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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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της µητέρας µου 

Παναγιώτας 

τί φίλτερον κεδνῶν τοκέων ἀγαθѳοῖς;   

Pind. Isthm. 1.5 
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Racine, c’est Racine : sécurité admirable du néant 

 
Roland Barthes  
Mythologies (1957) 

 
 

Pindare, c’est Pindare : sécurité admirable du néant 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

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.     
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1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Aim of the thesis and criteria employed for the selection of the texts discussed  

This thesis examines the reception1 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, (ii) imbued their 

works with allusions to Pindar’s œuvre 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 

 
1 I employ terms such as ‘reception’, ‘influence’ and ‘intertextual relationship’ interchangeably 
without any implication of variation in the degree of certainty about authorial intention.  
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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 
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authorship and epinician content.2   These chapters examine the ways in which 

Callimachus (i) used motifs commonly employed in Pindar’s epinician discourse 

and (ii) 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 Ion 534C, Leg. 700A-B, Resp. 394B-C) or 

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

 
2 I have not included in my discussion Callimachus’ ‘epinician’ Iambus 8, as I believe that Fuhrer’s 
(1992) 205-16 discussion has exhausted the subject.   
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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 Cannatà 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.3  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: 

ἃ δὲ ἡ πόλις ὅλη ᾄδει περὶ Δ∆ηµοκράτους καὶ Λύσιδος τοῦ πάππου τοῦ 
παιδὸς καὶ  πάντων πέρι τῶν προγόνων,  πλούτους τε καὶ ἱπποτροφίας καὶ  
νίκας Πυθѳοῖ καὶ Ἰσθѳµοῖ καὶ Νεµέᾳ  τεθѳρίπποις τε καὶ κέλησι, ταῦτα ποιεῖ 
τε καὶ λέγει, πρὸς δὲ τούτοις ἔτι τούτων κρονικώτερα.  τὸν γὰρ τοῦ 

 
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 (ἔσταν ἐπ’ αὐλείαις θѳύραις); see also Cole (1992) 14-5. 
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Ἡρακλέους ξενισµὸν πρῴην ἡµῖν ἐν ποιήµατί τινι διῄει, ὡς διὰ τὴν τοῦ 
Ἡρακλέους συγγένειαν ὁ πρόγονος αὐτῶν	
  ὑποδέξαιτο τὸν Ἡρακλέα, 
γεγονὼς αὐτὸς ἐκ Δ∆ιός τε καὶ τῆς τοῦ δήµου ἀρχηγέτου θѳυγατρός, ἅπερ αἱ 
γραῖαι ᾄδουσι, καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ τοιαῦτα, ὦ Σώκρατες· ταῦτ’ ἐστὶν ἃ οὗτος 
λέγων τε καὶ ᾄδων ἀναγκάζει καὶ ἡµᾶς ἀκροᾶσθѳαι. 

 

 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 5th cent.) several 

of the motifs in Pindar’s eulogy of great political personages started appearing in 
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hexameter encomia.4  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, Idyll 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 (Idyll 22) and Heracles (Idylls 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):   

ὃς δουρὶ πάντας 
νίκασε νέους, δινάεντα βαλὼν 
Ἄναυρον ὕπερ πολυβότρυος ἐξ Ἰωλκοῦ·  
οὕτω γὰρ Ὅµηρος ἠδὲ Στασίχορος ἄεισε λαοῖς. 

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 Ἆθѳλα ἐπὶ 

Πελίαι.  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.  

 
4 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 (Ol. 13. 
30-1 ἀντεβόλησεν / τῶν ἀνὴρ θѳνατὸς οὔπω τις πρότερον) ~ Callimachus (VS fr. 384.29-30 Pf.  [ 
οὐ] γάρ πώ τις ἐπ[ὶ] πτόλιν ἤγαγ’ ἄεθѳλον / ]ταφίων τῶνδε πανηγυρίων) ~ Theocritus (17.15 ἃν οὐκ 
ἀνὴρ οἷός τε νοῆσαι; 38 τῶι οὔπω τινὰ φαντὶ ἁδεῖν τόσον ἀνδρὶ γυναικῶν; 121 µοῦνος δὲ προτέρων 
…;129 τᾶς οὔτις ἀρείων; cf. Meincke (1965) 151) ~ Ep. 31.2 Ebert (with his note ad loc.) etc.  See 
also Dickie (2008) 28 with n. 72.    
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More interestingly, though, as scholars have pointed out,5 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): υἱὲ Ταντάλου, σὲ δ’ ἀντία προτέρων φθѳέγξοµαι.  

The scholia ad loc. (58b) unfold the ‘polemical’ character of the allusion: ἀντὶ τοῦ 

ἐναντία καὶ ἕτερα οἷς εἶπον οἱ πρότεροι ποιηταὶ δοξάσω σε καὶ ἐρῶ.  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):  

δηναιοὶ δ’ οὐ πάµπαν ἀληθѳέες ἦσαν ἀοιδοί· 
φάντο πάλον Κρονίδηισιν διάτριχα δώµατα νεῖµαι.        

The older singers whose veracity Callimachus doubts are Homer (Il. 15.187ff.) and 

Pindar (Ol. 7.54ff.) (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 

 
5 Gianotti (1975) 52 notes that Simonides (cf. e.g. fr. 19 W2) along with Xenophanes was the first 
poet to introduce citations and references to previous poets.   



 

 

8 

to both other accounts: διάτριχα δώµατα νεῖµαι harks back at the Homeric passage 

(189 τριχθѳὰ δὲ πάντα δέδασται), while δηναιοί … ἀοιδοί + φάντο looks quite similar to 

the Pindaric φαντὶ δ’ ἀνθѳρώπων παλαιαὶ ῥήσιες.  Callimachus modifies the function 

of the Pindaric ‘formula’: in Pindar’s text φαντί 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.6 

 

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 

 
6 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. Il. 
9.524-5; Mimn. fr. 14.2 W2 [προτέρων πεύθѳοµαι]; Pind. Pyth. 3.80, Nem. 3.52-3 [λεγόµενον δὲ τοῦτο 
προτέρων ἔχω ἔπος] and, in my view, should also include artistic representations.  For variations cf. 
Call. Lav.Pall.56 µῦθѳος δ’ οὐκ ἐµός, ἀλλ’ ἑτέρων 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 6th 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 IV.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. 
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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.7  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.8       

 

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.9  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 
 
8 Cf. Riffaterre (1980) 4; Genette (1982) 8-9.  I would like to note that I use the term ‘intertextuality’ 
more broadly to refer to all the transtextual phenomena that Genette has described.      
9 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;10 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 (latent) ‘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.11  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.        
11 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’12 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 literariness (literaturnost’) – are prone to 

automatization with the passage of time.13  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.14  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:15  readers respond to texts 

 
12 Quoted from the Russian original in Steiner (1995) 24. 
13 Erlich (1981) 198-200. 
14 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.   
15 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.16  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.17  Their often naïve 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 Vološinov (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.   
16 See esp. Deas (1931).  In their present form the scholia are based on a 4th cent. CE epitome which, 
in turn, is based on another epitome (the ‘Schulausgabe’) of the second half of the 2nd 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-à-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 

ἐδώκαµεν (37)) is represented talking about the prizes set in the Panathenian 

Games: “- καὶ παρ’ Ἀθѳηναίοις γὰρ ἐπὶ στέγος ἱερὸν ἧνται / κάλπιδες, οὐ κόσµου 

σύµβολον, ἀλλὰ πάλης […].”  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] γα ί ᾳ  δ ὲ  κα υ θѳ ε ί σ ᾳ  πυ ρ ὶ  

κα ρπ ὸ ς  ἐ λ α ί α ς  ἔµ ο λ ε ]: τίθѳενται γὰρ Ἀθѳήνησιν ἐπάθѳλου τάξιν ἐλαίου πλήρεις 

ὑδρίαι. διὸ καὶ Καλλίµαχος … 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 

is 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 plausible18 and how this 

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

 
18 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.19  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 l’auteur’) the death of the author signalled the birth of the reader (cf. 

Culler (2002) 78).20   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.21  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.22   

     

 
19 Eco (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. 
20 Barthes (1984) 61-2.  Foucault (1979) 143-5 criticises Barthes’ use of notions such as œuvre and 
écriture, since they presuppose the unifying presence of the author, vouchsafing the privileges that 
he attempts to fight.  Cf.  Bennett (2005) 20-1.   
21 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 Eco (1992) 63; cf. also Wimsatt (1968) 123; Hirsch (1960) 52-4. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Σωσιβίου  Νίκη  (fr.  384 Pf.). 

  

Introduction  

The elegy has been restored on the basis of two Oxyrhynchus papyri: POxy. 1793 

(1st cent. CE) published by Hunt in 1922 and POxy. 2258 (6th – 7th 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 (l. 13 = fr. 122 Schneider, ll. 31-2 = fr. 445 

Schneider, l. 50 = fr. 217 Schneider and fr. 384a = 192 Schneider).     

In POxy. 2258 the Victoria Sosibii (VS) follows directly the Coma Berenices 

(fr. 213 Massimilla), which in this manuscript has two extra lines (94a-b) missing 

from Catullus’ translation.23  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.24  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).25   

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

uncertain.26  In view of line 24 (ὄφρα κε Σωσίβιόν τις Ἀλεξάνδρου τε πύθѳηται) and 

 
23 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. 2v(a) there is no 
coronis or gap to separate the Coma and the VS.   
24 Cf. Coppola (1930) 282-3 and Chiesa (2009) 228-231.  
25 Cf. Parsons (1977) 50, slightly modifying Pfeiffer (1928) and (1949 ii: xxxvi), and Massimilla 
(2010) 49–50.  
26 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. 2v(a) (γέγραπται ἡ 

ἐλεγεία εἰς … Σωσίβιον τοῦ Δ∆ιοσκουρίδου) 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 ὧιτινι as Σωσιβίωι).  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: ΘѲεόφραστος δ’ ἐν τῷ πρὸς Κάσσανδρον περὶ βασιλείας (εἰ γνήσιον τὸ 

σύγγραµµα· πολλοὶ γὰρ αὐτό φασιν εἶναι Σωσιβίου, εἰς ὃν Καλλίµαχος ὁ ποιητὴς 

ἐπίνικον ἐλεγειακὸν ἐποίησεν) […].   The title of the elegy is preserved in the ancient 

scholia to Lycophron (Σ Alex. ad 522 p. 188, 28 Scheer): ἔστι δὲ καὶ Κορίνθѳου τόπος 

ὡς  καὶ  Καλλίµαχος   ἐν  Σωσιβίου  νίκῃ  τ ῇ  µ ὲ ν  Κρωµ ν ί τ η ν  (cf. Hunt 

(1922) 98).     

The name of Sosibius’ father is provided by fr. 384a Pf. [=Hephaestion περὶ 

ἀσυναρτήτων p. 52, 23 Consbruch] (ἱερά, νῦν δὲ Δ∆ιοσκουρίδεω γενεή), which was 

persuasively connected with our elegy by Herzog.27  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 

ψѱευδεπίτροπος (Polybius 15.25.1; see also Maas (1949)) a personage of great 

political prominence in Ptolemaic Alexandria (IG XI.4 649; IK Knidos I.112 

[=OGIS 79]; IG VII 3166; IG VII 507).28  Beside these inscriptions, all of them 

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

 
27 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 λυτικός 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) (οὗτος γὰρ µάλιστα τότε προεστάτει 

τῶν πραγµάτων 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.29     

 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.30  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 IG XI.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”.    

 
29 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 3rd 
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.   
30 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 3rd 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]) πρὸς Κάσσανδρον 

περὶ βασιλείας was actually the first book of the περὶ βασιλείας 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 περὶ τυραννίδος α΄.   It is, then, quite 

probable, as Maas suggested (1949: 448), that the treatise which Athenaeus 

attributed to Sosibius was a ψѱευδεπίγραφον 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 παρὰ σοί “in your reign 

Ptolemy, son of Lagus” (Λαγείδη παρὰ σοὶ πρῶτον ἀεθѳλοφορεῖν / ε̣ἱ ̣λ ̣άµεθѳα, 

Πτολεµ[αῖ]ε) 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 Panathenaean Games 

respectively.31  The designation ‘Ptolemy, son of Lagus’ sounds more natural for the 

founder of the dynasty (cf. fr. 734 Pf.; Theoc. 17.14).32  Sosibius addresses, then, 

Ptolemy I as Callimachus addressed Poseidon, tutelary deity of the Isthmian games, 

in 9-12.   

 
31 One could also compare Pind. Nem. 6.61 (Κρονίου πὰρ τεµένει), Posid. AB 79.3 (Ζεῦ παρὰ σοὶ 
Νεµεᾶτα) and the VB (fr. 143.7 Massimilla Εὐφητηϊάδ[αο παρ’] ἠρίον οὕ[νεκ’] Ὀφέλτου) 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 3rd / 2nd ce. BCE), (I.Kition 2070, 4 
Λαγείδας κοίρανος [= 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. 2v(a) further 

adds that [οὗτο]ς̣ ὁ Σωσίβιος λογογράφος33 ἦν ̣ Πτολεµαίο[υ], καὶ διὰ τιµῆς αὐτὸν εἶχεν ̣ 

τούτου ο	
   [  The designation of Sosibius as λογογράφος, 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 IV’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.34  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 

the reign of Ptolemy III.35  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. 2v(a) suggest that the first word in the second 

line was σπείσωµεν.  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.   
34 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. 
35 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 νεῖον 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.36  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.37  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.38  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 (κίρναµεν, 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.39   

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 
 
36 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. 
37Isthm. 6.37-8 is the only occurrence for the cognate σπονδή 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.   
38  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).   
39 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 (οἷον δὴ τόκα πῶµα  διεκρανάσατε , Νύµφαι, / 
βωµῶι πὰρ Δ∆άµατρος ἁλωίδος […]); 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 (]ετελειο[).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.41   

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.42  

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 

 
40 D’Alessio (2007) 680 n. 11.  Another possibility would be that there was a mention of the τέλειον 
ἅρµα; cf.  Posid. AB 77.1, 78.13, 81.4.   
41 Cf.  Hopkinson (1984) 139-40. 
42 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.43  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 

(ξείνων δ’ εὖ πρασσόντων / ἔσαναν αὐτίκ’ ἀγγελίαν ποτὶ γλυκεῖαν ἐσλοί […]) Pindar 

described the reaction of the victor’s friends back home to the news of his victory, 

while in Pyth. 7.18 (νέαι δ’ εὐπραγίαι χαίρω  τι) 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.44 

 
43 καί	
  has been tentatively restored in l. 1 on the basis of the note in the lower margin (ποιητικὸν δὲ 
ἀπὸ συνδέσµου ἄρχεσθѳαι· Ἀλκµάν· ‘καὶ δαὖ µε[’).	
  	
  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. 2v(a) 15a ), which has been restored by POxy. 1793 col. vi. 3.  For καὶ δὴ 
αὖ, written δ’αυ in Homer’s manuscripts and in our papyri [cf. West’s apparatus criticus at Il. 2.225, 
Ameis-Hentze (1877) ad Il. 1.340 and Calame (1983) ad fr. 178],	
  see Denniston (1954) 250 “καὶ δή	
  
here signifies, vividly and dramatically, that something is actually taking place at the moment”.  For 
καί preceding an interrogative (Lobel), usually at the opening of a speech in dialogue, see Denniston 
(1954) 309; for καί with imperatives (Pfeiffer) see K.-G. ii. 248.  In all these uses, though, καί 
implies a strong connection with what has gone before.  However one construes the use of καί here, 
Callimachus wanted to plunge his readers in the middle of a scene.               
44 Cf. Kurke (1991) 136 who compares Ol. 4.5–6 with Herodotus 7.237.3 (ξεῖνος δὲ ξείνωι εὖ 
πρήσσοντί ἐστι εὐµενέστατον πάντων) 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 sends45 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.46  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).47  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: ἅρµα δ’ ὀτρύνει  Χροµίου Νεµέα / τ’ ἔργµασιν νικαφόροις 

ἐγκώµιον ζεῦξαι µέλος.48   In both cases the chariot of the victor resembles the 

 
45 For a detailed discussion see Tedeschi (1985) and Gelzer (1985) 99-101.     
46 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.  Nünlist (1998) 69-80 gives a detailed survey of the 
image in archaic poetry.  
47 Cf. Fuhrer (1992) 177; Nünlist (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 (Φήµα) 
to leap to Keos, the home-island of the victor (ἄϊξον … ἐς Κέον ἱεράν).  Callimachus used the same 
verb about his ‘Hymn to Poseidon’ in l. 7 (σηµερινὸν δ’ ὡσεί περ ἐµὸν περὶ χεῖλος ἀΐσσει), so he may 
have followed Bacchylides.  Similarly, in Ol. 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.   
48 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 δίφρος 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 Maehler (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.49  

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 l. 48 he (?) 

is presented as an eye-witness for one of Sosibius’ offerings.  The technique is well-

known from Pindaric passages such as Ol. 10.1-8 and Isthm. 1.1-10, where the poet 

constructs a narrative about the prehistory of his ode and its performance.50  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 

 
49 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 Μοισαῖον 
ἅρµα, 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 ἅρµα one may also find in 
similar use δίφρος (cf. Ol. 9.81; Isthm. 2.2) or a circumlocution such as σθѳένος ἡµιόνων (Ol. 6.22).  
Cf. also Bowra (1953) 41-2, Simpson (1969) 439 n. 4 and Loscalzo (2003) 122.    
50 Schmid (1998)154 n. 20. 



 

 

29 

the idea that Callimachus is trying to convey.51  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 κῶµοι in 38 and 49 that suggests to the reader the 

performance of Hellenistic epinicians in the (obsolete) tradition of archaic lyric.52   

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 (cf. 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):  

   ἔνθѳα ποδῶν ἵνα χειρὸς ἵνα κρίσις  ὀξέο ̣[ς ἵππου 
           ἰθѳυτάτη , χρυσὸν δ’ εὐδικίη παραθѳεῖ , 
     χρυσὸν ὃν ἀνθѳρώποι[σ]ι καλὸν κακὸν ετρα []ξ  (15) 

The designation of the games as κρίσις follows Pindaric language: Ol. 3.21 (καὶ 

µεγάλων ἀέθѳλων ἁγνὰν  κρίσιν  /καὶ πενταετηρίδ’  ἁµᾶ / θѳῆκε ζαθѳέοις ἐπὶ κρηµνοῖς 

Ἀλφεοῦ), Nem. 10.23 (ἀγών τοι χάλκεος /δᾶµον ὀτρύνει ποτὶ βουθѳυσίαν Ἥρας ἀέθѳλων 

 
51 For “improvisation” in this context see Gelzer (1985) 109. 
52 Cf. Sevieri’s (1998) 196-200 salutary discussion. 
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τε κρίσιν) and especially Pyth. 4.253 (ἔνθѳα καὶ γυιῶν ἀέθѳλοις ἐπεδείξαντο κρίσιν  

ἐσθѳᾶτος ἀµφίς),53 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 (κρίσις ἰθѳυτάτη ~ εὐδικίη) 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” 

(δέσποιν’ ἀλαθѳείας): the games test and reveal the true character of the victor.54  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 l.14 

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

in a race.55  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 δίκας κέλευθѳον εἰ µή τις ἀπέτραπεν ὀρθѳᾶς).56  

Something similar could be suggested here.  The mention of man and the 

oxymoronic designation of gold as καλὸν κακόν (an “evil blessing” tr. Nisetich) 

 
53 I follow the transmitted text.  I am sceptical about the arguments of Braswell (1988) ad 235(c), 
who accepts instead Kayser’s conjecture (ἐπεδείξαντ’ ἶν; 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 κρίσις here see Giannini (1995) ad loc. 
and the translations of Fraccaroli (1894) and Nisetich (1980).  The use of the rare epic accusative ἶν 
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 Maehler (ἲς Ἀχελωΐου).  He also uses the 
probably unrelated (see Chantraine and Frisk s.v.) nominative plural ἶνες ‘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.   
54 See Marg (1938) 87-88 and Bowra (1964) 326. 
55 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. 
56 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:57  either the tale of Indian ants, which built their nests 

from the gold they dug up (cf. Hdt. 3.102),58 or  the myth of Aeacus, who was also 

credited with the finding of gold (Pliny Nat. Hist. VII 197; Hyginus Fab. 274).59  

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: 

[οὐ] γὰρ πώ τις ἐπ[ὶ] πτόλιν ἤγαγ’ ἄεθѳλον /      ]ταφίων τῶνδε πανηγυρίων 

(cf. Pfeiffer ad loc.).60  The context does not make clear whether Sosibius is the first 

 
57 Pfeiffer (1949) ii. p. 121 ad 384.15.  
58 The mention of ants is inferred by the traces at the end of l. 15, which seems to suggest µύρµηξ.  
The story of the gold-digging ants reappears in Call. Iambus 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 Iambus 12 and VS is strengthened by an interesting case of 
self-quotation: Iambus 12 fr. 202.64 Pf., supplemented by Lobel as χρ]υσὸν αἰνήσουσ[ι κάλλιστον 
κακόν is almost identical to καλὸν κακόν of l. 14.  The text is uncertain: PMich. inv. 4967 reads τιµι[ 
(probably τίµιον).  In the space above a second hand has added the varia lectio κάλλιστον also 
offered by POxy. 1110 without, however, excising the first reading; see also Kerkhecker (1999) 242.    
59 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.). 
60 Cf.  Pind. Ol. 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 

διπλόον in line 30 suggests (cf. Lelli-Parlato (2008) 63).  Still the emphasis falls on 

the fact that he is ‘twice wreathed’ (διστεφής); 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 (Fränkel (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 εὐάνωρ Λυδοῦ 

Πέλοπος ἀποικία, Argos (Nem. 10.1) Δ∆αναοῦ πόλις ἀγλαοθѳρόνων τε πεντήκοντα 

κορᾶν) or Νίσου εὐαγκὴς λόφος (Nem. 5.46) while Aegina (Nem. 7.10) is πόλις 

φιλόµολπος δορικτύπων Αἰακιδᾶν.61  Similarly Callimachus refers to Alexandria as 

Ἀλεξάνδρου … γῆν.62  As Saïd 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.         
61 Saïd and Trédé-Boulmer (1984) 163-6.   
62 γῆν is Housman’s correction for τήν of POxy. 1793 and the scholia on POxy 2258 fr. 2r; 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.   
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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?)63 rivers 

such as the Φᾶσις and the Νεῖλος 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).64   

In Isthm. 2.41-2 the motif is combined with the praise of Xenocrates’ 

hospitality to suggest that he ‘a atteint l’ἔσχατον πλόον dans le domaine de 

l’hospitabilité’.65  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 

 
63 For Bacchylides (9.40-1) see Maehler (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 π]ᾶσαν χθѳόνα, and that 
he is connected with the Amazons and the Trojan War, (41-6 καὶ] ἐπ’ ἔσχατα Νείλου, / ταί τ’  ἐπ’ … 
πόρωι / … ΘѲερµώδον[τος] / … καὶ  … Τροίας  ἕδος).  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 ἐγγόνων) 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.      
64 For other appearances of the Nile in Pindar see Bowra (1964) 371-3 and Fränkel (1975) 479. 
65 Péron (1974) 86; cf. also Fränkel (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 

Aeacids’ κλέος 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.66   

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 III.67  

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 

 
66 The mention of Alexandria and Cyrene in ll. 23-4 is balanced by the mention of Nemea and 
Isthmia in ll. 25-6.  This strengthens the connection between North Africa and mainland Greece; cf. 
Stephens (2002) 255.  Compare also VB fr. 143.4-7 Massimilla.  
67 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.  It 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 (ἐφύµνιον), mentioned in Ol. 9.1-2, and secondly the fact that at 

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

in the class of men, exactly like Epharmostus in Olympian 9:68 

Olympian 9 Sosibius’ Victory 

Ἄργει τ’ ἔσχεθѳε κῦδος ἀνδρῶν, παῖς δ’ ἐν  
                 Ἀθѳάναις ,  
οἷον δ’ ἐν Μαραθѳῶνι  συλαθѳεὶς ἀγενείων   
( 90 ) 
µένεν  ἀγῶνα  πρεσβυτέρων  ἀµφ’ 
ἀργυρίδεσσιν 

   —⌊καὶ παρ’  Ἀθѳηναίοις  γὰρ ἐπὶ στέγος ἱερὸν 

ἧνται⌋  (35) 
     κάλπιδες, οὐ κόσµου σύµβολον, ἀλλὰ πάλης—  
    ἄνδρας  ὅτ’ οὐ  δείσαντες  ἐδώκαµεν ἡδὺ βοῆσαι  

Τὸ µὲν Ἀρχιλόχου  µέλος  
φωνᾶεν Ὀλυµπίᾳ, 
καλλίνικος  ὁ τριπλόος κεχλαδώς  (2) 
ἄρκεσε Κρόνιον παρ’ ὄχθѳον ἁγεµονεῦσαι 
κωµάζοντι  φίλοις  Ἐφαρµόστῳ σὺν 
ἑταίροις  

ἄνδρας ὅτ’ οὐ δείσαντες ἐδώκαµεν ἡδὺ  βοῆσαι   
     νηὸν ἔπι Γλαυκῆς κῶµον  ἄγοντι χορῷ   
   Ἀρχιλόχου  νικαῖον  ἐφύµνιον· (39) 

 

 
68 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. 4.277, Nem. 7.21, Isthm. 3.55, Pae. 7b.11; Hesiod: Isthm. 6.67).69  

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 (475? BCE) Archilochus 

functions as a foil for Pindar: he is envious (ψѱογερός) and tries to fatten himself 

with ‘heavy words full of animosity’ (55).  As an iambic poet he is occupied with 

ψѱόγος and ἔχθѳος the characteristics of human nature that Pindar is usually trying to 

fight off with his poetry (cf. our 57-8).70  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.  Τhe first at Olympia, right after the victory, 

included the performance of the µέλος 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 
 
69 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).    
70 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.71  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) Ἀρχιλόχου  µέλος φωνᾶεν ἐν Ὀλυµπίαι, καλλίνικος ὁ τριπλόος 

κεχλαδώς ~ Ἀρχιλόχου  νικαῖον ἐφύµνιον; (ii) κωµάζοντι  φίλοις … σὺν ἐταίροις ~ 

κῶµον  ἄγοντι χορῶι.  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 µέλος 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 ἐφύµνιον.72  This term, believed by modern scholars to be 

 
71 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,73 is first attested in Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo (98 ἱὴ  ἱὴ  

παιῆον  ἀκούοµεν, οὕνεκα τοῦτο / Δ∆ελφός τοι πρώτιστον ἐφύµνιον  εὕρετο λαός) and in 

Apollonius (2.713 θѳαρσύνεσκον ἔπεσσιν, “ἵη  ἵε” κεκληγυῖαι· / ἔνθѳεν δὴ τόδε καλὸν 

ἐφύµνιον  ἔπλετο Φοίβῳ) in connection with the ἱή 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 

9.74   καλλίνικος modifying µέλος (Pyth. 5.106),75 ὕµνος (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 W2 

τήνελλα καλλίνικε  χαῖρε ἄναξ Ἡράκλεις; cf. also Eur. Supp. 113; El. 880).76  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’ νικαῖον ἐφύµνιον, 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 
 
73 Williams (1978) ad Call. Ap. 98.  Σ ad Ol. 9.1i (ἐφυµνίωι  δὲ κατεχρῶντο τούτωι) and 3l (βέλτιον 
δὲ ὅτι τρὶς ἐπῆιδον λέγειν τὸ ἐφύµνιον  οἱ κωµασταί) 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.   
74 Σ 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 W2; 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.  
75 Outside Pindaric poetry the collocation is found in military context to refer to the epinician paean 
(see Rutherford (2001) 45-7): cf.  Eur. Erechth. fr. 370 Kannicht with Carrara’s (1977) notes ad fr. 
18.  
76 On kallinikos as an adjective of Heracles see Swift (2010) 132–3 and 145–7 on its employment in 
Euripides Heracles.  
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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 χορός.77  

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 laudandi both Pindar and 

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

 
77 Hellenistic commentators usually identify the epinician κῶµος 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 κῶµος took the form of a festal procession (νηὸν ἔπι 
Γλαύκης κῶµον ἄγοντι χορῶι).  Still, κῶµος 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.78      

 

Fourth Fragment 44-50. 

The text breaks up unexpectedly when Sosibius (?) starts talking about his early 

victories in the Panathenaea and the Ptolemea.79  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 ὣς φαµένωι indicates that a direct speech has come to 

an end and that another person is speaking (ἔκλυον, ἴδον) (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 l. 49 takes place near his easternmost bank, 

the Ostium Pelusiacum (πὰρ ποδὶ … Νείλου / νειατῶι)80 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 
 
78 For Archilochus’ fame in Hellenistic times see also Posidippus’ Seal AB 115 and the Mnesiepes 
inscription (IG XII.5 445[1]); cf. Clay (2004) 10-2. 
79 The identification of the speaker as Sosibius is based on the use of the first person plural 
(ἐδώκαµεν [37], εἱλάµεθѳα [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 Κασίη ἅλς Callimachus probably meant the lake Sirbonis (Barrington 
Atlas, map 70 C.3), near the Κάσιον ὄρος (see RE (1919) s.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 κωµάσοµεν … τὰν νεοκτίσταν ἐς Αἴτναν, ἔνθѳ’ ἀναπεπταµέναι ξείνων 

νενίκηνται θѳύραι…).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 ξένος and his ode is an expression of his gratitude 

(χάρις) for his patron’s liberality (cf.  Kurke (1991) 135-59). 

The context of the celebration in Callimachus’ text is indicated obliquely 

through the adjective ἐπίκωµος.  Following Kapp’s unconvincing suggestion, 

Pfeiffer understood the adjective as composed from ἐπί + κώµη with the meaning of 

ἐπίδηµος.  However this interpretation does not seem to be born out by ancient 

usage.82  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 

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 ὁ 

ξεῖνος refers to Sosibius.83  The mention of the temple of Hera at Argos (l. 45) is 

seen by most scholars as an indication that the person quo t ed  speaking is from 
 
81 Pace Eckerman (2010) 305 κωµάζω 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 Ἅλωσις Ἰλίου 561.  No lexicon has preserved the meaning Kapp and Pfeiffer 
posited for Callimachus’ text; Hesychius (4916) ἐπίκωµος ὁ ἐπάιδων τῆι φίληι ἢ ἀπὸ οἴνου ἄιδων, 
ὑβριστής, συγχαίρων (cf. also Suidas and Pseudo-Zonaras s.v.: ‘συγχαίρων,  µέθѳυσος’).  Cf. also 
Fuhrer (1992) 166 n.639.   
83 So 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.84  The phrase ἀµφότερων ὁ ξεῖνος ἐπήβολος 

does not necessarily imply athletic victories.  ἀµφότερων could refer to two athletic 

victories, probably at Argos,85  or to two of Sosibius’ virtues, e.g. his hospitality and 

munificence (cf. D’Alessio (2007) 688 n. 24).  Line 46 complicates matters further: 

ὣς φαµένωι δώσει τις ἀνὴρ ὁµόφωνον ἀοιδήν.  Problems surround the use of 

ὁµόφωνον, an improvement of the papyrus reading (ὁµόφρονος).  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.86  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 (δώσει) 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.  τοῦτο would refer to everything before.  So 

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

 
84 Cf. Barigazzi (1951) 416-7. 
85 So more recently Lelli-Parlato (2008) 63; see, however Fuhrer (1992) 162-3.   
86 In Homer it usually describes the gift of poetic talent (ἀοιδήν; cf. e.g. Il. 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 ἀοιδήν does not signify ‘talent in composing songs’ but ‘song’ and the subject of the verb 
is not a divine being but a mortal man (τις ἀνήρ).  In Euripides Tr. 1244 (µούσαις ἀοιδὰς δόντες 
ὑστέρων βροτῶν) 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.87  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 

speaking and tells its story:88 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.   
88 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 (‘Κυπρόθѳε Σιδόνιό⌊ς µ⌋ε κατήγαγεν ἐνθѳάδε γα⌊ῦλ⌋ος).  

