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Preface

The primary aim of this thesis, the first thesis-length study of Alcaeus’ poetic oeuvre as a whole for
almost forty years, is to improve appreciation of Alcaeus’ poetry in scholarship. In the modern
period, Alcaeus’ poetic skills have been found wanting, especially in comparison with his
contemporary and compatriot, Sappho: one typical reviewer of Theodor Bergk’s Poetae Lyrici Graeci
(Leipzig, 1866) declares that his ‘drinking songs and war songs have indeed great beauty; but they
are not to be named in the same breath, for perfection of style, with the stanzas of Sappho’ (The
Westminster Review, July 1872, p.68). The publication of papyri, more than a century ago now, have
changed such views but a little. Common complaints have included snobbery, chauvinism,
drunkenness, repetitiveness, and lack of imagination. Since the publication in 1980 of Résler’s
Dichter und Gruppe and the broader acceptance of performance-oriented approaches to Greek lyric,
Alcaeus, almost by default, since he was chosen by Résler as the archetypal example, also became
predictable: Alcaeus’ poetry was composed for his Jetairia to be performed at symposia and could
only be interpreted in this way. Finally, interest waned with predictability. Only in the past five
years have scholars returned to Alcaeus with a different focus as part of a wave of attention on
literary aspects of lyric. This thesis argues that he requires and deserves more attention and that
many complaints against his work are unjustified; making use of diverse approaches, it goes further
than recent work on Greek lyric by focusing only on Alcaeus and treating his entire corpus. Thus
Part I, ‘Fresh Perspectives’, attempts to show that fruitful new questions can be asked even of
aspects of Alcaeus that are considered the most dry or over-examined (epithets, metre, imagery,
performance, history); Part II, “Text and Interpretation’, aims to demonstrate that, although there
have been no significant papyrological discoveries since the Cologne fragment (fr.298), important
advances can be made with Alcaeus’ text and interpretation.

This thesis was conceived by chance during my mastet’s year, when I was surprised by the
disparity of scholarship on Sappho and Alcaeus, but builds on my interest in lyric poetry. I am
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Prof. Jane Lightfoot, Prof. Stephen Heyworth, and Dr. Gail Trimble, for encouraging my interests
in metre, lyric, and textual criticism. My greatest thanks go to my long-suffering supervisor, Prof.
Gregory Hutchinson, who has always responded to my ideas with an open mind, and offered sage
advice, encouragement, and time with characteristic generosity and patience; this thesis would have
been much poorer without his guidance. Further thanks are due to Prof. Ettore Cingano, who
commented on parts of Chapter 2, to Prof. Martin Hose and Dr. Evert van Emde Boas, who read
versions of Chapter 3, to Dr. Peter Haarer, who kindly commented on a draft of Chapter 5 with
his customary frankness and saved me from many grave missteps, and to Prof. Richard Rutherford,
Prof. Armand d’Angour, and Prof. Felix Budelmann for reading sections of Part II and for advice
on the project as a whole. It goes without saying that all shortcomings are my own. I am also
grateful to Dr. Bruce Barker-Benfield and Mr. Robert Minte for helping me access the papyti in
the Weston Library, to Dr. Daniela Colomo for help with the papyti in the Sackler Library, and to
the Oxford Classics Faculty and Merton College, Oxford, which generously funded my graduate
studies. Special thanks are due to my friends and colleagues Tom McConnell and Theodore Hill,
who have been my patient sounding boards, and to Henry Tann, Leah King, Olivia Thompson,
and Marguerite Kithn, who have contributed in innumerable ways, not least with their erudition,
kindness, and friendship.

Finally, I would like to thank my family, who have supported my endeavours without always

knowing what they were. This thesis is for my grandparents.



A Note on the Text
All fragments refer to those of Alcaeus unless otherwise stated. For Sappho and Alcaeus, I follow
the texts and numeration of Voigt 1971, Page 1974, Obbink 2009 and 2016, except those edited
here. Where different numerations could cause confusion, I also provide the numerations of Lobel
and Page 1955, Campbell 1982, or Liberman 1999. For other lyric poets, I follow Page 1962, 1974,
Davies 1991, and West 1989-1992. Abbreviations of the names of authors and works generally

follow those of the L.S] and OLD.
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Abstract
‘Lesbos’ Other Lyricist: Studies in Alcaeus’ argues that Alcaeus is a sophisticated poet. It offers
new approaches to and interpretations of his poetry, and provides a re-edition and close reading of
Alcaeus frr.33-57, 59-111.

Part I suggests new approaches to Alcacus and Greek lyric that emphasise literary
interpretation. In contrast to the dominant approaches that treat Alcaeus as a source of historical
data or consider his works largely understandable from the context, this study highlights the
interpretative benefits of a more varied approach. It therefore goes further than recent works on
the literary aspects of Greek lyric by focusing on a single poet and his oeuvre in a thesis-length
study, uniting diverse approaches, and asking new questions of old topics. New approaches to the
study of epithets, metre, immersion, performance, and history are explored for literary
interpretation.

Part II presents a new text, apparatus, and textual and interpretative essays on P.Oxy.1233
and 1234 with their joined fragments (Alcaeus frr.33-57, 59-111). Focusing on these papyri, which
represent a large portion of Alcaeus’ poetic fragments and include a broad range of his poetry,
forces confrontation with a mixture of famous and under-studied fragments and enables detailed
study of the fragments alongside the methodologies of the first half.

As the first thesis-length study of Alcaeus’ entire corpus for forty years, this project presents
a more nuanced view of Alcaeus, provides fresh interpretations of fragments, and suggests new

approaches for Alcaeus and Greek lyric more broadly.



Introduction

These are exciting times to study Lesbian poetry. The publication of the ‘New’ and the Newest
Sappho’ fragments initiated a wave of research on Lesbian poetry on a scale not seen since their
first papyrological discoveries more than a century ago. Unsurprisingly, Sappho has been the near-
sole focus of this new work, with only a few treatments of Alcaeus following later. Meanwhile, the
field of Greek lyric has changed dramatically since the early 20™ century, when biographical and
aesthetic approaches influenced by Romanticism were prevalent; in the 1980s, they were
overturned by performance-oriented anthropological approaches that privileged socio-pragmatic
aspects of Greek lyric.' These have remained dominant.” Only in the past five to ten years has
interest in the aesthetics of Greek lyric been revived, through research on the ancient senses and a
greater acknowledgement of the importance of reperformance.” Sappho and Alcaeus have played
central roles in these developments: Sappho was considered the pinnacle of personal, emotive
poetry; Alcacus was used as the central example to show the workings of the social function of
archaic poetry; and the two poets dominate the latest contributions. However, while Sappho has
rarely lacked thorough scholarly treatments and is furnished with at least three new or forthcoming
commentaries on either a substantial portion of her work or her entire oeuvre, Alcacus has not
seen a full-scale treatment of his poetry dedicated to him for almost forty years, but is largely
considered in articles or chapters using a few work-horses.

This thesis attempts to redress this imbalance. It offers a reappraisal of Alcaeus as a

sophisticated poet, presenting new approaches to and interpretations of his poetry by bringing

1 Rosler 1980, Gentili 1988.

2 Cf. e.g. Caciagli 2011, Benelli 2017.

3 The senses: e.g. Cazzato and Lardinois 2016 for lyric; cf. e.g. Porter 2010, Peponi 2012, Sluiter and Rosen 2012 on
Greek literature more broadly. Reperformance: Hunter and Uhlig 2017, Budelmann and Phillips 2018a.



together the historicising and literary approaches to Greek lyric,* and provides close textual scrutiny
of both famous and under-studied fragments, which has been rare in recent Alcacan scholarship.
Part I investigates the broader questions from fresh perspectives, while Part I presents a new text,
apparatus, and textual and interpretative essays on a significant portion of his poetic corpus. These
parts mirror two main issues in Alcaean scholarship: a lack of interest in exploring literary
complexity and in engaging with the text. Part I addresses an expectation of simplicity in Alcaeus
whereby epithets are simply reused, metre is technical or theoretical, performance is limited, simple
entertainment, or propaganda, and history is straightforward, while Part II confronts the perception
that little progress can be made with the text and the issue of relying on a few fragments. This
thesis will demonstrate the advantages of abandoning these attitudes.

Part I, ‘Fresh Perspectives’, suggests new approaches to Alcaeus (and Greek lyric more
broadly) that emphasise literary interpretation. In contrast to the dominant approaches that treat
Alcaeus as a source of historical data or consider his works largely understandable from the
performance context, this study highlights the interpretative benefits of a more varied approach. It
goes further than recent works on the literary aspects of Greek lyric by focusing on a single poet
and his oeuvre in a thesis-length study, uniting diverse approaches, and asking new questions of
old topics. The topics explored in these chapters were chosen because they have previously been
investigated without much regard for poetic interpretation.

In contrast to the aims of eatlier scholarship that examined epithets and metre in Lesbian
poetry to construct a prehistory or an earlier tradition of myths, genres, or language, I suggest a
synchronic analysis of these elements and interpret outlying cases in terms of poetic effect. Chapter

1 (‘Epithets’) reviews the distribution of noun-epithet clusters in the ‘monodic’ poets and shows

4T use the term ‘literary’ loosely to contrast with anthropological approaches to lyric; it points to the aspects of
archaic poetry that transcend contexts (e.g. linguistic, structural, conceptual elements) and acknowledges the
similarities that modern or secondary audiences share with the original audience, which have been undervalued in

scholarship. Cf. Budelmann and Phillips 2018b: 9-15.

10



through close readings of individual fragments that understanding Alcaeus’ use of epithets
produces new interpretative possibilities. In Chapter 2 (‘Metre’), I investigate differences in content
and style, which have previously been denied, between Lesbian poems in different metres by
examining the use of enjambement in strophic and stichic compositions, and by exploring the
relationships of metrical form with content and with narrative presentation.

Chapters 3-5 treat the most discussed aspects of Alcaeus’ poetry: his imagery, the identity
of his speaker, and politics, which became central in the performance-oriented approach to lyric. I
suggest that, by concentrating not solely on context but also considering literary aspects, these
issues can illuminate neglected aspects of Alcaeus’ poetic craft. Chapter 3 (‘Immersive Lyric’) shifts
attention to the sense of immersion noted by ancient and modern scholars of lyric and introduces
cognitive stylistics to explore world-creation and immersion as poetic tools for affecting both
primary and secondary audiences. In Chapter 4 (‘Performance’), 1 attempt the first full-scale
refutation of Résler’s influential position that Alcaeus composed solely for his heairia. 1 argue on
historical, rhetorical, and logical grounds for a consistent compositional style and poetic
autobiography aimed also at secondary audiences, suggesting that persuasion rather than solace is
the primary rhetorical effect of his political poetry. Chapter 5 (‘History’) investigates Mytilenean
history for the interpretation of Alcaeus by compiling the historical evidence attested in Sappho
and Alcaeus before providing a fuller picture of the events concerned from other sources. I suggest
that the contemporary events mentioned in Alcaeus should be examined both within the
framework of his poetry and from a historical perspective, and argue that Alcaeus’ political situation
and perspective are more complex than usually supposed.

Part II, “Text and Interpretation’, continues these arguments in the context of individual
fragments. It presents a new text, apparatus, and textual and interpretative essays on the fragments
of P.Oxy.1233 and P.Oxy.1234 and their joined fragments (detailed in the apparatus): Alcaeus
trr.33-57 and 59-111. Focusing on these papyti forces confrontation with a mixture of famous and

under-studied fragments from an edition consisting of all Alcacus’ poems known in the Hellenistic
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period. These fragments represent a large portion of Alcaeus’ poetic fragments and include a broad
range of his poetry in content and form, enabling detailed study of fragments and building on the
findings of Part I alongside traditional philology. Further, these papyri have not been re-edited
from autopsy since Poetarum Lesbiorum Fragmenta, and my new readings show that these papyri,
published a century ago, may still contain new information. Although supplements have been out
of favour, I often use them to indicate limitations to the possibilities of interpretation of fragments
imposed by argumentative structures, language, and the papyrus, which have not always been
observed. My text is provided without supplements, except those that are inevitable or make little
difference to the meaning, in order to clearly differentiate the text supported by the papyri from
conjectures. The apparatus does not aim to include all proposed alterations to the text, but includes
the most popular opinions as well as examples of different approaches to the text, even where
these are impossible or unlikely, as a historical summary of scholars’ interpretations, although not

all items are discussed in the accompanying essays.

> Lobel and Page 1955. Voigt 1971 remains the ‘standard’ text, but includes very few original contributions to the

reading of the text, while Liberman 1999, the latest full edition of Alcaeus, did not examine the papyri from autopsy.
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Part I: Fresh Perspectives

Chapter 1: Epithets

Epithets in Lesbian poetry have rarely been considered from a literary angle, despite receiving
detailed study,” which has approached them from linguistic and literary-historical perspectives. Due
to the strong associations of epithets with early Greek hexametric poetry (henceforth EGHP),
particularly the Homeric poems, previous research on epithets in the Lesbians have had an almost
exclusive focus on hexametric influences.” However, despite valuable work on the influence of
EGHP on Lesbian epithets, conclusions have rarely gone beyond the identification of parallels or
the categorisation of epithets by content. Further, these are yet to influence literary interpretations
of Lesbian poetry. Indeed, scholarship overlooks a key difference between epithets in hexametric
and lyric poetry: epithets in EGHP are much more commonplace and many are ‘ornamental’’
while in lyric, epithets are generally fewer and repetition rare. This raises the question: if they are
grammatically unessential and regular use is not patt of the style,” what is their purpose?’’

This chapter attempts to fill this gap by examining the use of epithets in Lesbian poetry
anew in the context of archaic Greek poetry more broadly and by observing the effects created by
the use of epithets within the surviving fragments as a whole. I will reexamine the literary history

of epithets in Alcaeus, establish a pattern of distribution of epithets in the lyric poets, and consider

¢ The study of epithets has a long history in classical scholarship, which cannot be examined here; for a detailed
discussion: Hummel 1999.

7 Gerstenhauer 1892, Weber 1955, Treu 1955, Harvey 1957, Marzullo 1958, Kazik-Zawadzka 1958, Rome 1965,
Broger 1996, Steinrtck 1999.

8 On ‘ornamental’ vs. ‘particularised’ epithets: Parry 1971b: especially 155-156.

% There is also a difference between ‘monodic’ and ‘choral’ Iyric; the former preserves fewer and less regular use of
epithets than the latter (especially Stesichorus, Ibycus, and Bacchylides). This chapter focuses solely on ‘monodic’
lyric.

10 For a summary of answers for Homeric epithets: de Jong 2012: 25-28.
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the effects of epithets in individual fragments in light of these findings. My investigation will show
that the influence of EGHP on the use of epithets in lyric was not uniform across all contexts, and
that the lyric poets exploited the associations of epithets, in combination with other techniques, to

nuance and complicate the tone and presentation.

1.1.  Epithets in Alcaeus

Although lists of epithets in Lesbian poetry and their parallels are available in Broger’s monograph,
Broger limits herself largely to reporting Homeric parallels and similarities, only offering other
hexametric or lyric parallels when these are lacking.!' While her methodology is suitable for
exploring specifically (heroic) ‘epic’ influences, it is less useful for (1) the examination of the
relationship of Alcaeus to non-Homeric poetry, (2) the separate analysis of the epithet, its noun,
and their combination, or (3) distributional analysis. Consequently, I present here a table of epithets,
their accompanying nouns, and syntagms in Alcaeus alongside parallels in EGHP and other
poetry.'

In the following table, ‘EGHP’ refers to the I/ad, Odyssey, Theogony, Works and Days, the

3

Hesiodic Shield, Hesiodic fragments, Homeric Hymns," and the Cyclic epics; ‘Other Poetry’
denotes archaic lyric (broadly conceived, including ‘monodic’ and ‘choral’ melic, elegy, and iambus),
although classical lyric, and sometimes the tragedians are cited in the absence or meagreness of
other parallels. Y’ in the ‘EGHP’ columns denotes that the lemma or syntagm (without regard to
meaning) is attested in several (usually three or more) of the texts included; Y’ in the ‘Other Poetry’

columns denote their attestation in several of the well-preserved lyric poets of the 7" and 6"

centuries BC; ‘Sim.” in the syntagm columns denotes the lack of exact parallels but the existence of

11 Broger 1996. Cf. also Rome 1965: 213-229.
12 This is an attempt to provide in one table the classes of information provided in the four concordances of Pindatic
epithets by Hummel 1999: 363-422.

13 The entire collection is included despite chronological variation as they may provide hints to eatlier hexametric

poetry.
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similar syntagms (an archilexemic or typological parallel).'* Where attestations and similar syntagms
are distributed less widely within ‘EGHP’ or ‘Other Poetry’, the ‘texts’ or the specific references
(for few attestations or similar syntagms) are listed. The table does not provide an exhaustive list
of possible similar syntagms. For the purposes of this chapter, epithets are defined as attributive
adjectives; adjectives in apposition are excluded. Further, no differentiation between ‘defining’ and
‘ornamental’ epithets has been made. The epithets are listed by fragment number and line, except
where the same epithet is used with another noun elsewhere in the corpus. Lemmata are given in
the Lesbian nominative singular (masculine, if relevant) but parallels may be in other cases, genders,
or dialects.

This separation into hexametric and non-hexametric poetry is desirable and necessary. It is
justified because ever since the formula (however loosely defined) was considered a primary
constituent of Homeric diction, epithets and noun-epithet combinations have been considered
hallmarks of Homeric and hexametric poetry, while archaic non-hexametric poetry was observed
to contain fewer epithets. Further, these texts can be understood as exemplars of ‘sub-genres’ (e.g.
heroic narrative, wisdom poetry, cosmogony) sharing common themes and structural elements (e.g.
hymn, catalogue, type-scenes) within the ‘superordinate genre’ of hexameter poetry,” and thus
constitute a recognisable grouping that can be contrasted with those outside it. Moreover, the
listing of individual texts in cases where lemmata are not widely attested avoids the wrongful
inclusion of a particular text from skewing the interpretation of the findings and allows more
detailed observation of distribution of lemmata within EGHP. The separation therefore

counterbalances the overwhelming Homeric bias of previous scholarship. Meanwhile, grouping

14 An archilexeme (developing Trubetskoy’s archiphoneme) is a lexical unit that neutralises contrasting elements of
lexemes (‘hyponyms’) with otherwise identical semantic content (Kastovsky 1988: 197-198); cf. archilexeme SEAT
and hyponyms s/, chair, sofa, etc.

15 Gainsford 2016: 34-56, building on e.g. Hutchinson 2013 on genres and super-genres (in Latin literature).
However, Gainsford’s criteria for distinguishing between structural, thematic, and sub-generic elements are not

always clear.
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non-hexametric poetry together and compiling it systematically increase the number of
comparanda and enable broader comparison between the groups.

Caution is required in interpreting the data, as, especially given the current state of
preservation of archaic poetry, the lack of attestation is not evidence of non-existence of a lemma
or syntagm, and the geographical and chronological distribution (beside technological factors) must
be considered to establish direct influence of any ‘text’ on another. Further, the orality and fluidity
of archaic poetry is a complicating factor. Opinions on the fixity of EGHP differ widely and this
is not the place for a detailed exploration of this subject; this thesis will not assume any position
on this, nor will its analyses require one. Whatever degree of fixity EGHP may have had at the time
of the Lesbians, different noun-epithet combinations from the ones attested may be presumed to

have existed and may have affected choices in lyric.

Fr. Alcaeus EGHP Other Poetry
Epithet Noun Ep. N. Syntag | Ep. N. Syntagm
m
5.7, Hakap Béoc Y Y Y Y Y Y
117b.16
130b.13
129.4 abavaToc Y Y Sol. 4.2, Thgn.
759, 83416
314, abdvaToc Béoc Y Y Y Y Y Y
349¢
6.8 Exupoc Alunv Op. Y N Sa. Thgn. | In prose (Th.
42917 88a.1718 114, 4.8.6)
460
6.9 udABaxoc dkvoc Y19 Y Sim.: Y N Sim.: Thgn.
Hes. ft. 470,21 Pi.
239.4%0
338.8 yvépaAdo N Sim.: 17, N Sim. (clothing):
v Od.? Sa. 46.1-2,
94.21, Archil.
S478a.44-45;

16 All with Bedc (as often in EGHP).
17 Predicative.

18 Predicative.

19 As paABakdc or paakdc.

20 Of a dream.

21 Of a dream.

22 Of beds, robes, and clothes.
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hH.30.1 (Sounds: Alcm.
523 4 fr.1.5, Pi.)
6.14, Echoc TOKeUC Y Y Sim.: Y Y Sim.: Archil.
7213 Od., Se., S478a.11,
Hes. Semon. 6;25
frr.24 Thgn.2
6.12 ddkipoc avnp N Y N Pi. Y Sim. cf. Thgn.?’
N.3.11,
A.
Pers.87,
E.
Supp.277
10.1 alcxpoc uépoc Y Y Sim: I/, | Y Y S. A45.1059.
Od., Sim.: Semon.
hH. 28 1.18, Pi.
N.1.66;2% (with
other abstracts),
Archil. 328.21,
Tyrt.10.16,
12.17, Thgn.
10.4 aviaToc Tapoc N N N N N N
10.5 PoPepoc cTfboc N Y N30 Anacr. Yo Sim.: Anacr.
346.2 346.2-3%2
34.5 evUpuc XxBcdv Y Y Y33 Y Y Stesich. 233.5-6
(=270a.5-6 F),
Pi. fr.33c.3-4
34.6 QKUTTCC iTrmoc Y Y Y34 Y Y Thgn. 889-90,
B. 4.6, Pi.
fr.94b.44

23 Of flowets.

24 Of map, UATNP, Vidc.

25 Of mothers, wives.

26 Of friends, gods, people (amongst other things).

27 K.g. e&cBAOC dunip (1112), avnp etbuvTrip (39-40), mictoc avnp (77).

28 With kakde. Otherwise, aicxpdc is used with émoc in IZ; of Artemis (regarding beauty) in 4H.3.197.

29 BucTrveot popwt (Semon. fr.1.18); ExBpdTaTov udpov (Pi. N.1.65-66).
30 ctiifoc in EGHP with piAoc, Aaxvneic; also dpyUgeoc (AH.6.10), dmakdc (Hes. fr.75.10).

31 Only found with adjective in Anacr. 363.2-3.

32 With ppriv.

3 IE origins: Broger 1996: 143.
34 1E origins: Broger 1996: 144.
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34.7-8, | Cakpudeic B6dvaToc Y Y N35 N Y N36
61.14
34.9 elcduyoc vaibc Y Y Od. N Y Sim.: Alc. 249.3
13.116,
17.289
249.3 pepécduyoc vadc N Y Sim.: I, | Tbyc. Y N
0d.>37 6.638
34.11 &pydAeoc wig Y Y N39 Y Y N4
129.12 pUYQ Y Sim. 41 Y Sim.: Tyrt.
10.16, 12.174%;
Thgn. 2104
344.2 KEQAAQ Y Sim. 4 Y (Proverbial)
364.1 apydaAeoc KA&Kov Y;Y |Y 0d12.1 Y Sim.: Sol. 13.61,
&cxeToc 19;45 Mimn. 2.6, 4.2,
1/16.54 5.5,6.1,9.4,
8-54946 Thgn. 1214,
1338, B. 11.7247

35 The meaning of Cakpudelc (again with 8&vaToc at Alc. fr.61.14) is difficult (already Wilamowitz 1914: 241).
Homer contains compounds in {a- <*/dja/, e.g. (&Beoc, beside Sa- with the same function. Further, Homer shows
a certain interchangeability between Saxpudeic and kpudelc, e.g. kpuepoio ydoio (I/.24.524, 0d.4.103, 11.212) and
SakpudevTtoc ydoto (04.4.801, etc.). For Alcaeus, either meaning could have been possible (Broger 1996: 144). Cf.
kpudelc used of 'leakn) (1£25.740), DSPoc (129.2), méAepoc (Hes. Th936), Tédptapoc (Hes. S..255). Cf. Sakpuosic:
Bakpudevta méTHOoV (E. Hel1115); with mdAepoc (145.737, 8.388, 17.512; Hes. f1.25.9), people/gods (1£.6.455,
16.10, 18.66, 21.493, 21.496, 21.506, 22.499; 04.10.415 ), icdE (1411.601), néxn (I#13.765, 16.436), ydoc (0d.4.801,
17.8, 24.323), AAyoc (Hes. TA.227) . In Homer: 6&vaToc is found with Sucnxnc, BupopaicTric, kakdc,
Aeuyaléoc, péhac, oikTicToc, cTuyepdc, TavnAeync (Broger 1996: 144 n.338).

36 Jakpudelc with TéAepoc: Then. 890, Anacr. eleg. 2.2, Ibyc. S151.7; with aixun: Anacr. 382. kpudeic with
BavaToc: Stesich. fr.511.5 (=15.5 F., conjecture), Alc. £r.48.12 (possibly in lacuna); with n&vteupa: Pi. P.4.73; with
cuvtuxia in Pi. 1.1.37; and with TTéAepoc in B. 7.12.

37 gYCuyoc (04.13.116, 17.288), éxaTtdluyoc (1£20.247), moAUCuyoc (1.2.293).

38 Of horses.

3 &pyaléoc with gods. In Homer, night with e.g. dAodc (1£16.567; Od.11.19), kaxde (I£10.188; Od.14.457, 14.475),
Buckndnic (04.5.466).

40 In lyric, vU§ mostly with péAac or Svogepdce.

41 dpyaléoc with toil (174.470-471, 13.85), povn) (12.10.521), Exis (1/11.3-4, 17.385, 21.386), wound (I/.11.812,
16.528), ditch (04.5.175), disease (I.13.667), penalty (I£13.669), war (I.14.87, Od.24.531), battle (I.17.543-544), fear
(1/17.667), groan (1/19.214), fate (I.22.61), way (0d.4.393, 4.483).

42 puyn with aicxpdc, as “flight’ not ‘exile’ (Alcaeus).

3 Tijc 8¢ puyTic écTv ToUT auinpdtepov (Then. 210~Thgn. 332b).

# dpyaléoc with body-part: 0d.22.137 (cTéuQ).

4 Appositive; implied in Od.4.698. Similar idea in AH.2.311 (of hunger).

46 &cxetoc with mévBoc.

47 Of things poets bemoan and are often called kakdv: disease (Solon), old age (Mimnermus), cares (Mimnermus),

hybris (Mimnermus), slavery (Theognis), toils (Theognis), necessity (Bacchylides).
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3412, | MéAaic valc Y Y Y Y Y E. Cyc.4606,
208.4 Hermipp.
fr.63.3 K-A
38a.10, xBcov Y Sim.: I/, Y Archil. 130.2,
130b.14 0d, Semon. 1.14, Pi.
ThAs 0.9.50%
38a.2, dwvaelc Axépcov Y Y Sim.: I/, | (Sa. Simon. | Sim.: Simon.
38a.8 Od., 651050 | 5642 | 564.2-3%
bH,
Th0
38a.3 K&Bapoc paoc Y53 Y Sim.: Y Archil. | Pi. P.6.14. Sim.:
(&Aioc) 1/5.120, 122, Thgn. 569, Pi.
Op.155, Semon | P.9.90.55
Hes. . 1.19,
fr.58.12 Sa.
54 56.1,
Stesich
$102.8
(=104.
8 1),
Then.
38a.5 AloAiBaic Cicupoc | Y Y Hes. Y Y Pi. fr.5.1
BaciAeuc £.10.1-
2,
1/6.153
3829, | Paciieuc Kpovidaic | v Y N Y Y Sol. 31.1, Thgn.
387 1346
42.4 fpoc "TA\oc Y Y 1,0d |Y Y Sim.: Alc. 48.10,
69.3-4, Sa. 44.6
48.10 BaBuAcov N N Pi. N
frr.52d
15,
70dc.9
130b.20 | Tpoc tviaicioc | dAoAUya | Y;Y | 1£6.30 | N3¢ Y; N Pi. N
1, fr.52nc
HH.5. 4
19
42.8 &Ppoc mapBevoc | Hes. | Y Hes. fr. | Y Y A. fr.313.1R;;
fr.339 339.357 Sim.: lyr. adesp.
3 926a.2, Anact.

48 péhac with yT/yala is common (1£2.699, 15.715, 17.416, 20.494, 04.11.365, 11.589, 19.111, TA.69, Cypria £r.9 B.

Conversely, keAaivdc with x8cov is found (1216.384).

4 Cf. péhac with yfi/yaia: Alem. 89.3, Sa. frr.1.10, 16.2, Sol. fr.38.4-5, Thgn. 878=1070b.

50 Bwneic never of Acheron in EGHP, but of tivers (ToTaudc, Ckauavdpoc, Zavboc, "Eppoc).

51 Very similar to fr.38a in parts; also in Pi.

52 Bwrietc of tiver Anauros. Broger 1996: 149 wrongly says this combination is only preserved here: A.R. 2.355.

53 Cf. kaBapde of BavaTtoc at 04.22.462.

54 Slightly further: p&oc iepdv of the sun (0p.339).
55 Slightly further: Archil. fr.122.3-4.
56 In EGHP, 6AoAuym with iampucioc (hH.5.19); éviavcioc only at Od.16.454 as ‘a year-old’, and at 0p.449 as

‘yeatly’ (adverbial).

57 rapBévoc is found with aidoioc, dAgeciBoloc, adurc, ioxéaipa.
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373.3,58 Archil.
S478a.6,
Hippon. 119.5
45.6 Xnp Y N Y Sim.: Anact.
347.1
4214 SABioc EAaTnp Y Y Sim.: Y Pi. NG
0d.24.3 0.4.1
6, Hes.
fr.211.7
42.14 Eavboc TéAoc Y Y 19407, | Y Y S. EL705, E.
11.680, Phaeth. 74 D.
Hes. Sim.: B. 20C 4,
r.180.8 S. fr.475.2 R.61
44.7 gvvdAioc i 0d, Y N62 Archil. Y N64
HH 122.8,
Then.
576, Pi.63
45.1 TopPUPLOC 8&Aacca | Y Y Sim.: IZ, | Y Y Sim.: Alem.
(OZAS 89.5,
Semon.1.16,
Then. 1035,
Anacr. 347.18
45.8 Broc UBwop Y Y N66 Y Y N
58.9 Meyac KEpapoc Y Y Sim.: Y Xenop | Sim.: Xenoph.
1/.5.387 h.1.7 1.7
58.27 Tip Y 11, Od. Y N
140.2 ddpoc Y hH?" Y Sim.: Thgn.
112498
141.3 KpETOC Y Y Y E.,S.
208a.5, XEHwOV Y N70 Y N7
338.1-2
58 Corrupt.

5 &aBpdc used erotically of a gitl (Anact. 373.3 (cotrupt)), with bodyparts (Anact. 347.1), movement (Anact. 461),
and ‘lovely’ song (Anacr. 373.2).

%0 Often of men in general.

61 EavBde with Trmoc. Otherwise in lyric, TédAoc with &BnAoc, cokic, Opnikioc, padivdc, ToikiAdioc,
aeAodpduac.

62 giudAioc only of sea-creatures in Od.; of places in AH.

03 In Archilochus and Theognis, strictly of things in the sea, but more widely in Pindar, including of Poseidon (Pi.
P.4.204).

64 Cf. Nnpéoc eivaliou Te képat | NUpgat T dpimAaykTtor (Ar. Thesn.325-326).

65 TToppupéoc with &Ac or kipa.

6 But BeToc is used of rivers and streams.

67 Homer (and Hesiod) always has péyac with 8éua, but #H have uéyac with Séuoc.

8 péyac with 8édua, used of Hades.

° péya kpdaToc (e.g. at 1752); with the superlative e.g. at 12118, 04.1.70.

70 xeucov is in EGHP with SucBaAmmc (1£17.549), ToAdc (0d4.4.566, 0p.652), ExmayAoc (0d.14.522), kakodc
(0p.496).

1 xelucdv in lyric with ToAUc (Semon. fr.7.25), &ypioc (Anacreon 362.3-4).
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307a Zeuc Y Y72 Y Ibyc. 282a.4, B.
5.79, Lamprocl.
735,273
364.1-2 A&oc Y Sim.7* Y N
365 AiBoc Y Th.485 Y N
58.19 | iAAGewc BUnoc N5 Y Sim.: IZ, | N77 Y Sim.: (Alc.
hH, 342.3?)) Archil.
0p.76 23.10
61.10 KpUepoc HEPIVA Y Op, | Sim.’ | N7 Y Sim.: Sa. 1.25-
HH 26, Mimn. 1.7,
Thgn. 343,
1153, 1323-
1324, Pi.
fr.124ab.580
286a.3 Tdyoc N8t Ns2 N#3 N
68.3 A&BoAocs T&TNnp N Y N N Y Sim.: Alc.
298.385
68.6 &Aitpoc uicoc 17, N N Semon., A. Sim.: Semon.
Od.86 Sol., 7.7, Sol. 13.27,
Thgn., Pi. Thgn. 377 (with
abstract noun),
745
69.6-7 | ToKIASPpLov aiodmal | N N Sim.: E. Archil,, | Sim.: Archil.
0d?¥ Semon | 185.5-6, 201,
., Sol., Semon. 7.7, Sol.
Anan., | 11.5%8
Pi.
70.4 aAépaTtoc PiAcov N N N $2.265 | N N

72 A common epithet for Zeus. In Homer, the combination appears to be exclusively in the genitive.

73 Common in tragedy; ZeUc with uéyictoc in B. 6.1, B. 9.55.

74 ToAUc with Aade (e.g. I£2.115), Téccoc with Aade (1£4.430), Tordcde Tocodcde with Aade (142.120, 2.799).
75 {Aaoc is common.

76 YAaoc with Buudv/kapdia.

77 {Aaoc is common.

8 For kpuepdc with intangible nouns, cf. I.13.48 (pdBoc); I4.24.524, 04.4.103, 11.212 (ydoc); Th.657 (&pn), Op.153
(Aidnc); pépiuva with Bapvoc (bH.4.44), uéyac (bH.4.160), xakemde (0p.178).

7 Cf. kpudelc (fr.48.12) and Cakpudeic (frr.34.7-8, 61.14).

80 Mépiuva with x&Aetmoc (Sappho), kakéc (Mimnermus, Theognis), BupoBdpoc (Thgn. 1324), kapatcddne
(Pindar).

81 Not as ‘frost’.

82 Meaning ‘crag’, cf. m&yoc with 6g§Uc (0d.5.411).

83 Not as ‘frost’.

84 Predicative?

85 AaPBoAioc with alixnv(?); later: AiBSBoAoc in e.g. E. PA1063.

86 Only predicatively.

87 Of Odysseus at 04.3.163, 7.168, 22.115, 22.202, 22.281 with TroikiAopnTnc.

88 But not expressed through epithet. With epithets, PL. R.365c.
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70.10 BundPopoc Ao I N Sim.: Then. Alc. Sim.: Thgn.
118 36.11, | 1323-1324%
Pi.9.14
70.11 Eupuloc Héxa 0d15. | Y Nt Sol., Y Sim.: Sol. 4.19,
273 Thgn. Thgn. 512
70.13 | émmpaToc kUdoc Y Y N9 Sa. 44.32, | Alc. Sim.: Pi. P.5.73,
96.22, 259a.1 | 16.12
P14 5, Sol.
31.2,
Then.
464,
Ibyec.
$176.1
2, Pi.
72.12 gAevBepoc &vnp Y Y N Sol, Y E.
Then.
76.11 atachaloc avnp Y Y 1/22.41 | Thgn. Y Thgn. 749
8, 749,
04.8.16 | Anacr.
6, 445.1
24,282
112.7 | moAuddkpuoc | &eBAov 1171 | Y Sim.: Tyrt. 11.7 | Y Sim.: Tyrt. 11.7,
92 1/17.19 Mimn. 11.3,
295 Thgn. 549%
112.10 | apevioc avnp Y Y 1/13.49 | Pi., B. Y B.3.697
9
1152.8 | yuxpoc Udop 11, Y Y Sa., Y Sa. 2.5, Thgn.
Od,, Then., 882, Xenoph.
Th, Pi., 1.8
Op. Xenoph.
1.8
117b.5 | koUgoc dpduoc Y 1, N Sol. Anacr. | N
Od, 13.36, 417.4,
Hes. Then., Pi., B.
fr. Anacr.,
Pi.,, B.
117b.27 | méAoc &hc Y Y 1,0d |Y Y Archil. 8.1,
R Thgn. 10, 100,
3052.10 Pi. O0.1.71,
11 P.2.68, 1.4.56
359.1-2 BdAacca Y 14, Od. Y E. Hel1503

89 BupoBopoc with Epic.

% BupoBdpoc with pépiuva.

91 For destructiveness of battle, cf. I213.339, 04.22.297 (pBiciuBpoToc).

92 Eupuloc with ctéceic (Sol.) and pdvoc (Thgn.).
93 kUBoc often with péyac. In EGHP, émmpaToc of clothing (0d.8.366), feasting (1.9.228), places (1418.512,
22.121, O4.4.606, 13.103, 13.347, hH.3.2806, 521, 529), voice (Th.67), beauty (0p.63), people (Hes. {r.25.39).

%4 In Sappho, émmpaToc of song and beauty.

95 roAuddkpuoc with udxn; ToAUBakpuc with Ares, war, and battle in I23.132, 8.516, 19.318, 3.165, 22.487,

17.544.

96 ’Apnc with ToAuSdkpuoc (Tyrtaeus); &eBAov with xaAemripnc (Mimnermus); TéAepoc with ToAUBaxpuc

(Theognis).

97 Similarly, Pi. 0.2.42 (y#voc &pijiov).
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117b.31 | wAdpevoc KakoTac | Y Y N8 Tyrt. 7.2, | Alc. INEE
Then., Pi. | 1324

129.2 eldethoc, TéUEvOC N Y Sim.: N Alc. Sim.: Pi.
uéyac Od., 130b.1 | O.1.111, P.4.76
hH'? 3, Pi.
129.5 avTiaoc Zelc N Y N1 N Y N
129.6 AidAnioc Béoc N;Y |[Y Sim.: IZ, | N; N Y N
kuddAipoc Od,
Scut.,
Hes.
fr.IOZ
129.8-9 | keunAioc Zbévwwucoc | N;I, | Y N N; B. Y N
wurncTaic Tp.103 13.13104
129.9- gUvooc BUuoc N Y Sim.: Thegn.,15 |'Y N106
10 0d417.5 | Hippon.
31, 182.6
14.63
130b.2 | &YPOIITIKOC uotpa N Y N107 N Y N108
130b.7 | @AAaAdkakoc | mMoAitac | N 1, N109 N Y Sim.: Archil.
Od., 109.1, Mimn.
hH. 7.1 (=Thgn.
794), Pi. P.11.28
130b.19 | Becmrécioc axw Y hH, Sim.: IZ, | Sa. 44.27, | B. Sa. 44.27
Scut. Od.110 P, B.
13.75
130b.17 | €AkecimemAoc AecBiac 1, N Sim.: N N N
-18 Hes. 1/.6.442,
fr. 7.297,
22.105,
Hes.

98 In EGHP, kakétne with Bapuc (1210.71) and mkpde (hH.8.12). ouAdpevoc with abstract nouns in EGHP: e.g.
uivic, I41.1;°ATn, 1219.92; yiipac, T5/.225; TTevin, TA.593, Op.717; épic, Hes. 1.58.15.

9 oUAdpevoc with poipa (Tyrt. fr.7.2), axpnuocuvrn (Then. 156), yfipac (Thgn. 272), €pic (Thgn. 390, 527, 768,
1012, Pi. P.10.41), mevin (Thgn. 1062), UBpic (Thgn. 1174), volGcoc (Pi. P.4.293), ctécic (Pi. fr.52k.15).

100 gyySeieAoc of Ithaka (6x in the Odyssey), of an island (Tic viiccov euBeiehoc, 04.13.234), of Crisa (hH.3.438).

101 Cult titles abound.

102 gy &Aipoc in EGHP only of heroes and mortals, never of gods.

103 Only of animals and beasts.

104 Of a lion.

105 Substantivised at Thgn. 641.

106 Not regarding divinities.

107 ITn Homer: poipa kpataur (I45.83, 5.629, 16.334, 19.410, 20.477, 21.110, 24.132, 24.209, I/ias Parva f+.21.5),
poipa duccovupoc (I212.116), uoipa kakn (I213.602), poip’ dAon (1.16.849, 21.83; 04.2.100, 3.238, 19.145, 24.29,
24.135); Show) potpa (122.5).

108 In lyric before Pindar: oUAopévn poipa (Tytt. fr.7.2).

109 roAiTnc not found with an epithet in EGHP.

110 Becmrécioc with fxn.
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£r.193.2
111
140.4 | Adumpoc Kuvia Y Y Sim.: Y Y Sim.: Alc.
1/17.26 329,113
383 &puevov Th, |9, Then., | Sim.: Alc. 140.4,
Op. 13.132 Pi. 140.7-9
(=16.21
6),
13.265
(=19.35
9112
140.7-9 | x&Akioc KVauIC Y;Y |[Y Sim.: IZ, | Y; Y N Sim.: Tyrt.
Adumpoc Od.""* 19.20, (Anact.
501.9?), Pi.;!15
Alc. 383
140.5 Aetkoc frmoc | Adgoc Y;Y |[Y 1/15.53 | Pi. Tyrt, | N
7116 Alc.
388,
Pi.
140.9 | Texupoc BéAoc N7y Sim.: N1 Y Sim.: Mimn.
1/5.104 14.8, Ibyc.
118 $167.8, Pi.120
140.11 | kdéihoc &cmic Y Y N Y Y Tyrt. 19.7,
Mimn. 13a.2
167.20 | kiaAoc vadc 1, Y 1, Pi. Y S. 45710
Od. 04?2 | fr.94b.19
1692.4- | &uudpoc avnp N Y N Archil, Y N
5 231.1123
1692.5 | m&Aaoc Y Y hH3.16 | Y Sim.125
0; Sim.:
1/14.13
6124

11 ghkecimemAoc with Tpeide (/iad) and Kadunic (Hesiod). Similar epithets include éUmemAoc (e.g. 125.424),
¢AkexiTcov (1413.685; hH.3.147, of l&ovec).

12 Aapmpdce with kdpuc (and phrases involving helmets).

113 ypucoTacToc with Kuvia.

114 y&Akeoc very often with arms. Cf. xaAkokvnudec Axaiol (I27.41), who are usually éukviudec.

115 x&Akeoc with vatious weapons.

116 {rrmreloc with Adgoc. Cf. also Adgov imrmoxaitnv (126.469), kuvéac immodaceiac (04.22.111, 22.145).

117 Noun icxuc first in ThH.146, 153, 823.

118 kapTepdc with PéAoc.

119 Noun icxuc at Solon fr.27.8.

120 B¢Aoc with mkpde (Mimnermus), a8ivoc (Ibycus).

121 koTAoc mostly of ships and places; the closest it is applied to a weapon is to the quiver (04.21.417, Sexut.129) and
the v&pONE (T4.567, Op.52).

122 [/15.704-705, 04.12.182, 15.473.

123 Referring to a reef.

124 rahaide with avnp (AH.3.160), with pcde (1414.1306).

125 Substantivised adjective: Tyrt. frr.10.19, 12.37, 12.42, Thegn. 936.
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283.4 "Apyeloc Aléva Y Y Y126 Y Y N
283.4-5 | EevvamdTac avnp N Y N Ibyc. Y Sim.: Ibyc.
2822.10 2822.10127
283.8 eUcTpwToc Aéxoc hH Y hH2.28 | N Sa. N
5, 121.2,
hH.5.15 Pi.
7128
296b.2 gpoElC gENda hH Y Sim.: inc. auct. | Anacr. | N30
hH'?? Lesb. 443,
16.2, Pi.
Anacr.,
Ibyc.
2822.44
208.9 ToAVAaic AbBavéa N Y INEEL N N N
298.16 | &Aooc Alcca Y 1 179.305 | Alem. B. Sim.132
717,Pi. | 11.102
fr.52iA.11
298.25- | olvoy mévToc Y Y Y133 N Y N
26
319 BAfixpoc &vepoc INE Y N135 Pi., B. Y N136
319 axelpavToc mvéa N Y N137 B.fr.30.1 | Y N138
3251 | mohenddokoc | ABavéa | N Y N Pi. Y Sim.: Lamprocl.
P.10.13, 7352
Lamprocl

126 B.o. [1.6.323, 4.184.

127 Eewamatne with TTapie. Cf. also E. T7.865-866, Med.1391-1392, Pi. 0.10.34.

128 in Homer, Aéxoc (and the plural) is usually the accusative object of cTépvup (e.g. 129.617, 9.655, 9.656, 24.648;
0423171, 23.172).

129 ¢pdelc not in Homer; in AH, of divinities (Hesiod also: e.g. T4.245), animate things, and flowers (bH.2.109, 425,
4.31). éAaia in EGHP with TavipuAloc (04.13.102, 13.372, 23.195) and &yAadkaptoc (hH.2.23).

130 gAaia in lyric with xAwpdc (Anact. 443 (corrupt)), xpuceoc (Pi. 0.11.13), ckAfjpoc (Pi. 0.7.29). ¢pdeic is found
with pop@d& (Ibyc. 282a.43-44), 8éopa (Anacr. 346), TnkTic (Anacr. 373.2-3), Beoude (inc. auct. Lesb. 16.2), and
‘ABavic (inc. auct. Lesb. 35.8).

131 Athena is often &yeAein (125.765, 6.269, 6.279, 15.213; 04.16.207; Hes. Th.318), and AniTic ‘plunderer’
(1210.460). Cf. also Anida ToAATv (I£.12.7) and Anida &’ ek mediou cuveAdccapev HABa ToAATY (1411.677).

132 In lyric, dGAodc with UBpic (Alcman), ctovaxn (Pindar); AUcca with SUctavoc (Bacchylides).

133 ofvoTra TéVTOV is a common hexameter ending (e.g. I4.2.613).

134 According to Leumann 1950: 55, 340, BAnxpdc is from aBAnxpdc by false division of pdX’ &BAnxpoc.

135 In EGHP, &BAnxpdc with xelp (125.337), teixea (1/8.178), 8dvaTtoc (0d.11.134-135, 23.282-283).

136 BAnxpdc with Totaude (Pi. fr.130.2, of night), veikoc (Pi. fr.245), &pxd (B. 11.65), [Ticic] (B. 13.193, noun
uncertain).

137 For rvoan avéwv, cf. votijic avépoto (1£12.207, 23.367, 24.342; 04.1.98=5.46, 2.148), Avéucov Tvolfjic
(Th.268).

138 &xelpavToc of a city at B. fr.30.1 (Memphis) before Theophrastus; &xeinaToc in A. Supp.136 with Trvon.

25



3272 | edmédihoc Tpic N Y Sim.1» | N Xenop | Sim.: Sapph.
h.33.1 | 103.13, 123140
327.3 Xpucokouaic Zépupoc Th94 | Y Sim.: Tyrt., Pi. Sim.: Tyrt. 4
7 Th947 | Alem,, (Diodorus’
141 Anacr., alternative
Pi., Sim., beginning, 1.2),
B. 4.2 Anacr. 358.2, B.
4.2142
329.1 XpucéTacTtoc | Kuvia N Y Sim.: A ATT6 | Y N4
1.5.743-
74414
334.2 &Anupoc mévTOC Od, Y Th107, | Y Y Sa. 44.7-8.146
hH, 964145
Th.
Hes.
fr.
335.3 aplcToc papUakov | Y Y N Y Y N
338.6-7 | MEAIxpocC ofvoc N Y Sim.147 Anacr.38 |Y Anacr. 383.1-2
3.1
343 aiyloxoc Zelc Y Y Y Sa.862, |Y N
Pi. 1.4.58
344.1 gpydcipoc AiBoc N Y N N Y N148
345.2 mowIASSeipoc | wavehoy | Op. N Sim.1# | N;Ibyc. | Ibyc. Sim.; Ibyc.
TavucimTepoc 203; 317a.4 317a.3 | 317a.3150
Od.,
hH,
Th.
Op.

139 ypucomédiAoc of Hera (0d.11.604, Th.454), kaAAimréSiAoc of Maia (hH.4.57). In EGHP, Iris with Trod1jvepoc
(e.g. 1/2.786), xpucodmTepoc (e.g. 17.8.398), aéAAomoc (148.409), Taxuc (e.g. 1£8.399), cokic (e.g. 172.786).

140 ypucomediAoc of Dawn. Cf. also TroikiAoc&uBadoc of Lesbian gitl in Anacreon 358.3.

141 ypucokdunc of Dionysus.

142 Of Apollo (Tyrtacus, Simonides, Bacchylides), and Eros (Anacreon). Cf. also 6 xpucokduac as Apollo in Pindar
(0.6.41,7.32, fr.52¢.41).

143 ypuceoc of kuven.

144 Cf. weapons of fr.140. Closer is Tipn1 XpucomdacTtal (Hdt. 8.120).

145 dApupde most often with Udwp (e.g. O4.4.511, sometimes qualified by BaAdcenc, e.g. at Od. 12.236); also found
with of8pa 8aAdcenc (e.g. hH.2.14).

146 Cf. also &Apupoc with 8&Aacca (Sa. £1.96.10).

147 yeAmdnc with ofvoc (e.g. I4.6.258), ueAippcov with ofvoc (e.g. I4.6.264).

148 ¢py&cipoc otherwise in prose.

149 Cf. ToikiA6Beipoc andeov (Hes. 0p.203); Tavucimtepoc of dpvic (04.5.65, 0p.212), of kixAn (04.22.468), of
olwvdce (HH.2.89); Tavumtépug of oicovdc (1412.237) and of Gptm (14.19.350).

150 Cf. aioAddeipoc of mavédoy (Ibyc. 317a.2-3), Tavucimtepoc of &Akucov (Ibyc. 317a.4), TavimTepoc of
mopgupic (Ibyc. 317b), TavumTépuyoc of oicovde (Alem. 89.6) and puia (Simon. 521.3), and ToiAdTTEPOC Of

kukvoc (Pratinas 708.5).
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346.1 TroikiAoc KUAixva Y N Sim.15t | Y Alc. Sim.152
322
346.3 AaBikadnc olvoc 1228 | Y N N Y N
3
347b.2 | Myupoc aoida Y Y 0d12.4 | Sa., Pi. Y Sa. 103.10153
4, 0.6.82, B.
12.183, | fr.20B.2
0p.583,
659
348.1 kakomaTpidaic | Olttakoc | N N N Alc. 67.4, | N Sim.155
75.12,
106.3;
(Thgn.
’193)154
3482 | &xoloc moAIc 0d42|Y N156 N; N Y N157
Bapudaiucov 21; N
350.1-2 | éAepdvTivoc A&Ba N;N | N N8 Alem. A. Sim.: Anacr.
XpucoddeToc 10b.6(?), 388.11, E.
Anact. Phoen.805159
388.11;
E.
350.5-7 | BaciAnioc TéxUC Y Y N Tytt. N160 N6t
130.15 TelxocC Y N 12.7, Ale. | Y N
130.15,
Sa. 94.20,
Pi. 0.14.3
355 VIQOELC copavoc Y Y Sim.162 | Pi. Y Sim.: Alem.
3.67163
360.2 | amdhapvoc Adyoc Y Y Sim.: Y Y Sim.: Sol.
115.597 27.12165
164

151 Vessels in EGHP largely xpuceoc (e.g. 1£.3.295).

152 With kUAIE: Towkidoc (CEG 460; 5% century), poEdc (Sem. 27.1), xpucioc (Sa. fr.2.14).

153 Cf. also Atyupdc with y&puc (Bacchylides).

154 As kakOTaTPIC.

155 Then. 193; for eumaTpidnc, found first in literature in tragedy, but Aristotle quotes eatlier. Also inscriptions: IG
I? 1516 (Euboea, 6% century: Xaipiov | ABevaioc | eUmraTtpiddv |évBade kei-| Taln); TAPA 69 (1938) 51,5
(Olynthus, late 5% /carly 4t century BC); SEG 41:16, h(2) (Athens, Kerameikos; 5t century BC).

156 Cf. OARrodaipcov of ATpeidnc (1£3.182), eldaiucov (0p.826).

157 Cf. Archil. fr.234 for &xoloc; A. A.1660, E. A/k.865, Ar. FEc.1102-1103, Sol. fr.13.26 for Bapudaiucov.

158 Cf. peAdwdetoc of pdcyavov (I.15.713); ka-ko-de-ta /khalkodetai/ (IKN So 894.2) of wheels. Homer has kcoTm
(not AaPr): cf. kTN EAépavToc (of a key handle, 04.21.7) and with &pyUpeoc (of a sword’s hilt, I21.219).

159 ¢hepdvTivoc of ckiadickn (Anacr.); xpucddetoc of epdvn (E. Phoen.805).

160 As ‘arm’.

1ot Cf. Hdt. 1.178, 7.117.

162 yipdeic with "OAupTroc (e.g. 14.8.616).

163 ajyAdeic with copavde.

164 grdAapvoc with &vrp.

165 gmréAapvoc with épyov. Cf. also pubeitat 8 amdAauva (Then. 481), dmdAauvoc with gprv (Pi. 0.2.57).
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362.2 TAEKTOC umdbuuic | Y N Sim.166 | Sa. 94.16, | Sa. Sa. 94.15-16,
Anacr. 94.15, | Anacr. 397.1-2
397.1, Pi. | Anacr.
r.1692.26 | 397.2
3623 | &duc Hupov Y N Sim.: Y Y Sim.: Xenoph.
Od., 1.4168
/9H767
367.1 avBepodeic gap Y Y N169 Anact. Y Sim.: Mimn.
396.1, Pi. 2.1-2, Pi.
fr.107a.4, P.4.64170
B.
368.1 Xapieic Mévcov Y Y Hes!”' | Y N Alcm. 159172
384 i6mAokoc Campwd/ | N; N Sim.!”> | Pi,B;Y; | N Sim. 174
&yvoc AT Od, N
ueAAixoueidne HH,
Op.,
Scut.;
N
386 &yvoc Xapic Y Sim. Y Y Sapph.53
(above)
397 TEPMV oTwpa Y I/, Sim.!75 |Y Alem., | A. Supp.998,
Od. Pi. Sim.176

Table 1: Epithets and Nouns in Alcacus and their Parallels

1.2.  Distribution
Even a cursory glance at Table 1 suggests distributional groups based on the content and context

of the poems: (1) divine, mythological, and heroic material, (2) symposiastic and erotic material,

166 Cf. TAexkTSC of dvadécun (1£22.469), ceipn) (04.22.175, 22.192).

167 In EGHP, 18Uc mostly of wine, song, laughter, voice, sleep, ot (adverbially) manner, but with 68ur| (of wine:
04.9.210; of meat: h#H.4.131-132) and &utun (of kvicn: 04.12.369).

168 eUcodnc with popov.

169 qvBepdeic in EGHP of places and things, not seasons; éap with ToAide (e.g. Op.477), moAuavlric (bH.19.17).
170 roAudvBepoc copn | Eapoc (Mimnermus), powikdvbepoc with éap (Pindar).

17 xapietc never of whole petrsons in Homer (but of shrines ot buildings (141.39), handiwork (e.g. 126.90, 6.271,
5.905; 04.10.232), and body-patts (e.g. 116.798, 18.24, 22.403); in Hesiod, with goddesses and women (e.g. Th.247,
Hes. fr.17a.5).

172 yapieic of AAkuév. Sappho 108: xapieic of a2 woman.

173 jo-adjectives in EGHP exist, but are not used with people (ioeidrc with wévToc: e.g. I211.298; with kprjvn: TA.3;
loBvegr|c with elpoc: e.g. 04.4.135). &yvde regulatly of divinities, places and things in EGHP. For peAAixoueidnc,
cf. prhoppednc of Aphrodite (e.g. 123.424).

174 Pindar and Bacchylides: iéTAokoc and iommAdkapoc of goddesses and women. &yvéc regulartly of divinities,
places and things in lyric; cf. of a man (fr.130b.1).

175 Cf. e.g. Tépnv with &vbBoc (e.g. 04.9.449).

176 Cf. e.g. Tepeivac patép’ oivavbac omopav (Pi. N.5.6), Tépnv with &vboc (inc. auct. Lesb. 16.3, adesp. 929¢.4-

5).
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and (3) contemporary socio-political material. A similar analysis of epithets in Sappho and
Anacreon, omitted due to space, yields the same pattern. Epithets can now be discussed by
distribution groups within the broader context of archaic poetry.

Gods in Alcaeus and other monodic lyricists are usually paired with epithets. Thus, we find
e.g. Afoc €€ aiy1oxw (fr.343), etmédihoc “lpic (fr.327), Bpadivav 8" Appoditav (Sa. fr.102.2),
gpiBpopov | Aedvucov (Anacr. 365). This is unsurprising, since divine epithets were central in
cult and poetry,'” although cultic and poetic epithets could be distinguished in antiquity.'” The
ovetlap of the cultic and poetic is clear in fr.129: &vTiaoc, used of Zeus, is found only here and
probably at Sappho fr.17.9 (again of Zeus of the same sanctuary), suggesting it is a cult title of Zeus
at Messon, while the hapax legomena kepfihioc and copnctaic of Dionysus also appear to be cult
titles."” However, these appear beside less likely cult epithets, such as ku&Ainoc of Hera (notably,
Hera is the only divinity of the trinity whose epithets are not ‘named’ by the AécPiot in the

fragment).'*

Nevertheless, despite this expectation, epithets (cultic or poetic) can create literary
effects, as the epithets in fr.129.5-9 together create an atmosphere of great, grim, and monumental
power.

Names of gods (with their epithets) are found in lyric poetry in poems or sections with
hymnic elements or with divine, mythological, or heroic narrative.'®' These also contain other
noun-epithet clusters. For the abundance of noun-epithet clusters in poems with hymnic elements,
a good example is fr.34, which starts with a call to the Dioscuri followed by an extended hymnic
relative clause and contains a cluster in almost every line: Ta1dec(?) ip6iuor, edvéw]i(?) BU[u]ct,

eUpnav x[Béva], w[kutd]dov ém’ iMooy, Balv]&Tw ... CakpudevTtoc, eUcd[Uy]wv .. vawy,

apyaAéar 8’ev vikTi, vai ule]Aaivar. Similarly, Sappho fr.2 shows an extensive range of noun-

177 See Gladigow 1981 and Parker 2003 for the Greek cult epithet.
178 Parker 2003: 173 with n.3.
179 Hutchinson 2001: 197-199.

180 On Hera’s importance in Lesbos: Pirenne-Delforge and Pironti 2014.
181 An apparent exception are some poems of symposiastic content such as Alcaeus fr.338 (on which, see below).
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epithet clusters: vaGov | &yvov, xapiev ... &Acoc, UBwp Wixpov, Ucdwv | paAivaov, Aeipwv
imoBoToc, npivoicv(?) &vbecv, xpuciaicty év kuAikeccv. The coincidence of noun-epithet
clusters and mythological or heroic narratives is perhaps most obvious in Alcaeus fr.42, where,
even with line-beginnings missing, the number is noteworthy: k&kwv [... épycv(?), &[xoc(?) ...
mikpov, "IAov pav, Aiakidai[c &yavoc(?), mapbevov &Bpav, SABiov ... EAdTn[pa, E&vbav ...
[ meOAwv(?). In Sappho, most mythological elements are found in poems with addresses to
divinities, but the most extended mythological narration is the famous marriage of Hector and
Andromache in fr.44, which is well-known for close similarities with hexameter poetry,'* including
its use of noun-epithet clusters. A further extension can be found in descriptions of /oci amoenz. In
Sappho, Alcaeus, and Anacreon, it is usually with sanctuaries, mythological locations, or seasons.
Again, an obvious case is Sappho fr.2, and we see the same in Alcaeus frr.115 (possibly by Sappho)
and 296b. The season and location appear to contribute to the numinous and wondrous
atmosphere suitable to the mysterious power of the gods. This atmosphere is made hyper-realistic
and presented through heightened senses, idealised ideas of nature, and uses for humans: thus in
tr.296b hyacinths are for garlands, olive trees are lovely, spring is fair and has gates, and humans
smell of divine ambrosia.

It is telling that many noun-epithet clusters are found in hymnic fragments or sections and
divine, mythological, and heroic narrative, which are best known to us as the material of EGHP.
Indeed, noun-epithet clusters in these poems or sections coincide with other elements characteristic
of early Greek hexameter poetry. Thus, in fr.34, beside the clusters, all of which (except
Balv]&Te ... LakpudevTtoc and dpyadéal 8’¢v vikT) find exact parallels in EGHP, we also find
pria (1.7), an Tonic form of epic origin,'® and the cluster vai p[e] Aaivau at the adonean period-end

of the Sapphic stanza, corresponding to the common hexametric line-end vnt peAaivmt (e.g.

182 Cf. e.g. Rissman 1983: 119-148, Meyerhoff 1984: 118-139, Schrenk 1994, Tsmois 2001: 241-2406, Pallantza 2005:
79-88, Benelli 2017: 217-243, Spelman 2017.
183 Bowie 1981: 93-94.
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171.300). Similarly, in fr.42, where almost all the noun-epithet clusters have exact parallels in

185 4 close reformulation of the

EGHP,"™ we find the epic borrowing auei + dat. (due’ E[Aévar),
Tliadic phrase TTpiapoc TTpiapotd e maidec (e.g. I41.255) in TTeppaucot kal waict, the Iliadic
line-end "IAioc iprj (e.g. [/4.46, in various cases) in the adonean stanza-end, as well as the Trojan
saga as content. Such close connections with EGHP in the sphere of gods and divine, mythological,
and heroic narrative are not limited to melic monodists, but are found in elegy too.'™ The
coincidence of content, and style across the hexametric, elegiac, and melic corpora suggests at least
a shared verbal culture for the hymnic form and divine, mythological, and heroic narrative, if not
an influence of hexameter poetry on lyric (and elegiac) poetry, considering the Ionic linguistic
borrowings specifically from the hexameter tradition.

Components of the symposium, such as wine, cups, garlands, perfumes, and participants,
are also accompanied by epithets. For example, in lyric (broadly conceived) up to the fifth-century,
ofvoc is found with péAixpoc (fr.338.6-7, Anacr. 383.1-2), &mupoc (Alcm. 92a), Aabikadnc
(fr.346.3), ueAindnc (Thgn. 475, Pi. fr.166.2), yAukuc (Xenoph. fr.13.3 G-P), nduc (B. fr.21.5).
Similarly, in EGHP, we find noun-epithet clusters for similar items, such as aiBowy (e.g. I/.1.462),
eUppwv (I43.246), ueAmdric (e.g. [14.346), uehippwv (e.g. 1.6.264), d8Vc (e.g. 04.3.51) with
oivoc, emicTepric ofvolo (e.g. [£8.232), xpuceoc (e.g. 1/23.219), &pyUpeoc (e.g. 1/.23.741),
Tavapyupoc (e.g. 04.9.203) with kpatnp, evcddne (Hes. T5.576) and veobnAric (Cypria fr.5.2 B.)
of cTépavoc, and eUcddnc (04.2.339) of EAaiov.

However, monody, elegy, and hexameter poetry use these epithets somewhat differently

from one another. Firstly, between EGHP and lyric (broadly conceived), the immediate internal

context is markedly different: in hexameter poetry, the context in which these words are found is

184 SABiov ... eEA&tn[pa (1.14) is the only partial exception: while SABioc with éAatnp is not found elsewhere,
S8ABioc is found of Achilles, as here, at Od.24.36 and Hes. fr.211.7.

185 Bowie 1981: 107.

186 For divinities, cf. Sol. fr.4.3-4, Mimn. fr.1.1, Tyrt. fr.2.12; for narratives, e.g. Tyrt. £r.2.12-16 and Mimn. fr.11.
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not always identifiably the ritualised drinking-party found in the later archaic period and is often,
especially for garlands and perfume, not a drinking or feasting occasion, while their occurences in
lyric are, when identifiable, linked to the symposium. Secondly, except for wine, there is little
ovetlap between the nouns. Thus 8émac, one of the most common wotds for ‘cup’ in the Homeric
poems, is only found in lyric in Stesichorus (démac: S17.2=fr.8a.2 F., $19.1=fr.22a.1 F.), who is
traditionally considered the ‘most Homeric’ (cf. [Long.], de sub. 13.3);'*” similarly, kpatnp, another
important wine-vessel in EGHP, is only found in fragments with clear epic interactions or
mythological content in the Lesbians (in Sappho fr.44.29, in banquets of gods at fr.206.3 and
Sappho fr.141.2, and in fr.367.2, 2 poem with markedly hexametric morphology (¢pxouévoro)).'*
Further, nouns not found in EGHP abound: e.g. kuAixva (fr.346.1, 322), kUAI (Semon. fr.27,
Sapph. fr.2.14, CEG 460, Hippon. fr.14.2), keAéBn (Anacr. 356a.2, 383.2, 409), UmrdBupic (fr.362.2,
Sapph. fr.94.15, Anacr. 397.2), yvépaAAov (fr.338.8), maxTic (fr.36.5, Sapph. fr.156.1, Anact.
373.3, 386), Bapuoc (Sapph. fr.176, Alc. £r.70.4), and pupov (Semon. frr.7.64, 16.1, Sapph. +.94.18,
Ale. frr.50.1, 362.3, Anacr. 363.3). In terms of distribution, Sappho, Alcaeus, and Anacreon are
generally further from EGHP than other lyric poets: as well as having more nouns in this field
shared amongst each other and more localised nouns, there are fewer epithets that are parallelled
in EGHP.

The differences between EGHP and lyric (broadly conceived) are perhaps related to the
greater importance of the symposium as the described setting in lyric. While there are notable
depictions of symposia or banquets in EGHP, it is not the main internal setting of hexametric
poetry:'® since the symposium is more central as internal setting to lyric, it seems natural that it

should display a greater abundance of treatment within a shared verbal culture. The difference and

187 On Stesichorus’ interaction with epic, see now West 2015, Kelly 2015, and Carey 2015.
188 This is not the case in Anacreon eleg. 2.1, which nevertheless may be making a generic point about kinds of

poetry.
189 K.g. 1/9.185-191, Od.8.62-83, hH.4.54-61.
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variety in vocabulary perhaps also suggests a difference in symposiastic practice or expectations.
The closer formal relationship of elegiac and iambic poetry with the hexameter than Aeolian and
Ionian monody may also play a part in the differences in the choice of epithets.

The importance of the symposium as the internal setting may also explain the use of
epithets for participants in lyric (broadly conceived), which are often attested as epithets of
goddesses or parts of bodies in EGHP but not humans; since the eatliest erotic inscriptions are of
the type kaAdc X, it is unsurprising to find this in our sympotic-erotic poetry (e.g. TOV xapievta
Méveova, 1.368.1)."" These cleatly serve a pragmatic function in performatively praising the
named person. Similarly, the symposium as the setting for most erotic lyric (broadly conceived)
also explains the frequency of noun-epithet clusters in this context: this is perhaps clearest in
Anacreon 383, 396, and 407 and the so-called Book 2 of the Theognidea. Although the context for
Sappho is less clearly the symposium, the garlands and other items related to the symposium found
in the male poets still bear epithets; we might perhaps see a parallel ritual setting in women’s
gatherings, or the style influenced by male sympotic-erotic poetry. Notably, outside of these items
and people, elegy and melic avoid noun-epithet clusters in sympotic and erotic contexts. Thus the
treatment of epithets found with components of the symposium (including €pwc) in Aeolic and
Ionian lyric has more in common with the treatment in elegy and iambus than with EGHP,
notwithstanding a shared typology.

Finally, we turn to contemporary socio-political material. Socio-political discussions are one
of the central concerns of extant archaic elegy; in elegy with socio-political content, however, the
frequency of epithets is much lower, and most of these are parallelled, or typologically similar to
noun-epithet clusters found in extant EGHP, or demonstrate an awareness of EGHP treatment.
Noun-epithet clusters are found in elegy with socio-political content with abstract words, and with

words concerning the state. With abstract words, this tendency is clearly also present in EGHP,

190 In Alcaeus, no non-mythological human names, which are so often accompanied by epithets in EGHP, are found

with an epithet outside sympotic contexts.
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especially Hesiod, and new pairings, such as 8ouAinv aeikéa (Solon fr.36.13; cf. deicéa Aoy dv
(e.g. I11.97) and &eicéa ... AdPnv (e.g. [/11.142)), appear to be part of this continuum. Such cases
sometimes show awareness of hexameter pairings: Tevinv Bupopbopov (Thgn. 155) can also be
found at Hesiod Op.638, and Hesiod’s famous crooked and straight judgements can be seen behind
Sikac ckoAidc (Sol. fr.4.36) and i6eta yveoun (Thgn. 397). In lyric more broadly, socio-political
contexts have fewer noun-epithet clusters. Similarly, although few abstract nouns survive in extant
lyric, for example, apyaAeov TTevia k&kov &cxeTov (fr.364.1) is very similar to formulations in
EGHP. Further, with Apaxaviat civ adeA@éar (fr.364.2), not only is the sentiment of this
fragment very similar to several Theognidean passages, but the anthropomophic and genealogical
idea for aunyxavia is only found elsewhere at Thgn. 385. Both Alcaeus and Theognis are probably
drawing on a proverb or a common anthropomorphic and genealogical conception of ills, as at
Theogony 211-232.

Similarly, words relating to the state appear to show an awareness of hexameter treatments.
In hexameters, these are rarely accompanied by epithets, and the few epithets attested with TOAic
and dfjuoc are physically descriptive and positive. In fr.348, however, the city is characterised
negatively and by the morality of its occupants. However, this appears to purposefully portray the
opposite of the expected hexameter ideal; thus instead of being of good stock, one is
kakomaTtpidaic (cf. kakdmaTtpic, Then. 193), and instead of being full of x6Aoc like heroes and
wishing to be lucky (cf. e.g. € pudkap ATpeidn poipnyevec OABIOSaipov, 14.3.182), the city is
&xoAoc and Bapudaipcov. Similarly, Anacreon 353.3 appears to use the hexameter coupling of
iepdc with cities ironically (cf. iepriv méAw, e.g. [11.366) when Samos under the control of
rebellious fishermen is ipov &cTu. Therefore it appears that in contemporary socio-political
material, nouns are rarely embellished with epithets, and the few instances of noun-epithet clusters
appear to interact with EGHP.

Interestingly, the content with which epithets are associated in lyric loosely parallel the

contents of ‘sub-genres’ of EGHP: divine and mythological material of hymns, heroic material of
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heroic narrative, abstract nouns of socio-political material of wisdom poetry. In contrast, non-
gnomic contemporary material and accoutrements of the symposium, which are less central to
EGHP, have fewer and different epithets. This distribution pattern suggests that EGHP as a whole
was influential on the Lesbian poets’ use of epithets, but that the Homeric bias of earlier scholarship
occluded many aspects of this usage.

My findings can be usefully compared with Harvey’s conclusions on the distribution of
epithets in lyric poets. Without considering frequency of use, Harvey categorises epithets into (1)
the narration of an epic story, (2) hymns, (3) the description of nature, and (4) Lieblingswirter
consisting of colours, and words like inepdeic, xapieic, &aBpdc, and iepde.”” Harvey’s (1), (2), and
(3) largely come under my divine and mythological category, which I have suggested was influenced
by EGHP. Harvey was struck by the Lesbians’ use of epithets for nature, suggesting:

the description of natural scenes demands considerable linguistic resources; it is

not as simple as writing love poems or political verses and cries out for an

elaborate poetic diction. Only one ready-made poetic diction was available to

the lyric poets, that of Homer; and it is perhaps not surprising that they drew

upon it more liberally than usual when faced with the task of describing beauties

of nature."”
Harvey had not noticed the context: hyper-realistic and extra-ordinary contexts, often in hymns or
at least fragments with addresses to a divinity or set in a sanctuary. Finally, Harvey’s Lieblingswirter
may be recognised largely as epithets in the sympotic-erotic contexts, and we will see how they

need not simply be explained away as Lieblingswirter. My proposed categorisations thus improve on

191 Harvey 1957. Rome 1965: 237 concludes, ‘il linguaggio tradizionale affiora in notevole misura in punti particolari
e specifici della produzione poetica dei due lirici: (1) nei carmi di contenuto mitico-eroico, (2) negli Inni, (3) nei passi
a carattere descrittivo, dove il poeta aveva bisogno di disporre di una ricca e varia terminologia, che il vocabolario
tradizionale era in grado di fornirgli’; Rome’s (1) and (2) are the same as Harvey’s, and (3) merely collapses Harvey’s
(3) and (4).

192 Harvey 1957: 215.

35



such previous attempts as it takes into account the influence of prevailing literary traditions as well
as the frequency of epithets.

1.3.  Close Readings
With these findings, we can finally examine the literary effects of epithets in their contexts.

In Sappho £r.94, the use of direct speech within a narrative is notable. In Lesbian poetry,
this is a rare technique that appears to be consciously borrowed from EGHP, most obviously in
the long direct speech in Sappho fr.44. Here, the borrowing appears to be confirmed by the reuse
of the epic phrase Tov/Tnv & fuelPet’ X in Tav & €y T&d  auelBdéuav (L6) in precisely the
context of this technique, used at the head of a stanza after ending the direct speech in the previous
stanza just as TOV/Tnv & NuUeiBeT’ X is used in EGHP at line-beginnings. After an extended
section without any noun-epithet cluster, not for the lack of nouns as there are garlands and flowers
(I.12-14), the stanza of 11.15-17 provides two in quick succession (UTa;6UBac | TAéKTaIC,
a méAa Sépan), and in the following stanzas also ToAAwL ... pUpeot | BpevBeicol, cTpcouv|av ...
HoABd&kav, and something agreeing with &mwaAav and | viSecov.

The clusters themselves can be categorised with components of the symposium. UmroBupic
is only found here, at fr.362, and Anacreon 397.2, coupled with TAektdc, with the erotic and
symposiastic associations confirmed in the somewhat later coupling of TAekToC with cTépavoc
at Xenophanes fr.1.3 and Euripides Hipp.73 (in the meadow). Meanwhile, ammaAdc with body parts
(especially the neck, as here) is very common in EGHP, referring to the delicateness of women’s
body-parts and of the parts of men’s and animals’ bodies where it is easy to pierce, suggesting a
degree of delicacy and intimacy. After earlier stanzas that seemed to draw on features typical of
EGHP such as direct speech with lamentation (i’ coc Seiva mem[6vB]apev, 1.4) and concerns
of memory (Héuvaic’, 1.8; duvaical, 1.10), the referents of the epithets shift away from EGHP
types, perhaps undercutting an expectation of heroic narration or reminder (of genealogies or

previous achivements) by replacing it with an erotic narration.
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At the same time, the richness of detail and the EGHP pedigree of some syntagms (e.g.
amaAdc with body parts) produce a mixed erotic and idealised setting, both grounding the items
in the erotic-sympotic sphere and suggesting idealised beauty. This is extended with the mention
of perfume, which is coupled with the rare epithet BpevBeloc, which is only otherwise found in
Pherecrates until much later. Whether BaciAnicor refers to the perfume or something else, this
stanza thus continues the erotic atmosphere by having epithets with components of the symposium
and the idea of luxury, as well as again ‘elevating’ the symposium to an extra-ordinary level by
referring to kingliness and using an epithet common in EGHP, mostly used of people, for a
component of an erotic gathering. This technique is continued in cTpdouv[av ... poA6&kav, which
is not a pair found in EGHP, but is a variation on the hexametric syntagm (eUvr} with paAakdc).
This adaptation of hexametric features to non-heroic situations ensures that the atmosphere of the
poem lies between the quotidian and EGHP’s mythological ideals.

Alcaeus £r.140, a fragment almost wholly focused on the accoutrements of war, is striking
in having an epithet for almost every noun. Alcaeus appears to play with hexametric elements by
turning an arming type-scene into other hexametric elements of catalogue and ecphrasis.'” Here,
Alcaeus tries to surpass the model by extending the model, as well as by adding a couplet of his
own. In this context, TGV oUk écTi A&Bech’ too stands out as a reformulation of the common
litotic Homeric phrase for remembering (cf. e.g. oU AfjBeto x&punc, 1/12.393; puAakiic émi
Tayxv A&beovta, 1210.99). However, despite the overwhelming influence of heroic narrative
here, appropriate for a martial topic, the treatment of epithets is unusual: only one out of the many
noun-epithet clusters in this poem is exactly parallelled in hexameter poetry (irmot Adgot), with
the rest having similar syntagms but no direct parallels. Alcacus appears to create a hyper-epic

atmosphere here by piling on the epic elements in combination with a flurry of epithets, effectively

193 The description of armour is based on a Homeric precedent (1£3.330-338=16.131-139): Page 1955: 211-212.
Similarly, on a linguistic level: Hooker 1977: 42-43.
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creating a completely idealised vision of military activity that is steeped in mythological and heroic
resonances. Further, just as he plays with the type-scene, he interacts and plays with the epithets
by making them his own. However, Alcaeus undercuts the idealised scene, formally with the un-
epic epithets, the emphasis on the weapons’ decorativeness instead of their use (beside the lack of
men and fighting in the scene), and the scene’s fragility (Tév oUk écTi AdBech’).

In fr.70,"* after describing a symposium (I1.2-5), about which little is certain, the remaining
two stanzas provide a complex example of Alcaeus’ use of epic resonance through noun-epithet
clusters. The register changes with the change of stanza between 1.5 and 6: what precedes is
grounded in the symposiastic world of music, and features a noun-epithet cluster consisting of two
words not attested earlier than Alcaeus (PIAcOVV ... dAep[&Twv, 1.4), but at 1.6, there is a sudden
switch to a heroic epic atmosphere. Alcaeus directly collapses the Mytilenean civil war with the
Trojan saga, with the mention of the Atreids for the Penthilids; he names the god to refer to the
matter (Apeuc); and he brings in anger, an emotion particulatly associated with the I/ad. The noun-
epithet cluster in 1.10, BupoBodpw AVac may recall an Iliadic pairing of BupoPdpoc with €pic
(1.7.210, 7.301, 16.476, 19.58, 20.253). At 7.301 and 19.58, the context is of release from soul-
devouring strife, as here (xaA&ccopev). It is tempting to see a relationship with I/ad 19, where it
is said by Achilles to Agamemnon to put an end to the schism in the Achaean army; if so, it would
be associated with ending internal discord. éupUAco Te pdxac rules out other occurrences as the
other instances are between Greeks and Trojans, and Achilles’ mention of Briseis as their source

of conflict is parallelled here in TacBeic ATpeidal.'” Alcaeus’ replacement of épic for AUa, and

194 See pp.298-305.

195 Such reference may be surprising at such an early date, but is not entirely unexpected. The view that the Homeric
poems (and EGHP in general) were fixed textually at a late date, with multiformity often assumed not only in the
archaic but also in the classical and hellenistic periods (the so-called ‘evolutionary’ model) is increasingly preferred
over the so-called ‘oral-dictation’ model (of Albert Lord), but, beside the important arguments against the
‘evolutionary’ model (cf. Reece 2005), specifically in relation to Alcaeus, fr.44 may already show awareness of 1/iad 1

as a unit (West 2002), and the near word-by-word reformulation of a section of Hesiod’s Op. in fr.347 suggests the
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adding éupUAc Te paxac, therefore poignantly parallels the Achaean division with the civil war
of Mytilene, and himself with Achilles (E&couev, I.19.65). Alcacus thus effectively casts Pittacus
as the unreasonable and greedy king (SamTéTeo TSAW, £r.70.7), an Agamemnon (cf. esp. [.9.331-
333), and of bringing the people to disaster, which is what happens in the I/iaduntil Achilles returns.
Thus calling the Penthilids ‘Atreidae’ in 1.6 retrospectively gains a further layer of meaning.
Moreover, this fight is said to be started by one of the Olympians, just as it is in [/zad 19.87-89.

Nevertheless, Alcaeus keeps the poem grounded in the present and does not commit fully
to epic style: EupUAw Te pdxac is an un-epic cluster, with close affinities to socio-political elegy
(cf. Solon fr.4.19; Theognis 51)."” Similatly, kG8oc émmp[aTt]ov pethaps nods at the end to the
earlier symposiastic scene and perhaps brings the two parts together by making a heroic theme
(glory) symposiastic, as EmmpaToc is not only used of feasting in the I/zad, it is often used in erotic-
sympotic contexts (e.g. EmNpaTov dccav, Hes. Th.67; eidoc émmpaTov, Hes. 0p.63; udp-|pav
émm[paT]ov, Sappho r.92.22-23). Thus the contextual differences are marked out by different
noun-epithet clusters even within the poem, and epithets create a wide range of effects. The second
half of the surviving poem heroises the participants and current events, treating it as if it were a
struggle of mythological proportions, in a typologically similar way that the physical and temporal
setting and the participants of erotic poetry are elevated to an extra-ordinary level with epithets
usually reserved for the divine sphere.

The contrast of hexametric and non-hexametric epithets comes to the fore in Alcaeus
fr.130b. Here, poipav ... &dypoiwTikav is the first of a sequence of echoes of epic language that
have been reworked; poipa is the fate of the hero, which one assumes should be his, but this is

undercut by the delayed epithet &ypoiwTikdc, which is built on &ypoidTnc, found in heroic

likelihood of a much more fixed state than the ‘evolutionary’ model allows. For arguments on fixity and possibilities
of allusion in EGHP: Currie 2016: 12-22.
196 But cf. émdrjuioc of méAepoc at 1£9.64. Eupuloc may be a defining adjective here, but the effect remains the

same.
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epic of country folk only in similes and in stories away from the action at hand, i.e. detached from
heroic life. Thus Alcaeus uses a mixture of epic language to describe his un-heroic socio-political
situation while hinting that it should be heroic. Meanwhile in the second stanza, Alcaeus gives
ToAiTnc an epithet, which is not found in extant epic: [&]AAaAokdkewov ToAiTav. Archilochus,
Mimnermus, and Theognis, who have similar compound epithets for ToAiTnc (see table), appear
to have used these rare epithets to markedly convey the distate with an ironic epic ring. At the same
time, the first three stanzas are otherwise strikingly empty of noun-epithet clusters, with the agora,
boule, fathers, and szasis left unadorned; this is in keeping with my finding that fewer epithets are
used in socio-political contexts. In the fourth stanza, two very common pairs are found in
HOKAPWV ... Bécov and ue[A]aivac ... xBvoc, as expected from my findings. It continues with
three noun-epithet clusters: AlecBiladec ... éAkecimemAol cleatly chimes with Tpowiddac
eAkecimrémAhouc (1£6.442=22.105) and Kaduni®ec éAkecime[mrAot (Hes. r.193.2), recalling the
great cities of Troy and Thebes (and other cities in the epic tradition) in contrast to the great
wilderness. éAkecimemAoc, which appears nowhere else in extant lyric, highlights the inversion of
social expectations through the epithet’s association with hexameter poetry. In contrast to the men
with their unepic epithets, women are the epic figures here who make noise and act in a group like
epic men, while preserving their feminity with the female-specific epithet, and ritual cries, especially
axow Becmecia, which is used of maidens’ songs at the wedding of Hector and Andromache
(Sappho fr.44.27). Thus the description of the kallisteia becomes extra-ordinary, partly through

carefully chosen and placed epithets, in contrast with the unheroic speaker and his surroundings.

This chapter has investigated epithets in archaic lyric, providing a table of Alcaean noun-epithet
clusters with reference to EGHP and other poetry, suggesting a new interpretation of the
distribution of epithets in lyric, and offering close readings to show how a better understanding of
epithets in lyric could benefit literary interpretations. The wider class of poetry considered for

comparison with Alcaeus, and the division of hexameter and non-hexameter poetry allowed the
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differences in the frequency of noun-epithet clusters in different categories as well as the
relationship between the categories and different kinds of poetry to be observed. The final section
showed that epithets could be used to great effect, with an awareness of the distribution pattern
observed, such as contributing to the generic identity, nuancing the tone, and even making allusions

b

and are not simply to be explained away or condemned as clichés. In contrast to an image of

Alcaeus as ‘the most careless of all the lyric poets in his use of Homeric epithets’,”” this chapter

has shown that Alcaeus’ use of epithets are considered and purposeful.

197 Harvey 1957: 215.
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Chapter 2: Metre

Lobel’s inquiry into the language of Lesbian poetry, finding lexical and morphological differences
between ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ poems of Sappho (but not of Alcaeus) along metrical lines,"
stimulated research into Lesbian poetic lexis and morphology."”” Meanwhile, metrical studies of
Lesbian poetry, beyond metrical descriptions, have largely aimed at reconstructing the history of
Greek and Indo-European metres, with Aeolic metrics playing an important role in many
developmental theories of the hexameter.”” There has been little attention to the synchronic study

*' and no serious attempt to consider metres in interpretations.*”* To remedy

of Lesbian metres,
this oversight, this chapter attempts to discern the role of metre in composition and content
through three investigations. The first examines the strophe, couplet, and line as compositional
units by surveying the poets’ use of enjambement. The second considers the relationship between

metre and content by observing correlations of metre and content. Finally, differences in narrative

presentation between strophic and stichic compositions are explored.

2.1. Strophe, Couplet, and Line
The first investigation attempts to discern the importance of strophes, couplets, and lines as
compositional units. Enjambement is an appropriate phenomenon to survey for this purpose as it

has been used productively in Homeric scholarship to examine metrical units for composition.””

198 Lobel 1925, Lobel 1927.

199 E.o. Mastrelli 1954, Marzullo 1958, Kazik-Zawadzka 1958, Hooker 1977, Bowie 1981, Somolinos 1998.

200 Starting with Meillet 1923; more recently, West 1973a, West 1973b, Nagy 1974 (often further refined), Peabody
1975, Berg 1978, Bowie 1981: 16-46, West 2007: 45-60, Tichy 2018.

201 An interesting recent exception is Garner 2003, which attempts to demonstrate the Lesbians’ orality through
metrical investigation (argued further, without metrical analysis, in Garner 2011).

202 Lidov 2009 is a rare partial exception that considers metrical style through word-division but does not touch on
broader comparisons explored here.

203 Enjambement in EGHP has been researched heavily since Parry 1971c, e.g. Edwards 1966, Kirk 1966, Clayman
and van Nortwick 1977, Higbie 1990, Bakker 1997, Clark 1997, Gatrner 2003, Friedrich 2019.
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adopt here a version of Higbie’s definition of enjambement: ‘enjambement occurs when sentence
end and verse end do not coincide, when the clause continues across the verse boundary into the
next line and even beyond.”*"* Instead of sentences, I use clauses, since they are grammatically self-
contained and her four-fold categorisation is unnecessary for my analysis. When clause-end
coincides with line-end, the line or stanza is considered ‘self-contained’.”” Furthermore, I am
concerned with potential clause-ends rather than actual clause-ends: a line with a clause that
contains all the necessary grammatical elements (a subject, a predicate, and any obligatory
accompaniments of the predicate) is considered self-contained, and any further modifications (e.g.
adverbial, prepositional) are considered additions.*” I treat all schemes where the same metrical
colon is repeated throughout as ‘stichic’ (even when the cola may be grouped into couplets), in
contrast to schemes where at least one colon is different from the others, which I call ‘strophic’, as
the couplet-structure is often unclear.
2.1.1.  Alcaeus’ Strophic Poems: Alcaic Stanzas

There are 25 extant fragments, of which six (frr.76, 310, 311, 328, 331, 332) are too fragmentary
for discussion here. Parts of eight stanzas are preserved in fr.6, of which the transition between the
first and second (11.4-5), fourth and fifth (1.16-17), and seventh and eighth (1.28-29) are missing.
The other stanzas are all self-contained syntactically at the clause-level (| | | kai un, 1L.9; | | | kai pn,

1L13; ||

&aAA [, 1.21; | | | und’, 1.25). However, if Liberman is right in seeing a different metre from

1.29 onwards,*”’

which is possible, our unknown stanzas are reduced to two, of which 11.4-5 are
hopelessly lost, but 11.16-17 probably suggest a new clause-beginning at 1.17. For while | | | €ovTe[c

(L17) probably continues ol] Tavd[ (1.15), since ‘being’ is neither a verb that suggests a direction

204 Higbie 1990: 28, who deals with sentence-ends and verse-ends. By adapting to clause-ends, it is possible to
simplify her four-fold categorisation of enjambement types.

