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The trace I leave to me means at once my death, to come 
or already come, and the hope that it will survive me. It is 
not an ambition of immortality; it is fundamental. I leave 
here a bit of paper, I leave, I die; it is impossible to exit this 
structure; it is the unchanging form of my life. Every time 
I let something go, I live my death in writing. An extreme 
process; we exert ourselves without knowing whom exactly 
the thing we leave behind is confi ded to. Who is going to 
inherit, and how? It is a question that one can pose oneself 
today more than ever. 

Jacques Derrida, The Last Interview

Sappho’s Fragment 55 has reached us through three 
sources: Plutarch quotes parts of it twice claiming, in 
one of the cases, that it was addressed to an uneducated 
woman, and, in the second case, that the addressee was 
a rich woman; according to Stobeus, once again, the 
poem was addressed to a woman of no education. In 
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Tragata {to ja ostavam zad sebe vo istiot mig ja ozna-
~uva mojata smrt, koja doa|a ili e ve}e dojdena, kako 
i nade`ta deka }e me nad`ivee. Toa ne e streme` za 
besmrtnost; su{tinsko e. Ostavam ovde list hartija, 
ostavam, umiram; nevozmo`no e da se napu{ti ovaa 
struktura; taa e nepromenlivata forma na `ivotot. 
Sekojpat koga }e zavr{am ne{to, ja `iveam svojata 
smrt niz pi{uvaweto. Ekstremen proces; se obiduvame 
bez da znaeme komu poto~no mu go doveruvame ona {to 
go ostavame zad sebe. Koj }e go nasledi i kako? Ova e 
pra{awe {to ~ovek treba da si go postavi sebesi denes 
pove}e od  koga bilo.

@ak Derida, Poslednoto intervju

Za Fragment 55 od Safo doznavame od tri izvori: 
Plutarh dvapati citira delovi od nego pri {to 
prviot pat tvrdi deka fragmentot & se obra}a na 
neobrazovanata `ena, dodeka vtoriot pat tvrdi deka 
&  se obra}a na bogatata `ena; Stobaj isto taka smeta 
deka pesnata & se obra}a na `enata bez obrazovanie. 

* I would like to thank Nevena Panova for our inspiring dis-
cussions of the Greek texts.

* Bi sakala da & se zablagodaram na Nevena Panova za 
na{ite inspirativni diskusii na gr~kite tekstovi.
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Miglena Nikolchina Questions of Immortality in a Fragment by Sappho

this fragment Sappho, who elsewhere describes herself 
as having a sweet nature without malice, is rather harsh. 
As Anne Carson pertinently puts it, “Sappho’s poem 
threatens the woman with an obliteration which it then 
enacts by not naming her”.1 The fragment, in fact, rather 
gleefully envisions the other woman dead:

katq£noisa d‹ ke…shi oÙdš pota mnamosÚna sšqen 

œsset’ oÙd‹ ~pok’~Üsteron· oÙ g¦r pedšchij brÒdwn 

tën ™k Pier…aj· ¢ll’ ¢f£nhj k¢n ‘A…da dÒmwi 

foit£shij ped’ ¢maÚrwn nekÚwn ™kpepotamšna.

“You will lie completely dead forever and there will be no 
memory of you, neither then nor later because you have no 
share in the roses, the ones from Pieria, but even in Hades’ 
kingdom you will wander unnoticed, fl itting among the 
shadowy dead.”2

Unlike other bits, large and small, of Sappho’s writing, 
this one seems to present few problems for translation. 
The roses from Pieria must be poems – Pieria is a place 
at the foot of Olympus where the goddess of memory, 
Mnemosyne, gave birth to the Muses. Somewhat bluntly, 
Sappho is envisioning her interlocutor dead and forgot-
ten because she has nothing to do with the muses.
 

A Share in the Roses

And yet, this transparency is misleading because it 
conceals the mysterious obverse of what is being said. 
If death and oblivion result from having no share in 
the roses of Pieria, whatever does the having of such 
a share incur? Does the fragment project the death 
and oblivion of the rival against the prospect of their 

Safo, koja vo drugite pesni za sebe veli deka ima 
mek karakter li{en od zloba, vo ovoj fragment e 
prili~no surova. En Karson (Anne Carson) soodvetno 
zabele`uva deka „Pesnata na Safo & se zakanuva 
na `enata so zaborav za potoa i vistinski da se 
poigruva so toa taka {to ne ja imenuva.”1 Fragmentot 
vsu{nost na eden vesel na~in pretska`uva deka 
drugata `ena e mrtva:

katq£noisa d‹ ke…shi oÙdš pota mnamosÚna sšqen 

œsset’ oÙd‹ ~pok’~Üsteron· oÙ g¦r pedšchij brÒdwn 

tën ™k Pier…aj· ¢ll’ ¢f£nhj k¢n ‘A…da dÒmwi 

foit£shij ped’ ¢maÚrwn nekÚwn ™kpepotamšna.

„]e le`i{ zasekoga{ mrtva i nema da ostane spomen 
na tebe nitu sega nitu podocna zo{to nema{ udel vo 
rozite, onie od Pierija, ta duri i vo kralstvoto na 
Had }e skita{ nezabele`ana, lebdej}i me|u seni{nite 
mrtovci.”2

Za razlika od drugite pomali ili pogolemi frag-
menti od deloto na Safo, ovoj e malku pote`ok 
za preveduvawe. Rozite od Pierija verojatno se 
pesni - Pierija e mesto vo podno`jeto na Olimp 
kade bo`icata na pomneweto Mnemosina gi ra|a 
muzite. Dosta otvoreno, Safo ja zamisluva svojata 
sogovorni~ka mrtva i zaboravena bidej}i ne e zain-
teresirana za muzite.

