CHAPTER I2

Training athletes and interpreting the past in
Philostratus’ Gymnasticus

Jason Konig

INTRODUCTION: PHILOSTRATUS’ GYMNASTICUS
AND THE ATHLETICS OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE

The human body, and especially the male, athletic body, was an object
of specialised care in the Roman empire (as it had been for hundreds of
years before), care which was masked by competition between rival spe-
cialisms. On the one hand, educational experts of many sorts wielded
cheir influence over the bodies of young men of the elite in the gymna-
sion, teaching them how to perform in competition, and how to carry
themselves in life. On the other, medical men taught the best ways of
caring for the body, for the achievement of physical, and sometimes philo-
sophical, well-being. Philostratus’ Gymnasticus — a defence of the art of
the athletic trainer — is as near as we get to a full instruction book for
specialists in the first, athletic, type of care.’ It is also interested, how-
ever, in constructing a discipline which to some extent unifies these two
spheres, combining athletic and physiological expertise. In this sense it is
in line with the use of the word gymnasteés (trainer), as far back as Plato, to
describe men whose knowledge of bodies was on a more theoretical, med-
ical plane than the paidotribai who did most of the practical instruction in
the gymnasion.*

! For a longer discussion of Gymnasticus, see Konig (2005) 301-44; some of the material in this chapter
is adapted from there, see also Konig (2007b). I assume, following de Lannoy (1997), esp. 2,404-10
(and also Flinterman (1995) 514 and others), that the author of Gymnasticus is the same as the author
of Lives of the sophists (VS), Life of Apollonius (VA) and Nero, and probably also of Heroicus and the
first Imagines. The repeated interest in athletic subject marter which all of these works share (see de
Lannoy (1997) 2,407-8), is one convincing argument for common authorship (or at the very least for
deliberate correspondence between the work of different authors, especially between Gymnasticus and
Heroicus, whose subject matter is often strikingly close). Certainty about that is impossible, however,
and I have therefore aimed for a reading of Gymnasticus which is valid independently of any precise
connections with other Philostratean texts, which I will discuss towards the end of this chapter. The
precise date of Gymnasticus s unclear, but it is likely to have been written in the AD 220s or 230s; for
a summary of debate, see de Lannoy (1997) 2,405-7; Miiller (1995) 317.

* See Jiithner (1909) 3-8.
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Philostratus also makes a bolder connection, I will argue, in juxtaposing
analysis of the human body with analysis of developments in athletic history
as they are reflected in contemporary institutions and rituals. Both topics
are subjected similarly to his searching and entertaining interpretative gaze.
He attempts a rehabilitation of the art of the gymnastés against the criticisms
of men like Galen, the dominating voice of second-century Ap medicine.
That rehabilitation is founded on the idea that gymnastiké (the art of
training) can compete with the most prestigious intellectual disciplines;
that it requires, in its most developed form, precisely the skills of logical
analysis and ingenious presentation which are central to rhetorical expertise,
and central to gaining and displaying understanding of one’s own culture
and heritage. Analysing the athletic body, seeing beneath the surface of it,
requires — at least in the world of the Philostratean training-ground — many
of the same techniques as analysing the Greek past, through the traces it
leaves in the present.

Philostratus” ingenious re-imagining of the art of athletic training in
Gymnasticus can reveal a great deal about the controversies surrounding
educational practice in the Roman empire. Traditional Greek culture, and
the elite, Hellenic identity which was so closely founded upon it in this
period, were constantly contested, despite the impression of stability and
self-evident legitimacy which so many individuals attached to their own
interpretations of these things.’ The dominance of rhetoric and philosophy
as the most important elements of elite education was far from secure,
despite the contrary impression we often receive from surviving literary and
rhetorical texts from the period.* For example, Galen’s vitriolic attacks on
athletic trainers, who fall so far short of his own discipline of philosophical
medicine, seem at first sight a world away from the extravagant praise given
to athletes and their educators in the many thousands of inscriptions which

3 For examples of work on this period which emphasise that see, among other examples, Goldhill
(2001); Whitmarsh (2001a); Kénig (2005) 8-20. Gleason (1995) is particularly good at revealing the
ways in which Polemo and Favorinus constantly struggle against negative representations through
their competition for the same prestigious cultural position.

4+ Both Gleason (1995) (e.g. 159) and Schmitz (1997) (e.g. 10812 in his discussion of elite competition
in schools and festivals) seem to me to under-estimate the extent to which physical education
and competition still mattered for the elite of the Greek East. In particular, the prominence of
physiognomy in Gymnasticus serves as a reminder that the skills which underpinned Polemo's
sophistic persona, as Gleason presents it, were themselves open to applications in which Polemo
would have shown little interest; my emphasis on athletic education, I hope, also broadens Gleason’s
focus on the way in which identity was experienced and performed in a highly physical way through
shaping and display of the body.

Training athletes and interpreting the past 253

survive from all over the Greek East. Both of these positions, however,
represent (equally confident but diametrically opposed) reactions to the
same institutional heritage. Philostratus, in turn, contests and rewrites the
Galenic vision of cultural ideals and disciplinary hierarchies, although he
does so in a relatively conciliatory way which makes it clear that his own
vision is founded on many of the same principles as Galen’s, in much
the same way as Galen himself constantly sifts through and rewrites his
philosophical and medical heritage.

Gymnasticus thus participates in contests over proper interpretation of
the Hellenic heritage, via controversies about what is the best way to care
for the male body. Such controversies required individuals to engage in
the process of transforming and refashioning the traditions of the Greek
past, while at the same time signalling their close attachment to those
traditions. Philostratus, I will argue, is unusually self-conscious about the
process of reshaping and reinterpreting tradition. Often, for example, he
seems to be offering a variety of explanations for individual problems and
puzzles in order to prompt his readers to participate in interpretation, to
respond with their own speculations, in a way which implies that there
is no single correct or authoritative explanation for many of the features
of the athletic tradition he discusses. In the process, he also implies that
these ingenious skills of argumentation can be learned. At the same time,
however, that vision is in tension with a sense that these are restricted skills,
just as Galen’s medical skills, for all his interest in prompting the qualified
reader to self-learning,® are available in full only to those readers who can
meet his very stringent demands. The ignorant majority is vehemently
excluded. In Gymnasticus, that restriction is signalled not least by the fact
that there is very little sense of the athlete himself being empowered to
self-analysis within the scheme Philostratus sets up. The athletic body is
always a passive one, the object of analysis rather than the active subject.
There is little mention of the athlete speaking or responding. Philostratus
himself, and his ideal trainer, in contrast with the many who follow those
modern, degenerate forms of the art which Philostratus sets out to correct,
are the only ones who can do the job, who can see how the method he
teaches can be applied to everything, to the physical body as much as to
the traces of history. Analysis of athletes is the first step in transformation
of them, just as analysis of the past can transform it, recreate it for the

5 See Robert (1984) for a synoptic picture of epigraphical evidence for athletic festivals within the
Roman empire, along with the huge number of more specific studies elsewhere in his work; cf. van
Nijf (2001); Konig (2005); Newby (2005).

6 See, e.g., Thrasyboulos 4.
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present. Philostratus himself draws attention to those processes and to
that similarity. In doing so, he also portrays those transformative skills of
paideia as ones which bestow great authority, over individuals as over the
past.’

Philostratus is also, however, constantly aware of the danger of using
these techniques of Hellenic analysis wrongly, irresponsibly, or superfi-
cially. In that, he is in line with a tendency among many of the Greek
writers of the first—third centuries AD to be interested in the difficulties
and challenges of maintaining a constant Hellenic front, of living up to
the standards of their Hellenic heritage. The concept of his own project as
something which delves into the central places of Greek culture resurfaces
repeatedly. For example, he takes Olympia, the original and most presti-
gious gathering place for the Greek world, as his main source for athletic
history, and on several occasions compares his ideal trainers with the bell-
inodikai, the Olympic arbiters of Greek identity.® This Hellenic heritage
is to be interpreted flexibly, but always responsibly. The true gymnastés, for
Philostratus, must keep in training.

The invitation to compare historical and physiognomical analysis is sig-
nalled immediately in the text’s structuring.” The opening of the work
(paragraphs 1—2) asserts the prestigious position held by the trainer’s art
(gymna;ti/eé) within the hierarchy of professional skills. We might expect,
following on from this, an involved analysis of those categories, and a robust
presentation of the technical complexities on which gymnastikérelies. Philo-
stratus, however, launches at once (paragraphs 3-19) into a long account of
the origins of the various athletic events, which for the most part have no
close connection with techniques of training. Only then does the figure of
the trainer return to the limelight. The rest of the work (paragraphs 20-58)
focuses on the skills required by the gymnastés, presenting famous exam-
ples of encouragement given by trainers to their athletes, and illustrating —
often very entertainingly — some of the techniques of physiognomical
analysis required for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of aspiring
competitors. The initial foray into athletic history looks at first sight like

7 Cf. Billault (1993) 156—7 and 161 on the conspicuous and authoritative position of the author within
the text.

8 Gymnasticus18 (discussed further below), 25 and 54. A specific interest in the boundaries of Hellenism
is also consistent with his concerns in other works, as 1 will argue further below: see, e.g., Swain
(1996) 380—-400; Swain (1999) on VA and Hellenism within the early third century AD; Whitmarsh
(1999) on Nero.

9 Philostratus’ Gymnasticus is cited from Jiithner (1909), who also provides the most detailed available
commentary (for less detailed comment, see Coretta (1995)). I have used Jiithner’s numbering of the
text, but have combined that with page and line numbers from volume 2 of Kayser (1870-1), where
that has seemed necessary for clarity.
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an own goal for Philostratus, a move which is only likely to increase the
suspicion that we are dealing with a discipline which cannot hold its own
against Galen’s heavyweight philosophical medicine. Many modern com-
mentators on Gymnasticus have certainly felt that to be the case, no doubt
influenced by a tendency to under-value athletic ‘antiquarianism’, without
acknowledging the prestige attached to the project of anchoring contem-
porary festival life within a long historical framework. I want to suggest
here, by contrast, that Philostratus’ juxtaposition of the physical and the
historical is a deliberate and bold attemprt to give gymnastikeé a central space
within the contours of contemporary paideia, as something which draws
on and exemplifies processes on which all educated men must rely. It also
suggests, perhaps more importantly, that Philostratus own transformative
skills of cultural analysis have a kind of universal application, signalled by
their capacity to inspire a discipline whose value is far from self-evident, a
discipline which in the world of the second and third centuries AD attracted
widespread devotion, but nevertheless still hovered on the edges of social
and intellectual prestige. )

My aim is thus partly to suggest that Gymnasticus is a work of much
greater sophistication than has usually been acknowledged. It has often been
criticised as a ‘sophistic’ text, a playful reworking of a traditional ‘textbook’
topic, linked with rhetorical traditions of adoxography, the exercise of
defending activities which cannot easily be defended.” Certainly this kind
of exercise is one which resurfaces frequently in the literature of this period,
However, it is usually very far from being a sterile, purely ‘rhetorical
exercise. Lucian’s De Saltatione and De Parasito are good examples, defences
of pantomime dancing and parasitism, respectively.”" Both of these works
are entertainingly paradoxical, but Lucian also uses them, characteristically,
to challenge the assumptions which govern conventional hierarchies of
the sort on which Galen and others rely, reflecting humorously on the
internal contradictions of classical tradition. How are we to judge the
respectability of any single discipline? Can we really trust what the self-
proclaimed cultural arbiters of Hellenism tell us, when we discover that
conventional techniques of rhetorical praise can be applied so fluently to
conventionally derided arts like these?