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 ΘѲεοῖσι δ’ Ἀδ[ε]λφεοῖς εἰκὼ ἐναργέα 

τῶν τότ’ [ἀγώνω]ν ̣ / ἅρ ̣[µα  καὶ  ἡνί ]ο ̣χ ̣ον  χάλκεον  ὧδ’ ἔθѳετο).89  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 δαίδαλα; 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. Pyth. 2.67-8:90 (τόδε 

µὲν κατὰ Φοίνισσαν ἐµπολάν /µέλος ὑπὲρ πολιᾶς ἁλὸς πέµπεται).  The ode, probably, 

celebrates an unspecified chariot race by Hieron.91  In the lines quoted above 

Pindar’s epinician, called some lines before τὸ Καστόρειον (sc. µέλος), is sent 

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

 
89 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). 
90 For these lines see Tedeschi (1985) 32-5. 
91 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.92  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 ἐµπολάν with the rarer – and perhaps 

Phoenician – word γαῦλος.  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.93  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 (κόρος) will cause the mistrust and envy of the people (φθѳόνος) (cf. e.g. Pyth. 

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

 
92 Cf.  Tedeschi (1985) 32-3; Gentili (1995) ad 62-3.  Compare also Pindar’s Nem. 5.2-5 (ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ 
πάσας / ὁλκάδος  ἔν τ’ ἀκάτῳ , γλυκεῖ’ ἀοιδά, / στεῖχ’ ἀπ’ Αἰγίνας διαγγέλλοισ’ ὅτι /Λάµπωνος υἱὸς 
Πυθѳέας εὐρυσθѳενής / νίκη Νεµείοις παγκρατίου στέφανον). 
93 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 µεµφοµένωι 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 (οὐδέπ[οτ’ 

ἐ]σθѳλὸν ἔρ̣εξεν): 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 ἐ]σθѳλὸν ἔρ̣εξεν should not be taken to 

refer necessarily to Sosibius’ athletic victory.94  In Theoc. 16.74 (ῥέξας  ἢ Ἀχιλεὺς 

ὅσσον µέγας ἢ βαρὺς Αἴας) and 17.6 (ῥέξαντες  καλὰ ἔργα σοφῶν ἐκύρησαν ἀοιδῶν) 

Theocritus used ῥέζω 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 Idyll 16 the ‘itinerant’ poet is still searching for such 

a man while in Idyll 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 

 
94 Both words appear in epinician or encomiastic context.  Braswell (1998) ad Nem. 9.6–7 for 
τετελεσµένον ἐσλόν “a noble accomplishment”.  Like καλόν, ἐσλόν is sometimes used of an athletic 
victory; cf. also Pyth. 8.73, Nem. 5.47.  Pindar uses ῥέζω only three times to signify athletic 
achievement: Pyth. 9.96 (καλὰ ῥέζοντ’), Ol. 9.94 (ὡραῖος ἐὼν καὶ καλὸς κάλλιστά τε ῥέξαις), and Nem. 
4.32 (ἐπεὶ ῥέζοντά τι καὶ παθѳεῖν ἔοικε).  On Pyth. 9. 96 see Burton’s (1962) 55-6 detailed discussion. 
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victorious athletes.95  Callimachus’ meaning at this point could be restored to a 

certain degree by the similar use in Pyth. 9.95-6 (κεῖνος αἰνεῖν  καὶ τὸν ἐχθѳρόν / παντὶ 

θѳυµῷ σύν τε δίκᾳ καλὰ  ῥέζοντ’  ἔννεπεν): 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 laudandus’ victories and 

the ties connecting Sosibius with his fellow citizens.   

The last line of POxy. 1793 col. x preserves traces of the adjective ψѱευδής 

and a word beginning with the letters καπ.  Although the text is far from secure, one 

could argue in favour of καπνός; this is found in a similar context in Pindar’s 

Nemean 1.24-5, addressed to Chromius Hieron’s general (λέλογχε δὲ µεµφοµένοις 

ἐσλοὺς ὕδωρ καπνῷ  φέρειν / ἀντίον.  τέχναι δ’ ἑτέρων ἕτεραι).96  Just before this 

Pindar presents himself as Chromius’ ξεῖνος 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. 

 

 

 

 
95 For the Pindaric elements in Idylls 16 and 17 see Perrotta (1925) 5-29.   
96 This is not the place for a detailed discussion of these notoriously difficult lines.  I believe that Σ 
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., I consider Waring’s (1982) analysis of the syntax, 
with minor modifications, to be the correct one. The accusative ἐσθѳλούς should be taken as the object 
of the participle and not of λέλογχε.  µεµφοµένοις 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  
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b. 16 + lacuna of 5 lines: gnomic digression + myth on 

origins of gold [?] 

c. 21-28: Sosibius’ Isthmian and Nemean victories 

d. 29-33: speech of the Nile 

e. 35-43: speech of Sosibius 

f. 44-46: speech of Argive man 

g. 47-49: the poet’s (?)  testimony 

h. 50-1: epigram. 

3.  53-60: praise of Sosibius’ liberality (epilogue?).97  

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.98  On the other hand, in the VS the people speaking impart information 

relevant to the athletic 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.      

  

     

 
97 One usually finds the mention of the φθѳόνος 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. 
98 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 VB.  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,99 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 […] 

ἐπινίκιον esse videtur’).  I 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 ἡµ[ε]τερο 

[ ]εων ἐπινίκιον ἵππω ̣[ν.  Callimachus himself designated his composition 

as ‘our epinician poem (for?) your horses’ or, at least, something similar.100  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.   

 
99 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.           
100 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 (µελιγάρυες ὕµνοι ἁµέτεροι).  The use of the 
demonstrative pronoun to refer to his poetry (e.g. τόδε) is much commoner.  See, however, Ol. 6.105 
(ἐµῶν  δ’  ὕµνων  ἄεξ’ εὐτερπὲς ἄνθѳος); Pyth. 8. 34 (ἐµᾶι  ποτανὸν ἀµφὶ µαχανᾶι); Pyth. 3.105 (κατ’ 
ἐµὰν  θѳεραπεύων µαχανὰν); Nem. 4. 85 (ἐµὰν  γλῶσσαν).  The role of the genitive (ἵππων) is not 
clear.  It could modify ἐπινίκιον 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 Κέλητι τοῖς 
Αἰατίου παισίν).  Ol. 8.75 (χειρῶν ἄωτον ἐπίνικον) could provide a parallel: the genitive here modifies 
ἄωτον, usually rendered as “praise song”; cf. Rumpel (1883) s.v. 2, Gildersleeve (1890) ad loc. and 
LSJ9 s.v. II.  The construction could have been similar to this, especially if ἐπινίκιον was adjectival 
and the lacuna included a word for praise-song, e.g. παιᾶνα, 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 ἐπινίκιον is concerned, one should note that the 

word is borrowed from archaic lyric (cf. Lowe (2007) 167-8): cf. Nem. 4.78 

(ἐπινικίοισιν  ἀοιδαῖς) and Bacch. 2.13 (γεραίρουσ’ ἐπινικίοις).  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 (φράσαι /χειρῶν ἄωτον Βλεψѱιάδαις 

ἐπίνικον) the cognate epinikos is used in a self-referential manner.101  Outside 

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 ἐποίησε δὲ καὶ 

ἐπινίκιον  Σιµωνίδης, χαίρετ’ ἀελλοπόδων θѳύγατρες ἵππων).  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.102   

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.   

 
101 This term is not found in Bacchylides.  For the terms that Pindar used to describe his poems, see 
Gianotti (1975) 85-8. 
102 Cf. Färber (1936) 35-6, Harvey (1955) 163-4 and Lowe (2007) 167-8.  See also Färber (1936) 44-
45 ἐπίνικός ἐστι ποίηµα περιέχον τῶν νενικηκότων ἐγκώµιον, ἐπ’ αὐτῆι τῆι νίκηι καὶ δι’ αὐτὴν γεγονός	
  
(Σ Dion. Thrac. 451,10 Hilg.); Dieg. Call. Iamb. 8.21-3 (p. 195 Pf., Ἐπίνικος  Πολυκλεῖ Αἰγινήτηι 
νικήσαντι διαύλωι Ἀµφορίτηι ἐν τῆι πατρίδι); and for the VS, Athenaeus (4.114E, εἰς ὃν Καλλίµαχος ὁ 
ποιητὴς ἐπίνικον  ἐλεγειακὸν  ἐποίησεν) and the marginal scholium on POxy.  2258 fr. 2r ad vv. 
inter 15 et 23 ([ | ]ἀγῶνά φ(ησιν) ἐπηκολουθѳηκ[έ]ναι τὰ Ν[έ]µεα εἰς ἃ καὶ ὁ [ἐ]πίνικος  γέγραπται).   
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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.103  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.104     

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

notionally Berenice’s chariot victory was won.105  An ancient reader (Σ ad Ol. 

8.21c) thought that this combination of Zeus and Nemea was modelled on Pindar’s 

Olympian 8 (16 Ζηνὶ  γενεθѳλίωι· ὃς σὲ µὲν Νεµέᾳ  πρόφατον), a fanciful and 

unconvincing connection, which neglects the context.  Οut of all the parallels that 

Pfeiffer (ad fr. 383) puts forward οnly Nem. 4.9–11 τό µοι θѳέµεν Κρονίδᾳ τε Δ∆ὶ  καὶ 

Νεµέᾳ  / Τιµασάρχου τε πάλᾳ / ὕµνου  προκώµιον  εἴη) seems relevant.  D’Alessio 

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

parallel (ὄφρα … Μοῖσα, Λατοίδαισιν  ὀφειλόµενον Πυθѳῶνί  τ’ αὔξῃς οὖρον ὕµνων). 

 
103 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.  
105 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 Δ∆ιὸς ἐκ προοιµίου); 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, l. 14 Ἐπάφοιο κόραν) and the 

Egyptian pantheon (Amun l. 16. Δ∆ιὸς ἐν Ἄµµωνος θѳεµέθѳλοις).  The association of 

Argos and Egypt is carried out within the frame provided by the myth of Io’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 Ἄµµων Ὀλύµπου δέσποτα 

[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 (l. 4 ἁρµοῖ γὰρ 

⌊Δ∆αναοῦ γ⌋ῆς ἀπὸ βουγενέος; cf. Ep. 18.1 Gow-Page Ἰναχίης ἕστηκεν ἐν Ἴσιδος), 

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

mentioned in l. 16 (εἰδ⌊υῖ⌋αι φαλιὸν τ⌊α⌋ῦ⌊ρον ἰηλεµίσαι⌋).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 (Λατοίδαισιν ὀφειλόµενον 

Πυθѳῶνί τ’ … οὖρον ὕµνων ~ Ζηνί τε καὶ Νεµέηι τι χαρίσιον ἕδνον ὀφείλω).  Both 

 
106 Suidas credited Callimachus with a book on “The Arrival of Io” (Ἰοῦς ἄφιξις).  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” (χρέος) 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 

named the chreos-motif.107  The motif can assume several forms, but the closest 

parallels are furnished by Pyth. 4.3, quoted above, and Ol. 10.2 (γλυκὺ γὰρ αὐτῷ 

µέλος ὀφείλων).  Pindar seems to have developed an elaborate vocabulary to 

express this motif.108  Still, Callimachus avoids epinician clichés and employs a new 

term, which cheats generic expectations: he presents his poem as a ἕδνον “a wedding 

gift” (l.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 (ἕδνον 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 ἕδνον in the singular is found again in poetry before Callimachus only 

in Pindar (Ol. 9.10 ἀκρωτήριον Ἄλιδος…τὸ δή ποτε Λυδὸς ἥρως Πέλοψѱ / ἐξάρατο 

 
107 Schadewaldt (1928) 277–9, Gianotti (1975) 19–26, Bundy (1986) 11, 57–8 and Kurke (1991) 98-
107; for the connection of chreos with charis (χαρίσιον … ὀφείλω) see Gundert (1935) 43–4. 
108 Cf. Pfeiffer ad fr. 383.1 τίνειν (e.g. Ol. 10.12), τελεῖν or χρέος (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 (σὺν ἀλαθѳείᾳ δὲ πᾶν λάµπει χρέος), where the substantive is 
usually taken to refer to the task of the epinician poet; see Maehler (1982) ad loc.  
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κάλλιστον ἕδνον  Ἱπποδαµείας); but this is in a rather different context.109  Here 

ἕδνον 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 γυν]αικῶν 

ἑδνώσεται).  The text is extremely lacunose and so difficult to reconstruct.  Still, 

the marginal note on POxy. 841 can elucidate the meaning of this line:  Σ 4 (Σ δ2) 

(ἑδνώ)σατο (Σει) ἀντὶ ὑµνήθѳη  [ < 10 ].  The metaphorical equation ἕδνον = ὕµνος 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 ἑδνώσεται 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 νύµφη 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 l.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 paean).  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 

 
109 Pfeiffer is mistaken too.  The singular with the meaning of ‘dowry’ is also used in a fragment 
attributed to Hipponax (fr. 182 W2).  Here ἕδνον is Haupt’s emendation of the MSS reading ἔνδον; 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 ἕδνον-elegy.110  The metapoetic connotations of ἕδνον 

notwithstanding, the noun retains its marital associations, as is made clear by the 

ensuing line, where Berenice II is addressed as νύµφα “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.111    

Scholars have suggested that Pindar regularly employs love diction112 or 

imagery in his epinicians to convey (a) the force that drives the athletes to success 

(Ol. 3.33 γλυκὺς ἵµερος)113 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 

 
110 Cf.  Käppel (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.   
111 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. 
112 Note especially the use of µείγνυµι; see Carne-Ross (1985) 26–30 and Gentili (1995) 235-6.  
Homer had used the same verb, and others like δάµνηµι, 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. 
113 Bowra (1964) 169-70, Hölscher (1975) 96, Carey (1981) ad Pyth. 9.87 and Crotty (1982) 29.  In 
Pyth. 4.184-5 the πόθѳος 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.114  

So when Pindar represents the personified Cyrene as Apollo’s bride in Pyth. 

9.56 (δέξεται εὐκλέα νύµφαν δώµασιν ἐν χρυσέοις) 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 l. 75 

(δόξαν ἱµερτὰν ἄγοντ’ ἀπὸ	
  Δ∆ελφῶν), where the glory that Telesicrates brings home 

to Cyrene is presented as his bride (cf.  Köhnken (1985) 96–7; Kurke (1991): 127-

8).115  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): 

καί νυν ἐν Πυθѳῶνί νιν  
ἀγαθѳέᾳ Καρνειάδα 

υἱὸς εὐθѳαλεῖ συνέµειξε   
τύχᾳ·  

ἔνθѳα νικάσαις ἀνέφανε  
Κυράναν,  

  ἅ νιν εὔφρων  
δέξεται  (73) 
καλλιγύναικι πάτρᾳ   
δόξαν  ἱµερτὰν  
ἀγαγόντ’  ἀπὸ  Δ∆ελφῶν  

ὑπέδεκτο  δ’ ἀργυρόπεζ’  
Ἀφροδίτα  

Δ∆άλιον  ξεῖνον   
θѳεοδµάτων (10) 

ὀχέων ἐφαπτοµένα χερὶ  
κούφᾳ·  

καί σφιν ἐπὶ γλυκεραῖς  
εὐναῖς ἐρατὰν 
βάλεν αἰδῶ, 

ξυνὸν ἁρµόζοισα θѳεῷ τε  
γάµον 

 

νῦν δ’ εὐρυλείµων πότνιά  
σοι Λιβύα   (55) 

δέξεται  εὐκλέα  νύµφαν   
δώµασιν ἐν 
χρυσέοις 

πρόφρων· ἵνα οἱ χθѳονὸς  
αἶσαν (56a) 

αὐτίκα συντελέθѳειν  
ἔννοµον δωρήσεται 

 

 

Pythian 9 is 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.  
 
114 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 Ol 7.14 (τὰν ποντίαν / ὑµνέων, παῖδ’ Ἀφροδίτας / Ἀελίοιό τε νύµφαν, Ῥόδον) 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.    
115 Cf. also Pyth. 5.26–31 (φιλεῖν δὲ Κάρρωτον ἔξοχ’ ἑταίρων· / ὃς οὐ τὰν Ἐπιµαθѳέος ἄγων  / ὀψѱινόου 
θѳυγατέρα Πρόφασιν Βαττιδᾶν ἀφίκετο δόµους θѳεµισκρεόντων) with Kurke’s (1991) 125–6 discussion.     
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Berenice’s designation as a νύµφα aligns her with the virago Cyrene, Apollo’s 

bride.  At the same time, it would parallel Telesicrates’ description as a much-

coveted πόσις in ll. 97-100 (ὡς ἕκασται φίλτατον παρθѳενικαὶ πόσιν … εὔχοντ’ … 

ἔµµεν).  It is hard to tell whether Callimachus went on to present Berenice as 

Ptolemy’s prize as well.  Still in l. 2 ἱερὸν αἷµα connects Berenice II with Ptolemy II 

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 χαρίσιον.  

Pfeiffer rightly connected this with the notion of χάρις, 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.).116  With χαρίσιον the 

poet appropriates the notion of χάρις, so central in Pindar’s economy of κλέος, to 

designate his friendly relationship with the royal pair.117         

 

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’ (χρύσεον … ἔπος) from Argos to Alexandria:  

ἁρµοῖ γὰρ ⌊Δ∆αναοῦ  γ⌋ῆς ἀπὸ βουγενέος (4) 
εἰς Ἑλένη [ς νησῖδ]α ̣ καὶ εἰς Παλληνέα  µά [ντιν , (5) 
  ποιµένα [φωκάων], χρύσεον ἦλθѳεν ἔπος 

 
116 Before Callimachus the word appears in poetry only in the fragments of Aristophanes (Δ∆αιταλῆς 
fr. 211.2 K.-A.) and Eubulus (Ἀγκυλίων fr. 1.3 K.-A.).  However, the word there has a substantival 
force and denotes a sort of πλακοῦς 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. χαίρω p. 1063.       
117 For charis in Pindar’s poetry see Gundert (1935) 30-2 and Kurke (1991) 154-5 and passim.  For 
the φιλότης between the poet and the victor see Gundert (1935) 32–9 and Crotty (1982) 76-9; cf. also 
e.g. Pyth. 1.60 (ἄγ’ ἔπειτ’ Αἴτνας βασιλεῖ φίλιον  ἐξεύρωµεν ὕµνον) with Rumpel (1883) s.v. who 
quotes the rendition of the Scholiast as προσφιλέστατος and Pyth. 10.65–6 (τόδ’ ἔζευξεν ἅρµα 
Πιερίδων τετράορον, / φιλέων  φιλέοντ ’ ,  ἄγων ἄγοντα προφρόνως) 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 ἀγγελίη.  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, 

Io, in the form of a cow to Egypt, where she gave birth to Epaphos the Greek 

progenitor of the royal line of Egypt.118  The designation of Argos as the land of 

Danaus is modelled on Pind. Nem. 10.1 (Δ∆αναοῦ πόλιν ἀγλαοθѳρόνων τε πεντήκοντα 

κορᾶν); 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 

 
118 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 Ἀπίαν βοῦνιν.  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 Ἀπία and 
Ἆπις, and second through Io, whose bovine form is insinuated through the substantive βοῦ - νιν; cf. 
also FJW (1980) ad loc.           
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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 καταοίκισεν ἄστη (l. 5).  

Pindar’s silence over Io 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 Io’s role in the story.     

 Moving on to Callimachus’ text, Io makes a perfunctory and allusive 

appearance through the adjective βουγενέος ‘descendant of the cow’.119  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 

 
119 For the correct interpretation of the adjective, see Massimilla (2010) ad loc.  For Io 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.120   

In mythological times, Io 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 (l. 6 χρύσεον ἔπος) return back to Alexandria (like 

Io) (cf. Stephens (2002) 240).121  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 Aetia’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.   
121 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 ὥς ἔνεπεν; cf. also 

Dian. 158) describing part of the victorious race (cf. l. 2; 6 δρωµ[ῶ]σιν; 7 

ἱππα[στ]ήρ; 12 λαγόνων), there is a mention of the male descendants of the river 

Inachus (Ἰναχ[ίδα]ις).  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. Aetia III 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 (κεῖνος ὃς ἐν Προίτου ξ[).  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 (†ἱπποτρόφον ἄστυ  τὸ  Προίτοιο  θѳάλησεν†) among other possible sources 

(cf. also Hesiod fr. 37.10 M.-W. οἳ δὲ καὶ εἰς  Ἄργος  Προῖ ̣[το ]ν ̣ πά ̣[ρα  δῖον 

ἵκοντο).122  The person to whom the demonstrative pronoun refers is now lost in the 

lacunae.  This could have been either Bellerophon (Il. 6.155–80; Eur. Sthen. frr. 

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).123  

 

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.124  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. Il. 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 κέλης–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 

 
123 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 πρότερος that both Hellenistic texts have in common (8 δίφρος ἀεὶ 

προτέραν  πο[σ]σὶν ἔφαινε  κόνιν  ~ fr. 143.8 Massimilla ἔθѳρεξαν προ[τέρω]ν ̣ 

οὔτινες ἡνιόχων) is a clear indication of their dependence on Bacchylides 5.43 (οὔπω 

νιν ὑπὸ προτέ[ρω]ν / ἵππων ἐν ἀγῶνι κατέχρανεν κόνις / πρὸς τέλος ὀρνύµενον).    

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 (αὐτὸς  ἐπιφράσσαιτο) to pick up the 

threads of the narrative and supply all the parts that have been omitted for the sake 

of brevity (τάµοι δ’ ἄπο µῆκος  ἀοιδῇ).  Pindar often expressed his anxiety about the 

feeling of satiety (κόρος) 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.125   

In the context of an epinician poem such a statement recalls, and remodels, a 

traditional motif, a τεθѳµός as Pindar himself calls it (Nem. 4.33 τὰ µακρὰ δ’ 

ἐξενέπειν ἐρύκει µε τεθѳµός), 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 (πολλὰ γὰρ λέλεκται, 

νεαρὰ δ’ ἐξευρόντα δόµεν βασάνῳ / ἐς ἔλεγχον, ἅπας κίνδυνος κτλ.) 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: 126     

Aetia fr. 1.24-6 
Massimilla 

πρὸς δέ σε] καὶ τόδ’  
  ἄνωγα, τὰ µὴ  
  πατέουσιν  
             ἅµαξαι  /  
τὰ στείβε⌋ιν,    
  ἑτέρων ἴχνια µὴ   
  καθѳ’ ὁµά / 
δίφρον ἐλ]ᾶ̣ν µηδ’  
  οἷµον  ἀνὰ 
πλατύν,  
  ἀλλὰ κελεύθѳους / 
ἀτρίπτο ]υ ̣ς , εἰ καὶ  
  στε⌊ι⌋ν ̣οτέρην  
  ἐλάσεις 

Paean 7b.9-14 
Ὁµήρου [ἑκὰς  
  ἄτρι ]πτον  κατ’  
  ἀµαξιτόν  / 
ἰόντες, ἀ[εὶ οὐκ 
ἀλ]λοτρίαις ἀν’  
  ἵπποις /  
ἐπεὶ αὐ[τοὶ τὸ 
πο]τανὸν ἅρµα / 
Μοισα[ῖον 
ἐλαύνο]µεν.   

Pythian 4.247-8 
µακρά µοι νεῖσθѳαι 
κατ’ ἀµαξιτόν· 
ὥρα  
  γὰρ συνάπτει καί 
τινα /   
οἶµον  ἴσαµι 
βραχύν· πολ-  
  λοῖσι δ’ ἅγηµαι 
σοφίας ἑτέροις. 
 

Nemean 6.53-4 
καὶ ταῦτα µὲν 
παλαιότεροι /  
ὁδὸν ἀµαξιτὸν  
εὗρον· ἕπο- /  
  µαι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸς 
ἔχων µελέταν. 
 

 

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.127 

 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 Paean 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.     
127 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 Ἦλθѳε ΘѲεαίτητος καθѳαρὴν  ὁδόν) with Ol. 6.23 
(ὄφρα κελεύθѳῳ  τ’ ἐν καθѳαρᾷ  /  βάσοµεν ὄκχον) and Isthm. 5.23 
(θѳεοδότων ἔργων κέλευθѳον  ἂν καθѳαράν); 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).128  This narratorial 

incongruity or unbalance, so to speak, throws into clear relief the Hellenistic nature 

of Callimachus’ epinician.129  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’ (τόξα), 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.  
129 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 
(Κλεωναίοιο χάρωνος).  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 

ηνικ[, possibly ἡνίκα; 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.130  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 (ἦ ποτέ φαµι / [τᾷδε] περὶ στεφάνοισι / 

 
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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[παγκ]ρατίου πόνον Ἑλ[λά-] / [νεσσι]ν ἱδρώεντ’ ἔσεσθѳαι; cf. Maehler (1982) 251–2; 

Cairns (2010) 96).131  Athena’s prophecy in fr. 156 Massimilla also ended with the 

establishment of an aition (fr. 156.15 Massimilla σ]ὴν κατ’ ἐπω[νυµίην), which, 

however, remains unclear.132 

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.133  

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 (l. 2 στέφοσ̣, 9   ἣ πρὶν ἀγων⌋ιστὰς ἔστεφε  το⌊ὺς Ἐφύρῃ) as a reminder of 

their victory  (l. 8 ν⌋ίκης σύ⌊µβολον).134  Second, this can be deduced from the way 

 
131 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 Μολόρ[χειος 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.   
133 The only explicit allusion to the foundation of the Nemean Games in our fragments is provided by 
fr. 143.7 Massimilla (Εὐφητηϊάδ[αο παρ’] ἠρίον οὕ[νεκ’] Ὀφέλτου); 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 Σ 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 (Ol. 
13.44 χόρτοις λέοντος; Nem. 6.42 βοτάνα … ἁ λέοντος; Isthm. 3.11-3 κοίλαι λέοντος / ἐν βαθѳυστέρνου 
νάπαι); cf. Σ ad Ol. 13.62a, Σ 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.  It 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.     
134 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 ὁκκόθѳε δὴ στεφάνωµ’ 

ἄθѳλοις φορέοντο).135  Euphorion adds that, after Heracles killed the lion of Nemea, 

Isthmian victors were crowned with celery wreaths (ll. 3-5 … ἐξότε πυκνὰ σέλινα 

κατὰ κροτάφων ἐβάλοντο).  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.136   

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 γλαυκόχροα κόσµον ἐλαίας).  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 
(Μήνης παῖδα χάρωνα παρ’ Ἀσωποῦ γενετείρῃ) could allude to fr. 147 Massimilla, although the 
phrasing is equivocal (ἐκεῖ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς σελήνης ἀφείθѳη); cf. also Epimenides 3 B 2 DK.  Note also the 
use of χάρων for the lion.  A Macedonian glotta (Σ ad Lycophron Alex. 455 and Eustathius Od. vol. 
1 p. 441, 10 Stallbaum), it is found again for the lion of Nemea in Lycophron (Alex. 455 χέαντος, ὃν 
χάρωνος ὠµηστοῦ δορά) and Callimachus (Hecale fr. 101 Hollis Κλεωναίοιο χάρωνος).  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.  Κλεωναῖος appears only in fr. 101 Hollis.  Still fr. 
149.37 Massimilla could preserve traces of what could be Κλεωναί.  Cleonae, Molorcus’ home town, 
controlled the Nemean games until they were taken to Argos around the end of the 5th 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 

ΘѲήρωνος Ὀλυµπιονίκαν / ὕµνον ὀρθѳώσαις, ἀκαµαντοπόδων / ἵππων ἄωτον), also 

praised in Olympian 2 (cf. Krummen (1991) 217-8).  Pindar’s epinician ode appears 

as a θѳεόδµατον χρέος (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 (χαίταισι 

µὲν ζευχθѳέντες ἔπι στέφανοι) (ll. 6-9).137  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 Δ∆ιὸς αἴτει πανδόκῳ / ἄλσει σκιαρόν τε φύτευµα 

/ξυνὸν ἀνθѳρώποις στέφανόν τ’ ἀρετᾶν).  Still, Pindar managed to offer his audience a 

highly polished narrative, which brings together various episodes in the mythology 

of the games.138 

 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 κραίνων ἐφετµὰς Ἡρακλέος προτέρας), the middle (19–22 ἤδη γὰρ 
 
137 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 l. 6 belongs to the poet, and 
the one in l. 13 to the laudandus.  This would underline the analogy between the wreath of poetry 
and the wreath of victory; similarly in Isthm. 7: l. 39 (poet) ~ l. 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 στέφανος in 
Hellenistic poetry, see Meleager Ep. 1 Gow-Page with their notes ad loc.      
138 Pindar alludes to the part the Aetolians played in the expedition of the Heraclides through Oxylus 
(Ol. 3.12 with Σ ad Ol. 3.21b–22d) and to the rival account of the foundation of the Games by 
Pelops (Ol. 3.23 ἐν βάσσαις Κρονίου Πέλοπος 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. Ol. 2.4–5; Ol. 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 Μοῖσα δ’ οὔτω ποι 
παρέστα µοι νεοσίγαλον εὑρόντι τρόπον …).      
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αὐτῷ, πατρὶ µὲν βωµῶν ἁγισθѳέντων […] καὶ µεγάλων ἀέθѳλων ἁγνὰν κρίσιν / καὶ 

πενταετηρίδ’ ἁµᾶ / θѳῆκε ζαθѳέοις ἐπὶ κρηµνοῖς Ἀλφεοῦ) and the end of the narrative 

proper (33–4 τῶν νιν γλυκὺς ἵµερος ἔσχεν / δωδεκάγναµπτον περὶ τέρµα δρόµου / 

ἵππων φυτεῦσαι), before the narrator returns to the hic et nunc of the performance 

(Ol. 3.34ff.).  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 κότινος.  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 Ol. 3.15 Heracles is said to have fetched 

the olive trees to be µνᾶµα τῶν Οὐλυµπίᾳ κάλλιστον <ἀέ>θѳλων.  In a somewhat 

similar way, Athena will designate the Isthmian wreath in her prophecy ν⌋ίκης 

σύ⌊µβολον Ἰσθѳµιάδος (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 

δᾶµον Ὑπερβορέων πείσαις Ἀπόλλωνος θѳεράποντα λόγῳ)139 and shows piety 

towards his father in establishing the sacred grove of Altis (16 πιστὰ φρονέων).  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 

benefactions (culture hero).140  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. 
140 In Lysias Olympiacus 1 the foundation of the Olympic Games is considered an act of benefaction 
(Ἄλλων τε πολλῶν καὶ καλῶν ἔργων ἕνεκα, ὦ ἄνδρες, ἄξιον Ἡρακλέους µεµνῆσθѳαι, καὶ ὅτι τόνδε τὸν 
ἀγῶνα πρῶτος συνήγειρε δι’ εὔνοιαν τῆς Ἑλλάδος).  Pindar presents Theron as εὐεργέτης 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. Μολορχία 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 σκύµνος, 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 ἀλκαία 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 (ἶπος) that has Pindaric resonances (Ol. 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 ἶπος ‘mousetrap’ in fr. 149.33 Massimilla, was trying to evoke 

the use of the same word in Pindar Ol. 4.8 (ἀλλὰ Κρόνου παῖ, ὃς Αἴτναν  ἔχεις / ἶπον  

ἀνεµόεσσαν  ἑκατογκεφάλα / Τυφῶνος ὀβρίµου …)141 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.   

