. 3.1.53-56 (cf. above, n.18). Optatian’s verse - pallida nunc,
atro chartam suffusa colore — reprises Tr. 3.1.55 (aspicis exsangui chartam pallere
colore?). The restraint of Optatian’s verse is enriched by the powerful affectiv-
ity and pathetic effects of the words Ovid puts in the mouth of his book, filled
with dread before the gate to the imperial palace.
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in Ovid’s poetry, is here in Optatian’s text made above all to reflect the
majesty of the emperor. In essence, the wretched appearance caused by
the privations of exile matters less than the dazzling appearance to which
Optatian’s poetry is destined by nature. This appearance is that of the
emperor, just as it is true that Optatian’s poetry functions as a mirror for
Constantine himself: within the space of the page, the emperor is invited
to contemplate the image of his own power. Thus, the variation on the
Ovidian model seems intended to establish the terms of the relationship
between the emperor and poet in the context of exile. Optatian clearly
advertises that his poetry is dedicated to Constantine alone, and his hope
for recall from exile is thus equal to the devotion he thereby asserts.

It is from this perspective that we might turn to Optatian’s second
poem [cf. Plate 1]. As we have said, Carm. 2 may be read as a continuation
of the fictions inherent in Carm. 1. But it also continues the retractatio of
the first elegy of the Tristia. In Carm.1.13-14, Optatian sends the muse
Thalia to the imperial palace, entrusting her with the following mission:

suppliciter tamen ire potes dominumque precari:
squalor et hae sordes conveniunt miseris.

Yet you can go as a suppliant and beseech my master: this dishevelled
appearance, these mourning clothes befit the wretched.

Carm. 2 carries out this mission, since the request addressed by the muse
is formulated in the verse that defines the space occupied by the poem:

sancte, tui vatis, Caesar, miserere serenus.
Holy Caesar, in your serenity take pity on your poet.

This same verse is repeated on each of the four sides of Optatian’s large
(35x35) grid of letters, while v. 18 and a central mesostich define four
small squares within the large one. The space of the poem is thus com-
pletely enclosed by the plea concerning the poet - his all-out petition
to the emperor for mercy. Following the lines of Carm. 1, it is the muse
who here makes this plea, and Optatian takes pains to specify this in
the poem:?

22 Carm. 2.10-13, 16-18.
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vix mihi Calliope pavitanti conscia nutu
adnuit, ausa precem vatisque edicere fata
tristia, signato partes ut limite claudat
iure pari carmen ...

... et pars, quae dividit orsa
e medio, caput esse queat versuque referre:
sancte, tui vatis, Caesar, miserere serenus.

Calliope, my confidant, scarcely gave me her trembling nod of assent,
daring to utter my plea and the sad fate of the poet, so that this poem,
marked off by a sign, could enclose its parts in equal measure ... so that
the letters cutting through the middle can be the head and repeat the
following verse: Holy Caesar, in your serenity take pity on your poet.

The vatis tristia fata clearly recall the title of Ovid’s collection, even more
so given that the adjective #ristis appears in two verses that elaborate on
a theme taken from the first elegy of the Tristia:*

... nam tristis cura recusat
egregios actus ...

Since a sad concern rejects extraordinary feats.

The passage of Ovid echoed in these verses warrants our quoting it in full
so as to appreciate yet again the distance between the Ovidian text and
Optatian’s reprise. Ovid anticipates that readers might consider his book to
be beneath his genius: he cites the circumstances of his exile as an excuse:?

carmina proveniunt animo deducta sereno:
nubila sunt subitis tempora nostra malis.
carmina secessum scribentis et otia quaerunt:
me mare, me venti, me fera iactat hiems.
carminibus metus omnis abest: ego perditus ensem
haesurum iugulo iam puto iamque meo.
haec quoque quod facio iudex mirabitur aequus
scriptaque cum venia qualiacumque leget.

23 Carm. 2.5-6. For related discussion of the poem, cf. Elsner’s comments in
this volume’s envoi.
24 Tr.1.1.39-48.
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da mihi Maeoniden et tot circumice casus:
ingenium tantis excidet omne malis.

Poetry comes fine spun from a soul at peace; my mind is clouded with
unexpected woes. Poetry requires the writer to be in privacy and ease; I
am harassed by the sea, by gales, by wintry storms. Poetry is injured by
any fear; I in my ruin am forever expecting a sword to pierce my throat.
Even the making of such verse as this will surprise a fair-minded critic
and he will read these verses with indulgen