Gymnasticus has also been denigrated as an incoherent, ‘encyclope-
dic’ piece of writing.”” Even Alain Billault, who attempts a rehabili-
tation of Gymmasticus, seems unable to escape from a terminology of
19 See, e.g., Jiithner (1909) 97-107; Anderson (1986) 269; Miiller (1995) 328.

1 Jischner (1909) 98100 discusses resemblances berween Gymnasticus and Lucian’s De Saltatione.
12 See, e.g., Reardon (1971) 195-8.
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‘encyclopaedism’.”® Such assessments suffer from under-estimating the cen-
tral importance to contemporary culture of the institution Philostratus
describes. They also suffer, I will argue, from a misunderstanding of the
fundamentally rhetorical character of much ancient scientific writing, and
of the prestigious role played by creative compilation of knowledge within
imperial literature.'* More specifically, all of them fail to show that there are
very strong thematic links between the many different sections of the work.
The elements of ingenuity which resurface throughout Gymnasticus, and
which others have seen as signs of the author’s lack of serious investment
in the things he defends, are in fact an important part of his justification
of it, and the humour of the work plays a very deliberate role, as a cen-
tral element in the sophisticated styles of analysis and display Philostratus
illustrates for us.

Where Gymnasticus has received more attention is from scholars inter-
ested in reconstructing the realities of ancient athletic practice. Many of
these studies have been relucrant, however, to situate the athletic activity of
the Roman empire within its wider cultural context, and have failed to take
account of the rhetorical strategies of this particular work.” This is not to
say that Gymnasticus has no value for reconstructions of athletic practice;
rather that its value will be limited if one does not take into account the
way in which Philostratus’ work, along with other literary representations
of athletic activity in this period, carries with it much wider agendas than
the ‘Faithful’ reflection of what actually happened in the gymnasium and
the stadium. Many scholars have agonised about whether Gymnasticus is
meant to be ‘useful’, whether it is addressed to ‘real” athletic trainers, but
:f we take the work on its own terms that question is bound to seem
less important. Clearly it is not meant simply as a systematic manual of
instruction (as may be the case with the wrestling manual which survives

Y Esp. Billault (1993) 165-2.

4 See esp. Konig and Whitmarsh (2007) on the compilatory texts of the Roman empire; also Barton
(1994) esp. 133-68 on Galen in the context of Roman empire medical writing; she emphasises,
among other things, the high value artached to signalling one’s participation in elite literary culture
within ‘scientific’ writing (143-7); cf. ibid. 95-131 (also Gleason {1995) esp. 21-54) on physiognomical
analysis, which occupies a great dcal of space within Gymnasticus. More generally, see Lloyd (1996),
who uses comparative evidence, among other things, to throw into relief the agonistic nature of
ancient Greek scientific writing, although he also emphasises in 119, and throughout, the need for
constant qualification of that broad characterisation.

So much so that the only translations of this text into English (in achletic sourcebooks by Robinson
(1955) 212-32 and Sweet (1987) 212-30) are incomplete; Robinson even omits the opening paragraph
of the work., Gymnasticus has often been mined for evidence with no acknowledgement of its wider
purpose. Golden (1998) 48~50 recognises its limitations as a reliable source, but does not attempt
a coherent exposition of it. Harris (1972) gives up in exasperation, and accuses Philostratus of
including material which is silly” (24) and ‘feeble’ (33); of. Harris (1964) 26.

1
é
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in one first- or second-century AD papyrus fragment),’® but in a sense that
is exactly the point, since the cultured trainer (gymmastés), for Philostratus,
must be able to see very far beyond the technical details of the more lowly
athletics teacher (paidotribés).

It is ultimately difficult, in other words, to know how much of the
technical detail of this work corresponded with acrual pracrice (although
much of what Philostratus says can be confirmed or contradicted through
other sources), or how much ‘personal’ experience Philostratus had of
athletics, and answering those questions will not be my main concern here.
I will focus instead on the wider aims and effects of Gymnasticus, and on
the variety of ways in which this text explores and asserts the broad cultural
significance of the activities and skills and stories it presents. Philostratus
offers us — with the humour and ingenuity which his own rhetorical skills
demand — a paradoxical picture of the trainer as a figure who stands as an
iconic representative not only of Greek civic, agonistic practice, but also of
Greek paideia. As such, the Philostratean gymnastes is quite deliberately at
one remove from commonly perceived realities, quite deliberately offered to
us as a figure who embodies surprising depths and surprising connections.

PHILOSTRATUS AND GALEN

Several of Galen’s many works are primarily concerned with the criticism
of athletic trainers. I discuss them here partly to illustrate some of the
currents of criticism which run through Greek literary tradition, and to
which Philostratus is responding.” Galen aligns himself with Hippocrates,

6 P Oxy. 3.466: see Jiithner {1909) 26—30; Poliakoff (1986) 161-72; Poliakoff (1987) s1-3.

17 For an account of some of the traditions of Greek athletic writing to which Philostratus responds, see
Jiithner (1909) 3-13L, who focuses especially on medical, philosophical and historiographical works.
Miller (1995) esp. 296-330, and Kénig (2005) discuss some of the most important imperial literary
texts on athletics, with their highly varied valuations of athletic activity. For a programmatically
ambivalent representation of athletics from roughly the same period, which draws on many of
the same classical sources, see Lucian’s Anacharsis, discussed by Branham (1989) 81-104 and Kénig
(2005) 80-66. Branham analyses well the way in which Lucian humorously juxtaposes the positive
and negative assessments of athletics which are enshrined in Greek tradition, although he under-
emphasises the degree o which this work acts as a comment on contemporary athletic practice.
Many writers from the first and second centuries are interested in exploring the significance of the
relationship between Greek traditions of criticism and approval on the one hand, and stereotypically
Roman opinions about athletics on the other (e.g. about the uselessness of athletics for warfare, the
assaciation of athletics with Greek effeminacy): see Konig (2005) 205-12. There is no particular sign
char Philostratus has stereotypically Roman opinions specifically in mind in Gymnasticus, but his
interest in (for example) the link berween military and athletic activity may owe something to their
prominence in texts from the previous century; see, among many other examples, Plut. Quaest. Rom.
40, Juv. 3.68, Luc. 7.270-2, all of which exploit but also question stereotypes of Roman anti-athletic
sentiment (cf. Rawson (1992) 4-7).
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Plato and Euripides, for example, all of whom famously attack athletics,
although it is clear that Galen’s appropriation of their opinions is often
distorting and opportunistic. I also quote Galen, however, because it is
possible that Philostratus has his work specifically in mind at many stages
in Gymnasticus, and that he envisages his own text as an answer to Galen’s
attacks. There are few precise verbal parallels, but repeated similarities of
argument, | will suggest, make a deliberate connection highly likely."®

The most sustained criticisms of athletics in the work of Galen come
in his Protrepticus (Exhortation to study the arts)" and in his Thrasyboulos
(On whether healthiness is a part of medicine or gymnastics).** In both, he is
worried about the prestige of athletics, and the challenge it might pose to
his own profession of philosophical medicine, separating himself off from
fraudulent practitioners of the fake techné (art) of gymnastike. The first half
of Protrepticus is taken up with praise of the followers of Hermes, those who
devote themselves to the true technai (arts) the best of which, of course,
is medicine (iatriké). In the second half, Galen deals by contrast with the
false technai, representing athletic training, with extraordinary vehemence,
as the most dangerous threat to modern youth, and drawing on classical
sources to emphasise its lack of usefulness, and the way in which it drags
man to the level of an animal, depriving him of the use of reason.”

Thrasyboulos, a more technical work, involves a complex categorisation of
the different rechnai, whereby Galen demonstrates that gymnastiké occupies
only the tiniest subdivision of the art of iazrike. He represents the trainers
as profoundly uneducated, even, sometimes, as profoundly un-Greek. In
the closing paragraphs of the work, for example, he describes the absurd
intervention of an athletic trainer in public debate, an incident introduced
by denunciation of the whole profession. He emphasises the fact that
the trainers’ claim to represent Hellenic tradition, which they make so
stridently, as we hear elsewhere, is only a cover for dangerous ignorance
and barbarism:

8 In this, I argue for a more direct link than Jiithner (1909) 118—20, who claims that Philostratus’
knowledge of medical texts is probably not direct, but rather mediated through the treatises of
trainers (see below, n. 58 for a different interpretation of one his main pieces of evidence). Brophy
and Brophy (1989) point to a number of signs that Philostratus is parodying Galen closely, although
the parallels they identify are often less conclusive than they seem to think, and they certainly go
too far in assuming that Galen and Philostratus were ‘friendly rivals at court’ (157).

Kr.1=39. Galen’s Protrepticus is cited from Boudon (2000), his Thrasyboulos from Marquardt, Miiller
and Helmreich (1884-93). Quotations from both texts are also numbered by volume and page
number from Kiithn (1821-33) [= K], where that has seemed necessary for clarity. For English
translation of both texts, see Singer (1997).

20 K5.806-98. ' See Boudon (2000) 2-42 for introductory analysis of Protrepticus.
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Nevertheless the most unfortunate of them, all the ones who have never won any-
thing, immediately start to call themselves trainers, and then they begin screeching,
just like pigs, in a discordant and barbarous voice. (Thrasyboulos 46 [Ks.894])*

Despite Galen’s insistent disparagement of athletic training, however,
he does find positive uses for physical exercise elsewhere, most notably
(and humorously) in his work On exercise with the small ball*® Even the
most anti-athletic and vehemently philosophical of authors, it seems, is
interested in finding ways of appropriating physical training to his own
expertise. In this, he actually has a great deal in common with Philostra-
tus, in the sense that both of them reshape athletics in order to make it
compatible with other techniques which they value highly. They also share
an interest in seeing beneath the surface of the body, getting to the truth
behind superficial appearance.* Galen portrays his own medical skill as the
embodiment of physical training and analysis in its most refined form, a
kind of philosophical, elevated equivalent of the debased skills of the trainer,
especially in Protrepticus, where athletic vices are systematically contrasted
with the virtues the good technai bring. Moreover, as Rebecca Flemming
has suggested, Galen’s medical knowledge is represented as an essentially
masculine expertise, and the active readers he envisages are male readers.”
That may be one additional reason why the false manliness of athletes and
their trainers plays such a central role in Galen’s self-representation, as a
counter-image to his own professional skills.