205 However, the clause may not have begun at the line- or stanza-beginning.

206 Similarly, mutatis mutandis, Higbie 1990: 29-31. We both also recognise vocative clauses, which fall outside this
structure.

207 Liberman 1999: 25.
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to a city nor likely to have a direct object but could well have &1 TTaTépwov as a complement, | | |
govTe[c probably begins a new clause. Thus all analysable stanzas in fr.6 are syntactically self-
contained. Furthermore, ||| kai un (1.9), ||| kai un (1.13) cleatly reveals an intent to use the
stanzaic structure to emphasise the point by parallelling syntax with stanza. In fr.72, of the four
surviving stanzas, the two fully preserved stanzas are self-contained (| | | Ad&PBpeoc 8¢, 1.3; v |||
kfjvoc 8¢, 11.6-7, punctuation in papyrus; TUBunv- | | | cu dn,11.10-11, punctuation in papyrus), and
the fourth stanza at least begins with a new sentence. Similatly in fr.73, two stanzas are reasonably
well-preserved out of the remains of four; both are self-contained at the clause-level (||| kai
kupaTy, 1.3; ||| kqva pev, 1.7; | ] teo &, L.11).

Five stanzas are preserved in fr.119. The the first stanza-beginning coincides with the
sentence-beginning (as the poem-beginning), as do the third (Jo* || | col pév, 11.8-9) and the fifth
(_JTot yap, 1.17), and thus the second and fourth stanza-ends coincide with ends of sentences.
The remaining stanza-beginnings and -ends (except the unascertainable last) may be explained such
that all the stanzas are self-contained at the clause-level. Thus | | | deUovToc oudév (1.5) may be a
clause on its own or an addition, and | || __J@[] (&GAN" &]y[1?) (1.13) is probably an addition to a
syntactically complete clause, similar to additions in Homeric hexameters in the so-called ‘adding
style’. There are lots of enjambements within stanzas, and many sentences start mid-line. In fr.129,
where seven (of eight preserved) stanzas can be read, all stanzas (except the unascertainable seventh)
are self-contained at the clause-level, which are textually guaranteed by punctuation (1.12, 20) or
by connectives (1.5, 17), if | || Zévvuccov wunctav (1.9) is considered an appositive addition
(and if ||| oU kav vépov (1.25) is not the beginning of a new clause, it can be considered an
addition). Enjambement is common within stanzas. Fr.208 preserves five stanzas, but the fifth is
very fragmentary, and the end of the fourth is missing; all other stanzas are self-contained on the
clause-level, if we consider | | | é<v> BiuBAidecct (1.13) an addition.

In the badly preserved fr.249, there is a sense-pause at the end of the second stanza (o[U]k

apnov | Jw kaTéxnv antaic, 11.4-5), and there is a preserved high-point in the papyrus at the end
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of the third stanza (avdyyka-, L9), making it syntactically self-contained. The papyrus is too
fragmentary for comment on other stanzas. The lines too appear self-contained on the clause-level.
Similarly in our longest and best-preserved papyrus, fr.298, all the surviving stanzas show that they
are self-contained at the clause-level, if we treat | | | yopycomi]v: (1.24) as an addition (no preserved
line-beginnings of 11.28-49 contradict this). There is a lot of enjambement within stanzas.

Frr.325, 327, and 335 preserve only one stanza each, but are all self-contained. In frr.325
and 327, each of the lines are also self-contained on the clause-level; in {1.335, the first two lines
are self-contained, but the third and fourth are bound (pdpupakov & &pictov | ofvov
gvelkapévolc peBuchny, 11.3-4). In r.338, which preserves two stanzas, both stanzas are self-
contained on the clause-level (||| k&BRaAAe Tov xeincov’, 1.5). Fr.334, oUd¢ mew TToceidav
| &Auupov écTupéiEe TévTov. |||, which preserves only the third and fourth lines of a stanza,
nevertheless shows that the stanza is self-contained.

Some fragments only preserve evidence for a section of a stanza, and hence cannot provide
information for the stanza as a compositional unit but can still offer evidence for the importance
of lines as compositional units. In fr.71, which preserves the first two lines of a poem, there is
enjambement, but | kai xoipov is really an addition to a syntactically complete first line. Fr.58,
which preserves no line-beginnings, does not provide enough evidence to discern sentences; the
fourth lines of stanzas are such that nothing contradicts self-contained stanzas. Similarly, in fr.75,
which also preserves line-ends, nothing certain can be said about the stanza, but TJupavveu-| (1.13)
shows synapheia across the third and fourth lines of the stanza. Both frr.332 and 382 have
enjambement.

This leaves fr.206 as the only fragment with syntactically bound stanzas. In fr.206, we have

v]iv &¢ Aloc Bu[ydTtnp v—x| || cdmacce Bépcoc: (IL.1-2). If there was no verb in the lacuna,
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which, given the unlikelihood of a coordinating conjunction in 1.2,”*® seems inevitable, this would
be the only evidence for an Alcaic stanza that was not self-contained at the clause-level, but a
hanging participial phrase is possible (e.g. idolca).

2.1.2.  Alcaeus’ Strophic Poems: Sapphic Stanzas
There are eleven poems securely in Sapphic stanzas, of which three (frr.41, 66, 150) preserve too
little for any comment.

In fr.34, which preserves three stanzas and a handful of letters, all three stanzas are self-
contained at the clause-level (kai TToAUSe[u]kec' | | |, 1.4; pria & avbpcdTrol[c] Ba[v] &t pueche
| Cakpudevtoc ||| eul[Uy]ewv BpcdckovT(ec, 11.8-9; vai ple]Aaivar, 112, punctuation in
papyrus). All lines are also self-contained. In fr.45, both stanzas are self-contained, guaranteed by
a high point in 1.4 and indications of a coronis at 1.8.*"” Both stanzas of fr.69 are also self-contained
on the clause-level, and there are enjambements within stanzas. In fr.283, all four stanzas with four
lines preserved appear self-contained at the clause-level, and there are enjambements within stanzas.
Fr.308 preserves only one stanza, which is self-contained on the clause-level, with enjambement
between lines. The stanza of fr.362, constituting two separate non-ovetlapping quotations, if
scholars are right to join them, appears self-contained.

In contrast, fr.42 is the only fragment of Alcaeus in Sapphic stanzas not to consist of self-
contained stanzas. Even if we consider the first stanza self-contained by allowing parenthetic
pauses as well as clause-end pauses as appropriate moments for stanza-changes, with parenthetical

210

wc Adyoc (1.1),%7 ¢éc & eviautov ||| (1.12) is syntactically bound to the following stanza.
Nevertheless, all other stanzas are self-contained (||| éc ddpov Xéppwvoc: is an addition).

Interestingly, the fourth lines of stanzas appear to form units of composition in this poem, though

208 The left margin is not preserved, but there is not enough space, compared to the lines below, to reconstruct any
such conjunction (e.g. K]&dTacce).

209 See pp.241-243.

210 See pp.218-221.
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they are all syntactically bound (except the final line). Fr.68 is not well preserved enough to point
either way.

2.1.3.  Alcaeus’ Strophic Poems: Others
From Voigt’s conspectus metrorum, only three other strophic fragments preserve enough for any
comment. In fr.5, which preserves five stanzas of the shape (gl°| | gl°| |gl°| |gl]| | |: xxx—vv——vo—
vox| [ xxx—vv——vu—vux| | xxx—vv——vu—vux | | xxv—vwv—vx | | |), the papyrus preserves a high
point at the end of stanzas at 11.2, 6, 10, 14, and a coronis at 1.18, making all the surviving stanzas
self-contained (except the first, of which only two letters are visible). Similarly, in fr.130b
| |gl°| |hipp | |.gl| | | or gl| |gl°| |gl gl| |gl°| | |), all six stanzas are self-contained on the
clause-level, taking | | | kai B[6]AAac: (1.5) as an addition; thete are enjambements within stanzas.
Finally, in fr.70, which provides traces of a line and three whole stanzas inia gl| |gl°| |iagl| |gl°| | |,
all stanzas appear self-contained, though there is uncertainty about 1.2; there are enjambements
within stanzas.

2.1.4.  Sappho’s Strophic Poems: Sapphic Stanzas
There are seven full stanzas preserved in fr.1, all of which appear self-contained at the clause level
(111 &AAG, 11.5; xipuciov fABiec ||| &p i’ Ummacdebaica, 11.8-9; Six péccw: ||| alipa &
g€ikovtor, 1.12-13; 8nUte ki AAmupt | || ki€t 1.16-17; &8ikney; | | | kaui ydp, 11.20-21; kwouk
eBéAoica. | | | ENBE, 11.24-25; cuppaxoc écco. &, 1.28). Enjambement is frequent between all lines,
especially in stanzas 2 and 7, but some stanzas also reveal an awareness of lines as units in
themselves, such as ai 8¢ 8dpa ur SékeT’, AAA& Bcdcel, | ai 8¢ un gilel, Taxéwce PiAncel |
KUk EBéAoica (11.22-24) where the anaphora reinforces the repeated sentence structure. The final
adonean appears to have some sense as a unit too (though enjambement between third and fourth
lines is common), such as at 1.24, where after the anaphora, it appears as an unexpected addition
and concession, and in 1.28, where it encapsulates the point of the prayer.

All four preserved stanzas of fr.2 (after l.1a) appear self-contained at the clause level

([ABavedTeo(: | || v 8, 11.4-5; tkaTaiplov: | || év 8¢, 11.8-9). Although the connection between
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the third and fourth stanzas is unclear, [ ]| || évBa &1 (11.12-13) suggests a self-contained third
stanza; the text of the fourth stanza is debated, but most provide a finite verb and thus a self-
contained stanza. Enjambements are common across all lines. Fr.5 preserves five stanzas; the first
two appear self-contained (kijvo TeAécbnv- | || Scca 8¢ (punctuation in papyrus), 11.4-5; und’ elc:
||| Tav kacryvnTav & (punctuation in papyrus), 11.8-9) as well as the fifth stanza (| | | kai Tipa[,
1.17). There is not enough preserved for the third and fourth stanzas. Enjambement is common.

All six stanzas of the ‘Brothers Poem’ are self-contained (if our first stanza is the poem-
beginning; if not, the stanza-end at least must coincide with clause-end): ||| &AN’, 1.5; TalTta
véncbay, ||| dAAa kai, 1.8-9; vaa Xapagov | || k&u’, 1L.12-13; aiya méAovTal. | || TV ke
BOAANTa, 11.16-17; kai ToAUoABor || | k&uuec, 11.20-21; alya AvBeipev. @, 1. 24. The poem
also shows an awareness of stanza-structures through anaphora (| | | &AN’, 1.5, with | || &AA& kad,
1.9; ||| kéup’, 1.13, with k&uuec, 1.21). Enjambement is common throughout. The fourth line again
can sometimes be a recognisable unit (afya méAovTal, 1.16; aiwa AUbeipev, 1.24).

Fr.17 consists of three well-preserved stanzas, and parts of another two; the three near-
whole stanzas are self-contained at the clause-level, while the other two are unclear. Enjambement
is frequent. Fr.15 preserves parts of three stanzas, of which only the third is analysable (as self-
contained: | | | KU]mpy, kali c]g, 1.9; HABe. &, 1.12). Fr.18 preserves sparse elements of four stanzas,
about which we can say little except that the first stanza appears to be self-contained at the clause-
level (||| x&vdpy, 1.5). In fr.22, which preserves parts of five stanzas, the beginning of the third
stanza is unclear, but it apppeats to end with a clause-end, taking T&v k&Aav as an addition (&c ce
SnUTe MéBoc T [| aupimdtaTal | || Té&w k&Aav, 11.11-13) and the fourth appears self-contained
at the clause-level (KJumpoyév[na ||| wc dpauall, 11.16-17); the rest is unclear. In fr.30, which
preserves parts of three stanzas, the two better-preserved stanzas are self-contained (| | | T&p6evot
B[, 1.2; vip- | pac iokdAme. ||| &AN’, 11.4-6; Utrvov [{]8copev &, 1.9); there are enjambements
within stanzas. Similarly, in fr.31, which preserves four stanzas and a further line, all four whole
stanzas are self-contained at the clause level (Urakovet | || kai 1L.4-5; &1 eikel, | || &AA&, 11.8-9;
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emPBpo-|peict 8 &kovucal, | || tékadet W’ i®peoc kakxéeTal, 11.12-13; alt[on ||| &GAA&, 1.16-
17).

Things are less clear-cut in fr.9, which preserves parts of six stanzas. Stanza 1 is possibly
self-contained at the clause-level, as the Burris-Fish-Obbink papyrus has a high point after édpTav,

though the P.Oxy papyrus does not. Stanza 2 may run into stanza 3 (| | | ] v, 1.8, though this

could be an addition), which itself ends self-contained (Jéncev: | | |,1.11). Stanza 4 is self-contained
(|| |18 &y, 1.16), while stanza 5 appears to run over (| | | Jepaovr, 1.20), but this could well be an
addition after c’)q)é}\)\nc; | [1). Fr.16a preserves parts of three stanzas; the first could be self-
contained (e.g. éyw] 8" éu’ altan | [ToUTo cyvoida.], 11.3-4), and the second and third stanzas
appear self-contained (| | | cc8[, 11.9; ¢§ &8okn[Tw &, 1.12). Enjambement is common actoss all
lines. Fr.18a preserves elements of three stanzas, of which the first is too badly preserved for
comment. The second stanza appears to start with a new clause (| | | kai y&p, 1.2), but we cannot
tell how it ends, while the third stanza’s end must at least coincide with a sentence-end (due to the
coronis). The ‘Kypris Poem’, which preserves parts of four stanzas, also presents an unclear
situation. One could argue that Trot]ov €xncba could be treated as a complete clause, and consider
| || védv] (L5) as an addition, making the first stanza self-contained. The transition between stanzas
2 and 3 is unclear, but stanza 3 appears to end with a clause-end (ToUTto cuvoda | | [, 1.12).
Some fragments only preserve enough to show coincidence between stanza-beginning or -
end with clause-beginning or -end. Fr.3 only preserves enough for a clause-end at the end of the
third stanza (JSiaknTar, 1.9), with enjambements within stanzas (e.g. &caio® 1O yap v[énua |,
1.7). Similarly, fr.4 provides no information on stanzas, but shows enjambement at least once (Jac
Kev 1 ot |, 1.5). Fr.24a preserves patts of two stanzas; nothing can be said but that the first stanza’s
end coincides with clause-end (TadT’ [¢]énuuev | || TOAAa [u]év ydp, 11.4-5). Similarly, fr.25
presetves a stanza-end coinciding with a clause-end (&]Bpa- | |1, L.4), but not much else. Fr.27
preserves parts of four stanzas, with too little preserved of the first and fourth for comment; stanza
2, however, appears self-contained (ci ||| ] kal yap &7 cvu, 11.3-4; &]8pa xd&piccar || |
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c]Teixouev yap, 11.7-8), while the third may be. Fr.39 only preserves a part of a stanza, but it ends
on a clause-end. Fr.7 provides no information on stanzas.

There is only one fragment in Sapphic stanzas with a secure necessary enjambement across
stanza-boundary. In fr.16, which preserves five stanzas, stanza 2 has a necessary enjambement into
stanza 3 (EAéva [T]ov &udpa | Tov [ dplictov ||| kaAA[imol|c’ €Ba; 11.7-9), while stanza 3

] vénuua, 1.13). Enjambement is

common across all lines.

2.1.5.  Sappho’s Strophic Poems: Others
Fr.94 (al| |gl| |gl®| | | =xx—vwv—ox||xx—wv—ux]| | xx—ww—wu—ux]|||) preserves parts of ten
three-line stanzas. All the whole stanzas (11.2-26) are self-contained syntactically except the last,
which is not well-preserved enough to tell: & pe yicdopéva kateAipmavey | || mTOAAa kai 168’
germré [por, 1.2-3; amuAiuméve. | || tav &, 11.5-6; mednmopev: | | | ai 8¢ un, 11.8-9; émdcyopev:
||| wé[ANoic yap, 11.11-12; meypedrikaloy | || kai méAAac, 11.14-15; remonuévaic. | || kai,
1.17-18; BaciiAnicot ||| kai, 11.20-21; ] vidcov ||| keoUte, 1.23-24; &mrmr[oBev &pluec
atéckopey, | || ouk &Acoc, 11.26-27. There is also awareness of the stanza structure, as Sappho
echoes the speech of the two speakers by starting the speech on the second lines of stanzas 2 and
3, and the sentence-end at the end of stanza 3 lull the audience into thinking this an extactly parallel
and balanced exchange before Sappho launches into an extension that is unexpected and has a
casual air (| || ai 8¢ un, 1.9). Similarly, we find this in the repetition of TéAuc at 11.12 and 15, and
the stanza-opening kaf in stanzas 6-9.

In fr.98 (gl| |gl| |cr gl| | | =xx—vv—vx||[xx—vv—vx]||—v—xx—vv—x]]|), parts of eight
stanzas are preserved across frr.a and b. In fr.a, stanza 2 is probably self-contained ( ] 6oc* & ydp
W eyéwalt (e.g. Eermé pot Snell) ||| c]pac ém’ aAwiac péylav, 1.1-2; af Tic &xn ... |
ToppUpwt kKaTeAi§apé[va (e.g. TASkw! Vogliano)) | | | éupevan, 11.3-5), as well as stanza 3 (with

appropriate supplements), and stanza 4 may well be if we supply a verb in 1.10. Not enough survives
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of stanzas 1 and 5 for comment. In fr.b, we seem to have a necessary enjambement from the first
stanza into a lost stanza, while 11.7-9 appears to be a self-contained stanza.

Things are even less clear in fr.88, whose metre cannot be entirely reconstructed. Of the
ten partially preserved stanzas, we can make out that stanza-end and clause-end coincide at 11.10
(o]icba katUta | ||) and 16 (Jar peAfienv: | |1); all else is insecure. Meanwhile, fr.141 preserves
two self-contained sentences, but our lack of knowledge of the precise metrical form makes further
judgement unattractive. Similarly, fr.111 preserves lines that are difficult to interpret because of
lack of certainty about the metre, but the first four lines could form a unit (thus Voigt, suggesting
pher| ia| |Apherd| |ia] | | =xx—vv—x]||v—vx||x—vv—vo—x|[v—vx]|]]), according to which we
would have two self-contained stanzas, with an enjambement across 11.1-3. Finally, fr.104a may
A=

—_—U—UU—U U — U —

preserve a two-line stanza of different metrical form (6 da~| |ia|pher
wu—x| | v—v—xx—vv—uv—vu—x]| | |), which is self-contained.

2.1.6. Preliminary Conclusions: Strophic Poems
A survey of enjambement in the strophic compositions of Alcaeus and Sappho has shown a very
strong tendency for strophic stanzas to be syntactically self-contained, with only perhaps Alcaeus
tr.206 in Alcaic stanzas, Alcaeus fr.42 and Sappho fr.16 in Sapphic stanzas, and Sappho fr.98b for
other strophic metres displaying enjambement across stanza boundaries.

Perhaps most interesting is Sappho fr.16. Here, Sappho is clearly creating suspense by
delaying the actions of Helen: [T]ov &vdpa | Tov [ d&]picTov, could in fact refer to either
Menelaus or Paris at this point for the first-time listener, especially as Sappho presents this as an
explanation for her statement that whatever one loves is the most beautiful thing. It only becomes
clear in 1.9, where the surprise is highlighted by a concise clause full of movement (finite verb,
preposition, two patticiples: kaAA[iTmot]c’ éBa 'c Tpolav mAéoica), which neatly contrasts the
act of leaving and going by juxtaposition. This is complemented by a change of pace as the static
and elaborate clauses yield to a quick series of actions with the change of stanza that lends a feeling

of inevitability as the verbal element is delayed, which mirrors the change from the glorious but
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static life of Helen before Paris and her active new life. Thus Sappho here appears to be exploiting
the expectations of a clause end at the end the stanza to create an element of suspense and change.

In Alcaeus fr.42, the enjambement across éc & éviauTov | || Taida yévvat’ highlights
the wait between Thetis’ marriage and motherhood, and speeds up the narrative by starting the
narration on the next part of Thetis’ life earlier than expected (by beginning a new sentence in the
adonean), contrasting with the longer description of the marriage (that ran over into the next stanza
by addition: | | | éc 8dpov Xéppavoc, which also perhaps plays with expectations, as one expects
to lead the bride home rather to someone else’s).”! Alcaeus fr.206, if indeed it is an exception, is
too fragmentaty, but a sudden change in citcumstances (already hinted in v]Gv 8¢ Aloc Bu[yd&Tnp,
1.1) might be seen that may be a turning-point in the poem from eatlier gloom to new-found
courage (GTacce Bépcoc), with the turning-point only confirmed after the delay.

The regularity of self-contained stanzas also appears to contribute to the narrative structure
of poems, as often ideas or scenes are structured in stanzaic units. This is perhaps clearest in fr.70,
where the first complete stanza focuses on the symposium, the second on the man devouring the
city, and the third on Alcaeus and his audience. This is reflected on the level of argument too, most
cleatly with the stanzas beginning | | | kai ury (1.9, 13) in fr.6. Similarly, in fr.298, we can see the
first stanza presenting the broad argument (with reference to the present?), the second presenting
either an example case or a further specification of the broad argument in the first, with the rest of
the well-preserved part of the fragment concerned with the narrative; in the narrative, the third
stanza presents the scene in the temple of Athena, focusing on Cassandra, with the fourth
describing the destruction in Troy more broadly, the fifth brings the focus back to the temple of
Athena and Ajax while the sixth remains with the temple of Athena but focuses on Cassandra, and

the seventh zooms out from Troy to Athena and the sea.

211 However, already in the Francois Vase, the procession ends with Peleus greeting Chiron.
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A particularly interesting aspect of this structure is how despite the stanzaic organisation,
there is great fluidity. Thus, again in fr.298, the turn to the destruction from the third to the fourth
stanza is anticipated in 1.11 (Sucué]veec 8¢ TOAN’ Emnmov), but there is still a contrast between
the stanzas as the anticipation in the third is more focused on the enemy while the fourth is filled
with details of the suffering Trojans. Similarly, the transitions from Ajax to Cassandra to Athena
are managed intricately, as in the fifth stanza, Ajax is in the foreground but placed in relation to
Athena (Afac ... ¢éc valo]v &yvac TTaAAadoc, 1. 16-17), before placing Cassandra in the
foreground in the sixth stanza, whilst Ajax is never fully out of sight as he is kept as the subject
even as Athena is again introduced. The constrast in the anticipation in the sixth stanza of Athena
(to come in the seventh), complemented by the adding enjambement of 124 (yopywmv),
meanwhile, lies in the change of subject and the shift from the narrow focus on one individual to
a panoramic view of the sea. Thus the poet can use stanzaic form in complex ways to provide
organisational structure to the argument, narrative, and description.

My survey has also shown that enjambement between lines within stanzas is very common.
However, especially for strophes with repeated cola or periods, the repeated rhythmn does appear
to be exploited sometimes for rhetorical effect. The clearest instances of a rhetorical use is in the
sense of balance in rhythmns to complement grammatical balance, such as at frr.67.1-2 (oU wavT’
fic a[ | oud acuvvet[o]c), 69.5-6 (ou m&BovTec ouddua TCcAov oU[delv | oudt
YedckovTec?), and 208.2-3 (TO pév yap vbev kiua kuAivBetal, | TO 8 €vbev) and 6-7 (Trép
HEV Yap &vtAoc ictomédav €xel, | Aaipoc 8¢ mav {adnAov 1idn). However, despite the
parallelling of rhythms, especially at line-beginnings, exact repetition of rhythm and grammar
appears to be avoided.

2.1.7.  Alcaeus’ Stichic Poems
We turn now to stichic poems to discern whether Lesbian stichic poems are metrically organised
by line or couplet, and how the organisational practice of stichic poems might differ from that of

strophic poems. Many stichic verses of Alcaeus have survived, but very few consecutive lines. I
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will only comment on fragments of note. Most of the lines that are self-contained within the line
at the clause-level are single line quotations, which have a distorting effect, and cannot be relied on
heavily; these include e.g. frr.356, 349b, 387, 322, 376 (in the order of Voigt’s conspectus metrorum).
In r.368, we find two lines preserved in a quotation, where both lines are self-contained at the
clause level; one wonders if Hephaestion quotes the two lines together because they formed a
couplet, but it could also be because he preferred to quote entire sentences.

In contrast, in fr.345, a quotation of two lines in the scholion to Aristophanes’ .42.1410,
there is syntactically necessary enjambement from the first to the second line and the sentence ends
with the second line. In £r.358, a much longer fragment, 11.2-3, 4-5, and 6-7 appear to be self-
contained on the clause-level, with words being split across 11.4 and 5, and 6 and 7. But whether
the metre should be understood as verses of two cola or an organisation by couplets is unclear.'?
In frr.364 and 369, verses of two cola are preserved with enjambements and sense-ends at the end
of 1.2. In fr.141, where out of four lines, only two consecutive lines are clear, 1.3 runs into 1.4, which
appears to be self-contained. Finally, fr.38 is divided into couplets by the papyrus, which are all
self-contained at the clause level, except for stanzas 4 and 5, as there is no connective (or good
reason for its absence) at the beginning of 1.5 and little to supplement at the end of 1.4 that would
provide a self-contained couplet.

Enjambements are more common. In fr.350, while the two lines quoted by Hephaestion
as an example of ‘the Asclepiad’ could be construed as a self-contained couplet with enjambement
within the couplet, the reconstructed continuation of the fragment (reworking Strabo) is neither
end-stopped nor self-contained within couplets. Fr.50, which preserves the first half of seven lines,
is neither end-stopped (except L1) nor self-contained within the couplet. Similarly, the

reconstruction from Aristotle’s Poetics in fr.348 is neither end-stopped nor construable as self-

212 Cf. p.227.
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contained couplets. The long fr.296b is still very fragmentary, but there are clearly enjambements
across lines and potential couplets.

Longer fragments all show the same tendency. Beginning with the most uncertain, fr.117b,
though quite fragmentary, shows that there are enjambements, but also some line-ends that
coincide with sentence ends (11.7-12). While it is tempting to see couplets from the enjambement
of 11.6-7 and 8-9, which appear self-contained, too much is uncertain for further deduction. Fr.346
preserves six lines, where there are some end-stopped lines (e.g. 1.1, 2, 4 (clause-end)) but also
enjambements. Perhaps 11.1-2 and 3-4 constitute self-contained couplets, but it is uncertain. Fr.a of
tr.347, a heavily reconstructed fragment, is noteworthy for being mostly self-contained within lines,
except 11.5-6;*" there is no general agreement about the reconstruction of fr.b. Finally, in fr.140,
our best preserved stichic fragment, 11.3-9 are not self-contained within lines, which still holds even
when taking into account our line numberings dividing between the two cola of the verse (hence
word-division across 11.6-7). However, from 1.10 onwards, the lines are end-stopped (reckoning in
two-cola terms). A mixture of end-stopped and enjambed lines might be typical of stichic lines,
though perhaps not so markedly grouped.

2.1.8.  Sappho’s Stichic Poems
Turning to Sappho’s stichic poems, we will begin with the metres of which we have more lines for
a broader picture then consider the shorter fragments.

The metre of the second book in the Alexandrian edition, gl**| | (xx—wv—vv—wo—ux]||),
is well attested in our corpus (frr.43-52), including two long fragments (frr.44, 44A). Fr.44 preserves
34 mostly continuous lines. The poem can be seen as being composed of self-contained couplets,
with enjambements only within couplets, if 1.1 is considered the second line of a couplet, and a new
couplet begins after the second lacuna at 1.21. In this division, the only cases where couplet-end

does not coincide with clause-end is at 1.5-8 and 11.26-27. If this structure were cotrrect, we would

213 The lacuna after 1.3 complicates matters further.
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have a couplet "ExTcop kai cuvétaip[o]i &yoic’ éNikdmda | OnPac ég iépac TTAakiac T" &’
[&i]v<v>deo (11.5-6) and another &Bpav AvSpoudxav évi vaucw ¢’ &Apupov | wévTov (1.7-
8). However, we would have to count éAikcdmda as a sufficient object for &yolc’ to complete the
clause, and not wait for AvBpopdxav. This is possible if we consider &Bpav AvBpoudxav as an
addition. Hector and Andromache’s placement at the head of separate couplets would further tie
them together through the couplet.

In the second passage, 11.25-26 should form one couplet (kai W[o]po[c
kK]poT&A[wv  Jwc 8 &pa map[bevor | &eiBov péAoc &yv[ov, ikalve 8’ éc aib[epa) and 11.27-
28 (& Bectrecia yel[ | mavtan 8’ fic kaT &80[ic) another. Here, &xe Bectecia, the subject
of its clause, is in the couplet after the rest of the clause (ika]ve & éc aiB[epa); however, (ka]ve &’
éc aib[epa makes sense without a subject (the first-time audience at this point could have
construed this first with péAoc of the previous clause) and treat &xw Becmecia as a correcting
addition. One could also consider poems built on couplets admitting some lines that are not strictly
syntactically self-contained as couplets for variation or special effects. This fragment, which has
largely proved to be easily divisible into couplets, does not preserve any paragraphoi in either of
the two papyri. Page thinks this implies that fr.44 ‘was composed not in stanzas or pairs of lines,
but with the single line as the unit’, though he admits the possibility that the paragraphoi ‘may have
been discarded in the course of the tradition’*'* Our discussion would suggest the latter (see also
below).

Our second long fragment in this metre is fr.44A, sometimes attributed to Alcaeus (fr. 304
LP), where twelve lines are preserved in fr.a and ten in fr.b. Nothing can be ascertained about
couplet-structure or about lines in fr.b; in fr.a, self-contained couplets appear possible since the
papyrus marks so many line-ends with punctuation, and those that are not marked do not

contradict such an interpretation. There are largely end-stopped lines with some enjambement, but

214 Page 1955: 68-69.
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enjambement does not make clear which lines should be coupled together. Similarly uncertain is
tr.43, which preserves nine line-ends, including the poem-end (presumably, as the papyrus is blank
below it); the lines could be divided into couplets, counting from 1.9, but one can only ascertain
that the final couplet could be self-contained and 1.1 does not contradict this. Fr.47 preserves a
half-line and a full line with an enjambement and could be understood as a couplet but not
necessarily. Similarly, frr.48, 49, 50 all preserve two lines, both of which are self-contained, but
conceivable (though not necessarily) as couplets. Fr.51 preserves one self-contained line, while
fr.52’s one line is corrupt. Very uncertain is fr.46, which preserves a line and a half with an
enjambement; the second half of the full line has a corruption.

Another well-attested stichic metre is ~hipp™| | (x—wv——ww——wu—w—x||), perhaps the
metre of the fourth book. Fr.58.1-10, which is a different poem from what follows (“Tithonus
Poem’), is too fragmentary to help. The ‘New Poem’ (P.K6ln 11.1-8) appears to form self-contained

215

couplets, as 11.5-6 and 7-8 can easily make couplets,”” though the connection between 11.3-4 is less

clear. The ‘Tithonus Poem’ (P.K6ln 11.9-20+11.58.11-22) can be divided into self-contained couplets:
XeAUvvav: ||, 1.2; yedaivav: ||| Pdpuc 8¢, 11.4-5; T& 81 moTa Aaiynp’ €ov Spxnchd’ ica
veBpiotct. ||| Ta (uéw), 1.6-7; yévecBar. ||| kai yap, 11.8-9; eic écxaTta yac gépoicalv, |||
govta [k]&Aov, 11.10-11. There is enjambement within couplets (e.g. @AN" alTov Upcoc Euappe
| xpdvewit TéAov yiipac, 11.11-12). Where line-beginnings are preserved, our division aligns with
the paragraphoi of the papyrus. The ‘Habrosyne Poem’ (fr.58.23-26+£r.59) could also be divided
into self-contained couplets (at least the first two couplets). Fr.81 preserves parts of three lines and
four full lines, which could be divided into self-contained couplets, with enjambement within the
couplet (here, at 11.6-7). Fr.82, finally, preserves a single self-contained line.

Frr.62 and 67a could also be in the same metre. Fr.62 preserves the line-beginnings of

twelve lines, which are divided into couplets by marginal paragraphoi. All the couplets appear to

215 Cf. e.g. the conjectural text in West 2005: 3. Nothing much can be made of the ‘Success Poem’ (fr.58.1-10).
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be self-contained (| | | wav &, 1.3; | | | kai Tadcy, L5; ||| miyic 8¢,1.7; | | | Téauta 8¢, 1.9; coronis
at 1.12) except couplet 5, which appears to run over into the final couplet (| | | épBaTe, 1.11). This
may be stylistic, with €pBaTe mimetically placing the meaningful action first, but no special
pleading is required here as the person of the verb remains the same (ikec6’, 1.10), and so the
participial phrase would make a complete clause before the finite verb (though the participle is
supplementary). Fr.67a similarly preserves line-beginnings with marginal paragraphoi marking
couplets and the couplets seem self-contained: | | | k]ai ToUT’,12; | || oU pav, L4; ||| 16 &', 1.6;
1] Jud [, 1L.8.

Beside these, there are also shorter fragments in less well-attested metres. Fr.105 (6da, | |:
—_TT-_TU—uu—vu—x| |) preserves three end-stopped lines in fr.a, making a couplet structure
possible but not demonstrable, and two lines in fr.b that require a necessary enjambement from 1.1
to 1.2, which could be self-contained as a couplet. Fr.168B ( hipp| |: x—vv—v—x| |) preserves four
lines, which are self-contained as a four-line unit, but not as couplets; all lines are self-contained
except 1.2. Fr.130 (gl’| |: xx—ww—vw—vx) also preserves four lines, but they are preserved as two
groups of two lines, which could be seen as self-contained couplets and lines. Similarly, fr.110
(phet!| |: xx—ww—wu—x) preserves three self-contained lines, where a couplet structure is possible.
Fr.112 (cho ba cho ba| |: =vv—v—x—vv—v—x| |) preserves five lines, of which the first four could
be seen as two self-contained couplets, with 11.1-2 showing enjambement within a couplet. Similarly,
in fr.132, consisting of three lines, the first two lines could be a couplet with necessary enjambement.
Fr.55 (g1*) preserves four lines, which are difficult to divide. It could be a unit of four lines, which
seems easier, or two units of two if one supplies the copula in 1.1 and 3 (which come in 11.2 and 4).
For fr.57 (gI*), only the last of the three preserved lines can be analysed (as self-contained).

Frr.100, 142, 143,107, 134, 117,116, 129b, 155, 146, 1306, 53, and 128 preserve only a single
apparently self-contained line; nothing can be made of their couplet structure. Fr.54, which
preserves a single line, would be self-contained if part of a couplet, or continuing from a previous

line. In contrast, fr.113 preserves a line-end enjambed into a whole line; this could still allow it to
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be a self-contained couplet. Frr.135, 123, 151 and 127 preserve a single line, which require a
necessary enjambement. Fr.138 preserves a line and a half, which both appear self-contained.
Fr.117B (= inc. auct. Lesb. 24 LP) preserves two separate lines, which are both exclamations and
units of their own. Frr.115, 154, 102, 140 preserve two self-contained lines. Fr.133 preserves two
separate lines, the second of which is grammatically incomplete. Fr.158 also preserves two lines,
which are grammatically dependent on another clause, but could yet be self-contained as a couplet
if its main clause preceded.

More interesting are frr.96 and 95. Fr.96 (cr 3gl ba| |: —v—xx—vo—v——x—uxxv—xx—vv—
v—v—x||) is preserved as three-line units marked by marginal paragraphoi. As word-breaks within

216 but the verse is

the period are not uniform, it has not been possible to discern a strophic form,
much longer than other preserved stichic metres. All the well-preserved parts are self-contained
within this three-line unit. More of the poem is required to discern any couplet-like structure here.
Fr.95, which is possibly in the same metre, is similarly divided, and similarly self-contained in the
three-line units (except 11.14-16, which are not well-preserved): | || fip’, 1.2; ||| 7, 15; | | | elmovr,
1.8 (probably ‘having done X, I said); | | | kaT8&vnv &, 1.11. Paragraphoi, dividing the poems into
these three-line units, are preserved for £r.96 but not fr.95.
2.1.9.  Preliminary Conclusions: Stichic Poems

The investigation is hampered by fewer well-preserved fragments of stichic poems (particularly of
Alcaeus) surviving and the disagreement of larger fragments. For Alcaeus, enjambement is
common across lines, and enjambement does not suggest consistent organisation into couplets.
For Sappho, at least in the larger fragments, couplets appear to be an important compositional unit
for stichic poems.

This raises the question: what do the paragraphoi preserved in the papyri of stichic poems

tell us? Some papyri of both poets preserve paragraphoi, but their meaning is unclear. At least,

216 Sappho once treats the first two verses of the Sapphic stanza in synapheia (fr.31.9-10).
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those poems marked by paragraphoi must have had an even number of lines. Whether these
marked compositional units for the Lesbians is another matter. Indeed, our question chimes with
an ancient controversy, as found in Ps.-Hesphaestion, Tepl momnuatwy 1.3.63-15-24 and Trepi
Tomuatoc 1.59.7-10 on Sappho’s Books 2 and 3. Ps.-Hephaestion admits both options are
possible, but considers division into couplets to be better.”’” Indeed, it would be a great coincidence
for all the poems in Sappho’s Books 2 and 3 to have an even number of lines. Since Sappho’s
surviving stichic poems can also be divided into largely self-contained couplets, it seems fair to
assume that the couplet played a role in Sappho’s compositional technique, at least with gI*| | and
gl*| |. However, we do not hear about the number of lines in Alcaeus’ stichic poems, and we
cannot discern a couplet structure reflected on the level of syntax. Paragraphoi of Alcaean papyri
may preserve something of note, but we cannot currently discern a two-line structure. If so, Sappho
and Alcaeus would differ in metrical practice on a structural level. The prosodic difference in the
treatment of the final adonean in the Sapphic stanza (Alcaeus, unlike Sappho, always has a word-
break before the adonean) and the fact that their poetry serve different sexes already hint at this,
but their treatments of stichic compositions further suggest that they are part of close but separate
parts of the same poetic tradition.
2.2, Metre and Content

Differences may exist not just between strophic and stichic structures but between individual
metres. Since Maas declared that early poetry (including Archilochus and the Lesbians) was neutral
regarding metrical ethos,”"® little attention has been paid to discerning differences between Lesbian
metres. While the fragmentary nature of our evidence makes it difficult to judge, some links
between form and style can be found.

I have produced the following tables, listing by metre the general content of each fragment.

The content is categotised under ‘Eros’, ‘Philo?, ‘Martiage’, ‘Politics/War’, ‘Symposium’, ‘Hymn’,

217 Van Ophuijsen 1993: 811-812.
218 Maas 1923: §73.
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‘Myth’, ‘Gnome’, ‘Riddle’, ‘History’, ‘Festival/Ritual’, and ‘Muses’. These categoties ate not
mutually exclusive and sometimes overlap heavily. Thus, ‘Hymn’ includes prayer or extended
human addresses to divinities and is reserved for fragments with hymnic invocation or style, while
other divine or heroic appearances, such as narratives, which could be from hymns but cannot be
ascertained as such, are classed under ‘Myth’. Meanwhile ‘Festival/Ritual’ is reserved for
descriptions of humans engaging in such activity, as opposed to the verbal content of them.
‘Symposium’ is used in a narrow sense here, only for fragments that appear to thematise it as the
subject or that contain many references to sympotic activities, such as by having drinking as the
rhetorical point of the poem or listing drinking vessels. Fragments containing references to other
material that appear to overshadow the symposium context are not listed under ‘Symposium’, but
under the relevant category (e.g. ‘Eros’ and ‘Politics/War’). Similatly, fragments with hymnic
invocation or style that are overshadowed by other elements are listed under the more prominent
category. ‘Marriage’ encompasses the nexus of ideas around marriage, including nuptials, brides
and grooms, and maidenhood. ‘Philo7 is used for fragments that chiefly concern the speaker’s family,
friends, and former friends; the distinction between the ‘Philo7 and ‘Eros’ categories can be fine,
especially in Sappho. ‘Muses’ is used for fragments involving the Muses, Graces, style, and song.
Labels such as ‘Gnome’, ‘Riddle’, ‘History’, and ‘Myth’ are also used despite often being elements
within poems dominated by other categories, as they allow the content of a fragment to be noted
without committing to specific interpretations.

These labels do not refer to specific generic or sub-generic categories, except the category
‘Hymn’, such as ‘Eros’ for love lyric, but to content and the nexus of ideas associated with it. This
focus on content is an attempt to mitigate the difficulties arising from the poets’ fragmentary
survival. In surviving fragments, shifts in themes from one part of the poem to another are
frequently detected, such as, in Alcaeus £r.338, the shift from a description of the weather to a call
to drink at the stanza turn, or, in Alcaeus fr.140, the sudden turn from the sustained description of

weapons to the step out in the final two lines. Further, contextualising the content can often be
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difficult. By focusing on content, it is not assumed that the content maps straightforwardly onto
generic categories, but broader conclusions can be explored with further context in the discussion.
‘Hymn’ is different, as it consists both of content and stylistic elements, elements that could point
to expectations of a certain kind of discourse. Such a treatment is justified as hymnic material is
particularly well attested in our corpus (and beyond) and hence better understood, and the same
material (e.g. mythical, political, erotic) is treated differently in hymnic and other contexts. My
conclusions are necessarily partial and subject to change with further textual discoveries, though
this should not stop scholars from investigating this aspect in the meanwhile.

The following adopts the metrical analyses of Voigt’s conspectus metrorum.* Strophic
fragments in metres other than Alcaic and Sapphic stanzas are listed under ‘other stanzas’ as too
tew are preserved for individual interpretation. Where Voigt categorises a fragment as perhaps a
certain meter under more than one metre, the fragment is listed (arbitrarily) only under the first
metre treated in her comspectus. The number of lines preserved, if fewer than five, are recorded in

brackets beside the fragment number.

Alcaeus

fr. Metre Content and notes

6 Alcaic stanzas Politics

58 Symposium (Politics?)

71 (2) Symposium (Politics?)

72 Politics, Symposium

73 Ship, probably Politics, Symposium

75 Politics

76 Politics

119 Politics or Eros (often thought to be by Sappho)
129 Politics

206 Symposium (possibly Politics and/or Hymn)
208 Politics

249 Ship, probably Politics

298 Politics, Myth

307 (1 Hymn

+paraphrase)

310 () Hymn?

311 (1) Politics?

325 (4) Hymn

219 Voigt 1971: 15-26.
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327 (3) Hymn? Myth

328 (1) Politics?

331 (1) Politics

332 (2) Politics

334 (2) Myth

335 (4) Symposium (Politics?)
338 Symposium

382 (2) Myth? Hymn? (Martial)
7 Perhaps Alcaic stanzas History (Politics?)

74 Politics (from scholia)
124 War?

132 Unclear (possibly Politics)
149 Unclear

204 Unclear

300 Politics

302¢ Politics

313 Unclear (Hymn?)

314 War

320 Unclear (Gnome?)
329 War??

330 War

333 Gnome (Politics?)*!
336 Unclear (Politics? Myth?)
337 History

339 History or Myth

34 Sapphic stanzas Hymn

41 Symposium or Eros?
42 Myth

45 Hymn

66 Politics

68 Politics

69 Politics and Hymn
150 Unclear

283 Myth

308 (4 + Hymn

paraphrase)

362 (2) Symposium

35 Perhaps Sapphic stanzas Unclear (perhaps Politics? or Symposium?)
51 Unclear

63 Politics

148 Politics

200 Politics?

214 Unclear

302a Politics (from scholia)
361 Politics?

363 Unclear

220 'The closest similarities are with frr.140 and 350.

221 Cf. the political side to knowing your friends and enemies in the Theogridea.
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130a Other stanzas Politics

67 Politics

5 Politics

3 Hymn? (possibly military?)
130b Politics

70 Politics

117b.24-40 Politics or Eros

303Aa Politics? (sometimes attributed to Sappho)
303Ab Politics

10 Eros

1 Unclear (perhaps political)
167 Politics (2-line stanzas)
169 Politics

364 (2) 5da v—| | Gnome

369 (1) 8da v—| | Symposium

393 (1) 2io]| | Gnome?

397 (1) Unclear (season)

380 (1) 3io] | Eros

388 (1) 2ia| | War?

400 (1) War

374 (1) 4ia| | Eros

372 (1) gl||? War

378 (1) Unclear

322 (2) perhaps pher| | Symposium

356 (1) hipp? History or Myth

375 (1) ia~hipp| | Unclear

384 (1) Unclear

323 perhaps ia-hipp| | Unclear

386 (1) iagl||? Myth

354 (1) perhapsia gl| |? Myth

355 (1) glia| | Myth

319 (1) ~glia| | Unclear

141 (2) gl | Politics

365 (1) Unclear

38 perhaps gl™| | Symposium (with gnome and myth)
318 (1) Unclear

366 (1) Gnome

112 (1) al| | Politics

117b.1-12 Eros

350 (2) philoi

351 (1.5) Unclear (gnome?)

352 (1) Symposium

34b perhaps gl°| | Hymn or Politics?

50 gl*| | Symposium

340 (1) Gnome?

341 (1) Gnome?

342 (1) Gnome

343 (1) Myth

344 (2) Gnome
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345 (2) Riddle
346 Symposium
347 Season (Hesiod)
348 (2.5) Politics
349b (1) Myth (involving Dionysus)
39 perhaps gl**| | Politics
44 Myth
120 Unclear (Invective according to scholia)
353 (1) Unclear
387 (1) gl | Myth
115 perhaps gl*| | locus amoenus
380 (1) Eros
36 al*| | Politics
296b Hymn and Eros
286 perhaps gl*| | Unclear
48 perhaps ~hipp™| | War
61 Unclear
37 aeol™ Unclear (gnome?)
305a.14-15 perhaps aeol™ Politics
392 (1) perhaps aeol™ Politics?
322 (1) pher|gl| |? Symposium
376 (1) gl|hipp| |? Symposium
140 2glia| | War
358 (2) Symposium
359 (2, 2) Unclear
360 (2) Gnome
383 (2) War
43 perhaps 2gl ia| | Unclear
143 Politics? (Invective)
179 War
181-184 Unclear
395 (1) Unclear
Table 2: Content of Fragments of Alcacus by Metre
Sappho
fr. Metre Content and Notes
1 Sapphic stanzas Hymn, Eros (hurt)
2 Hymn
3 Philoi
4 Eros
5 Hymn, philoi
6 Unclear (but includes divinities)
7 Philoi
8 Philoi
9 Festival
10 Philoi
15 Philoi
16 Eros/ Philoi
16a Philoi
17 Hymn
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18 Philoi

18a Unclear

19 Ritual (Philoi?)

20 Sailing (Philoi?)

22 Eros

23 Eros

24 Eros

26 Eros (hurt)

27 Marriage

29 Philoi

30 Marriage

31 Eros (Marriage?)

32 (2) Unclear

33 (2) Hymn

34 (4) Unclear (Eros?)

35 (1) Hymn or Eros

36 (1) Eros

37 (1) Eros (hurt)

38 (1) Unclear (Invective? Philoi?)

39 (3) Unclear

40 (1) Unclear

41 (2) Eros or Philoi

42 (2) Unclear

94 Other strophes Eros, Philoi

101 (4) Unclear (addressed to Aphrodite; luxury items)

98 Politics? Philo? Exos?

88 Eros (hurt)

64a Unclear (Eros? Marriage?)

65 Unclear (addressed to Sappho, by Aphrodite?)

73 Eros

101A (4) Season (Hesiod) (sometimes attributed to Alcacus)
(two-line stanza)

104a (2) Hymn (two-line stanza)

141 Myth, Marriage

111 Marriage

117B (2) 2dal| Hymn (calls to Hymen and Adonis)

105 6 da| | Marriage

106 (1) Marriage

142 (1) Divine narration

143 (1) Unclear

107 (1) ?da Marriage

113 (1) 3iol | Marriage

135 (1) Hymn

134 (1) Hymn

117 (1) 3ia| | Marriage

116 (1.5) perhaps hipp?| | Marriage

129b (1.5) Eros

168B (4) ~hipp| | Eros (spurious)

155 (1.5) cr ~gl| | Politics? Philoz? Invective
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123 (1) cr hipp| |? Myth

138 (2) perhaps ia ~gl| | Eros? Marriage? Invective (scholia)
137.1-2 ia ~hipp| |? Unclear (Spurious)
154 (2 ~gl bal | Ritual

102 (2) iaglbal|? Eros

130 (4 al'| | Eros

110 pher| | Marriage

146 perhaps pher?| | Gnome

43 gl | Festival

44 Marriage, Myth
44Aa Apollo and Artemis (including on virginity)
44Ab Muses

45 (1) Unclear

46 (2) Eros?

47 (2) Eros

48(2) Eros

49 (1, 1) Eros, Philo

50 (2) Eros, Gnome?

51 (1) Eros

52 (1) Unclear

115 (2) pher™| | Matrriage

136 (1) Unclear

149 (1) perhaps pher*| | Unclear

166 (2) al’l |? Myth

151 (1) pher‘| |? Unclear

53 (1) gl* | Muses

54 (1) Myth, Eros

55 (4) Muses

56 (2.5) Muses, Poetry

57 (3) Poetry? Eros? Invective?
103.1 perhaps gl**| | Marriage

103.8 Marriage

103.9 Muses?

120 (2) Eros (Philoi?)

150 (2) Muses

140 (2) pher™| | Hymn (call and response)
58 (Success | ~hipp™| | Muses?

poem)

58 (‘58b’) Muses?

58 (Tithonus Muses

poem)

58 Eros

(Habrosyne

poem)

81 (4) Muses

82 (1) Eros

91 (1) Invective

103.2 perhaps ~hipp™| | Marriage

103.7 Muses

67




103.10 Myth

96 cr 3gl ba| | Eros

95 perhaps cr 3gl ba| | Eros

133 (2) ia 2io anacl| | Eros

114.1 3cho ba| | Marriage (call and response)
128 (1) Muses

103.3 perhaps 3cho ba| | Myth

103.4 Unclear (Philoi, invective?)
168C ——v——|hem| | Unclear

124 (1) eras ith| | Muses

127 (1) ith|ith]| | Muses

112 (3 +2,2) | cho ba cho ba] | Marriage

158 (2) adad| |? Philoi, invective?

Table 3: Content of Fragments of Sappho by Metre

Firstly, for both poets, the majority of hymnic fragments are limited to strophic poems: 7
of 11 Sapphic fragments with hymnic content are strophic and 9 of 11 such Alcaean fragments are
strophic. Further, the main exceptions appear to be hymns of a different kind to those found in
the strophic poems, such as those involving calls and responses or approximations of ritual cries
(e.g. Sappho frr.140, 117B), which are not found in the strophic fragments. Moreover, the
remaining stichic fragments with possibly hymnic content (Sappho frr.134 and 135, and Alcaeus
trr.34b and 296b) are not securely hymnic in the same way as the others, which all have direct (and
often extended) invocations or requests. However, Sappho frr.134 and 135 do not have an
extended invocation, but rather just a vocative (Kumpoyévna, "‘Wipava), the vocative form itself
in fr.134 is not secure, and the statements in the two one-line fragments could fit into other
categories (e.g. ‘Eros’). Further, we cannot rely on these two fragments (Sappho frr.134 and 135),
as they (currently considered 3io) may be part of ionic strophes similar to Anacreon 410 and 411
(3io anacl) and Alcaeus fr.10 (3io | | 3io| |4io or 4io| | 4io| | 2i0). Finally, Alcaeus fr.34b may not be
hymnic at all.”** This is not to say that the Lesbian poets did not include any prayers or divine
requests in stichic compositions (cf. e.g. fr.112.21 (Té]ccouTov émev[xo]uat)), but the full hymnic
form may have been more strongly associated with strophic compositions in Lesbian poetry than

with stichic compositions.

22 See p.187.
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It seems clear that, beside hymns, Book 1, the book of Sapphic stanzas, comprises poems
concerning her philoz, love, and marriage. One could argue that gods, philvi, love, and marriage
constitute the subject matter of Sappho’s entire oeuvre, but these subjects appear to be treated
differently from other metres. This is perhaps clearest in frr.27 and 30. Unlike other ‘Marriage’

23 there

fragments, which consist of songs in praise and suggestive teasing of the bride and groom,
is little sense that these fragments actually are or are drawing heavily on ritual wedding songs. In
fr.27, c| Teixouev yap éc y&uov (1.8) has been understood to point to a wedding song,”** but there
is no praise or teasing of the bridal party, while the argument of the poem, inasmuch as it is apparent
from the surviving fragment, seems much closer to those where the speaker asks his/her
interlocutor to remember the past (cf. e.g. Sappho fr.94) than any wedding song; it seems less
problematic to think that the wedding here is incidental. Similarly, fr.30 is usually considered a
wedding ritual song,”* but the scene described in the fragment does not fit the usual interpretations

as a dleyepTIKOV or Tavvuyic.”

‘But wake up and go [fetch] the young men your comrades [so
that we may see less] sleep than the clear-voiced [bird]” (I1.6-9) makes no sense uttered at dawn as
the speaker would have already been awake all night, but it only makes sense before people retire
for the night’s sleep, while éy€pBeic also suggests someone is asleep, ruling out a Tavvuxic. The

rest could suit 2 poem on love with references to marriage (1.4-5: cf. Sappho £r.94.9-10).*” Thus it

seems ritual wedding songs do not appear to have been associated with the Sapphic stanza.

223 T'somis 2001: 232-241.

224 Thus Castiglioni 1914: 246, Snell 1944 286, Schadewaldt 1950: 58, Gallavotti 1953: 163-165, Page 1955: 125-126,
Bowra 1961: 215, Lardinois 1994: 68, Parker 1996: 160, Stehle 1997: 80, Aloni 1997: 57, Tognazzi 2009, Caciagli
2009b, Benelli 2017: 129.

225 Wilamowitz 1914: 228-29, Lobel 1951: 123, Gallavotti 1953: 125-126, Page 1955: 125-126, Contiades-Tsitsoni
1990: 100-101, Tsomis 2001: 241, Ferrari 2003: 53-56, Livtea 2008, Neri and Cinti 2017: 126, Benelli 2017: 152-159.
226 Cf. already Page 1955: 126. For petformance at daybreak: e.g. Treu 1958: 192-193.

227 Note that vUu@n can mean ‘young woman’ (as opposed to ‘bride’) in Homer (e.g. I23.130). This argument rules
out the main evidence for hypothesising that the wedding songs of Sappho were placed at the end of each book in
the Alexandrian edition according to metre, with the remaining wedding songs in metres not used for metrical

arrangement elsewhere in the edition collected in a shott book of Epithalanmia.
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Similarly, other strophic compositions (frr.94, 98) mentioning her philoi could perhaps be
better seen as love or political poems, while we hear much less about her philoi (and none about
her family) in the stichic poems; philo in stichic fragments appear potentially only in frr. 49, 120,
155, 158, which all have in common the fact that Sappho’s view of them has changed.*” This would
suggest then that Sappho composed most songs that have philoi as the main focus in Sapphic
stanzas, though she sings of them (differently) in other metres too. However, the scarcity of
evidence means that the findings are suggestive rather than conclusive.

A slightly different trend can be observed in Alcaeus. Beside hymns, strophic compositions
are dominated by political or military content. Indeed, outside the hymns and ‘uncertain’ fragments,
there are no strophic fragments for which a political or military interpretation is excluded. The only
potential difficulties are frr. 42, 283, 338, 362, and 10, but the Helen poems (frr.42 and 283) are
incomplete and could have been exempla or parts of hymns;*” frr.362 and 338 appear solely to be
involved in the symposium, but could be continued by (e.g. the refusal of or reflection on) the
political situation; and fr.10 is an odd poem in Alcaeus’ oeuvre for many reasons.” This is not to
suggest a political reading of all strophic fragments in Alcaeus, but to highlight the preponderance
of political and military material in Alcaeus’ strophic poems. However, these are not restricted to
strophic compositions, but appear to be less dominant in the stichic compositions (at least in our
current corpus).

There is also a preponderance of sympotic material in Alcaeus’ greater asclepiads (gI**| |).
Of fragments of certain metre, only frr.347, 348, and 349b are not related to the symposium.
However, fr.349b is attributed by Priscian (our only source) to Sappho, mythological exempla are
also not out of place in symposiastic poems (cf. e.g. {r.38), especially given that we have gnomes in

these fragments, and fr.349 appears to have a drinking theme (Hephaestus, brought back drunk by

228 Even fr.120 suggests that there would be reason for Sappho to be spiteful were she not one for grudges.
229 See pp.217-221.
230 See pp.110-113.
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#! Meanwhile, the metre of fr.348 is reconstructed from

Dionysus, liberates Hera from his chair).
prose and of questionable value. However, one need not think of gI**| | as having to be exclusively
sympotic for it to be perceived as a particularly sympotic metre. Fr.347 is interesting in this light;
many have wondered why Alcacus ‘translates’ an extract of Hesiod’s Works and Days into Lesbian
with minimal changes. The ‘original’ element of the fragment is the opening line, which turns the
wisdom poetry into evidence for the need to drink, parallelled here by the change from the
hexameter to this metre closely associated with the symposium.

Sappho’s greater asclepiads (gl**| |) and acephalous hipponacteans with double choriambic
expansion (-hipp™| |) also appear interesting. All fragments securely in gl*°| | are concerned with
the Muses, Graces, poetry, and Eros; this might be a long list for only five fragments, but the Muses
and poetry naturally go together, while Eros and Graces ate often found together in love poetry.*
The sense of this group appears to be encapsulated by écceT’ oUde moba eic Uctepov: ol yap
Tedéxnic Bpddeov | Tov ek Thepiac (fr.55.2-3). Similarly, ~hipp®| | also seems concerned with
the Muses, poetry, and Eros. The ‘New Fragment’ of the New Sappho concerns a lyre (TT&kTIv,
1.7; xe] \bvvaw, 1.8) and a feast (BaA[i]a, 1.3) in Sappho’s old age, while many scholars would supply
a form or derivative of Moica; the “Tithonus Poem’ also concerns old age, music, dance, and love;
the babrosyna poem combines talk of love and beauty; and the ‘Success Poem’ appears to be about
fame through words. Fr.81 contains the idea of discrimination, beauty, and the Graces that we
found in the other fragments; fr.82 appears to be erotic, and could similarly be interpreted with
discrimination in mind, while fr.91 is difficult to interpret without context.

It is probably not a coincidence that gI**| | and ~hipp™| | are the same except that gl**| |
(xx—ww——wu——uu—ux) has an additional syllable in the beginning and ~hipp™| | (x—wv——vv——

wu—u—x) an additional syllable at the end; the similarity of rhythm may indicate a shared association

231 Wilamowitz 1935-1972: V.2 5-14, Eisenberger 1956: 27-33, Liberman 1999: 152.
232 For the close connections of Muses and Graces to these ideas: Sappho fr.103.5, fr. 128, Thegn. 15-18, sH.27.15, Pi.
N.9.54-55, At. Ecc/974-975, PL. Leg.682a. Individually, more often.
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with these ideas. Thus gl*| | and ~hipp™| | appear to be the metres in which Sappho sings most
about the relationship of poetry, love, and style. The sympotic character of Alcaeus’ gI*°| | and the
associations of Sappho’s g*°| | and ~hipp®| | with the Muses, Grace, and Eros are perhaps then
linked as the ideas are closely related to each other throughout Greek poetry.

A difference in content by metre is thus discernible in the poetry of Sappho and Alcaeus.
Moreover, there appear to be both super-metrical tendencies, i.e. between strophic and stichic
compositions, and metrical tendencies, such as the sympotic or musical/erotic erotic associations
of g**| | and ~hipp™| |. These analyses have not been exhaustive and much remains to be done
with the data, but I have suggested how even these preliminary findings could be used for literary
interpretations.

2.3.  Metre and Style

The preceding investigations, considering differences in syntax and content, have suggested a
difference in treatment between strophic and stichic compositions; these differences may be
complemented by a difference in the manner of presentation. I suggest that strophic compositions
generally present the subject in a ‘nodular’ way, with an extended focus on one element at a time
with a regularity of the duration of attention, while stichic compositions appear largely arranged in
an ‘agglutinative’ way, with an even focus on elements, one following another, and more varied
durations of attention. These can be understood as literary (structural, narratival) interpretations of
findings of the syntactic investigation of enjambement above.

In narrative sections, the nodular arrangement appears to present the matter in ‘snapshots’
(be it of scenes or episodes). Thus in Sappho fr.1, we follow Aphrodite on her ornate throne (11.1-
4) to her movement from far away in Zeus’ house to Sappho’s presence (11.5-13), to their extended
meeting (11.13-24). These ‘snapshots’ or ‘nodules’ appear to take advantage of the strophic structure
as there is usually one focus per stanza: in Sappho fr.1, the focus is on the power and attributes of
Aphrodite in the first stanza, her distance in the second, her chariot of sparrows in the third, her

arrival and appearance in the fourth, questions in the fifth, solutions in the sixth, and Sappho’s
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present request in the final stanza. Of course, the stanza boundaries are not absolute, but the poets
skillfully link one to the other by anticipation and through continuation on other levels, such as
syntax: for example, TaTpoc 8¢ Sdpov Aimoica | xpuciov HABec (1.7-8) contributes to the
distance of Aphrodite (cf. TTiAot, 1.6), but also anticipates her travel, which is the focus in the next
stanza, and the continuation is underlined by a syntactically unnecessary enjambement across
stanza-boundary with &pu’ UTracdeuaica (1.9), which begins the focus on the mode of transport;
similatly, aia &’ é€ikovTo (1.13) at the start of the following stanza is the sudden end to the focus
on transport as well as the beginning of the focus on Aphrodite’s appearance.

In contrast, stichic fragments’ narratives do not organise material into ‘nodules’ or
‘snapshots’ of extended focus of similar length, and therefore, no specific element can be seen as
the focus of an extended section through the regularity of metrical structuring alone. For example,
Sappho fr.44.5-20 could probably be seen as a section united by movement and carriages, but the
focus within the section rarely remains on the same thing for long: this is particularly clear from
1.11 on, where we move from Priam rising (1.11) to the news spreading in the city (1.12), to the sons
of Ilus yoking carriages (1.13-14), to women (1..14-15), to the daughters of Priam (1.16). Instead,
each element appears to be linked on the same level of focus, and arrangement into scenes appears
to be more flexible in terms of size and predictability.

In descriptive sections too, the nodular arrangement seems to provide more extended focus
of similar lengths. Thus Sappho fr.2 structures the description by stanzas (|| [év & UBcop, 1.5;
| | |&v 8¢ Aeipcov, 1.9; | | [EvBa 81 ¢V, 1.13) in equal sections of description even though the second
and third stanzas do not necessarily form a separate entity beyond the structuring such as through
a contrast in content, or in location, or in attributes. Thus by the creation of two moments of focus,
Sappho creates the feeling of description scene by scene or in snapshots. Meanwhile, Alcaeus fr.140,
a stichic poem, appears to feign a lack of structure and the ecphrasis of 11.2-13 appears to be a unit
as a whole, with the listing of armour making it difficult for an individual item to be more

structurally noticeable than another. This is complemented by a lack of uniformity in description
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within the ecphrasis: fr.140 describes some things more than others and seems to pursue diversity
of description in the ecphrasis: new items are introduced in different parts of the line, and even
spatial relations are generally treated with variety. Thus we find different ways of expressing ‘below’
in k&T | TAV, KaTEMEPOEY, KAT &cmdec PePAnueval, and even the repetition of Tap 8¢ serves

to diversify the expression.

This chapter has surveyed three aspects of the Lesbians’ metre: the syntactic treatment of metrical
units, the associations between metrical form and content, and differences in the manner of
presentation. The first investigation showed that Alcaeus’ and Sappho’s strophes have a very strong
tendency to be syntactically self-contained and that Sappho’s (though not Alcaeus’) stichic
compositions appear to be syntactically grouped into couplets. The difference in strophic and
stichic compositional units appear to be parallelled by the difference in content, as shown by the
second investigation, and the presentation of narrative and argument, as discussed in the third
investigation, which can provide new perspectives in interpretations. The second investigation also
explored differences in content between individual metres, which offered new light on the
interpretation of fragments. Although these findings cannot be conclusive, these investigations
have shown that differences of the content and of style in relation to metre exist in Lesbian poetry,
contrary to general opinion. Much more remains to be done, but the differences in compositional
units, content, and style between metrical schemes and my application of these findings to

interpretative matters have shown the importance of considering metre in interpretations.
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Chapter 3: Immersive Lyric

Perceptions such as ‘vividness’ and ‘directness’ are perhaps elements that have most enduringly
interested scholars of lyric.*”® Despite warnings against Romantic anachronism, few scholars argue
that poets such as Sappho and Alcaeus do not present strikingly clear scenes or create a sense of
immediacy or intimacy. It is unsurprising, therefore, that scholars have recently returned to this
aspect of poetry,”* after focusing since the 1980s on the socio-pragmatic aspects by mapping
metaphors and egphrases onto the performance context, and on using performance context in turn
to explain imagery. Since the early 2000s, scholars have increasingly turned to these perceptions,
especially by focusing on pragmatics and the senses.” At the same time, research on deixis in lyric
has led to an awareness of the difference between the described context and the performed
context.”

This chapter aims to go further in shifting the emphasis from the historical context of the
performance, of which we have little evidence, to the described context, which the fragments
preserve, which can (but need not accurately) overlap significantly with the former. The following
will examine the described setting both of the original audience (shared by the poet-performer) and
the setting shared by all audiences: the setting imagined from the description and imagery of the

poems and experienced by audiences.”’ These settings will not only be described, as in previous

233 Cf. e.g. Tic oUk &v elBUc ék Tijc poTpexovcnc [Alcacus fr.208.1-9] Tepi TOV TdVTOV ElKaCiac GudpLOV
TAwiCopévcov BaAdTTiov elvar vouiceie pdRov; (Heraclit., A/ 5).

234 E.g. Cazzato and Lardinois 2016 and Budelmann and Phillips 2018a.

235 Pragmatics: Arethusa 37 (2004), edited by Felson, captutres the moment of this shift since, even as the introduction
emphasises the creative potential of deixis (Felson 2004: 264-260), the contributors only touch on this with respect
to performance. Nevertheless, the contrast between earlier (e.g. Danielewicz 1990, where deixis is discussed to pin
down petformance) and later literature (e.g. D’Alessio 2009: 115-120, which acknowledges the complexities of deixis
and uses pragmatics more generally) is cleat. Senses: cf. most obviously for lyric, Cazzato and Lardinois 2016; in
general: Butler and Purves 2013, Bradley 2015, Squire 2016, Rudolph 2017, Purves 2017, Butler and Nooter 2018,
and Pallas 92 (2013), only the last of which considers lyric at any length.

236 Yatromanolakis 2004: 65-66, d’Alessio 2018.

237 The importance of reperformance is treated in detail in Chapter 4.
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scholarship, but also investigated with a cognitive approach for the multisensory and emotive
effects induced by Alcaeus’ poetry that create impressions such as ‘vividness’ and ‘directness’ in
the audience. This chapter thus attempts to highlight the complexity of Alcaeus’ descriptions and
offer a new approach to studying settings and deixis in Greek lyric.
3.1. A Cognitive Approach
My object of study is the perception of settings and their sensory and emotive effects. Cognitive
poetics, emerging from cognitive sciences and linguistics, similarly aims to study ‘readerly
experience’,
a ‘product, on the one hand, of the words on the page, of the text’s semantic,
syntactic and sonic (or phonetic) features, which act as the stimulus to evoke
complex thoughts and emotions in the reader; and, on the other, of the reader’s
cognitive faculties, which inevitably intervene in, and shape, her or his
> 238

experience of the text’.

This so-called ‘readerly experience’ is otherwise called ‘texture’, defined as the ‘experiential quality

> 239
>

of textuality’,”” where ‘textuality refers to the stylistic patterns in evidence in a text’, which is ‘a
linguistic object in which elements are perceived as being linked or patterned, and which is most
typically perceived as being coherent.”** Since ‘text’ is defined simply as a ‘linguistic object’, there
is no hindrance in expanding ‘readerly experience’ to ‘audience experience’ for performed literature,
as with Alcaeus. Borrowing methodologies from cognitive poetics can help reconceptualise current

impressions of the fragments with more systematic analyses, but can also provide more

sophisticated or new interpretations.241

238 West 2016: 110. Therefore, it takes the ‘cognitive’ part of ‘cognitive poetics’ setiously, and thus shares the central
tenets and assumptions with the cognitive sciences: Stockwell 2009a: 2-6.

239 Stockwell 2009a: 14.

240 Stockwell 2016: 458.

241 For a history and state of the field, including criticisms, inconsistencies, and gains, cf. Vandaele and Brone 2009

and Freeman 2014.
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The following further makes use of Text World Theory (henceforth TWT), a cognitive
discourse grammar proposed by Werth.*** It enjoys attention within cognitive poetics despite being
one of several ‘world theories’ because it is context-sensitive. Neither the texture approach nor
TWT have been adopted substantially by Classicists;** for TWT, it has only recently been used for
languages other than English,** and has not yet been applied to pre-modern performed poetry
with the original audience in mind.** However, since TWT is supposed to be a model for all

246

discourse types, with the prototypical discourse type the face-to-face conversation,™ and since

27 there is no theoretical hindrance to

diachronic continuity is a core principle of cognitive poetics,
the analysis of archaic Greek performed poetry through these approaches.*

TWT has three world-levels of discourse: the discourse-world, the text-world, and the sub-
worlds. The discourse-world is a representation of the situation in which two or more discourse
participants communicate with each other and contains the participants, objects, and personal and

cultural knowledge of the participants (i.e. all possible contextual materials that could impact on

the construction and understanding of the discourse).*” The discourse-wotld is ‘an act of

242 Most fully by the proposer, Werth 1999; the current standard version is Gavins 2007. Good short summaries:
Lahey 2014 and Giovanelli 2013: 10-32.

24 For TWT, I am only aware of Selter 2010 and Hutchinson forthcoming; Evert van Emde Boas is also preparing
an application of TWT in lyric poetry, with different emphases. For texture, I am unaware of other applications in
Classics.

244 E.g. Lugea 2016.

245 Harbus 2016 analyses Beownlf, only considering the modern readet’s response.

246 Werth 1999: 85. For a TW'T analysis of face-to-face conversations: van der Bom 2016. On the continuity between
read and performed literatures and between literary and conversation languages: Cave 2016: 3-5.

247 Stockwell 2009b: 26 notes ‘a cognitive poetic account of prestigious texts is unavoidably diachronic, since almost
all canonical literature originates in the great swathe of the past that is not the near-past contemporary; this allows
the issue of universal and persistent cognitive constraints to be examined.’

248 TWT is well-suited for literary scholars, especially those working on ancient cultures, who are wortied about
universalist and essentialist tendencies of scientists, due to the importance of ‘common ground’, which in TWT
limits how the ‘text’ is understood by the discourse-participants.

249 Gavins 2007: 9-10.
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> 250

negotiation in process’,” under the meta-principles that discourse should be assumed to be (1)

communicative/informative (hence purposive and efficient), (2) coherent, and (3) cooperative

(taking part in these meta-principles and being authoritative and responsible).*'

Knowledge is
transferred between participants by incrementation with the specific knowledge accessed
determined by the principle of text-drivenness: the text itself both determines the knowledge
required and enables access to it.”* The discourse-patticipants construct mental representations of
the discourse in the discourse-world, which is called the ‘text-world’, the next level; the levels
parallel the difference in ontological status of the text-world as a mental representation of
discourse-world participants.

Two types of textual information construct the text-world: (1) world-building elements
(deictics) that specify time, place, objects, and relationships between them,”” and (2) function-
advancing propositions that fulfil the function of the discourse (e.g. plot, argument).”* The final
layer, the ‘sub-world’, which originate from the text-world but represent a shift from the deictics
of the text-world. The term ‘sub-world’, not used by Gavins, is kept to refer to the two sub-world-
types: (1) world-switches for spatial, temporal (including direct speech), and spatio-temporal
shifts,” and (2) modal worlds for deontic, boulomaic, and epistemic modal contexts.”® The sub-
worlds have different ‘privileges of access’ due to differences in ontological status determined by
who creates the sub-world, as participants are bound by the principles of cooperativeness,

coherence, and communicativeness, while enactors (characters who are not discourse participants)

are not. Worlds created by participants are ‘participant-accessible’ and those created by enactors

250 Gavins 2007: 20.

251 Werth 1999: 49-50.

252 Werth 1999: 103; Gavins 2007: 29-30.

253 Relational processes in systemic functional linguistics. Gavins 2007: 36-37, 43.

254 Similar to material processes in systemic functional linguistics.

255 Gavins 2007: 45-50.

256 Gavins 2005, 2007: 73-125. Boulomaic modality concerns situations that are unrealised at the time of their

creation but wished, hoped for, or desired.
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are ‘enactor-accessible’;””’ participant-accessible sub-wotlds are thus more reliable than enactor-

accessible sub-worlds.

Since TWT’s focus on the creation of mental representations prompted by the text and the
use of ‘common ground’ (everything in the discourse world) allows for multiple interpretations
depending on differences in the participants’ knowledge and attitude, TWT is a good framework
in which to explore both the poet’s creation of described settings that are shared by all audiences
and the differing reactions experienced by audiences. Further, the principle of text-drivenness is
not only second nature to classicists, but also useful for archaic literature for which little reliable
non-textual knowledge exists. World-building elements in effect offer a new approach to deictics
in archaic lyric, creating described (or imagined or mental) contexts for the audience, which may
vary in closeness to the physical world of the poet-performer.

TWT is also useful in discussing immersion and emotional involvement, which have been
considered consequences of crossing ontological boundaries whereby ‘readers’ psychologically
project into the text-worlds.*® I adopt here Whiteley’s terminology for various types of
projection.” ‘Deictic projection’ is the simplest form where ‘the features mapped from the

discourse-world to text-world are the discourse-world participant’s embodied sense of space and

s, 260 26

location’;* such projection is the basis for the sense of immersion. ! ‘Perspective-taking

projection’ allows an imaginative reconstruction of the minds of text-world characters (including
their worldview, attitudes, emotions, goals, etc.) using cues in the text, allowing discourse

participants to treat and emotionally respond to text-world characters as if they were ‘real’ people.*

257 Gavins 2007: 73-79.

258 E.g. Stockwell 2009a: 134-167; Whiteley 2011. For empirical findings that demonstrate ‘readers’ implicating their
‘sense of self” during literary reading: Kuiken et al. 2004.

259 Whiteley 2011 and 2016a.

260 Whiteley 2011: 27.

201 Gavins 2007: 40.

202 Whiteley 2011: 27; 2016a: 510.
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Finally, with ‘self-implication’ or ‘identification’, the reader/audience recognises aspects of their
own personalities and those of text-wotld enactors and the readet’s/audience’s sense of self is
involved in the creation of the text-world.*”
3.2, Immersive Alcaeus

Turning to Alcaeus, literary discussions of fr.6 have focused on whether the ship imagery
is an allegory of the city, which parts of the imagery have counterparts in ‘real life’, and its
performance context.”* Indeed, allegorical readings of the so-called ‘ship-of-state’ poems have
been central in arguments for bridging the supposed gap between content and original performance

*% The original audience has an advantage in sharing the physical space and time with the

contexts.
original speaker, as with face-to-face conversations, and in having access to the immediate
surroundings to which the speaker might refer. Nevertheless, since Alcacus’ fragments are effective
and evocative to later audiences (creating a split discourse-world),** it is legitimate to consider the
effects created for both kinds of audiences. An obvious element that makes this poem equally
effective to both kinds of audiences is the immersivenes of the first two stanzas.

The first stanza is busy and action-packed, as the poem begins by plunging iz medias res, but
a sense of immersion is created by world-building and the first-person plural. Firstly, because the
speaker uses the first-person plural (&up, | 6ped’), the audience not only shares the deictics of the
scene created, but a sense of self is created with reference to group mentality, which is made even

267

clearer with jussives from 1.7 and even group history (Tcd TP j0TEPI "VEU).” Thus we have a

263 Whiteley 2011: 27.

264 Heraclitus, A/ 5 (p.5 Buffiere); Wilamowitz 1914: 236, Theander 1922, 1943, Treu 1963: 161, 163, Kirkwood
1974: 77-78, Nicosia 1976: 143-149, Rosler 1980: 126-134, Gentili 1988: 197-215, Liberman 1999: 24, Tsomis 2001:
188-190.

265 See Uhlig 2018: 63-79 for the history of scholarship and the importance of the ship poems in scholars’ aims
(especially Résler’s and Gentili’s) to unearth the original performance context. Recent reactions against this focus
have emphasised the universality, generality, and formlessness of the spatial settings: Nunns 2010: esp. 25-29, Uhlig
2018: 80-91.

266 Cf. Gavins 2007: 26-27.

267 Cf. Chapter 4 on pronouns.
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strong case of self-implication. Further, the speaker places us in the present bic et nunc, with TE6S
and present-tense cTeixel, which create a sense of immediacy and directness. The speaker, however,
provides strikingly few spatial deictics: the only participants and characters are the speaker and ‘us’,

26

the only objects are the wave and parts of the ship.””® This, paradoxically, emphatically profiles the
two elements (people/ship v. water) against an empty background.*” At the same time, a sense of
busyness and immediate action is created by the short description of this water (as there having
been one previously, and the coming toil of the present one), further enhanced by av,Te, which
suggests this scene is continuously repeated. In TWT-terms, within the first two lines, we not only
have the text-world, but also two world-switches that show how busy (linguistically and cognitively)
these lines are in creating this atmosphere and image from the few details (Figure 1: p.93).

The rest of the preserved fragment emerges from this text-world, but does not remain on
the text-world level. Instead, the jussive subjunctives throughout the rest of the fragment place the
rest in a deontic modal-world, and it is possible that we are only in the text-world level for the first
clause (and possibly in 1.4). It also freezes the moment: after the first clause where we hear that the
wave is coming, no concrete action happens, but the rest of the preserved fragment is composed
of things that will happen and should happen. This analyses the preserved fragment as what the
poet wishes the group (and the audience) to think in the face of the oncoming political storm.
Indeed, as the large deontic modal world shows, most of the preserved fragment is instructive,
emphasised on the syntactic (repetitive use of the jussive subjunctive), stylistic (e.g. chiasmus:
papEoped’ e dkictal | éc 8 Exupov Aiueva Spd[ucwpev), and metrical levels (||| kai

un ...l || kai yn). The deontic modal-wotld is straightforward here, forming a list of actions one

268 T consider this a choice; Alcacus could have included countless other things from the weather to specific
individuals.

269 Of course, not literally empty, but one of the most prominent conceptions of the sea in Greek is that of
expansiveness (cf. Badd&ccnc evputtdpolo, e.g. I1215.381; ¢’ eUpéa védTa BaAdcenc, 1£20.228) and barrenness

and sterility (cf. e.g. dTpuyéTolo Baldcenc, e.g. 1/14.204): Beaulicu 2016: 2, Lindenlauf 2004.
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after another (according to the surviving fragment). Indeed, in this flurry of instructions, the
attention of the poem moves elsewhere.

Stockwell’s resonance-attention model can nuance this interpretation further.””’ Resonance
is a ‘feeling of affective power of an encounter with a piece of literature’ that remains in the memory
after reading,””" a ‘textured prolonged feeling that can be revivified petiodically after the initial
experience’.””” Stockwell’s model suggests that the elements of the text-world provide perceptual
stimuli, some of which are perceptually more likely to attract attention (so-called ‘attractors’) than
others, influenced also by the readet’s/audience’s disposition. Thus resonance can be viewed as ‘a
teeling which arises from the interaction between the configuration of attractors in a text and a
reader’s disposition and reading intensity.””” An attractor can catch the attention by being newly
introduced or revivified. With reference to the ‘inhibition of return’, ‘by which the eye gets bored

>27 attention can be

by static unchanging objects and is attracted by variation and newness,
maintained by sustaining attention or by the absence of shift-devices, or dissipated by neglect
through disengagement or occlusion.””” Adapting psychological research on attention, Stockwell

lists typical features of good attractors:*"®

e Newness (currency: the present moment of reading is more attractive than the

previous moment)
e Agency (noun phrases in active position are better than in passive position)

e Topicality (subject position confers attraction over object position)

270 Stockwell 2009a: 17-55; Stockwell 2009b.

271 Stockwell 2009b: 28.

272 Stockwell 2009a: 17.

273 Whiteley 2016b: 170.

274 Stockwell 2009a: 24. The same processes apply #utatis mutandis to other sensory organs.

275 Similarly, Hutchinson 2017: 152. For other application of attention in Classics, from different perspectives: Moéller
2013, Scodel 2014, Hutchinson 2017.

276 Stockwell 2009a: 25.
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e Emphatic recognisability (human speaker > human hearer > animal > object >

abstraction)

e Definiteness (definite (‘the man’) > specific indefinite (‘a certain man’) > non-specific

indefinite (‘any man’))

e Activeness (verbs denoting action, violence, passion, wilfulness, motivation or

strength)

e Brightness (lightness or vivid colours being denoted over dimness or drabness)

e Fullness (richness, density, intensity or nutrition being denoted)

e Largeness (large objects being denoted, or a very long elaborated noun phrase used to

denote)

e Height (objects that are above others, are higher than the perceiver, or which dominate)

e Noisiness (denoted phenomena which are audibly voluminous)

e Aesthetic distance from the norm (beautiful or ugly referents, dangerous referents,

alien objects denoted, dissonance).
Finally, the degree of attraction is affected by the nature of the object and an object’s attractiveness
may be heightened by anothet’s unattractiveness.””’

From newness, agency, definiteness, activeness, and because there is nothing else in the
perceptive field, kUua is the most attractive element in the first line as the wind is subordinate to
it grammatically, and is less attractive by not being the agent or active. In 1.2, another attractor
arrives, ‘we’, which has the potential to be attractive due to emphatic recognisability but does not
take over, as it is inactive and not an agent, until it becomes the subject in 1.4 (] 6ued’), before
which vaoc (1.3) briefly vied for attention. ‘We’ remains the most consistent attractor through the
rest of the poem. But the attention on the ship and wave are maintained in the second stanza, with

the mention of (presumably) a part of a ship (papEcdued’ coc cokicTa [Toixoic (Murray)) and a

277 Stockwell 2009a: 26.
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harbour (Exupov Aipeva). The attentionally prominent elements of ship and wave are then
neglected in the rest of the preserved fragment. The intense image of the first two stanzas resonates
still in the third stanza, where some verbal and semantic similarities maintain a link with the first
stanza (TG MPIOTEPIW VEUW ~ TGV TTApolbe y[; uvachnTe; mévov ~ u[dxbco (Wilamowitz)).
These similarities may keep the audience searching for marine parallels, but the revivified elements
are the non-marine ones, while the short and bright sentence Tpd®nAov yd&p: and the new
temporal deixis and human agent of 112 (viv Tic &vnp dokipoc ye[vécBw),” helped on the
metrical level as a self-contained line and the surprise asyndeton, occlude the marine imagery. This
appears deliberate as this is parallelled by a movement from the sea to the land (y&c, Tav Té[Aw)
in the fourth stanza.

However, although the image of the ship does not resonate beyond the third stanza, the
busy and hurried tone that the image created remains in the rest of the preserved fragment due to
the sustained instructiveness of the language and the continuation of the deontic modal-world. An
emotive element here is highlighted by the contrast between these shifts in attention and the
concept of resisting fear, which is sustained throughout the and fourth stanzas, probably still in the
fifth stanza (&1 MaTéPw[v ... BUU[), and which is even possibly the main idea in the seventh stanza
(Movapxiav d [ | u|nde dekcwu(). Since the element of self-implication is continued, these emotive
effects are closely felt by the audience. Such an analysis suggests that the highly immersive world
established in the first two stanzas also created the atmosphere of fear and resisting it that is
maintained beyond the visuals of the image. Therefore, the concreteness of the imagery, previously
interpreted allegorically, works here on a different level to create a sense of spatial and emotional
immersion and the imagined world can steal the limelight from (both original and secondary)

performance contexts.

278 The short sentence TPO®NAOV yd&p: is secure as a high point.
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In fr.338,*" a vivid and detailed scene is set in the first two lines of the first stanza, and the
remainder of the first stanza probably elaborated on this further. However, deictics relating to
discourse-patticipants only appear in the second stanza with k&BPBaAAe (the second-person
addressed audience). Since the scene of the second stanza is inside, in opposition to the outside-
scene of the first, the first stanza is revealed to be spatially different to the actual text-world and
thus to be a world-switch world.*® This reanalysis requites a world-replacement, where repairs to
the structure of the entire text-world is necessary due to damage to the text-world from new
information.” The text-wotld diagram (Figure 2: p.94) shows the poem’s differences in complexity
between the analyses. This world-replacement is playful because k&BBaAAe TOv xeluwov’ is
mimetic of the immersed audience, which moves from the vivid outside wotld of the storm/winter
into the inside world of warmth and wine, from the dramatic and stylised (ZeUc; lack of verb in €k
&’ dpdvw péyac | Xelwwv; tense of MeEMayaicty; circumlocution in UdA&TwvY pdal) to the
quotidian (k&BBaAAe; everyday things like fire, cups, and wine; second-person singular and sense
of one-to-one conversation). It is almost metapoetic: the sudden, asyndetic, short phrase
K&PBPBaAAe Tov xeiuwv’ dispenses with third-person narrative for a second-person interaction.

The second stanza is more emphatic than the first as the world-building elements are all
placed in relation with the second person (the audience), as the verbs link the objects to the
audience-addressee. Thus, further contrast with the world of the first stanza is made, as the second
stanza is more immersive since it has the audience-addressee deictically positioned in the scene.
Similarly, in terms of attention, the scene in the first stanza as we have it appears static: raining is a

constant, continuous activity, the omission of a verb in éx & opdavw péyac | xeinwv makes the

phrase appeat petfective/stative, as does the tense and meaning of Tem&yaiciv, while the second

279 On this underappreciated fragment: Page 1955: 309-310, Rosler 1980: 248-255, Tsomis 2001: 147-148.
280 Hutchinson 2018: 120-124 shows that this switch, characteristic of Alcaeus, is his usual structuring (conflict and
resolution) represented spatially.

281 Gavins 2007: 142.
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stanza is full of motion, where there is always a sense of direction (ka-, év, &u@t). These contrasts
make the second stanza even more intense and immersive than the first.

One might object that the original audience did not experience world-replacement as the
original audience presumably would have been inside in the sympotic scene before the poem
began.”** However, unless the poem was performed during a particular sympotic-chain where such
reversal was expected, the audience could not know that the poet was not offering a narrative or
the length of the narrative. Even if not, the contrasts between the worlds intensifying the sense of
immersion still holds, with the audience made hyper-aware of aspects of their own spatial setting.*”
Similarly, in fr.0, the original audience knows it is not on a ship mid-storm, but it too is immersed
in the storm-wotld of the first two stanzas, and the audience is lulled into a sense that this will be
a narrative about the speaker and audience on a ship, until, little by little, it realises that it was a
metaphor, resulting in a world-repair. For fr.6, the effect is of comparing the emotional aspects of
the imagined world and the original performance context. Investigating the sensory and emotional
pulls of the imagined world can thus enhance our understanding of the structure of the poems and
its effects.

Fr.140 is a work-horse in modern scholarship because of its evident vividness. Nevertheless,
identification of the armour and space has most occupied scholars,” not how Alcaeus constructs
the space. Recently, Strauss Clay has shifted the discussion in this direction, and notes that our gaze
moves downward from the roof to the floor and that the spatio-visual ordering of the catalogue

suggests that the exhortation at the end is more than a simple call not to ‘forget these things’ but

282 Thus Rosler 1980: 251, criticising non-historicising approaches.

283 Given the generic nature of this symposium scene, a very similar effect can be envisioned for Greek secondary
audiences too.

