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Abstract

This thesis examines the reception of Pindar in Hellenistic poetry. More specifically
it examines texts of three major Hellenistic poets: Theocritus of Syracuse,
Callimachus of Cyrene and Posidippus of Pella. The texts discussed have been
selected on the basis of two principles: (i) genre and (ii) subject matter. They include
texts that inscribe themselves in the tradition of encomiastic, and more specifically,
Pindaric poetry either through the generic discourse which they partake in or through
the employment of myths that Pindar had used in his own odes. Throughout the thesis
it is argued that the connections with Pindaric passages are carried out on the basis of
‘allusions’ which are picked up by the readers. This term is employed to describe one
of the ways in which intertextuality functions. Following the model of Conte and
Barchiesi, the discussion insists on the distinction between allusions to specific
Pindaric passages and allusions to epinician generic motifs that can best be illustrated
through Pindaric passages. The aim of the discussion for each case of textual
correspondence suggested is to describe the means whereby this connection is
suggested to the reader and to propose a ‘meaning’ for it. In this sense, equal
emphasis is given to the detailed examination of all texts that partake in the

intertextual connection suggested, i.e. to Pindaric and Hellenistic alike.
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Racine, c’est Racine : sécurité admirable du néeant

Roland Barthes
Mythologies (1957)

Pindare, c’est Pindare : securite admirable du neant

Where to begin? — that was the question; at what point to make
the first mark? One line placed on the canvas committed her to
innumerable risks, to frequent and irrevocable decisions. All
that in idea seemed simple became in practice immediately

complex; [...]. Still the risk must be run, the mark made.

Virginia Woolf, To the Lighthouse (1927)
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PREFACE

This thesis examines the influence that Pindaric poetry exercised on the work of
three Hellenistic poets, Callimachus of Cyrene, Posidippus of Pella and Theocritus
of Syracuse. Limits of space and time have made it impossible to take into account
Pindar’s influence on Apollonius of Rhodes, a project that I hope to deal with in the
near future. The idea of treating some of the most fascinating Greek poets occurred
to me under the influence of Richard Hunter’s ground-breaking and exciting
Theocritus and the Archaeology of Greek Poetry (Cambridge, 1996).

It gives me great pleasure to be able to thank the Board of Graduate Studies
of the Faculty of Classics of Oxford University for approving the title of my thesis.
To my two Oxford teachers I want to express my sincere gratitude for all the things
that they have so generously offered to me. Mr. Adrian S. Hollis, my MSt.
Supervisor at Keble, initiated me into the labyrinths of Hellenistic fragments and
ignited my passion for Callimachus. Professor Gregory O. Hutchinson kindly
agreed to serve as my DPhil. supervisor. I am indebted to him especially for his
patience and generosity in sharing his immense knowledge of Greek and Latin
literature. His beneficent and graceful influence will be found on almost every page
of this thesis. I would also like to thank Professors Tobias Reinhardt, Stephen
Harrison and Marc Lauxtermann as well as Mrs. Ghislaine King for their help with
technical difficulties that appeared in my way during these last four years. Dr.
Bruno Currie offered severe but judicious criticism at an early stage of my research.

His remarks helped me considerably in formulating more clearly the theoretical
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basis upon which I carried out my research. I would also like to thank Professor
Theodore Papanghelis and Associate Professor Evanthia Tsitsibakou-Vassalos for
their support and encouragement. Professor Dimitrios Z. Niketas served as my
supervisor for the Greek States Scholarship Foundation (I. K. Y.). I thank him for
his impeccable collaboration. My research was enabled by the generosity of the
Greek State Scholarships Foundation and Mr. John Ratcliffe. I would like to thank
my supervisor for suggesting me to the Governing Body of Exeter College for the
College’s Classics Scholarship. Last but certainly not the least I would like to thank
two very special people, Associate Professors Pulheria Kyriakou and Theokritos
Kouremenos. Over the years they have enveloped me with their love, trust,
friendship and support. I sincerely hope that I have not let them down.

Finally, I would like to thank my family for their love and support. The
thesis is fittingly dedicated to my mother Panayota. Her self-denying and unstinting
encouragement to the devoted study of classical literature for all these years has
encouraged me to proceed whenever I lost heart. My only regret is that this thesis is

written in a language she cannot read.

A K.
Exeter College, Oxford

July 2011.
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INTRODUCTION

Aim of the thesis and criteria employed for the selection of the texts discussed
This thesis examines the reception' of Pindar’s poetry in the work of three major
Hellenistic poets, all of whom were active in Ptolemaic Alexandria in the first half
of the third century BCE: Callimachus of Cyrene, Theocritus of Syracuse and
Posidippus of Pella. I use the term “reception” to describe the process whereby
these three erudite poets (i) read and understood Pindaric poetry, (i1) imbued their
works with allusions to Pindar’s eeuvre and (iii) expected their readers to pick up
these allusions in order to appreciate their own poetic work. The criteria used for
the selection of the texts discussed were two: (i) genre and (ii) mythological
material. On the whole, I have tried to select texts that belong to genres connected
with Pindar’s poetic activity. I have also included texts that deal with mythological
episodes found before in Pindar’s poetry, even if Pindar was not the first or the only
one to deal with them. These two criteria were used on the basis of evidence, slight
though it may be, for the way in which ancient readers read and associated texts
with each other: intertextual connections are made more easily when two (or more)
texts share the same generic discourse or subject-matter.

As a great deal of Pindar’s “non-epinician” poetry has not survived, the
discussion necessarily focuses on the reception of his epinician poems. This may
lead to false impressions about his reception in Hellenistic times but there is no way
to avoid this risk. Still, as we are going to see, we have good reasons to suppose

that e.g. Callimachus alluded to Pindar’s Paean 4 in the proem of his epinician for

"I employ terms such as ‘reception’, ‘influence’ and ‘intertextual relationship’ interchangeably
without any implication of variation in the degree of certainty about authorial intention.



Queen Berenice II, while he used imagery from Paean 7b for the articulation of his
manifesto in the Aetia prologue. A close reading of Theocritus’ Idyll 24 suggests
his acquaintance with the so-called Paean 20, which in all probability represents
one of Pindar’s prosodia. As for the second criterion, I would like to anticipate one
of my theoretical points and note that the establishment of an intertextual
relationship between a Hellenistic text and an ode of Pindar on the basis of
mythological material does not imply that there are (or were) no other possible
subtexts. Not only would this contradict the plurality implied by the concept of
intertextuality but also the reality of the texts themselves. Intertextuality does not
function on a one-to-one, exclusive basis. To foreground the Pindaric associations
in our discussion of any given text does not mean that other subtexts are being
‘hushed’. On the contrary, from the variety of the available subtexts one focuses on
those which are relevant for the purpose of this inquiry. At the same, it is never
assumed that when more intertexts than one, Pindaric or not, can be suggested, all
of them have the same importance for the discussion. In the following chapters I
have tried to stress this whenever I could discern several possible subtexts. To
imply that the number of subtexts for a given text is fixed so as to be presentable in
the form of a list would go against every tenet of intertextual theory as established
by Kristeva (1969: 145-6) and developed by Barthes (1970: 9-20) (contra Harder
(2002) 189). The loss of possibly relevant texts (e.g. the numerous epics on
Heracles for Idyll 24) adds further problems to such precarious claims to
exhaustiveness in the examination of intertextuality.

The first three chapters examine texts that were represented as epinician
poems. These comprise Callimachus’ epinician elegies for Sosibius and Queen

Berenice II and P.Horak 4, a glossary on a lost elegy of probable Callimachean



authorship and epinician content.” These chapters examine the ways in which
Callimachus (i) used motifs commonly employed in Pindar’s epinician discourse
and (i1) alluded to specific passages in Pindar’s odes so as to develop his own
epinician idiom and represent his laudandi and laudandae in the light of Pindaric
tradition. Crucial to this approach has been the fundamental distinction that Conte
and Barchiesi have introduced between modello esemplare and modello genere /
codice: an allusion, that is, can relate to a specific passage so as to add a further
layer of meaning or to a generic tradition that can be illustrated through specific
passages (Conte and Barchiesi (1989) 94-100).

I have understood genre rather widely so as to include in my discussion
(Chapter 4) Posidippus’ epigrams on the equestrian victories of the Ptolemies and
other notable personages (Hippika 71-88 AB). Although some scholars would deny
the validity of this classification (e.g. Dickie (2008: 24)), it should be born in mind
that agonistic epigrams and epinician odes, albeit parallel praise forms which were
created independently of each other, had already come to interact with each other in
the lifetime of Pindar and Bacchylides. Furthermore, one may legitimately wonder
whether Posidippus’ Hippika were actually, or should be, regarded from the
viewpoint of generic classification just as epigrams or rather as short elegies similar
to Callimachus’ epinician compositions.

The issue of the existence or not of genres in ancient times is complicated
and cannot be treated in detail here. Ideas such as these, if they ever existed, would
have changed with the passage of time (cf. Calame (1974) 119-121). Further, the
ideas of philosophers (e.g. Plato lon 534C, Leg. 700A-B, Resp. 394B-C) or

grammarians on the topic cannot be assumed to be representative of what poets

21 have not included in my discussion Callimachus’ ‘epinician’ lambus 8, as 1 believe that Fuhrer’s
(1992) 205-16 discussion has exhausted the subject.



thought (cf. Calame (1974) 124-5). For poets of Pindar’s time the concept of
‘genre’, as we understand it nowadays, was probably predicated on the context of
performance with its cultic content, tradition of previous performances and audience
expectations (cf. e.g. Pindar fr. 128c Maehler with Cannata Fera’s (1990) 136-44
discussion). Context of performance went hand-in-hand with subject-matter in the
determination of a poem’s generic identity (cf. Rossi (1971) 70; Calame (1974) 118;
Nagy (1994-5) 11, 13; van Tress (2004) 5-6). The divorce of the text from its
performance in Hellenistic times generated the emphasis on content only, as the
surrounding context was irrevocably lost (cf. Hunter (1996) 3-4). Hellenistic
reader-scholars catalogued texts into genres on the basis of content; furthermore,
they seem aware of the importance of motifs, themes and topics for the
establishment of a specific generic discourse. The manner in which Callimachus
composed his own epinician elegies centuries after the apparent decline of the genre
indicates that he comprehended the basics of epinician grammar so as to incorporate
its motifs effectively in his poems. Well before Callimachus’ times there is
evidence to suggest that another avid reader of Pindaric poetry, Plato, was cognizant
of the importance of motifs for epinician poetry.” In a passage from his Lysis
(205C-D), the importance of which was rightly evaluated by van Groningen (1985:
325 n.1), Plato reproduces the motifs of epinician poetry as he knew them from
reading Pindar and other epinician poets and employs them for the creation of a
mock prose epinician:
& 8¢é ) molis 6An ader mepl Anpokpatovs kai Adoidos Tod mammov Tob
mados kal mavTwy mépL TAV Tpoydvwy, TAovToUS T€ kal immoTpodias kal

vikas ITvBot kal ToOuot kai Nepéa teBpinmmois Te kal kéAnot, TadTa moel
7€ Kkal Aéyel, mpos 8¢ TolTols ETL ToUTWV KpovikWTEpA. TOV Yap Tod

3 Cf. Irigoin (1952) 16-18, Cole (1992) 15 n. 8. Scholars have detected similarities between
epinician motifs and Platonic passages. For instance, Heath (1988) 188 compares Alcibiades’ speech
of arrival in the Symposium with Nem. 1.19 (éorav én’ addelais Odpars); see also Cole (1992) 14-5.
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All these are motifs that one found repeatedly in Pindar’s and Bacchylides’ odes:
praise of the victor’s forefathers; gnomai on the use of wealth as means of showing
one’s innate excellence; record of previous victories. The speaker attaches special
interest to mythological episodes connected with the ancestral history of the family,
like the theoxenia offered by the victor’s ancestors to Heracles and the mythological
connection with Zeus himself. These elements are not to be viewed as generic per
se, but their employment alludes to the use of family myths in epinician odes; one
could compare, for instance, the hospitality offered to the Dioscuri by the
laudandus’ ancestors in Olympian 3 and Nemean 10.

The second part of the thesis examines Pindaric presence in Theocritus’
idylls. The Theocritean corpus brings together poems of different character. In this
respect, idylls discussed were chosen on different grounds. Idylls 16 and 17
inscribe themselves in the tradition of political praise that one finds in Pindar’s
epinician odes, especially those addressed to powerful political figures of his times,
whether tyrants, kings or high-ranking dignitaries. The celebration of their latest
athletic victory easily became an occasion for the praise of their political and
administrative skills. This was brought about, on the one hand, by the special status
of the laudandi and, on the other, by the political agenda underlying their
participation in the great pan-Hellenic games. Scholars have noted that after the

apparent decline of the epinician genre (around the second half of 5™ cent.) several

of the motifs in Pindar’s eulogy of great political personages started appearing in



hexameter encomia.* This would explain to a certain degree the special Pindaric
colouring in these two idylls out of the whole Theocritean corpus. Furthermore, it
is also indicative that Pindaric sentiment in these idylls is centred on the concept of
the benefactor and the appropriate use of the laudandus’ wealth so as to secure for
himself a positive, everlasting fame, a characteristically Pindaric concern.

On the other hand, /dyll 24 and the majority of the minor cases discussed in
Chapter 6 are mythological narratives that deal with episodes from the lives of
heroes such as the Dioscuri (/dyll 22) and Heracles (/dylls 13 and 24). Those were
selected because these mythological episodes had been treated before by Pindar.
The treatment of the same mythological episode is a strong enough condition on
which to base the establishment of an intertextual connection between texts. This
seems to have been part of the reading habits of ancient readers as well by early
Classical times if one can judge from the following fragment of Simonides (fr. 273
Poltera):

os Sovpl mavTas

vikaoe véovs, Sivdevta Badwv

Avavpov tmep modvBoTpvos é§ TwAkod

ovtw yap “Ounpos 8¢ Zraciyopos deioe Aaols.
This fragment, probably from an epinician ode of Simonides, is preserved by
Athenaeus (4.172 E) to prove that Stesichorus was the author of the poem A8Aa émi
ITeAia. Homer’s name is used here as a generic tag for epic poetry in general and
probably alludes to Eumelos’ Corinthiaka (cf. Poltera (2008) ad loc.). Simonides
provides his audience with another text against which his version ‘ought’ to be read.
* A nice example of the community of praise discourse in epinician odes, agonistic epigrams and
encomia is the emphasis on the uniqueness of the attainment(s) celebrated: cf. e.g. Pindar (O/. 13.
30-1 avreBéAnoev / T@v dvip Bvatos obmw Tis mpéTepov) ~ Callimachus (VS fr. 384.29-30 Pf. [ .
od] ydp mdd Tis ém[i] mTéAw Hyay’ deBlov /] Tadiwv TévSe mavnyvpiwv) ~ Theocritus (17.15 &v odk
dvip olds Te vofjoar; 38 T obmw Twd davti a8elv Téoov dvdpl yuvawkdv; 121 podvos 8¢ mpoTépwy

;129 1ds obris dpelwv; cf. Meincke (1965) 151) ~ Ep. 31.2 Ebert (with his note ad loc.) etc. See
also Dickie (2008) 28 with n. 72.



More interestingly, though, as scholars have pointed out,” this fragment reveals a
gradual receding in the importance of the Muses as the providers of factual
knowledge and their replacement with previous poetic texts. In this light, the older
version can either become the canonical version on which the later poet will rely or
from which, for whatever reason, he will depart. With the passage of time this
tendency to associate texts dealing with the same material becomes more
widespread. Another interesting example from around the same period is provided
by Pindar in his Olympian 1 (36): vi¢ TavrdAov, o€ & dvria mpotépwy POéyéopat.
The scholia ad loc. (58b) unfold the ‘polemical’ character of the allusion: avri oD
évavtia kal érepa ols elmov ol mpdTepot motnTal Sofdow oe kal épd. Pindar does not
identify the text(s), or generally ‘media’, in which the ‘other’ version is to be found;
still it is revealing of contemporary ‘reading’ habits that Pindar expected his
audience to make the associations itself and so informs it that he is going against the
prevailing opinion (cf. also Nagy (1990) 129 with n. 73, 200-1; Krummen (1991)
168). The argument retains its validity even if the version turned down was not part
of another poem but of a different oral, pictorial or sculptural tradition. Similarly
Callimachus, who had a greater number of (textual) sources at his disposal than
Pindar remarks in his hymn to Zeus (60-1):

Snvaiol & od mapmav dAnbées foav dotdoi:
4 /’ 4 /’ ’ ~
davro mddov Kpovidniow Sudtpiya Sdpata vetpat.

The older singers whose veracity Callimachus doubts are Homer (//. 15.187ff.) and
Pindar (OIl. 7.541f.) (cf. McLennan (1971) ad loc.). The articulation of the
intertextual comparison with the two previous versions is certainly more refined

than that of Pindar or Simonides. Callimachus includes linguistic markers that point

> Gianotti (1975) 52 notes that Simonides (cf. e.g. fr. 19 W?) along with Xenophanes was the first
poet to introduce citations and references to previous poets.



to both other accounts: Starpixa Sdpata vetpar harks back at the Homeric passage
(189 7pixfa 8é mavra §édactar), while nvatol ... dotdol + ¢avro looks quite similar to
the Pindaric ¢avri & avlpwmwy madaial prjoies. Callimachus modifies the function
of the Pindaric ‘formula’: in Pindar’s text ¢avr{ is supposed to add trustworthiness
to his account (cf. e.g. Pyth. 1.52; 2.21; 4.88, 287; 6.21; 7.19; Isthm. 8.46a; see also
Bacchylides 5.155); Callimachus, on the other hand, turns it on its head and attacks
the veracity of the older version represented as accurate by Pindar. The finesse of
Callimachus’ technique aside, the essence remains the same: ancient authors and

their readers tend to associate texts that deal with the same mythological material.®

Methodology for the examination of the reception of Pindar in Hellenistic
poetry

For a considerable period of time the study of Hellenistic poetry has concentrated
on the influence that the Homeric and Hesiodic epics exercised on Hellenistic poets.
The reappraisal of archaic lyric poetry for the understanding of erudite Hellenistic
poetry poses an important methodological question on the ways in which one could

appreciate allusions to lyric poets in Hellenistic poetry. The discussion of the

% Simonides and Callimachus are more specific than Pindar in designating the medium of their
‘intertexts’ as textual. Pindar’s employs an expression which is found elsewhere (cf. e.g. Hom. //.
9.524-5; Mimn. fr. 14.2 W? [mporépwv metBopar]; Pind. Pyth. 3.80, Nem. 3.52-3 [Aeyduevov 8¢ Tobro
mpotépwy Exw Emos| and, in my view, should also include artistic representations. For variations cf.
Call. Lav.Pall.56 ubfos & odk éuds, 8AX’ érépwv where the poet not only indicates his dependence on
unnamed sources but also repudiates any responsibility for the version offered; cf. Bulloch (1985) ad
55-6 with n.2 on p.161 for a detailed discussion with more examples. On the other hand, the fact that
Callimachus talks about poets should not prevent us from taking into account artistic representations
for the version repudiated; cf. e.g. Xenokles® lip-cup from the 6™ cent. BCE (London, British
Musuem B425 = ABV 184 = Beazley Archive 302436) which represents the three sons of Cronus as
drawing lots for their kingdoms (cf. also Vermeule (1979) 34; LIMC 1V.1 p. 390). Readers would
have probably been aware of, and influenced in their response by, such accounts. Cf. the discussion
in Chapter 8. The fifth century had already witnessed an interest in the interaction between poetry
and painting. Compare, for instance, Simonides’ definition of poetry as ‘talking painting’ and of
painting as ‘silent poetry’ (Plutarch, de glor. Ath. 3.346). Cf. also Aesch. Ag. 241-2, with Headlam-
Thomson (1938) ad 233-4, who associate the text with Simonides’ definition. For the same
association see also Karouzos (1982) footnote 74.



intertextual relationship with the Homeric or Hesiodic epics in the works of
Hellenistic poets has been greatly facilitated by the community or close proximity
of the metres and language employed. It is obvious that such an approach cannot be
fruitful for examining the reception of other genres. Furthermore, the (re-)use of the
plethora of hapax legomena in the poetic idiom of Homer and Hesiod has been
deemed a safe criterion to guide readers in their search for allusions to archaic epic
or elegiac poetry in Hellenistic poetry. For obvious reasons, this methodological
tool cannot be effectively utilized in the examination of the reception not only of
Pindar but rather of every poet who did not invest his discourse with bizarre and
difficult words (cf. van Tress (2004) 2). On the other hand, the discussion on the
use of Homeric hapaxes in Hellenistic poetry has gone hand in hand with another
dominant trend in secondary literature. It has been assumed, and not always with
good reason, that Hellenistic poets employed Homeric hapaxes or even alluded to
passages in Homer which presented hermeneutic interest to educated readers in their
capacity as scholars so as to demonstrate their stance on a specific scholarly
disagreement.” Such approach dangerously limits the plurality and polyvalence of
intertextuality, as it assigns a dominant role to what should be viewed as one of its
modalities. In this respect, the redefinition of our scholarly methodology for the
reception of lyric poetry in Hellenistic times could also have beneficial effects on
the reappreciation of Homeric and Hesiodic influence.

The philological framework just delineated was created for, and so focused
on, the examination mainly of allusions to epic and elegiac poetry. As such it
needed to be drastically revised to meet the needs of my discussion. In what

follows I offer a succinct description of the theoretical frame which I have

7 Cf. esp. Giangrande (1967) and (1970).
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employed. Before I proceed two notes are warranted. Firstly, this framework does
not purport to be an original contribution to the domain of literary theory. It makes
use of various theoretical approaches filtered through my personal ideas and
conceptions about the character of literature and how it needs to be approached.
Several of the concepts that I have borrowed from modern theorists have to be
revised so as to meet the special needs that arise from the discussion of any ancient
work of literature. Secondly, well aware as I am that this theoretical structure will
not be to every scholar’s satisfaction, I reckon that my arguments in favour of such
an eclectic approach will be seen as intrinsically plausible in view of the special
nature of the material that I am dealing with. In this light, I argue that allusions are

the means, or at least one of the means, whereby readers proceed to connect texts.®

Allusion and the pleasure of reading

In a short article of 1951 Giorgio Pasquali gave an outline of his theory of the art of
allusion, as he named it. Pasquali’s allusive art was a reaction to the dominance of
romantic criticism, a critical trend which laid the emphasis on the genius of the
inspired poet and his originality. Romantic critics tended to disregard the
interconnections between works of art. Arguing against such a tradition Pasquali
(1951: 11-3) brought out the learned and allusive character not only of literature but
of all art forms. Pasquali managed to demonstrate that allusion is inherent in every
form of cultural expression and that it is then a necessary condition for the audience
to appreciate the beauty of a piece of art.” Still Pasquali understood allusions in
terms of intentional reference by the author to previous works and not as something
unmotivated and so inherent within artistic expression. On the other hand, in Conte

¥ Cf. Riffaterre (1980) 4; Genette (1982) 8-9. 1 would like to note that I use the term ‘intertextuality’
more broadly to refer to all the transtextual phenomena that Genette has described.
? Cf. also Riffaterre (1979) 496; (1980) 4.
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and Barchiesi’s approach allusion does not so much describe the intention of the
author but is viewed as an inherent part of poetic language. This is the way the term
is used in my discussion as well.

Traditionally critics have thought that it is the author who controls the
reception of the allusions, which he has chosen, by his audience. This approach
leads to serious confusions in the case of ancient literature, where one lacks the
important help of all that paratextual information that one has in modern literature
(cf. Wimsatt and Beardsley (1946) 6-7). Still, even if one were to concede such an
opinion as valid in principle, there is no way of ascertaining that even the first
audience would have received the meaning of the text in exactly the way the author
had intended. Such an approach posits the historicizing fallacy of a unified horizon
of expectations, not to mention our inability to recompose effectively the horizon of
the first performance (Iser (1976) 52; Martindale (1993) 15-7; Hinds (1998) 46). So
it would seem it is quite hard to determine which allusions the author had intended
for the audience and which not. As Martindale (1993: 3-4) argues, “the writer can
never control the reception of his or her work, with respect either to the character or
to the readership or to any use which is made of that work™ (cf. Silk (1974) 74).
Said differently, it is not Callimachus who controls the recognition of allusions to
Pindar in his own text; rather it is the reader who constructs and negotiates the
relationship between the images of the two poets he has also created for himself (cf.
Martindale (1993) 73). This brings us to our next point concerning the role of the
reader in identifying allusions.

Traditional critics demand the designation of parameters, of criteria that is,
whereby one could safely define what constitutes an allusion or not, so as to salvage

some notion of ‘objective’ criticism. Still, none of the recent theoretical approaches
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to intertextual theory, with the exception of Riffaterre’s non-grammaticalité, has
devised such criteria;'® this would have been contrary to the dialogic character of
the term. This said, it would seem that most of the time the devising of such formal
criteria is just another expression of ‘intentionalism’. Returning, for example, to the
works of ‘traditional’ scholars one can still see that they insist on drawing a firm
distinction between significant (patent) and insignificant (/atent) ‘choices’. On this
basis they would use a battery of terms including coincidences, unconscious
reproductions, evocations or citations, without ever taking the time to clarify their
own criteria.'" Fowler (2000: 122) mentions markedness and sense as two criteria
usually expected in traditional approaches. Nevertheless both terms are far from
securing the ‘scientific’ rigour that a traditional critic would expect.

One could easily object that an allusion is rendered interesting if it is
incorporated effectively into the universe discourse of the reader-critic. So this
would render the second criterion subjective. The same could be argued for the so-
called strikingness of the allusion. Fowler (2000: 125 n. 15) does not elaborate on
this first criterion, whose importance far exceeds that of the second; rather he refers
to the criteria set by Silk (1974) for distinguishing between a dead and an interactive
metaphor. Silk created an ‘autonomous’ formalist theory about the appreciation of
metaphors in Greek poetry. The fact, however, that he chose not to engage in
interaction with other formalist approaches left his model with several drawbacks.

If one widens Jakobson’s classic definition of poetic language as an ‘organised

10 Riffaterre (1980) 5-6; cf. also van Tress (2004) 10. This aberration or déformation, as Riffaterre
calls it, is the trace for his intertextualité obligatoire in contrast with Barthes’ intertextualité
aléatoire. This is not the place to get into a detailed critique of Riffaterre’s model; suffice it to say
that his interpretations indicate that the lines between these modes are, if not non-existent, extremely
thin. For a criticism of ‘objectivity’ in literary interpretation see Barthes (1970) 15-6; cf. also Jauss
(1967) 29-30, 43-50; Iser (1976) 21-2; Todorov (1984) 173; Martindale (1993) 5. If subjectivity is
inherent in every reading, only arbitrariness, that is, neglect of the context, is unreliable; cf. Derrida
(1967) 226-230, Eco (1990) 55 and Culler (2002) 103.

'See e.g. Kellet (1933) 31-2 quoting Bradley on Tennyson, and Pasquali (1951) 11. Cf. Conte and
Barchiesi (1989) 90-3.
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violence of poetic form over language’'?

to include, besides rhythm, semantics and
rhetoric (both tropes and word position), it would seem that most of Silk’s criteria
are too vague and should be strictly employed on a contextual basis. They could be
considered, that is, as characteristics of the literary function of language in general.
Further, Silk’s metaphors seem to function in a temporal vacuum without taking
into account the normalization of poetic devices. As Russian Formalists would
argue, all ‘devices’ that cause defamiliarization (ostranenie) on readers — and which
in their ordered form constitute [iterariness (literaturnost’y — are prone to

automatization with the passage of time."

On this view, each generation of poets
needs to challenge previous conventions, in order to retain the defamiliarizing
effect, which is of crucial importance for every formalist approach. Silk’s criteria
cannot function effectively on a diachronic level. Even if one were to posit such
criteria, again this could not safely reflect the intention of the author. Testimonies
of modern authors have actually shown that allusions picked up by empirical
readers may have not been there in the author’s consciousness during the act of
writing but were there subconsciously."* So it could be safely said that the “picking
up’ of textual connections relates to each reader’s cultural ‘cargo’. Another
important point is that ancient authors and readers did not seem aware of the

importance of such arguments in favour of intertextual connections. This is where

Genette’s version of intertextuality can become helpful:'® readers respond to texts

'2 Quoted from the Russian original in Steiner (1995) 24.

"3 Erlich (1981) 198-200.

" Eco (1994) 85-8 offers two illuminating examples from his personal experience. Hinds (1998) 25-
6 mentions the criteria Morgan (1977) used in her study of the influence of Propertius on Ovid.
With the sole exception of ‘similarity in the choice of words’ and ‘structural development’, the rest
of Morgan’s (1977) 3 ‘philological criteria’ are applicable mainly in the examination of poems that
are composed in the same metre. See also Harder (2002) 191 for a descriptive approach.

'S The basic problem with structuralist varieties of ‘intertextuality’ (the appropriate term for
Genette’s theory would be ‘transtextuality’ [see Genette (1982) 8-9]), represented by Genette and
Riffaterre, is the limited and ambiguous role they assign to the reader. Like Saussure before them,
Genette and Riffaterre failed to situate their system within a social context, i.e. to take into account
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according to their reading habits, which are constructed on the basis of other texts
(transtextualité) and more importantly of genre expectations (architextualité) (cf.
Dubrow (1982) 31, 34).

We do not possess enough information about reading practices in Hellenistic
times; these could enlighten us on the way in which poets themselves read previous
authors and expected their works to be read. Even so, the ancient scholia, I would
suggest, could provide us with a vague picture of the way in which educated
(Hellenistic) readers read and associated texts with each other in order to understand
them. One may point to the extensive corpora of scholia on Theocritus and
especially Pindar. In its present state, though, the corpus of Pindaric scholia brings
together material of different origin and, more importantly, of different date.'® With
the exception of those few cases in which the scholiast has preserved the name of a
great Hellenistic scholar, the authorship of most notes cannot be securely attributed
to a certain person. Nonetheless, this does not diminish their inherent value as they
reflect the basis on which some educated Hellenistic readers proceeded to associate
texts with each other.'” Their often naive approaches aside, they are still helpful as
they point out models, variations, and correspondences. It is true that not all notes
can equally claim our attention in view of their often fanciful interpretations.

Nonetheless, they are indicative of the reading practices of scholars, a group of

the social milieu of readers, as Barthes (1970: 9-20) had argued; for a groundbreaking criticism of
Saussure’s abstract objectivism see Volosinov (1986) 65-98. So their approach is structured on
belief in the meaning of the text as a transcendental signified; a signified, that is, that can be received
by successive generations of readers in exactly the same way without any alteration (see e.g. Harder
(2002) 189, 225-6). Needless to say, such a unified perception of the readers’ response is misleading
and neglects certain important parameters such as gender, age, social class and cultural background,
ideological ambience etc.; on this point see also Jauss (1967) 43, Eco (1992) 67 and Martindale
(1993) 15-17.

'8 See esp. Deas (1931). In their present form the scholia are based on a 4™ cent. CE epitome which,
in turn, is based on another epitome (the ‘Schulausgabe’) of the second half of the 2™ cent. CE. The
greater part of the parallels between Pindar and Hellenistic poets is believed to derive from Theon’s
commentary on Pindar; cf. Deas (1931) 40-2.

17 Acosta-Hughes’ (2010) recent book on the reception of Archaic lyric in Hellenistic poetry has also
suggested the importance of ancient scholia for charting out possible textual correspondences which
ancient readers could have felt.
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readers to which most Hellenistic poets also belonged. Their value for the needs of
this discussion is not apodeictic but rather circumstantial. To put it differently, if an
(anonymous) scholiast thought that two texts could be associated, for whatever
reasons, this could give us a vague idea of the interconnections apparent to ancient
reader-scholars’ minds vis-a-vis a specific text; against this fragmentary background
one could evaluate not the cogency of the allusions suggested by modern reader-
scholars but their possible relevance for ancient reading practice or interpretations.
An example from Callimachus’ epinician elegy for Sosibius (fr. 384 Pf.) could help
to illustrate this principle.

In lines 35-6 the speaker, presumably Sosibius himself (note the plural verb
édwrapev (37)) is represented talking about the prizes set in the Panathenian

13

Games: “- kal map’ Abnpvaiois yap éml otéyos iepov Nvtar / kdAmibes, od kdopov
ovuPoldov, AAAa maAns [...].” These two lines are not preserved on the papyrus that
has restored the elegy to us (POxy. 1793) but were quoted by the ancient scholia on
Pindar’s Nem. 10.64a [= 35-6 in Sn.-M.’s text] yaig 8é kavleioa mvpl
kapmos élalas Epole]: Tlevrar yap ABnvnow éndbAov Tdéw édalov mAtjpeLs
v8piat. 81d kai KaAAipayos ... An allusion at this point to Pindar’s Nemean 10 would
not, in my view, add any further layer of meaning. Still, the allusion to the opening
lines of Olympian 9 in the following lines of Callimachus’ poem (38-40) indicates
that one is in a ‘Pindaric’ environment. Apparently, the scholiast quoted
Callimachus’ lines not as a case of influence, as modern scholars assume (cf. Fuhrer
(1992) 184-6), but so as to give another source for the prizes instituted at the
Panathenaea. Even so, this could be characteristic of a tendency to associate texts,

even if only on account of factual information. Nemean 10, it will be argued, is a

plausible subtext for Callimachus’ epinician elegy for Berenice II. The association
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proposed by the Pindaric scholia in the case of VS allows us to raise the possibility
that certain Hellenistic readers could have similarly made an intertextual association
with Pindar’s ode themselves when they read the Victoria Berenices; this possibility
becomes stronger when one remembers that ancient scholars grouped texts into
genres on the basis of their content. And if they reacted in this way, this could
imply that Callimachus ‘intended’ this reaction. Another telling case is provided by
the ancient scholia on Nemean 1.56 [=36 Sn.-M.]. The scholiast notes the
discrepancy between the accounts of Pindar and Theocritus in respect of a detail
concerning the age difference between Heracles and Iphicles (see Chapter 8). If
readers were attentive enough to point out such a minor difference, it would be
natural to assume that they would have compared the two versions in other points as

well and perhaps even tried to account for them.

The limits of interpretation

Richard Garner (1990: 1), speaking of allusions in Greek poetry, has noted that
“poetic allusions [...] cannot be proved or disproved” (cf. also van Tress (2004) 11).
The fact that there are no ‘safe’ criteria to prove an allusion does not mean that
‘anything goes in one’s reading’; as Silk (1974: 63) reminds us, “to reject
intentionalism as a criterion of effective status is not to espouse arbitrariness; there
i1s no necessary link. Arbitrary interpretation is ipso facto at fault [...]” (cf. also
Derrida (1967: 227), Wimsatt (1968: 125), Eco (1990: 54) and Culler (1992:120)).
The text is not the playground of the critic-reader: one may sense an allusion but it
is one’s responsibility to show why this is probable or plausible'® and how this

could work. And the safest way to do so is the context or what Eco has termed the

'8 For the notion of plausibility in literary criticism see Hirsch (1960) 47 and especially Bénichou ap.
Todorov (1984) 171-3.
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‘intention of the text’; the intention of the text, as a critical tool, coincides with the
intention of each reader, who is ‘controlled’ in his reading by the internal coherence
of the context."”” This principle, argues Eco (1990: 41), can help us to distinguish
between legitimate and illegitimate readings. This of course does not mean that
every critical reading has — or can have — the same degree of persuasiveness; but
this is a matter of the reception of the reading itself (see also Culler (1992) 110-4).
In this sense, my effort throughout this thesis has been to establish the way in which
I understand each Pindaric and Hellenistic passage on its own and then its
interaction with other passages.

Finally, some words on the role of the author in this approach. For Barthes
(‘La mort de I’auteur’) the death of the author signalled the birth of the reader (cf.
Culler (2002) 78).*° In the field of classics, and from a different theoretical
standpoint, Silk’s (1974: 60-2; 233-5) attack on intentionalism has lent further
strength to such a critical stance. Still, I have preferred the approach advocated by
Hinds (1998: 49). Following Eco, Hinds has argued in favour of the reintroduction
of the author into our critical discourse.”’ For Eco the author is nothing more than a
(textual) construction of each reader; a construction, that is, on to which the reader

can project the intention of the text as he or she understands it.”

' Bco (1990) 58-60; cf. also Wimsatt and Beardsley (1946) 9-13; Hirsch (1960) 48; Conte and
Barchiesi (1989) 91 n. 13. Some scholars view the text as a process of producing its Model Reader
(Iser (1976) 39; Eco (1990) 58-9); that is, as Iser (1976: 38-9 and esp. 44-50, 60-6) argues, the text
offers objectively definable structures, which can direct the readers’ responses through time
according to their milieu.

2 Barthes (1984) 61-2. Foucault (1979) 143-5 criticises Barthes’ use of notions such as eceuvre and
écriture, since they presuppose the unifying presence of the author, vouchsafing the privileges that
he attempts to fight. Cf. Bennett (2005) 20-1.

2l Eco seems to develop one the functions of the concept of author that Foucault (1979: 150) had
suggested for further examination ; cf. also Bennett (2005) 22-8.

22 Bco (1992) 63; cf. also Wimsatt (1968) 123; Hirsch (1960) 52-4.
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CHAPTER 1

ZwotBiov Nikn (fr. 384 Pf.).

Introduction
The elegy has been restored on the basis of two Oxyrhynchus papyri: POxy. 1793
(1 cent. CE) published by Hunt in 1922 and POxy. 2258 (6™ — 7™ cent. CE)
published by Lobel in 1952. The first part of the elegy (up to line 30) is provided,
one way or the other, by both papyri, while POxy. 1793 is our only source for the
rest of the elegy. Some lines have been restored to our text by quotations that have
come down to us independently (I. 13 = fr. 122 Schneider, 1. 31-2 = fr. 445
Schneider, 1. 50 = fr. 217 Schneider and fr. 384a = 192 Schneider).

In POxy. 2258 the Victoria Sosibii (V'S) follows directly the Coma Berenices
(fr. 213 Massimilla), which in this manuscript has two extra lines (94*") missing
from Catullus’ translation.”” In POxy. 1793 the VS is the last poem in the papyrus
roll (columns vi — x) and follows an elegy in honour of Berenice II (frr. 385 — 391
Pf.), certainly not the Coma.** The VS, then, circulated separately, usually with
other autonomous elegies, without ever forming part of a wider composition, as
was, in all probability, the case with the Victoria Berenices (VB).*>

The identity of the addressee and the exact date of the elegy remain

uncertain.”® In view of line 24 (8¢pa ke ZwoiPidv Tis AXeédvSpov Te mibprar) and

2 POxy. 2258 preserves fragments from a codex which contained poetical works of Callimachus
with commentary; see Lobel (1952) 69-71. Lobel has identified fragments from the Hymns, books
III-IV of the Aetia, the Hecale, the Coma Berenices and VS. In POxy. 2258 fr. 2Y@ there is no
coronis or gap to separate the Coma and the VS.

24 Cf. Coppola (1930) 282-3 and Chiesa (2009) 228-231.

2 Cf. Parsons (1977) 50, slightly modifying Pfeiffer (1928) and (1949 ii: xxxvi), and Massimilla
(2010) 49-50.

%% For a discussion of this problem see also Barigazzi (1951) 410-3 and Fuhrer (1992) 144-9.
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the fragmentary scholion in the lower margin of POxy. 2258 fr. 2¥® (yéypamrar 7
édeyeiaels ... Zwaoifiov Tob diookovpidov) it is clear that the laudandus was Sosibius,
the son of Dioscurides, from Alexandria (cf. also the scholion on line 12 in the left
margin of the same papyrus which explains &urwe as ZwouBiwt). This agrees with
what we know from two other sources. According to Athenaeus (4.144F),
Callimachus composed an epinician ode in elegiac couplets in honour of a certain
Sosibius: Oeddpactos & év & mpos Kdooavdpov mepl Paoctrelas (el yvijoiov 70
obyypappar moddol yap adré daow elvar ZwoiBiov, els ov KaAdipayos 6 montis
émivikov éleyetakov émoinoev) [...]. The title of the elegy is preserved in the ancient
scholia to Lycophron (X' Alex. ad 522 p. 188, 28 Scheer): éo7i 6€ kai KopivBov témos
ws kal Kaddipayos év ZwoitBiov vikp 77 pév Kpwpvityv (cf. Hunt
(1922) 98).

The name of Sosibius’ father is provided by fr. 384a Pf. [=Hephaestion mepl
dovvaprnTwv p. 52, 23 Consbruch] (iepa, viv 8¢ diookovpibew yever), which was
persuasively connected with our elegy by Herzog.”” The publication of POxy. 2258
has proved beyond any doubt that fr. 384a Pf. belongs with the text of our elegy.
On these grounds it would be reasonable to identify our Sosibius with Sosibius the
Pevdemitpomos (Polybius 15.25.1; see also Maas (1949)) a personage of great
political prominence in Ptolemaic Alexandria (/G XI1.4 649; IK Knidos 1.112
[=OGIS 79]; IG VII 3166; IG VII 507).*® Beside these inscriptions, all of them

honorific decrees dating from the second half of the third century BCE, we know

" Herzog (1924) 424; cf. also Fuhrer (1992) 148-9.

28 Cf. Herzog (1924), Beloch (1927) 589, Coppola (1930) 291, Maas (1949) 448, Holleaux (1942) 51
n. 2, Cahen (1972) 92, D’Alessio (2007) 680—1, Lelli-Parlato (2008) 59; contra Wilamowitz (1924)
ii. 318. The other candidate, Sosibius the Lacon (FGrHist 595), an expert on Spartan lore, could
hardy fit the profile of our laudandus (cf. Schneider (1873) 220), even if one was willing to identify
him with Sosibius the Avrikés and so place him in Alexandria; contra Jacoby (1955) 635-7. His
identification with the Sosibius mentioned by Plutarch in the context of the foundation of the cult of
Sarapis (De Is. 28 p. 361 F) is dubious; cf. Griffith (1970) 397.
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from Polybius (5. 35-6; 15. 24a—36) that this Sosibius was politically all-important

in the reign of Ptolemy IV (221-203 BCE) (odtos yap pdAiota 76T€ mpoeaTdTeL
7év mpaypdrwy 5.35.7-8) and acted along with Agathocles as minister for the

young Ptolemy V, but only for a few weeks. Nothing else is known about him and
information is lacking concerning the date and manner of his death.”

This identification has been challenged by a series of scholars who have
placed the floruit of our Sosibius in the reign of Ptolemy I and assumed that he was
the namesake grandfather of the Sosibius mentioned by Polybius.’® There are two

main reasons for this.

First, the passage from Athenaeus quoted above suggests that the treatise
with which Sosibius was credited by some ancient scholars was addressed to
Cassander of Macedon. Cassander was crowned king in 305 BCE and died in 297
BCE; these offer the termini post and ante quas for the composition of the treatise.
Holleaux (1942: 50-1) has proved on cogent epigraphical grounds that /G XI1.4 649,
an honorific decree in honour of Sosibius by the people of Delos, ought to be dated
around 240 BCE during the reign of Ptolemy III. Even if one supposes that
Sosibius was in his thirties or forties at the time (cf. Maas (1949) 443 n. 2 and
Beloch (1927) 590), he still would not have been old enough to have composed the

treatise “on kingship”.

? Maas (1949) 446-7 and Wallbank (1967) 483. Sosibius’ daughter served as canephoros of
Arsinoe II Philadelphus in 215-214 BCE; see Ijsewijn (1961) 33 for testimonia, Beloch (1927) 590
and Holleaux (1942) 51 n. 2. For the importance of this priesthood of the dynastic cult in the 3™
century see Fraser (1972) i. 217. Sosibius himself served as priest of Alexander in 235-234 BCE;
Ijsewijn (1961) 29. In the light of fr. 384a Pf. it would seem that Dioscurides’ family was at the time
in charge of the administration of a certain cult; see already Schneider (1873) ad fr. 192 p. 444.

39 Cf. Schneider (1873) 219-20, Pfeiffer (1949) ad fr. 384.1 and Wallbank (1957) ad 1. 35,7; rightly
contra Wilamowitz (1924) i. 181 n. 1. Accepting this would mean dating Sosibius the minister too
late in the 3" cent., something that does not agree with our inscriptional records, which place his
floruit around the middle of the century.
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Further, the grounds for attributing this treatise to Sosibius instead of
Theophrastus are extremely weak. Usener (1912: 63) has shown that the treatise
titled in Athenaeus (and in the first part of Diogenes’ list [5.47]) mpds Kdooavdpov
mepl facidelas was actually the first book of the mepl Bacidelas treatise in two books
unanimously attributed to Theophrastus in our sources (Diogenes 5.49 p. 223;
POxy. 1611 fr.1 col. ii 40), the other being mepi Tvpavvidos a’. It is, then, quite
probable, as Maas suggested (1949: 448), that the treatise which Athenaeus
attributed to Sosibius was a PevSemiypadov that circulated under Theophrastus’
name.

The second reason for denying the identification of our Sosibius with
Sosibius the minister concerns the interpretation of 40-1. Several scholars have
given a temporal meaning to the prepositional phrase mapa ool “in your reign
Ptolemy, son of Lagus” (Aayeldn mapd ool mpdrov d&ebOAodopetv / eidauebda,
ITvolep[at]e) and so have placed Sosibius’ first victory late in the reign of Ptolemy
I. More likely, though, the phrase suggests an athletic context, as in 25-6 and 35-6,
where it is used for Sosibius’ victory at the Nemean and Panathenacan Games
respectively.’’ The designation ‘Ptolemy, son of Lagus’ sounds more natural for the
founder of the dynasty (cf. fr. 734 Pf.; Theoc. 17.14).*> Sosibius addresses, then,
Ptolemy I as Callimachus addressed Poseidon, tutelary deity of the Isthmian games,

in 9-12.

3! One could also compare Pind. Nem. 6.61 (Kpoviov map tepéver), Posid. AB 79.3 (Zeb mapa ool
Nepedra) and the VB (fr. 143.7 Massimilla Ed¢nrqidS[ao map’] fplov ob[vex’] ‘OdéArov) For the
semantic difference between the two constructions see K.—G. i. 509-15. The dative seems to throw
into relief the protector of the locality where the games took place, whereas the accusative
emphasised proximity. Ptolemy, then, would be the patron hero or god of the games like Zeus or
Opheltes; cf. Pfeiffer ad 384.40. For heroes as protectors of athletic games cf. also Nem. 9.9-10 with
Fennell (1899) ad 12.

32 Differently in an inscriptional epitaph from Kition (around 3™ / 2™ ce. BCE), (L.Kition 2070, 4
Aayeldas koipavos [= 1076 Peek]), where the patronymic is used for Ptolemy IV Philometor; see
Yon (2004) 275 with bibliography.
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The fragmentary scholion in the lower margin in POxy. 2258 fr. 2"® further
adds that [od7o]s 6 ZwaiBios Aoyoypddos™ Ay ITrodepalo[v], kal S Teuds adrdv elyey
tovtov o [ The designation of Sosibius as Aoyoypddos, the exact meaning of

which is far from certain, is problematic. Barigazzi (1951) 413 was probably right
to point out that this does not signify an office but literary activity. Its exact nature
however still eludes us. One could associate this, along with Maas (1949) 447,
either with the treatise on kingship, falsely attributed with Sosibius, or with his
falsification of Ptolemy I'V’s will (cf. Polyb. 15. 25.5-6).

As for the date of composition, Callimachus’ death, sometime in 240 BCE,
would offer a reasonably secure terminus ante quem.** If Sosibius was born around
270 BCE, so that he would be at least seventy at the turn of the century, one could
place the VS and Sosibius’ athletic victories in the second half of the 240s during

I35

the reign of Ptolemy II This would make the VS fairly contemporary with

Callimachus’ other epinician elegy, the VB.

First fragment 1-16:
The first two lines of the VS are missing; the traces of the scholium to these lines on
the left-side margin of POxy. 2258 fr. 2"® suggest that the first word in the second
line was omelowpev. Pfeiffer compared the similar use of the verb in Pindar’s

Isthm. 6.7-9. The correspondence consists in the employment of the motif of

33 Cf. also Pfeiffer (1949) ad 1 and (1953) xli.

3 Pfeiffer (1932) 220-4 considered the ‘artificiality of the style’ as an indication of early
composition; cf. also Wilamowitz (1924) i. 181. For a judicious criticism of his arguments see
Barigazzi (1951) 420-1.

3% The text does not specify any further the time interval between the victories and the composition
(and performance?) of the elegy. For the ambiguities in the use of vetov see Pfeiffer (1953) 121 ad
384, 22 and Fuhrer (1992) 154 with n. 580.
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libation at the incipit of an epinician ode.*® Although Pfeiffer does not elaborate, it
should be remarked that Isthmian 6 is the only poem in the extant Pindaric, and
epinician, corpus, where the verb is used.’” The linguistic allusion aside, the
connection with the Pindaric text can be strengthened by the examination of the
analogous contexts.

In well-known fashion Pindar opens his ode with a contextualizing
mechanism which reflects or even creates a textual representation of the poem’s
performative context.”® The setting is a banquet (1-7): symposiasts are feasting and
celebrating the victory of young Phylacidas. The cupbearers mix wine and water in
the big crater in the centre of the room. Like the cupbearers the poet imagines
himself mixing another crater (kipvapev, cf. also Isthm. 5.25; Nem. 3.78; fr. 181
Maehler). But instead of water and wine his crater contains a different sort of
liquid, the songs of the Muses. Pindar combines the time-honoured convention of
the Muses as providers of poetic inspiration with the convivial (textual) reality of
his performance and so creates an imposing image of the function of his poetry and
his role within the context of celebration.*

The poet informs his audience that this is the second time he is acting as
cupbearer and eulogist for the illustrious family of Lampon. Lampon’s son had
already made his family famous at the Nemean Games (4-5). As the metapoetic

image unfolds, it is brought into relation with the performance of the ode, the praise

3% For the memorability and importance of a poem’s incipit see Angeli Bernardini (1967) 81-2, Conte
(1986) 70, Conte and Barchiesi (1989) 85 with n. 6 and Cole (1992) 15.

Isthm. 6.37-8 is the only occurrence for the cognate omovd7 in the whole of the Pindaric corpus.
For a discussion of the libation motif which permeates the whole of the ode see Bowra (1964) 23-6,
Gianotti (1975) 58-9, Crotty (1982) 83 and especially Carne-Ross (1985) 44-5, 48-50. The
epinician ode can also take the form of a funeral libation: see more specifically Kurke (1991) 65-70
on Ol. 8.74-84, Pyth. 5.9-103, Pyth. 9.103-105.

¥ On the sympotic context in Pindar’s epinicians see Strauss Clay (1999) and Kurke (1991) 137-140
(especially Ol. 1.16—19; Nem. 9.48-53).

3% The metaphor of the nectar or wine of the Muses is well attested for Pindar and seems to have
appealed to Hellenistic poets; cf. Theocritus 7.154-5 (olov &%) Téxa ndpa diekpavdoate, Nopdar,/
Bwudi map ddparpos dAwidos [...]); cf. Cholmeley (1901) ad loc.
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of the athlete’s family, a short catalogue of his victories and a prayer that Phylacidas
may also win at the Olympic Games. This potential Olympic victory of Phylacidas
would be another opportunity for Pindar to offer his praise poems as libations to
Aegina and her children (7-9).

Callimachus narrates Sosibius’ recent and past victories at some length (4-6;
21-2). In his introductory lines he retains the image of the eulogist who offers his
poem as libation. While Pindar prays that he may honour Aegina, the island-home
of the victor, with further libations (poems), Callimachus seems to connect his poem
with a libation to Zeus, as the traces at the end of line 2 could suggest (] _e1’e)\eto[).40
Callimachus then would be reusing a technique which one can see fully fledged in
the beginning of his Hymn to Zeus (1-3). The hymn begins with a rhetorical
question; this immediately enables the reader to conjure up a textual world within
which he can read the poem: the hymn is being offered as a libation to Zeus in the
context of a symposium.*!

On the model of Pindar, Callimachus presents a performative scenario for
his own epinician. It is not clear whether this scenario (textual world) actually
reflects a real banquet or if the poet creates an ideal and so imaginative performative
context within which his readers (or audience?) were invited to read his poem.*
The victorious chariot is imagined to have just (?) come to Egypt directly from the
Isthmus, where Sosibius’ most recent chariot victory was scored, driven by the team
of victorious horses. The poet adds a realistic touch about the noise that the axle of
the chariot made during the race still echoing in the horses’ ears. One could almost

speak of a snapshot, giving the audience something of the suspense of the race itself

D’ Alessio (2007) 680 n. 11. Another possibility would be that there was a mention of the Té\ewov
&ppa; cf. Posid. AB 77.1, 78.13, 81.4.

*I' Cf. Hopkinson (1984) 139-40.

2 Cf. Nisetich (2001) 290 n. 1 and especially Sevieri (1998) 196.
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(cf. e.g. VB fr. 143.8-10 Massimilla; Posidippus AB 74.1-3, 76). This poetic
miniature contains all the necessary information about Sosibius’ victory: the victory
was won at the Isthmia in the chariot race and the prize was a celery wreath. The
only thing missing is the identity of the victor, which was probably mentioned later
on, following a Pindaric mannerism (cf. Pfeiffer ad loc.).

If one combines the arrival scene with the libation motif, then the scene
becomes clearer: one finds oneself in Sosibius’ house (?) or the Ptolemaic court;
libations are made as is the practice in banquets; the third libation to Zeus is
combined with an expression of thanksgiving for Sosibius’ victory (see also n. 87
below). The celebration ‘happens’ to coincide with the arrival of the victorious
chariot.® The arrival of the victorious chariot reminds the poet of his original
reaction to the arrival of the news of Sosibius’ victory at the games. In Ol. 4.5 — 6
(elvwv & €d mpacodvTwy / éoavav adtik’ dyyeliav motl yAvketay éodol [...]) Pindar
described the reaction of the victor’s friends back home to the news of his victory,
while in Pyth. 7.18 (véaw & edmpayiar xalpw 71) he presents himself rejoicing at the
news of the victory. If Callimachus had such passages in mind, it would seem that
he was trying to represent himself as one of Sosibius’ friends and suggest to his

readers the epinician image of xenia between poet and victor as Pindar had done.**

# kal has been tentatively restored in 1. 1 on the basis of the note in the lower margin (motnTurdv 8é

&m0 ovvdéopov dpyeofar Adkpdv: ‘kai 8ad pe[’ ). It is remarkable, and puzzling, that the poem began
with a conjunction. One could assume that the scribe accidentally omitted a line as he did in fr.
384.8 Pf. (= POxy. 2258 fr. 2"® 15a ), which has been restored by POxy. 1793 col. vi. 3. For al &)
ad, written 8’av in Homer’s manuscripts and in our papyri [cf. West’s apparatus criticus at 1l. 2.225,
Ameis-Hentze (1877) ad Il. 1.340 and Calame (1983) ad fr. 178], see Denniston (1954) 250 “kal 87
here signifies, vividly and dramatically, that something is actually taking place at the moment”. For
kal preceding an interrogative (Lobel), usually at the opening of a speech in dialogue, see Denniston
(1954) 309; for xal with imperatives (Pfeiffer) see K.-G. ii. 248. In all these uses, though, xal
implies a strong connection with what has gone before. However one construes the use of xal here,
Callimachus wanted to plunge his readers in the middle of a scene.

# Cf. Kurke (1991) 136 who compares Ol. 4.5-6 with Herodotus 7.237.3 (£€ivos 8¢ Eelvawr €b
mpriooovTi éoTi edpevéoTaTov mdvTwr) and Athanassaki (2009) 266.
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At the same time, Callimachus alters a traditional motif of the genre. In
archaic epinicians it is the poet who sends® the poem (e.g. Pind. Pyth. 2.67-8;
Nem. 3.76-8; Bacch. 5.10-4, 195-7) or arrives at the victor’s home bringing the ode
as a gift (e.g. Pind. Nem. 6.57b-59; 4.73-4): in either case the arrival of the poem
with or without the poet signals the beginning of the celebrations.*® Callimachus
goes against epinician tradition in presenting himself receiving and not sending the
news of his laudandus’ victory (cf. also VB fr. 143, 4-10 Massimilla).*’ Be that as it
may, Callimachus keeps the function of the arrival motif as signalling the beginning
of the celebrations: it is the victorious chariot that arrives at the place of
performance and so signals the beginning of the epinician proper. The arrival of the
chariot causes the poet to repeat what he ‘exclaimed” when he first heard the news
of Sosibius’ victory (the victory is not specified). Similarly in Pindar’s Nem. 1.6-7
the victorious chariot of Chromius and the announcement of his victory prompt the
poet to start singing: dpua & érpiver Xpoulov Nepéa / 7 Epypacw vikaddpois

éykdpiov Ledéar péhos.”™  In both cases the chariot of the victor resembles the

* For a detailed discussion see Tedeschi (1985) and Gelzer (1985) 99-101.

% See Bundy (1986) 27-8 with ample documentation, Maehler (1963) 87 with n. 7, Tedeschi (1985)
30-1, especially 50-4, and Schmid (1998) 172. Niinlist (1998) 69-80 gives a detailed survey of the
image in archaic poetry.

7 Cf. Fuhrer (1992) 177; Niinlist (1998) 76 n. 19. For the difference between sending and receiving
the news of the victory see Crotty (1982) 83. In his second epinician Bacchylides asks Fame (D7pa)
to leap to Keos, the home-island of the victor (&éov ... és Kéov iepdv). Callimachus used the same
verb about his ‘Hymn to Poseidon’ in 1. 7 (onuepwov 8 woel mep éuov mepi xethos dlooet), so he may
have followed Bacchylides. Similarly, in OI. 14.20-4 Pindar asks Echo to bring the news of
Asopichos’ victory to his dead father in the Underworld. In a way Callimachus assumes the role
attributed to Pheme and Echo respectively.

* In Nem. 9.3-5, also for Chromius, the mounting of the victorious chariot is the condition for the
poet to command the Muses to begin the song and the celebration; cf. Ol 4.10-1. Simonides’ fr.
4.12 Poltera mentions a §igpos which probably belongs to the goddess of victory [cf. Poltera (2008)
ad loc. and §2 p. 277]. This could well be an epinician convention (see Machler (1963) 92 n. 1). Still
it is only in Pindaric poetry that it is found fully fledged; cf. Jebb (1905) ad 5.176-8 and Gianotti
(1975) 66 with n. 97 [“innovazione pindarica”].
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chariot of the Muses, an image of poetic inspiration that both Pindar and
Callimachus (esp. Aetia I fr. 1. 27-8 Massimilla) used in their poetry.*’

The arrival of the chariot becomes the occasion for Callimachus to
reperform his first epinician poem, which subsequently became part of this elegy. It
would appear that the chariot of the victor in Callimachus’ case does not provide
factual knowledge pertaining to the victory itself but brings memory of the poet’s
previous composition. Callimachus is an actor in the metanarrative he has
fashioned to describe the creation of his elegy for Sosibius. Similarly at 1. 48 he (?)
is presented as an eye-witness for one of Sosibius’ offerings. The technique is well-
known from Pindaric passages such as O/. 10.1-8 and Isthm. 1.1-10, where the poet
constructs a narrative about the prehistory of his ode and its performance.”® This
dual focalization, as Schmid (1998: 177-9) points out, allows poets to give a picture
of epinician poetry from the moment of composition until the homecoming of the
athlete.

In an interesting twist of conventional roles the victorious chariot is
connected first with poetic inspiration (the composition of the hymn to Poseidon)
and secondly with intertextual memory (the embedding or reworking of the hymn in
the elegy), replacing in this way the position traditionally held by Mnemosyne and
her daughters. Callimachus is very careful to point out that he is repeating what he
exclaimed when news first reached him; the hymn to Poseidon was originally an

impromptu composition (later incorporated in Callimachus’ elegy), or at least this is

* In Pyth. 10.63-6 the epinician ode is explicitly called the chariot of the Muses; cf. Simpson (1969)
439-40 and Angeli Bernardini (1995) ad loc. In Isthm. 8.61 Pindar’s poem, called here Mowsaiov
dppa, sings (and so perpetuates) Nicocles’ fame; cf. Simpson (1969) 443-4. The image, Indo-
European in its origin (cf. West (2007) 41-5), is found only once in Bacchylides (5.176-8); for its
influence in classical comedy see Mastromarco (1987) 85-8. Instead of &ppa one may also find in
similar use 8{gpos (cf. Ol 9.81; Isthm. 2.2) or a circumlocution such as cfévos Huibvewv (Ol. 6.22).
Cf. also Bowra (1953) 41-2, Simpson (1969) 439 n. 4 and Loscalzo (2003) 122.

%% Schmid (1998)154 n. 20.
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the idea that Callimachus is trying to convey.”' In a mimetic (epinician) poem such
as this, the textual version of the performance of the first epinician is the only thing
within the poem along with the k&pot in 38 and 49 that suggests to the reader the
performance of Hellenistic epinicians in the (obsolete) tradition of archaic lyric.>

The form of hymn (to Poseidon) which this impromptu epinician assumes, is
modelled on those Pindaric epinicians which begin with a hymnic address to a deity,
whether the tutelary god of the games or of the athlete’s home, or else assume the
form of a hymn, like Olympian 14. Pindar also provided cases of embedded songs
in his epinicians. Carne-Ross (1985: 113), for instance, has suggested that Nem.
4.17-24 is part of the song of the victor’s deceased father, while Nem. 5.25-39 is the
song of the Muses, included in the mythological part of the poem. Still, Ol 9.1-4
places improvised praise poems in situ right after the victory (ctf. Gelzer (1985) 96-
7). In this sense Callimachus’ epinician is, in terms of genre tradition, ‘misplaced’
at the athlete’s home instead of the place of the games.

After his address to Poseidon, tutelary deity of the games (9-12), the poet
moves on to the games themselves (13-15):

&vfa moddv va yeipds va kpias 8&éo[s immov

t0vrary, xpvodv 8 eddikin mapalet,
xpvoov ov avBpdmoi[o kaddv kakoverpa [ ] € (15)

The designation of the games as kpiots follows Pindaric language: Ol. 3.21 (kai
peydlwy aé0Awy ayvav kpiowv /kal mevrTaeTnpid’ dud / Ofke {abéois éml kpnuvols

AAeod), Nem. 10.23 (&ydw ToL xdAkeos /8apov 87pivet mori BovBvoiav “Hpas 4é0Awy

>! For “improvisation” in this context see Gelzer (1985) 109.
52 Cf. Sevieri’s (1998) 196-200 salutary discussion.
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7€ kplow) and especially Pyth. 4.253 (&v0a kal yuidv déAos émedeiéavro kplowy
éoBaTos dugis),” where the construction is closer to that offered by Callimachus.

The description of the games is not concerned with their myth of origin, as
in 25-6 but with the notion of fair judgement (kpiots Bvrary ~ €ddikin) and with
how this manifests the victor’s true worth, which has been put to the test and
proved. For Pindar the laudandus’ actions, and especially his victory, are a proof of
his character. This is why in Ol. 8.1-2 he addresses Olympia as “mistress of truth”
(§éomow’ dAabelas): the games test and reveal the true character of the victor.>* This
is, in all probability, the meaning of these lines as well. Sosibius’ victories have
been an undisputable proof of his worth, a worth which will be developed more
elaborately in 53-60 (or even earlier in 44).

The exact role that gold plays in this context is not clear. In 1.14

Callimachus uses an athletic metaphor to represent gold as a rival of fair judgment

5

in a race.”® In Ode 11 Bacchylides accused the judges at the Olympic Games of

misjudgement and attributed his laudandus’ failure to win the match to their
corruption or partiality (11.26-7 Sikas xélevBov €l w1 Tis dmérpamev dphas).”
Something similar could be suggested here. The mention of man and the

oxymoronic designation of gold as kadov kakév (an “evil blessing” tr. Nisetich)

3 I follow the transmitted text. I am sceptical about the arguments of Braswell (1988) ad 235(c),
who accepts instead Kayser’s conjecture (émeSelfavt’ lv; cf. also the editions of Gildersleeve, Bowra
and Race). For the resolution of the second longum in an e-colon see Farnell (1932) ad loc. and now
Itsumi (2009) 48-9 and esp. 431. For the correct meaning of kpiots here see Giannini (1995) ad loc.
and the translations of Fraccaroli (1894) and Nisetich (1980). The use of the rare epic accusative v
in this context would be unparalleled and stylistically ineffective, if no allusion to Homer was
intended (only three instances of the acc. sing., Il. 5.245; 7.269 = Od. 9.538). Still, Pindar follows
epic practice in using only the nominative singular in fr. 70 Machler (is AxeAwtov). He also uses the
probably unrelated (see Chantraine and Frisk s.v.) nominative plural ives ‘sinews’ as a metaphor for
‘men’ in Isthm. 7.53 (cf. Rumpel and Slater s.v.). See also D’Alessio (2004) 23 and Kouremenos
(2006) on the Derveni Papyrus col. 23.11.

> See Marg (1938) 87-88 and Bowra (1964) 326.

> In Pindar athletic metaphors are usually employed for the poet’s self-rerpesentation and not for
gnomic parts; cf. Lefkowitz (1991) 161-8. If our reading of the poem here is correct, this would
suggest a deviation from Pindaric practice.

%6 Maehler (1982) and Cairn (2010) ad loc.
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would indicate, in view of the emphasis on fair judgment in the previous line, that
its mention was embedded in a gnomological passage (contra Barigazzi (1951)
418), which could have possibly led to a mythological part about the origins of gold,
as Pfeiffer had supposed:’’ either the tale of Indian ants, which built their nests
from the gold they dug up (cf. Hdt. 3.102),>® or the myth of Aeacus, who was also
credited with the finding of gold (Pliny Nat. Hist. VII 197; Hyginus Fab. 274).>°
Nonetheless, the lacuna of eight lines between lines 15 and 21 suggests that, if this
part contained a mythological part, it did not come close to the size of Heracles’
myth in the VB. The myth of Philoctetes in Pyth. 1.50-5 would provide a parallel

for a short myth in an epinician ode.

Second fragment 21-34:
The second fragment (16-34) presents the fame bestowed on Alexandria thanks to
Sosibius’ victories and the joyful reaction of the Nile to the happy news. Sosibius’
double victory is presented as something unprecedented: echoing a traditional motif
found both in epinician odes and in agonistic epigrams, the Nile proclaims that:

[ od] yap 7w Tis émi] nTéAw fiyay’ GeBrov / | tadiwv TdVSe mavnyvpiwv

(cf. Pfeiffer ad loc.).*® The context does not make clear whether Sosibius is the first

7 Pfeiffer (1949) ii. p. 121 ad 384.15.

*¥ The mention of ants is inferred by the traces at the end of 1. 15, which seems to suggest popuné.
The story of the gold-digging ants reappears in Call. lambus 12 fr. 202.58-60 Pf. and Theoc. 17.107.
In both cases the aition is contextualized within a moralizing discourse about gold and its value in
comparison with other commodities or its proper use for the benefit of people; cf. Kerkhecker (1999)
240 and Hunter (2003) ad Theoc. 17.106-114. Callimachus’ point, then, could have been similar to
Pindar’s frequent admonitions to his laudandi about the proper use of their wealth. (cf. e.g. Isthm.
1.42; 4.47). The connection between lambus 12 and VS is strengthened by an interesting case of
self-quotation: lambus 12 fr. 202.64 Pf., supplemented by Lobel as xplvoov alvijoovo[t kdAAwoTov
kaxév is almost identical to kaddv kaxév of 1. 14. The text is uncertain: PMich. inv. 4967 reads tiui[
(probably t{uwov). In the space above a second hand has added the varia lectio kdAAwoTov also
offered by POxy. 1110 without, however, excising the first reading; see also Kerkhecker (1999) 242.
% The mention of ants in this case would be explained by the fact that his people were originally
ants, which Zeus transformed into humans to keep him company (Hesiod fr. 205 M.-W.).

% Cf. Pind. OI 13.30-1, Bacch. 8.22-5, Eur. PMG 755, Posid. AB 83.3, 84.4, 88. 1. Agonistic
epigrams: e.g. 31, 33, 37, 49 Ebert. Cf. also Bettarini (2004) 11 and Angeli Bernardini (2000) 40.
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Alexandrian ever to win a single victory chariot race in the Isthmian or Nemean
Games separately (i.e. two victories in total) or the first ever to score two chariot
victories in both Games (i.e. a total of four victories), as Trypanis’ conjecture
SumrAdov in line 30 suggests (cf. Lelli-Parlato (2008) 63). Still the emphasis falls on
the fact that he is ‘twice wreathed’ (Stotedrs); the uniqueness of his attainment is
emphasized through the use of a new word coined by Callimachus. The ensuing
kleos glorifies both Sosibius and his city, Alexandria.

Callimachus follows Pindaric practice in the presentation of Alexandria.
Scholars have shown that Pindar usually avoids any geographical peculiarities in the
presentation of the victor’s city (Friankel (1975) 491-5) and instead concentrates on
names of places or heroes who have a symbolic value either for the home-city of the
victor or for the place of the games: e.g. Olympia (Ol 1.24) is eddvwp Avdod
ITédomos admouxia, Argos (Nem. 10.1) davaod méAis dyAaoBpévwy Te mevrijkovta
kopav) or Nicov edaykns Addos (Nem. 5.46) while Aegina (Nem. 7.10) is méAs
PLAépodmos Sopirtimav Alaxidav.’ Similarly Callimachus refers to Alexandria as
AedvSpov ... yAv.®* As Said and Trédé-Boulmer (1984: 166) have pointed out,
these circumlocutions attach the city to a mythological founder and evoke its
glorious heroic past. In this light the mention of Alexander suggests him to the
reader not only as the founder of Alexandria but also as a foil to the laudandus in
the manner of Pindar’s mythological heroes. Carol Dougherty (1993: 95) notes that
‘when the victor comes from a colony, colonial legends often replace the ancestral

mythology native to the cities in the Greek mainland’. Still, one should add, these

For rivers as witness of heroic exploits see e.g. Catullus 64.357 with Fordyce (1961) ad loc. and
Tibullus I 7.11 etc. For the connection with Callimachus see Hunter (2006) 51 n.3.

%! Said and Trédé-Boulmer (1984) 163-6.

62 y#v is Housman’s correction for v of POxy. 1793 and the scholia on POxy 2258 fr. 2'; see Lobel
(1952) 100. The reading does not affect our argument, since Alexander’s role as founder of the city
remains unaltered in either case.



33

colonial legends also integrate the colony with the mainland. Callimachus,
however, does not offer a fully blown foundation narrative like Pindar (e.g.
Olympian 7 (Rhodes); Pythian 4, 5 and 9 (Cyrene); cf. Krummen (1990) 149), but
only a perfunctory allusion. From a generic point of view Alexander appears in the
role traditionally held by Heracles in Pindaric epinicians (e.g. Nem. 3.21-6 with
Instone’s (1996) note ad loc.) and this could reflect royal propaganda (cf. Theoc.
17. 17-20).

In the same way, one can approach the role of the Nile from the angle of
genre expectations and especially its Pindaric representation. The Nile’s importance
for the sustenance of life in Egypt and local cult would easily suggest him for an
epinician addressed to an Alexandrian potentate (see also Stephens (2002) 256-7).
Still, as Péron (1974: 85) has pointed out, in Pindar (and in Bacchylides?)® rivers
such as the Dadots and the Netdos are used to convey symbolically the concept of a
place far distanced and so difficult to reach (cf. Isthm. 2.41-2 along with Phasis,
Isthm. 6.22-3 with the land of the Hyperboreans).**

In Isthm. 2.41-2 the motif is combined with the praise of Xenocrates’
hospitality to suggest that he ‘a atteint I'€oyatov 7Adov dans le domaine de
I’hospitabilité’.%> On the other hand, Isthm. 6.22-4 is the only clear case where the
Nile is explicitly mentioned as one of the world’s extremes. In this light, it could be

claimed that Isthm. 6.22-4 preserves in its original form what was probably a

53 For Bacchylides (9.40-1) see Machler (1982) ad loc. and Burnett (1985) 100, pace Jebb (1905) and
Péron (1974). The phrasing suggests that the Nile is not mentioned here to insinuate the end of the
world, as in Pindar, but rather that he forms part of the previously mentioned #]acav x8éva, and that
he is connected with the Amazons and the Trojan War, (41-6 kai] én’ éoxara Nefdov,/ Tal 1’ én’ ...
mépwi / ... Oepuadov[tos] / ... kal ... Tpolas €dos). On the analogy with Pindar’s Nem. 4.45-72 and
Isthm. 5.33-42, Maehler has convincingly argued that the three places that Bacchylides mentions
should be brought into connection with the feats of the Aeacids (46 éyyévwv) and more specifically
of Achilles, Asopus’ descendant through his daughter Aegina. Still, we cannot be certain that
Hellenistic poets would be perceptive of such differences in context.

% For other appearances of the Nile in Pindar see Bowra (1964) 371-3 and Friinkel (1975) 479.

65 péron (1974) 86; cf. also Frankel (1975) 493. On Pind. Isthm. 6.22-3 see Péron ibid. 73.
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traditional image put to epinician use by Pindar. We have already established an
intertextual connection between the proems of Isthmian 6 and VS and so we can
probably assume that Callimachus meant his readers to compare the role of the Nile
in both texts. The emphasis falls on the generic function of the Nile, but it is likely
that he borrowed it from this specific Pindaric ode. In this way, Isthmian 6
functions at the same time both as Conte’s modello esemplare and genere. The
ensuing discussion will show that the singling out of the Nile as /laudator subverts
his traditional role, and thus allows Cyrene to take on a role which suits
Callimachus’ political and poetic agenda.

Praising Phylacidas’ home-island, Pindar emphasizes the spread of the
Aecacids’ kAéos through far-off (mythical) territories, which include the unknown
sources of the Nile (cf. Hdt. 2.27-34) and the mythical and hence unknown land of
the Hyperboreans (cf. Privitera (1982) ad loc.). Humans may have not discovered
the exact location of any of these places, but they were known and so accessible to
the gods and their favourites (cf. Pyth. 10.27-31 [with Hubbard (1985) 20]; cf. also
Lucan 10.286-7). The fact that the fame of the Aeacids transcends the limits of the
known world in Pindar’s time suggests that they are moving out of the domain of
human comparison. In this way Phylacidas’ famous countrymen set the limits of
heroism and prowess for their young compatriot (cf. Bowra (1964) 253).

In Callimachus now the mention of the Nile takes the place traditionally
attributed to the victor’s city or friends (e.g. Pyth. 9.73-5). Instead of presenting
Alexandria rejoicing in Sosibius’ victories, Callimachus foregrounds the role of the
Nile. So far, nothing of the image that was found in Pindar. However, some lines
before, Callimachus claims that ‘even a man inhabiting the shores of the river

Cinyps in Cyrene will hear of Sosibius’ double victory’ (24). Sosibius’ kleos will
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reach both Alexandria and Cyrene. The kleos of the victor does not journey to the
remotest ends of the known world but to his city and to neighbouring Cyrene. Some
lines later the Nile will be appropriated in Callimachus’ epinician discourse as part
of Sosibius’ homeland. Callimachus’ alterations of epinician tradition could be seen
as a balancing act motivated by geopolitical concerns or as a literary statement
about his place in epinician tradition.*®

Within the context of Ptolemaic politics this mention of Cyrene could allude
to the reunion of the poet’s home with the Ptolemaic kingdom under Ptolemy IIL.%’
The transformation of the motif, then, would be predicated on the needs of court
propaganda: the journey of Sosibius’ kleos to a Ptolemaic dominion helps to
emphasize the bonds between Alexandria and Cyrene, as parts of the unified
Ptolemaic kingdom. At the same time, Callimachus’ approach compromises the
limits of kleos as conjured up by Pindar. In his attempt to achieve a totalizing
effect, Pindar picked two far-off places at the ends of the known world (Péron
(1974) 67). For most Greeks of Pindar’s time the Nile, although well-known,
carried with it a sense of the exotic. This was, however, no longer true for
Callimachus: the Nile was now part of the expanded Greek world. Callimachus’
audience inhabited Egypt and lived on the shores of the great river, so any sense of
mystique that the mention of the river may have carried for Pindar’s audience was
lost for them. They may still not have known the sources of the Nile, but
Alexander’s campaign opened up the Greek world and led the Greeks to some of

these quasi-legendary far-off territories. If Pindar thought that the Nile and the

% The mention of Alexandria and Cyrene in Il. 23-4 is balanced by the mention of Nemea and
Isthmia in 11. 25-6. This strengthens the connection between North Africa and mainland Greece; cf.
Stephens (2002) 255. Compare also VB fr. 143.4-7 Massimilla.

57 This then could be an indication of the late date of the elegy; cf. Nisetich (2001) 291 n. 20. For the
unification of Cyrenaica with Egypt as a result of Ptolemy Euergetes’ marriage to Berenice II see
Grainger (2010) 148, and 155 on the uncertainty over the date of this marriage.
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Hyperboreans were enough to set up a mythical realm worthy of Peleus’ and
Telamon’s (and subsequently of Phylacidas’) fame, this image could not carry the
same strength for Callimachus and his laudandus. 1t would appear, then, that
Callimachus rearranges epinician discourse in what would seem to be a self-
conscious and pointed game with Pindaric and epinician conventions, asserting his

role as an epigonos in the tradition of epinician praise.