Philostratus is clearly writing with many of the same traditions and
sources as Galen in mind, although interpreting them very differently. 1
will focus here especially on their divergent interpretations of Plato, and on
the similarities and differences between their categorisations of the different
arts, with reference especially to two passages (Gymnasticus 1—2 and 14-15)
which play a conspicuous role in structuring Philostratus’ argument. One
of Philostratus’ characteristic strategies is to sidestep Galenic criticisms by
emphasising the fact that they share many of the same assumptions, but
that Galen and/or others have simply misapplied them.

22 8N bpws of ToUTwv &TuyéoTaTol Kai UNBETAOTTOTE VIKAOQVTES EEaxipvns tauToUs dvopdgouat
yuLvaoTds, 1T oluat Kal Kekpéry ao oUBEY FiTTov TéV GUGY EKuehel kol PapPdpe Qi

3 Ks5.899-910; cf. De Sanitate Tuenda book 2 [K6.81-163] for a long account of the medical usefulness
of gymnastic exercises. Galen’s work, this text especially, was among the strongest influences on
the growth in sporting activity which took place in England within the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries: see Brailsford (1969) 15, 18, 165.

24 See, e.g., Galen's On prognosis [K14.599-673), with Barton (1994) esp. 133-43, and the commentary
of Nutton (1979); cf. Gleason (1995) esp. 21-54, on Polemo’s physiognomical gaze.

%5 See Flemming (2000) esp. 285-7.
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Gymnasticus opens with the claim that gymnastiké is a form of sophia
(wisdom) equal to any. The passage recalls Galen’s Protrepticus, and con-
stitutes a very blunt challenge to Galen’s categorisation there of good and
bad sechnai, including many of the skills Galen had identified as worthy
of admiration in Protrepticus 5 and 14. The closing paragraph of that work
(or at least as much of it as survives)?® gives us the following classification:

Given that there is a distinction berween two different types of art (techné) — some
of them are rational and highly respected, whereas others are contemptible, and
centred around bodily labour, in other words the ones we refer to as banausic or
manual — it is better to take up one of the first category .. . In the first category are
medicine, rhetoric, music, geometry, arithmetic, logic, astronomy, grammar and
law; and you can also add sculpting and drawing if you wish. (Protrepticus 14)*7

The best of all, Galen tells us finally, is medicine. Athletic training, mean-
while, has already been ejected from the categorisation altogether, counted
along with acrobatics and tight-rope walking as a bad art (kaxoTEXViC)
(Protrepticus 9).

Philostratus begins his work in similar vein, identifying a number of
sophiai. He generously includes iatriké, as if he is trying to avoid the
impression of disagreeing with Galen outright, but nevertheless conspicu-
ously lists it as separate from philosophy:

Let us consider the following things as examples of wisdom — things like poetry and
speaking artfully and undertaking poetry and music and geometry (TTOMTIKfS T
yaoBot kai pouaikis ko yewueTpias), and even astronomy, as long as you don’t
overdo it (6TTéoT Lf TEPITTN), and also the art of organizing armies, and even
things like the following (ko €Tt +& Tora¥Ta): the whole of medicine and painting
and modelling, and all types of sculpting and gem-cutting and metal-engraving.
(Gymnasticus 1 [261.1-7))*

The exclusion of astronomy in its more extreme forms advertises the
caution and discrimination with which Philostratus has compiled his list. It
also introduces immediately the idea that disciplines which make the grade

26 See Boudon (2000) 146 on the incomplete nature of the surviving text.

27 JANAG BiTTRS oUons Siagopds TS TTPGTNS BV TaTs TEXVAIS — Euicn piv y&p aUTéY Aoykad T elol
kol oepvad, Tives 8 EUKQTaAPPOVN TOL kol S1& TGV TOU TWHATOS oV, &s 81 Pavaugous Te kad
KEIPWVAKTIKAS bvoudouctv — &ueov &v €in ToU TTPOTEPOU YEVOUS TGV TEXVEV uetépyeoBai
Twa. . . glot 8 & ToU TPOTEPOU YEVOUS {aTpikn TE Kol pnTopikh Kal HOUGIKT), YEWUETPIa TE kad
&p1BpnTIKY Kot AoytoTikh, Kal &oTpovopia kai ypapuaTIK Ko VvouIkh. Tpbdades 8, & PoUhel,
TaUTals TAQOTIKAY TE Ko YPAPIKAY' . ..

Sogiav fycpeda kal T& TolaUTa pév ofov iAcoogfioal kal gltreiv EUv TéXVN TonTIKAS TE
&yaobal kal POUOIKTS Kkai yewueTpias kad vi) Al doTpovouias, Sroon A TEPITTT, Copia B¢
ol T Koopfioat oTpaTiay Ko ETL T& TolaUTa laTpikn oA Kal Lwypagia kal TAGoTA kai
&yohudTawv eidn kol koTAoL Aifor kai koTAos oiBnpos.
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in their ideal form will not always be acceptable when they are misapplied,
as he suggests gymnasti/eé has been in its degenerate modern incarnations.
He includes the arts of painting and sculpting in a more comprehensive
form than Galen does, and thus signals a readiness to expand the canon of
technai beyond Galen’s narrow conception. He imitates Galen’s grudging
tone in his list of these more doubtful arts, signalled by the word €11 (‘even
things like the following’), but ironically includes medicine among them.

Philostratus then lists a number of manual trades (Bo'(vaucrot), which
cannot be dignified with the name of sophia, before finally categorising
gymnastiké:

I consider gymnastiké a form of sophia, and one which is inferior to none of the
other arts (technai), so much so that treatises (\‘J'n'ouvﬁucrror) have been com-
posed on the subject for the benefit of those who may wish to take up training.
(1 [261.13-15))*

The word ‘treatises’ (TrouVABaTA) is often applied to the kind of technical
works Galen himself produced in such huge numbers. The phrase also
reminds us of the many athletic treatises which seem to have preceded
Philostratus’ own.®® Philostratus attempts to set Gymnasticus within a long
tradition of philosophically respectable composition, while also perhaps
reminding us (if we apply the meaning ‘monuments’ Of ‘memorials’) of the
role his own work plays in commemorating and preserving the traditions
of the past.

Philostratus also anchors his treatise in philosophical precedent in this
opening passage, not least by his use of the phrase TTOIMTIKAS TE &yaobal
Ko HOUTTKAS K yewueTpias, which recalls the language of Plato’s Republic
book 3 (411¢). There, Socrates advocates a balanced education, saying thata
man who toils hard at athletics and eats luxuriously and takes no notice of
music and philosophy (uouoikiis B& kol prAocodias uf &rrTnTaN) at first
becomes very fit and proud, but later loses all his love of knowledge. The
reference signals Philostratus’ knowledge of Plato, and hints at an alignment
of Philostratus’ own opinions with Plato’s. More specifically, it reinforces
Philostratus’ insistence that he is not condoning the practice of athletics to
excess, and that he is not under any obligation to defend those who practise
athletics wrongly — immoderately and unphilosophically. This book of
the Republic, along with other Platonic passages, had been appropriated
opportunistically by Galenasa central plank of his own criticism of athletic

29 Trepi B¢ YULVAOTIKAS, copiav Aéyouev oUBEpIGS EAATTW TEXVNS, EoTe el UTTopVHHaTa EuvBeival
ToTS Boukouévots yupvade.
3 See Jiithner (1909) 116-18.
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training.?' Philostratus seems to be correcting Galen’s misinterpretation of
Plato here, pointing out that Plato does not even come close to condemning
athletics outright. He sidesteps many of the criticisms of Galen and others,
through the implication that any problems associated with gymnastikeé are
due simply to (un-Platonic) misuse of it by modern practitioners. Each
of these writers, then, appropriates Platonic opinion to validate his own
agenda.’

There is, of course, a great deal of other evidence which backs up
Philostratus’ claims for training as a prestigious activity, and one which may
have been much closer to medicine in content and social status than Galen
is willing to admit.? Trainers were often well paid and publicly honoured,
both individually and within inscriptions primarily focused on praising
athletes.’* There is evidence for trainers playing prominent roles in public
life, and holding high positions within powerful athletic guilds, where they
must often have benefited from well-developed rhetorical skills.? Trainers
could also draw on philosophical justifications of their profession.’* More
generally speaking there is a great deal of epigraphical evidence — quite
apart from the indications we find in literary texts such as Philostratus’
own — that literary or philosophical learning and athletic interests were

3 For example at Thrasyboulos 36 [Ks.874-6), where he quotes Pl. R. 3.407b—c and 410b, obscuring
their full contexts, as examples of philosophical condemnation of training; cf. Thrasyboulos 47
[Ks.898]; On good condition K4.753.

3* Cf. Miiller (1995) 3246 on other Platonic allusions in Gymnasticus.

3 For a longer discussion of the prestige of training in the Roman period, see Konig (2005) 301-15.

3 See Golden (1998) 83~4 on the Pindaric tradition of praising athletic trainers; 160 on high rewards for
trainers (although he draws on Classical evidence only). See Robert (1974) for examples of trainers
honoured in inscriptions, one of which uses the word techné for the activity of the epistatés (another
word for trainer) (519—20); for trainers honoured with athletes, see ibid. 5203, and Robert (1937)
139; cf. Perpillou-Thomas (1995) 232 for trainers (described most often as aleipsés, but in one case as
gymnastés) named with athletes in Egyptian papyri; for trainers involved in honouring athletes, see
Robert (1974) 525-7 and Robert (1968) 406-7; on epitaphs for trainers, see Bernand (1960), Tacuber
(1993); on training funded by the city, see Robert (1967) 27-32.

¥ See, e.g., van Nijf (1997) 59, n. 144 on the tomb of a bouleutés who also describes himself as a
paidotribés (although van Nijf is keen to point out that the man is probably only a ‘marginal’
councillor, and therefore not of strikingly high social status); for an aleiptés representing a guild in
negotiations with M. Antonius, see Robert (1949) 122 on PLond. 137, translated in Miller (1991) 167;
cf. Robert (1967) 28-32 for a Hellenistic decree, mentioned also in n. 34, which records a trainer
speaking in a city assembly, asking for money to train a star pupil. The example of speeches to
athletes recorded in the rhetorical treatises of Pseudo-Dionysius suggests one specific context which
may have required rhetorical expertise, although these speeches are not said to be the province of
trainers specifically: Ps-Dionysius’ Ars Rbetorica, speeches 1 and 7 (probably written in the fourth or
fifth century AD; translated with notes by Russell and Wilson (1981) 362—81).

36 E.g. Ar. Pol. 1338b offers explicit, though cautious, approval of the gymnastés and the paidotribes as
important contributors to the education of the young.
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often represented as compatible with each other, and equally important for
the construction of a male, upper-class identity.?”