Udel vo rozite

Sepak, vakvata otvorenost e dvosmislena bidej}i 
go krie misterioznoto drugo lice na ona {to 
e ka`ano. Ako smrtta i zaboravot se posledica 
na nemaweto udel vo rozite od Pierija, toga{ 
{to }e gi snajde onie koi{to imaat udel? Dali 
frag men tot ja podrazbira smrtta i zaboravot na 
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transcendence?  If “you” will lie dead because you have 
no share in the roses, does it mean that “I”, granted I 
have a share, won’t? If I somewhat blithely remind you of 
your inexorable death, does it mean that I will somehow 
eschew the condition of ever lying dead? Or does it 
simply mean that there will be memory of me but not of 
you? It is said, further, that “also in the palace of Hades” 
the woman with no share in the roses will be unnoticed. 
She is unnoticed here and now, she is unnoticed at the 
moment of her death and later, but there, in hell, she 
will also be unnoticed. If we assume that all these things 
that will happen to the “you” in the poem, distinguish the 
“you” from the “me,” because I have a share in the roses, 
the poem implies the following claims: 

“I will not lie dead ever and there will be memory of me now 
and always because I have a share in the roses, the ones 
from Pieria, and even in Hades’ kingdom I will not wander 
unnoticed.” 

Singular or Plural

There is an aura of hubris here, the hubris so very much 
dreaded and so frequently perpetrated in Greek culture. 
Sappho’s assurance that she will not try to touch the 
sky (F 52) indicates that the thought of touching the 
sky, nevertheless, presented itself to the woman who 
had Aphrodite rush to her help, address her by name, 
and listen to her in her dreams. If there ever was a poet 
confi dent that the gift of the gods would not strike her 
down as the lightning that burnt Semele (see Hoelderlin’s 
poem ‘To the Poets’) – here she was. You are away but my 
verses bring you back here; we part but the joys we had 
together are forever; I am in pain but here is my voice 
creating moments of incorruptible bliss – how can it be 

protivnikot nasproti mo`nosta za nivna nadmo}? 
Ako „ti” umira{ za{to nema{ udel vo rozite, dali 
toa podrazbira deka „jas” nema da umram zatoa {to 
imam udel? Ako jas bezgri`no te potsetam na tvojata 
neizbe`na smrt, dali toa zna~i deka jas na nekoj 
na~in ja izbegnuvam sostojbata na smrt? Ili toa 
mo`ebi zna~i deka }e se se}avaat na mene, no ne i na 
tebe? Ponatamu se veli „i vo palatata na Had” ̀ enata 
koja nema udel vo rozite }e bide nezabele`ana. Taa 
e nezabele`ana ovde i sega, nezabele`ana e vo migot 
na nejzinata smrt i podocna, pa duri i vo pekolot 
}e ostane nezabele`ana. Ako pretpostavime deka s$  
{to }e mu se slu~i na „ti” vo pesnata go razlikuva 
„ti” od „mene” za{to jas imam udel vo rozite, toga{ 
pesnata naveduva na slednovo:

„Jas nikoga{ nema da le`am mrtva i }e se se}avaat na 
mene sega i zasekoga{ za{to jas imam udel vo rozite, 
onie od Pierija, ta duri i vo kralstvoto na Had nema da 
skitam nezabele`ana.”

Ednina ili mno`ina

Ovde seprisutna e gordosta, gordost od koja se 
stravuva, no i ~estopati se vospeva vo gr~kata 
kultura. Safo e ubedena deka taa nema da go dopre 
neboto (F 52), {to od druga strana poso~uva deka 
samata pomisla da se dopre neboto ja prika`uva 
kako `ena na koja Afrodita & prio|a na pomo{, &  
se obra}a po ime i ja slu{a vo nejzinite soni{ta. 
Ako nekoga{ postoela poetesa koja bila ubedena 
deka darbata na bogovite nema da ja uni{ti kako 
molwata {to ja zapalila Semela (vidi ja pesnata 
na Helderlin „Na poetite”) - toga{ toa bila Safo. 
Ti si daleku, no moite stihovi te vra}aat ovde; se 
razdeluvame, no radosta {to ja iskusivme koga bevme 
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that I, who converse with the gods, should be subject to 
old age, death, and oblivion?

The implicit claims of F 55, remarkable for their hubris, 
might, however, be understood to be either in the 
singular, or in the plural. Due to the fragmentariness of 
the Greek poetry that has survived it is frequently diffi cult 
to know with certainty who is speaking – or singing. 
Is it the poet him/herself, or is s/he impersonating 
somebody? To complicate things further, Sappho’s 
poems might be sung by a chorus, which uses “I” as 
part of everybody else, or by a soloist who says “we” in 
order to subsume other persons in her statement. Since 
we are dealing with fragments, there is always a dose 
of uncertainty as to the way one should read the “I” or 
the “we”. Beyond the uncertainties, there is for sure a 
rotation of the singular and the plural in the intimate 
circle of friends that Sappho’s poetry so frequently 
implies. Instead of lamenting the fragmentariness, we 
might surrender ourselves to the fascinating plasticity, 
the hypnotic fl uidity of “I” and “we.” This fl uidity – the 
fl uidity of the merging and separation of singing voices 
– gives way to a crisp and brittle aloneness in moments 
of crisis (“”in silence my tongue is broken”, F 31) or 
defi ance (“some say … but I say”, F 16). Pleasure seems 
to pluralize the subject, pain and thinking impose the 
singular on it, a singular, which is then subjected to 
confl ict and division (“I do not know what to do, I have 
two minds”, F 51). In F 147, which could be read as one 
of the explicit statements of the implicit claims in F 55 
– the hope of being remembered in the future – the “I 
say” is juxtaposed to the “us” who will be remembered:

zaedno e ve~na; jas patam, no mojot glas sozdava 
migovi na neuni{tiva sre}a - kako e mo`no jas, koja 
so bogovite razgovaram, da sum podlo`na na starost, 
smrt i zaborav?

