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The Mortal Divine: Callimachus and the Making of an Imperial Theology

ABSTRACT

This dissertation investigates the role of theological discourse in the making of the mortal
divine in early Ptolemaic Alexandria by exploring the ways in which literary transcripts—
particularly the text of Callimachus—complicate our understanding of the development of early
Hellenistic ruler cult. This study makes two major contributions. First, I argue that we can
recover part of this conversation about, and contestation over, the nature of the transition from
mortal to divine by looking to high intellectual culture in Alexandria. Focusing on Callimachus
as emblematic of that culture, I show how his text becomes a site of discursive convergence
related to the mortal divine, and how we can excavate it to uncover different voices in
contestation and engaged in various discursive modes, including Athenian critique, competitive
wisdom or the agonistics of sophia, and the rhetoric of belief. Ultimately, it is argued that the
sources discussed in this study represent the mortal divine as inhabiting an ontologically and
culturally fraught space between gods and men. Second, in considering the interface between
literary agendas and political and religious agendas, I offer a different way of thinking about the
high degree of allusivity in this paradigmatic Hellenistic poet. Instead of treating Callimachus’
allusive techniques as merely a demonstration of learnedness and pure literary play, I analyze
this high allusivity as embedded in a larger world of contemporary talk and discuss how it opens
up a space for theological discourse to happen. In doing so, I draw loosely on the work of James

C. Scott on “public” vs. “hidden transcripts” and Julia Kristeva on intertextuality.
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INTRODUCTION

Gods Among Men, Men Among Gods

“I think we must respect the basic fact that politics represent relations between men, while
religion represents relations between men and god(s).”
— A. Momigliano, “The Social Structure of the Ancient City” (1974)
By his death in 323 BCE, Alexander the Great’s conquests stretched from the

Balkans to Balochistan, opening up remarkable new possibilities for intercultural exchange in the
coming centuries. One of the most striking changes after Alexander’s death was the more
regularized institution of ruler cult—worship of the mortal divine—as a feature of various
Hellenistic Kingdoms.! This latter development is especially notable in a Greek literary-cultural
context which had hitherto drawn strict conceptual boundaries between the mortal and the
divine,? especially as a form of political and cultural critique.® Scholars who have studied this
phenomenon from the point of view of religious history have tended to present it as a linear
development from Greek hero cult, one that was normalized for a Greco-Macedonian audience
by assimilating its practices into the customs of the Greek city-state.* The emphasis in such
studies on practice, especially civic and ritual orthopraxy, usually leaves out questions of belief,

and, thus, of rhetoric.> Meanwhile, literary scholars of this period interested in religious themes

! The scholarship on Hellenistic ruler cult is vast. A good place to start for Ptolemaic Egypt is Caneva
(2016), cf. Stadler (2012); Holbl (2001 [1994]); for several more general studies, see note 4.

? E.g. Henrichs (2010).
3 Further discussed in Chapter 1.
* Habicht (1970), Gauthier (1985); cf. Cerfaux and Tondriau (1957), Price (1984).

> Cf. Harrison (2015).



have tended to focus on how literary texts might allude to contemporary religious practice,® work
as propaganda,’ or rework texts concerned with Greek religion as acts of generic innovation.®
However, despite excellent work by both groups of scholars, few studies have attempted to
correlate political and especially religious developments with Greek literary trends,” and, outside
of scholarship on Hellenistic philosophy, none (to my knowledge) has dealt extensively with
discursive contexts of belief in high literary texts of this period. Consequently, political/religious
agendas and literary agendas are still studied discretely, and the impact of one of the most
important religious developments in Greek history on literary development remains
understudied.

This dissertation aims to bridge this divide by analyzing the literary output of one of the
foremost poets and intellectuals of the period as a site for the recovery of religious and cultural
change. Using Callimachus of Cyrene and the multicultural world of the Ptolemaic empire as a
case study, I examine the rhetorical and literary mechanisms at work in the creation of an
imperial literature aimed at a Greek-reading audience, for a budding empire theologically
centered on the mortal divine. I argue that the nature of divinity and access to knowledge of the
divine was an important subject of intellectual and literary debate in early Hellenistic Alexandria,
the newly established capital of Ptolemaic Egypt. This work of forging a dynastic literary culture
for a new world order was not straightforward but part of a larger background of different voices

and ideologies in contestation.

¢ Stephens (2003); Petrovic (2007).
" Hunter (2003); Brumbaugh (2016).
¥ Fuhrer (1992); Hunter and Fuhrer (2002).

? Some important exceptions include Bing (1988); Cameron (1995); Selden (1998); Stephens (2003).



By focusing on key poetic moments in the Callimachean corpus, I will attempt to reconstruct the
multiplicity of voices that have been lost or even suppressed in the literary and historical record,
yet “survive” in this poet’s engagement with them. In doing so, I draw especially from the work
of the political theorist James C. Scott on ideological hegemony, dissident subcultures, and
“public transcripts” vs. “hidden transcripts™!'?: Callimachus’ text, in my analysis, serves as an
excavatable “public transcript” that opens out to a greater cultural and theological horizon.

But, we might well ask: to what extent was the nature of divinity and access to
knowledge of the divine actually a subject of intellectual and literary debate in early Hellenistic
Alexandria? The difficulty in answering this question lies in part in how little we know about the
full Alexandrian intellectual landscape and in the generally scattered nature of its literary
remains; and in part in how modern disciplinary divides, for instance between Classics and
Egyptology, do not always lend themselves to integrated studies of literary, intellectual, and
cultural history. While scholars in recent decades have begun to address the desiderata of the
latter on this topic,!! Peter Fraser’s pessimistic characterization of intellectual (and especially
philosophical) traditions in Ptolemaic Alexandria (“... the story to be told here is largely of
negative significance”!?) has tended to dominate, or rather suppress, Anglophone scholarship on

Alexandrian intellectual culture. There are, of course, important exceptions: more recent work on

10Scott (1990).

' Among many others, the integrative/interdisciplinary works of J. Quagebeur, D.J. Thompson, L.
Koenen, S. Stephens, I. Moyer have been fundamental in bridging the disciplinary divide. See especially
Moyer’s thoughtful exploration of the contestations between Greece and Egypt over the longue durée in
his 2011 monograph Egypt and the Limits of Hellenism. At the heart of Moyer’s analysis is a postcolonial
attempt to foreground “subaltern histories” in order to “decenter (or ‘provincialize’) the European
subject” (Moyer [2011] 35) —hence, for example, his emphasis throughout on different, transhistorical
manipulations of Egyptian priestly knowledge and authority.

12 Fraser (1972) 1, 480.



Hellenistic literature, especially since the publication in 1995 of Alan Cameron’s Callimachus
and His Critics, has acknowledged some of the ways in which philosophical debates unfolded in,
and informed, works outside of the philosophical prose tradition, including the poetry of
Callimachus. Susan Stephens and Benjamin Acosta-Hughes, for example, have convincingly
shown that Callimachus’ engagement with the works of Plato consistently spins out issues of
literary ethics on the loom of philosophy.!?

In this dissertation, I argue that literary engagement with the changing face of divinity
was an integral part of theological discourse in the early Ptolemaic period. I suggest that the
advent of a religious development as major as that of the institutionalized worship of a living (or
dead) ruler specifically as a god requires a highly articulated strategy, not only in ideological or
propagandistic terms, but also in literary terms. What draws my attention in the sources
discussed throughout is how they speak of the entire symbolic system involved in the “making”
of a god.

To take one example: for historical reasons (discussed at greater length in Chapter 3),
representations of epiphany in Greek sources take on a new, more urgent dimension from the late
fourth/early third century BCE onward.'* In Herodas’ First Mimiamb, when the aged procuress
Gyllis comes to pay a visit to Metriche, the latter greets her visitor with the following words:
“Why are you, a goddess, [coming] to mere mortals?” (Ti oU Beds TTpoOs avBpcotrous, Herod.
1.9).!°> Metriche’s ironic greeting points to how a literary text might not only hint at the changing

nature of the divine but also itself become a site for navigating such change. Ian Cunningham, in

'3 Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2012) 23-83; cf. White (1994). On the influence of the idea of Egypt on
Greek literature, see Vasunia (2001), Moyer (2011), Stephens (2016).

' See especially Platt (2011).

!> Translations of Herodas adapted from Zanker (2009); text from Cunningham (1971).



his commentary on this passage, notes simply: “Gods visit mortals rarely, and only to do some
great favour: the irony is continued. Cf. PL. Sph. init. etc.”'® However, the passage from Plato’s
Sophist adduced by Cunningham sits uncomfortably beside Metriche’s welcoming words to
Gyllis.!” Rather, as Marek Winiarczyk notes in his monograph on Euhemerus of Messene, to be
labelled “a god among men” or to be called “like a god” were conventional terms of praise.'®
What is striking about Metriche’s comment to Gyllis is, in my view, how it plays upon a
potential contemporary discomfort with this conventional phrase. This was a time, after all, in
which it was not only possible (and increasingly common) to praise a man as being /ike a god,”
but actually to worship him, in his own lifetime, as a god.?® T will argue that Metriche’s
exclamation to Gyllis draws from a set of issues related to the epiphanic divine, one very much
bound up in contemporary political, philosophical, and religious discourse. The irony of Ti cU

Beds Tpos avbpcotrous would be especially poignant for an early 3rd-century audience for whom

' Cunningham (1971) ad loc.

'7 In the beginning of the Sophist, Socrates alludes in part to a passage in the Odyssey and plays on
Homeric themes of divine justice and xenia to introduce the topic of categorical analysis with respect to
what something is and what something seems to be. The shape-shifting gods of Homer, Socrates muses,
assume the guises of all kinds of strangers before visiting men’s cities (Od. 19.485-7); likewise, he
implies, the philosopher (or sophist or statesman), assumes many guises in his roamings from city to city
(P1. Soph. 216¢—d). These Socratic provocations set the stage for the Eleatic Stranger’s exposition of his
method of classification, in order to arrive at a definition of the sophist. While the theme of divine
epiphany is certainly at work in the passage of Herodas above, I do not think that the Platonic theme of
categorical analysis is particularly relevant for our passage.

'8 Winiarczyk (2013) 42, with further references at n. 111: “The words Beds/Betos and deus/divus/divinus
were therefore used metaphorically to express admiration or emphasise the exceptional qualities of an
individual or an object.”

1% As in the Homeric formula, Beds [87] s TieTo Srjue, e.g. 11. 5.78, 10.33, 11.58, 13.218, 16.605; Od.
14.205.

2 Aside from accounts about Alexander the Great, perhaps the most famous (and lavish) literary example
of such praise and worship is Hermocles’ ithyphallic hymn for Demetrius Poliorcetes (at Athenaeus
6.253B-F), discussed in Chapter 1.



such an encounter was meant to be, more than ever, eminently possible.

The above passage from Herodas demonstrates, albeit in a tantalizing way, how
theological discourse might be uncovered in unexpected places. For the early Ptolemaic period,?!
we lack contemporary texts that provide any kind of theological (or, indeed, coherent historical)
commentary and narrative for the development of the mortal divine—but this does not mean that

theological discourse on this subject did not exist, or cannot be recovered.

The first chapter of the dissertation introduces two literary figures as case studies for the
expression of dissent against Ptolemaic divine rule: the poets Machon of Corinth (or Sicyon) and
Sotades of Maroneia (who, according to one report, was drowned at sea in a jar full of lead for
his criticisms). I argue that Callimachus’ seemingly off-hand reference to Sotades, in particular,
marshals a wide range of allusions—from Hesiod to Aristophanes to Pindar—in order to frame a
broader discussion about the limits of speech and knowledge.

The second (and longest) chapter situates Callimachus’ passing reference in his First
lamb to a contemporary prose writer, Euhemerus of Messene, as part of a wider theological
debate about how to formulate divine origins. In this section, we are also introduced to
Hecataeus of Abdera—another shadowy Hellenistic author—who, I suggest, represents a
competing tradition about divine origins, and the relationship between mortal and divine.??
Circling back to Callimachus’ First lamb, 1 argue that the setting of the poem in front of a

Sarapieion—a sanctuary of Sarapis—is an important contextual signifier, one that invites

2! For the purposes of this study, from the death of Alexander in 323 to roughly the beginning of the reign
of Ptolemy III Euergetes (246-222/1).

22 Manetho, who currently lurks here in the shadows of this section, will be incorporated in a future
version.



reflection on contemporary cultural and religious change. Indeed, the narratological framework
of the First lamb encourages such reflection, especially regarding the nature of sophia. What,
then, emerges as a central issue in the rest of this chapter is the agonistics of sophia and how they
map onto concurrent religious developments. While the First lamb only obliquely refers to the
theme of sophia as theological knowledge (through a framed narrative about the Seven Sages;
and, perhaps, in its Sarapieian setting), Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus—the subject of the final
section—tackles this head-on.

In the third and final chapter, the scene shifts away from Alexandria to the island of
Delos: still a site of religious and economic importance in the Hellenistic period, as well as a
place of interest to the Ptolemies as they sought to expand their influence in the 3"-century
Aegean. After a brief discussion of the Nesiotic League to contextualize early 3™-century Delos
and the southern Aegean, I show that Callimachus’ intricate literary archaeology of Delian ritual
in the Hymn to Delos places “the god” Ptolemy in a central position of its prehistory and layers a
vision of contemporary Ptolemaic imperial aspirations in the Cyclades onto a historic Athenian
one. This imperial palimpsesting delicately balances the Ptolemies, the Athenians, and the
Delians in the context of the period of Delian Independence, the Nesiotic League, and the

Chremonidean War.

This work draws on exciting developments in Hellenistic history, which in latter years
has experienced an explosion in both new material content (especially inscriptions) and new
theoretical approaches, integrating them into a different way of thinking about the analysis of
literary allusion and allusive “play.” Much scholarship on Hellenistic literature tends to focus on

analyzing its formal aspects or explaining its learnedness and manneredness in the context of



book history: for example, as the result of the amassing of knowledge in Alexandria’s “library”
or of the transition from a primarily oral to a primarily written culture.?* I take a different
approach here to the high degree of allusivity in one paradigmatic poet by thinking about literary
form and content in relation to contemporary theological discourse. The role of literary culture in
the creation of the city of Alexandria as an imperial project on a scale up to that point
unwitnessed in the Greek world has received increasing attention in recent decades.* The
arguments advanced in this project also address this theme while homing in on Callimachus’

particular role and contributions in shaping and responding to such discourse.

3 Classically, Pfeiffer (1968). For a brief overview of the history of scholarship on Hellenistic literature

as a literature of allusion (and its negative judgment by classicists), cf. Bing (1988) 73-5, esp. n. 39. The
explanation that Bing offers for the phenomenon of high allusivity, on p. 74 (“I mean their [=the poets’]

sense of rift”), anticipates Selden (1998).

* Most evocatively, Selden (1998); cf. also Bing (1988 [2008]) 14-5.



CHAPTER ONE
Unholy Holes and Vomiting Muses:

Literary Contestations in Divine Image and Ideology

Let us begin in Athens. In 322, the Athenian logographer Hyperides composed a funeral
oration in honor of the general Leosthenes and others who had died at Lamia—a battle that
formed part of a last-ditch attempt by the Athenians and their allies, the Aetolian League, to
resist Macedonian power. Hyperides’ criticism of the Macedonians centers on the worship of

living kings as emblematic of their arrogance (Hyp. 6.20-2):

‘AEiov Toivuv cuAoyicacBat kai Ti &v cupBiival vouiopev i KaTd TpdToV
TOUTWY &Y WVICAUEVLV. &P OUK &v Evos HEV BEOTIGTOU TTV OiKOUEVTIV
UTmMkoov &tracav eival, voue 8¢ TG ToUTou TPOTI EE dvdaykns Xpricbal Thv
EANGSa; ouveddvta & eimeiv, Trv Makedovewv Utepngaviav kai ur) Trv Tod
Sikaiou BUvau ioXUE TTap EKACTOLS, COOTE MITE YUVAIKEV UNTE TapbEévaov
uNTE Taidcov UBPES . . . . . GvekAe{TTTOUS EKAOTOLS KaBeoTAaval pavepdy & EE v
avaykaloueba kai viv €11 Bucias pév avbpcdtols y[ryvo]uévas épopav,
aydAulaTta 8¢] kai Beopous kai vaous Toi[s uév] Beols apeAdds, Tols B¢
avBpd[Trois] empeAdds ouvTeAoUpeva, Kai ToUs <TOU>TV OIKETAS COOTIEP
fpwas TIHAY UGS avaykalouévous. STTou B Ta TTPOs <Tous> Beous dola dikx
NV Makeddveov TéAuav avijpntal, Ti T& Tpds Tous avbpcdous xpr) vouiCetv;
&p’ oUK &v TavTeAGS kaTaAeAvobat;

Now we might well reflect what, in our opinion, the outcome would have been, had
these men failed to do their duty in the struggle. Must we not suppose that the
whole world would be under one master, and Greece compelled to tolerate his
whim as law? In short that Macedonian arrogance, and not the power of justice,
would lord it among every people, [without ceasing?] their outrages on women,
girls, and children. . . . The practices which even now we have to countenance are
proof enough: sacrifices being made to men; images, altars, and temples carefully
perfected in their honour, while those of the gods are neglected, and we ourselves
are forced to honour as heroes the slaves of these people.! If reverence for the gods
has been annulled by Macedonian insolence, what fate must we conclude would
have befallen the rules of conduct towards man? Would they not have been utterly
discounted?

(trans. adapt. Burtt, Loeb)

! “Slaves™ is almost certainly a reference to Hephaestion, Alexander’s lover.



The speech’s rhetoric makes an implicit comparison between living ruler cult, and cult for those
like Leosthenes, who is imagined as mingling in the Underworld with the heroes of the Trojan
War, “whom we call demigods” (Téov riubécov kahoupévav, Hyp. 6.35). The former is a
barbarian absurdity that distorts natural relations between men and gods; the latter, a practice
rooted in the hoariest of traditions. The fact that this passage is in many ways a standard piece of
Athenian rhetoric vis-a-vis Macedonian ruler cult is precisely what makes it an interesting point
of departure for thinking about the rhetoric of critique.

A more complex example of Athenian attitudes towards ruler cult dates to several
decades later, when the Antigonid king Demetrius Poliorcetes (“City-Sacker”) entered Athens in
291/0 in part to celebrate the Eleusinian mysteries. To greet him on his arrival, the Athenians
composed and sang a hymn to Demetrius—one of only two extant hymns to Hellenistic kings.?
The hymn, in ithyphallic meter, is reported by Athenaeaus, who cites Duris of Samos as his

source (Athen. 6.253B-F)*

o5 ol uéy1oTol TGV Becdv Kal pidTaTol
T(j TOAel ThpeIow
evTatiba <yap Anuntpa kai> Anuritpiov
Gua Tapfy” 6 kaipds.

5 XN uév T& oeuva Tiis Képns wuotripia
épxed’ tva morjon,
6 & IAapds, crotrep TOV Bedv Bel, kai kaAds
Kal yeAdov TapeoTL.

? This passage from Hyperides’ speech has often been cited as proof of lifetime cult for Alexander in
Athens. Cf. also Hyp. 5.31; Din. 1.94; cf. Habicht (1970) 29-36.

3 The other example is a late 4™-century inscribed paean in Erythrai, north of modern Cesme, for Seleucus
I, L Erythrai 205. The inscription features a lex sacra on one side, and on the other, a pacan to Apollo,
Asclepius, and Seleucus (the latter an addendum of three lines, written in a different hand). Cf.
Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (1909) no. 6, Habicht (1970) 82—3 and 85-7.

* On the ithyphallic hymn to Demetrius, cf. e.g. Mikalson (1998) 75-104, Furley and Bremer (2001) I 29,
Thonemann (2005), Chaniotis (2011), Holton (2014). For a detailed analysis of how lines 13—17 of this
hymn might reflect Epicurean thought for the first time in poetry or in preserved literature, cf. Marcovich
(1988) 8-19.

10
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oeuvoy TL aived’, oi pihot TdvTes kikAe,
gv péoolol &’ auTds,

Suolog cdoTrep ol piol uev &oTépes,

fiAlog & ékevos.

@ ToU kpaTioTou Tai TTooeddvos Beod,
XaipE, KAPPOodITNs.

&AAot pev 1) Hakpaw yap aTréxoucty Beol,
1] oUK Exoucty dOTa,

T oUK €iciv, T oU TTPOCEXOUCIV TUTV OUBE £V,
ot Ot Tapovd’ opdduey,

ou EUAov oudt Aibivov, &AN” &An6ivdv.
eUxouechba drj cor

TPGTOV Wev elprivny monoov, piTate:
KUplog y&p €l oU.

™Y & oUxi ©OnBdv, AN 8Ans Tiis EAA&Sos
2¢iyya mepikparovoav,

AiTeAov, 6oTis el MéTpas kabrjuevos,
COOTrEP 1) TTaAd<A>,

T& 0OUAB MUY VT dvapTdoas Pépe,
KoUK £Xco naxeodar

(AiTwAikov yap apmdoat T& TV TéEAas,
viv 8¢ kal T& Tépped)-

H&AIOTa pév 81y kOAaoov aUTds: i 8¢ un,
Oiditouv T ebpé,

Y 2y ya TaUTNY 6OTIS | KATAKPNUVIET
] oOTTodOV TToINCEL

How the greatest and most beloved of the gods

are present in our city!

For circumstance® has brought together

here Demeter and Demetrius.

She comes to perform

the holy mysteries of Kore

while he is present

in merriment, as befits a god, and is beautiful, and laughs.
His appearance is something holy; his friends (philoi) all encircle him,
and in their midst is he,

just as if his friends were stars,

and the sun were he.

Child of Poseidon, most mighty god,

and Aphrodite, hail!

The other gods keep far away,

> On this translation, cf. Chaniotis (2011) 161-2.
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or they do not lend their ears,

or they do not exist, or they do not pay us heed in even a single matter,
but you we see present,

neither made of wood nor stone, but real.’

So we pray to you:

First, make peace, most beloved one,

for you have the authority.

The Sphinx who has in her grip

not (only) Thebes but all of Greece—

the Aetolian Sphinx, who, sitting on a rock

like the ancient one,

snatches up all our bodies and carries them away—

I cannot fight her.

(For it is an Aetolian custom to seize what belongs to its neighbors,
and now even that which lies far away.)

Above all, punish her yourself; but if not,

find some Oedipus,

who will either throw down that Sphinx from the precipice

or make her into dust.

While this hymn presents many points of interest (discussed at length by various

But that Demetrius’ development into divine being did not (and indeed, could not) take

scholars’), I would here like to draw attention to the central section, which, in my view, marks
itself out as the theological crux. The hymn moves, in standard hymnic fashion, from epiphany to
prayer, and the pivot that allows that movement occurs in lines 15-19: it is the extravagant
emphasis on establishing Demetrius’ divine status that makes the prayer plausible. In particular,
in line 19, &AnBivév may be used in the (ritual?) sense of “proper,” thus insisting on Demetrius’

full functionality as a god.

place in Athens without comment or resistance is evident in the literary tradition about this

® On the sense of lines 18-19, cf. Dunand (2002) 76-7.
" See immediately preceding notes.

¥ Cf. Lorenzoni (1984).
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occasion. Several years before the Athenians found themselves singing this ithyphallic hymn to
Demetrius, in 304 BCE, they—or at least some among their number—had debated whether it
was really appropriate to grant the king such extraordinary honors as allowing him to change the
Athenian civic and ritual calendar so that Demetrius could rush through the Lesser and Greater
Mysteries and immediately be initiated into the highest level of the Mysteries as epoptés (Plut.
Dem. 26).° A brief period of restored Athenian democracy followed. Later, in 296/5 BCE, when
Athens finally capitulated to Demetrius after a long siege, the city opened its gates to its new
king, terrified and half-starved (Plut. Dem. 34). In an ingenious reading of a fragmentary decree
(IG 1% 644), Peter Thonemann has shown that Demetrius’ entrance into the city in the spring of
295 was made to coincide with the festival of the Great Dionysia.!® These calendrical
coincidences, in 304 and 295, were no mere matter of calendrical fiddling, but rather, as

T would add, too, of religious

Thonemann writes, “an expression of civic and secular power
power. Moreover, as Thonemann argues, the Great Dionysia—"a performance of xenismos or
ritual greeting”—and the Demetrieia—a festival commemorating Demetrius’ advent—were

synchronized: “the arrival and welcome of the King is enacted alongside the arrival and welcome

of Dionysos.”? Indeed, given how our hymn to Demetrius, above, contains Dionysiac elements

? In addition to the discussion of Thonemann (2005), cf. SEG 36-165 with the remarks and emendation of
A.G. Woodhead in Hesperia 58 (1989) 297-301 = SEG 39-101. According to Plutarch, Stratocles, son of
Euthydemus, was the mastermind of this and other acts of obsequious worship for Demetrius and his
father Antigonus when Athens was “liberated” from the rule of Cassander and Demetrius of Phalerum by
this father-and-son pair (Plut. Dem. 11.1: 6 TGV oGV TOUTWV Kai TEPITTY KAIVOUpyOs
apeokeupaTov). These included their bemg recorded pubhcly as “Savior Gods” (owThipas avéypawyay
BeovUs, Dem. 10.4); the creation of two new tribes, Antigonis and Demetrias, named after them (ibid.); the
institution of a “priest of the Saviors” in their honor/for their cult (ibid.); and the interweaving of their
images (perhaps including their exploits) on the peplos carried by the Athenians in the procession of the
Greater Panathenaia (Dem. 10.5; cf. Diod. Sic. 20.46.2).

' Thonemann (2005).

" Thonemann (2005) 74.
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(e.g. ithyphallic dance) and elements connected to the festival of Demeter, it is possible that it
was composed for celebrations of the Demetrieia!®: Plutarch reports that a decree was proposed
in the Athenian assembly, which ordered that, “whenever Demetrius arrives [in the city], he
should be received with the xenismoi of Demeter and Dionysus” (Plut. Dem. 12.1). The
ithyphallic hymn to Demetrius therefore acts as a public transcript of the political and religious
changes that took place under Demetrius. To flesh out our understanding of this transcript, we
need to read around it.

In response to Demetrius’ first set of calendrical changes, the comic poet Philippides
apparently expressed his displeasure by composing the following verses (Plut. Dem. 12.7 = ft.
25, 11. 4-7 K-A):

AV v &TrékaucEY 1) &N Tas auméAous,
81" bv &oeBolvl’ 6 mémAos Eppdryn nécos,
TAg TV Beddov TIpGS TToloUvT AvBpeoTivas.
TaUTa KaTaAvel SfjHov, oU Kwuepdia.
Because of whom the frost freeze-burned the vines;
Because of whose sacrilegious action the peplos was torn in half;
for he made the honors of the gods those of men.
These things destroy a people; not comedy.'
Kassel-Austin, adopting a conjecture by August Meineke, printed these lines alongside three

others mentioned by Plutarch later in this biography, right after the description of Demetrius’

calendrical manipulations for the Mysteries (Plut. Dem. 26.5 = fr. 25, 1. 1-3 K-A):

A16 kai OimrTridng Tov ZTpaTtokAéa Aotdopdov émoinoev:
O Tov éviauTov ouvTencov gis wijy’ éva,

Kai ept TS €v T TTapBevcovt kaTaoknvoecs:
‘O v akpdmoA Tavdokeiov UtroAaBcov
Kal Tas ETaipas eicayaycv Tij Tapbéve.

'2 Thonemann (2005) 79.

'3 As pointed out by Chaniotis (2011) 163.
'* On Philippides’ political comedy, cf. Philipp (1973).
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In fact, it was on account of this that Philippides rebuked Stratocles and composed [these
verses]:
He who abridged the year into one month...
And, about his taking lodgings in the Parthenon:
He who took up the Acropolis as a hotel
and introduced his courtesans to the Virgin.
If Meineke’s conjecture and Kassel-Austin’s editorial decision are right, and if these lines belong
together as part of a single work, Philippides’ censure in the both Plutarchan passages (Dem.
12.7 and 26.5) should be seen in the light of Demetrius’ violation of the boundary between
divine and mortal honors. The violation occasioned critique; or, rather, critique was focused in
light of the violation. Granted, Demetrius’ Athenian context is not necessarily generalizable to
the Ptolemaic one in Alexandria, and, as Thonemann himself warns, we should be wary of
universalizing the sample study.!> However, for our purposes, Philippides’ remarks open the
door for ways of literarily staging contestation with the mortal divine, and, indeed, we will see
later in this chapter how these hostile Athenian contexts could be activated for political/cultural
critique. In fact, I would like to contend in what follows that rather than positing an ideologically
frictionless transition between hero cult and ruler cult, as several scholars of the Hellenistic
world have done (wittingly or unwittingly),'¢ we would do well to privilege the extant scraps of
suppressed critical voices in order to understand the full scope of political, religious, and literary
discourse in which Callimachus and other better attested poets of the early Hellenistic age were

taking part.

Doing so can have a radical impact on our understanding of Hellenistic poetic praise and

1> Indeed, Athenian reactions to Demetrius’ divinization can be traced back to Alexander’s divinization
decree; cf. Athen. 6.251B, Hyp. 7.31.

' Habicht (1970).
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encomium. To take yet another example: Callimachus’ mention of a “tenth Muse” in the context
of Mt. Helicon—and probably as part of his Hesiodic “Dream” sequence (fr. 2 Pf.)—has, since
antiquity, occasioned much comment (fr. 2a Harder = fr. 1.41-5 Pf., with scholiastic
commentary in fr. 2¢ Harder = fr. 1 Pf,, p. 7 and fr. 2f Harder = Pfeiffer II, pp. 101-5).!” The
Oxyrhynchus scholiast suggests that the “tenth Muse” could have been Apollo, in his function as
“leader of the Muses” (Mouonyétns), or Arsinoe II “[because] she was honored with the honors
of the Muses [and] was dedicated along with them in the Mouseion” (fr. 2f Harder). Most
scholars tend to see an allusion to either Arsinoe IT and/or Berenice I1.'® T think that this
interpretation must be right, and not only because of the scholiast’s comments (or Pausanias’
mention of a statue of Arsinoe bestride a bronze ostrich on Mt. Helicon, Paus. 9.31.1). As
Annette Harder notes in her commentary (vol. 2, p. 107), the idea of a tenth Muse was not an
infrequent literary occurrence, but all of her examples of such references post-date Callimachus
(including, surely, “Plato,” AP 9.506). In fact, there is a contemporary parallel, in a fragment of
Posidippus, for Arsinoe as a tenth Muse in Callimachus, just as Berenice I is termed a “fourth
Grace” in Call. Ep. 51 Pf.! It is possible that Callimachus’ mention of a “tenth Muse” is an act
of rehabilitation: the same Arsinoe, when she had been married to Lysimachus as his third wife,
had been insulted by a certain Telesphorus, one of Lysimachus’ lieutenants. Telesphorus wittily
adapted a line from Euripides’ Antiope (fr. 183.1) apparently to gibe at Arsinoe for her greedy

habit of throwing up during a feast in order to eat more. The story is related by Athenaeus

7 Cf. D’ Alessio (2007) ad loc., and Harder (2012) ad loc., with further refs. on p. 107; Prioux (2011)
208-9; Koenen (1993) 92-3.

'8 See esp. Koenen and Prioux, in preceding note.

1 Bertazzoli (2002); Prioux (2011) 209-11.
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(16.616C):

UTo 81| TV TotoUTwv ToAAdkis 6 MupTidos okweBévTa kal &yavakTricavTa elmey
KaA&ds Avcipaxov Tov BaciAéa metmroinkéval. Tehéopopov yap éva TéV UTrdpxwov
aUuToU, éTeIdT) é0Kw\WYE TTOTE €V CUUTTOCI TNV Apotvénv (yuvn & flv Tol Auciuaxou)

0§ EUETIKTIV oUoav, EITTCOV"

“KakGy KaTapxels THVS' Epoloav gioaycov... "

Myrtilus remarked that King Lysimachus had behaved appropriately when he was

repeatedly mocked by people like this and became annoyed. For at one point when

Telesphorus, who was one of his chief officials, made fun of Arsinoe—this was

Lysimachus’ wife—at a party, for being vomit-prone, by saying:

“You are causing trouble by bringing in this vomiting woman...”

For his sins, Telesphorus, we are told, was imprisoned in a weasel-trap, carried around
and fed “like a wild animal” (diknv 8npiov), and eventually put to death. He had skommatized
what was once a Euripidean “Muse” into a vomiting woman. Callimachus’ “tenth Muse”—one
of the earliest literary attestations of such a figuration, as far as I have been able to find—
authorizes the Heliconian vision of Arsinoe seated on her giant, exotic bird. Callimachus’ praise

makes better sense in light of Telesphorus’ protest; or, put differently, it is only in light of the

latter that we fully see what might have been at stake with the former.

I hope to show in what follows that, from at least the early part of Philadelphus’ reign,
there appears to have been scope for debating the proper literary representation of kingship and
divinity—a wide-ranging intellectual conversation, as we will see, that becomes particularly
interesting when we consider the intersection of both theological and generic self-presentation.

In this chapter and the next, I will be looking at three case studies: the enigmatic verses of

** Trans. from S Douglas Olson’s Loeb edition. The Euripidean line: kaxév kaTtdpxets THvde podoav
gioaycov.
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Machon, here included to show a glimpse of the range of contemporary poetic discourse in
Callimachus’ Alexandria; the tradition surrounding the figure of Sotades and Callimachus’
response to this figure in the Aetia; and, similarly, Callimachus’ engagement with the traditions
surrounding Euhemerus, in lamb 1 and the Hymn to Zeus. In Machon’s Chreiai | argue that we
discover how a parody of a philosophical genre encodes a critique of differentiated cultural and
religious behavior, while in the figures of Sotades and Euhemerus, and in Callimachus’
responses, we are asked to engage in questions of literary and political ethics in weighing up
theological and generic truth. The driving questions throughout are: how, in this period, is the
space between politics (“relations between men”) and religion (“relations between men and
gods”) explored, exploited, and elided in the literature that survives? How do literary and
philosophical imperatives respond to differently nuanced religious and political imperatives? The
evidence is admittedly faint and fragmentary, but the kind of answers that we can draw out for

such questions may be richer and more varied than one might at first expect.

Machon and the Staging of Ptolemaic Divinity

Let me begin with some groundwork established by Leslie Kurke for the comic poet
Machon—from Corinth or Sicyon, as Athenaeus tells us?'—and his Chreiai: iambic trimeters
that appear to parody a known philosophical genre, about 470 verses of which are preserved in
Athenaeus. This particular analytical lens allows us to see how, as Kurke puts it, “a problem of

9922

genre... opens out to a historical problem”= and reintroduces the axis between Athens and

Alexandria. More specifically, it helps us to see how Machon’s poetry is incomprehensible

2l Athen. 6.241F.