LSJ9 distinguish between two meanings: in a mousetrap ἶπος 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.142  All that 

can be said for certain is that in Ol. 4.8 the mountain Aitna is presented as an ἶπος 

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

 
141 Callimachus alludes to Ol. 4.1 (Ἐλατὴρ  ὑπέρτατε βροντᾶς ἀκαµαντόποδος / Ζεῦ) in Jov. 3 
(Ζηνός … Πηλαγόνων ἐλατῆρα , δικασπόλον οὐρανίδηισιν;); cf. Ziegler (1913) 353, who notes, that 
Pindar was the first to use ἐλατήρ 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’ [Köhnken (1984)] have been suggested.  Köhnken’s (1984) interpretation, 
which I find more cogent, would be closer to Ol. 4.1, since the noun would have the same meaning 
in Callimachus too.         
142 This figure is repeated in [Aesch.] Prom. 365 (ἰπούµενος ῥίζαισιν Αἰτναίαις ὕπο), which clearly 
depends on Pindar; cf. Rose (1957) and Griffith (1983) ad loc.  With the exception of Mader (1990) 
32 (“wo der Ätna 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 Ol. 4.8 metaphorical: LSJ9 s.v. ‘of Aitna as 

the weight which holds Typhoeus down’ (cf. also Rumpel and Slater s.v.).143  

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

ἀλλ’ ὦ Ζεῦ, ὅστις τὴν Αἴτναν κατέχεις τὴν οὖσαν ἶπον καὶ πίεσµα καὶ βάρος τοῦ 

Τυφῶνος; (b) Σ ad 11a ἀλλ’ ὦ Ζεῦ ὃς τὴν Αἴτναν ἔχεις τὴν παγίδα τὴν 

ἀνεµόεσσαν.144  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 

 
143 Pollux (Onom. 7.41 Bethe) καὶ Ἀρχίλοχος δ’ ἔφη κέαται  δ’  ἐν  ἴπωι .  ἔστι µὲν οὖν ἶπος καὶ ἡ 
µυάγρα, ἀλλ’ ἔοικεν µᾶλλον τῶι τῶν κναφέων ἐργαλείωι προσήκειν (cf. ibid. 10.135 Bethe καὶ ἶπος τὸ 
πιέζον τὰς ἐσθѳῆτας ἐν τῶι κναφείωι , ὡς Ἀρχίλοχος “κέαται δ’ ἐν ἴπωι”) 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 W2), 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 (Eq. 923) and Cratinus (fr. 98 K.-A.).  The word appears now in 
the meaning ‘fuller’s weight’ in Philodemus’ third book περὶ ποιηµάτων; see Janko (2010) 52 n.4 
and on fr.16 pp. 80-1.     
144 Σ  ad Ol. 4.11c quote Aetia I fr. 1.35-6 Massimilla (τριγλώχιν ὀλοῷ νῆσος ἐπ’ Ἐγκελάδῳ).  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.145  This 

would render Callimachus’ epinician elegy decisively un-Pindaric.146    

Nevertheless, there is some exiguous evidence that could indicate that comic 

elements were commoner in Simonides’ epinicians.147  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.148  Still, Σ ad Ar. Nu. 1355b which preserves the text does not make 

this explicit (τῇ πρὸς τὸ ζῷον κοινωνίᾳ τῆς λέξεως συνέπλεξε τὰς †κοινωνίας† ὁ 

ποιητὴς λέγων), 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 (ἐπέσκωψѱεν  εἰπών).  Here the humorous effect is 

caused by the representation of mules as daughters of horses.149  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.  
 
145 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. I fr. 1.21 Mass.; 12 ~ Dian. 
265; 48–9 ~ Aet. III fr. 149.21; 116–7 ~ Aet. III fr. 149.16–9; 179 –192 ~ Aet. III fr. 149.23-33).  It is 
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.   
146 For humour in Pindar see Kurz (1974) 5.  See especially Isthm. 4.67-73 with his analysis p.7-8. 
147 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. 
148 Bagordo (1992) points out instances of the same device in the poetry of Bacchylides (puns with 
the name of the laudandus): Ode 6 (Λάχων  Δ∆ιὸς / µεγίστου λάχε  φέρτατον πόδεσσι / κῦδος ἐπ’ 
Ἀλφεοῦ προχοαῖσ[ι ).  It is unlikely, though, that Bacchylides meant, or his audience understood, this 
in a comic way.    
149 One need only compare the praise of victories in the mule race in Pind. Ol. 4.1 and [Ol.] 5.3 to 
understand the difference in tone.  [Olympian] 5 calls the mule-cart ἀκαµαντόπους, an adjective 
Pindar used in Ol. 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 Κήυκος γάµος (frr. 263–9 M.–W.), which 

enjoyed considerable fame in fifth-century Athens and especially comedy.150  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 Aetia, the 

‘Sacrificium Lindium’ (frr. 24–5 Massimila]) and more importantly ‘Thiodamas 

Dryops’ (frr. 26–7 Massimila])151, and in his Hymn to Artemis (145-61).152  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. 
151 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.  σκῶλος in fr. 149.13 Massimilla could 
allude to fr. 26.1 Massimilla (σκῶλος ἐπεί µιν ἔτυψѱε ποδὸς θѳέναρ); cf. Lloyd-Jones–Parsons ad SH 
259.13.  
152 Dian. 159-161 (παύσατ’ ἀδηφαγίης · ἔτι οἱ πάρα νηδὺς ἐκείνη, / τῆι ποτ’ ἀροτριόωντι συνήντετο 
ΘѲειοδάµαντι) 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 
θѳεοὶ δ’ ἐπὶ πάντες ἐκείνωι / ἄλληκτον γελόωσι), although Homeric in its provenance (Il. 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 Πενθѳερά (fr. 13 Hordern) with Hordern’s (2004) 
note ad loc.  Fowler (1982) 47 considers ll. 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 Maehler).  More specifically he has 

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

148.23 Massimilla (ὄφρα κε̣π̣ι̣ω̣.[]⌊ω σε πάλιν πυρὶ  δ[ε�]ῖ[πνον), which could 

recall, he argues, fr. 168b.2 Maehler (δοιὰ βοῶν / θѳερµὰ πρὸς ἀνθѳρακιὰν / στέψѱαν, 

πυρὶ δεῖπνον153 / σώµατα).  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 l. 23 

Molorcus probably says to Heracles: ‘I do not have wood (=πυρὶ δ[ε�]ῖ[πνον) 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 ἀδηφαγία (cf. Call. Dian. 160)154 

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, Ion’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: καὶ µετὰ ταῦτα ὁ Λεπρεὺς Ἡρακλεῖ ἐρίζει δίσκῳ καὶ ὕδατος ἀντλήσει καὶ  

ὅστις  ἀναλώσει  θѳᾶττον  ταῦρον , καὶ λείπεται πάντα. εἶτα θѳωρηχθѳεὶς προκαλεῖται 

Ἡρακλέα καὶ θѳνῄσκει ἐν τῇ µάχῃ (Athen. 10.411C–412B).  Fr. 168 (b), then, could 

 
153 This is Lehnus’ emendation for the nonsensical reading (ὑπνόων τε) of Athenaeus’ manuscripts.  
Snell’s reading (πυρὶ δ’ ὤπτων) disturbs the syntax by introducing abruptly a second verb.  In 
Lehnus’ (1981: 251-2) text πυρὶ δεῖπνον is in apposition to δοιὰ βοῶν.  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.        
154 In the Hymn to Artemis ἀδηφαγίη 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 is 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 Aetia. 155    

 
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. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PHorak 4: Callimachus’ most recent lost poem 
 
 
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 
 
 

           ][ 

           ]ενωι 

       ]〚υ ̣〛 

       ] 

5        π]ερὶ τὴν 

       ]δ ̣’ αυ ̣̓το ̣̀ν 

       ]ε̣〚〛 

            Με]ϲ̣ϲηνίαϲ̣ 

            ἐτε]θ̣ѳή̣πεα διὰ του[ 

10                 ] 

      Πελο]π̣οννη ́σωι 
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         ]ϲ̣ Ἡρακλείδαιϲ[ 

  Πέλο]π̣οϲ̣ νῆϲον  [ 

           ]χ ̣ρηϲαµε ́νοιϲ 

15               ] γ̣ωι έ̓τυχε 

          ]αιρουϲ επι 

       ί̔π]π̣ου ο ̓χου ́µενοϲ 

            ]πεντάθѳλων 

          π]ένταθѳλοι 

20                                             ]ἀ̣γωνίαϲ 

            ]υ ̣ Τα̣ρα̣ξίππο ̣[υ 
 
 

1-21 = PSI inv. 3191 verso (= PHorak 4) col. I fr. A ∥ 3 in ras. fort. τ ̣ο ̣ι ̣ο ̣υ ̣́τ ̣ο ̣υ ̣ Menci, sscr. ταυ ̓τ ̣ο ̣υ ͂ ∥ 7 

in ras. sscr. δ ̣ε ̀ του ̣͂ : fort. ο ̣ἱ ̣ δ ̣ὲ τοῦ ̣ Menci ∥ 8 suppl. Menci ∥ 9 suppl. Menci  δια ̀ του ͂- ‌| ‌‌‌‌‌[το potius 

quam δι’ αυ ̓του ͂ Menci ∥ 11 suppl. Menci ∥ 13 Πέλοπ]ον ante corr., suppl. Menci ∥ 14 ]ορηϲαµενοιϲ 

post corr. Π ∥ 16 κατὰ] κ ̣αιρου ́ϲ coni. Menci ∥ 17 suppl. Menci ∥ 19 suppl. Menci ∥ 21 το]ῦ ̣  suppl. 

D’Alessio   

 
 

fr. 2 
 

 
            ]ον[ 

      ] 

      ]ι̣λη 

                                              ][ ]ων ϲ̣ 

5                                                     ]Πτολεµα[ί]ω‹ι› παρ ̣[ 

      ]παλαιε ́ 

   ]η ̔ ́µιϲυ  δ’  Ἀϲϲυ ́ρ[ι  

   ]ον παρο ητρ ̣[ 
 

                                                                                                    δεεν[ 

10                                                     ]νκι[             ] 

                                                                                   ]α̣ϲ̣τρ[           ][   ] 

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

incertum est ∥ 3 κ]ο ̣ί ̣̣λη Menci ∥ 4 Ἀντιό]χ ̣ω<ι> dubitanter Menci ∥ 5 vel παφ ̣[ ∥ 6 ἐ]πα ́λαιε vix 
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probabile ∥ 7 Πε ́ρϲ]η ̣ν ̣ η ̔́µισυ δ’ Ἀϲϲυ ́ρ[ιον Menci; hunc enim versum eundem esse atque fr. 506 Pf. 

ἥµισυ µε ̀ν  Πέρσαι†, ἥµισυ δ’ Ἀσσὺριοι. ubi potius de accusativo singulari Πέρσην scribendo quam 

nominativo plurali Πέρσαι cogitat; vide nunc Et. Gen. A 1304 ed. Lasserre et Livadaras ∥ 8  πα ́ροχ ̣ο ̣ν ̣ 

vel παρ’ ὄχ ̣ο ̣ν ̣ µ ̣ητρ ̣[ὸς vel µ ̣ητρ ̣[ῶιον Menci ∥ 10 α ̣̓νκι ́[στροι]ϲ̣ = α ̣̓γκι ́[στροι]ϲ Menci ∥ 11 de α ̣̓́ϲ̣τρ[ον 

cogitavit Menci 

 
 
 
 

fr. 3 
 

 [   ]ει ́τ[ ]ϲ       αλ[± 7  

 [   ]λυβδα ̣ινα        [   

 [το ̀] µε ́λαν  δρυο ̀ ϲ    [   

 [Ἰά]ων      ποταµὸϲ [±4  

 5                                                                  [Π]ῖϲα        χωρι ́ον  τ ̣ῆ̣[ϲ Ἤλιδοϲ ἀπο ̀ 

Πί-‌‌|] 

 

            ϲο ̣υ  βασιλε ́ωϲ ο ̣̔́ϲ̣τ ̣ι̣ϲ̣[   

 [α ̓]µ ̣φιµ ̣[α ́ ϲ]α ̣ ϲθѳε     περι[  

 [ο ̓]παϲϲ[α ́]µ ̣ενοϲ      περι[  

 [χ ̣]λωρο ̣ ́[ν]         νέον       [         

 10                                                ε ̓ ́πιϲϲ ̣α ̣                έ̓κγονο ̣[ϲ  

 λαγο ́νι           ἐκ µετα̣φορ[ᾶϲ  

 α ̓ ́ζωϲτοϲ              ἀναϲεϲυρµ ̣[ένοϲ / η  

 ο ̓χη ́νη                ἱερο ̀ν ὀστου ̣͂[ν   

 α ̓νακλω ͂ν              ποταµο ̀ϲ [  

 15                                                 κο ́ ϲµοϲ                 διάκτωρ [  

 α ̓συ ́φηλον            ἀπαι ́δε[υτον  

 προχα ́νη            πρόφαϲιϲ  

 Ἔ ̣ν ̣να    πόλιϲ [  

 

1–18 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. II fr. A atramento nigriore scripta lemmata ∥ 1 [α ̓λ]ει ́τ[η]ϲ  

α ̓λ[ιτρο ́ν vel α ̓λ[οι ́την Menci ∥ 2 [κο]λυ ́βδαινα vel [µο]λυ ́βδαινα Menci ∥ 5–6 Ἤλιδος ἀπὸ Menci   

Ἀττά-|]λ ̣ο ̣υ ̣ coni. Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 ∥ 7 περιµ ̣[α ́σσετε vel. sim. Menci ∥ 8 περιπ ̣[οιη ́σαϲ 

Menci ∥ 10 ε ̓́γγονο ̣ϲ Π ∥ 11 µερα ̣φορ[ Π: correxit Menci ∥ 15 ἡ[γεµὼν dubitanter Menci ∥ 18 τ ̣[ῆϲ 

Menci: ε ̣̓ν ̣ [  D’Alessio         
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fr. 4  
 

                           ]ικε[  

                           ]         [  

                           ]ϲενε[  

                           ]καλε[  

 5                                                            ]νηϲ[  

                           ]ταµο[  

                           ]λαιϲ λ ̣[  

                           ]οϲε[  

 
 
1–8 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. II   primum versum suppletum ]Ϲ̣ικελ ̣[ι ́αϲ iungi posse cum 

versu ultimo fragmenti antecedentis ut legeretur Ἔ ̣ν ̣να πο ́λιϲ τη ̣͂ϲ̣ Ϲ̣ικελ ̣[ι ́αϲ putavit Menci; laciniae 

tamen fragmentorum recte non iungi posse videntur ∥ 1 ]Ϲ̣ικελ ̣[ι ́αϲ Menci: ]Ϲ̣ικελ ̣[ίαι D’Alessio ∥ 4 

]καλει ̣͂[ται dubitanter Menci ∥ 6 πο]ταµό[ϲ dubitanter Menci   

 

 
fr. 5 

 
 [ ]  [  

 ἀρετᾶ<ι>   [  ]  [  

 Ἠλ ̣εῖον         ϲυ [][  

 Πτε ́ριο[ν]       χωρι ́ον ̣ τῆϲ Μ̣[ηδι ́αϲ   

 5                                                                                 κ[α]ὶ̣ Περϲίδοϲ []η̣λ ̣̣εοϲ      

 κρο ́τ[ηµα      ]το ̀ έ̓λαϲµ ̣α̣ του ͂ [  

           τ[]ηϲ τοι̣α̣υ ́τηϲ̣ υ ̣̔́λ ̣η̣[ϲ  

 κροτει ́τ ̣ω ̣{ι}     ἐλα[υ]νέτω  [  

  [θѳ]α ̣µβαλ ̣ε ̣ ́ηϲ         πλ[η]κ ̣τ ̣ικῆ<ϲ> [  

 10                                                               χιραλε ́ο ̣ι         τρα[] και ̀ απ̣ο ̣[   

            και ̀ δι’ ἀϲφ ̣[α]λ ̣είαϲ εχο[  

 †[κ]α ̣τακορ ̣ρ ̣ηϲ†      ϲυ ̣[νε]χῶϲ ο ̓χλ ̣[ῶν   

 κα ́]ρφο[ϲ]    χο ́ρ[το]ϲ ά̓χυρο[ν 
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1–13 = PSI inv. 3191 v. (PHorak 4) col. II frr. D+E+F+G ∥ 2 Menci et D’Alessio ∥ 3 ϲυγ ̣γ ̣[ενει ́]αι  

Menci: εὐι ̣π ̣[π- dubitanter Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 ∥ 5 θѳ]η ̣́λ ̣εοϲ Menci ∥ 6 vel κρο ́τ[αλον   χ ̣[αλκου ͂ 

η ̓̀] Menci ∥ 7 τ]η ͂ϲ τοι ̣α ̣υ ́τηϲ υ ̣̔́λ ̣η ̣[ϲ Montanari ap. Bastianini p. 275: τ[αυ ́τ]ηϲ τοι ̣α ̣υ ́τηϲ̣ υ ̣̔́λ ̣η ̣[ϲ Menci, 

quod vix intellegitur ∥ 8 del. Menci ∥ 9 corr. D’Alessio: πλ[η]κ ̣τικη ́ Π: πλ[ηθѳυν]τ ̣ικη ͂ϲ̣ dubitanter 

Lehnus ap. Bastianini p. 275 ∥ 10 τρα[χεῖϲ] vel τρα[υ ́µα(τα)] Hunter ap. Bastianini p. 275: τρα ́[γοι] 

vel τρά[γον] Menci ∥ 11 ε ̓́χον ̣[τεϲ Menci ∥ 12 [κ]α ̣τακορ ̣ηϲ Π ante corr.:  [κ]α ̣τὰ κο ́ρ ̣ρ ̣ηϲ D’Alessio; 

vix tamen interpretamento congruit   ο ̓χλ ̣[ω ͂ν vel ο ̓χλ ̣[ηρο ́ϲ Menci      

 
 
 

fr. 6 incertae sedis 
 

 ]οϲϲ[  

 
fr. 6 =  PSI inv. 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).156  The recto of the papyrus contains a list of 

people, which has been dated on palaeographical grounds to the second half of the 

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

glossary, from the same period, on a Hellenistic text.157  There are seven major 

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

frustulum (fr. H).158  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. 
158 Fragments D,E,F and G belong together [=fr. 5 in our text].  The exact place of C [=fr. 4] remains 
unclear.  Fr. A [= frr. 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 

(]ή̔µισυ δʹ Ἀσσυ ́ρ[ι) preserves part of the second half of fr. 506 Pf. (ἥµισυ µὲν 

Πέρσαι†, ἥµισυ δ’ Ἀσσύριοι).  This line is transmitted along with fr. 505 Pf. (cf. 

Pfeiffer’s note ad loc.) under the name of Callimachus s.v. Ἀσσύριοι in the Et. gen. 

AB and a series of other etymological lexica (Sym. 1479, EM 1962, Et. Gud. (c) α 

1856).  Still, Pfeiffer challenged its authenticity because of the ‘un-Callimachean’ 

hiatus at the diaeresis of the pentameter.159  However, in their 1992 edition of the 

Etymologicum Genuinum Lasserre and Livadaras report that the manuscripts read 

ἥµισυ µὲν Πέρσην, ἥµισυ δ’ Ἀσσύριοι.  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 c. 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).   
159 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.160  The most remarkable case is προχάνη, rendered as 

πρόφασ[ις in fr. 3.17: as far as one can tell, it appears only twice in Greek poetry, in 

Callimachus (Cer. 73 αἰδόµενοι γονέες, προχάνα δ’ εὑρίσκετο πᾶσα, and Aetia ΙΙΙ fr. 

171 Massimilla ἄγραδε τῶι πάσηισιν ἐπὶ προχάνηισιν ἐφοίτα).161   

 

The genre of the lost text: 

The lost text, it would seem, was a poem composed by Callimachus in elegiac 

couplets.162  The lemmata of fr. 3 and 5, which are better preserved suggest poetic 

 
160 Hapax Homeric forms: (i) fr. 1.9 ἐτε]θѳ ̣ή ̣πεα (Od. 6.162), (ii) fr. 3.7 ἀ]µ ̣φιµ ̣[άσ]α ̣σθѳε (Od. 20.151), 
(iii) fr. 3.8 [ὀ]πασσ[ά]µ ̣ενος (Od. 10.59).  Rare or dialectical words: (i) fr. 3. 10 ἔπισσ ̣α ̣ (Hecataeus 
FGrHist 1 F 363; cf. Call. fr. 735 Pf.), (ii) fr. 3.16 ἀσύφηλον (Il. 9.647; 24.767).  Words used in a rare 
meaning: (i) fr. 3.12 ἄζωστος (cf. fr. 620a Pf,), (ii) fr. 3.11 λαγών (cf. fr. 552 Pf.), (iii) fr. 3.15 
κόσµος.  Hapax legomena: fr. 3.13 ὀχήνη.   
161 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 χαίνω, quoting as his source some unnamed scholiasts on Soph. Aj. 1227.  The same 
etymology is offered in Σ Il. 9.29a, which is usually taken to refer to Call. Cer. 73 (see Erbse ad 
loc.).     

(b) In Il. vol. 4 p. 63, 6ff. he connects it with προὔχοµαι quoting Soph. Ant. 80; Σ 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 Il. 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 χαίνω and προὔχοµαι; cf. Ellendt (1872) s. vv.  Although Σ Soph. Ant. 
80 quotes Callimachus, it does not do so at Aj. 1227.  Nevertheless, the Homeric scholium, which 
gives an etymology similar to Σ Aj. 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) 
xxviii-ix.  
162 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 [ ]?τακο?ης   συ[νε]χως οχ?[ which was tentatively 
restored by Menci as [κ]ατακορής συ[νε]χῶς οχ[.  Τhe 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 [κ]ατὰ κόρρης, which, however, does not agree with the gloss (cf. 
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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 Ταράξιππος 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. 2.163 

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 

(] Πτολεµα[ι]ω παρ ̣[).164  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.   
164 There is no sign of an iota adscript or subscript on the papyrus.  It is possible, although not very 
likely, that this was a Doric genitive (cf. Theoc. 15.22 βᾶµες τῶ βασιλῆος ἐς ἀφνειῶ Πτολεµαίω 
spoken by a Corinthian woman).  Πτολεµαίω as a genitive singular appears also in two Hellenistic 
inscriptions from Crete: IC III iv 4.10 and IC IV 181.10.  Although genitive singulars in -ω 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: Πτολεµαίω<ι> πάρ̣[α (?) 

(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.165  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 Πέρσην instead of 

Πέρσαι (ἥµισυ µὲν † Πέρσην, ἥµισυ δ’ Ἀσσύριοι).166  Nonetheless, it is not clear 

whether this was a name167 ‘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 (]ιλη) mentioned Κοίλη Συρία in the 

context of the Syrian Wars, either the second or, more probably, the third.168  

                                                
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.      
165 Fr 2.6 reads παλαιε.  If this is a vocative, a person (either the poet or someone else) addressed the 
deified monarch (cf. fr. 384.41 Pf. ε ̣ἱ ̣λ ̣άµεθѳα, Πτολεµαῖε, τεῆι…). One can also interpret the traces as 
an (un-)augmented imperfect of παλαίω ‘to wrestle’; cf. 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. IA. 1013; Plat. Rep. 362d8) as another 
possibility.  
166 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 Ἀσσύριον along with Bastianini (2002) 
272 and Menci ad loc., the singular could modify a noun like στρατόν (cf. [Eur]. Rhes. 429, 662 
ΘѲρῆικα … στρατόν).  
167 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 v s.v). 
168 For the history of this war, see Menci (2004) ad fr. B. 7 and Grainger (2010) 150–70.  
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This line, then, could refer to Seleucus II’s army.169   On the other hand, one 

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 ]ἄ̣σ ̣τρ[ον 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 (Astr. II 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 οf 

POxy. 1793 by Chiesa (2009) has shown that all frr. 385-391 Pf., including fr. 

388 Pf., derive from the same elegy, which would not have exceeded one 

hundred lines (Chiesa 2009: 228).170  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 νύµφα).  Finally, fr. 

 
169 In the Et. gen AB s.v. Ἀσσύριος  fr. 506 is quoted along with fr. 505 Pf. (ἡ µὲν ἀπ’ Ἀσσυρίων 
ἡµεδαπὴ στρατίη), but one cannot tell whether both lines derive from the same poem.  Both lines are 
quoted in the discussion of the etymology of Ἀσσύριος.  The gloss offers two different etymologies.  
The first, attributed to Epaphroditus (second part of the 1st cent. CE; cf. Pfeiffer ad Aet. frr.  52-3 and 
(1949) ii. p. xxviii), derived Ἀσσύριος from the proper name Assaracus. The second suggests a- 
privative plus Σύρος and explains ‘that the inhabitants of Pontos are so called, because they are no 
longer Syrians’.  Σ Aesch. Pers. 84 reports οἱ γὰρ Πέρσαι τὸ πρότερον Ἀσσύριοι ἐκαλοῦντο.  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. (πρι ̀ν ̣ ἀ̣σ ̣τ ̣έ̣[ρι τ]ῶι Βερενι ́κης ), 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 VS and VB and attests to his ever 

increasing engagement with epinician poetry in the last years of his life.171      

  

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 (Πελο]π̣οννήσωι) and then in line 13 as Πέλο]π̣ος̣ νῆσον.  The latter 

could derive directly from Callimachus’ text (cf. e.g. Cypria fr. 15.4 Bernabé; 

Tyrtaeus 2.15 W2; Alcaeus fr. 34a.1 Liberman; Ion fr. 24.3 Snell), or could be the 

scholiast’s etymology of Πελοπόννησος, perhaps so as to account for the mention of 

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

 
171 For the possibility that the lost text was part of the Aetia see D’Alessio (2007) 799 n. 18. 
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the land from Ἀπία to Πελοπόννησος occasioned by the arrival of Pelops and his 

rivalry with Oenomaus, the king of Elis (cf. Stephanus of Byzantium s.v. 

Πελοπόννησος [pp. 515-6 Meineke] ἐπὶ δὲ Πέλοπος [τοῦ τὸν Οἰνόµαον νικήσαντος] 

Πελοπόννησος [ἔσχε τοῦτο τὸ κύριον ὄνοµα]).172  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. Ol. 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.  

Ol. 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 (]υ ̣ 

Τα̣ρα̣ξίππο̣[υ).  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).173    

Line 12 mentions the descendants of Heracles, the Heraclids (Ἡρακλείδαις).  

This has rightly been connected with line 9 which mentions Messene (Με]σ ̣σηνίαϲ̣).  

According to the myth (Euripides’ Τηµενίδαι or Τήµενος 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 

 
172 Suidas (κ 221.20-1 Adler) attributes to Callimachus a treatise on Κτίσεις νήσων καὶ πόλεων καὶ 
µετονοµασίαι.  One could get an idea of how this could have worked in the lost poem from Aet. III 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 

(]χ ̣ρησαµένοις) and 17 (ἵπ]π̣ου ὀχούµενος) 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.174  

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 Ol. 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.175   There Heracles is explicitly said to be 

the first to set the games near the pre-existing tomb of Pelops (24-5: ἀγῶνα δ’ 

ἐξαίρετον ἀεῖσαι θѳέµιτες ὦρσαν / Δ∆ιός, ὃν ἀρχαίῳ σάµατι  πὰρ  Πέλοπος  / †βωµῷ 

 
174 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 
F 1).   
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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ἑξάριθѳµον ἐκτίσσατο).176  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).177   

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

18-9 mention the pentathlon or pentathletes (πεντάθѳλων; (π]ένταθѳλοι),178 (ii) l. 20 a 

race (ἀ̣γωνίας),179 and (iii) l. 21 Taraxippus (Τα̣ρα̣ξίππο̣[υ).  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.180  

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.   
177 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 πεντάεθѳλον (cf. Pind. Ol. 13.30; Nem. 7. 8; 
Bacch. 9.26) or, less likely, the rare Pindaric form πενταέθѳλιον (Pyth. 8.66; Isthm. 1.26 is Boeckh’s 
emendation for the unmetrical πένταθѳλον of the Vat. gr. 1312 and Laur. 32,52).  The only case of the 
form πένταθѳλον used in poetry is the spurious Soph. El. 691, probably a late interpolation; see 
Finglass (2007) and Jebb (1894) ad loc.   
179 ἀγωνία 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. Iambus 8 (fr. 198 Pf.): Callimachus narrated how the Argonauts competed on Aegina.  In this 
way, he provided the origin of the event (δίαυλος ἀµφορίτης), in which Polycles, the addressee, had 
scored his victory.       
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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 περὶ 

ἀγώνων (fr. 403 Pf.), could have known and used any one of them in his lost 

poem.181     

(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. Σ Pind. Ol. 4.32a-c).182  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 ὁπλίτης δρόµος 

in the same games.  The scholia ad Ol. 4.32a quote a line from an unnamed poem of 

Callimachus (fr.  668 Pf. Ἐργῖνος †Κλυµένου† ἔξοχος ἐν σταδίῳ), a sign that 

Callimachus knew the myth and could have reworked Pindaric material in one of 

his poems.183  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 

 
181 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. 
182 The ancient scholia considered these as funerary games either in honour of Hypsipyle’s deceased 
father, Thoas (Σ 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. Σ 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: οὐ γὰρ ἦν πεντ<αέ>θѳλιον, ἀλλ’ ἐφ’ ἑκάστῳ / ἔργµατι κεῖτο 

τέλος.  For a moment the comparison between the laudandus and the two heroes 

gets out of focus as Castor and Iolaus 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).  Σ Isthm. 1.30b suggests that Pindar was ‘revising’ the myth about the Ἆθѳλα 

ἐπὶ Πελίαι. 

 (c) Perseus: The story, preserved in Σ 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: τό<τε> δὲ πένταθѳλον οὐκ ἦν, ἀλλὰ ἕνα ἕκαστον τῶν ἄθѳλων 

ἤθѳλουν.  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 Games184 or to 

the victory celebrated by Callimachus and so signal the rounding-off of the 

digression.   

Finally, some comments on sοme possible traces of the poet’s technique 

which fr. 1.9 (]η̣πεα δια του[ ) could impart.  Menci has suggested that η̣πεα in line 

9 could be the ending of the Homeric pluperfect ἐτεθѳήπεα (found only in Od.  6.166 

ὣς δ’ αὔτως καὶ κεῖνο ἰδὼν  ἐτεθѳήπεα  θѳυµῷ ; cf. Hesychius s.v. (ε 6522) 

ἐ τ ε θѳ ήπ ε α · ἐξεπλάγην, ἐθѳαύµασα, 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 (ἐτεθѳήπεα διὰ [?]).  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 (Ol. 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 Σ 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: 

[Ἰά]ων ποταµός  

[Π]ῖσα χωρίον τ ̣ῆ̣[ς Ἤλιδος ἀπὸ Πί] 

-]σο ̣υ βασιλέως [     

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.185  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 (Ἔ ̣ν ̣ν ̣α πόλις).   