Vo sekoj slu~aj, implicitnite tvrdewa vo F 55, 
nevoobi~aeni po svojata gordost, mo`at da se sfatat 
i vo ednina i vo mno`ina. Zaradi fragmentiranosta 
na gr~kata poezija {to opstojala do denes, ~estopati 
e te{ko da se ka`e so sigurnost koj zboruva - ili koj 
pee.  Dali samiot poet/poetesa, ili toj/taa e olice-
tvorenie na nekoj? Da bidat rabotite pokom pli-
cirani, pesnite mo`e da gi pee hor koj pee „jas” 
ozna~uvaj}i gi site drugi ili solist koj pee „nie” i 
pritoa gi podrazbira site lica so nejziniot iskaz. 
Bidej}i raspolagame so fragmenti, sekoga{ postoi 
doza na nejasnost vo odnos na na~inot na koj se 
tolkuvaat „jas” ili „nie”. I pokraj vakvata nejasnost, 
so sigurnost mo`eme da ka`eme deka postoi naiz-
meni~no koristewe na ednina i mno`ina vo in-
timniot krug na prijateli {to ~estopati se nag-
lasuva vo poezijata na Safo. Namesto da ta`ime 
zaradi fragmentiranosta, mo`eme da se predademe 
na fascinantnata plasti~nost, hipnoti~ kata flu-
idnost na „jas” i „nie”.  Vakvata fluidnost - fluid-
nosta na spojuvaweto i odvojuvaweto na peja~kite 
glasovi - predizvikuva krevka i kr{liva samotija 
vo momenti na kriza („vo ti{inata mojot jazik se 
prekr{uva”, F 31) ili neposlu{nost („nekoi velat ... 
no jas velam”, F 16). Se ~ini deka zadovolstvoto e 
prosledeno so podmet vo mno`ina, bolkata i razmis-
luvaweto nametnuvaat edninska forma, ednina koja 
potoa e podlo`na na konflikt i dvojba („Ne znam 
{to da pravam, na dva uma sum”, F 51). Vo F 147, koj 
mo`e da se tolkuva kako eden od najeksplicitnite 
iskazi na implicitnite tvrdewa vo F 55 - nade`ta 
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mn£sasqa… tin£ faimi ~kâ  ›teron~( καὶ ὔστερον) ¢mmšwn

I say even hereafter people will remember us … 

In F 55, the word I have rendered as “having a share” 
entails a joint possession or use of something. The 
roses of Pieria thus presuppose a togetherness of their 
possession or usage: one does not simply own them; one 
has a share in them. Hence the implication of immortality 
in F 55 involves not just “me” but “us”:  

I say even hereafter people will remember us 
Who have a share in the roses…

 

Women and Immortality

The plural, which refers to Sappho’s circle of students 
and friends, induces the consideration of a different type 
of hubris. Sappho whose life and work encompass the 
threshold between the 7th and the 6th century BC is one 
of the earliest Greek poets to have reached us. She comes 
about a century earlier than Pindar with his assertions 
of the poet’s grandeur. She precedes, too, the philoso-
phers’ ideas of immortality, which, as has been right-
fully pointed out, could not have evolved from Homeric 
notions of the soul and its dire afterlife.3 Orphic trends 
are sometimes traced back to the 7th century BC but this 
timing and their relevance with regards to Sappho can 
only be a matter of speculation. Whatever the case with 
these uncertain tendencies may be, Sappho’s thoughts 
on death and immortality have to be measured against 
the predominant heroic values of the epic world. 

da se bide zapameten vo idninata - „jas” e sporedeno 
so „nas” koi }e bidat zapameteni:

mn£sasqa… tin£ faimi ~kâ  ›teron~( καὶ ὔστερον) ¢mmšwn

Jas velam otsega pa natamu lu|eto }e n$ zapomnat nas...

Vo F 55 zborot {to go prevedov kako „da se ima 
udel” ozna~uva zaedni~ka prisvojnost ili upo tre-
ba na ne{to. Spored toa, rozite od Pierija pret-
postavuvaat zaedni{tvo vo nivnata prisvojnost i 
upotreba: tie ne samo {to se poseduvaat tuku i se 
spodeluvaat. Ottamu implikacijata za besmrtnost 
vo F 55 gi opfa}a  „jas/mene” i „nie/nas”:

Jas velam otsega pa natamu lu|eto }e n$ zapomnat nas
Koi imame udel vo rozite...

@enite i besmrtnosta

Mno`inata, koja se odnesuva na krugot na studenti i 
prijateli na Safo, naveduva na razmisluvawe za 
inakov vid gordost. Safo, ~ij `ivot i delo go op-
fa}aat preminot na sedmiot i {estiot vek p.n.e., e 
edna od najranite gr~ki poetesi za koi zna eme. Taa 
se javuva okolu eden vek pred Pindar so ne govi te 
ubeduvawa za poetovata veli~estvenost. Taa isto ta-
ka im prethodi na filosofskite idei za besmrtnost 
koi, kako {to precizno se poso~uva, ne bi mo`e le da 
proizlezat od homerovskite idei za du{ata i nejzi-
niot u`asen zadgroben `ivot.3 Ponekoga{ orfej-
skite trendovi vodat duri do sedmiot vek p.n.e, no 
vakvoto odreduvawe na vremenskata ramka i nivnata 
relevantnost vo odnos na Safo pretstavuva samo 
pretpostavka. Bez ogled na vakvite nejasni tenden-
cii, ideite na Safo za smrtta i besmrtnosta treba 
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These values as a rule exclude women from the devices 
that compensate men for their mortality. Women are so 
strikingly deprived of a “share” in those devices both in 
the epic world and in the subsequent system of values 
of the polis that in her study of Greek attitudes towards 
death Katerina Kolozova rightfully asks whether women 
(along with slaves and foreigners) had any consolation at 
all in the face of annihilation.4 The reworking of the epic 
priorities in Sappho’s lyric involves conceptual shifts that 
challenge this exclusion. It is both as a mortal being and 
as a woman that Sappho looks for a route beyond death 
and oblivion. To put it differently, she conceptualizes 
immortality in a manner that would make it accessible 
to women. The irony is that, while the trends she was the 
fi rst to articulate prevailed, their relevance for women 
and Sappho’s role in their elaboration were practically 
lost.