22 Kurke (2002) 20.
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without recourse to a political angle. The case is obvious for poems like Machon fr. 13 Gow, in
which the Athenian flute-girl Lamia snubs Demetrius Poliorcetes’ gifts of perfume, and his royal
cum, even declaring it “the most putrid [ointment] of all” (1. 185): like the Athenian hetaira
Mania in fr. 15 Gow, Lamia represents an Athenian cultural resistance—or, at least, a requisite
and not straightforward transactionality—to Demetrius’ dominance over Athens.?* But the
argument for a political reading may work even more cogently at a general level if, as Kurke and
others have shown, the Chreiai are a parodic send-up of the philosophical genre of anecdotes for
moral and philosophical edification, partly in response to Demetrius of Phaleron’s recent
composition of a volume of Chreiai>* Such a parody would have been effective and operative
precisely because of the opportunity that the genre presented for political critique through giving
voice to the abject of Athenian society; some of whom, indeed, could have been theoretically
disenfranchised under Demetrios of Phaleron’s oligarchic rule (317-307 BCE).»

Kurke’s analysis of the fragments of Machon and their interaction with the political
history of Hellenistic Athens has given rise to a small surge of interest in his poetry.?® This is all
very well and good for Machon and Athens—but what about Machon and Alexandria? How
might Machon and his poetry have figured in the literary (and political) world of third century

Alexandria, if, as the ancient biographical tradition had it, he lived, worked, and died in the

2 On fr. 15 Gow, cf. Kurke (2002) 35-40.

#* According to Diog. Laert. 5.81.

3 If they were excluded by Demetrius’ proprety requirement of 1000 drachmas for citizenship, according
to Diod. Sic. 18.74.2-3. For an overview of Demetrius of Phaleron’s rule, cf. Habicht (1997) 53—-66; on
his reforms, e.g. Williams (1987) and Gehrke (1978).

26 E.g. Petrides (2005), Prioux (2009), LeVen (2013).
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Ptolemaic capital??’” Who are his audience, his conversants, his disputants?

What little information we have about Machon comes essentially from two passages in
Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae, Athen. 6.241F and 14.664A (plus a funeral epigram attributed to
Dioscorides and cited at A.P. 7.708, as well as at Athen. 6.241F-242A). According to these
passages, Machon was a comic poet whose working life seems to have overlapped with that of
Callimachus in Alexandria and whose floruit might have been, on Gow’s reasonable guess, in the
mid-3" century BCE.?® The identity of the “Ptolemy” mentioned in fir. 1, 5, and 18 (referred to
as basileus in the latter two fragments) is unclear—Ptolemy Soter, Philadelphus, and Euergetes
are all possible candidates; each reference might indeed be to different Ptolemies. Gow settles
for Ptolemy II Philadelphus because that king’s “unwarlike and pleasure-loving” reputation
seems to fit well that of the giver of feasts and companion of parasites and hetairai depicted in
Machon’s Chreiai.?® There may be something in this identification, primarily based on
contemporary literary representations of Philadelphus that focus on similar characteristics as

Machon’s. For example, Theocritus’ contemporary representation of Philadelphus at /d. 14.61-3

27 Some might say that we should approach Athenaeus’ biographical tidbits about Machon (at Athen.
6.241F and 14.664A) with the same skepticism as that which Lefkowitz cautions is necessary for ancient
biographies of Homer, Hesiod, Solon, etc.; cf. Lefkowitz (1993). The information that Machon lived and
died in Alexandria might well have come, after all, from his own poetry (e.g. by extrapolation from the
references to “King Ptolemy” at Machon fir. 1, 5, 18.439ff. [Gow]). However, the testimonium at Athen.
14.664A, where we are told that Aristophanes of Byzantium was a pupil of Machon, is not readily
explicable through Machon’s own poetry; cf. Fraser (1972) I, 459 with II, 663 n.99, and II, 844 n. 322. As
Gow also points out, Athenaeus, as a native of Roman Egypt (Naucratis), might reasonably be expected to
know his Alexandrian literary history (Gow [1965] 4). I think that the burden of proof lies with those who
would deny any connection between Machon and Alexandria; cf. the funeral epigram by Dioscorides for
Machon in 4.P. 7.708, with discussion by Gow (1965) 4-5.

2 Gow (1965) 7.

2 Gow (1965) 10-11.
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emphasizes largesse’’—a theme picked up in the fragments of Machon—and in Theocritus 14,
Thyonichus, in the course of convincing his lovelorn friend Aeschinas to enlist in Ptolemy II’s
army, describes the Egyptian king as “the best paymaster for a free man” (uc6odéTag
TTtoAepaios eAeubépep olos &pioTos, 14.59). Likewise, Herodas’ portrait of the pleasures of the
city of Alexandria under Philadelphus’ patronage corroborate such a literary characterization of
the city in Philadelphus’ reign.’!

Assuming that Machon spent at least part of his writing life in the reign of an early
Ptolemy (or Ptolemies) in Alexandria, I think that it would be worth taking a fresh look at those
fragments of the Chreiai that mention Ptolemy and are explicitly or presumably set in

Alexandria.

The first fragment of the Chreiai to hint at a Ptolemaic context is also the first fragment
by Machon to be quoted by Athenaeus, when the symposiasts turn to discuss a parasite and

prostitute named Eukrates or “Lark” (Korydos; fr. 1 Gow):

Tov Képudov fipcdTnoev Eukpdtn mmoTé

TGV GUUTTAPOVTCOV QS KEXPNT aUTE) TTOTe
TTtoAepaios. Ouk ofd’, elTrey, oudéTmw capds:
TEMOTIKE HEV Yap AOOTEP laTpds W, €,

& Oel, payeiv 8¢ o1 T’ oU Bédwoké Tew.

(Another) of those present once asked Eukrates, the Lark,
how Ptolemy was treating®? him.

30 EUYVUWY, PIAGHOUCOS, EPLITIKOS, glg &kpov adus,/ eidcas TOV piAéovTa, TOV oU piAéovT ET

uaAAov,/ moAAois ToAA& Bidous, aiTEUHEVOS OUK AVaVEUOV. (“He’s of goodJudgment a lover of the
Muses, amorous, extremely pleasant,/ keeps his friends close, but his enemies closer,/ and—as befits a
king—gives much to many and doesn’t refuse when asked....”)

3! Especially at Herod. 1.31ff: “[There’s] the Mouseion, wine, all the pleasures that he could want
(dyaba mavl’ 8s” av xpenln),/ women, so many—by Persephone!—/ that not even the sky could boast as
many stars...”

32 On the tense, see Gow ad loc.
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“I’m not at all clear on that yet,” he said.

“He gives me what I need to drink, like a doctor,

but he hasn’t yet given any bread to eat.”
Gow thought that the joke of emdTike... cdoTep laTpds, KTA. was rather lost in translation: “As
between doctor and patient the meaning of the words is plain enough.... Transferred to patron
and parasite it is much less so. Perhaps, ‘he summons me to symposia all right but he hasn’t yet
attached me to his household’ or ‘given me a stipend” (dycoviov).”** “Lark” is introduced
initially at Athen. 6.241A as a parasite; but the passage of Athenaeus in which this fragment of
Machon occurs reintroduces Lark as a male prostitute (Athen. 6.241E: kai Tol Kopudou
TapdvTos, Os édokel TeTropvelioBan). If the joke, as the context in Athenaeus might demand,
hinges on Ptolemy’s sexual enjoyment of Lark—notably, kéxpnTo in line 2 might here also have
a sexual sense, “be sexually intimate with, have intercourse with”**—then the point becomes
sociological: Lark is not being paid for his sexual services. When mapped out against
characterizations of Philadelphus as the epitome of virtuous largesse, as at Theoc. 14.61-3 (cited
at note 30 above), the jocular anecdote hints that Ptolemaic abundance or excess is perhaps not
always what it seems, and that its social stratification can be a cause for (implicit) complaint. The
Ptolemaic king may not always be “the best paymaster for a free man” (Theoc. 14.59). But even
if the joke has nothing to do with sex, this fragment of Machon undeniably casts this Ptolemy in
an unflattering light.

Something similar may also be at work in the notoriously obscure joke in Machon ft. 5

Gow. In it, an Athenian parasite named Archephon has been invited to feast on all kinds of fish

at the royal table in Alexandria. Archephon seems to be of poor means: he is described as a man

33 Gow on Machon fr. 1.4.

3% LSJ s.v., citing e.g. Hdt. 2.181, Xen. Mem. 1.2.29, ps-Dem. In Neaeram 67.
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who was accustomed to eat the cheapest varieties of fish (sprats, smelt or anchovies, and Phaleric
whitebait: paiwides, pepBpddes, and Gainpikr} agun, respectively, 1l. 35-36). At Ptolemy’s
banquet, Archephon gorges himself therefore on the finer fish—parrotfish or parrot wrasse
(oxépor), red mullet (TpryAai), and another kind of wrasse (pukides)—but conspicuously
abstains from the supposed piéce de la résistance: three gobies (kwpiof) carefully cut up and
displayed on a large, thick plate (1l. 30—7). Archephon’s snubbing of the gobies strikes Ptolemy
as strange, and prompts the king to ask another of his guests, a certain Alkenor, whether
Archephon has perhaps overlooked these fish—the highlight of the meal. Alkenor’s reply at lines
41-45 continues to stump Machon’s readers and commentators:

6 kupTOS eie, TT&vu pgv olv TouvavTiov,

TTToAepal’, £dpake TPEdTOS, GAN OUYX &TITETA,

ToUov B¢ oéReTal ToUTo Kai BEBOIKE TS,

oud’ €oTiv auTé Té&Tplov vt douuBoAov

ix6Uv ExovTa Yijpov adIKelv oudéva.

The hunchback replied, “Quite the contrary,

Ptolemy. He was the first to see them, but he doesn’t touch them.

Rather, he worships and somehow fears this fish,

and it is not his ancestral custom for one who is without a contribution (or

‘token’)

to harm any fish that has a pebble/vote.”

Different explanations of the particularly difficult final two lines are laid out in Gow’s

commentary: while the meaning of asymbolos is readily understood in this case to mean
someone who has not brought his own contribution to a meal or symposium (since, presumably,

Ptolemy is the generous host and all his guests are asymboloi), the meaning of “a fish that has a

Wiipov” seems inscrutable.®> Kurke suggests a sociological reading of the different kinds of fish

35 Gow on fr. 5.44f.
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on offer in this anecdote, to be understood in the light of Demetrius of Phaleron’s Aristotelian,
moderate oligarchy in Athens. Interpreting doupBoAov as “‘without a voting token’, and

therefore without political franchise,”®

she argues that the humble and potentially
disenfranchised Archephon shows a comically overblown reverence for the gobies as the
“middling” fish, which symbolically represent the majority of the politically active and
enfranchised civic body in Demetrius’ Athenian state. “Bizarre as it may seem, then,” she writes,
“this anecdote may offer a fishy burlesque of Demetrius’ Aristotelian politeia.”’ Offering a
more strictly historicist reading, Antonis Petrides, while acknowledging the potential political
register of douuBoAos and yijgos, argues rather that k6bios here, as in other comic fragments, is
a nickname for a historical individual whose identity is now irrecoverable but was likely that of
an Athenian sympathetic to the Macedonian-backed regime of Demetrius of Phaleron.® Petrides’
argument does take into account the contemporary Alexandrian context and Philadelphus’
possible motives for supporting or allowing literature with a strong bent against Demetrius
Poliorcetes and Demetrius of Phaleron.’* On the whole, however, without denying that this
fragment might indeed be an ad hominem attack, I find Kurke’s argument, as a symbolic and
sociological reading, more compelling as a starting point for thinking about how this poem might
have been working in an Alexandrian context.

Building on both analyses, for the moment—that is, Kurke’s sociological reading and

Petrides’ more strictly historicist one—I would suggest that what might most be at stake in this

3% Kurke (2002) 54.
37 Ibid. 55.
38 Petrides (2005).

% Petrides (2005), 127-9.
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anecdote, as in Machon ft. 1, is in fact the representation of the Ptolemaic king himself. The
Athenian Archephon has been invited to dine at the king’s table—a great honor—and he duly
takes his fill of some of the finest selections on offer (Kurke’s high-value, high-class fish). But
he does not deign to touch the gobies, for the obscure reason given at lines 44—45. Equally at
play, perhaps, is the very gaucheness, from an Athenian point of view, of setting out the gobies
as the highlight of this lavish royal feast. As Gow, Kurke, and others have pointed out, gobies
seem to have been standard, common fish, certainly in Athens and very likely elsewhere in the
Mediterranean.*® They appear in a list along with dogs and pigs as a universalistic category of
animal in Plato’s Euthydemus 298D. A fishmonger who sells (an unspecified number of) gobies
for four drachmas is charging an extortionate price (Men. fr. 151 K.-A. = Athen. 7.309E and
9.285F).*! They are ironically mentioned alongside (or as one of) the “expensive” purchases (a
mere obol’s worth of frankincense and honey-barley cakes) for wedding festivities in a fragment

of Antiphanes’ Timon (fr. 204 K.-A. = Athen. 7.309D-E):

fiked TOAUTEAGDS dyopdoas eis ToUs y&uous,
ABaveoTov dBoAoi Tols Beols kai Tais Beais
T&oalol, Tols & fpwol T& YaioT ATMOVEUE.
MUV d¢ Tols BunTols émpiduny KwPIous. ...

40 Cf. Thompson (1947) 137-9. In Thompson’s day, at least, “The Gobies are numerous but of little
worth, seldom eaten except in the Mediterranean, and there only by the poor...” (137). The status of the
fish seems to have been more or less the same for the Romans (ibid., 139).

1 Such extortionate price-gouging by fishmongers was frequently lambasted in comedy: cf. Davidson
(1998) 186—190. Daily wages and prices of everyday goods are notoriously difficult to calculate.
Moreoever, a lack of price data in the Ptolemaic papyri, particularly in the latter part of the 3™ century
BC, is especially problematic for a fuller understanding of the Ptolemaic economy; cf. Manning (2007)
446. But we are not completely in the dark: an artaba of wheat (a Persian and Egyptian unit of
measurement roughly equivalent to a medimnos) seems to have hovered around roughly 2 silver drachmas
for most of the 3" century; cf. Cadell and Le Rider (1997) 28-31. In mainland Greece and western Asia
Minor, a medimnos of wheat seems to have been priced at around 5—6 drachmas; cf. Reger (2007) 469.
The temple accounts at Delos and Ptolemaic revenue decrees give us some sense of the value of other
types of services and commodities in the Hellenistic Mediterranean (for the former, e.g. IG X1.2.161,
trans. at Austin no. 122; and for the latter e.g. Bingen, Papyrus Revenue Laws (1952), cols. 38-56; W.
Chrest. 229; trans. at Austin no. 297).
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I’m back, after making some expensive purchases for the wedding feast:

I’m allowing an obol’s worth of frankincense for the gods and all

the goddesses, and honey-and-barley cakes for the heroes.

But for us mortals I bought gobies.*?
As Leslie Kurke points out in a note on this fragment, the “gobies represent the perfectly
appropriate mortal (i.e. Athenian?) food in contrast to what the gods and heroes get....”** They
may here be the standard representatives, as at Pl. Euthyd. 298D, of fish par excellence, and
therefore of cooked food in general (To dyov being understood as the word for both “fish” and
“cooked food” probably by the 5" and certainly the 3™ century BCE, at least in Athens**). If
gobies represent the ultimate in standard marine fare, there is something particularly
inappropriate about the amazement that the fish inspires in the guests.*> Beside Archephon’s
differentiated wonder, which (as we have seen in the studies of Kurke and Petrides) seems to be
grounded in the political and cultural specificities of late fourth-century Athens, the wonder of
the other guests at the “epiphany” of a most ordinary dish is undifferentiated and, from an
Athenian point of view, rather misplaced.

I would therefore argue that the joke in this fragment works on multiple levels: it

functions not only at the political (Kurke) and dicastic (Petrides) level, but also, importantly, at

that of differentiated cultural behavior. As a man accustomed to eating cheap, very small fish

*2 Translation slightly adapted from S. Douglas Olson’s Loeb edition of Athenaeus.

# Kurke (2002) 54, n. 102. Cf. Thompson (1947) 138 on the same passage: “The Gobies are not food for
the Gods, but for very ordinary men....”

* The term was of particular etymological interest among learned discussions of the Second Sophistic,
but its “root meaning” was clearly an issue even in the Classical period: cf. Athen. 7.277A, “And I’m not
unaware that everything prepared by fire for eating is properly called opson” (ouk &yvocd 8¢ 8T1 dyov
Kupicos KaAeiTal &V TO TUpl KaTaokeualopevoy eis 8wdriv). On the usage of, and attitudes toward,
opson in general, cf. Davidson (1998) 26-35.

* “Three... gobies, at which all the guests were amazed” (Tpeis... kePiof,/ ols kaTemA&ynoav TévTes
ol kekAnuévor), v. 31-2.
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like sprats, anchovies, and Phaleric whitebait, Archephon shouldn’t be refusing the offer of these
slightly larger fish, whether of an expensive variety or not.*® Yet, his self-controlled maintenance
of distance from the gobies (&méoxeT éykpaTéoTaTa, l. 37) indicates a carefully cultivated
attitude towards consumption and the display of appetite.

But it is tempting to see yet another layer to the joke. In the proper manner of a
disfranchised Athenian (Kurke) or an Athenian without a juror’s vote in court (Petrides),
Archephon respects any being, even a fish, that does have the franchise or the right to voice
judgment; but why would he worship it (céBetan)? The joke might ultimately be one of mocking
irony: in response to the wonder and amazement of the other guests upon the arrival of the goby-
platter, Archephon reportedly takes it a step further by exhibiting not merely wonder, but also the
kind of reverence shown to a god—the verb céBouau in all periods of Greek predominantly
means to worship a divine entity or an entity as if it were divine.*” If ixBuv é€xovta yrigov
should mean, as Gow suggested, a fish that has “received the suffrage [i.e., vote of approval] (of
the other diners),™® Archephon’s worship of this most ordinary fish as if it were a divine entity
seems to hint, albeit in cloaked and multivalent language, at a different phenomenon: that of
contemporary ruler-cult, here paired with Greek civic customs. As it turns out, his reverence is
aimed not at the goby fish, per se, but at a version of the political or juridical process rooted in
democratic Athens. The irony here may imply that all is not simple or straightforward in the
construction of the mortal divine. Taking a note from the playbook of anthropologist and

political theorist James C. Scott, as Kurke does, we might see in Machon’s verse a manipulation

46 On the socio-economics of fish-consumption, see again Davidson (1998) 186—190.
*7LSJ and TLG.

“ Gow (1965) 69.
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of behavioral codes and a form of political disguise—a certain subversive quality that eventually
adds up to an alternate and “hidden transcript,” in Scott’s language,* not just for Athens under
Macedonian rule, but also for Machon’s own adopted home of Ptolemaic Alexandria. Archephon
in Machon fr. 5 comically exaggerates his ideological compliance to the idea that mortal beings
could appear, and be worshipped, as gods; exaggerated to the point of, if not outright mockery, at

least ridiculousness.

Sotadean Figure and Response: Meditations on an Ideologeme

If Machon thus provides comic possibilities for social and political critique, he would
then seem to be a rare representative of such poetry within the Hellenistic canon. While the
“poetry of praise” within the context of royal patronage is understandably a frequent topic of
study in Hellenistic literature,>® the “poetry of protest and critique” simply does not seem to have
existed or survived—unsurprisingly—in the same way as it does, say, in Aristophanes’ topical
comedy for 5"-century Attic literature. Or if such poetry did once exist, as apparently in the case
of the verses of Sotades, it has survived piecemeal or not at all. But it is arguably unhelpful to

categorize Hellenistic literature into simple binaries like “propaganda” and “protest” poetry.>!

4 Cf. Kurke (2002), esp. 59-63, with Scott (1990), Ch. 6, “Voice under Domination: The Arts of Political
Disguise.”

>0 Constituting one of the generically and thematically organized chapters of Fantuzzi and Hunter’s
discussion of Hellenistic poetry in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), Ch. 8.

>! As noted by Weber (1998-1999) 155-6. For example, an ironic distance may lie behind Machon fr. 18,
v. 410 — an anecdote about an encounter between a courtesan named Lais and Euripides, which ends by
citing a fragment of Euripides’ Aeolus. The reference seems to be to the incest between the brother-sister
pair Macareus and Canace, children of Aeolus and Amphithea. Prioux (2009) 129 sees this as a possible
justification “in an unexpected and itself irreverent way, [of] the incestuous marriage of the royal couple,”
i.e. Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II. One would be hard-pressed to label such poetry merely “praise” or
“protest.”
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Indeed, it is worth asking to what degree one could think about the adoption of a genre itself as a
form of “political disguise,” in James Scott’s sense, particularly when we are dealing with a
period in which “the fixing of genre norms and poetic deviations from them” coincide, resulting
in “a literary system based on generic awareness and reflection.”? The intentional exploitation
of, and experimentation with, traditional relationships between form and content in Hellenistic
poetry makes any kind of mapping of political contestation onto generic form an uneasy
exercise.

And yet: it is equally clear that forms associated with comedy or criticism—Iike iambic
and choliambic poetry—offered an opportunity for generically ratified moral or ethical critique,
an opportunity perhaps most famously taken up in Callimachus’ lamb 1, to be discussed in the
next chapter. In this section, therefore, I would like to consider the figure of Sotades, as a
representative of the poetry of criticism in early Ptolemaic Alexandria, alongside Callimachus;
and in doing so, I would like to think about how a particular “intertextual” moment between the
two epitomizes an ideological contestation (specifically, in the representation of a particular
“ideologeme”). The material for Sotadean verse is sparse, scattered, and occasionally obscure, so

it will be necessary to review briefly what we know of this poet first.

According to later tradition, Sotades of Maroneia was either imprisoned® or drowned at

sea in a jar full of lead>* for writing unflattering verse about the brother-sister marriage between

32 Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 24.

33 Plut. de lib. educ. 14 (= Mor. 10F-11A).

** Athen. 14.621A-B: Sotades drowned by Patroclus, who seized him “on the island of Caunus” (¢v
Kavve 17 viioe). Kaunos was occasionally called an “island”; cf. Marek (2006) 21-2. But if there is a

textual corruption, as some have surmised (including Kaibel), it is possible that, given the Callimachean
allusion to Sotades in the Acontius and Cydippe narrative (and its Keian context), one might suggest év
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Ptolemy Philadelphus and Arsinoe I1.5° Sotades’ son, Apollonius, apparently wrote a treatise on
his father’s poems, “from which one can observe Sotades’ untimely free speech (Trv &kaipov
mappnoiav), for he spoke ill of King Lysimachus in Alexandria, of Ptolemy Philadelphus in the
court of Lysimachus, and other kings in other cities” (Athen. 14.620F). The name of Sotades
became attached to an extremely flexible type of stichic meter (the “sotadean’), which remained
in use for several centuries, probably at least until the 2™ century CE, but in a bifurcated (or even
trifurcated) way.>¢

On the one hand, there are the verses actually ascribed to Sotades (frr. 1-4c Powell, and
probably fr. 16 Powell; discussed below), which are either invective or reworkings of mythical
themes essentially in ionics a minore (—— < < ; or, in its anaclastic form, — v — <) grouped into
brachycatalectic tetrameters.’” He was credited with being the original kinaidologos (“writer of
obscene things”), whose “Ionian poems” (lcovik& kaAoUpeva TorjuaTa) were performed by
those called either kinaidologoi or ionikologoi.>® Athenaeus cites the following lines, written

against a certain aulete named Theodorus,>® as particularly characteristic of Sotades’ verse

Kéco T7j viiow as an alternate reading. For the reading “Kaudos” (a tiny island off the coast of Crete), cf.
the arguments in Hauben (2013) 64-5.

> Sotades fr. 1, in Powell, CA p. 238.

>® On Sotadean meter, cf. Hendriks, Parsons, and Worp (1981) 76-8; West (1982) 1445, 168; Bettini
(1982).

> Bettini (1982) 61. On the mythological poems: fir. 4a—c Powell, for example, are citations from
Sotades’ Ilias, a reworking of Homeric epic in sotadeans; Hephaestion also quotes from an Adonis (fr. 3
Powell). The Suda o 871 (s.v. ZcoTadns) additionally lists the following works: a Descent into Hades, a
Priapus, To (or Against) Belestiche (= a mistress of Ptolemy Philadelphus), an Amazon, “and other
works.”

% Athen. 14.620E-F; cf. Suda o 871 (where he is also called iambographos), Strabo 14.1.41 (Sotades was

the first to kivaiSoAoyeiv, followed by Alexander of Aetolia; both, however, without musical
accompaniment).
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(Athen. 14.621B = fr. 2 Powell):

6 & amooTeydoas TO Tpfjua Tijs &mobe Aavpns

B1&x BevBpogbpou papayyos EEEwae BpovTiy

fAéuaTov, okoinv apoTrp Yépwv XaAd Bous.

He uncovered the hole of his back alley

and expelled through his wooded chasm an idle thunder-clap,

the kind an old plough-ox lets loose.
This is the tradition on which later biographical details about Sotades the political dissident seem
to be based and which served “as a vehicle of satire, by Ennius in the Sota and Varro in the
Menippea...,” and which, “as the medium of the gross and degraded... turns up in the mouths of
galli (P.Oxy. 3010), cinaedi (Petronius, Sat. 23.3) and gladiators (FPL p. 93 fr.8 Morel), of the
drunken Sosia (Plaut. Amph. 168ft.) and prancing King Baboo (P.Oxy. 413 = Page, GLP no.
76.951f.).”%° Incidentally, it is probably also in this tradition that we should understand the
ascription of the first sotadean verse not to Sotades himself but to Tachos, king of Egypt, who
reportedly uttered a sotadean line making fun of his ally Agesilaus of Sparta and lost his

kingdom as a result—a fascinating implicit claim to “Egyptian origins” for this meter.®!

On the other hand, there are the “Sotadea” (frr. 6—15 Powell)—moralizing or didactic

% Athenaeus names Philinus, the father of Theodorus, as the target of Sotades’ scorn, but Theodorus,
rather than his father Philinus, would probably have been the contemporary of Sotades: cf. Aelian VH
12.17,

50 Hendriks et al. (1981) 767, discussing a papyrus fragment known as the “Encomium Alexandreae”
(P.Gron. inv. 66; 2™ c. CE) and the potential generic background of the sotadean metre which appears
there. “King Baboo” is the authors’ grossly pejorative way of referring to the basileus of an Indian tribe in
the Charition, one of two mimes featured on P.Oxy. 413. In an invitation to the other characters to dance,
the king breaks out of his “Indian” tongue to sing a solo, in Greek, in sotadean measures. Text and
commentary in Andreassi (2001); cf. also Tsitsiridis (2011), as well as Grenfell and Hunt (1903) and
(1908).

o Story and verse in Athen. 14.616D (= fr. 22 Powell). For a historical account of Tachos’ attempt to

expand into Syria-Palestine and the fourth-century struggles for the Egyptian throne, cf. Ruzicka (2012)
145-150, with the review by Klotz (2014).
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verse, often in a catechistic question-and-answer form, in loose sotadeans—attributed to Sotades
by Stobaeus. Fr. 14 Powell (= Stob. Ecl. 1.1.24) is a good example:

Ti ot éomi Beds; voUs. Ti 8¢ vous; ppdvnois éoTv:

Zijva B¢ oU vouile TolTov 6Bev Exouev acl Cijv.

What is god? Mind. And what is mind? It’s thought.

Now then, you, believe that Zeus (zéna) is that from which we are able to live

(zén) forever.
Indeed, it is possible that the sotadean was felt to be particularly appropriate for verses recording
or embodying religious experience. Thus, Hendriks, Parsons, and Worp adduce the sotadeans of
Moschion and Maximus, two (Greco-)Egyptians of the second century CE who recorded their
cure by Osiris and Mandulis Aion, respectively®?; and the chorus of the “initiates” of the goddess
Gout in Lucian’s Tragoedopodagra (The Gout-Tragedy) sings in sotadeans when describing
their initiation rituals (Lucian, Trag. 113—-124).%3

How bifurcated, exactly, is the sotadean tradition? The verse(s) for which Sotades

became most famous (fr. 1 Powell), and which, in all likelihood, shaped the details of his
biography, bear a relationship to some of the didactic “Sotadea,” as well as to the later
“subliterary” and “paraliterary” religious verses described above. The figure of Sotades and the
so-called sotadean were clearly associated with both “low” figures (like the aulete Theodorus)

and “popular” ethical and religious authority (as attested in the “Sotadea” of Stobaeus). In this

2 Cf. Bernand, Inscr. métr. nos. 108 and 168.

63 Hendriks, Parsons, and Worp (1981) 77-8. This later tradition of associating sotadeans with religious
poetry may be an argument in favor of Colin Macleod’s suggestion that P.Gron. 66, the so-called
“Encomium of Alexandria” (see note 60), was hymnic in nature; cf. Macleod as cited in Hendriks,
Parsons, and Worp (1981) 74. On Lucian’s paratragedy, cf. recently Whitmarsh (2013) 182-5, who notes
at p. 182 that the meter of the chorus here is alternately analyzable: “The chorus sings a hymn in praise of
the goddess [Gout], a virtuoso lyric in the manner of Mesomedes (i.¢., built around paroemiacs and
apokrota)...”
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sense, we ought, I think, to modify the traditional version of the development of sotadean verse
as described by Hendriks, Parsons, and Worp: i.e., that it “began with Sotades, became popular,
and spread its empire from satire and clowning to religion and morality” or that it began with “its
main stream [running] through popular religion (gal/li and other ‘mystics’) and hence popular
moralising and entertainment; from [which] Sotades dug his literary side-stream.”®* It seems
preferable to understand these various strands—myth and religion, ethics and didactics, critique
and obscenity (kinaidologia)—as all originally a part of Sotades’ poetry. Thus, of the dozen or so
verses attributed to Sotades, the one verse with which he is most famously associated encodes, I
would argue, all of these elements: an attack on contemporary theology that seems to have taken
direct aim at Ptolemy and Arsinoe’s brother-sister marriage, probably by satirizing the marriage

of Zeus and Hera (or Hera’s seduction of Zeus). Both Athenaeaus and Plutarch quote the line:

eig oUx 6oinv TpupaAimv TO KEVTpov caBeL
He kept shoving his prick into an unholy hole.
(Sotades fr. 1 Powell)®
Roberto Pretagostini was the first to interpret this verse as not only an (obvious) sexual
metaphor, but also a political one—T06 kévTpov as not only the phallus, but also a metaphor of
the political power wielded specifically by the tyrannos in archaic and classical poetry.®¢
Building on the suggestions of Ludwig Escher over half a century earlier, Pretagostini further

argued that another fragment of Sotades (fr. 16 Powell) pointedly criticized the dynastic brother-

6 Hendriks et al. (1981) 77-8.
% Athen. 14.621A reads co0¢y; Plut. de lib. educ. 14 (Mor. 11A) has cbeis; on the preference for the
former reading, because of the overblown epic resonances of the 3" person imperfect, cf. Pretagostini

(1991) 112, n. 6 = Pretagostini (2007) 137, n. 16.

% Pretagostini (1991) 112—14 = Pretagostini (2007) 136-8, with reference especially to Catenacci (1991).
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sister marriage of Ptolemy to Arsinoe, which was portrayed, for example in Theoc. Id. 17, as
analogous to the union of Zeus and Hera. Sotades fr. 16 may in fact have been the incipit of a

poem on the theme.®” The verse runs:

"Hpnv moTe pacv Ala TOv TepTiképauvov
They say that once Hera [seduced?] thunder-delighting Zeus ...
(Sotades fr. 16 Powell)
Escher’s and Pretagostini’s arguments stem in part from a likely Callimachean intertext. And so,
with Sotades’ poetic persona and self-presentation in mind, I would like to turn to this moment
of intertextual friction.
The passage in question comes from the story of Acontius and Cydippe in Book 3 of the

Aetia. Acontius, who is from Keian Ioulis and is a descendant of Euxantius, one day sees
Cydippe of Naxos during a festival for Apollo on Delos. Struck by her beauty, he throws an
apple her way inscribed with the words, “(I swear) by Artemis, I will mary Acontius”; these
words Cydippe reads aloud (fr. 75.26—7 Pf. and fr. 75a Harder = fr. 71 Pf., with 75b Harder).
Cydippe’s father, Ceyx, not knowing that his daughter has unwittingly promised herself to
Acontius, is preparing to hand her over in marriage to another man. It is the night before the
arranged wedding, and the speaker is about to relay the aition of a Naxian prenuptial ritual
according to which the bride (and apparently also the groom®®) must spend the night before the

ceremony with a youth or child of the opposite sex whose parents are both still living.®® The

%7 Pretagostini (1984) 139-47 and Escher (1913).
68 Cf. Pollux 3.39-40

69 Scholiast T ad Hom. 1. 14.296, explains the origin of the clandestine love between Zeus and Hera as
related to this Naxian ritual; cf. Pretagostini, 1984, p. 146, n. 21
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aition begins:

fdn kai koupwl Tapbévos ebvdoaTo, 1
T€BUI0V o5 ékéAeue TTpoVUuPIov UTrvov ladoal
&poevt TN TaAW Taidi oy aueBaAel.
“Hpnv yap KOTE q>a01—|<uov KUov, lOXEO Aadpé
Bungé, oU Y’ defoni kal T& Tep ouy Ooin: 5
covao kapT” évek’ ol Ti Beris 1des iepa ppIKTHS,
€€ G émel kai TGV fipuyes ioTopiny.
1] TOAUIBPEin XaAeTTOV Kakdv, S0TIS AKAPTET
y)\cooong @S ETEOV TS &8¢ uau)\lv EXeL
fiéotot Hev EpeAAov év Udatt Bupdv auuEew 10
ol Boes oteiav depkduevol dopidar
SeteAwn T 8 eTAe kakods xAdos, HABe 8¢ vouoos...

And already the girl had slept with a boy,
As custom bade a bride to spend the night before the wedding
with a male child whose parents were both still alive.
For they say that once Hera—dog, dog! Check yourself! Impudent
heart, you will even sing about what is unholy.
You benefited greatly in that you did not at all witness the sacred matters
of the terrifying goddess—you would have vomited out the story of that, too.
Great knowledge is a hard evil for one who cannot control his
tongue: he is truly a child holding a knife.
In the early morning, they were about to tear at their heart,
the cattle were, when they saw the sharp sacrificial knife in the water.
But in the evening, an evil pallor seized the girl, and a sickness came on...