284 Page 1955: 212-223, Snodgrass 1964: 182-183, Bonanno 1976, Tammaro 1975-1977, Degani and Burzacchini
1977: 213-216, Rosler 1980: 148-158, Latacz 1990: 247-254, Del Freo 1993, Colesanti 1995, Cirio 1995, Cirio 2001,
Marzullo 2009, Neri 2011: 224, Clay 2013, Caciagli 2014. Fearn 2018: 104 refreshingly argues for ‘a clear tension here
between the vividness of the desctiption, matked with the initial word papuaiper, “glitters”, and the lack of

straightforward access to the world being described’.
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rather perhaps a ‘mnemonic device for recalling the scene and its setting each time the poem is
sung, creating for the hetairia a shared communal vision”.*” However, it is doubtful that this scene,

so steeped in Iliadic elements,*

is real, and hence unlikely to recall a ‘shared communal vision’,
unless a collective purpose is meant rather than an actual memory of a place.”’

The sheer amount of detail is largely responsible for the vividness; no other fragment of
Alcaeus comes close to providing as much descriptive detail and sustaining it. The effect is striking
and obvious. Wherever the actual original performance was held, the description must have
interacted with the (primary and secondatry) audience’s physical setting in andrones,” which,
according to vase paintings,” had arms hanging on the walls. Indeed, the movement of the
description from ceiling to floor and attention to individual items one by one direct the audience
to do the same, mentally visualising the arms and the poem’s andron while possibly also looking at
(or being aware of) the physical andron. Further, the treatment of arms one by one, item by item,

*" we are told the scene is the péyac 8duoc, then zoom

has the effect of creating a world zoom;
onto individual items in a long sequence of zooms within the world to the extent that the idea of
the uéyac ddépoc is in the background, not the foreground.””

These senses are further heightened by the step out of the description. We do not know
how the poem began. If the poem began with the description of the building, a world-replacement
would presumably have occurred. If the poem began at the text-world level and the ‘we’ of the

poem, then there would be no world-replacement, but a texture analysis is still useful. The sub-

world here is an epistemic modal-world as it is remembered, and there could still be a world-repair

285 Strauss Clay 2016: 207.

286 Page 1955: 211-223. For further epic elements, see the summary in Budelmann 2018a: 106. See also pp.39-40.
287 Thus Spelman 2015.

288 For the andron as the physical setting of symposia, see Chapter 4.

289 See Schmitt-Pantel 1992: 17-31.

290 For wotld zoom, see Giovanelli 2013: 82-87.

291 This is responsible for the sense of pace felt by Maurach 1968; the shorter descriptions coupled with the

movement onto the next item as the poem progresses thus creates a feeling of increased acceleration in the narration.
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at the end even if the poem began with the ‘we’, as the description might have been suggested to
be a simple world-switch instead (e.g. a different time). The change in worlds from the epistemic
modal-world to the text-world highlights the differences between them: the epistemic modal-world
of epic allusions, light (uapuiaipel, Adupaiciv, Aed kol, aydApata, Aaumpat), fullness (of
things), different textures (xaAkeot, iTrmot Adgol, x1&Akiuat, Aived), and movement (of sight
from roof to floor, vejgolciv) in contrast with an empty and static text-world of thought expressed
in an impersonal construction (of an unforgettable thought, at that). Indeed, even the final line of
the preserved fragment does not remain in the text-world but goes into a world-switch to a previous
time (émei). Cleatly, the excellent attractors of the sub-world resonate beyond its borders. We do
not know if the poem-end is preserved, but even if the poem continued, it would take a lot to
dissipate the resonance. This spilling-over of vividness through resonance is appropriately mimetic
of the situation, and is precisely the point, as the original and secondary audiences cannot forget
this description, as the speaker says.

The sense of vividness in fr.130b is difficult to explain,” as there are very few spatial
descriptions of the location.”” The sense of vividness here is less visual/pictorial and more
atmospheric. This is cultivated by the speaket’s insistence on saying what he lacks: in the first stanza,
the spatial deictic elements are placed in a boulomaic modal world, and in the second stanza, there
is a world-switch to the past explaining the speaker’s loss of property. In the third and fourth
stanzas finally we find some description of the present text-world location, but only in vague non-
sensory terms (EcxaTiaic’, Aukaixuiaic). This lack of sensory content in the text-world level,
marked by what the speaker lacks, creates a sense of an empty location, confirmed by the
barrenness of the evaluative terms applied. This is also supported by the speaker using the first-

person singular in a poem not ostensibly about the symposium (as most political poems use the

292 On this fragment: e.g. Page 1955: 197-209, Résler 1980: 272-285, Burzacchini 1994, Hutchinson 2001: 205-214,
Ferrari 2016, Budelmann 2018a: 100-106..
293 Thus already Hutchinson 2001: 192-194.
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first-person plural,” this fragment already stands out in intimacy); the loneliness of this singular
speaker is marked from the very beginning (&yvoc) and contributes to the atmosphere.

The sense of an empty world is made starker by the sensory boulomaic modal-world of the
first stanza (sensory: &koucat | kapu[C]opévac; nominal deictics: aydpac, B[6]AAac) and the
presence of other people in the boulomaic modal-world and the world-switch. Similarly, the lonely
location of the first four stanzas is intensified by the most sensorially vivid stanza (stanza five)
where suddenly the audience is told of the assembly of women here that is depicted visually and
aurally, and vice versa. The inclusion of the women in the text-world, however, does not make the
atmosphere less lonely as the speaker stays away, and the kallisteia might warrant a separate world
(world-switch). Indeed, the women are sudden interrupters, and this stanza marks an unexpected
attentional shift (newness, agency, activeness, fullness, noisiness) that reinforces the feeling of
separation by the coincidence with a zoom out from the speaker-focused text-world and from the
past (see the text world diagram of fr.130b (Figure 3: p.94)). The return to the speakers’ world in
the final stanzas thus feels cruelly empty from the contrast with the sensorially rich female world.

*” then this

If scholars are right in assuming this location is the sanctuary at Messon,
isolation is also more literary than realistic; while it is literally on the borderlands (EcxaTiaic’), on
the boundaries of Pyrrha, one assumes this important pan-Lesbian sanctuary is not so empty,
especiallly for the kallisteia. Indeed, écxaTiaic’ may be an ironic joke to highlight hyperbolically
the strange situation where the speaker can simultaneously be at Messon (‘the middle’ of the island)
and be at the ends of the world. The separation here then is a spatial representation of the speaker’s
attitude, and not strictly spatial. With such views expressed in the first-person singular, we would

have perspective-taking projection, but the extreme isolation created perhaps hinders self-

implication. However, such a poem may have found, amongst the large number in the late archaic

294 Cf. Rosler 1980: 37-39 and my discussion on pronouns in Chapter 4.
295 See Robert 1960 and Caciagli 2010 for an overview; Quinn 1961b and Picard 1962 prefer the less likely alternative
on Cape Phocas.
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period that experienced exile, an audience that could easily identify aspects of their own personality
in the speaker.”

Probably depicting the same location is fr.129.*" Despite being called conspicuous
(eU1Be;Aov), there are very few deictics that visualise the place.”® The speaker, however, is situated
in the precinct (T68¢).”” The sense of immersion in this fragment is created from the evocation of
the past: in the text world diagram (Figure 4: p.95), the emptiness and the lack of material processes
of Text-World 1 contrast with the busy sub-worlds emerging from it. Thus the sense of
monumentality that the speaker claims for the precinct by calling it €U 8e1;Aov Tépevo,c péya is
supported by a story from the past, told through a wotld-switch to explain T6de. The deictic cé
makes sure that the world-switch is kept connected with the text-world. The world-switch appears
to take its authority from the fact that it is the near mythical past with the AécBioy1, the names and
titles of the divinities, the extraordinariness of the joint venture (EUvov, A jioAfiav), and perhaps
the ritual nature of the acts. Thus, while the world-switch is not visual, it is full of evocative names
and ideas that permeate through to the text-world, probably emphasised at the stylistic level by the
postponement of the most ritualistic and fearful name till last (coprjc Tav). Almost as soon as this
world-switch is over, a deontic modal-world (the prayer) is triggered. Here, again, as the first-person

plural is used, the speaker appears to include the audience in the poem, and projection is made

2% From a cognitive poetics perspective, a range of categories (e.g. experience of exile) impacts on the way the
audience reacts to a given text. Alcacus’ contemporary and near contemporary audiences could have been more open
to his poetry than the modern audience because their experiences would have been more similar, though it would
also create barriers to any level of projection for those against Alcaeus.

297 On this fragment: Page 1955: 161-169, Degani and Butzacchini 1977: 201-206, Rosler 1980: 191-203, Burnett
1983: 157-163, Meyerhoff 1984: 211-218, Hutchinson 2001: 195-204, Caciagli 20092, Budelmann 2018a: 92-100.

2% Indeed, cleatly ‘its very sparseness of metaphor or of vivid physicality should be seen, in this writer, not as
artlessness but as one particular mode of art’ (Hutchinson 2001: 194).

299 Caciagli 2019: 33-34 argues that the deixis of the opening line requires the poem to have been sung within sight of
the altars, which is without basis and underestimates the diverse referential potential of demonstrative pronouns. It
should be acknowledged that the physical description is not the poet’s primary aim at this point and that by focusing

so minutely on such details, we may be losing sight of other interesting aspects.
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easier. However, unlike in fr.6, where anyone could feel equally immersed in the world created,
with this prayer, which has so many referents to specific political events, while the deictic position
allows perspective-taking projection, self-implication in the ‘we’/‘out’ is perhaps reserved for the
hetairia.

The complex deontic modal-world appears to occupy the rest of the suriving fragment.
With ¢oc mo T” &Treouvu HeV we have a world-switch from within the deontic modal-wotld, from
which rises two deontic modal-worlds. The world-structure here demands more attention by its

complexity.*”

Here, the world-switch telling Pot-Belly’s betrayal assumes another negativised
world-switch with the same contents as the preceding deontic modal-world; this, in effect, makes
the audience dwell on the contents of the oath again. The unexpected result of the oath-taking is
emphasised stylistically by the lack of connection, mimetically marking the suddenness and
unforeseeable nature of the betrayal, recreating the feel of the sudden change. The name for
Pittacus used also shows this change with the parallel change in the speaker’s view of him with the
switch from Tov "Yppaov 8¢ ma[id]a to 6 puckwv. The text’s creation of emotive effects are
twofold: first, as the audience is considered one of the first-person plural group whose prayer is
telling this tale of high-stakes politics and betrayal; and second, as the audience who listens (in real
life) to the prayer that details the reasons behind the speaker’s emotions.

We can see how frr.130b and 129, whose physical location has so often been emphasised,
use imagined worlds to endow the spaces with not only sensory description, but also emotion and
character. Such an approach is important for the study of Alcaeus, and of archaic Greek lyric more
generally, especially given previous scholars’ focus on locating poems and physical descriptions,

and on identifying allegorical matches between description and historical facts. Even with the

recent turn to more literary settings, visuality has been central in analyses. The approach adopted

300 Stockwell 2009a: 63-65.
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here sheds light on the effects of these imagined worlds and emotions in Alcaeus that have not

been previously investigated.

This chapter has thus explored the texture of some fragments of Alcaeus with a view to examining
the sense of immersion that has often been noted by scholars. The concept of texture and the use
of Text World Theory has helped to bring out the ways in which Alcaeus creates worlds through
his words (particularly deictic elements), not necessarily corresponding to the physical context of
the poet-performer. We have focused on Alcaeus’ complex use of contrasting worlds to highlight
the vivid visuality, emotions, and associations. We have also touched on the importance of the
deictic force of the pronoun for projection, to be discussed further in Chapter 4. My cognitive
analyses are also reinforced by observations on careful use of deictics (fr.6, or lack of them in the
lonely fr.130b), juxtaposition of contrasting scenes (frr.338, 140), and narration of events and
wishes (fr.129, for emotional immersion). A key benefit of working with cognitive poetics has been
in supporting and expanding our interpretations, especially when the sense of immersion is less
sensory and more emotive, and in providing a consistent framework for analysing audience
experience.

This chapter aimed to shift the balance of scholatly attention from investigating imagery
and description in order to localise a performance context (and vice versa). It has gone further than
recent attempts by suggesting new approaches, particularly the application of texture and Text
Wortld Theory, and new areas of research, especially in the exploration of both sensory and emotive
aspects of imagined worlds, and by demonstrating the efficacy of the poetry for secondary as well

as for orginal audiences.
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3.3.  Figures for 3.2.
Key:
TW — Text-World
WS — World Switch
L — Material Processes (Function-Advancing Propositions representing changes in state)

» _ Relational Processes (Function-Advancing Propositions relating to steady states)

Dotted lines and boxes represent negated worlds and relations.

TW1 TW2
time: present time: earlier
enactors: we, wave

xOpar ws xDpo T T, p10TER W VEU®W
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l Sxvoc Thxnac —» yac Yma xeg[mévolc
Sp6[uwpev l
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Figure 1: Text-World Diagram of fr.6
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Figure 2: Text-World Diagram of fr.338
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Figure 3: Text-World Diagram of fr.130b
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Chapter 4: Performance
The performance-oriented approach to Greek literature, which gained momentum in the 1980s,"
has dominated scholarship of Greek lyric for the past four decades.”” Meanwhile, the symposium

303

captivated scholarly attention,”” and was increasingly recognised as the performance context of

much Greek lyric poetry.”™ Alcaean scholars played an important role in these developments,

especially Rosler,””

who identified the symposium as the performance setting of Alcaeus’ poetry
and Alcaeus’ hetairia as the intended audience. His work has been consistently and frequently cited
in scholarship, and his findings and methodological focus on social pragmatics and the audience
are still rarely challenged. However, while the recent scholarly recognition of reperformances and
secondary audiences of Greek lyric poetry has been influential in shaping our perceptions of the

audience of choral lyric,”

significant reinterpretation of Alcaeus in this vein has not yet fully
materialised.”” It is not my intention here to challenge the general view that the symposium was
the original performance context of most of Alcaeus’ poetry, but to show that the surviving

fragments suggest that Alcaeus could and did envision reperformance and secondary audiences

beyond his hetairia and to illuminate literary consequences of this view. This chapter will provide

301 E.g. Gentili 1969, Gentili 1988, Herington 1985.

302 Budelmann 2009b: 15.

303 Murray 1990b and Murray 2003 explain the intellectual background and development of symposium studies.

304 E.g. Vetta 1983b.

305 Résler 1980, building on Trumpf 1958.

306 Discussions of reperformance of Pindar and epinician have a long history; some recent works include Morgan
1993, Currie 2004, Hubbard 2004, Morrison 2007, Athanassaki 2012, Budelmann 2017, Uhlig 2017, Currie 2017,
Spelman 2018. A parallel lively discussion exists for classical drama but is beyond the scope of this thesis: see Csapo
et al. 2014 and Trends in Classies 7.2 (2015) for bibliography and overview.

307 Budelmann 2018a: 87 is a rare paragraph-long exception; contributions in Budelmann and Phillips 2018a are

important first steps in this direction.
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an overview of the Greek symposium and consider the audiences of Alcaeus’ poetry with regard
to transmission and poetic techniques that point to performance and reperformance.

4.1.  Banquets™”
The archaic Greek banquet took place in dining rooms, the andron, with couches along the walls.
The standard-types, for seven and eleven couches, are well-attested archaeologically for the archaic

period in sanctuaries, civic buildings, and private homes;””

their shape is square, and the standard
sizes ate related to the number of couches they could accommodate.”’ Even less regular types ate
constructed so that the space across the room allows the participation of whole group in
conversations and games.”! Further, andrones appear to be the most prestigious part of the house,
where wealth is most visibly on display,”* and positioned close to the street entrance, away from
women’s quarters. From these types, we can deduce the regular size of a symposium-gathering as
fourteen or twenty-two men.

Vase paintings may help to envision the banquet inside andrones.”” Banquet-scenes of
Alcaeus’ time are found on Corinthian vases of the late 7" /early 6™ centuries BC: bearded revellers
recline on couches,”* before whom are (the same number of) tables with dishes and drinks, and
below the couches and tables are footstools and dogs; in the background are banquet-related items

(e.g. jugs, lyres, drinking horns), or military accoutrements (e.g. bows and quivers, javelins, swords,

shields). On the other side are armed horsemen or hoplites of the same number as in the banqueting

308 For introductions to the Greek banquet: Fisher 1988, Kannicht 1989, Schifer 1997, Schmitt-Pantel et al. 2004,
and Murray 2009.

309 See the list in Schmitt-Pantel et al. 2004: 231-232.

310 McCartney 1934, Bergquist 1990: 37.

311 Bergquist 1990.

312 Van Wees 1995: 177-178.

313 The interpretation of banquets on pottery is not straightforward: ‘L’image prend des éléments du réel, les choisit,
les sélectionne, opere des montages, des transpositions, une mise en place. L’image est un systéme de signes et la
construction abstraite de 'image est un travail de la pensée dans une société donnée’ (Schmitt-Pantel 1992: 19).

314 In contrast with banqueting scenes on eatlier pots, whete revellers sit on stools (Schifer 1997: 25): cf. Attic

oinochoe (National Archaeological Museum in Athens inv. 18542; photograph: Schifer 1997 Tafel 1.1).
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scene.’” In archaic literary evidence, the arms are parallelled in Alcaeus fr.140, often considered to

316

depict an andron,”® Alcman 19 attests to reclining, the number of couches, and the equal number

of tables, and Alcaeus frr.338 and 362 attest to fillets and garlands.

The Greek banquet consists of the meal (8eiTrvov) followed by drinking (cuptéciov),””
which could be followed by a tevel (kéduoc); in Epicharmus’ words: (A.) ék 8¢ | Boivac mocic
gytveto. (B.) xapiev, cdc y’ éuol <Bokei>. | (A.) €k 8¢ mdcioc KGHOC, éK Kwpou & éyéveb’
Uavia (fr.140). The symposium is the occasion for the creation of archaic poetry and constitutes
one of the themes of such poems. After the deimrvov, the tables ate cleared and the room and
guests are ritually cleansed; the symposium begins with the tables being brought back along with
the crater of diluted wine, when a series of libations is performed, with the proceedings presided
over by a symposiarch.”"®

An early poetic narrative of an ideal symposium can be found in Xenophanes fr.1. Almost
everything in Xenophanes fr.1, both the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ practices, can be parallelled in Alcaeus:
the garlands (frr.338, 362), myrrh (frr. 50, 362), mixing bowls (fr.206), hymns (e.g. frr.307, 34, 308,

325), heavy drinking (e.g. frr.332, 338, 340), retelling myths (e.g. frr.42, 44), speaking of cT&cic

and UBpic (e.g. frr. 70, 76, 129, 130b, 208a, 298). The lyric poets demonstrate the importance of

315 Schmitt-Pantel 1992: 17-18. Good examples are the Eurytios crater (Louvre E 635), Louvre F 630 (Schmitt-Pantel
1992 Fig. 2), Hermitage I'P-10427 (Schmitt-Pantel 1992 Fig. 4).

316 See p.86 n.284 for bibliography. However, one wonders whether, without any indications of a banquet such as
food, wine, or musical instruments, this question is a red herring. Aristophanes (I7esp.1214-1215) attests to this kind
of observation of the andron.

317 Scholarship often uses the word ‘symposium’ to encompass a wide range of banqueting activity, from those at
sanctuaries and city buildings to those in individuals’ houses, and both eating and drinking. However, despite the
scholarly emphasis on the second part of the banquet (the symposium), both vase paintings and literary evidence do
not allow us to privilege the symposium over the Seimrvov for the archaic period (Schmitt-Pantel 1990). Archaic
poems appeat to refer mostly to the symposium rather than the 8eimrvov. For Alcaeus, the invitation to a friend for a
kid and pork (fr.71) is important; one supposes that an invitation to dinner assumes that the guest would stay for the
symposium too. The reconstruction of the symposium that follows is based on Classical and later sources beside
archaic evidence.

318 See Wecowski 2014: 36-40 for a full account with sources.
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poetry at the symposium, as part of the symposium’s prizing of the art of literary and philosophical
conversation.””” Other kinds of entertainment include music (e.g. frr.58, 70), and games (e.g.
cottabus (fr.72), riddles (fr.345)).*" Alcaeus also perhaps mentions the kéduoc in fr.374, which has
often been considered a paraclausithyron.’” Xenophanes’ reflexiveness on the symposium too is
not new, and the symposium as a microcosm of the po/is and sympotic behaviour as a reflection of
one’s true self is reflected in archaic poetry and history.’” Similiarly, Alcaeus suggests bad sympotic
behaviour is related to bad political behaviour and expresses it as a ravenous appetite (e.g. frr.70,

% The most famous archaic

72, 129), and pronounces oivoc yap avBpwme diomtpov (fr.333).
historical example reflecting this mentality is how Hippoclides was winning in the contests of
singing and speaking in the banquet (Houciki] Kai TG Aeyouévey éc TO pécov) but his
uncontrolled table-top dancing led Clisthenes to claim that Hippoclides had danced away his
marriage (Herodotus 6.129).
One of the most influential aspect of symposium studies has been its human composition

and social significance. Oswyn Murray identifies the symposium participants as members of a
Mcnnerbund, listing the chief aspects of the symposium:

‘(1) It is an all-male gathering. (2) Its members are aristocratic or of high social

class. (3) The principle of equality between participants is observed. (4) The

emphasis is on drinking rather than eating, though both occur. (5) Normally the

property relationship enters in only in terms of each member contributing

equally from his private property to the common table.”*

319 See especially Ford 2002: 25-45. For hints of philosophical thoughts in Alcaeus, cf. e.g. frr.38 and 320, though
often difficult to distinguish from proverbs in fragments.

320 On symposium entertainments more broadly: Murray 2009: 517-520, Wecowski 2014: 40-55.

321 Lambin 1992: 56.

322 E.g. Slater 1976, Davies 1978, Rossi 1983, Bowie 1986, Lissarrague 1990.

325 Similarly, e.g. Solon fr.4.7-10.

324 Murray 1983a: 50.
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By participating in shared ritual drinking and entertainments, the Mannerbund cultivates and
strengthens its bonds and group cohesion. Thus the symposiasts, often called éTaipot, form a
gathering of equals, around whom are attendants ot boys (TTaidec), such as the oivéxooc, ETaipat,
and &kAnTot, whose statuses are below those of the adult male symposiasts.’

Developing Murray’s formulation that symposiasts were aristocratic or elites, often
couched with caveats regarding difficulties of defining such a class for early Greece and the

symposium’s possible adoption by those who could afford such a lifestyle,*

many have claimed
the symposium as an occasion of anti-po/is bonding and class solidarity against the ‘middling’
ideology of the polis.””” However, this view is unsatisfactory as the norms of the Greek banquet
mirror the civic ideology of the polis,’”* social standing in archaic Greece was precatious and

**” and neither visual nor literary evidence allow us to conclude that the symposium was

unstable,
the exclusive reserve of the elite or such ideology.” Instead, we should imagine people of different
social and economic standing participating variously according to their means.

4.2.  Alcaeus’ betairia and the dissemination of Alcaeus’ poetry
As the frequent references show, the original performance context of Alcaeus’ poetry was the

symposium, and, consequently, his audience was his fellow symposiasts, i.e. betairoi. However,

hetairia in Alcaean scholarship and betairia in symposium scholarship are not always the same. In

325 The status of women, especially in comparison with male youths (Schmitt-Pantel 2003), in the symposium is hotly
debated: see e.g. Davidson 1997: 73-167, Cohen 2006, Corner 2012. For &xAnTol, who were expected to perform
amusing or humiliating activities in return for food and drink: Wecowski 2014: 57-63.

326 The caveats are present already in Murray 1983a, and Murray 2018b clarifies his stance against such a view.
However, Murray 1983b claims that the symposium is the ‘organ of social control’ used by aristocrats, which is now
denied: “The symposion was essentially a form of pleasure, not of social control, and sympotic attitudes cannot be
translated into rigid hierarchies’ (Murray 2018b: 142).

327 The bibliography is vast; the more influential opinions are Kurke 1994, 1997, 1999, Mortis 1996, Stehle 1997:
213-261, Neer 2002, 2012.

328 Schmitt-Pantel and Schnapp 1982, Schmitt-Pantel 1990, 1992: esp. 46-52.

329 Duplouy 2006, Wecowski 2014: 19-26.

330 Hammer 2004, Yatromanolakis 2009b, Corner 2010. See also Chapter 5.
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the latter, hetairia simply designates the banqueting group, such as syssitia.” However, when
scholars discuss Alcaeus’ hetairoi and his hetairia, they do not simply mean his fellow symposiasts,
but specifically his co-conspirators and his faction.” This is not an issue if one believes that
Alcaeus’ poetry is solely aimed at his faction, but the following argues that the group of Alcaeus’
tellow symposiasts (his audience) is not coextensive with his co-conspirators or even his faction
(the hetairia, as used in Alcaean scholarship). It seems a priori unlikely that they are coextensive,”
and the onus should be on those who wish to claim that they are to show it. To avoid confusion,
I will only use hetairia to refer to Alcaeus’ co-conspirators and faction. This is justified, as Alcaeus
refers to his co-conspirators as his hetairoi (fr.129.16), unlike other archaic poets.” Similatly, we
should be cautious in comparing Alcaeus’ hetairia with the political clubs of fifth-century Athens,

335

which may differ somewhat from the sworn band of Alcaeus,™ though Herodotus’ description of

Cylon’s revolution may attest to the existence and workings of similar hezairiai in the seventh century

(Herodotus 5.71).%

31 E.g. Mutray 1983b: 196.

332 Caciagli provides an interesting development of Sartori 1957: 30-33 that the hetairia and synomosia should be
distinguished, with the latter a ‘federazione’ of hetairiai, seeing the oath of fr.129.14-20 as one binding the betairiai of
Alcaeus and of Pittacus (Caciagli 2011: 50). He defines the hezairia as ‘un gruppo di “amicizia”, la cui ragion d’essere ¢
radicata in vincoli parentali o potenzialmente tali’ (Caciagli 2011: 91). Caciagli’s lengthy discussion of the words
¢Taipoc and piloc does not convincingly support this; the terms have a wide range of meanings and cannot be
pinned down so narrowly.

333 Indeed, in Classical Athens at least, it was possible to be part of more than one symposium group (Hansen 1987:
79) and to other groups based on a wide vatiety of critetia (Osborne 1990).

334 Archilochus’ éTaipot (ftr.168.3, 196) appear to be synonymous with ‘friend” or “fellow symposiast’; Hipponax too
refers to a fellow symposiast in fr.3a.2, but is ambiguous in fr.115.16 (strong similarities with Alcaeus’ ship poems
and Alcaeus fr.129.22-23 suggest allusion or an established trope); Theognis is somewhat ambiguous as every
instance of éTaipoc could refer simply to a “friend’, but could also have a political meaning in cases when
‘difficult/setious matters” or exile are mentioned (e.g. 1.79, 115, 209).

335 On Athenian hetairiai: Calhoun 1918, Sartori 1957, Ghinatti 1970, Connor 1971: 25-29, Hansen 1987: 78-81,
Vlassopoulos 2009, Ismard 2010.

336 See Hornblower 2013: 210-213, esp. 211, Nenci 1994: 262-266.
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The key arguments, rarely challenged, ” for Résler’s view that Alcaeus composed
exclusively for his Jetairia are (1) that he is too niggardly with contexts required for interpretation

(too many ‘dunkle Stellen’),”®

and (2) that he could not have expected to be remembered by
posterity due to the lack of a book trade.” However, I will argue that these arguments are not
supported by the evidence.

4.2.1.  Alcaeus’ ‘dunkle Stellen’
As Chapter 5 shows, the background to many of Alcaeus’ poems is unclear. However, this is more
due to their fragmentary survival than Alcaeus assuming too much.

It is likely that knowledge of Mytilenean politics was quite widespread. Sticking with
Rosler’s own examples of ‘dunkle Stellen’, the Lydians’ support of Alcaeus’ hetairia in £r.69 (and
presumably £r.63.7) was probably not a secret and news between Lydia and Mytilene would have
flowed naturally through personal and commercial connections;’* Pittacus’ matriage to the ‘Atreids’
(tr.70.6) should beclear to anyone who knew of the Penthilids, the ruling clan within living memory,
and their Atreid genealogy;**' and the unspecific mention of the civil war in émei | 81} TpcdOTICT’
U TApyov éctapey TOdEe (fr.140.15-16) and the toils in fr.129.11 do not hinder understanding
even in these incomplete fragments as the sentiments are general. Further, an audience of

Mytilenean news beyond the city too can be envisioned since, even beyond the spread of news

through guest-friends, Alcacus went to other parts of Lesbos (notably Pyrrha in his first exile: >

337 Such instances ate short and without extended arguments: Liberman 1999: xxiii with n.68, Budelmann 2018a: 87.
Works most sceptical of his claims remain the reviews to his book.

338 Rosler 1980: 41-43.

339 Rosler 1980: 45-56.

340 See pp.137-139, 158-162.

341 And to anyone who had heard anything about the ‘Aeolian migration’ (whether real or mythological): Strabo
13.1.3. For details and attestations of the genealogy: FGrH 4 F 32 (Hellanicus) with Jacoby’s commentary and
Pownall’s commentary in BNJ 4 F 32, beside FGrH 70 F 4 (Ephorus) with Jacoby’s commentary and Patker’s
commentary in BNJ 70 F 4.
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fr.114) and beyond;*** the Mytileneans were an important presence in Naucratis, as one of the
founding members (Hdt. 2.178.2), whence knowledge of Mytilenean politics could easily spread
further; and Mytilenean cultural and military power in the Aeolis was significant and expanding, as
exhibited in the Sigean War against Athens. Such interest seems socially diverse too: PMG 869 may
attest to a socially broader knowledge or interest in Mytilenean politics (to a degree) that would
make Alcaeus’ songs intelligible to a much wider audience than the hetairia.*® Even that some
familiarity with Mytilenean politics is likely within and beyond Lesbos may be beside the point as
the events mentioned are easily intelligible without detailed knowledge: it is not difficult to see the
argument in fr.69 that even the Lydians, foreigners who are pointedly characterised as unbiased,
sympathise with Alcaeus’ cause.

Furthermore, Alcaeus appears to create a speaker and poetic biography recognisable to
those outside the betairia, by repeatedly providing autobiographical details and a consistent attitude:
a character. The creation of a character ‘Alcacus’, overlapping with the biographical poet in details
but ultimately embellished, is well parallelled in lyric,”** and is a reasonable way to control his image
in the public arena, especially over a prolonged period or wide area. If Alcaeus’ poems circulated
more widely, people would be able to remember the basic outline of his biography and the issues
of his group. Autobiographical details, whether common knowledge or not, are scattered
throughout Alcaeus’ oeuvre: fr.69 mentions that the Lydians gave them two thousand staters; fr.350,
addressed to Alcaeus’ brother, mentions Antimenidas’ travels and feats with the Babylonians; and
fr.129 explains the whole feud between the faction and Pittacus. Secondary audiences do not need
to have been acquainted much with Alcaeus’ poetry before being able to figure out the basic outline

of this poetic biography, especially as Alcaeus appears to remind the audience of the salient points

342 Asia Minor (e.g. frr. 300Ab, 306Ae, 306Af); possibly also Egypt (ftr. 432), Boeotia (frr.306Ac, 325), and Thrace
(fr.45).

343 The song is said by Plutarch’s Thales to be sung by a hostess in Eresus. The interest may also be a result of the
lasting popularity of Alcacus.

344 See e.g. Slings 1990b, Morrison 2007: 36-102, Budelmann 2018a: 14-15, Budelmann 2018b.
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if specific facts needed to be recalled.”” Thus we find the Lydian staters in frr.63 and 69, and
possibly Antimenidas’ Babylonian exploits in frr.48 and 350. A particularly striking reminder is
fr.129, where the entire story of the faction is retold. Similar consistent authorial self-
characterisation across poems can be observed elsewhere in archaic poetry, such as in the sexual
narratives of Archilochus and Hipponax, which appear to feature the same characters (Lycambes
and his daughters; Bupalus and Arete),”’ and in Hesiod.”*" Particulatly close are Sappho’s frequent
mentions of, interactions with, and addresses to members of her circle (cf. e.g. frr.94-96) and family
members (cf. the ‘Newest Sappho’).**®

This character ‘Alcacus’ goes further, composed not just of a series of events, but also of
an attitude. The clearest is the third-person imperative, which he uses at frr.5, 70, and 129 in the
political poems; Alcaeus exerts an atmosphere of authority mixed with despair at the present but
hope for the future that comes from the ‘come what may’ attitude. Such imperiousness can also be
seen in the way Pittacus’ intelligence is always undercut as a back-handed compliment, as in & &’
wc aAlodmal | mok[iJAdppwv evudpea mpoAé€alic | fjAm[e]to Adcnv (fr.69.6-8) and
especially in the anaphoric litotes of oU T&vT flc & [ | oUd’ acuvveT[o]c (fr.67.1-2). Alcacus also
adds to the authoritative persona with his frequent use of the first-person plural, and particularly
the jussive subjunctive, which puts him in the rhetorical role of a passionate leader, such as at frr.0,

70, and 167.>* This passion is evident also in the sense of forthrightness that is cultivated by using

more ‘extreme’ words, phrases, and constructions than the unmarked thought. For example, in

345 This seems preferable to the idea that the repeated subjects in the corpus are works of other hefairoi performed in
a sympotic chain (see below); how tedious would, say, fourteen poems in a row on Lydian staters be?

346 On the importance of narrative in iambic poetry: Bowie 2001. On stock characters and conventions: West 1974:
23-30, Nagy 1976. On the close telationship between fiction and biography: Carey 1986 (Archilochus and
Lycambes), Miralles and Portulas 1988 (Hipponax), Rosen 1988 (Hipponax and Bupalus), Swift 2019: 3-4.

347 Hes. Op.11 referring to Th.225. For other poets, see Morrison 2007: 45-67.

348 On the reconstruction of the stories behind Sappho’s poetry about her friends and lovers, cf. recently, Ferrari
2010; on vatious reconstructions of stoties about her family in her poetry: cf. Bierl and Lardinois 2016.

34 Cf. Iliadic leaders’ use of the jussive subjunctive in calling for action (e.g. 123.94, 9.27, 112).
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tr.332, Alcaeus does not simply exhort, but claims it is necessary, and not only to drink but also to
get drunk and to do it with all one’s might as well as universalising and generalising the celebration,
which is contrasted with the death of the single person. Alcacus’ many names for Pittacus too such
as cvaicyxuvTtoc et | p[iJcoc &Aitpov (£r.68.5-6), and those in fr.429 are direct and visceral.
Similarly, there is an emotiveness in sudden apostrophes to those who are absent; thus when the
speaker says cU 81 TeaUuTac beginning a new stanza with this turn from the third-person, the
target suddenly seems closer.

This consistency does not mean that the poet’s attitude is uniform. In the context of
confident authority, Alcacus does not hold back from describing moments of his own weakness
that contrasts sharply with the confidence and violence elsewhere. A poignant example is
ACUVKWIETTIML TGOV &vEUV cTacty (fr.208.1), which at least the modern reader of the surviving
corpus of Alcaeus cannot help but compare with oUd’ &cuvvet[o]c (fr.67.2) used of Pittacus, and
consider his self-awareness, though the relative chronology and whether the same audience heard
both poems are uncertain. Better is fr.70: 1.2-5 appear to describe a shameful symposium with
empty baggarts, which is followed by a mocking jibe at Pittacus and/or at the Penthilids by saying
that he is married to the Atreids (1.6), the tone of which appears to be confirmed by the third-
person imperative (SamTétw MOAw, 1.7) and which is continued by stating that this can only
continue until Ares wishes to come to the hezairia’s aid (11.8-9), a statement of great confidence. But
in the following stanza, we learn that it is not only the city that is being feasted on, but the strife is
‘heart-devouring’ too (Té&c BupoBodpw Avac, 1.10), in contrast to which one of the Olympians
(even the lack of specificity may create a sense of helplessness) is giving kGoc émmnp[aT]ov (1.13)
to Pittacus, who is thus far from being mocked by Alcaeus’ mock-epic elevation but is being

glorified. All this reveals his earlier self-confidence to be a front.*’

350 See further pp.298-305.
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Two fragments contrast drastically with the characterisation elsewhere: frr.130a and 130b.
Here, little hope is expressed by the speaker, except perhaps in the final verses (KATTETWY |
exém[ | [ Ja Teixoc BaciAriiov, fr.130a.14-15; &mu méAAwv TéTa 8 Béol, fr.130b.21); instead,
the speaker is completely isolated. In fr.130b, the isolation is not only from the city and friends (cf.
fr.130a.1: &xvi&cdnut k&kec. oUTe yap oi pidot) but from people, citizenship, family, history,
humanity, and masculinity.” These fragments have an even more isolating and shocking effect
because of the usual persona cultivated by the poet.

The use of the first-person plural by the speaker seems to be an important element of the
usual attitude of the speaker. While Alcaeus uses both the first-person singular and plural for the
speaker, a large proportion of our surviving corpus of Alcaeus uses the plural, though this may be
due to chance. The following table presents the use of the first-person in Alcaeus; in the plural, a
distinction is made between the ‘inclusive’ and ‘exclusive’ plural, depending on whether the
audience (with ‘you’-function pragmatically, despite not necessarily being the formal poem-internal
addressee) is excluded from the referent of ‘we’ or not (e.g. due to naming of the specific addressees

or the specificity and impossibility or unlikelihood of repetition of the situation).””

Fragment ‘ Evidence ‘ Notes
1*-person singular fragments

1 meicopat, 1.7

37 Eywdal, 1.4

38 guol, 1.1

39 uE, L3

50 pot, 1.1 (reconstructed)

58 guebev, 1.10; u’, 1.21; poy, 1.25

75 uéuvaay’, 1.7; oida, 1.9

112 gmev[xo]ual, 1.21

117b Eyw Exo, 1.22 Spurious
119 T&]pPnuy, 115 Sputious
122 W, 13,6 Sputious
124 Bi& o, 1.7 Sputious

31 See further pp.90-92.
352 On ‘inclusive’ and ‘exclusive’ first-person plurals of the linguistic person and pronouns as ‘moi+vous’ and
‘moi+eux’ and the importance of inclusion or exclusion of ‘vous’, Benveniste 1966: 233-235. Most non-Indo-

European languages mark such plurals morphologically or lexically; an interesting case is Korean (Lim 2018).
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130a axviacdnuy, L1

130b €yw | Cwow, 11.3-4; Eyw, L.8;
ameAnAaual, 1.8; éolknea, 1.10;
W, 1.15; olknuy, 116

148 TAG]|cdou’, 1.4

208 acuv(WETNUML, L1; pe, 1.13
305a kauot, 1.14

344 oid’, 1.1

367 ETaiov, 1.1

368 kéAopal, 1.1; éporye, 1.2
374 ue, L.1; Accopan, 1.1

375 €Y HEV OU B

377 %y

378 W alTtwt Talaudcouat
380 gmeToV

439 Thrdavn eiul

1*-person plural inclusive

6 auu, 1.2; ] oueb’, 1.4

pap&woued’,; 1.7;
KATOICXUVWUEY, 1.13

48 G, 117
66 auua, 1.8
69 Guu’, 1.3; Suvdued’, 1.3
70 AaBoiped [, 1.9; xaAdccopev,

1.10
76 Jv[o]pBcobnuel, 1.14
129 auueTépalc], 1.10; ameouvupey,

1.14; &uu, 1.24
140 UTTa TQpPYyov EcTapey, 1.16
167 gpuccopev, 1.20
179 auuéwv|, L74
207 likoiuebal, 1.8
335 TPOKOWYOUEY, 1.2
346 Twvwey, 1.1; duuévouev, 1.1
352 TVWUEY, 1.1
353 auuécov, 1.1
1*-person plural exclusive
38 aBacopev, 1.11
43p v, 1.1 VGO=vou ?
58 Pedoued’, 13; | ucapev, 1.17 inclusive?
73 duuec, 1.11 inclusive?
208 popru<u>eda, 1.4
305 Auue, 1.22

Table 4: Uses of the First Person in Alcaeus

27 fragments use the first-person singular, 15 fragments the first-person inclusive plural, and
potentially 6 fragments with the first-person exclusive plural. In contrast, in our Sapphic corpus,

the first-person singular dominates and the first-person plural appears to be largely exclusive.
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Notably, frr.130a, 130b, and fr.208 are the only securely political fragments (of those that preserve
more than scraps) using the first-person singular, while the first-person plural is used in the other
securely political fragments (frr.6, 69, 70, 129, 140). All three first-person singular fragments of
Alcaeus appear to make a point of isolation and helplessness. In contrast, the six political fragments
in the first-person plural appear to create a sense of leadership, not only by giving orders, but also
by giving voice to (and assuming the voice of) the group. The latter point is particularly clear in
tr.140, where the vivid ecphrasis of the great house is presented in the third-person, as if it were an
objective description, to be capped at the end with Tév oUk £cTi A&Bec’ that implies that it is
the group’s perception and the speaker speaks for the group.

The focus has been on political fragments, but the Alcacan corpus preserves many
fragments where the symposium is the theme without recognisable political references. Here, the
analysis is hindered by the fact that most non-political poetry of Alcaeus is preserved in a worse
state, usually one or two lines. A little hint of similar treatment in non-political poetry might be
gleaned from the (possibly) non-political fr.71: the two-line fragment provides an image of earlier
generosity which sets up the sense of betrayal just as in fr.129 but is addressed to a former beloved,
according to the scholion. If we trust the scholion, this fragment might be thought to show a similar
attitude of authority and occupying the moral high ground (oUTw ToUTO VouicdeTal, 1.2).

A consistent self-characterisation of the speaker thus paints the speaker ‘Alcacus’ as a man
of authortity, conviction, and passion who speaks for his hetairia.”> The speaker is thus humanised
by the use of these multiple aspects of personhood that deepen the biography. However, he adopts
at least one other persona. In fr.10, the speaker is a woman. Indeed, if Hephaestion, Herodian, and
a scholion to Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex did not all attribute the fragment to Alcaeus, scholars would
be tempted to ascribe it to Sappho. Given how remarkable it would be for the Alexandrians to

have attributed a poem with a female first-person singular speaker to Alcaeus instead of Sappho,

353 This need not mean he was also the political leader.
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tr.10 was probably thought by at least by the Alexandrians to be by Alcaeus. One is left to ponder
whether Alcaeus is using grammatical form to indicate the assumption of the voice of a character
other than ‘himself’, or whether another’s poem entered the Alcaean corpus. If the former, how
many voices or characters can Alcaeus assume? Can Alcaeus only assume another voice if that
voice is female (the only obvious grammatical differentiator), or can he assume the voice of other
men?”* If the latter,” when a poem with a speaker who is ostensibly not identifiable with the poet
can end up in the corpus, do the authorship of fragments in the corpus and the judgement of
ancient editors appear less authoritative?

These questions pose a further question: just how much of our Alcaean corpus is securely
by Alcaeus? An obvious division for our Alcaean corpus is: (1) fragments with contemporary or
political references, and (2) fragments without contemporary or political references. The former
group contains clear references to specific people and events (far more explicitly than in the
Theognidea, to the extent that the major events of Alcaeus’ hetairia could be pieced together from the
poetry) while the latter lack chronological anchors. Recently, Colesanti argued for a Theognidean
corpus where the other symposiasts of the betairia of Theognis are all poets in their own right, all
of them submerged by Theognis, and that the collections of other lyric poets are similatly
composed.” In this reasoning, it is possible that the group of fragments with contemporary or
political references too are of uncertain authorship — that is, that these fragments are the works of
Alcaeus and his Jetairia; with Alcaeus named explicitly only once (fr.401Ba=fr.428LP), it is
impossible to prove that Alcaeus was the author of the whole group of poetry. However, the poetic
biography and consistent attitude of the speaker in the political fragments make it more likely that

most of this group of poetry should be attributed to a single poet.

354 The questions, posed already by Dover 1964: 208-211, who also points to Archilochus frr.19 and 122, and
Anacreon 376, 378, and 385, remain relevant today.

355 This is a small step from Page’s suggestion in Dover 1964: 214 that fr.10 and Anacreon PMG 385 ‘were in fact
recited by women and written for that purpose’ (presumably by Alcaeus).

356 Colesanti 2014: 101-102.
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The group of poetry without contemporary or political references is much less fixed as the
fragments cannot be dated. Even some poems with proper names may be part of this group, e.g.
fr.38: although Melanippus, the addressee in fr.38, is mentioned by Herodotus (5.95.2) as the
addressee of the poem in which Alcaeus names himself (fr.401Ba=fr.428LP), the name could have
been reused from the Alcaean tradition. Such an explanation could also be appropriate for the
repetition of the phrases in different poems, e.g. TO y&p &ctpov mepitéAAeTan (frr.347.1, 352),
which could be due to the fluid memory and reworkings of poets in this tradition. It should be
noted that this group of poems largely consist of poems with specific references to the symposium
and its activities.”’ Perhaps this group should be considered akin to Lesbian carmina convivalia.
However, this group is particularly badly preserved and firm conclusions should be avoided.

Fr.10 could then be considered in the group of poetry without contemporary or political
references, thus limiting the question of intrusions of other poets into the corpus to this group of
poems, but the female voice is still remarkable. This female voice is markedly different from the
usual Alcaean persona: she herself is characterised in animal terms and she is mad. The accusative
of exclamation, which with 8g1Adc¢ is only found in hymns and ritual laments (e.g. Call. Hyzzn 5.89;
Bion, Adonis 28) or at points of high emotion (e.g. Ar. Ar.1269), especially with the dramatic
anaphora, makes for a very emotional, almost melodramatic opening, which creates an air of
incongruous drama by the hyperbolic use of epic language in népoc aicy[poc (1.3) and epic
imagery with the deer in L5. We can compare the dramatic complaint about the speaket’s
misfortunes in love with o’ coc Setva mem[SvB]apev (Sappho fr.94.4), the link between love
and death with TeBvaknv 8 &d6Awc 6éAw (Sappho fr.94.1), the talk of pains with Sappho frr.1.3,
63.3; the talk of being maddened with paiwéAar 8Upcot (Sappho fr.18), and the physicality of

feeling with kapdiav év cthBeciv émTdaicev and Tpduoc B¢ | maicav &ypet (Sappho fr.31.6,

357 Hymns also sometimes lack contemporary or political references in our corpus (e.g. frr.34, 307, 308, 325), but

these are also incomplete.
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13-14). If £r.10 is by Alcaeus, such close parallels between our knowledge of love poetry in the
female tradition alongside such identifiably epic elements may suggest a parodic tone here in a
playful reimagining of female poetry by the poet.

To return to characterisation, consistent characters are not limited to ‘Alcaeus’. Pittacus is
presented in a consistent manner throughout the surviving fragments of Alcaeus as an overly clever
sweet-talker (0U8” accUvveT|[o]c, fr.67.2; Tok[I]Adppwov eupdpea mpoAéLalic, fr.69.7-6; ou
SieAéEaTo | mpdc BTpov, fr.129.21-22), compared to an animal (coc dAcdTal, fr.69.6; SamTéTe,
£r.70.7 (sim. fr.129.23), £r.433), and associated with shameful deeds and people (&eikea, fr.5.10?;
Tic Tcov k[alkomaTpidav, fr.67.4 (sim. frr.75.12); cvaicxuvToc, fr.68.5; u[i]lcoc &Airtpov,
fr.68.6; prhcoveov Ted’ &Aep[&Teov, fr.70.4), excess, harsh punishment (rpatA&BoAov, fr.68.3
(sim. fr.298.1-3); fr.143?; {r.298), and darkness (vUkTi [...Jovvcdopive wikTac, fr.72.5, 9; fr.74;
exemplum in fr.298; Copodopmidav, fr.429). This charactetisation of Pittacus is also used as foil:
in £r.69, the two-faced fox-like Pittacus is contrasted with the Lydians, who are presented as trusting
and simple (fr.69.5-6), while on a broader scale, the implication is that Alcaeus is the opposite of
all that Pittacus is (a straight-talking, rational, moderate, righteous man).

Alcaeus’ ‘dunkle Stellen’, then, may not be so dark; they are important consituents of
Alcaeus’ multi-layered poetic biography. The speaker is made identifiable by the biographical details,
political events, and personality (from tone to attitude), which are repeated whenever required and
form the basis of contrasts in poems set in different circumstances. The inclusion of personality in
the biography seems particularly important as a humanising and relatable factor.

4.2.2.  Alcaeus and the Book
The use of writing in the transmission of poetry in the archaic period is controversial. Rosler admits
that there may have been a written record of Alcaeus’ poetry near his lifetime and that it may have

formed the basis of later texts, but he assumes this did not play a major role in its dissemination as
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it was an oral society.”

However, Rosler goes further. He argues that Alcaeus cannot have
imagined a wider audience, denying Alcaeus’ familiarity with Archilochus and with other lyricists’
desire for posthumous fame, in contrast to the Akkos-conscious hexameter bards. This is
unsatisfactory. The most striking case is the shield-poem, fr.401B (=428 L-P), whose links with

1.”* However, the situation

Archilochus fr.5 Résler denies because the details are not all identica
and tone are unmistakably the same. Nor is quotation of non-hexametric poetry unparallelled
outside hexameters in this period, as Solon frr.20-21 reworking Mimnermus shows.**’ Even more
difficult to accept is his claim that Sappho does not expect her poetry to be admired by posterity
but only that they will remember that there once was a poet called Sappho,* despite frr.55, 65,
147, 193.°% Indeed, most archaic lyric poets appear to present a ‘poetics of permanence’,
envisioning their song living on forever.’”

To turn to constructive evidence, Alcaeus’ poetry did spread beyond the hetairia. This
suggests that the hetairia was, or rather that the symposia at which Alcaeus sang were, not

completely exclusive. Otherwise, how could his poetry end up outside it? The obvious answer is

that Alcaecus’ symposia had a greater audience than his hefairia. Since Rosler, scholars have

358 Rosler 1980: 45-56. For an overview of writing and poetty in the archaic period: Herington 1985: 45-50, 201-210;
Pohlmann 1990: 18-23; Tedeschi 2015. Regarding Lesbos, the eatliest inscription dates possibly from the end of the
seventh century (IG XII Suppl. p.23, 64), while papyrus, the probable writing material for the libraries of Polycrates
and of Pisistratus (Athenacus 1.3a) and attested on vases from ¢.500 BC, could have been imported from Naucratis.
Writing down poetry is nothing new, as ceramic evidence shows (evidence usefully gathered in Powell 1991).

359 Rosler 1980: 110-111.

360 See Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010: 399-402 for Solon’s creation of new poetry through referencing here. Cf. also
Simonides 542.11-13 referencing Pittacus; similarly, Alcaeus fr.360.

361 Rosler 1980: 72-75.

362 E.g. West 1970: 315. See now Spelman 2018: 155-162.

363 Spelman 2018: esp. 146-171 and passim. Perhaps the most obvious and notorious example of poetic expectation of
permanence is the sphragis of Theognis, where concerns of plagiarism and poetic immortality go together but clearly
assume a culture of repeating old songs alongside new; similarly in EGHP, Telemachus’ comment T y&p Goidnv
uéAAov émkAeiouc’ &vbpcoTrol, | Tj Tic dxkoudvTecct Ve TATN auiméAnTal (Od.1.351-352) suggests an appetite

for new songs alongside established ones.
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considered Alcaeus’ audience as a closed group at ‘private’ symposia held in ‘private’ locations. But
we ignore other kinds of symposia beside those of friends in domestic andrones or in rented andrones

% Catred Te 1) KaAn

at sanctuaries.”** Indeed, Mytileneans probably had banquets as a citizenry:
moAAaxoU Adpixov TOV &BeA@dv émaivel coc oivoxooUvTa €v TG TPUTaAveiw Toic
MuTiAnvaiolc (Athenaeus 10.425a). Assuming Athenaeus is not inventing the instances where
Sappho often (TToAAaxoU) mentions Larichus pouring wine in the prytaneum, we should seriously
consider Alcaeus performing at least some songs there, where, presumably, those who were not
part of his betairia (hetairoi of the faction) were also his fellow symposiasts (betairoi of the banquet).
Even with domestic symposia, while it seems unlikely that an outright enemy (e.g. Myrsilus or
Pittacus) would have attended,’® there is no reason to exclude those in Alcaeus’ broader social
circle, who in turn could have reperformed Alcaeus’ songs at other symposia.

Similarly, Alcaeus may have atteneded symposia in exile (cf. e.g. frr.130a-b), at homes and
cities of guest-friends, who might reperform his songs. Aelian’s anecdote about Solon asking his
nephew to teach him a song of Sappho (Strabo, Flor. 3.29.58) perhaps records the kind of
transmission involved. Such transmission seems politically valuable; as I suggest below, Alcaeus’
political poetry aims to persuade, and it is much more useful to persuade others (to join the faction,
gain wider sympathy, prejudice them against his enemies, grant financial support, be new guest-
friends) than to preach to the converted. In addition to possible performances at non-Lesbian

symposia,”’ it has also been suggested that Alcaeus may have composed poetry for participation

364 Further, not all symposia took place in andrones, but outside too, though we cannot press this too far for Alcaeus
(despite Cazzato 2016).

365 Such public commensality has been described as ‘mark of belonging to the citizen group’ (Schmitt-Pantel 1990:
24; ct. Schmitt-Pantel 1992).

366 At least, people who are clearly not on Alcacus’ side are also addressed, possibly with a plea to settle differences:
fr.305a.

367 Bowie 2009: 118-122, with frr.347 and 325 at Boeotian symposia, fr.307 at Delphic symposium (or festival), fr.45
in Aenus (already Frinkel 1944: 293-294; see p.249-250), fr.140 in an unspecified andron.
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%% Presumably, Alcaeus’ poetry became

at agones musikor, especially in Delphi, possibly on tour.
popular not only because of its high quality, but also because of the relatability of the experiences
he depicts in his poetry throughout Greece, since he became a staple that was then taught in
symposia and schools with the aid of written records.

Another possibility is diffusion in writing from a very early date during or close to Alcaeus’

36

lifetime.>” This could explain how, after four centuries, ten books, probably totalling 10,000-12,000
lines, about the length of the I/ad but in different metres and a less widely used dialect, could
survive without dedicated performers (e.g. rhapsodes for epic poetry). It seems important to point
out that significant amounts of poetry from the seventh century on, when alphabetic writing was
becoming more common, were preserved for the Alexandrians to produce multivolume editions
of individual poets, while earlier poets remain but names. Much of Chris Carey’s arguments for an
early written text of Alcman applies to Alcaeus. He notes:

‘By the end of the fourth century there must have been complete texts of

Alcman (and all the other lyric poets) available in Athens, since the scholars of

the Lyceum needed texts to consult; we do not imagine that they worked from

memory. It is unlikely that these texts arose from the transcription of a

previously circulating oral library. Oral dictated texts may make sense in the

context of a consolidated epic narrative such as the I/iad or the Odyssey; but this

is a less plausible model for the consolidation and editing of the scattered songs

of a whole host of lyric poets.”"”

He therefore concludes that the continuous tradition of performing maiden songs in Sparta

‘required a textual base, given the scale of Alcman’s corpus’ and that ‘Alcman’s poems were

368 Rutherford 2001: 27. Bowie 2009: 120-121 suggests the Py#hia (from the time of year) and points out that overseas
wandering makes sense for Alcaeus during Pittacus’ rule, conventionally 589-579 BC, and that the reorganisation of
the Pythia for a major agon musikos appears to have happened in 586 BC.

369 Bolling 1961: 152; Liberman 1999: xxxvi.

370 Carey 2011: 454.
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preserved in Sparta; and they were probably preserved as text’, which was the ultimate source of
the Alexandrian texts, beside excerpted segments preserved in parallel in symposiastic
performance.”” This does not mean that it was necessarily written down eatly; but the surprising
infrequency of textual corruptions in our papyri of Alcaeus, especially considering the dialect may
point to an early Lesbian textual preservation,”” while excerpts of Alcaeus were preserved in Attic
symposia, as attested by Aristophanes and the Attic skolia.”” The Theognidean collection may be
an appropriate parallel if we accept Hubbard’s attractive argument that the gphragis elegy and 11.805-
810 concerning the #heoros to the Delphic oracle presuppose a written text and that the sphragis elegy
shows an intent for widespread dissemination.””* Unfortunately, this matter remains unresolved. In
this case, if Alcaeus’ poetry was preserved in writing in his lifetime, it is difficult to see why it would
not be used for dissemination on some level. If it was preserved soon after his death, it suggests
dissemination beyond the hetairia (now defunct) and widespread demand during his lifetime, since
it is difficult to imagine an ‘official’ record of the poetry of a losing party and it is unlikely that
Mytilene would provide it protection from textual ‘submersion’.’”

While it cannot be proved that Alcaeus’ poetry was preserved in writing close to his lifetime

or demonstrated exactly how it was disseminated, my discussion has shown that dissemination

371 Carey 2011: 456.

372 The dialect and numerous metres, in combination with the partisan content, make a prolonged purely oral
preservation like for the Rigreda, which further has the advantage of being a sacred text, less attractive.

373 E.g. Aristophanes, 17esp.1232-1235 for Alcaeus fr.141; PMG 891 for Alcaeus f1.249.6-9, with telling textual
variance. Similarly, it is difficult to imagine that so many poems were preserved for the Alexandrians through a
tradition of ‘concert odes’ performed at festivals (as suggested by Nagy 2007).

374 Hubbard 2007. It would be an even better parallel if Theognis’ dates were secure; the most convincing dates for
Theognis are ¢.600-560 BC (Lane Fox 2000: 40), though other opinions include the second half of the seventh
century (West 1974: 65-71) and a tradition spanning 640-479 (Cobb-Stevens et al. 1985: 1).

375 For submersion: Rossi 2000, Colesanti and Giordano 2014. Because Alcaeus is a political loser, his situation is
different from Solon’s, for whom we could imagine an eatly fixed text reflecting the interest of the polis (e.g. for the
sake of civic performance: Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010: 45-55). Similarly, the sort of civic protection of Alcman’s works
envisioned by Carey 2011 cannot be expected for Alcacus. Therefore, the options are texts preserved by Alcaeus’

family and his supporters, or wider diffusion.
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beyond Alcaeus’ hetairia is not only necessary to explain the current state of preservation but also
probably assumed and targeted by the poet.
4.3.  Performance and Reperformance

What is gained by Alcaeus envisioning reperformance already during composition? I suggest that
Alcaeus’ rhetoric and use of emotions reveal a persuasive tendency that attempts to manipulate an
intended wider audience, and that Alcaeus’ poetry shows an awareness of the potential for
reperformance through world-building, as explored in Chapter 3, and in the inclusiveness of his
pronoun-positioning, as investigated above. Alcaeus attempts to persuade his audience, which

Alcaeus need not do with his hezairia,”"

in many ways, some widespread in Greek, such as extended
mythological exempla (e.g. frr.42, 298), or proverbial or rhetorically authoritative pithy aphorisms
(e.g. £r1.333, 339, 341, 364), and others less widespread, such as by epistolarity and manipulation of
emotions. The following will focus on this second group of persuasive strategies.

Instead of participating in the debate about the existence of literary epistles in this period,
often the chief concern of commentators on fr.130b due to the isolation of the speaker (&yvoc

Toic BidTolc; écxaTialc’) and by comparison with fr.401Ba, Herodotus 5.95, and Archilochus

frr.185 and 89,””" it seems more fruitful to consider it as being in an epistolary mode.”” Epistolarity

376 Stehle 1997: 217 claims that ‘the very existence of the befaireia depends on its members’ continuing to prize their
philia (friendship) with one another above competing allegiances, for no external structure maintains it. Each member
must be persuaded that the goals of the group are his also. Each must therefore articulate his loyalty and his
worthiness to be part of the group so that mutual trust is constantly reaffirmed.” However, for Alcaeus, the hetairia
was already persuaded that the goals of the group were the goals of individuals also and was bound by an oath
(fr.129.14-20), and thus these hetairoi came together in just the sorts of ‘difficult times’ in which Theognis warns
hetairoi abandon friends (e.g. 79-82)). In Classical Athens, the betrayal of the betairia’s philia could even be portrayed
as treacherous as parricide: Andoc. 1.67 (Burkert 1993: 184). Pittacus’ betrayal must be a singular, unforeseen event.
377 Bowra 1961: 145; Résler 1980: 272; Liberman 1999: xxvi, 63; Tsomis 2001: 188. The epistolary character of the
Archilochus fragments is uncertain (Burzacchini 1986: 374 n.6), Strabo’s formulation Aéyel 8¢ Tpdc Twa kfpuka,
keAevcac ayyeiAai Toic év ofkawl (fr.401Ba) suggests that fr.401Ba was part of a longer poetic natrative, and
Herodotus seems to have extrapolated from such a poem that Alcacus sent a poem back home. Furthermore, poems
are unlikely to have been Alcaeus’ main medium of communication from exile.

378 For ‘mode’, see Fowler 1982,
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is ‘the use of the letter’s formal properties to create meaning’,”” but works ‘that at first appear not
to be epistolary may in fact create meaning through the literary structures particular to the letter or

letter form.”® Of six representative properties of letters,”

the polar dimensions of bridge-barrier,
confiance-non-confiance (1.e. emotional investment), writer-reader (i.e. speaker-audience), and I-
you/here-there are highly appropriate in our fragment. In fr.130b, Alcaeus bridges the distance
between the isolated speaker and the addressee, creates a sense of confiance (6 TGAaic €yw), and
sets up an I-you relationship in the address (€ AyectAaida), and here-there state in (LoTpav Excov
aypoiwTikav, | ingppwv aydpac arkoucal). With the speaker’s unfulfillable desire (present
iuéppaov), complaining about the past (1.7-8), denigrating fellow citizens (1.7), and talking about
his disgrace (&ypoiwTikav), Alcacus further creates a sense of intimacy, either allowing the
audience to take the place of Agesilaidas or feel the effect of eavesdropping. This intimacy in turn
produces an atmosphere of sincerity akin to the effect in Sappho .94 of eavesdropping on an
emotional conversation between lovers, and in Sappho fr.31 of hearing the speaker’s emotions,
and thereby makes the speaket’s version of events in fr.130b appear highly trustworthy.*
Further, the performance context seems unclear. The location of the speaker is clearly the
sanctuary at Messon since we have reference to the kallisteia (11.17-20), but the audience is
unimaginable: the speaker claims he settled alone in that place (vBa[8’] ofoc €oiknca, 1.10), so
the original context seems unlikely to be a symposium of his heairoi (cf. similarly oUTe yap oi
@iloy, fr.130a.1), and the unflattering presentation of his locale makes a symposium at his guest-
friend’s unattractive, though we can account for rhetorical exaggeration. Whatever the original

context, this poem seems at its most effective in reperformance with fellow symposiasts singing

these plights of exile in one symposium after another, and the poem’s themes resonating with

379 Altman 1982: 4.

380 Altman 1982: 4.

381 Altman 1982: 196-7.

382 The idea of trust is important in lyric, as the audience depends entirely on the speaker for information

(Budelmann 2018b: 240-241); fr.130b just takes this further.
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different types of audiences from those sympathetic to Alcaeus’ cause, those opposed to him (with
an element of Schadenfreuder), to those beyond Lesbos suffering or having suffered exile
throughout the archaic and classical period.

Another exile fragment, fr.129, persuades in a different way. The logic is simple (let the
Furies pursue Pittacus since we swore an oath and he broke it) but the amount of detail enables
the audience to reach the conclusion on their own. We should note here that Alcaeus exploits the
cletic hymnic discourse: it rhetorically endows the speaker’s version of events with trustworthiness
(as an address to gods), it makes the retelling of the past, which is used to remind the audience of
the events or tell a more ignorant audience the events (details unnecessary for Alcaeus’ hezairia) or
provide an alternative version, structurally natural, and it makes the change in tone at L.21 (pUckwv),
a pivot in the poem, stand out by creating even greater distance between the polite, ceremonial
register for divinities and the scoptic, colloquial register.’”

Furthermore, Alcacus manipulates emotions in this poem alongside the persuasive rhetoric.
Modern research in psychology refers, rather than to emotions themselves, to ‘emotional episodes’

(‘the story of an emotional event’)™

that ‘begin with cognitions — perceptions of (or thoughts about)
a situation — and our interpretations of them, frequently called the “antecedent conditions”.”® In
effect, if Sappho fr.31 shows emotion by describing the physiological and sensorial effects of
emotion, Alcaeus provides antecedent conditions (such as by narration of the past events from the

victim’s persepctive) to induce emotion (indignation from 1.21 onwards). Thus for fr.129, if 11.21-

24 are the climax, 11.1-20 (a narration about the sacredness of the precinct and the oath that the

383 Yatromanolakis 2008: 174-181 rightly notes that words like pUckeov are part of the sociolect of Alcacus’ group
which incorporates different but complementary types of discourses such as prayer, curse, oath, and political abuse,
and that thus such words are not ‘stylistically dissonant to the members of the hetaireia’ (179). Howevert, this should
not distract from the shift in the type of discourse and that the transition appears to be purposefully sudden and
rough to give this change a greater emotive effect.

384 Parrott 1991: 4.

385 Sanders 2014: 2. On scripts and emotional episodes, see e.g. Shaver et al. 1987, Frijda 2008, Niedenthal 2008.
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group swore) serve as the cognitive antecedent conditions, which are triggered by the breaking of
the oath (kfvwv & puckwv ou BieAéaTo, 1.21) to let forth the emotional climax of the present
(1.23). The cognitive processes behind recognising injustice and breaking divine laws, far from
demanding strict logical argument from the audience, are potent conditions for a variety of
emotions from envy to indignation. The narration and its suggestion of treachery themselves are
insufficient logically to persuade that Pittacus is either acting immorally or devouring the city,”
but the carefully cultivated inclusiveness of the first-person plural and of the idea of community
(1.1-8), contrasting with the singular de-humanised Pittacus, allows audiences of all kinds to identify
emotionally with the speaker. Further, as Alcaeus controls every aspect of the narration, he can
channel the audience towards the intended emotional state by leading it through the necessary
experiences.” Therefore, I suggest that Alcaeus’ use of emotion is motivated by the purpose of
his political poems to persuade others of his perspective.

These arguments do not suggest that Alcaeus did not compose for the hetairia, but that, as
well as for his hetairia, Alcaeus composed for a wider audience, who were perhaps his most desired
audience, and adapted the transmission of his poetry for his political ends. The most obvious
rhetorical quality of his political poems is persuasiveness, which is unnecessary for his hetairia but
much more useful for a wider, as yet unconvinced audience beyond his Jetairia.”™

The effectiveness of the poems’ transferability is therefore crucial. I showed in Chapter 3
how Alcaeus creates an immersive world, and how Alcaeus often shifted temporally and spatially
between text-worlds.”® Such detailed world-creation of spaces and times are similarly effective in
reperformance, especially with Alcaeus’ use of emotional immersion. A narratological perspective

is helpful here. The combination of the first-person singular speaker with an overt narratee

386 Hutchinson 2001: 202.
387 For an ancient perspective on such emotional manipulation, cf. e.g. Lys. 1.28.
388 This is not to deny the effect of reinforcement or religiously charged exhortation for Alcaeus’ hezairoi.

389 Cf. Hutchinson 2018.
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(Agesilaidas) in fr.130b creates the effect of the audience eavesdropping on (one side of) the
dialogue between the speaker and his addressee that does not lose its effectiveness when
reperformed in producing a sense of trustworthiness of the information or privacy implied in a
one-on-one conversation between friends. In most other fragments, Alcaeus has a first-person
plural inclusive narrator; this ‘we’ creates a rhetorical scenario where the audience is implied to be
both one of the narrator’s first-person plural and the covert narratee. Such is the case in frr.6 or
338, where the audience is implicated in the actions that the speaker urges; these, again, do not lose
their rhetorical effectiveness when reperformed with different, extra-betairia audiences. In situations
like frr.69 or 129, where ‘we’ is perhaps specifically of the hetairia, the covert narratee still allows
the poems to be effective with extra-betairia audiences by creating a sense of eavesdropping on a
closed conversation or of being told of the Jetairia’s actions in a dialogue.

Further, there is always an element of fiction even in ‘original’ performance. Especially in
poems of the ‘let us drink’ type, the scene often does not seem ‘real: are the symposiasts not
drinking until such a poem has been sung? An extreme example is fr.347, whose fictionality of the
scene draws attention as the reworking of Hesiod’s Op.582-587. Similarly, frr.346 and 338, whose
settings, while vivid, are generic and conventional, and poems with single addressees, if they are
sung at symposia, artificially create a sense of intimacy between the speaker and audience as it
immerses itself into the position of the single addressee. Thus, one does not expect Melanippus to
be alone with the speaker in fr.38a, nor Agesilaidas in fr.130b. The conventions of such poetry
already incorporate fictive situations for the speaker and audience without diminishing the
rhetorical effect of the language.

Let us now focus on the effects created by reperformance, and moments where Alcaeus
hints at reperformance. Alcaeus’ poetry contains many deictics, which, as a ‘shifter’ (a word with

390

the property of having a different meaning depending on the situation),”” would often have

39 In the sense employed by e.g. Jakobson 1971, who limits it to deictics (in contrast to the wider application by e.g.

Jespersen, who includes certain common nouns).
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different referents in reperformance. The most striking change is the one in performer. Since most
of Alcaeus’ poetry appears to have a first-person speaker-narrator, a change in performer creates a
strange effect. The first person is different from other shifters in not requiring demonstration,’'
with Benveniste arguing that the first person has no object reference but only with reference with
locution:

‘Je ne peut étre défini qu’en termes de “locution”; non en termes d’objets,

>
comme l'est un signe nominal. Je signifie “la personne qui énonce la présente
instance de discours contenant s¢’. Instance unique par définition, et valable
seulement dans son unicité.””
A reperformer, then, performatively becomes the poet’s speaker. In contrast to most of the first-
person poetry in the Theognidea, which (usually) by its lack of specific and identifiable local, temporal,
and personal details makes the identification of reperformer and author seamless and neither the
poet’s nor the re-performer’s identity need be more prominent, the strong identity of Alcaeus’
speaker and the specifics complicate identification of re-performer and author.”” The re-performer
takes on the identity of Alcaeus’ speaker and experiences the poetry as Alcaeus’ speaker, just as an
actor in a play ‘becomes’ the character played.

This strong multiple identity of the reperformer perhaps creates a much more direct
relationship between the poet and his secondary audiences, collapsing not only the spatio-temporal
distance with the techniques discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, but also the distance in identity between

Alcaeus’ speaker and performers.”” The effect is stronger than in (non-interactive) drama as the

audience is so often deictically incorporated into the poetic world through the use of ‘we’ (and

391 Parret 1980: 97. However, the first person can be an indexical in certain situations (Urban 1989).

392 Benveniste 1966: 252. For greater detail and broader view of the personal pronoun’s referentiality: Bhat 2007: 37-
46.

393 It is no accident that Alcaean lines excerpted as skolia or as sententiae are lines that do not have such specifics.

394 Cf. the dual identity of actors and their characters in Greek tragedy: Lada-Richards 2002. On metalepsis more
broadly in Greek tragedy: Whitmarsh 2013.

121



through the narration of the Jetairia’s activities) and hence cast into the role of Alcaeus’ hetairo:.
Further, the effect is not limited to the audience’s experience of the poetry, but also concerns the

395
>

reperformer. Scholars, not just in Classics but in literary studies in general,”” have often focused

on the audience/reader of lyric as the imagined addressee, but have neglected the reperformer,

396

who ‘becomes Alcaeus’ not only for the audience,” but also, to an extent, cognitively for

themselves. ™ Although ‘anonymous’ poetry might be suitable for a greater number of re-

performances,””

the effect of political poetry experienced as Alcaeus may be part of another
persuasive strategy.

Finally, there are moments that show an awareness of reperformance in Alcaeus. The most
obvious is fr.6, which points to the past (aUTe) and the future (rapé€et). As has been shown for

SnUTe in erotic contexts,”” aUTe here appears to bring the sense of endless repetition of the same

scenario, which may also be seen as an acknowledgement of the pre-existence always already of

> 400
>

past performance or ‘preperformance’,”” of the poem, the situation, and the imagery. A different
kind of reperformance can be found in fr.129 where the speaker reports the oath that the group
took in oratio obligna, in effect performing the oath again, but with a new target this time.

Slightly different is the repetition of subject matter and of imagery. In Nunns’ recent
treatment of this subject, she writes:

‘Interpretation is an act, involving poet and audience, in which meaning is

communicated and received and made relevant to its receivers. When there is a

395 E.g. Culler 2015: 186-243.

396 Cf. e.g. Ion as the ‘best thapsode in Greece’ (PL. Ion 541b) and as ‘Homer” in performance.

397 On actors” empathy with characters from both Stanislavskian and cognitive perspectives, cf. Blair 2009 and Kemp
2012: Chapters 5-0.

3% Unlike poems with contemporary references; a similar division of effects may be found in Sappho, where poems
with references to specific individuals require the re-performer to re-live ‘Sappho’, while poems such as fr.31 allow
for a much broader application.

399 Mace 1993.

400 For ‘preperformance’ Budelmann 2017, especially 47-49.
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strong familiarity between audience and poet, additional layers of symbolism and
association might attach themselves to words, phrases and images. [...] Images
in Alcaeus’ poetry ask an audience to ‘see’ something and, when those images
recur, a well-primed audience might also be expected to ‘see between the lines’
and infer more than is given at face-value. [...] The visual aspects of Alcaeus’
poetry would therefore be a powerful vehicle for manipulating layers of meaning
as understood by a group.””!

Consequently, she argues for the interpretation of the ‘ship poems’ (frr.6, 73, 208) as a group of
poems related by the similar imagery.*”* Although she envisions this audience as Alcaeus’ hetairia, if
the dissemination of Alcaeus regularly went beyond his Jetairia, the same expectation for the
audience to ‘see’ something in this imagery would exist in this larger audience that is familiar with
his oeuvre. Thus, while the order of poems may be unclear, the repeated use of the ship metaphor
in the political context suggests that Alcaeus was engaging with his own earlier imagery as if it were
common knowledge and already made famous by reperformance, thereby acknowledging earlier
performance and dissemination of his own works.

4.4.  Controlling the Narrative

In socio-pragmatic terms, the persuasive strategies and repeated narration of political events from
the poet’s perspective suggest an attempt to create a narrative for the audience that is more
persuasive than the audience’s own. Neither extra-institutional politics nor the use of poetry is
unparalleled. For the latter, Solon’s use of poetry and theatricality may have allowed circumvention

of the law on not speaking about Salamis and even the resumption of the Salaminian war.*” For

the former, at least for Classical Athens, the rumour-mill preserved in the orators show how crucial

401 Nunns 2010: 12-13.
402 Nunns 2010: 42.
403 See Irwin 2005: 274 and 139-142; Gottesman 2014: 78; but contrast Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010: 203-210, who thinks

the story was reconstructed from the poem.
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public opinion is in institutional decision-making, policing behaviours, and enforcing decisions;
without public support, no decision could be passed and no decision upheld.*”* Isocrates tellingly
mentions a man who repeatedly told his version of a financial dispute épicTauevoc eic Touc
SxAouc kai kabilcov emi Tolc épyacTnpioic (18.9); nor is such talk limited to the elite.*” In this
light, one can justifiably consider Alcaeus envisioning a much wider audience than his faction with

406

his portrayal of events,”” if not his poetry, spreading through interactions in symposia and the

streets.

Our discussion has shown that while the symposium is the immediate performance context of
Alcaeus’ poetry, Alcaeus did not compose solely for his Jezairia but in fact not only envisioned a
wider audience but also aimed to reach a wider audience and exploited the transmission of poetry
for his own ends. Reperformance and dissemination therefore loom large in his poetry, as is shown
by his strategies for persuasion and the transferability of ‘settings’ between performance contexts.
Chapters 3 and 4 together have thus considered the importance of world-building, of constructing
and maintaining poetic biographies, of rhetoric, and of pronouns to make his poetry effective to

both primary and secondary audiences.

404 Gottesman 2014,
405 Gottesman 2014: 55-63; for social mixing: Vlassopoulos 2007.

406 See pp.155-156 on rumours.
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Chapter 5: History

The most consistently favoured approach to Alcaeus has been the historical.*’” Indeed, as the
majority of the surviving fragments mention contemporary events, engagement with Mytilenean
history is essential. Many have attempted rather more, aiming for a historical reconstruction of the
events and their causes: historians, for a greater understanding of archaic political and social history,
and literary scholars, for facts on which to base interpretations. The latter aim is hindered by the
multitude of reconstructions without an emerging consensus. In response, this chapter aims to
examine Mytilenean politics as presented by Alcaeus, refute some popular theories, and explore
interpretative possibilities previously excluded on questionable historical bases. To this end, I will
first consider in isolation the events, people, and places mentioned by Alcaeus, then attempt to
reconstruct a fuller history from all available sources, examine Alcaeus’ presentation of people and
events in this context, and assign a chronological scheme.
5.1.  Alcaeus’ Mytilene

Ancient historians use a variety of sources, often relying on later accounts for archaic Greece due
to the scarcity of contemporary evidence. For the history of Mytilene at the time of Alcaeus, there
is also contemporary material: Sappho and Alcaeus. This section attempts to see how much can be
reconstructed from the Lesbians themselves as a starting-point for a fuller account since much of
the current uncertainty depends on the interpretation of later evidence.

While this material is poetic and thus not necessarily aimed as an accurate record of events,
it should not be dismissed out of hand. For the poets are unlikely to depart far from actual events

408

when referencing contemporary political events.”™ If, as usually assumed, Alcacus composed for

407 Alcaeus is already used to write history by Herodotus (5.95) and Aristotle (Po/ 111.1285%).
408 There is a scale of expectations for truth: no audience is likely to believe in or rely on the truthfulness of the
poet’s narratives or interactions with gods (e.g. Muses’ visit to Hesiod, Sappho’s conversation with Aphrodite), as

these are fundamentally unknowable, or of minor events that are not life-events (e.g. Sappho’s conversation with the
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his Jetairia, fabrication seems implausible, since the Jezairia would have known them first-hand; if,
as I argue, Alcaeus composed to entertain and persuade a broader audience of Mytileneans and
interested observers, such an audience would probably have known the basic elements of
contemporary Mytilenean politics. Similarly, the passing mentions of political events in Sappho (e.g.
Sappho fr.98) are unlikely to create background events ex nibilo. In contrast, motivations are
subjective, and should be treated with caution. Further, at least for the purposes of this thesis, not
only the historicity of events is of interest, but also the events as presented by Alcaeus. Indeed, in
interpreting this poetry, it is much more important to reconstruct the image of the society and
events presented by the poet, since the political world must be transformed into a literary form to
be accessed by the listener, however close the two worlds may be, just as Alcaeus creates a poetic
version of himself. Finally, later sources themselves may largely be based on these poets: if they are

409

the only sources for the period to which later authors such as Aristotle had access,”” their

conclusions should largely be verifiable, although we have access to less material; if there were

other sources, *!"

one should give greater weight to elements that can be corroborated by
contemporary evidence.

A further distinction should be made between the zpsissima verba of the poets and the
judgement of scholiasts. The latter postdate Herodotus and Aristotle,”"' our main non-poetic
sources, and some (e.g. fr.306A¢) even show controversy around the basic facts of Alcaeus’ life.

Therefore, the scholia will be treated cautiously unless the material can be parallelled in the zpsissima

verba.

5.1.1. 'The mdAlc

family-member in the ‘Brothers Poem’), as the audience has little stake in them being true. However, an audience
might reasonably expect recent public events and actions to largely fit with or not to contradict their knowledge.
409 Fehling 1985: 104-108; Alcacus appeats to have overshadowed even the local historians as a source of historical
information of the period (Thomas 2019: 268).

#10 Jacoby 1902: 163.

411 On the nature of Alcaean scholia: Porro 2004: 75-80.
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Alcaeus only names Mytilene twice (frr.169a.7, 152.4), both in uncertain contexts, once as
k]Udvac Mut[iAfjvac (fr.152.4). TAIc alone also probably refers to Mytilene in contemporary
contexts, as Atistotle assumes at Po/ I111.1285%, mentioning MuTiAnvaiol ‘electing’ Pittacus as
aicupviitne and quoting fr.348, which does not name the city. The poet sometimes simply calls
the OAIc ‘our MOAIC” or otherwise links it closely with the first-person plural (frr.66.8, 129.25).
Alcaeus also presents a broader Lesbian and Aeolian identity, mentioning the island in frr.34b.10,
129.2-3, and 130b.17, and Aeolians/Aeolids at frr.7.6, 38a.5, 129.7, and 1692a.7. We can therefore
perceive a strong Mytilenean identity, and some identification as Lesbian and Aeolian by our
poet.*'” Intra-island tivalry appears to have been strong throughout Lesbian history, despite the

establishment of Lesbian 4oina in the Archaic and Hellenistic periods,*”

and there was competition
over the ownership of Lesbian identity,"* but the Macar myth, the Trojan connection, and the
sanctuary at Messon in later sources appear to reinforce collective identity.*”” Alcaeus’ use of these
Lesbian and Aeolian identities in this connection may thus be an attempt to present the events of
his poetry as a pan-Lesbian, regional, or even pan-Hellenic affair.

The ToAIc is variously conceived. The TOAIC as a tetritory (Xwpa) is clearest when he
mentions their limits, such as in &] MU ToUTwv dmeAnAauat | pevywv écxaTioic’ (fr.130b.8-9;
sim. fr.328). A similar awareness of territory might be seen in fr.131.1-2 (y&c da [ | pevyov() and
Opaik[iac ... yaiac (fr.45.3). Alcaeus seems to exaggerate at fr.130b.8-9 since ‘ends of the earth’
appears to be a common phrase in Lesbian poetry (e.g. frr.345, 350, Sa. fr.58.20) and he is

surrounded by Lesbian women, most likely at the ‘Great Temenos’ of {r.129 (of Hera: 2 DA ad

179.129), usually considered the temple at Messon, at the centre of Lesbos, on the edges of

#12 Meanwhile, Sappho never mentions Mytilene or Lesbos by name; she does refer to some as ‘the Mytilenean’
(Sappho £r.98b.3).

413 cf. e.g. Mytilene’s forced attempt at synoecism: Thuc. 3.2.3-3.3.1 with Hornblower 1991: 384.

414 Ellis-Evans 2019: 222-243.

415 Thomas 2019: 260-274; Ellis-Evans 2019.
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Mytilenean tertitory.*'

Further, poipav éxwv &ypolwTikav (fr.130b.2) implies a syncretism
between TOAIc and participation in the life of the TéAic on the one hand, and the &ypoc
(countryside) and political exclusion on the other. This, not rival attitudes towards eastern luxury,
probably lies behind &ypotwTic in Sappho fr.57. Such loss of civic life is found in &ydpac
droucan | kapu[lo]uévac wyecthaida | kai B[S]AAac (fr.130b.3-5), ie. patticipation in
political activity, and T& TATNE Kai TATEPOC TTATNP | Ka<y>Y[e]ynpac’ ExovTec, i.e. rights
and property. This also attests to the existence of an &yodpa and BOAAa; if the activity of the
aydpa being called and the BOAAa are separate, perhaps the institution in the &ydpa is the
assembly.””” We could probably also deduce from Alcaeus’ previous participation in the BSAAa
that he was of significant social standing."'® A TpuTaveiov in Mytilene is mentioned later (Sa.
tr.203a=Athenaeus 10.425a, Eust. 1205.17-20). Consequently, there is evidence for some political
engagement of citizens. How much of a legal-judicial system existed remains unclear, but there are
vague references to vopol (frr.35.1, 129.25, also 181.1?).

The mOAIc is also seen as its occupants: T& T&TNP Kai M&Tepoc METNP [...] TV
[&]AAaAokdkeov ToM[eliTav (fr.130b.5-7). The woAic is the TOAIC of one’s ancestors and of
citizens. The coinage of &AAaAdkakoc suggests that citizens should in essence not be harming

each other;*"’

the sentiment is rather close to Theognis 367-370 and 287-292, with citizens acting
contrary to how they should. Alcaeus’ opinions about how citizens should act are found elsewhere

too: Gudpec yap moéAL0c Upyoc apednol (fr.112.10) and Aeclius Aristides’ paraphrase (possibly

of this line) (fr.426=Ael. Arist. Orat. 46.207=Photius, Bib/. 248) shows a city consisting of its

416 Robert 1960, Spencer 1995d: no. 103, Caciagli 2010. Less likely is Cape Phokas: Quinn 1961b, Picard 1962.
417 On the &yopd as assembly: Kolb in BNP, s.v. ‘Agora’.

418 On the membership of the BouAn: Ehrenberg 1969: 59-65, Rhodes 1985.

419 Sappho too talks of ¢may[opi]at ToAiTav | ¢dc moT’ o[k &]AAwc (Sappho ft.5.14-15) for her brother.
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citizens, and that ‘watlike men’ are the prominent men who defend the city.*’ A similar idea may
lie beneath the paraphrase of Alcaeus by the scholiast on Aeschylus’ Sgp£398 (fr.427).*!

Genealogies and families, unsurprisingly, are a strong link between the TOAic and its
inhabitants. Beside fr.130b, the mention of fathers and grandfathers occurs often (e.g. frr.6.14, 6.17,
61.5, 68.3, 68.4, 72.13, (77. 1.11), 339, 371). The idea of not disgracing their fathers related to
political activity (fr.6.12-14) offers a familial angle to mOAic-life. A similar idea is behind
kakomaTtpidaic (frr.67.4, 75.12, 106.3, 348.1); much has been made of cu d7n TeauTac
EKyeyovwv (fr.72.11) having to refer to the addressee’s mother, but we also find a shameless man’s
father and grandfather suggested as worthy of stoning and worse (fr.68.3-4). The plural (e.g. £r.67.4)
might suggest that they were a defined group,” or at least identifiable as a group, but the meaning
of kakomaTpidaic is unclear (see below). Further, we find numerous clan-names (Cleanactids,
tr.112.23, Sappho fr.98b.7; Archeanactids, fr.112.23; Penthilids, frr. 75.10; Polyanactids, fr.303Aa.2,
303Ab.14 (=Sappho fr.99LP), Sappho fr.155). They are found more in the scholia and later sources,
but cannot be identified with specific individuals. The Newest Sappho, particularly the ‘Brothers
Poem’; also shows how individual members” honour are connected with the family’s; Alcaeus too
sings of his brother’s achievements (at least fr.350).

Less specific is the dauoc (frr.70.13, 129.20, possibly 131.1). In frr.70.13 and 129.20,
Alcaeus suggests that Pittacus is the source of the d&poc’s woes, and that Alcaeus is working to
rescue the Mytileneans from Pittacus. Therefore, there is some advantage in assuming the

responsibility of the 8apoc. The dauoc appears similar to the Homeric dfjuoc, which is usually

420 This is a well-parallelled sentiment, e.g. S. 4/.160-161.

421 Fr.112.10’s mention of towers is interesting, as towers are well-attested on Lesbos from the archaic period. These
are found on the borders, far from the cities, and their primary function appears to be prestige-building and
boundary-marking (Spencer 1995b). If we take TTOAl0¢ seriously and locationally, thete is an awateness of the city as
a physical space (alongside the mention of the agora; also cf. k]opUpav TdéAnoc, fr.41.18) and as a fortified place.
Remains of Mytilene’s archaic walls have been found (6™ century BC: Hansen and Nielsen 2004: 1373).

422'Thus most persuasively, Rosler 1980: 186-191.
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considered to be the population excluding only the ‘leading men’.* The A&oc is also mentioned
(frr.364, 356, 143.3) and appears similar to the Homeric sense, the entire people,”* and little
difference can be perceived between the two terms in Alcaeus. Indeed, Alcaecus might not always
be so precise with such terminology. Although frr.364 and 356 could be of people in general, fr.143
appears to be referring to events in Mytilene; if Barnet’s supplements Saudcclopev | Adotic
AUc[opev are adopted, it may parallel &pov UTEE axécov puecBar (fr.129.20).

Alcaeus sometimes makes little distinction between 8auoc and moAic. Particulatly
interesting are damTéTw MOAw (fr.70.7) and 8&mtel | Tav MOAw (fr.129.23-24). The phrase
cleatly draws on dnuoBdpoc BaciAevc (I41.231), with the concept enjoying widespread
recognition later (e.g. Thgn. 1181). The TOAIc is personified in fr.348: &xoAoc and Bapudaiucwov
are striking, even if TéAic is understood as the people of the TéAIc.*” Bapudaiuwv consistently
means ‘luckless’ (e.g. paired with Suctuxric at Ar. Ea/.1102), but &xoAoc is used to mean ‘calming
anger’ at 0d4.4.221 (of a drink), and in medical or biological contexts to mean ‘without bile’; ‘calming
anger’ at 0d.4.221 is clearly a semantic extension, since the drink makes one be ‘without bile’;
Alcaeus presents Mytilene as a city that should be angry but inexplicably is not.