Can One be Noticed in Hell?

Everybody will lie dead one day: Greek culture 
was especially emphatic about this predicament of 
humans. The shade of the faceless woman – unnoticed, 
unrecognized and, perhaps, lacking any appearance at 
all – fl itting among the pale shades of the dead belongs 
to a vision of hell which we fi nd in Homer and which 
persists until late into antiquity in spite of orphic trends, 
on the one hand, and developments in philosophy, on 
the other. For all that we know, it is likely that in hell 
the shades cannot recognize anybody at all as a matter of 

da se vrednuvaat spored dominatnite herojski vred-
nosti na epskiot svet.

Ovie vrednosti po pravilo ja isklu~uvaat `enata 
od sredstvata so koi ma`ite ja nadopolnuvaat 
svojata smrtnost. @enite se za~uduva~ki li{eni 
od „udel” vo ovie sredstva ne samo vo epskiot svet, 
tuku i vo posledovatelnite sistemi na vrednosti 
na gradovite-polisi, pa taka Katerina Kolozova vo 
svojata studija za gr~kite stavovi vo odnos na smrtta 
so pravo pra{uva dali `enite voop{to (zaedno 
so robovite i strancite) imale nekakva uteha soo-
~eni so celosna anihilacija.4 Razrabotkata na 
ep skite prioriteti vo lirikata na Safo vklu~uva 
konceptualni promeni koi go predizvikuvaat vak-
voto isklu~uvawe. Safo kako smrtno su{testvo i 
ka ko `ena bara pat po smrtta i zaboravot.  So drugi 
zborovi, taa ja poima besmrtnosta na na~in so koj 
taa im stanuva dostapna na `enite. Ironijata se 
sostoi vo toa {to iako pravcite koi{to taa prva 
gi razrabotuva prevladeale, nivnata relevantnost 
za `enite i ulogata na Safo vo nivnata razrabotka 
bila re~isi izgubena.
 

Dali ~ovek mo`e da bide zabele`an vo pekolot?

Site }e bidat mrtvi eden den: gr~kata kultura osobeno 
go naglasuva ova pretska`uvawe za lu|eto. Senkata 
na bezli~na `ena - nezabele`ana, nepriznaena i 
verojatno bez nikakva pojava - koja lebdi me|u ble-
dite senki na mrtvite e prizor od pekolot so koj 
se sre}avame kaj Homer i koj se zadr`al u{te dolgo 
vo anti~kiot svet i pokraj orfejskite trendovi, od 
edna strana, i razvojnite pravci vo filosofijata, 
od druga strana. Spored na{ite soznanija, senkite 
po pravilo ne mo`at da se prepoznaat me|u sebe vo 

Miglena Nikolchina Questions of Immortality in a Fragment by Sappho
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principle. Rainer Maria Rilke seems to espouse this view 
in his poem ‘Orpheus, Eurydice, Hermes’: when Hermes 
says sadly to Eurydice “He turned back” (by turning 
back to make sure Eurydice’s dead soul is following him, 
Orpheus lost the chance of returning her to the world of 
the living), Eurydice simply answers “Who?”.

Homer, however, is not so defi nitive. The emphasis on 
Lethe and forgetfulness – which could, according to Or-
phic sources, be countered by the ones who knew – is 
not fully operative in the episode with Odysseus’ visit to 
Erebus. The dead souls Odysseus meets remember their 
own stories and are able to appreciate the news he can 
give them. True, they need to drink the blood of a black 
ram and a black ewe in order to acquire the measure of 
vitality that will allow them to talk to Odysseus. If Odys-
seus wants to communicate with the shade of his dead 
mother, he should allow her access to the blood, the 
prophet Teiresias tells him. And yet, Teiresias recog-
nizes Odysseus even before being allowed to partake of 
the blood.  So does Ajax who sullenly refuses to taste the 
blood because he is still angry with things which Odys-
seus did to him in his lifetime. We see Achilles’ soul stroll 
away happily through the fi elds of asphodel after he 
hears good news about his son: clearly, he can keep the 
memory of what he has been told. It is as if the shades’ 
refusing to speak to the rare visitors from outside is not 
the result of real amnesia but just a ruse to make them 
feed them.

They cannot feed themselves; they are next to invisible 
(pale, indistinct, insubstantial); and they are deprived 
of touch. Odysseus is grieved by the impossibility of 
embracing his mother who gives him a briefi ng on the 
condition of the dead person’s soul “fl itting away as if it 

pekolot. Rajner Maria Rilke (Rainer Maria Rilke) 
ja poddr`uva ovaa ideja vo svojata pesna „Orfej, 
Evridika, Hermes”: koga Hermes nata`eno & veli 
na Evridika „Se svrte” (svrtuvaj}i se nazad za da se 
uveri deka du{ata na Evridika go sledi, Orfej ja 
gubi dadenata {ansa da ja vrati vo svetot na ̀ ivite), 
Evridika samo mu odgovara „Koj?”

Sepak Homer ne e tolku kategori~en. Naglasuvaweto 
na Leta i zaboravenosta - nasproti onie koi znaat, 
spored orfejskite izvori - ne funkcionira koga 
Odisej go posetuva Ereb. Mrtvite du{i koi gi sre-
}ava Odisej se se}avaat na sopstvenite prikazni 
i mo`at da gi razberat novostite {to toj im gi 
preka`uva. Se razbira, tie mora da pijat krv od 
crn oven i crna ovca za da bidat dovolno vitalni 
i da razgovaraat so Odisej. Ako Odisej saka da komu-
nicira so senkata na svojata mrtva majka, toj treba 
da & ovozmo`i pristap do krvta, mu veli prorokot 
Tejresija. Sepak, Tejresija go prepoznava Odisej 
u{te pred da ja vkusi krvta. Sli~no i Ajak koj gnevno 
odbiva da ja pie krvta za{to s$ u{te e lut zaradi 
ne{tata {to mu gi storil Odisej dodeka bil `iv. 
Ja gledame du{ata na Ahilej kako veselo {etka po 
poliwata so lilii otkako }e gi ~ue dobrite vesti 
za negoviot sin: o~igledno e deka toj s$ u{te mo`e 
da se seti na ona {to mu bilo ka`ano. Se ~ini deka 
odbivaweto na senkite da razgovaraat so retkite 
posetiteli od nadvore{niot svet ne e posledica na 
vistinska amnezija, tuku samo ve{ta izmama so koja 
mrtvite gi teraat posetitelite da gi nahranat. 