Third fragment 35-41:
The third fragment (35-43) presents a lacunose catalogue of Sosibius’ early
victories at the Panathenaea and at the Ptolemea. In this catalogue the entry for the
Athenian victory presents special interest with regard to Pindaric influence on this
poem. This part has been brought into relation with Pindar’s Olympian 9, and
rightly so. There are two features pointing in that direction; firstly the mention of
Archilochus’ refrain (égduviov), mentioned in OL. 9.1-2, and secondly the fact that at

the games in Athens Sosibius, though an dyéveios, competed and won in wrestling

in the class of men, exactly like Epharmostus in Olympian 9:°*

Olympian 9 Sosibius’ Victory
ApyeL 7’ éoxede kDdos avdpdv, mals & év —|kaimap’ ABnvalors yap émi oréyos iepov
Abédvacs »
; bt (35)
olov & év Mapaf@ve ovAabeis dyevelwy vracl (35

(90) kdAmies, 0D kb0 pov odpBodov, AAAL mdAns—

P , y g av8pas 67 od SeloavTes éddkapev 78D Bofoar
pévev dydva mpecPurépwy dud

&pyvpldeoow

To pév ApxtAéxov pédos dv8pas 87’ od Seloavres éwrapev 78D BoRaar
dwviev 'Olvumia, vnov ém I'davkfs kdpov dyovti xopd
KkaAAivikos 6 TpmAdos kexAad s (2) ApxiAdxov vikalov éddpuviov- (39)

” 4 L € ~

dpreae Kpdviov map’ SxBov dyepovedoar
kowpdlovte ¢idots Edapuborew odv
éralpots

8 Cf. Gerber (2002) ad 2.
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The proem of Olympian 9 is dominated by the presence of Archilochus,
something quite uncommon for Pindaric practice: as a rule Pindar does not name
other poets in his poetry, unless tradition has assigned them a privileged position
(cf. Homer: Pyth. 4277, Nem. 7.21, Isthm. 3.55, Pae. 7b.11; Hesiod: Isthm. 6.67).%°
This case becomes all the more remarkable because the only other mention of
Archilochus in Pyth. 2.53-56 is far from flattering. Pindar presents us with two
different sides of Archilochus’ poetry. In Pythian 2 (4757 BCE) Archilochus
functions as a foil for Pindar: he is envious (Joyepds) and tries to fatten himself
with ‘heavy words full of animosity’ (55). As an iambic poet he is occupied with
Poyos and &éxbos the characteristics of human nature that Pindar is usually trying to
fight off with his poetry (cf. our 57-8).” In Olympian 9 (466 BCE) Archilochus has
changed camps: no longer is he the embodiment of the iambic idea, of everything
alien to the ‘virtues’ espoused by epinician poets; on the contrary he is considered a
fellow praise poet and so an antagonist. In Pythian 2 Pindar and Archilochus were
opposed in genre: Pindar expressed praise, but Archilochus invective. In Olympian
9 praise is the common denominator for both of them; the difference lies in the level
of sophistication in the composition of epinician poetry (cf. Pavlou (2008) 541-5).

Olympian 9 posits two celebrations for Epharmostus’ victory in wrestling at
the Olympic Games of 466 BCE. The first at Olympia, right after the victory,
included the performance of the uélos traditionally attributed to Archilochus. The
second was entrusted to Pindar and was celebrated at Epharmostus’ house. Pindar’s
ode is juxtaposed with this traditional and ready-made form of praise. At the same
time, Pindar offers a historical sketch of epinician genre and places himself against

% Cf. Schmid (1998) 162-4. Homer can refer generally to epic poetry: cf. Simonides fr. 273 Poltera,
where Homer’s name stands for epic poetry in general or more specifically for Eumelus’
Corinthiaca; cf. Nisetich (1989)1-23 and Kurke (1991) 156-7. For Hesiod’s name as signpost for
various poems of the Hesiodic corpus see D’Alessio (2005).

0 Cf. Miller (1981) 139-141; Nagy (1979) 224-6, 250-2 and Kurke (1991) 100-1.
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the older phases in order to point out his own artistic superiority.”' Similar
flashbacks in the history of encomiastic or epinician poetry appear in other epinician
odes (Ol. 10.76-7; Nem. 8.50-51; Isthm. 2.1-8) to serve various epinician strategies.
The singling out of Archilochus and the omission of contemporaries (say Simonides
and Bacchylides) could be predicated upon the special position that Archilochus’
poetry held in epinician tradition. Out of the poets who were connected with the
sphere of epinician poetry Archilochus was the only one to be explicitly compared
or associated with Homer (e.g. Heraclit. 22 B 42 DK), and it may be that Pindar is
trying to subvert Archilochus’ traditional authority. However this may be, it is
obvious that Pindar offers a teleological presentation of the genre and suggests that
with himself the genre has reached its artistic peak. In this way he sets the
boundaries and defines what is ‘archaic’ and ‘classic’ in respect to epinician poetry.
Callimachus borrows Pindar’s words to refer to Archilochus’ composition.
So the reference to Archilochus is really a reference to Pindar in Olympian 9. The
analogies are close and refer to the form of Archilochus’ epinician poem and its
performance: (i) ApxtAdxov pélos dwvaev é&v "Odvumiar, kaddivikos 6 TpLmAdos
kexAadds ~ ApxitAéxov vikalov édduviov; (ii) kwpdfovri $idots ... odv éralpos ~
kdpov dyovtt xopdt. Callimachus’ language is more specific and technical. His
text gives the impression of a scholarly commentary on Pindar’s lines. In the first
place the generically unclear term pédos used so often by Pindar to refer to his
epinician odes (e. g. Ol 10.3; Pyth. 2.4, 68; Nem. 4.15, 45) is replaced here by the

more technical term égduviov.”” This term, believed by modern scholars to be

! For the poem’s incipit as a place for a poet to declare his originality see Conte (1986) 76.
72 For Pindar’s use of melos see Gianotti (1975) 85-7. Bacchylides seems to have used the term only
in his Dithyrambs (18.3; 19.3).
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Callimachus’ invention,” is first attested in Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo (98 &%) i#
matfov drodopev, otvexa TodTo / Aeddds ToL mpdTioTov édduviov elpeTo Aads) and in
Apollonius (2.713 fapoiveokov émecow, “Un ie” kekAnyviar: / évbev 87 T68€ kaAov
éddpviov Emdero Poifw) in connection with the in cry. The context of its other uses
suggests choral performance; this may indicate by analogy how Callimachus
understood the performance of Archilochus’ hymn at the beginning of Olympian
9% kaAAlvikos modifying wélos (Pyth. 5.106),” Suvos (Nem. 4.16) or on its own
(Nem. 3.19) is employed by Pindar to describe his own epinician odes. This looks
back at the praise of the victorious Heracles in Archilochus’ hymn (fr. 324 W?
Trivelda kadAivike yaipe dvaé ‘Hpdrles; cf. also Eur. Supp. 113; EL 880).”° In
Olympian 9 the epinician melos is ‘defined’ as the kallinikos cry which was uttered
three times at Olympia. Even so it is not clear enough whether the original
performance included only the hymn’s refrain. Callimachus’ vikatov édduviov, on
the other hand, sounds more like a generic tag: he avoids explicit mention of the
poem per se, but alludes to it as ‘the refrain exclaimed at the occasion of athletic
victory’, adding the name of the author.

The description of the first celebration for Epharmostus’ victory in
Olympian 9 is completed by the details of the performance, which included

Epharmostus’ peers (cf. Pind. Isthm. 8.1-5). The mention of the laudandus’ friends

3 Williams (1978) ad Call. Ap. 98. X ad OL. 9.1i (édvpviwe 8¢ katexpdvro TodTwe) and 31 (BéATiov
8¢ 87 Tpis énlov Aéyew 76 éddpviov ol kwpaoral) use the same term to refer to the refrain of
Archilochus’ hymn. In view of the connection between Callimachus and Pindar’s text it would be
tempting to assume that the scholiasts took the word from Callimachus.

™ X ad OL 9.1f. revives, although in a far from satisfying manner, a disagreement between
Eratosthenes and Aristarchus concerning the genre and the function of Arch. fr. 324 W? cf.
Eratosthenes FGrHist 241 F 44. It could be that fr. 384.38-9 Pf. reflects an awareness of this
problem and an eagerness to tackle it; cf. also Fuhrer (1992) 186-7.

* Outside Pindaric poetry the collocation is found in military context to refer to the epinician pacan
(see Rutherford (2001) 45-7): cf. Eur. Erechth. fr. 370 Kannicht with Carrara’s (1977) notes ad fr.
18.

7% On kallinikos as an adjective of Heracles see Swift (2010) 132-3 and 145-7 on its employment in
Euripides Heracles.



40

indicates the informal character of this celebration and contrasts it with the official
celebration for which Pindar’s poem was commissioned. Callimachus retains the
image of the komos ‘celebration’, while he refers to the victor’s friends as xopés.”’
In lines 47-9 Callimachus will present himself participating in a komos, probably at
the consecration of one of Sosibius’ offerings.

There remains a discrepancy between the two texts: in Olympian 9
Archilochus’ poem is used in the celebration of a victory at the Olympic Games and
not at local games. The erudite Callimachus seems to have made a ‘mistake’: still
this mistake is nothing more than a textual strategy that helps Callimachus to
enhance the prestige of Sosibius’ early victory and talk about his role. This komos
at Athens is the second impromptu epinician, after the hymn to Poseidon, to be
placed in the past of the present official celebration. Sosibius’ recent Nemean and
Isthmian victories surpass in glory his past local victories. At the same time,
Archilochus’ traditional song is used for a local victory, suggesting, perhaps, that
Panhellenic victories can be adequately praised only by a poet of Callimachus’
calibre. By placing Archilochus’ poem in a past celebration Callimachus indicates
by means of time the qualitative distance between his epinician poetry and the
origins of the epinician genre. In this he agrees with Pindar, who also views
Archilochus as the somewhat old-fashioned originator of epinician poetry. Another
element that both poets have in common is the antagonistic manner in which they
represent their relationship with Archilochus. Like their /audandi both Pindar and

Callimachus wrestle against previous epinician tradition, so as to prove their

77 Hellenistic commentators usually identify the epinician k&uos with the chorus which performed
Pindar’s odes; see Heath-Lefkowitz (1991) 175 n. 4 for references. Callimachus is careful enough to
draw a distinction, but seems to assume that k@pos took the form of a festal procession (vnov ém
I'Xadrns kdpov dyove yopdr). Still, kdpos as a term described the ‘celebration’ as a whole, part of
which was also the performance of the epinician ode; see Eckerman (2010) passim and 309 n. 27 for
the VS.
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superior worth. While Callimachus clearly alludes to Archilochus, he does so

through the lens of the Pindaric text.”®

Fourth Fragment 44-50.

The text breaks up unexpectedly when Sosibius (?) starts talking about his early
victories in the Panathenaea and the Ptolemea.”” A lacuna of thirteen lines divides
the two fragments. When the text becomes legible again, we find ourselves in the
middle of a speech. The identity of the speaker remains unclear. This would have
been clarified in the lost lines preceding.

In line 46 the formula &s ¢gapévwr indicates that a direct speech has come to
an end and that another person is speaking (éxAvov, idov) (cf. Mineur (1984) 28-9).
Most likely lines 46-9 were spoken by the poet himself, although the Nile remains
an attractive possibility, as the komos of 1. 49 takes place near his easternmost bank,
the Ostium Pelusiacum (w&p modi ... Neldov / verardn)™” and would have allowed him
to ‘witness’ the consecration of Sosibius’ ex voto. This could also explain the
reason why the Nile was chosen to deliver the praise of Sosibius in the first place.
If this is so, the mention of the Nile could prepare the transition to the present time.

The poet juxtaposes his sources of information concerning Sosibius’
offerings. In the case of the Heraeum at Argos the source is not specified: the poet
has his information from other men. But he has seen for himself the offering in a
temple at Pelusium and may have been present at the consecration. Callimachus

like Pindar before him presents himself taking part in the post-victory celebrations

8 For Archilochus’ fame in Hellenistic times see also Posidippus’ Seal AB 115 and the Mnesiepes
inscription (/G XI1.5 445[1]); cf. Clay (2004) 10-2.

" The identification of the speaker as Sosibius is based on the use of the first person plural
(é8dkapev [37], eiddueba [41]); cf. Pfeiffer (1949) ad 37; contra Barigazzi (1951) 416, who
assigned the lines to the Nile; cf. Fuhrer (1992) 156-7.

80 As Pfeiffer notes ad loc., by Kaoin d)s Callimachus probably meant the lake Sirbonis (Barrington
Atlas, map 70 C.3), near the Kdotov 8pos (see RE (1919) 5.v.2. 2264) and east of Pelusium.
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for Sosibius. As we have already seen, the celebrations for the laudandus’ victory
can take the form of a banquet where the poet is present (cf. esp. Nem. 1.19-24; Ol.
1.14-17) or the form of a festive procession, which leads eventually to a banquet (cf.

esp. Nem. 9.1-3 kwpdoopev ... Tav veoktiotav és Alrvav, &0 avamentapévar felvay
veviknrTat Gépcu....).81 In all these cases the poet celebrates the victor’s liberality and

hospitality. His presence in the celebrations is the best illustration of these
attributes: he is the winner’s {évos and his ode is an expression of his gratitude
(xapes) for his patron’s liberality (cf. Kurke (1991) 135-59).

The context of the celebration in Callimachus’ text is indicated obliquely
through the adjective émikwpos. Following Kapp’s unconvincing suggestion,
Pfeiffer understood the adjective as composed from éni + koun with the meaning of
énmidnuos. However this interpretation does not seem to be born out by ancient
usage.*” Callimachus is saying ‘I saw for myself, what he dedicated at the
outermost branch of the mouth of the Nile, participating in a komos to the Casian

2

Sea’. There is no reason to suppose that Callimachus used the word in a different

meaning since the attested denotation gives a meaning similar to that desired by
Pfeiffer, and at the same time the adjective alludes to the celebration of the victory.
The first two lines of this fragment remain problematic: we are ignorant of
the identity of the speaker and of the exact context. It is widely accepted that 6
éetvos refers to Sosibius.® The mention of the temple of Hera at Argos (1. 45) is
seen by most scholars as an indication that the person gquoted speaking is from

81 Pace Eckerman (2010) 305 kwpdlw in this context implies movement from Sicyon to Aetna. This
would suggest celebration in the form of procession, imaginary though it may be.

82 Ancient authors are consistent in their use of the word in a convivial context: e.g. Aristias (fr. 9
Snell), Plutarch (Conv. sept. sap. 148B 2; An seni 784B 8; De Is. et Os. 357F 6 ; De tranq. anim.
472D 5) Triphiodorus AAwaots TAlov 561. No lexicon has preserved the meaning Kapp and Pfeiffer
posited for Callimachus’ text; Hesychius (4916) émikwpos 6 émdidwyv vh $idnt 4 &md oivov didwv,
bBpioTijs, ovyxaipwyv (cf. also Suidas and Pseudo-Zonaras s.v.: ‘cvyxalpwv, péfvoos’). Cf. also
Fuhrer (1992) 166 n.639.

%3 S0 both Barigazzi (1951) following note and Fuhrer (1992) 161-2.
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Argos and that Sosibius had won a victory in some Argive athletic contest —
probably the Heraea or Hecatombea.® The phrase dudérepwv 6 £eivos émrjBolos
does not necessarily imply athletic victories. au¢drepwv could refer to two athletic

victories, probably at Argos,®

or to two of Sosibius’ virtues, e.g. his hospitality and
munificence (cf. D’ Alessio (2007) 688 n. 24). Line 46 complicates matters further:
ws dapévwr dwoer Tis dvip ouddwvov dodrv. Problems surround the use of
opddwvov, an improvement of the papyrus reading (éuédpovos). Found in poetry
before Callimachus only in Aeschylus Agam. 158 (“the dirge was exclaimed in
harmony with his oracle” tr. Fraenkel), it seems to give the following meaning here:
“and to him after he has spoken in this manner a man will give a song in agreement
(with his previous speech)”. What exactly one is to understand by “giving a song”
remains unclear.®® Perhaps it suggests the composition of a song in accordance with
whatever had already been said. Strangely the action of giving a song is placed in
the future; but in the following line the poet states that he has heard (past tense)
about this offering — the offering suggested in the speech — from other people. The
future of the speaker (8«oer) could coincide with Callimachus’ present and, from
the point of view of the Argive man, Callimachus could be the poet who ‘will’ (in
the future of the Argive speaker) provide the song in accordance with what has
been said (cf. also Sevieri (1998) 201). If this is so, line 46 would not belong to the

poet but to the person quoted speaking. Tovro would refer to everything before. So

instead of simply providing the song connected with Argos from his temporal point

8 Cf. Barigazzi (1951) 416-7.

% S0 more recently Lelli-Parlato (2008) 63; see, however Fuhrer (1992) 162-3.

% In Homer it usually describes the gift of poetic talent (&ot87jv; cf. e.g. 1. 13.730) conferred upon a
human by a divine agent like the Muses (e.g. Od. 8.63-4 for Demodocus). However, in our text the
accusative aowd7jv does not signify ‘talent in composing songs’ but ‘song’ and the subject of the verb
is not a divine being but a mortal man (vis avrjp). In Euripides Tr. 1244 (podoars dotdas Sévres
vorépwv Bpordv) Hecuba declares that it is the Trojans and their miseries that will provide the Muses
of future men with songs and not the other way around (cf. Lee (1976) ad 1242-5).
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of view, Callimachus presents it as a prediction (prophecy?) embedded in the speech
of another person (cf. VB fr. 156.1-15 Massimilla).

The speaker suggests (to whom? the Argives?) erecting statues of the
Charites, which are not going to be naked any more, but clad. It is, therefore, likely
that the speech included an aetion concerning the representation of the Charites in
Argos. Pausanias informs us that ancient, and probably dressed (cf. Lehnus (2004)
205-6), statues of the Charites adorned the pronaos of Hera’s temple (2. 17. 3). As
far as we can tell, the representation of the Charites as dressed was not canonical.
The exact connection between this Argive aetion and Sosibius’ victory is not clear.
The mention of Sosibius’ Argive victory (?) and the ensuing celebrations could have
suggested such a digression. At the same time the consecration of the statues of the
Charites could be a foil to Sosibius’ offering at Pelusium. The fact that the city of
Argos had been responsible since the end of the fifth century for the administration
of the Nemean Games (cf. Miller (1982) 106-7, (1989) 20-3, 57), where Sosibius
won one of his two recent victories, could be another reason for the inclusion of
such an aetion in Callimachus’ elegy.

The fragment ends with the quotation of the first line inscribed on Sosibius’
votive offering at a temple (of Zeus?) at Pelusium near the Casian Sea.®” There is
no reason to posit that Sosibius had won victories at games at Cyprus or near
Pelusium (cf. Fuhrer (1992) 166-8). In a way reminiscent of first-person
expressions in agonistic epigrams the (unspecified) consecrated item is presented

88

speaking and tells its story:” it was carried to Egypt from Cyprus on board a

87 If Zeus was indeed mentioned in the proem of the VS, it could be that Callimachus began his elegy
in the middle of the libation to Zeus supposed to take place at his temple by that place only to return
to it at the end of the poem.

8 Cf. Ebert (1972) 21. Callimachus’ epigram finds no parallel in Ebert’s collection. The speaking
tomb of Simonides in Aetia 3 fr. 163 Massimilla is another case of an inscribed epigram included in
a larger text; cf. Acosta-Hughes (2010) 171-3.
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Phoenician merchant-boat (‘ Kvmpéfe Z186vid|s ple katryayev évdSe ya | |os).

Trypanis has interestingly suggested that the offering was a chariot. It is possible
that the offering was the winning chariot or a monumental representation of it along
with Sosibius, as in Posidippus (AB 74.12-13 Oeoto 8 Ad[e]Apeols eikw évapyéa
Tév 767 [dydvw]y / &plpa kal fviloxov xdAkeov & &ero).*’ This would nicely
round off the main part of the poem and prepare for the epilogue. An attractive
parallel for the first option could be furnished by Pind. Pyth. 5.34-42 for the chariot
victory of King Arcesilaus in 462 BCE. After the race the winning chariot was
dedicated to the temple of Apollo at Delphi. In Pyth. 5.35 Arcesilaus’ chariot is
called 8aiSala; this suggests the exquisite workmanship of its construction. An
ekphrasis of the chariot somewhere in the lines lost would not have been out of
place. It is worth noting that Callimachus decided to incorporate an agonistic
epigram in his epinician, something unprecedented in archaic epinicians.
Callimachus, it would seem, interacts with the contemporary blossoming of
agonistic epigrams. Unfortunately the rest of inscription is lost.

Nonetheless, the inscription can still give us an idea of Callimachus’ allusive
style. It is likely that the agonistic epigram is alluding to Pind. Pyzh. 2.67-8:"° (t68¢
pév kata Qoivicoav éumoddy /uédos vmép modids adds méumerar). The ode, probably,
celebrates an unspecified chariot race by Hieron.”! In the lines quoted above
Pindar’s epinician, called some lines before 70 Kaotdpewov (sc. pélos), is sent

overseas to Hieron on board a Phoenician ship. In the same way the offering and

% Trypanis (1958) 240-1 n. a. For epigrams inscribed on equestrian monuments representing the
horse-team or the chariot with or without the driver see Ebert (1972) 9-10 and Angeli Bernardini
(1992) 972. Alcibiades commissioned a sculptor to create a statue representing him on the chariot
(Pliny N. H. 34, 8, 80).

% For these lines see Tedeschi (1985) 32-5.

I Cf. Bowra (1953) 69, Burton (1962) 111-5, Lloyd-Jones (1990a) 124-5, Lefkowitz (1976) 164-
170.
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the inscribed epigram have come to Egypt from Cyprus on board a Phoenician ship.
The ship is a variant of the arrival motif bringing news of the victory to the
laudandus’ home.”* At the same time, in Pythian 2 it suggests the maritime
supremacy of Syracuse. Hieron’s navy can vouchsafe the safety of the poet during
his journey, keeping at bay the danger of pirates threatening commercial growth.
Similarly in Callimachus’ epigram the mention of Cyprus could suggest the power
of the Ptolemaic navy and Ptolemaic interest in Cyprus and in the Mediterranean as
a whole. Callimachus replaced the word éumoAdv with the rarer — and perhaps
Phoenician — word yafdos. This erudite note could also indicate Ptolemaic interest
in Phoenicia and the contemporary antagonism between the Ptolemies and the

Seleucids over Koile Syria.

Fifth Fragment 53-60
When the text becomes legible again after a lacuna of fourteen lines, the poet is
occupied with the construction of Sosibius’ public image. These lines are heavily
indebted to the Pindaric image of the great Sicilian patrons, Hieron, Theron and
Chromius.” Callimachus singles out Sosibius not only for his liberality but also for
his concern for people of lower social standing. Pindaric imagery continues in the
next lines as the poet expresses his fear that his praise may incur the disbelief and
anger of the audience. Pindar usually fears that excess in the praise of the victorious
athlete (kopos) will cause the mistrust and envy of the people (#0évos) (cf. e.g. Pyth.

1.81-4). Callimachus, on the other hand, postulates, that the ‘tongue of the demos’

2 Cf. Tedeschi (1985) 32-3; Gentili (1995) ad 62-3. Compare also Pindar’s Nem. 5.2-5 (&AX® émi
mdoas / 6Akddos & 7 dkdTw, yAvkel Godd, / otely’ an’ Alyivas Siayyéddows’ 8ti /Adpumwvos vids
ITvbéas edpvobevijs / vikn Nepeiows maykpatiov arédavov).

% Cf. Cahen (1972) ad loc. and Fuhrer (1992) 195-7.
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will turn against him not only if he praises Sosibius beyond measure but also if he
fails to meet their expectations.

The ensuing two lines contain some traces that could give us an idea of what
was said. Line 59 begins with a participle in the dative (probably pepdouéver as
Pfeiffer suggested). The following letters do not allow a certain understanding of
the syntax. Arguably there is someone accusing Callimachus for his praise of
Sosibius; his main argument could be given by the second half of line 59 (0d8énm[o7’
€]oBAov épeev): Sosibius never performed anything esthlon (?). The text is lacunose
and the exact meaning is not certain. Nevertheless, Callimachus seems to
demarcate his role as laudator and protect his laudandus against slanderers and
political rivals. Despite its immediate context é]JofAdv épeéev should not be taken to
refer necessarily to Sosibius’ athletic victory.”* In Theoc. 16.74 (pé€as % Axireds
8ooov uéyas 7 Papds Alas) and 17.6 (pé€avres kadd épya oopdv éxdpnoav dotddv)
Theocritus used péfw to talk about the heroic feats of heroes of the past, like
Achilles and Ajax; in both cases the heroic feat described is viewed as a condition
on the part of the poet for the discovery of a suitable patron and the composition of
praise poems in his honour. In Idyl/ 16 the ‘itinerant’ poet is still searching for such
a man while in /dyll 17 the poet has found his patron in the person of Ptolemy II.
Although Theocritus does not talk about the composition of epinician odes, but of
encomia, his discourse seems akin to epinician praise: for instance, both Achilles
(e.g. Nem. 3.43-52; 6) and Ajax (e.g. Nem. 7, 8), mentioned in both poems as

suitable role-models for Theocritus’ laudandi, are used by Pindar as foils for the

* Both words appear in epinician or encomiastic context. Braswell (1998) ad Nem. 9.6-7 for
TeTeAeouévov éoddv “a noble accomplishment”. Like xalAdv, éoddv is sometimes used of an athletic
victory; cf. also Pyth. 8.73, Nem. 5.47. Pindar uses pé{w only three times to signify athletic

achievement: Pyth. 9.96 (kadd péovt’), OL. 9.94 (dpatos éwv kai kadds kdAAioTd Te péats), and Nem.
4.32 (émel pélovTd Tu kal mabelv Eotke). On Pyth. 9. 96 see Burton’s (1962) 55-6 detailed discussion.
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victorious athletes.”” Callimachus’ meaning at this point could be restored to a
certain degree by the similar use in Pyth. 9.95-6 (ketvos aivelv kal 7ov éxBpdv / mavti
Bvpud odv Te Sika kadd pélovt’ éwvemev): addressing Telesicrates’ fellow citizens
Pindar admonishes them to grant Telesicrates the honour he is entitled to, even if
they are not his friends, since his victories have benefited the whole city.
Callimachus could have stressed the social benefit of his /audandus’ victories and
the ties connecting Sosibius with his fellow citizens.

The last line of POxy. 1793 col. x preserves traces of the adjective evdns
and a word beginning with the letters kaw. Although the text is far from secure, one
could argue in favour of kamvés; this is found in a similar context in Pindar’s
Nemean 1.24-5, addressed to Chromius Hieron’s general (AéAoyxe 8¢ pepdouévors
éodods B8wp kamv® Pépew / dvriov. Téxvar 8 érépwv érepar).”® Just before this
Pindar presents himself as Chromius’ §etvos standing at the entrance of Chromius’
house and singing. A rich feast has been organized in honour of the important guest
who has come to take part in the celebrations. The lines in question come straight
after the praise of Chromius’ liberality and hospitality. In the same way in
Callimachus’ elegy the generalization on truth and the role of the epinician poet

could have come straight after the praise of Sosibius’ liberality.

% For the Pindaric elements in /dylls 16 and 17 see Perrotta (1925) 5-29.

% This is not the place for a detailed discussion of these notoriously difficult lines. 1 believe that X
ad Nem. 1.34e is the only rendition which respects the Greek of the text; cf. especially Privitera
(1972) 38-41 and Nisetich (1980): “for those who criticize the noble / are doomed / to carry water
against smoke!”. Pace Braswell (1992) ad loc., 1 consider Waring’s (1982) analysis of the syntax,
with minor modifications, to be the correct one. The accusative éoBAods should be taken as the object
of the participle and not of Aédoyye. pendouévos is a dative of possessor; see K.-G. i. 416 and
Schwyzer ii. 143.
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Epilogue
The text breaks off after that, so one lacks any information concerning the ending —
and so the overall structure of the poem. Until this point one has no secure evidence
whether Callimachus’ embedded epinician stopped somewhere in the previous lines
or extended to the very end just before the epilogue; there Callimachus would,
probably, have returned to the present context of performance that he established at
the beginning of the poem. If one may judge from the structure of some of
Theocritus’ poems (e.g. 11 and 13) one could posit that in Callimachus’ elegy for
Sosibius there was a frame. As in Theocritus the frame would set the scene
(banquet or consecration of ex voto at Pelusium (?); arrival of the victorious chariot
etc.) and organize the whole poem in a ring composition by occupying the
beginning and the end of the poem. The frame in this specific case would embed
another epinician poem or better the epinician proper; this embedded epinician
would have been placed at the moment in the past when the news of Sosibius’
victory had first reached Callimachus in Alexandria. This would enable
Callimachus to present himself as one of Sosibius’ friends (impulsive joyful
reaction to the news of his friend’s victory) and so establish a personal bond with
the laudandus; this would rework the epinician motif of friendship between patron
and poet.

In light of our previous discussion the overall structure of Callimachus’
epinician could have been be the following:

1. 1-6: Introduction (setting the scene).
2. 7-33: Epinician proper:

a. 9-15: Hymn to Poseidon



g.
h.

3. 53-60

50

16 + lacuna of 5 lines: gnomic digression + myth on
origins of gold [?]

21-28: Sosibius’ Isthmian and Nemean victories

29-33: speech of the Nile

35-43: speech of Sosibius

44-46: speech of Argive man

47-49: the poet’s (?) testimony

50-1: epigram.

 praise of Sosibius’ liberality (epilogue?).”’

It is noteworthy that the poem included so many speeches; and if one believes that

the Argive man quotes a speech by another person then the structure becomes even

more complicated. It is true that Pindar does not include many direct speeches in

his epinicians and, when he does, these usually come at the critical moments of the

myth.”® On the other

relevant to the athletic

hand, in the VS the people speaking impart information

record and the praise of the laudandus. In so doing, they

appropriate pieces of epinician discourse which traditionally belonged to the poet’s

persona (rejoicing in the news of victory; list of previous victories). In this sense

the task of praise does not only fall on the shoulders of the poet but is delegated to

his dramatis personae, who complement his authoritative voice.

°7 One usually finds the mention of the ¢8évos of the winner’s fellow-citizens combined with a
gnome near the end of the poem; the mutilated end of the papyrus does not allow certainty, but it is
probable that the mention of unfair envy would lead to the end of the poem. Cf. Gelzer (1985) 106.

% Schmid (1998) 165.
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CHAPTER 2

Pindaric Elements in the Victoria Berenices (frr. 143-156 Massimilla)

Introduction

This chapter will focus on the Pindaric allusions in Callimachus’ other epinician
elegy, which praises the Nemean victory of Queen Berenice II in the chariot race.
Several papyrus fragments of various sizes and degrees of preservation provide the
text of the elegy. This causes great difficulties in the examination not only of the
overall structure of the elegy but of the Pindaric allusions as well. Still the proem
(fr. 143 Massimilla) and a recently published fragment, which belongs with it or
comes right after it (fr. 144 Massimilla), are preserved in a better condition. As will
become clear from the following discussion, the proem was truly endowed with
Pindaric, and generally epinician, elements which helped to identify the elegy as an
epinician poem and claim something of the prestige of Pindaric odes for the
Ptolemaic queen (cf. Massimilla (2010) 225). In view of the state in which our
material is preserved, the discussion will focus mainly on the introductory lines,
which are preserved best, and less on the other fragments. The discussion will try to
describe the way in which Callimachus employed both allusions to general
epinician conventions illustrated mainly or solely by Pindar’s odes (modello
genere), as well as allusions to specific Pindaric passages (modello esemplare) so as

to meet the needs of his patrons by remodelling Pindar’s praise discourse.
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Epinician Signposts in the Proem of the Victoria Berenices
Although independent information certifies (Athen. 4.144E) that Callimachus’ elegy
for Sosibius was an epinician poem, there is no such ancient information available
for the VVB. Hence our first task is to survey those elements in the proem which
suggest that the first elegy of the third book of the Aetia had an epinician character.
Before the publication of PLille 82, fr. 383 Pf. (POxy. 2173) was the only
known part of the proem. Although not attributed to the Aetia,” it was seen to
belong to the epinician genre. Pfeiffer, who could not have seen the association
with the Aetia, grouped it in his edition with fr. 384 Pf., so indicating the
community of genre between the two poems (p. 308 ‘hoc carmen elegiacum [...]
émwikwov esse videtur’). 1 will return later to the reasons Pfeiffer had to consider fr.
383 Pf. epinician in character. Pfeiffer’s claim was substantiated by the publication
of the Lille papyrus (PLille 82.1a), which complemented fr. 383.3 Pf. as nu[e]repo
[ ] ewv émwikiov immw[v. Callimachus himself designated his composition
as ‘our epinician poem (for?) your horses’ or, at least, something similar.'” Such
generic tags are not unprecedented in archaic epinician odes either, where the poets

can also talk about their compositions in a self-referential manner.

% The title Victoria Berenices was given to the elegy by Peter Parsons (1977), who has offered the
most substantial reconstruction of the whole elegy combining the Lille papyrus with fragments
already present in Pfeiffer’s edition. For the most up-to-date account and discussion of the text of
the VB see Massimilla’s (2010) recent edition.

190 For the various supplements proposed, see Massimilla (2010) p. 227 ad fr. 143.3. For the use of
the first-person plural possessive pronoun cf. Pyth. 3.65 (neAvydpves buvor auérepot). The use of the
demonstrative pronoun to refer to his poetry (e.g. 768¢) is much commoner. See, however, Ol. 6.105
(épdv & Puvwv def edtepmes dvbos); Pyth. 8. 34 (éudt moTavov dudi payxavar); Pyth. 3.105 (kat’
éuav Bepamedwv payxavav); Nem. 4. 85 (éudv yAdaoav). The role of the genitive (immwv) is not
clear. It could modify émwvikiov and suggest the event in which the victory was won, even if this was
regularly placed in the dative (e.g. the Hellenistic title in Simonides fr. 7a Poltera KéAnri tols
Alatiov mawolv). Ol 8.75 (xepdv dwrov émivikov) could provide a parallel: the genitive here modifies
dwTov, usually rendered as “praise song”; cf. Rumpel (1883) s.v. 2, Gildersleeve (1890) ad loc. and
LSJ’ s.v. II. The construction could have been similar to this, especially if émwikiov was adjectival
and the lacuna included a word for praise-song, e.g. matdva, proposed by Lloyd-Jones and Parsons
(1983) ad SH 254.3, contra D’ Alessio (2007) 447.
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As far as the generic tag émwikiwov is concerned, one should note that the
word is borrowed from archaic lyric (cf. Lowe (2007) 167-8): cf. Nem. 4.78
(émwikiotowy dotdals) and Bacch. 2.13 (yepaipovo’ émivikiors). Differently from
Callimachus, though, neither Pindar nor Bacchylides uses the term to classify his
own epinician in a self-referential manner. Instead, they employ it for a genre of
utterances or songs which was occasioned by, and contextualized within, the frame
of the victory celebration. Still, in Ol 8.75 (pdoat /xetpdv dwTov BAedddars

' Outside

émivicov) the cognate epinikos is used in a self-referential manner."
epinician poetry, Heraclides Ponticus (Aristotle fr. 568 Rose) and Aristotle (fr.
611.55 Rose), who depends on the former, used the same term to classify
Simonides’ epinician ode for Anaxilas of Rhegion (fr. 2 Poltera émoinoe 8¢ kai
émvikiov Zipwvidns, xaiper deddomédwv Bdyatpes immwv). Callimachus could
have also used epinikion in order to allude to contemporary scholarly terminology,
although this is unclear in view of the much more frequent use of the cognate
epinikos.'”

The detailed description of the victorious race in the proem is another
indication of the epinician character of the elegy (fr. 143.8—10 Massimilla). This is
enough to suggest a wealthy laudandus, who has the means to meet the cost
involved in maintaining horses and participating in the chariot events (cf. fr.
384.55-6 Pf.; Posidippus AB 73). All this evidence, then, indicated without a doubt
that the poet wanted his readers to read this elegy as an epinician poem.

%" This term is not found in Bacchylides. For the terms that Pindar used to describe his poems, see
Gianotti (1975) 85-8.

192 Cf. Férber (1936) 35-6, Harvey (1955) 163-4 and Lowe (2007) 167-8. See also Farber (1936) 44-
45 émivikds éoTi molnpa mepLéxov TAV veviknkTwY éyrdputov, €’ adTL T viknt kai 8 adTRv yeyovds
(2 Dion. Thrac. 451,10 Hilg.); Dieg. Call. Iamb. 8.21-3 (p. 195 Pf., Ewivikos IToAvkAel Alywrtne
vikfjoavTe Staddwe Apdopirn év T matpidi); and for the VS, Athenaeus (4.114E, eis v KaAAipayos 6

mouTis émivikov éAeyetanov émoinoev) and the marginal scholium on POxy. 2258 fr. 2" ad vv.
inter 15 et 23 ([ | ] dydvd ¢lnow) émnrodovlnx[€é]var & N[€]pea els & kai 6 [é]mivikos yéypamTal).
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Generic Allusions in the Proem of the Victoria Berenices
We have now seen the textual signposts which indicated to (ancient) readers that the
elegy was to be understood as an epinician poem. Still it ought to be added that the
generic character of a poem is not established on the basis of content alone, even if
this is usually the case. Both poets and audience were aware that a genre such as
epinician poetry was extremely stylized and contained various standard motifs.
Motifs of this kind facilitated the communication between poet, laudandus, and
audience and so formed an indispensable part of the horizon of expectations of the
audience.'” These generically sanctioned motifs were a guiding line for the
composition of the elegy and the efficacious functioning of epinician discourse.
Next, I will concentrate on the examination of genre allusions in the proem of the
VB and see how this could reflect the horizon of expectations which Callimachus
was trying to meet with his poem.'™

The elegy begins with a mention of Zeus and the personified Nemea, where

notionally Berenice’s chariot victory was won.'®

An ancient reader (X ad Ol.
8.21c¢) thought that this combination of Zeus and Nemea was modelled on Pindar’s
Olympian 8 (16 Znvi yeveOAiwe: ds o¢ pév Nepég mpégarov), a fanciful and
unconvincing connection, which neglects the context. Out of all the parallels that
Pfeiffer (ad fr. 383) puts forward only Nem. 4.9—11 76 po Oéuev KpoviSa 1e Ai kai
Nepéa / Tipaodpyov Te mdda / buvov mpokptov €in) seems relevant. D’Alessio

(2007: 447 n.2) has also pointed out that Pyth. 4.1-3 offers a close structural

parallel (8dpa ... Motoa, Aatoi8atow ddetdduevov ITvO&vi T adéns odpov buvawv).

13 Cf. e.g. van Groningen (1958) 325, Hamilton (1974) 1 and Segal (1986) 128-130.

104 Cf. also Corbato (1980) 242-3 and Massimilla (2010) 226 ad fr. 143.1.

195 The VS (fr. 384 Pf.) also begins with what appears to have been a libation to Zeus. This could
hark back to the proem of Pindar Nemean. 2 (3 Aids éx mpoowpuiov); cf. Coppola (1930) 228.
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This parallel is of special interest for the proem of the VB, an epinician also
composed for a Cyrenean victor and by a Cyrenean poet: in Pyth. 4.13—16 Medea
describes in prophecy the foundation of Cyrene by the descendants of Euphamos.
In doing so, she constructs an intercultural bridge which brings together personages
of Argive saga (Epaphos and his daughter, Cyrene, 1. 14 End¢oto képav) and the
Egyptian pantheon (Amun 1. 16. duws év Appwvos BepuéBos). The association of
Argos and Egypt is carried out within the frame provided by the myth of lo’s arrival
in Egypt (cf. Nem. 10.4-6) and the intercultural identification of mythological
figures such as Amun and Zeus (cf. also fr. 36 Maehler Appwv 'Oddumov Séomora
[with Paus. 9.16.1]; frr. 57-60 Maehler). The connection of Argos and Egypt within
epinician discourse, as we are about to see, is a motif that permeates the colonial
discourse of the VB and could allude to Pythian 4 and Nemean 10.

Differently from Pindar, though, Callimachus mentions Io (1. 4 &ppot yap

| davaod y | fs &md Bovyevéos; cf. Ep. 18.1 Gow-Page ’Ivayins éornrev év “Iaidos),

though allusively, and even her son, if he is to be identified with the Apis bull

mentioned in 1. 16 (e8| vi|at dadidv 7]a]d| pov indepioa] ).106 Furthermore, in

Pyth. 4.3 Pindar entreats his Muse to ‘swell a beneficial wind of songs which is due
to the children of Leto and to Pytho’. Similarly, in line 1 of the VB Callimachus’

epinician is a wedding-gift due to Zeus and Nemea (Aatoibaiow ddetAduevov

ITvOGvi 7° ... oDpov Duvwv ~ Znvi 1€ kai Nepén T xapiowov €vov ddeidw). Both

1% Suidas credited Callimachus with a book on “The Arrival of Io” (Tods d¢iéis). Following Bergk,
Daub (1880) 465 argued that this was a part of the Aetia, which had dropped from the head of the list
of Callimachus’ works that Suidas provides; cf. D’Alessio (2007) 30. One may wonder whether this
title described an autonomous poem later incorporated in the proem of the VB. For instance, most of
the fragments that Schneider (1873) 33-5 attributed to this poem have been seen to belong to the VS
or the VB. Io could have played a greater role in the original poem, as she did in [Aeschylus’]
Prometheus and Bacchylides’ Dithyramb of the same name. For the importance of Io’s myth in
Ptolemaic discourse see Schneider (1873) 34 and esp. Stephens (2002) 247 and (2003) 25 n. 16.
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poets, that is, mention the god(s) presiding over the games in which the victory was
won (Apollo and Artemis / Zeus), along with the nymph of the place (Pytho /
Nemea); they also present their poems as a debt to these divinities. Finally, the
intertextual association of the VB with Pythian 4 is strengthened by fr. 154
Massimilla, where Callimachus employs an Abbruchsformel quite similar to that
used by Pindar in Pyth. 4.246-8 (on which see below).

Callimachus considers the VB as his personal “debt” (xpéos) to Zeus and
Nemea, who viewed Berenice with a favourable eye and granted her victory in the
games. Callimachus is reworking a traditional epinician motif, which Schadewaldt

£ The motif can assume several forms, but the closest

named the chreos-moti
parallels are furnished by Pyth. 4.3, quoted above, and Ol. 10.2 (yAvkd yap adrd
wélos ddeidwv). Pindar seems to have developed an elaborate vocabulary to
express this motif.'® Still, Callimachus avoids epinician clichés and employs a new
term, which cheats generic expectations: he presents his poem as a é€Svov “a wedding
gift” (1.1) due to Zeus and Nemea as a sign of gratitude (charis).

Even in this twist of generic expectations, Callimachus remains within the
space of Pindaric poetry. The grammatical form of the word (é8vov in the singular)
and the metaphorical meaning (‘praise-song’) with which Callimachus endows it in
this context, have a well-documented Pindaric provenance. Pfeiffer states ad loc.

that the use of €wvov in the singular is found again in poetry before Callimachus only

in Pindar (Ol. 9.10 dkpwrnpiov AXiSos...76 87 mote Avdos Tfjpws ITéoys / éédpaTo

197 Schadewaldt (1928) 2779, Gianotti (1975) 19-26, Bundy (1986) 11, 57-8 and Kurke (1991) 98-
107, for the connection of chreos with charis (xapiowov ... dpeldw) see Gundert (1935) 43-4.

198 Cf. Pfeiffer ad fr. 383.1 tivew (e.g. OL. 10.12), eXeiv or xpéos (e.g. OL. 9.104—105, Pyth. 8.33-4).
Bacchylides does not seem to have used any of these words. Still, there is one similar occurrence of
chreos in the extremely lacunose 8.20 (odv dAafeig 8¢ mdv Adumer xpéos), where the substantive is
usually taken to refer to the task of the epinician poet; see Maehler (1982) ad loc.
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kéAoTov €8vov Immodapeias); but this is in a rather different context.'” Here
évov refers to Elis and suggests the myth of the chariot competition between Pelops
and Oenomaus. Callimachus, however, employed the term self-referentially to refer
to his own poem. In this way, he invested it with a different metaphorical meaning
‘praise-song’, which was absent from Olympian 9. Scholars have rightly suggested
that this was a meaning suggested to Callimachus by Pindar’s Paean 4 (4 yvv]aikdv
édvaaoetar). The text is extremely lacunose and so difficult to reconstruct. Still,
the marginal note on POxy. 841 can elucidate the meaning of this line: X 4 (X %)
(Sva)oato (Z) avri duviiBn [ < 10 ]. The metaphorical equation €dvov = fuvos in
Callimachus’ text alluded quite reasonably to Pindar and this allusion was probably
perceptible to ancient readers.

Nonetheless, it should be borne in mind that édvdoerar in this context retains
its marital associations, as the following discussion will make clear — and this
should alert the reader to similar association in the use of viugn in the VB. In the
proem of Paean 4 the chorus-members offer the paean as a wedding gift to Delos
and its tutelary gods on behalf of Ceos their native island. Artemis, and perhaps
Apollo, probably mentioned in the lacuna of 1.1, presided over the ‘transaction’.
The analogy with fr. 143 Massimilla is telling. Callimachus offers his wedding gift
(poem) to Zeus and Nemea on behalf of Berenice II, and probably Ptolemy III, who
is conspicuously absent from the elegy’s proem. Callimachus qua laudator assumes
the role of the Cean chorus in Pindar as giver of the gift (the pacan). The nymphs of
the place (Delos ~ Nemea) along with its primary gods (Zeus ~ Artemis and Apollo)
receive the gift which is offered on behalf of the people of Ceos and Berenice
19 pfeiffer is mistaken too. The singular with the meaning of ‘dowry’ is also used in a fragment

attributed to Hipponax (fr. 182 W?). Here &vov is Haupt’s emendation of the MSS reading &8ov; cf.
Farina (1963) ad fr. 74.
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respectively. It would seem, then, that Pindar presented the relationship between
the islands of Ceos and Delos as a marital one, something that gave the idea to
Callimachus for his &vov-elegy.''” The metapoetic connotations of &wvov
notwithstanding, the noun retains its marital associations, as is made clear by the
ensuing line, where Berenice II is addressed as viuga “bride” (pace Parsons (1977)
8). It is likely that this was meant to bring the poem into connection with the
(recent?) marriage of Ptolemy III to Berenice II (cf. Barigazzi (1979) 267 n. 1),
without, however, specifying any further the exact time that has elapsed since then.
It is likely that Callimachus was trying to recreate on a lesser scale another generic
element he found in Pindar’s epinicians, love or marital imagery.'"!

Scholars have suggested that Pindar regularly employs love diction''? or
imagery in his epinicians to convey (a) the force that drives the athletes to success
(Ol. 3.33 yAvkds {uepos)'” as well as (b) the role gods can play in securing this
victory through their benevolence towards the victor (cf. Crotty (1982) 93-6). It is
usual in this regard for mythical foils to be represented as lovers of gods (Pelops in
Olympian 1; cf. Bowra (1964) 169) or their consorts (Cyrene in Pythian 9). By
analogy, these myths suggest that the victor enjoys the love of the gods, something

that often assumes marital overtones. In this respect, marriage comes to symbolize

"0 ¢f. Kippel (1992) 97-8, 150-3, Rutherford (2001) 285 and Acosta-Hughes (2010) 178 with n.
27. In Paean 4 marital imagery indicates the close (cultic) connections and relationship which
existed between the islands of Ceos and Delos.

""" This is absent from Bacchylides and so it remains unclear whether it was a generic convention or
a Pindaric innovation; cf. also Lasserre (1974). Ibycus could have been the first to mix epinician and
love poetry.

12 Note especially the use of pelyvoue; see Carne-Ross (1985) 26-30 and Gentili (1995) 235-6.
Homer had used the same verb, and others like 8duvnut, to describe duels at close quarters as love-
struggles and to project the dead warrior into the role of the tamed or raped woman; cf. esp.
Vermeule (1979) 101. The duality of roles that Homeric heroes demonstrate as warriors and athletes
(cf. e.g. Iliad 23) could have suggested to Pindar, or some other poet before him, the transferal of the
motif from the description of duels to that of athletic victories.

'3 Bowra (1964) 169-70, Holscher (1975) 96, Carey (1981) ad Pyth. 9.87 and Crotty (1982) 29. In
Pyth. 4.184-5 the mdfos that Hera instills in the Argonauts suggests the desire for accomplishment;
cf. Norwood (1945) 42, Crotty (1982) 119 and Hubbard (1983) 16-7.
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metaphorically the athletic competition, the bride the victory and sexual union the
prowess bred into the clan of the laudandus.'"*

So when Pindar represents the personified Cyrene as Apollo’s bride in Pyth.
9.56 (8é€eTar edxAéa viudav Swpaow év xpvoéois) her role in epinician discourse is
twofold: as a huntress she is a foil for the athlete, but as Apollo’s bride and athlon, a
foil for Telesicrates’ victory. The latter analogy is emphatically suggested in 1. 75
(86€av ipeptav dyovt’ &dmd dedddv), where the glory that Telesicrates brings home
to Cyrene is presented as his bride (cf. Koéhnken (1985) 96-7; Kurke (1991): 127-
8).'"" The reception of the victorious Telesicrates in lines 70—4 is described in
terms reminiscent of the reception of the divine couple first by Aphrodite (9-13) and

then by Libya (55-57) (cf. Crotty (1982) 95; Carne-Ross (1985) 93-4; Kurke (1991)

128-32):
kaivov év ITv&vivev Omédexto & dpyvpémel viv & edpvdelpwy méTILd
dyaBéa Kapverdda Adpodira oot AuBia (55)
vids edbadelovvéperfe AddAiov etvov déferaL edxAéavipdav
ToxQ" feobpdrwy (10) ddpaow év
” 4 b} 4 b 4 b} / \ 4
&vfa vikdoats dvédave dxéwv édamTopéva xepl xpvoéois
Kuvpdvay, kovga- mpdPpwv- va ol xBovds
[ k4 4  \ ~ %
Gvweddpwy kai odw éml yAvkepals aloav (56a)
déferar (73) edvals épaTav adtika ovvTeAélew
/ ’ 4 b ~ v /’
kaAAvydvaiki maTpa BdAev aldd, évvopov SwprjoeTal
86éavipeprav Evvdv appidloioa Bed Te
b} 14 ) \ ~ /’
ayayovt amo deAddv yduov

Pythian 9 1s Pindar’s third Cyrenean ode. It contains a great deal of Cyrenean

folklore and this renders it an important intertext for the marital imagery in VB.

14 For instance, in Nem. 4.60-5 Peleus wrestles with a form-shifting Thetis, in order to make her his
wife (Carne-Ross (1985) 118), while in Pyth. 9.106-18 Antaeus, following Danaus’ example,
organizes a foot race to marry off his daughter (cf. Oenomaus in Olympian 1). In Nem. 1.70-5
Heracles’ marriage to Hebe becomes a metaphor for the immortality that epinician poetry confers on
the victor. In O 7.14 (rav movriav / duvéwv, maid’ Adpoditas / AeAiod Te viudav, ‘Pédov) the same
motif is used to suggest Helios’ benevolence towards Diagora’s country and so towards his family
and people. On the engagement scene in the beginning of the same ode, see Kurke (1991) 118-25.

135 Cf. also Pyth. 5.26-31 (¢relv 8¢ Kdppwrov Eox’ éralpwv: / 8s ob Taw Emuabéos &ywv | Swéov
Bvyarépa I1pdpacw Barmi8av ddikeTo Sdpovs Oepiorpedvtwr) with Kurke’s (1991) 1256 discussion.
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Berenice’s designation as a viuga aligns her with the virago Cyrene, Apollo’s
bride. At the same time, it would parallel Telesicrates’ description as a much-
coveted moots in 1. 97-100 (ds ékaotar gidTatov mapbevikai moow ... ebyovt ...
éupev). It is hard to tell whether Callimachus went on to present Berenice as
Ptolemy’s prize as well. Still in 1. 2 {epév alpa connects Berenice IT with Ptolemy I1
and Arsinoe II. It also spells out the idea of inherent prowess, which marriage
imagery as a rule suggests in Pindar’s epinicians.

Callimachus returns to epinician conventions with the use of yapiotov.
Pfeiffer rightly connected this with the notion of xdpts, so prominent in Pindaric
poetry, and pointed out that Callimachus is the first to use the word in this way (cf.
also Corbato (1980) 241 and Massimilla (2010) 226 ad loc.)."'® With xapictov the
poet appropriates the notion of xdpts, so central in Pindar’s economy of kAcos, to

designate his friendly relationship with the royal pair.'"”

Mythological Episodes in the Proem
In a fashion familiar to us from fr. 384.4—7 Pf. lines 4—7 describe the journey of the

‘golden news of Berenice’s victory’ (xpioeov ... émos) from Argos to Alexandria:

dppot yap | davaod y | fs amo Bovyevéos (4)
els E Aévyls vnotdla kai els ITaAAnvéa pdlvrev, (5)
moupéva ldpwrdwvl, xpdoeov ABev Emos

16 Before Callimachus the word appears in poetry only in the fragments of Aristophanes (datradqs
fr. 211.2 K.-A.) and Eubulus (AyxvAiwv fr. 1.3 K.-A.). However, the word there has a substantival
force and denotes a sort of mAakods or a kind of bread; see Hunter (1983) ad Eubulus fr. 2(b). The
exact connection between this use and Callimachus’ is not clear; for more details see Chantraine
(1999) s.v. p. 1247 and Frisk (1970) s.v. xaipw p. 1063.

"7 For charis in Pindar’s poetry see Gundert (1935) 30-2 and Kurke (1991) 154-5 and passim. For
the ¢uAérns between the poet and the victor see Gundert (1935) 32-9 and Crotty (1982) 76-9; cf. also
e.g. Pyth. 1.60 (&y’ émerr’ Alrvas BaotAel ¢pidiov éedpwpev Huvov) with Rumpel (1883) s.v. who
quotes the rendition of the Scholiast as mpoodtAéoratos and Pyth. 10.65-6 (768 &levéev Gpua
ITiepiwv TeTpdopov, / pLAéwv Pidéov’, dywv dyovrampodpévws) with Kurke (1991) 140-3.
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It is remarkable, and indicative of Callimachus’ highly wrought style, that
mythological personages, like Danaus and Helen, represent the stations involved in
the travel of the adyyeAln. The aim in this section is to establish how much of this
mythological material is indebted to Pindar, not only in terms of subject matter, but
also of its function within epinican discourse. This means that the discussion will
focus only on Pindar, ignoring other possible subtexts, such as e.g. Herodotus Book
2, Aeschylus’ Supplices and Euripides’ Helen.

Callimachus connects the locale of the Games with (i) the arrival of Danaus
to Argos from Egypt along with his fifty daughters and (ii) the flight of his ancestor,
lIo, in the form of a cow to Egypt, where she gave birth to Epaphos the Greek
progenitor of the royal line of Egypt.''"® The designation of Argos as the land of
Danaus is modelled on Pind. Nem. 10.1 (davaod méAw dydaofpévwy Te mevtnkovTa
kopav); that ode celebrates an Argive laudandus (cf. Pfeiffer ad fr. 383.1). This
connection is strengthened by the testimony of the Pindaric scholia ad loc., which
quote some lines from the VB (fr. 146 Massimilla) in order to substantiate the cultic
connection of Hera with Argos. The banality of the scholium notwithstanding, this
nicely exhibits the way in which an educated reader would create an intertextual
network into which he could insert the VB to appreciate it. Besides the linguistic
similarity, which suggested the intertextual connection in the first place, the proem

of Nemean 10 is interesting for our reading of the VB, as it offers an elaborated

¥ Note also the mention of the Apis bull later on in fr. 143.15-8 Massimilla. The exact context is
ambiguous, but it would seem that a chorus of Egyptian women is mourning for the Apis bull. In the
interpretatio Graeca of Egyptian religion, the Apis bull was identified with Epaphos; see Stephens
(2000) 249. A similar connection between Argos and Egypt appears already in Aeschylus Supp. 117
[= 128], where the Danaids address the land of Argos as Amiav Bodvw. As Sommerstein (2008) ad
loc. remarks, the appellation suggests a double link between Argos and Egypt. First, through the
identification of Epaphos with the Apis bull, suggested here by the similarity between Amia and
Ams, and second through Io, whose bovine form is insinuated through the substantive Bo? - vw; cf.
also FIW (1980) ad loc.



62

version of the colonial connection between Argos and Egypt that Callimachus
employs.

The proem of Nemean 10 assumes the form of a compendium of Argive
myths (cf. also Isthm. 7.1-15 and Hymn 1 for a précis of Theban mythology). The
poet begins his narrative with Danaus and the Danaids and moves on to Perseus,
Danaus’ descendant through Hypermestra (1-4). With a leap several generations
backwards, Pindar dedicates the next line (5) to Epaphos and his rule over Egypt
before going on to Hypermestra (6) and finishing with Diomedes and Alcmene. Io
is conspicuously absent from all this. Instead, the emphasis falls on the personified
Argos, which functions as the grammatical subject of karaolkioev dorq (1. 5).
Pindar’s silence over lo suggests the relatively unimportant role of women in the
male-oriented colonial discourse. What matters is the glory of Argos, which has
reached Egypt, and not 1o’s role in the story.

Moving on to Callimachus’ text, o makes a perfunctory and allusive
appearance through the adjective Povyevéos ‘descendant of the cow’.'"”  The
adjective modifies Danaus and so Io is once again relegated to a secondary position,
grammatically dependent on a male figure. Still, there is a difference in perspective
between Callimachus and Pindar as far as the myth of Danaus is concerned. Pindar
approaches the myth from the point of view of the metropolis (Argos) in order to
stress its power, suggested through the parade of heroes and heroines (cf. similarly
Nem. 4.44-72 for Aegina). Callimachus, on the other hand, relates the myth from
the point of view of the colony. This difference in point of view is nicely expressed

through the analogy existing between the mythological peregrinations of Io and

"9 For the correct interpretation of the adjective, see Massimilla (2010) ad loc. For lo as Danaus’
ancestor, see Aeschylus’ Supplices esp. 313-21 and passim.
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Danaus and the journey of the news of Berenice’s victory from Argos to
Alexandria.'*’

In mythological times, o travels from Argos to Egypt (more specifically to
the Nile). Some generations later Danaus travels from Egypt back to Argos and so
completes the circle. In Hellenistic times, now, the circle moves in the opposite
direction: Berenice or her chariot team travel from Egypt to Argos (like Danaus)
and then the news of her victory (. 6 xpdoeov émos) return back to Alexandria (like
Io) (cf. Stephens (2002) 240)."?! The circumstances in the time of Callimachus re-
enact the ‘plot’ of the mythological archetype; the mythological past is the foil for
the present event.

Callimachus suggests links between Egypt and Argos, the hearth of the royal
house of the Argeads (cf. Stephens (2002) 247). At the same, by stretching the
history of the Ptolemaic dynasty back into the time of Io he adds lustre to the new
kingdom and strengthens its rivalry with ancient Greek cities. From a structural
point of view, this interest in origines gentium connects the elegy with the
thematically homologous supra-structure of the Aetia, the presentation of

aetiological myths and origins.

120 Stephens (2002) 239 considers such ‘transcontinental movements’ a characteristic of the Aefia’s
“fictive frame’ that suggests to the reader the intercultural frame within which he should approach
the poem. These comprise the metaphorical transportation of Callimachus to Helicon (fr. 4
Massimilla), Pollis’ relocation to Egypt (fr. 89 Massimilla) and the catasterism of Berenice’s lock (fr.
213 Massimilla). Note, however, that the mythological interconnection between the place of the
games and the athlete’s home is also found in Pythian 9, although in a much simpler form:
Telesicrates” movement from Greece (Pytho) to Cyrene, is couched in marital terms, and so parallels
Cyrene’s hierogamia and movement from Greece (Mount Pelion) to Africa. Similar movements
between Greece and the East appear again in Herodotus 1.1-5: the list of women abducted begins
with Io and ends with Helen.

21 The colonial discourse of the VB is further strengthened in the following line where Callimachus
presents the “non-canonical” version of Helen’s myth; cf. Stephens (2002) 242-3 and 246-7. In
Egypt Helen stayed under the protection of the local king Proteus, while Menelaus and the Greeks
were fighting under the walls of Troy. This, however, concerns the intertextual connection of the VB
with authors other than Pindar (Stesichorus PMGF 193; Herodotus 2.112-20; Euripides Helen 1-7
with Allan (2008) ad loc.) and so is outside the limits of this discussion. In Pyth. 5.83-5 Helen
makes a short appearance along with the Antenorids in the foundation history of Cyrene; see
Krummen (1990) 127.
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Argive mythology appeared later on in the proem, as can be reconstructed
on the basis of recently published material (fr. 144 Massimilla with his
commentary). In what appears to have been a direct speech (11 ds évemev; cf. also
Dian. 158) describing part of the victorious race (cf. 1. 2; 6 Spwu[dlow; 7
inma[ot]np; 12 Aayévwy), there is a mention of the male descendants of the river
Inachus (’Ivay[i{8a]is). Inachus was the ancestor of the Argive dynasty through his
daughter Io ([Aesch.] Prom. 589). So this could refer to the male members of the
royal house of Argos or to the Argive people in general (cf. [Simonides] AP. 7.431;
Nicander AP. 7.526 [= fr. 106 Gow and Schofield]), who could have figured as the
spectators of the race. The accumulation of mythological names is impressive. It
could suggest that Callimachus was trying to recreate a list similar to that offered by
Pindar in the proem of Nemean 10. This included the Nile, Danaus, his brother
Aegyptus, his daughter Amymone (cf. detia 11l fr. 165 Massimilla.; Lav.Pall. 47-8;
Apollod. 2.14-15) and his descendant Proetus, king of Argos. The tracing of the
line of the royal house of Argos seems intricate, and close to the proem of Nemean
10.

The speech came to an end in line 10 (ketvos os év ITpoitov &[). If the
prepositional phrase was ‘in Proitus’ house’ or ‘kingdom’, then the reference would
have been to Argos and the expression could have been modelled on Pindar Nem.
10.41-2 (fimmorpddov GoTv 76 ITpoiToro BdAnoevt) among other possible sources
(cf. also Hesiod fr. 37.10 M.-W. ot 8¢ kai e€is Apyos Ilpolltoly mdlpa Stov
tkovto).'”? The person to whom the demonstrative pronoun refers is now lost in the
lacunae. This could have been either Bellerophon (/. 6.155-80; Eur. Sthen. fir.

661-74 Kannicht) or Perseus. In view of the connections with Nemean 10, Perseus

122 For the text at Nem. 10.41-2 see Henry (2005) ad loc. Note that in Hesiod fr. 37 Argos can refer
broadly to Mycenae and Tiryns; Proitus is represented as king of Tiryns in Hesiod fr. 129.16-7.
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would seem a more suitable candidate. He was the forefather of Heracles (and
through him of the Ptolemies), the protagonist of the myth of the VB. One notes
also that the catalogue of Argive heroes in Nemean 10 ends with the detailed entry

on Heracles after the mention of Proteus (10-18).'*

The description of the Race
Fr. 143.7-10 Massimilla constitute the golden report of Berenice’s victory. As far
as one can tell on the basis of the meagre fragments available, this seems to have
been the only substantial (?) description of the victory. One is unable to establish
how many details about the race fr. 144 Massimilla originally contained. As a rule,
Pindar avoided descriptions of the events per se. Instead, he concentrates on the
meaning the victory had as a turning point in the life of the laudandus, his family
and the community.'** Callimachus could be following Pindaric practice. On the
other hand, thrilling descriptions of chariot races appealed to Greek audiences of all
time and so had a venerable tradition in Greek poetry (cf. Hom. /. 23.262-652,
Soph. El. 680-763).

In the light of this, scholars have looked for models in other poets. West
(ap. Parsons (1977) 9) has suggested that this part of the VB follows Bacchylides’
description of Hieron’s Olympic victory (476 BCE) in the xéAnps—race with
Pherenicus (5.37-49). Corbato has raised the possibility that 06/02/21 Merkelbach—

Stauber ([= 59 Ebert]), an inscriptional epigram (c. 280-272 BCE; Ebert (1972) ad

' In fr. 151 Massimilla Heracles alludes to the myth of Melampus, perhaps in connection with his
curing Proetus’ daughters (Hesiod frr. 129-33 M.—W.; Bacchylides 11; Pherecydes fr. 114 Fowler;
Acusilaus fr. 28 Fowler).

124 Cf. e.g. Jebb (1905) 56-7 and Bowra (1964) 165-8. It appears, however, that Simonides indulged
himself in descriptions of the circumstances of victories, if one may judge from frr. 5-6 Poltera; cf.
also Jebb (1905) 38 and Norwood (1945) 29. In contrast with Pindar the description of races
becomes a popular theme in the generically related epinician epigrams and especially Posidippus’
Hippika; see Bettarini (2004) 14-5 and Angeli Bernardini (2000) 40.
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loc.) which celebrated the chariot victory of Attalus, the adoptive son of Philetairos
and father of Attalus I, was one of Callimachus’ subtexts. Notwithstanding the
similarities in treatment, several of which could be considered generic conventions,
the spatial use of mpérepos that both Hellenistic texts have in common (8 8igpos aei
wpotépav mo[o]ov EPaive koviv ~ fr. 143.8 Massimilla &peav mpo[répw]v
obTwes Nuidxwv) is a clear indication of their dependence on Bacchylides 5.43 (otmw
v Omo mpoté[ pw]v / Immwv év dydvi kaTéxpavey kdvis / mpds TéNos dpvipevov).

Beside the indisputable linguistic similarities between the VB and both
Bacchylides 5 and 06/02/21 Merkelbach—Stauber, there is a difference in the way in
which Callimachus represented the chariot-race, a difference which, one could
argue, brings his description closer to that offered by Pindar in Pyth. 5.49-53.
Bacchylides’ description (37-50) is centred solely on the performance of Pherenicus
without any mention of the other contestants, while Callimachus seems to have
given a whole scene where all athletes are present, not only Berenice’s chariot. The
difference is one of technique and the epigram for Attalus seems in this respect
closer than Callimachus to Bacchylides.

The juxtaposition of the victorious chariot with the rest of the contestants
seems to be modelled on Pindar’s representation of Carrhotus’ chariot-race in Pyth.
5.49-53. The ode, addressed to Arcesilaus, king of Cyrene, imparts a considerable
amount of information on the colonial prehistory of Cyrene (55-62, 69-95). This is
also one of the very few passages in Pindar where one can find details pertaining to
the race. Hence it appears to be a relevant and important intertext for the
description of the race of Berenice II, a Cyrenean by descent. The correspondence

is stylistic rather than linguistic: the juxtaposition of the victorious chariots with the
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other chariots enables the two poets to single out the uniqueness of the performance

of the chariot of the laudandi.

The Poet’s Voice in Pindar and Callimachus (fr. 154 Massimilla)

Despite its fragmentary condition the proem of the VB has revealed many of the
conventions and techniques that Callimachus employed in his epinician poetry, and
so allowed us to expand our knowledge of the reception of Pindaric poetry in
Hellenistic times. By contrast, the rest of the elegy is preserved in a hopeless
condition with some fragments not connected in an obvious manner with each other.
They have been arranged on the basis of Probus’ narrative about the encounter of
Heracles with Molorcus (fr. 145 Massimilla). Even so, some fragments can reveal
further important information concerning Callimachus’ epinician strategy. In this
respect fr. 154 Massimilla is important for the information it imparts on the role of
the authorial voice.

The fragment belongs to Molorcus’ second encounter with Heracles.
Heracles has already killed the lion and Molorcus has rid himself of the mice that
were troubling him. This was described in fr. 149 Massimilla, which also gave the
aition for the mousetrap (on which see below). The poet does not seem to have
given any details concerning Heracles’ feat save its outcome. If one may judge
from the second line of fr. 154 Massimilla, the poet probably manipulated his
narrative in such a way as to give the impression that he would describe the feat at a
later point, in the form of a flashback narrative by Heracles. However, Heracles
does not deliver this embedded narrative in all its details, but instead focuses on a

part of it, Athena’s prophecy to him.
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Callimachus refers to his readers explicitly, something unprecedented in the
rest of his oeuvre. The reader is invited (ad7os émpdooarro) to pick up the
threads of the narrative and supply all the parts that have been omitted for the sake
of brevity (rapot & &mo pfros aodf). Pindar often expressed his anxiety about the
feeling of satiety («dpos) his poetry might cause and the possible influence this
could have on the audience’s reception of his ode (e.g. Pyth. 1.81-4; 9.76-9). He
attributes to the audience an active role in the preservation and spreading of his
poetic message, and especially of the victor’s kleos. Still he never speaks so
explicitly about it, but rather resorts to gnomai and maxims.'>

In the context of an epinician poem such a statement recalls, and remodels, a
traditional motif, a refuds as Pindar himself calls it (Nem. 4.33 74 pakpa &
ééevémew épirer pe TeBuds), of epinician poetry (cf. Hubbard (1983) 28-9 and
Loscalzo (2003) 68). One could compare several Pindaric passages: e.g. Pyth.
4.246-8 (D’Alessio (2007) ad loc.) or Isthm. 1.60-2 (Corbato (1980) 241). By
Hellenistic times, the episode of Heracles’ struggle with the lion had already
featured in numerous epic (and lyric) narratives on Heracles’ exploits and their
artistic representations. Callimachus’ Abbruchsformel signals that he left out a
worn-out subject. The aim is not only to avoid the feeling of excess elaborate
narratives could cause (Pindar), but the repetition of trite subject-matter. This
agreed not only with his own metapoetic taste (cf. Aetia fr. 1.24-6 Massimilla) but
also followed Pindar’s ‘anxiety’ to innovate. Nemean 8.20-2 (moAAd yap AéAexTal,
veapa & éfevpévra Sépuev Pacdvw / és Eeyxov, dmas kivduvos kTd.) attests to the
importance that Pindar attributed to varying his traditional discourse in praise of the

victor. If that was the meaning of these lines, then one should follow Pfeiffer (ad fr.

125 For the role of the audience in Pindar see Hubbard (1985) 159 and Loscalzo (2003) 49 n. 84, 66.
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57) in associating these lines with the metapoetic Aetia prologue, all the more so in

view of the prologue’s indisputable Pindaric associations: 2

Aetia fr. 1.24-6
Massimilla
mpos 8é oe] kal 68’

dvwya, 74 un
TaTéovoLy
apafar/
Ta otelfe|w,

€ 4 ” \
ETEpWY LyVia un

Paean 7b.9-14
€, /’ €\
Opnpov [éxas
arpilmrov kat
) ,
apaiTov /
b ¥4 ] \ k)
lovTes, al el ovk
aA]Aotplats &v’
{mmois /
b \ k) \ \
émel av[Tol TO

6

Pythian 4.247-8
pakpd pot vetoBal
kar dpaiTov:
dpa

yap ovvdnTel kal
Twa/
olpov loaut
Bpaxiv: mol-

Nemean 6.53-4
kal TadTa pev
/4
malatéTepot /
eQ\ b} \
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\ \ y _\
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/
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The similarity in thought as well as the road imagery that all four passages have in
common is close enough to warrant the conclusion that Pindar’s texts had
influenced the articulation of Callimachus’ metapoetic manifesto.'*’

Apart from its metapoetic significance Callimachus’ decision to avoid a
detailed description of Heracles’ fight with the lion allows one to reach an important

conclusion about the character of his elegy. Instead of focusing on Heracles’

exploit, Callimachus employed it as a narrative background against which he

126 Cf. Richardson (1985) 391-2, Hopkinson (1988) 88-9, Braswell (1988) ad Pyth. 4.248, Asper
(1997) 66-7 and Harder (2002) 206-11. The text of Paecan 7b.9-14 is given with D’Alessio’s (1995)
supplements; see also Rutherford (2001) 247-52. Callimachus probably depended on Paean 7b for
the aition of Asterie’s transformation into Delos in his Hymn to Delos 36-8 (~ Paean 7b.43-52); cf.
Mineur (1984) ad 37, Bona (1988) 157, (1995) 94-5, D’Alessio (2007) 135 n. 12. This confirms that
he knew these lines; Bona (1995) 90. Pindar was stressing his originality in the treatment of the
myth of Delos and did so by explicitly stating his divergence from previous treatments and especially
the Homeric Hymn to Apollo; see Rutherford (2001) 252 and Loscalzo (2003) 67.

27 The association was evident to Eustathius (Proem. ad Pind. 23), who paraphrased fr. 1
Massimilla; quoted by Richardson (1985) 392. Pasquali, mentioned by Bonna (1995) associated
Callimachus’ epigram for Theaetetos (57.1 HE "HMfe Ocairnros kabapfv 686v) with Ol 6.23
(8dpa keAedbw 7 év kabapd / Bdoopev dkxov) and Isthm. 5.23
(BeobéTwv Epywv kéXevbov av kabBapdv); still the meaning of the locution in HE 57 is unclear and
the connection dubious see Gow-Page (1965) ad loc.
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presented some minor aitia which had attracted his interest: the invention of the
mousetrap by Molorcus (fr. 149 Massimilla) and the aition for the celery wreath of
the Nemean (and Isthmian) games (fr. 156 Massimilla).'””® This narratorial
incongruity or unbalance, so to speak, throws into clear relief the Hellenistic nature
of Callimachus’ epinician.'” Callimachus praised Berenice’s victory, but did so
with an epinician, which bears characteristic traits of Hellenistic erudite poetry (e.g.
marginalization of the main episode, asymmetric emphasis on marginal

mythological episodes etc.).

The myth of the Victoria Berenices

Fragments 148-153(?) Massimilla seem to have narrated the first meeting of
Molorcus with Heracles, their parting and Heracles’ struggle against the lion,
although this would not have been in detail, at least as far as we know. Fr. 148
Massimilla belongs to their first encounter, when Heracles inquired into the reasons
for the devastation of the area. Lines 1-13 contain traces of what appears to have
been a description of Heracles’ weapons: line 11 mentions ‘bows’ (76fa), lines 2—8
(?) a piece of weaponry which Heracles received from his father Amphitryon. The
presence of the Taphians in line 5 would suggest that this was probably war booty

from Amphitryon’s expedition against the Taphians (Hes. Sc. 19; Apollod. 2.4.5-7).

128 Cf. Livrea (1980) 232 ad 1 and Morrison (2007) 7-9 and 190.

12 The balance between the heroic and bucolic spheres is disturbed in favour of the latter. This
threatens to undercut the epinician character of the whole elegy. Something similar has been
observed in Callimachus’ Hecale: see Corbato (1980) 240 and D’Alessio (2007) 461 n. 28. Apart
from the motif of hospitality, which both poems have in common (Hollis (1991) 344-5), they also
share similar narratological structures; cf. Corbato (1980) 243-6. Note also Hecale fr. 101 Hollis
(KAewvaiowo xydpwvos). As Hollis has pointed out (ad loc. and ad fr. 13), Callimachus artfully
suggested the analogy between the feats of Theseus and Heracles (cf. also D’Alessio (2007) 284-5 n.
17). The killing of the lion of Nemea was Heracles’ first feat (cf. Peisander fr. 1 Bernabé; Panyassis
frr. 4-5 Bernabé with Matthews [1974] 22, 44; Eur. HF 359-60 a probable allusion to Pindar Isthm.
6.48; cf. Bond (1981) ad 359-363). Similarly the capture of the Marathonian bull was, if not the
first, still an early exploit of the young Theseus (cf. e.g. Bacch. 18.16-30; Plu. Thes. 8-14).
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So the first part could have also contained a flashback narrative about Amphitryon’s
expedition, probably motivated by the description of Heracles’ weapons (line 1
nvik[, possibly nvika; cf. Theoc. 24.4-5 and [25].62-84). Lines 26-34(?) present
the ramifications that the presence of the Nemean Lion has had on the local bucolic

economy.

The myth of the Victoria Berenices and Pindar’s Olympian 3
The elegy ended with the discussion of Molorcus and Heracles after the killing of
the beast (frr. 154-158 Massimilla). This discussion would have provided
Callimachus with the opportunity to connect the feat with the prize instituted for
winners at the Nemean Games (cf. frr. 155-6 Massimilla). Callimachus, we have
already seen, did not spend much time on the description of the feat per se. Instead,
he counted on his readers’ familiarity with the myth to fill in the gaps in his
account. Callimachus, then, implicitly asserts the intertextual connection of his
account with previous texts and so invites his readers to contextualize the VB in the
group of poems on Heracles."** The following discussion will concentrate primarily
on part of this intertextual ‘corpus’, the Pindaric texts which talked about Heracles’
exploit and to which Callimachus alluded in his elegy.

