Critically analyse whether Seneca wrote the ‘Apocolocyntosis’ and what purposes this work may have served.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The issue as to the true authorship of the work we have come to know as the Apocolocyntosis via Cassius Dio[footnoteRef:1] or Ludus de morte Divi Claudii[footnoteRef:2] via the manuscript tradition is perhaps best described by Rouse in his 1913 translation of the work who put rather succinctly that “it is impossible to prove that it is his, and impossible to prove that it is not”[footnoteRef:3]. Whilst the consensus amongst scholars is that there is not a great deal to proscribe against this text having been written by Seneca, the core of the debate comes down to three factors: the validity of the attribution of the text to Seneca made by Cassius Dio and the true meaning of the name, the style of writing and finally whether this polemic on Claudius can be compatible with other texts definitely written by Seneca in praise of Claudius[footnoteRef:4]. indefinitely more interesting than attempting to conclusively answer an ultimately circular debate on who wrote what, is to tackle the question of the purpose behind the Apocolocyntosis. Whether it is simply Seneca lampooning the character of the old Emperor Claudius for comedic relief whilst lavishing tribute on the young Nero in order to consolidate his new-found political power or not; this essay will also attempt to explore the philosophical and significance behind the Apocolocyntosis to provide a conclusion as to the possible purposes of this work. [1:  Cass. Dio. 60.35]  [2:  Sullivan J.P. 1966. Pg.209]  [3:  W.H.D. Rouse. 1913. Introduction to his translation of the Apocolocyntosis.]  [4:  Sen. Consiliatio ad Polybium ch.12: the line: “fix your eyes upon Caesar whenever tears rise to them; they will become dry on beholding that greatest and most brilliant light”.] 

Is the text referred to in the manuscript tradition the ‘Ludus de morte Divi Claudii’[footnoteRef:5] the same text Cassius Dio would dub the Apocolocyntosis or ‘pumpkinification’[footnoteRef:6] and attribute to Seneca? Sullivan claims that there is “little reason”[footnoteRef:7] to doubt Cassius Dio in his attribution of the work[footnoteRef:8] and lays out the possible reasons one may cast aspersions on the assumption that the work is indeed by Seneca’s hand. The three debates that being looked at here shall be the significance of the writing style presented in the text, the titular ‘pumpkinification’ and the lack thereof a metamorphosis into a pumpkin in addition to the compatibility of the presentation of Claudius between the Apocolocyntosis and Seneca’s other works.  [5:  Sullivan J.P. 1966. Pg.209]  [6:  W.H.D. Rouse. 1913. Introduction to his translation of the Apocolocyntosis. ‘pumpkinification’ appears to be the accepted modern English translation alongside ‘gourdification’ which isn’t mentioned here.]  [7:  Sullivan J.P. 1966. Pg. 209]  [8:  Cass. Dio. 60.35: this passage is brought up ] 

There is a discrepancy in the fact that the name Cassius Dio gives to the text is literally ‘Gourdification’ despite the work containing no reference to any literal gourd, however I am of the conviction that this can be explained. The more common explanation of the title of this work, as given by Rouse[footnoteRef:9] in the introduction to his 1913 translation of the text, is that the word ‘Apocolocyntosis’ is a play on the word ‘Apotheosis’ or “the elevation of someone to divine status”[footnoteRef:10] holds up best to scrutiny. Two other explanations that have been presented are that either Seneca wrote more than one work on the Apotheosis of Claudius, that the missing ‘Gourdification’ is due to the work missing its true ending or that the Gourd is referring to the unusual punishment of a bottomless dice shaker[footnoteRef:11]. I must agree with Sullivan on this matter that quite rightly the ever-succinct Seneca would never write two similar texts when one would do the same job[footnoteRef:12] and that if the Gourd being the dice-shaker sounds abstract to us as a modern audience now it would have sounded equally as absurd to a first-century one too[footnoteRef:13], therefore, It seems beyond reasonable doubt that the title is indeed just a simple bit of witty word-play. [9:  W.H.D. Rouse. 1913. Introduction to his translation of the Apocolocyntosis]  [10:  https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/apotheosis]  [11:  Sen. Apoc. 14]  [12:  Sullivan J.P. 1966. Pg.210]  [13:  Ibid.] 