(Callim. fr. 75.1-12 Pfeiffer)

It has been argued convincingly that line 4 is a direct evocation of Sotades fr. 16.7
Evelyne Prioux notes that, in addition to Pretagostini’s earlier arguments for a reference to
Sotades, oUx 6acin picks up on oUx 6cinv (sc. TpupaArv) in Sotades fr. 1 and reinforces the

notion that it is to Philadelphus and Arsinoe’s brother-sister marriage as hierogamos that both

" Harder (2012) ad loc. and e.g. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 62 regard Pretagostini’s suggestions as
speculation (albeit at least an “attractive” one in the latter case); however, I agree with D’ Alessio (2007)
ad loc. that “alcune precise riprese verbali permettono di leggere tra le righe un’obliqua allusione ai versi
in cui Sotade satireggiava...”
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poets are referring.”!

While Callimachus’ vehement aposiopesis claims to be out of adherence to religious law,
a correspondence with Sotades’ poem would clearly indicate that there are also contemporary
literary and political motivations behind this self-interruption. Alan Cameron once wrote that
Callimachus here “alludes to the incident [i.e., of Sotades and his poetry] with what can only be
described as flippancy”’?; although for Cameron, Sotades was the exception rather than the
rule—"“The truth is that Hellenistic kings were remarkably tolerant of frankness from their
associates”’3>—and even Sotades may have lived for another decade after his biting remarks,
leaving him to “[travel] from court to court abusing the kings of the age for some twenty years
with impunity.”’*

What exactly is Callimachus doing here with this “flippant” allusion to Sotades’
politically insulting poetic tropes? Why bring them up at all? Multiple explanations have been
offered for the motivation of their inclusion. Cameron and others have argued that we should
expect more familiarity and less formality between the Ptolemies and their Alexandrian poets.”

But attempts to read the “court poetry” of Callimachus and Theocritus against the grain, as

somehow subtly subversive, have so far been rather unconvincing.”® Almost conversely,

7! Prioux (2009) 120. Theocritus Id. 15.64 may also be referring to Sotades: TévTa yuvaikes ioavTl, kai
s Zeus aydyed "Hpav (“Women know everything—even how Zeus married Hera”). The emphatic kai
gives the hint.

2 Cameron (1995) 19.

3 Cameron (1995) 16.

™ The chronology assumes that Sotades’ offensive verses would have been published soon after the
marriage between Ptolemy and Arsinoe, some time between 279/8—4. Cf. Cameron (1995) 19, citing
Launey (1945) for Sotades’ lifespan after the royal marriage.

> E.g. Cameron (1995) 22-3 and 98-9; Prioux (2009); Cusset (2009).

® Schwinge (1986), Part II; cf. review by Clauss (1988).
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however, some recent studies of the early Ptolemaic court and the poets who at some point lived
or worked in Alexandria have subjected the poetry to rather blunt historicizing analysis without
leaving room for literary and socio-poetic interdynamics and nuance.”” Thus, in the light of these
lines of Callimachus and the passage of Athenaeus in which Sotades fr. 1 is introduced, scholars
and readers have interpreted Sotades’ life as a moral exemplum of the consequences of
transgressing Ptolemaic courtly parrhesia. Weber (1998-9), for example, sees such transgression
as the fundamental reason why Sotades, Theocritus of Chios (who jokingly referred to Antigonus
the One-Eyed as the “Cyclops™’®), and Daphidas of Telmessus (who wrote an epigram
denigrating the foundations of the Attalid dynasty’®) were put to death under various Hellenistic
rulers.®® While I agree with Weber that such stories about dissident poets are important examples
of suppressed voices—and, as such, I think, deserve a privileged position in any reconstruction
of cultural poetics—we should also keep in mind that the framing of Sotades’ offensive verse

and the reason given for his punishment (parrhésia) are situated in a later Imperial, specifically

" E.g. Weber (1993), Weber (1998-9), Hauben (2013). For reasons of language, I have not been able to
read I.M. Nachov’s article, “nossust nporecra u rueBa: Coran, gpenukc, Kepxun” (= “The Poetry of
Protest and Anger: Sotades, Phoenix, Kerkidas™), in Voprosy klassicheskoi filologii, vol. 5 (1973): 5-67.

8 Plut. Quaest. conv. 2.1, Plut. de lib. educ. 14 (= Mor. 11B-C); cf. Weber (1998-9) footnotes 56, 57, 59;
cf. SH 738.

7 SH 370 (= Strab. 14.1.39), directed at Philetaerus, founder of the Attalid dynasty at Pergamon, where
he had initially been posted by Lysimachus to guard Lysimachus’ treasury there:

TTOPPUPEOL HCOAWTTES, ATTOPPIVHMATA YA&LnS
Avoiuaxou, Auddov &pxeTe kai Dpuying.

Purple with welts, scraps from the treasure
of Lysimachus, you rule over the Lydians and Phrygia.

Cf. also SH 371 (= Suda s.v. Aagidas).
80 Cf. also Prioux (2009). For Athenaeus’ framing of Sotades, cf. Athen. 14. 620F (T|v &kaipov

Tappnoiav Tod ZwT&dov).

37



Athenaean context.®! As I will argue below, Athenaeus may have been influenced by
Callimachus’ response to Sotades. More importantly, readings like Weber’s take the secondary
tradition, e.g., Athenaeus and Plutarch, at face value and do not always consider the symbolic
and literary, generic, or sociological value of the “life of the poet”—in other words, the poet’s
name as sign and symbol, as arguably in the figure of Sotades. I would thus suggest, rather, that
any discussion of this passage should be oriented in both poetic and ethical-political terms. To
rephrase Leslie Kurke’s useful formulation, I think that here we have a historical problem that
opens out to a problem of genre.®?

Let’s then return to a consideration of the passage cited above. Cydippe carries out a
peculiar Naxian prenuptial ritual, one that exists for a reason that the speaker begins to explain,
before interrupting himself with an abrupt self-address and finally ending with a gnomic
statement about the danger of “(too) much knowledge” (TroAuidpein) in the hands of one unable
to exercise proper self-control. The poet addresses himself in Pindaric fashion®*—but
disparagingly, as a child “incapable of reining in his curiosity and his pleasure in telling tales.”8*
Yet the charge seems aimed simultaneously at all who would freely and unthinkingly disclose
such knowledge. Who, exactly, is being represented as the uninhibited child, Callimachus-the

poet-speaker or the alluded-to other (Sotades)? Clearly, the former; but our intertexts demand

that we also take the latter into consideration. The image of the proverbial knife in the proverbial

8! Thus, the reason that Athenaeus gives for Sotades’ death should be considered within the semantic and
ideological development of parrhésia (alongside iségoria) over time. On this, see Momigliano (1971) =
Momigliano (1980) 403436, esp. pp. 426-30.

82 Cf. Kurke (2002) 20, cited above.

8 Cf. Pi. 0. 2.89; N. 3.26; and further, Harder (2012) ad loc.

% D’ Alessio (2007) ad fr. 75.10.
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child’s hands then serves as a surprising transition to the next few lines. It is early morning on
the wedding day. We expect to hear of Cydippe again but instead are faced with the ominous and
unsettling image of anxious cattle “rending their hearts” as they suddenly realize that they are
about to become sacrificial meat. Now it is evening—yet another temporal adjective—and
Cydippe has fallen ill. The ritual has failed because, we soon find out, Cydippe’s father, Ceyx, is
unwittingly transgressing divine law by not honoring his daughter’s equally unwitting oath to
Artemis. Soon, he will do what is required of Greek mythological protocol—consult with
Apollo—but this is yet to come.

The interruption at lines 4-9 is startling; and, in some ways, unnecessary. The oblique
allusion to Sotades’ scurrilous theology seems oddly out of place in the Acontius and Cydippe
narrative. In order to understand its inclusion properly, we must zoom out and think about the
Acontius and Cydippe episode as a whole.

This narrative is not centered around a particular aition but instead traces, in a love-
lensed way, the rise of the Acontiads as rulers of Ioulis on Keos.*> The love story between
Acontius and Cydippe provides the narrative thrust; the hyper-foreshortened view of Xenomedes
of Keos’ local history (fr. 75.50—end; cf. FGrH 442 F1) the narrative justification. In fact, the
entire tale is framed by Keian mythological prehistory, in the naming of Euxantius as progenitor
of the Acontiads at fr. 67.7 and in the hint at Euxantius’ birth (as the son of Dexithea, [one of]
the last to survive of the Telchines, and King Minos on a visit to Keos from Crete) after the
island’s destruction by Zeus.

This condensed précis of Xenomedes’ history of Keos from line 50 to the preserved end

of the tale in fr. 75 runs the gamut: from the island’s first divine habitation by nymphs migrating

%5 Harder (2012) 542-3.
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from the Corycian cave near Delphi; to its first human habitation by “Carians along with the
Leleges™®; to the story of the impious Telchines, ancient inhabitants of the Aegean, and the fiery
destruction visited on them and their island by an angry Zeus; to the founding of Keos’ four main
towns, Karthaia, Ioulis, Poiessa, and Koressos (an important Ptolemaic harbour,?’ cf. fr. 67.5); to,
finally, the tale of Acontius and Cydippe, converted from Xenomedes’ local account to
Callimachus’ own revised history (“from there the boy’s/ story came to my Calliope”, évBev 6
Taidos/ nibog s fueTépny Edpaue KaAhidtmy, fr. 75.76-7 Pf.). In Callimachus’ list of Keian
events, myths of migration and succession end in a tale of love-sanctioned beginnings for a
stable Acontiad dynasty. On such a reading, it would seem that the real aition of the story has
everything to do with the perquisites for dynastic stability and continuity.

Looking at this aetiological story at a slant, as it were, what we see, I think, is a kind of
calque on the success of well-matched dynastic marriages applied to the mythological backstory
of an area in which the Ptolemies had territorial interests throughout much of the first half of the
third century.®® If Alan Cameron was right about the dating of the “Acontius and Cydippe”
fragments (i.e., composed during the reign of Ptolemy II, and perhaps not long after his marriage

to Arsinoe II, because of the reference to Sotades’ verse®), then this story of the Aetia could

8 Pre-Greek tribes from Asia Minor, according to Homer, //. 2.867ff. and 10.428ff.; the eponymous hero
Keos seems to be among their number.

87 On Koressos (renamed Arsinoe in the early third century) and Keos generally as an important
Ptolemaic base of operations, cf. Bagnall (1976) 141-5. Mueller (2006) 157-9; but on the decline of
Koressos by the early 2™ century BCE, cf. Cherry and Davis (1991).

% Ptolemaic interest in Keos may have had to do with its value as a Ptolemaic base of operations for
affairs related to Attica, the Saronic Gulf, and the rest of the Cyclades, especially in the time of the
Chremonidean War, cf. Bagnall (1976) 145. On Ptolemaic interest in the Cyclades until the end of the
Chremonidean War, cf. for example Buraselis (1982) 60—76, 141-176; Reger (1994); Cherry, Davis, and
Mantzourani (1991b); Meadows (2013).

% Cameron (1995) 257ff.
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have been composed not long after the Ptolemaic refoundation of Koressos under the dynastic
toponym of “Arsinoe.”® Such a context would certainly make a focus on the nuptial foundations
for Keian dynastic and imperial stability appealing.

A parallel literary and political frame is at work later on in Aetia Book 3, in the Phrygius
and Pieria episode (fr. 80—83b Harder = fr. 80—-83 Pf.), often cited alongside the Acontius and
Cydippe story as a natural pairing. Here we have another love story, this time between the king
of Miletus (Phrygius) and a beauty from Myous (Pieria). Their union leads to a formal peace
treaty between the two hitherto warring poleis, thus serving as a mythological justification for
Myous’ loss of political independence to Miletus in the 3™ century, likely under the centralizing
forces of Ptolemaic imperial administration.”! Miletus, like Keos, was of strategic interest to the
Ptolemies in the 3™ century. It seems to have fallen under Ptolemaic control or influence by
about 279/8 BCE, when Ptolemy II is recorded as giving a grant of land to Miletus (possibly
during the so-called “Syrian War of Succession” against Antiochus I Soter).”?> The seeds of
Ptolemaic influence might perhaps have been planted as early as 295/4 BCE, when Ptolemy |

supported Miletus in its bid to liberate itself from Demetrius Poliorcetes.”® (Ptolemaic influence

% For the dating of the refounding of Koressos-Arsinoe to the period of the Chremonidean War, cf. Reger
(1996) 40. Mueller’s scepticism about the knowability of the date of refoundation does not appear to take
in all of the evidence; Mueller (2006) 157-8.

%1 Cf. the synoecism of Ptolemaic Koressos and loulis on Keos in the early 2™ century BCE, Cherry and
Davis (1991). On Callimachus and Ptolemaic Asia Minor, cf. Ragone (2006).

92 I Milet 1.3.123, 38-40: Ptolemy II gives a piece of land to the city of Miletus, where in 280/79
Antiochus [ was still hailed as “stephanephoros.” On the expansion of Ptolemaic influence in the Aegean
from 279/8 for the next several decades, cf. e.g. Meadows (2013) and further discussion in Chapter 3.

% I Milet. 1.3.139, with Ho1bl (2001) 38, n. 10, who speculates that Ptolemy II may have renewed
Ptolemy I’s “treaty of alliance and friendship” with Miletus in 279/8 BCE; on the “Syrian War of
Succession” and possible Ptolemaic-Seleucid relations in early 3"-century Asia Minor, cf. Mastrocinque
(1987/88), with SEG 42-1795, and Mastrocinque (1993). An honorary decree of Miletus for the people of
Naukratis, found at Didyma, further highlights the importance of maintaining Egyptian-Milesian links in
the early 3" century, cf. SEG 52-1119 (dated 300250 BCE), ed. pr. Giinther (2001); Miletus is at this
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lasted until ¢. 259/8, when Miletus passed to Seleucid control.”*) Perhaps even more blatantly
than the tale of Acontius and Cydippe, that of Phrygius and Pieria rewrites a mythological origin
story rooted in stasis into one that features a nuptial process that succeeded where countless

embassies from both cities had failed (fr. 80.22—3 Harder).

The representation of the literary conflict and contestation concerning Ptolemy and
Arsinoe’s brother-sister marriage is clearly a complex one. In the Acontius and Cydippe episode,
Callimachus activates the “sign” of Sotades and the impious ideologeme of Zeus screwing Hera
(and Hera possibly fellating Zeus; discussed below) and re-inscribes them in a neatly paired
mythological origin story that above all establishes the mythical conditions for dynastic and, we
might add, imperial stability. Not only did Keos in the Aegean and Miletus on the coast of Asia

9 of the Ptolemaic empire in the second

Minor form part of the “geopolitical buffer zone
quarter of the third century; they were also more concretely and intimately related by
mythological genealogy through the figure of King Euxantius who, as the son of Minos and
Dexithea, was both the father of the eponymous hero Miletus and the ancestor of Acontius.
In fact, I would argue that the explicit mention of Euxantius at Aet. fr. 67.7 Pf. would

have invited an obvious reading against previous literary treatments of Keian history, such as

Pindar Paean 4 (= Ruth. D4) and other famous Keian traditions of choral lyric.® This Pindaric

point clearly under Ptolemaic political and, specifically, economic control, as the mention of Ptolemaic
drachms at lines 7-8 indicates.

% App. Syr. 65. Cf. Buraselis (1982) 164ff. Cf. Harder (2012) 673—4 (but NB the mistake about Miletus
passing to Antigonid control); as Harder notes, there is no other evidence of a war between Miletus and
Myous. On Milesian cults in Callimachus, cf. Petrovic (2007) 204—8; Ehrhardt (2003).

> As Mueller (2006) 158 puts it.
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hymn seems to have been composed for a Keian chorus, most likely for performance on Delos.”’
In the second antistrophe, the chorus of Keians’® approvingly introduces as an exemplum “the
saying (Aéyos) of King Euxantius, who refused to rule alone” (1l. 35-37; the Adyos is also
called a Tépas, “omen,” 1. 39). Euxantius, son of Minos and Dexithea, had been offered joint rule
on Crete along with the children of Minos and Pasiphée (1. 37-39). The chorus delivers his reply

dramatically, in the persona of the king (Pi. Pa. 4 [=D4 Ruth.] 40-53):

40 ‘... Tpéw TOI
méAepov Ads Evvooidav Te Bap([U]kTutrov...

X0éva Tol ToTe kai oTpaToV dBpdov
WOV KEPAUVE TPIOBOVTI Te
g5 Tov Babuv TapTapov éuav pa-
45 Tépa AirévTes kai SAov ofkov evepkéar
eIt TAOUTOU TEIPEOV HOKEPOV T  ETTIXCOPIOV
TeBuov mld]umav épfinov amwoauevos
Héyav &AAob
kA&pov €xco; Alav pot [déo]s éumedov ei-
50 nkev. q, @priv, KUTIGPIO-
oov, éa bt TTepidaiov voudv.
Lépol 8’ dAiyov 8édoTan B&[uvou; ve,
LoU TevBécov 8’ EAaxov, (ou) oTaciwv;...”

40 “...I fear
the war of Zeus, and the deep-thundering Earth-Shaker...

With thunder and trident, they once

sent the land and a countless army

into deep Tartarus, leaving behind my
45 mother and a well-fortified home.

And after that am [ to strive after wealth

% Especially Bacch. 17, “The Youths; or Theseus”; Bacch. 1, “For Argeios of Keos, in the boys’ boxing
match, Isthmian Games.”

7 Pi. Pa. 4.12-13, A&hov ayaxAéa... Xapiol. The title of this paean is given as eis AfjAov by Grenfell
and Hunt, eis AfjAov mpocodiakds by D’Alessio; eis K&pbaiav by Rutherford, cf. Rutherford (2001)
281.

% Possibly from Karthaia in south-east Keos, the closest of its cities to Delos. See Rutherford (2001) 283,

n. 1.

43



and thrust aside the gods’ local ordinance, utterly abandoned, and hold a
great estate elsewhere?
My fear would be too great, and
50 ever present. Leave, my heart, the cypress
trees, and leave the pasturage around Ida.
I have been given [only] a bit of [shrub?] v
but I have no share of sorrows, nor of stasis...”

Throughout the paean, there is a strong emphasis on the maintenance and celebration of
local identity back-projected onto the mythological figure of Euxantius as a paraenetic
exemplum.”® The first-person “I”” of the chorus'®’ merges with the prophetic, narrated “I” of
Euxantius to reinforce a system of ethics centered on the bounded community. A delicate
balance is struck between local identity and theoric, communal identity; and between an ancient
tradition of Minoan imperialism and a contemporary situation of (Athenian) subjugation through
ritual community ties—a classic Pindaric example of the complex layeredness of mythical
narrative in performance.!?! Just as the history of Keos in Pindar demonstrates how Minoan
thalassocracy bleeds into a willing submission to Athenian thalassocracy, so, Callimachus seems
to imply, might the stories of Acontius-Cydippe and Phrygius-Pieria foreshadow the fate of the

Ptolemaic Aegean. The refutation of the Sotadean ideologeme in Aet. fr.75 thus counters

scurrilous “popular” theology with an allusion to prophetic political destiny. A moment of

% For example, 1. 8, “peace for Ceos,” 1]ouxiav Kécp; 11. 12-15, which are fragmentary, but must mean
“Karthaia (is) a narrow strip of land... but I would (not) exchange it for Babylon”; 11. 32-34, which are
also fragmentary, but most likely mean, “(it is best/most secure/dearest) for a man to cherish his home
town (TO 8¢ oikoBev &oTu) and his kinsmen....”

100 E.g. lines 2 (-Uoopa), 15 (&ueiyouatr), 214 (¢yco... Siaywddokouat... ywdokouat d¢...), 27
(&uimrmrds gipt), and 36 (Emaiveoa).

1% Thus Kowalzig (2007) 88-94. Kowalzig most strongly formulates the Athens-Keos-Delos
triangulation with regard to Bacch. 17: “The Keans here are subject to the finest ideological trick: they
celebrate release from an oppressor’s tribute—to Minos—by paying, with or without realizing it, a new
tribute—to Athens” (ibid., 91).
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kinaidologia expands out to encompass contemporary thalassocratic concerns.
As we will see, however, Callimachus uses the guise of conflict also to make a different
kind of statement: one regarding the claim to truth and knowledge, as well as literary and

political ethics.

The Limits of Speech and Knowledge

In Callimachus fr. 75.1-9, what is at stake is not only the status or meaning of the
representation of the brother-sister marriage of Zeus and Hera (with obvious relevance for
Ptolemy II Philadelphus and Arsinoe II), but also a claim to access to knowledge, particularly
theological and ethical knowledge. This latter point is signaled in the gnomic couplet closing this

episode (vv. 8-9):

1 moAuBpein, xaAeTrOY Kakay, 80TIg AKapTeT
y)xcoqqng' WS ETEOV Trals o‘ég HOUAW eXEL.

Great knowledge is a hard evil for one who cannot control his
tongue: he is truly a child holding a knife.

The self-interruption had begun in a comic idiom with an evocation of Aristophanes’ Wasps:
KUov, kUov, {oxeo, Aaudpé/ Bupé at Aet. fr. 75.4-5 recalls an episode in the Wasps in which the
litigious father Philocleon retells an Aesopic fable. Aesop (we’re told) once rebuked a drunken
dog with the words, “O dog, dog, if by Zeus in exchange for your evil tongue you should buy
wheat from somewhere, I think you would have sense” (“c kUov kbov, / €i vij Ai” avTi Tijg
Kakf]s YATTNs Tobev/ Tupous Tpiato, caoppoveiv &v pot Sokeis,” Ar. Vesp. 1403-5). In the

Wasps, Philocleon—Ilike Callimachus’ narrator—redirects the Aesopic “double dog” epithet to
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curb (human) speech.!?? The self-interruption continues this theme of inappropriate speech by
ending with a gnomic couplet that warns against “much knowledge” for one who lacks control
over his tongue. (Incidentally, these lines were probably the basis on which Athenaeus, at
14.620F, reconstructs the cause of Sotades’ death as due to Trv dxaipov appnaiav.) The
conventional juxtaposition between knowledge, speech, and sophrosyné plays out in several
other texts that are in conversation with these lines.

Insofar as the theme of ethical and poetic self-control in this passage deals with the
interpretation of a Homeric scene (if Sotades fr. 1 negatively re-interpreted the marriage of Zeus
and Hera/Ptolemy and Arsinoe, as argued earlier), the self-interruption in the Acontius and
Cydippe episode situates itself in a wider, age-old discussion about the place of poetry in dealing
with myth. One /locus classicus where such discussion occurs, and which Callimachus, given his
extensive engagement with Plato, may have had in mind, is at Rep. 390b ff.!93 As one of the
various ways in which Homer fails to teach the youth proper sophrosyné, Socrates quotes 1/.
14.2941f. describing Zeus’ uncontrollable desire for Hera: the great Olympian cannot wait to
crawl into bed and decides that he must have Hera then and there, on the ground. The passage of
the Republic in question proceeds from Socrates’ discussion of scenes from Homer that are to be
athetized on the basis of theological and/or moral objections. The discussion of sophrosyneé,
however, proceeds in particular from the question of how those who are being ruled should
behave towards those in power (Rep. 389¢). Should we understand this Platonic passage as

informing the literary context of Callimachus’ “Dog, dog!” interruption—and as a part of the

192 On the connection between the Aristophanic and Callimachean passages, cf. Pontes (1995). The same
repetition of kUov, kbov occurs also at Call. H. Dem. 63—4.

103 Cf. Harder (2012) on fr. 75.4. On Callimachus’ engagement with Plato, see Acosta-Hughes and
Stephens (2012) 23-83.
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wider theological battle over the representation of the Zeus-Hera/Ptolemy-Arsinoe ideologeme—
then the issue of silence and restraint vs. overly free speech (axapTei/ yAcdoons) is clearly
framed as one of political behavior.

Such an interpretation is bolstered by the fact that Callimachus appears to engage with
philosophical traditions closer to his own time, in his deployment of the proverb “a child with a
knife.” The phrase un maidi udxapav (“don’t give a knife to a child”) occurs in a papyrus
fragment (P.Oxy. 666) that seems to have been a part of the Protrepticus, a lost work attributed
to Aristotle and known only through the later assemblage of Iamblichus’ work of the same
name.!* In the papyrus fragment, a character named “Isocrates” warns his audience that neither
wealth nor might nor beauty counts as among a man’s boons if he neglects his soul and lacks
intelligence (ppovnois): “For the saying ‘no knife for a child” means this: ‘Don’t entrust power
to the bad’” (16 yap ur) Taudi péxatpav ToUT [¢0T1,] TO pr) Tols glav]Aots Thv éfou[oi]av
¢y xepiCe[v]).'%° Callimachus’ gnomic rebuke about the limits of speech and knowledge thus
embeds itself in a much larger discourse about political power.

As A. A. Long has argued, we should see ethics as a “hot subject” in the Hellenistic
period,'% one in which the Socratic tradition of “self-control” (sophrosyné) is mobilized in
different ways—in different “technologies of the self,” as Long writes, borrowing from

Foucault—and which, specifically, transfers notions (like enkrateia), traditionally used with

104 P.Oxy. 666. On this “protreptic” letter and its attribution to Aristotle, cf. Diiring (1962) 46-92. The
papyrus partially overlaps with a passage at Stobaeus 3.3.25, which Stobaeus himself attributes to
Aristotle. The authenticity of the Protrepticus has long been a point of scholarly debate, with current
consensus favoring the view that lamblichus’ Protrepticus does indeed seem to assemble fragments from
Aristotle’s lost work.

195 A similar sentiment occurs also in another papyrus fragment attributed to the Protrepticus (P.Oxy.
3699): reputation, strength, and beauty is to an uneducated man (apaideutos) as “a knife to a child.”

1% Long (1993) 142.
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reference to political control, to the self.!°” I would push this line of thinking further and suggest
that reflections on such philosophical traditions must have quickly made their way into a type of
literature—"“mirrors for princes,” or variants of works titled Peri basileias—that came to fruition
in the Hellenistic period and is best exemplified by the Letter of Aristeas, probably composed in
the 2™ century BCE but set in the reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus.!%® Moreover, debating the
ethics of royal behavior was clearly a part of courtly life, especially at the symposium. An
anecdote in Plutarch about how Epicurus, in a Peri basileias, disapproved of such philosophical
and literary debates at symposia and instead favored “battle stories (‘strategems’) and vulgar
buffoonery over beginning-to-end discussions about issues in music or poetics,” shows precisely
how prominent such literary debates were (Plut. Mor. 1095C; cf. 1095E).!%° Callimachus’
“rebuke” to Sotades invokes both earlier and contemporary philosophical and political language
to establish his authority—his own standing in a tradition of poetic sophia and in contemporary
ethical, perhaps even sympotic discourse. In doing so, he counters, in a multi-pronged way,
Sotades’ moralizing critique of “divine” behavior, drawing on contemporary developments in
protreptic and symbouleutic literature, as well as ever-continuing debates about the

representation of the gods in Homer.

197 Long (1993) 145—-6. Long continues in these pages: “The consequence of internal power over oneself
is conceived as the foundation of supreme authority fout court. Thus an Epicurean is promised divinity—
‘you will live like a god among men’—and the Stoic sage is the only king” (citing Epicurus in Diog.
Laert. 10.135 and SVF I11.132). Among other contemporary philosophical parallels concerning personal
ethics, one might think of Zeno of Citium’s famous association with éykpaTteia—so much so that he
became, as Long phrases it, “the paradigm of self-mastery or empowerment,” ibid. 146; cf. Diog. Laert.
7.27, ToU prtAocdpou Zrvwvos £YKPaTESTEPOS.

1% On the Letter of Aristeas, cf. e.g. Wright (2015) for the most recent and extensive commentary and
Pelletier (1962) for text and commentary; further studies by Murray (1967), Hongiman (2003), Rajak
(2009).

199 (Trapaivéiv) oTPaTICOTIKE SiyTuaTa kal popTikas Bwuoloxias Uopével u&AAov év Tois

oupTtoaiols fj Adyous Tepl HOUCIKEY Kal TToinTiKEY TTpoBAruaTwy mepavouévous. On this point, see
further Murray (1996) 20-1.
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One final point concerning these lines. We might take our analysis of this passage a step
further still by homing in on an unusual and highly marked word: moAuidpein, which occurs only
twice before in Greek literature, at Od. 2.346 (of Odysseus’ nurse, Eurykleia) and Theognis 703
(of Sisyphus). However, closer in thought (as well as in metrical sedes) to the Callimachean
context is a passage from Hesiod’s Theogony about the myth of Prometheus “of much
knowledge” (TroAUidpw,!? cf. Hes. Theog. 613-16, cited below).!!! As Fantuzzi and Hunter note
in their discussion of the Aetia’s relationship to Hesiod, the story of Prometheus’ attempt to trick
Zeus into taking the bones rather than the flesh of a sacrificial animal, as an explanation of Greek
sacrificial custom, is the major aition in the Theogony.!'?> As in the Callimachean passage, the
Prometheus episode in Hesiod ends with a gnomic admonition against overweening knowledge
(Theog. 613-16):

55 oUk 0Tt A1ds kKAéwal véov oUdt TapeABeiv.
oUdt yap lameTiovidns akdknta TTpounbeus

To16 ¥’ UmeEriAube Bapuv xéAov, &AN U’ avdrykns
Kai TOAUIBPIY €SV Ta péy as KATa SECUOS EPUKEL.

Thus it is impossible to deceive or bypass the mind of Zeus.
For not even gracious Prometheus, the son of lapetus,

Escaped from his heavy wrath, but, of necessity,

Though he had much knowledge, a great chain binds him down.

The Hesiodic intertext helps to structure Callimachus’ response to the Sotadean “ideologeme”

10 The adjectival form is not quite as rare as the nominal form, but its occurrences are nevertheless
relatively infrequent and thus arguably marked; such may be the case when it is used of the Adonis singer
at Theocritus Id. 15.97, moAndpis &oidds.

" Not adduced by Harder, or Fantuzzi and Hunter who otherwise go to great lengths to illustrate
Callimachus’ extensive interaction with Hesiod’s Theogony in the Aetia, cf. Fantuzzi-Hunter (2004) 51—

60.

12 ibid. 54.
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(i.e., the representation of Zeus and Hera): the consequence of the abuse of knowledge is lasting
bondage (Sotades was famously, at least in Plutarch’s version, sentenced to lifelong
imprisonment for his blasphemies). It is notable, too, that this story of Prometheus, together with
that of Hera’s wily seduction of Zeus at /. 14.153-353, constitute the two most famous mythical
instances of the deception of “the mind of Zeus.”

Fantuzzi and Hunter describe this Callimachean passage as a bit of “witty self-mockery,”
with the complaint of the difficult burden of “much knowledge” striking an especially
incongruous note in a poem as learned as the Aetia: that is, it “again call[s] attention to the
process of selection which must lie at the heart of any such poem.”!!* Wit is certainly an
important aspect of Callimachus’ poetry, but I would here argue that a serious engagement with
contemporary political and religious discourse is equally at play. Again, we are dealing with a
matter of ethics, both within and through literature, with relevance for contemporary political
events.

That there was much at stake in the representation of Zeus and Hera is not only evident in
such passages as these but also hinted at in philosophical discussions from at least the fourth
century onward—most well known are the passages from Plato’s Republic discussed above, but
there were also the numerous accounts that attempted to allegorize divine behavior.!!*

The Stoic Chrysippus, for example, living and writing in Athens (and possibly present
during Callimachus’ stay there in ca. 248/7, if an inscription listing a certain Callimachus as a

benefactor to the Athenian state is to be identified with the Cyrenean poet),!!> was notorious in

'3 Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 61-2.

"4 From at least the Stoics onward; see for example the essays in Lamberton (1992), and Buffiére (1956).
The relevance of such allegorical discussions in the light of the marriage between Ptolemy II and Arsinoe
I is discussed by Prioux (2009) 1234,
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later sources for his shameful “confabulations about Hera and Zeus.!!'® He had given an
allegorical account of a sexually vivid graphé in the Heraion at Samos that showed Hera
fellating Zeus. His account explained away the act of fellatio as a stand-in for matter (UAn)
receiving divine generating reason or order (omeppaTiKoUs Adyous Tou Beol) for the
arrangement of all things.!!” Later, perhaps towards the end of the 1% or beginning of the 2"
century CE, Heraclitus “the Grammarian” rationalized Hera’s seduction of Zeus as an allegory of
spring, with Hera as air and Zeus as aether, and their commingling as the onset of vernal
fecundity (Homeric Problems 39).''8

In the case of Chrysippus, one might reasonably posit that Callimachus would have been
aware of such allegorical expositions by one of the most important figures (and soon to be head)
of the Athenian Stoa. There were clearly multiple interpretations and representations of the
relationship between Zeus and Hera, and part of Callimachus’ implied commentary on “much
knowledge” seems to be that there is indeed much to be gained (and lost) not only by proper
selection of material, but also in generic and theological motivations. His evocation of works that
lay claim to poetic access to divine knowledge, particularly Hesiod’s Theogony and Pindar’s
epinikia and hymns, as well as philosophical works that lay claim to philosophical and literary
mastery in their hermeneutics, speaks to the “noise” surrounding the union of Zeus and Hera, and

categorically structures poetic knowledge itself in order to privilege his own theological stance.

5 4gora XV1.213; cf. Oliver (2002), identifying KaAAiuaxos the benefactor with the Cyrenaean poet
based on the unusual lack of an ethnic.

" aioxpéds T& mept TNV “Hpaw kai Tov Ala dvamAdTTel, Diog. Laert. 7.187 = SVF 11 1071; on
Chrysippus in general, Diog. Laert. 7.179 ff.

"7 Origen, Contra Celsum IV 48 = SVF 11 1074.

8 Russell and Konstan (2005) 69—73.
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Callimachus was of course not alone in doing so. Theocritus’ hymn for Ptolemy
Philadelphus (Idyll 17, dated to ca. 275-270'"") famously engages with this Zeus-Hera
ideologeme in a similar, if more explicit and less subtle, way. After praising Philadelphus for his
piety in establishing shrines in honor of the cult of his parents, the Theoi Soteres, the hymn
transitions to a scene of chaste conjugal love (ék Bupol oTépyoioa kaciyvnTdv Te TéOW Te,
“loving from the bottom of her heart her brother and spouse,” Id. 17.130).!2° Reportedly, the
rhapsode at the wedding celebrations of Ptolemy and Arsinoe recited the same passage from the
Iliad that Theocritus adapted in his hymn.!?! Indeed, this alignment of the royal marriage with
that of the Olympians was played out on an international scale and is usually described as part of
an aggressive propagandistic program on the part of the Ptolemies'??: for example, Kallikrates of
Samos, Ptolemy II’s naval commander (nauarch) and first priest of the unified state cult of
Alexander and of the Theoi Adelphoi,'?* erected in Olympia a monumental dedication to
Olympian Zeus consisting of a grand pedestal (20 x 4 x 1.12 m.), exhedra (2.35 x 1.68 m),

stylobate, and columns on either end (8.93 m. tall), each supporting bronze statues of Ptolemy

"9 For a concise overview of the dating of this poem, cf. Hunter (2003) 1-8.