Tie samite ne mo`at da se nahranat; re~isi se 
nevidlivi (bledi, nejasni, nedovolni); i li{eni 
se od dopir. Odisej ta`i poradi nemo`nosta da ja 
pregrne svojata majka koja mu ja objasnuva sostojbata 
vo koja se nao|a du{ata na mrtviot „lebdee kako da 
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were a dream”. This tasteless, colourless, fl imsy manner 
of being is dismal enough. There is no doubt that “[…] 
the Hellenic world of the dead is not a site at which any 
sort of an ‘after-life’ is taking place.”5 Apart from his 
heel, Achilles is probably best remembered for telling 
Odysseus that it is better to be a servant in a poor man’s 
house but alive, rather than a king in the kingdom of the 
dead. Sappho’s wry comment is that if death were not an 
evil, the gods would choose to die. (F 201)

And yet, some manner of distinction does remain in 
the netherworld. Odysseus is quick to notice it. Some 
are punished, others are privileged. Heracles is, in fact, 
not there at all! In hell, there is just the semblance of his 
shade; he is actually up there, with the Olympian gods. 
And there are also the famous women – those whom the 
gods loved and who gave birth to famous sons. Odys-
seus is especially curious to hear their stories. Elysium, 
a very different afterlife realm of bliss and plenty, is 
mentioned elsewhere in the poem as the place for the 
lucky ones. There is, too, the still disputed issue of the 
precise beginnings of mystery trends that would promise 
to their adepts a happy life after death and the prospect 
of reincarnation. Some researchers believe they can be 
pushed back to the 7th/6th century, to Sappho’s times. It 
is believed, moreover, that the Western coasts of Asia 
Minor, Lesbos’s closest neighbour, were the centre from 
which such ideas emanated. In certain cases the link be-
tween Sappho’s poetry and Orphism (Orpheus’s head is 
said to have been carried by the sea to Lesbos) is taken 
for granted.6 Sappho’s longing for the cool waters of the 
lotus-covered hell river Acheron (F 95) is explicitly con-
nected to her chagrin with life that opens the landscapes 
of the netherworld as a country of desire. Her hope that 
having a share in the roses might make one eminent in 
hell should be read literally. 

e son”. Vakviot nevkusen, bezboen i beden na~in na 
postoewe e dovolno mizeren. Nema somne` deka 
„helenskiot svet na mrtvite ne e mesto na koe{to 
se odviva nekakov ‘zadgroben `ivot’.”5 Osven po 
negovata petica, Ahilej e u{te poznat  i po ona {to 
mu go ka`al na Odisej: deka e podobro da si sluga 
vo ku}ata na siromaviot, no `iv, otkolku kral vo 
kralstvoto na mrtvite. Safo podbivno zabele`uva 
deka ako smrtta ne be{e zlo, toga{ bogovite bi 
izbrale da se mrtvi. (F 201)

Sepak, postojat odredeni razliki vo podzemniot 
svet. Odisej toa nabrzo go zabele`uva. Edni se kaz-
neti, drugi se privilegirani. Herakle voop{to i ne 
e  tamu! Vo pekolot, postoi samo nalik na nagovata 
senka, toj e vsu{nost gore zaedno so olimpiskite 
bogovi. Isto taka, tamu se i slavnite ̀ eni - onie koi 
se sakani od bogovite i koi gi rodile svoite slavni 
sinovi. Odisej e osobeno qubopiten da gi ~ue nivnite 
prikazni. Elisej, edno sosem razli~no zadgrobno 
mesto na sre}a i izobilie, se spomenuva nasekade niz 
pesnata kako mesto kade odat sre}nicite. Isto taka, 
s$ u{te postoi i spornoto pra{awe za po~etocite na 
trendot na misterii vo koi na upatenite im se vetuva 
sre}en ̀ ivot po smrtta i mo`nost za reinkarnacija. 
Nau~nicite smetaat deka istite mo`e da se najdat 
duri do sedmiot i {estiot vek p.n.e., vo vremeto na 
Safo. Se smeta deka zapadniot breg na Mala Azija, 
najbliskiot sosed na Lezbos, bil centar od kade bile 
za~nati vakvite idei. Vo odredeni slu~ai, vrskata 
pome|u poezijata na Safo i orfizmot (se veli 
deka glavata na Orfej bila prenesena preku more 
na Lezbos) se zema zdravo za gotovo.6 Kopne`ot na 
Safo za ladnite vodi pokrieni so lotosovi cvetovi 
na pekolnata reka Aheron (F 95) jasno e povrzan so 
razo~aruvaweto od `ivotot koj{to gi prika`uva 
predelite na podzemniot svet kako zemja na `elbi. 
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Remembered Hereafter

Homer’s man had one chance to triumph over his 
mortality: being remembered for his excellence and, 
preferably, death in battle. Being remembered, however, 
requires yet another fi gure, the instrument of memory 
per se: the poet. The hero is hence necessarily redoubled: 
he cannot be without the poet; he is a hero-cum-poet. 
This redoubling is staged in The Odyssey where the 
blind poet Demodok appears at the banquet to sing of 
Odysseus who is actually present there and listens to 
the glorifi cation of his own deeds. Odysseus then says 
he places Demodok “above all mortals” because of his 
intimacy with the muses. Exalted as he is, Demodok 
needs this confi rmation from his hero as well as the meat 
that the hero cuts from his own portion to feed him. The 
hero-cum-poet is a symbiotic fi gure; they eat from the 
same plate and share the same deeds, but, with Homer, 
it is the hero who provides the food and the deeds.

