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Abstract

This thesis presents a comprehensive study of the ways in which the Hellenistic poets
Callimachus, Theoctritus and Apollonius of Rhodes use Archaic poetic models for the
construction of their primary narrators (the first-level conduit of the events of the
story to the audience). The broad approach of the thesis is correspondingly
narratological, but it eschews the formalism of much previous narratological work, to
produce a more complete view of the persona of the primary narrators in different
texts. The thesis shows that the personas of primary natrators are highly developed in
Archaic poetry, particularly outside hexameter epic, in poets such as Archilochus,
Hesiod and Pindar. The nature of these primary narrators is studied in depth, close
attention being paid to the portrayal of the relationship between the narrator and the
historical author, the use of “quasi-biography” (indications of an external life for the
narrator), the creation of an impression of extempore composition (“pseudo-
spontaneity”), and the creation of the feeling for the audience of being admitted to a
closed group (“pseudo-intimacy”). The particular adaptation of such features in
Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius is examined in detail. Such features are
regularly used in these poets to ironise their narrators, to allude to particular instances
of these features in Archaic poetry, or to create Hellenistic analogues and
developments of Archaic effects (e.g. Callimachus’ “mimetic” hymns). From these
adaptations it is clear that Homer is not the exclusive model for Hellenistic poets, but
that they draw extensively on non-epic Archaic poetry. The implications of such
adaptations for Hellenistic poetics ate also drawn out — “programmatic” passages of
Hellenistic poetry strongly parallel Archaic models in function, and cannot be read as
context-less statements of literary criticism, while the use of Archaic models from a

variety of genres does not imply the rejection of genre and genre-norms.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Outline and Focus

The general topic of this project is the relationship between Hellenistic and Archaic
poetry. In particular, I shall examine the figure of the primary narrator (i.e. the first-
level conduit of the narrative to the audience, the “outer speaket” in a given poem,
Hutchinson 2001:x) in Hellenistic poetty, and the ways in which Hellenistic poets use
Archaic models to construct their primary narrators. The Hellenistic poets I shall
study are Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius of Rhodes. They are the three
leading figures of Hellenistic poetry at its height in the third century BC, the most
important in terms of later influence (e.g. on Augustan Latin poetry) as well as the
best preserved (in terms of numbers of lines). Their frequent allusions to one another
and their interrelation further justify their selection. I make little reference, however,
to the epigrams of Callimachus and Theocritus, because the project concerns the
depiction and development of Hellenistic narrators, which are difficult to discern in
such short poems. Comparative matetial from other Hellenistic poets will be brought

in where relevant.

The Archaic models under investigation here are Archaic poets from the eighth to the
fifth centuries BC,' e.g. Homer, Hesiod, the Homeric Hymns, Pindar, Bacchylides, as
well as the fragmentary remains of Archaic epic, iambos, elegy, personal lyric and
choral lyric. Previous studies have concentrated on Homer as an influence, while
some scholars have argued for the central importance of Hesiod in the Hellenistic
period (see 1.2 below). Non-epic Archaic poetry has, so far, been largely ignored in
this regard. I aim to remedy this by studying one area where the influence of such
poetry is particularly clear — the explicit foregrounding of development of primary
narrators. This is much more common in Archaic lyric, for example, than Archaic
epic. The Homeric epics make more prominent use of ditect speech, and generally

eschew the presentation of an intrusive narrator, avoiding such phenomena as

! The latest poets whom I treat are Bacchylides and Pindar who ate still composing in the middle of
the fifth century. Hence “Archaic” is used in this dissertation to refer to them and all earlier Greek
poets.



emotional and evaluative language on the part of the primary narrator (as chapter 2
Archaic Narrative demonstrates). Nevertheless, the narrators to be found in Homer,
the Homeric Hymns and fragments of Archaic epic provide important material for
comparison with the more intrusive narrators of non-epic Archaic poetry, and

reference to them will be found throughout this thesis.

Because this project concerns primary narrators, I do not deal with Hellenistic or
Archaic texts of a dramatic nature, which have no primary narrator, nor with further
embedded secondary narrators within the narrative of the primary narrator. Nor,
because of lack of space, do I treat prose texts in either period. The focus is the

relationship between the narrative poetic texts of both periods.

The project 1s structured as follows: in the Infroduction (chapter 1) I survey previous
approaches to the topic of the relationship between Archaic and Hellenistic poetry
(1.2), defend the relevance of the study of narrator and voice (1.3), draw attention to
relevant areas of the study of Hellenistic poetics and aesthetics which my study will
affect (1.4), and outline the narratological terminology and approach which I employ
in the thesis (1.5, 1.6, 1.7). Chapter 2 (Archaic Narrative) surveys the main features of
Archaic narrators and the ways in which these personas are constructed (2.3), after
challenging recent views of the differences between Archaic and Hellenistic poetry in
terms of their performance-conditions and a shift from songs to books (2.1, 2.2). In
the next three chapters (3.Callimachean Narrators, 4. The Narrators of Theocritus and
5.Confidence and Crisis: The Narrator in the Argonautica) I provide a systematic and
thorough examination of the narrators in the respective Hellenistic poets and their
adaptations and exploitation of Atchaic models. Finally chapter 6 (Contexts and
Conclusions) section surveys the approaches of the Hellenistic poets to their models,
and draws out the implications for views of their interrelationship, aesthetic

allegtances and broader characteristics of Hellenistic poetry.

A caveat is necessary. A large proportion of the texts in both periods is only preserved
in fragments. Such fragmentaty texts include such important wotks as Callimachus’
Aetia and Hecale, and much of the output of Archaic poets such as Simonides and
Stesichorus. Haslam (1994:99-100) draws attention to the small proportion of what

there once was of Archaic poetry, and the continuing absence of complete poems by



many famous names (e.g. Alcman, Hipponax, Alcaeus). Nevertheless, these
fragments remain important, and there is also a considerable body of well-preserved
material — Homer, Hesiod, Pindar’s epinicians, Theocritus, the _Adrgonantica,
Callimachus’ Hymns. This very contrast, however, between fragmentary and better-
preserved authors can lead to a skewed perception of which poets are most
influential — whole texts inevitably yield more parallels and allusions than isolated
half-lines in papyri with uncertain restorations. I shall try to avoid falling into this
trap by not seeking to identify orne author or set of authors as most influential. This
has been one failing of some previous apptroaches to the general relationship of the
two periods, a desite to demonstrate the primacy of allusions to one author or genre
(see 1.2 below). Rather, I attempt to illustrate the general influence of Archaic poetty,
while of course pointing out particularly important affinities with the style of
particular poets. But the project is not primarily one which lists parallels and allusions
— rather the focus is on the ways in which narrators ate portrayed in Hellenistic

poetry, and how these ways are adapted from the presentation of narrators in Archaic

poetry.

Uncertain restorations and the indeterminacy of context of many fragments are
further interpretative barriers which should be pointed out now. Parsons (1994:120-
1) illustrates the dangers by pointing out the enduring, but phantom, presence of
Agallis in Sappho F31, finally dismissed by the unnumbered PSI papytus edited by
Manfredi (1965:16-7). A lack of context is a particular problem for a project such as
this one, which is based on asking “who is speaking?” in a given poem. Not knowing
if the speaker is, e.g., a primary narrator or a character complicates much of the
evidence. Hollis’ (1997:115-6) thought-experiment consideting what the “next line”
of the hypothetically fragmentary ferream ut soleam tenaci in voragine mula (Catullus 17.26)
demonstrates the dangers which attempting to supply context and continuation
present. The line is in fact the end of a poem, though in isolation it invites a
subsequent line. We do, however, have enough material to make (cautious)
speculation justifiable in many cases, and to be able to draw more secure conclusions
from complete or more complete texts about who is speaking and what this means

for the portrayal of Archaic and Hellenistic nattators.’

2 In general on the problems of collecting, cataloguing and studying fragmentary texts see Most 1997.



1.2 Earlier Approaches

Much ancient literature clearly depends on the work of earlier authors which i1s
imitated and transformed in various ways (Russell 1979:1). The density and type of
allusions in Hellenistic literature seem different from that in eatlier Archaic literature,
characterised by a greater “self-consciousness” and demanding pethaps more detailed
knowledge of the source text (Hopkinson 1988:8, Bing 1988:73 with n.38).” Often
these allusions take the form of reference to the precise wording of an earlier text, or
depend on the application of an earlier meaning of a word, or mark a change in the
meaning of a word used in an earlier text. Such close lexical allusions, in particular to
Homer, have in the not-too-distant past become the main focus for an entire
“school” of scholars working on Hellenistic poetry, whose founding texts are
Giangrande’s (1967 and 1970). For this school, straightforward echoing of the model
was “too rudimentary” for the Hellenistic poets (1970:46), so oppositio in imitando is
charactetistic of Hellenistic allusion (1967:85), which often takes the form of
reference to Hometic wnica or variant readings (1970:48-61). It is “the constant
interplay between imitation and variation of Homer” (Williams 1978:4) which is

thought the foundation of Callimachean (and mote generally Hellenistic) literary
style.

The consequences of this approach for the perception of the relationship between
Hellenistic and Archaic poetry are profound. In very many cases, of course, there are
clear allusions to Homeric variants, meanings and problems of interpretation (e.g. the
use of the Hometic wnicum xevlpog (1.13.28), which Z bT ad loc. report as doubted
by some ancient scholars, by Callimachus at H.1.34 and Apollonius at .47g.3.1213 —
cf. McLennan 1977:65). But the attention to lexical similarity to an earlier text is
often given at the expense of other sotts of similarity and influence, even in the case
of Homer, as Knight (1995:17) points out. Homeric subject-matter, situations,
characters and scene structures should not be ovetlooked. Furthermore,
concentration on lexical similarity and verbal echoes privileges the relationship
between texts in the same metre, which leads in particular to the preoccupation with

Hellenistic transformation of Homeric usage in Giangrandean commentators. When

3 On pre-Hellenistic allusions see Harvey 1957 and Davison 1955.
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Williams (1978:74) finds &évaov ndp at Call.H.2.83 he remarks that Callimachus is
“of course [n.b. the assumption here] varying the stock epic phrase dxépoatov ndp”,
noting that it occurs frequently at the verse-end, as does Callimachus’ phrase. Why,
however, should the epic use be privileged over, e.g., the Pindaric phrase aievéov
nopdg (P.1.6), used of the “eternal fire” of Zeus’ thunderbolts? Is the &xépotov ndp
which Athena kindles from Diomedes’ helmet and shield at 1/.5.4 so much closer to
Callimachus’ description of Apollo’s sacrificial “eternal fire”? The distortions caused

by the common metre and an almost exclusive concentration on Homer are clear.’

There has consequently been a long neglect of Archaic influence other than Homer’s
on Hellenistic poetry. Some affinities have long been recognised — Smiley (1914)°
deals with the influence of Pindar on Callimachus (poets juxtaposed, though not with
reference to style, as early as Palladas (4™ century AD) at AP 9.175, as Newman
1967:45 notes), while some recent scholarship has concentrated on the influence of
Hesiod in the Hellenistic petiod. Such criticism on Hesiodic influence has been
bedevilled by the assumption that Hellenistic allusions are frequently programmatic and
reveal the author’s literary-critical allegiances (though in fact, these are best indicated

by the poet’s practice).

The chief Callimachean texts which are interpreted as literary-critical
pronouncements with regard to Hesiod are the so-called Somnium, Aetia F2 (e.g. by
Reinsch-Werner 1976:308-11),° and most importantly ep.27 on Aratus (e.g. by
Reitzenstein 1931:42ff)). So widely accepted are programmatic interpretations based
on these texts that Beye (1982:7) can call Homer “eskbatos, extreme, probably in the
sense of inimitable” and claim that “Hesiod, whom he calls ‘honey-sweet’, is
constantly preferred as the model [sc. by Callimachus]”, without any explicit
reference to ep.27. This masks the interpretative problems which attend
Reitzenstein’s view of the epigram. He suggests (1931:44-6) emending the received
text (with Scaliget) from 00 tov &owdov/ €oyatov (1-2) to ob oV &oddv/ Eoxatov,

and taking this to mean Homer, “best of poets”, whom Aratus does #of imitate.

4 Compare also the relegation of Pindar’s P.4 from the main sources of Apollonius’ Azg. in Mooney
1912:12-25, as one of the poems which introduced the Argonautic story “incidentally” (1912:13).

5 Usually cited as “Smiley 1919”.

6 On which see Cameron 1995:366-8.
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Aratus chooses rather 6 pehypdtatov/ 1@v énéwv (2-3), which refers to Hesiod’s
embodiment of the stylistic ideal of sweetness (1931:47), in contrast to Homeric

grandeur.

However there are serious problems with the alleged opposition between Homer and
Hesiod in this epigram. As Cameron (1995:374-5) notes, £oyatog is simply not found
without further qualification in the sense of “best”. Reitzenstein’s (1931:46)
examples, e.g. 10 & €oyotov kopveodrar/ Paciiedor (Pindar, O.1.113-4), all have a
context which determines the meaning (in this case xopvodtai, “comes to a peak”).
Aratus has in fact anepd€aro (3), “skimmed off’ (Cameron 1995:378), not tov
ao180v/ Eoyatov, “the poet [sc. Hesiod, mentioned in line 1] down to the last detail”
(Cameron 1995:377, following Kaibel 1894:120 on the received text) but 10
peAypétatov/ v Entwy, “the sweetest patt [...] of bis verses”” (Cameron 1995:378-9),
not “his sweetest epic” (so Reinsch-Werner 1976:326). Homer is a phantom presence
in the epigram, and Hesiod is marked as a partial model, not the founder of a
programmatically approved style. Regrettably the tendency to look for programmatic
force in allusions, or even simply difficult passages, is widespread, as the treatment of
the Aetia-prologue and the end of Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo makes clear (see 3.3.2
below).

In contrast to that with Hesiod, the relationship between Callimachus, Theocritus
and Apollonius and Archaic lyric, iambic and elegiac poetry has usually been
overlooked or marginalised (until very recently). Such poetry, however, is vitally
important to the design and deployment of Hellenistic narrators, and a proper of
understanding of the operation of Hellenistic narrators can only be achieved through
the consideration of the effect on them of their Archaic models. In this respect even
the poetry of Homer, Hesiod and Pindar has been neglected. Accidents of
preservation have, of coutse, played their part in skewing our perspective of which
texts were influential in the Hellenistic period, but the approaches scholars have
taken to Archaic poetry’s use as a model in the Hellenistic period have also

contributed to its relative neglect.

12



The rare attention that Archaic lyric, for example, has received as an influence on
Hellenistic poetry has usually been unsystematic, given the form in which it appears —
passing comments such as Cahen’s (1930: 153-4) on Callimachus’ H.4 having a
structure reminiscent of Pindaric epinicians,’ or the occasional speculations about the
relationship between Hellenistic “mimetic” poems and Archaic models (e.g. Sappho’s
epithalamia, Wheeler 1930:218, Von der Muhll 1940:423; see 3.2.4 below). More
dedicated treatments have often centred on the relationship between specific authors
or texts, e.g. Smiley (1914), or Clapp (1913) on Theocritus and Pindar. Such
approaches have concentrated on allusions to specific passages in Archaic texts. This
can lead to the illusion that a complete list of passages alluded to can give a complete
account of the influence of a particular author — Clapp (1913:315) restricts Pindaric
influence on Theoctitus to poems 16 and 17 (neglecting, e.g., Th.24’s relationship to
Pindar’s N.1). As is the case with the concentration on lexical similarity between
Homer and Hellenistic texts, such an approach does not allow for the breadth of

types of possible influence.

Other approaches to the relationship have tended to be general and impressionistic.
Newman (1967:47-8) develops Puelma Piwonka’s occasional references (1949:e.g.
254, 277, 281) to the adoption of lyric motifs or lyric Liebesdichtung in Callimachus’
Iambi to claim a general desire on Callimachus’ part for “a restoration of lyricism to
[...] poetry” (1967:48). Gutzwiller (1981:8) suggests that Hellenistic epyllia exhibit a
“sweetness and romanticism” characteristic of lyric. More pernicious are suggestions
that particular poets or periods enjoy a “spiritual kinship”. This is Bulloch’s view
(1992:332) with reference to Pindar and Callimachus, while Cairns (1979:13 n.59)
suggests in passing that Pindar’s consciousness of himself as an epigone was one
reason for his appreciation in the Hellenistic period. Austin (1967:14-17=1986:119-
21) argues that Theocritus models himself after Simonides rather than Pindar in
Th.16 largely because of their shared sceptical and pessimistic attitude. Such views
are problematic because they can prevent further examination of the relationship —
Bulloch (1992:332) comments that in Pindar “Callimachus spotted an artistic soul-

mate, 7ot a Literary model [my italics]”.® Callimachus was attracted by Pindar’s “oddity”

7 He notes the praise of Delos at either end of the hymn (1-27, 326-7) and an inserted myth. For
criticism of the view cf. Mineur 1984:8.

8 Despite, e.g., the Victoria Berenices!

13



and “quirkiness”. Hutchinson (1988:13) would similatly grant the two poets a

common “exciting sense of strangeness” (but little else that is shared).

There is a more profitable approach than vague assertions of spiritual affinities or the
examination of allusions by Hellenistic poets to Archaic poetry (Bulloch 1992:331-2
presents the two as virtually the only alternatives), which has been taken up by some
scholars. This is the study of the relationship between the manner of Archaic and
Hellenistic poets. In the examination of technique, of the ways in which poets
achieve particular effects, we can better discern how Pindar, for example, is a “liferary
model” for Callimachus. Not metrically, of coutse, but stylistically, in particular for the

narratorial personas Callimachus develops.

The importance of lyric manner to Hellenistic poetry has not gone unnoticed —
Parsons (1977:46) comments that in “some sense Callimachus’ normal manner is
Pindaric: allusiveness, uneven tempo, mannerist distortions”. The uneven and
“distorted” nature of Pindaric and lyric narrative is particularly clear in the
phenomenon I shall term “unusual narrative emphasis”. This is the postponing or
marginalisation of the “main event” in a natrative, which results in an asymmetric or
“skewed” narrative where a greater part is devoted to what might be considered
peripheral events. Such unusual narrative emphasis is common in non-epic Archaic
narrative, as in Pindar’s P.4, where what might normally be taken as the “climax” of

the Argonautic story is disposed of in two lines:

KTETVE PEV YAOVKAT TEX VLG TOLKIAOVOTOV B@LV,

@ 'Apkecida, kKAEYeEV 18 MNdeloy obv adtd, tav [edioopdvov: (249-50)

Far more attention is given to the Euphamid descent of the Battiads from the
Argonautic visit to the Lemnian women (251-62) and Medea’s prophecy about
Euphamos’ descendants (9-56). Bacchylides also displays a similar technique, ending
his narrative “immediately before climactic point” (Carey 1995:102 n.26) at, for
example, B.5.175, where Meleager’s mention to Heracles of his sister Deianeira is not
followed by an account of their meeting, nor Heracles’ fate (also not told at
B.16.31ff.). Such narrative skewing can be employed for obvious encomiastic

purposes, as in the foregrounding of the encomiastically important Euphamos in P.4,
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but it can also form a part of the creation of a pseudo-spontaneous narratorial
petsona, which itself can be put to a number of uses, e.g. the emphasis of the
narrator’s sincerity in encomiastic poems (see further 2.3.2.1 on pseudo-spontaneity
below). The narrator of Herodotus’ Histories, for example, is portrayed as an
extemporising speaker by his dismissal with diampnéapévovg kot tdAlo T@dV elvekev

anikoto (1.2.2) of most of the Argonauts’ exploits.

Unusual narrative emphasis has been connected in general terms with Archaic lyric
by scholars such as Bihler (1960:198), who compares the abbreviated conclusion of
Moschus’ E#rgpa with the end of the Pelops-myth in Pindar’s O.1. At the end of the
Eurgpa lines 162-6 narrate Europa’s seduction and subsequent childbirth, and the
expected etymology of Europe is omitted. Biihler argues that this sort of narrative
distortion is alien to Archaic epic, and that it is adopted as an epic technique in the
Hellenistic period. Two other well-known Hellenistic examples are to be found in
Callimachus. In the Hecale Theseus’ breaking of the bull’s horn is told in a parenthesis
(F69.1) which is usually taken to indicate an abbreviated treatment of the struggle
against the bull (e.g. Hollis 1990:215) in favour of a concentration on the meeting
with Hecale, though the degree of asymmetry here may have been exaggerated (see
3.7 below). A clearer example is the following comment from the Victoria Berenices

(SH264.1), which abbreviates the narrative of Heracles battling the Nemean lion:

o010g émppioocarto, Taot & d&mwo pfikog &odf

Both Archaic and Hellenistic examples should be contrasted with the striving after
“full presentation” in the Homeric epics. The Homeric natrator gives the audience
the impression that they are receiving an account of the story like the view they
would have if they witnessed the events themselves (Richardson 1990:197-9). Hence
the great lengths gone to to provide spatial and temporal continuity, e.g. the use of
unobtrusive means to change scene (1990:110-19), and the unintrusive omission of
details not deemed worthy of full narration (e.g. through the use of summaries,
Richardson 1990:13). When the Homeric natrator leaves things out or passes quickly

over them, attention is not drawn to their omission.
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More recent scholarship has taken up the study of manner (broadly construed).
Fuhrer (1992) has studied the adaptation of epinician conventions in Callimachus’
three epinician poems (I2.8, the Victoria Berenices and the Victoria Sosibiz), and has
drawn attention to the use of features of Pindaric style elsewhere in Callimachus
(1988). The Archaic and Classical precedents for Callimachus’ metaphors for poetry
have been examined by Asper (1997), and, in a similar vein, the ways in Which
descriptions of poetic practice in Pindar are reflected in later poets (and others) have
been explored by Richardson (1985). Hunter has produced two important recent
studies on the literary textute of Hellenistic poetry, one on Apollonius (1993a),
dealing at length with Apollonian transformations of Homer beyond grammatical
word-play (e.g. of the epic narrator, 101-19, with significant recognition of Archaic
lyric influence in this area, 116) and on Theoctitus (1996), which explores the use in
Theocritus of the texts and techniques of Archaic poets and Hellenistic perceptions
of such poets (e.g. Pindar, Simonides, Homer in Th.16, 77-109). A number of
important observations about the Archaic-Hellenistic relationship have recently been
made by Cameron (1995, e.g. on Callimachus and Pindaric, Hesiodic and Homeric
narrators, 369) and Schmitz (1999, on the similarities between the narrator-author
gap in Pindar and Callimachus, 161), without co-ordinating these into a dedicated

treatment.

I intend to build on this recent work by taking up the topic of the primary narrator in
Hellenistic poetry, where the adaptation of Archaic models is all-pervasive. Hence 1
hope to deepen insights such as Parsons’ on Callimachus’ Pindaric manner, or
Haslam’s (1993:111) on Pindar helping us to understand Callimachus’ “style and
stance as a poet”, by broadening out the study of the models of Hellenistic poetic
voices beyond Homer, Hesiod and Pindar to include Archaic poetic narrative in
general, and examining the Hellenistic adaptation of Archaic technique, function and

persona.

16



1.3 Importance of Voice

Hunter (19932:111) comments that no feature of Hellenistic poetical style has
demanded more recent critical attention than the “constant demand of poet-narrators
to be recognised as the controlling force behind the words of the text” The
narrator’s voice is a central aspect of Hellenistic literary production and its criticism,
most importantly in Goldhill (1991, also 1986 on Theocritus). Any discussion of
Greek (not only Hellenistic) poetic voice is indebted to Goldhill, but much work
remains to be done on the appropration and transformation of Archaic poems and
voices in the Hellenistic period. Some scholars, however, have objected to attempts
to point to models for the development of narratorial personas in Hellenistic poetry.
Hutchinson (1988:12-13), for example, notes that in Pindar the “poet occupies a
number of roles”, the handling of which is “appropriately complex”. He denies,
however, any resemblance to Hellenistic play with poetic role and persona, chiefly on
the grounds that Pindar has different generic and encomiastic aims — “one must bear
Pindar’s interests in mind”. Whatever Pindar’s aims, though, his development of a
narratorial persona in the epinicians, the topic of much recent scholarship, e.g.
Lefkowitz (1991) and Carey (1995), provides an important model and cross-reference

for Apollonius and Callimachus in particular, as this study will demonstrate.

The study of Hellenistic “voice” in terms of Archaic models can be justified in
general terms. If Goldhill (1986:30-1) is right to connect Hellenistic concerns about
the role of the poet (see below) with the anxious awareness of the monuments and
literature of the past, exacerbated by the collection and cataloguing of the poetry of
the Archaic and Classical periods, then establishing the precise relationship between
Hellenistic and eatlier poetical voices becomes of paramount importance. The
narrators of previous poets help to create Hellenistic attitudes to the position of the
poet, and provide the raw material to highlight the problems which arise, and deal
with them.

This study is explicitly about the voice of the “narrator” rather than the “poet”
because of the centrality of the relationship between narrator and author in both

Archaic and Hellenistic poetry. The close connections between narrator and author
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are of course marked by the use of the term “poet” to describe the primary narrator
of a given work, but they also mask the precise degree to which the two are related,
and so obscure study of the topic (Hutchinson 2001:x employs the term “narrator”
to emphasise that “the speaker, even when excplicitly connected to the anthor [my italics], 1s
always a literary creation.”). The dependence of the mnarrator’s persona on
biographical facts about the author is clear, for example, in both Pindaric epinicians
which exploit Pindar’s Theban nationality (e.g. Isthmian 1) and in Callimachus’ Iambi.
Such dependence is examined with the concept of “quasi-biography” (see 1.7 below).
I employ the term “narrator” rather than “speaker” (employed by Miller 1993 with
reference to Pindar and Bing 1995 with reference to Callimachus) to make explicit

the narratological underpinnings of this project (see 1.5 below).”

Furthermore, the apparent paradox between the prominence of Hellenistic “poet-
narrators” (cf. Hunter above) and the problematic status of the “poet”, his authority
and the writing of poetry as argued by Seeck (1975:203) and Goldhill (1986:31-2), is
resolved by considering the relationship between poet and narrator. The narrator in
Hellenistic poetry becomes one strategy for foregrounding the problems of poetic
authority (e.g. by casting doubt on the narrator’s credibility, as at Callimachus H.1.65,
see 3.2.5 below), as well as for evading such problems. The advertising of the
problem of “poetic truth”, for example, emphasises the separation of narrator and
author, and hence protects the latter — poets do not lie, narrators do (cp. Solon F29).
The problems associated with the position of the poet are deflected by placing a

prominent natrator in the way, one who is both like and unlike the authot.

The problems of the position of the poet are often linked to a “ctisis” of poetry in
the fourth century (Gelzer 1993), for which there is considerable scepticism on the
grounds of lack of evidence (Henrichs 1993:173-8 attacking Gelzer 1993; Hutchinson
1988:2-3, Hopkinson 1988:11). Howevet, the claim that the position and authority of
the poet was a problematic one does not depend on the existence of this crisis, and
can be separated from it. It seems, rather, to relate directly to the anxious awareness

of the poetic output of previous poets, which is already expressed c.400BC by

% Schmitz (1999:158-9) uses the term “implied author” to denote the natrator (in my sense) in the
Aetia-prologue and mark his close relationship to the real author. But the term is used differently in
much natratological writing (e.g. Chatman 1978, Richardson 1990) and is liable to confuse.
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Choerilus of Samos (& péxap, otig Env kelvov ypévov dpig &oidfic,/ Movohwv
Beparnmv, 6T dxnpotog Av €1t Aeypdv, F2.1-2 PEG). Poetic status and authority are
at issue because of the problem of “what to sing?” given the mass of pre-existing
literature — “the inheritance and what to do with it” (Parsons 1993:160). In
Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius it is through experimentation with the
possibilities offered by different types of narrator and their juxtaposition that such
problems are overcome — new voices (approptiating Archaic voices) rather than

simply new content.

The use of Archaic models in the depiction of such narrators is all-pervasive and
instructive. The gap between narrator and author which is already present in Archaic
poetry, and employed in a variety of ways (see 2.3 below) is exploited in Hellenistic
poetry to avoid problems of poetic authority. This sort of transformation of Archaic
models is typical — in the Argonautica we find the inscribing of some of the
“difficulties of composition” a poet might have (e.g. selecting between different
versions of a myth, or choosing what to include). This does not appeat, as in earlier
poetry, as a foi, with the narrator overcoming his struggles, but within an overall

pattern of progressive narratorial decline (see chapter 5).

Such transformations and adaptations of Archaic voices should not be explained
wholly in terms of general historical or literary-historical developments. Room should
be made for the personal aesthetic choice of individual poets, as well as generic
differences, alongside the positing of larger-scale phenomena such as changes in
performance- or reception-conditions. The problems of poetic authority and the
anxious awareness of previous poets seem more important to me than such changes
in the circumstances of literary production and reception (see 2.1 below), but even
here the temptation to refer everything to broad historical trends should be resisted.
It is not simply because Theocritus 72ad Homer, Pindar and Eutipides, nor because
he himself was read, nor even because of the collection of all of these authors in one
place where they could be read, that Hellenistic poets became acutely aware of their
relationship to the poetry of the past. It is as important that Theocritus read these
poets, and responded with his own individual aims and artistic choices. Such a

statement should be obvious, but the necessary indeterminacy which it introduces
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(authorial aims and choices being difficult, if not impossible, to recover), is pethaps

one reason for its neglect.
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1.4 Voice, Genre and Poetics

1.4.1 Crossing of Genres

The adaptation of natrators and aspects of their voices from non-epic Archaic poetry
in Hellenistic epic such as the Argonantica or other hexameter poetry such as much of
the Theocritean corpus and Callimachus’ Hymns should #oz simply be attributed to
Hellenistic “crossing of genres” (Kroll’s “Kreuzung der Gattungen”, 1924:202-24; cf.
“Mischung der Gattungen” at Deubner 1921:375), to wholesale rejection of the
applicability of genre and genre-norms or to an attempt to demonstrate the
emptiness of particular genres. DeForest (1994:4) follows Beye (1969) 1n
characterising the Argonantica as an “anti-epic”. But her view is based on the
assumption that the Argonautica is an epic written in accordance with what she sees as
the anti-epic aesthetics of Callimachus, as expressed in particular in the Aesia-
prologue (1994:25-32). The prologue, however, as Cameron (1995:e.g. 339-61) has
argued, is not about epic but about elegy (see further 3.3.2 below). Clayman (1980:51)
thinks that “crossing of genres” in Callimachus’ lambi (e.g. iambos with rhetoric in 4,
with epigram in 7 and 9) produces parodies, and that such generic mixture
“demonstrates the emptiness of both [sc. genres]”. The effect of many of the lambz,
however, depend more on the (iambic) self-ironising of the natrator, rather than

10

gente-parody (see 3.5 below).

The concept of “crossing of genres” is too tigid to describe the mixture of tones,
styles, subjects, structures and language which we encounter not only in Hellenistic
poetry but in ancient literature in general. It is also liable to mislead when
characterised as a particularly Hellenistic phenomenon (as urged, e.g., by Rossi
1971:83-4). There is clearly generic experimentation before the Hellenistic period.
This is apparent from, for example, Pindar. Didactic gromai are found in the

epinicians, and there are clear affinities between O.2 and the #hrenos, 1.7 and martial

10 Beye (1993:191) describes, surely wrongly, Callimachus® Hymns as “parodies of the archaic Homeric
hymns” on the grounds of their “juxtaposition of the incongruous”, which may hint at “crossing of
genres” (e.g. in generic Zore).
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poetry, and P.4 and both epic and Stesichorean “lyric epic” (Carey 1995:97 with
n.21). Similarly, Simonides combines (separate) rthapsodic hymn and epic into one
elegiac poem in the Plataea elegy (Parsons 1994:122)."" Equally, some of the alleged
generic experimentation of the Hellenistic period is not as clear-cut as sometimes
made out — the “epinicians-in-elegiacs” of Callimachus (the Vzctoria Berenices and the
Victoria Sosibii) should clearly be related to some degree to elegiac victory-epigrams
written as eatly as the 6th century (e.g. ep.1 Ebert), as Fuhrer (1993:90-7) and
Cameron (1995:150, following Fuhrer) point out. Hence the form of the epinicians

seems less problemat:ic.12

Furthermore, there are some clear generic distinctions in Hellenistic poetry between
different genres — e.g. in the much lower level of narrator-prominence in the Hecale as
compared to Callimachus’ elegiac poems (see 3.7 below), as noted by Heinze
(1919=1960:375-6), and followed by Hunter (1993a:115) and Cameron (1995:440).
The maintenance of such distinctions should prompt careful examination of what the
combination of elements from different genres achieves, rather than being referred
simply to a wider Hellenistic attitude to genre. Generic boundaties are not rejected as
irrelevant in Hellenistic poetry — as Hinds (1987:116-7) urges in the case of Augustan
Latin poetry, the combination of elements from distinct genres reveals a profound
interest in genre-norms. Moreover, the effective combination of the manner and
voice properly belonging to different genres, which is surely what we see in
Hellenistic texts such as Callimachus’ Hymns (combining elements, to confine myself
to the primary narrator, of rhapsodic hymn, epic, Pindaric epinician, Hesiodic
didactic etc.) depends on the existence of genetic boundaries and their recognition as
valid and cogent. The Hymns of Callimachus are 7oz generically anarchic — the precise
combinations are harnessed to the overall structure and effect of each individual

hymn.

' Though even in the case of the Plataca elegy there are generic precedents — long narrative elegies
such as Mimnermus’ Smyrmeis (cf. Bowie 1986:27-34), and the nomos (Obbink 2001:65-6).

12 Callimachus’ elegiac epinicians should not simply be seen as extended victory-epigrams, however —
they display many of the characteristics of choral epinician (Fuhrer 1993:82 with n.26, and see 3.3 and
3.4 below).
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1.4.2 Aristotle and Genre-norms

The use of lyric, elegiac and iambic poetty, where the narrator often provides much
of the wnity in a given work (e.g. Pindaric epinicians), as a model for Hellenistic
poetry in other genres should not be interpreted as a rejection of specific earlier
literary-critical views of genre and gente-norms. The most important of these, of
coutse, are Aristotle’s, and there is a widespread critical assumption that Callimachus
in particular, and poetry written according to his principles in general, was anti-
Aristotelian in literary criticism (e.g. Hunter 1989:36, “fundamentally anti-
Aristotelian”). It is often argued (most influentially by Brink 1946:14-19 and Pfeiffer
1968:135-8, 143-6) that Callimachus in the Aefia-prologue rejected the concept of
Aristotelian unity,” which implies a rejection of the unity of the Homeric epics
(which Aristotle analyses and approves, cf. 1451a16-35 on Homeric superiority with
regard to unity over Heracleids and Theseids). The Aetia-prologue, however, does not

concern epic (3.3.2 below), not, therefore, epic unity.

There is not sufficient space hete to treat the entire topic of the relationship of
Callimachean aesthetics to Aristotle,'* but the absence of unity as a critical concept in

the Aetia-prologue, and the lack of hostility there to Aristotelian analyses of genre

13 Aristotelian unity is unity of pdog (“plot™): the pdeog should concern a single, whole action,
comprising of a logically/plausibly connected beginning, middle and end (1450b23-6), which is also
ebodvorntov, “easily seen as a whole” 1451a4-6). Note also Aristotle’s warning that M9og &' £éotiv eig
obdy, domep TLveg ofovrar Edv mepl Eva ' TOAAG Yap xal &nepo 1@ EVi cvpPaivet, &€ Bv évimv obdEV
gonwv v (1451a16-7) and that xp7 odv, koBdanep xal év tolg EAAong ppntikals | plo pipnoig évdg
goTwy, obtw xal tov pdlov, &nel npdkeng pipnoic gott, pidg e elvor kol Tabdtng SAng (1451a30-2).

141 hope to publish a longer treatment of this topic in the very near future, covering such subjects as
the scope of the Poetics itself, which does not omit didactic poetty, lyric, elegy etc. because Aristotelian
criticism was hostile to such gentres (which lack p®og in Aristotle’s sense, which denotes
representations of people in action, 1448al) as, e.g., Halliwell (1986:283) suggests, but because of the
implied superiority of tragedy and comedy, which are the peaks of development in their respective
fields (1449a5-6). The superiority is not just one of more advanced forz, but of effectiveness in moral
education or catharsis (Simpson 1988:283-91). Such cathartic effectiveness is related directly to the
presence of a nd0og, representing people in action, hence Atistotle’s concentration on those genres
with an Aristotelian pd6og. But this should imply no (aesthetic) criticism of the omitted genres. I shall
also tackle the alleged disappeatance of Arstotle’s “esoteric” wotks in the Hellenistic period, and
challenge the historicity of Strabo’s account (13.1.54) of theit survival in Scepsis. On the argumentum ex
sikentio for the disappearance of the Poetics see Lucas 1968:xxii-xxiii, Else 1957:337 n.125, Moraux
1973:15 n.36; on the problems with Strabo’s account see Gottschalk 1972:340ff. and 1987:1083-88,
and Grayeff 1974:711f. In any case, Aristotle’s On Poets would have been available in Alexandria, and it
was clearly also a work on genre and genre-norms along the lines of the Poeties (Janko 1987:175,
1991:36-64).
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should be emphasised. Time and again unity and continuity are paired in the
scholarship on Callimachus and Aristotle. Lyne (1984:17) thinks that Callimachus in
the _Aetia-prologue opposes “what most ancient critics, certainly Aristotle, would
deem a cardinal virtue: unity of plot, continuity of narrative technique (dinvexég,
(3))”, while Pfeiffer (1968:137) thinks that Callimachus and his followers, “rejecting
unity, completeness and magnitude, [...] consciously aimed at a discontinuous form”.
The reason is doubtless the phrase év &ewopo dinvexég (Aet.-prologue 3). This is
often taken as implying that the poem the Telchines wish Callimachus had written
should have been unified (&) as well as continuous (Sinvekéc).”” This commits

scholars to holding that &v &ewopa dinvekég is exactly equivalent to &v kol dinvekeg

delopa, “a unified and continuous song”. As Asper (1997:213) comments, this is
most improbable with a numerical adjective. Such an implicit co-ordination of
adjectives without xai would be more than just unusual, it would be absolutely
impossible to recognise as such, given that a use wzthout xai is the rule for numerical
adjectives — there would be no reason for reader or hearer to think there had been a
departure from the norm in this case.'® What Callimachus has not produced is “one

continuous song” rather than “a unified 474 continuous song”.

Though there is no reference to unity, there is a reference to continuity in the
prologue. The correct explanation of dinvekég in &v dewopo dinvekég is Cameron’s
(1995:343ff.). He points out that it is not a standard thetorical term, and that its
closest parallels in poetry are the Homeric formula dinvekéwng dyopeber, “tell from
beginning to end” (04.4.836, 7.241, 12.56), and the same phrase used more negatively
in the Argonantica (at 1.649, 2.391 and 3.401). This suggests dinvekég carries primarily
connotations of fullness of detail and chronological continuity.” Callimachus’
rejection of continuity, however, is not anti-Aristotelian. Although Aristotle thinks
that a tragedy should represent a whole action, i.e. one with a beginning, a middle and

an end (1450b23-6, see note 13), and that fineness of udOog lies in order as well as

15 Most clearly in DeForest 1994:28 where we read “Callimachus describes epic [!] poetry as “unified”
and “continuous” (v and [my italics] Sinvekég, Aer.1.3).”, as Asper 1997:213 n.22.

16 Cf. Kihner-Getth, Grammatik der griechischen Sprache (Hannover 1992 (=31904)) §405.4, 1.277 and
Schwyzer-Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik (Munich 1939-1971) 2.180f d.

17 Cf. Koster 1970:117-19, Newman 1974:355.
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magnitude (1450b36-51a6), so that the pdBog must have these elements iz order, it
does not follow that a wotk as a whole, epic or tragedy, should proceed in
chronological order or without a narrative break or pause (there is more than one
type of continuity/discontinuity). This is because Aristotle’s comments on order
apply to the pd8og, nof to the whole work. The pud8og is the soul of a work (cf.
1458a38-9), but also only a small part of it. This is clear from Aristotle’s summary of

the ud6og of the Odyssey:

“Someone has been away from home for many years, with a god on the watch for
him, and he is alone. Moreover affairs at home are such that his wealth is being
consumed by the suitors, and his son plotted against. He arrives after much distress,

makes himself known to some people, and attacks. He is rescued, his enemies

annihilated.” (1455b17-23; Janko 1987:23)

To 8 &AAa énercodio (1455b23). As long as they are oikela or “integral” (1455b13)
such episodes are an important part of a poem or drama. Episodes mean that the
otder of a work with a unified pd8og need not be simple. This is confirmed by the
practice of Homer, the approved model of epic in the Poetics. The Odyssey 1s not
chronologically continuous, rather a large part is told in “flashback” by Odysseus.
The content of this “flashback” (e.g. the Cyclops-episode) is, as the plot-summary
shows, principally composed of “episodes”, which do not form part of the Odyssey’s
pdBoc. Requirements about the order and unity of the udfog do not apply
(straightforwardly) to the whole text, episodes and all, because the pd8og is not the

whole text.

1.4.3 Heracleodorus and Hellenistic Poetry

The recently published edition of Philodemus’ O» Poems 1 (Janko 2000) at last
provides an intelligible text of several Hellenistic literary critics, many of whom are
relevant for the study of Hellenistic (and Ciceronian and Augustan Latin) poetry.
Most important with regard to genre is one Heracleodorus. This critic is unknown

outside the Philodemus papyri (Janko 2000:155), and dates perhaps from the second

25



half of the third century BC.®Heisa euphonist, that is he finds the aesthetic value of
poetry to reside in its sound, specifically in the sound that supervenes upon the
wotrd-otder of a poem: “One must conclude that the euphony which supervenes is
the particularity, but the contents and the words are outside (the art) and are
common.” (F29 Janko).” This position leads to a rejection of gente-divisions and
distinctions of style as relevant to the merit of poetry (Janko 2000:155).
Heracleodorus argues that there is no genre-specific diction or content, and that

poets’ styles are not individuated:*

v pev émkhy, Elélplofv 8¢ tplafyiknv, GAIANV] & ifauPiknv fi [keludxnv

iV’ 8hoog [Elvior Aéyo[vjor™!

Kol 0 “Unde vonpata dropépelv o K[OPLK
koi] TpofYikd kol pleAfikd”, Zkal 10 “pndepiov [Blérextov Kol dewv Tov
ayaBov momltiv dwopaively koftaloxevny [Hlv &v éAntat] mwoelv”’, kol 10

“und(g] xapoxtipag iSiwdfflver 1@dv montdv’? (On Poems 1:192.13-24)

Indeed poetry is not divisible according to verse-forms, according to Heracleodorus:
6Ang montikfig [Gpelpodg vefaplyobonls, kaltd te péltplo. (On Poems 1:210.20-2=F17
Janko). Obscurity and itrelevance are permissible (because aesthetic value resides
only in sound): “The verses ate obscure, but enthral us all the same” (F20
Janko=PHerc.1676 fr.3.20-2, from O#n Poems 2). The collapsing of generic distinctions
by Heracleodorus, and the embracing of obscurity have recently been connected with

the practice of Hellenistic poets:

18 Janko 2000:165 places Heracleodorus in the late third century, on the grounds that he is a more
radical euphonist than the preceding target in On Poems 1, Andromenides, but less so than the
following Pausimachus of Miletus, suggesting that Crates’ handbook, on which the otder of Oz Poems
1 is based, was arranged chronologically. But there is considerable room for doubt about
Heracleodorus’ date.

Y9 This fragment is from PHerc.1676.c0l.6.2-7, from On Poems 2 (not yet republished). Cf. also T1
Janko, “Crates misunderstands the views of Heracleodorus and those who share them; for they praise
not the composition, but the sound which supervenes upon it.”” (O Poems 5.col.24.27-32).

2 The fragments of Heracleodorus come from a context whete Philodemus is quoting and attacking
the views which he cites — in many cases the subject and the content can be supplemented from other
parts of the On Poems, where Philodemus recapitulates.

21 =F2 Janko, the rejection of diction varying with genre.

22 =F3 Janko, the rejection of content varying with genre.

2 =F5 Janko, poets’ styles as not differentiated.
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“[Heracleodorus’] advocacy of the mixture of dialects, styles, and genres, and
of fine-sounding but not necessarily intelligible cOvBeo1g, finds its antecedent
in the practice of poets like Callimachus and Lycophron.” (Janko 2000:164)

Close attention to the practice of Hellenistic poets in adapting earlier poets and
genres will help to determine how accurate this characterisation is. Could
Callimachus have been the inspiration for euphonist critics such as Heracleodorus?
How does Hellenistic “obscurity” operate? Is it connected with production of fine-

sounding clauses at the expense of sense?
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1.5 Narratology and Primary Narrators

Any study of narrators or narrative must take account of the work of theorists of
narrative such as Bal (1985), Genette (1980) and Chatman (1978). Some of the

problems, limitations and advantages of their approach should be made clear.

The most basic of the distinctions which they employ, which I shall also take up, is
that between the sfory (roughly, the sequence of actions or events of a natrative, along
with the characters in those events) and the discourse (toughly, the particular
expression of those actions or events).”* The story is what a narrative is about, the
discourse how it is told (Chatman 1978:19, 23-4). In narrative, as opposed to
dramatic, works the events of the stoty are communicated to the audience by the
natrator through his discourse. He is to be conceived of as having direct access to the
story, and acts as a mediator between the audience and the story (Chatman 1978:33-
4).

In its modern form it is generally characterised as a structuralist position, based on
various structuralist and semiotic assumptions (most explicitly at Chatman 1978:17-
34), and as part of an attempt to isolate the necessary components of a narrative (e.g.
Bal 1985:8-10). Such a project with such a basis might be attacked in whole or in
part. Culler (1981:169-87), for example, argues that the assumption of a story as an
independent, “quasi-real” (my term) entity prior to the discourse ignores cases where
the event themselves, constituents of the story, are presented as products of forces
within the discourse (e.g. the guilt of Oedipus in Oedipus Rex as a necessary result of
the interweaving of prophecies, the narrative coherence and the tragic force of the
play, all aspects of the discourse). This casts into doubt the whole project of creating
a “science of narrative” based on the priority of story to discourse (Culler 1981:186-

7.

23 The narratological terminology for story and discourse varies with each narratologist. I employ the
terms used by Chatman (1978) and taken up by Richardson (1990) on the Homeric narrator. Bal
(1985:5) terms Chatman’s story the “fabula”, his discourse the “story”, and adds a third category of
“narrative text”, which I shall ignore. Genette (1980:27) uses histoire (translated “story” in Genette
1980) for Chatman’s story, récit (translated “narrative” in Genette 1980) for discourse. 1 disregard his
third category of “narrating” (French narration). The story-discourse distinction goes back to the
Russian Formalists, on whom see Chatman 1978:19-20.
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Further attacks on the structuralist roots of natratology have been based on a
tendency to over-schematise texts in geomettic terms (particularly clear in Bal 1985
and de Jong 1987), and to press for the universal nature of various structural
phenomena (Gibson 1996:5). Various (e.g. Wittgensteinian) objections might also be
made to the idea that narrative is a2 communication (Chatman 1978:28), or is
exhaustively defined by such a statement, or that it and its constituent elements have

a “meaning” (Chatman 1978:22-7).%

But, as Culler (1981:172) comments in his remarks on the priority of story to
discourse, distinguishing between them is still a fruitful and indispensable way of
proceeding, and is not invalidated by doubts about the “science of narrative” as a
whole. One is not committed to accepting the entire superstructure by recognising
the validity of a distinction between the author of a work and its narrator, or that
between the content of a narrative and the way it is expressed. Accordingly I shall
make occasional use of narratological distinctions, definitions and terminology,
though attempting to avoid the obscurity which some narratological jargon can bring,
and endeavouring to build a2 more complete and comprehensive picture of individual

narrators than has often been the case in ovetly formalist narratological Writ:i.ng.26

As mentioned above, my study will concetn primary narrators of various kinds in
Archaic and Hellenistic poetty, not secondary or embedded narrators, nor texts of a
dramatic or mimetic nature, such as Theocritus 1.7 I shall, however, deal with
primary narrators whether they are characters in their narratives (e.g. the narrator of
Archilochus F196a), ot stand outside their narratives, as in the I/iad® 1 shall also deal

with monologues delivered by a character who is therefore the primary narrator, even

% What is Tristram Shandy in The Life and Opinions of Tristram Shandy “communicating” (not much of
the life, at any rate)? Does a joke “communicate meaning” between teller and hearer?

2 A notable exception is Richardson 1990 on Homer.

27 In terms of Genette’s “narrative levels”, I deal with natrators who are “extradiegetic” narrators, but
not (exclusively) “intradiegetic” (Genette 1980:228-31).

% In Genette’s terms the narrator of Archilochus’ Cologne Epode (F196a) is “homodiegetic”, Homer
“heterodiegetic” (Genette 1980:243-5, who picks out the Iliadic narrator as an example of the latter

type).
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where the discourse purports to be a desctiption of the events of the story as they

happen (e.g. Theocritus 3).

I shall extend the use of the term “narratot” to include the persona of the poet in
parts of poems where he 1s not narrating a series of events, where these come in a
poem which does contain a narrative. This is because these sections are often very
important in the creation of the persona of the narrator, the persona thus created
being exploited in the more straightforwardly narrative parts of the poem (a good
example is the expression of &evia for a patron by Pindar owsside the telling of the

“myth”, e.g. P.10.64-6 on his closeness to Thorax).
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1.6 Narrator-prominence and its signs

All the natrators with whom I shall be dealing are to be found towards the overt end
of the scale of “narrator-prominence”,”” where the narrator’s presence or mediating
role between story audience is marked to some degree. The clearest indications of
narratorial prominence include explicit commentary on the events or characters in
the story, first-person statements by the narrator, addresses by the narrator to the
characters in the story, exclamations or other emotional reactions to the narrative etc.
Even the Homeric natrator, often characterised as “objective” in various senses,”
and who can be described in general as “self-effacing” (see 2.3.1 below), displays on
occasion the most forceful markers of a narrator’s presence. He comments, for
example, on Glaucus’ foolishness in exchanging his armour with Diomedes (I/.6.234-
6), invokes the Muse at the beginning of both epics (including the use of the first-
person form pou at Od.1.1), and makes frequent addresses to Patroclus in IZ16 (see
2.3.4 below).” Hence even those narrators who are relatively unprominent when
compared to the intrusive narrators of the Aezia or the Works and Days are still a
mediating presence between story and audience. We shall not meet any narratives
where the narrator is so self-effacing and minimally mediating that nothing is
recorded beyond the speech or verbalised thoughts of the characters (Chatman
1978:166), so that they can even be termed “nonnarrated” (Chatman 1978:147).

One particular device for the foregrounding of the narrator which has not attracted
much critical study is the use of quasi-(auto)biography, which is a prominent feature
in the characterisation of such ovett narrators as are found in Pindar, Callimachus’
Aetia and even, in a slightly altered sense, the .Argonantica. This is one aspect which

the relatively self-effacing Homeric narrator largely avoids (2.3.1 below).

2 Chatman’s concept (1978:146-266), used by Richardson (1990) as the otrganising principle of his
work.

30 Cf. the survey in de Jong 1987:14-26.

31 Cf. Richardson 1990:167-196 on the most prominent signs of Homeric narratorial presence.
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1.7 Authors, Narrators and Quasi-biography

It is of central importance when tackling questions of the use, properties and
attributes of a primary narrator or such a narrator’s voice to establish the precise
relationship of the narrator to the author of the text. Most importantly, the narrator
of a text ought never to be (fully) identified with the historical author (Bal 1985:119,
Genette 1980:213), an observation which is now a “commonplace of literary theory”
(Chatman 1978:14).” In some cases, of course, the narrator is cleatly distinct from
the author - most obviously when the narrator is a character within the work but the
author is someone very different (Pip in Great Expectations is not Dickens). In such
cases the audience or reader may receive a significant amount of “biographical”
information about the narrator of various types, e.g. his name, various facts about his
background or beliefs etc. This type of information, any teference to an “external”
life for the narrator beyond his capacity as a natrator, I term “quasi-biography”.
Several such situations exist in both Archaic and Hellenistic poetty — e.g. the self-
naming and extensive self-description of Simaetha (obviously to be distinguished
from Theocritus) in Th.2. Quasi-biography coincides, particulatly when extensively

developed, with some of the most explicit signs of narrator-prominence.

Narratologists such as Chatman (1978:147-151) make a further distinction between
the “real author”, the flesh-and-blood creator of a text, the “implied author”, the
version of the author implied by the text and constructed by the reader from the text,
and the “narrator”, who speaks and relates the narrative to the audience.” Chatman
(1978:148) follows Booth (1961:71-3) in illustrating the difference between real and
implied authors by compating various wotks by Henry Fielding - the impressions of
the author which the reader receives (the “implied author”) from Joseph Andrews,
Jonathan Wild and Amelia are all different, though they shate the same real author.

32 de Jong 1987:7-8 interprets Atistotle at Poetses 1460a5-11 as making “the first step in distinguishing
between author (poet) and narrator.”

33 There is also a corresponding distinction between the various receivers of a narrative: the real, flesh-

and-blood treadet, the implied readet, and the natratee (cf. Chatman 1978:149-151). I do not employ
these categoties in this thesis.
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It is the distinction between the rea/ or historical author on one hand and the
narrator which is of particular importance when we come to cases where there is 2
degree of identification of narrator and author.”® In many cases narratotial quasi-
biography coincides with (perhaps only apparent) facts about the author’s life, e.g.
the fact that Hesiod is the brother of one Perses (WD 633), and has sailed but once,
to Euboea from Aulis, where he won a victory in song (WD 650ff.) may reflect or
distort actual facts about the historical author’s life.” The degree of identification or
ovetlap can vary: given an audience aware that a particular poet is the author of a
particular poem there will be a disposition among them to identify the poet with the
speaker of any first-person statements not explicitly or obviously assigned to
someone else. In particular, unassigned first-person natratives about the past seem

autobiographical (the “autobiographical assumption”):

“first person narratives of past events...not embedded in a wider context are
rare in Greek poetry...If the narrating first person is not explained or
embedded, the such poetry looks (auto)-biographical.” (Hunter 1999:144, cf.
Bowie 1985:67)

The identification can be more explicit - the narrator and the real author may share a
nationality, as in Pindar (most obviously at 1.1.1-3), or a name, as where the Theggony’s
narrator is explicitly identified as Hesiod (Hotodov kohiv £8idagev &oidhv, 22, and
TOVde 8¢ ue mphrioto Beal mpog udBov Eeimov, 24). It is important not to take these
statements as straightforward biographical statements about the real author’s life, and

not simply because we cannot be sure that they are “true”. Rather they have a

3¢ In such cases the implied author constructed by the reader/audience will closely resemble the
historical author, at least for an audience familiar with the historical author. For audiences unfamiliar
with the real author, or relying only on texts by the author for their information about him, there is no
way of being sure that the real author was in fact anything like he portrays himself in the text. But that
the narrator resembles the implied author is written into the text, and that they both resemble the real
author is the audience’s usual assumption.

35 Though Perses has been thought to be fictional (Bowie 1993:23). Cf. West (1978:33-40) for a review
of the evidence and eatlier views. It is of course possible that “Hesiod” was nof the name of the
historical author of the Theggony.

36 The length, context and content of poetry may play a role in audience expectations about the
relationship of narrator to author in the Archaic period (Bowie 1993:36). Political trimeters may have
implied a closer relationship, and a greater faithfulness to the historical author’s opinions, while
drinking-songs might have been taken by the same audience as invented and the narrator much
further from the historical author.
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specific natrative or aesthetic purpose within the context of the poem. It is not that
such biographical statements must be false, but that their truth-value is not relevant
to literary analysis of the poems. They may well also be true, in their extra-poetic

contexts, but within the poems they are best described as “quasi-autobiographical”.

The criterion, therefore, for first-person statements of the kind which assume some
relationship between the subject of the statements and their historical author is not
truth but plausibility. Pindar, for example, exploits this to associate himself (the
historical Pindar) with his victors and express his &evia for them. But it is more
accurate to speak of the “projection” of a poet when this sort of first-person
statement is made - the speaker is a persona of the poet, albeit one closely connected
with the poet. Thus this persona is, in the case of Pindar, a Theban, a poet etc. But
because certain facts are true both of the historical poet and the projection or
persona, it does not follow that everything true or alleged to be true of the latter will
hold for the former (as Genette 1980:28 recognises). When Pindar declares at P.3.77-
9 that girls often sing to the Great Mother and Pan before his door at night, this
ought not to be taken as evidence that there was a shrine next to his house. Crtics
should observe what purpose such a statement setves in the context of the poem,
how 7 suits Pindar to characterise his persona in this way. Pindar cannot make
ridiculous claims for his projection within the odes, statements which are plainly

false, but he can exploit plausible falsities (or inaccuracies) for encomiastic and

literary purposes.

The distinction between narrator and author has been challenged as anachronistic
when applied to ancient literature, in patticular Pindar. D’Alessio (1994:138) urges
that:

“Any [my italics] distinction between the authot’s literary portrait and his

‘real’, or ‘biographical’ image is anachronistic.”

He objects to derogatory comparisons (e.g. Lefkowitz 1991:96) between scholatly
inference about Pindar from his poems and the misguided derivation of biographical
data about Housman from A Shropshire Lad (Housman shares neither name nor

county with his narrator). D’Alessio points out that Pindar’s literary persona cannot
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be divorced from his social petsona, and argues that Pindar’s audiences really
believed in his closeness to the gods, for example, which was one reason they were
honoured when he praised them (1994:139). It is an exaggeration, however, to claim
that there is no disjunction between narrator and author in Pindar, although
D’Alessio is right to point out that literary persona and social (or real authorial) figure
cannot be divided completely. One is certainly grounded on the other — Pindar’s
narrator in the epinicians certainly seems to exploit facts about Pindar’s biography in

the poems (e.g. at P.3.77-9, see above).

But the impression of exzempore composition in Pindar’s epinicians, exemplified by
the break-off of an apparent digression at P.11.38-40 (fip’, @ ¢ilot, xat épevoinopov
Tplodov €d1vébnv..), demonstrates the separation of narrator and author. It is only
because the audience knows that the author has not really “gone astray”, and that this
is a carefully constructed pose taken up by the narrator (Scodel 1996:67). Similarly,
self-corrections by the narrator (artfully composed by the author), and transitions and
connections which seem arbitrary on the level of the narrator, but which are clearly
part of a greater authorial design (e.g. the narrator’s “associative transition”, with no
explicit connection with what precedes, into the myth of Aeacus’ part in building the
Trojan walls in O.8.31ff., which is of obvious relevance in an Aeginetan ode, hence
its inclusion by the author, Miller 1993:25-6), advertise the difference between the
two, and the applicability of the distinction to Archaic poetry (see 2.3.2.1 below). The
corresponding exploitation of the difference in the Aezia-prologue demonstrates its
validity for Hellenistic poetry. “Callimachus”, the narrator, can do things
Callimachus, the historical author, cannot, e.g. converse with Apollo (Schmitz
1999:161; see 3.3.2 below).

The distinction between implied author and narrator has in turn been criticised
recently as over-complicated and unnecessary or inapplicable to ancient epic, in
particular the Argonantica Byre 1991:216, Fusillo 1985:382), because, it is argued, it is
usually very difficult to distinguish between the natrator and the implied author in
such texts. Ancient epic is thought to be less likely to exhibit a conflict between the
values or norms of the (implied) author and those of the narrator. This is the
situation of the “unreliable narrator”, where the distinction between implied author

and narrator is most evident (so Chatman 1978:148-9). While a close identity of

35



values is certainly apparent in Homer, so that the narrator-implied author distinction
is not very important for analysis of the I4ad,” this is hardly the case for the
Argonantica. DeForest, for example, argues that there is a strong distinction to be
made between Apollonius and the “Callimachean” narrator of his poem, a pedant,
who mocks Homer (though the poet does not), and whose literary goals are not the
same as the poet’s (1994:7-11). In short, the narrator of the Argonantica is “unreliable”
(1994:91-2).® While I disagree with the details of DeForest’s analysis, the distinction
between the implied author and the narrator is important in the analysis of
Apollonius - the narrator is portrayed as undergoing a crisis of confidence and doubts
about his own abilities (see chapter 5), in contrast to the implied author, who has

engineered his narrator’s crisis for his own literary and aesthetic purposes.

37 Cf. Richardson 1990:4, “Because the Homeric narrator is reliable and without question the implied
author’s spokesman, the distinction between them is negligible in practice.”

38 According to DeForest 1994:151 the narrator is scared of Medea (as expressed at Arg4.1673-5) -
surely we ought not to attribute a similar timidity to the implied author?
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1.8 Summary of Aims

In this thesis I shall consequently demonstrate the following:

e that Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius owe a close technical and stylistic
debt to Archaic poets. To do this, I shall present evidence of the influence on the
construction of Hellenistic natrators in a mote systematic way than has been the
case in the past, and illustrate the relevant complexities and narrative
experimentation in Archaic poets;

e that, correspondingly, Homer is not the exclusive model or influence on
Hellenistic poetry, nor Hesiod the “preferred” model;

e that the perceived discontinuity between Hellenistic and earlier literature has been
exaggerated, one principal cause being a lack of precision in describing pre-
Hellenistic poetry and society as “oral”;

e that the primary narrator is a central concern of poets not just in the Hellenistic
period, but in the Archaic also;

® how Archaic voices ate developed and transformed in different ways by the
different Hellenistic poets;

e how the patterns of similarity and difference within the approptiation of Archaic
voices reflect both wider Hellenistic phenomena such as the “anxiety of
influence” caused by the collections of previous literature in Alexandria and the
individual aesthetic choices of the poets;

e that many scholarly perceptions of the relationship between the poets, and in
particular their relationship to contemporary and eatlier aesthetics are mistaken —
attention to the practice of the poets in employing Archaic voices suggests no
“anti-Aristotelian” commitments on the part of Callimachus. Similarly recent
speculation about the relationship between radical Hellenistic euphonist theorists

such as Heracleodorus can also be shown to be mistaken.
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2. Archaic Narrative

This chaptet is not meant as a complete or exhaustive study of all aspects of Archaic
narrative (2 PhD, or several, in itself), but as a survey of the main features which are
relevant for a study of the adaptation of Archaic narrative models in the early
Hellenistic period. Those features which are most widely employed by Callimachus,
Theoctitus and Apollonius will be sketched out, as those which can most clearly
demonstrate their interest in, and exploitation of, Archaic narrators and narrative.
This chapter will concentrate on those features which are largely to be found outside
the l/iad and the Odyssey, whose narrative techniques and use of the narrator have
been well studied (de Jong 1987, Richardson 1990), but constant reference will be
made to Homer, as good comparative material, and a model (for avoidance as well as

emulation) for both Archaic and Hellenistic poets.

Before tackling these aspects of Archaic narrative in detail, however, it is necessary to
discuss more general issues of the transmission and performance of Archaic poetry,
as confusion and inaccuracy on these points is one reason for the positing of a very
sharp break between the character and context of Hellenistic poetry as opposed to

eatlier Greek literature.

2.1 Orality, Literacy and Discontinuity

There is widespread critical agreement that the poetry of the Hellenistic period is very
different from that of preceding Classical and Archaic literature in a number of ways
(e.g. in its sense of rupture from the past, and the consequent nature and degree of its
allusiveness, Bing 1988:73-75; subject-matter and audience, Bulloch 1985b:543). It is
also thought that there should be a corresponding rupture in the critical approaches
we must employ as we “cannot approach fifth-century Athenian literature with the
same critical positions one employs not only for Alexandrian but all other literature
in the Western tradition” (Beye 1982:4). The “radical discontinuity” (Cameron
1995:27, criticising this view) posited is argued to be the result of a complex of

various events and developments, e.g. the political upheavals and restructuring of the
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Greek world in the fourth century (Bulloch 1985b:543). I have no desire to argue
against the importance of the historical and political changes between the fifth and
the third centuty as part of the general explanation for the characteristics of self-
consciously epigonal Hellenistic poetry (Bing 1988:62), clearly different in many ways
from earlier Greek literature. One feature, however, of the changes cited, which
appears prominently in many conceptions of the rupture between Hellenistic poetry
and the past, and which leads to an exaggeration of this discontinuity, should be re-
examined. This is the oft-observed shift in the performance-conditions and media for
the dissemination of poetry (Bulloch 1985b:543, Bing 1988:10-17, DeForest 1994:18-
25).

It is often claimed that poetry in the Hellenistic period is no longer the public affair
of the Archaic period (e.g. Bulloch 1985b:543), but has become restricted to private
elites, and is self-consciously /Jzerary, its emphasis on itself as written marking a shift
from a “song-culture” to a “book-culture” (Bing 1988:46-7, Herington 1985:3-4 for
the terms). Poetry is now written to be read (or recited) rather than heard in public,
the assumed conditions in the Archaic period. Several characteristics of Hellenistic
poetry are typically conceived of as effects of this oral to literary shift, e.g. the
matginalisation of heroes and the avoidance of a “heavy” style (Bing), and even some
of the experimentation with voice and narrator (Bing 1993:189-94 on Callimachus’
Hymn to Apollo). Standing behind such views of the explanatory power of the shift to
literacy is wotk such as Ong’s (1982, esp. 78-119) which argues that literacy effects a
complete intellectual and cultural transformation — “writing restructures
consciousness”,” the ways in which individuals in a literate society think are
fundamentally different from ways of thinking in oral societies. With reference to
Greece, Goody and Watt (1968:42-56) suggested literacy (in contrast to earlier oral
Greek society) as the main cause of, among other things, democracy and philosophy.
Recent scholarship has raised doubts about the ability of a shift from orality to
literacy to explain such developments — Thomas (1992:20) objects to its application
to antiquity with the powerful counterexamples of Rome (alphabet known in the
seventh century BC) and Sparta (acquited writing but not philosophy). Graeco-
Roman magical papyri from Egypt and Roman curses from Bath similatly argue

against an intrinsic connection between writing and rationality.

39 The title of Ong 1982 chapter 4.
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If there are problems with literacy as an explanation of general intellectual
development in the ancient world, these are even more pronounced when it is used
to account for developments in literature. Hellenistic poetry, of coutse, does advertise
its status as written literature in a way not found in the Archaic petiod (e.g. in the
close association of Calliope and the historian Xenomedes at Callimachus F75.76-7,
or the song fiv véov év déAtoowv Epoig €xi yobvaot Bfika in line 3 of the obviously
Hellenistic or later Batrachomyomachia,”’ Bing 1988:19, 28). It is also self-consciously
epigonal (itself a marker of difference) in its attitude to earlier literature (Gelzer 1993,
Bing 1988:62-90), and this epigonal status has profound consequences for the types
of poetry produced and their various characteristics (cf. Depew 1992, Konstan 1998
for the epigonal nature of Callimachus’ lambi). But it is misguided to attribute this
fact simply to a shift from songs to books, as it is to characterise the Archaic period

as “oral” without further qualification.

This characterisation goes back to the wotk of Parry (collected in Parry 1971) and
Lord (1960) on the Homeric epics and their affinity with the oral poetry of
Yugoslavia (and Havelock’s related idea (e.g. 1963:39-44) that Greece was
predominantly oral until the mid-fourth century).” The assertions of a need for
radically different critical approaches to poetry before the Hellenistic period (see
Beye above) are themselves reminiscent of calls for such new approaches when
tackling the oral Homer as revealed by Parry and Lord (e.g. Notopoulos 1949). It is
their abiding achievement, of course, to have demonstrated the oral descent of the l/iad
and the Odyssey — the background of oral composition and performance which
explains the formulaic line-endings and noun-epithet combinations regularly used to
complete particular metrical patterns, the repetitions of type-scenes and speeches etc.
Neither, however, demonstrated that the I/ad and the Odyssey were oral epics
themselves, in the sense that they were composed wholly without the aid of writing,
and so transmitted for some period of time (A. Parry 1966:201, Rutherford 1992:44;
cf. Thomas 1992:40-4 on the non-identity of “formulaic” and “oral” poets).

40Tt clearly alludes to the Aetia-prologue (F1.21-2).
# Havelock argued that oral communication dominated “all the important relationships and valid

transactions of life” (1963:38) — Athenians learnt to write, if at all, as adolescents, and may not have
had any more ability than being able to sign their names (1963:40).
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Lord (1953:129-31, 1960:129-32) argued from the inability of Yugoslav bards who
learned to read and write to compose orally (using the formulaic lines and fixed
epithets of their oral background) that Homer himself, to have used the techniques
of oral composition with such expertise, cannot have known how to write. Hence his
positing of a “dictation-hypothesis”, where a scribe, or team of scribes, endeavoured
to record the monumental Homeric epics (Lotd 1953:131-33, 1960:124ff.). Kirk
(1960:279), on the other hand, suggested that Homer imposed a definitive version of
the epics on subsequent bards, and this was faithfully reproduced orally, without
substantial change, before being written down some years later (pethaps first in the
sixth century). Both are implausible — the probable laboriousness of early Greek
writing in the seventh and eighth century makes it difficult to believe even a team of
scribes could have recorded the I/fad, while the sheer size of the epics makes
extensive oral transmission, without change, very unlikely indeed. Both of these
hypotheses atise out of an acceptance of Lord’s idea that oral composers could not
have known how to write (so A. Parry 1966:183-4). This is based on an unwarranted
comparison with the Yugoslav situation (A. Parry 1966:212-5, Thomas 1992:44-7).
Exposure to writing in the twentieth century automatically brings with it exposure to
newspapets, magazines, cheap (and not-so-cheap) fiction etc., all of which can affect
the style of a poem. This was not the case in Archaic Greece (A. Parry 1966:213).
Further comparative study of other oral poetry suggests that the sharp break Lord
suggests should be questioned, as there seems to be no dichotomy between an ability
to compose orally and an ability to read and write in other oral traditions (Finnegan

1977:24, 70; Thomas 1992:49).

Hence Homer may well have used writing — indeed such a hypothesis seems much
more plausible than those which posit 2 non-writing bard. If even this most “oral” of
poets is to a certain extent also “literary”, then the distinction for later poets needs to
be handled with care. Descriptions of poets such as Pindar as “oral”, in contrast to
the “literary” poets of the Hellenistic petiod are particularly prone to mislead. He is
usually described as “oral” in the sense that his poems were sung publicly to a large
audience which received the work orally rather than in writing. But this is a very

different sense of “oral” from that applied to Homer (i.e. the employment of a
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formulaic system of noun-epithet combinations and repeated lines etc. to enable
extempore composition). This too can lead to misunderstanding, particulatly about the

nature and status of the original performance (see below).

Pindar almost certainly used writing in production of his poems (Thomas 1992:115,
Davison 1962:147-54, Havelock 1963:39). Writing had, of course, long been re-
introduced into Greece (probably around the mid-eighth century, Murray 1993:95-8,
Jeffery 1961:12-21), and very probably played a part in the creation, as well as the
preservation, of the Homeric poems (A. Patry 1966:216, Rutherford 1992:44-7). The
metrical complexity and strophic structure of Pindaric poetry, much more intricate
and varied than the Homeric dactylic hexameter, makes the memorisation of large
portions over a long period of time unlikely. It also suggests that a written copy and
score played an important part at least in the fraining of a chorus to perform a
Pindaric poem. There is also some evidence that patrons or cities kept written copies
of epinician odes as heirlooms or valuable objects, as in the case of Olympian 7 (Z ad

0.7, Drachmann 1903-27:1.195.13-14).

There is some internal support for the use of writing by Pindar in the references in
Pindar (and Bacchylides) to poems as permanent records or objects, e.g. &8&vatov

Movcayv &yoipa (B.10.11), and:

ocbLv & aAlabeion Bpotdv

KOAMGTOV, Ei[ep KOl BAVIL TiC,

Ag[ilneton Movofav Babuvldvav &8lupua. (B.9.85-7)

This conception of the song as an object which will live on, alongside the promise of
lasting fame which poets make to their patrons (because, as Pindar points out, pfipc
& épypdtav xpovidtepov PBroteder, N.4.6) implies a well-developed conception of
literature as written and therefore lasting, which again calls the rigidity of the oral-
literary distinction into question, and shows that poets before the Hellenistic period
conceived of their work as “literature” which would persist (Kerkhecker 1999:12
with n.12 against Bing 1988:16, Rosler 1980:45-56). Future fame, and a spread across

the Greek world, is also clear in Theognis’ promise to Cyrnus:

Boivng 3¢ kai ellamivnol Tapéoon
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gv macwg... (239-40)

QAL pEMOELG
debitov avBparolg aigv Exwv Ovopa,

KOpve, xo® ‘EALGSO Yiiv OTPOOOUEVOG... (245-7)

This sort of panHellenic fame is most easily explained as a result of a spread of
written copies of Theognis’ elegies, and writing seems to be the most plausible
explanation of Theognis’ comment about a o@pnyig (19) to be placed on his verses
(Gerber 1997:4).

Some scholars have posited a wholly oral dissemination of some Archaic poets, e.g.
Alcaeus (MacLachlan 1997:139, Rosler 1980:77-91), seeing no trace there of any
awareness of writing as a means of transmission. Nevertheless, even though there are
no references as obvious as those in Pindar, Bacchylides or Theognis to permanent
fame or a song as an object, there are oblique indications of an awareness of the

possibilities of disseminating poetry through writing in poets such as Alcaeus.

2.1.1 Pseudo-intimacy and writing

The situation developed in Alcaeus (and also Sappho), where a poem is full of
references to particular individuals, situations and locales which seem very “private”
and local, may not simply be a paradox vis-a-vis the preservation of the poetry (cf.
Résler 1980:78). Why would such poetry interest those outside the circle? Precisely
because of the portrayal of the circle and the feeling of “pseudo-intimacy” thus created
for audiences outside the original, “private” audience (Scodel 1996:60). Scodel draws
attention to the feeling of eavesdropping, of admission to the circle, which is
produced by poetry such as Alcaeus’ and Sappho’s (1996:60-1). The seemingly
private references play a large role in the appeal of the poetry for secondary
audiences, which feels admitted to a “small, enclosed world” (Scodel 1996:61). Carey
(1995:95-6) points out a similar effect in Pindar created by the prominence of the
narrator’s first-person statements and the emphasis on the relationship of Eevia
between poet and patron which he terms “quasi-intimate”. Scodel (1996:62) draws a

similar parallel to Pindar, referring to the oblique and implicit nature of much of the
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encomiastic information in the epinicians (victor’s name, event, place of victory etc.)
— secondary audiences have to make some effort to reconstruct everything precisely,
i.e. they are treated as if they knew the information already (as the original audience
would have done). This “pseudo-intimate” effect is a particularly important Archaic

characteristic adapted in the Hellenistic petiod.

The existence of secondary audiences at least suggests that writing may have been
used in the dissemination of the poems (even if they were subsequently recited
orally), and that even poets such as Alcaeus and Sappho may have composed with

such audiences in mind.

2.1.2 Early signs of writing

The use of writing in the transmission of Archaic literature, and the conscious
exploitation of this fact, can even be observed among one of the earliest Archaic
poets, Hesiod (probably eatly seventh century). The self-correction of the Theggony in
lines 11-12 of the Works and Days implies dissemination of the former poem by

writing:

olk &po podvov Env ‘Epidav yévog, &AL Eml Yooy

eici v

This alludes to and corrects Theog.225ff., where we are told that Night bore, amongst
others, Eris, who is called otvyepn (226) and herself gives birth to an assortment of
troubles for humanity. Now Hesiod (or the Hesiodic narrator) is of the opinion that
there are two Erises — one bad, like that sketched out in the Theggony, and one good,
who rouses the lazy, encourages healthy competition: &yofn & "Epig 7ide Bpotoioiv
(WD 24). In line 11 the particle épa is used in a corrective sense, where a speaker
changes his mind due to unforeseen circumstances, as at I.16.60-3 (Most 1993:78-
80).* But, as Most (1993:81-2) shows, this sort of self-correction of another poem by
the same poet assumes the persistence of that poem in an unchanged version. It is

only because the previous poem is stable and unaltered that it can be used as a

42 In Homer this use is typical of the speech of characters — Hesiod tranfers this to his narrator. (Most
1993:79).
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standard by which to measure later opinion. This fixity, and the assumption of an
opinion preserved beyond the point when it seemed right, implies the existence of
written copies of the Theogony, and the dissemination of these copies. Hence the
presence of other cross-referential passages in the Works and Days which point to the
Theogony — e.g. the Prometheus-Pandora tales in both (Thegg.508-616 and WD 47-
105), which are meant to establish a link between the two poems (Most 1993:86-91,
Stein 1990:53). Again the variations hete in the Works and Days ate best understood

as sariations from the already fixed version existing in the written Theogony.

A different, but related indication of the fixity of the Hesiodic poems is noted by
Scodel (1996:72-9), who argues that the self-correction in the Theogony, which as we
have seen involves a change of mind due to unforeseen circumstances, implies a
narrative explaining this change — a narrative about the unforeseen circumstances. She
finds this in the story of the victory in the games of Amphidamas, which we are only
told of in WD 654£f. A ptimary or “private” audience, with knowledge of Hesiod can
be conceived of as knowing this, hence requiring no explanation. But this would only
become obvious to a broader, secondary audience on rehearing or rereading the
poem (given the long separation of self-correction and explanation in the Works and
Days) — at that time the secondary audience would a/so know of the victory, and
understand this as the explanation for the change of mind. The feeling of admittance
to a closed group is in turn pseudo-intimate, but more importantly this effect is only

achieved on secondary hearings or readings, suggesting the exploitation by Hesiod of a
fixed text.

It is probably no exaggeration, then, to claim that erery ancient authot’s text which
has come down to us (whether through manuscripts or papyri) goes back to a copy
either written or dictated by the author himself (so Davison 1962:148-9). I would
press for this even in the case of such poets as Archilochus (cf. Davison 1962:150 for

the suggestion that a contemporary, probably the poet, thought it worth preserving

# Indeed that is why we have such texts, in contrast to the loss of the vast majority of “folk” or
popular poetry, which went unrecorded (Thomas 1992:105-7). We have very little of such materal,
and those early poets whom we do have are simply early examples of “higher” or “special” (in a
variety of senses) poetry which poet ot patron thought important enough to have recorded.
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his verses),” who are thought of as very early in date (seventh century, West 1989-
92:1.1). It may be objected that there is supposed to have been a lack of wrting
materials in this eatly period, and that the evidence for a fully-fledged book-trade is
confined to the second half of the fifth century and later (cf. Davison 1962:219ff.).
But, as Stein (1990:89) points out, a lack of papyrus could be made up by several
alternative writing materials, such as bark, wax or particularly leather (Jeffery 1961:56-
59, who notes the evidence of writing on d1p8épon from Hdt.5.58). This also
indicates that what is being suggested is nothing like the later book-trade, but the
gradual dispersal of a few copies of poems over a long period of time — hence the
material itself need not have been ideal. Reading was not the principal form of
reception — the texts will have been “keys” to performance (Thomas 1992:118-19),
probably by self-selected individuals of some degree of musical and poetic
competence, at symposia or other contexts. With the greater claims of
panHellenisation in Pindar, for example, we can assume a much greater availability of
convenient writing-materials and a correspondingly greater ease of obtaining poet’s

texts.

H Stein (1990:88-90) cites some evidence for the use of writing in Archilochus, such as F185, the
okvtéAn fragment, which demonstrates Archilochus knew of writing, at least. More generally,
however, her approach depends rather heavily on the dubious view that greater authotial/narratorial
self-consciousness implies a use of writing. Cf. Thomas 1992:102-3 for criticisms of the crudity of the
opposition between orality and literacy there, and the similarities to the sort of Gerstesgeschichte to be
found in Snell 1953.
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2.2 Performance and Reperformance

The preceding re-assessment of the picture of “oral” Archaic poetry should in itself
prompt a re-thinking of commonly-held views about Archaic poetry and the
possibility of its difficulty, allusiveness etc. More importantly, it should prompt a re-
examination of the performance of Archaic poetry, which should in turn modify our

view of it and its relationship to Hellenistic poetry.

One consequence of a commitment to a strong distinction between oral and literary
periods in Greek poetry is an unreflective assumption that occasional Archaic poetry
was a one-off, oral business (apparent, e.g., in DeForest 1994:18-19 who does not
distinguish between oral epic and subsequent “oral” poetry, contrasts “literary”
Thucydides with Herodotus and cites Ong 1982 and Goody-Watt 1968 for the
transformative power of literacy). To take Pindaric and Bacchylidean epinicians as an
example, it is thought that these victory odes were composed solely for a specific
occasion, to celebrate a victory at one of the Great Games, and performed at a more
or less public gathering of citizens from the victor’s home city — a one-off, never-to-
be-repeated show. This assumption is apparent, for example, in Bundy (1962:11.35),
who argues that Pindar would not include anything which the original andience might
think irrelevant to the praise of the victor. It is also used as a critical tool, to rule out
certain interpretations. Gerber (1982:26) responds with scepticism to Renehan’s
(1969:219-21) suggestion that by moldgatog Duvog at O.1.8 Pindat meant to suggest
both moAv-patog (“glotious”) and moh-veotog (as if from deaivm, “I weave™), on
the grounds that the original andience would not receive the wotd-play. Regardless of
the merits of Renehan’s suggestion, Getber’s reasoning is based on an assumption
that the audience of the ode would hear it only once as it was sung, and would

therefore be unlikely to understand the double meaning.
The picture, however, of a one-off performance of Pindar is awry. The epinicians of

Pindar and Bacchylides abound in statements about the lasting fame victors will gain

through song, e.g.:
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kol tolg é)myeivopevolg aiet mipodokol

cov NeJugon vikav (B.9.81-2)

This awareness of future fame indicates, as has been noted, a dependence on writing.
It also shows, however, that the original audience at the premiere of the victory ode
is not the only one which Pindar and Bacchylides are composing for. Writing may
underlie the preservation of their songs, but the instrument for the spread of the

fame of victors is clearly the reperformance of the odes (Young 1983:40 with n.29).

Strong prima facie evidence for the reperformance of Pindat, for example, is to be
found in the difficulty of his language, which suggests the poems were designed to be
heard repeatedly (Scodel 1996:59-60). This can be supported by the idea often found
in Pindar of the spread of his song across the Greek world:

AAA Emi mhoog OAKAd0g EV T aKkGT®, YAVKEL dolda,

otely &n’ Alyivag SwayyéAdrois'.... (N.5.2-3)%

This travelling song, which in turn spreads the victor’s name, is best explained by the
repetformance of the ode (with the help of a written copy — see above). This is

confirmed by a passage from Nemean 4:

el & €n Lopevel Tindkprrog GAl®
c0g motnp £08aAreTo, motkilov kiBapilwv
Bapd ke, TMOE pHEAEL KALOELG,

VIOV keA&dnoe kaAlivikov... (N.4.13-16)

The victor’s father is imagined as performing the victory-ode severa/ times. Hence
reperformance (though not always by the victor’s family) is the mechanism for the
spread of fame. This is also clear from the common contrast in Pindaric epinicians
between the komos and the victory song (Bundy 1962:1.22-3). Here the victory revel,
the transient, momentary celebration of victory contrasts with the song as a

permanent record of achievement (1962:1.2). This permanence suggests both a text

# Cf. also 1.2.44-6, 1.4.37-42 (on the reperformance of Homer). “Implicit reference to subsequent
performances is relatively common in Pindar” (Heath-Lefkowitz 1991:186). Cf. also Xenophanes
F6D-K.
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and reperformance from that text. At O.10.91-6 the victor who is not
commemorated in song gains only Ppoyx®d T tepnvév (93), missing out on the ebpL
kAéog (95) conferred by Pindar. The breadth of this fame, and the contrast between

song and the transient, one-off &omos, implies the reperformance of the song.