In frr. 154.3-5 and 156 Massimilla Heracles recounts to Molorcus the
prophecy Athena gave to him after his athlos. This harks back to Athena’s (?)
similar prophecy in Bacchylides Ode 13, which also deals with the killing of the

Nemean lion as an aition for the pankration (7 moté daps / [138€] mepl oTeddvorot /

130 These would include the various epics on Heracles (Huxley (1969) 99-112), and especially those
of Panyassis and Peisander (Huxley (1969) 177-88). The epics of Peisander and Panyassis were
available in Hellenistic times, since Euphorion could use them. Fr. 84.3 Powell could look back to
Peisander’s account. Further, if fr. 53 Powell included the stealing of the Delphian tripod by
Heracles, as Plutarch De sera num. vind. 12 suggests, Euphorion would be alluding to Panyassis fr. 2
Bernabé; see Huxley (1969) 180 and Matthews (1974) ad fr. 15.
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[mayx]patiov mévov EA[Ad-]/ [veooi]v iSpdevt’ €oecBar; cf. Machler (1982) 251-2;
Cairns (2010) 96)."*' Athena’s prophecy in fr. 156 Massimilla also ended with the
establishment of an aition (fr. 156.15 Massimilla o]gv kat’ émw[vvuinv), which,
however, remains unclear.'*

Until recently there has been confusion about the aition which the VB
presented. Already in the editio princeps Parsons following the testimony of Probus
(fr. 145 Massimilla ‘inde Nemea instituta sunt’) suggested that in her prophecy
Athena connected Heracles® exploit with the foundation of the Nemean Games.'*?
There is, however, evidence, which suggests that the prophecy was instead
concerned primarily with the celery wreath given to the victors (cf. Fuhrer (1992)

112-8). First, fr. 156 Massimilla twice mentions the wreath offered to the victorious

athletes (1. 2 _otédog, 9 7 mplv dywv |1oTds EoTede To| bs Eddpp) as a reminder of

their victory (1. 8 v]{kns 6| wBoAov)."** Second, this can be deduced from the way

1 Cf. also 13.46-8. The detail on the impenetrability of the lion’s skin is found again in Pindar
Isthm. 6.46—47. Both poems are addressed to the same person, Pytheas son of Lampon, but celebrate
different victories; Cole (1992) 64 n. 26 believes that Pindar was following Bacchylides here.

132 The adjective MoAdp[xetos suggests that this involved Molorcus as well, but it would seem that
Heracles’ speech ended with the prophecy of Athena in line 15. In that case, this line would belong
to the external narrator, Callimachus, as is clearly indicated by the third person singular used in lines
fr. 156.18-21 Massimilla.

"33 The only explicit allusion to the foundation of the Nemean Games in our fragments is provided by
fr. 143.7 Massimilla (Ed¢nrnidd[ao map’] fpilov ob[vex’] ‘'OdéArov); cf. fr. 384.26 Pf. This connects
the games with the expedition of the Seven against Thebes and the death of the baby Opheltes; cf.
Doffey (1992) 185. This version was narrated in detail by Euripides in his Hypsipyle and seems to
have been presented in epinician poetry by Simonides (fr. 19 Poltera). Pindar does not provide any
allusions to this version, unless one follows X ad Nem. 8.85 and Doffey (1992) 191, who
unpersuasively consider Nem. 8.50-2 as such. Pindar refers only perfunctorily to the other version,
according to which the Games were founded by Heracles after he had killed the lion of Nemea (O!.
13.44 xdprois Aéovtos; Nem. 6.42 Bordva ... & Aéovros; Isthm. 3.11-3 koldat Aéovros / év BabuoTépvov
vdma); cf. X' ad Ol. 13.62a, X' ad Nem. 6.71a-d and Thummer (1969) ad Isthm. 3.11-3. Bacchylides
9.5-14 juxtaposes both versions. In Ode 13 he considered the myth of the lion as the aition for the
pankration only, but in Ode 9 for the games. For the combination of both versions in Probus and in
other sources see Doffey (1992) 187, 192-3 and Cairns (2010) 96-8. 1t is likely that the VB was also
meant as a reconciliation of both versions on the model of Bacchylides 9 (note the proximity of fr.
146 Massimilla to Bacch. 9.7-9), but this is not entirely clear from the fragments. For the
combination of divergent foundation stories for the Olympic Games cf. also Olympian 10 with
Barrett (2007) 68-70, and PHorak 4 fr. 1 (following chapter). Archaeological evidence supports the
connection with the myth of Opheltes; see Miller (1989) 25-30.

34 Here belongs also fr. 155 Massimilla concerning the prizes set for the Nemean Games.
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in which Euphorion read the VB. Fr. 84 Powell gives the aition for the pine wreaths
that victors received originally in the Isthmian Games (1-2 6k«d0e 87 oredavwp’
&0Xois dopéovro)."> Euphorion adds that, after Heracles killed the lion of Nemea,
Isthmian victors were crowned with celery wreaths (1. 3-5 ... é§é61e mukva céAwa
katd kpotadwv éBdAovro). This seems to follow Athena’s similar comment in fr.
156.5-9 Massimilla (cf. Meineke (1864) 87). Euphorion, it seems, understood that
the VB provided the aition for the wreath and not for the games in general.'*
Callimachus’ epinician elegy was concerned in the first place with the aition
of the Nemean wreath rather than with the foundations of the Nemean Games in
general. Among the preserved epinician odes of Pindar and Bacchylides, it is only
Pindar’s Olympian 3, composed for the chariot victory of Theron of Acragas, which
narrates a similar myth, the aition for the winners’ wreath at the Olympic Games
(Ol. 3.13 yAavkéxpoa kéopov élaias). Seen in this light, Olympian 3 offers a closer
model for Callimachus’ choice and could account for the lighter interest he showed
in the feat of the Nemean Lion, which is mentioned, so to speak, only as the

narrative context for the aition (Bornmann (1978) 187-8 and in Lehnus (1980c)

135 See Meineke (1864) 81-2 and van Groningen (1977) 156-7. Euphorion wrote a prose treatise on
the Isthmian Games (frr. 180—181 van Groningen), which, probably, dealt only with the musical
contest, as Athenaeus’ testimony would lead one to assume (4.182E-F; 14.635A-B); see also van
Groningen (1977) 231. Plutarch Symp. 676 F, who preserves, and paraphrases, fr. 84 Powell, does
not name the work from which it was extracted. There is no reason, then, to suppose the existence of
a poem which was devoted entirely to the foundation of the Isthmian Games. This could have been
just a perfunctory mention; cf. van Groningen (1977) 156.

136 For Euphorion’s dependence on Callimachus in these lines note also the following. Line 4
(Mrjvns maida xdpwva map’ Aowmod yeverelpn) could allude to fr. 147 Massimilla, although the
phrasing is equivocal (éxet yap éx Ti}s oednvns ddelbn); cf. also Epimenides 3 B 2 DK. Note also the
use of ydpwv for the lion. A Macedonian glotta (£ ad Lycophron Alex. 455 and Eustathius Od. vol.
1 p. 441, 10 Stallbaum), it is found again for the lion of Nemea in Lycophron (4lex. 455 yéavtos, dv
xdpwvos dunoTod Sopd) and Callimachus (Hecale fr. 101 Hollis KAewvaiowo xdpwvos). In contrast
with Lycophron, who placed the emphasis on the impenetrability of the lion’s skin, Callimachus and
Euphorion were more interested in the lion’s place of birth. See also Meineke (1864) 85, Hollis
(1990) ad fr. 101 and Magnelli (2002) 52-3. Klewvaios appears only in fr. 101 Hollis. Still fr.
149.37 Massimilla could preserve traces of what could be KAewval. Cleonae, Molorcus’ home town,
controlled the Nemean games until they were taken to Argos around the end of the 5™ century BCE;
cf. Miller (1982) 106-7, id. (1989) 20.
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246-7; see also Corbato (1980)). A short analysis of Pindar’s Olympian 3 will also
show that Callimachus modelled his narrative on that of Pindar.

Olympian 3 celebrates Theron’s victory in the chariot race (Ol 3.2-4
Onpwvos 'OAvumiovikav / buvov dpBdoats, akapavromédwy / immwy dwTtov), also
praised in Olympian 2 (cf. Krummen (1991) 217-8). Pindar’s epinician ode appears

as a BeéSpatov ypéos (7) (cf. Call. fr. 143.1 Massimilla), which has been assigned to

him by Pisa and the wreaths that adorn the head of the victor (yairatot

137

pév Levxbévtes ém otédavor) (1. 6-9). The myth concerns the origins of the

sacred grove of Zeus at Olympia, and of the olive wreaths which were given to the
victors as a victory prize (Ol. 3.17- 8 Aids aiter mavdorw / Aoel okiapov T€ diTevua
/Evvov avBparmois oTédavév T dpetdv). Still, Pindar managed to offer his audience a
highly polished narrative, which brings together various episodes in the mythology
of the games."*®

The narrative in an intricate way manages to combine the episode of the
planting of the olive trees with the foundation of the Games themselves. Pindar has
placed perfunctory references to the foundation of the games at nodal points in the
beginning (11 xpaivwv épeTpas Hpardéos mporépas), the middle (19-22 58y yap

57 There is a disagreement in the scholia ad loc. as to whether this refers to the mane of the horses or
the hair of the chorus-members; Lehnus (1981) 64 refers it to the victory wreath of Theron, Farnell
(1932) ad 6 to the poet. Hubbard (1985) 149 argues that the wreath in 1. 6 belongs to the poet, and
the one in 1. 13 to the laudandus. This would underline the analogy between the wreath of poetry
and the wreath of victory; similarly in Isthm. 7: 1. 39 (poet) ~ 1. 50-1 (victor). For the image, cf. Ol.
1.100; Pyth. 8.57; Nem. 7.76-9; Critias 88 B 4 DK; Euripides HF 355. Ol. 1.8 is not clear, although
ancient scholiasts considered it a case of the wreath of poetry metaphor; see Gerber (1982) ad loc.
For wreaths in Callimachus see fr. 804 Pf. For the metapoetic connotations of orégavos in
Hellenistic poetry, see Meleager Ep. 1 Gow-Page with their notes ad loc.

'3 pindar alludes to the part the Aetolians played in the expedition of the Heraclides through Oxylus
(Ol. 3.12 with X' ad OI. 3.21b-22d) and to the rival account of the foundation of the Games by
Pelops (Ol. 3.23 év Bdooats Kpoviov ITédomos with Farnell [1932] ad loc.). The latter does not
assume the size it does in Olympian 10 or in Bacchylides 9.6-14. Finally, the poet refers to the role
of the Dioscuri as protectors of the Games (36—8), which is not borne out by our evidence; cf. Farnell
(1932) ad 36. Pindar omits Heracles’ battle with Augeas the spoils from which were consecrated at
Olympia when Heracles founded the Games (cf. O/. 2.4-5; OIl. 10.47-91). Hubbard (1985) 18 has
pointed out that Pindar’s role as innovator is analogous to that of Heracles: Heracles founded the
Olympic Games and Pindar found a new way of celebrating victory in song (4 Moioa 8 obrw mot
mapéoTa pot veoolyadov ebpdvTi Tpdmov ...).
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adT®, matpl pév Pwudv ayiobévtwy [...] kal peyddwv 4é0Awv ayvav kpiow / kal
mevTaeTnpld® aud / Ofre {abéois éml kpnuvols AAdeod) and the end of the narrative
proper (33—4 7év vwv yAvkds {pepos Eoyev / SwdexdyvaumTov mepl Téppa Spdpov /
{mmwv dvredoar), before the narrator returns to the hic et nunc of the performance
(Ol. 3.341t)). In this way, the myth of Heracles’ capture of the hind with the golden
antlers functions as the narrative backbone, which supports, or contextualizes, the
minor episode of the aition of the kéTwos. In the same way, the feat of the Nemean
Lion forms the background against which Callimachus presents the aition of the
Nemean celery wreath in the VB.

The uniqueness of the mythological part of Olympian 3 seems unparalleled
before Callimachus’ elegy for Berenice, which seems to have been styled after it.
The connection of the origins of the prize wreath with a feat of Heracles, even in the
convoluted form that Pindar gives in Olympian 3, is a basic structural element that
both poems have in common. Further, in O/ 3.15 Heracles is said to have fetched

the olive trees to be uvipa Tédv Oddvumia kdAAwoTov <aéBAwv. In a somewhat

similar way, Athena will designate the Isthmian wreath in her prophecy v|{kns

ob| wBodov ToOuidSos (fr. 156.7 Massimilla).  Furthermore, both aitia are

represented in the form of a flashback narrative, delivered in Olympian 3 by the
authorial voice and in the VB by Heracles. Callimachus’ technique is the more
complicated: he presents the aition for the celery wreath as a prophecy spoken by
Athena and embedded in Heracles’ flashback narrative to Molorcus. Callimachus
then gives out to Heracles part of the narrative role that ‘Pindar’ had in Olympian 3.

Both Pindar and Callimachus attribute to Heracles the ‘invention’ of the

Olympic and Nemean wreaths respectively. The structure of the episode in
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Olympian 3 makes evident the role that Heracles was summoned to play within the
epinician discourse of the poem as paragon for Theron (Lehnus 1981 ad 13-34).
The correspondence between the two poems would make it probable that
Callimachus followed Pindar partially (?) in this respect as well. The creation of the
Olympic wreath is an athlos, similar in toil to that of the main Heraclean feats.
After all, in the narrative of Olympian 3 the episode of the wreath assumes
prominence over the mainstream labour of the hind with the golden horns. In that
respect, this feat of Heracles is a point of comparison for the victory of Theron (cf.
Krummen (1990) 256). In this feat Heracles shows features not found in other
episodes, features appropriate to a ruler: he employs reason instead of violence (15
Sapov YmepBopéwv meloars AméAawvos Oepdmovra Adyw)’ and shows piety
towards his father in establishing the sacred grove of Altis (16 motd dpovéwv). The
end of the poem seems to imply that after his death Theron will be honoured as a
hero following in the steps of Heracles, even if Pindar is unwilling to spell this out
explicitly (cf. Currie (2005) 192). These elements are also present to a certain
degree in Callimachus’ elegy. Heracles causes the wreath to be created by his
actions, although as in the case of Olympian 3 this is more of a parergon. The toil
of his feat, killing the lion, is matched by that of Berenice’s victory — and of course
by that of Molorcus (on which see below). More importantly, though, Heracles was
important in Ptolemaic propaganda as setting a precedent for the deification of a
mortal (cf. Ol. 2.1-5 imitated by Theoc. 17.1-12) thanks to his deeds and

140

benefactions (culture hero). By analogy, Callimachus could insinuate that

Berenice was a benefactor of her people and so worthy of deification. The analogy

139 Cf. Jason’s conciliatory speech to Pelias in Pyth. 4.155 with Segal (1986) 33.

0 In Lysias Olympiacus 1 the foundation of the Olympic Games is considered an act of benefaction
(AN wv 1€ ToAAGY Kal kaddv Epywv évexa, & dvdpes, d€iov ‘HpakAéovs pepviobat, kal 87i T6v8e Tov
dydva mpdTos ovviyetpe 8t ebvoav Tis FAAdSos). Pindar presents Theron as edepyérns in Ol. 2.94;
cf. Currie (2005) 170.
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with Olympian 3 which is overtly concerned with such issues, as well as the role
that Heracles played in other court poems makes this an attractive, but necessarily

speculative suggestion.

Comic Elements in the Victoria Berenices

Fr. 149 Massimilla describes Molorcus’ attempts to get rid of the mice that have
infested his house. The scene focuses on the havoc that the mice have wrought in
Molorcus’ humble abode. The juxtaposition of this episode with Heracles’ feat
would lead one to compare the destruction caused by the mice with the destruction
caused by the lion, described in fr. 148.20-35 Massimilla. The size of the
destruction is disproportionate to the size of the mice and this in turn affects the
presentation of the lion itself, the more so since the mice appear to be equally
destructive. The fragment ends with the aition for the mousetrap, which
Callimachus attributed to Molorcus, a mythological detail not known from any other
source. This does not imply that Callimachus came up with this episode, although
that would not be foreign to his art: a marginal event is treated in an elevated, and
unsuitable, way, almost as if a mock-heroic. The humble Molorcus, whom later
scholars remembered only for giving his name to a city at Nemea (cf. e.g. Stephanus
Byzantius s.v. Modopxia p. 455 Meineke), is here elevated to the realm of important
mythological personages for a rather insignificant event, insignificant at least in
comparison with other aetia known to us from Callimachus’ fragments.
Nevertheless, the attribution of an aetion to Molorcus could strengthen the
comparison with Heracles, who is credited with the invention of the Nemean

wreath.
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The fragment is placed in the time between the two encounters of Heracles
with Molorcus and so occupies the time Heracles needed to find and kill the Lion.
Embedded as it would have been between the two encounters, the episode assumed
the role of the main mythological episode, a function one would have expected
Heracles’ deed to play. This narrative manoeuvre would motivate the flashback
narrative about the deed, which, however, is never given to us, another sign of the
prominence of this episode over Heracles’ deed. The juxtaposition between rustic
and heroic / epinician is articulated in the form of two aitia (mousetrap vs. Nemean
wreath), two micro-elegies, with the one embedded in the other, and both forming
the myth for this highly unusual epinician poem. The juxtaposition has a comic
effect, which puts pressure on the traditional form of epinician poetry.

The poet sets up a series of analogies between the ‘feat’ framed and the
frame (cf. Livrea (1979)): (a) Molorcus sets out to kill the mice, which he
designates as oxduvos, a word regularly employed for lion cubs. We learn from fr.
160 Massimilla that Callimachus used it also for the Nemean lion. (b) The analogy
between mice and lion is further developed by the use of dAkala for the mice’s tails
(fr. 149.24 Massimilla), a noun literally used for a lion’s tail. This in turn helps to
sustain the analogy not only between Molorcus and Heracles, but also between their
respective ‘feats’ and the aetia they establish. The episode reaches its conclusion
with the invention of the mousetrap (fr. 149.32-3). It is noteworthy that even at this
point Callimachus makes use of a word (imos) that has Pindaric resonances (O!. 4.8).
Next, I would like to raise the possibility that Callimachus alludes here to the
representation of Typhos in Olympian 4, showing the specific way in which he

understood not so much the meaning of the word, but rather the spirit of the context.
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This, in turn, will lead a discussion of comic elements in archaic epinician odes and

its ramifications for Callimachus’ elegy.

Mousetraps in Pindar and Callimachus

In the following discussion, I will examine the possibility that Callimachus, by
using the rare word Imos ‘mousetrap’ in fr. 149.33 Massimilla, was trying to evoke
the use of the same word in Pindar OI. 4.8 (&AA& K pévov mal, bs AiTvav éxeis /Tmov
dvepdecaav éxatoykeddda / Tvddvos 8fpiuov ...)'" to describe the capture of
Typhon by Zeus under Etna. The incongruity between the size and danger of
Molorcus’ mice and their intertextual counterpart, Typhos, would add a further
layer of humorous allusion to the narration of the whole episode. Although one
cannot be certain, it is a possibility that deserves to be raised, if only as a
suggestion.

LSJ’° distinguish between two meanings: in a mousetrap imos is used ‘for the
piece of wood that falls and catches the mouse’ (Callimachus), while more
generally it can also mean ‘the fuller’s press’ or just ‘weight’. There is no way of
telling if Pindar meant his audience to picture Typhos under a fuller’s press, in a
mousetrap, both arresting images, or just under the mountain’s weight.'* All that
can be said for certain is that in OL 4.8 the mountain Aitna is presented as an imos

and this would certainly cause lexicological recollections in the audience. All

141 Callimachus alludes to Ol 4.1 (Elatdp dméprare Ppovras &rapavrdmodos / Zed) in Jov. 3
(Znvés ... IInhaydvwy édaTq pa, Sicaomdov odpavidniow;); cf. Ziegler (1913) 353, who notes, that
Pindar was the first to use éAarrp figuratively, and Smiley (1919) 48-50 . The meaning in
Callimachus is contested: ‘driver away of the Giants’ [cf. e.g. McLennan (1977) ad loc.] and “driver /
leader of clayborn men’ [K6hnken (1984)] have been suggested. Kohnken’s (1984) interpretation,
which I find more cogent, would be closer to OI. 4.1, since the noun would have the same meaning
in Callimachus too.

"2 This figure is repeated in [Aesch.] Prom. 365 (imodpuevos pilarow Alrvaiais $mo), which clearly
depends on Pindar; cf. Rose (1957) and Griffith (1983) ad loc. With the exception of Mader (1990)
32 (“wo der Atna ebenfalls als Mausfalle gezeichnet ist”) most commentators are not conclusive
about the meaning of the image in this line.
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modern dictionaries consider its use in OI. 4.8 metaphorical: LSJ’ s.v. ‘of Aitna as

the weight which holds Typhoeus down’ (cf. also Rumpel and Slater s.v.).'*?

However, the ancient scholia would seem to leave all possibilities open: (a) 2 ad 1f

v ] 3 ~ (14 \ » ’ \ [l 3 \ ’, \ ’, ~
AN’ & Zed, dotis v Altvav katéxels v odoav Imov kal mieopa kal Bdpos Tod

Tvédvos; (b) X ad lla AN & Zeb o5 tyv Altvav éxers v mayida Tv

&vegéeooav.lM If the meaning ‘trap’ or ‘dead-fall” was indeed current in Pindar’s
times, the line would suggest that Zeus threw the mountain on his foe and captured
him like a mouse (cf. Bowra (1964) 241 with n. 2 and Mader (1990) 32). If such
connotations are indeed inherent in the image, Pindar could ironically convey the
futility of Typhos’ attempt on Zeus, since in the long run he is nothing but a
‘mouse’ in comparison with Zeus. This possibility has already been raised by
Bowra (1964: 257), who perceptively notes, ‘By such single words, which embody
an unusually powerful image, Pindar keeps his language fresh with surprises and
rich in far-reaching associations.” Callimachus’ use is explicit from the context; it
can only mean ‘mousetrap’. If there is any pointed allusion to the Pindaric use
(after all, we are in an epinician poem) the poet shows himself consistent in his
parodic technique. The duel between Zeus and Typhos had far-reaching
consequences and could overturn the universal order of things. To present a
domestic inconvenience in such terms would

'3 Pollux (Onom. 7.41 Bethe) kal Apxidoxos & édn kéaTar & év Imwi. &t pév odv Imos kal 3
pvdypa, GQAX’ éoikev paAdov TdL TGV kvagéwv épyadeiwt mpoorikew (cf. ibid. 10.135 Bethe kai imos 6
mélov Tas éoffTas év TdL kvadelwe, ds Apxidoyos “kéatar 8 év imw.”) reflects the uncertainty that
readers felt about the proper interpretation of the word in Archilochus’ poem. Whatever significance
this may carry, Pollux, who opts for the meanings ‘fuller’s weight’ in Archilochus (fr. 235 W?), did
not quote Pindar’s text as an argument in favour of his reading, as he did in his discussion of the verb
where he quotes both Aristophanes (Egq. 923) and Cratinus (fr. 98 K.-A.). The word appears now in
the meaning ‘fuller’s weight’ in Philodemus’ third book mepi motpudrwv; see Janko (2010) 52 n.4
and on fr.16 pp. 80-1.

144 2 ad Ol 4.11c quote Aetia 1 fr. 1.35-6 Massimilla (tpuyddxtv dAod viioos én’ EyxeAddw). This,
however, would suggest that Callimachus agreed with Pindar as to the location of Typhon’s burial.

Nonetheless, it is indicative of the intertextual connections scholiast made in their readings of
Callimachus’ poetry.
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add bathos to Molorcus’ attempts to safeguard his own domestic order.'* This
would render Callimachus’ epinician elegy decisively un-Pindaric.'*°

Nevertheless, there is some exiguous evidence that could indicate that comic
elements were commoner in Simonides’ epinicians.'*’ In such a case, Callimachus
could be following Simonides’ tradition in VB as well. In fr. 16 Poltera for the
victory of Krios in boxing the humorous effect is brought about by the pun with the
victor’s name."*® Still, ¥ ad Ar. Nu. 1355b which preserves the text does not make
this explicit (v mpods 160 {Bov kowwvia Tfs Aéews ovvémdele Tas Trowwviast 6
mounTs Aéywv), as is the case with fr. 2 Poltera (see, however, Poltera (2008) ad
loc.). Heraclides Ponticus, our source for this fragment, explicitly indicates the
playfulness of the composition, which would have been duly appreciated in the
merry atmosphere of the banquet (éméokwiev elmdv). Here the humorous effect is
caused by the representation of mules as daughters of horses.'* To a certain degree
the technique is analogous to that of Callimachus: Simonides comically exaggerates
the epinician credentials of mules, while Callimachus exaggerates the heroic, almost
‘monstrous’, elements of the mice. Both poets, that is, compare mice and mules
with animals, such as horses and lions, which were ‘dignified’ in heroic and
epinician discourse.

%5 One of course may doubt whether ancient readers would have felt the incongruity between
Molorcus’ episode and epinician context in the same way as we do. Still, it may be suggestive that
the poet of the Batrachomyomachia used fr. 149 Massimilla in his parody of the Homeric epics.
Several lines bespeak allusions to Callimachus’ oeuvre: (Batr. 3 ~ Aet. 1 fr. 1.21 Mass.; 12 ~ Dian.
265; 48-9 ~ Aet. 111 fr. 149.21; 1167 ~ Aet. 111 fr. 149.16-9; 179 —192 ~ Aet. 111 fr. 149.23-33). Itis
intriguing that a Hellenistic poet was sensible enough as a reader to sense the comic elements in fr.
149 Massimilla and use them in his own parody.

16 For humour in Pindar see Kurz (1974) 5. See especially Isthm. 4.67-73 with his analysis p.7-8.

47 On the issue, see Bagordo (1999) 118-120, who sees this as an element of the first stage of
epinician poetry, which was subsequently lost in the odes of Pindar and Bacchylides.

¥ Bagordo (1992) points out instances of the same device in the poetry of Bacchylides (puns with
the name of the laudandus): Ode 6 (Adxwv Aws / peyioTov Adxe ¢pépratov mébeoot / kidos ém’
AMdeod mpoxoalo[t). It is unlikely, though, that Bacchylides meant, or his audience understood, this
in a comic way.

' One need only compare the praise of victories in the mule race in Pind. OI. 4.1 and [OL] 5.3 to
understand the difference in tone. [Olympian] 5 calls the mule-cart dxapavrémovs, an adjective
Pindar used in O/. 3.3 for Theron’s race horses.
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It would be also interesting if we could know more about the representation
of Heracles in the elegy. The encounter between Heracles and Molorcus, it would
seem, was motivated in the first place by Heracles’ hunger (cf. especially fr. 148.
14—-17 Massimilla). Heracles’ hunger is a well established trait of the hero’s comic
representation, since the Hesiodic Krvkos ydpos (frr. 263-9 M.—W.), which
enjoyed considerable fame in fifth-century Athens and especially comedy.'™® The
image proved to be a success (cf. e.g. Euripides Alcestis); it was a favourite with the
tradition of the Sicilian comedy of Epicharmus (cf. also Theocritus’ Ep. 24 for
Epicharmus with Rossi’s (2001) discussion). In the field of Hellenistic poetry
similarly parodic elements are also found in Theocritus’ Idyll 24 (especially lines
136—40) and even in 17.27-31. Heracles’ hunger is a recurrent motif, especially in
the stories which Callimachus included in the first book of his Aefia, the
‘Sacrificium Lindium’ (frr. 24-5 Massimila]) and more importantly ‘Thiodamas
Dryops’ (fir. 26-7 Massimila])'*', and in his Hymn to Artemis (145-61).">* It would
not, then, be unexpected for Callimachus to present such an image of Heracles, the
more so since the closely structured Hecale also thematicized Theseus’ hunger. In
that case, Heracles’ figure could add further comic elements.

Lehnus ((1975) 294-5 and with revisions (1981)) has suggested that

Callimachus’ Heracles could have been conceived on the basis of a Pindaric poem

150 See Schwartz (1960) 205-8 and D’ Alessio (2007) 400 n. 75.

51 For the analogy between these two stories and the structure of the first book of the Aetia at this
point see especially D’ Alessio (2007) 400 n.75 and 404 n.83. ox&®Aos in fr. 149.13 Massimilla could
allude to fr. 26.1 Massimilla (ok®Aos émel piv Ervife moSos Bévap); cf. Lloyd-Jones—Parsons ad SH
259.13.

"2 Dian. 159-161 (naboar’ &8ndayins- & of mdpa vndds exeivy, / THL mor’ &poTpiéwvTi cvviivTeTo
OcroddpavTe) is an eloquent proof that Callimachus himself made such connections between his
texts; cf. Bornmann (1968) ad 161. The reaction of the assembled gods to Heracles’ greed (148-9
Beoi & éml mdvTes éxelvwe / AAAKTOV YeAdwor), although Homeric in its provenance (I/. 1.599-600),
could be viewed as a textual indication of the comic effect Callimachus intended: cf. Bornmann
(1968) ad 149. The representation of Hera as Heracles’ malignant mother-in-law could also suggest
links with the popular genre of mime; cf. Sophron’s ITevfepd (fr. 13 Hordern) with Hordern’s (2004)
note ad loc. Fowler (1982) 47 considers 1l. 147-51 a parody of Pind. Nem. 3.43-9; see also Smiley
(1919) 60-4.
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which exists today only in fragments (fr. 168b Machler). More specifically he has

proposed a correspondence between the two texts on the basis of the corrupt line fr.

148.23 Massimilla (8¢pa xemw.[]|w oe mdAw mvpl 8[e]imvov), which could

recall, he argues, fr. 168b.2 Machler (Sowd Bodv / Bepua mpos dvlpakiav / oréfav,
mupl Setmvov'™ / odpara). However, both lines are problematic and cannot be
restored to everyone’s satisfaction. As we have already seen, fr. 148 Massimilla
deals with the first encounter between Heracles and Molorcus. Although the
fragment is in a poor condition, its content seems generally certain. In 1. 23
Molorcus probably says to Heracles: ‘I do not have wood (=mvpi 8[el]f[mvov) to
cook you dinner’. Fr. 168b Maehler, on the other hand, is preserved in the tenth
book of Athenaeus (10.411C). The book’s topic is &8pdayia (cf. Call. Dian. 160)"*
and the first five paragraphs comprise a list of people, mythical (Heracles,
Odysseus) and semi-mythical (Theagenes, Milon), who were notorious for their
insatiable hunger. Heracles figures at the top of this list. Athenaeus provides
several literary examples that attest to the image of the hungry Heracles. These
include Astydamas’ satyr-drama Heracles, Epicharmus’ Bousiris, lon’s Omphale
and Pindar’s fragment, without any explicit indication of genre or subject-matter.
Athenaeus’ text gives the impression that it belonged to the episode of Heracles and
Lepreus: kai petd Tadra 6 Aempeds ‘Hparel épilel Siokw kal B8atos dvrAroel kal
doTis avalwaoet BaTTov Tabpov, kal AeimeTal mdvTa. eita BwpnxBeis mporxadelrar

‘HparAéa kal Ovijoket év 777 paxn (Athen. 10.411C—412B). Fr. 168 (b), then, could

'53 This is Lehnus’ emendation for the nonsensical reading (dmvéwv 7€) of Athenacus’ manuscripts.
Snell’s reading (mvpl 8" dnmrwv) disturbs the syntax by introducing abruptly a second verb. In
Lehnus’ (1981: 251-2) text mupi Seimvov is in apposition to Sowa Bodv. For a revised text with full
apparatus, see Lehnus’ (1973) 11-12 and id. (1975) and (1981) with updates. Lehnus’ correction has
been accepted by D’ Alessio (2007) 452 n. 10 and Massimilla (2010) ad loc.

'3 In the Hymn to Artemis &8nayin seems a key word that indicates to the erudite reader the comic
tradition of Heracles’ insatiable hunger; cf. Bornmann (1968) ad 160.
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belong to the description of the third contest, although the fragment does not
mention one bull but two oxen. If Lehnus’ suggestion is right, the analogy of
situation between the two texts i1s characteristic.  Still, it would seem that
Callimachus would once more have twisted the expectations of his readers, as
Molorcus was unable to offer to his guest a feast similar to that of Lepreus in
Pindar’s fragment. Molorcus would seem to be aware of Heracles’ previous
gastronomic feats, as the use of the Pindaric expression would lead the reader to
surmise, and would disappoint both his guest and the readers by not living up to the

expectations excited by the use of the Pindaric expression.

Conclusion

It would be interesting to consider these playful tones as an element that came about
through the context of performance of the elegy, especially if the elegy was recited
at a royal feast. Callimachus’ jeu d’esprit would have been appreciated in such a
context. Be that as it may, this performance would not need to be the banquet for
the victory of Berenice, but could be some other banquet in which the court poet
read the most recent parts (or books?) of his Aetia, parts which were dedicated to
the royal pair. This could mean that the epinician elegy originally circulated on its
own as an autonomous elegy and was associated with this mythological episode

only after its ‘inclusion’ in the Aefia. >

155 For the inclusion of the VB in the Aetia see Carlini (1980) 237, D’Alessio (2007) 446 n.1 and
Hutchinson (2008) 65 n.2. On the other hand, it is also possible that the praise of Berenice’s chariot
victory was never an independent elegy, but was composed as a proem before the first aetion of the
third book just before the presentation at court of Callimachus’ second part, or second edition, of the
Aetia. This choice may have been suggested to Callimachus by the queen’s recent (?) victory.



CHAPTER 3

PHorak 4: Callimachus’ most recent lost poem
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This chapter deals with PHorak 4. The glossary preserved on this papyrus could

contribute to our knowledge of Callimachus’ epinician poetry and of Pindaric

influence on it. In the following discussion it will be shown that the glossary

explicated a lost elegy which probably celebrated a Ptolemaic victory at the

Olympic Games. The aim is to adumbrate the content of the lost elegy, suggest

points of similarity and divergence from Callimachus’ other epinician poems and

point to traces that could indicate Pindaric influence.

Part 1: The Text

Glossarium ad Callimachi elegiam perditam

fr.1

5 mlept TV
18" avrov
lel...... 1
Me]ccnpiac
ete]0nmea Sua Tov|
10 1

ITedo]movviowt
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] ¢ ‘HpakAeldarc|
ITéXo]moc vycov |
]xpncapévorc
15 ] ywtétvye
] atpovc em
im|mov oxovpevoc
|mevTdfAwy
m]évtablol
20 Jaywviac

Jv Tapaéimmol[v

in ras. sscr. 8¢ tov : fort. of 8¢ Tod Menci || 8 suppl. Menci | 9 suppl. Menci 8ud Tov{[t0 potius
quam 8¢ abrov Menci || 11 suppl. Menci | 13 ITélom]ov ante corr., suppl. Menci | 14 Joppcapevoic
post corr. IT || 16 xata] katpovc coni. Menci | 17 suppl. Menci || 19 suppl. Menci || 21 70]3 suppl.
D’Alessio

fr. 2

].ov[
]
].tAn

][] v ¢

5 1 ITtodepa[t]ww map[
|madaié
]. 7 picv 8 Accvple
lovmapo - 77pl
Seev|

10 ] vie| 1.
lactpl  T1.[ 1.

1-11=PSlinv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. I fr. B fragmentum utrum ante an post fr. A sit collocandum

incertum est || 3 x]Joidn Menci || 4 Avrid]yw<t> dubitanter Menci | 5 vel mad[ | 6 é]mdAate vix
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probabile || 7 ITépclnv nuiov 8" Accvp[tov Menci; hunc enim versum eundem esse atque fr. 506 Pf.
fuov pev ITépoart, fuiov & Aoodpiot. ubi potius de accusativo singulari ITéponv scribendo quam
nominativo plurali ITépoar cogitat; vide nunc Et. Gen. A 1304 ed. Lasserre et Livadaras || 8 mdpoyov
vel map’ 8xov untp[os vel puprp[diov Menci | 10 avki[oTpoi]c = ayki[oTpo]c Menci || 11 de dcrp[ov

cogitavit Menci

fr.3

[ leds[Ic aA[x7
[ NvBdawa |
[70] p€Aav Spvoc [
[Tdlwv morapde [+4
5 [IIlica  xwpiov Tg[c "HASoc amo
ITi-1]
cov BaotAéwc oeTic|
[a]pdepldclachde mep [
[o]lmacc[d]uevoc  mepe [
[x Nwpd[v] véow [
10 €micca €xyovo[c

Aaydve ek petadoplac

3/ b /
a'{wctoc avacecvpu[évoc/n
2 4 ¢ \ 9 ~
oxnvy tepov ooTou[v
> ~ \
avakAwy moTapoc [

15 KOCpoC SudkTtwp [
aocvdnlov amaide[vTov

’ /

mpoxavny mpodacic

Evva mohc
1-18 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. II fr. A atramento nigriore scripta lemmata || 1 [aA]eir[n]c
aA[erpov vel ad[oitny Menci || 2 [ko]AuBSawa vel [po]AvBdaiva Menci || 5-6 "HAWos dmo Menci
Ar7d-Aov coni. Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 | 7 mepiu[dooere vel. sim. Menci || 8 mepim[otjoac
Menci || 10 éyyovoc I1 | 11 pepadop[ IT: correxit Menci | 15 f[yepcwv dubitanter Menci | 18 1[7c

Menci: ev [ D’Alessio
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fr. 4

1-8 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. Il primum versum suppletum JCukeA[{ac iungi posse cum
versu ultimo fragmenti antecedentis ut legeretur "Evva méAic ¢ CikeA[iac putavit Menci; laciniae
tamen fragmentorum recte non iungi posse videntur | 1 ]CikeA[iac Menci: ]CiceA[{ar D’ Alessio || 4

]JkaAei[rar dubitanter Menci || 6 wo]raud[c dubitanter Menci

fr.S
A1 10
apera<> [ ] [
H)etov co [ 11
IItépiolv]  xwpiov Tnc M[ndiac
5 k[a]t ITepcioc [ ]nAeoc

kpdtlnpa lroélacparov [
7[. . . Inc ToadTne vAglc
kpoTelTw{t} ela[v]vétw [
[0lapBadenc  mAlnlkTien<c> [
10 xtpad€or  Tpal  ]kaiamo|
kat 8¢ acgla]Aetac exo [

tlklaTakoppnct cuvelxwe oxAlwv

kd]pdolc] xdplrolc dxvpo[v
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1-13 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. 11 frr. D+E+F+G || 2 Menci et D’Alessio || 3 coyy[evei]at
Menci: edun[n- dubitanter Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 || 5 8]7jAeoc Menci || 6 vel kpér[adov x[aAkov
7] Menci || 7 7]5c rotavryc ¥An[c Montanari ap. Bastianini p. 275: r[avr]nc Totavrnc HAnlc Menci,
quod vix intellegitur || 8 del. Menci | 9 corr. D’Alessio: mA[n]kTucs) IT: wA[pfvv]Tiknc dubitanter
Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 | 10 tpa[xeic] vel Tpa[vpa(ra)] Hunter ap. Bastianini p. 275: 7pd[yot]
vel Tpd[yov] Menci || 11 éxoy[rec Menci | 12 [k]arakopnc II ante corr.: [k]ara kopppc D’Alessio;

vix tamen interpretamento congruit oxA[wv vel oxA[npdc Menci

fr. 6 incertae sedis

Jocc[

fr. 6 = PSlinv. 3191 v. (= PHorak 4) fr. H; ad utram columnam hoc frustrum pertineat incertum.

Part 2: Interpretation

The papyrus:

The latest accretion to our knowledge of Callimachus’ literary output comes from
PSI inv. 3191 verso (= PHorak 4)."*° The recto of the papyrus contains a list of
people, which has been dated on palaecographical grounds to the second half of the

first or the beginning of the second century CE. The verso preserves fragments of a

157

glossary, from the same period, on a Hellenistic text. There are seven major

fragments, which are labelled with letters of the alphabet (A to G), and an unplaced

frustulum (fr. H)."® All the fragments belong to the same kollema. The lemmata

156 The editio princeps was by Giovanna Menci in 2004. An interim text was presented by the same
scholar in 1995 at the international papyrological conference in Berlin. This was the basis for
Bastianini’s (2002) discussion. An updated text with notes can be found in D’Alessio (2007) 793-
800.

157 See also Bastianini (2002) 271 and D’ Alessio (2007) 793.

'8 Fragments D,E,F and G belong together [=fr. 5 in our text]. The exact place of C [=fr. 4] remains
unclear. Fr. A [= fir. 1 and 3] is the largest fragment, preserves two columns and so is the most
helpful in the reconstruction of this part of the papyrus. The glossary was in two columns and the
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are not ordered alphabetically, so it is probable that the glossary follows the order in
which the words appeared in the text now lost (cf. Bastianini (2002) 272). The
mention of the Peloponnese in fr. 1.11-13, of Pisa in fr. 3.5-6 and of Elis in fr. 5.3
would suggest, as we are going to see, that both columns preserve notes on the same

text (cf. D’ Alessio (2007) 798-9 n. 18).

The authorship of the lost text:
In its present condition the papyrus cannot furnish us with strong evidence about the
authorship of the lost text. However, there are some indications which suggest that
the original text could have been an elegy of Callimachus.

Menci (2004: 19 and ad fr. B. 7) has suggested the most important argument
in favour of Callimachean authorship of the lost text. She has argued that fr. 2.7
(1. npov 8 Aocovp[L) preserves part of the second half of fr. 506 Pf. (fjuiov pév
ITépoart, fjuiov 8 Acodpior). This line is transmitted along with fr. 505 Pf. (cf.
Pfeiffer’s note ad loc.) under the name of Callimachus s.v. Aoodpioe in the Et. gen.
AB and a series of other etymological lexica (Sym. 1479, EM 1962, Et. Gud. (¢) a
1856). Still, Pfeiffer challenged its authenticity because of the ‘un-Callimachean’
hiatus at the diaeresis of the pentameter.'” However, in their 1992 edition of the
Etymologicum Genuinum Lasserre and Livadaras report that the manuscripts read
futov uév Ilépony, juiov 8 Aoodpior. The hiatus disappears, so there is no reason to

deny the Callimachean origins of fr. 506 Pf. any more. Fr. 506 Pf. comes from an

elegy of Callimachus. If this were a lemma taken from the lost text, as most

intercolumnial space ranged from 2 to 3 cm. Each column had two sub-columns: the first contained
the lemmata and the second the glosses after a blank space of ¢. 1 cm. The glosses appear to have
been quite short, containing two to three words and expanding to no more than two lines (fr. 1.9-10;
fr. 2.7; fr. 3.5-6; fr. 5.4-5, 6-7).

'Y The only other known case is fr. 668 Pf., also considered corrupt by Pfeiffer.
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scholars seem to assume, then the original text would have been an elegy composed
by Callimachus.

Another element which scholars consider indicative of possible
Callimachean authorship is the high number of rare words, some of which are found
again only in Callimachus.'® The most remarkable case is mpoxavy, rendered as
mpddac(s in fr. 3.17: as far as one can tell, it appears only twice in Greek poetry, in

Callimachus (Cer. 73 aibouevol yovées, mpoxdva & ebpioketo maoa, and Aetia 111 fr.

171 Massimilla &y paSe rén mdoniow émt mpoxdvniow édoira). !
YP n poxavn

The genre of the lost text:
The lost text, it would seem, was a poem composed by Callimachus in elegiac

couplets.'®® The lemmata of fr. 3 and 5, which are better preserved suggest poetic

1" Hapax Homeric forms: (i) fr. 1.9 ére]@rimea (Od. 6.162), (ii) fr. 3.7 &]udiu[dolacBe (Od. 20.151),
(iii) fr. 3.8 [8]maco[d]pevos (Od. 10.59). Rare or dialectical words: (i) fr. 3. 10 &mooa (Hecataeus
FGrHist 1 F 363; cf. Call. fr. 735 Pf.), (if) fr. 3.16 doddnAov (Il. 9.647; 24.767). Words used in a rare
meaning: (i) fr. 3.12 d¢woros (cf. fr. 620a Pf)), (i) fr. 3.11 Aaydv (cf. fr. 552 Pf.), (i) fr. 3.15
kéopos. Hapax legomena: fr. 3.13 dxrvn.

'8! Callimachus’ name appears whenever this word is discussed, although it is clear that our sources

depend on each other for their information. The most elaborate discussion is provided by Eustathius,

who offers two different etymologies:

(a) In Il vol. 2 p. 617, 13ff. van der Valk and Od. vol. 2 p. 95, 43ff. Stallbaum he connects it with
the verb yalvw, quoting as his source some unnamed scholiasts on Soph. 4j. 1227. The same
etymology is offered in X' 1/. 9.29a, which is usually taken to refer to Call. Cer. 73 (see Erbse ad
loc.).

(b) In Ii. vol. 4 p. 63, 6ff. he connects it with mpodyopatr quoting Soph. Ant. 80; X' ad loc., which
quotes fr. 72 Pf., could preserve something of Eustathius’ original source.

Eustathius based his discussion on a commentary on Sophocles [cf. van der Valk ad II. vol. 2 p. 617,

13ff]: the word does not appear in Sophocles’ surviving works, but is employed by the scholiast to

clarify the Sophoclean uses of yaivw and mpodyopar; cf. Ellendt (1872) s. vv. Although X' Soph. Ant.

80 quotes Callimachus, it does not do so at 4j. 1227. Nevertheless, the Homeric scholium, which

gives an etymology similar to X~ A4j. 1227, seems to refer to Callim. Cer. 73. In this sense, the

connection of the word with Callimachus seems secure in both discussions. The use of Callimachean
material in the explanation of Sophocles suggests that Eustathius used Sallustius’, or less likely

Didymus’, commentary on Sophocles; for Sallustius’ Callimachean studies see Pfeiffer (1949)

XXVili-ix.

12 Menci (2004) 20 notes that most of the lemmata are compatible with the dactylic metre, the only

exception being fr 5.12: the papyrus reads [ ] ?rako ?ns ov[ve]ywg ox  ?[ which was tentatively

restored by Menci as [k]ataxoprjs ov[ve]xds ox [. The adjective is not compatible with the dactylic
metre. It would appear, however, that this was perceived by the scribe, who added a second rho
above the line, so as to read [«]ard kdppns, which, however, does not agree with the gloss (cf.



92

rather than prose idiom. It is extremely difficult to distinguish between the lemmata
and the glosses in the rest of the fragments. As for the content, fr. 1 seems (a) to
deal with some part the foundation tale of the Olympic Games and (b) to imply a
chariot race at Olympia. This could be strengthened by fr. 5. On the other hand, the
first editor has tentatively associated fr. 3 with the stories of Alpheius and Arethusa,
and Persephone’s abduction (Menci (2004) 21 and 29). The allusions to Elis in
different parts of the glossary (fr. 3.5-6 (Pisa); fr. 5.3 (Elean) suggest that Olympia
and Elis figured extensively in the lost poem (cf. D’Alessio (2007) 798-9 n. 18).
This could imply that the poem celebrated some athletic victory at Olympia,

perhaps a chariot race (cf. the mention of T'apdéinmos in fr. 1.21).

The addressee and the date of the lost poem:

The fragments are meagre and not very helpful in establishing either the identity of
the addressee or the date of composition of the lost poem. That means that any
indications are necessarily provisional and rest primarily on the interpretation of the
extremely lacunose fr. 2.'%

The first four lines are too damaged to allow any idea about the content of

the poem in this part. But line 5 preserves the name of a Ptolemy in the dative case

(1 Irodepa[i]w map[)."* There could have been a mention of the games which

D’Alessio (2007) 800 n.23). It is possible that a mistake had already infiltrated the scribe’s copy of
Callimachus’ text.

163 Fr. 2 derives from the same column as fr. 1, but one cannot be certain if it came before or after it;
cf. Menci (2004) 19-20 n 4.

!4 There is no sign of an iofa adscript or subscript on the papyrus. It is possible, although not very
likely, that this was a Doric genitive (cf. Theoc. 15.22 Baues 7@ Baocidfjos és adverd ITrolepaiw
spoken by a Corinthian woman). ITtodepalw as a genitive singular appears also in two Hellenistic
inscriptions from Crete: /C III iv 4.10 and /C IV 181.10. Although genitive singulars in -w were a
characteristic of Laconian, Heraclean and Cretan dialects only, they were adopted In Hellenistic
times as a characteristic of literary Doric (Hopkinson (1984b) 45). Callimachus employed Doricisms
mainly in the Ectheosis Arsinoes (fr. 228 Pf.), in his Hymn to Demeter, and the Hymn to Athena.
According to Bulloch (1985) 26-7, this could be related with the performative context or the form
that these poems assumed: Doric dialectical colouring is a sign of Callimachus’ continuation or
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Philadelphus inaugurated in honour of his deified father: IIToAepaiw<t> mapla (?)

(cf. VS fr. 384.41-3 Pf., which could also refer to the Ptolemeia). However, the

evidence is not enough and the similarity with the VS may be misleading.'®® Still,

fr. 1 deals with the foundation of the Olympic Games and this would suggest that
the victor had won an Olympic victory, unless this came from a catalogue of
previous victories or the poet drew an analogy between the Ptolemeia and the

Olympic games.

As far as the date of the poem is concerned, two elements could help:

(a) Fr. 2.7, we have already seen, appears to preserve the second half of fr. 506 Pf.
The most recent edition of the Etymologicum Genuinum has shown that the line
as printed by Pfeiffer was corrupt and that one should read ITéponv instead of
Iépoar (Fuiov pév 1+ ITépony, fuiov 8 Acabpior).'® Nonetheless, it is not clear
whether this was a name'®’ “Perses’ or a national adjective ‘Persian’, and if so,
what relevance Persians may have had in the lost poem. Menci (2004: ad fr. B
3) has raised the possibility that fr. 2.3 (] tAn) mentioned Koidn Zvpia in the

context of the Syrian Wars, either the second or, more probably, the third.'®®

revival of choral lyric. If the lost text was an epinician elegy, Callimachus could have included
Doricisms as an allusion to Pindar’s epinician poems and so stress the continuity of the genre. Be
that as it may, the rest of the glossary does not preserve any examples of Doric dialect.

195 Fr 2.6 reads madate. If this is a vocative, a person (either the poet or someone else) addressed the
deified monarch (cf. fr. 384.41 Pf. eiddpeBa, ITToAepate, Tequ...). One can also interpret the traces as
an (un-)augmented imperfect of madaiw ‘to wrestle’; c¢f. Menci (2004) ad loc. Still, wrestling would
not qualify as an event appropriate for a royal personage. It could be, of course, that the context had
nothing to do with the event in which the victor has scored his or her victory. Menci and D’Alessio
ad loc. consider the figurative meaning ‘combat’ (cf. e.g. Eur. /4. 1013; Plat. Rep. 362d8) as another
possibility.

' The connection of an accusative singular with a nominative plural is intolerable and suggests
further corruption in the transmission of the text. If one reads Aoodpiov along with Bastianini (2002)
272 and Menci ad loc., the singular could modify a noun like orpardv (cf. [Eur]. Rhes. 429, 662
Opfika ... aTpatév).

'7 The name occurs four times in Thessaly (LGPN iii(B) s.v.) and Macedonia (LGPN iv s.v.), twice
in Boeotia (LGPN iii(B) s.v.) and Athens (LGPN ii s.v.) and once in Andros (LGPN i s.v.) and
Smyrna (LGPN vV s.v).

18 For the history of this war, see Menci (2004) ad fr. B. 7 and Grainger (2010) 150—70.
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®  On the other hand, one

This line, then, could refer to Seleucus II’s army.16
cannot exclude some kind of mythological reference.
(b) The only other possible indication of the date of the lost poem rests on Menci’s
conjectural reading ]aovp[ov at fr. 2.11. She has tentatively interpreted this as a
reference to the catasterism of Berenice’s lock (cf. fr. 213 Massimilla).
D’Alessio (2007), on the other hand, has associated it with fr. 388 Pf., from an
elegy addressed to Magas and Berenice II. Following Coppola’s (1935: 188-90)
reconstruction, based on Hyginus (4str. 11 24), he takes fr. 388 Pf. (= POxy.
1793 col. I-V) to be from an elegy celebrating an Olympic victory of Berenice
II. The most recent collation of the fragments from the first five columns of
POxy. 1793 by Chiesa (2009) has shown that all frr. 385-391 Pf., including ft.
388 Pf., derive from the same elegy, which would not have exceeded one
hundred lines (Chiesa 2009: 228).'"° According to Chiesa (2009: 230-1), there
is no evidence in the fragments to support Coppola’s reconstruction. Instead she
considers this elegy as an epithalamium. But if one compares the fragments of
the VB, it would seem that with the exception of the proem (fr. 143 Massimilla),
there are not many epinician elements in the rest of the fragments either.

Further, the mention of Berenice’s marriage (fr. 388.2 and 10 Pf.) would not be

out of place in an epinician elegy (cf. fr. 143.2 Massimilla viuda). Finally, fr.

' In the Et. gen AB s.v. Aoabpios fr. 506 is quoted along with fr. 505 Pf. (5 pév &n’ Acouvplwy
nuedamny otpatin), but one cannot tell whether both lines derive from the same poem. Both lines are
quoted in the discussion of the etymology of Aootpios. The gloss offers two different etymologies.
The first, attributed to Epaphroditus (second part of the 1% cent. CE; cf. Pfeiffer ad Aet. frr. 52-3 and
(1949) ii. p. xxviii), derived Aoodpios from the proper name Assaracus. The second suggests a-
privative plus Zdpos and explains ‘that the inhabitants of Pontos are so called, because they are no
longer Syrians’. £ Aesch. Pers. 84 reports ol yap IIépoar 16 mpérepov Aoabpior éxadodvro. If the
reference is to the Third Syrian War, perhaps it is relevant that the new king Seleucus II waged the
war against Ptolemy III from neighbouring Cilicia, where his mother, Queen Laodice, was living
with her two sons. If so line 7 would indicate that Seleucus’ army was made up of loyal subjects
inhabiting Cappadocia and Persia, which is historically accurate.

170 According to Chiesa (2009) 227, fr. 387 Pf. [= POxy. 1794 col. III 1-4] belongs in the lacuna
between columns II and III on POxy. 1793 (see Hunt 1922: 99), so that all fragments would derive
from the same manuscript; cf. also Hollis (1992) and Bing (1997) 90-1.
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387.2 Pf. (mptv aoté[pt T]du Bepevikns ), which Chiesa has shown to belong with
fr. 388 Pf. (and the smaller frr. 385-6, 389-391Pf.), places this elegy after
Ptolemy’s III accession to the throne (246 BCE) and renders D’Alessio’s
suggestion an attractive hypothesis.
So the lost elegy explicated by the glossary on PHorak 4 could be dated at some
point in the second half of the 240’s after the marriage of Ptolemy III to Berenice II,
the exact date of which is not known (Grainger 2010: 155) and before Callimachus’
death (240 BCE). If the poem celebrated an Olympic victory of Berenice’s there are
only two possible dates for her victory after Ptolemy’s accession to the throne in
246 BCE, 244 or 240 BCE. This elegy, then, one of Callimachus’ latest works,
dates approximately from the same years as the V'S and VB and attests to his ever

increasing engagement with epinician poetry in the last years of his life.'”"

The fragments

Fr. 1

The first fragment of the glossary seems to have dealt with a part of the poem that
told of some episodes in the myth of the Heraclids. It is hard to establish exactly
how much space Callimachus devoted to the story or even to a passing allusion to
specific mythological incidents. The Peloponnese figures twice: first in the dative
case in line 11 (ITeo]movvijowt) and then in line 13 as ITéXo]mos vnoov. The latter
could derive directly from Callimachus’ text (cf. e.g. Cypria fr. 15.4 Bernabé;
Tyrtaeus 2.15 Wz; Alcaeus fr. 34a.1 Liberman; Ion fr. 24.3 Snell), or could be the
scholiast’s etymology of ITeAomdvvnoos, perhaps so as to account for the mention of

Pelops in the lost text. Such a mention would tally nicely with the perovopacia of

71 For the possibility that the lost text was part of the Aefia see D’ Alessio (2007) 799 n. 18.
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the land from Amnia to Iledomovvnoos occasioned by the arrival of Pelops and his
rivalry with Oenomaus, the king of Elis (cf. Stephanus of Byzantium s.v.
ITeAombvvnoos [pp. 515-6 Meineke] éni 8¢ ITédomos [Tod Tov Olvdépaov vikjoavtos]
Heombvvnoos [Eoxe TobTo 7 Kbprov Svopal).'”* The lost poem could have included
a description of the famous chariot race between the two men, which enabled Pelops
to marry Hippodameia and so become king of the land (cf. Pind. O/. 9.7-10). The
story provided the aition for the most illustrious event in the Olympic Games, the
chariot-race, and in some accounts for the foundation of the Games as a whole (cf.
0Ol. 3.23; 10.24 with Nagy (1990) 127-9). If Callimachus talked about Pelops in the
context of the foundation of the Olympic Games, it is reasonable to expect him to
have alluded to the most famous version of the myth, Pind. Ol 1.75-90.

Finally, some details of the ‘narrative’ could be gleaned from line 21 (Jv
Tapaéimmo[v). This refers to a certain spot in the race-course at Olympia, where the
horses became agitated and frightened. Such places were found also at the Isthmus
(Paus. 6.20.19) and Nemea (Paus. ibid; Statius Thebaid 6.491-512). In Olympia this
was connected with the tomb of Myrtilus, Oenomaus’ charioteer, or with Oenomaus
himself (Pausanias 6.20.15-9 who gives other versions as well).'”

Line 12 mentions the descendants of Heracles, the Heraclids (‘HpakAeiSats).
This has rightly been connected with line 9 which mentions Messene (Me]ogonviac).
According to the myth (Euripides’ T'nuevidar or Trjuevos frr. 727e-741 Kannicht;
Apollod. 2.171-80; Paus. 2.18.6-8, 4.3.3-5), three generations after the death of

Hyllus, Heracles’ son, his descendants decided to invade the Peloponnese so as to

72 Suidas (x 221.20-1 Adler) attributes to Callimachus a treatise on Krioews vijowy kal méAewv kal
perovopaoiar. One could get an idea of how this could have worked in the lost poem from Aet. 111 fr.
174.62 Massimilla with his notes ad loc. or Cer. 42-3.

173 D’ Alessio (2007) 795 n. 2 suggests a possible connection with Lyc. Alex. 42-3, where the altar
(tomb in Lycophron’s text) is associated with the Cronian hill at Olympia.
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claim their rightful inheritance. The contingent was led by Temenus, Cresphontes
and the two sons of their deceased brother Aristodemus. After their victory the
conquered lands were divided among the three families; Cresphontes took Messene.
The mention of Messene along with the Heraclids is an indication that at least the
division of the lands between the Heraclids was probably mentioned. Fr. 1.14
(Ixpnoapévors) and 17 (im]mov dxoduevos) seem to allude to the role the Aetolian
Oxylus played in the Heraclid conquest of the Peloponnese. According to an oracle
from Delphi that the Heraclids received on the eve of their campaign, they needed a
three-eyed man to guide them into the Peloponnese. This was Oxylus, whom they
met riding a one-eyed horse. In return for his services they gave him Pisatis. This
episode explained the foundation of Elis by Oxylus (Ephoros FGrHist 70 F 18), and
how the Aetolians came to be in charge of, or (re-)found, the Olympic Games.'™
One cannot be certain about the exact way in which Callimachus combined these
two or possible three versions of the foundation of the Olympic Games (Pelops,
Heracles (?) / Heraclids, Oxylus). Already at O/. 10.24-5 Pindar had combined the
two foundation stories of the Olympic Games current in his time, and it is possible
that Callimachus had such texts in mind.'”> There Heracles is explicitly said to be
the first to set the games near the pre-existing tomb of Pelops (24-5: aydva &

éaipetov deloar Oéuires dpoav / Aiss, v dpxaiw cdpate map ITédomos / TBwud

7% According to Eleian propaganda it was the Aetolian king Iphitus who reorganized or refounded
the Games in 776 BCE, after a period of 28 Olympiads (cf. Phlegon FGrHist 257 F 1) in which the
games had stopped (Ephorus FGrHist 70 F 115 [= Strab. 8.3.33]; Paus. 5.4.6; Phlegon FGrHist 257
F1).

175 Pausanias (5.8.4) and Phlegon (FGrHist 257 F 1) report that Heracles presided over the first
Olympic Games, which he instituted in honour of Pelops. Phlegon quotes a fourteen-line oracle
from Delphi (487 Parke-Wormell; p. 269 Q3 Fontenrose) which brings together three legendary
founders (Peisos, Pelops, and Heracles) in what seems to be a ‘reconciliation of traditions’, as
Fontenrose (1978) notes ad loc. The list could represent an official compromise; for more extensive
forms of this list see Jacoby’s commentary ad Phlegon FGrHist 257 F 1.
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é€dpipov éktiooato).'’® At any rate, it is safe to argue that in Callimachus’ poem
the juxtaposition of the two myths, if there was any, probably had nothing to do

with local antagonisms. More likely it should be attributed to Callimachus’ taste for

conflicting mythological variants (cf. e.g. Zeus’ birth place Jov. 6-7).""

The rest of this fragment is occupied with some sort of athletic contest: (i) 11.

18-9 mention the pentathlon or pentathletes (mevrd@Awy; (m]évrablo),'™ (ii) 1. 20 a

179

race (aywvias), ~ and (iii) 1. 21 Taraxippus (Tapaéimmo[v). It is unclear why

Callimachus would have mentioned either a pentathlon contest or pentathletes in an
epinician elegy addressed to a royal personage. The mention of Taraxippus, the
demon who frightened the horses in races, would suggest an Olympic chariot race, a
sport more appropriate for a Ptolemy. One could argue that both the pentathlon and
Taraxippos had nothing to do with the real circumstances of the victory, but
belonged to the description of some mythological games, which functioned as the
foil for the games in which the laudandus or laudanda had won his or her victory.'*
One could compare, for instance, the description, and function, of the first Olympic
Games in Pind. Ol 10.55-75 or the funerary games for Pelias in Ibyc. PMGF 176

(cf. Page (1971) 89-93 and Jenner (1986) 61-3).

176 Barrett (2007) 69-70 has argued that this juxtaposition represents the conflict of interest between
the Eleians and the Pisatans about the control of the sanctuary of Olympia. Pindar’s ‘combination’
could reflect the official version which was propagated at Olympia and combined elements of both
myths. See also Bowra (1964) 164-5.

77 One should not forget that Temenos connected the royal house of Macedonia with Heracles (cf.
also Harder (1985) 127-39). In the light of this, the myth of the Heraclids could also acquire
importance for the Ptolemies, who also claimed descent from Heracles.

178 Callimachus would have used the uncontracted form wevrdefAov (cf. Pind. Ol 13.30; Nem. 7. 8;
Bacch. 9.26) or, less likely, the rare Pindaric form mevraédAwov (Pyth. 8.66; Isthm. 1.26 is Boeckh’s
emendation for the unmetrical mévraflov of the Vat. gr. 1312 and Laur. 32,52). The only case of the
form mévraBlov used in poetry is the spurious Soph. EL 691, probably a late interpolation; see
Finglass (2007) and Jebb (1894) ad loc.

17 dywvia could also describe the anxiety that Taraxippus caused to the horses during the race; cf.
Menci (2004) ad fr. A 20. This would make sense only in the context of a race.

180 Cf. Jambus 8 (fr. 198 Pf.): Callimachus narrated how the Argonauts competed on Aegina. In this
way, he provided the origin of the event (8lavdos dudopirns), in which Polycles, the addressee, had
scored his victory.



99

The available information concerning mythological pentathlon contests is
scarce. As far as one can tell, there are three (marginal) stories enveloping the
origins of this sport (cf. Jacoby ad Pherecydes of Athens FGrHist 3 F 12): the
Argonauts, the Funeral Games for Pelias, and Perseus. It is noteworthy that all
three of them are connected in some way with Pindar and so it is likely that
Callimachus drew from his work. Callimachus, author of a prose treatise mepi
dyavwyv (fr. 403 Pf.), could have known and used any one of them in his lost
poem.'®!

(a) The Argonauts: Philostratus (Gymn. 3) recounts that the first pentathlon
was organised by the Argonauts on the island of Lemnos and that Peleus was the
first champion (cf. Z Pind. OI. 4.32a-c)."®* Pindar states that the prize awarded was
a piece of clothing (Pyth. 4.251-4), a detail found also in Simonides fr. 267 Poltera.
In Ol 4.19-26 Pindar described how the Argonaut Erginus won the émAirns Spdpos
in the same games. The scholia ad Ol. 4.32a quote a line from an unnamed poem of
Callimachus (fr. 668 Pf. Epyivos tKAvuévovt &oxos év otadiw), a sign that
Callimachus knew the myth and could have reworked Pindaric material in one of
his poems."™ The genre of this poem is not specified, but in view of the
mythological association of Erginus with the Argonauts’ expedition one could
suggest some possible places in Callimachus’ oeuvre, e.g. in the first book of the

Aetia (frr. 919-23 Massimila): the sacrificial rites at Anaphe occasioned a detailed

'8 Menci (2004) ad 14 mentions the story which Herodotus (9.33) recounted about the oracle which
Teisamenus received at Delphi: Pythia told him that he would win five great contests which he
understood as a reference to the pentathlon. I cannot see how this story could have been developed
in Callimachus’ elegy.

'82 The ancient scholia considered these as funerary games either in honour of Hypsipyle’s deceased
father, Thoas (X' ad Ol. 4.32a-c and Braswell (1988) ad 253(b)), or the Lemnian men who had
perished at the hands of their wives (cf. 2' ad Pyth. 4.450a-b — 451).

183 Wilamowitz (1922: 420) argued that this episode was not Pindar’s invention, but rather part of
some version of the Argonautic expedition. Still, it is conspicuously absent from all other versions
of the myth.
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digression on the return of the Argonauts to Greece. Another possibility is that the
line came from an autonomous elegy (cf. D’Alessio (2007) 769 n. 139).

(b) Funeral Games for Pelias: A different scenario about the origins of
pentathlon could be suggested by Pind. Isthm. 1.21-7. In lines 22-25 Pindar credits
Iolaos and Castor, who function as models for the laudandus, with victories in the
stadium run, the armed run, javelin and discus throwing. The poet finishes off with
an ‘antiquarian’ remark: od yap v mevr<aé>OAiov, AAX’ é¢’ éxdoTw / Epypatt kelto
7élos. For a moment the comparison between the laudandus and the two heroes
gets out of focus as Castor and lolaus are not praised as skilled charioteers only.
Pindar seems to claim that they would have been victorious in the pentathlon if it
had existed in their own time. This suggests the idea that both heroes were
champions of some archaic proto-form of the pentathlon (cf. Privitera (1982) ad
26). X Isthm. 1.30b suggests that Pindar was ‘revising’ the myth about the A6)a
émi ITeAiau.

(c) Perseus: The story, preserved in 2 A.R. 4.1091, is considered by Jacoby
(1957: 391) to be an excerpt from the prose work of Pherecydes of Athens (FGrHist
3 F 12 [=fr. 12 Fowler]). Perseus was Heracles’ ancestor on the side of his mother
and this could have suggested the connection in Callimachus’ poem; on the other
hand, it is interesting, as Wilamowitz (1922: 333 n.1) pointed out, that Pherecydes,
a contemporary of Pindar, used an expression quite similar to the ‘antiquarische
Notiz’ in Pind. Isthm. 1.26: té<te> 8¢ mévTablov odk v, AAG éva éxaoTov 7@V E0AwY
B#BAovv. It is unclear whether Pherecydes was alluding to Pindar or vice versa and
how this would have been received by Callimachus. It is possible that Callimachus

gave a similar note about the date of the pentathlon. On the other hand, the mention
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of Taraxippus could allude to the chariot-race at the first Olympic Games'** or to
the victory celebrated by Callimachus and so signal the rounding-off of the
digression.

Finally, some comments on some possible traces of the poet’s technique
which fr. 1.9 (]_pmea 8ta Tov[ ) could impart. Menci has suggested that nmea in line
9 could be the ending of the Homeric pluperfect érefrymea (found only in Od. 6.166
s & altws kal kevo dwv éreOrmea Oupd; cf. Hesychius s.v. (e 6522)
ételrmea- éfemAdyny, éBadpaca, and Eustathius Od. vol. 2 p. 313 Stallbaum). It
is more likely to assume that this rare form derives from the poem and not from the
scholiast, even if it is found in the sub-column of the scholia (cf. Menci (2004) ad
fr. A. 9). The first person would suggest that there was a person speaking who
expressed his / her amazement at something (érefrnmea Sta [?]). This could have
been the poet himself or a personage who was presented speaking. Embedded
speeches are a feature we have already found in Callimachus other epinician elegies
(e.g. VS: the speeches of the Nile and the Argive man; VB: the speeches of

Molorcus and Heracles).

Fr.3

As far as one can tell from this part of the glossary, the lost elegy seems to have
included mythological episodes not strictly related with the foundation of the
Olympic Games. Menci has suggested that this part of the poem focused on the

story of Alpheus and Arethusa. A perfunctory account of this local myth can be

184 Reported victors: Iolaos driving Heracles® chariot (Pausanias 5.8.4) or Samos the son Halirrothius
from Mantinea (O!. 10.69-70). Iolaos is also presented as the victor in the chariot race at the funeral
games for Pelias (Ibycus PMGF 176; Pausanias 5.17.11; Hyginus 273; contra X' Pind. Isthm. 1. 30b:
victor in the hoplites dromos). Still, this version is unlikely here, since there is no connection
between Taraxippos and these games. In Isthmian 1 Pindar, it would appear, combined versions of
the first Olympic Games and the funeral games for Pelias.
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found in Pind. Nem. 1.1-8. This could again suggest a possible intertextual
connection with Pindar’s odes. The following discussion will focus primarily on
elements which suggest connections with the Olympic Games and Pindaric poetry.
Lines 4-6 could help one to adumbrate the scene:

['Id]wv moTapuds

[IINtoa xwpiov 17[s "HAWSos amo I1{]

Joov Baoidéws [
It is not clear whether Callimachus mentioned or alluded to the mythological king
Pisus. In the oracle, which Pythia gave to Iphitus and Lycurgus (apud Phlegon
FGrHist 257 F 1) Pisus was considered the first founder of the Olympic Games and
Callimachus may have dealt with this version too.'® The mention of Iaon and Pisa
seems to suggest that at this point the narrative was situated at the Peloponnese, a
point of connection with fr. 1. Even so, line 18 seems to mention the city of Enna in
Sicily CEvva méAs).

186
4

Lines and 14 (&vakAdv morauds) clearly indicate that a river was

mentioned and Menci has argued that the connection of Olympia and Sicily was
provided by Alpheius. In an epinician poem, the mention of Alpheius would have
been occasioned in the first place by the Olympic victory of the laudandus (cf. e.g.

Pind. Ol. 7.15; Bacch. 8.26, 13.156; Posid. AB 83.3-4, 84.1-2; Ep. 55.1 Ebert, c.

185 See also Hansen (1996) 193. Ovid’s Met. 5.493-4 ([...] huc hospita ueni. / Pisa mihi patria est et
ab Elide ducimus ortus) could suggest a context for the mention of Pisa in Callimachus’ poem: Pisa
as home of Alpheus.

186 Menci (2004 ad fr. A col. II 4) identifies Iaon with Alpheius. However, this is problematic, since
for Callimachus (Jov. 22) and Dionysius Periegetes (409-12), who depended on him (cf. McLennan
(1977) ad 22), laon is a distinct Arcadian river. The identification of the two rivers goes back to an
unconvincing suggestion of Miiller (1855) ad Dionys. Perieg. 416 (cf. D’Alessio (2007) 796 n.7),
who supposed that Dionysius failed to understand Callimachus. He, further, surmised that
Callimachus used /aon instead of the commoner appellation Alpheios, because he wanted to allude to
the derivation of the river’s name from the flower ion. But Nicander (fr. 74 Gow and Scholfield)
does not support this: instead, he associates lov with the TwvidSes Nymphs, who, in turn, are
connected with "Jwv and Ionia. The shrine these Nymphs had near river Cytherius in Elis (cf. Strabo
8.3.32.) cannot establish the proposed identification of Alpheus with Iaon.
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300 BCE; 76.6 B Ebert, 49 CE). Menci has raised the possibility that Callimachus
included some version of the story of Alpheius’ love for Arethusa: enamoured of
the nymph Arethusa, or, according to an older version (Telesilla PMG 717; X' ad
Pind. Nem. 1.3), of Artemis herself, Alpheius chased her from Elis to Ortygia
(Pausanias 5.7.2; 2' ad Pind. Nem. 1.1a) where she was transformed into a spring in
order to escape the embraces of the river-god.'®’

Pindar alludes to the myth of Alpheius’ passage to Sicily in the opening
lines of his first Nemean. However, it is unclear if he, or any other poet before him,
knew the story of Alpheius’ love for Artemis or Arethusa.'®® As far as we can tell,
Moschus (fr. 3 Gow) is the first who deals with the myth in an unequivocally erotic
way. Still, the scholia ad loc. suggest that this was the version of the story known to
Pindar and his audience(s) (cf. = Pyth. 2.12a-b and Nem. 1.2b)."* The narrative
provided by the scholia is meant to account for the cultic connection of Artemis
with Alpheius in Olympia (8ud 7odto 8¢ kali Tav Aprepw Aldewav
mpocayopeveclar kal év ‘Odvumia 6¢ 6 Addeds 77 Apréuide ovvagidpvrar). Apart
from this, this could be a case of the ‘erotic imagery’ in epinician discourse about
which we talked in the previous chapter: Alpheius serves to highlight the eros

as‘devotion’ of the victor to the idea of victory.

187 Callimachus’ acquaintance with Nemean 1 is further confirmed by Antigonus’ epitome (fr. 407
(XII) 140 Pf.) of Callimachus’ prose treatise Bavpdrwv Tév els Gmacav THv yAv kata Témovs dvTwy
owaywyt (fir. 407-11 Pf.). Antigonus explicitly mentions Pindar as one of the sources for this tale
(Apéfovaav 8¢ Tyv év Zvpakodoars, (domep oi Aovmol paow kal ITiv8apos), Tiv mnyfv éxew éx Tod kata
v "HAelav Adderod), it is probable, then, that Callimachus himself mentioned Pindar’s Nemean 1 as
his source.

'88 Antigonus (see previous n.) notes that Callimachus in his treatise “on wondrous things” mentioned
two stories that proved the subterranean connection of Alpheius with Arethusa: the ‘Odvumiaxsy
éudAn and the blood of the sacrificial victims travelling from Elis to Ortygia through the stream of
Alpheus. X Theocr. 1.117 attributes the former to Ibycus (PMGF 323), who dealt with it
perfunctorily (maptoropdv) in one of his poems. Even so, Barron (1984) 22 has suggested that both
stories were mentioned in a praise poem for a Syracusan victor in the Olympic Games.

189 Contra Braswell (1992) 33 ad 1, who considers the erotic motif a Hellenistic innovation.
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However, the glossary does not mention Ortygia, which lies at the south-
eastern side of Sicily but Enna in the centre of Sicily. In Greek myth Enna was
mostly known as one of the sites where the abduction of Persephone took place.'”’
It is possible then that Callimachus narrated the abduction of Kore. If that is the
case, one should not be surprised to find Arethusa (or Artemis) mentioned in such a
context: in Eur. Helen 1310-16 Artemis, along with Athena, is Persephone’s

1

companion and an eyewitness to her abduction.”’ Callimachus, then, could have

combined both myths. In this way, he could have juxtaposed the successful rape of
Persephone with the unsuccessful rape of Artemis / Arethusa by Alpheus and have
included an allusion to Artemis’ cult in Elis (cf. Pausanias 6. 22. 9; 2 ad Nem. 1.2b)
— especially if the poem celebrated an Olympic victory in Olympia.'*?

Diodorus Siculus (5.3.2-6), our most detailed authority for the Sicilian
version of the myth of the rape of Persephone, could preserve traces of
Callimachus’ narrative. It is interesting to see how he brings Athena and Artemis
into the main narrative frame of Persephone’s abduction; his treatment suggests the
possibility for the inclusion of aetia. What is more, this version also includes an
elaborate presentation of the spring of Arethusa, which is explicitly said to have

many fishes. This could square nicely with the mention of a hook in fr. 2.10 (] vki[

1% For the Sicelian version’ of the rape of Persephone see Richardson (1974) 76-7. Basic sources
include: Carcinus (fr. 5 Snell), Diodorus Siculus (5.2-5), Cicero (Verr. 4.106) and Ovid (Fast.
4.394-621 and Met. 5.330-660). Jacoby argued that Diodorus’ account derived from Timaeus
(FGrHist. 566 F 164). Nem. 1.13 and perhaps O!l. 6.95-6 seem also to allude to this version; for the
importance of the cult of Demeter and Kore in Hieron’s propaganda see Privitera (1982b). Paus.
9.23.2 (Pind. fr. 37 Maechler) could suggest that Pindar had composed a hymn to Persephone that
may have told of the rape; see also Bowra (1964) 51.