Lines 4186 and 14 (ἀνακλῶν ποταµός) 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. / P i s a  mihi patria est et 
ab E l i d e  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), Iaon is a distinct Arcadian river.  The identification of the two rivers goes back to an 
unconvincing suggestion of Müller (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 Iaon 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 ἴον with the Ἰωνιάδες Nymphs, who, in turn, are 
connected with Ἴων 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 Β 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; Σ ad 

Pind. Nem. 1.3), of Artemis herself, Alpheius chased her from Elis to Ortygia 

(Pausanias 5.7.2; Σ ad Pind. Nem. 1.1a) where she was transformed into a spring in 

order to escape the embraces of the river-god.187   

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.188  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.  Σ  Pyth. 2.12a-b and Nem. 1.2b).189  The narrative 

provided by the scholia is meant to account for the cultic connection of Artemis 

with Alpheius in Olympia (διὰ τοῦτο δὲ καὶ τὴν Ἄρτεµιν  Ἀλφειώαν 

προσαγορεύεσθѳαι· καὶ ἐν Ὀλυµπίᾳ δὲ ὁ Ἀλφειὸς τῇ Ἀρτέµιδι συναφίδρυται).  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 θѳαυµάτων τῶν εἰς ἅπασαν τὴν γῆν κατὰ τόπους ὄντων 
συναγωγή (frr. 407-11 Pf.).  Antigonus explicitly mentions Pindar as one of the sources for this tale 
(Ἀρέθѳουσαν δὲ τὴν ἐν Συρακούσαις, (ὥσπερ οἱ λοιποί φασιν καὶ Πίνδαρος), τὴν πηγὴν ἔχειν ἐκ τοῦ κατὰ 
τὴν Ἠλείαν Ἀλφειοῦ), it is probable, then, that Callimachus himself mentioned Pindar’s Nemean 1 as 
his source.               
188Antigonus (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 Ὀλυµπιακὴ 
φιάλη and the blood of the sacrificial victims travelling from Elis to Ortygia through the stream of 
Alpheus.  Σ Theocr. 1.117 attributes the former to Ibycus (PMGF 323), who dealt with it 
perfunctorily (παριστορῶν) 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.190  

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 

companion and an eyewitness to her abduction.191  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; Σ ad Nem. 1.2b) 

– especially if the poem celebrated an Olympic victory in Olympia.192       

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 (]νκι[       

 
190 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 Ol. 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 Maehler) could suggest that Pindar had composed a hymn to Persephone that 
may have told of the rape; see also Bowra (1964) 51.      
191 The connection appears already in the h.Cer. 424 (Παλλάς τ’ ἐγρεµάχη καὶ Ἄρτεµις ἰοχέαιρα); 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.  Bömer (1976) ad 375. 
192 For Artemis’ role in epinician context compare Pind. Pyth. 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 ἄγκιστρον 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.  

3.193   

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 5.194  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. 3.195   

It is not clear whether in the ensuing lines the story remains the same.  One 

could get some snapshots from the following lines:   

(a) Line 7 ([ ]φι[  ]α̣σθѳε   περι[), restored by Menci as the plural imperative 

ἀµ ̣φιµ ̣[άσ]α̣σθѳε,196 suggests that a person is addressing a group of people ordering 

them to purify or bathe themselves.197  

 
193 [  ]λυβδα ̣ινα in l. 2 has been supplemented as [κο]λύβδα ̣ινα ‘a kind of oyster’ (Ath. 3.105c) or 
[µο]λύβδα ̣ινα ‘τὸ ἄγκιστρον παρ’ Ὁµήρῳ. καὶ µολυβδίνη’ (Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, µ 1369.18-9).  
[τὸ] µέλαν δρυός in l. 3 could refer (i) to a kind of tuna fish (Montanari ap. Bastianini (2002) 275), 
(ii)  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. τ 
1107; Photius µ 244) or (iii) to a type of black oak tree (Theophr. Hist. pl. 1. 6. 2; Eustathius De 
emendanda vita monachica 101).   
194 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 Bömer (1976) 351, who considers 
Arethusa an Ovidian feature.    
195 The following elements would suggest Ptolemaic interest in Demeter and her cult: (i) Philicus’ 
hymn to Demeter (676-680 SH); (ii) Callimachus’ Hymn to Demeter; (iii) in Callimachus’ Ἐκθѳέωσις 
Ἀρσινόης (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. 
196 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 ἔπισσ ̣α̣: ἔγγονο̣[ς) 

raised her dress above her knees (ll. 11-2 λαγο ́νι: ἐκ µετα̣φορᾶς / ἄζωστος: 

ἀνασεσυρµ ̣[ένος /η) and entered the water of the river up to her waist (l. 13 ὀχήνη 

ἱερὸν ὀστοῦ ̣[ν).  Line 10 implies that the poet elaborated upon the genealogy of a 

feminine personage. 

(c) On the other hand, lines 8 ([ὀ]πασσ[ά]µ ̣ενος  περιπ ̣[οιήσας), 15 (κόσµος 

διάκτωρ), and 16 (ἀσύφηλον ἀπαίδευτον) 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 l. 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 [χ ̣]λωρό̣[ν] 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  

                                                
197 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 Bömer ad loc.) or maidens participating in some rite or athletic contest.  Σ Ψ Call. 
Dian. 14 explains ἀζώστους as µὴ διαπαρθѳενευµένας.  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.198  The mention of Pterion, a town in Media (l. 4 Πτερίο[ν] χωρι ́ον τ ̣ῆς 

Μ[ηδι ́ας), 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 (κρό[τηµα]) and 8 (κροτείτω̣{ι}) are ambiguous.  

The imperative in line 8 could describe the noise produced by a religious band using 

κρόταλα ‘rattles’.199  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 (ἠλ ̣εῖον) 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.).200  Nevertheless, the 

imperative would cause awkwardness, unless the poet or someone else admonished 

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

 
198 ἀρετά in l. 2, although suitable for an athletic or military context, would hardly agree with the 
Ionic dialect that we observe in other cases (cf. ὀχήνη fr. 3.13).  One should, therefore, opt for the 
verbal form ἀρετᾶι found before in Hom. Od. 8.329 (οὐκ ἀρετᾷ κακὰ ἔργα); cf. D’Alessio (2004) 799 
n. 19.     
199 Another imperative is found in fr. 3.7 ([ἀ]µ ̣φιµ ̣[α ́σ]α ̣σθѳε), where one may see the activities of a 
group of maidens (see also n. 196 above).  The mention of Pteria in ll. 5-6, however, discourages one 
from connecting the two scenes.  κροτέω is regularly used to describe the noise produced during cult 
ceremonies, Pind. Pae. 6.18 [= D6 Rutherford] (µελπ[ό]µεναι / ποδὶ κροτέο[ντι γᾶν θѳο]ῶι); Eur.  
Bacch.  188 (θѳύρσωι κροτῶν γῆν).   
200 Homeric poetry offers the only example of this use; Il. 15.453 (ὑπερώησαν δέ οἱ ἵπποι / κείν’ ὄχεα 
κροτέοντες) and h.Ap. 234.  Cf.  Ebeling s.v. ‘magno cum crepitu trahunt.’ 
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LSJ9 s.v. II. 2).201  κρότηµα is found before Callimachus only in a figurative 

meaning: twice in tragedy for Odysseus (Soph. fr. 913 Radt πάνσοφον κρότηµα, 

Λαέρτου γόνος; [Eur.] Rhes. 499 ἔστι δ’ αἱµυλώτατον / κρότηµ’ Ὀδυσσεύς).202   The 

context does not seem to allow for this meaning.  The gloss (τὸ ἔλασµ ̣α̣ τοῦ [) 

suggests ‘an item wrought with the hammer’ (LSJ9 s.v.); this could refer to a 

κρόταλον used in some rite (cf.  Hesych. κ 4205 κ ρ ό τ α λ ο ν · περίτριµµα. κρότηµα) 

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

Some final points: 

(a) The lemma in l. 9 ([θѳ]α̣µβαλ ̣έ̣ης) was rendered in the gloss in the feminine 

gender as πλ[η]κ ̣τ ̣ική<ϲ>: one could suppose that the victor was a woman 

(Berenice II ?), unless this refers still to the mythological part (Arethusa, 

Persephone ?).   

(b) χιραλέο̣ι ‘with chapped feet’ (cf. also Hesych. s.v. χ 485 τοὺς πόδας 

κατειργασµένους)  in l. 10 could refer to the horses that drove the chariots in the 

race (cf. Hunter ap. Bastianini (2002)).  κάρφος in l. 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 

 
201 Both uses of the imperative are found in Pindar’s epinicians; see Hummel (1993) 259 ‘l’ordre 
peut être adressé […] au chœur (Isthm. 8.1-4), à l’auditoire (Pyth. 6.1)’.  Isthm. 8.1-4 (ἰὼν 
ἀνεγειρέτω κῶµον) is closer to our grammatical form (3rd 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 Σ Theoc. 15.48-50c-d:  ἡ δὲ µεταφορὰ ἀπὸ τοῦ κεκροτηµένου χαλκοῦ.  Cf.  Hesych. (κ 4209); Long 
(1968) 115-6; Σ [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 œuvre 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 Iambus 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 VS 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.  ἐτε]θ̣ѳή̣πεα 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 ἀνὴρ έ̓κπαγλος; 80 θѳαητοῖσι γυίοις; 95 τάφε … 

παπται ́νων; Achilles Nem. 3.50 (το ̀ν ἐθѳάµβεον)), 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.203  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.204  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 
 
203 The wealth of mythological details that PHorak 4 demonstrates is comparable to the VB (esp. fr. 
143 Massimilla) – the VS stands out in its dearth of mythological material.     
204 Cf. e.g. Σ Nem. 1.49c (ὅπερ αἰτιώτατον τῆς παρεκβάσεως), Nem. 7.76 (βούλεται ἤδη λῆξαι τῆς 
περὶ Νεοπτόλεµον παρεκβάσεως).  Similarly also for Ibycus (Σ Theoc. 1.117a παριστορῶν) and  
Simonides (Σ ad Nem. 4.60b καὶ κεῖνος παρεκβάσεσι χρῆσθѳαι εἴωθѳε). 
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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 (θѳέλοντι … καὶ 

µὰν Ἡρακλειδᾶν ἔκγονοι … αἰεὶ µένειν τεθѳµοῖσιν ἐν Αἰγιµιοῦ / Δ∆ωριεῖς) 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)205 

 

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.206  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?]).    
 
205 I 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.207  But this is only 

one side of the coin. Posidippus established himself in a genre with a great 

inscriptional tradition behind it.208  When Posidippus came to composing epigrams, 

he found a rich epigraphical tradition and practice, which contained various 

standard topoi 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 epigrams209 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.  

 
207 See e.g. Smith (2004) 106 on the Lithika, Kosmetatou (2004) 210-1 on the Andriantopoiika and 
Sider (2004) on the Oionoskopika.       
208 Cf. Lelli (2004) 89 for the usus and tradizione epigrafica in Posidippus’ epigrams. 
209 Throughout this chapter I follow Köhnken (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 6th 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,210 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.).211  All these were 

 
210 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.   

 

(a) δαπάνη  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:  

ἅρµ ̣[ατι     ±11     ] τελέωι τρὶς Ὀ ̣[λύµ]π̣ι̣α νικῶ 
  Εὐ[     ±13     ο]ὐ ̣κ  ὀλίγαι  δαπ ̣[άνα]ι  
α[       ±15       ] κ ̣οµιδᾶς [][ 
  ε ̣ ἴ  γ ̣ ’  ἀ ̣[ρ]κ ̣ε ̣ῖ  δόξαι , λείπεται οὐ[δ]ὲν ἐµοί 

Posidippus is reworking a traditional or generic motif of lyric epinicians.  The same 

term (δαπάνη) appears already in Pindar (Isthm. 4.47) in conjunction with horse 

racing:  

οὐδὲ παναγυρίων ξυνᾶν ἀπεῖχον  
καµπύλον δίφρον, Πανελλά- 
  νεσσι δ’ ἐριζόµενοι δαπάνᾳ  χαῖρον  ἵππων . 

The Cleonymids, the laudandus’ ancestors, participated in the chariot race at pan-

Hellenic games without minding the expense.  The emphasis on δαπάνη 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: 

εἰ γάρ τις ἀνθѳρώπων δαπάνᾳ  τε χαρείς  (10) 
καὶ πόνῳ  πράσσει θѳεοδµάτους ἀρετάς  
σύν τέ οἱ δαίµων φυτεύει δόξαν  ἐπήρατον, ἐ- 
  σχατιαῖς ἤδη πρὸς ὄλβου    (12) 
βάλλετ’ ἄγκυραν θѳεότιµος  ἐών 

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’ (olbos).  

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 δαπάνη acquires in his epinician discourse.212  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 (ε ̣ ἴ  γ ̣ ’  ἀ ̣[ρ]κ ̣ε ̣ῖ  δόξαι), seems to equate the victor’s expenses 

with the kleos he has won (λείπεται οὐ[δ]ὲν ἐµοί):213 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 Ol. 5.15, Isthm. 1.42, 5.5.  On δαπάνα 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.  
213 I 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, I 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. Köhnken 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. Hölscher 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 
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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 

royal lady.214  At the same time, the mention of venerable dynastic families 

(Scopads, Iamids, 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.215     

The collection opens with an epigram (AB 71) that celebrates the victory of 

a Thessalian laudandus: 

οὗτος ὁ µουνοκέλης Αἴθѳων ἐµὸς ἵ ̣[ππος ἐνίκα] 
  κἀγὼ τὴν αὐτὴν Πυθѳιάδα στ ̣[άδιον·] 
δὶς δ’ ἀνεκηρύχθѳην Ἱππόστρ[ατος] ἀ̣θѳλοφ̣[όρος τ’] ἦ̣ν 
  ἵππος ὁµοῦ κἀγώ, πότνια ΘѲεσσαλία. 

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).216  

However, Hellenistic poetry repeatedly associates Simonides alone with Thessaly 

(Theoc. 16.44-45 and Call. Aetia III 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. 
216  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 Maehler 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 µουνοκέλης (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 5th cent. BCE)217  

  σόν ποτε νικήσας, Ζεῦ Ὀλύµπιε, σεµνὸν ἀγῶνα 
    τεθѳρίππῳ µὲν ἅπαξ, µουνοκέλητι  δὲ δίς, (5) 
  δῶρ’ Ἱέρων τάδε σοι ἐχαρίσσατο· παῖς δ’ ἀνέθѳηκε 
    Δ∆εινοµένης πατρὸς µνῆµα Συρακοσίου.  

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 ἀθѳλοφόρος, a common designation for horses in agonistic 

epigrams and poetry (e.g. Il. 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; Ol. 7.7).218  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.   

εὐθѳὺς ἀπὸ γραµµῆς ἐν Ὀλυµπίαι ἔτρεχον οὕτω 
  κέντρα καὶ ἐξώ̣[σεις οὐδ’ ἐπιδεξά]µενος, 
ἁδὺ βάρος ταχυ[τᾶτι  ἐστ]εφάνωσαν 

 
217 Cf. Ebert (1972) 71–73 and Moggi and Osanna (2003) ad loc. 
218 Outside Pindaric poetry whenever it is used for people, ἀεθѳλοφόρος usually refers to Polydeuces 
(cf. Hesiod fr. 23a. 39; 198.8; 199.1 M.–W.; Cypria fr. 15.6 Bernabé).   
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  θѳαλλῶι Τρυγαῖ ̣[ον ][][ο]υ. 

In its self-representation the horse puts the emphasis on the way in which it 

competed (2 κέντρα καὶ ἐξώ̣[σεις οὐδ’ ἐπιδεξά]µενος): 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 κέλης race at the Olympic Games of 476 BCE (Ol. 1.17–23): 

ἀλλὰ Δ∆ω- 
  ρίαν ἀπὸ φόρµιγγα πασσάλου (17) 
λάµβαν’, εἴ τί τοι Πίσας τε καὶ Φερενίκου χάρις  
νόον ὑπὸ γλυκυτάταις ἔθѳηκε φροντίσιν, 
ὅτε παρ’ Ἀλφεῷ σύτο  δέµας   (20) 
ἀκέντητον  ἐν  δρόµοισι  παρέχων ,  
   κράτει δὲ προσέµειξε δεσπόταν, 
Συρακόσιον ἱπποχάρ-  
  µαν βασιλῆα· 

Pindar’s description of the victorious race focuses on the adjective ἀκέντητον.  This 

implies the horse’s determination to win the victory for his master.  Posidippus’ 

κέντρα καὶ ἐξώ̣[σεις harks back to Pindar’s description.219  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.220  So there appears an overt intertextual 

 
219 For the contrary idea see ‘Parmenon’ AP 13.18.2 [= FGE 1] κεντροραγής	
  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 AP 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 



 

 

122 

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.221  

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.   

ΘѲεσσαλὸς ὀξ̣[ύταθѳ’] ἵππος Ὀλύµπια µουνοκέλης τρὶς 
  νικῶν ἄγ[κειτ]α̣ι µνῆµ’ ἱερὸν Σκοπάδαις 
πρῶτος κ ̣[αὶ µ]όνος οὗτος· ἐλέγχετε, τρὶς γὰρ ἐνίκων 
[    ἐπ’ Ἀλ]φ ̣ειῶι, µάρτυρες Ἰαµίδαι. 

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 Maehler) had given Asclepiades and Posidippus an insight into his less 
‘serious’ side.    
221 νεµεοδροµέων in AB 72. 3 seems to have been modelled on Bacchylides’ θѳοάς τ’ 
Ὀ[λυµ]πιοδρόµους  Ἱέρωνος ἵππ[ο]υς  (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 (Ol. 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 Iamids.  The mention of them is related to their official 

function in Olympia.  It is reasonable to assume that the mention of the Iamids 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 Iamos 

the clan’s forefather (24-5 ἵκωµαί τε πρὸς ἀνδρῶν / καὶ γένος), because Hagesias, 

the laudandus, is his descendant (5 βωµῶι τε µαντείωι ταµίας Δ∆ιὸς ἐν Πίσαι; 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 ἵκοντο δ’ ὑψѱηλοῖο πέτραν ἀλίβατον Κρονίου / ἔνθѳα οἱ ὤπασε 

θѳησαυρὸν δίδυµον / µαντοσύνας, τόκα µὲν φωνὰν  ἀκούειν ψѱευδέων  ἄγνωτον; 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 

poets.222  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 Σ ad Nem. 7.103 notes that Σκοπάδας καὶ Ἀλευάδας εἴωθѳε Πίνδαρος καλεῖν τοὺς ΘѲεσσαλούς, so 
Posidippus could have followed Pindaric practice here and used it with the special meaning 
‘Thessalians’.      
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both Pindar and Bacchylides.223  Τhe names of both ancient clans, the Iamids 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 καὶ οὐ κατέλυσα παλαιᾶϲ / δόξ̣α̣ϲ̣ [εἰν] 

ἵπποιϲ πατρίδα ΘѲεσσαλίαν).  The locution παλαιᾶϲ δόξ̣α̣ϲ̣ suggests a tone of proud 

self-proclamation similar to that of Berenice in AB 78.2 (δόξα παλαιόγονοϲ), a 

possible sign of the rivalry between Thessalian victors and the Ptolemies.  ΑΒ 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. 

 
223 Still 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.224  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).225  Differently, though, from 

epinician conventions the laudanda is said to surpass the statue of the mythical 

example (3-4 ὧι τὸ Κυνίσκαϲ / ἐν Ϲπά̣[ρ]ται χρόνιον κῦδοϲ ἀφειλόµεθѳα): 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 παρθѳένον ἀγροτέραν; cf. Ἄρτεµις ἀγροτέρη 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.226  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. 
225 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 Königin 
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.  Fränkel (1975) 445–6.  See also Ahlert (1942) 6–9 and especially 8 n. 1 who reminds us that 
εὐ ώλενος, which Pindar used for Cyrene (Pyth. 9.17) is a ‘männliches 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 εὐώλενος	
   see also 
Köhnken (1985) 99.  
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she never returns to her pre-marital wild existence.227  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 Ζηνί τε κα⌊ὶ Νεµέηι τι χαρίσιον ἕδνον  

ὀφείλω,⌋ / νύµφα , κα[σιγνή]τ ̣ων ἱερὸν αἷµα θѳεῶν).  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).228  In 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 ἰοχέαιρα παρθѳένος), 

her virginity and her masculine characteristics are the credentials for her 

introduction to the male-dominated epinician world229 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 h.Ven. [6] 15-8).230   

 
227 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) 39–40 
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. 
229 See Ahlert (1942) 20–2.  
230 Eroticism is inherent in the representation of the victors (e.g. Pindar Ol. 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 



 

 

127 

(c) 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).231  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 κέλης-race, is a 

characteristic example of description:   

τοῦ πώλου θѳηεῖσθѳε τὸ λιπαρές, ὡς πνόον ἕλκει 
  παντὶ τύπωι καὶ πᾶς ἐκ λαγόνων τέταται 
ὡς νεµεοδροµέων· Μολύκωι δ’ ἤνεγκε σέλινα 
  νικήσας ἄκρωι νεύµατι καὶ κεφαλῆι. 

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.232  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 διήρχετο κύκλον ὅσσᾳ βοᾷ, / ὡραῖος  ἐὼν καὶ καλὸς  κάλλιστά τε ῥέξαις, Pyth. 9.96–

100 πλεῖστα νικάσαντά σε καὶ τελεταῖς / ὡρίαις ἐν Παλλάδος εἶδον ἄφωνοί θѳ’ ὡς 

ἕκασται φίλτατον / παρθѳενικαὶ πόσιν ἤ / υἱὸν εὔχοντ’, ὦ Τελεσίκρατες, ἔµµεν).233  AB 

                                                
an account of her military exploits; cf.  Hyg., Astr. II 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).  
231 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. Σ Pind. Isthm. 4.77b-c). 
232 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. θѳαυµαστός, θѳαῦµα. Posidippus uses 
θѳηεῖσθѳε,	
  which recalls the frequent Pindaric use of θѳαητός (cf. Slater (1969) s.v.).  See also Porter 
(2011) 283 on µέγα θѳαῦµα in AB 15.   
233 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.234  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.).235   

 

(d) Inherent excellence (φυά) 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 (τὸν ἐθѳάµβεον Ἄρτεµίς τε καὶ θѳρασεῖ’ Ἀθѳάνα) 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 (ἐξεπόνησ’	
  236;	
  πόνος	
  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. 
234 This structure has been aptly described by Del Corno (2002) 64.  Cf. also Bingen (2002) 185 on 
AB 74. 
235 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 Ol. 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 (βασιλίς)236 addresses the ἀοιδοί 

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 ἀοιδοί play in 

perpetuating the fame of men that have died:  

ὀπιθѳόµβροτον  αὔχηµα δόξας   (92) 
οἶον ἀποιχοµένων ἀνδρῶν δίαιταν µανύει 
καὶ λογίοις καὶ ἀοιδοῖς . 

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 

 
236 Berenice is called βασιλίς 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).  LSJ9 s.v. Aβ 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 βασίλισσα, 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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ἀοιδοί 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 ἀοιδοί are asked to tell of Berenice’s fame only if they 

take pleasure in talking about things which are well-known (1-2 ε]ἴπατε, πάντεϲ 

ἀοιδοί, ἐµο ̀ν [κ]λέοϲ, ε[ἴ] π̣[οτ’ ἀρέϲκει / γ̣νωστὰ λέγειν, ο ̔́τι µοι δ ̣ο ̣́ξ̣[α παλαιο ́γονοϲ).  

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 φυά 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 I fr. 1.25–8 Massimilla, is characteristic of Pindar’s feigned distress (cf. 

Gerber (1999) ad 53-4): καὶ ταῦτα µὲν παλαιότεροι / ὁδὸν ἀµαξιτὸν εὗρον· ἕποµαι δὲ 

καὶ αὐτὸς ἔχων µελέταν (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:   

 ἵσταµαι δὴ ποσσὶ κούφοις, ἀµπνέων τε πρίν τι φάµεν.  
πολλὰ γὰρ πολλᾷ λέλεκται, ν<εα>ρὰ δ’ ἐξευ-  (20) 
  ρόντα δόµεν βασάνῳ   (20) 
ἐς ἔλεγχον, ἅπας κίνδυνος. 

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 Maehler (διδάξαµεν χρυσὸν 

καθѳαρᾷ βασάνῳ), where the poet talks about his own role.237  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 παλαιόγονος238 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 τεθѳρίππου δὲ τελείου ἀείδετε το ̀ν Βερ[ε]ν ̣ί̣κ ̣η̣[ϲ / τῆϲ 

βαϲιλευούϲηϲ, ὦ Μακέτα[ι], ϲτέφανον).  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 πάντες in line 1.  Rather it would 

 
237 See van Groningen(1960) ad loc. 
238 For the temporal implications in the choice of the adjective cf. Pind. Ol. 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.239  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.240  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.241  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,242 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 

 
239 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.   
241 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.  Μακέται can be the plural of Μακέτης or Μακέτη 
(cf. e.g. Adaeus 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.          
242 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 ΘѲεοῖσι δ’ Ἀδ[ε]λφεοῖϲ εἰκὼ ἐναργέα τῶν τότ’ [ἀγώνω]ν ̣ / ἅρ̣[µα καὶ ἡνί]ο ̣χ ̣ον 

χάλκεον ὧδ’ ἔθѳετο).  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 νικῶν ἄγ[κειτ]α ̣ι  µνῆµ ’  

ἱερὸν Σκοπάδαιϲ).  ἄγκειµαι appears again in the first epigram of the Αnathematika 

(AB 36.2) and in the epigram for the statue of Philitas (AB 63.10).  Further µνῆµα, 

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.243  At the same time, this point of contact permits us to 

 
243 None of the terms I use in my discussion (ἀνάκειµαι, ἀνατίθѳεµαι, µνῆµα) 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.       

 

(a) µνῆµα 

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 τάν 

ποτε / Ἴστρου ἀπὸ σκιαρᾶν / παγᾶν ἔνεικεν Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδας, / µνᾶµα  τῶν  

Οὐλυµπίαι κάλλιστον ἀέθѳλων).  In Isthmian 8 (63 ἔσσυταί τε Μοισαῖον ἅρµα 

Νικοκλέος /µνᾶµα  πυγµάχου κελαδῆσαι) 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 µνήµατα 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 
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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) ἄγκειµαι  ~ ἀναθѳέµεν  

Another characteristic case of contact between the two poets is the use of ἀνάκειµαι.  

Pindar uses ἀνάκειµαι 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 ἀνάκειµαι and the substantive µνῆµα 

as its grammatical subject.244  Pindar, however, varied the junctura: in Ol. 11.8 

(ἀφθѳόνητος δ’ αἶνος Ὀλυµπιονίκαις / οὗτος ἄγκειται)245 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: ἀρετὰ παγκρατίου in Isthm. 5.18246 and 

αἴγλα ποδῶν in Ol. 13.36 (cf. 6 Ebert).247   In both cases, the excellence of the 

 
244 Cf.  6.2 Ebert (ἄγκειται  Κρονίδαι µνᾶµα  ποδῶν ἀρετᾶς), 24 Ebert (Β ̣α ̣λείου πύκτα τόδε 
Χαρ ̣µ ̣[ι ́δα ε ̓σσοµε ́]οι ̣σ ̣[ιν] [α ̓ ́γκ]ε ̣[ιτ]α ̣ ι  νι ́κας µ ̣να ́µ ̣ατ’   Ὀ ̣λ ̣[υµπ]ι ̣α ̣́δος.) with Ebert (1972) ad loc.  
See also n. 247 below.  
245 The reading here is vouchsafed by the scholia ad loc. against the manuscripts, which read 
ἔγκειται; cf. Gildersleeve (1890) and Farnell (1932) ad loc. 
246 ἄγκειται here is an improvement by Maas on the basis of the scholia; cf.  Privitera’s (1982) 
detailed comment ad loc.  The MSS reading κεῖται (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’.       
247 One should also compare AP 6.135 [= 6 Ebert = FGE ‘Anacreon’ vi, second half of 6th ce.] 
attributed to Anacreon.  The phrasing of the second line (ἄγκειται  Κρονίδᾳ µνᾶµα  ποδῶν  ἀρετᾶς) 
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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.248   

The same or similar associations are evoked by the use of ἀνατίθѳηµι in Pyth. 