2.2.1 Choral or Monodic? A Critical cul-de-sac

The notion of in particular Pindaric reperformance can help to dissolve a recent
debate about the original petformance conditions of his epinicians — were they
petformed by a chorus (so the Pindar scholia, Burnett 1989, Carey 1989, 1991) or by
a solo singer (e.g. Lefkowitz 1988=1991:ch.9, Heath 1988, Davies 1988, Heath-
Lefkowitz 1991)? The trigger for the suggestion (Lefkowitz 1988:3-4=1991:193-4)
that the odes might have originally been performed monodically was the fact that the
great majority of first-person statements in Pindar seem to refer to the poet (or his
narrator/persona), rather than the chorus (see 2.3.2.2 below), which is at least

conststent with solo performance (Braswell 1992:47).

The debate, however, seems incapable of resolution, given the pattern of argument
over individual passages which seem to indicate one hypothesis rather than another.
For example, at the beginning of N.3 poet and young men are depicted as waiting for

the Muses’ song:

.odott yap
HEVOVT € ACOTL® HEALYCPV®V TEKTOVEG

KbOUoV veavial, céBev Oma poidpevor. (3-5)

1ag dpBoviav dmale pntiog apdg o
apye & obpavod molvvepéra kpEovTi, BOYoTEP,

doxpov Vuvov: €ya 8¢ kelvav 1€ viv 0dporg

AOpa 1€ kowvéoopan. (9-12)

This has been taken as good evidence for a choral performance of N.3 (e.g. by Carey
1991:197), given that the fiction of waiting here appeats to involve the passing on of

a song provided by the Muses to a waiting chorus. The solo hypothesis, however, can
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be made to incorporate such passages — Heath-Lefkowitz (1991:186-8) argue that the
passage refers to unison singing by the young men, but not to the epinician itself.
The singing is conceived of as separate from the victory ode. An inverse example is
provided by O.1.17-8 (&AL& Awpiov &md eoéppuLyya noccdrov/ Adppov’,..), is most
naturally taken to refer to the circumstances of petformance, ie. solo performance
(Heath-Lefkowitz 1991:181-2), but can also be taken as figurative, within chora/
performance (Carey 1989:560).

That Pindar’s epinicians wete repetformed, and that Pindar shows awareness of the
potential for reperformance is noted on both sides of this debate (Davies 1988:56-67,
Heath-Lefkowitz 1991:186, Catey 1989:561), but the significance of this has not been
grasped. Whatever the original performance-conditions of Pindaric and other
epinicians (the background of which, at least, is choral, hence the triadic or strophic
structure, though this cannot determine that they were performed chorally), the
panHellenic and enduring fame promised to patrons is achieved through
repetformance. This reperformance appears to have been monodic (as N.4.13ff.
shows). Pindar and Bacchylides were aware of these secondary audiences, indeed they
are the very mechanism for the achievement of the patrons’ fame. Hence they are as
important as the original performance. I suggest that one reason for the vagueness
and comparative scarcity of references to the circumstances of the original
petformance (Herington 1985:28-30, Carey 1989:557-8; cf. Lefkowitz 1991:60 on the
general and unspecific references in Pindaric epinicians, e.g. 1.7) is the importance of
reperformance, perhaps under very different conditions. The openness about the
circumstances of performance facilitates monodic reperformance, which is the means
of achieving lasting panHellenic fame. Occasionally, for some reason, Pindar might
want to make more explicit reference to the circumstances of the original
performance, as perhaps is the case at the beginning of Nemean 3, and occasionally
might allude more explicitly to reperformance (as in Nemean 4).* Perhaps the term
x®pog, preferred to xopdg in Pindar, is suitably vague and unspecific as to whether a
chorus performing the ode is meant, or the victory-revel more generally (cp. Bremer

1990:55 who thinks the avoidance of xop6g might be on religious grounds).

# It also seems possible, pace Carey 1991:199 n.22, that there might have been some variety in the
original performance-conditions from Cyrene to Sicily, Pella to Rhodes and 498 to 446 BC (first and
last datable Pindaric odes).
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The impottance of repetformance provides another explanation as to why the first-
persons in Pindar refer to the poet (or his narrator/persona) — the subsequent
reperformances by solo singers. It also explains why both the choral and monodic
hypotheses can get a foothold in the Pindaric evidence. Even if, then, Carey
(1989:562) is right to say that the victory odes were “intended for choral delivery”, it
is clear that they were also intended for solo delivery, and this latter delivery is the
means for the achievement of fame. It is the excessive concern with the “premiere”
(Carey 1989:561) which is the central problem in the choral-monodist debate, but

one which reperformance should lessen.

Furthermore, in terms of the oralliterary dichotomy, designing poems for
reperformance, to be heard repeatedly, takes us a long way towards the situation of
reading and rereading poems. It is obviously not identical, and the collection of a
great store of Greek literature in the Alexandrian Library obviously makes
Callimachus’ ability to access repeatedly Pindar’s odes very different to that of
Pindar’s fifth-century audiences, but it does license approaches to Archaic literature
which investigate their allusiveness, the role of the narrator and the existence of a
“literary” personality (pace D’Alessio 1994:138). Archaic poetry, for the most part,
was not meant to be heard just once, nor was the premiere the only occasion for
which poets wrote (pace Bundy 1962:ii.35 on Pindar). This demonstrates that even for
Archaic poetry it is true that to prvilege the first performance of a poem as
exclusively or primarily constitutive of the meaning of the poem in entirely bogus
when assessing the wotk as art (though it may be of historical interest), and it is

something which critics ought to have weaned themselves off long ago.47

# Which is not to say that attempts to study what the effect of ancient literature was “in performance”
(primary or secondary) cannot be extremely fruitful — cf. Thomas 1992:117ff.
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2.3 Persona

The conclusions above about the nature of the “orality” of Archaic poetry, and the
probable circumstances of the performance of Pindar, should close (though not
eradicate) the perceived gap between third-century and earlier literature. Charges of
an anachronistic application to Archaic poetry of such critical concepts as literary
allusion can be seen to be unfounded. Most importantly for this study, the
considerations above make conceptual room for the idea that Archaic poets could
develop personas which wete central to the organisation, function and value of their
poems, and that, moreover, such personas could be consistent across different
poems, and be received as consistent and unified by audiences (both primary and
secondary). The reperformance of Archaic poetry, probably using written texts as
keys, and the consequent dissemination of poetry across the Greek world, suggests
that audiences could hear (and pethaps sometimes, in the case of interested
professionals or patrons, read) different works by, e.g., Hipponax, and realise that the
narratorial guise taken on in these different works was largely the same. Indeed many
of the effects striven for in the poems were probably a result of this consistent
persona. “Hipponax” was not merely perceived in the Hellenistic period, when
Callimachus presents the dead iambicist as visiting Alexandria in Iz.1, but by Archaic
audiences also. The importance of this narratorial personality in the Archaic poets
makes them important models for the Hellenistic poets, with their own particular

interest in narrators and poetic authority (see 1.3 above).

2.3.1 Visibility and Centrality

The centrality of the personality of the narrator to the control and purpose of
Archaic poetry varies considerably between poets and genres. The most important
division with regard to the adaptation of Archaic natrators by Hellenistic poets is that
between epic (principally Homer and the Homeric Hymns) on one hand, and Hesiod
and non-hexameter Archaic poetry on the other. That the Homeric narrator is an
ever-present controlling force in the narrative of the IZad has been clearly
demonstrated by de Jong (1987), who shows how the primary natrator selects,

arranges and presents the narrative to the audience, e.g. in the use of yé&p-clauses to
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anticipate an audience question by explaining decisions or events (e.g. [/.1.54-5,
explaining why Achilles calls an assembly, de Jong 1987:91-3). The story does not
“tell itself”. But it also clear the narrators of both the I/ad and the Odyssey do not
foreground themselves — they do not use their narratorial personas as a principal
method of structuring their epics, nor are the epics about them. The narrators are

there, of course, but they are self-effacing.

This relatively low level of narrator-prominence (to which there can be exceptions,
e.g. in the rare narratorial apostrophes to characters to arouse audience sympathy, e.g.
to Patroclus in 1/16, Parry 1972:10-15, Block 1982:15-22, Richardson 1990:170-74 —
see 2.3.4 below) is appatent from formal characteristics such as the scarcity of
narratorial first-person statements, or the absence of self-naming.” It is also clear in
the very small amount of quasi-biography in Homer. Quasi-biography, any reference
to an external life for the narrator, beyond the simple capacity to narrate, draws
attention to the natrator by providing the audience with apparent information on the
narratot’s name, appearance, relations, history etc. But in Homer we are not told any
such information. The only quasi-biography is the very oblique deduction that the
narrator is telling his story a long time after the events of the Trojan War and its

aftermath, as the olot vOv Bpotoi-passages” indicate (de Jong 1987:44).

The Homeric Hymns have, for the most part, a similatly unprominent narrator, first-
person statements, for example, being largely confined to the standard opening and
closing formulas such as dpyop’ &eidewv (e.g. HH2.1) and adtdp £yd kol oglo kol
dAAMG pvioop’ dowdfig (e.g. HH2.495). They are also correspondingly lacking in
quasi-biography, with the exception of the Homeric Hymn to Apo//o,5 ® which embeds a

description of the narrator within itself:

# Indeed the self-effacement extends to presenting a character’s thoughts in the form of
conversations with his 8vpdg, to avoid drawing attention to the mediating presence of the narrator,
and his implied privileged knowledge (Richardson 1990:131-2). But even the Homeric narrator is
much more prominent than nartators in “nonnarrated” narratives (see 1.6 above).

¥ E.g. 1/5.302-4, 13.378-85, 13.445-9, 20.285-7.

50 Another exception (as also in its use of apostrophe) is HH8 to Ares, with a much more developed
prayer on the part of the narrator for self-restraint, but this is very much later, probably by Proclus
(West 1970:303-4). I leave aside the question of the unity or division of HH3, on which see Janko
1982:99-100 and Miller 1986:ix-xi. Note that both the “Delian” and “Pythian” sections display
exceptional characteristics when compared to the rest of the corpus (see below).
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“@ kodpay, tig & Dupv avnp 1§diotog doddv
£v0Gde mwAelTL, KAl TEQ TEPRECHE PLAALGT;”
DUETG & €D pddo maoar Hrokpivaod Gpe’ HHEmV:
“ToQAOG avnp, oikel 3¢ Xiw Evi mounaloécon,
10D mhooL petodmodev dproteovsty dotdat.”
Nuelg 8 Dpértepov kAéog oicopev docov € ooy

avephnwv oTPePOpESHo TOAELS £D vanetawoag (169-75)

The narrator here is blind, comes from Chios, and travels across the earth, spreading
the fame of the Deliades. But this quasi-biography is not the only way in which the
hymn is exceptional,” as its use of apostrophe demonstrates. In the Homeric Hymns
most addresses by the narrator are either invocations at the beginning of the hymn,
or come as part of the closing prayers bidding farewell to the god. In the Homeric
Hymn to Apolle, however, we find the apostrophising of Leto at 14-18 in a narrative
on the birth of Artemis and Apollo, of Apollo himself in 19-29 where he is asked
how he should be sung of, then also in 140-50, describing his wealth, and in 216-86,
where Apollo’s travels are directly addressed to him, with repeated vocatives (at 229,

239, 277) and second person verbs.

The anomalous nature of this hymn, when compared to the other Homeric Hymns,
makes it dangerous to employ it as paradigmatic of the function of Homeric Hymns (as
Bergren 1981 attempts to do with regard to the centrality of apostrophe and its role
in bringing about an epiphany of the god hymned). But its unusually prominent
narrator only serves to bring into sharper relief the correspondingly self-effacing epic
narrators elsewhere in Archaic poetry. The narrator of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo also
reflects some of the characteristics of narrators outside epic, and it may be partly

under their influence that the hymn’s narrator has been brought into the foreground.

In several Archaic poets and across different genres, it is clear that the natrator is
much more central to the conception of poetty, and in particular to where its
attention should be directed, than is the case in Homer. I mean by this that, though

in different ways in different poets, in, for example, Archilochus, Hesiod, Sappho

51 It also displays peculiarities of structure in the Delian part (Janko 1981:16-8).
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and Pindar we find not only the cultivation of narratorial visibility much greater than
that usual in epic, but that the natrator himself/herself is now a subject for narrative,
and commands the attention of the audience. While in Homer the narrator may only
“step from behind the curtain” (Richardson 1990:168) infrequently, in the case of

many Archaic poets the narrator has taken the stage.

2.3.1.1 Quasi-biography

An approximate index of the greater visibility of narrators outside Archaic epic, and
the corresponding transformation of the narrator into a subject for narrative, can be
provided by a survey (not meant as exhaustive) of the quasi-biography in Archaic

texts.

The Hesiodic narrator, for example, as noted above (1.7), makes extensive reference
to an external life: he has a brother and father (WD 633), an inheritance of which he
has been partly cheated (WD 35-39), and one sole experience of sailing (WD 650ff.).
In the Theogony the narrator even names himself (Theog.22). Alongside this factual
information, we also find, particulatly in the WD, the explicit expression of the
opinions and reactions of the narrator to these events (Dover 1964:106). The
Hesiodic narrator reproaches Perses on the question of their inheritance, as well as
the BaciAfieg who have judged the case (WD 37-41), and is portrayed as considering
his brother (uéya vame ITépon, WD 286, 633) to be lazy and in need of constant

advice:

-pn g o pétale yatilov
TTOOOTG AAAOTPLOVG OTKOVG Kol UndEV dviboons.
ac kai vV ér Eu’ AABEG £y B Tol oVK EMBDOOW

obd émpetpiow épydlev, vime Mépon,... (WD 394-97)
This full emotional life on the part of the narrator also extends to reactions to his

own narratives, as the wish at WD 174-76 not to live in this Age of Iron

demonstrates.
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In non-hexameter Archaic poetry there is also a great deal of quasi-biographical
material. This is true of almost all types — zambos, Lesbian lyric, choral lyric, sympotic
elegy, and political poetry. The fragmentary nature of much of this poetry often
makes absolute certainty about whether the ptimary narrator is speaking impossible
(see 1.1 above), hence also about whether we are dealing with quasi-biography (as
opposed to statements about a character within a narrative). Nevertheless, there are

sufficient fragments with a great enough context to make some progress.

In Archilochus and Hipponax there are extensive first-person sexual narratives
recounting the sexual exploits of the narrator (e.g. mapBévov & Ev &vegowv/
mAled&eoor AaPav/ EkAiva...., Archilochus F196a.42ff; also F54, F82, Hipponax
F17, F92, F104). There are also other quasi-biographical details in Archilochus, such
as narratorial participation in a battle (F98), and the narrator’s abandonment of his
shield (F5), as well as the expression of emotion and desire. The narrator (if it is the
narrator who speaks) in F20 bewails the woes of the Thasians (kAoie 1& Gaciwv, 00
10 Mayvitov kokd), while that in F19 gives his opinion on the riches of Gyges (0¥
pot t& Mdyew 100 molvypvoov pérer, F19.1).°* Less non-sexual material has been
preserved from Hipponax, but there is some, including fragments depicting the
narrator’s poverty (32, 34, 36), two of which also contain self-namings (InmdvokTi,
F32.4, ‘Inndva, F36.2, the former in the voice of the narrator),” something not
found in Archilochus. There are also expressions of opinion, such as the speaker’s

view of Critias in Hipponax F30:

oV pot dikaimg poxog aAdvol Sokel

Kpiting 6 Xiog... (1-2)

Narratorial opinion and emotion are also to the fore in the personal lyric of Sappho:

o]t pév inrnav 61pdToV ol 8¢ TEGdWV
ol 8¢ vawv ¢ailc’ énfi] Yav péravioy
glupevor k&Aoo, €y 8¢ kv’ 61-

o 1g épator (F16.1-4)

52 Cf. also F24 (speaker’s pleasure at safe homecoming of friend), F114 (opinion on generals).

33 Cf. also F37,F79.9, F117.4.
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ta]g xe BoAloipav Epatov T Bopo
KAPUAPVYHO AGUTPOV 10NV TPOCHT®

fl 70 Abdwv dppoata.... (F16.17-19)

The narrator is very much the centre of attention here — first-persons and the
expression of strong opinion and emotion make the speaker much more prominent
than is the case in Homer. But the quasi-biography in Sappho is fuller than the mere
evocation of desire. At F1.20, F65.5, F94.5 and F133 (b) there are self-namings,
revealing the primary narratot’s name, though in all cases it is at least likely that the
speaker of the name is not the primary narrator herself. There is also a possible
narratotial self-desctiption in F58.13ff., though the fragmentary nature of the text

prevents certainty:

nélvia xpdo YTipog 7idn
Aedkon & €yEvolvto Tpiyeg €k HEAQLVOLY

Jou, yove & [o]O péporot

As well as the common description of love for various women (e.g. Atthis in F49), in
Sappho there is also some biographical information about the primary narrator’s
family. In F98 (a) the narrator speaks about her mother (& yép pe yévvelr, line 1),
while F98 (b) addresses one Cleis, whom the Sxda (£ 107, iv 322f. Adler) and
P.Oxy.1800 fr.1 say was Sappho’s daughter. Herodotus (2.135) reports that Sappho

abused her brother Charaxus in a song after he freed the prostitute Rhodopis.

In the political poems of Alcaeus, such as F69, there is also considerable quasi-
biography. In F69 the narrator tells us of the financial support of the Lydians for an
attempt to enter ip[ / €g wOAv (3-4), which seems to be connected to an attempt to
overthrow Pittacus, tyrant of Mytilene. In F130B the narrator describes his exile and
the fact that he now lives poipav €xwv aypoimwtikav (line 2). In the same fragment
the narrator speaks of his father and grandfather (F130B.5). Another poem (F350)
seems to have been addressed to Alcaeus’ brother, on returning from fighting with
the Babylonians (Strabo 13.2.3). There is also an apparent self-naming, preserved in
F428A.1 ("A\kaog cdog).
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Other Alcaic poems make their sympotic setting explicit, and we find exhortations to
addressees to get drunk with the narrator (e.g. F38A), or to pour perfume over the
narrator’s head and grey chest (F50.2, suggesting the age of the narrator). Similar
sympotic subject-matter is to be found in the fragments of Anacreon, which
concentrate on the narrator’s loves (e.g. Cleobulus in F357 and F359) and his

drinking (kahoig/ dmomivovieg &v Duvorg, F356 (b).4-5).>

In Anacreon there is also mention of a sister in F370 (ufv amadnv kéowv), though it
is impossible to be certain that this was spoken by the primary narrator. F381 (b) may

pteserve a first-person natrative about the narrator dropping his shield (cf.

Archil F5):

aonida plyag motapod kaAAipéov wap’ oxbag

Again, the lack of a context makes it impossible to determine the full significance of
this fragment. More certain are the references to the narrator’s age in F418 (xA001
peo yépovtog) and in particular F395, which forms an example of extensive

narratorial self-description:

TOALOL HEV MUV Hdn
KpOTOQOL KAPM TE AEVKOV,
xopieooca & obkET 1ifn
wapa, ynpahéor & ddOVIES,
yAvukepod & oVkéTL TOAAOG

Brotov xpbdvog AéAermtan (1-6)

In Solon, by contrast, we find quasi-biography more akin to that found in Alcaeus’
political poems. This is true both of the elegiac fragments, where the narrator can
claim to have atrived from Salamis (F1.1), exhibit his nationality (“’Attikdg odrog
avnp, F2.4), boast of his political achievements (F5), and make refetence to his age
(ynpéoxw, F18), and of the iambics (both trochaic tetrameters and iambic trimeters),

where the narrator can defend his refusal to become a tyrant (F32), incorporate his

54 Further probable narratorial love in, e.g., F346, 358, F389, F396, and wine in, e.g., F373, F383,
F396.

58



name into an imagined speech of condemnation — odx &pv Zolov BaBbepwv

(F33.1), and again boast of his political achievements:

To0Ta HEV KPATEL
OopoV Binv te ko dixnyv Evvapuocog
gpeta (F36.15-17)

Further Archaic elegiac quasi-biography can be found in Theognis, or, more
accurately the “Theognidean” collection of elegiac verse. Even if much of the
collection cannot with certainty be attributed to “Theognis of Megara” (West
1974:40), the very fact that the material duplicated from other poets (e.g. the
similarity of 227-32 to Solon F13.71-6) is duplicated from _Amhaic poets (e.g. even
Euenus, suggested author of 467-96, 667-82, 1341-50, probably dates from the first
half of the fifth century, West 1989-92:1i.66) justifies consideration of the collection
as a whole as evidence of narrators in Archaic elegy. There is considerable variety in
the identity of different Theognidean narrators. This is clear from, e.g., the female
natrator of 257-60, who complains about her husband, but also from the variety of
narratorial names and nationalities. The narrator in 79-38 names himself and claims
to be from Megara (@e6yvid6g €otiv €nn/ 0D Meyopéwg, 22-3), while that in 7277-
16 claims to be from a city AnBai@ xexApévn nedie (1216).° In 7209-10 the

narrator claims a different name and cutrrent city:

AlBwv pev yévog eipl, mOA & ebteiyea ONPnv
olk®, ToTphog YHg AnEPLKONEVOG.

The common context of giving advice to Cyrnus/Polypaides, regular addressee in
Theognis,” allows for other quasi-biographical elements, e.g. the evocation of the
friendship/erotic relationship with Cyrnus (e.g. 377-2). Other erotic involvements are
suggested in, e.g., 267-6, where the natrator has been usurped by an inferior man, and
in the largely paederastic “book 2” (1231-1389). Theognidean narrators are also
found drinking (e.g. 467-96, 503-8), in poverty, clear in 3574, 619-22, and 649-52,

3 Though that may be a refetence to the underworld, cf. 16 Afi@ng nediov, Aristophanes Frogs 186,
Plato, Republic 10.621a (Gerber 1999a:357).

% And taken as an indication of authenticity by West (1974:41, 60), though this is hardly reliable
(Getber 1999a:7).
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and expressing fears (e.g. for the political future of his city, 39-52), likes (xaipw 8" €0
nivav kol 0" adAntipog detdwv, 533), and desires (6534).

In Simonides’ elegies the natrator can address his yvxn and declare that he can no
longer be a guardian due to his becoming older (fr.eleg.21.3ff.), while F519B.fr.1
seems to tell of the narrator’s meeting with Pan. In Bacchylides there are references
to the Cean nationality of the natrator, which is implied B.2.zn72. and explicit in the
characteristically third-person description of the natrator as a “honey-tongued Cean
nightingale” at B.3.97-8. In Pindar we find the narrator claiming himself to have seen
a victory himself (O.10.100ff.), declaring his kinship with the Aegidae of Sparta
(P.5.72ff.), having his possessions guarded by Alcmaeon (P.8.56ff.), and declaring his
nationality (I.1.znt.).

The greater concentration on the narrator, on the figure of the “poet” in Archaic
poetry other than epic, has, of course, been noted before: Snell describes the change
as “the emergence of the poets as individuals” (1953:44), which indicates a new
awareness of individuality and aspects of mental life, Tsagarakis (1977:1-2, with n.8)
charts a move from “objective” epic to “subjective” lyric through intermediate
didactic, and Stein (1990:1-3) takes greater “authorial self-consciousness” in Archaic
poets such as Archilochus, Hesiod and Sappho as indicating the influence, and the
dissemination, of writing. I should emphasise here that I am deeply sceptical about
the capacity of greater narratorial visibility and centrality to document intellectual,
social or historical developments, as well as about the individual theses of Snell and
Stein. Snell depends for his view of the intellectual development of the Greek mind
on the highly questionable idea that Homer was not able to understand the soul as
opposed to the body (1953:9-17, 69), which relies on inflexible lexical analysis of
terms for mind and body (Lloyd-Jones 1971:9ff). Stein, on the other hand,
unquestioningly inherits a view from Parry and Lotd that such self-consciousness is
incompatible with writing (a view which itself assumes the rigid “oral”-“literary”
dichotomy challenged above), and as such argues for an explanation in terms of a

change in the “communication-conditions”, i.e. the spread of writing (1990:1-3).

But the problems with such approaches are more general — the different generic

functions and contexts of the different works of different poets, as well as their own
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individual aesthetic aims, make explanations of the differences between poets and
petiods in terms of broader developments of the kind illustrated above very insecure.
It seems very probable that most of the differences between epic, e.g. Homer, and
the works of Sappho or Archilochus can be accounted for as constraints imposed by
the type of poetry being composed, or as conscious choices by individual authors.
That Homer himself was an influence on the attention one paid to one’s narrator is
probably indicated by the lack of quasi-biography in the fragments of Stesichorus,
and the low level of narrator-prominence. Stesichorus was ‘OpunpikdTotog
(“Longinus”, On the Sublime 13.3), and reported as epici carminis onera lyra sustinentem
(Quintilian 10.1.62), hence he adopted the attitude to the role of the narrator he
found in his epic models (Hutchinson 2001:117). This tells us nothing about his use
of writing, his own place in the intellectual development of Greece, or his date. The
differences between the narrators of the martial elegies of Tyrtaeus and the erotic
material in Theognis, both performed at symposia (Bowie 1986:15-22), should be
refetred to the different subject-matter, audiences, and functions of the poems
involved (but not different performance-conditions, pace West 1974:11-13, nor
different levels of literacy or intellectual capacity). Equally, the differences in the
degree and type of Pindaric and Bacchylidean natrators (Pindar using first-person
statements in his epinicians much more often than Bacchylides in his — cf. the third-
person description quoted above) strongly suggest that personal artistic preference

was an important factor.

Nevertheless, the differences in attitude to narrators and to their place in poems
were, as I shall show, important to Hellenistic readers of these texts, and to the
Hellenistic poets who found models for imitation, adaptation and exploitation in the

different narrators of Archaic poetry.

2.3.2 Autobiography

The above survey of quasi-biography suggests that in non-epic Archaic poetry,
although there can be natrators who are clearly not to be associated with the
historical author (e.g. the female speakers in Alcaeus F10, Anacreon F385, Theognis
257-60, Charon in Archilochus F19), in most cases narrators are based on their

historical authors (Carey 1986:67). This seems clearly to be true of Alcaeus, Sappho,
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Pindar, Bacchylides, Solon and the (genuine) poems of Theognis, and probable for
Archilochus, Hipponax and Anacreon.”” There may even have been such a grounding
of narrator on author in the longer narrative non-sympotic elegies on the foundations
of cities such as the Smyrmeis, if Bowie (1986:29) is right to suggest Mimnermus F14
(odpev 81 xeivor ye pévog kol dyfivopa Bopov/ tolov éuéo mpotépwv mebBopon, 1-2)
is to be attributed to that poem. It is important to emphasise once more that such
grounding does not amount to identity (see 1.7 above). The narrator should still be
separated from the author, and this separation was clearly well-established and
important in the functioning of Archaic poetry. This is clear from the phenomenon

of pseudo-spontaneity.

2.3.2.1 Pseudo-spontaneity

Many Archaic lyric poems contain elements which give the impression of extempore
composition, as if the poet is still composing while the song is under way, even
though it has clearly been carefully designed in advance (“oral subterfuge”, Carey
1991:551). Amongst the most explicit pseudo-spontaneous devices are self

corrections (Scodel 1996:64), such as the break-off:

P, @ eilol, kKoT Apevoinopov Tpilodov €8véomy,
OpBv kEAeLBOV 1V 10 mpiv: fi pé T1g Bivepog EEw mwAGOL

€Badev, ag 67 dxatov Evvaliay; (P.11.38-40)

Pindar here, as often, imitates a speaker “who is deciding where his poem shall go,
stopping himself from going on too long or treating an inappropriate subject”
(Scodel 1996:64), even though the audience realises this must have taken place in the
past. This is an aspect of the separation of author and narrator in lyric (Miller
1993:21-2, Scodel 1996:67, Schmitz 1999:161 and see 1.7 above) — the narrator can
appear to have gone astray because the audience knows the poem is in fact artfully
constructed by the author. This sort of break-off is extremely common in Pindar,

whose epinicians, as for many other features of Archaic poetry, provide the fullest

37 We can probably add Alcman also, at least in some poems — cf. the self-naming in F17.1 and F39.1.
Note, though, that the chorus is plainly the speaker in F1 (the Lowuvre Parthencion).
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evidence for pseudo-spontaneity. A variety of reasons is given for the abandonment

of particular narratives or topics, e.g.:

1. Piety — O.1.52ff. (Bpol & d&mopo yooTpipopyov poKdpov TV einelv:
aplotapor), O.9.35ff. (4nd pov Adyov/ todrov, otépa, piyov), 0O.13.91
(racwndoopai ol popov &yd), N.5.14ff. (aidéopon péyo eimelv €v dikq 1€ un

KEKLVOUVEVUEVOV...).

2. Length - P.4.247-8 (pokpé por veloBou kot Guagitov..), N.433ff. (&
pokpd & éEevénely gpiket pe 1eBuoe..), N.10.4ff. (naxpd pev to Ilepoéog apel
Medoicog Topyévog...), 1.1.60-63 (mévrta & €Eeimelv...aparpeiton Ppayd pétpov

Exov Yuvog), 1.6.56 (poi 3¢ pokpov mhoog <av>ayRoacd dpeTdc).

3. Size/Inability — N.4.70-1 (&mopo yap Adyov Aiaxod/ moidwv 1ov &movtd
pot d1edBetv), N.10.19-20 Bpaxb pot otopa Tévt avoyhoood'...).

4. Irrelevance/Straying - P.10.4 (ti xopméw mopd karpdv;), P.10.51ff. (kdrov
oxécov, toxd & dykvpav Epewcov xOovi.), N.3.26ff. (Bupé, tiva wpog

&Arodamav/ dkpov pov TAdov mapopeifeat;).

5. Avoiding Tedium — O.2.95ff. (&AL’ aivov énéBa k6pog...), N.7.53ff. (k6pov &’

Exer/ woi péM xod T TépV Eve’ Appodicior).

Many of these types are also found in other Archaic poets, e.g. the pious break-off at
Ibycus F282A (1).22ff. (kai 0] pé&v od ¢atdv éomv..), the self-accusations of

irrelevance at Semonides F10 (11 todto Sud poxpdv Adywv/ &védpopov;) and
Hesiod, Theog.35 (&AL& tin pot tadto mepi dpdv fj mepi nétpny;), and the instruction
to the Muse at Bacchylides 5.176-8 (AevkdAeve KoaAMédmo,/ otécov edmointov
&ppa/ abtod’). Those which portray the narrator as having gone off course make the
most explicit reference to the song as an ongoing composition, but even those which
reject a tale already told on moral grounds portray the narrator as having made a
decision to turn his narrative in a different direction, as if the poem could only be
redirected, rather than rewritten (Carey 1995:100). The potential reaction of an

audience to an ongoing song is suggested by the mentions of tedium or x6pog. These
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ate, of course, supposed to anticipate and prevent such reactions, but their presence

aids the production of pseudo-spontaneity.

The functions of pseudo-spontaneity are various. One particularly prominent use to
which it is put, both in encomiastic and hymnal poems, is to stress the sincerity of
the narrator. In poems praising men, such as those of Pindar, the fiction of extempore
composition is used to counterbalance the monetary relationship between patron and
poet, so that it appears that praise for the victor has just entered the narrator’s mind
(Scodel 1996:69). The sudden, unpremeditated nature of the praise makes it seem
genuine, rather than paid for. This can be seen in the numerous passages in Pindar
which prefer the “straight vaunt” over more long-winded praise, e.g. dp86vnrog &
alvog 'OAvpmiovikong/ obtog &ykerton. Té pEV GpETEPR/ YAROGO TOLUOIVELV
£0érer,/ €k Be0D & &vip copals &vlel mopanidecoiv opoiwg™ (O.11.7-10, Bundy
1962:1.19 with parallels). This Pindaric emphasis on the sincerity of his praise mirrors
the stress on the relationship between poet and patron as one of xenza (cf. P.10.64-6),
which itself counteracts the true (monetary) relationship, and itself suggests the praise

is sincere (Lefkowitz 1991:32-37).

Narratorial sincerity is also the aim of a pseudo-spontaneous feature of the Archaic
Homeric Hymn to Apolle, where the strikingly unusual apostrophe to Leto in lines 14ff.
(see above for the anomalous use of apostrophe in this hymn, and its unusual nature
in general) gives the impression of deep and sincere feeling on the part of the
narrator (Miller 1986:19). The apostrophe might seem irrelevant to the greater
purpose of the hymn, and to have intruded “spontaneously” but this very impression

makes the praise of Leto appear sincere.

Pseudo-spontaneity also gives the author considerable control over what to include
in a poem and how to structure a work. The impression of extempore composition in
Pindar, for example, allows the inclusion of “rejected” material, such as the
explanation of Pelops’ ivory shoulder which is condemned as impious in O.1 — we
hear the myth, even as it is rejected (the grounds of tejection, of coutse, also present

the narrator as a particular sort of personality, Carey 1995:97-100, and see 2.3.4

58 L.e. “my tongue is eager to shepherd (lengthy) praises of Olympic victors, but inspiration will do just
as well” (Bundy).
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below). This sort of structure is made possible by the pseudo-spontaneous pose of

the narrator.

This pose, and the maintenance of it, seem a good explanation for the inclusion in
some Pindaric epinician myths of material which seems either irrelevant or
problematic with regard to the encomiastic purpose of the poem, e.g. the puzzling

natration in Pythian 11 of the matricide of Otestes as the culmination of the myth:

AAAO xpoViw oLV "ApeL

TEQVEV Te patepa Bfike T AiyicBov év govaig. (36-7)

This “getting carried away” with the natration is part of the creation of the pseudo-
spontaneity in this ode — the narrator goes too far, and this is immediately marked for
the audience by the narrator’s statement that he has digressed (P.11.38-40, quoted
above). This pseudo-spontaneous pose is exploited in the same poem to include a
seties of gnomai at P.11.25ff. which are strongly reminiscent of unpremeditated
speech in their linear continuity without overall coherence (Miller 1993:50). This
narratorial “spontaneity”, which ends with a gnome about the dangers of greatness —
ioxer 16 yop OAPog oD peiovo @BOvov:/ & 88 youndd mvéwv Beoviov Ppépet
(P.11.29-30), has in fact ended with a thought which anticipates the considerations of
the final triad concerning the aico Tvpavvidwv, and success and the avoidance of
envy on the part of victor, who finds 8ABog in more co-operative efforts (1dv yap
ava mOAv evpiokwv T péoa pakpotépw,/ SABo teBordta, P.11.53), revealing the

careful design of the author (Miller 1993:50-3).

Often, however, such “narrative momentum” (Miller 1993:23) as we see at P.11.36-7
1s not flagged, and in such cases it is not so much the creation of pseudo-spontaneity
as the exploitation of it which we are dealing with. At P.8.48ff. the mention of
Adrastus and his situation after the battle of the Epigonoi at Thebes seems irrelevant,
and the narrator simply changes the subject. But they are relevant from the author’s
point of view, anticipating as they do the comments on the changeability of fortune
in the famous final triad of P.8 (Miller 1993:31-34).
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The presence of pseudo-spontaneous devices such as those sketched out above is
pethaps one reason for the exaggeration of the “orality” of the Archaic and Classical
petiods, in opposition to which views of the “literacy” of the Hellenistic period are
developed. Such pseudo-spontaneity, however, is most common in poems furthest
removed from spontaneity — e.g. the carefully rehearsed and constructed epinicians
of Pindar or the choral partheneia of Alcman, requiring the co-ordination of a trained
chorus (Scodel 1996:63-4). This contrasts with the distinct lack of such “pseudo-
oral” features in, e.g., the Homeric epics, which are cleatly much closer to genuinely
oral poetry than Pythian 4 is. When the Homeric narrator makes explicit a reference
to the exclusion of irrelevant material, this is achieved through the much less pseudo-
spontaneous device of praeteritio at 1/.2.488ff.”> Homer did not feel it necessaty, unlike

later Archaic poets, to construct an “oral” setting for his poems.

2.3.2.2 Autobiography and Consistency

Although, then, there is clear exploitation of the gap between narrator and author in
Archaic poetty, the fact that the majority of Archaic narratorial personas are based on
the historical author has numerous important consequences. Chief among these is
the consistency of such personas across time and across different works. The clearest
extant example of such a persona is Pindar’s. There has been extensive discussion in
Pindaric scholarship about the different types of first-person statement made by the
narrator, and a division of these into “epinician” and “biographical” (Most 1985:117),
or into those made by the poet g#a laudator and the poet g#a poet (Fowler 1987:101),
which goes back to Bundy’s statement that “when Pindar speaks pridefully in the
first person this is less likely to be the personal Pindar of Thebes than the Pindar
privileged to praise the worthiest of men” (1962:1.3).* Most develops this division
and argues that in Pythian 2, for example, it is only with hymn-like xoipe in line 67
that the first-person statements function as those of Pindar the historical individual
rather than Pindar the poet (1985:98-9).

39 AnBLv & odk &v éyd pudfcopot od8’ dvopnve,/ ovd el pov déka piv yAdoool, déko d¢ otépaTe
elev,/ oovn & &ppmKrog....

60 Cf. also Willcock 1995:67 quoting Lefkowitz 1980a:35 (=1991:133) on “the poet in his professional
role”.
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This division, however, between the biographical and the professional roles of the
poet is an unhelpful one in analysing the ways in which the narrator’s persona is
created and exploited. All of the narrator’s statements are made by a consistent and
unified persona, which is, in its entirety, useful for the control, structure and function
of the ode. All of the statements are made by “Pindar”, the narrator based on the
author, not some by the historical author and others by an uncharacterised voice of
praise. The narrator as xenos of the laudandus and his family enables praise and
implies sincerity (todta, Nikdownn', droveyiov, dtav/ Eelvov éuov Meaiov EAONG,
1.2.47-8), as does the pseudo-spontaneity and occasional digressiveness sketched out
above (evident in P.11 both during the series of gnomai at 25£f. and in the break-off at
38-40). Truth is guaranteed by the narrator’s strong moral outlook (t6 Y& Aowdopficon
Beotg/ €xBpa copia, O.9.37-8), and his intimacy with the Muses ("Q métviee Moioa,
porep apetépa, N.3.1). The narrator’s presentation in general as undergoing but
overcoming struggles (e.g. against @86vog, N.4.36ff.) matches the pattern of m6évog
followed by novyia of the successful athlete, which can be exploited to associate the
two very closely and further aid the impression of truth, sincerity and xezia (note the

first-person plurals):

® kol &yd, kainep dyVOpEVOG
Bupdv, aitéopon xpuotoy karéoal
Motoav. éx peydrov 8¢ nevléwv AVBEvTeG
HAT £V OpPPOVIQ TECOUEV CTEPAVOV,

pnte kadea Bephmeve: (1.8.5-7)

It 1s misleading, therefore, to divide Pindatic statements by function into
“biographical” and “epinician” — all of the statements made by the primary natrator
build up the consistent personality of the narrator which is exploited for a variety of
encomiastic and other purposes, such as the control and structure of the myth and
ode, clear in the ability of a digressive narrator to include “irrelevant” material, or
abandon its telling. This type of aesthetic aim demonstrates that Fowler (1987:101) is
right to cast doubt on Bundy’s (1962:1.4) presentation of Pindatric self-consciousness
and self-reference as merely a function of the encomiastic situation in which Pindar
finds himself. It s put to encomiastic ends, of course, but these ate not the only

Pindaric aims. Furthermore the frequent use of autobiography in the creation of a

67



narratorial persona is not simply a product of the encomiastic situation, as the
example of Bacchylides shows — it is a Pindaric strategy. Bacchylides chooses, instead,
not to have constant narratorial self-reference, and there is far less characterisation of
the narrator than in Pindar (D’Alessio 1994:127 n.33) — only in B.5.9ff.
(characteristically in the third-person), 12.4-7 (ég y&p 6ABiav/ Eeivoisi pe méTvVIOL
Nixo/ véocov Alyivag émbpyer/ €AB6vto koopficon 0eddpatov méHAwv..) and
13.221ff. (181 xoi &y®d wiovvolg/ eowvikokpadépuvolg [te Mobooig/ Duvav tive
14vde Viedbmhokov d6owv/ @aive, Eeviav te [@LAd-/yloov yepaipw/ t&v époi,
Adunav, ofb mopav..).” It is Bacchylides, perhaps, who takes on a “conventional”
encomiastic role. These different poetic strategies, furthermore, should be related to
broader differences between the poets which suggest different overall aims in their
respective epinician poems (cf. Most (unpublished) who stresses Pindar’s greater
concern with “individualisation”, stressing the victor over the city, and the poet as his
xenos, with the inevitable attendant ¢86vog, compared with Bacchylides’ desire to

“integrate” the victor, hence his stress on the po/is and the victor within the po/s.).

My view of the consistency of the Pindaric narratorial persona commits me to the
view that the first-persons in the odes refer to this narrator (to “the poet” as most
scholars would have it). The evidence is strong — as Burton (1962:146) notes, no first
petson singular pronoun in Pindar demonstrably refers to the chorus or chorus-
leader as distinct from the poet, and Lefkowitz (1963, 1991, 1995) has further argued
that no first-person pronoun or verb, singular or plural, refers to the chorus in
Pindaric epinician - a “virtually monodic form” (Lefkowitz 1991:70-1). Such first-
person statements referring to the poet can be distinguished from choral first-
persons in other Pindaric genres such as partheneia, which are typified by much greater
self-description of the members of the chorus. The rigidity of this distinction has
been challenged (D’Alessio 1994:118-27), but Lefkowitz’s main proposition that the
vast majority of first-person statements in Pindaric victory-odes refer primarily to the
poet, has been largely accepted (e.g. by Carey 1995). D’Alessio (1994:127ff.) suggests
that though the first-persons usually refer to the poet, they can be “exemplary” on
occasion, encompassing the victor and the audience as well as the speaker, as at

N4.41ff. (époi & oOmoiov &petdv/ Edwke IMotpog &vak,/ £ old 8t xpdvog Epmav

61 Lefkowitz (1991:35) posits Pindaric influence on Bacchylides 13, which stresses the natrator’s bonds
of xenia with the patron.
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nenpopévay terécer), and considers it theoretically possible that there could be a
first-person referring to chorus or community (1994:127). Even if such reference is
possible, and in no case is the evidence compelling, it is clear that the Pindaric “I”
does 7ot vary violently in reference as has been suggested by Slater (1969:89), who
thinks the Pindaric “I” “implies in fact a vague combination of Pindar, chorus and

2.
chorus leader” .

The ultimate guarantee of this consistency of the narratorial persona is the
autobiographical grounding of the narrator. In the case of Pindar such autobiography
can be as subtle as an allusion to the Theban nationality of the narrator (Matep éud,
70 1€6v, xphoacmt OB, I.1.1) or an explicit reference to a previous work of the
author’s, as at N.7.101-104 (10 & €uov obd mote pb&oer kéap/ drpomorot NeonTOAELOV
ghkboor/ E€meor), which is most plausibly explained as indicating a previous
composition (Carey 1995:93). The reference to delay in meeting a commission at
0O.10.zn¢. cleatly plays with the fact that Pindar was an encomiastic poet much in
demand. Pindar also cleatly refers to a previous ode for a patron in the midst of a

very personal passage expressing the narrator’s closeness to the laudandus:

@) HEV S1BVpOG XApLTOG

el xotéfav Dyiewav Eyov ypuctav xduov T &éBAav TMvdiev aiylov
CTEQAVOLG,

T00g aprotebov Pepévikog EAev Kippo moTE,

AGTEPOG OVPUVIOV PPl TNAXVYEGTEPOV KELV® PAOG

g&ucopay ke BadLV ovTov mepaoang. (P.3.72-6)

The mention of Pherenikos points the audience to the author’s eatlier celebration of
that horse’s victory in the Olympic Games (O/ympian 1). The consistency of persona
exploited here, dependent on facts about the author’s biography, is possible because
of the reperformance of Pindatic odes around the Greek wotld to a number of
audiences over time, and the concurrent diffusion of texts of Pindar. Hence there

would have been “a Pindaric corpus before the age of the book” (Carey 1995:90).

The evidence for narratorial consistency across texts and time is clearest for Pindar,

because of the state of preservation of Archaic poetry, but as we have seen is likely in

62 For a similar view cf. Gentili 1990:20-1. Anzai 1994 thinks the “I” is always choral.
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the case of Hesiod, who refers to the Theogony at the beginning of the Works and Days,
and several other Archaic poets. The first-person sexual narratives of Archilochus
and Hipponax seem to feature the same characters (e.g. Lycambes and his daughters,
Bupalus and Arete) in several poems, making it likely that the narrator was a
consistent character, probably based on the author. The political poems of Alcaeus
and Solon display similar political opinions and allegiances across different poems,
while the image of the poetess Sappho in a circle of female friends with whom she
develops strong attachments is to be found in several different poems. There may
have been, of course, considerable variety within these consistent personas, with
poets emphasising one aspect or another of the overall picture depending on the
purpose or audience of the poem (e.g. in Pindar the Sicilian odes with their emphasis
on the greatness of kingship compared to the doubts about the aica Tvpavvidwv in
P.11). Some types of poem may have had much weaker connections between
narrator and author (e.g. those on sympotic themes such as wine, Bowie 1993:36), or
generally have excluded biographical material about the narrator (e.g. epic, and
possibly choral poetry, where Carey 1995:92ff. notes the far greater prominence of
the narrator in Pindar as compared to Alcman, Ibycus and Bacchylides). But in
general it seems possible to generalise (cautiously, because of the fragmentary
evidence) that in Archaic poetry outside Homer the principal narratorial persona of

an author was based on that author, and united several works by the same poet.

The Homeric Hymn to Apollo provides an unusual and instructive example of such
grounding of the narrator on the “historical author”. The description of the natrator
as a “blind man from Chios” (169-75) is anomalous within a hexameter hymn, and is
often taken as the source of the later tradition of Homer as a blind Chian (e.g. Allen-
Halliday-Sikes 1936:226). But such an anomalous description in a hymn which
linguistic evidence shows cannot be by Homer nor by the late sixth-century
Cynaethus to whom it is also attributed (Janko 1982:114-5)," would serve no
purpose. Why would an anonymous poet insert such a reference, and claim about
himself mécon petdémaodev aprotedovory dowdai (HH3.173, Burkert 1979:57)? This

reference to the best of poets is, as Burkert notes, to Homer, to an already existing

¢ Cynaethus is named as the author by the scholia to Pindar N.2.1c (Drachmann 1903-27:i1.29, 12-
18).
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tradition about Homer as a Chian, similar to the reference in Simonides fr.eleg. 19.1
(v0 k&AMotov Xiog Eewmev avhp, introducing I/.6.146). The poet of the hymn has
adopted the device of grounding the narrator on the biography of the “historical
author” which was to be found in Archaic poetry outside Homer, and put it to use as

a claim on Homeric authorship.

2.3.3 Narrator and Muse

The principal narratorial personas of different poets were also developed through the
depiction of their relationship to the Muses. In Homer, for example, the narrator is
explicitly subordinate to the Muse, and wholly dependent on her for his knowledge
of the events of the story (Dpelg yop Beai dote népeoté 1€ {ote 18 MEVTAL/ MpETG O
KAEog olov axovopev obdE T idpev, 1/2.485-6). This is the way the relationship is
constructed throughout the epic, not just in the Catalogue of Ships (pace Bowie
1993:13-14), as the questions put to the Muses both explicitly (I/.2.761-2, 11.218-20,
14.508-10, 16.112-3) and implicitly (e.g. I/5.703-4, 8.273, Minton 1960:304) indicate.
It is true, however, that the epic is not the expression of the Muse (Bowie 1993:12)
nor narrated 4y the Muse (pace Lenz 1980:27, Rabel 1997:19ff.). The relationship is
portrayed as one of communication (Murray 1981:96-7). In the I/7ad the Muse 1s first
invoked, then the narrator asks: Tig T &p cewe 0edv Epidt Euvénke payecdoy; (1.8),
further directing the Muse as to where the narrative should begin. The Homeric
narrator plays an active role in the telling of the natrative, as is implied in the self-

description of Phemius:

ov10d1d0kTog & €ipl, Be0g O€ pol €v PPECLY Oipag

naviolag evépuoev: (04.22.347-8)

This indicates an awareness of the narrator’s own part in the composition and
performance of song.* Indeed in one sense the Muses are a way for the poet to
comment on his narration, to reflect on his own role as narrator (de Jong 1987:46).

The Homeric narrator is no unconscious instrument of the divine. Nevertheless, the

64 Cf. also 04.8.44-5.
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pay-off for the formal subordination of the narrator is in Homer omniscience — the

natrator has complete access to the story ({ote 1 mévrar).

In Hesiod we find a similar picture of dependence, particularly in the description of
Hesiod’s initiation by the Muses at the beginning of the Theogony (e.g. événvevoav 3¢
pot addnv/ Béomiv, 31-2), and in the invocations of them at Theog. 104£f., 965£f. But
there is also more characterisation of the natrator (see 1.7 above), and a greater stress

on his contribution and control of his song.

The natrator’s own contribution to his songs is apparent in the Theogony immediately
after the initiation by the Muses, where we find a break-off which makes reference
not to the Muses, but to the natrator: &AA& ti A pot TadTo TEPL SpOv 7 mepl mETPNV;
(line 35), and then what is most naturally taken as a self-apostrophe by the narrator:
TOvn, Movodwv apydpedo (36), restarting the “hymn to the Muses” which opens
the Theogony. Hence, though the &o186g is Movoawv 0epbmwv (Thegg.100), it is clear
that this means he is the free servant, not the slave, of the Muses.®® Furthermore in
the invocation to the Muses at Thegg.104ff. which ends this “hymn” it is the narrator

who directs the Muses as to the subject of his song:

kAelete & aBovatmv 1epov yévog (105)

ginote &', @g TO TpATa Beol kol yala yévovto (108)

10014 pot éomete Modoai, OAOpmLIa ddpat Exovoon

¢€ apyfig, kol eimad’, 6 TL TpdTOV YEVET arLTdV. (114-5)

In the Works and Days, after an invocation of the Muses, and an invitation to them to

sing of Zeus there comes at lines 9-10 an address to Zeus:

kADOL 1ddv Glwv Tg, dikn & 1BLve BEpIOTOG

Tovry €ya 8¢ ke, TIépom, ETNTVRC PVONCOLUNY.

6> As Murray 1981:96-7 notes, citing the contrast of the Bepanwv and the Spdotag at P.4.287.
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This both indicates the narrator’s subordinate position to the greatest of the gods,
but also claims a space for “Hesiod” — the advising of Perses (Stein 1990:49-50).
Moreover, the self-cotrection at WD 11ff. of Thegg.225f. on Eris appears not to
depend on the Muses, nor do they appear in the transition from Pandora and

Prometheus to the Myth of Ages (WD 106-7) nor where the natrator proclaims:

Ndv & aivov Bacidedowv Epéw ppoveovot kal abvtolg (WD 202)

The autonomy and independence implied here should probably be interpreted as
something like the “double motivation” of Phemius in the Odyssey. At lines 661-2 the

natrator declares that he will tell Perses of the will of Zeus (concerning ships):

QAL kol OOG EpEw Znvog voov aiyidyotor
Movoou yap p’ €didagav dBécpatov Vuvov Aelderv.

While the first line here recalls the previous transitions, the second makes it clear that
the narrator’s contribution to the song, and his abilities, ultimately depend on the

Muses.

In Hesiod we also find the explicit raising of the problem of the authority of the
narrator and his claims to truth (implicitly in Homer through the Muses as guarantors

of truth/knowledge):

1dpev yebdeo moAAL ALyely ETOpOLOLY Opola,

idpev &, bt £66Aapev, aAnBéa ynpooacBot. (Theog.27-8)

The fact that the Muses claim for themselves the ability to speak falsely as well as
truly is cleatly not a destabilising of Hesiod’s own narratorial authority, but used as a
foil to stress his own truthfulness, perhaps in contrast to the epics of Homer
(Davison 1962:146-7, Bowie 1993:20-2). A similar function can perhaps be guessed at
for Solon F29 (moAAd webdovtan &oidoi) and is clear in Xenophanes’ accusation
(F11D-K) that Homer and Hesiod attribute improper behaviour to the gods. These
accusations of falsehood are, however, implied claims of one’s own truthfulness and
authority. In the Hellenistic period problems of poetic and narratorial authority are to

the fore (see 1.3 above) and used to ironise and undercut one’s own narrators (e.g. in
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Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus, see 3.2.5 below). An important Archaic precursor to this
experimentation with authority, truth and voice is to be found in Pindar’s Olympian 1,
though it hardly amounts to the problematising of poetic authority found in
Callimachus or Apollonius.

Pindar stresses the power of poetry to deceive (O.1.28-9) and make the unbelievable
believable (30-2), and then echoes, in the final praise of Hieron, the language used of

poetry’s power to convince one of falsehoods:

dedoudarpévor yebdeor mowkidog e€amatdvrt pdlor (29)

Xapig.../ Emepéporoa Ty kai dmotov uficato motov (30-1)

néno0o 8¢ EEvov

un TV ApQOTEPOL... KVPLOTEPOV

AV Y€ VOV kAVTOIoL SatdaAwoiuey DU VOV TTLYOIG.
0edg émiTponog EQv TeCTloL uHdeTon

gxov Todto kadog... (103-107)

There then follows an echo of a passage from Hesiod on the persuasiveness of kings:

70 & €oyotov kopLEOVTAL

Baoiredor. (O.1.113-14)

£x 8¢ A0g Baoiifieg O 8 8ABrog, 6v Tiva Modoat

PlAmvTaL YAVKEPN Ol &mo 6TopaTog péet avdN. (Theag.96-7)

Again, as in the case of the Muses’ boast of potential falsehoods in the Theggony, the
echoes in Pindar should not be taken as subverting the praise of the ode, by
suggesting that the narrator, or his laudandus, are lying. The parallels operate by
recalling for contrast the lies of other men and poets (Gerber 1982:158). But they also
serve to suggest, perhaps, that Hieron is capable of lies, but has no need of them — a
further encomiastic level. This play with ideas of truth and persuasiveness, and the
interaction with this passage of the Theogony, is adopted by Callimachus in the Hyzn to

Zeus, but with much more disruptive effects.
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It is difficult to ascertain the precise relationship of natrator to Muse in zambos,
because of the fragmentary nature of the evidence, but it seems clear that the
narrator’s dependence is not so great as in epic, probably because of the largely non-
mythic subject-matter, which centres atound the actions of a persona probably
grounded on the historical author and related in the first person. The Muses do not
have to be invoked for what one did oneself. Hence we find in Archilochus self-
motivated openings for poems such as F168 (Epacpovidn Xapilae,/ xpfipé tou
yelotlov/ épém, moAL @iltal® Etaipwv,/ tépyean § dxobdwv) and F185 (épéw v’
By aivov, @ Knpokidn), where the natrator announces the theme in the first person
without recourse to the Muses. Nevertheless the Muses ate ultimately responsible for
even the poetic gifts of an iambicist (Movoéwv £potov ddpov EmicTépEvOG,
Archilochus F1.2), and, of course, available to parody epic, as in Archilochus F117
and Hipponax F128.

The poems of Solon, the Theognidean cotpus, and the poetry of Anacreon all
support the hypothesis that the narrator is rarely portrayed as dependent on the
Muses when the subject-matter is non-mythic. Though Solon F13 begins with a
prayer to the Muses (kADte pot edyopévw, 2), this does not invoke them in their
capacity as givers of knowledge, inspiration ot narrative, but as deities on the model
of Zeus or Athena, capable of granting wishes for prosperity and popularity (8ABov
pot mpdg Bedv pokdpav d6te kol mpodg dndviav/ &vBpdnwv aiel d6&av Exeiv
&yadnv, 3-4). They are not needed, howevet, to provide Solon with knowledge of the
political situation in Athens. Nor are they needed in Theognis to provide the narrator
with knowledge of his relationship with Cyrnus, nor with the advice which the
corpus as a whole furnishes a vatiety of addressees. When they appear, at 75-78, it 1s
in connection with their song at the wedding of Cadmus, hence in a mythological
context. Similatly in Anacreon there is no certain example of an invocation of the
Muses, who are not required to provide the narrator with his sympotic subject-
matter. This contrast between mythological subject-matter which requires the Muses,
and “contemporaty” poetty which does not is explicit in Ibycus F282 (a).23ff. (an

encomium for Polycrates of Samos):*’

% Though the fragment is, of course, elegiac.

67 Though Ibycus does a good job of including much matetial he professes he wishes not to sing
about.
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Kol T pE[v &v] Moicon cecopycluévor
£d ‘EMkovid[eg] éupaiev Adyafv
Ovatolg & ob klelv avnp

I ©o Exooto ginot...

......

Ibycus’ subject, in contrast, will be Polycrates. In Alcman, however, we find 2 much
mote explicit dependence on the part of the speaker on the Muses as the source of

song, and guarantors of its appeal, e.g.:

Mo’ &ye KadAwdna, B0yotep Aldg,
Gpy’ Epotdv Feméwv, Emi & {pepov

Bpve kai yopievia ti8n xopov. (F27)

The Muses are also asked to make the dance (xop6v) appealing. The context of this,
as of many Alcmanic fragments, is choral, and one function of the Muse-addresses in

such songs is to establish the chorus as the speaker:

M®c &ye M@®co Alyno ToAVperEg
oigv &o1de pérog

VEOYUOV dipxe mapoévolg aeidnv. (F14 (a))

kapa wofiyvie najpoévev] paifclt aeicate (F11.25)

In none of the invocations of the Muses in Alcman is it explicit that the Muses will
provide the mythological matter for the song, but given the presence of the
Hippocdontidae as a negative exemplum probably related at length in the Loxwre
Partheneion (F1), this seems a likely function. The association of the Muses with dance
(cf. dpxeoipoinov of the Muse, Stesichorus F250) is of course to the fore in choral

compositions.
In Stesichorus the Muses seem to be invoked as the providers of narrative, though

the expression “with me” in F210.1 draws attention to the role of the narrator at

what is probably the beginning of his Oresteza:
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Moico 6V pev ToAEpovg dnwcopévo ted’ Eued
KAElOVGO BEQDV TE YOUOVG AvEpdV TE dailTog

kol Bodiag pokdpov (F210)

Narrators had, of course, alteady appeared in oblique cases at the beginning of
mythological narratives ("Avdpa. por Evvene, Od.1.1). The Muses were also probably
used as guarantors of truth in Stesichorus’ Palinode, which rejected the myth of Helen

as told in Homer and Stesichorus’ Helr, and which probably began:®

deDp” ote Becw prddpoine (F193.9-10)

Given that the Homeric version is rejected as untrue (odk €07 €tvpog Adyog odrog,
F192.1), it seems likely the Muse was invoked to certify the corrected version. Feeney
(1991:15-6) speculates that the adte above may indicate that the Muse is being asked
to authenticate the rejection of the very narrative Muse and narrator produced in the
eatlier Helen. The role of the Muse in the Heln must, however, remain open, as must
the precise means by which the rejection of the previous version was effected in the
Palinode, and how the Muse was involved (it is surely too much to extrapolate the
Muse’s influence from &te povoikodg dv €yve v oitlav [sc. of his blindness],

Plato, Phaedrus 243a).

Little can be made of the role of the Muses in Sappho or Alcaeus. In the former they
are often paired with the Graces (e.g. F53, F103.5, F128), and their presence
requested (3eDpo dndre Moloor ypvoov Aimowson, F127), but lack of context
obscures their function. The imperative évvene[ which can be discerned at F103.1,
and what may be a request for Calliope herself to relate a narrative (abrtd 8¢ oV
KoaAMéma, F124), hint at the Muses as providing the material for narrative, but there
is no such invocation in connection with surviving natrative portions of Sappho such
as F44 or F44A. In Alcaeus there is no certain example of a Muse-invocation, but the
character of the beginning of one poem (the opening of the second poem of Book
one, scholA in Heph.Poezz.p.170 Consbruch) indicates a degree of narratorial

autonomy:

8 Note, however, the claim of Chamaeleon (POx).2506 fr.26.col.i.2-11, Stesich.F193) that there were
two Palinodes, and that the one against Hesiod began ypvoéntepe mapéve (F193.11). But this
“Hesiodic” Palinode was probably never &nown thus (Woodbury 1967:160-2).
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xoipe, KVAL&vog 6 puéderg, GE Yap pot
6dpog BNy, 1oV kopLPons” €v adtog
Moio yévvarto Kpovidg piyeico
nopPaciint (F308 (b).1-4)

The use of 8Bpog here is more than “interessante” (De Martino-Vox 1996:111.1235) —
it marks an important difference in the characterisation of the narrator as compared
to the Homeric Hymns, in particular HH4 to Hermes. Certainty as to whether the
Homeric or Alcaic hymn to Hermes is eatlier is impossible (Page 1955:255, Campbell
1967:297), but comparison may still be profitable:

‘Eppiiv Opver Motoa Atog kol Maiddog vidv,
KvAAnvng pedéovia kot "Apkoading toAvpuniov,

ayyelov dBavatov éprovviov, ov teke Mada... (HH4.1-3)

Page thinks (1955:254-5) that the verbal similarites (e.g. KvAlévog o6
pédeig~KvAinvng pedéovta) can be accounted for as “conventional formulas” so
that no borrowing need be involved (so also Campbell 1967:297). But the fact that in
Alcaeus we have not the invocation of a Muse to sing of Hermes, as in the Homeric
Hymn, but a declaration of a personal desire to sing, using the same verb
(dpuvnv~Vuver) suggests that Alcaeus may be deliberately varying the Homeric model.
The Alcaic narrator emphasises his own role in the production of the song by
figuring the impulse to sing as his own. The concurrent use of xoipe at the beginning
of a hymn, when it is conventional at the end of hymns (De Martino-Vox
1996:111.1236), demonstrates a similar reversal of usual practice in the Homeric Hymns.
This cannot be taken as proof of the priotity of the Homeric Hymn, of coutse, but the
similarities (and inversions) demand more explanation than the usual appeal to

conventionality.

Such variations on normal hymnal practice might be characterised as “proto-
Hellenistic”, as such experimentation has been in the case of the new fragments of
Simonides (Parsons 1994:122 on fr.eleg.10-17). Here too hymnal closing formulas are
adapted for a new purpose:
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AAAO oV pElV VOV Yaipe, Bedg Epiku[d€og Vi€
koUpng eivladiov Nnpéog: avtop £y

KikAMokw] o érikovpov éuol, Mfolvidvople Modoa,

el mép 7' avlopomayv evxopévalv péiear (fr.eleg.11.19-22)

The narrator bids farewell to Achilles, “the son of the Nereid”, and moves on to
another topic, using a formula which itself recalls the ends of Homeric Hymns (abtap
gyd — cf. HH2.495, HH3.545f,, Parsons 1992:32), and an addtress to the Muse to act
as his “helper”. As Parsons (1992:32, 1994:122) points out, this combines in one
poem the proemial hymn and epic narrative of rhapsodic tradition — the Muse is
invoked at the beginning of the “epic” section. Further differences can be discerned
from the past — the “hymn” is to Achilles (as opposed to a god propet), while the
“epic” seems to be about not the distant past but the battle of Plataea (e.g. &vdp®]v,

ol EZndprnt..8odAov Aulop, fr.eleg.11.25, Parsons 1992:32), and the form is elegiac.

Most importantly, from our point of view, the narrator characterises his Muse as his
énikovpog, portraying the poem as their joint enterprise, with the Muse as the
narrator’s military auxiliary (Ruthetford 2001:45; cf. the same meaning for énixovpog
at O.13.97, Stehle 2001:109-10), which emphasises the narratot’s own contribution,
particulatly compated to Homer’s subordination, given &v [8poc)../ 0¢ mop’
wnlokapwv dé€ato IMepidlwv/ mGooav &AnlBeinv at freleg.11.15-17 on Homer’s
commemoration of the generation of Achilles. Aloni (2001:95) explains the contrast
in terms of a difference of subject-matter similar to that observed above — Homer
relies on the Muses for the truth of events to which he was not a witness, but
Simonides does not depend on them so completely as he did witness the Persian
War.” But the narrator still needs the Muses, as suggested by the military metaphor,
and his imploring that “if you ever heeded prayers” &vtovolv kai tévd[e peAfippovor
k[oopov &oldfic/ Mpetlépng (fr.eleg.11.23-4, Obbink 2001:71). The help the Muse
provides will ensure the quality of the song hence future memory (iva T1g [puvhlcemy

freleg.11.24), which recalls the Muses as guarantors of the song’s appeal in Alcman

above.

9 As did his primary audience, so that in one sense the narrator is #of in this case the audience’s only
way of accessing the “story” (given by the Muses), Stehle 2001:111.
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With Pindar and Bacchylides it becomes possible to go beyond speculation on
isolated fragments to see how a narratorial persona is built up in terms of a
telationship with the Muses. Though the natrator-Muse relationship in the epinicians
is consistent, it is not uniform, and allows for different aspects to be stressed in
different poems. In general the epinicians are presented, like the victories they
celebrate, as possible only through the agency of the divine. But there is considerable
room for familiarity and play, which is one of the most striking elements of the

depiction of the Muses in Pindar.

“Q méHTVIo Moloo, Patep QUETEPD, ALGCONOL...

tag deboviav Smale pntiog Audg &mo:

Gpyxe & ovpavod molvvepéda kpéovTi, BOYATEP,
doxpov Vuvov: £ya 8¢ xelvov 1€ viv 6Gpolg

AVPQL TE KOLVACOUAL.... (N.3.1, 9-12)

The narrator of Nemean 3 begins as a suppliant of the Muse (cf. Aicoopou in Pindaric
trequests to the divine at O.12.1, P.1.71), who is a “queen” (emphasising her divinity,
cf. Hera, 1/1.551 etc.), announcing that the chorus is awaiting her song.m He then
bids that she begin 2 hymn, which he will pass on to the chorus. Hence he is depicted
as an intermediaty, a conduit between Muse and audience. This recalls the situation
of the subordinate narrator in Homer, and is developed elsewhere in Pindar (e.g.
Moicoug yap &yAaoBpdvolg ékdv/ "OAryonbidonsiv v €Bav érmikovpog, O.13.96-7
and outside the epinicians in povtedeo, Moloa, mpopatevom & &ym, F150; doidipov
MMepidwv mpogdtav, Pae.6.6; &ue & Eaipetolv/ wépuxa coedv énéwv/ Motoa
avéotac’, Dith2.22-4). At the same time, howevet, the narrator uses ® with the
vocative of the Muse. This use indicates impatience, familiarity or lack of reserve and
demonstrates that the narrator is treating the Muses as “his own familiar friends”

(Scott 1905:32-3).”" Scott notes that Pindar is the first Greek poet to use & of the

0 See 2.2.1 above for the debate on who sang N.3.

1 See further on the use of the vocative and & in various Greek authors Giangrande 1968, Williams
1973, Scott 1904, 1903, Gildersleeve-Miller 1903.
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Muses.” In N.3 this is coupled with a claim of kinship (uétep &petépo) which
further characterises the narrator as an intimate of the Muses. This intimacy explains
why the Pindaric narrator can, in 1.2, even imagine the Muse as a madam pimping her
songs (008 Emépvovto YAvkelon peAPOOYYov moti Tepyiyopag/ apyvpwbeicot
npdécwne parbakdpwvor &owdai, 7-8). In N.3 his own abilities are emphasised by the
unusual phrase “grant...from my skill” in line 9 — the Muse is asked to make possible

the expression of the narrator’s ability.

Hence even where the relationship appears unequal there are elements suggesting the
importance of the narrator and his close connections to the Muses. These are also to
the fore when the epinician is portrayed as their joint labour (already implied in the

request to grant abundance of song from one’s ow skill in N.3, Pfeijffer 1999:255):

Moioca & 00tw ol TapEota Pot veosiyahov eVPOVTL TPOTOV

Aople povay évappdor nedidm (O.3.4-5)

ay éneit’ Altvog Pacilel pidiov E&evpopev duvov (P.1.60)

Both the image of the Muse standing beside the poet and the idea that the poet and

Muse are joint producers of the song were to be taken up in the Hellenistic period.

There are also passages where the Muses seem to perform duties which are
necessary, though in some sense ancillary to the natrator’s, hence suggesting a greater

contribution on the part of the narrator:
£pol uev Qv

Moica koprtepdtatov Béhog arkd tpépet (0.1.111-2)

10070 Y€ ol cagiwg

poptupncw” peAigpboyyor & émtpéyovtt Moloai. (0.6.20-1)

72 At 0.10.3, 0.11.18, 1.6.57 in addition to N.3.1.
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The first passage in particular is reminiscent of the Muse as énikovpog in Simonides
freleg.11 above, as they tend the narrator’s Bélog, a military task. But it is the
narrator who is to fire this arrow. In the second it is the narrator who bears witness
as the Muses “approve” (Race (1997:.105) translates émitpéyovti “assist”). Their

approval is indispensable, of course, but the primary action is the narrator’s.

The narrator 1s kept in the foreground through regular imperatives to the Muses.
Despite the Homeric precedent, the frequency and tone of the commands contribute

to the picture of a narrator on close terms with the Muses:

Motoa, 16 8¢ 1edv, el p16680To CUVEBEDL TopEYELY

povayv Vrdpyvpov, dAlot dAle topaccéuev (P.11.41-2)

Here the Muse herself seems to have accepted the commission for the ode, and so
certain duties which would ordinarily be the narrator’s are transferred to her. The
narrator, by telling her what she should do, sounds like a narrative superior, relating
her options — # motpi IMvBovikw/ 16 yé€ vov | Opacvdbe (P.11.43-4). A similar
hierarchy 1s implied in P.4 in another reversal of the conventional roles of narrator
and Muse in epic, where the narrator promises to give the topics of the song to the

Muses, rather than receiving them from the Muses (O’Higgins 1997:116):

anod 8 avtov EYm Moicoicst dhocw

Kol 10 nhyxpuoov vakog kplod: (67-8)

This implied hierarchy is also to be found in other passages where the narrator

directs the Muse to another section of the ode:

Moioa, kol o Asivopével keladficon

ni0ed pov movay tedpinmov: (P.1.58-9)

€La vOv pot edobev (1.5.38)

The second instruction uses the image of the “chariot of the Muses”, and introduces
a series of questions (A&ye, Tiveg Kvkvov, tiveg “Extopo mé@vov.., 1.5.39) which

recall Homeric questioning of the Muses about the deaths of heroes (e.g. at 1/11.218-
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9). The use of the imperative at the beginning, however, portrays the narratot’s
obtaining of information from the Muse as one where he is very much in control — /e
seems to steer the course of the poem (Lefkowitz 1991:39). Narratorial control can

even extend to driving the chariot of song itself:

@ ®ivig, GAAO [edEov 1idn pot 68évog fuLdvav,
& thiyoc, Sppo keLeDO® T Ev koBoPQ
Baoopev Sxyov... (0.6.22-4)

nénofo Eevig mpooavél OOPaKog, OCTEP ELAV TOLTVOQV XAPLY

168" ELevEev &puo. Mepidav tetpdopov (P.10.64-5)

ginv ebpnolenng avoyeloBol

nTpocpopog €v Morsay dippd- (0.9.80-1)

In the latter two passages the chariot is explicitly the Muses’ and the driver clearly the
narrator. Similar stress is placed on the action of the primary narrator when different
metaphors are employed. The narrator can be the helmsman of the Muse — Alax®
oe popl yéver 1€ Moloov @éperv, N.3.28 — addressed to himself in answer to the
self-apostrophe Bvpé, tiva mpdg GAlodondv/ &xpav éuov mAdov mapoueiean; in

26, or their archer (again in self-apostrophe):

AALE VOV Exataforov Molodv and 16Ewv
Alo 1€ QOLVIKOGTEPOTOY CEUVOV T ERLVELHOL

axpotiplov “"Aldog (0.9.5-7)

The foregrounding of the narrator and his role in the production of the poem is also
achieved by relieving the Muses of some of the functions they play in earlier poets.
At the beginning of the Catalogue of Ships at I/.2.484ff. there is a strongly marked
transitional passage, where the Hometic natrator addresses the Muses to request the
names of the leaders of the Greeks, and to avoid telling the ®An80v (488). In Pindar,
however, the natrrator often refers to himself instead of the Muse in transitional

passages (Lefkowitz 1991:28):

iotapol 3M mooci kobgoig, dpmvéwy Te Tpiv TL papev. (N.8.19)
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pokpd pot vetoBor kot ApoaEitov: dpo Yop CUVATTEL Kol TLVOL

otpov ooy Bpaydv (P.4.247-8)

In P.4.247-8 we can see further use of chariot-imagery, again with the Pindaric
narrator himself holding the reins.

That this particular emphasis on the narrator is a Pindaric, rather than generic,
strategy is indicated by the comparatively more subordinate Bacchylidean narrator in
his epinicians. The narrator characterises himself as Moboav yve {oPAepdpwv Belog
npog[dtlag (B.9.3) and &dvenng &fva-/Eupdpluryyog Ovploviiag dAéktap (B.4.7-8),
and describes Hesiod as mpomolog/ Movodv (B.5.192-3), descriptions which recall
the narrator as intermediary in Homer and in some Pindaric passages (see above).
There is less variety, however, in Bacchylides in the way the relationship is presented.
The Muses can be invoked in epic fashion (Opver, yAvkddwpe KAeol, B.3.3), and

their role as providers of information is explicit, outside the epinicians, at 15.47:

Modoa, tig TpdTog Adywv dpxev dikaimy;

The Muses can also inspire and guarantee the excellence of the song:

Tav eik ETOpg &pa KAewd
navOoAng épalg Evéstollev ppocty,

TeEpYIENETG viv diotdoi

vt kopOEovtt Aofdl. (B.13.228-31)

The natrator, then, is portrayed as dependent on the Muses for the quality and
material of his song, and rarely suggests a more important role for himself. It is the
Muses, for the most patt, who are in control, as when Clio is described as helmsman

of the narrator’s thoughts (contrast the Pindaric use of this image above):

aoel kuBepvitag co@ds, uvodva-
o €UBvve KAewol

vOv @pévag apetépag (B.12.1-3)
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The narrator does occasionally approach a “Pindaric” independence, as when
breaking off a narrative in B.10 (11 paxpav y[AJd[cloav i8bcog €Aadve/ éx tog
080%;, 50-1), or directing Calliope to halt her chariot in B.5.176-8. There is nothing,
however, which resembles the careful development of intimacy with the Muses in
Pindar — no claims of kinship or familiar addresses. This is consistent with the less
prominent ptimary narrator in Bacchylides and the organisation of the epinicians
along different lines, and probably with different purposes, from Pindar’s (cf. Most
(unpublished)). |

The range of presentation of the relationship of narrator to Muse available to the
Hellenistic poets was therefore broad. There were some generic differences of
course, chiefly between poems about the mythological past and those about the
narrator’s present, which made different demands of the Muses. But it is the
differences in the autonomy of the natrator from Homeric subordination to the self-
motivation stressed particularly in Pindar (with the necessary caveat about distortions
due to the accidents of preservation), which is particularly important in the

development of Hellenistic narrators such as that in the Argonautica.

2.3.4 Emotion and Evaluation

The features to be covered in this section are several — expressions of opinion or
moral judgement by the primary narrator, vocabularies of “emotional” language,
exclamations by the narrator and the apostrophe of characters. Here too there is a

contrast between Homer and non-epic Archaic poetry.

As evaluation and judgement are forceful signs of narrator-prominence, they are
generally eschewed by the unobtrusive narrators of the Iiiad and the Odyssey. Gromai
on the human condition, for example, are rare in the mouth of the Homeric narrator.
When these appear; e.g. at I/16.688-90, it is to heighten the pathos of a scene, and
emphasise the narrator’s emotional involvement, in this case with Patroclus’ fatal
decision to disobey Achilles’ orders (Richardson 1990:144-5). Such generalisations
are more usually expressed by the characters, and this division between natrator and

characters can also be seen in their disctete vocabularies — there is a large class of
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emotional and evaluative language which the natrator tends to avoid (Krarup 1943,
Griffin 1986). Even so common a word like kokog is predominantly a speech-word
in Homer (in a ratio of 5:1 compared to natrative, Griffin 1986:39). The Homeric
narrator can, of course, express an emotional teaction to an event, e.g. in the use of
exclamations with vAmiog (e.g. [.2.37-8), which imply the pity of the narrator
(Richardson 1990:161-2). Even here, however, there is a distinction to be found
between speech and narrative — the similar exclamations with ox€tAlog are only once
found outside speech, at 04.21.28-9, expressing outrage at Heracles’ murderous

abuse of xenza.

The Homeric narrator also, on occasion, apostrophises his characters. The most
notable series of apostrophes are in 1/16, where Patroclus (not addressed outside
1/16) is spoken to directly by the narrator on eight occasions.” These apostrophes
are often thought to be accounted for by their metrical convenience (e.g. by Nitzsch
1860, Bonner 1905, Matthews 1980, Yamagata 1989), but there are serious problems
with this view. Genesis does not explain function (cf. Edwards 1987:38), and there is
a marked frequency of apostrophe to characters at emotionally charged moments, as
in the case of Patroclus. The characters (leaving aside gods) addressed are few — in
the I/ad Patroclus, Menelaus (seven times),”* Achilles (once),” and Melanippus
(once),” in the Odyssey only Eumaeus (fifteen times).” Hence the bulk of the
addresses are to Patroclus, Menelaus and Eumaeus. All three are presented as
peculiarly sensitive and sympathetic characters (Parry 1972:10-21: Patroclus peidiyov
aiel according to Briseis, 1Z19.300; Menelaus’ kindliness at I/6.52ff.; Eumaeus’
hospitality and loyalty clear from his treatment of Odysseus in Od.14). Their status as
such, and the response of the audience, is guided by the narrator’s direct addresses.
But these do not quite work, as Block (1982:8-9) suggests, by having the explicit

emotion of the narrator guide that of the audience.

316.20, 584-5, 692-3, 744, 754, 787-8, 812-3, 843,
™4.127-9, 4.146-7, 7.104, 13.603, 17.679, 17.702, 23.600.
520.2.

76 15.582.

7114.55, 165, 360, 442, 507, 15.325, 16.60, 135, 464, 17.272, 311, 380, 512, 579, 22.194.
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In fact Homeric apostrophe to characters is remarkably free of emotional content.
This is clear in the case of the Eumaeus-addresses, but even at the emotional climax
of I/16.812-3 (8¢ tor mpdrog &pfike BéAog, MatpdkAeeg inmed,/ o0SE ddpacc™) the
apostrophe does not lay bate the natrator’s feelings, as Richardson (1990:171-2)
emphasises. It is nothing like the Virgilian narrator’s emotional address to Nisus and
Eurylaus (A4¢7.9.446-9). The emotion of the audience created by Homeric
apostrophes operates because they are #ransgressive (alteady seen by Henry 1905:8,
“not obviously natural” to address dead heroes as though present). Richardson
(1990:173-4) explains the operation of the apostrophes in terms of Genettian
natrative levels — narrator and audience are on one level (both “extradiegetic”,
Genette 1980:260), while the characters are on another (“intradiegetic”, Genette
1980:228-9). The address of a character by the narrator enables the audience to cross
to the narrative level of the characters — the audience’s sympathy is engaged by

bringing them closer to the characters.”

The Homeric Hymns have, in general, similarly self-effacing narrators, but there are
some differences in the expression of emotion and judgement. Their status as hymns
brings with it certain changes — the natrator is charactetised as pious enough to hymn
a patticular god, who is invoked and prayed to for prosperity ot success. To this end
gods can be described as ogpviv (e.g. HH2.1). But even beyond this “generic” piety
the narrators of the Homeric Hymns are portrayed as reacting emotionally more often
than those of the Homeric epics. The fairly rigid distinction between the vocabularies
of the Homeric narrator and characters is less pronounced (Krarup 1948:16).” In
Homer aivég and its cognates are predominantly found in speech (Hunter
1993a:110), as in the Homeric Hymns, but the three examples in narrative all occur in
HH2 (90, 254, 305), giving the hymn a more emotional colouring. Of the longer
Homeric Hymns HH2 is the only one to use the words aiddg (predominantly in speech
in Homer, Krarup 1948:14-5) and oéBog (exclusively in speech in Homer, Griffin
1986:40), both significantly in the mouth of the narrator at HH2.190.* Given the

7 The apostrophes have other effects, of course — cf. Frontisi-Ducroux 1986:17-27 for the closeness
of Homeric narratorial apostrophe to Muse-invocations.

7 1 take into account here only the longer and earlier Homeric Hymns: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,7, 19.

80 ¥¢Bag does not appear elsewhere in the major hymns, aiddg only appears once more, in speech, at
HH2.214.
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relatively small amount of examples of these words, more significant is the
distribution of xoaxkog in the Homeric Hymns (15 examples omitting HH16.4). This
drops, when compared to Homer, from a ratio of 5:1 in favour of speech to just
1%2:1. M&Ao is used mainly by characters in Homer (Griffin 1986:45), but is four
times more common by the narrator in HH3 (15 examples), twice as common in
HH2 (6 examples), equally divided between speech and narrative in HH5 (4
examples), and exclusively in speech in HH4 (9 examples), giving a roughly equal
overall distribution. There can also be striking reversals as compared to Homeric
distribution — #fjpe (45 examples in speech against 2 by the narrator) appears
exclusively in the mouth of the primary narrator in the Homeric Hymns (all in HH3, of

the monsters Typhaon and the Pythian serpent).

Nevertheless it is clear that the distinctions have not been discarded altogether: in the
Homeric Hymns the affective f| (almost always a speech-word in Homer, Griffin
1986:45) is only used by the characters in the Homeric Hymns (11 examples), x6Aog
(mainly in speech in Homer, Griffin 1986:43), appears 4 times out of 5 in characters’
speeches, vNAfig (mainly in speech in Homer, excluding the formulaic vnA€l xaAk®
and vnAegg Apap, Griffin 1986:40) exclusively in speech (twice, HH4.385, 5.245).

In some respects the narrators of the Hymns are less prepared to react to their
narratives than Homer — we find no examples of exclamations with ox£tAl0g or even
vimiog. Both words are confined to speech, with the exception of vimiov at HH4.152
(not in an exclamation). Gromai are also rare (exceptions to be found in HH2 at 111,
480ff., 486ff.), and the closest a narrator come to “moralising” are the comment
yevdopevor at HH1.6 (of the false accounts of Zeus’ birth), and the statement Tovg &’

fye kakog popog at HH7.8, on the unfortunate kidnappers of Dionysus.