"1 The connection appears already in the 4.Cer. 424 (ITad)ds 7 éypepdyn kal Apreuts loxéarpa); see
Richardson’s (1974) ad loc. ‘it is possible that the presence of Athena and Artemis was already a
traditional feature before the Homeric hymn’. In Ovid’s Met. 5.375-7 Venus mentions Proserpina
along with Minerva and Diana because of their virginity; this too suggests a sort of companionship;
cf. Bomer (1976) ad 375.

192 For Artemis’ role in epinician context compare Pind. Pyrh. 2.1-8: Hieron could not have won
without her help. Artemis could have been mentioned, because Arethusa was a member of her
retinue. Artemis took pity on Arethusa and transformed her into a spring.
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] supplemented as dyxiorpov by Menci; see, however, D’ Alessio (2007) 796 n. 5

for a different interpretation) and of the fish or oyster in the first two lines of fr.

193
3.

Nevertheless, it is not clear why Callimachus chose Sicily to figure so
extensively in a Ptolemaic epinician. Diodorus (4.23.4-5) could again suggest a
solution to this problem: when Heracles visited Syracuse, he learnt the local
traditions about the rape of Kore, and instituted sacrifices in honour of Persephone
and the local nymph Cyane, who plays an important role in Ovid’s version of the
rape in Metamorphoses 5."°*  Callimachus then could have associated the

foundation of the Olympic Games by Heracles or his descendants in fr. 1 with

Heracles® peregrinations in Sicily and the rape of Persephone in fr. 3."

It is not clear whether in the ensuing lines the story remains the same. One
could get some snapshots from the following lines:
(@) Line 7 ([ 1. ¢ [ JacBe mepe [), restored by Menci as the plural imperative
&H,¢L,u_.[do]q096,196 suggests that a person is addressing a group of people ordering

them to purify or bathe themselves.'*’

93 [ 1AvBSawa in 1. 2 has been supplemented as [ko]AéBSawva ‘a kind of oyster’ (Ath. 3.105¢c) or

[po]AdB8awa ‘76 dykioTpov map’ Oprpw. kal podvBdivy’ (Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, p 1369.18-9).
[16] wédav Spvés in 1. 3 could refer (i) to a kind of tuna fish (Montanari ap. Bastianini (2002) 275),
(if) to several different parts of (oak) trees (cf. Od. 14.12 with the ancient scholia ad loc. and
Eustathius Od. vol. 2 p. 58; Aesch. Philoctetes (fr. 251 Radt); Theophr. Hist. pl. 1. 6. 2; Hesych. =
1107; Photius w 244) or (iii) to a type of black oak tree (Theophr. Hist. pl. 1. 6. 2; Eustathius De
emendanda vita monachica 101).

4 In Metamorphoses 5 Arethusa makes an extensive appearance, first as an informant of Ceres
(487-508) and then to narrate her own story to her (572-642). How much of Ovid’s version could
have been found in Hellenistic poems is a difficult question to answer. Cf. Hind’s judicious
discussion (1987) 52-7. At any rate on the basis of Diodorus (and Timaeus?) it could be that
Arethusa ‘belonged’ to the Sicilian version of the myth; contra Bomer (1976) 351, who considers
Arethusa an Ovidian feature.

1% The following elements would suggest Ptolemaic interest in Demeter and her cult: (i) Philicus’
hymn to Demeter (676-680 SH); (if) Callimachus’ Hymn to Demeter; (iii) in Callimachus’ E k6éwots
Apowdns (fr. 228.43-5 Pf) the deified Philotera, sister of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II, figures as a
member of Demeter’s entourage at Enna. Cf. also Fraser (1972) i. 198-201, Richardson (1974) 68-
73 and Hopkinson (1984b) 32-43. For the identification of Ptolemaic queens with Demeter one
could consult Tondriau’s (1948) list.

1% In theory it could also be an unaugmented aorist indicative.
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(b) The abundance of anatomical information in lines 11-13 could indicate that a
person (probably a woman or women as suggested by line 10 émwooa: éyyovo[s)
raised her dress above her knees (Il. 11-2 Aayovi: éx peragopds / dlwotos:
avacecvpulévos /n) and entered the water of the river up to her waist (1. 13 dxzvy
iepov doTod[v). Line 10 implies that the poet elaborated upon the genealogy of a
feminine personage.

(¢) On the other hand, lines 8 ([¢]maco[d|uevos mepim[ovjoas), 15 (kbopos
SuakTwp), and 16 (dodénlov admaidevrov) imply that one should also reckon with at
least one male presence. This could be the river-god himself, although it is difficult
to associate all the words with the river-god, especially 1. 15 (above), which would
be more suitable for Hermes: the river could be trying to abduct or carry away the
nymph who is standing halfway in (or near) his waters. The scenario would easily
fit Alpheus and Arethusa (or Artemis), who wanted to bathe after hunting. If line
15 refers to Hermes, the scene could have described the rape of Persephone, and
Hermes could be accompanying or even leading the chariot of Hades; compare e.g.
the depiction of this episode on the north wall of the famous Tomb of Persephone in
Vergina (Aigae) [cf. Andronikos (1994)]. Perhaps [y]Awpd[v] in line 8 was
modifying a flower like the one which captured the attention of Persephone in the

Homeric hymn to Demeter (8-11).

Fr.5

"7 They could have gone into the water to clean themselves; at this point, several possibilities appear
before us: they could have been members of the hunting party of a goddess (for lassitude as an erotic
motif cf. Callim. Lav.Pall. 70-9 and 105-119 with Bulloch’s (1985) notes ad 107-18 and Ovid Met.
5.585-6 with Bomer ad loc.) or maidens participating in some rite or athletic contest. X~ ¥ Call.
Dian. 14 explains a{dorovs as u1 Stamapfevevpuévas. So the women mentioned in the text would be
maidens.
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The bottom part of the second column is not well preserved and there is not enough
information that could help one to reconstruct the content of the poem. The last
fragments preserve traces of words which could suggest an athletic context (horse
race) and so could be brought into connection with what has already been
discussed.'” The mention of Pterion, a town in Media (I. 4 ITrepio[v] xwpiov Ths
M([ndtas), could indicate a military context (Syrian War?), but this would be
difficult to reconcile with the previous mythological narrative, unless the poet
returned to the issue of Ptolemy’s victories (fr. 2).

The lemmata of lines 6 (kpé[tnua]) and 8 (kporelrw{t}) are ambiguous.
The imperative in line 8 could describe the noise produced by a religious band using
kpérada ‘rattles’.'” On the other hand, lines 6-13 could describe a scene from the
chariot race in which the laudandus won his victory. Similar scenes, as we have
already seen, were included in both the VS and the VB. This could square well with
line 3 which reads ‘Eleian’ neuter (fAetov) and could suggest a return to the praise
of the Olympic victor or even belong to the description of the race contest between
Pelops and Oenomaus. In such a case, the emphasis would have fallen on the noise
produced by the running chariots (cf. VS fr. 384.5-6 Pf).*** Nevertheless, the
imperative would cause awkwardness, unless the poet or someone else admonished

the spectators to applaud the (returning) victorious chariot (cf. Hesych. « 4210-12;

198 &perd in 1. 2, although suitable for an athletic or military context, would hardly agree with the

Ionic dialect that we observe in other cases (cf. éx7vy fr. 3.13). One should, therefore, opt for the
verbal form &perd: found before in Hom. Od. 8.329 (odk &petd kakd épya); cf. D’ Alessio (2004) 799
n. 19.

19 Another imperative is found in fr. 3.7 ([&)ndip[dolacbe), where one may see the activities of a
group of maidens (see also n. 196 above). The mention of Pteria in 1l. 5-6, however, discourages one
from connecting the two scenes. kpotéw is regularly used to describe the noise produced during cult
ceremonies, Pind. Pae. 6.18 [= D6 Rutherford] (peAn[é]uevar / modi kporéo[vtL yav Boldr); Eur.
Bacch. 188 (8powt kpordv yiv).

% Homeric poetry offers the only example of this use; I7. 15.453 (dmepdnoav 8¢ of immot / kelv’ 8xea
kpotéovtes) and h.Ap. 234. Cf. Ebeling s.v. ‘magno cum crepitu trahunt.’
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LS) sv. IL 2).2 kpétyua is found before Callimachus only in a figurative

meaning: twice in tragedy for Odysseus (Soph. fr. 913 Radt mavoodov kpoTnua,

Aaéprov ybvos; [Eur.] Rhes. 499 &ori 8 alpvAdratov / kpbrnp’ ‘O8voceds).*”> The

context does not seem to allow for this meaning. The gloss (70 éAaopa Tod [)

suggests ‘an item wrought with the hammer’ (LSJ® s.v.); this could refer to a

kpdradov used in some rite (cf. Hesych. k 4205 kpdradov - mepitpippa. kpdrnua)

or even to some part of the victorious chariot (cf. Pind. Pyth. 5.34-44).

Some final points:

(a) The lemma in 1. 9 ([flapBadéns) was rendered in the gloss in the feminine
gender as mA[n]kTik<c>: one could suppose that the victor was a woman
(Berenice II ?), unless this refers still to the mythological part (Arethusa,
Persephone ?).

(b) xtpadéor ‘with chapped feet’ (cf. also Hesych. s.v. x 485 7ods wédas
katelpyacuévovs) in 1. 10 could refer to the horses that drove the chariots in the
race (cf. Hunter ap. Bastianini (2002)). kdpgos in 1. 13 this context may suggest
the grazing of the running horses. One should keep in mind that the praise of
the winning horse or even mules (Simonides fr. 2 Poltera for Anaxilas of
Rhegium) was a standard part of epinician ode and can be paralleled in both
Pindar and Bacchylides, both of whom extolled the speed of Hieron’s steed

Pherenicus (Ol. 1.18; Pyth. 3.74; 8.37, 184; Bacch. Encomia fr. 20c.9). In

291 Both uses of the imperative are found in Pindar’s epinicians; see Hummel (1993) 259 ‘I’ordre
peut étre adressé [...] au chceur (Isthm. 8.1-4), a Dauditoire (Pyth. 6.1). Isthm. 8.1-4 (lwv
dveyelpérw kdpov) is closer to our grammatical form (3" person middle-passive): Pindar addresses
the members of the chorus; one does not have to assume a choral performance for Callimachus’
epinician. If Callimachus is addressing the audience here, it is more likely a contextualizing device.
202 3 Theoc. 15.48-50c-d: 7 8¢ petadop dmd Tod kexpornuévov xadkod. Cf. Hesych. (x 4209); Long
(1968) 115-6; X [Eur.] Rhes. 499 and Paley’s (1872-80) note ad loc.
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Hellenistic times Posidippus’ epigram for Callicrates’ Pythian victory (AB 74)

devotes eleven lines to his fillies (cf. also AB 75).

Conclusion
What can this new glossary tell us about Callimachus’ epinician poetry and the way
in which he used Pindar’s eeuvre to revive an archaic lyric genre?

First, frr. 1 and 5 indicate that the lost elegy was concerned with the
Peloponnese and possibly with a chariot race at the Olympic Games. Fr. 2 suggests
that the poem was probably addressed to a member of the royal house. In the light
of this, PHorak 4 should be read along with the rest of Callimachus’ epinician
output: Sosibii Victoria, Victoria Berenices and lambus 8. Second, it strengthens
the impression that in the last decade of his life Callimachus was seriously engaged
in the composition of several epinician poems, probably to meet the rising interest
that the Ptolemies and their courtiers (e.g. Sosibius) showed for propagandistic
exploitation of athletic games. In his effort to revive epinician discourse
Callimachus turned back to the master of the genre Pindar. The examination of the
glossary on PHorak 4 has shown how Pindaric influence could be detected in the
selection of mythological subject matter (foundation of Olympic Games, pentathlon
events etc.) and in the combination and presentation of different aetia (the divergent
aetia for the Olympic Games). Still, as in Callimachus’ other elegies, and despite
the Pindaric provenance of certain myths and motifs, the overall structure remains
ultimately un-Pindaric. In this respect, the present reconstruction of the lost elegy,
if correct, would lend strength to our previous conclusions concerning Callimachus’

other epinician elegies.
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Like the V'S and the VB, the lost elegy also contained direct speeches (fr. 1,
9; 3, 7; 5, 8). Unfortunately, one is unable to distinguish the levels and establish if
the person talking each time is the narrator or a mythological figure. ere]@nmea in
fr. 1.9, if Menci’s supplement is sound, is a remarkable case: although the form is
un-Pindaric, if it belonged to the laudator, it would recall the admiration which
heroes (Jason Pind. Pyth. 4.79 avnp ékmayldos; 80 Baprolor yvios; 95 Tdge ...
mamtaivwy; Achilles Nem. 3.50 (tov €BappBeov)), or the victor (e.g. OL. 9.94; Pyth.
9.97-100) can cause to onlookers, the audience or even to the poet himself (Ol.
10.100-105). Fr. 3, the most difficult for the reconstruction of the lost elegy, could
suggest that the myth of the poem dealt with the abduction of Persephone. If this is
so, the myth would not, strictly speaking, have been connected with the actual
circumstances of the victory.””® This is a structural element that we came across in
Callimachus’ VB and could possible reflect the opinion Hellenistic scholars had of
the myths in Pindar’s epinician odes as digressions.””* Nonetheless, one can detect
a clear encomiastic or religious bent in the selection of the myth of Kore, something
which Callimachus had in common with Pindar. One could compare, for instance,
the reference to Kore in Nemean 1.14, addressed to Chromius and alluding to the
importance of Demeter and Kore’s cult for Hieron (see Privitera (1982b)).

Like Pindar, Callimachus composed epinician poetry for laudandi living
outside the limits of mainland Greece. This is the reason he shows such an interest
in constructing bridges that connect Alexandria with other parts of the Hellenic
world and especially mainland Greece: Corinth (fr. 384.10-14 Pf.), Athens (fr.
384.35-6 Pf.) and Cyprus (fr. 384.50 Pf.) in the Victoria Sosibii; Argos in the

293 The wealth of mythological details that PHorak 4 demonstrates is comparable to the VB (esp. fr.
143 Massimilla) — the V'S stands out in its dearth of mythological material.

24 Cf. e.g. & Nem. 1.49¢ (8mep alridratov s mapexPdoews), Nem. 7.76 (BobAerar $8n Ajfar s
mepi NeomtdAepov mapexBdoews). Similarly also for Ibycus (X Theoc. 1.117a mapiotopdv) and
Simonides (2" ad Nem. 4.60b kal ketvos mapexBdoeot xpfobar elwbe).
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Victoria Berenices (esp. fr. 143 Massimilla and passim). Similarly, in PHorak 4,
Callimachus tries, by using the figure of Heracles and his descendants, to connect
the Ptolemies with the Peloponnese and Sicily. Pind. Pyth. 1.61-5 (BéAove ... kal
pav ‘Hpaxdeldav éxyovol ... alel pévew telBuotow év Alyipiot / Awpiets) could be
relevant in this context: Heracles and his descendants connect the population of
newly-founded Aetna with the homeland of the Dorians. Callimachus’ choice to
retain Heracles and the Heraclids has similar propagandistic undertones: it suggests
the connection of the Ptolemaic ruling house with the Argeads and hence with
Alexander the Great, so as to boost Ptolemaic credentials in their antagonism
against other Hellenistic kingdoms. The prominence of Heracles is another nice
example of the way in which Callimachus re-employed a Pindaric figure: in Pindar
Heracles was the personification of the limit between the mortal and immortal
worlds; by his deification Heracles becomes the paragon for all victorious athletes.
In Hellenistic literature, as Theocritus’ Idylls 17 and 24 also suggest, Heracles
becomes the example par excellence for the deification of Kings and their consorts.
The origins of this could be traced again in Pindar (Olympian 3; Nemean 1).

The insistence on the detailed description of the race suggested by the traces
in fr. 5, which is found again in the VB (fr. 143.8-10 Massimilla) and in Posidippus’
epigrams, is another indication of the various differences in treatment between
Pindar and Callimachus. All in all, in Callimachus one misses the religious aura
that surrounds the representation of the victor and his attainments; this could
account for the obvious absence of gnomological material in Callimachus’ epinician
elegies. In Pindar victory is viewed with awe and respect as the unique moment in
the victor’s life when he surpassed the limitation of his mortal status, and raised

claims for the poetic immortality conferred by the praise of his victory.
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Callimachus seems indifferent to this aristocratic code of values. Instead he is
preoccupied with the details of the victory and the display of mythological lore. In
conclusion, then, PHorak 4, the most recent addition to Callimachus’ epinician
corpus, is a welcome testimony to the unique physiognomy of Callimachus’

archaizing epinician ‘experiments’.
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CHAPTER 4

Pindar’s Reception in Posidippus’ Hippika (AB 71 — 88)*"

Introduction

Among the nine categories in which the poet or the ancient editor grouped the 112
epigrams of P. Mil. Vogl. VIII 309, there are eighteen epigrams (AB 71-88) which
celebrate victories scored in horse-events in some of the major pan-Hellenic games.
The epigrams are inscribed as Hippika and praise victories of various laudandi.
Among them one comes across an epigram dedicated to the Pythian victory in the
chariot-race of Callicrates of Samos (AB 74), the notable politician who served
under Ptolemy II (cf. Bingen 2002), as well as epigrams celebrating members,
predominantly female, of the royal family, such as Queen Berenice I (AB 87-8) and
the royal princess Berenice the Syrian (AB 78—82) or Queen Berenice II, depending
on how one identifies her (see below n. 236). The rest of the group celebrates
victories won by various persons either unknown or known to some degree from
elsewhere.’®®  The geographical dispersion of the laudandi is limited, in
comparison, for example, with other parts of the anthology like the Lithika, with
four of them coming from Thessaly (AB 71, 83-5) and one from Sparta (AB 75).
The rest of the epigrams are either too lacunose to reveal the city of origin of the
victor (AB 73, 77) or do not dwell on this detail at all (AB 72, 76, 86 [perhaps

Messenian like his horse?]).

2931 use the text and the numbering of the edition by Austin and Bastianini (AB).

206 AB 72 praises the Nemean victory of Molycus. GB ad loc. have raised the possibility that this is
Cassander’s general (Diodorus Siculus XIX.54). The time gap, however, is quite large and the
identification dubious. On the other hand, Etearchus, the laudandus of AB 76, has been tentatively
identified by Thompson (cited in apparatu critico ad loc. by AB) with one nomarch mentioned in the
Zenon archives. On the whole, one ought to bear in mind that the fact that we lack information about
Posidippus’ victors does not mean that they were not well known.
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Scholars have shown beyond a doubt that Posidippus was well-acquainted
with previous literature: didactic poetry, scientific prose, archaic lyric and
contemporary Hellenistic poetry are only some of his subtexts.””’ But this is only
one side of the coin. Posidippus established himself in a genre with a great

inscriptional tradition behind it.*%®

When Posidippus came to composing epigrams,
he found a rich epigraphical tradition and practice, which contained various
standard fopoi and motifs. Posidippus made use of them, endowing them with the
heritage of lyric poetry.

In the case of the Hippika, as we are going to see, Posidippus was the
recipient of two branches of poetic tradition, one personal including the great lyric
odes of Simonides, Pindar and Bacchylides and the other anonymous and
inscriptional. This duality influenced the way in which Posidippus came to reflect
on his archaic predecessors, if not actually view them through the lens of epinician
inscriptions. The ensuing discussion proceeds from the assumption that for all his
idiosyncracy as an epigrammatist Posidippus was a poet typical of the cultural
ambience in which he composed his poetry and that as a doctus poeta he would
hardly have neglected Pindar’s poetic patrimony in composing his own epinician
poetry. In this respect, it is natural to assume that his readers would associate his
epinician epigrams®” with the odes that archaic epinician poets composed to

celebrate the victories of their patrons in various horse-events. The discussion will

take into account only passages that seem close to or modelled on Pindar.

27 See e.g. Smith (2004) 106 on the Lithika, Kosmetatou (2004) 210-1 on the Andriantopoiika and
Sider (2004) on the Oionoskopika.

298 Cf. Lelli (2004) 89 for the usus and tradizione epigrafica in Posidippus’ epigrams.

29 Throughout this chapter 1 follow Kohnken (2007) in using the terms ‘agonistic’ or ‘epinician’
epigrams interchangeably. In both cases I refer to epigrams inscribed, or represented as if they were
inscribed, on monuments to praise athletic victories.
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Bacchylides and Simonides will be brought into the discussion only to strengthen a

general point about the reception of archaic epinician poetry in the Hippika.

A double tradition: agonistic epigrams and epinician odes

The first agonistic epigrams date from the 6™ century BCE, almost a century before
the development of epinician lyric. Although epinician epigrams were from the
beginning a parallel praise form (cf. Angeli Bernardini 2000: 29-30; Dickie 2008:
14), they could not claim for themselves the refined and exalted character of the
kindred epinician odes. The apparent decline of epinician poetry in the period
following the death of Pindar and Bacchylides left the field open to epinician
epigrams, which now witnessed an unprecedented growth. Joachim Ebert (1972:
18-9) has emphasized that after the second half of the fifth century agonistic
epigrams become more elaborate, using motifs that until then were found
predominantly or exclusively in epinician odes. To be more specific, what marks
the second half of the fifth century as a turning point in the history of agonistic
epigrams is the preponderance from that time on of what Angeli Bernardini (2000:
32) has termed dati accessorii,”'® elements, that is, that appertain to the praise of
other family victories, the victor’s city, the exceptional quality of the victor, the
description of the defeat of his opponents, the record of his victories and hymn

elements (address to a divinity, prayer for further victories etc.).”!' All these were

1% Angeli Bernardini (2000: 32) has divided the information conveyed by epinician epigrams (and
odes) in dati indispensabili and dati accessorii. The former includes documentary or factual
information, e.g. name of the athlete, name of his father, city of origin, sport and games in which the
victory was won.

211 Ebert (1972) 19 and Angeli Bernardini (1992) 968, ead. (2000) 34, with several examples from
both epinician odes and agonistic epigrams. FGE 43 (= 26 Ebert) constitutes a unique specimen of
this tendency. Nine out of the twelve lines of this fifth-century inscription, falsely attributed to
Simonides in the Anthologia Palatina, are taken up with a detailed record of Nicolaidas’ athletic
victories, probably fashioned on the model of Pindaric passages such as Ol. 7.81-7 and others (cf.
also Ebert 1972: 93 and Page 1981: 262).
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generic motifs that were found consistently in the epinician poetry of Pindar and
Bacchylides, so that their appearance in agonistic epigrams is a case of borrowing

from the more cultivated but declining genre of epinician odes.

(@) 8amavy in Pindar and Posidippus
This tendency is more evident in the case of a doctus Hellenistic poet as Posidippus,
who not only followed the evolution of the genre in the composition of his epigrams
but also endowed them with a deep knowledge of previous poetry. AB 77
constitutes an interesting example. The epigram, which celebrates an Olympic
victory in the chariot race, the most illustrious of events at the games, is preserved
in an extremely lacunose state. Although we cannot tell who is speaking, or what
the name of the laudandus is, we learn about his three previous Olympic victories,
scored probably in the same event. Interestingly, though, this is the first, and only,
time in the collection we hear of the expenses which are involved for those
participating in the chariot race:
Gpulatt  £11 | TeAéwri Tpls 'O[Adu]mia vikd
Eb [ 413 o]k éAiyat 8agm[dvale
a[ #15 Jromdds [ ][
el y’ a[plxet 86€ar, AeimeTar od[8]év épol
Posidippus is reworking a traditional or generic motif of lyric epinicians. The same
term (8amavn) appears already in Pindar (Isthm. 4.47) in conjunction with horse
racing:
008 mavayvpiwy fvvav dmelyov
kapmddov 8idpov, ITavedAd-
veool 8’ épulduevoSamava xalpov inTwy.
The Cleonymids, the /audandus’ ancestors, participated in the chariot race at pan-

Hellenic games without minding the expense. The emphasis on 8amdvn in AB 77
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seems qualitatively different from Pindar’s outlook.  Isthm. 6.10, a most
characteristic specimen of Pindaric ideology on victory, is enough to throw into
relief the fundamental difference in the ways that both poets handled this generic
motif:

el ydp 1is AvBpdmwy amdva Te xapels (10)

kal wovw mpdooet Beodpudrovs dpeTds

ot 7€ oi Saipwv duredel 86& av émjpaTov, é-

oxatials 7100 mpos A Bov (12)

BdAAer’ dyxvpav OeoTLpos éav
In only five lines Pindar has given a précis, as it were, of his viewpoint (cf.
Willcock (1995) 15). The effective combination of money spent with athletic toil
and inborn excellence, along with divine support, forms the foundation upon which
any potentially successful athletic endeavour ought to base itself. Divine support at
the right moment leads to victory and places the victor in a state of ‘bliss’ (o/bos).
This is the furthest he may go in the honours he receives from the gods. This piece
of Pindaric sophia is repeated throughout his odes, and indicates the socio-religious
connotations that awdvn acquires in his epinician discourse.”'” So, whereas Pindar
goes to lengths to invest such a mundane piece of business with the grandeur of his
sublime style and almost religious ideology, Posidippus retains, it would seem, a
more down-to-earth approach. The last line of the epigram, and especially the
conditional clause (e ¢’ a[p]ket 86€ar), seems to equate the victor’s expenses
with the kleos he has won (Aelmerar od[8]év éuol):*" actually the fame that the

laudandus has won compensates for his expenses. From a means, in Pindar,

through which one can prove his inherent potential for excellence, in Posidippus

212.Cf. also OI. 5.15, Isthm. 1.42, 5.5. On Samdva in Pindar see Hubbard (1985) 14-5 with n. 12 and
more extensively 108 and especially Campagner (1988) 82-4 and Kurke (1991) 98-9.

2131 find Nisetich’s (2005) 33 rendition (“if it’s enough for glory, I miss nothing’) intrisincally more
plausible than that of Austin (‘though this suffices for fame, 7 have nothing left at all’) or Bastianini
(“anche se questo basta per la gloria, nulla mi resta’) [My emphasis].
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wealth is promoted and represented as equal to the fame that the victor has won and

almost as an independent reason for praise.

(b) Pindaric myths and Posidippus’ figures of the past

Be that as it may, in epinician epigrams one still misses the wealth of gnomai found
in the elaborate odes of Pindar and Bacchylides and the extensive use of myth. In
fact allusions to myths in agonistic epigrams, be they inscriptional or literary (e.g.
Posidippus’), remain an exception to the rule (cf. Kohnken 2007: 298).
Nonetheless, in the case of Posidippus’ Hippika we can see that a change has taken
place. In epinician odes myths allowed the poet to transport his laudandus and
audience from the here and now of the performance to the mythological world of
unaging gods and heroes (cf. Holscher 1975: 100-1). Myths would often serve
propagandistic purposes, but on the whole they offered foils for the laudandus,
paradigms of prowess, that is, which helped to render the athlete’s victory more
prestigious. Indubitably, Posidippus has nothing similar to the elaborate Pindaric
myths to offer his readers. Nevertheless, he differentiates himself considerably
from most epinician epigrammatists in his attempt to recreate the effect of Pindaric
epinician myths in the humble space of a single epigram.

In some cases the poet alludes to important athletic figures of the past,
especially personages whose victories were praised by Pindar and Bacchylides. The
great tyrants of Sicily, especially Hieron, present in the first part of the Hippika (AB
71-3) through the allusion to his victorious horse Pherenicus, or the Thessalian
aristocrats (e.g. Scopads AB 83), have taken the place of Pindar’s heroes as
mythological foils, or, to be more precise, as historical figures more suitable for the

praise of a newly founded royal dynasty. AB 87, for instance, which praises the



119

Olympic victory of Queen Berenice I evokes the Spartan princess Cinysca explicitly

as an example of a female victor but implicitly as a precedent for the deification of a

214

royal lady. At the same time, the mention of venerable dynastic families

(Scopads, lamids, royal house of Sparta) permits Posidippus to connect the

Ptolemies with the history of the great pan-Hellenic Games and so with mainland

Greece, and hence to further their political agenda.”"”

The collection opens with an epigram (AB 71) that celebrates the victory of
a Thessalian laudandus:

* € ’ 9, ) \ [{ ) 7/
obTos 6 povvoréAns Alfwv éuds {[mmos évika]
) \ \ kA \ 4 4
kayw v adTyv ITv6idda or[ddiov-]
Sis &8 avexnpixOnv Inmdorp[aros] &0Aod[Spos 7°] v
{mmos opod kayw, méTvia Oeccalia.

The placement of an epigram for a Thessalian victor at the beginning of the section
has been seen as an indication of the importance of Simonides’ epinicians for

Thessalian victors. All three great epinician poets were associated at some point in

their careers with Thessalian aristocratic clans (Aleuads, Scopads, Echecratids).”'®

However, Hellenistic poetry repeatedly associates Simonides alone with Thessaly
(Theoc. 16.44-45 and Call. Aetia 111 fr. 163.13—14 Massimilla).
The initial demonstrative pronoun suggests that the speaking persona, the

owner of the horse, is describing a sculpture depicting his horse. The horse is

214 See the in-depth analysis of Fantuzzi (2005) 256—64.

215 For the political significance of athletic victories in archaic and classical times see Angeli
Bernardini (1992) 969 and 971-2.

21 Molyneux (1992) 117-132 surveys the fragmentary evidence concerning Simonides’ connection
with Thessaly. With the exception of fr. 7 Poltera, an epinician for Aetius, probably of Thessalian
origin [Molyneux ibid. 129 — 132], we do not possess any fragments from Simonides’ epinicians for
the Aleuads or the Scopads. His connection with the latter family is established by way of fragments
only by a dirge (fr. 244 Poltera) and the poem on arete (fr. 260 Poltera). Pindar’s Pythian 10, which
celebrates the Pythian victory of Hippocles in the diaulos-race, was commissioned by the Aleuad
Thorax. Thessalian overlords appear again in Pindar’s fragments: Thren. 5 fr. 128e(a). 9 Maehler
mentions a descendent of Aleuas, while Lobel thought he could discern the name of Skopas in the
extremely lacunose fr. 60 (b) col. II, 13 Maehler (see ap. cr. ad loc.). For fr. 255 Machler see below
n. 222. Bacchylides’ Ode 13 celebrates the victory of the Thessalian Cleoptolemus at the Thessalian
games of Petraia, 14 the victory of Aristoteles of Larissa.
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designated as povvokéAns (cf. AB 83). The same adjective had been used before
only once for Hieron’s victorious horse, Pherenicus, in an epigram (Paus. 8.42. 9 [=
17 Ebert]) inscribed on the base of a sculpture dedicated by Deinomenes on behalf
of his deceased father and crafted by Onatas (first half of the 5™ cent. BCE)*!”
oov moTe viknjoas, Zed ‘Oddumie, ocepuvov dydva
Telpinmw pév Gmaé, povvokéAnTe 8¢ 8is, (5)
8&p’ Tépwv Tade ool éxapiooato: mals & avélnke
dewopévns matpos pvipa Zvparooiov.

The emphasis is given to the victorious horse. Posidippus names the horse too,
something done in extant epinician odes only for Hieron’s Pherenicus. He also
designates the event, using an adjective employed by the above epigram
commemorating the victories of Hieron with Pherenicus. If there is a connection,
this would suggest the importance of Pherenicus and his ‘image’ in archaic
epinician poetry for epigrams AB 71-7. At the same time, this first epigram in the
Hippika signals the change in priorities that has come about since Pindar.
Posidippus calls the horse afAoddpos, a common designation for horses in agonistic
epigrams and poetry (e.g. I[l. 9.124; Alcman PMGF 1.48; Ibycus PMGF 6.6;
Callimachus Lav.Pall. 109). Still Pindar never used it for horses but only for the
victors (cf. Nem. 3.83; 6.23; OI. 7.7).>'® The horse receives precedence of place
over its owner who is placed second; this would agree, after all, with the sculpture,
which depicted only the horse.

In AB 73 it is the victorious horse which is presented talking in the first
person about the race.

ed0ds amo ypauuis év 'OAvumial érpexov odTw

/ A\ ’, QY I /
kévTpa kai é§ W[ oets 008’ émbefd]nevos,
€ \ 14 ~ 3] /
adv Papos Tayv[raTe éoT]eddvwoav

217 Cf. Ebert (1972) 71-73 and Moggi and Osanna (2003) ad loc.
218 Outside Pindaric poetry whenever it is used for people, &eBAoddpos usually refers to Polydeuces
(cf. Hesiod fr. 23a. 39; 198.8; 199.1 M.—W.; Cypria fr. 15.6 Bernabé).
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adddi Tpvyailov 1. [.] [o]v.
In its self-representation the horse puts the emphasis on the way in which it
competed (2 kévrpa kal é§d[oets 008 émdefd]uevos): the horse prides itself on not
having to wait for his jockey to whip it to get started like most horses. The phrasing
and the general context recalls Pindar’s representation of Hieron’s victory with
Pherenicus in the kéAns race at the Olympic Games of 476 BCE (O!. 1.17-23):

4AAG dw-
’ b \ ’ /’

plav &md goputyya macoddov (17)
AapBav’, €l ri o Ilioas e kat Pepevikov xapis

/’ 4 \ 4 9, /’
voov vmd yAvkvtdTats é0nke gpovriow,
8re map’ AdpedodTo 8épas (20)
akévrnTov év Spopotal mapéxwy,

kpaTel 8¢ mpooéuelée SeamdTav,
Zvpakdotov inmoxdp-

pav BaciAfa:

Pindar’s description of the victorious race focuses on the adjective axévrprov. This
implies the horse’s determination to win the victory for his master. Posidippus’
kévrpa kal ééd[oeis harks back to Pindar’s description.”’’ Bacchylides (5.36-49)
lacks this small detail in his account of Pherenicus’ swiftness in the same race.
Nonetheless, by laying the emphasis on this detail, Pindar’s more economical
description manages to throw into relief the special bond between the horse and its
owner, a central motif throughout Posidippus’ Hippika. In this way, Pindar
underlines their common determination to excel and provides an early example of

the prominence of the victorious horse.””” So there appears an overt intertextual

1% For the contrary idea see ‘Parmenon’ AP 13.18.2 [= FGE 1] kevtpopayns with Page (1981) ad
loc.

220 pindar’s account of Pherenicus’ race seems to have captured the imagination of one of
Posidippus’ poet-friends, Asclepiades of Samos. AP 5.203.5 (= Ascl. HE 6), attributed to
Asclepiades, uses Pindar’s expression in a totally different context to describe the amorous
encounters of a hetaera named Lycidice with her lovers; cf. Gow and Page (1965) ad loc. and Sens
(2011) ad loc. and p.37. The epigram is thematically conntected with 4P 5.202 (= Ascl. HE 35),
attributed to Asclepiades or Posidippus, and seems to imitate it; cf. Sens (2011) 235-6. An
interesting network of allusions is thus connected with both poets, who use equine metaphors to
describe the sexual activities of prostitutes; for the possible influence of the Hippika on these
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dimension to Posidippus’ epigram for Trygaeus. The representation of the way in
which his horse won the victory finds a close parallel in Pindar’s account of
Hieron’s victory in the same event and games two centuries ago. Hieron is brought
to mind by means of intertextual allusion as a model of Olympic horsemanship for
Posidippus’ laudandus and Pherenicus for Trygaeus’ horse. In a way Hieron and
Pherenicus have taken the role of ancient heroes as foils to the victor. It is
significant that they have entered the realm of athletic ‘myth’ and so constitute
material suitable for the ‘mythological’ allusions of the Hellenistic epinician poet.**!
Further it is not the poet or Trygaeus but the victorious horse itself which talks and
compliments itself on its running skills. In this respect, it is comic to find a race-
horse able to evoke details from the race that Pherenicus ran in 476 BCE, details the
horse could have known only if it had read Olympian 1. There could be a kind of
humorous side in the epigram that one does not regularly find in Pindar’s epinician
odes.
Another interesting case of Posidippus’ mythological ‘innovation’ is

provided in AB 83 for a Theban laudandus.

BOecoalds 6¢[7al’] immos 'OAdumia povvokédns Tpls

vikdv dy[kewt|aw pvip’ tepov Zkomddats

mpdtos k[al w]dvos oDTos" éAéyxeTe, Tpls yap évikwy

[ ... ém’ AX]pelddn, pdprvpes Tapidar.
In the fourth line Posidippus addresses the Iamids as witnesses to the three victories

won by the victorious horse. The number of victories in the Olympic Games would

epigrams see Sens (2011) 37 and 235-6. One would love to know what Pindar would have though
about this (mis)use of his epinician poetry, but it could be that compositions like his Encomium for
Xenophon of Corinth (fr. 122 Machler) had given Asclepiades and Posidippus an insight into his less
‘serious’ side.

21 yepeodpopéwy in AB 72. 3 seems to have been modelled on Bacchylides’ fods
O[Avplmiedpbdpovs Tépwvos {mm[olus (3.4), possibly his coinage. This would reinforce the
impression that the representation of the victorious horses in the Hippika tries to capture something
of the imposing picture of Hieron’s Pherenicus, which one can find in Bacchylides (3.3-8) and to a
lesser degree in Pindar (OI. 1.18-23).
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cover a time-span of twelve years and may have been seen with mistrust by some
people (see, however, Jebb (1905) 198-9 n.2 for similar cases of exceptional
horses). So the horse challenges those who show mistrust to compete against it and
evokes the testimony of the lamids. The mention of them is related to their official
function in Olympia. It is reasonable to assume that the mention of the [amids in an
epinician context would evoke in the mind of most educated readers the myth of
their origins in Pindar’s Olympian 6. In Olympian 6 Pindar gives the myth of lamos
the clan’s forefather (24-5 tkwpal T mpos dvdpdv / kal yévos), because Hagesias,
the laudandus, is his descendant (5 Bwudt 1€ pavrelwt Tapias Awos év Ilicau; cf.
Hutchinson (2001) 371-4 and esp. ad 25). The Iamids were connected with the
Olympic Games and the shrine there from time immemorial. Pindar quotes
Apollo’s prophecy to his child (60-73). According to his story, Apollo granted
Iamus an oracle on the Cronian hill where he would divine hearing a voice ‘that
knows of no lies’ (64-6 tkovro & dfimAoto mérpav ariBarov Kpoviov / &vba ol dmace
Onoavpdv 8ivpov / pavrooivas, Téka uév dwvav drodew Pevdéwyv dyvwrov; cf.
Hutchinson (2001) ad 64-70). In this sense one can get a clearer picture of what
Posidippus is trying to say here by turning to Pindar’s account of the clan in
Olympian 6: the Iamids are brought to bear on the horses’ claim, not only as
eyewitnesses but also as soothsayers who do not tell lies.

The mention of the Skopads in line 2 suggests the time of the great epinician

222

poets. The mention of them here could suggest the tradition of agonistic

epigrams that Simonides was considered to have established, an area totally alien to

222 3 ad Nem. 7.103 notes that ZxondSas kal AXevdSas elwbe ITivSapos kalelv Tods Oeccalods, S0
Posidippus could have followed Pindaric practice here and used it with the special meaning
‘Thessalians’.
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both Pindar and Bacchylides.””®> The names of both ancient clans, the lamids and
Skopads, are placed at parallel positions at the end of the pentameters: the poet is
trying to throw into relief the ancient grandeur that both names suggest and so to
situate his own epigram in the venerable tradition which their names suggest. In
this way the two clans by means of their epinician credentials are employed as foils
and supply a quasi-mythological part for the epigram.

What in AB 83 was alluded to with the mention of the famous clan is
explicitly spelled out by the Thessalian laudandus himself in AB 85 with the
mention of the old glory of Thessaly (3-4 kal od katéAvoa madaidc / 86ac [eiv]
{nmowc matplda Oecoaliav). The locution madaidc 86€ac suggests a tone of proud
self-proclamation similar to that of Berenice in AB 78.2 (8d§a malaidyovoc), a
possible sign of the rivalry between Thessalian victors and the Ptolemies. AB 78
was the first epigram in the Berenice subgroup and the echo could prepare for the
transition to epigrams AB 87-88, which are concerned with royal laudandi. With
the exception of epigrams AB 72, 73, 76, 77 in which the origin of the laudandus is
unknown, we know that AB 74 was for Callicrates of Samos, AB 75 for a Spartan
and AB 86 perhaps for a Messenian. There is a tendency in the Hippika to praise
royal (Ptolemaic) and immediately after that Thessalian victories. The anthologist
or the poet could have been trying to suggest to his readers some sort of antagonism,
be it political or athletic, between Alexandria and Thessaly. On the other hand,
Posidippus could have evoked Thessaly’s tradition in race-events as part of his
encomiastic strategy to celebrate the recently founded Ptolemaic dynasty by

associating it with an aristocratic family of the past.

22 8till AP 13.28 is ascribed to Bacchylides or Simonides.
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New ground is broken with AB 87, which celebrates the victory of a woman
victor, Queen Berenice I (something we find again only in Callimachus’ Victoria
Berenices), but more importantly evokes the figure of the Spartan princess Cynisca
as a foil for the laudanda.*** Cynisca is the first laudanda in the chronicles of
epinician poetry and so is a suitable parallel for the first royal laudanda of the
Ptolemaic dynasty. The fact that Cynisca received a hero-cult in her own country
adds a further edge to the epigram, as it suggests a historical analogy for the
deification of Berenice I (cf. Fantuzzi (2005) 262).*° Differently, though, from
epinician conventions the /audanda is said to surpass the statue of the mythical
example (3-4 & 76 Kvviokac / év Crd[p]ratr xpdviov kidoc ddetddpeda): in Pindar
heroes, standing on the line that separates divinity from mortality, constitute the
matchless measure of success and olbos. In AB 87 Berenice is explicitly said to
steal Cynisca’s place of prominence among women athletes.

The closest one comes to the representation of female athletes in the
Pindaric corpus is Cyrene in Pythian 9. Cyrene, a marginal figure, a man-like
maiden (Pyth. 9.6 mapBévov &dypotépav; cf. Apreuts dyporépn in Il. 21.471), exists
between the boundaries of the two sexes and functions as a foil to the male
victorious athlete. Her virginity and quasi-masculinity allow her to retain her

‘athletic’ dimension and lead to her final deification.””® After her rape by Apollo

224 Cf. Gutzwiller (2005b) 290; see also the general discussion of the character of feminine sport
events in Angeli Bernardini (1995b) 193-7.

223 One aspect that should be stressed further is the importance of Cynisca for the laus of Hellenistic
royal women; cf. Ebert (1972) 112: ‘Wie Nachahmung sieht aus das Epigram auf die Konigin
Olympias, Plutarch., quaest. conv. 748 A.’ If the epigram which Plutarch quotes was pre-Hellenistic,
then the choice of Berenice to allude to Cynisca would also suggest an analogy between Berenice I
and Olympias and the latter’s importance for the public image of Ptolemaic queens. However, there
is no indication as to the exact date of the epigram; cf. Teodorsson (1996) ad 747F.

226 Cf. Frinkel (1975) 445-6. See also Ahlert (1942) 6-9 and especially 8 n. 1 who reminds us that
€ WAevos, which Pindar used for Cyrene (Pyth. 9.17) is a ‘ménnliches Epitheton’, used by Euripides
for Hippolytus (Hipp. 605). The similarity is striking and could suggest an analogy between two
personages who vehemently rejected the joys of Aphrodite. For the use of edwlevos see also
Kohnken (1985) 99.
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she never returns to her pre-marital wild existence.”?” This is not a claim that one
can make for our Hellenistic laudandae. Cynisca does not dwell on her marital
status, but Berenice I and Arsinoe II were married women whose maturity came to

symbolize the prosperity of the kingdom. Berenice II is also praised as a married

woman in the VB (fr. 143.1-2 Massimilla Znv{ 7€ ka|i Neuén 7 xapiowov €8vov
Speldw,| /vipda, ka[owyvilrwy iepov alpa Bedv). On the other hand, the only kind

of feminine ‘athlete’ that Pindar, and arguably archaic epinician poets in general,
would allow in their myths suggests Artemis-like women such as Cyrene and
Atalante, both of whom are mentioned as members of Artemis’ entourage (cf. Call.
Dian. 189-224).**® 1In this respect, one could suggest, Posidippus’ insistence on
Berenice’s virginity (AB 79.1; 80.4 (?)) tries to capture something of an Artemis-
like figure. Artemis’ connection with chariot racing (Pyth. 2.9 loxéatpa mapBévos),
her virginity and her masculine characteristics are the credentials for her
introduction to the male-dominated epinician world**’ and could suggest her as a
foil for Berenice here. On the other hand, Berenice’s maidenhood could also
suggest her desirability as a royal bride (cf. Pyth. 9. 98-9, which shows affinities

with 4. Ven. [6] 15-8).2°

27 Cf. Kyriakou (1994) 43-4.

228 The evidence on the role which Artemis played in Ptolemaic propaganda is scanty; see Fraser
(1972) i. 195-6. Tondriau (1948) lists three queens (Arsinoe II, Arsinoe III, and Cleopatra I) who
were identified with Artemis. To this evidence one should add a ring with intaglio gemstone
depicting Artemis now at the Getty Museum in Los Angeles (92. AM.8.8). Pfrommer (2001) 3940
identified the Artemis depicted on the ring with Arsinoe II on the basis of some standard motifs in
her representation on coins (protruding eyes, pointed noise etc.). However, this identification is
doubious; cf. Rotroff (2002). Callimachus’ Hymn to Artemis could be situated in a Ptolemaic
context, but there is no internal or external evidence to support such a claim.

22 See Ahlert (1942) 20-2.

20 Eroticism is inherent in the representation of the victors (e.g. Pindar O/. 10.103, 9.94, Nem. 3.19),
and at times is brought into connection with the marriage prospects of the young laudandus (see also
Pyth. 10.58-9). For love imagery in Pindar’s poetry see Bowra (1964) 169—170, Gundert (1935) 40
and Hubbard (1985) 22-3. A suggestion such as this is not influenced by the much debated issue of
Berenice’s identity. In Callimachus’ fr. 388 Pf., Berenice II is compared to the virgin goddesses,
Athena and Artemis (fr. 388.10—11 Pf.), but the exact context of the comparison is now lost (perhaps
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(¢) Race descriptions
A number of epigrams are distinguished by their insistence on the realistic
description of the race (e.g. AB 72, 73, 74 etc.). This thirst for sensational details of
horse races (AB 73 and especially 74, 59 Ebert; cf. Callimachus VB fr. 143.7-9
Massimilla) is peculiarly un-Pindaric (see, however, Pyth. 5.49-53 and Bacchylides
5.37-49).”' Instead Pindar places the emphasis on the ‘eternal’ message that can be
conveyed by the particular victory and its impact on the life of the victor and his
family. AB 72, which celebrates Molycus’ Nemean victory in the xéAns-race, is a
characteristic example of description:
700 TwAov Onetobe 76 Avmapés, ws mvdov EAkel
mavTi TOTWL kal Tas €k Aaydvwy TéTaTal
ws vepeodpouéwv: MoAdkw & fveyke océAwa
viknoas drkpwt vedpaTt kal kealnt.
The persona loquens is identified with the poet. The poet addresses the onlookers,
inviting them to admire the skill of the artist who fashioned the horse.”** Pindar
often gives instances where the spectators at the games admired the victorious
athlete, suggesting at the same time his desirability and attractiveness (cf. Ol. 9.93—
4 8unpxeto kbkAov Sooa Bod,/ dpalos éwv kal kadds kaAAwoTd Te pééars, Pyth. 9.96—

100 mlelora vikdoavtd o€ kal TeAetals / wplats év ITadAdSos €ldov ddwvol B ws

233
éxaoTal pidtatov / mapBevikal méow 7 / viov ebyovt’, & Tedeoikpares, éupev).”” AB

an account of her military exploits; cf. Hyg., Astr. 11 24). Virginity could have been a piece of
poetic imagery that should not be taken literally, at least not any more than the presentation of
Arsinoe II as the virgin goddess Athena in the Oionoskopika (AB 36).

21 Norwood (1945) 29-30 gives a list of passages that describe the circumstances of the victory in
Pindar. See also Jebb (1905) 56 and Hornblower (2004) 342 n. 43 with older bibliography. Add
Isthm. 4.49-52, which the scholiast believed to describe the way Melissus competed in the
pancration (cf. 2 Pind. Isthm. 4.77b-c).

22 posidippus foregrounds the action of ‘gazing’ at the statue of the victorious horse. On the whole,
compare Pollitt’s (1974) 63-4 and 189-191 discussion s.v. favpaotds, fadua. Posidippus uses
Onetofe, which recalls the frequent Pindaric use of fantés (cf. Slater (1969) s.v.). See also Porter
(2011) 283 on péya Badpa in AB 15.

23 Cf. also Carne-Ross (1985) 28-30 on Olympian 9 and 99-100 on Pythian 9 respectively. In
Pythian 9 the gaze of the female spectators is anticipated by the admiration of Apollo (26-28) as he
watches Cyrene wrestle with a lion; cf. Crotty (1982) 95. For gods admiring mortal heroes in Pindar
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72 functions on a radically different principle. In an artful way Posidippus recreates
a part of the race by describing the monument which is supposed to commemorate
the race. Gazing at the statue of the victorious horse would have permited the
beholder a temporal and spatial dislocation to the last moment of the race at Nemea.
The sculpture, whose existence was probably only textual, captures the final efforts
of the victorious horse. The poet commenting on this piece of art ‘liberates’ it from
its supposed base and so allows the readers (who in this textual scenario function
also as viewers) to travel to the last moment of the race. In this manner the poet
balances his poem between an ekphrasis of the monument and a narrative of the
race, skillfully embedding the latter in the former.”>* As a result the reader of the
epigram becomes the admirer of the ‘textual’ sculpture and subsequently a spectator
of the race praised. Posidippus posits the existence of a sculpture which depicts the
victorious horse in realistic terms only to contextualize it within his poem (this
includes the photo finish of the race and the glorious return home; cf. Call. fr. 384.4

-6 Pf).>

(d) Inherent excellence (¢va) in Pindar and Posidippus
In certain other epigrams the central part is taken up completely by a chronicle of
family victories (e.g. AB 78 or 88). This happens only in the epigrams for royal

laudandi. Catalogues were common in epinician odes and subsequently in epinician

see also Nem. 3.50 (vov é0duBeov Aprepls 1€ kal Opacel’ Abdva) with Ahlert’s (1942) 21-2
discussion. Add also Pyth. 10.58—60 with van Groningen (1958) 347. A different kind of audience
is suggested in Pythian 4, which seems closer to Nemean 3. Pyth. 4.237-241 describes the reaction
of Aeetes to Jason’s victorious completion of his athlos (éemévno’ 236; mévos 243). The reaction of
Jason’s friends (who form a sort of chorus; cf. e.g. Ol. 9.4) is reminiscent of similar scenes like,
Pyth. 9.123-4 and Ol. 10.93-6 or even Call. Hecale fr. 69 Hollis (the reception of Theseus by the
locals); in general see Braswell (1988) ad 240(b). The reaction of Aeetes is juxtaposed with that of
Pelias when he first set eyes on the stranger with the one sandal (95); see Segal (1986) 40 and
Hubbard (1985) 96.

24 This structure has been aptly described by Del Corno (2002) 64. Cf. also Bingen (2002) 185 on
AB 74.

233 Cf. Papalexandrou (2004) 251.
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epigrams, but in these cases the epigrams come close to the spirit of Pindaric
passages such as OI. 2.7-47 and narrate the travels of the Ptolemaic family through
the major pan-Hellenic Games from their ancestral home in Macedon to Alexandria.
AB 78 is the first epigram in the collection to deal with a royal personage.
The epigram is taken up in its entirety by information of a documentary type: the
victor’s family, her pedigree and country of origin. Nonetheless, one cannot help
but admire the sophisticated, and at the same time simple, way in which Posidippus
fashioned this remarkable epigram. Staying close to Pindar’s admonition to
improvise new ways (e.g. Nem. 8.19-21), Posidippus offered traditional genre
motifs filtered through his talent.
The epigram is placed in the mouth of the laudanda, Berenice, herself (cf.

Call. VS fr. 384.35-43 Pf.). The queen or princess (BactAis)™*® addresses the &owdol
asking them to recount her kleos. However, the princess does not rely on their
services to have her kleos disseminated. It seems that her kleos is already well-
known, since her fame is as old as her family. This goes against Pindar, who in
Pyth. 1.94, addressing Hieron, talks about the role that the d&otol play in
perpetuating the fame of men that have died:

omiBopuBporov abynuadééas (92)

olov amouxopuévwy avdpdv Siartav pavier

kal Aoylois kal @otdols.
Pindar advises his patron to govern his city in a fair manner, so as to provide future

poets and prose authors with a favourable subject-matter. In this respect it is the

26 Berenice is called BaoiAis again in AB 82.6. The term may designate either a queen or a princess
(Eur. Hec. 552 for Polyxene; Med. 1003 for Creon’s daughter). LSJ s.v. A are certainly wrong to
understand it as ‘princess’ in Eur. Hipp. 778, since here it refers to Phaedra, who as consort to
Theseus is the queen. For the corrupt Soph. Ant. 941 see Jebb (1900) ad loc. Ptolemaic royal
titelature is not clear enough to assist in the debate about Berenice’s identity. Similarly in AB 116.5
Queen Arsinoe II is called BaciAiooa, a title used in inscriptions for her sister Philotera; see the
detailed discussion of Pfeiffer (1922) 17-8. The title was also used for Berenice, the daughter of
Euergetes; see Pfeiffer ibid. 18 n. 2. See also Dickie (2008) 38, who confuses Ptolemy Philopator
with Ptolemy Euergetes.
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dodol who will determine Hieron’s fame and deliver it to future generations.
Adhering to a well-established epinician motif Posidippus does not differentiate
Berenice’s kleos from that of her family but rather employs it to reinforce the
prestige of the Ptolemaic dynasty. This is why she declares her kleos to be already
‘known’ to the singers. The dowdoi are asked to tell of Berenice’s fame only if they
take pleasure in talking about things which are well-known (1-2 €]imare, mdvTec
aotdol, epov [K]Aéoc, €[i] mor’ apécker / yvword Aéyew, oTi pot 83€[a madatdyovoc).
Berenice’s self-proclamation comes very close to rendering almost useless the role
that poets, Posidippus included, can play in the dissemination of her kleos. Berenice
could only imply that in view of her family’s athletic excellence it should not come
as surprise to anyone that she, a female member of the royal family, could also win
a victory. In this sense, her praise encapsulates the praise of her family’s inherent
potential for excellence, which had already been rendered well-known through their
previous victories and their celebration by other poets. It would appear, then, that
Posidippus has remoulded the traditional aristocratic notion of ¢vd in a highly
provocative way, which comes close to challenging the Hellenistic taste for novelty
in subject-matter, so as to throw into relief the sex of the victor.

Such an approach would be in accordance ironically with the Hellenistic
tendency for innovation, both stylistic and thematic, but it would also accord with
Pindaric tradition (cf. Angeli Bernardini (1967) 82, 87). Pindar ‘complained’ about
the difficulty of devising new ways to praise the athletic feats of his patrons.
Nemean 6, a possible model for Callimachus’ programmatic road-motif in Call.
Aetia 1 fr. 1.25-8 Massimilla, is characteristic of Pindar’s feigned distress (cf.
Gerber (1999) ad 53-4): kal Tadra pév madatdtepor / 68ov dpadirov ebpov- émopar 8¢

kal adTos Exwv peAérav (54). Similarly, in Nemean 8.19-21 Pindar uses a metaphor
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from the long jump so as to describe the danger of coming up with new things to
say, and to highlight the individuality and freshness of his odes in contrast with
those of his rivals:

{oTapat 87 moool koddois, aumvéwy Te Tpiv TL P puev.

moAA& yap moAAE AédexTal, v<ea>pa & é§ev- (20)

povra 8opev Baogdvew (20)

és ey yov, amas kivBuvos.
The poet brings the Lydian stone into the picture as a criterion whereby his poetic
endeavours are to be judged. The picture of the basanos which judges poetry is
used again in Pyth. 10.67 and especially in fr. 122.16 Macehler (8t8dapev xpvoov
rxafapd Bacdvew), where the poet talks about his own role.”®” In most cases, it would
be the audience (the friends and family of the victor) and its reactions which would
show whether Pindar’s choice was successful or not.

As we have already noted, it is customary in lyrical epinicians to associate
the laudandus’ athletic prowess with his family’s inherent potential for excellence.
As a rule this leads into a short digression on the family’s record of victories (e.g.
Ol. 2.49-51; 13.30-46; Nem. 4.73-90; 6.11-24). The same generic device is found at
work in this epigram: Berenice’s claim that her glory is na)\aco’yov09238 is
substantiated with a catalogue of Ptolemaic victories, which forms the backbone of
the whole composition.

This epigram possesses interest also for its address to the Macedonians in
the last two lines (13-4 tefpimmov 8¢ Tedeiov aeidete Tov Beplelvikp[c / Tc
Bacirevovenc, & Maxérali], crédavov). There is no reason why one should identify

them with poets, so as to mean ‘poets from Macedon’, an indirect reference to

Posidippus. This would be anticlimactic after mdvres in line 1. Rather it would

27 See van Groningen(1960) ad loc.
28 For the temporal implications in the choice of the adjective cf. Pind. OI. 13.50 and 14.4, both of
which give the feeling of moving far back into the past.
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seem that the Macedonians form the internal (or fictional) audience of the
epigram.”*’ In Pindar’s times the performance of the epinician ode coincided with
or was contextualized within a celebration organized by the city or by the victor’s
family, with the participation of the citizens. For instance, Isthmian 8 begins with
Pindar’s address to the young friends of the laudandus who, in all probability, also
form the chorus for the performance of the ode.**” I would suggest that the address
to the Macedonians in the last line of the epigram serves a similar textual function
and reflects the manner in which Hellenistic readers construed the performative
context of Pindar’s odes. The princess asks her compatriots to join in the
celebration of her athletic victory.”*' The Macedonians mentioned adopt the role of
the indigenous chorus participating in the performance of the poem. In this manner
the poet offers a version, real or textual it is not clear,”* which envelops the
epigram by providing it with a performative context. The emphasis on the
nationality of the chorus-members should be viewed in connection with the political
agenda of the dynasty (cf. Dickie 2008: 34). In the multiethnic environment of
Hellenistic Alexandria Posidippus was trying to recreate the archaic structures of
the city state. Berenice situates the celebration of her victory in the frame of her

ancestral home or amidst her kinsmen in her family’s new home, as she would have

29 For such internal (or textual) audiences in Posidippus see also AB 63 and 64 with Gutzwiller’s
notes (2002: 45—6 and 50-1 respectively).

240 On performers of epinician odes see Carey (2007) 206-8.

21 Pace van Bremen (2007) 372, who follows a ‘suspicion’ of Thomson (2005) 279, there is no way
to decide on the gender of the chorus-members. Maxérar can be the plural of Maxérns or Maxérn
(cf. e.g. Adacus AP 7.51; Callixeinus FHG 2.148). We never hear of women choruses in epinician
celebrations, but this should not carry much weight with fictional Hellenistic performances. In the
VB (fr. 143.14 Massimilla) Callimachus mentions some ‘women from Colchis’ whom scholars have
associated with a ritual offering to Apis, forming part, in all probability, of the celebrations for
Berenice’s victory; see Parsons (1977) 11 ad 31 and D’Alessio (2007) 450 n. 5. A queen could have
her victory celebrated by her male subjects. Still, if the Berenice mentioned here is the royal
princess, it may have been more appropriate to have her victory celebrated by maidens.

%2 On the thorny issue of the performance of Hellenistic epigrams see Bing’s (2000) 146-8 salutary
remarks. Cf. also van Bremen (2007) 350-2.
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done in archaic or classical times. In this way, at the end of the epigram the

laudanda establishes her ties with the native land of Macedon.

Textuality vs. monumentality in Pindar and Posidippus

AB 83 introduces a different style to the collection: up to this point most epigrams
have been placed either in the mouth of the victorious horse or, in AB 78, in the
mouth of Berenice herself. Only the epigram for Callicrates (AB 74) explicitly
suggests in the final two lines that it was inscribed on the basis of a monument (13-
14 Ocoior & Ad[e]Adeoic eikw évapyéa v 707 [aywvw]lv / ap[pa kai fviloxov
xdAkeov 8’ €0eto). No other epigram in the Hippika gives any explicit indication of
being inscribed on the base of sculptures. AB 83 is an exception, since it makes an
unmistakable reference to its monumental character (2 vikdv dy[ketr]ae pvip’
iepov Z'komddaic). dykewpar appears again in the first epigram of the Anathematika
(AB 36.2) and in the epigram for the statue of Philitas (AB 63.10). Further pvfjpua,
the substantive Posidippus used for the monument, appears repeatedly in agonistic
inscriptions for epinician monuments (see Ebert’s index s.v.). Nonetheless, both
terms were used by Pindar in his epinicians odes (see below). This does not mean
that Posidippus took these motifs from Pindar. On the contrary, it is more likely
that Posidippus used epigraphic formulae independently of Pindar. Be that as it
may, these similarities in the employment of traditional inscriptional motifs in both
poets clearly demonstrate that the interaction between epinician lyric and epinician
(inscriptional) epigrams, which we have noted in Posidippus’ Hippika, can be found

already in Pindar’s odes.”*® At the same time, this point of contact permits us to

% None of the terms I use in my discussion (&vdretpat, dvarifepar, pvipa) appear in Bacchylides’
epinicians. This would suggest that the use of sculptural motifs in epinician odes was peculiar to
Pindar.
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throw into relief in an explicit way the differences between the epinician discourses
of Pindar and Posidippus. In what follows I argue that Pindar employs metaphors
from agonistic epigrams and monuments to talk about his own role in the
dissemination of the kleos of the victor and his family. On the other hand,
Posidippus describes in his epigrams agonistic monuments on which his Hippika
were supposed to be inscribed. Still, these ‘monuments’ were nothing more than
fictional or textual creations that contextualized his work in the tradition of
agonistic epigrams. It would seem, then, that in principle both Pindar and
Posidippus construct textual monuments on which they ‘inscribe’ their poetry or
part of it. Yet they did so for different purposes. Pindar wants to underline the
superiority of his art in comparison with other forms of praise, while Posidippus
wishes to suggest a context for the reading of his epigrams. The ensuing discussion
will provide examples of the way in which this principle functions in the epinician

poetry of Pindar and Posidippus.

(@) pvijpa

In Oympian 3 the wreath from the leaves of the wild olive-tree that Heracles
brought to Olympia is called ‘the fairest reminder of the Olympic Games’ (13-5 rav
mote / "lotpov &mo okiapdv / maydv évewev Apdirpvwviddas, / pvapa TdV

Oddvumior kddAwotov 4€0Awv). In Isthmian 8 (63 &oovral 7€ Mowoaiov Gppa

NukorAéos /puva pa mvypayov kedadioar) the same term is applied to the ‘chariot of
the Muses’, here a symbol for the epinician ode, which will sing the kleos of the
deceased boxer Nicocles (cf. Loscalzo (2003) 137). In both cases, the olive-wreath
and the epinician ode will constitute uvnpara which will tell of the athletic prowess

of the victor in times to come. In AB 83 the textual statue and the epigram on it



135

constitute the literal and figurative monumentum for the whole clan of the Scopads:
literal in the sense of a material object like a wreath and a copy of an ode and
figurative in the sense of the kleos offered by poetry. However a closer examination
indicates that the monument in AB 83 is nothing more than a textual construction:
in this sense the supposed literal monumentality of the statue is translated into the

actual monumentality of the papyrus carrying the epigram.

(b) Gykerpar ~avabépev

Another characteristic case of contact between the two poets is the use of avaxetpac.
Pindar uses dvdkewpar in relation to his epinician poetry or his laudandus’ victory
three times. This Pindaric use is based on an epigraphic formula found in agonistic

inscriptions. The formula comprises the verb dvdxetpar and the substantive uvua

244

as its grammatical subject. Pindar, however, varied the junctura: in O/. 11.8

(&d8dvnTos 8 alvos 'ONvumovikais / obros dykerrar)’™ the epinician praise (i. e. the
epinician ode) is seen as a verbal dedication, a poetic offering erected by the poet on
behalf of the victor. In its other attestations it is the victory of the athlete itself
which functions as the subject of the verb: &perd maykpariov in Isthm. 5.18** and

alyda mod@v in OI. 13.36 (cf. 6 Ebert).**’ In both cases, the excellence of the

4 Cf. 6.2 Ebert (dyxetrar KpoviSar pvdpa moddv dperds), 24 Ebert (Baelov mikta 768€
Xapp[ida ecoopéloig[w] [@'ykle [tT]at vikas pvd pat’ ‘OA[vpm]iddos.) with Ebert (1972) ad loc.
See also n. 247 below.

%5 The reading here is vouchsafed by the scholia ad loc. against the manuscripts, which read
éyrerra; cf. Gildersleeve (1890) and Farnell (1932) ad loc.

246 dykerrar here is an improvement by Maas on the basis of the scholia; cf. Privitera’s (1982)
detailed comment ad loc. The MSS reading «etrac (tr. “abides” Nisetich) has been accepted by some
modern editors (e.g. Bowra) but explained in various ways. For instance, Farnell (1932) connects it
with the record of victories kept in the Isthmus, while Thummer (1969), following Mezger’s analysis
(see ap. Bury [1892] ad loc.), notes that the victory remains in the place where it was won, awaiting
the poet to disperse it into the world. Finally, Bury (1892), though quoting Mezger with approval,
rightly sees this as a figurative use and asserts that ‘the expression suggests the dedication of a statue
of the victor’.

27 One should also compare AP 6.135 [= 6 Ebert = FGE ‘Anacreon’ vi, second half of 6™ ce.]
attributed to Anacreon. The phrasing of the second line (&yketTar Kpovida pvapa moddv dperds)
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victorious athlete in wrestling or in running has been fixed in time, as if it were a
votive offering, an inscription or possibly a statue, thanks to the kleos and memory
imparted by the epinician ode.***

The same or similar associations are evoked by the use of avarifinue in Pyth.
8.29-32 (elul & &oxolos avabéuev / maoav pakpayopiav / Adpa T€ kal ¢Oéyuati
parfakd, / un kopos éNBawv kvion). The poet wishes to avoid the enumeration of all
the glorious deeds of the Aeginitans, since these may cause koros, harm the balance
of his poem (pakpayopia) and so test the reaction of his audience (cf. Pyth. 1.81-4;
Nem. 10.19-20). As Pfeijffer notes, such an account would have given the
impression of a tiresome and rather tedious inscription, a comparison suggested by

the use of dvaBéuev.**’

Still, the poet insinuates that only a large inscription or
perhaps a prestigious ex-voto with an inscription®” could do justice to their heroic
past, but he cannot set up such a avafnua with only his lyre and the soft voices of
the chorus members. In Nem. 4.80—1 (el 6é Tou / patpw p’ €rt KaAAwkAel kededers /
otrdAav Oéuev Ilapiov AlBov Aevkotépav) the praise of the laudandus’ deceased
maternal uncle, a standard motif of epinician strategy (praise of the family’s athletic
prowess), is incorporated into the ode through the image of the funerary stéle (cf. 2

ad Nem. 4.129b). The poet granted Callicles poetic immortality by ‘erecting’ a

poetic funerary stéle in his memory (cf. 2' ad 129¢ aAAnyopikds 76 moinua oTiAny

looks close to Olympian 13: Pindar seems to have replaced the epigrammatic ‘formula’ mnama with
a more favourite word of his, aigla. It also seems to have been the model for Posidippus’ epigram;
see, however, Dickie (2008) 20—1 who expresses doubts about this connection.

28 Cf. Lehnus (1981) ad OI. 13.16 and Privitera (1982) ad Isthm. 5.18, who leaves open both
possibilities, ‘dedicato come un ex-voto in un tempio’ and ‘si erge come una statua’.

249 pfeijffer (1999) ad Pyth. 8.29; cf. also Gildersleeve (1890) who compares OL [5].7 (iv 8¢ kSos
aBpdv /vikdoas avédnke) with Lehnus (1981) ad loc. (il verbo fa anche sospettare I’effettiva dedica di
un’epigrafe commemmorativa in Camarina).

20 Gildersleeve (1890) ad loc. ‘The poet is thinking of the inscription of the votive offerings (OI.
3.30).°
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Aéyer), which surpasses the fragility of marble.””! Similarly, in Nem. 8.46—8 Pindar
declares his inability to restore to life the dead father of the victor (cf. 2" ad 79b 76
pev dvaotioal Tov Tebvedra, dnoiv, addvardv pol éote). Still, he tries to make up for
this (cf. Pyth. 3.63-67). He will set up a poetical funerary stéle which will praise the
laudandus’ family and city. Once again the stéle refers to a part of the ode which is

being performed (cf. 2 ad Nem. 8.79b dmepetoar AiBov Movoatov; Tovtéoti oTiAny

y ~ 5 \w ’ ) LUK ’ ) ” 252
amd Movodv, fyovy 1ov Suvov, Suvatds elut, éd’ od NSpacuévor éoovrar Evdofot).

The immortality conferred on Megas by Pindar’s musical (funerary) stéle is superior
to the transient immortality that a fragile stéle could provide (cf. Loscalzo (2003)
136-7).

The ambiguity in the character of the offering notwithstanding,”* Pindar’s
use is analogous to that of Posidippus who sees both monument and epigrams as a
pvipa. This is the point where the similarities between the two poets end. Pindar
creates a fictional monument within his poem on which some parts of the ode are
thought to be inscribed, but he never says that his ode was a material offering; rather

he presents it in such a way. The reason is simple. Material offerings stay at the

21 My analysis disagrees with the reading of Pfeijffer (1999) 62 who argues that ‘while Pindar
emphasizes the permanence of his odes elsewhere by comparing them to monuments (Nem. 4.81,
Nem. 8.46-8), the opening lines of this ode [sc. Nemean 5] emphasize the advantages of song over
actual monuments.” I can find no suggestion of permanence of the material object in any of the
above passages. The fragility of monuments is rightly pointed out by Péron (1974) 153 ‘et a la
fragilité de la pierre s’oppose I’éternité du verbe’; see also Jebb (1882) 177 ‘The marble has too
often perished; the song [...] attests for us the truth of Pindar’s claim, pfpa épypdrwv xpovidirepov
Broteder.” Cf. also Steiner (1986) 132.

2 For the meaning of Alfos in this context see Mezger (1880) 333 ad Nem. 8. 47 and X Nem. 8.79a
and 79b. Contra Bury (1890) who associates it with the secret pebbles in line 26 and Henry (2005)
ad loc. who explains it as the setting up of a stuatue. Neither suggestion seems to square well with
the context, which clearly has funerary connotations. See rightly Steiner (1986) 64.

233 This is not the sentiment that one comes across in funerary columns of the archaic era; see, for
instance, /G XI1.9 285 from Eretria (6 cent.) lines 10-15 ... Tpo1 &n” dpotdtor oTéAEV dxdpatov. /
hdtig &pet mapioot drdpepeg dpato movia: / ‘Typopéts u° Eootéce @iddt Eml maudl Bavdv” with
the discussion of Karouzos (1982) 51-4, who traces the motif back to Homer //. 17.432-7.

2% Qee especially Schroeder (1922) ad Pyth. 8.29, who lists several possibilities. There are,
however, cases in which the votive to which Pindar compares or juxtaposes his ode is explicit (see
also the discussion below): i) orjAn Nem. 4.80—1 and 8.46-8; ii) dvdpids Nem. 5.1-3 and Isthm.
2.45. On Nem. 3.10-4 and 8.13-6 (&yaldpa), which have been erroneously identified as statues (see
e.g. Bury (1890) ad loc., Steiner (1993) 161-7 and Hubbard (2004) 75— 6)) see n. 256 below.
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place of the dedication. Pindar’s odes are poetic offerings and as such they can
travel thanks to their reperformance through time and space, carrying with them the
fame of the victor (cf. Athanassaki 2009: 154-6 on Nem. 5.1-3). Pindar used writing
for the composition of his odes, but he followed archaic tradition in downplaying its
importance as means of conservation for his poetry. Instead he placed the emphasis
on its mobility though time and space (cf. Segal (1986) 9-12, 156-9, 191-3).%%
Nemean 5 is illustrative in this respect. The ode opens with an elaborate comparison
between composing epinician poetry and erecting statues in honour of the victorious
athlete:

Odk dvdpilavromolds ely’, o1’ éAwdoovta épyd-
P W, $o1 Awdoovta épy
lecbardydApat’ én’ adrds BabulSos (1)
(4 /Y v (I ] \ ’
éoTaot " AAX’ éml mdoas
0Akados & 7’ aAkdTw, yAvkel dodd, (2)
~ %) y y / / Y
otety’ am’ Alyivas Suayyéddow’ ...

Both Pindar and sculptors are téxtoves (cf. Pyth. 3.113, Nem. 3.4) who compose
dyalpata, a generic term which can describe a statue, a monument or even a

victory ode as ‘any concrete representation of glory or honour.””® As Pfeijffer

233 pindar points out persistently the divine origins of his poetry, which defies human conditions and
can travel through time and space even to the realm of the dead (cf. O/l. 14.20-24). In Pyth. 3.114-15
he asserts that arefe can last only thanks to ‘songs of kleos’ (& & &petd xdewals dowdals / xpovia
TeAéfet) not writing; cf. also Nem. 4.6—7 and Ol. 4.8-10 with Farnell (1932) ad loc. Ol. 10.1-3 is a
metaphor from book-keeping (Norwood (1945) 111-4, (1956) 110-2; Kromer (1976) 412-3), and
does not allude to the ode’s textuality, as Hubbard (2004) 91 suggests (cf. id. 1985: 66-70 and Segal
(1986) 159 n. 13); cf. rightly Verdenius (1988) ad Ol 10.3. Metaphors from the world of trade
(Pyth. 2.58-68; Nem. 5.1-5; 6.30-4) do not indicate that Pindar saw his odes as commodities in
circulation (so Hubbard 2004: 89). Pindar associates the image of ship or boat (cf. Cingano (1995)
ad Pyth. 2.67-8, Niinlist (1998) 265-76), with the nautical and commercial prosperity of the
laudandus’ country, whether Hieron’s Syracuse or Aegina, and the worth of his own poetry; cf.
Péron (1974) 153—6, esp. Kurke (1991) 232-235 and Pfeijffer (1999) 62-3 on Nem. 5.1-5. There is
nothing in these passages to suggest that Pindar placed the emphasis on written circulation or that he
believed this to allow poetic immortality, as Hubbard (2004) 89-91 believes. Ol. 6.87-91 could
reflect the real circumstances for the performance of some odes: the poet sends the chorus along with
the chorus master, to whom the poet entrusted a copy of the ode. This, of course, does not mean that
Pindar saw this as the way to preserve his poetry and so the kleos of his laudandi and of his poetry
nor that he says anything explicit about it. It is not important whether Pindar used writing but rather
how he presented himself, and he presented himself as an oral poet.

26 Qee the detailed note of Wilamowitz (1909) ad Eur. HF 49, Kurke (1991) 104-5, 190-1 and
especially Pfeijffer (1999) ad Nem. 5.1-2 with the discussion of Nem. 3.12—13 on pages 617-18.
Unfortunately this polyvalence has led to the misinterpretation of several Pindaric passages.
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notes ad loc., ‘[t]he noun is susceptible to both the rejected and the preferred type of
immortalization of the victor, the focus is on the qualifications.” These similarities
notwithstanding, Pindar places the emphasis on the differences that characterize the
product of his art and of a sculptor: statues are motionless, and so prevent the
effective dissemination of the athletes’ kleos, and are also quiet, resting (cf.
Athanassaki (2009) 320-7). Pindar repeats the same idea almost a decade later at
Isthm. 2.45,”" the only other passage in his epinicians where epinician odes and

statues are explicitly juxtaposed (émel To. / odk éAiwvdoovTas adtovs [sc. Tobod’

o a ’ 258
vuvovs| épyacapav).

Differently from Pindar, and the rest of the archaic epinician poets,
Posidippus does not voice similar aspirations. His epinician poetry lacks the
mobility which we witnessed in Pindar’s odes and is always presented tied, as it
were, to the sculptures which he conjures up as a background for his epigrams. In
this respect, one cannot find in his epigrams the archaic, and especially Pindaric,
idea of the immortality of the victor’s kleos (cf. Dickie (2008) 24). Whatever the

real circumstances of their composition may have been, the Hippika, or at least a

Following Bury (1890) ad Nem. 3.10—14 and Nem. 8.13—16, Steiner (1993) 164—7 and more recently
Hubbard (2004) 75-6 have erroneously identified dyaApa with ‘statue’. In both cases, however, the
term refers to the epinician ode that is being performed, as Pfeijffer (1999) ad Nem. 3.12—13 has
shown; cf. also Rumpel (1883) s.v. ‘ornamentum, decus’ and not ‘statua’, which includes only Nem.
5.1; similarly also Slater (1969) s.v. a ‘glory, delight’. The use of dyaldpa for the epinician ode finds
several parallels in Bacchylides (cf. Harriott 1969: 55): 1.184; 5.4; 10.11; fr. 20.5 B Maechler; see
also Jebb (1905) ad 1.184. This should not mean, as Harriott ibid. claims, that both meanings are
always present at the same time (for a similar approach see Carne-Ross (1985) 70-1); the decision
should be made strictly on a contextual basis.