The fate of the TOAIc appears closely bound with the morality of its leaders and the gods
seem to be expected to take an interest in the workings of the state and be involved in justice (cf.
£r.70.8-9). Poems that clearly assume this principle include frr.67, 69, 70, 112, 129, 130b, 205, 200,
296a, 298. However, there are also other socio-religious practices of Lesbos, such as the ga/isteia,
which is a yearly rite (fr.130b.20).

The picture of the city gleaned from these fragments is very close to the findings of the

l 426

Copenhagen Polis Centre on TOAICc in genera If Alcaeus’ conception of TOAIC is thus

425 Though not always. For a succinct overview, see Ruzé 1997: 70-74.
424 Ruzé 1997: 69-70.
425 Alcaeus is the first attestation of the idea of the OAIc as its inhabitants.

426 Hansen 2006: 56-57.
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parallelled, it may be justified to extrapolate other aspects of the TTOAIc by comparison with other
ToAeic. At least, it suggests that Alcaeus’ Mytilene is not qualitatively different from other Greek
méAeic as we understand them. Such closeness may also help to explain the appeal of Alcaeus’
poetry in TTOAeic throughout the Mediterranean as poetry of ToAIc life.

5.1.2. Politics
Although several events are mentioned, their nature is rarely clear. However, one can tell that there
is civil strife: cJuvBépevor Aaic (fr.36.11), xaAdccouev [...] Avac (£r.70.10), eupuAcd Te pdxac
(fr.70.11), cTdcw (fr.208.1). Yet more is found in the scholia. To ascertain what is secure, and what
may be later interpretation, I will precede first with information from the poetic fragments, then
with information from the scholia.

In fr.348, Pittacus is made TUpavvoc with uéy’ émaivevtec ddAAeec. The word doAArc
is frequently used in Homer as ‘all together’ or ‘in groups’, ‘in throngs’, but otherwise only once in
hH. 2.127 and Hes. fr.204.83 before the 5" century. Perhaps it means ‘all together’ here, but the
subject with which it is in apposition (as often in Homer) may be missing, which could reduce the
‘approving’ group. If, however, it refers to the whole citizenty, it is not called the TéAIc or one of
its institutions, and whether there was an election is unclear.*”” Also noteworthy is TUpavvoc: it
and its cognate are also found at frr.34b.8 and 75.13. The context in fr.34b.8 is unclear, but it is
plural and the referents are unclear, while petxu[ may relate to overthrowing or confounding a
situation or in the common phrase ‘mix battle’ (cf. fr.330).**® Fr.75 is more promising: if ©
TedéTpoT[€ is the same as the one ‘being a tyrant’ (TJupavvey-), this may be Pittacus (from fr.348),

but there are many issues in this fragment.*” Other fragments use a similar ‘overthrowing’ image;

427 &6NAeec would not necessarily be a positive sign of Pittacus’ ‘legitimacy’ or point to a procedural approval of him
by the 8&poc: it is used only once in the IZad for an ordetly gathering (of the Achaean leaders at Agamemnon’s tent
for a feast, then council, at I2.9.89), but elsewhere it is always of a disordetly impromptu group, usually with an
element of raucous tumult (in battle, or of excitement).

428 Cf. e.g. PL. R548c, S. E.1485.

429 See pp.327-333.
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the overturner in fr.76.13-15 cannot be identified just from poetic fragments, but the scholia
identifies him as Pittacus with a superlinear gloss over &dJvnp (Qittak[oc) in fr.141, and there is
a marginal gloss by 1.4-6 in fr.72, which might mention Pittacus (TTitTa]kdc, Diels) and scholars
agree that the addressee is Pittacus, though the referent of the covnp here is disputed.

There are further scholia on Tupd&vvol. 2 fr.74 mentions resisting the tyrant in paraphrases
that suggest Alcacus addressing Mytileneans directly, but it is unclear who the TUpavvoc is.*’
TUpavvoc also appears in fr.3006g.3-8, where the most economical interpretation appeats to be that

it is Pittacus, "'

as rushing on the back of Pittacus (Evopu[ficar T]olc T[o]T PiT-|Tdk[o]u
voT[olc [...] [TO]v TUpavvov | Talcal) seems most likely to mean to attack him, unless one
assumes that the TUpavvoc here is Myrsilus and Alcaeus suggests attacking them both. The
following lines are similarly ambiguous:

Kal afl]tn kata | Oirtdkou yéy[pa]mTal Te-|pl TV Spkwv [TV

Ylelyle-lvnuévaov v [ (fr.306g.9-12).
If one assumes kai a[U]tn kaTa | OrTTdKkov applies only to yéy[pa]mTal, the former conclusion
is reached; if one assumes it applies to Y€y [pa]mTal mept TGV Spkwv [TV y]e[y]e-| vnuévaov
gv [, the latter. We can get no further without more information. Finally, povapxia, the first
attestation of the word in Greek, is found at fr.6.27; this might be glossed Mupcilou in an
otherwise illegible scholion in the lower margin, but this could be commenting on another poem.
There is also Ba]ciAeuc &xny at fr.5.14, but it could be in a comparative clause. Furthermore, we
cannot expect Alcaeus to use these terms precisely and consistently, considering the wide variation
of usage in Herodotus.*”

Of individuals, we find Melanchrus only once: MéAayxpoc aidwoc &Eloc éc TOAW

(fr.331); it is not even clear whether this is positive or negative. We hear more about Myrsilus: cdc

430 See pp.323-326.
#1 Porro 1994: 100-102.
432 For Herodotus’ usage: Dewald 2003.
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kai meda Mupci[A]ewo| (fr.70.7, in 2 poem about Pittacus), MUpciA[o (£r.129.28, in an ill-preserved
stanza), and in a poem celebrating his death (fr.332). Thus Pittacus was in cahoots with Myrsilus at
some point, and Myrsilus died. The scholia add further information. = fr.112.23-24 (T(dv)
MupciA(ov) glossing KAeavakTidav and T(ov) Orttak(év) glossing fipxeavakTidav on the
following line) is controversial, as Strabo’s text (13.2.3=fr.468; 1% c. AD) suggests that Myrsilus,
Melanchrus, and the Cleanactids are different,” and Pittacus’ father is otherwise known as Hyrrhas
(trr.129.13, 298.47). A persuasive argument for these identifications is still forthcoming (see below).
More promising is 2 fr.60, which suggests a link between spear-bearers and Myrsilus, unless y&p
here refers only to what was said to Bycchis. Crucial is 2 fr.114, which claims that there was a first
exile (and hence at least a second) and that Alcaeus and his comrades plotted against Myrsilus, but
they failed and fled to Pyrrha. One might connect the incident between Mytilene and Pyrrha of >
fr.60 with the plot revealed in 2 fr.114, but this is uncertain.

In commentaries, fr.305a.14-31 mention Myrsilus’ return from exile. c[ol] k&uot |
TéAepoc unTe yévort[o] is apparently addressed to Mnamon who provided a boat for Myrsilus’
return and to whom Alcaeus wishes to make clear he does not blame him. Then &écTic & &uue
Siactal | BéAet are explained as referring either in general (fitot kaBdAov) or | Twov | Tepi
DitTakd; the possibilities do not inspire confidence, but the other comments on the poem appear
to be close paraphrases. The same poem is perhaps discussed in another commentary
(8267=1r.306Cd Liberman), which goes on to comment on fr.208, suggesting either that fr.208
followed the Mnamon-poem in the Alexandrian edition, or the scholiast chose to treat it together
for some reason (due to boats, Myrsilus, or similar time-period?). Unfortunately, S267 does not
comment on who wishes them apart or explain why Pittacus is mentioned. Finally, in another

commentary (S263=£r.306B Liberman), which appears to be following the poem closely as it simply

433 Unless one deletes kai: AAkaToc ptv oUv dpoiwc EAoidopeiTo kal TouTe kal Toic &AAoic, Mupcihcl kai

MeAdryxpeot kai (kai delevit Wilamowitz) Toic KAeavaktidaic kai &AAoic Ticiv.
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transfers Lesbian into Koine in 11.8-10, little is clear, except Juidc ToU KAedvopoc &1 [ | €fic
Tov MUpcidov eye [ (fr.306B.11-12). Some think that Mytsilus is vidc ToU KAedvopoc, but that
is uncertain; indeed, €€fjc makes this questionable. In fr.157, the scholion to 11.1-2 mention Tepl
OrTtakodv|, and scholion to 11.3-5 mentions oc/1Aoupovd (=(écTt) (Mupc)ilou pdvoc?) amidst
vague mention of violence. There are also several less useful scholia. The scholion to fr.77c
preserves 6 8¢ pudpoc| | fva pr) avéA[6mi | Touc T(ept) TOV M[Upcidov, but it reveals little
about the events.”* Similarly, fr.241 might mention Myrsilus and Pittacus in close proximity, but
even the names are uncertain.

In Alcaeus’ spsissima verba, Pittacus is called clever (fr.67.2), and appears to be involved in
an oath at the altar of Apollo (fr.67.3). Some assume that the oath mentioned in fr.129 (never to
abandon their comrades, but to kill their opponents or die, and to rescue the d&poc from their
woes) was sworn in the same precinct as the setting of the fragment: Messa. While there may have
been several oaths or oaths might have been reaffirmed, surely oaths lose their exceptionality and
importance if they have to be repeated. It seems more likely that one was the main oath to which
the group could refer back. Indeed, fr.129 does not mention where they swore the oath, so it seems
probable that the oath of fr.67 is the oath that Pittacus broke. It might even have greater symbolic
value if this altar of Apollo is an important Mytilenean one; Thucydides mentions a temple to
Apollo Maloeis just outside the city where the whole of Mytilene would celebrate festivals to Apollo

(Thuc. 3.3).4

434 See pp.337-341.

435 Apollo’s altar is appropriate for political oaths. Apollo is strongly associated with young men, Mannerbunde, and
political organisation throughout Greece (cf. Graf 2009: 84-100; Apollo’s name may be related to the assembly:
Butkert 1975, but see Beekes 2003). His cult is one of the most prominent and oldest on Lesbos (as well as the
Troad) (Shields 1917: 1-12), and one of the Penthilid colonists is called ‘Smintheus’ ([Plu.], Sepz sap. 20), an
important Apollonian epithet. Apollo is the only recognisable divinity portrayed on the Lesbian billon coins (1/8
stater: HGCS VI.1083; 1/12 stater: HGCS VI1.1089; both ¢.550-480 BC) and is the most common divinity on atchaic
and classical Mytilenean coins (including electrum stater HCGS V1.923, ¢.428-427 BC; electrum hektai HCGS
V1.958, V1.959, ¢.487-455 BC; silver drachm HCGS V1.1036, ¢.440-400 BC), while coins of other Lesbian cities

appear to favour other divinities (Hermes for Eresus, Athena for Methymna).

134



Fr.70 ends with Pittacus; kfjvoc 8¢ macwBeic ATpeidalv]| (fr.70.6) refers to him and
confirms Aristotle’s reports that Pittacus matried into the Penthilids. Since coc kal meda
Mupci[A]w[ suggests he is no longer ruling with Myrsilus, Pittacus appeats to have ruled after
Myrsilus’ death. Similarly, the marriage may have happened around this time, especially if Tacw6elc
has a causal and temporal sense. Fr.5 also concerns a man’s marriage (kekp[i]uevoc yauel, fr.5.11).
If it is about Pittacus, which is very uncertain, EucToo[pn]ue[voc (fr.5.12) might suggest he has
bodyguards, chiming with the later trope of tyrants and showing a similarity with Myrsilus (2 fr.60).
Finally, fr.170 col.ii preserves eeove [ | koihaice[ | und [ | ittlak- | Tedn[ | cme: v[; if
[&|]cmic is read, there may be a reference to the Sigean episode. Pittacus is also mentioned in
fr.348 discussed above. Much more information is available in the scholia, though many are of
dubious worth. Otherwise, a list of insults that Alcaeus apparently used against Pittacus is reported
by Diogenes Laertius (fr.429; 3* c. AD).

5.1.3.  Beyond Lesbos
Not everything happened in Lesbos. Fr.401B attests at least to Alcaeus losing his armour to
‘AtTiKOL; since Herodotus even names the addressee and quotes it, Herodotus probably had good
reason to think it was from the Sigean War. In fr.167, Phrynon is mentioned in the scholion to 1.3,
but nothing substantial can be deduced; however, it might relate, even if tangentially, to the Sigean
War as its Athenian commander (Strabo 13.1.38=fr.468, Plutarch, de malig. 858ab).

From fr.306Aa.3, one might surmise that fr.306Ab.5 (] UTmodik[-) also quotes Dicaearchus
as source, who wrote a treatise on Alcaeus (frr.94-99 Wehtli). The same commentary on a lost
poem mentions an addressee who died at the hands of the Allieni (fr.306Ab.18-22), but the rest
resist clarification beyond that an Amardis suspected Alcaeus of the death, an addressee ran away,
and the speaker claims not to be responsible. There are possible Allienoi in Phrygia, Lydia, Mysia,

and Caria, and Alcaeus either travelled there or had contacts with business there.**

436 Treu 1966.
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Alcaeus’ other exile(s) are mentioned in fr.306Ae (=S282) (Tn]v devté-|pav [ ]| ac
puynv (fr.306Ae iii4-5)) but the location remains unclear. This may or may not be
contemporaneous with the ‘action at the bridge’ (fr.306Ae iii.6-7), but at both events (fr.306Ae
1i1.7-8), Alcaeus apparently mentions Antimenidas, his brother who is said to have fought alongside
the Babylonians (fr.350). The scholiast mentions a debate about when Alcaeus died and how many
exiles he had, and a war between Alyattes and Astyages (fr.306Ae col.iii.14-17), but how these fit
together is unclear. In fr.3006Af, we have a king of the Lydians, Antimenidas as Alcaeus’ brother,
something about hatred, Pittacus, and Croesus. These are strange together, especially Croesus, who
postdates Alcacus. However, the scholiast of fr.300A appears to deal with several works on Alcaeus,
not always using Alcaeus himself as source, and is therefore potentially unreliable. Similarly, the
40™ Olympiad (620 BC) in fr.306Ag is puzzling, but overlaps with dates found in later sources for
Alcaeus (below).

The Near East appears elsewhere too. Fr.48 mentions the sack of Ashkelon by the
Babylonians;*’ fr.69 mentions the Lydians giving 2000 staters to enter a city, a possible sign of
foreign interests in Mytilene;*® fr.166 preserves kaB&A [ for KapnAéec (Kabelians, a people of
Asia Minor), or kaf&AAeiov (draft horse/couch/peg), or kaB&AAnC (draft horse, or eunuch);
£r.20.10 mentions a royal tent, possibly referring to a Near Eastern military context; and Alcaeus
mentions the history of Antandrus (fr.337) and Pitane (fr.439) as well as localities in Mysia (fr.440).
More everyday connections are visible in Sappho, who uses Lydian chariots as reference-points
(fr.16.19), mentions movement, perhaps even marriage, between Mytilene and Lydia (frr.16, 96),
and has access to Lydian fashion (frr.39, 98).

Alcaeus also shows knowledge of mainland Greece and the Western Mediterranean. Thus
fr.7.9-12 mention Crisa and Phalanthus, probably from the tale of Phalanthus being shipwrecked

near Crisa and rescued by a dolphin (Paus. 10.13.10) on his way to found Taras. Similarly, if the

47 See pp.253-260.
438 See pp.292-297.
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cottabus game really originated from Sicily, fr.72 could point to cultural contact with the West,
though in fr.322 he appears to use Tean cups for it. In some of these fragments, there is an
awareness of Greek colonisation in the more mythical stories. This is complemented by his poem
on Aenus (fr.45). Trade lurks in the background, for which cargo (e.g. fr.73.1, 208a.14, 167.7)
implies an awareness, as do foreign items, such as eastern boots (fr.77A i); kUmpoc, a Pontic word
for a ‘measure’ (fr.312); and Tean cups (fr.322). Trade was also probably the reason for his trip to
Egypt (fr.432), like Sappho’s brother (cf. Brother’s Poem).
5.2.  Filling in the Gaps
An outline of Alcaeus’ society emerging from the Lesbians poets — of Alcaeus’ conception of the
TALC, political institutions, and some individuals - can now be contextualised with archaeological
material and other sources.
5.2.1. Before Pittacus

Aristotle is our chief source for early Mytilene:

ToAAoi 8¢ kai Sikx TO eic TO cddua aikicbijval TAnyaic opyicbévtec oi pev

SiépBeipav, oi & évexeipncav coc UPpicBEvTeC, Kal TV TEPL Tac apxac

kai PaciAikac Buvacteiac. olov &v MutiAfjumt Touc TTevBiAidac

MeyakAfic mepudvtac kai TUTTOVTAC Taic kopUvalc émbéuevoc HETS

TGV piAcov dveiev, kai Uctepov Cuépdne TTevBidov mAnyac AaPcov kai

Tap& Thc yuvaikodc eehkucbeic Biépbeipev. (Pol. V.1311%)
Aristotle suggests that the Penthilids were ol Tepi Tac apxac kai BaciAikac duvacTeiac in
Mytilene. As they are still relevant for Sappho and Alcaeus (frr.70.6, 75.10, 302b.1; Sa. fr.71.3), they
appear to be the ruling clan around their time too.”” Carlier thinks that the report of the seven
apxnyétat and BactAeic, with an eighth man as chief (cf. twelve BaciAeic and thirteenth chief

Alcinous of the Odyssean Scheria) in Plutarch’s Sepz. Sap. Conv. 20 may hint at the organisation of

439 The usual identification of the Penthilus killed by Smerdes with the Penthilus whose daughter was matried to

Pittacus (D.L.1.81) is uncertain as it was presumably a common name in the family.
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the Penthilids in the 8"/early 7* century and the antiquity of the college of PaciAeic in Lesbian
cities.”’ However, Theophrastus mentions that Pittacus required that property sales were done
before BaciAeic and TpUTavic as magistrates.*' Similarly, a college of BaciAeic in Mytilene is
attested in the Classical period (IG XII ii.6 and XII Suppl. p.3=Buck no.26=0Osborne and Rhodes
n0.85B) as judiciary magistrates.

The duvacTeia before Megacles sounds more like a closed oligarchy, similar to Bacchiad
Corinth. But if Megacles and his friends removed the Penthilids, he or they do not seem to have
necessarily set up a new system or a Tupavvic (or it did not last), since a Penthilus is removed later
by Smerdes. Aristotle’s account sounds suspiciously similar to the prelude to other tyrannical
revolutions (indeed, Mytilene is an example for a common situation), not least the rise of Cypselus
and Pisistratus, the former escaping death as a baby and the latter feigning an attack.

Acts of UBpic as a motivation for ctdacic are attested in Greek lyric. In Solon fr.4
(especially 11.7-20), Solon remarks that the day of reckoning is nigh (€Tolpov) for the leaders of the
Sfjuoc with &8ikoc vdoc, probably the ruling class,*” UBpioc ek peydAnc, which is explained as
inability to act with restraint thereby causing public and personal injury. The referent of ToUT (1.17)
that is coming upon the city, be it the retribution of Aikn (11.15-16) resulting from UBpic or acts of
UBpic themselves (11.5-14),** is thus said to be responsible for ctécic and war. Although Solon
emphasises wealth (solely in fr.13.7-16), it seems that kdpoc entailed outrage against both property
and persons.*** Indeed, Fisher claims that the Penthilids’ action ‘attests widespread, unchecked,

acts of sympotic and komastic Aybris by the ruling clan’.** Similarly, Theognis links acts of UPBpic

440 Carlier 1984: 459.

441 Carlier 1984: 458.

442 Thus Nagy 1985: 43, Fisher 1992: 72, Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010: 228, against West 1974: 68-69 (who considers them
demagogues).

443 Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010: 244-245, with references.

444 Fisher 1992: 72. In this connection, cf. Sappho fr.682.8 (] képov oU kaTicxe [) in a moral context (GAiTpal, 14).

445 Hisher 1992: 207.
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by the ruling class with cTtacic and also suggests that this could lead to the rise of a sole-ruler
(1.39-52). Similatly, UPpic and violence are closely linked at 1.835-836.* One might then
cautiously infer from the similarities with Athenian and Megarian accounts that Mytilene was
governed by a closed hereditary oligarchy run by the Penthilids, which acted (in Alcaeus’ view) with
UBpic.*” Given the agreement between Alcaeus, Solon, and Theognis, the resultant state of
retaliation against the 11yendvec may be called cTéclic.

Somewhat clearer is Melanchrus. Called a TUpavvoc by Strabo and Diogenes, he was
apparently abused beside Myrsilus by Alcaeus (Strabo 13.2.3) and overthrown by Pittacus and
Alcaeus’ brothers (D.L. 1.74). Not much else is known about him. Boruhovi¢ thinks Aristotle
mistakenly calls Melanchrus Megacles, since in Boruhovi¢’s view, Diogenes’ description indicates
that Melanchrus was the first Mytilenean tyrant, as Aristotle’ description indicates for Megacles.**
However, although a scribal mistake is possible, Diogenes provides no grounds for such
assumptions. Berve argues that, since there is no mention of the &fjuoc, Melanchrus relied on
atistocratic betairiai;’”’ however, given the scarce evidence, it seems unwise to infer anything from
silence. Many wonder why Alcaeus appears to be excluded from the fight against Melanchrus. The
usual supposition is that he was perhaps too young (cf. fr.75);"*’ however, some argue that he did

participate.”'

46 This is not a ‘Cyrnus-poem’, and hence of unknown date and origin.

447 1 use oligarchy in a non-technical sense. Note that the word first appears in Herodotus, in describing Bacchiad
rule (5.92) and in the Persian constitutional debate (3.80-84). For debates on defining oligarchy: Caire 2016, especially
27-58. Simonton 2017: 8 differentiates classical ‘oligarchy’ from eatlier types, suggesting that ‘Archaic elite-led
government did not define itself, as Classical oligarchy later did, as a united front of the elite against the demos’.

448 Boruhovi¢ 1981: 253.

449 Berve 1967: 91-92.

450 Sceptically, Page 1955: 152; Andrewes 1956: 93; Rosler 1980: 33; De Libero 1996: 315 n.7; Liberman 1999: xvi-
xvii n.26. See pp.327-333.

#1 Gallavotti 1948a: 16-17, relying heavily on absolute dates for overthrowing Melanchrus and Pittacus’ Sigean duel;
Trumpf 1958: 40, emphasising the importance of hefairoi to be of the same class and same age-group and assuming a

corruption in Diogenes. Neither is convincing; however, a scribal omission is possible.
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Since Melanchrus’ removal was the result of political action, one expects its leader(s) to
have become the new TUpavvoc or have restored the previous situation. The latter seems likelier
since Myrsilus is the next known TUpavvoc and no-one mentions him as part of the overthrowing
group. After the Penthilids, a widening of the politically active group might be expected, extending
to more of the richer and established families, with the higher offices at least newly accessible to
those with the social and economic means. The situation, then, is similar to other archaic Greek
méAeic where the elite competed to gain recognition. Therefore, fierce intra-elite competition
should be assumed after the fall of Melanchrus.

Nothing much can be made of the spear-men mentioned in proximity to Myrsilus in 2
fr.60 as a way of establishing himself as a TUpavvoc.”” We hear of Myrsilus’ return in frr.305a.15-
21 and S267 (=fr.306Cd Liberman), but whether this is from the time of Melanchrus or after a

** the latter may be

period of his tyranny is unclear.”” Although Liberman assumes the former,
more plausible. The relative order of frr.305a and 305b (i.e. fr.208), as suggested by S267, does not
matter as the fragments may be contemporary.*> One assumes Myrsilus was exiled, since he needs
Mnamon’s help to return, while his exile makes no sense unless he attempted a povapxia or was
exiled by a TUpavvoc. The latter seems unlikely since, as Alcaeus has to say that there is no ill will
(and Mnamon expects it), presumably because Myrsilus desired povapxia. If Heraclitus (AZeg.
Hom. 5) is right, £r.208 is set when Myrsilus is planning or starting (present participle: TUPAVVIKT)
[...] éyeipopévn cucTacic) a plot for Tupavvic. If Heraclitus is further right that fr.6 is also
referring to Myrsilus (cf. Mupcilou in the scholion possibly referring to fr.6), Alcaeus mentions

Myrsilus’ desired povapxia (cf. £r.6.27). Further, expecting Myrsilus to seek povapyxia makes

more sense if he had had it before: for Pisistratus, few claim to have suspected his motives the first

452 Contra De Libero 1996: 316.

453 Barner 1967: 165-166; De Libero 1996: 316.

454 Liberman 1999: xviii and 86 implicitly.

455 Pace Gentili 1988: 296 n.10 and Liberman 1991: 222 n.199. The order in S267 may be due to thematic analysis.
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time," but it was clear by his third return. Further, a barb about sole-rule would be ineffective if
Alcaeus or one of his group were currently or previously engaged in it, so scholars’ remarks that
Alcaeus would have taken sole-rule if he could seem unkind;"’ his politics appear more oligarchic.

Fr.129 recounts an oath that was taken previously (1.14-20) and shows Pittacus having
already broken his oath (1.21-24) and profiting alongside Mytsilus (fr.129.28).** If Myrsilus had
two tyrannies, then Pittacus is most likely to have changed sides around Myrsilus’ return.*’
However, although there is little reason for Pittacus to be rewarded if Myrsilus was already in power
(unless he frustrated a plot), this change of sides could have happened after Myrsilus’ return. Fr.129
appears to be set at the sanctuary at Messa on the edge of Pyrrha’s territory.*” Pyrrha is the location
of Alcaeus’ first exile due to a failed plot by oi T(gpi) TOV AAkaiov against Myrsilus(Z fr.114). A
commentator in the margins would not necessarily include both Myrsilus and Pittacus as the targets

46

of the plot,”" and Alcaeus could have plotted solely against Myrsilus even after Pittacus’ betrayal,
since the celebratory mood of fr.332 suggests Alcaeus does not foresee Pittacus’ rise. Thus the
action probably happened after Myrsilus’ return, or during Myrsilus’ attempt to establish his second
novapxia, when Pittacus betrayed them, triggering Alcaeus’ exile. This last possibility perhaps

gains support from Pittacus being mentioned in connection with something unpleasant for Alcaeus

during Myrsilus’ return (fr.305a.24). Fr.129 need not coincide with the first exile, but Alcaeus’

456 However, this may be unreliable as the theme of trickery is central to the Athenian self-exculpation for submitting
to tyranny.

457 This has a long history and is present already in Strabo (13.2.3).

458 Contra De Libero 1996: 317.

459 Barner 1967: 166. Gentili 1988: 296 n.10 uses fr.3052a.22 to suggest that Pittacus must have been ‘he who wishes
to set us at odds’, but this requires Gallavotti’s supplement Si&ctalca]i, which is impossible due to a hotizontal line
emerging from the hole near the top of the notional line. However, Di Benedetto’s supplement SidctalvTle,
embraced by Liberman, pairs a dual with a plural, and the lemma does not make sense on its own.

460 Tabarre 1996: 197. Cf. also Zenobius® provetb ei T1 kakov, eic TTUppav (Proverbia IV.2 Gaisford), which is
interesting in connection with Alcaeus’ exile.

401 Page Page 1955: 180, approved by Porro 2004: 84.
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second (and third?) exile seems further away,**

and it gives time for Alcaeus to go to Asia Minor
(e.g. frr. 306Ab, 306Ae, 306Af), Egypt (fr.432), and elsewhere.*”

Dale argues from Herdotus 1.7 and toponyms of Mursilis in Lydia and Caria that Myrsilus
was used as a royal name or title amongst Luwic- and Greek-speaking peoples and claims that using
Myrsilus for a Lydian king (Candaules, Hdt. 1.7) shows that the Greeks used the name of the Hittite
king as a throne name and title in previously Hittite regions.** He applies this view to fr.383 (fip’
g1 Awvopévn(y Teor Tuppaknady | Tépueva Adumpa kéovT’ év Mupcivrjeot), which perhaps
mentions a ‘Myrsileion’. He claims this cannot be a cult site as the worship of historical figures is
not otherwise seen until the fifth century, but rather a BaciAeiov.* He thus concludes that (1)
cither there was ‘an indigenous royal house on Lesbos, a Luwic “Myrsilidae’, or (2) there was
noone named Myrsilus, but two myrszloi (Melanchrus and Pittacus).

However, the paradosis of Hephaestion (‘wupcivveat cod. A, ut vid., { ex n corr. Al

466

nupcvvne cod. )" support év Mupcivijeot (fr.383), perhaps a precinct related to myrtle.**” The
second option (no Myrsilus) can be rejected easily: all our sources agree that the brothers of Alcaeus
and Pittacus overthrew Melanchrus together, ruling out the notion that Pittacus ruled alongside
Melanchrus at the end of Melanchrus’ career (kai med& Mupci[A]w|, fr.70.7). Pittacus taking an
oath against the myrsilos Melanchrus, only to break it to rule with him, but then join the Alcacan

party again to overthrow him, without being associated with them to a sufficient extent to be

trusted to fight against the exiles, is beyond belief. Further, the first option undermines Dale’s

462 Liberman 1999: xx-xxii. This would go against Page 1955: 197-198, who rails against Mazzarino 1943: 67 and
Pugliese-Carratelli 1943.

463 Liberman 1999: xxiii.

464 Dale 2011: 17-19.

465 Dale 2011: 20.

466 Lobel and Page 1955: 279.

467 Cf. myrtle groves as a place for mystic #hiasoi (Ar. Ran.156-8), Philostratus’ description of a picture whetre maidens
hymn Aphrodite in myrtle groves (Imagines 2.1), and a narthex called Myrsineum (Basil of Seleucia, De vita et miraculis

sanctae Theclae 2.23). Cf. the toponyms Myrsinus (I£2.616) and Myrsinon (Sepfuagint, Judges 1:35).
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conclusions; for Myrsilids to exist, there needs to be a Myrsilus; nothing hinders associating
Melanchrus with this clan, but Dale himself admits that Melanchrus and Pittacus cannot belong to
the same clan, due to Pittacus’ initial hostility; but this in turn rules out Pittacus being called
Myrsilus.
5.2.2. Pittacus

How Myrsilus died is unknown, but it is greatly celebrated (fr.332), suggesting that he was still in
power when he died, and that Alcacus was unaware that Pittacus would come into power. This
suggests that Pittacus was not as important as Myrsilus, ruling out a formal joint-rule; most see a
powet-shating agreement, but coc kai med& Mupci[A]w[ (fr.70.7) may be Alcacus exaggerating
Pittacus’ role to draw parallels and continuities between them. Alcaeus’ second exile probably
happened just before Pittacus’ rise to sole-power, if Aristotle’s wording is reliable:*”®

ofov efAovtd moTe MuTiAnvaiol TTittakdy mpodc Touc Puyddac v

TpoeicTrkecav AvTipevidne kai AAkaioc 6 ontric (Po/ 111.1285%).
This leaves open whether Alcaeus returned from exile before or upon Myrsilus® death. It seems
more likely that Alcaeus attempted a return during the power-vacuum rather than during a more
secure time under Pittacus. Alcaeus’ third return seems to be associated with a war between
Astyages and Alyattes (fr.306Ae.15-17), which can be dated with the help of Thales eclipse (585).*”
Pittacus releasing Alcaeus (D.L. 1.75) could have happened in either return. An attempted return

" though the TUpavvoc here could be Mytsilus.*”

can be seen in fr.306g,
Pittacus appears to have married after Myrsilus’ death; Alcaeus appears to always connect

the martiage with sole-rule.”’”” Indeed, fr.70 seems to suggest that Myrsilus is gone (coc kai TeS&

Mupci[A]wl, f£.70.7, glossed: coc k(ai) mponv u(eta) to[d Mup]cik(ov)) and the delightful

468 Trumpf 1958: 67.

469 Tiberman 1999: xx.

470 Porro 1994: 100-102.

471 Barner 1967: 85 n.3; Liberman 1999: 223 n.202.
472 De Libero 1996: 320-321.
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glory goes to Pittacus, while in fr.5, the marriage is mentioned beside Pa]ciAevc €xnv and
bodyguards. Similarly, fr.75 mentions the Penthilids before going on about being a TUpavvoc. The
marriage implies the Penthilids’ continued prestige in Mytilene; Gagné suggests that by calling the
Penthilids Atreids in fr.70, Alcaeus tries to flip this advantage by introducing the Atreids’ ancestral
fault.*” If so, Alcaeus implies the bad have found each other (the ancestrally bad Penthilid with the
kakopatrid Pittacus).

The nature of Pittacus’ rule too is unclear. Pittacus is called aicupvntne (Aristotle Po.
I11.1285%), TUpavvoc (Alcaeus, Suda, D.I.), Pacihevc (PMG 869), and vopobétnc (e.g. Diod.
9.11.1, Aristotle Po/ 111.1274"). T will only consider the earliest testimonies, for brevity. The
specifics of these terms are debated, but aicupvritnc has largely escaped controversy. Despite
Romer’s article problematising Aristotle’s aipetr] Tupavvic,”* most standard handbooks and
scholars still consider this to be an important aspect of Pittacus’ sole-rule. According to Romer:
Aristotle considers Pittacus and the aicupvnTnc as a type of povapxia, like Tupavvic in being
autocratic and BaciAeia in being elective or having a willing populace (Po/. 111.1285™); Alcaeus’
verses only attest to Alcaeus calling Pittacus a TUpavvoc, not that they e/czed him since écTdcavTo
(fr.348.3) means only that some group established Pittacus as TUpavvoc, while émaivevTec is used

technically to mean agreeing to or ratifying a decision;*”

the obvious parallel of Solon putting an
end to ctacic by being a mediator then leaving for ten years clearly influenced Aristotle’s
definition,””® helped by cognates of aicupvritnc in Homer meaning mediator. This seems sound.
Faraguna emphasised the idea of the mediator at the core of the essence of the aicupvnTnc,

considering Pittacus and others known as aicupvritnc in Classical Greece (mostly in Ionia) as well

as in the cult title of Dionysus at Patrae in Achaea."”” He also interestingly highlights the Aristotelian

473 Gagné 2009.

474 Romer 1982.

475 Romer 1982: 32.
476 Romer 1982: 36-38.
477 Faraguna 2005.
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Constitution of the Cumaeans fr.524 Rose (aicupvitnu Tov &pxovta Aéyecbat), compares the
Phaeacian aicupvritne (04.8.528-560), and highlights aicupviiTal as eponymous officials in some
méAelc (especially Miletus); Faraguna thus considers aicupvitnc an eatly civic official.

It remains unclear if searching for the essence of the aicupvntnc is helpful. The Milesians,
Naxians, Teans, and Patracan Dionysus are too late to serve as contemporary parallels, and they
are all controversial and different from each other. The Cumaeans are interesting (as Aeolians), but
we return to Aristotle, and the Suda (T 1187, s.v. TUpavvoc) notes 6 8¢ ApictoTéAnc év Kupaicwov
ToArTeial Touc Tupduvouc @nci TO TPdTeEpov aicupvnTac kaAeichal. euenudTEPOV Yap
gkelvo TO dvopa. Since we have no evidence beyond Aristotle for Pittacus as aicupvritTne and
since Aristotle’s quotation of Alcaeus is the only source for an election, Pittacus as aicupviTnc
and his election are doubtful.

The word TUpavvoc itself is difficult. Many etymologies have been proposed; most assume
a non-Greek word, be it from the Pre-Greek substrate or from Anatolian languages.*” The theory
that it is detived from the Hieroglyphic Luwian farwanis ‘ruler’ has found some favour,*” but
presents insurmountable phonological difficulties.” Nevertheless, due to non-Greek origins and
the earliest attestation (Archil. fr.19) in the context of Gyges of Lydia, many assume ‘oriental’
origins. This is unhelpful; almost all terms for Greek political offices are not inherited from Indo-
European, and if we extend the argument, not only TUpavvoc,* but BaciAelc, TpuTavic,

aicupvn e, and &vag should be considered ‘foreign’.*™ Further, if it is from Pre-Greek, it must

478 See Chantraine 1990, s.v. TUpavvoc for references. For Pre-Greek, Beekes 2014: 130. Labatbe 1971 provides an
array of opinions from antiquity.

479 Giusfredi 2009: 141.

480 Parker 1998: 145-149.

481 If TYpavvoc is borrowed from Luwian or Lydian, which are Indo-European, it was not inhetited only to be
reintroduced (through borrowing) later.

482 Contrast e.g. koipavoc (< PIE *£or(i)o) (Beekes 2010, s.v. koipavoc).
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have been alive in non-literary contexts for centuries, and a ‘foreign’ connotation would be
impossible.

Another myth about TUpavvoc is that ‘a clear and consistent concept’ of the term defined
against BaciAeia first appears only in Thucydides,* and some argue this distinction only emerged
84

in Attic. ™ The word could have negative connotations before (e.g. in Herodotus), but

> and most agree that the earliest attestations of the word are neutral.**

inconsistently,

This is not entirely accurate. According to Hippias of Elis, the word entered Greek in the
time of Archilochus and Euphorion claims that Gyges was the first to be called a TUpavvoc.*’
Their source appears to be Archilochus fr.19, which is often interpreted as Charon making a point
of saying he does not care for things that everybody wants (being rich and poweful like the tyrant
Gyges). This sentiment is apparently also found in Archilochus fr.23.17-21, which scholars again
claim are clear and self-evident: that everyone is jealous of tyrants and hence desirous of tyranny.
However, these fragments have not been understood literarily. Archilochus fr.19 consists of a
classic priamel: I care nothing for X, Y, or Z, followed by an overturning phrase. Like many
priamels, the elements rejected are linked: they are all excessive; the wealth of Gyges is legendary,
the deeds of the gods are beyond men, and tyranny is, I suggest, limitless power. Everyone wants
these things, but those who strive for them end badly. Further, Gyges’ rule is not called a Tupavvic,
as those who claim Archilochus demonstrates tyranny’s eastern origins do," but it is a separate

element of the priamel. Similarly, the point in fr.23 is that the addressee has accomplished a deed

of heroic proportions (Uéya kAéoc) and she has limitless power over this TOAic, which now

483 Parker 1998: 164.

484 Parker 1998: 171.

45 Cf. e.g. Dewald 2003.

486 Reaffirmed recently in Dreher 2017: 169.

47 FGrH 6 F 6; FHG 3 p.72 fr.1.

488 E.g. Pleket 1969: 21; McGlew 1993: 52; De Libero 1996: 24, who is attracted also to the idea of a Lydian context
for fr.23.
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recognises it. Semonides fr.7.57-70’s mare-woman, thought to show the simple equivalence
between kings and tyrants from the juxtaposition of cknmToUxoc and TUpavvoc, can be similatly
interpreted. The mare-woman is the symbol of boundlessness, free from household chores and
able to force men to have sex with her several times a day, that only those with boundless power
can control her. The king’s or tyrant’s exceptionality is clear as the only exceptions to a general rule
for all men.

This latent ambiguousness is fundamental: it is as dangerous as aiming for divine deeds,
accomplished with destructiveness that can engulf a city, and the norms of humanity do not apply.
This becomes amplified in Solon (e.g. frr.32-34) where envy and violent consequences of Tupavvic
take centre stage. The only fragment of Alcacus where TUpavvoc survives with any context is the
fragment quoted by Aristotle, which cannot be used independently; some have suggested that
fr.34b.6’s ] pavvolc must be neutral as fr.34b appears to be a hymn to the Dioscuri, who are
perhaps called TUpavvol. However, even if fr.34b were a hymn, | pavvoic might not refer to the

Dioscuri and the context is entirely missing, making a disapproval of | pavvoic just as likely.*

Therefore, the word could have latent negative associations due to close links with excessiveness.*”
Such is the nexus of excess into which Alcaeus inserts Pittacus by calling him TUpavvoc.

What does Alcaeus accuse Pittacus of being? Thucydides’ and Aristotle’s conceptions have
been hugely influential in scholarship; many differentiate Tupavvic from BaciAeia as

unconstitutional sole-rule,*”! differentiated by how they attain power: most see dijuoc-leaning

politics coupled with popular support,”* with some adding the so-called levelling effect of hoplite

489 See further p.187.

490 The issue, then, is about morality, not constitutionality (see also below). The TUpavvoc is not bad fout conrt, but
because he breaks the norms of elite oligarchic power-sharing through his boundless power, which is then
represented moralistically in other spheres (e.g. sex, greed), patticularly in lyric, where politics is often discussed
moralistically (cf. e.g. dyaboi/écBAoi and kaxoi/Bethoi in the Theagnidea and Solon).

41 Influentially reaffirmed by Berve 1967.

492 E.g. Mazzarino 1989: 191-252; Mossé 1969; Pleket 1969; Lavelle 2005.
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warfare."”” The latter has often been undermined by questions about the spread of hoplite warfare
at this time, and demonstrations that hoplite warfare may not have created a collective unity due
to the organisation of soldiers, that there were stark vertical differences within hoplite armour, and
more.*” The former seems attractive in many cases, but does not appear universal.

In contrast, many see archaic Tupavvic as a continuation and result of elite rule and
competition.*” Taking this further, Anderson claims that Tupavvic was nothing new, but rather a
‘mainstream oligarchic leadership in its most amplified form’.*”* Whilst I agree with his criticisms
of the common attributes of TUpavvol, he does not demonstrate that Tupavvic per se did not
exist,”” but only that the attributes are unsuitable defining critetia. Indeed, the only attractive
criterion is legitimacy, the sole criterion for Aristotle. The rest, including policies of helping other
TUpavvol, policies against idleness, massive building programmes, tyrants as democratic
champions, tyrants as dictators, is noise. Anderson tackles legitimacy throughout his article, but
never finds the bull’s-eye. Instead, he poses questions such as ‘if a turannos did no more than
“superimpose” his will on an otherwise unchanged apparatus of state, was his authority necessarily
“illegitimate”?’ Legitimacy is key in his refutation, where he argues that their actions in becoming
TUpavvol were not illegitimate and that they did not overthrow a constitution.

However, constitutional frameworks in archaic Greek mOAeic are so shadowy that it is
impossible to talk about legitimacy or constitutions; instead, one requires a disturbance in the
assumed order. In Mytilene, the assumed order after Penthilid rule was probably a wider oligarchic

leadership. Mytilene may have had powet-sharing/power-limiting structures amongst the elite

493 Notably Andrewes 1956; de Ste Croix 1981: 280-282; Murray 1993: 141-144.

494 E.g. van Wees 2000c.

495 Influentially, Heu3 1946; Stahl 1987; De Libero 1996.

496 Anderson 2005. Lewis 2009 argues that archaic ‘tyrants emerged from aristocratic groups fighting among
themselves for power’ (26) but that they did good for the people because of the precariousness of their position.

497 This idea is developed in another direction by Mitchell 2013, who atgues that TUpavvol and BactAeic should be

seen as ‘heroic rulers’ and as ‘patt of a same ideological and value system’ (24).
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similar to those elsewhere, such as one-year terms and time-limits before a second term of the
Athenian archonship, or the &osmos of Dreros and Gortyn. If so, Melanchrus and others might
have attempted to prolong power. Similarly, the Athenian Damasias ruled for another fourteen
months after his archonship (by unknown means) only to be pushed out ‘by force’ (JArist.], Azh.
Pol. 13.2).”° If not, the Mytilenean elite failed to share power fairly, and discontent amongst the
elite or violent competition for power led to factions winning out. Such states have been discussed
by van Wees, without linking it to definitions of TUpavvol, and his secondary conclusions about
the involvement of the 8fjuoc need not be accepted to agree that a violent intra-elite zero-sum
game was common.*”

Anderson’s points should be reconsidered in this light. Anderson argues that tyrants’
assumption of power did not mark a new form of sole-rule, but that ‘there was in fact no absolute
distinction between eatly furannoi and orthodox oligarchic leaders’, because

‘the two groups conformed to much the same general standards of public

conduct, favored much the same overall style of self-representation, and

pursued the same de facto species of political power. The difference between

them lay in the quantity rather than the quality of the power attained.”"”
However, at a certain point, quantity becomes quality. Monopolies and cartels similarly create a
qualitative difference in their behaviour from a quantitative advantage, and by virtue of the market
becoming a monopoly or a cartel, the behaviours possible change. Once an individual (or faction)
passes the tipping point quantitatively, this quantitative difference becomes a qualitative difference,
resulting in a changed system. Such a tipping point seems to be reached at the rise of many archaic

sole-rulers labelled TUpavvol. Thus Cypselus can exile significant portions of the Bacchiads when

498 For Pittacus ‘elected’ sole-rule, one might imagine an election as an archon- or kosmos-equivalent, then either an
extension of his rule like Damasias, or an extension by the council, perhaps similar to the offer of sole-rule said to
have been offered to, but refused by, Solon (Plutarch, So/xiv.3-4).

499 yan Wees 2000b, 2008.

500 Anderson 2005: 202.
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he becomes TUpavvoc. Similarly, Pittacus can banish Alcaeus. This is quite appropriate for the
limitless power of the TUpavvoc, possibly implied in fr.141.3-4: ¢bvnp oUT0C & pHaIdUEVOC TO
Héya kpéToc | ov Tpéyiel Taxa Tav mOAw (Junp oUt| glossed ®itTak(oc)). This manifest
change in quality of power is reflected in Myrsilus and Pittacus being able to maintain power
indefinitely, until they no longer want it or are overthrown.

Finally, was it exceptional at the time to call Pittacus TUpavvoc? The reference is clearly to
Pittacus only at fr.348.3. At S271 fr.12a.5, povapy| is found nearby, and povapxiav is found in
fr.6, which the marginal note and Heraclitus claim is a poem on Myrsilus, so the term may also
have been used of him. At frr.302b and 34b.0, it is in the plural, so there must have been more
than one TUpavvoc (if denoting humans in fr.34b) Alcacus could refer to. Therefore, it was
possible for Alcaeus to call the other sole-rulers in Mytilene TUpavvol, or those in other cities.
Alcaeus probably called Melanchrus and/or Myrsilus TUpavvol too (cf. Strabo 13.2.3) and his
audience seems to know what he meant when he did so. Nevertheless, one doubts that they called
themselves TUpavvol, or that it was ever an official title (as a de facto position). Further, there is no
evidence for temporally unlimited sole-rule in any Greek city at this time, except perhaps at
Argos.”" Consequently, a life-long or indeterminately long sole-rule was exceptional, appropriate
for an exceptional word. Although Tupavvic appears similar to the eatlier oligarchic system or
other forms of sole-rule in Greece, for contemporaries it marks a change by moving from several
rulers taking turns to one indefinitely.

Investigating the nature of TUpavvol is important because Alcacus’ use of the word for
Pittacus is usually brushed aside without considering effects on interpretation. For example, the
use of the non-official label in fr.348 would jar with formulaic, legalistic phrasing (EcT&cavTo,
¢maivevTec), emphasised by the sense of disorder (uéy’, &bAAeec), effectively highlighting the

madness of the city in this act. Similarly, the associations of TUpavvoc with limitless power contrast

501 Kelly 1976: Chapter 7-8; Mitchell 2013: 33; Hall 2014: 160.
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with the communal nature of the act, as presented here; instead of understanding the communality

of £.348 as Alcaeus railing against popular politics, one may see him highlighting this irony through

his word-choice. Indeed, this reading suits the mixed sense of outrage (&xoAw) and pity

(Bapudaipovoc) better than a more uniform reading of anti-popular anger. Further, the emerging

idea of TUpavvoc as an excessive being not only plays into the topsy-turvy wotld here, but also

adds to Pittacus’ boundlessness and inhuman voraciousness elsewhere.

Broadly two views of Pittacus’ social politics dominate, following scholatly divisions on
tyranny (dfjuoc-otientated/ elite-orientated): Pittacus represented the views of a people’s patty, and
Pittacus was an elite heading an elite faction. Both positions claim support from the word
kakoTaTpidaic. This much-debated word desetves setious thought. There are four options:

(1) Pittacus was of humble origins on his fathet’s side;™”

(2) Pittacus cannot have been low-born since he is a member of Alcaeus’ hetairia (fr.129),
but kakomaTpidaic applies because his family is Thracian;™”

(3) kakomaTpidalc refers to Pittacus’ politics since he supports the kakol as if he were
one, and a noble Thracian accepted into noble circles could be reanalysed as an
outsider;”"*

(4) Pittacus is neither Thracian, nor low-born on his father’s side, but he is a bastard from
a humble mother.””

None of these is satisfactory. The fourth can be disregarded: the interpretation of fr.72, on which

it relies heavily, is too uncertain, as is fr.68." The validity of the second is doubtful: Pittacus’

Thracian origins are suspected from the Suda entry and D.L. 1.74 and can only be supported by

his name, which is the name of a Thracian (Thuc. 4.107). The name is probably related to

502 Wilamowitz 1914: 235-236.

503 Mazzatino 1943: 38-52; Page 1955: 170-173.

504 Rosler 1980: 186-191, followed by Kurke 1994: 84-85.,
505 Gomme 1957: 255-256; Di Benedetto 1955: 100-108.
506 See pp.286-291.
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TTittdAakoc, TTitTtaloc/Pittaroc, and TTittac.” Thracians and Greeks had coexisted for a
long time, and there are many signs of interactions, from Thracian rulers using Greek, Greeks
adopting Thracian names, intermartiage, and religious practices.””

The third option too can be excluded, as, at least from Alcaeus’ perspective, Pittacus is not
acting for the 8fjuoc, since Alcaeus consistently claims that Pittacus devours the TéAic and brings
ruin. Even if one accepts that that is what kakoi do, kakot, for the use of which Résler appeals to
the Theognidea, is much vaguer and contrasts with the specificity of kakomaTpidaic, developed in
fragments discussing parentage (e.g. frr.68, 70, 72, 298).>” On similar grounds, one can exclude the
possibility that, aware of the Attic usage of eUmaTpidnc as ‘defenders of the fathetland’ for the
anti-Pisistratid groups,”'’ Alcaeus uses kakomaTpidaic as ‘betrayers of the fatherland’.’"! For
Alcaeus appears not to wish the d&poc ill will, but even claims to be its champion: 8&pov UTEE
xxewov puechan (fr.129.20). He also notes that Pittacus’ success is contrary to the people’s interests:
Sapov eV eic audTav &ywv | itk 8¢ didoic kidoc émmplaT]ov (fr.70.12-13, note pév ...
8¢; similarly, frr.348.1-3, 70.7, 129.23-24, 141.4). Alcaeus saying that 8&uoc and TéAic are both
suffering under Pittacus, and his repeated mention of the pains of the d&upoc should be considered
seriously in interpretation. Alcaeus portrays himself as the defender not necessarily of the most
humble, but of the entire citizenry.”'> Of course, anything can be claimed as the will of the people,
but Alcaeus’ sustained rhetoric is that he is the people’s champion and Pittacus the people’s ravager.

This should also rule out kakoTaTpidaic suggesting Pittacus acting in the interests of the dauoc,

whether historically true or not.

507 Detschew 1957: 371-372.

508 Fol 1991; Ilieva 2007; Tiverios 2008: 128-129.

509 Thus also Lapini 2007: 169-170. Contra Ferrari 2010: 90, who thinks Thracian origins can be reinterpreted for
invective.

510 Figueira 1984: especially 458; Duplouy 2003.

511 Duplouy 2003: 10. One expects this meaning for kakdmaTpic, rather than for Alcacus’ kakoTaTpidnc
(Wackernagel 1925: 50-51=K/. S¢h. 2.858-859).

512 Page 1955: 177.
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This leaves option one: Pittacus was of humble origins. If so, his low birth (relative to the
rest of the hetairia) may be being attacked, perhaps reinforced by his behaviour in breaking an oath.
A new variation supposes that Alcacus purposefully mixes up absolute low birth with relative low
birth in comparison with his Penthilid wife, but this must be true of any non-Penthilid
bridegroom.”" It seems more likely that Alcaeus claims his father was kaxdc in character
(incorporating fr.68), and Alcacus then exploits the ambiguity of the word to suggest humble
origins. Or, he really was ‘low-born’. This can fit into the current understanding of the betairia as
an association of close-knit men of similar backgrounds, if Pittacus’ family is a relatively new arrival
to Mytilene: just as Alcaeus mentions his great-grandparents, curiously at the usual limit between
social and distant cultural memory (three generations);”'* perhaps all Pittacus’ kakoTaTpidaic
shame is based on is that his family arrived within recent memory and thus could not claim
(near-)legendary lineage (like the Penthilids).

However, the most attractive interpretation seems that kakomaTpidaic is a slur with little
basis in reality. No one seriously thinks that Alcaecus’ names for Pittacus in Diogenes (fr.429) are
truthful,”” so why should kakomaTpidaic be different? Alcaeus perhaps undermines Pittacus by

subverting a normal heroising patronymic.’'® If so, kakoTaTtpidaic cannot help elucidate the

513 Lapini 2007: 170.

514 Assmann 1992: 48-56.

515 This is not to deny that there might be some relation to reality. The names probably could not contradict reality
(e.g. pUcKeoV makes it unlikely that Pittacus was notably thin), but they need not be entirely accurate (e.g. he is
unlikely to be particularly dirty or careless).

516 The power and politics of false rumours is well-attested, at least for Classical Athens: Gottesman 2014: 13-19. On
topics of slander in Athens, see Suss 1910: 245-254; accusations that one’s parents are slaves, prostitutes, or
foreigners (e.g. Lys. 13.18, Dem. 18.129-130, Aeschin. 2.78) or about their sexual deviance (Lys. 1.15-17, 14.41, And.
1.124) are rampant. Rumours could be lasting and politically effective: Cimon’s rumoured relationship with his sister
Elpicine (alteady in Eupolis fr.221 KA) appears on an ostracon (Brenne 2002: T1/67). Literatute (and performance)
reflected and propagated such rumours (especially in comedy: Carey 1994, Bertelli 2013) and was no less effective, as

PL. Apol18d shows of Socrates’ portrayal e.g. in Aristophanes’ Clouds.
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situation behind Pittacus’ povapxia. Fr.429 raises important questions about the relationship
between Alcaeus’ portrayal and ‘reality’, which have not been explored.

Alcaeus’ descriptions of Pittacus are evocative of the later TUpavvoc-tropes. Diogenes’
names suggest lameness, pride, weight (i.e. greed), secretiveness, and dirtiness; elsewhere we find
kakoTaTpidaic, wiliness (frt.69.6-7, 67.2), impiety (oath-breaking, fr.70.8-9, fr.129, fr.130b,
£r.298), and sexual excess (fr.117b?). These coincide with motifs in representations of TUpavvol
explored in structuralist frameworks as tyrant-heroes.’’” One could then incorporate Pittacus into
folkloric tropes of untrustworthy evildoers and Alcaeus could provide a unique opportunity to
observe how the negative attributes of TUpavvol preserved in later sources emerged in a mythology
of TUpavvol through less than accurate invectives against them by their political enemies. Vernant
and Vidal-Naquet, analysing the Oedipus myth and Cypselus’ tyranny, note how ‘lameness’ entailed
an ambivalence by marking both deficiency and signalling physical, mental, and genealogical
exceptionality.”'® Similarly, ‘reading’ Pittacus in Alcaeus as a myth, his lameness could be linked
with his intelligence, sexual excess, and being kakomaTpidaic. However, while Vernant and Vidal-
Naquet were taking the story of Cypselus as a myth, using later sources, Alcaeus is a contemporary
witness to the events and these labels were probably slurs.

5.2.3. Broader Context
Little more about the social and political context is reliable. Scholars have attempted to assign
individuals to clans, mostly from names: for the Archeanactids, Apxaiavag (fr.468, who fortified
Sigeum) and Apxedvacca (Sappho fr.103Ca.4; context is uncertain, but possibly relating to
Pleistodice); for the Cleanactids, KAedveop (S263.11=fr.306B.11 Liberman) and KAéic (Sappho
frr.98b.1, 132.2, 252, 253; supplements at 298a.1, 98b.1, 213Ag.6); for the Polyanactids,

TTwAvdvakTic (Sappho fr.155); for the Penthilids, TTévBidoc (frr.469, 472; cf. TTevBiAnoc,

517 Vernant and Vidal-Naquet 1988b, Catenacci 1996, Luraghi 2015: 72-77.
518 Vernant and Vidal-Naquet 1988: 209-212.
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tr.75.10, Sappho fr.71.3). However, no key players have been convincingly identified. Nevertheless,
Ferrari’s suggestions have gained some traction:*"” he accepts KAeavaktidav (fr.112.23) as
Mytsilus, following the scholion in the right-hand margin,” adducing Cleanor (S263.11) who is
possibly said to be his father;>* he further assumes that Sappho is a Cleanactid from the name of

her mother and daughter Cleis, related to the *&/es- root,”

noting the Anatolian name Myrsilus
and the possible Semitic origin of Sappho’s name.””

It is unclear whether the *£/xu- root can reliably identify Cleanactids; this principle, in the
extreme, would merge the clans since most have &vag in their names (and what about Anactoria?).
Further, the Sapphic link is weak; Ferrari admits that Sappho’s brothers (Charaxus, Larichus) lack
the *#&/eu- root, instead suggesting that membership of the Cleanactids depended on the female line,
with the phenomenon absent on the male side.”* But if so, what about Cleanor? Indeed, Cleanor
in $263.11 seems unlikely to be Myrsilus’ father.”” And what about KAecova[ (fr.3062.14)? Lobel
wondered if this could be for KAe&vag, but *&lew-wana- cannot yield KAecovag. Probably KAécov
(nom.) or KAéwva (acc.) should be read. Only the identification of Myrsilus as a Cleanactid in
fr.112 remains possibly acceptable. Ferrari further suggests that Pittacus is a Polyanctid, arguing
from the similarity of fr.303Aa (=Sappho fr.99 1.1-9 LP) to the symposium in fr.70.3-5, and
suggesting that Archeanactides in fr.112.24 is a proper name (not a patronymic), with the gloss
(t(ov) Orttak(év)) explaining the former element (in the lacuna), noting that the only known

attestation of Polyanax is from Apollonia Pontica (IGBu/z 1> 458.1 and 2, from 4™/3™ century

BC).>*" This is enticing, but very fragile. Indeed, even the attribution of fr.303Aa is uncertain, beside

519 E.o. followed by Benelli 2017.

520 Accepting also with Mazzarino 1943: 56-57 the emendation of Strabo 13.2.3 above.
521 Ferrari 2010: 10.

522 Ferrari 2010: 17.

523 Ferrari 2010: 17-18.

524 Ferrari 2010: 17 n.2.

525 See pp.135-136.

526 Ferrari 2010: 82-89.
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which the Polyanactids are unattested in Alcaeus or his testimonia. No identification solves the
problem in Strabo 13.2.3 (above); with Wilamowitz’s deletion of kai, it is strange for Myrsilus, a
Cleanactid, to become allied with Pittacus, when he is directly involved in the fall of Melanchrus,
who is also said to be a Cleanactid here, but with kai, the identifications fall.”®” Either Strabo’s
statement or the gloss must be ignored to resolve this impasse.

Near Eastern connections are important in Mytilenean society. The Lydians offered
Alcaeus 2000 staters (fr.69), either suggesting a great interest in the workings of Mytilenean politics

or hiring the faction as mercenaries.”®

If the fox is Pittacus, this must have happened during
Pittacus’ sole-rule. Some see Myrsilus (for Mazzarino, the Cleanactids in general), arguing from his
‘Lydian’ name, as a commercial ally of Lydia, which was exploited for political ends.”” Such
arguments are unsatisfactory. For example, Mazzarino’s relies on Sappho fr.98, arguing that the
Lydian headband was not easily available in Sappho’s mother’s day, suggesting that the Cleanactids
began the trade. However, such headbands were already widely distributed (e.g in Alcman’s Sparta
(1.67)). Further, it seems incomprehensible for there to be little trade between Mytilene and Lydia
even a generation earlier, given the proximity, and the amount of cultural exchange from extensive

similarities between Lesbian and Near Eastern compositions,””

suggesting prolonged contact, to
the invention of the harp (wakTic, f1.36.5, Sappho fr.156.1) by Terpander a generation earlier,
which (at least at Pindar fr.125) was inspired by Lydian banquets.

Some claim that Mytilenean political troubles were related to different attitudes of the elite

531

towards Lydian luxury. Building on Mazzarino and Lombardo,”" Kurke claims that Sappho’s “I

love habrosune” is a programmatic political statement. It means, I align myself with an aristocratic

527 Pugliese-Carratelli 1944: 170.

528 Cf. pp.292-297. On mercenaries: pp.254-256.

529 Gallavotti 1948a: 24-25; Mazzarino 1943: 57-61. Burnett 1983: 112 dismisses them by claiming (wrongly) that
fr.305a ‘proves that Myrsilus had been at some point allied with Alcaeus’ own noble faction’.

530 West 1997: 526-532

531 Mazzarino 1947: 191-246; Lombardo 1983.
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elite that has strong ties with the East.”** This has been accepted by many, including Ferrari in his
reconstruction of Sappho’s communities and rivalries, explaining Sappho’s attacks on rustic dress
as a part of rival schools teaching rival lifestyles.”” Such an explanation aligns with another
widespread belief, that Pittacus limited trade with the East, deduced from his sumptuary legislations
on burial and inebriation,”* which, they claim, explains Sappho’s lack of headband. Even if the

535

soutces for these laws ate reliable, it is unreasonable to think of Sappho fr.58.25 (= ‘@Bpocuva

poem’ 1.3) as a political statement; it is the only occurrence of a habros-word in the Lesbians, and

the Cologne fragment shows &BpocuUva is closely related to €poc rather than luxury.”

Further,
symposia need not be publicly visible, except the kéuoc, which might be indirectly controlled in
this way; funeral expenditure was already on the decline at this period across Greece, with elite

money flowing to rural sanctuaties instead (and towers in Lesbos).””’

Moreover, if Sappho’s
fashions are dictated by her family politics, it is surprising that we find nothing similar in Alcaeus.
Further, Pittacus is as much of a drinker and symposiast as anyone (frr.70, 72, 429).>

Moreover, stopping or limiting trade is economically and historically nonsensical. Mytilene
and Hiera’s territories together are still smaller than the agricultural area of Arisbe, from which

Bresson argues that Mytilene’s wealth and power comes from trade with the Near East.”” Indeed,

Mytilene, exceptionally in Lesbos, did not invest in archaic towers or enclosures, whose primary

532 Kurke 1992: 96.

533 Ferrari 2010.

534 Mazzarino 1947: 193; Lombatrdo 1983: 1100-1101; Benelli 2017: 21. Funeral laws: Cic. De /eg. 2.64-66; inebriation:
Aristotle, Po/. 11.1274b; cf. Rhber. 11.1402b; [Plu.] Sepz. sap. 13.155.

535 The law on funerals is first attested in Cicero, and one suspects an approximation to Solon. The law on
drunkenness is attested in Atistotle, but, as Bernhardt 2003: 32 notes, there are good reasons to be sceptical of his
sources. Some argue against the historicity from their views of aristocratic behaviour (e.g. De Libero 1996: 327-328).
536 West 2005: 7-8, with n.9.

537 Spencer 1995b.

538 On the flaws of the ‘elite’ v. ‘middling’ worldview model, see Ma 2016.

539 Bresson 1983.
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function appears to be elite display of wealth with a communal angle,*"

perhaps because
Mytilenean elites were more outward-looking and seeking ventures abroad.’*' Indeed, Lesbian
ceramics are found even in Ashkelon before 604; at Naucratis, despite no pots securely from
Lesbos itself, two early sixth-century grey wares from the Troad dedicated by Mytileneans (BM
GR.1888.6-1.634; BM GR.1888.6-1.613a) are found, while another from the Troad (without
insctription) and an oinochoe from Cyme/Larisa are from the late seventh or eatly sixth century.”*
Further, the implied wealth of Sappho’s brother, Charaxus, who is involved in the wine-trade
suggests its lucrativeness.””

The political turmoil has also been seen as a reaction against ‘ethnic discrimination against
Mytileneans of Thracian or Anatolian origin’.°* However, this idea, based on names, is
unpersuasive for disregarding earlier Lesbian history; in the Bronze Age, Lesbos is archaeologically
speaking ‘an outpost of Anatolia’, with ceramics and metalwork indicating a cultural extension of
Anatolia and the Troad,”® while Protogeometric and Geometric Greek material is just as rare as
Mycenaean wares.”* Even after the ‘Aeolic migration’, Lesbos preserves a conservative Anatolian
influence archaeologically through the archaic period.”*” Further, Lesbos is one of the few Greek
places attested in Hittite sources: KUB V.6 (13" century) mentions a divinity of Lazba city (and
that of Ahhiwaya (Achaea)) brought to Hattusa, and KUB XIX.5 (13" century) mentions the

capture and removal of workers from Lazba by Pjamaradu of Milawanda (Miletus). Unlike

Milawanda, which was Ahhiyawa’s mainland outpost and never under Hittite influence for long,™*®

540 Spencer 1995b.

541 Spencer 2000. However, other Lesbians do participate in some colonisation, especially in Thrace.
542 Schlotzhauer and Villing 2006: 62.

543 Hdt. 2.135; Strabo 17.1.33; Athen. 13.596b-c; now also Sappho’s ‘Brothers’ Poem’.

>4 Wallace 2009: 412.

5 Spencer 1995c: 273-275.

546 Spencer 1995c: 275-277.

547 Spencer 1995¢: 293-303.

548 Collins 2010: 59, 62, with references to debates about the extent of Mycenaean presence.
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Lesbos was an integrated into the Hittite empire through the Seha River Land,”* and is listed in
the I/iad within Priam’s dominion.” Given the populatity of Mursili’s name throughout Anatolia,
it would not be surprising for an island long under Hittite influence to preserve the name in its
population. For whatever reason, the Aeolians did not organise their cities into phylas,
archaeological evidence suggests integration in both directions. Furthermore, it is arbitrary to group
Thracian and Anatolian identities together. Since kakomaTpidalc as ‘foreign’ remains unlikely,
there is no basis for racial tensions.

Finally, Tausend has suggested that the Lydian king offered Alcaeus 2000 staters because
he had been vexed by Pittacus’ campaign in Sigeum, in the Lydian sphere of influence.” This is
unlikely; Alcaeus too was involved alongside Pittacus (fr.401B). More importantly, the war was with
the Athenians, not the Lydians. Further, Mytilene held a large and profitable peraia in the Troad
and Aeolis, stretching as far north as Ophryneum until 427 BC (following Mytilene’s failed revolt
against Athens).”

The question remains why the Lydians gave Alcacus money. Mytileneans and Lydians are
in close contact with each other: the Mytilenean peraia on the coast of Asia Minor was the bread-
basket of Mytilene, with no independent urban centres,”" and most MéAeic on the coast opposite
were subject to Mytilene, while there appears to be movement between Mytilene and Sardis even
of women (cf. Anactoria of Sa. fr.16 and the woman in Sa. {r.96). Geographically, the Anatolian

coast is visible from most of the northern, eastern, and southern coast of Lesbos, even from as far

away as ancient Antissa or Cape Phocas; the mountainous terrain means travel was easier with Asia

549 Starke 1997: 451; Hawkins 1998: 23-24.

550 ]/24.544-545. Latacz 2004: 273; West 2011: 421. On the possible location of Lazba, see Tausend and Tausend
2006.

551 Funke 1993.

552 Tausend and Tausend 2006: 102-107.

553 Ellis-Evans 2019: 156-159.

554 Kondis 1978: 58-76.

555 Mason 1993: 228.
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Minor than between Lesbian cities. Further, the history of contact between Aeolic and lonian
settlements and Lydia is long, with potters at Sardis already influenced by Greek Protogeometric
style in the 10 century BC,” and trade intensifying from the second half of the 8" century and

culminating in the first half of the 6™ century BC.>”’

Politically, the Lydians employed a variety of
strategies for influence in Ionia and the Aeolis, from bribery (Alyattes against the Colophonians:
Polyaenus 7.2) and war (Gyges, Ardys, Sadyattes, and Alyattes against Miletus: Herodotus 1.14-22)
to marriage (Alyattes’ daughter to Melas, tyrant of Ephesus: Aelian, ["H 3.26) and religious
observation (votives offerings to Delphi by Gyges (Hdt. 1.14), Alyattes (Hdt. 1.25), and Croesus
(Hdt. 1.50-51); to Didyma: Hdt. 1.92). We even hear of Ardys, son of Adyattes, king of Lydia, in
exile in Aeolian Cyme (Nicolaus of Damascus, FGrH 90 F44), which story is reflected through a
Greek source in the Aristotelian Constitution of the Cumaeans (Atist. fr.611.36 Rose).””® Thus, Lydian
support for one faction over another in a neighbouring Greek éAic does not seem extraordinary.
53.  Dates

Having established a relative chronology, we now turn to absolute chronology. While absolute
dates may not affect literary interpretations as much, they remain important for contextualising the
poets more broadly.

The only absolute date in Alcaeus’ zpsissima verba is Nebuchadrezzar’s destruction of
Ashkelon, to which scholars believe fr.48 alludes, which is securely dated to Kislev
(November/December) 604 BC as it is recorded in the ‘Babylonian Chronicle’ (BM 21946).>”
Unfortunately, there is no indication of where this fits within Alcaeus’ life, other than, if Alcaeus

knew about Ashkelon through the involvement of his brother in that expedition and fr.350 refers

556 Kerschner 2010: 248.

557 Kerschner 2010: 252.

5% On this story, see Paradiso’s commentary in BNJ 90 F44a.
559 See pp.254-256.
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to the same expedition, which is uncertain, he is old enough to be a symposiast when he welcomes
Antimenidas back.
The chronographical tradition offers other ‘absolute dates’ in combination with
synchronisms. Eusebius preserves:
OL 43.2 (607/6): Pittacus Mytilenaeus, qui de septem sapientibus fuit, cum
Frynone Atheniensi Olympionice congressus eum interfecit.
AA 1409 (607/6): Pittak der Mitylenier, einer von dem Sieben Weisen, kimpfte
mit Phrion dem Athener den olympischen Einzelkampf und totete jenen.
OL 45.1 (600/599): Sappho et Alchaeus poetae clati habentur.
AA 1421 (595/94): Sappho und Alkeos als Poeten gekannt.
The Suda does not preserve much of use under AAkaioc, but under Camge, notes yeyovuia
katd Ty uB OAuuméda [42™ Olympiad=612-609], &te kail AAkaioc fjv kai Ctrneixopoc kai
Thrttakdc, and under TIitTakdc:
oUToc yéyove kata Thv AR’ dAupmdada [32° Olympiad=652-649], elc kai
autdc TV ' copdov. Eypawye vépouc kai Tij WP OAuumddt [42°
Olympiad=612-609] Méhayxpov TOV TUpavvov Mitulijunc daveide kai
®plvewova ctpatnydov Abnvaicov moAepoivta umip ToU Cryeiou
HOVOHOXGOV  ATEKTEWE, OIKTUw TepiPaicov  avtdv. ynpadc Bt
avaykaldéuevoc cTpaTtnyeiv €pn: coc XxaAemov ecOAOV Eupeval.
Further, D.L.. 1.79 notes:
"Hkpale [sc. ThTtTtokdc] pev olv Tepl TNV TeccapakocTnv SeuTépav
‘OAvpmdada [42™ Olympiad=612-609]* ¢TeAeUtnce 8 émi ApicTopévouc TG
TpiTe #tel Thic mevtnkocTiic Seutépac ‘OAupmddoc [3 year of 52
Olympiad=570/69], Blouc umep €1 ERdourikovTa, fidn ynpaioc.
The Suda and Diogenes appear to draw on the same source with the coincidence of the 42"

Olympiad: Diogenes preserves Pittacus’ acme in the same Olympiad as the Suda preserves for his
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overthrowing of Melanchrus, an appropriate acme. This takes away the evidence for his birth year
forty years eatlier (32™ Olympiad).** The source is probably Apollodorus (2 c. BC) via Sosicrates,
as Diogenes cites Apollodorus (1.74) for Periander’s arbitration of the Sigean War and the form of
the statement (1.79) with the archon’s name, Olympic year, and age at death is elsewhere in

56

Diogenes attributed to Sosicrates, often his source for Apollodorus. ™ The death-year is
troublesome: Diogenes suggest he died after more than eighty years, not merely seventy. Thus
Jacoby assumes dittography of B of the acme-date (UB’) in the Olympiad number for his death (V@'
for original v).*> Mosshammer notes that the Eusebian dates for the duel in Sigeum (607/606) fall
in between the acme and rule, as well as being another part of the ten-year interval pattern, and
also expects Apollodorus to have given dates for Periandet’s arbitration and Alcaeus’ exile.”” As
the Eusebian floruit of Sappho and Alcaeus (600/599 or 595/594) coincides with the interval
between Pittacus’ duel and his rule, and the same date would probably have been given by the
Parian Marble A.36 for Sappho’s exile,”** a tradition dates Sappho’s and Alcaeus’ exiles to 600/599
or 595/594.°” If Jacoby’s emendation of ‘seventy years’ is accepted, Pittacus ruling for ten years
then living another ten in retirement (D.L. 1.75) can be included, to offer the following
Apollodoran chronology:
birth of Pittacus (Suda): 652-649;

Pittacus’ acme/40" year (Diogenes) and overthrow of Melanchrus (Suda): 612-609;

Pittacus’ duel (Eusebius): 607/606;

560 Mosshammer 1979: 113-127.

561 Mosshammer 1979: 247.

562 Commentary to FGrHist 244 F 27b; this is preferable to Diogenes confusing the date of Pittacus’ death with that
of his retirement in Jacoby 1902: 162.

565 Mosshammer 1979: 249-250.

564 &’ oU Camgea ¢y MuTiAnnc eic CikeAiav émAeuce puyolca | - - - |- - - &pxo]vToc Abrvncw ptv Kprtiou
ToU TpoTépovy, év Cupakovccalc 88 TGV yaudpwv KaTexovTwy TNy apxnv (Parian Marble A 35, text of
Rotstein 2016). Jacoby in commentary to FGrH 239 A36 links the Parian Marble with Eusebius here. The date on
the marble is missing, but with 605/603 for A35 and 591/590 for A37, it must be between 602 and 592.

565> Mosshammer 1979: 250.
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exile of Sappho (Parian Marble) and Alcaeus (Eusebius, through Sappho): 600/599 or

595/594;

Pittacus’ rule (Diogenes): 597/596-588/587,

and Pittacus’ retitement and death (Diogenes): 587/586-578/577.

This neat reconstruction by Mosshammer requires re-examination: Alcaeus is not
mentioned beside Sappho on the Parian Marble. Nevertheless, Sappho-Alcaeus synchronism
probably goes at least as far back as Apollodorus as Eusebius and the Suda show it, and the same
political situation could have exiled Sappho and Alcaeus (the exile-date is not essential for the
chronology). The Suda also suggests that the 42™ Olympiad was Sappho’s birth-year, which affects
other dates. This does not necessarily refute the common tradition behind the shared 42™
Olympiad of the Pittacus’ overthrow of Melanchrus (Suda) and Pittacus’ acme (Diogenes) as the
Suda on Sappho does not mention Melanchrus’ fall. In textual-critical terms, one could easily
suppose that the compiler or a copyist (1) began with a passage like its entry for Pittacus (birth-
Olympiad followed by acme-Olympiad) but compressed them, or (2) began with such an entry but
skipped ahead (from AR’ to uP’). This mechanical mistake would not seriously question the date’s
reliability. Further, y€yove also appears to have been used by chronographers to mean ‘was born’
and ‘he lived’ (i.e. ‘had his/her acme’), though this has been questioned.”

The ultimate source of these dates is also tricky.””” Perhaps Pittacus’ rule was recorded in a

>% If so, a local tradition

Mytilenean ruler-list, though even if so, it was probably not contemporary.
would be behind these dates, which may have influenced Lesbian chronographers (e.g. Phainias,

Hellanicus). Even if these dates are only approximate, the fact that the dates of fr.49 and the

chronographic tradition overlap is encouraging. To these should be added a possible mention of a

566 Rohde 1878, problematised in Shaw 2003: 79-81.

567 Mosshammer 1979: 251-254.

568 Jacoby 1902: 163; Jacoby’s commentary on FGrHist 244 F27; Mosshammer 1979: 246. The Athenian archon-list
appears to have been published around 425 BC, with the eatlier archons recorded from memory (or created): cf. e.g.

Miller 1969.
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war between Alyattes of Lydia and Astyages of Media, if the supplements are correct, in
fr.306Ae.12-13, which, in combination with the Eusebian dates for a war in 582/1 (583/2
Armenian version) and in 577/6 (574/3 Armenian version), could suggest Alcaeus’ knowledge of
an event as late as 574/3.>%

Against this chronology is Herodotus’ account of the Sigean War, which inspired the
influential lower dating.”” Herodotus 5.94-5 quotes fr.401B in his account, where Hegesistratus, a
son of Pisistratus, was in charge of Sigeum, and Periander mediated in the war. The mismatch in
the dates of Hegesistratus and Pisistratus on the one hand and Alcaeus, Pittacus, and Periander on
the other is called ‘ein altes Skandalon der Chronologie Herodots”.”"! It would be easy to dismiss
Herodotus’ account as an extrapolation, were the episode not also told in Strabo xiii.1.38-40 and
D.L. 1.74-75, which broadly agree with Herodotus but also appear independent of him as they
include other details. I suspect here that we are dealing with one tradition; for Strabo, Diogenes,
and the Suda T 1659 (s.v. TTiTTtakdc) all agree on the non-Herodotean details: Pittacus, one of the
Seven Wise Men, was the cTpaTtnydc, had a one-to-one encounter with Phrynon, an Olympian
victor, whom he killed through deception with a net. Diogenes also names his source for the
arbitration under Periander as Apollodorus, who must be a strong candidate for the source of

Strabo, Diogenes, and the Suda, especially as Diogenes and the Suda use Apollodorus’ dates.

569 Huxley 1965 reconciles these dates with Herodotus 1.74, which suggests that Alyattes fought against Cyaxares and
that the war ended soon after the battle of the eclipse (585 BC): ‘(1) Kyaxares was king of Media ¢z. 590 at the
beginning of the Lydo-Median war. (2) He died during the wat. (3) Astyages conducted the war, after the death of
Kyaxares; but (4) it is not certain whether Kyaxates or Astyages was king of Media at the time of the eclipse said to
have been predicted by Thales. (5) Astyages was already king, no longer crown prince, when he married Aryenis,
daughter of Alyattes. (6) There were no hostilities after the marriage.” (205).

570 Beloch 1912-1927: Lii 355-356, 363-364, followed by e.g. Mazzarino 1943: 73-78 and Fehling 1985.

571 Fehling 1985: 107.
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If so, the source of this extra-Herodotean information (and hence of Diogenes)’”* may be
the Wise-Men tradition. Indeed, not only do all the sources call him one of the Seven Wise Men,

the style is typical of the Wise-Men tradition. The typological characteristics of the Wise Men

> 573
>

include their political and strategic ‘wisdom o7

and the use of it for the good of the community.
Furthermore, if the Suda’s ynpaioc 8¢ dvaykalduevoc cTpatnyeiv épn: coc XaAemov écOAOV
gupeval is part of the Sigean episode, it is the report of the performance of wisdom, which has
been argued to be the key shared characteristic of the Seven Wise Men,”” as his wisdom as fighter
and duty as strafegos wins the bout. Even if not, its position in the entry next to the episode suggests
a deep affinity with the Wise-Men tradition. Similarly, the paragraph following Diogenes’ account

576

(i.e. D.L. 1.75) where his governmental role,”™ the religious wisdom in establishing a shrine on the

land granted by the Mytileneans called TTittdkeloc,””” and a supposed refusal of money (from
Croesus,”™ who is linked to the Wise-Men tradition),”” is full of Wise-Men characteristics that
make this section very likely to come from that tradition. Finally, Ccocikpatnc 8¢ gnciv OTi
OAiyov amoTtepduevoc £pn TO fjuicu Tou Tavtodc TAelov elval (regarding the land) (D.L. 1.75)
shows Diogenes quoting his chief source for Apollodorus testifying to a quintessential Wise-Man
performance of aphoristic, paradoxical, self-less ‘wisdom’-gnome.

The Sigean War should be considered in this context. Periander’s appearance is somewhat

unexpected, as an arbitrator is unnecessary after a duel. Presumably, this is why Strabo adds

572 This does not necessarily contradict Jacoby’s reconstruction of Mytilenean records similar to the Athenian
archon-list for soutces of Apollodotus, as the Wise-Men tradition could have been inspired by/the basis of these
later public records. However, Mytilenean public record would probably not name Pittacus as ‘one of the Seven Wise
Men’, as such public lists aim for uniformity of information and presentation.

573 Rosler 1991: 360; Martin 1993: 115.

574 Rosler 1991: 360.

575 Martin 1993: passim, especially 115-124.

576 Rosler 1991: 360; Martin 1993: 115.

577 Résler 1991: 360-362; Busine 2002: 37-38.

578 Busine 2002: 17-26.

579 Résler 1991: 360.
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névovToc 8’ £T1 ToU oAépov; similarly, Diogenes’ statements fail to make sense as a judgement:
for Athens, it is not a success, and it is difficult to imagine Mytileneans honouring Pittacus in these
circumstances. Modern scholars are not alone in bewilderment, as Demetrius argues against
Timaeus’ mention of Petiander fortifying Achilleum. Demetrius’ objection is surely justified.”® The
solution that the Suda’s OpUvewva ctpatnyov Abnvaicwv moAepolivta umep Tou Cryeiou
HOVOHaXGIV ATEKTELVE is wrong (or rather modern scholars have read it wrong by assuming UTep
ToU Cryeiou goes with HovopaxGv rather than ToAepoUvta), but that it is over Achilleum that
Pittacus fights a duel, and that Periander rejects the claims of both parties for the entire Troad but
assigns to each what they have under the principle of ## possidetss, remains attractive.” However,
Strabo does not mention when Periander is said by Timaeus to have fortified Achilleum, and it
makes sense if Petiander requited Achilleum be fortified as part of his judgement.”® Nevertheless,
it is unclear what this would achieve.

Periander’s story may be explained by the Wise-Men tradition. The conception of the Wise
Men is heavily influenced by Solon, and the myths around Solon have consistently been applied
also to the other Wise-Men figures.”” Here, Periandet’s role as an arbitrator is suspiciously like his
role as judge in the story of Arion (Herodotus 1.23-4), and Solon’s as SiaAAakTric. Further, the
syncronism of Pittacus and Periander is unsurprising with the progressive synchronism of the Wise

Men and the myths of their contests and banquets.”® Despite the Wise Men not being fixed by

580 Similarly, Servais 1969: 46; Lapini 1996: 86.

581 Jacoby 1902: 157-158, joined by e.g. Manfredini 1981: 267; Nenci 1994: 302; Lapini 1996: 86-87. Di Benedetto
1955: 114-115 claims that the Periandet’s intervention presupposes a disfavourable situation for the Mytileneans and
that this was due to Alcaeus, who was responsible for the defeat in which he fled leaving his shield; this is
unattractive as there is no evidence that the Mytileneans and Athenians did not simply tite of a long war or that
Alcaeus was the leader responsible, and it gives too much historical value to what is clearly a Zgpos (cf. Archilochus
fr.5; Anacreon 381b).

582 Also Lapini 1996: 86-87.

583 Busine 2002: 15-27, 38-40.

584 Cf. also Heraclides Ponticus’ synchronism of Periander and Solon at the time of Pisistratus in P.Oxy.664.

166



5

Herodotus’ time, Herodotus nevertheless shows traces of the tradition,”® so Periander in

Herodotus could be an early trace of his Wise-Man status. However, nothing in Periander’s

traditional chronology makes his participation ahistorical.>®

Although Heraclides Ponticus could
consider him contemporary with Pisistratus in P.Oxy.664, as he is not a gifted scholar but a popular
philosopher,” Periander may have been included through synchronism with Solon in a fictional
philosophical symposium-based treatise.

Hegesistratus too is problematic. He plays an important role in the Battle of Pallene, which
secures Pisistratus’ third tyranny ([Aristotle], AA.P. 17.4). Herodotus implies that this occurred
before (if only just) the fall of Sardis (547/546), which setves as the terminus ante guem. Hegesistratus
is said to be the son of a marriage during Pisistratus’ first tyranny or first exile ([Aristotle], A4.P.
17.4), which would make his birth-year 561/560 at the eatliest since Pisistratus first became tyrant
in the archonship of Comeas (561/560; [Aristotle], A.P. 14.1). With the fall of Sardis at 547 /546,
and hence Pallene probably at 546/545,”* Hegesistratus could not be older than fifteen years old,
which does not contradict the testimony.” However, Hegesistratus’ rule of Sigeum follows Pallene
but the chronographical date for Pittacus’ duel is 607/606. Of course, the dates are approximate;
but even if one assumes that Alcaeus was a young adult singing at his first symposium at the time
of the fall of Ashkelon (604), Alcacus would have to be at least sixty-five years old. Moreover,
Pittacus is usually considered older than Alcaeus.

The only solution for the Herodotean text has usually been Page’s suggestion that y&p of

ToAéueov yd&p means ‘you must know’.”” This would be satisfactory if, having accepted an abrupt,

585 Busine 2002.

586 Salmon 1984: 186 n.1 considers the Cypselid chronological debate over, pointing to Servais 1969: 30-32. This is
reaffirmed by Lapini 1996: passim, especially 149-151.

587 Gottschalk 1980.

588 [Aristotle], A.P. 15.2 puts Pallene at 536/535, pethaps due to misunderstanding Herodotus (Rhodes 1981: 197).
58 Rhodes 1981: 196-199.

590 Page 1955: 155-157. Similarly, Servais 1969: 43, Cataudella 1964: 217, and Hornblower 2013: 270.
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long digression, we did not have an abrupt end of the digression, followed by a return to a subject
(Hippias) that is not the last item (Hegesistratus) before the digression. Lapini’s suggestion that the
digression starts at 5.95.1 (TToAepedvtwov 8¢ cpewv) and ends with Ciyeiov pév vuv oltw
gyéveto U’ Abnvaiolct is better,”" as it shortens the digression, and ToAenedvV TV comes to
refer to émoAépeov ... Tl xpdvov cuxvdv that presumably started in the time of Pittacus and
Alcaeus, whilst removing the chronological inconsistency. Nevertheless, Ciyetov uév vuv oUtw
¢yéveto Um Abnvalioict, which finishes off the Alcacan digression, remains awkward as
Herodotus’ last mention of Athenians fighting for Sigeum before the digression was that Pisistratus
had taken Sigeum by force of arms without mentioning previous occupation of Sigeum by
Athenians, but the phrase must refer to how Sigeum first became Athenian. Given the influence
of the Wise-Men tradition in Herodotus’ account (and the Sappho-Rhodopis-Amasis synchrony),’”
Herodotus’ synchronisms here seem unreliable.

Archaeology may further question the lower dating. Troy appears to have been destroyed
around 650-625 BC according to the ceramic evidence of G2/3 ware and Anatolian Grey ware
covered by rubble of the destruction level, with no signs of these ceramics above that layer, and it
is only after this destruction that ‘the first Attic, Corinthian, and East Greek vessels such as the
Wild Goat Style, Tonian cups and Rosette bowls appear’.”” At Sigeum, excavations have uncovered
Archaic Greek pottery of the late seventh to sixth century BC, with native production of Attic style
pottery in the region (Swan style, a type of black figure group) confirmed by Neutron Activation
Analysis, as well as East Greek styles.” Furthermore, the same East Greek pottery styles (Wild

Goat Style, Ionian Cups) and Early Corinthian wares have been found at Ashkelon at the

591 Lapini 1996: 84.

592 Herodotus 2.134-135 mentions Sappho’s brother being involved with Rhodopis at Naucratis during the reign of
Amasis (570-526). However, as the lover of Sappho’s brother is called Doricha by Sappho (fr.15b.11), the
identification need not be taken setiously. For a summary of the issues, see Hutchinson 2001: 139-140, Lidov 2002.
593 Aslan and Pernicka 2013: 39.