120 5Tépyco is generally “of the mutual love of parents and children,” and other such similarly structured
relationships (between a people and their ruler; a people and their divinity; a mother-city and her colony),
and much less frequently for the love of husband and wife (LSJ, s.v. oTépyw). The phrase kactyvnTév
Te Téow Te makes the link with Zeus and Hera clear, cf. the Homeric formula “Hpnv mpooéeime
kaotyvritnv &Aoxdév Te used in the same metrical sedes (II. 16.432, 18.356).

2! Plut. Mor. 736 E-F; the adapted line is /1. 18.356, Zeus & “Hpnv Tpocéeite kaotryvATny &Aoxdv Te.
Cf. 1l. 16.432.

122 Hazzard (2000) 85-93; but a more nuanced recent account is offered by Caneva (2016) 129-178, with
extensive references to previous literature.

'2 The priest of the state cult had formerly been called simply iepeus; he was now referred to as “the
priest of Alexander and of the Theoi Adelphoi,” and with the transformation of this state cult into a
dynastic cult under Ptolemy III Euergetes, the naming tradition continued; cf. Holbl (2001 [1994]) 95,
with nn. 95 and 96; cf. P.Hib. 11 199.11.12.
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Philadelphus and Arsinoe.!?* Sightlines were directed from the statues and columns of
Kallikrates’ monument to the end-columns of the temples of Zeus and Hera, which it faced.!?*
The message was clear.!2¢

Yet, as I have argued thus far, literarily speaking, successfully staking out a space in a
contested discourse about the “sacred marriage” (that of Zeus and Hera, as well as of
Philadelphus and Arsinoe) for a Greek-facing audience was not as straightforward as a sightline
between two monuments at Olympia. We have seen how an Athenian (comic) idiom was
mobilized for cultural critique in the poetry of Machon, and how the figure of Sotades could
come to symbolize theological and ethical resistance in the early Ptolemaic court. There are other
examples: for instance, several cases of linguistic hedging in referring to Ptolemy and Arsinoe’s
marriage.'?” The comedian Alexis from Thurii in southern Italy refers to “King Ptolemy... and
his sister” but withholds any reference to their status as husband and wife (Alexis fr. 246 K.-

A.'2%); the decree of the Athenian Chremonides does the same.!?” Similarly, the

124 OGIS 25 and 26; cf. Hoepfner (1971) p. 15.

125 Hoepfner (1971) 15, and compared to Theocritus’ poem by Bing (2002/3) 254. Bing further argues,
convincingly, in favor of Louis Robert’s categorization of Kallikrates as an “ardent propagandist,”
comfortably moving between worlds old (mainland Greece) and new (Alexandria and Egypt); Bing
(2002/3), cf. Robert (1966) 201-2.

126 posidippus also, in a now fragmentary poem, probably refers to Arsinoe in tandem with “maiden
Hera” washing herself ( vtos éAovoaTo mapbévos “Hp[n, Posidipp. 114.7 A.-B. = SH961]. As a
parallel, later example of careful management by the Ptolemies of mythic corollaries, we might note how
Ptolemy III Euergetes’ law concerning the cult of Arsinoe Philadelphus in Alexandria ensured that
Arsinoe was identified with Aphrodite Euploia, the patron goddess of sailors, rather than Aphrodite
Pandemos, the goddess of sexual pleasure. Cf. Robert (1966) 198; annotated translation in Austin (2006)
no. 295.

127 As noted by Hazzard (2000) 93.

128 — Athen. 9.502B, who writes that the lines occurred in Alexis’ play, The Suppositious Child (&
Y1oBoAuaios).

129 §J1.3 434-5; IG I1* 687; Austin (2006) no. 61.
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pseudepigraphical Letter of Aristeas refers to Arsinoe as “the queen, Arsinoe, your sister,” again
without reference to her status as wife.!3® Theocritus’ insistence on the desexualized reimagining
of Ptolemy and Arsinoe’s/Zeus and Hera’s hieros gamos in Idyll 17 also follows this trend.
Callimachus’ own treatment of divine propriety had to deal with a host of other competing

voices. One of these, I will now argue, was Euhemerus.

HOE. g §41.
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CHAPTER TWO

Babbling Old Men:
Callimachus, “Euhemerus,” and Anthropocentric Theology in Ptolemaic Alexandria

In the previous chapter, we looked at some of the ways in which debates concerning
the divine were manifested in Greek literary and philosophical contexts. This chapter continues
in the same vein, but with particular attention to genealogies of the divine: how does a man
become a god? I will argue that this question was at the center of intense theological debate in
early Ptolemaic Egypt, a debate that went hand-in-hand with the development of one of the most
distinctive features of this period of Greek history—the systematic worship of divinized kings.
While cults for athletes, city-founders, and other heroes were familiar in the Greek world before
Alexander the Great, widespread ruler cult—especially lifetime ruler cult—was not. As the
founding member of the Ptolemaic Dynasty, Ptolemy, son of Lagus, inherited a kingdom with a
tradition of divine pharaonic rule that spanned millennia. Greek intellectuals in the Ptolemaic
capital of Alexandria found themselves asking an age-old question in a new context: what are the
origins of the divine? One of these intellectuals, as we will see, was Euhemerus of Messene.

In order to understand better the sociocultural and historical dynamics at work in the
early Ptolemaic period—as well as, crucially, the role of literature as a site of performance in the
Ptolemaic project of empire—I will begin with a brief overview of the historical context before
moving on to consider the shadowy figure of Euhemerus, his anthropocentric account of the
origin of the Olympian gods, and a passage from Callimachus’ First lamb that alludes to the
circulation of his writings in Alexandria. I will then consider the figure of Euhemerus in more
detail: Who was he? Why is he singled out by the speaker of the First lamb for special criticism?

What was at stake in Euhemerus’ work? In this section, which examines Euhemerus alongside
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his rough contemporary, Hecataeus of Abdera, we will consider how the representation of the
Ptolemaic claim to the divine was subject to different interpretations in competing narratives
about divine origins.

The next section returns to Callimachus’ poetry and considers the relationship of
contemporary theological debates to poetic discourse and style. Focusing on Callimachus’ First
lamb and his Hymn to Zeus, which opens with the question of Zeus’ divinity, [ home in on how
Callimachus’ poetry reproduces, and intervenes in, contemporary epistemological debates about
the divine that lay right at the heart of Ptolemaic royal authority. I contend that Callimachus
models—and mimics—competitive sophia about divine genealogies, theological doubt at the
interface of mortal and divine, and the resolution of that doubt in an epistemology, and a
theology, that always works by cumulative allusion. In doing so, his allusiveness becomes an
elusive kind of “doublespeak”: a technique of disguise that allows him simultaneously to derive
authority from and supersede the contestations and negotiations at work in the translation of
culture in Ptolemaic Egypt. In both poems, but especially in the Hymn to Zeus, Callimachus
represents himself as the arbiter of all discourse; and his poetry as the sum of all talk.! Such a
self-positioning is an imperial act; and the cumulative nature of his poetry becomes symbolic of
the Ptolemaic endeavor to amass knowledge and cultural capital.> This reading thereby
recuperates a fuller cultural context for what is normally understood as a purely literary

phenomenon—Callimachus’ high allusivity.

"I borrow this idea from Nigel Nicholson’s discussion of Pindar and Kristevan intertextuality in
Nicholson (2016), esp. 13—16; on Kristevan intertextuality, see also Nicholson (2013).

? On the imperial parade and royal collections as important paradigms for Callimachus’ poetry, cf.
Krevans (2011) 132-3, with reference to the Ptolemaic appetite for collecting books (Galen, Comm. 2 in
Hippocr. libr. 3 epidem. 239 = XVII 1.606 Kiihn) and art (Plut. Arat. 12—13; Callixenus’s description of
the procession of Ptolemy II at Athen. 5.196E).
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In the “New World” of Hellenistic Alexandria, a new language was needed to represent

the divine in the mortal. Callimachus found that language.

Constructing Dynastic Memory: Alexander, the Early Ptolemies, and the Mortal Divine

Before Alexander the Great invaded Egypt in 332 BCE, the Persians had just defeated
Egypt’s last native pharaoh, Nectanebo II, and installed a Persian satrap to rule over the country.
Egyptian historical memory, as evidenced for example in the fragments of the Egyptian priest
Manetho’s Aigyptiaka, or “Egyptian Matters,” records the event as the onset of a period of
traumatic chaos. The Persians are compared to the foreign-descended “Hyksos” rulers of the
Middle Kingdom of the 2™ millennium BCE, “men of insignificant birth from the East” (¢k Tév
TROS QvaToANY Hepddv &vBpcoTrol TO yévos &onuot) who are accused of burning and
destroying temples and attacking or killing sacred animals like the Apis bull.? In fact, scholars
have suggested that Manetho’s narrative of the Hyksos rulers was modelled on events much
closer to his own time in the 3™ century BCE—namely, the conquest and depradations of the
Persian king Artaxerxes II against Nectanebo II. Egyptian historical memory thus groups the
Persians and the Hyksos together as invaders from the East, forces that, like the Egyptian god
Seth, bring disorder to the land and upset the cosmic balance.*

Alexander and the Ptolemies, as foreign invaders, apparently escaped this fate—but how?
Partly, no doubt, because history is written by the victors. But an equally important part of the

ideological success of the Macedonian transition had to do with the emphasis on continuity with

3 Joseph., Contra Ap. 1.75 = Manetho BNJ 609 F8.

* Cf. Philippa Lang on Manetho BN.J 609 T8d; with further references to Gmirkin (2006) 174—6; Dillery
(2005); Johnson and Ritner (1990); Fraser (1978) 11, 733, n.118.

57



the Egyptian past. To this end, for instance, one of Alexander’s first acts upon “liberating” Egypt
was to consult the oracle of Zeus-Ammon at the Siwah Oasis in the Libyan Desert, where he was
declared “son of Ammon,” thus explicitly and literally acquiring a designation that inscribed
him in a traditional theocracy that had proven especially useful for past kings of Egypt without
especially strong hereditary claims.® Alexander also made at least two visits to Memphis, which
served temporarily as his de facto capital,” where he celebrated a festival of Zeus Basileus (the
Basileia) after being declared the “son of Ammon” at Siwah® and received Ionian ambassadors
congratulating him on his divine sonship.® The occasion called for performances by “the most
famous performers (texvitar) from Greece.”!” There, among the Memphite gods to whom he
paid tribute, Alexander reportedly gave particular attention to the Apis bull and set about

restoring its temples,'! thus effectively laying claim to one of the oldest cults and royal rituals in

> A deity identified with Theban and Dodonian Zeus by Herodotus in the 5t century, Hdt. 2.58; on
genealogical traditions connecting the Argeads to Greece, cf. further bibliography in Caneva (2016) 17, n.
20.

® Caneva (2016) 20; on the pharaonic tradition of divine sonship, see further Brunner (1986), Assmann
(1982); and Assmann (2009) on the difference between the tradition of the pharaonic divine vs. the
divinized Greek hero.

" LdA, s.v. “Memphis.” Cf. HIbl (2001) 9-10, and, for a more thorough background on pre-Ptolemaic
and Ptolemaic Memphis, Thompson (1988) 3—31. The relative chronology between Alexander’s
consultation of the oracle of Ammon at Siwah, his second visit to Memphis, and the foundation of
Alexandria, depend on which tradition we follow. The “Vulgate” tradition (Diod. 17.51.4-52.1; Curt.
4.8.1; Just. 11.11.13, ps.-Call. A, 1.30-33; Jul. Val. 1.30-33) suggests that Alexander travelled from
Cyrenaica to Alexandria, and then Memphis; whereas Ptolemy has Alexander head directly to Memphis
from Siwah (Arr. 4An.2.5.5.; cf. Plut. Alex. 26). For a discussion and further bibliography, cf. Caneva
(2016) 11-14; Caneva (2011) 196-7.

¥ Arr. An. 3.5.1-2.

? Strabo 17.1.43 = FGrH 124 F 14a (Callisthenes).

' Arr. Anab. 3.1.4. This is a recurring motif in Alexander narratives (e.g., musical and athletic games in
honor of Heracles at Tyre at Arr. Anab. 3.6.1), but the emphasis on “the most famous technitai” from all

over the Greek world here is marked.

" Arr. Anab. 3.1.4; Holbl (2001) 77-8 on the importance of Memphis for the new Macedonian rulers.
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pharaonic Egypt.!? It is in this historical context that an apocryphal tradition from the Alexander
Romance situates itself, according to which Alexander was fathered not by Philip II of Macedon,
but Nectanebo IT of Egypt.!*> When Nectanebo was driven from the Egyptian throne by the
Persians, this story goes, he fled not to Libya but instead, in the guise of an Egyptian magician,
to the court of Philip II at the Macedonian capital of Pella (Ps.-Call. 1.3). During one of Philip’s
absences, Nectanebo convinced Philip’s wife Olympias that the Egyptian god Amun would come
to visit her bed one night (1.4). And so he did: the once pharaoh, donning the form of Amun,
thus stole into Olympias’ embrace and fathered the future pharaoh, Alexander, thereby ensuring
the legitimacy of Alexander’s (and the Ptolemies’) right to both Egyptian rule and godhead (1.5—
6).

When Alexander died in 323, Ptolemy, the future king of Egypt, immediately understood
the import of dead royal bodies.!* Alexander’s corpse, already embalmed in Babylon and waiting
for the completion of its lavish funeral carriage for its journey to the tomb of the Macedonian
kings in Aegae, was seized in Syria, buried first in Memphis among the royal tombs of the
pharaohs, and then in Alexandria, inside the royal palace complex.!> When Ptolemy I officially
took the Egyptian throne in 305/4 BCE, he was careful to stress the continuities between

Alexander’s rule and his own. The festival of Zeus Basileia, which Alexander had celebrated in

2 LdA s.v. “Apis.”

13 Pseudo-Callisthenes (= Alexander Romance) 1.1-8. All references to the Alexander Romance are to the
La Valla edition of Stoneman (2007). On the Alexander Romance and Demotic literature, cf. Jasnow
(1997).

' Diod. Sic. 18.26-8; Strab. 17.1.8; Paus. 1.6.3. On the historiographical/narrative treatment of
Alexander’s body in later sources, including in the Alexander Romance, cf. Caneva (2016) 199-208.

1> Diod. 18.28.5; Marm. Par. FGrH 239 B 11 (Memphis); Curt. 10.10.20 (Alexandria); cf. Paus. 1.6.3. On
the location of Alexander’s tomb in Alexandria, cf. Nielsen (1996), 211.
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Memphis and may have been linked to Alexander’s coronation, was likewise commemorated in
Alexandria under the early Ptolemies.!® The cult of Alexander was early on intimately connected
with Ptolemaic dynastic cult when Ptolemy II decided to connect the eponymous cult of

Alexander to that of the royal couple by designating the priest of Alexander, up to that point

s 917

Ptolemy I and his wife Berenice soon joined the cult of Alexander in the reign of Ptolemy II as
the “Theoi Soteres” (the “Saviour gods”)!'8; and the entire dynastic cult of all the Ptolemies was
attached to that of Alexander under Ptolemy IV Philopator.!® Like Alexander, and Nectanebo I
and II before them, Ptolemy I and II supported the construction of new temples and shrines at
important religious sites in Egypt, including at Memphis, where they fostered a close relationship
with the Memphite priesthoods, traditionally closely connected to the royal house.?°

In short, the figure of Alexander, his status as divine within his own lifetime, and the

commemoration of his actions in Egypt were central to the “routinization of charisma” necessary

' On the debate over whether Alexander was crowned pharaoh at Memphis, cf. the arguments of Stadler
(2012) against any coronation ceremony for Alexander and the early Ptolemies; for a frequently cited
argument identifying the festival of Zeus Basileia at Memphis with Alexander’s coronation ceremony, cf.
Koenen (1977). On the Basileia and Ptolemai(ei)a, cf. Perpillou-Thomas (1993) 152-3.

'7 First known reference in P. Hib. 11 199. Hlbl (2001) 95.

'8 Cf. a royal oath preserved in the Zenon archive made in the name of “King Ptolemy, Arsinoe
Philadelphus, and their parents, the Theoi Soteres” (P. land. Zen. 49, 11. 5-8), with discussion by Caneva
(2016) 154-5.

' On the addition of the Theoi Soteres to the eponymous priesthood of Alexandria, cf. Minas (2000) 112—
14, 180—6; and on the emphasis on Ptolemaic dynastic continuity and the foundational place of the Theoi
Soteres, cf., for example, the temple relief at Edfu depicting Ptolemy IV bringing offerings to Horus,
Hathor, Harsomtus, and all three previous dynastic couples, Winter (1978) 152, no. 28.

22 Ho1bl (2001) 281.
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for Ptolemaic rule.?! Based on the analysis of the preceding chapter, however, I would argue that
“charismatic authority” as such is not, in and of itself, a sufficient model for bridging the
theological gap (on the Greek side) between the mortal and the divine in early Ptolemaic
Alexandria. Rather, I would contend that narratives of continuity tend to create an impulse
towards conceptualizing origins—and that this was the intellectual context in which Euhemerus
wrote a scandalous text called the Hiera Anagraphé, or “Sacred Inscription,” and in which

Callimachus wrote his poetry.

Euhemerus’ Revolution: Death and Desacralization

The figure of Euhemerus is a shadowy one indeed. Not a single word of his work
survives, and everything that we know of both him and his Sacred Inscription is second-, third-,
or even fourth-hand. Authors referring to, summarizing, or castigating his work include late
Republican and early Imperial prose authors like Diodorus (one of the most important sources),

Strabo, Cicero, Columella, Pliny; Roman poets like Ennius, Lucretius, Virgil, Ovid;

2'Weber (1968 [German ed. 1922]). It is worth noting here that Alexander was not the only model for the
early Ptolemies. A hieroglyphic stele from 311/310 BCE, issued by the priests of the temple of Buto in
the western Nile Delta, narrates in an extraordinary way how Ptolemy, while still satrap of Egypt,
reaffirmed the local sanctuary’s property rights; full study and commentary by Schifer (2011); cf. Caneva
(2016) 59—68. The body of the text begins with an encomium, comparable in language to hymns for
Nectanebo I (Schéfer [2011] 74, n. 182.), in honor of “lord” Ptolemy (wr f7) for multiple acts: avenging
the Egyptians against the Persians by bringing back to Egypt from Asia stolen images of the gods;
building his palace in Alexandria; and his great victories in Syria and the Levant. What is truly
remarkable about this text, however, is its central novelistic narrative, which describes how Ptolemy
restored the local sanctuary’s lands after being told the tale of Pharaoh Khababash, who, as another
foreign ruler and “good” pharaoh, set a precedent for Ptolemy by restoring land that had been taken from
the sanctuary by “the enemy Xerxes.” Ptolemy follows in Khababash’s footsteps, and, by the end of the
stele, Ptolemy the Satrap is referred to not simply as “lord” (wr), but as “Great Ruler of Egypt” (hkz 2 n
Km.?), a title normally given to pharaohs (Schifer [2011] 176-7). The stele vividly demonstrates how
narratives of (implied) legitimation to the divine right to rule through euergetic action are as at home in an
Egyptian narrative context as in a Greek one. Further on Ptolemaic royal euergetism in Egyptian priestly
decrees, cf. Clarysse (2000), Pfeiffer (2004) 20029, El-Masry et. al (2012) 83-115.
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representatives of the Second Sophistic like Plutarch, Aelian, and Sextus Empiricus; and
Christian writers and apologists like Augustine, Eusebius, and Lactantius—particularly
important in this textual history because Eusebius (who paraphrased or quoted Diodorus
extensively) and Lactantius (who transmits a translation of the Sacred History written by Ennius)
record some of the longest and most detailed testimonia.?*> “Euhemerus” and the work attributed
to him clearly had wide-ranging and long-lasting influence.

Our earliest source for Euhemerus, and the only one plausibly to have written about him
as a contemporary, is Callimachus. He mentions Euhemerus once, albeit not by name, in the first
poem of a collection called the Jambs, now fragmentarily known to us through papyri finds from
the early 20"-century. In fact, since Callimachus’ First Iamb opens in the persona of the archaic
poet Hipponax, risen after centuries among the dead in Hades to speak to a 3™ century
Alexandrian crowd of /iterati, it would be more appropriate to say that it is the character of
Hipponax who first mentions Euhemerus.

The poem in question begins (1-11):

Pépey ‘Q‘UBQ‘.’ ol Lidzkﬁ\} tf.xfé@@vm
v BowmdAeov [ ] va [ &lvBpwtoc

Bl I ew
@]vdpec ol viv| | ke[
kalTnuAnce’ owel | Awolvicoy

Ite Moucécov al | ] AmoMawvoc

éc T‘O Terb Teixeuc ipov | lc‘x)\éecj BEGTE

Yépeov AahaCeov™ &duxa BpNia wrixe.

22 On Euhemerus and the problem of sources, cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 13—4.

* I have preferred to retain the AaA&Ceov of the papyrus (also printed by Pfeiffer) rather than the
&Aalcov (“charlatan”) in the secondary tradition (and preferred by Kerkhecker [1999] 20). I believe that
)\a)\aCcov links rneamngfully w1th )\a)\euc in the final Jpoem of the collection, lamb 13.17; cf. lamb
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“Listen to Hipponax! Yes sir,
I’ve come from where they sell an ox for a penny.
And I’m bringing iambs that sing
not about the quarrel with Bupalus
.. man...
... O men of today! ... feather brains...
... you are charmed(?)**... of Dionysus
... of the Muses ... of Apollo
Come on, all together now, to the temple outside the city walls,

where the babbling old man who made up ‘Panchaian Zeus of yore’
scribbles his unrighteous books...”

As Tim Whitmarsh has pointed out, &3ika BiBAia, “unrighteous books” (or perhaps “unlawful
hostile reception: was Euhemerus indeed condemned for asebeia, like Socrates and perhaps
Anaxagoras—“cultural memories of the penalties for religious heterodoxy”??* The Alexandrian
scholar Eratosthenes, roughly a generation younger than Callimachus, reportedly labelled
Euhemerus a “Bergaean”—that is, a writer of fictional “nonsense” (pAvapica) in the mould of
Antiphanes of Berga, the Hellenistic author of a travel narrative to the far north whose name
became a by-word for narrative lies.?®

What, then, was the Sacred Inscription? What were the motivations behind its apparently
negative early reception? What was its context? According to Diodorus (via paraphrase in
Eusebius), Euhemerus was “a friend of King Cassander and required by him to carry out certain

royal tasks and great expeditions abroad.”’ This information and Callimachus’ reference are our

2 Possibly, with an emended verb, “you are installed” (i.e., in the Museum); cf. Ardizzoni (1980).
2> Whitmarsh (2013) 55.

26 For Eratosthenes on Euhemerus, cf. Strabo 1.3.1; 2.4.2; 7.3.6; 11.3.5= T4—7a Winiarczyk, respectively.
On Antiphanes of Berga, cf. e.g. Kim (2010), 146—8; Romm (1992) 196 ff.

" Diod. 6.1.4-5 = Euseb. Praep. evang. 2.2.55ff. = T3 Winiarczyk.
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only criteria for dating Euhemerus and determining where he was likely to have lived during his
writing life. We then have a rough ferminus post and ante quem: given the dates for Cassander’s
rule and Callimachus’ floruit, the Sacred Inscription is usually dated to the early third century.?®
Determining who Euhemerus was and where he spent his writing life is more difficult,
and various arguments have been advanced in favor of either Macedon, in the court of
Cassander, or Alexandria under the early Ptolemies.?® Tim Whitmarsh has even argued that
“Euhemerus” could have simply meant “trusted courier” (from Greek €U + njuépoas), and
proposes that “Euhemerus” may have just been a nom de plume for someone else entirely.>°
Although I am inclined to believe, based on the content of his narrative, that “Euhemerus,”
whoever he was, was probably active in Alexandria at some point, for our purposes, his exact
identity and localization are less important than the fact that the Sacred Inscription was clearly
widely read and debated, including in early Ptolemaic Alexandria. “Euhemerus” in the Greek
literary and intellectual tradition became more important as a symbol—a generic and
doxographical shorthand for a way of thinking about man’s relationship to the divine and to the
natural world—than as a historical person. His narrative was the logical consequence of the

rapprochement between the mortal and the divine, taken to extremes.

% For Euhemerus’ date, Winiarczyk (2013) 1-5, and Paul Christesen’s commentary on BN.J 63 T4a.

%% For Euhemerus’ geographical affiliations, cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 5-8 and Christesen on BNJ 63 T2a.
De Angelis and Garstad (2006) argue for the important role played by the (putative) Sicilian context in
Euhemerus’ work; however, their conclusions are somewhat problematic in taking Euhemerus’ Sicilian
“roots” to an extreme. For example, I am not entirely convinced that we should see the Lipari Islands off
the coast of northern Sicily as the material and experiential basis for Euhemerus’ Panchaia (De Angelis
and Garstad [2006] 225-230).

39 Whitmarsh (2013) 55-6, suggesting that “Euhemerus” may in fact have been Theodorus of Cyrene—
according to Diog. Laert. 2.102, known as atheos and apparently tried for asebeia at Athens, after which
he moved to Alexandria under Ptolemy .
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Variously classed as utopian philosophical fiction, travel literature, a rationalistic account
of the gods, and a satire of ruler cult, the Sacred Inscription is a prose text, written in the first
person, about a journey to an archipelago of islands, including Panchaea, in the Arabian Sea.?!
Panchaea, we are told, features an economy, a legal system, and a social structure grounded in
priestly authority. Diodorus, in Book V, relates one of the more extensive descriptions of the
island’s socio-economic organization, and the relevant passages are worth considering in some

detail (Diod. 5.45.3—4 =T35 Win.):

TN & 8Anv ToAiTelav EXouct TPILePT| Kal TTPATOV UTTEPXE! HEPOS TTap’
QUTOTS TO TEV iEPECV, TIPOOKEIMEVOY QUTOTS TGOV TEXVITCY" BeEUTEP BE Lepis
UTTApXEL TAOV YEWPY V" TPITN BE TV OTPATI TV, TTPOOTIBEHEVCOY TV
vouéeov. of uév ol iepels TV aTdTeov floay Myenoves, Tés Te TGV
SupioBnTioeey kpioels ToloUlevol kai &V &AAeoy TGV Buooia

The entire body of citizens is divided into three castes. The first caste among them
is that of the priests, to whom the artisans are attached. The second caste is that of
the farmers. The third is that of the soldiers, to whom the shepherds are attached.
The priests were leaders of them all, both pronouncing judgment in disputes and
having authority in all other public matters.

Later in the same passage, we hear that the Panchaean economy is structured on a proto-
communist model, with all of the goods produced by its workers, including farmers and

shepherds, deposited into a communal reserve (Diod. 5.45.5):

kaBSAoy yap oudtv eoTw Bia kTrioachal TANY oikias kal kiToy, TdvTa B¢ Ta
YevviuaTta kal &g TpocsBoys ol iepels TapalanPavovtes o émPBaAlov
£kaoTe Bikaicos dTTovénoyol, Tols 8’ iepeliol uovols BidoTat BirAdotov.

31 On the Sacred Inscription as a work of historiography, cf. Honigman (2009); as a (hybridized) utopian
novel and/or intentionally fictional narrative, cf. Whitmarsh (2013) 49-62, Winiarczyk (2013) 19-21,
Holzberg (2003), Rohde (1914); as a philosophical treatise, NB the Greek and Roman traditions refer to
Euhemerus as a pihdcopog/sapiens: cf. BNJ 63 T4a = Actios of Antioch, De placitis 1.7.1, &viol Tt@v
Q0copmV Kabamep... kai Evnuepog 6 Teyedtng; BNJ 63 T4f = Minucius Felix, Octavius 21.1, lege
historicorum scripta vel scripta sapientium.... Whitmarsh’s assessment that “the [Sacred] Inscription is
likely to have arisen from a particular commingling of cultural streams, the Athenian tradition of
Sophistic/philosophical critique of divinity and the emergent literary self-consciousness of Ptolemaic
Alexandria” (2013: 56) is especially apt for the arguments to be made in this chapter.
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For, generally speaking, it is not permitted to have private possessions except a
house and garden; the priests, taking over all the products and revenues, justly
apportion a share to each person. To the priests alone is given a double share.

Diodorus then goes on to detail the tryphé of the priestly lifestyle before relating the duties of
these priests of the sanctuary of Panchaean Zeus and their report of their origins (Diod. 5.46.2-3,

5-7=T35,T37 Win.):

Tpooedpevouot ¢ udAloTa Tals TGV Becdv BepaTreiais kai Tols Tepl TOUTCOV
rvors Te kal éykeomiols, HET' wBiis Tas TPaels aUTAV kai Tas els avBpadous
evepyeoias Siatopevduevol. pubohoyotlot 8 oi iepels TO yévos aUTols éx

[The priests’] primary duties are services to the gods and both hymns and
encomia about them, going through in song the deeds of the gods and their
benefactions to humankind. The priests tell a story that their origin was in Crete,
and that they had been led to Panchaea by Zeus, when he was among men and
ruled the inhabited world. They cite as proof of these things their language,
pointing out that most of the things among them retain their Cretan names. They
received their kinship with the Cretans and their regard for them from their
ancestors (a tradition that has always been handed down to their descendants).
They also pointed out inscriptions about these things, which they say were made
by Zeus during the time when, still being among men, he founded the shrine....
[Describing the temple of Zeus:] And on the center of the [god’s] couch stood a
large golden stele, which has letters that are called sacred among the Egyptians,
by means of which the deeds of both Ouranos and Zeus had been recorded, and
after these the deeds of Artemis and Apollo were inscribed in addition by Hermes.

Immediately striking in these passages of Diodorus is the hierocratic nature of Panchaean
society, one rooted in a narrative of Greek displacement to the edges of the known world. While

there are some reminiscences of Plato’s discussion of Atlantis in the Timaeus-Critias—
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especially in the island setting and the division of society into different classes of farmers,
artisans, and soldiers’>—the narrative seems to have been woven on the weft of Herodotus’
account of Egypt in Book 2. The authority of the priests, their long genealogy as proof of that
authority, their privileged access to ancient records (actually written in hieroglyphs) that
corroborate their version of divine (and mortal) events—all of these details find analogues in
Herodotus’ encounters with Egyptian priests, their self-presentation, and their claim to a
historicity that far surpasses anything within the Greek historian’s ken.*?

Unlike in Herodotus, however, Egyptian sources are never explicitly consulted and
Egyptian knowledge never cited as an index of truth and likelihood. In fact, while the framework
recalls Herodotus’ encounters with his Egyptian informants, the details—especially in the Cretan
origins of the priests and of Zeus himself—ground this particular theology in the Greek
theogonic tradition (notably, Hesiod’s description of Rhea giving birth to Zeus on Crete®*). It is
as if the author of the Sacred Inscription takes to heart Herodotus’ conclusions about the origins
of the gods in Book 2: “The names of almost all the gods came to Greece from Egypt,” he says,
“but their origins, whether they had always existed, their forms and attributes” are details that

only came to light with the poetry of Hesiod and Homer.*

32 E.g. Tim. 21E-25D; a similar division occurs at Isoc. Bus. 15, where Isocrates may be engaging with
Plato (most likely the Republic), cf. Livingstone (2001) 48—9. On Euhemerus’ engagement with Plato’s
Timaeus-Critias, cf. e.g. Honigman (2009). For arguments that the stelae in the Sacred Inscription are
based on contemporary Egyptian parallels, cf. Winiarczyk (2013).

33 A prime example at Hdt. 2.144ff. On Herodotus and Egyptian priests, see especially Moyer (2011) 83—
142.

3 Hes. Theog. 469-480.

% Hdt. 2.50.1, 53.1-2: cstov 8¢ kal TavTwv T& ouvouaTa TGOV Beddv sg AlyUTrTou s)\n)\uﬁe €S TT]\)
EAAG&Ba.. svﬁev B¢ £yEveTO EKOOTOS TGHV Gso.)v eiTe aiel Noav TavTes, Okolof Té Tlvsa\Ta 51850( oUK
nT'rlb"réo'(To HEXPI OU PNV TE KAl 'XOES cog El‘ITEl\) )\oyoo Glodov yap Kal “Ounpov nAkiny " -

TETPAKOGIOI01 ETeD1 BOKEW MEY TIPECPUTEGOUS ki OU “TTAEOGL.
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In fact, I would suggest that the translocation of the priests’ origins to Crete performs an

elision of the traditional authority of Egyptian knowledge, particularly as represented in

36 on the part of the author that conceals the

Herodotus; an act of “intellectual imperialism
work’s own Egyptian framework and aetiologizes the mortal divine in an explicitly Greek
geography and tradition of poetic and theological sophia.

This aetiologizing is communicated most forcefully in another passage of Diodorus (cited

by Eusebius) where he seems to be drawing on Euhemerus to explain the spread of Zeus’ many

cults (Diod. 6.1.10-11 ap. Euseb. Praep. ev. 2.2.61-2 =T61, T63 Win.):

eAGSVTa B¢ el BaPuAdova emEevaobiival (scil. Tov Afg) Bridey, kal ueta TalTa
eig TNV TTaryxaiaw vijoov TpOs TG CKEQVE KElEVTY Tapayevopevoy Oupavol
Tou idiov ﬁpondTopog Buouov inL’Joaon KAKeTBev dix priag EABETY TTPOS
TOV TOTE BU\)O(OTT]\) Kaoonov €§ o0 TO Kaoonov opog e)\GO\)Ta 86 Els Kl)\lKlav

Tapd mqw TinBva ko Bedy qvwopev@nvm

(Euhemerus says that...) Zeus went to Babylon and was welcomed as a guest by
Belos. Afterwards, he (went) to Panchaea, which lies near the Ocean and erected
an altar to his forefather, Ouranos. From there, he went across Syria to Cassius,
who was at the time the ruler (of that region), from whom Mt. Kassion is named.
Then, he went to Cilicia and defeated in war Cilix, the governor. And visiting
many other peoples, he was honored and publicly proclaimed a god by all of
them.

This theme of imperialistic euergetism and subsequent divinization also seems to have been
highlighted by Ennius in his translation of the Sacred Inscription.’” In Ennius’ version, Zeus’
conquests and peregrinations are linked to an explanation of the spread of his many cults
throughout the Greek world. Thus, Zeus’ rites and festivals are related to a grand civilizing

mission, wherein the mortal god, “when he arrived at each region, bound to him the kings and

3% To borrow a phrase, with Ian Moyer (2011: 82) from Humphreys (1993) 53.