This general picture of narrators who make only occasional use of devices of
emotion and judgement is obviously different from that to be found in Archaic
zambos, elegy and lyric (long charactetised as “subjective” in opposition to “objective”
epic, see 2.3.1.1 above). Natratorial gnomai, for example, are ubiquitous in Theognis,
and common in Pindar, Solon and Semonides. The differences between epic and
lyric (broadly construed) are to be explained largely in terms of genre, as mentioned

above. The martial elegies of Tyrtaeus and Callinus, for example, exhort and
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encourage young men to battle, and promote unity and confidence in the citizenry.
Hence the narrator is more emotionally engaged than in Homer. There are regularly
comments on what is Tipfiev..kol &yradv (Callinus F1.6), kadov (Tyrtaeus F10.1, or
10 &petn (Tyrtaeus F12.13), as well as what is aioypov (F10.26, F11.19). These
evaluative words reveal that speech-words in Homer are regularly employed by the
narrator in these elegies (cf. also in Tyrtaeus obAopévn, F7.2; xaxétng F10.10,
speech-words in Homer, Hunter 1993a:110,* Krarup 1948:13). Although it makes
little sense to compare the narrator- and character-vocabularies in genres where there
1s comparatively little speech, the use of these words shows that these narrators more
commonly express their judgement than is the case in Archaic epic. Their emotional
involvement in the martial exhortations they give is thus marked, as it is by their
regular address of véou (e.g. Callinus F1.1ff.,, Tyrtaeus F10.15ff., F11.10ff.)). This i1s
akin to the apostrophe of characters in Homer, given that the elegies were very
probably performed at symposia, rather than to a gathering of citizens before a battle
(Bowie 1986:15-18).

The unHomeric use of affective vocabulary by the narrator could be reproduced for
most non-epic Archaic poets, to a greater or lesser degree.”” More important,
however, is the co-ordination of this and other devices to create a “moralising”
persona in various non-epic Archaic poets. This is apparent in the paraenetic
situation developed in several poets, such as Theognis, who recommends and
suggests against various forms of action and behaviour to his addressee, and by
extension the audience, e.g. undev &yov oneddev: mhviov pés’ dprota to Cyrnus
(333). Related to this sort of advising of an addressee (also to be found, e.g., in some
elegiac fragments attributed to Archilochus, such as F15 to Glaucus on the friendship
of an ally), is the persona adopted in Solon of a political adviser. Here the political
situation can be presented in emotional language, e.g. in F4 the affective words
adwcog (7), OBprog (8), &dikoig (11), kaknv..dovhosbvny (18), kaxd (23, 31), koxdv
(26). These words characterise the danger which Athens faces, leading up to a grome

81 Though cf. I/1.2 for obLopévny at a significant point in the narrative.

82 E.g. in Archilochus the primary natrator commonly uses cognates of xoxég (at F5.4, F11.1, F13.5,
F20, F126.2 (twice), F128.6, F130.1, 4, F133.4, F195) — their absence in the speech of characters is
primarily related to the monologic character of the genre.
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on Avovopin and Ebvopin (F4.31ff)) which emphasises the benefits of the latter and

encourages its adoption by the citizenry.

A different sort of moraliser is found in iambic fragments where the primary narrator

is reproaching his target:

natep AvkapPa, molov E@pdow TOdE;
Tig 0O TAPNELPE PPEVOG

fig 10 mpiv RPNHPNoBa; VOV 8& 81 moAvg
aotolol paiveor yéAwg. (Archil. F172)

It seems that Lycambes has wronged the narrator (8pkov 8" évoceictng péyav/ dhag
e koi tpanefav, F173), probably in connection with marriage to his daughter (cf.
Hor. Epodes 6.11-14). This situation, very probably reproduced in Hipponax with
reference to Bupalus (cf. Pliny NH.36.4.12), of a narrator who is wronged and then
upbraids his target(s), portrays the narrator as morally superior to them, at least. In
Hipponax we find several fragments recommending that someone be treated as a
papuakog (F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10). The moral stance of the primary narrator is
undercut somewhat by the depiction in many iambic poems of the narrator’s sexual
and scatological misadventures, which atouses humour at the narrator’s expense (and
that of his targets). Nevertheless, the self-characterisation of iambic narrators as
moralisers remains, and several fragments preserve their reproaches and moral
commentary (e.g. Hipponax F26 on the impoverishment of one man through his

extravagance).

Both the giving of advice and the self-charactetisation of the narrator as wronged are
prominent elements of the moralising persona of Hesiod in the Works and Days.
Perses, brother of the primary narrator, has carried off the greater share of their
inheritance (WD 37-8), with the support of the Bacilfieg or “leaders” (ol 1fvde
diknv £6€dovot dikaooat, 39) whom he derogatorily describes as dwpopayor (39)
and vimot (40). At WD 248ff. the narrator warns these BooiAfieg to pay attention to
Zeus’ punishment of those who practise oyétho Epyo (WD 238). The upbraiding

of both the BaciAfieg and Perses charactetises the natrator as morally supetior to

8 Note here too the use of the Homeric speech-word oyétiiog.
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them, as does his advising of Perses, who is instructed xai vv Aikng éndkove (275) —
the narrator is the mouthpiece of Right. A further mark of the narrator’s moral
separation from the rest of mankind comes in his reaction to his own narrative at

WD 174-76, where he wishes he had not been born in the fifth generation:

PUNKET EmELT QQPEAAOV YA TEPRTOLOL HETETVOL
avdpaoiv, &AM i TpooBe Bavely fi Emelto yevécBat.
vOv Yap &M Yévog 0Tl GLdnpeov:

The ability to comment upon humanity as a whole demonstrates that the Hesiodic
narrator is a moraliser, while also justifying the advice the narrator gives to addressee

and audience.

The reaction to narrative found in Hesiod is most prominent in Archaic poetry as a
marked feature of the principal narratorial persona in Pindar’s epinicians. On several
occasions the narrator evaluates the proprety or ethical content of a myth (Carey
1995:97-8), which contributes to an impression of the narrator across the epinicians
as pious and respectful of the gods. Most famously, of course, in Olympian 1 the
Pindaric narrator sets himself against previous versions of the story of Pelops’ ivory
shoulder and the reason for his fathet’s punishment. So emotional is the narrator
about this variation from tradition that he declares his intention to Pelops himself, a

rare example of a Pindaric address to a non-divine character:®*

vig Tavtddlov, ot § &viia npotépwv eoEYEopat... (O.1.36)

The reason for Pindar’s rejection of the tale of the dismemberment and eating of

Pelops is also phrased in emphatic language:

glol & Gmopa YooTPIUApPYOV pakdpwv TV EINETY: dpioTopon

dcépdera AéLoyxev Bapiva kokayopovs. (0O.1.52-3)

The traditional version is to call Demeter a yaotpipapyos, “glutton”, and so be a

3

Kokdyopog or “slanderer”. Such language portrays previous poets as blasphemers,

8 The only parallels are P.4.175 (Periclymenus), N.7.86 (Heracles), 1.1.55 (Amphitryon), 1.8.21-3 (the
nymph Aegina).
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and the narrator makes it clear that it is impossible (&mopa, dpictapar) for him to do
the same. A similarly powerful description of the narrator’s rejection of a myth is to
be found, as Carey (1995:98) points out, at O.9.35ff. where the myth of Heracles
fighting the gods is equated to the vilification of the gods (Aowopficar, O.9.37),
which amounts to éx6p& cogia (0.9.38), “hateful poetry”. Elsewhere Pindar’s
narrator ostentatiously avoids improper narrative at O.13.91 (Sraconéoopor oi
popov €yd, on Bellerophon) and N.5.14ff. where he will not tell of a deed &v

dikq..un kexivdovevpévov (14, the murder of Phocus).

Pindaric judgements of narratives are usually made in the first person (&gicTapol,
0.1.52; pot, 0.9.35; dracondocopal, O.13.91; aidéopon, ordoopar, N.5.14, 16) and
the prominence of this moral first person in Pindar, which portrays the evaluation of
the myth as the personal reaction of the natratot, is unusual in epinician and choral
lyric (Carey 1995:98). Carey suggests that Pindar may be drawing on personal lyric,
rather than, e.g., the epinicians of Simonides for this emphatic personal response to
a myth. In Alcaeus F298, for example, the narrator proclaims that it would have been
much better (t6Av Bédtepov, 4) for the Greeks to have killed Locrian Ajax, tov
BeoPAJPevra (5), using this as a parallel for the homicidal political action which
should be taken on Lesbos (1-3). Othet potential Archaic models for the strength of
feeling in the Pindaric judgements suggest themselves. In Simonides F542 the saying
of Pittacus is rejected by the narrator as inaccurate (08¢ pot éuperémg 10
Mittdkeov/ vépetan, 11-2), who goes on to declare that he will not find fault with
someone who is not bad (008¢ un pv éya/ pophoopor, 36-7), while in F581 the
opinion of Cleobulus is even more harshly treated (Lopod/ pwtog &de BovAd, 6-7).%
While these are not reactions to myths, the fragments do respond to previous
thinkers, and strength of feeling (in F581) and the personal terms in which F542 is
expressed are reminiscent of Pindar. Similatly the comments in Xenophanes on the
narrator being more deserving than an athletic victor are forcefully expressed in the
first person (oVk €av G&log domep £y popung yop dpeivov/ &vipdv N8 innwv

Nuetépn copin, F2.11-12D-K), while those on the portrayal of the gods suggest such

8 The gente of the two Simonidean fragments is uncertain — they are not from epinicians, at least.
F542 may be from an encomium (Zipmvidng npog Zxoémav, PLPr2339a7).
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mythic treatments might have been emotionally treated in the complete text (e.g.

...0e@v &Bepiotia Epya/ kAéntewy porxedewv 1€ kol dAARAovG dmatevely, B 12.1-2).

In Pindar’s epinicians the moral evaluation of myths in the first person, alongside the
widespread use of the first person in gromai (cf. O.3.43-5, P.3.105-11, Carey 1995:96-
7), are cleatly part of an attempt to establish the narrator’s sincerity in the context of
praise, and to portray poetry as a moral activity in which the narrator excels as a
moral authority. Hence both the narrator’s praise and his moral pronouncements are
given extra validity. This mechanism is particulatly reminiscent, as Carey (1995:97)

points out, of the situation in the Works and Days.

Bacchylides’ epinicians present us with a strikingly different approach to the persona
of the narrator in general and of the use of emotion and evaluation in particular.
Since Pindaric and Bacchylidean epinicians are of the same genre and date, generic
and historical explanations are insufficient to account for the differences between
them. Rather we must appeal to the different aesthetic (l.e. artistic rather than
literary-critical) aims of the poets. In Bacchylides there is far less use of the first
person, which is generally confined to its usual role in choral lyric as a transitional
device found at the beginning and end of poems (in contrast to the more widespread
Pindaric first-persons), as Carey (1995:92) notes. Correspondingly, expressions of the
bond of xenia between natratot and laudandus in Bacchylides are far less often in the
first person (Catey 1995:95). This is also true of gnomai. Most strikingly of all,
however, is that narratorial reaction to myths in Bacchylides takes a very different
form. Rather than being expressed in first-person statements emphasising the moral
authority of the narrator (and his evaluation of the myth), we find the use of
exclamations and emotional language to portray the sympathy of the narrator and the

pathetic nature of the myth.

In B.9 the narrator reacts to Archemorus’ death as an omen of the bloody result of
the Seven’s expedition against Thebes by declaring & poipa moAvkpatég (15), while
he exclaims & tproevdaipfov dvip (B.3.10) of Hieron when describing his Olympic
chariot-victory.** Hutchinson (2001:333) thinks that such (pseudo-) spontaneous

8 Blass (app.crit. Maehler 1982-97:1.126) similarly suggested & S0oglpoves, fi peyéroioiv éiniow/
nve<i>Jovteg (B.13.157-8) of the Trojans’ misplaced confidence during the absence of Achilles.

93



reactions are more typical of elegy and zambos than lytic, citing Hipp.117.6 (& pékop).
We might also add & térog évip (Semon.7.76). A further Bacchylidean narratorial
exclamation can be found in B.16: & d0opopog, & téMoulv’ (30), of Deianeira’s fatal
plan to regain Heracles’ affection. Although this exclamation does not come from an
epinician, it illustrates the continuity of style from Bacchylides’ epinicians to the
dithyrambs and the corresponding consistency of the primary narrator in both sets of
poems. The most remarkable Bacchylidean exclamation is perhaps that at B.17.119,
where the narrator uses the word ¢ed, a word most natural in the speech of
characters in drama (Maehler 1982-97:11.206) and not found in earlier lyric nor in
Pindaric epinicians (Hutchinson 2001:333), to express his feeling at Minos’ reaction
to Theseus’ return. This striking transfer to the mouth of the primary narrator of a
dithyramb demonstrates the different Bacchylidean narratotial persona — one who
expresses emotion in order to elicit a similar reaction in the audience, in contrast to

the ostentatious moral evaluations of Pindar.
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3. Callimachean Narrators

3.1 Introduction

In Callimachus “stories are always presented in such a way that the reader is
repeatedly reminded of the fact that this is a story and that some effort is being made
to tell it” (Harder 1992:390). This flagging of narrative status and narrator ranges
from the subtle ironies and self-criticism of the Iambi, to the intrusive scholar-poet of
the Aetia, and the careful modifications and expansions of Archaic hymnal voices in

the Hymns.

The plural in this chapter’s title is meant to stress the great variety and subtle
differentiation of voice in Callimachus, within a single poem, within a collection such
as the Hymns, and between different works. One obstacle to the perception of this
variety is the homogeneity often assumed in Callimachean poetry (and Hellenistic
poetty mote generally) as “scholarly”, obscure, difficult. Erudition or scholarship is
an important aspect of Hellenistic natratorial voices (Goldhill 1991:327-8), but a
central reason for a simple characterisation of such voices as “scholarly” is
inattention to the relationship between author and natrator, and the nature of

narratotial “projections” of the author. This is particulatly the case with Callimachus.

Callimachus is the most obvious example of the Alexandrian mowntoi Gpo xoil
kprtikol, the compiler of the Pinakes, and writer of the E@vixai édvopaciol. He must,
it is thought, have been bookish, thorough, a “scholar”. But simply to regard the
scholarship of a narrator or a text as an expression or display of erudition of the
author is to ignore the subtle uses to which scholarship can be put in Callimachus
(and indeed Hellenistic poetry): to satirise pedantry (e.g. in Ja.6 (F196), cf.
Kerkhecker 1999:171), to undercut the natrator’s authority (e.g. in H.1.60ff., see 3.2.5
below), to jar with the characterisation of the narrator otherwise developed (e.g. in

H.6.63, see 3.2.10 below).

The concept of quasi-biography is extremely helpful here. The primary narrator in
Callimachus is generally (not always — Hipponax, e.g., speaks in a1, F191) a
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projection of the historical Callimachus, ot rather exploits aspects of the biographical
Callimachus to construct a persona. This is not to speak of Callimachus as
straightforwardly the speaker in his works (so Hutchinson 1988:67f. on H.2,
criticised by Harder 1992:389 n.21). The degree of connection of narrator to author
is vatiable: strong in the Aetiz and lambi, where it is legitimate to describe the speaker
as “Callimachus” (so Kerkhecker 1999:49, 60-3 and passim on the lambi), but less so
in the Hymns (cf. the exaggeration of Cameron 1995:439 quoted below under 3.2.2),
and hardly at all in the Hecale. However, even where “Callimachus™ is the speaker, the
gap between narrator and author is often exploited. Hence Kerkhecker (1999:58)
assigns the complicated failure and inconsistency of the fable in Iz.2 (F192) not to
Callimachus, the author, “but to his speaker”, 1.e. “Callimachus”.

Scholarship is but one aspect of the biographical Callimachus which can be played up
for the construction of the persona. It is not an indicator that we are hearing the
“authentic” voice of Callimachus. Unfortunately, its presence, in different forms, in
the Hymns, lambi, Hecale etc. is one reason for the etroneous extension of the so-
called principles of the Aetia-prologue to form a thoroughgoing Callimachean poetic
manifesto covering all types of poetry. Scholarship in Callimachus is taken to be an
expression of the poetic credo of the scholar-poet of the Aefia. But, as will be made
clear, even in the Aetia there are subtle modulations of voice and scholarship, nor is
the persona there a flawless portrayal of the historical Callimachus. The voices of

Callimachus are many more than merely that of the learned professor.

The Callimachean narrators it is easiest to form a complete picture of ate those of the
Hymns, because of the length of the poems and their preservation in the manuscript
tradiion. Hence a large proportion of this chapter concentrates on them. By
contrast, the other group of wholly extant Callimachean poems, the Epigrams, does
not receive a dedicated treatment. This can be justified in terms of their relationship
to Archaic poetry and the character of their narrators. Often the natrators are
minimally developed (e.g. ep.57, 37, 38, 39), so that they are among the closest
Hellenistic poems to “nonnarrated” works (see 1.6 above). Elsewhere, study of the
narrator would amount to little more than identification of the speaker, often only on

the grounds of the “autobiographical assumption” (e.g. ep.20). Where there is quasi-
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biography which is more extensively developed, the epigrams will be discussed (e.g.
poverty in ep.32, 46, poetological language in ep.27).

The Epigrams in general display a considerable amount of play with epigrammatic
convention. The bronze cock on which ep.56 purports to be insctibed, and which is
the speaker of the poem, is only a reproduction of the “real” victorious cock, so that it

2»

claims ignorance of “its” achievements (o0 y&p &ywye/ yiyvookw, 1-2), and
comically proclaims its trust in Euainetos who set it up, and from whom it heard of
the victory. The play with the conventions of dedicatory epigram is clear, both in the
treatment of the conventional speaker, and in the epigram’s status as an
“insctiption”. In ep.15 we have not the epitaph which itself purports to be inscribed
on the tomb, but the depiction of the passer-by’s reading of the name of the dead
person, Timonoé€, and his reaction (Walsh 1991:96). In ep.3 the convention of
delaying the passer-by walking past a tomb in order for him to read the epitaph is

reversed when Timon the notorious misanthrope is the speaker (Walsh 1991:81):

Mn xoipewv €inng KE, KOkOV kEop, AAAL ThpeABe:
{oov époi yaipewv £61i 10 PN 6€ YEAQV.

Such play with epigrammatic convention is extremely deft, but for the most part it
falls outside the topic of this study, the relationship of Hellenistic narrators to
Archaic narrative. Nevertheless, the observation that the Epigrams are less influenced

in this regard than other Callimachean genres, is important.
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3.2 The Hymns

3.2.1 Book

The Hymns of Callimachus as we have them have a clear unity, which is widely, and
rightly, held to be the poet’s creation (Harder 1992:385, Haslam 1993:115,

of the Hymns is the same in both MSS and papyri (Hopkinson), and there are careful
patterns of continuation, opposition, resemblance and difference developed
(Hopkinson 1984:13-17, Haslam 1993:115ff, @ Harder 1992:394). Patterns,
juxtaposition and similarity in the narrators through the collection should be added
to the links structuring the book.

3.2.2 Voice

A poem with an obliquely indicated setting and a voice intermittently reminiscent of
a scholar (H.1) is followed by one with an explicitly mimetic form which seems
spoken by Callimachus the Cyrenean (H.2). This gives way to an in some ways more
conventional, but also garrulous &0136¢ in H.3, who cannot end the hymn, then in
H.4 a narrator who addresses himself (in Pindaric fashion) in a series of expanded
priamels (as if the hymn never actually begins). Two shorter mimetic hymns follow,
one where the narrator is present at a largely female festival (H.5), another where the

narrator appears to be female (H.6).

Mood, tone and voice shift between and within poems - “the texts just will not stay
still, not be pinned down.” (Haslam 1993:113). The celebrant at an Apollo-festival
becomes Callimachus at the Carneia in Cyrene in H.2, the numinous Demeter
terrifying Erysichthon and his sacrilegious companions gives way to the comedy of
social manners and Erysichthon’s embarrassed parents, a naive narrator quotes a
goddess who sounds like the scholatly Callimachus of the Aetiz (xbov, kbov, H.6.63
and F75.4) and alludes to disputed passage of Homer (H.6.114-15 as alluding to
1/.22.4871f., Astyanax as a beggar, rejected by Aristarchus, see T A (Aristonicus) ad
loc.). “In the Hymns the surface meaning is always running up against subtextual

countercurrents.” (Haslam 1993:112).
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The narrators in the Hymns are not so strongly characterised as the scholarly narrator
of the Aetia, nor so closely associated with the historical Callimachus, most clearly in
H.6, where all the first-person statements are closely connected to the circumstances
of the Demeter-ritual (e.g. 6.6 — TTOwpeg, 6.17 — Aéywpeg, 6.124 — ntatedpeg), which
appears to have been reserved for women (cf. 6.1, 129-30 and see below), so that the
narrator seems female (Bing 1995:34-7). Nevertheless it is an exaggeration to claim,
with Cameron (1995:439), that: “The first person in the hymns normally refers to the
poet only insofar as he counts himself one of the worshippers addressing the god in
question”. There is in fact considerable play with the historical Callimachus in the
Hymns, though in different forms and to different degrees from the _Aesa, often

through the use of scholarship.

3.2.3 Performance

Callimachus’ recent commentators are determined in their view that the Hymns were
not publicly performed, but are “literary” texts designed for consumption within the
Museum (Williams 1978:2-3, Bornmann 1968:xii-xili, Mineur 1984:10, Bulloch
1985a:4-5, 8, 12, Hopkinson 1984:37, Hutchinson 1988:63). They follow Wilamowitz
(1924:1.182) and Herter (1931:434), and the demonstration of Legrand (1901 esp.
281-98) that the mimetic hymns, at least, could not have been meant to be
simultaneous with the rituals they purport to describe. Cameron (1995:63)
characterises this as “dogmatism” (cf. Caitns 1992:13ff.), and attempts to revive
Cahen’s 1dea (1929:281, followed by Fraser 1972:11.916 n.289) that the Hymns may
have been performed publicly at festivals, but on the fringe, outside their “formal
framework”, citing the parallel of Horace’s carmen saeculare (Cameron 1995:65, cf.
Fraenkel 1957:382).*” He challenges the dogma of “festival and library” (1995:65) as
the only possible circumstances for poetty in the Hellenistic petiod, doubting that
Hellenistic poetry was an exception to the tradition of Greek poetry written for
performance (1995:64).

Williams (1978:2-3) anticipates such an appeal to a possible public performance, in
the case of H.2, citing Mair (1955:18-19) for the view that it would be a matter

87 The Horatian parallel is also noted by Newman 1967:350
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“tather of personal cutiosity than of literary interest” if we learnt that a2 poem had
been petformed at a public occasion. This is both true, in a sense, and misleading,
but also usefully points us to an assumption which commentators other than
Williams share with Cameron, of the central importance of the original performance-
conditions (often privileged in criticism of Archaic poetry) to interpretation of the

poem.

It is true that the first performance matters little in terms of the critical appreciation
of the text — critics proceed initially from the text as they have it, and are justified in
doing so because Hellenistic poetry is so obviously designed to be read. But it is
misleading insofar as it suggests a complete break with poetry which we know was
petformed publicly, e.g. that of the Archaic period (cf. Cameron 1995:64-5 on the
exaggeration of the difference between Archaic and Hellenistic performance). But
this in turn is not, as Cameron would have it, primarily because Hellenistic poetry,
like Archaic poetry, was performed (though this may also be true), but because Archaic
poetry, like Hellenistic poetry, is obviously designed for secondary audiences (Scodel
1996:61, and see 2.1 and 2.2 above). Archaic poetry was written, and designed for

repetrformance.

The commentators’ desire to make Callimachus’ Hymns readers’ texts, or texts for
private consumption, betrays a concern that public poetry, performed before a larger
audience could not look like this - too difficult, cleatly designed for reading. And this
in turn betrays a concern that the firsz, the primary petformance of a poem largely
determines its form and nature - it cannot have been performed, because it is
designed “in the first place” to be read (or recited). But it should be clear, from the
parallel of Pindar’s epinicians, that a dense, difficult poem, designed to be fully

appreciated only with multiple reception, can have an original, public performance.

But the possibility does not imply that they were performed publicly. Therefore, while
Cameron is right to point out more potential performance-conditions than
petformance before the “urban masses” or for a tiny Court elite (1995:56, cp. Zanker
1987:18), he is perhaps guilty of presenting public performance and reading as the
only alternatives. The targets of his criticism, however, maintain recitation (i.e.

petformance of a kind, though “private”) as a possibility (e.g. “declamation”,
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Hopkinson 1984:37, “clearly written for recitation”, Bulloch 1985a:8), and are even
prepared to sketch out more complete (e.g. H.4 as a genethliakon for Philadelphus,
petformed at a Museum banquet, Mineur 1984:11ff) or more public occasions
(Bulloch 1985a:4 n.2 calls Cahen’s idea (1929:281) for hymns “en rapport direct avec
la féte religieuse” likely). Such suggestions allow for a degree of performance, and a
range of performance-conditions, which may have approached what Cameron terms
“public”. How many people have to be at a performance before it ceases to be
private? How strict do the admittance criteria have to be? How learned does an
audience member have to be to be a member of an “elite”? Compare the “semi-
private celebration” (Cairns 1992:14) at which a singer performs the “Adonis” in the
palace at Alexandria, with an audience comprised partly of ordinary Alexandrian

women (Theocritus 15).

One reason for Cameron’s position is a desite to place H.2 at the Carneia in Cyrene,
with “my king” at H.2.26-7 as Magas, on the grounds that éufv oAy in 65 refers to
Cyrene, and nuetéporg PaciAedoly in 68 to the Battiad kings (1995:408). The date
would then be early - ¢.270 (1995:409). But this is itself to overlook the full range of
possible occasions, public and private, for the Hymn to Apollo. Given the state of
tension and intermittent war between Cyrene and Egypt for over twenty years from
the early 270s (Holbl 2001:39, 45, Green 1990:146, 148), it is perfectly plausible for a
Battiad Cyrenean poet (cf. ep.35) living in Alexandria to be commissioned to write a
hymn Zmitating the Carneia at Cyrene and implicitly claiming it for Egypt (note that
Magas rebelled against Ptolemaic rule). This opens up the possible dates for the
hymn, explains the “long account of Cyrene in so short a hymn”, cited by Cameron
(1995:408) as suggesting performance at Cytrene, and gives added point to
Callimachus’ claim to Battiad heritage (cf. Cahen 1930:46-7, 69-70 on the Ptolemies

being placed in H.2 in a line of succession to the Battiads).

Such a motivation for H.2 allows for a wide range of performance circumstances -
from a very select gathering of Court or Museum, to a much broader audience of
Alexandrians, hence from “private” to “public”. It would be interesting to know if
and where the Hymn to Apollo was petformed, and would settle disputes about the
reference of éud BaciAfiv (26, 27), but the possibility of public petformance, as our

knowledge of it in the case of Pindat’s epinicians, should not distract us from aspects
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of the texts more amenable to study, such as voice. For all the relative certainty with
which commentators and critics speak, we cannot be very sure about the first
occasion of Callimachus’ Hymns (cf. Cairns 1992:15 on the openness of possible

contexts for Hellenistic hymns). But this fact matters less than many think.

3.2.4 Mimesis and Lyric Poetry

The “mimetic” hymns of Callimachus are 2, 5, and 6. The term “mimetic” is used in
this way to describe a narrator who does not stand in the conventional relationship of
narrator to audience in a hymn, but appeats as a fictional character who addresses
himself or other fictional characters, rather than the audience of the hymn (Harder
1992:386), in the case of the Hymns one who presents himself as a participant in a
ritual, and gives the audience the sense of witnessing a festival in progress.” Along
with mime (Bulloch 1985a:6), lytic and elegiac poets have often been cited as models
for this effect: Sappho’s epithalamia (Wheeler 1930: 218, Von der Miihll 1940:423),
Alcman F1 and F30 (Von der Mihll 1940:423), Xenophanes F1D-K (Herter
1956:37), Theognis (Dornseiff 1939:24-5, as part of a much older history),” choral
lyric, in particular Pindar (Dornseiff 1921:85, Hopkinson 1984:3, Bulloch 1985a:7),
and hymn and epinician (Depew 1993:58). Albert (1988:46G), on the other hand,
concludes his survey of previous scholarship by categorising, in Archaic poetry, only
Archilochus F8 (possibly also F105/106), Anacreon F356 (rightly arguing the two
halves are from one poem, contra Von der Mihll 1940:423), Alcman F3 (possibly also
F30) and a few fragments of Sappho as mimetic. However his definition of a mimetic
poem is effectively one with “Szenetieverinderung”, “change in the setting” (Albert
1988:24-5), which unnecessarily restricts his scope (cf. Schenkeveld 1990, Harder
1992:385), and does not allow for a clear picture of the development of mimetic

poems from certain aspects of earlier non-mimetic poetry.

A more systematic sutvey of aspects in Archaic poetry resembling the mimetic effects

in Callimachus, and why such aspects have been cited as models by scholars, may

8 The term is not ideal (Hunter 1992:13) but it is now widespread, and hence a convenient term for
an unusual effect (pace Cairns 1992:10).

8 Albert 1988:33-36 rightly rejects Xenophanes F1D-K (“Xenophanes seems to be desctibing an ideal
symposium, not one actually in progress”, Gerber 1999a:415) and the Theognis-corpus as mimetic.
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help to clarify the main points of contact between Callimachean mimesis and earlier
poetry. Mimetic poems, such as the Hymn to Apollo, have a narrator who speaks, at
least some of the time, as if witnessing an event, not just reciting a poem. This in turn
tends to transport the audience to another locale, and gives them the impression of
witnessing the same event. Several phenomena in Archaic poetry seem relevant:
pseudo- or quasi-intimacy (cf. Carey 1995:96, Scodel 1996:61), pseudo-spontaneity
(Scodel 1996:644f.), references to the circumstances of the performance or setting of
lyric poetry, and the ambiguity of the speaker in choral poetry and epinician (cf.
Hopkinson 1984:3 n.2, Bulloch 1985a:7).

Scodel (1996:61) suggests that poetty such as Alcaeus’ may have been intended for a
wider secondary audience than merely that of the friends to whom it appears to be
addressed (see 2.1.1 above). The effect on such a secondary audience of references to
matters of “local” interest, is to give an impression of eavesdropping, which is akin to
the mimetic setting of some Callimachean hymns. The audience eavesdrops on the
narrator’s presence and behaviour at a festival. In poems such as Alcaeus F38A (ndve
[xoi pébv’ @) Meddwvinr &y’ €pot...) a secondary audience feels it is admitted to a
symposium. In Callimachus’ mimetic hymns the audience feels itself admitted to a
particular, local, often restricted ritual (e.g. in H.6, seemingly set at the exclusively

female Thesmophoria).

Pindaric epinicians are also pseudo-intimate (see 2.1.1 above) and designed for
reperformance (see 2.2 above). On such a reperformance, in changed circumstances,

perhaps in an entirely different location, passages such as P.5.77-81 are mimetic:

oA bBvTov Epavov

€vBev avodetdauevor
“AToAlov, 1ed,

Kopvir, év doti oefilopev
Kvpdvog ayoxktipévay méALy:

At the original performance, probably at the Carneia at Cyrene (Farnell 1932:168,
D’Alessio 1994:123 n.19; Burton 1962:135-6 is mote cautious), these lines refer to

the wider context of the performance of the song. But subsequently they ewke this
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setting, and give the reader or audience the sense of being at the Carneia themselves.
This effect is not as powerful or sustained as that in Callimachus’ Hymn to Apoll,
which also purports to be set at the Carneia (see 3.2.6 below), but is similar. It is
important to realise that this is a deliberate effect in Pindar, as in earlier lyric. Bing
(1993:190) suggests that encountering Archaic and Classical occasional poetry as text,
with the clarity of voice which would have been apparent in performance confused
by the silence of the book-roll, may have triggered Callimachus’ experimentation with
voice in his mimetic hymns. But some of this ambiguity is designed - if P.5 was
choral, and oeBilopev (80) spoken by a chorus of Cyreneans, this would not have
been apparent on monodic repetformance in Athens, Syracuse or Aegina, and hence
the voice confused. This again demonstrates the dangers of asserting that the
differences between Archaic and Hellenistic poetty are largely to be explained in

terms of a shift from songs to books.

Clearly fictional addresses also exist in lyric, such as those in Anacteon F356, which

is hardly meant to follow accurately the degeneration of a symposium, but to evoke

such a progress (cf. Albert 1988:51-2):

() &ye 81 @ép’ Muiv @ ol
keAEPNV, Okwg GPLOTLY
TPOTLm, TO PEV SEK™ EYYEQG
Vdatog, T0. mévie & oivov
K0aBovg g dvuPpictag
ava dndte Bacoopnow.

(b) Gye dndte unkér ot
TOTAYW TE KAAOANTH
TkVOLKNY TOCLV TP’ 01V
HEAETOUEV, EAAO KaAdolg

Vmonivovteg €v DUvoig.

These addresses are not in fact addressed to the audience of the symposium at which
the poem is recited, but give them the impression of eavesdropping on a more rowdy
version which the narrator is attending - they are mimetic. Similatly, the setting of
some sympotic elegy is clearly fictitious (Bowie 1993:28-9), e.g. Archil. F4.6-9 (set on
a ship, performed at a symposium, Bowie 1986:15-8).
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Atchaic pseudo-spontaneity, the (false) impression that the poet is still composing
while the song is under way (2.3.2.1 above), also resembles mimesis, insofar as the
audience feels present at the composition of the poem, as when the Pindaric narrator,
for example, breaks off a narrative and asks what direction to take (e.g. P.11.38-40).
Similar is the effect of inserted “beginnings” such as O.1.17f. (&Al& Awpiov &m0
poppyye moccdAov/ AduBov) and Bacchylides F20B.inzz. which portray a song

which is in fact already under way as not yet begun in earnest:”’

@ BapPrre, unkéT ndocarov purdo{cwv

gntdtovov A[IJyvpav KATTAVE YapLV:
deDp’ &g gpag xépag™

Here what is mimicked is the act of beginning the song itself. This seems to find an
echo in the Hymn to Apollo whete the narrator bids the chorus dance and play (12ff.)
and sing a paean (25), which then appeats to follow (see below). Most striking of all
the examples of fictional statements in lyric relating to songs as if they had not yet
begun is the opening of Pindar’s N.3 (extensively quoted in 2.2.1 above), which like
the Hymn to Apollo portrays the natrator as awaiting a choral song. There the narrator
asks the Muse to come to Aegina (1-3) because the chorus is eagetly awaiting the
song (3-4). The narrator then asks the Muse to provide him with an abundance of
song, and to begin a hymn for Zeus (9-12). This hymn, which the narrator will impart
to the chorus (xowvéoopan 12), is the epinician itself (see N.1.4-5 where the epinician
in praise of delhonédwv... innwv is called a Vpvog..Znvog Aitvaiov xépiv). But the
ode, sung by the chotus, must alteady be under way. When this ode was reperformed
monodically the quasi-monodic first-person statements proclaiming a chorus
awaiting a song from the Muse will have been mimetic - the audience will have been
given the impression that the narrator is present at a different performance and

context, to which they are being admitted as eavesdroppers.

One obvious difference between these lyric passages and the situation in

Callimachus’ mimetic hymns is that the scene to which the audience is transported in

% Cf. also Alcman F3 fr.1.1ff.
1 Noted very incidentally by Albert (1988:48 n.130) who seems to suggest that Bacchylides F20B

amounts to a Szenerieverinderung on the part of the speaker himself, comparing also Pindar N.1.7,
P.2.67f., and Bacchylides 5.9ff., but makes little use of this material.
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Callimachus is mote than just that of another song or similar context. Rather they are
taken to a ritual ot festival. Nevertheless, references to the setting or performance of
a lyric song, particularly if public, can approach the Callimachean situation. When
Alcman in his partheneia has his female chorus describe the beauty of their leaders,
such as Agido (F1.40ff) and Hagesichora (F1.51ff), describe their actions
(Aloltupéroroa 3¢ W obdEV apeifetar,/ GAAL TOlv mokedV Exoico F3.64-5), and
challenge the audience ©| oy 6pfiig; (F1.50), this effectively evokes the setting of the
song. Again, on tepetformance, such statements are not merely descriptive but

mimetic.

Furthermore, remarks about the progress of a public song can closely resemble those
about the progress of a public festival, as in Pyshian 6. The poem begins with a plural
imperative — ‘Axo0cat’, and suggests that the narrator, chorus and audience are
participating in a procession (npocoixopevor, 4) along the Sacred Way at Delphi, past
the treasuries of the Greek states to the temple of Apollo (dppoarov épiBpopov/
xBovog &g vaiov, 3-4). Indeed, because this ode is monostrophic, and lacks first-
person singular forms, it has been suggested it is a genuine processional ode, recited
alongside a victory-procession.”” Whether this was the case or not, “the actual
treasuties are replaced by a metaphorical storehouse of songs” (Race 1997:1.312), the
gtolpog Vpvev/ Oncoavpog (6-7). A comment about the setting of the poem

becomes one about the poem itself. Song and situation blend.

Another aspect of the lyric and particularly Pindaric influence on Callimachean
mimesis discerned by Bulloch (1985a:7) and Hopkinson (1984:3) relates to the
alleged ambiguity of the Pindaric “I”. A forerunner of the Callimachean situation of
a narrator who is also a celebrant is found in Pindaric first-persons thought to be able
to refer to the chorus or chorus-leader (putting us “at” the performance), or the
victor, as well as the poet or his persona (e.g. in the narration of the myth). This view
of the Pindaric “I”, which develops Slater’s approach (1969:89) I have argued,
following Lefkowitz (e.g. 1991), to be largely mistaken. Even if first-person

statements can have, for example, an exemplary function for the victor or the

92 Cf. Burton 1962:15, 24, Heath 1988:192, who remarks that P.6 and N.2 are the only Pindaric
epinicians without first-person forms. He must mean first-person singular (cf. &vanhilopev, P.6.3).
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audience, the primary reference is to the natrator of the poem (see 2.3.2.2 above).
Pindaric first-person statements are co-otdinated towards the production of a

consistent and coherent persona.

Hopkinson (1984:3 n.2) comments that in Pindar “it is usually possible to distinguish
[presumably within one poem] between these two voices [sc. chorus’ and poet’s],
which Call. merges into one”, followed by Calame (1993:48) and Bing (1993:190)
who see a confusion in Callimachus of voices which would have been clear on the
original performance of a lyric poem. Bing explicitly links this confusion with
approaching lyric poems as Zexts, obscuting the original distinctions. But in the case
of epinicians, at least, these distinctions are illusory - the first-persons refer to the

poet.

It is the Hellenistic view of lyric voice which is important. The scholia to Pindar do
invoke a choral speaker for epinician first-persons, but only rarely, to resolve
interpretative difficuldes (e.g. £ ad P.5.72/96a Drachmann 1903-27:1i.183, cf.
D’Alessio 1994:117-18 with n.3, Lefkowitz 1991:78-81, 180). This suggests that that
Hellenistic readers generally understood the speaker of Pindaric epinicians to be the
poet. Nevertheless controversy over specific passages may have attracted the interest
of Callimachus, as it did in other cases (e.g. the interpretation of Homer). But it
should be emphasised that Callimachean ambiguity of voice in his mimetic poems
can hardly be taken straightforwardly as a misreading (deliberate or not) of epinician
first-persons, given the general clarity of such first-petsons, even on a reading of the
poems. If ambiguity between chorus and poet was an inspiration for Callimachus’
mimetic hymns, this seems much more likely in poems such as Alcman F3 or Pindar
Paean 6 (cf. D’Alessio 1994:124-6, Tsagarakis 1977:55-60). But even these poems
seem less important a model than the mimetic effects of pseudo-intimacy and

pseudo-spontaneity, particularly on the reperformance, or reading, of lyric poetry.
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3.2.5 Hymn 1

Znvog £ou T kev BAALO Tapd GRoVAfioLy GELdELY
Adnov A Bedv adtov, del péyoy, aiev dvokTa,
IInlaydvev glatipa, dikacmélov Obpovidnot,

TAg kol piv, Atktoiov deicopev NE Avkoiov; (1-4)

With respect to the Homeric Hymns there is both continuity and change here. The first
word establishes the subject of the hymn, as in many Homeric Hymns,” but the poem
also opens with two questions. This is a significant shift. No Homeric Hymn begins in
this way, and indeed only HH3, in both its Delian and Pythian sections, preserves any
narratorial questions (3.19ff., 3.207ff., both “how shall I sing of you?”, neither as a
beginning).”* HH1.1-7, however, presumes that one or more questions have been
asked of Dionysus, significantly concerning his birthplace, which were probably near
the beginning of the hymn. Other hexameter verse does not produce any parallels for
this sort of beginning, but Callimachus also begins Hyzn 4 with a question (see 3.2.8
below).

These shifts represent alterations to the normal hexameter hymnal voice of the
Archaic period to be found at the very beginning of a hymn which would have stood
first in any collection of Callimachus’ Hymns. The questions by the narrator
immediately draw attention to their speaker, and also mark a change towards a more
autonomous and self-motivated narrator — the questions are not to a god, nor is there
a request for assistance or information from the Muses. The more independent voice

characterises the narrators of Archaic elegy, and also Pindar (2.3.3 above).

There are several examples of opening questions outside hexameters in Archaic
poetry. In Archilochus F172.1ff. the natrator asks Lycambes what he meant by his
actions, and who unhinged his wits. Theognis 357-2 and 649-50 both begin with

% E.g HH2,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32.

9 The Homeric Hymns usually have the name of the god in the accusative, along with one of several
phrases such as Gpyop’ &eidewv (e.g. HH2.1) ve/ sim.. Some have an epic-like address to the Muse to
sing of the god (e.g. HH.4.1, HH5.1).
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questions to the petrsonified Poverty, while in 825-30 the narrator asks his fellow
symposiasts” how they can stand singing.” Alcaeus F383 asks if the weapons of
Dinnomenes still lie in the Myrsineon (addressee unnamed), F119.1 reads tig © &
noV (pethaps to Pittacus), Sappho F213C=Alcaeus F306D=Anacreon F347A col.i.9
has 1ig €pwtog in a first line, and Anacreon F417.1ff. asks a ndAe ©pnkin why she

flees.” The most important parallels are, however, from Pindar. At the beginning of
0.2 the narrator asks "AvaEipoppryyeg Opvor whom they should celebrate, while the
opening of 1.7 similarly asks Thebe which of her glories she took most delight in.
This theme of the choice of subject for the song bears a general resemblance to the
second of the questions in H.1 on whether Zeus should be sung of as Dictaean or

Lycaean. Closer still is the opening of, significantly, Pindar’s own Hymn to Zeus.

Topunvov fi ypvoaidkotov MeAiov
1 Ké&dpov | Zraptdv iepov yévog avdpdv
Ml Tov Kvovapnvka OnPov
1} 10 mdvtoipov o0évog ‘HpakAéog
1} TV Alwvio0oL ToOAVLYOBEN TIHAY
i Yapov AeVKWAEVOL ‘Appoviag
DULVNCOUEV;

The theme is again the choice of subject for the song, and notably as in Callimachus
the addressee here is not explicit, and there is a plural future verb of singing in an
opening question in a hymn to Zeus.” That the addressee is not explicit in
Callimachus is another oddity — opening questions are usually % someone: the Muses,

the god being hymned, one’s song or oneself. Though Pindar F29 has no explicit

% So Gerber 19992:293 n.2 following B.Bravo, Annales Littéraires de 'Univ. de Besangon 429 (1990):41-51
(non vids).

% Callinus F1.1f. upbraids the véor with questions about their idleness and lack of courage,
Mimnermus F1.1f. asks what life or pleasure there can be without Aphrodite (with no explicit
addressee), and Solon F36.1-2 asks whether he stopped before achieving his goals (with no explicit
addressee) but these are not certainly from the beginning of poems.

7 Again questions which may not stand first in their poems: Sappho F135 has the narrator ask Irana
why the swallow wakes her, Anacreon F363 asks why the unnamed addressee is aflutter, Anacreon
F412 asks an unnamed addressee if the speaker can go home, Simonides F506 asks who today has so
often been crowned in victory (addressee not explicit), Apollodorus F701 asks who has come to the
door of the speaker, and Pratinas F708 begins with a series of questions about din and dancing
(probably from a satyr-play). Anon. F1008 asks the Muse why Samians bear a grudge.

% Though é&eicopev may be a short vowel aorist, or ambiguous between aotist and future - cf.
McLennan 1977:29-30.
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addressee, in common with some of the apparent opening questions listed in nn. 96
and 97 (e.g. Mimn.F1.1f,, Solon F36.1-2, Anacr.F412, Sim.F506), in the majority of
cases this is probably because of the fragmentary state of preservation of the poems
involved. The addressee will probably have been named or indicated soon after the
question. There are two cases closely parallel to that in Callimachus with regard to
the addressee:

Ti kGAAiov GpYOUEVOLO(LV 7) 1| KOLTATOVOUEVOLGLY

i Ba@Olwvov 18 Aatd

Kol Bodv inrwv Eddteipay aeloo; (Pindar F89a)

T KGAAMOV GPYOREVOLOLY

1l KoTamavopévolg i 10 mobsvotatov; (Dionysius Chalcus FG)

The Pindaric opening is from a prosodion or processional ode, and thete seems to be
a clear allusion to this in Callimachus (Zeus as IInlayévev élatiipa, line 3). Given
the close similarity of the Dionysius passage (which may end an elegy, as it ends
Athenaeus at 15.702b-c) the Pindaric opening may quickly have become proverbial -
it 1s apparently parodied at Knzghts 1264-6, the scholia to which preserve F89a, or may
itself have been based on a common way of beginning songs (the Dionysius fragment
is also quoted by Eustathius ad I/Z18-570 who calls it rapoipiedng). The questions in
these two passages are, as the opening two questions in Callimachus, “thetorical”,
that is they expect or demand no answer. Whether Pindar’s prosodion or Dionysius
made clear to whom such a question might be addressed, the question has an
informal, familiar aspect when compared to questions to the Muses 2/ sim. This
informal tone, together with the fact that Dionysius Chalcus was a writer of sympotic
elegy, fit in well with the setting of H.1, established in the first line, 2 symposium
(mopd omovdfiowv, Hopkinson 1988:122, Harder 1992:390).” The opening two
questions in H.1 are to the fellow symposiasts the hymn assumes. The plural
deiocopev in line 4 thus continues the sympotic situation from the first line, as the
narrator identifies himself with his fellow-drinkers and together “they” ask a further
question, which again has no explicit addressee. This sympotic situation at the

beginning of a poem is not unparalleled, even in poems not normally associated with

9 Hence H.1 can be seen as obliquely developing 2 mimetic situation (Harder 1992:387).
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the symposium (cf. 1.6.77t), but it is again unusual in the context of a hexameter

hymn.

It is only in line 7, after the natrator has powetfully expressed his great confusion
(éda 5), and given the two alternatives of Cretan Ida or Arcadia (lines 6-7) that we
get a more conventional question to Zeus, concerning which of the traditions about
his birth is true. Here we are close to the form of HH1.1-7, where the narrator
recounts the claims about Dionysus’ birthplace, clearly following a question (yép in
HH1.1), presumably to the god himself. But in the Homeric Hymn the narrator
condemns the false versions himself - yevdopevor (line G), whereas Callimachus’
narrator turns to Zeus. Zeus himself answers in line 8 - “Kpfiteg &ei yedoror”
(Harder 1992:388), and the narrator enthusiastically (koi yép) agrees in apostrophe to
the god (which confirms Zeus as the speaker of the Cretan proverb):

kol yop té@ov, @ éva, celo

Kpfiteg étextivovtor ob & ob BAveg, £661 yop aietl. (8-9)

Does the fact that the natrator is so ready with a corroborating fact - the existence on
Crete of a fomb of Zeus mean that he had enough knowledge at his disposal to
answer his own question? Even here, where a question to the god subordinates the
narrator after two unusual sympotic self-motivated questions, it may be subtly
mmplied the narrator has other sources of information, and thus a measure of
independence. This narratorial autonomy is brought further to the fore later in the

hymn.

The direct address to Zeus which begins in line 7 continues for the rest of the hymn.
The following vocatives are found: Zed (6, 7, 46), narep (7, 94), Zed matep (43),
obpavie Zed (55), @ &va (8), dva (33), Kpovidn navunéptate (91). There are also
very frequent second person verbs, pronouns and adjectives, as both the y6évau (10-
54) and épetai (55-90) of Zeus are related to him in direct address. This is a distinct
shift with regard to most of the Homeric Hymns, as only HH3 has this kind of
extended address. This apostrophising draws attention to the natrator. It is a device
for establishing a particular relationship with an object or being, one which helps to

constitute the persona of the speaker. For example, “One who successfully invokes
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nature is one to whom nature might, in its turn, speak. He makes himself poet,
visionary” (Culler 1981:142). But whereas the animating presuppositions of
apostrophe (Culler 1981:138-41), which depicts the object or being addressed as
potentially capable of response are exploited in HH3 to engineer an epiphany of the
god hymned (Bergren 1982:90-5), in Callimachus’ Hymn fo Zeus interest centres
around the careful modulations of Archaic hymnal and related voices which are
possible within the narrator’s voice. A concern with the visibility of the narrator is

particularly apparent in lines 60-65:

dnvauoi & od whpurav dAndéeg noav dodol
oavto TdAov Kpovidnot didtpiyo ddpoto velpor
Tig 8¢ ¥’ & OVADUT® TE Kol “Adt kAfipov éphocat,

0g uaAo. pn vevinhog; €n icain yop €olke

TNAaeBal td 88 16660V ooV Sl TAETGTOV EX0VOL.

wevdoiuny &iovtog & KeV TERIBOLEV AKOVTV.

The narrator of H.1 here rejects a particular version of a myth, where Zeus and his
brothers are allotted their different realms by lot. As Fuhrer (1988:53-60) notes, this
strongly recalls Pindaric rejections of myths, in particular that in O.1.25ff. (again a
poem at the beginning of a (Hellenistic) book). The Pindaric narrator there opposes
himself to the traditional version where Pelops’ ivory shoulder was given to him after
Demeter had eaten his original one at a cannibalistic feast organised by Pelops’
father, Tantalus. As Callimachus’ narrator opposes himself to the dnvouoi..dordot,

Pindar’s speaks &vtia npotépav (0.1.36).

The rejected myths in both Pindar and Callimachus are rejected as false - H.1.60
announcing that previous poets “spoke not altogether zruly (dAnféec)”, O.1.28-34
arguing that “in men’s talk stoties are embellished beyond the true account and
deceive by means of elaborate lies” and that X&pig can make even the unbelievable
believable. After the rejection in Callimachus we are told the rejected myth in 61,
which also reflects O.1.47-51, where we hear of the rejected cannibalising of Pelops

from an envious neighbour (Evvene kpved. T1g adTika POOVEPRV YELTOVQV..., 47).

As Fuhrer (1988:59) comments, Callimachus is here exploiting “Pindar’s technique of

interweaving personal statements into the narrative”. The narratorial visibility thus
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achieved is something very different from that in the Homeric Hymns, even the
exceptional Hymn to Apoll, and engineered through the importation of lyric elements
into the hymnal voice in H.1. But although Fuhrer is right to see O.1 as the
proximate model for Callimachus here, we should not neglect the use of this type of
rejection to characterise the narrator in other poems of Pindar, as well as other lyric
and Archaic poetry. In Pindar such rejections (e.g. at O.1.52, O.9.35ff., N.5.14-17),
usually couched in the first person, form part of the careful construction of a broader
“moral” persona (see 2.3.4 above). Such a persona is also to be found in, for
example, the Works and Days, and implied by the situation of Solon’s political poems
and Theognis’ advice.

However, unlike Apollonius, Callimachus in H.1 does not exploit this moralising
aspect of Archaic narrative voices to construct another “moralist”. Emotional and
evaluative language generally eschewed by the Homeric narrator, but much more
common in Archaic lyric, elegy and iambos, appears in 63 — 8¢ pédo Uiy vevinhog in a
question on who would draw lots for Hades. M&Aa is rare outside speech in the
Homeric epics, though not in the Homeric Hymns (see 2.3.4 above), while vevinkog is a
hapax (so McLennan 1977:100), and glossed by Hesychius as to@Adg, amdénminxrog,
avonrog, and the scholia as 6 potodppwv, 6 €otepnuévog 100 iOAAELV KOl KLVELV
t0v vodv. But this type of language is part of a suggestion, as Fuhrer (1988:57-8)
notes, that the rejected myth is not only false, but also implausible. If only an utter
fool would draw lots for Olympus and Hades, would the gods have done so? It is
plausible and reasonable (Bowke 63) to draw lots for things which are én” icain (63),
but, by implication, not for outcomes so wide apart (64). Rationalistic motivations

replace moralistic ones.

This characterisation is in one sense capped by the first-person wish (yevdoiunv) in
65 to tell lies that persuade the listener’s ear. But this also marks a more intrusive and
disruptive intrusion by the narrator. As Fuhrer (1988:59-60) sees, Callimachus has in
62-5 reversed the notion in O.1.28-34 that the rejected myth was plausible or
believable.'” But more importantly, Callimachus has also altered the implications for

his own narrator’s authority of the mention of lies and the question of poetic truth.

100 Fuhrer 1988:60-1 comments that the opening of the hymn also stresses the importance of
“common-sense reasoning’.
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In O.1, as shown in 2.3.3 above, the Pindaric natrator stresses the power of poetry to
deceive (28-9) and make the unbelievable believable (30-2), and echoes, at the end of
the poem, the language used of poetry’s deceptive power (dedoidaApévor, 29 ~
dadalwotpuev, 105; éunoato, 31 ~ undetar, 107 — see 2.3.3 for fuller quotation). In
Callimachus, however, there is no contrast between the falsehoods of others and one’s
own truth. At H.1.65 the narrator associates the possibility of convincing falsehood
directly with himself While this might be acceptable for the Muses in the Theogony 26-28,
it is striking when expressed by the narrator himself. Such a deliberate undercutting
of one’s authority is another remarkable change in the narratorial voice when
compared to Archaic hexametets or lyric encomiastic verse such as Pindar’s. All the
more so, because H.1 is clearly encomiastic (McKay 1962a:13ff.) — most explicitly at
85ff. whete “our ruler” is mentioned, with clear echoes of the description of Zeus
himself at 57."" And here we have another change from Pindar — instead of the
grand public praise of the epinician, a form which turned the choral hymning of gods
to the praise of mortal men, we have oblique praise in a hymn to a god, transferred

to the private context of the symposium.

One reason for a close critical association of Callimachean narrators with the poet
himself has been the scholarship displayed in various texts. In H.1 there is a variety
of scholarly knowledge on display. Lines 18ff. show a close knowledge of the rivers
of Arcadia (cf. Callimachus’ Ilept tdv €v 1n oikovpévn motaudv in the Suda,
T1.19Pf.), thete is etymological play with Kobpnteg at lines 52-4, while the “they
say”-statements (pact 6 on the alleged birth of Zeus on Cretan Ida, p&vto 61 on
earlier accounts of the allotting of divine realms) might be said obliquely to suggest a

: )
dependence on written sources, ™

as also the use of inferential woBu at line 38 (see
5.1.2 below). But in general the “scholat” in H.1 is much more obliquely developed
than in the .detia. Nevertheless, the presence of erudition, alongside the private
symposium evoked, the praise of Ptolemy and the intrusive narrator, all point to
more of an association with the historical author than is allowed by Cameron (3.2.2

above). The gap between the two is not as great as it is in other Hymnzs, but equally

101 Surely Philadelphus, hence the stress on 2 myth whete Zeus’ elder brothers do not begrudge him
the overlordship of the gods.

102 Though ¢aoct in line 6 may merely cover up a Callimachean invention - McLennan 1977:33
observes there is no other record of Zeus’ birth on Ida in Crete.
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there is no explicit identification. This can be seen as a deliberate openness as to the

figure of the narrator in the poem that would have stood first in the collection.
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3.2.6 Hymn 2

In contrast to the Hymn to Zeus the setting evoked for the Hymn to Apollo is public —
the Carneia, a festival of Apollo as celebrated in Cyrene, Callimachus’ homeland. As
in H.1, the setting is obliquely indicated, revealed through the narrator rather than by
him. But in H.2 the audience is given a sense of witnessing the festival in progress, so
there is rather more of a setting to be constructed. This, however, is not fully
revealed untl some way into the hymn. A Cyrenean poem might lead us to expect a
closer relationship between narrator and author, and this proves to be the case. Here

too there is a gradual development.

The Hymn to Zeus began with questions, the Hymn to Apollo begins with exclamations:

Olov 6 t@ndAAoVOg éceicato ddgvivog Sprng,
ota & 6lov 10 péraBpov: Exdig, £xdig botig dALTpdc.

Again, no Homeric Hymn begins in this way. Exclamations of this type are rare in the
primary narrative in the Homeric epics, and never occur in the Homeric Hymns.
Griffin 1986:46 finds 147 examples of the word olog in characters’ speeches in
Homer, but only 16 in the primary narrative, in no case resembling the emotional
exclamations found in speeches or here in Callimachus. All of the parallels from
Homer quoted by Williams 1978:15 ad H.2.1 for adverbial olov introducing an
exclamation are from characters’ speeches (I.17.471 (Alcimedon to Automedon),
13.633 (Menelaus to Pisander), 15.287 (Thoas to assembly), 21.57 (Achilles to
himself)). There are no narratorial exclamations of similar form in Hesiod. There are
some narratorial parallels in Pindar and Bacchylides (e.g. O.9.89, N.4.93, 1.6.62,
B.16.30, B.17.119), though none begins a poem.

The opening exclamations and the breathless £kdg, £xag 6ot dALTPoG (massed “h”
sounds convey the breathlessness, Bing 1993:183) bidding sinners depart form part
of the mimetic lines 1-8. The hymn purports to be a direct commentary on the

events outside Apollo’s temple as they happen, and the most dramatic moment has
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been chosen — just before Apollo’s epiphany, which several signs indicate is

imminent (Williams 1978:15). Hence the narratot’s excited exclamations.

The tone of excited anticipation continues in the next lines (3-5):

kol 81 mov 10 BVpeTpo kKahd modi PoiBog dpdooer
oVy, opbog; EmEvevoev 6 AfAiog RBD TL PoTviE
gEamivng, 6 8¢ kOKvog Ev NEPL KaAOV GEeldeL.

Line 3 opens with kai 81, here “now”,'” followed by an inferential use of nov, ™
which here does not, as often in Hellenistic poetry, mark the comments of a
“scholar”,'® but conveys the narrator’s emotion — Apollo “must be”” knocking at the
door. As if for confirmation of his inference, the narrator asks a fellow worshipper'*
“do you not see?” at the beginning of line 4. More signs follow: the Delian palm
sways and the swan sings. But the Defian palm is also something of a disruptive
presence here. Later in the poem it is clear the hymn is set at the Carneia in Cyrene,
yet line 4 seems to be firmly set in the Aegean. This is probably a deliberate
ambiguity to be attributed to the implied author, rather than the narrator.
Callimachus’ narrator is excitedly naming the indications that Apollo is about to
appear, but he has been made to desctibe one of these in such a way as to mislead
the audience. The most attractive resolution of the ambiguity is to surmise, with
Maass (1890:403) that the palm at Cyrene was propagated from that on Delos, and

could legitimately, if not unambiguously, be called “Delian”.'”’

Lines 6-8 mark a slight development in the voice of the narrator:

avTol VOV katoxfieg dvakiivaote Tuldwy,
ovtal 38 KANTOeG O Yap 0e0g 0VKETL pLOokpV

ol 8¢ véol HOATNV 1€ Kol € Yopov EviOvVoeOE.

103 Cf. Williams 1978:18.

104 Tt ““makes the utterance a conjecture” (Williams 1978:18).

105 See below in 5.1.2.

106 “An imaginary bystander” (Williams 1978:19) does not quite do justice to the mimetic setting.

107 For other explanations of AfjAiog cf. Williams 1978:19. Calame (1993:47 n.17) thinks it places us,
initially, on Delos.
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The imperatives in 6 and 8 to the bars and bolts, and in particular to the véot to sing
suggest that he might be a “master of ceremonies” of sotts, not merely an excited
worshipper. It may be, of course, that these are the redundant commands of an
excited celebrant, and that these things take place entirely without his intervention.
Nevertheless, the character of the narrator is thus subtly given another dimension

through the suggestion he has a measure of control over the events of the festival.

The worshipper is to the fore in the next lines with the grome on the good seeing

Apollo (9-10) and the plural verbs in line 11 in apostrophe to Apollo:

Oyouel’... kol €0o6ued’ oVmote Artol.

The narrator is subsumed into the larger body of worshippers who “will not be
lowly”. Another wish for song (as well as dance) from the véou follows in 12-15, but
now in the third person, and when the song begins the narrator’s personal reaction

suggests the “master of ceremonies” has receded:

nyacaunv tovg moidag, Enel xEAVg obket depyodc. (16)

Here again the development in the setting of the poem is obliquely indicated, by the
narrator’s sudden reaction, in an “instantaneous” aorist which expresses “emotions
just conceived” (Williams 1978:28). This portrayal of a reaction to the developments
in the setting of the poem is again unlike anything in the Homeric Hymns, but bears
some resemblance to the pseudo-spontaneous reactions in Archaic poetry, e.g
Pindar’s narrator reacting in outrage at his own myth (0.9.35ff) or Bacchylides’
emotional narratorial exclamations during his myths (such as B.16.30 on Deianeira’s

plan, see 2.3.4 above).

The “master of ceremonies” appears to return with the command to silence in 17:

EVPMUELT Glovteg €M “ATOAA®VOG GoLdi.
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Another imperative bids the chanting of the traditional Apolline refrain in 25:
in 1N @OEyyecOe:

But in between these two directions, another aspect of the voice of the narrator in
H.2 has surfaced, that of the poet knowledgeable in myth. Mythic narrative enters the
hymn for the first time. The mention of song in 17 prompts a mention of &odot in
18, and in o0d¢ @émig 'Axilijo xivipeton (20) we meet two familiar figures of epic
narration, who are swiftly followed by Niobe in 22-4, who herself features in
Achilles’ exemplum to Priam in [/24.603ff. In the allusive reference to Niobe (6
dakpuoelg avoBarietar GAyeo wétpog, 22) and the Iliadic triad Thetis-Achilles-
Niobe, we should discern the beginning of a greater grounding of the natrator on the
figure of a poet, a teller of mythical narratives. This poetical aspect becomes more

closely associated with the historical Callimachus in the next lines:

KOKOV pokdpecoy épilewv.
0g HAXETAL HOKAPESOLY, Eud PaciAfiL pdyorto:

oot Eud BaciAfy, kol TATOA VL péyorto. (25-7)

The first-person singular possessive adjective €uog appears for the first time in this
hymn, both times with reference to “my king”. Though these references follow a
religious grome in 25 and a wish in the optative that whoever fights with the king fight
with Apollo, this takes us away from the worshipper and towards the poet. The
implied praise for the king in these lines recalls the encomiastic function of the Hymn
to Zeus (cf. 85ff. and 55ff., discussed above), and hence the figure of the praising

Poet.108

More importantly, after the gradual association of the narrator with the persona of a
poet, there come the final lines of the proem to the hymn, which deal with the

chorus:

TOV X0pOV ATOAAWY, O TL Ol Kot OVUOV GEeldet,

108 The precise identity of the king here is of little importance in the establishment of the narrator’s
voice - for a summary of the views cf. Williams 1978:36. The main candidates are Ptolemies
Philadelphus and Euergetes (Pfeiffer 1949-53:ixxxvili-xxxix, following X ad H.2.26). Cameron
(1995:408) adds Magas (see 3.2.3 above).
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7’ ’. 2’ 2 A A \ o
TPAoEL dvvotol Yap, Emel Al de&rog Notat.
008’ 6 Yopog 1oV ®oiBov &g’ &v pévov Auop AELCEL,

£€oTL yop edupvog Tig &v 0¥ péa PoiPov aeido; (28-31)

Why this attention to the chorus? The natrator previously expressed a concern for
the véou to sing and dance lest they displease Apollo (12-15),'” but the lines quoted
come significantly just before “the hymn proper” (Williams 1978:3) of lines 32-96, at
the very end of the mimetic opening. Williams (1978:35) suggests that the command
in i @B&yyecOe in line 25 is directed at the chorus, ordering them “to sing the
paean”. Though he thinks it is Callimachus who sings 32-96 (1978:3), I suggest that we
should take the command in 25, and the attention to the chorus which follows it, as
engineering a deliberate ambiguity about the speaket/singer of the rest of the hymn.
Bing (1993:186) thinks there is definitely a choral song in H.2, but that its beginning 1s
obscure,'" and suggests that it may be best to take 25-96 as the speaker’s perception of
that song (1993:188). In fact the ambiguity carefully developed is closely related to

the lyric models Callimachus 1s adapting, and the nature of voice there.

The imperative in in @B€yyec6e comes at the beginning of the section which ends
the mimetic opening. This is normally a refrain in chora/ compositions, paeans to

Apollo:

in i& Moady, i1 i€ Moy

8¢ pnmote Aeimor. (Pindar Pae.2 (F52b).35-6, 72-3, 107-8)

Moreover it can represent, as Williams’ expression “to sing the paean” hints, the
singing of a longer choral hymn to Apollo, rather than the mere utterance of the

refrain in in):

Kol inronov’ deldov,
otoi 1 Kpntdv moufoveg, oiol 1¢ Modoa

£v oth@ecoly £0nke Bed pediynpov dowdnv. (HH3.417-9)

109 So Williams 1978:37.

110 Cp. Cairns 1992:10 who thinks all of Callimachus’ hymns are choric.
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The paean these several Cretans sing together, which resemble those blessed with
poetic talent, must amount to more than the repetition of the refrain.'" In
Callimachus a command to a chotus to sing, echoing the refrain of choral paeans to
Apollo, followed by lengthy comments about the chorus’ song pleasing Apollo, at the
margin of the mimetic frame and whete the hymn begins in earnest, raises the
question: who speaks/sings 32ff.? This is 7of a question about the performance of the

hymn (on which see 3.2.3 above), but about the fiction which the hymns constructs.

At the beginning of Pindar’s N.3 (see 3.2.4 and 2.2.1 above), there is a plea by the
narrator to begin a choral song (which must have already been under way). H.2
seems closely analogous, as a natrator appears to give way to a chorus. Just as the
natrator’s character was beginning to be fleshed out, he appears to recede from view
altogether. This view is suppotted by the character of 32ff. After the exclamations,
questions, apostrophes and first-petsons of the opening, we find only one address (to
the audience in 35) and one plural first-person in 47 in lines 32-68. Long descriptive

passages abound, such as 42-6 and:

xpooea TOTOAMA®VL 1O T €vBVTOV ) T EMITOPTLG
7 7€ A0pN 10 T Geppo T AVKTIOV | TE PUPETPN,
xpOocea kol 10 mEdhar ToADYPLoOG Yap "ATOAA®V.

kol 82 moAvktéavog (32-35)

A change of style need not izply a change of speaker, and we have, of course, moved
from mimetic frame to hymnal narrative,'” but it is consistent with such a change. With
the possibility that the speaker of the hymn proper is a chorus, the plural verb
kicAnokopev in 47 takes on another aspect, being particularly apt for a choral
speaker. There is also a similar plural towards the end of the hymn, significantly in

connection with the refrain for Apollo:

in in monfjov dkovopev... (97)

11 For a cognate of moudv representing a choral hymn to Apollo, cf. Bacchylides 17.128-9: i8eor &
&yy08ev/ véor mondvibay Epotdr omi.

112 Although throughout the narrative part of the Hymn fo Zeus we find apostrophe and first-persons.
See above.
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This refers in one aspect to the ritual setting of the poem, but might be taken as
referring more directly to a chotus singing the paean. But to declare this definitively
“choral” would be to simplify the effect in the hymn — it is ambiguity about the
speaker which is created, not certainty. The speaker of 32ff. stll maintains
connections to the natrator of the mimetic opening grounded to some degree on the
poet. After the descriptive passage 32-5 cited above, Pytho is cited as evidence for
the assertion that Apollo is TovAvktéavog — IMTuB@VL ke texpfpoto (35). This sort of
address to the audience is not to be found in the Homeric Hymns, though something
similar occurs in the Ifad (4.223-5, 4.429-31, 5.85-6, 15.697-8, 17.366-7, Richardson
1990:174-78). More importantly, the shift in sense of the verb from Homeric
“otdain” to “judge” matks a shift towards a scholarly voice. In particular this recalls
the voice of H.1.85-6: #owxe 8¢ texufpacBor/ nuetépe pedéovti, where again
evidence is adduced in support of the narrator’s assertion.'” In 39-40 we find a
correctio which again suits a scholatly narrator close to the historical poet — 00 Aimog
AmbAhwvog dmootdfovolv EBewpan,/ GAN adthy mavékeiow,''* as does the
parenthesis in 44, quoted above.'” Such a parenthetic remark resembles a scholar’s
gloss, and indeed has been suspected on such grounds (by Ruhnken, cf. Schneider
1870:10 agpp.crit., Williams 1978:46) but should be referred to a degree of continuity

with the narrator earlier in this hymn.

An ambiguity is maintained between a narrator resembling Callimachus and a chorus.
This situation, which combines a choral paean with apparently solo song, without

making the relationship precise, recalls 47g.2.701£f.:

APl 8¢ datopévolg eDpLV Xopov £6THOVTO,
KaAOv Inratiov’ Inrounova ®oifov
pLEATOHEVOL OUV 8 Gy D¢ mdg Oldyporo
Biotovin @oppuryyr Avyeing fpxev &odig

13 Cf. also Aratus, Phaenomena 17-18: éuol ye pév &otépag einelv/ 7y 8&ig edyopéve TeKUhpaTE
nadoav dowdnv.

14 Cf. Lapp 1965:97 for correctio in Callimachus.

115 Parenthesis is “a regular feature of the Alexandrian poetic style” (Williams 1978:46). Cf. Lapp
1965:52-3.
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A singing and dancing chorus sings (ueAmépevol) a paean, and with them (cbv 8¢
o¢wv) Orpheus begins a song on the lyre. Are the chorus merely chanting “Ie Paeon”,
ot is their contribution more genuinely poetic? Does Orpheus direct the chorus in its
song? His song contains an aefion for the refrain (711-12 — the Corycian nymphs
crying ‘Ine, “healer”), and might be described as a paean. This passage and the
ambiguity over the speaker of H.2.32ff. play with the different voices of choral lyric
as understood in the Hellenistic period. Indeed the arguments reflected in the scholia
over the speaker of certain passages in Pindar’s epinicians, in particular P.5.72ff., are

key in understanding the ambiguity of the speaker in H.2.32ff. (Depew 1993:66).

Pythian 5 celebrates the Pythian chariot-victory of Arcesilas IV, a Battiad king of
Cyrene, in 462 BC. In common with H.2, it is closely associated with the festival of
the Carneia for Apollo (where it may have been performed), and pays particular
attention to Apollo. The ode is echoed in H.2 extensively (Smiley 1914:54-9),
particularly in 32ff. where the speaker is ambiguous between narrator and chorus. At
P.5.60-9, for example, Apollo is praised as dpyayétog or colony-founder (60), and
giver of good government (67), as a healer (who gives Bapeigv vocwv/ dxéopat, 63-
4), as god of music (65) and ruler over an oracle (68-9). This is echoed in H.2.43-6,
quoted above, where we are told bards and song belong to Apollo (&owd6v, 43, &oidn,
44), as does prophecy (8proi xoi pévrieg, 45) and healing (intpot, 46)."° Apollo
apyoyétag, first in Pindar, is delayed by Callimachus until lines 55ff.:

Doifw & €omOLEVOL TOALAG SLELETPAOAVTO
aveparnor ®oifog yop del ToAECTL PLANSET
ktlopévno’, adTog 8¢ Bepeilio ®oifog VPaivet.

In both Pindar (P.5.80-93) and Callimachus (H.2.73ff.) thete follows a natrative of
the foundation of Cyrene by Battus and Apollo’s festival the Carneia. The most
important resemblance as regards the voice in Callimachus is between P.5.72ff. and
H.2.71ff. Both passages are in apostrophe to Apollo Carneius ("AmoAlov../ Kopvi,
P.5.79-80; Kapveie, H.2.72), apparently at the Carneia (1ed, Kapvi, &v douti
oeBilopev, P.5.79-80; in in Kapvete modvAAite, H.2.80). Both describe the

116 Smiley 1914:55 noted the similarity of H.2.43-6 to P.5.63-5, and Williams 1978:45 the similarity to
H.2 of the Pindaric stress (at P.5.63-9) on Apollo’s versatility followed by his role in the foundation of
Cyrene. Neither notes the close structural parallels and breadth of resemblance.

123



foundation of Cyrene by Battus, called "Apiototéing (P.5.87, H.2.76), via Sparta (&no
Indptoag, P.5.73; éx.Zndptng, H.2.74) and Thera (®@npavde, P.5.75; ék..OMpng,
H.2.75). In both Battus at Cyrene founds shrines (kticev § GAcex peilovo Bedv ,
P.5.89; delpue 8¢ tov pdro kaAov avéxtopov, H.2.77) and institutes festivals
(e000TOpOV te KoTéBNKEV "ATOAA®Viong/ dAeEuPpdtorg nediddo mounaic, P.5.90-1;
gv 8¢ mOAm OBfixe tedecpopinv énetnoiov, H.2.77). The Carneia abounds in sacrifices
(moAbBvtov Epavov, P.5.77, molhoi..todpot,'’ H.2.78-9). But the closest verbal
parallel, and the most important in terms of the voice in H.2, is between 16 & éuov
yopOewv and épol motépeg (P.5.72, 76) in Pindar and épot mwotpdiov obte at H.2.71

at the beginning of the respective passages.

Callimachus thus claims it is in the manner of his forefathers to call Apollo
“Carnetus”. This comes after the explicit identification of the narrator as a Cyrenean
in 65 (Bunv moALy, that of Battus), and his kings as Cyrenean (fuetépoirg Bacidedory,
68), which itself marks the end of the descriptive, largely impersonal, ambiguously
“choral” lines 32-64. This points us firmly towards the “historical person...of the
poet” (Calame 1993:44).""® But Callimachus’ claim recalls Pindar’s own claim about
his forefathers - apparently Aegidae who came from Thera to Cyrene (ikovto
Onpavde pdteg Alyeidon/ époi matépeg, P.5.75-6). Pindar’s claims is much discussed
— how could a Theban claim to be descended from Theran and Cyrenean Aegidae?
The scholia reflect what may well have been controversial in Callimachus’ day:

6 Adyog &nd 10D xopod t@v APdav § &nd 10d montod (T ad P.5.72/96a

Drachmann 1903-27.11:183)

The difficulty is explained away by invoking the possibility of a choral speaker. This
is highly significant. Williams (1978:68-9), followed by Lefkowitz (1991:178-9),
suggests Callimachus by the mention of “the sons of Oedipus”, i.e. those descended
from Thebans, “is probably alluding again to the controversial passage of Pindar,
Py.5.72-5 [...] and accounting for the Theban connection with Thera which it seems

to attest.” Callimachus not only does this, he also places in the “hymn proper”, with

17 This also varies the innéxpotov...086v of P.5.92-3.

18 Calame 1993:45 wonders if Callimachus is exploiting his nationality and his fathet’s name to
construct a Battiad ancestry and a close association with Apollo.
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its ambiguous, perhaps choral, speaker, a passage which alludes to a Pindaric passage
whose speaker was itself debated — poet or chorus. Furthermore the allusions come
precisely when the speaker appeats to be most closely identified with the poet, and
less with the chotus. The broad Pindaric situation in the epinicians of choral form

with personal voice 1s thus reproduced in Callimachus.

The Hymn to Apollo is thus intimately related to Pythian 5. And there is a further
relationship which is suggested by the passages in question, never to my knowledge
made explicit. If Pindar is the speaker in P.5.72ff., and claiming descent from the
Theban Aegidae who assisted in the establishment of the Dorians in Amyclae near
Sparta (cf. 1.7.12-15), Aegidae who were subsequently involved in the foundation of
Thera and Cyrene, and Callimachus’ claim gpoi wotpdlov obtw is taken in its
strongest sense as referring Callimachus being a Battiad,'” Callimachus in effect
suggests a blood relationship with both the founder of Cyrene, and his poetic model.
The verbal echo points us to a claim about genealogy to stand alongside the literary

allusion.

Lines 65-83 of the Hymn to Apollo confirm, some way into the poem, the setting of
the hymn as the Carneia at Cyrene. They also represent a greater grounding of the
narrator on the biography of Callimachus as Cytenean and Battiad than in the other
Hymns. The figure of the natrator is kept before the audience by lines 97-104, which
gives an aetiology for the cry in in nmoufjov in apostrophe to Apollo (second-person
pronouns, adjectives or verbs in 99, 100, 101 (2), 103, 104), which succeeds the
address to Apollo Carneius in 69-84.

Given the prominence of the narrator in this hymn, and his being grounded upon the
biography of the historical Callimachus, it is necessary to tackle the question of the
views on poetry many have deduced from the final lines 105-113. Are they meant as

a poetic programme of the historical Callimachus?

0 ®B6vog 'ATOA VoG € oVato AdBpLog elmev 105

“olK dyoporn TOv &odov Og 00d’ oo TOvTog dEldeL.”

119 So Williams 1978:67 following Herter, RE suppl.V.439. Cf. ep.35.1 — Battiddewn mapd ofjo ¢épelg
n6dag £ LEv dodTVv.
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10V ®BS6vov OndAAwY Todl T filacev WdE T Eeimev:

““ AGGUPLOV TOTOUOTO HEYHG POOG, GAAN TO TOAAL

Abpota YHg kail ToAAOV €@ V30Tl CUPPETOV EAKEL.

Anot & ok amd Tavtog Vdwp gopéovot Méliooat, 110
AAL TG xoBopT TE Kol &XpAovTog AVEPTEL

ridakog £€ iepfic OALYN APag dkpov Gmwtov.”

xoipe avag 6 8& Mdpog, 1v' 6 $OGvog, EvBa véorTo.

This is “possibly the most controversial passage in the extant works of Callimachus”
(Williams 1978:86), and has proved particulatly puzzling and open to interpretation
because on the surface “the verses have little or no connection with what precedes”
(Bundy 1972:42)." This has led to two approaches — to treat it as a functionless
statement of literary criticism (e.g. McKay 1962a:15, Williams 1978:85ff., Meillier
1979:91ff)), or to consider the passage in its context within the hymn (Bundy 1972,
Kohnken 1981, Cameron 1995:403-9). The latter is surely the correct method
because, as Richardson (1985:384) says of Pindar, a poet’s “statements are primarily
functional in the sense that they fulfil a specific purpose within the particular
contexts in which they occur: they cannot be undetstood apart from the poems of
which they are an integral part.” This dictum is often acknowledged, even by those

who employ the former approach (e.g. by Asper 1997:110), but seldom applied.

The most influential interpretation of the passage is Williams® (1978:85-89)."”' He
takes it that there is a general statement about Callimachus’ poetics here, arguing that
the conception which lies behind the passage is of Homer as mévtog, his Hellenistic
epic imitators as the motapdg, with Callimachean poetry as the mida&. The sea is the
source of all waters (cf. IZ.21.192-7), and essentially pure (so Etbse 1955:424), while
obd" 6o0, which Williams translates as “not even as great as” implies a qualitative
comparison as well as the explicit quantitative one, based on purity: “mévtog is large,
and pure; the motapdg is large, and impure; the spray from the nidag is small, and

pure” (1978:87). He thinks that Apollo tacitly approves of the sea, while condemning

120 So great is the apparent discontinuity that the passage has been suspected as an interpolation,
replacing the original epilogue, as following a lacuna in 104, or as later addition poorly fitted to its
sutroundings (Bundy 1972:42 with notes). But the discontinuity is only apparent - “for all its
segregation, we must recognize that the section is an integral part of the poem, making an issue of the
hymn’s diminutiveness and belligerently framing the terms in which that is to be construed.” (Haslam
1993:117).

121 For earlier views cf. Williams 1978:86.
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the river and favouring the spring. The reason for thinking the sea represents Homer
here is the comparison often made between Homer and the sea as the “ultimate
source” (cf. D.H.Comp.24, Quintilian 10.1.46, Coll.Alkx.187-8, see further the
Appendix to Williams 1978).

Williams is followed by Asper 1997:123ff. Out of a concern that all of the passages
cited for the Homeric comparison to the ocean are later than Callimachus, he
describes what he terms the “Temachos-schema” which he discerns in the Hellenistic
petiod and before. He sees H.2.105-112 as another example of the same idea of
Homer as d&pxf from which poets take something exemplified by Aeschylus’
description of his tragedies as tepéxn from Homer at Athenaeus 8.39.347E (Asper
1997:121£f.). The three-term comparison of Homer-imitators-Callimachus which he
thinks the sea-tiver-spring implies he also discerns in Th.7.45-8 and the Aez.-prologue
(1997:1911¢£.).

There are serious problems with these views in general and in detail. As Kohnken
(1981:416-7) notes, followed by Cameron (1995:405), Williams’ translation of o0&’
doo as “not even” implies that the poet sings “even less than the sea”, which makes
little sense. In fact 003 is here an “emphatic negative” (cf. Denniston’® 1950:197-8),
and the meaning of Phthonos’ complaint, “I do not admire the poet who positively
refuses to sing as much as the sea” (Cameron 1995:405). There is therefore no

implied qualitative comparison.

Both Williams and Asper assume that Apollo’s tacit approval of the sea, agreeing to
this extent with Phthonos, but as Cameron (1995:404) points out, Apollo kicks
Phthonos away (107) - compare @épv koi Zfve.../ dntie Toicoavteg dvBpmmor modi
(Ia.12.62-3, spoken by Apollo), a rgection of Themis and Zeus. The structure of the
passage suggests that, at best, Apollo rejects the sea as zrrelevant, making no reference
to it and picking up Phthonos’ mention of its size in the rejected river. That the sea
might have less positive connotations than Williams and Asper allow (following
Erbse 1955), is suggested by Poliakoff (1980:43-5), who cites 12.2.12-3, Aeschylus
Ch.585-7 and Propertius 3.3.15-16, 21-25. The sea can be populated by bombastic

tragedians, monsters, and embody danger. A more negative comparison with the sea
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in a similar poetological context can be found at Pindar F94b.76-78, evidently a
model for Callimachus:

un vOv véktop]

Suydvt of

oixecBov

The addressees are told not to go in search of the salty water of other singers after
the nectar of the partheneion of Pindar (Poliakoff 1980:43). This too emphasises
what is clear from the Callimachean passage itself — the main comparison is between
the river and the spring, with the sea strongly associated with the former. In another
important model for the end of the Hymn to Apoll, ignored by Asper and neglected

by Williams, there is another clear antithesis:

£01e pEV 0DTOG Gmvov &mo kpNvng HEAavOdpov,
7100 11 por €86kl kol xoAOV Auev Vdwp
vdv & 161 1e86AmTon, Véwp & dvapicyetor Héer

GAANg M kpNvng miopon 1 motapod. (Theognis 959-62)

A spring (xpfivn) becomes muddied, leading the speaker to express a wish to drink
from another spring, rather than the river (motapdg) which the previous spring has
become. The water of the pure spring is kaAov..08wp, in contrast to the muddy

ToTapdg, precisely the same contrast as the principal contrast in H.2.105ff.