8.29–32 (εἰµὶ δ’ ἄσχολος ἀναθѳέµεν / πᾶσαν µακραγορίαν / λύρᾳ τε καὶ φθѳέγµατι 

µαλθѳακῷ, / µὴ κόρος ἐλθѳὼν κνίσῃ).  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 (µακραγορία) 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 ἀναθѳέµεν.249  Still, the poet insinuates that only a large inscription or 

perhaps a prestigious ex-voto with an inscription250 could do justice to their heroic 

past, but he cannot set up such a ἀνάθѳηµα with only his lyre and the soft voices of 

the chorus members.  In Nem. 4.80–1 (εἰ δέ τοι / µάτρῳ µ’ ἔτι Καλλικλεῖ κελεύεις / 

στάλαν  θѳέµεν Παρίου λίθѳου λευκοτέραν) 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 stêle (cf. Σ 

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

poetic funerary stêle in his memory (cf. Σ ad 129c ἀλληγορικῶς τὸ ποίηµα στήλην 

                                                
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.  
248 Cf. Lehnus (1981) ad Ol. 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 (τὶν δὲ κῦδος 
ἁβρόν / νικάσας ἀνέθѳηκε) with Lehnus (1981) ad loc. (il verbo fa anche sospettare l’effettiva dedica di 
un’epigrafe commemmorativa in Camarina).    
250 Gildersleeve (1890) ad loc. ‘The poet is thinking of the inscription of the votive offerings (Ol. 
3.30).’ 
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λέγει), which surpasses the fragility of marble.251  Similarly, in Nem. 8.46–8 Pindar 

declares his inability to restore to life the dead father of the victor (cf. Σ ad 79b τὸ 

µὲν ἀναστῆσαι τὸν τεθѳνεῶτα, φησίν, ἀδύνατόν µοί ἐστι).  Still, he tries to make up for 

this (cf. Pyth. 3.63-67).  He will set up a poetical funerary stêle which will praise the 

laudandus’ family and city.  Once again the stêle refers to a part of the ode which is 

being performed (cf. Σ ad Nem. 8.79b ὑπερεῖσαι λίθѳον Μουσαῖον; τουτέστι στήλην 

ἀπὸ Μουσῶν, ἤγουν τὸν ὕµνον, δυνατός εἰµι, ἐφ’ οὗ ἡδρασµένοι ἔσονται ἔνδοξοι).252  

The immortality conferred on Megas by Pindar’s musical (funerary) stêle is superior 

to the transient immortality that a fragile stêle could provide (cf. Loscalzo (2003) 

136-7).253    

The ambiguity in the character of the offering notwithstanding,254 Pindar’s 

use is analogous to that of Posidippus who sees both monument and epigrams as a 

µνῆµα.  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 
 
251 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 à la 
fragilité de la pierre s’oppose l’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, ῥῆµα ἐργµάτων χρονιώτερον 
βιοτεύει.’  Cf. also Steiner (1986) 132.    
252 For the meaning of λίθѳος in this context see Mezger (1880) 333 ad Nem. 8. 47 and Σ 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.      
253 This is not the sentiment that one comes across in funerary columns of the archaic era; see, for 
instance, IG XII.9 285 from Eretria (6th cent.) lines 10-15 … τύµι ἐπ’ ἀκροτάτι στλν ἀκάµατον. / 
hάτις ἐρει̂ παριο̂σι διάµερες  α ̓́µατα  πα ́ντα :  / ‘Τιµαρέτ µ ̣’ ἔσστσε φίλι ἐπὶ παιδὶ θανόντι’ with 
the discussion of Karouzos (1982) 51-4, who traces the motif back to Homer Il. 17.432-7.     
254 See 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) στήλη Nem. 4.80–1 and 8.46–8; ii) ἀνδριάς Nem. 5.1–3 and Isthm. 
2.45.   On Nem. 3.10–4 and 8.13–6 (ἄγαλµα), 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).255  

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:   

Οὐκ ἀνδριαντοποιός  εἰµ’, ὥστ’ ἐλινύσοντα ἐργά-  
  ζεσθѳαι ἀγάλµατ’  ἐπ’ αὐτᾶς βαθѳµίδος (1) 
ἑσταότ’· ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ πάσας 
  ὁλκάδος ἔν τ’ ἀκάτῳ, γλυκεῖ’ ἀοιδά, (2) 
στεῖχ’ ἀπ’ Αἰγίνας διαγγέλλοισ’ … 

Both Pindar and sculptors are τέκτονες (cf. Pyth. 3.113, Nem. 3.4) who compose 

ἀγάλµατα, a generic term which can describe a statue, a monument or even a 

victory ode as ‘any concrete representation of glory or honour.’256  As Pfeijffer 

 
255 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. Ol. 14.20–24).  In Pyth. 3.114-15 
he asserts that arete can last only thanks to ‘songs of kleos’ (ἁ δ’ ἀρετὰ κλειναῖς ἀοιδαῖς / χρονία 
τελέθѳει) 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, Nünlist (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. 
256 See 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. 2.45,257 the only other passage in his epinicians where epinician odes and 

statues are explicitly juxtaposed (ἐπεί τοι / οὐκ ἐλινύσοντας  αὐτοὺς [sc. τούσδ’ 

ὕµνους] ἐργασάµαν).258   

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 ἄγαλµα 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 ἄγαλµα for the epinician ode finds 
several parallels in Bacchylides (cf. Harriott 1969: 55): 1.184; 5.4; 10.11; fr. 20.5 B Maehler; 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.   
257 Noted already by Σ 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.   
258 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 Ol. 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 κρηπίς in Pyth. 4.138 (with Braswell (1988) ad loc., who adds 
frr. 77.1–2 and 194.1 Maehler).   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. (Ἀρσινόης ὦ ξεῖνε 
γάµον καταβάλλοµ ’  ἀείδειν); 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)259 and Pindar may have thought about their own 

compositions, it was their collection in editions that guaranteed their existence for a 

longer time.260  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, 

 
259 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. Aetia III fr. 163 Massimilla remains a characteristic case: the epigram 
on Simonides’ stêle 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 Σαπφῶιαι δὲ µένουσι φίλης ἔτι καὶ µενέουσιν / ὠιδῆς αἱ λευκαὶ 

φθѳεγγόµεναι σελίδες).  The Hippika like most epigrams in the Milan collection 

(with the possible exception of the Οἰωνοσκοπικά) 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’ 

Idylls 

 

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 

his epinician odes.261  Things are not so straightforward in the case of Theocritus.  

Theocritus’ corpus comprises poems that cover a great variety of ‘genres’: (i) 

bucolic idylls (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7), (ii) mimes (2, 10, 14, 15) (iii) 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 
 
261 If we can put any trust in so late a testimony as that of Eustathius of Thessalonica (Proem. ad 
Pind. 34 ποιήµατα δὲ πολλὰ γράψѱαι Πίνδαρος λέγεται, ὧν καὶ φέρονται οὐκ ὀλίγα, οὐ µὴν τὰ πάντα 
ὑπεµνηµατισµένα […] οἳ (sc. ἐπίνικοι) καὶ περιάγονται µάλιστα διὰ τὸ ἀνθѳρωπικώτεροι εἶναι καὶ 
ὀλιγόµυθѳοι καὶ µηδὲ πάνυ ἔχειν ἀσαφῶς κατά γε τὰ ἄλλα […]).  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.    

 

Idyll 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.262  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 Idyll.  Like Daphnis, 

Aegon stands high in the hierarchy of the bucolic world as the βουκόλος;263 both 

poems are concerned with the absence of the βουκόλος and the impact his absence 

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

 
262 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. 
263 Theoc. 1.80 (ἦνθѳον τοὶ βοῦται, τοὶ ποιµένες, ὡιπόλοι ἦνθѳον) 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: βούτας µὲν ἐλέγευ, νῦν δ’αἰπόλωι ἀνδρὶ ἔοικας.  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 βουκόλος.  In the first Idyll 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 ποθѳεῦντι); both heifers and bulls have lost their appetite (14 

οὐκέτι λῶντι νέµεσθѳαι), while the calves are all bones (15-6).  Withering and loss of 

appetite are characteristic symptoms of love.264  The animals’ love for their master 

is unrequited, since Aegon has a new love, sport (27 ὅκα καὶ τὺ κακᾶς ἠράσσαο  

νίκας).265  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),266 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 

 
264 For withering as a symptom of love compare Daphnis (1.82) and Polyphemus (11.14).  For line 
15 compare 2.88-90 (ὀστί ’  ἔτ ’ἦς  καὶ  δέρµα), 11.69, 14.4-5 (ταῦτ’ ἄρα λεπτός, /χὠ µύσταξ πολὺς 
οὗτος, ἀυσταλέοι δὲ κίκιννοι), and Callimachus’ 12.3 HE (ὀστέα  σοι  καὶ  µοῦνον  ἔτι  τρίχες).  On 
the motif see McKeown (1989) on Ovid Am. 1.6.5-6.    
265 Cf.  Lawall (1967) 45. 
266 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.   
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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:      

   αἰνέω τάν τε Κρότωνα- ‘Καλὰ πόλις ἅ τε Ζάκυνθѳος …’- 
   καὶ τὸ ποταῶιον τὸ Λακίνιον, ἇιπερ ὁ πύκτας  
   Αἴγων ὀγδώκοντα µόνος κατεδαίσατο µάζας. 
   τηνεὶ καὶ τὸν ταῦρον ἀπ’ ὤρεος ἆγε πιάξας 
   τᾶς ὁπλᾶς κἤδωκ’ Ἀµαρυλλίδι, ταὶ δὲ γυναῖκες  
   µακρὸν ἀνάυσαν, χὠ βουκόλος ἐξεγέλασσεν. 

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, αἰνέω 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 (κεῖνος αἰνεῖν καὶ τὸν ἐχθѳρόν / παντὶ θѳυµῶι σύν 

τε δίκαι καλὰ ῥέζοντα ἔννεπεν), Nem. 3.29 (ἕπεται δὲ λόγωι δίκας ἄωτος, ‘ἐσλὸν 

αἰνεῖν’).267  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 (ἐγὼ δ’ [sc. εὔχοµαι] … χθѳονὶ γυῖα 

καλύψѱαι / αἰνέων αἰνητά …).268  Further, the first person singular is reminiscent of 

similar Pindaric uses: Ol. 4.15 (ἐπεί νιν αἰνέω), Isthm. 5.59 (αἰνέω καὶ Πυθѳέαν), Ol. 

7.15-6 (ἄνδρα παρ’ Ἀλφειῶι στεφανωσάµενον / αἰνέσω πυγµᾶς ἄποινα), Nem. 7.63 

 
267 Cf. also Herodotus (5.102.13): καὶ πολλοὺς αὐτῶν οἱ Πέρσαι φονεύουσι, ἄλλους τε ὀνοµαστούς, ἐν δὲ 
δὴ καὶ Εὐαλκίδην στρατηγέοντα Ἐρετριέων, στεφανηφόρους τε ἀγῶνας ἀναραιρηκότα καὶ ὑπὸ 
Σιµωνίδεω τοῦ Κηΐου πολλὰ αἰνεθѳέντα. 
268 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 αἰνεῖν) 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 (ἅλιος γέρων) see Lesky 
(1947) 107-9, 112-13. 
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(κλέος ἐτήτυµον αἰνέσω), Ol. 10.99-100 (παῖδ’ ἐρατὸν <δ’> Ἀρχεστράτου / αἴνησα).269  

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

to a lost epinician of Simonides (fr. 302 Poltera ἱπποτροφία γὰρ οὐ Ζακύνθѳωι / ἀλλ’ 

ἀρούραισι πυροφόροις ὀπαδεῖ).270   

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 ‘καλὰ πόλις 

ἅ τε Ζάκυνθѳος …’ is the beginning of a song which praised Croton.271  Corydon says: 

‘I praise the city of Croton – “Βeautiful 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: αἰνέω τάν τε Κρότωνα – καλὰ πόλις ἇτε Ζάκυνθѳος – / καὶ τὸ ποταῶιον 

τὸ Λακίνιον … ‘I praise Croton – the city is as beautiful as Zacynthus – / and 

 
269 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. 
270 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 ΘѲρήικης ἱπποτρόφου).  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.’   
271 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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Lacinium, to the East, where…’272  In this way, Croton would be compared to 

Zacynthus in the second half of l. 32 and, further, both towns, Croton and Lacinium 

(connected through τε – καί), 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.273  

 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.274  At any 

rate, the praise of Croton satisfies the χρέος of the praise poet towards the city of the 

laudandus and adds to his praise.275  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 ὀλβία Λακεδαίµων, / µάκαιρα 
 
272 Proposed already by Edmonds (1928) 54 n.2; contra Gow (1952) ad 32.  For ἇτε Laconian form 
of ὡς see LSJ9 s.v.    
273 Σ ad 33 understand the juxtaposition of Croton with Zacynthus in the light of a proverb: µάταια 
τἄλλα παρὰ Κρότωνα τἄστεα 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.   
274 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, ἇιπερ 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. 
275 Barigazzi (1974) 306-7 believes that the ode is intended for ‘l’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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ΘѲεσσαλία.  πατρὸς δ’ ἀµφοτέραις ἐξ ἑνός /ἀριστοµάχου γένος Ἡρακλέος βασιλεύει.  /τί 

κοµπέω παρὰ καιρόν;  ἀλλά µε Πυθѳώ τε καὶ Πελινναῖον ἀπύει […]).     

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]); 

Τίτορµός τε ὁ Αἰτωλὸς διηριστήσατο αὐτῶι βοῦν, ὡς ἱστορεῖ ὁ Αἰτωλὸς 

Ἀλέξανδρος).276  The same theme is found again in some myths about Heracles who 

is mentioned below in l. 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); (ii) 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 βουκόλος 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: “ὦ Ζεῦ, µὴ τοῦτον Ἡρακλῆ ἡµῖν ἕτερον ἔσπειρας;” 
ἐντεῦθѳεν ῥηθѳῆναι λέγουσι τὴν παροιµίαν· “ἄλλος οὗτος Ἡρακλῆς.”  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).277  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 περιαγωγή 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.278   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): 

   ΚΟ.  φαντί νιν Ἡρακλῆι  βίην καὶ κάρτος ἐρίσδειν. 
   ΒΑ.  κἤµ’ ἔφαθѳ’ ἁ µάτηρ Πολυδεύκεος  ἦµεν ἀµείνω. 

 
277 Cf.  Dorieus SH 396; for similar stories see Hunter (1999) ad 35-7.  Knaack (1880) 84-5 on the 
basis of Σ ad 34-6a (about Astyanax of Miletus as a model for Aegon’s representation) sees an 
allusion to the work of Pyrrhus mentioned in l. 31; cf. Reitzenstein (1893) 230.     
278 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 (ὦ  καλλίνικε γῆς Ἀθѳηναίων ἄναξ) 
and 1059 (ἐνταῦθѳα γὰρ δὴ καλλίνικος ἔρχοµαι) the use of καλλίνικος for Theseus brings to mind 
Heracles (cf. also  Eur. El. 34 ὦ καλλίνικε πατρὸς ἐκ νικηφόρου [for Orestes] < Archilochus fr. 324 
W2 τήνελλα καλλίνικε χαῖρε ἄναξ  Ἡράκλεις) 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.279  

The ultimate source for the comparison of Aegon with Heracles and of Battus with 

Polydeuces is an epinician of Simonides for Philon of Corcyra280  (fr. 18 Poltera 

οὐδὲ Πολυδεύκεος βία / †ἀνατείνασθѳαι ἂν αὐτῶι ἐναντίας τὰς χεῖρας †/ οὐδὲ σιδάρεον 

Ἀλκµάνας τέκος).  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.281  In this way, Battus twists the intertextual expectations Corydon’s 

 
279 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 W2); cf.  Pind.  Ol. 9.1-4.  For Polydeuces 
see also Pind. Nemean 10 passim, Isthm. 5.33.    
280 Cf.  Poltera (2008) 318. 
281 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. 2W2) 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 βουκόλοι 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 ἔρως for 

Amaryllis with his ἔρως for athletic victory; the κακὴ νίκη that Battus mentions 

might indicate that Aegon’s attempt to forget Amaryllis through athletics is doomed 

to fail (cf. also ὦ τάλα Αἴγων in l.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 naïveté.282  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.       
282 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 

(l.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 œuvre, 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):      

εἰ δέ τοι 
µάτρῳ µ’ ἔτι Καλλικλεῖ κελεύεις  
στάλαν θѳέµεν Παρίου λίθѳου λευκοτέραν … 
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The same phrase appears in the grotesque, and obviously comic, self-description of 

Polyphemus in Idyll 6 (38 τῶν δέ τ’ ὀδόντων / λευκοτέραν αὐγὰν Παρίας ὑπέφαινε 

λίθѳοιο) (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 (ὃς δέ κε προσµάξηι 

γλυκερώτερα χείλεσι χείλη / βριθѳόµενος στεφάνοισιν ἑὰν ἐς µητέρ’ ἀπῆνθѳεν).  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): 

τοῖς οὔτε νόστος ὁµῶς 
ἔπαλπνος ἐν Πυθѳιάδι κρίθѳη, 
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οὐδὲ µολόντων πὰρ µατέρ’ ἀµφὶ γέλως γλυκύς 
ὦρσεν χάριν.   

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 ὄλβιον ἄνδρα; 7.10).  Here the adjective describes the judge 

who receives the youthful kisses rather than the arete of the victorious athlete.283  

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; 

(ii) Ol. 14.20-4; (iii) 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 (π 1617 Adler) 

 
283 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: αὐτὸν ἀποθѳανεῖν ἐν θѳεάτρῳ, ἀνακεκλιµένον εἰς τὰ 

τοῦ ἐρωµένου ΘѲεοξένου αὐτοῦ γόνατα.  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 ἅτις κυανεᾶν οὐχ ἅψѱατο συνδροµάδων ναῦς ~ Pyth. 4.208-9 συνδρόµων 

κινηθѳµὸν ἀµαιµάκετον / ἐκφυγεῖν πετρᾶν); (ii) the South wind assists Argos in 

reaching the Black Sea (29 Ἑλλάσποντον ἵκοντο νότωι τρίτον ἆµαρ ἀέντι ~ Pyth. 

4.203 σὺν Νότου δ’ αὔραις ἐπ’ Ἀξείνου στόµα πεµπόµενοι / ἤλυθѳον: note also ἐπ’ 

Ἀξείνου στόµα ~ l.75 ἄξενον ἵκετο Φᾶσιν).  More interesting is the description of 

Heracles that Idyll 13 offers. To begin with, lines 21 (σὺν δ’ αὐτῶι κατέβαινεν Ὕλας 

εὔεδρον ἐς Ἄργος) and 27-8 ([…] τᾶµος ναυτιλίας µιµνάσκετο θѳεῖος ἄωτος / ἡρώων) 

look quite close to Pyth. 4.188 (ἐς δ’ Ἰαλκὸν ἐπεὶ κατέβα ναυτᾶν ἄωτος).  Theocritus 

alters the circumlocution ναυτᾶν ἄωτος which Pindar uses for Jason and, probably, 
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combines it with another one, traditionally Herculean, ἥρως θѳεός (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.): 

οὐκέτι πρόσω 
ἀβάταν ἅλα κιόνων ὕπερ Ἡρακλέος περᾶν εὐµαρές, 
ἥρως θѳεὸς ἃς ἔθѳηκε ναυτιλίας ἐσχάτας 
µάρτυρας κλυτάς. 

Heracles as the deified son of Zeus was allowed to move from the status of hero to 

that of god (cf. Ol. 2.2, τίνα θѳεόν, τίν’ ἥρωα, τίνα δ’ ἄνδρα κελαδήσοµεν;, 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): 

ἀλλὰ καὶ Ἀµφιτρύωνος ὁ χαλκεοκάρδιος υἱός,  
ὃς τὸν λῖν ὑπέµεινε τὸν ἄγριον, ἤρατο παιδός. 

Our business is with χαλκεοκάρδιος, 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).284  In an attempt to account for its meaning, Kirstein has persuasively, in 

 
284 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 audacity285 or a black heart 

made of steel and worked in cold fire:286 

Τὰς δὲ ΘѲεοξένου ἀκτῖνας πρὸς ὄσσων  
µαρµαρυζοίσας δρακείς  
ὃς µὴ πόθѳωι κυµαίνεται, ἐξ ἀδάµαντος  
ἢ σιδάρου  κεχάλκευται  µέλαιναν καρδίαν   
ψѱυχρᾶι φλογί […]. 

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 

articulated through the etymological pun ἥρωες ~ ἠρώησε (73-4):287 on the one 

 
285 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.   
286 Cf. Hildebrandt (1911) 59 and van Groningen (1960) ad 4-5. 
287 Cholmeley (1901), Hunter (1999) ad loc. 
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hand, this represents Heracles’ helplessness, mightiest of heroes (26-7 ἄωτος 

ἡρώων) and son to a heroine (20 Ἀλκµήνης υἱὸς Μιδεάτιδος ἡρωΐνης), in the hands 

of Love; on the other hand, it indicates the scorn of his comrades, emphatically 

called here ἥρωες. 

 Idyll 22, as the frame makes clear, assumes the form of a hymn to the 

Dioscuri.288  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.289  However, one cannot fully appreciate the tone of both narratives and 

 
288 Cf. l.1 (ὑµνέοµεν Λήδας τε καὶ αἰγιόχου Δ∆ιὸς υἱώ) ~ 4. (ὑµνοµεν καὶ δὶς καὶ τὸ τρίτον ἄρσενα τέκνα) 
~ 26 (ἀµφοτέρους ὑµνέων Πολυδεύκεα πρῶτον ἀείσω) ~ 135 (καὶ σὺ µὲν ὕµνησαί µοι ἄναξ· σὲ δὲ 
Κάστορ ἀείσω); 25 (Κάστορος ἢ πρώτου Πολυδεύκεος ἄρξοµ’ ἀείδειν;) < e.g. h.Cer. 1 (Δ∆ήµητρ’ 
ἠΰκοµον σεµνὴν θѳεὰν ἄρχοµ’ ἀείδειν) et passim; 214 (χαίρετε Λήδας τέκνα, καὶ  ἡµετέροις κλέος 
ὕµνοις) < e.g. Hom. hym. Diosc. 5 [= 18] (χαίρετε Τυνδαρίδαι, ταχέων ἐπιβήτορες ἵππων), h.Dian. 21 
(χαίρετε τέκνα Δ∆ιὸς καὶ Λητοῦς ἠϋκόµοιο).  The closest parallel is provided by Hom. hym. Mus. et. 
Apol. 6 (χαίρετε τέκνα Δ∆ιὸς καὶ  ἐµὴν τιµήσατ’ ἀοιδήν).   
289 Theory of ‘Umgestaltung’ see Staehlin (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 ἑὰς ἕδνωσε θѳύγατρας […] ἡµῖν γάµος οὗτος ἐν ὅρκωι). Castor and Polydeuces 

bribed Leucippus with oxen and mules (151 ἄνδρα παρετρέψѱασθѳε, γάµον δ’ ἐκλέψѱατε 

δώροις) and so got the girls for themselves (145-151).290  πολλάκις in 152 (ἦ µὴν 

πολλάκις ὔµµιν ἐνώπιον ἀµφοτέροισι …) 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 τοῦτον µὲν ἐάσατε πρὸς τέλος ἐλθѳεῖν / ἄµµι γάµον (165-5) the women 

were abducted before their marriage to Idas and Lynceus.291  Pindar’s version is 

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 III.1 592; Henry (2005) ad Nem. 10.60). 
 
290 It 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. Σ 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.    
291 The demonstrative pronoun (148 τάσδε) 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):292 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 Bernabé).  This is also the version 

followed by Pindar (Nem. 10.60-2; cf. Cypria fr. 15 Bernabé):       

τὸν (sc. Κάστορα) γὰρ Ἴδας ἀµφὶ βουσίν πως χολω-  
   θѳεὶς ἔτρωσεν χαλκέας λόγχας ἀκµᾷ.  
ἀπὸ Ταϋγέτου πεδαυγά-  
  ζων ἴδεν Λυγκεὺς δρυὸς ἐν στελέχει  
ἡµένους. 

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. ii) mentions the names of 

the two sisters (PMGF 8.2 Φοίβη κα[ὶ Ἱλάειρα).293  According to Lobel (1957: 28), 

Alcman seems to have dealt with their myth in a poem from the first book of the 

Alexandrian edition.294  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.295  However, it is better represented in 

pottery and sculpture (cf. LIMC III.1: 189-211).  Theocritus and the Pindaric 

 
292 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; ARV2 
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. 
294 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 Maehler (1997) 359. 
295 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 

Women, as Staehlin (1903: 187 n.23) supposed, is not clear.296  In view of our 

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 µάλα µὲν 

ἀνδρῶν δικαίων περικαδόµενοι.  καὶ µὰν θѳεῶν πιστὸν γένος).297  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.298  Polydeuces, though present like Idas, who watches the fight 

reclining (199-200),299 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 

 
296 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 III.1 591and Sens (1997) 168-9. 
297 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. 
298 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 ἀλλ’ ὅτε τύµβον ἵκανον ἀποφθѳιµένου Ἀφαρῆος 
~ Nem. 10.66 ἦλθѳε Λήδας παῖς διώκων.  τοὶ δ’ ἔναντα στάθѳεν τύµβωι σχεδὸν πατρώιωι). 
299 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.300  Idas, a mortal, is fighting against an immortal 

hero, a descendant of Zeus himself: 

Ζεὺς δ’ ἐπ’ Ἴδαι πυρφόρον πλᾶξε ψѱολόεντα κεραυνόν· 
ἅµα δ’ ἐκαίοντ’ ἐρῆµοι. Χαλεπὰ δ’ ἔρις ἀνθѳρώ-   
 ποις ὁµιλεῖν κρεσσόνων. 

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).301  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 

 
300 Pace 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.    
301 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’ (Δ∆ιὸς υἰώ); in 202 Castor and in 212 both brothers are ‘son(s) 
of Tyndareus’.   
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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 οὕτω 

Τυνδαρίδαις πολεµιζέµεν οὐκ ἐν ἐλαφρῶι ~ Nem. 10.72 χαλεπὰ δ’ ἔρις ἀνθѳρώποις 

ὁµιλεῖν κρεσσόνων).  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.302  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 Maehler) 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 εἰ δ’ὑµῖν κραδίην 

πόλεµον ποθѳεῖ…).  Lynceus’ account sounds incomprehensibly confused.  If 

 
302 On the various interpretations of the dual nature of the idyll see Cameron (1995) 431-3. 



 

 

164 

Leucippus had sworn (146-8) to give his daughters to the Apharetiadai and was 

subsequently bribed303 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 W2) and Neoboule 

(fr. 196a W2), not the new groom (cf. also fr. 173 W2 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.304  The narrator 

seems to consider the Dioscuri’s act as a “rape” (137 ἀναρπάξαντε), 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).305  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-sightedness306 Lynceus is unable to distinguish the divine nature of his 

adversaries.  He approaches their behaviour on the basis of mortal human compass 

 
303 Lynceus is using forensic vocabulary here.  For the meaning δῶρα “bride” see LSJ9 s.v. 2. 
304 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; ARV2 1042 [= 213535 Beazley Archive] 
attributed either to the Polygnotus Group or the Peleus painter; LIMC III.1 p.583 nr. 197) suggests 
another version; cf. Calame (1977) i. 329-30 and esp. Hermary (1986) LIMC III.1 590. 
305 Pace 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 III.1 590.  Poets are consistent in the use of 
ἁρπάζω and its cognates to describe the abduction of consorts by gods (see Sowa (1984) 122-6): e.g. 
Hades (h.Cer. 19 ἁρπάξας δ’ ἀέκουσαν ἐπὶ χρυσέοισιν ὄχοισιν); Zeus (h.Ven. 202-3 with Faulkner 
(2008: 263); ἥρπασεν ὃν διὰ κάλλος ἵν’ ἀθѳανάτοισι µετείη); Eos (ibid. 218 ὣς δ’ αὖ Τιθѳωνὸν 
χρυσόθѳρονος ἥρπασεν Ἠώς; cf. also Od. 15.250-1 ἀλλ’ ἤτοι Κλεῖτον χρυσόθѳρονος ἥρπασεν Ἠώς); 
Apollo (Pyth. 9.5-6 with Köhnken (1983) 82-3; ἅρπασ’); Boreas (Plato, Phaedrus 229B-D).  See also 
Paean 6.134-7 ὑδάτ<εσσ>ι δ’ἐπ’ Ἀσ[ωποῦ π[οτ’ ἀ]πὸ προθѳύρων βαθѳύκολπον ἀνερέψѱατο  παρθѳένον 
Αἴγιναν with Radt (1958) and Kirkwood (1982) ad loc.  For the use of this form in abduction scenes 
cf. Il. 22.234; Hes. Theog. 990; A. R. 1.211-15.  See also Ibycus PMGF 289(a) [=Σ A. R. 3.114-7 (p. 
220 Wendel)].        
306 Theoc. 22.194 ἀκριβὴς ὄµµασι Λυγκεύς ~ Nem. 10.62 κείνου γὰρ ἐπιχθѳονίων πάντων γένετ’ 
ὀξύτατον ὄµµα; 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 (ἶυγξ), and asks it to brings her man back to her (ἶυγξ, ἕλκε 

τὺ τῆνον ἐµὸν ποτὶ δῶµα τὸν ἄνδρα).  The origins of the ἶυγξ 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:  

πότνια δ’ ὀξυτάτων βελέων  (213) 
ποικίλαν ἴυγγα τετράκναµον Οὐλυµπόθѳεν  
  ἐν ἀλύτῳ ζεύξαισα κύκλῳ  (215) 
µαινάδ’ ὄρνιν Κυπρογένεια φέρεν 
πρῶτον ἀνθѳρώποισι λιτάς τ’ ἐπαοιδὰς  
  ἐκδιδάσκησεν σοφὸν Αἰσονίδαν 

In an uncommon case of textual awareness of a character Simaetha points the 

readers to her intertextual foils (15-16):  

φάρµακα ταῦτ’ ἔρδοισα χερείονα µήτε τι Κίρκας  
µήτε τι Μήδειας µήτε ξανθѳᾶς Περιµήδας. 

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 ἶυγξ lends the Pindaric subtext a certain degree of prominence.  Still, in 

Pindar’s text one watches exactly the opposite situation.  The ἶυγξ is here employed 

by a man in order to make Medea get over her αἰδώς.   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 ἶυγξ.  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.307  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; González (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).308  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), 

(ii) the digressive character of the first part (see n. 316 below), (iii) the ‘venality’ the 

 
307 Griffiths (1979) 32 gives an overview of proposed explanations. 
308 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 Idyll 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.309  

More importantly, though, the opening lines also suggest the comparison between 

mortal men and gods.310  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 
 
309 There is no reason to assume a break with Hesiodic tradition on the part of Theocritus, as 
Gutzwiller (1983) 219-20 and González (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 (ἀκοντίζων σκοποῖ’ ἄγχιστα Μοισᾶν), if he wants to represent 
reality accurately, while the Charites are related with the choice of appropriate style (ταύταν ἀρετὰν 
κελαδῆσαι / σὺν Χαρίτεσσιν).  For a variation of the same concept see Bacchylides 19.1-8: the Muses 
offer the δῶρα (content) of poetry, while the Charites τιµή, 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.      
310 I take the βροτοί who form the subject of Theocritus’ songs as identical with the ἀγαθѳοὶ ἄνδρες 
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 
Conzález’s (2010) 70 attempt to represent this idyll as a παραίνεσις on the model of Theognis to the 
nobles of Syracuse, the ἀγαθѳοὶ ἄνδρες 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).311  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).312  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 
 
311 παρελθѳεῖν (63) has been seen by several scholars, esp. Gutzwiller (1983) 229, to cast doubts on 
the sincerity of Theocritus’ didactic stance.  Σ ad 63 renders it as ἀπατῆσαι καὶ ἀφελεῖν τι, 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. LSJ9 s.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 ἀπεχθѳόµενόν ποτε ΘѲήβαις).313  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.314 

 

Idyll 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.315  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, González (2010) 67-8).316  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 ἄλλοτε δ’ ἄλλον ἐποπτεύει 
Χάρις ζωθѳάλµιος […].  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.   
314 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. 
315 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.         
316 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. Σ Ol. 13.133b (πλείονι τῆι 
παρεκβάσει κέχρηται), Σ Pyth. 10.46b (ἀκαίρωι παρεκβάσει χρησάµενος) ~ 79b (ὡς πολλῆι 
χρησαµένωι τῆι παρεκβάσει).  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 (Σ Nem. 
4.60b).     
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Hieron’s image as an ideal ruler and promising patron.  The future tense in line 73 

(ἔσσεται οὗτος ἀνὴρ ὃς ἐµοῦ κεχρήσετ’ ἀοιδοῦ), 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.317  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.318  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 ἐν δ’αὐτοῖς Ἱέρων 

προτέροις ἴσος ἡρώεσσι / ζώννυται).  Some lines before, Theocritus had already 

compared him with Achilles and Ajax, the mightiest of the Greek heroes who 

fought at Troy (74 ῥέξας ἢ Ἀχιλεὺς ὅσσον µέγας ἢ βαρὺς Αἴας).319  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 
Iliad (4.164 = 6.448 ἔσσεται ἦµαρ ὅτ’ ἄν ποτ’ ὀλώλη Ἴλιος ἱρή). 
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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν (2 ~ 14 ἔργµασιν … 
ἐσθѳλοῖς).  Homer’s Il. 22.304-5 seems to prefigure Theocritus’ use (µὴ µὰν ἀσπουδί γε καὶ ἀκλειῶς  
ἀπολοίµην, / ἀλλὰ µέγα  ῥέξας  τι καὶ ἐσσοµένοισι  πυθѳέσθѳαι).   
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his readers the point about the powers of poetry to convey immortality (cf. Kyriakou 

(2004) 222).   

 

Hellenistic perspectives on poetic tradition320 

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 

hark back at a certain anecdote concerning Simonides’ venality.321  Theocritus’ 

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).322  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. Σ Isthm. 