37 Cf. especially Lact. Div. inst. 1.22.21-27 = T64a Win. = BNJ 63 F23.
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rulers of the people by means of hospitality and friendship” (ut in quamque regionem uenerat,
reges principesue populorum hospitio sibi et amicitia copulabat).>® The language is
characteristic of Roman imperialistic rhetoric, but the idea of divinization for euergetic action in
different communities within Zeus’ empire fits with what we know of Euhemerus’ narrative.>
But Euhemerus was not writing in a vacuum, of course. Recent history was no doubt a
spur: Alexander’s own conquests are a likely model for the wanderings of Panchaean Zeus
(although there are also good mythological parallels for such imperial culture heroes, including
Heracles on the Greek side and Osiris as well as Sesostris or Sesonchosis on the Egyptian). And
there were others invested in other conceptual frameworks for making the divine past speak to
the divine present, including Egyptian sources like Manetho’s Aigyptiaka, where divine
genealogy is subsumed into a dynastic king-list, *° or the Demotic Chronicle, a papyrus from the
3 century BCE consisting of a collection of post eventum prophecies that predict the future for
the pharaohs of the 28" to 30" Dynasties, with good outcomes linked partly to proper religious
observations and ritual conduct.*! Here, I will limit myself to discussing the late fourth-century

philosopher and historian Hecataeus of Abdera.*?

3 Lact. Div. inst. 1.22.22.

3% On the impact of Ennius’ translation of Euhemerus on Augustan literature and culture, cf. Bosworth
(1999), especially his suggestion, at pp. 11-12 that Euhemerus’ text might lie in the background to
Augustus’ Res Gestae.

* Moyer (2011) 84-141.

*! The date is primarily based on paleographic grounds, cf. Spiegelberg (1914) 3—4; on the Demotic
Chronicle in general, see e.g. Johnson (1974); Johnson (1983); Assmann (2002) 377-88; Felber (2002);
Moyer (2011) 128-34.
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As I have noted, what is striking about the Sacred History is the way in which a
Herodotean framework of Egyptian epistemology is stripped of Egyptian details and substituted
by a “native” Greek geographic tradition: the Hesiodic Zeus was born on Crete; so it was logical
that the Panchaean one should die there. The writings of Hecataeus, a near contemporary of
Euhemerus, seem instead to have foregrounded Egyptian priestly authority and ideology,* and
might also have drawn on a Greek Sophistic tradition that likely influenced Euhemerus.

It is worth stating at the outset that Hecataeus is, like Euhemerus and so many other
Hellenistic intellectuals, a shadowy figure, whose work has not survived in direct transmission.
Much of the often intractable debate on Hecataeus’ Aigyptiaka hinges on whether (and to what
extent) we can regard Diodorus Book 1, on Egypt, as substantially based on Hecataeus’s work.
Without getting too enmeshed in source critical debate, I would argue that both the extreme
skeptical position (that no part of Diodorus Book 1 can be connected to Hecataeus) and the
extreme pessimistic position (that Diodorus was too worthless an author to structure or create
content for any part of his narrative) seem misguided.** More recent Diodoran scholarship has

stressed how the construction of the “culture hero” rewarded for euergetic action is a thematic

3 Hecataeus’ Aigyptiaka is given the alternate title, On the Philosophy of the Egyptians by Diogenes
Laertius at Diog. Laert. 1.10 = BNJ 264 F1, with Philippa Lang’s commentary. As Lang notes, ad loc.,
“The title Diogenes gives for Hekataios’s work on Egypt... is interesting: it suggests a focus on Egyptian
priestly ideology rather than on more general ethnographic features, from cosmology and cosmogony to
social-metaphysical ideals of stability, kingship, hierarchy and order.”

** On using sections of Diodorus Book 1 as a plausible source for reconstructing part of Hecataeus’
Aigyptiaka, cf. Murray (1970) 144-50; a much more skeptical view of Diodorus’ utility as a source is
taken by Muntz (2011); similarly, Burton (1972) 3—4. I suspect that the truth lies somewhere in between.
Muntz’s extreme skepticism seems unwarranted: demonstrating that a passage from Diodorus Book 1
differs from a “corresponding” passage from Diogenes Laertius or Plutarch does not convincingly show
that Diodorus did or did not base (substantial parts of) Book 1 on Hecataeus; this is, rather, an argument
ex silentio. On the other hand, Murray’s arguments for reading almost all of Diodorus Book 1 as a mere
epitome of Hecataeus’ Aigyptiaka veers towards the opposite extreme. On the whole, I follow Murray’s
general assessment (if not his particular reconstruction) that Hecataeus and early Hellenistic writings on
Egypt were important sources for Diodorus.
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concern at the heart of of Diodorus’ own authorial agenda.** In Book 1, Diodorus mentions
Hecataeus by name at 1.46.8 (on the tombs of the pharaohs at Thebes), and again at 2.47.1 (on
the Hyperboreans), so he very likely had recourse to Hecatacus’ writings in some form. While it
is admittedly a tenuous exercise to reconstruct Hecataeus’ writings on Egypt based on Diodorus
Book 1, there are several grounds for thinking that the Aigyptiaka would have been an important
source on Egypt for Diodorus. After all, Hecataeus was one of the most significant writers on
Egypt since Herodotus; and the portrayal of the Ptolemaic king in other later authors engaging
with the work of Hecataeus (e.g. Josephus) suggests that the difference in the representation of
Hecataeus’ divine (Ptolemaic) king and Diodorus’ characterization of the euergetic culture hero
may have been one of degree rather than kind.*®

With that in mind, I would like to turn now to what we can “reconstruct” of Hecataeus’
theology. I would argue that there are good reasons to identify an early passage in Diodorus
Book 1 as—if not influenced directly by Hecataeus—at the least, certainly indebted to the kind
of early Ptolemaic historical-philosophical inquiry that came to be identified with the figure of
“Hecataeus.”

A peculiar theological account in Diodorus—one often attributed to Hecataeus— seems

to divide the gods into those who were eternal and original (the oUpdviol, “those of the

45 E.g. Sacks (1990), Sacks (1994), Sulimani (2011); cf. Yarrow (2006) 152—6. Especially notable in the
context of Diodorus’ authorial agenda is his consistent usage of the phrase ebepyétns kai o Trp; cf.
Sacks (1994) 214; thus, stressing a theme especially relevant for late Republican Rome while insisting on
narrative and thematic continuity from cosmogonic times to Diodorus’ present.

4 Cf. e.g. Josephus, Contra Ap. 2.42—-6 = BNJ 264 F 22. Oswyn Murray, in his influential article on the
historian Hecatacus of Abdera, argued that “it was Hecataeus, not Euhemerus... who first systematically
worked out the theory that the gods are divinized kings, and so, by bringing together heaven and earth,
facilitated that most characteristic feature of Hellenistic kingship—the development of the founder cult
into a systematic worship of kings” (Murray [1970] 151). John Dillery, taking this view even further, has
argued that Euhemerus’ utopian vision was likely based specifically on the description of the island of the
Hyperboreans by Hecataeus of Abdera; Dillery (1998).
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heavens”) and those that began their lives as mortals (the émriyeiol, “those of the earth”) (Diod.

1.12.6-1.13.1 = BNJ 264 F 25)*":

']TEpl l.,lE\) OU\) TOJ\) E\) OUpG\)CQ Gecov Kal YE\)EO'l\) GlBlO\) EOXT]KOTOD\) TOOGUTG

So these are the things the Egyptians say about the gods in heaven whose origin is
eternal. But they say that the other gods, apart from these, were born on the earth,
for they started out as mortals and obtained their immortality on account of their
cleverness and their performance of deeds benefitting mankind in general. Some
of these gods also became kings in Egypt.

The ideas expressed in this passage purport to be an account based on Egyptian
genealogies of gods and kings, which began with the sun and moon and Osiris as the first king of
Egypt, and went down to the advent of Alexander’s rule in Egypt. In addition to this Diodoran
passage, Hecataeus is elsewhere credited with subjecting Isis and Osiris—and Egyptian
cosmology in general—to the lens of natural philosophy, according to Diogenes Laertius 1.10—

11 (= BNJ 264 F 1):

q>a0|<en) Te QPXNV MEV elval THv UAny, eiTa T& Teooapa OTOIXEIa €€ aQUTTS
81ou<p16nvou kal {O& Tva aTrOTe)\eoGnvm Geoug 8 elvat fjAlov kai oe)\nvnv
TOV uev OOlpl\) TT]\) ) Ion) Ka)\ouuevnv ou\)lTTeoGou TE O(UToug 810( TE

‘lTUp Elvou Kal TT] TOUTOJ\) kpdoel T & yr]g ylyveoem Tq T{E 0(7.\7'\q
@V‘?!‘??“?Y’?“.’ cos E'.“?‘T.Q“OS Tekal AP!‘?TQ‘YOPQ‘S loTopoUow.

[The Egyptians] say that in the beginning there was matter. Next, the four
elements were separated from it, and certain living things were produced. They
say the sun and moon are gods: the former is called Osiris and the latter, Isis.

They allude to [the gods] through the scarab and the serpent and the falcon and
other [animals], as Manetho says in his Epitome of Physics and Hecataeus in the
first book of his Philosophy of the Egyptians. [They say that] the universe has an
origin and is mortal and spherical; the stars are made of fire; and by the mixture of

47 Cf. Diod. 1.11.1.
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these things the earth was created... and they discourse on other natural matters,
as Hecataeus and Aristagoras record.

From the two passages above, it becomes clear that the source criticism for a figure like
“Hecataeus” is a thorny subject indeed. Diogenes Laertius’ account of naturalized Egyptian
cosmology and theology does not distinguish between Hecataeus, Manetho, and an “almost
totally unknown Aristagoras.”*® Meanwhile, Diodorus in his report of a dyophysite Egyptian
theology nowhere “cites” his source (other than the “Egyptians”)—and modern scholarly efforts
to fill this source-critical void stem as much from an often unexamined habit of denying
Diodorus authorship of his text as from traditional text-critical training.** As Iris Sulimani and
others have argued, Diodorus’ late Republican context was surely as relevant as any putative
source in his presentation of an almost unwavering formula in the early myth-historical books:
that of a “culture hero” divinized for euergetic action.*®

In the first passage cited above (1.12.6—13.1), Diodorus may also have had in mind the
bipartite cosmogonic account that he gives earlier in Book 1 (at 1.6-8), where he explains that

there are two schools of cosmogonic thought: first that which claimed that the universe was not

* Lang ad BNJ 264 F 1.

# Classic treatments of Diodorus’ style and Diodoran source criticism are Palm (1955) and Volquardsen
(1868), respectively. Historically, Hellenistic prose writers have been viewed as firmly embedded in the
less exciting stylistics of koiné and its dirty connotations emanating from Hellenistic administrations and
their chanceries. One could turn this notion on its head and argue instead that contemporary political
culture was as pervasive and penetrative in Hellenistic authors as in earlier Classical or Archaic sources;
cf. for example Gray (2015) 6—19 on the pervasivenesss of “the concept of political culture” and its
applications in the post-Classical period. To develop this notion further: more recent scholarship notes
that the appearance of the words giAavBpcoTria and émmeikeia more than 300 times each in Diodorus, who
often attributes these qualities to culture heroes and benefactors (Sacks [1994] 217), seems to reflect a
wider discussion in late Hellenistic political discourse on pitAavBpeoTria as a “cardinal civic virtue” (Gray
2013). For Benjamin Gray, such language usage not only in Diodorus, but also earlier in Polybius, later in
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and in inscriptions from the 2"-century BCE onward mirrors a movement
away from a “traditional polis-centred, particularist” ideal toward a more humane, universalist, and Stoic-
inflected cosmopolitan one (Gray [2013] 144, 153).

>0 Sulimani (2011).
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(pBapTdv), and that mankind appeared in a specific epoch (Tuxeiv Tfis TPWTNS yevEoews
coplopévols xpévors; Diod. 1.6.3).°% That is, the schism between the oupdvior and the
etriyelor—whether this is attributable to Diodorus himself or an earlier source—is traced back to
Egyptian informants, in a long-established historiographical and philosophical framework, but it
also appears to have a direct correspondence with the philosophic language that Hecataeus and
the unknown Aristagoras are reported to have used in describing Egyptian cosmology and
theology, according to Diogenes Laertius (above).

In my view, Diodorus’ discussion of the oupdvior and émiyeion (at Diod. 1.12.6-1.13.1 =
BNJ 264 F 25) exposes some of the theological faultlines that would have been at play in the
early Hellenistic period—and specifically in Ptolemaic Alexandria—in the work of such figures
as Euhemerus and Hecataeus; faultlines that gained renewed currency in the first century BCE in
the late Republic. For the Diodoran passage seems to combine elements present in Hecataeus’
cosmological-theological inquiries in Egypt with the euergetic scheme of divinization present in
the “fragments” of Euhemerus. Without entangling us too deeply in difficult issues of source
criticism, I believe that one can argue for a reading of this Diodoran passage as mapping
Hecataeus’ “naturalized” version of Egyptian cosmogony and theogony onto a generalized vision

of Egyptian divine genealogies. That is, Diodorus in the first century BCE seems to draw on

1 A view in line with Aristotle and the Peripatetics; cf. e.g. Arist. Metaph. 12.1072a23.

32 A view in line with the Stoics and Presocratics like Democritus; cf. Spoerri (1959) 206fF.
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different narratives about different kinds of divinity that would have been in circulation in the
Greek world of the late fourth and early third centuries BCE.

I would therefore suggest that one of the effects of the Diodoran lens in the first century
is the resolution of difference and conflict in navigating changing concepts of the divine in the
late fourth/early third centuries. One of these conflicts, as we have seen, had to do with the
cultural origins of theological and anthropological knowledge: in Euhemerus’ case, an inverting
of the Herodotean paradigm of Egyptian priestly informants. What we know of Hecataeus’ work,
on the other hand, indicates a foregrounding of Egyptian priestly concerns®>>— albeit seemingly
cloaked in the language and preoccupations of Greek natural philosophy. A similar
foregrounding is at play in the Egyptian priest Manetho’s Aigyptiaka, where we see a truncated
version of divine genealogy, running from Hephaestus/Ptah to Helios, Kronos, Osiris, and Horus,
who are described as “the first Egyptians to rule.” Manetho’s list in particular hints at a tradition
according to which Egyptian kingship is inextricably intertwined with, and not just simply
mapped onto, the (Greco-)Egyptian mortal-divine. For Manetho’s work—in its structure as a
dynastic king-list formally more dependent on Egyptian, rather than Greek, methods of writing
history—was, as lan Moyer argues, “an indigenous attempt both to make explicit the proper
historical role of the Egyptian pharaoh, and also to teach the Ptolemies and other Greeks at court
to read Egyptian history in an Egyptian fashion.”>*

Another kind of conflict, I would argue, occupied the ontologically fraught space

between the mortal and divine. In this context, what interests me is not the play-by-play account

of historical figures in the 5" and 4™ centuries BCE who serve as the inevitable (civic)

53 Cf. notes 44 and 49, above; and cf. once again Diod. 1.46.8 on Hecataeus’ visit to Thebes.

> Moyer (2011) 140-41; on the digyptiaka as formally structured after Egyptian models, see in general
Moyer, ibid., 84—141.
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institutional foundations for the “origins of Hellenistic ruler cult.’®> Rather, I would like to focus
on the rhetoric of definition; that is, the early Hellenistic interest in—even, obsession with—
determining the categories “mortal” and “divine,” and the processes by which divinization might
occur.

In this respect, it is worth noting how Diodorus’ discussion of the oUpavior and ériyeiol
may be seen to cast a glance backward to a tradition attributed especially to the 5"-century
Sophist Prodicus of Ceos, according to which the gods were apparently merely fabricated by
men in order to account for those things that benefitted them. While Prodicus was especially
noted in antiquity for his attention to diction and the meaning of words,*® he was also reported to
be a proponent of an anthropological theory of the gods that led several later authors to associate
him with Euhemerus as an atheos, or heterodox thinker.’” A passage from the Sceptic

philosopher Sextus Empiricus (2™ ¢. CE) is illustrative®®

un elval 88 oi emK)\nGE\)Teg 0(6801 Kaeomep Eunuepog Kal Alayopag o
Mn)\log Kai ﬂpo&Kog o KElog Kai @eoBcopog ﬂpo&Kog 88 TO coq>e7\ouv TOV

According to Prodicus of Ceos, sun, moon, rivers, springs, and in general
everything that benefits our life the ancients considered gods on account of the
benefit accruing from them, just as the Egyptians make the Nile a god, and on this

> Habicht (1970); for a slightly more wide-ranging view, Cerfaux and Tondriau (1956); cf. Gauthier
(1985) and, for a summary specifically bearing on Euhemerus, Winiarczyk (2013) 48—64.

3 D-K 84 A11-A19 = Graham TEGP 18.13-109.
" D-K 84 B5 = Graham TEGP 18.28-31 (F3). On Euhemerus and Prodicus, cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 47-8.

38 Sext. Emp. Math. 9.18, 51, 52 = D-K 84 BS = Graham TEGP 18.30 [F3C]. Translation Graham.
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account the Greeks consider bread to be Demeter, wine Dionysus, water
Poseidon, fire Hephaestus, and so on with each of the natural resources...

The so-called atheists say there are no gods, as Euhemerus... Diagoras of Melos,
Prodicus of Ceos, and Theodorus... Prodicus took whatever was beneficial to life
as a god, including sun, moon, rivers, lakes, meadows, crops, and everything like
that.
Modern scholars have tended to view Sophistic “anthropological” theories of the gods as an
influential precedent for Euhemerus and other writers of the Hellenistic period.>® As Thomas
Cole pointed out, for example, while the notion of a “heavenly” and “earthly” distinction can be
paralleled in earlier Greek thought,® the (re)conceptualization of all divinities as fundamentally
not inherently divine but divinized was a radical and unprecedented notion—one that plausibly
magnified an idea nascent in thinkers like Prodicus and, more importantly, continued to root the
basis of its own intellectual history in Greek cultural and philosophical inquiries of Egypt.°!
This radical change in conceptual approach could also be mapped onto a shift in theological
emphasis: that is, the transformation of the Archaic and Classical question, “How can man know
the divine?” to the (early) Hellenistic question with which this chapter opened, “How does a man
become a god?”

Where “Hecataeus”-in-Diodorus may have subsumed a Prodicean theology into a project

of cosmogonic translation, Euhemerus seems to have extended earlier Sophistic thinking on the

% E.g. Whitmarsh (2013) 49-50; cf. Cole (1990) 153-63. For an overview on the “sources” of
Euhemerus’ theology, cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 28-38.

OF. g. Herodotus 2.44.4-5 on double cults for Heracles as god and hero, like at the Herakleion on Thasos:
kai Bokéouol B¢ Lot otror dpBoTarta EAAveov mroteew, of Bia HpdrAeia ipyoduevor éxtnvtay, kai
TED M Gog dBavaTen, OAupiico B¢ emaovuiiiny Bouor, Té B¢ Etépep s fipal tvayiCouol. (NB, the

tvayiCouot)

%1 Cole (1990) 155-7. As Phiroze Vasunia frames it, this kind of intellectual self-fashioning could assume
the guise of a somewhat paternalistic narrative of cultural succession, e.g. Vasunia (2001) 5: “The Greeks
were seeing themselves as adapting and borrowing institutions from Egyptians, and in fact the younger
civilization was marking out itself as the trustee of the new culture.”
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deification of things useful to man to include the Olympians qua Olympians. “Prodicus’ theory
[of the gods],” as Albert Henrichs wrote, “was essentially anthropological, not theological, and
its orientation was cultural rather than religious.”®? The emphasis in the “fragments” of
Euhemerus on the issues of royal succession, the priestly economy/hierocracy of Panchaia, and a
process of divinization in which communal consent and legitimation and perpetuation by a

priestly class play a crucial role®*—all of this, while admittedly indebted in some respects to the

62 Henrichs (1984) 141. Henrichs’ assertion is based largely on his analysis of PHerc 1428 fr. 19, 11.12-19
= Philod. De piet., at Henrichs (1975); on the translation of 11.15-6, cf. Henrichs (1976):

[ {ovTov} Ulmo [T]cov

avBpcotreoy vouto-

kévous BeoUs oUT el-

VoL priow ¢ oUT’ e’lBé—

cl T8 Shas T xpri-

otua (s TIov Biov

Tous aplxaiolus aya-

MARGO

[Prodicus] maintains that the gods
of popular belief do not
exist and do not have
knowledge, but that primitive man,
[out of admiration, deified] the fruits of the earth
and virtually everything that contributed
to his subsistence...
[End of column]

63 Uranus, for exarnple is ﬁrst to become king according to the stele on Panchaia on the irnplicit grounds
between Hellenistic rulers and the ruled. Compare Hecataeus ap. Joseph Contra Apionem 1.186 (= FGrH
264 F21) on the large number of Jews willingly accompanying Ptolemy I back to Egypt from Syria
because of the king’s AmoéTns and pihavBpeoTria. On the contemporary relevance of such civic
terminology, see for example Gray (2013). Ennius ap. Lact. Div. inst. 1.22.21-27 reflects a slightly
different picture. In the Ennian version, Jupiter “developed such arrogance that he set up temples to
himself in many places” and drew neighboring kings and princes to him hospitio sibi et amicitia. These
concepts belong in the context of Roman imperialism, and it is in this context, | think, that we should
understand this passage, rather than as a satire of Hellenistic autodeification; cf. Winiarczyk (2002) 638,
108-11.
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Greek historiographic and philosophic tradition,®* nevertheless was firmly rooted in the
Hellenistic world. These were conditions that would have spoken especially pointedly to the
intellectual milieu of Ptolemaic Egypt in the third century.%

Euhemerus and Hecataeus—and to a different degree Manetho—occupy the discursively
fraught space between the anthropological and the theological and engage culturally
palimpsested sources of religious knowledge to address the historical and contemporary
phenomenon of the cult of divine kings. When Euhemerus is accused of scribbling &3ika BiBAia,
we should understand this accusation as aimed at a transgression, imaginary or real, located at
the interstice of ontology and translation. Euhemerus’ apparently original contribution was that
the figures constituting the Olympian pantheon were not only analogically not-divine; they were
also ontologically so; thus, with both a historical point of origin or birth and one of termination
or death.

This is the philosophical and theological controversy to which Callimachus seems to

allude in several places.

Sarapis and Sarapieia: Signifying the New
I would like to turn back now to the passage of Callimachus with which this chapter

started (lamb 1.1-11).% In these opening lines, we learned that Hipponax, an iambic poet from

64 Especially to Herodotus and the role of Egyptian priests in transferring knowledge to Greek witnesses,
cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 94-5.

% For extensive bibliography on this view, cf. Winiarczyk (2013) 81-2, n. 62. Winiarczyk himself is
highly skeptical of any contemporary Egyptian influence on Euhemerus or his contemporaries, but this

seems to me an extreme position.

% Cited above, pp. 62-3.
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Ephesus who flourished in the mid-6" century BCE, has come from the Underworld to address a
group of intellectuals assembled at a sanctuary outside Alexandria. According to the Diegesis, a
set of prose summaries attached to Callimachus’ poems sometime between the 1% ¢. BCE and 1%
c. CE, this extramural sanctuary was a temple of Sarapis—a Sarapieion—dedicated by a certain
Parmenion.%’

Whether this Sarapieion was the so-called Great Sarapieion in the southwestern part of
Alexandria, or another Sarapieion in the city, the fact that the setting is outside of an early 3-
century sanctuary to Sarapis is significant and marks out this spatial context as one in which new
theologies may well have been at the forefront of intellectual discourse. The Sarapieion at
Alexandria and, as we will see, the Sarapieion at Memphis may also have been linked as
important spaces for the commemoration of ruler cult as well as for the exploration of literary
and cultural expression.

The cult of Sarapis was intimately connected, by the time of Ptolemy II, to Ptolemaic
ruler cult.® The Great Sarapieion even featured an altar dedicated to Ptolemy II and his wife and
sister Arsinoe II that was found “in situ on a pebble mosaic floor of the first quarter of the 3™

2969

century B.C.”*"—an explicit demonstration of the way in which the cult of Sarapis and Ptolemaic

ruler cult were literally proximate in ritual practice (see fig. 1).

*" eic 16 Mapuevicovoc kahovuevov Caparideiov, Dieg. V.34
5% See especially Pfeiffer (2008); cf. also Pfeiffer (1960); Stambaugh (1972); Thompson (1988) 116-7.

% McKenzie et al. (2004) 84.
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Fig. 1. Ptolemaic Wall Foundations of the Great Sarapieion,
based on McKenzie (2004) 82, fig. 6

It is worth recalling here the importance of the association, especially for the early Ptolemies,
between Alexandria and Memphis. For example, there were important links between the
Sarapieion at Alexandria and the one at Memphis: at Memphis, Nectanebo II had taken special
pains to renovate, or build anew, a temple dedicated to Osiris-Apis’® or “Sarapis” (= the East
Temple of Nectanebo II), which later, from the time of Ptolemy II onwards, housed the statues of

the deified Ptolemaic kings alongside statues of the living Apis and other gods.”!

70 Arnold (1999), cf. H&lbl (2001) 282.
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But, before encountering Nectanebo’s East Temple, the visitor to the Memphis
Sarapieion (Saqqgara) would first have walked along an impressive avenue and come up directly
opposite a striking sight: eleven Greek-style statues of poets and philosophers set up on an
exhedra, or semicircular statue base (figs. 2, 3).
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Fig. 2. Memphis Sarapieion (Saqqara)
From Lauer and Picard (1955), fig. 26

Fig. 3. View to the West with “Circle of Poets and Philosophers” on Left
From Lauer and Picard (1955), P1. 2

"I Holbl (2001) 88.
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The exhedra illustrates one way in which the Memphite Sarapieion displayed the faces of the
Greek wisdom tradition: the statues bore the likenesses of Pindar, Homer, Hesiod, Protagoras,
Thales, Heraclitus, Plato, and other unidentified figures.”? Dorothy Thompson saw these figures
as an unmistakeable sign of colonial dominance: “Made of local stone, probably by craftsmen
settled in the city, the Greek statuary associated with the Egyptian home of the immigrants’ new
god displays an arrogant confidence at this relatively early stage of the relationship between
temples and Ptolemies.””® Another scholar, speculating on the potential impact of these statues
outside of the Memphis Sarapieion on the Alexandrian imagination, has even suggested that
when Callimachus spoke of Euhemerus scratching away at his unrighteous books, he was
referring to a statue of the author, rather than the author in the flesh.’* In fact, a precise dating of
the monument is not available (nor is a date of composition for the First lamb easy to
determine), although the monument is generally accepted as belonging to the Ptolemaic period.”
So then, what is to be gained by juxtaposing the Ptolemaic-era Alexandrian and Memphite
Sarapieia?

Even if a relative chronology cannot be established between Euhemerus scribbling in

front of the Alexandrian sanctuary and the stone sages with their “arrogant confidence” at the

2 Cf. McKenzie (2007) 119-20; HoIbl (2001) 281; Lauer and Picard (1955). The identifications are based
on inscriptions (now very worn) first observed by A. Mariette and published by G. Maspero in Mariette
and Maspero (1882); cf. Lauer and Picard (1955) 1-6.

> Thompson (2012 [1988]) 116-7; cf. p. 212, ... in their classical severity they form a bold statement of
the new mastership of what before had been an Egyptian world.”

™ Rees (1961).

> McKenzie (2007) 119, n. 3; Thompson (2012 [1988]) 212, “probably in the early second century B.C.,”
cf. p. 116, n.60 for further references for a range of dates, including Lauer and Picard (1955) 24658
(reign of Ptolemy I Soter based on a statue identified as Demetrius of Phalerum) and Fraser (1972) 1.255
and 11.404, n.512 (statues could have been composed at different dates, although he argues that at least
some are to be dated early, contemporary with a nearby /ychnaption—a small, classical-style structure for
the sanctuary’s lamplighters).
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Memphite sanctuary, the juxtaposition of the two demonstrates some of the cultural dynamics at
work in dynastically marked spatial contexts. One might mention here that, outside of
Alexandria, Ptolemaic-era Greek-style religious structures were found in sifu at only two other
sites: Hermopolis Magna (with its temple in honor of Ptolemy III Euergetes and Berenice II; a
private dedication by Greek settler soldiers) and at the Memphis Sarapieion.”®

It is also worth noting the symbolic importance of Sarapis in interpreting Greco-Egyptian
cultural interactions. Later Imperial sources—in particular, Plutarch and Tacitus—depict the
cultivation of Sarapis as the Ptolemies’ own dynastic innovation,”” which, in turn, has cast a long
hermeneutic shadow, especially through the influence of Johann Gustav Droysen and his
narrative of Hellenismus.”® For Droysen, Sarapis was a symbol of a kind of religious and
cultural syncretism characteristic of the Hellenistic period: Sarapis as a “universal human god,”
and a key tool in Ptolemaic policy aiming to unite Greeks and Egyptians under a new regime.
However, as lan Moyer and other scholars have pointed out, the figure of “Sarapis” is attested

from at least the fourth century BCE,” and seems to be based on the Memphite cult of Wsr-Hp

® McKenzie (2007).

7 Plutarch and Tacitus have Ptolemy I see in a dream a colossal statue of Pluto (= standing in for Sarapis
in this story) in Sinope, on the Anatolian Black Sea coast, which the king then commands to be brought to
Alexandria: Plut. De isid. 28 = Mor. 361F-362A; Tac. Hist. 4.83—4; cf. Plut. Mor. 984a-b, Clem. Al.
Protr. 4.42-3, Cyril Adv. Iul. An alternate version in the Alexander Romance posits a (re-
)contextualization, under Alexander, of the origins of Sarapis and his cult within native Egyptian
tradition: having laid the foundations for the city of Alexandria, Alexander, with divine aid, discovers the
altar of Sarapis in the future area of the Alexandrian Sarapieion (Ps.-Call. 1.32-33). Nearby, he also finds
two obelisks, on which are inscribed in hieroglyphs “Sesonchosis, the King of Egypt, ruler of the world,
dedicated (this) to Sarapis, renowned god of the world” (Ps.-Call. A, 1.33.6; Baciheus AlyumTou
e06yxw0ls KOOUOKPETEP TG TROPAVET TOU kéokoy Bed Zapdm avéBnkev; this passage/scene exists
only in the A-text of the Alexander Romance).

8 On Droysen, Sarapis, and narratives of syncretism and Hellenismus, see esp. Moyer (2011) 142—153.
The present discussion of Sarapis under the Ptolemies is much indebted to Moyer’s analysis.

7 The earliest written attestations are Menander fr. 139 K-A (= POxy. 15.1803, 9; cf. Fraser (1960) and
Pfeiffer (2008) 390, n. 14) and the “Curse of Artemisia,” which demonstrates that “Sarapis” was a god to
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(Osiris-Apis)—the Egyptian god Osiris in his mortuary aspect, represented by the divinized Apis
bull.®® Any theory that claims Sarapis as a Ptolemaic dynastic invention intended to bring
together Greeks and Egyptians thus fails to take into account both the pre-Ptolemaic history of
Sarapis and the dynamic processes involved in identifying and engaging with a “syncretic”
cult.®! Based on Ptolemaic temple-building and -renovation activity, however, what is evident is
that early Ptolemaic patronage of the cult of Sarapis at both Memphis and Alexandria capitalized
on an already popular cult by linking it, spatially, with dynastic cult.

I would therefore argue that the Serapieia at Memphis and Alexandria were highly
marked spaces for navigating religious and cultural dynamics, as well as for the commemoration
of dynastic cult. Callimachus’ representation of Euhemerus at an Alexandrian Sarapieion invites
us to think about the kinds of intellectual debates taking place specifically in response to real and
imagined ritual and cultural change; debates taken up by the likes of Euhemerus and Hecataeus.
The condemnation of Euhemerus’ adika biblia in the First lamb only has social value in the
context of a more widespread conversation about the creation of new theological knowledge and
what dikaia biblia might look like. The setting of an Alexandrian Sarapieion serves as a
contextual signifier of that social world.

With this interpretation, I take a different approach from that of prior readers of this
poem, who see in Callimachus’ Hipponax a figuration for modelling literary change on the page,

as it were.®? The latter kind of argument makes a familiar (and certainly valid) case for the

swear by for Hellenomempbhites (Greeks in Egypt) by the mid-fourth century BCE (Wilcken, UPZ I 1); cf
Thompson (1988) 96.

% Moyer (2011) 147-8, with further bibliography, including Borgeaud and Volokhine (2000); Thompson
(1988) 190-206.

8! Moyer (2011) 150-3; cf. Lincoln (2001).
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generic interpretation of a literary trope: despite revivified Hipponax’s iambic spirit, these are
not the iambics of Hipponax (or Archilochus or Semonides, for that matter). For sure, a concern
for the genre of iambics and their potential for variety in content and expression is prominently
on display in the First and Thirteenth Iambs.®> What is, however, more difficult to ascertain in
such an analysis is: generic difference to what end?®* By beginning instead from a different point
of departure—i.e., the invitation to think about spatial dynamics and their role in the agonistics
of cultural and theological knowledge—we can generate a different kind of interpretive friction,
one productive for piecing together a bigger literary and cultural conversation about religious

change and continuity.

The Alexandrian Marketplace of Ideas

What, then, were some of these debates in response to real and imagined ritual and
cultural change? I want to approach this question from multiple angles: in relation to the
theological conversations discussed in the previous section, in relation to the socio-cultural
valence of such conversations, and in relation to certain topoi about sophia in the Greek literary
tradition. Returning to Callimachus’ First lamb and taking up Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus as
case studies, we will both zoom in and expand out to better understand how such theological

discursive practices were framed. In doing so, I will be analyzing literary agonistics as an

82 E.g. Acosta-Hughes (2002).

%3 On Iamb 13 as the final poem of Callimachus’ book of lambi (and on the Jambi as a collection), cf.
Clayman (1976), Kerkhecker (1999) 271-90.

8 As Geue (2018) 76 frames a similar issue concerning “influence” and “comparability” between Roman
satire and Greek Old Comedy: “... it is easy to dredge up explicit moments of programmatic allegiance to
Old Comedy trumpeted in the satires themselves.... But the question has always been (/will be?): where
to from there? Not whether there is some relationship between Old Comedy and satire, but what kind, and
how real or direct?”
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extension of cultural debates: literary agonistics as not merely a symptom of discursive practices

but, again, as a site where such practices unfold and occur.