One reason for minimising the relevance of these models for Callimachus is to insist
on a three-term comparison with the “Homeric” sea as receiving tacit approval.'”
But the evidence for this is weak. Not only are all of the passages which Williams
cites later than Callimachus, they all make an explicit comparison between Homer and
the sea. Williams is contending, howevet, as Cameron (1995:404) notes, that the sea
can stand metaphorically for Homer. Giangrande (1982:59-60) asserts that the sea is a

well-established metaphor for Homer in antiquity, but this claim is not only

122 Asper 1997:117 doubts the relevance of F94b.76-8 on account of its fragmentary nature, the lack of
a quantitative compatison, the lack of a comparison of spring and sea in Callimachus, the comparison
of two bodies of fresh water in H.2, the allegedly positive aspects of the sea in Callimachus, the lack of
reference in Callimachus to potability etc. Thete is a cortesponding emphasis on I/11.495 as a model.
Here again we meet the understandable but misguided obsession with Homer in the criticism of
Hellenistic poetry.
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unsupported, it is also unlikely, given the universal use of an explicit comparison in
passages considerably later than Callimachus. At least one metaphorical use might be

expected.

The Temachos-schema is no help. As we have seen, the participation of the sea in a
triad is hardly stressed in Callimachus. More importantly, there is no indication in the
Hymn to Apollo that the sea is the source for the spting or the river (in contrast to the
other passages Asper cites): there is no “slice” or “splinter” conception in H.2.105-
112. But the most problematic aspect of this kind of approach is precisely that it
ignores the function of the passage in its context, and instead relies on what is in
effect allegorising of the most unwarranted kind: an internally consistent
interpretation, though based on no evidence, which neglects the original context and
function of the passage and bears a striking resemblance to the triumphant
allegorisers of passages such as H.2.105ff. and .A473.932 as Callimachus’ and
Apollonius’ attacks on one another whom Williams himself condemns (1978:89,
97)."% Asper 1997:123 asserts that his interpretation has the status “einer
poetologischen Allegorese” to be triggered by the metaphor of the sea singing, but it

is clear that such allegorising is the critic’s, not the poet’s.

The end of the Hymn to Apollo does not refer to Callimachean aesthetics and the place
of Homer and his imitators within them — it has a specific purpose within the hymn,
and is meant to refer to its own virtues. It functions as a break-off, with close hymnic
and lyric parallels. It is to be taken with the enwi in line 113 (xoipe Gva& 6 8¢
Mapog, ive 6 ®O6vog, EvBa véorto) rather than the main body of the hymn (Bundy
1972:86). This explains the discontinuity with the aetion of the ritual cry in the
preceding lines, as Bundy’s long review of hymnal form shows that “between the
hymnal envoi and the main body of the hymn no linear connection exists other than
that implied by the sequence: invocation, praise, and prayer with salutation”
(1972:86)."** The break-off at the end of the hymn apologises for the brevity of the

song, using ¢B6vog to restate the poem’s worth at its end, while portraying the poet

133 For the allegorical interpretations of these passages cf. Bundy 1972:40.
124 Though the discontinuity should not be exaggerated - see Haslam 1993:117 above, Poliakoff

1980:45 n.6 for structural parallels, Calame 1993:51 for the “musical isotopy” which runs through
hymn and epilogue.
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as under attack from critics. All of this is familiar from lyric. For the apology for
brevity or incompleteness Bundy (1972:88-92) compares O.13.42ff. (“When it comes
to your many victories, I would not know how to count the pebbles of the sea”), and
N.4.69-72 (“it is impossible for me to go through all of Aeacus’ descendants™).'”
Break-off formulae at the end of songs can be found at B.10.51ff. and O.2.95ff,,
while the worth of a song is restated at its end in O.1.115b-16 (Pindar foremost in
copig), 0.10.97-99 (Pindar has drenched the Locrians with honey), and P.4.298-9
(Damophilos will testify to Pindar’s mayev éuBpociov Enémv).® ®8dvog appears at
the end of poems at P.7.19, P.11.54 (¢pBovepoti), B.5.188."*" But the closest parallel for
the end of H.2 is the end of O/ympian 2 (Bundy 1972:88):

TOAAG pot VT dyx@vog dkéa BEAN

gvdov €vti papétpag

QOVAEVTO CVUVETOTOLV' €V 8E 10 TV EPHAVEDV 85
xotiler. coog O moALL €1dmg LA LoBOVTEG 8E A&BpoL
TOYYAWOOLY KOPAKES MG BKpovIo YapLETOV

A10g TTpoOg Spviya Belov

&AL’ oivov énéBa kbpog 95
00 dika GVVAVTOPEVOG, GAAL papYOV DT &VIpDV,
10 AoAoyiioBal BEAmV kpLPOV 1€ BEpEV ECADV KaoAolg
Epyolg EMEL YAUNOG APLBUOV TEPLTEQPEVYEY,
Kol KEIVOg O0a Y apuat &Alolg €0nkev,
Tig av epdoot dvvolto; 100

The final lines excuse the brevity of the ode, pointedly out of a desire to avoid xépog
(95-6). Lines 86ff., on the other hand, present the poet as under attack - an eagle

assailed by chattering crows.

125 Cf. also 1.6.53-6.
126 Cf. also N.8.46ff. and Bacchylides 3.95-98.

127 Cf. also B.10.46-7: t0 pév xdAAiotov, £001ov/ Evdpa TOALDY O &vBphrwv morvlhrwtov eipev.
This makes explicit the thought behind the portrayal of ®86vog in H.2.
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Callimachus’ apology for the brevity of H.2 gains point from lines 30-1, which
asserted the chorus would not sing €@’ &v pévov Nuap (30), described Apollo as
gbupvog (31), and implied the ease of singing extensively about Apollo — 1ig &v 00
péa @oiPov d&eidor; (31). The 546 lines of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo also stand
behind the apology. But as Kéhnken (1981:421) notes, ¢86vog, pdpog and the related
k6pog, as in O.2, usually prompt the cessation of the song - the poet ends his poem
to avoid @86vog. In H.2 it is ®B6vog, in a neat Callimachean reversal, who wants the

song to go on forever.

As for the “poet under attack”, Callimachus turns the Pindaric break-off into a drama
(Bundy 1972:87). Envy or ¢86vog is no longer merely the feeling which a song may
produce in the audience, but personified as 6 ®86vog (105), conversing with Apollo
and expressing his reaction to the song within the song itself (o0x &yapat.., 106).
This forms an example of the “concretisation” of lyric themes and 7gpo7 in Hellenistic
poetry (cf. Lefkowitz 1991:158 on CallF114.9 concretising O.14.10, and see
6.Contexts and Concluions below). The scene of criticism moves from a suggested
comparison of poet and critics to an eagle and crows (0.2.87-8) to a more fully
developed scene presenting a personification of envy and a dialogue with Apollo
which explicitly refers to the poet (tov &o186v, 106). The dramatic technique and a
greater concteteness are also to be found in the Aezza-prologue. This process
confirms that the situations of H.2.105-12 and the _Aet.-prologue are fictional
(Lefkowitz 1980b:8), and probably do not record historical reactions to the re.spective
poems (Schmitz 1999:154ff.; and see 3.3.2 below).
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3.2.7 Hymn 3

After one hymn with an oblique setting and another explicitly mimetic, the Hymn o
Artemis has no trace of mimesis (Harder 1992:387). In other ways too this hymn
seems mote like a Homeric Hymn - three times as long as the Hymn to Zeus, naming the

god with the first word,'® and seemingly sung by a conventional &o1306g:

“AptepLy (00 YOp EAopPOV AELDOVTEGTL AaBEGOOIL)

opvéopey, (1-2)

“Not forgetting Artemis” bears a general resemblance to expansions of the Homeric
Hymns pvhcopoun such as o0& AdBopar (HH3.1, see further Bornmann 1968:4), and
the verb Dpvelv appears at HH4.1, 9.1, 14.2, 31.1. But amid similarity, difference -
Opvelv in the first line in the Homeric Hymns is always what the Muses are requested to
do (though the narrator is subject of the future duviow HH3.19, 207). Here, with the
singer as subject, Duvéouev resembles rather pvicopon (e.g. HH3.1) or doopon
(HHG6.2) or &pyop’ aeidewv (e.g. HH2.1). The parenthesis in line 1 is also unusual,
immediately drawing attention to the narrator, almost before the song itself has

begun (rather odd after just oze word, as Bornmann 1968:4 sees).

The plural verb recalls the end of HH1.17-8 (6" &owdoi/ &dopev &pydpevor). The
ends of Homeric Hymns are further picked up by Gpxpevor ag in H.4.4, which recalls
(in addition to HH1.17-8) &p&apevog at HH5.293, 9.9, 18.11, 31.18. It also recalls the
beginnings of certain Hellenistic narratives: &pypevog ag (Call. F7.25, F75.56);
"Apxopevog céo (Arg1.1). As Bornmann (1968:6) notes this appears to suggest an
ordered ab initio narrative, though this is not what we get. A main concern of the
hymn is also established - where to begin and end, and how long to go on. And also
set is the pattern for the voice — aspects of the largely impersonal natration of an

6o136¢ as in Homer and the Homeric Hymns set against intrusions such as the

parenthesis of the first line.

128 Cf. n.93 above, Bornmann 1968:4.
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But then we hear little from the narrator himself - line 5 introduces a long speech of
Artemis (6-25) where she requests various characteristics (eternal virginity 6, many
names 7, bow and artows 8, cult-names 11, a retinue 12ff. etc.) from Zeus, which
usurps the normal hymnal natratorial account of divine attributes and éperoi
(Bornmann 1968:xxviii, Haslam 1993:112), as at HH4.13ff, for example. For
Artemis’ request of virginity etc. there is a lyric model - Sappho F44A=Alc.F304.5-7:

VN 1AV oav KEQAJAaY, &1 TapBevog EGGopaL
4dung olomd]Awv dpéwv KopLPoLG Emt

npedors™ Gyt kol T&lde vedoov Epav xaprv.

But in Sappho this does not seem to replace the hymnal &petai, nor is Artemis a
little girl, as she is in H.3 (maig &1t xovpilovoa 5), reeling off a series of insistent
requests — 86g pot (6), 8og (8), dog 8¢ pou (13, 15, 18) - “gimme” (Haslam 1993:111).
Before Zeus’ reply in 30-38, which continues the domestic tone (Hera’s anger (29-31)
transferred “in termini borghesi”, Bornmann 1968:xxviii), the narrator speaks again.
In 26-9 he reveals himself as privy even to Artemis’ desire to touch her father’s beard
(yeverddog 1i0ere matpodg/ SyooBor, 26-7) and her inability to do so (moAAag 8€

pénv Eravbooato xetpag, 27).

The knowledge displayed here is greater than that in the other Hymns (Harder
1992:393). In H.3 this is less problematic as the narrator is more like the
conventional &oidég of epic, unfixed in space and time (contrast the celebrant of H.2,
5 and 6), and portrayed as a mouthpiece of the goddess, to whom he addresses

questions:

Tiva & EEoxo VOLQEQV
elAao, kKol molag Npwidag EGxeg ETaipag;

einé, Ben, ob puev auuy, gyo & Etéporoty deicw. (184-6)

Such first-person statements (also at 136, 137, 175, 222 — see below) are one way in
which the narrator intrudes on his natrative in this hymn (see in general Harder
1992:392 n.31), here compounded by the narrator operating explicitly as the
spokesman of the goddess. This intrusion is particularly prominent from 72 onwards,

where the natrator first addresses Artemis. This apostrophe is maintained almost
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throughout the rest of the hym:a,129 and encompasses questions to Artemis, at 113,
116 and 119 about various formative events in her childhood. Indeed, an affectionate
tone, as if prompted by Artemis as a charming infant, is created with the switch to

apostrophe in 72ff.:

koVpa, oL 8¢ mpoTépw TeEP, ETL TPLETNPOG E0DOQL,...
Bp6vied oe oTiBopoiciy EPECCOUEVOD YOVATESTL,

otBeog éx peyddov Aacing €dpatao xoitng.. (72, 75-6)

The narrator addresses Artemis as if she was 5%/ a young girl (xoDpa, contrast ToTVIQL
136, 210, 225, 259), and tells her, as a proud parent might, that even at three years old
(Btv 1piétnpog €odoa), she was not only not scared of one of the who scare
goddesses ai péio pnkétt Tv10ai, 64), but prodigiously ripped out some of his hair.
The tone continues as the natrator emphatically tells Artemis that she was pdio
8apoorén (80) when she asked the Cyclopes for her weapons. This too is a
domestication of a hymnal feature — the du-Stil (pace Bornmann 1968:xx), one more

common in lyric than Homeric hymns (except for the anomalous HH3).

Explanatory parentheses and indications of time also draw attention to the narrator:

t0ovg [the Cyclopes] pev &tetue
viow évi Awmdpn (Awmdpn véov, GALL 10T ECKEV

obvopd ot MeAryouvig) (46-8)

70 & drpryov eicéTt kol vOv

peccdtiov otépvoto pével pépog (77-8)

Both the aside and the aetion are, strictly speaking, tangential to the narrative. This is
also the case where the narrator parenthetically adds petd xai xbveg éocebovto in
98 to a mention of Artemis’ departure, having spent 89-97 on a catalogue and praise

of these dogs. Similatly superfluous is kol y&p ITitévn cé6ev (172) added to a

129 B.g.vocatives/nominatives fot vocatives at: 72, 86, 110, 119, 136, 137, 152, 173, 186, 204, 210, 225,
228, 240, 259, 268; second-person verbs: 76, 77, 86, 87, 99, 103, 111, 112, 116, 117, 119, 120, 122, 124,
129, 141, 144, 148, 168, 169, 174, 185, 189, 206, 210, 215, 217, 230, 234, 236.
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mention of nymphs dancing round Artemis at Pitane.”® H.3 has more parentheses

than any other Callimachean hymn (Bornmann 1968:1, Lapp 1965:53 with list).

This narratorial involvement is unusual in the Homeric Hymns, and more characteristic
of Archaic non-epic poetry such as Pindar’s epinicians or the Works and Days (see 2.3
above). It is also apparent when narrator goes further than the formalised request for
favour or success at the end of many Homeric Hymns (cf. HH.1.171f., 2.490ff., 6.18ff.,
11.5, 15.9 etc.) when he expresses a personal concern, with first-person forms, about
his cattle when Artemis dances with her nymphs (so delaying the spectating Helios,

131

lengthening the day):

KM VeLOV TNHoVTog Euai Poeg elveka U100
TETPAYVOV TEUVOLEV VT dAAOTPLw dpothipt
N Y&p KEV YUOL 1€ KOl abYEVH KEKINLTOL

k6mpov €mL mpoyévorvro (175-178)

Bornmann (1968:83-4) does not take this as quasi-biography, implying that the
narrator owned cattle, but as a general statement (with a variety of the general first
person) of what would happen to them if ploughing on such a long day. In any case,
it hardly points us towards the auzhor, though if quasi-biographical this would fix the
¢0186¢ more than any other passage of the hymn, and mark another difference from
Homer and the Homeric Hymns, whete quasi-biography is largely avoided (2.3.1

above), in contrast to Hesiod and Archaic lyric, elegy and zambos (2.3.1.1 above).

Hesiod is also echoed in the wish concerning the narrator’s friends and himself at

136ff., again expressed with the first person:

TOTVIRL, TAV £in PEV Enol eilog 6ot GANBNG,
ginv & odT0G, Bvoooa, PEAOL 8 ot aiev dowdry

Compare the fervent wish at WD 270-1, again with first-persons:

130 Cf. Ovid, Metamorphoses 1.597, ‘ne fuge me - fugiebat enim for a similar device.

13! For a poetological interpretation of this passages (rightly criticised at Asper 1997:228) see Bing
1988:84ff.

135



VOV 81 €Y® PAT aDT0g €V AvBpdnolct dikonog
ginv uAT €pog viog

Moralising is also in evidence in the emphatic line-beginning judging A{VySopig
WBprotng (252), and the exclamation about him (on exclamations see above on

H.2.znit.):

& de1rog Baciréwv, 6oov filtev (255)

In similarly unHomeric fashion the natrator is prepared to use emotional vocabulary
such as péro (e.g. 64, 80), A (e.g. 177), ob vépeoig (64) and oxétior (124), passing
comment on the inhabitants of unjust cities, which the narrators in Homer and the
Homeric Hymns (to a lesser extent) generally avoid (Griffin 1986:40, Richardson
1990:158-166, and see 2.3.4 above). Perhaps most striking of all the indications of

changes in the hymnal voice from the Homeric Hymns is the comment at 222ff.:

008¢ pEv “YAaiov 1e kol &ppova ‘Polkov Eodra
08¢ mep €xBaipovtog €v “Adt pouncactot

tooTv

This is reminscent (note &€oAno ~ &Amopart) of the Pindaric narrator’s reaction to
myths such as that of Odysseus, as at N.7.20-21, though there, in contrast to

Callimachus, disagreement is registered:

é¢ym 8¢ mAéov EAmopon
Abyov ‘'Odvocéog fi m&Bav Sl tOv GdvERT YEVESD' “Ounpov:

Pindar uses such musings to characterise himself as truthful in contrast to Homer,
and to portray himself as pious, therefore sincere (2.3.4 above). The narrator of H.3
1s similarly depicted by H.3.222ff. But despite the narratorial visibility thus achieved,
the narrator is not vety closely tied to facts about Callimachus’ biography (e.g. being
Cyrenean), or to the hymn’s setting, in contrast to the other hymns. The only aspect
which might be thought to point us in such a ditection is the scholarship on display

in H.3, such as some of the explanatory parentheses discussed above.
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Alongside these should be placed the aetiologies of Brontes’ bald patch (77-9,
displaying extensive knowledge about divine physiology), the avoidance of myrtle in
the rites of Britomartis on Crete (201£f)), the invention of the pipe (244-5, with the
intrusive temporal reference od y&p mw, 244), the etymologies in 197ff. (Cretan
Atktovo. and Awktodov), the “they say”-statement about Artemis’ love for Anticleia
(paot, 210)'*? and the agricultural aside on the suitability of Stymphaean cattle (178-
80). The main effect of such learning is not to remind the audience or reader of
Callimachus, but to characterise the narrator as verbose (most unCallimachean) —
“Callimaco st finge prolisso” (Bornmann 1968:lii on 198£f.). He has time to inform us
of the best ploughing cattle (in 178-80), to repeat Pitane superfluously in 172, to tell
us the old name of Lipate (47-8) etc. Such asides would not be strongly felt were it
not for the wider concern in the hymn for ending, or rather nof ending (Haslam
1993:114). Following the first two short hymns in the collection, when the reader
meets 136-7 (quoted above), an address to Artemis, together with a wish for favour
to the narrator and his friend, and an assertion that song will be his concern forever,
the end seems nigh. But then the narrator specifies what will be in the song (tfj &€wt
pev (138), év 8¢ (138, 139, 140)) — the marriage of Leto, Artemis’ name, Apollo,
Artemis’ labours, her hounds, bow and chariots. This might simply be an expanded
coda, and the hymn about to end (see Bornmann 1968:xxxi-xxxii). But then, with the
verbal sleight of hand of £€veo (142) we are at the house of Zeus, and the hymn

continues.

Again at 225ff. the end seems to have been reached, with vocatives piling up and a
farewell to the goddess (Haslam 1993:114):

wOHTVIO. TOVAVUEAOBPE, TOLDTTOAL, Yoipe Xitdvn
Mt énidnue

Again the reader is disappointed - there are still over forty lines to come. Nor are
these the only false endings. The address to Artemis as “Aptept IMoapBevin
Titvoktove and describing the golden equipment of the goddess at 110ff. sounds like

the end of the account of Artemis hunting, but then a series of questions (113ff.)

132 Rare in the Homerie Hymns - only at HH4.471, HH3.67, used by characters, and by the narrator only
at HH1.2 of an alternative birthplace of Dionysus. Cf. also Aéyovot in the same context HH1.5.
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continues the narrative (Haslam). Another series of questions at 183ff. has the tone

of a new beginning, a continuation: tig 8¢ vb tot..., “which #zow...”.

But this verbosity is obviously affected. There are also conspicuous shows of

brevity,'” recalling the pseudo-spontaneity of lyric:

Evveneg ol &’ étéddecav Geap & aniiccoo (86)

Thus the narrator skips over the construction and description of Artemis’ bow,
arrows and quiver. Similar is the summary account of the slaying of the serpent and
the obtaining of the Golden Fleece at P.4.249-50. But unlike in Pindar, where such
unusual narrative emphasis serves to highlight what is important in a particular myth
(ie. the Euphamid and Argonautic heritage of Arcesilas), here the reader’s
expectations of a usual component of an epic 6rAomotia are confounded (Bornmann
1968:xviii). As if to advertise the arbitrary brevity, there follows a long catalogue of
Artemis’ dogs in 90-97, which itself sets the reader up for a surprise — Artemis has no

need of her dogs to capture the deer (véot kvvodpopning, 106, Haslam 1993:113).

This affected prolixity is related to the narratot’s pseudo-spontaneity. The many
questions the narrator asks Artemis, particulatly those at 183ff. where the narrator
portrays himself as awaiting Artemis’ answers, present his song as an ongoing

composition. This pseudo-spontaneity is particulatly clear when the narrator corrects

himself:

6mAo pev ‘Eppeing "Akaxknoiog, adtap 'ATOAA@V
Onpilov 61t eépNcOo mhporBé Y€, mpiv mep ikécBon
xoptepov "AAkeldnv- (143-45)

“Apollo takes whatever beast..., @ Jeast he used to0..”. This is a pose — the narrator has
plenty to say in the following lines about Heracles and his appetite for Artemis’
animals (Heracles recommends she hunt not only the ambiguous oeg, 156, but even
Boeg, a kakov péyo, 157). Similarly the hounds, bow and chariot named in 140ff. in

the false ending set us up for the whole tale of Artemis and the receipt of her prey -

133 Note also Artemis’ compact abstracts in 6-7 with Bornmann 1968:xxviii.
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the narrator is not really extemporising. Neither, of course, were the pseudo-
spontaneous narrators in Pindar or Bacchylides (2.3.2.1). But there is an important
difference. In Archaic epinicians the pose of pseudo-spontaneity suggests narratorial
sincerity, and allows control of the epinician’s structure of the ode, by emphasising
important narrative elements, and omitting the irrelevant. In the Hymn to Artemis the
purpose appeats to be the depiction of the narrator himself as one who does not
know when to stop. As Bornmann notes, the expanded coda recommending not to
anger Artemis is “un espediente nuovo per accennare di scorcio a quanti piu miti
possibili” (1968:xxxv). Even at the very end, the narrator wants to get in as much as

he can:

noTviee Mouvigin Apevookone, yolpe Pepoin.

KN TG ATIUACT) TNV ~APTERLY: OVOE Yop Oilvel
Bopov &Tipnoavtt kodot Ty AA0ov dydveg
pund’ éhapnBoiinv pnd evotoyinv épidaivelv:

003¢ yop "Atpeldng OAlyw Em kOumocE HIGOH
undé Tiva pvacbot TNy TapbEvov: 00dE Yap TQrog,
0VOE pEv ‘Qoplov ayoBov YEUov ELVACTELOAY
unde xopov eevyeLv Eviabolov 008E Yap Inned
axAovtel TEPL POUOV ATMEITATO KUKAGGHGO0L

XOIpE péyo kpelovoa kol edavincov &oidfi. (259-68)

An ending, but one that sounds like a beginning. The catalogue of myths relating to
Artemis tesembles the priamels which often begin poems or hymns, lyric and
Homeric, where the natrator selects the theme of song from one of many, e.g. the
catalogue of Theban glories enumerated in 1.7.7#i., the opening of Pindar’s Hymn o
Zeus (F29), again with a Theban list, or the catalogue of Apollo’s love at HH3.207ff.
(before the narrative of the Pythian hymn). The Callimachean reversal should be
considered in the context of the collection of Hymns. The Hymn to Artemis follows the
brief H.2, with its elaborate break-off at the end, extolling the virtues of the brief and
good hymn over the long and poor, and demonstrating the favourable reception of
the song on the part of Apollo. Here we have hymned Apollo’s sister, his rival (cf. kol
yop &ye Antowag domep "Anordmv (83), ob & "AmoAraevt mopilerg (169), péo xev
ITvedvae mwopérBor [sc. Ephesus] (250)). Here, however, there is metely a prayer for
the song to be met with Artemis’ favour (268). Is the effusive natrator of H.3 a joke

at Artemis’ expense, given her unmusicality (when compared to her brother?), and
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the final advice on avoiding her anger tongue-in-cheek? Or is the narrator who will
not give up portrayed as one concerned not to avoid giving offence to Artemis by
treating her brother better (cf. Haslam 1993:117), so that the coda, and the prayer for
favour, gain added significance? If so, it should be noted that the next hymn in the
collection is in turn to Apollo (effectively), with Artemis reduced to a solitary
mention (H.4.229, in a simile), and constructed as one giant deliberation as to what to

sing (recalling the end of the Hymn to Artemis).

Bornmann (1968:xxvi) suggests it is futile to look for a unifying factor or central
theme in H.3, and proposes the Aetia, with its disparate episodes, as a parallel. In one
sense this is fair. Not, however, because the Aetiz and the Hymn to Artemis both lack
unity, but because such unity as they have is derived from an interest in the depiction
and development of their respective narrators. Nevertheless, though erudition is a
characteristic of both, they are different. The narrator of the Ae#ia is not portrayed as

prolix, nor ironised to the same degtee.
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3.2.8 Hymn 4

The Hymn to Delos tesponds in many ways to the preceding hymn (Haslam 1993:117).
There Artemis, here Apollo again (Afilov, "ATOAA®VOG, 2; Afjlog & "AmoAAwvi, 24).
There a narrator presented as prolix, his hymn feigning its end several times, here a
non-ironised natrator who begins with a striking question to himself, and frames the
whole song as a deliberation (i.e. as a sort of beginning). Artemis is systematically
matginalised in H.4, and the natrator of H.4 should be seen in terms of Artemis

against Apollo, as well as in relation to the narrator of H.3.

After the 4086g of the Hymn to Artemis (cf. H.3.1), we read in H.4 ®oiov &otddav
pedéovta (5). Mineur (1984:55) objects to Mair’s (1955:85) translation of &oiddwv as
“minstrels”, commenting that nothing suggests the masculine here, so that “songs”
must be right (though citing the possible parallel of Xenophanes F6.4D-K for
aodawv as “minstrels”). But there might be a deliberate ambiguity here, given the

attention in the opening lines to the narrator, and the subsequent:

ag Modoot Tov &owdov 6 un Miprierov deion

£xBovory, 1ag PoiBog 611G Afholo Adbnta. (7-8)

This in itself echoes the final lines of H.3 on not incurring the anger of Artemis, and
in the light of the less-than-petfect narrator of her hymn, and her treatment in H.4,
we might wonder about the allegiance of the &o0136g there and here — to ®oifov

aolddwv pedéovtor?

In any case, the account of Apollo’s birth in H.4 seems to airbrush Artemis out of
the myth. Leto is described as if she was to bear only Apollo (obvexo podvn/ Znvi
texelv fuedlde Qrhaitepov “"Apeog via, 57-8), and suffers greatly in childbirth, neither

of which squares with:
Mol e Motpa

YELVOUEVIV TO TPATOV EMEKANPWOOY APAYELV,
O0TTL € KOl TIKTOVOO KOl 0OVK AANYNOE PEPOVCQ
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pftnp, &AL apoynti pilov dnedikoto yviov. (H.3.22-5)

This alludes to Artemis as Eileithyia, and to the tradition that, born on the day before
Apollo, she assisted at his birth (cf. D.L.ii.44). But Leto in H.4 has no assistance from
Artemis or Eileithyia. Instead, the Deliades sing the 'EAelBving iepov pédog
(H.4.257). The precocious Artemis-child of H.3 (5, 72) is outdone by her brother,
who not once but twice prophesies ex #zero at H.4.88-98 and 162-95. The narrator’s
question in 24 - 1i 3¢ otiPaphrepov €pkog;, and his exclamation toidg o Bonbbog
apeiBéPnkev in 27, imply that Artemis’ Ephesus, a topic near the end of H.3, is not
so well-defended as Delos (cf. Egécov yop &ei teq 16€a mpoxerton, H.3.258), for all
that péo IMvedva mapérBor (H.3.250). Furthermore one of Artemis’ cult-names,
Odmg (cf. H.3.204, 240) is appropriated as the name of one of the original Deliades
(H.4.292), and where Artemis appears in H.4, it is in a simile at 228ff. But she 1s not
even the topic of comparison, but appears peripherally as the owrer of the dog to
whom Iris is compared. Mineur (1984:137) discerns her, well hidden, in &
Znvog..téxva at H.4.111, which only serves to confirm her unimportance in the

hymn. Some, however, have seen her in the final farewell:

io7in @ vAcwv eVECTIE, XOTPE PEV aDTN,

xoipol 8 "AnéAlwv 1€ kol v Eloyedoato Antd. (325-6)

Thus the paradosis seems to bid farewell to “she whom Leto bore”, i.e. Artemis.
Given her absence in the rest of the hymn, this has been suspected, and emended
away, the best suggestion being Wilamowitz’s fiv éloxehooo Antd (followed by
Pfeiffer’s text; “..y aquella, Leto, a la que ta, Delos, asististe”, Fernandez-Galiano
1976-80:400 ad Aoxeboporr). But Mineur, uncomfortable with the rapid changes of
subject, suggests following Verdenius (apzd McKay 1962b:169 with n.3; McKay
suggests Artemis as the midwife) and keeping the text as it stands, translating “and
may Apollo fare well and Leto, whom ke [my italics] delivered”, because in H.4
Apollo himself “without help from Eileithyia or anybody else jumped forward’ from
Leto’s womb.” (Mineur 1984:252). We can extend this insight — the ambiguous
phrasing of the final lines a/udes to Artemis, but has Apollo usurp his sister’s

midwifery of her mother.
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Into this background fits the natrator, not presented as prolix and a subject for self-
irony as in H.3. The Archaic and lyric models used in H.4 ate correspondingly not
used to satitise the narrator, but to draw attention to his difference from that of H.3.
The style is much more lively and engaging, as demonstrated by the treatment of
places Leto visits. This is invested with more vatiety than the catalogue of Leto’s
wanderings at HH3.30-44. Callimachus does not merely list the places, but places Iris
on Mimas (67, mentioned in the catalogue at HH3.39) as a guardian, and desctibes
the flight of towns, hills and rivers (pedye pév "Apkadin, gedyev & Opog iepov
Abyng/ MapBéviov, gedyev..., 70-5). When the nymph Melia, at the sight of Helicon
shaking bmoxhoov E€oxe mapeinv/ fidikog acbpaivovoa mepi dpuvodg (80-1), the
narrator intervenes “out of his concern for Melia” (Mineur 1984:118) by asking the
Muses a question about the relationship between nymph and oak. This emotional
involvement is characteristic of the hymn, and further enlivens the account of Leto’s
wanderings. The question to the Muses is followed by Apollo’s first speech from the
womb, and his condemnation of Thebes (88-98), the narrator’s challenge to Hera

(106££.), and the scene of Leto and Peneios (see below).

The contrast with the style of H.3 can also be brought out by the different purpose
to which slowing the narrative and surprising the audience are put in H.4.228ff. Iris
has excused herself for having failed to prevent Asteria from offering Leto assistance
(218-227). There then follows a lengthy simile (228-232), where Iris is compared to a
hunting-dog of Artemis, ever ready to receive the call of the goddess. But this section
is extended further — Iris never forgets her seat, even when sleeping (233-4), but
sleeps by the throne with het head bent (235-6). Nor, we are told, does she loose het
girdle or hunting-boots in case Hera gives her a command (237-9). Then, at last, after
12 lines “of frustrating interlude” (McKay 1962b:163) Hera replies. Why the delay?
McKay (1962b:162) thinks the audience anticipates Hera’s punishment of Asteria,
and Callimachus is striving for suspense. But what follows the long characterisation
of Iris is real surprise that Hera does not delay Leso further — in the Homeric Hymn to
Apollo her labour lasts évvijpap te ki évvéa vikrog (91), to which the narratot thete
devotes lines 91-114. Leto’s travails are only eased when Iris fetches Eileithyia to
Delos. Hence in Callimachus the concentration on the scene prepates the audience

for further delay, which does not materialise, Apollo’s birth following swiftly on the
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end of Hera’s speech at 249ff., and so ultimately forms a replacement for the delaying

of the birth. But this play with audience and model does not undermine the narrator.

Our attention 1s drawn to the narrator at the very opening of the hymn:

TAv iepfv, & BVPE, Tiva Xpoévov tmrott deloerg

Afjdov, "AndAdwvog kovpotpdpov; (1-2)

While postponing the god’s name until the second line in a hexameter hymn is
unconventional (Mineur 1984:49, Janko 1981:9), more remarkable still is the self-
apostrophe of the narrator (no similar opening in the other Hymns, nor the Homeric
Hymns). Mineur (1984:49) objects to the suggestion of Giangrande (1968:58-9) that
this is a pointed imitation of Pindar’s O.2.89 6vpé: tiva and N.3.26 Bvué, tiva
because “elsewhere in Delps the part Pindar plays as a source of reference is rather
restricted” and “the combination of words is in fact rather meaningless.” But Mineur
bases this view of Pindaric reference principally on the use of lyric vocabulary
(1984:22), and an opposition to attempts to see a lyric structure in H.4 (1984:8-9),
which leads him to ignore the context and function of the self-apostrophe. While
there is perhaps no direct reference to a particular passage in Pindar, there is the
prominent use of a Pindaric technique. Pindar addresses himself at the beginning of a
poem at O.1.4 ¢gidov Arop, O.9.6ff. (imperatives), O.10.1ff. (imperative), and can
question himself about the subject of a song (O.2.89-90 — “Bupé, at whom do we
shoot?”, N.3.26ff. — “Quué to what headland are you driving?”).

The address to the "Ava&ipopuryyeg duvor in O.2.1ff. and the subsequent questions
about what god, hero and man to sing about combine these usages. The address
approaches self-apostrophe, and again concerns the selection of a subject for song.
That this device was particulatly prominent in Pindar is indicated by the nature of
narratorial self-apostrophes in other Archaic poets: Archilochus F128 (to 6vpé,
telling himself to resist foes), Theognis 213-4, 695-6, 877-8, 1029-36 (to BvuE,
possibly the addressee of the poem rather than poet, with adwie), Ibycus F317(b)
(“always, & @iAe Bupg, as the long-winged purplebird” — context unclear), Simonides
freleg.21.3 (yux[n), possibly to addressee, declating “I cannot be your watchful

guardian”). Significantly none of these other self-apostrophes comes in the context
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of the selection or control of material for a poem or narrative, but of advising the

fupog.

The self-address immediately focuses attention on the narrator, and points him up as
autonomous, not requiring to ask the god hymned or the Muses for inspiration. Even
when he turns to ask the Muses a question, he describes them with a possessive

pronoun:

guol Beadl, eirote Motboot,

M P éteov &yévovro tote dpheg fvika NOpgoy; (82-3)

This claim of ownership of Muse being invwked is without precedent (so Mineur
1984:118). The closest parallel is Pindaric: @ notvie Modoa, patep apetépo (N.3.1),
and Callimachus may intend a similar claim of kinship. The question to the Muses,
followed by their answer in 84-5 (Mineur 1984:117), reminds the reader of the
structure of Aetia 1-2. Even if the Hymn to Delos was originally written before Aetia 1-
2, a collected edition of the Hymns would have come after it. If the narrator of Aetia
1-2 was “Callimachus”, the narrator of H.4 is thus also associated, for a reader of the
Hymns as a collection, with “Callimachus”. Though such a persona could be
undermined and treated ironically (especially in the lambi — see 3.5.1 below), it is
perhaps one reason here for the more straightforward treatment of the narrator. It is
also consistent with, though hardly implies, performance at a Museum occasion such
as that suggested by Mineur (H.4 as genethliakon 1984 passim, rightly criticised by
Griffiths 1988:231).

The relatively autonomous narrator thus portrayed is mitigated to a certain extent by
the framing of most of the hymn as a deliberation (so Harder 1992:387, with
comments on how this resolves the problem of the narrator’s omniscience), again of
the sort often found at the beginning of a poem (compare the endings of H.3, in

particular its priamel-like catalogue at 259-68):

el 8¢ Ainv moléeg o€ TEPLTPOYOOGLY dodad,
moin EvimAéEm oOF; 11 To1 Buufipeg dkoDoau,
1 &G T TPOTLOTO PEYHG BEOG 0VpeEX BElvev
Gopt TPLYAGYIVL...
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vicovg eivoriog eipyaleto (28-32)

The rest of the hymn follows on from this question about whether (}§ @g) to sing
about the fixing of the islands. This parallels HH3.25ff. (Harder 1992:387 n.15),
where the narrator asks Apollo whether he should tell of Leto giving birth to him on
Delos:

7 g o€ TpdTOV ANt TEKE, XApHO Bpotoiot...

Lines 19-29 of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo “dramatize a process of poetic decision-
making” (Miller 1986:23). In HH3, however, there is a stronger sense of starting the
narrative by going back to the beginning, affer the question has been put to the god.
Lines 30ff., following the question, begin as a catalogue of peoples (66covg Kpfiin v
£v1og €xet, 30), but by 45 have become a catalogue of places (16cc0v &€n’ @divovca
‘ExnBoAov ixketo Antd, see Miller 1986:32-3), but in any case take us back to Leto’s
wanderings, the beginning of the narrative. The sense that the question has been
answered and the narrative selected is strong. The return to the start is also apparent
in the similar selection of song later in HH3, at 207ff., where again the narrator asks

Apollo how to sing of him, introducing the natrative chosen thus:

1| g 10 TPDTOV XPNOTNPLOV AVEPOTOLCL

Cnrtedov xota yodav EBng, ExkatnBOA’ “AmoAlov; (214-5)

The next line takes us to Pieria, the beginning of Apollo’s travels (ITiepinv pev
npdtov, 217). In H.4, however, the natrative follows directly on the question, without

returning to the beginning, as if it was still part of the question itself:

vépBe 8¢ Moo
£k vedtov dyxMooe [sc. Poseidon] kol elcekbAioe Boddoon;
Kol Tog pEv kotd Buscov, v Areipolo Adbwvo,

npLUVOBeY éppilwce: 6 & obk EBALyeV &varykn... (32-35)
The question, and the narrative of Poseidon’s fixing of the islands, continues through

kol tag pev (34), which is balanced by o€ & (35), which begins the narrative of

Apollo’s birth on Delos. Many priamels, however, have a much sharper break
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between potential subjects and that chosen. The catalogue of Theban glories on
which Thebe is questioned at Pindar 1.7.izst. is broken off &Al& mohond yép/ ebder
xép1g (16-17), and praise of the victor follows instead. The blurring of the distinction
between the deliberative question and the selected narrative seems designed to
structure the rest of the hymn as a deliberation. Such a strategy in H.4 has a parallel
in Pindar’s framing of much of P.3 as the apodosis of a counterfactual conditional

(what Pindar would pray for, if it were right (2-3), cf. Young 1968:28-33).

Apart from the opening self-apostrophe, and the deliberation in 28ff., attention is
kept on the narrator in the opening section of the hymn through a first-person
promise to give Delos her share of song (&noddoocopat, 9) to gain praise (for pe, 10)
from Apollo, and the rhetorical question in 24 and exclamation in 27 (quoted above)
which portray the narrator as a praiset of Delos, and, more obliquely, Apollo. Indeed
the encomiastic function of the narrator 1s more explicit in H.4 than in any other of
the Hymns, as the longest Ptolemaic passage in the Hymns (165-90) indicates,
predicting the birth of Philadelphus on Cos, the Celtic attack on Delphi, and the
Celtic rebellion against Philadelphus. This may explain in part why the narrator is not

comprehensively undercut in the manner of H.3.

Scholarship is also put to a different purpose in H.4 as compared to H.3. Parentheses
such as that on the old name of Lipare at H.3.47-8 were peripheral to the main
narrative, but even such elements in H.4 as the parenthesis about Samos — obnw yap
Env Zapog (49), and the etymology of Delos in 52ff. are “central” — following
naturally in a Hymn to Delos from singing about how Poseidon made the islands in the
sea (30ff.), with a narrative set so long ago that even Apollo has not yet been born.
But this aetiological and etymological lore is not so much a typically Hellenistic
display of erudition as part of the mote setious dimension to Hellenistic interest in
aetia and local myths and heroes, which could form a link between the present and a
splendid past (Caitns 1979:13, Zanker 1987:16). The etymologies above, and in
particular the closing section of the hymn on modern Delian ritual (275-324), are
meant to emphasise the links between the mythic and Hellenistic Delos. Pointing up
a connection between past and present need not coincide with a Delian connection
for the first performance of the hymn, particulatly as it seems to build on the final
part of the Delian part of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (146-164, which evoke a Delian
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festival with a chorus of An\&deg etc.). But it provides a more plausible explanation
for the final section than Mineur’s suggestion that the rites connect to H.4 as a
birthday poem (the augieteig dmapyai, 278, referring to the usual birthday-gifts sent
to the Ptolemies, the rites of passage of the Delian youths, 269ff., and sailors, 316£f.
as relating to Callimachus as a fresher in the Museum etc., Mineur 1984:222), part of
a misguided general programme to relate as much as possible in the hymn to its

original performance (see 3.2.3 above).

As in H.3 from 72ff., after an opening in er-Stil, there is almost constant apostrophe
in H.4 from 27ff., where the narrator addresses AfjAe ¢iAn in an exclamation about
her protector. This emotional employment of apostrophe is a marked feature in H.4,
marking the narrator out as more involved with his narrative than Homeric or
Homeric Hymn narrators (though the Homeric narrator does occasionally apostrophise
characters, see 2.3.4 above). It also plays a more central role in the structuring of the
poem than in H.3 — the successive addresses to Delos form the framework of the
story (Mineur 1984:6-7), and mark the different stages of the song. There is also
mote variety in addressee and purpose than in H.3 — there only Artemis was
addressed, here (in addition to the opening self-apostrophe), we have Delos, the
Muses, Hera, and the oblique optative farewell to Leto and Apollo in 326 (and see

below for the quasi-narratorial address by Apollo to Philadelphus at 188ff.).

In the address at 106ff. to Hera there is a marked accusatory tone:

“Hpn, ool & €t 1fijpog &vnietc NTop Ekerto
008¢ kaTEKAGOONG 1€ Kol PKTIOAS, MVIKO TNYELS

APPOTEPOVG OpEYOVOH PATNY EPBEYEQTO TOTO...

This in itself is unusual, as an apostrophe generally indicates natratorial sympathy
towards the subject addressed (Mineur 1984:134), as in Homer (e.g. to Patroclus).
But, despite maintaining the formality of the non-® vocative (see Scott 1903, 1904,
1905, Gildersleeve-Miller 1903, Giangrande 1968), there is also more emotional
content than in Homeric apostrophes (see 2.3.4) — Hera’s heart is &vnheég (the
Homeric equivalent, vnAfg, is only used by characters of people/heatts, and only
appears in speech in the Homeric Hymns, see 2.3.4), and she “feels no compassion”.

Similar language is also put to powerful description of Hera reacting to Leto’s
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pregnancy — onepxopévn péyo 81 L koi 00 @atév (60) which is “an extremely
strong expression” (Mineur 1984:99). It echoes two passages of Pindar (cmépyecfot

in Homer only approaches the meaning of “to be angry” at 1/24.248):

AAAG Beddv Baocilela

onepyBeioa Buud népme dpakoviog &eap. (N.1.39-40)

QAL O pev TMuBdvad, &v Bupd miEcoig yolov ol @atov Ofeio peAétq
(0.6.37)

In N.1 Hera is not unaware of Heracles’ “illegitimate” birth (as in H.4 of Leto’s
pregnancy) by one of the women ai A noidag/ é&épepov (H.4.56-7), while in O.6
Evadne cannot conceal her pregancy (by Apollo) from Aipytos (O.6.35), who can
beat down his unspeakable anger. Mineur (1984:99) fails to note the N.1 echo, and

does not draw attention to the similar context of O.6.

The heightened emotional tone is sustained through the speeches of the distressed
Leto in 109ff., which differ from any found in the Homeric Hymns, being “substantially
Tragic in content” (Mineur 1984:136). Leto appeals to the Thessalian nymphs to
beseech Peneios (repunAé&acOe yeveiw,/ Awoodpevor, 110-11), then addresses him
herself, IInveie ®PBiGTa, 11 vOv dvéporowy €pilerg; (112). But she recognises his
speed is on account of her (114-15), and not normal, hence his not heeding her:
nemoinoon 8¢ métecBon/ ofpepov EEamivng; 6 & &vikoog (115-16). These last three
words may be a narratorial interjection between Leto’s speeches (so Mair 1955:95),
but hardly one which punctures the tone of the passage (contrast the learned asides
of H.3). Nor does the wider situation of the speech, the flight of tivers, hills and
nymphs before Leto, described as “weird” by Hutchinson (1988:37), negate its effect.

Leto then addresses her unborn child in terms emphasising her suffering and her
helplessness, ® éuov &x8og,/ mol o @épw; pédeor yap dmeprixoaot tévovieg (116-
17). Again, the anthropomorphic physicality of the god thus emphasised is not
tncongrnous, but adds to the scene’s effect (Hutchinson). She then pleads with Pelion
(118-20), when we are surprised — Pencios, who had been racing the winds, answers
Leto daxpva Aeifwv (121). His flight is not his fault — "Avoykain peyédn 6gog (122),
and pou “Hpn/ Sayirég Ameiloev (124-5). But there is nothing to be done — i
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pfhoopan; i &moiécBor/ MdD i tou INnveidv; (126-7) — but endure his fate: itw
nenpopévov Apop (128), Avid’ &yd- 1i mepiocd; (132). He will suffer for Leto, even if
he is the least honoured of rivers (129-31). This confounding of audience expectation
(Haslam 1993:118) does not undercut the natrator (contrast the “endings” of H.3),
but adds to the effect of Peneios’ self-sactifice (cf. Poetics 1450a33-35 on tragic
nepinéteion, which bring about the most powerful emotional effects, along with

recognitions).

The threat Ares poses to Peneios is conveyed in the longest passage (133-147) of
sustained grandeur in the Hyzzs, the style almost denoted by Ly6@e:

Vyobe & Eopopaynoe kal domida TOYEV dkwkf
dovpatog f & EAEMEEV EvomAlov Etpepe & "Ooong
obpea kai nediov Kpavvaviov ol 1e dvcaelg
goyotioi Iivdolo, eoPw & dpynoorto taca

BOecoalin tolog yap & donidog ERpapev Axos. (136-140)

There follows an extensive simile of the noise Ares’ shield makes, like Aetna shaken
by Briareus’ movement, the tools of Hephaestus crashing against each other
(recalling the impressive description of Aetna in P.1.20ff.) — tfjuog Eyevt’ &poBog

cdikeog 1000g edkbkAoo (147). But Peneios stands his ground:

[Inveldg & obx adtig €xdleto, pipve § Opolwg

KOPTEPOG MG TO TpdTRK, Bodg & Eotnoato divag (148-49)

The scene of Leto and Peneios in itself should be reason enough to doubt the general
application of Bpovtav obk £uov &AAd Awdg (Aet.-prologue 20, see 3.3.2 below).
Elsewhere, such a tone is regulatly neutralised or destroyed, as in H.6 where we move
to bourgeois comedy after divine epiphany (see below). But here there is only a slight
modification. Peneios is released from his duty by a compassionate Leto in 150-2 —

the threats of Ares have been to this degree empty.

The next section, encompassing the vicovg/ eivariog (153-4), and Cos in 160ff.,
also has the “authentic tone of grandeur” (Hutchinson 1988:38-9), but here the
narrator hands over to the unborn Apollo for over thirty lines. Letting Apollo speak
is a strategy elsewhere in Callimachus (the end of H.2, the beginning of the Aeza),
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and here too he can achieve effects more difficult through the primary narrator. In
this case the situation is stranger still because Apollo prophesies ex #fers, which
further distances this from ordinary panegyric (Hutchinson 1988:39; cf. Theoctitus
17). Cos is reserved for 6g0g &AAog (165), an oblique reference to Philadelphus, who
is part of the Tawthpov dratov yévog (166), a nod at Ptolemy Soter and Berenice
(Fraser 1972:1.367-8 n.229), which is followed by an indication of the extent of
Ptolemaic rule (168-9). Apollo follows this with another heightened description
(vatied now by being in the mouth of the god) of the Celtic threat to Delphi (171ff.),
whose presence at Delphi is vividly described in terms of the ranks and weaponry
which can be seen there (&AL #dn mapd wvnov émavydlowvio @&Aayyag/
dvopevéwv, 1dn 8¢ mopd tpunddecolv épelo/ @doyova kol {wotfipag dvodéog
gxBopévag 1€/ donidag.. 181-4), but whose defeat is described more obliquely —
€0V [sc. shields] ai puév éuot yépag (185). There then comes an allusive mention of
the Celtic threat to Philadelphus himself (Mineur 1984:177-8), and an address to the

future Ptolemy:

gooopeve IltoAepoie, T& tor pavria gaive. (188)

An address in an encomiastic passage such as this one would normally be made by
the primary narrator (even in Pindat’s P.4, where Medea predicts Battus’ visit to
Delphi, the narrator himself addresses him, 59). Apollo’s address is not only novel,
but if spoken by the poet at a performance with Philadelphus present, usurps his

function even more directly, by addressing a member of the audience being praised.

The natrator is also prepared to share his duties with Delos. After Apollo’s birth, the

narrator turns to Delos to report her now changed state:

xpLoEd toL T0te ThvTo Bepeilia YELVETO, ATiAE,
XPVOD O& TPOYOECTO TAVNUEPOG EPPEE ALVT,
xpOoelov & éxdunce yevéOAov Epvog Elaing,

xXpLod 3¢ mAfpvpe BaBLg Tvwmog EAvyBelg. (260-63)
The anaphora at the line-beginnings emphasises effectively Delos’ new honour, and

this amounts to Delos’ epiphany (so Mineur 1984:213). But then Delos herself,
taking Apollo xpucéolo an’ oBdeog (264), the earth now newly golden, proclaims her
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own further honours. Delos is hard to till (268), but Apollo will be called AfAiog
after her (269), and no land will be so loved g é€ym 'AmdéArovi (273). Fimally she
confirms: kxai €ccopot ovkétt TAaykth (273). Thus the narrator avoids repeating
himself, by placing the fixing of Delos, alteady mentioned by him at 51-54, in the
mouth of the island herself.
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3.29 Hymn 5

The opening four lines of the Hymn on the Bath of Pallas establish it as mimetic (see
3.2.4 above). They also point us, obliquely, to the 7z described — the washing
(Awtpoydor, 1) of Athena’s statue (tég IMoAA&dog, 1), the location — Argos
(Tlehaoyrédeg, 4), the situation — just before the atrival of the goddess (& 6eog
gdroxog Epmewv, 3) and the addressee — the “companions of the bath”, those to take
patt in the rite. Hence the voice too seems certain, a “master of ceremonies”
directing these Aatpoxdot to come out (&ite, 1, 2) and to hurry (codoBe, 4). This
voice of a religious official is also strongly in evidence in 13ff. and 29ff., ordering
(oioete, 17, 31) what should not and what should be brought to the rite by the
Aotpoxbdor, who are addressed as such in 15, and are the main referent of the
vocatives "Axauédeg (13) and & xdpar (27). The “master of ceremonies” then

addresses Athena on behalf of this company of women awaiting her:

£610° "ABavaios tépa Tol kotaBOpLog TAa,

TopOevikol HEYOAmVY Toideg "Apectopiday: (33-4)

This recalls the commands to the Awtpoydor in lines 1 and 2 (8&ite). Further
commands are issued to water-carriers (un Bantete, 45), and Argos itself (nivet émnod
kpov@v und’ &nd 1@ motapd, 46), while Argive males are warned not to look on
Athena ([Iehaoyé,/ @paleo um ovk €0élav tav Bacidelov idng, 51-2). In general,
the voice in H.5 has been thought “single” (Haslam 1993:125) and the speaker “the
same throughout the poem” (Bulloch 1985a:3), though Cahen (1929:396) thinks the
poet’s “personnalité” in H.5 is “vague”. But in fact it seems clear that there is a
deliberate ambiguity of speaker and speaker’s sex in the hymn, one which reflects

important aspects of the deity to which it is dedicated.

134 Statue and goddess are identified in H.5 pace Hutchinson 1988:33f. — see Bulloch 1985a:111, McKay
1962a:55.

135 Further confirmed by *Apyeiwv (36), “Apyog (45), tdpyog (54).
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In view of the female addressee, the trestriction of the washing-rite to women, and
the similar pattern of the myths of Teitesias and Actaeon, where a male intrudes on
all-female bathing, the possibility that the religious official is female has been
considered (McKay 1962a:51, Bulloch 1985a:3 (“official or priestess”), Harder
1992:389 n.21). Further support for this thesis might be derived from the character
of the myth, which concentrates on the reaction of a mother to the blinding of her
son, and which emphasises his youth (darkening cheeks, 82, na136g, 82, pdeo mondoc,
92, moida, 93, tékvov, 98, maidwv, 99), in a way which might be thought appropriate
in a female narrator. This use of malg resembles that in H.6 of Erysichthon even at
his most savage, which can be seen as a mark of the female narrator there (Bing
1995:36 n.31). Poor use of mythic exempla might also be regarded as a mark of
inferior narrators, e.g. the citing of Endymion and Iasion as fortunate lovers by the
goatherd in Theocritus 3.49-51. Hence this could also be attributed (by male poets)
to female narratots, as in the awkward catalogue of heroes who do not share Adonis’
privileges in the song of the yvvn &o86g in Theocritus 15, and perhaps also the
apparent infelicity of the exemplum in H.5.17ff., where the Judgement of Paris,

despite Athena’s defeat, is cited as an occasion when she did not use a mirror.

More relevant, however, is the allusion in Chariclo’s exclamation & épg de1dév (89)
to a lyric poem with a female narrator but a male author (Alcaeus F10 (b).1 &ue
deddv, £pe moicoav koakotdtov medéyowoav). Not only is the sentiment of the
Alcaeus fragment appropriate to Chariclo’s state of mind (her son has just been
blinded in front of her), but the use of the accusative case is very rare with @ (so
Bulloch 19852:200). The shared rare use seems to guarantee this as an a//usion, rather
than a coincidence (though, as Bulloch notes, &ue deilév in Alcaeus might be
governed by a verb now lost). Chariclo’s words allude to the question of the sex of
the narrator. This is a concern elsewhere in the poem. In particular, several aspects
point us to a narrator closely grounded upon the author, Callimachus, and therefore

to a male.

At the beginning of the hymn, after the opening four lines and before the “master of
ceremonies” continues commanding in 13ff., lines 5-12 tell us that Athena never
washed herself before her hotses, not even when she returned from battle with the

ynyevéwv (8). The lines form a novel type of hymnal descriptio of the god’s attributes
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(Depew 1993:67), but they may also be seen as parenthetic (Hunter 1992:15-16). They
are normally taken as addressed to the celebrants (so Bulloch 1985a:115-6), as the
lines before and after them, but they do not follow neatly on the command to the
[Melaoyiédeg to hurry: “Hurry, fair-haired daughters of Pelasgus, hurry! (4) Never did
Athena wash her mighty arms before... (5f£)”. An explanatory parenthesis would often
have yép, but this may have been omitted to maintain the ambiguity of the narrator.
This would then be a “Callimachean” aside at the very start of the poem. In contrast,
the parenthesis in 13 — cvpiyyav &dio ¢86yyov dragovimv — functions as part of the
mimetic setting of the hymn, but this is itself juxtaposed with the explanatory ob yap
"ABavaio xpipoto pewktd @uAel in 16, which in turn resembles a scholatly aside.
Scholatship is also to the fore in the information we are given about the £8og
‘Apyeiov (36) taught by Eumedes. The repetition in 40-1 — Kpelov & eig 8pog
dxicato/ Kpelov Gpog, portrays the narrator as responding to audience incredulity
or confusion by emphasising the particular antiquarian or novel variant being
followed (see McKay 1962a:67-8 for the possible alterations to established myth
here). This is followed by an etymology of the Pallatid rocks (41-2).

All this could be botne, and incorporated into a natrator not strongly tied to the

authot, if not for lines 55-6:

noTvr "ABavaia TO pEv €610 péota & EYd TL

Tolod’ EpEm. ndBog & ovk €nodg, dAA Etépwv.

This éyd speaks like a poet (Eptw, cf. 1/2.493), and has sources (Etépwv) for his
narrative (which accounts for his omniscience, cf. Harder 1992:390 n.27). The lines
point to the narrator’s “own personal and original use of [soutces]” (Cameron
1995:439), rather than disavowing responsibility for a morally or factually dubious
tale. Hence the parallels Bulloch (19852:161-2) and Bundy (1972:66) cite for
disclaimers of moral responsibility are not relevant — unlike Aratus 637 and
Arg.4.984f. there is no apology to the god involved. The narrator here merely says he
will tell a tale péota, or “in the meantime”. The teller of “stories while U wait” is a
long way from the director of the ritual of eatlier in the hymn. The fictionality of the
mimetic situation is maintained (taicde) but flagged as such (Haslam 1993:125). Its

status as the frame for the myth, rather than as a narrative interlude, is made clear in
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137, after the myth’s close: €pxetr’ "ABavoio vOv drpexés [my italics]. Only row is
Athena “really” to emerge (Haslam 1993:124-5). But this only setves to confirm that

it is Athena who has been waiting for the narrator, not the narrator for Athena.

It is on the basis of these lines that Haslam (1993:125 n.31) opposes the idea of a
female narrator, and Cameron sees the only first-person statement in the Hymns
referring to Callimachus g#a poet. But the narrator of H.5 cannot be taken
straightforwardly as “Callimachus”. The final lines of the poem, following the
statement of Athena’s imminent atrival, echo hymnal closings with yxoipe, but also

divine epiphanies, at which xoipe is the standard greeting (Bulloch 1985a:256):

xoipe Bed, kadev & “"Apyeog Tvayiom.
xoipe xoi Eeddoioa, kol &g ndAy adTIg EAdiooong

innwg, kol Aovodv kAGpov Gravia . (140-2)

The arrival of Athena calls to mind the warning to [TeAacy€ in 51ff.

6g xev 18 Yyopvav tav IaAlada tov ToAtodyov,

1dpyog Ecoyeitan todto mavvuotétiov. (53-4)

While it is true that the mythic exemplum of Teiresias and the epithet yopvév make
explicit only that men were banned from the bath as opposed to the procession
(Bulloch 1985a:11), hence opening up the possibility of “Callimachus” looking upon
Athena in safety, given our complete ignorance of the actual rite described (possibly
invented by Callimachus — Hunter 1992:14) we should not assume the statue was
clothed until it reached the river. In any case, the role of the narrator as “master of
ceremonies”, and the constant address to females, still raise the question of how
“Callimachus” could be witnessing such a festival. The ambiguity of the narrator
between priestess and “poet” extends to ambiguity in the apparent function of the
narrative. It follows (in 57ff.) closely on the warning about unintentional male sight
of Athena, and as such might naturally be taken as a “cautionary tale” (Bulloch
19852:163). But it is explicitly addressed and told to femzales — toiode (56). The moideg
of 57 (an expression which again figures the narrator as a more senior “master of
ceremonies”) are the Awtpoxdol of the ceremony (a cautionary tale to those who

cannot offend?). This might be taken as implying there are no males present even at
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the procession, so that the warning to men would be a ritual warding off of the
profane (cf. exag £xdg 8otig dAtpodg, H.2.2), not directed at men actually present (so
too perhaps the command to the b3pogopor in 45ff. — are we to imagine women
present g#a water-carriers?). Hence the waming in 51-54, and the myth which
follows, point to the speaker and (his/her) sex. In this respect, narrator reflects

characters, as sexually ambiguous characters are to the fore there.

Perhaps appropriately for a story for naideg, the myth begins in folktale fashion -
“once upon a time there was a nymph whom Athena loved...” — "ABavaic vipgav
piav Ev moxo ONPog/ ToVAD T kol wepL 81 piloto Tav Etapdv (57-8). This sort of
characteristic might be taken as indicative of naive, perhaps female narrative (cf.
Griffiths 1988:233 on H.6.41 “tig pot kadd dévdpea komTeL;” ~ “who’s been eating
my porridge?”). In any case, the narrator immediately focuses on Chariclo, whose
psychology is a central subject of interest, and the relationship with Athena which
brings her grief. There is extensive repetition of this friendship in the opening section
of the myth (57-9, 65-7, 69), and the length devoted to this aspect, in contrast to the
briefer description of the blinding itself (see below) is akin to Archaic unusual

narrative emphasis (see 1.2 above).

The leisurely pace continues when the myth proper (moka again in 70), the fateful
meeting with Teiresias, is natrated. The atmosphere of the scene of Athena and
Chariclo bathing is built up by repetitive, unemotional description (71-4) of place
which “enacts the monotony of the sultriness” (Bulloch 1985a:177) of the midday

heat on Helicon:

pecouppiva & ely’ 6pog diovyio.
apedtepal Adovio, pecaufpivol 8 Ecav Gpot,

moAlX & &ovyla Thivo katelyev &pog. (72-4)

A slightly more emotional tone is found when Teiresias atrives, described as é&pti
vévewa/ mepxblwv (75-6), the place as iepdév (76). The next two lines draw more

attention still to the narrator:

dwyaoag & dgotov Tt ToTi Péov HAVBE Kpdvag,

oxétiiog obk €0EAwv & €lde T pun Bepitdr (77-8)
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Here we have more emotional language — &gotov 71 (surely focalised by the thirsty
Teiresias, the nearest he gets to speaking) and in particular the natrator’s exclamation
oxéthog, usually confined to characters’ speeches in Homer (see 2.3.4 above). The
narrator concentrates on the consequences of the blinding rather than the incident
itself (Bulloch 1985a:178), which is related first in Athena’s words. When she speaks,
the myth and the hymn take a striking turn, and form a remarkable example of
Callimachean experimentation with hymnal tone and the depiction of the divine.
Nothing in the description of the close friendship of Athena and Chariclo, even the
foreshadowing of the latter’s misery (68) has prepared us for the brutality of Athena’s
speech (which she makes yolwcopéva nep, 79, a further level of irony):

TiG OF, TOV OQBUALMG OVKET AMOLCOUEVOY,

® Ednpeida, xaremav 680v dyaye daipwv; (80-1)

Even before she has formally addressed Teiresias with his patronymic (which points
us to his other parent, next to Athena), Athena describes him as now forever blind,
an oblique but startling way of conveying the blinding (Bulloch 19852a:188: “abrupt
and coldly precise”). She asks which daipwv has led him here, which makes her
sound oddly like a Homeric mortal, unable to tell which divinity is responsible for
particular actions (e.g. Odysseus, 04.9.381 86pcog Evénvevoey péya daipwv).” This
makes the blinding seem inevitable, and beyond Athena’s control, which suits her

attitude in her speech of self-defence at 97ff., but also casts her in a peculiar light.

The narrator then mentions Teiresias’ blindness in tetms which recall death — wadog

37 Chaticlo’s address to Teiresias also sounds as if he is

& Sppota vOE EdaBev (82).
dead —oUx &gMov maAv Syeon (89), as does the narrator’s description of her as
Yoepav ottov andovidwv/ &ye Bapb xhaiowsa (94-5), as Bulloch notes (1985a:198,
206). This anticipates the parallel tale of Actaecon, who s killed after a similar
encounter, and effectively conveys the level of grief of Chariclo. Her challenge to

Athena (85-92) is emotional and psychologically convincing, if rhetorically able (e.g.

136 Contrast the omniscience in this regard of the Homeric narrator and the gods (Griffin 1986:36).

137 This recalls Homeric descriptions of death such as dooe xehouvn vOE éxdrvyev, eg. 1/5.310
(Bulloch 19852:190).
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the expanding tricolon in 89-90), but this should not be interpreted as undermining
the force of the passage (pace Hutchinson 1988:36). She upbraids Athena directly (85-
7) on the grounds of abuse of theit friendship, addresses her stricken son (téxvov
droote, 87), exclaims to hetself (89), and then challenges Helicon itself (90ff.). The
quick succession of addressees ending in the mountain, as if it was responsible for
blinding Teitesias as compensation for hunted animals (91-2), fits in well with

someone trying to make sense of what has just happened (Bulloch 1985a:194).

The narrator tells us that Athena is moved by pity for Chariclo (Bed & éAénocev
gtaipav, 95), flagging her response as a comsolatio. But though Athena employs many
of the stock arguments of the consolatio (Haslam 1993:122), such as that the done
cannot be undone (103-4), Fate was responsible (104-5), things could have been
worse (105ff.), the situation is not all bad (1191f.), she begins by defending herse/f. Is it
not odd for a god to be placed in the dock in her own hymn? McKay (1962a:75)
argues as if the point of H.5 is to justify the ways of Athena to men. But in her own
words? Athena has already described the event as if some unidentifiable malign force
was responsible (daipwv), now she explicity claims she was not responsible (yw &
o 1ol tékvov €Bnke GAadv, 98), because Kpovior & @de Aéyovti vopor (100). This

legalistic defence continues with what sounds like a quotation from a lex deorums.*®

0Gg K€ TV ABavATv, dko P B0 ordTog EAnTaLt,

aBpnon, piodd todtov 1deiv peydrw. (101-2)

The use of the word idelv by Athena in this context is rather tactless, but not
compared to the supposedly consolatory part of her response, in particular the
exemplum of Actaeon, which is markedly, and intentionally, grotesque. This parallel
myth Athena begins in rhetorical fashion, emphasising nécoa..Eunvpa../ mécoQ
(107-8) Actaeon’s parents will butn to moide...toeAov i8éc0on (108), which is both
oracularly riddling (Hunter 1992:28) but also punning. But still worse is to come —
Actaeon is to be torn apatt by his own hounds (115), and & & vigog dotéor péitnp/
Aeketton dpopdg mavtag Enepyopéva (115-6). Chariclo they will call éABictav and
eboiwva (117). This is “sick” (Haslam 1993:123).

138 Bulloch (19852:212): “formally legalistic”, with parallels.
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Though the inappropriateness of the exemplum and Athena’s telling of it are
mitigated somewhat by the account of Teiresias’ compensation (119-36), the consolatio

is supposed to be poot, and we are told why by the narrator in 134-5:

patnp & obtig Etikte Bedy,

AAAO ALOG KOPLOA.

Athena has (and is) no mother, hence she cannot understand Chariclo’s maternal
emotions, nor console her adequately for her son’s loss (Bulloch 1985a:52,
Hopkinson 1988:121). The undermining of the god being hymned gives this part of
the hymn a novel and disruptive tone, and raises questions about the tone elsewhere,
and about the hymn’s “seriousness”. While it is clear Callimachus has toned down
some of the more savage aspects of Pherecydes, such as Athena blinding Teiresias
taig xepoi ([Apollodorus] 3.6.7=FGrHist I 3.92a), the manner in which what remains
is presented is cleatly meant to startle and disrupt. This disruption and experimenting

with the presentation of gods extends to Athena’s sex and sexuality.

Teiresias sees Athena naked, and this is described by Chariclo as some (sexual)
compensation (Hunter 1992:25): £i8eg "ABavaing otnleo koi Aaydvag,/ GAX. (88-
9), that is to say he sees her breasts and genitals. This sort of description, and the
male intrusion upon female nudity, is incongruous when applied to .4zhena, and much
more appropriate to Artemis and Actaeon (Depew 1993:68). As Haslam (1993:124,
following Wilamowitz 1924:11.23) argues against Bulloch (1985a:19ff.), the roles of
goddess and hunter in H.5 ate “custom-made” for Artemis and Actaeon, and
“creakingly uncomfortable” for Athena and Teiresias. The fact that H.5 is the eatliest
extant example of the bath of Artemis is coincidental. We have already been told at
length of Athena’s manliness (Griffiths 1988:232, Depew 1993:68-9) — her
peyérag..maxels (5), her contempt for mirrors (17£f.), her gigantic athleticism (3ig
g€nrovra..diadrwg, 23), and her anointing herself with époev [n.b.]..EActov (29), as
used by the archetypally rhascuhne Castor and Heracles (30). Bulloch (1985a:131ff.)
thinks that the lines on Athena’s beauty are modified by Theocritean and Homeric
intertexts, so that they in fact suggest that she enjoys a sort of Artemisian beauty. He

discerns at H.5.23-8 an allusion to Theocritus 18.22-32, where Helen’s friends praise
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her beauty, and describe themselves as running by the Eurotas and anointing
themselves &vdpioti (23). Hence in Callimachus Athena combines, like Helen,
athleticism with great beauty. The comparison of Athena’s healthy athlete’s glow to
rose or pomegranate, symbols of Aphrodite, Bulloch takes (1985a:139) as “extra
validification” of Athena’s female beauty, while he thinks (1985a:142) H.5.31-2
alludes to I.14.175ff., Hera’s preparation to seduce Zeus, implying that Athena can

be similarly sexually attractive.

Bulloch (1985a:46) criticises Callimachus for his “readiness...to rely on allusion to
establish his point” which “teveals an inherent weakness in his mode of writing”. But
intertexts rarely have this indispensable inverting role, more reminiscent of the
Argonantica, in the Hymns (Haslam 1993:111). We should read the allusions to Helen,
Aphrodite and Artemis as ironic, as they come in the context of the Judgement of
Paris, which Athena famously /st. Her huge arms and athleticism are emphasised.
Allusions to Artemis, Hera and Helen only conspire to make her seem, by

comparison, more masculine still.

Athena’s obsetver is also sexually ambiguous. Teiresias was usually thought to have
been blinded by Hera for his view of which sex enjoyed sexual intercoutse mote,
because he had been both man and woman, and his initial change of sex took place
after disturbing two snakes coupling (Hesiod Melampodia F275 M-W). In H.5 he sees
not only Athena naked, the masculine warrior goddess, but also presumably his own
mother (Avoapéva (dual, 70), Advto, 72). This, and the sexually ambiguous parties
involved, make this situation very different from the usual (probably original) version
of the Actaeon-myth with sexually aggressive male and feminine virgin huntress. This

change is also marked by the ambiguity as to the sex of the narrator.

Is the hymn, then, “serious”, whether as an attack on the coherence of traditional
religion and its values (e.g. through the problematic, wronged but uncompensated
Chariclo, Bulloch 1984:228-9) or a more straightforward hymn of praise, or is it an
example of an attitude to myth similar to outr own, myth as narrative pabulum
(Gnffiths 1988:232)? The difficulties in answering these questions are in large part
caused by the terms in which they are phrased. We should not import modern views

of what tone or manner religion should be approached or described in (i.e. “serious”,

161



with litle room for humour, still less parody), to Hellenistic religion (Hunter
1992:32). This hymn, along with Callimachus’ Hymns in general, could be treated as
an index of changes in attitude, without documenting the precise changes involved,
which can have a much wider range than rejection, disbelief or even criticism
(Hunter 1992:32-34). Regarding myth as a storehouse of narrative open for
experimentation and innovation need not exclude a commitment to the deities
involved gxa deities rather than characters in narrative. The passages in H.5 pointing
to the odd nature of Athena’s femininity, and her grotesque consolatio, are consistent
with aspects of the goddess herself — her pseudo-masculinity, and lack of any
connection with motherthood. More problematic, pethaps, is her speech of self-
defence. But this too can be explained as an indication of the impossibility of
accounting for some actions or events, beyond an ascription to daipev — even gods’
mythological proxies are incapable of such explanation. Such views czz be combined
with humour, irony, even parody, and with “belief” in traditional religion and its
“values” (pace Bulloch 1984:229). It is often thought that Ovid’s “serious” passages in
the Metamorphoses (e.g. the creation myth in book 1, the speech of Pythagoras in 15)
cannot be meant as such, given their juxtaposition with myths showing the gods and
their offspring in the worst possible light (Coleman 1971), but the juxtaposition itself
should perhaps point us to the complexities of attitude and tone to be found in
ancient religion as well as ancient literature (and to the inadequacy of the categories

“setious” etc.).
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3.2.10 Hymn 6

Hymn 6 is cleatly meant to form a pair with Hymz 5, the two sharing several striking
correspondences (Hopkinson 1984:13-16). Consequently, their respective narrators
have been thought very similar: a “Narrating Voice, combining indefinably the roles
of devotee, ‘master of ceremonies’ and poet.” (Hopkinson 1984:13). However, far
from being “nebulous and uncharacterised” (Hopkinson 1984:3), the voice of H.6 is
much more unified than that of H.5, without its ambiguity about the speaker’s sex, or
its blending of master of ceremonies and “Callimachus”. The voice of H.6 is
definitely female (McKay 1962a:119, Bing 1995), a celebrant at a Demeter-festival,
and portrayed as strongly “moralising” and emotional, using various Archaic texts
and models to effect this. The narration of the myth also shows characteristics
consistent with this voice, though as might be expected in Callimachus, there are

tensions and contradictions to be found in the hymn.

The female context is established in 4-6, by the address to uninitiated women, and
the mention of fasting, which recalls the second day of the women-only

Thesmophoria:

und’ &mo Td Té€yeog Und Lyodbev adrydooncde
UM Tolg UndE yuva pnd & KotexeLOTO XoLTaLY,
pnd’ O6k” &e oLaAéwV CTOHATWV TTOWUEG BTACTOL.

Throughout the hymn only women are addressed (Bing 1995:34 n.24), and the first-
petson vetbs are all plural, including the speaker together with the women addressed,
most revealingly in 124 — anedilotol kai dvépunvkeg &otv matedueg — where the
dumokeg are headbands typically worn by women (Bing 1995:34). Among the further
indications of the feminised voice noted by Bing (1995:35-36) are the similes of the
lioness in 50-2 and the doll in the sun in 91-2, the natrator’s questions to the mothers
at 10ff. and 83, the description of Erysichthon as naig (56) even at his most savage,
the periphrasis for his wet-nurse in 95, and his being lamented by women at 94-5. So

thoroughly female is the setting that even the horses in 120 are female (ai...inmou).
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The “primitive folktale character” (McKay 1962b:7) of the myth should also be
related to the female voice of the hymn. The natrative is lacking in erudite
patentheses, in contrast to much Callimachean narrative, and devices such as “they
say”’-statements, often marking a “scholarly” narrator, are here employed in Homeric
vein, along with a superlative in a statement about the natural wotld (Aéaivo/
dpotdéxog, 10g @oavii méAewv Blocvpdtatov Sppe, 51-2, cf. 1217.674, also about
animal sight). Furthermore, Erysichthon’s companions are man-giants with
superthuman strength — &vdpoyiyavtog SAav oAy &pxiog &par (34), and Demeter
artives on the scene in classic folktale fashion — tig pot xol& dévdpece komter; (41,
Griffiths 1988:233, see above). The affinities of this natrative to the folktale are
conveniently demonstrated by the Coan folktale of “Myrmidonid and Pharaonia” in

Dawkins (1950:334-40).

Thete ate, of course, subtle allusions in H.6 to eatlier literature, e.g. Homer (the
description of an Odyssean /locus amoenus in 26ff. is followed by the Iliadic violence of
Erysichthon and his companions armed meAékecor koi &&ivoucwv (35), borrowed
from 1/15.711). But these should be attributed to the #mplied author rather than the
narrator. We are not to think of these allusions as those of the female narrator,
consciously introducing Homeric reminiscences into her speech at the
Thesmophoria, but as pointing to the scholarship of the author. This is one way to
reconcile the views of Howald (1943:56), who would attribute the geographical
oddities in 13ff. (Demeter thrice crossing Achelous and the ever-flowing rivers) to
the “primitive knowledge” of the female narrator and Hunter (1992b:20 w. n.3) and
Griffiths (1988:233), who regard this as a learned puzzle. Such a statement can
simultaneously characterise the natrator as geographically uncertain, but the author as
constructing a riddle. The large gap between author and narrator in H.6 can be used
to produce jarring effects, as we shall see, as when Demeter sounds like the

“Callimachus” of the Aezia (H.6.63~.4et.F75.4, see 3.2.2 above).

The mimetic nature of H.6 is clear from the beginning where the narrator instructs
the yuvaikeg (1) to say Aduatep péya xoipe moAvtpdpe movAvpédiuve (2), indicating
the scene is a Demeter-festival and the speaker a celebrant there. This convenient
quotation of the refrain also reveals the fictionality of the situation, designed to

convey the setting to the audience or reader. The same phrase is repeated in 119,
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again in another instruction (118), which resumes the mimetic frame after the
conclusion of the myth. After this resumption we get much more detail about the
ceremony and scene, whete four white horses catry the basket (120-1), the women
walk barefoot and with hair loose through the city (124), the uninitiated are able to
go as far as the mpuravia (128), and the old and pregnant need only go as far as they
can (130-2). The setting seems to be the Thesmophotia (Hopkinson 1984:35-6), but
the location is not revealed to us, in contrast to H.2 and H.5. Attempts to locate the
hymn in a particular city have not been successful and seem misguided (Hopkinson

1984:37-9).

H.6 is also different from the other mimetic hymns in tone — no breathless
excitement conveyed by asyndeton and short sentences, but anaphora, parallel
clauses and largely end-stopped opening and closing lines, producing the feeling of
“weariness” (Hopkinson 1984:16). But there are still several features which mimic a
spontaneous and authentic speech at a festival, such as the use of deictic articles in 1-
4 (1® koA&Bw.../.../TOV K&ABOV.../..td téYe0g), which portray the natrator as seeing
these objects before her (Hopkinson 1984:77, Williams 1978:21-2). The progression

of thought in 7ff. is also reminiscent of patterns of ordinary speech:

“Eomepog €k vEQEWV E0KEYOLTO (TAVIKOL VETTAL;),
“Eonepog, 601e TETV AQUATEPO LAVOG ETELCEV,

opTaYlpaG 0K BTVCTO HETESTLYEV TYVIO KOPOG.

Hesperus marking the time of the coming of the basket leads to Hesperus’ role in
consoling Demeter which in tutn leads on (in 10ff) to the grief of Demeter at the
loss of Petsephone. The implied “that reminds me” has certain affinities with
“associative transitions into myth” in Pindar, also utilised to create the impression of
an extemporising speaker (Miller 1993:26-7, and see 1.7 above). The break-off at 17

is also pseudo-spontaneous.

Most strikingly, however, the natrator is characterised as strongly moralising,
emotional and judgemental. This may be related to her being female, but in any case
demonstrates extensive use of Archaic “moral” voices. The narrator sympathises
with Demeter in 10ff. by addressing her, and in the same vein declares un pn tadro

Aéyoueg & ddkpvov &yoye Anot (17). This also recalls, however, break-offs in order
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to avoid transgression, such as O.9.35ff. (&né por Adyov/ 10Dt0v, OTOHA, PlyoV; see
2.3.4 above). The narrative which the narrator finally tells is explicitly cautionary
(contrast H.5), iva kai Tig drepBaociog &Aienton (22). This recalls the last line of the
WD (828), on the happy man &pviog kpivev koi drepBoaciag diesivov (West
1969:8, Hopkinson 1984:99, Hunter 1992:30 with n.59). The myth ends with a

moralising couplet rteminiscent of WD 346-8 on the kaxog Yeitov:

Adpotep, pun thivog uiv @ihog, 6g tol ameydng,
gin und’ opoToxog: épol kakoyeitoveg exOpol. (116-7)

The language in which the myth is related is strongly “moral” and judgemental
throughout. The craft taught to Triptolemus is &ya8év (21), Erysichthon’s counsel is
xeipov (32), his companions are é&vondéeg (36). He himself is described as a xouov
Kol &vondéo edta (45), and his speech is kokév (56). Demeter is angty dooatév T
(57), and similarly Erysichthon is Bopbv (62), “angry”. Demeter devises movnpé& (65)
for him, and his resulting hunger is yoAenév and &ypwov (66). So wretched is his
situation the the narrator calls him oxétAiog (68) and describes him as deidaiw (93).
His stomach is also xaxé (88), and his situation a koaxév (112). Such vocabulary,
avoided by the Homeric narrator, is reminiscent of the moralising persona of Archaic
elegy and zambos, as well as the Works and Days and Pindaric epinicians (see 2.3.4

above).

But this involved narrator, reacting and judging her own natrative, is employed to
produce strange effects. Erysichthon begins the myth as a contemptor divum'™
(Gutzwiller 1981:40) and a companion of giants (34, quoted above) who has a look
fiercer than a lioness’ (50-2) and threatens Demetet, disguised as a priestess, with
death (x&Lev..un tou mélexvv péyav €v xpol mé&w, 53). But at the very moment

when he damns himself out of his own mouth he is described as a chi/d:

ginev 0 maig, Népeoig 8¢ kokav Eypdyoto povéy. (56)

This shift is surely 7o to be rationalised as implying that Erysichthon is a giant child
(McKay 1962b:72, 93-4), but an example of privileging the expression of emotion

139 Taken up and expanded, but not invented, by Ovid in Mez. 8.
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over consistency of character (for a similar privileging of other aims in the Argonantica
cf. Hunter 1987:129ff. on Medea, 1993:12ff. on Jason). The narrator expresses her
sympathy for Erysichthon, despite his savagery, and it is tempting to take this as an
indication of her sex. Further sympathy is expressed by oxétAiog, 6cca mdcato
t6cwv Exev pepog adtig in 68 (Gutzwiller 1981:44). But at this point another shift
occurs — in the following lines the narrator’s concern seems to be the logistics of
feeding Erysichthon’s ravening hunger (eikatt daita mévovro, dvddexa & olvov
devocov:, 69) and then the social embarrassment of his parents («xidépuevor yovéeg,
73). After a catalogue of the excuses Erysichthon’s mother has to employ, the

narrator addresses her sympathetically:

dethaio phdTekve, 11 8 oLk éyedoao, natep; (83)

But this sympathy is as much for the social discomfort the situation causes her as the
state of her son (Gutzwiller 1981:45). Alongside this shift the mood alters from that
created by the numinous epiphany of Demeter (Aap&tnp & &patév T kotéccaro,
yeivato & & 0ebg/ 1Bpota pev xépow, kepord 8¢ ol &yat 'OAdunw, 57-8) to one
of “delicate social comedy” (Hollis 1970:133). But it is important to recognise the
variety of tone here, and in the voice of the narrator — comedy of mannets is not the

only mode employed in H.6.

The sympathetic depiction of Erysichthon’s family and household gtieving for him
(94-5), and the impassioned but vain appeal of Triopas to his father Poseidon (o¥x
aiovta, 97), who would rather his son was dead (aife yap odtov/ BAntov o’
"AmolAmvog Euail xépeg Extepéigov:, 100-1) is itself undercut by a catalogue of

Erysichthon’s effect on the household livestock:

GAAG kol oVpTiag HEYOALY DREAVOOY apagdy,
kai tov Bav Epayev, tav ‘Eotio €tpege pdtnp,
Kol TOV AEBAOPOPOV Kal TOV TOAEUALOV 1ROV,

Kol TOV HaAovpLy, oy Etpepe Onpia pikkd. (107-110)

Hopkinson (1984:108) comments that this list of animals and the repetition of kai

“have of themselves no hint of jocularity”, but juxtaposed with the preceding pathos
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they puncture the atmosphere. This deflating effect must mean that the speech ends
at 106 (cf. Hopkinson 1984:164 for the debate), and that the narrator speaks 107-110
(so Gutzwiller 1981:47, though she thinks that 107-10 reveal Triopas has lied about
the exhaustion of his household, revealing him as more concerned with his estate

than his son).