27 Noted already by X ad Isthm. 2.66. Cf. also Thummer (1969), Privitera (1981) and Verdenius
(1988) ad loc., Kurke (1991) 250-1, Cole (1992) 61 and Athanassaki (2009) 153—4.

28 pace Steiner (1993) 166-7, Nem. 2.3-5 and Pyth. 7.1-3 do not describe the laying of the
foundation for a statue, but rather the beginning of the construction of a building, as in Nem. 1.8, Ol.
6.1-3 and Pyth. 6.5-18; on the image see Hutchinson (2001) ad O!. 6.1 and Giannini (1995) ad Pyth.
6.7-8. For the architectural image in Pyth. 7.3—7 see Gildersleeve (1890), Schroeder (1922), Farnell
(1932) ad loc., van Groningen(1958) 328, Angeli Bernardini (1995) ad loc., and Athanassaki (2009)
277 and 322. Cf. also for the use of kpnmis in Pyth. 4.138 (with Braswell (1988) ad loc., who adds
frr. 77.1-2 and 194.1 Machler). For Nem. 2.3-5 see Bury’s (1890) note ad Nem. 1.8. Callimachus
seems to have had this text in mind in his elegy for Arsinoe’s marriage fr. 392 Pf. (Apowédns & Eetve
ydpov kaTaBdAdop’ deibew); cf. D’ Alessio (2007) 695 n. 36 and Lelli (2004) 118.
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number of them, suggest themselves to the reader as inscriptions on agonistic
sculptures. And this is the scenario we need to follow in their interpretation. In the
case of epigrams inscribed on stone it is the transition from stone to papyrus-
collections which enables not only the preservation but also the wider circulation of
their text. History, and Hellenistic scholars of the early third century BCE knew
this, had shown that this was also true for the text of most lyric poets. Whatever
Simonides (fr. 262 Poltera)™ and Pindar may have thought about their own
compositions, it was their collection in editions that guaranteed their existence for a
longer time.”®® For inscribed epigrams this transition opened new paths in their
dissemination and preservation, because written circulation had the advantage of
liberating the poetic message from its monumental basis, preserving it along with
other epigrams in collections and allowing it to reach greater audiences (cf. the

Sylloge Simonidea).

Epilogue

It is important to note that Posidippus’ agonistic epigrams are more concerned with
the description of the monuments on which the Hippika are supposed to be
inscribed than most epigrams inscribed on agonistic monuments. If these epigrams
were indeed inscribed on monuments, Posidippus would not need to have spent so
much effort on their detailed description, as if the reader could not see the statue on
which the epigrams were inscribed. This is a possible indication of their fictional

character. At the same time, the textual indices (demonstrative pronouns,

2% See Karouzos (1982) 54-6 and Poltera (2008) ad fr. 262; both assume that Simonides, like Pindar,
wanted to stress the duration of kleos provided by poetry as opposed to the praise conferred by
monuments. For the association of Nemean 5 with Simonides see Loscalzo (2003) 150-1.

260 <Simonides’ Tomb’ in Call. detia 111 fr. 163 Massimilla remains a characteristic case: the epigram
on Simonides’ stéle is preserved, even after the destruction of his tomb, thanks to it’s ‘inclusion’ in

Callimachus’ work, which is preserved on another material, papyrus; see Acosta-Hughes (2010) 177-
8.
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descriptions of monuments etc.) that these epigrams contain enable the reader to
recreate mentally the ‘lost’ textual monument on the basis of the ‘detached’ epigram
(cf. Porter (2011) 273). So, differently from most anonymous epigrammatists,
Posidippus shows himself aware of the transition from stone to papyrus (cf.
especially AB 122.5-6 Xanddiat 8¢ uévovor pidns étt kai pevéovor / andis al Aevkal
dOeyyduevar oedibes). The Hippika like most epigrams in the Milan collection
(with the possible exception of the Olwvookomikd) operate on the fiction of their
monumentality (cf. Porter (2011) 272). They take advantage of their textuality in a
way that archaic epigrams could not, because the archaic poets meant their epigrams
to be inscribed and not collected in collections. They believed that the monument
could stand the passage of time (see n. 253 above). Posidippus does not have to
adhere to this, because he is composing his epigrams for written circulation from the
beginning. In this sense, the employment of inscriptional motifs, as in Pindar’s
case, is fictional. Differently from Pindar, though, he employs inscriptional motifs
to place his composition in the frame of a certain poetic tradition. This is one of the
many reasons why Posidippus comes so close to the epinician poetry of Pindar,
though formally belonging to the tradition of agonistic epigrams, and yet remains so

unique.
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CHAPTER 5

Theocritus Pindaricus: the reception of Pindaric poetry in Theocritus’

Ldylls

The four previous chapters discussed texts that either belong to the genre of
epinician poetry (Sosibii Victoria, Victoria Berenices, PHorak 4[?]), or partake of
what one could term epinician discourse or language of praise (Posidippus’
Hippika). The generic frame of epinician praise rendered Callimachus’ elegies and
Posidippus’ epigrams on equestrian victories the most suitable place to look for
Pindaric influence and allusions, all the more so as Pindar was especially famous for

' Things are not so straightforward in the case of Theocritus.

his epinician odes.?
Theocritus’ corpus comprises poems that cover a great variety of ‘genres’: (i)
bucolic idylls (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7), (i1)) mimes (2, 10, 14, 15) (ii1) mythological poems or
‘epyllia’ (11, 13, 18, 22, 24 [= hymn?], 26), (iv) pederastic poems (12, 29, 30, 31),
(v) dedicatory poems (28), (vi) encomia (16, 17, Berenice?) and (vii) epigrams.
Classifications such as these overemphasize the fine lines that distinguish idylls in
different categories and obscure the common themes and motifs that run through the
whole of the collection (cf. especially Hutchinson (1988) 142-5), not to mention the
combination of different discourses or generic traditions. An interesting case is

Idyll 4, the only one of Theocritus’ idylls to deal with the world of athletes and

epinician poetry. The following discussion will examine the way in which

21 If we can put any trust in so late a testimony as that of Eustathius of Thessalonica (Proem. ad

Pind. 34 moujpara 8¢ moAAd ypdiar ITiv8apos Aéyetat, dv kal ¢épovrat odk dAiya, od ujv & mdvra
dmepvnuatiopéva [...] of (sc. émivikor) ral mepidyovrar pdAiota St 76 avlpwmikdTepor elvar kai
dAvydpvlor kal undé mdvv Exew doadds xatd ye T& dAAa [...]). For an exhaustive discussion of
Eustathius’ testimony see Negri (1997). Negri (105-8) points out that Eustathius was probably
following some older source from the Late Antiquity.
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Theocritus received and remodelled in a truly bucolic fashion the erotic imagery
that Pindar employed in his odes to express his praise of the victorious athlete.
Furthermore, it will appear that in alluding to one of Simonides’ epinicians
Theocritus not only was cognizant of the use and function of genre motifs in
epinician discourse but also did not hesitate to inflate them comically, so as to

express his criticism of epinician poets’ exaggerations.

1dyll 4: Theocritus and the Olympic games
Idyll 4 is a dialogue between Corydon and Battus. Their discussion focuses on
Aegon’s decision to drop his job as cowherd and compete in boxing at the Olympic
Games. What makes this idyll stand out is the fact that it is the only idyll explicitly
concerned with athletics (cf. Barigazzi (1974) 304). The two men ponder on the
impact that Aegon’s departure is having on his flock, while Battus jocularly
deplores the silencing of Aegon’s pipe. At this point, Corydon interferes so as to
present himself as a worthy heir to the talent of his vanished master. To prove his
claim, Corydon delivers an impromptu ‘praise’ poem in honour of Aegon.”®* This
celebrates some past feats that Aegon performed in his attempt to win the heart of
Amaryllis, who deceased.

In many respects Aegon resembles Daphnis in the first /dy/l. Like Daphnis,
Aegon stands high in the hierarchy of the bucolic world as the Bovkddos;*® both
poems are concerned with the absence of the Bovkddos and the impact his absence

has on the bucolic order. In a sense Daphnis’ death is analogous to Aegon’s change

22 The suggestion was made for the first time by Reitzenstein (1893) 229 n.2. Contra Gow (1952)
ad 32ff., who does not consider lines 32-7 as an embedded song by Corydon, due to the ‘harshness’
of the beginning.

29 Theoc. 1.80 (jvBov Toi Bodrar, Tol moLpéves, dumédol frvhov) led to the creation of the theory of a
“bucolic hierarchy” cf. Hunter (1999) ad. loc. Each of these “classes” was expected to behave in a
specific way in reference to love; so in lines 86-7 Pan criticises Daphnis for behaviour unbefitting a
cowherd: Bodras pév éAéyev, viv 8almdAwe avdpl éowkas. See also Wendel (1914) prolegomena C.
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of career. This change signals Aegon’s ‘death’ for the bucolic world and his entry
in the world of athletics. Further, both poems are concerned with the way in which
animate life responds to the absence of the Bovkdélos. In the first /dyll animals
which are usually seen as enemies of the shepherds (jackals, wolves, lions) and
Daphnis’ flock weep for the dead cowherd. Just before he passes away Daphnis
bids farewell to them (115-21). Similarly in the fourth Idyll Aegon’s departure
causes sadness and loss of appetite to his cattle; the animals mentioned are the same
as those mentioned in the first Idyll (74-5, 120-1: heifers, calves, bulls, oxen). It is
noteworthy that in Aegon’s case the relationship between cowherd and cattle is
articulated in quasi-erotic terms (cf. Lawall (1967) 43-5): heifers are said to “long
for their master” (12 moBedvti); both heifers and bulls have lost their appetite (14
odkér AdvTi vépeoBar), while the calves are all bones (15-6). Withering and loss of
appetite are characteristic symptoms of love.”** The animals’ love for their master
is unrequited, since Aegon has a new love, sport (27 Ska kal 70 kaxds 7pdocao
vikas).”®> Aegon is striving for athletic victories and fame. Following a set of
images which occurs quite often in Pindar, as we have already seen (pp. 56-60
above),”®® Theocritus articulates Aegon’s desire for athletic attainments in erotic
terms. In this way, his desire for victory and fame is juxtaposed with the animals’
desire for their master; it leads him to neglect his duties as herdsman. The dire
effects that Aegon’s decision has on his animals suggest the incompatibility of

bucolic and epinician activity and depict the tension which the inclusion of

2% For withering as a symptom of love compare Daphnis (1.82) and Polyphemus (11.14). For line
15 compare 2.88-90 (o7 &r’ffs kal 8éppa), 11.69, 14.4-5 (radr’ dpa Aemtds, /xd pdoTaé moldds
odros, dvoTadéol 8¢ kikwvor), and Callimachus’ 12.3 HE (6a7éa oot kal podvov &rit Tpixes). On
the motif see McKeown (1989) on Ovid 4m. 1.6.5-6.

25 Cf. Lawall (1967) 45.

26 Cf. e.g. Bowra (1964) 169-170; Crotty (1982) 29, 93-6, 119; Carne-Ross (1985) 26-29, 93-100,
118; Hubbard (1985) 16; Lasserre (1974). For (homo-)erotic myths in Ibycus’ epinicians see
Cavallini (1997) 20-3.



145

epinician elements in the bucolic world can cause. But this is only one part of the
story. Corydon’s song (32-7) makes abundantly clear that Aegon’s desire for
victory is juxtaposed with and supplants his past desire for Amaryllis:

alvéw Tdv e Kpdtwva- ‘Kald modis & 7€ Zaxvvbos ...

Kkal 76 motadiov 76 Aakiviov, dumep 6 mikTas

Alywv dy8dkovra pudvos katedaioato pdfas.

Tnvel kal Tov Tadpov &’ dpeos dye mdfas

7ds 0mAds kfOwr’ ApapvAAide, Tal 8¢ yvvaikes

pakpdv avdvoav, xa BovkdAos éeyélacoev.
In these lines Corydon appropriates the discourse of an epinician or praise song first
to prove to Battus his poetic talent as a successor of Aegon and second to praise his
master’s prospects in his new career as a professional boxer. First of all, aivéw in
line 33 is a generic tag that indicates the connection with the tradition of praise
poetry. The importance of this verb in epinician poetry can best be illustrated by
Pindaric passages such as Pyth. 9.95-6 (ketvos alvelv kai 7ov éxBpdv / mavi Buudo odv
7€ Oilkar kada péovra Evvemev), Nem. 3.29 (€metar 8& Adywi Sikas dwrTos, ‘éocAdv
alvedv’).®” In both cases, the need to praise the winner is represented as a maxim
attributed either to the Old Man of the Sea or to common opinion, while in Nem.
8.39 it appears as the personal creed of the poet (éyw & [sc. ebyopai] ... xBovi yvia
kadihar / alvéwv alvnrd ...). " Further, the first person singular is reminiscent of

similar Pindaric uses: OL. 4.15 (éme{ viv alvéw), Isthm. 5.59 (alvéw kal ITvbéav), OI.

7.15-6 (av8pa map’ AAdeid oTedavwoduevov / alvéow muyuds dmowa), Nem. 7.63

27 Cf. also Herodotus (5.102.13): kal moAdods adrdv of [Tépoar dovedovot, EAAovs Te dvopacTods, év 8¢
8 kai Edadxidnv orpatnyéovra Epetpiéwv, oredavnddpovs Te dydvas avapaipnrdta kal vmd
ZipwviBew Tod Kntov moAAd alvefévra.

2% Pyth. 9.95-6: Christ (1896); Schroeder (1922); Carey (1981); Giannini (1995) ad loc. Instone
(1996) ad loc. points that Nem. 3.29 and 9.6-7 (no use of aiveiv) refer to the same proverb, which
probably derived from a Hesiodic poem; see already Duchemin (1967) ad loc., quoting Puech. Nem.
3.29: Instone (1996); Pfeijffer (1999) ad loc. On the Old Man of the Sea (&Awos yépwv) see Lesky
(1947) 107-9, 112-13.
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(kAéos érjrvpov alvéow), OL. 10.99-100 (maid’ épatdv <8> Apxeotpdrov / alvnoa).*®

The epinician character of the composition is also suggested by a probable allusion

to a lost epinician of Simonides (fr. 302 Poltera inmmotpodia yap od ZakivOwe / AAX

3 / ’ ’ ~ 270
dpodpatot mvpoddpots dmadel).

However, the structure of line 39 is problematic and its exact meaning far
from certain. As the line stands in most modern editions (cf. Hunter (1999), Beckby
(1975), Gow (1952), Legrand (1946), Gallavotti (1946), Wilamowitz (1912)), the
second half of the hexameter appears as a parenthesis, the relationship of which to
what comes before and after remains unclear. It is usually assumed that ‘kaldd méAes

& re Zdrwvlos ... is the beginning of a song which praised Croton.””" Corydon says:

2

‘I praise the city of Croton — “Beautiful is the city of Zacynthus...””. However, it

does not make sense for Corydon to begin a new poem half way into the line, only
to drop it after the first three words. With some minor alterations in punctuation the

text could read: alvéw tdv Te KpéTwva — kadd méAis Gre ZdkvvBos —/ kal 1 moTadiov

70 Aaxiviov ... ‘I praise Croton — the city is as beautiful as Zacynthus — / and

29 Bacchylides, as far as can be seen, does not use the first person singular in this way. For its use in
his epinicians see 5.16,188; 13.50, 164.

7% The text of Simonides has been tentatively restored by Schneidewin (1835) 23-4. He assigned
these lines to an epinician celebrating a chariot-race victory, a suggestion accepted by all subsequent
editors; cf. Poltera (2008) 545. According to Plutarch (quomodo adul. ab amico 49c), Zacynthus
was mentioned as a place inappropriate for horse-breeding. If Zacynthus was the laudandus’ home,
his victory becomes more illustrious since Zacynthus is unsuitable for horse-breeding. If, however,
it is not, Zacynthus was mentioned as a foil to the laudandus’ home: ‘Horse breeding does not
consort with Zacynthus, but ...”; for this version see Rawles (2008) 12-19. Poltera (2008) 545
argues persuasively that Zacynthus was originally juxtaposed with Thrace, famous for horse-
breeding (cf. Hes. Op. 507 @prjikns immorpddov). Bowra (1936) 327-8 discussed the fragment only
in the first edition of his book; he considered the mention of Zacynthus a proverbial saying meaning
that ‘there is a right place and a wrong place for everything.’

"1 This has been assumed by most scholars: cf. Paley (1869) ‘cantare possum nota illa locorum
encomia qualia sunt’; Fritzsche (1869); Snow (1873); Cholmeley (1901); Legrand (1946); Gow
(1952); Dover (1971); Hunter (1999) ad loc. Gow (1952) ad loc., following Fritzsche (1896), points
to Vergil Ecl.5.86-7 as a parallel (haec nos ‘formosum Corydon ardebat Alexin’ / haec eadem docuit
‘cuium pecus? an Meliboei?”), but the comparison is hardly convincing. It is obvious from the text
that the mention of Croton and Zacynthus prepares for the mention of Lacinium which was the
setting for Aegon’s exploits (cf. Dover (1971)). Otherwise, Corydon would hardly make sense
because he would quote unconnected incipits of songs and then mention what occurred in one of the
places mentioned in the line from the third song; cf. Reitzenstein (1893) 229 n.2.
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5272

Lacinium, to the East, where... In this way, Croton would be compared to

Zacynthus in the second half of 1. 32 and, further, both towns, Croton and Lacinium
(connected through e — xaf), would have a modifier: fair ~ to the East. However
one chooses to construe this problematic line, the mention of Zacynthus in this
context is puzzling. Scholars have suggested that it is mentioned as a foil for
Croton, Aegon’s hometown (cf. Gow (1952) ad 32; Rawles (2008) 22), but one
cannot go any further than this.””

Zacynthus and Croton are parts of a catalogue (priamel) which leads to
Lacinium the setting for Aegon’s bucolic athlon. Croton, Aegon’s home-town, was
famous for its athletic tradition, while Lacinium’s claim to fame was connected with
the local shrine of Hera. Still, Lacinium was also famous as an excellent pasture for
flocks (Livy 24.3.3). In this sense, the choice of Lacinium as the scenery for
Aegon’s feat artfully connects Cordyon’s praise with the bucolic sphere.””* At any
rate, the praise of Croton satisfies the xpéos of the praise poet towards the city of the
laudandus and adds to his praise.”””> The movement from the praise of the locale
(Croton, Lacinium) to the praise of Aegon follows a similar opening technique
common in Pindar’s epinicians (cf. Dornseiff (1921) 100-1; Bundy (1986) 6 and
especially 36-44; Race (1982) 22-4): e.g. Pyth. 10.1-5 éABia Aakedaipwy,/ pdxatpa

72 proposed already by Edmonds (1928) 54 n.2; contra Gow (1952) ad 32. For &re Laconian form
of s see LSI’ s.v.

213 3 ad 33 understand the juxtaposition of Croton with Zacynthus in the light of a proverb: paraa
18AAa mapa Kpdrwva TdoTea probably in reference to athletic successes; cf. Barigazzi (1974) 307.
Moretti’s index lists 13 Olympic victors from Croton — three in boxing — and only one from
Zacynthus. Zacynthus did not produce many athletes: there is only one dedicatory inscription (IvO
224) from the base of the statue of Polyxenus, son of Apollophanes, the first Zacynthian Olympic
victor (nr. 737 Moretti; boy’s wrestling in 4 CE); cf. Moretti (1957) 153. More recently, Rawles
(2008) 23 has suggested a combination of the proverbs pointed out by Bowra (n. 270 above) and of
the scholia.

" Hunter (1999) ad 34 believes that the celebrated athletic festivals at Croton form the context for
the exploits narrated. But there is nothing in the text to imply this. On the contrary, dumep modifies
only Lacinium. Aegon’s exploits took place in the countryside, far away from the official context of
athletic contests. This way the transition from the time before Amaryllis’ death would be sharper.

25 Barigazzi (1974) 306-7 believes that the ode is intended for ‘I’esaltazione di Crotone’. As
Pindar’s odes show, however, the athlete’s city partakes in the laudandus’ praise; for the civic
dimension of praise poetry see Bundy (1986) 20-2, 82-3; Carey (2007) 202-4.
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Oecoalia. matpos & dudorépais €€ évés /dpioTopdyov yévos ‘Hpardéos Baoiredet. /i
kouméw mapa katpdv; AAAd pe ITvd Te kal ITeAwvaiov dmde [...]).

It appears, then, that Corydon composes a sort of a ‘bucolic epinician’ in
praise of Aegon. The embedded ode comprises an introductory priamel, including
the praise of the place of origin of the athlete, and, as will be seen shortly,
mythological foils. The main part of the eulogy is taken up by a description of
Aegon’s hunger and strength. The emphasis on the amount of food that Aegon
consumed one specific time (and certainly now that he is turned to professional
boxing) gives a comical tincture to Corydon’s praise, since it appears as the first of
Aegon’s achievements. Boxers and wrestlers, like Milon, were notorious for their
hunger (Theodorus of Hierapolis FHG IV 513 [=Athen. 10.412E]; Arist. Eth. Nic.
1106b 2-3; fr. 520 Rose). Alexander Aetolus, is said by Athenaeus (10.412F), to
have described a contest between Titormus and Milon in which the first to eat a
whole ox for breakfast would be the winner (fr. 14 Magnelli [= 11 Powell]);
Tiropuds 7€ 6 Alrwdds Suppiorioato adrdr Podv, ds ioTopel 6 Alrwlos
AXééavdpos).”’® The same theme is found again in some myths about Heracles who
is mentioned below in 1. 8 as Aegon’s foil. Heracles is usually invited to an eating
contest which ends with his victory and the death of his rival: (i) Heracles vs. Coron
(Apollod. 2.7.7; Diod. Sic. 4.37; Philostratus Imag. 2.24); (i1) Heracles vs. Lepreus
(Paus. 5.5.4). As we have already seen in the discussion of the VB, Pindar seems to
have dealt with one of these myths in some poem (fr. 168b Maehler). It is unclear

whether Theocritus alludes to either Alexander or Pindar. Still, it is probable that

276 Aelian VH 12. 22 calls Titormus a Bovrddos like Aegon. He met with the arrogant Milon and
surpassed him in two feats of strength; for the game of throwing rocks cf. Moretti (1953) 4-6. The
episode ends with Milon declaring in amazement: “d Zed, uy) rodrov ‘HpakAq fHuiv €repov éomeipas;”
évredfev pnbfvar Aéyovor Ty mapopiav: “4Ados odros ‘HparAfs.” For Milon’s representation as
Heracles see Diod. 2.9.5.  See also Reitzenstein (1893) 230-1 and Magnelli (1999) ad loc.
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Aegon’s gluttony is ‘modelled’ on the gluttony of a great athlete (Milon) and the
greatest of heroes who had traditional epinician associations (Heracles). The second
part of Corydon’s eulogy concerns a feat performed by Aegon probably in imitation
of Milon: Aegon dragged a bull from the mountain by its leg and gave it to
Amaryllis (35-6); Milo was said to have gone round the stadium at Olympia
carrying an ox on his shoulders (Phylarchus FGrHist 81 F 3; cf. also Paus. 6.14.6
and Quint. Inst. 1.9.5).”7 However, as depicted in lines 43-4 the scene bears
similarities to Call. Hecale fr. 69 Hollis (cf. Hunter (1999) ad 35-7): Theseus has
captured the bull alive and brings it to Marathon. The crowd, scared at first, then
makes a circle around him, and showers him with leaves. In a similar way,
Theocritus describes the frightened reaction of the women (36-7) when they saw
Aegon. In Callimachus the scene is modelled on the mepiaywyr of the victorious
athlete (cf. Hollis (1991) ad loc.) and casts Theseus in the role of the victorious
athlete or of a surrogate figure for ‘epinician’ Heracles.”’® If this is the case,
Corydon would be suggesting Theseus too as a foil for his master. Corydon’s
epinician, then, includes foils for Aegon which are brought to mind by means of
intertextual allusions to Pindar, Alexander and Callimachus.

However, epinician motifs are not restricted to Corydon’s composition but
can be found in the preceding dialogue between Corydon and Battus (8-9):

KO. davrivv ‘HpakAfe Binv kal kdpTos épicdewv.

BA. ki’ éa’ 6 pdrnp IToAvdedkeos fuev dpeivw.

217 Cf. Dorieus SH 396; for similar stories see Hunter (1999) ad 35-7. Knaack (1880) 84-5 on the
basis of X' ad 34-6a (about Astyanax of Miletus as a model for Aegon’s representation) sees an
allusion to the work of Pyrrhus mentioned in 1. 31; cf. Reitzenstein (1893) 230.

"8 This can be detected already in the way in which Athenian tragedy represented Theseus as an
Athenian version of Heracles. For instance, in Eur. Suppl. 113 (& kaldAivike yfis Abnpvaiwv dvaf)
and 1059 (évradfa yap 879 kadAivikos Epyopar) the use of kadddvikos for Theseus brings to mind
Heracles (cf. also Eur. El. 34 & kaAAivike matpds éx viknddpov [for Orestes] < Archilochus fr. 324
W? mrivedda kaddivixe xalpe dvaf ‘Hpdrdews) and ‘reflects his projection as the Athenian Heracles’
(Collard (1975) ad 113). For the analogy between Theseus and Heracles see esp. Plu. Thes. 6.8 —
8.2,29.3-5.
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Corydon, always supportive of his master’s aspirations, reports that people say that
Aegon is Heracles’ match in strength, only to receive Battus’ derisive response
‘well, now, my mother claimed that I was a match for Polydeuces’. Battus is
obviously joking and comically exaggerates the conventions of epinician praise that
have induced Corydon to compare his master with Heracles in the first place.””
The ultimate source for the comparison of Aegon with Heracles and of Battus with
Polydeuces is an epinician of Simonides for Philon of Corcyra®®® (fr. 18 Poltera
008¢ Ilodvdeikeos Bia / Tavateivachar av adTdr évavrias Tas xetpas T/ ovdé ouddpeov
AMkpdvas téxos). In Simonides’ poem both Heracles and Polydeuces were
employed as foils for his laudandus. Already in antiquity the combination of the
two heroes for the same athlete was deemed excessive and hence inappropriate
(Lucian Pro imag. 19.4-18). It is interesting, therefore, to find that in Theocritus’
text the originally encomiastic example is scrutinized and deconstructed through
Battus’ satire. The mention of Battus’ mother as the source of the comparison with
Polydeuces suggests the puerility of Battus’ ineffective comparison and the
exaggerations of the unnamed people that Corydon reports (cf. Theoc. 10.57-8). It
is possible that Theocritus was trying to expose the absurdities to which epinician
odes often lent themselves. Further, I would suggest that Battus interrupts Corydon
just before he complets his praise of Aegon. Aegon, that is, is about to mention
Polydeuces as a second foil for Aegon on the model of Simonides, but he gets

interrupted.”®' In this way, Battus twists the intertextual expectations Corydon’s

7 Heracles, founder of the Olympic games (Pind. Ol 10.43-76), was deemed the athlete par
excellence; cf. Barrett (2007) 68-9. Each Olympian victor was hailed with an archaic hymn to
Heracles, supposedly composed by Archilochus (fr. 324 W?); cf. Pind. OL 9.1-4. For Polydeuces
see also Pind. Nemean 10 passim, Isthm. 5.33.

280 Cf. Poltera (2008) 318.

21 pace Rawles (2008) 29 there is nothing in the text to suggest that Battus and Corydon enter into a
formal contest of amoebean exchange of verses at any point. If this was so, one would expect Battus
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line gave rise to and opens Corydon’s epincian discourse to ridicule. Battus keeps
an obviously skeptical attitude towards the world of athletes and in doing so follows
similar criticism by Xenophanes (fr. 2W?) and Euripides (fr. 282 Kannicht). His
criticism of athletes, though, seems to concern the possibility of successfully
combining the bucolic environment with epinician elements and the tensions caused
by this. Aegon’s ‘feats’ belong to the past, presented as a happy and carefree time:
the BouvkdAor grazed their flocks and played with the girls. This happy era came to
an end with the mysterious death of Amaryllis. Aegon tries to replace his épws for
Amaryllis with his épws for athletic victory; the xaxn vikn that Battus mentions
might indicate that Aegon’s attempt to forget Amaryllis through athletics is doomed
to fail (cf. also & Tdda Alywv in 1.26). Aegon’s status as the champion of the
bucolic world is challenged as soon as he leaves his flock to become a professional
athlete; as soon, that is, as he leaves one literary genre to enter another. Aegon is an
athlete suitable only for the bucolic world, distanced from the formalities of
professional athletics, something pointed out by the light sense of irony in Battus’
words.

In Idyll 4 Theocritus attempts to “bucolicize” the epinician genre and lower
it from the level of sublime poetry to that of folkloristic naiveté.”® Aegon’s past
achievements pertain to his desire to ‘win’ the heart of Amaryllis. In the bucolic

world athletic achievements, if one can call them so, express the desire of the

to offer an answer to Corydon’s praise song. The amoebean form relates to the form of bucolic
mime that Theocritus chose for his poem.

82 There is no reason to view Idyll 4 within the ‘tradition’ of a popular form of jocular praise which
preceded or ran parallel to formal epinician odes and survived in nuce in Simonides’ fragments, as
Rawles (2008) 27-9 argues. The jocular tone of Idyll 4 should be attributed first of all to its genre
‘bucolic mime’ and then to the possible influence of some tradition hardly perceptible to us
nowadays. Interestingly, no examples of this subliterary epinician form have been detected in the
existing epinicians of Pindar, Bacchylides or epinician epigrams, and it is hard to reach valid
conclusions about Simonides’ epinicians on the basis of small fragments. Any conclusions about
Simonides’ original poem extracted from Idyll 4 should be put in perspective by the difference in
genre between the two poems.
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‘laudandus’ (Aegon) to win the heart of his beloved. They are a suitable topic for a
bucolic poem but wholly inappropriate for the praise of a serious athlete. Corydon’s
epinician bears the hallmark of Theocritus’ bucolic poetry: rustic love. As before
(1.12, 15, 20), Theocritus twists the erotic imagery which Pindar employed in his
epinician odes to express the victor’s determination to win, and gives it a decisively
bucolic bent; in this way he manages to incorporate motifs of Pindaric epinician
discourse into his love poetry and to suggest the meeting point of these two
completely unrelated genres, the idea of eros. Seen in this light, Idyll 4 proposes to
its readers and juxtaposes with each other two different aspects of eros, the bucolic

and the epinician.

Pindarica minuta: some minor cases

A considerable number of idylls are imbued with ‘circumstantial’ allusions to
Pindar’s poetry. Although their number is enough to indicate Theocritus’ close
acquaintance with Pindar’s ceuvre, their use as a rule is not such as to influence the
overall argument of the poem, as is the case in Idylls 16, 17 and 24. In the second
part of this chapter I will discuss some minor cases of allusion to Pindar’s poetry.

In some cases Theocritus employs a Pindaric phrase or image but in a totally
different context. The ensuing discrepancy can convey a variety of meanings which
results from the immediate context. For instance, in Nemean 4 Pindar represents the
praise of the victor’s deceased uncle, which he includes in the same ode, as a stele
whiter than Parian marble (79-81):

€ldéTol

patpw p ért KaAdikAel keAedets
orddav Oépev Ilapiov Aiflov AevkoTépav ...
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The same phrase appears in the grotesque, and obviously comic, self-description of

Polyphemus in Idyll 6 (38 v&v &€ 7" d8dvrwv / Aevkotépav adyav Ilapias dmédave

AiBowo) (cf. Cholmeley (1901) ad loc.; Gow (1952) ad loc.). Both texts employ the
whiteness of the Parian marble, renowned in antiquity for its exquisite quality, to
opposite ends: in Pindar it relates to the quality of his praise of Callicles and the
deceased man’s prowess; in Theocritus, however, it concerns the beauty of

Polyphemus’ teeth. Horace (C. 1.19.5-6 urit me Glycerae nitor / splendentis Pario

marmore purius) which imitates Pindar (cf. Christ (1896) ad Nem. 4.80) helps to

throw into relief the comicality, if not morbidity, of this image when applied to
Polyphemus’ teeth as opposed to Glycera’s sensuous body (cf. Nisbet and Hubbard
(1970) ad loc.). The educated reader who knows the Odyssey cannot forget that
these same teeth on which the misguided Polyphemus prides himself will be later
stained with the innocent blood of Odysseus’ comrades. At the same time, the
discrepancy between the two uses causes the association of Polyphemus’ teeth with
the Pindaric image of the stele, an altogether telling comparison in view of his
gigantic size.

Another interesting case is provided in Idyll 12. Lines 32-4 describe the
return of the boy who won the kissing contest at Megara (3s 8¢ ke mpooudént
yAvkepdrepa xelleow xeldn / Bpiddpevos oTedavoiow éav és untép’ dmivbev). This is
not the place to enter into the discussion of the historicity of these games (on which
see Gow (1952) ad loc.). The return of the victorious athlete to his home and the
reception by his family and co-citizens is a standard epinician motif (cf. Crotty
(1982) 118-19). However, the reception of the young returning athlete specifically
by his mother is found again only in Pythian 8 (83-6):

Tols obT€ vdoToS SpidS
émaAnvos év ITvBuadu kpibn,
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008¢€ poddvTwy map patép’ audl yéAws yAvkis
@poev xdpwv.

Once again the context is different. These lines depict the return home of the
athletes whom Aristomenes, the laudandus, beat at the Pythian Games. The
reaction of their mothers suggests e contrario the ways in which mothers receive the
victorious boys: a sweet smile gives rise to charis, a notion central in Pindar’s
epinician discourse. Theocritus, on the other hand, does not describe an athletic but
a homoerotic contest. The age-group of the contestants in both texts is similar and
one could make the claim that the makarismos in 12.34 recalls similar passages in
Pindar (cf. e.g. Pyth. 9.4 8ABiov &v8pa; 7.10). Here the adjective describes the judge
who receives the youthful kisses rather than the arefe of the victorious athlete.”
There is a distinctly Pindaric colouring in some other places of the poem as well,
although one cannot point out specific Pindaric subtexts. For instance, in lines 15-
19 the persona loquens promises to his eromenos that future generations will
remember their love, thanks to the immortalizing powers of song. The pederastic
context suggests as a closer parallel Theognis’ similar promise to the youth Cyrnus
(236-52). Still, the ability of song to travel to the realm of Hades in order to
announce klea to the dead men is characteristically Pindaric (19): (i) Ol 8.77-84;
(i1) Ol 14.20-4; (ii1) Pyth. 5.98-103; (iv) Nem. 4.85-8; (v) Isthm. 6.62-6 (see Segal
(1985)).

More widely, the allusion to Pindar in a pederastic poem could suggest a
tradition which emphasized the homoerotic element in Pindar’s poetry. A tradition,
one may add, that led to the creation of the anecdote in the Suda (m 1617 Adler)
85 A similar discrepancy can be noted in the use of the image of the Lydian stone. The image is not
peculiarly Pindaric (see e.g. Bacch. fr. 14 Sn.—M.) but it is common in Pindar’s epinicians. Pindar
employs it for the worth of the victorious athlete (Pyth. 10.67-8) or self-referentially about his poetry

(Nem. 8.20; Encom. fr. 122.16 Maehler). Nonetheless, Theocritus employs it for the mouth of the
judge assessing on the sweetness of the kisses offered by the competitors.
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about the way Pindar ended his life: adrov amoBaveiv év Bedrpw, dvakexAipuévor els 7a
70D épwuévov Oeoéévov adTod ydvara. The mention of Theoxenos points to fr. 123
Maehler, a skolion that Pindar composed in honour of the youth. The anecdote
probably arose from the tendency towards a biographical reading of Pindar’s poems
and suggests as originator a Peripatetic source, probably Chamaeleon. However
this may be, the skolion is important as it appears again in another idyll which also
deals with pederastic love (Idyll 13).

Idyll 13 is concerned with an episode of the Argonauts’ expedition: Hylas’
disappearance and Heracles’ search for him (cf. A. R. 1.1208-326). Along with
Idyll 22 this is the only other idyll to deal with episodes from the Argonautic saga.
Pindar dealt with the myth in his grand Pythian 4. Along with Idyll 24 which
follows Nemean 1 and ‘Paean’ 20 (fr. 52u Maehler) and part of Idyll 22 this is the
only other case in which one can compare the use of the same mythological material
in both poets.

There are some minor similarities in the diction and the outline of the story
which do not affect the whole idyll (cf. Hunter (1999) ad loc.): (i) the Clashing
Rocks (22 &ris kvavedv ody Gifhato ovvdpouddwy vads ~ Pyth. 4.208-9 cuvvdpdpwy
kwnBuov dpaipdretov / éxduyetv merpav); (i) the South wind assists Argos in
reaching the Black Sea (29 EAAdomovrov ikovro véTan TpiTov duap dévre ~ Pyth.
4.203 odv Nérov & abpais én’ Afeivov otdpa mepmduevor / fAvBov: note also én’
Afetvov otdpa ~ 1.75 d€evov iketo Paow). More interesting is the description of

Heracles that Idyll 13 offers. To begin with, lines 21 (odv 8 adTd katéBawev “Y Aas

ebedpov és Apyos) and 27-8 ([...] Tapos vavtidias pipvdokero Belos dwtos / Npdwv)

look quite close to Pyth. 4.188 (és & Tadkdv émel katéBa vavtav dwtos). Theocritus

alters the circumlocution vavtav dwtos which Pindar uses for Jason and, probably,
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combines it with another one, traditionally Herculean, 7jpws Beds (Nem. 3.21). The
latter derives from a passage (Nem. 3.20-2) where Pindar represents Heracles as
setting the limits of human excellence and prowess (cf. Pfeijffer (1999) ad loc.):
0VKéTL mpdow

aBdrav dAa kidvwy vmep ‘H parAéos mepav edpapés,

fpws Oeds as é0nre vavridias éoxdras

papTupas kAvtds.
Heracles as the deified son of Zeus was allowed to move from the status of hero to
that of god (cf. OI. 2.2, tiva Bedv, 7iv’ fpwa, Tiva 8 dvdpa keAadnoouev;, where he is a
hero). As an example of a deified human and an ancestor to the Ptolemaic family
Heracles becomes a popular figure in court poetry. The issue of ontological
categories (mortals vs. gods) appears again in the frame of Idyll 13 (1-4). The
dramatic setting is an ongoing dialogue between Theocritus and his poet-friend
Nicias (cf. Idyll 11 and 28). The example of Heracles is employed by Theocritus to
prove that, despite their differences, both gods and humans are united in their utter
resourcelessness when faced with the power of eros. The myth of Heracles’
infatuation with the boy Hylas is employed to prove the claim about eros’
omnipotence. In this context, it is interesting to note the way in which Theocritus

chooses to present the hero (5-6):

4AAG kal Apdurpdwvos 6 xadkeokdpdios vids,
4

0s ToV Alv Omrépewve Tov dyplov, fpaTo mardos.
Our business is with yaAxeoxdpdios, a hapax legomenon that has puzzled scholars
(Kirstein (1997) 380-1; Hunter (1999) ad loc.). Apparently it denotes the heroic
courage and endurance that Heracles showed throughout his life (cf. e.g. Nem.

1.70-1).** 1In an attempt to account for its meaning, Kirstein has persuasively, in

% Hildebrandt (1911) 57. In Theoc. 17.20-1 Heracles sits on a throne made of steel, when Ptolemy
I has a throne of gold (17). Meincke (1965) 99 has suggested that this minor detail reflected features
of Heracles’ character such as his strength and determination.
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my view, suggested Pindar’s encomium for Theoxenos of Tenedos (fr. 123
Maehler) as a possible subtext (Kirstein (1997) 381-2). The connection between the
two texts goes beyond the choice of the adjective and concerns Theocritus’
representation of Heracles as an infatuated man.

In the skolion for Theoxenos Pindar presented himself as a candle melting
away consumed by the ardent passion that the sight of the handsome youth inspired
in him (fr. 123.10-12 Maehler). His reaction was contrasted with the person in the
previous lines who remains oblivious to Theoxenus’ beauty. Pindar gives three
possible reasons for this: venality, interest in feminine audacity”™ or a black heart
made of steel and worked in cold fire:**

T as 8¢ Oeobévov dkTivas mpds Soowv
pappapvioioas Spakels
os ) mébwi kvpaiverar, é &8apavros

fHow8dpov kexdAkevTal pédawav kapdiav
Poxpat proyil...l.

By representing Heracles as having a brazen heart Theocritus emphasizes Heracles’
virility and heroic status. Yet, his brazen heart was not enough to protect him from
the charms of Hylas. When love gets hold of Heracles, he does not react as a man
of brazen heart ought to, and was expected to, in view of Pindar’s poem. Instead he
deserts his post and leaves in search of his eromenos. Seen in this light, the
application of ‘brazen-hearted’ to Heracles in Idyll 13 becomes oxymoronic, as it
does not render him impervious to boyish charms but rather more susceptible to
them. The ensuing tension between eros and the demands of heroic status is

287

articulated through the etymological pun 7jpwes ~ fpawnoe (73-4):"°" on the one

283 For the several ways in which scholars have understood this line see van Groningen (1960) ad 8-
9; I follow his analysis. Heterosexual love is presented not only as a foil to pederastic love, but as a
love of lower status, alien to the refined ideological purity that pederastic love assumed in the
context of the aristocratic symposium.

28 Cf. Hildebrandt (1911) 59 and van Groningen (1960) ad 4-5.

7 Cholmeley (1901), Hunter (1999) ad loc.
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hand, this represents Heracles’ helplessness, mightiest of heroes (26-7 d&wtos
npwwv) and son to a heroine (20 AAkprvns vics Midearidos pwivys), in the hands
of Love; on the other hand, it indicates the scorn of his comrades, emphatically
called here 7jpwes.

Idyll 22, as the frame makes clear, assumes the form of a hymn to the
Dioscuri.”®® It includes two episodes: the first (27-134), drawn from the myth of the
Argonautic expedition (cf. 27-33), represents Polydeuces’ encounter with Amycus
and their ensuing fight; the second episode is comparatively shorter and narrates the
fight of Lynceus with Castor (137-213). A version of the latter occupies the last
two triads in Pindar’s Nemean 10 (55-90). In this case the appreciation of the
intertextual relationship between Pindar’s and Theocritus’ texts is beset with
problems stemming from our difficulty in tracing the historical evolution of the
myth and in reconstructing its original form. Scholars, that is, have often
maintained that in Theocritus’ version Castor, and consequently both brothers,
despite Polydeuces’ glaring absence from the stage, appear at a moral disadvantage
as their actions are ethically reprehensible (cf. Hutchinson (1988) 164; 166). On the
other hand, Pindar is supposed to have given a ‘cleansed’ version which omitted
those parts of the story which could offend his or his audience’s religious

sentiments.”® However, one cannot fully appreciate the tone of both narratives and

28 Cf 11 (dpvéopev Arj8as 7€ kal alyidyov Aids vid) ~ 4. (buvouev kai dis kal 76 TpiTov dpoeva Tékva)
~ 26 (apdorépovs duvéwv ITodvdedkea mpdrov delow) ~ 135 (kai od pév Vuvnoal por dvaé: cé 8¢
Kéorop delow); 25 (Kdoropos 9 mpdrov IToAvSedreos Gpfoy’ deiBew;) < e.g. h.Cer. 1 (dijuntp’
Aikopov cepvyv Beav dpyou’ deidew) et passim; 214 (xaipete Andas véxva, kal Huerépols kAéos
tuvors) < e.g. Hom. hym. Diosc. 5 [= 18] (xaipete TvvdapiSat, Taxéwv émpBritopes immwv), h.Dian. 21
(xalpete Téxva Aids ral Anrods fikdpoto). The closest parallel is provided by Hom. hym. Mus. et.
Apol. 6 (xaipete Tékva Aids kal éunv Tipnoar’ dodnv).

2% Theory of ‘Umgestaltung’ see Stachlin (1903) 182-3 and 188; cf. Nisetich (1980) 281. This was
already suggested by the ancient scholiast ad 112a; cf. Christ (1896) ad 60. For a judicious criticism
of similar approaches with older bibliography see Stern (1969) 128 n.12.
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their relationship without first examining the ways each poet chose to contextualize
the episode within their poems.

In Theocritus’ poem just before the fight with his cousin, Castor, Lynceus
delivers a long monologue in an attempt to avert the fight. His talk offers his
narrative context for this episode. The reason for the confrontation appears to have
been the ‘abduction’ of the daughters of Leucippus by the Dioscuri. Lynceus claims
that the Leucippides were promised to his brother (Idas) and him by their father
(147-8 ébs €dvwoe Bdyatpas [...] nuiv ydpos odros év Spkwt). Castor and Polydeuces

bribed Leucippus with oxen and mules (151 &v8pa mapetpéfacle, yduov & éxAéfate

Scpois) and so got the girls for themselves (145-151).%°

moAAdkis in 152 (7 pav
moAAdkis Dupw évdmiov dudotéporot ...) and lines 154-66 clearly suggest that prior
to this confrontation there had been an ongoing antagonism and disagreement
between the Dioscuri and the Apharetiadai over the daughters of Leucippus.
Judging from 7todrov pév édoate mpds TéAos éAOely / upt yapov (165-5) the women

' Pindar’s version is

were abducted before their marriage to Idas and Lynceus.”
much shorter and completely different (60-1): ‘Idas, enraged in a quarrel over cattle,
wounded him (sc. Castor) with the point of his brazen spear’ (tr. Nisetich).
Theocritus, it would appear, combined two mythological episodes, which until
Hellenistic times appeared independently from each other: (i) the fight of the
Dioscuri with their cousins the Apharetiadai and (ii) the abduction of the daughters

of Leucippus by the Dioscuri (cf. Wide (1893) 327-8; Calame (1977) i. 327-8;

Hermary (1986) LIMC 1.1 592; Henry (2005) ad Nem. 10.60).

2% 1t is interesting that in one version, considered to be the original, the Dioscuri stole the cattle of
the Apharetiadai because they made fun of the Dioscuri for not giving gifts to Leucippus for his
daughters; cf. X ad Lyc. Alex. 547, for a different version including the cattle again see ibid. ad 511
which agrees with the version given by Apollod. 3.135-7.

2! The demonstrative pronoun (148 rdode) indicates that the two women are present without having
an active role. This would imply that this episode takes place right after the abduction and the chase
(138-43); cf. Sens (1997) ad 137-140.
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The first episode appeared for the first time in the Cypria (cf. Proclus’
summary pp. 39-40 Bernabé):**> Castor stole the cattle of the Apharetiadai, but
Lynceus saw him. In the ensuing combat Idas killed Castor, and Polydeuces killed
both Idas and Lynceus. The summary ends with the peculiar after-life that Zeus
assigned to the two brothers (cf. Cypria fr. 8 Bernab¢). This is also the version
followed by Pindar (Nem. 10.60-2; cf. Cypria fr. 15 Bernab¢):

7ov (sc. KdoTopa) yap "I8as dudi Bovolv mws xoAw-
fels éTpwoev xadréas Adyxas dkud.
amo Tavyérov medavyad-
{wv i8ev Avykeds Spvds év oTedéxel
Nuévovs.
The oxen and mules that Lynceus mentions (Theoc. 22.150) are probably the same
ones that the Dioscuri stole from the Apharetiadai, although Lynceus says nothing
explicit about it. The two daughters of Leucippus are not connected with this
episode before Hellenistic times. A papyrus commentary on Alcman from the

second half of the first century CE (POxy. 2389 fr. 4 col. i1) mentions the names of
the two sisters (PMGF 8.2 ®oifn ka[i TAdetpa).””> According to Lobel (1957: 28),
Alcman seems to have dealt with their myth in a poem from the first book of the
Alexandrian edition.””* The myth was probably relevant for the Spartan cult of the
Leucippids (Paus. 3.16.1; Plut. Quaest. Graec. 48) and perhaps due to this did not
possess interest for authors outside Sparta.””> However, it is better represented in

pottery and sculpture (cf. LIMC 1II.1: 189-211). Theocritus and the Pindaric

2 Homer (Od.11.300-4) knows the special after-life arrangement for the Dioscuri but does not
connect it with this episode; cf. also Pind. Pyth. 11.61-4.

293 See also Calame (1983) ad fr. 20. The names given by the Meidias hydria (450-400 BCE; ARV*
1313, 5 [= 220497 Beazley Archive]; LIMC III.1 p.584 nr. 201) are Eriphyle and Elera; the latter is
usually explained as the Attic equivalent of Hilaeira; cf. Farnell (1921) 232.

2% PMGF 5 and 7 from the same commentary mention the Dioscuri. PMGF 7.11 could mention the
Apharetiadae but the reading is far from certain. On the whole, see Calame (1977) i. 332-3; (1983)
ad frr. 19-21. For the problematic Leucippids fragments that Snell attributed to Bacchylides (frr. 60-
1 Sn.—M.) see Macehler (1997) 359.

%5 On Paus. 3.16.1 see Musti and Torelli (1991) ad loc. For the Laconian cult of the Leucippids see
Wide (1893) 326-32, Farnell (1921) 229-33 and esp. Calame (1977) i. 323-3.
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Scholia (ad Nem. 10.112(a)) are the first to associate the two episodes. Whether
they depended for this on some archaic text, for instance the Hesiodic Catalogue of

® In view of our

Women, as Staehlin (1903: 187 n.23) supposed, is not clear.”’
ignorance of the version(s) current in Pindar’s times it would be misleading to claim
that Pindar omits elements so as to ‘bowdlerize’ the myth. Pindar was concerned
primarily with the love and devotion of the two brothers (cf. Nem.10.54 pdda pév
av8pav Sukalwy mepikadduevor. kal pav Bedv moTdv yévos).””’ The myth interested
him in as much as it provided the immediate context for the death of Castor and the
subsequent sacrifice of Polydeuces. In this respect, the origins of the dispute
between the Dioscuri and the sons of Aphareus are of secondary importance and
accordingly receive only one (60) out of the forty lines of the myth. On the other
hand, the importance which Theocritus accorded to the claiming in the dispute is
obvious from Lynceus’ speech.

Theocritus diverged in the representation of the fight: in his version it is only
Castor who fights.”®® Polydeuces, though present like Idas, who watches the fight
reclining (199-200),%%° does not participate in the fighting. This, in turn, influences
the character of Zeus’s intervention. In Nem. 10.67-8 Zeus interferes to protect

Polydeuces, the immortal brother and his son (80-2), from the stele that Idas hurled

at him, although Polydeuces was in no mortal danger. No explicit reason is given

2% The same story is given by Ovid Fast. 5.699-720 and [Hyginus] Fab. 80. Propertius i.2.15-6 and
Ovid Her. 16.330 just mention the abduction with no more details. A red-figure lekythos (ca. 400-
350 BCE; Virginia Museum 80.162; LIMC III.1. p. 585 nr. 217) could be the earliest representation
of Theocritus’ combined version; see Hermary (1986) LIMC II1.1 591and Sens (1997) 168-9.

27 This gnome is applied not to the Dioscuri only but to their relationship with the victor’s family as
well (37-8). The Dioscuri lent their support to Theaeus’ family in their athletic endeavours because
Pamphaes, his ancestor, had offered hospitality to them (49-51); cf. Fraccaroli (1894) 626-9; Christ
(1896) 308.

2% On the other hand, several of the similarities that scholars have pointed out were indispensable
elements of the traditional story: (i) Aphareus’ tomb seems to belong to the tradition as the setting of
the fight; (ii) Lynceus flees there to escape Castor (141 4AX’ 8te TopBov ikavov dmodBipévov Adapios
~ Nem. 10.66 §A0e Ar8as mals Sudbkwv. Tol & évavra ordfev Toufwt oxedov maTpdiwt).

2 Note the use of dual (137-40) and plural (141-3; 145 etc.) forms throughout this scene.
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for Zeus’s action. The subsequent lines indicate that Zeus’s involvement is
predicated on ‘moral’ grounds.’®” Idas, a mortal, is fighting against an immortal
hero, a descendant of Zeus himself:
Zevs 8 én’ "I8aw mvpddpov mAae PoAdevra kepavviv:
Gpa & ékailovt épfuot. Xadema &8 Epis avBpar
moLs OULAEY kpeoTivaw.

The concluding remark ‘How harsh it is for men to clash in strife against their
betters’ (tr. Nisetich) reveals the impiety and foolishness of the sons of Aphareus in
turning against the Dioscuri. Not only are they close to Zeus, but also they are
excellent fighters. Interestingly, Pindar notes the isolation of the Apharatiadae: in
fighting against the Dioscuri the two brothers distance themselves from the rest of
the community and expose themselves to the dangers that the encounter with the
divine world entails (cf. Stern (1969) 126; 130). However, Theocritus’ story is
different at this point. After the death of his brother, Idas attempts to hurl the stele
at Castor. If Zeus had not intervened, Castor would have found certain death. Zeus
protects the human brother who is not his child but Tyndareus’ (cf. Sens (1997)
213-4).>"" Interestingly, the narrator does not seem concerned with the difficulties
of his version: by keeping Castor alive after the fight Theocritus cannot account for
the privileged lot accorded to them in the myth. It is unclear why Theocritus did
this and how he would account for their peculiar after-life status. Nevertheless, in
doing so he altered the physiognomy of the myth: the episode is not employed as an
instance of brotherly affection (Christ (1896) 309 on Nemean 10: ‘suavissima

species amoris fraterni’) but becomes an ‘epic(-izing)’ demonstration of heroic

39 pyce Stern (1969) 127 I do not believe that Zeus’s intervention is caused by the defilement of
Aphareus’ tomb. On the contrary, Zeus seems to be motivated by the importance of family
connections and personal favour in both narratives. Further, in Theocritus Idas does not honour the
arrangements of the dual but interferes, causing his punishment by Zeus; cf. Sens (1997) 213-4.

3% There is no indication in the poem about Zeus’s paternity of either Polydeuces or both Dioscuri;
in line 137 they are both ‘sons of Zeus’ (4dwds viw); in 202 Castor and in 212 both brothers are ‘son(s)
of Tyndareus’.



163

prowess, closer to the spirit of a hymn. This difference in perspective is more
clearly expressed by the different ways that both poets contextualized the same
maxim in their narratives: ‘one should not fight with one’s betters’ (212 otrw
Tvv8apibats modepulépev odk év édadpdn ~ Nem. 10.72 xadema & épis avBpdmois
oputdetv kpecodvwy). While Pindar’s use has a broader ethic-religious application
(‘one should not fight against stronger (divine) powers or opponents’), Theocritus’
use is not only narrower but more specifically applicable to the needs of his hymnic
discourse.

Idyll 22 presents itself as a hymn. Hymns emphasize the gap that separates
humans from gods (Hunter (1996: 47). The duality of Theocritus’ hymn depicts the
two different faces of the Dioscuri.*** Neither Pindar nor Theocritus had any moral
inhibitions about the proper representation of divinities or heroes. Even if they had,
altering a well-known myth is the least effective way not to evoke it in the minds of
the audience or the reader. On the contrary, several passages demonstrate that
Pindar, like Greek poets in general (cf. e.g. Stesich. Geryoneis PMGF S 11), was at
ease talking about mythological episodes (Ol 9.29-35; fr.169a Machler) that were
difficult to explain within the human conceptual frame of what is right and wrong.
As for Theocritus, Lynceus’ pathetic speech and death may win the sympathy of
modern readers, but this does not validate his behaviour. Lines 145-170 give
Lynceus’ interpretation of the events that the narrator perfunctorily presents before
his speech (137-140). As such Lynceus’ interpretation is not necessarily the
‘correct’ one (cf. Hunter (1996: 67); it is obvious that for Castor it is the

Apharetiadai who seek to shed kindred blood not the Dioscuri (171 € 8’duiv kpadiny

modepov mobel...). Lynceus’ account sounds incomprehensibly confused. If

392 On the various interpretations of the dual nature of the idyll see Cameron (1995) 431-3.
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Leucippus had sworn (146-8) to give his daughters to the Apharetiadai and was
subsequently bribed®” by the Dioscuri (149-151), as Lynceus claims, then
Leucippus only was responsible for the breach of any previous arrangement. For
instance, when the poet Archilochus found himself in a position similar to that of
the Apharetiadai, he turned his iambi against Lycambes (fr. 172 W?) and Neoboule
(fr. 196a W?), not the new groom (cf. also fr. 173 W? for Lycambes’ oath). Further,
if that was the case, there was no need for the Dioscuri to abduct his daughters just
before the wedding as lines 137-40 suggest (cf. Sens (1997) 176). The pre-history
of the controversy and the antagonism between the cousins as well as what actually
took place are issues not adequately clarified in Lynceus’ speech.*®® The narrator
seems to consider the Dioscuri’s act as a “rape” (137 dvapmdéavre), but the verb
does not imply violence; on the contrary it describes the usual way for gods and
goddesses to select their mortal lovers — with a possible allusion to Laconian
marriage customs (cf. Plut. Lyc. 15.4).’® From this point of view, the Dioscuri,
related to Zeus as they are, have the right to choose their brides first. For all his
keen-sightedness®®® Lynceus is unable to distinguish the divine nature of his
adversaries. He approaches their behaviour on the basis of mortal human compass
393 Lynceus is using forensic vocabulary here. For the meaning S8dpa “bride” see LS s.v. 2.

3% The Dioscuri were not always considered to claim the Leucippids as their wives by force: the
peacefulness on the Lisbon calyx-crater (c. 475-425 BCE; ARV* 1042 [= 213535 Beazley Archive]
attributed either to the Polygnotus Group or the Peleus painter; LIMC II1.1 p.583 nr. 197) suggests
another version; cf. Calame (1977) i. 329-30 and esp. Hermary (1986) LIMC II1.1 590.

395 Pyce Sens (1997: ad 137) who seems to miss the point, Theocritus’ use follows a well-established
pattern: see Calame (1977) i. 328; Hermary (1986) LIMC I11.1 590. Poets are consistent in the use of
apmdlw and its cognates to describe the abduction of consorts by gods (see Sowa (1984) 122-6): e.g.
Hades (h.Cer. 19 apmdéas & déxovoav émi xpvoéoow Sxowow); Zeus (h.Ven. 202-3 with Faulkner
(2008: 263); nfpmacev v &b kdAdos i’ &Bavdroior peteln); Eos (ibid. 218 &s & ad Tibwvov
xpvodBpovos fpmacev "Hds; cf. also Od. 15.250-1 4AX* f7or KAetrov xpvadfpovos fipmacev "Hds);
Apollo (Pyth. 9.5-6 with Kohnken (1983) 82-3; dpmac’); Boreas (Plato, Phaedrus 229B-D). See also
Paean 6.134-7 $84r<ecost §én’ Ao[wmod mlor &]md mpobipwv BabikoAmov avepéato mapbévov
Alywav with Radt (1958) and Kirkwood (1982) ad loc. For the use of this form in abduction scenes
cf. 1. 22.234; Hes. Theog. 990; A. R. 1.211-15. See also Ibycus PMGF 289(a) [=X A. R. 3.114-7 (p.
220 Wendel)].

3% Theoc. 22.194 &kpiBhs Sppact Avykeds ~ Nem. 10.62 keivov yap emyBoviwv mévrwv yéver’
d¢brarov upa; cf. A. R. 1.153-4; 4.1466-7, 1478.
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and attempts to check their prerogatives by suggesting eligible wives (154-63). In
this regard, it is not a matter of right or wrong but of gods vs. men. Following
hymnic tradition, Theocritus has refashioned the myth so as to suggest the
unpredictability and cruelty divinities often demonstrate in their behaviour (cf.
Morrison (2007) 238-9).

I will conclude this chapter with the discussion of a minor, yet interesting,
case of Pindaric allusion. In its first part (1-62) Idyll 2 stages the magical ritual that
Simaetha performs in order to bring back Delphis, the lover who has spurned her.
The ancient scholia (Hypothesis b, p. 270 Wendel) point out that Theocritus was
following one of Sophron’s female mimes (fr. 6 Hordern). Theocritus’ poem owes
a great deal to subliterary magical texts which gave instructions for similar rituals.
In her refrain Simaetha addresses one of these implements, a magical instrument
employed in love-magic (fvy€), and asks it to brings her man back to her (fvy€, éAxe
70 TRvov éudv moti 8dpa Tov dvdpa). The origins of the lvyé were connected with the
love episode of Jason and Medea. The myth of its origins and first use is given by
Pindar in Pythian 4 in the context of the Argonautic expedition:

métvia 8 dévtdTwy Bedéwy (213)
mowkidav {vyya TeTpdrvapov OdAvumdbev
év dAdTw {edéaioa kikAw (215)
pawdadd’ dpvwv Kvmpoyéveia dépev
mpdrov dvlpamotot Avrds 7’ émaodas
éxdi8doknoev oogdv Aloovibav
In an uncommon case of textual awareness of a character Simaetha points the

readers to her intertextual foils (15-16):

dappara 1adr Epdoioa xepelova urte v Kipras
prite e Mrjdeas prjre Eavlas Iepiundas.

Simaetha is a spurned woman in love; she turns to magic because she wants to take

her revenge. In this respect she is cast as a textual variant of Medea. Of course,
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Theocritus had several Medeas from which to draw elements (e.g. Eumelus, Pindar,
Euripides, Carcinus, Apollonius etc.). Nonetheless, the association with the origins
of the fvy¢ lends the Pindaric subtext a certain degree of prominence. Still, in
Pindar’s text one watches exactly the opposite situation. The fvyé is here employed
by a man in order to make Medea get over her aldws. So, although Simaetha shares
in Medea’s myth as a witch and a scorned woman, her situation is different.
Simaetha does not need to be allured through the use of the vyé. Further, her use of
it is inconsistent with its first use ever and this could suggest the ineffectiveness of

its use in the present circumstances.
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CHAPTER 6
Intertextual presence vs. textual absence: Pindar and his Hellenistic

profile in Idyll 16

Introduction

Idyll 16 poses an interesting question on the reception of Pindar in Theocritus’
poetry. Although Theocritus names Simonides (44), poets of the epic cycle (50)
and Homer (57), he does not mention Pindar at all.’”’ Be that as it may, scholars
have always recognized a special quality in this poem that makes them think of
Pindar, a Pindaric patina so to speak (cf. Kuiper (1889) 384; Clapp (1913) 310;
Meincke (1965) 79-84). This chaper will examine the character and the use of
Pindaric elements in this poem. The idyll negates easy attempts at generic
classification. Its protean nature has given rise to several contradictory approaches
(cf. esp. Griffiths (1979) 10-11; Kyriakou (2004) 221; Gonzalez (2010) 65-6). In
the following discussion, it will be argued that Theocritus appropriated the profile
of Pindar which Hellenistic readers had constructed, in order to unfold the
encomiastic mood of his poem and represent himself as a praise poet in the light of
the archaic poetry of kleos and its conventions (cf. Hunter (1996) 83, 97; Kyriakou
(2004) 222).*%® Further, it will be suggested that several of the peculiarities that
scholars have noted like (i) the delay in the naming of Hieron (see n. 315 below),
(11) the digressive character of the first part (see n. 316 below), (ii1) the ‘venality’ the
397 Griffiths (1979) 32 gives an overview of proposed explanations.

3% The poem is supposed to have been composed at some point in the decade 275-265 BCE with the
pendulum turning towards the earlier date; cf. Kuiper (1889) 383. For the orthodox view see Gow
(1952) 305-7; contra Hutchinson (1988) 191-2, who dates the poem around 265-264 BCE. The

poem does not impart any information concerning any previous acquaintance of Theocritus with
Hieron, which should remain open as a possibility.
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of poet (pp. 175-6) and (iv) his sending the poems without previous invitation (pp.
192-3) could accord with the opinion that Hellenistic scholars had of Pindar and his
role as a praise-poet. In this regard, Idyll 16 should be treated in a manner similar to

Horace’s Ode 4.2 as a poetic testimony to Pindar’s Hellenistic image.

The story

The poem opens with the Hesiodic image of the Muses as praise-singers to the gods.
The analogy between the two existential categories, gods and mortals is an opening
device that Theocritus also employs in /dy/l 17 in regard to the status of his patron
and in Idyll 13 as the frame within which he contextualizes the topic on which
Nicias and he are discoursing. In this case the comparison with the Muses seems to
add points to Theocritus’ honourable activity as a poet, while it explains the total
absence of any divine presence in the poem beyond the Charites and the Muses.*"’
More importantly, though, the opening lines also suggest the comparison between
mortal men and gods.”’® To be more precise, Theocritus’ encomiastic activity is

analogous to that of the Muses, who act as his role-models and as such suggest the

39 There is no reason to assume a break with Hesiodic tradition on the part of Theocritus, as
Gutzwiller (1983) 219-20 and Gonzalez (2010) 75 have argued; cf. also Willi (2004) 35. On the
contrary, Theocritus adheres to poetic tradition: he is the interpreter of the Muses’ messages (29),
while they are his trusted companions in his poetic peregrinations (69, 107). Theocritus follows
Pindar’s metapoetic ‘theology’ according to which the Charites are associated with poetic style,
while the Muses are responsible for factual knowledge (cf. Pae. 6.54-8). In this sense their roles are
complementary (cf. Carey (1981) ad Pyth. 9.2). In Nem. 9.54-5 the Muses direct Pindar towards the
target that he must hit with his spear (&kovri{wv okomol’ dyxiora Mowav), if he wants to represent
reality accurately, while the Charites are related with the choice of appropriate style (radTav dperav
kedadfoar/ obv Xapireoow). For a variation of the same concept see Bacchylides 19.1-8: the Muses
offer the 8@pa (content) of poetry, while the Charites riusj, the recognition, so to speak, of the poet’s
artistry; see Scott (1984) 4. In this idyll the Muses are underrepresented probably because
Theocritus does not sing in praise of something that has happened but rather of what he hopes will
happen. In this sense, it is more important to show his artistry, which is traditionally related with the
Charites.

3191 take the Bporol who form the subject of Theocritus’ songs as identical with the dyafol dv8pes
mentioned in line 2; contra Gutzwiller (1983) 230 who associates them with the people of humble
birth mentioned at various points in the poem (55, 87-97). In this regard, I find rather unconvincing
Conzalez’s (2010) 70 attempt to represent this idyll as a mapaiveots on the model of Theognis to the
nobles of Syracuse, the dyafoi dvdpes of line 2, who found themselves in discord (p. 75).
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only way for mortal men to approach the eternal world of the gods, being praised in
poetry.

Lines 5-21 depict the Charites as they return to the poet, crying and
complaining that they have not received any gifts. The indifference of the potential
clients gives the poet the opportunity to assume a primarly didactic role and so to
appropriate the wealthy treasure-house of Pindaric gnomai concerning the correct
way to lead one’s life and spend one’s riches: money is not to be hoarded and kept
hidden in chests but generously spent on benefactions and on poets (22-33).*'" In
order to illustrate the commemorative power of poets, Theocritus employs the
paradigm of Simonides, epic poets of the cycle and Homer (34-57). Hieron is a
god-sent answer to Theocritus’ prayers for a generous patron. In a way explicitly
reminiscent not only of Achilles and Ajax, but also of Hieron I, Hieron is
represented while putting on his armour, before his aristeia. This is all that we are
going to hear about Hieron’s military prowess and (wished-for) achievements.
Theocritus would rather dwell more excessively on the outcome of Hieron’s
campaign. In a bucolic scene, the only one in the poem, he describes the future
peaceful reign of his laudandus (58-103).*'* The poem ends with Theocritus’
address to the Charites, who now appear as venerable and ancient goddesses with

their remit far surpassing the field of poetic composition, so as to include military

31 mapeAfelv (63) has been seen by several scholars, esp. Gutzwiller (1983) 229, to cast doubts on

the sincerity of Theocritus’ didactic stance. X ad 63 renders it as dmarfoat kai dgelelv 7i, while
Gow (1952) and Dover (1971) ad loc. have tried to downplay the negative connotations inherent in
the verb by postulating a neutral meaning ‘persuade’, which, however, is not attested (cf. LSJ® 5.v.).
For the most up-to-date discussion see Hunter (1996) 104 n. 86. I understand the text differently. In
view of the reactions described previously (16-21), Theocritus implies that the only way to take
money from these men would be to cheat them out of it; but this too, is presented as an adynaton. So
what hope can a poet have with them, even if he tries not to cheat people but convince them with
arguments (22-57)? Convinced that he cannot bring around his potential patrons, Theocritus
momentarily evokes the image of the ‘trickster’ so as to play his opponents in their own game, profit-
mongering. But this is just a rhetorical pose to emphasize the recalcitrance of his contemporaries
and does not express the poet’s ‘intentions’.

312 For the bucolic elements in the poem see Vahlen (1884) 214, Meincke (1965) 67-9, Fantuzzi
(2000) 144-5 and Kyriakou (2004) 240. Griffiths (1979) 40 calls this idyll the ‘inauguration of the
pastoral encomium’.
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action (104-109; note esp. 105 &mex8épuevéy more Orffass).’"> Throughout the poem
the image of the charites fluctuates constantly, articulated through the various
meanings the term can acquire in Pindaric idiom (see Perrotta (1925) 13-4): (i)
poem of praise, (ii) Charites, (iii) special bond that exists between the poet and his

laudandus (reciprocal gratitude), (iv) poetic artistry.>'

1dyll 16 as a political encomium

The last 20 lines, almost one fifth of the whole poem, are occupied with the explicit
‘praise’ of Hieron II of Syracuse.’’> The first eighty lines appear as a castigation of
the venality that contemporary aristocrats display and a catechism on what is the
right, and noble, way to spend one’s wealth. Only in hindsight does one
comprehend that the two parts, unequal though they may be in the number of their
lines, are juxtaposed and so meant, from a rhetorical point of view, to add to
Hieron’s praise (cf. Perrotta (1925) 10-2, Meincke (1965) 35, 62-3; contra Fantuzzi
(2000) 142, Gonzalez (2010) 67-8).*'® The heightened sense of gloom and despair

that one senses in the depiction of contemporary morality throws into relief

313 The interest that the poet asks the Charites to show for Hieron and his people (102-3) reworks the
interest Charis shows for the victor in Pindar’s epinicians; cf. Ol 7.11 dAdote & &AAov émomTeder
Xdpis {wBdAptos [...]. Charis lies in the very nature of, and so enables, athletic victory. In the
military, and quasi-Homeric, world of Idyll 16 Charis looks with a favourable eye on Hieron and his
people in his war against the Carthaginians.

3% For the different meanings that charis can acquire in Pindar’s poetry see esp. Gianotti (1975) 7-6;
cf. also Gerber (1982) ad Ol. 1.18; Privitera (1982) ad Isthm. 5.21-2; Verdenius (1987) 104-6.

313 Delaying the naming of the laudandus is considered a Pindaric mannerism; cf. Pfeiffer (1949) ad
fr. 384.4. For instance: in Nemean 10 the laudandus is named after 23 lines, almost one fourth of the
poem; in Olympian 14 after 16 lines, more than half the poem. Quite often the delay is rhetorically
motivated by the inclusion of an introductory priamel suggesting the poet’s aporia (Nem. 10.1-18;
Isthm. 7.1-15); cf. Austin (1967) 3. Theocritus does not propose other suitable objects of praise,
perhaps to emphasize Hieron’s uniqueness; that is also suggested through his juxtaposition with the
stingy men depicted in lines 16-21.

31 The ‘digressive’ character of this part of the idyll could reflect the similar trait that Hellenistic
readers attributed to Pindar, especially about his myths; cf. e.g. 2 Ol 13.133b (mAelove T
mapexPdoer kéxpnrar), X Pyth. 10.46b (&xalpwt mapexPdoer xpnoduevos) ~ 79b (ds moAAf
xpnoapévwr T mapexBdoer). Pace Austin (1967) 17 the ancient scholiasts do not seem alert to the
fact that ‘personal notes’ or such digressions were ‘subordinate to the praise of the victor’. This is
part of modern reading perception. The same characteristic was also attributed to Simonides (X Nem.
4.60D).
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Hieron’s image as an ideal ruler and promising patron. The future tense in line 73
(ooetatr odTos dvip Os éuod kexproer &owdod), in combination with the almost
oracular tone in the preceding couplet (cf. Dover (1971) ad loc.), adds an air of
pointed solemnity to Hieron’s praise.’’’ Hieron is temporally ‘displaced’ into the
future with regard to the tightfisted contemporaries deprecated by Theocritus. This
temporal manoeuvre widens the gap separating Hieron from the rich men of
Theocritus’ times and helps to underline his uniqueness.’'® Hieron is a future hope
for something better, something closer to the honourable past represented by Greek
tradition and especially Homer’s epics (cf. Griffiths (1979) 31; 45-6).

The stage is now occupied by two opposing armies; the Phoenicians and the
Syracusans, who are defending their country. In their midst appears their general

Hieron preparing for the battle as a Homeric hero would do (80 év §’adrols Tépcwv
mpoTépots loos Npwecot / {ewvvvrar). Some lines before, Theocritus had already

compared him with Achilles and Ajax, the mightiest of the Greek heroes who

319

fought at Troy (74 péfas /) Axideds Sooov péyas 9 Bapds Alas). The poem’s

discourse is imbued with Homeric language which eloquently indicates the poetic
affiliation of its discourse. On the other hand, the employment of the (un-Homeric)
Doric dialect situates the poem in a different branch of poetic tradition, one
connected with lyric encomia and predominantly Pindar. This duality of poetic
character applies also to the examples that Theocritus used in order to bring home to

317 One should also note the confidence with which this line is pronounced; from a Homeric point of
view it recalls the certainty with which Homeric heroes talk about the eventual fall of Troy in the
lliad (4.164 = 6.448 &ooeTar fuap 67" v mor’ dAdAn "IAwos ip7p).

318 This, however, could have been due to Hieron’s lack of achievements to praise; cf. Vahlen’s
designation of the poem an ‘Encomium der Zukunft’ [historical framework given on pages 218-222]
— this approach is also adopted by Griffiths (1979) 13-6; 45-6 who employs the term ‘future
retrospect’ [...] to describe ‘the increased reliance on future tense narrative’; cf. also Gutzwiller
(1983) 231.

319 The presence of the Homeric world is felt already from the proem (1-4); the task of the Muses is
to compose hymns for the immortal gods, while mortal bards sing «Aéa av8pdv (2 ~ 14 épypaoy ...
éoflols). Homer’s 11. 22.304-5 seems to prefigure Theocritus’ use (p5 pav domovd{ ye kal akAetds
dmodoipny,/ dANG péya pé€as Tikaiéoagopévoior mvbéobhar).



172

his readers the point about the powers of poetry to convey immortality (cf. Kyriakou

(2004) 222).

Hellenistic perspectives on poetic tradition’*’

In lines 34 to 57 Theocritus gives three sets of examples of the unique ability that
poets have to bestow poetic immortality on their patrons. The first set concerns
Simonides’ praise of Thessalian aristocratic clans (Aleuadai, Skopadai). Tradition
has preserved the strong connection between Simonides and Thessalian patrons (see
p- 119 n. 216 above). Already in ancient times readers had detected the presence of
Simonides in the first part of the poem (cf. argument to Theoc. 16 pp. 325-6
Wendel): the chest in which Theocritus keeps his poems is generally supposed to

321 Theocritus’

hark back at a certain anecdote concerning Simonides’ venality.
insistence on the remuneration of poets for their services has been seen in modern
times as coming dangerously close to the image that Hellenistic, and modern,
readers have of Simonides as a profit-seeking poet who put money above all (cf.
Griffiths (1979) 18).>** However, pace Austin (1967) 10, there is some slight
evidence to suggest that Pindar was also the victim of such distorting
interpretations, although it was not the dominant trend in his case (cf. X' Isthm.

5.2a): lopev $tAdéxpvoov dvra mavrayxod Tov IlivBapov. kdvradfa odv v éavrod

dLAdpyvpov mpoaipecty Texunpiol Tov TAodTov éykwutdlwy kal dmanTToNEVOS, WS

320 Cf. Sbardella (2004) 75 n.32 “una sorta di storia a ritorso del potere celebrativo della poesia’ and
Willi (2004) 42 “une histoire de la littérature encomiastique a 1’envers.’

321 vahlen (1884) 205, Kuiper (1889) 385 and Perrotta (1925) 12-3 have doubted the meaningfulness
of such a connection. For Simonides’ presence in the poem see Meincke (1965) 39-42, Austin
(1967) 11, Hunter (1996) 99-109, esp. Vox (2002) 194-201, Kyriakou (2004) passim and Gonzélez
(2010) 98-107.