The only scholar to significantly disagree with the consensus is Bagnani[footnoteRef:14], who attributes the work to Petronius, although this work has not been available for me to view I believe Bagnani’s point to be that the style of this Menippean satire so closely resembles Petronius’s writing style from the satyricon that it must be Petronius from whom this work originates. Furthermore, there are scholars[footnoteRef:15] who rightfully question whether this is the same Seneca lampooning Claudius in the Apocolocyntosis compared to the lavish praise the princeps received in Seneca’s works the ‘consilatio ad polybium’ and the funeral speech read by Nero at Claudius’ funeral. I would argue that praise of Claudius in both of these other works makes sense as in the ‘consilatio ad polybium’ he is clearly attempting to regain some favour in the Claudian court in the hope of return from his Corsican exile whilst the funeral speech made by Nero that was reportedly written by Seneca[footnoteRef:16] would have been entirely inappropriate for satire unlike the saturnalia festivities which would occur just two months later. Hence whilst it is easy to return to the sentiment from Rouse at the beginning of this essay, as I have shown it can be more than reasonable to suggest that the author of the Apocolocyntosis very plausibly is Seneca. [14:  G Bagnani, 1967. Arbiter of Elegance a study of the life and works of C. Petronius: this was a very tough book to track down so I must state that from what I can access this scholar’s interpretation of the writing style in the Apocolocyntosis lead him to conclude that the true author must in-fact be Petronius who would therefore have the monopoly on the extant Menippean satires.]  [15:  Ball, A.P. 1902. Pg.24 : here there is a list of scholars from the turn of the 19th century who in all likeliness view Seneca as some sort of proto-christian and as such believe this satire to be distasteful.]  [16:  Cass. Dio. 61.3.1] 

And what of the Apocolocyntosis’ function? One could simply look at the Apocolocyntosis text and take the view that it is merely a straight forward panegyric given by Seneca to the new emperor Nero; praise is only natural to give to a man who has released you from exile. Seneca certainly had a lot to thank Nero for, particularly also his elevation to the very top of the new emperor’s closest group of advisors, even going on to gain the political office of suffect consul in 56AD.[footnoteRef:17] It is asserted by most historians that the Apocolocyntosis must have been written sometime close to Claudius’ death, either in 54AD[footnoteRef:18] or 55AD[footnoteRef:19],  and the correct atmosphere for satirising Claudius certainly seems to have existed in the months following his death as both Suetonius[footnoteRef:20] and Cassius Dio[footnoteRef:21] make mention of the various quips made by Seneca, his brother and significantly Nero himself with the now famous “food of the gods” witticism. One reason why this may have been written by Seneca in the months following Claudius’ death is to highlight the contrast between the characteristics and actions of the two emperors. Whereas the appearance of Claudius is portrayed as evil and merciless, through the template of an incapable and confused old man, the imagery used to describe Nero, including his good looks commonly[footnoteRef:22] related to a virtuous and just ruler, clearly demonstrates the two opposing characteristics of these two men in power. It can be assumed that to emphasise the failure and incapability of the previous emperor, would ensure that the next reign, that of Nero, would seem more promising in comparison. Even perhaps a return to the days of the divine Augustus. Comparing the sour character haggard appearance of Claudius to the bright and youthful Nero in the Apocolocyntosis provides an interesting rhetorical device which illuminates all the virtues which a ruler should not inherit. However, another motive explaining why Seneca may have written this piece is that of revenge, with the portrayal of the previous emperor acting as a form of mockery. Seneca certainly has motives for desecrating the memory of the newly deified Claudius. It was Claudius himself, who sent him in to exile during which Seneca lost both a young son and his mother[footnoteRef:23]. Seneca mocks the whole institution of Apotheosis through the intervention of Augustus’ speech, where he shows utter shame of his own deification if the same process is to happen to Claudius, taking into account his character and actions. ‘I am ashamed of my authority’.[footnoteRef:24] The use of Apocolocyntosis as a form of mockery, acts as a platform by which Seneca conveys his grievance with the past Princeps. This could be seen as a formulae for revenge. By looking at not only the physical but philosophical aspects of the text, it is evident that Seneca is trying to convey and establish a moral code by which new emperors were to follow, as well as praising and showing thankfulness to Nero for the reversal of Claudius’ actions in relation to exile.  [17:  Calboli, Gualtiero (Bologna), Dingel, Joachim (Hamburg) and Walde, Christine (Basle), “Seneca”, in: Brill’s New Pauly, Antiquity volumes edited by: Hubert Cancik and , Helmuth Schneider, English Edition by: Christine F. Salazar, Classical Tradition volumes edited by: Manfred Landfester, English Edition by: Francis G. Gentry. Consulted online on 24 April 2018 <http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e1108480>
]  [18:  Robinson, T.J. 2005 ]  [19:  Sullivan, J.P. 1977]  [20:  Suet. Nero. 33.1]  [21:  Cass. Dio. 61.35]  [22:  Sen. Apo. 3]  [23:  Sen. De Consolatione ad Helviam Matrem.]  [24:  Sen. Apo. 10] 

By analysing the literary style and looking at the plausibility of other authorship, I can conclude that the Apocolocyntosis was most likely written by Seneca, as he beholds the motives and reasoning to write such a text. By investigating the court in the text, the use of language and imagery, historiography and the context of when this satire was written, I have been able to identify the different purposes that this text may have served. For example, as a philosophical blueprint on the virtues of a bad ruler, as appraisal of Nero’s characteristics in contrasts to Claudius, and as a text written to spite the name of Claudius in response to the actions made against him during his reign, particularly acting as work a of revenge. In terms of context and significance, in my opinion I believe that the philosophical manifesto containing the blueprint by which the young Nero should act in oppose to, in order to be a good emperor, is the most plausible. Seneca wrote this text as a way to slander the name of Claudius, as well as establishing the characteristics needed in order to be a successful and liked emperor. 
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