The most striking change of tone, however, is that at the very end of the myth.
Erysichthon is pictured begging at a crossroads:

kol oY 0 Td PaciAifiog Evi Tprddoiot kabficTo

aitilov dkolwg e kol EkBolo Adpota dontde. (114-15)

This recalls the beggar Odysseus of the second half of the Odyssey, and there are close
verbal parallels to 04.17.219-22, where Melantheus addresses Eumaeus, mocking
Odysseus (Gutzwiller 1981:48, Hopkinson 1984:170). But a king’s son begging also
calls to mind Andromache’s vision of the fate of Astyanax in [/.22.487ff., where he is
pictured trying to obtain scraps from his fathet’s friends. Erysichthon’s inability to
satisfy himself also echoes Astyanax — xeidea pév v €dinv, Lmepdnv & olk €dinve
(122.495). This passage was to be rejected as unseemly by Aristarchus, so
Callimachus may have been alluding to it because it was already controversial. In any
case, this allusion should be classed as authorial, rather than narratorial. This pathetic
picture is followed by the moralising of 116-17 (quoted above), “Demeter, let not
him you hate be a friend or neighbour of mine. I hate evil neighbours.” The tone of
this comment, in spite of the previous sympathy shown by the narrator, is selfish and
self-satisfied. McKay (1962a:50) finds in it the “contempt of self-righteous suburbia”,
and the lines form something of a joke. The passage of Hesiod to which they allude
(WD 346ff.) stresses that bad neighbours are a plague, and that 008 &v Bodg
amohort, €l un yeitov kakog &in (348). Erysichthon, of course, is a literal threat to

any neighbout’s cattle (Reinsch-Werner 1976:372, Hunter 1992:30-1).

As well as “concretising” a passage of Hesiod, the couplet also forms an example of
unusual narrative emphasis. Instead of hearing about Erysichthon’s death, which
would presumably have been by autophagy (of which McKay 1962b:124 finds

intimations) as in Ovid, the narrator hopes his type does not move in next doot. Just
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as the tale appears to have reached its climax, with Erysichthon resorting to Abpotar
doutdg (115) the narrative is broken off (McKay 1962b:125). This only adds to the
impression that the myth can end now that a feeling of narratorial self-satisfaction
has been achieved, and also casts the preceding interest in Erysichthon’s plight (both
emotional and logistical) into a peculiar light. Archaic matter and manner are

transformed to alter the perspective from which we must view the hymn.

As the disconcerting comment at 116-17 sits awkwardly at the end of the myth, so

the comment at the beginning also disturbs:

aAL’ 6xa Tpromidaioiy 0 de&log &xBeto datpwy,

Tovthkig & xeipwv ‘Epuciybovog dyato Pord: (31-2)

This is puzzling because it seems that a “good” Saipwv (contrast the daipov &
&repog at P.3.34 which brings about Coronis’ downfall) has simply become angry
with the Triopidae, thus bringing about Erysichthon’s misfortune. The passivity of
Erysichthon and his family in the lines above, twice the objects of verbs performed
by abstract nouns is strange in a myth which is explicitly told to prevent acts of
transgression — iva...Tig repPaciog dAéntot (22). Again this raises questions of how
we should take H.6 (cf. Bulloch 1984:220-5). Is it meant as an attack on religion, or
as an expression of profound doubts, in the light of the smugness of the natrator and

the apparent capriciousness of the daipwv in 317

H.6 presents us with yet more Callimachean experimentation with ways of depicting
the divine — at the end the exclusivity which characterises the initiate and various
Greek rituals 1s presented as self-satisfaction, and the observations of Hesiod on the
dangers of the kaxog yeitwv as selfish. But this is hardly to expose such rituals or
moralising as a “sham”. Callimachus btings out, in arresting fashion, the central
concern with the self and the individual in much Greek ethical thought, but
paradoxically this allows the reader/audience to “become” an initiate, and participate
in the ritual (Bing 1995:37). This would have been even more powerful if the
audience, as is likely, was principally male. This is thetefore a further extension of the

pseudo-intimate effect of Archaic poetry, giving the audience the feeling of
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attendance at a closed group (see 3.2.4 and 2.1.1 above). Here, though, the feeling is

not just of eavesdropping, but of complete absorption into another sex.
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3.3 The Aetia

3.3.1 Introduction

The Aetia begins with a great many first-person statements portraying the narrator as
under attack from various detractors (uor Telyiveg émtpOLovowy aowdf, F1.1), and
defending himself in direct speech (Te[Alxiow £yw 10de, F1.7). The first-person
narrative about the past suggests autobiography (by the “autobiographical
assumption”, see 1.7 above), as the narrator tells us of a youthful meeting with
Apollo. Several other aspects suggest a strong connection between narrator and poet
(see 3.3.3 below). The prologue immediately focuses attention on the narrator, who is

never to recede into the background throughout the Aeza.

Study of the primary natrator of the .4etia is complicated by the fragmentary state of
much of the poem, which often makes certainty about the speaker impossible — I
shall concentrate on the better preserved sections. A different initial problem is
presented by the interpretation of the prologue, which is often (and wrongly) taken as
a relatively straightforward declaration of Callimachus’ aesthetics (e.g. by Brink 1946,
Pfeiffer 1968 and Lyne 1984).

3.3.2 The Function of the Prologue

As Cameron (1995:104-132) shows, it is much more likely that the prologue (F1) as
we have it is the original prologue to the .Aefia, ie. Aetia 1-2, not added to a
“collected” edition or second edition of the wotk late in Callimachus’ life. This
second or collected edition of the .4e#ia is but a conjectute of Pfeiffet’s, not otherwise
documented, but hallowed by repetition (Cameron 1995:104-5). “Collected” editions
are impossible while texts are in the form of papyrus rolls, except in so far as they are
kept in the same box (Cameron 1995:109-113). New prefaces to every other ancient
continuation of an earlier work are added to the added books, not the whole work,
e.g. in the case of the Ars Amatoria, where there is a merely a new preface, a couplet

linking Ars 2 and the new book, where the new section is added (so also with Polybius,
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Diodorus Siculus, Vitruvius — Cameron 1995:114-18). Aetia 3-4 would, on this view,
be a continuation of the Aetia, added at a later date, analogous to the continuation of
the Ars Amatoria through the addition of book 3, and implying no alteration of the
original wotk, just as Ars 3 does not lead Ovid to remove the couplet linking Ars 1
and 2, which implies two books, nor the elaborate sphragis concluding book 2.

This implies that the prologue is not “late” nor can it be taken straightforwardly as a
product of the poet’s old age (i.e. over sixty, Pfeiffer 1928:333), despite the references
to age in the prologue (t@v & £téwv 7 dekdag ok OALyn, F1.6, yfipag, F1.33). This is
not because poets and writers in antiquity could describe themselves as “old” when
much younger (as Cameron 1995:174-81 argues), but because of the gap between
narrator and author, even in such a quasi-biographical text. It is clear that a narrator
could claim to be old, when the historical author was no such thing (Schmitz
1999:159-61). The non-identity of author and narrator is exploited in Archaic lyric
(see 2.3.2.1 above), and is probably so used in the 4efia-prologue (Schmitz 1999:161).

When we examine the prologue carefully, several indications of the disjunction
between the narrator and the historical author, between “Callimachus” and
Callimachus of Cyrene, become clear. As Schmitz (1999:158) empbhasises,
“Callimachus” can converse directly with mythical wizards, the Telchines (EAAete
Baokaving 6Aodv yévog, F1.17), and receive advice directly from Apollo (A[r6é]AAwv
ginev 6 por Adkiog, F1.22). But these are not to be conceived us as historical but
Sectional situations (Lefkowitz 1980b:8) — the author did not really meet Apollo, nor

does he really converse with wizards.

But might there not be some relationship between the Telchines and real criticism of
the Aetia? Such a relationship cannot be ruled out (Schmitz 1999:153-4), but the
assumption that the prologue must be based on real, historical criticism is dubious.
The list of Telchines in the Scholia Florentina is probably deduced (or guessed) from
the text (Cameron 1995:185), and the appearance there of the epigrammatists
Asclepiades and Posidippus is probably because of the disagreement concerning the
Lyde with Asclepiades (AP 9.63=Antim.T14Wyss) and Posidippus (AP
12.168=Antim.T15Wyss) on one side and Callimachus (F398) on the othet
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(Lefkowitz 1980b:8-9, 1981:124-5). The list almost certainly does not record

2 <¢

independent evidence about Callimachus’ “targets”.

Not is the style of the prologue better evidence for its reflecting historical criticism.
The greater precision when compared to Archaic scenes of “the poet under attack”
(e.g. the end of O.2) with which Callimachus depicts his opponents, as Telchines
who have criticised him for not writing &v &eiopa dinvekég (F1.3), and to whom he
replies at length with an injunction to judge poetry téxvn/..] uf oxoive Ilepcid
(F1.17-18), and a detailed account of his meeting with Apollo, should be related to
the greater “concreteness” with which lyric themes and #gpo7 are treated in Hellenistic

poetry (see 3.2.6 above, and 6.Contexts and Conclusions below).

Nor is it true to suggest that the poem works better if real criticism is assumed
(Hutchinson 1988:82). Consideration of the function of the prologue within the 4eza
as a whole illustrates how it forms an integral part of the elegy, without the need to

refer outside the text.

One of the functions, pethaps the central function, of any prologue to a speech or
poem is to operate as a caplatio benevolentiae (Schmitz 1999:157), to get the audience on
one’s side. This function seems hardly debatable in the case of the Aetia, whatever
else it is meant to achieve. This helps us better understand the form and structure of
the Aetia-prologue — the Telchines are never heard, rather their criticism is reported
indirectly, so that they appear as shadowy grumblers, in contrast to Callimachus’
open and direct speech. The positive aspects of Callimachus’ poetry are placed in the
mouth of Apollo, the poet thus avoiding boastfulness (Hutchinson 1988:80), while
the opposition of Callimachus to his critics is structured by means of several pointed
antitheses: the ignorant Telchines, no friends of the Muse (1-2) and Callimachus, the
Muses’ friend since childhood (37-8); the braying donkey and the delicate cicada (29-
30); the fat victim and the slender Muse (23-4) etc. (Hutchinson 1988:83-4, Cameron
1995:130) All this serves to dramatise Callimachus’ situation as one where his poetry
has been #njustly criticised by ignorant detractors, unaware that its qualities have been
recommended to him by the god of poetry himself. These detractors are also
irrational and bestial, as émitpblovowv (F1.1) suggests, only elsewhere used of

animals, and based on 1p0{nte at 1/9.311, desctibing the “croaking” of those around
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Achilles (Cameron 1995:340, Andrews 1998:4-5). There are only two sides in the
prologue — these Telchines or Callimachus — and this serves to win the audience for
Callimachus.

It is not important from the point of view of the rhetorical function of the lines (as a
captatio) that they approve qualities universally desirable in all poems (Hutchinson
1988:81). Given that antitheses are more effective the more polarised they are, we
need not assume accuracy or truth as a principal concern here, but only
dramatic/rhetorical effectiveness. It aids the drama and the force of the antitheses
and oppositions to talk of Callimachus’ poetry in general being under siege (&o1df
(1), copinv (18)) but there is no need to assume therefore either that Callimachus had
received or felt he would receive much criticism for the Aetia or that he thought all
poetry should be exactly as recommended in the prologue. As Hutchinson (1988:83-
4) points out, the pointed antithesis between delicate, light and brief and long, grand
and thundering suits his thetorical purpose in the prologue, but need hardly be taken
as a reasoned representation of his poetry, and indeed obscures the importance of
the grandiose in his work, and the variety of tone which its exploitation allows him.
Shifts in tone from a grander manner ate apparent in Hecale F69-F74 where the epic
capture of the bull and subsequent pvAloBoAia in FG9 gives way to the more comic
reminiscences of the crow, particulatly in F74. But these changes illustrate the fact
that Callimachus is prepared to employ a far greater tonal range than that implied by
delicate poetry which never thunders.

This internal function, to emphasise the qualities of the Ae#a itself, means it is not
necessary to posit a role for the Aetia-prologue in a debate about how to write elegy,
ot on the merits of the Lyde, as Cameron (1995:232, 303-338) does, to replace the
flawed hypothesis of the debate on epic (e.g. Brink 1946:16, who moves from
documented disagreement of Asclepiades and Posidippus with Callimachus on
Antimachus (on the elkgiac Lyde) to deduce this must concern “the Cyclic Epic”), for
which there is little evidence. This view has been comprehensively attacked by
Cameron (1995 passum), who, among many other arguments, points out the
discussion of the relative merits of e/ggies by Philetas and Mimnermus in the prologue
(F1.9ff., Cameron 1995:307-8), the illusory nature of much “orthodox”, “anti-
Callimachean” Hellenistic epic (1995:263-302) and the epic nature of the Hecal itself
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(1995:437-53). But, as Schmitz (1999:153) notes, Cameron shares, for the most part,
the assumption of those he targets that the reference of the prologue to extratextual
people and events can be identified. This assumption is unnecessary, particularly
when the rhetorical function of the prologue is considered - the 4efia-prologue is

about elegy, not epic, but that elegy is the 4eza.

3.3.3 “Callimachus”

3.3.3.1 Aetia 1-2 and Aetia 3-4

The first two books of the Aetiz are structured around a dialogue with the Muses
(Parsons 1977:49, Hatrder 1988:2), where the narrator asks questions about various

arcane topics (kdg 8¢, Osai, F7.19) and receives answers from individual Muses

(fpxeto Kadronn, F7.22). This dialogue appears to be set in the context of a dream
(xlat’ Svap o(vp)pei&ag toig Mobolang, Schol.Flor. 16) the aged narrator has about
meeting the Muses on Helicon as a boy (&Jptiyéveiog Gy, Schol.Flot.18), modelled on
Hesiod’s meeting with the Muses (ITowévt pfilae vépovtl mop’ ixviov d&€og inmov/
‘How6dw Movocéwv €opog 61 fviiocev, F2.1-2, Cameron 1995:130-32). But
“Callimachus” also speaks at length in learned fashion in the report of this dream-
dialogue (e.g. F43.40-55 on the Sicilian cities). This changing of speaker makes
assessment of the secondary narrators in .defia 1-2 particularly difficult (e.g. it is not

clear who addresses Athena in F37inc.sed.A4ez.1).

The second two books abandon this Muse-dialogue (Parsons 1977:49-50, Cameron
1995:108), perhaps because “Callimachus” wakes up at the end of Aetia 2 (Cameron
1995:138): oby, €08wv, SH253.7 (cf. app.crit), Eviop'™ dmmodT EAnge Befic, SH253.14.
Aetia 3-4 consist of separate elegies, such as the Zoria Berenices (SH254-268), the
Cydsppe (F67-F75) and the Coma Berenices (F110). This allows for different speakers
(Harder 1998:111), such as the lock of Berenice’s hair in the Coma Berenices, and also
entails differences in the presence and presentation of the narrator. “Callimachus” is

more to the fore in Aetia 1-2, whete the dialogue form allows a more uniform

140 Suppl. Cameron.
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portrayal. Nevertheless, there are still many similarities between the two sets of

books, e.g. in the scholatly character of “Callimachus”.

3.3.3.2 Quasi-biography in the Aetia

The fact that the .4eiz begins with a first-person narrative about a past event makes
the poem quasi-biographical. The recollected dream-dialogue with the Muses in Aetia
1-2 also fits into this pattern, and there is even an embedded first-person narrative
about a past event in F 178,'" where the narrator recounts a conversation at a
symposium to the Muses, which surely ended with the comments of “Callimachus”
to the Muses in F43.12ff. about only recollecting what he had heard at a symposium
(koi yop Eyd T pev dooca kapnott thpog Edwka/ Eavld obv ebodpolg aPpd Ainn

c1epdvolg,/ &mvoa Tévt éyévovio mopd xpéog..., Cameron 1995:134-35).

The subject-matter of the prologue, quarrels about poetry, strongly recalls the
historical Callimachus, or the picture of himself he chose to present in his poems.
The natrator presents himself as criticised for not writing a patticular type of poem (Ev
agelopo dinvekég, F1.3), and Apollo addresses the youthful “Callimachus” as &o18¢
(F1.23). This self-presentation as a poet continues beyond the prologue — &Alate
viv, éAéyolot & éviynoooBe Mndoag/ xelpog Enols, tva ot ToVAD pévaoty €1og
(F7.13-14). The Telchines, Baokaving 6loov yévog (F1.17), themselves recall
Callimachus’ epitaph for himself (ep.21), where Callimachus names himself (1) and
claims 6 & #iewoev kpéocova Backaving (4). The direction of the echo is impossible
to ascertain, but the epigram more probably echoes the prologue, rather than wice

versa. The idea of “envy” also echoes ®86vog at the end of the Hymn fo _Apolle.

There may have even been a self-naming in the _4eza itself, along the lines of that at
Theog.22 (ai vb mo8 ‘Holodov kalnyv €didagav &owdnv), which is clearly the model
for the Somninum of the Aetia (F2, quoted above). If F602inc.sed. is from the Aetia,
and spoken by the primary narrator, he is explicitly given the same nationality as

Callimachus:

141 Which probably began Aetia 2 (Zetzel 1981:31-3).
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déomovon APing Npwideg, al Nacapdvov
adAv kol doAydg Otvog émPBrénere,

untépa pot [sc. Cyrene] {hovoav 6@EAeTE

A Battiad connection (cf. ep.35) on the part of the narrator, which Callimachus plays
with elsewhere (H.2), may be hinted at by Clio’s wish that he go with a better bird of
omen than the harpasos ei..Aoov Emowkov &[yorg (F43.67). Battus was led by Apollo in
the form of a raven to found Cyrene (H.2.65-66).

The most consistent aspect of the characterisation of “Callimachus”, as indicated
above, is an interest in scholarship and the arcane. This is explicit in Aeza 1-2 in the
questions “Callimachus” asks the Muses (k&g &v[ig adAdV/ pélewv kol oTeimv
ebade o Moapiw, F3.1-2), as well as the information he offers himself (oida I'tAa
motapod kepodfl Emi xeipevov &otv/ Aivdobev dpxain [olk wun{topevolv yevelf,
F43.46-7). Given the change in the framework of Aetia 3-4, this aspect of the
narrator is indicated in slightly different ways. “Callimachus” gives us his source for
the story of Acontius of Cydippe — map’ &pyoiov Zevopndeog (F75.54), and then
summarises his history of Ceos in F75.55-77. The fact that this source is now a prose

history, rather than the Muses marks a change in the autonomy of the narrator (see

3.3.3.5 below).

Erudition in the Vitoria Berenices is also related more peripherally:

Znvi e kol Nepén 1 xopiciov €dvov d@eiiw,
vipgpo ko[oryviltov 1epov aipo Bedv,
Nuleltepo [ 1 ewv émvikiov Inmafv.
appot yop Aaveod yiig arno Bovyevéog
eig ‘EAévng vnoidla xod eig MMaAinvéa pdfviry,

nowpéva [pakdmv], xphoeov AABev Enog... (SH254.1-6)

These periphrases fulfil the formal requirements of the epinician (on which see
Hamilton 1974:15) in providing information about the victory, the victot, the victor’s
homeland, the victor’s father and the Games whete the victory was won (Fuhrer

1992:86). But they also mark a loss of the “documentary function” of Archaic
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epinicians (Fuhrer 1992:88-9, 135). The information is conveyed not to broadcast it,
but to characterise the natrator as learned, and to present an “inclusive” challenge to
the audience or reader. The allusive references znmuite decoding by the reader or
audience. Schmitz (1999:155-6, 165-70) argues convincingly that the references in the
Acetia-prologue to the poetry of Mimnermus and Philetas, to an ongoing debate
between narrator and detractors, and the erudition and allusiveness of passages such
as the opening of the Victoria Berenices, operate by giving the reader the impression of
admission to a closed group (given the context of facts already well-known to the
“group”), and prompting the reader to decode periphrases which, when decoded,
further associate the reader with the author. The affinities with Archaic pseudo-

intimacy should be cleat.

Other quasi-biographical comments apparently connecting the natrator with the
external world and the historical Callimachus are to be found in both Aeziz 1-2 and 3-
4. Most infamously perhaps, we ate told that the natrator has apparently never
travelled in F178.32-34 (Aet.2), long taken, wrongly, to be genuine autobiographical
evidence (see 3.5.2). In F75 the narrator characterises himself as a Greek,
participating in Greek customs, but dissenting from general Greek opinion about

epilepsy with first-person plural verbs:

NABe 8¢ vovoog,
olyog &g dypuddog Ty amonennopedo,
yevdopevol & iepnv pnpilopev (12-14)

Later in same fragment, “Callimachus™ hints that he has been in love:

yiigov § &v pfig Empdptopeg ley

oltiveg o0 xohemod vidég eiot Beod. (48-49)

In general the quasi-biography found in the Aetiz goes far beyond anything found in
Homer, Apollonius (though the narrator of the Argonautica is presented as a scholar,
and a Greek) or the Hecale — epic narrators are much less closely grounded on their

respective historical authors.

178



3.3.3.3 Pius Callimachus

“Hpmv Yap xo1é poot — kvov, kOov, 1oY€0, Aotdpé

Bupé, o0 v’ deton kai Té wep ovy ooin (F75.4-5)

In this way “Callimachus” breaks off a potentially impious tale in the Cydippe, in
doing so adopting the predominantly Pindaric techniques of self-apostrophe (see

3.2.8) and ostentatious abandonment of the unsuitable (see 2.3.4), particularly clear at

0.9.354f.:

amd pot Adyov

t0DTOV, GTOU, Plyov:

Fuhrer (1988:53-4, 58) notes that in Pindar the primary motivation of such passages
is to present the poet as pious, but thinks that in Callimachus the emphasis is on a
display of virtuosity and discontinuity of narrative. But in Callimachus too the
narrator is thus presented as pious, even though this may not have the directly or
indirectly encomiastic function of piety in Pindar. The self-address itself draws
attention to the narrator (Harder 1990:299), and in particular to his control of the

narrative, which the natrator goes on to allude to:

N TOAVLSPEIN YOAETOV KoKV, BGTIG dopTEL

YA@oong ag £teov molg 68e padiwv Exet. (F75.8-9)

Far from endangering anyone, or his narrative, the narrator has deftly moved from
preparations the night before the wedding to the sickness of Cydippe the following
day (in F75.10ff.), and alluded to the aetion of the Naxian custom of making the
bride sleep in the company of a young boy on the night prior to her wedding-day (a
detail from the iepog y&pog of Zeus and Hera).

That a pious, moralising narrator is a deliberate effect of such a self-apostrophe is

confirmed by F24.20-1, which again has “Callimachus” preferring pious silence:

gxklve <—>, 1@V pundev éuovg 3’ dd6vtag dAichor,

TMnietg
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This alludes to another Pindaric passage N.5.14ff., where the Pindaric narrator
shrinks from telling of the murder of Phocus by Peleus and Telamon, the event
alluded to in the Aefia (Trypanis 1958:25, Fuhrer 1988:65-6). Again, this allows
allusion to a myth without giving it a full treatment. It also plays an important role in
characterising the narrator as a moraliser, as is also apparent from the gnomic
material in the Aefia. Archaic models are once more to the fore here — in F2.5
“Callimachus” adapts Hesiod (WD 265): tebywv d@g £tépw Tig £® xokOV fmotl
te0xer (Pteiffer 1949-53:1.9, Trypanis 1958:8), and in F96.1-2 comments:

O€ol TAVTEG KOUTOLG VEHESNIOVEG, €K O€ 1€ TAVIMV
“ApPTEULS

These comments, like the ostentatious silences above, characterise the natrator as
“pious”. This is both inclusive, putting both narrator and audience “in the right”, and
fitting for a poet whose narrators often associate religious or ethical purty with
poetic excellence (e.g. ep.7; 10 pev 8bog 6111 mhxiotov/ Bpéyor, tilv Modoav &
oyode Aentarénv, Aet.F1.23-4). The figure of Apollo, often closely associated with

“Callimachus”, seems particulatly important in this regard.

A related aspect is the expression of strong opinion in emphatic terms, as when

“Callimachus” announces to Acontius:

0l o€ dokEw THOVTOG, 'AKOVTLE, VUKTOG EKELVNG
avti ke, Tfi plrpng fiyao mopOeving
o0 opupov TpikAetov... (F75.44-46)

Harder (1990:300) compares the invocation of the natratee or an unnamed third-
party (t1g) in Homer (IZ17.366-67, 16.638f.) as potential eye-witnesses, but the closest
parallels again seem to be the emphatic use of first-person statements in Pindar to

comment upon a myth (e.g. N.7.20-1 on Odysseus, and see 2.3.4 above).
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3.3.3.4 Addresses and Emotion

Related to this expression of opinion is the use of emotional or evaluative language,
particulatly clear in the Cydippe (F67-F75). In addition to that in the break-off at
F75.4ff., discussed above, where the narrator calls himself a dog, and his soul
shameless, the bulls about to be sacrificed before the wedding of Cydippe are
described as “to tear their hearts”, Gopov apdEewv (F75.10, Harder 1990:304), while
the narrator’s profession of opinion about Acontius on his wedding night contains
the evaluative yoAenod (F75.49, see above). His words on Xenomedes also employ

affective language (Harder 1990:305-6):

elne 8¢, Kele,
Evyxpafivt avtals SELV Epwta GEBEV

npécPug £tnropin pepeinuévog (F75.74-76)

Acontius’ love is “sharp”, while Xenomedes is a “lover” of truth. Expressive of
narratorial emotion too is the address to Acontius here, also to be found at F75.40-1,
44ff., and 51ff., and perhaps also originally when he fell in love, and when Artemis
decided to help him, to judge from the addresses at these points in Aristaenetus
(who follows Callimachus closely) at 1.10.20 and 1.10.46 (Harder 1990:307)." These
features contrast strongly with those parts of the Cydjppe which concentrate on
Cydippe herself, which are related much more objectively, with much less narratorial

involvement (Harder 1990:306).

This type of emphatic evaluative language is also to be found in Aeza 1-2. In F24
Hyllus is desctibed as 6 neivn/ @vpaivev (1-2), whete again there is an address to a
character (tiv [sc. Heracles] 8 @va yéAwg dvepioyeto Adnn, 3). Thiodamas’ response
to Heracles’ appeals for food are also described evaluatively — &ypelov [kai
apeiliyov éEleyéloocoe (13). This language is more appropriate in the mouth of
“Callimachus”, who surely speaks here (pace Massimilla 1996:294 [Muse], D’Alessio

442 In fact addresses by the narrator are a regular feature of the aetia in Aetia 4: F90, F91, F93, F100
etc. Cf. Harder 1990:307 with n.58, 1998:109.
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1996:1i.404 n.83 [poet or Muse]). Narratorial involvement is particularly evident in
Aetia 1-2, on the other hand, where “Callimachus” expresses a personal reaction to

the responses of the Muses (Harder 1988:12-13):

T]g pev Epn tag & e1Bap Epog méAv eipeto Bupodg (F31b)

Even more explicit is:

®fc] 1 pev Alme pBov, €Yo & i kol [10 TLIPECO

fiedov — N Yop pot 8GpuPog vretpégletio — (F43.84-5)

3.3.3.5 The Muses and Autonomy

One set of secondary natrators desetves special mention — the Muses. They are
particularly in evidence, of course, in Aefia 1-2. Naturally, they share many of the
characteristics of the scholarly “Callimachus”. Calliope muses on what the Greeks
would have called a Colchian settlement and records its Colchian name (F11.5-6).
Their knowledge is, of course, great — Clio not only knows why at Zancle the
founders are not invited to the feast, but knows about the details of their quarrel
(F43.73ff.) and can quote the form of words employed at Zancle (“whoever it was
who built our city...”, F43.81-3). She is also cateful to include, in a scholarly
parenthesis, details about the sickle Cronus used to castrate his father, and an allusion
to the etymology of Zancle (ke y&p @ t& yoviiog &mébpioe pnde’ éxelvog/
ké€xpontor yorn {éykAov bmo xBovin, F43.70-1). The Muses are also prepared to

pass judgement on characters, as at F23.6 to Heracles: é061] y&p ob P&’ Ehagpods

(pace Hutchinson 1988:45, 47 who seems to think Callimachus is speaking).

In Aetia 1-2, in contrast to the complete dependence of the Homeric narrator on the
Muses (1/.2.485f., see 2.3.3 above), there is “an erudite scholar seeking...the solution
of some recondite problems about anomalies and curiosities”, and from the Muses “a
business-like concentration on the facts” (Hutchinson 1988:44). Though the Muses
are more knowledgeable than “Callimachus”, their erudition is of a similar type, and
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“Callimachus” can himself offer them detailed information (e.g. in F43). Their
relative equality is emphasised by the manner of Calliope’s reply in F7:

AlyAftny ‘Avéoeny 1e, Aakmvidt yeitova Onpn,

nlpdtov £vi pulvaun kétleo kol Miviag,
Spyuevog g fpweg &r’ Aintao Kvtaiov

odTIg £ apyainv Exdeov Atpovinv (23-26)

Here there is a reversal of conventional invocatory language, where the narrator
usually requests that the Muse recount a tale by asking “call to mind...” (D’Alessio
1996:11.386 n.49).

There may be a suggestion in Aetia 3-4 of a greater independence from the Muses,
given the abandonment of the dialogue-framework, and the opening of book 3 with

an address, not to a Muse, but Berenice in SH254.1-3 (quoted above in 3.3.3.2).

Berenice operates as a sutrogate Muse, as well as being the victor. Beginning with an
invocation of the victor is very rare in Pindatic epinicians — only 1.4 begins in this
way.'® It is usually divinities that are addressed (including the eponymous nymphs of
victorious cities)," and here we can see Berenice addressed in a quasi-divine capacity
as iepov aipo Oedv (SH254.2). Following the Muse-dialogue, the address to Berenice
as a divinity, standing at the front of the two remaining books points significantly to
her usurping of the Muses’ central role (she frames Aetia 3-4, as the last aetion is the
Coma Berenices). She was obviously thought appropriate to the role — she is the fourth,

and most important, Grace in ep.51.

The scholatly partnership of Muses and “Callimachus” gives way to a direct access
on the natrator’s part to scholarship, as contained in the history of Xenomedes. The

summary of this in F75 begins significantly:

6g moTe TACHY

143 Willcock 1995:74 thinks this is probably accidental, given the frequent mention of the victor at the
beginning of the odes.

1+ The Muses are invoked at the beginning of an ode in O.10, P.4, N.3 and N.9.
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viicov évi uviun kateeto LLBoAdY®,

&pxpevog @g... (F75.54-6)

This is strongly reminiscent of the way in which Calliope began her first response to
the narrator’s questioning in book 1. But now historians are the source whence tales
come &g mMpuetépnv..Kadiomny (F75.76-7). Calliope has been reduced to a mute
metonymy for the poem. The possessive muétepnv further indicates that the
relationship of dependence on the Muses, already transformed into one of a
professor and pupil has altered further in favour of the autonomous poet.
Nevertheless, the Muses did play some role in Aezia 3-4 (there are possible addresses
to them at F76, F86, F112.3ff., though the last is controversial, Pfeiffer 1949-
53:1.124), and with the final line he passes to the Movcéwv mefov...vopodv (F112.9).

Though the Muses may have been marginalised in 3-4 in comparison to 1-2, they

were hardly rejected or discarded.
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3.4 Victoria Sosibii

F384, like the Uictoria Berenices another elegiac epinician, but unlike it not
incorporated into the .Aefia, shares with Aetia 3-4 its variety of speakers and generic
play with epigram and epinician (Fuhrer 1992:171). The text is again fragmentary
with the loss of lines after lines 15, 34, 41 and 50. Nevertheless much of the structure
can still be ascertained. The primary narrator speaks lines 1-8, and quotes the
announcement of an Isthmian victory in 9ff., and speaks again in 21-28. There then
follows the quotation of a speech by the river Nile in 28ff., which has given way by
35ff. to a speech by the victor Sosibius himself (Fuhrer 1992:156-57 contra Barigazzi
1951:416). In 44-5 the last part of a speech can be read which is probably by an
Argive, if the Heraion mentioned in 45 is that in Argos (D’Alessio 1996:11.681 n.10,
Fuhrer 1993:81). The primary natrator again speaks in 46-49, introducing the
quotation of a dedicatory epigram, the first line of which can be read in 50. Finally

the primary narrator speaks again in 53ff. in praise of the victor.

The primary narrator is the speaker, then, in 1-8, 21-28, 46-49, 53-60 (Fuhrer 1993:95
n.95). The narrator is tied to the historical Callimachus by the reference to seeing one
of Sosibius’ dedications 8 wap modi k&t6eto Neihov/ vewatio (48-9), ie. in Egypt,
and perhaps by the fact that he has only heard of the Argive dedication (47), which
may play with the “non-travelling Callimachus” (cf. F178.32-4, and 3.5.2 below).
Erudition is evident in the periphrastic reference to the Isthmian and Nemean
Games in 25-6: dppotépw mapd mondi, kaotyvite 1€ Agdpyov/ xoi 10 Mupivaiov
1@ yédo Bncopéve. More importantly, the natrator is depicted as excitedly repeating
the victory announcement at 7-8: onuepivov 8 doel mep Euov nept xethog &icoer/
1007 Emog Mdein AexBev én’ dyyeAin. The news to be repeated is described with the
evaluative term “sweet”. The narrator also exptresses emotion in the praise of
Sosibius in 53ff., where he is desctibed as generous and pikp@dv odk €mAn8opevov
(54). He declares that this is rare indeed in a tich man (55-56), and then breaks off
the praise by announcing that deidia y&p dfpov YAdooav En dpgotéporg (58) — he
is afraid whether he praises Sosibius sufficiently or not (orte 1ov aiviicw T6GOV

G&[1Jog oVre A&Bwpon, 57).
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This is another Hellenistic “concretisation” of a lytic theme, clearest in Pindar, of the
tedium which can affect the audience after praise for the victor: aivov énéBa k6pog
(0.2.95)." Against this Pindar can also oppose the impossibility of praising a victor

sufficiently, which is encomiastic in itself, as at O.2.98-100.

The praise of the generosity of Sosibius also has clear epinician precedents: évti to1
pilmmol T adTO0L kol krtEdvev yoxoag Exovieg kpéccovag/ &vdpeg (N.9.32,
D’Alessio 1996:1.689 n.26). But more remarkable than the narrator’s use of epinician
models is the employment of these, and other characteristics of primary narrator here

and in other works of Callimachus, by the ozher speakers in F384.

The voice of the victor is particularly important. The Victoria Sosibii contains a
catalogue of earlier victories, something which is common in Pindar (Fuhrer
1993:87), but in Callimachus this catalogue is spoken by #he victor. This never occuts in
Pindar or Bacchylides. Sosibius echoes in particular N.10.35f. in referring to
Athenian victories by means of the jars awarded (F384.35ff., Fuhrer 1993:87-8). He

combines this with a reference to the victory-song of Archilochus:

79V Pofican
vnov €m FAovkiig kdLov dyovrt xopd

"ApxiAdx oV vikaiov épbpviov: (F384.37-9)

This alludes to the opening of O.9:

To pev "Apyihdyov pélog

poviev 'OAoUTIQ, KaAAivikog 6 TpinAdog kexAadhg (1-2)

Fuhrer (1993:89) suggests that Sosibius may even make a philological point with &¢-
‘Opviov, which must refer to the refrain, which indicates that the Pindaric lines should
be read as meaning that only the refrain TAveAAa kaAlivike was sung three times,
rather than the whole song (cf. £ ad O.9.1 Drachmann 1903-27:1.266-8 for the

different ancient views).

145 Cf. also P.1.82, P.8.32, N.10.20.
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A speaking victor is unlike anything in choral epinician, but it is probably related to
another genre, agonistic epigram. In epigrams commemorating victories in the
Games, the victor, or his statue, are often represented speaking - ep. 34, 35, 36, 50,
68, 70 Ebert (Fuhrer 1993:94). This element is part of a wider epigrammatic presence

in F384, clearest in the quotation of two dedicatory epigrams, e.g.:

“KompdBe Zidoviodg pue katnyoyev €vBade yadrog..” (50).
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3.5 The lambi

The Iambi tepresent the most extensive experimentation in Callimachus with quast-
biography and a persona grounded on biographical facts (or assumptions) about the
author, and explicitly take an Archaic poet as a model. Alongside Hipponax we find
also Archilochus (of course), choral lyric and epigram. I shall not take the poems one
by one, because of the very fragmentary state of preservation of many of the poems
(especially 8-11), and because the Iambi is a carefully designed poetry-book, which has
as its primary concern speakets, their self-irony, and their development (Hunter
1997:47, Kerkhecker 1999:294-5). That it is a poetry-book designed thus by the
author is clear from the careful metrical, dialectical, structural and thematic patterns
which unite the collecton (e.g. metre: stichic scazons (1-4), epodes (5-7), stichic
metres (8-13 — assuming 8 to be stichic); “ring-composition” of 1 and 13 — cf.
Kerkhecker 1999:282-85, Clayman 1980:46-9, Dawson 1950:142-3). That the lamb:
were thirteen in number, and exluded the péln, is strongly suggested by the
quotation of only 1-13 as lambi, and the distinct metres of the néAn (as Kerkhecker
1999:279 notes). These lyric poems, though not mentioned by the Diggesis, are
attested in the Suda (v. KaAAipayoc, T1.12Pf). Their separateness from the lambi is
confirmed by the fact that lambus 13 looks to 1 in “metre, theme, and detail”
(Kerkhecker 1999:278). These opening and closing poems close off the lamb:.

3.5.1 Speakers and Self-Irony

3.5.1.1 lambi 1-6

The first voice we hear in the Iambi is not Callimachus’, but Hipponax, returned from
Hades — "Axobc0®’ ‘Inndvoktog (F191.1). This self-naming by the returned Archaic
poet is typical — he names himself at Hipp.F36.2, F37, F79.9, F117.4. Interestingly,
no self-naming survives from the fragments of Archilochus. Clayman (1980:56-7)
thinks that this “re-incarnated” Hipponax “is none other than Callimachus himself”,
on the grounds of the Alexandrian setting and audience. Scholars (ptAoAdyovg,
DiegV1.3) and poets (xaltnOAnc®'../..Movctwv.. AndAdwvog, F191.7-8) are
summoned to the Sarapideion of Parmenio (F191.9-11 and Digg.V1.3-4), outside the
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walls of Alexandria (Kerkhecker 1999:22-3). But the naming of the speaker advertises
that this is o Callimachus, and the character of the audience implies that
Callimachus, rointig Gua kol kpitikodg, is contained within it (Kerkhecker 1999:34).
The lesson which Hipponax is trying to teach these gathered scholars, to avoid
quatrelling (fikovol & adrolg kot eilog dmoyopevel @Bovelv aAANAorg, Digg.VI.4-
6), also has particular point if one of #heir number is the poet who portrayed himself
under attack from the Telchines and Phthonos, and himself derided the Ljyde
(F398).'%

This Hipponax, however, is different. He comes ¢épwv {opov od péynv aeidovro/
v BourndAelov (F191.3-4). He has abandoned his traditional target (6 pntpoxoitng
Bobmadog obv ‘Apntn, Hipp.F12). His invective is no longer to protect the
community by attacking a threat to it, as Archilochus is thought to do (Brown
1997:69), nor to avenge what is presented as a personal affront, as the Archaic
Hipponax appears to have done (Brown 1997:87-8). He teaches a moral lesson, so
that his audience will avoid quarrels, using the tale of Bathycles’ cup and its treatment
by the Seven Sages (F191.31ff.). So far were they from squabbling that each passed it
to another of the group as the possession of the greatest of their number. This tale
itself may have been used by the Archaic Hipponax (F63 and F123 mention two of
the Seven Sages, cf. Depew 1992:319, Hunter 1997:48). If so, the shift to its use as an
exemplum of how to behave is a marker of the difference between the new Hipponax

and the old — moral instruction replaces straightforward insult (Kerkhecker 1999:34).

There is still plenty of scope for invective, however — Euhemerus is described as tov
néron Hayyonov 6 nAdoag Zavo/ vépmv Aar&lmv &diko Ppric yhyer (F191.10-
11), and Hipponax appears to take his leave in a very iambic manner — Jto xVow@
(F191.98; cf. Kerkhecker 1999:47 with n.223). But the “targets” in Iambus 1 are
general and unspecified - no scholar is named (Kerkhecker 1999:44). There is to be
no replacement for Bupalus. In the lambz as a whole there are few explicit targets (pace

Clayman 1980:58), and the invective is indirect and oblique (Clayman 1980:59), as

146 Nor is it true to say (pace Depew 1992:320) that the voices of Hipponax and Callimachus cannot be
separated, despite the framing of the tale of Bathycles’ cup as an aetiology, and the learning displayed
by Hipponax (Dawson 1950:23) — this does not introduce ambiguity between Callimachus and
Hipponax. The Archaic Hipponax a/ready seemed “Hellenistic” in his learning and allusiveness, “a kind
of proto-Hellenistic poet” (Brown 1997:87n.34).
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compared to the more forceful approach of Archaic iambos and its customary objects
of abuse (exemplified by Hipp.F12, quoted above in 3.5.1.1). Andronicus (indirectly,
as addressee), Eudemus and the rest in Iambus 2 are “attacked” only as members of
the human race, Euthydemus in 2.3 as an example of the general greed of the age,
which the narrator seems to share, the teacher (unnamed) in Ia.5 is advised év 1i6e1

gvvolog (Dieg VIIL.23). 12.6-12 have no real target.

One particularly important aspect of the indirectness of Callimachus’ Iambi is irony at
the narrator’s expense. In Isa.1 Hipponax appears to include iambicists in his
condemnation of quatrelling scholars — {JapBov dotig (F191.21), and by implication
attacks Callimachus the scholar-poet (and writer of iambi). But, of course, because
Callimachus is the author of J2.1, now turned to advice and against strife, he is acting
as Hipponax is preaching (Kerkhecker 1999:34). This is the first example of a feature
which runs throughout the collection. Often this self-irony detives from the gap
between the narrator and the recommendations of the new Hipponax in Ia.1, and the
book as whole represents a movement on the part of “Callimachus” (who first
appears as the narrator in J2.2) towards this new Hipponactean ideal, finally attained

in I2.13 (as Kerkhecker 1999:291-3 demonstrates).

In Ia.2 the narrator 1s “Callimachus”, as the Diegesis does not specify another speaker
(parenthetic gnoiv VI.29). The mention of Aesop as the soxrce of the animal-fable
told there (tadta & Alcwmog/ 6 Zapdinvog eimev, F192.15-16) does not indicate
Aesop is the narrator (pace Clayman 1980:17), but matks a further example of the
unArchaic indirectness of the Iambi (Kerkhecker 1999:59). There the receipt of
animal voices by humans is framed as an aetiology (ExeiBev, F192.15) for men’s
loquacity (m&vies.../ xai movAdpvBor kol Adhror me g[dkaoctv, F192.13-14), which
they al/ready exhibited before the transfer: domep obd xdéprog/ Muéwv Exbviov

xntépoig amdpEocbor (F192.8-9). Zeus also takes away speech from animals (to @6£

[Yno, F192.7), but gives men their wozces (poviv, F192.13). This “complicated failure”
is the narrator’s (Ketkhecker 1999:58), and shows us that the joke here is partly on
him — he gets carried away with his invective (he too is loquacious, see 3.5.3 below),
and this overcomes concern with logic and consistency. But the abuse of Eudemus,

Philton, and the tragedians (F192.10-13) also demonstrates that the “Callimachus” is
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not yet the new Hipponax — he still indulges in literary polemic and initiates, or

perpetuates, quarrels.

The gap between the new Hipponax and “Callimachus” is clearer still in the next two
Iambi, whete he is again the narrator. a3 is cast in the form of prayer, as are
Archilochus F108 and F26 (to Apollo), and Hipponax F3a (to Hermes) and F40 (to
Malis/Athena). But the difference from Archaic ambos is marked by a difference in
the function of the prayer — in Archilochus and Hipponax the prayers were for
something, here the narrator seems simply to complain about the present valuing of
wealth over virtue (Dseg.VI 34-5), and wishes to have lived in the past: E{8’ v, &vog
dmoArov, fivik’ obk Ao (F193.1). This criticism of the times also has Archaic models,
such as Hesiod’s wish to have avoided the Iron Age (WD 174-6, Trypanis 1958:174,
and see 2.3.4).

But such moralising 1s given a novel personal twist — the narrator is really worried
about his poverty (ue: @ed 10v &xAnpolv, F193.17, Kerkhecker 1999:70 with n.40),
and in particular the effect this had on his relationship with Euthydemus (Kerkhecker
1999:71£t.). Euthydemus exploits his youth for profit (kexpnpévov 1 dpe mopiouY,
Dieg.V1.39), having been introduced to a rich man by his mother (bro tfig puntpog
nAoVGiw cvotabévia, Dieg.VI.39-40), in preference to the now scorned narrator,
who does not even receive basic couttesy from them (Golnlep E0808npuov i phtnp/

.. ] ava vov 00de wdp évardovoiv, F193.24-5). The irony at the narrator’s expense,

following his complaint about the greed of the age and its dishonouring of the

Muses, in contrast to the past (perhaps Mobclou koi ob ké&ptt &[thipdobe, F193.2 —

cf. Kerkhecker 1999:65), is clear when he complains:

1 v pot 1odT &v Av dvhio{tolv
1L IK[uBAIBN v képny &vappintety
DpOY[ar] mp[og] adAOV §i modTipeg EAkovTo
“Adaw[VIwv aial, Tfig 80D TOV &vBpwmoV,
inlepilewv: vOv & 6 papyog € Moboog
gvevoo- (F193.34-39)
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It would not only be “best” but “most profitable” (éviic{tolv) to be a (famously
wealthy) follower of Cybele (Kerkhecker 1999:80 with n.91). Furthermore dancing to
the Phrygian awlos, and lamenting Adonis are para-musical activities (Kerkhecker
1999:80) — better to do these things than follow the Muses. He too would reject
them, having been pépyog to follow them, and only stops himself because he must
lie in the bed he has made: toiyo(p] fiv Epata dev{ ] ow (F193.39).

The next poem, la4, is presented as an attack on one Simos, mol Xapitddew
(F194.1), but interest again focuses on the natrator (pace Clayman 1980:28-9). Most of
the poem is taken up with the fable of the laurel and the olive, who are interrupted
by the bramble (F194.96ff), as “Callimachus” (0 mowntng, Dieg.VIL.2) and an
intetlocutor are by Simos. But the bramble, like Simos, is a bit-part player. The real
concern is who the primary natrator, “Callimachus”, is more like — the laurel or the
olive. The laurel is vitriolic (dppwv €iain [F194.18, 28, 37] is her refrain) and
thetorical (e.g. rgpetitio F194.24-5, repetition of name F194.26-7, emphatic use of
synonyms F194.37-8 [Clayman 1980:26]), but the narrator clearly wants us to identify
the olive as the better parallel. She is sophisticated and ironic (Clayman 1980:27),

does not resort to simple abuse (contrast her opening @ névta ko, F194.46, with

the laurel’s refrain), and responds to the laurel’s arguments in reverse order, exposing
their inherent weaknesses: while the laurel may be the prize at the Pythian Games
(F194.33), the olive is the prize at the Olympics (kal yop @yav obv ‘Olvumin
pélwv/ f v tolor Aehgols, F194.58-9). The olive uses her own “fable”, the
conversation between two birds, and reflects the style of the narrator (both employ
self-interrupting parentheses — ob y4p; (narrator, F194.1), ¢ed v &tphrav, ola
kotAilovor [olive, F194.81]). Both the conversation of the birds and the self-
interruptions reflect the wider works of the historical Callimachus — the conversation
in the Hecale (F71-F74) between the ctow and the owl (Dawson 1950:54), and the
pseudo-spontaneous, pseudo-oral manner of the lambi (see 3.5.3 below). Further
echoes of the Hecale, hence of Callimachus, are to be found in the mention of the
different food the olive can provide (F194.75-77), where we are pointed explicitly to
Theseus (fjv €nwve xd Onoevg, F194.77), who is fed with a vatiety of olives at Hecale

F36.4-5 (Kerkhecker 1999:105). Leto leaning againt an olive-tree (F194.84), also
mentioned by the olive, recalls the Hymn to Delos (4.262).
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But in fact the natrator is like the laurel. She challenges the bramble in words

strikingly like those of the narrator to Simos:

® xakn AoPn,

g o1 pt npéav kal o¥; (laurel, F194.102-3)

Eig — ob yép; — npéwv, nol Xapirddew, koi 60 (narrator, F194.1)

The narrator is betrayed by his own fable, and his self-characterisation as the olive is
undercut."” This in itself is in marked contrast to the olive, whose fable and carefully
controlled arguments secure her victory. The natrator still has much of the old-
fashioned iambicist in him, represented here by the abusive laurel (Clayman 1980:27),
and has yet to become like the new Hipponax. I2.4, like Ia.1, will be referred back to
by 14.13, where “Callimachus” completes his development.

In the next poem, la.5, thete seems to be some progress made towards the
Hipponactean goal. Advice is being given by “Callimachus” to a teacher év fi@e1
ebvolag (Digg.VIL.23), to abandon his erotic involvement with his pupils (“quench
the fires of love”, F195.22-6, cf. Di:g.VI1.23-4) lest he be caught (un &A®,
Dieg VIL.24, cf. “hold back the horses, lest you crash”, F195.26-9). Appropriately
enough, I2.5 has a formal Hipponactean model in Hipp. F118 — both are epodes
(choliambs and trimeters, trimeters and dimeters respectively), begin with an
apostrophe followed by an é&nei-clause justifying the outburst, and claim to give

advice (Biihler 1964:237, Clayman 1980:31):

"Q Eglve — cUuBovAN Yap Ev TL 1AV ipdV —
dikove Tamo Kopd[ing,

énel o daipwv drga Bhdo (F195.1-3)

@ Tavv, Enedn piva Bed[cvAy popleig

KOl YO.OTPOG 0V KOTOKPO[TETC,

100G potL TapEGYES, [ ]

47 This means the natrator cannot simply be said to “be” the laurel (Kerkhecker 1999:114).
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obv 10l 1L BovAedoar 8w (Hipp.F118.1-2, 5-6)

In Hipponax advice is a cover for abuse (Aoipdr 3¢ cou 10 xelhog g €pwidiod,
Hipp.F118.3), and many have assumed the same situation in Callimachus (Bihler
1964:239-40, Clayman 1980:31, cf. Dieg.VI1.20-1 Tpappoto[diiddoxar[olv,..ioapBiler,

translated “attacks in iambics a school teacher” by Trypanis 1958:126). But
Hipponactean advice also recalls the situation of the new Hipponax in I.1, and the
pseudo-oral response to his audience &, pf pe mwoufong yYé[Aw (F195.30) also recalls
Hipponax in Ia1: & Adote pn oipouve (F191.33). “Callimachus” in fact speaks
indirectly (his addressee, in contrast to Hipponax’s, is unnamed, Biihler 1964:238),
and only alludes to the teacher’s situation, though “quenching fires” as a metaphor
for putting an end to desire is hardly the riddle “Callimachus” characterises it as in
F195.31ff. 8y Bdxig tou kot ZiBvlda kol ddgpvn, 31). But it is impossible to say
whether the poem later descended to abuse, as in Hipponax, or revealed some more
personal or selfish motivation on the part of the narrator other than altrusitic advice,

as very little remains of F195.35-68 (Kerkhecker 1999:141-2).

Ia.6 is pethaps the best example of sending up the poem’s speaker, again
“Callimachus”. A friend is sailing to Elis to see the statue of Zeus, so “Callimachus”
describes it to him. But this propemspticon has no interest in wishing the traveller a safe
arrival and return, nor does it profess how the narrator will miss him (Kerkhecker
1999:173). Instead the narrator relates objective data to his friend: dinyeiton pfikog
Vyog mAdtog Pacewg Bpévov Vmomodiov avTod ToD Beod kal Gom M Samdivn
(Dieg VIL.27-30); adtog & O datpmv mévile] dak Eeedplildog/ maxéecor pdocwv
(F196.37-8). Hence the narrator is also uninterested in making the ekpbrasis vivid and

lifelike - no description here like:

‘Ev xoi ®pi&og €nv Mivonog mg £1e6v Tep
gloainv kprod, 6 & ap €Eevémovtl £olkmg.
KELVog K~ elcopdnv dkéolg, yebdord te Bupdv,
EATOUEVOG TUKLVAV TV ATO CPelwVv E6aKoDoOL

By, 6 kol dnpdv mep én’ EAnidr Bnnoaro. (Arg.1.763-67)

The figures in 1.6 only come to life to argue about size (Ketkhecker 1999:179):

napBévol yap “Qpon
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Tav opyviondy 6660V 00dE maocaliolv

@avti perovektelv. (F196.42-4)

This is not a straighforward display of dry erudition, nor a parody of didactic
(Dawson 1950:72, Clayman 1980:34-5), but a satire on the speaker (Kerkhecker
1999:179), who fails to give the friend what he wants, as a traveller (best wishes, good
luck) and as a reader (vividness). He sends him on his way with statistics and a bare

anépyev (F196.62, the end of the poem).

3.5.1.2 lambi 7-11

In the Iambi there is then an interruption of the development of “Callimachus”, as we
meet a variety of speakets in J2.7-11, and the poems become more fragmentary (and
somewhat different in character — Hutchinson (1988:55) finds in them much more
generic transgression). In a7 a statue of Hermes speaks (Epudg 6 Ileppepaiog,
Aiviov 8gdg,/ Eppmr, F197.1-2), 129 is a dialogue between an épaoctig (Dieg.VIIL.34)
and another statue of Hermes,* while I2.11 is spoken by one Connidas.'” So little is
preserved of 14.8 and 10 that it is difficult to be sure of the speakers, though perhaps
F200B, from Ia.10, is easiest to attribute to “Callimachus™: thv @yopépvev, ag 6
ndlog, eioato/ 1f kol Almovpa kol povdma B0etal, where the scholarly “they say”-

statement might suggest some play with the historical Callimachus.

In Ia.7-11 there are also traces of humour at the speaker’s expense. Hermes describes
himself as a né&pepyov (F197.3) of Epeus (builder of the Trojan Horse), not his main
achievement, while the poem as a whole transforms the epigrammatic speaking
object (Dawson 1950:82) mnto a natrrator who gives his origins and attributes, thus
echoing hexameter hymns (Kerkhecker 1999:183), and stresses his own physicality
and rough treatment (Kerkhecker 1999:195-6): oJx ¢ mapvov (F197.5),

KATOHELYaEVOL TOV BOAov mpog dAéav oxilewv 16 adTov kol mopokaiely oTolg

14 Hence there is no primary narrator. The “lover” is unlikely to be “Callimachus”, given the
anonymous £pactig in the Digg. (Kerkhecker 1999:205), and because the “autobiographical
assumption” does not straightforwardly operate where there is no primary narrator.

49 Surely the narrator throughout the poem pace Trypanis 1958:141 who thinks 1211 “later developed
into a direct narrative by the poet.”
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é¢neyxeipovv (Dieg.VIIL.6-8). In Ia.11 another speaker of epigrammatic convention
(Dawson 1950:104) is made into an emotional figure who cannot stand

misquotations by passers-by (so Kerkhecker 1999:216):

‘AAN 00 10V Yyav, 6 10 capo pev (F201)

Tpéveg Aéyeton mapowpic ‘Gpmoayd T Kovvdpov™ ‘Kowwida® yop xpn

Aéyewv. (DiggIX.13-14)

The dead Connidas swears by a local river, and thus personalises and enlivens the
conventional dead speaker of sepulchral epigram (Kerkhecker 1999:215). His pride in
his proverbial status sits awkwardly next to his erstwhile profession — tAovticog éx
nopvoPookiog (Drgg.IX.16-17). Much humour will doubtless have been derived from
this.

I2.8 was an epinician in iambics for one Polycles of Aegina, and Kerkhecker
(1999:203-4) suggests on the basis of the epinician Victoria Sosibii (F384) and victory-
epigrams where the victor speaks (Fuhrer 1993:95), and the surrounding statue-as-
speaker poems in the lambi that the narrator is a statue of the victor. But this is hardly
secure (pace Kerkhecker 1999:204) — the ambiguity of the speaker may be deliberate.
Though statues speak in 7 and 9, the latter poem is a dialogne, with two speakers —
perhaps 12.8 had two speakers in a different sense? The first line of poems in the
Iambi usually establishes speaker and situation (Kerkhecker 1999:288, 148-9 on
opening couplets with a similar function in epodic lambz). But this is not the case in

1a.8:

"ApY®d kot éumvéoviog fikakov votov (F198)

Even if ]2.8 was not stichic, it seems unlikely that the narrator would have been made
clear in the following line. The Diegesis contains no indication, even oblique, about
the narrator’s identity. Perhaps, given that [#.8 is an epinician, and fulfils, for

example, the “informative” function of conventional epinicians (Fuhrer 1992:210),"

150 The aetiology of the event also has epinician forebears — O.10 (Heracles founds the Olympics),
B.9.10-24 (the founding of the Nemean Games). Cf. Fuhrer 1992:211 n.792, and Maehler 1993 for
other Pindaric aetia.
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this was in imitation of the occasional ambiguity of the narrator perceived in Pindaric

epinicians, where the chorus was thought to speak for a variety of subjects

(Lefkowitz 1991:81-4):

@G &md 10D Yopod 1O TPdSWROV pLLovuEVoy Tod veviknkodtog (Z ad P.8.55-6,

Drachmann 1903-27:11.214.13-14)

As well as not specifying the speaker, 12.8 is striking with regard to its epinician status
in its narrative opening. Fuhrer (1992:209 with n.787) suggests B.9 and Pind.P.3 as
parallels, but even they contain some epinician scene-setting before the narrative
begins (Kerkhecker 1999:202-3). More remarkable still is that this epinician is in an
iambic metre and in the Iambi. Was it composed for a real victory (as was the [7ctoria
Berenices)® Was it composed thus, circulated independently, zber incorporated into the
collection of Iambi? This might also explain the different use of the first line and the
opening in this poem as compared with others on the book. In any case, the poem
loses any occasionality it had with its incorporation (Fuhrer 1992:212), and has strong
connections with the poems around it — e.g. aetiology (in /4.7-11, Fuhrer 1992:208,
Kerkhecker 1999:203). There is no evidence on which to decide the question of the

victory’s reality.

Fuhrer (1992:214-5) suggests the choice of metre was because this epinician was not
commissioned, indicating a more petsonal involvement than in Pindar (which is one
of the ways in which 12.12 seems to operate), hence F222 on the mercenary Muse (o
Yap Epyativ tpégm/ v Modoav, 1-2). But the model for those lines, Pindar’s 1.2 (&
Mofioa yop od @uhokepdng mw 16T AV 0D épydric, 6), was from a commissioned
poem, so it may be that I2.8 is in iambics and the lambi because of a common

concentration on the narrator (Kerkhecker 1999:203), perhaps undercutting him.

3.5.1.3 lambi 12-13

With the last two Iambi (12 and 13) we return to “Callimachus” and to better
preserved poems (Kerkhecker 1999:218). ]2.12 is another poem which purports to be
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occasional — for the seventh-day celebration of one Leon’s daughter (Dzgg.IX.25-28).

Here we seem to be very far from iambic abuse:

tobver’ avinolonte], npneton, Bead,
Tfiod’ éttig eV ot | asicopo

Modoo. tfj puekfi Tt 1€, nvor peA] (F202.18-20)

“Callimachus” will sing (n.b.) for the little girl. This song contains a mythic
exemplum, the song of Apollo for the newborn Hebe, which was her finest gift, as
Apollo himself declares:

1 & éun T moudi koAriom dooig
€01 £uov YEvelov ayveldn TpLyog

kol épigoig xaipwoiv dprayleg Alodoh (F202.68-70)

Song is immortal, and unburdened by the evils gold brings (F202.58ff.), so that
Apollo’s gift even ‘Hopaioteia viknoel kahé (F202.57). This, by implication, applies
also to “Callimachus™ song for Leon’s daughter — it will last, and is the greatest gift.
The self-irony here detives from the domestication and private setting of this song
(Kerkhecker 1999:246-9), itself reflected in Apollo’s song (cf. the toys Athena brings,
F202.27-8), and perhaps the pose of the poor poet — did “Callimachus” offer a song
because he affected to have nothing else (Kerkhecker 1999:248-9 with n.191)?

Archaic sentiments about the immortalising power of poetry in public or panHellenic
contexts (e.g. Pindar N.1.6: pripa & épypdtov xpovidrepov Protedel, Theognis 245-
7; cf. 2.1 above) are transferred to the private celebration for a little girl. The contrast
between Apollo’s song and the offerings of Hephaestus (F202.56ff.), and perhaps a
narrator’s pose of poverty, should be set against characterisations such as Pindar’s of
wealth unused: obx &papar moAbV &v peydpo mAodtov katakpdyog Exewv,/ AN
g6vtov £ 1€ maBelv kol dkovoal gilog &opkéwv (N.1.31-2). The inclusion of a
mythic parallel for the narrator’s song also has a precedent in the paradigmatic myth
in choral lyric (Kerkhecker 1999:247, e.g. Pindar’s Hymn to Zeus (F29-F35) and the
song of Apollo and the Muses, about the weddings of Zeus, at the wedding of
Cadmus, Snell 1953:73-4, 81), but again the context in #.12 is private, rather than

198



public festival. This move from public to private should also be discerned in the
friendship expressed through the poem by the narrator for Leon, a “friend” of the
poet (Aéovi yvepipw 10D mowntod, Digg.IX.27-8), where naming him produces a
pseudo-intimate effect (Kerkhecker 1999:221) similar to that in monody (see 2.1.1
above). This is another domestication of Pindaric expressions of Eeview for his
patrons, which is very public and political in nature, often associating the Pindaric
natrator, and his poetry, with the continued political success of kings, e.g. Hieron of

Syracuse:

£in o€ 1€ T00T0V VYO YpOVOV TUTELY,
E1E T€ TOOOGSE ViKOPOPOLG

OpLAglY popavtov copie ko® “EAAavag g6vta movtd. (O.1.115-16)

In J4.12 the iambic metre seems to mark this personal involvement of the narrator,
rather than marking him as a poet of invective, while in the final poem in the
collection “Callimachus” completes his progress. As he was one of the scholars
Hipponax addressed in Ia.1, he is now attacked by one such critic, and addresses him.
We are at a symposium, obliquely indicated in the first line (Moboow xadai
kémoAdov, oilg yd onévdw, F203.1; cf. H.1.1, Ketkhecker 1999:252). This sympotic
opening is probably spoken by “Callimachus” (Ketkhecker 1999:252-3 contra Pteiffer
1949-53:207), given its lack of abuse. When the text resumes the critic is attacking,
and one of the markers of his and his criticism’s dubious status is his abuse of the
convivial symposium. The narrator, therefore, is probably recalling an incident in the

past, and quoting the conversation verbatim, as in Archilochus F196a.

The extant criticisms are Callimachus’ ignorance of Hipponax’s Ephesus (007
"Egecov €0, fitig éotL oy [/ "E@ecov, 60ev mep ol t& pétpo péAhovieg/ o YA
Tiktewv PN Gpobdg évatdovror, F203.12-14) and mixing dialects in the Iambi
(Aarevof ][/ Taoti xail Aepioti koi 10 cdppe(tov, F203.17-18). “Callimachus”
responds in the manner of his Hipponax in Iz.1 — he points out the deleterious

effects of professional envy, such as that exemplified by his critic:
&Jodog &g képag TEBDp®TOL

KOTéw]v do1dd kApE det tampay, [

1 8[0lvnton Thv Yevny divakpivel
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kofi] 8oDAov glval pnot kai RaAiprpnTov

kol tod mp  ov 1ov Ppayiove orilet,

Aot obk ouxg  Juowv o A voot

eadAorg OpUAJETV ] v mopéntnooy

Kobtol Tpopedoon P kakdg axovwor (F203.52-59)

Envy brings violence (cf. Iz1, F191.79: xai ‘pevye: BaAler ¢evy” épel ‘Tov
&vBpamov.’, Kerkhecker 1999:269 n.114), and keeps away the Muses (the attoi of
59). Thete atre close verbal parallels with Iz.1 — e.g. @ Adote (la.1, F191.33) ~ @
Adot (1213, F203.24, the beginning of the reply of “Callimachus”, Depew 1992:325,
Clayman 1980:46), and a possible quotation of F191.25-6 at F203.91-2 (line-endings
[rélmhov, tog [MoJboag (F191.91-2), ménMov, tag Modoag (F203.25-6, Kerkhecker
1999:260). “Callimachus™ is now lectuting the scholars (Kerkhecker 1999:270). He
also echoes the reasoned argument of the olive in 24 by turning the critic’s
arguments against him (even quoting his comments about Ephesus back to him at
F203. 64-6), and quoting from his speech (bg tfig éAaing, 7| dvénavce tHv Antd,
F203.62 ~ F194.84). The laurel has become the olive.

3.5.2 Quasi-biography and “Callimachus”

Despite the fragmentary state of the lambi we can usually be sure of the identity of
the speaker. This is because the first line normally identifies the speaker if he 1s not
“Callimachus” (Ia.1, 7, 11). If the narrator is closely grounded on the historical
author, this is often apparent from the poem, but in any case we can assume

“Callimachus” is the speaker by the “autobiographical assumption” (see 1.7 above).

This can often be supported by the Diegesis, which suggests that it takes the narrator
of an iambus to be “Callimachus” when it does not name or otherwise specify a
subject for the actions it describes in a poem (as in la. 2, 3, 5, 6, 10, 13), or explicitly
states this 1s 6 mountng (Dreg. VIL.2 [la.4], 100 mowntod, Digg.IX.27-8 [Ia.12]). When the
speaker is clearly #or “Callimachus”, this is usually indicated, in addition to the first
line the Digg. quotes, either by direct reference, as to the anonymous épactng

(Dieg. VIIL.34 [1a.9]), ot by extensive use of the passive (Dieg. to 1a.7).
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There is considerable play with biographical facts or beliefs about the historical
Callimachus in the Iambi. This is pethaps clearest in Iz.4, where there are clear
references in the speech of the olive to the Hecale, and clear affinities of style with
“Callimachus” in Iz4 and the lambi as a whole (see 3.5.1.1 above). In general the
picture of a quartelling Callimachus picks up the impression built up in different way
in various Callimachean poem that Callimachus was engaged in, or affected by,
literary controvetsies (e.g. the Aez-prologue). This interest in poetic debates is an
important patt of the persona of “Callimachus” in the Iabz, and seems likely to have
been based in some manner on facts about the historical author. This feature of
“Callimachus” is to the fore in I2.13, where the natrator portrays himself as under
attack from an unnamed critic for various features of the lambi (e.g. its mixture” of
dialects, F203.16-18), and of its author, chief of which is his not travelling (o7’
"Egecov £A8dv, F203.12). This biogtaphical “fact” makes it clear how such “facts”
can arise and become part of a poetic petsona. At 4e£F178, an interlocutor of

“Callimachus” declares to him:

pLopdxap, § navpav 6ABLOG €00l pétal,
voTIAING €1 vy Exerg PBlov: AN Epog aldv

KOpooV ai@uing pairov écokicato (32-34)

This has long been taken to be an indication that Callimachus never travelled as far as
Greece or Asia Minor, but has recently been doubted (Cameron 1995:211) — it is
naive to identify narrator and author so completely. This is fair, but there must be
some reason why Callimachus plays, at least twice in his most “autobiographical”
works, with this idea of not having travelled. Pethaps he often expressed a disiike for
travel (not easy in the ancient wotld, Kerkhecker 1999:173): “I never travel.” But a
dislike of travelling implies at least limited travel. Perhaps Callimachus alludes to a
common topic of conversation, or a commonly expressed opinion.”” In any case,
realising that F178 does not demonstrate Callimachus’ non-travelling, does not
license inferences such as that the Hecale implies a visit to Attica (Cameron 1995:212),
ot ep.24 on the Thracian Rider-god travel to Thrace (Cameron 1995:211) — could
the ubiquity of such statues not have been recorded in some ethnographical work in

the Library?

151 These are not the only possibilities, of course, but serve exempli gratia.
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The idea of Callimachus as never travelling may also be played with in 1.6, a “failed”
propempticon describing the statue of Olympian Zeus at Elis — a statue described in
minute detail by a famous non-traveller (cf. Kerkhecker 1999:174 n.137)? Is this why
the poem fails to wish the traveller bon woyage or bon retour? Can Callimachus get

nothing right when it comes to travelling?

Other such biographical “facts” (distortions, assumptions, variously caused) in the
Iambi include a close association with poetry, poverty, scholarship, erotic
involvements and perhaps the tradition that Callimachus had been a teacher. His
being a poet, in particular his having a relationship with the Muses (Modoou yap
6o0vg idov dBpott motdog/ pn A0E®, moAlobg odk &méBevio @idovg, Aer.F1.37-8,
dialogue with the Muses in 4efiz 1-2), and Apollo (Alré]AAwv elnev 6 por Adxiog,
AetF1.22, cf. end H.2), are important in [a.3 (0 pépyos € Moboag/ Evevoa,
F193.38-9), 12 (AJAAU dmoldov, ob, F202.47, €ix’ &vok, F202.79), and 13 (Modoo

kodai k&roAdov, olg Eyd onévdw, F203.1).

1212 may (Kerkhecker 1999:248-9) and Ia.3 certainly does, play with Callimachus’
alleged poverty (again, an elastic and conveniently relative concept, as well as a zgpos
with regard to lovers and poets). In 4e£F112.5-6 “Callimachus” (not Hesiod,

Cameron 1995:371) is a shepherd boy 1@ Moboat moAdda vépovtt Botéd/ obv pbBovg

gBédovio map’ ixMijov 6&éog inmov, 5-6), therefore poor, while the narrator of ep.46
claims to have both remedies against love, pbetry and poverty (4-7)."* “Callimachus”
is both a poet, and poor. Another common chatacteristic of “Callimachus”, his
scholarship, is exploited by the pedantically exact desctiption in Ia.6, and the
indication of a source for a natrative in Ia. 2 (Aesop, F192.15-17) and 4 (the Lydians,
F194.7-8), and perhaps also 12.10 (F200B —&g 6 p08og).

Most intriguing, perhaps, is the address to a teacher of a.5. This seems suggestive in
the light of the S#dd’s statement that Callimachus yp&pupoato é8i8ackev v "EAevoiv,
xopvdpie g ‘Alegavlpeiog (T1.7-8Pf). This testimony has been doubted
(Cameron 1995:5-6), particularly because it does not sit well with Callimachus’

152 Cf. also ep.32.1 — pev nhobrov xeveoi xépeg,

202



appatent Battiad heritage. It is quite possible that this poem itself gave rise to the
account in the Suda (Cameron 1995:226), perhaps explaining why Callimachus would
know and could advise an elementary teacher (oe daipwv &Aea Bita, F195.3),

which is how he is presented in the Swda — ypéppota €5idackev. But perhaps
“teacher” was a comical or satirical jibe commonly made at Callimachus’ scholarship,
ot some more prestigious tutoring at some time in his life. If so, 2.5 may allude to it.
Perhaps some of the self-irony lay there - Callimachus the scholar-poet of the
Museum presenting himself as a teacher alongside his addressee, turning a jibe into
flesh.'®

3.5.3 Inscribing Orality

Archaic iambos was orally performed (though not so composed), and Callimachus’
Iambi carefully recreate this oral context. Ia.1, for example, is mimetic in the manner
of H.2, 5, 6, and the situation, a lecture by Hipponax redivivus, is established by the
opening words — 'Akoboad’ Inrndvaktog (F191.1). The Hellenistic Iambz are generally
assumed not to be oral — why else bother to recreate the context (Kerkhecker 1999:290
n.109). The Iambi could have been, indeed probably were, recited (Cameron 1995:64).
But, pace Kerkhecker, this is not quite the irrelevance it seems. If the Iambi were
recited by Callimachus before an audience of Alexandrian scholars, this would have
affected the original reception of Ia.1, or 13. But la.1 will not have been performed
outside the walls of Alexandtia, at a temple of Sarapis. This is one fundamental break
from Archaic sambos. And, of course, the first recitation does not (and should not) set

the poem’s meanings and interpretations in stone.

Here again, the break with Archaic poetry is not a complete one. Was there no
fictionality about the scenes evoked in Archaic poetry? Of course there was (see
23.2.1 and 3.2.4 above). Was Atrchilochus F89 petformed (composed?) while
enemies attacked? No. It too creates a context for itself, though it was performed
orally at a symposium or other gathering. Here again there is something in common

with the lambi — Archaic iambic poetry (patticularly that of Hipponax?) was not

153 Again, I mean this scenario exempli gratia, to demonstrate the openness which the fragments and the

Suda present.
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written for one performance (to Alexandtian scholars or citizens of Ephesus), but to
be re-petformed and re-read (whether during performance or privately). Archaic

poetry was not designed (solely) for a one-off show (see 2.2 above).

Nevertheless, the oral contexts in which Atchaic zambos had been originally
petformed had disappeared by the Hellenistic period. The inclusion of an oral
context in the lambi marks a break with the past — the Iambi are self-conscious
imitations, rather than straightforward further examples of the genre (Konstan
1998:136). The final poem in the collection even goes so far as to claim that a
contemporary, Hellenistic poet can only compose in these genres, imitate them, if he
1s able enough to recreate the occasions in which they were performed. This is the
point of the echoes of Plato’s Ioz, and the idea of one poet being limited to one type
of poetry (F203.31-33) — Callimachus’ poetry (contra Plato) #s a t€xvn, and he can
write in any genre, because he can reproduce their original contexts (Depew 1993:64,
1992:327). Going to Ephesus (F203.64-6) will not license such poetry — the context

of iambos has to be created and included along with the Iambi.

The most basic example of an oral situation is in 12.9 — a dialogue. But signs of a
pseudo-oral, pseudo-spontaneous situation ate to be found in much of the collection.
In Ia.1 Hipponax reacts to the audience, as if extemporising, just after beginning the

tale of Bathycles’ cup:

avnp BaBvukAfig "Apkdg — o pokpiv d&wm,
® APOTE PN GlpoLve, kKol Yap 0dd odTdg
peya oxordllw] det pue yop pécov divelv
9ed @ed "Axépovrtog — (F191.32-35)

An audience-member is imagined as turning up his nose, and Hipponax responds to
tell him he has little ime and must return to Hades (“alas, alas” — cf. ped in [2.3 at
F193.17 where the narrator laments his poverty). Such self-interruption and
parenthesis is already a feature of Archaic iambos (Kerkhecker 1999:36, Pfeiffer 1949-
53:1.166 ad F191.32-35, Hipp.F36.1-2: époi 8¢ IMhodrog — EotL yap Ainv TeAGG —/
£¢ toxi’ EABmv ovd&W), and the technique of pseudo-spontaneity is apparent in
much Archaic literature (see 2.3.2.1 above). Self-interruptions can be used to give the

impression the audience/reader is overhearing a conversation, as in lz.4 (Eig — ob
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Yép, — Muéwv, mol Xopurddew, F194.1), or to characterise a monologue as
spontaneous ("Q Egive — ovpPovAn yap €v T v ipdv — / Gxove, F195.1-2).
“Reacting” to the audience is also to be found in Ia.5 (&, pn pe mwowfong Yélaw,

F195.30) and 6, where the pseudo-orality 1s more oblique:

0] & ®v &vousipopo — Alxvog €60l [Yap

kol 16 pev nudecbor — (F196.45-6)

The natrator hints that some facial expression or other indication prompts him to tell
his addressee the cost of the statue. The oral context of 4.6 is indicated in other ways

too — the conversational final imperative (&népyev, F196.62), the colloquial language

employed (6oc0v 003¢ méofoalhov, F196.43, Kerkhecker 1999:160).

But it is not only the general situation of the Iambi which is thus created — the
inclusion of an oral setting for the poems can be used in specific poems for particular
effects. In I2.2, for example, the fable is confused, a supetfluous aetiology for why
men are ToVAOPLOOL kol AdAor (F192.14), to which is added an illogical piece of
invective — xkbvog pev Eddnpog,/ 8vov 8¢ dirtwv.. (F192.10-11). The narrator has
got carried away (Ketkhecker 1999:58), but this is to be expected, as he is a2 man, and
therefore loquacious. Orality and aetiology combine to send up the speaker. Ia.4
operates in a similar manner, if more subtly, as its conversational situation, with the
narrator responding to Simos’ interruption with a fable, leaves room for this pseudo-
extemporising speaker to go on too long, or to get the fable wrong. This is of course
what happens — the laurel challenges the bramble, as the narrator Simos, and
“Callimachus” makes himself seem more like the irascible and defeated tree than the

tational olive.
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3.6 The Lyrics

The four lyric poems of Callimachus (F226-F229) are in stichic or epodic metres
(F227 1s epodic, though not set out as such by Pfeiffer [Trypanis 1958:161, Cameron
1995:165]). There is no attempt to reproduce the complicated strophic structure of
Pindaric odes, nor even the simpler stanzas of Sappho, and metrically they most
resemble the lambi of which they have often been considered a part (e.g. by Cameron
1995:163ff.). Nevertheless they are separate (see 3.5 above). Their metrical simplicity
is to be explained by the fact that they were not sung (Wilamowitz 1912:543).

They are not well preserved, and have attracted little recent interest from scholars
(less than three full pages in Lehnus 1989:138-40; Hutchinson 1988:84 n.114 cites
F228 as an example of the grandiose but omits a discussion on the grounds of space).
The work that has been done has been largely concerned with the date of the poems,
particularly F228, The Deification of Arsinoé, and the reconstruction of the text and its
basic sense (e.g. Wilamowitz 1912, Pfeiffer 1926)."** There has been little in the way
of analysis of voice, natrative or other literary aspects of the poems, with the
exception of Di Benedetto 1994 (who demonstrates the careful use in F228 of
Andromache’s learning of Hector’s death in 1/22), and the notes to the recent Italian

edition in D’Alessio 1996.

There are good indications from the Diegesis, using the approach outlined in 3.5.2
above, that all the narrators in the lyric poems are a projection of the historical
author, though the amount of quasi-biography seems to have been much smaller
than in the lamb:. This fact, and the lack of emphasis on narratorial self-irony, are a
further mark of their difference from the lambi. In general it can be said that the lyric
poems bear no more resemblance to Archaic lyric in terms of natrator and voice than
other works of Callimachus, such as the Hymns or the Aetia, with several features
observable in the lyrics being paralleled outside them. This demonstrates the general

influence of Archaic lyric in particular (and Archaic poetry more broadly) on

134 Burr Thompson (1964:163) introduces F227 as a parallel for a plaster relief of an Alexandrian
night-festival, O’Sullivan 1976 concentrates on &ptu at F228.43; Grenfell-Hunt 1899 is only
incidentally concerned with the poems.
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Callimachus, which is not confined to genres bearing a metrical affinity (cf. the

elegiac epinician 7ctoria Berenices).

Little can be made of the narrator in F226, of which only the opening line remains.
The opening of F229, an invocation of the Aaipoveg ebvpvédtator Zeus and Apollo,
is conventional, while the other two lytics begin in striking fashion. F227 is mimetic
(D’Alessio 1996:11.657 n.5, Wilamowitz 1912:538, cp. Albert 1988:77-8 with unhelpful
reference to Sgenerieverinderung): "Evect 'ATOAA®V Td yopd  Thig Avpng &xolbw. The
narrator seems to be at a festival, and reports the gods whose presence he feels. This
is pseudo-spontaneous, and he adds xai t@v ‘Epdtwv fo8ouny: €6t kdepoditn in
the next line. There was perhaps also a mimetic address to the revellers — there is an
imperative debte at F227.4 followed by mavvuy[, which Wilamowitz (app.crit., Pfeiffer
1949-53:1.217) suggested might have been navvuy[ictai. The poem breaks off with
an address to ® Kéotop and ob IMwrbddevkeg (8), and probably went on to address

Helen (kai ‘EA&vnv Dpvel, kol mopokalel Ty Buciav dé§acbot, Digg.X.7-8).

F228 also begins with gods, but to hand over leadership of the song to them:

"Ayéte 86 — oL YUp EYO dixo TOVD deidelv
n]pomodely "AmOALOV

Jxev duvaipav (1-3)

Thus, despite the use of the first-person forms in 1 and 3, the narrator subordinates
himself to the Muses (hence the plural t@vd’ in 1) and Apollo, who will show the way
(2). This emphatic entrusting of the song to the gods has some antecedents (see
below), but may be specifically related here to the question of the narrator’s
omniscience. The narrator addresses the dead Arsinoé (vOpuga, ob pév.., 5), and
knows that she was speeding &otepiav O &uagav %dn (5). Moreover, he knows
about the perceptions of gods such as the (recently deified) Philotera:

copaviplay & 3¢ Tupdg Evone’ wdv,

av odho kvAvdopévay Edimkov adpon (40-1)

He knows her whereabouts (Lemnos, 44) and what she 4id not know about —

Arsino€’s death (45). Therefore she asks Chatis to investigate, and the narrator also
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has full knowledge of their conversation. This level of knowledge of the divine mind
may have prompted the opening of the poem. Surrendering narratorial autonomy to
divinities to gain complete knowledge is reminiscent of Homer, where the proems,
and I/.2.485-6, make it clear that the narrator is receiving his narrative from the

Muses, but thereby gains complete access to the events of the story (see 2.3.3 above).

Callimachus also exploits a particular passage of Homer in F228, where Andromache
learns of Hector’s death (Di Benedetto 1994:273-4). Both the Homeric and the
Callimachean passages are about the death of a character and the laments thus
prompted ([.22.361-437 ~ F228.5-39), then concentrate on the situation of a close
female relative of the dead person (Andromache, 1/.22.437ff. ~ Philotera, F228.40ff.).
In neither case does she witness the death, but perceives a sign ([.22.447 ~ F228.40),
and in both cases the woman feels faint (1/22.466 ~ F228.55). But there is a clear
difference in the situation of F228, which marks a deification as well as a death,
rather than a straightforward loss. This modifies the tone created by the poem, as
compared to its Homeric model. The pathos is lessened, an intermediary, Charis, is
mtroduced to find out what the sign signifies, and she is the one who feels faint, not
Philotera (Di Benedetto 1994:275). The modification of Andromache’s fainting in the
I/ into “crying out, feeling faint” (@upoAinng &éBoofoe, F228.55) further marks the

shift from the Homeric situation.

But the poem is still emotional in tone — Arsinoé is regulatly addressed: 5-7, possibly
18ff. (Wilamowitz restores cb 8¢ xoi at the beginning of 18 e var.lect.Schol. [app.crit.,
Pfeiffer 1949-53:1.219]), oéo & 1fv &rn[votog, & daipooiv aproayipe (45-6). These
addresses are meant to arouse pathos — Arsinoé has been “snatched away” by the
gods, and the language used to describe the reaction to her death is likewise

emotional: &tevelg 6dvppoi (F228.7), x0dav €didaocke Adma (F228.11). But the level

of pathos created in the Andromache-scene is diffused in Callimachus as the pace is
lessened. The rapidity of Homer (from Andromache’s general fear, to imagined
danger for Hector, to seeing the corpse in just over ten lines, 453-465) is slowed:
general doubts in 47-51, Charis sent to investigate in 56ff., with the revelation of the
reason for the mourning only in 73f. (Di Benedetto 1994:276). There is even time for

the narrator to provide us with some geogtraphical information:
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o & OmoTe okomdy EnfEnTa
xlovdea, oy anéyelv Eddyiomov dpkTov
fixel A0yog (F228.52-4)

But, though being used to modify Homer, this is also reminiscent of the epics: of the
three narratotial uses of “they say”-statements in Homer, two are of facts of
geography (I/2.783, Od.6.42). There is also difference — Homer never uses Adyog in
such a statement, but almost always employs @aci. In general we can say that there is
little scholarly obscurity in F228 (Proteus stands for Pharos in 39-41, hardly a riddle),

and little pseudo-spontaneity, despite the self-interruption of o0 y&p in the first line.