322 Cf. e.g. Call. fr. 222 Pf. and X Isthm. 2.9. Both poets and scholiasts seem to have been influenced
in their evaluation of Simonides as the avaricious poet par excellence by Aristophanic comedy (e.g.
Av. 919; Pax 698 -9); cf. Austin (1967) 9-10, Lefkowitz (1986) 279. Callimachus’ depiction of
Simonides in Aetia 111 fr. 163 Massimilla seems dependent on Theocritus: (9) Krjtov dv8pa Tov iepév
~ (44) B€ios d08os 6 Krjios; (13-14) Kpavvawtos ... oikos ... (Cikioimddiasc ~ (36-8) Zkomddaiow ...
ap mediov K pavvdviov.
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mpoankeL Tovs éykwutalouévovs xpvod aueifecBar 7év Ilivdapov. There is, then, no
reason to understand Theocritus’ insistence on monetary rewards as an allusion to
Simonides only (cf. e.g. Griffiths (1979) 26), as it could (also / only) refer to Pindar.
In the light of this, one could turn one’s attention to the Hellenistic interpretation of
the proem of Isthmian 2 and its possible significance for the financial aspect of
Theocritus’ ‘Pindaric’ persona in Idyll 16 (ctf. Austin (1967) 6 and Sbardella (2004)

68 who suggest a different interpretation).

Pindar the ¢cAapyvpos
The ancient scholia preserve two independent hermeneutic trends in respect to the
opening of Isthmian 2 (cf. Pavese (1966) 104-5). One group of scholars, which
included Callimachus (cf. fr. 222 Pf. and n. 322 above), understood Pindar’s words
as an oblique attack on his favourite target Simonides (cf. 2' 9a (Aéyor & av mpds
Zipwvidny Tadta, ws PtAdpyvpov Stactpwv Tov &vdpa), 15a). On the other hand, the
scholia give testimony also to the diametrically opposite interpretation (X' inscr. a):
davepov yap ws pobov altrdv Tov OpaciBovdov 76 e amédbeypa mpoonveyre TO mepl
7év xpnuatwv [...]. The dispute in the reading of this poem should alert one to the
possibility that some, certainly not the majority of, Hellenistic readers, including
perhaps Theocritus, understood Pindar in the same way as Simonides. The
relevance of Isthmian 2 for our idyll could be suggested from the following
considerations.

The opening of Isthmian 2 does not operate solely on the opposition between
past and contemporary poets (2 1b). Whatever Pindar may have intended, it seems
that some scholiasts believed Pindar to include himself in the category of poets

financially remunerated for their services (X' Isthm. 2.1b). So they understood the
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incipit on the basis of a different antithesis between Thrasyboulos and the rest of his
contemporary patrons. In this reading special emphasis is given to Thrasyboulos’
knowledge of the financial side of the patron-poet relationship and the
immortalizing power of poetry (12 éool ydp ocodds). In this respect, the
juxtaposition that one finds in Idy/l/ 16 between Hieron II and other rich men could
have been modelled on a specific reading of the opening of Isthmian 2. Still this
could reflect a wider tendency in the Hellenistic interpretation of Pindar. 2 Pyth.
2.125a in its explanation of karda Doivicoav éumoddv has no misgivings about
attributing ‘profit-seeking’ to Pindar the very same thing that Pindar had castigated
in his odes (olov émi képSet kal mpdoet). Another note on the same passage (X Pyth.
2.127), explains that Pindar composed the ode for a fee (émi uioBde) but also sent a
hyporchema (fr. 105 Macehler) gratis (X Pyth. 2.126¢ xdpw kal mpotka), one may
assume as a sign of friendship and respect. At any rate, it appears that some
Hellenistic scholars did not believe in an idealist Pindar any more than we should
necessarily think Theocritus to have done. There is no reason to confuse our
modern perspective of an idealist Pindar (cf. e.g. Austin (1967) 7, 10-1; Gutzwiller
(1983) 229) with that of Hellenistic readers, mistaken though the latter may be, if it

is relevant for an understanding of Theocritus’ work.

Simonides, the Thessalians and Homer

The detailed description of the earthly goods (34-9) that Simonides’ Thessalians left
behind them emphasizes their uselessness in the face of inevitable death: (40) aAX’
ol odw Tdv 78os, émel yAvrdv éfexévwoav / Buudv é edpelav oxediav oTvyvod
Axépovtos ~ (23) odx G8e mAodTov dvaois). Only poetry can open an escape route

for human fate: poetic immortality, which can be easily acquired by giving
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patronage to poets (43-5). It is this ability that the poets have to rescue men from
oblivion with the help of Muses (source of their inspiration) that accounts for their

designation as sacred or divine (44 Gefos doidds 6 Krfios;*> cf. 29 Mowdwv ... iepods

tmogriras) (cf. Hunter (1996) 107 with n. 90).** It took a poet of Simonides’
calibre to transform their image thanks to their athletic victories (45-6 Tiuds 8¢ kai
wiées ENayov immol / of odow €€ iepdv oTedavndbpor HABov dyavwy). In antithesis
to their worldly goods, all long lost, their fame survives on to Theocritus’ times
thanks to Simonides who has rendered them with his guitar évopactovs émAorépots
(45-6).

Thanks to a recent papyrus discovery we know that this phrase was a direct
loan from the elegy that Simonides composed for those fallen at the battle of Plataca
(fr. 11.17-18 W?):*%

vV ’ € ’
... kal émawvvpov dT[AoTépot]otow
moino’ Nu]léwv wrdpopov yevenv.

323 For the text in this line (8efos or Sewds instead of the transmitted keivos) see Gow (1951) ad loc.
2% For the appellation ‘interpreters of the Muses’ compare also 17.115 (Movodewy & vmogfTar) and
22.115 (elmé Oed, ov yap oioba’ éyw & érépwv dmodnrns); cf. Meincke (1965) 60 n.l. The self-
representation of the poet as the ‘interpreter of the (oracular) messages of the (possessed) Muse’
looks back at the analogy between poetry and divination which one finds fully developed in Pindar’s
poetry (cf. Kuiper (1889) 384; Perrotta (1925) 21-2; Dover (1971) ad 29): cf. e.g. Pae. 6.5-6 (... pe
... 8éfar ... doldipov ITieplSwv mpoddrav) with Radt (1958) ad loc. and esp. (fr. 150 Maehler
pavredeo, Moloa, mpodaretow 8 éyd) with Dodds (1951) 82. The image is of course traditional (cf.
Bacchylides 9.3 Movoav ye loPAeddpwv Oetos mpod[dr]as). Despite the different prefixes (dmé-
~mpd), there is no perceptible difference in the meaning or image evoked (pace Kuiper (1889) 384;
cf. Eur. Or. 364 Nnpéws mpognrns I'Aadkos ~ A.R. 1.1311 Nnpios Beioto moAvgpdSpuwv dmodrirys).
dmé- suggests that the poet talks under the influence of the Muses [cf. LS’ s.v. #mé F.3], mpé- that the
poet talks on behalf of the Muses [see Braswell (1989) ad Nem. 9.49]. In Nem. 9.49 the wine being
mixed is called yAvkds kapov mpoddras ‘sweet harbinger of the revel’ (tr. Braswell (1998) ad loc).
In addition to explicitly designating himself as prophet of the Muses Pindar often suggests an
analogy between his role as a laudator and famous oracles mentioned in the myth of the ode (cf.
Nem. 1. 60 Aws dfioTov mpoddray Eoxov / 6pBépavriv Tepeciav [see also p. 209 with n. 378 and
215-16 with n. 393]). Note also the analogy in the phrasing: Pae. 6.6 (dol{dipov IliepiSwv
mpoddrav) ~ Nem. 1. 60 (dws ... mpoddrav € oxov) [~ Pae. 9.42 (Bepir[wv -— / é€alrepov
mpoddrav ... ). Theocritus appears to interpret the stories with which the Muse inspires him.
Interestingly, the combination of lyric and Homeric material that one can detect in Idyll/ 16 appear
also in regard to this image in 22.115, which looks back to 7/. 2.484-6.

323 omr[AoTépot]owow had been proposed by Hutchinson before the discovery of Jowow[ on POxy. 2327
fr. 27.5 and its combination with POxy. 3965 fr.1.9 (o7[) by Parsons confirmed it; cf. Parsons (1992)
31.
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The context refers to the heroes (here called demigods) that participated in the
Trojan War. Homer’s poetry rendered them famous to future generations. Within
Simonides’ poem the reference to Homer suggests an analogy between his role as
an immortalizing poet and the status of the dead, who are put on an equal footing
with the demi-gods (cf. Kyriakou (2004) 226).**® Provided we accept the allusion
to Simonides’ elegy, Theocritus’ combination would seem quite daring if not
startling, the more so since the Thessalian lords of Simonides could claim nothing in
common with these heroes; on the contrary, they seem to have taken the part of the
Persians in the same war (cf. Austin (1967) 7-8; Kyriakou (2004) 239). Even so,
the point that emerges is that of Simonides as a praise poet who is able, like Homer,
to convey immortality, and can transmit a positive image of his patrons to future
generations (pace Austin (1967) 9; Willi (2004) 42 n.36). This allusion casts a
shadow of doubt on the allegedly negative image of Simonides that Theocritus is
supposed to project in this poem.

The analogy that Simonides had suggested between the dead of Plataea and
the Trojan heroes reappears in Theocritus’ praise of Hieron: as we saw above,
Hieron is equal to Achilles and Ajax (74-5). Subsequently, this comparison would
also suggest an analogy between the roles of Theocritus and Homer as
immortalizing poets (cf. Vox (2002) 195; Kyriakou (2004) 237). This interpretation
is further supported by the two other examples that Theocritus mentions in his
attempt to convince potential patrons (48-57).

The other examples that Theocritus brings up derive from epic poetry which,
as already indicated, is seen as a branch of praise discourse: (i) epic cycle (50

mpoTépwv Vuvnoav aodol) and (ii) Odyssey which is here attributed to Homer (57

326 K yriakou (2004) 225 points out that it was epinician poets who first implied ‘that posterity would
not know of the heroes of the past without epic poetry’.
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Tdovos &vdpds dowdai). Apart from Simonides Pindar too had used Homeric
examples to demonstrate the power of poetry to convey everlasting fame; there are
several elements that suggest Theocritus’ dependence on Pindar’s cuvre in these
lines (see below). For the general idea expressed in these lines one could compare
Pyth. 3.112-5°%" Néotopa kai Abkiov ZapmndsV’, avlpdmwy ¢dris, / & éméwv
keXadevv@v, TékToves ola oodol / Gppooav, yLyvdokouev. & 8 dpeTd kAewals dotdals /
xpovia TeAéfer. The prowess or excellence (apern), which Pindar considers Nestor
and Sarpedon to have exhibited at Troy, was saved from oblivion thanks to Homer
(cf. Gentili (1995) 80). Pindar draws an analogy between heroic epic narrating the
glorious acts of valiant heroes and the epinician odes he composed to praise the
athletic victories of the aristocrats of his times (cf. Nagy (1990) 199-214).
Consequently, the analogy places Homeric heroes and the potentates of Pindar’s
time on the same level (see also Nemean 7 below). Interestingly, in the lines just
before this Pindar had emphasized the importance of wealth as means to secure
good fame (110 el 8¢ pow mAodTov Oeds aBpov dpé€al, / éAmiS’ Exw kAéos edpéobar kev

fnAov mpoow; cf. Crotty (1982) 121-2 and Hubbard (1985) 76-7). Pindar implied

327 Cf. Holzinger (1892) 195; Kuiper (1889) 386; Gutzwiller (1983) 227. The intertextual connection
with Pythian 3 is further strengthened by 1. 98 (d¢pAdv 8" Tépwve kAéos dopéotev dotdof) which is
assumed to be a borrowing from Pyth. 3.111 (éAn(8’ Exw kAéos edpéobar kev difnAdv mpbow); cf. Vox
(2002) 195 and Kyriakou (2004) 244. This not only reinforces the idea about the analogy,
intertextually suggested, between Hieron I and II, but more importantly demonstrates the same
condition upon the realization of which the two poets counted for the composition of their praise
poems: the acquisition of wealth. Theocritus will add the performance of military deeds at the end of
his poem (cf. Willi (2004) 43-4); Pindar did not have to, as Hieron had already proved himself in the
wars against the barbarians (Pyth. 1.71-80). Note also the analogy with the Trojan War that both
poets draw in their praise of Hieron I or II: Pyth. 1.50-7 ~ Theoc. 16.74-5. Kuiper (1889) 386,
Perrotta (1925) 19 and Dover (1971) ad 34-57 suggest as another possible subtext Isthm. 8.49-55.
This passage lacks the programmatic character of Pyth. 3.122; still, it is relevant in view of the latent
juxtaposition it suggests between the victor and Achilles (cf. Theoc. 16.74): Achilles is also a young
man (47-8 veapdv ... dpetav Axdéos ‘young valor of Achilles’ tr. Nisetich; [cf. Bury (1892) ad 52;
Carey (1981) ad 47; Privitera (1982) ad 47-8; differently Christ (1896) 48 and Thummer (1969) ad
loc.]) and can be connected with Aegina, Kleandros’ home-island (cf. Carey (1981) ad 47-60, p.207,
Privitera (1982) 121; Burnett (2005) 117-8). The adverb of quantity in Theocritus’ text (6ooov) looks
like a summary of the various catalogues of Achilles’ exploits at Troy that Pindar gives in his odes;
see Thummer (1968) 153-4. The comparison of Hieron with Achilles and Ajax that Theocritus
suggests later in 1.74 follows the employment of these heroes in epinician discourse. On Ajax in
Pindar’s epinicians see below n. 354.
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that wealth was a prerequisite for participation in the costly athletic contests in
which the laudandus can prove his god-given prowess (cf. e.g. Isthm. 6.10-3). This
does not appear explicitly in Theocritus’ representation of the kleos of the
Thessalian families but could be understood in the mention of the chariot victories
celebrated by Simonides (46-7) and more generally in the &épypaot ... éodots of line
14 (see also below).**®

Theocritus does not mention any Iliadic heroes in this section of his poem;
but he does later in connection with the praise of Hieron II. This part (48-57)
focuses on figures which played a less important role in the Iliadic and Odyssean
narratives, if they played one at all (cf. Kyriakou (2004) 240-1).**° In the first part
the emphasis falls on the Lycians and probably their leader Sarpedon, Priam’s sons
and Cycnus. Pindar regularly mentions Cycnus along with Hector and Memnon in
the list of Achilles’ victims (Ol. 2.82 5s o¢dde, Tpoias / duaxov aorpaPn kiova,
Kikvov te Qavdtwe mépev / Aods Te mald Albloma; Isthm. 5.39-41 Aéye, ives Kixvov,
tives “Extopa médvov, / kal orpdrapyov Aibibmwv ddofov / Méuvova yaldkodpav;).
An examination of the way in which Pindar dealt with Cycnus would certainly
modify Theocritus’s assertion: Cycnus is mentioned only as a victim of Achilles but
never for his own sake. In this sense, like Hector and Memnon, he is a traditional
part in Achilles’ praise-catalogues. This would suggest that his kleos, if he is
assumed to have any, is part of the kleos of Achilles. Within the laudatory
discourse of Idyll 16 this would confirm that Theocritus implies an ascending scale

of poetic objects (Thessalian lords — epic heroes of the cycle and Odyssey — epic

328 Callimachus has €]oOAdv &pefev in his epinician elegy for Sosibius (fr. 384.59 Pf) in a context
which includes also, but not exclusively, benefaction. In an epinician context éoBAés is used both for
the winner (Isthm. 3.7) and for the victory itself (Pyth. 8.73; Nem. 5. 45; 9.6; 10.20); cf. Rumpel
(1883) and Slater (1969) s.v.

329 Cycnus belongs to the ‘ante-Iliadic’ events narrated in the Cypria; see Adler (1922) s.v. ‘Kyknos’
[3] RE 11: 2438-41and the Cypria hypothesis ap. Bernabé p. 42, 55; cf. Vahlen (1884) 209.
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heroes of the Iliad (Achilles, Ajax) and subjects (Simonides — Epic poets —
Homer). Both Hieron II and Theocritus constitute analogues for the best examples
of heroes and poets respectively.

The third set of examples deals with episodes from the Odyssey: Odysseus’
wandering at sea, his descent to Hades, and his visit to the cave of Polyphemus (51-
4); this part is completed with an allusion to the incidents that took place after
Odysseus’ arrival in Ithaka and the role played in them by minor figures such as
Eumaeus, Philoetius and Laertes. Homer’s narrative about Odysseus’ adventures
gave Odysseus a ‘long-lived kleos’ (54 Snvawv kAéos). The emphasis on the
imperishable fame that Homer has conferred on his protagonist has been rightly
seen to allude to a difficult passage in Pindar’s Nemean 7 (cf. Kuiper (1889) 386;
Sbardella (2004) 75-6):

agveds mev<iy>pbs T€ BavdTov mapd

odpa v<€osvtat. éyw 8€ mAéov’ EAropat (20)

Adyov 'Odvocéos 7 mabav

81l 7ov adven?) yevéad “Ounpov- (21)
émel freddeoi ol moTavd <Te> paxava
oeuvov EmeotiTi codila
8¢ kAénTeL mapdyoioa uibots.

Theocritus’ dependence on these lines is manifold: (i) lines 51-7 elaborate on the
Pindaric mdfa; (ii) dmd xépdet BAdBev (Pind. Nem. 7.18) is cast in Homeric idiom as
Ptdorepdeint PePAappévov (Theoc. 16.63); the inevitability of death for poor and
rich is refashioned in the pathetic image of the dead rich man who lacks fame and so
weeps like an impoverished farmer (Theoc. 16.31-3). As in Pindar, all these
elements point to the importance of praise-poetry as dispenser of poetic immortality.

Yet contrary to what is usually assumed (cf. e.g. Most (1985) 148-56;

Sbardella (2004) 80-1), Pindar, and Theocritus after him, do not attack Homer’s

representation of Odysseus. The fact that this part is flanked by gnomai (in chiastic
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placement [ABBA]) around the inevitability of death for poor and rich alike and
poets’ power to confer everlasting fame (17-20 ~ 30-32) suggests that Homer is

marshalled as a positive example:

(A) cogol 6¢é wéAdovTa Tpiratov dvepov (B) a4AA& kowdv yap EpxeTal

éuabov, 008’ vmd képder BAdPev kou’ Aida, méoe & a8oknTov év kal

(B) d¢veds mevixpds T€ BavdTov mapd Soxéovta (A)Tipd 8¢ yiveral
odpa véovtal. dw Beds aBpov abéel Adyov TeBvardTwy.

Homer conferred everlasting fame on Odysseus; but he did more than that: he
offered future generations an ‘enhanced’ or ‘exaggerated’ version of his sufferings
(cf. Most (1985) 149; Sbardella (2004) 73). This ability lies, as Pindar explains, in
the nature of Homer’s art (23 oo¢ia): his lines are sweet (21 advenq), his high-flown
discourse (22 moravar payavair) successfully combines lies (22 Jeddeor) with
solemnity (23 oeuvév). In this way, his artistry succeeds in presenting tales (24
pobois) that can mislead people (24 kAémrer mapdyoioca). The inclusion of lies in
poetry is a meta-literary commonplace from Hesiod on (Op. 26-8). Still, the mirror
image that Pindar employed previously (14) and the insistence on the mob’s
inability to discern truth (24-5) juxtapose not Homer and Pindar but rather the
genres that they served: epic and epinician poetry. Both have the same effect but
display different techniques. Epic poets can use ‘myths’ to embellish their
narratives, while epinician poets report only the truth: Pindar does not need to resort
to Homeric technique to praise his victor, since the victor is truly excellent in the
manner of Ajax, his countryman.**°

339 The importance of Truth for Pindar is demonstrated by the fact that Alatheia is the daughter of
Zeus (Ol 10.3); cf. Komornicka (1972) 236, Verdenius (1983) 29. In fr. 205 Machler Pindar prays
to Alatheia to deliver his synthesis from the danger of stumbling over the sharp rocks of lies (cf.
Gentili (1981): Apxa peyddas aperds, / dvaca’ AXdbeia, uy mralons éudv / obdvBeow Tpayel motl
Pedder. At the beginning of Olympian 8 Olympia is addressed as ‘mistress of truthfulness’ (2); this
suggests that the true value of athletes is proved in the games (cf. Ol. 4.18); see Komornicka (1972)

238. Thus ‘truth’ can be (i) truthfulness in the praise of noble acts by the poet, but also (ii) the true
nature of the athlete, which comes to light only through his act of valour. Pindar’s adherence to this
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The mythological episode that Pindar turns to next involves Odysseus and
Ajax. The émAwv kpiois is unrelated to Odysseus’ sufferings mentioned above (21):
it was narrated in a different epic and had a different nature altogether; it involved
Odysseus not as sufferer but as exponent of prowess. People did not see the truth
about Ajax’ prowess and so gave Achilles’ weapons to Odysseus. The people
(avdpdv duidos) form a kind of audience that is placed in between the two episodes.
So one gets the impression that they are left hanging in a temporal vacuum: they are
Homer’s readers who cannot discern his beautification of Odysseus’ image, but they
seem to be Ajax’ contemporaries as well (cf. Loscalzo (2000) ad 20-30). What is
the connection? One could venture the following interpretation. People are unable
to recognize true prowess, be it athletic (the victor) or heroic (Ajax). One needs a
poet to render one’s prowess manifest to the people and protect one from their
ngGc'wog.331 Furthermore, it is only poets who have the ability to render one’s fame
immortal by means of their poetry and to ‘mesmerize’ the audience with their art.
Viewed in this way, the passage could operate on the so-called xpéos motif.

In a similar vein, Theocritus suggests that Simonides and epic poets have
represented an enhanced image of their laudandi, be they powerful patrons and
heroes or swine-herds. This is what he does in the case of his own laudandus: the
image of Hieron II is enhanced more than he deserved in the same manner as Pindar
had suggested for Odysseus’ Homeric image. It is of no interest whether Hieron II

is actually equivalent to Achilles; it is enough for his people to believe he is or, in

principle (most emphatically expressed in Ol 4.17 ob eddei Téyéw / Adyov), especially in the
communication of the laudandus’ virtuous character, is manifest in passages such as OI. 2.91-5 and
Ol. 6.19-20, where the poet’s testimony is supported by a pledge (6pkos) (cf. Crotty (1982) 60). In
0Ol. 13.98-100 the same combination comes to lend strength to the poet’s testimony concerning the
superb record of athletic victories of Xenophon of Corinth. It would appear then that for Pindar (and
certainly for other epinician poets), the propagandistic needs of the laudandus and his family
notwithstanding, the task of the laudator was to remain as close as possible to truth.

33! For Ajax as the archetypical victim of the people’s envy see below n. 354.
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our case, could be. This side of encomiastic activity, sycophantic though it may
look to us nowadays, is a result of the benevolent influence of the Charites, who

beautify everything they look upon.

képdos and kAéos

A close reading of the rhetoric of these lines reveals a bipolar articulation that
functions on several levels. In their senselessness Theocritus’ contemporaries
consider the accumulation of wealth as ‘advantage’ (23 évaots) and ‘delight’ (40
ndos). This, says Theocritus following a well-established epinician tradition (cf.
e.g. Bacch. fr.1 Maehler), is a sign of the perversion that profit mongering has led
them to (63 hoxepSeln PePAaupévov).’®>  Otherwise, they would have
comprehended the basic truth that Theocritus sings of: only poetry can truly benefit
mortals (58 el un odéas dvacav ’Idovos avdpds aodai). Using an athletic (or
military) metaphor, Theocritus represents them as athletes who have been beaten by
profits (veviknvrar & dmo kepdéwv) and who disregard the noble activities that befit

them (14-5). Their desire (65 {uepos) is not for everlasting fame but for more

332 The depiction of ‘profit(-seeking)’ (képSos) as ‘harm’ or ‘damage’ (BAdBn) to one’s perception of
the rules of human existence is Pindaric (Nem. 7.17): codoi 8¢ péAdovra Tpiratov dvepov / Enabov, o0&’
vmo képder BAdBev; cf. Gow (1952), Dover (1971) ad 63, Loscalzo (2000) ad Nem. 7.17, Sbardella
(2004) 66-8. According to Carey (1981) 142, the gnome, which includes all people in general,
functions through the antithesis between the short-sighted or avaricious and the prudent mariner.
The latter does not put his life at risk for an ephemeral kerdos, like the former, but seeks secure profit
that will last him to the future as well (cf. also 2 Nem. 7.25a). For a survey of all suggested
interpretations see Loscalzo (2000) ad 17-8. On the opposition xépSos ~ kAéos see also Pavese
(1966) 108-10 and Campagner (1988) 89-91 [‘reciprocita negativa’]. This opposition is a
specialization of, and functions within, a wider ethical framework, which is not represented in its
complete form in Pindar and includes the traditional sequence xépSos — &ty — 7iots (cf. Solon fr.
13.70-6 W? = Theognis 227-32); cf. Campagner 89 n. 85. In turn, this sequence elaborates upon the
Hesiodic pair of 8iknp - $Bpts; more specifically, in the Theognidean corpus Solon’s lines are
prefaced in the previous lines (225-6) with the concepts of kaxokepdein ‘base love of gain’ and
Sodomdokiar dmoTor; for the differences between the two texts and their significance for human
culpability [esp. Solon (74) kép8ed Tov Bvnrols dmacav &0dvaror ~ Theognis (230) yprpard Tot
Bvnrols yiverar dgpooidvn see Defradas (1962) 46, van Groningen (1966) 90-3 and Carriére (1975)
149-50. Theocritus, following Pindar (see, however, Asclepius in Pyth. 3.54), does not insinuate any
breach of 8ikn on the part of the profit-monger, as is the case with Solon (cf. Noussia-Fantuzzi
(2010) 197-8) and Theognis, but just foolish shortsightedness.
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possessions (65 mAebvwv).*>> The pointed juxtaposition of the participles {dovres
and Oavévrwy in line 59 throws into relief the futility of such a life-style: the living
squander (&ualAdivovor) the riches that those now deceased had gathered; this
proves that the advantage and sweetness caused by such transitory goods is
evanescent. Dead men leave behind them earthly goods (42 moAA& kai 6ABia THva
Aumévres); interestingly, this goes hand in hand with the loss of something more
important, posthumous memory, as they remain forgotten (42 duvaoror). On the
other hand, ‘noble fame’ derives from the Muses themselves (58 éx Moiodv dyafov
kAéos EpyeTar avBpdmoiot) and as such transcends the limits of human existence (30
3¢pa kai elv AtSao kekpvppévos éobAds drodonts).

The situation adumbrated for those who do not heed Theocritus’ words is
described in dark colours: like the Charites of Theocritus that they had scorned (5-
12) in life, they will weep bitterly without fame (31 dxAens pdpnat ~ 33 kAaiwv);
they are lowered to the level of men that they could have employed to work on their
fields, men who weep for their poverty. Even Odysseus’ swineherds and cowherds
are in a more privileged position as their fame is long-lasting and not kept silent (54
éowyaln). The pretensions of the latter social group to fame are hindered by their
penury (33 ék matépwv meviny dkrrpova) (cf. Perrotta (1925) 19). Still the results of
poetic intervention appear miraculous: (i) it restores dead people to poetic
immortality enabling a crossing of the lines diving mortal men and gods; (ii) as the
examples from the Odyssey indicate, it can do away with social stratifications,

despite the aristocratic spirit of the ideology exhibited in these lines.

333 From a Pindaric point of view, their desire for profit contrasts with the desire for athletic
attainments and fame that Pindar’s heroes and victors demonstrate (cf. O/ 3.33 yAvxds {uepos). For
erotic imagery in the praise poetry of Pindar see pp. 58-60 above.
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Theocritus’ discourse in these lines looks likes a hexametric rendition of
Pindaric discourse, a pastiche of Pindaric material (cf. Kuiper (1889) 385;
Holzinger (1892) 195; Clapp (1913) 312; Perrotta (1925) 16; Gutzwiller (1983) 226
n. 56). The emphatic juxtaposition of human mortality and poetic immortality
articulated in the power of praise poetry to traverse the limits between the world of
the living and Hades is characteristically Pindaric (cf. Segal (1986); Kurke (1991)
66-70). ‘[T]he dust of the grave doth not darken the goodly glory won by kinsmen’
(tr. Farnell) declares Pindar in Olympian 8 (79-80 katakpimter & ov kévis /
ovyybvwv kedvav xapw). In a way which is peculiar to Pindar, the deceased
relatives of the victor remain sentient even after death and so can receive, and
rejoice in, the news and fame of the victory (cf. Farnell (1930) 46). Divine powers
such as Echo (Ol. 14.20-1) or Announcement (OI. 8.81-2 AyyelAia) are employed to
convey the message to Hades. In Pythian 5 Arcesilaus’ praise, poured as a funeral
libation for them (cf. Ol. 8.77-8 [cf. Ferrari (1998) n.29]), reaches the ears of the
dead kings buried in Cyrene’s agora (98-103).

The inevitability of death for all men is a basic feature of Pindaric ideology
(cf. Nem. 7.19-20 &¢veds mevixpds T€ Bavdrov mapd / cdpa véovtar). The man with
hands blistered from toiling on the earth (Theoc. 16.32-3) cannot aspire,
resourceless as he is, to any kind of immortality; his juxtaposition with the well-off
and their potential for fame recalls a similar juxtaposition in Ol. 2.61-6: the éodof,
the group which comprises Pindar’s clientéle, lead a more comfortable existence

(amovéoTepov ... BioTév) as they do not need to toil on earth or at sea, like the men of
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no means (od x0éva Tapdooovres év xepds arxpat / 008 mévTiov VOwp / kewav mapa
Stavrav).***

For Pindar the darkness of the human condition is dispelled by the bright
light, the aiyAa, of achievement (Pyth. 8.95-7); the misers of Theocritus weep in the
dark, cold recesses of Hades (30-1), similarly to the man of no achievement and so
of no fame. In his address to Poseidon in Olympian 1 Pelops emphatically
associates lack of fame with darkness and old age, a condition he designates as
futile in view of the necessity of death (82-4): favelv & olow dvdyka, T7d k€ Tis
avavvpov / yfpas év okéTwt kabnuevos &for pdrav, / amdvrwy kaAdv Gupopos;
Instead Pelops rushes to the risk of contest which will grant him immortal fame (85
deBdos ~ opposite Theoc. 16.14) (cf. Crotty (1982) 56). In Nemean 7 acts of

prowess are thrown into the ‘darkness’ when they lack praise (tal peydAat dAkai /

okdTov moADY Duvwv Exovti Seduevar) (cf. Loscalzo (2000) ad 13). The importance

of this admonition is revealed by the fact that it can be also represented as a piece of
traditional wisdom (Nem. 9.6): €oti 8¢ Tis Adyos avBpwmwy, TeTeAeopévov éoAdv /un

xapal ovydr kaddgar.  Silence, the opposite of praise, is like a cloak that covers

5

praiseworthy attainments.*> Hence it is the xpéos of the poet to praise what he

deems to be praiseworthy. In a way, spending one’s gold (which means taking it

out of the darkness of the chest) equals the escape from the darkness of lack of

34T follow Jacob’s (2005) 14-7 attractive suggestion that {oais 8¢ vikreoow alel / loais 8 auépars
alwov Exovtes does not refer to the spring equinox in the place of rest intended for the virtuous, as has
been traditionally accepted, but is a poetic way of perceiving mortal existence on earth. The
participial phrase dAwov éxovres means ‘living’ (Phoe. 541-6; with Mastronarde (1994) ad loc.). To
get this meaning, Jacob alters the punctuation, printing a full stop or a semi-colon before &AAd in line
65. The éodol of 1. 63 are the aristocrats; their condition would then be described as amovéorepov in
comparison with people of humbler social strata (Jacob (2005) 15-6). For the people of the same
category as Theron and his family ‘wealth and divine favour’ are a god-sent addition to their inborn
virtues (10-1 alav 8 Epeme pdporpos, / mAodTév Te kal xdpw dywv / émi yvnolias dpetals); so they have
the luxury of not having to secure an everyday living for themselves.

335 In other places, Pindar associates the celebration of an athletic victory with prominence of place,
whereas the envy of the laudandus’ enemies is close to the ground in darkness, where no one can see
it (Nem. 4.39—41 ¢6ovepd 8" &AAos dvp BAémwy / yvdpav keveav ok bT@ kvAivSel/ xapal metoloav).
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fame. This important tenet of Pindaric discourse is reapplied by Theocritus in
addressing his contemporaries.

Against this background, Theocritus provides a description of the right way
in which his potential patrons ought to behave in order to secure positive fame.
Lines 24-9 present the portrait of the ideal patron as a benefactor (note especially 25
ed épfar). Most of the themes in it will also be detected in the discussion of Idyll
17. Theocritus admonishes wealthy men to support their family and friends (25); to
show piety toward the gods (26); to be hospitable towards strangers (27-8); and to
reward poets who can provide them with undying fame (24 ~ 29). The inclusion of
the support for poets, emphasized through the use of pdAwora (29),® indicates that
acts of benefaction are not enough by themselves to secure everlasting fame, if not
sung by a poet. Again Theocritus follows Pindaric ideas. Only the poet can give
access to the immortalizing powers of the Muses’ song that can allow one’s kleos to
spread (Ol. 10.95-6 1pédovTi 8 edpd kAéos / kbpar ITiepiSes Aiés). The point is made
explicitly by Pindar in Olympian 10: (even) acts of prowess (91 xada (pév) épéats)
when not celebrated in song (&owdds &rep) are a mistaken reason for pride (93 kevea
mvedoats), which returns a short-living joy to one’s toils (émope pdéxBwe Bpaxd T
Tepnvév).337 The epinician celebration (93-4) is a prerequisite for the realization of
the victory. In the same fashion, celebration of one’s benefactions is a necessary
condition for their actualization (cf. Cholmeley (1901) and Dover (1971) ad 42-3,
Gow (1952) ad 30; Kuiper (1889) 386, Perrotta (1925) 19). A danger that lurks for
men who have committed worthwhile acts, be they athletic victories or, in the case

of Theocritus’ addressees, benefactions, is to forget their mortality and suppose that

336 The construction of line 29 makes more natural the association of the adverb with the rewards
offered to the poets; cf. Meincke (1969) 49 n. 1; Gow (1951) ad loc.; Gutzwiller (1983) 224 n. 47.
337 For the interpretation of this line see Lehnus (1981), Verdenius (1988) and Ferrari (1998) ad loc.
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their present bliss is everlasting without the succour of poets (O/. 8.72-3 Aida 7ot

AdBetar / dppeva mpafais dvp; cf. X ad 95a dBdvara Ppovel Sua Ty mapeoTdoav

edPpocivny).

Guest-friendship and the poetics of charis

In this portrait special attention is paid to the image of the host’s ‘table’ (27), which
is developed in detail, as it includes not only strangers but the poet and his poems.
Theocritus encourages his addressees to be good hosts, to treat their guests with
kindness and not turn them out before they express a wish to depart. The same
image is often employed in Pindar’s epinicians™® in the context of the praise of the
laudandus’ hospitability (cf. Gerber (1982) ad OI. 1.30).>* Pindar associates the
image of the victor’s dining table with the celebration for the victory and the

340

performance of the epinician ode (OI. 1.16-7 ola mailopev ¢idav’ " / &vlpes dudl

Bapd Tpameav). At the same time, it conceptualizes the laudandus’ hospitality
towards everyone (Ol 3.40 8t mAeloTaior Bpotdv / Eewviats adrods émolyovral
Tpamelats) and suggests, in this regard, an analogy with Zeus as the protector of
guests (Nem. 11.8 kai £eviov Auds dokelrar Oéuis devdous / év Tpamélars). In one
instance, Pindar goes so far as to suggest that the dining table of the victor

resembles a sailing boat: the warm reception that his guests and the poet found at

338 Cf. also fr. 187 Machler (#pwes alSolav éuelyvovt’ dudl Tpdmelav Bapd) which presents linguistic
similarities with Ol 1.17 (&v8pes dpdi fapa Tpdmelav). One could suggest that celebratory praxis in
Pindar’s times imitates heroic celebrations (note the juxtaposition 7jpwes ~ &vdpes). For the
parallelism of laudandi and Homeric heroes see Pyth. 3.113-15 (above). The comparison with
Homeric heroes that Theocritus develops in Idyll 16, it would seem, follows similar comparisons that
run through the whole of Pindar’s laudatory discourse.

339 For the connection with Pindar see esp. Gow (1952) ad 27.

349 Calling Hieron’s table ‘friendly’ suggests the friendly ties that connected the poet with his patron;
cf. Verdenius (1988) ad loc. with further examples and bibliography.
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his table will carry his fame like a boat, to the furthest reaches of the world (Isthm.
2.39 008é more Eeviav / odpos éumvedoais dméora’ iotiov dudl Tpdmelav).**!

Theocritus has fashioned the ideal relationship between the praise poet and
his patron after the Pindaric model: it is centred on the idea of mutual ‘affection’
dhdérns (13 7is ed elmbvra ddnoey, ~ 66 ¢uAdTnra) and ‘reciprocity’ xdpis (68
Sitnuar & Srwe Bvardv kexapiopévos ENOw).*** In lines 68-70 the poet, like his
personified poems in the opening lines, represents himself as wandering in search of
a suitable patron; in line 4 Theocritus wondered who was liberal enough to receive
the poet’s Charites in his house (6) and send them back home with a gift of
hospitality (7 098’ adfis &8wpnTovs dmoméufer). Apart from the epinician image of
hospitality with which these lines are invested,’* Theocritus’ conception of the
Charites seems like a development of Pindaric usage (cf. Kuiper (1889) 385;
Meincke (1965) 38).

Pindar accepts the Hesiodic tradition of a triad of Charites but occasionally
employs the singular Xdpis in order to denote the personified power that the
goddesses convey to their protégés. Since every poem is, or could be thought of as
a manifestation of the splendid power of the Charites, each poem is a ‘charis’ itself:
€iéov, ® Amoddwwids' dpdotepdv Tou xapiTwy odv Beols Ledéw Téos (Isthm. 1.6). In
this way, the poet claims to arrive at the place of the performance in the company of
the Charites; this could indicate either that the poet travels under the protection of
his inspiring goddesses or that he travels with the poems that contain the power of

the goddesses (Pyth. 9.1-4: é0édw xaAxdomba ITvbiovikav / odv PBabvldvoiow

3! The idea that guests are instrumental in spreading their host’s fame can be found already in
Homer (Od. 19.333-4 700 pév Te kAéos edpd Sua etvor popéovot / mdvtas én’ avBpdymovs, moddol 1€ v
éo0Aov Eevmrov); cf. Kyriakou (2004) 223-4 n.6.

32 Cf. Hunter (1996) 97; Kyriakou (2004) 221 n.2.

3 The image of hospitality is also present in the representation of the relationship between
Simonides and his Thessalian patrons; Vahlen (1884) 209 points our attention to the modification
dtdoelvoo for Kreondai in line 39.
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ayy€Adwv / Teleowkpdtn Xapiteoot yeywvew; Isthm. 5.21-2 odv Xapiow & €uodov
Adpmwvos viods / 748’ és ebvopov méAw).*** At the same time, the designation of the
poem as xapts suggests the guest-friendship imagery of epincian poetry: the poem is
a ‘favour’ or ‘gift’ presented to the laudandus and his family in return for the feast,
the reception, and of course, the reward to the poet. Pindar cloaks the financial
aspect of his relationship with his client in the aristocratic imagery of reciprocity, of
guest-friendship, of ¢iAdrns (cf. Campagner (1988) 80-9: ‘reciprocita bilanciata’).
The image of Theocritus sending out his personified poems to the houses of
wealthy men in search of patronage could follow on the image of Pindar sending out
his poems to his patrons. Hellenistic scholars came up with the concept of the
amooToAikds émivikos (X Pyth. 2.6b) or dmootodwkn andsn (X' Isthm. 2 inscr. a) to
describe one scenario for the performance of Pindar’s odes: whenever the poet was
not supposed to be present for the performance of his odes, scholiasts assume that
he sent the ode along with a chorus (X' Pyth. 2.6b &wa ydp xopod émepme Tovs
émwikovs). In some cases, this was supposed to happen without the previous
invitation or commission of a patron (cf. 2' Pyth. 2.127 for fr. 105 Machler) and this
could suggest a possible explanation for the scenario that Theocritus has unfolded in
this idyll. Seen in this light, Theocritus’ Charites could be said to resemble the
choruses that Pindar sent to his patrons to perform his odes. However, Theocritus’
Charites, at least in the first part of the poem, do not remind one of the glory of their
Pindaric counterparts. On the contrary, they are mendicant and vagabonds, barefoot
and miserable: something that has reminded modern scholars of the so-called
Bettelgedichte**® In view, though, of Theocritus’ attitude towards his
% On the ambiguous meaning of o?v in this use see Kirkwood (1982) and Verdenius (1987) ad OI.

14.5, Giannini (1995) ad Pyth. 9.2.
%5 See Holzinger (1892) 195, esp. Merkelbach (1952), Austin (1967) 12-3 and Griffiths (1979) 23.
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contemporaries after line 60 this depiction could rhetorically emphasize Hieron’s
welcoming of Theocritus’ poems. On the other hand, it could also relate with the
(Hellenistic) image of the poor poet who repudiates wealth in favour of poetry.**®
The picture of the ideal reception of Theocritus’ Charites resembles scenes
from Pindar’s odes for Chromius, Hieron’s general (cf. Kuiper (1889) 385; Perrotta
(1925) 21; Gow (1952) ad 6; Gutzwiller (1983) 223): in Nemean 9 the gates of
Chromius’ house are wide open ‘conquered’ by his guest (2-3 &8’ avamenTapévar
Eelvwv vevikavtar Bdpar ~ Theoc. 16.6 fuetépas Xdpitas meTdoas dmodéferar
oikwt). In Nemean 1 Pindar represents himself standing at the threshold of
Chromius’ dining hall, where a glorious dinner has been prepared for him (19-23).
In Pindar’s eulogistic discourse the banquet which functions as the context for the
performance of the epinician ode offers the opportunity to the poet to praise his
patron on his liberality towards himself (i.e. Pindar) and his guests. This is, as
Pindar explicitly says, a sure means to affect the way in which people talk about one

347

even after one is dead (Pyth. 1.90ff.). It is in the same ode™ ' that Pindar juxtaposes

the uselessness of wealth hoarded and kept hidden in the recesses of the house and
its effectiveness in benefiting one’s people and so securing a good fame (31-2):

9y ” \ b
ok Epajpat ToAdv év
peyapw mAodTov katakpiipats Exew, (31)
b 937 lod ~ A\ ~
aAX’ ébvTwv €D Te mabelv kai dkod-
oat gpidots é§apréw.

Pindar suggests that wealth should be used as means of benefit so as to bring joy to

the victor’s ¢ido, a category which typically includes the poet too (cf. e.g. Pyth.

36 See esp. Tarditi (1978) and Gutzwiller (1983) 215. Callimachus’ lambus 3 (Dieg. V1.34-5)
kaTapéuderar TOv kalpdv ws mAodTov / udAdov 4 dperis dvra [...]; lambus 12.67-8 deals with the
superiority of song over gold [see also Pfeiffer’s addenda in vol. ii. pp.118-9]. In fr. 222 Pf,,
probably also from the /ambi, Callimachus rejects avarice suggested by Simonides’ poetry. Cf.
Tarditi (1978) and Gutzwiller (1983) 215.

347 Theocritus obviously depended on Nemean 1 for Idyll 24.
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10.65-6 168" élevéev Gpua IlieplSwv TeTpdopov / didéwv $Aéovt’, dywv dyovta
mpodpévews).’*® The underlying concept of ¢iAérys implies a kind of friendship that
is binding, involves reciprocal pledges and is sealed with sacrifices. The term is
usually coupled with £évos and suggests ‘the behaviour incumbent on a member of
the community towards a ‘guest-stranger’ (Benveniste (1973) 278). In light of this,
Pindar’s suggestion to Chromius means that wealth is to be spent in honour of the
laudandus’ guest as a form of munificence; this would in return bring him good
fame. Any defiance of this precept can have grave effects on the patron’s ‘fame’: in
Pythian 1 Pindar employs the image of cruel Phalaris to bring this home to Hieron.
Hostile is the reputation (96 éx0pd ¢aris) that holds fast (karéxet) Phalaris (as Aetna
previously in the same poem kept Typhos captured); the sound of the lyres in the
banquet do not ‘welcome him to the soft embrace of boy’s voices’ (tr. Nisetich).
Following Nemean 1, Theocritus wonders about the advantage of keeping
one’s gold inside the house (22 Satudviol, 7i 8¢ képSos & pdpios &vdob xpvods /
Kelpevos;). 9 In a related passage (Isthm. 1.67-8) that Theocritus could have had in
mind,*”® Pindar bewails the short-sightedness of the miser who keeps his wealth
hidden at home (el 8¢ Tis &dov véuer mAodTov Kopugatov) without investing it in
honourable activities (AXotot 8 éumnimrwy yeddr);” " little does he realize that he too
will give his soul as payment to Hades (Farnell (1932) ad 68) but without the glory

he could have acquired (Yvxav Atdar TeAéwv od dpdleTar §6€as dvevhev).

3% For ¢uAérns in Pindar and its connection with £evia see e.g. Bowra (1964) 387-8. Cf. also p. 60 n.
117 above.

39 Cf. Kuiper (1889) 386, Cholmeley (1901) ad loc., Perrotta (1925) 17, Dover (1971) ad loc.
Vahlen (1884) 206 rightly stressed that, from a contextual point of view, év806: here answers é§ éued
oloetat odév (21) ‘from inside my house’.

330 Cf. Kuiper (1889) 385, Cholmeley (1901) ad 31, Perrotta (1925) 18, Gow (1951) and Dover
(1971) ad 22, Gutzwiller (1983) 225, Sbardella (2004) 72.

33! The meaning of this phrase is debated; see Thummer (1969) and Privitera (1982) ad loc.
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Interestingly, in this context xépdos does not retain its negative connotations
as an impediment to securing an everlasting fame (63 ¢tdoxepdein). Used in the
right way, gold can indeed become an advantage to the wealthy man, a benefit to his
soul (24) and posthumous fame. This, however, entails not hoarding wealth but
spending it in benefactions, in épya éofAd to use Theocritus’ words (14).

So far one does not get any instance of athletic achievements or of heroic
prowess like the ones celebrated by Simonides and Homer respectively. On the
contrary, the fame that Theocritus promises to his contemporary is predicated
entirely on financial means and its employment, unless one is to believe that they
will be praised for acts of benefaction that Theocritus suggests to them in lines 24-9.
On the other hand, in the praise of Hieron Theocritus focuses only on his (future)
military exploits in the fight against the Carthaginians and the ensuing peace and

stability for Sicily and keeps silent on his liberality and benefactions.

The poet’s creed

Just before turning to the explicit praise of Hieron, which presumably forms the
climax of the whole poem, Theocritus will turn to Pindaric ‘rhetoric’ once more in
an attempt to strengthen his basic point about the appropriate use of one’s wealth.
Having established the privileged position of bards thanks to their divinely given
power to confer immortality with their work, Theocritus employs his own personal
stance as the most important example, after the series examples (34-57), to convey
his message (cf Meincke (1965) 56-8). He employs a priamel to project his
complete disagreement with the short-sighted venality exhibited by his
contemporaries (63-7):

/ (%4 ~ b /’ /7 ¢ 9
xatp€rw o Tis Tolos, avr)ptdpos 8€ ol €in
b4 \ \ ’ " (4 y /7
dpyvpos, alel 5¢ mAeovwy Exol ipnepos avTov: (65)
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adTap éyw TLprv Tekalavlpdmwy gtAdTnTa
moAAGY Nuidvwy 1€ kal immwv mpéobev édolpav.
The efficacy of this as a means to bring around men ‘hurt’ by profit-mongering is
limited, as is indicated by the adynata in lines 61-2, but it suggests the ‘sincerity’ of
a poet who employs what he ‘preaches’ as a guide in his life.**> The technique had
been used in a laudatory context by Pindar and allows the poet to assume the point
of view of his audience, to become one of them (cf. Griffiths (1979) 33).%>
Scholars have picked up an allusion to Nemean 8 (cf. Cholmeley (1901), Gow
(1952), Dover (1971) ad 66; Clapp (1913) 312-3, Perrotta (1925) 17, Meincke
(1965) 58 n.3):
€in un moté pot TotodTov fbos, (35)
Zed matep, AAAG kededbous (35)
amAdais {was épamroipav, Bavaw ws maiol kAéos
pn 76 Sbodapov mpoodiw. x pvoodv edyov-
Tat, mediov &’ €repor (37)
amépavtov, éyw 8’ doTols adwv kal xOovi yvia kaddiar,
alvéwv alvnta, popudav 8 émomelpwv dAutpots.
The implications of the priamel are of crucial importance for establishing the profile
of the poet in both poems. The attitude of the poet is juxtaposed with that of
unnamed other (Nem. 8: érepot ~ éyw 8(€)) or with a stereotypical figure (Theoc. 16
doTis Tolos ~ avrap éyw). The poet of praise rejects earthly riches, be they gold,
silver (Nem. 8. 37 ~ Theoc. 16.65) or cattle (the reference probably to the cattle of
Simonides’ Thessalian patrons); the rejection is either stated by the meaning of the
verb employed (Nem. 8.37 ebxovrar) or by the mood selected (Theoc. 16.67 édoipav

~ Nem. 8.36 édamroipav). Instead the poet prefers to spend his life in the enjoyment

of the honour (Theoc. 16.66 Turv ~ 29 tiew lepods dmodnras) and friendship (Nem.

332 For the twisting of the encomiastic use of adynata in Pindar’s poetry (Ol 2.98; 13.45-6) sce
Gutzwiller (1983) 229.

33 For Pindar’s use of the first person in admonitions see esp. Bundy (1986) 85 (“persuasive
hortatory soliloquy”) and Young (1968) 58, (1971) 10-2 (“first- person indefinite™); cf. also Hubbard
(1985) 145-8 with more details and Schmid (1998) 170-1.
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8.38 dotols adawv ~ Theoc. 16.66 ¢iddryra) accorded him by the community. In this
way, he himself guarantees a good fame not only for himself but for his descendants
as well (Nem. 8.36-7). Nem. 8.38 projects an image of Pindar as the generic praise
poet embedded in the bipolar antithesis of praise (aivos) and criticism (éyos). The
poet needs to resort to either of these two extremes in the right measure and
according to the situation at hand; being fair in this respect wins him the respect of
his community. Even if Theocritus did not say this in such explicit terms, his whole
idyll is articulated on this antithetical pair: he castigates the majority of the
contemporary ¢lite for their venality but praises Hieron for his valour. Pindar prays
to Zeus to sustain him in the continuous selection of the path of simplicity, the path
of truthfulness, and so deliver him from the shame that slanderous words can cause
(cf. the story of Ajax’ suicide in the previous lines 25-35 see n. 354 below).
Theocritus, on the other hand, caps his priamel with a prayer that the Muses may
protect him in all his wanderings in search for a right patron. This again juxtaposes
his attitude with that of his mean contemporaries, who shun the Charites and their
gifts (cf. Kyriakou (2004) 237). The technique of prayers is thus utilized by

Theocritus to emphasize his despair and obliquely his praise of Hieron.

The praise of Hieron

Hieron’s praise comprises three scenes. First, comes the description of Hieron as he
puts on his armour to face his enemies. The scene is modelled on Homeric scenes
of heroes preparing to go out on the battlefield and prefigures Hieron’s &ptoreia (cf.

Meincke (1965) 65 with n. 3). The association with the Homeric world is suggested
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with the explicit comparison of Hieron with Achilles and Ajax (see above).”*

Theocritus does not dwell on the battle per se but instead introduces a prayer to
Zeus for the victory of Hieron. Within the prayer Theocritus depicts the serenity
that Sicily will experience thanks to Hieron’s protection of it. Hieron, it seems,
introduces a new golden age where peace dominates and weapons stay unused.’>
Furthermore, the scene recalls images and themes introduced previously in
the poem. The image of the ‘countless thousands of sheep that graze and bleat on

the fields’ looks back to ‘the countless silver’ that the poet had previously wished

)

for the profit-monger: (90-1) ai & avdpiBuot / piAwv xtAtddes Boravar SiamavBeioat /

ap medlov PAnxdwTo ~ (64-5) avrplbuos 8¢ ol €in / Apyvpos. Similarly, the image of

3% Pindar mentions Ajax mainly in his Aeginetan odes as a member of the illustrious clan of the
Aeacids in order to stress their hereditary prowess (Nem. 4.48; Isthmian 6 [cf. Bacch. 13.104]). On
the whole, Pindar follows Homer (e.g. II. 2.768-9; 17.279-80) in his representation of Ajax as a
valiant warrior, the best after Achilles (Nem. 7.26 kpdtiotov AxiAéos drep pdxar [...]; Nem. 2.14 év
T potar ‘Extwp Alavtos dxovoev; Isthm. 6.53 Aadv / év mévois ékmaydov Evvadiov; fr. 184 Maehler
vmeppeves dxapavtoxdppav Aiav). In most odes (Nem. 7.26; 8.27; Isthm. 3.53) Ajax is associated
with the §mAwv kplows, a post-lliadic episode treated either in the Aethiopis or in the Little Iliad.
Pindar’s utilization of material stemming from the epic cycle gives a precedent for Theocritus’
employment of similar material in lines 47-50. In addition, these three last cases are of interest for
this idyll, as the narration of the episode is embedded in the ‘discussion’ of the power of poetry to
enhance or damage the fame of a worthy hero (cf. Thummer (1968) 131), one of Theocritus’ main
arguments in Idyll 16. Ajax is the victim of ¢6évos par excellence (Nem. 8.22-3; cf. Ol. 1.46-51 but
Pyth. 1.85 kpéooov yap olktipuod $févos) who suffers under the malicious lies of his opponents (ibid.
25-6, 32-4). The wrong that Ajax’ comrades committed against him (Nem. 7.25-30) has been put
right by Homer, who has praised him throughout all men (Isthm. 4.55 reripaxev Sia dvlpdmwv) and
so rendered all his deeds immortal for future generations (ibid. 56-8), an ‘inextinguishable ray of fair
exploits’ (59-60). As has already been seen above, Homer is marshalled as the model of
immortalizing praise poet (ibid. 40-1 tobro yap &0dvarov dwviev épmet, / €l Tis €d elmne 71) who can
even enhance the ‘ambiguous’ status of a great hero like Ajax (cf. Bury (1892) 51-2; Thummer
(1969) ad 55; Privitera (1982) 51). At the same time, it is suggested, it is the responsibility of the
poet to protect his laudandus against such lies by following the path of truthfulness (ibid. 35-9).
Theocritus’ mention of Ajax focuses on this last part only. At any rate, one could argue that
Theocritus’ vision of Ajax in epic discourse is filtered through a Pindaric lens esp. in Isthmian 4 (cf.
also Perrotta (1925)19-20; Dover (1971) ad 34-57; Sbardella (2004) 76).

335 Vahlen (1884) noted the allusion in 94-5 to Alcaeus fr. 347.3 Liberman (&yet 8 ék metdAwv 48eta
Térm§) which reworks Hesiod’s Op. 582-96 (see Liberman (1999) ii. 150). Hieron’s rule is
represented as the carefree rustic world of Hesiod and Alcaeus where simple men combine hard
work with the enjoyment of wine. The graphic detail about spiders making their webs on the
weapons is borrowed from Bacchylides’ Paean for Apollo Pythiaeus (fr. 4.69-70 Sn. —M.). It is also
found in Sophocles Inachus fr. 286 Radt (mdvra & éplBwv dpayvav Bpibet) and Euripides Erechtheus
fr. 369 Kannicht (keloBw 86pv por piTov dudimAécew dpdyvais / petd & fovyias moAde yApas
ovwvokdv) [cf. Treu (1963) 288], but the context is contested in both cases: see Radt ad fr. 286 and
Pearson (1917) i ad loc. ‘sign of decay’. For the same image see also Tibullus 1.10.50 and Nonnus
38.13.
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men toiling in the abundant fields (89-90) presents a positive version of the image
of the field-worker in lines 32-3. On the whole, this part insists on the reversal of
the negativity of previous lines, something which also includes the representation of
the poet and his Charites (cf. Griffiths (1979) 34). Wealth is not counted in silver or
gold but shown by the abundance of the fields (90 &ypods TeBaldras), the countless
flocks that graze on the fields (91) and the herds of oxen (92 Boes &’ ayeAndév). The
praise of Hieron is articulated on the basis of two antithetical images, waging war
and peaceful living as a consequence of his victories on the battlefield (cf. Griffiths
(1979) 16). In this respect, the praise songs offered by poets to Hieron are
qualitatively different: Hieron is praised as a soldier (alyunt7s), not as a wealthy
man. He is the opposite of the men who are only interested in amassing gold; he
rushes to noble deeds as Theocritus says in lines 14-15, deeds which, as the
comparison with Achilles and Ajax makes evident, fall in the category of the
Homeric xAéa avdpdv (2). In a way, this is an effective answer to the ludicrous
responses of Theocritus’ miserly contemporaries who retorted to Theocritus’ ‘pleas’
that ‘Homer is enough for all’;**® the example, and more importantly the quality, of
Hieron’s praise puts to the test the validity of such an arrogant claim. Homeric
discourse can be successfully employed in the praise of soldiers like Hieron.
Theocritus, then, employs Pindaric gnomai to bring home to his readers the
preposterousness of their aspiration to Homeric praise. Two traditions and two
poetic images, those of Homer and Pindar juxtaposed to form the profile of the

Hellenistic poet of praise.

3% For a different interpretation see Sbardella (2004) 80-1. Theocritus’ style is not even close
enough to the convoluted Pindaric idiom to claim any distance from Homer’s poetry, as Sbardella
claims. Though Theocritus’ encomiastic poetry may be finer than most Hellenistic encomiastic
poems — even this is a precarious claim in view of the limited number of texts — he does not accuse
his contemporaries of lack of taste or refinement but rather of meanness.
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The same combination of Homeric and epinician laudatory discourse is
found in this part of the poem. Indubitably the representation of Hieron brings to
mind the great Iliadic heroes. Nonetheless, Theocritus’ prayer to Zeus looks like an
imitation of Pind. Pyth. 1.67-80.*°" The connection of the two poems seems to have
occurred to ancient readers as well (cf. X' ad 76a):

78n viov Polvikes Om’ neAdlw SdvovTi:Tods
Kapxndoviav olkodvrds ¢nov Doivikas. odTor yap
ovvexds émeoTpdTevoay Lvpakovaiols, ws AéyeTal kal
mapa [Twdapw (Pyth. 1 73—75).

Pindar addresses only Zeus, who functions as foil to Hieron in his capacity as a ruler
(see also pp. 240-3 below). Theocritus also includes Athena, Demeter and
Persephone. Pindar’s prayer concerns the future of the newly founded city. He
prays for harmony in public life and mutual respect between citizens and their ruler.
Zeus is asked to keep the new city safe from the danger posed by the Phoenicians
and the Etruscans. Their defeat at the sea-battle of Cumae is represented in moral
terms as a hubris that caused the loss of their fleet and more importantly of their
young men. The punishment that Zeus inflicted on them should restrict their
incomprehensible battle cries at home; this resembles Aetna holding Typhon down
(Pyth. 19-20 ... kiwv & odpavia ovvéxer, / vigdeao’ Aitva ... ~ 72 dpa kat’ oikov 6
Doivié 6 Tvpoavdv 7° dAadatds Exe ...).

In Theocritus’ text Hieron’s enemies will keep away from Sicily because
anguish (85 kakal dvdykar) will preserve some of his enemies as messengers; they
will bring back to the women in their country the news of sons’ and husbands’
death. One misses the solemn religious tone of Pindar’s image. The role to be
accorded to the surviving Phoenicians by cruel fate is parallel to that of the praise

337 Cf. Cholmeley (1901), Gow (1952), Dover (1971) ad 82-103; Perrotta (1925) 23-4, Griffiths
(1979) 38, Hunter (1996) 84-7.
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poet and the table of hospitality. Phoenicians will tell stories of what a formidable
opponent Hieron was. Their testimony serves the praise of the laudandus and
reifies Theocritus’ poetic claim about Hieron’s fame travelling to far off places.**®
In both poems the activity of the laudandus, it is hoped, will keep the (inarticulate)
sound of war away from the harmonious life led under his rule.**’

The poem ends with Theocritus’ address to the Charites, who are now seen
in all their Pindaric splendour. The last lines offer a succinct version of the Pindaric
ideology of charis and the role Theocritus hopes to play in the praise of Hieron’s
future successes. Theocritus declares that he enjoys the love of the Charites (101)
and wishes that they will interest themselves from now on in the praise of Hieron
and his people (102-3). The context suggests the Pindaric idea of Charis as a divine
power which grants longevity to great feats celebrated through the medium of
poetry (cf. Hunter (1996) 90): pjua & épyudarwv xpovidrepov Protedet, / § Tt kev ovv
Xapirwv tixar / yAdooa ¢pevds éédow Babelas (Nem. 4.7-8).°° This is one part of
the picture: the benevolent power of Charis will be channelled through Theocritus’
poetry. The poem ends with a question which has an ambiguous rhetorical function

(108-9). =i yap Xapitrwyv dyamatdv / dvlpwmois amavevbev; asks Theocritus. His

answer assumes the form of a wish: aei Xapiteoow au’ einpv “may I always be in the

338 This recalls a well-known epinician motif describing the spread of the victor’s fame (cf. Perrota
(1925), Gow (1952), Dover (1971) ad 99-100). Already in the Odyssey Odysseus arrogantly claims
that his kleos reaches the sky above (9. 20 xai pev kAéos odpavov iker); epinician poets transformed
the motif in such a way that the victor’s fame is represented travelling to two geographically opposite
places: in Isthmian 6 Peleus’s kleos travels to legendary places, the Nile’s sources to the east and to
the Hyperborean’s to the north-west (22-5; see Thummer (1969) ad loc.). The motif is found again
in Callimachus’ epinician for Sosibius (see pp. 33-5 above).

339 1t could well be that Theocritus took advantage of Hieron’s name to imply a comparison with
Hieron I, whose fame was rendered immortal by Pindar (cf. Holzinger (1892) 194-5; Clapp (1913)
311; Perrotta (1925) 22-3; Meincke (1965) 80; Hunter (1996) 83; Sbardella (2004) 69; Willi (2004)
32).

369 See Carne-Ross (1985) 111-112 and Kurke (1991) 143-5. For the motif of the poet as purveyor of
poetic immortality see e.g. Isthm. 4. 55-60 with Nisetich (1989) 13-14. The mention of the coming
generations in Isthm. 4.57 (Beomeciwy éméwy Aowmols &Bpew) is akin to that expressed in Pyth. 1.92-3
(6mBépuBporov abynua 86§as). See also Gundert (1935) 22 and 28.
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company of the Charites”. From a contextual point of view, the Charites prove
themselves more hospitable than the poet’s contemporaries in offering him a shelter.
Still, the first-person wish could be perceived as an indirect admonition to Hieron II
following well-known Pindaric practice (see n. 353 above). In this way, Theocritus
would urge Hieron obliquely to realize the benefits of his poetic talent. Benefits
which recapitulate the essence of Pindar’s Charis as the source of everything sweet
and joyful in the lives of humans (cf Ol 14.5-6 kA7’ émel ebyopar odv yap duv Td

\ ’ \ / N v 4 ~
<T€>Tepmva kal/ T4 yADK€ dvetar mavta BpoTols).

Epilogue
Idyll 16 is not an ordinary praise poem; a comparison with /dyll 17 shows that such
a generic tag might prevent us from grasping the polyvalence of the poem’s

imagery.*®!

The idyll is constructed in such a way as to allude to a variety of
generic modes (hymn, iambus, epinician ode, epic, bucolic, and encomium). Idyll
16 has affinities with all these genres, but at the same time is none of them. In a
poem of a protean nature, which constantly transforms itself, the invocation of the
Graces, the inspirers of suitable poetic style and imagery, emphasizes the poet’s
attempt to define his poetic identity (cf. Vox (2002) 193-4). The poem purports to
be just a eulogy of Hieron; instead of that the poet give us a taste of what his talent
is capable of (cf. Griffiths (1979) 9, 12, 46-7).

Emblematic of the transformations that the poet’s discourse undergoes during this
poem is the transformation of the Charites themselves: from the pauper Charites,

personifications of Theocritus’ idylls, at the beginning of the poem they reveal

themselves at the last lines in all their ancient splendour as the primordial and

381 See, however, Perrotta (1925) 5-8 on the similarities between the two poems.
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powerful deities of Orchomenus (cf. Perrotta (1925) 12). The mention of
Orchomenus, cultic seat of the Charites from time immemorial, is generally agreed
to allude to Pindar’s Olympian 14, a short epinician ode which adopts the form of a

hymn to the tutelary deities of the victor’s home (Ol 14.3-4 & Aumapds doiSipot
Bacidetar / Xdpires ‘Opyopevod, malatoyévwy Mwvav émiokomor ... ~ 105-6 &
Ereérdeior Xdpires Beal, Mwbewov / *Opxopevdv ¢idéowoar ...).* The mendicant,
barefoot Charites at the beginning of Idyll 16 bear little resemblance to Pindar’s
goddesses (cf. Clapp (1913) 311). On the other hand, their appearance in all their
majesty in the final lines of the poem is close to their Pindaric representation in
Olympian 14. There the Charites are depicted as omnipotent goddesses; their
sphere of influence embraces Olympus, earth and Hades. On Olympus they
entertain the gods at their feasts and so hold a position analogous to that of the
mortal poet (9-12): dAAa mdvrwv Tapial / Epywv év odpavd, xpvadtoéov Béuevar mdpa
/ ITdbwv AméAwva Bpdvovs, / alévaov oéBovri marpos 'Olvumioto Tipav.
Interestingly, the feast of the gods and the role of the Charites within it assume
universal importance as part of Zeus’s rule. The Charites’ ‘performances’ on
Olympus are meant as praise of the universal order that Zeus has established as king
of the gods.*® 1In their capacity as eulogists, so to speak, they offer a prototype for
the mortal poet who similarly transforms the occasion of the athletic victory into a
praise of the divine order. The allusion to this Pindaric poem at the very end of this
remarkable idyll serves to evoke the image of Pindar, present throughout the poem,
362 Cf. Holzinger (1892) 194-6, Cholmeley (1901) ad 104-8; Perrota (1925) 15; Meincke (1965) 71
with n.2; Hunter (1996) 83-4.

363 For the Charites’ role in divine performances see Verdenius (1987) 104-6. In h.Ap. 189-207 it is
the Muses that sing the immortal gifts of gods and the sufferings of men (190-1 duveioiv pa Oedv
8&p’ duBpora $8° dvBpdmwy / TAnuocivas [...]), while the Charites and the Horae dance with the rest
of the gods (203-5). On the ambiguous fedv 8&p’ GuBpora which form part of the Muses’ song see

Richardson (2010) ad 189-193. On the other hand, Theognis (15-17) represents both Muses and
Charites as singing at the wedding of Cadmus and Harmonia.
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as the praise poet par excellence. At the same time it sets this image in perspective
as it represents it in comparison with the activity of the Charites on Olympus.
Theocritus offers Hieron an intertextual glimpse of the festal atmosphere his poetry
can create, an image that complements and completes the bucolic depiction of peace

in lines 87-100.
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CHAPTER 7
The mytho-poetics of praise: Heracles’ strangling the snakes in Pindar

and Theocritus

Introduction: the myth in pre-Hellenistic poetry

Theocritus’ Idyll 24, entitled the Heracliscus in our manuscripts,”®* narrates a scene
from Heracles’ life: his killing of the two snakes sent by Hera to devour the new-born
baby. Heracles is a popular figure in Hellenistic poetry (cf. e.g. Theoc. 13, [25], Call.
Aetia 1 fr. 26-7 Massimilla, and VB). His popularity could be attributed to the hero’s
importance as an ancestor of the royal house of Macedon for Ptolemaic
propaganda.®® As far as we can tell nowadays, this mythological episode had been
treated in poetry before Theocritus only by Pindar who, along with some
contemporary depictions on Attic red-figure vases and Pherecydes,’®® is also our

carliest source.*®” Pindar recounted this miraculous exploit twice: in Nemean 1 (476

3% In the Antinoé Papyrus the poem bears the inscription ‘HpaxAiokos dwpidi. On the titles of
Theocritus’ idylls see Gow (1952) i. Ixix—Ixx.

365 See also the so-called Adulis Inscription of Ptolemy III (OGIS 54.4-5 [= Kosmas Ind., Topogr. Chr-
2.58-9]) &mdyovos, T& pév amd matpds ‘Hpardéos Tod Aids, Ta 8¢ amd untpds diovioov Tod Aids [...]. Cf.
Tondriau (1950) 397-8. One should also take into account the artistic representations of reigning
Ptolemies as Heracles, especially on coins; cf. Tondriau (1950 404-5 and Palagia (1986) 142-4. On the
bronze statuettes representing Ptolemy II Philadelphus as Herakliskos killing the snakes see Laubscher
(1997) and below.

3% The story is treated around the same time by Pherecydes of Athens (fir. 13b-c + 69a-b Fowler).
Pherecydes did not follow Pindar’s versions: frr. 69 a-b Fowler suggest that in his account it was
Amphitryon, not Hera, who sent the snakes so as to check whether Heracles was really his son or
Zeus’. We do not know what the basis for Amphitryon’s suspicions was. Still, it appears that the aim
of the test was to reveal Heracles’ divine parentage. There is no agreement in our sources about the
time when this event took place in Pherecydes’ narrative (nine months after Zeus visited Alcmene
(fr.13¢.25 Fowler); when the babies were eight months or one year old (frr.69a and 69b Fowler
respectively), although I find the version of fr. 13c the more likely, as it agrees with our other
testimonies for the myth, I cannot explain the origin of the other two. See also n. 373 below.

3%7 The earliest representations come from Athens and generally date from the early fifth century; on
the whole see Woodford LIMG iv.1: 831. These comprise (i) a stamnos in the Louvre (Louvre G 192
= ARV* 208.160 = 201979 Beazley Archive) by the Berlin Painter (c. 480 BCE), (ii) a crater in Perugia
(Mus. Naz. 73 = ARV* 516 = 205787 Beazley Archive) probably by the Mykonos Painter (c. 475
BCE), (iii) a fragment from a cup in Leipzig (T 3365 = ARV?* 559.151 = 206397 Beazley Archive) by
the Pan Painter (c. 470 BCE), and (iv) a hydria in New York (MMA 25. 28 = ARV? 1110.41 = 214681
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BCE?), addressed to Hieron’s general, Chromius, and in a fragment (fr. 52u Maehler
[= POxy. 2442 fr. 32 col. i]) which probably derives from a prosodion.*®® Still, one
lacks more information concerning its wider presence, if there was any, in classical
literature.’® Despite our fragmented perception of the literary (and cultural) history
of the myth, it is to be expected that any educated reader, let alone an erudite
Hellenistic poet, would connect Theocritus’ idyll with Pindar’s versions.’”’
Furthermore, if Pindar was the first poet ever to deal with this episode, as some
scholars have assumed (e.g. Farnell (1930) 161), Hellenistic poets would have
assigned to Pindar’s versions a canonical status and could have hardly ignored them
in their reworking of the same myth (cf. Effe (1980) 162). Yet we have only slight
evidence that would suggest that Pindar was the first to treat this episode: (i) the
short-lived interest that Athenian vase painters showed for this episode in the first
half of the 5™ century roughly at the same time as Pindar’s versions were written and
(i1) Pindar’s (not very helpful) testimony. All that Pindar says is that the myth was an
‘old story’ (35 apxatos Adyos). Adyos, a common enough word in Pindar, is usually
understood here to mean a ‘fabula mythologica et poetica’ which has been preserved

in the collective memory of the community (cf. Rumpel (1883) s.v. 3).”' On the

Beazley Archive) by the Nausicaa Painter (c. 460-450 BCE). For the possibility that these
representations reflect the popularity of Pindar’s first Nemean ode see Moret (1998) 90 and below.
This episode was also the theme of a lost painting by Zeuxis (Pliny, Nat. 35. 63).

3%% In the most recent editions of Snell-Machler and Race the fragment is placed without any plausible
reason among the Paeans. This classification has been lately brought into question by D’Alessio
(1997) 37 and Rutherford (2001) 401, who have proposed instead that the fragment derived from a
prosodion (Rutherford 2001: 406). For prosodion see Farber (1936) 30-1 and Fowler (1987) 93.

3% Farnell’s (1932) 247 ad 33-59 assertion that ‘as in the earlier epic poem of Peisandros of Rhodes
the slaying of the Nemean Lion was made his first exploit, there was probably no mention of the
infantine feat’ is unwarranted. We lack information about the structure of this epic, which could have
presented this episode in the form of a flashback narrative.

7 However, and this needs to be stressed, this connection reflects only a part of the possible
intertextual associations that ancient readers would make while reading Theocritus’ poem.

"' In other passages Pindar employs this term to distinguish between poetic and prose discourses: in
Nemean 6 (30 do8al kal Adyot T& kadd odw &py’ éxduioav [dowdoi kai Adyior codd. and PBerol. 16367])
Pindar draws a distinction between poems and /ogoi which here seem to refer to tales or stories found
in prose chronicles (cf. LSJ’ s.v. Adyros A. 1.; Rumpel (1883) and Slater (1969) s.v. and 2" ad OI. 7.
100a-101 and ad Nem. 6. 50) and possibly not dealt with in poetry before — although this is never
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other hand, &pxatos emphasizes the antiquity of the story. One could read this as
attempt on Pindar’s part to envelop his myth, not represented in lyric poetry before,

with the authority that only tradition can confer.’”?

Establishing the intertextual relationship

As we have already seen in the case of other poems, the ancient scholia are a source
likely to furnish modern readers with bits and pieces of the intertextual connections
that the text suggested to (Hellenistic) educated readers. Unfortunately, in the case of
fr. 52u Maehler and Idyll 24 we lack such evidence altogether, because they survive
without scholia. On the other hand, Nemean 1 has come down to us with a full
apparatus of scholia. It is worth mentioning that the association between Idyll 24 and
Nemean 1 from which our discussion proceeds was perceived already in the Pindaric
scholia: 2' ad Pind. Nem. 1.56 is a clear indication that (some) ancient readers
brought the two texts into connection so as to compare the mythological information
provided by them:

St8bpw ovv kaotyvyTw: 78 IdikAel. vavtiws 7& Oeokpitw.
] ~ /’ \ \ ’ ’ ~
éxelvos ydp dnou (24, 2)- kal vukTi vedtepov Tducdna.

explicitly spelled out in our sources. The same distinction appears again in Pythian 1 (92-94
dmbopBporov abixnua 8ééas / olov dmotxopévwy avdpdv Slaitav paviel / kai Aoylots kal dotdols). 2
ad Pyth. 1.181b again renders this as dot8oTs pév tols motnrals, Aoy (ots 8¢ Tols meloypdots. Cf.
von Fritz (1967) ii. 343 and Loscalzo (2003) 78 with n. 167.

372 In OL. 7.55 Pindar refers to the myth of the creation of Rhodos as maatal priotes dv8pdmwv. X ad
Ol. 7. 101 notes that the story is not found before Pindar. Verdenius (1987) ad loc. argues that this was
an attempt on Pindar’s part to disguise his invention of the story (cf. Lehnus (1981) ad loc.);
differently Farnell (1932) ad loc. On the other hand, Tlepolemus’ colonization of the island is narrated
in Hom. //. 2.657-70. It is unclear if this could suggest by analogy that Pindar came up with the myth
of Nemean 1 as well. In the Iliad Heracles is the son of Zeus (14.323; 19.95-133), although he is once
called kpatepds mdis Apdirpdwvos (5.392; cf. Od. 11.270). 11. 19.95-133 tells of his birth but does not
include the story of the two snakes. Generally, most of Pindar’s myths about Heracles can also be
found in the lliad: e.g. attack on Pylos (OI. 9.30-5? ~ [l. 5.395-7; 11.683-93); sack of Laomedon’s
Troy (Isthm. 1.25-30; fr. 140a Maehler ~ [l. 5.638-51; 20. 145-8); arrival on Cos (fr. 33a ~ I1. 14.250-
61; 15.18-30. We cannot tell if this tale was unknown to Homer. Still, this would not be the first myth
about Heracles not found in Homer: foundation of Olympic Games (O/. 10.44-85) or the story of the
olive tree in Olympia and the deer with the golden antlers (Olympian 3). For Heracles in the lliad see
West (2011) 30-2.
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The interest in this note falls on the mythological material and not on the appreciation
of the literary affinities between the two texts: the scholiast indicates the discrepancy
between the two accounts in respect of a rather petty detail: in Nem. 1.36 Pindar
presented Heracles and Iphicles as twins, while Theocritus (24.2) presented Iphicles as
younger by one night.>”® Still, the comparison is suggestive of a literary track that, in
all probability, Theocritus would have followed as a reader before he composed his

own version and would have expected his readers to follow in reading or hearing his

text.} 7

The following discussion will offer a close comparison of the structure of the
three poems in an attempt to highlight the differences that Theocritus brought about
vis-a-vis his Pindaric model. 1 will then try to account for these differences by

embedding them within the literary and cultural ambience of Hellenistic Alexandria.