Sappho re-conceptualizes this virile road to immortality 
by what seems to be a single stroke: she emancipates 
the poet from the hero. This may seem easier than it 
actually is. The confusions around F 16 illustrate the 
diffi culty: in this fragment Sappho claims that some 
say a host of horsemen, or infantry, or ships (all items 
of war in the Homeric vein) are the most beautiful thing 
but she says it is the thing one desires. Commentators 
struggled with a number of details in this statement: 
why would Sappho mention enemy Lydian chariots as 
something someone would like to see as much as she 

Nejzinata nade` deka udelot vo rozite mo`ebi }e 
& obezbedi istaknato mesto vo pekolot treba da se 
sfati bukvalno.

Zapomnati zasekoga{

Homeroviot ~ovek imal edna mo`nost da triumfira 
nad svojata smrtnost: da bide zapameten po svojata 
brilijantnost ili, u{te podobro, da zagine vo 
bitka. No, za da bide{ zapomnat, potrebno e dopol-
nitelno sredstvo, odnosno, samiot instrument na 
pomnewe: poetot. Taka, herojot e dvojno zasilen: 
toj ne postoi bez poetot, toj e heroj-so-poet. Vakvo 
dvojno zasiluvawe e prika`ano vo Odiseja, kade sle-
piot poet Demodok se pojavuva na gozbata da pee za 
Odisej, koj pak e prisuten na gozbata i slu{a kako 
se vospevaat negovite dela. Toga{ Odisej veli deka  
Demodok e „nad site smrtnici” zaradi negovata 
intimnost so muzite. Taka vozdignat, na Demodok 
mu e potrebna taa potvrda od negoviot heroj, isto 
kako {to mu e va`no herojot da otse~e od svoeto 
par~e meso i da mu go ponudi. Herojot-so poetot e 
sim biotska figura: tie jadat od ista ~inija i gi spo-
deluvaat istite dela, no kaj Homer, herojot e toj koj 
snabduva hrana i gi izveduva delata. 

Safo poinaku go zamisluva ovoj ma`estven pat do 
bes mrtnosta i toa go pravi so eden udar: go oslo bo-
duva poetot od herojot. Ova se ~ini polesno odo  {to 
navistina e. Dilemite vo F 16 ja ilustriraat ovaa 
te{kotija: vo ovoj fragment Safo tvrdi deka dru-
`ina kowanici, pe{adija ili brodovi (ne{ ta po-
vrzani so vojna soglasno so homerovskiot pris tap) 
se najubavite ne{ta spored nekoi lu|e, dodeka taa 
smeta deka najubavoto ne{to e ona {to ~ovek go posa-
kuva. Nekolku detali gi ma~ea tolkuva~ite na ovie 
stihovi: zo{to Safo bi gi spomenuvala nepri  ja tel-
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herself would like to see the beautiful Anactoria? Could 
it be that Sappho spoke of Helen’s elopement with Paris 
without censure? Well, clearly she could if whatever one 
desires is the most beautiful and the most beautiful is 
also the best: we should note here in passing that the 
invention of the magisterial Greek concept of kalok¢gaq…

a, the coincidence of the beautiful and the good, is also 
attributed to Sappho. (F 50)

If the most beautiful thing is whatever one desires, then 
some may desire war, and some may desire love. Creating 
a value out of love marks a fundamental novelty in the 
Greek world.7 Its immediate effect is demonstrated in 
the poem where Helen provides a totally new perspective 
on the Trojan war: she, who is considered to be the 
most beautiful thing on earth, is no longer the pawn of 
contending armies but the one who forsakes everything 
for what she desires. Helen becomes the one who defi nes 
the most beautiful thing through her own desire; she 
becomes the subject of desire. By adding love to war as 
a possible “most beautiful” thing, Sappho clears space 
for female subjectivity and overwrites the Iliad story of 
heroes and battles with her own tempestuous story of 
renouncing everything for love.

Groundbreaking as this move is, Sappho’s does not stop 
here. In a compelling analysis of this poem Page duBois 
points out that Sappho wants to answer the question 
what is the most beautiful per se? The answer is a type of 
defi nition – the most beautiful is whatever one desires. 
“Sappho is progressing toward analytical language, 
toward the notion of defi nition […] Her ability to do 
so coincides in time with the invention in the eastern 
Mediterranean, in nearby Lydia, of coined money, a step 
which Aristotle sees as enabling abstract thought….”8 To 

skite lidijski ko~ii kako ne{to {to nekoj bi  posa-
kuval da go vidi isto kolku {to taa posakuva da ja 
vi di ubavata Anaktorija? Mo`no li e Safo da go 
vospevala prebegnuvaweto na Elena so Paris bez cen-
zura? Nesomneno e mo`no {tom najubavoto e ona {to 
~ovek go posakuva, a najubavoto e istovremeno i naj-
dobro: ovde treba da napomeneme deka pojavata na 
avto ri tativniot za toa vreme gr~ki koncept 
kalok¢gaq…a, odnosno poistovetuvaweto na ubavoto 
so dobroto, isto taka & se pripi{uva na Safo. (F 50)

Ako najubavoto ne{to e ona {to ~ovek go posakuva, 
toga{ edni mo`ebi posakuvaat vojna, a drugi posa-
kuvaat qubov. Sozdavaweto vrednost od qubovta e 
su{tinska novost vo gr~kiot svet.7 Efektot od ovoj 
pristap e prika`an vo pesnata kade Elena dava so-
sema inakvo viduvawe na Trojanskata vojna: taa, koja 
se smeta za najubavoto ne{to na svetot, ne e pove}e 
pion na osvojuva~kite vojski; taa ostava s$ za ona 
{to taa go posakuva. Elena e taa koja definira 
{to e najubavo preku svoite sopstveni `elbi, taa 
sta nuva predmet na `elba. Dodavaj}i ja qubovta kon 
vojnata kako „najubavo” ne{to, Safo otvora prostor 
za `enskata subjektivnost i ja ispi{uva prikaznata 
za heroite i bitkite od Ilijada preku svojata burna 
prikazna za odrekuvawe od s$ vo ime na qubovta. 