Often, moreover, trainers and doctors were directly associated with each
other. There were famous examples of men who had combined both careers,
not least Herodicus of Megara, who influenced Galen’s hero Hippocrates.?®
Doctors were also linked with trainers and with festival culture in the day-
to-day city life of the Greek East, as we glimpse it through the epigraphical
record. We hear, for example, of doctors lecturing in gymnasia,?® or listed
among the instructors honoured in end-of-year ephebic lists.*> Others
are recorded as holding important positions within athletic guilds,* and
attending in an official capacity at public festivals.#* Louis Robert gives an
example of an inscription from Lydia, set up in honour of a young man
who has died. It contains a long list of the young man’s admirers, including,
towards the end, a doctor and a trainer:

"AvTwveivos 6 EmioTaTns, TaTiavds 6 inTpos Tov padnThv (ETiunoav).,

Antoninus the trainer and Tatianos the doctor honour their pupil.

This juxtaposition does not necessarily imply equality between these two
instructors, but it does conjure up an idealised commemoratory image of
shared responsibility for a bright pupil, as if his education had attained a
degree of completeness through the combination of their complementary
disciplines.

Still others are honoured for funding local festivals. Heraclitus of Rho-
diapolis, for example, was a prolific medical writer of the second century
AD. One surviving inscription, from a statue base set up in his home
town, praises him in language closely reminiscent of the inscribed boasts
of athletes and musicians. He is honoured, for example, as:

37 See, e.g., Hall and Milner (1994) 26-30; van Nijf (1999) 183-4, 188-93.

# See, e.g., Jithner (1909) 9-16; Harris (1964) 178; however, Pl. R. 3.406a-b is very critical of Herodicus’
combination of the two professions; for other examples of the harmonisation of medicine and
philosophy within philosophical texts, see Pl. Cr. 47a-b; Ar. EN 10.9.15 (1180b).

¥ See Robert (1946) 36; Marrou (1965) 281; Kleijwegt (1991) 155-6.

° For doctors on ephebic lists, see Jiithner (1909) 4, who refers to /G III 1199, line 36 and 1202, line
38; cf. Oliver (1942), no. 37 (pp. 71-4), line 48 for a late third-century Athenian ephebe list; van Nijf
(1997) 185 (on /Priene 111, 112 and 118) for doctors and trainers listed with athletes and ephebes on an
inscription commemorating the benefaction of festival banquets; Robert (1967) 31, n. 3 on IPriene
111, lines 175-6.

# For examples of doctors, many of them very distinguished, involved with athletic guilds, see Forbes
(1955) 249; cf. Robert (1950) 25-7 (for the title &pyiaTpos Tol oUpmavTos EuoTtol, with lots of
examples of doctors and trainers working together).

# See Cohn-Haft (1956) 23, n. 71; cf. Robert (1978) on a Hellenistic inscription honouring a doctor
who cured #hearoi sent to Cos for a festival.

4 Robert (1974) 525-7.
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the first of all time (Trpd&TOV &1t ad6yvos) to be a doctor and writer,
and author of works of both medicine and philosophy . . .**

The phrase ‘first of all time’ (TrpéyTov & aiddvos) is used regularly by
agonistic victors, to separate their own achievements from those of their
predecessors. The inscription lists the games he has funded in honour of
Asclepius in parallel with his medical benefactions, which include free ser-
vice as a doctor, and donation of his works to the library of his home
town and of several others. Heraclitus is very far from the ignorant,
false practitioners of debased medicine with whom Galen contrasts his
own expertise, in fact he is represented in terms which are closely rem-
iniscent of Galen’s own self-portrayal, as one who combines philosophy
and medicine. There is evidence, too, for doctors taking part in public
contests — for example, in inscriptions which record medical contests at
the Great Asclepieia at Ephesus.® Evidence like this illustrates the way in
which doctors were closely involved with agonistic institutions which lay
at the heart of ancient city life, and the way in which they — like men
from many other professions — were fundamentally affected by the ideol-
ogy of competitive self-presentation which ancient athletics both reflected
and perpetuated. No doubt this, too, goes some way towards explaining
the important role athletic trainers play within Galen’s presentation of his
own medical ideals. Galen separates himself vigorously from the brash self-
promotion of the athletic trainers, but in many ways he also shares their
concern with competition, proclaiming his own victory over his rivals in
a contest which is much more elevated than the degraded spectacle they
devote themselves to. He participates in competitive processes, while also
distancing himself from them.

The separation Galen posits between the two professions is thus a highly
tendentious one. Of course, none of this evidence necessarily contradicts
his criticism of athletics. In a sense, it is precisely this prestigious valuation
of training, along with its ability to masquerade successfully as a pseudo-
medical art, which worries him. Neither would it be right to suggest that
Philostratus’ text offers us an unproblematic reflection of the prestige of
athletic training, since his vision of gymnastiké is a very personal one,
based as it is so firmly on rhetorical ingenuity and historical learning.*

44 mrpidTov & addvos laTpov Kol ouvypagia kad TOITHY tpyov laTpiiis kal PrACCOPICS. . .
(TAM 11910, lines 12-14). I am grateful to Ewen Bowie for drawing my attention to this inscription.

# E.g. [Eph. n60-71 and 4101 (discussed by Keil (1905) and Barton (1994) 223, n. 73).

46 This impression is in line with the fact that the term gymnastés is rarcly found in inscriptions
(paidotribés, aleiptés and epistatés are the usual rerms), and seems to have been a category used
most often in philosophical writing; <f. above, n. 2, on distinctions between the gymnastés and the
paidotribés.
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He distances himself from many forms of actual contemporary practice
through his deprecation of athletic decline, aligning himself rather with
an idealised vision of the profession, just as Galen idealises in ignoring the
close real-life links between the two disciplines. What this evidence can
give us is an indication of the kinds of contexts Philostratus has in mind
when he asks us to imagine training as a techné capable of occupying a
prestigious position within Greek society and education, benefiting from
rhetorical expertise and able to hold its own beside the medical profession;
and when he asks us to imagine the art of medicine actually interfering
with gymnastiké and contributing to its decline.

The opening of Gymnasticus, with its vigorous proclamation of a positive
view of the athletic trainer’s work; is followed immediately by a section of
athletic history, to which [ will return on p. 267. After that, in 1415, before
focusing on the figure of the trainer in more detail, Philostratus returns
again to the problem of how the techné of gymnastiké should be categorised.
This section responds closely to Galen’s complex categorisations in Thrasy-
boulos, in particular to Galen’s argument that the art of the trainer is only
one tiny subdivision of the overarching techné of the doctor.¥ Philostratus
tells us, for example:

How then should one understand gymnastiké ? How else should one think of it
than as a form of wisdom composed of medicine and of the art of the paidotribe's,
being more perfect than the latter, and a part of the former? (Gymnasticus 14
[268.30—7.69.1])“'8

Ancient scientific writers often responded to what they saw as faulty cate-
gorisation by setting up even more complex schemes, and claiming greater

recision for their own work, and Thrasyboulos exemplifies that tendency
well.#9 Philostratus himself engages in similar complexity at other points in
Gymnasticus, especially in his detailed physiognomical advice. Here, how-
ever, he takes the opposite approach, sidestepping Galen’s philosophical
complexities and arguing for 2 common-sense view of training as techné
which takes elements from both the art of the paidotribés and the art of the

47 Galen’s argument in Thrasyboulos is developed at great length and not conveniently summarised at
any point, but relies most importantly on the claim that all activities associated with care of the
body — and thus having the same final aim — must be the province of a single overriding techné
(that is the techné of iatriké, which is che art of care for the body); see, for example, Thrasyboulos 44
(Ks.891): ‘And yet we saw that healthiness is one part of this art of care for the body, and is in turn
divided into four parts, and that gymnastics is a part of one of these parts’ (§AA& TaUTnS THS Tepl
6 odua BEpaTTEUTIKAS 1) Uy1evh) poplov fv kad TAUTNS TeTpaxfi Tepvopévns EVOs TGOV popicov 1y
YVHVGOTIKN udplov).

4 T{ obv xph Tepl YUMVOOTIKTS ywéokew; Ti 8 &AAo # copiav aThy fyeioba EUyKelpEvTV BEV
E€ laTpikdjs Te kal TauSoTpiBiKis, oUoav BE Ths ptv TeNewTEPQW, TS B pOpIOV.

49 See esp. Barton (1994) 152 and 2245, n. 103 ON Galen and the works of athletic trainers.
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doctor, and can claim a distinctive identity even if it is subordinate to the
medical art, as Galen argues.

There are also points where Philostratus explicitly criticises and parodies
medical writing, most conspicuously in chapter 44, where he complains
about the way in which medicine has been a vehicle for luxury. He ridicules
the way in which doctors classify different types of fish, with the impli-
cation that such classifications have been used mainly to achieve greater
gastronomic satisfaction — to get hold of the best-tasting fish — rather than
for the purpose of guaranteeing good health (although in many ways this
technique of classification seems worryingly close to what Philostratus rec-
ommends, a problem I will discuss in more detail in the next section).
Philostratus’ parody is reminiscent of the style of Galen’s dietary texts, for
example his work On the power of foods, book 3 [K6.554—659]. Philostratus
surely has established techniques of medical writing in mind here, even if
he is not referring to Galen specifically.’> Medicine is shown to be respon-
sible for exactly the kind of vices which Galen and others have blamed
gymmnastike for introducing,

In the same passage he criticises medicine for bringing the habit of
‘flattery’ — kolakeutiké — into training. Philostratus here gestures towards
Plato’s Gorgias (especially 464b—466a) where Socrates uses the image of
the ‘flattering’ technai of cosmetic and pastry-baking, which imitate and
contaminate the useful arts of gymnastiké and medicine, respectively, in
just the same way as oratory and sophistry flatter and contaminate political
activity. Galen had twisted the imagery of the Gorgias to criticise athletics as
a false, ‘flattering’ techné in Thrasyboulos 45 [Ks.891—4]. Philostratus reverses
his interpretation, categorising gymnastiké as a useful art, as Plato had done,
and at the same time demoting medicine to the position of a flattering art.
Philostratus in fact suggests that medicine has been inextricably swallowed
up by cooking, which in the Gorgias is the flattering art which threatens
the true medical zechné. Through this allusion he not only invokes Plato’s
authority for his portrayal of athletics as a respectable rechné, but also
signals his own knowledge of the Gorgias, and thus also his awareness of
the dangers of false argument which are a central concern of that work.
This effect is in line with his insistence throughout Gymnasticus that the
trainer must use words rationally and responsibly.

I have argued, then, that Philostratus firmly rejects Galenic categorisa-
tions of gymnastiké, reversing Galen’s ‘misuse’ of Plato, and that he may

5° Brophy and Brophy (1989) 1614 are perhaps too confident in claiming to have detected precise
echoes of Galen'’s own work in this passage of Gymnasticus.
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well be doing so with Galen’s work specifically in mind. He also empha-
sises through parody the difficulties of distinguishing between reliable and
unreliable physiological knowledge, suggesting that medicine can go astray
as easily as gymnastiké can, in order to break down Galen’s distinctions
between the athlete and the trainer.