5.2a): ἴσµεν φιλόχρυσον ὄντα πανταχοῦ τὸν Πίνδαρον. κἀνταῦθѳα οὖν τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 

φιλάργυρον προαίρεσιν τεκµηριοῖ τὸν πλοῦτον ἐγκωµιάζων καὶ ὑπαινιττόµενος, ὡς 

 
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 à l’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 González 
(2010) 98-107.   
322 Cf. e.g. Call. fr. 222 Pf. and Σ 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 III fr. 163 Massimilla seems dependent on Theocritus: (9) Κήϊον ἄνδρα τὸν ἱερόν 
~ (44) θѳεῖος ἀοιδὸς ὁ Κήϊος; (13-14) Κραννώνιος … οἶκος … ⌞Ϲ⌟κ⌞ο⌟πάδ⌞α⌟ϲ ~ (36-8) Σκοπάδαισιν … 
ἂµ πεδίον Κραννώνιον.     
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προσήκει τοὺς ἐγκωµιαζοµένους χρυσῷ ἀµείβεσθѳαι τὸν Πίνδαρον.  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 (cf. Austin (1967) 6 and Sbardella (2004) 

68 who suggest a different interpretation). 

 

Pindar the φιλάργυρος  

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. Σ 9a (λέγοι δ’ ἂν πρὸς 

Σιµωνίδην ταῦτα, ὡς φιλάργυρον διασύρων τὸν ἄνδρα), 15a).  On the other hand, the 

scholia give testimony also to the diametrically opposite interpretation (Σ inscr. a): 

φανερὸν γὰρ ὡς µισθѳὸν αἰτῶν τὸν ΘѲρασύβουλον τό τε ἀπόφθѳεγµα προσήνεγκε τὸ περὶ 

τῶν χρηµάτων […].  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 (Σ 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 (Σ 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 ἐσσὶ γὰρ σοφός).   In this respect, the 

juxtaposition that one finds in Idyll 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.  Σ Pyth. 

2.125a in its explanation of κατὰ Φοίνισσαν ἐµπολάν has no misgivings about 

attributing ‘profit-seeking’ to Pindar the very same thing that Pindar had castigated 

in his odes (οἷον ἐπὶ κέρδει καὶ πράσει).  Another note on the same passage (Σ Pyth. 

2.127), explains that Pindar composed the ode for a fee (ἐπὶ µισθѳῶι) but also sent a 

hyporchema (fr. 105 Maehler) gratis (Σ Pyth. 2.126c χάριν καὶ προῖκα), 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) ἀλλ’ 

οὔ σφιν τῶν ἧδος , ἐπεὶ γλυκὺν ἐξεκένωσαν / θѳυµὸν ἐς εὐρεῖαν σχεδίαν στυγνοῦ 

Ἀχέροντος ~ (23) οὐχ ἅδε πλούτου ὄνασις).  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 θѳεῖος ἀοιδὸς ὁ Κήϊος;323 cf. 29 Μοισάων … ἱεροὺς 

ὑποφήτας) (cf. Hunter (1996) 107 with n. 90).324  Ιt took a poet of Simonides’ 

calibre to transform their image thanks to their athletic victories (45-6 τιµᾶς δὲ καὶ 

ὠκέες ἔλλαχον ἵπποι / οἵ σφισιν ἐξ ἱερῶν στεφανηφόροι ἦλθѳον ἀγώνων).  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 ὀνοµαστοὺς ὁπλοτέροις 

(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 Plataea 

(fr. 11.17-18 W2):325  

… καὶ ἐπώνυµον ὁπ̣[λοτέροι]οισιν  
     ποίησ’ ἡµ]ιθѳέων ὠκύµορον γενεήν.   

 
323 For the text in this line (θѳεῖος or δεινός instead of the transmitted κεῖνος) see Gow (1951) ad loc. 
324  For the appellation ‘interpreters of the Muses’ compare also 17.115 (Μουσάων δ’ ὑποφῆται) and 
22.115 (εἰπὲ θѳεά, σὺ γὰρ οἶσθѳα· ἐγὼ δ’ ἑτέρων ὑποφήτης); cf. Meincke (1965) 60 n.1.  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 (… µε 
… δέξαι … ἀοίδιµον Πιερίδων προφάταν) with Radt (1958) ad loc. and esp. (fr. 150 Maehler 
µαντεύεο, Μοῖσα, προφατεύσω δ’ ἐγώ) with Dodds (1951) 82.  The image is of course traditional (cf. 
Bacchylides 9.3 Μουσᾶν γε ἰοβλεφάρων θѳεῖος προφ[άτ]ας).  Despite the different prefixes (ὑπό- 
~πρό), there is no perceptible difference in the meaning or image evoked (pace Kuiper (1889) 384; 
cf. Eur. Or. 364 Νηρέως προφήτης Γλαύκος ~ A.R. 1.1311 Νηρῆος θѳείοιο πολυφράδµων ὑποφήτης).  
ὑπό- suggests that the poet talks under the influence of the Muses [cf. LSJ9 s.v. ὑπό F.3], πρό- 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 γλυκὺς κώµου προφάτας ‘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 Δ∆ιὸς ὑψѱίστου προφάταν ἔξοχον / ὀρθѳόµαντιν Τειρεσίαν [see also p. 209 with n. 378 and 
215-16 with n. 393]).  Note also the analogy in the phrasing: Pae. 6.6 (ἀοίδιµον  Πιερίδων 
προφάταν) ~ Nem. 1. 60 (Δ∆ιὸς … προφάταν ἔξοχον) [~ Pae. 9.42 (θѳεµίτ ̣[ων ⏑− / ἐξαίτερον  
προφάταν … ).  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 Il. 2.484-6.         
325 ὁπ ̣[λοτέροι]οισιν had been proposed by Hutchinson before the discovery of ]οισιν[ on POxy. 2327 
fr. 27.5 and its combination with POxy. 3965 fr.1.9 (οπ ̣[) 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).326  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 

προτέρων ὕµνησαν ἀοιδοί) and (ii) Odyssey which is here attributed to Homer (57 

 
326 Kyriakou (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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Ἰάονος ἀνδρὸς ἀοιδαί).  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 œuvre in these 

lines (see below).  For the general idea expressed in these lines one could compare 

Pyth. 3.112-5:327 Νέστορα καὶ Λύκιον Σαρπηδόν’, ἀνθѳρώπων φάτις, / ἐξ ἐπέων 

κελαδεννῶν, τέκτονες οἷα σοφοί / ἅρµοσαν, γιγνώσκοµεν. ἁ δ’ ἀρετὰ κλειναῖς ἀοιδαῖς / 

χρονία τελέθѳει.  The prowess or excellence (ἀρετή), 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 εἰ δέ µοι πλοῦτον θѳεὸς ἁβρὸν ὀρέξαι, / ἐλπίδ’ ἔχω κλέος εὑρέσθѳαι κεν 

ὑψѱηλὸν πρόσω; 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 l. 98 (ὑψѱηλὸν δ’ Ἱέρωνι κλέος φορέοιεν ἀοιδοί) which is 
assumed to be a borrowing from Pyth. 3.111 (ἐλπίδ’ ἔχω κλέος εὑρέσθѳαι κεν ὑψѱηλὸν πρόσω); 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 νεαράν … ἀρετὰν Ἀχιλέος ‘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 (ὅσσον) 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 l.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 ἔργµασι … ἐσλοῖς of line 

14 (see also below).328  

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).329  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 ὃς σφᾶλε, Τροίας / ἄµαχον ἀστραβῆ κίονα, 

Κύκνον τε θѳανάτωι πόρεν / Ἀοῦς τε παῖδ’ Αἰθѳίοπα; Isthm. 5.39-41 λέγε, τίνες Κύκνον, 

τίνες Ἕκτορα πέφνον, / καὶ στράταρχον Αἰθѳιόπων ἄφοβον / Μέµνονα χαλκοάραν;).  

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 ἐ]σθѳλὸν ἔρ ̣εξεν in his epinician elegy for Sosibius (fr. 384.59 Pf.) in a context 
which includes also, but not exclusively, benefaction.  In an epinician context ἐσθѳλός 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 δηναιὸν κλέος).  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):  

ἀφνεὸς πεν<ιχ>ρός τε θѳανάτου παρά  
σᾶµα ν<έο>νται. ἐγὼ δὲ πλέον’ ἔλποµαι  (20) 
λόγον Ὀδυσσέος ἢ πάθѳαν  
    διὰ τὸν ἁδυεπῆ γενέσθѳ’ Ὅµηρον·  (21) 
        ἐπεὶ ψѱεύδεσί οἱ ποτανᾷ <τε> µαχανᾷ  
σεµνὸν ἔπεστί τι· σοφία 
  δὲ κλέπτει παράγοισα µύθѳοις. 

Theocritus’ dependence on these lines is manifold: (i) lines 51-7 elaborate on the 

Pindaric πάθѳα; (ii) ὑπὸ κἐρδει βλάβεν (Pind. Nem. 7.18) is cast in Homeric idiom as 

φιλοκερδείηι βεβλαµµένον (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) σοφοὶ δἐ µέλλοντα τριταῖον ἄνεµον 
ἔµαθѳον, οὐδ’ ὑπὸ κέρδει βλάβεν· 
(B) ἀφνεὸς πενιχρός τε θѳανάτου παρά  
σᾶµα νέονται. 

   (B)  ἀλλἀ κοινὸν γὰρ ἔρχεται  
κῦµ’ Ἀίδα, πέσε δ’ ἀδόκητον ἐν καὶ  
            δοκέοντα·  (A)τιµὰ δὲ γίνεται 
ὧν θѳεὸς ἁβρὸν αὔξει λόγον τεθѳνακότων. 

 

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 σοφία): his lines are sweet (21 ἁδυεπῆ), his high-flown 

discourse (22 ποτανᾶι µαχανᾶι) successfully combines lies (22 ψѱεύδεσι) with 

solemnity (23 σεµνόν).  In this way, his artistry succeeds in presenting tales (24 

µύθѳοις) that can mislead people (24 κλέπτει παράγοισα).  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.330 

 
330 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 Maehler Pindar prays 
to Alatheia to deliver his synthesis from the danger of stumbling over the sharp rocks of lies (cf. 
Gentili (1981): Ἀρχὰ µεγάλας ἀρετᾶς, / ὤνασσ’ Ἀλάθѳεια, µὴ πταίσῃς ἐµάν / σύνθѳεσιν τραχεῖ ποτὶ 
ψѱεύδει.  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 



 

 

181 

The mythological episode that Pindar turns to next involves Odysseus and 

Ajax.  The ὅπλων κρίσις 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 

(ἀνδρῶν ὅµιλος) 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 

φθѳόνος.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 χρέος 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 οὐ ψѱεύδεϊ τέγξω / λόγον), especially in the 
communication of the laudandus’ virtuous character, is manifest in passages such as Ol. 2.91–5 and 
Ol. 6.19-20, where the poet’s testimony is supported by a pledge (ὅρκος) (cf. Crotty (1982) 60).  In 
Ol. 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.   
331 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.     

 

κέρδος  and κλέος  

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 ὄνασις) and ‘delight’ (40 

ἦδος).  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 φιλοκερδείηι βεβλαµµένον).332  Otherwise, they would have 

comprehended the basic truth that Theocritus sings of: only poetry can truly benefit 

mortals (58 εἰ µὴ σφέας ὤνασαν Ἰάονος ἀνδρὸς ἀοιδαί).  Using an athletic (or 

military) metaphor, Theocritus represents them as athletes who have been beaten by 

profits (νενίκηνται δ’ ὑπὸ κερδέων) and who disregard the noble activities that befit 

them (14-5).  Their desire (65 ἵµερος) is not for everlasting fame but for more 

 
332 The depiction of ‘profit(-seeking)’ (κέρδος) as ‘harm’ or ‘damage’ (βλάβη) to one’s perception of 
the rules of human existence is Pindaric (Nem. 7.17): σοφοὶ δὲ µέλλοντα τριταῖον ἄνεµον / ἔµαθѳον, οὐδ’ 
ὑπὸ κέρδει  βλάβεν ; 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 Σ Nem. 7.25a).  For a survey of all suggested 
interpretations see Loscalzo (2000) ad 17-8.  On the opposition κέρδος ~ κλέος see also Pavese 
(1966) 108-10 and Campagner (1988) 89-91 [‘reciprocità 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 κέρδος – ἄτη – τίσις (cf. Solon fr. 
13.70-6 W2 ≈ Theognis 227-32); cf. Campagner 89 n. 85.  In turn, this sequence elaborates upon the 
Hesiodic pair of δίκη - ὕβρις; more specifically, in the Theognidean corpus Solon’s lines are 
prefaced in the previous lines (225-6) with the concepts of κακοκερδείη ‘base love of gain’ and 
δολοπλοκίαι ἄπιστοι; for the differences between the two texts and their significance for human 
culpability [esp. Solon (74) κέρδεά τοι θѳνητοῖς ὤπασαν ἀθѳάνατοι ~ Theognis (230) χρήµατά τοι 
θѳνητοῖς γίνεται ἀφροσύνη see Defradas (1962) 46, van Groningen (1966) 90-3 and Carrière (1975) 
149-50.  Theocritus, following Pindar (see, however, Asclepius in Pyth. 3.54), does not insinuate any 
breach of δίκη 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 πλεόνων).333  The pointed juxtaposition of the participles ζώοντες 

and θѳανόντων in line 59 throws into relief the futility of such a life-style: the living 

squander (ἀµαλδύνουσι) 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 πολλὰ καὶ ὄλβια τῆνα 

λιπόντες); interestingly, this goes hand in hand with the loss of something more 

important, posthumous memory, as they remain forgotten (42 ἄµναστοι).  On the 

other hand, ‘noble fame’ derives from the Muses themselves (58 ἐκ Μοισᾶν ἀγαθѳὸν 

κλέος ἔρχεται ἀνθѳρώποισι) and as such transcends the limits of human existence (30 

ὄφρα καὶ εἰν Ἀΐδαο κεκρυµµένος ἐσθѳλὸς ἀκούσηις).   

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 ἀκλεὴς µύρηαι ~ 33 κλαίων); 

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 

ἐσιγάθѳη).  The pretensions of the latter social group to fame are hindered by their 

penury (33 ἐκ πατέρων πενίην ἀκτήµονα) (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. Ol. 3.33 γλυκὺς ἵµερος).  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 κατακρύπτει δ’ οὐ κόνις / 

συγγόνων κεδνὰν χάριν).  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 (Ol. 8.81-2 Ἀγγελία) 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 ἀφνεὸς πενιχρός τε θѳανάτου παρά / σᾶµα νέονται).  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 ἐσλοί, 

the group which comprises Pindar’s clientèle, lead a more comfortable existence 

(ἀπονέστερον … βιοτόν) as they do not need to toil on earth or at sea, like the men of 
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no means (οὐ χθѳόνα ταράσσοντες ἐν χερὸς ἀκµᾶι / οὐδὲ πόντιον ὕδωρ / κεινὰν παρὰ 

δίαιταν).334   

For Pindar the darkness of the human condition is dispelled by the bright 

light, the αἴγλα, 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): θѳανεῖν δ’ οἷσιν ἀνάγκα, τά κέ τις 

ἀνώνυµον / γῆρας ἐν σκότωι καθѳήµενος ἕψѱοι µάταν, / ἁπάντων καλῶν ἄµµορος;  

Instead Pelops rushes to the risk of contest which will grant him immortal fame (85 

ἄεθѳλος ~ opposite Theoc. 16.14) (cf. Crotty (1982) 56).  In Nemean 7 acts of 

prowess are thrown into the ‘darkness’ when they lack praise (ταὶ µεγάλαι ἀλκαί / 

σκότον πολὺν ὕµνων ἔχοντι δεόµεναι) (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): ἔστι δέ τις λόγος ἀνθѳρώπων, τετελεσµένον ἐσλόν /µὴ 

χαµαὶ σιγᾶι καλύψѱαι.  Silence, the opposite of praise, is like a cloak that covers 

praiseworthy attainments.335  Hence it is the χρέος 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 

 
334 I follow Jacob’s (2005) 14-7 attractive suggestion that ἴσαις δὲ νύκτεσσιν αἰεί / ἴσαις δ’ ἁµέραις 
ἅλιον ἔχοντες 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 ἅλιον ἔχοντες 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 ἀλλά in line 
65.  The ἐσλοί of l. 63 are the aristocrats; their condition would then be described as ἀπονέστερον 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 αἰὼν δ’ ἔφεπε µόρσιµος, / πλοῦτόν τε καὶ χάριν ἄγων / ἐπὶ γνησίαις ἀρεταῖς); 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 φθѳονερὰ δ’ ἆλλος ἀνὴρ βλέπων / γνώµαν κενεὰν σκότῳ  κυλίνδει / χαµαὶ  πετοῖσαν).   
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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 

εὖ ἔρξαι).  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 µάλιστα (29),336 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 τρέφοντι δ’ εὐρὺ κλέος / κόραι Πιερίδες Δ∆ιός).  The point is made 

explicitly by Pindar in Olympian 10: (even) acts of prowess (91 καλὰ {µὲν} ἔρξαις) 

when not celebrated in song (ἀοιδᾶς ἄτερ) are a mistaken reason for pride (93 κενεὰ 

πνεύσαις), which returns a short-living joy to one’s toils (ἔπορε µόχθѳωι βραχύ τι 

τερπνόν).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 (Ol. 8.72-3 Ἀΐδα τοι 

λάθѳεται / ἄρµενα πράξαις ἀνήρ; cf. Σ ad 95a ἀθѳάνατα φρονεῖ διὰ τὴν παρεστῶσαν 

εὐφροσύνην).          

 

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 epinicians338 in the context of the praise of the 

laudandus’ hospitability (cf. Gerber (1982) ad Ol. 1.30).339  Pindar associates the 

image of the victor’s dining table with the celebration for the victory and the 

performance of the epinician ode (Ol. 1.16-7 οἷα παίζοµεν φίλαν340 / ἄνδρες ἀµφὶ 

θѳαµὰ τράπεζαν).  At the same time, it conceptualizes the laudandus’ hospitality 

towards everyone (Ol. 3.40 ὅτι πλείσταισι βροτῶν / ξεινίαις  αὐτοὺς ἐποίχονται 

τράπεζαις) and suggests, in this regard, an analogy with Zeus as the protector of 

guests (Nem. 11.8 καὶ ξενίου  Δ∆ιὸς  ἀσκεῖται ΘѲέµις ἀενάοις / ἐν τραπέζαις).  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 Maehler (ἥρωες αἰδοίαν ἐµείγνυντ’ ἀµφὶ τράπεζαν θѳαµά) which presents linguistic 
similarities with Ol. 1.17 (ἄνδρες ἀµφὶ θѳαµὰ τράπεζαν).  One could suggest that celebratory praxis in 
Pindar’s times imitates heroic celebrations (note the juxtaposition ἥρωες ~ ἄνδρες).  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.  
340 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 οὐδέ ποτε ξενίαν  / οὖρος ἐµπνεύσαις ὑπέστειλ’ ἱστίον ἀµφὶ τράπεζαν).341  

 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’ 

φιλότης (13 τίς εὖ εἰπόντα φιλήσει; ~ 66 φιλότητα) and ‘reciprocity’ χάρις (68 

δίζηµαι δ’ ὅτινι θѳνατῶν κεχαρισµένος ἔλθѳω).342  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 οὐδ’ αὖθѳις ἀδωρήτους ἀποπέµψѱει).  Apart from the epinician image of 

hospitality with which these lines are invested,343 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 Χάρις 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: 

εἶξον, ὦ  Ἀπολλωνιάς·  ἀµφοτερᾶν τοι χαρίτων σὺν θѳεοῖς ζεύξω τέλος (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: ἐθѳέλω χαλκάσπιδα Πυθѳιονίκαν / σὺν βαθѳυζώνοισιν 
 
341 The idea that guests are instrumental in spreading their host’s fame can be found already in 
Homer (Od. 19.333-4 τοῦ µέν τε κλέος εὐρὺ διὰ ξεῖνοι φορέουσι / πάντας ἐπ’ ἀνθѳρώπους, πολλοί τέ µιν 
ἐσθѳλὸν ἔειπον); cf. Kyriakou (2004) 223-4 n.6. 
342 Cf.  Hunter (1996) 97; Kyriakou (2004) 221 n.2. 
343 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 
φιλοξείνοισι for Kreondai in line 39.   
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ἀγγέλλων / Τελεσικράτη Χαρίτεσσι γεγωνεῖν; Isthm. 5.21-2 σὺν Χάρισιν δ’ ἔµολον 

Λάµπωνος υἱοὺς / τάνδ’ ἐς εὔνοµον πόλιν).344  At the same time, the designation of the 

poem as χάρις 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 φιλότης (cf. Campagner (1988) 80-9: ‘reciprocità 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 

ἀποστολικὸς ἐπίνικος (Σ Pyth. 2.6b) or ἀποστολικὴ ὠιδή (Σ 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 (Σ Pyth. 2.6b διὰ γὰρ χοροῦ ἔπεµπε τοὺς 

ἐπινίκους).  In some cases, this was supposed to happen without the previous 

invitation or commission of a patron (cf. Σ Pyth. 2.127 for fr. 105 Maehler) 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.345  In view, though, of Theocritus’ attitude towards his 

 
344 On the ambiguous meaning of σύν in this use see Kirkwood (1982) and Verdenius (1987) ad Ol. 
14.5, Giannini (1995) ad Pyth. 9.2. 
345 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.346  

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 ἔνθѳ’ ἀναπεπταµέναι  

ξείνων νενίκανται θѳύραι ~ Theoc. 16.6 ἡµετέρας Χάριτας πετάσας  ὑποδέξεται 

οἴκωι).  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 

even after one is dead (Pyth.  1.90ff.).  It is in the same ode347 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):  

οὐκ ἔραµαι πολὺν ἐν 
  µεγάρῳ πλοῦτον κατακρύψѱαις ἔχειν,  (31) 
ἀλλ’ ἐόντων εὖ τε παθѳεῖν καὶ ἀκοῦ-  
   σαι φίλοις ἐξαρκέων. 

Pindar suggests that wealth should be used as means of benefit so as to bring joy to 

the victor’s φίλοι, a category which typically includes the poet too (cf. e.g. Pyth. 

 
346 See esp. Tarditi (1978) and Gutzwiller (1983) 215.  Callimachus’ Iambus 3 (Dieg. VI.34-5) 
καταµέµφεται τὸν καιρὸν ὡς πλούτου / µᾶλλον ἢ ἀρετῆς ὄντα […]; Iambus 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 Iambi, 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 τόδ’ ἔζευξεν ἅρµα Πιερίδων τετράορον / φιλέων φιλέοντ’, ἄγων ἄγοντα 

προφρόνως).348  The underlying concept of φιλότης implies a kind of friendship that 

is binding, involves reciprocal pledges and is sealed with sacrifices.  The term is 

usually coupled with ξένος 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 ἐχθѳρὰ φάτις) that holds fast (κατέχει) 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 δαιµόνιοι, τί δὲ κέρδος ὁ µύριος ἔνδοθѳι χρυσός / 

κείµενος;). 349  In a related passage (Isthm. 1.67-8) that Theocritus could have had in 

mind,350 Pindar bewails the short-sightedness of the miser who keeps his wealth 

hidden at home (εἰ δέ τις ἔνδον νέµει πλοῦτον κορυφαῖον) without investing it in 

honourable activities (ἄλλοισι δ’ ἐµπίπτων γελᾶι);351 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 (ψѱυχὰν Ἀΐδαι τελέων οὐ φράζεται δόξας ἄνευθѳεν).      

 
348 For φιλότης in Pindar and its connection with ξενία see e.g. Bowra (1964) 387-8. Cf.  also p. 60 n. 
117 above. 
349 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, ἔνδοθѳι here answers ἐξ ἐµεῦ 
οἴσεται οὐδέν (21) ‘from inside my house’.      
350 Cf. Kuiper (1889) 385, Cholmeley (1901) ad 31, Perrotta (1925) 18, Gow (1951) and Dover 
(1971) ad 22, Gutzwiller (1983) 225, Sbardella (2004) 72.    
351 The meaning of this phrase is debated; see Thummer (1969) and Privitera (1982) ad loc. 
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Interestingly, in this context κέρδος does not retain its negative connotations 

as an impediment to securing an everlasting fame (63 φιλοκερδείη).  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 ἔργα ἐσθѳλά 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): 

χαιρέτω ὅστις τοῖος, ἀνήριθѳµος δέ οἱ εἴη 
ἄργυρος , αἰεὶ δὲ πλεόνων ἔχοι ἵµερος αὐτόν·  (65) 
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αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ τιµήν  τε καὶ ἀνθѳρώπων  φιλότητα   
πολλῶν ἡµιόνων τε καὶ ἵππων πρόσθѳεν ἑλοίµαν. 

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.352  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).353  

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): 

εἴη µή ποτέ µοι τοιοῦτον ἦθѳος,  (35) 
  Ζεῦ πάτερ, ἀλλὰ κελεύθѳοις (35) 
ἁπλόαις ζωᾶς ἐφαπτοίµαν, θѳανὼν ὡς παισὶ κλέος  
µὴ τὸ δύσφαµον προσάψѱω. χρυσὸν  εὔχον- 
  ται, πεδίον δ’ ἕτεροι  (37) 
ἀπέραντον, ἐγὼ δ’ ἀστοῖς  ἁδὼν  καὶ χθѳονὶ γυῖα καλύψѱαι,  
  αἰνέων αἰνητά, µοµφὰν δ’ ἐπισπείρων ἀλιτροῖς.  

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: ἕτεροι ~ ἐγὼ δ(έ)) or with a stereotypical figure (Theoc. 16 

ὅστις τοῖος ~ αὐτὰρ ἐγώ).  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 εὔχονται) or by the mood selected (Theoc. 16.67 ἑλοίµαν 

~ Nem. 8.36 ἐφαπτοίµαν).  Instead the poet prefers to spend his life in the enjoyment 

of the honour (Theoc. 16.66 τιµήν ~ 29 τίειν ἱερούς ὑποφήτας) and friendship (Nem. 

 
352 For the twisting of the encomiastic use of adynata in Pindar’s poetry (Ol. 2.98; 13.45-6) see 
Gutzwiller (1983) 229.  
353 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.     



 

 

194 

8.38 ἀστοῖς ἁδὼν ~ Theoc. 16.66 φιλότητα) 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 (αἶνος) and criticism (ψѱόγος).  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 élite 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 ἀριστεία (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).354  

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.355    

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) αἱ δ’ ἀνάριθѳµοι / µήλων χιλιάδες βοτάναι διαπιανθѳεῖσαι / 

ἂµ πεδίον βληχῶιντο ~ (64-5) ἀνήριθѳµος δέ οἱ εἴη / ἄργυρος.  Similarly, the image of 

 
354 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. Il. 2.768-9; 17.279-80) in his representation of Ajax as a 
valiant warrior, the best after Achilles (Nem. 7.26 κράτιστον Ἀχιλέος ἄτερ µάχαι […]; Nem. 2.14 ἐν 
Τροΐαι Ἕκτωρ Αἴαντος ἄκουσεν; Isthm. 6.53 λαῶν / ἐν πόνοις ἔκπαγλον Ἐνυαλίου; fr. 184 Maehler 
ὑπερµενὲς ἀκαµαντοχάρµαν Αἶαν).  In most odes (Nem. 7.26; 8.27; Isthm. 3.53) Ajax is associated 
with the ὅπλων κρίσις, a post-Iliadic 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 φθѳόνος par excellence (Nem. 8.22-3; cf. Ol. 1.46-51 but 
Pyth. 1.85 κρέσσον γὰρ οἰκτιρµοῦ φθѳόνος) 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 τετίµακεν διὰ ἀνθѳρώπων) 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 τοῦτο γὰρ ἀθѳάνατον φωνᾶεν ἕρπει, / εἴ τις εὖ εἴπηι τι) 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).                      
355 Vahlen (1884) noted the allusion in 94-5 to Alcaeus fr. 347.3 Liberman (ἄχει δ’ ἐκ πετάλων ἅδεια 
τέττιξ) 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 (πάντα δ’ ἐρίθѳων ἀραχνᾶν βρίθѳει) and Euripides Erechtheus 
fr. 369 Kannicht (κείσθѳω δόρυ µοι µίτον ἀµφιπλέκειν ἀράχναις / µετἀ δ’ ἡσυχίας πολιῶι γῆρας 
συνοικῶν) [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 ἀγροὺς τεθѳαλότας), the countless 

flocks that graze on the fields (91) and the herds of oxen (92 βόες δ’ ἀγεληδόν).  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 (αἰχµητής), 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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν (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’;356 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.   

 
356 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. 1.67-80.357  The connection of the two poems seems to have 

occurred to ancient readers as well (cf. Σ ad 76a):  

ἤ δ η  ν ῦ ν  Φο ί ν ι κ ε ς  ὑπ ’  ἠ ε λ ίῳ  δ ύ ν ο ν τ ι : τοὺς 

Καρχηδονίαν οἰκοῦντάς φησι Φοίνικας. οὗτοι γὰρ 

συνεχῶς ἐπεστράτευσαν Συρακουσίοις, ὡς λέγεται καὶ 

παρὰ Πινδάρῳ (Pyth. I 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 … κίων δ’ οὐρανία συνέχει , / νιφόεσσ’ Αἴτνα … ~ 72 ὄφρα κατ’ οἶκον ὁ 

Φοίνιξ ὁ Τυρσανῶν τ’ ἀλαλατὸς ἔχηι  …).     

In Theocritus’ text Hieron’s enemies will keep away from Sicily because 

anguish (85 κακαὶ ἀνάγκαι) 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 
 
357 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.358  

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.359   

 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): ῥῆµα δ’ ἐργµάτων χρονιώτερον βιοτεύει, / ὅ τι κεν σὺν 

Χαρίτων τύχαι / γλῶσσα φρενὸς ἐξέλοι βαθѳείας (Nem. 4.7-8).360  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).  τί γὰρ Χαρίτων ἀγαπατόν / ἀνθѳρώποις ἀπάνευθѳεν; asks Theocritus.  His 

answer assumes the form of a wish: ἀεὶ Χαρίτεσσιν ἅµ’ εἴην “may I always be in the 

 
358 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 καί µευ κλέος οὐρανὸν ἵκει); 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). 
359 It 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).      
360 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 (θѳεσπεσίων ἐπέων λοιποῖς ἀθѳύρειν) is akin to that expressed in Pyth. 1.92-3 
(ὀπιθѳόµβροτον αὔχηµα δόξας).  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 κλῦτ’, ἐπεὶ εὔχοµαι· σὺν γὰρ ὑµῖν τά 

<τε> τερπνὰ καί / τὰ γλύκέ’ ἄνεται πάντα βροτοῖς).   

 

Epilogue 

Idyll 16 is not an ordinary praise poem; a comparison with Idyll 17 shows that such 

a generic tag might prevent us from grasping the polyvalence of the poem’s 

imagery.361  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 

 
361 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 ὦ λιπαρᾶς ἀοίδιµοι 

βασίλειαι / Χάριτες Ὀρχοµενοῦ, παλαιογόνων Μινυᾶν ἐπίσκοποι … ~ 105-6 ὦ 

Ἐτεόκλειοι Χάριτες θѳεαί, Μινύειον / Ὀρχοµενὸν φιλέοισαι …).362  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): ἀλλὰ πάντων ταµίαι / ἔργων ἐν οὐρανῶι, χρυσότοξον θѳέµεναι πάρα 

/ Πύθѳιον Ἀπόλλωνα θѳρόνους, / αἰέναον σέβοντι πατρὸς Ὀλυµπίοιο τιµάν.  