Iako ovoj poteg e vistinska novost, Safo prodol`uva 
ponatamu. Vo svojata mo{ne interesna analiza na 
ovaa pesna Pejx Dibua (Page duBois) poso~uva deka 
Safo bara odgovor na pra{aweto {to e ubavo sa-
moto po sebe? Odgovorot e eden vid definicija 
- najubavoto e ona {to ~ovek go posakuva. „Safo se 
stremi kon analiti~ki jazik, kon poimot za defin-
icija […] Vakvata nejzina sposobnost vremenski se 
sovpa|a so izumot na kovanite moneti vo isto~noto 
Sredozemje, vo bliskoto kralstvo Lidija, ~ekor na 
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put it differently, Sappho does not simply replace war 
with love or add love to war as yet another most beautiful 
thing. As a poet she does not, consequently, replace the 
hero with the beloved in the symbiotic vein described 
above. Later ages will do it – of course, not naively but 
sentimentally, in a more or less mauvais fois.

Sappho is interested in a further move. Whatever one 
desires is whatever one remembers – in this case, it is 
Anactoria whom Sappho would see rather than “your” 
Lydian chariots. Whatever one remembers is whatever 
one sings. This “whatever” is empty in itself. It can be 
fi lled by the hero or by the beloved – in itself, it is open. 
It is the loving – the desiring – that makes it. By shifting 
the emphasis onto whatever one desires, Sappho 
displaces it onto the poet who desires, remembers, and 
sings. 

It has often been claimed that it is not yet love, the thing 
that Sappho sings, that it is just physiology and sensuous 
pleasure.9 The answer is that, perhaps, it is not ultimate-
ly love that Sappho is after. Centuries later, a priestess, 
Diotima, will appear in Plato’s Symposium to assert that 
whatever we desire beyond this or that beautiful thing is 
immortality. 

Now we can go back to the roses of Pieria. For memory, 
mother of the muses, is the poet’s share. It is not the 
having a share in just any roses that guarantees being 
remembered. More specifi cally, it is not the having a 
share in the roses of Aphrodite, of the pains and pleasures 
of love, although Sappho’s poetry refers constantly 
to these roses. It is the having a share in those roses, 

koj Aristotel gleda kako na ostvaruvawe na edna 
apstraktna ideja...”8 So drugi zborovi, Safo ne 
ja zamenuva vojnata so qubovta nitu pak ja dodava 
qubovta kon vojnata kako u{te edno ubavo ne{to. 
Kako poetesa taa ne go zamenuva herojot so qubeniot 
vo duhot na simbiotskiot pristap opi{an pogore. 
Toa }e se slu~i vo podocne`nite periodi - sekako 
ne na naiven tuku na sentimentalen na~in, pomalku 
ili pove}e bezvolno/od zla volja/od nemukaet. 

Safo e zainteresirana i pravi drug ~ekor. Ona 
{to ~ovek go posakuva e toa {to ~ovek go pomni 
- vo nejziniot slu~aj toa e Anaktorija koja Safo 
pove}e posakuva da ja vidi otkolku „tvoite/va{ite” 
lidijski ko~ii. Ona {to ~ovek go pomni e toa {to 
~ovek go pee. „Ova” e vsu{nost prazno samoto po 
sebe. Mo`e da go pretstavuva herojot ili qubeniot 
- samoto po sebe toa e otvoreno. Toa {to go ~ini 
da bide e qubeweto - posakuvaweto. Menuvaj}i go 
naglasokot na ona {to ~ovek go posakuva, Safo go 
prenesuva na poetot koj posakuva, se se}ava i pee. 

^estopati se tvrdi deka ona za koe{to Safo pee ne 
e qubovta, tuku fiziologijata i setilnoto zadovol-
stvo.9 Sepak se ~ini deka odgovorot {to Safo go bara 
ne e apsolutnata qubov. Nekolku vekovi podocna, 
sve{teni~kata Diotima vo Platonovata Gozba }e 
ka`e deka ona {to go posakuvame pove}e od edno ili 
drugo ubavo ne{to e, vsu{nost, besmrtnosta.

Sega mo`eme da se navratime na rozite od Pierija. 
Bidej}i Se}avaweto, majkata na muzite, e poetoviot 
udel. Da se ima udel vo koi bilo rozi ne e garancija 
za da se bide zapomnet. Poto~no, ne se podrazbira 
da se ima udel vo rozite na Afrodita, onie vo koi se 
vospevaat bolkata i zadovolstvata od qubovta, iako 
poezijata na Safo postojano gi spomenuva ovie rozi. 



1
6
6

the ones from Pieria, that will make people remember 
you hereafter. Sappho utilizes her position as a female 
subject of desire in order to emancipate the poet. 

I will not Lie Dead

This discovery will stand, although not for women. 
Could “woman” be the symbolic reservoir propelling 
the struggles for the always shifting horizons of human 
freedom? Sappho, in any case, goes yet another step 
further, a step which is, from a certain point of view, 
even more dramatic. While emancipating the poet from 
his symbiosis with the hero, she tries, also, to reject 
the tragic aspect of the solution to human mortality, 
exemplifi ed by Achilles’ choice to die young and famous 
rather than old but unknown. He has to die young if he 
wants to earn glory, the only type of immortality allowed 
to humans – the hero is a dead hero; heroic beauty is 
epitomized by the beautiful corpse. 

The mere replacement of war with love cannot purge 
this tragic ambiguity: love, after all, is at least as “bitter-
sweet”, ambiguous, monstrous, and ultimately tragic, as 
the wager of the hero. 