INTERPRETING THE PAST IN GYMNASTICUS

What kind of positive picture does Philostratus offer to replace Galen’s por-
trayal of philosophical medicine as the only valid basis for bodily training?

Clearly the rooting of contemporary athletic custom in long tradition is
important for Philostratus, and one implication of the text’s long sections
of athletic history may be that he expects the ideal trainer to have some
historical knowledge of the development of the discipline, although that
is not stated explicitly at any stage. His statements about recent athletic
decline also suggest a certain amount of admiration for the athletes and
trainers of the past. None of that means, however, that his interest in
training is a nostalgically antiquarian one. Rather, I will argue, he sets
out a vision of present-day gymnastiké as something which is capable of
continually reshaping the traditions of the past in a dynamic and inventive
way, as many of his contemporaries of course also do in their presentations
of the Greek cultural heritage more generally.”

At the beginning of Gymnasticus, for example, immediately after his
categorisation of gymnastiké as a sophia, Philostratus proclaims the ancient
glory of the art of training, listing heroic and classical examples of great
athletes, but he then explains that that art has degenerated:

Present-day gymnastiké has so much changed the condition of athletes that the
majority (ToUs TOAAOUS) are irritated even by lovers of athletics.

But my aim is to teach the causes of this degeneration, and to contribute
(EupPdiecBan) for trainers and their subjects alike everything I know, and to
defend nature, which has gained a bad reputation. .. (Gymnasticus 1-2 [261.21—
262.6))%*

The phrase ToUs TToAAoUs (the majority) conspicuously ignores the huge
popular admiration for athletic spectacle in this period, and in doing so
ingeniously hints at an equation between anti-athletic philosophical writers

5t For this point see, among many others, Whitmarsh (2001a).

52 4y 8t viv kaBeoTnkuia peTaPEPAnKey oUTw T& TGOV &OANTOVY, s kai Tols PrAoyuuvacToUol
ToUs TroAAoUs &yBecfa. Sokel 8t pot Bi8&Ex uev Tas altios, 81 &s Umodédwke TaUTa, SUp-
BahéoBan &t yupvagouoi Te kai yunvagopévorls, émréoa olda, &mohoynoacdai Te UTEp THS
PUOEWS AKOUOUTTS KAKES. . .
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like Galen, whose opinions carry great weight within literary tradition,
and the ignorant masses, setting up Philostratus’ own version of learned
gymnastiké as a refined, sophisticated activity.

He goes on to explain that the physical specimens nature produces,
among men as among animals and plants and minerals, are in no way
inferior to those of the past, only less well trained.” In the light of this
proclamation of decline, Gymnasticus has sometimes been taken (with
Galen’s work) as evidence for the idea that athletics declined after the clas-
sical period because of the influence of professionalisation.’* Even now,
despite the fact that this wider scheme of athletic degeneration — from
golden-age amateurism to professionalised corruption — has been widely
discredited,” it has not generally been recognised that Gymnasticus is very
far from being nostalgic. This vision of deterioration does not necessarily
imply that Philostratus takes a despairing view of the gymnastic profes-
sion. He embraces this picture partly because it allows him to dodge the
most commonly made criticisms of athletics, by representing them as valid
only for degenerate forms of training which no serious gymnastés would
treat with any respect. The forward-looking nature of the text is made
immediately apparent by the fact that this opening passage presents itself
as a contribution to athletic revival, as does Philostratus’ final statement of
intent at the end of 54:

following these principles we will show that gymnastiké is a form of sophia, and
we will strengthen the athletes, and the stadia will regain their youth (&vnpnoe)
through good training practices. (54 [291.17-19])%

The word &vnpnoe implies a link between Philostratus’ own treatment
of his subject — gymnastiké — and the trainer’s treatment of his — the young
athlete — both of which are to (re)gain youthful vigour.

On closer inspection, moreover, it becomes clear that Philostratus’ atti-
tude to the heroic past is highly ambivalent. In 43—4, for example, in
the middle of his discussion of physiognomical principles, he gives a long
account of the athletic and military prowess of the ancient heroes, before
returning to the topic of decline. At first sight his admiration of these
warrior-heroes seems to be at its most explicit here. The opening sentence

53 As Weiler (1981) recognises, Philostratus’ model of decline here is an unconventional one.

54 E.g. by Gardiner (1930) 115-16.

55 See, e.g., Golden (1998) 201 and 141-2, drawing on Young (198s).

56 ofs Erdpevol copiav Te yupvaoTikiy EvdeiEopeda kai Tous &BANTAS ETTippcdTopey kai &unProel
T& oTé&S1a UTrd ToU €U yupvaetv.
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of 43, however, throws doubt on that assumption by foregrounding the
lack of any scientific basis for heroic training:

That is all 1 wish to say about the mixture of humours as modern gymnastiké
describes them. The old gymnastiké did not even recognise these mixtures, but
trained only strength. By gymnastiké the men of the past meant any exercise
whatsoever. Some trained themselves by carrying weights which were hard to lift,
some by competing for speed with horses and hares, others by straightening or
bending pieces of wrought iron, while some yoked themselves with powerful,
wagon-drawing oxen, and others wrestled bulls and even lions by the throat. (43

[284.19—27])7

This immediately follows a long discussion of the benefits for the trainer
of understanding the theory of humours, which is represented as so basic
as to be entirely uncontroversial:

As far as the topic of bodily proportions is concerned, and the question of whether
one kind is best, or another kind, there are some slight disagreements among those
who have not examined the matter rationally. But as far as the mixture of the
humours is concerned, it has néver been disputed, nor would it ever be disputed,
that the best type of mixture is the warm and moist one. (42 [283.29-284.2))%

His emphasis on the fact that the heroes trained only for strength, rather
than for competition (echoed in his dismissive reference to the strength-
based exercises of the Spartans at the very end of the work),* and without
the benefit of even the most basic scientific principles, thus problematises
the status of the heroic way of life as a direct model for the Greek athletic
culture of the present.

The past cannot be imitated incautiously, then. Instead, Philostratus
emphasises the need to interpret it flexibly, with the needs of the present in
mind. For one thing, gymnastiké s represented as a techné which has always

57 TadTa eipfiobw pol Trepl kpdoews & THs VIV yuuvaoTikds, s 1) &pyaia ye oUdt Eyivwoke
Kp&av, &AA& pévny Thy loxbv dyUuvadev. yuuvaoTikny B¢ of TaAaiol kal alTd TO STiolv
yunvédeoBar dyupvélovTo 8t of pév &xBn pépovTes oUk edpopa, of 8 UTrép Térxous GuMAwHEVOL
Tpds {rmous kal TTdKas, of & dpBolvTés Te Kkai K&uTrTOVTES TidNpPov EAnAapévoy els Taxy,
of 5t Pouai ouvegeuypévor kapTepols Te kai &uageuoust, of Bt Taupous &rauyeviovTes of 8
aUTOUS AfoVTQs.

TMepi pév 81 oddpaTos &vaAoyias kai eiTe & To1dode BeATicov, eiTe & To160 8¢, eloi Tou kal AeTrTad
&vtidoyla Trapd Tols ui EUv Adyw Bieokeppévols TaUTa, Tept 8t kpdoewy, dTéoa elaiv, oUTe
dvreipnTad w obTe &vTiAexBein &v TO uf oUk &pioTny kpdoewy THY Bepuriv Te kol Uy pdw elvan.
Jitthner (1909) 11820 takes this as evidence for Philostratus’ ignorance of Galen whose own work
prominently contradicts Philostratus’ claim, but his argument seems to me highly inconclusive, and
it seems just as likely, given the close correspondence with Galen’s interests elsewhere in Gymnasticus,
that Philostratus is here deliberately disregarding, perhaps even mocking, his conclusions. Certainly
ignorance of this particular principle of Galen cannot be taken as proof of Philostratus’ ignorance
of his work more widely.

59 Gymnasticus 58; cf. below, n. 70.

%
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been keen to look to the future, as a catalyst for progress beyond heroic
practices. At the end of his account of the different Olympic events, for
example, he tells us that it is the art of the athletic trainer which has been
responsible for the development of modern festival culture:

These things were not introduced into the festivals all at once, but rather were
discovered and refined one at a time by gymnastike. (12 [267.6-8])%°

The text also shows a repeated interest in speculating about the precise
origin of these events and customs. Between 3 and 13, for example, Philo-
stratus discusses the origins of the pentathlon, the dolichos, the stadion, the
diaulos, the hoplite race and all three combat events, focusing especially on
religious and military explanations. In doing so, he seems to be constantly
aware of the possibility of multiple explanations for these phenomena, and
also of the possibility that this variety of explanations may be partly the con-
sequence of the self-representation of the various cities which make them.
In 7 [263.32—264.11], for example, he tells us that the Eleans include the
hoplite race in the Olympic programme in order to commemorate the
arrival of an armed hoplite from the field of battle during the festival, with
news of victory in the war with Dyme. He also tells us, however, that he
has heard similar stories told by the inhabitants of a number of different
cities with reference to their own wars. Finally he gives his own explana-
tion, suggesting that the hoplite race is included, at the end of festivals, to
signal a return to war after truce. One of the effects of offering more
than one explanation is presumably to invite the reader to judge the mat-
ter for herself. The techniques of ingenious, often multiple, explanation
held an important place within scientific and religious analysis, and also
within literary records of learned and entertaining conversation, within
the Greek culture of the Roman empire and before.®" Philostratus seems to

o TapeABelv 8t TaUTa oUy duol TévTa & Tous &ydvas, &1 &AAw 8¢ &AAo eUpiokopevov Te UTTO
THS yuvaoTikfs kai &mroTedoupevov. Cf. Gymnasticus 13 [268.24—27]: ‘these things would not have
been introduced and become popular amongst the Eleans and the rest of the Greeks if gymnastiké
had not improved them and refined them’ (TaUTa oUk &v ot Sokel kal’ &v oUTwol TTapeABeiv els
&yddvas oUd &v omoudacHfjvai oTe "HAeiors kai "EAANC1 T&o1v, €l uf) yuuvaoTik émediSou
kai fioket aUtd). The gymnastic imagery of fioker characteristically equates the day-to-day skills
of training with the more theoretical and — presumably — rhetorical skills required to develop the
discipline as a whole.

See, e.g., Barton (1994) on scientific explanation: e.g. 14, on the agonistic context of scientific
analysis in the Roman empire: ‘it seems that (in my period at least) the &ycv, far from narrowing
down the options in any direction, encourages the proliferation of answers to questions’; and 172
on ‘the way the principle of noncontradiction loses its privilege to the ideal of completeness” in
ancient scientific writing; cf. Feeney (1998), 115-36 esp. 127-31, on analysis of Roman religious ritual,
although he is wrong to confine this tendency to Roman culture (129), and his distinction between
the multiple style of explanation of Plutarch’s Roman questions and the more unitary explanations of

o
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value such techniques highly in this work; in fact he draws attention quite
self-consciously to their usefulness.