Parodic and Pyrrhonic

A useful text for conceptualizing the framing of theological debate is the work of Timon
of Phlius, a student of Pyrrho of Elis and an important early proponent of Pyrrhonian Skepticism.
Timon, a contemporary of Callimachus and reportedly acquainted with Ptolemy II,% is most
famous for his Silloi, a parodic hexameter poem in three books. In it, Timon recounts how he
travels to the Underworld and meets philosophers both past and present, and then proceeds to
caricature them in a series of miniature dramatic frames. One bile-filled address to those he
meets in the Underworld—a riff on the Hesiodic Muses’ address to the poet—takes all those who

have ever philosophized to task (SH 783 = Aristocles ap. Euseb. Praep. ev. 14.18.28):

Wretched men, evil disgraces, mere bellies!
Out of such rivalries and wailings you were made.3¢

His striking critique of 3™-century Alexandrian intellectuals is to this day the most frequently

invoked characterization of /’ésprit hellénistique (SH 786 = Athen. 1.22D):

BiBAiakol xapakiTal ameipita dnpidwvTes
Movoécov év TaAdpe.

85 Cf. Diog. Laert. 9.110; cf. Clayman (2009) 84-5.

% The second line is almost a word-for-word quotation of Empedocles (DK 31 B 124.1-2 = Graham
TEGP 9.188 [F133]). The full context of these lines in Euseb. Praep. ev. 14.18.28: éyéveTo d¢ nabntns

a0tod (sc. Pyrrhonis) Tincov ®Aidolog, 8¢ TO lgv TPGTOV Exdpeuey v Tols Beatools, Emerta ¥
EVTUXCOV QUTC) QUVEYPAWEY qpyqz\stxg Trapwdias kal BcouoAdxous, v afs Bs@ AOPNUNKE TTAVTAS

ToUS TS TOTE prADoOgTiodyTas. SUTOS y&p v & ToUs 2iAAoUs ypdpds kdl Aeyedv- 2 xeTAiorkTA."..
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In many-tribed Egypt are fed many
hemmed-in bibliophiles endlessly contending
in the bird-cage of the Muses.

Callimachus, in his First lamb, breathes life into these bibliakoi “endlessly contending.”
In a study of Timon’s poetry, Dee Clayman has shown how Timon’s Si/loi contains type-scenes
that are important for Callimachus’ poetry.®” An especially relevant topological type for our
purposes is one that Clayman calls “the marketplace of ideas”™—a scene set in a public space

“where ideas are for sale by philosophical hucksters.”®® In the Silloi, this marketplace depicted

2989

sale “first principles needing other first principles™ —casting him, in other words, as a first-

principle-monger. Prodicus also probably featured in this scene, as a AaB&pyupos

of a work called the Horae,”® and the fact that he seems to have charged by the hour for his
lectures.”! In Timon’s “marketplace of ideas,” Eris and the clamoring mob reign supreme (SH

795 and 796 = Clem. Alex. Strom. 5.1.11.5-6):

PoITG B PpoTodoryos "Epis keveoy Aeharuia,
Neixns avBpogdvoto kaoryviTn kai £piBos:

fi T aAam Trepl TavTa KUAiVBET, aUTap ETELTaX
& PpoTol oTripiEe kapn Kai &g EATIBa BAAAeL.

Eris, the destroyer of men, wanders around with her empty chatter,
The sister and servant of man-slaying Quarrel:
She whirls around everything unseen, but then

87 Clayman (2009).
% Clayman (2009) 101.
% SH 816; cf. Clayman (2009) 101-2.

% Which may have been the title of the work that Philodemus refers to in his criticism of Prodicus in the
De pietate, see note 63; cf. Henrichs (1984) 142.

! Clayman (2009) 102-3; Plat. Crat. 384b; Arist. Rhet. 1415b.
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She fixes upon the head of a mortal and casts him to hope.*?

Tig ydp TOL’JOB’ 6)\oﬁ Epl& F,uvénKe udxeoem

Who brought them together to battle in destructive strife?—

The gathered, resounding mob. For it grew angry with those keeping silence

And roused upon men the disease of talk; and many perished.”?
Each passage, with its [liadic undertones and adaptations, reconfigures Homeric divine action as
the irresistible agonistic force of intellectual debate. Timon’s vainly chattering Eris and
discourse-hungry mob replace, respectively, the cosmic strife that engenders war between the
Greeks and Trojans and Apollo when he sends the plague that causes the quarrel between
Achilles and Agamemnon (indeed, Apolline plague becomes, here, “death by debate™* ). In the
Silloi, the fixation on competitive talk makes both an ethical and philosophical point by
dramatizing vain debate as in vain—a marked Skeptic position.”> Thus the dismissal of Euclides,

the founder of the Megarian school, as a “wrangler” (¢p1d&vTr)s), and of other (Socratic)

philosophers as mere “babblers” (pAéSoves),” in contrast to the more favorable assessments of

92 Cf. Il. 4.440-3:

Asluog T o (DoBog Kal Eplg CX[JOTO\) HEMaUTQ,
aYeldelnte {oTeleluter el lo) KdoryviiTn eTdpi) Tk,

1 T OAly'T Ny TpEOTA kopUoseTal, CXUTCXp EeEITQ

oUpavdd E0TTPIEE K&PT) KAl €Tl xeom Baivel. ..

% Cf. 11 1.8-10:

Tlg T &p G(i)COE Becov €pidl guvenkeklcxxeoﬂm
AnToUs kal Aids'vids 6 yap PaciAfLXo mﬁeg )
voucov GV OTPATOV CPSE KAKTY, O)\EKOVTO ¢ Aaol...

% Cf. Clayman (2009) 97.
%% Clayman (2009) 8.

% SH 802 = Diog. Laert. 2.107:
GAN’ ol pot ToUTwv PAedOVLOY us)\sl ouBs %ap &AAov
0UdEev0s, oU Daidcovds, 3Tis YEveT avTee
EUkAESoy, Meyagedoiv 6§ EnBae >\UOOCX\) EpiGHOU.
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thinkers genealogically affiliated with Skepticism: from Democritus and the Atomists®’; to
Xenophanes (the writer of the first known Silloi), Parmenides, and the Eleatics®®; to sophists like
Protagoras®; and, finally, to the founder of Skepticism “proper,” Pyrrho.'%° One could even
make the case that Timon’s Si//oi are a literal (and literary) response to a nascent Skeptic attitude
toward ontology and cognition: namely, that there was no such thing “as a means of judgment
[of truth/reality]” because reality was like a scene-painting (oknvoypaeiq dmeikacav Ta Svta),
TpooTTTOVo! TalTa donoiddoda). !

Timon’s parody mimics the Skeptic’s perception of reality as theatrical representation
and fevered dreaming. Callimachus’ parody of Alexandrian bibliakoi in the First lamb adopts
this narrative framework and its penchant for embracing a pluralistic survey of different voices in
competition. I would argue that the opening scene of Callimachus’ First lamb—famously
difficult to interpret because of its fragmentary and highly allusive nature—likewise constituted a
“marketplace of ideas” type-scene set in the symbolically laden space of an Alexandrian
Sarapieion (perhaps even the Great Sarapieion). The fourteen lines following Callimachus’
mention of Euhemerus are too fragmentary to reconstruct, but a couple of details are telling: 1)

these lines constituted a list of people; and 2) the mention of a “Muse”, an “iamb” and meters

7 E.g. SH 820 = Diog. Laert. 9.40

% E.g. SH 833, 834 = Sext. Empir., Pyrrh. Hypot. 1.223—4 (Xenophanes); SH 818 = Diog. Laert. 9.22
(Parmenides); SH 819 = Diog. Laert. 9.25 (Zeno).

% E.g. SH 779 = Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. 9.56.
10°E. g SH 782, 783 = Aristocles ap. Euseb. Praep ev. 14.18.17, 14.18.19.
101 Reportedly expounded by Anaxarchus (Pyrrho’s teacher) and the Cynic Monimus. Cf. Sext. Emp. Adv.

Math. 7.87-8. On both Pyrrho and Anaxarchus as part of Alexander’s retinue in India, cf. Diog. Laert.
9.614.
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(perhaps hexameters?) signal a literary or intellectual group.!?? It is tempting to see an indirect

reference in this passage to Timon’s Silloi (which Diogenes at least once calls the lamboi).!%

The following lines, in which Hipponax rails against contemporary intellectuals, more clearly

point to the type-scene of a marketplace of ideas (lamb 1.26-31):

fl cofikec | éxyfic fj &[0 BUnatoc Aedglof,
eiAndov [éc] |uedouow |- & Exatn Thrgeuc.
o Wihokope|ne Ty v | oy dvadacel
PucEwY 16K | e¢ ui) TO|V TRiBoova yyrveocy.
cootr yevéoBeo| kai yp| dpece ThY pricw.
&viip BaBukAfi| ¢ Apk| dc—oU nakpiv &te,
& AdeTe un ¢ fuat|ve. kal y&p oud’ aitoc
méya cxoAdl[w]

Apollo! These men—roiling in swarms,

like flies around a goatherd, or wasps out of the ground or Delphians
after a sacrifice! Hekate, what a mob!

Baldy will lose his breath, huffing away

so as not to be stripped of his raggedy cloak.

Let there be silence! And be sure to take notes!!%

Once upon a time, there was a man named Bathycles,

an Arcadian—now don’t you turn your nose up at me,

mister—I, too, don’t have much time...

192 For the full poem, see Appendix. The passage in question consists of lines 9-25:

gc TO PO TE{XIEE}JC ipdv | 1&Aéec BeuTe,
ov TOV| TdAal éig%b(’low O mA&cacZava
Yepwv AdAdCeov qouka PipAla prixe. *
LYQp EVTOC QU&
&Yy TIC T TTOA
vra Bespol Tl
v Tpoc AdHv[
&v]8pec dkocor Bol
Tridol Motca t[
yov dcic e’
8¢ kal 1oV 6¢ X[
[V etieny ol
{|auPov ocTifc
‘¢dc Tic TOUC v[
GueTpd Ticl -
v ScTic T
T oxxo'o'c-'é\;[

'3 Diog. Laert. 9.110.

104 T ¢., lecture notes; cf. Kerkhecker (1999) 27, n. 103.
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Like Empedocles hawking his first principles at the top of his lungs in the Sil/loi, and Prodicus
hustling for cash with his lectures, “Baldy” with the thin cloak—a Cynic, by the looks of it'%—
along with a whole thronging mob are all “agorandizing” their intellectual wares. Hipponax, of
course, is one of them.

The Diegesis tells us that Hipponax attempted to dissuade the philosophoi'®® of
Alexandria from bearing ill-will toward each other (pBoveiv &AArAoic) by telling them the story
of how Bathycles the Arcadian set his son on a mission to give a golden cup to the wisest of the
Seven Sages.!” Much of the poem is lost in this section, and the precise arc of the narrative is
hard to determine. While stories involving the Seven Sages were a popular genre in the early
third century,!® the narrative motivation for the telling of the tale remains unclear. The bare
bones of the inset story, based on the extant lines and the summary in the Diegesis, are as
follows: Bathycles’ cup is given first to Thales of Miletus, who is found scratching mathematical
figures in the dirt at the Didymaion, near Miletus'%”; Thales decides to pass it on to Bias of

Priene; and the cup then travels around to each of the other Seven Sages before “gliding back™ to

Thales, who dedicates it to Apollo at Didyma.!!® Again, the details and nuances of the story are

105 pfeiffer (1949) and D’ Alessio (1996) ad Iamb 1.30. Probably a parody of a Cynic philosopher (to
whom meager cloaks are often attributed); cf. Clayman (1980) 12f., 16.

19 T prefer the uncorrected PtAoocopous to the corrected prthoAoyous in the papyrus; cf. further
discussion in Pfeifffer (1949) 1.163 ad loc.; Clayman (2009) 158-9.

"7 Dieg. V1.4-10: Hixouo1 &’ CXUTOlg kaT efAas m‘rcxyopeusl (sc. H1pponax) pBovetv a)\)\n)\Olg, )\sycov

@S BC;?UK)\I}\S ApKag Ts}\su'rcov TNV TE a)\)\nv ovuciav BLEBETO Kal Bn xpucouv EKTTOOHA TG HECE TOV
vicov Alpa

1% For extensive bibliography on Hellenistic interest in the Seven Sages, Kerkhecker (1999) 35, n. 153;
cf. Clayman (2009) 161.

19911, 56-9: supsv ./ &v ToU ABupéoc TOv yép[o]vTa kwvrjw/ EuovTa THY Yfiv kal yp&povTa TO
cxfua/ Touxelp O (Dpug EbpopPog = Pythagoras]

10 ramb 1.52-77.
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difficult to piece together, but I would suggest that Hipponax’s embedded narrative represents a
narratological shift from other stories about the Seven Sages. In particular, the story of
Bathycles’ cup focalizes the history of sophia—and the usual tale of a sage’s wanderings abroad
and his return (i.e., his theoria)—in such a way that the dedicated cup itself receives an unusual
amount of attention. The end of this tale is probably lost in a lacuna, but it is likely that it

featured as a capping finish the epigraphic couplet at lines 76—7:

Od&Anc ue T6d HedelvTt Neidew Briuoy
BiBeact, ToUTo Bic AaPcov dpicTijov.

Thales dedicates me to the ruler of the people of Neleus,
having twice won this prize.

One of the effects of such a narrative shift is to reverse engineer the archaeology of
wisdom for a contemporary Alexandrian audience. After all: why Thales? Why a cup, rather than
the usual tripod? Why Didyma?

Alan Cameron has highlighted how Didyma and Miletus would have been of especial
interest to Alexandrians attentive to current affairs'!!: a letter (dated 262/1) from Ptolemy II to
the Milesians indicates that there had been interest in developing a relationship with the city
from the time of Ptolemy I Soter!!; Ptolemy IT was involved with the rebuilding of the sanctuary
at Didyma in the first half of the third century!!?; and there was at least an alliance (and perhaps
a more hegemonic relationship) between the Ptolemies/Alexandria and Miletus from 279 until

ca. 260.!'* Callimachus’ lambi were probably written within this time frame—most likely, if first

1! Cameron (1995) 167-8.
"2 I Delphin. 139; Welles, RC 14.
'3 parke (1986).

!4 Bagnall (1987) 1734,
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published as a collection, in the early 260s, not long after the death of Arsinoe II in 268.!13
According to Diogenes Laertius, Callimachus’ particular version featuring Bathycles’ cup was
taken from the local historian, Maeandrius of Miletus,''® but with a difference (Diog. Laert. 1.
28-9): where Callimachus has Thales dedicate Bathycles’ cup to Apollo at Didyma, Maeandrius
had Thales dedicate the cup to Apollo at the Delphinion, the primary sanctuary of Miletus before
the construction of the Didymaion.!!” Didyma and Miletus as the foci of the narrative at hand are
emphasized elsewhere in the lambi—most notably, in what may have been the concluding poem
of the collection, the “Branchus” (= lamb 172''8; fr. 229 Pf.), about the foundation of the shrine
at Didyma.!!” By the end of Hipponax’s moralizing tale, the Seven Sages are associated, through
a specific representation of the archaeology of wisdom, with Ptolemaic imperial interests. Other
versions of the Seven Sages that did not quite align with Ptolemaic geopolitics are suppressed—
notably one featuring a tripod that eventually became the cause of war between Miletus and Cos,

Ptolemy II’s birthplace and an important Ptolemaic base.'?° As Stephens and Acosta-Hughes

151 follow Cameron’s discussion of the Jambi and their dating in Cameron (1995) 163-73.

16 On Maeandrius of Miletus, cf. Jacoby on FGrH 491 (Maeandrius of Miletus) and FGrH 492
(Laeandrius of Miletus, whom Jacoby believes to be the same as preceding figure); see further, BNJ 491—
492 for updated bibliography.

"7 Parke (1986) 130; cf. Cameron (1995) 168: “Modern students of Iamb 1 are almost exclusively
concerned with Callimachus’ satiric persona and debt to Hipponax. Well-informed contemporaries would
also have noticed how neatly he had updated the story of Bathycles’ cup.”

18 Whether the Jambi consisted of 13 or 17 poems in total is debated. For a total collection of 13 Iambi,
cf. Clayman (1976) and (1980), Kerkhecker (1999) 271-82; for a total collection of 17, cf. Cameron
(1995) 163-73, D’ Alessio (1996) 43—7, Lelli (2005). I am inclined, with D’ Alessio and Cameron, to
doubt that the view that there was a collection of 13 Jambi is based on as unassailable a position as has
sometimes been assumed.

19 Branchus also appears in lamb 4.28-31.

120 On Cos and the Ptolemies, cf. Chapter 3. On this version of the Seven Sages, Diog. Laert. 1.32-3; cf.
Wiersma (1933).
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point out, such a narrative sleight of hand “is very much in keeping with Callimachus’ other
poetry on the Ptolemies, and should not surprise.”'?! The more interesting question, they
continue, is not so much which variant tale of the Seven Sages is told, but why the Seven Sages
are brought in at all. Stephens and Acosta-Hughes’ answer to this question hinges on Plato’s
Protagoras, which pits the Sophists, the Seven Sages, Simonides of Ceos, and Socrates against
each other in a discussion of the nature of sophia, and who best can teach virtue.!??> Their
analysis of how both Plato and Callimachus embed a narrative about the Sages within the context
of a literary quarrel about poetry vs. philosophy is an important one.!?* However, while the
Protagoras was certainly an important subtext for Callimachus’ First Iamb,'** 1 would like to
take a slightly different approach to situating the First lamb—one that examines the relationship
between Callimachus’ text and the wider complex of discourse about sophia as an issue of

contemporary concern.

After Hipponax concludes the tale of Bathycles’ cup, he appears to re-launch his attack

on the assembled Alexandrian intellectuals. Again, the text is very fragmentary (lamb 1.82-93):

1. vl laocuMho

121 Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2012) 58.
"% ibid. 58ff.
' ibid. 61.

124 And while it is further discussed below, pp. 98-99.
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Inp uotvos efke Té&s [Mo]uoas
1. ot XAwp& olka Tpwyouoals

The Corycian gapes from behind
tdragging his tongue like a dog when it drinks
and he says... sail...

cranes his neck

... not even learning their alphabet
.. do retail with their fists

peplos

.. (that man?) alone chose the Muses

.. munching away on green figs...
At one point, Hipponax castigates one group of men for not even learning their alphabet and
another for selling (their ideas?) like merchants selling their wares with their fists, as if they were
uncivilized mafiosi. One man alone—we are not told who, although the Callimachean poet
would be a reasonable guess—chooses the Muses. Hipponax then takes his leave and returns to
Hades.

As ever, one must preface any interpretation with the caveat that one’s case rests on
fragmentary information—there are perhaps twenty lines missing between the end of Jamb 1 and
the beginning of Iamb 2,'*° and, as we have just seen, the lines preceding this missing ending are
themselves incomplete. However, with that said, I would suggest that one of the primary impacts
of the First lamb 1is its ability to stage an agonistic space: the contestation of sophia has been
transferred from Ephesus and Didyma (via Hipponax and the Seven Sages, respectively) and
from Athens (via Plato) to a burgeoning Egyptian cosmopolis—a dynastic setting with its own

native temple culture and traditions of wisdom. Through Hipponax’s story about the cup of

125 D’ Alessio (1996) 591.
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Bathycles, the history of sophia is reconfigured to end not with an answer to the question “Who
is the most useful (6vrjioTos) of the wise?”, or even “Who can best teach virtue?”, but with a
disembodied voice, a speaking object, a relic. Sophia becomes artefactual, something that can be
collected, debated, and displayed; identified and refuted. I would argue that the philosophers and
poets so prominently arranged at the entrance to the Memphis Sarapieion exhibit a similar
cultural (and imperial) reflex.

Another effect of the (dis)embodiment of wisdom is to foreground what Daniel Selden
has called “the order of the alibi,” an epistemological and poetological approach that emphasizes
absence and situates Callimachus’ work in “an existential nexus of displacement.”?¢ This is, in
other words, a metaphorical way of reading that focuses on the spatial and temporal
displacements in Callimachus’ poetry as an extension of the diasporic displacement of the
populations of early Ptolemaic Alexandria. Thus, in a complex reading of one of Callimachus’
dedicatory epigrams, Epigram 37,'?" Selden highlights the way in which themes of absence,
“emptiness,” and “dispossession” drive poetic composition.!?® According to Selden, the epigram,

which enacts a Cretan soldier’s dedication of his bow and quiver to the god Sarapis (to be

126 Selden (1998) 314.

127 Call. Ep. 37 Pf.:
6 AUkTios Mevitag
Ta TOEQ TaUT ETrEITCOV
€0nke T, KEpag ToL
didcopt, kal pAPETPTV,
2&pat ToUs'd dloTous
Exovoly Eoméprral”
Menitas of Lyktos
dedicated this bow,
saying, “Here, I give you
my bow and quiver,
Sarapis; but the arrows
belong to the Hesperitai.’

)

128 Selden (1998) 307-9.
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imagined as taking place, probably, after a battle between Cyrene and her colony Hesperis [=
mod. Benghazi, Libya]), records

a set of dislocations: arrows from the quiver, the archer from his arms, a soldier on

foreign soil, his donation to an alien god. As an inscriptional text, the dedication explains

the fixture of the offerings not as due to any quality inherent in the objects themselves,
but as the result or convergence of a series of displacements.... The offerings no longer
constitute a luminous presence, meaningful in itself [i.e. as in Archaic or Classical
dedicatory epigram]: the inscription now elucidates the bow and quiver within a complex
historicity, spatial as well as temporal, and it is the traces of that alterity that make the
objects significant.!*

In my view, a similar (if not quite parallel) convergence of dislocations and
dispossessions takes place in the First lamb: Hipponax from the Underworld; theoria from the
Sages; iambos from its generic roots'?; bibliakoi on foreign soil; Ionic agonistics before the
sanctuary of an alien god. The competitive display of sophia in this poem draws attention not
only to the chaos of the Alexandrian marketplace of ideas, but also to the dislocation of sophia
from its earlier discursive contexts. In particular, the story of Bathycles’ cup highlights the
disjuncture between the contexts for Archaic and Classical narratives about the Seven Sages and
those for contemporary Alexandria. For example, in Plato’s Protagoras—which features the

Seven as paradigmatic arch-philosophers—the Sages as a corporate body dedicate the first fruits

of their wisdom at the temple of Apollo in Delphi (Prot. 343a-b)!3!:

oUTot kal kowi] ouveNBSvTes aTrapx v Tiis oogias dvéBeoav T6> ATOA V! gl
TOV vecov Tov év Aehgols, ypawavTes TalTa & B TavTes Uvolow, “yvée:
oauTév” kal “undev &yav™. ' ' '

They assembled as a body (lit. “together; in common”) and dedicated a first-fruit
offering of their wisdom to Apollo in his temple at Delphi, by inscribing those
[words] that everyone recites: “Know thyself” and “Nothing in excess.”

"% ibid. 308-9.
130 On this theme, compare especially Jamb 13.

131 On the importance of the Protagoras for Callimachus, cf. Stephens and Acosta-Hughes (2012) 58; on
the Sages as a corporate body even in the Archaic period, cf. Martin (1993), esp. pp. 119-124.
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As Leslie Kurke has argued, part of the discursive context for the Sages and Archaic and
Classical traditions of sophia has to do with the emergence and growth of the polis—a
development that “continued to be hotly contested throughout the sixth and fifth centuries” by
those whose claims to sophia “endowed [them] with real political status and authority within the
city.”32 In the First Iamb, the setting of the Sarapieion and the mention of Euhemerus remind us
that these intellectuals gathered before the Alexandrian sanctuary are operating in a rather
different discursive world—one where making space for Ptolemaic dynastic interests was a
primary concern. Indeed, if the mention of Euhemerus serves as any guide, I would suggest that
the subject of their discourse seems at least in part concerned with genealogies of the divine, or
the reconciliation of traditional theogonic accounts and Presocratic theories of anthropology with
new religious and political developments.

The frenetic energy of lamb 1, the way it swerves from caricature to caricature and insult
to insult, is performative: it mimics the thrust and pull of different voices clamoring for attention.
In front of this Sarapieion, one can imagine the hue and cry of a Euhemerus proclaiming that
Zeus was in fact a mortal king; a Hecataeus peddling his Prodicean version of Egyptian
genealogies of gods and kings; perhaps even a Manetho insisting that everyone else had it wrong
and /e was the one who had access to those transcripts that told us the true names and origins
and reigns of Egypt’s gods and kings. In this respect, Callimachus’ poem becomes a literary
snapshot of debates that strikes right to the heart of Ptolemaic royal authority. A contemporary
Alexandrian cognizant of the references to earlier Sophistic debates would have understood what
was at stake in those earlier discussions about sophia in/and the city. This putative contemporary

might also have understood that any claims to sophia in Ilamb 1 were tactically rooted in the

132 Kurke (2011) 102-115, quotation from p. 105.

99



staging of public debate. That is, in the mention of Euhemerus, lamb 1 reproduces—however
slightly—a public discussion and refutation of one man’s ideas about the origins of divine kings.
In staging this as a public event, Euhemerus’ theories are subjected, conceptually, to the process
of open debate. The implication here seems to be that all such theories would have been exposed
to similar public contention and reflection.

It is worth remembering that, in /lamb 1, the prize for the competition in wisdom among
the Seven was given to Thales for being “the most useful of the wise” (... Tic Unéwv TGOV
coplcov ovrjicToc/ TGV T4, 1l. 67-8). Of Thales’ many claims to fame, including his
advancements in astronomy!?* and his status as the father of the Greek tradition of natural
philosophy,!3* he was also noted, like other Sages, as an advisor of practical political action.
Herodotus, for instance, represents Thales, alongside Bias of Priene, in this light: when the
Ionians are faced with the prospect of Persian rule, Bias advocates for their sailing off all
together to Sardinia (“a most useful plan,” yvcoumy... xpnowewtdTny, Hdt. 1.170.1); while
Thales advises them to establish a political center at Teos, with the other Ionian cities governed

passage provides a clue to understanding the parameters by which Thales is judged the best—or
rather, “the most useful”—of the sophoi: political utility and the capacity to advise in intra- and
inter-polis affairs.

In Callimachus’ simulated agonistics, however, the relationship between sophia and civic

activity is overshadowed by a much larger concern for the validation of cultural authority. This

133 Thales reportedly acquired astronomical and geometrical knowledge from the Egyptians: cf. Diog.
Laert. 1.24, 1.27, and 1.43, a letter from Thales to Pherecydes (“having sailed... to Egypt to converse
with all those who are priests and astronomers there”).

134 Graham TEGP 1.15 (= Arist. Met. 983b6—13, 17-27) and 1.20 (= Hippol. Haer. 1.1.1-4).
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comes especially to the fore in lamb 13 (a programmatic counterpiece to lamb 1), in which
displacement and dislocation become the foundation for cultural production under empire.

lamb 13 features the philomousos with whom we ended lamb 1 (“[that] man alone chose
the Muses...”, Iamb 1.92) as the poet-speaker. According to the Diegesis, he responds to those
who criticize his polyeideia (his “multi-genre-ness”), and he defends himself by claiming that he
“mimics” (upetTa) the tragedian Ion of Chios, and by asserting that nobody blames a
woodworker if he should use various tools (TToAveidr] okeun) in his woodwork (Dieg. 1X.33-8).
This literary program appears to declare that the “new iambics” will be marked by variety in not
only meter but also tone and subject matter. At one point in lamb 13, the poet even mimics the

voice of an imagined critic in the course of his own response (lamb 13.30-3):

Ticelmevaut[  JAe p [ ]
CU TEVTAUETPQ cuanen cu 8 1j[pdo]v,
cU 88 Tpayco&s[lv] EK Gecov EK)\npcocco

“Who said...

“You! Compose in pentameters! And you, in the heroic meter!
And you, you’ve got tragedies as your lot from the gods’?

No one, I think, but consider this also....”

As several scholars have pointed out, such a message seems to hint at the kind of specialized,
divinely inspired, and context-based poetic composition espoused in Plato’s Ion (543C)!33:

Since, then, poets compose not by art (Téxvn) when they say many fine things
about (men’s) deeds—just as you do about Homer—but by divine dispensation
(beiax noipq), each one is only able to compose well this one thing to which the
Muse has roused him: one composes dithyrambs; another, encomia; another,
hyporcheémata; another, epics; another, iambs; but each of them is worthless at the

rest.

135 As noted by e.g. Depew (1992) 317; Hunter (1998) Pl lon 543C: &te oUv oU Téxun TOOTVTES Kal

TOAA& AéyovTes Kai kaAa Trepl Tcov Trpcxzuchcov cdoTrep o mrept Oprjpou, aAAa Beiq nolpq, TolTo
HOVOV old¢ Té EKaoTog TIotElV KaAGS, O Motca autov cplinoey, O LEV B1BugdiiBous, & Y
eyKQUIa, o 8t Uriogxruara, o' 8 Emm, 6 & 1auBoug T& & &AAG cpau)\og QUTGSV EKAOTOS EOTIV.
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Here, the problem is not polyeideia but, rather, eidetic mixture.!3¢ This Platonic understanding of

genre appears encoded in the imaginary critic’s accusations to the poet-speaker at lamb 13.11—

21:

exyap [ oUT] leoct cuppeigac
oUT" "Eqecov eNBcov, HTic écTi | amt [
"Eqecov, 80ev Trep of T& péTpa néhiAovtee
&AM &l T1 Bunov A T yacTépa Trveue |
eiT olv e &pxaiov e dman [,

ToUT’ épm[éjmAexTat kai Aaheuc] ] [
lacTi kat AcpieTi kai To cypuek[Tov.
T[e]T nexp TOAGS; of gihor ce Briclouct,
K[fi]v vouv &xcocw, tyxéouct THv[ kpaew!”?
éoc Uyteine oudt Tevux1 wadec ..

“For... neither having mingled with the Ionians

nor having gone to Ephesus, which is...

Ephesus, from where those who intend to compose
choliambic measures are not unlearnedly inspired.

But if something (breathes) on breast or belly,

whether... ancient... or ...

this is entwined and... chatter...

in Tonic and Doric and in mixed dialect.

How far will your daring go? Your friends will tie you down,
and, if they’ve any sense, they’ll pour you the [mixture],
because you haven’t got a drop of sanity, not even a fingernail’s worth!”

The critic appears to explicitly condemn the lambs as a collection in these lines, particularly in

the reference to the mingling of dialects and, with broader poetological reference, in his negative

judgment of intermingling (éutrémAektan) and senseless chatter (AaAeuc-). The accusation of

madness hints at the way in which Hipponax in lamb 1 characterizes the Alexandrian

audience,'*® and the mention of Tonian Ephesus as the fount of choliambic wisdom likewise

136 As formulated by Kerkhecker (1999) 261-2.

137 pfeiffer’s supplement, with convincing discussion in his apparatus.

38 Tamb 1.78-94, much of which however is very lacunose.
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recalls the iambographer and his “limping” meter. Our critic’s claim thus seems linked to the
idea that the poet-speaker has not gone, in a literal sense, to the Ephesian source.
When the speaker of lamb 13 finally delivers his reply, his words repeat the words of his

critic (11. 63—6):

oUT’ 1 "Eqeco eAiBcow oUT’ (leasct cunmeigac,
"Eqecov, 80ev rep of T& uéTpa nEAAoOVTEC

Nor... Ising,

neither having gone to Ephesus nor having mingled with Ionians;
Ephesus, from where those who intend to compose

choliambic measures are not unlearnedly inspired.

In “singing” his iambics while refusing to go to Ephesus, where those who want to create
choliambic verses are set alight with inspiration, the speaker appears to make a claim for fechné
over divine inspiration, for poly-generic composition over single-track generic restrictions.!* Or
is it as simple as that? As Richard Hunter notes, Socrates’s argument to lon is “deliberately
tendentious,” and Callimachus’ reference to the Platonic passage seems integral to the poetic
persona in lamb 13, a persona “marked by irony and tendentious argument.”'*’ But an argument
tendentiously tending to what view?

Hunter rightly points to tone and (ironic) voice as “central to the whole book of lambi”—
and shifting tone and voice make it difficult to reconstruct what exactly is going on in the poorly

preserved text of lamb 13.1*! However, at least one important theme relevant to this discussion

139 Cf. Hunter (1998) 46 on the possibility that Callimachus intentionally vacillates between “the eponym
of the Ionians, lon of Chios, and the Platonic character [Ion]” when he rejects “mixing with the lonians”
at lamb 13.64, a repetition the critics’ accusation at line 11.

10 Hunter (1998) 46.

! Hunter (1998) 47.
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can be made out. In particular, I would suggest that when the poet-speaker is accused of “not
going to Ephesus and not mixing with Ionians™ at 1l.11-12—again, emphatically repeated as the
poet-speaker’s own assertion at 1l. 635 (cf. &eidw at line 63)—this is not just a clever slippage
between the different Ions juggled by the text,!*? or merely a claim for techné over divine
inspiration. Rather, the claim to techné is undergirded by an imperial claim asserting Alexandria
as a new literary-imperial space. “I sing without having gone to Ephesus” is a brilliant
illustration of how claims to the spaces of cultural production are made. The speaker doesn’t
need to go to Ephesus, the traditional home of learned (un auabdds, lamb 13.66) choliambic
poetry, because, he seems to imply, Greek culture has come to Alexandria, not least in the form
of books and intellectuals. His assertion inverts the meaning of the critic’s words and vividly
marks a process of deracination in both literary and social space. That is, the deracination of
generic roots coincides, in Callimachus’ literary imagination, with the deracination of the social
prerogatives of archaic iambic. The speaker does not need to travel to Ephesus to learn how to

compose “limping measures”—for they have evidently reached Alexandria.

Epistemology, Belief, and Sophia in Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus
If the First Iamb gives us a flavor of the messiness of philosophical and poetological
discourse, Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus lands us squarely in a theological quagmire. As Albert

Henrichs notes, a fundamental criterion in the Archaic and Classical Greek definition of divinity

142 As Hunter (1998) 46 suggests.
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143

is the immortality of the gods'*>—how can a god die, or have a tomb? Callimachus approaches

this question almost as a problem of logic in the Hymn to Zeus (H. 1.1-9'%%):

vabg Eon Ti KEV 60\7\0 Trapb( OTrovBﬁon) aeide

.......

ev 8011'] ua)\a 6uuog, E‘]TEl yevog auqmploTov
Zeu ot uev |80uololv €v oupeon paot yeveoem

At libations to Zeus, what would be a better subject of song

than the god himself, ever great, ever lord,

router of the Titans, dispenser of the law to the sons of Uranus?
Just how shall we hymn him, as Dictaean or Lycaean?

My heart is greatly in doubt, since his birth!** (genos) is contested.
Zeus, you, some say, were born on the peaks of Ida;

Zeus, [others say] you were born in Arcadia. Which, o father, lied?
“Cretans are always liars.” Indeed, lord, the Cretans

forged!*® your tomb! But you did not die; you are forever.