5% Aslan and Pernicka 2013: 39, with bibliography.
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destruction layer (and other Palestinian sites),””

as those reported of Troy and Sigeum. Attic
presence at Sigeum would fall within a reasonable space of time from the fall of Ashkelon, and
hence Pittacus and Alcaeus.
54.  Conclusions

In the space of one lifetime, Mytilene experienced the fall of the Penthilid oligarchic regime, a war
in the Troad, and three poévapyxot interspersed with periods of a broader oligarchy, while
colonising new cities and trading throughout the Eastern Mediterranean. However, it remains
easier to list what we do not know than what we know: we hear of Melanchrus but scarcely anything
about him; we know Myrsilus became a pévapyxoc but not how he became pévapyxoc, when/why
he was exiled, or how he dies; we know Pittacus became sole-ruler and was called TUpavvoc by
Alcaeus but not if he was elected by the some group or assumed power through a betairia, if he was
a nobleman or low-born, and so on. Nevertheless, this chapter has dispelled some long-standing
myths of Alcaean history, and attempted, unlike previous scholarship, to privilege Alcaeus’
presentation of historical data to guide literary interpretation, suggesting benefits of engaging with

history in a more literary way.

5.5.  Appendix: Chronological Summary

No. Event Absolute Frr. in this | References to this | Notes
Date period period
1 Penthilid rule Arist. Pol. Birth of
V.1311b Pittacus in 652-
2 Megacles kills Arist. Pol. 649 (Suda)
Penthilids V.1311b
3 Smerdes kills Arist. Pol.
Penthilus V.1311b
4 Unclear Period
5 Melanchrus fr.331
6 Melanchrus as Strabo 13.2.3,
tyrant D.L.1.74
7 Melanchrus 612-609 D.L. 1.74, Suda Pittacus’ 40™
overthrown by (Suda) year (Suda)
Pittacus and
Alcaeus’ brothers

595 Waldbaum and Magness 1997: 27-36.
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8 Pittacus’ duel with | 607/606 Eusebius Sequence
Phryon in Sigeum unclear;
9 Fall of Ashkelon 604 fr.48 between 10-19
(Babylonian
Chronicles)
10 Myrsilus’ frr.6, 208 Heraclitus, Hoz.
preparations for Alleg. 5
tyranny/monarchy
11 Myrsilus as tyrant Strabo 13.2.3
12 Myrsilus having 2 r.60 Sequence
bodyguards unclear; after 10
13 Myrsilus’ ‘return’ Alc. Commentary | Sequence
fr.3052.15-21, unclear; after
S267 11, before 18
14 Oath of Pittacus trr.67, 129 Sequence
and Alcaeus’ unclear; after
group 10, before 18;
poss. same as
15
15 Alcaeus’s group > fr.114 Sequence
plot against unclear; after
Myrsilus 10, before 18;
poss. same as
14
16 Pittacus breaks tr.129 (67) Sequence
oath unclear; after 14
17 Pittacus Téda fr.70.7 Sequence
Mupciiw unclear; after 13
and 16; poss.
during 18/19?
18 Alcaeus’ 1% exile frr.129, > Alc. fr.114 18 and 19 -
130a, 130b | (Pytrha as same event?
location)
19 Sappho and 600/599 or
Alcaeus’ exile 595/594
20 Death of Myrsilus fr.332
21 Alcaeus’ 1* return? Deduced.
Perhaps no
return until
after beginning
of 24.
22 Alcaeus worties fr.141 fr.141 (gloss)
about Pittacus
23 Alcaeus’ 2™ exile? Alc. commentary | During one

fr.306Ae.5

period of
Pittacus’ rule
(e.g. 24).
(Changes if 21
moves)
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24 Pittacus as sole- 597/596- fr.348 Many sources
ruler 588/587
(D.L)
25 Pittacus’ marriage fr.5 frr.70, 75; D.L. Closely related
to the
beginning of 24
26 Lydians give 2000 fr.63, 69
staters
27 Alcaeus’ plot Alc. commentary | Sequence
against Pittacus tr.306g unclear; after
beginning of 24
28 Pittacus lets Diod. Sic. 9.12.3, | Sequence
captured Alcaeus Val. Max. 4.1 ext. | unclear; after
go 6,D.L. 1.76 beginning of 24
29 Pittacus’ 587/586- D.L.
retitement and 578/577
death (D.L.)
30 Alcaeus’ 3" Around Alc. commentary
return? 574/573 fr.306Ae.12-13
(Eusebius)

Table 5: Chronology in Alcaeus
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Part IT: Text and Interpretation

Introduction to the Papyri

This part of the thesis presents a new text and apparatus of the two largest papyrus fragments of
Alcaeus, P.Oxy.1233 and P.Oxy.1234 with adjoining fragments, both of which are dated to the 2™

596

century AD and were largely published in 1914.”™ Both are now in the Bodleian’s Weston Library.
P.Oxy.1233 is written in uncials similar to that of another fragment of Alcaeus (BK'T 5.2.6-8 XII.2
= Alcaeus fr.58); at least one other fragment copied by the same scribe survives (P.Oxy.2307 =
Alcaeus fr.306).””" P.Oxy.1234 is written in uncials similar to but less angular and contrastive than
those found in the London Bacchylides (P.Lond.Lit. 46). Both papyri show editorial signs,
including the paragraphos, coronis, and diple, and preserve occasional punctuation and
accentuation by original and secondary hands.””® P.Oxy.1234 further contains extensive marginal
notes.

It appears that the Alexandrian editions of Alcaeus by Aristarchus and Aristophanes were
not organised by metre, as for example for Sappho, and the organisation of poems into ten books

remains a matter of fierce debate,™”

in which our fragments play an important role. Since the
widespread rejection of largely fictitious generic or content-based labels, inspired by mentions of

T ctaclwTK& (Strabo 13.2.3) and Yuvor (Plu. de mus. 14.1135f), the debate has focused on

identifying broader subdivisions or organisational patterns:

5% Hunt 1914.

597 Scribe A32 in Johnson 2004; attribution at P.Oxy.3891 (Haslam 1990).

5% On marginalia in Alcaeus: Porro 1994: 217-226. The usage of the coronis alone to divide poems differs from
Hephaestion’s report of the principles used for the editions of Aristarchus and Aristophanes (see Liberman 1999:
xlvi-xlvii).

599 [D.1400.7 (Tpiycovov Briknv éxoucav BuPBAia AAkaiou) suggests 4+3+2+1=10 structure and no book-number
higher than 10 is attested (Irigoin 1993: 47-48).

172



(1) According to Pardini, one can identify a propetly ‘stasiotic’ group of poems related to
internal Mytilenean civic strife in frr.59-111 (P.Oxy.1234), 129-138 (P.Oxy.2165), and the
poems discussed in fr.300, which appear to belong to a single book, in contrast to political
poems of a wider nature;""

(2) Accepting Pardini’s division of ‘stasiotic’ and political poems, Porro suggests that the
‘stasiotic’ group was organised according to whether they relate to the rule of Myrsilus or

Pittacus.®"

(3) In contrast, Liberman suggests that the poems were organised chronologically.®”

Pardini’s and Porro’s reconstructions have been convincingly refuted by Liberman in great detail,””
but Liberman’s view is hindered by a lack of evidence: one need only glance at the chronological
table in Chapter 5 to see how few fragments can be dated to a particular period. Further, such a
theory of organisation tells us very little, since it cannot help to reconstruct relative positions of
poems in the edition or relative chronology, or help interpretations, as not enough fragments that
follow one another are preserved and the chronology must be general anyway."”*

It seems better to acknowledge that at least the book from which P.Oxy.1234 comes deals

with largely political poems from a bad period for Alcaeus (the period might cover the beginnings

of Pittacus’ betrayal before the exile (fr.74) and one of the exiles (frr.129-139)).°” There is certainly

600 Pardini 1991.

601 Porro 1996b.

602 T jberman 1993, Liberman 1999:liii-1x.

603 The greatest issues are in the arbitrary and anachronistic separation of politics within Mytilene and beyond and
the overlap in poems concerning Myrsilus and Pittacus.

604 Indeed, ancient collections ordered chronologically are usually not consistently concerned with chronology: e.g.
Ovid’s Ex Ponto and Cicero’s Letters to Atticus.

605 There is no reason to think that political or military poems were only found in this book, as P.Oxy.1233 also
mention them (e.g. frr.36, 48). One might further question the assumption of scholars that the fragments from the
same scribe are all from the same book (rather than the same set of books), which would deptive us of most of the

evidence for division of books.
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in this book an attempt to place poems of a similar period and place together (frr.129-139).°%

However, the great variety of the content of P.Oxy.1233 (hymns (e.g. fr.34), sympotic arguments
(tr.38), mythological narratives (frr. 42, 44), and other less easily classifiable items (e.g. frr.45, 48)),
which do not suggest any chronological, locational, or thematic continuity in the current state,
should make us pause before assuming a broad organisational principle for the entire edition, which
must remain uncertain. Similarly, unlike the many connections between poems in P.Oxy.1234,
there are no clear connections in neighbouring poems of P.Oxy.1233 (e.g. frr.42-45), except
perhaps in frr.34-34a. The resulting picture of the organisation of poems is one of variety, in
contrast to the metrical differentiation between books and alphabetical ordering within books (for
at least Books 1, 2, and 4) for Sappho;*” this variety itself may be being imitated by Horace’s
organisation in Odes 1.°”* Within books, one might consider groupings of poems of similar length,

609

as frr.129-130b appear long and frr.43-45 quite short,”” although too few survive complete for

much confidence.

606 Cf. Hutchinson 2001: 192-194. On thematic organisation within books (of Sappho): Neri 2015, Neri and Cinti
2017: xxxv n.38.

607 For an overview, cf. Battezzato 2018.

608 If Lyne 2005 is right to see Alcaeus Book 1 behind the ordering of Odes 1.

%09 On the lengths of frr.43-45, see p.241 with n.832.
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Chapter 6: P.Oxy.1233
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Il JToca|
£koc| ] exkekaAuTr[
Seup[ JukeTrovap [
aBalilc] 5 .cxeympdllc [
5 ébauw| 1L pagl
TAenv|
aiBeke|
£lc ipav|
kaueox|
10  =uevo|
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18ayt [
JvtoAco [
Jetyviag]
JtoAaigoc|
Jvdidno [
1'uevocd|
] comtov [
] v Tada [

Jup [



] ecBa
Jcav
5 ] pw
]
JmoAi&Tav
] oc

a P.Oxy.2166 (b) 11 = P.Oxy.1233 fr.10. b P.Oxy.2166 (b) 6 et P.Oxy.1233 fr.16 coniunxit Lobel.
c P.Oxy. 1233 frr.28, 13, 27 coniunxit Lobel. d P.Oxy.2081 (d) 3 et P.Oxy.1233 fr. 22 coniunxit
Hunt.
Haec fragmenta collocavit Lobel 1951: 128 seq., qui tamen scribit incertum esse utrum fragmenta
aetb et cetd ex eadem columna profecta sint an fragmenta a et b et ¢ an solum fragmenta a et b,
quae appareant inter se magis propinqua quam cetera. Quia fragmentum d ex eadem columna
atque c¢ profectum esse mihi non videtur (nam versus 5 fragmenti ¢ iam finem versus praebere
apparet), puto aut fragmenta a et b et ¢ aut solum a et b ex una columna esse. Si tamenaetb et c
ex una progrediuntur columna, tum difficile est, etsi non impossibile, unum invenire metrum quod
omnibus fragmentis conveniat (hipp™ (Liberman)).
a8ip 9 fortasse = kai evw)[ Lobel et Page 10 dubito an coronis hic steterit (vide
infra) b 1] :hasta verticalis sub lineam descendens, tum linea horizontalis curvata imis litteris
adaequata 4 v& (accentum fecit manus secunda) fortasse €[ emovaue[cOa ? 5
aut ] o aut | w; si 0, duo punctula [.] opinantur alii ¢ (e.g. Lobel et Page) alii € (e.g. editores
principes) linea transfixum esse, sed omnes valde haesitant post ¢ (inusitatae speciei)
spatiolum vacuum est, sed non finis versus esse videtur quia & indicat unam saltem syllabam sequi

6 | : circuli arcus supra, tum fortasse apg (quod Lobel (et Lobel et Page) legi posse negare false
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asseverat Liberman) vel Aug, sed pro u fortasse duae litterae legendae sunt : | T dupag legit Hunt
clalvelo| 2 A&To[c Hunt 4 litterae c inusitatam speciem ducunt Lobel et Page,
sed c in Alcaei fr. 34 (a) 11 @e]povTec (id est P.Oxy.1233 fr. 4) simillimum est 5] :]ovel]w
(inusitatae speciei), est etiam hastulae transversae pars, quam Lobel et Page potius deletionis quam

ligaturae indicium esse iudicaverunt; non autem inveni alias in hac papyro ligaturas quae vel ex o

vel ex w procedunt (saepe tamen e ¢ et €) : JOvBidno ab ovdIdNUI ~ dvadéw Liberman 616
vel Jed 8 [: lineae dextrorsum descendentis apex 9 ]c (contra Lobel et Page) vel ]A :
‘O] Auum [ Voigt d 1 ]Ae vel |Ao, tum fortasse u vel 1 vel similis, et p vel W vel @ 2]\
vel Ju vel Ja 3 ] : hasta verticalis 5]y vel ]t 8 Jivel Jv

According to Lobel’s joins, we have remains of four poems:

1. frr.a.1-2+b.1-3;

2. frr.a.3-10+b.4-6+c.1-8;*"°

3. fr.c.9;

4. fr.d.
In the first poem, | ekkekaAuTr[, the eatliest attestation of the compound ékkaAUTITw, suggests
an unveiling or unmasking. This is appropriate for an act in the symposium as part of a game, for
a gnome (perhaps involving wine, cf. fr.333), for a political poem (someone’s nature is revealed?),
or for a mythological narrative (someone is revealed: cf. e.g. 1.21.549). However, if this is the end
of the poem, | exkekaAuTr| is unlikely to be pluperfect but probably petfect, which would be

unexpected for a generalisation or the end of a myth or narrative, making a present situation in the

610 The coronis at fr.a.10 looks so different from other coronides in the papyrus that it might be considered
doubtful. The angle of its preserved vertical element is different, and the central line starts much further leftwards
and barely penetrates the left-hand alighment; the difference from the coronis a few lines above is stark. Further, if
the placement of fr.c is cotrect, the very short sentence at the end of the line suggested by a high point in fr.c.8 (] v*
Tada [) adds further doubt. However, the placement of fr.c depends on similar horizontal fibres in frr.a, b, and c,

which cannot guarantee their coming from the same column.
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symposium or in the political arena more likely. The third poem may be a hymn or mention a
myth, if OJAup [ is right, and the fourth was probably a political poem (JTToAi&Tav).

The second poem preserves more. deUp| (fr.(a).3), probably delp|o, suggests an addresee,
who could be human (cf. probably in fr.401b) or divine (cf. Sa. frr.2, 53, 127, 128, and probably in
fr.34a.1). However, ]\;KEﬂovéu_[ (fr.b.4), in the same initial line, makes a human addressee more

1 which would not suit a

attractive if Jukerovép [ contains a form of Tévau (¢movdpe[cb(a)?),
god, even if negated (o]uk). If so, delpo cuumwb (fr.401b) seems an apt parallel, as other
clements could also be symposiastic:"* &Balilc[, éEauco[, TAenv[, kauwx|, and ] v8idno. If
kavw)| conceals kavwx[ (= kai evw)|), from evwxéw I entertain sumptuously’, a symposium
seems appropriate, and aBafic[ could be understood like cuvnBaed (cf. possibly fr.38a.11). While
eEauw| is not otherwise attested, it could be a strengthened form of atw or aloc, which would

introduce the concept of thirst,’"

suggesting draining draughts or extreme thirst. Liberman’s
suggestion that Jovdidno is from &vadéw ‘I crown’ is attractive here; unfortunately, it is
unparsable: it could be an athematic present imperative, but the expected Lesbian form from
Bidnu is 8ide(c)o, while second-person singular impetfect would require an augment.”'* The

blank space after |6vdidno might suggest this is the end of the line, but no other line appeats to

finish there, and, if the placement of the papyrus is correct, and if there is a coronis in fr.a.10, the

611 révapt: Lesbian has a long stem+athematic inflection (e.g. @iAnu, Tinam, cTepdvem ~ PiAéw, TIHAW,
cTepavow (Blumel 1982: 167-169; Hamm 1957: 138-142)); Alcaeus also has movnue[v]ot (ft.5.9), Tovnu[evol
(fr.119.17), and €]mwédvncac (117 (b) 23). A form of émovivapt is also possible, but the compound is not attested
until Schol. Pind. I11.98.7, though dvivnui is common. The -a- stems are unusual, but parallelled: TTovaco in Pi.
0.6.11 and Theoctitus, 14.15.80; dvivap (the reconstructed root is *hsneh- (Beekes 2010, s.2. dvivnui), so -a- is
regular) in Theoctitus, I4.7.36; dvacic in Theoctitus, 14.16.23; émévaciv in Alcaeus fr.368.2.

612 Liberman 1999: 29.

613 alieo: =Enpaiveo (Herodian); cf. dpavw (Ar. E¢.394). adoc: cf. diym &’ eipi alin kai dmdAAupar (IG XIV
638).

614 Hamm 1957: 167 tentatively lists 8i8no from here as an impetfect, but my objections stand. The only remaining
ways to understand | v818no [ are as a genitive singular of a substantive in -8nc (unaeolicised in transmission), ot

as | v&1dn with letters lost after o.
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lines must be longer (fr.c.8: | v'Tada); textual corruption seems likely. Finally, we might detect the
ship of the symposium in seafaring vocabulary (TrAenv[, Aaipoc), but this is uncertain.

However, the most striking theme is old age, especially with ckeynpd&l lc [ (probably
containing ynpdackw). In this context, &Balifc[ can be understood as ‘being youthful’, or as the
noun, contrasting with ynpdcke, and €11 yvia @[épnv could refer to symptoms of old age.”
Perhaps Seke[ (from Séxopar?) hints at awaiting old age, and eic ipav[ could refer to going to a
city (Mytilene?).’' If the former, the seafating could be a metaphor for the journey of life;"'” if the
latter, seafaring could be a metaphor for Alcaeus’ cause.”’” In either case, éEauw| could mean
‘exhausted’ or ‘trembling”.”"”

It seems likely then that the poem was a variation on drinking to forget pain and taking a
rest before renewing action.””’ The poem would start with a call to drink (8eUp|[) and to forget toils
(Jukemrovay [), followed by an explanation of what is suitable for the young (&Ralilc[) and the
old (ckeynpdl [c), then an elaboration of the ills of old age or the tiredness of the youthful band
(Alcaeus’ symposiasts) (EEaua|[), and a metaphor for life or wish to return to Mytilene. It returns

to enjoying festivities at the end (kaUcox[) and staying put or waiting for something to happen
joying X ying p g g pp

(Méveo[uev?).

615 Thus Preisshoffen 1977: 65. Cf. oU W’ €11 [...] | yula gépnv SvvaTar (Alcman 26.1-2). Liberman 1999: 29
(following Voigt) objects to @[épnv (ve/ sim.) on mettical grounds, but short € is metrical if we read yula, instead of
yuia; the diaeresis in papyri does not always (or often) indicate pronunciation as separate syllables.

616 Tsomis 2001: 255, comparing af ke Suvaiued’ ip[ | ¢c TOAW EABNY (fr.69.3-4).

017 Cf. Sol. fr.26.

618 Or an “allegory’ for Alcaeus’ hetairia (Preisshoffen 1977: 65).

619 [.§T s.v. avoc.

20 For a similar movement of taking a break in between work: Hor. Car.1.7.
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34

va]cov TTéAotroc AltrovTe[c
Jiwot Afioc] nde Andac

“““ w]1 8Y[u]cor rpo[pda]vnTe, K&cTop
kai TToAUBe[u]kec,

5 ol k&t eUpnav x[66va] kai B&Aaccav
Taicav épxech’ w[kutd]dwv e’ (o,
pria & avbpcwotot[c] Balv]aTw pueche
LakpudevToc
eUcd[Uywv] BpwickovT[ec | dkpa vaawv

10 m]AoBev Adumpol TpoTo[  JvTec,
apyaAéar 8’ v vikT p[doc gé]povTec
vai u[e] Aaivar

Juel

Joc[
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b=34AV.

1 avd|
» loov [
Jenre[
1 vvel
5 18eukec|
JmapTot|
1.L]Tornerxul

1 pavvoic []8n_[ c

Jmolac mécw immo[

10 ]AirovTec Mékapol[c ¢lmmpartl I[av
Jav éNBeTe Taw k[~ Jvéuet [
Jvrec[ Juacs| lamoc [
¢ Jpeocare|
1'6nc Ecov[
15 JmmoAw [
low

] &y TeocTiw|
a P.Oxy.1233 fr.4 (vv. 1-14), v. 1 accedunt P.Oxy.2166 (b) 9, et vv. 5-7 P.Oxy.2166 (b) 3. b et c
P.Oxy.2166 (b) 10 = b P.Oxy.1233 frr.5, 6, 26, ¢ P.Oxy.1233 fr.7 et P.Oxy.2081 (d) 5
Haec fragmenta a et b coniunxit Lobel, id quod mihi quidem dubitationem iniicit maximam: etiam
dixit ‘veri simile est hic eiusdem carminis deese vv. octo, scilicet huius strophae reliquos duo,

sequentis quattuor, ultimae strophae duo priores, ita ut totius carminis finis v. (b) 2 infra fuerit’.

a supplevit Hunt 1 d3eUT[€] pot va]cov; ex Alcaei S286 ii.1 (=fr.306D Liberman) At
2 maidec (Hunt) {pbi]pot vel 8Bpt]uot vel &Axi]por Wilamowitz 3 Jeo[t]8upcoli], casum
correxit Hunt : ebvdw]i Diehl : iAA&] co1 Wilamowitz K&c 4 post kec est linea transversa
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et punctum (/) 5¢éu 6 ct’ TwV* 7 pna : pria Hunt ‘p* super AU

scripsit manus secunda 9 v supra inter € et C scripsit manus secunda [Uy] Edmonds
PCOC, L supra inter @ et € scripsit manus secunda 4K 10 wjHA Aéu Tpo| super
o1To[ scripsit manus secunda (unde TpoTS[veov EmévTec Hunt) : Tpo| ]l JvTec
intellexit Lobel et Page (unde pd[Tov’ ov|Tp[éxo]vTec Bowra) Tec 11 e 12
vai wai 14 Joc[ vel Jac[

b et ¢ post versum secundum finem carminis posuit Lobel, metro nitens 3 ol legi posse
duxit Lobel (cf. w]éumeo[ Hunt), sed hasta horizontalis post circulum videri potest 5KacTtop
kai (Diehl) TToAU]8eukec Snell : &]8eukec Lobel 8 T]up&vvoic Hunt ante O hastae
pes (a vel 1), id est [ ]18n- legi potest, unde [&]idrAo[ic Liberman 9 {rrmro[ici T(e) Lobel
10 Makapo[c vacov Lobel ante 1 in linea est punctulum 11 yaiav éc peydA]av
Liberman 0 ex alia littera factum est K[fjvoc avnp]? Liberman €l 12
Aai]Aamoc Hunt 14 aivom]&bnc Liberman 16 aut Ja aut |8 aut |A

Most accept Lobel’s suggestion that fr.b.1-2 form part of the same poem as fr.a. However, nothing
points to the join beyond the fact that fr.b.2 looks as if it could be an adonean and the coincidence,
since column-height is considered known for P.Oxy.1233,°*! that the right number of lines (eight)
are missing if frr.a and b are placed in the same column. Further, fr.b.1-2 contains no recognisable
words. Although nothing stands against the hypothesis, the assumption (of such conviction that
fr.b.1-2 are printed as part of the text of fr.a by Voigt) must be recognised as a suggestion from
convenience. Metre shows that fr.b.3 begins a new poem, though the coronis is lost.

Fr.a, in Sapphic stanzas, appears to be a cletic hymn: deUT[€] pot v&]cov. This part of the
line is supplied from $286 ii.1 (=fr.306D ii.1 Campbell/Liberman); it could belong to another

(unpreserved) poem, but, given the fairly secure po[pd]vnTe (1.3), another imperative in the first

021 From the join of P.Oxy.1233 frr.2 and 3 (Lobel 1923), which I consider doubtful: see pp.229-230.
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two lines seems natural and calls to gods to come from their abode is a common hymnic

opening.”” Other elements point to the hymnic opening: naming (K&ctop | kai TToAUSe[u]kec),

623 624

genealogy (Alioc] 118¢ Andac),”” reference to their power (Taidec i@bi]uor),** and the call to be

well-disposed (euvdw]t BU[u]eor).” The second and third stanzas are occupied with a hymnic
expansion of their characteristics through grammatical connection (ol ...).**

A striking feature of fr.a is its similarity to the beginning of Sappho fr.1, which also begins
with an address to the goddess, her genealogy, request for her appearance, and a description of
her previous appearance after leaving their abodes, as well as the help they bring to mortals.
However, the tone is very different: Sappho fr.1 creates a much more intimate and urgent
atmosphere. Her piled epithets (TToikiAéBpov’, &BavdT’, SoAdmAoke, TOTVIA), which might

27 and

otherwise have suggested a very formal beginning, are shown to have personal significance,
are scattered by parenthetic intrusions that punctuate her address as if her request cannot wait.
Similatly, a sense of urgency is also conjured up as events are narrated through finite verbs (ExAuec,

NABec, &yov, etc.) and her sentences overrun her stanzas,”®

creating an impression of hurried
narrative (e.g. Gpu’ UTacdevEaica, following fABec at the beginning of the third stanza, which
logically follows the yoking). Moreover, the personal connection, forged in the interjection

Aiccopal ce, is constantly maintained with the deictic Tuid’, possessive Tac éuac alidac, and

narration from personal memory (ai ToTa; fipe’ STT1 dnUTe Mémovda). In contrast, excluding

022 Cf. e.g. Sa. frr.2.1-2, 53; 1/.23.770, Hes. Op.1-2.

023 Cf. e.g. £1.327, Sa. fr.44A.1-2=Alc. £r.304.1-2 LP, hH.4.1.
024 Cf. e.g. fr.325.1, hH.3.1-2.

025 Cf. e.g. £.129.9-10, Anacr. 357.6-7, hH.3.165.

026 Cf. e.g. Anacr. 357.1-4, hH.3.1-2.

627 roikiAGBpov’ and SoAdTTAOKE, especially.

928 Though not clauses, in keeping with her usual practice (see Chapter 2).
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629

SeUTé poy, little links the gods and Alcaeus,”” and nothing binds them together in an intimate way.

This may be due to a difference in the ‘argument’ of their hymns.”” Sappho’s argument is of the

631

type da quia dedisti,

which is exploited to create maximum personal connection. Alcaeus’

632 35 the second

argument, insofar as we can tell, appears to be of the type da guia hoc dare tuum est,
and third stanzas describe the Dioscuri being a light to hopeless sailors. With such differences, and
with other aeolic hymnic varieties, it seems ovetly positivistic to assume more than a general acolic
tradition of hymns, or even a ‘type of hymn especially cultivated by Aeolic poets of the era of
Sappho and Alcaeus”."”

Further arguments may have followed, but this cannot be ascertained. However, one might
expect a reason for calling the Dioscuri. Three thematic possibilities present themselves: firstly, a

%* secondly, for protection for a comrade

request to join in the banquet at which this hymn is sung;
on a maritime journey (in a propemptikon); thirdly, for political help. An invitation for the gods to
attend the symposium can be parallelled in the end of Pindar’s 0.3 (1.36-41), and is suitable for
the symposium, which featured hymns.®” For a propemptikon, very apt for a prayer to the Dioscuri,
one could imagine Alcaeus asking the Dioscuri to keep his friend(s) safe, as Horace does at C.1.3.2
for Vergil, though perhaps the perils of the trip are excessively detailed. Most, however, have

sought a political reading. Since the Dioscuri are often conceived as helpers in war and represent

the kaAol k&yaboi, Luria considers Alcaeus and his beairia calling to wat-gods for help in their

629 Even with 8elTé pot, there is no reference to Alcaeus elsewhere in our surviving fragment. This, I suspect, is the
reason why some scholars have found the poem intimate (e.g. Bowra 1961: 168). The request for their presence
(mpo[@d&]vnTe), howevet, weakly includes his presence in the background.

030 Bremer’s term (1981: 196) for Ausfeld’s pars epica, otherwise labelled sanctio (Danielewicz 1974).

031 Type (3) in Bremer’s analysis.

632 This is, considering the other standard types (da quia dedi and da ut dem), the least personally involved type.

033 As suggested by Martin 1972: 83 and approved by Tsomis 2001: 54.

034 Burnett 1983: 129.

035 Cf. Xenophanes fr.1 for the religious atmosphere in symposia. For the wider religious background to the

symposium: Schmitt-Pantel 1992: 6-11.
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civil war.” In such cases, the ship would refer to Alcaeus’ fugitive ship or the ‘ship of state’.”” If
a scenario relating to ‘real life’ is sought, Bowra’s suggestion of a poem composed as ‘a
thanksgiving after returning from a rough voyage’ seems most natural.”® All suggestions remain
possible.

The poem’s artistry has not always been appreciated: Wilamowitz labels the epithets ‘ganz
leerer Schmuck’,”” which Jurenka only tolerates as Ghn doch daraus Vater Homeros griiite” and

0 while Page ponders whether it is a ‘literary exercise’.**! However,

Frinkel attributes to tradition,
fr.a is remarkable and sophisticated.””” From the first line, there is movement (AimovTe[c) from
the Peloponnese, which, fittingly for gods, is made a land of myths by its designation (v&]cov
TTéAotroc).”” This is continued as Alcaeus covers the wotld expansively as both x[66va] and
B&Aaccav are given epithets in chiastic arrangement, with Taicav undetlining the vastness over
which the Dioscuri travel by overflowing into the following line and which separate the world of
the gods and myths in the first line of the first stanza and the world of mortals and cold death in
the last line of second stanza. In the third stanza, their activeness is continued while a light-dark
contrast is created by making the Dioscuri Adutmpot and making them bring g[&oc to the péAaiva

ship in the night. Here, Alcaeus avoids a neat contrast as the adjectives are applied aptly (gods are

often Adutpot, and ships are standardly péAava in Homer) but also wrongly (light is bright, and

036 Luria 1947: 82-83.

037 Thus Coppola 1927: 216.

038 Bowra 1961: 167.

039 Wilamowitz 1914: 233.

040 Jurenka 1914: 232; Frinkel 1924: 78 n.2.

041 Page 1955: 266.

042 As Treu 1963: 148, followed by Tsomis 2001: 53-54, realise.

643 The journey of the Dioscuri is remarkably reduced to the single line if we accept $286.ii.1 (=fr.306D Liberman),

almost as if emphasising the divine speed (latet, c[kuTd]8cov), effortlessness (later, Pria), and magical power (latet,

ip6liuon).
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night is black). Such slight mismatch adds to the sense of wonder and awe at their appearance and
powet.

By the end of the third stanza, we have experienced a zoom from the Western end of
mainland Greece to (presumably) the Eastern end of the Aegean near Lesbos, from mention of
an entire peninsula to a single ship, from great power to helplessness and pain. The sentence and
stanzaic structures too are exploited to highlight this sense of movement: phrases become longer
and longer as the poem moves away from designation (first stanza) to description; the grammar
and the number of verbs change by stanza with one imperative in the first stanza, two indicative
verbs in the second stanza, and three participles in the third (one in each verse). The significance
of this movement is succinctly shown by T]jAoBev which renews the idea of distance that the
Dioscuri travelled and the far reach of their powers, which are both awful and helpful. Such a
build-up suggests that the third stanza is the climax.

The language of this poem has also often been noted, especially nd¢, pria, CakpudevTtoc,
and apyaAéat. This poem has an uncharacteristically large number of epithets, reminiscent of
hexametric style. For example, eucd[Uycov] ... v&wv, which combination is found twice in the

Odyssey and is considered merely ornamental here,

parallels another separated compound
epithet-noun combination (cd[kutd]dcov ém’ V). The mode of transport of men and gods
is parallelled and contrasted as the bench of the ship is stationary in contrast to the swiftness of
the divine horses. Similarly, the epithet of the commonplace elpnav x[8éva] has an emphasis on
the expanse of the earth that the Dioscuri traverse, especially as it surrounds the two nouns of
carth and sea with aicav. With CakpudevTtoc, Alcacus appears to have applied epic phrasing
with a twist of his own, in effect emphasising death’s harshness and encapsulates its loneliness by

filling the adonaean alone. This contrasts with the ease with which the Dioscuri deliver men from

it, highlighted by the juxtaposition of prja and avBpcdmot[c]. The form pria exemplifies Alcacus’

644 Broger 1996: 145.
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technique: a mixture of EGHP tradition with the local and idiosyncratic, as the corresponding
‘vernacular’ form is Pp& ((=Fpa&) Herodian. 11.214; cf. Bpaidicoc, fr.129.22),°" but Alcaeus

646

instead uses the Ionian/epic form pela with Lesbian sound change /ey/>[e:].*** Similatly, the

expected use of epithets in the initial address and naming is lacking,**’

and Alcaeus instead phrases
differently to atmospheric effect.

Meanwhile, fr.b, in greater or minor asclepiads (gl* or gl9), offers little. Many have tried to
read K&cTtop kai TToAU]8eukec, but as Lobel’s &]|8eukec shows, it is far from clear that the poem
is about the Dioscuri at all, though {mrmo[ici Te (Lobel) makes it conceivable. What is clear is that
it deals with Lesbos with an air of grandeur (Mdakapo[c vacov é|Tmpd&T[ [[av), but probably not
entirely mythologised with T]up&vvoic, JTroAw, and TadcTico (T dcTiw?, TA AcTiwo?). If the
Dioscuri are involved, it was probably in a way similar to fr.129, where the gods are addressed and
asked to hear the hetairia’s prayer and rescue it from hardship and exile (fr.129.9-12), which would

explain the second person plural verbs (EABeTe, JpcocaTe), with reference to contemporaty events

told grandiosely, heroising the struggle.

645 Blumel 1982: 81-82.
646 Blumel 1982: 70.
647 Bremer 1981: 195.
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35

Kavvouo [

¢v ueAddpolici(v)

TroikiAaic k|

). Teeal
P.Oxy.1233 fr.14
1 kav vopov Lobel : k&vvopov Hunt v[ veli[ 3 ki supplevit Hunt 4
fortasse JuTe legendum est : JvoTe legit Hunt
The structure, content, and theme of this small fragment, probably in Sapphic stanzas,**® are
unclear. Since we do not know what preceded this column, it is unclear if these lines, at the top of
a column, constitute the beginning or continuation of a poem. However, k&vvouov seems an
unlikely poem-beginning due to the conjunction. Further, évvopoc is otherwise unattested before
the 5" century BC, while k&v vépov is found at fr.129.25. However, even if k&v véuov were
certain, a connective may have followed or this could be a continuation from a previous stanza.
The supplement peA&Bpolici(v), the eatliest instance of the plural for this word, seems
unavoidable; since ‘on roofs’ seems unlikely, this would also be the first instance of its meaning
‘dwelling’, suggesting an indoor scene.

Something may be made of Toiki{Aauc: it is used only of armout, chariots, garments, and
hides (and animals) in Homer (and Sappho); in Alcaeus, it is found only here and at fr.346.2
(qualifying kuAixvaic). This suggests that the noun we are missing is likely to be referring to an
item of war, clothing, or the symposium. Metre rules out the simplest symposiastic supplements
k[uAixvaic and k[uAikac, but k[v&udac or k[uTrdccidac are possibilities, though neither are

attested with ToikiAoc. However, other words might have intervened, in which case kuAixvaic

648 The Sapphic stanza is the only known Alcaean metre to fit these lines. However, stichic metres such as cr

~hippd| |, cr ~gl| |, or 3tro| | are also possiblities if Sapphic metres are included.

188



vel sim. (at the end of 1.3) remains a possibility.”” Feasting and customs are discussed together in
Alcaeus also at frr.71 and 72, and such a context would not be out of place here. However,

something like fr.140 is equally possible, as TToikiAoc items are also often shining or gleaming.

649 Already Liberman 1999: 32 n.61. The separation of noun and adjective is not troublesome: cf. eucS[Uycov] [...]

vawy (fr.34a.9).
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36

1.Bal 11
] aic kai pe [
JToveAiccou|
JecTov pev [
Jcw oveidecv
Jic amukékprTat
JTév TV’ ékalc]Tépeo
] atahauypetar
10 "]pmov ¢oikoTec
JuvBéuevor Aaic
IiuaTa culAéyn|
Jvov[ ]8oknu[
K]akxee[ &]vbiveo
15 Jal. v

] apec [

P.Oxy.1233 fr.1.i. + P.Oxy.2081 (d) 1

1]c[, vel Je[, vel alia 2] : vestigium atramenti imis litteris adaequatum uev[ vel peA[ 3
super secundum ¢ vestigium atramenti fortuitum éAiccop[ev vel -u[at vel -éu[av Hunt :
fortasse T~ dveAiccou[ev ? 4 [: hasta verticalis 5 supplevit Hunt ]&kaT, alterum
a delevit manus secunda u[éATreT]on Diehl 7 KéK 8 |tov TU: | inusitatae
speciei supplevit Hunt 9 éc]xaTa vel xprjuaTa Aauyetar KaTaAQWeTal
Wilamowitz : AdpeTton Voigt 10 €]pTov vel k&]pTrov vel 86]ptov ? 11 cJuv Hunt
12 xpJfpaTa Hunt : kT|AuaTa ? cuAAéyn[v Hunt 13 Jvov [8¢|doknu[ev-
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Hunt : Jvov[ta] doknju[aTa vel Jvov [éc] doknu[aTa vel |vov [ék] Sokrju[aToc ? K] &k
Hunt primum € refecit manus prima [W &]vBiveo Diehl Biv 16 | : summa
hasta verticalis [: vestigia litterae rotundae vel hastae verticalis ouJk apécclel vel

3

apécBlan Voigt

Despite the number of lines preserved, little has been written about this fragment. The fragment
is assumed to be a single poem, as the left-hand margin has not been preserved and a change of

metre, an expanded glyconic (gI*), has not been detected.””’

However, the situation is more
complex. First, there is an inexplicable blank splace on 1.15 after the final v, which falls just below
the v and 6 of &JvBive, while 1.16’s | apec [ occupies the part of the line just below the blank.
The short 1.15 then may be in a different metre, as no other surviving line of this fragment is so
short. Since 1.16 appears only slightly longer than the longest surviving line without a deletion (1.6)
and what survives is commensurate with the metre, a new poem would be stanzaic, in contrast to
much of the apparently stichic fragment. Of the known stanzas of Alcaeus, there are five
possibilities:
(1) A3’ xx—vv——vv—u—| [ xx—vo—v—| | xx—vv—vu—v—| | | (gI| | gl] |gl°| | |), e.g. fr.130a;
(2) ‘A4 xx—vv—v—] [ xx—vv—vv—u—| [ xx—vv—vv—u—| || (gl| || | gl | ]), e.g pethaps
fr.67;
(3) A5 kx| | xxmssimnimn | | xxmosmom | | | xxmsmun] | |
@l gl |gl°] |el] | |), e-g fr.5 and perhaps frr.3, 67;
(4) ‘A0’ xx—vv—vu—u—| | xx—vv—vu—u—| | xx—vv—u——| | x—vu——vu—u—]| || OF xx—vv—
v [xxmvv v | [ xxmvvmymx—wv—vo—o= | | (@l gl [hipp | gl | [, or

gl°l |gl°| |gl gl| | |), e.g fr.130b;

650 P.Oxy.1233, unlike P.Oxy.1234, does not securely preserve any two consecutive poems in the same metre, except

perhaps between frr.41 and 42, which some consider one poem (see pp.215-216).
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(5) CA8,: x—uu—u—| | X—Uv—U—uU—ux | | x—uu—u—| | X—Iv—u—uU—uUx | | | (Ag1|

gl

ia| glia| | ]), e.g. Alcaeus fr.303Aa V. (=Sappho 99 L-P).!

gl
If our metre is ‘A3’, the new poem would begin at 1.14; if ‘A4’ or ‘A8, at 1.15; if ‘A5’ at 1.12; and
if ‘A0’, at 1.13. It is impossible to determine which metre (and hence opening line) is correct. A
new poem beginning at 1.14 seems natural as imperatives often begin poems, and fr.50 begins with
a call to pour perfume, but we may have had other imperatives before (e.g. ‘bring a wreath/wine’)
and imperatives can come towards the end of the the first sentence or stanza (e.g. fr.34a.3).
If1.14 were part of the preceding poem, from the harp in 1.4 and flowery perfume (implied
in k]&kxee[ &JvbBiveo) in 1.14,°% and reproach and civil strife in between, a contextual frame of a
symposiastic mise-en-scéne might be envisioned, surrounding a political central section.”” Further,
we can note a difference between the third-person singular middle or passive verbs (&TTukékpital,
Aduyetat) and the masculine plural subjects (BoikoTec, JuvBéuevor). Cleatly, a section, which
began at least by the end of 1.7, concludes (at least grammatically) at the end of 1.9. Tiv’ is probably
for Tva, not Twi (with |Tov); indeed, all instances of EkacTépwd appear with an intransitive verb
(e.g. ‘to be’, or ‘to live’) or with a verb of motion, and here we might imagine something like ‘send’
or ‘drive’. Wilamowitz noted that Adwyetan (<AauPBdvew) was more likely than AduyeTal
(<A&uTw),”* but the unnecessary macron over the a is common and one cannot distinguish
between the two graphically as the nasal infix in the future and aorist of AapuBdve is a common

spelling, even outside Ionic, in papyri.”” There is also ample scope for both verbs semantically:

651 Labels and analyses of metres from Voigt 1971: 21. All of these possibilities have 1.15 be shorter by the length of
approximately three syllables (—vx), which is also approximately the length by which it is shorter in our papyrus. A
unique, unattested metre remains possible.

052 For the use of the TmkTic in symposia: Sappho ft.156, and especially Anacreon 373; for perfume: fr.50.

653 Similarly, Tsomis 2001: 166.

054 Wilamowitz 1914: 244. Wilamowitz also assumes a kaTa- compound, which is rejected by Hamm 1957: 110
n.238 on dialectal grounds. Marzullo 1958: 112 n.1 accepts the compound as an epicism, but attacks Lobel for
preserving the intrusive nasal, which he considers an ionicism or a Koine-contamination.

055 Gignac 1976: ii.269; Threatte 1992: ii.555.
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the third-person singular subject could just as well take hold of something as shine. Nevertheless,
we detect a temporal movement in these lines as we have what happened (and the present
consequences) in the perfect &mukékpiTal, then a verb of motion probably in the present or also
in the perfect in 1.8, and finally a future tense verb in AduyeTtan.

The participles éoikoTec and c]Juvbéuevol have a different subject, but may be picking up
the subject of the verb in 1.3 that cannot be third-person singular, which would make first-person
plural éAiccop[ev more attractive than éAiccop[at or éAiccdulav. If there was a return to a
symposiastic context in 1.14, then there must have been a shift from first-person plural subject to
first-person singular viewpoint, after having already switched twice before; four changes in subject
within such a short space seems unlikely. Therefore, 1.14 is probably part of the second poem (and
‘A4’ and ‘A8’ may be ruled out for its metre). éolkoTec also suggests that the plural subject appears
in a specfic way, or that we have a comparison (cf. coc dAcomal in fr.69.6 (and also probably
gowke[ in r.6.19)). Therefore, one expects a semantically appropriate adverb or a dative of
comparison; ]pTov cannot be dative, and no such adjective or adverb is appropriate.
Consequently, we may have a finite verb (e.g. eipTrov or its compounds, but this goes against the
accent) ot a noun (only k&]pTov or dé]pmrov suggest themselves, but the sense is unclear). None
of these are convincing. In 1.13, Hunt supplies [8€]Soknu[ev-; this is probably [de]Soknu[evor,

936 which would also make it

agreeing with the masculine plural subjects of the other participles,
likely that 1.14 is the beginning of the second poem. We could also supplement a form of déknua
in 1.13, which would be appropriate in bringing plans into sight or putting action from one’s
imagination into effect. This too would make 1.14 the likely beginning of the second poem.

Alcaeus fr.70 is an interesting parallel for this fragment.””” In fr.70 too, we have a musical

and symposiastic scene (11.3-4), a stanza focused on politics, and a call to forget and take a break

656 Alternatively, one might consider e.g. impersonal [8¢]Sokrju[evov, on which would depend an infinitive e.g.
cUAAéyn[v.
057 See further pp.298-305.
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from politics (however ironic the tone may be). In fr.36, the third-person subject is likely to be a
specific person (otherwise there would be both an indefinite subject and object), which would suit
Pittacus or another enemy: he has separated himself from the group, does something further, and
will take/shine; Pittacus might even be the subject in 1.5 if we supplement 1] axTi8t p[éATreT]a,
which would be very similar to fr.70.3. Unlike fr.70, however, the evidence fits an exhortation to
continue fighting the good fight better than a reprieve. Although some have argued that
cJuvBépevol AVaic can mean both to take up and end civil strife, it seems likely to mean ‘set in
order or organise civil war’ (LS] s.v. cuvtifnu B.1.2) if Aaic is the direct object, or ‘agree to
[verb] civil war’ (LS] s.v. cuvTtifnu B.IL.3) if not.”® Given the juxtaposition, the former appears
more likely, but the latter does not exclude the idea of taking up civil discord. Indeed, we should
appreciate the etymological joke, previously unmentioned, in xaA&ccopev [...] Avac (fr.70.10,
‘dissolving the dissolution’), which might be reflected in a similar word-play here as ‘binding the
dissolution’. Further, it makes more sense if collecting money is involved (1.12).

Finally, the beginning of our fragment should be reconsidered. éAiccop[ev (with standard
word division) could mean many things (‘we turn/go about/atre constantly in/dance’), but perhaps
it is worth considering oveAiccop(ev (from aveliccw) to mean ‘we move backwards/counteract’,
which would be suitable if Pittacus’ faction is ascendant, if there is a call to abandon the cause in
1.11, or if Alcaeus exhorts because he claims that the hefazria is losing ground.

The word AUa is only found here, at f.70.10, and at Pindar, N.9.14. It is glossed by
Hesychius, but even without the glosses, the meaning is clear from the clear association of AV«
with political faction and cTdacic. Most consider the word limited to Aeolic and Doric, but it has
also been suggested that AUn 1} cTécic amo Tijc SiaAvcewc (Herodian, Gr. g 3.1.206.25 Lentz,

and similarly at 3.ii.61.25), whence Arcadius 103.23 Barker (AUn (1} cTd&cic)), might point to an

058 “T'o conclude civil wars’ seems extremely unlikely. The meaning of agreement is very much alive in cuvTiBnu,
and it is difficult to imagine what ‘agree civil war’ would mean; I can find no instance of discordant events (e.g. war,

stasis, disagreement) as direct objects of cuvTiBnu, but only of concordant events (e.g. treaty, friendship).
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epic source;” however, given Callimachus’ sapax EAUmcav (fr.43.74 Harder) in the foundation of

Sicilian cities, it seems more likely that it had a dialectal flavour.®”’

659 Braswell 1998: 70, which goes on to support the traditional etymology from the root of AUc. See also Beekes
2010 s.v. ANco.

660 Already Cahen 1929: 494 sees this as a ‘gloss’ from ‘la langue populaire’ in contrast to ‘la langue savante’ and
Schmidt 1970: 17 calls it Aeolic. Iannucci 1998: 177-179 seems right to see the dispute between the Muses as a

patallel for the public szasis between the settlers of Zancle, and to consider the word a learned gloss.
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37

sotoicl ] v e ke éheoc]
P.Oxy.1233 fr.1.ii.1-7

1 [: hasta verticalis, tum duo vestigia atramenti imis litteris adaequata 2 1€ (accentum addidit
manus secunda) 5 [: 8] vel Al 7 6éor 1| ? ] v: hasta verticalis, 1) legit Lobel
BéAcoc[t Hunt : 6éAco c[ ?

%! is ignored by scholars beyond noting the use of the first person

This fragment, of unclear meter,
and acknowledging a myriad of situational possibilities.’** Arguments have been made about the
poem-length, but these depend on the join of P.Oxy.1233 frr.2 and 3, and should be abandoned.*”

It seems that 11.2-3 comment on what preceded (TéauT [) probably in an extreme way
(oudev(), which the speaker (Eyw) seems to remark that he/one will bear (pépnv) in some way;

664

this remark is explained (yap)™* by an appeal to some general principle that appears to be within

the domain of the gods (Béoict]).*” In 1.7, gods are mentioned and a compatison with someone’s

061 A glyconic, hipponactean, or phetrecratean with cretic expansion(s): xx[ ]——wv— [.

062 F.g. Martin 1972: 34.

063 See pp.229-230.

064 16 of 1.6 may be a sentential relative/demonstrative (i.e. for this is the way things are’).

65> Barner 1967: 107 n.4 calls the whole couplet a gnome, but it is unclear how he fits in ‘as they wish’ as well as
Béoic. It is difficult to see the gnome continuing in 1.7 unless either Béoicl is part of the gnome in enjambement, or

we do not, in fact, have dative plural, but rather nominative plural (i.e. 8éot ci[, ‘the gods do as they please’).
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wishes. There is little to choose between B¢éAcoc|i and B€Aco c[: the general sense appears to be
‘may things turn out with the help of the gods/be accomplished by the gods as I/they wish them
to be’.%

These argumentative sections seem to fall neatly within couplets, as divided in the papyrus.
This suggests that the antecedent of TéauT [ probably occupies the entire couplet that ends in 1.1,
unless this ends a catalogue. A situation, scene, or list followed by a turn of sorts is common in
Alcaeus, as in fr.72.11 (cU 81 TeaUTac ékyeydvwv), f1.73.7 (év ToUT|, referring to the situation
of shipwreck desctibed in the previous stanza), and fr.140.15 (Tédv oUk €cTit AdBech’, referring to
a catalogue). Similarly, a contrast between the people in or associated with the described situations
is common, sometimes combined together, as in fr.73.11 (Tcdo & &uuec) and fr.70.10
(xaAd&ccopev 8¢). Thus the organisation of thought and movement between contrasts appears to
be in key with Alcaeus’ usual techniques.

Two obvious thematic possibilities present themselves: politics and old age. For the former,
the couplet of (or couplets upto) 1.1 would depict a negative scene or situation, which would be
judged in 11.2-3 (e.g. ‘such things are worthy of no man/city’, ‘such a woman/... of such a woman
is nothing/in no way ...” etc.), and rejected by the speaker (teading & in 1.4, with Hunt), who finds
it difficult to bear because it is not good and wishes for victory to be granted by the gods. For the
latter, a list of ills of old age would end in 1.1,°” which would be judged by the speaker (e.g. ‘nothing

is worse than these ills’), who would complain of suffering them, remark that they nevertheless

666 The dative can be used of animate agents (as in 8¢o1cl), as with a wide vatiety of vetbs, including TeAéco; cf.
Schwyzer 1950: I1.150 and Tzamali 1996: 421-22.

There is ample space following to be supplemented, considering fr.38, which follows this fragment on the
same papyrus and is lost at the same point along the line, is frequently supplemented by up to seven letters.
667 This negative focus of old age is a common theme in archaic lyric: cf. e.g. Mimnermus frr.1-6; Anacreon 395;
Alcaeus frr.50.1-2(?), 117b(?), 119(?); the Cologne Sappho ‘Tithonus Poem’. Contrast a more balanced view in epic
(Galhac 20006, on Mimnermus frr.1, 2, and 5). Cf. Brandt 2002: 29-38.
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have to be endured (with drink?) as it is as the gods ordained, and wish that he may live or die as

he or the gods wish.
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38

méove [ | Mehawmrmr’ &’ Epor. T ] [
totaue[ [Swvaevt’ AxépovTta ey
CaPai[c &leAiw kdBapov pdoc [
Byech’, GAN” &yt ur) ey dAcov e[
5 kal y&p Cicupoc AloAidaic BaciAeuc [
BvSpwov TAelcTa voncduevoc [
aAA& kal ToAUSpic £cov Ut Kapt [
BwvaevTt’ AxépovT’ émépaice, [
a]Uta()) noxBov éxnv Kpovidaic Bal
10 Juelaivac x8bvoc. &AN’ &yt un Tal
'] TaBdcopev of ToTa k&AAoTa [
_Inv éTTva Tédvde abnv Tal
‘‘‘‘‘‘ ave]poc Bopliaic émt [
b
Joc Boplaic [
JmoAw eica [
Jic kiBapicd[
U] Treopogicv 1|

5 Joo medex([ ] [

Je[

Test.: a=P.Oxy.1233 fr.1 1i.8-20, cui 7-12 accedit P.Oxy.2166(b) fr.1 =~ b=P.Baden 174 a.13 et

b.1 eundem versum esse putat Diehl
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a1 [kai uébu’, @] Diehl i scripsit manus altera) auéuot Ti[6eic ? : Tl [paic

Schmidt 2 BwvaevT’ 8Ta pe| transposuit Hunt XEp uey[aBpouov Jurenka
3C& Atcot correxit Hunt ké [elca(en ? : [&yepov Diehl 40 ayt
(accentum fortasse addidit manus altera) em[1IA&Beo ? : em[IB&AAeo Wilamowitz 5
celc correxit Hunt ciA [Epa Wilamowitz: [B&vev Friedlinder 6 av glc
cdp [BavaTe kpétnv Page : [6&vaTov guynv Wilamowitz 7 kGp [®1 vel

[Tpic ? : [dic Wilamowitz : [S&ueic (kdkat) vel [Sapdcbeic Cannata Fera (quae metrum aliter
explicat) 8 v& ce u[éunde &’ v Page : u[éyav &¢ ol Wilamowitz 9
aUT]w(1) Schubart ante P.Oxy.2166(b) fr.1 coniunctam dau Ba[ciheuc (Jurenka) Utr&
Page : Ba[pUv copice Wilamowitz 10 xBovoc: T4[®’ éméATreo Wilamowitz : T&([Se
BSAAeo vel cuvwvédn ? 11 €]ct’ Diehl : cU]v T’ Diehl : pé]ct’ Gallavott : 8&]c T’ Page
t[ vel v[ vel [ vel y|[ legi potest, unde v[Gv Diehl 12 pép|nv Diehl TV Ta[xa
Bt Béoc Diehl 13 &ve]uoc Wilamowitz gmi[uaiveTal Diels

b 1 &vepy]oc Diehl 2 au| vel ak[ Gerhard, unde eic &[uaTav &y- Diehl 4 supplevit

Diehl 5 medéx[oica Gerhard

Although this fragment is much admired,”*® scholars differ widely on interpretation. Fr.a is usually
considered complete, or interpreted as if it were so; some posit the end after 1.13,°”” while others
consider ending the poem at 1.12.°" A few unconvincingly prefer a continuation with fr.b.*” The

following concerns only fr.a.

668 Cf. il piu bello di quanti frammenti di Alceo noi abbiamo’ (Coppola 1923: 291).

69 Jurenka 1914: 224.

670 Page 1955: 302 and Bowra 1961: 162.

671 Gethatd 1938: 17-18 added P.Baden 174 to 1.13 on account of the ovetlap of Joc Bopiaic[. Howevet, even if
P.Baden is of Alcaeus, ‘it would be absurd to suppose that the word Bopiaic could have occutred in no other
context but this” (Page 1955: 301). If fr.b is from the same poem, the continuation would concern the city and a call

to play the lyre. For U]meopoicov, cf. ‘the domestic lyre” (Pi. .1.97).

200



Most consider fr.38 either as a carpe dienz poem or as a response to (pseudo-)philosophising.
Some think the tone is serious, with Alcaeus resigning his political hopes and seeking solace in
drink.®”” However, this goes against the prevailing spirit of Alcaeus’ other poems (even in the bleak
fr.130b; cf. fr.140),°” where wishes outweigh hardship. Others follow Athenaeus’ comment
(10.430a) that Alcaeus drank in all circumstances and consider fr.38 a light-hearted exhortation to
drink.*™

However, Rosler thinks it odd that Alcaeus asks ‘why do you say/think you will see the
sun again’ in response to Melanippus’ abstinence, not ‘why do you behave as if you could see the
sun again?’®” Therefore, Rosler claims that Alcaeus responded ‘traditionally’ to Melanippus’

progressive belief in proto-Pythagorean metempsychosis,””

making Sisyphus’ cleverness (1.6-7)
imply that such new-fangled ideas are ‘dangerous’.’”” Subsequent scholars have largely accepted
this interpretation. For example, Meyerhoff objects only to linking cleverness with progressiveness

(as being anachronistic),””

and others emphasise that Melanippus need only not exclude returning
from Hades, and make the point that youths should not escape hardship through death.®”
However, “‘Why do you think X’ is rhetorically equivalent to ‘why do you behave as if you believe
X’. Such equation of action and belief is parallelled, for example in &pkcov 8¢ ppoudn TicTic oud’
Exw Habeiv | el BeoUc vouileic ToUc TOT ouk &pxetv €Tt (E. Med.492-493), equivalent to ‘why

do you behave as if gods don’t exist?” Thus actual belief is not questioned. Further, TTédve shows

the answer does not matter anyway. Moreover, Ti [paic is a conjecture; the meaning of the

672 Coppola 1927: 210-214 and Machler 1963: 56.

73 For fr.140 in this light, see Spelman 2015.

674 E.g. Page 1955: 300-03 and Frinkel 1973: 195-96.

675 Rosler 1980: 266-67 n.36.

676 Rosler 1980: 267-68. See West 1967 for proto-Pythagorean ideas already in Alcman.
677 Rosler 1980: 269.

678 Meyerhoff 1984: 207-08.

679 Liberman 1999: 33, Tsomis 2001: 156.
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question is obvious with my Ti[6eic ‘do you suppose that...”” Therefore, Melanippus need not
believe in returning from Hades.

Repetition suggests that the point lies in &AX’ &yt pr), which frames the mythological
exemplum. In 14, &AN’ &yt ur) pey&Acov €m| proleptically explains the point of the following
myth (thus kal yd&p, a common introductory statement for mythological parallels). However, a
simple emphasis on the brevity of life that many scholars assume seems flat as the Sisyphus myth
places greater emphasis on dying than living.® His chief characteristic here is cleverness
(ToAUidpic £cov), as in myth more broadly.®®"' This positive mention contrasts with the negative:
&udpwv TAelcTa voncdauevoc emphasises that Sisyphus outstrips all men in cleverness, with
which he in 1.6 (probably) tried to cheat death, but that ToAuiBpeia nevertheless (hence concessive
kal yd&p) still cannot save him from death.® This approach seems justified as the central ‘message’

of the Sisyphus myth before the fifth century was the inescapability of death.”” Thus memento mori

680 Despite the universal acceptance of [8ic (1.7), no-one claims that Sisyphus remained alive. Howevet, Sisyphus
does not cross the Acheron twice (already, Rupprecht 1925), though perhaps only the crossings by dying count for
crossing the Acheron by fate. SicBavéec (04.12.22) could setve as parallel, but it is more conceptual. Cannata Fera

2012: 35-36 argues that, since line-ends are lost, we might have a longer metre than the usually assumed gl?d (xx—

cf. frr.367, 368) with SaudcBeic. Having a verb for U k&pt is attractive, but the surviving part of our line is
already wider than the complete column of fr.2 of the papytrus, making a longer line unlikely. I suggest Tpic, solving
Rupprecht’s worties, or 8. We then expect in 11.2-3, ‘do you suppose (TiBeic) that you won’t cross the Acheron but
see the light of the Sun forever (€lcael)?’ This idea is paralleled in fr.346.1, where auépa signifies ‘giorno
astronomico, in opposizione alla notte, e giorno di vita’ (De Falco 1946: 359).

81 Cf. 126.153, Hes. fr.10 MW, Thgn. 702-3, Pi. 0.13.52, Arist. Poer.18.1456%, Diod. Sic. 6.6.3. Sisyphus’ punishment
(rolling a boulder up a hill in vain) is first mentioned in Greek at (the possibly spurious) Od.11.593-600, but the
reason is not told. Pherecydes fr.119 F. records several reasons: Sisyphus betrayed Zeus to Asopus (also Pausanias
2.5.1, Apollodorus 1.9.3), tied up Thanatos (sent by Zeus), and when brought to Hades by Ares (Hermes in > Pi.
0.1.97) he persuaded Hades to let him return to reprimand his wife for withholding burial rites (on his instructions).
Thgn. 701-12 has Sisyphus persuade Persephone to see sunlight again.

082 This argument (best of men are still mortal) is found widely: Sisyphus was the best of men in cleverness but still
mortal, as the [/jad emphasises that Achilles was the best of men (in fighting) but still mortal.

683 Sourvinou-Inwood 1986: 47-50. The unifying theme behind the sinners (Tityos, Tantalus, and Sisyphus) in
0d.576-600 shows this central ‘message’ is early.
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is the point of the exemplunm, used as a reason for carpe diem.*™* General sententiae are found elsewhere

685

in Alcacus,’ and drinking to forget grief is widely paralleled.”® The overall argument, then, is for

expetiencing everything (TTwva TGVSe T&6NV) while they are young (] TaBdcopev) as death is

687

inevitable:™" the speaker reminds Melanippus that he will die, but neither with spirit-shattering

resignation or philosophy, nor with a drunk’s joviality.**

In light of this, the text of 1.4 requires more thought. Scholars have argued for translating
HEY &AooV of AN’ &yt ) uey&Acov [ as ‘great’ for carpe diem interpretations, ot as ‘ovetly-
great’ or ‘haughty’ for philosophising interpretations, but both should be understood: ‘great’
referring teasingly to Melanippus’ worries before the exemplum, and revealed to be ‘haughty’
afterwards, referring to what Melanippus’ behaviour represents in light of the exemplum. At the
line-end, instead of the unduly pessimistic ém[IB&AAeo ‘aim’, I suggest ém[IA&Beo, where the
speaker urges Melanippus not to forget the important things (whatever they may be).*” This would
be unsurprising, while ém[iB&AAeo is clearly influenced by Horace, who fuses such exhortation
with Epicurean and Stoic ideas.””’ The exemplum too appears suitable, as ‘life is short’ makes it
crucial that the joys of life or their political cause are achieved now.

Alcaeus plays with hexametric diction, subject, and narration in this fragment, often

choosing phrasing parallelled in EGHP but with his own twist. Thus, Homer uses Sirjeic of rivers

684 As often in Horace (cf. C.1.11, 2.3, 2.14).

085 E.g. frr.333, 358 and 366.

086 E.o. Alcaeus fr.335 and Archilochus fr.11.

687 '] TaB&copev: The word-division is debated. Upon inspection, thete is space for two wide letters or three
narrower letters before T. pé]ct’ (=pécea) is impossible: ‘until’ or ‘before” makes no sense with &Bdacopev. 8&]c T°
is semantically appropriate, but the acute accent should be heeded as the scribe’s other accents ate correct. cU]v T’ is
attractive (see Hutchinson 2018: 124 n.10) as the meaning is appropriate, and there is space, though the accent
comes quite far right (cf. the accent of & on 1.6 similarly appears above v); €]cT’ is semantically appropriate and
palacographically possible (confirmed by tracing) if the accent was placed after the €, as often.

688 Indeed, drinking appears secondary, and the tone does not seem festive (as e.g. {r.332).

689 cf, TGV ouk EcTi AdBecO®’ (fr.140.15). Perhaps followed by ur) T&[de cuvwdn/BéAAeo in 1.10.

00 E.g. Hor. €.1.9.15-16.
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but never of Acheron, and Alcaeus seems to be the first to associate Sivreic or divevUw with rivers
of the Underworld,”" casting Sisyphus’ journey as a feat of the mythical past; &JeAico k66apov
pa&oc is also a common Homeric formula, usually combined with 6pdw to mean ‘to live’, always
in the context of death (e.g. 1/5.120)*”%, but Alcaeus combines this with kaBapdc, which is not

693

found of the sun before the fifth century,”” appropriately contrasting the purity of life with the

pollution of death. Hexametric flavour is present in the formulations Cicupoc AioAidaic

BaciAeuc and Kpovidaic Ba[cileuc,”™

combined with a Lesbian feel through their aeolicised
forms. Even the addressee’s name is Homeric, but also possibly a real member of Alcacus’
sympotic group.”” This epic atmosphere, further reinforced as the epic diction is complemented
by a metre of dactylic movement and by the epic narrative of katabasis, marks this out as a time

different from the speaker’s, implying that Sisyphus’ achievement is impossible for contemporary

men, highlighted structurally by the framing of the epic content with the sympotic lyric calls to

drink.

1 toTape[ |Swvdaevt’ Axépovta is difficult; Siwvdevt’ (unmetrical) may have intruded from a gloss on
AxépovTa, but both may be interpolations. Many transpose Sivvdevt’ AxépovTta to the line-beginning (cf. 1.8),
but there may not be metrical tepetition (cf. GAN’ &yt ur)). &t(1) is necessary for oratio obliqua due to finite &yech’.
Since no word beginning with ape- fits, SIvvdevT’ seems unoriginal.

92 Similarly in lyric, also usually in death-related contexts (e.g. Mimn. fr.1.5-8), and specifically associated with god-
granted life (PMG 934, 1019).

093 kaBapdc with the light of the sun’ too is not found elsewhere until the fifth centuty (again with divine
associations): Pi. P.9.89a-90, Pi. fr.108b, Emp. fr.10.1-3; P1. R.616b.

694 For parallels, see Table 1. Becker (in Schubart 1948: 319) suggests KpoviSaic Ba[ciAeuc is Hades, taking it with
ueAdaivac x8évoc. Hades is &vag in Hesiod (56226 ; T74.850) and a son of Cronus (I£15.187; Hes. T/.850), but he
is never #he son of Cronus (Meyerhoff 1984: 200 n.8). Therefore, Zeus must be the subject.

095 Melanippus is a Trojan killed by Teucer (I.8.276), and is widely-found by the sixth century (in Cyrene and
Rhodes: LGPN 1.302-3). Herodotus (5.94-95) calls Melanippus Alcacus” &vnp éTaipoc, quoting fr.401B. An
association with horses at this time probably indicates wealth and station, pace Degani and Burzacchini 1977: 192,

who quote Ar. Nub.63ff., which actually mocks Strepsiades’ wife’s pompousness in her obsession with names in -

ppos.
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39

1 Ippact|
JunaTaTouTauT| b

JeuTe pe yripac Te[

]to A&be[cBlan [ Ipl JpTaTol
5 18cov &TmdAcov ¢’ Uuv| Jv ofv|
]t moAdtav SAryov cp[ Inv Aa|
]To yap éuudpuevov oyl !

] 1c &vdpect Tolc yewo [uev-
] codpoc Hi< kal ppéct ukva(ict
10 ]c Tapa poipav Aioc oUde Tpix|[
JovTec &caic pe [

1. pépecBon B&bu[

P.Oxy.1233 frr.8 (=ftr.(a)) et 20 (=fr.(b)) collocavit Lobel, sed in fragmento 20 litteraec maiores
videntur esse quam in fragmento 8

a 1 oUte ma]ppdcifec Diehl (Tra]p- iam Hunt) vel u[ 2 Jua, alterum [ supra scripsit
manus secunda : Jepa vidit Hunt, unde oUTte K}\]éuuaTa Diehl : vonjupaTa ? TouTwl| ?
3 yiip vel ye[ Te [vocor T' Diehl 4 \&O inter X et p uni (velut a) vel duabus

litteris spatium est, unde x[a]p[iTewv supplevit Diehl, x[&]p[itoc Edmonds, x[a]piecc- vel

X[a]pievT- Treu 5 kai mai]dcov Diehl Uuv[ov &eidnv peAiddea Diehl 6 vel Jcau
Sécmro|Tatl Tsomis 1T oA 7 EUUOUOVOV in EUUOPUEVOV correxit manus secunda
ou: vel hasta verticalis deleta 8]:Javel ]A Tap@]aic Treu YELIV, cuius € ex C
factum esse videtur yewo[uévorctv Hunt : yewo[uévorciv B&vatov euynv Treu :
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yewo[uévolc” Alc’ émeviicaTo Voigt (conferens 1420.127-128), vix recte 9]avel In kai
TavT]a vel oc TavT]a ? : kal TavT]a Wilamowitz cép n mukvalict (Hunt)
kekacpevoc Wilamowitz (Diehl conferente 1£20.35) 10 oi8ev w]c Frinkel : vijmo]c Diehl :
oUK (oUd’ melius puto) &vbo]c Liberman (conferens Theoc. 1d.7.121) Tapa Tpix[ec
gppuev Diehl 11 JévT 8]évTtec Wilamowitz (apud Lobel) : yv]évtec Diehl :
gveyk]ovtec Wilamowitz (vix recte si kai TavTa in versu 9 suppletum est) 12 pép

b 1 pe]pTaTo[- Liberman vel w[ 2 ol (accentus intellegitur ex duobus vestigiis
atramenti, quae supra dispiciuntur inter o et 1, nam in alio loco starent, si diaeresin constituerent
oiv[oc Hunt : oiv[ov Liberman

This fragment of at least one poem provides puzzles at every turn.”

The standard interpretation
has the speaker counsel resignation in the face of fate while contemplating old age.”” However,
this runs into trouble already in the first two lines. Most commentators have assumed Diehl’s
ma]pedéct| in L1 (inevitable unless we accept y&lp ¢écic, which is not attested until the 5"
centuty, o, unjustifiably, a non-Aeolic pa- stem for gpnui) and have interpreted it negatively as

‘deceitful speaking’. This, however, appears unrelated to old age and singing for tender boys.

Tsomis therefore explains, ‘er sagte vielleicht, dal weder die einen noch die anderen ihn, nachdem

56
5

er alt geworden sei, beirren kénnten’,”” but how is such a statement appropriate in this context,

and what rhetorical purpose would this achieve?

096 Only Liberman 1999: 34 considers the possibility of more than one poem. All things considered, there is no
compelling reason for division; the lines can make good sense with 11.3-6, and y&p of 1.6 speaks against division
there. The most likely place for division is after 11.1-2, whose negative sense has been thought jarring by some
commentators (e.g. Tsomis 2001: 254). The second poem would then begin with 1.3. The metre appears consistent
with the greater asclepiad (gl*) throughout.

07 E.g. Barner 1967: 110-112, 161, Frinkel 1973: 197, and Burnett 1983: 146, who fails to mention the problematic
moAiTav (1.6).

098 Tsomis 2001: 254.
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Another point of confusion is the mention of citizens (ToAi&Tav SAryov). An interesting
supplement here is decmd]Tan for the beginning of 1.6, which, Tsomis argues, would make the

point that the power of despots (and all men) is limited by the will of Zeus,"”

a point similar to
that of fr.38. However, this is unattractive. Firstly, decrd]Tan seems inappropriate: decTd]Tan
ToAl&Tav suggests there is more than one master of the citizens (assumed to be Mytilenean), but

700 Whll e

SecéTNC qualified by a citizenry of sorts always designates an absolute and singular ruler,
the only use in Lesbian poetry is at Sappho 95.8, as an epithet of a god (probably Hermes). Even
if plural (successive) tyrants are meant, Alcaeus is unlikely to counsel simply waiting for death.
Further, there is no plausible connection between the first part of the poem (I1.1-5) and the second
part (1.6-12) concerning citizens and the workings of fate, even with his explanation of 1.1-2 and
insistence that yfjpac refers to neither the speaket’s nor the addressee’s.””! In contrast, Liberman
wonders if the wine of fr.b is to be a diversion to wotries caused by engagement in politics,”” but
the precariousness of the placement of fr.b should give one pause. Treu’s suggestion that 11.4-5
refer to exclusion from musical life, and 1.6 to exclusion from political life (i.e. participation in

politics as another thing that old age stops men doing),”” is attractive, but seems unlikely as archaic

poets suggest the opposite.”

09 Tsomis 2001: 253.

700 Cf. LS s.v. Secmdne, L.2; Plato, 1.62.859a equates and assimilates the two (TUpavvov Kai SecTToTnv). EMTA
SecmoTddv (E. Supp.636) may appear to be an exception, but ‘of the seven leaders against Thebes’ is the normal
usage of SecmdTnc as leader of an army (LS] II).

701 Tsomis 2001: 254.

702 Liberman 1999: 35.

703 Treu 1963: 182, though he suggests that 1.5 refers to being no longer able to hear, which is not necessary for his
(and is undesirable for my) point.

704 Poets often compose with an old-man(/-woman) persona (e.g. fr.50; Anacreon 379(a), 395, 418, 420; Sappho’s
“Tithonus poem’). The wisdom of old age is commonly acknowledged, extraordinarily in Solon fr.27, where the last
three hebdomads are when a man is voUv kai yAédccav (and in cogin, 1.16) ... uéy” &pictoc (1.13), though ‘the
capacities of eloquence and intellectual elaboration are weaker during the ninth hebdomad” (Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010:

388) than those described in the seventh and eigth. Outside lyric, cf. Nestor in the [/ad.
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Several problems bedevil attempts to interpret 11.7-12. Most importantly, there appear to
be two gnomes (beginning in 1.7 and 10). As both seem to relate to the workings of fate
(Eupdpuevov, poipav), one wonders whether they form one long gnome. Firstly, while 1j (1.9) may
be the adverb, all (correctly, in my opinion) assume Mt (present subjunctive of eiui).”” The only
reasonable solution to the subjunctive is to introduce a conditional or concessive clause,”” which
ai or kai ai (kai) and possibly ke would naturally introduce. How then might a conditional or
concessive clause fit within these lines? With a probable gnome (1.10) near where we expect the
apodosis and the present subjunctive, it seems most likely that we have a generalising present
conditional, which would also explain the third person:”" ‘if [one] is wise and [excels?] with shatp
wits...” This construction can be done with just a subjunctive (without ke) in many poets, so 1.9
could begin kai TavT]a or 6¢ T&vT]a by adapting Wilamowitz’ conjectures. For connecting this
protasis to the apodosis, Frinkel’s suggestion oi®ev w]c at the beginning of 1.10 appears apt.

Meanwhile, 11.7-8 lines appear to form a unit as EuUOPUEVOV is most naturally contrued
with a dative (LS s.v. peipopat A.IIL) and it is difficult to bring in a nominative masculine singular
subject (1.9). While it is easiest to take éuudpUeVOV impersonally, as ‘it is fated’, it is possible that
it is agreeing with a neuter singular noun, but this does not appear to drastically change the sense
of these lines, as this noun (with probably a verbal predicate) is probably still ‘fated for’ these men.

Toic in 1.8 is the regular Lesbian dative plural of the article,””

and is resumptive/attributive: ‘men
who are born”."” No supplement for the end of 1.8 is appealing: Treu’s Tép@]aic &vdpect Toic

Yewo[uévolc BavaTtov euynv is attractive since it uses 1.1, but, again, old age and its symptoms,

705 The missing iota adscript is not a problem; papyti preserve both forms with and without: Hamm 1957: 166.

706 The only other instance of a present subjunctive of eipi in Sappho and Alcaeus (Sappho f.4.5) appeats to be a
conditional of sorts.

707 Schwyzer 1950: 684-685.

708 Tobel 1925: xi.

709 Burnett 1983: 146 translates as ‘our ancestors’ (and similarly at 149), impossibly. For avip meaning ‘mortal’,
‘human being’ (as opposed to gods or monsters), cf. TaThp audpdov Te Becdv Te (e.g. I1.1.544) and PpoTol &vdpec

(e.g. 0d.5.197); LS] s.v. advnp 1L For the stem yew- for yev-: Schulze 1892: 182-184.
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which probably occupy 11.3-6, are ignored and the turn to death, if there was one (as often in poems
on old age, there is no mention of death), seems too sudden. Meanwhile, Voigt’s yetvo[uévolc’
Aic’ émevncaTo has good literary parallels, but seems tautologous (the concept of fate is repeated
twice, i.e. it is fated to live one’s fate) and grammatically impossible.”’ We should rather expect a
reference to growing old or not staying young forever.

In contrast, I suggest that we have a rare pederastic poem of the sort that are mentioned
in our testimonies of Alcaeus but unattested.”"' I propose that we consider m&ppacic, fj T° EkAeye
véov TUKa Tep ppovedvTwv (1414.217), and supply von]upaTta.” We would then have in 11.1-
2 ‘[your?] allurement/attraction [has stolen] my ability to think’, pethaps prematurely (‘[as if/just
as: @cep?] when old age [takes me, it is befitting] to forget’" charming things and how to hymn
you amongst tender boys’), which would then be used as an explanation for 1.9 (i.e. “‘wise is he who
isn’t persuaded’).

This agrees with our knowledge of poems on old age: what old men are excluded from is
the wotld of love, in which they are (often self-)ridiculed and depicted as unwilling participants.”"*
In this case, the mention of citizens is not necessatily a part of a political point.””” It could rather

provide a city background, as in Sappho fr.24a.6, and &Aryov would either be in apposition with

710 The problems are numerous and unpromising. We need an article or a demonstrative as in her literary example
(Geeca o Alca | yryvopévet emévnce, 1£20.127-8) to act as the object of what Voigt presumably wishes to be
middle (émevricaTo), which voice is, howevet, unattested for émvéco. If she wished a passive, it cannot fit in this
patt of the metre without leaving a monosyllable at the end.

11 Alcaeus fr.368, Horace C.1.32.11-12, Cicero, De nat. deor. 1.79. Tsomis 2001: 254 suggests the possibility without
development.

712 For the geminate W, cf. Sappho frr.41.1, 60.3, 90c.4, Alcacus frr.62.11, 292.1, inc. auct. Lesb. fr.31a.2 Voigt. For
the meaning ‘understanding’, ‘mind’ (i.e. rational faculty), cf. LS] s.v. vonua 11, already in Homet. The etror of
leaving out the first is easy palaecographically.

713 For “forgetting’ as akin to no longer having share of something, cf. AaBriBac: yépovtac (Hesychius A 97.1).
714 Cf. Ibycus 287.6-7 (with Plato’s summary at Pr.137a), Anacreon 418, and Mimnermus fr.1. Thus Falkner 1995:
108-152.

715 If the Theognidean erotica are any guide, even if fr.39 is pederastic, it can still have a political aspect (see the

following note), but one might not be looking for specific political events rather than generalised political ideas.
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c(e), much as in Sappho fr.49, or (if c(o1)) the genitive ToAiGTav would parallel the genitive
Tai]dwv dmdAwv and SAryov would be an adverb denoting how low the speaker is regarded.”
Then yd&p would mark the beginning of the explanation (I.7-11 or longer) for the aptness of the
compatison: for it is fated ... for [all] men who are born ... [even if/one] were wise and [excels?]
with sharp wits, [he knows that?] not even a hair [falls?] against the fate of Zeus [...] the distresses
[of old age?]”.”"" If so, the gnome of the hair, which is usually considered an eatly parallel to the
idea preserved in Luke 12:7,"* would have sexual connotations as hair is connected with sensuality,

attractiveness, and life in Greek thought,””

and this fate of Zeus would play on the idea of god-
given beauty.”” This would make 11.11-12 refer to the pains of love (&cauic, cf. Sappho ft.1.3) and
its highs and lows (pépecBat B&Bul, cf. Anacreon 376).”*' Such a structure has the advantage of
being somewhat flexible with the specific tone and emphasis, as a pederastic poem may have some
political or moral bent.”*

Alcaeus’ literary techniques are on full show here. Alcaeus appears to write in couplets here
as the subjects appear to be naturally grouped into two-line units. Further, if my interpretation is

correct, we can see Alcaeus using a simile, gnome, interaction with epic tradition, and tropes of

pederastic poetry in a highly individual way. Alcaeus fuses the admonitory tone and stance of

716 Perhaps the sense is akin to the complaints of “Theognis’ either that his desire and favours are met with little, as
in Thgn.253-4 and 1263-66, or that his political actions are not appreciated by the people, as in Thgn.24,
368=1184b. This is further underlined by the in-built contrast between the ToAidTav and Tai]Swv &mdAcwv. For
a play on others’ undeserved low opinion in love poetty, cf. rumoresque senum severiorum (Cat. 5.2).

17 For m&p@aclic overcoming even sharp wits, cf. Dios Apate (1.14.217), to which this may be being ironically
alluding.

718 ‘But even the very hairs of your head are all numbered.” (KJ1/); cf. Matthew 10:30.

719 Cf. Onians 1951: 98-99 (hair and death), 126 n.3 (fertility), 229-33 and 530-31 (puberty). Hair in archaic poetry
relating to sexual appeal: Anacreon 388, 395, 414, 418, especially Lucian, Here. 8, quoting Anacreon 379a. Cf.
Sappho’s ‘Tithonus Poem’, especially 1.4.

720 Cf. e.g. Thgn.1319-22. The argument of these four lines would then be similar to this fragment’s.

721 1,112 could also refer to being carried deep into the earth (i.e. to the Underworld), as Tsomis 2001: 254
understands, or mean something like ‘bear it with a heavy heart’ (cf. Thgn.1322).

722 See the Theognidean examples in n.716.
gnt p
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pederastic poetry, as represented by the theme of old age and gnome, which we can glimpse from
the Theognidean pederastic elegies, with a more melic stance on love, which, from Sappho and
Anacreon, appear more subjective and focused on the speaker’s emotions (in contrast the
Theognidea, where €pawdc appears more rationalised and argued from social tenets) to create an

original tone.
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41
v8p’ €|
Jrec &Bpcol
JavToca|
_ ]
5 Jcdai[
]
Jv &yvai
_ ]
Jvvav ipav [
10 | popev[tlec |
]e’ oiv[o]v
_ ]
e [ Jreov
],8¢ Bun[
15 ] kiBapic [
— ]
Té|uevoc Aaxoic|a
k]opugav TéAnoc
Jv Appodita [
20 111

v ywl

P.Oxy.1233 frr.2 i 22-29, 12, 15 (cui accedit P.Oxy. 2081 (d) 2), 23

1 &]vdp’ Ew Kalinka, fortasse €co[v pEcd 2 caf &PRpw(v vel &PRpwo(t vel &Bpw
[ vel &PBpw|c ? 3 ca vel cA[0 5 vel y[, [, v[, alia possis 7 utrum V&1 sit an vai
incertum esse putat Lobel; ego tamen video non accentum sed partem litterae versus prioris 9
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Mupt]vvav Lobel lpav 10 supplevit Lobel 11 k&€’ vel €yxle’ Lobel : peAiad]e’
(conferens 1/4.346, Alcaei frr.367.2, 369.1) vel AaBik&d]e’ (conferens Alcaei fr.346.3) Voigt
eol supplevit Lobel 13 vel Jaic : wéJAic ? post ¢ spatium vacuum unius litterae
[¢pd]Teov ? 14 JxBe vel |ASe possis 15 ki6 17 Té]uevoc Wilamowitz Aaxoicla
Hunt 18 v vel kak (Wilamowitz) k]opupav Hunt pUQP TOA 19

XpucocTépa]v’ Hunt (conferens Sa. fr.33.1) PSS 21 yuv[aik- Hunt

These lines, in Sapphic stanzas, were largely ignored by scholars until Résler suggested that 11.17-
21 preserve the beginning of fr.42.”* His arguments are both papyrological and literary. He notes
that fr.41 is from the top of the column preceding fr.42 and deduces from Lobel’s reconstruction
of the papyrus that there are 19 lines between fr.41.21 and the beginning of fr.42. Further, he
claims that the few recognisable words clearly show the preservation of two different poems, one
sympotic (oiv[o]v, kiBapic) and one cultic (Té]Juevoc), and argues that the latter poem concerns
women (Yuvl[), which relates to the mythological syncrisis of the good and bad woman in fr.42.

724

While Rosler is right to argue that fr.42 is incomplete (see below), " it is debatable whether a god

725

or simply a mythological figure is addressed in €k c€6ev (fr.42.3)," while an address to Aphrodite
is even more unexpected.”” However, the matter is not quite so clear-cut. While the missing space

would neatly fit the number of lines for six complete stanzas from 1.17, there may well have been

723 Rosler 1980: 233-234.

724 Rosler 1980: 223-227.

725 Addressing humans who are long dead is possible already in epic (Meyerhoff 1984: 94-95).

726 Aphrodite plays no part in the Peleus and Thetis myth in all other depictions (outside the judgement of Paris):
Meyerhoff 1984: 112 and Tsomis 2001: 264 n.6. Further, a plea, not a complaint is expected after a hymn-like
address, making the negative tone of the example in fr.42 an unlikely continuation. In contrast, Vetta 1981: 487
agrees with Rosler, calling r.42 a Beschwerdegedichte, adducing Thgn. 373-392 as example and comparing Thgn. 1231-
1234 for a skbetliasmos of Eros or Aphrodite. However, neither example is helpful, as oU TeaUtav (fr.42.5) makes it
clear that there is a comparison between Helen and Thetis but it is unclear what sort of complaint to Aphrodite

would create a distinction between the two women as both seem to lead to destruction.
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shorter poems in between our remnants of columns i and ii. Furthermore, the column-height, on
which Résler depends, is questionable.”’

Very little can be made of the fragment. The only sure things are that we have reference
to a man (&Jvdp’), something soft (&Bpwl[), something pure or chaste (women?, &yva),
something holy (city?, ipav), bearing (pdpev[T]ec), wine (oiv[o]v), lyre (kiBapic), taking a
sanctuary (Té]uevoc Aaxolc|a), top of a city (k]opupav méAnoc), and an address to Aphrodite
(Appddita). Even 11.17-19, the best preserved lines, are difficult. TéJuevoc Aaxoicla is
troublesome because the sense ‘obtaining a sanctuary by lot’ is unattractive,”” and Tépevoc is
never attested as the direct object of Aayx&ve. Further, the perceived similarities with Sappho
fr.2 and Alcaeus fr.296(b) should be abandoned,™ as very little connects these fragments beyond
the presence of Aphrodite and a landscape. The direct address to Aphrodite suggests that the
speaker calls for her presence, perhaps at the kopUpa TdANOC, which is elsewhere attested only
at Pindar N.1.15, referring to the splendour of Sicilian cities, and probably points to the acropolis
of a city. This still leaves us with little idea of the scene. We need not assume that a new poem
begins at 1.17 (with Résler) because of the vocative.” Indeed, music (kiBapic), wine (oiv[o]v),
and chaste things (women?, &yvai) are very well-suited to the surroundings that Aphrodite might
be called to visit (e.g. a symposium, or especially a festival). If Lobel’s MUpi]vvav ipav is right,
we might have a scene where the speaker describing the occasion of the founding of a new

sanctuary of Aphrodite in the Aeolic settlement, which is celebrated with music. However, all this

remains speculative.

727 See pp.229-230.

728 The sense of sortition is not always necessary, but it does not improve the sense.
729 E.g. Burnett 1983: 138 n.34.

730 Eisenberger 1981: 36.
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42
wc Adyoc kakwv [
TTeppdauw(y kal Taic|i
€k c€Bev Trikpov, [
"Aov ipav
5 oU TeavTav Alakidal[c
TAVTac €c yd&uov pak|
&yet’ ek Nij[plnoc #Acov [
Tapbevov &PBpav
gc Bopov Xéppwovoc: EN[uce &’
10 Céoua apbéva: grhol
TThAeoc kai Nnpetdwv apict(ac.
£c & éviauTov
Taida yévvat’ aipibéwv [
8ABrov E&vBav eAdTn[pa TTOAwvY,
15 oi & amedoAovt’ aug’ E[Aévan
=kai TéAIc alTwv.

P.Oxy.1233 fr.21i.1-16

1 kak a[xoc évvek’ Epywv Page : 8] Diehl 2 TTeppdauad(y correxit Hunt Tatl
maic’ [EAéva moT’ aicxpwc vel maic’ [EAéva moT’ fipEev vel maic[i mot’,"WAev’, aicxpa ?:
maict mot’, "WAev’, fABev Page 3 el€l’k’ce pov T[Upt & aibdAwcac
Wilamowitz : [Upt 8’ cdAece ZeUc Page : TT[&pt, kai kaTeTAe ? 4 > in margine ipav
5 Teay axolTv Barkhuizen : ToBévvnv Trypanis 6 udk[apac kaAéccaic Wilamowitz
7T vn I\ [ueA&Bpcov Wilamowitz 8 ap 9 xép voc:
&yvac Wilamowitz 10 Bévcor- (1 deleto) PAS[Tac & (Hunt) é8aAe Page 11 7

plnl'eid pic supplevit Hunt 12 > in margine vi 13 yévvat’ (¥ e c fecit
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manus prima) [kp&TicTov Hunt : [pépicTov Diehl 14 E&v A&t 15 woAovT’

16 &Gutcov méAITan ? : kK&kicTta Hall : Opiyec Te Wilamowitz

Ever since its publication, fr.42 has consistently been one of the most discussed and controversial
fragments of Alcaeus, not least because it is relatively well-preserved, but due to other treatments
of Troy and Helen by the Lesbians.