His analysis of customs connected specifically with athletic trainers has
a similar focus, in paragraph 18 most strikingly so. There, Philostratus sets
out to explain why the coach at Olympia must carry a strigil. He offers
two explanations, both of which, as often, he seems equally satisfied with.
The first is that it reminds the athlete to care for his body properly by
using oil. As an alternative, however, he tells the story of a trainer who
killed an under-performing athlete with a sharpened strigil, and explains
that the strigil is therefore a symbol of the trainer’s power, and a reminder
to the athlete always to exert himself. He says, remarkably, of the second
explanation:

And I agree with the story; for it is better for it to be believed than not. Indeed let
the strigil be a sword against bad athletes, and may the trainer have some authority
above that of the hellanodikés in Olympia. (18 [271.19—22])¢*

This is Philostratus’ clearest statement of the principle that the criterion for
judging whether or not a story is to be accepted may not be its accuracy,
but rather its usefulness. He also hints at the idea that any retelling of the
past will necessarily involve recreation of it, shaped by the needs of the
present. His reference to the hellanodikés, as 1 suggested earlier, reinforces
the impression that the trainer will ideally play an archetypally Hellenic
role. It may even be a more important role, with its duty of moral guardian-
ship, than the superficial judgments about ancestry for which the Olympic
officials are responsible.®?

Some of these themes are continued, finally, in the stories of paragraphs
20—24, where we are presented with famous examples of advice and encour-
agement given to athletes by their trainers, all of which foreground the way
in which the telling of stories and the right use of words can provide
inspiration. For example, we hear that the boxer Glaukos was inspired (20)
when his coach reminded him of the way in which he had straightened

his Greek questions ignores the fact that Plutarch often treats Greek tradition with varied explanation
elsewhere. Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales, for example, illustrates the potentially important role
of multiple explanation within both scientific and religious analysis, at least as they are to be
performed in the context of playful sympotic conversation: see, e.g., Konig (2007a); and Hardie
(1992), esp. 4,751-61 on interpretative pluralism in the Quaestiones Convivales in the context of
Plutarch’s treatment of myth.

6 kai Euyxwpd TG Adyw' PéATiov y&p mioTeleaban fi dmioTeioban. Sigos uév 81 &l ToUs
TrovnpoUs TGV ABANTEOV oTAeyYis EoTw kal ExéTw BN T1 UTEp TOV EAANVOSIKNY & yupvaoTns
tv 'OAupTric.

6 This point is made much more forcefully at Gymnasticus 25, where we hear that the hellanodikés
judges ancestry, but the gymnastés must judge moral character.
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a ploughshare in his youth with his bare hands. Similarly Promachos was
spurred on to victory when his trainer discovered that he was in love, and
invented a note of encouragement from his beloved:

...a note (Adyov) which was not true, but very valuable to one in love. (22
[272.21-2])%

These stories between them again seem to recommend a flexible, impro-
visatory attitude to retellings of the past.

What relevance does all of this have, however, to the apparently more
technical details of the second half of Gymnasticus? For one thing, Philo-
stratus’ historical style of analysis is shown to be in many ways very close
to that of his ideal trainer; in fact the stories in 20~24 in themselves point
towards that conclusion, since here we begin to get a more specific illus-
tration of how an athletic trainer, like Philostratus himself, may benefit
from using words effectively and ingeniously. Often, moreover, we find
gymnastic language used of Philostratus’ own strategies in Gymnasticus,
or rhetorical language used for the skills of the gymnastés, in ways which
strengthen the connection between them. In 20, for example, Philostratus
introduces these stories as follows:

Of the many things which trainers have communicated to help their athletes
(EuvePdovTo Tols &BANTAS), either by rebukes or threats or by their ingenuity
(copiodpevor) — and there are many such things, more than can be expressed —
let us put down those which are held in more esteem (T& éAAoy1pcTepa). (20
[271.31-272.2])%

The word coproduevor suggests crafty or tricky speech, butalso the practice
of a sophia or techné, precisely the category in which Philostratus has been so
careful to locate gymnastiké, and perhaps also with overtones of rhetorical,
‘sophistic’ skill. The word §uveBdAovTo echoes Philostratus’ claim in his
second paragraph that he will

contribute (EuuPéecban) for trainers and their subjects alike everything I know.®¢

Both of these words imply parallels between Philostratus’ task and that of
the trainer.%

64 Abyov olk &Anef, TAeioTou Bt &iov TG EpdVTI.

6 oméoa Bt yupvaoTal uvePdAovto &BAnTals i Tapaxeleuoduevol TL § ¢gmimAnEavTes 1
&rreAfoauTes ) CoPiodievol, TTOM piv TadTa kai TAeiw Adyou, Aeyéobuw SE T& ENAOY 1M TEpa.

6 Quoted above, n. 65.

67 See Flinterman (1995) 2932 on the value Philostratus attaches to sophistic rhetoric in VS; he rejects
the arguments of Brancacci (1986), who claims that Philostratus dissociates himself from popular,
sophistic rhetoric.
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There are many other examples of this effect within the text. Some
of the most prominent of them come, like the one quoted above, at the
point of transition between the historical half of Gymnasticus and its more
technical material. In 25—6, for example, Philostratus introduces the turn
to physiognomy, which will dominate the rest of the work, as follows:

Since a crowd of such examples comes pouring over us, and I am mixing ancient
and modern stories together, let us have a look at the trainer himself (okeycoueba
TdV YUMVaoTHY aUTéV), to see what sort of man will supervise the athlete, and
what sort of knowledge he must have. Let the trainer be neither garrulous, nor
untrained in speech (&yUuvaoTos THy yAOTTAV), so that the effectiveness of his
speech may not be lessened by talkativeness, nor his actions appear unsophisticated
(&ypoixdTepov) through being performed without correct speech (un) v Adyw
Spcopevov) . . . (25 [273.15-21])%

Training requires action which is governed by rational principles (§uv
A6y w Spcopevov), and perhaps even by words — the ability to talk well —
in a more concrete sense. The development of the powers of reasoning
and persuasive speech is itself equated with athletic training by the word
&yUuvaoTos, as if the two are inextricably connected with each other.
Philostratus desire to look at the trainer recalls the processes of inspecting
potential athletes, and he thus sets himself up as a trainer to the gymnastés,
with the authority to supervise and judge, just as the gymnastés is able to
supervise and judge between potential athletes. The process of rational
consideration (okewcueda) is equated as before with processes which are
essential to the workings of physical education. Both Philostratus and the
ideal trainer, it seems, share the capacity of being able to see beneath the
surface of things, to extract the truth from surface appearance, a require-
ment which often similarly preoccupies Galen in his medical writing, as
have suggested.

This effect is reinforced by what we find in the following paragraph,
where Philostratus similarly announces his intention to inspect (metaphor-
ically) the many different types of athlete:

At the close of these remarks, we should not get the impression that the topic of
exercises is coming next, but the person to take the exercises is to strip now and
submit to an examination of his natural qualifications, that is, what they are, and
of what use. (26 [274.15-18])%

68 Erei 8¢ Emippel TGOV ToloUTWY SXA0S EYKATARIYVIVTWY NGV TaAXIOTS Véa, okepwueda Tov
yurvaoThy abTdy, dTroids Tis M kal dTrédoa eldis TG AOANTH EpeoThel. EoTw 87 & yuuvaoThg
uATe &8oAéoyns, WATE &y UnvaoTos THY YADTTaV, €5 WiTe TO Evepyov Tiis TéXvns ékAvoiTo
Urrd s &BoAeoyias, uHTE &y poikdTepov paivorTo ph EUv Adyw Spuevov.

69 ToUTwv 8¢ pot elpnuéve uf TO yupvddew fywueda Ereodal TouTols dAA& TO &odloan ToV
yurvagdpevoy kal & Sokipaoiav kaTaoTiioal Tfis puoews, 8T Te oUykerTal Kat TTpos 8.
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Philostratus himself strips his imaginary athletes. The order the trainer must
impose on his work, beginning from analysis of his subject, coincides, by
this metaphor, with Philostratus’ own ordering of his text.

In what follows we hear first of all (27-30) about the way in which the
state of the athlete’s parents at conception affects his appearance and his
performance; and then (31—41) about the differences of physical appearance
between different types of athletes. Finally, after discussion of the best
combination of humours (42), and the analysis of decline from heroic
athletics which I have mentioned already, and which I will return to shortly
(43-7), there is a series of paragraphs focused on specific techniques and
problems: the dangers and cures of over-indulgence and anxiety (48-54);
the use of jumping weights (55); dust (56); punch bags (57); and sun-
bathing (58).7° All of this material broadly speaking shares the concern with
origins, and with getting to the truth behind surface appearance, which
I have pointed to elsewhere in the text. In particular, it seems significant
that establishing the ‘origin’ of each athlete is presented as the first task for
the trainer (28), just as Philostratus himself began his treatise on athletic
training by reference to its origins and developments.

This section as a whole relies on rhetorical techniques of argument,
which are used for detailed categorisation of athletes by physical appear-
ance, but must also, as Philostratus sometimes emphasises, be applied
flexibly, according to the individual circumstances of each case. Often his
examples threaten to spill over into humour and absurdity. For Philostra-
tus, it seems, the art of the trainer must always make room for inventive
and entertaining speech. The problem that presents us with is that it is
sometimes hard to see where to draw the line between plausible, morally
useful improvisation and frivolous invention. Partly, no doubt, that prob-
lem comes for modern readers from lack of familiarity with the idiom of
ancient science. I will also argue, however, that it is a problem which this
text in particular poses for us quite conspicuously, although without ever
offering an unequivocal solution.

In order to illustrate some of these general points I take just one example
of Philostratus’ instructions — that is, the claim that athletes born to old
parents will resemble old people:

7° It has often been assumed, e.g. by Harris (1964) 26 and Golden (1998) 49, that the dialogue is
unfinished, but the final mention of the Spartan whipping ceremony (Gymnasticus 58) maybe points
in the other direction. It shifts the discussion from specific instruction back to the wider theme of
acknowledging diversity within contemporary Hellenism and education. It may even be a deliberate
echo of Lucian’s Anacharsis (38-40), which similarly closes with consideration of the implications
of the Spartan custom for more conventional athlerics.
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I have shown what kind of children good stock and youthful parentage will
produce; what is produced by parents more advanced in years can be detected in
the following way: the skin of such persons is soft, the collar bones shaped like
ladles, and the veins are prominent as in people who have worked hard, their hips
are poorly built, and the muscular system is weak . . . nor are they able to do any
lifting but require pauses for rest, and they are exhausted by their efforts out of
proportion to their achievements. (29 [276.4-16])""

The reasoning here is typical of the passages surrounding it, and of other
medical and physiognomical writing, from both the Roman empire and
before, in the sense that it uses surface similarities to interpret physical
signs as indicators of inner reality,”* arguing from what is superficially
likely, much as Philostratus does in his discussion of athletic custom. It is
also, however, very hard to know whether this idea — that children of old
parents will look like old people — is to be taken seriously. The impression
of absurd humour is hard to suppress. Presumably this is the kind of
argument which has worried so many of the modern scholars who have
written about Gymnasticus, and led to the assumption that the work is
somehow ‘frivolous’.