The hymn opens with an expression of uncertainty about Zeus’ true birthplace—Mt.
Dikte on Crete or Mt. Lykaion in Arcadia—with a double entendre on the word genos, which can
also mean “birth” and “genealogy.” The latter meanings are flagged when a voice interrupts—
whose voice is not clear—that “Cretans are always liars.” In the process of navigating his doubt,
the speaker weighs up different alternatives, verbalizing his reactions in a pantomimic way,
using allusion after allusion.

The opening alludes to a Hymn to Eros by Antagoras of Rhodes, who was roughly

143 Henrichs (2010).
144 For the full poem, see the Appendix.
145 I.e., his “birthplace,” as the context makes clear, but also with reference to disputed genealogy.

"¢ rexTaivouat often implying deception or cunning; cf. McLennan (1977) ad loc.
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contemporary with Callimachus. This hymn partially dealt with Stoic and Academic
epistemology and began, “My heart is in doubt, in that your birth [genos] is far-famed.”!*” It may
gesture towards the allegorical Hymn to Zeus by the Stoic Cleanthes of Assos.!*® It mimics the
voice of Epimenides of Crete, who was credited with the famously paradoxical line, “Cretans are
always liars, evil beasts, idle bellies.”!** By way of Epimenides’ dictum, the opening also points
to the Muses’ famous address to Hesiod on the poetics of truth and seeming in the Theogony
(Theog. 26-8),'>° as well as a couplet from Timon’s Silloi that addresses a group of battling
philosophers on the theme of Strife/Eris.!>! And last but not least, it appears to refer once again
to Euhemerus’ Sacred Inscription, in which Zeus, after his migration to Panchaea and the
transplantation of the Cretan community to the island, returns to and is buried on Crete.

As these intertexts undoubtedly enrich our understanding of this passage, it will be worth
thinking through some of them briefly before considering the way in which the opening of
Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus engages with some of the contemporary competing

theogonic/anthropocentric discourses discussed earlier.

7 &v Sorij not Bunds, 8 Tot yevos dugioPnTtov.... On retaining the reading of the codices (aupiBonTov)
rather than the emendation aucpchnTov of Meineke (and retained by Powell, CA4 p. 120), cf. e.g. Von der
Miihll (1962); Renehan (1964) 379-80; Stephens (2003) 80, with notes; Cuypers (2004) 96.

'8 On this text, cf. Thom (2005).

cited in Paul’s Epzstle to Titus, rests on the authority of Clement of Alexandria (Str. 1.59, see Bl D-K).
Whitmarsh (2013) 59, n. 45, citing an unpublished paper of Stuart Thomson, notes that the ascription to
Epimenides may be wrong. Not having seen Thomson’s paper, | see no obvious reason to doubt that
antiquity, at least, believed the line to be Epimenides’. It was likely a line from the hexameter poem
known to Jerome as the /iber Oraculorum (Xpnouot), which may have been the same work as
Epimenides’ Theogony.

1&15\1 \g‘EUBECX A& }\syew ETU[JO[O[\) Suoia,
(Buév O el "eféAcs ey aAnBéa yipUcaobar.

151 Cited above; cf. Clayman (2009) 95.
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First, then, Antagoras’ Hymn to Eros, as quoted by Diogenes Laertius (4.5.26):

€v Bouij Hot Bunds, & Tot yévos aupiBdnTov,
1} o€ Becov TOV TrpcoTOV detyevewv, "Epog, elTreo,
TV 8oooys "EpePos Te TdAat PasiAeid Te Taidas

fl Avéucov: TolTos oU kakd ppovéwy ahdAnoal
avpaotols S’ é0BA&" TS kal ot gdoua diguiov.

My heart is in doubt with respect to your much-noised birth.

Am [ to say, Eros, that you are the first of the immortal gods,
whom Erebus and Queen Night long ago produced as their children
under the seas of wide Ocean?

Or that you are the son of crafty Kypris, or of Gaia,

or the Winds? Such a one you are, that you wander around devising
evil or good for men. Even your body is double-natured.

As Susan Stephens aptly summarizes, “Antagoras feigns doubt about whether Eros was the first
of the primordial deities whose births are specifically located in the waters of Ocean or one of a
later generation of divinities, the winged child of Aphrodite—in other words, whether Eros is to
be identified with the originary generative force of the universe or as a literary or mythological
trope.”!>? Antagoras spent part of his writing life in the company of Antigonus Gonatas as a
“court poet,” according to an anecdote preserved in Athenaeaus and Plutarch.!>? Diogenes
Laertius cites an epigram by Antagoras composed for Polemo and Crates, successive heads of
the Academy from the end of the 4" to the mid-3" century BCE (Diog. Laert. 4.21 = AP 7.103;
cf. HE 11.29ft.). The fact that Diogenes mentions the Hymn to Eros as, apparently, spoken in the

154

persona of Crantor of Soli,">* another figure associated with the Academy in the time of

152 Stephens (2003) 80—1.

133 Athen. 8.340F; the same story at Plut. Mor. 182F and 668D; attributed to Hegesander of Delphi’s
Hypomnemata.

134 S0 Cameron (1995) 189, n.22; Cuypers (2004) 101.
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Xenocrates and Polemo, suggests an affiliation between Antagoras and the Academy. On the
basis of this evidence, Martine Cuypers has argued that Antagoras’ poem was part of a
philosophical-poetic debate between the Stoics and Academic Skeptics on epistemology,
particularly about knowledge of the divine. That is, Antagoras in his hymn casts doubt on the
Stoic interpretation of the divine as allegories for metaphysical forces, such as Zeus as an
allegory for logos or “the Stoic organizing principle of the cosmos” in Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus
and the opening of Aratus of Soli’s Phaenomena.'> Callimachus’ evocation of Antagoras’
opening line thus flags contemporary epistemological debates about (human) knowledge of the
divine as a primary concern in his own hymn.

Second, the reference to Epimenides of Crete’s dictum similarly signals epistemological
concerns. For Epimenides’ advice, offered as it is from the mouth of a Cretan, presents a study in
paradox—how could one trust the word of a Cretan who warns his audience not to trust Cretans?
This paradox is in turn packaged as a refashioning of the Muses’ famous address to Hesiod on

the poetics of truth and seeming, or on the art of poetry point blank, at 7h. 26—8:

{Buev weubéa ToAAX Aéyew ETduoiow duolg,

{Buey 8’ 0T 8¢Acouey dAnBéa ynpvoachar.

Shepherds of the field, evil things of reproach, mere bellies,
We know how to tell many falsities like realities,'>¢
And we know, when we wish, how to sing the truth.!>’

Callimachus’ citation of Epimenides (and his obligatory nod to Hesiod via Epimenides)

155 Cuypers (2004) 96-102. For Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus, cf. Powell, CA 227-9; for Aratus’
Phaenomena, Kidd (1997).

136 On the basic meaning of ETunos as “authentic, real” (vs. merely “true”), cf. Chantraine (1999 [1968])
s.v. €Teds.

157 On Callimachus and Hesiod, cf. Reinsch-Werner (1976).
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dramatizes and foregrounds the need for critical intervention in matters divine. His evocation of
Epimenides acts as a cipher on which the hermeneutics of these opening lines partially depend.
In other words, Callimachus here plays on the rich and complex tradition according to which
Epimenides’ name became a shorthand for hermeneutics about the divine. But who, in fact, was
Epimenides of Crete? Diogenes Laertius describes him as a kind of Cretan hippie who wears his
hair long (D.L. 1.109) and eats food, specially dispensed to him by the Nymphs, from out of a
cow’s hoof (D.L. 1.114). He wrote a hexameter Theogony, as well as a work (perhaps also part
of the Theogony) on the Cretan mystery cults of the Curetes and Corybantes (Diog. Laert. 1.111—
112 = Al D-K; cf. A8 D-K = Paus. 1.14.4). He was most famous, though, for his mantic art; so
much so that the Cretans sacrificed to him *“as to a god” (a0t BYouotv cos fecd, D.L. 1.114).
Initially a shepherd who cheated time itself for 57 years by falling into a decades-long slumber
when he thought he was taking a quick afternoon nap, Epimenides was then transformed into a
prefiguration of the archaic sage (A2 D-K = Suid. s.v. ‘Emiuevidrs), and became renowned
throughout Greece as one who was “most beloved of the gods” (BeopidéoTaTos, D.L. 1.110; cf.
e.g. avnp Beios, Plat., Laws 1.642D). Most students of ancient Greece will know of him as the
Tpo@riTns who purified Athens of the pollution (agos) that gripped the city following the
Cylonian affair—a failed attempt at tyrannical rule that laid the groundwork for the familiar story
of the curse of the Alcmaeonids and served as a presaging narrative doublet of the later
Alcmaeonid overthrow of the Peisistratids.!*® It seems that it is in the light of this event, among
others, that Aristotle refers to him as a post eventum prophet, one who divined the past rather

than the future (éketvos yap Tepl TGV E0oHEVeY oUK EnauTeleTo, GANX Trepl TV

158 Hdt. 5.70f.; Thuc. 1.126 (cf. Hornblower ad loc.); Plut. Solon 12.
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kept not in Crete but in Sparta (D.L. 1.115 = A1 D-K). The Suidas records a tradition that he was
able, shaman-like, to separate his psyché from his soma at will, and that, when his psyché finally
seemed to depart his body in death, his body was found transformed, its skin punctured with
tattooed letters (TO dépua... ypduuaot kataoTikTov, A2 D-K). For Jesper Svenbro,
Epimenides was the ultimate arch-exegete, whose tattooed corpse fused soma and psyché into an
eternally signifying séma. “Epimenides,” he enthused, “achieved total success; he was absolutely
inseparable from his grdmmata, just as an inscribed stele is inseparable from its inscription.”!°
Indeed, “Epimenidean skin” (16 Emuevidelov dépua) became proverbial for things requiring
interpretation, for mysteries fout court (T amwdbeta; Suidas, A2 D-K).

How much of this is latent in Callimachus’ single hemistich? The figure of Epimenides
works, to my mind, on several levels at this epistemological and theological crux in the Hymn to
Zeus. First, it seems relevant that Epimenides’ Theogony (or Chrésmoi) featured a first-person
encounter, not with the Muses (as in Hesiod’s Theogony), but with Truth and Justice, A/étheia
and Dike.'®® That is, we should probably imagine Truth herself as one of the original speakers of
the words “Cretans are always liars.” Second, Epimenides’ name is connected with the archaic
Greek wisdom tradition of sages, lawgivers, and tyrants; Epimenides is to Solon what Thales (or
Thaletas) is to Lycurgus, i.e. a Cretan source of divinely sanctioned authority for an Athenian or
Spartan lawgiver-king.'®! But the fact that he was primarily of import to the Athenians (and

Spartans) for his post-eventum prophecies makes the invocation of his words in this context,

159 Svenbro (1993 [1988]) 140—1. Svenbro builds on the idea, put forward by Vernant (1983 [1965]), of
the dead body as symbolic parallel to the funerary stele (soma as sema).

10 Max. Tyre c.28, p.286 Dav. = B1 D-K; first-person encounter, cf. the verses cited in Ael. N4 12.7 = B2
D-K.

1! ps.-Arist. Ath. pol. 1, Plut. Sol. 12 = A4 D-K.
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when the truth about as vital an issue as the genos of Zeus (both his “birth” and his “descent™)
seems ever shifting beneath one’s feet, especially meaningful for the Hellenistic poet weighing
up alternative truths about Zeus. Third, Epimenides’ dead, tattooed body as séma: the
disembodied voice that interrupts the speaker’s theological aporia with the words “Kpfites &ei
yebotar” has been noted precisely for its resistance to having agency ascribed to it. (“But who
speaks these words? Callimachus? Epimenides himself? Or Zeus replying on his own behalf?
We cannot be sure,” wrote Hopkinson.!®?) If the story of the prophet’s tattooed body were
available to Callimachus, we might imagine, with Svenbro, that these words are uttered not only
by Truth but also by the poet, “reading” Epimenides’ skin and verbalizing that confrontation
with a quote from the sage’s Oracles. Ironically, what is left of Epimenides’ hallowed body is a
disembodied voice, one whose words are marshalled as a heuristic device for an apparently

unsolvable riddle.

The relationship between epistemology, truth, and poetry was clearly part of
Callimachus’s project in these opening lines to his opening hymn—so much is obvious. What is
really the critical conundrum here, I think, is how to piece together a coherent poetic and
theological picture while respecting the hymn’s apparent commitment to the total abrogation of
fixed meaning regarding divine genos. “You do not die, for you are forever,” the poet declares,
before immediately launching into an extended narrative of Zeus’ birth, infancy, and childhood.
The “mortal” aspects are carefully articulated in the description of Zeus’ birth and infancy in
Arcadia: e.g., Rhea giving birth to him from “her great uterus” (uey&Acov amedrikato KOATWY,

1. 15), and the search for water to scour off the blood, vernix, and other postnatal accretions from

162 S0 Hopkinson (1984); cf. also Goldhill (1986) and Stephens (2015) ad loc.
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newborn Zeus (Tékolo/ Auata, “the discharges of parturition,” 11. 16-17).'®* When the scene
suddenly shifts from Arcadia to Crete, at line 42, it happens in a moment of narrative
suspension—so fast that we’ve missed it. Once on Crete, the details of Zeus’ life take on a
distinctly “euhemeristic,” rationalizing aspect'®*: Cretans call the “Omphalian Plain” by its name
because that is where Zeus’ umbilical cord (omphalos) fell off (11. 44-5); Amaltheia, at whose
“teat” Zeus suckles, is actually a goat rather than a nymph (1. 49)!¢°; and the sounds of the
mpUALs, a Cretan armed dance similar to the Athenian pyrrhiché, were actually an attempt by the
Curetes to hide Zeus’ infant wailings from Kronos (1l. 52—4; with a hint that the Kourétes may
have gotten their name from this very moment of deception, when Zeus is described as

Of recent attempts to resolve this critical dilemma, the readings of Susan Stephens and
Alexander Kirichenko are especially worth noting. Stephens ultimately understands the
“pervasive ambiguity” in this relationship between knowledge, truth, and poetry as intentional
signifiers of “fictionality” indicating the ability of a given “sign” to be read in a bicultural way,
within both Greek and Egyptian narrative and cultural paradigms.'®® Thus, for example, as

Stephens points out, Callimachus’ opening lines about Zeus seem to refer to the Cretan tradition

of a dying and self-renewing god, who may have been regarded even in Callimachus’ day as

163 On Callimachus and allusions to developments in Hellenistic medicine, cf. Sistakou (2009).

14 As noted, e.g., by Kirichenko (2012) 191-2 and Stephens (2015) 64, ad 4654, although Kirichenko
disagrees with Stephens’ interpretation of this passage as “straightforwardly Euhemeristic.” While I agree
with Kirichenko that Callimachus’ Zeus hardly resembles the Zeus of the Hiera Anagraphe, deified for
his euergetic acts, I do think that there are undeniable resonances with Euhemerus’ work.

1% Cf. Stephens (2015) ad loc.: the word palév, normally only used of human breasts, gives the game
away.

166 Stephens (2003) 113-14.
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analogous to Osiris, worshipped in Egypt also as a dying and regenerating god.'®” Rhea’s act of
conjuring water in a parched landscape, not elsewhere attested in Greek myth, certainly pays
homage to the great sophistic tradition, most exuberantly on display in Plato’s Cratylus, of
etymologizing names featured in myth: thus ‘Péa (Ep. Pein) connected with péco, “flow”; and
Callimachus’ names for Arcadia, ACrnvis and ATdavfies also potentially analyzable to suit the
logic of a narrative built on such an etymology (&Ca, “heat, dryness”; *a-Trivew, “to be without a
drink, be thirsty”’[?]).!%® But Stephens, working within the Janus-headed paradigm of Greco-
Egyptian cultural production in Hellenistic Alexandria, ingeniously argues that Rhea’s odd
conjuring act could also be interpreted as a reference to the birth of Horus and the annual ritual
flooding of the Nile.!®® Especially interesting is her observation that a particular adjective used to
before the Hellenistic period, was a highly marked technical term in Greco-Roman Egyptian
documents that recorded the Nile’s water levels (BeBpeyuévn yii vs. &Bpoxos yi).' ™

Alexander Kirichenko, meanwhile, argues for an intense engagement with philosophy in
this hymn, at three levels: 1) physical allegory (“[i]dentification of gods of traditional mythology
with physical elements,”!”! through etymologizing divine names); 2) “sophistic anthropology of

9172

religion,” ’* including rationalized explanations of the divinization of natural and earthly

167 Stephens (2003) 89 and 113; cf. Cuypers (2004) 104. For Epimenides’ writings on the Cretan mystery
cults of the Curetes and Corybantes, cf. Diog. Laert. 1.111 = A1 D-K. On the Palaikastro hymn and the
cult of the Curetes, cf. West (1965), esp. 154 ff.

'8 Hopkinson (1984); Stephens (2003) 97.

19 Stephens (2003) 96—102.

"% ibid. 98.

7! Kirichenko (2012) 188.

172 ibid. 191.
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phenomena, along the lines of Prodicus, Hecataeus of Abdera, and Euhemerus of Messene; and
3) “Platonic bowdlerization,” that is, Callimachus’ apparently tacit adherence to a Platonic vision
of what is, and isn’t, appropriate in a mythological account.!”® For this last point, Kirichenko
draws especially on the “ideal ruler” of Plato’s Republic 2 and 3, and further links Callimachus’
theology as presented in the hymn to contemporary Tepl BaciAeias accounts. Thus, he writes,
the laudandus in this poem “emerges... as an amalgam of abstractions, as a philosophical
symbol rather than a personage of a mythological narrative,” and the hymn marks itself out as “a
Platonically inspired symbolic representation of the Hellenistic political ideal,” namely, the rule
of a benevolent and cultured king wholly conversant with Plato’s system of virtue ethics.!”*
Building on the ideas of both Stephens and Kirichenko, I would argue that Callimachus
works hard in this hymn, and in lamb 1, to fashion a new tradition of sophia, one that sums up
competing conversations about the place of Zeus and the divine basis of the authority of the
Ptolemaic king and places them concretely in Egypt. For it seems clear that certain aspects of
this hymn would have resonated with an audience familiar with Egyptian cosmology and
pharaonic ideology.!”> The geographic movement from Arcadia to Crete to Ptolemaic Alexandria
coincides in the hymn with the movement from the description of a mythographically uprooted

Zeus to that of the enthroned god-king of lines 57ff.:

TG TOL KAl YV TOl TIPOTEPTYEVEES TEP EGVTES

60 nvaiol 8’ oU mautav &Anbées fioav dosof
pavto TaAov Kpovidnat Bidtprya Scouata velkar
Tis Be K " OUAULTIG Te kol AidL kAfipov épUooal,

173 ibid. 193-9.

174 ibid. 187 and 198, respectively. Cf. also Michalopoulos (2012) for a comparison between Callimachus

and several (near) contemporary treatises, including Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, ps.-Arist. Rhetoric to
Alexander, and the Letter of Aristeas.

' Pace Goldhill (2005).
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65 naha un vevinhog: et loain y&p Eowe

miAacBar T& 8t Téoo0V Soov Bitx TAeloTo Exouot.
65 weuoluny, aiovTog & kev Trerifoiey akourv.

ot o Becdv eoofiva Tdhot Béoav, Epya BE xeipcov,

on Te Bin TS Te k&pTOS, & Kal TENGS eloao Bippou.

Brikao 8’ olcovédv uéy’ Umeipoxov &yyeAoTny

oGV Tepdaov: & T’ Euoiol pidots EvBELia paitvors.

Therefore even your kin, although they were born first,
did not begrudge your having heaven as your allotted home.
60 The old aoidoi were not entirely truthful! 76—
they used to say that a lot dealt out homes to the sons of Kronos in three divisions.
But who would draw lots for Olympus and Hades,
unless he were very stupid? It is fitting
to cast lots for what is equal; but these things are as far apart as can be.
65 I would tell lies that would convince the listener’s ear.
Lots didn’t make you bee-king of the gods, but the works of your hands,
your force and might, which you set beside your throne.
You made the most preeminent of birds the herald
of your omens—and may you show favorable ones to my philoi.

In this passage, Zeus obtains Olympus as his allotted kingdom, which is granted to him
ungrudgingly by his relations, “although they were born first” (TTpoTepnyevées Trep EovTeg, L.
58). This detail, a literary reference to the Hesiodic tradition, according to which Poseidon and
Hades were older than Zeus,!”” is almost certainly also a reference to contemporary issues of
family politics and Ptolemaic dynastics. Scholars debate whether the reference belongs to
Ptolemy I Soter and the division of Alexander’s empire among his Successors,!”® or to Ptolemy

IT Philadelphus and his succession to the throne in preference to his older half-brother Ptolemy

176 On the interpretation of this line in context, cf. Goldhill (1986) 28-9: “A litotes or a qualification?
‘Not at all true’, or ‘true to a certain extent’? The phrase is significantly ambiguous and threatens to undo
any certainty in the rigid opposition of truth and falsehood.”

"7 Hes. Theog. 478 (Zeus the youngest of Rhea’s children); cf. Homer, e.g. II. 13.355 (Zeus older and
wiser than Poseidon).

178 S0 J. Carriére (1969) “Philadelphe ou Sotér? A propos d’un hymne de Callimaque,” in Studii Clasice

11: 85-93. I have been unable to check this article in person and am relying on the summary in
McLennan (1977) ad vv. 58 and 61.
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Keraunos.'” “May you (Zeus) show favorable [omens] to my friends (éuoiot gidois)” in line 69
and “our ruler” (jueTépco uedéovTy) in line 86 seem to me to weigh heavily in favor of Ptolemy
II’s succession over against Ptolemy Keraunos. Notable here is Callimachus’ use of the participle
nedécov, which in Homeric epic is used only of Zeus'®; Callimachus thus clearly (and
successfully) confounds the subject of this hymn—or rather, successfully elides difference—by
the time of the hymn’s end.

When, in the final lines of the poem, Callimachus ventriloquizes a line from Hesiod’s
Theogony—-Kings are from Zeus” (1. 79)—the line is reinterpreted not only with respect to its
cultural and religious context in a vague sense but also, I would argue, with specific reference to
the debates being waged in the theological accounts of the likes of Hecataeus, Manetho, and
Euhemerus.

In the Hymn to Zeus, overlearning or the excess of information creates a theological crux:
the Hymn demonstrates the susceptibility of “truth” to allusive pressure. I would suggest that
what Callimachus is “up to” in this hymn is an attempt to fashion a new kind of sophia grounded
in the sum of all discourse, and overwhelming in its accumulation. That is, Callimachus’ self-
positioning as the ultimate sophos is a result of this accumulation of allusion—here not for the
purpose of literary play for its own sake, as many readers of Hellenistic literature tend to
understand allusion in Callimachus, but to intervene in contemporary debates about the nature of
the mortal divine. In fact, I would argue that in the Hymn to Zeus Callimachus simulates a

Skeptic position. When the speaker says (1l. 60, 65), “The old poets were not entirely truthful... /

179 Cf. McLennan (1977) ad vv. 58 and 61 is noncommittal. On the dynastic context, see Heinen (1972)
3-20; Koenen (1977) 51-3, 62, 101; Holbl (2001) 24-5 and 35-6;.

180 McLennan (1977) ad v. 86; cf. Michalopoulos (2012) 382—5 on the accumulation of references to the

oUdtv avdkTeov/ BedTepov (79-80), all culminating in fueTépey uedéovTt (86).
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would tell lies that would convince the listener’s ear,” he effectively asserts that the genos of
Zeus is not something that can be known, and it is, therefore, useless to try to come to any
conclusion about it through perception or reason (or, for that matter, literary tradition). Similarly,
Pyrrho, according to his student Timon, was reported to have said that

...things are equally indifferent, unmeasurable and inarbitrable. For this reason
neither our sensations nor our opinions tell us truths or falsehoods. Thefore for
this reason we should not put our trust in them one bit, but we should be
unopinionated, uncommitted and unwavering, saying concerning each individual
thing that it no more is than is not, or it both is and is not, or it neither is nor is
not.!8!

For Callimachus, this lack of a position is also, of course, a position. The conflicting
accounts and opinions about the nature of Zeus that are conjured throughout build up to the

statement about halfway through the hymn that what matters is believable artifice (1l. 60-5)

nvaiol 8’ oU mautav &Anbées fioav dosof
pavto TaAov Kpovidnat Bidtprya Scouata velkar
Tis B¢ K ¢ OUAUITTE Te ko Aidl kAfipov epuooa,
65 naha un vevinhog: et loain y&p Eowe

The old poets were not entirely truthful—

they used to say that a lot dealt out homes to the sons of Kronos

in three divisions. But who would draw lots for Olympus

and Hades, unless he were very stupid? It is fitting

to cast lots for what is equal; but these things are as far apart as can be.
I would tell lies that would convince the listener’s ear.

And one highly believable artifice to result from all this talk is the statement at lines 79-80, in

the poem’s concluding section, that “‘Kings are from Zeus,’ for nothing is more divine than

ékaoTou Aéyovtas 8Tt o uadAAov EoTiv 1) oUk 0T ) kai €0T1 Kai oUk €0TIv 1} oUTe é0TIV OUTE OUK

ot (Aristocles ap. Euseb. Pr. ev. 14.18.2—4; trans. Long & Sedley (1987))."
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Zeus’ kings.”

118



CHAPTER THREE

Callimachus and Archaeologies of Delian Ritual'

We now move from Alexandria to Delos and turn to a familiar and rich theme in Greek
cultural history: the relationship between aetiology, ritual, and political power. In this chapter, I
use Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos* as a starting point for thinking about the role of literary
production in navigating Ptolemaic relations with the wider Greek ritual world in the second
quarter of the 3™ century BCE—arguably the peak of Ptolemaic influence abroad. The Hymn to
Delos, as one of Callimachus’ “mimetic” hymns, has usually been read as (merely) a clever piece
of propaganda—one that aligns Ptolemy II Philadelphus’ Aegean ambitions with imaginary
performance. However, the characterization of the use of myth in Hellenistic poetry as divorced
from ritual and all performative realities, as purely erudite and somewhat haphazard, prevents us
from seeing that the use of myth, even in this period, can have consequences for our
understanding of what was happening “on the ground,” and that it needs to be read in a complex
matrix that includes the politics of power and the archaeology of ritual. Albert Henrichs notes,
“In the course of the Hellenistic period, myth becomes demonstrative as well as performative,
and turns into a powerful instrument of individual self-presentation and political propaganda.”

In fact, I would posit that, in the ancient Greek world, literary representations of myth are, at

some level, almost always both demonstrative and performative. In the case of Delos, its

" The bulk of this chapter was written in early 2016. Important work on Delos and the Aegean has been
published since then with relevance for the discussion here—most notably, Constantakopoulou (2017).
While I have not been able to fully incorporate Constantakopoulou’s insights for the current version, I
intend to do so in a significantly revised version.

2 For the text of the full hymn, see Appendix.

3 Henrichs (1999) 247.
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centrality as the “kilometer zero” of the Cyclades played an important role in the contestation of

power in the 3"-century Aegean.

Historical Context

The Hymn to Delos was probably composed between about 275 and 259 BCE—a
politically fraught time for the Ptolemies.* In the mid-270s, Ptolemy II Philadelphus faced a
threat to the throne from his half-brother, Magas, the king of Cyrene.> When Magas turned back
to deal with an uprising of Libyan nomads, Ptolemy found himself having to put out yet another
fire—this time, a mutiny by the very mercenaries whom he had hired to fight off another half-
brother, Ptolemy Keraunos. These were Celtic mercenaries left over from the Gaulish army that

had invaded Delphi under the leadership of Brennus a few years earlier in 279, men who had

* For the dating of the hymn: the mention of the revolt of Philadelphus’ Galatian mercenaries (as well as,
by implication, the Galatian invasion of Delphi) at lines 173ff. has served to establish a commonly agreed
terminus post quem of 276 BCE. The terminus ante quem, despite the confident assertions of Stephens
(2015) 18, Mineur (1984) 16, and others, is, I believe, more problematic. The prevailing assumption has
been that Delos (and Kos) would not have received such prominent attention after the Battle of Kos which
marked the end of the Chremonidean War, which are themselves not securely dated. The only absolutely
secure date range we can assign to this poem for its initial compositional occasion therefore is, I think,
between the mutiny of Philadelphus’ Galatian mercenaries and, probably, Philadelphus’ death (276 and
246 BCE). Stephens (2015) 18 notes that Corsica—under Roman power after its capture by Cornelius
Scipio in 259 BCE in the course of the First Punic War—would not have been called “Phoenician” (as
Callimachus does at HDel. 4.19) afterwards. Arguments for an earlier dating of the poem shortly after the
suppression of the revolt of Galatian mercenaries do not in my opinion take seriously the creative, factive
power of poetry. For example, Philadelphus’ victory over the Galatians may have been “only a small
success” in, e.g., Mineur’s view (Mineur [1984] 17), but the event was surely ideologically labile given
the Aetolian victory over the Gauls at Delphi and may have continued to have literary force and
ideological (and political) relevance for positioning Alexandria vis-a-vis the mainland for a period of time
long after the event. We are told by Pausanias, for instance, that the Aetolians hung up shields in the
temple of Apollo, mirroring the shields dedicated by the Athenians almost two centuries earlier (Paus.
10.19.4). On the fecundity of the “Galatians-as-new-Persians” motif and its importance in negotiating
relationships between Hellenistic kings and Greek communities, cf. Barbantani (2011), especially 196—
200. The topos is explored in much greater detail in Barbantani (2001). Moreover, the naming of Kos and
Delos as central points in Ptolemaic imperial geography would perhaps be particularly forceful after the
Battle of Kos and the end of the Chremonidean War: whatever ties to the Aegean that the Ptolemies had
might have then most benefited from commemoration and reinforcement.

> For a basic narrative of the events in this section, Holbl (2001) 14-43.
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been successfully repelled by the Aetolians.®

This was, ideologically, an important moment for the Ptolemies. The reverberations of
the event and its ideological aftermath were felt almost immediately far beyond Phocis. The
“frenzy of myth-making”’ that followed this invasion was an important part of the process of
claiming political and religious power vis-a-vis Delphi, especially for the Aetolians: the Aetolian
victory over the Gauls in 279 was attributed to an epiphany of Apollo himself, intervening on
behalf of his sanctuary and those guarding it against the new barbarian threat.® In Egypt in the
mid-270s, Ptolemy Philadelphus capitalized on the propagandistic power of the soteriological
narrative of Apollo’s epiphany at Delphi by connecting the Delphic narrative to his suppression
of the revolt within his own army (mentioned above).” As we shall see, these historical
circumstances play an important role in the manifestation of foetal Apollo and the god’s
prophecy of Ptolemaic imperial destiny in Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos. Indeed, Ptolemaic
success against Galatian warfare had a wide-ranging impact on literary production, beyond

Callimachus, as evidenced, for example, in papyrus fragments of encomiastic elegy that we have

® Paus. 1.7.1-2; schol. ad H. to Delos 175-87. On the influence of this event on representations of
epiphany in the 3™ century BCE, see especially Platt (2011). For historical accounts and evidence on the
Gauls’ invasion, cf. Champion (1995) and especially Nachtergael (1977) 328-73, 435-47 = nos. 21-7
(decrees associated with the reorganisation of the annual Amphictionic Soteria festival into an Aetolian
penteteric festival in 246/5 BCE).

7 Platt (2011) 154.

¥ Indeed, the first attested usage of the Greek word émeaveia occurs in one of the main inscriptions
documenting this event (Sy/l.> 398). Henceforward, the noun came to be widely used in epigraphic texts
recording manifestations of divine presence, and its adjectival form became the epithet of several
Ptolemaic and Seleucid kings; cf. Platt (2011) 15, 124.

? Holbl (2001) 39; cf. Paus. 1.7.2 and the scholiast to Call. Hymn to Delos 11. 175-87. Several epigraphic
texts are linked to this turn of events (the full story involves Ptolemy II, his army of Galatian mercenaries,
and yet another threat to the Alexandrian throne from his half-brother Magas, king of Cyrene): cf. Sd4
I, 468 (treaty with the koinon of the Oreioi in Gortyn) and Sd4 111, 486 (treaty with Antiochus); perhaps
also SEG 17-817, a dedication to Enyalius (god of the battle cry) from Apollonia in Cyrenaica.
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in SH 958 and probably SH 969.!°

Events abroad were equally contested. In the Aegean, Ptolemy II and the Antigonids
were engaged in a series of confrontations from the late-4" through the mid-3™ century for
control of both mainland Greece and the Aegean—a contestation that only ceased (temporarily),
in the Antigonids’ favour, with the end of the so-called “Chremonidean War” (ca. 267—1).!" This
geopolitical contestation extended to the Cyclades and Delos—the heart of religious life in the
Aegean islands and their most important international stage for the politics of power and
display.'? From 314 to 166 BCE, Delos was independent of Athenian control, but not immune to
the influence of imperial ambitions. In the third century, in particular, the history of the struggle
for dominance in the Aegean between the Antigonids and the Ptolemies is in many ways
crystallized at Delos in the history of the Delian amphictyony/federal organization called in
epigraphic sources the League of Islanders (kowov Tédv vnouwTtddv; often referred to in modern
scholarship as the “Nesiotic League™). As Christy Constantakopoulou points out, however, the
problem with any study of Delos in this period, as with much of early Hellenistic history, is one

of sources: we lack a continuous narrative for this part of the Mediterranean in the third century,

10 Barbantani (2001). As Barbantani notes, SH 969 and 958 are the only two Hellenistic examples of
elegiac encomium with military subject matter (ibid. 63). SH 969 mentions “tribes of Greeks” (pUAa...
EAAjveov, 1.7) being marshalled against an enemy invading Egypt. SH 958 actually contains a dialogue
between a messenger and a king—. ... ... av]vayyéAAwv eis BaoiAija Aoyd|v, at 1. 6—and mentions
the “raging Galatian” as inferior to the paradigmatic barbarian enemy of a previous generation, the “deep-
pocketed Medes” (BoUpos avrip MaAdaTrns, 1. 14; Midoiot Babukteavoiow L. 13).

' Cf. Buraselis (1982) 155-160 for a concise account; cf. also Habicht (1997) 142-9; Heinen (1972) 95—
213; Will (1979-82) 1, 219-33. On the date of the Battle of Kos, cf. SEG 43-1272; Reger (1985),
suggesting 261; Buraselis (1982) 141-51, suggesting 255/4.