F228 concentrates instead on the careful evocation of a tone between celebration and
mourning, and as a poem about a beginning, as well as an end, it is transitional. The
move of Arsinoé from the human to the divine spheres is carefully handled, and
there is no trace of any divine attributes in the extant verses (D’Alessio 1996:659 n.8).
She is addressed instead as vOp@a, not even as queen, let alone goddess (Wilamowitz
1912:533, Pfeiffer 1926:168). Reference to her as divine outside Callimachus only
began after her death (Pfeiffer 1926:171), so that F228 is something of a bridge to
the deified Arsinoé. A model for this move is included in the poem in the shape of
Philotera, the sister of Arsinoé, who has died, been deified, and 7s called a goddess
(pace D’Alessio 1996:666 n.31): 14d’ €pa 0e6g (F228.52) — the papyrus punctuates

after Be6g, giving these words to Philotera, which is more natural in any case.

The final lyric poem, F229, presents Apollo speaking to Branchus, giving him
instructions and gifts. It is likely that Branchus was depicted as a young man (Barber-
Maas supply the vocative koDpe 0811 at the beginning of F229.3 (app.crit. Trypanis
1958:170), and a shepherd: xAwpiny Botévnv véporto/..1ficde perécbo (F229.4-5).
This recalls the situation at the beginning of the Aetia, where Apollo speaks and
instructs the young Callimachus (F1.22ff), who was associated with the shepherd
Hesiod (cf. F2.1), and is referred to in very similar terms in F112.5-6 (Cameron
1995:371). Though the nature of the conversations is different (prophecy and the
foundation of Didyma as opposed to advice about poetty), the similarities prompt
questions about the relationship between the two passages. Does the Aet.-prologue
allude to the religious/prophetic setting of F229, involving Apollo, as it does to the
poem of Parmenides (Asper 1997:74ff., Knox 1999:282-5)? Or is it that the Branchus
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1s playing with “facts” about the biography of “Callimachus”, associating speaker and
subject? If the latter is the case, this would represent a greater use of quasi-biography
in F229 than in the other lyric poems. In any case, the apostrophe of Apollo apparent
in F229.9ff. (e.g. d¢@Ong, 10) is striking in view of the regularity of apostrophe to this
particular god (e.g. HH3, the only god addressed in the I/, apart from the Muses —
see 2.3.1 and 2.3.4 above).
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3.7 The Hecale

Heinze (1919=1960:375-6) observed that while in his elegies Callimachus never
allows the reader to forget the narrator, there is no trace of such narratorial intrusion
in the epic Hecale. He is followed by Hunter (1993a:115) and Cameron (1995:440),
who claims that the first person, narrator, and narratorial apostrophe are “entirely
absent from the Hecale”. The presentation, on his view, is very different from that in
the Aetia — “the ‘objective’ epic manner”. Caution is required. It is clear, on one
hand, that the Hecale’s narrator 7s much less intrusive than that of the _Aetia, or those
of the Hymns (no trace of pseudo-spontaneity, no natratorial self-corrections, no self-
apostrophe, no break-offs etc.) and there is no good reason to take any first-person
statement as spoken by the narrator — F138 Aimowutr and F142 pépPretd pou are
entirely without context, while b8€oyut in F78, which might look a good candidate, is
part of a celebration of Aethra before a group of women (" &ypopévmic) and most
unlikely to be narratorial. But the situation is not as clear-cut as Cameron suggests for

apostrophes by the narrator.

Hollis (1990:149) suggests “the poet [is] apostrophizing his character” in F15 (zb &
£y10Tl Tékvov éképow), which is usually taken to refer to Theseus’ peculiar youthful
haircut. In the light of F13 (towobtov yop 6 maig 88e Afjpo agiver), again seemingly
referring to Theseus, which the demonstrative pronoun and present tense suggest is
spoken by another character about the young Theseus, and the possibility that
Theseus himself is narrating the events of his early life to Hecale (Gutzwiller
1981:51)," an address by a character is perhaps more likely. The use of the term
téxvov also suggests speech, and would indicate an unusual degtee of natratorial

emotion (as well as indicating Theseus’ age). F65 may also contain an apostrophe:

Enpené toL TpoEyovoa kdpng eVpeTa kaAOTTPN,

TOUEVIKOV THANU, Kal év Xepi yoiov TExovoa

155 Hollis (1990:148) follows Pfeiffer (1949-53:1.229) in taking F12-15 as narrated (sc. by the primary
narrator) in flashback after a recognition of Theseus by means of the tokens in Troezen. But he admits
that “we know very little about this part of the poem.”

211



It is not clear here whether Tov=#b: or the particle, but it is more likely to be a
narratorial apostrophe as this is a description of Hecale’s appearance iz the past, and
tov=t7bi is mote common in Callimachus (Hollis 1990:213). However, the address
could be that of a character recollecting the dead Hecale near the end of the poem. It
is also unclear whether the address to Nemesis in F116 (Aionmov €xeig, EAkdtatov
vdwp,/ Nnreing | T dpyog, &oidipog "Adpfioteia) is by a character or the primary
natrator. F137 (1&g dpéavi koxbdmor ka@nuévn apxainio) is a possible address to
a bird, which it would be more natural to regard as a character’s, but the narrator
cannot be ruled out. There is an address to an animal in F149 (kail aylod micea
yaing/ Pockeo), which may be the Marathonian bull (Heckerm’ apud Hollis
1990:317), and spoken by the narrator (so Hollis 1990:317). But this may be an
address by a character, e.g. by Hecale to an animal near her hut. The one certain
narratorial apostrophe (F172inc.sed.=F61linc.sedPf. — KoAAixbépor &ni @pnri
kaBileo mondog &mvotog) is not certainly from the Hecale (Hollis 1990:329 favours
the epic, Pfeiffer (1949-53:1.417) the Aetia).

These possibilities must modify our view of the objective, epic narrator of the Hecale.
The differences from the elegiac and hymnal voices of Callimachus should not be
exaggerated so as to shut down possible interpretations of context-less fragments.
This is particulatly true when Homeric addresses to characters (e.g. to Patroclus) are
taken into account. The Homeric model brings us to the question of the Hecale’s
genre. How like Homer should we expect it and its narrator to be? It is often
characterised as an “epyllion”, which might be taken as grounds for expecting a

greater divergence from what is characterised as “fully-fledged” Homeric epic.

The term “epyllion”, however, is a suspect one, and the category it denotes largely
lusory when applied to Hellenistic literature. Allen (1940) rightly attacked the view
exemplified by Crump (1931:22-4) that an epyllion was a short narrative poem
relating in an erudite fashion an obscure myth about a hero or heroine (as opposed to
a god), including a digression, with speech prominent. His grounds were that the
term i1s not an ancient one in the sense required (1940:4-6), and that the
characteristics of “epyllion” were not exclusive to it, but shared by other genres or

not exhaustively definitive of “epyllion” (e.g. the alleged obscurity of subject-matter,

156 Commentationum Callimachearum Capita duo (1842):79-148 on the Hecale (non vidy).
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1940:15). Allowing for Allen’s criticism, there have been more recent attempts to
defend the “epyllion” as a literary category by Hollis (1990:23-26) and Gutzwiller
(1981:2-9). Gutzwiller (1981:3) justifies her defence of the category on the grounds of
shared characteristics (brevity, use of hexameter, telling a story), but also finds a
stylistic unity to Hellenistic epyllia: “epic written in the leptotic style advocated by
Callimachus” (1981:9). This involves the subversion of “the archaic ideal” (1981:5)
and a conscious contrast with Archaic epic. Hollis (1990:25-6), on the other hand,
continues to invoke shared characteristics, such as being named after a female
character, exploting her emotions in depth, featuring direct speech, a selective

narrative style and the use of flashbacks.

But neither approach can save the epyllion. Hollis* charactetistics hardly amount to a
unified concept — elegiac poems were also commonly given women’s names (Lyd,
Leontion, Cydippe — Cameron 1995:449), and gave space to their emotions, while direct
speech, flashbacks and selective narrative are common in several genres (all three in
lyric, the former two in Homer). There is not enough to hold the epyllion together
even as a family-resemblance concept (Wittgenstein 1967:32e §67; cf. Kerkhecker
1999:8 n.50 on “gente”), where no one feature need be shared by all the objects
governed by a particular term. Furthermore, Gutzwiller’s definition cannot
distinguish epyllion from the _Argonautica, and this demonstrates the category is bogus.
Her attempts to find a tonal unity also founder on the variety of tone among poems
held to be epyllia (as Hollis 1990:24 recognises — the Exrgpa may be “charming”, but
this hardly does for the Hecale, or Euphorion).

The reason for the persistent desire to defend the epyllion, even as a “subdivision” of
epic (Gutzwiller 1981:4) is the nature of Latin “epyllia”, such as the Ciris or Catullus
64, and the belief that their poets must have had a Greek model (Hollis 1990:25). But
the affinities of these later poems, and of such lost works as Cinna’s Zmyrna or
Calvus’ Io, only point us to the non-existence of the category in eatlier Greek
literature. These poems 4o seem to have a Greek model, namely the Exropa (Cameron
1995:452), but even here there is an important difference. The Eurgpa, like the Hecale,
lacks an intrusive, very visible narrator (Hunter 1993a:114-5), in contrast to Latin

epyllia. This is one of the “significant differences between the Alexandrian epyllia and
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later Latin epyllia” (Gutzwiller 1981:2) and one which demonstrates that “epyllion” is

a category which we should abandon when discussing the Hecale and its narrator.

The Hecale, then, is epic. This is apparent in the style and language of the poem.
Several linguistic indications, for example, show that Callimachus’ “Heca/e approaches
Homer much more closely than do the hexameter Hymns” (Hollis 1990:12), such as
the use of a Homeric hexameter as far as the bucolic diaeresis at F74.22
(=04d.15.494), the greater frequency of “epic 1e” in the Hecale, and the unique
occurrence of pleonastic 8¢ e metri gratia at F113.2 (Hollis 1990:12 n.6). There is also
no extravagant dislocation of word-order in the Hecale (Hollis 1990:14 n.12 contrasts
the Hecale with AetF1.33ff. and Victoria Sosibii F384.31-2), and a likely greater
preponderance of similes of some length (cf. F18.3ff., 48.7ff., 69.11ff.). There were
probably lengthier desctiptions than elsewhere in Callimachus (e.g. F18 on the
coming of the storm), and we have fragments of the narration of the epic battle

against the bull:

ToAAG péTnv kepheoowv € népa Bvpfvavta (F165 inc.auct., surely from the

battle)

Onpog épancoag dAoov képag (F67)

0 pev eldkev, 0 & eineto vwbpog 6ditng (F68)

otéxepag: Etepov yap amndoinoe kopdvn.
g Bov, @lg] uo mavieg drétpecay, 0bdE TG ETAn

avdpa péyav kol Bfjpa teddpiov &yta idécBon (F69.1-3)

Hollis (1990:11) calls F69.2-3 “highly traditional” in its use of such Homeric models
as 1/14.294 (dg & idev, @g..) and the common epic “nor did anyone...”-pattern (cf.
also Hollis 1990:219-20). These epic featutes are largely to be exemplified via Homer,
as the only fully extant Archaic epics, but several characteristics of the Hecale seem
specifically “Homeric™: its unity of plot, and the nature of that unity, the prominence
of direct speech, the low-level of narrator-prominence (e.g. little

emotional/evaluative language). These characteristics confitm my contention (see
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1.4.2 above) that Callimachean aesthetics are not anti-Aristotelian. Nor is Aetia-

prologue about epic — Callimachus’ epic resembles Homer’s.

The extensive use of direct speech is clear from the fragments of the conversation of

Theseus and Hecale (F40ff.), which seems to have taken up a large part of the epic:

Inkog & p eipeo kai o0 [ye] paio
It Tt 081 6o TVTBOV dxoDoo

hpnig épnuain évi vaieig (F40.3-5)

The conversation of the crow and the owl (?) is also given ample space (F70-74), and
if Theseus himself narrated his eatly years in Troezen (with the obvious Homeric
parallel of 04.9-12), the proportion of speech to narrative will have been great. The
language used in these speeches is much more powerful, expressive of emotion and

judgement than that of the primary narrator:

T pev £Ye Bodéecolv Gvétpepov o€ Tig oVtawg (F48.1)

T POt AVOSPoHETNV ATE KEPKLBES, aiTE YapAdpng
TJovA D 8€ pnKeL
Jov [Alé€avto

] érepaieto monoiv: (F48.7-10)

NPVEOUNV Bavéitolo & kadéoviog dkodoat

un peto d1yv iva kol oot EmppnEop xrtdve; (F49.2-3)

ovt] ] dovrog dvoudéorv Eumnéaipt

ok®Aovg 6¢Baipoiot ko, el Béug, dpd tacaiuny (F49.14-15)

The images of rearing children with “dainties” (F48.1) and of them springing up like
aspens (F48.7-10) express Hecale’s love for her children. The latter recalls 6 &
&védpapev Epvel Toog (I/.18.56, 437), spoken by Thetis about Achilles, who was also
to die prematurely (Hollis 1990:196-7). The expression of a wish to blind Cercyon,
and eat him raw (F49.14-15) also recalls a Homeric mother with dead children
(Hecuba on Achilles, 1/24.212-3), while the description of eyes as “shameless”
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(&voudéorv) and the use of 8épig (a Homeric speech-word, Griffin 1986:38) mark the
use of evaluative language much less common in the mouth of the primary narrator.
The speech of the crow displays similar characteristics (e.g. xaxov €pyov, F70.13).
Those context-less fragments which use similar vocabulary, such as F125 (oxéthwon
aveponwv &epactieg) seem likely to be from direct speech, here perhaps an
expression of Theseus’ inability to thank the now dead Hecale (Hollis 1990:308, who
notes Diegxi.2-3 é¢more[vaklag ag eyevopévog tfig mpoodoking). The narrator is,
however, prepared to employ colloquial language, such as BéBvorto, “was stuffed”, of
being full of anger in F126, and pethaps Homertic speech-words such as 80n (four
times in the Odyssey, always in speeches) — d0mv a&mdBectov &AdAxor (F131).
However, though this is not certainly natratoral, it seems likely that if it is, it is
focalised by a character, given the use of the wotd in the Odyssey to describe Odysseus’
suffering (real or fictitious), and its description as &r66ectov or “unwanted”. The use
of speech-words in passages focalised by characters has a Homeric precedent (e.g.
1/.24.582-86, cf. de Jong 1987:110-14). The natrator also seems prepared to use low

words such as xatakaoa (F90).

The Hecale's non-intrusive narrator is also anonymous, like the Homeric narrator.
There is little quasi-biography in the epic, and no strong connection to Callimachus.
The one feature which might be taken as quasi-biographical, the employment of Attic
vocabulary (e.g. doxéving, F29, ounin, F35.1; cf. the extensive knowledge of Attic
geography and religion, Hollis 1990:8-9), is better related to the Attic setting of the

poem.

The text also displays considerable learning, generally not in the form of learned
parentheses, portraying the narrator as “scholarly”, but in forms consistent with an
anonymous epic narrator. “They say”-statements are not employed (nothing can be
made of b3€ovolv, without a context, at F151), nor is mov, to construct a scholarly
narrator (narratorial F74.25, probably by character F45.1). Much of the erudition
comes in the subtle evocation of Homeric and other literary scenes and contexts, e.g.
the echoing of Thets in the I/iad by Hecale (F48.7-10, see above) or of Achilles by
the crow (8]<e>ielog &AL’ i VOE fi Evdiog §i €oet’ Mag, F74.14, echoing 1/.21.111-12,
Achilles’ prophecy of his death). This “aesthetic” (as opposed to “scholatly” or
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“pedantic”) employment of learning can be attributed to the story-telling ability of

the epic narrator.

The narrator’s occasional explanations are also straightforwardly epic in nature. That
at F9.1 (&v yép pv Tpoilfivi kodovpaint drd métpm/ Ofike cbv dpridecov) follows
from an event in the main narrative (the sword by which Aegeus recognised
Theseus), while that in F69.1 (quoted above) fills in a detail in the main narrative
initially omitted. Neither characterises the narrator as “scholarly” and both have
Homeric precedents (e.g. the mention that the Dioscuri are dead at 1.3.243-4,
explaining their absence from Troy, and the explanation, filling in an ellipsis, about
the Bear-star, v yop 81 piv dvoye Kadloyo, dla 8edwv,/ movtoropevéuevor €
aprotepa xewpog Exovta (04.5.276-77), Richardson 1990:145-47). These explanations
do, however, draw attention to the narrator, as a forceful sign of narrator-

prominence (Chatman 1978:228).

An exception to this picture of the Hecal's narrator may be found at F85 (o0d¢
Awovioor Melovaiyhidt, tov [rolr’ Erevdfp/ eifcato, Apvaior 8¢ xopootdd ag
fiyov £optéic), a mythological correctio, but this may be an aside of the Athenian crow’s
on ancient Athens (or of the garrulous Athenian Hecale, cf. F58) rather than that of
the primary narrator. In any case, neither it nor the mythological point of information
on free passage to Hades (F99), nor the comment in F117 (Bovcéov dv 1e phona
Bodv xaAéovolv &uopPol) are as jatring or intrusive as some of the scholarship in
some of the Hymns (e.g. the aside on Lipare’s names at H.3.46-8). More problematic

in this respect is the mythological polemic in F103:

ol vv xoi 'AméAdmve tavapkéog Heliowo
x0pt Sratpiyovot kot ebmodo Anmwivny
"ApTépidog

But this too may be spoken by a character (pethaps the crow?), as the parallel of Ciris
303ff. indicates (Hollis 1990:291), spoken by Carme on the debate about Britomartis’
fate. The fragmentary nature of the Hecale makes it impossible to be sure. But the
epic’s simpler style (e.g. word-ordet, see above) and the approachability of the extant
sections (Hollis 1990:4) suggest it is unlikely to have contained a great deal of

obscure erudition on the part of the natrator.
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Nevertheless, this is still a Hellenistic poem, and no Homeric pastiche. The use of
Attic vocabulary, its neologisms and linguistic experimentation, and the employment
of comic alongside tragic elements set it apart. More impottant is its variety of tone.
Within 22 lines the epic moves from the heroic battle of Theseus and the bull (F69)
to the peculiar tale of how the crow became black (F71-F74). The entertainment of
Theseus by Hecale, where she “attempts to fulfill her duties as hostess in the heroic
manner” (Gutzwiller 1981:54) reflects almost every aspect of entertainments such as
that of Odysseus by Circe (04.10.352-72, Gutzwiller 1981:54-5), but in an
incongruously simple and rustic setting (Gutzwiller 1981:55-58). The pathos of
Hecale’s raising of her children (F48, quoted above), only to be killed by Cercyon,
and her desire for revenge (F49, quoted above), give way to the crow’s account of
personal misfortune, which Hutchinson (1988:60) regards as a parody of Hecale’s

situation (an exaggeration).

Differences are also to be found in the concentration on Hecale, significantly the
eponym of the epic, rather than the conventional hero Theseus. Many have assumed
that the treatment of the battle with the bull was accordingly brief — Hollis (1990:215)
observes that the breaking of the bull’s horn is related in a parenthesis in F69.1. This
would form an example of unusual narrative emphasis, more common in Archaic
non-epic poetry. However, F67-F69 (with F165, all quoted above) suggest this may
have been more extensively treated than often allowed. If the capture of the bull was
briefly related, this would form a rare example of non-epic manner (as opposed to
matter, e.g. telMdvwleica in F72.1 from Alcaeus F298.25, cf. Gutzwiller 1981:58-9
for F42 as recalling Sappho F152 etc.) in the epic. Another aspect, however, of the
concentration on Hecale which does seem to form a break with epic norms is the

beginning of the epic itself:

"Axtain Tig évaiev Epex0éog Ev mote youvan (F1)
Hecale receives the first mention in the first line of the poem. Cameron (1995:440)
regards this as standard procedure, “the poem began, as an epic should [my italics), in

medzas res, without even invoking the Muse [my italics]”. But this is a striking divergence

from Homer, and Greek epic in general, though there is the parallel of the .Argonantica
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(see 5.1.4 below). It may be that the Muse received a mention in the following lines:
“tell her story, Muse”, or “tell how Theseus and she met...”; but in any case her
removal from the first line is significant. Was the epic narrator of the Hecale
unepically independent from the Muse? Or is the absence of an invocation of the
Muse precisely part of a strategy of narratorial invisibility? When Apollonius’ narrator
marginalises the Muses, he does so with a bold initial first-person statement —

pvicopon (Arg1.2).

The close mimicking of epic, particularly Homer, alongside differences of tone and
treatment, should not be taken as part of a hostile attitude on the part of Callimachus
to epic or epic values. Such an attitude is taken as emblematic of epyllion by
Gutzwiller (1981:5; Hecale “anti-epic” 49, 62), while Zanker (1977) sees the Hecale as
subverting the Aristotelian analysis of epic, largely based on Homer. Hutchinson
(1988:61), on the other hand, finds in the depiction of Theseus “undiluted heroism”,
in contrast to the “bizarre and exaggerated tone” of Hecale’s desire for revenge
(1988:59), and the “wild fantasy and burlesque” of F74, so that the principal effect is
incongruous juxtaposition and violent changes of tone. All of these approaches seem
exaggerated or misguided. The Hecale is full of pathos and emotion (esp. F48, F49),
which is hardly grotesque, though also of humout, charm and oddity (F74), though
not exclusively so. It is difficult to comment on the effect of the changes between
scenes, but to judge from the ezd of the crow’s speech, with its long time-desctiption

it is unlikely that the shift was designed to jar:

TV HEV &p° O¢ popévny Vrvog AGBE, thy & olovoav.
koddpaBETnV &’ o moALOV €xi xpdMolv, alya Yop AABEV

otpneig dyyavpog, 6T oVkETL XETpeg Emaypol
eUAnTE®V: 10N YOp EwBLve A Vo poEivet,

éeider kot woh Tig dvip VdaTNYog ipotov... (F74.21-25)

Formally the Hecale is very Homeric (and Atistotelian), but its domestication of
Theseus and his presentation in a rustic setting is hardly his emasculation (cf. F67-
F69, esp. F69.3 Theseus as the &vdpa péyoav, and the pviloporia in FG69.10ff., his
killing of Sciron and Cercyron, F59-F62) or a rejection of the values he represents
(what are those? Are heroic or Archaic values unchallenged in Homer?). Describing

his presentation thus is as inaccurate as characterising his hetoism as “undiluted” or
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unchanged. Rather the hero is transformed here, as in Hellenistic poetry more generally
— myth and mythological characters are re-made to suit a different age and different
roles. But their very use forms a type of acceptance, even if they are to be radically
altered, or undercut (cf. Bulloch 1993:128-9). Theseus meets an old woman who has
undergone a type of tragedy (cf. Hutchinson 1988:57, for Hecale’s experience as
“half-tragic”), and who, though poor and rustic, treats him in heroic manner. This is
to extend the subject-matter and agents of epic, though not without precedent
(Hecale was once prosperous, F41, and Eumaeus in the Od. forms an obvious model
for her hospitality), and not to breaking-point (pace Zanker 1977). Part of the
motivation for presenting Theseus in such a context may be the feeling that such
heroes of the distant past were more like Hecale than Philadelphus the urban
sophisticate (cf. Ovid, Fasti 1.198-99: dum nova Roma fuit,/ dum casa Martigenam capicbat

parva Quirinum). Hence the Hecale would be realism, not rejection.
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3.8 Overview

The centrality of the voice of the primary narrator to the poetry of Callimachus is
clear. The narrator is regularly made prominent through the use of formal devices
such as the opening narratorial questions of H.1, the exclamations which begin H.2
or the use of extensive quasi-biography. More importantly, the primary narrator is
used to create broader effects, such as the developing ritual scenes of the mimetic
hymns, and to provide unity to a work (e.g. Aez. 1-2) or a book (e.g. the Iambi, where
the collection charts the progress of the narrator towards the Hipponactean ideal

recommended in the first poem).

There is extensive vatiation in the degree to which the narrator is based on the
historical author. This is clear from the variation within the Hymns. H.1 has lttle
quasi-biography and no explicit identification of narrator and author, but aspects
such as the erudition displayed by the narrator recall the historical author. H.2 has a
narrator much closer to the author, with a correspondingly greater use of quasi-
biography. The narrator develops gradually, at times seemingly a worshipper, the
master of ceremonies and the “poet”. A careful ambiguity is also maintained as to the
identity of the narrator in relation to the chorus which appears to sing in H.2. This
plays with the ambiguities thought to be present in Archaic poetry, particularly
Pindar’s P.5, with a choral form but a personalised voice. H.3 has little quasi-
biography, and the narrator does not appear to resemble the author. H.4 has a
narrator closely associated with the Muses, who fulfil a similar interlocutory role as in
the Aetia, implying a narrator close to the author. In H.5 the narrator’s identity is
ambiguous between female worshipper/priest and male author, which reflects the
sexual ambiguity of the characters. In H.6 the narrator is explicitly not the author but
a female worshipper, and any erudite allusions have to be refetred to the implied

author.

In the Aetia the natrator is cleatly closely related to the historical author, as indicated
by the extensive quasi-biographical material such as nationality, dislike of travel and
perhaps self-naming. The lambi display primary natrators which are usually even

closer to the historical author. There is a great deal of quasi-biographical material,
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such as erotic involvements, a dislike of travel, being a teacher, quarrelling about
poetry. In the Lyrics there is much less quasi-biography, although the narrator does
resemble the historical author to a degree. In the Hecal, however, there is no quasi-
biography, the prominence of the narrator is very low, and there seems to be no

connection to the author.

The importance of Archaic (non-epic) narratorial voices to Callimachus’ narrators is
apparent in the generally high-level of narrator-prominence, the exploitation of the
relationship of narrator and author, and the cotresponding gap between them.
Archaic poems exploit the gap to create a fiction of extempore compositon,
Callimachus uses the gap to create narrators with ambiguous identities (e.g. in the
Hymns), and to ironise his narrators. This creation of self-itony well illustrates the

complex adaptation of Archaic voices in Callimachus.

Archaic “moralising”, for example, is harnessed to undercut the authority of the
narrator in H.1. The narrator rejects a myth in 2 manner reminiscent of Pindar, but in
doing so strongly implies his own account may not be true, and that he aims at
plausibility, rather than truth. This in itself develops Archaic passages about the
potential falsity of some poetic accounts. But such passages were foils to emphasise
an Archaic narrator’s own truth. In Callimachus they are used to ironise the narrator.
In H.6 we also find “moralising” and echoes of Archaic poetry (Hesiod). The
narrator is presented in such a way, however, as to emphasise the simplicity of her

moral attitudes, and their self-centred nature.

There is a widespread concern in Callimachus to account for the knowledge of the
narrator — to give his “sources”. These can be scholatly, such as Xenomedes in Aetia
F75, or divine, such as the Muses in Aetia 1-2. In the Hymns the knowledge the
narrators display varies according to their hypothetical sources — the narrator in H.3
resembles an epic &o1d6g, which permits omniscience on the model of the Homeric
narrator (with the Muses behind him), while the natrator in the obliquely indicated
sympotic setting of H.1 avoids direct speech in his natrative and relies on surmise
(Harder 1992:392-3). Those in H.2 and H.5 are similatly strongly fixed in their

mimetic settings, but their extensive knowledge can be accounted for by portraying
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their narratives as part of a pre-existing mass of stories or as explicitly not the

narrator’s (H.2.30f., H.5.55f., Harder 1992:391).

Such a concern should be related to the problem of the authority and status of the
poet in Hellenistic poetry. The detailing of sources, the regular undercutting of
narratorial authority and the creation of narrators with ambiguous identities are all at
the same time expressions of a concern about how to create new poetic voices and
strategles for the creation of such voices. Nevertheless, not all narrators in
Callimachus are presented ironically or undercut. The narrator in the Hecale is not
ironised, nor is that of H.4. Both poems demonstrate that Callimachus is prepared to

include passages of heightened tone which is not subsequently punctured.

Callimachus’ mimetic hymns are among the most important texts for illustrating the
use of Archaic narratorial voices and effects in Hellenistic poetry. They develop
Archaic effects such as pseudo-intimacy created by the reperformance or rereading
of Sappho’s poetry, the fiction of ongoing extempore composition in Archaic poetry
(e.g- Pindar’s epinicians), and the fictionalised settings or developments in Archaic
poetry (e.g. Archilochus). This appears more likely than the mimetic hymns being
prompted by ambiguity about first-person statements in Pindar, or the mere fact of

encountering Archaic poetry as text.
g p

The adaptation of Archaic models also helps to demonstrate that the so-called
“programmatic” passages in Callimachus do not form a literary-critical manifesto.
Models for the function, position and imagery of the end of H.2, for example, reveal
that it restates its own poetic worth at the end of the poem (in 105-13), a function
familiar from Archaic poetry. The scene is more concrete than its Archaic
equivalents, but it plays the same role. The Aetia-prologue too, at the beginning of
the Aetia, operates as a captatio. Though it too is a more concrete scene, it should be
explained in terms of its function within the Aeza. Callimachean aesthetics, such as

they are, are revealed by Callimachean practice, not in a dedicated “programme”.
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4. The Narrators of Theocritus

4.1 Mime, Monologue and Primary Narrators

4.1.1 The Corpus and its Groups

The extant Theoctitean corpus of some thirty poems (excluding the epigrams)
contains a wide variety of material encompassing bucolic poetry, hymns, erotic
poems, encomiastic vetse and epic. Some of this material, at least, is of doubtful
authenticity, either clearly not by Theocritus (e.g. Th.27) or with little to support such
an asctiption (e.g. Th.25, Gow 1950:i1.439). However, as in many cases the doubtful
poems can help illustrate aspects of Theoctitus’ experiments with voice, being at the
very least good evidence of his reception and understanding (or misunderstanding,
cf. Th.9 and 4.4.5 below), only those poems which are too brief to be of use in a
study of primary narrators (e.g. Th.19, and the epigrams), will be ignored.

The nature of the collection as it stands makes analysis of the different patterns and
trends in the use of narratorial voice difficult — the collection was never meant to
stand as a poetry-book on its own (contrast the Hyzns of Callimachus), though parts
of it have been thought to form such a group (e.g. various groupings of more or less
“bucolic” poems, such as Th.1-7, Lawall 1967). The eatliest, perhaps third-century,
collection of Theoctitus’ poetry may even have advertised its variety and heterogenity,
which may be the force of the term £id0AAov (from £idog, “type” or “kind”, cf.
Gutzwiller 1996:130). Because of the complicated nature of the collection, and its
piecemeal development (cf. Gutzwiller 1996:123-8 with appendix), I shall treat it
thematically, rather than by taking each individual poem in order.

The poems display a great variety of voices and speakers, from a lovesick goatherd

(Th.3) to a Syracusan poet strongly recalling the historical Theocritus (Th.28),"’ to an

157 T assume that Theocritus was so called, was born in Syracuse and worked for a time at Alexandria.
See Dover (1971:xix-xxi) for a convenient summary of the evidence.
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ambiguous figure of uncertain relationship to the author (Th.7). The poems might be

grouped into a number of different categories which often cut across each other:

Narrator is a character cleatly not the author (Th.2, 3, 9, 12, 20).
Natrator is closely associated with the author (Th.11, 13, 16, 17, 28).
Narrator is vaguely associated with the author (Th.6, 7, 18, 21, 29, 30).
Narrator resembles an epic or hymnal &owd6g (Th.22, 24, 25).

Narrator is “choral” (Th.26).

Narrator is unprominent (Th.6, 8, 18, 23, 27).

Mimes/dialogues without a primary narrator (Th.1, 4, 5, 10, 14 and 15)

N e e Lo

These divisions are merely some of the more obvious narratological ones — the
poems could be further divided as to their “bucolic” or rustic setting or subject-
matter, the prominence of love as a theme, their similarity to epic, or their metre (the
majority are in hexameters, but Th.8 employs elegiac couplets at 33-80, and Th.28-30
are in a variety of lyric metres). The degree and manner of the adaptation of Archaic
poetty, e.g. in the adaptation of some of the features we have seen in Callimachus
(moralising persona, relationship of author to narrator, pseudo-intimacy etc.),
likewise vary greatly across these different poems. The impression of variety is
undoubtedly increased by the nature of the collection, clearly not the design of the
author, but the polyphony and variety of voices, including Archaic ones, employed by

Theocritus is still an integral element in his poetry.

4.1.2 Narrative and Mime

Those poems of Theocritus which will be studied will be those with a ptimary
narrator, whose narrative is introduced “without quotation marks” (Hutchinson
2001:x), and who forms the first-level mediator of the story for the audience. This
means excluding those dialogue poems or “mimes” of Theoctitus where there is no
mediating narrator and a dramatic setting is developed, i.e. Th.1, 4, 5, 10, 14 and 15
(group 7 above).

These dramatic poems form one strategy for avoiding many of the problems of voice

and viewpoint which concerned Hellenistic poets (Seeck 1975:203-7, Goldhill
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1986:29-32), a way of portraying human behaviour and engaging with earlier literary
treatments without becoming involved in the difficulties of the authority and status
of the poet (see 1.3 above). But these problems, and Theocritus’ approach to them,
are in fact particulatly clear in those poems where there is a primary narrator. It is in
these poems that Theoctitus’ concern with differing points of view and competing
voices is at its most appatent — e.g. when frame is played off against inset and the
authority of the ptimary narrator fractured (Goldhill 1991:254 on Th.11, and see 4.4
below). It is also in these poems that clear comparisons can be made with Archaic
models and with the contemporary poetry of Callimachus and Apollonius in their use

of ptimary narrators.

The dramatic monologues in the Theocritean corpus (Th.2, 3, 12, 20, 29), for
example, show marked similarities to the mimetic hymns of Callimachus. Though
the situation is in one sense “dramatic”, the audience only has access to the events of
the story through the sole speaker, who should therefore be designated the primary
narrator. In all five of the monologues the situation is “mimetic” in the sense that the
audience is left to deduce the setting from the narratot’s words (cf. Hopkinson
1988:154 on Th.2). Th.2 is set at the casting of a spell against the narrator’s lover
(pirov katadfoopor &vdpa, 3), Th.3 for the most part outside Amaryllis’ cave (ti p
obkétL todt0 kat dvipov/ moapkdmrolce koAelg, 6-7), Th.12 at the return of the
narrator’s eromenos ("HAvleg, & ¢ihe kodpe, 1), Th.20 before an audience of
shepherds (mowuéveg, eimaté por 10 xpnyvov, 19), and Th.29 at a symposium
(nedbovrag, 2, Gow 1950:i1.505, Hunter 1996:176)."® The situation in Th.20 and 29
is static, while that in Th.2 and 3 clearly develops as the narrators react to “present
events”. Simaetha in Th.2 first instructs her slave and then upbraids her for her
carelessness in carrying these instructions out: AN éninacoe/ OectvAl. deldaia, &
106 epeEvog éxmemotocar; (18-9), while the goatherd in Th.3 wishes to be the bee
which flies past him (ai6e yevoipav/ & Boppedoa péiiooa, 12-3, Dover 1971:113),
and feels his eye twitch (&GAleTon dpBoApos pev 6 de&iog, 37). In Th.12, however, in
contrast both to the developing action of Th.2 and 3, and the static Th.20 and 29, it
is not so much the situation that changes as the thought of the narrator. In the

movement from delight in the opening lines, to the wish for immortality in lines 10-

158 As Hunter (1996:176) notes the symposium is the setting for most Theognidean paederastic verse,
as probably also for Alcaeus, who is quoted at the beginning of the poem (F366). Cf. also Call. H.1.1.
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21, to the comments about Diocles and the Megarians (27-37), the poem seems to
depict the speaket’s state of mind (Cairns 1972:30) and its changing state (Walsh
1990:18-20).

The oblique indication of the setting, the development of the scene, and the
depiction of a ritual in Th.2 all parallel Callimachus’ mimetic hymns."” But one major
difference lies in the treatment of the audience. In Th.2, for example, the rite
depicted is a private one, a spell against a lover. This contrasts with the public festivals
portrayed in Callimachus (e.g. the Cyrenean Carneia in H.2). Furthermore in
Callimachus the audience is treated as if present at the rite itself (oby opéog;, H.2.4)
and plural imperatives such as ebonueit’ (H.2.17) “include” the audience of the
hymn (even where the ritual audience is female, as in H.6). In Theocritus, however,
the audience is eavesdropping — the primary narrator is “unaware” of their presence,
and confines his/her speech to very restricted silent “intetlocutors” — Thestylis in
Th.2, Tityrus and Amaryllis in Th.3, the eromenos in Th.12 and 29, and the shepherds
in Th.20. The private setting for these Theocritean monologues resembles that of
Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus, set at a private symposium (ropd onovdfiowv, H.1.1). But

there the setting is not much developed, nor is there a strongly felt private addressee.

The closest parallel is the pseudo-intimacy created in Archaic poetry such as
Sappho’s, where the (secondary) audience feels transported to a private setting or
group of friends, without being explicitly included in that citcle (again, eavesdropping
without the knowledge of the narrator). When Sappho bids Abanthis sing, evoking a
private gathering of women (kJéAopon 6™ &[eidnv/ Tolyybrav ["ABlaver, F22.9-10) it
not only the names but the setting of the poem which make the audience feel it has
access to a normally closed world. The specific addressees in sympotic poetry (e.g.
nove [kol péBv @) Medavinm &’ €pot, Alcaeus F38A.1) play a similar role: the
audience feels admitted to a private situation, but one in which its presence is not
acknowledged (see 2.1.1 above). As if to mark its connection with this type of
sympotic poem, Th.29 begins with a quotation from such a poem of Alcaeus

(“Olvog, & @ile mod,” Aéyetan, “koi &A&Bea”, 1 — cf. Alcaeus F366).

159 Note also the female narrator of Th.2 next to that of H.6.
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4.2 Quasi-biography, Characterisation and the Monologues

It is in the dramatic monologues, where the natrator is not a projection of the author,
that the most explicit quasi-biographical material is to be found, though only in one
(Th.2) do we hear the name of the narrator (Simaetha, Th.2.101). Because Th.29
displays a closer association between narrator and historical author, I discuss it at
length in the next section, though in terms of the degree of quasi-biography it is in

line with the other dramatic monologues.

In Th.2, 3 and 20 (clearly an imitation of Th.3, Gow 1950:11.364), there is extensive

self-description of the physical appearance of the narrator, e.g.:

N pé& Y€ 101 OLUOG KoTaoivopon EYYDOEY AREY,

vOpeo., xoi tpoyévelog; (3.8-9 — a goatherd)
SppaT pot YAavkag xapomatepa moAlov 'AB&vag (20.25 — an oxherd)

In Th.2, the sorceress Simaetha describes rather the effect of her love on her
appearance (10 8¢ k&AAog €téxero, 83, cf. also 88ff). In Th.12, however, though
there is extensive first-person narration, little in this vein is revealed to the audience,
the poem concentrating rather on the wishes of the narrator for his future love. In
fact, of all of the monologues Th.12 has the most subtly characterised narrator. The
nature of the speakers of Th.2, 3 and 20 is clearly and quickly identified: Simaetha
proclaims that she will bind her faithless lover with fire-spells at Th.2.10, then
addresses the Moon, while the goatherd of Th.3 announces his intention to serenade
Amaryllis and asks Tityrus to mind his goats (1-3). The natrator of Th.20 quotes
Eunica’s dismissive reproach that he, an oxherd, would want to kiss her (20.2-10).
But the rusticity of the narrator of Th.12 is less obvious — apparent from the nature
of the similes in 3-9 (“‘as spring is sweeter than wintet, as apple than sloe, as the ewe
deeper of fleece than the lamb...”) and his manner of expression in 23-4: £yod 8¢ oe
OV koAOV aivéwv/ webddeo pvog Omepbev &poufic odk avagdcw (Giangrande

1986:42).
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In all of the monologues, alongside natration of the “present” feelings and actions of
the narrator (see 4.1.2 above), there is much on the background to the current
situation — Simaetha tells us of her recent abandonment (4£f.), her original infatuation
(76£f.), her seduction (40-1, 100£f.), the discovery of her betrayal (145ff.) etc. Similarly
in Th.3.28-34 we are told of the signs of a lack of love from Amaryllis, in Th.12.1-2
that the absence of the lover is at an end, and in Th.20.1-18 of Eunica’s disdain and
the oxherd’s anger. But in contrast to these latter three monologues, this background
information does not seem to be used to satirise Simaetha (Dover 1971:95). Her
sentence structure is simple, as is her vocabulary, and the emotional language she
employs (téhag, 4, Téhorvay, 40, delhondg, 83) is appropriate for one betrayed in
love and executing her revenge. The magical, ritual setting of the poem accounts for
such elements as the hymn-like farewell to the Moon (165f.). When she mentions a
mythic parallel (Theseus and Ariadne) at 45-6 by using a “they say”-statement (pov1ti,
45), this 1s not “scholarly” (contrast the use in the Argonantica), but suggests rather
only a vague familiarity with the legend. The wider world of Simaetha, and therefore
a certain pseudo-intimacy, is effectively rendered by the mention of the names of
various other characters: not only Thestylis (1), who appears to be her slave, but also
& TobBobrolo kavapdpog Eppy "Avagd (66), and & e Prrictoag/ pdtnp Tag GUaS
avAntpidog (145-6) etc. This should be placed alongside the pseudo-intimate nature

of the monologue setting itself.

In the other monologues, too, the natrators speak as befits their characters, e.g. in the
rustic similes of Th.12.3-9, or the goatherd’s love-gift of apples at Th.3.10-11. But in
these poems the narrators are also ironised by their words and situation. The
goatherd of Th.3 is engaged in a rustic version of an urban paraclausithyron (kepédcdo,
1, Gow 1950:1.64, Dover 1971:112), the cave of Amaryllis replacing the city-house,
the collapse outside the cave (and predicted death by wolves) replacing the lover’s
sleep on the doorstep (Hunter 1999:107, 128-9). Not only is the goatherd out of
place in such a situation, there is also further irony, for example, in his attempts at a
heightened tone in his song (3.40-51). Here he cites vatious mythological exempla,
which he naively takes to parallel his situation. He thinks of Hippomenes, for
example, as having offered apples as love-tokens for Atalanta (Th.3.40-2), as he
himself has done (Gow 1950:1i.73), rather than as instruments for distracting her in a

race. This naive “re-writing” of myth, alongside the less-than-happy ending of all five
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of the myths he cites (at least in some versions, Hunter 1999:123), marks his words
as ironising. This is further heightened by his presentation as an initiate into the
mysteries Iasion knew in a mock ritual address (66" 0¥ nevoeioBe, BéBador, 51, thus
including Amaryllis), which playfully refers to Amaryllis’ ignorance of love with the
goatherd, a doubtful privilege (Hunter 1999:128).

A similar ironising of the speaker is achieved in Th.20, which as a whole is strongly
imitative of Th.3 (Gow 1950:1.364). He too ends his speech with the citation of
mythic exempla of love for oxherds (Th.20.34ff): Adonis, Endymion, Attis and
Ganymede. The first two he shatres with the goatherd of Th.3 (who cites Bias,
Adonis, Endymion, Hippomenes and Atalanta, and Iasion). Again, the unhappy
endings of three, at least, of Th.20’s myths is unfortunate, but still more ironic is the
claim that Eunica, for rejecting him, is & KuBéhog xpéccwv xai Kompidog nde
Teldvog (43), which suggests the oxherd thinks of himself as a worthy consort of
goddesses. He has already claimed to have brighter eyes than Athena (25, quoted
above), and to explain Eunica’s unwillingness he asks whether the gods have taken

away his beauty:

apd g eEamnivag pe Bedg Ppotov dAlov Etevée;

Kol yop épol 10 maporBev EndvBeev adb TL kdAAog (20-1)

But the truth is perthaps somewhat different, as Eunica’s reproach suggests: yeiled
TOlL VOGEOVTL, XEPEG 8E TOl Evil pédava,/ kol koakov ££66deig (9-10). This oxherd
has a much inflated opinion of himself and his beauty, but the poems which his
rustic boasts echo undercut him. He claims about himself that 10 otépo & od
raxtag &naddtepov (26),'" a comically rustic comparison which recalls the Cyclops’
description of Galatea as Aevkétepo maktdg (Th.11.20), but also Sappho’s phrase
nakTidog &dvuerestépa (F156). The oxherd’s language resembles that of another
rustic lover with no hope of satisfaction, and also bathetically transforms Sappho’s
harp into a vat of cream-cheese. This ironic attitude to rusticity is also to be found to
a degree in Th.12 (Giangrande 1986:42-4), but the most important element there is
the lover’s self-delusion (Hunter 1996:186ff. and see 4.5 below).

160 Though the adjective is uncertain, Gow 1950:11.367.
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4.3 Narrator and Author

4.3.1 Nicias (Th.11, 13, 28)

In contrast to the monologues, in those poems where the natrator is to be associated
to some degree with the author quasi-biography is often more oblique, though even
within this class of poem there is variety. In Th.11, 13, and 28 we are given oblique
indications of the narrator’s nationality, and more importantly his friends. The
Cyclops, long associated with Sicily (cf. Thuc.6.2.1, Hunter 1999:226), 1s desctibed as
6 mop apiv (Th.11.7), “my countryman”, while the distaff which the narrator
addresses in Th.28 is similarly dppetépag..&nd xB6vog (28.16), its city the véow
Tpwvakpiog pdedov (28.18). But we hear nothing about the appearance or the name

of the narrator.

The narrator is filled out, however, by his relationship to his friend Nicias, addressee
of Th.11 and 13. He is desctibed as a doctor (Th.11.5, Th.28.19-20) and also beloved
of the Muses and Graces (Th.11.6, Th.28.7). His wife, Theugenis, is named twice in
Th.28 (13, 22), and the narrator predicts her future fame as eboddxartog (28.22)
when she has received her distaff. This is to be a token of their friendship, reminding
her of t® @Aaoidw.Eévw (28.23), explicitly marking the narrator as a poet.
Furthermore, he describes himself as about to engage on a journey (28.5) to Miletus
(méMv &g Neideog ayAdav, 28.3) to place this distaff in Theugenis’ hands (28.9).

It seems preferable (pace Gow 1950:1i.495) not to take this piece of quasi-biography
literally, but in the same manner as Pindaric statements of his song travelling (e.g. &ni
naoog OAkddog Ev T dkdtw, YAUKET &owdd,/ o1ely’, N.5.3-4). The narrator of Th.28
complicates the image by portraying himself as also travelling, which appears also to
develop Pindaric passages where the natrator speaks of himself as having travelled to
the victor’s house, e.g. £otav & &’ abdieiong OOpag/ &vdpods @ro&eivov koAl

HeATOpEVog/ EvBa pot apuddiov/ detrvov kexdopntar (N.1.19-22).
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Such images of welcome at the house of a friend are also reflected in Th.28 where
the narrator imagines being favourably received: &nmwg EEvvov Euov Tépyop’ (dwv
kavtipiAnBéw (28.6). But the title of the poem itself is "Alaxdra, and though
certainty is impossibly as to the title’s antiquity, it is very apt. Hence it is not the
distaff but the Distaff which the narrator is sending, and it is this which will win
Theugenis fame and attest to her friendship with a poet. The address to & @iAép18°
dhaxdato (28.1) then also becomes an address to the poem itself, which further
recalls Pindaric addresses such as that in N.5 (quoted above, cf. Hopkinson 1988:172
for later parallels). The natrator can be said to be travelling with his poem as he i1s

inscribed within it.

The natrator of Th.13 begins by correcting an eatlier misapprehension he shared
with Nicias, that love was created only for them (13.1-4). This, and the
announcement in Th.11 that the only cure for love is poetry (11.1-4) have led to
speculation about the poems being different forms of consolation for a lovesick
Nicias (cf. Gow 1950:1i.209), but in the absence of external evidence it seems best to
regard both such situations as quasi-biographical settings which the poems
themselves construct. In any case, Th.11 begins by pointing out Nicias’ dual status as
doctor and poet (11.5-6), argues that poetty is the only drug for love, and ends by
claiming that Polyphemus did himself more good by singing than by spending gold
(11.80-1), another reference to the medical profession. An assumption that Nicas, as

opposed to a hypothetical patient of his, is in love seems therefore unwarranted.

Nicias’ role as addressee in Th.11 and 13, alongside his presence in Th.28, itself
develops Archaic models. Though Th.11 and 13 are often referred to as “poetic
epistles” (e.g. Gow 1950:i1.208), the evidence for such “epistles” in Greek poetry is
very weak (Hunter 1999:261), and the best parallel for Nicias’ role is the role of the
addressee in Archaic lyric and elegiac sympotic poetry (Bowie 1996:95). In neither
Th.11 nor 13 is there any indication of “sending” the poem (Hunter), and a poem
addressed to an individual, citing mythological exempla for love can be paralleled

from the Theognidean corpus:

ToSOPLAETY 3¢ TL TEPTTVOV, €Tel mote kail Tavoundovg
fipato kol Kpovidng dbovatov Baciiede,
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oVt pn Bovpale, Tipwvidn, odveka K&y

E€e@dvny xodoD moudog Epott dapeig. (Theognis 1345-6, 1349-50)

West (1989-92:11:66) cautiously attributes these lines to one Euenus (F8c), but they
are still to be dated to the fifth century and hence provide a good example of the sort

of sympotic address Theocritus is developing.

Theognis also provides an important parallel for Nicias in a different sense: Cyrnus,
the addressee of a large proportion of the corpus. Whatever the merits of Cyrnus’
presence in a poem as an indication of its authenticity (see 2.3.1.1 n.56 above), his
name connects the narrator of the elegies in which it appears much more closely to

the historical Theognis. In both ways, then, Nicias recalls the function of Cyrnus.

Two more poems in addition to Th.11 and 13 begin with addresses to named
individuals — Th.6 and Th.21. In neither case is the narrator very visible (though the
narratorial frame has an important function in Th.6, see 4.4.2 below). Th.6 begins by
addressing a statement about the meeting of Damoetas and Daphnis to “Apate (6.2),
while Th.21 (which Gow 1950:1.369 suspects as post-Theoctitean) begins with a
gnome about poverty addressed to one Diophantus: ‘A mevia, Alégavte, povo 1ag
téxvog Eyeipet (21.1). The Aratus of Th.6 is perhaps to be identified with the person
mentioned in Simichidas’ song in Th.7 as in love with Philinus (7.98), whom
Simichidas addresses with erotic advice ("Apate, 7.122). As all the commentators
note (Gow 1950:11.118-9, Dover 1971:141-2, Hunter 1999:243), there is little evidence
to support an identification with the poet of the Phaenomena. In fact, the mention of
Aratus in Th.7 may be part of the play with the relationship of Simichidas to
Theocritus (see below), given his address in Th.6, particularly if this is meant to
convey (or to purport to do so) the feelings of the historical author for Aratus as
Bowie (1996:95) suggests.'®

161 Bowie further suggests that Th.7 is meant in similar fashion to convey Simichidas’ feelings for
kohog "Apdvriyog (7.132), one of his companions (1996:96-98).
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4.3.2 Encomia (Th.16, 17)

In contrast to the Nicias-poems, Th.16 and 17 contain less to connect the natrator
ditectly with the historical Theoctitus, though such an association is still attractive.
The narrator of Th.16 is a praise-poet bemoaning modern unwillingness to employ
poets and praising the ruler of Syracuse, Hiero II (Iépwv mpotéporg icog Mphecot,
16.80), while the narrator in Th.17 is engaged on an encomium of Ptolemy
Philadelphus (&vdpdv & ad Iltolepoiog évi wpdtowot Aeyécbw, 17.3). Both
situations suggest a professional poet associated with Sicily and Egypt, hence
pointing us towards the historical author. But there is much less background detail or
quasi-biography in these two poems, despite the relatively high degree of narratoral
intrusion. There are first-person forms in Th.16 at 4 (twice), 6, 9, 14, 66, 67, 68
(twice), 73, 101, 106 (twice), 107, 108, 109, along with the regular expression of
opinion and desire, e.g.: adtap £yd TNV TE kol GvEpdTOV EUAOTNTR/ TOAADV
Nudvev e kai itrov npdcbev edoipav, 16.66-7. So central is the figure of the
narrator in Th.16 that Austin comments that “the poetic self becomes the real
subject of the poem” (1986:108), though it is a misunderstanding to suggest that the
laudandus is therefore displaced (so Austin 1986:122). In Th.17 we find, for example,
regular apostrophe of vatious figures: the Muses (17.1), Aphrodite (17.45-50),
Deipyle, mother of Diomedes (53-4), Ptolemy himself (17.56-9, 135-7), as well as
very many first-person forms.' But there is little quasi-biography except for an

explicit self-characterisation as “poet” or “bard”:
p p

aupeg 8¢ Bpotol oide, Bpotodvg Ppotol &eidwpev (Th.16.4)

£€ocetan oDtog &vip Og £ued keypnoet &owdod (Th.16.73)

TPWEG, Tol TPOGOEV A’ MUIBEWV EYEVOVTO,
peEavteg koAl Epya Gopdv EkDpnoav &oddv:
ovTop £ym ITtodepolov EMOTANEVOG KOAN EITETY

vpvicou’ (Th.17.5-8)

Both narrators, then, show some affinity towards the hymnal or epic &o1ddg-

narrators of Th.22, 24 and 25, particularly clear in the case of Th.17. This is a

162 1n lines 1, 2, 7, 8, 11, 135, 136, 137.
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“hymn” for Ptolemy (cf. bpviicoup’” above), with a hymnal close strongly reminiscent
of the Homeric Hymns. But the most striking difference within these different
Theocritean narratots is the much greater intrusion to be found in Th.16 and 17 as
compared both with Th.22, 24, and 25 and with the Homeric Hymns themselves (see
2.3.1 — note that Th.17 restricts first-person forms to the beginning and end of the
poem in the manner of most Homeric Hymns, cf. n.162). Nevertheless, the only other
(very unusual) piece of quasi-biography in either poem is the presentation in Th.16 of
the npetépag Xdpitag (16.6) in terms reminiscent of begging children, who return
home empty-handed, oxv{épevor yvpvoic mooiv (16.8, Merkelbach 1952:314-8,
Hunter 1996:92-3), but who are also said to reside xevedg &v mvOpévr xniod (16.10),
a reference to an anecdote about Simonides, who kept one chest for money and
another for x&pireg, “thanks” (T22 Campbell 1982-93.i11, £ ad Ar.Pax 695ff., Hunter
1996:100). In any case the narrator is briefly figured as a sort of “Fagin” who sends
songs out to provide for him, a striking domestication of the Archaic lyric praise-
poet’s “sending out” of his song across the sea (Hunter 1996:93, and see N.5.3-4

above).

4.3.3 Naidika (Th.29, 30)

Different again from the preceding poems are the last two poems in the collection,
the paederastic (and lyric) 29 and 30, which provide much “information” about the
narrator. Strictly speaking, Th.29 is a monologue, which obliquely indicates its setting
(see 4.1.2 above) and is addressed to the natratot’s eromenos (as is Th.12, another
paederastic poem). Hence its quasi-biography ought also to be compared to the
significant amount in the other monologues (see above). But its similarity in metre
and dialect to Th.30 (both in Aeolic, 29 in the “Sapphic fourteen-syllable” of
Sappho’s second book, 30 in the “Greater Asclepiad” of Sappho’s third; cf. Hunter
1996:172), as well as its treatment of the narrator mean it is also better examined

alongside it.
The first-person natrative suggests a connection to the author (by the

“autobiographical assumption”), as does the subject-matter, love. Callimachus’

epigrams, for example, are much more likely to be spoken by “Callimachus” if erotic
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(the only exception being ep.25, which contains no reference to narrator or
addressee, and natrates the betrayal of Ionis entitely in the third person). As opposed
to Th.12, there are no indications here of a rusticity which might tell against an
association with Theocritus, and the poem is often taken (e.g. by Gow 1950:1i.504) as
addressed to a boy to whom Theocritus is devoted. The quasi-biographical material
here emphasises the natrator’s attraction to the boy (10 yap aipiov tag Lolag Exw/
C& tav oav idéav, 29.5-6), his love and the pains the boy causes him (tov giAéovt’
ovioug 8idav, 29.9), his having been overcome by Eros (kdue por8axov €€ énoénoe
cwapin, 29.24), and his willingness to do anything for his love (V0v pév xéni 1&
xpoowo par’ Evekev oébev, 29.37). The picture is one of complete (and one-sided)
infatuation, which makes the likelihood of the narrator’s plea that the boy be faithful,
with the promise of a lasting friendship in the future, seem very remote, and provides
much of the irony in the narrator’s words (see 4.5 below). We also learn of the
relative ages of the narrator and his lover (&AA" ai pot 11 wiBoio véog TPOYEVECTEP®,

29.10), though their position as erastes and eromenos is clear enough in any case.

Th.30 begins with an exclamation by the narrator about his afflicion (t@de
voonpatog, 30.1) which turns out to be a passion for a boy. He has been suffering
for two months (30.2), and the sickness comes and goes (30.5), but he predicts that
soon there will be no escape even in sleep (30.6). This is because of an incident £)0eg
(30.7): the boy glanced at the narrator, with the result that £uefev 8¢ mAéov 1dig
kpadiag hpog edpdEato (30.9). Again, as in Th.29, the first-person natration and the

subject-matter suggest, at least, an association with the historical author.

There then follows the most surprising aspect of the quasi-biography in the poem —
the narration of a conversation with the narrator’s own Ovpdg. The narrator
reproaches his Ovpog with the inappropriateness of such behaviour at his age
(Th.30.12-15), which Hunter compares to the fathers of comedy lecturing their sons
(1996:182, citing e.g. Terence, 44.685-95). The 8vudg, in contrast, appeals to reason
— Eros is the 8éog 8¢ xai Alog E€ocpore péyav voov (30.30) — in defence of its

passionate behaviour (Hutchinson 1988:169, and see further 4.5 below).

4.3.4 Thalysia (Th.7)
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Perhaps the most important (and most famous) play with quasi-biography, the
autobiographical assumption and the relationship between narrator and author in
Theocritus is that in Th.7, the Thalysia. The poem begins with a first-person

statement:

A 7 4 s > 2 ’. b b 2 A 4
Hg xpdvog avik’ éyav te koi Ebxpirog eig tov “Adevia

elpmopeg €k moAiog, GUV kol Tpitog Gupy "Apdvrag. (7.1-2)

This statement is about the pass, which not only distances the narrative (Goldhill
1991:226), but also strengthens the impression that the first person refers to a
narrator closely connected to the historical author, by the autobiographical
assumption (see above). The fact that the narrator comes €k mwoAog (7.2) and 1s a
friend of the Coan aristocracy (7.4-7, Hunter 1999:153), further supports the view
that the narrator is “Theocritus”, as later does the narrator’s address of an addressee
of Theocritus (Aratus, 7.122, cf. Th.6.2 and see above) in a “bucolic” song. It comes,
then, as a surprise when the narrator is addressed by Lycidas as Zipiyido (7.21).
There are parallels, as Bowie (1985:67) notes, for Greek poems which open with a
first-person which is later revealed as not referring to the poet (e.g. Archilochus F19),
but such an effect in a narrative about the past is most akin to that in Plato’s Lyss or
Republic where the fact that the narrator is Socrates (rather than Plato) is only revealed

some way into the works (Hunter 1999:145).

There have been numerous attempts to establish the relationship between Simichidas
and Theocritus (or “Theoctitus”), e.g. the suggestion that the identity is complete,
and Simichidas is perhaps an alias (rather than a disguise) for Theocritus, rather as
Sicelidas for Asclepiades (used at Th.7.40), the view favoured by Gow (1950:11.128-9),
or that there is probably a complete disjunction between the two (Hutchinson
1988:203-4), or that Simichidas is Theocritus’ fictional delegate, who meets another
fictional character, Lycidas (Bowie 1985:77), because Theocritus himself could not
converse with a figure from Philetan pastoral (which Bowie suggest Lycidas is). The
identity of Lycidas is another problematic aspect of the poem (see 4.4.3 below), but
the absence of any evidence for the existence of pastoral poetry by Philetas tells

against Lycidas’ fictionality being the main reason for that of Simichidas.
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It is clear (pace Hutchinson) that there is some relationship between Simichidas and
Theocritus (Hunter 1999:146). I suggest that the ambiguity about Simichidas’ status is
deliberate: a bucolic poet from the city who addresses the addressees of Theocritus
and strives to emulate Philetas and Asclepiades is meant to recall, at least, the
Syracusan poet. But the name of Simichidas (Rosenmeyer 1963:63, Seeck 1975:199-
200, Goldhill 1991:230), as well, pethaps, as the unique setting on Cos, prevent a
simple identification — there is no good evidence for thinking the name was ever used
by Theocritus outside Th.7 itself. It is worth noting, therefore, that the figure of
Simichidas in Th.7 is subtly ironised, principally through Lycidas and the poetic
“initiation” he engineers (see 4.4.3 below), complementing the complex literary
texture of the poem (encompassing epic, didactic, sympotic lyric and Zambos, Hunter
1996:23-27). This effect is altered by introducing the problem of the relationship of
the narrator to the author (perhaps already present in the naming of Edkpitog
(Th.7.1) as one of Simichidas’ companions), hence also the reference of the irony.
Given the resemblance which Hunter (1996:24-5) notes between Simichidas’
comments about Philinus (Th.7.117-24) and the dismissal of Neobule in Archilochus
F196a.24-31 (16 tov xkalov @&vlog dmoppel, Th.7.121~&vIBog & d&meppinKe
napBevitov, Archilochus F1962a.27), as well as the anecdote about Archilochus’
“bucolic” initiation by the Muses (T3 Gerber 1999b, Hunter 1999:150) which
parallels another important element of Th.7, I suggest the name Simichidas is meant
to recall “Simonides”. Not, however, the lyric poet of Ceos, but the iambicist of
Amorgos. Though for the sake of convenience, and on the authority of
Choeroboscus (in Etymologicum Magnum 713.17=T5 Gerber 1999b), his name is now
spelled “Semonides”, the spelling with an iota is far mote common. There is some
evidence in the fragments of Semonides for first-person iambic narrative ridiculing or
satirising the narrator (cf. F16, 17, 23, 24, cf. Brown 1997:77) — the reminiscence of
his name would give extra point to the ironising of Simichidas in Th.7. Simichidas’
comment (96-7) about his love for Myrto, for whom the Loves ambiguously sneezed
(good luck or bad?, = Wendel ad loc., Hunter 1999:180), is further complicated if

Simichidas recalls Se-/Si-monides the notorious misogynist (F7).
The evidence for such an association is not overwhelming, but there are some

features of Th.7 which can be taken to support it. Semonides was originally a Samian

and wrote a History of Samos (Suda 1v.360.7 Adler under Zyupiag Pddrog, T2 Gerber
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1999b). This connects him with the clearest alias in Th.7, Sicelidas/Asclepiades éx
Zapw (40). The proximity of Amorgos (in the south-eastern Cyclades) to Cos makes
contact between the two islands plausible (Simichidas is not explicitly a Coan in
Th.7). Semonides’ extant fragments make regular use of “rustic” comparisons and
imagery (e.g. F14 obk &v 115 oVt daokiolg &v obpeoiv/ &vip Aéovt €deicev oDOE
népdariv/ podvog orevuypfi cvunecav év dtpon®d, and the “animal-women” of
F7). The song of Simichidas recalls Zabos not only in the comments about Philinus,
but in its treatment of Pan. As Gow (1950:11.158) the oxiAAon with which Simichidas
hopes the Arcadians will not flog Pan (106-8) are among the instruments used to flog
gpappokot in Hipponax (.parnifovieg/ kpadnor koi okilAnowv Gomep Qoppokov,
F6). The wish that an unhelpful Pan find himself in winter "Héovav..Ev dpeot (111)
and "EPpov map motopov tetpoppévog (112) reproduces not only the general form of
curse poetry (Hunter 1999:185) but the cold Thracian locale which the narrator of
Hipponax F115 imagines for his target:

K&V ZaApodnocl® yupvov evepovéostato
Opnikeg dxpixlopot

AdPorev — EvBa TOAA' &VOTANGEL KOKO
dobAov dptov E€dwv —

pilyer mennyot odtdv (5-9)

There may in Th.7 be a more direct reference to this iambic curse than Gow
(1950:11.159) or Hunter (1999:185) suggest. Simichidas should not simply be
identified with Semonides. Simichidas is obviously related to the historical author to
some degree. But the openness of the explicit non-identity with Theocritus is made
clear by possible associations such as that with Semonides, supported as it is by the

use of iambos and iambic self-irony in Th.7.
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4.4 Voice and Viewpoint

Any discussion of voice and its relationship to points of view in Hellenistic poetry, in
particular Theocritus, is indebted to the work of Goldhill (1986, 1991) on polyphony
and the use of effects such as framing narratives and inset songs. Goldhill himself
builds explicitly on Seeck’s view (1975:203) that such effects are the result of the
problematic status of writing poetry and the figure of the poet in the Hellenistic
period, which Goldhill attributes (1986:30-1) to the anxious awareness of the
monuments and literature of the past. The content and the variety of voice and
narrative within that literature triggered extensive experimentation with their own
narrators and the presentation of competing speakers and voices. This is particularly
clear in Theocritus in such poems as Th.26, which adapts Archaic choral
compositions (see below). But an engagement with Archaic uses of voice and
narrator should be related even to examples of Hellenistic polyphony which do not
seem so obviously connected to Archaic models, such as the framing narratives and

mnset songs of Theoctitus.

The presence of more than one voice in Alcman’s choral songs (F3.1-9, where “the
narrator might appear to be speaking as an individual member of the chorus who has
heard others [my italics] singing” (Hutchinson 2001:106), against the more
straightforwardly choral F3.61ff)), the separation of chorus from chorus-leader in
Alcman F1 (Hutchinson 2001:77), the deliberately changed status of Pindaric
epinician first-persons on teperformance (see 2.2 above), the scholarly opinion
reflected in the Pindar scholia that first-persons could on occasion refer to the victor
or the chorus as well as the poet, should all be borne in mind when considering
Hellenistic and Theocritean polyphony. The key djfference, howevet, in the handling of
these multiple voices is that in the Hellenistic petiod, as Goldhill has emphasised,
they become the vehicle for the undermining of the authority of the poet or the

primary narrator.

4.4.1 Frame and ¢appakov (Th.11)
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In Th.11 the wotds of the primaty narrator frame (1-18, 80-1) a song of Polyphemus.
Though this narrator is to be closely associated with the author, his authority does
not go unchallenged by the song which he quotes (Geide rolodta, 11.18). In
patticular, though the narrator tells us Polyphemus 0 @dppoxov edpe (11.17),
Polyphemus’ song suggests he is far from cured, as he berates Galatea for rejecting
him (11.19ff), announces that he will change his appearance for her (11.50ff.) and
complains that his mother does little to help his romancing (11.67ff.). Furthermore,
singing is also a gymptom of his love: 6 8¢ t&v T'oadditeroy aeldwv/ adtdg &n didvog
xotetdketo @ukioécoag (11.13-4). Hence the long debate about whether the
Cyclops is “cured”, and suggestions such as Dover’s (1971:174): the Cyclops eventually
found a remedy by persisting in singing. But in fact the tension between frame and
inset is intentional, as Goldhill (1986:34) points out. The word ¢déppoxov itself is
ambiguous, meaning “poison” as well as “remedy”, and the narrator’s descriptions of
Polyphemus similarly open: obtw yodv pdicta 18y 6 Kdxkioy (11.7), obtw tou
oA v@apog Enoipaivev 1oV Epata,/ povoicdwv, paov 8¢ S8y’ 7| £l xpvoodv Edwkev

(11.80-1).

The language of “shepherding love” and “feeling better” is not the language of a final
cure (Hunter 1999:220), despite the Cyclops “finding a cure” in line 17. A different
meaning for gdppakov, something like “palliative”, is revealed for the narrator’s
words by the song he quotes.'” The meaning of the frame is altered by the inset, and
the frame is vital in creating the ambiguity of the scene as a whole (Goldhill
1991:254). The primary narrator’s words are not presented as providing
straightforward access to the events of the story, but must be checked against the

words of a character.

4.4.2 Narrator to Character (Th.6)

Th.6 was clearly written after Th.11 and reworks and reverses vatrious elements
(Hunter 1999:244, Kohnken 1996:179ff). The same characters, Polyphemus and

Galatea, reappear in Th.6, though without scene-setting or introduction, and

2« %«

163 Though the precise translation of @dppoxov, “remedy”, “cure”, “palliative” etc. has caused
problems, it should be rendered in English by “drug”, another suitably ambiguous word with
connotations of dependence and continuing affliction as well as of treatment and cure.
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Polyphemus sits piping at Th.6.8-9, recalling his song in Th.11. Where Polyphemus
had consoled himself with the possibility of finding another woman in Th.11
(evpioelg Toldtelav iowg xai kaAAiov &Alav, 76), now he uses this against
Galatea herself (AN &AAov Tiva api yovoix' €xev, Th.6.26). Where he wasted
away before (katetdkero, Th.11.14), now she does so (téxeron, Th.6.27, cf.
Kohnken 1996:179). But of particular importance hete is the development of a play

with different speakers, their authority and the interpretation of characters’ actions.

Th.6 begins, as Th.11, with the words of the primary narrator directed at the
addressee of the poem, named in the second line of the poem (Nuwio, Th.11.2,
“Apate, Th.6.2). But where Th.11 has 18 lines before the song of Polyphemus, there
are only 5 in Th.6. The primary narrator in Th.6 is far less visible than that in Th.11 —
there are no first-person forms (contrast Th.11: éuiv, 2, ofpon, 5, apiv, 7), nor any
gnomic musings (Ob8&v mottov épeta meQLKEL pappakov &AAo/ .../ toi ITepideg,
11.1-3), nor the emotional descriptions of the narrator in Th.11 (6pBraig pavioug, 11;
ExBiotov Exmv bmokdpdiov €hkog, 15). The narrative of the narrator is spare:
Damoetas and Daphnis, briefly described, once gathered the herd together in one
place, at a spring at noon in the summer, and sang. Daphnis sings first (6.6-19),"* as
though he were a witness (Kéhnken 1996:179) of the courtship of Polyphemus and
Galatea, and then Damoetas replies, after one transitional line from the primary
narrator (6.20), in persona Polyphemi (6.21-40, Gow 1950:11.118). At the end of this
song, the narrator tells us in a further five lines that the two kissed and exchanged
gifts. Hence the structure of Th.6 is similar to that of Th.11 — narrative frame around
a song of Polyphemus, but with the added complexity of another singer, and the

impersonation of the Cyclops.

The impersonal, unobtrusive third-person narration of the primary narrator is
reminiscent of much of that of the Homeric narrator, and stands in contrast to the
more involved songs of Daphnis and Damoetas. But it is particulatly appropnate
because of the shifts in speaker in the poem. From the bare narrative of the frame we

pass to that of Daphnis, the “witness” of the courtship. His song is addressed to the

' As he had proposed the match, 6.5, the filling in of an ellipsis which (exceptionally) does draw
attention to the narrator.
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Cyclops, as the narrator’s had been to Aratus — IToAbgope (6.6), & MoAbdeape (6.19),
and describes, in the third person, the behaviour of Galatea. She pelts his flock, and
calls him unlucky in love and a goatherd (6.6-7). But this secondary narrator is more
emotionally engaged than the ptimary narrator: téAov 1éAav (6.8) he calls
Polyphemus, points out (i8¢, 6.9) her pelting of his dog, and warns him not to let the
dog bite Galatea (6.13-4). But though he may be more concerned for Polyphemus,
his third-person narration as a witness leaves open Galatea’s real feelings, which are
made ambiguous by his statement that she kol @edyel prAéoviar kol ob @lLAgovial
didxer (6.17). Is her affection genuine, or is she teasing Polyphemus, like the girls of
Th.11.77-8 (Hunter 1999:244)?

His formal anonymity is his role as witness of the events he describes also
problematises his testmony. Damoetas sings 77 persona Polyphemi, so it 1s legitimate to
ask whether Daphnis also sings iz persona. The possibilities are several. Daphnis may
be zhe Daphnis, the bucolic “hero” of Th.1, who might have been able to have been a
true witness to Polyphemus’ courtship, or he might be Odysseus, Polyphemus’ most
famous visitor (Hunter 1999:245-6, with more suggestions). If the latter, such
statements as T0 viv 00 mo86pnoBa. (6.8) become bitterly ironic (and prophetic), and

suggest that the report of Galatea’s love is hardly trustworthy.

From third-person primary and then secondary narrators we move to the
impersonation of Polyphemus himself, who carefully answers each of Daphnis’
points (Kohnken 1996:177-8). Here we learn of Polyphemus’ interpretation of
Galatea’s behaviour: hearing that he has another woman she {oAol |, @ IMoudv, kol
tékeTon, €k 8¢ Boddocog/ olotpel mantaivolco ToT EVIpo TE KO TOTL TOLUVOG
(6.27-8). He presents her as in the position he had in Th.11. The emphasis in his
song is on Ais creation of this changed situation: €i8ov, “I saw” (6.21), he begins, and
claims abtog éym xviov waAv ob moBopnur (6.25), ci&o & LAaxTElV Viv Kol T&
KUVi (6.29) — be has altered the behaviour of his dog, abtap Eya wAaEd BOpag (6.32,
though this puts him in the passive/female position). But because Daphnis’ role is
never determined, so that we cannot gauge the value of his evidence, we cannot be
sure whether Polyphemus Aas done all that he claims. The very point-by-point
response to Daphnis may indicate that he is defending himself by accepting Daphnis’
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broad description of events and claiming responsibility for them, without any

implication that these events are actually #rze.

The final five lines of the poem, where the primary natrator returns, might have
pointed us to the reliability or unreliability of one or other of the songs, to give us a
clue in reconstructing what Galatea’s behaviour “really” was or what it might mean.
But this frame again setves to undetline the preceding ambiguity, rather than resolve
it, and pointedly fails to provide any resolution of the problems of the inset songs.
Neither song is ranked above the other, despite this being formally a song-contest,
and the poem ends: vikn pév 0dd&AAog, avicoator & £yévovto (6.46). Neither of
the singers is victotious, and none of the speakers is allowed to claim definitive

authority.

4.4 .3 Disguise and Ambiguity (Th.7)

As noted above, Th.7 is narrated by one Simichidas, who tells of a past meeting with

an €GOAOV...6vdpa (7.12):

odvopo pev Avkidav, Aig & airndrog, 0v8E ké Tig viv

nyvoincev iddv, Enel aindiw E&oy Edker. (7.13-4)

This peculiar description of a goatherd who looks extremely like a goatherd suggests
to the audience that Lycidas may be more (or less) than he seems, and a variety of
identities has been put forward for him, e.g. Apollo (Williams 1971), or a character
from Philetan pastoral (Bowie 1985). Dover (1971:148-50) considers four
possibilities: a real goatherd with a genius for poetry, a real poet with a penchant for
dressing as a goatherd, a real poet whom Theocritus has chosen to present as a
goatherd, and a wholly imaginary character. He thinks the choice is between the latter
two, and finally favours the last (1971:150), because of “the poet’s insistence that
Lykidas was a real goatherd”. This is an application of Gow’s reservations about
theories about Lycidas’ identity which forget that Theoctitus insists he 7s a goatherd,
as well as looking conspicuously like one (1950:11.130). This is also one of Bowie’s
reasons (1985:70-1) for rejecting Williams’ idea (1971:137) that Lycidas is Apollo —
Apollo is not a goatherd.
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But the point of view of the primary narrator is key here, as it is to much of the
interpretation of this poem. Whatever the precise relationship between Simichidas
and Theocritus, there is no straightforward identity — it is Siwichidas who calls Lycidas
a goatherd, not Theocritus. Again, the assertions of the primary narrator in
Theoctitus do not have a claim to definitive truth. Simichidas, as Seeck (1975:198-9)
points out, is 7o omniscient, and his first-person narration is vital in maintaining the
ambiguity over Lycidas’ identity, crystallised in lines 13-14 above. There is no
external narrator to strip away the disguise (Goldhill 1991:228-9). The use of a
primary narrator allows information to be related to the audience about Lycidas’
appearance, and his smell (reeking of fresh rennet, 7.16), which would not have been
possible in 2 mime or dialogue without a framing narrative (Seeck 1975:198-9). But
by making the narrator a character within the narrative itself, the identity of Lycidas

remains open.

A similar situation in Pythian 4 may help to clarify the effects here. In the prophecy of
Medea (i.e. the narration by a character of an event in the past, rather than that of the
primary natrator), she recounts the meeting of the Argonauts, in particular

Euphamos, with a god. First she declares: 8e@® &vépt eidopéva yaiav 8i186vti/ Egivia

npppobev EVpopog xatoPaic/ 8éEar’ (P.4.21-3), then expands her description of

this stranger:

ToVTaKL & olomdAog daipwv EnfirBev, paidipav

avdpog aidoiov mpoécoyrv Bnkapevog (P.4.28-9)

He then claims to be Eurypylus (first king of Libya): @éto 8 Edpbnviog Toncidyxov
noilg agditov 'Evvooida/ Eupevon (P.4.33-4). It is often thought (e.g. Race
1997:1.265, Braswell 1988:90ff.) that this god must be Triton, particularly in view of
the location of the meeting: Tprtwvidog &v mpoxouis/ Atpvag (P.4.20-1), and the
confident statement of the scholia (6 Tpitwv Evpumdiw oOpotodpevog Kupnvng
BaciAetl ad P.4.29, Drachmann 1903-27:11.104). But this is a statement by a character,
a secondary narrator, not “Pindar”, the primary narrator. Medea’s prophetic status
makes her words more reliable, but neither the identity of the god, nor the fact that

he s a god, can be read off as simply as often suggested. If even in Pythian 4, then, all
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the mote so in Th.7, where the primary narrator is a character without the prophetic

and semi-divine status of Medea.

The meeting of Simichidas and Lycidas as a whole has clear affinities with a meeting
with a god, in patticular of a Dichterweibe or poetic initiation (Williams 1971:37). It
displays various characteristics of a meeting with a god, e.g. the time of day (noon —
pecopépiov, 7.21, Cameron 1963:301-2, cf. Teiresias in Call. H.6), and of an initiation,
e.g. the handing over of a staff (cf. Theog29ff.): 6 8¢ por 16 AoywPorov (7.128). But
thete are numerous oddities. Unlike Hesiod before his initiation (&pvag moipaivove’,
Theog23), Simichidas is already a poet (Ey® Mowsav xomvpov otopa, 7.37; Hunter
1999:149). The staff which Lycidas gives Simichidas is not a poet’s staff but a
herdsman’s crook (Cameron 1995:416), and one which is crooked (poikav & Exev
dypredaio/ de&itepd kopivav, 7.18-9), with awkward associations of lies and
dishonesty, e.g. in Hesiod (cf. WD 219ff., Hunter 1999:164). But most important of

all are the attitudes of Lycidas and Simichidas.

Simichidas presents himself as modest, saying that “all say I am the best of singers”
(7.37-8), but that he does not believe it, and considers himself as yet no match for
Sicelidas and Philetas (7.38-40): Batpayog 8¢ moT dakpidag dg Tig €picdw (7.40).
Immediately, however, Simichidas the narrator reveals that he spoke énitadeg, “with
a purpose”. This, and the use of 0¥..mw, “not yet” (7.39) with reference to his rivalry
of Sidelidas and Philetas shows his modesty to be feigned (Segal 1974:130-1). Lycidas
replies, &b yeldooag (7.42), with the ambiguous description of Simichidas as név
En dAobeiqn memhoaopévov €k Awog €pvog (7.44), memAaopévov suggesting also
“invented”, “made up” (Hunter 1999:163), and what has been taken as an expression

of poetic principles:

@G pot Kai TEkTeV HEY ATEXOETOL OOTIG EPEVVH
{oov 8pevg kopLEd TeEAécan ddpov ‘Qpopédovog,
kol Mowodv 8pvixeg oot moTi Xiov dodov

avtia kokkvlovieg tdoio pox8ilovrt. (7.45-8)
In other words, Lycidas hates those poets who do not realise their inferiority to

Homer, and enviously complain about him (Hutchinson 1988:202). Because,
however, Simichidas modesty is feigned, and he thinks only that he vies with Sicelidas
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and Philetas like a frog against grasshoppers for now, there is a hint that Simichidas
may be the target here (Segal 1974:135). Lycidas agtrees ironically with Simichidas’
assessment of his inferiotity — “you are a sapling fabricated for truth” — and then
goes on to hint that he is aware that Simichidas’ modesty is false. This is marked by
his mocking smile at 7.42, the Homeric formula 7180 yeAdooog being used generally
of mocking laughter at someone else’s expense (e.g. 1.2.270, the Greeks at Thersites,
cf. Cameron 1995:412-5). Lycidas is hinting that it is Simichidas who fancies himself

as a rival to Homer (Cameron 1995:417-8).

This ironic attitude of Lycidas, as well as his position as a character in a dramatic
situation (Hutchinson 1988:203, Cameron 1995:421), mean we must abandon
“programmatic”’ mterpretations of Lycidas’ words (Goldhill 1991:230). The most
recent is that of Asper (1997:191ff.) who argues that the images of the builder and
the birds of the Muses chattering against Homer fit into the three-term comparison
he calls the “Tépoyog-schema” (Homer—misguided rivals—‘Callimachean” poet),
which he also applies to Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo (see 3.2.6 above). But the fact 1s
that Lycidas’ reply is firmly tied to its context within the poem, and takes up the

substance of Simichidas’ speech. There is no “programme” here.

This Theocritean “initiation”, which presents the initiator regarding the primary
narrator ironically, but which does not determine the identity of either figure
involved should be related again to the avoidance in Hellenistic poetry and in
Theocritus of definitive narratorial or poetic authority. We do not know who Lycidas
is, nor the precise relationship of Simichidas to Theoctitus, so we cannot be sure of
the meaning of Lycidas’ irony or the degree of self-deprecation in the feigned

modesty and ironising of Simichidas.

4.4 .4 Narrator and Chorus (Th.18, 26)

Th.18 and 26 form the most explicit examples of Theocritus’ use of the Archaic and
choral past, though they employ very different strategies to do so. Th.18 has 8 lines
of introduction by the primary narrator, with little intrusion, followed by the
quotation of the wedding-song for Menelaus and Helen, while Th.26 seems to be a

choral hymn purporting to be sung by a boy-chorus (Cairns 1992:11-12).
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The quotation of the epithalamium of Helen in Th.18 marks the distance of the
primary narrator from Sparta and the “original” singing of the song. Though there is
some evidence for Archaic epithalamia in hexameters (Sappho F105-6, Hunter
1996:151), the quotation in hexameters of an Archaic Spartan song sung by women
(cf. the lyric partheneia of Alcman) also jars and points to the differences between the
“original” performance and the Hellenistic “reading” of the song (Hunter 1996:165).
This distance and difference are central to the poem, and to the presence of the

narrator’s frame.