One answer to the problem is that ‘entertainment’ was in many ways
compatible with the techniques of ancient science, which grew out of
the need for speaking persuasively and engagingly in specific contexts.
However, the text itself also seems interested in exploring the boundaries
of acceptable ingenuity. Through explicitly characterising certain forms of
analysis as unsuitable, Philostratus suggests that there are ways of drawing a
line between acceptable humour, which adds rhetorical force through enter-
tainment, and unacceptable absurdities, which deserve only the laughter
of mockery. Gymnasticus tends to represent rhetorical manipulation which
is applied for immoral ends, or else too rigidly, without adaptation to indi-
vidual circumstances, as the main problem. At the same time it enacts the
difficulty of making this kind of distinction in practice, between good and
bad forms of analysis. If the seriousness or otherwise of the example quoted
above is — like many others in the text — hard to judge, that may in part be
a deliberately destabilising effect.

To illustrate Philostratus’ rejection of unacceptable uses of reason, I
return to his criticism of medicine for its contribution to the degeneration

7' H pév olv yewaia omopd kai vedvis dtroious dvfioel SednAwka, f B& & TPONKOVTWY (113
EAeykTéa AeTrTOV pév ToUTols TO Séppa, kuaBwdels Bt ai KAeTdes, UaveoTnkuiocn Bt ol pAéPes
kaBéTrep Tols TTETOVNKATT, Kai ioyiov ToUTols &vapuov kal T& uuc8n &obevil. . . oUBE EmiThBelol
&pat oUBEY, A& &vox v StovTalr dvadiokovTtal BE kail TTovols UTrép T& TTovnBévTa.

72 See Barton (1994) 95-131 on the rhetorical language on which physiognomic study is based; cf.
examples in Gleason (1995), esp. 21-54.
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of modern training in 43-44. One particular sign of medically inspired
degeneracy is said to be the habit of distinguishing between different
types of fish, and also different types of pig flesh, as harmful or beneficial

according to where they have come from:

unlawfully, they stuffed themselves with fish, deciding on the nature of the fish
from their habitat in the sea: saying that those from swampy places are fat; the soft
ones come from near cliffs, fleshy ones from the deep sea; that seaweed produces
thin ones and other kinds of sea-moss produce a tasteless kind. (44 [285.25—30])7

Clearly one of the problems with this process is the way in which it
introduces luxurious fussiness into athletic diets, not to mention unheroic
fish-eating habits. Philostratus’ mockery also seems to be directed specif-
ically at the kinds of arguments these people use, as well as mocking the
aims they are used to achieve, and it is striking, and at first sight perhaps
worrying, that the forms of analysis he mocks are in many ways close to
those he has been recommending in previous paragraphs, in particular the
technique of linking outward appearance and inner nature with origins.
Perhaps the thing which worries him here is the application of categories
which are excessively rigid. If that is the case it would imply that one of
the things the gymnastés must always avoid is over-schematisation. Hence
Philostratus’ parodic version of medical categorisations of fish is strik-
ingly brief, in contrast with his own exhaustive account of physiognomical
signs.

That reading seems to me to be reinforced by his denigration of the
tetrad system of training, which comes soon afterwards, whereby athletes
are exercised on a dangerously inflexible four-day cycle:

in this way they do all their training harmoniously, and thus, rotating these tetrads,
they deprive gymnastike of the ability to understand the bare athlete (16 Euviévan
ToU &OANTOU TOU yuuvol). (47 [288.3—6])7+

This final phrase ingeniously equates understanding of the naked athlete
with sensitivity to the specificity of each individual case — in other words
the ability, again, to look beneath the surface, to see the naked truth of
each ‘subject’. Later, in 54, Philostratus mocks the absurdity of the tetrad
system by the story of the wrestler Gerenus, whose trainer, following this
scheme, forced him to undertake heavy exercise despite the fact that he

7 IxBUwv TapavouwTdTns Ppwoews tupopoloa kai puolohoyoloa Tous ixBUs &d TGV TS
BaAdoons nuwv — dos Trayeis pv of £ iAUwv, &rahol 8t ol &k TeTpdV, kpedBets Bt of TeAdy o1,
AetrToUs Te Pdokouat Bodial, T pukia 8 EE1THAOUS - . . .

74 kal TNV ToiGvBe i8tav Taoav &pHOVIKGS YUpvaGovTes kai TS TeTpdSas TaUTas Q8 Avakuk-
AolvTes &paipolvTal TH EmioTARNY TO §uvitval ToU &OANTOU ToU yuuvou.
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was hungover from celebration of his Olympic victory, and so drove him
to his death. Modern trainers, we hear, make similar mistakes in training
young boys as if they were men (46).

It is often hard, perhaps deliberately so, to judge the degree of humour
or seriousness in many of Philostratus’ specific examples. This difficulty
dramatises the constant challenge the trainer faces to maintain the integrity
of his art, to avoid slipping into degenerate forms of analysis. Philostra-
tus does, however, hint at a number of principles which might allow us
to decide when inventive interpretations will be unacceptable. In particu-
lar, he foregrounds the absurdities which arise from applying interpretative
schemes which are driven by immoral or luxurious motives; or else schemes
which are excessively rigid (much as Polemo had stressed the importance
of examining the whole subject physiognomically, rather than just fixing
on one symptom).”S He teaches a technique of arguing and of reason-
ing, rather than a clear set of instructions. He represents athletic analysis
not as a fixed repertoire of activities, but as a flexible process which can
reshape the material it inherits with the future as well as the past always in
mind.

ATHLETICS IN PHILOSTRATUS

I have argued that Philostratus presents a vision of athletic training as a
sophisticated techné by equating athletic training with his own ingenious
butalso powerfully perceptive and entertaining analytical skills. At the same
time, he warns against the danger that it might easily be contaminated, if
these skills are applied too rigidly, without careful consideration of context,
or as an excuse for luxury.

My final point is that this vision of athletics as something which requires
and invites interpretation, like the heritage of the Greek past more generally,
is backed up by the picture we find in the other works usually ascribed to
Philostratus. These close similarities seem to me to reinforce the assumption
of common authorship. They also suggest, in turn, strong reasons for seeing
Gymnasticus as part of a wider project of questioning exactly how Hellenic
tradition should be treated in the present day.

My starting point here is Heroicus. Like Gymnasticus, with which
it shares many strikingly similar passages,”® this text presents its read-
ers with a whole selection of prodigiously strong and war-like heroic

75 See Gleason (1995) 33-6.
76 See de Lannoy (1997) 2,407-9, who deals with a number of parallels other than those discussed
below.
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athletes. Instead of distancing them from the techniques of modern train-
ing, however, as he does in Gymnasticus, Philostratus chooses to decribe
them in great physical detail, which the long passages of physiognomi-
cal advice in Gymnasticus might help us to interpret. He also repeatedly
compares the different heroes in terms of their athletic as well as mili-
tary prowess. At one point, for example, we hear a long description of
Palamedes, which includes the observation that he was halfway between a
heavy athlete and a light athlete in physique, when seen naked.”” This is
reminiscent of the tendency to categorise athletes as light or heavy, to dif-
ferent degrees, throughout Gymnasticus. More specifically, it is reminiscent
of the characterisation of the ideal pentathlete in Gymnasticus 31 as half-way
between the two. Philostratus thus brings Homer humorously up to date,
although it is never quite clear who is responsible for this modernisation.
Were all the Greek heroes sophisticated followers of the art of gymnas-
tik&7® Or is it only Protesilaus, looking back with the benefit of what he
has learned from modern science?” Or is the vinedresser himself — the
character who tells the story within the dialogue — wholly responsible for
refashioning the words of Protesilaus and/or of Homer, in telling the story
to an interlocutor who seems to have trouble finding the balance between
gullibility and scepticism? One way of dealing with the strangeness of the
past is to reshape it ingeniously, to make it fit in with the modern world, as
Philostratus has done here, but the degree of authenticity of that reshaping
will always be hard to identify.

There are similar effects in /magines, which are full of detailed descrip-
tions of beautiful, male athletic bodies, which Philostratus takes as promis-
ing starting points for rhetorical display. Often the ecphraseis which such
bodies prompt echo the physiognomical language of Gymnasticus and Hero-
icus.®° In Imagines 2.2, for example, we are given a glimpse of Achilles as
a child undergoing his education at the hands of Cheiron. His athletic
potential is as yet unfulfilled, but unmistakeable to the practised eye:

77 Her. p. 183. Heroicus here is referred to by page number from volume 2 of Kayser (1870-1), which
also forms the basis for one of the sets of numbering in the more recent edition by de Lannoy (1977).
For other athletic material, see, for example, Her. 141-2, for a description of Protesilaus, admirable
for his physical beauty and athletic prowess; Her. 167 on Nestor’s ears disfigured by wrestling, and
on Antilochus’ superiority to Nestor in running; and Her. 204 on Patroclus’ athletic neck.

78 See Anderson (1986) 244, 246; cf. Schmitz (1997) 143-6 on Homeric heroes portrayed as sophists in
sophistic texts. By contrast, we hear that the athletic knowledge of the Trojans was underdeveloped
(Her. 168).

79 He regularly gives advice to the athletic champions of the present day (Her. 146-7).

8 For examples other than those mentioned below, see /magines 1.24.3, 1.28.8, 2.6, 2.19, 2.21 and 2.32.
The second /magines, usually not ascribed to the same author as the first /magines and Gymnasticus,
contains very little athletic description.
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For the boy’s leg is straight and his arms come down to his knees; for such arms

: ” . . 8
- are excellent assistants in running. . . (/magines 2.2.2)%

' In 2.7.5 the dead Antilochus, whose potential will now never be realised,
. but acts instead as a spur to the grief of the Achaeans, is described in similar

terms:

His leg is slender and his body proportioned for running with ease . . 24

One of the things Imagines sets out to show, as much recent scholarship
has suggested, is the way in which all viewing requires interpretation.®
Viewing of art, and of the athletic body as portrayed in art, thus draws, in
Imagines, on many of the techniques of interpretation Philostratus recom-
mends for the athletic trainer.