The completeness of the fragment is a subject of fierce debate. The views are: fr.42 is (i)

731 732

complete,” (ii) preceded by at most one stanza,”” (iii) part of a much longer poem,” and (iv) a
self-contained unit.”* The surviving fragment begins at the top of a column and ends at 1.16
(guaranteed by a coronis), but it is unknown whether the poem began here. However, the syntax
of ¢ Adyoc may provide clues. Jurenka claims that the lack of a connective in 1.1 implies that
the poem began here,” but asyndetic phrases are found elsewhere (e.g. fr.45.7-8), and are not
uncommon at the end of a unit for summaries (e.g. S. 47.480) or reasons (e.g. Pi. O.2.85-80).
More usefully, Résler wonders whether coc Adyoc of the papyrus is relative coc Adyoc
or demonstrative ¢oc Adyoc, and whether either could begin a poem.” Résler and Meyerhoff
assert that relative coc Adyoc is frequently used as a Zitatformel and is syntactically ‘enclitic”.”” A

more accurate assessment would be that relative coc Adyoc never appears in first position in the

first of a series of examples.””® My investigation of relative coc Adyoc in a sentence in Greek up

731 Jurenka 1914: 229, Pfeiffer 1930: 317; Davies 1986: 260 n.15; Budelmann 2018a: 90 acknowledges that it could
be incomplete but suggests there is ‘a good chance that it is indeed complete’.

732 Wilamowitz 1914: 231.

733 Colonna 1955: 310-311, Résler 1980: 233-238.

734 Treu 1963: 154-155.

735 Jurenka 1914: 229.

736 Rosler 1980: 223-227. Cf. Schywzer 1950: 11.1.2.B.V.3.b.3.36; continuity to something following is excluded by
the coronis. On Zitatformeln: Oehler 1925: 53.

737 Rosler 1980: 225, Meyerhoff 1984: 93.

738 It is not in any technical sense enclitic (‘a clitic attached phonologically to the word which precedes’ Matthews

2007: 122).
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to the 2™ century AD shows that exceptions are only found for cases where Adyoc does not mean
‘story’ or ‘report’, but rather ‘argument’ and in conversations agreeing with a proposition just
made.” The same positioning and exceptions are found for coc+Aéyc/nui.”*’ Meyerhoff adds
that an ‘enclitic’ phrase at the beginning of a strophe is thythmically impossible,™*' but parentheses
assume pauses before and after, making the beginning of a stanza a natural place, while the clausal
break after coc Adyoc (—v—1|) is parallelled in Sapphics (e.g. fr.69.1, Sappho fr.22.13). Therefore,
a stanza-initial relative coc Adyoc cannot be ruled out, but a relative coc Adyoc cannot begin a
poem. Further, it cannot begin a self-contained unit.

The behaviour of demonstrative ¢oc Adyoc is different. Meyerhoff and Rosler disagree
on whether édc Adyoc could refer to what follows, considering as guides fr.360 and I4.17.420 (é>c
8 Tic aU Tpowv peyablucwv audricackev), which Aristarchus athetised (for reasons
unknown). My investigation of demonstrative ¢oc Adyoc/Aéyw/pnui indicates that it is almost
never securely used parenthetically,” and that the only cases (other than I/17.420) that the
demonstrative refers to what follows are fr.360 and Herodotus 6.77.2. It should be noted that the

cases are not of simple ¢oc Adyoc but extended versions, which might explain, as for relative coc

73 Instances like Hdt. 6.54, Pl. Grg.463b3, and PL. Ph/b.65c are instances where relative coc Adyoc begins a second
(or later) example in a series of examples (as part of pév ... 8 ... clauses); this also applies when the first example
does not contain cac Adyoc (e.g. Hdt. 1.75.3). A similar explanation might apply to Dio Chrysostom 63.4, where
initial cac Adyoc begins the narrative of the example just mentioned in greater detail. Cases of Adyoc not meaning
‘story’ or ‘report’ include e.g. PL. R.334a, 399d, 584a, D. 11.23, Arist. EE.I11.1233P, Aristotle Mezaph.V11.1034P. The
Platonic examples are also instances from conversations; they always provide an affirmative answer to a thesis posed
to verify the logic of the addressee and the use of coc Adyoc in such cases is akin to a final position coc Adyoc,
spoken by a different speaker. Finally, cases where coc Adyoc is extended by other elements (e.g. 2 name ot verb)
are mote likely to deviate from the usual positions. The other case of coc Adyoc appears in f1.339, of which only 1
line survives and cannot provide information on whether it is the beginning of a complete sentence, or whether it is
relative or demonstrative.

740 In conversations: S. OC.415, PL. Grg.470e, Phlb.15¢; part of a series: Plu. Mor.921b, Apollod. Bébliotheca 2.2, Schol.
A.R.1.1126-31b (Hellanicus BNJ 4F89), most of which are also extended versions of the phrase.

741 Meyerhoff 1984: 93.

742 The only possible exception I found is Pi. 0.8.41-46, where the phrase is extended and could also refer to what

preceded alone.
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Adyoc, the rare vatriation in position. More interestingly, the line ¢dc ToTé Tic €péel kai
gmeccopévaoy avBpcdmaov: from the Herodotean oracle is a jumble of Homeric phrases;™ ¢ac
TOTE TIC épéel ([£4.182, 6.462, 7.91) is only used in Homer to refer to what precedes, not to what
follows (as here), which together may suggest a straining of syntax for metre by a less-than-
accomplished versifier. Meanwhile, the Alcaean, Iliadic, and Herodotean examples all quote a short
sentence (1 line in Alcaeus and Herodotus; 2 lines in the I/ad), which may suggest that édoc Adyoc
(vel sim.) could perhaps be used to introduce such short quotations. Since demonstrative coc
ASyoc/Aéyw/enui referring to what precedes is extremely common, and demonstrative éoc
ASyoc/Aéyw/enui referring to what follows is (at best) extremely rare and appears limited to
introducing short quotations (unlike here), of the two, demonstrative coc Adyoc/Aéyw/ nui
completing a tale and a new unit beginning after it is much more likely. Consequently, a
demonstrative édc Adyoc cannot begin this poem either, and fr.42 must be incomplete.”*

The two remaining options are a relative coc Adyoc in at least second position, meaning
that the sentence began in the previous unpreserved stanza, or a demonstrative ¢dc Adyoc (or a
relative coc Adyoc) in final position, concluding a tale in the previous stanza. With demonstrative
¢ Adyoc (and final-position relative coc Adyoc), what preceded was probably a timeless
element or a myth,” which would be confirmed or contrasted by the surviving part. However, we
would expect connection: upon autopsy, the last trace of 1.1 is a triangular letter with a rightward
cutve (i.e. a or 8), making 8[¢ possible. With relative coc Adyoc, Hunt’s original reading can be
kept, and the fragment would have been preceded by a series of myths or something relevant that

the surviving fragment would explain. It seems likely then that whether we have the relative or

743 On this oracle and the Homericisms: Hornblower and Pelling 2017: 193-195 with Piérart 2003.

744 Bernsdorff 2014: 6-7 claims that E]Aévnv moTté Adyoc (P.Mich. inv.3250c t. col.i.5) provides a (non-Lesbian)
lyric parallel for a Helen poem beginning with Adyoc. However, it does not show that fr.42 must/could have begun
with coc Adyoc, as the syntactical question lies in coc, not Adyoc.

745 Ditect speech, closing which is by far the commonest use of ¢dc with verba loguendi, could also be imagined, but it

is not found elsewhere in Alcaeus (the only exception is fr.360, quoting a maxim).
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demonstrative, the preceding section also had myth, and possibly a reference to Alcaeus’ time
somewhere in the poem.™

There appears to be little to choose between these options: with relative coc Adyoc, the
myth of the fragment would be the ‘proof” of a point made eatlier (cf. e.g. Sappho fr.16.5), while,
with demonstrative éoc Adyoc the fragment would be a continuation ot elaboration on a summary
of the story. However, the papyrus has a high point at each main sentential break (where the
papytrus survives) in our fragment (1.4, 10, 16), which might allow us to put some weight on the
scribe’s punctuation here, despite the usual inconsistency: there is no high point after coc Adyoc.
On balance, then, relative coc Adyoc appears more likely.

Since the fragment is syntactically incomplete, it is impossible that our poem was
composed as a skolion.”* In addition, it is far more complex than any other extant skolion, where
one expects minimal differences for ‘capping’. Nevertheless, it remains possible that the poem
may have been reused as a skolion,*® and may thus have been truncated, explaining why fr.42 is
one of only two surviving ‘monodic’ poems known to end with a myth alongside the Tithonus
poem according to the Cologne Sappho.” In such cases, it is easy to imagine fr.42 being
reperformed in symposia in the context of a debate about Helen, just as modern scholars juxtapose
frr.42 and 283 with Sappho fr.16. Indeed, fr.42 shows such affinity with fr.283 that Colonna claims
they are one poem, with vc (fr.283.19) as uc of dvépojuc’ &[m’ Epywv (his supplement for
fr.283.19).” Fr.283 provides a story to precede coc/édc Adyoc, but being at least 40 lines long,
it would be second in length only to the exceptionally long fr.298, there is a sense of repetition of

events that do not fit with coc/édc Adyoc, and the trace after uc at fr.283.19 (an upright) is

746 In the well-preserved fragments of mythical content, mythological narrative appeats not to be self-standing: cf.
frr.38a, 117b, 298.

747 Caprioli 2012: 37, developing Jurenka 1914: 226.

748 Cf. Ar. TH.160-163 and fr.223 K.

749 Edmunds 2009, contra Bernsdorff 2005.

750 Colonna 1955: 310-311, followed by Arena 1970: 94-96.
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inconsistent with a. Rather, we should note Alcaeus’ versatility in treating the same material,
particularly the sequential treatment in fr.283 contrasting with the summary treatment in fr.42.
Another debate concerns the nature of the contrast in oU TeaUTav; most see a contrast
between Helen’s immorality and Thetis’ morality.”' However, this is based almost entirely on
conjectures and the assumption that Helen must be the addressee (k céBev, from aug’ E[Aéva).
Even Gomme’s objection (‘Thetis happy? What strange memory of Homer is this?’) fails to
consider why Helen alone should be blamed, and why only the Trojans should suffer.”* Thus
Burnett suggests that it is not two women, but two matriages that are here juxtaposed’.” However,
the myths of the women and their matriages can hardly be separated.”* Meanwhile, Davies claims
that these concerns are inappropriate as the poet does not intend unmentioned elements of the
tradition to be considered.” However, these glaringly simplifed versions of Helen and Thetis, in
combination with the Zitatformel coc Aéyoc and the Homeric resonances, appear to demand from
the audience further recollection of the mythological and poetic traditions (see below).” Indeed,
Gomme’s concern may be allayed if one observes that the established contrast invites the audience
to question the contrast. This is encapsulated neatly in the final two lines, where even as Alcaeus
attributes the destruction of the Trojans’ city to Helen (aug’ 'E[Aévan), the sentence oi &
amAovt’ aug’ E[Aévar | kai mOAic alTeov is presented as the natural and sequential
consequence of Thetis giving birth to her warrior son.”” Thus the poem denies the audience a

simple acceptance of the argument but requires that it question the logic of morals and who really

751 E.g. Page 1955: 280-281, Eisenberger 1956: 61-64, Bowra 1961: 168-169, Barkhuizen 1977: 2-5, Davies 1986,
Race 1989, Tsomis 2001: 265.

752 Gomme 1957: 258.

753 Burnett 1983: 191, developing Cataudella 1928: 81 and Batrner 1967: 220. Similarly, Maronitis 2004b: 77-88.

754 Captioli 2012: 24.

755 Davies 1980, followed by Race 1989, seeing a contrast between Alcaeus’ collective morality and Sappho fr.16’s
individual focus.

756 Budelmann 2018a: 89.

757 Far from being ignored, as Kirkwood 1974: 90 claims, the irony of Achilles’ destruction is made poignant by this

movement and the omission of Achilles in the final sentence.
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is at fault through irony and conflicting presentations, which effect is only intensified by the fact
that the poem ends on these twin arguments.”®

760

Helen is usually considered the addressee, but Aphrodite,” Achilles,”® or Paris have also

been considered.””" Nevertheless, Aphrodite (of fr.41, according to Résler)’® is inappropriate as
we expect praise or pleading (cf. fr.129, Sappho fr.1), not blame, and Achilles seems unlikely to be
reproached as Alcaeus glorifies his parents and calls him éABiov. Against Patis, it has been argued
that Helen must be mentioned shortly before TeaUuTav and that the point of contrast in the
connection of TeaUtav should be between Peleus and Paris, if Paris was the addressee.’®
However, ToloUTtoc can refer back a long way and this kind of connection and contrast is
parallelled in fr.72: cU 81 TeaUTac ékyeyovwv (fr.72.11) refers back to a subject last mentioned
at least two stanzas eatlier, and the contrast in the connection through TeaUTac is not simple but
involves a sudden turn. Further, like Helen, Paris is often accused of destroying Troy and its
inhabitants (1£.6.328-329, 6.523-525), but the Trojans’ suffering is natural as Paris is Trojan. In
addition, the Peleus myth appropriately contrasts with Paris’ EevamaTia: Peleus was offered the

hand of Thetis by Zeus, in most versions, as a reward for respecting guest-friendship in refusing

the advances of Acastus’ wife (Pi. N.4.57-61, 5.25-39). Several paths, then, are open for

758 Acknowledging or thematising these myths as being able to be interpreted moralistically in opposing ways has a
long literary history. For Helen and Paris, already the I/ad and the Odyssey present differing views on her guilt
(notably Priam in 1/3.164-165 and Penelope in Od.23.218-224 exculpating Helen), while early lyric poets differ
amongst themselves: Sappho fr.16 and Ibycus S151.1-9 exculpate her, while Alcacus frr.42 and 283 appear harsher,
and Stesichorus thematises the difference in Helen and Palinodes. For Thetis and Peleus, the 1/iad already places Thetis
in the sea after leaving her husband, whom she did not want to marry (I.18.432-434, also Pi. N.3.35-36, 4.62-65
where Peleus wrestles her), Hesiod fr.210 already has Zeus marrying Thetis to a mortal out of anger, Pi. 1.8.27-47
and A. P note the tradition of Thetis being given in marriage to a mortal for expediency, and the traditions are
thematised in Aristophanes, N#.1063-1070.

759 Barner 1967: 220, Rosler 1980: 233-235.

760 Martin 1972: 74.

761 Pallantza 2005: 22-34.

762 See pp.215-216.

763 Budelmann 2018a: 90-91, with notes of omitted patts of the tradition.
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supplements, including the following, provided exempli gratia, which still mention Helen in the first
surviving stanza:
[eUkopoc® &’ fpEev’® ]
wc Adyoc, kdkwv &[xoc évvek’ €pycv (Page)
Teppduw() kai Taic’ 7 [EAéva ot aicxpwc
gk c€Bev mikpov, TT[&p1, kai kaTeiAe
"Aov ipav.
or:
[AvcTrapt p&pye/pavle,]
wc Adyoc, kakwv &[xoc évvek’ €pycv (Page)
TMeppduw( kai maic’ [EAéva o’ fipEev
gk céBev Trikpov, T[Upt & cdAece ZeUc (Page)
"Aov ipav.
However, while an address to Paris remains open, an address to Helen appears the most likely,
since he, unlike Helen, was never a figure of cult and has little poetic tradition dedicated to him.
Nevertheless, some mention of Paris in these lines might provide a welcome counterbalance to
Peleus in the following stanza, along the lines of:
[cuv TT&pP1d’ NpEac,]
wc Adyoc, kakwv &[xoc évvek’ €pycv (Page)
Teppduw() kai maiclt moT’, "WAev’, aicxpa
gk céBev Trikpov, T[Upt & cdAece ZeUc (Page)

"Aov ipav.

764 Of Helen 7x in the /iad.
765 Cf. with péCeo instead of Epycd: Saipovin ti vU ce TIpiapoc TTpi&uoid te maidec | Técca kaka péfouciv
(12.4.30).

766 For elision of final iota in the Lesbians: Hamm 1957: 39-40.
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Scholarship has been unkind to fr.42, especially in comparisons with Sappho fr.16.
However, this is a delicate and sophisticated composition, playing with myths, narrative technique,
language, and metric rhythm. The first surviving stanza lulls the audience into thinking that this
exemplum will be about Helen. Indeed, Alcaecus endows it with a tragic and emotional atmosphere
as he reworks Homeric language and technique such as TTeppauc() kai maic|[i, which plays on
the Homeric line-end TTpiapoc TTpiauotd te maidec (e.g. 141.255), and éx c€Bev, which, as an
apostrophe to a mythological figure, is unexpected, rare, and reminiscent of Homer’s sparing use

at points of high emotion (often with pity).”’

Just as Alcaeus comes to the end of the Sapphic
stanza, with the rhythmically closural adonean that only contains “IAtov ipav, which also draws on
epic "IAov iprjv (e.g. 1/.4.416), resonating with the end of the city, the narration is overturned with
the sudden change (note the lack of connection) of narrative subject: this emotive, epically

resonant Helen turns out to be a foil.

If Helen is cast as an epic doomed figure, Thetis is cast as a lyric erotic girl: T&pBevov

76 769

® Indeed, while Peleus is glorified with a patronymic,’” and with attendance by all the

aBpav.
gods (TmavTac) at his wedding, Thetis is portrayed as a gitl, simply a daughter led from her father’s

house, whose marriage is the loosening of her girdle, and she only becomes heroic after her

767 Treu 1970: 67 sees Alcacus turning Homet’s pitiful address into an invective. If so, it is ironic that it is not Helen
(ot Patis) but others who suffer. We might consider éx céBev playing on the hymnic formulation of asking favours
with the opposite result.

768 apdc is used erotically of a girl (Anacteon 373.3 (corrupt)), with reference to body-parts (Anacreon 347.1),
movement (Anacreon 461), and ‘lovely’ song (Anacreon 373.2). It means ‘being in the flower of youth’ (Verdenius
1962), not ‘chaste’ or ‘pure’. For two very different approaches to the way Helen’s and Thetis’ broader mythological
traditions are left out by Alcaeus: Davies 1986 and Blondell 2010.

769 Jurenka 1914: 229 calls this poem ypipudec because Peleus (on his first appearance) and Thetis are not named
straightforwardly. However, Peleus (named at 1.11) is well-known as the son of Aeacus (1/21.189) and Thetis is
constantly associated with her father and sisters. Further, Davies 1988: 40-42 shows that such allusive references to

mythical figures is ‘idiomatic’ of paradigmatic myths in lyric.
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marriage as the ‘best of the Nereids’ and through her son, who parallels her as the ‘best of the
demigods’.””

Suddenly and unexpectedly, Achilles brings us back to Helen in a ring composition that is
matched by the correspondence of "IAov ipav with kai TéAic altwv in the adoneans. The
audience was led to believe Helen was just a foil, but something more complex is at work. On the
surface, Thetis becomes the foil for Helen, and oU TeaUtav and Thetis are introduced to narrate
in silence how Helen’s Trojan marriage was neither initiated by her father nor procreative. At the
same time, it is not Helen who suffers in the end, but the Trojans and their city:""' 01 8’ &mdAovT’
[....] | kai TOAIc alTeov.””? The many shifts in attention (Helen—Thetis—Trojans) follow the many
surprises Alcaeus throws at his audience, making them think and feel one thing as it is said, then
reassess those thoughts and feelings in the next stanza, then yet again. The second to the fourth
stanzas are an extended narration of the first stanza: everyone dies because of her (&ug’ E[Aévan),
including Achilles, whose birth is the climax of the section on Thetis. This stirs up pity for him by
the innocent picture of Thetis as a young newlywed and emphasising the swiftness and shortness
of time, achieved with éc & éviautov (highlighted by being isolated in the adonean), the very
compression of the entire Trojan episode into these short stanzas, and association with the Achilles’

short life. However, the emphasis on Helen’s responsibility (ék cé6ev, aue’ E[Aévan) creates

tensions with Achilles’ role in the Trojans’ destruction. Through these multiple competing

770 BEven then, Thetis never fully recovers her divinity. Her son is a demigod (aipBécov), and his E&vBav eEA&Tn[pa
TAwV references Achilles’ horses (e.g. I£16.149) but turns them into foals, both miniaturising and suiting a baby
hero. This miniaturisation of both epic hero and saga into a short lyric composition is expected more of a
Hellenistic poet than traditionally of an archaic poet, but this should not hinder us from appreciating Alcaeus’
artistry here.

711 And, indeed, for Thetis. The reference to Achilles’ horse is ironic: Alcacus poignantly alludes to Achilles’ death
just as he is born (Xanthus, whose name is probably punned in §&vBav, prophecises Achilles’ death at 1£19.404-
417), by miniaturising the Trojan saga, and setiously undercuts his blessedness (6ABiov).

772 Opuyec Te (Wilamowitz) in 1.15 would make this the eatliest attestation of Phrygians for Trojans by a century
for no reason (Hall 1988: 16-18). kakicTa reinforces the ring-composition with the first (extant) stanza, but I think

a noun seems mote appropriate before kai TéAIc, and suggest TOAITAL
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narrative structures, Alcaeus presents a complex exemplum, demanding that the audience to reflect

carefully.
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43

V& UEV K Bvvek’ €[

k[a]l cbv yepavolcivé[
NABov xAaivav &x [
Ta[1] mpeoTaAion mibeic|

5 T[¢]auT’ GOBe 8¢ unTr|

P.Oxy.1233 fr.2 11 17-23

ad versus 2, 4, 6 paragraphos supplevit Lobel (confer fragmenta 44 et 50)

1 v (accentum fecit manus altera) MEVK évvek’ (', ut videtur, fecit manus altera) 1-
2 inter hos versus diplen oblismenen, fortasse per incuriam, posuit manus prima k[a]i
supplevit Hunt €[ video, sed €[ possis (sic Lobel) 3 Aaiv |, of, €[ possis 4
Tal] supplevit Hunt mpTdAian (p refecit, accentum, brevem, et hyphen (lineam
infra litteras scriptam) addidit manus altera) 0 (T € ¢ fecit manus prima, accentum et
brevem manus altera) mibeic[ Lobel : (&) mibeic| suspicatur Hunt 5 supplevit Diehl

&8¢ (accentum manus altera) legerunt Lobel et Page, sed ¢38¢ antea Lobel (1923), unde 8¢ ue

d1) Lobel

Almost nothing can be ascertained about this fragment. A coronis guarantees the beginning. The
diple obelismene between 1.1 and 2 is probably ‘due to a mere inadvertence of the scribe, who

began to make his coronis a line too low”.””” However, Lobel also restores a coronis at 1.8 and

773 Lobel 1923: 21.
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paragraphi at 1.2, 4, 6 and 8;" these are all suspect. The left-hand margin of 1.1-5 are clearly
preserved, and does not preserve paragraphoi. If these are restored, we are assuming that the
mistaken diple obelismene has probably deterred the scribe from writing further paragraphi for
this poem to be neat. However, so much about this column is surprising that caution seems
advisable. Metrical analysis suggests that we have a hipponactean (xx—vv—[v—=) followed by a
telesillean and iambic (x—vv—v—x—v—), which might well be better understood as a stichic poem
in 2gl ia| |, which is well-attested in the Alcaean corpus (e.g. frr.140, 358, 359, 360).”” Such a
conception might be behind why the scribe did not write paragraphoi here, while in frr.37, 38, 44,
and 50 (all stichic repetition of the same line) he did. Lobel’s and Liberman’s restoration of
paragraphoi every two lines (as printed) seems thus unwise, especially if the practice of fragments
that are possibly in this metre (frr.143, 158, 178-179, 181-184, 319, 395) is taken into account: in
frr.143 and 179 paragraphoi are preserved every four lines, which probably mark out couplets of
2¢glia| |.”"° If paragraphoi should be restored here, it would be at 1.4 (with Voigt), but its absence
in a less cluttered environment than Lobel evisions is odd.

There are also issues with poem-length. According to Lobel’s universally accepted papyrus-
join,”” the left-hand alignhment moves further to the left at (the hypothetical) 1.25 of the column
(P.Oxy.1233 fr.2 1i.25, the line after the missing 1.8 of Alcaeus fr.43 or the first line of Alcaeus
tr.44=P.Oxy.1233 r.9.1), making it clear that a new poem (fr.44) begins there, confirmed by the

change in metre. The natural place to put a coronis when the lines that follow are in ecthesis would

be to place it in alignment with the margin of the ecthesis so there is no protrusion into the text

774 Lobel 1923: 20.

775 Thus for fr.140, Irigoin 1957: 235-236. The papyri of fr.140, the only other fragment in this metre with
papyrological testimony, is missing the left-hand margin.

776 Barner 1967: 31-32. More evidence like this would help the investigation on couplet-structure in Alcaeus.
777 Lobel 1923. The difficulty is at least acknowledged by Gallavotti 1948a: 99 and Tsomis 2001: 266.
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following.””® Yet, although the left-hand margin is preserved from the beginning of fr.44, we do
not find a coronis. If the coronis was placed aligned to the margin of fr.43, as coronides in this
papyrus take up the height of approximately two to two and a half lines, either the coronis would
protrude into the text of the following poem, which seems unlikely; or we would have two lines
missing between 1.7 and the beginning of the next poem, the second of which would be blank (as
we expect an even number of lines due to the metre), but there is only space for at most one and
a half lines with the join in its current form.”” This leaves us with two possibilities: (1) there is no
coronis, but either the change in alignment alone was sufficient to mark a change in poem, or a
change in alignment with another, smaller critical sign (e.g. a paragraphos, or a diple oblismene,
which could motivate the unexplained appearance at fr.43.1 through anticipation) was used; or (2)
P.Oxy.1233 frr.2 and 9+3 do not join in this way. There is no certainty either way, but the
coincidence of the papyrus-break and ecthesis is itself suspicious; the difference between
sequential fragments in the use of the paragraphos to mark couplets (fr.43 without paragraphoi,
tr.44 with) is odd; and the change in angle of certain horizontal fibres is worrying, despite some
promising fibres. If the join in its current form is rejected, we would no longer know the lengths
of fr.43 (and fr.44, or the column-height of this papyrus).

Numerous disputes about the text make interpretation difficult, but all agree that it
concerns a time of the year and seafaring (1.2 and 4). The reference to cranes (yepdavolcive[)
makes the setting either spring or autumn, when they can be seen migrating at the end of

February/mid-March and October.” Wilamowitz suggests that the cranes, along with the cloak

778 In the other instance of change in alignhment in non-dramatic lyric papyti I am aware of, BKT v.(2) xii.1
colii=Alcaeus frr.113-114, the end of the first poem is marked with a coronis, but the second poem is written in
enthesis, so the coronis would not have protruded into the text, unlike here.

779 I am, however, open to a lacuna longer than that posited by Lobel; more lines per column than currently
assumed (40) are possible within the usual range of 25-50 lines (Johnson 2004: 124-125, with Table 3.7).

780 Lambert 1957: 52. However, the season could differ depending on where the poem is set: the crane is known to

have bred (Aptil-June (Meine and Archibald 1996: 10)) in the Evros/Hebrus Delta as recently as 1965 (Johnsgard
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81 while Liberman uses the same evidence for a

(XAaivav), supports a springtime scene,’
wintertime voyage.”®* However, archaic evidence appears likely to refer to the autumn migration:
Homer’s cranes xeipédva guyov kai abécpaTtov duBpov (I23.4), and Hesiod says that their
crying &pdTold Te chiua Pépel kai Xeipatoc cdpnv | Beikvier opPpnpold (0p.450-451).7
Aristophanes appears to be the first to unambiguously mention their springtime migration, when

8 and the

the sycophant says HET& TGV Yepdvwv T ékelBev dvaxwpdd TaAw (Ar.1428),
movement remains a common sign for spring (cf. Verg. .4.10.265-2606). This chronological
observation perhaps supports the autumn. However, it would a strange time for a first-time voyage,
as suggested by peoTaAiat. This is a hgpax, but Hesychius 4160 (Tpeotdadoc: mpuwTdTAOUC)
suggests that this is an adjective meaning ‘of first sea-voyage’,” here substantivised with the

7% Since winter is not a time for sea-faring, assuming that 1.4 is set at the same time as 1.2,

article.
this would suggest springtime.”’

Aristophanes, A42.709-712 may help:"™® the cranes signal the beginning of the sowing
season (autumn), but also the end of the sailing season, and a need for cloaks. This is probably

supported by the other Alcaean allusion in the play (A42.1410-1417). The scholiast notes that the

sycophant’s question plays on Alcaeus fr.345, to which the answer is ‘the swallow’ (as Pisthetaerus

1983: 229), though it is now extirpated as a breeding species in southern Europe (Meine and Archibald 1996: 162-
165); Pliny, NH.X.30-33 knows of the crane’s migratory patterns in Crimea and ‘Pythonos Come’ in ‘Asia’ (Siberia?).
781 Wilamowitz 1914: 240 n.1.

782 Liberman 1999: 37, especially n. 76.

783 Most commentators assume the autumn: West 1978: 272, Kirk 1985: 264-265, Bowie 2019: 91-92. Similarly,
Thgn.1198 says that a bird’s cry &yyeAoc A’ &pdTou.

784 Dunbar 1995: 679 assumes this ‘return’ is the spring migration.

785 The adjective in -aAioc of the sea finds a parallel in évv]aAiav (Alc. fr.44.7).

786 Thus Hamm 1957: 102, in key with Alcaeus’ (and Sappho’s) usual omission of the definite article with adjective +
noun or noun + adjective when no other rules apply to it (Lobel 1927: Ixxviii).

787 Treu 1963: 177.

788 Dunbar 1995: 451: ‘we do not know if Ar. thought of it himself or got it from an eatlier poet, e.g. Alkaios, who
clearly referred to cranes in a poem (43)’. The coincidence of various themes makes me think an Alcaean allusion

very likely, though it could have been traditional.
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alludes at 1417). Here, Pisthetaerus’ response at 1416-1417 refers to the Alcaean ‘skolion’, and

the need for swallows is a play on the proverb pia xeAiBcov éap ou Trole, related to the idea that
swallows are the signs for spring (714-715), when one dispenses of the heavy winter cloak for a
lighter one (715). Therefore, Av. 709-712 appears to be alluding to a winter migration in a
particularly Alcaean passage. Consequently, if the time of the cranes is the setting for T&[i]
TpwTaAial, then a difficult, ominous winter sailing might be the subject of the poem.” Indeed,
the close association of the crane’s migration and ceasing sailing (Hesiod, Theognis, Aristophanes)
may point to a trope and the first-voyage might be a symbol for dangerous action rather than a
real voyage.

Textual issues further complicate the scene. It is unclear whether miBeic[ or "mibeic[ should
be read. Most follow Lobel and Page in reading Tibeic| from mifnui, built on Homeric mbriceo,
méncac,” and attested at fr.117b.28 (m[{]6nv) and Sappho fr.60.8 (miBeical), instead of
Hunt’s "mifeic| (<émTibepar).”” The former is better as a poetic licence does not have to be
assumed and the sense is clear (‘trusting in the ship on its first voyage’), though an aorist might
have been expected. A temporal circumstantial participle (instead of a participle of manner) is
possible with (¢)miBeic| (aorist passive participle), but the sense would be ‘having put [my hand?]
on the ship on her maiden voyage’ (L] s.v. émTifnui, B.I)" or ‘having turned towards the ship

on her maiden voyage’ (LLS] s.v. émTifnu, A.L.2).

789 Dunbar 1995: 676, however, thinks it may refer simply to the swallow line.

790 Thus, Liberman 1999: 37 without such concerns. Such a thought might undetlie the corrupt last line of Theognis
1197-1202. Cf. Servius’ on Verg. A.10.266 (grues significant tempestatem futuram).

791 Hamm 1957: 140.

792 Gallavotti 1948a: 98, with aphaeresis and synecphonesis.

793 Cf. E. Andr1210-1211.
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The first word may be understood either as a dual,” or as a contracted form of véou.”

796

As the dual of the personal pronoun is badly attested in Aeolic,” though it could have been used

797

as an epicism and the contraction of o+o is regular (though often left uncontracted),” the latter

> 798 «¢
b

has become the consensus. Lobel’s suggestions for the translation (‘in point of sense’,” ‘in fancy’

as opposed to ‘in bodily presence’)””

are not obvious. Firstly, éveka is not found with the meaning
‘with respect to’ or ‘regarding’ before the fifth century, but only as ‘on account of’. With this
meaning, it is difficult to imagine Alcacus argue that he is acting ‘on account of
sense/thought/reasoning’: for what other reason would he act? Rather, we expect something more
like ‘mind’ (as the seat of thoughts and feelings~6upodc), ‘wisdom’, ‘thought’/‘plan’, or
‘intention’/‘desire’.*” A winter’s sea-journey makes ‘on account of my wisdom’ or ‘out of fancy’
unlikely, unless it is the wisdom or fancy of an opponent. If ‘on account of my [saddened?] heart’
or ‘on account of [my?] plan’, we would expect this poem to be about leaving Mytilene or another
reason for Alcaeus to risk making a dangerous voyage. There is little to choose between these and
‘for our sake’.

We now must explain pév, which as far as we can tell has no following &€ ve/ sinz., but is

perfectly suitable as an emphatic pév,*”!

though a resumptive &€ might be found in the lacunae or
in 1.5, where the postponement after a linking demonstrative and adverb seems acceptable.*” Lobel

emended the cutiously accented cdde 8¢ unTr[ to € pe B, which is attractive especially if we

have dual vé, which would contrast two people acting together with just the one, but emendations

794 Wilamowitz 1914: 243.

75 Lobel 1923: 21.

796 Hamm 1957: 107.

797 Blimel 1982: 60.

798 Lobel 1923: 21.

79 Lobel 1927: xxxii.

800 All these meanings ate attested already in the I/ad (Montanari 2015, s.v. vdoc).

801 Denniston 1950: 360.

802 Cf. similar postponement in ToUTO coi & épiepat (S. 47.116) and Denniston 1950: 187-189.
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are unwise in a text providing little sense. Perhaps k” provides a hint of the argument of the poem:
someone (‘out of fancy’?) would have made a perilous winter journey (1.1-4), but such things did

not happen in this way (11.5-8). Little more can be deduced.
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44

5 I 1L
S I 11
Ol . 1L
£[ LA Lleldld
5 ullel Jvi kakeo Tepp|

P.Oxy.1233 fragmenta 9. 1-8 et 3. 1-7 (ad versus 2-8 dextra) coniunxit Lobel, qui duxit hoc et
subsequentia carmina eiusdem columnae v ékBécel scripta esse.

1 y[ (Lobel) vel v[ 2 [ possis 5 p[ vel u[ vel \P[ vel _cp[ KAk ? Diehl
TTepp[ap- Diehl : TTepp[auidaic’ West conferens fr.42.1-2 6 pate[p Lobel ovi]acdwov
Lobel : éovou]acdwv Page Na&1da (Wilamowitz) pepTaTtav Diehl : N&[18’ umepTaTav
Page 7 viug[av évv]aAiav (aut accusativum aut genitivum) Lobel Atav [aypauéva
(vel sim.) Aloc (Wilamowitz) vel Ala (Meyerhoff, sed hiatus displicet, cf. Tsomis 2001: 266 n.12)
Lobel 8 KéT [&yamd]Tew Lobel et Page : [0OAdav] Tco Maas conferens Od.3. 135 : pry]
T ... [a@Tdacal vel [ammucTpopny (vel ammucTpépny ?) Lobel TEK uav EMPPETNV

vel émoikTical vel umcTaval vel émcTaval vel dpoppddnv ?

This well-known fragment, probably in greater asclepiads (gl*), unusually has largely found
consensus amongst scholars. However, the main questions of length and the use of myth are worth
considering again. Until the join of P.Oxy.1233 frr.2 and 3+9 becomes certain, the beginning of

(and hence the length) of this poem should be presumed to be unknown, though a coronis marks
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the end of the poem. This dramatically changes the interpretation of the poem, as most

commentators have made its brevity the focus.*”

There are two main interpretations, with minor variations, based on 11.6-8, the only lines
with more than one word preserved. Since its publication, the fragment has been recognised as

recounting the anger of Achilles and Thetis’ conversation,"

as reminiscences of [fad 1 (in
whatever form) are so significant that Alcacus’ debt to Homer (however loose) appears almost
undeniable: yévewv (cf. pv youvdacouai, 1/1.427; A&Be youveov, 1/.1.500), ikéteu[ (cf. Ala Aica,
1/1.394), Téxeoc pavv (uivwv ... AxiAijoc, I/1.1). Consequently, Wilamowitz’s reading where
Thetis supplicates Zeus to satisfy her son’s anget, as in the I/ad, has become the communis opinio.””
In contrast, Treu argues that Alcaeus is deliberately reworking the I/iad and that Thetis implores

Zeus to abate Achilles’ anger,*”

claiming ‘einen ubelgesinnten Aufwiegler wire der Wunsch
zuzutrauen: Unterstiitze die Menis dieses Mannes, fordere sie, mehre siel” and that the mother only
wants an end to grief.*”” With this reading, &mucTpépnv might be an appropriate supplement at
the end of 1.8. Burnett seems to acknowledge Treu’s discomfort in suggesting an ironic reading
akin to ‘be careful what you wish for’, as ‘the honouring of Achilles’ wrath would cost him all he

cared for most’.”” Of course, these are vatiations on the same idea of dependency, but the

Homeric example should abate such discomfort concerning Thetis’ actions; indeed, is not keeping

809 2810

Achilles away from battle (and the war in later sources)”” Thetis’ desire

803 Already, e.g. Frinkel 1928: 272.

804 Hunt 1914: 68.

805> Wilamowitz 1914: 232.

806 Treu 1963: 124, 155-156.

807 Treu 1970: 70.

808 Burnett 1983: 185.

809 From the 5% century BC on, Thetis is attested as hiding Achilles amongst the daughters of Lycomedes to stop
him going on the Trojan War (Paus. 1.22.6; Apollod. 1.171; E. {r.682-6806).

810 Cf. 1.18.94-96, 1.415-418. Further, Thetis knows that Achilles is short-lived, and herself considers honour as
recompense (14.1.505-500).
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Thus Wilamowitz’s reading remains attractive. Nevertheless, the lacunae of 1.8 have been
troublesome. Although it is tempting to read [0Adav] Tco Tékeoc uaviv (Maas) as a reminiscence
of I/1.1-2, a reading with a definite article Tc is questionable as Sappho and Alcaeus do not use
the article as a sign of possession or of words denoting relationships.®"' Page’s supplement
ayamd] T is extremely attractive, as it is found in the I/zad, and is used particularly of one’s own
children.”” The other problem lies in supplying an appropriate infinitive after ikéTeu[. However,
in Homer, ufjvic is only found as the direct object with verbs of avoiding and abating, a tendency
that continues. Only from the 5" century are these appropriate: émppémw (A. Euz.889) and
tctnui (S. OT.698). Thus émppémmy, an Iliadic word found of fate, seems apt, though it lacks the
expected support and endorsement, unlike UtmcTdaval or émcTdaval. Of verbs not attested beside
ufvic, éTmoikTical is attractive, which would have Zeus supporting Achilles from his empathy, as
are aTipécal (Lobel) or dpoppdbnv.

Although the poem-length is uncertain, Alcaeus appears to have compressed Iliadic scenes
here:*" Achilles’ call to his mother, his complaint, and Thetis’ intercession. Such concise retelling
of this story already occurs in Homer (IZ8.371-372, 15.75-77),*"* which might show Alcaeus
reworking the traditional epic azdes-mémoire into an external allusive technique, playfully using a
Homeric technique to allude to Homer. This playfulness is also evident in the choice of words and
epithets. Wilamowitz’s N&[1da is now thought unlikely since Naiads are spring- and river-nymphs

in the archaic period,” rather than sea-nymphs like Thetis. However, Thetis is also far from a

811 Lobel 1927: Ixxiii-Ixxiv, though this analysis is quite strict.

812 Chadwick 1996: 32-34.

813 The following interpretation does not necessatily require a high degree of fixity of the Homeric poems, but only
the sequence of narration and the general structure; it thus works with most views of epic oral tradition.

814 Meyerhoff 1984: 52.

815 Meyerhoff 1984: 48.
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vUuen in this petiod,”® except in the sense of a bride, which she is not here. Given that a form of
vupgpa seems unavoidable, Naidc too should not be dismissed out of hand. More interesting is
gvva]Ailav, as elvdAioc is not found in the I/iad and is only used of sea-creatures in the Odyssey,””
which link with beasts is still strong in Archilochus fr.122.8. Only in the later AH. 6.3 is the epithet
used of Cyprus, and it is used of people or gods for the first time in Aeschylus (fr.46a, of Zeus)
and then in Euripides (EZ450, of Thetis). Either Lobel’s conjecture is wrong, or Alcaeus uses the
typically epic noun-epithet cluster and two Homeric words playfully as Thetis is described in grand
constructions with vocabulary unexpected of a dignified goddess. Further, the coincidence of the
hyperbolic phrasing N&[18” UmeptdTav | viuplav évv]aliav is noteworthy. The change of
subject mid-line for Thetis’ supplication of Zeus is also pointed, as Thetis waited several days in
the l/iad to see Zeus since he was visiting the Ethiopians. The deliberate brevity of the narration
of such a specific well-known and divided passage appears to contrast the expansiveness of heroic
epic with the miniature of Alcaeus’ lyric. It is often considered that Alcaeus is too early for such
ludic techniques, but here and elsewhere Alcaeus reveals pointed generic self-consciousness.

The brevity and compression of this episode creates a fast pace. This in turn provides a
sense of urgency, selective vision, and great emotion; Alcaeus achieves this effect through the
opposite technique to Homer, who provides a wealth of information. This too lies open for
possible generic play as Alcaeus uses indirect speech implied in ikéTeu[, which we find elsewhere
in Alcaeus, most notably in fr.73.5 (paic’ oudtv inéppnv), as well as direct speech (fr.10), but
these are very rare instances. Here, it is part of the technique of summarising, but with a nod to

the mimetic aspect of Homer’s speeches. The pace also makes the omission of Zeus’ response

816 In the Homeric poems, vuugn designates young women, brides, or lower goddesses of the woodlands, springs,
and rivers; some are daughters of Zeus, but never of Nereus. The closest we find is Od.13.348, which is missing in
many manuscripts; Phorcys (here, the ‘old man of the sea’) is, according to Hes. T5.237, the brother of Nereus,
making this the only occutrence of vuuen and Naidac as sea-goddesses related to Netreus in EGHP, which is later
found at S. PA.1470.

817 0d.4.433, 5.67, 15.479.
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even more surprising,’’® as it feels like a sudden stop; the whole point of supplications and prayers
is that there is a response, and the narrator in the Homeric poems mentions the granting or refusal
of the requests. Here, Alcaeus denies the audience the response; this leaves the audience on a lower
level of knowledge than the ‘characters’, as Thetis knows the response she receives. Alcaeus’
audience did know the response, but only through the tradition, which further highlights Alcaeus’
nod to the tradition.

The ludic element does not make the poem any less ‘serious’, nor is it the only purpose;
indeed, it could have a present significance. However one interprets the poem, a scene where ‘the
best of the Achaeans’, an adult warrior in whose hands lie the fate of cities, calling on his mother

in pain (u&Te[p  Ovi]&cBeov Ek&AN) is pitiful and pathetic, made mote so by the helpless image

of a mother supplicating on behalf of a beloved son (ydévwv ... ikéTeu’ [&yaTmd]Tw Tékeoc).
Such evocation of emotions may well be the purpose of the poem if this is a purely narrative
poem.*”” However, the poem may not entirely be about Achilles’ wrath and material relating to the
present may have preceded,* which would decide which aspect would catry the emphasis, but the
suggested interpretations above work for both. Eisenberger makes an interesting suggestion, that
the myth and the poem is about the meaning of honour and the consequences of its infringement
on one’s personal self-evaluation, and hence that it concerns blame.* In this connection, whether
in the beginning of the poem Alcaeus spoke in the first person of Pittacus or Myrsilus, or called
on a divinity (just like Achilles), or we have more of the myth, Tsomis considers a relation between

Agamemnon’s aTipia of Achilles and the hetairia’s &tgia of repeated exile.” In contrast,

according to Meyerhoff, it is more likely that Alcaeus, as in fr.129, sang ‘schwerlich ohne Sympathie’

818 Frinkel 1928: 272.

819 Wilamowitz 1914: 233; Pfeiffer 1930: 317.
820 E.g. Page 1955: 482; Meyerhoff 1984: 52.
821 Eisenberger 1956: 69.

822 T'somis 2001: 267.
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for Achilles about pfjvic on account of withheld rights.*” Similarly, Pallantza suggests that Achilles
is the ideal figure for the noble hetairia to identify with,*** and that Achilles” pijvic for being
wronged and the consequences for the Achaeans could apply paradigmatically to Alcaeus and the
Mytilenaeans.*”

Given Alcaeus’ self-identification with Achilles elsewhere, not only in situations (e.g. frr.70,

130b) but in vocabulary and allusions,*

such an identification may be possible. Indeed, Pittacus’
betrayal is linked to marrying a Penthilid, Pittacus has taken power for himself (instead of sharing?;
trr.70, 129), the Achaeans are elsewhere identified with the Mytileneans (fr.289), and the sentiment
of ruin on Mytilene due to the leader’s wrongdoing (cf. Agamemnon wronging Achilles) is present
throughout his political poems. If the identification is secure, then Alcaeus also heroises himself,
and portrays himself (and his Jezairia) as the key to the success of Mytilene. This naturally makes
Pittacus the typological parallel of Agamemnon, who in the [/zad is at times portrayed as a sole-
ruler. Thus, if fr.44 was political, the opening may have had an address to Pittacus (e.g. ‘Pittacus,
will you let Mytilene suffer as Agamemnon did and the gods punished them’), or an address to a
god (‘O god(dess), things have happened just as it happened to Achilles; avenge me’). The
identification therefore has a further rhetorical point than one of argument, as it is implied that
the people of Mytilene (~Achaeans) are blameless sufferers of a tyrant (cf. 1/1.335-336). The
identification is also particularly apt in this poem, since it is so poetically self-conscious, and this
is another parallel with Achilles, who famously broods on his lyre during his self-exile at the edges

(cf. écxaTialc, fr.130b.9) of the Achaean camp (1£9.186). However, fr.44 may have been a purely

narrative poem.

823 Meyerhoff 1984: 53.
824 Pallantza 2005: 44.
825 Pallantza 2005: 46.
820 Cf. pp.40-43.
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45

A

"EBpe, k[&A]AicToc ToTéduwv map Alfvov
egi[  éc] moppupiav B&Aaccav
Opaik[  eplevyduevoc Ca yaiac
4 v ][ v
kai ce TOAAa TapBévikan Té [
__JAcov pripwv amaAaict xéplct
_Ja B¢AyovTan T v coc &Ael|
8 £]0n[io]v Udwp.
P.Oxy. X 1233 £r.3.8-15, cui accedunt fr.18 (ad versuum 2-4 initia) et £r.9.9 (ad versus primi initium)
et P.Oxy. XVIII 2166 (b) 2 (ad versum 8); omnia coniunxit Lobel.

1-2 supplevit Lobel e Schol. Theoc. 14.7.112 p. 106 W: AAkaidc gncw, 611 "EBpoc k&AAicToc

ToTau@V (Tmotapdc codices KLUEA), AiokAfic (Bi&x Opduknc coniecit Frinkel) 8¢

katapépechar auTov amd Pododmme kai é€epevyecbal kata méAw Alvov 1al

Aliveot Page ex Hdt. 4.90.2 (éx&1801 "ERBpoc) éc 6&Aaccav Thv map’ Aiveot TOAL, sed accentus

repugnat 2 ¢Ei[ncb’ Lobel éc] Lobel (eic iam Hunt) 3 Bpa Opaik|[iac
Dicehl : ©paik[iav vel Opaik[cov Lobel ¢p] Hunt yaiac vel yalav scripsit manus
secunda 4 vel Jvr v]irmm[a] w[6An]i? : Climrt[ Lobel 5 kai A é
[ vel y[ vel k[ vel p[, unde (¢)'mém[orct vel (€)' mém[oican Lobel, mék[ovTal Hunt 6 KAK
K&]Awv Gallavotti : Taykd]Awv ? : k& Awv Hunt : kai k&]Acwv Edmonds xép[ct Hunt
7 o viTtp]a Page : vimm]a (= viup]a Edmonds) Liberman : xebp]a ? T Vv, postT

aut o aut €, tum littera incerta, tum o vel littera triangula, quas litteras scripsit manus secunda; Te
cov ? (T” iam Hunt) : Te T&v ? : TO cOv Schubart : TO v Diehl aAel| &Ael[TrTTax

Lobel (ex &Aimrma Aeoliis ab Et. Mag. 64. 40 tributo), unde &Aei[Tr’ 7} ? : &Aet[pov ? : &Ael[pap
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Wilamowitz : &Aei[@et Theander sed accentus repugnat 8 coronidem supplevi on[io]v

Hunt

This fragment in Sapphic stanzas has not been much discussed, in part because it does not have
clear thematic or stylistic links with other fragments, and in part because the text, though relatively
well-preserved, is difficult to construe. However, a re-examination of the papyrus shows previously
unreported signs of a coronis that warrant a fresh look at the fragment and its importance.

As the left-hand margin is lost from 1.2 onwards, it was assumed that we cannot know if
the poem was complete. However, a long line of the kind seen elsewhere in this papyrus only
beside a coronis is visible at 1.8.*" In this papyrus, there are twenty surviving examples of the
standard paragraphos, a shorter line.”” Out of four preserved coronides, there are two examples
of coronides with a long horizontal central line (frr.37.7, 44.8),"* and two examples of coronides
with a short horizontal central line (frr.33a.2, 42.16).” Both the standard paragraphos and the
shorter horizonal line beside coronides are about the length of one average letter (e.g. K, ) or
shorter, while this longer line is about the length of two average letters.*”' The line in 1.8, previously
assumed to be a standard paragraphos, extends well beyond the first letter (6) up to the end of the

second letter (). Hence a coronis should be supplied here, and the fragment should be considered

827 The paragraphos at {r.33a2.8 (= P.Oxy.1233 f1.10.8) is also long, but its wayward angle and thickness suggest this
is unintentional.

828 | exclude from this number: the horizontal lines found beside coronides; the horizontal line in question (at
fr.45.8); the diple oblismene at fr.43.1 (= P.Oxy.1233 fr.21i.17), which appears to be a mistake; and the horizontal
lines at fr.33a.8 and 10 (the line at 1.8 is long, but its wayward angle and thickness suggest this is unintentional; on
1.10, see p.177 n.610).

829 The clearest example of this long line is found at r.37.7; the surface damage to the papyrus at fr.44.8 makes the
second half of this line appear fainter.

830 The use of coronides with a long horizontal central line alongside those with a short horizontal central line is
patallelled in other papyri. Within Alcacan papyri, we have P.Oxy.1234+1360: Alcacus frr.64.9, 66.8, and 68.6 have a
long line, and fr.70.13 has a shott line.

831 At r.37.7, the line reaches the beginning of the third letter (o) in 6éotc[.
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a complete poem. If this is accepted, fr.45 would be our first (largely) complete poem by Alcaeus
and the shortest known Lesbian poem of certain length at 8 lines.*”

The sense in 11.1-3 seems to be ‘Hebrus, you flow out as the most beautiful of rivers by
Aenus into the heaving sea, pouring forth through the land of Thrace’; the choice between the
supplements proposed makes little difference to the meaning. However, 1.4 has so far proved
impossible to supplement. There is really only space for one letter at the beginning of i, and
the second T is secure, despite palacographically possible alternatives.”” This rules out a part or
compound of {Trroc, often considered likely given the association of Thrace with horse-rearing,***
unless we have something like T'] imr1r[, which seems impossible with the preceding line’s C&
yaiac. Frinkel suggests (surely correctly) that Horace drew inspiration from fr.45 for his Lijparaei
nitor Hebri, | simul unctos Tiberinis umeros lavit in undis (C. 3.12.6-7) and wonders if Liparaei (or
something that could inspire it) could be found in 1.4,*” but no appropriate word begins Autrm-.
The only other suggestion is a form of Cimrmn (a lesser known variant of Cirtn), a Thracian town,
but I cannot see how this could fit the metre.

Consequently, instead of looking for a place-name or qualifying @paik| ... {& yalac
further, an accusative object of épJeuyduevoc or a nominative in apposition with the verbal

subject might be sought, depending on whether épJeuyduevoc is used transitively or

832 Frr.33a, 43, and 44, each considered 8 lines long, are currently the shortest Lesbian poems of certain length. I
doubt the coronis (and hence length) of fr.33a (p.179 n.610), while the lengths of frr.43 and 44 depend on the
uncertain papyrus join between P.Oxy.X 1233 frr.2 and 9+3 (see pp.229-230). Even if the join is accepted, fr.45
would join frr.43 and 44 as the shortest known Lesbian poem at 8 lines, and the shortest stanzaic Lesbian poem of
known length at two stanzas; it is certainly the most complete of the surviving poems of Alcaeus of known length.
833 For example, iy [ must be excluded as as -Try- is impossible in Greek; \miT[, possibly easier to supplement, is
palacographically unlikely.

834 See Treu 1963: 174. No form of imrmoc, except the nominative and accusative singulat, for which there is
insufficient space (as they require a new clause), fits the metre. All metrical compounds of iTrmoc leave insufficient
space palacographically and metrically for the next element and no room for the second element joined by Te before
the new sentence beginning with kai (L. 5).

835 Frinkel 1928: 273 n. 3; but Liparaei could have been drawn from &Aet[ (Treu 1963: 174, also noting the close
allusion to these lines at Verg. G. 4.372-373).
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% One might consider v]iTm[a] (=viuua;*” no other possibility for single letter +

intransitively.
1TrTT- is found in dictionaries), pethaps paired with T[6AN]i."* If ép]euydpevoc is used transitively,
one would translate ‘Hebrus, you flow out as the most beautiful of rivers by Aenus into the heaving
sea,” pouring forth through the land of Thrace the water in which the city washes’. If intransitively,
‘pouring forth through the land of Thrace as the water in which the city washes’. Although both
are possible, the intransitive seems more attractive, as v]{mrm[a] T[6An]i in apposition to ‘you’ and
the prepositional phrase Opaik| ... C& yaiac of 11.3-4 create a clear parallel and contrast with
k[&A]AicToc ToTdpeov Tap Alivov in apposition and éc] Topupiav 8&Aaccav. This seems
a neat reconstruction that embraces all the palacographical details and that anticipates the following
stanza; it makes bathing a key part of the Hebrus’ identity and highlights the playful tone of the
poem created by the movement from the grandiose and expansive nature (k[&A]AicToc

TOTA&UWY, TToppupiav B&Aaccav) to the humble act of washing and its relationship with people

]t [a] w[OAN]Y).

836 Both uses are found with rivers. Transitive use: e.g. évBev TOV &Trelpov épelyovtal ckdtov | BAnxpoi
Svogepdac vukToc ToTapol (Pi. fr.130); Dion. Perieg. 300, Posidipp. 113.10 A-B (fountain), Dion. Perieg. 539
(sea). Intransitive use: e.g. Navaiboc évba mpodc kAUBwV’ épelyetan (Lyc. Alex. 921); A.R. 2.983-984, App.
Mith.480, Pi. P.1. 21-22 (Aetna).

857 For Lesbian -1rm- for -pu- (< -par-), cf. dwméTecc for dupact (Sa. fr.31.11) and Jamamméva for -aupéva (<
fuual, pf. pass. of &mropat) (£.298.10), with Hamm 1957: 21. vipua is only found a couple of dozen times, but it
is attested already in the 4™ century BC (Dromo fr.2.2 K-A), the verb from which the noun is detived is very
common, and the Lesbian poets preserve several deverbatives in -ua (Somolinos 1998: 202-203 for the Lesbians;
Chantraine 1979: 175-190 for Greek generally).

838 The form is unattested in Lesbian (Hamm 1957: 158; in inscriptions, we find -1: see Blimel 1982: 258-259 and
Hodot 1990: 113-114). However, we find the TToAn- stem of woALc in TTéANoC at fr.41.18, and TOANi is found in
Homer (I/.3.50), where too the common ToAn- stem makes TOAIC somewhat exceptional amongst /-stem nouns
(Chantraine 2013: 1.214). A Homeric form in this fragment would be unsurprising, given the other non-Lesbian
elements (see below).

839 The verb €Ei[ncb’ is used intransitively, as often of rivers (cf. e.g. Hdt. 2.10.3) (LS s.v. éginu, 1.2); éc]
Topgupiav 8aAaccav could go with either £€i[ncb’ or Ep]euyduevoc, but the balance of qualifiers and word-
order makes the association with the former more attractive, though the sense is appropriate with both. If é¢i[nc8’
is transitive, a use I cannot find with rivers, it would mean ‘send forth’; for the use with or into a liquid object, cf. E.

Ba.1122 (&pov efieica), and Pl T7.82e¢.
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The second stanza is even less well understood. Since a high point is clearly visible on the
papytrus before 8éAyovtat (1.7), there must be a verb either at the end of 1.5 or at the beginning
of 1.6 ot 7. A third-person plural finite verb in 1.6 or 7 for TOAAat TapBévikat to govern seems
impossible; only the end of 1.5 remains, where Lobel’s (&)’ métr[oict has been the only suitable
supplement.**” This has been universally understood as ‘visit’.**' However, it is difficult to construe
__JAwov unpeov without a participle of manner, for which there is no space.*” The only way to
make ‘visit’ work is if we take the supplement of L7 (vimtp]a, vimm]a, xebu]a) in apposition to
ce,*” and translate ‘many girls visit you, the water for washing their beautiful thighs with their soft
hands’ (i.e. k&K k&]Acwv is excluded, and xedua unpwov (ve/ sin.) is an objective genitive) but so
many qualifiers for the supplement of L7 remain unattractive. However, if we understand
(¢)'mémr[oict in the primary meaning of épémeo as ‘ply’, ‘wield” with a direct object,”** ce becomes
the direct object of (&)’ mémr[oict, and we can translate satisfactorily: ‘and many maidens apply you
down their fine (kak k&]Acov) thighs with their soft hands as water for washing’.

The problems in the final sentence have often been ignored by assuming that the sentence
ran over into the next stanza,”” but this is no longer justifiable if one accepts that fr.45 is complete.

Difficulties first arise because of the unclear reading T v, where not only has the original hand

840 For prodelision, cf. fr.283.5 (§[e Jvamataml, i.e. E[e Jvamdrad) (&)’mi m[évTov). Lobel’s other suggestion,
(&)’ mém[otcay, is impossible without more space for a finite verb. Hunt’s mék[ovTal, palacographically possible,
runs into trouble with JAcov pfpcov.

841 1.S] s.v. épémad AIL3.

842 Cf. ‘nombre de jeunes filles (se rendent) aupres de toi, (moyen pour elles de se laver) de leurs mains délicates (en
te versant sut leurs belles) cuisses’ (Liberman 1999: 39).

843 Liberman 1999: 207 n.80 notes that this is also how he takes it, but his problems are due to k&k supplied in the
beginning of 1.6 with (€)' métr[oict as ‘se rendre aupres de’.

844 [ ST s.v. epémeo AL1. Cf. Pi. P.6.33 (6 8’ épetrev | kpaTaidv €yxoc). This appears, at first, to be a rare usage,
but the Pindaric example is an application with an inanimate object of the very widespread use of sense A.L2.
‘apply’, ‘direct towards or against’, whete the subject directs an animate accusative object (e.g. EpeTre
kpaTepwvuxac (Tmouc, I4.16.732); thus Montanari 2015, s.v. épétre lists both applications under the translation
‘to impel, direct towards, launch’). We might then translate as ‘apply’ or ‘direct’.

845 E.g. Liberman 1999: 207-208 n.81, explicitly.
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been altered by another, but there is also surface damage to the papyrus. Since we expect a
connective after B¢AyovTal, the paleographically and metrically possible Te suggests itself;*** the
remainder may be Tav or cov,*’ but it is difficult to judge due to unclear grammar. Interpretation
hinges on the voice of 8éAyovTtal. The major dictionaries list B¢AyovTan here as the present
middle with active meaning.**® However, not only would this be the sole attestation of the middle
of BéAycw, the sense is unsatisfactory even if we accept it, with BéAyovtar T v cc
&Aet[mrra/ &Aer[pov | Brio]v U8wp: the maidens ‘charm the water divine as an unguent’, or the
maidens ‘charm the divine water as/as if it anoints them’.

It seems probable, then, that 8éAyovTau is passive. In this case, 81[io]v U8wp becomes
difficult: it cannot be nominative, but an accusative is unexpected with the passive; and, while

accusatives of respect are found with 8éAyw in the passive,™”

these are with parts of the body or
the mind and the meaning is unclear here. A solution would be to transfer 6nj[io]v Udcop to
another clause. We cannot supplement a finite form of the verb &Aeipeo (&Aei[peic/&Aei[pel) in
1.7 as the papyrus preserves an accent on the a. However, coc &Aeil[mmr’ 1) | 6nfio]v U8wop (‘as if

# or coc &Aei[mra / &Aei[pov with the copula understood

the divine water were an unguent’),
(‘as the divine water is an unguent/is anointing’) seem attractive.*”' In these cases, the maidens are

enchanted by the water and 6njiov is used to highlight the magical power of the river, depending

846 Already, Hunt 1914: 68 considers BéAyovTai T’.

847 Dichl 1936 suggests TO Trav, which is palacographically possible but grammatically impossible: Page 1955: 287
notes that Lesbian does not use the article with Tafic, and also usefully rejects Diehl’s other suggestions. On the
length and accentuation of the neuter singular nominative/accusative of Tafc, cf. Sa. fr.62.3, where the papyrus has
&V, with L.S] s.v. wéc. Schubart 1948: 319 suggests TO cdv (rejected by Lobel 1927 (‘vix legend.)); having
inspected the papyrus, I see no palacographical reason to rule out cov as the alteration makes the traces unreliable.
848 B.g. [.§] and Montanati 2015 s.v. BéAyco.

849 E.o. 04.18.212, A.R. 2.771-772.

850 On the elision, cf. Hamm 1957: 39; for the subjunctive form, cf. Sappho fr.4.5, Alcacus fr.39a.9.

851 The omission of the copula is common in Alcaeus (e.g. frr.140.10-13; 333; 335.3-4; 347a.2, 4, 5; 364.1; 400). The
petiphrastic present is found already in Homer (e.g. 1/.2.295-2906); for an ovetrview of the eiui + present participle
construction, cf. Bentein 2012: esp. 10-13 with Dietrich 1973a: 189-203 and Dietrich 1973b.
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on the idea of an unguent as the medium of 8¢A&ic.” It would, however, remain difficult to
understand T_ v; the only possibility along these lines becomes Te Tdv, translating ‘and they are
completely enchanted”.*” A further option is have two main clauses: BéAyovTtai Te' cov wc
&Aet[mrra | 6nfio]v U8wop, ‘and they are enraptured as they do so; (for) your divine water is like
unguent’.”" This view seems preferable, as it does not posit rare usages, accounts for the traces,
and provides better sense. The comparison might appear to be faint praise for Hebrus, but the
Lesbians often combine the powerful with the humble and quotidian,* and washing is part of the

nexus of praiseworthy elements for rivers.”

This disparity, as we will see, may also be pointed and
playful. Further, the reading balances v]imrm[a] T[6An]i (I 4) well, while returning the focus to
Hebrus and praising the river in keeping with other hymnic elements (below).

This interpretation multiplies the similarities between Horace’s €.3.13, which Theander

noticed already in the movement from "EBpe (1.1) to kai ce (1.5) and from o fons Bandusiae (1. 1) to

fe (1.9):*7 direct address followed by a comparison (k[&A]JAicToC TOT&UWV~splendidior vitro, 1.1,

852 For magical unguents, cf. Medea’s papuaxov for Jason (A.R. 3.845-847, 1042-1043).

853 Postponed coc ‘since’ (cov ¢oc &Aei[mrma | 61 [io]v Ucop, ‘since your divine water is unguent’) is unlikely as it is
not found until the Hellenistic period.

854 T am indebted to Prof. Gregory Hutchinson for this suggestion. The asyndeton is justified by the brevity and the
explanation (see Hutchinson 1985: 99 and 174); in the Lesbians, cf. e.g. frr.6.10-12, 68.3, 130b.5 (with Hutchinson
2001: 208), 346.1, Sappho frr.51, 150. For short sentences in the Lesbians, cf. e.g. frr.6.10, 119.11, 119.13. For Te
starting a new main clause, cf. e.g. fr.140.10. Possessive adjectives in Lesbian appear with and without the atticle
(Lobel 1927: Ixxxi-Ixxxiii). For the emphatic separation of the possessive from the head noun and initial position, cf.
cau 8¢ paAicT’ Exaipe pdAmar (Sappho ££.96.5). The high point eatlier in the line applies to the previous sentence
and does not prevent another sentence break here. For coc ‘like’ with a noun without relating to a verb (e.g. ‘they
attacked like wolves’): cf. aiel Tol kpadin méAekuc ¢ ecTv dTepric (1£3.60), which is particularly close, especially
but not only if &Telpric is an adorning epithet, as elsewhere (e.g. 1.7.247 of metal, I/.13.45 of voice); similarly,
1/14.185, 18.518, Alem. 1.40-41, E. £r.1059.4, X. Mem.4.2.17.

855 E.g. by asking a divinity for a small favour with a sense of personal connection (cf. Sappho frr.1 and 2).

856 Cf. e.g. Fontes Argivi in Callimachus® Aetia (frr.65-66 Harder), which appear to be about purification rituals
(Harder 2012: 11.529), and the provision of washing water for the new-born Zeus as a reason for the reward of the
name Neda in Call. H.1.32-38.

857 Theander 1948-1949: 38, with reference to the hymnic form.
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nobilium ... fontinm, 1.13), two stanzas of praise (Hor. Car.3.13.9-16), kai ce ... (§)'mém[oict ...
atmdAaict xépct and s ... nescit tangere (1.9-10), ending with ‘your watet” (cOv ... Uwop~hmphac ...
tuae, 1.16), and also, though common in quasi-hymnic language, the emphatic position of the
second person (cov coc &Ael[mrra | On[io]v USwop~1x frigus [...] praebes, 1.10-12). The Alcacan

88 Horace’s

connection of Horace’s poem is confirmed by another Alcaean allusion (to fr.347).
depiction of the fons appears to be self-consciously humble beside Alcaeus’ mighty Hebrus and the
preceding poem’s (C.3.12) excellent man, Hebrus, who washes in the Tiber. This depiction is in
keeping with the more Callimachean sensibilities espoused by Horace’s contemporaries; a
metapoetic layer is added by adapting both the trope of the literary spring and the praise of a great
tiver to a spring in a metaliterary poem.*”

The fragment is characterised by an outward simplicity that masks Alcaeus’ characteristic
composition techniques. This is most evident in the vivid description: it consists entirely of generic
phrases,” but the phrases are often not parallelled exactly in eatlier or contemporary poetry (e.g.

86

Toppupeoc with 8&Aacca, Betoc with Udwop).* Alcaeus thus feigns simplicity by appearing to

create a scene entirely from stock phrases but adds novelty and interest with his own combinations.

858 We appeat to have a window-allusion to Hes. 0p.582-596 through f1.347: cf. fangere 1.10)~Téyye (1), atrox hora
(L9~ pa xahéna (1.2), flagrantis ... Caniculae (1.9)~katpaToc (1.2) and Ceiproc | &cder (11.5-6), lascivi
1.8)~mapwTaTal (1.4), and the singing Horace (e dicente, 1.14) and the loquacious spring under the holm-oak (cavis
impositam ilicem | saxis, unde loquaces | lymphae desiliunt tuae, 11.14-16)~8xe1 8’ €k MeTdAwv &dea TETTIE (1.3); the cave,
wine, and the kid might be from Hes. Op.589-592. The heat of fr.347 is used here as a foil to undetline the special
quality of the spring.

859 Horace here inverts the trope of the literary spring (e.g. Castalia, Arethusa, Hippocrene), which usually inspires
poets and makes them famous, by having the poet make the spring famous. For the typological parallel of spring
and river, cf. the list of springs building up to one of rivers, including the Hebrus, (and eventually the sea) at Ov.
Mer. 2.238-258. Particularly close is Call. H.2.108-112. Cf. also Call. fr.1.23-28 Harder and Ep.28 Pf. for the
metapoetics of the small. The attraction of fr.45 to readers of Hellenistic poetry is obvious with a short poem about
a large and powerful thing, an epigram-like concision and turn of phrase, the interaction between nature and
humans, and erotic undertones.

860 See Table 1.

861 See further Broger 1996: 158.
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Furthermore, the description is multi-sensory, engaging the audience at every turn, especially in
the first stanza with a new sense or movement (k[&@A]AicToc, Topupiav, ¢plevyduevoc L&
yaiac). There is also a play with distance as we begin with the panoptic view of the river’s location
that focuses on the sea and region as units before zooming in on the women.

The fragment’s exploits its two-stanza length by playing with dualities. While we are
presented with two contrasting scenes, each consisting of one stanza (the first focused on the
Hebrus, the second on the maidens), there is continuity in the Hebrus as the second person in
both and, if my suggestion above for 1.4 is accepted, in subject matter: the wondrous quality of the
Hebrus and its role as water for Aenus’ inhabitants are mentioned in both stanzas in an AB| | BA
arrangement, where A is the Hebrus’ natural wondrousness and B is the Hebrus as water for people.
This is emphasised further on the metrical level as the two adoneans encapsulate the two aspects
of the Hebrus in v]imrm[a] w[6An]i and 61 [io]v U8cop. Other dualities include play between rough
and soft, overlapping with the large and the dainty and with the masculine and the feminine:
roughness in Topgupiav and éplevyduevoc contrasts with amaAaict, BEAyovtal, and &Aetf;
the rivers, mountains, and geographical areas contrast in size to people and parts of the body; and
the masculine river contrasts with the women.

These contrasts contribute to the sensuality of the poem, with the focus on young women
in the second stanza and erotic descriptions of parts of the body, enchantment, and toilette. This
is further deepened by the similarities with the unions of rivers and women in the Homeric poems.
The river Axius is described in a very similar way to Hebrus as Axius k&GAAicTov UScop €mi yaiav
ncw (1/21.158).%* Further, the riverside is the location of one of the most famous depictions of
maidenly sexuality, the laundry and picnic of Nausicaa. This description, where the erotic aspects

of her characterisation come to the surface, is recalled at O04.6.96: ai 8¢ Aoeccdueval kai

862 Similatly, 1} (T'yro) ToTauol fpdccat’ Evimfioc Beloto, | 8¢ oAU kdAAicToc TToTaudv éml yaiav (net, |

kai p’ ¢’ Evimriioc TeoAéckeTo kadd péebpa (04.11.238-240). Cf. also Spetcheius and Polydora (1£16.174-176).
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%9 It is possible that Alcaeus may have drawn from such a tradition of

xpicaueval A’ éAaicot.
riverside descriptions as the settings of sexual encounters. Through similarities in phrasing and
actions, the sensuality and contrast between the masculine and feminine are heightened, and an
expectation of a narrative continuation is created and subverted, just as with the expectation of a
hymn (below). Such a contrast of the masculine and feminine is not uncommon in the Lesbians,
often with a contrived sense of separation and stereotyping. Thus, in Sappho fr.16, the masculine
is represented by emblems of war (I1.1-4), and in Alcaeus fr.130b, the chief quality of women is
beauty (kptvvopeval puav, 1.17) and the activity of the women is contrasted ditectly with the
men’s in the rest of the fragment. Alcaeus here presents a distanced, idealised, almost voyeuristic
depiction of women, as in fr.130b, and the two sexes benefiting and heightening each other.
Fr.45 is also notable for Alcaeus” manipulation of hymnic discourse.*™ As often in hymns,

** and the stanzas contain specifying elements such as the

the fragment begins with an address,
location and company. However, this is ironic here, as a river’s location does not change and the

maidens are not worshippers. Further, the fragment stops here, and the most important part of

863 Howevert, there are not enough verbal similarities to justify seeing an allusion to the Odyssean episode with
Theander 1948-1949: 38-39, who claims the entire poem is based on the scene.
864 For the rhetoric of hymns: Norden 1913: 143-177, Danielewicz 1976, Race 1982, Futley and Bremer 2001: 50-63,
Burzacchini 2005.

Coins from cities on the Hebrus often depict a river god (van Bredow, BNP s.v. Hebrus; for a coin with
the image of the river-god labelled EBPOC and other coins depicting the river-god (all Roman): Drexler in Roscher
1884-1937: 1. 1871-1873; also RPC I11. 746, 747, 753 and

https://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uk/search /quick/?search&format=abbr&q=Hebros), and I.4eg. Thrace E477 (kupicot

“EBpwt) on a second- ot third-century AD marble stele suggests a divine Hebrus. However, the stele (from
Didymoteichon or Plotinopolis) and the coins (mostly from Philippopolis; some from Plotinopolis and
Hadrianopolis) are from much farther inland, and Hebrus is not found on a coin from Aenus (none are found in
May 1950 or Tekin 2007), which minted coins from the eatly 5% century BC. The great divinity of the Aeneans is
Hermes: cf. Call. Ia.7 (myth in Diegesis VI1.32-VIIL.20), and his persistent appearance on Aenus’ coinage (Picard
1942: 4, Cahn 1944: 59-63, May 1950, Kraay 1976: 158-160; the recent Turkish excavations have not changed this
picture: Tekin 2007).

865 Burnett 1983: 131-132, esp. n.26 places the greatest emphasis on the hymnic form; however, as Gallavotti 1948a:
100 and Page 1955: 287 warn, we should not see k[&A]AicToc TTOTAUWV as an epithet (with Burnett and others

do), but the vocative without apposition is further play with hymnic form and miniaturisation.
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the hymn is missing: the prayer or request, which is the rhetorical purpose of hymns. We do not

866 Thus, it is different from even

even get a sense that the speaker is seeking the divinities” x&pic.
the most playful of lyric ‘hymns’, such as Anacreon 357, which still has a request. It could more

fruitfully be compared with the Attic scolion PMG 886, which lacks a request but may be an

extract.” In combination with common phraseology and un-Lesbian forms such as yaia,

86 869

Tapbevika, and USwp,*”® which perhaps help to create a more elevated tone,”” the hymnic
elements may demonstrate a lighter, more playful sensibility in applying the hymnic form to a non-
mythological place. For example, the Hebrus is miniaturised as the washing-water for the city
(v]imm[a] w[6AN]1); that undercuts the grand description of the Hebrus eatlier in the first stanza
before the poem focuses on only this aspect in the second stanza. Even the final praise is not for
the raw strength of the Hebrus, as the praise is its enchantment of women. Alcaeus thus subverts
the expectation of a narrative or request that would follow such a scene-setting at the beginning
of hymns.*”

Many scholars assume fr.45 was composed from observation and experience during

Alcaeus’ exile or as a re-evocation of it,””" or treat the fragment as a cultic hymn or relating to a

866 Race 1982: 10; cf. Futley and Bremer 2001: 60-63.

867 Bowra 1961: 387-388. On this scolion’s hymnic elements: Fabbro 1995: 93-94.

868 Or rather, forms that are not standard contemporary Lesbian, but archaisms or forms influenced by other
dialects (e.g. lonic or epic language): see Bowie 1981: 47-137 (especially, 93 (on yaia) and 133 (on §8wp)).

869 Cf. e.g. the un-Lesbian forms in fr.34.

870 E.g. in Alcaeus’ hymn to Hermes (fr.308), which sets the scene (with the lines quoted by Hephaestion) before the
story of Hermes stealing Apollo’s cattle (according to Pausanias and Porphyrion), fr.325 (hymn to Athena), and
fr.129 (while r.129 is not a traditional hymn, it incorporates hymnic elements and begins the hymnic section with a
description of the sanctuary).

871 E.g. Mazzarino 1943: 66, Gallavotti 1948a: 99-100, Eisenberger 1956: 45, Bowra 1961: 172, Tsomis 2001: 21
n.22. The most attractive argument against this hypothesis (that the Lesbians, being already linked to the Hebrus
through the myth of Orpheus’ head flowing from the Hebrus to Antissa (Phanocles fr.1.21 Powell), did not need a
motive to celebrate the Hebrus (Page 1955: 288)) is no longer persuasive, as nothing in the now-complete poem

suggests Orphic connections.
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cult. Since Aenus was founded by the Mytileneans and Cumeans (Strabo VII fr.52),*"* a visit by
Alcaeus is not far-fetched.”” Frinkel suggests that the Lesbian women washing and bathing in the
tiver are a symbolic celebration of the colonisation of Aenus.” However, fr.45 seems unlikely to
relate straightforwardly to a specific cult event, or to be an exzempore composition upon seeing the
river, but appears more suited to the playful symposium. Nevertheless, the specific address to
Hebrus is difficult, unless it was somehow relevant to the initial performance context, through the
location of the symposium or some personal link with or experience of the area. However, as there
are no other indications in the fragment, nothing further about the original performance can be

deduced; the fragment could, of course, have been reperformed anywhere.

872 For the history of Aenus, one of the few Thracian settlements mentioned in Homer (I/.4.520, with Danov 1976:
117, 2206), see May 1950. For geographical survey of Aenus: Bagaran 2007: 72.

873 As many emphasise, including Bowie 2009: 122, who suggests that Alcacus may have sung as he travelled,
drawing on the local colour to compliment his hosts. In a similar vein, Tsomis 2001: 76 suggests a Preisgesang.

874 Frinkel 1944: 293-294, quoting Pi. 0.12 (Ergoteles bathes in hot springs near Acragas as symbol of his
immigration) and Ov. Her. 2.90 for the practice. Hosek 1980 considers maidens of matriageable age bathing in the
Scamander at Troy ([Aesch.], Epist.10; while saying AaBé pou, Cxduavdpe, Trv mapbeviav) and in Magnesia, and

suggests Alcacus celebrates bringing of the ritual to the Thracian river.
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1Bl

5 ] [)]conav
] av 6&Aaccav
]t pépecbar
]k’ v péporto
Ja kaTaypel
10 ] BaPuAwvoc ipac
Jv AckdAwva
KpJUoevT’ €yéppnv
Jv kaT axpac.
]Te k&cAov
15 ]c Aidao ddua
1A véncbai
cT]epavadpaT’ &uut
| Talta wavTta
] [ ] adtor

20 ] Bev[

P.Oxy.1233 fr.11

2]:Jivel]v 5 Ja vel |k vel A, tum hasta verticalis 6 Toppupi]av vel ToAi]av Diehl
7 Jteov, v deleto vé] Tty Treu Bau: 8 Jkcdov 10 k] Liberman ipac
11 ck&A 12 moAepov kp|Uoevt’ Hunt, conferens Hes. T4.936 : Cakp]udevt’ Wilamowitz
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post eyeppnv est punctulum medium quod manu prima deletum esse videtur 13 kaTakpac:
14 xd&Aov] Diehl : kékov ? k&cAov 15 ei]c Hunt aidao 16 woTUW
cTUPé| A, acTtpayd]Aw, kpoTd]Aw, cTé|Aw, aiyid]Aw ? vén 17 supplevit Hunt
vaouaT au 18 TauTtAa, cuius A deletum est 19 ] [: Jo [ vel Joo [ legit Lobel,
sed J1r [ vel Ju [ vel ]y [ vel JT [ mihi videtur aUT, accentum fortasse posuit manus altera

20 o]udev| possis

This fragment offers, in the mention of Babylon and Ascalon/Ashkelon, a gem, a datable event:
the ‘Nebuchadrezzar Chronicle’ provides a secure date for Nebuchadrezzat’s destruction of
Ashkelon in Kislev (November/December) 604 BC (first regnal year of Nebuchadrezzar I1)."”
Since the fragment’s discovery, many have assumed that Alcaeus’ brother, Antimenidas, who
fought alongside the Babylonians (fr.350), was present at the destruction. Consequently, many
scholars have suggested occasions for the poem (Antimenidas’ departure in 604 BC, or return),””
and surmised that Antimenidas was a mercenary with the Babylonians. However, beyond the date,
these suggestions have no textual basis, but are inferences from fr.350.3-7 (from Strabo).””” They
require re-examination before I attempt my own interpretation.

As Strabo 13.2.3 (pnciv AAkaioc BaPBulAcovioic [sc. a8eA@dv] cuppaxotvta teAécal
uéyav &bAov) is the only known reference to Greeks in the Neo-Babylonian army, Fantalkin and

Lytle deny that Greek mercenaries were employed by the Neo-Babylonians and thus claim that

Antimenidas cannot have fought beside the Babylonians at Ashkelon.””® Assuming cUppaxoc

875 BM 21946 1.18; Wiseman 1956: 28. Wiseman’s reading of the town-name, once considered ‘very uncertain’
(Grayson 1975: 100; 1980: 161; acknowledged by Wiseman 1985: 23 n.158), has often been reconfirmed, including
recently by Irving Finkel as 4 [cleat]-g/-[almost certainly an erasure|-i/-/u-nu [last three syllables were never in doubt|
(Stager 2011: 3 n.2).

876 Treu 1949/1950: 221 (departure); Quinn 1961a: 20 (return).

877 This usually joined to a distich preserved in Heph. Ench.10.3, following Miiller 1827.

878 Fantalkin 2011; Fantalkin and Lytle 2016.
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means ‘mercenary’, they argue against Strabo’s cuppaxoUvTa by noting that this may be due to
Strabo’s or some commentator’s deduction rather than paraphrase, and that cuppaxécw is ‘not
typically used in our Archaic sources to define mercenaries’.””” However, the former cannot be
proved either way, and the latter, which is true, only refutes their own baseless assumption. Perhaps
cuppaxoc could be used euphemistically, just as the Homeric émrikoupoc ‘took on an undertone
of subordination’ in Hesiod,*’ and means ‘mercenary’ in Archil. frr.15 and 216, but our eatliest
attestations (Archil. fr.108.1, Sappho fr.1.28, Meiggs-Lewis 10.2) and its continued usage
throughout as ‘ally’ suggest it would be ad hoc.

The term ‘mercenary’ has brought little but misconceptions. The scholarship on
mercenaries confusingly considers Antimenidas both an aristocrat emulating the values of
Homeric heroes,”™ and a loser selling his services to endure ‘the extemely unpleasant condition of
exile”.” However, fr.69 portrays the Lydians less like employers than neighbours who gave them
2000 staters without clear expectations (fr.69.5-6).*® This, which was the ransom-price for
Rhoeteum and twice the amount needed for Croesus to raise an army,”* seems greater than any
mercenary’s expectations, while the serial negatives suggest the Lydians considered it a pittance,

excluding expectations of return.”” In any case, Antimenidas need not have sought employment

879 Fantalkin and Lytle 2016: 97-98. There is also no reason (pace Fantalkin and Lytle 2016: 100) to be suspicious
because auTouc must be emended to fit the metre: ayTouc is the sort of word one inserts in a paraphrase, and,
since Strabo’s citation may not belong with Hephaestion’s quote, the metre is no argument.

880 KKaplan 2002: 233.

881 E.o. Bettalli 1995: 108-109; Raaflaub 2004: 209; Hale 2013.

852 H.g. Kaplan 2002: 235; Tandy 2004: 189-193.

833 See p.294.

884 Page 1955: 232, with n.3.

885 Even if fr.69 is reframing the mercenary-employer relationship through gift-giving, with that much money,

further mercenary service seems unnecessary.
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with the Babylonians out of difficulty,* but perhaps fought out of evia,*®” became involved while

trading,” or was raising funds or support for their cause by helping the Babylonians, who were

emerging as the world power.*” Whether this makes him a ‘mercenary’ seems irrelevant. All we

890

know, then, is that Antimenidas fought alongside them at some point (fr.350).”" Nevertheless,

although archaeological Aeolic evidence makes Antimenidas’ presence in Ashkelon possible,*”’

there is nothing for or against his presence during the seige in any capacity. Therefore, I do not

base my interpretations on this.

836 Who employed Greek mercenaries after the Neo-Assyrian empite is disputed: all agree on Egypt; many on
Philistia and Tyre (Helm 1980: 136-137; Stern 2001: 223-227; Niemeier 2001: 18; 2002; Boardman 2006: 523); all
except Fantalkin cite Alcaeus for the Neo-Babylonians. There is seventh-century evidence outside Egypt, but not for
the Neo-Babylonians: e.g. Phoenician and Palestinian towns probably staffed with Greeks (Haider 1996: 96-76);
Gyges sending lonian and Carian mercenaties to Egypt (Bettalli 1995: 75-76); Esarhaddon’s mercenary army from
Cilicia likely including Greeks (Haider 1996: 91); the Amathus bowl (710-675 BC) with Greek hoplites fighting
beside Assyrians on both sides (Niemeier 2001: 21).

887 If one of Alcaeus’ exiles were in Egypt or Thrace (e.g. Mazzarino 1943: 66, with frr.432, 45) or Sardis (Baurain
1997: 195, with fr.306Ag.7), perhaps Antimenidas took exile in Babylon (Mazzatino 1943: 67, but Page 1955: 224
n.3), which was considered a city of refuge (Wiseman 1985: 107-108; Tiutir=Babylon 1.48 (George 1992: 41)) and
patticipates out of Eevia. Although Treu 1966: 32-34 and Tardid 1984: 88 consider participation in the Lydo-Median
war in fr.306Ae.12-16 as mercenary setvice in hope of political suppott, this may be due to Eevia, given close
relationships between Mytilenean aristocrats and Lydians (see pp.138-139, 158-162).

838 Cf. Sappho’s brother who trades wine at Naucratis (Hdt. 2.135; Strabo 17.1.33; Athenaeus 13.596¢-d). More
generally, pottery-finds indicate post-Mycenaean Greek trade from the mouth of the Orontes to Ashkelon and
Nineveh (Braun 1982: 7-9; Waldbaum 1997). The excavators claim Ashkelon was ‘the preeminent point of contact
for trade with Greece in the late seventh century BC in the southern coastal region between the Nile Delta and the
more prominent sites to the north’ (Waldbaum 2011: 142), though Fantalkin 2011 argues vehemently for a garrison-
town.

839 This was obvious to many, cf. e.g. Jer. 25:9.

890 BaBUAcov, first attested hete, may indicate significant contact since it is directly from the Akkadian folk
etymology of Babili as Bab-ilani ‘Gate of the Gods’, not found in languages closer to the Greeks (e.g. Hebrew and
Aramaic).