373 1t is usually assumed that Theocritus diverged from Pindar in placing the event ten months after
Heracles’ birth. Dover (1971) 252 understood this as a realistic touch under the influence of
Pherecydes’ version (fir. 69a-b Fowler; see, however, n. 366 above); cf. also Horstmann (1976) 58 n.
186, Otto (2009) 150. However, this assumption is open to doubts. Theoc. 24.1 (‘HpaxAéa Sexdunvov
évra) seems to recall Pherecydes’ fr. 13c.25 Fowler (487 8¢ éxeivns Sexapnviatov xpdvov tis piews
éxodans yevvarar ‘Hpardds). Sexaunvialos / Sexdunvos is to be reckoned inclusively, i.e. ‘in the ninth
month of the pregnancy’ counting from Zeus’ visit; for inclusive reckoning see Richardson (2004: 11).
In my opinion, Theocritus’ version agrees with Pindar’s (and especially with fr. 13 Fowler of
Pherecydes) in placing the event, if not on the day of Heracles’ birth, still soon after his birth. So,
Sexdpunvos should be rendered as follows: “Heracles when he was born in the ninth month” = “newly
born”). This reading is supported by Moschus Megara 84-5 (émei 8éxa pivas éxauvov / mpiv kal wép v’
8etv piv éudi dmd fmar’ Exovoa) and Ovid Met. 9.285-9 (namque laboriferi cum iam natalis adesset /
Herculis et decimum premeretur sidere signum [...]) with Hill’s (1999) note ad loc. Furthermore, in
Greek and Latin normal pregnancies are said to last ten months: cf. h.Mer. 10 (77 8 %87 8éxaros peis
odpavd éotripieto); Hdt. VI.63.1 (év 8¢ ol xpdvew éXdacovt kai ob mAnpdoaca Tovs 8éka pfvas 1) yvvy adry

tikTer Tobrov 8 Tov Anpdpnrov); VI.69.5 (viktovor yap yvvaikes kal évvedunva kal émrdunva, kai od
nmaoal §éka pAvas éxktedéoacar); Alexander Aphr. Probl. 1.40. év prjpa Sexapnviatov Bpédos (i.e. in the
ninth month of pregnancy); Verg. Ecl. 4.61 (matri longa decem tulerunt fastidia menses). The tale
seems to follow a pattern popular in hymnic poetry (noted already by Dover (1971) 252-3), the ‘birth-
narrative’ or ‘Succession Myth’ followed by the god’s first exploits (h.Mer. 17-23); cf. Sowa (1984)
23-4; Richardson (2010) 4-5. It would be more impressive to have the mighty son of Zeus perform his
first feat on the day of his birth, like his divine brothers and sisters (cf. 2.Ap. 127-130, h.Mer. 17-18),
rather than wait for ten months to pass.

37 One is unable to follow exactly the history of the reception of the so-called Paean 20. In spite of
the lack of scholia, however, it seems that Idyll 24 is generally closer to this version and agrees with it
in several minor details that contribute to the creation of a more ‘homely’ background against which
the heroic event is represented; cf. also Zanker (1987) 176.
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The two Pindaric versions:
Pindar dealt with Heracles’ first miraculous exploit in at least two poems: Nemean 1
and fr. 52u Maehler. The examination of the exact relationship between the two
poems is beset with numerous problems which to a certain degree arise from the
fragmentary status of the latter. Although textual correspondences indicate that there
is a connection between the two versions (on which see below), one is unable to
ascertain the priority of one poem over the other and so establish the ‘direction’ of the
allusions. Further, our ignorance of the genre (and consequently of the intended
audience) of fr. 52u Maehler deprives us of crucial points for the appreciation of the
form that the myth assumed in this literary version (cf. D’Alessio (1997) 36; for an
attempt see n. 376 below). Nevertheless, enough of the text has survived to allow
some comparison between the two Pindaric versions and Theocritus’ idyll.

As fr. 52u Maehler stands now, the narrative sets in quite quickly.’”” Of
course one cannot determine the number of lines from the beginning of the poem that
have been lost. Line 4 (AAkaida) refers to Heracles (cf. Ol. 6.68 ‘HpaxAéns, oeuvov

BdMos AMkaidav with X ad Ol 6.115).°7° Line 6 (uopluopdéias) introduces us

375 Some scholars have maintained that fr. 52s Machler (Pae. 18) was the beginning of our poem (cf.
Rutherford 2001: 402). This has been rejected by D’ Alessio (1997) 41-3 on paleographical grounds.

376 Fr. 291 Maehler [= Probus ad Verg. Ecl. 7.61] could also belong here: Pindarus initio Alcidem
nominatum postea Herculem dicit ab Hera ..., quod eius imperiis opinionem famamque virtutis sit
consecutus. Fr. 52u Maehler is the only case where Pindar uses this patronymic for Heracles in the
context of a myth dealing exclusively with him. If this version included Heracles’ ascension to
Olympus Probus’ note would fit the context nicely. For the mention of Hera at this point, cf. Nem.
1.69-75, Isthm. 4. 73-8 and Theoc. 24.169 (BowmSa), on which see below. The (etymological)
association of Heracles’ name with Hera is usually situated in a different time in the narrative, after the
killing of his children; cf. Apollod. 2.73.3; Et. Gud. s.v. ‘HpaxAfs. Diodorus Siculus (4.10.1)
discusses the change of Heracles’ name in the context of the myth of the two snakes but stresses the
Argive origin of this appellation (8dmep Apyetor mvBuevor 16 yeyovds HpakAéa mpoonydpevoav, 87 8
“Hpav éoxe kdéos [...]). It could be that Pindar’s poem reflected the same version and served as one of
Diodorus’ sources. If so, the poem could have been performed at Argos at the festival in honour of
Hera (for a similar suggestion cf. also D’Alessio (2004b) 114-5); for the cult of Hera at Argos see
Farnell (1896-1909) ii. 186-8: (i) Dionysus of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 1. 21) talks about choruses of
young girls praising the goddess with hymns in her honour (xopol Te mapfévwv duvovodv v Bedv
adals matpiots) and (ii) there is a similar reference in Eur. Electra (171-80); cf. Denniston (1939) and
Cropp (1988) ad loc. Fr. 52u Maehler could have been performed by a chorus of maidens. Although
both of Heracles’ parents were of Argive descent (cf. Pind. Pyth. 9.81-3), he was inserted in Argive
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directly to the ‘nursery room’ and helps to set up a homely atmosphere for the
description of the heroic feat. In this respect, this version seems to have diverged
from that offered in Nemean 1 and to come closer to that of Theocritus, which is
richer in realistic details, such as the bathing of the babies, Alcmene’s lullaby, and the
rocking of the shield. On the whole, it would seem that the poet did not devote much
space to the killing per se (cf. also Nem. 1.43-47), which in this version must have
taken up no more than three lines (10—13). Still, it is impossible to know whether this
scene led to the succinct description of Heracles’ future career and deification as in
the other two poems (cf. Bona (1988) 285).

Moving to Nemean 1, one notices that Pindar again avoids a detailed depiction
of the actual fight and presents the whole affair in four rapidly changing pictures:*’’

1) 6 8’ 0pfov peév dvrewev kdpa (43)

il) meLpdro 8¢ mpdTOv nayas (43)

iii) Stooalot Sotods adyévwy / pdpifais ddirTois xepoiv éals dduas (43-44)

V) &y xouévois 8¢ xpdvos / uxas dmémvevoey pedéwv dddrwy (46-47)
The narration of the central scene extends into just five lines (41—45). The rapidity of

the two narratives apart, the two Pindaric versions seem to have some linguistic

mythology at a later date. He is more at home at Tiryns and this has led Kowalzig (2007) 172-3 to
suggest a connection of this poem with the Tirynthian cult of Heracles. On the other hand, Schachter
(1986) s.v. HERAKLES (Thebes) connects the episode as depicted in Nemean 1 with Thebes and the
Herakleia. In Thebes Heracles took the place of a young champion at the head of a group of warriors.
This explains the emphasis on his representation as an infant or an adolescent on Theban coins (cf.
Woodford (1983) 123-5) and the presence of Theban chieftains in Nem. 1.51 and 63 (see below). It is
interesting that fr. 52v Machler deals with Hera, as the order of the poems on the papyrus could
indicate that the two poems were ordered alphabetically after their titles: an ode for Heracles followed
by an ode for Hera, or two odes for Hera (cf. D’Alessio (2004b) 114). Her title in this poem’s refrain
(Baoi)ewa) reflects one of her cult epithets in Argos, Lebadea and Pisidia (/G 7.3097; 9.1; cf. Farnell
(1896-1909) ii. 188 with n. a and Schachter s.v. HERA (Lebadeia); see, however, Phoronis fr. 4
Bernabé; Nem. 1.39; and the hJun. (12).2 &favdrn PBacidera dmelpoxov €idos &xovoav [cf. Allen-
Halliday-Sikes (1936) and Cassola (1975) ad loc) and could suggest Argos as the place of performance
(see the discussion of D’Alessio (2004b) 115-121); Kowalzig (2007) 173-7 argues in favour of Tiryns.

77 On the rapidity of Pindar’s narrative see Cusset (1999) 358 and Otto (2009) 138-9. Rapidity
(yopydrns; cf. Eust. Proem. ad Pind. 8) or brevity (cwroula; cf. X ad Pyth. 4.400, 442) was
considered a hallmark of Pindar’s (narrative) style by ancient scholars; see esp. Negri (1997) 99-100.
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details in  common (cf. Bona  (1988)  285). For  example,
6 &’ dvriov dva kdpa 7 deip[e in fr. 52u.10 Maehler looks quite close to Nem. 1.44 (6
8’ 8pBov pév dvrewev kdpa). The rest of the similarities are more general. Fr. 25u.11-
2 Maehler ( +5] xetpl peAéwy dmo moikidov / omd]pyavov Eppufiev éav 7" Epavev duav)
provides the description of the battle and so would correspond to Nem. 1.43-4, while
fr. 25u.13 Machler (+4] dpp]arwy dmo oélas édivacev) gives the reason for Alcmene’s
awakening and intervention, an element missing from Nemean 1 but present in /d.
24.18-19 (see also p. 211 n. 387 below). It is interesting that in fr. 52u Maehler
Pindar avoids a detailed description of the killing altogether and instead alludes to it
with the phrase éav 7’ &épavev gvav (12), as if this was enough to alert the audience to
the outcome of the confrontation. The phrase is analogous to Nem. 1.43, but there is
a difference in its function within the overall structure of the poem. In fr. 52u
Maehler this could indicate that the mythological narrative served to reveal Heracles’
true parentage. The mythological pattern underlying this narrative structure is well-
known and quite popular with Greek heroic myths (cf. for example, Theseus’ exploit
in Bacch. 17.57-63, which serves to prove his claim that he is the son of Poseidon).
On the other hand, in Nemean 1 the narrator does not reveal the felos of his myth but
lets the audience come to it through the structure of his ode.

To be more specific, in Nemean 1 lines 33—4 enable the transition between the
first part of the ode, which deals with Hieron’s policy in Sicily (1-18) and with the
eulogy of the victor Chromius (19-32), to the second part, which deals with Heracles’
heroic exploit(s). At the same time, the narrator specifies the ideological goal that he
hopes to achieve with his story: “But when I move among the heights of triumph,
Heracles comes to mind” (tr. Nisetich). Heracles is the pinnacle of excellence and as

such functions as an ‘appropriate’ foil to the laudandus. There is no need for us to
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get into the vexed question of the reasons that may have led Pindar to choose this
specific exploit and not some other, a problem which, after all, does not affect the
intertextual connection with Idyll 24. None the less, the numeral in 1. 43 meiparo 6é
mpdTov udxas prefigures®™® for baby Heracles a series of other battles®”’ (61-69) in
which Heracles will have the opportunity to demonstrate his arete until he finally
reaches Olympus (70-73). In other words, the episode with the snakes, although it
assumes prominence of place as the ode’s central myth, is nonetheless embedded in a
summary of Heracles’ heroic career which serves to depict a heroic life permeated by
the aristocratic idea of virtue (cf. Galinsky (1972) 35-6; Effe (1980) 149; Carey
(1981) 129). In this respect, the aim of the narrative section in fr.52u Maehler seems
to have been similar to that of Nemean 1: to illustrate Heracles’ divine parentage and
through that the aristocratic notion of hereditary excellence and arete.*®® In Nemean
1, and presumably also in fr. 52u Maehler, this is made clear by the ‘frame’ of the
myth (Privitera (1972) 43). It must remain unclear, however, within what (cultic or
performative) context this was attempted in the case of fr. 52u Maehler. Still, this
seems to be a structural motif absent from Theocritus’ poem, where the myth seems
to be told ‘for its own sake’, without any explicitly stated goal that could have been
indicated, for example, in a frame, as happens in Idylls 11 and 13 (cf. Cusset (1999)
376). As a matter of fact, the possible connection of the myth with Ptolemaic

propaganda that I suggest™' later in this chapter could only be inferred on the basis of

378 At this point the narrator’s voice assumes a prophetic tone, which connects it with the explicitly
prophetic voice of Teiresias and so reinforces the parallelism between the role of the poet and the seer
(on which see below).

379 Note especially lines 67-8 kal yap §rav Beol &v / mediw DAéypas Iiydvreoow pdyav /dvridlwor.
380 Cf. Privitera (1972) 43-8, Rose (1974) 175 and Nieta Hérnandez (1993) 90. For the idea of
Heracles’ ‘career’ in Nemean 1 and its applicability to Chromius see Farnell (1932) 160 and esp. Rose
(1974) 155-6.

31 See already Hunter (1996) 12.
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allusions provided by other poems in the corpus concerning the role of Heracles in
Ptolemaic discourse as for instance in Theoc. 17.26-27:

dpdw yap mpdyovés oduw 6 kaptepos ‘Hpardeidas,
auddrepor & aplfuedvral és éoxatov ‘HpakAda.

To this ‘evidence’ one should also add two bronze statuettes from Hellenistic times
representing Ptolemy II as the infant Heracles straggling the snakes (cf. Laubscher
(1997) 155-8).*2 According to Laubscher (1997: 158), who was the first to point out
the similarity, these miniatures were probably modelled after monumental statues
which supported Philadelphus’ claims as the rightful successor of Ptolemy Soter
against his half-brother Ptolemy Keraunos. We will return later to the relationship
between Idyll 17 and Idyll 24. However, if one is allowed to use this piece of
Ptolemaic propaganda to elucidate some aspects of the mythological imagery in Idyll
24, it seems that the Pindaric notion of phya could be helpful for the support of
Ptolemaic propaganda. This could suggest in the first place a reason for a connection
between Theocritus’ version with both Pindaric accounts, where this idea figures
predominantly (cf. Hunter (1996) 26-7).* Nevertheless, it is unclear whether the
choice of this myth was made by Theocritus independently or was part and parcel of
court propaganda. Scholars interested in the Egyptian background of Theocritus’
poem interpret the choice of this myth as a reflection of Pharaonic ideology. On this
reading the poem is supposed to have been performed on the occasion of Ptolemy II’s
proclamation as coregent (285/4 BCE) or generally quite early in his reign. For
Ludwig Koenen (1977: 82), the myth alludes to a piece of Pharaonic tradition: the
new king is considered the reincarnation of the previous king and the true son of the
382 One of these is now in Brooklyn Musuem (nr. 63. 185) [cf. also LIMC IV (1988) 830 nr. 1643)]; the
other is part of a private collection. Laubscher (1997) provides photos of both. Both statuettes are
dated approximately to the third or second centuries BCE, although their original supposedly dated

from the period of Philadelphus’ coregency (285-283 BCE); see Laubscher (1997) 155-7.
3% For ¢vd in Pindar’s epinician odes, see Marg (1938) 87-99.
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highest god (Zeus). In addition to this, Susan Stephens (2003: 132-42) argues that the
episode of Heracles’ throttling Hera’s snakes suggests the incessant battle between
the forces of light and order against darkness and chaos, exemplified in the
mythological combat of Horus and Seth; the enthronement of the new king is a
crucial moment for the safety and stability of the realm.”® The myth, then, suggests
the new king’s victory over the powers of anarchy and chaos (snakes of Seth).

As we have already seen, in Nemean 1 the idea underlined is that of virtuous
endurance and heroic consistency throughout Heracles’ life, the role-model for any
decent aristocrat with political aspirations, like Chromius (von Leutsch (1859) 55;
Privitera (1972) 32; Carey (1981) 129; Braswell (1998) 30-1).**> On the other hand,
fr. 52u Maehler focuses directly on the idea of Heracles’ divine origin, something
further highlighted by the prominent absence of his mortal father, Amphitryon. Line
9 describes the ominous movement of the two snakes towards Heracles, who is
explicitly said to be ‘the child of Zeus the king of Heaven’ (éni Bpédos odpaviov Aids).
The unequivocal declaration of the hero’s parentage in this context is at odds with
what one gets at the same point in the narrative in the other two versions. In Nem. 1.
42 Pindar speaks generally of both infants without specifying their parentage
(Tékvoow wkelas yvdbovs /| duderifacbar pepadres).  Of course, 1. 35 (émel
omAdyxvwyv Ymo patépos adtika Bantav és alyrav mals Aids ... udAev) had already
specified Heracles’ (only) parentage so that there was no need for Pindar to repeat
386

it On the other hand, although he uses the same word as fr. 52u.9 Maehler

3 Cf. Sowa (1984) 24 on the importance of the ‘Succession Myth’ (ibid 23; and n. 373 above). For
the important role that such myths play in Ptolemaic propaganda see also Barbantani (2010) 244-5.

%5 According to the ancient scholia (ad 49c), Aristarchus believed that the primary function of the
myth was to stress the idea of inborn excellence as opposed to learning by teaching (&ei 6 ITiv8apos
émawel Tods Pvoel waAdov T@v éx Sidaxis mepLywouévawv).

3% As far as Heracles® paternity is concerned, Pindar employs two circumlocutions which are equally
represented in his poetry: (i) dwos mais (Ol 10.44-5 Aids dAkipos / vids ... matpl peylotar; Nem. 1.35)
and (ii) Apdirpvwviddas (OI. 3.14; Isthm. 6.38; fr. 346b.10 Maechler [cf. also /. 5.392; Od. 11.270]).
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(Bpédos), Theocritus avoids naming Zeus (24.16 dametdoaca gayetv Bpédos
‘HparAqa). Still, he alludes to Zeus’ fatherhood in line 21 through his interest in the
well-being of the two babies (dids voéovros mavra) (cf. Horstmann (1976) 62).%*7 1t
is also remarkable that fr. 52u Maehler and Theocritus agree in presenting Heracles
alone as the target of the two snakes, while Nemean 1 brings Iphicles into the picture
as well by the use of the plural rékvotow. In fr. 52u Machler the genitive Aids in line
9 seems to be ‘balanced” by the genitive Audirpdwvos in line 16
(otkov Apdirpdawvos).”*® In a sense, although the fragmentariness of the poem may be
misleading, Amphitryon seems to be absent from the scene altogether, and to appear
obliquely only as the kyrios of the house which shelters the child of Zeus — as we are
going to see shortly this was an element that Theocritus chose to preserve in his
version too.

Another indirect reference to Amphitryon is to be found in the presentation of

the ‘chorus’ of the audimodot in fr. 52u.19 Machler. Pindar specifies that the women

Both forms are attested in Bacchylides although the latter is commoner: ApéirpvwvidSas (5.85;
16.15; 25.25); Aiws vids (5.79; cf. also 5.58 but the exact form of the circumlocution is not certain:
matd’ dviklatov ... / Aués] Jebb; &vdp’ dviklatov ... / €pvos Aiés] Snell-Maehler; 16.28). One notes
that ‘child of Zeus’ emphasizes Heracles’ connection with Zeus (cf. Ol. 10.44-5) or the proximity to
the divine world which enables him to carry out superhuman feats (5. 58, 79). In Bacch. 17.20 and 86
the same expression is used to emphasize Zeus’ fatherhood of Minos. Interestingly, both expressions
can be found in the same poem, as if the poets wanted to represent in this way Heracles’ dual paternity:
Pind. fr. 52u.9 ~ 16 Machler; Bacch. 16.15~28, see also n. 25. Cf. also Catullus 68B.112 (falsiparens
Amphitryoniades).

%7 The divine light that appears suddenly in the nursery in Theoc. 24.22 (ddos & &vé olkov eriy8n) is
not sent by Zeus nor is it a sign of divinity, as has been falsely assumed (e.g. Gutzwiller (1981) 15;
Stephens (2003) 136; Otto (2009) 154) but emanates from the eyes of the two snakes as stated
previously in 11. 18-19 (&7’ é¢ladpudv 8¢ kardv mip / épyonévors Adpumeoxe [...] ); see correctly Stern
(1974) 356-7. Differently Cusset (1999) 361, who suggests that the bright light comes from Heracles’
eyes as a sign of his divine strength. As Stern notes, Theocritus refashions and uses for a different
purpose an element he found in one of his Pindaric subtexts: fr.52u.13 Maehler (  oppldrwyv dmo
oéAac edivacev). Pindar is considered to employ a similar expression found in the i.Mer. 45 (3 8ve
Swnbdow &’ d¢baApudv dpapvyal); cf. Bona (1988) ad loc. This would suggest a connection with the
theme of the precocious infant in the Homeric hymns, texts that Theocritus also followed in his version
(see below). Bantav és alyAav in Nem. 1.35 has nothing to do with these passages, as Stern erroneously
proposes. For its proper meaning and connection with the Homeric hymn to Apollo see below at n.
409.

% For similar structural games cf. Isthm. 6.30 (AMkpivas téxos) ~ 35 (‘Hpaxdéns) ~ 38
(Apdirpvwviddav) with Bury (1892) ad Isthm. 5.38: ‘observe that names of Heracles are placed three
times in emphatic position at the end of the clauses’. Hubbard (1983) 56 offers an interesting
discussion of Ampitryon’s role seen from the angle of the oikeion / allotrion juxtaposition.
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came from Cephallene (19 Ke¢[aA]Aav[) probably as part of the war booty from
Amphitryon’s expedition against Pterelaos, a detail altogether absent from Nemean 1
(48-9 ék & &p’ drAatov 8éos / mAGLe yvvalkas, Soar Toxov AAkptivas dpryolocar Aéyer)
but present in Idyll 24 (5 dmeoxddevoe).”® Theocritus does not offer anything of this
sort, but he still alludes to this expedition in the first line of his poem through the
mention of the shield in which Alcmene put her babies to sleep (Theoc. 24.4-5). In
comparison with Nem. 1.51-4, then, where Amphitryon retains something of his
heroic grandeur, these are the only indications of heroism that fr. 52u Maehler and
Idyll 24 allow their Amphitryon, who is relegated to a secondary position, if he is not
absent altogether from the scene. Be that as it may, it is this element of heroism
which adds another dimension to the scene: Amphitryon’s absence during this
expedition gave Zeus the opportunity to visit Alcmene in his guise (cf. Apollod.
2.61). In this regard, the allusion to the expedition against the Taphians in fr. 52u
Maehler squares nicely with the overall idea of Zeus’ parentage of the precocious
child. In Idyll 24, however, it contributes to the comic character of the introductory
scene: together with 1. 21 it suggests to the alert reader the version avoided (cf.
Griffiths (1979) 96; Stephens (2003) 128).**° It is only at the end of the poem with
Heracles’ ascension to Olympus that his divine descent is revealed (cf. Griffiths

(1979) 54).>%!

3% Cf. also the fragmentary scholium in the intercolumnial space between fir. 52u—v Machler on POxy.
2442 (% KedadAslvn) mpdrep[ov Tod Apdirpdwvos) dovAixiolv) éxadetro fv 8 dmo tov ITtepédaov: &(md)
8(&) KeddAlov) tqv mpoonyoplav &ox[ev]: text according to Rutherford’s (2001) edition). For
Amphitryon’s expedition against the Taphians see Strabo 10.2.14; Apollod. 2.54-60; Plaut. Amph. 251.
The Taphians appear in a fragment from Euripides’ Alcmene (fr. 87b Kannicht). It seems that the myth
was quite popular in tragedy (see Kannicht 7rGF 5 p. 220). In Call. VB fr. 148 Massimilla the mention
of the same expedition probably refers to the origin of Heracles’ arrows.

3% Gutzwiller (1981) 14 points out that by leaving out the information about Zeus’ parentage of
Heracles Theocritus undercut the glory of the hero, a standard motif in Greek hymns. For the poem as
a hymn (see below).

31 On the whole, all three literary versions agree with the pictorial representation on most Attic vases
(see n. 367 above). With the notable exception of the hydria in the Metropolitan Museum in New
York (ARV* 1110.41), on which Amphitryon is depicted approaching with drawn sword the kline
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In fr. 52u Maehler the absence of Amphitryon, although not at all certain,
could have something to do with the ‘internal’ audience that Pindar chose for his
mythological feat. In both Pindaric versions, that is, the narrative seems to be
occupied more with the aftermath of the exploit than with the exploit itself. Pindar is
more interested in the description of the way in which an ‘interior’ audience reacts to
the miraculous event. As a rule, this audience consists of three parties: Heracles’
immediate family (Alcmene and Amphitryon), the maids of Alcmene (absent in
Theocritus’ version), and a third party, which may assume different forms. In
Nemean 1 this is ‘the leaders of the Thebans’ (51 KaSuelwv dyol), while in Idyll 24
generally it is the household servants (53 Sudes: évemAnoln 8¢ déuos omeddovros
éxdoTov). Fr. 52u Machler, at least as far as we can tell on our present evidence,
omits this third group altogether. Attic vases adhere in principle to this schema.

2 on the

With the exception of Athena, who may be an addition of the painters,”
Louvre stamnos (ARV* 208.160) and the Leipzig cup (ARV* 559.151) the scene
includes a female figure at the farthest left edge of the scene, so as to balance
Amphitryon who stands at the opposite side. If the painters had Pindar’s versions in
mind, this woman could represent Alcmene’s maids. Nem. 1.46-54 offers the
clearest example of the way in which Pindar handled the emotional reaction of all
these groups. The reaction of both parents stands out against, and at least in the case
of Alcmene contrasts with, the background provided by the reaction of their

b

respective ‘supporting’ choruses, the maids (48-9 éx & dp’ &tAatov Séos / mAdée

where the babies lie, in all other cases Amphitryon is placed at the farthest right or left edge of the
scene as a witness behind Athena. Neither Pindar nor Theocritus mentions that Athena was present at
the scene. Her presence is usually understood as a homage of Attic painters to the patron goddess of
their city; cf. More (1998) 89. Woodford LIMG iv.1 p. 831, on the other hand, suggests that this
indicates the close connection between the goddess and the hero, as this is demonstrated in his other
exploits.

392 For Athena as an internal spectator see e.g. Pindar Nem. 3.50 and the beginning of Bacchylides 13,
although the identity of the female personage here is contested.
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yvvatkas) and soldiers. At the same time, the reaction or even the self-sacrifice of
Alcmene (50 duvvev Bpwv kvwdddwy) is juxtaposed with the awe of Amphitryon,
who remains passive and does not get involved in the action (55-6 éora 8¢ BapBet
Svodopwi / Tepmvde Te puxbels). Pindar’s insistence on the aftermath of Heracles’
exploit parallels, I would suggest, his interest in the significance that the victory has
for the athlete’s life and his community rather than in the description of the victory
itself. In this respect, Pindar avoids dwelling on the details of the killing of the
dragons in the same way he avoids details of the /laudandus’ victory. Instead he
offers a complicated emotional portrait of the reaction of the audience, which, to a
certain degree, parallels the way in which Chromius’ co-citizens would have accepted
his victory. At the same time, the diversity of feelings about the incident suggests
that the event is complicated and eludes the clear understanding of the bystanders. As
lines 58-9 indicate, it is only through Teiresias’ prophecy, addressed to all the male
citizens of Thebes (61 ¢ 8¢ ol ¢pdle ral mavti oTpatdr), that people become able to
comprehend the true nature of the miraculous event. The fact that men assume
narrative primacy over women as the audience of Teiresias may reflect genre
demands and the sympotic context of performance of the ode (cf. 19-21). In a certain
way, that is, Pindar’s position gua epinician poet is analogous or homologous to that
of Teiresias: Teiresias reveals the true nature of Heracles’ first exploit by
‘contextualizing’ it in a description of his heroic career (lines 61-75) (cf. Hubbard
(1983) 51, 56; Otto (2009) 144-5). Similarly Pindar reveals and interprets the
importance of Chromius’ victory by placing it within the context of Hieron’s colonial
propaganda (1. 6-18) and the epinician discourse of the comparison with the paradigm

of human arete, Heracles.> Both Pindar and Teiresias function within a sex-

3% The idea of an analogy between Teiresias and Pindar can be found already in Bury (1890) 6; cf. also
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segregated and predominantly male context of performance. In this way, Pindar
manages to endow his epinician discourse with a unique semantic depth, which seems
to be absent from fr. 52u Maehler and Idyll 24 — although one should mention again
that in the case of fr. 52u Maechler this is due to our ignorance of the respective
generic context.

As we have already seen, fr. 52u Maehler in its present condition does not
specify whether Amphitryon or any other men were mentioned. The only people
whose presence we can make out from the fragmentary lines are Alcmene and her
maids. On the whole, the emotional reaction of the women is similar to that in

394
Nemean 1:

Alcmene is said to leap from her bed in fear (15
[ 1o8[  Jvépovoe mepl $6Bw) to rescue her son while the maids flee in terror (17
Sellpare oxduevar diyov). The representation of Alcmene’s reaction on red-figure
Attic vases differs from both Pindaric versions. On the Perugia crater (ARV? 516),
the Leipzig cup (ARV* 559.151) and the New York hydria (ARV* 1110. 41) Alcmene
is usually identified with a frightened woman who tries to flee. She assumes the role
that Pindar assigns to her maids. This discrepancy in the depiction of Alcmene could
speak against the hypothesis of Pindaric influence. Still, Amphitryon’s reaction on
the New York hydria is probably modelled on Nemean 1 (52-3 év xept & Apdirpiewv

KkoAeod yvuvov Twdoowv <pdoyavovs / iketo). On the other hand, the Louvre stamnos

(ARV? 208.160) represents her taking frightened Iphicles in her arms. This detail

Fraccaroli (1894) 527-8, Privitera (1972) 50 and Petrucione (1986) 43-4. The analogy between
prophetic and epinician discourse is found again in the roughly contemporary Isthmian 6 (480 BCE).
Heracles’ prophecy (51-4; note &re pdvris dvrjp in 1. 51) stands for Pindar and his song; cf. Slater
(1984) 255 and Nieto Hernadez (1993) 93—4. Hubbard (1985) 56 locates a similar analogy in Nem.
1.72 (alvijoew vduov): just as Pindar praised his host, Chromius, Heracles praises his father / host,
Zeus. For the possibility of a similar mention in fr.52u Macehler, see n. 408 below.

3% The only lexical correspondence between the two scenes is found in the description of Alcmene’s
attire:  fr.  52u.14  Maehler  (dmemdos ék  Aexéwv  veordkwv) ~  Nem. 1.50
(kal yap adra moooilv dmemAos dpodoaio’ amd oTpwuvds). It is unlikely that this was a coincidence.
The echo was probably meant to evoke the other poem, but one is unable to determine the direction of
the allusion.
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appears again in Idyll 24 (60-1 AXkptva pév émeita motl odérepov PdAe kbAmov /Enpdv
dmal Selovs axpdayodov I¢ikAfa) and it is likely that Theocritus knew similar
representations. After all, his representation of Amphitryon charging into the nursery
with his sword drawn picks up a detail found both on the New York hydria and in
Nem. 1.52-3 and so could strengthen the impression of his acquaintance with similar
artistic representations.

Unfortunately, one is unable to ascertain the way in which this scene was
contextualized within the structure of fr. 52u Maehler Still, it is significant that
although the place remains the same in both Pindaric poems (i.e. the interior of
Amphitryon’s oikos), Pindar oscillates between the two poles represented by male
and female interior audiences. If that should be the case, the narrative prominence or
exclusivity of women in fr. 52u Maehler could be related with the cultic context of
performance of the original poem, especially if the poem was performed by a chorus
of maidens at the Argive Heraia (see n. 376 above). The same holds true for
Theocritus’ version, which, on the whole, could be said to stay clear of Pindar’s
heroic elements and give the emphasis instead to his mother Alcmene (see below),

but for different reasons.

The Theocritean version

Theocritus’ version, as is to be expected, bears the hallmarks of the Hellenistic
penchant for realism in depictions. This is a tendency one finds fully developed in
some other idylls of Theocritus (e.g. 2, 14, 15) which come closer to the tradition of
the mime, a genre popular with Hellenistic audiences. In this regard, two
characteristic alterations that Theocritus brought about were firstly the introductory

scene, in which Alcmene puts her babies to bed singing a lullaby, and secondly the
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scene of the couple jumping from bed half-asleep. Both scenes, and especially the
second, come closer in tone to comedy than archaic lyric (cf. Effe (1980) 162;
Gutzwiller (1981) 16-8). Theocritus appears to elaborate more Alexandrino on those
spots in the mythological narrative which Pindar left blank or blurred in one or both
of his versions (see Otto (2009) 157, 170 ). So, in view of the details one can make
out in fr. 52u Maehler, Theocritus constructed his version mainly from the homely
details he found in that poem. Seen from this angle, the embedding of a lullaby, a
sub-literary genre not well-represented in Greek ‘high’ literature,™” tallies with the
general interest which Theocritus, and Hellenistic poets in general, showed for the
‘resurrection’ of marginal lyric genres (cf. e.g. the magical incantation of Simaitha in
Idyll 2, the reaper’s song in Idyll 10, the hymn to Adonis in Idyll 15 and the
epithalamion in Idyll 18).>°° In Idyll 24 the commotion caused in the household by
the miraculous event has been brought down to the level of popular mime: all
participants and especially Amphitryon are deprived of their heroic credentials (cf.
Galinsky (1972) 116-7; Horstmann (1976) 70-1; Bona (1988) 287). In both versions
Pindar avoids dialogues and banal details about household proceedings, elements, on
the whole, foreign to his poetic vocation and genre. It was at this point that
Theocritus saw the potential to develop a genuinely Hellenistic scene (cf. Gutzwiller
(1981) 10). But even in the case of scenes which appeared in Pindar’s poems, like
the strangling of the snakes and Teiresias’ prophecy, Theocritus’ version bespeaks the
Hellenistic interest in marginal details, realism and thoroughness. Theocritus, that is,

3% On Greek lullabies see Weern (1960) and Lambin (1992) 16-17. The only known specimens of this
sub-literary genre are inscribed in other genres (cf. Warn 1960: 2). In Simonides’ Danae (fr. 271
Poltera) the lullaby is inscribed in a lyric poem of unknown genre (cf. Hutchinson (2001) 306-7 and
Poltera (2008) 498). Another example is Euripides Hypisipyle fr. 752f.11-3 Kannicht (67 & els dmvov /
A xdpw 7 Oepamedpara mpdodopa / maidl mpémeL veapd / TdSe pedwidos addd); cf. also Aristophanes
Frogs 1305-07 with Stanford (1958) ad loc. For some other examples see Waern (1960) 4-5. If fr.
271.21 Poltera is modelled on Alcman PMGF 89 perhaps this too came from a lullaby; see, however,
Calame (1983) ad fr. 159.

3% For the inscription of subliterary genres in Theocritus’ idylls see esp. Dover (1971) Ixii and Rossi
(1971) 85.
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seems indifferent to the symbolic (and quasi-religious) meaning that these scenes
acquire within the ideological world represented by Pindaric odes. He is not
interested in the way in which Heracles’ athlos reveals his true pedigree or foretells a
glorious and heroic future, nor in the way in which these can work within the context
of, or furnish support for, aristocratic ideology. Theocritus gives us an unpretentious
mythological narrative, which acquires an extra layer of meaning only if we read it in
the context of Ptolemaic propaganda. Where Pindar saw higher powers at work,
Theocritus saw a first-class opportunity for a realistic scene of combat: Theocritus
focuses on the description of the combat, while Pindar had focused on its
interpretation. In this respect, even the prophecy of Teiresias, a motif that Theocritus
chose to retain in his poem, loses much of the symbolic meaning it acquired in
Pindar’s ode (cf. Horstmann (1976) 68). Theocritus’ Teiresias, especially in the
second half of his speech (88- 100), does not resemble the authoritative figure that
Pindar created, but rather a Hellenistic magician, similar to Simaetha and the
Assyrian wizard in Theoc. 2.162 (cf. also Horstmann (1976) 59 n.187).*7 This
difference in ideological purport is also suggested in the most characteristic way by
the catalogue of Heracles’ educators that Theocritus gives in his version. Next I am
going to concentrate on the function that this element serves within the idyll and try

to establish whether it has any connection with Pindar’s poetry.

The catalogue of Heracles’ educators
The catalogue of Heracles’ educators seems to be Theocritus’ innovation. It
emphasizes the differences in the cultural and political ambiences which fostered the

creation of the two versions: catalogues become extremely popular with Hellenistic

397 Koenen (1977) 85 exaggerates the importance of lines 99-100 when he argues that the poem served
as an aition for the swine sacrifice probably offered to Zeus at the Basileia of 285/4 BCE.
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authors, if one may judge from their frequent appearance in their poems (cf. e.g.
Hermesianax fr. 7 Powell, Phanocles fr. 1 Powell, Euphorion SH 413-5, SH 970, The
Fame of Halicarnassus (01/12/02 Merkelbach-Stauber), etc.). The catalogue assumes
the form of a recherché résumé of material culled from mythological or epic sources
and represents Heracles as the ideal hero competent both in letters and in physical
exercise. In my view, the inclusion of the catalogue of Heracles’ trainers should be
associated first with the hymnic form that Idy/l 24 explicitly assumes at the end as the
eulogy (aretalogia) of the god praised (Heracles) and second with the Pindaric
juxtaposition of inherent prowess with learning through teaching.

A marginal scholion on the Antinoe papyrus seems to suggest that /dyll 24
was meant for performance or perhaps recitation in some contest, quite likely under
the Ptolemaic aegis:>"®

éyw 6 $lapTos mounT(ns)

rededw T@w ‘HpakAel

Bewt évallacoduevos

klat) éx Stadox(@s) viknoas

5 Sikaiws moinol) klal) Tov mouyT(nv)
mavt(as) vikfolad).

3 Becwr Henry ap. Bernsdorff: § w IT: 6 wc editores
principes | 5 moino(ov) Bernsdorff vel moitfo(at)

Henry sug. ap. Bernsdorff

If the scholiast has not misunderstood the missing lines, it would seem that the poet
drew a comparison between the victorious outcome of Heracles’ battle and his

longed-for victory in the contest in which the poem was (supposedly) performed or

3% 1 am grateful to Professor Hans Bernsdorff for his permission to use material from his forthcoming
article (Bernsdorff (2011)) on the fragmentary end of Idyll 24.
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recited.’”” The note is too lapidary to allow any insight into the original context of
performance. Further, it is possible that this was nothing more than a contextualizing
device similar to those employed in the beginning of Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus and
Hymn to Athena: Theocritus wanted his readers to imagine that this poem was recited
at a court competition. However this may be, in the final lines of Idy/l 24 Theocritus
imitated the formulaic and generic closure of Homeric hymns which were meant for
performance at competitions (cf. Pohlenz (1931) 373-4; Gutzwiller (1981) 12;
Bernsdorff (2011)). Next I print the two last lines following the most up-to-date

discussion by Bernsdorff (2011):

............. 16vyroc
ltv frikwceT.

171 youpe Pohlenz GGA 93 (1931) 374 | SvwSe]xdumoxfe Frinkel ap.
Pohlenz | 8e[ov § cic Fweca] Pohlenz : Be[dv §” alrpui 7v] Hutchinson
e.g. ap. Bernsdorff | 172 8oc xaipew 7]o[v] Pohlenz : wikacac, 7]o[v]
Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff | ap coniecerit Hutchinson, confirmavit
Henry ap. Bernsdorff : avo Hunt et Johnson || &u[ouBar 8s we] Td
Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff : av’ o[dpavov wcte] v, Pohlenz | vikcoc T1
. accentu scripto; vewkwc ante corr.. vikawc Pohlenz : wikqv (inf.)

Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff

These lines come quite close to the ending of the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (V1)

which seems to have been performed in some sort of competitive context (19-20):

xatlp’ éAwcoBAédape yAvkvpueidixe, 8os 8 év dydwve

3% For a detailed commentary and tentative restoration of this scholion see Bernsdorff (2011). As the
marginal note makes clear, fvprdc in 1. 171 refers to the poet not to Heracles as Griffiths (1979) 95
assumed. Theoc. 17.112-6 suggests the recital or performance of poems at agones held in honour of
the Ptolemies. Some scholars connect these two passages in order to prove that Idyll 24 was
performed; cf. Griffiths (1979) 92. Although there is nothing inherently impossible about this, there is
nothing in the text to suggest it either; cf. Stephens (2003) 124-5.
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vikny 1d8€ pépeabat, éunv & Evrvvov dotdnv.
Theocritus was apparently trying to recreate in his text the performative context of his
subtexts and at the same time place his poem in the generic tradition of Homeric
hymns. This association is also suggested by the topic of his poem. We know that
Hellenistic culture showed a remarkable interest in the realistic representation of
children, a tendency well documented both in sculpture and literature (cf. Hughes
Fowler’s (1989) index s.v. “children” and Ambiihl (2005)). The moderate amount of
Hellenistic poetry that has survived preserves a considerable number of divine pueri
and puellae: Zeus, Apollo and Artemis in Callimachus’ Hymns, Ptolemy in
Theocritus 17, Hermes in Eratosthenes’ poem of the same name (frr. 1-16 Powell)
etc. For several of the above poems a court interpretation has been tentatively put
forward: young Zeus or Apollo have often been seen as representation of Ptolemy II,
while the scene of his birth, as described in Idyll 17, has rightly been brought into
connection on the Greek side of royal propaganda with the birth of Apollo in the
Homeric Hymn to Apollo (Perrotta (1925) 41-8).*°° These myths appear in texts that
assume the form of a hymn, as is the case with Callimachus’ poems, or of an
encomium, as in Theocritus’ Idyll 17 (cf. Griffiths (1979) 53).*" The analogy could
strengthen the view of Idyll 24 as a hexameter hymn. Despite its popularity the
theme of divine or precocious babies is not an invention of Hellenistic hymnology.
Rather it has a long-standing tradition going as back to the Homeric hymns (Apollo,
Hermes) and Pindar (Iamos, Aristaeus, Achilles, Jason), who was also following them
(see Newman (1985) 184-5 and below). Seen from this point of view, the catalogue

of Heracles’ instructors could be taken as part of the aretalogy of the god or, as

40 For possible association of these poems with Pharaonic ideology, see Stephens (2003).

1 Ancient Grammarians considered both genres praise forms: hymns were addressed only to gods and
encomia only to humans (cf. Hermogenes Aphth. progym. 8 ed. Rabe 21,5: Stevrjvoye 8¢ buvov [...] 7di
7oV pev Spvov elvar Bedv, 16 8¢& éyrdpiov BunTdv [...]); see Farber (1936) 56-7 and 42-4.
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Pohlenz (1931: 373) suggested, the Tpogn of the laudandus, parts traditional in the

genres of hymn and encomium respectively.*’*

On the other hand, I would also argue that Theocritus chose to dwell on
Heracles in view of his important role in Pindar’s epinician discourse as the
personification of mortal excellence and its limits (cf. e.g. Ol 3.40-5 and Nem. 3.22-
5; see also the helpful overview of Pike (1984)). Heracles, that is, both as the son of
Zeus and the warrior or athlete par excellence allowed Theocritus to raise issues of
inherent excellence and training, both of which recur repeatedly in Pindar’s odes (cf.
Stern (1974) 359-60). Further, if this idyll was performed at the Basileia or Genethlia
of 285/4 BCE for Philadelphus’ enthronement, the catalogue could allude to the
various events held at those games (cf. Koenen (1977) 85). Theocritus, then, would
present Heracles as the exemplary athlete who is able to win in most events thanks to
his rigorous training. Be that as it may, Heracles remains the role-model that the
athletes can imitate but not surpass. That would require the divine strength of the
hero, although this is never explicitly mentioned.*”> Also, in the context of Ptolemaic
propaganda in which Heracles was the forefather of the dynasty, the harmonious
combination of phya and didache which Theocritus suggested for Heracles would put

up the image of an ideal monarch to which Ptolemy II Philadelphus supposedly

402 For Tpodj as topos of rhetorical eulogies see Pernot (1993) 1. 161-3.

93 However, it is illustrated through his privileged ascension to the sky (Theoc. 24.79 Tofos dvip 88e¢
pé€Ade és odpavov doTpa dépovra / duPaively Teds vids). This is a prerogative guaranteed to a chosen
few and helps to distinguish Heracles, in all his Theocritean humanity, from the ordinary athletes; cf.
Vermeule (1979) 126-7. Interestingly, the verb that Theocritus uses is associated in archaic poetry
with unsuccessful, if not hubristic, attempts to ascend Olympus without the consent of the gods: (i) Od.
11.316-17 *Ocoav én’ OdAdumwe pépacav Béuev (sc. Otos and Ephialtes), adrap én’” "‘Ocone / IIfjAwov
elvoaigvAdov, IV’ odpavds ap Batés eln; (ii) Pind. Pyth. 10.26 6 xadkéos odpavds ob mote duBatds adrd;
cf. Rumpel’s (1883) s.v. interpretation. Pindar’s and Theocritus’ passages convey the idea of mortal
limitations and by contrast of human potential for achievement (cf. Angeli Bernardini (1995) ad Pyth.
10.26). However, to travel across the great divide separating gods and humans, one needs divine
assistance and this is given only to Heracles and, it is implied, to Ptolemy. Within Pythian 10
Bellerophon’s unsuccessful (vertical) translation to heaven (cf. Isthm. 7.44-7), implicitly suggested, is
juxtaposed with the successful translation of Perseus (Heracles’ ancestor) to the land of the
Hyperboreans (see also Heracles in Olympian 3), another paradisiacal land, out of common reach; cf.
Hubbard (1985) 20.
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conformed or was expected to in the future.*®* There is, however, a difference in the
respective handling of the image of Heracles by Pindar and by Theocritus: for Pindar
Heracles is the product solely of inherent divine excellence whereas for Theocritus he
is a product of the combination of divine origins and training, if not of training alone
in view of the suppression of Zeus’ fatherhood at the beginning of the poem. Pindar
never gives any information about Heracles’ trainers as he does for other heroes e.g.
Jason in Pythian 4 and Achilles in Nemean 3. Before I turn to the representation of
heroes’ training in Pindar’s epinician odes I will shortly examine the function of
88axn in the catalogue of Heracles’ educators and the prominence accorded to
Alcmene throughout this section of Theocritus’ poem.

The catalogue extends to thirty lines (103—33) and provides entries with the
names of Heracles’ teachers and trainers in several disciplines: Heracles mastered
reading and writing, the use of bows and arrows, the playing of the lyre, boxing and
wrestling, chariot-racing, hoplite fighting and horse-riding. Theocritus’ Heracles
appears to be the model of a young prince skilled in the arts of both war and music.
Still, as is to be expected in view of his mythological profile, the greater part of the
catalogue is taken up by Heracles’ military training. So Heracles emerges as the ideal
warrior and as such a possible point of comparison for the king (cf. Hunter (1996) 17
n. 67).

In Nemean 1 Pindar called Heracles the pinnacle of prowess (34 év kopvdalis
dpetav peyddars) and substantiated this by the myth he narrated: Heracles’
unparalleled excellence is proved first by the description of his infantile feat and then
4% One is in the dark about the exact dates of Theocritus’ sojourn in Alexandria and the date of Idyll
24. The explicitly Ptolemaic idylls (14, 15 and 17) can be approximately dated in the second half of
270s BCE; cf. Gow (1952) xxv-vi, Dover (1971) xxi-ii. Cholmeley (1901) 29-30, 36 dates the poem to
this period; contra Gow (1952) xxix. A high date would agree with the hypothesis in Koenen (1977)

80 that Idyll 24 was meant for performance at the Basileia of 284 BCE at Ptolemy’s enthronement as
coregent. Cf. also Stephens (2003) 125-6 in favour of an early date.
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by the list of battles that Teiresias provided in his prophecy (61-9). In a way, both
parts complement each other, suggesting respectively the beginning and end of
Heracles’ marvellous career. Theocritus’ representation of Heracles, it would appear,
follows Pindar closely in this respect but lacks the subtlety of his art. Theocritus’
depiction of Heracles as the most valorous of heroes is carried out more on the basis
of the catalogue than on that of the myth and the prophecy. The catalogue
demonstrates that Heracles received the best of education in all disciplines from the

405 Further, in

best trainers, most of whom were famous heroes in their own right.
view of his superhuman strength and demanding heroic training, the part on his
insatiable hunger (37-40), its comic associations aside, would not seem out of place
(cf. also Milon in Idyll 4). His excellence, however, is predicated more on training
than on pedigree, by contrast with both Pindaric versions.

The emphasis on Heracles’ 88axn is certainly alien to Pindar’s Heracles.
Theocritus does not name Heracles as the son of Zeus or comment on the importance
of the episode for establishing the identity of his real father. Instead he emphasizes
the relationship between mother and son (cf. Griffiths (1979) 54). Twice, at the
beginning and end of the catalogue, Theocritus stresses Alcmene’s part in the
upbringing of Heracles (103—4 ~ 134-6):

Hparéns 8 dmd patpl véov gurdv &s & dAws R8¢ pév HparxAija ¢ida madedoato pdrnp.
edvs 8 A 7 maidl rervypéva Ay x66t maTpés

érpéder’, Apyelov kexAnpévos Apditpbwy  §épua Aebvretov pdla ol kexapiopévov adrd.

os.

Alcmene’s primacy is emphasized through her role as the protector (103 dmd papi)

or the subject of the verb (134). Amphitryon, on the other hand, is conspicuously

absent. In the first passage, he just gives his name to the illegitimate child of his

493 1t is only here in the poem that Amphitryon appears in all his heroic grandeur.
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wife, while in the second he appears indirectly in proximity to the baby’s cradle. But
again it would seem that it is the lion’s hide which is more important for the young
baby than his father is. Still, Alcmene’s importance is most emphatically spelled out
in Teiresias’ prophecy.

Teiresias addresses his prophecy solely to the queen. The king and the male
Thebans citizens of Pindar’s Nemean 1 are absent. Further, in an obvious deviation
from Pindar’s model, it is the queen who summons the seer and not her consort
(Theoc. 24.65-7 ~ Nem. 1.60-1), whose indifference is thrown into relief at every
stage of the narrative, with the possible exception of lines 62-3 when Amphitryon
puts Heracles back to sleep. Most details in Teiresias’ prophecy can be found in the
relevant passage in Nemean 1. Differently from Pindar Theocritus gives twelve as
the number for Heracles’ exploits (1. 82; cf. 1. 171? Svwdexdpoxbe), canonical by his
time, and mentions Heracles’ end at Trachis, elements absent from Pindar’s version.
Furthermore, Theocritus’ Teiresias reveals to Alcmene that the snakes were sent by
the gods to devour the baby (84-5). Interesting is also the divergence from Pindar in
lines 76-8:

moAdal Axauddwv padardv mepl yodvatt vijua

x€tpl kaTaTplifovow dkpéomepov delbotoat

AXkpnvay dvopaoti, céBas & €opn Apyelaiot
Heracles’ heroic feats and deification will reflect on his mother who will become a
suitable subject-matter for the songs of Greek women. Heracles’ career serves also to
praise and glorify his mother. Quite likely the emphasis accorded to Alcmene was an
act of deference towards Queen Berenice I, especially if one accepts the supposition

that Heracles’ figure alludes to Ptolemy II (cf. Griffiths (1979) 94; Stephens (2003)
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137).®  Theocritus composed a poem for this queen entitled Berenice (Athen.
7.284A). The prominent position that Ptolemaic queens enjoyed in the court of
Alexandria is evident from other court poems (e.g. Idyll 15), especially Idyll 17,
where Berenice I is explicitly compared to mothers of other famous Greek heroes
such as Diomedeia and Thetis (53-56).

However, the most important difference from Pindar concerns Theocritus’
focus on Heracles’ training. In Nemean 1 there is no concession on the poet’s part to
the importance of training for boosting Heracles’ inherent potential for excellence.
This is a possibility, however, raised more explicitly in Nemean 3, which is addressed
to Aristocleides of Aegina. The ode’s myth deals with the exploits of six-year-old
Achilles during his tutelage under Chiron. It combines the motif of the precocious
child and of training a hero that we find fully developed in Idyll 24. This could
suggest it as a possible subtext for Theocritus’ innovation in his poem. In the
following part, I will argue in favour of an intertextual connection between Idyll 24

and Nemean 3.

Achilles’ training in Nemean 3: innate excellence vs. fechne
The ode’s mythological part assumes the form of a catalogue enumerating the
exploits of famous Aeginetan heroes, such as Peleus, Telamon and Achilles (33-63).

The catalogue is constructed around the idea of excellence inherent in the genos of

496 Alemene’s role is also thrown into relief by her reaction in Nemean 1 in contrast with the rest of the
women and Amphitryon; cf. also Bona (1988) 286. There are some passages in which Pindar
designates Heracles as the ‘child of Alcmene’ (vids AAkprvds Isthm. 3.73, fr. 172 Macehler, Bacch. fr.
4. 41; Adkpnvas tékos Isthm. 6.30); Heracles appears as ‘Alcmenes’ child” also in Simonides fr. 18
Poltera from an epinician for Philon of Corcyra; cf. Poltera (2008) ad 18.2. Note also Bacch. 5. 71
(AXkpri<vsios Bavpaotds fpws) and Simonides fr.17 W (vidv Adkurivys ... kadlodipov [< Hes.
Theog. 526 = 950 AMxpnvys kaddiogdpov ddkipos vids]). Cf. also Theoc. 13.20 (AAkprvas vios
M8edridos npwivas). These offer the maternal counterpart of the expressions examined in n. 386
above. Still, Pindar never assigns to Alcmene the prominent position she holds in Idyll 24.
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the Aeakids, as can be also seen by the gnomic digression emphatically placed at the

core of the myth (40-3) (cf. Pfeijffer (1999) 207-10):

cvyyevel 8¢ Tis evdoéia péya Bpiber. (40)
05 8¢ 818akt’ Exel, Pedevvos dvip
dAdo7’ dAAa mvéwv ob mor aTpeKeT (41)
kaTéBa modi, pvpav 8 dpeTav aTEAET Vow yeveTal
The man of mere learning is obscure, his gait unsteady, and his taste of arete
incomplete. The gnome strengthens e contrario the family bond connecting the
Aeacids, but it is remarkable that Pindar later on in the same catalogue chose to
emphasize the role of Chiron as educator of heroes and of Achilles specifically (cf.
also Pyth. 4.102-3,115-16 (Jason); Nem. 4.60-1; Isthm. 8.41-4 (Peleus)). Achilles’
part is the most extensive and complicated in terms of narrative technique. It begins
with a catalogue of Achilles’ exploits as a young boy under the guardianship of
Chiron (43-52), goes on with a list of other heroes or divine children who were
trained by Chiron (53-58) and concludes in the pattern of ring-composition with
Achilles’ exploits as an adult man under the walls of Troy (59—-63). The structure of
this part shows several affinities with the general way in which both Pindar and
Theocritus depict Heracles’ upbringing in their poems.

Like Heracles, Achilles is also a prodigious child: at the age of six he kills
lions and boars and carries their dead bodies by himself to his master’s cave.
Interestingly, Heracles is mentioned in Nem. 3.19-21 as a foil for the entire clan of
the Aeacids and the laudandus.*®” Achilles’ exploits, like those of infant Heracles,
are also admired by an interior audience, which is made up by Athena and Artemis

(50). Finally, in both cases Pindar refers his audience to his sources about the myths

of these miraculous children. We have already seen that in Nemean 1 the myth of

*7 This is not the place to get into the much-debated problem of the relevance of Heracles’ myth in
Nemean 3. On the whole, see Pfeijffer (1999) 224-8 and Burnett (2005) 142-3.
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Heracles is called an apyatos Adyos (34), although Pindar is the first to deal with it.
In Nemean 3 with regard to the story of Achilles’ attainments in hunting Pindar
declares: Aeyduevov 8¢& TodTo mpoTépwy / Emos Exw (52-3), although again this story is
not found before and is probably his own invention (cf. Pfeijffer (1999) 212; see,
however, Instone (1996) ad loc.). Pindar seems to have felt the need to envelop his
stories of incredible infantine or adolescent exploits with the authority of tradition.
The most interesting part, however, concerns the representation of Achilles’
heroic career in relation to the description of Heracles’ career in Nemean 1 and Idyll
24. The mini-narrative of lines 60-3 concentrates on the apogee of his career, the
killing of Memnon, the son of a goddess like himself. From this point of view, the
first part of the catalogue (43-52) not only prefigures but also functions as the
necessary condition for the fulfillment of Achilles’ heroic mission in the third part
(cf. Pfeijffer (1999) 211-3). Similarly, in Nemean 1 the episode with the snakes is the
first revelation of Heracles’ heroic nature, which will lead to the events prefigured in
the prophecy; these culminate in his assistance to the gods in their war against the
giants. Finally, both heroes are descendants of Zeus (Nem. 1.35 mats Aiés ~ fr. 52u.9
Machler Bpédos odpaviov Aiés ~ Nem. 3.65 Zed, tedv yap alpa), and as such their
brilliant career is contextualized within the broader frame of the praise of Zeus’ rule
(Nem. 1.75 cepvov alvijoew vépov ~ Nem. 3.65-6 Zed, Tedv yap alpa, oéo & dydv, Tov
Suvos EBadev / dmi véwv emixdpiov xdpua kedadéwv).'*™®  Similarly in Idyll 24 the
prophecy complements the main episode of the poem leading the reader to Heracles’

completion of the twelve exploits according to his destiny (80-3). This will enable

498 1t seems that this was included in fr. 52u Maehler as well. A fragmentary marginale on POxy. 2442
gives av(riTod) duvy[ . Some form of Huvéw is to be supplied. Pindar probably used a poetic synonym
which the scholiast explained. It could refer to the deified Heracles’ praising the rule of Zeus, as in
Nemean 1. In Nem. 1.75 the manuscripts give two variants 8dpov and yduov. véuov has been restored
on the basis of 2 Nem. 1.112a, b; cf. Carey (1981) ad loc. ‘[...] looking back, [Heracles] sees the
essential connection between the labour and the glory, and can praise the véuos which ordains it.’
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him to become immortal and spend his days in the midst of the other gods on
Olympus.

There is no independent evidence that suggests the connection of Idy// 24 with
Nemean 3 but the theme of the self-sufficient prodigious child and Chiron’s training
of Achilles are quite relevant in themselves. Theocritus followed on the whole the
Pindaric image of Heracles but twisted it in such a way as to make room for his
training; here Nemean 3 could have been one of his models. Pindar does not provide
many examples of heroic children, and those he gives (Iamus Olympian 6, Asclepius
Pythian 3, Aristaeus Pythian 9) lack the similarities with Heracles just pointed out in
Achilles’ case.*”” Apart from this, however, it is interesting to see the way in which
the theme of training is developed in both Nemean 3 and Idyll 24 in relation to the
idea of inherent excellence. In Nemean 3 Chiron is brought forward as a trainer in
order to emphasise the way in which training can enhance the inborn virtue of
Achilles (cf. Instone (1996) ad 43-63; Pfeijffer (1999) 228-9; and especially Burnett
(2005) 147-9). This is a piece of epinician discourse which regularly appears in
Pindar’s odes. Pindar does not stress the benefits of innate excellence on its own, but
combines them with training, effort and toil (cf. Marrou (1965) 79; Hubbard (1985)
107-16). This is suggested in the representation of heroes such as Jason in Pythian 4
or Achilles in Nemean 3, but there is no instance in the Pindaric corpus of Heracles
ever being represented as undergoing training. This is a Theocritean innovation. For

Pindar he is the embodiment of the concept of inborn prowess. Theocritus, I would

9 This is not entirely true. Ol 6.43-4 (7Abev 8 oo omAdyxvwv O’ @wdiveoo’ épatals “Tapos / és
¢dos adrika) is nearly identical with Nem. 1.35-6 (émel omAdyxvwv $mo patépos adrika Banrav és
alyAav mais Auds / @diva gedywv ...); cf. Mezger (1880), Christ (1896) and Bury (1890) ad 35. Both
myths describe the birth of divine and precocious babies. It is probable, therefore, that the description
of the birth of lamus in Olympian 6 was meant to recall that of Heracles in Nemean 1 composed almost
a decade before it. After all, both laudandi were connected in some way with Hieron. Both these
scenes, of course, go back to the description of Apollo’s birth in the A.4Apol. (119 ék & &ope mpd Pows
8¢, 0eal 8 6AdAvéav Gmacar), which is Pindar’s subtext.
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suggest, combined two distinct Pindaric images, those of baby Heracles and child
Achilles. The Homeric Hymns do not provide anything similar and so Pindar’s
Achilles remains an attractive candidate. Still, Theocritus is silent on the notion of
inborn qualities in his poem. In view of the Ptolemaic context suggested above and
the ‘identification’ between Ptolemy II and Heracles, it could be that Theocritus’
silence on Heracles’ divine father is not due to avoid exaggeration or explicit flattery
but is rather a part of his encomiastic technique. Heracles’ and Ptolemy’s divine
ancestry is alluded to but never explicitly spelled out. As Griffiths (1979: 56) has
pointed out, Theocritus is interested in creating elaborate scenes which are full of
implications but never explicit in their encomiastic agenda (cf. also Stephens (2003)

128).

The end of Idyll 24

The publication of the Antino€ Papyrus has shown that the poem went on after line
140, as scholars had already suspected (see Bernsdorff (2011). The catalogue is
followed by a description of Heracles’ everyday portions of food. The poet
exaggerates the amount of food consumed by the young boy, adding a
characteristically comic colouring to his version; this element is absent from Pindar’s
serious account. As we saw in the discussion of the Victoria Berenices, Heracles’
voracity was a standard topic in Sicilian and Middle comedy, mythological burlesque
and mime; it is probable that Theocritus was alluding to that literary tradition at this
point. The tone in these lines is not incongruous with the rest of the poem.
Theocritus has been consistent in his effort to lower the myth from the solemn heights
of Pindaric lyric to the everyday routine of Hellenistic realism. One should not forget

that a similar comic element in the representation of Heracles appears in the explicitly
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political Idyll 17. In lines 27-33 Heracles takes part in a banquet alongside his
descendants, Alexander and Ptolemy I. By the end of the scene Heracles is so drunk
that his descendants need to help him to his bed-chamber (cf. Hamm (2009) 97-9).
This scene too alludes to two topoi well-represented in comedy: Heracles’ insatiable
thirst for wine and for sex, although the poet is very careful in the way he
incorporates these traditional elements in his court poem.*'°

The end of the idyll is preserved on the papyrus but in too a fragmentary
condition to allow a deep understanding of the structure of the poem from this point
onwards. Still, it suggests that Teiresias’ prophecy took up the central part of the
idyll. Lines 141-55 are extremely lacunose and they are followed by a lacuna of
approximately twelve lines. However, the last five lines of the poem seem to be more
accessible, partly because of their better preservation and the marginal scholium that
we have already talked about. Line 168 seems to preserve the ending of the name of
mountain Olympus. It is, then, likely that the last part of the poem described
Heracles’ apotheosis as a verification of Teiresias’ prophecy (79-83). Further, the
traces in lines 168 —70 imply that the poet talked about an incestuous marriage: either

that of Heracles to his half-sister Hebe or that of Zeus to his full-sister Hera (cf. also

Bernsdorff (2011)):
.......... la,  ovpl . Olvpmov
.......... I8¢ BowymSa | ... . . .l
) Kacuyvn']q'av bpqﬂd‘r[ptov ________ 1AGe

168 Hunt et Johnson | 169 BowmiSa Henry ap. Bernsdorff: eptaimiSa
Hunt et Johnson || 170 Pohlenz; de adrokaotyvytav cogites si ante

kactyvn] non tres sed quattuor litterae deesse scias

1 For irony and its limits in Hellenistic court poetry see Hamm (2009).
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Henry (ap. Bernsdorff (2011)) reports that the traces in line 169 suggest BowmiSa
rather than épudymiSa, as Hunt and Johnson (1930) had deciphered them.*'' So at this
point in the narrative there was a mention of Hera, whose typical adjective this is (e.g.
11. 1.551 Bodms mérvia “Hpn).*'> There seems to be a further argument in favour of
Hera’s not Hebe’s presence in the end of the idyll. In line 170 one could supplement
adrokaotyviytav and so get the iunctura adroxkaotyvyrav opomdrpiov, even though in
the missing part of the line there is supposed to be room for ten not eleven letters.*"?
However this may be, the underlying concept is clear: this collocation is found again
in an epic fragment which has been tentatively assigned either to a Hesiodic ITewpifov
KatdBaous (fr. 280.18 M.—W.) or, with more probability (cf. Schwartz (1960: 27-8),
to the Minyas (fr.7.18 Bernabé¢). The line derives from a passage in which Theseus
explains to Meleager why Peirithous and he have descended to Hades. Theseus
informs his interlocutor that intermarriage is the custom between the gods (14-6
[d0avd]Twy Te vE pors iva édvdoetey dxlolitv: / [kal yap] ékelvovs gaol kaoiyvitas
peylaxlvdets / [puvno]redew, yauéew e pidwy dmav[evbe Toknjwv]). Peirithous’ claim
to the hand of Persephone is supported by the fact that as her half-brother (/1. 2.741;

14.317) he stands closer to her than her uncle Hades (18 [adTok]aotyviryv

' In their edition of the papyrus Hunt and Johnson (1930: 80 ad 169) erroneously posited the presence
of Hebe in these lines. This hypothesis rests entirely on their tentative reading épicym8a which they
considered an epithet of Hebe. However, épuaymis is attested as an adjective only in Hesychius (s.v.)
but never in poetry (except for Maximus mepl katapy@v 11.545 in late antiquity). In Homer it is the
name of Oileus’ mother (Z/. 13.697=15.336). Apart from this, Hebe is usually praised for her limbs
and not her eyes: she is either kaAAlogvpos (Od. 11.603; Hes. Cat. fr. 25.28 M.-W.) or ayAadyvios
(Pind. Nem. 7.4). Although Hebe usually appears whenever there is mention of Heracles’ deification
(Od. 11.603; Hes. Theog. 950; Pind. Nem. 1.71; Eur. Heracl. 91; Theoc. 17.33-4), there is no reason, at
least on the basis of the information provided by the papyrus, to suppose her presence in these lines
too.

12 1t can be used for lesser female deities (Hom. /. 3.144; 7.10; 18.40; Theog. 335; Pind. Pyth. 3.91;
Bacch. 11.99) or mortal women (Clytemnestra fr. 23a.9 M.—W.). However, the mention of Olympus
renders it more likely that it referred to Hera here. The form is a hapax. The only form for the
accusative singular attested in poetry and prose, but never in Homer, is Bo&mw (Hes. Cat. fr. 23a.9 M.—
W.; Pi. Pyth. 3.91; Bacch. 11.99, 16.110; Lyc. 1292).

13 For similar expressions see Bernabé’s apparatus ad Minyas fr. 7.18 and Richradson (1974) ad
h.Cer. 85: (e.g. Il. 12.371 kaciyvnros kal dmatpos); (Il. 24.47 kaclyvyrov époydotpiov); (h.Cer. 85
adTokaciyvyTos kal dudomopos); cf. also [Aesch.] PV 559; Eur. Phoen. 136-7.
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opomdrpiov ~ 21 kaolyvyros kal dmatpos). In this way, he will be following
the divine custom according to which gods marry their sisters without the consent of

414

their parents. If then Bodmis in line 169 refers to Hera and not to Hebe, the

collocation (ad7é-) kaotyvnTa opomdrpios would allude to the incestuous marriage of
Zeus to Hera. In Idyll 17 the marriage of Zeus to Hera is explicitly used as a role-
model for the marriage of Ptolemy II to Arsinoe I1 (128-34).

It would seem quite possible, then, that the same theme was selected again in
Idyll 24 in accordance with its court significance to allude to the marital union of the
two royal siblings (cf. also Theoc. 15.64; Posid. AB 114; Call. Adetia 111 fr. 171
Massimilla).*"> This would square nicely with the possible context of performance of
Idyll 24, the more so if the poem was intended for a Ptolemaic audience. It is unclear
whether Theocritus also mentioned the incestuous marriage of Heracles to his half-
sister Hebe (cf. Theoc. 17.33-4), as Pindar did in Nemean 1. In Theocritus’ version
Teiresias does not elaborate on the identity of Heracles’ bride but vaguely predicts
that he is going to be called groom to the gods (84 yauBpds & d&dbavdrwy
xexArjoerar).’'® The name of the bride is not revealed, but it could have been at the
end of the poem. Be that as it may, it seems that Theocritus replaces the description
of Heracles’ marriage to Hebe in Nemean 1 with the marriage of Zeus to Hera. This,
of course, brought about a change in the way in which the theme of marriage is

employed in the discourse of both poem:s.

141 have not been able to find any other mention of this ‘divine custom’ in Greek literature. The use
of véuos is certainly post-Homeric (cf. LIS’ s.v. I). Lines 15-6 seem, however, to depend on the
description of the first erotic encounter between Zeus and Hera in //. 14.295-6 (olov 67 mpdtdv mep
éutoyéolny guddTnTL / €ls edviy doirdvTe didovs Arflovre Tordas); cf. also the Homeric scholiast at /.
14.296, Pfeiffer ad fr. 48 and Massimilla ad fr. 56.

415 Cf. also Otto (2009) 162 with n. 552. To the texts mentioned above one should add also Sotades fr.
16 Powell ("Hpnv moté ¢aow Adia Tov Tepmképavvov), especially if one is to follow Pretagostini’s
attractive hypothesis that it came from the same poem as fr. 1 Powell; see Hamm (2009) 78-81.

416 Cf. Eur. Phaethon fr. 781.240-4 Kannicht (& pdkap, & Bacideds pellwv & EXBov, / 85 Betw kndebdoets /
kal pbévos aBavdrwv / yapBpds 8¢’ dnelpova yalav / Ovards duvijone) with Diggle’s (1970)
comments ad loc.
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In the context of Nemean 1 the final scene of Heracles’ marital bliss harks
back to the idea of rest suggested in the beginning of the ode by the scene of Alpheus
lying in the arms of the nymph Arethusa (cf. Bury (1890) 7; Carey (1981) ad 1).*""
As we have seen in a previous chapter (pp. 58-60 above), in Pindar’s epinicians love
imagery indicates the victor’s determination to win kleos, while his representation as
a (young) groom enhances his praise by stressing his desirability. In the case of
Nemean 1, however, there seems to be more to the use of this imagery. Heracles’
marriage to Hebe grants him eternal youth and immortality, a sort of immortality
analogous to that offered by Pindar to his /audandus. Pindar’s ode will render
Chromius immortal and represent him to generations to come at his athletic peak as a

8

winner at the Nemean Games.*'® Chromius’ position is analogous both to that of

Alpheus reaching the 8éuviov of his lover and to that of Heracles arriving in the
chamber of Hebe (Mezger (1880) 110-2, although he goes too far in his biographical
reading; Fraccaroli (1894) 519; Christ (1896) 236).*"° This analogy, along with other
echoes pointed out by scholars make possible the parallelism between Chromius and
Heracles, between the frame and the myth (cf. Carey (1981) 129).*° In Theocritus’
poem, Heracles’ marriage alludes to the royal marriage and his deification in the final
part prefigures Ptolemy’s immortality in the frame of dynastic cult. However, the

divine marriage is no longer a metaphor for eternal youth (Nemean 1) but rather

17 For the interpretation of these lines see pp. 102-3 above.

18 Cf. Z ad Pi. Nem. 1.49b émamoprjoeiev &v Tis, Siati od ‘HparAéovs pvnpoveder: ob y&p ebkatpos Soxel
€ ’ ~ ¢ ’ ’ (14 ’ ~ € € ~ b) ~ 4 \ ~ ’

7N pvjun viv ‘HpakAéovs. kal dapev, 81i BovAduevos Setéar ws oi Siagavels év Tols épyous kal Tols Adyots
&Bdvarol yivovrar T pviiuy, Sid Tobro pépvnrar ‘Hpardéovs dpers, émdépwy Tols Tod X poplov Badpaowy

19 Slater (1984) 250-9 makes the interesting suggestion that the reception of Heracles in the
symposium of the gods on Olympus reflects the reception of the chorus in Chromius’ palace for the
celebration of his victory (19-24); cf. Athanassaki (2009) 186. One should also take into account Nem.
9.44-5 (ék mévwy &, of odv vedTaTi yévwvral/ odv 1€ Sikat, TeAéBel mpds yApas alwv Huépa. / loTw Aaywv
mpds Sawpudvwy Bavuactov §ABov), also composed for Chromius some years after Nemean 1, which
reflects the sentiment of Nem. 1.69-72 (adrdv pav év elprjvar Tov dmavra xpdvov <év> oxepdi / Hovyiav
kapdTwv peyddwv/ mowav Aaydvt é§aipetov /6A Blots év dcdpaot [...]).

420 Cf. especially Mezger (1880) passim, Bury (1890) 4-7 (and esp. his notes on lines 51, 58 and 59)
and Fraccaroli (1894) 527-8.
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offers a paradigm that sanctions the incestuous marriage of Ptolemy II to Arsinoe II.
The representation of Heracles’ marriage in Idyll 24 tallies with similar mythological
marriages employed by Theocritus for the representation of the marriage of the royal
couple. It is interesting that in all these cases the wedding of a mortal man (Adonis,
Menelaus) to a divine consort (Aphrodite, Helen) functions as the means whereby he
can achieve immortality. In the final part of this chapter I will argue that this piece of
Ptolemaic imagery was based on the similar representation of the marriages of
Cadmus and Peleus in Pindar’s epinician odes. Pindar provided Theocritus with
examples of heroic weddings which in the context of his epinician discourse
functioned as a metaphor for the transition from mortality to divinity and at the same

timed demarcated the dividing lines between the two categories.

Divine marriages in Pindar and Theocritus

In Idyll 18, a poem with possible Ptolemaic associations, Menelaus, like Heracles in
Theoc. 24.84, is described as groom to the gods (p@vos év uitféots Kpovibav dia
wevOepov éfels. / xaipois, ® viuda: xalpois, evmévBepe yauPpé). In both cases,
marriage is employed as a metaphor to suggest that the ‘groom’ has moved to a
higher existential category: as groom to the gods Heracles becomes immortal and
Menelaus a ‘demigod’. In this sense, both Heracles and Menelaus exemplify through
their weddings the highest honours a mortal man can reach. This pattern of images, I
would argue, bears similarities to the way in which Pindar represented the marriages
of Cadmus to Harmonia and of Peleus to Thetis in his epinician odes. Pindar was
Theocritus’ model for the development of marriage imagery as a metaphor for the
deification of Ptolemaic kings. Like Heracles (cf. Isthm. 4.78 xpvoéwv olkwv dvaf kal

yauBpds “Hpas), Peleus is ‘son in-law to the gods’: @ris od IInAéos aiel kAéos 7)pwos,
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eb8aipovos yapBpod Oedv (Isthm. 6.25); he is also eddaipwv because his marriage
to Thetis opened up the way to the world of gods for him. Both Peleus and Cadmus
are repeatedly employed in Pindaric poetry along with Heracles as personifications of
the highest level of ed8atpovia that any mortal can attain (cf. Currie (2005) 398). The
description of the divine banquet in Theoc. 17.16-32, where all members of the
Macedonian and Ptolemaic royal houses are represented as feasting along with their
progenitor, Heracles, and the rest of the Olympians shows similarities with the
Pindaric passages that represent the two heroes feasting in the company of the gods
on the occasion of their wedding (Pyth. 3.92-5; Nem. 4.66-8; Isthm. 4.73-8).**!

Apart from this, what unites all these men (Menelaus, Heracles, Peleus,
Cadmus) is the privileged after-life that they gain as consorts to divine women or
goddesses (Helen, Hebe, Thetis, Harmonia). Heracles joins the rest of the gods on
Olympus and acquires everlasting youth (Hebe); Cadmus and Peleus are accepted on
the Island of the Blessed (Ol. 2.75-87). Similarly, according to an old tradition, found

422

in the Odyssey but not in Pindar,”” Menelaus was not meant to die but go on living

in the Elysian Fields, some sort of paradise meant for the special few. In most, if not
in all, of these cases the consorts were instrumental to the ‘deification’ of their
husbands. This would explain their relevance as models for Theocritus in the light of

the importance of female royal figures in Ptolemaic public discourse. For instance,

1 0d. 11.602-3 would be another subtext: (Heracles), adrds 8¢ wer’ dfavdroior Beoior / Tépmerar év
Balins kal éxer kaAAiogvpov “HBnv; Cf. Hunter (2003) ad Theoc. 17.22. One could also compare
Glaucus’ prophecy in AR. 1.1318-19 (ékmAfoar poyéovra Svddexa mdvras &éfAovs, / valew &
&0avdroiol cvvéaTiov [...]). The phrasing is close to Teiresias’ prophecy in Theoc. 24.82-3 (8«)8ekd ol
TeAéoavTL mempwuévov év Auds olkely / udxBovs ...). Theocritus’ version is closer to Pindar (note also the
similarity év Aids olkelv ~ Nem. 1.74 Saloavra map 4i KpoviSar ~ Isthm. 4.75-6 viv 8¢ map’ Alyidywt
{4t} ... /..valer).