These two works, then, bring the athletics of the past into the modern
world. In VS, by contrast, Philostratus takes a rather different tack, at
least in his description of the companion of Herodes Atticus, Agathion
(VS s52—4), where he emphasises instead the difficulty of harmonising
heroic past and Roman empire present. Agathion, also known as Heracles,
was renowned, Philostratus tells us, for his great size and strength, for his
perfect Attic speech and for his imitation of the lifestyle of the ancient
heroes of Greece, which involved, among other things, wrestling with
animals, like the heroes of Gymnasticus 43. The interest in Agathion’s
physical appearance — his solidly built neck, his chest, which is well formed
and slim, his legs, which are bowed slightly outwards, making it easier for
him to stand firm — has a great deal in common with the detailed attention
to such things in the categorisation of athletes best suited to the different
events in Gymnasticus 3142, where the shape of the legs and chest and
neck, among other things, occupies a great deal of attention. Despite his
heroic athleticism, however, Agathion seems to have a highly ambiguous
relationship with other elements of traditional culture. In particular he
shows a Cynic suspicion of the athletic competition to which he should be
perfectly suited:

‘Even more do I laugh at them when I see men struggling with one another in
the pankration, and boxing, running, wrestling, and winning crowns for all this.
Let the athlete who is a runner receive a crown for running faster than a deer or

8 Bl piv yap 1 kviun Té Taudi, & yévu Bt al xelpes — dyadai yop 87 aUTan TrouTrol Tou
Spopov. . .

82 KoUdos 1 kvAun Kal TO odpa oUppETpoV & proTivny Tol Spouou. . .

8 See, e.g., Blanchard (1986); Elsner (1995) 21-48.
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a _horse, and let him who trains for a weightier contest be crowned for wrestling
with a bull or a bear, a thing which I do every day. .. (VS 554)%

Agathion seems to be included here partly to draw attention to the fact
that the Greek past, and more specifically the Greek athletic past, cannot
be unproblematically applicable in the present without some reinterpreta-
tion, a conclusion which brings with it difficult problems about how far
those reinterpretations should go, very much in line with the concerns of
Gymnasticus outlined above.® Broadly speaking this is a difficulty which
the sophists of the VS must grapple with constantly, as living and highly
public embodiments of the links between present and past. More specifi-
cally, it is a particularly pointed problem in the context of so controversial
a character as Herodes Atticus, whose Roman Hellenism attracted a great
deal of suspicion, and who is represented as an ambiguous figure within
Philostratus’ version of second-century Greek culture.

My final example comes from VA, which consistently and similarly
explores the processes by which the Greek heritage is reinterpreted for the
present. In book 4, Philostratus describes a visit made by Apollonius to
the Olympic festival. On the way there, we are told, he is met by a group
of Spartan envoys who ask him to visit their city (4.27). Apollonius is so
shocked by their effeminate appearance that he sends a letter of complaint
to the ephors, and in response the Spartans decide to go back to the old way
of di)ing things (s 16 &pyaidv Te KaBioTapévous TTavTa), with successful
results:

The consequence was that the wrestling grounds regained their youth (&vrpnoav),
and the contests and the common meals were restored, and Lacedaemon became
once more like herself (EauTfj dpoia).%

This anecdote displays sentiments which are strikingly similar to many of
those we find in Gymnasticus,*’ in particular in Apollonius’ concern to arrest
degeneration of educational traditions, which is consistent with his interest
in correcting correct religious ritual throughout VA3 The unusual word
&vnpnoav echoes Gymnasticus s4, quoted above. Simone Follet discusses
Philostratus’ conception of Hellenism as the ability to manipulate a set of

8 : y P s ., .

4 ékewwv‘, £pm, KaTayeA®D p&AAov Opdv Tous avBpwTrous Siaywvifopuévous GAANANOLS TTayKp&-
Tiov Kol Truy iy kai §pduov kai TEANY kai oTeEpavouuévous UTrep ToUuTou" oTepavouaduw 8t &
uév Bpopuikos &BANTHS EAapov TrapeABv T itrtrov, 6 8t T& BapUTepa &ok®dY TaUpw CUUTTAQKELS
1) &pKTR, & Eyd donuépal TPATTW. . .

:2 Cf. Swain (1996) 79-83 on the ambiguities of Agathion’s hyper-Atticism.
... 00ev TaAadoTpai Te dvAPnoav kai omoudai, kol T& PiAiTia EmaviiABe, kai Eyéveto 1)
Aakedaipwv tauTf) dpoia.

87 As Bowie (1978) 1,680 points out. 8 See Elsner (1997) esp. 26-7.
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common themes and images, and traditional language; she also points out,
however, his insistence on going beyond such things in order to achieve a
morally good way of life.® The demands of Apollonius here fit in with her

 scheme well, with their insistence on learned and precise knowledge of the

past, which must sometimes be manipulated in an original way, as we shall
see more clearly below, but which must nevertheless always keep in sight
moral considerations. That emphasis is clear particularly if we compare
this passage with the Lesters preserved under the name of Apollonius,
on which Philostratus draws.”® They emphasise moral condemnation of
luxury, whereas VA tends to combine moral concerns with an interest in the
ingenious display of paideia, and in ourward adherence to Greek tradition.
Here the speed of the Spartan recovery suggests an optimistic attitude to
the possibility of rescuing degenerate Hellenic culture (much more so than
the Letters),® although the phrase éauTfj Suoia characteristically leaves
some doubt about the depth and moral effectiveness of the cure, as if to
warn us against assuming that outward adherence is in itself sufficient.

Later we hear about Apollonius’ comments in Olympia, in particular
about his ingenious reinterpretation of a statue of the athlete Milo (4.28),
which supplements received wisdom with an explanation based on Apol-
lonius’ own knowledge of traditional ritual and art history.”* And finally
he compliments the Eleans intriguingly on their running of the festival,
praising them for the care and accuracy of their organisation:

“Whether they are wise (5o¢oUs)’, he said, ‘I do not know, but am sure that they
are sophists (cop1oT&s)’. (4.29)”

The word co1oT&s not only connotes ‘skill’, but also equates the Eleans
with the representatives of rhetorical culture to whom Philostratus devotes
so much attention in VS, and thus once again suggests a link berween
athletics and learned interpretation and performance of tradition. It also
sounds, however, as though Philostratus is holding back from full approval,

% Follet (1991) esp. 212.

9° This incident draws closely on Lezzers 42a and 63 (see Penella (1979) 523 and 11 on Ep. 42a; 72-3 and
122-3 on Ep. 63). Flintermann (1995) 89—100 illustrates the way in which VA concentrates on moral
stricture less firmly than Lesters; Bowie (1991) 203—4 argues that Letters are an early second-century
parody of ‘lunatic’ philosophical moralising; cf. Swain (1996) 395-6.

9 Sparta is, of course, far from typical of Hellenic culture at large, but this anecdote is consistent with
Philostratus’ interest in the diversity of Hellenism, often illustrated precisely through discussion of
Sparta: cf. above, n. 70, and VA 6.20.

92 This has a great deal in common with the speculative aetiologising of Gymnasticus; Apollonius (or
Philostratus) here puts greater emphasis on knowledge and interpretation of religious and sculprural
tradition than on moralising, philosophical speechmaking — in contrast, for example, with Dio
Chrysostom’s Olympic twelfth Oration (Or. 12). Cf. Fowler (1996) 58-61 on viewing in VA.

9 ¢l piv codouUs, Epn, oUk olda, CoPIoTAS PEVTOL.
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in expressing his uncertainty about their sophia, as if being sophists is not
the most important thing of all.?* Preoccupation with tradition, it seems,
must never be divorced from philosophy. In this sense, the story has a
great deal in common with the positive valuation of rhetorical skills in
Gymnasticus, but also with the warnings that text presents us with about
the dangers of using rhetoric irresponsibly and luxuriously.

CONCLUSION

I have argued, then, that Philostratus’ Gymnasticus is a text which partic-
ipates very self-consciously in processes of debating educational practice.
Images of universal Hellenic education, projected confidently within so
many literary and epigraphical texts in this period, were always to some
extent a papering-over of varied opinion. Philostratus’ work is no excep-
tion, navigating as it does through a great range of competing claims about
the right way to educate. I have tried to give some idea of the controversial
intellectual background to Gymnasticus, on the one hand through discus-
sion of Galen, who constructs a medical techné capable of exercising the
body with philosophical principles always in mind, and in turn denigrates
the physical education associated with athletic trainers; and on the other
hand through discussion of the rather different picture which emerges from
more positive inscriptional representations of athletic activity. Philostratus
finds ways of reconciling Galenic requirements for intellectual rigour with
perspectives which see the trainer as a valued representative of a long and
prestigious heritage. Philostratus draws on many of the same philosoph-
ical authorities as Galen, but repeatedly interprets them differently. He
also sidesteps the negative opinions of athletics which are enshrined within
Hellenic literary tradition, by claiming that the ideal gymnastiké he portrays
here is very different from its degenerate, modern descendants.

The work as a whole, I have argued, is thus very much more complex
and coherent than has usually been recognised. Particularly significant, I
have suggested, is the link between the historical analysis of the first half
and the physiognomical analysis of the second, which sets up gymnastike
as a discipline parallel with Philostratus’ own analytical skills. Philostratus
seems to be aware of the way in which envisaging the body and caring for it
may often be closely related to other forms of intellectual and social activity.
As so often in this period, thinking about the proper way to do athletics is

9% See Swain (1996) 97-100 on the variety of meanings, many of them uncomplimentary, attached to
the word ‘sophist’.
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made part of a wider project of thinking about what elite Hellenic cultural
accomplishment ideally involves.

The text is self-conscious about the fact that this kind of interpretation
(of the body, as of traditional culture) always involves reinterpretation
and reshaping. In that sense, Gymnasticus has much in common with
Philostratus’ other works. It advertises Philostratus’ own ingenious, often
humorous, ability to refashion the art of gymnastike, which is equivalent to
the trainer’s interpretation and refashioning of his charges. That analytical
ability is one which bestows great authority, and is open only to a restricted
field. Philostratus signals this restriction by the fact that the athlete is rarely
represented as an active partner in gymnastic interpretation. At the same
time, as we saw with reference to his scorn of medical categorisations of fish,
he is keen to foreground the risk of falling into techniques of interpretation
which have a superficial resemblance to those which he recommends, but
which ultimately fall down because they are directed towards immoral goals.
In other cases, as for the inflexible modern tetrad system, interpretation
is ridiculed for excessive rigidity, which fails to acknowledge that paideia
is a never-completed process, rather than a clearly defined and simply
applicable set of principles. The skills of the gymnastés, like Philostratu§’
own, are thus prestigious ones, but they also require constant attention if
they are to maintain their integrity.

Questions about how ‘useful’ this text is thus seem to me to be of limited
value, unless we acknowledge the fact that it aims at a much wider con-
ception of athletic training than modern sports historians have tended to
assume. Gymnasticus is anchored in the realities of contemporary gymnasion
practice, but it also deliberately goes beyond those realities, combining the
practical skill of athletic training with interpretative techniques of much
broader value. The true gymnastés, by Philostratus’ standards, can offer
training on a much higher level than the lowly paidotribés ever could.
Philostratean gymnastiké has space for both moral instruction and enter-
tainment, with all the interpretative licence which those aims potentially
require. Philostratus’ athletic trainer, like Philostratus himself, is thus a
representative of Hellenic tradition in the broadest sense, constantly con-
cerned with mediating between the heritage of the Greek past and the
realities of the Greek present.