891 Aeolic pottery (some cleatly for trade) has been found in the remains, some at the 604 BC destruction level
(Waldbaum 2011: 242, 280, 281, 3106), though they cannot be shown petrographically to originate conclusively only
from Lesbos. The excavators persuasively interpret the distribution and types of pottery-finds (in commercial areas)

as supporting trade-links better than a mercenary presence (Waldbaum 2011: 133-135).
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The general outline (the sea (B&Aaccav), Babylon and Ashkelon, death (Aidao 8dua), a
celebration (cTlepavwpat’ &uu), ‘everything’ (TévTa)) fits the ‘standard’ view that someone
(Antimenidas) went on a sea-journey and destroyed Ashkelon with the Babylonians, bringing death,
which is then celebrated in the present.*” In contrast, Treu argues for a drinking poem, seeing in
cTlepavadopaT’ Guul a present setting, to which the poem returns (after the possibly first-person

893

plural verb Jeopav), a sympotic theme in considering death (cf. fr.38a).”” He also claims that

Horace C.1.26 draws on this poem, suggesting a call to disperse one’s cares to the wind and

supplementing N6]teo.*

Consequently, he considers the expedition a short allusion to the
future or present events from afar, and that the ‘rousing’ (€yéppnv) refers to something that is
k&Aov] Te k&cAov.*”

However, although a present situation both at the beginning and at the end is persuasive,
the rest of Treu’s interpretation is not. The correspondences with Horace are too few to consider
fr.48 the model,”* and insufficient for such extrapolation. Further, Treu’s reading appears to
continue the thought of 11.12-13 in 1.14 (] Te k&cAov) despite the high point in the papyrus,
continuing ‘wenn wir beisammen sein werden, wollen wir nicht an den Hades denken’ (11.15-16),*”
but this leaves ] Te k&cAov stranded. This could be salvaged by an impersonal construction in oU
k&Aov] Te k&cAov with véncban as complement, or by having both k&Aov] Te k&cAov and
(going) ei]c Aidao ddua as its object, but such lengthy postponements of the verb is unattractive.
Thus véncBau is probably part of a different clause from what precedes. Consequently, the object

of éy€ppny, severed from k&cAov, is probably not positive (cf. k&T &xpac). Therefore, nothing

suggests a future or present event in the Babylonian section; I doubt that Mytileneans knew

892 Quinn 1961a: 20.

893 Treu 1949/1950: 221.

894 Treu 1949/1950: 222.

895 Treu 1949/1950: 222-223.

896 Thus also e.g. Nisbet and Hubbard 1970: 301-302; Syndikus 2001: 1.248 n.9.
897 Treu 1949/1950: 223.
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Nebuchadrezzar would destroy Ashkelon beforehand, as no one knew it would refuse to pay
tribute,”” and the seige appears short.*” Instead, I suggest ‘[he? mixed] the good and [the bad and
sent men into] the house of Hades” or ‘[it is necessary/fated/inevitable for] both the good [and
bad man to enter into] the house of Hades’, then ‘[and/but while we are alive, we should not think
of cruel death] (MTéTHe cTuPé]Aw?, 1.16)” or ‘[but now, we should think of games/music]
(Getpayd]Aw?, kpoT&]Aw?)’. Alternatively, the subject of kaT&ypel might still be the subject:
‘[he? sends] both the good and [the bad man into] the house of Hades’ followed by a turn away
from death as above. This would then lead into the sympotic scene.

Turning to the beginning, |k’ GV is troublesome, as it is unclear if K’ is ke with the optative,
and @v could represent oUv, v or cv. The repetition of Pépwd (Pépecbal, PépolTo) seems
important, but much is unknown: voice (middle or passive?), meaning (‘be borne’, ‘rush’, ‘turn out’,
‘carry off/win’?), the significance of the mood (infinitive and optative), its subject. Only that they
are in two separate sentences is clear, due to the high point. The sea makes pépecBai as ‘be borne’
very attractive; then, Treu’s N&]Tao(1) seems apt, but if, as he thinks, this is Antimenidas’ journey
to Ashkelon, this is the wrong wind. Meanwhile, pépotto is followed by a present indicative

katdaype,,”

suggesting that PépolTo is in a separate sentence, or that KATAYpPEL is in a relative
clause. K&T &xpac suggests a verb of destruction with Ack&Awva as object, but then we need
another verb (‘dare’?) with the same subject to govern eyéppnv. However, the natural subject is
the prince/army BaBuAwvoc ipac (or going ék] BaBuAwvoc ipac), which would also be the

obvious subject of kaTd&ypel, but this is too far for it to be the verb of destruction whose object

is Ack&dAwva and whose complement is k&T &kpac. The obvious solution is a new sentence in

898 This is a reasonable assumption (pace Fantalkin 2011), as the Chronicle switches straight from ‘All the kings of
Hattu came into his presence and he [Nebuchadrezzat] received their vast tribute’ to ‘He [Nebuchadrezzar| marched
to Ashkelon’ (translation of Grayson 1975: 100).

89 Wiseman 1956: 28. The decreed fast in Jerusalem (Jer. 36:9) during the conquest of Ascalon, which was possibly
precautionary (Malamat 1956: 252), is different as Jerusalem is much closer.

900 kaTé&ypel must be 3 singular indicative, not 2™ singular imperative (*kataypn (cf. Hamm 1957: 169).
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112 (e.g. 1) 8€) and a passive form of ‘destroy’ in 1.13: ‘[She (Ascalon) dared?] to rouse [a bloody
war and is/was thus destroyed] uttetly’. This would leave 1.9-11 as ‘[the prince/army, going from)]
holy Babylon, destroys Ascalon’. If the present tense indicates a generalising sense (Babylon
punishes rebels?), perhaps the sentence break should be brought forward to .11, and continue ‘[so
he went to] Ascalon, [which dared to rouse...]’.

Therefore, if Antimenidas is involved, a likely interpretation of pépolTo is a wish: may it
turn out well, when the prince/army of Babylon attacks [...] for war/fate kills the good and bad
alike. No] ey (1.7) too could be salvaged as the wind for Antimenidas’ return, and the beginning
would be a call to drink or feast since he is back safely, and the end would be a call not to think
about war but to enjoy the symposium. Some problems still remain, but fewer than before. Finally,

the possibility of two consecutive poems in the same metre exists;""

the natural place for a poem
division would be after 1.13, which the papyrus marks as the end of a sentence. If so, there is no
reason to see the Babylonian poem as being a ‘drinking poem’, while the second poem is similar
to other drinking poems (e.g. fr.38a). The problems with the Babylonian section would
nevertheless remain.

We find something both banal and astonishing in BaBUAcwvoc ipac (1.10). Banal,”” as
Alcaeus uses ipoc of cities elsewhere,”” but astonishing as Babylon is the holy city for the Neo-
Babylonians. ”* This is established in the Babylonian Creation Epic (Endma E/s),”” which

906

canonises Babylon and Marduk as the supreme city and god.™ Endima Elif is widely distributed

and early, as evident from numerous Middle Assyrian manuscripts (1300-1100 BC), and popular

901 The metre appears to be the hipponactean (...—]wv—v— x, with internal expansion?).

902 Gallavotti 1948a: 102.

903 Frr.42.4, 33a.8, 69.3.

904 Van de Mieroop 2003: 262-264; Arnaud 2004: 217-245; Joannes 2011: 113-114.

905 Lambert 2007: 17-18.

906 For an account of Marduk’s (and Babylon’s) rise to the top: Lambert 2013: 248-277; on replacing Nippur: Katz
2011.
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in Alcaeus’ time, as attested by our Neo-Babylonian manuscripts.””” The city’s holiness is also
evident in the early etymology as ‘Gate of God’,”” and it was also called the ‘Holy City’,”” which
is attested amongst non-Babylonians (Jer. 25:26). Given Antimenidas’ relationship with the
Babylonians, he could be the source of Alcacus’ Babylonian knowledge.

The epithet perhaps also indicates knowledge of Near Eastern conceptions of divine
justice. The Neo-Babylonian king was ‘morally bound to be pitiless, to warn the eventual rebel’,
and treated rebels according to their degree of guilt and intention.”’’ The treatment of the kings of
Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar II has been analysed accordingly.”! Similarly, the Jewish prophets
warn that the destruction of these cities is due to their ungodliness,’’” and Ezekiel 17 claims the
destruction of Jerusalem is due to breaking an oath. Does Alcacus know Ashkelon’s destruction
in this context? If so, such a narrative would be attractive to Alcaeus: Pittacus broke an oath and
‘devours’ Mytilene (frr.129.23-24) with the gods (fr.70.11-12), but divine help will come for the
righteous defenders of the city (fr.70.8-9). In a longer poem, the Babylonian episode may have

been used as a parallel.

907 Lambert 2013: 3-4.

208 Wiseman 1985: 44. For folk etymology: Lambert 2011: 72-73.

909 Thureau-Dangin 1927: 184-185; in Tintir=Babylon, ‘the most widely copied and best-known example’ of
Babylonian scholatly urban topographical text (George 1992: 1) (‘Uru-kaga — Babylon, the sacred city’, 1.49
(translation of George 1992: 41) with 266), and CT 13: PL36 11.2-4.

910 Bickerman 1979/1980: 76-79. However, the Babylonians were at least theoretically less vindictive than the
Assyrians (Vanderhooft 1999: 49-50); but in practice, Nebuchadrezzar’s main policy in Philistia was to quash
Egyptian influence by destroying client cities (81-89), and rebellious cities suffered the same.

911 Bickerman 1979/1980: 80-81. Cf. Fried 2003: 23-30.

912 Vanderhooft 1999: 115-180.
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]

..|H||.,

KaT Tac mMOAAa maboicac kepdAac < >xee pot pUpov
Kal K&T T oA cTrifeoc
TWVOVTWY: KAKa|
£Bocav, meda 8 &AAw|v
5 aJvb[p]coTeov, & B¢ un cp[
vl ] paich’ amoA[
1.l

P.Oxy.1233 f1.32.2-7 et Plu. Quaest. conv. 647e (816 pdAicta Touc dvbivouc ék TGOV TpaxrAwv
kaBamrovTtec Umobupidac ékdAouv, kai Toic &Md ToUTwv pupolc Explov T& cThbn:

napTupel 8 AAkaioc keAeUwv kaTaxéal TO wUpov avtoU kata Tac moAAd maboicac
kKepaAac kai TG {1} moAiw {1} cTribeoc)

1 maboicac kepdAac xelov éuot pupov Hunt (prius Bergk, qui xelcov vult, ante papyrum
repertam, e Plu. guaest. conv. 647 ¢ : ... Kakxee pol ... Edmonds : ... wal xée pot ... Lobel 2
supplevit Hunt e Bergk [&AN’ oi kakoT&Tpidal (vel oi LopoddpmBal vel of wéAw
cdAecav) ? : [Ev cuptrocicat iAoy ? : [ Tal, medd TV piAwv ? : ai yé&p Tici k” &Ayoc )
Edmonds 3 vévTwv (accentum addidit manus altera) [Mav avT’ &ydbaov (vel 81

cUv pakapolc’) &uul Tap dpKiov ? : [yap uncapévolcty kaka daipovec vel [yap daipovec

gchoict pepeixueva ? 4 cav’ &A (v et " addidit manus altera) &AAw[v (Hunt)
AVAYyovTal TAP& TGV KAKWY ? 5 supplevit Hunt 6 k]fiv[ov] Wilamowitz : k]fjv[a]
Diehl @&Tch’ (v et ~ addidit manus altera) amoA[eccat Diehl : dmwdA[ecBan Liberman
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This fragment in greater asclepiads has a complex textual history. The Plutarchan quotation, easily

reconstructed due to metrical units and dialectal forms, was recognised eatly,’"’

though the current
form is due to Bergk’s separation from Athenaeus XV 687d (fr.362).”"* P.Oxy.1233 allowed Hunt
to observe that ‘the tail of a coronis opposite 1.3 indicates that these verses were the beginning of
a new poem’.””” However, this natural conclusion requires hesitation: the J-shaped mark in the left-
hand margin is about two letters’ space away from the left lineation, while the coronis is found
immediately beside the lineation elsewhere in P.Oxy.1233, and this ‘coronis’ appears fainter than
the letters. Perhaps P.Oxy.1233 frr.32-34, ‘which are rather darker in colour than the other pieces’

916

and found separately from the rest, ° are from a different papyrus, but the hand is very close.

917

Nevertheless, orders are common at the beginning of drinking poems, " the lack of a connective

makes the beginning of a poem likely, and the coronis’ placement may be due to a fault in the
papyrus.

All commentators consider fr.50 a ‘drinking poem’, where Alcaeus talks about his old age
and god-given ills (11.4-5). The first seems inevitable given MeVOVTwVY and the familiar commands
for the accoutrements of the symposium.”’® On the other hand, Alcaeus might not be speaking iz
propria persona,” and/or the speaker might be exaggerating his situation for sympathy, which suits
the very generic TOAAa and oA [ico. Certainly, grey chest-hair need not influence the debate on
Alcaeus’ dates, the fragment’s current primary scholarly use.””’ Gods giving ills to men in 11.4-5

seems appropriate, considering the sentiment in fr.382.12 and elsewhere,””" but remains uncertain.

913 Stephanus 1560.

914 Bergk 1835: 221-223. For various combinations of the two: Nicosia 1976: 179-181.
915 Hunt 1914: 70.

916 Hunt 1914: 70.

7 E.g. frr.347, 362, Anacreon 356, 396.

918 E.g. frr.338.5-8, 346, 362, Anacreon 356, 396.

919 Cf. pp.110-113. Here, old age could differentiate the speaker and poet.

920 E.g. Page 1955: 242, Trumpf 1958: 74.

21 E.g. 1/15.109, Od.18.134, Archil. fr.13.5, Mimn. fr.2.15-16, Theogn. 170-171.
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Despite its simplicity, a plausible argument in 11.2-6 that aligns with the papyrological evidence has
eluded scholars. Due to the high point after TeVovTwvY, which may be third-person plural
imperative or a genitive plural participle, we have a new clause beginning with k&ka; other clauses
begin with Ted& 8’ &AAw|v and with & 8¢ urj. The sentence beginning 6 8¢ urj is likely to contrast
with either or both of the preceding two clauses, as there is a change in subject (third-person plural
(Edocav) for at least the first) and ur) may indicate a positive-negative contrast. Unless a subject
change in every clause is tolerated, it seems best to assume that the clauses beginning k&ka and
med& 8" &AAw|v have the same third-person plural subject. Presumably there is another clause in
1.6 as the subject changes to a second person (paic6’). The second person makes a direct address
likely: Lobel’s af xée pot in 1.1 is attractive,” but the vocative could have been anywhere in the
first few lines.

Some have suggested a solution by seeing the speaker contrasting the attitudes of those
who soothe ills sent by the gods with wine/perfume and those who do not.”” Thus Edmonds

restores the poem (as printed):

k&t Tac méAAa Tr[aboicac kepdAac kdkxeé pol pupov

Kal K&T T ToA[iw ctrifeoc: ai ydp Tici K’ &Ayoc 1),

TvdvTeov. kdka [81 Taict BpoTtoic ecT’ 8T’ ‘OAdumiol

g8ocav, Tedd 8 dAAw|[v TdBE ot kwuki névet Téboc

avBpcoTv. 6 8¢ un @laic &y abov Tovepe Eupeval

k]1jv[cot] paic®’ “AméA[or’: ov yap fcaich’ coyabov oud’ & un.”*
However, even ignoring dialectal features (e.g. MeOVEUEV for Treovny), much appears un-Alcaean.
ai yap Tici k¥ &Ayoc 1 as a protasis in 1.2 is awkward (e.g. €l Twéc (plural, in any case) is

unattested in Greek poetry until the fourth century). Further, the switch from the speaker to Tivéc

922 Plutarch’s kaTaxéal may have been influenced by the preposition.
923 E.g. Edmonds 1914: 77; Liberman 1999: 41.
924 Edmonds 1914: 77.
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and back is unattractive. Crucially, it makes little of the expected contrast with Ted& 8 &AAw|v
(L4), and relies on &]v6[p]cdmeov (1.5) agreeing with it (as e.g. Liberman), which is unattractive due
to a wide separation between the adjective and noun.””

However, if we dispense with the gods in 11.3-4, the subject of TTwVoVTWY is naturally the
subject of €é8ocav. We would then have a second-person (singular?) imperative construction in
11.1-2,7* then a third-person plural imperative followed by a comment on its subject, then a singled-
out third party, followed by a return to the second-person singular. This advantageously introduces
as few subjects as necessaty. Therefore, the poem would not be generic,””’ but rather would have
a specific, distant target, as often with third-person imperatives in Alcaeus (cf. fr.70.7). Strictly
exenipli gratia, we may supply:

Kai K&T T oA i cTriifeoc. [&AN’ of kakoTrdTpdat,” or

[&AN’ ol TéAw bAecav,™

TVdvTeov: KaKa [pnav™ avt’ &y dbeov &uut Tap dpkiov or

[81) cUv pakdapolc’ Guut Tap dpKiov

gdocav: meda 8’ &AAw[v dvayovtar™! apd TV K&Kwv

ajvB[p]coteov.

Under such a political reading, the poem would not call for resignation to the fates, but make a

complaint in response to what is presented as a temporary set-back.
p p p porary

925 Separation is possible (cf. fr.34.9), but a distance of more than two words is rare.

926 T assume second-petrson imperative for Plutarch’s kataxéat, as third-person plural imperative ((kak)XedvTaov)
is impossible metrically in 11.1-2.

927 As Tsomis 2001: 253 claims.

928 Perhaps also Copodopmda (fr.429) in a banquet scene; the darkness may refer to his undeserved and
uncontrolled banqueting.

929 Cf. r.42.15-16 (of Helen).

930 Cf. inc. auct. lesb. 35.5 (without 1) ot ov).

931 For the sentiment: fr.70.13.
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Otherwise, if TwVOVTWY is a participle, it would most naturally refer to the speaket’s
tellow-banqueters. In this case, there is no advantage in introducing Pittacus’ fellow-drinkers,
though we may well have him specified in & 8¢ (and k]fjv[ov?), as often. We might consider, exenspli
gratia:

Kal K&T T oA i ctrifeoc [év cupmocicot pidcwv or

[, & mat, med& TV pilcov

TVdVTLV K&Ka [yap uncapévolciv kaka daipovec™ or

[y &p Baiuovec écAoict pepeixpueva’™

gdocav:

Unfortunately, the contrast set up with &AAcov is then unfathomable, unless it is with the speaket’s
tellow-banqueters, in which case it is unclear what that would add to the statement about the gods.
Indeed, it is difficult imagining gods doing anything »/#h men, making it suspect that gods are the
subject of the clause beginning med& 8" &AAw|[v (1.4). Perhaps, it could continue ‘it is the lot of
men to drink with others’ or Ted& 8" &AAwo[v medéxnv &Ayea kai m&boc (or medéxnyv &Ayea
kal k&Aa) | &]vB[p]cdmeov,” but this introduces another (albeit impersonal) subject. Therefore,
the most economical analysis would be the political reading.

All scholars assume that pupov (1.1), just like wine (e.g. in frr.335, 346), is a means of
lessening ills.”” However, pipov is not found elsewhere used of soothing ills until the fifth

936

century,”® but almost always in connection with eros (and youth) and/or riches.”” Since Alcaeus

uses &dv of pUpov at fr.362.3 in a jovial scene, it is perhaps unsurprising that we find a usurpation

932 Cf. &Aacta 8¢ | Fépya mécov kakd uncapévor (Aleman 1.34-35); I4.7.478.

933 Cf. Tolcl pepeifetan cOA& kakoic (Hes. 0p.179).

934 For the sentiment: E. He/464, Pi. Paean 9.21.

935 Already, Athenaeus 15.687¢.

936 Sophocles fr.785: pUpeot Aeuyahécot.

937 Erotic/age-related: Archil. fr.205, Semon. fr.16.1(?), Anacreon 363.3. Riches-/high-value-related: Semon. fr.7.64.
Cleatly both: Sappho {r.94.18. Pure symposiastic: Alc. fr.362, Xenophanes fr.1.4; Anacreontea 8.5 (also erotic?).
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of wine’s other qualities. Nevertheless, we could imagine a sense closer to the erotic in demanding
to be a lover despite one’s age, which would approximate the old gung-ho lover found in Anacreon
(e.g. 358) and explain the reference to the possibly feigned old age. Alternatively, the speaker could
encourage excess and luxury that is well-deserved (cf. 332). More probably, the drinking, not
HUpov itself, soothes ills, and pUpov is a sign of the symposium.

Alcaeus’ techniques here are surprising. The article of 1.2 (article with attributive adjective)
is unexpected according to Lobel, who notes that no good reason exists other than parallelism
with the first (1.1),”* which follows the rule on the generic use of the article with participle.” This

%40 25 in Homer

use of the article may preserve a remnant of the original demonstrative sense,
usually and originally.”*' If so,”** the article here becomes regular. Sappho fr.57.3 preserves the only
other instance of the article with body parts, which may also be explained as a demonstrative (i.e.
‘those rags’ that the country girl doesn’t know how to pull over ‘those ankles’).”” The
demonstrative use firmly establishes the scene with visual anchors. Similatly, this striking anaphora
of the prepositional phrase makes this an important part of the poem. It adds an extra sense of
drama and heightens the emotions, referring once to the soutrce (TTaBoicac) and once to its effect
(moAuiw), in a pathetic way, as in Eue Seidav, &jue Taic,av kakoTaTwy mMedéxoicav (fr.10.1).
Further, by extending attribution, the sympotic trope is pushed to the limit. Finally, Alcaeus

persistently uses enjambement here, contributing to the jerky, stop-and-start movement of the

fragment as a whole that creates a sense of unease, passion, and immediacy.

938 Lobel 1927: Ixxvii.

939 Lobel 1927: Ixxxvi.

940 For the demonstrative uses, cf. Schwyzer 1950: 19-22 and 207-208.

941 Probert 2015: 120-121, with bibliography in n. 2. The Greek atticle is built on the suppletive stem *s0-/70-, whose
cognates ate often demonstrative, e.g. Sanskrit s@(h), sd, tdd; Avestan ho, ha, tat; Gothic sa, s6, pata; Tochatian B
se, sa, te. See also Fortson 2010: 144.

942 Thus Tzamali 1996: 339.

943 In contrast, Tzamali 1996: 296 simply accepts a possessive article, though this is the only instance.
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Chapter 7: P.Oxy.1234

60
a b
il )]
Jew( Inke[
JAkiove [ JacTo[
1L 13t
5 Jeov eic Afdal

a P.Oxy.13060 fr.3, cuius scholio P.Oxy.2166 (c) 1a coniunxit Lobel.

3 vel Ja (sic legit Hunt) eul, ex[, ev[, ey[ ? 4 ]e vel ]c al vel Al 5 aida (*
fecit manus altera) scholion in margine inferiore: 'leok[ ] [ )An petagu TTuppac kali]
Mu[TtiAfvne (68oc elval] £oik[e] k[o]iAn Liberman (e.g.) : TTe]v[6JiAn Lobel 1927 ante
collocationem cum fragmento P. Oxy. 2166 (c) la, sed retractat Lobel 1941) |* T]cdv
Sopug[d]pwv (Lobel) TvacT| (c[ap&fac Liberman) |*] p[ ] (M]Up[ct]A(oc) ?) pnci Téd<i>
Bukxidi [ 4] pev yap 6 MupciA[o(c) (supplevit Lobel : yap Upiv legit Hunt)

b P.Oxy.1360 fr.8, quod iuxta P.Oxy.1360 fr.3 collocavit Lobel.

Lobel identified these fragments as from the same part of the papyrus, but their relative positions
are unknown. Only fr.a will be treated, as no words are recognisable in fr.b. The final line of fr.a,
with the sequence |——vv—[, suggests glyconics or hipponacteans (perhaps expanded with cretics
(gI* or hipp™)) for the metre. Hunt’s original reading in 1.3 (Jakiove [) remains possible; the metre
(if these lines are from a single poem) requires  to be long and to be preceded by a heavy syllable.
This leaves very few options that are not technical (e.g. plant names) or only attested very late: e.g.

Buopdakiov (first in Ctesias), perhaps connected to the Sopupodpol mentioned in the scholia. For
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A-readings, possibilities include pu&]Akiov € [ ‘cold’,’* which may well suit the context of death
implied in eic Ai8al;** or x&]Akiov € [, either as a bronze coin (perhaps in relation to money-talk
elsewhere in this papyrus: frr.63, 69) or as a bronze vessel in the symposium, perhaps a cup for
the cottabus game (Aristophanes fr.231), which we find in fr.72. However, all this is uncertain.

Of greater interest is the scholion in the lower margin. It does not necessarily appertain to
our fragment, as a sign elsewhere in the column could have led to the note. The scholion itself is
difficult, and it is unclear how the four lines relate to each other. Liberman’s cr[ap&§ac in 1.2 is
reasonable, but his suggestion that the scholiast comments about a road appearing to exist between
Pyrrha and Mytilene (L.1) seems banal and unlikely. The present tense ¢nci alerts us to the
possibility of a report, the subject of which may be Myrsilus, who is mentioned in the line below,
possibly in relation to this (Y&p).

The scholion seems to points to a link between Bycchis and Alcaeus’ exile that was known
by Hellenistic commentators (cf. fr.306¢: T]fic pu[ylfic (1.5) and Téd B[U]kxi-| [&t (1.7-8). Since
Pyrrha is known as the location of Alcaeus’ first exile amongst the Hellenistic commentators (2
fr.114), we might tentatively link Bycchis to this exile in Pyrrha. Other fragments with Bycchis
usually refer to some (shared) hardship and the wish to forget it (frr.73, 335), which may lend
weight. If 2 fr.114 can illuminate the context, although the subject of cr[ap&Eac and the identity
of the spear-bearers are unclear, one might understand that Alcaeus’ faction attacked one of

Mytsilus” speat-bearers, who are reminiscent of later stereotypes of tyrants’ bodyguards,”® in an

944 Given that the adjective u&Akioc is not attested until Callimachus (fr.139 Hollis=348 Pfeiffer) and the vetb
paAkico is attested in Aeschylus (fr.332 R.), it seems sensible that this would be the participle rather than the
adjective, which has the hallmarks of Hellenistic popularity (for details: Hollis 2009: 313). The meaning of
Callimachus’ paAxictaTtoc is debated, with Nacke suggesting ‘crudelissima, mottifera dies’, which would suit eic
Aida[ of our fragment, but the sense is unattested and all cognates are relate to ‘cold’.

945 Cf. (Ca)kpudelc as a common epithet of death in Alcaeus (frr.34.7-8, 61.14), and archaic Greek poetry (e.g. Hes.
Seut.255, of TapTtapoc; Stes. S11.5).

946 Cf. e.g. Plato, R.8.566b. The classic case is Hdt. 1.59.5 (with Pisistratus). Cf. Cawkwell 1995: 77-78.
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action against Myrsilus and Myrsilus speaks to Bycchis, who may have helped Alcaeus when the

action failed.
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61

10

15

20

Jacal
JvorrT|

] Too[

Joof
Iva [ ] covl
litéepyov
Jua-
].vrokneov|
1.
| Aa [] Taf
| vlolpo’|
vaBav [
lp_. [ Juepwval
] ovTov nu agucar
Jauox8ntov nudiaitav|
1 ov- outeodev| Inu[ ] nto
Jvar] Jaxpyoe [ ] o wou[
1L LoclInl ],
Jul

versus incerts numeri desunt
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a P.Oxy.2166 (c) 42 = P.Oxy.1360 fr.17 + P.Oxy.2166 (c) 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 32 (= P.Oxy.1360
fr.6 + novum), 35 a Lobel coniuncta. b P.Oxy.1360 fr.15. positio verticalis fragmenti a versus 17-
21 videtur certa, sed quantum spatium inter versus 16 et 17 intercesserit est incertum. positio
verticalis fragmenti b videtur certa, sed incerta est positio lateralis

a 2 .[: hasta verticalis ] : pedes duarum hastarum a sinistra descendentium, quae fortasse
duarum litterarum condensarum sunt 3 ] : vestigium atramenti summis litteris adaequatum
(T Lobel) Té (accentum addidit manus altera) Aaitéd- ?: GAeiTéd- vel &ho]iTéd- vel
aAité- MA1TS- iam Hunt) @ &t]iTd- Voigt, vix recte 4 vénujuar Liberman 5]:
linea verticalis paulum curvata, | legit Lobel (et alii) ®i{]Acov Hunt, conferens Sa. fr.16.10
6 | : hasta verticalis 7 leoAaB[ Jvta[ legit Lobel (et alii, unde JeoAaB[o]vTa[ Liberman)
8 post p supra scriptum est o 9 culvaPav ? 10 Jpy vel Jpg k]pulepa Lobel
11]pvel|T ] ovtovonuuagucar legit Lobel, sed non in pu optime quadrant vestigia atramenti
inter W et a (id est vestigia imis litteris adaequata, tum linea imis litteris adaequata, tum pes hastae
ad dextram orientis vel cauda ad sinistram curva) pUcal vel pucal incertum
(am)ei]Aovto (vel (ameA]vovTo) vorjuua @lcar ? : TA&]Tov TO vénuua ¢icar Treu,
conferens 1212.49 (TAnTov yap Moipat Bécav avbBpcotrolciv) in margine dextro est littera
prima scholii 12 ante au stat spatiolum vacuum, si non erat linea longior summis litteris
adaequata (e.g. T) ex vel eA éxnv Lobel 13 ] : linea curvata ima a sinistra adversus
litterae o partem inferiorem ascendens oUTw 8¢ Treu nukvelyvelT v[onu[u’
g]knTo Lobel 14 [: hasta verticalis ] a: vestigium summis litteris adaequatum ay:
pars media hastae verticalis Bajvat[ov {Jakpudev[Ta] udpwyat Lobel 15 ].[: vestigium
summis litteris adaequatum ] o: linea a sinistra descendens (3 legit Lobel) ] : hasta
verticalis 20 apex anguli (a legit Lobel) 20-21 in margine dextro sunt primae litterae
scholii (ta[ | w [ | w[ ] [)

b 8 | :duo vestigia summis litteris adaequata (v legit Lobel)
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This substanital fragment has largely been ignored due to its very fragmentary state. Although the
left-hand margin is lost, the surviving line-ends (at least of 11.1-14) agree metrically (Jv——vv—v—x
((ohipp™),”” making it likely, though not certain, that a single stichic poem is preserved. The
appearance of unity is further supported by a seemingly consistent subject about labour and cares
(] 1téepyov, pepival, Japoxbnrov). However, what is said about them is uncertain, as is the
point of mentioning death (1.14), providing two opposing interpretations: (1) these labours are
unbearable and thus either that suicide is performed or contemplated,”* or (2) one should train an
enduring mind.”"

Both readings depend on vénuua, which has been the focus of attention since Lobel
read ] ovtovonuuagucat in 1.11.”" This reading, however, is not secure, as the traces on the
notional bottom line of the ‘second W’ is clearly at the wrong angle, making the reading v[S]nu[u’
glknTto (L13) less attractive; nevertheless, no other word can be found to fit the space. It is not
difficult to imagine why vénuua would be mentioned in the context of cares. It seems that there
are two possible meanings of vénua by this period: firstly, as the act or faculty of thinking (I41.19,
0d.7.292, 20.82, Hes. Op.129 (=Scut.88), llion Persis 4.8 Bernabé, Pittacus fr.1.4 Bergk), and,
secondly, as the object of thinking (all other instances in EGHP).”" Treu seems to assume vOnuua

here in the first sense by comparing it to Bundc, vdoc, and fitop,” while Liberman prefers the

947 As already noted by Hunt 1915: 64, ‘line 4, as compared with 1I. 3 and 5, is too long for the last verse of a Sapphic
stanza’. However, it should be noted that there is a greater than usual degree of fluctuation in line lengths.

948 Liberman 1999: 45.

949 Treu 1955: 226-228.

950 Lobel 1951: 131.

951 This frequency fits well with broader understandings of -pa nouns: e.g. Risch 1974: 50: ‘Soweit es klar erkannt
werden kann, bezeichnen Nomina auf -pa vor allem den Gegenstand, an dem sich die Handlung vollzieht oder
vollzogen hat (z. B. 8¢pua ‘Haut, urspriinglich nur die abgezogene Haut’ zu 8€pco), somit auch das Mittel (z. B.
gpupa ‘Schutz’ zu Epupai), seltener Abstrakta (z. B. &Apa ‘Sprung’ zu &AAopar)’. Cf. Chantraine 1979: 175-190
(especially 180-181).

952 Treu 1955: 227. Note, however, differences between these words (for véoc and vonua, cf. Krischer 1984: 146-

147; for other words for mind and heart in archaic poetry, cf. e.g. Sullivan 1996).
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second sense.”” In Sappho and Alcaeus elsewhere, vonuua is used securely as the object of the
act of thinking (frr.361, 392; Sappho frr.51.1, 60.3), except in the unclear cases of fr.256a and
Sappho fr.41.

It is unclear if we have @lcal or pucat (optative); as a noun, ‘winds’ (<pUca, as the eatliest
attestation of this meaning) might carry off vénuua or cates, and as a verb (aorist infinitive or
optative of PUw) something might ‘develop/train’ (Treu) vonuua, ot ‘make/implant’ (Liberman)
vonuua. In the Lesbians, where there is enough context to tell, U (active and middle) appear
to mean ‘grow’ (intransitively) (fr.10.5, Sappho fr.143) or ‘be’ (in the perfect: £r.298.19),”* though
the transitives ‘to make to grow’ and ‘to engender’ are found in Homer (e.g. 1.14.347). The lack
of attestation for the sense of training one’s mind makes Treu’s suggestion less likley, though
vonua and @uUw are never found in the same clause or in grammatical relations in any sense.
Sophocles thrice couples transitive pUw with ppévec.” It is twice used of a mortal gaining mental
faculties for himself, both times in the sigmatic aorist (as here): oUde T xpdvwl pucac pavijt
| ppévac moT, dAA& Alua téd yripat Tpépnt; (OC.804-805) and undt mpoc Piav | éuod
KoAacToU TpocTuxcv @ucnt ¢pévac (EL1462-1463). These cases are parallels for
implanting/acquiring (not training/growing) one’s pévec, lending more weight to Uw as
implanting/acquiring. Finally, as TA&] Tov TO vénuua is unlikely since we do not expect the atticle

to be used this way,”

we expect a verb form in ] vTo. Since there is no space for a connective or
subordinator here after | vTo (and a high point marks a sentence-end after pucau), the optative

can be excluded. We might have a verb on which gUcai depends, though no appropriate verb

suggests itself, or something like (&m)eA]UovTto/(amei]Aovto vorjuua @lcar ‘winds

953 Liberman 1999: 45 n.93.

954 The other attestations, TéQUKeD [ (inc. auct. Lesb. £.37.8) and mépuk| (Sappho fr.213Ag.9) presumably mean
‘be’, as they are in the perfect.

955 S, EL1463, Ant.683, OC.804.

956 The position would exclude an attributive adjective, but the article here also breaks several rules in Lesbian: Lobel

1927: Ixxvii-Ixxviii, Ixxxi-lxxxiv.
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released/carried off the thought’. The latter seems appropriate as 1.11 is the end of a section and
a turning point: in 1.12 we have a mention of a toiless life (apoxdntov nudiaitav). If Lobel’s
v[S]nu[u’ €]lknTo, which seems inevitable with vonuua in 1.11, is right in 1.13, 11.12-13 appear to
explain the effect of this, which possibly lasts until one seizes chilling death.

In 110, x]pve[pa()] meptuval() (for Jp [ Juepwval) fits well, though kpuepdc is not
found of uépiva elsewhere. For JvaBav (1.9), I suggest culvaBav, which seems appropriate in

*7 only variants of fAIToepydc have been suggested,;

contrast to the cares. For Jitéepyov (1.3),
beside Lobel’s palacographical objections, the word is attested first in Antipater (A.P. 7.210.7) in
a form (NAiToepydc) that would be unmetrical here, though unattested forms could have

958

existed.” The only suggested alternative, Voigt’s &T]1TOepyoc, is neither attested nor metrical (cf.

atitne ‘unpunished’). 1 suggest Aajitéepyov, which fits palacographically and metrically.
Mytilene is a city for which the liturgy is attested (Antiphon 5.77), and the mention of parents
(Toknev[) may be appropriate in this case with reference to familial riches and customs or past
public benefaction. Such acts may be mentioned in the context of lost rights or of descriptions of
ancestral glory (cf. fr.130b). Unfortunately, a dearth of information on Mytilenean liturgy in the
archaic period diminishes its attractiveness. If liturgy is mentioned, AdBovta (which seems
inevitable) could refer to seizing of property. A closer consideration of the poem’s argument seems
impossible.

If all these conjectures are right, then a neat symmetrical structure might be seen in this

fragment. Youth (JvaBav) contrasts with death (6&]vaT[ov), as are cares (HepiUva) with the lack

of them (&udxBnTov), and chilling (k]pue[pa) cares is recalled in very chilling (C]axkpudev|Ta)

957 On word-internal hiatus from loss of digamma in the Lesbians: Hamm 1957: 29-31.

958 The compounds are built on the IE root *ha/kit- ‘offense’ (>Gk. &Aeitne, dAitaive etc.: see Beekes 2010, s.v.
&Aeitne). On the lengthening, Tichy 1977 and Coray 2016: 69. It should be noted that, although non-compound
words built on this root can have the shape v— (i.e. &AelT-), as required by the metre here (i.e. &Ae]iTOepyOV), nO
attested compound form preserves this shape: cf. beside Antipater’s HAITogpydc, &AtTdEevoc (Pi. 0.10.6),

&Attoppocivn (Leonidas, A.P. 7.648.10), HArtdunvoc (1£19.118), k&Aitriuepa (Archil. fr.196a.39).
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death, as is the taking eatlier (Aaf [] Ta) with taking later (udpwyat). If both k]pue[pa()] and
Clakpudev[Ta are right, then Liberman’s idea of suicide seems particularly unsatisfactory; if cares
were chilling before, death is even more so.”” Further, from 1.9 on, one might see a sympotic call
to enjoy the party (JvaBav) and forget one’s cares (HEPIUVA), as often elsewhere (e.g. frr.38a, 335),
and look forwatd to a way of life without toil (Japox8ntov nudiaitav|). Fr.61 was clearly tightly

structured.

%9 Bven if {Jakpudev[Ta means ‘tearful’, the adjectives draws attention by their sounds to the woefulness of both

cares and death.
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64-65

64
Al
Al
la WL
lot owv [
5 KouT|[
loc /1], avd[
Sanu|
11c aUTw|
=0cTo|
65 KaA [
A1
P.Oxy.1360 fr.4
64 vestigia scholiorum in margine sinistro ad praecedentem columnam pertinere videntur. 3
[ apex litterae triangulae 4 o[ vel w[ ovvo[piv- Diehl, conferens (cum Hunt) fr.72.9

5 af (Lobel) ideo impossible est quod clatre dispicitur hasta horizontalis imis litteris adaequata

65 1 A[ vel a[ legendum est, quamquam “U[, K[, alia possis’ scripsit Lobel; linea enim ad dextram
adscendens incertae litterae per pedem dextrum litterae A transit 2 k[ legit Hunt (et alii), sed
valde dubium est; duae enim litterae sunt, id est apex litterae triangulae tum vestigia atramenti

incerta summis litteris adaequata

Very little can be extracted from frr.64-65, which are partly or wholly omitted in recent editions,

but offer something important. First, fr.64.9 provides the clearest example of the coronis in this
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papytus; this scribe forms his coronides with a forked paragraphos, which should be kept in mind
in the less clear examples elsewhere.

Given dauy[ in fr.64.7, it is attractive to see in &vd[ in 1.6 a form of &vnp and a contrast
between gods and men. It also becomes tempting, in the context of the largely political contents
of this papyrus, to bring in, as Hunt suggested, a form of dvopived (cf. £r.72.9) in 1.4, and see this
man or men stirring up matters to which a divinity is called to witness or react, as in frr.70 or 129.
Further, unless we have bone-collecting (dcToAoy£w), or something chased out in ccTOC, only
attested in Herodian, the only possibilities for 1.9 are coc To [ and docTop[yoc (= 6 dcTopyoc).
However, although &ctopyoc is attested in Archilochus and is used in appropriate contexts,”

the traces do not fit p well. Consequently, we are likely to have a comparison, one that possibly

ends the poem, or a purpose or result clause.

960 Archilochus fr.327.8-9 beseeches Zeus to destroy the yévoc | &mcTov &CTOPYOV TE TEWV KIVOUHEVCOVY; cf.

also Achaeus fr.2 Snell, Theoc. 14.2.112.
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66

A
wc mapa|
aAAam[ ] [

Jrodmoc[] [

S]TTi Twv|
£ & méAic Eupa
P.Oxy.1360 fr.1.1-8
1 ulvel ylvel ¢[velp] 2 mapalpoc vel Tapalpov ? 3 Aat 4 paragraphum

supplevit Lobel 7 supplevit Hunt u[ et alia possis 8 a’ppa (i.e. & ‘upa), vel &ugéy

This small fragment in Sapphic stanzas has been neglected since its discovery. cocmapal, despite
appearances, leaves few possible supplements. It is not the preposition Tapa since the dissyllabic

form retains final accentuation in Lesbian,”

" while the monosyllabic form (T&p) would catry a
grave accent since there is no appropriate enclitic beginning with a to follow.”” The verb é&pecTi

is also ruled out as we expect monosyllabic wap (cf. Tap € ... wap &€, fr.140.12-13), which

would also have a grave accent with a word following, or disyllabic Té&po (fr.130a.12).”” We can

961 Tt is treated thus by all. The only places where we find the long form Tapd& for sure is ££.39a.10 where editors all
ptint Tap& poipav, but the papyrus reads wapa, and Sappho fr.168b.3 (rapa &) is found in later manuscripts,
which may well have normalised accentuation. The same is true of all dissyllabic prepositions in Lesbian, with the
accentuation in the papyri (when it is written) often a grave on the first syllable.

962 From the sutviving evidence, Té&p appears to be the base form in Lesbian, being used before both vowels and
consonants, and Tap& possibly a newer form in the dialect, used only before consonants (though there are only two
examples); Lobel 1927: xxvi-xxvii, Hamm 1957: 111.

963 On mapo: Page 1955: 200. Howevert, Tapa for T&pecTt may have existed.
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thus rule out disyllabic T&pa, while the Lesbian recessive accent demands a trisyllabic word and
a light third syllable (agreeing with the metre). The metre further limits the possibilities to a heavy
second syllable. This only leaves (among words attested before the fourth century BC): mépauta
‘immediately’, ‘straightaway’ (A. .4.738), m&papoc (Doric form in Theoc. I4.15.8 =mapriopoc
joined beside’, ‘lying along’, ‘outstretched’, ‘reckless’, cf. 1/23.603), mapaBoc (=mapiiBoc) ‘wood’
(Ctesias), ‘past one’s prime’ (Philo Judaeus). Of these, TapaBoc is unlikely since a type of wood
might be referred to, but the word in this sense is only found in Ctesias and in later glossographers
referring to him, while Philo is much later. T&pauTa is better but only used in poetry once.
mapapoc (the metre demands TTapapoc or Tapapov) is easier as the lexeme is well-attested
from Homer onwards with its meanings easily imaginable in Alcaeus. While this is not particularly
attractive, it seems the only possible supplement from our current knowledge, with coc perhaps
comparing something with a reckless person or thing.

Looking at the fragment as a whole, T@Toc might point to reported speech, or reference
to a story, speech, promise, oracle, or proverb, or an opposition between word and deed. & TTéAIc
auua suggests (if Alcaeus is speaking iz propria persona) that Mytilene is the subject of the poem’s
final sentence and that this poem finishes on a political note. coc €6¢A[ should be ‘since/when
[he?] charmed’, since €0éAco is ruled out by metre. These inferences make attractive a reading
where TTapa[po- refers to Pittacus, and TAOC to his oath to the hetairia ot promises to the demos
that enchanted them. In addition, Alcaeus creates a dramatic and pointed effect by ending the
poem with the subject of his final sentence, separated from the rest of the sentence in the adonean.
Alcaeus may have further exploited the stanzaic form here if we notice how cdc begins the second
line of both preserved Sapphic stanzas: the two stanzas may have complemented each other, one

mitroring the othet’s structure, either by having two comparisons or through wc ... cc.
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67

A

oU TavT fc & [
oud’ acuvveT|[o]c &rolct [
Beouw AaTolid]a Tolt’ épuiagal
ur Tic Toov k[alkoTaTpidav
5 gcceTal pavep[ | T[ot]cw am’ apx [
P.Oxy.1360 fr.1.9-13
1 avT’iic B[ veri simile est sed [ vel y[ legunt alii aB[axac 6de DiTtTakoc ? :

&tr[opoc Hunt, unde &m[opoc véov Wilamowitz : &Tr[dAauvoc Diehl : am[&tnAoc Edmonds

2% [o] supplevit Hunt atroict legit Lobel : &{uuoict Hunt, unde &{uwuoict yap
gyxect (vel &émmacy) ? : &upecct 8 &[moppdcaic Edmonds @ &AAoict Schmidt 3 Bw
Boouwy Edmonds [ ]: AaTolid]a supplevit Hunt oUT (accentum addidit manus
altera) epuAGEa[To Schmidt : épuAdEalo Hunt : épuAdEa[uev Liberman 4 supplevit
Hunt pid in margine dextro sunt vestigia scholii: éTreoc| | ceve[ inter versus 4
et 5 inseruit Lobel paragraphum 5 éc (accentum fecit manus altera) Pav ploc]
vel p[o1] Lobel : p[ov] ? T[ “]c : supplevit Hunt amapy_ [ video, i.e. post X stat pes

sinister ad dextram oriens, tum vestigia litterae imis litteris adaequata; sub pedem est linea verticalis :
am’ apxdaw| legit Lobel (vel &’ Apxdaowl, conferens Favor. de exilio ix.5 s.), unde &1’ &pxdw|v

Gallavotti

This fragment poses more questions with far-reaching consequences than its size might suggest.
Of these, perhaps the clearest is the metre; the options are:
(1) a glyconic (xx—vv—vx) + two minor asclepiads (xx—vv——vo—vx): ol| gl || | ],

unattested for the Lesbians;
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(2) three minor asclepiads (xx—vv——vv—vx) + a glyconic (xx—vv—vx): gl| | gl’| |gl°| |gl] | |,
of fr.5 (and possibly ft.3);"**
(3) a glyconic (xx—vv—vx) + a major asclepiad (xx—vv——vv——vv—ux) + a minor asclepiad
(xx—ww——wu—ux), unattested for the Lesbians: gl | | gl*| |gl°| | |.”*
The third option seems the least likely, as known Aeolic three- and four-period stanzas seem not

to have more than two different types of cola,”

and a structure short line| |long line | | medium
line| | |is unattested.”” Similarly, gl| | gl°| | gl°| | | seems unlikely, as not only is the scheme short
line | |long line | |long line| | | (unlike e.g. short line | | short line | |long line| | |) unattested, but an
ABB (unlike AAB, or ABA) structure is unattested for three-line Aeolic stanzas. If this holds, only
ol |el| |gl°| |gl| | | remains, which is attested in Alcaeus and Horace. The lack of a paragraphos
(at L.4) may make us hesitate, but we have similar issues elsewhere.

We can now attempt to supply the line-end of 1.5 as a minor asclepiad (vx). The reading
as the first letter after ap (all editors) is not obvious. The only trace is the left foot of a triangular
letter, but things are complicated by what appears to be a large downwards slanting line descending
from next to the top right tip of x and the strange lone vertical line (in a different ink) below this
dubious letter. Such concentrated strangeness demands caution. The line by x could be an
extravagant finial (similar, though less enthusiastic finials by this scribe are found with other x).

The triangular letter may have been deleted and corrected as 1, which would only allow &pxik[cov,

but writing a correction below the line is unusual and k does not fit the traces. Metrically, this only

964 Thus Voigt 1971: 205. Also used by Horace in Carn.1.6,1.15, 1.24, 1.33,2.12, 3.10, 3.16, 4.5, 4.12.

965 Wilamowitz 1921: 105 n.2 and Liberman 1999: 47.

966 According to Voigt 1971’s consepetus metrorum. Possible exceptions ate fr.130b, which could be analysed as

gle| |gle] |gle| |hipp| | ~glé| | | oras gl¢| |gl¢| |gl gl¢| | |, and Sappho fr.111 (pher| |ia| | .phetd| |ia] | |), the scheme
of which is uncertain due to textual issues and which is different in kind in having a refrain.

97 For shapes of Aeolic stanzas: West 1982: 33. Further, the major asclepiad is not found elsewhere in Sappho and

Alcaeus with other metres to form a stanza.
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96

leaves possible T[oTf]cv &’ dpxdw (followed by a noun,” or as Apxdw) or T[of]cw &’

 There is little to choose between them, but Apx&e seems unnecessary. Archaeus is

apxaw|v.
due to Gallavotti’s suggestion that it is the name of city in Thrace and Mazzarino’s unnecessary
emendation of éc [T]ouc apxaliouc TO] auTol yévoc to éc [T]ouc <am’'> Apx[aiou B]auTol
in Favorinus’ de exilio ix.5.”" There is little benefit in introducing this unknown figure or place in
cither passage, as referring to the ancients in general is more satisfactory when referring to the

971

Yévoc of the whole fatherland (in Favorinus),”” since Archaeus seems an unlikely ancestor figure

for all Mytileneans and Pittacus’ Thracian ancestry is questionable.

Liberman claims that &’ &pxd&w or &am apxdwl|v cannot depend on T[ol]civ, as
T[of]cw is a demonstrative or relative (not the article), making the meaning of the entire line
uncertain.””* However, the widely accepted statements of Lobel that for the Lesbians ‘the dative

plural of the article is Toic, Taic” and ‘the dative plural of the article when used as either a relative

> 973
>

or a demonstrative pronoun is Tolcl(v), Taici(v)’,”” are dubious. There are only two instances of

g
7 and two uses

Tolc that are definitely dative (frr.39a.8, 353.1) with one instance of Toicwv (here),
of Taic certainly in the dative (fr.362.1, Sappho fr.41.1) with two instances of Taici(v) (Sappho

frr.42.1, 62.5). Further, there is so little context for most of these that their uses cannot be

968 This seems more justified than the irregular omission of an article with a neuter adjective used as a noun (already
criticised by Gallavotti 1948a: 103).

969 For the short a (unlike the well-attested 1 (1> 1 / _V)) as a result of intervocalic 1 falling out in Lesbian (as with
ol > o / _V), see Haug 2002: 87-89 against Bliimel 1982: 72.

970 Gallavotti 1948a: 102; Mazzarino 1943: 53-54.

971 The problem for our text disappears if we (with Barigazzi 1966: 385 and Tepedino Guerra 2007: 78) accept the
attractive suggestion of Wifstrand 1964: 8-9.

972 Liberman 1999: 208 n.96.

973 Lobel 1925: xxvii, followed by Page 1955: 328, Hamm 1957: 108.

974 Lobel 1925: xxxvii counts another in Jo Tolcl (Sappho fr.5.11), but this is now (especially with the addition of

the ‘New Sappho’) usually considered to be d<T>Totcl (cf. e.g. West 2014: 5).
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separated with any certainty.”” If these are not simply metrical variants, their distribution may
rather depend on the morphological iconicity and markedness of the Toici(v), Taici(v) ending,

976 Thus the noun

which (unlike the short forms) can differentiate them from accusative plurals.
Bépaictin GAN aurTeo pev Tepl Taic Sépaicyy | mepBéTw TAékTalc UTTabUdac Tic (fr.362.1)
makes clear Taic is dative, and in &Gvdpect Tolc yewo[uev (fr.39a.8), the noun &Gvdpect (and
presumably the participle’s ending) makes clear Toic is dative. Similarly, in Taic of Taic k&Aaic’
UHY <TO> vénuUa TAMov | ou diduermtov (Sappho fr.41), the dative is made clear by the
indubitably dative Uppiv.”” The case of und’ dviaic Toic méAac aupéwv | Tapéxnv (fr.353)
may appear to be an exception, but the difference in gender between dviaic and Toic shows that
they do not agree, avoiding confusion. Here, since there is no noun or adjective in agreement, and
the article substantivises, the use of a more marked form is natural. Therefore, nothing hinders
translating T[ol]cv &’ &pxaw or T[ol]cv &1’ &pxaw](v as ‘those from ancient (stock/men)’.
The other gap in 1.5 is pdavep[ ]. With the subject in Tic only a line eatlier and a third-

person singular verb (EcceTau), it is unclear how this could be pavep[ol] or pavep[al]; indeed we

expect a complement as pavep|oc], or less probably as p&vep[ov] (“a clear thing’ or as an adjective

975 Tn order to differentiate the uses by distribution, we need to be clear about the uses of both; for Totci(v),
Taic(v), only Sappho frr.42.1 (demonstrative), 62.5 (demonstrative: thus Lobel 1925: xxxvii and Tzamali 1996: 215)
are clear, while for fr.39a.8 (Toic) a demonstrative ot relative sense cannot be ruled out. For Toic which could be
either case: frr.143.4, 302b.7.

976 The situation is similar to the ‘weak’, ‘mixed’, and ‘strong’ adjectival declensions of Modern German, which can
be viewed as paradigms differentiated by markedness (an adjective’s inflection depends in part on whether a definite,
indefinite, or no article (or some other determiners) is used with it): e.g. guter Mann (‘strong’ declension), ein guter
Mann (‘mixed’ declension), der gnte Mann (‘weak’ declension). The ‘weak’ declension, used with the definite article,
only has two possible inflections, while the ‘strong’ declension, used when the adjective is without an article, has five
possible inflections; the iconicity of the definite article’s inflections allows adjectival inflections to be less
differentiated in the ‘weak’ declension. Similar is the comparatively more frequent omission of pronominal
accusative subjects in Latin indirect statements when a participle is involved as the participle provides the gender
and number of the subject.

977 If we read Lobel’s Taic k&Aaictv Ut vénuua that emends (more than others) the manuscript’s k&Aatc Yuuw

due to the discomfort of movable v making position, there is even less ambiguity.
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with noun following in 1.6). If so, T[oT]cv &’ &pxde or T[ol]cv &’ apxdo|v is likely to be
limiting pdavep[oc] as ‘for/amongst those of ancient stock’. ‘X took care lest one of the kakopatrids
be visible/conspicuous/illustrious for/amongst those of ancient stock’ then seems inevitable. This
may be confirmed by the scholion on 14, which appears to paraphrase the clause-of-fearing
construction here (ufjt+future indicative, for a vivid fear) with a clause of precaution
(6meac+indicative). We should, then, consider who Tic Téov k[a]komaTpidav is and who is
guarding against this.

Since the simple statement in 11.1-2 appears litotic, especially with the repetition and the
addition of T&vT’ as qualifier, and the characteristic emphasised is intelligence (&cUvveT[o]c), the
referent is probably Pittacus, who is elsewhere portrayed as wily (fr.69.6-8). This event then
appears to refer to the same oath as at fr.129.14-20.” As fic is 3* person singular,”” 11.1-2 appear
to have Pittacus as subject, who could remain as subject (EpuA&Ea[To) or could be replaced by
the group (¢puA&Ea(uev; cf. amcopvupey, fr.129.14). Presumably, the turn set up in the imperfect
tense of 1.1 will follow in the lost lines, probably unveiling Pittacus as an oath-breaker.

The construal of 11.1-2 belies its simple appearance. The chief problem lies in Lobel’s
reading &rotct [: the metre demands a long alpha, but there is no known appropriate word. The
traces here are: a triangular letter, then two generously spaced uprights, then a join from the upper
half of the line to a clear upright. As € in this papyrus is taller and does not join onto the following
letter, we must have a, A, or & followed by T, 1, or 1 followed by o1, which, since -noi- is excluded
metrically (final syllable of &cuvveTt[o]c must be light), leave apol-. Lesbian demands &upolct,
but this would be an easy palacographical mistake. Considering the lack of connective in the
following lines, a new sentence probably began here with &{uuoict (with Hunt); with a finite verb

(¢puA&Eal) in the following line and no connective or subordinator, the line-end must have

978 See p.134.
979 Schmidt 1918: 91, comparing Theoc. 14.30.16. For fic (3% singular), cf. Skt. ds < IE *)ye-hres-t.
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included a dative plural: we might imagine e.g. &{wuoict yalp &yxect/dmmact.”® Since the
object of épuAGEa[ is TOUT’, Beouw AaTtol[id]a makes little sense in the genitive, and is probably
to be explained as locative Beopwo{(1), appropriate for both supplements. This only leaves the end
of the first line. While this scribe’s T can appear to have a curvy top left corner, this curve of the
horizontal line is high and probably suggests &@[ than aTr[ (&y[ should be ruled out). One might
then supply e.g. oU mavT’ flc &B[dkac 68 OitTakoc.

Some literary techniques may be noticed. The effect of the shorter glyconic line in 1.4 is
evident: it contains only the subject of the fear clause, marking ‘one of the kakopatrids out as the
concern not only of the line, but of the stanza, if not the poem. Further, there is a sense of suspence
in the delayed écceTat avep| |, which is mimetic of the wait for an emerging sole-ruler. Alcacus
also explores a long period in a short space, beginning with a general statement, then a specific
past event, with an imagined future from the past, probably followed by that becoming a reality in
the present. The order in which Alcaeus narrates is also persuasive in passing judgement on
Pittacus first (11.1-2) before telling the story, predisposing the audience to interpret the story that

way from the beginning.

980 For the dative plural of neuter nouns in -es/os- Hamm 1957: 156-157. The dative plural of stems in -a#- is -eccl,

but -c1 appears to have been concutrent in archaic Lesbian poets: Hodot 1982: 175, Hodot 1990: 101-102.
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RN

ouUk al ]taicel

TpaUA&Bolov mTepa [

KaTit[o]v KNvw TaTepal
5 TwUT[o JwvaicxuvToc € [

£ uliflcoc &Aitpov.

P.Oxy.1234 fr.1.1-6 (integrius P.Oxy.XI, p.56 (Hunt) = P.Oxy.1360 Introduction) cui accedunt ad
versum 1 P.Oxy.2166 (c) 38 (Lobel) et ad versus 3-5 P.Oxy.2166 (c) 1 (Lobel). ad quos versus
pertinent etiam P.Oxy.2307 fr.1.1(?)-17 (=fr.306a Voigt=Alcaeus 12 fr.1 CLGDP).
1 initium incertum, tum pes hastae verticalis, tum fortasse o vel o, tum pes hastae verticalis; reliqua
incertissima 2 Tdac (1inter & et ¢ manu secunda inserta — non superscripta) PEL pro CEl
legit Diehl, haud recte a[ma]taicel Lobel (P.Oxy. XXI) : &[pe]Taicel Lobel et Page 3
A& TpaU AdBoAov Hunt : mpatiA&Bolov Gallavotti T atn[velayk[  TaTep’
ayx[ Voigt : matepayk| Lobel et Page : TdTep (vocativus), at[ Hunt &yk[UAaict Gallavotti

in intercolumnio dextro (cuius pars in intercolumnio sinistro fragmenti P. Oxy. 1234 fr. 2 superest)

scholion: Jar | Ju_ | Jtou[ ] 1ou | JAA 4 k&t k&TiT[o]v Lobel (P.Oxy. XVIII) : k&T!
T[0]v Mazzarino KNV maTep’ & possis, unde e.g. TaTEP &[VEpoc Y ppav Diehl
[cTey&cdwv ? : [KTAVUEY ? 5 Tl supplevit Lobel (P.Oxy. XVIII) K] cov- vel

u(o1)’] cov- Diehl : y’] cov- Mazzarino : 8] cov- Gallavotti : Jeov aicxuvTtoc Reinach et Puech
(sed vide fr. 306a.15) aic gyl vel em[ em[aficoTo ? : Emlel ‘EEpuce Theander :

em[ev€aT’ &uut Diehl 6u[ ]c supplevit Hunt pov:
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Despite a semblance of agreement,” few things in these Sapphic stanzas are settled.” Since all
interpretations stand or fall on the identification of the father(s) in 1.3 and 4, they require careful
analysis. As Pittacus is the only one explicitly called kakopatrid (fr.348.1) and is strongly suspected
of being the referent elsewhere (cf. frr.75.12, 106.3?), it seems reasonable that he is involved here.
First, we should consider if either maTepa [ (1.3) or maTepa| (1.4), or both, are vocatives or
accusatives. It is impossible to exclude the vocative in 1.3, but it is difficult to work out the referent,
unless it was made clear in the preceding stanza(s); Zeus is improbable, as no clear instance of
TaTep alone refers to Zeus in Greek up to the fifth century.”® Since there is no reason for Alcaeus
to call on his own father, it seems most likely that we have accusatives. Two opinions dominate:
(1) the fathers are Pittacus’ father and grandfather (i.e. kijvoc=the father of 1.3),”* and (2) the
father of 1.4 is Pittacus’ father (i.e. kfjvoc=Pittacus) and the father of 1.3 is specified in the missing
line-end.””

For the latter, Mazzarino suggests that the father of 1.3 is Dracon, the son of Penthilus,
whose sister married Pittacus (fr.469=D.L. 1.81), supplementing TaTépa A[pdkovTa, comparing
matep AukauPa (Archilochus fr.172.1).”* However, if the poem targets Dracon and the marriage
of Pittacus into the Penthilids (cf. fr.70.6), the emphasis on the father through the repetition in 1.3
and 4 is unfortunate as Dracon is the brother, not the father, of Pittacus’ wife, even if Dracon was

kuptoc. This, however, easily remedied with m&Tepa A[pdkovToc, but the traces after a rule out

%81 E.g. the note in Liberman 1999: 47; most scholars since Gallavotti 1948a only consider the fragment in footnotes
(e.g. Burnett 1983), if at all.

982 A poem about Apollo or Zeus (from éx]&BoAov (1.2), e.g. Theander 1922, Coppola 1923, Reinach and Puech
1960: 80 n.1) is no longer possible since the integration of P.Oxy.2166; I have thus left out such supplements.

983 In texts with context. Apparent exceptions are A. Supp.811, where it is clarified in the next sentence; E. Her.936,
where the speaker of the words (reported by the messenger) is Heracles and hence his father is always Zeus; and S.
Trach.1088, where the previous sentence makes it clear. Cf. the ambiguity of Tatrip at A. C1.984.

984 Gallavotti 1948a: 103-104, followed by Burnett 1983: 200 n.51, Liberman 1999: 47.

985 Mazzarino 1943: 68-69, Diehl 1944: 24.

986 Mazzarino 1943: 68-69.
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8 (a straight top horizontal line and no bottom hotizontal). The other obvious candidate for
Alcaeus’ invective is Myrsilus, so perhaps his father could be targeted;”®” Myrsilus’ father is often
(unconvincingly) thought to be Cleanor (or a Cleanactid),” but this fits neither metre nor traces.
While we may have a father unrelated to Pittacus, the first option appears easier and more attractive,
with a reference to the familial line expressed in similar terms at fr.130b.5 (T&TnPE Kai T&TEPOC
Ta&TNp), which allows a pleasing parallel between Alcaeus’ portrayal of his and Pittacus’ families
that highlights the points of contrast between them. This similarity may also suggest a set-phrase.”®
Further, being worthy of stoning is parallelled by fr.298, where it seems to refer to Pittacus; this
makes Pittacus’ father in 1.3 more attractive, keeping the punishment of stoning related to Pittacus
throughout his oeuvre.””

Another issue is k&TiToV. Given AdBoAov for the father of 1.3, it would be fitting to have
another adjective (&T1TOV) for the father of L4, but k& T T[O]v k1jved TTaTEPa| is also appropriate.
The article, however, may be difficult.””" Since we do not usually get possessives (and articles)
anyway, > especially with familial relations, the phrasing here is clearly more emphatic than
fr.130b’s m&Tnp kai TaTepoc TATNP, and we might justify the article as
contrastive/oppositive.”” With k&TiTov, there are two possible meanings: (1) ‘unpunished’ (cf. A.
Ex.257), and (2) ‘unhonoured’ (cf. A. A.72), preferred by Diehl.”* While both meanings seem
possible, it seems easier to understand ‘unpunished’ as a parallel to the father ‘worthy of stoning’

(i.e. not yet stoned) of 1.3 than to understand ‘unhonoured’, except perhaps to explain Pittacus as

987 Thus Trumpf 1958: 55, Tarditi 1969: 91.

988 Liberman 1999: 58 nn.122, 123, with frr.112.23 and 306B.11-12; Porro 2004: 186. Instead of Cleanor, one might
consider méTepa KA[écova, but this too is palacographically difficult.

989 Cf. Treu 1963: 166-167.

990 Cf. Chapter 4.

991 Gallavotti 1948a: 103.

992 T obel 1927: Ixxxi-lxxxvi.

993 Tobel 1927: Ixxix.

994 Diehl 1944: 24.
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a kakopatrid, but &atitnc in A. A.72 concerns a lack of honour rather than being positively
shameful as the chorus attribute being &TiTal capki maAaidt as their reason for not being able
to go to Troy with the Achaean army. Both divisions of k&TiTov remain possible.

We can now turn to construal. In 1.2, there is too little context to choose between ouk
a[ma] taicel and oUk &[pe] Taicel. With the latter, the speaker predicts or vows that someone (ot
his machinations) will not flourish. With the former, the speaker claims that someone (probably
Pittacus, given Alcaeus’ characterisation of him as wily and deceitful) will not deceive him/the
group/the city again, as he did previously (cf. e.g. £.129.21-23), like fr.69.5-8. If fr.300a, a
commentary on frr.68 and 69,”” can provide clues, the last identifiable word on fr.68,
yeuctal| (1.17) in the gloss for &vaicxuvToc, suggests that our last stanza is about liars, making
a resolve not to be deceived an apt sentiment in the preceding stanza. Another possibility is that
the accusatives in 11.3-4 are the objects of &[mwa]Taicel, but it is difficult to see who could be
deceiving these bad fathers and for what purpose.”

And yet we must find a verb somewhere, which must be in the line-ends of 11.3-4 (v—x) or
L5 (=v=x). In 1.5, we have a masculine-singular nominative noun (cdvaicyxuvtoc), which, unless
is a nominative used for the vocative, must be the subject of a sentence, of which there appears to
be an obvious object (TeoUT[0 ... p[T]coc &ArTpov); this would suggest that 11.3-4 form a sentence
on their own or contain a participial phrase. In the former case, KTAVWHUEV seems an appropriate
verb for 11.3-4, which goes well with Gallavotti’s &yk[UAaict in 1.3: Tp&U AdBoAov mdTep’
(’xylg[\'J}\alCl | k&Tit[o]v KNV T&Tepa [KTAveopev. This is quite direct, but Alcaeus rarely
minces his words. This can only work if Pittacus’ father and grandfather are still alive. Perhaps
better is ‘T consider’ (e.g. TP&U AdBoAov maTep’ ayk[UAaict | k&TiT[o]v KAV TraTEP’

&[Elcour), or I make clear’ (e.g. supplementing Tpogaive). However, the sentence in 11.3-4 would

995 Fr.306a.18-19 appear to have fr.69.1 as the lemma and fr.3062.16-17’s aicxuv[Toc | ua avai[cxuvToc suggests
that the commentary until then concerns fr.68.

996 Further, Alcacus’s stanzas are almost always self-contained syntactically.
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lack connection, which is usually accompanied by a sudden change in tone or subject; such a turn
seems unlikely here as we do not start with the new subject, the verb (e.g. kK&BRaAAe, fr.338.5), or
some other emotive element (cf. e.g. oU kav vépov, fr.129.25). A participial phrase, then, seems
more attractive, supplying e.g. cTeyacdwv (he will not deceive (us) by hiding his evil father and
grandfather).

No suitable suggestions have surfaced for the line-end of L5, with most assuming
Theander’s &m[et (€)’Eépuce. However, this makes no sense unless one assumes that
wvaicyuvToc is Pittacus’ father, to which nothing points. It may be better to seriously consider
wvaicyuvToc as Pittacus, where 11.5-6 provide the reasoning for the exhortation of 11.3-4, with
u[f]coc &Artpov in apposition. Perhaps we should expect something like ‘but the shameless man
(=Pittacus), the sinful object of hate, is worthy of/pursues the same (i.e. fate)’, supplementing e.g.
em[aficdTe ‘let him expect’.””

Aspects of Alcaeus’ artistry can be observed here. The repetition of T&Tepa in the same
part of the line clearly sets up or reinforces the parallel either between the generations or between
the two families. This is then contrasted with the unique figure (covaicxuvToc), who is brought
out as the rhetorical point of the poem, while sustaining a continuity between the three figures
with TaUT[0 and the same metrical pattern. The parallelism is also helped by each (long) line (11.3-
5) containing one figure, probably each described by an adjective (possibly each by a compound
adjective): mpatA&Bolov,” k&TiTov, covaicxuvtoc. These adjectives create a bitter tone
(especially with the ironic and sarcastic TpaiU and the alpha-privatives) which may be

complemented by calls to punish the figures. The metre contributes further to the rhetorical climax

997 For the ending, see Bliimel 1982: 175, with the 4% century BC IG XI1, 2, 645.a36 (SEG 27-497) (for
cTe]pavadTw). Diehl 1944: 24 suggests ém[eUEat’ &uut, but there is no mention of sweating/vowing in the
fragment and would require a leap of at least a stanza to refer to a possible mention.

998 Gallavotti 1948a: 103 suggests it is a new compound, meaning ‘da lapidare benevolmente’; Tarditi 1969: 91

compates the word with TpaUTévaov ‘with tamed neck’ (A.P. 9.299). Cf. Somolinos 1998: 163 with n.380.
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as the final adonean (u[i]coc &Aitpov) identifiably and memorably encapsulates the point of the

poem, that Pittacus is sinful and hateful.
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69

..||H|.,

ZeU méTep, AUBol ptv émacxdAavTec
cupgodpaict dicxeAiolc cté[Tnpac
Guu’ €dcokav, ai ke duvaiued’ ip[
£c O ENBN,
5 oU m&bBovTec oUuddua ddcAov ou[d’ E]v
oUdt yewckovTec: 0 8’ e ahwmal
otk [I] Adppcov eUpdpea TpoAéEalic
HAT[e]TO Adcnv.
P.Oxy.1234 £r.1.7-14 (integrius P.Oxy. X1, p.56 (Hunt) = P.Oxy.1360 Introduction) et fr.2 (scholia)

cui accedunt P.Oxy.2166 (c) 1. ad quos versus pertinent etiam P.Oxy.2307 fr.1.18-21 (=fr.306a

Voigt = Alcaeus 12 fr.1 CLGP).

1 Tep-AU supplevit Hunt e scholio 1-2 in margine dextro scholion: | v Umo |*Jau |
8o _c émi cuppopaic |* dcxdAavTtec k(ai) Autrouu(ev)ol 2 pbp Aio supplevit
Hunt 3 auued at vaped’ Suvaued’ Lobel [e) ip[av Hunt : "lp[ac
Diehl 4 Onv 5 mab dau Té&C supplevit Hunt in margine dextro
vestigia scholii minima 6 yewac TeC 8’ cocalcdoma| aAcd>malg Hunt, sed
cf. Hesychius &Acdmar 1§ &Acdomng 7 supplevit Hunt Ao Hap AEE in
margine dextro vestigia scholii minima 8 NAT supplevit Hunt Aéc

So much has been written about these two Sapphic stanzas but with such disagreement that one
hardly knows where to start. At least, the gist is obvious: the Lydians gave Alcaeus and his group
2000 staters to enter a city, and the Lydians are contrasted with someone who is compared to a

fox.
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Everything hangs on the city and the fox. That the Lydians are portrayed as behaving
generously despite not being acquainted with Alcaeus’ group (oU T&BovTec oUd&ua TG CAov
oU[8’ E]v | oudt yvwckovTec) so the fox (AUdot pév ... 6 8’) must be acquainted with Alcaeus’
group and be behaving ignobly seems unobjectionable.”” The obvious fox is Pittacus: not only is
he most suited to the theme of betrayal (cf. frr.129, 141 (with scholion)), but he is also portrayed
animalistically elsewhere (SamTéTeo, £r.70.7; damTel, £1.129.23; possibly compated to a lion in
fr.296a) among other invective names (fr.429). Most nevertheless remain open to other
possibilities:""" “The Fox is [...] no less suitable for anyone else whom Alcaeus thought to be
double-faced.”™" This does not ring true; other addressees of his invectives, Melanchrus and
Myrsilus, are not accused of betrayal in our sources and only Pittacus seems to have been part of
the synomosia.

1002

Similarly, the ‘holy city’ seems likely to be Mytilene, ™ though others are possible.
Although there was a Hiera/Ira on Lesbos (Pliny N.H. 5.139, Steph. Byz. 337.2, Eust. ad 1.743.18)
and iepdc is a common epithet for city both in Lesbian poetry (frr.42.4, 48.10, Sappho fr.44.6) and

19 and Alcaeus does not seem to add

beyond, TTOAIC on its own in Alcaeus is usually Mytilene,
TSAIC to names of places."” Liberman claims that, even if ip[av is right, Mytilene may not be the
city in question as his audience would know and possibly because the name was difficult

metrically.'"”” However, even ignoring that Alcaeus is a skillful poet with many metres at his

disposal, the only circumstance where ip[av | éc TOAw is not Mytilene would be when the city is

999 Page 1955: 231-232, Tsomis 2001: 51.

1000 Though often only a little: e.g. Page 1955: 232, Trumpf 1958: 54, Degani and Burzacchini 1977: 198, Liberman
1999: 48, 209 n.98.

1001 Bowra 1961: 141; similarly, Burnett 1983: 165 n.18.

1002 Other suggestions include Hiera/Ira (Lobel and Page’s supplement), Sardis (Pugliese-Carratelli 1943: 20-21;
Gallavotti 1948a: 24-25), Sigeum (Gomme 1957: 256 n.50).

1003 Page 1955: 227.

1004 Bowra 1961: 141.

1005 Tiberman 1999: 209 n.99.
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named elsewhere (in another stanza). This is possible, but it seems unkind to the audience
(especially a wider audience) to not offer this at the beginning of the poem. On balance, it seems
that, even if a different city was named later, the audience would have assumed Mytilene until then.

There are broadly two views of the fox’s actions: (1) if the city is not Mytilene, the fox
falsely suggested that the taking of the city would be easy to divert Alcaeus and his group from

1006

staszs, " which can be ruled out because the city is likely to be Mytilene, and (2) if the city is

Mytilene, the fox persuaded Alcaeus and his group (in exile) to attack Mytilene, saying it would be

easy. The standard view of the latter type is that the fox then betrayed and frustrated them,""” with

some arguing that the tyrant in Mytilene at the time is Melanchrus and others Myrsilus.'"”® However,
it seems incredible that such a huge force as could be mustered with 2000 staters (more below)
was foiled by the changing alliance of one man, even if Pittacus took with him other members of
the synomosia. Bowra suggests that Alcaeus lacked political sense and that he could not see the
Lydian money for what it was (buying Mytilene) even though the fox pointed this out and

1009

discouraged Alcaeus; " it is unclear how that constitutes vulpine behaviour, unless Alcaeus

accuses the fox of doing it to establish himself in Mytilene.

1006 Page 1955: 233. Gallavotti 1948a: 24-25 suggests that Myrsilus is the fox and used his Lydian connections to
entice Alcaeus into going to Sardis, but what do the Lydians get out of this? A similar idea is sending Alcaeus to
Sigeum (Gomme 1957: 256 n.56), but this cannot portray Alcaeus in a favourable or honourable light. Somewhat
different is Alcacus as a mercenary of Pactyes to attack Sardis (Pugliese-Carratelli 1943), refuted by Page 1955: 233
n.1 on chronological (amongst other) grounds. The best interpretation along these lines is that Alcacus is making
fun of Pittacus (already on the side of Myrsilus but not yet able to establish zonarchia) who tried to tempt Alcaeus
from Mytilene with the exaggerated offer of two thousand staters for an expedition abroad (Burnett 1983: 165-1606);
however, it seems unlikely that Pittacus would reveal his new allegiance to Myrsilus without having secure means to
exile their political opponents, and the benefits for the Lydians are unclear.

1007 Page 1955: 233, Trumpf 1958: 54-55.

1008 Schmidt 1918: 90 suggests that Pittacus and Alcacus are allied against Melanchrus when they received Lydian
help, but the help comes to nothing as Pittacus (as the fox) abandons Alcacus out of convenience (however,
gUMGpEa as ‘convenient’ is impossible: Page 1955: 227). Treu 1963: 171 notes that £r.63 is likely to refer to the same
event and, finding a reference to Myrsilus (through a daring supplement introducing the Cleanactids) in fr.63,
suggests that Pittacus (as the fox) betrays Alcacus for Myrsilus.

1009 Bowra 1961: 141-142.
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It seems that we have misunderstood the temporal relation between the actions of the fox
and the Lydian gift. Alcaeus and his group are in exile because Pittacus has taken power in Mytilene
(it cannot be earlier, as Pittacus could not yet be attacked for betraying them) and Pittacus hoping
to pass unnoticed is the background information (hence imperfect fjAT[e]TO; contrast aotist
€dcoke) characterising Pittacus’ longtime thoughts as imagined by Alcaeus. A&cny is the easy
outcome Pittacus cleverly predicted (TToik[IJAdppeov eupdpea poAéEalic)."”"” During this time,
the Lydians offered money to help Alcaeus and his group enter Mytilene, thereby upsetting
Pittacus’ calculations and hopes with an unexpected event. Therefore, the sense is ‘Pittacus
thought he was so clever, thinking that he could betray us and get off scot-free, but look: we have
just received overwhelming support from the Lydians (that he never thought could happen)’. It is
to be assumed that the following stanzas would elaborate how Pittacus betrayed Alcaeus and his
group.'”"! This interpretation makes fewer assumptions about political events and provides a more
effective (and triumphant) rhetorical point.

The Lydian intervention is extraordinary. 2000 staters (over 28kg of electrum) is no small
sum: Page notes that Croesus raised an army with half the sum, and that 2000 staters would have

kept at least 500 men for several months.'”* But why did the Lydians give such a sum to Alcaeus

1010 This interpretation works whether one assumes that TpoAé€alic is dependent on Adcnv or not. If dependent,
Pittacus hoped the prediction would go unnoticed; if not, Pittacus hoped his actions would go unnoticed after
predicting easy things.

1011 The fragment is likely incomplete (pace Kitkwood 1974: 61), as we would expect a coronis otherwise, even at the
bottom of a column.

1012 Page 1955: 232 with n.3, (apparently overestimating: Breglia 1974). Although the value of the (electrum) stater
differed from state to state, not only did most states in Asia Minor have a similar standard (usually called the
Milesian/Lydo-Milesian, at just over 14g) that a kind of monetatry union has been postulated (Le Rider 2001: 91-92,
Bresson 2009) and only Phocaea and Samos had different standards (at 16.50g and 17.40g respectively (Nicolet-
Pierre 2002: 114-123)), but one assumes that the Lydians’ gift of staters are in Lydian staters (Lydo-Milesian
standard). As far we know, the Mytileneans did not strike coins until later in the 6™ century (c. 530 BC, on the
Phocaic standard; for details and catalogue, see Bodenstedt 1981: 182-183, Hoover 2010: 225-241), though the

Lesbians (or Mytilene and Methymna) together appear to have struck coins in billon a few decades earlier (mid. 6t
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19 and note

and his group? For many scholars, such a sum could only be for mercenary service,
that it shows that hiring of mercenaries was normal for staseis in even small poleis.'”"* Gilinther
nuances the picture, wondering ‘Was ndmlich konnte der Besitzer einiger (oder auch: einiger
hundert) Statere mit diesen anfangen in einer Umwelt in der Miinzgeld weitestgehend noch ganz
ungewohnlich war?’'""* and suggests that coinage was probably not used to pay mercenaries but
rather to buy weapons for an army in this period. But if a little later, Croesus could raise an army
with half the money, this sum still appears to be excessive. Such a sum cleatly points away from
Alcaeus and his group as receiving the sum for mercenary service themselves, but more as a
generous gift. The rhetoric of the fragment too supports this, as the great emphasis (triple negatives,
Tw and €v) on there being no previous relationship implies that the money had no visible strings
attached. It further suggests that there was no formal alliance before. Of course, this does not

1016 Further,

preclude expectation of a favourable relationship with Alcaeus’ group, if victorious.
Alcaeus may not be entirely honest here as there were intense Lesbian-Lydian interactions at the

time, including intermarriages that would have aligned powerful interests in some way, but Alcaeus

portrays them as neutral bystanders for his rhetorical ends.

> 1017
>

Far from being an artless ditty, with ‘nothing of poetry in it’, "' the fragment is effective.
The address to Zeus immediately catches the audience’s attention with a sense of solemnity and

emphasises the extraordinariness of the Lydian gift, as well as suggesting that his presentation here

century BC, according to some, in the ‘age of tyrants’ or even Pittacus himself (Babelon 1907: 339-358), on their
own standards and Persic standard: for details and catalogue, see Hoover 2010: 244-248, Lazzarini 2010).

1013 Bettalli 1995: 80-81, Melville-Jones 2006: 24.

1014 Bettalli 1995: 81.

1015 Giinther 2006: 46.

1016 Giinther 2006: 50 suggests, ‘Nachdem der Lyderkonig die meisten griechischen Poleis unterworfen hatte,
mochte er hoffen, nicht nur in Mytilene ein ihn befreundetes Regime zu installieren, sondern auch dadurch den
Milesiern wirkungsvolle Konkurrenz etwa am strategisch so bedeutsamen Hellespont, zu machen.” It is not difficult
to imagine buying influence in general by being perceived as being rich, like Croesus through benefactions to Delphi
(Hdt.1.50-54).

1017 Frinkel 1973: 193.
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is objectively true, as it is being related to a divinity. This initial address is perhaps not abandoned,
but these stanzas may be part of a poetic prayer, with this section explaining what has happened,
as in fr.129.14-28. If so, by going straight into the events, instead of expressing the request first,
Alcaeus also creates a sense of fastened pace and immediacy. The contrast established between the
kind strangers and the tricky friend not only characterises Pittacus negatively as he has ill treated
Alcaeus, but it also suggests in the poem’s logic that Alcaeus and his group are manifestly good as
even complete strangers show such generosity towards them. Metrical structure also contrasts the
hopes of the two, with the first adonean encapsulating the wish of Alcaeus and his group (¢c TOAW
gABnv) and the second the thoughts of Pittacus (fjATr[e] To Adcnv). Further contrast is made with
the animal comparison, which lowers the register a little from the religious beginning, especially as
the fox is found in folk poetry and fables, by also using the compound epithet TTok[1JAdéppcov,
only otherwise found in E. Her.1312 (for Odysseus), underlining the incongruity between the

heroic arena of war and politics and the fox’s base conduct.
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70

_ ] 10X

T[]t Tad eimmv dd v |

aBupel medEX OV cupTrocic [

Bdpuoc, ptAcoveov Ted’ dAep[dTcov
5 EUWXTNHUEVOC aUTolCIV éTTa|

kijvoc 8¢ macdbeic ATpeidal | [

SamTéTe MOAW coc kai meda Mupci[A]w|

B&c «’ &uue BOSAANT Apeuc émT Uxe [

TSNV €k 8¢ XOAw TGOSe Aaboiued [
10 XaAdccopev 8¢ Tac BupoPopw Avac

EUPUAw Te pdixac, Tav Tic OAupTricov

gvaopce, BAUOV UEV Eic GQuaTaY &YWV

£ OiTTdke!t B¢ didoic kidoc emmp[aT]ov.

P.Oxy.1234 fr.2 col. 1.1-13.
2 mp[wd] et Lobel et Page : | Teoc putat Diehl quia 1 adscriptum in versu 13 omittitur, sed vestigia
non in ¢ quadrant T'0'd’, a supersctriptum €l dav, dou inter alia possis 0¥
eUlo[yoc cc péAn ? : & & euké[Aadoc (vel elfplooc vel elkploToc vel elpyloma)
uéAoc/uéAn ? : 6 8 ouk &licov ToT’ coc Kamerbeek in margine dextro vestigia parvissima
scholii 3 cupmocicov [Bpéuwv Kamerbeek : cupmocico Aliyuc ? 4 poc: Acdov
(accentum scripsit manus altera) SaA aAep[&Teov (Hunt) kdkwv Kamerbeek 5
XM aU (accentum scripsit manus altera) aU Toictv Kamerbeek Ema[deTan
Diehl : éma[v8dvel Liberman : éma[pkéTw Schmidt 6 kM SeTracd [ts) ATpeidalv]
y [évei Bowra : ATpeidalv] y[6veot Edmonds : ATpeidali]c’ [8Aav Page in margine dextro
vestigia scholii: ' ] émyauiav cxcov: oi y(ap) m(epl) |? ] A<t>pécoc amdyovor B[ Jat |°]

coc k(ai) Tpadon p(etd) o[l Mup]ciA(ov) 7 TéT TOA Mupci[A]w[ Hunt
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8 k& ™/-upe (quae manus scripserit certo distingui non potest; explicat Voigt: ‘K™ GUUE in KAUUE =
Kal &UpeE corr. prima correctura expuncta’) BOAANT &p (* scripsit manus altera, ut videtur)
’ P eqqe oy - . 3 \ ’ 3 \ ’ s 7 .
TUXe_[, Tev veri simillimum mihi videtur €Tl Teuxect Kamerbeek : €l TeUxe’ €U Liberman :
€l TeUxea Schmidt (sed vestigium litterae superest post @) : EMTEUXEQAC (= *EMTEUXEIC = O

emTUYyX&uel) Wilamowitz vix recte 9 TpéTINV XOA T 861 Aaboiued’

av Lobel : AaBcoped’ &av Hunt, sed &v non Acolicum fuisse videtur : AaBcoueba vult Wilamowitz

contra papyrum 10 Aéc XaAaccwpev vult Wilamowitz contra papyrum Tac
Buu Bop 11 evg, v linea transfixit et W superscripsit manus altera PUA
udxac Tav 12 évew uaT 13 TdKw, correxit Hunt KU uule

étmp[aT]ov supplevit Hunt

Despite being one of the most quoted fragments of Alcaeus, fr.70 has received little literary
attention. Such neglect is partially because of the historical details: it can be dated to Pittacus’
(named in 1.13) sole-rule, after the powet-sharing with Myrsilus (coc kai eda Mupci[A]w[ and
by the scholion to L6 (coc k(ai) mpconv u(eta) to[ Mup]cid(ov)). Pittacus’s marriage into the
Penthilids may be recent as kfjvoc 8¢ machBeic ATpetd[ | [ | Samtétw mOAW perhaps suggests

a link between the marriage and the devouring of the city. We cannot, however, establish whether

1018 1019

it is from Alcaeus’ exile, as some suggest, - since there are no references to the location.
That kijvoc refers to Pittacus is agreed by all.'"*” Assuming that kfjvoc 8¢ (as probably at
tr.72.7) implies a change of subject, many think that the symposium in 11.2-5 cannot be Pittacus’,

suggesting instead from kakomaTpidaic (frr.67.4, 75.12, 106.3, 348.1) a symposium of Pittacus’

father.'”” However, not only are the humble birth and Thracian ancestry of Pittacus’ father

1018 E.o. Rosler 1980: 160.

1019 Similatly, Trumpf 1958: 65.

1020 Already Hunt 1914: 78, with Diog. Laert. 1.81.

1021 Wilamowitz 1914: 237, followed by Jurenka 1914: 235, and Theander 1922: 63.
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1022

questionable,'"* no mention of Pittacus’ father is preserved here. Further, kfjvoc 8¢ need not

imply a change in subject, but may denote a continuation or a summarising resumptive of the same

topic or focus (cf. e.g. kfva pév, fr.73.7),'"*

while there is a greater contrast between kfjvoc and
aupe. Finally, we have a present-tense verb (&6Upet), which should rule out intergenerational
comparisons in most construals of the first stanza.'”* If so, whose symposium is it? Plutarch’s
explanation of LopodopTidnc, which can easily fit into this metre, seems similar to fr.70: coc (sc.
TTtTakdv) addgoic Té MoAAd kai pavAoic 18déuevov cupmdTaic:” (Plutarch, Quaest. conv. 726
B). Behind this anecdote, clearly based on some Alcaean fragment, may be fr.70’s 1Acoveov med’
aAep[&Toov | elcoxriuevoc, if not the symposium of the first stanza, understood as Pittacus’,
though Plutarch (or the original author of the anecdote) may have misunderstood or
misremembered details. If Plutarch’s possible summary is reliable, Diehl’s éma[deTal becomes
very attractive (~186pevov).'*

Construing the first stanza has proved tricky and is conveniently omitted in discussions by

most. The problem lies in eiTnv, which cannot depend on &Bupel, the only visible finite verb.

1022 See pp.153-156.

1023 Rgsler 1980: 164 n.131, but see below.

1024 Present-tense aBUpel would not exclude intergenerational comparisons if there is indirect speech after eimrnv.
However, this is unattractive because it requires 68 u_[ to have 88¢, which would be clumsy (having both T&®e and
the reported speech); it would produce an improbably long sentence beginning before the surviving fragment and
ending at the end of L.5; and it is difficult to see who would report on the symposium of Pittacus’ father. The
argument is also unclear: kfjvoc 8¢ would not be adversative since there is little contrast between the sympotic
image and the devouring of the city, while 8¢ as ‘and’ seems flat as there is no logical connection between the
father’s symposium and Pittacus’ city-devouring (unlike with e.g. ‘thus’, ‘in the same way’).