Though there seems to be a close parallel for the structure of Th.18 in Bacchylides
20, which also places us in heroic Sparta, at the singing of a wedding-song (for Idas
and Marpessa), the quotation of To16vde pérog (B.20.3) is not preserved, and as such
the similarities to Th.18 must remain uncertain. There is, however, another Archaic
Spartan parallel to that of primary narrator and choral speaker, that of Alcman’s F3.
There, as noted above, the poem begins with the words of what seems like an

individual waiting for the song of the chorus:

Mdocoun ‘'OAJUUTLASES, TEPL IE PPEVOG
ipEpoL VEa]g Go1dag

wipmAat 100)o 3 dxoboot
ropoevnijag 0moG

Tpog ailBépa KaAOV duviowsdv pérog'®

The first-persons in the remainder of the song closely resemble those statements by
the chorus in Alcman F1. The situation of an individual waiting for a song to begin
can also be paralleled from Pindar (N.3.77:%., see 2.2.1 above), but in view of Alcman’s
nationality and his female chorus, F3 seems the more important example. In both
Alcman and Pindar the situation is a fiction — the song has already begun, but the
narrator affects that it is still to start. In Th.18, however, the “solo” voice at the
beginning of the song has become that of a narrator far removed in time and place

from the chorus. The frame now points us to the fictionality of the whole song.

165 Suppl. (e.g.) Campbell 1982-1993:ii.378.

248



It seems that the epithalamium is presented as a fragment discovered by the primary

narrator.'®

Th.18 begins “Ev mok’ &pa, which has caused much scholarly debate.
Gow (1950:1i.349) finds the particle “puzzling” and considers explaining it as marking
a transition from a lost/unwritten proem, or as a response to some preceding and
unknown citcumstance. Hunter (1996:149), most recently, views it as marking the
poet’s control over his natrative — indicating the point at which the narrator has
chosen to begin his natrative. But pethaps it should be taken as genuinely inferential,
as “so” or “then”, and as obliquely constructing the “setting” for the poem: the
“discovery” of a fragment of Spartan song. The narrator is portrayed as inferring or
remarking that it was “thus, shen” that the Spartans girls celebrated the wedding of
Helen. The reading &pa of the MSS at line 7 (Gow prefers dpo. from the Antinoe

papyrus) would form another example of this realisation about the distant past.

This would mean that Th.18 crystallises 2 Hellenistic “reaction” to a lyric text, and
would form a poetic counterpart to the cataloguing of and scholarship on Archaic
literature being carried out in the Alexandrian Library. Bing (1993:190-94) has
speculated that one of the triggers for the play with ambiguities of voice in
Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo may have been the encountering of Archaic and Classical
poetry as fext rather than in performance. In Th.18 we see portrayed just this sort of
encounter with a past “text”, but with very different results. The voices of the two

sections, frame and song, are not confused but firmly demarcated.

Whether ot not the frame of Th.18 is to be read a “scholar’s” reaction to a lyric text,
the primary narrator’s introduction serves to emphasise the difference between the
setting of the song, and its “original” reception, and the present reading. This is also
apparent in the use of Stesichorus’ He/ern in the quoted song, pointed out by the
scholia (v odte Tiva eidnnron €k 100 mp@Tov ZTnovydpov ‘EAévng, Argum. Th.18,
p-331 Wendel). Theocritus seems to draw on the portrayal of the wedding of Helen
and Menelaus in the He/en (F187, Hunter 1996:150-1). But this again brings home the
differences between the Spartan wedding-song and Th.18, and between their audiences:

Stesichorus, of course, was famous for his slnder of Helen (Plato, Phdr.243a,

166 Cf. the discovery of the Mergpis by Apollodorus of Athens (c.180-110 BC) in his Ilepi 6edv
(Henrichs 1993:187-9). The Mergpis is probably sixth-century rather than third (Henrichs 1993:189-92,
on the basis of its narrative and diction).
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Isocr.Hel.64), which allegedly left him blind, and caused him to write his Palinode
(F192). For Spartans, however, Helen was not the faithless betrayer of Menelaus and
lover of Paris, but a good and faithful wife (Griffiths 1972:25). The Archaic Spartan
audience of an Archaic choral wedding-song for Helen would have had #bs faithful
Helen in mind. But Th.18, in contrast, adapts a text which depicts the other,
“Homeric” Helen, who abandoned her husband, in the reconstruction of a song
celebrating the faithful Spartan Helen. As in Callimachus, surface meaning runs up

against subtextual countercurrents.

The presence of the primary narrator in the frame is vital: he 1s marked as not a
member of the original audience of the song, and hence his audience is also different.
For a Hellenistic audience or reader, as for modern readers (e.g. Effe 1978:75-6),
Helen is, at least, ambiguous, at worst faithless. We cannot put aside Homer, unlike
the putative Spartan audience. This, of course, makes some of the statements of the
song within Th.18 seem bitterly ironic, e.g. xfg €1og €§ £€teog, Mevélae, Ted VLOG
Gde (15). But they also emphasise the differences between the Archaic past and the
Hellenistic present, between a narrator who knows and combines conflicting mythic
traditions, and a “naive” audience that is ignorant of the Helen of the I/ad (cf.
Hunter 1996:165-6).

In contrast the sharp separation of voices and emphasis on distance in Th.18, Th.26
imitates a choral speaker. This poem is another to have long been the subject of
academic puzzlement. It begins by plunging immediately into a natrative about the
discovery and death of Pentheus (Dover 1971:264), and ends with a hymnal closing,
before which the speaker expresses sentiments which have discomforted several

readers:

oVK aAEyw' und’ &Alog dmeyBopéve Atovicw
epovtilot, und’ el yorenmdtepo TAVOE poynooL,
gin & évvaerng A kol dexdtw £miPaivol
oDT0g & VaYESUL Kal EVAYEECTLY GOOLLL.

£k Al10g aiyloym Tipuav Exel aietodg oVTWG.

evoeBénv maidecor 1 Adia, dvoceBénv & ob. (26.27-32)
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The speaker emphatically announces his unconcern at Pentheus’ fate, and that of
similar offenders. Gow (1950:1.475) rightly singles out this passage as the crux for the
interpretation of the whole poem. He takes the speaker to be “the poet” — this
assumption is the cause of much of the critical difficulty concerning the poem. These
lines ate much more easily understood if the narrator is not thought of as a
projection of the historical authot, but as much more closely connected with the
Dionysiac context of the poem. One such narrator is the boy-chorus suggested by
Cairns (1992). Caitns (1992:10) assimilates Th.26 to the Hymns of Callimachus, which
he thinks have choral speakers. While there is some play with choral speakers in the
Hymns, most notably in H.2, the narrators are much more complex and varied than
Cairns suggests (see 3.2 above). In Th.26, however, a choral speaker is more

plausible.

The problematic lines 27-32 are textually uncertain, and Cairns (1992:12) plausibly
suggests that the reference to age in line 29 is a pointer to a chorus “nine years old or
entering on the tenth”, ie. a chorus of boys. The Antinoe papyrus has the first-
person form émPainy in line 29, and therefore probably read €inv at the beginning of
the line (Gow 1950:1i.482), so that the speaker may be talking about himself, though
this is hardly certain. The natrrator then adds eboeBéov naidecor 1d Aduo,
dvooeBéwv & ob (26.32), which has special point if the narrator is supposed to be

composed of such children.

A boy-chorus would also help to explain the simple wotldview expressed arrestingly
here — there can be no sympathy with those who transgress against the gods. The
natrator is “without compassion” (Dover 1971:264). This is all the more startling
because of the immediately preceding narrative of Pentheus’ death, which arouses the
sympathy of the audience, as well as being grotesque. Right at the start the emphasis
is on the mother-son relationship of Agave and Pentheus (u&tnp pev xepoiov
poknoato roudog dotoa, 20). Her maternal roat, as she kills her son, is compared to
that of a lioness with cubs, i.e. protecting her offspring (21). There then follow lines on

his dismemberment (22-24), and the blood-spattered return to Thebes:

£c OnPog & dplkovTo TEQUPUEVAL OUHOTL TACOL,

€& Opeog mévOMpa kol 0¥ ITevdfia péporsar. (20-26)
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Much in this poem builds on Eutipides’ Bacchae, of course (cf. Dover 1971:263-4 for
a useful comparison), but the reversals here are particularly important for gauging the
narratorial voice in Th.26. In Euripides the dismemberment of Pentheus (1114-
1136), also begun by Agave and again grotesque and unpleasant, precedes Agave’s

taking of her son’s head, again with emphasis on their relationship:

kpata & &OAiov,

omep AaBoboa Tuyxdver pfitnp xepolv (1139-40)

This head then becomes the focus of the next scene of Agave’s return, where she
imagines that Pentheus’ head is a lion’s (1168ff.), and of the scene where Agave
presents her son’s head to her father (1216£f.), where she finally realises whose head
it 1s (1280ff.). This sequence of events is obviously full of pathes, but in Th.26 Agave
Jirst takes her son’s head, and then the full account of the dismemberment follows.
After the narrative of Pentheus’ death, then, instead of the pathetic scene arousing

sympathy of the Bacchae, we meet with the bare statement obk &Aéyw (Th.26.27).

The simplicity and harshness of this view seems best accounted for by a natrator
who is not “Theocritus”, but in some manner different. The effect of a pathetic
narrative followed by a discomforting moral pronouncement is familiar from
Callimachus’ Hymn to Demeter, where the picture of Erysichthon at the crossroads is
followed by a wish not to have such a man as a neighbour. The narrator there is
female, hence marked as different, and the peculiar moralising of Th.26 should also
be taken as a matker of the “difference” of the narrator. Here the narrator is a child,
hence the simplicity of the moral stance. Cairns (1992:12 with notes) points out that
young, hence sexually pure, children were pleasing to the gods, but this “purity” can
also express itself as unsympathetic to the actions of those who ate not so pure. The
effect here is not one of exposing the hypocritical nature of the moralising narrator,
as happens in Callimachus’ lambi, but of revealing the true nature of the moraliser,
and their difference from the audience of the poem, which does feel sympathy as the

fate of Pentheus is described.
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In form the emphatic first-persons in Th.26, e.g. obk &Aéym, placed at the beginning
of a line, recall those in Pindar: &gictoper, O.1.52, otdoopor, N.5.16.'” But the
situation in Pindar is very different: there the narrator expresses an wmwillingness to
believe or relate a particular myth, rather than a lack of compassion. Indeed the
ostentatious avoidance of a tale (in N.5) which reveals a darker side to some
Aeginetan heroes (the killing of Phocus by Peleus and Telamon) points to a more
complex conception of morality, wrongdoing and the status of the wrongdoer. The
strength of emotion in Th.26 at the punishment of sacrilege recalls that in Alcaeus
F298:

dpdjoavtag aioyvVvovita ta pivika,
_Inv 8¢ mepBadovt [avidyro

a¥lxevt AofBloAim [ Jorv:

N péav €] 'Axaiows’ ig moAv Bértepov

oi tov BeoPAjaBevia katéxtavov: (1-5)

But in Alcaeus myth is used as an exemplum for what political action should be taken
on Lesbos. In Th.26 the voice of the engagé citizen has been transferred into the

mouths of “pure”, but compassionless, boys.
) , boy

4.4.5 Reception and Misunderstanding (Th.8, 9, 27)

That even the pastoral imitations of Theocritean poetry kept the frame and inset
pattern familiar from the bucolic poems (and part of a more general diptych
structure, Pretagostini 1980) is shown by the cleatly post-Theocritean Th.27. This
seems to be missing some lines at the beginning, and consists mainly of a dialogue
between Daphnis and a girl, whom the former seduces. There then follow five lines

of narrative, with little sign of the narrator, then two puzzling lines:

déxvuoo Tav oipLyyo TeEQV TOALY, BABLE OV

TV & od moyuvaydv ETépnV okeYduedo LoATdy. (27.72-3)

" The lyric and in particular Pindaric connections here are further strengthened if Cairns (1992:22-3)

is right to suggest that Th.26 may be based on a lost dithyramb by Pindar, and that the scholia’s (to
0.2.86-8, N.5.20f.) identification of Pindar and an eagle stands behind the sudden reference to an
eagle in line 31.
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This complicates considerably the interpretation of the poem, as it implies a further
frame beyond that of the narrator of 67-71, where the speaker of 72-3 and the
shepherd he mentions both sing. Edmonds (1912:331), thus suggested that 72-3
represent a judge’s verdict, inviting the victor of a song competition to sing again,
having heard two songs. This, however, implies a very long song (Gow 1950:1i.493),
and neither this, nor suggestions such as that of Ahrens (1874:414-15) that the lines
are a subscription to a collection of bucolic poetry are convincing (Gow 1950:i1.492-
4). Perhaps the general answer lies in the poor imitation of Theocritus’

experimentation with framing effects as well as dramatic poems.

We have an example of such a poor and confused imitation of vatiations of voice in
Theoctitus in Th.9. It begins with an address by the narrator to Daphnis:
BovkoAiaLeo, Adpwt (9.1), and further instructions (e.g. xol pev aud Béckoivio xai
év pOALOLoL TAovdvTo, 9.4) which strongly suggest the narrator is one speaker in a
dramatic scene (so Gow 1950:1i.185), where Daphnis is to sing first, then Menalcas
(9.2). After Daphnis’ song of lines 7-13, the narrator declares:

oVtw Adgvig deroev gutv, obtw 8¢ Mevaikog (9.14)

This shifts the audience’s perception of the situation. Now it seems as if the narrator
is relating a narrative about the past. If this were the only indication that the narrative
was about the past, the audience might be able to rationalise the initial addresses and
instructions as part of a natratorial apostrophe, and hence “timeless”, and the
narrator external (heterodiegetic) despite the difficulty of éuiv in 14. But after the

song of Menalcas, the narrator firmly ties himself to the scene of the singing:

T0lg pev énemiotdynoo kol avtike ddpov Edwxa (9.22)

He gives gifts to Menalcas and Daphnis, one of which Menalcas uses straightaway
(9.27). Hence the natrator is definitively revealed as internal (homodiegetic), and this
leaves the opening of the poem awkwardly standing in a different mode from the rest

of the work. It seems likely that this is as a result of an unsuccessful attempt to
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reproduce Theocritean use of a framing narrative introducing a song-contest as in
Th.6. This likelihood is strengthened because the song of Menalcas in Th.9 seems to
be, like that of Damoetas in Th.6 (also as the second singer), sung 7# persona Polypheni
(Hunter 1999:250): Aitva pdtep €ud, kiyd xaldv &vipov évoikéw/ xoiloug €v
nétparoiv Exm 3¢ tou 666" €v Oveipw (9.15-6). This pattern is unhappily combined

with the dramatic structure of such poems as Th.10.

A more successful imitation of such a natrative into song-contest is to be found in
Th.8. As in Th.9 the two protagonists are Daphnis and Menalcas, but here the
narrator places their meeting in the past, even distancing it with a “they say”-
statement in line 2 (@g @avti). The narrator also tells of the introduction of a third
party to judge the proceedings, a goatherd whom the boys Daphnis and Menalcas call
over (28-32). Hence the twin offices of narrator and judge in Th.9 are divided
between the primary narrator and a character. This means there are no jatring shifts

such as that in Th.9.
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4.5 Self-Irony

The presentation of multiple points of view and the inclusion of different and
competing voices within poems, as well as the literary texture of such poems and
their use of Archaic poetry, are often employed in Theocritus to ironise the speaker.
This is clear, for example, in Th.7, where Lycidas’ words juxtaposed with the primary
narrator Simichidas’ behaviour suggest the latter’s false modesty. In turn n Th.11,
the secondary natrator Polyphemus is ironised by his echoes of Sappho (Aevxotepa
noktds, Th.11.20 from Sappho’s néxtidog ddvperectépa, F156 — cf. also Th.20.26
and see 4.2 above) and anticipations of the Odyssey (obtig, Th.11.38; xabpevog & Hro
1e0¢ kol TOV Yuxov avexoipav/ koi 1OV €V OQBAANOV, T HOL YAVKEPADTEPOV
0Vd¢Ev, 52-3; ol k& 11g oVV val TAéwv EEvog &8 dgikntal, 61; Goldhill 1991:249-50).
His words point us to the gap between his misunderstanding of his attractiveness and
the audience’s truer perception of it — the girls who giggle in line 78 are more likely to
do so in mockery than in flirtatiousness (Hunter 1999:242).

This figure of the deluded lover is also to be found in some of Theoctitus’ primary
narrators, namely those in Th.12, 29 and 30. In the first of these poem the speaker is
a rustic (Giangrande 1986:42), but the irony at his expense is not so much that of the
countryman striving unsuccessfully after a manner beyond him in what purports to
be what Giangrande (1986:36-7) terms an émPBatnprov (or Willkommgedicht welcoming
a friend after a journey — Cairns 1972:20 prefers the term “prosphonetikon”), e.g. in
the bathetic 23ff. after the strange vision of 10-23, but of a lover whose hopes are
exposed as vain (Hunter 1996:192). There is some humour at the expense of a rustic
who begins by echoing Sappho ("HAveeg, & ¢ide xodpe: Tpitn obv vokl kol fol/
fAvleg: ol 8¢ moBedvieg v fpatt ynpdokovorv, Th.12.1-2 from #AAGeg, fxait
gnomoog, £yw 8¢ ¢ padpav/ ov & EyvEog Epav epéva koopévov 8w, Sappho
F48 Voigt), but also declares &ym 8¢ o€ 1OV kadov aivéwv/ yeddea prvog Vmepbev
dporiig ovkx avoevom (Th.12.23-4). But the fact that the eromenos has only been
absent for two days tells against the émiBathpiov hypothesis, as it is much more likely
that the eromenos has been with another erastes, as Hunter (1996:189) argues,

particularly because of the parallel from Theognis (adOig éni orTaBpovsg FAvbeg

256



nuetépovg, 1250). Hence it is not an inability to master such a poem-type which is

humorous.

In fact the chief focus of the poem’s irony is the emptiness of the narrator’s wishes.
He hopes that when he is dead someone will tell him: | o1 vOv @lAdTNg Koi 10D

xopievtog &itew,/ mbor did otépartog, petd & MmOéoior pdhoro (Th.12.20-1). His

hopes for fame for undying mutual love are undercut by his Archaic model here,
Theognis 237-54, where Theognis promises Cyrnus immortality (Boivng 8¢ woi

eiharnivnol mapéoon/ €v naoong, moAA@Y keiuevog v atdpacty, 239-40), but also

accuses Cyrnus of deceit (Aoyoig p amoatag, 254; Hunter 1996:190). The fame the
natrator wishes for himself and his eromenos is also ironised by their anonymity in

Th.12, in marked contrast to that of Cyrnus, as Hunter (1996:192) points out.

In Th.29 we meet another lover, but this time the irony (tather as in Callimachus’
lambi) is at the expense of his moralising. This poem again adapts Archaic moralising,

whether sympotic, as in the opening quote from Alcaeus (F?)66),“’8

or paederastic,
e.g. from Theognis. In addition to the opening Alcaic proverb, the narrator offers his
eromenos several gnomes: “Love lightly tames the hearts of men”, 23-4; “we grow old
before we can spit”, 27-8; “Youth once gone is past recovery”, 28-9; “Youth wears
wings, and we are slow to catch the winged”, 29-30. The main thrust of these
comments, that youth is fleeting, takes up several elegies in Theognis, as Hunter
(1996:176 with n.46) points out, e.g. 1299-04, 1305-10, where the brief youth of the
eromenos 1s the principal reason why he should yield to his lover. In these Theognidean
verses, however, there is no ironising of the speaker — the speaker desires his eromenos

and pleads with him to yield. In Th.29, in contrast, the narrator affects to give his

advice from higher motives:

AAA” of pot Tt TiBolo VEOG TPOYEVESTEPW,

T® ke Adrov adrog Exwv EW Erouvécoug. (10-11)

The narrator characterises his advice as authorised by his seniority, and later as by a

desire to remain (non-sexual) friends with his eromenos when he is older:

168 The Alcaic poem may also have been paederastic, as Th.29, but this cannot be confirmed (Hunter
1996:172).

257



Onrwg, dvika Tov YEVUV avdpeiov Exng,

aArdAoior meldped’ "AxiAiéol pirot. (33-4)

But the advice the natrator gives, which he also characterises as for the benefit of his
eromenos (&yoBog pev dxoboeon/ €€ diotwv, 21-2), is to abandon his flitting from tree
to tree (14-15) and be faithful: ténoar kodiav piav évv évt devdpio (12), and to
“return his love”: kai pov tdpopéve cvvépav &doAmg c€Bev (32). The narrator’s

motivations are baser than he claims, as the opening of the poem reveals:

KOTOV HEV OV BEANG, HOKAPESOLY o0V &YW

auépav: (7-8)

As Hunter (1996:180) notes, this willingness on the part of the eromenos 1s sexual
compliance, and the hyperbole of the narrator’s delight when he is allowed sexual
access implies that it is this which motivates his advice. In fact, however, it is not
only the lecherous moralising which ironises the speaker here, but also the futility of
his advice, given the emphasis on the present promiscuity of the eromenos (Hunter
1996:178). The comparison with Achilles, the self-characterisation of the narrator as

169 are all in

Heracles (37-8) and the threat not to come when the eromenos calls (39-40),
vain: £§ atépw & drepov pdng (15). The narrator is in no position to advise the
eromenos, being in the grip of sexual desire, and with nothing to distinguish him from

the mass of lovers.

As noted above, Th.30 depicts a narrator afflicted with a passion for a boy, and
conducting a conversation with his own 8vpég. Much of the humour in the poem
derives from the Bupég’ reasoned defence of its passion, pointing out that trying to
defeat Eros is like trying to count the stars (L.e. impossible, 25-7), and that Eros
conquered Zeus and Aphrodite, let alone the narrator’s 8vpég (28-32). As a whole, of
course, the Bvunog defiant reply to its “owner” embodies the natrator’s point, that he
cannot control his Bupog, but the strong separation by the narrator of himself from

his @vnodg, and the latter’s superior reasoning, ironises the narrator. Hunter, in his

169 Which must refer, as Hunter (1996:176-7) argues, to a time when the eromenos has grown up, as in
the Achilles compatison.
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analysis of Th.30, finds the reasoning with the speaker’s 8vpuog in Pindar F123
particularly close to the Theocritean situation (1996:183-4), though he notes the
8vuog is unlikely to have replied. He also notes, in passing, that the earliest address to
a Ovpog or similar organ in an erotic context may be in Simonides fr.eleg.21

(1996:183). This parallel seems particularly important.

In Simonides, the natrator is telling his yoxn that he can no longer be its guardian:

o] dOvapal, yuyn,] nepuiaypévog glijvar 6nndoc:
xpvodmy 3¢ Atk[nv aflopon dxvouevog,
gJ§ 0b 1o TpdTIoTa VEO[TpEPElV &Td PNPd[V

nIneTépns €idov téppu[ata mohdeing, (fr.eleg.21.3-6)

West (1993:11) comments that this is cleatly a love poem — despite feeling that the
love 1s “somehow discreditable”, the narrator cannot help himself. This is close to
the situation developed in Th.30. The narrator is addressing his externalised self, not
someone else (e.g. a friend whom the passionate narrator can no longer protect, nor
an eromenos). He confesses that he can no longer guard his yvoyn, even though he has
“respected Right” ever since the end of his boyhood. The end of this period of
righteousness and self-protection is probably to be accounted for by sexual attraction
for an eromenos (note the sensuous description of adulthood in lines 5-6, West
1993:11). The narrator can no longer be the guardian of his own soul because he is in
love, and has surrendered control of his soul. But the very fact of this loss of control,
which the poem implies is the natratot’s wery first, suggests that his “guardianship”
may always have been bogus. If the natrrator was never affected by a passion, then his

“self-control” is no self-control at all (cf. Angelo in Measure for Measure).

This would also be close to the ironising of the speaker in Th.30. It may be that the
yoxn replied in Simonides (mopBevia replies to a bride in Sappho F114.2). In any
case, the response in Theocritus seems a natural extension from the Archaic poem.
Furthermore, if Simonides fr.eleg.21 was a model for Th.30, it suggests that the
narrator of Th.30 has never had control of himself or his 8vuédg, which further

ironises the speaker. The narrator who externalises his desire as a disease (t@de
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voofpotog, 1), and the cause of the latest outburst (topiev €dpoke AERT Gupe OV

opphwv, 7) and his lack of self-control, is himself revealed as at fault.
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4.6 Lyric and Epic

4.6.1 Lyric to Epic (Th.24)

Th.24, of course, alludes to and adapts more than one text and type of poem (Hunter
1996:11-13), though its principal model is Pindar’s Nemean 1 (Gow 1950:11.415),
which also narrates the strangling of Hera’s snakes by the infant Heracles.'” For
example, ‘HpoxAéw as the very first word is a hymnic feature (21 out of 33 Homeric
Hymns begin with the name of the god, HH15 begins ‘HpaixAéa), as is following this
with a participial phrase (Gutzwiller 1981:14). The image of Alcmena “filling both
[Heracles and Iphicles] with milk” (line 3) alludes to the gluttonous Heracles of
comedy (Hunter 1996:11), while Gutzwiller (1981:11-12) points out the epic affinities
of the shield in which the twins are placed in lines 4-5, and the brief mention of
Amphitryon’s having taken it from Pterelaus (cf. I.15.427-8). Alcmena’s lullaby in
lines 7-9, which echoes Danaé’s words to the infant Perseus in F543.21-2 of

Simonides, forms a lyric echo juxtaposed with these epic elements.

A more complex relationship with eatlier texts is apparent in the use of YaAa@nvév at
Th.24.30-1, where the narrator tells us that the snakes wound themselves around

Heracles:

TEPL TATOQL
oyiyovov, YoAXONVOV VO Tpoed, aigv &dokpuv:

The word yoAo@nvov appears with the same meaning, “suckling”, in Simonides

F553:

<Edpvdikag>
iooTe@dvov YAVKETOY E8GKPVOAY

YUYav anorvéovio YaAladnvov Tékog.

170 Also told by Pindar in Pge.20, which Th.24 also draws on (Dover 1971:252, Gutzwiller 1981:10).

261



This natrates a snake’s killing of Archemorus-Opheltes, in whose honour the
Nemean Games were founded (Apollodorus 1.9.14, Pausanias 2.15.3). It is precisely
this Simonidean description which Theocritus’ principal model in Th.24, Pindar’s

Nemean 1, also echoes in precisely the same scene (Heracles’ strangling of the snakes):

ayxopévolg 8¢ xpovog

YUXOG ARERVEVOEY pEAEwv dpdtwv. (N.1.46-7)

This emphasises the difference between Opheltes and Heracles, and by reversing the
foundation myth of the games, replaces “death with promise and defeat with victory”
(Kirkwood 1982:246)."" Hence the allusion to Simonides also alludes to Pindar’s own
allusion to the same Simonidean passage, thus suggesting that though Theocritus’
Heracles may be unweaned, he is no more an Opheltes than Pindar’s Heracles. This
complex of associations, and the fact that yaladnvév means “suckling” in both
Sim.F553 and Th.24.31 makes less likely Hunter’s suggestion (1996:27 n.104) that the
word is taken from the yoala®nv@®/..fitopt of Perseus in Simonides F543.8-9, where

the wotd means “babyish”.

Even the allusion to Simonides, then, involves Nemean 1, and it is the transformations
of the Pindaric model which ate most important for the appreciation of Th.24. As
Gow (1950:11.415) observes, the Theocritean version emphasises the domestic rather
than the heroic, e.g. in the opening scene where Alcmena sings her children a lullaby,
the conjugal bed scene at 24.34ff. where Alcmena nags her husband to investigate the
noise of the children and the strange light, and the description of the woman by the
corn-mills waking the servants in house (50ff.). But this domestication is itself a
development of hints in Theocritus’ Pindaric models (Gutzwiller 1981:10-11) — in
both N.1 and Pze.20 Alcmena leaps &nerhog (N.1.50; Pa.20.14) from her bed, in the
former case to fight off the snakes, in the latter out of fear, and the dpgpinmoror flee in

panic in Pse.20.""

" Kirkwood quotes from F.L. Williams’ 1976 Cornell PhD diss., “A Critical Edition of Nemean
Odes 1-4 of Pindar” (non vids).

172 They do not, pace Dover (1971:252), “come running” — they are running away: ¢0yov (P2e.20.17).
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Morte striking in terms of variation from Pindar is the “epicisation” of the Pindaric
narrative. Whereas the narrative of N.1 is swift and selective, with extensive play with
words for pace and speed (Rose 1974:158-60), Th.24 is more even and more
leisurely. In N.1 Hera sends the snakes énei...adtixo (35), “as soon as”'”” Heracles is
born and &eop (40), the snakes intend to wrap their dkelog Yv&Bovg (42) around the
children. Then there follows the more static, and more extensively described, vignette
of Heracles strangling the snakes — he lifts his head, first makes trial of battle, and
holds the two snakes in his two inescapable hands, having seized them by their necks.
At this point the Pindaric natrator says, strikingly that “Zme squeezed the life from
their unspeakable bodies” (N.1.46-7, quoted above).

The narrative then speeds up again with tox0 in 51, where the Theban princes enter.
In Theocritus the pace is much more even. He fills out the simple statement in
Pindar that Heracles was laid in his saffron swaddling-clothes at N.1.38 into a full-
scale ten-line scene of Alcmena putting her children to bed and even singing them a
lullaby. There follows a very epic-like description of time at lines 11-12 (recalling
1/18.487-9, 0d.5.273; Gow 1950:1i.417), before Hera sends her snakes. Similatly in
Th.24 there are six lines of description of the snakes (they have rippling-steel blue
coils, writhe their murderous bellies along the ground, flash fire from their eyes, spit
venom, 24.14-19). The Pindaric description, on the other hand, is typically very
compressed. The narrator focuses on a single prominent feature to stand for the

2 <c

whole, in this case the snakes’ “quick jaws”. N.1’s simple éxxdAiecev (N.1.60)
becomes in Theocritus a four-line long address by Alcmena to Teiresias to “tell her
the worst”, which is followed by a six-line re-assurance by Teiresias of Alcmena and

prediction of her own fame.

This creation of an “epic” veneer from a selective lytic narrative is made easier by
N.T’s being, in Slater’s (1979, 1983) terminology, an “epic narrative” which proceeds
in strict chronological sequence, without natrative ring-composition in time. Hence
Theocritus can describe the events at fuller length and a more even pace than Pindar
does, without having to deal with the awkwardness of a narrative that repeats itself.
But the epicisation of the lyric model amounts to more than making the pace more

even. Many of the changes from N.1 seem designed to minimise the presence of the

173 So Braswell (1992:58), who takes it as equivalent to &nel téyi1oto
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ptimary narrator, e.g. the switch from indirect speech (where the mediating role of
the narrator is clearer) for the prophecy of Teitesias in N.1.61-72 to direct quotation
in Th.24.73-100. In N.1, before the narrative of Heracles and the snakes begins, there
are a great many first-persons drawing attention to the primary narrator, e.g. the

quasi-biographical statement about visiting the victor:

gotav & £ abAeiong 80patg
avdpog pLholeivov kaAd peEATOUEVOC,
€vBal pot appddiov

delnvov kekoopuntor (N.1.19-22)

The narrative itself is introduced by a first-person statement of the narrator’s

attachment to his subject, and his reviving of an old tale:

gym & ‘HpakAéog AvIEXONAL TPOPPOVAG

£v xopLEolg Gpetdv peydiong, apyotov 6tpvev Adyov (N.1.33-4)

In the fully extant parts of Th.24, however, there are no first-persons by the primary
narrator, though the poem may have ended with a hymnal prayer for victory, if the
fragmentary lines preserved on the Antinoe papyrus are genuine (cf. Griffiths
1996:113ff.), and a marginal note to line 171 suggests the narrator made a first-
person request for victory to Heracles. In any case, the explicit role of the primary
narrator is much reduced. In many ways, then, the adaptation of a lyric model in
Th.24 forms the inverse of the treatment of an epic model in Th.13 (see below). But
what is created in Th.24 is not precisely an “epic” — its length is much less, and
despite its metre and its affinity to a hymn, it also stands as a Hellenistic analogue to
such Archaic works as Pindat’s Pythian 4 and Stesichorus’ “lyric epics”, works with an
epic veneer, which are not epics.'” One such marker of a difference from Homer, at
least, is the use of evaluative and emotional language by the primary narrator.
Descriptions such as aive wméhwpa (13), kaxov wndp (18), waxd 6npl (23),

avaidéog...086vtog (24), ovlopévolg opiecor (29), dewva mérwpa (59) employ

17+ One might even include the Homeric Hymns in this category of “para-epic”. They are not “epyllia”,
however — see 3.7 above.
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adjectives much more common in the speeches of characters than in the mouth of

the primary narrator (Griffin 1986:39-40, 48).

4.6.2 Epic to Lyric (Th.13)

In contrast to the lyric made epic of Th.24, in Th.13 the pattern is reversed: an epic
subject is taken up in a short, selective narrative reminiscent of lyric, in a poem with
an addressee, further demonstrating its affinities with Archaic lyric and elegy (Hunter
1999:262). The story of the Argonauts’ visit to Cius, the loss of Hylas and the
abandonment of Heracles is “epic” by virtue of being part of the Argonautic saga,
but there is also probably an immediate epic model for Theocritus in the form of
Apollonius’ account at the end of Arg.1. The priority of the two accounts has long
been debated. Kéhnken (1965) thinks Theoctitus wrote first, but argues principally
from unreliable external evidence such as the Lives of Apollonius (1965:13-17), and
the complexity and superiority of Apollonius’ version (1965:17-25), which seems
clearly a misunderstanding of two poems of different lengths and genres (Griffin
1966:301).

Others have tried to establish the relative priority of the texts through such means as
the analysis of animal similes in the respective poems (Effe 1992), but the most
compelling evidence is pethaps the fact that Theocrtitus also adapts (in Th.22) the
first episode of Arg.2 in such a way that Th.22 (set on the Black Sea cost) follows
Th.13 (set in the Propontis) and assumes events from Th.13 such as the loss of
Heracles (Hunter 1996:59-60). Th.22 also seems to draw on elements of the
Apollonian Hylas-episode, but generally to avoid verbal repetiion from Th.13
(Hunter 1996:60-2). This cross-referential Theocritean treatment of two Argonautic
episodes which are adjacent in Apollonius, then, suggests Apollonius wrote first
(Hunter 1999:264-5), pace Cameron (1995:430-1) who thinks that the succession of

episodes in Apollonius means he is combining two disparate Theocritean narratives.

Ultimately, however, the question of priority does not greatly affect the analysis here.
Apollonius will stand as a good example of what an Argonautic version of a Hylas-
episode would be, even if he in fact wrote second, and his adaptations of Th.13 (and
22) would then be parallel to Theocritus” handling of N.1 in Th.24. Knowledge of

Apollonius as a model would give Th.13 and its treatment here some “edge”
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(Hutchinson 1988:196), but it is not indispensable. In any case, I shall concentrate on

differences of manner, rather than detail or content.

Apollonius’ account has the Argonauts atrive in Cius at A7g.1.1177, the episode
ending with the end of the book at 1.1362, when the Argonauts reach Amycus. There
are long descriptions, e.g. the search by Heracles for a tree with which to make an oar
(1.1187-1206), several speeches (Polyphemus to Heracles, 1.1257-60, Telamon to
Jason, 1.1290-95 and 1.1332-35, Glaucus to the Argonauts, 1.1315-25, Jason to
Telamon, 1.1337-43), and epic similes, such as that of the enraged Heracles
compared to a bull stung by a gadfly (1.1265-72).

Th.13, in contrast, is only 76 lines long, and though it concentrates on the story of
Hylas, it actually narrates in lines 16-24 the gathering of the Argonauts (ol & adTQ
&prothieg cvvénovio/ moocdv £k moAwv mporeAeypévol, 17-8) and the whole of the
Argonautic journey to Colchis, albeit in very compressed form. Line 16 &AL é1e 10
xpboeov ErAer petd kdag Tdcwv echoes both the opening of its immediate epic
model, xpOoeiov peta kdog E0{vyov filacav "Apyd (Arg.1.4; Hunter 1999:271) and
a non-epic treatment of the Argonautic saga: 008¢ koT &v pPEYX KDOG AVNYOYEV
abtog Incev Mimnermus F11.1), thus advertising its double nature. These lines
form, then, an abbreviated version of A7g.1-2, and also allude to a non-epic treatment
of the return from Colchis. The manner of this abbreviated Argonautic narrative also
recalls another brief treatment, again of the events at Colchis and the return thence at
P.4.249-55:

KTELVE PEV YAQVKDTO TEYVOLG TOLKIAOV®TOV SQLV,

@ 'Apkecida, kAEyev 1€ MAdeav 6OV ad1d, Tav [edoopdvov: (249-50)

Hence the brief summary of the first half of the 47g. in Th.13 also suggests the whole
of the epic. Pythian 4 is also echoed by the desctiption of the Argonauts’ passing
through the Clashing Rocks and arriving in Colchis:

GTig KVavEay ovy Gyoto cUVSpopddwy vodg
aAAO Sregdule BadLY & eloédpape DAoLV,

oieTog @c, uéya Aottpa, &g’ ob 101e Xophdeg Eotav. (Th.13.22-4)
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didvpar yap Ecav {wai, KOAMVIEoKOVTO TE KpoLTVOTEPOLL

i Bapuydobrawv avépwv otixes &AL fidn TelevTaV KETVOg adTalg
NuIBEwv TAbog &yayev. ég daowy § Emertev

fiAvbov (P.4.209-12)

But Th.13 is mote compressed yet than Pindar’s description — the Clashing Rocks
and the arrival in Colchis are juxtaposed with the gathering of the Argonauts. Not
even rowing is required to move away from Pagasae, in contrast to P.4.200ff. (Hunter
1999:276)."” Compression and swiftness when compared to Apollonius atre also
evident. The speed with which Hylas finds a pool in Th.13 (téxo 8¢ xpévov
évomoev, 39) contrasts with the separation of his setting out from his arrival in
Apollonius by a digression on Thiodamas (Hunter 1999:276). It also shows that the
evening out of pace in Th.24 as compared to N.1 is not simply a regular feature of
Theocritus’ style — quicker, choppier, more “lyric” narratives are also in his range.
Th.13 begins with an address to Nicias and a gnome on love, illustrated by the
exemplum of Heracles (which recalls the introduction of a Heracles-myth as an
exemplum for no mortal being fortunate in all things in Bacchylides 5), then narrates
Heracles’ love for and education of Hylas, then juxtaposes (&AL, 16) the summary of
the expedition in 16-24, returning then to the episode at Cius for the rest of the

poem.

The brevity and selectivity of Th.13, alongside its juxtaposition of episodes, draws
attention to its narrator. We have already seen that there is considerable quasi-
biogtaphy in this poem, notably in the address to Nicias, which foregrounds the
narrator, but even though there is no narratorial first-person or apostrophe outside
the first four lines,' the narrator remains prominent. Strikingly, particulatly when
compared to the epic version of Apollonius, there is no direct speech by any of the
main protagonists in the natrative in Th.13, and the only line of direct speech is 52
(xov@oTep’, @ Taldeg, molelc® 6mhor TAEVLOTIKOG 6VPOG), which quotes what a sailor
might say on seeing a shooting star. This comes as part of a simile comparing Hylas’

fall to a falling star, but the unusual embedded quotation only points to the distance

175 Campbell (1990:118) oddly suggests that the ease of the Argonauts travel in Th.13 suggests their
great fortitude.

176 Another Theocritean observation of a separation between frame and inset.
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of the natrative style of Th.13 from epic, and to the avoidance of long epic speeches.

Instead the narrator is before us as a mediating presence, reporting the cries of

Heracles and Hylas:

Tpig puev “YAav duoev 6cov Babbg fpuye Aopog,

TPig & &p’ 6 malg VhkovoEey, dpond & TkeTo pwvé (58-9)

By putting himself firmly between the audience and the words of the characters, the
faintness and distance of Hylas’ cties is emphasised, as is the futility of Heracles’. By
describing Heracles as with a word (fipuye from épebyecBat) which can mean
“bellow” and “roar” (Hunter 1999:283), the actions of animals (e.g. bulls, 1/20.403),
while also not quoting Heracles’ actual words (save the bare “YAav, 58), makes

Heracles appear bestial. The narrator refuses to articulate Heracles’ words.

The narrator in Th.13 is also prepared to pass comment on the narrative itself, as
when he declares oyétAiol oi giréovteg (66), motivated by the plight of Heracles (cf.
also Heracles poivopevog and the yoaiemog..8sog, 71). This sort of vocabulary,
eschewed by the Homeric narrator (see 2.3.4 above), does, however, appear in
Apollonius. In his version of the Hylas-episode, the primary narrator describes
Heracles’ killing of Hylas’ father with the adverb vnieidg (1.1214), its cognate vnAng
being exclusively a speech-word in Homer when used of people (Griffin 1986:40; see
2.3.4 above). More importantly the Apollonian narrator describes the sons of Boreas,
who are to be killed by Heracles, as oxétAior (1.1302). In the Argonautica too there is
a mote Intrusive voice than is usual in Homer. But the narrator of Th.13 is even

more prominent.

4.6.3 Doubling up (Th.22)

Th.22, appropriately enough for a poem about twins, has a double nature and two
models, lyric and epic. The poem first celebrates Polydeuces in a natrative about his
meeting with Amycus, king of the Bebrycians (27-134). It appears to engage with
Apollonius’ telling of the same meeting at the beginning of Arg.2 (see 4.6.2 above for
the question of priority), and the Hylas-episode at the end of .47g.1. The second part,
hymning Castor (137-211), develops elements of the fight between the Dioscuri and
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the Apharidae as told in Pindar’s Nemean 10. At the beginning and end of the poem
there are introductory (1-26) and concluding (212-223) sections, appropriate to a
hymn.

These different sections, and differences between them in terms of style and tone
have led some scholars (e.g. Gow 1950:1.384-5) to consider Th.22 as a composite of
originally separate sections. But more plausible internal reasons can be found for this
variation — the opening section, which is a “Hymn to the Dioscuri” represents an
internalisation of the proem-function of a Homeric Hymn vis-a-vis a full-blown epic
narrative (Hunter 1996:50). The differences, too, between the Polydeuces and Castor
sections can be explained in terms of the different attitudes to the divine which they

embody, and differences in their adaptation of their Archaic and Hellenistic models.

The narrator is particularly prominent in the opening “hymn” in lines 1-26. The first
wotd of the poem is a first-person verb, “Yuvéopev (1), which is repeated at the
beginning of line 4. The Dioscuri are apostrophised in lines 17-18 in their capacity as
savers of ships, and again as ® Guew Bvnroict BonBdor, @ @ikor &uew (23) in lines
23ff. At this point the natrator asks which of them he should begin with, again
employing first-person forms, and decides on Polydeuces. This type of explicit
narratorial presence does reappear in the rest of the poem, but only at very specific

points.

For most of the Polydeuces-episode, the natrator is relatively invisible. An exception
is the placing of the meeting with Amycus in the context of the wider Argonautic

journey at the very beginning:

‘H pév épa mpopuyodoa métpag eig €v Evviovoag

"Apy® kol igéevtag dtaptnpov otopa [ovrov (Th.22.27-8)

The brief summary of the previous events, and the particle dpo, marking the
narrative as being a result of the narrator’s decision to celebrate Polydeuces first
(Gow 1950:11.387), point us to the narrator. But there then follow some 23 lines of
description, e.g. of the wanderings of the Dioscuri (34-43), and the figure of Amycus
(35-52). The conversation that follows, though strikingly novel in its use of
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stichomythia (without parallel in epic narrative, Gow 1950:1i.391), means the narrator
recedes completely into the background in lines 54-74. The narrative then speeds up
with gathering of the Bebrycians and Argonauts summarised in lines 75-9, before it
concentrates on the fight between Amycus and Polydeuces. This is described in detail
in lines 80-114, with little intrusion from the narrator, until the fight reaches its

climax. At this point the natrator intervenes with a question to the Muse:

TG yop N At0g viog &dnedyov Gvdpo KoBETAEY;
giné, 0ed, oV Yop olcBo YD & £tépav DIOPHTNG

pBEyEopat 800’ £BELELG oV Kol Ommag Tot @idov adthi. (115-17)

This sort of question to the Muse has epic forebears, such as that at [/1.8f. (Dover
1971:245), but in coming at a climactic point in the narrative, the closest parallel 1s
perhaps the question to Patroclus at [416.692-3 (vBo. tivo. mpdTov, tiva & Hotatov
ggevapiéog), shortly before his death. But the narrator of Th.22 draws even more
attention to himself, advertising his role as mediator between the Muse (and
therefore the events of the story) and the audience. The narrator then proceeds, at
the very end of the Polydeuces-narrative, to address Polydeuces himself (@ mbxtn
IMoAbdevkeg, 132), thus informing him that he did not kill Amycus, but secured a

promise from him not to molest strangers.

This civilised resolution to the conflict is very different from the end of the fight in
Apollonius, where Amycus is killed (100 & &8pdog €kxvto Bvpde, A72.2.97), and then
the Bebrycians attack the Argonauts (2.98ff.), only to be defeated, and to suffer
mnvasion by Lycus and the Mariandyni (2.139-40). Nor is this the only difference
from Th.22 — there is no narratorial intrusion as explicit as the Muse-question, self-
characterisation and apostrophe of Polydeuces. The speeches in Apollonius are also
handled in much more conventional epic means, in contrast to the stichomythia of
Th.22.54-74. Several elements, of course, are drawn from the Apollonian account,
e.g. the characterisation of Amycus as a sactilegious Giant (TiTv@® €vadiykiog &vip,

Th.22.94) fighting against an “Olympian” (A1og vidg, Th.22.95):
AL’ 0 pev 1 6Aooto Tvewéog, NE Kol aLTHG

Taing eivan &ikto méAwp TéK0G, ola mhpolBev

XWOHEVT AUl TikTEV' 0 & oVpavVig ATAAOVTOG
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aotépr Tovdapidng (Arg.2.38-41)

The Polydeuces-episode, as mentioned above, also draws on the Hylas-story as told
in the Argonautica (Hunter 1996:61-3). The description of Amycus, for example,
particulatly his wearing of lion-skin (bmeép vartolo koi odyévog Hopeito/ Expwv
déppa Aéovrtog apnupévov €k modedvov, Th.22.51-2), a typical marker of Heracles,
recalls the Heracles of Apollonius. So too does the discovery of a locus amoenus while
out exploring in wooded countryside while the rest of the Argonauts are engaged on
other activities, precisely the situation of Heracles in the Hylas-episode in the
Argonantica. But as Hunter (1996:60) observes, Th.13 and 22 avoid repeating each
other, with different descriptions of passing through the Clashing Rocks, the

Argonauts etc.!”’

Though the narrator of Th.22 is prominent, the manner of his
visibility, and the overall nature of the narrative (generally even pace, full

descriptions) is very different to that of Th.13.

Where the Polydeuces-part of Th.22 has the Argonantica firmly in mind, the Castor-
section is very different. Once more we begin with narratorial intrusion, in the

transitional passage between the Polydeuces and Castor sections:

Kol o pEv Ypvnooi pot, &va ot 3¢, Kaotop, deicw,

Tovdopidn toxdrwle, dopvocoe, yoarkeo8hpng (Th.22.135-6)

The verb Ypvnoan picks up the first line of the poem, while the declaration &eicw
points back to the narrator’s decision to sing of Polydeuces first (IToAvdedrea
npdtov deicw, 26). Such an intrusion in a transitional passage has clear precedents,
e.g. in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (lines 165£f., 207ff.) or Pindar’s epinicians (see 2.3.3
above). The narrator continues in this prominent vein with the summary of earlier

events in lines 137-40:

To pev avaprndiavte dOw PePETNV ALdG VI
doiag Agvkinzmolo kopag dioom & &pa Thye
goovpévag édlwkov adedped VI "Agapiios,

YopuBpd peEALoYaH®, AVYKEDS Kol 6 KaptepOg “18ag.

177 The only exception is ékBévteg 8’ éni 8ivar (Th.13.32, Th.22.32) — Hunter 1996:61.
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This reflects the beginning of the Polydeuces-episode, of course, which also started
with a summary. But this summary points us to the narrator even more, given that
this summarises events which are properly part of the episode of the Dioscuri against
the Apharidae as a whole (the imminent marriage of the Apharidae to the daughters
of Leucippus, their being seized, the pursuit of the Dioscuri), whereas the earlier
summary specified where in the wider Argonautic narrative the episode with Amycus
took place. In any case, this pace of narrative is not sustained. When the four heroes
leap from their chariots, and the audience expects battle, we receive only words (Sens
1996:188). Lynceus makes a long speech, beginning in line 145, which only ends at
180. This 1s to reject Wilamowitz’s suggestion (1906:191-2, taken up by Gow
1950:11.402) that there is a lacuna after 170, and that the speech after that point
should be given to Castor rather than Lynceus (the MSS mark no change of speaker).
In fact Spoapog (175) can mean “relative” as well as “brother”, Wilamowitz’ chief
point against regarding the whole speech as Lynceus’ (Hunter 1996:70, cf. also Sens
1996:190 n.18). After the speech, the fight between Lynceus and Castor is described
in lines 181-204, where Castor kills Lynceus, and then Zeus Idas.

The narrative tevetses in manner, detail and mood that of N.10.55-90. Where Th.22
is explicit that the reason for the fight was the seizing of the daughters of Leucippus
by Castor and Polydeuces, N.10 is vague ('Idag &upi Bovoiv mwg xoAlweig,
N.10.60). Th.22 presents us with a Lynceus who argues cogently against fighting
(Muiv tov Agbdxinrmog £dg Edvaoe BOyatpag/ 16ode moAd mpotépols, Th.22.147-8),
that it is unseemly of the Dioscuri to have bribed Leucippus (yéopov & éxiéyoare
ddporg, 151), and that if they must fight one death is enough (GAig véxvg €€ &vog
oikov/ €ig, 176-7). He is met with silence from Castor, and then death. When his
brother Idas takes his father’s gravestone to attack Castor to avenge his brother
(LéMAe xooryviitolo Badelv opetépoio goviia, 209), he is killed by Zeus. The
impression in Th.22 is of a hero (Lynceus) at odds with his harsh environment (Sens
1996:189), and attempting diplomacy in an age of war, and against insurmountable
and unintelligible divine power (Hunter 1996:69-70). Lynceus is the object of pity.
But in N.10 the emphasis is on the brotherly feeling of Po/ydences for Castor (contrasts
Idas’ reaction in Th.22), with which Pindar’s narrative begins and ends, the sacrifice
of half of Polydeuces’ immortality for his brother (N.10.55-59, 73-90 — Castor is first
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killed by Idas, N.10.59-60). It is on the bestowal of this immortality that the Pindaric
narrative concentrates — the speeches in N.10 are those of Polydeuces over his dying
brother (76-9) and the explanation of the possibility of salvation for Castor (80-88),
which produces no doubt in Polydeuces’ mind (N.10.89-90). The Pindaric narrative is
otherwise swift, e.g. Aowynpolg 8¢ noédecowv &pap/ €&ikécBav, kol péyo Epyov
éunoavt axéwng (N.10.63-4, cf. N.1 above). The arrival at the tomb of Aphareus to
the death of both Apharidae is narrated in seven lines (N.10.66-72).

The fraternal feeling of Polydeuces for Castor has been transferred in Th.22 to Idas,
and also to Lynceus, concerned to reduce the death-toll But in the hatsh
environment of Th.22, this comes to nothing: o pé&v obd& TOv &AAov €@’ Eotin £ide
totphn/ maidwv Acokéwoa ¢ilhov yapov Extedécavia (Th.22.205-6). The
differences between the Pindaric and Theocritean atmospheres is clear from the
similarity of the gnome which follows the deaths of the Apharidae in both poems
(Hunter 1996:66):

XOAETQ & Eplg GvOphmorg OHIAETY kpecoovay. (N.10.72)

oVt Tuvdapidong moreplépey ovk év Ehappd (Th.22.212)

But whereas in Pindar the Apharidae were the aggressors (cf. N.1.63-4, quoted
above), in Th.22 they do not desetve their deaths, and are the wronged party. Hunter
(1996:69-70) is right, however, to emphasise that this is not to be read as a
condemnation of the Dioscuri, or Castor in particular. Polydeuces is presented as a
civilising influence in Th.22 against Amycus, and as upholding part of the accepted
moral code (the treatment of guests), whereas the Dioscuri together are presented in
their capacity as rescuers of ships in the opening “hymn” in lines 1-26. The
juxtaposition of the actions of a god acting inexplicably, unfairly and ultimately
unintelligibly represents another aspect of the divine (Hunter 1996:70). Hellenistic
poets elsewhere portray the unfortunate fate of the innocent at the hands of the gods
(e.g. in Callimachus, Teiresias in H.5, and in a different sense, Etysichthon in H.6; see
3.2.9 and 3.2.10 above), and the fact that such poets could depict gods working
outside easily comprehensible modes of behaviour ought not to be used as evidence

that their attitude to the gods was not “serious” (this is again to come up against the
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inadequacy of the term). A god who acts unfairly is not necessarily a god being

satirised or sent up, but merely a god acting as gods sometimes do, mysteriously.'”

4.6.4 Epic and Lyric (Th.25)

Th.25 is another combination of epic and lyric, but in a very different sense from
Th.22."” Here we find not an intrusive narrator amid epic narrative, or summaries of
previous events pointing us to the narrator, but episodes of epic natrative juxtaposed.
Th.25 is divided into three sections, 1-84 (subtitted HPAKAHZ ITPOX ATPOIKON in
some MSS), where Heracles converses with a rustic about the location of Augeas’
stables, and is led there by him, 85-152 (subtitled EITITIQAHZIZ in some MSS), where
Heracles, Augeas and Phyleus observe the vast herds of Augeas, and 153-281
(without a subtitle), where Phyleus and Heracles converse, and Heracles tells of his
slaying of the Nemean lion. The first section, and the poem as a whole, begins

180

abruptly, ™ and assumes a question or similar by Heracles:
Tov & yépav npocieine Bodv Eniovpog &poTpeds,

TaVCauevog €pyotlo 10 ol peta xepoiv éxertor (Th.25.1-2)

Gow (1950:11.442) notes the parallel with the opening of Homeric books such as 0d.9
(rov & amopeBopevog npocten modduntig ‘Odvooeig, 1), but the key difference is
that O4.9 begins with a reply to a question put by Alcinous at the end of O4.8. In
Th.25, however, we miss the presence of this earlier question. This discontinuity is
also apparent with the other sections of Th.25 — between sections 1 and 2 the
situation has changed, the rustic departed and been replaced by new companions for
Heracles, Augeas and Phyleus. None of this is narrated. At the beginning of the third

section Augeas is no longer with the other two, who have now left the farmlands eig

178 Tt is perhaps not so much the “mysteriousness” of divine action in H.5 and Th.22 which puzzles
modermn readers, as its ultimate unfairness — but this is more to do with Christian ideas about divine
justice than with the Hellenistic hymns, as Hunter (1996:73) rightly stresses.

1791 leave aside the question of its autheticity — Gow (1950:i1.439-41) notes it cannot with any certainty
be attributed to Theocritus. If it is not Theocritus’ it represents a continuation of, and vanation from,
the experimentation with Archaic ways of telling stories which Theocritus was engaged upon.

180 Chryssafis (1981:27) calls this “typical” of Hellenistic epic, but neither the .Arg., with its address to

Phoebus, nor even the Hecale, plunging in medias res, characterise themselves as fragments from a larger
narrative.
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dotv (25.153). Again, more ellipsis. If the subtitles of the sections are meant to recall
those of Homeric books or book-sections, as seems plausible (cf. "Odvoctimg npog
Edpotov Oopdia for Od14, Gow 1950:i.442; 'EmmodAinotg "Ayopéuvovog for

1/4.223ff., Gow 1950:11.451), these are books without interconnecting natratives.

This sort of juxtaposition recalls the sudden shifts of lyric narrative more than the
continuous narration of Homer, but within the sections themselves there is little in
the way of narratorial intrusion. The majority of the first section is taken up with the
speeches of Heracles and the rustic, the only substantial portion of narrative being
62-77 where the pair walk together and encounter the dogs. The second section is
without speeches, but again without much in the way of narratorial intrusion, and a
very detailed description of Heracles fending off the bull (145-49). The final section
is similarly free of intrusion, the majority being taken up with the speeches of Phyleus
and particularly Heracles’ secondary narrative about the Nemean lion. The only real
exception to this invisible narrator is the comment yoAienov & £tépov voov {duevou
&vdpodg (67)," which is clearly focalised by the rustic (“he longed to ask him
[Heracles], but hesitated and caught his words as he spoke in case he spoke out of
turn...”, Th.25.64-6). But the juxtaposition itself of these episodes points to a figure
arranging and juxtaposing them. In view of the otherwise unintrusive narrator, and
the subtitles to the individual sections (has the third been lost?), perhaps we are
meant to think of the activity of an editor or arranger of poems as much as that of a
conventional natrator. The form of Th.25 may allude, then, to the scholatly activity

being carried out in Alexandria.

181 A sentiment with a lyric model — tig ko, tig Mok p& GALY voov &vdpdg Ericmor;, Aleman F104 —
(Gow 1950:11.449). Unfortunately the wider context is lost.
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4.7 Overview

In Theocritus, as in Callimachus, the prominence of the primary narrator in several
poems is again clear, as is the play with the relationship of natrator to author, and the
ironising of several Theocritean narrators. The greater visibility of the primary
narrator in several Theoctitean poems as compared to Homer points to the use of
Archaic models other than the I4ad and the Odyssey, as do the subtle variations in the
projection of the historical author in the narrator. The use of the gap between
narrator and author and moralising passages reminiscent of some Archaic narrators
to ironise or undercut the primary narrator’s authority resembles some of the effects
in Callimachus, and should be seen partly in terms of a wider Hellenistic concern

with poetic authority.

The narrator is strongly connected to the historical author in 11, 13 and 28, where
the common addressee, Nicias, suggests the narrator 1s “Theocritus” (recalling the
“unifying” function of Cymus in Theognis), as does the narrator’s Sicilian nationality
in 11 and 28. The persona of a professional poet associated with Sicily and Egypt
developed in 16 and 17 again recalls the historical author, while the subject-matter of
29 and 30 (love), alongside their anonymous first-person narration, implies a close
relationship of narrator to author. The most extensive play with the identity of the
narrator and his connections to the historical Theocritus are of course to be found in
7, which shares the framework of first-person narration. The narrator also addresses
addressees of Theocritus (Aratus in Simichidas the natratot’s inset song, 7.102), and

strives to emulate Asclepiades and Philetas.

The name of the narrator, however, is explicitly not “Theocritus”. The setting is Cos
(rather than Sicily or Alexandtia). The name may be meant to resemble that of the
iambic poet Semonides, while thete are echoes of iambos elsewhere in the poem.
Furthermore the first-person narration by an internal (homodiegetic) narrator enables
the creation of ambiguity about the identity and attitude of Lycidas, who seems to be
initiating the narrator in some manner, but may regard him ironically. Hence the
audience is presented with an initiation without being sure of who the narrator is,

who 1s inittating him or what his attitude 1s to the initiate.
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The presentation of the narrator in this manner in 7 both ironises him and fractures
his authority — he cannot present a definitive account of the meeting with Lycidas
nor of the precise attitude Lycidas displays. Both the ironising of the primary narrator
and the fracturing of his authority are important elements in several Theocritean
poems. In 6 the primary narratot’s outer frame carefully avoids choosing between the
two inset songs (ostensibly sung in competition — €piodev, 6.5), which underlines the
ambiguity over the meaning of Galatea’s behaviour as presented in the inset songs. In
11 the inset song of Polyphemus modifies the narrator’s description of Polyphemus’
condition and points us to the ambiguities of the narrator’s description and of

vocabulary such as p&ppakov.

There is ironising of the narrator even where the narrator is not closely connected to
the historical author, as in the monologues 3 (a rustic paraclausithyron), 12 (a record of
self-delusion), 20 (a narrator with ovet-inflated opinions of himself). The portrayal of
these narrators in the monologues is achieved with extensive quasi-biography, also
displayed in 2 (where Simaetha is not presented in a particularly ironic manner), and

29 (where the narrator is ironised — his moralising is exposed as a sham).

The monologues (2, 3, 12, 20, 29) closely resemble Callimachus mimetic hymns,
which develop the Archaic phenomena of pseudo-intimacy and pseudo-spontaneity.
The fact that the setting of the Theocritean monologues is private, however, brings
them even closer to the situation of (for example) Sappho’s poems, presenting the

relations and emotions felt within a private, closed group.

In Callimachus’ mimetic H.2 part of play is an ambiguity as to the identity of the
speaker (chorus or “poet”) which develops similar perceived ambiguities in Archaic
poems with an individualised speaker which were initially performed by a chorus.
Th.18 also presents the juxtaposition of a singular voice and that of a chorus, but
keeps the voices separate and firmly demarcated, using the characteristically
Theocritean technique of the inset song within an outer frame to present a version of
a text from the distant past — a Spartan wedding-song for Helen and Menelaus. The
presentation in terms of frame and inset points to the difference between the

putative audiences of the two parts — a Spartan audience with a Spartan conception
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of a faithful Helen, and a Hellenistic audience whose Helen is modified by her
presentation in the Homeric poems. The Spartan song is presented as a fragment
from the past whose significance is radically altered in the Hellenistic period. A
related presentation of “fragments” is pethaps to be discerned in the discrete,

unconnected sections of 25.

In 26 we also find a Theoctitean use of a choral voice, and of Archaic moralising.
The boy-chorus of the poem expresses itself in first-person statements which recall
Pindaric moralising first-persons. But the unsympathetic condemnation of Pentheus
which follows the pathetic description of his death reverses the structure and
function of the depiction of Pentheus’ death in Euripides’ Bacchae. Instead of ending
with Pentheus’ mother taking her son’s head, then discovering what she has done,
eliciting pathos, 26 ends with the atresting and uncomfortable declaration of the
chorus that it does not care about Pentheus’ fate. This points us to the immaturity as
well as the purity of the narrator (who is thus ironised). This recalls the effect of the
moralising in Callimachus’ H.6.

We can also observe Theocritus’ adaptation of specific textual models in, for
example, his treatment of Pindar’s N.1 in 24, where the prominent narrator of the
epinician recedes into the background. In contrast, 13 may “lyricise” the epic
Argonantica of Apollonius in a way reminiscent of Pindar’s own lyric _Argonautica,
Pythian 4. The Polydeuces-section of 22 probably also adapts the .Argonantica, though
in contrast to 13 the pace is faitly even and the descriptions full. The narrator,
however, is prominent. In the Castor-section of 22 there are reversals of another
Pindaric ode, N.10. Where N.10 concentrates on the brotherly feeling of Polydeuces
for Castor, in 22 we hear a lengthy speech by Lynceus, which indicates that the
Dioscuri are responsible for the quarrel. The culpability of the Dioscuri depicted
represents part of Theocritus’ experimentation with the presentation of the divine in
22 (where the Dioscuri are also saviours of ships and Polydeuces a civilising

influence). Again, this recalls Callimachean hymns such as H.5 and H.6.
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5. Confidence and Crisis: the Narrator in the Argonautica

5.1 The Apollonian Narrator

5.1.1 Introduction

Apollonius’ narrator is of course much more prominent than Homer’s (Hunter
1993a:106), and exploits many of the devices identified above in 1.6 above to make
the mnatrrator’s presence obvious. There are regular narratorial first-person
statements,'™ comments on and judgements about the events in his narrative,'™

. 4
addresses to the audience and characters,®

and prominent passages of indirect
speech.'" Hunter (1993a:101-151) provides an important survey of such Apollonian
devices with particular reference to Homeric precedents. He points out that such
precedents do exist, albeit limited, for narratorial judgement, the narrator’s first
person, addresses to characters, aetiology etc. But there has clearly been a shift in
Apollonius towards a greater visible involvement on the part of the narrator to his
narrative. The discrete Homeric narrator- and character-vocabularies of emotive and
evaluative language (see 2.3.4 above) are confused, but not entirely abandoned, in
the Argonautica (Hunter 1993a:109-11). The narrator invests his exclamations and

character-addresses with more emotion (e.g. deopovg dverdeto pwpropolo/ eEeréery

pepovia, dvoappopog of Medea; cf. Griffin 1986:47-8).

182 E.g. uvhoopon (1.2), éya..pvémoaipny (1.20), pvnodpeda (1.23).

183 E.g. the description of Erinys’ seeing the murder of Apsyrtus, dAopdviov Epyov (4.476), and the
narrator’s explanation of Jason’s subsequent behaviour in line with i 8épig ad8évinor Soloktaciag
iAdecBon (4.479). Note that 1| 6éju1g is never used by the Homeric narrator (Griffin 1986:38).

18+ Audience addressed at 1.725-6, 1.765ff., 2.171ff., 3.1265, 4.238, 4.428, 4.997; characters addressed
at 4.1383 (Argonauts), 4.1483ff. (Canthus), 4.1763-5 (Theras, so Frinkel app.crit. Vian 1974-81:1v.145,
Fusillo 1985:377), 4.1773ff. (Argonauts). The related device of narratorial exclamation abou? characters
is found at 1.1302 (Boreads), 2.66 (attendants of Amycus), 2.137 (Bebrycians), 2.1028 (king of
Mossynoikot), 3.809, 3.1133 (both Medea), 4.875 (Peleus), 4.916 (Butes), 4.1524 (Mopsus). There are
also several addresses to gods, e.g. to Eros (4.445ff.).

185 E.g. the strikingly unusual report of Aietes’ address to the Colchians (3.579-605). For a detailed
discussion of this and other important examples cf. Hunter (1993a:143-8).
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The formal devices Apollonius exploits to engineer this development of and
difference from Homer have been carefully delineated, but work remains to be done
on their co-ordination in the characterisation of the narrator. The “personality” of
the narrator is carefully and strikingly developed in the Argonantica, in a manner

which exploits, alongside Hellenistic models, Archaic narrators other than Homer’s.

Apollonius maintains the Homeric “formal anonymity” (Hunter 1993a:120) of the
epic narrator. We are not told specific biographical details such as his name or
important events or facts about his life (contrast, e.g., Hesiod’s Works and Days). That
said, it is possible to infer various things about the Apollonian narrator from oblique
indications in the text, such as his being a male Greek (cf. 2.1021-25 on the
Mossynoikoi: 6oca 8 &vi peydpoig memovipueda, ketve B0pale/ dyeyéwg péoonov
évi pelovowv dyvais./.../.../ picyovion xopddig Euviy eAdtnTL Yovouk®v.), living
long after the Argonauts (cf. 4.1764 on the colonisation of Thera taking place a long

time after the days of Euphamos).'®

But the most important elements in this oblique
characterisation of the narrator are his presentation as a scholar and someone
prepared to react morally and emotionally to his narrative. In these areas both
Hellenistic and Archaic models are in operation — the moralising persona recalls
those to be found in Hesiod, Atrchaic monody, elegy, Zambos, and in Pindar, while

Callimachus and the erudition of Hellenistic scholar-poets are evoked by the

Argonautica’s scholatly narrator.

The prominence of the Apollonian natrator is achieved partly through the formal
features outlined above, but also through the presentation of a different sort of
narrative about the narrator himself. This differs from earlier autobiographical
comments or details about the narrator, but exploits them as models for the
development of a “ctisis” of the narrator. This does not purpott to tell us facts about
the narrator’s life, but does present the narrator undergoing a progressive loss of his
early confidence in the Aryg. It is to the examination of this “crisis” that I shall devote
much of this chapter. Unlike the formal features of the voice of the Apollonian

narrator it has attracted little critical comment.

186 Not wholly without precedent in Homer as the oot vdv Bpotoi-passages show (e.g. 1£5.302-4), de
Jong 1987:44-5, and see 2.3.1 above.
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5.1.2 A Scholar

One of the most obvious charactetistics of the Arg., and one which sets it apart from
the Homeric epics, is the great deal of scientific, ethnographical and particularly
aetiological information which the natrator provides for his audience (Goldhill
1991:327-8). The purposes of this information are various. Fusillo (1985:137-42)
portrays the unHomeric connection of narratorial present and mythological past
which takes place in Apollonius’ aetia as a “betrayal” of Homeric epic, shattering the
fiction of the “absolute past” maintained in Homer, while Zanker (1987:120-4)
stresses the use of aetiology to provide a “sense of cultural continuity” for
Alexandrian intellectuals. Another important role of such information, which will

concern us here, is to “fill out” the persona of the narrator.

This is a narrator who has, as a result of his own researches, or those of his fellow
scholars, come to know a great deal about the extant signs of the Argonautic voyage:
names (such as the Magnesian coast still called the Aphetae Argous after the departure
thence of the Argonauts, 1.591); the islands called the Strophades from the turning
there of the Boreads in their pursuit of the Harpies, 2.296-7; or the “Cave of Medea”
where the martiage of Jason and Medea takes place, 4.1153-5), monuments (such as
the grave-mound of Cyzicus, still visible, 1.1161-2; or the altar to Homonoia set up
after the Argonauts see Apollo at dawn, 2.717-19), and natural phenomena (such as
the Etesian winds, instituted by Zeus because of Aristaeus, 2.498-526; or the skin-
coloured pebbles in the beach on Aethalia, from the scrapings of sweat by the
Argonauts, 4.654ft.)."

The narrator often adopts the tone of an ethnographer, noting with interest the
customs and habits of the peoples the Argonauts encounter on their travels. Of the
Mossynoikoi he comments: &Aloin 8¢ dikn kol 8écpia toict tétvktan (2.1018),
before telling us of their fondness for public sex and similar oddities. Just before this,
the narrator has related information about the economic system of the Chalybes

(2.1002-9), and the birth-pains of the Tibareni (2.1011-14). His statement about the

187 For further examples cf. Fusillo 1985:116-36 and his categorisation of Apollonian aetia.
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Amazons — o yop Ounyepéeg piov & mOAV, EALN &va yolov/ kexpipuévor KoTo
eOLa Suatpryo voethackov (2.996-7) — has the flavour of a scholar’s correction of a
common misconception about Amazonian demography. The description of Colchian
death-customs at 3.200-8, hanging corpses from trees rather than burning or burying
them, is hardly the best of omens for the Argonauts, but the narrator’s observation
that because they bury their women, the air and earth have an equal portion, suggests
he is as interested in the peculiarities of the practice as the effect it might have on

Jason.'®

The myth of the Argonauts itself and the events within it are depicted as though they
are the product of scholatly research. In the Catalogue, for example, we meet several
“they say”’-statements which indicate that the narrator is relying on written sources,
from which he is building and selecting, for the material of his song (Hunter
1993a:106, 127): “they say that by the music of his songs Orpheus charmed the
stubborn rocks...” (1.26-7), “bards relate [kAeiovowv &owdot] that Caeneus, still alive
then, perished at the hands of the Centaurs” (1.59-60), “nor do we learn [rev0oped’]
that mighty-hearted Heracles disregarded Jason’s summons” (1.122-3), “Lernus we
know [{3pev] was the son of Proetus son of Nauplius” (1.135-6).'"

Two more turns of phrase also contribute to the creation of the scholarly persona of
the narrator — the particle mov (and the similar use of mo8t) and the rider &i £1eév ye
nédel kAéog at 1.154. The latter comes in the Catalogue of Argonauts, and is
attached by the narrator to Lynceus’ ability to see even under the earth. Stinton

(1976:63) considers various possible functions for this phrase: indication of

188 Further ethnography at: 1.1058-61 - customary funeral games for Cyzicus; 1.1075-7 - meal-grinding
for sacrificial cakes at common mill in Cyzicus; 1.1138-9 - Phrygians wozrship Rhea with tambourine
and drum; 1.1354-1357 - Kians still search for Hylas; 2.507 - Haemonians call Aristaeus Nomios and
Agreus; 2.526-7 - Keans offer sacrifices before tising of Dog-star; 2.1174-76 - Amazon worship with
horse-sacrifice; 4.319-322 - Scythian etc. ignorance of ships; 4.477-79 - the proper way to expiate
treacherous murders; 4.1210ff. - settling of Colchians among Phaeacians, subsequent movements;
4.1720-1730 - abusive rites of Apollo Aigletes on Anaphe; 4.1770-2 - custom of water-catrying race on
Aegina. Much of the material here probably builds on the wotk of Apollonius’ approximate
contemporary Nymphodorus of Amphipolis, who wrote a Népwa BopBopikd (RE XVII:1623-5,
Fusillo 1985:180 n.18), as did Callimachus. But it is used in the Arg. as part of the creation of the
scholarly persona of the narrator.

189 Cf. Vian 1974-81:1.246 and Hunter 1993a:106 n.25 for the “genealogical fiddling” (Hunter) which is
concealed by such expressions. This does not invalidate their use as part of the characterisation of the
scholarly narrator.
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hyperbole, voicing of a poetic disclaimer disavowing responsibility, expression of
incredulity, underlining of a supernatural characteristic, drawing attention to a
mythological variation. Whatever its precise force, given its position in the Catalogue,
alongside several other markers of the scholatly persona, it seems the sort of remark
a scholar might make about a striking “fact” uncovered in his researches. The
realisation that it plays its part in figuring the narrator as a scholar means we need not
read it as authorial scepticism about the truth of the myth. It points use instead to the
critical approach the narrator is portrayed as having towards the sources and previous

accounts from which he constructs his narrative.

A similar effect is produced by the narrator’s use of the particle mov. According to
Denniston (1954°:490-1) the particle conveys “a feeling of uncertainty in the speaker.
Hence, further, mov is used ironically, with assumed diffidence, by a speaker who is
quite sure of his ground.” Neither this desctiption, nor Hunter’s comments
(1989:199) that, “A. frequently distances himself from his narrative in this way [sc. by
using wov and other devices], as though he were reporting events of which he himself
was not the author and for whose veracity he takes no responsibility....””,””" quite
capture the main natratorial use in the Azg. In Apollonius the particle mov has the
flavour of someone making an inference from existing information. In particular, it is
often used in deductions about the motivations, thoughts or feelings of the

protagonists. At 1.633-7, for example, we read, after the narrator has told us of the

Thracian threat to the LLemnian women:

1@ kol 61T £yy0OL vioov épecoopévny idov "Apyd,
ovTika Toeovdin TLVAEmy EkTocOe Mupivng

dMa tedyea dVoan &g atylahov mpoxEovro,
Ouidolv dpoPoporg Txkedar v yép Tov Tkdvelv
Opikog

The implication is that the natrator has soutces for the Thracian threat, the Lemnian

women’s rushing out to meet the Argonauts etc., but does not have an explcit

190 Cf. Hunter 1993a:108 for a similar view of mov used “for a kind of documentary verisimilitude: the
poet is not inventing the facts of his story, but interpreting material for which he is not really
responsible....”. Feeney 1991:65 n.23 quotes as applicable to Apollonius Denniston on Herodotus’ use
of the particle, “Herodotus is fond of divesting himself of the historian’s omniscience, and assuming a
winning fallibility” (Denniston 19542491 n.1).
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account of the motivation behind their armed greeting."”' This inferential use of mov
by the narrator, in most cases of the motivation or thought of characters (including
gods), is also present at: 1.996 (inference that the Earthborn were nurtured by Hera
as a trial for Heracles), 1.1023 (inference that the Doliones imagined the Macrians
had landed), 1.1037 (inference that Cyzicus believed he was beyond danger), 1.1140
(inference that Rhea inclined her heart to pious sacrifices), 2.607 (inference that the
Argonauts breathed more easily having come through the Clashing Rocks), 3.926
(inference that Mopsus could see how the meeting of Jason and Medea would end),

4.557 (inference about Zeus’ reaction (anger) to Apsyrtus’ murder), 4.1457 (inference

about the Argonauts’ happy words to each other after discovering water)."” There is
a very similar use of mo@u at 4.319,"” where the narrator deduces the reason for the
reaction of the shepherds on the north-west coast of the Black Sea, who abandoned

their flocks vindv @éBw (317):

oV Y&p e GAlag Ye mdpog mobi vijag idovto,

ob1’ odv OpMmELy pryddeg TxvOot, oS Ziyvvvor... (4.319-20)

At 3.225 7ot is also used, though not of the motivation or thought of a character, in

the description of the four petennial fountains in the palace of Aeetes:

Kal p’ M pev avaProecke YAoKk,
1 & oive, Tprtdtn 8¢ Budder vaev alolefy
N & &p° Vdwp mpopEecke, 10 HEV TOBL SVOPEVNOLY
0¢ppeto ITAmddecorv.... (3.223-226)

Campbell (1994:207) thinks that mov hete means “reportedly”, and indicates that,
“the poet cannot vouch for the accuracy of his story (so mov often).” But here again,

as in the comments above on mov, there has been insufficient attention paid to these

191 The “existence” of these sources is implied by the text, but because we are dealing here with the
characterisation of the narratot, rather than the researches carried out by the real author, it does not
follow that we ought to be able to point to the narrator’s soutces, or tease out his favourite historians.

192 The particle is also used by the narrator in similes at 1.537, 3.758, 3.1283, 3.1399. In general the use
of mov in the similes gives them a contingency or openness which is not found in Homer, where
similes are more straightforwardly offered as comparisons for what is being described. Cf. Hunter
19932a:109 and 130-1 for the problems of similarity and difference thus uncovered.

193 For cases where 706 is used in a different local sense in Apollonius and other Hellenistic poets cf.
Campbell 1994:207.
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exptessions as used by the scholatly narrator. It is not the poet but his narrator who
attaches 7001 to the warming of the springs at night, and this is much less a
ptrofession of authorial scepticism or uncertainty than it is an indication that the
narrator is to be thought of as having sources on which he draws for his narrative.
We are to think that there may be a gap in previous accounts on the character of this
fourth stream of water, the particle pointing us to the scholarly inference the narrator
makes about its nature, by adducing data from elsewhere. As Hunter (1989:122-3)
points out, there may be an allusion to “the spring of Helios” in North Africa (given
Aeetes’ ancestry), which is described at Hdt.4.181, and moved between icy coldness
at noon and boiling heat at midnight. “Well,” says the natrator, “there is silence on
this fourth spring, but given the behaviour of the ‘spting of Helios’, we can assume it

gets hot at night.” This inference is marked by no6t — “no doubt”, “I suppose”.

It is more accurate, then, to describe mov as a device for characterising, and hence
foregrounding, the narrator than it is to say that it “advertises the poet’s own role”
(Hunter 1993a:108). It does indeed point us to the controlling and organising force
behind the narrative, but this is primarily the natrator, who approaches his sources
with a careful and critical eye, and makes measured conclusions about the motivation

of the characters in his epic.

The human, scholatly narrator thus constructed is very different from the omniscient
Homeric natrator. As Richardson (1990:124) points out, the narrators of the I/ and
the Od. display three kinds of omniscience or privileged knowledge: that of
events/facts which the characters could not know about, an ability to see into the
characters’ minds, and foreknowledge of the future.”* Now, of course, Apollonius’
narrator does display these types of knowledge to a degree — he knows about the
intrigue on Olympus and the intervention of Eros at the beginning of book 3, of
which his characters know nothing, he can tell that Jason is regularly plunged into
despair and aunyoavin, and he knows of the fate of the descendants of Euphamos

194 Examples of the three types of knowledge in Homer, respectively: the narrator knows exactly the
wounds wartiors receive, the progress of weapons through the body (e.g. 1/5.65-8); he displays
knowledge of characters’ private thoughts at, e.g., I£110.372, 5.166-8 (verbalising their intention/giving
reason for action); the narrator anticipates future events in the story at, e.g., I/12.173-4 (Hector will
break through the wall) and after it at, e.g., 12.8-35 (Poseidon and Apollo will destroy the wall of the
Greeks). Cf. Richardson 1990:125-139.
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(4.1757-64) even though & pév petdémv yéver Edefipoto (1764). But in the first half
of the Arg, at least, such knowledge is portrayed as the result of the narrator’s
tresearches. He does not have wniversal access to the events of the story (in the
narratological sense) or to the workings of the minds of his characters, because he is
depicted as constructing his narrative from previous versions and information about

the past.

This difference from Homer is closely related to the difference in the relationship of
the narrator to the Muses. In Homer, the narrator is wholly dependent on the Muses
for his knowledge of the events of the story, but the pay-off for this subordination is
omniscience (I/2.485-6, see 2.3.3 above). He does not have to make inferences
about the motivation of his characters in the manner of the Apollonian narrator,
because he has privileged knowledge of the workings of their minds. In Apollonius,
however, the telationship is portrayed, initially at least, as very different — much more
equal and allowing the narrator to rely as much, if not more, on written sources and
previous tradition as on the Muses. This area is explored more fully below in Modoau
&’ Ormopriropes (5.1.4), but the change from Homeric omniscience to Apollonian
research strongly suggests that Beye’s view (1982:19) that the narrator occasionally
appears omniscient must be modified. Inferences such as that at 4.557 about Zeus’
anger at the murder of Apsyrtus reveal that there is no universal omniscient access
on the narrator’s part to the sphere of the gods. Those passages, cited by Beye, that
do display privileged knowledge of the gods, such as 4.1198-1200 (nymphs singing
and dancing in honour of Hera) or 4.1706 (the appearance of Apollo Aigletes), are to
be interpreted as verifiable by the narrator’s implied sources. The implication is that
he has good evidence for such statements, evidence which is in some way incomplete

he feels it necessary to mark with an inference using Tov or mo6t.

One final aspect of the scholatly natrator of the Arg. which deserves comment is the
common “exegesis” of Homeric and other poetical works which the narrative
appears to contain. The Arg. often appears to allude to controversial Homeric

passages, e.g. at 3.113-4:

.1 pv €@evpot.

eDpe 8¢ TOVY dmdvevBe Alog Badepfi €v dAwf,
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This appears to reflect a controversy over 1/4.88-9 &l mov épedpor/ edpe.., where
Zenodotus (according to £ A to I/.4.88) wrote ebpe 8¢ t6vde at the end of 88,
omitting 89. Though there is some debate as to the validity of individual cases, where
it is difficult to be sure that a controversy dates back to the time of Apollonius, it is
clear that there are many such allusions in the Arg.'” There are also cases of Pindaric
“exegesis” — the description of Jason at 3.1282-3 (&AAo pév "Aper/ eikelog, GAAo 8¢
7oV YpVoadpw "AméAAwvi) appears to reflect P.4.87-8, where Jason is compared to
Apollo and yaAxdppotog..mocig Aepoditag. Given that the latter could be
interpreted as Hephaestus as well as Ares, this may allude to controversy about the

meaning of the Pindaric comparison (Hunter 1989:241).

What is important for our purposes is the role of the narrator in this “exegesis”.
Above we saw that in Callimachus’ Hymn fo Demeter, for example, we had to attribute
such scholarship to the implied author, rather than the narrator, because of the wider
characterisation of the narrator. Here, however, we are in a situation more akin to
that in the Aetia. Because of the mass of scholatly information displayed by the
narrator in the Azg., and the impression given that he is constructing his narrative
from several written sources, allusions to controversial passages of Homer and other

poets ought to be taken as part of the portrayal of the narrator as a scholar.