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.363  In 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 ὑµνεῦσίν ῥα θѳεῶν 
δῶρ’ ἄµβροτα ἠδ’ ἀνθѳρώπων / τληµοσύνας […]), while the Charites and the Horae dance with the rest 
of the gods (203-5).  On the ambiguous θѳεῶν δῶρ’ ἄµβροτα 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,364 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 I 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.365  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,366 is also our 

earliest source.367  Pindar recounted this miraculous exploit twice: in Nemean 1 (476 

 
364 In the Antinoë Papyrus the poem bears the inscription Ἡρακλίσκος Δ∆ωρίδι.  On the titles of 
Theocritus’ idylls see Gow (1952) i. lxix–lxx. 
365 See also the so-called Adulis Inscription of Ptolemy III (OGIS 54.4-5 [= Kosmas Ind., Topogr. Chr. 
2.58-9]) ἀπόγονος, τὰ µὲν ἀπὸ πατρὸς Ἡρακλέος τοῦ Δ∆ιός, τὰ δὲ ἀπὸ µητρὸς Δ∆ιονύσου τοῦ Δ∆ιός […].  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. 
366 The story is treated around the same time by Pherecydes of Athens (frr. 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.13c.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.    
367 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 
= ARV2 208.160 = 201979 Beazley Archive) by the Berlin Painter (c. 480 BCE), (ii) a crater in Perugia 
(Mus. Naz. 73 = ARV2 516 = 205787 Beazley Archive) probably by the Mykonos Painter (c. 475 
BCE), (iii) a fragment from a cup  in Leipzig (T 3365 = ARV2 559.151 = 206397 Beazley Archive) by 
the Pan Painter (c. 470 BCE), and (iv) a hydria in New York (MMA 25. 28 = ARV2 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.368  Still, one 

lacks more information concerning its wider presence, if there was any, in classical 

literature.369  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.370    

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 5th century roughly at the same time as Pindar’s versions were written and 

(ii) Pindar’s (not very helpful) testimony.  All that Pindar says is that the myth was an 

‘old story’ (35 ἀρχαῖος λόγος).  λόγος, 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).371  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).  
368 In the most recent editions of Snell-Maehler 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 Färber (1936) 30-1 and Fowler (1987) 93.  
369 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.  
370 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. 
371 In other passages Pindar employs this term to distinguish between poetic and prose discourses: in 
Nemean 6 (30 ἀοιδαὶ καὶ λόγοι τὰ καλά σφιν ἔργ’ ἐκόµισαν [ἀοιδοὶ καὶ λόγιοι codd. and PBerol. 16367]) 
Pindar draws a distinction between poems and logoi which here seem to refer to tales or stories found 
in prose chronicles (cf. LSJ9 s.v. λόγιος Α. Ι.; Rumpel (1883) and Slater (1969) s.v. and Σ ad Ol. 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, ἀρχαῖος 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.372   

 

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: Σ 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:    

δ ι δ ύµῳ  σ ὺ ν  κασ ι γ ν ή τῳ :  τῷ Ἰφικλεῖ. ἐναντίως τῷ ΘѲεοκρίτῳ.  
ἐκεῖνος γάρ φησι (24, 2)· καὶ νυκτὶ νεώτερον Ἰφικλῆα.  

 

                                                
explicitly spelled out in our sources.  The same distinction appears again in Pythian 1 (92-94 
ὀπιθѳόµβροτον αὔχηµα δόξας / οἶον ἀποιχοµένων ἀνδρῶν δίαιταν µανύει / καὶ λογίοις  καὶ  ἀοιδοῖς).  Σ 
ad Pyth. 1.181b again renders this as ἀ ο ι δ ο ῖ ς  µὲν τοῖς ποιηταῖς, λ ο γ ί ο ι ς  δὲ τοῖς πεζογράφοις.  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 παλαιαί ῥήσιες ἀνθѳρώπων.  Σ 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. Il. 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 κρατερὸς πάϊς Ἀµφιτρύωνος (5.392; cf. Od. 11.270).  Il. 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 Iliad: e.g. attack on Pylos (Ol. 9.30-5? ~ Il. 5.395-7; 11.683-93); sack of Laomedon’s 
Troy (Isthm. 1.25-30; fr. 140a Maehler ~ Il. 5.638-51; 20. 145-8); arrival on Cos (fr. 33a ~ Il. 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 (Ol. 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 Iliad 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.373  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.374   

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-à-vis his Pindaric model.  I will then try to account for these differences by 

embedding them within the literary and cultural ambience of Hellenistic Alexandria.  

 

 
373 It 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 (frr. 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 (Ἡρακλέα δεκάµηνον 
ἐόντα) seems to recall Pherecydes’ fr. 13c.25 Fowler (ἤδη δὲ ἐκείνης δεκαµηνιαῖον χρόνον τῆς µίξεως 
ἐχούσης γεννᾶται Ἡρακλῆς).  δεκαµηνιαῖος / δεκάµηνος 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, 
δεκάµηνος 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 (ἐπεὶ δέκα µῆνας ἔκαµνον / πρὶν καὶ πέρ τ’ 
ἰδεῖν µιν ἐµῶι ὑπὸ ἥπατ’ ἔχουσα) 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 (τῇ δ’ ἤδη δέκατος µεὶς 
οὐρανῷ ἐστήρικτο); Hdt. VI.63.1 (ἐν δέ οἱ χρόνῳ ἐλάσσονι καὶ οὐ πληρώσασα τοὺς δέκα µῆνας ἡ γυνὴ αὕτη 
τίκτει τοῦτον δὴ τὸν Δ∆ηµάρητον); VI.69.5 (τίκτουσι γὰρ γυναῖκες καὶ ἐννεάµηνα καὶ ἑπτάµηνα, καὶ οὐ 
πᾶσαι δέκα µῆνας ἐκτελέσασαι); Alexander Aphr. Probl. 1.40. ἐν µήτρᾳ δεκαµηνιαῖον βρέφος (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. h.Ap. 127-130, h.Mer. 17-18), 
rather than wait for ten months to pass.     
374 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.375  Of 

course one cannot determine the number of lines from the beginning of the poem that 

have been lost.  Line 4 (Ἀλκαΐδα) refers to Heracles (cf. Ol. 6.68 Ἡρακλέης, σεµνὸν 

θѳάλος Ἀλκαϊδᾶν with Σ ad Ol. 6.115).376  Line 6 (µορ]µορ̣̣ύξιας) introduces us 

 
375 Some scholars have maintained that fr. 52s Maehler (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 (βοώπιδα), 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. Ἡρακλῆς.  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 (διόπερ Ἀργεῖοι πυθѳόµενοι τὸ γεγονὸς Ἡρακλέα προσηγόρευσαν, ὅτι δ’ 
Ἥραν ἔσχε κλέος […]).  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. I. 21) talks about choruses of 
young girls praising the goddess with hymns in her honour (χοροί τε παρθѳένων ὑµνουσῶν τὴν θѳεὸν 
ὠιδαῖς πατρίοις) 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:377  

i) ὁ δ’ ὀρθѳὸν µὲν ἄντεινεν κάρα (43) 

ii) πειρᾶτο δὲ πρῶτον µάχας (43) 

iii) δισσαῖσι δοιοὺς αὐχένων / µάρψѱαις ἀφύκτοις χερσὶν ἑαῖς ὄφιας (43-44) 

iv) ἀγχοµένοις δὲ χρόνος / ψѱυχὰς ἀπέπνευσεν µελέων ἀφάτων (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 Maehler 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 
(βασίλεια) reflects one of her cult epithets in Argos, Lebadea and Pisidia (IG 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 h.Jun. (12).2 ἀθѳανάτη βασίλεια ὑπείροχον εἶδος ἔχουσαν [cf. Allen-
Halliday-Sikes (1936) and Càssola (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.    
377 On the rapidity of Pindar’s narrative see Cusset (1999) 358 and Otto (2009) 138-9.  Rapidity 
(γοργότης; cf. Eust. Proem. ad Pind. 8) or brevity (συντοµία; cf. Σ 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, 

ὁ  δ’  ἀντίον ἀνὰ κάρα  τ’ ἄειρ[ε in fr. 52u.10 Maehler looks quite close to Nem. 1.44 (ὁ  

δ’  ὀρθѳὸν µὲν ἄντεινεν κάρα).  The rest of the similarities are more general.  Fr. 25u.11-

2 Maehler ( +5] χειρὶ µελέων ἄπο ποικίλον / σπά]ρ̣γανον ἔρριψѱεν ἑάν τ’ ἔφανεν φυ ̣άν) 

provides the description of the battle and so would correspond to Nem. 1.43-4, while 

fr. 25u.13 Maehler (+4] ὀµµ]άτων ἄπο σέλας ἐδίνασεν) gives the reason for Alcmene’s 

awakening and intervention, an element missing from Nemean 1 but present in Id. 

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 ἑάν τ’ ἔφανεν φυ ̣άν (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 telos 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 l. 43 πειρᾶτο δὲ 

πρῶτον µάχας prefigures378 for baby Heracles a series of other battles379 (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.380  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 suggest381 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 καὶ γὰρ ὅταν θѳεοὶ ἐν / πεδίῳ Φλέγρας Γιγάντεσσιν µάχαν  / ἀντιάζωσιν. 
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.    
381 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:  

ἄµφω γὰρ πρόγονός σφιν ὁ καρτερὸς Ἡρακλείδας,  
ἀµφότεροι δ’ ἀριθѳµεῦνται ἐς ἔσχατον Ἡρακλῆα. 

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).382  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).383  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.    
383 For φυά 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.384  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).385  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’ (ἐπὶ βρέφος οὐρανίου Δ∆ιός).  

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 

(τέκνοισιν ὠκείας γνάθѳους / ἀµφελίξασθѳαι µεµαῶτες).  Of course, l. 35 (ἐπεὶ 

σπλάγχνων ὕπο µατέρος αὐτίκα θѳαητὰν ἐς αἴγλαν παῖς Δ∆ιός … µόλεν) had already 

specified Heracles’ (only) parentage so that there was no need for Pindar to repeat 

it.386  On the other hand, although he uses the same word as fr. 52u.9 Maehler 

 
384 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.   
385 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 (ἀεὶ ὁ Πίνδαρος 
ἐπαινεῖ τοὺς φύσει µᾶλλον τῶν ἐκ διδαχῆς περιγινοµένων). 
386 As far as Heracles’ paternity is concerned, Pindar employs two circumlocutions which are equally 
represented in his poetry: (i) Δ∆ιὸς παῖς (Ol. 10.44-5 Δ∆ιὸς ἄλκιµος / υἱὸς … πατρὶ µεγίστωι; Nem. 1.35) 
and (ii) Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδας (Ol. 3.14; Isthm. 6.38; fr. 346b.10 Maehler [cf. also Il. 5.392; Od. 11.270]).  
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(βρέφος), Theocritus avoids naming Zeus (24.16 ἀπειλήσασα φαγεῖν βρέφος  

Ἡρακλῆα).  Still, he alludes to Zeus’ fatherhood in line 21 through his interest in the 

well-being of the two babies (Δ∆ιὸς νοέοντος ἅπαντα) (cf. Horstmann (1976) 62).387  It 

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 τέκνοισιν.  In fr. 52u Maehler the genitive Δ∆ιός in line 

9 seems to be ‘balanced’ by the genitive Ἀµφιτρύωνος in line 16 

(οἶκον Ἀµφιτρύωνος).388  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 ἀµφίπολοι in fr. 52u.19 Maehler.  Pindar specifies that the women 
                                                
Both forms are attested in Bacchylides although the latter is commoner:  Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδας (5.85; 
16.15; 25.25); Δ∆ιὸς υἱός (5.79; cf. also 5.58 but the exact form of the circumlocution is not certain: 
παῖδ’  ἀνίκ]α ̣τον … / Δ∆ιός] Jebb; ἄνδρ’ ἀνίκ]α ̣τον … / ἔρνος  Δ∆ιός] 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 Maehler; Bacch. 16.15~28, see also n. 25.  Cf. also Catullus 68B.112 (falsiparens 
Amphitryoniades). 
387 The divine light that appears suddenly in the nursery in Theoc. 24.22 (φάος δ’ ἀνὰ οἶκον ἐτύχθѳη) 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 ll. 18-19 (ἀπ’ ὀφθѳαλµῶν δὲ κακὸν πῦρ / ἐρχοµένοις λάµπεσκε […] ); 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 (      ο ̓µµ]α ́των α ̓́πο 
σε ́λαϲ ε ̓δι ́ναϲεν).  Pindar is considered to employ a similar expression found in the h.Mer. 45 (ἢ ὅτε 
δινηθѳῶσιν ἀπ’ ὀφθѳαλµῶν ἀµαρυγαί); 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).  θѳαητὰν ἐς αἴγλαν 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.            
388 For similar structural games cf. Isthm. 6.30 (Ἀλκµήνας τέκος) ~ 35 (Ἡρακλέης) ~ 38 
(Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν) 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 Κεφ[αλ]λαν[) probably as part of the war booty from 

Amphitryon’s expedition against Pterelaos, a detail altogether absent from Nemean 1 

(48-9 ἐκ δ’ ἄρ’ ἄτλατον δέος / πλᾶξε γυναῖκας, ὅσαι τύχον Ἀλκµήνας ἀρήγοισαι λέχει) 

but present in Idyll 24 (5 ἀπεσκύλευσε).389  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 l. 21 it suggests to the alert reader the version avoided (cf. 

Griffiths (1979) 96; Stephens (2003) 128).390  It is only at the end of the poem with 

Heracles’ ascension to Olympus that his divine descent is revealed (cf. Griffiths 

(1979) 54).391   

 
389 Cf. also the fragmentary scholium in the intercolumnial space between frr. 52u–v Maehler on POxy. 
2442 (ἡ Κεφαλλή(νη) πρότερ[ον τοῦ Ἀµφιτρύω(νος) Δ∆ουλίχιο(ν) ἐκαλεῖτο· ἦν δ’ ὑπὸ τὸν Πτερέλαον· ἀ(πὸ) 
δ(ὲ) Κεφάλ(ου) τὴν προσηγορίαν ἔσχ[εν]: 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 TrGF 5 p. 220).  In Call. VB fr. 148 Massimilla the mention 
of the same expedition probably refers to the origin of Heracles’ arrows.      
390 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).   
391 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 (ARV2 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 Καδµείων ἀγοί), while in Idyll 24 

generally it is the household servants (53 δµῶες· ἐνεπλήσθѳη δὲ δόµος σπεύδοντος 

ἑκάστου).  Fr. 52u Maehler, 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.  

With the exception of Athena, who may be an addition of the painters,392 on the 

Louvre stamnos (ARV2 208.160) and the Leipzig cup (ARV2 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 

respective ‘supporting’ choruses, the maids (48-9 ἐκ δ’ ἄρ’ ἄτλατον  δέος  / πλᾶξε 

                                                
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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γυναῖκας) and soldiers.  At the same time, the reaction or even the self-sacrifice of 

Alcmene (50 ἄµυνεν ὕβριν κνωδάλων) is juxtaposed with the awe of Amphitryon, 

who remains passive and does not get involved in the action (55-6 ἔστα δὲ θѳάµβει  

δυσφόρωι  / τερπνῶι  τε µιχθѳείς).  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 ὁ δέ οἱ φράζε καὶ παντὶ στρατῶι), 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 qua 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 (l. 6-18) and the epinician discourse of the comparison with the paradigm 

of human arete, Heracles.393  Both Pindar and Teiresias function within a sex-

 
393 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 Maehler 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 

Nemean 1:394 Alcmene is said to leap from her bed in fear (15 

[        ]οθ̣ѳ[]νόρουσε περὶ φόβῳ) to rescue her son while the maids flee in terror (17 

δεί]µ ̣ατι  σχόµεναι φύγον).  The representation of Alcmene’s reaction on red-figure 

Attic vases differs from both Pindaric versions.  On the Perugia crater (ARV2 516), 

the Leipzig cup (ARV2 559.151) and the New York hydria (ARV2 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 ἐν χερὶ δ’ Ἀµφιτρύων 

κολεοῦ γυµνὸν τινάσσων <φάσγανον> / ἵκετο).  On the other hand, the Louvre stamnos 

(ARV2 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 ἅτε µάντις ἀνήρ in l. 51) stands for Pindar and his song; cf. Slater 
(1984) 255 and Nieto Hernádez (1993) 93–4.  Hubbard (1985) 56 locates a similar analogy in Nem. 
1.72 (αἰνήσειν νόµον): just as Pindar praised his host, Chromius, Heracles praises his father / host, 
Zeus.  For the possibility of a similar mention in fr.52u Maehler, see n. 408 below.    
394 The only lexical correspondence between the two scenes is found in the description of Alcmene’s 
attire: fr. 52u.14 Maehler (ἄπεπλος ἐκ λεχέ ̣ω ̣ν νεοτόκων) ~ Nem. 1.50 
(καὶ γὰρ αὐτὰ ποσσὶν ἄπεπλος  ὀρούσαισ’ ἀπὸ στρωµνᾶς).  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 Ἀλκµήνα µὲν ἔπειτα ποτὶ σφέτερον βάλε κόλπον /ξηρὸν 

ὑπαὶ δείους ἀκράχολον Ἰφικλῆα) 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 οn 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,395 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).396  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, 
 
395 On Greek lullabies see Wærn (1960) and Lambin (1992) 16-17.  The only known specimens of this 
sub-literary genre are inscribed in other genres (cf. Wærn 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 (ὅτι δ’ εἰς ὕπνον / 
ἢ χάριν ἢ θѳεραπεύµατα πρόσφορα / παιδὶ πρέπει νεαρῶι / τάδε µελωιδὸς αὐδῶ); cf. also Aristophanes 
Frogs 1305–07 with Stanford (1958) ad loc.  For some other examples see Wærn (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.    
396 For the inscription of subliterary genres in Theocritus’ idylls see esp. Dover (1971) lxii 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).397  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 Idyll 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 Idyll 24 

was meant for performance or perhaps recitation in some contest, quite likely under 

the Ptolemaic aegis:398 

  ἐγὼ ὁ φθѳαρτὸς ποιητ(ὴς) 
  κελεύω τῶ‹ι› Ἡρακλεῖ  
  θ̣ѳε̣ω̂ι̣ ἐναλλασσόµενος 
  κ(αὶ) ἐκ διαδοχ(ῆς) νικήσας 
 5 δικαίως ποιησ( ) κ(αὶ) τὸν ποιητ(ὴν) 
  π̣ά̣ντ(ας) νικῆσ(αι). 

 

3 θ̣ѳε̣ω̣̂ι̣ Henry ap. Bernsdorff: θ̣ѳ ω̣  Π: θ̣ѳω̣ϲ̣ editores 

principes ∥ 5 ποίησ(ον) Bernsdorff vel ποιῆσ(αι) 

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 

 
398 I 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.399  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 Idyll 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):   

 

χαῖρε, δυωδε]κ ̣άµ ̣οχθѳε· θѳε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣] θѳνητό̣ϲ             
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]  ̣[  ̣] ἀ̣οιδὸν αµ ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]τ ̣υ †νικωϲ†. 

 

171 χαι̂ρε Pohlenz GGA 93 (1931) 374 ⎪ δυωδε]κ ̣άµ ̣οχθѳε Fränkel ap. 

Pohlenz ⎪ θѳε[ο ̀ν δ ̓ ὡϲ ἤινεϲα] Pohlenz : θѳε[ὸν δ᾿ αἴτηµί  τυ] Hutchinson 

e.g. ap. Bernsdorff ∥ 172 δὸϲ χαίρειν τ]ὸ ̣[ν] Pohlenz : νικάσαc, τ]ὸ ̣[ν] 

Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff ⎪ αµ ̣ coniecerit Hutchinson, confirmavit 

Henry ap. Bernsdorff : α̣ν ̣ο ̣ Hunt et Johnson ‌⎪ ἀµ ̣[οιβᾶι δός µε] τὺ 

Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff : ἀν’ ο[ὐρανὸν ώ̔ϲτε] τ ̣υ ́, Pohlenz | νικὼϲ Π 

: accentu scripto; νεικὼϲ ante corr.: νίκαιϲ Pohlenz : νικῆν (inf.) 

Hutchinson e.g. ap. Bernsdorff              

 

These lines come quite close to the ending of the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (VI) 

which seems to have been performed in some sort of competitive context (19-20): 

χαῖρ’  ἑλικοβλέφαρε γλυκυµείλιχε, δὸς δ’ ἐν ἀγῶνι 

 
399 For a detailed commentary and tentative restoration of this scholion see Bernsdorff (2011).  As the 
marginal note makes clear, θѳνητο ̣́ϲ in l. 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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νίκην τῶιδε φέρεσθѳαι, ἐµὴν δ’ ἔντυνον ἀοιδήν. 

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 Ambühl (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).400  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).401  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 

 
400 For possible association of these poems with Pharaonic ideology, see Stephens (2003). 
401 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: διενήνοχε δὲ ὕµνου […] τῶι 
τὸν µὲν ὕµνον εἶναι θѳεῶν, τὸ δὲ ἐγκώµιον θѳνητῶν […]); see Färber (1936) 56-7 and 42-4.        
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Pohlenz (1931: 373) suggested, the τροφή of the laudandus, parts traditional in the 

genres of hymn and encomium respectively.402   

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.403  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 τροφή as topos of rhetorical eulogies see Pernot (1993) i. 161-3.  
403 However, it is illustrated through his privileged ascension to the sky (Theoc. 24.79 τοῖος ἀνὴρ ὅδε 
µέλλει ἐς οὐρανὸν ἄστρα φέροντα / ἀµβαίνειν  τεὸς υἱός).  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 Ὄσσαν ἐπ’ Οὐλύµπωι µέµασαν θѳέµεν (sc. Otos and Ephialtes), αὐτὰρ ἐπ’ Ὄσσηι / Πήλιον 
εἰνοσίφυλλον, ἵν’ οὐρανὸς ἀµβατός  εἴη; (ii) Pind. Pyth. 10.26 ὁ χαλκέος οὐρανὸς οὔ ποτε ἀµβατὸς  αὐτῶι; 
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.404  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 

διδαχή 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 ἐν κορυφαῖς 

ἀρετᾶν µεγάλαις) and substantiated this by the myth he narrated: Heracles’ 

unparalleled excellence is proved first by the description of his infantile feat and then 

 
404 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 

best trainers, most of whom were famous heroes in their own right.405  Further, in 

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’ διδαχή 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):  

 
Ἡρακλέης δ’ ὑπὸ  µατρὶ  νέον φυτὸν ὣς ἐν ἀλωᾷ
  
ἐτρέφετ’, Ἀργείου  κεκληµένος  Ἀµφιτρύων
ος .  

Ὧδε µὲν Ἡρακλῆα φίλα παιδεύσατο µάτηρ . 
εὐνὰ δ’ ἦς τῷ παιδὶ τετυγµένα ἀγχόθѳι  πατρός   
δέρµα λεόντειον µάλα οἱ κεχαρισµένον αὐτῷ. 

 

Alcmene’s primacy is emphasized through her role as the protector (103 ὑπὸ µατρί) 

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 

 
405 It 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 (l. 82; cf. l. 171? δυωδεκάµοχθѳε), 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:  

πολλαὶ Ἀχαιιάδων µαλακὸν περὶ γούνατι νῆµα 
χειρὶ κατατρίψѱουσιν ἀκρέσπερον ἀείδοισαι 
Ἀλκµήναν ὀνοµαστί, σέβας δ’ ἔσῃ Ἀργείαισι 

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).406  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. techne 

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 

 
406 Alcmene’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’ (υἱὸς Ἀλκµήνάς Isthm. 3.73, fr. 172 Maehler, Bacch. fr. 
4. 41; Ἀλκµήνας τέκος 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 
(Ἀλκµή<ν>ιος θѳαυµαστὸς ἥρως) and Simonides fr.17 W2 (υἱὸν Ἀλκµήνης … καλλισφύρου [< Hes. 
Theog. 526 = 950 Ἀλκµήνης καλλισφύρου ἄλκιµος υἱός]).  Cf. also Theoc. 13.20 (Ἀλκµήνας υἱὸς 
Μιδεάτιδος ἡρωΐνας).  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):  

συγγενεῖ  δέ τις εὐδοξίᾳ  µέγα βρίθѳει.  (40) 
ὃς δὲ διδάκτ’  ἔχει, ψѱεφεννὸς  ἀνὴρ 
  ἄλλοτ’ ἄλλα πνέων οὔ ποτ’ ἀτρεκεῖ  (41) 
  κατέβα ποδί, µυριᾶν δ’ ἀρετᾶν ἀτελεῖ  νόῳ γεύεται 

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.407  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 

 
407 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 ἀρχαῖος λόγος (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: λεγόµενον δὲ τοῦτο προτέρων / ἔπος ἔχω (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 παῖς Δ∆ιός ~ fr. 52u.9 

Maehler βρέφος οὐρανίου Δ∆ιός ~ Nem. 3.65 Ζεῦ, τεὸν γὰρ αἷµα), and as such their 

brilliant career is contextualized within the broader frame of the praise of Zeus’ rule 

(Nem. 1.75 σεµνὸν αἰνήσειν νόµον ~ Nem. 3.65-6 Ζεῦ, τεὸν γὰρ αἷµα, σέο δ’ ἀγών, τὸν 

ὕµνος ἔβαλεν / ὀπὶ νέων ἐπιχώριον χάρµα κελαδέων).408  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 

 
408 It seems that this was included in fr. 52u Maehler as well.  A fragmentary marginale on POxy. 2442 
gives  ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) ὑµνη[.  Some form of ὑµνέω 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 δόµον and γάµον. νόµον has been restored 
on the basis of Σ 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 νόµος 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 Idyll 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.409  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 

 
409 This is not entirely true.  Ol. 6.43-4 (ἦλθѳεν δ’ ὑπὸ  σπλάγχνων  ὑπ’ ὠδίνεσσ’ ἐραταῖς Ἴαµος / ἐς  
φάος  αὐτίκα) is nearly identical with Nem. 1.35-6 (ἐπεὶ σπλάγχνων  ὕπο  µατέρος αὐτίκα θѳαητὰν  ἐς  
αἴγλαν  παῖς Δ∆ιός / ὠδῖνα φεύγων …); 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 Iamus 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 h.Apol. (119 ἐκ δ’ ἔθѳορε πρὸ φόως 
δε ́, θѳεαὶ δ’ ὀλόλυξαν ἅπασαι), 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 Antinoë 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.410               

 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)):  

]α̣ω̣ν µ[Ὄλ]υµπον  
]δ ̣ε̣  βο ̣ώ̣πιδα[]ϲ  
καϲιγνή]τ ̣αν ο ̔µο ̣πάτ[ριον]λᾶι. 

 

168 Hunt et Johnson ∥ 169 β̣ο ̣ώ̣πιδα Henry ap. Bernsdorff: ἐρ̣ι̣ώ̣πιδα 

Hunt et Johnson ∥ 170 Pohlenz; de αὐτοκασιγνήταν cogites si ante 

καϲιγνη] non tres sed quattuor litterae deesse scias 

 

 
410 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 βοώπιδα 

rather than ἐριώπιδα, as Hunt and Johnson (1930) had deciphered them.411  So at this 

point in the narrative there was a mention of Hera, whose typical adjective this is (e.g. 

Il. 1.551 βοῶπις πότνια Ἥρη).412  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 

αὐτοκασιγνήταν and so get the iunctura αὐτοκασιγνήταν ὁµοπάτριον, even though in 

the missing part of the line there is supposed to be room for ten not eleven letters.413  

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 Πειρίθѳου 

Κατάβασις (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 

[ἀθѳανά]των τε νό ̣µο ̣ις  ἵνα ἑδνώσει̣ε̣ν ̣ ἄ̣κ ̣[ο]ιτιν· / [καὶ γὰρ] ἐκείνους φασὶ κασιγνήτας 

µεγ̣[ακ]υ ̣δ ̣εῖς  / [µνησ]τ ̣εύειν, γαµέειν τε φίλων ἀπ̣ά̣ν ̣[ευθѳε τοκήων]).  Peirithous’ claim 

to the hand of Persephone is supported by the fact that as her half-brother (Il. 2.741; 

14.317) he stands closer to her than her uncle Hades (18 [αὐτοκ]ασιγνήτην  

 
411 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 ἐριώπιδα which they 
considered an epithet of Hebe.  However, ἐριώπις is attested as an adjective only in Hesychius (s.v.) 
but never in poetry (except for Maximus περὶ καταρχῶν 11.545 in late antiquity).  In Homer it is the 
name of Oileus’ mother (Il. 13.697=15.336).  Apart from this, Hebe is usually praised for her limbs 
and not her eyes: she is either καλλίσφυρος (Od. 11.603; Hes. Cat. fr. 25.28 M.-W.) or ἀγλαόγυιος 
(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.  
412 It can be used for lesser female deities (Hom. Il. 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 βοῶπιν (Hes. Cat. fr. 23a.9 M.–
W.; Pi. Pyth. 3.91; Bacch. 11.99, 16.110; Lyc. 1292).    
413 For similar expressions see Bernabé’s apparatus ad Minyas fr. 7.18 and Richradson (1974) ad 
h.Cer. 85: (e.g. Il. 12.371 κασίγνητος καὶ ὄπατρος); (Il. 24.47 κασίγνητον ὁµογάστριον); (h.Cer. 85 
αὐτοκασίγνητος καὶ ὁµόσπορος); cf. also [Aesch.] PV 559; Eur. Phoen. 136-7.   
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ὁµοπάτριον  ~ 21 κασίγνητος  καὶ  ὄπατρος).  In this way, he will be following 

the divine custom according to which gods marry their sisters without the consent of 

their parents.414  If then βοῶπις in line 169 refers to Hera and not to Hebe, the 

collocation (αὐτό-) κασιγνήτα ὁµοπάτριος 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 II (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. Aetia III fr. 171 

Massimilla).415  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 γαµβρὸς δ’ ἀθѳανάτων 

κεκλήσεται).416  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 poems.      