The present tense is awkward for those seeing a contrast between pre- and post-Mytsilus symposia too, e.g. Lentini
2002: 5. It seems more natural to describe a past symposium then say ‘let him feast like this now too’, rather than
describe a present symposium then say ‘let him feast, as he did before’ (since he is already feasting). Further, in
Lentini’s interpretation, Pittacus’ marriage intrudes without adding anything to why or how he should be feasting.
The fact that the marriage intrudes on the argument makes it important to understand.

1025 Similarly, Lentini 2002: 4, who nevertheless quotes Voigt’s apparatus (‘sed A’ in pap. exspectaveris’) as possible
evidence against it. This is not insurmountable, as the scribe, while providing accents for most words that are not

prepositions or particles, does not write accents for all (e.g. on AUac, 1.10).
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Another main verb and connective at the end of 1.2 is then required, but none suggest themselves.
However, the problem is solved if eiTmv depends on a verb in the previous stanza, with a new
sentence beginning with & 8(¢).'"”° Kamerbeek provides the most convincing suggestion along
these lines so far:
68 oUk alicov ToT’ coc

aBupel edéxV cuprocicov [Bpéuwv

Bdpuoc, ptAcoveov Ted’ dAep[dTov KdKwv

eUwXTUEVOC aU Tolclv Em&[deTal.
He summarises, ‘Pittacus non curat quod adversarii eum scire velint, immo nihil audire potest prae
strepitu barbiti in conviviis quibus totus occupatus est cum illis suis nefariis sodalibus’.'"*’ This
makes the SaTTéTw very appropriate, letting Pittacus do as he wishes since he will not listen.
However, Pittacus would presumably not have been listening for a while (coc kai meda
Mupci[A]w]) and thus saying SamTéTe MOAW now, when Pittacus has not done anything new,
seems awkward; it also exculpates him somewhat, as it suggests that Pittacus cannot hear his
enemies for the noise of his company. It is further unclear why not listening, if it is crucial, is not
thematised in the rest of the poem. More problematic is the awkwardness of having Pittacus as
the subject in 11.2-5 (& &’), to be resumed without a break by kfjvoc &¢. kijvoc d¢ denoting a
continuation or as summarising resumptive seems too emphatic here if we switched subject with
contrastive 6 & only in the previous sentence. A solution would be to keep the lyre as subject
throughout the first stanza, for example:

6 8 eUké[Aadoc puéhoc/péAn
&BUpel Tedéx v cuptrocie [Ppénwv (Kamerbeek)

Bdpuoc, ptAcoveov Ted’ dAep[dTeov kdkwv (Kamerbeek)

1026 Theander 1922: 63, Kamerbeek 1973: 390-391, Lentini 2002: 4. A new sentence is unlikely at the beginning of 1.2
as there is no connective.

1027 Kamerbeek 1973: 391.
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evwxnUevoc avuTolctv émalvdavel (Liberman).
The personification of the lyre may be a ‘figura audax’,'"”® but it seems unjustified to deny it for

% and for medéxwv cuptocico,

eUwxTUEVOoC when we are forced to accept it for &Bupel,
especially as the idea is closely parallelled in 7dn pév dautoc kekoprueba Bupov éicne |
Popuyydc 8, 1 Sauti cuvrjopdc tcTi BaAeim (04.8.98-99).'" However, this creates an
unattractive asyndeton.

Better than either would be a non-resumptive 6 &, such as:

6 &’ ellho[yoc coc uéAn

aBUpel medéxov cuprocic [Alyuc

Bdpuoc, ptAcoveov Ted’ dAep[dTeov kdkwv (Kamerbeek)

evwxrnuevoc auTolcty émalvdavel (Liberman).
This would make kijvoc 8¢ more natural as it is just picking up 6 8’ elAo[yoc emphatically, and
the comparative clause is apt as both Pittacus and the lyre are in the symposium, which, as the
locus of persuasion and song (and feasting), is a natural thing to bring up if the persuasive and
pleasing aspects of the lyre’s tune and of Pittacus’ talk are the topic. The parallel drawn is thus
between Pittacus and the lyre, highlighted by Tedéxcov and @iAcoveov ed” &Aep[&Teov. Pittacus’
sweet-talking then results in the marriage and power. It also provides a way of explaining the
positive elements of the banquet. Only giAcdveov Ted’ &Aep[&Twv is really negative, while the

lyre-playing and feasting in other circumstances would be positive, which is strange if we are

supposed to think of this as the prototypically bad banquet, but a contrast with the positive effects

1028 Kamerbeek 1973: 391 n.3.

1029 B.o. Lentini 2002: 4; contrast the enthusiastic Tsomis 2001: 169.

1030 Porro 1996a: 141 translates ‘al primo (?) questo dir (si deve?) ...: “Canta prendendo patte al simposio ... la lira, in
compagnia di stolti gradassi gozzovigliando tra loro’”, making the description of the symposium a quotation. This
has few advantages (we can link e{Tnv to the rest of the stanza) and many disadvantages (where is the link between
the symposium and Pittacus? Why is saying this relevant? Why would we turn from this to Pittacus? Who are

PAcovcov Ted” dAep[dTwov?).
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of the clear-sounding lyre is used here to emphasise the negative effects of talking, another usually
positive aspect of the symposium. Further, Pittacus’ deceptive talking is a well-attested topic, and
6 & elAolyoc is similar to frr.67.2 and 69.6-8; similatly, excessive cleverness being bad is
thematised elsewhere (e.g. fr.38). Finally, if fr.129.21-24 is involved in a case of self-citation with
tr.70 (probably quoting it from exile, as Pittacus is now devouring the city, as Alcaeus gives leave
to here), deceptive talking may be present in both fragments. Consequently, fr.70 may be another
poem on Pittacus’ deception.

Further, @tAcoveov med’ aAep[dTeov also fits this interpretation well, as HAedc (whence
NAéuaToc) is found in situations comparable to here. At Od.2.243, it is used by Leiocritus to
rebuke Mentor (addressed as @pévac NAeé) who defends Odysseus in the assembly, and at
0d.14.463-464 it is used of the wine loosening Odysseus’ tongue; both cases spur bold thought.
Thus nAedc is linked to interfering with good-thinking and to drinking, on which associations
Alcaeus perhaps draws with &AépaToc to contrast clever Pittacus and his senseless companions,
depicted like mad Ares according to Athena: paidueve, ppévac nAé, diépbopac: R v Tol
alTwc | olaT’ dkouéuev écTi, véoc 8§ amdAwAe kai aidcdc (1415.128-129). These resonances
may well be intended in a fragment full of near-epic formulations.'”' In this connection, one
wonders if the sapax PIAcdVV is a corruption of prAoiveov.!032

Pittacus’ marriage too is rarely discussed in detail. Scholars, even those who do not suppose

1033

11.2-5 to be a symposium of Pittacus’ father,'" only mention aceic ATpeidal, except to explain

the reference, to suggest that Pittacus’ marriage into the Penthilids is mentioned to make the hezairia

1031 From a different angle, cf. Lentini 2000; see also pp.40-42.

1032 piAcdOVeov is interpreted variously as @IATNC ‘thief (Wilamowitz 1914: 236, and in Hunt 1914: 78); as péAcov
(PéAcov 6 &dAalov, Theognost. Can. 41: Lobel 1927: 27, followed by Mastrelli 1954: 75, Campbell 1982: 275, Porro
1996a: 141); as *iA-covoc ‘den Kaufpreis liebend” (Schmidt 1916: 394); and as an 7-stem derivative of piAoc
meaning ‘Kumpan’ with a pejorative sense (cf. yacTpawv, puckwv) (Maas 1915: 598, followed by Diehl 1936: 1.4
p-106, Theander 1922: 64, Hamm 1957: 84, Chantraine 1990, s.v. piAoc, Broger 1996: 167-168, Somolinos 1998:
132, Liberman 1999: 210 n.101, Caciagli 2011: 50-51).

1033 H.g. Burnett 1983: 175, T'somis 2001: 169.
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indignant that a lowly man is thus honoured. Just as eatlier interpretations do not explain why the
symposium is brought into the poem beyond a symbolic comparison between Pittacus’ negative
symposium and Alcaeus’ positive symposium, scholars do not contemplate why Pittacus’ Penthilid
marriage is mentioned here. I see two mutually non-exclusive options: (1) TacdBeic
ATpetda| parallels coc kai meda Mupci[A]wl, so that Pittacus is envisioned devouring the city
having sweet-talked both the Penthilids and Myrsilus and the two are parallelled, or (2) TacdBeic
ATpetdal has been a key part of the poem so far or is presented as the logical continuation of his
sweet-talking and explains with a causal participial how Alcaeus has to allow him to devour the
city.

The rest seems relatively straight-forward. The third-person imperative damTéTw is
limited temporally by the 6&c clause. The debate about the line-end of 1.8 (€1ri TeUxXeCL, ETTl TEUXE’
€U, €T TEUXEQ, EMTEUXEAC (Z*EMTEUXEIC=O EmMTUYXavel)) makes littde difference to the
interpretation of the whole fragment, though émi TeUxea is palacographically unlikely and
gmTeuxéac is unattested.'”* More important are the moods of AaBoiued [ and xaAd&ccopev.
Wilamowitz claimed that these should be subjunctives depending on 6&c k’, changing to AaBcoued’
av and xaAdccowpev.'” However, the argument is stronger with the paradosis. It makes sense
to say ‘let Pittacus devour the city until Ares wishes to turn us to arms’, but not ‘let Pittacus devour
the city until we forget this anger’ or ‘until we relax from the strife’. Thus 8&c ’ only goes with

1036 aﬁd a

&uue BOAANT Apeuc emT Uxe [ | TpdTMV,, followed by a wish to forget the anger,
prediction that the audience will be released from strife: ‘let him, married into the family of the

Atreidae, devour the city as he used to with Myrsilus, until Areus wills to turn us to arms; then

may we be able to forget this anger, and we will then be released from the heart-devouring strife...”

1034 See Tsomis 2001: 170 n.12.
1035 Wilamowitz 1914: 236. However, XaAdccopev can be subjunctive or future in Lesbian (Lobel 1927: xxix, lxvi,
Ixx and Page 1955: 2306).

1036 A standatd cupitative optative without &v/ke for realisable wishes.
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Rosler accepts Wilamowitz’s AaBcoped’ av and émTeuxéac because he thinks the group must
succeed (not just be turned to arms) and forget the anger to be released from strife,'"”’ but there
is no problem with just turning to arms. Indeed, Alcacus seems less certain than most scholars
assume; Alcaeus is only confident that Ares will turn them to arms, but with a wish to forget the
anger, he leaves open the outcome of the fight: ‘until Ares would turn us to arms; then may we
forget this anger (sc. if we win)’.

Indeed, Alcaeus juggles outward optimism or confidence (cf. sarcastic SamTéTe)'”® with
a much more pessimistic attitude.'”” The surviving fragment is largely concerned with the present
woes, and thoughts of success are for what appears to be the distant future (Ares has not yet turned
them to arms) and do not stay in the foreground for long. The strong pessimistic air is notable in
the way the poem ends: in the final stanza, when the speaker has been more optimistic and appears
to be heading towards the future, the speaker brings the focus back onto the present woe with a
relative clause (T&v Tic ‘OAupTricov) that at first appeats to be a short aside but turns into a long
elaboration. With this clause, then, the ending comes rather unexpectedly in time and spirits.
Because of these emotional turns, it seems unlikely that the fragment’s main rhetorical and
argumentative point is group management or an exhortation for his group to close ranks,'"*’ but it
seems more concerned with empathy and difficulties of the situation created by the tricks of
Pittacus. Fr.70 is therefore much more interesting than is supposed, being neither a straightforward

call to forget the war for the moment (cf. e.g. fr.73), nor a confident call to arms, nor a triumphant

view of inevitable success, but rather more like the inability to forget the war expressed in

fr.140.14-15.

1037 Résler 1980: 167-169, but already Hunt 1914: 79.

1038 Burnett 1983: 173-176 presents a persuasive but one-dimensional account of a sarcastic Alcaeus trying to make
his betairia angty.

1039 See p.105.

1040 ¢.o. Kirkwood 1974: 74-75, Burnett 1983: 175.
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71

..|H||.,

@iloc pév fcba k&’ Epipov K&AnV

Kail XOoTpov: oUTw ToUTO VouicdeTal
P.Oxy.1234 fr.2 1.14-15, cui accedit P.Oxy.2166 (c) 41
ita manus altera. Kai ... vouic®eTal tantum versu priore omisso sctipsit manus ptima post
Alcaei fragmentum 70.13. hunc ultimum versum columnae uncis (uncus sinister tantum superest)
inclusit manus altera et @iAoc ... vopicSeTal in margine infetiore addidit. manum alteram
credidit Lobel eandum esse quae P.Oxy.1788 scripserit.

1 k& 2 pov in margine dextro reliquiae scholii: ' [ ]y [

ctoudiic o[touctv THv ev]wxiav, Tapowia & (Ectiv) |° e Epip[o]v kai xo[ipov KaAeiv,

86e]v Aéyer oUTw TouTo vou(ileTat)

72

A&Bpeoc 8¢ cuvete [ ] [ Jeamv
TiuTAeicv akpaTew [ | auépa [
5 kal VUKTI TapAdcdel  axBev,
kfjvoc 8¢ ToUTwV oUk ¢TTeEA&BeTO
covnp ETel Bn TPEITOV OVETPOTIE,
Traicalc yap dvvwdpIve VUKTAC,

10 Tco O¢ mibw TaTayeck’ 6 TUBUNV.
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cU dn TeauTac EKYEYOvwVY EXNIC
Tav 36Eav ofav &vdpec éAelbepol
€cAcov EovTeC €k TOKNWV

P.Oxy.1324 fr.2 ii, cui accedunt duo frustula (Lobel), et tertium (P.Oxy.2166 (c) 30).

3 A& CTE cuvcTel[yev Diehl 4 Trin KPaT | apépa TO & ¢’
Page : 6’ ¢]1r° Diels : u&A’ €] Jurenka pai[ vel pav| 4-6 in margine reliquia scholii:
"tnvegn | ]koc cuv |?]u €Bouc |*] TacTo |® Inyopot 8(¢) 5 vik TAapA&Let, cd
superscripsit super { manus altera __axBev: primum vestigium incertum est, tum vestigium
litterae triangulae, tum Yy vel T, unde AataxBev Lobel 6 ¢év vou ve[ vel vo[ vel
v | possis €ve[cT’ Diehl Jvvnv: vel | wnv- vel | unv: oplivvnv Wilamowitz (apud
Hunt) 7 \ad 8 Tp®d VET e 9 veoptv vukTac 10 T
id TQy K oTuBunv- 11 &utéac Yov €X 12 36E olavavd
13 éov Yovnwv in TOKNWV mutavit manus altera, capite y refecto, v deleto et K superscripto

11-13 hanc strophen interrogationem esse putat Lobel

The potential to answer many questions about Mytilenean history has triggered many discussions
of fr.72, but few conclusions have found acceptance. Due to the multitude of overlapping opinions
that differ at important points with each other, making a short synthesis unattractive, I will, for
clarity, reference previous scholarship only at relevant points.

Fr.72 is incomplete, with two complete Alcaic stanzas (1..3-6, 7-10) and two incomplete
stanzas (1..1-2, 11-13). Neither the poem-beginning nor the poem-end is preserved. Lentini has
recently brought our attention to the fact that fr.71, at the bottom of the previous column, is also
probably in Alcaic stanzas and may be the beginning of this poem.'"* Initially, this is attractive,

especially with an echo of vouic®etan (fr.71.2) in vépoc (fr.72.6). However, Lentini’s proposal

1041 Tentini 2002: 10.
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can neither be proved,'"* nor solve the problems of fr.72, while creating another: the scholion.
Even if one thinks the scholiast misinterprets @iAoc in calling the addressee Alcaeus’

gpcopevoc,' ™

the addressee clearly used to be welcome at Alcaeus’ banquets. However, this is
difficult if the épcouevoc/ piloc (or ex-Epwopevoc/ex-piAoc) is the referent of cU (fr.72.11), as it
suggests that he is somehow ignoble (fr.72.11-13) and scholars agree that Alcacus’ banquets were
not usually open to those of humbler birth. Consequently, these fragments should be treated
separately.

The chief issue in fr.72 is the identification of the subjects, which remains opaque. The
first surviving stanza (1.3-6) is riddled with textual problems. Since Ta@A&cdel is intransitive,
_axbev is likely to be a neuter participle nominative agreeing with the subject of TapAdcdel
(instead of e.g. TapAdcdeict TdxBev), and, since the subject of TiumTAeicv cannot be neuter
singular, we are likely to have 16 8’ ¢ auépat | kai vikTt TapAdcdel. We should note the

1044

difference in number between TiumAeiciv (3" plural)'™** and TapAdcde (3" singular), and that
other supplements lack a connective, unless we introduce a subordinate clause (e.g. with & at
the end of 1.3)""*, or are willing to split up auépa [ | kai vk, which does not help supplementing
1.3. In 1.6, Diehl’s éve[c] T’ [0p]ivnv works well, but if an object for dp]ivnv seems necessary,'"*

gvalB]A\’ ‘contests’, évalu]\’ ‘memorable things’/‘things accompanied by the aulos’, gvelply’

‘active things’, évo[T|A’ ‘armed things’, or évo[p]x’ ‘masculine things’ seem appropriate.

1042 Change of poem need not coincide with change of metre (cf. frr.68 and 69).

1043 Suspicions about this scholion are common: Wilamowitz 1914: 235, Résler 1980: 245 n.321, Vetta 1982: 8-9 n.2,
Pardini 1991: 269-270, Liberman 1999: 50. Contrast Lelli 2006: 31-32, who parallels the proverb in modern Calabria
(““quannu ti dunanu "u porciellu curri cct lu rumaniellu’ (quando ti regalano un porcello corti subito con una
corda)’) and mentions small animals as typical gifts to lovers. For the sentiment, cf. TOv pihéovT’ emi Baita
KaAelv, TOV 8 exBpov tacan (Hes. 0p.342).

1044 Tf 3td singular, we expect -nct or -aict: Hamm 1957: 161-162.

1045 Thus Theander 1952: 180.

1046 However, in 1.9, dvvcdpive lacks an object.
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‘Nothing worth recording has yet been suggested” for 1.3:'"" the letter after 1 of Jelam s
unclear but the final letter appears to be v. This would then leave -a v, &mwav, or -atma/ov.
Since we expect here an object of mi{umAeictv, the first two fit well, while there ate no adjectives
in -atoc that fit the metre and sense. More problematic is cuvcTe [, which seems unsolvable.
One might take inspiration from Diehl’s cuvcTel[yev, which lacks the augment, and imagine
Ad&Bpeoc 8¢ cuveTei[w]av[Ttec ‘and violently having trodden (sc. underfoot the oath?), they fill
the entire ... with unmixed wine’, or cuvcTei[x]ov[Tec, but there is too little space. The only other
possibilities are cTeivoc (lonic) and cTelpoc (inappropriate meaning). However, the 1is uncertain;
with cTév|[, there after further possibilities (e.g. cuv cTév[cwt/cTév[al/cTev[et: e.g. cUV CTEV[e]L
k[eAéB]eia T&v), but space scuppers all efforts. We can only deduce that a group is drinking
heavily. This is likely to be in the present (TapAd&cder), even if TiumTAelcv is in a subordinate
clause. Further, they appear, with the likely AdtaxBev, to be engaged in the game of cottabus év
Aek&vn, where one tries to sink a figure or a flat vessel in a bowl by throwing wine-dregs at it.""*

Why should the referent of kfjvoc not be one of those who TiumAeicv? The apparent
reason is that the first stanza is in the present, while the second is in the aorist or imperfect.'™*
However, the tenses make sense as ‘that man’ is presumably still doing these things, since he did
not forget them; the past tense shows that the symposium of the previous stanza had been going
on for some time. Indeed, someone who did not partake in the previous stanza’s symposium
cannot not forget it. Nor is it likely that ToUTwv would refer to something earlier. Indeed, the
continuation of the terminology of the cottabus game (OvéTpome, dvveopive, T d¢ mibeo

1050

TaTtdyeck O TUBUNV), alongside the parallels between these stanzas, > suggests that Kfjvoc is

part of the first stanza’s group. Therefore, kfjvoc probably did not stop participating in such

1047 Page 1955: 171.

1048 Friis Johansen 1986. For the cottabus game generally, see Sparkes 1960.

1049 F.o. more recently Tsomis 2001: 171.

1050 The first two lines of both have human subjects and the second two have inanimate subjects, the last two lines

of both deal with the night and effects of the cottabus game.
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symposia, "'

and the supposed awkwardness of tenses is only an issue with ovvepive and
TaTtdayeck’, which can be explained as a continued description of the time when he first
overturned (the city?).

The stanza makes the most sense as a political metaphor with the vocabulary and imagery
of the cottabus fused with those of politics:'"* &mei 81) Tp&dTOV dvéTpOoTE makes no sense if it
only refers to the first time kfjvoc was successful in the cottabus, nor is there any rhetorical point
to remembering this moment in the game, but it makes sense if it is ‘first overturned (the city)’ (cf.
tr.141), where a verb from both the political and symposiastic spheres is used, but only the political
sense is activated at this point. Similarly, in 1.9 dvvedpive refers to the period of fear and angst
during the political upheaveal, but with TaTdyeck’ & TUOUNV the latent symposiastic meanings
of 11.8-9 are activated as a purely symposiastic image is used as a metaphor for the uproar and crisis
created. Meanwhile, the metaphor of a bubbling crisis is activated for TapAd&cder. Further, for
oUk €meA&BeTo to make sense, there may have been a change in the circumstances of kfjvoc,
where there might be an expectation of a change in behaviour, such as a change in political power.
If so, kfjvoc as Pittacus, when he takes on sole-rule, becomes attractive.'”>> However, how he acted
did not change (hence imperfect dvvwpive and TaTdyeck’). Since there is no indication about
any other time, other than the present tense of the first stanza, there is no reason to assume that
Kfjvoc is no longer around.

Most scholars assume that cU 87 refers to Pittacus.'” However, most are also concerned

about the change from third-person to the second person where both refer to the same person,

1051 B.o. Friis Johansen 1986: 93.

1052 For these verbs in political contexts: cf. fr.141.3-4, Archilochus fr.130. Cf. Lentini 2002: 12-18.

1053 ¢ g, Mazzarino 1943: 43 n.3, Kamerbeek 1947: 175, and Bowra 1961: 149. On might wonder if el 81 mpddTOV
OVETPOTE presuppose that thete was a second time, i.e. this is referring to Pittacus’ first tise.

1054 The only real doubters are Bowra 1961: 148 and Friis Johansen 1986: 94. Lentini 2002: 10-11 suggests the piAoc

of fr.71. Due to TeaUTac ékyeydveov, Gomme 1957: 255 suggests Pittacus” maternal grandfather.
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which is why most have accepted that kijvoc must be someone other than Pittacus.'” Is this as

1956 Alcaeus does this elsewhere:

unexpected as many suggest? Despite assertions to the contrary,
in £r.298, as far as we know, Pittacus is not mentioned during the lengthy narration until 1.47, where
he is addressed as the son of Hyrrhas.'”” Indeed, cU &1 is often used in witheringly sharp

statements:'*®

the change in person but not referent coincides with a change in tone to one of
bitter sarcasm.
Perhaps the most debated phrase is TeaUTac ékyeydvwv, variously translated as ‘born of

such a mother’, ' ‘born of such a country/land/race’, ' and ‘partaking of such a

society/company’.'”" While other translations would be acceptable if the antecedent word had
appeared in 11.7-10 (ot even 11.3-6), I cannot see how TeauTac ékyeyovwv can be anything other
than ‘born of such a mother’, given that there is no natural antecedent anywhere near.'” The only
way to avoid a continuity issue is if TeaUTac ékyeydvawv is explained from earlier in the poem
and the preserved stanzas explain the rest of this sentence. In this case, then, the addressee’s having
the reputation of free men of noble parents must be the point of preserved stanzas. This is
precisely what they do: 11.7-10, I have suggested, depict the moment surrounding Pittacus’ power-
5,106

grab while 11.3-6 build up to it. If we have a question here (11.11-12), the answer is ‘yes”'*” Pittacus

has taken on the ultimate role (of sole-ruler) because (and because of which) he has the reputation

1055 Following Wilamowitz 1914; recently, Liberman 1999: 51.

1056 E.g. Bowra 1961: 148 wrongly says that addresses in Alcaeus are for friends and deities (fr.119.1 is another
hostile address); Lentini 2002: 9 suggests these are rare, but such is the nature of our evidence. There are also
parallels in drama: Friis Johansen 1986: 94, and cf. [E.] RA. 812-813.

1057 Something similar may be happening at fr.167.3 (& ckUpov).

1058 Denniston 1950: 207.

1059 Page 1955: 172-173, followed now by most.

1060 Hunt 1914 (yévnc), Wilamowitz 1914 (yevéac), Gallavotti 1948a: 109 (xcopac).

1061 Rgsler 1980: 180.

1062 Being born of somebody/something is by far the most common use of ékyiyvouat and yiyvouai ék. The vetrb
is rare but found with place names (e.g. Hdt. 1.173.1).

1063 Lentini 2002: 9 misunderstands Page’s translation as expecting an answer ‘no’.
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equal to that of noble men. In this interpretation, we cannot tell what Alcaeus attacked Pittacus’
mother as being, but we can probably assume it is not of much consequence factually, much along
the lines of Aristophanes calling Euripides’ mother a vegetable-seller (Ar. Ach. 457, 478; Thesm.
387, 456; Frogs 840). Much more potent is éAeUBepot; if Alcaeus were setious, he might have
suggested that Pittacus was the son of a non-free woman (whatever that may mean).'”* However,

the force of éAeUbepot cannot be ascertained, and remains a mystery.

1064 Thus Tsomis 2001: 173 suggests that Alcacus depicted Pittacus’ mother as an aUAnTpic or wépvn.
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73

Tav eopTi[o]v d [
&’ 81T p&dAicTacdA|
Kal kUpaTt mA&yeic|
SuBpwy udxecbor [
5 paic’ oudtv iuéppn[v
&S’ éppaTi TutrTou|
KTva HEV €V TOUT[
ToUTwv AeAdBeov o [
cuv T’ U tépr[ Jaf
10 kai meda Bukxidoc a [
T & &upec éc Tav &yepov &
SeixvuvTe[

P.Oxy.1234 fr.3, cui accedit fortasse incerti auctoris 29 Voigt (= initia versuum 6-7)

1 pdpTi[o]v Hunt 8[¢ méume e.g. Diehl 286t acdA[ (incertum an non &c’&A)
3 kU A& mA&yeic[a BapukTuTeor Wilamowitz (Bop- correxit Diehl) : mA&yeic[av
Lobel 4 duPpwv correxit Hunt H& Xol, Xel, alia possis 5 paic’ TuEé

iupépn[v apdvTool vel acauwt (quod multi ducunt commentatio P.Oxy.2307 fr.14.7-10 =

fr.3061.7-10 confirmatum esse) Wilamowitz 6d’¢p supra alterum p[ vestigium atramenti
TutTrTou[éva Wilamowitz: TuTtTou[évav Lobel 7 KNv& TOU TouT[olct. BéAw &’
Eyw ? : TouT[otctv €y B¢ viv Theander : ToUuT[oicIv €o1c’ iTwo Page 8 knva TOU

vo]cTtou AeAabBeov ut videtur commentarius P.Oxy.2307.16.1 (=fr.306i.24), unde fortasse vécTw
pro ToUTwV (quasi ex praccedente TOUT| ortum) in textu reponendum esse duxit Lobel Aab
[: hasta verticalis @ u[éToxol, ppévac ? : & cp[i}\e Wilamowitz : cluq)[s}\ov Diehl (contra

dialectum) 9 covT’ Uu TEP Tépm[ecb]afi (iam Hunt) cuv]&Baic PLE propter
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P.Oxy.2307 fr.16.3 (=£r.306i26)  10Buk  au [vel ag [ legit Lobel sed auf [ legit Hunt
(vix recte) ay pe[BUchnv ? 11 T8’ au alel'yep (et w fortasse manus

altera) a[uépav Diehl 12 aikat JravTaT| vel simile Lobel

This fragment in Alcaic stanzas owes much of its fame to being a ‘ship-of-state poem’ (alongside
trr.6, 208) and has chiefly been interpreted allegorically without an agreement on the precise
correspondences between allegory and referents. The interpretation is further complicated by
Lobel’s linking of P.Oxy.2307 fr.14 and 16 (fr.3006i), which added further elements to the image.
Since the fragment’s discovery, scholars have adduced Heraclitus to support an allegorical
reading (Heraclitus, .A/.5.59)."" Of course, Heraclitus’ claims can only show that allegorical
interpretations were possible in the first or second century AD,'"* and Heraclitus is not always
trustworthy, sometimes craftily omitting crucial context, as he does just a few sentences later
(A/5.13-16 on 1/.9.222-224).""" Further, despite a long tradition of ancient allegorical readings,'"*®
Heraclitus attacking others’ non-allegorical readings demonstrate that allegory was not universally
recognised.'”” Moteover, fr.306i, where the the allegorical ‘meaning’ appeats sexual rather than
political, shows at least one other allegorical reading differing from Heraclitus."””” Horace’s C.1.14
too, interpreted as a ship-of-state allegory since at least Quintilian (I#5£8.6.44), is adduced, but is

itself controversial."”” Indeed, multiplicity of interpretations is natural, since detecting allegory is

subjective and ideological.’”

1065 Already Hunt 1914: 80.

1066 On Heraclitus’ dates, see Russell and Konstan 2005: xi-xiii.

1067 Russell 2003: 229.

1068 According to Porphyry (on I4220.67: Quaestiones Homericae 1.240.14=8 fr.2 Diels-Kranz), Theagenes of Rhegium
(6™ century BC) already suggests allegorical readings of Homeric gods. See further Richardson 1975, Ford 2002: 67-
89.

1069 Cf. Struck 2004: 152-153.

1070 Uhlig 2018: 71-72.

1071 Anderson 1966.

1072 Uhlig 2018: 75 on Alcaeus, following Laird 2003.
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Allegorical interpretations are attractive because it seems inconceivable that Alcaeus sings

‘the ship is in danger; let’s drink and be merry’ in a storm."’” Although this ignores the ‘dramatic

> 1074
>

element in non-dramatic poetry’,”"" an acceptable literal reading is not apparent. For example,
Wilamowitz’s suggestion ‘das Schiff, das seine Fracht gern heil in den Hafen bringen will, hat keine
Lust, sich bei dem Sturme der Gefahr auszusetzen, auf ein Riff aufzulaufen’ has often met with
wonder as it seems extraordinary that a ship shows will.""” Similarly, Bowie suggests that the
female subject (kfjva) is a real woman, in whom Alcaeus once had an interest but is now too old
(following fr.306i), being compared to a ship, but poépTi[o]v cannot be explained.'"”

Most thus think the ship imagery is political, comparing, for example, Thgn. 667-682 and
855-856, which show that ships could be used metaphorically to represent the state in archaic
poetry. Thus, following Horace’s C.1.14, some think that the ship represents the state."””” Klinger
even argues that, since one poem appears overtly political (fr.6, with paraenesis (1.7), mention of
novapxiav (1.27), and the gloss Mupcilov (1.30)), other ship-poems must be too, suggesting that
the three poems ‘sont en rapport avec les débuts de la révolution, avec son triomphe, enfin avec
Iétablissement du nouveau régime et le bannisement du poéte’.""™

Since Lobel’s placement of P.Oxy.2307 fr.16, which appear to overlap with fr.73.9-10, at
the bottom of fr.14 col.i, interpretations have had to consider the details of an ill woman in col.ii.

Page suggests that an aged, ailing prostitute is symbolic of the ship (or vice versa).""” Merkelbach

meanwhile places P.Oxy.2307 fr.16 at the bottom of col.ii and concludes that Mytilene is compared

1073 Koérte 1924: 133 and Page 1955: 193.

1074 Bowie 1986: 17.

1075 Wilamowitz 1914: 234; Nicosia 1976: 154.

1076 Bowie 2007: 41, finding a parallel for winds withering the body in Archil. fr.188.4-5.
1077 Theander 1922: 67 and Coppola 1923: 287.

1078 Klinger 1929: 147-148.

1079 Page 1955: 193-196.
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with an aged ship-prostitute."”® However, it is difficult to see how fr.73 could be part of the same
poem as that commented on in P.Oxy.2307 fr.14. If P.Oxy.2307 fr.16 stood in col.i, the remains
of the top of col.ii do not appear to comment on the lines just mentioned, assumed to be a lemma,
and fr.73.7-8 appears more like a parallel for something in col.i.'” Thus Réslet, followed by most,
instead suggests that the ship presents the tired and now gall-less population of Mytilene, which
has allowed the current situation (Pittacus’ rise) to happen, and Alcaeus is calling on his fellow
exiles to forget returning home but find solace in the symposium.'**

In contrast, Tsomis suggests that the imagery is an exaggeration of the betairia’s resignation,
since it no longer wishes to fight, and that the speaker calls for the hetazria, who are portrayed as
being on the point of death by self-surrender, to take solace with drink."”® I agree that, in an
allegorical reading, the ship best represents the hetairia. For not only is there no contemporary
evidence for the city being resigned to Pittacus’ rule, but Alcaeus even portrays the inhabitants
uéy’ émaivevtec addAAeec (fr.348.3), while there are no surviving pointers to other kinds of
allegory (e.g. erotic). Meanwhile, the fighting and exile of Alcaeus’ Jetairia is described as heart-
devouring (BupoBdpeo Avac, fr.70.10), hardships (udxBcov, fr.129.11), grievous (apyaAéac,
fr.129.12), and himself as wretched (axviacdnut kdkeoc, fr.130a.1; 6 T&Aaic €y, fr.130b.1),
which makes the hetairia a good referent for the despondent ship that no longer wishes to fight
(MaxecBan [ | paic’ oUdev inéppn[v). Further, it would parallel the ships of frr.6 and 208, which

represent the hetairia (according to Rosler).'”*

1080 Merkelbach 1956: 95-96. Similatly, Trumpf 1958: 68-69. However, their merging of two ‘manifest subjects’ into
one ‘hybrid subject’ to represent the ‘implied subject’ of the state produces ‘ein diffiziles Kunstprodukt ohne
Parallele in der frithen griechischen Lyrik” (Résler 1980: 121).

1081 Koniaris 1966, Barner 1967: 138-139.

1082 Résler 1980: 124-126, Gentili 1988: 207-212 (still including fr.3006i), Cucchiarelli 1997, Gaertner 2007b: 158.
1083 T'somis 2001: 192.

1084 Rosler 1980: 126-148.
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However, the tone of Tsomis’ (and others’) interpretations seems unlikely. Scholars have
emphasised the gloom and despondency, but not only does Té & suggest a stage after the
symposium, but éc Tav &yepov &[uépav (even if the supplement is wrong) looks forward to
another time when something different (and possibly better) will happen. The rhetoric thus seems
a parallel to SamTéTed TOAw [...] B&c K’ &upe BOAANT Apeuc émT Uxe [ | TpdTV (fr.70.7-9):
the Jetairia can be despondent and lighten their sadness for the moment with sympotic pleasures,
until things take a better turn and they can return home. Thus, AeA&Bcov, in contrast to other
scholars’ interpretations, appears temporary, unlike the forgetting of their anger against Pittacus
(tr.70.9) envisioned after their victory. In view of Alcaeus using weather to justify drinking (e.g.
trr.338, 347), this poem may also be assimilating political associations of the imagery with a weather
drinking-poem, making political hardship the rhetorical equivalent of harsh weather.

We can now examine the fragment in greater detail. Only the last two lines of the first
stanza survive, where something has happened to the cargo (pdpTi[o]v) and something is being
done as much as possible (61Tt p&Aict(a)). The referent of dpTi[o]v in allegorical readings is
unclear, but it may be the betairia’s (or Mytilene’s, for others) wealth or morale.'”” The beginning
of the following stanza has a probable female subject beaten by the wave (kUpaTt TA&yeic|) and
a reported speech in which the speaker(s) express no desire to fight against a storm (duBpcd(y
uaxecbanr [ | paic’ oudev inéppn[v). Uncertainty here lies in paic’, which could be third-person
singular or third-person plural. Due to kfjva (feminine singular is confirmed by the macron and
metre), a female subject is universally adopted as the subject of the reported speech and is usually
considered the ship because of the cargo and maritime elements. However, the extraordinariness
of a talking ship has surprised scholars; nevertheless, the metre limits the possibilities to a ship as

the accusative subject of the indirect statement (TTA&yeic[av) and still express a wish (iuéppn[v),

1085 There are no obvious referents for erotic metaphors (Viisdnen 1983) or for a ship of the symposium (Slater

1976).
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which would be equally extraordinary, and a ship in the nominative singular (mA&yeic[a) that
would also be the subject of @aic’. The third-person plural therefore is awkward as others report

186 hone of

the statement, but no advantages. Serrao offers parallels for talking inanimate objects,
which is satisfactory: in Xenophanes fr.1.5, wine ‘speaks’, but does not express emotions;
Callimachus I2.6.44 and Theoc. 1d.1.51 are irrelevant as the subjects (Horae and fox) are
representations of animate beings; Catullus 4 draws on Hellenistic dedicatory and sepulchral

H 1087
epigrams,

where objects and the dead speak freely. I suggest ‘speaking’ objects in archaic
inscriptions atre better: CEG 454 (8th century, NécTtopdc e[ip]t ebmmoT[ov] TOTEPIOV) shows an
inanimate object ‘speaking’ and IG I’ 1248 (c.500 BC, [of]uot 8avdcec eiul | [cE]ua Mupivec)
shows some emotion. Nevertheless, expressing desire at length is unparalleled.

However, this awkwardness may be irrelevant as the ship is supplied by scholars, not the
text. In Gentili’s comparative table of ‘ship-of-state’ poems in archaic poetry, the cargo, wave, and
storm ate the only parallels with the others;'”®® however, these are likely to feature in any nautical
poem with bad weather and need not indicate a ‘ship-of-state’ poem. Further, the helmsman is
essential to the ‘ship-of-state’ 7gpos from Theognis on, and the absence in Alcaeus is explained as
being early in the imagery’s development.'”” However, if the helmsman is central, he cannot be
absent even early on; for frr.6 and 208, the speaker could be in the position of the helmsman,""”
but in fr.73, there is no helmsman, the ship herself speaks, and the speaker changes the focus to a

symposium.'”" It therefore seems unclear that fr.73 uses the ‘ship-of-state’ 7gpos. Indeed, there may

not be an allegory at all.

1086 Serrao 1993, approved by many.

1087 Mette 1962: 153-57.

1088 Gentili 1988: 202-203.

1089 Brock 2013: 54-57. Similatly, Cuartero 1968.

1090 Thus Lentini 2001: 163-164.

1091 Tellingly, Brock 2013 and Cuartero 1968 ate silent on fr.73, while Schifer 1972: 263 n.11 excludes it.
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Archilochus fr.24.8-11 provides an apt example of how all these elements may be

incorporated in such a reading:'"?
plo]pTicov &€ pot e [Alet
fikicTa céo cwbév]Toc (supp. West) €T’ amcdAeTo
Jv écTi unxavn
8" &v &AJAov olUTv’ eupoiun éyc.

In fr.73 too, in the first surviving stanza, we perhaps have a report that the cargo was lost and that
much was done, while in the second stanza the speaker might have a woman reporting her wish
not to battle with the storm.'”” Perhaps scholars have been ovetly literal with kUpatt TA&yeic[a
and SuPBpw() naxecbai, which could be citcumlocution for sailing. Further, all assume that the
sentiment in the second stanza is due to the loss of cargo and the storm, but the loss of cargo
might not be the woman’s loss, but someone else’s, to which she is reacting by saying that she has
no wish to sail. There is room for a specific woman to have been mentioned in the lacunae. We
might detect here again Alcaeus’ stereotypical portrayal of women as emotional and his technique
of exaggeration through circumlocution is reminiscent of the embellishments in fr.10. In this
reading, the speaker would contrast his and his companions’ attitude with the woman’s rejection
of sailing by suggesting they take a break (again temporarily AeA&Bcov), before setting off again
another day (Ec T&v &yepov &[uépav), presumably with better weather.'”* Nothing hinders
considering a political layer here too, with loss of cargo symbolising political loss, in a looser
metaphor of sailing as politics. There is little to choose between my allegorical and non-allegorical

interpretations.

1092 On this fragment: Swift 2019: 252-253.
109 Bowie 2007: 41 also suggests a woman, but through an allegory of a ship.
1094 For the argument, cf. e.g. Hor. Carm.1.7.30-32. Hor. Carm.1.32.6-10 also mentions Alcaeus’ singing erotic poetry

on breaks from sailing.
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The third stanza marks a turn in either reading. With krjva pév,"”

the female subject is
finished, and we switch to the masculine singular (AeA&Bcov), probably the speaker. From
P.Oxy.2307 fr.16.1, which preserves JcTou AeA&Beov, Lobel suggested vécTwo AeAdbeov at 1.8,
explaining ToUtwv through dittography (from ToUT| in 17). Since the coincidence between
P.Oxy.2307 fr.6 with fr.73 is striking, vécTw is often used to argue for Alcaeus’ ‘resignation’.'””
However, as Lobel notes, ‘the text of Alcaeus preserved in this commentary is not such that one
would choose to use it in evidence against a book text’,'””” and if it is right that P.Oxy.2307 fr.16
is a quotation from a commentary on another poem, the commentator may have misquoted or the
genitive may be part of an explanatory phrase, explaining the non-Aeolic genitive.'”® Both
readings make sense: ToUTwv would refer to the entire ship-wreck situation in the allegorical
interpretation or the words reported by the woman in the literal interpretation, while vécTe would
refer to the hetairia’s return to Mytilene in both. If the poem was set during an exile, vocTw
AeA&Bcov could have an additional layer by adapting themes of myths like those in the Odyssey: at
first Alcaeus appears to be calling on his companions to forget their homecoming in the feast, as
for example Odysseus and his companions do with Circe and the Lotus-Eaters, but, as often, with
the change of the stanza, there is a turn and forgetting is only for the moment.

While too little remains of the fourth stanza to supplement, the third stanza requires only

a few supplements. After pév, few have supplemented &€ (ve/ siz.) in the lacuna, especially when

the subject changes; Theander’s ToUT[olcv* €y 8¢ viv is attractive, with viv also contrasting

1095 Gentili 1988: 207 claims that krjva shows that the poet is not on the ship (in his reading, the city) and Nunlist
1998: 324 suggests that the poet makes a contrast between the ship of tired Mytileneans and the ship of the
symposium, but the metaphor must be closed within 1.7, as AeA&Bcov shows a change of subject to the masculine
singular and there is no ship afterwards, but the demonstrative need not be understood in this way. Alcaeus securely
uses Kfjvoc to pick up something just mentioned at least once (fr.129: kfjveov, 1.21, picks up 8&pov, 1.20), and it is
likely elsewhere (frr.68.4, 70.6, 72.7).

109 E.g. by Merkelbach 1956: 95.

1097 Lobel 1951: 120.

1098 Cf. Bowie 2007: 42 n.73. Porro 2004: 195 sees it as a variant.
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with &yepov, and works well with both my interpretations."”” More important is how to construe
AeA&Bcov, a reduplicating aorist active participle. Cutiously, this has been translated universally as
‘forgetting (these things/one’s return)’, but AavBd&veo in the active does not mean I forget” with

the genitive;''"

rather it must be causative ‘I make somebody forget’. Consequently, an accusative
object is required in the lacunae. Further, Wilamowitz’s ¢ @[{Ae in 1.8 is embraced by many, but
the singular is awkward with Uuu. I offer exenspli gratia:

kijva pgv év TouT[olct. BéAw 8 Eyw

TouTwv (or: vécTw) AeAdbeov, & u[éToxol, ppévac

cuv T Ut tépr[ecBlaft cuv]&PBaic

kal meda Bukxi®oc av ue[8Uchnv.
This would translate: ‘She (was/said these things) in this situation. But I wish, my partners, having
made our minds forget these things (or: our return), to both enjoy joining in youthful sport with
you and to get drunk again with Bycchis’. Getting drunk is particularly attractive as it suits
forgetting, and the sense is close to fr.335.3-4: & Bukxi, papudkwv & &pictov | oivov
gvelKapévolc uebuchnv.

Bycchis also appears at frr.306¢.7-8 and 335.3, and in 2 fr.60. Both frr.306c and 2 fr.60

1% 55 the scholion mentions him in the context of

link Bycchis to politics, and possibly to exile,
Pyrrha along with Myrsilus, and fr.306c mentions Bycchis in Alcaeus’ exile. Since Bycchis is at at
least one other symposium with Alcaeus, he may be a close friend, but cannot help with dating.

Further, nothing in the fragment proves Bycchis is an eromenos, as sometimes thought. His singling

out is similar to Horace’s calls to fetch his female companions (e.g. Hor. Carm.2.11.21-22, 3.14.21),

109 8’ 0f 1.11 is unlikely to be the corresponding 8¢ as the contrast between the woman and the male speaker
precedes. The ellipse of elvat or a repeated verb is very common.

1100 Cf, [.§] and LfgrE s.v. AavB&veo. Montanari 2015 s.v. AavBd&ve lists ‘to omit, forget’ under 1B (for the active),
but the examples show these instances are idiomatic translations of ‘to escape the notice” Pi. P.5.23-25, Plu.
Arist17.5.

101 Porro 1994: 98.
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but direct naming need not exclude Bycchis from the Jheairia, and the invitation of a female

companion seems Hellenistic.''"* Nunns wonders if Bycchis is male or female,''”

and if Bycchis is
a hetaira who is preferred to an aged porne represented by the ship."'"* However, there is no reason

to doubt 2 fr.60, which considers Bycchis male (Té1), and the verbal objects of desire are

paxecban (1.4) and Tumtou[éva (1.6), not Alcaeus.

102 ¢f e.g. Asclepiades 26.6 G-P, with Gow and Page 1965: 11.135, but contrast Cameron 1981: 288-89.
1103 Nunns 2010: 38-39 (with LGPN 1.105).
1104 Developing Bowie 2007: 41.
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74

Jévtnv
v &8¢ TA&TU
]k kepdAac, udTel
4 Ja
] vrec
Jo EYAov
] Tpoiel pévov
]
]

P.Oxy.1360 fr.2, cui accedit 2166(c) 31 ad versus 1-5 initia.

1 (mpo)k|évtny (cf. Meister 1882: 174 n.3) vel cuv]évtny (cf. Hesych. cuvévtne: cuvepydc)
Liberman 2 A& 3 ¢]k Lobel et Page vel ka]k Lobel PaA inter ¢ et W est
sighum | quod fortasse interpunctio est HaT 4 in margine dextro scholion: '"Upeic 8¢
evecTal) Hunt) o[U-] | *Bév Suvdpevol vTicTiival TEI Tupav|[veot 5 Tec: avTiBlavTec
vel avtéx]ovTec Diehl 6 &AN’, & ToATTal, viv (vel &c vel 6&c Diehl) 11 T]O Hunt e
scholio in margine dextro scholion: 'aAA&, & MuTtiAnvaior, éwoc €Tt kamvov pévolv |
aginct 16 EUAov, TouT (EcTw) Eoc oudémed Tupawv(evel,] |° kaTacPé<ca>Te (Schmidt :
katdcB<n>Te Hunt) kai katamavcaTe Taxéwc, un Aa[umpd-] (Aa[Bpd-] Machler in Porro
2004) |*tepov TO pdC yévnTal. 7 incertum utrum versus 8 an 9 ultimus versus columnae

sit
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Interpreting this fragment, which preserves line-ends of three Alcaic stanzas, is helped by the
scholia in the right-hand margin. Of the first stanza, only a part of a word survives, and any
supplements are guesses. In the second stanza, there is something flat, a head, a third-person
singular finite verb (‘seek’, or ‘tread’), and a nominative plural third-declension substantive or
participle or a neuter singular nominative or accusative of an adjective in -vtnc.'"” The scholion
to 1.4 is read vatiously, but plural addressees are silent and unable to resist a TUpavvoc. The final
stanza mentions a log and it(?) only sending forth something. The scholion to 1.6 suggests an
address to the Mytileneans to extinguish the log as long as it is giving off only smoke before it
becomes a bright flame, indicating a metaphor for the rising of a TUpavvoc. The plural addressees
mentioned in the scholion to 1.4 may also be the Mytileneans.

If the scholia are correct (the closeness of the scholion to 1.6 to 1.6-7 makes this likely),
fr.74 is the only surviving poem where Alcaeus addresses Mytileneans as a group. Although (&)
MuTiAnvaiot is excluded by the metre, TéAiTan or ToAiaTal are possible. However, scholars
who deny an audience beyond the hetairia wonder whether such an address existed, claiming that
no other part of the surviving fragment or the scholia support it and that Alcaeus is likelier to have

1% An ancient

used first-person plural exhortation than a second-person plural imperative.
commentator could have introduced the Mytileneans as expected addressees, and, if so, the
addressees might be potential recruits to Alcaeus’ faction.!”” However, it seems unlikely either that
the commentator would change from the first-person plural constructions to the second-person

plural (unlike, say, to the third-person) in paraphrasing, or that he would fabricate an address to

the Mytileneans if, as often, there are named addressees. Therefore, there is little reason to doubt

1105 Tt has only been considered as a patticiple, but others are possible, e.g. cUv]evTec, c]ivtec, avdpdplovTec, and
auTéPlovTec

1106 Rsler 1980: 40 n.39, Vetta 1981: 487-488.

1107 Rosler 1980: 40 n.39, comparing fr.391.
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the scholiast. However, this need not mean that it was originally performed to a gathering of all
Mytileneans.''”

The TUpavvoc in the scholia has been variously interpreted as Myrsilus and as Pittacus,
but a firm identification eludes us.''”” However, if it is Pittacus, TA&TU might be a reference to his
alleged flat-footedness (fr.429=D. L. 1.81), especially since there are other references to body parts
here (kep&Aac, veupddv). Whoever it is, the fragment suggests, through the proverbial logic (‘no

smoke without fire’),''"

that he has not yet achieved sole-rule but that it is predictable. The logic
is clear (extinguish the fire before it becomes unmanageable), but what the fire represents is
debatable. Schubart suggests that @ddc refers not to Pittacus’ destructive power but to the
brilliance (Leuchtkraf) of the glory he is winning from the ‘people’.!'!! This interpretation chimes
with Alcaeus’ references to Pittacus’ underserving glory (frr.70.12-13, 72.11-13, 298.1-3, 348).
Frinkel suggests that @ddc is the flame of the popular uprising, adducing Pi. N.1.24-25 and
1718.110 (beside Sa. fr.158 for anger spreading in one’s breast) to demonstrate the preexistence of
a smoke metaphor for anger.''’” However, there is at least one other kind of fire metaphor, where
the fire represents love, which at Call. 1.5.23-26 is extremely close in logic.''"” Further, the
associations of light and dark with glory and @6dvoc in relation to Pi. N.1.24, as shown by

1114

Waring,'''* also makes the associations pcdc-undeserved glory and pcdc-uprising unlikely. Given

the associations of smoke with pollution (and water, the extinguisher, with cleansing) in these

1108 Vetta 1981: 489 suggests an apostrophe i absentia.

1109 Myrsilus: Résler 1980: 40 n.39, Vetta 1981: 487; Pittacus: Perotta 1936: 231, Schubart 1948: 316, Liberman 1999:
52; uncertain: Kamerbeek 1947: 175 n.3, Page 1955: 238, Trumpf 1958: 63 n.1 (linking it with fr.141), Tsomis 2001:
193.

1110 See Lelli 2006: 58 with n.160 for proverbs.

111 Schubart 1948: 316.

1112 Frinkel 1928: 273-274. From these parallels, Treu 1963: 159 rejects Schubart’s explanation.

1113 For other parallels and interpretations, see the apparatus of Pfeiffer 1949 ad /oc., with Kerkhecker 1999: 136. Cf.
also Pl. Grg.484a, Aristophanes Pax 606-614, Call. Ep.44 Pf., Theoc. I4.11.51-52.

114 Waring 1982.
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metaphors,''"

the log would be Mytilene, with Alcaeus arguing for the fire to be extinguished
before the it becomes engulfed in a greater flame of destruction after the smoke of pollution. The
image works hard, following through from smoke to fire and light, bringing out the associations
of soot and pollution, which fits Alcaeus’ presentation of at least Pittacus (frr. 70.7,71.11-13,76.11,
129.22-23, 298) alongside the destructiveness of fire, often a method of destruction for cities.
The argument, then, is that people are not acting (Uuelc 8¢ cryaTe) despite the signs of
Tupavvic (smoke-log metaphor). The inaction appears to have been emphasised by Alcaeus with
a simile (cdcTep) in the second stanza. The crucial words are obscured, but appear to mention
sinews. Further, it remains entirely unclear how the scholion could fit into the second stanza. It is
at least necessary that there must be a change of subject at the end of 1.3 or the beginning of 1.4

due to u&Tel, up to which there must have been a third-person singular subject, which is likely to

have been the future TUpavvoc however we should translate the verb.''"

115 Waring 1982: 271-276.
1116 Cf. Gow 1952: i.507. For patnui=patevow I seek’ Hesychius: patel* {nTel, paticar patedcal, {nTiical;
Erotian: patetcar EnteicBay; Theoc. 14.29.15. For patnu=maTéw I tread: Hesychius: paTel" T TeT; inc. auct.

Lesb. fr.16.3. The sense is unclear at Alcaeus fr.200.3.
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75

11
— LLIeA L
1dcov evye [] [
JTeiv[ ] mpoded[e]ixuevov
5 auPploéTovTac [alicxoc
]pecb’ avayka
Juvap’™ €Tt yap maic
] cuikp[o]c émicdavov:
Jvolda T[]
10 ] TTevBiAn_ [
] viv & o edéTp[
v kakomaTpd[
T]upavveu-
P.Oxy.1234 fr.6
inter versus 1 et 4 in margine dextro vestigia scholiorum vix legi possunt 2 post &A hasta
verticalis 3 mai]dwv elyev[é]w[v Dichl 4 (e.g. TO kUdoc Theander) éx]Telv[el]
Diehl |tél S[€]1 Lobel 5-9 in margine dextro vestigia scholiorum, quae nunc vix
legi possunt 5 auPpléTovtac Wilamowitz apud Hunt, unde Toic y&p pdA’ (vel Toic
TalTta y') auBp]éTovTac ? oTévTac (O perductum, ut videtur) [a]icxoc Hunt
6 (mkpdtaTov vel &Elov fic vel Tikpa 8¢ kai) Capé]pechd’ ? : pé|pechd’ Sitzler : &]pech’ Theander
0 (vel 6°) K& (— manus altera) 7 (e.g. GAN’ oU T1 TGV) pé]uvay’ Hunt : | pvay’ ?

MVAIY’* €T : VGUOITL scripsit et in HWEMETL correxit manus prima, tum longo deleto breve posuit

et L inseruit manus altera. incertum est utra manus * scripserit T&ic 8 maTpoc ydvecc|
vel pidcov edpTalt vel dcvvvetoc kali (kdkewv) &idpi]c ? : Tpdpwd i kOAT]w Hunt uTK
cuikplo]c Hunt Tric ov* 9 vdL &AN’ ék Tokrjw]v Theander TIU
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Tinaijc ? : Tipa[v] Theander 10 BiA &oc (vel Taic ?) ot amddAec’ o] TTevBiAnoc
Theander : cc yévoc AeTo] vel Taic yévoc fxe T6] TTevBiAnov ? 1% Tedé
medéTp[ome Wilamowitz 12 {pav OAw, Tiw|v vel aiveict &n kijvolv ? mTaT
kakotmdatpd[al Lobel : kakomaTpid[ac ? : (Td]v) kakomdTpd[a Hunt vix recte : (TO]v)
kakoTaTpid[av Diehl, accentu neglecto 13 (kai Sucudpwd dduw vel TOANoc auudpe ?)

T]upavveu- Hunt VEU 13-14 -ovta Hunt : -ovTec Treu : -covta Jurenka : -e1 ?

This fragment, in Alcaic stanzas, is famous for the reference to some shame from the speaker’s
childhood (11.5-8), which has sometimes been used to explain why D.L. 1.74 does not mention
Alcaeus when he notes that Pittacus, with Alcaeus’ brothers, overthrew Melanchrus: because
Alcaeus was too young.'''” Objections include chronology and the notion that members of a

hetairia should be of a similar age. The latter position,""®

supported by the theoretical basis of
modern symposium scholarship (the Mdannerbund), is perhaps too literal. The former, that it makes
little sense for Alcaeus to be too young to overthrow Melanchrus in 612-609 but old enough to
fight at Sigeum in 607/606,"" is more difficult, but chronographical dates are not exact.
Meanwhile, the issue of Alcaeus missing from Diogenes could be due to haplography. Therefore,
while it remains theoretically possible for this fragment to attest to Alcaeus’ absence from
Melanchrus’ fall due to his youth, nothing in the surviving text links it to Melanchrus.

The first surviving stanza preserves too little for comment, but the rest appears promising.
The second stanza mentions something of noble children (Trai]®cov elyev[€]w[v), something

that has been foreshown (TTpoded|e]ixuevov), wrong doers (GuBpldéTovTtac), shame (alicxoc),

and necessity (@vayka). It seems likely that 11.5-6 has an impersonal construction (dv&yka +

17 Page 1955: 151-152, Bowra 1961: 135. See also Chapter 5.
18 B0, Mazzarino 1943: 63 n.1.
119 B0, Liberman 1999: 53.
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infinitive (Jpec®’)); given the space, auBp]éTovTtac is likely to be the subject of the subordinate
clause and aJicxoc the object. I suggest, exempli gratia:

Tolc yap udA’ auPploétovtac [alicxoc

mkpdTaTov Capé]pechd’ avayka.
However, it is possible that TpoBed|[e]ixuevov agrees with alicxoc, with a sense akin to:

... Tpoded[e]ixuevov

Toic Tauta!'? vy’ auPploétovTac [alicxoc

&&lov nc Capé]pechd’ avayka.
Further, it is possible that there was a short phrase in 1.5 (e.g. Tikpa 8¢ kai fapé]pechd’ avayka),
or that we have pvap’(a), as the object of the infinitive, for Juvay’, though the latter is unlikely
to be explained with something from the speaket’s childhood (BTt yap ... émicdavov).

The statement at the beginning of the third stanza that the speaker remembers (or does
not remember) something likely refers to what has preceded since this sentence is short: there is
probably a subject change from avdayka of 1.6 to the first-person and the papyrus preserves a high
point. The following sentence appears to be an explanation (y&p) for this. What is remembered
(or not) would be contained in 11.3-4 if the &vdyka-sentence has a generalising force and is thus
unlikely to be what is remembered (or not), but also in 11.5-6 if dvayka is in the past (e.g. Tikpa
yop Nc Capé]pecd’ avayka). On balance, the explanatory tone of y&p makes it more likely that
the speaker does not remember the events of the second stanza. For why mention his childhood
as an excuse (emphasised with cuikp[o]c) if he remembers something, unless there is a concessive
clause, for which there is not enough space? The sentence must end at the end of 1.8 due to the
high point after émicdavov, and there is no apparent reason for mentioning sitting in a main clause.
Consequently, Hunt’s AN o¥ Tt Tév pé]uvoup’ and Theander’s €y pév ov péluvoip’ seem

appropriate.

1120 For auapTdave with neuter adjectives: 0d4.22.154, A. Supp.915.
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It has been assumed that Alcaeus sat on someone’s lap, with most following Hunt’s
TPOPw i KOAT . However, this is unlikely as verbs of sitting are not used with k6AToc;'"*!
verbs of sitting are most often found with the dative of yévu, mostly of father-figures.''** A more

1123

appropriate supplement (exenpli gratia) along these lines would be TaTpoc ydvecc|t''* cuikplo]c

emicdavov. However, other contexts may be possible. For example, émicdavov could refer to

"2 mé&Tpoc

Alcaeus sitting at a symposium or feast in his childhood before full participation;
ydvecc]t works, but more explicit would be e.g. pihwov €dpTajt cuikplo]c émicSavov. Yet
another possibility at the beginning of 1.8 is information about how or why Alcaeus sat by; if so,
one might expect e.g. Gcuvvetoc Kali cuikplo]c émicdavov or (kakwv/padAwv) &idpi]c
cuikplo]c émicBavov, drawing on the ignorance of children.'

These latter two ideas ate attractive especially due to oida Ty [ ] , where it is tempting to
supply a form of Tiumn. The point then would be to contrast Alcaeus, who knows right from wrong,
with the referent of 6 (1.11), who is up to no good (med¢éTp[). Thus Theander reconstructs GAN’
€k Toknw]v oida Tipalv],"*" though Tiual]c fits the traces better. Especially €k Tokna]v is
attractive in emphasising the source of Alcaeus’ sound-thinking, and would contrast with the

kakoTaTp1d[. This would be a strange enough statement (‘but I know honout/the honours’) to

require an explanation. The mention of Penthilids probably points to Megacles killing Penthilids
q P p yp g g

1121 Tn EGHP and lyric, kOAToc is largely used with verbs of receiving, holding, and placing, and as ‘bosom’: cf.
176.136, 6.400, 6.467, Od4.18.398, hH.2.187, 2.231, 2.2806, l/ias Parva £+.21.3, Alc. £r.386.

1122 Cf. 11.9.455, 9.488, 21.500, (22.500, without a verb of sitting), Od.16.443; the only exception to the father-figure
in EGHP and lyric is 04.19.401 (Eutyclea, with Tifnu).

1123 See Hamm 1957: 149 for third-declension dative plurals. For interchangeable endings, cf. vaeccw (fr.385),
vavtcw (8. fr.44.7); mé8eccw (inc. auct. fr.16.1), wdécct (S. fr.105b.2), wdécw (Alc. fr.34a.7); wévreccl[ (S. £r.70.13),
maict (S. £1.95.69); with Blumel 1982: 262-263.

1124 Cf. e.g. 0d4.18.394-396.

1125 Most pertinent is Thgn. 253-4. cuikp[o]c would also emphasise this negative aspect; cf. the combination of
cuikpoc with lack of education in Sa. £r.49.2. Sitting may be associated with youths’ education and is common on
Athenian red-figure vases: cf. e.g. BAPD nos. 200906, 203657, 205092, 9038147.

1126 Theander 1952: 187.
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or Smerdes killing Penthilus (Arist. Po/ V.1311") from at least the previous generation or Pittacus’
marriage to a Penthilid (fr.70.6), unless he ponders the honour of the Penthilids in general.
Whatever the case, we expect a new clause or a sentence. Since the last surviving stanza is
concerned with someone who has overturned the city and is probably acting as a TUpavvoc, it
makes sense for the reference to the Penthilids here to concern how they were overthrown. If so,
Alcaeus may have mentioned that he knows how the Penthilids lost their honour or the honour
they had, for which we might supply (exezzpli gratia):

aAN’ ék Tokre]v ofda Tina[ilc

Taic Mot amadAec’ o] TTevBiAnoc'* or

ac yévoc dAeto] TTevbiAnov or

Taic yévoc fixe 1] TTevbiAnov.
This might be followed by nouns or adjectives in apposition.

In the final surviving stanza, there appeats to be a change of subject (viv & & medéTpl).

There are three possibilities for the referent of &: (1) it refers to somebody mentioned in the
previous sentence;''** (2) it refers to someone mentioned in a previous stanza (more likely without
a new subject in the previous sentence); (3) it is a new person (6 TedeTp[, ‘the one who overturned
(the city?)’). There is little to choose between them. If kakomwaTp1d[ (1.12) were accusative singular
(as kakoTaTPId[a] or kakoTaTpid[av]), assuming that it is part of the same clause, the referent
of 6 would likely be Pittacus, as he is the only one who is called kakoTaTpidaic in the singular

1129

(fr.348). However, kakomaTpid[a] is an unlikely form,'™ and kakomaTtpid[av] goes against the

preserved accent. Further, since Pittacus is associated elsewhere in Alcaeus with overturning

127 ¢he ot amedAec’ 6] (Theander).

1128 Thus Theander 1952: 186-188, boldly suggesting that Alcacus knows of a Penthilid murdered by Smerdis and
that this Penthilid was Dracon’s father (and hence the father of Pittacus’ Penthilid wife). Similarly, Jurenka 1914:

235-236. Taking Theander’s lead is Burnett 1983: 172.

1129 Wackernagel 1925: 50-51= KI. Sch. 2.858-859: the expected accusative of an Aeolic noun in -6-Tratpic is -6-

TAaTPv.
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(frr.72.8, 141.3-4), and with being a TUpavvoc (frr. 6.27, 348.3), as well as with being the only one
with known links to the Penthilids, & probably refers to Pittacus.

We are left with plural kakomaTpid[al or kakomaTpid[ac. The plural, inevitable at
fr.67.4, should raise no eyebrows.'"”’ The rest of the stanza is unclear. One expects TedéTp[oTe

to be transitive, but avaTpéme in fr.72.8 suggests it could be used intransitively,'”!

making
supplementing the following line more difficult. Either way, the overturner is likely to be the same
as the one who is being a TUpavvoc (T]Jupavveu-). Scholars have assumed T]upavveu-, the sole
Lesbian attestation of synapheia between the third and fourth lines of Alcaics, must be a participle
(tlupavvel- | [ovtal, Tlupavvel-| [covTtal),'** but this is because most assumed an accusative
singular kakoT&TEId[; a finite verb (e.g. TJupavvey-|[el]) is equally apt, perhaps more so with
kakomaTpd[ac, as it would keep the subject the same. Increasing the honour of the
KakoTaTpIdal seems most apt thing for the overturner to do as we probably have honour in 1.9,
and Alcaeus is concerned with the honour of his opponents and the kakomaTpidat (e.g. £r.68, 70,
72, 130b, 348). One might then expect something like
viv &’ & TedéTp[oTre
{pav méAw, Ticw]v kakomdTpId[ac,
Kail Sucpopw dauw T]upavveu-
[et ... ]
if one prefers a transitive TTEQETP[OTIE; of, if one prefers an intransitive TedETP[OTE:
viv 8 & edéTp[oTreE.
aiveict 8n kfvo]v kakomaTpid[al

TOANoC Auudpw Tlupavvey-

1130 Pgge e.g. Kamerbeek 1947: 175 n.4.

1131 Thus Wilamowitz 1914: 236 n.2 understands Trv &apxnv here.

1132 Treu’s Tupavveu- | [ovTec] seems unlikely, as being a TUpavvoc appears intrinsically linked to sole-rule. Forms
like (&) Tup&uveu’(e) or (¢)Tupduveuc’(e) with prodelison and elision of final € (cf. Sa. fr.31.9-10) are ruled out by

the preserved accent.
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[ovTa ... 1.

The argument thus becomes clearer. In the second surviving stanza, Alcaeus recounts
something relating to the honour of noble men being foreshown and asserts that those who do ill
must bear the bad shame associated with it. In the following stanza, Alcaeus says he does not the
remember the events above, because he was a small child; but he still knows from his parents how
that came true for even a Penthilid. He then turns to the present in the final surviving stanza,
where someone is doing wrong. It seems likely that he will call for this overturner too to be
punished according to this scheme, or wonder at how he has not yet borne the consequences. This
interpretation thus differs from the current interpretations, which argue for a contrast between a
time when Pittacus was hated by the Penthilids during Alcaeus’ childhood and the present when

Pittacus is married into the Penthilids and thus became a TUpavvoc,'”

ot for a parallel between
the bad behaviour of the Penthilids and the Penthilids’ current mésalliance.' ** Instead, the marriage
of Pittacus is unlikely to have been mentioned explicitly (as it would be awkward in both the oida
Tina[t]c sentence and the & medéTp[ome sentence). Rather, in the surviving fragment, it appears
to focus on drawing parallels between the UBpic of past Penthilids and its consequences and the
UBp1c of Pittacus in anticipation of similar consequences.

The child-figure is central, where the theme of memory and knowledge is concentrated, to
the preserved part of the poem, which is about knowing what is right and wrong. The visual
elaboration of his childhood as a seated, learning figure underlines how this knowledge should be
obvious to all (or to those of noble stock) and contrasts the misdeeds of the high- and low-born
men in the surrounding stanzas. The image’s separation of the past and present also depicts

Alcaeus as an isolated, innocent, and powetless figure in this section surrounded by shameful deeds,

against which, one expects, he rises.

1133 Trumpf 1958: 66 n.3.
1134 Theander 1952: 187, Burnett 1983: 171-172, Liberman 1999: 54 n.113.
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] oA [
Jvevve|

1L1L
Jrep[

5 Lv. o vl
Jyacamé_«_|
Incoveco kud[

Ic[JA[ JmrTe yévvac

Jkeoc fc k” SvekTov

10 IoT UBpw kai peyaber| ] [

]Td T &uBpec Bpaicv aTdchaA|

Jv v 1ic Svektov [ ] dn|

]t MOAAakic écpaln[ ] v

Jv[o]pbcobnuel

15 Juéu[e]ikTal To[

JAA&T a1 Tt o[

P.Oxy.1234 frr.4 et 5 a Lobel coniuncta

6 £xBicTe] yau cdn Theander T& (accentum non viderunt editores priores) : fortasse pHa
Lobel, post quod legit 1, v, T, vel similia, sed hae reliquiae mihi videntur incertissimae 7
fortasse collocandum est P.Oxy.1234 fr.5 |8a[ minimo ante |ncov intervallo interiecto (Lobel)

ec prhokud[eac vel Incwvec ¢ Voigt 8 k[ JA[ vel JkA[ 9 vei]keoc Theander Sve

10 A ué&v] Theander [ vel Tu[ vel iT[ vel y1[ m[iv]eic Theander 11 |14
(accentus incertus) appn] & Wilamowitz T’ ( manus altera) aic Tac vel
TéC atdcbal[ot Edmonds : &tdcbal|[a Hunt 12 ToUTw|v Wilamowtiz Jv kev
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legit Hunt et Lobel oUdE]v ? nck’ manus prima, tum perispomenon addidit et k” delevit
manus altera fortasse [ ]1dn[ vel ndn [{1dn[v ? 13 Jte vel ] ye, o super € scripsit
manus altera, unde kai mo]ta Hunt g[c]pd&An[ue]lv Hunt 14 (a¥Tic & Hunt)

OJv[w]pbwbnue[v Wilamowitz, quod in é]v[o]p recte mutavit Edmonds, spatium enim litterae

@ non sufficit; tum &i xpoveot ? 8¢5 (| manus altera) 151 yap] ? ¢ (' manus
altera, quae etiam W refecit) uéu[e]ikTan Lobel T [cpdAepov TUxal ? 16 Adman
(' manus altera), unde &]AA& Edmonds Sai[ucov Edmonds : 8ai[povec Theander

This long fragment in Alcaic stanzas offers little certainty. Fuller reconstructions have been based
on incotrect readings,'” but some supplements have been included in the apparatus and
discussion. The mention of a fall and rise (Ecp&An[ulev, d]v[o]pBcoBnue[v) is used to date the
fragment to the return from Alcaeus’ first exile;'** however, TOAAakic suggests that the fragment
concerned a later return, or, more probably, general ups and downs of Alcaeus’ campaign. Perhaps
the most interesting element here is Alcacus’ use of neat-repetition (fic K’ BVEKTOV~KEV TC
SvekTov); close repetition is found elsewhere in Alcaeus, most notably at fr.38a.2, 8, where too
scribes have stumbled. We expect a similar emphasis on parallel entities here. The nature of the
comparison is unclear, but one suspects a contrast either between those for whom something is
(un)bearable, or (un)bearable things.

Little remains up to 1.6, but more survives from the third preserved stanza. There may be
mention of ‘your land’ (y &t cai?), something to do with glory (kud[), and family or race (yévvac),
while something is (un)bearable. Things wicked men do appear in 11.10-11, which seem likely to be

considered intolerable (1.12). Perhaps in response, ‘we’ have acted and often failed (1.13), but ‘we’

got back up (1.14). This appears to lead into a comment on life being a mix of good and bad things,

1135 Edmonds 1916: 106-107; Theander 1922: 69-73.
1136 H.o. Mazzarino 1943: 66.
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and perhaps some comment on a god (11.15-16). One might wonder in 1.13-14 who ‘we’ refers to;
one naturally expects it to be Alcaeus and his faction, but it may be ‘we humans’.

If peyaberrr[ ] [ (1.10) is right, since no Greek word begins 6eim- (or Bery1-, Beuti-, Beiti-)
or y&bB-, peydaber 1| is inevitable. This would require accepting néyaboc for puéyeboc, which,
though common in Ionic, is unattested in Lesbian.'”” No suitable noun suggests itself as the object
of 8paictv, while no third-person plural verb fits in the lacunae; instead, Theander suggests 1) H&v]
ToT UBpw kai ueyddel livleic (=Tiveic) ‘you will punish hybris in your greatness’, but how it
fits into the rest is unclear. Understanding 11.10-11 seems to depend on 1.12. If fjc dvekTov is past
time ‘it was (un)bearable’, the present-tense dpaiciv is strange unless it is in a subordinate
clause,'”® but there is not enough space for a main clause; if fic dvekTov is generalising (modal
imperfect with kev), the previous sentence could also be generalising. Thus in 1.11, Wilamowitz’s
&ppn]Té T’ &udpec Spaiciv atdcBal|ol seems very apt; an appropriate continuation would be
oudt]v kév Tfic dvekTov [{]dn[v ‘wicked men do unspeakable things; it would be completely
unbearable to look upon’. The sense in 1.13-15 seems to be that ‘we’ often stumbled, but got back
up; if so, Juéu[e]iktau is likely to refer to good and bad fortune. I suggest exenpli gratia:

kai o] ta méAAakic écpdAn[ulev (Hunt)
aubic & d]v[o]pbcobnue[v!!*? &t xpdveot. (atbic &’ é] Hunt)

1 y&p] péu[eliktal 16 [cpdAepov TUxal.

1137 It is, however, the expected form (<*mweg-ho-dh-, cf. TATIBoC < *pleb;-dh-); Schwyzer 1950: 255 suggests péyedoc
is due to vowel assimilation (though see Beekes 2010, s.v. péyac). On the -#h-suffix, cf. Chantraine 1979: 365-366.

1138 T4 1" could perhaps be a relative clause with ‘epic Te’ (see Tzamali 1996: 401-402 on a possible ‘epic Te” in the
Lesbians).

1139 =4veopBuobnuev, scribal error.
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col.i col.i
c
a b
]
] — lgol ]
] lpUA [ !
Tv | ol Tl&pTapoc
Jactol Jv[ lxal |
5 Jete J&co[ ]
] Tuod[ ]
dmedneduav 13¢€[ ]
] JJtelte
] . . . Joov
10 I
d JaTnp
Jve ']
1.1 Jean
Jueo [ Jxev
15 Ix[ Jéual ]
JxiB [ ]
]

Col.i a = P.Oxy. XVIII 2166 (c) 2 coli + XXI 2166 (c) 44, 4, 306, et 2% coli d = P.Oxy. XVIII
2166 (c) 4, quod in transversum movere, sed non sursum deorsum, licet. Colii b = P.Oxy. XVIII
2166 (c) 3 + XXI 2166 (c) 44; col.ii ¢ = XVIII 2166 (c) 2 col.ii. ignoratur quantum fragmentum b

a fragmento c distet. fragmenta coniunxit Lobel.
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Coli: 3 ]ovel Jw 3 in margine dextro scholion: c[ 4 w6 [A]v Diehl in margine
dextro scholion: ' [ |* poc[ |’ 8(¢) mpoc[ |* 8n() (&fi(Aov) Diehl) mpewl |° xépTou [ |° 1ol
gplov [ 5], punctulum apici litterae a adaequatum 7 Utredncda]uav e scholio Diehl,
conferens fr.318 in margine dextro scholion: ' ToUTto e[ | k(ai) Tn() (in papyro k) [|?
ol catpamal plopo]icv (Lobel) Tn[ |° umodfuata ummndnc[&]unv (Lobel et Page) [ ([ék
SépuaToc Diehl) |* Boeiou évtocBev miA[iva (Lobel et Page : miA[oic TukacBévta Diehl :
miA[ouc éxovTa Liberman) 9 in margine dextro scholion: ' Tpdyco &'&dnca veOTW()
auet| | miamovwtoudpakoutrep| (8] | Tt &1ro vedTou Spdkou (=Tpdyou) mep[i Lobel et Page :
Toic Tociv PAav] | Tia vt ToU dpdkou Trep [t Diehl) | émeidn) cteppoTépa Z(nvddoToc)
(Diehl : € in papyro) e[ |*fj &(vTi Tol) Tpdyou 8t Sépua e[ (BépuaT €[dnca Diehl) 10
fortasse Jar- 11 TV avépcov] TaTnp Dichl e sua coniectura in scholio temptata 12
_[: pedes hastarum verticalium duarum, tum punctulum imum; fortasse Tal vel TA[ in
matgine dextro scholio: ' oU ToV aTép[a (T(GV) avépcov Aéyer Diehl) |? [o]U y(&p) &vepoc
[ I° [ ]to coc avévtolc (tol mAiou Touc artac Diehl) [* [ ]" (T(&v) Dichl) avéucov
ov [ (yryvopévav Diehl) 13 ] :linea a sinistra parte descendens, tum hasta verticalis 14
[: hasta verticalis 15 |ouafv Diehl in margine dextro duo scholia, quorum primum
posse putat Porro; secundum manu tertia scriptum: ' oi AioAeic ci[ Jvt() [ (ci[ Jv'T in papyro :
ct[ Jvt(nv) af Jvt(av) Potro : ajvt(i) Voigt : ci[ku]v T(dv) ciku[ov Macehler apud Porro) |?
ToAA[ Jv Aéyor &v [ |” [Clameco (Lobel) kat[ JyA[ (kat[& T(Mv?)] yA[éddccav Haslam
apud Porro) 16 évBudvc cicupvav (= £r.379) xpfind Tt TGV Clkub[av Diehl (vel Tav pépov
ot C]kU0[a1 Treu) 17 in margine dextro scholion: ' w&vta 8¢ dca pot dn[ | xw]pic (Lobel)
tvoc [ vay. [ 1" Jovoveiocde [ 1] [ I°]_[

Colii: 2 af vel A[ 3 supra o vestigia duarum litterarum inter lineas videri possunt

Tlaptapoc Lobel 4 ] : punctulum apici litterae k adaequatum [: hastae verticalis apex
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et pes in margine dextro scholion: ' [ |* koct (BeBAn] |kéct Diehl) katal (Tov mévTov
Dichl) |° Tov wi[8]plov (Dichl) |* émel 1€ [ 5 v]aco|v Diehl 6 wUd[po- e scholio
Trumpf in margine dextro scholion: ' 6 8¢ pidpoc [ (eic TOV wéVTOV KaTEPPipN Diehl) |
tva un avel[ (&véA[owTo vel avéA[Bot vel avéA[Botev Diehl : avéA[6nt Trumpf) |’ ToUc m(ept)
1OV M[Upcidov (Diehl) 7 in margine dextro scholion: ' Tnc ex[ Jac [ (x[6p]ac Dichl) |

kav Tpixoc nut [ (o] [k &v Tpixoc fiuic[u Diehl) | katal 8 J1: apex tantum litterae

While hardly a complete word survives, this fragment preserves clues in the intercolumnial scholia.
Being by far the most heavily annotated of the P.Oxy.1234 and adjoining fragments and
referencing Zenodotus (Z 1.9) and Nicander (Z i.15) suggest a heavily discussed passage in
Antiquity. Further, many of the scholia are divided (into units of four lines) by paragraphoi,
marking the end of individual notes, and include suspected lemmata, just as we sometimes find in

full commentaries,"'*

suggesting they were extracted wholesale from them.

From the scholia, it seems that at least i.4-10 mentions clothing (ToU épiou ... UTTodrjuaTa
Utndncl&lunv | Boeiou évtochey TiA[wa ... Tpdy 8’Ednca vedtw(y), while from i.11, the
subject is a father and the wind (Tov Tatép[a ... [0]U y(&p) &vepoc). Liberman suggests that the
surviving column might contain a continuous section of a poem,''*! but given the fragment’s state
of preservation, it must remain a guess. If scholars are right to supply Umednca]uav (1.7) and
Tpdayw 8'&dnca vadTw (1.9) from the scholia, the metre appears to be the Alcaic stanza, with
1.7-10 and 1.11-14 forming stanzas. The scholion appears concerned with the material of clothing

(Boeiou évtocBev miA[va, Tpdyw 8'Ednca vadtw(; Tol épiov if the mention of clothing

started before this stanza),'** but it is unclear if that is original. Further, since the etymological

1140 Cf. e.g. £.3006i col.ii, where the paragraphoi mark the ends of notes on individual lemmata in conjunction with
ecthesis.

1141 Liberman 1999: 55.

1142 Diehl 1943: 20 adduces Hes. Op.541-542, Sa. f1.100, Od.14.23 for his supplement, which also shows the interest

in mentioning materials; cf. also especially Sa. fr.110.2.
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tradition preserves other notes on shoes and clothing (e.g. frr.318 and 379), it is questionable
whether this was the logical or thematic focus of this part of the poem. However, if TiA[ points
to the felt interior of the boot, the combination with a goatskin may well point to colder weather,
especially if the winds of the following stanza are sinister. With xépTouv, if it too is responding to
something in the poem, these items of clothing may perhaps also suggest a rural environment. If
so, the clothing then may in part be creating an image of difficult times,"'*> but so much is uncertain
here.

Similarly, little can be ascertained about the wind stanza. Diehl’s suggestion that TTaTtnp
(1.11) refers to the ‘father of winds’ is interesting, but even with his supplements, the sense eludes
scholars. In the context of the winds and the weather, it is tempting to think that TTaTnpe may refer
to Zeus (cf. £r.69.1), but the confusion implied by an explanation by the scholion makes this
unattractive. Ultimately, the identity of TTaTnp and the activity of the winds remains unclear. The
following stanza too remains a mystery, as the scholion appears to be picking up a single word or
phrase and commenting on it as an Aeolicism, with possibly a Sapphic example.

In contrast, the focus of the poem in col.ii is clearer. With the scholia mentioning pidpoc
twice, a form of it probably stood at ii.6. With the possible mention in the scholion of Myrsilus
(touc m(epi) TOV M[Upcihov), for whom Pittacus broke his oath with Alcaeus’ hetairia, pidpoc
is probably mentioned in connection with the sinking of an iron lump alongside an oath."** This
practice is well-attested in Herodotus, who notes that the Phocacans pudpov cidrjpeov
KaTemdvTwecav kai dpocav un mpiv éc Pookatav fiewv mpiv 7 TOV pudpov ToUTOV

avagavijvat (Herodotus 1.165.3; similatly [Aristotle], AP 23.5; PL Apist. 25.1)."'* This act

1143 The comment £Te1d1) cTeppoTEpa on the goatskin is interesting, as it may refer to the goatskin being more stiff
and stubborn than another material and thus be mote apposite to the situation, but scholiasts’ reasoning is not
always reliable. Cf. Porro 2004: 104-105.

1144 Thus already Diehl 1944: 23, Trumpf 1958: 51-52.

1145 Further attestations in Call. £.388.9, Diodorus 9.10.3, Horace, Epodes 16.17-26, Favotinus De Exilio 10.32, X S.
Ant.264. The Qokaéwov apd becomes proverbial (Zen. Azh. 3.102, [Plu.] Prov. 1.71, Zen. Vulg. 6.35, Suda @ 635).
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signifies the permanence and irrevocability of the oath,'*’ as well as symbolising the consequences

" particularly potently in these maritime societies."'** These elements suit Alcaeus’

of breaking it,
depiction of Pittacus’ breaking of the oath: the former matches the emphasis on the sacred
locations and the power of the gods invoked (frr.67, 129) as a reason for Alcaeus’ outrage at the
irreverence of the act, while the latter (present perhaps also in T]&pTapoc) is paralleled in the
desire for stoning (frr.68.3, 298.3) and the call to the Erinyes (fr.129.13-14). If |wao] (ii.3) is from
Tadw/mawt (cf. Tawbelc, {r.70.6) or ndc, Alcaeus perhaps brings up Pittacus’ marriage
around the time of his betrayal again. The repetition of themes and subject too aligns with Alcaeus’
tendency to retell his story across poems. Finally, Diehl’s reading o] | Uk &v Tpixoc fjuic|v in the
scholion might suggest that Alcaeus is playing on the proverb &Eloc Tpixdc ‘worth a hair’,"'* with

an element of bitterness and condescension if fjuic|v is right, possibly referring to the loyalty of

Mytsilus” group,'"”” Pittacus’ life, and morals.

1146 Steiner 1994:68, Butkert 1996: 175, Rhodes 1993: 296, Asheti et al. 2007: 186.
1147 Jacobson 1975, Bayliss in Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013: 155-157.

1148 Torrance 2014: 148-149.

1149 Zen. 204, Diog. 1.93, Apost. 3.68, Arsen. 63, Suda; Ar. Frogs 613, Eup. 99.20 KA.
1150 T elli 2006: 49.
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Conclusion
This thesis has attempted to present a more nuanced view of Alcaeus by offering new approaches
to the study of his poetry that emphasise literary interpretation to complement the performance-
oriented and anthropological approaches of the past fifty years, as well as providing a new text and
interpretation of a significant portion of his poetic corpus.

Part I showed how a different focus on previously discussed aspects of Alcaeus’ poetry
can pose new questions and have an impact on interpretation. Chapter 1 saw that epithets in
Alcaeus are neither simple adornments nor an automatic use of poetic language borrowed from
EGHP, but that their relationship as a group to EGHP is complex and that the distribution pattern
could be exploited by the poet for effects in individual poems. Similarly, the findings of Chapter 2
suggest, contrary to Maas’ assertion, that there were differences in content and style determined
by metre in Lesbian poetry and that these differences could be used to analyse poetic effects and
for interpretation. Chapter 3 focused on an aspect of poetry that was considered anachronistic and
too vague to study by introducing new methodologies from other fields and showed that
immersion is an important aspect of Alcaeus’ poetry, how it can be used to create a sense of
‘directness’ regardless of the original context, and how it can improve interpretations. In Chapter
4, the findings of Chapter 3 and historical and rhetorical arguments were used to suggest not only
that reperformances were assumed by the poet but that they were central to his poetry, opening
up new interpretative possibilities for many fragments that were limited by Résler as well as
offering a more complex view of Alcaeus’ use of pronouns. Finally, Chapter 5’s summary of
contemporary elements and events in Sappho and Alcaeus and the broader historical survey
clarified the historical events in Alcaeus’ poetry as presented by him and offered a fresh perspective
on aspects of the politics, particularly the implications of political self-positioning and labels for
Pittacus for taking the interpretation of Alcaeus beyond historical investigation. These chapters

have thus presented a much more complex view of Alcaeus’ poetic craft and style.
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In Part II, the difficulties of Alcaeus’ text dominated the spotlight, but where enough clarity
could be found, the poetic skill of Alcaeus, as suggested by Part I, could be appreciated, especially
metrical effects, persuasive strategies, and narrative presentation. Autopsy of papyri yielded
important new findings, including signs of a coronis marking fr.45 as a complete poem and the
shortest Lesbian poem of known length, and identification of questionable papyrus joins, as well
as many individual readings. This has shown that there is still much to do with the text of Alcaeus
and that the papyri are an appropriate starting point. Attempts to gather as much information from
the textual remains and a focus on construal of the text has further suggested fresh interpretations
for many fragments. Moreover, it has shown that many smaller and less-commented fragments
also have much to contribute, further complicating the picture gathered from the larger fragments.
The emerging perception of Alcaeus is thus one of a more complex, literary poet with a wider
range of aims, tones, subjects, and techniques than previously recognised.

The findings of this thesis show that Alcaeus deserves more sensitive attention; there are
many new questions to be asked, and his poetry and text have much yet to offer. Part I has explored
but a handful of approaches in preliminary investigations, and each chapter can only hint at the
interpretative possibilities available, while Part II only covers just over half of Alcaeus’ poetic
corpus preserved on papyri. Nevertheless, I have shown that Alcaeus needs a thorough treatment
both for close scrutiny and for wide coverage of approaches and fragments. It is hoped that this
study contributes to Alcaeus receiving the attention and recognition worthy of a lyric poet who

was influential and widely appreciated from the archaic Greek to the Roman periods.
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