By placing immortality under the sign of the muses 
rather than love, Sappho tries to do away with ambiguity. 
Sorrow is out of place where the muses dwell. (F 150) If 
the muses favour you – and if you want to be favoured by 
them – you should stay clear of misery. 

Treba da se ima udel vo onie rozi, od Pierija, so {to 
im se ovozmo`uva na lu|eto da bidat zapameteni 
zasekoga{. Safo ja koristi svojata pozicija na 
`enski subjekt na `elba za da go oslobodi poetot. 

Jas nema  da le`am mrtva

Ova otkritie e va`no, no ne i za ̀ enite. Dali „`ena-
ta” e mo`ebi simboli~na riznica od kade {to potek-
nuvaat dvi`e~kite usilbi za sepromenlivite hori-
zonti na ~ove~kata sloboda? Safo, vo sekoj slu~aj, 
odi u{te eden ~ekor ponatamu, ~ekor koj od edno 
drugo gledi{te e duri i podramati~en. Oslobo du-
vaj}i go poetot od negovata simbioza so herojot, taa, 
isto taka, se obiduva i da ja otfrli tragi~nata stra-
na na re{enieto za ~ove~kata smrtnost, videna niz 
primerot na Ahilej komu mu e pomilo  da umre mlad 
i slaven, otkolku star i nepoznat. Toj mora da umre 
mlad ako saka da ja zaslu`i svojata slava, edinstven-
iot vid na besmrtnost dozvolena na lu|eto - herojot e 
sekoga{ mrtov heroj; herojskata ubavina e olicet-
vorena vo ubaviot trup. 

Samoto zamenuvawe na vojnata so qubov ne mo`e da 
ja pro~isti ovaa tragi~na dvosmislenost: qubovta 
e sepak barem malku „gor~livo-slatka”, zbunuva~ka, 
monstruozna i krajno tragi~na, isto kako i vlogot 
na herojot. 

Postavuvaj}i ja besmrtnosta pod znakot na muzite 
namesto qubovta, Safo se obiduva da ja izbegne 
dvosmislenosta. Tagata ne postoi tamu kade {to pre-
bi vaat muzite. (F 150) Ako  muzite te miluvaat - i ako 
ti saka{ da ti se blagonakloneti - toga{ treba da gi 
izbegnuva{ stradawata. 
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Now, this is a diffi cult, an impossible precept – diffi cult 
for Sappho, to begin with. Pindar seems to have 
majestically followed it; Hoelderlin went mad under its 
light, thunderstruck. “Alas, if my heart bleeds wounded 
by itself.” With the hero gone, his ambiguous lot stayed 
with those who live their death in writing.  

 Notes:

1. Anne Carson, If Not, Winter: Fragments of Sappho, (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002), 368. If the nameless woman 
was in actuality not indifferent to the muses, we might infer 
a totally different set of questions from the ones I set forth 
here. See my Matricide in Language: Writing Theory in 
Kristeva and Woolf, (New York: Other Press, 2004).

2. References to Sappho’s texts are based on Edgar Lobel & 
Denys Page, Poetarum Lesbiorum fragmenta, (Oxford: 
Clarendon press, 1955); and David A. Campbell, Greek 
Lyric. vol. 1. Sappho, Alcaeus. The Loeb classical library. 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 
1982).

3. Cf. Катерина Колозова, Хелените и смртта, (Скопjе: 
Култура, 2000), 80. 

4. Ibid., 71.

5. Ibid., 13.

6. Cf. Т.Г. Мякин, Сапфо. Аспекты истории семанти-
ческих трансформаций, (Новосибирск, 1999), 67-68.

Ova e te{ko i  nevozmo`no pravilo - pa duri i za 
Safo. Se ~ini deka Pindar go po~ituval so seta 
veli~enstvenost; Helderlin (Hölderlin) polude od 
negovata bleskavost, udren od molwa. „@alosno ako 
moeto srce krvavi samoraneto.” Bez herojot, negovata 
dvosmislena sudba ostanuva so onie koi ja `iveat 
svojata smrt niz pi{uvaweto.  

Prevod od angliski jazik: Anastazija Kirkova

Bele{ki:

1. Anne Carson, If Not,Winter: Fragments of Sappho, (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002), 368. Dokolku bezimenata 
`ena vsu{nost ne e indiferentna kon muzite, mo`no 
e da se postavat sosema drugi pra{awa od onie koi gi 
poso~uvam ovde. Vidi ja mojata Matricide in Language: 
Writing Theory in Kristeva and Woolf, (New York: Other 
Press, 2004).

2. Referencite na tekstovite na Safo se bazirani na Ed-
gar Lobel et Deys Page, Poetarium Lesborium Fragmenta, 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955); i David A. Campbell, 
Greek Lyric. Vol. 1 Sappho, Alcaeus. The Loeb Classical 
Library. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University 
Press, 1982).

3. Cf. Katerina Kolozova, Helenite i smrtta, (Skopje: 
Kultura, 2000), 80.

4. Ibid., 71.

5. Ibid., 13.

6. Cf. Т.Г. Мякин, Сапфо. Аспекты истории семанти-
ческих трансформаций, (Новосибирск, 1999), 67-68. 
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7. Cf. Недялка Видева, Гръцкото морално съзнание до 
епохата на елинизма, (София: Софийски университет, 
1987), 116.

8. Page duBois, ‘Sappho and Helen’, in Ellen Greene (ed.), 
Reading Sappho: Contemporary Approaches, (Berkley: 
University of California Press, 1996), 79-88.

9. Ka`ano so tipi~nata terminologija na ruskiot 
nau~nik A. F. Losev vo jazikot na Safo postojat el-
ementi so „fiziolo{ka, su{tinsko erotska sodr`ina” 
(cit. vo T.G. Мякин, op.cit., 64).
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Sappho’s language. (qtd. in Т.Г. Мякин, op. cit., 64). 
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