 
414 I have not been able to find any other mention of this ‘divine custom’ in Greek literature.  The use 
of νόµος is certainly post-Homeric (cf. LJS9 s.v. I).  Lines 15-6 seem, however, to depend on the 
description of the first erotic encounter between Zeus and Hera in Il. 14.295-6 (οἷον ὅτε πρῶτόν περ 
ἐµισγέσθѳην φιλότητι / εἰς εὐνὴν φοιτῶντε φίλους λήθѳοντε τοκῆας); cf. also the Homeric scholiast at Il. 
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 (Ἥρην ποτέ φασιν Δ∆ία τὸν τερπικέραυνον), 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 (ὦ µάκαρ, ὦ βασιλεὺς µείζων ἔτ’ ὄλβον, / ὃς θѳεὰν κηδεύσεις / 
καὶ  µόνος  ἀθѳανάτων  /  γαµβρὸς  δι ’  ἀπείρονα  γαῖαν  /  θѳνατὸς  ὑµνήσηι) 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).417  

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 laudandus.  Pindar’s ode will render 

Chromius immortal and represent him to generations to come at his athletic peak as a 

winner at the Nemean Games.418  Chromius’ position is analogous both to that of 

Alpheus reaching the δέµνιον 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).419  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).420  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 

 
417 For the interpretation of these lines see pp. 102-3 above.  
418 Cf. Σ ad Pi. Nem. 1.49b ἐπαπορήσειεν ἄν τις, διατί τοῦ Ἡρακλέους µνηµονεύει· οὐ γὰρ εὔκαιρος δοκεῖ 
ἡ µνήµη νῦν Ἡρακλέους. καί φαµεν, ὅτι βουλόµενος δεῖξαι ὡς οἱ διαφανεῖς ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις καὶ τοῖς λόγοις 
ἀθѳάνατοι γίνονται τῇ µνήµῃ, διὰ τοῦτο µέµνηται Ἡρακλέους ἀρετῆς, ἐπιφέρων τοῖς τοῦ Χροµίου θѳαύµασιν 
[…]. 
419 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 (ἐκ πόνων  δ’, οἳ σὺν νεότατι γένωνται / σύν τε δίκαι, τελέθѳει πρὸς γῆρας αἰὼν ἡµέρα. / ἴστω λαχὼν 
πρὸς δαιµόνων θѳαυµαστὸν ὄλβον), also composed for Chromius some years after Nemean 1, which 
reflects the sentiment of Nem. 1.69-72 (αὐτὸν µὰν ἐν εἰρήναι  τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον <ἐν> σχερῶι / ἡσυχίαν 
καµάτων  µεγάλων / ποινὰν λαχόντ’ ἐξαίρετον / ὀλβίοις  ἐν δώµασι […]).   
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 (µῶνος  ἐν ἡµ ιθѳέοις  Κρονίδαν Δ∆ία 

πενθѳερὸν  ἑξεῖς. / χαίροις, ὦ νύµφα· χαίροις, εὐπένθѳερε  γαµβρέ).  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 χρυσέων οἴκων ἄναξ καὶ 

γαµβρὸς Ἥρας), Peleus is ‘son in-law to the gods’: ἅτις οὐ Πηλέος ἀίει κλέος ἥρωος, 
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εὐδαίµονος  γαµβροῦ  θѳεῶν  (Isthm. 6.25); he is also εὐδαίµων 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 εὐδαιµονία 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).421  

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 

in the Odyssey but not in Pindar,422  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, 

 
421  Od. 11.602–3 would be another subtext: (Heracles), αὐτὸς δὲ µετ’ ἀθѳανάτοισι θѳεοῖσι / τέρπεται ἐν 
θѳαλίηις καὶ ἔχει καλλίσφυρον Ἥβην; Cf. Hunter (2003) ad Theoc. 17.22.  One could also compare 
Glaucus’ prophecy in A.R. 1.1318-19 (ἐκπλῆσαι µογέοντα δυώδεκα πάντας ἀέθѳλους, / ναίειν δ’ 
ἀθѳανάτοισι συνέστιον […]).  The phrasing is close to Teiresias’ prophecy in Theoc. 24.82-3 (δώδεκά οἱ 
τελέσαντι πεπρωµένον ἐν Δ∆ιὸς οἰκεῖν / µόχθѳους …).  Theocritus’ version is closer to Pindar (note also the 
similarity ἐν Δ∆ιὸς οἰκεῖν ~ Nem. 1.74 δαίσαντα πὰρ Δ∆ὶ Κρονίδαι ~ Isthm. 4.75-6 νῦν δὲ παρ’ Αἰγιόχωι 
{Δ∆ιῒ} … /...ναίει).  
422 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 οὕνεκ’ ἔχεις Ἑλένην καί σφιν γαµβρὸς  Δ∆ιός  ἐσσι]) for 
the representation of Cadmus and Peleus; cf. Nisetich (1989) 59–61 and 64–5 with note 20).  Σ ad Od.  
4.569 informs us that this line was not found in all ancient editions; ἐν ἐνίοις δὲ οὐ φέρεται ὁ στίχος διὰ τὸ 
ἀκύρως ἔχειν τὴν ἀντωνυµίαν.  οὐ γὰρ Δ∆ιὸς γαµβρὸς ὁ Μενέλαος.  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 φιλάδελφος.  Ludwig 

Koenen (1983: 161-3) has further demonstrated that in Ptolemaic public discourse 

(incestuous)423 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 

Ptolemaic poetry424 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 II, 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. 
424 Call. fr. 392 Pf.  (Ἀρσινόης ὦ ξεῖνε γάµον καταβάλλοµ’ ἀείδειν) 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 Idyll 17 is imbued with the propagandistic 

discourse425 of the royal house and attempts to project an ideal image of the reigning 

monarch (optimus rex) (105 οἷ’ ἀγαθѳῶι βασιλεῖ  […]).  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.426  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 

 
425 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 

ἀρχοµένου δ’ ἔργου πρόσωπον / χρὴ θѳέµεν τηλαυγές, 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. 



 

 

241 

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: ἀθѳανάτων τὸν ἄριστον , 

ἐπὴν † ἀείδωµεν ἀοιδαῖς ~ 12: οἷσι θѳεοὶ τὸν ἄριστον  ἐτίµησαν βασιλήων).  Τhe 

meeting-point between the two of them is their respective excellence (Zeus, ἀθѳανάτων 

τὸν ἄριστον ~ Ptolemy, ὁ γὰρ προφερέστατος ἄλλων).  Still, Theocritus is careful to 

retain the boundaries of the two statuses; the repetition of the genitive ἀνδρῶν at the 

beginning and the end of Ptolemy’s couplet (ἀνδρῶν  δ’ αὖ Πτολεµαῖος ἐνὶ πρώτοισι 

λεγέσθѳω / καὶ πύµατος καὶ µέσσος· ὁ γὰρ προφερέστατος ἀνδρῶν) makes certain that 

whatever the similarities with Zeus, Ptolemy still belongs to the realm of mortal 

men.427   

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).428  However, in Callimachus’ poem the analogy is never spelled out in such 

explicit terms as in Idyll 17.  It is rather insinuated by the selected account of Zeus’ 

 
427 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 οἳ θѳνατοὶ πελόµεσθѳα, τὸ δ’ αὔριον οὐκ ἐσορῶµες); in Nemean 6 this is the κεκριµένα 
δύναµις 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; Fränkel (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.      
428 I 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,429 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).430  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,431 a 

calmness which is expressed in musical terms (38 καὶ σὺν εὐφώνοις θѳαλίαις ὀνυµαστάν 

and 70 τράποι σύµφωνον ἐς ἡσυχίαν; cf. Lefkowitz (1976) 105, 109, 114; Segal (1985) 

187-8; Cingano (1995) ad 70);432 on the other hand, the noises produced by the 

Etruscans, Hieron’s enemies (72 […] κατ’ οἶκον … ὁ Τυρσανῶν τ’ ἀλαλατὸς ἔχηι), 

resemble those that Typhos makes as he lies under Aetna, whenever he hears the 

sound of Apollo’s lyre (cf. Schroeder (1922) ad 70ff; Lefkowitz (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 κίων δ’ οὐρανία συνέχει) 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 (Il. 
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.          
430 For the cults of Zeus in Ptolemaic Alexandria see Fraser (1972) i. 193-5. 
431 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. 
432 For the concept of musical order and its significance for the ode cf. e.g. Burton (1962) 91-3 and 
Cingano (1995) 20.   



 

 

243 

(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):433  

Ἀναξιφόρµιγγες ὕµνοι, 
τίνα θѳεόν, τίν’ ἥρωα, τίνα δ’ ἄνδρα κελαδήσοµεν;  

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. h.Ap. 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.434  This is certainly true but one 

cannot disregard the function this incipit serves within this ode.  The rhetorical 

 
433 Manetho (FGrHist 609 F 3a) divided his history in three parts comprising θѳεοί, νέκυες or ἡµίθѳεοι, 
and ἄνδρες.  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. I.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.     
434 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 (ὕλη) and the µύριαι τιµαί 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 W2 ἢ πίτυν ἐν βήσ[σαις / ὑλοτόµοι 
τά[µνωσι).  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 καὶ 

τελευτήσας ἡρωικῶν ἔτυχε τιµῶν), 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 τίνα βάλλοµεν / ἐκ 

µαλθѳακᾶς αὖτε φρενὸς εὐκλέας ὀϊστοὺς ἱέντες;).  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.435  

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).436  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).437  This enables Ptolemy to be juxtaposed with both categories 

explicitly: with Zeus in his status as a king438 and with heroes as a descendant of 

 
435 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).     
436 θѳεὸς ἄλλος / […] Σωτηράων ὕπατον γένος (Del. 165-6) is a notable exception.      
437 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 ἥρως 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 ἱστία δ’ ἡµίθѳεοι µεσονύκτιον αὖτε καθѳαίρουν; 18.18 µῶνος ἐν 
ἡµιθѳέοις Κρονίδαν Δ∆ία πενθѳερὸν ἕξεις; 24.132 Κάστορι δ’ οὔτις ὁµοῖος ἐν ἡµιθѳέοις πολεµιστής.  The use 
of ἡµίθѳεος 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). 
438 Note also the following analogies: (i) ἐκ Δ∆ιὸς ἀρχώµεσθѳα καὶ ἐς Δ∆ία λήγετε ∼ ἐνὶ πρώτοισι λεγέσθѳω … 

καὶ πύµατος καὶ µέσσος; (ii) justification of (i): ἀθѳανάτων τὸν ἄριστον ∼ ὁ γὰρ προφερέστατος ἀνδρῶν.  
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 σοφός – 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 εἰκόνος ζώσης τοῦ Δ∆ιός, the Greek phrase translating the Egyptian title njśwt-­‐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 ἐκ πατέρων (‘from the forefathers’; cf. LSJ9 s.v. VII.1) 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 υἱωνῶν … 

υἱωνοῖσιν), Ptolemy I and Alexander (23-7).439  As a descendant of men who are now 

worshipped as ἀθѳάνατοι (25)440 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 

ὑµνήσαιµ(ι)), explicitly said to be ἀθѳανάτων γέρας αὐτῶν (8), when the heroes of old, a 

category higher than mortal Ptolemy, received only ἀοιδαί (6) as a reward for their 

military prowess (5-6) (cf. Meincke (1956) 93-4; 152).  The undying κλέος that poets 

have purveyed to the ‘descendants of Atreus’ (Ἀτρεΐδαισι 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. 
439 σφέων … µελέων ἐξείλετο γῆρας (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 
σύνναος (46-50). 
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Lines 135-6 (χαῖρε, ἄναξ Πτολεµαῖε· σέθѳεν δ’ ἐγὼ ἶσα καὶ ἄλλων / µνάσοµαι ἡµιθѳέων 

[…]) are modelled on the ending of Homeric hymns (cf. Meincke (1965) 140, 158; 

Heerink (2010) 385, 393-4); the poet appropriates the χαῖρε formula and considers 

Ptolemy equal to other demigods, a designation employed elsewhere in Theocritus for 

Castor, Menelaus and Adonis (see n. 437 above).441  By the time the poem ends 

Ptolemy has made the transition from being a man (3 ἀνδρῶν) to being a demigod 

(136 ἡµιθѳέων)442 – a case of poetic and textual heroization.443  Furthermore, Ptolemy 

is addressed as ἄναξ (135); the hymnic undertones of the imperative χαῖρε aside, this 

is used in the same poem for Apollo (70 ἶσον καὶ Ῥήναιαν ἄναξ ἐφίλησεν Ἀπόλλων) in 

a scene which obviously imitates the Homeric hymn to Apollo (60-70).444  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):   

ἀνδρῶν δ’ αὖ Πτολεµαῖος ἐνὶ πρώτοισι 
λεγέσθѳω / 
καὶ πύµατος καὶ µέσσος· […]. 

ἀλλ’ αἰεὶ πρῶτον σὲ καὶ ὕστατον ἔν τε 
µέσοισιν  
ἀείσω· […].  

 

 
441 In the Homeric hymns χαῖρε ἄναξ is used for Apollo only once in 21.5; it is frequent for lesser 
deities: 15. 9 to Heracles (χαῖρε ἄναξ Δ∆ιὸς υἱέ· δίδου δ’ ἀρετήν τε καὶ ὄλβον; 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.  
442 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 Plataea (11 W2) and reaches some interesting 
conclusions concerning the choice of this specific text by Theocritus.   
443 The phenomenon is aptly described by Mann (2000) 35 in his discussion of the myth of Croesus in 
Bacchylides Ode 3: “Hieron überwindet die Grenzen zwischen der menschlichen und der heroischen 
Sphäre, es handelt sich beim Text des Bakchylides um eine literarische Heroisierung”. 
444 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 (Theog. 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 Idyll 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.  I 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 µακάρων νᾶσον) 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 ὅθѳεν σπέρµατος 

ἔχοντα ῥίζαν πρέπει τὸν Αἰνησιδάµου / ἐγκωµίων τε µελέων λυρᾶν τε τυγχανέµεν) (cf. 

Σ ad Ol. 2.70b, 82d; Lehnus (1981) 38-40).  As a matter of fact, Σ ad Ol. 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 Ἀδραστιδᾶν θѳάλος ἀρωγὸν δόµοις with Σ 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’ forefathers in the 

praise discourse of both poems: Theoc. 17.13. (ἐκ πατέρων οἷος µὲν ἔην τελέσαι µέγα 

ἔργον) ~ Ol.2.7 (εὐωνύµων τε πατέρων ἄωτον ὀρθѳόπολιν; cf. Σ 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. Σ 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. 

Σ 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).      

 

εὐεργεσία  as prerequisite for deification. 

Ol. 2.53-6 suggests that the right use of wealth during one’s lifetime in combination 

with other inborn ἀρεταί can influence one’s lot after-death: to quote the most 

plausible rendition of this passage offered by the ancient scholia (Σ 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.): 

ὁ µὰν πλοῦτος ἀρεταῖς δεδαιδαλµένος  
  φέρει τῶν τε καὶ τῶν  (53) 
καιρὸν βαθѳεῖαν ὑπέχων µέριµναν †ἀγροτέραν, 
ἀστὴρ ἀρίζηλος, ἐτυµώτατον (55) 
ἀνδρὶ φέγγος.  

The full purport and implications of these lines can be grasped only if contextualized 

within the image of εὐεργέτης which Pindar created for his patron.  Pindar was the 

first to exploit the image of εὐεργέτης in his poetry.445  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: 

 
445 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 προξενία; 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 προξενία 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 εὐεργέτης for ‘international’ politics in Hellenistic times.   
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εὐεργέτας) 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) εὐεργεσία is brought into relation with ξενία (“hospitality”) 

with the emphasis falling on the χάρις 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 ἀρετή and wealth expressed in the passage 

from Olympian 2 above (cf. Smiley (1919) 53; Duchemin (1967) ad Pyth. 5.1):446       

χαῖρε, πάτερ, χαῖρ’ αὖθѳι· δίδου δ’ ἀρετήν τ’ ἄφενός τε. 
οὔτ’ ἀρετῆς ἄτερ ὄλβος ἐπίσταται ἄνδρας ἀέξειν 
οὔτ’ ἀρετὴ ἀφένοιο· δίδου δ’ ἀρετήν τε καὶ ὄλβον. 

Callimachus prays to Zeus to give ἀρετή 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:  

ἐπί τοι  
Ἀκράγαντι τανύσαις  
αὐδάσοµαι ἐνόρκιον λόγον ἀλαθѳεῖ νόωι, 
τεκεῖν µή τιν’ ἑκατόν γε ἐτέων πόλιν    

φίλοις  ἄνδρα µᾶλλον  (93)  
εὐεργέταν  πραπίσιν  ἀφθѳονέστερόν  τε χέρα    
ΘѲήρωνος.   

 
446 Compare also Pyth. 5.1-4 (ὁ πλοῦτος  εὐρυσθѳενής, / ὅταν τις ἀρετᾶι  κεκραµένον καθѳαρᾶι / βροτήσιος 
ἀνὴρ πότµου παραδόντος αὐτὸν ἀνάγηι / πολύφιλον ἑπέταν) 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.447  Hampe 

has demonstrated that the passages usually purported to have a specifically Orphic 

importance were, in fact, standard encomiastic topoi employed in other odes as 

well;448 odes about which there can be no claim for connection with Orphic-

Pythagorean beliefs.449  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).  

 
447 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. Σ 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 θѳρῆνος.  On the whole see the 
sober approach of Bollack (1963) and esp. 246-254.     
448 Hampe (1952) 46-52 on εὐεργέτης, 53 on πλοῦτος and 53-4 on Lichtvergleiche.    
449 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): τότε Δ∆αλογενὴ[ς Ἀπό]λλων 

/φέρων ἐς Ὑπερβορέο[υς γ]έροντα […] / δι΄ εὐσέβειαν, ὅτι µέγιστα θ̣ѳνατῶν / ἐς ἀγαθѳέαν 

<ἀν>έπεµψѱε [: <ἀπ> Hutchinson 2010] Π̣[υθѳ]ώ.  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).450  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 (Ol. 2.94 ἀφθѳονέστερόν τε χέρα).  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: 

Μουσάων δ’ ὑποφῆται ἀείδοντι Πτολεµαῖον 
ἀντ’ εὐεργεσίας.       

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 ὄλβιον κλέος) will remain alive when his 

earthly possessions will have perished (118-20) (see also pp. 190-2 above).     

 
450 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) τίνα θѳεόν, τίν’ ἥρωα, τίνα δ’ ἄνδρα κελαδήσοµεν; ~ (89-

90) τίνα βάλλοµεν … εὐκλέας ὀϊστοὺς ἱέντες;  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, ὄπι δίκαιον ξένων, ἔρεισµ’ Ἀκράγαντος, / εὐωνύµων τε πατέρων ἄωτον 

ὀρθѳόπολιν).  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 ἀφθѳονέστερον to µᾶλλον εὐεργέταν (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). 451   

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: ἐπεὶ ψѱάµµος ἀριθѳµὸν περιπέφευγεν, / 

καὶ κεῖνος ὅσα χάρµατ’ ἄλλοις ἔθѳηκεν, / τις ἂν φράσαι δύναιτο;   Olympian 2 implies that 

 
451 It would be consistent with Pindar’s encomiastic strategy to take εὐεργέταν in line 94 in connection 
with ὄπι δίκαιον ξένων and Theron’s other traits mentioned in line 6, a connection that reflects similar 
eulogistic associations in other odes of his.  ὄπι in this context is problematic; for a detailed discussion 
see Del Grande (1956) 81-5.  



 

 

256 

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.452  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 εὐεργέτης.  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.453  Hecataeus 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 
 
452 Note also the importance of ‘witnesses’ (µάρτυρες) for the creation and preservation of good fame 
for Hieron in Pyth. 1.88 (πολλοὶ µάρτυρες ἀµφοτέροις πιστοί); cf. also Hubbard (1985) 159. 
453 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).454  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.455  εὐεργέται are often said to show εὔνοια, 

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 εὔνοια assumes 

the form of being ἤπιος and sending µαλακοὺς ἔρωτας and κούφας µερίµνας.456  

Among other things, εὐεργέται 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.457  On this point Egyptian ideology met 

with Greek philosophical and political theory; a fruitful combination ensued.458  The 

benefactions of royal personages were considered the reason for their deification and 
 
454 Cf. Diodorus Siculus I.2.4 Ἡρακλῆς µὲν γὰρ ὁµολογεῖται πᾶντα τὸν γενόµενον αὐτῶι κατ’ ἀνθѳρώπους 
χρόνον ὑποµεῖναι µεγάλους καὶ συνεχεῖς πόνους καὶ κινδύνους ἑκουσίως, ἵνα τὸ γένος τῶν ἀνθѳρώπων 
εὐεργετήσας  τύχηι τῆς ἀθѳανασίας .  Οn Heracles as a model for Philip II of Macedon and Hellenistic 
rulers see Kötting (1966) 850.  See also Diodorus Siculus I.20.3 on Osiris.  For Diodorus’ dependence 
on Hecataeus’ work see n. 456 below.  
455 Kötting (1966) 851-2.  Aristotle’s argument (Pol. 1286b 10-12) about the priority of monarchy is 
characteristic καὶ διὰ τοῦτ’ ἴσως ἐβασιλεύοντο πρότερον, ὅτι σπάνιον ἦν εὑρεῖν ἄνδρας πολὺ διαφέροντας 
κατ’ ἀρετήν, ἄλλως τε καὶ τότε µικρὰς οἰκοῦντας πόλεις.  ἔτι δ’ ἀπ’ εὐεργεσίας  καθѳίστασαν τοὺς βασιλεῖς, 
ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἔργον τῶν ἀγαθѳῶν ἀνδρῶν. 
456 Skard (1931) 31 “Überhaupt ist wohl die εὔνοια der Götter, wovon öfter gesprochen wird, nur ein 
Ausdruck dafür, dass sie εὐεργέται sind.”  This is explicitly stated by Theocritus in 17.123-5 (µατρὶ 
φίλαι καὶ πατρὶ θѳυώδεας εἵσατο ναούς· / ἐν δ’ αὐτοὺς χρυσῶι περικαλλέας ἠδ’ ἐλεφάντι / ἵδρυται 
πάντεσσιν  ἐπιχθѳονίοισιν  ἀρωγούς) with Gow’s notes ad loc.  For a temple to Berenice mentioned 
by Calllixeinus see Fraser (1972) i. 228.     
457 Diod. Sic. I.13.1 ἄλλους δ’ ἐκ τούτων ἐπιγείους γενέσθѳαι φασίν, ὑπάρξαντας µὲν θѳνητούς, διὰ δὲ σύνεσιν 
καὶ κοινὴν ἀνθѳρώπων εὐεργεσίαν τετευχότας τῆς ἀθѳανασίας, ὧν ἐνίους καὶ βασιλεῖς γεγονέναι κατὰ τὴν 
Αἴγυπτον.  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. 
458 Murray (1970) 161-2; for the problems of the source of the Hellenistic ideal of εὐεργέτης see 
Kötting (1966) 851-3 who is also in favour of syncreticism.      
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privileged fate in the afterlife.459  As we will see next, Idyll 17 agrees to a great degree 

with this conceptual framework.   

 

Ptolemy II as benefactor in Idyll 17   

Idyll 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 ἔθѳνεα µυρία φωτῶν / λήιον ἀλδήσκουσιν […]; 97 λαοὶ δ’ 

ἔργα περιστέλλουσιν ἕκηλοι) that people experience in their everyday lives, and on the 

other hand by the plethora of words denoting abundance (75-6 πολὺς … πολλᾶς … 

πολλᾶς; 77 µυρίαι … µυρία; 79 τόσα … ὅσα ~ 81 τόσσα; 82 τρεῖς … ἑκατοντάδες ~ 82 

τρεῖς δ’ ἄρα χιλιάδες τρισσαῖς ἐπὶ µυριάδεσσι ~ 83 δοιαὶ δὲ τριάδες … ἐννεάδες τρεῖς).  

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). 

Αt the same time two further reasons are added for Egypt’s prosperity: Zeus’ favor 

 
459 Winiarczyk (2002) 43-50; as he puts it (136), ‘εὐεργεσία führe zur Deifikation, […] dies ist das 
allgemeine Verständnis des Euhemerismos.’ 
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(73-5; 78 ὀφελλόµεναι Δ∆ιὸς ὄµβρωι) and Ptolemy’s vigilance and unique 

administrative abilities.460   

Ιn 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 ἔρεισµ ’  Ἀκράγαντος, […] ὀρθѳόπολιν).  There divine favour is 

manifested through the good luck that ensued on the foundation of the new city (lines 

11-13, αἰὼν δ’ ἔφεπε µόρσιµος, / πλοῦτόν  τε  καὶ  χάριν  ἄγων  /γνησίαις ἐπ’ ἀρεταῖς).  

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 prowess461 

(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 (ἀχρεῖος) but shares them with his vassals (110) (cf. Gow (1952) 

ad loc; Meincke (1965) 181 n.4), allied cities462 and comrades (111):  

 
460 For Egypt’s self-sufficiency (αὐτάρκεια) in Hecataeus’ 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 αὐτάρκεια in Hecataeus ibid.  165-6. 
461 Τhe idyll presents a consistent nexus of subtle allusions to Ptolemy’s prowess; apart from line 103 
(ξανθѳοκόµας Πτολεµαῖος, ἐπιστάµενος δόρυ πάλλειν) ἐνὶ πρώτοισι 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 Ol. 2.88-91.  For the king’s prowess, and 
especially his lance, as a standard motif of Ptolemaic propaganda see Barbantani (2010) 235-6.     
462 Elaborating upon the way in which εὐεργεσία worked in Hellenistic politics, Bringmann [(1993a) 
16-7; (1993b) 87-8] pointed out that φιλοδοξία became the word describing Hellenistic monarchs’ 
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οὐ µὰν ἀχρεῖός γε δόµωι ἐνὶ πίονι χρυσὸς 
µυρµάκων ἅτε πλοῦτος ἀεὶ κέχυται µογεόντων  

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):  

 οὐκ ἔραµαι πολὺν ἐν µεγάρωι πλοῦτον κατακρύψѱαις ἔχειν, 
ἀλλ’ ἐόντων εὖ τε παθѳεῖν καὶ ἀκοῦσαι φίλοις ἐξαρκέων.  

Some lines before Pindar praises Chromius’ liberality in arranging a dinner for 

himself and his hospitality towards strangers (19-24).463  Keeping one’s wealth hidden 

is considered a sign of φιλοκέρδεια ‘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):   

µὴ δολωθѳῇς, 
	
  	
  ὦ φίλε, κέρδεσιν  ἐντραπέ-	
  (92) 
	
  	
    λοις· ὀπιθѳόµβροτον αὔχηµα δόξας 	
  (92) 
οἶον ἀποιχοµένων ἀνδρῶν δίαιταν µανύει 
καὶ λόγιοις καὶ ἀοιδοῖς. 

The rhetorical articulation of the passage throws into relief the polarity between 

κέρδος and fame.  φιλοκέρδεια 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 εἴπερ τι φιλεῖς 

                                                
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; ὥσπερ εὐεργετικὸν ὄντα καὶ φιλόδοξον  […] ὑπολαµβάνειν 
γὰρ αὐτὸν ὅτι παῦσας τῆς ἀγριότητος τοὺς ἀνθѳρώπους καὶ διαίτης ἡµέρου µεταλαβεῖν ποιήσας τιµῶν  
ἀθѳανάτων  τεύξεται διὰ τὸ µέγεθѳος τῆς εὐεργεσίας .   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.    
463 The image of hoarding one’s riches appears also in Bacchylides 3.13-4 (οἶδε πυργωθѳέντα πλοῦτον µὴ 
µελαµ- / φάρεϊ κρύπειν σκότωι).  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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ἀκοὰν ἁδεῖαν αἰεὶ κλύειν, µὴ κάµνε λίαν δαπάναις).464  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 

ὅσια δρῶν εὔφραινε θѳυµόν· τοῦτο γὰρ / κερδέων ὑπέρτατον).    

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.).465  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): 

πολλοῖς πολλὰ διδούς, αἰτεύµενος οὐκ ἀνανεύων, 
οἷα χρὴ βασιλῆ’. 

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.    

 
464 On the negative connotations of κέρδος	
  see Hubbard (1985) 93 and Kurke’s (1991) index s.v.   
465 Note especially ἄρθѳµια δήµωι / εἰδότα καὶ µικρῶν οὐκ ἐπιληθѳόµενον (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).466   

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 

Ll. 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 ὁ δ’ 

ὑψѱόθѳεν ἔκλαγε φωνᾶι / ἐς τρὶς ἀπὸ νεφέων µέγας αἰετός, αἴσιος ὄρνις).  The eagle is 

Zeus’ bird and as such its appearance constitutes a sign of divine favour and signifies 

 
466 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,467 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 ἔξοχον amongst his peers, which translates 

as the possession of ὄλβος 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 ὃ δὲ πατρὶ ἐοικώς / παῖς ἀγαπητὸς ἔγεντο) and his 

rights as heir to the throne of Egypt.468     

 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 Idyll 17 and 

Isthmian 6.  It 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. 

 
467 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 Ι 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. νδ΄ 
and iv. p. 555 s.v. ἀετός.    
468 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 παῖς ἀγαπητός for Ptolemy II.  For the meaning “only child” see 
Il. 6.401 (Astyanax); Od. 2.365, 4.727, 817; 5.18 (Telemachus); Hesiod fr. 326 M.-W.; and Sappho fr. 
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):469 

ταῦτ’ ἄρα 
  οἱ φαµένῳ πέµψѱεν θѳεός  (49) 
ἀρχὸν οἰωνῶν µέγαν αἰετόν·  ἁ-  (50) 
    δεῖα δ’ ἔνδον νιν ἔκνιξεν χάρις, (50) 
   εἶπέν τε φωνήσαις ἅτε µάντις ἀνήρ 
‘Ἔσσεταί τοι παῖς ὃν αἰτεῖς, ὦ Τελαµών. 

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 (φυά).  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 

Aegina, the Aeacidae.470   

In Privitera’s (1982: ad 47-9) words, in the scene of Heracles’ prayer (47-9) 

“il paragone è tra φυά e δέρµα, ambedue infrangibili.”  In a certain way the Pindaric 

relationship of fathers to sons (Telamon – Ajax; Lampon – Phylacidas / Pytheus) 

 
469 Τhe connection has also been noted by Schneider (2004) 353-4.  Against this intertextual 
background he has proposed to read ἀθѳανάτων τὸν ἄριστον ἐπὴν ῥαίνωµεν  ἀοιδαῖς in line 2 instead of 
the problematic †ἀ(ε)ίδωµεν† ἀοιδαῖς on the model of Isthm. 6.19-21 (τάνδ’ ἐπιστείχοντα νᾶσον 
ῥαινέµεν  εὐλογίαις).  Although Theocritus never used ῥαίνω in this way, certain lines in Idyll 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 è un emulo, un continuatore degli eroi della patria.” 
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foreshadows that of Soter to Philadelphus in Idyll 17.   The praise of the son adds to 

that of the father: Heracles’ prayer is in fact an oblique p r a i s e  of his comrade’s and 

future son’s prowess.  Through Heracles’  ‘prophetic’ activity (εἶπέν τε φωνήσαις ἅτε 

µάντις  ἀνήρ)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 διοσηµία 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 

to the representation of women in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women:472 women are 

 
471 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 τάνδ’ ἐπιστείχοντα  νᾶσον ῥαινέµεν εὐλογίαις; 57 Φυλακίδαι γὰρ ἦλθѳον , ὦ 
Μοῖσαι, ταµίας … κώµων …); cf. also Thummer (1969) ad 1. 
472 Cf. also οἵα in line 34: it corresponds to οἷος 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):      

Ἀργεία κυάνοφρυ λαοφόνον Δ∆ιοµήδεα Τυδῆι Καλυδωνίωι 
ΘѲέτις βαθѳύκολπος ἀκοντιστὰν Ἀχιλῆα Αἰακίδαι Πηλῆι  
ἀρίζηλος Βερενίκα αἰχµητὰ Πτολεµαῖε αἰχµητᾶι  Πτολεµαίωι  

All three entries are governed by µισγοµένα … τέκες (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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 (πολυιδρείη), 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 πάντα 
γυναῖκες ἴσαντι, καὶ ὡς Ζεὺς ἀγάγεθѳ’ Ἥραν, 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 



 

 

270 

the sublime are self-consciously conjoined.475  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.476   

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 λεπτότης 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 hybris.  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 διασωπάσοµαί οἱ µόρον ἐγώ· / τὸν δ’ ἐν Οὐλύµπωι φάτναι Ζηνὸς ἀρχαῖαι δέκονται); 
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 ἐγώ in l. 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 hybris.  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.   
476 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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