22 pindar probably followed the mention of Menelaus’ privileged after-death fate as a groom to Zeus
in the fourth book of the Odyssey (4.560-9 [569 otver’ Exers EXévny kal odw yauBpos Aués éooi]) for
the representation of Cadmus and Peleus; cf. Nisetich (1989) 59-61 and 64-5 with note 20). 2 ad Od.
4.569 informs us that this line was not found in all ancient editions; év éviois 8¢ o0 pépeTar 6 orixos Sta 76
drdpws Exew v dvTwvvplay. ob yap Auos yauPpds 6 Mevédaos. Cf. West (1988) ad loc. Compare
also Euripides Helen 1676-8.
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Arsinoe II was considered and represented publicly not only as a benefactor to her
subjects but also as a benefactor and protector of her husband’s sovereignty (Koenen
(1983) 159-60 with n. 51): in the so-called Mendes stele Arsinoe is called ‘sweet in
love’, a title which, Koenen believes, is rendered in Greek by ¢tAadeAdos. Ludwig

Koenen (1983: 161-3) has further demonstrated that in Ptolemaic public discourse

423

(incestuous) ™ eros between the royal couple, their ancestors and descendants

symbolized the existence and prosperity of the kingdom. Thus, the emphasis on the

representation of divine and royal marriages and their frequent appearance in

424

Ptolemaic poetry™™ suggests that ‘marriage’ and eros were a standard topic in

Ptolemaic propaganda and Pindar was the source Ptolemaic that poets employed to

handle it.

423 Cf. the case of Ptolemy III and Berenice 11, who were represented as full siblings (cf. Call. VB fr.
143.2 Massimilla) although they were foster cousins and not blood-related; Koenen (1983) 160 and
164-5; id. (1993) 62-3.

4 Call. fr. 392 Pf. (Apowdns & Eeive yduov kataBdAdop’ delSew) is believed to derive from an
epithalamium in elegiacs that Callimachus composed to celebrate Arsinoe’s marriage. There is also a
lacunose elegiac fragment (SH 961) preserving the name of an Arsinoe and which could be describing
the same marriage.
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CHAPTER 8

Pindaric eschatology and inherent excellence in Theocritus Idyll 17

Introduction

This chapter deals with Idyll 17, the most explicitly Ptolemaic poem in the whole of
Theocritus’ corpus, and its connection with Pindaric poetry. In the following
discussion it will be argued that Idy/l 17 is imbued with the propagandistic
discourse® of the royal house and attempts to project an ideal image of the reigning
monarch (optimus rex) (105 of dyaféi Baotdet [...]). It will further be suggested that
Theocritus created his image of Ptolemy II as the ideal king on the basis of a long
established tradition, a tradition which included not only philosophical and historical
treatises but also the previous poetic tradition, in which Pindar’s Sicilian odes and
especially Olympian 2 played an important role.

Patronage is a social phenomenon not peculiar to Hellenistic times; well
before Hellenistic kings, tyrants and monarchs employed literature and arts to enhance
their public image.*® To give one famous example, Hieron, the powerful tyrant of
Syracuse, invited several great poets, among them Simonides, Pindar and
Bacchylides, in order to support his public profile as a righteous and fair ruler. The
odes Pindar addressed to him (Olympian 1; Pythians 1-3) or to his dignitaries like
Chromius (Nemeans 1 and 9) agree in their projection of the picture of a thriving
Syracuse under his protection and government. The praise of Hieron’s athletic

victories is combined with the praise of his rule and the furthering of his political

423 For the concept see Barbantani (2010) 227-8. Differently Meincke (1965) 149-50, 155, 163, who
sees the poem more as a sincere outpouring of Theocritus’ admiration of and gratitude to Ptolemy II for
his benefactions towards him.

426 For patronage in Archaic and Classical times see Podlecki (1980), Bremmer (1991) and Mann
(2000). Cf. also Meincke (1965) 147-8 for Ptolemy as patron of the arts.
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agenda. The several similarities in the handling of Hieron’s public profile in the odes
of Pindar and Bacchylides show that their contribution to the construction of Hieron’s
public profile was permeated by some basic motifs (righteousness, courage, piety
towards the gods and tradition) which were dictated by the propagandistic needs of
the tyrant. Mutatis mutandis Pindar’s and Bacchylides’ cases are similar to those of
Hellenistic court poets. There remain, however, considerable differences: Hieron’s
court did not exhibit the same degree of organization and system in the propagation of
his public image as Ptolemaic monarchy (cf. Meincke (1965) 147). Further, Pindar
unlike Ptolemaic poets, never sought to become a court poet in the sense that he never
intended to become the resident eulogist in Hieron’s court. Be that as it may, the
similarities in the eulogistic discourse employed by Archaic and Hellenistic poets can
hardly be denied. It would, then, be worthwhile to examine how closely Idyll 17, a
typical specimen of Ptolemaic poetry, agrees with the imagery that Pindar employed
for the great rulers of the West. In the following discussion I will turn to the
examination of the intertextual relationship between Idyll 17 and Olympian 2

composed for Theron the tyrant of Acragas.

On gods, heroes and ... men

apxopévov & Epyov mpdowmov / xpn Béuev TnAavyés, advised Pindar (Ol 6.3-4) some
two hundred years before Theocritus composed his idyll in honour of king Ptolemy II.
Due to its propagandistic character this poem has not found sympathy with most
modern readers of Theocritus (cf. e.g. Meincke (1965) 144 n.3; notable exception
Hunter (2003)). Nevertheless, the opening of this idyll, for all its rhetorical
formalism, is one the most impressive and effective parts of the poem. The proem (1-

12) is divided into three quatrains: (i) 1-4: Zeus vs. Ptolemy; (ii) 5-8: heroes of old vs.
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Ptolemy; (iii) 9-12: woodcutter vs. Poet. Each quatrain is further divided into two
couplets. In the first two quatrains the first couplet refers to the divine and heroic
world (Zeus, heroes), while the second is concerned with the world of humans. The
third quatrain concerns the poet himself and his self-representation. The structural
motif that helps to articulate the first four lines is the analogy between Zeus and
Ptolemy (cf. Hunter (2003) 95; Heerink (2010) 394), an analogy emphatically

underlined by the chiastic juxtaposition of their attributes (2: d0avdrwv Tov dpioTov,

émv T deldwpev dodals ~ 12: olot feol Tov dpioTov ériunoav Baotdiwv). The
meeting-point between the two of them is their respective excellence (Zeus, dfavarwv
Tov dptoTov ~ Ptolemy, 6 yap mpodepéoraros AAAwv). Still, Theocritus is careful to
retain the boundaries of the two statuses; the repetition of the genitive av8pdv at the
beginning and the end of Ptolemy’s couplet (av8pdv &8 ad ITTodepaios évi mpirolot
Aeyéoblw / kal mdpatos kal péooos: 6 yap mpodepéoratos avdpdv) makes certain that

whatever the similarities with Zeus, Ptolemy still belongs to the realm of mortal

men.*’

In the roughly contemporary Hymn to Zeus, Callimachus suggests a similar
analogy between the rule of Zeus and Ptolemy Philadelphus (cf. Perrotta (1925) 37-
41).*® However, in Callimachus’ poem the analogy is never spelled out in such

explicit terms as in Idyll 17. 1t is rather insinuated by the selected account of Zeus’

27 Theocritus juxtaposed gods or heroes with men again in the opening lines (1-4) of Idyll 13. In a
passage that owes a lot to the proem of Pindar’s Nemean 6 (cf. Cholmeley (1901) ad loc.), Theocritus
reminds his friend Nicias of the inability of humans to know the future as opposed to gods’
omniscience (4 of Bvatol meAdéueaba, 70 8 adpiov odk éoopdpues); in Nemean 6 this is the xexpipéva
Stvaus that separates gods from men (6-7) with Gerber (1999) ad loc.; cf. also Pind. Ol. 12.7-9,
[Aesch.] Pr. 250-3. More importantly, though, Theocritus employs the Pindaric motif of the
community between the two existential categories (Nem. 6.1-2) giving it a different application: the
common ancestral bond between gods and humans is not detected in the prowess of athletes and heroes
as in Pindar (cf. Jaeger (1946) i. 205; Bowra (1964) 97; Frankel (1975) 472-4) but rather in the
similarly helpless way in which both gods and humans react to the power of eros (Theoc. 13.1-2); cf.
Hunter (1999) 265-6.

28 1 cannot discuss here the question of which poem comes first. It is enough for the aims of this
discussion that both reflect motifs and themes that derived from the needs of Ptolemaic propaganda.
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ascent to the throne of the gods (60-7), which is understood to allude to the conflict
between Philadelphus and his half-brothers, Ptolemy Keraunos and Magas,**’ and the
special interest that Zeus shows towards Ptolemy and his realm (85-90). The
intertextual relationship of these two poems aside, their similarities in this central
motif would imply that the analogy between Zeus and Ptolemy was suggested by
court circles (cf. Barbantani (2010) 240-2).*° At any rate, Pindar’s Pythian 1
provides an interesting precedent for this analogy. In Pythian 1 Pindar drew an
elaborate comparison between the calmness of Zeus’ and of Hieron’s rules,”' a
calmness which is expressed in musical terms (38 kai odv eddavois Baliais dvvpaotdy
and 70 Tpamot cdudwvov és novyiav; cf. Lefkowitz (1976) 105, 109, 114; Segal (1985)
187-8; Cingano (1995) ad 70);*** on the other hand, the noises produced by the
Etruscans, Hieron’s enemies (72 [...] ka7’ olkov ... 6 Tvpoav@dv 7" dAadatds €xmu),
resemble those that Typhos makes as he lies under Aetna, whenever he hears the
sound of Apollo’s lyre (cf. Schroeder (1922) ad 70ft; Letkowitz (1976) 119; Segal
(1985) 189; Cingano (1995) 355). Aetna, the mountain in whose vicinity Hieron’s
(supposedly) newly founded city was situated and which functioned in the ode’s myth
as the eternal prison of Zeus’ arch-enemy, enables the transition from the divine
sphere of Zeus’ rule to that of the mortal Hieron: in fact, Aetna is represented as a
sky-high column (19 kiwv & odpavia ovvéyer) which in suppressing Typhos

metaphorically connects the two kingdoms and symbolizes the order of Zeus’s rule

429 Cf. Perrotta (1925) 50-2, Barbantani (2010) 238-9; for the problems of this interpretation see
McLennan (1977) ad 61. This is more or less Hesiod’s version (Theog. 881-5), where Zeus is the
youngest of the three brothers. The old poets whom Callimachus accuses of lying were Homer (//.
15.187-9) and Pindar (OL.7. 54-5), who presented the three brothers dividing the world among
themselves by drawing lots; cf. D’Alessio (2007) 72 n. 18.

40 For the cults of Zeus in Ptolemaic Alexandria see Fraser (1972) i. 193-5.

1 For the parallelism between Zeus and Hieron see Gundert (1935) 71-4 Norwood (1945) 102-5,
Carne-Ross (1985) 107-11 and Hubbard (1985) 92.

2 For the concept of musical order and its significance for the ode cf. e.g. Burton (1962) 91-3 and
Cingano (1995) 20.
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(cf. Segal (1985) 188). This image along with the celebrations taking place, as it
were, simultaneously on Olympus and at Hieron’s court, along with the power of
music and dance strengthens the analogy between the two universes.

The second quatrain of Theocritus 17 concerns an in-between ontological
category, that of heroes born of demigods (5-6). So the proem presents a descending
scale which comprises gods, heroes and a lower type of existence mortal men. The
tripartite division of existential categories which articulates this proem comes quite
close to the opening of Pindar’s Olympian 2 and suggests this ode as one of
Theocritus’ major subtexts for the unfolding of his eulogistic discourse (cf. Hunter
(2003) 95-6; Currie (2005) 83-4):**

Avaipdpuryyes tuvor,
Tiva Bedv, TV’ 7 pwa, Tiva 8’ avdpa kedadrjoouev;

Scholars have rightly suggested that in his effort to encompass all existential
categories (gods, heroes, men) Pindar followed a rhetorical topos, the preamble-
question, usually found in the proems of epic poems and hymns (cf. 4. 4p. 19-24 with
Richardson’s (2010) note ad loc.). This would be another, indirect way to praise
Theron: although Pindar has at his disposal a variety of topics concerning gods,
heroes and men to sing about, he still chose Theron.*** This is certainly true but one

cannot disregard the function this incipit serves within this ode. The rhetorical

3 Manetho (FGrHist 609 F 3a) divided his history in three parts comprising eol, vékves or HuiBeot,
and &v8pes. Murray (1970) 168 considers the proem of Idyll 17 a possible reminiscence of Hecataeus’
threefold division; cf. Hunter (2003) 96. Still, the attraction of Pindar’s poem for Theocritus, and court
circles, would be even greater in view of its agreement with independent Egyptian tradition. The
incipit of Olympian 2 was frequently imitated in antiquity; apart from the well-known Horatian
rendition (C. 1.12.1-3) quem virum aut heroa lyra vel acri / tibia sumis celebrare, Clio? / quem
deum?), the same tripartite division appears in Antiph. 27 and Isocr. Euag. 39; see Christ (1896) ad
loc. For the memorability of a poem’s opening see Conte (1986) 70.

#4 See Lehnus (1981) and especially Ferrari (1998) ad loc. In a similar way, Theocritus compares
himself with a woodcutter who climbs mountain Ida and does not know where to begin from (9-12);
the imagery operates on the analogy between woods (%An) and the pdpiar Tepai of Ptolemy. The poet’s
inability to find a suitable point from which to begin his poem serves the same encomiastic strategy. It
is possible that the image was borrowed from Simonides (11.2-3 W? # mirvv & Brio[oats / SAotduor
Td[pvwaot). The context, though, is too lacunose to allow any certainty.
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exaggeration of the opening question aside, the eschatological character of the myth
and the subtle promises for a privileged afterlife it suggests for Theron would have
alerted the audience of the first performance to specific implications suggested to the
poet by Theron himself or his supporters. According to Diodorus Siculus (11.53.2 kai
TedevTrioas Npwikdv étvye TLudv), Theron received heroic honours after his death. It
is likely that this was not a decision taken suddenly but rather prepared by the tyrant
himself during his lifetime (cf. Currie (2005) 192). Pindar, then, following Theron’s
wishes, insinuated his approaching ‘heroization’. As we are going to see next, the
elements Pindar used for Theron’s ‘portrait’ were employed by Theocritus in his
representation of Ptolemy II.

In Olympian 2, then, Pindar touches on the sensitive topic of the boundaries
separating mortality and divinity (cf. lines 22-30). Gildersleeve (1908: 142) nicely
summarized the poem’s dominant issue: ‘This is a poem for one who stands on the
solemn verge beyond which lies immortal, heroic life.” The tone is struck from the
very beginning of the ode when the narrator asks ‘songs that dominate phorminges’
for a proper topic to sing. Similarly at the end of his poem the poet will ask his
thymos this time for a target proper for his poetic shafts (89-90 riva BdaAdouev / éx
parfakds adre pevos edxAéas SioTovs iévtes;). Theron is the answer to all these
questions. Throughout the ode Pindar suggests a comparison or even an analogy
between the three ontological categories enumerated in the first line: god (Zeus), hero
(Heracles), and man (Theron). In his capacity as king of the gods Zeus functions as a
foil to Theron the tyrant of Acragas in the way he will do six years later in Pythian 1
for Hieron (see above). On the other hand, Heracles was the founder of the Olympic

Games (cf. Ol 10.55-77) but more importantly he was the hero to whom immortality
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was granted thanks to his benefactions to human kind (cf. Nem. 3.23-6). In his
capacity, then, as a deified hero Heracles paves the way for Theron.**

In general, one point that one can make about the intertextual relationship
between Olympian 2 and Idyll 17 is that the structure of Theocritus’ poem renders
Pindar’s subtle associations more easily perceptible. To a certain degree this
difference in perceptibility reflects the changes in religious consciousness that have
come about since Pindar’s times. Nevertheless, Callimachus, writing at the same time
as Theocritus, is, as a rule, more elusive in suggesting similar analogies between gods
or heroes and members of the reigning house in his hymns (cf. Barbantani (2010)
228).4%¢ As we saw, instead of the Pindaric descending order god-hero-man
Theocritus places Ptolemy, a man, between Zeus and the ‘heroes born from
demigods’ (5).7 This enables Ptolemy to be juxtaposed with both categories

explicitly: with Zeus in his status as a king™® and with heroes as a descendant of

5 In Olympian 3 the Land of the Hyperboreans symbolizes the boundaries between mortality and
divinity. Heracles’ access to their land signifies his potential for deification as a reward for his deeds.
The latent comparison between Heracles and Theron becomes apparent only towards the end of
Olympian 3 with possible suggestions of a similar fate (43-5; cf. also Lehnus (1981) ad 13-34; Robbins
(1984) 224-8).

6 9eds dAdos /...] Zwrnpdwv Bmatov yévos (Del. 165-6) is a notable exception.

7 Theocritus innovates in distinguishing between heroes and demigods, thought in archaic times to be
the same (cf. e.g. Hes. Op. 159-60; Alc. fr. 42.13 Liberman [Achilles]; Simon. fr. 245 Poltera); see also
Rossi (1989) 22 and Hunter (2003) 101-2. Theocritus uses the term 7jpws for the Argonauts (13.28;
22.78), the Dioscuri (24.163), and Menelaus (18.18). Even so, he is not consistent in this distinction
between heroes and demigods: e.g. 13.169 ioria 8 Huibeor pecovinTiov adre kabaipovy; 18.18 pdvos év
nubéois Kpovidav dia mevBepov éeis; 24.132 KdoTope 8 obitis dpotos év puibéows moreptorris. The use
of fuifeos for the Argonauts follows Pindaric precedent: Pyth. 4.12, 184, 211. Pindar uses it only for
the Argonauts. In Bacchylides the term is used of the Argives who attacked Thebes (9.10) and the
heroes who fought under Proetus against Acrisius (11.62).

¥ Note also the following analogies: (i) éx Aids &pxdpeada kal és Aia Afyere ~ &t mpdsroiot Aeyéobuw ...
kal mopatos kal péooos; (ii) justification of (i): dfavdrwv 1dév dpioTov ~ 6 yap mpodepéoTatos avdpdv.
The way in which Theocritus speaks of Ptolemy, recalls the Stoic description of Zeus. The scholia 1—
4a indicate the allusion to the first line of Aratus’ Phaenomena; it would be tempting to see in these
lines an allusion to the Phaenomena which could have given rise to a Stoic reading of our poem, an
attempt on Theocritus’ part to represent Ptolemy as the ideal Stoic oogds — king; see Privitera (1925)
29-36; Meincke (1965) 90; Hamm (2009) 94 n.56. Apart from that the explanation offered by the
scholiast 1 — 4c is the most reasonable. Apparently Theocritus is echoing current court practice; in the
Greek version of the synodical decree of Memphis (Rosetta Inscription) in 196 BCE Ptolemy V is
called eixdévos {wons Tod Aiés, the Greek phrase translating the Egyptian title njSwt-bjt ‘living image of
Amun’; see Koenen (1993) 48-50 and especially 59: “he [sc. Ptolemy V] is on earth what Zeus or, to
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deified heroes himself (Ptolemy I (13-5); Alexander (18-9); Heracles (20-7)): (i) the
prepositional phrase ék matépwv (‘from the forefathers’; cf. LSJ® s.v. VIL1) includes
all the personages mentioned in lines 13-33 (cf. Meincke (1965) 95 n.2); (ii)
Theocritus explicitly designates the Ptolemies as descendants of Heracles and as such
connects them with Alexander (cf. Tarn (1933) 57-61) and more importantly with
Zeus himself (cf. Meincke (1965) 152). Heracles is said to take pleasure in the
immortality and everlasting youth that Zeus granted to his descendants (23 viwvdw ...
viwvolow), Ptolemy I and Alexander (23-7).%° As a descendant of men who are now

worshipped as &8dvaror (25)**

and feast along with the rest of the immortals like
Heracles (22) Ptolemy is assumed to follow suit; further, as we will shortly see, lines
71-8 make it abundantly clear that Ptolemy II enjoys Zeus’ benevolence.
Consequently, it seems to be implied, the son of Cronus will remove old age from
Ptolemy’s limbs too (74), and allow him to take his rightful place at the banquet of the
gods.

In addition, certain points throughout the idyll suggest the ambiguous or
marginal status that Ptolemy holds. To begin with, Ptolemy will receive a hymn (8
dpvioarp()), explicitly said to be dBavdtwy yépas adrdv (8), when the heroes of old, a
category higher than mortal Ptolemy, received only &owdai (6) as a reward for their
military prowess (5-6) (cf. Meincke (1956) 93-4; 152). The undying xAéos that poets

have purveyed to the ‘descendants of Atreus’ (A7peidator 118) in lines 118-20 is an

example of the songs that Theocritus has in mind here (cf. Meincke (1965) 135).

use the Egyptian name of the god, what Amun-Re is in heaven”; cf. Hunter (2003) 95, Heerink (2010)
395.

B9 ohéwv ... pedéwv eeilero yfpas (24) indicates that Zeus granted Heracles’ descendants everlasting
youth in addition to immortality; cf. Cholmeley (1901) and Hunter (2003) ad loc., Meincke (1965) 99.
Contra Gow (1952) ad loc., who thinks that the phrase indicates immortality only. Heracles wedded
Hebe, the personification of youth; the same fortune was bestowed upon his descendants.

440 Berenice, Ptolemy’s mother, is also deified. She receives her honours alongside Aphrodite as her
abvvaos (46-50).
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Lines 135-6 (xatpe, dvaé ITtolepale’ oéfev 8 éyw loa kai EAAwv / pvdoopar fuibéwy
[...]) are modelled on the ending of Homeric hymns (cf. Meincke (1965) 140, 158;
Heerink (2010) 385, 393-4); the poet appropriates the yatpe formula and considers
Ptolemy equal to other demigods, a designation employed elsewhere in Theocritus for
Castor, Menelaus and Adonis (see n. 437 above).**' By the time the poem ends
Ptolemy has made the transition from being a man (3 av8pdv) to being a demigod
(136 ﬁp.c@e’wv)m — a case of poetic and textual heroization.**> Furthermore, Ptolemy
is addressed as dvaé (135); the hymnic undertones of the imperative yatpe aside, this
is used in the same poem for Apollo (70 ioov kai ‘Prvaiav dvaé épidnoev AméAdwv) in
a scene which obviously imitates the Homeric hymn to Apollo (60-70).*** The
parallelism (or perhaps identification) with Apollo is suggested with more details
through the scene of Ptolemy’s birth on Cos (see below); lines 3-4 are modelled on
Theognis’ address to Apollo in the proem of the earliest collection (3-4) (cf. also
Young’s apparatus criticus ad loc. and Heerink (2010) 395 n.56):

b ~ ] lod ~ 9\ 4 b b »\ ~ \ \ o ”
av8pdv & ad Iltodepalos évi mpdroiol | AAXN’ alel mpdtov o€ kal YoTatov & Te

Aeyécblw / péooLoty
kal TopaTos kai wéooos* [...]. delow:[...].

*!' In the Homeric hymns xatpe dva is used for Apollo only once in 21.5; it is frequent for lesser
deities: 15. 9 to Heracles (xaipe dvaé Aids vié- 8i8ov & dpeTrv T€ kal 8ABov; cf. Call. Jov. 94-6), 16. 5 to
Asclepius, 19.47 to Pan, 31.17 to Helios, 32.17 to Selene. Cf. also Fantuzzi (2001) 232 n. 1.

2 pace Gow ad loc. ‘possibly we need not infer that Ptolemy is thought of here’, although before he
had correctly noted that ‘he seems to be promoted to the rank of demigod’; cf. Fantuzzi (2001) 233 n.
2 and 237. Fantuzzi believes that Theocritus’ challenge of Hesiodic existential taxonomy is role-
modelled on Simonides elegy for the battle of Plataca (11 W?) and reaches some interesting
conclusions concerning the choice of this specific text by Theocritus.

3 The phenomenon is aptly described by Mann (2000) 35 in his discussion of the myth of Croesus in
Bacchylides Ode 3: “Hieron iiberwindet die Grenzen zwischen der menschlichen und der heroischen
Sphiére, es handelt sich beim Text des Bakchylides um eine literarische Heroisierung”.

4 The scene of Ptolemy’s birth on Cos is modelled on the birth of Apollo in the Homeric hymn (19-
132); the analogies are numerous: Delos and Cos are personified, Eleithuia is present in both cases, the
divine retinue gives a ceremonial cry to hail the new-born god, the personified islands demand honours
from the young god. It is Cos herself who reveals that the scene in which she ‘stars’ is an imitation of
the Homeric hymn, in lines 66-7; cf. Meincke (1965) 111-8. Beyond this, Heracles’ joy for his
descendants (22-5) reminds one of Leto’s joy on seeing Apollo (12-3). The catalogue of Ptolemy’s
dominions (86-94) holds a position analogous to the catalogue of Apollo’s shrines (21-50).
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As Young notes in his edition of Theognis’ poems, similar expressions reappear in
hymns for gods: e.g. Hesiod (7Theog. 34) for the Muses, Hymn. Hom. 21 for Apollo
(cf. Meincke (1965) 92 n.2). In the light of this, although Theocritus praises Ptolemy
as the most suitable laudandus over all mortal men, he does so using a formula
employed in hymns for gods. In addition, Ptolemy’s marriage to his sister and the
comparison with the ‘sacred marriage’ of Zeus and Hera that Theocritus draws (130-
4) is a final indication of Ptolemy’s proximity to the world of the gods (cf. Meincke
(1965) 149). The image that Theocritus fashioned for Philadelphus oscillates between
the analogy with Zeus and his identification with Apollo (cf. Hunter (2003) 94). It
would appear, then, that Theocritus did not hesitate to present a divine ‘promotion’, so
to speak, of Ptolemy, something that Pindar avoided mentioning explicitly, although
he alluded to it as something imminent. In the following part I offer a brief
description of the argument of Olympian 2. This will allow us to appreciate the role
of the eschatological myth within Pindar’s eulogistic discourse and examine its
importance for the image of the optimus rex in Olympian 2 and so for Theocritus’

encomium of Philadelphus in /dyll 17.

In the company of heroes: Theron’s prospects in the afterlife

Pindar insinuates Theron’s final reception of heroic honours through the extensive
eschatological part he includes in his ode (56-84). This part of the ode raises several
difficult questions, a convincing answer to some of which is still wanted. This is not
the place to enter into a detailed discussion of the vexed problem of the doctrine
exposed in lines 55-70, as this does not influence our discussion directly. 1 will
discuss only those parts that could have a bearing on our appreciation of Theron’s

portrait as a benefactor in Olympian 2.
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Pindar makes it abundantly clear that Theron’s final after-life destination is, or
more correctly, could be, the Isle of the Blessed (70-1 paxdpwy vacov) where Cronus
and Rhea rule. Lines 70-83 give a detailed representation of the paradisiacal
existence that some chosen few lead there in the company of renowned heroes such as
Achilles (79-83), Peleus and more importantly Cadmus (86), Theron’s ancestor. The
first part of the ode gives an elaborate exposition of the ancestral line of Theron’s
family, from Cadmus and his offspring (Semele and Ino) to Thersander the son of
Polynices (23-47). Local propaganda, it would appear, maintained that Theron’s
family drew its descent from Cadmus through Thersander (cf. 46-7 60ev omépparos
éxovta pifav mpémer Tov Alvnoiddapov / éykwpiwv T€ pedéwv Avpav e Tvyxavéuev) (cf.
2 ad Ol 2.70b, 82d; Lehnus (1981) 38-40). As a matter of fact, 2’ ad OI. 2.39a and
70f bring these lines into relation with an encomium that Pindar composed for Theron
(frr. 118-9 Maehler) and which also traced Theron’s descend back to Cadmus and
Adrastus (45 A8pacTidav Bddos dpwydv opors with X' ad 81a, 81f). This would seem
to be an important part of Theron’s public image. In Idyll 17 Heracles was joined on
Olympus by his descendants who participated in the feasts of the gods (16-27); this
scene could have been developed from the idea provided by an analogous scene in
Olympian 2: like Heracles, Cadmus begins a line that includes gods (Ino, Semele and
through her Dionysus) and rulers; further, he will eventually be joined by one of them,
Theron, on the Island of the Blessed (cf. Hunter (2003) 96). It is worthwhile, in this
respect, to compare and contrast the introduction of the laudandus’ foretathers in the
praise discourse of both poems: Theoc. 17.13. (ék matépwv olos pév énv TeAéoar péya
Epyov) ~ Ol.2.7 (edwvdpwy e matépwy dwTov dpfdmodw; cf. X' ad Ol. 2.13b-c). In
Idyll 17 line 13 stands at the beginning of a section dealing with Ptolemy’s deified

male ancestors (13-33) (see above). On the other hand, in Olympian 2 line 7 is used
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more generally to praise Theron against the background formed by all his forefathers.
The most ancient and noble part of them will be introduced in more detail later in the
poem after the gnome about the power of Chronos (15-22). This, in turn, leads us to a
fundamental difference in the way in which the two poets deal with the family history
of their laudandi.

Differently from Idyll 17, that is, in Olympian 2 Theron’s admission to the
company of his forefather on the Isle of the Blessed is not unconditional. Theocritus
does not include any ‘warnings’ for his patron; on the contrary, he represents his path
to Olympus as open and uneventful, not only because Ptolemy already enjoys the love
of Zeus (71-84) but also because he is a benefactor to his people (85-122) and shows
piety towards the gods (123-7) (cf. Meincke (1965) 132). Theron does so too and, as
we will see next, Ptolemy’s profile closely follows that of Theron in Olympian 2.
However, Pindar adds a proviso which is explained through the ancestral myth of
Theron’s clan, a proviso that Theron needs to heed.

Contrary to what one would expect in an encomiastic poem, Pindar is not
silent about the dark pages in the chronicles of Theron’s family. He refers to the
worries that befell Cadmus and his daughters (23-37), he alludes in passing to Laius’
hybris (38-40; cf. 2 ad 72a) and mentions the internecine feud between Eteocles and
Polynices and the second expedition against Thebes (40-45). Against this sombre
family background Theron stands out as a potential inhabitant of the Isle of the
Blessed thanks to the wise use of his wealth and his inborn virtues (51-5; 91-100; cf.
2 ad 96e). However, he ought to be careful not to stray from this path, because, as
Pindar himself notes, mortal fate is uneven and leads from happiness to sadness and
vice versa (19-21): the daughters of Cadmus suffered in their lives, but were admitted

to the company of the gods (cf. also Pyth. 3.80-4; 104-9). Theron has every prospect
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of being admitted to the Isles of the Blessed, but he needs to adhere until the very end
to the ideal of the benefactor that Pindar describes in his eschatology (cf. Bollack

(1963) 244-6).

evepyeoaia as prerequisite for deification.
Ol. 2.53-6 suggests that the right use of wealth during one’s lifetime in combination
with other inborn &perai can influence one’s lot after-death: to quote the most
plausible rendition of this passage offered by the ancient scholia (X' ad 102d), the
person who is invested by nature with wealth and virtue puts them to good use
because he knows that punishment awaits the wicked and the crooked (Cf. Nisetich
(1988) 6-8; Koniaris (1988) 240-4; (1997a) 12-4.):

6 pwav mAodTos dpetals SeSardadpuévos

dépeL TAV TE KAl TOV (53)

katpdv Babelay dméxwv puépiuvay Tayporépav,

aoTp apinlos, érvpuwraTov (55)

av8pl péyyos.
The full purport and implications of these lines can be grasped only if contextualized
within the image of edepyérns which Pindar created for his patron. Pindar was the
first to exploit the image of edepyérns in his poetry.*** In Pindar the term has not yet
acquired the fixed political meaning that one finds in decrees and political texts but
still bears the original meaning “benefactor” (cf. Skard (1931) 12-13; Hampe (1952)

47-50; Currie (2005) 286-7). It can relate to athletic activity and so designate the god

by whose good favour an athlete scored a victory (e.g. Poseidon in Isthm. 1.53:

5 The term is attested for the first time in two inscriptions dated in the decade 480-470 BCE
honouring Alexander I of Macedon and Themistocles; Skard (1931) 6-7. As a political term it is
associated with the institution of mpo§evia; it confers protection upon the one honoured, while the title
can be passed on to the following generations. Even so, it lacks the explicit and palpable political
nature of mpoéevia and is delegated to a lesser position. Schubart (1937) 14-5 provides a useful
overview of documentary papyri and inscriptions while Bringmann (1993a-b) explores the significance
of the idea of edepyérns for ‘international’ politics in Hellenistic times.
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evepyétas) or a mortal, like Carrhotus (Pyth. 5.44) who drove Arcesilaus’ chariot and
won on his behalf in the Pythian Games of 462 BCE. In other passages (Pyth. 2.24,
4.30, and Isthm. 6.70) edepyeoia is brought into relation with €evia (“hospitality”)
with the emphasis falling on the yxdpis that one owes to one’s benefactor (cf. the
negative example of Ixion in Pythian 2).

Against this background Olympian 2 invites our attention for its connection of
themes and motifs which acquired significance in Hellenistic political theory as
depicted in court poems. For instance, the end of Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus (94-6)
seems to recall the Pindaric combination of &dpery and wealth expressed in the passage
from Olympian 2 above (cf. Smiley (1919) 53; Duchemin (1967) ad Pyth. 5.1):**°

xalpe, maep, xalp’ adOu 8i8ov &8 dpeTriv T’ ddevds Te.
ob7’ &peths drep SABos émloTaTal dv8pas dé€ewv
ob7’ &peTn) ddévoror 8iBov & dpeTrv Te kai SABov.
Callimachus prays to Zeus to give aperr and wealth to himself and presumably also to
Ptolemy II. The effective combination of both will enable Ptolemy to use his wealth
to strengthen his public image as benefactor: his ‘virtuous’ nature will drive him to
put his wealth to good use. As we will see shortly, similar concerns are observable in
Idyll 17. Pindar explicitly calls Theron a ‘benefactor’, a characterization that gains in
importance in the light of Theron’s posthumous heroization:
émiToL
Akpdyavti Tavioats
adddocopat évdpkiov Adyov dAabetviwt,
TEKEL un) TW €kaTov ye éTéwv TOAW
$idois dvdpa paAdov (93)

k) 4 , ] /4 , /4
evepyérav mpamiow a¢lovéoTepdv 1€ xépa
Onpwvos.

46 Compare also Pyth. 5.1-4 (6 mAoD7os edpvaBevifs, / §rav Tis &peTat kekpapévov kaBapdr / BpoTrjotos
dvip méTpov mapadévros adTov avdynt / moddgAov émérav) with Giannini (1995) ad loc. The Pindaric
scholia mention that the combination was also found in a poem of Sappho (fr. 148 Voigt).
Appreciation of the Sapphic lines is difficult due to the loss of the original context. For other possible
subtexts see McLennan (1971) ad loc.
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There is no need for us to enter here into the controversial issue of Pindar’s or
Theron’s beliefs or alleged affiliations with Orphic-Pythagorean sects, which after all
are the results of the notorious biographical approach to Pindaric poetry.*’ Hampe
has demonstrated that the passages usually purported to have a specifically Orphic

importance were, in fact, standard encomiastic fopoi employed in other odes as

448
1;

wel odes about which there can be no claim for connection with Orphic-

Pythagorean beliefs.*** The importance of the fair and right use of the laudandus’
wealth (53) is repeatedly stressed in odes addressed to tyrants (cf. e.g. Pyth. 1.89-90;
Bacch. 3.64-6).

An interesting parallel, with possible relevance for the use of wealth in our
discussion but with no obvious mystical connotations, is provided by Bacchylides’
ode for Hieron’s Olympic victory with the chariot (468 BCE). The ode’s myth deals
with how Apollo miraculously rescued Croesus and transported him to the land of the
Hyperboreans. The land of the Hyperboreans constitutes a quasi-paradisiacal land
similar to the Isle of the Blessed to which only the gods’ favourites are admitted (cf.
Lefkowitz (1976) 133; Vermeule (1979) 126-7, 134-6): e.g. Heracles in Olympian 3;

Perseus in Pyth. 10.30-6 and Simias Apollo fr. 1 Powell (cf. Gentili (1958) 94).

7 Scholars have been using labels such as ‘Orphic’ or ‘Pythagorean’ freely to describe a whole array
of various marginal cults: ‘local mystery cult of Demeter’ [Del Grande (1956) 76-9] or ‘of Zeus of
Cretan-Rhodian origin’ [Demand (1979)]. For the influence of Pythagorean doctrines see Solmsen
(1968) 503-6 and Lloyd-Jones (1990b) 101-3. It should be stressed, though, that the idea of
Pythagorean or Orphic influence on Olympian 2 is nothing more than a speculative conjecture of
Hellenistic scholiasts manifesting their difficulty with the poem (cf. 2" ad 104c, 106a, 123d). Modern
scholars have elaborated a pseudo-historicizing scenario to accommodate the presence of Theron’s
belief in marginal cults in this ode: Theron is old and overcome with worries; in his time of anxiety
Pindar comes bearing this ‘epistola poetica consolatoria’ or ‘parole di conforto e di consolazione’ to
ease Theron’s anxiety before death [Bonconi (1941) 26-9]. On the antiquated and false idea of ‘poetic
epistle’ see Kurke (1991) 3 n.7, Gibson andMorrison (2007) 4-9. To make matters worse Impellizzeri
(1939) 109-110 considered the ode a contamination of epinician and @pAvos. On the whole see the
sober approach of Bollack (1963) and esp. 246-254.

% Hampe (1952) 46-52 on edepyérns, 53 on mAodros and 53-4 on Lichtvergleiche.

9 Even so, Hampe (1952) 59-65 allowed for the possibility that lines 75-7 allude to the Pythagorean
doctrine of transmigration. The exact way in which ‘Pindaric’ transmigration operates still eludes
scholars; see, however, Bollack (1963), esp. 246-7 who rejects Pythagorean or Orphic influence. Both
von Fritz (1957) and McGibbon (1964) follow suit the ancient scholiasts in their precarious
interpretations; for Hellenistic scholiasts’ interpretation of Olympian 2 see Gianotti (1971) 26-30.
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Apollo’s intervention in favour of the Lydian king is predicated on Croesus’ piety
manifested through his wise use of his wealth (58—62): té7e dadoyevi[s Amd|AAwy
Iépwv és Y mepBopéo[vs ylépovta [...]/ 8" edoéBetav, 61L uéyiora Bvardv / és dyabéav
<av>émepife [: <am> Hutchinson 2010] II[v6]&b. The lines immediately following
suggest Hieron (63-5) as the most liberal in donations, and so pious, towards the
temple of Delphi. Whether this suggests a privileged after-life lot for Hieron too
remains unclear (cf. Hutchinson (2001) ad 61-6).*° Unlike Pindar and Theocritus,
Bacchylides focused only Hieron’s wealth rather than incorporating it into a complete
profile of him as a ruler.

In other odes (cf. e.g. Pyth. 1.90-94), the right use of wealth includes spending
it on appropriate (prestigious) activities and on lavishly rewarding the poets who
confer upon them everlasting fame (O/. 2.94 a¢fovéorepdv Te x€pa). The same array
of meanings is conveyed by Theocritus but in his typically more elaborate manner.
Ptolemy does not hoard his wealth (106-7): he spends it on dedications to gods (108;
124-7), he benefits his friends and allied cities with it (110-1) and more importantly
he uses it to reward the poets who praise him (see also below). Interestingly,
Theocritus calls Ptolemy a benefactor of the poets:

Movoawy 8 dmodfTar deidovri ITToAepnatov
avt’ edepyeaias.

The social network implied in these two lines resembles that of Pindar (cf. Meincke
(1965) 133): the poet praises his patron for his (financial) benefactions towards him

and so ensures that his laudandus’ fame (117 8ABiov kAéos) will remain alive when his

earthly possessions will have perished (118-20) (see also pp. 190-2 above).

40 For the comparison of Hieron with Croesus see Lefkowitz (1976) 128, 134. Heracles’ journey to
the Land of the Hyperboreans is employed in Pindar’s Olympian 3 for Theron. It is assumed that there
it could refer to Theron’s future reception of heroic honours. Even so, lines 85-92 would suggest that
Bacchylides was interested not so much in this, but rather in the immortal kleos that he can bestow on
his laudandus with his poetry; cf. Gentili (1958) 94. Cf. also Pindar Pyth. 3.59-62,110-5.
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Olympian 2 is construed in the form of a ring-composition: the final eulogy of
Theron (89-100) recalls the encomiastic remarks about him in the first strophe (5-11)
(cf. Hampe (1952: 47). As we saw, both parts are introduced by questions about the
appropriate subject of praise: (1) tiva Bedv, 7V’ fjpwa, Tiva 8 dvdpa keAadnoouev; ~ (89-
90) tiva BdAAopev ... edkAéas dioTovs iévtes; The “proclamation” of the victor (5-6) is
followed by a short encomium of Theron (6-7), typical of epinician: Theron is praised
on account of his hospitality, his wise administration of Acragas and his illustrious
pedigree (6-7, ém 8ikaiov {évewv, épetop’ AxpdyavTos, / edwvipwy T€ matépwy dwTov
6pfdmoAw). Similarly, in the end of the ode Theron is singled out among all men of
the past century for being (94) “more liberal in thought [and] lavish in hand” (tr.
Nisetich). The proximity of d¢Bovéorepov to paddov edepyérav (94) suggests that
Theron’s benefactions were mainly of a financial nature. Hence the depiction of
Theron’s rule agrees with the proviso emphatically placed before the eschatological
part of the ode (53-6; see above). **!

Theron’s life, as represented in Olympian 2, suggests that he experiences the
most divine favour: he is the wealthy tyrant of a prosperous and thriving city (5-11));
he makes a fair and wise use of the gifts of fate (21-2); he descends from an illustrious
family (21-47) and he has been victorious in the most prestigious of events at the
Olympic Games (48-9). Divine benevolence and support will help Theron, like
Heracles before him, to cross the boundary separating common men from god and
heroes. In an unusual case of eulogistic exaggeration Pindar gives a hyperbolic
picture of Theron’s benefactions to his people: émel fappos aptfuov mepimédevyev, /

Kkal kelvos 6oa xadpuat AAois Ednrev, / Tis v ¢pdoat Sdvarto; Olympian 2 implies that

11t would be consistent with Pindar’s encomiastic strategy to take edepyérav in line 94 in connection
with dme 8lkatov éévwv and Theron’s other traits mentioned in line 6, a connection that reflects similar
eulogistic associations in other odes of his. &m¢ in this context is problematic; for a detailed discussion
see Del Grande (1956) 81-5.
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in the case of Theron his benefactions will guarantee him a privileged afterlife on the
Island of the Blessed (78-80); at the same time, his people will perpetuate his memory
with the foundation of a heroic cult in his honour.** On the Island of the blessed
Theron will be in the company of the respected heroes and demigods (70-80).
Although Pindar is careful not to state explicitly that this is the fate that awaits
Theron, the image of grandeur that he has cleverly composed would have lulled
Theron into believing that in the other world he would be feasting alongside Achilles,

Peleus and Cadmus (cf. Race (1979) 257-8).

Ptolemaic Kings as benefactors

Ideas such as the ones expressed in Olympian 2 would have attracted the interest of
the Ptolemies in their efforts to further the dynastic cult and solidify the king’s public
image as the fair and righteous ruler, the founder of cities, the beloved of gods, in a
word, as a edepyérns. In the present part I will examine the reception of this image in
Ptolemaic propaganda, as represented by Idyll 17, and evaluate the importance of
Pindaric poetry for its articulation.

Scholars such as Hecataeus of Abdera and perhaps Euhemerus had prepared
the ground for a positive reception of such beliefs.*® Hecatacus of Abdera had
presented the ancient kings of Egypt as humans who were subsequently deified due to
their benefactions (Skard (1931) 40; Murray (1970) 159-61). With the establishment
of the Ptolemaic dynasty the belief was easily applied to Greek heroes who had
special Ptolemaic connections and who, according to well-established Greek tradition,

were themselves deified because of their benefactions (e.g. Heracles, Dionysus; see

2 Note also the importance of ‘witnesses’ (pdprvpes) for the creation and preservation of good fame
for Hieron in Pyth. 1.88 (moAAol pdprvpes dudorépors morol); cf. also Hubbard (1985) 159.

3 Euhemerus’ dates are too uncertain to allow any certainty. Further, his presence in Egypt is inferred
on the basis of scholarly assumptions about his influence on Hellenistic poets rather than on historical
evidence; see Winiarczyk (2002) 1-10.
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also above).** Ptolemaic ‘propaganda’ insisted on the representation of the king and
queen as benefactors; this explains why the term is found mainly applied to heroes
who, according to philosophical speculation about the beginnings of social life, were
the founders of all social institutions.*> edepyérar are often said to show etvoia,
which implies active interest in the well-being of people. In this light, it is hardly
surprising to find Berenice, a new goddess (Theoc. 17.50-2) and member of
Aphrodite’s entourage, taking interest in human affairs, and benignly intervening to
soothe the distress that love can cause (cf. Hunter (2003) ad loc.); her etvota assumes
the form of being #mos and sending padaxods &pwras and koddas pepiuvas.*™
Among other things, edepyérar were believed to have engaged in the foundation of
new cities, being the first to find something or teaching people the cultivation of the
earth, the building of houses etc. (cf. Skard (1931) 37-9). In Hecataeus’ description of
ancient Egypt Osiris and Isis were represented as mortal sovereigns who were raised
to divinity by means of their benefactions.*’ On this point Egyptian ideology met
with Greek philosophical and political theory; a fruitful combination ensued.*® The

benefactions of royal personages were considered the reason for their deification and

% Cf. Diodorus Siculus 1.2.4 ‘HpaxA#s pév y&p Spodoyelral mavra tov yevéuevov adrdi kar’ avlpdmovs
xpdvov Dmopetvar peyddovs kal ovvexels mévous kai kwdivovs ékovoiws, iva T6 yévos Tdv dvlpdmwy
edepyerroas Toxn is dbavaoias. On Heracles as a model for Philip II of Macedon and Hellenistic
rulers see Kotting (1966) 850. See also Diodorus Siculus 1.20.3 on Osiris. For Diodorus’ dependence
on Hecataeus’ work see n. 456 below.

433 Kotting (1966) 851-2. Aristotle’s argument (Pol. 1286b 10-12) about the priority of monarchy is
characteristic kai 8ta Tod7’ lows éBaatAedovro mpdrepov, 7L omdviov v ebpelv dvdpas modd Siagépovras
kaT dpeTrv, EAAws Te kal TéTE pikpas olkodvTas modets. ETL 8 an’ edepyeaias kabioTacav Tods BactAels,
dmep éotiv Epyov 1@V dyabdv avdpdv.

43¢ Skard (1931) 31 “Uberhaupt ist wohl die edvoia der Gotter, wovon Sfter gesprochen wird, nur ein
Ausdruck dafiir, dass sie edepyérar sind.” This is explicitly stated by Theocritus in 17.123-5 (patpi
didar kal matpi Gvddeas eloato vaolds: / év 8 adrods xpvodl mepikaddéas B8 éeddvri / BpvTar
mdvreoow émxfoviotow dpwyods) with Gow’s notes ad loc. For a temple to Berenice mentioned
by Calllixeinus see Fraser (1972) i. 228.

“7 Diod. Sic. L.13.1 &AXovs & &k TodTwv émuyelovs yevéoBar daaiv, dmdpéavras pév Bvnrobs, Sl 8¢ abveoww
Kkal kownv dvBpdmwy edepyeciav TeTevxéTas Ths dBavacias, dv éviovs kal Baotlels yeyovévar katd TRV
Alyvmrov. On Osiris and Isis’ benefactions to mankind ibid. 14-21. Diodorus’ account is generally
believed to be based on Hecataeus’ lost treatise on Egypt; for the vexed issue of authentic Hecataean
material and interpolations by Diodorus see Murray (1970) 144-50.

8 Murray (1970) 161-2; for the problems of the source of the Hellenistic ideal of edepyérns see
Kotting (1966) 851-3 who is also in favour of syncreticism.



258

privileged fate in the afterlife.*® As we will see next, Idyll 17 agrees to a great degree

with this conceptual framework.

Ptolemy II as benefactor in Idyll 17

1dyll 17 could be divided into four thematic units: (i) the proem (1-12), (ii) the praise
of Ptolemy’s ancestors (13-70), (iii) the praise of Ptolemy’s rule (71-134), and (iv) the
poet’s farewell to Ptolemy (135-7). The second section comprises the praise of
Ptolemy’s father and male ancestors (13-33), of his mother Queen Berenice I (34-57),
and the scene of Ptolemy’s birth on Cos (58-70).

The praise of Ptolemy’s rule opens with the idealistic representation of the
country of the laudandus. Olympian 2 also opened with an idealized representation of
Acragas. Similarly, Idyll 17 gives a ‘paradisiacal’ version of the Ptolemaic realm
under Philadelphus’ rule. Theocritus’ description of Egypt owes a lot to the work of
Hecataeus of Abdera. True to the image that Hecataeus propagated, Theocritus places
the emphasis on the prosperity of the land which is expressed on the one hand by the
calmness and tranquillity (77-8 &vea pvpia gwrdv / Afiov AAdjokovow [...]; 97 Aaol &
épya mepioTéAdovow €xnlot) that people experience in their everyday lives, and on the
other hand by the plethora of words denoting abundance (75-6 moAds ... moAAds ...
moAAds; 77 pvpiat ... pvpla; 79 Téoa ... 6oa ~ 81 1é00a; 82 Tpels ... ékaTovrades ~ 82
Tpels & dpa xtALddes Tplooals émi pvpiddeoot ~ 83 Sotal 8¢ Tpiades ... évveddes Tpels).
Following Egyptian traditions, the Nile is given a prominent position as the source of
life and economic growth (79-80) (cf. Meincke (1965) 125; Barbantani (2010) 231).

At the same time two further reasons are added for Egypt’s prosperity: Zeus’ favor

4% Winiarczyk (2002) 43-50; as he puts it (136), ‘edepyeoia fithre zur Deifikation, [...] dies ist das
allgemeine Verstindnis des Euhemerismos.’
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(73-5; 78 OdeAAduevar Aiwds oOuBpwr) and Ptolemy’s vigilance and unique
.. . e 460
administrative abilities.

In both respects Ptolemy’s image resembles that of Theron in Olympian 2. As
we have already seen, Theron is praised as ‘Acragas’ bulwark, exalter of his city’ (tr.
Nisetich) (7-8 &pewop’ Axpdyavros, [...] épfomodwv). There divine favour is
manifested through the good luck that ensued on the foundation of the new city (lines
11-13, alaw &8 éfeme popotpos,/ mAodTov T€ kal xdpiv dywv /yvnoius én’ dpetals).
The importance of Zeus’ benevolence is further underlined by Pindar’s prayer that
Zeus may keep Acragas safe for future generations (12-5). Theocritus’ eulogy of
Ptolemy’s administrative skills is indeed impressive: Ptolemy protects his people from
hostile neighbours and, one might add, from internal dangers (15.46-50) thanks not
only to the organization of a reliable army and fleet, but also to his military prowess*®!
(90-4; 98-104; cf. 14.37-64).

A considerable part of the praise of Ptolemy as king is concerned with his
liberality and benevolence towards his people and allies. This part of the eulogy is
imbued with Pindaric reminiscences (cf. Meincke (1965) 130-1; Hunter (2003) ad
118-20). Ptolemy is praised as a generous king who does not hoard his riches so that
they give no benefit (dypetos) but shares them with his vassals (110) (cf. Gow (1952)
ad loc; Meincke (1965) 181 n.4), allied cities**® and comrades (111):

40 For Egypt’s self-sufficiency (adrdpkeia) in Hecatacus’ work see Murray (1970) 147-8, where he
also discusses the possible place that the description of the Nile might have had in the original work.
On the possible sources of financial and political adrdpxewa in Hecataeus ibid. 165-6.

1 The idyll presents a consistent nexus of subtle allusions to Ptolemy’s prowess; apart from line 103
(§avBorépas ITTodepaios, émaTdpuevos 86pv mdAdew) évi mpyroioe in line 3 is used in Homer to describe
courage at war; cf. Meincke (1965) 129, Rossi (1989) ad loc. and Hamm (2009) 95 n. 58. In lines 53-7
Ptolemy is put in the company of great heroes such as Diomedes and Achilles while the appearance of
Zeus’ eagle at the moment of his birth recalls a similar incident in Ajax’s life at Pind. Isthm. 6.51-5
(see below). In Theoc. 16.74 Hieron is also compared to Achilles and Ajax — the mention of Achilles
may also allude to his presence on the Island of the Blessed in O/. 2.88-91. For the king’s prowess, and
especially his lance, as a standard motif of Ptolemaic propaganda see Barbantani (2010) 235-6.

42 Elaborating upon the way in which edepyecia worked in Hellenistic politics, Bringmann [(1993a)
16-7; (1993b) 87-8] pointed out that gtAodofia became the word describing Hellenistic monarchs’
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kA \ b ~/ /’ ? \ /’ \
od pav dypelds ye Sopwi évi miove ypvods
puppdkwy &Te TAoDTOS Q€L KéXUTAL POYESVTWY

In a similar passage Pindar advised Chromius against keeping wealth hidden inside
the house, but recommended instead its use for securing good fame through
benefactions (Nem. 1.31-2):

k] $ 4 \ b1 /’ ~ / ”
oDk Epapatl oAV év peydpwl TAodTov KaTakpiats Exew,
b 937 % ~ A\ ~ /’ b /
GAX’ édvTwv €D e mabBelv kai dkodoar pidois € apréwy.

Some lines before Pindar praises Chromius’ liberality in arranging a dinner for
himself and his hospitality towards strangers (19-24).*®> Keeping one’s wealth hidden
is considered a sign of ¢idoxépSeta ‘love of gain’, one of the dangers against the
detrimental effects of which Pindar constantly warns his powerful patrons. In Pythian
1 Pindar cautions Hieron not to be ‘deceived by cunning thrift’ (tr. Nisetich):

p1 Sodwlis,

@ pide, képSeaiy évrpamé- (92)
Aots dmiBopuBpotov abxnua 8éas (92)

olov amouxopuévwy avdpdv Siartav pavie

Kkal Adytots kai dotdols.
The rhetorical articulation of the passage throws into relief the polarity between
képdos and fame. ¢idorxépdeta can only have negative effects on the posthumous fame
of Hieron; the implication is that Hieron ought to spend his wealth on benefiting his

people and ‘sponsoring’ poets (cf. Hubbard (1985) 159). Hieron is urged to spend his

money on benefactions which will secure him a positive fame (90 ei'mep 7t didels

incentive in wanting to excel: benefaction brought fame which in turn brought heroic or divine honours
from states outside of Egypt. The same principle is attributed to Osiris by Diodorus (I.17.1-2) with
regard to his mission to teach agriculture; domep edepyetindv dvra kal $eAd8oov [...] dmorauPdvew
yap advdv 61L maboas Tis dypidrnTos Tods dvBpmovs kai Sialtns Huépov peralaBelv mouoas TLudY
d0avdrTwv TedéeTar Sua 76 péyebos s edepyeaias. The benefited city or community saw itself as
bound by moral obligation to its benefactor; Bringmann (1993a) 21-4, (1993b) 93-5 offers an
illuminating discussion of the impact this moral principle had on decision-making.

%3 The image of hoarding one’s riches appears also in Bacchylides 3.13-4 (ol8e mvpyw8évra mAodrov ua)
pedap- / papet kpdmew oxéTwe). Bacchylides, however, turns this generic image in the original image
of hoarded wealth as a fortress which as such is analogous to Croesus’ kingdom under siege (26-7); cf.
Lefkowitz (1976) 127-9 and Hutchinson (2001) ad 13-14 with further bibliography.
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drody &8etav alel kAbew, un kéuve Aav Samdvais).*** In a passage similarly occupied
with the transitory condition of all mortals Bacchylides represents Apollo pointing out
to Admetus that the highest profit derives from the joy of doing what is right (3.83-4
doa Spdv ebPpaive Buudy TodTo yap / kepdéwv vmépTaTov).

The emphasis on liberality seems to reflect an important part of the public
image of the ruler as well as of dignitaries standing high in the hierarchy of Ptolemaic
court. One could compare the emphasis on Sosibius’ benefactions to the people of
Alexandria in Callimachus’ epinician for him (fr. 384.52-6 Pf.).*® It would seem
then that the dignitaries of the court were expected, so to speak, to demonstrate
qualities similar to those of the king. In the short praise that he puts in Thyonichus’
mouth in Idyll 14 (61-8) Ptolemy never refuses petitions for help but spends his
wealth lavishly as befits a true king (63-4):

moAAols ToAA& 8i8ods, alTedpevos odk dvavedwy,
ola xpn PactAq’.

The note on royal propriety regarding the king’s munificence recalls similar
admonitions in Pindar’s odes (cf. Pyth. 1.90; 3.70-1). As we saw above, wealth like
prowess is god-sent. It is man’s duty to make good use of it to secure the benevolence
of the gods and good fame for generations to come. On the basis of these and similar
passages, it would appear that this happens in two ways: (i) the good report of
common people that rulers can secure through benefactions; and (ii) the fame which
poets can confer upon their patrons. The poetic immortality which Pindar can bestow
on his patrons with his poetry is meant as a solace for the inevitable reality of death
that awaits all mortal beings. In Olympian 2 this general tenet of Pindar’s ethical

framework was connected with the specific demands of Theron’s propaganda.

%4 On the negative connotations of képdos see Hubbard (1985) 93 and Kurke’s (1991) index s.v.
5 Note especially &pfuta Sjuwt / €l8éra kal pixpdv odk émAnBépevov (53-4).
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Similarly to Pindar Theocritus gives an account of Ptolemy’s benefactions, praising
with more details Ptolemy’s liberality towards poets who praise the monarch (111-6).
As we saw, he views this also as a kind of benefaction (116). The following
comment (116-120) about the transient character of all worldly possessions in contrast
with everlasting kleos comes quite close to Pindaric passages such as Isthm. 1.67-9
(see also pp. 191-2 above). Ptolemy’s portrait is completed with a note on his piety
towards gods and his commitment in supporting various cults, among them the cult of
his parents (108; 120-7).4%¢

It would appear, then, that Theocritus was trying to create for Ptolemy the
image of the optimus rex. In this he had rich Greek and Egyptian traditions on which
he could rely. It has been argued above that one of his sources was the representation
of Theron in Olympian 2. The connection between the two poems is suggested first
by the similarity in the articulation of the opening parts of both poems and second by
the similarity in the development of motifs about the liberality of the king and his fate

after death.

Ptolemaic politics and Pindaric phya

L1. 58-74 represent the birth of Ptolemy on Cos. The model for these lines, as Cos
herself makes clear (66-7), is the birth of Apollo in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (cf.
Meincke (1965) 111-6). Cos hopes that Philadelphus will honour her in the same way
in which Apollo honoured his own birthplace. Differently, though, from the hymn,
the scene ends with the appearance of an eagle which screams three times (71 6 &
0fdlev Exdaye dwval / és Tpis 4o vedéwv péyas aletds, alotos dpvis). The eagle is

Zeus’ bird and as such its appearance constitutes a sign of divine favour and signifies

¢ On the other hand, his bestowal of riches on the shrines of gods reminds one of Bacchylides’
representation of Hieron’s liberality towards the oracle of Delphi (3.10-21).
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that Ptolemy will repay Cos by granting her wish. Scholars have suggested that the
scene could also allude to an anecdote circulating in Ptolemaic circles concerning the
origins of the dynasty: Ptolemy I, said in this story to be an illegitimate son of Phillip
I by his mistress Eurydice,*®” was exposed and miraculously saved by an eagle; the
eagle symbolises Zeus’s interest in the infant and Ptolemy I’s real origin as the son of
Philip and brother of Alexander. From this point view in Idyll/ 17 the eagle could
similarly represent Ptolemy as the true son and heir of his father. At the same time,
Zeus’s love for him renders Philadelphus éoxov amongst his peers, which translates
as the possession of 8ABos and of many dominions both on land and at sea.
Furthermore, the scene of Ptolemy’s birth reinforces the claim about the reciprocity of
Soter and Berenice’s love (63-4 6 8¢ matpi éotkcs / mals dyannros éyevro) and his
rights as heir to the throne of Egypt.*®®

Although the scene of Ptolemy’s birth of Cos is cast in the likeness of the
parallel scene in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, the appearance of Zeus’s eagle as an
indication of heroic or divine identity is probably taken from Pindar’s Isthmian 6.
This part of the chapter will focus on the intertextual connection between Idy// 17 and
Isthmian 6. 1t will be suggested that Theocritus included this element in his birth-
scene because it tallies with the overarching theme of origin and birthright that
permeates the whole idyll. In this context, special attention is given to the role of the

queen and the representation of the royal marriage.

47 Cf. Koenen (1993) 44-6. The court’s approval of this political myth is shown by the coins that
Ptolemy I minted depicting on the obverse Ptolemy I and on the reverse Zeus’s eagle. For the eagle as
the emblem of the founder of the Ptolemaic dynasty on Ptolemaic coins, see Svoronos (1904-08) i. v’
and iv. p. 555 s.v. detds.

48 For Ptolemy’s II dispute with Soter’s children from his marriage with Eurydice see Koenen (1983)
164. One should also note the use of mais dyannrés for Ptolemy II. For the meaning “only child” see
1l. 6.401 (Astyanax); Od. 2.365, 4.727, 817; 5.18 (Telemachus); Hesiod fr. 326 M.-W.; and Sappho ft.
132 Voigt with Hallett’s [QUCC 39 (1982) 21-21] notes on it.
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The appearance of Zeus’ eagle in the scene of Philadelphus’ birth recalls the

appearance of the eagle in a similar passage in Pindar’s Isthmian 6 (51-5):*%

Tad7 dpa

ol papévw méuiev Beds (49)
apxov olwvdv péyav aletév: & (50)
Sela & évdov viv Ekviéev xdpis, (50)
€lmév Te wviioals e pdvTis dvijp

“EooceraitoL mals ov alrels, ® Tedapdv.
Isthmian 6 celebrates the victory of Phylacidas, son of Lampon, at the boys’
pancratium in 480 BCE. Phylacidas came from a family whose members exhibited a
remarkable athletic record: Phylacidas’ older brother, Pytheus, had already won a
Nemean victory in the same event (4-5), probably in 483 BCE, which was also
celebrated by Pindar (Nemean 5); the boys’ maternal uncle, Euthymenes, is also
named as a great athlete in pancration (58). In this sense, it is expected that the stress
falls specifically on the family’s inherent prowess (¢vd). Pindar treats the relationship
between the athlete — and his family — with Aegina, his city, in reciprocal terms; the
athlete’s victory adds to the city’s record of victories and honours and in return the
city shares some of her glory with the athlete and his family. Grounding the present
circumstances against the background of mythical precedent, the poet construes an
analogy between the Psalychiadae, the victor’s clan, and the local heroic family of
Aecgina, the Aeacidae.*”

In Privitera’s (1982: ad 47-9) words, in the scene of Heracles’ prayer (47-9)

“il paragone ¢ tra ¢vd e 8éppa, ambedue infrangibili.” In a certain way the Pindaric

relationship of fathers to sons (Telamon — Ajax; Lampon — Phylacidas / Pytheus)

%9 The connection has also been noted by Schneider (2004) 353-4. Against this intertextual
background he has proposed to read dfavdrwy Tov dpiotov émyv palvwuev dodals in line 2 instead of
the problematic Té(e){8wuevt dowdals on the model of Isthm. 6.19-21 (7dvd émoreilyovra vaoov
pawvéuev eddoylars). Although Theocritus never used paivw in this way, certain lines in Idyil 7
suggest that he was acquainted with this image, which is found quite often in Pindar’s poetry: 7.82
(with Dover’s (1971) note ad loc.) ~ Ol. 7.7; 7.154 (with Cholmeley’s note ad loc.) ~ Isthm. 6.1

470 privitera (1982b) ad 19-21: “il vincitore infatti ¢ un emulo, un continuatore degli eroi della patria.”
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foreshadows that of Soter to Philadelphus in Idyl/ 17. The praise of the son adds to
that of the father: Heracles’ prayer is in fact an oblique praise of his comrade’s and
future son’s prowess. Through Heracles” ‘prophetic’ activity (elmév Te pwvrjoais dre
pavris &v1)'p)471, so to speak, Pindar brings the issue of inherent excellence into
relation not only with Telamon and his (unborn) son Ajax, but also with Heracles.
The appearance of Zeus’ eagle is not only an indication that Heracles’ prayer will
come true, but a revelation of his divine origin as son of Zeus. It is because Heracles
is the true son of Zeus that his prayer will be fulfilled. From this perspective in
Isthmian 6 the Swoonuia suggests both Ajax and Heracles as genuine sons of their
fathers, while, on the other hand, it indicates Zeus’s love for his son.

The allusion to Pindar carries with it the aristocratic notion of phya but also
refers to the turbulent circumstances surrounding the succession of Philadelphus to
the throne of his father. The representation of Ptolemy II as the rightful and
legitimate son of Ptolemy I and Zeus’s approval of his birthright to the throne of
Egypt stood high in the agenda of Ptolemaic propaganda because of Philadelphus’
conflict with his half-brother Ptolemy Keraunos over the throne of their father (cf.
Heerink (2010) 392). It is in this light that one should view the special position
accorded within the poem to Berenice I and her marriage to Soter. Berenice bears all
those traits usually attributed to a conscientious wife: she is pre-eminent among wise
women, beautiful, amicable and a boon to her parents. All these features make her a
highly suitable consort and queen mother. Berenice’s representation comes very close

47

to the representation of women in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women:** women are

" In this scene Heracles functions as the textual persona of Pindar himself. Heracles’ visit to Telamon
in the midst of the celebrations there parallels Pindar’s arrival in Aegina for the celebration of
Lampon’s son’s victory (21 7dv®’ émiarelyovra vioov pawépev eddoyiais; 57 Pvlakidar yap fA0ov, &
Motoar, raplas ... kdpwy ...); cf. also Thummer (1969) ad 1.

472 Cf. also ofa in line 34: it corresponds to ofos in line 13 for Ptolemy I and, as in the Hesiodic
Catalogue, signals the beginning of Berenice’s section.
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praised as matriarchs, mothers or wives to great male heroes. Similarly, Berenice’s
praise is contextualized within what appears to be a catalogue of mythic women,

mothers of some of the greatest heroes (54-9):

Apyeia kvdvodpv Aaogovov dioprjdea Tvéi Kadvdwviwe
Oéris Babikodmos akovrioTav AxtAna Alakidar ITnAn
apilnlos Bepevika alyunta IlTolepate alypuntar ITrodepaiwe

All three entries are governed by utoyouéva .. téxes (54), which suggests that

Berenice is praised as part of the dynastic chain that by means of its procreative

potential makes possible the continuation of the royal line.*”

473 Scholars have pointed out that throughout the poem Theocritus uses the Phaeacians to portray the
relationship between Ptolemy I and Berenice; see Gow (1952) ad 38f.; Hunter (2003) 128-30.
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EPILOGUE

We have now explored extensively interactions with Pindar in three Hellenistic poets.
The focus has been rather different from common approaches to this poetry, which
privilege Homer and Hesiod and find connections mostly between Pindar and
Callimachus’ manner and aesthetics. These connections are not to be denied;474 but a
complementary picture has emerged from this study.

Firstly, metamorphosed epinician appears as a major and significant part of
Hellenistic poetry; it holds particular interest through its rendition of polarized images
in forms evolved from classical lyric. This perspective has partly been made possible

by discoveries recent (Victoria Berenices) or very recent (Posidippus’ Hippika;

474 This topic has been briefly touched on above (pp. 46-8). Notwithstanding the apparent similarities,
it should be noted that in general Callimachus liberates Pindar’s metapoetic utterances from their
original rhetorical function, which was connected with the performance of the ode; so Callimachus
employs them freely in the structuring of his narrative to support his aesthetic ideals (cf. Richardson
(1985) 384). More specifically, in his insistence on using such rhetorical motifs, Callimachus is trying
to recreate on a textual level the relationship between the poet and his audience in the original
performative context. Pindar’s feigned fear of the audience’s koros and dissatisfaction with eulogistic
excess similarly becomes for Callimachus the textual excuse for omitting, or fragmentarily inserting,
narrative sections and so constructing an allusive narrative style which demands the participation of the
reader. In other cases the omission is supposedly predicated on the religious sensitivities of the
audience. For example, in the Acontius aetion in the third book of the Aetia (fr. 174 Massimilla) one
comes across a descendant of Pindar’s so-called hush passages (on which see Norwood (1945) 80-1;
Hubbard (1985) 103, 119-20). When our fragment begins, the narrator has already started to describe
the preparations for Cydippe’s wedding. On the eve of the wedding Cydippe is to lie on a bed with a
young boy who has both his parents alive (1-3). This custom reflects an episode from the love-life of
Zeus and Hera. But the narrator reproaches himself for having the impudence to narrate a secret (?)
story (4-9). In this way the poet stops his digression and at the same time exhibits half-jokingly his
vast erudition (moAuw8pein), which could have got him into serious trouble. The narrative would verge
on impiety and this seems to be verified by a closely related passage in Theocritus (15.64 wdvra
yuvaikes loavTi, kal ws Zeds aydyed’ “Hpav, with Gow (1952) ad loc.). Still, it would seem that in both
cases the need to restrain themselves occurs to the poets (ostensibly) too late, as they have already
alluded to the material they are determined to omit. The device has been compared to Pindaric
passages like Ol 9.35-9 (cf. Fuhrer (1988) 62-5; Morrison (2008) 192). Pindar has just narrated (29—
35) Heracles’ fight against three major Olympian Gods, Hades, Poseidon and Apollo. Pindar refuses to
offer a complete account of the myth(s). His decision is (supposedly) predicated on moral grounds
(speaking ill of the gods). At the same time, the moment gives the feigned impression of ex impromptu
composition (cf. Pavlou (2008) 549). Even so, the myth that is “hushed’ is related, on the one hand, on
most interpretations to the gnome in the preceding lines (28-9) about the divine provenance of prowess
and skills and, on the other, to the praise of the victor (cf. esp. Molyneux (1972); Gerber (2002) ad 29-
35 and 35-41). Callimachus, on the other hand, tries to give the impression that the episode hushed,
whatever its cultic relevance, is unrelated to the major myth and so introduced for the sake of display.
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PHorak 4). Whether epinician is turned into relatively extended elegiacs, a very
popular form for Hellenistic poetry, or into the microscopic genre of epigrams,
inscribed or textually represented as inscribed, this type of poetry shows an
unprecedented blossoming after its apparent decline in classical times. The
rediscovery mirrors the interest which the new ruling class shows in athletic contests
and their importance for the construction of its members’ public image. Epinician
genre, especially in its Pindaric version, gained ‘popularity’ in Hellenistic times
thanks to newly shaped social realities. The dynastic cult and the marginal status that
Hellenistic kings enjoyed suggested Pindaric eulogistic discourse as a source rich in
strategies for the effective praise of the monarch and his entourage (cf. Hunter (1996)
47).

Second, praise poetry more widely picks up from Pindar’s perceived role as
prime exemplar of praise poetry, and from his intense and wide-ranging depiction of
rulers in a self-reflective poetic context. Neither early hexameter nor Athenian poetry
offered anything comparable. Alluding to Pindar becomes a heavily charged textual
strategy that should be viewed in connection with Hellenistic poet’s status in a society
of fluid and emerging cultural identities. By associating themselves with Pindaric
praise discourse, Hellenistic writers appropriate thematic and stylistic patterns and
shapes; these help them to define their poetic role in connection not only with their
literary past but also with their social environment and especially the expectations of
their Ptolemaic audience. Again, interaction with Pindar links to interaction with the
political environment.

Third, we have seen extended reworking of Pindaric versions of myth. Pindar
puts myths to use, explicitly and visibly: he provides a notable point of comparison

for poets who want to relate their poetic heritage and their new contexts, especially
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their political contexts; he does so even when the later poets themselves proceed more
implicitly in their uses of myth. Colonialism, imperialism, and monarchy inform
Hellenistic treatment of myth, to a greater degree than is superficially evident.
Ptolemaic rulers direct the focus of their poets towards mythological figures which
can sustain their dual status as Greek monarchs in an African kingdom and can
solidify their claims on a foreign land. The employment of myths like that of Io in
Callimachus’ Victoria Berenices functions on two levels, one spatial and one
temporal: the Ptolemaic dynasty is connected both with mainland Greece and with the
mythological past which accounts for Hellenic presence in Africa.  Seen from this
angle, the circularity in temporal progress which this imperialist mythology
presupposes indicates the representation of Ptolemaic rule as a return to the golden era
of Greek myth. At the same time, re-enacting the narrative sequences of archaic
myths allows the creation of a Ptolemaic mythology; here the monarch and his family
can move from one level of existence to the other and so accommodate themselves to
the indigenous Pharaonic tradition about the deification of the monarch. The reasons
for the association with the world of Pindar’s myths are apparent. Pindaric myth is a
world inhabited by divine and mortal beings — a world in which the frontiers
separating the two realms are still open and gods permit their protégés to escape death
by moving from one existential status to the other. Further, Pindar excelled in his
ability to employ mythological traditions in such a way as to intimate to his audiences
the quasi-divine element in the human potential for excellence as exemplified by the
victory praised.

Fourthly, we see that Posidippus and Theocritus are no less engaged with

Pindar than Callimachus. Posidippus makes an especially striking case: the small and
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the sublime are self-consciously conjoined.*”> Theocritus is a striking case too: his
preoccupations with hexameters (and Lesbian monody) does not present a rich
engagement with a poet of spectacular moments and phrases.*’®

Consideration of this intertextuality is not simply a matter of tracing
resemblance. The cohesive poetic and religious world of Pindar is drastically
transformed as Hellenistic poets rebuild his constructions. The Ptolemaic wish for a
past and for the poetic enrichment of the ruler’s glory does not prevent a quite
different sort of voice and manner from emerging; it emerges all the more palpably
through sustained interplay with these works of classical choral lyric.

So a new look at Pindar in Hellenistic poetry may help to alter our sense of the
literary world which that poetry creates and lives in, and may avert the risk of ossified

conceptions.

475 AB 14 constitutes a unique case. It is the only epigram by Posidippus to deal with a Pindaric myth,
the myth of Bellerophon. Posidippus manages to give the basic outline of Pegasus’ myth in only 4
lines, and all this while he is describing a work of art. Poter (2011) has recently challenged the one-
sided focus on the so-called Aemrdrns of Posidippus’ epigrams and has redirected our attention to ‘the
impression of magnitude’ that the stone objects ‘for all [their] smallness of scale’ cause (283). This
contrast between detail and large magnitudes of perception (ibid. 295), he argues, is a necessary
condition for a fuller appreciation of Posidippus’ epigrams and is characteristic of Hellenistic poetics in
general. In the case of AB 14 the absence of Bellerophon from the gem occasions the allusion to his
omitted act of Aybris. The myth appears in Olympian 13. Pindar gives a short outline of Bellerophon’s
exploits on his winged horse (86-90): the war against the Amazons, the killing of Chimaera and of the
Solymoi. Still, he avoids mentioning Bellerophon’s attempt to reach Olympus without the permission
of the gods (91-2 Swaocwmdoopal of uépov éydr / Tov & év OdAdumwi ddrvar Znvds dpxatar Sékovrat);
differently in Isthm. 7.44-7 where the emphasis is on human limitations as opposed to divine
omnipotence (cf. Thummer (1969) ad 44-7). The emphatic use of éyd in 1. 91 suggests that the
audience can complete the omitted part on its own (cf. Fuhrer (1988) 65). It is interesting that in both
cases the poet offers a final image, Pegasus flying alone or received at Zeus’s stables, and this
motivates an allusion back to the event omitted, Bellerophon’s Aybris. The fragmentariness of the
narrative in Olympian 13 is a rhetorical device to throw Bellerephon’s act into relief and so cast him as
a negative foil to the laudandus. In the case of Posidippus it is occasioned by the ekphrasis of the
jewel and comes to imply the poetic potential of such a minor genre as the epigram. The refined style
of the epigrams stands for the craftsmanship of the jewel, strengthening in this way the metapoetic
correspondence between the precious stone and Posidippus’ epigram (cf. Fantuzzi — Hunter (2002)
454; Gutzwiller (2005b) 314 n.75; Hutchinson (2008) 93). There is, then, difference in the
perspective, but affinity in the device.

¢ The episodic character of Callimachus’ poetry allows a closer approach to the Pindaric manner (cf.
Newman (1985) 181; Fuhrer (1988) 58-9) than Theocritus’ epicizing style: Theocritus is epicizing in
the exhaustive handling of his material rather than manipulatively selective like Pindar (cf. e.g. Idyll
24).
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