This in turn points us to the debt the Apollonian narrator owes the Callimachean
natrator of the Aetia. Though several features of the Azg. recall Callimachus’ Hymns
(e.g. the hymnal opening and closing, Hunter 1993a:116), the portrayal of a scholar
constructing a natrative from existing sources recalls the position of “Callimachus” in
Aetia 1-2, detiving information most obviously from the Muses, but also recalling
conversations such as that with Theogenes, the Ician guest, of whom he asked
Mvuppidévav eocfiva 1fi mdrprov Dlupr oéBecbon; (F178.23). The type of scholarship
on display in the Aetia and the Argonautica is also similar — aetia (of coutse), in
particular of rituals, customs, monuments and names (see above). There are other

obvious similarities, not least in the intrusive, largely autonomous narrator of both

195 In general on this topic and the problems associated with dating controversies in the scholia to the
eatly Hellenistic period cf. Rengakos 1994.
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works. But the narrator of the Argonantica undergoes a development unparalleled in

Callimachus (even allowing for the differences between 4efiz 1-2 and 3-4).
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5.1.3 A Moralist

Despite the absence of biographical facts about the narrator, the audience of the Arg.
forms a picture of the narrator as being closely involved with his natrative,
commenting upon the action and reacting emotionally to it. This forms an important
element in the visibility of the Apollonian narrator, and demonstrates the clear use of

Archaic moralising and emotional narrators.

There is a limited amount of judgemental commentary by the narrator in Homer, and
the comments that are to be found are sparing in the direct expression of emotion on
the part of the natrator (see 2.3.4 above). Gnomai are usually restricted to the speech
of characters, and whete the primary natrator makes them they usually appear in the
third person (e.g. I/.16.688-90). In the .47g., in contrast, such gromai are often made by
the narrator in the first person (Hunter 1993a:106), characterising them as his
personal response to the events of the narrative, and figuring him as a complex moral
petsonality. When describing the speed with which Athena comes to the aid of the
Argonauts about to pass through the Symplegades, the narrator compares the speed
of a traveller’s thoughts of home, and adds a comment about travelling with a heavy

heart:

ag & &te TG mhTpNOeV AADUEVOG, O TE TOAAL
nAoloued &vlpamor teTAndTES, 00dE T1g ala

TAovpdg, naoal 8¢ katoyol elot kEAevBot... (2.541-3)

The rather pessimistic tone of this comment is also in evidence at 4.1165-7, where
the narrator remarks, after explaining that Jason and Medea wanted to marry in

Thessaly, not Phaeacia:

AL YOp oVmote @OAa dSunrabiwy dvBpOTw@V
TePTOARG EnéBnuey GAw modl: oLV 8¢ Tig aliel
kPN TAPHEUPAOKEY EDPPOCHVNOLY &Vin.

These remarks form a distinct shift away from the much less emotionally involved
Homeric narrator. In patticular, they are reminiscent of Archaic narrators in Pindar

(Hunter 1993a:111, 116) and Hesiod. The explicit connection made by the narrator in
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the first person to his own situation recalls the Hesiodic narrator’s wish no to have
lived in the Iron Age at WD 174-6 and Pindaric statements such as that at N.8.35ff.,
which records the narrator’s reaction to the unjust winning of Achilles’ arms by

Odysseus:

gin pf roté pot torodtov H0og,
Zed mitep, AAAO KEAEVOOLG
anioong Lwdg épantol-
HOowv...

When Apollonius’ narrator is moved to offer a judgement on the morality or
propriety of a myth or character, we are again reminded in particular of the strongly
characterised “moral authority” of Pindaric epinicians. Even the natrator’s remark in
the Catalogue concerning Meleager recalls similar assessments of a character’s ability

ot worth 1n Pindar:

700 & obtiv’ Lréprtepov GALoV dlw,
vooewv ¥ ‘HpakAfiog, EneABEpeV, €1 k¥ £TL podvov

abOL pévaev AvkdBovto petetpden Aitorolowy. (1.196-198)

Pindar uses the first person to express his opinion about the extent of Odysseus’

suffering at N.7.20-1:

£ym & AoV EAmopoi
AdYov ‘O8vootog 1 tdBov did 1OV AdveETH YeEvESH “Ounpov:

Apollonius also takes up the Pindaric concern for the propriety of tales, in order to
characterise his narrator as morally engaged with his narrative.””® His refusal to tell of
the rites the Argonauts performed on Samothrace at 1.919-21 recalls Pindaric silences

such as that on fate of Bellerophon at O.13.91:

OV pev €7 00 TPotépw puencopar ALY Kol DTN
Viic0g OU®G KEXAPOLTO KL OL AQYOV SpyLo KETVOL

daipoveg Evvaétor, T& pEV oL BELg Bupy deidewv. (Aryg.)

19 Also apparent at 2.844-5, 4.984-5 and 4.1510-12, passages which ate also used to depict the “crisis”
of the narrator.
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Sracondoopat ol pépov yd- (Pindar)

In both cases the pious avoidance of a narrative is expressed by first-person vetbs as
very much the narrator’s own reaction based on the moral propriety of telling the
narrative. The emphatic first-person beginning at 47g.4.249 similarly recalls Pindaric
moralising first-persons, though Apollonius is exploiting his model here as part of

the portrayal of the “crisis” of the narrator (see 5.1.6 below):

HUNT Eue BVUOG EmoTpUVELEY AELDELV.
alopan avdficar (4.249-50)

Here &fopor addficon recalls statements such as doiotopor (0.1.52) and in

particular N.5.14-16, in meaning, function and form:

aidéopon péya eimelv €v dikg T€ U1 KEKLVOVLVELUEVOV,
G &M Almov evkAEa VooV, kol Tig &vdpag dAkinovg
daipwv an’ Oivavog EAaceV. GTACoROL

As Pindar “is ashamed” (aidéopon) to tell (einelv), Apollonius’ narrator “is in awe”
(&Copan) of telling (addficon) — both again using an emphatic first-person verb at the
beginning of a line. Pindar will not tell of the murder of Phocus, Apollonius of the

rites Medea performed for Hecate.

Pindar seems the clearest model for Apollonius’ moralising first-person narration, as
he is for Callimachus’ experimentation with a moralist narrator in the Aetia (see
3.3.3.3 above). Pindaric pious and explicit silences are reproduced and closely
paralleled in terms of structure and purpose. There is good prima facie evidence for
Pindar as a model for Apollonius, as the writer of an Argorantica himself (Pythian 4),
of which there are significant echoes at the beginning of the epic (cf. A7g.1.init. with
P.4.68-72, Hunter 1993a:123-5). But it is also clear that Pindar himself was building
on other Archaic poets, e.g. Hesiod, Alcaeus and possibly Simonides (see 2.3.4
above). While the evidence is most complete for the Pindaric moralising natrator,

other potential models should be borne in mind.
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One such neglected model is Bacchylides. The emphasis on the pathetic nature of
narratives and the natrator’s sympathy for them is clear in Bacchylides, in marked
contrast to Pindar’s evaluation of myth (see 2.3.4 above). Alongside the adoption of
Pindaric moralising, we find in Apollonius the exploitation of emotional exclamation
such as that found in Bacchylides. Some Apollonian exclamations have clear
Homeric parallels, such as those with vAmog (e.g. A472.2.66 on the attendants of
Amycus; cf. I/2.37-8 on Agamemnon — both subjects being ignorant of the true
future). Even in this kind of explanation, however, we find a more emotional tone
than in Homer. At A7g.2.137 the Bebrycians are called vAmiot because they do not
know of the nfi’ &idnAov (2.138) which is befalling them — both wfiue and &idnlog
are predominantly speech-words in Homer. Zyxéthiog-exclamations which are
normally confined to characters’ speech in Homer (see 2.3.4 above) are employed by
the Apollonian narrator. Some can approach the parodic, as in the description of the
king of the Mossynoikoi as oxétiiog (1.1028) who suffers only a temporary
incarceration for poor judicial decisions (Hunter 1993a:108). Others are more
emotional and more sympathetic, e.g. the Boreads as oxétiior (A7z.1.1302) on
account of the otvyepn 7icwg (1.1302) which Heracles will exact for the

xoAenolowy..£necotv (1.1301) they attack Telamon with.

Narratorial sympathy for the pathetic situation of his characters, and the parallel with

Bacchylidean exclamation, are particularly clear in the following examples:

@ péreot, LnAowd T Empuyepds dxdpnrol (Arg.1.616)

19N kai deopobg &vedDeto uprapoto,

ggeléey pepovia, dvohppopog. (Arg.3.808-9)

The latter passage describes Medea considering suicide by poisonous drug. This is
particularly reminiscent in terms of character, situation and vocabulary of the
narrator’s comment about Deianeira’s plan to win back Heracles’ love through a
love-charm at B.16.30 — & &bopopog, & t&Aou]v’ olov éuncoto. The former
exclamation desctibes the situation of the Lemnian women, who were driven to kill
all Lemnian men after rejection by them. This too expresses the natrator’s emotion in

a manner which recalls Bacchylides. It is also used to produce a more complex tone.
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As Hunter (1993a:112) argues, it comes as part of the narrator’s account of the
Lemnian women (2.609ff.), which is juxtaposed with that which Hypispyle gives to
Jason (2.793ff)). Hunter notes the mote convincing emotional tone of Hypsipyle’s
narrative, and calls the narrator’s exclamation “arch”, expressing an “ironic distance
between the natrrator and his tale”. This subversion of the narrator’s emotional
honesty through the retelling of his narrative by a character resembles the playing off

of frame and inset in some Theocritean poems (e.g. Th.11, see 4.4.1 above).

The effects produced by this exclamation, however, seem more complex still. While
thete may be a pun in 1.616 (&xépnror ~ &-xdépn) suggesting the inappropriate
behaviour of the Lemnian women (Hunter 1993a:112 n.49), the cry itself bemoans
the same condition which afflicts Medea in Euripides’ Medea. The Lemnian women
are {fHlolo..&kopntor, “insatiate in their jealousy”, and Medea is portrayed as
suffering from similar sexual jealousy. She would agree with Jason’s plans for the

future i oe pn xvifor Aéxog (Medea 568). She is like women in general:

AAA €g T0C0VTOV MKED BOT OpBOVHEVNG
eVVAG Yuvaikeg mavt Exelv vopuilete,
fiv & ad yévnron Eupeopd Tig £ AEY0G,
0 A@OTO KAl KAAALGTO TOAEPIDTAT

110e00e. (Medea 569-73)

The Lemnian women have suffered Evpugopd t1g ég Aéyog — their abandonment in
favour of Thracian slave-gitls. But the Apollonian narrator’s cry does not merely
point to the parallel with Medea’s future rejection by Jason. Jason himself speaks the
wotds quoted above from the Medea. The narrator’s description of the situation of
the Lemnian women recalls Jason’s own (future) view of Medea’s behaviour. This
further matks the natrator of the _Argomantica out as a male, and as a male
commenting on the behaviour of women, further complicates the Bacchylidean

“sympathy” he expresses for the Lemnian women.
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5.1.4 MoOoai &' utrodnTopeg

The shifting relationship of narrator to Muses in the invocations in books 1, 3 and 4
of the Arg. has often been noted (Hunter 1993a:105, Feeney 1991:90-2, Goldhill
1991:292-4, Hunter 1987:134, Beye 1982:15-17) though many critics treat the
relationship as unified and constant, so that passages concerning the Muses from the
end of the poem can elucidate the beginning of the epic (both Clauss 1993:17-18 and
Vian 1974-81:1.239 ad 1.22 think the Muses act as Apollonius’ brogntopeg when he
questions them in books 2, 3 and 4). Fusillo (1985:374) states explicitly that the
relationship is stable. But it is clear that the relationship does change — the “brash,
‘modern’ self-confidence” (Hunter 1993a:105) of the opening of book 1 gives way to
the speechless poet of the beginning of book 4, unable to decide how to describe

Medea’s flight from Colchis, hence in need of assistance from the Muse.

Previous studies have largely concentrated on the relationship between natrator and
Muses as developed through the three invocations.” But there is a linear
development of the relationship #hroughout the epic, and it is inextricably linked to the
use of various other intrusive techniques, these forming what amounts to another
narrative running alongside that of the quest for the Golden Fleece — a picture of the
35198

“ctisis” of the narrator of the epic, a progressive “loss of confidence” in his own

abilities to tell the story of the Argonauts.

To begin at the beginning:

"Apyopevog oo, Poife, molaryevéwv kAL POTMOV
uvioopa, ol ITévtolo kate oTOPa Kol 1 TETpaAG
Kvavéag BaociAfiog épnuocvy IMeiico

xpvoewov petd k@ag e0fvyov lacav ‘Apyad. (Arg1.1-4)

197 Goldhill 1991:292-3 notes Paduano Faedo 1970 does not spot the complexity and development of
the narrator-Muse relationship through the different invocations, but himself ignores the development
thronghont the epic.

198 Originally Feeney’s term (1991:90), with reference to the Muse-invocations in the Ary.
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This is where we would expect the Muses to appeatr in an epic — there is an
invocation to the Muse or Muses in the I/iad, the Odyssey, the Thebaids of the Cycle
and Antimachus, the Cyclic Epigoni and Choerilus’ Persica!” But not in the
Argonantica. Their place has been usurped by the first-person statement pviicopat,
which recalls the openings of the Homeric Hymns (see 2.3.1 above). We do find an
address to Apollo here — ®oiBe — but this is no straightforward replacement of one
musical deity by another. The address to Apollo does not resemble the opening
Muse-invocations in Archaic epic, which are requests for information using the
imperative (Mutray 1981:90-1). Rather the impression is of a declaration of where the
epic is to begin (with Apollo, or rather his prophecy — “such was the oracle Pelias
heard”, 5). In this respect too the invocation resembles the Homeric Hymns, which
state the divine subject of the hymn at the beginning of the poem, without invoking
the deity for inspiration. But it is the marginalisation and delaying of the Muses
which is particularly striking.

The verb the narrator uses — pvnoopot — at the beginning of the epic is precisely that
which the Homeric narrator uses of the Muses’ activity — pvnooia®’ (I.2.492, Feeney
1991:90). This transfer underlines the suggestion that the relationship of the

Apollonius’ narrator to the Muses is not the same as that in Archaic epic.

The Muses only appear after another bold first-person statement - vdv & &v €ym
Yevenv te xai obvopo pvdnoaiuny/ fpdwv (1.20-1). They have been displaced from
the beginning of the epic where we might expect them, and of them the narrator

declares his wish:

Modcou & drogphrtopeg elev dodfig (1.22)

The interpretation of this short wish is controversial. There are two main camps. The
traditional interpretation is that Omopftopeg means “inspirers” (Seaton 1888, Mooney
1912:69, Gow 1950:1.311, 397-8; Ardizzoni 1967:103, Vian 1974-81:1.239, Hunter
1993b:3 (translation), Campbell 1994:3), so that the Muses play in 1.22 the same role

that they play in ancient literature in general, as the soutce of the poet’s inspiration.

199 Clauss 1993:17 notes of ancient Greek epics only the Iias Parva (F1 EGF) began without
mentioning or alluding to the Muses.
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This view was challenged by Gercke (1889:135-6),”" who saw a more assettive
declaration of poetic independence — the Muses as the “interpreters” of the poet.
Mote recently a similar position has been taken by Paduano Faedo (1970:377-82),
Paduano (1972:95 n.21, dangerously close to Gercke’s biographising), Feeney
(1991:90), Goldhill (1991:292), and Hunter (1993a:125, contrast his translation’s
(1993b) “inspirers”). This view finds support in the lexica, as LS] and now Montanari
both suggest the translation “interpreters” or “ministre”. There have also been
attempts at compromise between the two camps — Fusillo (1985:365-6) suggests
“collaboratrici” (alongside “ministre”), which allows the Muses a more positive role
vis-a-vis the poet than that of subordinate “interpreters”, and Clauss (1993:17-19)
characterises the interpreting Muses as Apollonius’ research assistants, verifying the

truth of the poet’s narrative.”"

The ptincipal reason for the first position, dmogftopeg as “inspirers”, is that the
alternative would entail a complete reversal of the normal poet-Muse relationship,
where the poet is the conduit for the knowledge of the Muses to the audience (Pindar
F150 poavtedeo, Moloa, npopatetow & éyd; Theocritus 22.116-7 eing, Bed, oL yop
otofa, €ya & &tépov dropntng/ @BEyEopon), at least where the subject-matter is
mythological (see 2.3.3 above). This is deemed “unacceptable” by vatious critics: “le
Muse non potrebbero [my italics] essete invocate altrimenti dal poeta, se non quali
‘ispiratrici’ o ‘suggeritrici dal canto” (Ardizzoni 1967:103).** This sort of critical
unease should not be dismissed without a second thought, but it hardly amounts to
compelling argument. However, there are some parallels which are cited in support
the “inspiters”-view: ps.-Manetho Apotelesmatica 2.295 and 3.326 Koechly, to which
should be added F30.64 Heitsch, where Wilamowitz restored bmognrtopt Movomnt,
“with the Muse to inspire him” (Page 1942:559). But these parallels are problematic —

the last is an uncertain supplement to a text from the fourth century AD, and in

200 With dubious biographical hypotheses about Apollonius composing a palinode in 4.1381ff. after
criticism of 1.22 by Callimachus and Theocritus.

21 He compates the role of the Muses in the Aer.-prologue and the proem of the Phaenomena, where
Aratus states uoi ve pév dotépog eineiv/ fi Bég edyopéve texpfipate tdoav &odfAv (17-8). But in
Aratus the narrator is still subordinate to the Muses. Xaipoite 8¢ Modoou in 16 uses a “deferential
optative” suggesting “the tone of a suppliant” (Kidd 1997:173), and edyopéve in 18 indicates this is a
prayer to the divine. This is very different from .Arg.1.22, which is not formally an invocation of the
Muses.

202 Cf. also Campbell 1994:3 on the “absurdity” of the “interpreters”-view.
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neither of the eatlier (second century AD) ps.-Manetho passages does bmognTopeg
mean “inspiters”. Paduano Faedo (1970:381) points out that the meaning, in 2.295, at

least, is closer to “cause™:

voi unv kai IMupderg oikorg Bood Epdwvog

0VAOX UNOOUEVOVS OTEPVMV EVTOCHEV EBMKEYV,
aypid T €v mpariow PovAgDpOTO TOLKIAAOVTOG,
7TPOg 8& KaKOPPOSHVNOLY AEL HEPOTEGTL GVVOVTOG,

ag o1 kol T &Aloig droghtopag Eupev avidv: (2.291-5)

This seems to have developed from the “intermediate” sense of bmogNtwp/drophtng
— taking from one and passing on to the other — highlighting the latter aspect over
the former in this different astrological context. The other parallel routinely adduced,

3.326, does not seem to be securely a parallel for “inspirers” at all:

ot & dipa kol Taildwv RYNTOPES, £V COPin T

moAAOV dpirpeméeg uHlwv Vrogitopeg EcOADY. (3.325-6)

Are those who are “greatly distinguished in wisdom” the Znspirers of good stories?
Might they not be the znterpreters of such stoties for the moideg mentioned in 325?
Gow himself is not sure — in his note to Th.16.29 he confidently cites both ps.-
Manetho examples as parallels for bmopntopeg as “inspirers”, but in his note to
22.116f. he writes, “Omognropeg [at .47g.1.22], elsewhere usually equivalent to
dmogfiton [i.e. “interpreters”] (AP 14.1, Maneth.3.326 |my italics], p.Ox.1015.1), seems
to mean znspirers (cf. Maneth. 2.295, Mooney on Ap.Rh.1.22)”. L] cite it in their note

to VTOPNTWP=DVTOPAHTNG.

The parallels for the “interpreters”-view are more numerous and rather better. In the
Ary. itself droghtng, cognate of dropntwp,”” is used to mean “interpreter” at 1.1311,
as also in Apollonius’ contemporary, Theocritus, at 16.29, 17.115 and 22.116-7,
quoted above. At AP 14.1.9 we find the phrase ITiepidwv dmoghtopag, “interpreters
of the Muses”, i.e. poets. In P.Oxy 1015.1, a panegyric poem, one Theon is called the

203 Seaton’s suggestion (1888:84) that bmogfitwp at Arg.1.22 is the “correlative” of bmogfitng is merely
an assertion, unsupported by argument, as revealed by the limiting “here”, pointing out the
arbitrariness of his view (Paduano Faedo 1970:380).
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vrognropa moido of Hermes, that is his “interpreter”. This meaning also appears at
Potphyry De Philosgphia ex Oraculis 158.7 (=Eusebius PE 5.8.7) — 8vnrolg éccopévav

bropntopeg.

The “interpreters” view also accounts better for the subordinate aspect of the term
bropfropeg indicated by the prefix bmd, as Paduano Faedo (1970:381) points out. If
the Muses occupy an intermediate position analogous to that of the poet in normal
conceptions of the relationship, this makes good sense of bn6, indicating a degree of
dependence to the highest element in the hierarchy, in this case the narrator. But
most versions of the view that dDrogNtep means “inspirer” fail to account for this

aspect — if the Muses are the inspirers of the poet to whom are they dn6?

Some mote complex interpretations of dmogftopeg at Arg.1.22 do take the prefix
into account. Beye thinks that the Muses are playing a similar role vis-a-vis the poet
as Apollo’s priest vis-a-vis the garbled message he gives to the Pythia, “Here
Apollonius is Apollo; what he declates is the raw, divine truth; the Muses in effect
will make into art, and hence intelligible.” (1982:15).>” Albis offers a very similar
interpretation, but in his view the Muses interpret Apollo’s oracular truth and turn it
into poetry, thus providing verses for Apollonius, to be thought of as a lower
element in this hierarchy of inspiration (1996:20-1). He cites Plutarch’s use of the
terms DmoAéyw and bmoPodel to suggest Dmo- can indicate support as well as
subordination. Hence the Muses are Dmogfitopeg in the sense of “interpreters” with
reference to Apollo, “inspirers” or “prompters” in relation to Apollonius. But despite
the superficial resemblance of the names of the god and the poet, and the allusion to
the Delphic oracle at A7g.1.5, thete is no reason why we should see the ultimate
source of inspiration at the beginning of the epic as Apollo, whether identified with
the poet or not. The displacement of the Muses, the brevity of their mention in 1.22,
the reticence about the role of Apollo should all prompt uncertainty about the

precise workings or nature of the relationship to the Muses here.

204 Clauss 1993:17 n.13, who notes the Porphyry/Eusebius example, also adds Nonnus Pargphrasis
Sancti Evangelii Joannei 5.157.

205 Cf. Theon the dropntop of Hermes at POx3.1015.1 above.
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This uncertainty may well have been shared by contemporary audiences and readers
of the Arg. The shift in position from the beginning of the poem may have been
disconcerting in terms of epic norms,” and their relegation to the bare wish that they
be the bropntopeg of the &o1dh, may not have made it obvious what the Muses’ role
was to be in the Arg. Whom/what exactly would they be interpreting (Poet? Poem?
Apollo?), and to whom (Poet? Audience?)? Though the wish at_A47g.1.22 comes at the
head of a catalogue, it does not resemble equivalent Homeric Muse-invocations, as
Fusillo (1985:366) emphasises.”” The fact that the Muses in epigram are closely
associated with writing (Bing 1988:15ff.) may only have complicated matters. There is
not much to guide the audience on how to take the wish that the Muses be
“interpreters”. This raises the further questions as to the mechanism and occasion of the
Muses’ interpretation — what interpretative work are the Muses doing for the
audience, and when are they doing it?*® What intermediary is or need there be

between the audience/reader and the Arg.?

The iconographical evidence which Paduano Faedo (1970:382-6) cites suggests that
the Muses might simply be the awdience of the poem — any interpretative work
presumably being for their own benefit. The normal icononographical, as poetical,
relationship is dominant Muse-subordinate poet, but in skyphos A of Berthouville
Bernay we find the poet Aratus pictured as lecturing the Muse, taking on the stance,
attitude, clothing, and implements of the Muse in the mosaic of Monnus at Trevir,
who is in a dominant position vis-a-vis a subordinate Aratus. This Heliconian
audience is perhaps not entirely ridiculous, when the most significant members of the
real audience of the 47g. are considered — figures of importance in the Museum and
Ptolemaic court. Poets and Ptolemies could be described as Muses or in similar
terms: in Callimachus, Berenice is a Fourth Grace at ep.51 and acts in the [ictoria
Berenices as a quasi-Muse (SH254.1ff.). Sappho as the Tenth Muse appears at AP 7.14,
7.407, 9.189, 9.506. Sex, of coutse, eases the identification in those cases, as it

complicates it for Callimachus or Philadelphus.

206 ‘Though we are of course hampered by the loss of much material. It would be particularly useful to
have the first twenty lines of the Hecale. Cf. 3.7 above.

27 Cf. also Campbell 1983:1, “a mere scrap for the Muses at the head of a factual [si] Catalogue”.

208 DeForest 1994:40 n.11 suggests, “Apollonius may call on them as interpretets to assist the reader
to understand his allusive and puzzling poetty” - but when?

299



A neglected passage of Catullus provides a parallel for Arg.1.22 and suggests another,

more attractive, possibility:

sed dicam vobis, vos porro dicite multis

milibus et facite haec charta loquatur anus (68A.45-6)

Here the Muses are almost the narrator’s scribes (note ¢harta), who will record and
pass on Allius’ help to Catullus.”” Perhaps Apollonius intends something similar in
Arg.1.22 — the Muses as his “intermediaries” as much as his “interpreters”, passing
on his song to others. The Muses as emblems of the written tradition again seem
relevant in this connection (Bing 1988:15-20, Fusillo 1985:370-4). The obvious
dependence of the narrator on written sources, particularly clear in the Catalogue
which follows immediately on 1.22 (see 5.1.2 above), supports the idea that the
Muses are there being strongly associated with recording the poem. In the Catullus
passage, it seems that the Muses are engaged in the production of the written text. If
something like this is also true of Apollonius, we can see a different meaning being
given to the traditional view of the poem as the joint product of the poet and the
Muses. In 1.23 we find a first-person plural, immediately after the wish in 1.22:
pvnowpuedo. The Muses are characterised as contributing to the production of the
narrative, but in a subsidiary “technical” role, facilitating the creation of the text,
rather than inspiring it, or supplying its content. This is close to Fusillo’s translation

of rogNtopeg as “collaboratrici”.

The parallel from Catullus ought to disperse the unease that attaches to the reversal
of the poet-Muse relationship which the “interpreters”-view, which seems broadly
along the right lines, implies. But whatever the precise details of the relationship of
narrator to Muses at the beginning of the epic, it is clearly different from that in
previous poets: “non deve sfuggite il profondo mutamento della loro funzione [sc.

the Muses’ function] nell’epos apolloniano” (Liviea 1973:389). The positional

209 Cf. Ellis 1876:326, “The Muses are here the recorders of the poet, who dictates to them the verses
in which the noble deeds of Allius are to be handed down to posterity.” Ellis, Fordyce 1961, and
Syndikus 1990:262-3 all note the reversal of the normal poet-Muse relationship (as exemplified by
Callimachus H.3.186 and Theoctitus 22.116), Fordyce and Syndikus both dismissing, without
argument, Arg.1.22 as a parallel.
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marginalisation of the Muses, the narrator’s first-person statements, the advertising
of a reliance on previous versions mean the primary role of the narrator in the
production of his narrative is very much to the fore here. The narrator is much more

autonomous than his predecessors, and “in control”.

5.1.5 The Apollonian Narrator in Control

When we look beyond the opening lines and the Catalogue, we can still the
confident, autonomous natrator in operation. This persona is particulatly clear in
three break-offs, which express the narrator’s control of his material in a manner
similar to those in Pindar (see 2.3.2.1 above) and Callimachus (e.g. F75.4ff.). The first
comes at 1.649-50:

aAAO Tt pOBovG
AiBaAidem xperd pe dinvektwg dyopedeLy;

Thus the narrator moves from telling us of the herald Aethalides’ powers and fate,
and returns to his role in the main narrative. The motivation for this break-off seems
to be internal — no Muses are needed.”’ As we have seen above, at 1.919ff. the
narrator uses the excuse of piety to break off telling the audience about the rites on

Samothrace:*"

TV pEv €7 0D TpoTEp puBnoopa ALY Kol odTN
vijoog OUdG KEYGPOLTO KOl O1 AQYOV JpyLo KETvaL

doipoveg Evvaétal, Ta PHEV 0V BEMLG BupuLY AELSELY.

The narrator claims to be forced by @éuig to avoid singing of the rites. This
contributes to the creation of a moral persona, but also forms an expression of the
natrator’s ability to control the matetial he allows into his narrative. Similarly,
Callimachus’ pious intervention in F75.4ff. (cb ¥’ aeion xai 1& mep ody 60in) in fact

subtly points to a myth not told, and the control he thus wields over his poem (see

210 This break-off is reminiscent of that at Thegg.35.

21 Cf. 2.3.2.1 for “pious” break-offs in Archaic poetry.
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3.3.3.3 above). The Apollonian narrator’s control is expressed by the first-person
verb poenoopot (1.919) and by the measured farewell (kexépoito) to Samothrace and

its gods.212

The avoidance of impiety appears easily achieved, and appears to cause the narrator
no problems. This will not be the case later in the poem. A similar unproblematic
control seems expressed by the break-off at 1.1220 of a digression on Thiodamas,

father of Hylas, returning to the narrative of the latter’s disappearance:

AAAG T PEV TNAOD KEV ATOTALYEELEY AOOTG.

This stress on the &o18# and its proper arrangement keeps the focus firmly on the
narrator. The control expressed by the natrator is reminiscent of the Pindaric
natrator’s explicit control over the direction of his song, e.g. through imperatives to
the Muses (see 2.3.3 above). His importance, and the consequent sidelining of the
Muses, is also apparent in the digression on Cyrene at 2.500£f. This is framed by two

“they say” statements:

Kvpniivn mépatal Tig €hog napa IMnveroto... (2.500)

Koi 1o pév @g Hdéovior (2.528)

These, in common with those in the Catalogue, suggest that the source of the
digression is not the Muses, but the narrator’s own leatning, acquited from reading
other poets and historians (cf. 5.1.2 above). And in this digression we meet the

Muses again for the first time since 1.22 — at 2.510-11:

10 Kol deEnBEvTL Beal YOOV ELVAGTEVCAY
Moioat, dxeotopiny 1€ Bgonporiog T £di8agav:

But they are not invoked or asked for information, rather they feature as characters in a
digression. Juxtaposed with the framing “they say”-statements which appear to place

the source of the digression elsewhere, there 1s a strong sense here that the Muses are

212 This recalls the ends of hymns, e.g. xotpe at HH4.579, 5.292. The farewell also marks the passage
as strongly transitional, marking the move from Lemnos to Cyzicus.
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not of central importance. They do not even appear as characters in the main
Argonautic narrative, but as the teachers of Aristaeus, son of Apollo and Cyrene,
which distances them still further. This distance from the narrative of the Argonauts

is not maintained in book 4.

5.1.6 The Crisis of the Narrator

The confident, autonomous, controlling persona begins to give way towards the end

of book 2, after the death of Idmon, in connection with his worship:

el 6¢ pe kol 10
XPELD ATMAEYEMG Movcéwv ¥mo ynpuoachat,

10vde moAlocoDyov drenéppade Borwtolowy

Niwoaiowsi e ®oifog Emppndny iAaechat... (2.844-847)

For the first time in the epic the autonomy of the narrator appears in doubt. Not
only is there mention of an external compulsion (ue../ xpewd) to tell a narrative in
full, this is also to be Movcéwv Omo, “with the Muses’ help” (Hunter 1993b:55).%"
The natrator is for the first time subotrdinate to the Muses to some degree. The
contrast with the autonomous narrator of earlier in the epic is more pointed because
of the conditional — “if I have to tell all this...” — as if the narrator was now unsure
of what he should allow into his narrative (contrast the break-offs discussed above).
When the narrator has finished telling us whom the Boeotians and Nisaeans in fact

worship, we meet another disconcerting passage:

Tig yop 81 84vev &hdog; énel kai €1 adtig Exevav

fipweg 161e TOUPOV dmoPBLUEVOL ETdpOLO.
dotd yap ohv keivov ETL onuota eaivetor avpdv.

‘Ayviadnv Tigpuv Bovéerv patig (2.851-854)

The Muses first reappear in something like their traditional role in 2.844ff., and hot

on their heels comes the first request by the narrator for information. But it is not

213 Hutchinson 1988:94, and Seaton 1912:158, who translates “at the bidding of the Muses”, take
Movcéwv Hro with ypeid, so that the compulsion itself comes from the Muses.
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clear whom he is addressing. Zyroff (1971:423ff.) makes this a “rhetorical question”,
that is without a strongly felt addressee (but she groups these generally under
“Aposttophes to the Reader”). Paduano-Fusillo (1986:333-5) take it as by the
narrator to himself. However Homeric precedent for such questions without an
explicit addressee would suggest these are questions to the Muses, as at I.5.703-4 (so
also Mooney 1912:200).>"* The likelihood that the Muses are being addressed is
increased by their presence immediately before these lines as the “guides” of the
natrrator. There then follows at 2.854 a “they say”-statement concerning Tiphys,
helmsman of the Argo. Earlier in the epic, in the Catalogue and the digression on
Cyrene, this type of statement appeared to indicate the narrator was detiving his
information from drier and more bookish sources than Mount Helicon. But here the
effect is different. Hutchinson (1988:93-4) observes a delicate play with the poet’s
role and his erudition which consequently “breaks up an atmosphere”.** But the real
disruption here is of the confident natrator of the eatly part of the Argonantica. The
narrator for the first time appeals for an explanation from the Muses, ultimately an
aetion for the existence of a second tomb. Whereas in the Ae#ia such a request for
aetiological knowledge was part of the characterisation of a scholarly narrator more
on a par with the Muses, here the change from autonomous poet to questioner of the
Muses indicates rather a subordination of the narrator. The disruption of the
confident persona is further achieved by the answer to the identity of the second
dead Argonaut being provided by @&tig. This is the first time an event in the main
Argonautic natrative has been attributed in this way (previous “they say”-statements
have been used of background to the Catalogue or digressions such as that on
Cyrene).”'® This both suggests that the narrator cannot vouch for the death of Tiphys
to the same degree as other events in the Argonautic narrative, and makes the
audience wonder whether it was the Muses who were addressed in 2.851. If so, they

seem not to have replied.

214 Minton 1960:304 argues convincingly that the questions in Homer without a specified addressee
are directed at the Muses, on the grounds that they are reguests for information analogous to the explicit
Muse invocations of the proems to both epics and 1/2.484, 2.761-2, 11.218-20, 14.508-10, 16.112-3.
The Muses then provide the answer for the narrator.

215 Hutchinson finds the disruption in the initial reluctance (2.844{f.) to include the information about
the worship of Agamestor instead of Idmon, incongruously associated with inspiration by the Muses,
followed by another question apparently to the Muses, which reveals itself motivated by the existence
of two tombs, and the final ascription of the answer to pétig.

216 Noted by Hutchinson 1988:303.
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It is at this point, then, that the “crisis” of the Apollonian narrator begins. He ceases
to be the unquestioned autonomous controller of his narrative, confidently including
or excluding material as he sees fit, but dependent on the Muses, unsure of some
facts about his narrative. Par? of the motivation for the disruption of the narratorial
persona here at 2.844ff. is to reflect the crisis which the Argonauts themselves
undergo at this point. With Idmon and in particular Tiphys dead (GtAntov & 6Ao®
éni mApatt kfidog Elovto, 858), they are thrown into despair (&unxovinowv alog

npondpolfe necovteg, 860) and hopelessness:

KOTALLOOV & dYEECTLV

BvpoV, Emel paAa moALOV an’ éAmidog EmAeTo vootog. (862-3)

This 1s the most desperate stage in the expedition so far — the Argonauts are on the
point of giving up, even though it seems they cannot return to Greece. Jason himself
is at a similarly low ebb, at 2.892-3 he fears that xotovté0r & &upe xkoddyer/
AKAELDG KaKOG 01106, £tdoia ynpdokovtag. The narrator’s discomfiture reflects the

aunyovin of his heroes.

At 2.1090-2 the narrator asks more questions, again without specifying their

addressee:

Tig yop 81 duviog €nv vdog, EvBGde kEAGOL
avdpdv Npowv Belov 6TOA0V; 1 kol Emerto

motov Overop Euerdrev EeAdopévoloty ikEcBat;

Here too there is argument about the addressee — Muses (Mooney 1912:213),
narrator himself (Paduano-Fusillo 1986:359), “rhetorical question” (Zyroff 1971:424-
5). This uncertainty is perhaps intentional. Apollonius has raised the problem of the
precise relationship of the narrator to the Muses and hetre we are unable to determine
whether the narrator addresses himself, as the confident autonomous narrator of the
early part of the epic might have been expected to do (tecall the regular self-

apostrophe in Pindar’s epinicians, and those at 4e2F75.4, CallH.4.1), or the Muses,
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in the Homeric manner.”’’ In one sense the function of the questioning is clear, as
Paduano-Fusillo (1986:359-61) note “la domanda...segna un forte stacco prima
dellimportante episodio dell’isola di Ares..., e crea attesa nel lettore”. But it hardly

clarifies the relationship of the poet to the Muses.

This relationship is again to the fore in the invocation of Erato at the beginning of
book 3:

Ei & &ye vDv, Epotd, mopd 8 10Ta00, Kol Lol EVIOTE,

£€vlev Omwg €g Tadkov avAyaye kdog Tncwv
Mndeing O Epwti. oV Yop xoi KOnpidog alcav
gupopeg, adufitog 8¢ 1e0lg peredNuoct BELYELG

TopBEVIKAG Td Kot Tol Emnpatov oVvop” avijmrtat. (3.1-5)

Part of the reason for the invocation of the Muse at this midpoint in the narrative is
to mark a change of subject (to love as a principal theme). It also emphasises the
importance of the second half of the epic, where the adventures of the Argonauts are
completed. The invocation also appears to determine the relationship of poet and
Muse as one of approximate equality — Erato is to “stand beside” the poet.””® This
recalls Pindaric passages such as O.3.4-5 and in particular the beginning of Pindar’s
Argonautic poem Pythian 4 (Zdpepov pev xph o nop’ vpdl ¢idw/ otdpev, 1-2; cf.
Hunter 1989:96), where the Muse is similatly represented as standing beside the poet.
But the imperative to “tell to me”, the first acknowledged request for information
from the Muses, confirms what the end of book 2 had led us to suspect — the
autonomous narrator of the first two books is no more. This invocation figures him
as dependent on the Muses, in particular Erato, who has privileged knowledge, it
seems, not only by being the Muse of love. The statement that she charms unmarried
girls with her pededfipota and shares in the power of Cypris surely suggests that she

may have a hand mn the infatuation of Medea, herself an unmarried girl.

A7 A further possibility is that the narrator’s verbalises the audience’s own thoughts — “It is as if the
author says, “These are the questions which you must be asking yourselves.” (Zyroff 1971:425).

218 “The poet allots an ‘equal’ role to his Muse” — Hunter 1989:95. Hunter thinks poet and Muse are
being represented as standing rhapsodes.
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This invocation appears, in fact, to have resolved the problem of the narrator’s
relationship to the Muses, which arose towards the end of book 2 — for the
remainder of book 3 there is no further development of the crisis, no indication of a
Jurther loss of confidence or autonomy. But the self-confidence of the narrator takes
another blow at the beginning of book 4, and the crisis continues apace from there.
The narrator no longer seems engaged in a Pindaric partnership with the Muse as in

book 3, but hands over narration entirely to her:

AvT VOV kGpotdv Ye, Bed, kol dnved kovPNG
KoAyidog Evvene, Modoa, Al0g TEx0G. i YO ELOLYE

apeaoin voog €viov EAMOCETOL OPUOLVOVTL,
né pv &tng whipa Suoipepov, A 1Oy évionw

o0y deikeriny, f| kdAArev €Bvea KoAywv. (4.1-5)

The models being exploited and transformed here are various. The opening
invocations of both Homeric poems are alluded to in the doubling of 8e& (recalling
1/1.1) and €vvene, Moboa (recalling O4.1.1). But the narrator here goes further than
Homer — the Muse, presumably Erato, is to sing abtf, “herself” (Feeney 1991:91).*”
The natrator in the Argonautica appears to subordinate himself further than even the
Homeric natrator, who is inspired by the Muse to sing. The reason for this
subordination (note the explanatory yép in line 2) is the narrator’s inability to decide
how to describe Medea’s leaving of Colchis, as dng nfipo dvoipepov or edlav
aewkedinv. There is a parallel for this consideration of motivation in Pindar’s P.11, as

Hunter (1987:134) notes:

notepoV viv &p Teryével én’ EDpinw
copoyxfeioa TiiAe matpag £kvicev Papundiapov 6poat xOAov;
i £tépw Aéxer dopalopévav

gvvuyol néparyov kottar; (P.11.22-5)

In Pindar the force of these questions, which are probably another example of
Pindaric self-apostrophe, is to highlight the dangers of power, without any strong

sense that there is a conflict between the alternative explanations of Clytemnestra’s

219 Albis, on the strength of the double allusion to the Hometic epics, calls the invocation in Arg.4 the
“most Homeric” in Apollonius, despite the unusual adt (1996:93).
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behaviour.”” But in the .4rgonantica the fact that the narrator is not sure of how to
describe the main events of his narrative and the characters in it (in contrast to the
weakness and lack of knowledge pleaded by Homer at I.2.484-93, as Hunter
1987:134 notes), marks a further decline in the powers of the narrator. As Feeney
(1991:91) obsetves, the poet (better, “narrator”) is claiming that he can no longer

account for the motivations of a character he created in the previous book.

The words used to describe the narrator’s uncertainty here recall descriptions of
Medea in love. At 3.284 auoacin, which affects the narrator in 4.3, seizes Medea’s
soul, immediately after she has been shot by Eros, and at 3.452 the verb dppouv’ is
used of Medea in her newly infatuated state. Again, as in 2.844ff., the narrator seems

affected by the behaviour and emotions of his characters.

The narrator’s plea to Erato, however, does not seem to be answered, just as in 2.854
the mention of @értig leads to doubts that the Muses heard the narrator’s appeal in
2.851. The “pious” break-off of the rites of Hecate at 4.247ff. makes it clear we are
dealing with the same narrator, concerned with the propriety of his narrative (see

5.1.3 above), albeit with diminished powerts and confidence:

Kol 31 to pév, 666a BunAnv
KOUpM TOPCOAVEOVSA TITOCKETO, LNTE TIG 1OTWP
ein, pAT €UE BLUOG EmoTplveley deldeLv.
&loporr abdfoon

The restriction of access to knowledge of the rites obviously cannot apply to the
divine Muses, so the speaker here must be the narrator of the previous three
books.??' The tone of this break-off, however, is markedly different to the examples
in book 1, and emphasises the narrator’s loss of control. The wish that his 8vuég not
urge him to sing of the rites implies a lack of control of one’s Bvudg, one more
reminiscent of the dangerous force portrayed in Euripidean tragedy than the

externalised but controllable 8unég or kepdie of Homer.”” But the closest parallel

20 Cf. Young 1968:12-15 on P.11 extolling the virtues of the middle estate as opposed to tyranny.

221 Note also the addtess to the Muses at 4.552ff., the apology at 4.984ff. and the declaration of
obedience to them at 4.1381, all of which would make little sense if spoken by Erato.

22 Cf. further Walsh 1990:4ff.
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for this reference to one’s Bvpdg in a pious break-off is F75.4ff. of the Aetia, where
Callimachus dramatically portrays his narrator’s control of narrative as well as of
Bupoc. In contrast to the mini-drama in Callimachus, the bare wish that one’s 8vpog
not sing impiously of forbidden rites leaves it very much in the reader’s/audience’s

mind that control of it is probably beyond the narrator.

The emphatic first-person statement &fopor abdficar at the beginning of line 250, is
modelled on such Pindaric first-persons as &@ictopor or ordcopot in similar
contexts (see 5.1.3 above), but here the stress is on the great awe that strikes the
narrator from outside, rather than the narratot’s own decision to remain silent. The
great difference between the self-motivated and largely autonomous Pindaric
narratot, in control of the material he includes and excludes, makes the subordination

of the Apollonian narrator even more striking.

The question of the narrator’s relationship to the Muses arises again at 4.445ff.:

IZxéTAl "Epwg, péyo Thipc, péyo otihyog dvBponoieLy,
£k c€Bev oDAOPEVaL T EpLdeg GTovayal te YooL TE,
GAyea T &AL €mi Tolowv AmEipovol TETPAYAGLY.
dvopevénv ént Touct kopOooeo, datpuov, depOelg,
otog Mndein cruyepnv epeciv EuBaieg dnv.

g yop 31 uetidvia kakd £dduaccev GAEBpw
“Ayvptov; 1O Y&p ALY Eroyepd Hev &odiig.

Though this outburst is against Eros, here explicitly the cause of Medea’s erotic
madness, it is difficult to separate him from the figure of Erato, the Muse of Love,
invoked at the beginning of books 3 and 4, and described in terms reminiscent of
Eros as one sharing in Cypris’ power and affecting unmarried gitls (3.3-5). Zyroff
(1971:50-1) takes it that the reader will assume this is as much a condemnation of
Erato as of Eros. That Eros is playing a very similar tole to the Muse of Love is
suggested by the question put to him at 4.450-1, undetlined above, on the means by
which Apsyrtus was put to death, and the subsequent mention of the next stage in
the song in 452. But the substance of the outburst, the strife and lamentation which

come from Eros/Erato seems to indicate that the narrator, who invoked Erato in
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book 3 because of her special powers, is now uncomfortable with their effects.
Nevertheless it is clear that the narrator needs Eros/Erato, as the plural fuiv in 452

indicates — the poem is their joint product (Zyroff 1971:51).

This dependence on the Muses is again to the fore at 4.552ff. where the narrator asks
several questions of the Muses (note the plural — is Erato by herself now not
enough?) about the Argonauts reaching the Stoichades. Shortly after this statement
of dependence on the Muses for the details of the Argonautic return there is the
account of the Argonauts’ entry into the Eridanus at 4.596ff., and the narrator’s
explanation of the amber in the tiver as the dried tears of the Heliades. But he then
adds: KeAtol & €mi Ba&iv €06evto (4.611) and proceeds to offer an alternative aefion
for the amber as the tears of Apollo. This, in contrast to eatlier “they say”-statements
characterising the narrator as learned, prompts questions about the confidence of the
narrator in the Muses, who are presumably the source of the first aetion, given his
dependence on them since the advent of the “crisis”. The possibility of tension or
mistrust between narrator and Muses, first apparent in the outburst to Eros, is
pethaps to be discerned in the portrayal of Orpheus defending the Argonauts against

the temptations of the Sirens.

They are described as Aiyeion, common epithet of the Muses,”” in 4.892, they
ndeinowv/ Bélyovooar poAnfiowv (4.893-4) and turn out to be the daughters of
Tepyrx6pn, Movcedv pio (4.896). In the Od. the Sirens speak like Hesiodic Muses —
iduev yap tor nhv® 66" évia Tpoin ebpein/.../ duev &, dooca yévnron €mi yBovi
novAvBoteipn (12.189-91) — compare the anaphora of iduev at Thegg.27-8, probably
an echo of these lines (Heubeck-Hoekstra 1989:128). But disaster is prevented by
Orpheus, who begins a song to fill the ears of the Argonauts, and triumphs with his
lyre over the Sirens: mopBeviknv & €vonnv éfcato @dppiyE (4.909). Might this
triumph of the Homeric @éppury€ over the female song of relatives of the Muses not
represent a transfer to the narrative of the problematic relationship of narrator to

Muse?” Feeney (1991:92) suggests that the Herossae in 4.1305ff. form a similar

223 Cf. Alcman F14a.1, Stesichorus F240, “Terpander” F7, HH17.1, HH20.1 etc.
224 Beye 1982:18 notes that at A7g2.701-13, “Apollonius so thoroughly identifies himself with

Orpheus as to — so to speak — snatch the lyre from his hands and sing.”. Cf. Hunter 1993a:149-51 for
detailed discussion of the interplay of voices in that passage.
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transfer to the narrative of the narrator’s dependence on the Muses. He suggests that
they too speak like the Muses, in their anaphora of {3pev in 4.1319-20, and that the
subject-matter of their knowledge is the events of the .Argonantica (Emoryopévovg
xphoeov 8épog and Exaota/ duetépav kopdtov etc., 1319-20).”° They also prevent

not just the failure of the expedition, but of the epic itself:

kol vO kev o01oD mavteg &no Lofig EAiacBev

vavopol kol dgovtor £miyBoviolot dafivol

NphwV ol &pioTtol AvnvicTte En’ &ébAw: (4.1305-7)

At this point, when the Argonauts might die without fame, their task uncompleted,
the Herossae appear to Jason. If they had not only would the &e®log of the
Argonauts have remained unachieved, but also that of the narrator. It is not just the
rescue of the Argonauts, but of the .Argonautica that the Herossae effect (Feeney
1991:91-2).

Alongside the problems of the narrator’s dependence on the Muses his loss of
control is also emphasised. At 4.982ff. he begins to tell and then breaks off an aetion
for the name of Drepane (Corfu). This aetion is reportedly what @étig reports
(4.984), but before telling it the natrator apologises to the Muses: {Aate Modoou,/
ovk £0Edwv Evintw mpotépwv Emog (4.984-5). The tale is not his (it is “of the past”)
and he tells it “unwillingly”. So far have we moved from the autonomous, controlling
narrator who confidently excluded material he wished not to incorporate (cp. 1.919-
21, also a “pious” break-off) that this narrator has to narrate stories he is unwilling to

telll

The final mention of the Muses in the .Argonautica marks the complete reversal from

the wish in 1.22 that they be the interpreters of the narrator’s song:

Movcdwv 68e pdBog €Yd § VIokoVOG AELdw

IMepidwv, kail TNvde navartpexeg EkAvov openy (4.1381-2)

255 Cf. buetépwv kopdtov (4.1776) at the end of the epic.
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The narrator is now explicitly merely the conduit for the pd8og of the Muses, and he
1s Umakovog ITiepidwv, “obedient to the Muses”. This account is of the carrying of
the Argo across Libya. Feeney (1991:92) feels that the attempt to authenticate this
fiction through an appeal to the all-knowing Muses is, after the “poet’s earlier self-
generating authority” a sute way of undermining it. Most prominently, however, the
appeal to the authority of the Muses emphasises the failings of the natrator, his
dependence on others and the illusory nature of his autonomy in the early part of the
epic. The question, presumably to the Muses, at 4.1387-8 seems particularly pointed

in this regard:

30V ve pev f kot 6ldy
Tig K’ EVETOL, TNV KETVOL AVETANCUV LLOYEOVIEG;

“Who could tell...?”, the narrator asks. But he has just declared this is p06og
Movcéwv, something the Muses have fo/d. Rather this question, in common with the
statement of subordination to the Muse, and indeed the “ctisis” of the narrator as a
whole, points us to the inability of the narrator to tell the entire Argonautic narrative.
Here he avoids telling it by suggesting that no-one could tell it, and in 4.1390-2 relies

on exclamations to get him to Lake Tritonis.

When the narrator proclaims in a hymnic address to the Argonauts at the very end of
the epic, §dn yap émi kAvta meipod lkdvo/ Opetépov koapdtev (4.1775-6),
explaining that no &e®log befell the Argonauts as they sailed from Aegina to
Thessaly, it seems clear that we have come not only to the end of buetépov
kopdtwy, but also of Muetépov kapdtwv. The narrator of the Arg. began with
unprecedented confidence, declating his autonomy from the Muses, but by book 4
was reduced to complete obedience to the Muses, even attempting to hand over his
narration to them. The labours of the A7z have been as much his as the

Argonauts’”® But just as no &eBlog befell his heroes, none troubles the narrator in

the last few lines.

226 In the first-person singular ikévo we might discern some irony, given the stress in book 4 on the
dependence of the narrator on the Muses to natrate the stoty, and indeed save the Argonauts from
ruin. But Albis 1996:119 posits a return of narratorial confidence here. Any confidence there is,
however, is the confidence of an exhausted sailor as he enters the harbour at home, relieved that his
travails are over.
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5.2 Overview

5.2.1 Narrator and Characters

One very clear and important pattern in the _4zg. is the assimilation of the narrator’s
experience to the characters’”’ In general this should be related to the “mainstream
critical topos” (Spentzou (forthcoming):5) that the poet’s narrative reflects the
Argonautic voyage (Beye 1982:14, Goldhill 1991:287, Albis 1996:ch.3). The narrator’s

ctisis can also be seen in these terms.

The narrator often feels emotions analogous to those of the characters and in various
ways their situation often reflects his.”® Various characteristics of the style of the
ptimary narrator are replicated by his characters when they act as secondary
natrators: Phineus’ prophecy in book 2 has a distinctly scholatly character, displaying
detailed geographical (2.360ff.) and ethnographical knowledge (2.373ff. on the
Amazons, the Chalybes and the Mossynoikoi), matters which also attract comment
from the primary narrator (2.996ff. — see 5.1.2 above). Phineus breaks off a narrative
in similar fashion to the primary narrator at 2.390-1 (cf. 1.649), and uses 8&u1g as an
excuse to omit material (2.311ff,, cf. 1.921 and above in 5.1.3). Argos too appears
scholarly, relating important information about the rivers of Europe (4.282ff),
building from an explicitly written source (the inscribed pillars in Colchis). Aietes
(3.314, 401) and Jason (3.493-4, 1096ff.) employ break-offs and carefully exclude
irrelevant details. The characters even narrate secondary Argonanticas within that of
the ptimary narrator: Jason tells Lycus all of their adventures to that point (2.762-71),
even including a Catalogue of Argonauts. Medea gives Circe a Colchian Argonantica at
4.731f.

227 Compare the sexually ambiguous narrator and similarly ambiguous characters in Callimachus’ Hymn
to Athena.

228 'This is not (pace Albis 1996:27) “one effect of powerful inspiration” along the lines of the “chain of
possession” in Plato’s Ion, where the poet “enthusiastically” takes on the characters’ experiences. The
Platonic conception of inspiration is peculiat, and very different from that in epic (Murray 1981:87-9),
and in particular the Arp. as Albis almost admits: “These [4rg.1.18-22] might seem not to be the words
of a possessed bard, but, rather, those of a literary poet who has done his research, and is taking the
credit for the version of the myth that follows; hence the emphatic use of the personal pronoun éy®.”

(1996:37).
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Most impottantly in terms of the narrator’s crisis is the fact that this reflects the
characters’ own struggles. The first indication of the narrator’s loss of confidence
comes at one of the darkest hours for the Argonauts — the double death of Tiphys
and Idmon in book 2 (see 5.1.6 above). The strongly parallel scene in book 4, where
Mopsus and Canthus die (1485ff), confirms the close relationship between
narratorial and Argonautic travails. In both cases a seer (Idmon, Mopsus) is killed by
an animal (boat, snake), a second Argonaut also dies (Tiphys, Canthus), the
Argonauts’ problems associated with the ship (no helmsman, no way out of Tritonis),
and resolved by the action of a god (Hera, Triton). In both cases the Argonauts seem
helpless — at 2.858-64 they are seized by éaumyavin, at 4.1538-40 they wander
aimlessly, without a plan (obriva pfitiv/...Exov, 1538-9). In book 2 the narrator
reflects Argonautic despair through his uncertainty about what he should include in
his narrative and his subordination to the Muses, in book 4 he is not sure whether
8éug should prevent him mentioning that even ITounwv finds it difficult to cure

snake-bites: e ot 8éuig dpueadov einelv (4.1511).%

The move from autonomy to dependence which characterises the narrator’s loss of
confidence is appatent in a number of places in the epic. The two episodes of the
Symplegades (2.549-610) and the Planctae (4.922-964) mark a clear change from a
triumph of human skill, particularly that of Tiphys, to a complete dependence by the
Argonauts on the gods (Byre 1991:223-4, Albis 1996:113). Euphamos, who releases
the dove to fly through the rocks (562), and encourages the Argonauts (2.588-9), and
Tiphys, who is in overall command (556-7), ate key elements in the passage through
the Symplegades. This is in sharp contrast to the Argonauts’ passing through the
Planctae, where the Argonauts’ success is entirely the result of the help of Thetis and
the Nereids, the latter passing the ship from one to another as if playing with a ball
(4.948-954).

The Argonauts’ dependence on females in the latter passage echoes the narrator’s
opening independence from, and subsequent subordination to, the Muses. Jason too

conforms to this pattern. He pointedly abandons women at the beginning of the epic

229 At 1.919-21 8¢ had been confidently given as the narrator’s reason for remaining silent about the
Samothracian rites.
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(e.g. his mother, whom he instructs not to embarrass him by the ship, 1.303-5; and
Iphias, ptiestess of Artemis, | pév Ainet’ odOL wopakAdov, ol yepout/ omhotépav,
0 8¢ moAAOV amomAoyyOeig Abodn, 1.315-6). Eventually, of course, he comes to
depend on the assistance of Medea in the second half of the epic. She engineers his
success and joins the male preserve of the .A7go in book 4, as do the Phaeacian

handmaidens Arete gives her (4.1221-2).

The parallels between Jason and the Apollonian narrator are deeper still. Spentzou
(forthcoming) characterises Jason, whose liking for words is clear (3.188-90), as a
heto who “wants to be a poet and plot t/his epic [si] as seems best” (p.5), and
Medea as his Muse, possessing the knowledge he requires (the drugs to protect him
during Aietes’ trials) to complete the epic as he desires.”” The dependence of Jason
and the Argonauts on the female — vootov énetpomdpecto yovan&iv?’' — coincides
with the primary narrator’s dependence on the Erato in books 3 and 4, as Spentzou

(forthcoming:16) also notes.

There is a striking parallel for this in Pindar’s Pythian 4, where Jason is also a narrator:

QAN v Exto mAvta Adyov Bépevog omovdatov € dpybg avip

ovyyevéowy mapexowvad (P.4.132-3)

At P.4.217 he is described as copdg and knowledgeable in éncodai, words strongly
reminiscent of poetic skill (Albis 1996:89). Medea, as O’Higgins 1997:112-16 ably
demonstrates, is cleatly Muse-like. She engages in a hymnic/prophetic exchange with
Apollo and the Pythia at the beginning of the poem (P.4.1-69)and is described as
having “breathed out” her words (&nénvevs’ &Bavétov otépatog, P.4.11). This
recalls the inspirational breath of the Hesiodic Muses (Theog.31-2) and the Muse-like
Sirens, alone described by the phrase mo ctop&twy in the Od. (O’Higgins 1997:114).

20 Spentzou is reticent with passages explicitly depicting Medea as Muse but there are several, e.g.:
toppa 8¢ Mndeing drobnuocdvnowy ‘Moov/ edppoxa podiveg futv cbrog aueendrovev (3.1246-7)
as Jason prepares; obtop Tiowv/ pviigato Mndeing modvkepdéog évvesibwv (3.1363-4) as Jason fights
the Earthborn warriors. This subordination to female knowledge is very reminiscent of the normal
poet-Muse relationship.

B! _4rp.3.488 — principally Medea, but as Albis 1996:109-11 notes Jason (uv8ficopon 4.1335) acts as a
“poet” and intermediary, deriving his knowledge from the goddesses and passing it on to the mortal
Argonauts. To this example should be added Orpheus, who asks for knowledge from the Muse-like
Hesperides (of whom there are three, recalling the Graces, companions of the Muses) at 4.1411ff.
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In Pythian 4 Medea takes up a prominent position as the (secondary) narrator of the
first part of the poem (P.4.13-56). But her narrative is subsumed and controlled by
the primary narrator’s, who explicitly begins the narrative again at P.4.70-1, just as
Medea in her capacity as a character is controlled by Jason (with Aphrodite’s help:
AMTéG T Encordig Exdiddoxnoey cogov Aicovidav/ 6epa Mndeiag TokEwv ApEéAot
aidd, moBeiver 8 ‘EAAdG abdtdhv/ €v gpoci kotopévav dovéor pdotiyr Ile8odg,
P.4.217-9; O’Higgins 1997:119-20). In the .Argonantica, however, there is another
reversal — the initial control of the narrator is surrendered to the Muses in book 4,
and the epic is impossible to read without recalling the future events of Euripides’
Medea (Hunter 1989:18-9), which demonstrate the “untameability” of Medea
(Spentzou (forthcoming):24-5).

5.2.2 Narration and Composition

The relationship of the portrayal of the ctisis of the narrator in Apollonius to Archaic
poetry is therefore complex. Various Archaic patterns are reversed, not least the
depiction of the natrator overcoming difficulties to achieve success. Furthermore the
depiction of the natrator’s struggles in the .47g. inscribes the process of composition,
or at least a model for it, into the epic, which also seems to develop and transform
Archaic models (i.e. the fiction of spontaneous oral composition in many Archaic

poems).

In various Archaic poets, e.g. Pindar in his epinicians, we find the narrator depicted
undergoing wévog to achieve success. This is often described in terms of athletic
endeavour (e.g. N.4.36-8), which parallels the pattern of effort followed by victory of
the patrons of the epinician poems. The narrator can even be described as going on a
sea-journey where misadventure and digressions are cleatly possible (e.g. P.10.51-4).
But in Pindar, as in Archaic poetry in general, any such narratorial dangers are
overcome, and function as a foil to stress the skill of narrator (and therefore author)

in overcoming them.
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In Apollonius, however, the narrator’s dependence on others is greatest at the end of
the epic. The initial confidence gives way to subordination and self-doubt. Such a
prominent reversal of the Archaic pattern must be connected with the status of the
poet in Hellenistic poetry and the concern to experiment with voice (see 6.Contexts
and Conclusions below). But it also provides the audience with an image of the
difficulties which an author must endure in the composition of an epic, and the

process of composing that epic.

The crisis of the narrator depicts a narrator losing confidence in his own ability to tell
his story, but simultaneously depicts a narrator trying various different means to
reach the conclusion of his narrative (including complete subordination to the
Muses). This reflects the Argonauts’ own use of whatever means at their disposal
(women, treacherous murder, expiation) to succeed in their quest. It can also be
taken to reflect the (real) author’s endeavours to create the poem of which the
Argonautic narrative and the narrator’s crisis are both parts. Self-doubt about
narrative ability should be set alongside the presentation of alternative aetia and the
inclusion of rejected material (Fusillo 1985:385) as pointing the audience to the ways

in which the poem might have been put together.

The process of composition which is so insctibed is not, however, a record of how
the Arg. was actually composed, nor does it tell us anything about the difficulties
Apollonius actually faced. It is rather a model of the composition which is written
into the Arg. And it is very much a literate process which is written in. In contrast to
Callimachus’ Iambz, which construct an oral setting for themselves, and to the Archaic
fiction of extempore composition which many poems develop (see 2.3.2.1 above), the
Argonantica portrays itself as having been written. The narrator himself is depicted as
a scholar (see above), constructing his narrative from a variety of written soutrces,
selecting between alternative explanations of features of the contemporary landscape.
The narrator’s crisis is not that of a poet in petformance (pace Albis 1996:10), but of a
narrator uncertain whether he can recover the narrative from the distant past, and

complete the writing of the epic.
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6. Contexts and Conclusions

The extensive use and adaptation of Archaic poetry by Callimachus, Theocritus and
Apollonius is clear. A large proportion of the Hellenistic texts under consideration
engage with major features of the narratorial voices of Archaic poetry. Callimachus’
Hymns and Apollonius’ Argonautica, for example, both experiment with Archaic
moralising. These features are taken up and transformed in the Hellenistic poets to
create effects and narratorial personas which are often very different from their
Archaic models. The narrator of the Argonantica is portrayed as concerned about the
propriety of his natrative (5.1.3), as are the narrator of the Works and Days or
Olympian 1, but this is part of a co-ordinated portrayal of a natrator in crisis,
eventually unable to exclude inapproptiate material from his epic (5.1.6). This use of
a prominent narrator reminiscent of the narrators of Archaic didactic, monody,
tambos and Pindartic epinician (2.3.4) demonstrates the importance of texts other than

Homer and genres other than hexameter epic in the Hellenistic period.

The Hellenistic poets under consideration engage with Archaic texts other than
Homer at a variety of levels. Certain Hellenistic poems are cleatly related to particular
Archaic texts which they vaty and adapt. Theocritus 24 transforms into a
domesticated “epic” the pacy, selective natrative of Nemean 1 (4.6.1). The variation of
narrative pace in the Pindatic poem is reduced, as is the prominence of the narrator,
to create a poem with a much mote “epic” veneer than its Archaic model
Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo alludes to Pindar’s Pythian 5 in language and setting, and
plays with the question of the speaker in Pindaric epinicians (3.2.6). It may even
suggest a blood-relationship between Battiad Cyrenean and Aegid Theban poets.
Alongside such close textual allusion we should place small-scale developments of
Archaic features such as the concretising of Archaic imagery, motifs and fgpoi which
is regularly found in the Hellenistic poets. Generalised pictures of the poet under
attack in Archaic poetry (e.g. the end of Olympian 2), overcoming the dangers of
9B6vog and xopog are developed into more sharply defined scenes of criticism with
named detractors, such as the Telchines in the .4etia-prologue or the personified
®B6vog of the end of the Hymn to Apollo (3.2.6, 3.3.2). More specific elements of

Archaic poems undergo a similar process of literal interpretation — a Hesiodic grome
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about a kaxog yeirwv becomes a neighbour (Erysichthon) who really is a threat to
one’s cattle (3.2.10). Eros, whose &otpayéion are madness and uproar in Anacreon
(F398), is found playing with golden knucklebones with Ganymede in Apollonius
(Arg.3.1141f., Hunter 1989:109).

Particular techniques of Archaic narrative are also adopted in Hellenistic poetry. The
break-off, familiar from a variety of authors such as Hesiod, Semonides and Pindar
(2.3.2.1) 1s extensively used by the primary narrator in the Argonantica, and appears in
Callimachus in the Aetia (F24.20, F75.4ff., SH264) and is also adapted in the scene at
the end of the Hymn to Apollo (3.3.3.3, 3.2.6). Techniques associated with particular
poets ate also employed, such as the Pindaric self-apostrophe at the beginning of H.4
(3.2.8), or the Pindaric “pious” rejection of myth in Callimachus at H.1.60ff. and
F75.4ff. (Fuhrer 1988; 3.2.5, 3.3.3.3), which is also adapted in Apollonius at 4.982ff.,
the apology for one etymology of the name of Drepane (5.1.6). Bacchylidean pathetic
exclamation (2.3.4) is taken up by the narrator of the Argonantica (5.1.3). It remains
difficult, however, to associate the use of a particular device with the influence of a

particular author on account of the large amount of Archaic material lost.

More important are the broader patterns of the adaptation of striking characteristics
of Archaic narrative and narrators, and the effects produced in Archaic poetry, which
demonstrate the importance of Archaic poetry as model in the Hellenistic period,

and the continuing importance of poetic voice.

The play with the identity of the narrator in Hellenistic poems such as Th.7 or
CalLH.5 develops the prominent use of the gap between narrator and author in
Archaic non-epic poetry. The much greater use of quasi-biography in Archaic poetry
outside epic (2.3.1, 2.3.1.1), the clear non-identity between narrator and author in
some Archaic poems (e.g. Alcaeus F10, ArchilF19), and the construction of 2
narratorial persona based on the historical author in several Archaic poets (e.g.
Archilochus, Hesiod, Pindar; 2.3.2.2) are harnessed to create a careful ambiguity
about certain Hellenistic natrators, e.g. in Th.7 (4.3.4). Certain quasi-biographical
facts recall facts about the historical author’s life (e.g. the narrator’s addressee in

Th.7), others are explicitly different (e.g. the narrator’s name in Th.7).
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The frequent close relationship between narrator and author in Archaic poetry (2.3.2,
2.3.2.2) is taken up in several Hellenistic poems such as the Ae#ia, the lambi, Th.11,
13, 28. Such poems take up the use of quasi-biography in Archaic poems to build up
a picture of the narrator strongly recalling that of the historical author. Often the
particular devices employed recall Archaic models, such as the unifying, quasi-
biographical addressee Nicias in Th.11, 13 and 28 (compare Cyrnus in Theognis).
The depiction of narrators close to their historical authors has a number of purposes,
including ironising the narrator, pointing to the difference between narrator and
author, providing a fictional delegate within the text, and as part of the creation of a

pseudo-intimate effect.

In Hellenistic poems such as the majotity of Callimachus’ Iambz, a narrator close to
the historical author is presented ironically. In Ia.6, for example, it seems likely that
Callimachus’ apparent dislike of travel (3.5.2) is alluded to in the comically
incompetent propempticon which seems unconcerned with its addressee’s safety, and
which consists principally of a list of the measurements of Zeus’ statue at Elis, a
disappointing guidebook (3.5.1.1). The distortions of biogtaphical facts about the
author in such poems have a probable model in Archaic iambos, where the narrator
may well have strongly recalled the historical author, though presented in more
outrageous and amusing narratives, which often produced humour at the narrator’s
expense (2.3.1.1, 2.3.2). Hence even the situation of self-irony is reproduced in the

Hellenistic poems.

The fact that the narrator is often closely modelled on the historical author, but still
distinct, 1s important in several Hellenistic poems. A narrator who resembles the
author, but is still explicitly marked as different, can be used to foreground, but also
evade, problems of poetic authority and status. In Th.7 the primary narrator
Simichidas recalls Theocritus, but his name, the setting of the poem, the echoes of
‘ambos and the ambiguity about Lycidas point to the ultimate non-identity of narrator
and author (4.3.4, 4.4.3). Hence the ironic presentation of Simichidas, the uncertain
attitude of Lycidas and the uncertain meaning of the meeting between the two can be
read as referring to contemporary questions about how poetic natrrative was
authorised, and how new poets might attain a status similar to that of their

predecessors, without associating these doubts directly with Theoctitus and his own
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narrative. The author has a delegate within the text, to whom concerns about

authority and status are deflected.

The wide variety of Archaic models for the relationship between narrator and Muse
(2.3.3) is also adapted in Hellenistic poetry as patt of the widespread ironising of the
natratot, and the depiction of problems of poetic authority (of which the ironising of
the narrator is itself a marker). In the Argonantica, for example, the narrator begins as
independent and self-motivated, requiring only incidental assistance from the Muses,
which recalls the peripheral role of the Muses in Archaic poetry where the narrator
could claim autopsy of the events being described (5.1.4). The Argonautica reverses
this, of course, by depicting a self-motivated autonomous narrator where the subject-
matter is explicitly mythological. Such a narrative about the distant mythic past would

usually have required the inspiration of the Muses in Archaic poetry (2.3.3).

The Argonantica of course portrays the narrator as undergoing a gradual decline from
this initial independence from the Muses, utilising a number of Archaic models to
effect this. The motivation for the narrator’s concern with the proprety of his
narrative, which recalls Archaic moralising narrators, is very different in book 1 from
book 4 — the confidence with which the narrator excludes inappropriate material has
disappeared by the time the narrator includes a natrative about Drepane which he
tells “unwillingly” (4.982ff.). The relationship with the Muses progresses from
independence, or at least superiotity, through a Pindatic partnership with Erato at the
beginning of book 3, to complete subordination to the Muse (reminiscent of Homer)
in book 4 (5.1.6).

The use of Archaic models in the Argonautica of course illustrates the differences
between the poetry of the Hellenistic and Atchaic periods. There is a Pindaric
precedent of a sort for the narrator’s struggles embodying those of the Apollonian
narrator’s characters — in Pindaric epinicians the efforts of the narrator are often
described in terms which recall the labours of the victor (5.2.1). But this is not
presented as the gradual decline of the narrator’s own abilities to tell his story. There
is no clearer evidence of the problems of poetic authority in the Hellenistic period,
nor of the strategies employed to depict them and overcome them. The narrator is

not closely associated with the author in the Argonautica, and the struggles of the
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narrator cannot be read as the author’s own decay from autonomy to subordination.
However, though there are very few references to an external life of the narrator in
the Argonantica, the depiction of the narrator’s crisis throughout the epic can be seen
as the most novel Hellenistic adaptation of quasi-biography. There is a strong sense
of the natrator’s presence, and his development, despite the absence of a name, a

city, a physical description. The narrator’s ability to narrate takes centre stage.

The mimetic hymns of Callimachus and the monologues of Theocritus are closely
related and develop the striking Archaic effects of pseudo-intimacy and pseudo-
spontaneity (3.2.4, 4.1.2). The inclusion into a group which is brought about by
ostensibly “ptivate” references to named individuals, their loves, desires etc. in
Sappho, or to the particular circumstances sutrounding a victory, and the victor’s
ancestry in Pindar, is a vital component in the assurance of the fame which Archaic
poets promise themselves (Sappho F55) or their patrons (e.g. B.9.81-2). This is
achieved through reperformance (2.2). The transportation of the audience to a
different setting on such reperformances to secondary audiences is closely paralleled
by Hellenistic poems such as Th.2 or CallH.2 which take the audience to the
performance of (respectively) private and public rituals (4.1.2, 3.2.6). The sense of an
ongoing development of such a scene adapts the pseudo-spontaneity evoked by
Archaic poems which portray the beginning of a song which has already started (e.g.
B.F20B), or which pretend that they are still being composed, and their course
decided, despite being carefully constructed in advance (e.g. P.11.38-40; 2.3.2.1).

Archaic pseudo-spontaneity is also adapted to include in many Hellenistic a picture
of the composition of the poem. This can be pseudo-oral, as in Callimachus’ lambi,
where Hipponax, natrator of Ia.1 is portrayed as reacting to the audience (F191.32-
35; 3.5.3). This closely resembles the pseudo-spontaneity of Archaic poems which
pretend that they ate still being composed extempore, but it also marks the difference
between, for example, Archaic and Hellenistic sabos. This is not simply because the
latter was encountered as fex?, in contrast to the original oral reception of the former
(Hellenistic zambos might have been petformed, e.g. recited), but because the complex
contexts in which Archaic Zambos was originally performed had disappeared.

Nevertheless, the affinities between the effects produced in both model and
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adaptation should also alert us to the continuity involved. A change in the contexts

for poetry has not led to a complete rupture.

The process of composition included in Hellenistic poetry can also be of writing —
the narrator of the Argonantica comes across as a scholar carefully constructing his
narrative from pre-existing sources, which are eventually to include the Muses (5.1.2).
Th.18 appears to record a Hellenistic encounter with a text from the distant past, and
exploits the differences in the hypothetical audiences of ancient and contemporary

text.

The effect of pseudo-intimacy and the sense of inclusion it gives an audience or
reader is vital for the understanding of Hellenistic poetry and the function of its
allusiveness. In the Hellenistic poets we have been considering, it is clear that there
are several references and periphrases which are included so as to be decoded.
Topical and “private” references, which are portrayed as to be understood by those
within the group are often to be found (3.3.3.2). The quasi-biographical information
which fills out the persona of a narrator, or connects him with the historical author,
is regularly used in this way. The audience is given the sense of being in close contact
with the actual author of the narrative which they are hearing or reading. Narratorial
erudition is often used as part of the creation of this feeling of association, as when it
suggests that the narrator is a scholar, recalling the historical author, or when it is
used as part of the careful construction of literary echoes (e.g. in the Hecale) which
“include” the audience. Those who see the allusions are further brought “within the

group”.

This inclusiveness, which is for example to be found in Callimachus in the scene of
the “poet under attack” from the Telchines in the Adezza-prologue, or the periphrases
at the beginning of the ictoria Beremices (3.3.3.2), should be contrasted with the
“unremitting tenebrosities of Lycophron” (Hutchinson 1988:6) as they are by
Schmitz (1999:170). The sheer length of the Alexandra, and its unremitting nature,
obscure periphrasis after obscure periphrasis, should be recognised as producing a
very different effect from the references and allusions in Callimachus, Theocritus and

Apollonius.
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From the above survey we can see that Homer and Hesiod are not the “preferred
model” (though obviously still important) for the construction of primary narrators
in Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius. In such a central aspect as narratorial
voice there are a wide range of influential texts and genres, including Archaic zambos,
elegy, choral and personal monodic lyric, the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, the Works and
Days and the Theogony. The features of these Archaic texts which the Hellenistic poets
adapt show considerable ovetlap, and this should probably be referred to broader
developments such as the anxiety of influence, the consequent problems concerning
the position and status of the poet and the poetic voice, as well as to obvious

considerations such as chronological, geographical and personal contact and

contiguity.

There are some differences between the narratorial voices of poems in the same
genre, such as the Hecale and the _Argonautica where the narrators must be placed at
opposite ends of the spectrum of narrator-prominence in Hellenistic poetry. Such
differences should be refetred to the personal aesthetic choice of the different poets.
But the broader similarities 1n the adaptation of Archaic narrative voices and the
similar concerns between the three poets in this study (e.g. with the authority of
narrator and poet, ironic presentation of narrators etc.) lead one to suspect common

literary-critical ground.

There is no clear pattern of metrical affinity between Hellenistic poems and their
adaptation of Archaic narrators. This is clear from, for example, Callimachus’ Lyris,
which show no more similarity to Archaic lyric narrators (already a wide range) than
Callimachus’ other poems (3.6). In some cases, however, there is clearer generic
affinity between Hellenistic poem and Archaic voice, e.g. in the Hecale and its very
Homeric, unprominent narrator (3.7). But the best illustration of the breadth of
Archaic genres which can be adapted by a single text is pethaps Callimachus’ Hymns.
The variety of influencing genres there is clear (and probably meant to be clear) from
the opening questions of the Hymn fo Zeus, which immediately signals its difference

from its most obvious metrical and generic model, the Homeric Hymns (3.2.5).

This brings us to the question of genre (1.4). We are now in a position to make some

conclusions about the potential relationship between Callimachus, Theocritus, and
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Apollonius, and the anti-genre theorties of the Hellenistic ctitic Heracleodorus. Janko
(2000:164) raised the possibility of a connection between Callimachus and
Lycophton and Heracleodorus’ stance on the acceptability of obscurity and the
mixture of generic diction, style and content (based on his view that the aesthetic
value of poetry resides in its sound). It is clear, however, from the operation of
topical references in Callimachus as an snc/usive strategy, which depends for its success
on the decoding of references and allusions by the audience, that Callimachus does
not privilege sound over sense by being “obscute”. Several Callimachean passages
are, of course, learned, allusive and occasionally perplexing. Not, however, to the
point of unintelligibility. They invite decoding, hence including the audience (3.3.3.2).
This is the gpposite effect to that created by the mass of obscure periphrases to be
found in the Alexandra. That poem might justifiably described as an antecedent to the

views of Heracleodorus.”> But not Callimachus.

Janko (2000:164 n.3) further connects Heracleodorus with Callimachean “mixing
genres”, which he takes Callimachus to be defending himself against in J2.13. But the
charge of moAveidew (cf. Dreg.9.34) to which the Callimachean narrator portrays
himself as responding is clearly one of “writing in many genres” not “mixing genres”.
Hence the example of Ion of Chios (Di#eg.9.35-6), writer of tragedies, comedies,
dithyrambs, lyrics, paeans, hymns, encomia, elegies, epigrams, scolia, prose (Jacoby
1947:5ff.), a good parallel for the breadth of Callimachean production (epic, elegy,
epigram, hymns, epinicians, scholarly prose, iambics, lyrics, as well as tragedies,
comedies, satyr-plays according to Suda K 227.24-5 Adler), and the parallel of the
craftsman (&AL 0DOE TOV TEKTOVA TIG MELPETOL MOAVLEWST] OkeDdN TEKTOLVOULEVOV,
Dieg.9.37-8). The point is that one does not criticise a craftsman for making several
different utensils of different kinds (e.g. a knife, a corkscrew, scissors), corresponding
to different poems in different genres. The reference is not to some ancient

forerunner of the Swiss army knife.

The example of Heracleodorus is instructive because it helps us see precisely what

Hellenistic “crossing of genres” (1.4.1) is not. It is not the indiscriminate combination

22 It has been suggested that the .4/exandra is not by Lycophron but by pseudo-Lycophron (cf. Fraser
1979, Fraser in OCD? under “Lycophron”), writing later than the third century BC. Could it not be
inspired by Heracleodorus’ euphonist doctrines? Could it parody such views?
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of diction, metre and content directed only towards the production of pleasing
sounds. It does not imply the co//apse of generic distinctions, nor their abandonment
(it depends on a recognition of the validity of such distinctions). Callimachus, for
example, does “mix™ generic diction, but not indiscriminately. We find several words
from Attic Old Comedy in the Hecale (e.g. doxéving, F29). But here again this is not
indiscriminate mixing — the poem is of course set in A#a, hence an admixture of Attic
vocabulary, as represented in an Attic genre, might be thought a neat way of
revealing the location of the poem (Cameron 1995:443-4). The mixture is connected

to one aspect of the content of the poem, its setting, not its “euphony”.
P p > £ phony

The conception of generic distinctions as valid, the avoidance of the sort of generic
anarchy which Heracleodorus’ position implies, is also clear in Theocritus and
Apollonius. There too there is generic experimentation, but this is not such as to
destroy the generic categories involved. The Argonantica adopts several features of the
natrator’s voice more familiar from non-epic Archaic poetry (e.g. the explicit

moralising), and echoes hymnal expressions at its beginning, but still remains an epic.

These conclusions about the place of genre in the poetics of Callimachus, Theoctitus
and Apollonius should be placed alongside the fact that Callimachus’ aesthetics are
cleatly not “anti-Aristotelian”, as demonstrated by the Aristotelian plot of the Hecal,
a unified epic. Some measure of literary-critical variation might be discerned between
Callimachus and Apollonius given the comparative lack of a unified Aristotelian plot
in the Argonantica, and the much greater prominence of the narrator, which could be
seen as a deliberate variation from Aristotle’s approved model, Homer. Such
variation cannot, I believe, be checked against the “programmatic” passages of
Hellenistic poetty which I have argued have specific context-related functions which
prevent their interpretation as chapters in a Hellenistic literary-critical manifesto. The
adaptation of Archaic narrative voices in the three Hellenistic poets we have been
considering suggests relative literary-critical unanimity amongst them. But certainty 1s
impossible. It may well be that the greater prominence of the narrator in the
Argonautica reflects the relative chronology of Callimachus and Apollonius, with the
influence of the Aetia and its intrusive narrator, and its adaptations of Archaic
narratorial voices, making their presence felt in the Argonantica. Again, cross-genetic

influence does not mean the abandonment of genre ot its rejection.
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Janko (2000:190) comments that in the Hellenistic period “there was a powerful
movement to regain the old unity of povoikn, a concept which, until the later fourth
century, had embraced both the tune and the words performed to it”. The complex
of music, dance and song which made up Archaic lyric had disappeared by the mid-
third century (Cameron 1995:147-8). But Hellenistic critics such as Heracleodorus
and Hellenistic poets such as Callimachus, Theocritus and Apollonius display gpposite
attitudes to such Archaic poetry and its relevance for contemporary poetry. The
former treat all poetry as if it were music, and subordinate sense and content to sound,
while the latter engage with the manner, techniques and natrative voices of Pindar,
Sappho and the rest, to display the relevance of Archaic poetry as a literary, not

musical, model.
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