2 For the most recent survey of Delos in the third century BCE, see Constantakopoulou (2017). For Delos

in the Classical period, Chankowski (2008); in the period of Independence, Vial (1984) and Bruneau
(1970); in the period of Athenian cleruchy, Roussel (1987).
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and indeed, the Nesiotic League is mentioned by no literary source at all.!*> On the other hand, we
do have a decent corpus of League decrees, which give us a finer-grained picture of the
composition of the Leauge, its organization, and its interactions with Hellenistic monarchies. In
order to better understand the dynamics of religious contestation centered on Delos, it will be

worth examining the history of the Nesiotic League in some more detail.

The beginnings of the Nesiotic League are extremely hazy, and scholarship on the subject
has generally focused on the date of its beginnings and/or the League as an instrument of royal
power in the Aegean.!* Bucking this scholarly trend, Constantakopoulou has recently suggested
that we should see the League not as an Antigonid or Ptolemaic tool, but as a truly independent
entity, whose very existence and, indeed, choice of name (kowov TéV vnolwTdv) demonstrate
their agency and “negotiat[e] the islanders’ identity in the changing landscapes of power of the
Eastern Mediterranean.”!> Her insistence on the agency of the League and of Delos, where the
League was based, and on the dynamic processes of constructing Aegean identity is important,
particularly, for our purposes, in how it complicates notions of “top-down’ impositions of royal
cult, power, and influence. The complexity of these negotiations might best be illustrated by the

so-called Nikouria decree (dated to ca. 260), so named because it was found on the small island

13 Cf. Constantakopoulou (2017) 6-7 on how this scarcity of narrative sources has impacted modern
historiography.

'4 On the date: Constantakopoulou (2017) 33—5, who eventually settles for 313 BCE, although she
professes not to be primarily interested in this thorny issue; Buraselis (1982) 67, who argues for 307 BCE
and sees the reincarnation of the League as an Antigonid act (followed in this by Reger [1994a] 31 and
Hauben [2010] 108); Meadows (2013) argues against the idea that the 3™-century Nesiotic League was
initially an Antigonid creation, and suggests rather that its first appearance in the 3™ century, some time
before 280 BCE, was due to Ptolemaic influence.

!> Constantakopoulou (2017) 31-56; quote from p. 32.
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of Nikouria, near Amorgos.'® This was a decree of the League in response to Ptolemy
Philadelphus’ request that the Islanders participate in the celebration of the first festival of the
Ptolemaieia at Alexandria'” in honor of his father Ptolemy Soter. The League declared that they
would be happy to do so on the grounds that Soter had freed the Islanders and other Greek
poleis, restored their ancestral constitutions, and relieved their tax burden (/G XI1.7 506, 11. 11-
16); besides, they had already honored Soter with honors equal to those given to the gods (/G
XII.7 506 27-31, icobéois Tiuai[s at 1. 28). Moreover, a copy of the decree was to be attached to
the altar of Ptolemy Soter on Delos (1. 48-9), and sacred theoroi from Delos would be sent to
celebrate the rites in Alexandria, which they would consider as equal in rank to the Olympic
games (1. 39). As the decree is one of the earliest pieces of evidence of divine honors for Ptolemy
Soter, it has held an especially important place in studies of Ptolemaic cult.'® But how, exactly,
are the dynamics of power being negotiated in this decree? To what extent was Philadelphus’
request a Ptolemaic response to the religious agonistics on Delos?!® To what extent a display of
Delian goodwill in a symbiotic relationship; to what degree a Ptolemaic imposition? The full
scope of these questions goes beyond the present chapter, but it may help to consider several
other subsequent actions taken by the Ptolemies around this time.

By 280 BCE, Philadelphus had advertised his intention of establishing a Ptolemaieia,

again in honor of his father, but this time on Delos.?® In other words, Philadelphus seems to have

1 IG XI11.7 506; SEG 60 933; SylL* 390.

7 In 279/278 BCE.

'8 To list but a few examples, Thompson (2000), Wikander (2005), Hauben (2010).

' Notably, a response to the Antigoneia and Demetrieia (for Antigonus Monophthalmus and Demetrius

Poliorcetes, respectively), established on Delos in the late fourth century; cf. Constantakopoulou (2017)
33-5, esp. n. 9 for bibliography on dates.
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purposefully keyed the “PR” for the Alexandrian Ptolemaieia to the Delian Ptolemaieia. Not
long after, the League published on Delos an honorific decree for a certain Sostratos of Knidos,
which mentions that the Islanders “make sacrifices on Delos to the other gods and to Ptolemy
Soter and King Ptolemy” (6U-| oucwv oi vijoiédtat év AfjAcot Tols Te &AAols Beols kai| ZewTript
TTtoAepaict kai BaoiAel TIToAepaicor...; /G X1.4.1038, 11. 23-5), clearly showing, as Philippe
Bruneau noted, that the Islanders worshipped Philadelphus alongside his father within the first
decade of Philadelphus’ reign.?!

In my view, Philadelphus was less interested in one-off dedications at Delos and rather
more invested in establishing annual festivals like the Ptolemaieia—performative enactments of
dynastic commemoration and worship for an international audience.??> While most Hellenistic
monarchs, including the Antigonids, did not send theoric embassies to the island, preferring
instead the dedication of precious objects or the establishment of periodic festivals, Philadelphus
throughout his reign imitated the behavior of Greek cities by associating himself with theoriai
sent from Alexandria. One inscription, from 274 BCE, specifically mentions “a choreia of those
theoroi making their contributions, from King Ptolemy.”?* Like civic theoric dedications from
cities, Ptolemy’s theoric offerings were found in the “Poros Temple” (Porinos Naos) or in the
forecourt of the “Great Temple” of Apollo (fig. 4).* (Incidentally, both temples—as well as the

Temple of the Athenians in between them—owed their construction to periods when Delos was

2 Bruneau (1970) 520-2, and Meadows (2013) 32, n. 54.
2! Bruneau (1970) 532.

22 Cf. Bruneau (1970) 516.

2 Bruneau (1970) 94; IDélos 199, B 13.

2* Bruneau and Ducat (2005) 182-5.
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under Athenian influence, whether this was an attempt by the Peisistratids to exert authority in

the Cyclades or a display of the Athenians’ interest in Delos as the seat of the Delian League.?>)

DIFFAIANT |2 LE SUNCTUARE D'APOLLON FT 555 ABORDS

Fig. 4. Plan of the Sancutary of Apollo, from Bruneau and Ducat (2005).
No. 11: Poros Temple (“Porinos Naos”); No. 12: Temple of the Athenians; No. 13:
Temple of the Delians, or Great Temple of Apollo

And on the economic front, the impact of Ptolemaic commerce on Delos may be evident as early
as 288/7, as indicated by the Kallias Decree, which describes how Kallias of the Attic deme of
Sphettos, a pidos of Philadelphus, sailed to Delos “at his own expense” and, after a personal

interview there with the Ptolemaic king, managed to secure for the Athenian demos fifty talents

2% Bruneau and Ducat (2005) 182-5.
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of silver and 20,000 medimnoi of wheat, “which were measured out from Delos to the agents
sent by the demos” (11.50-55).2° In other words, there was some arrangement in place on Delos
for the storage and distribution of Ptolemaic grain.

Given the full extent of Ptolemaic activity related to Delos, I would argue that,
cumulatively, the epigraphic evidence depicts an extraordinarily concerted effort by Philadelphus
to use the Nesiotic League, and Delos in particular, as a way of focusing his religious and
political aspirations in the Aegean and broadcasting them to the wider Greek world. From the
early 270s to perhaps the early 240s, the manifestation of this effort was primarily focused on
theoriai and the institution of festivals in honor of the Ptolemies, material signs of which would
have been visible in the very center of Apollo’s sanctuary. In exchange for such actions, the
Delians benefitted from Ptolemaic organizational prowess: we know, for example, that the chief
official of the Nesiotic League (the nésiarch) was almost certainly appointed by the Ptolemaic
king,*” but he also operated widely within League affairs and served the League’s interests,

including by collecting debts owed to the Delians by the “Islanders,”?®

sailing (patrolling?) the
Aegean in part to provide aid to members of the League,* and helping to resolve local/intra-

island disputes of League members.?° Thus, while I do not necessarily agree with

Constantakopoulou that the League of Islanders was formed as an act of resistance to Hellenistic

%6 Following the text and translation of the ed. pr. in Shear (1978); SEG 28.60 = IG 1’ 1 911
= Bringmann and von Steuben (1995) no. 16.

2" Bagnall (1976) 146-7; Buraselis (1982) 81-3; Meadows (2013) 34.

8 IG X1.4 559; Choix 18: Migeotte 47.

¥ G XI1.5 1004 = OGIS 773, an inscription from Ios honouring a Ptolemaic official named Zenon for
helping to capture slaves who had escaped from the island. NB that the “Bacchon” mentioned as nésiarch

in this inscription is the same as that featured in the Nikouria Decree.

30 JG XI1.5 1065; cf. Bagnall (1976) 144. On the wide range of activities of the nésiarch, cf.
Constantakopoulou (2017) 40—4.
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royal powers, it is clear that relations between the “Islanders,” Delos itself, and the Hellenistic
kingdoms were at some level symbiotic and also part of a complex network of diplomatic

relations.

The Poetics of Cultic Geographies

Now, what does all of this have to do with the Hymn to Delos? 1 find it striking how
deeply Callimachus’ Hymn is embedded in scholarly reconstructions of Delian rites and festivals
as a major textual or literary source. Philippe Bruneau’s monumental tome on the cults of
Hellenistic Delos is paradigmatic of this kind of reading.?! For example, when Bruneau writes
about the Deliades—always referred to as 6 xopds in the inscriptions**—he justifies the literal
reading of Callimachus to “excavate” Delian ritual information apparently because of how
frequently inscriptions attest to this same choral phenomenon of Deliadic performance.®
However, this is, I think, an overly simplistic way of reading poetic texts, and it fails to account
fully for the complex relationship between song and action. Rather, it would be more fruitful to
think about Delian poetics and Delian ritual as engaged in an ever changing, ever self-fashioning
“feedback loop,” whereby poetic and mythic commemoration or remembrance affect the

enactment of ritual, and vice versa.

Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos, at 326 lines the longest of his Hymns and the only one to

reference any of the Ptolemies by name,** is a tantalizing poem and has in recent years received

3! Bruneau (1970); cf. Bruneau and Ducat (2005).
32 Homolle (1890) 500, n. 7.
33 Bruneau (1970) 36.

3% At 166, 2awTipwv UTatov yévos, a kind of periphrastic patronymic.
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more dedicated scholarly attention than any other of his Hymns.*> Often set beside his Hymns to
Apollo and to Artemis as part of a trilogy exploring a nexus of Delian, Pythian, and Cyrenean
myth-ritual, the Hymn to Delos nevertheless stands out in being the only one that takes as its
subject matter something other than an Olympian deity. On a basic level, the hymn is represented
as an extended aetion of how the island of Delos—apparently originally a floating island called
“Asteria”—received its name. We hear about how Asteria fled Zeus’ advances and, attempting to
escape jealous Hera’s wrath, continued to wander from place to place. Just as Asteria wanders,
rootless, so, too, Leto makes her peregrinations in search of a suitable place to give birth to
Apollo. She is spurned at every turn by every city, every mountain, every river, every island,
until, finally, she reaches Asteria. Before Leto settles on Asteria, she stops, among other places,
at Thebes and Kos, where Apollo, still in the womb, prophesies: in the former case, to rebuke the

city for refusing entry; in the latter, to prevent his soon-to-be mother from giving birth there

(Call. H.Del. 162-76):

... M1} OV YE, UiiTEP,

Tij ME Tékols. OUT olv émpéupoual oude Heyaipw
vijoov. étrei Aimapr] Te kai eUBoTog, € vU Tis &AAY:

165  &AA& ol ek Moipécov Tis dpeiAdpevos Beds &AAog
€0Ti, ZawTrpwv UTaTov yévos: ¢ Ut uitpnv
{€eTan oUk &ékovoa Makndovi kolpavéechat
AuOTEPT) HECOYEI Kai al TeEA&Yeost k&bnvTan,
MEXPLs OTTOU TTEPATT) TE Kail OTTTTOBey cokees (ol

170  ’Héhov popéouciv: 6 & eloeTau fjBea TaTpOs.
kai vU ToTe Euvds Tis EAevoeTan &upiv &eBAos
UoTtepov, 6TéTav oi pév é¢’ EAAfvecot paxaipav
BapPBapiknv kai KeATtov avacTricavtes Apna
oyiyovol TiTfves &g’ E0TTEPOU ECXATOWVTOS

175  podowvTal vipadeootv EoIkOTES 1) iodpibuot
Teipeow...

3% There have been for the Hymn to Delos at least one full commentary, three major published studies, and
three unpublished dissertations: Mineur (1984), Gigante Lanzara (1990), Ukleja (2005), Giuseppetti
(2013), Bauer (1970) (Brown diss., unpublished), Bing (1981) (Univ. of Michigan diss., unpublished but
later incorporated into Bing [2008]), Fleming (1981) (UT Austin diss., unpublished).
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... No, mother, do not
bear me here. I do not find fault with the island, nor do I begrudge it,
since it is splendid and rich in pasture, as much as any other.
165  But another god is destined to it (=Kos) from the Fates,
the lofty offspring of the Saviors. Under whose diadem
will come, not unwilling to be ruled by a Macedonian,
both lands and the lands that dwell in the sea, as far as
the ends of the earth and where the swift horses carry
170  the Sun. He will have the character of his father.
And now at some later time a common struggle will
come to us, when against the Hellenes later-born Titans
raising up a barbarian dagger and Celtic war,
from farthest west will rush,
175  like snowflakes or equal in number to
the stars...

The prophecy at Kos—the island on which Ptolemy Philadelphus was born—names
Philadelphus as ‘another god’ (6eds &AAos, line 165) and declares that Ptolemy will rule over an
extensive empire including “both mesogaiai” (meaning perhaps both continents, Europe and
Asia, and/or Upper and Lower Egypt*®) and also “the lands that dwell in the sea”—that is all the
islands. He is also slated to deliver Egypt from the same Galatian threat that attacked Delphi in
279/278 BCE, alluded to beginning at line 171.37 (It’s worth noting, incidentally, that based on
extant epigraphic evidence, Kos was the first Greek community to celebrate this victory of the
Greeks [Hellenes] over the barbarians.’®) When Leto finally alights on Delos and gives birth to
Apollo, the island undergoes a ritual transformation, which takes up the final 75 lines of the
poem.

Structurally, the narrative maintains a close relationship with the Delian portion of the

3¢ Stephens (2015) ad loc.

37 On the theme of Galatians in Hellenistic poetry, Barbantani (2001), and on Galatians in this poem,
Barbantani (2011).

3% Barbantani (2011) 195, and Syll.> 398 (dated 278 BCE).
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Homeric Hymn to Apollo, culminating, as do both the Delian and Pythian sections of the
Homeric Hymn, in ritual action which is in turn presented as the natural, teleological outcome of
mythic narrative. In fact, [ would argue that the Hymn to Delos works on a similar scale as the
Homeric Hymn, i.e. as an aition of Delian theoria.’® And precisely in the middle of the poem, at
the center of this poetic archaeology of Delian theoria, appear the island of Kos and foetal
Apollo’s prophecy about the future extent of Ptolemaic rule and empire, with specific reference
to Ptolemy IT Philadelphus.*® We see here a concerted effort to embed a new religious and geo-
political center within the nexus of Delian myth-ritual. What eventually emerges is a revision of
the mythical archaeology of Delian choral theoria. New geo-political orders demand their own
literary and mythical-ritual thickening, and I would argue that Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos plays
an important role in forging a differently nuanced theoric landscape for Ptolemaic interests in the
third-century Aegean. But what exactly is this “theoric landscape” and how should we go about
un-layering it? In what ways does Callimachus’ archaeology of paeanic song and Delian choral
theoria work with the grain of tradition; in what ways against?

In the first, instance, these questions and concerns might be most easily tackled by
examining what came to be a kind of literary and mythological archetype for Apolline cult and

ritual—the Homeric Hymn to Apollo. An especially relevant passage for us is lines 156—164:

TPos B¢ TOBe péya Badua, dou kAéos oUTToT OAelTal,
koUpat AnAiades EkatnBeAétao Bepamvar

al T émel Gp TP TOV uEv ATTOAAwY’ Uuvriowol,
avTis & ol AnT Te Kail ApTeHIY loxéaipav,
HVTIOGUEVaL QVBPEdY Te TAAAIGV 1183¢ YUVAIKEV
Uuvov aeidouatv, BéAyouct 8¢ pUA” avBpdTreov:

39 Cf. Kowalzig (2007) 121.

* This geographic re-orientation appears also in Theocritus /dyll 17 (the “Encomium of Ptolemy
Philadelphus”), where Kos is focalized through direct speech—her own this time, rather than that of an
unborn Apollo. Cf. Hunter (2003) 143.

131



TavTeov 8 avhpcdmeov puovas Kai kpepBaAiacTuv
HILETOD Toaow: gain 8¢ kev auTOs EKacTos
PBEyyeoh’s oUTw opv KaAT) cuvdpnpev Goid.

In addition to this, there is this great wonder—the fame

of which will never perish—the Deliades,

maiden-servants of the Far-Shooter; they who, after first

hymning Apollo and next, in turn, Leto and Artemis

the Pourer of Arrows, call to mind men and women of old,

and sing a hymn, charming the tribes of men.

They know how to imitate the voices and rhythmic patterns*! of all men—
indeed each man would say that he was

speaking himself, so well is their singing art fitted together.

Ancient, and modern, readers and auditors of this hymn have seen encoded in it an emblem of
the genre of hymnos itself, especially in these lines, which describe the gathering of the Ionians
at Delos and the musical performance of the Deliades. For a scholar like Mary Depew, the
Deliades, with their deceptive mimetic arts, are an interpretive sign of Apolline song-dance.*
The Deliades not only charm their viewers and listeners; they also, in an extended and mimetic
way, become them, by “imitat[ing] the voices and castanet-playing of all men.” Their Apolline
song has a transformative effect.

This passage is cited, famously, by Thucydides at Book 3.104—our earliest and most

extensive reference to this Homeric hymn (Thuc. 3.104.1-3, 6):

(1) To0 & avuTol xemmcdvos kai AfjAov ékabnpav Abnvaiol kata xpnouov di
Twa. ékabnpe pev yap kai TTeicioTpaTtos 6 TUpavvos TPSTEPOV aUTHy, oUx
Grmaocav, AN dcov &aTrod ToU iepol épecopaTo Tijs vijoou... (3) fjv & ToTe kai
TO &AL ey &An guv080§ g5 TNV AfjAov T&V vy Te Kai TEPIKTIOVGV
VNOoIW TRV EUV Te Yap yuvaiEl kai TTaiciv eéBecdopouv, cdotep viv €5 Ta Egécia
"laoves, kal &ycov ETOIEITO aUTOOI Kai YUUVIKOS Kai HOUGIKOS, Xopoug Te
avijyov ai moAels... (6) TooaUTa pev “Ounpos éTekunpicwoey 8Ti v kai TO
T&Aai pey&An EYvodos kai éopTr év Tij AfjAc* YoTepov 8¢ Tous pév xopous ol
vnoldTal kai of Abnvaior ped’ igpddv Emepmov, T& 8¢ TEPL ToUs &y ddvas Kal Ta

#! On this interpretation of kpeuRaAiacTiv, cf. Peponi (2009).

2 Depew (2000) 71.

132



TAeToTa kabeAUBn UTTd Euppopddv, cos eikds, Tpiv 1) oi ABnvaiol TéTe TOV
aydva émoinoav kai iTmodpouias, & TPSTEPOV OUK Nv.

(1) That same winter the Athenians also purified Delos in accordance with a
certain oracle. Earlier, Peisistratus the tyrant also purified it—not all of it, but as
much as was visible from the island’s temple.... (3) There was, once long ago, a
great gathering of lonians and neighboring islanders at Delos. They went on
theoria with their wives and children, just as the lonians do now for the Ephesia,
and both athletic and poetic contests took place there, and the cities led
choruses.... [Citations of the HHApollo 146—150 and 165—72 follow.] (6) Homer
attests to so much, that there was once long ago a great gathering and festival on
Delos. And later, the islanders and Athenians continued to send choruses along
with sacrifices, but the contests and most of the rest were dissolved because of
unfortunate circumstances, it seems, until the Athenians then held the contest and
horse races, which there had not been before.

In the course of writing about the Athenian purification of Delos, Thucydides invokes the Delian

portion of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo as evidence of the island’s antiquity for being the center

of Ionian theoric and choral activity (and thus, as Simon Hornblower puts it, as a “centre of

Ionianism™*3), with an implied commentary on 5®-century Athenian imperial ambitions in re-

aligning itself with earlier Peisistratid ambitions for Delos.** Perhaps most notable in this

passage is Thucydides’ claim that even after the archaic lonian festival (panegyris) died out, “the

islanders and Athenians continued to send choruses along with sacrifices,” thereby stressing

continuity from the archaic Panionian festival down to the full renewal of Delian activities with

Athens’ second ritual purification in 426/5 BCE.* The implication seems to be that a proper

Delian theoria could not happen without a chorus. The passage also aligns 5"-century Athenian

imperial ambitions with earlier Peisistratid aspirations for Delos: both purifications occur at the

# On this topic, see Hornblower (1991) 146 and 517-525 on Thuc. 1.96.2 and 3.104, respectively.

* Cf. Hdt. 1.64.2; on the importance of Delos for Athenian thalassocracy, cf. Constantakopoulou (2007)

3 Kowalzig (2007) 70.
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instigation of a certain oracle; both are not only ritual acts but also territorial claims. Peisistratus’
purification of Delos coincided with the Athenian takeover of Naxos and the (re)assertion of
Athenian influence in the Cyclades.*® Fifth-century Athens’ symbolic claim on Delos and the
Cyclades, took the purification of the island further, even at one point driving out all the Delians
to Adramyttium in Asia Minor.*’ The annual thedria sent to Delos from Athens, commemorating
Theseus’ journey to Crete and his pit-stop at Delos, reperformed and reinforced every year
Athens’ very thorough revisionist archaeology of Delian myth-ritual.*8

Such symbolic expressions of Athenian imperial power were also propagated through
other manipulations of myth-ritual involving Delian theoric choruses: as in Bacchylides 17, a
choral paian or dithyramb apparently composed for performance by a Kean chorus on Delos. The

poem recounts the journey of Theseus and the so-called “Twice Seven,” destined to be paid as

human tribute to King Minos (Bacch. 17.1-4 Maehler):

Kvavémpwipa pev vats pevékTu[mov
Onoéa dis émT[d&] T' dyAaous &yovoa
koupous ladvaw[v

KpnTikov Téuve{v} méAayos ...

The black-prowed ship, carrying
Theseus, steadfast in the battle-din, and
twice-seven resplendent youths [and maidens] of
the Ionians, cut the Cretan sea...

Instead of the rather more familiar encounter between Theseus and Ariadne, however, the story

* Hdt. 1.64
*" Thuc. 5.1.
*® There appear to have been multiple Athenian Delian festivals, including a major theoria, quadrennial

like the earlier pan-lonian gathering, and a more frequent annual theéria commemorating Theseus’
journey to Crete. Plato, Phaedo 58b; Rutherford (2004) 82.
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that is recounted revolves around “a warrior’s contest”*® between Minos and Theseus, with
Minos challenging Theseus to dive into the sea in order to retrieve a golden ring. The Athenian

youths tremble to see him go (Bacch. 17.-92—6 Machler):

Tpéooav & ABavaicwv
Nibecov < — > yévog, émel
fpws 66pev TOVTOVdE, Ka-
T& Aeipicov T dupdToov da-
KU X€ov, Bapeiav mdéyuevol avaykav.

The group of Athenian
youths trembled, when
their hero leapt into the sea,

and they shed tears from their
lily-like eyes, accepting heavy necessity.

At the moment of Theseus’ reapperance from the depths of the sea, the seven “splendid throned”
Athenian maidens cry the ololygé and the seven Athenian youths, the paian.’® In this choral

song, the chorus of “twice seven” is notably transformed from a group composed of the flower of
Ionian youths to a band of Athenian hiBeo1 trembling in fear for their hero.”!

As Kowalzig has discussed in detail, the myth of Theseus in Bacchylides 17 brilliantly
illustrates Athenian manipulation of the nexus of Delian myth-ritual. In the context of a Kean
performance of this song at Delos, a Kean chorus would then be performing a scene from
“Theseus’ tour liberating the Aegean,” as a moment of liberation of Minoan rule in exchange for

tribute to Delian Apollo—that is, as a member of the Delian League.>? The moment of choral

* Kowalzig (2007) 89.
%0 &yAad-/Bpovoi Te kolpat...caAdAuEav, 11.124-7 and Aibeot... véol TardviEav épaTd o, 11.128-9.

>!' A point forcefully emphasized by Irwin (2012) 53. For the Apollonia as the context being described at
HDel. 4.304ff., see Mineur (1970) 237-8.

32 Kowalzig (2007) 92, and on Delian theoria in general, 56—128.
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ritualization of the Twice Seven thus arguably marks the resolution of a crisis or turning point in
the transition of power.

Pindar’s Fifth Paean, most likely composed for the Athenians® for performance at Delos,
similarly contributes to Athens’ mythical-ritual claim to the Cyclades. In the paean, an unnamed
group—explained by the scholiast as “from Athens” (&1’ Abnvaicov) **— “took and settled
Euboea” (1l. 35-36), then established themselves on the “scattered, sheep-bearing islands” (= the
Cyclades, 1l. 48—49). Aftewards, golden-haired Apollo himself gave them “the body of Asteria to
live on” (1l. 40-42). The poetic response is an outburst of song, a pacanic cry—the refrain, irjie
A&A’ AtroAAov—and the chorus’/speaker’s request to be received as the attendant of Artemis

and Apollo “with the resounding honey-voiced sound of a famous paean” (1. 45—48):

[-vv—-vvEU-

Bolav €\ov kai évacoav:
ifjie AGA ATroAAov
kai oTmopadas @epepriAous
EKTIoQV vAoous Epikudéa T  Eoxov
Adov, émeil opv ATTOAAcoV
BEOKEV O XPUCOKOUAS

AoTepias Séuas oikeiv
ifie A&GAr AroAdov:
AaTtdos évBa pe Taides
eUHeVel déEaobe vow BepdTovTa
UpéTepOV KEAOBEVVE
ouv peAry &pui Trai-

Gvos ayakAéos OuPQ.

They [= the Athenians]
took and settled Euboea.

léie Delian Apollo!

>3 But see discussion at Rutherford (2001) 296-7.

3% Cf. Rutherford (2001) 294-5.
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And they inhabited the scattered islands [=the
Cyclades®®], rich in flocks, and got splendid
Delos, after golden-haired
Apollo gave them
the body of Asteria to dwell on.

I¢ie Delian Apollo!

There may you, Leto’s children,

with kindly disposition welcome me

as your attendant, with the resounding

honey-voiced sound

of a famous paean.
(Pi. Pae. 5.35-48, Rutherford D5)

Although we only have complete its final two strophes out of an original eight, enough survives
to indicate colonizing activity as a major theme. All things considered, Rutherford seems right in
his view that “the story of lonian migration is most likely to have been performed at Delos by
Athenians,” and his suggestion that this paean might have been an ideologically important
component of 5™ century Athenian theoria, “consolidating Athenian control of the Aegean by
recalling the Ionian migration,” is compelling.>® (Again, the Thucydidean passage quoted above
comes to mind.) Pindar’s Fifth Paean, like Bacchylides 17, ends in a moment of ritualization: an
outburst of song and a paeanic cry—the refrain, irfjie AGAr ATToAAov—and the chorus’ or
speaker’s request to be received as the paean-singing attendant of Artemis and Apollo mediate
the colonial act. Asteria in Pindar’s Fifth Paean is embodied, territorialized, colonialized. That

is, the paean presents a strikingly imperialist vision of Delian thedria by pointedly personifying

the figure of Asteria. This will be relevant for understanding Callimachus’ hymn.

> Cf. Virg. Aen. 3.126-7, sparsasque per aequor/ Cycladas. See Kowalzig (2007) 85.

> Rutherford (2001) 297.
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Revisionist Archaeologies of the Theoric Chorus

With this dynamic tapestry of 5"-century Delian theoric performance in place, let’s turn
back to thinking about how such myths and rituals might have been read and reimagined in the
3"_century BCE, taking up Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos as a test case for exploring this
particular intersection of received poetic and mythic-ritual traditions, and the claims of an altered
geo-political order. The Hymn engages deeply with the culture of Delian song-dance and theoric
performance; and, while not explicitly a paean, self-consciously inscribes itself within a tradition
of the representation of paeanic enactment in the context of Delian festival performance. I
believe that there is, in the latter half of the Hymn fo Delos, a persistent evocation of an

Athenocentrized Delos, against which the Ptolemaic context must be interpreted.

As several scholars have shown, the Hymn to Delos appears well aligned with Ptolemaic
ideological needs of the early 3™ century BCE.3” But how are these historical and political
imperatives interwoven into Callimachus’ poetic fabric?

Callimachus begins his hymn with a rhetorical question: When will he finally hymn
Delos? Should he hymn Apolline Delos, the island-nurse (koupotpdpov,® 1. 2) worthy of praise

first and foremost because she was the first to praise Apollo as a god (1. 6)?*° Or all of the

Cyclades together because they, already ensconced in a tradition of (ritual) song (eGunvol, 1. 4)

>7 Brumbaugh (2016), Bing (1988) 93; Giuseppetti (2013). On Ptolemaic geopoetics in the Aetia and
lambi, cf. Asper (2011).

>% The usual intertextual comparandum evoked for this word occurs at Od. 9.27 (used by Odysseus of
Ithaca); but for a similar usage of geographical place as “nurse” in the Apolline context, cf. Pi. Pa. 6.13—
14 (“For the Delphians to Pytho”), where the poet’s ego calls the sacred precint of Apollo “nurse of
garlands and feasts” (oTepdveov/ kai Bakiav TpoPoV).

%% A slightly overdetermined description and rationale, but it sets the stage for the reference later to
Ptolemy as 8eds &AAos (1. 165).
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are “the holiest of the islands that lie in the sea” (1. 3)?

Trv tepriv, & Bué, Tiva xpdvov tnmoTt aeioeis
AfjAov ATtéAAwvVos koupoTpdov; 1 v dTTacal
KukA&Bes, ai vrjowov iepcdTaTal giv &Al ketvtan,
gdupvol ...

Holy—O my heart, at what time... will you sing
of—Delos, Apollo’s nurse? Surely all of the
Cyclades, the holiest of the islands that lie in the sea,

are well-hymned. ..
(Call. HDel. 1-4 Pf.)

After deciding on Delos as a fit subject for hymnic song, he then names four of the largest

islands of the Mediterranean, who assemble (&oAAiovTat) behind Delos; and she, in turn, takes

the lead as chorus-leader (Eapxos, 1. 18) as the islands visit the Titans Ocean and Tethys.

&AA& oi oU vepeonTOV évi TpdToL Aéyeoban,

OmmoT €5 Wkeavdv Te kal &5 Titnvida TnbYv

vijoot doAAifovTal, dei & E§apxos OBeveL.

But she (Delos) causes no indignation to be spoken of
among the first, whenever to Ocean and the Titan Tethys

the islands gather, and she always goes as leader.
(Call. HDel. 16-8 Pf.)

The choice of the verb &oAAiCew is significant: in earlier literature, it is always used of a group
gathered for religious or civic purposes.® This insular choral dance is repeated at the end of the
Hymn, this time with the Cyclades forming a circular chorus around Asteria (Delos), now

redolent with incense and resounding with the great noise of song-dance (including that of the

geranos, the “crane dance”) during the evening rituals of the Delia-Apollonia.®! The poem thus

E.g. Il 6.270, 6.287, 15.588, 19.54; Bacch. 15.42.
%! The description of Delos as neither without music nor without dance but resounding all around with

song-dance is highly specified in lines 302-3, oUte cwommAY oUT &yogpov oUAos ebeipais/ "Eomepos,
&GAN aiei oe kaTaBAémel aupiBénTov (“Shaggy-haired Hesperus looks down upon you always
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begins and ends with choral and ritual imagery. As this scene is integral to the rest of the

discussion I reproduce it here (HDel. 278-315):

GAA& TOl AUPIETETS SEKATNPOPOL aitv aTap)ai
TépTToVTal, TT&oal 8¢ XopoUs avdyouct TOATES,

280  af Te mPos Noinv ai 8” éomepov al T ava uéoonv
kArjpous EoTrioavTo, Kai of kaBUTepbe Bopeins
oikia B1wos Exouct, ToAuxpovIcdOTaTov afua.

ol pév Tol kKaA&unv Te kai iepd SpdyuaTta TP TOL
aoTaxUuwv popéoucty: & AwdcovnBe TTeAaoyof

285  TnAdbev éxBaivovTa TOAU TPTIOTA SéxovTal,
ynAexees Bepamovtes aoryrTolo APnTos:
Sevtepov “Iplov &oTu kai oUpea MnAidos aing
EpxovTar keiBev B¢ SiarAcdoouciv AB&vTwv
eis dyaBov mediov AnAdvTiov: oud’ Tt pakpds

290 6 wAbos EUPoinbev, émel oéo yeiToves Spuot.
TEATAl Tol TAY’ Evelkav &Tmod EavbidY ApiuacTéov
OUmis Te AoEchd Te kai evaicwv Exkaépyn,
BuyaTépes Bopéao, kai Gpoeves oi TOT &pioTol
MBécov: oUd’ ofye TaAumeTes oikad’ ikovTo,

295  elpoipor &’ eyévovTo, Kai akAets oUTroT’ écovTal.
1 Tot AnAiddes pév, 8T’ eumxris Upévaios
fjBea koup&wv HopUYooETal, fAIKa XaiTnv
TapBevikais, Taides B¢ Bépos TO TP TOV ioUAwv
apoeves NIBEOICIY ATTAPXOUEVOL POPEOUTLY.

300 AoTepin Budeocoa, ot pev Tepi T' du@i TE vijool
KUKAOV €TToIfoavTo Kai cos Xopodv aupeBaiovtor
oUTe olTMANY oUT’ &yopov oUAos éBeipais
"Eotrepos, &AN’ aiei oe kaTaBAémel aupiBonTov.
ol pév Utraeidouot véuov Aukiolo yépovTos,

305 v Toramod Zavboio BeompdTros fyayev WA
ai 8¢ modi mArjocoust xopiTides dopaAés oUdas.
1) TTE Kal oTepavolot BapuveTal ipdv &yaAua
Kutpidos apxains apirjkoov, fjv mote Onoevs
eloaTo, ouv maideoow &te KpritnBev dvémAel.

310  of xaAewov puknua kai &yplov uia puydvTEs
TMacipdrns kai yvauttov €5os okoAiol AdaBupivéou,
TOTVIA, 0OV TEPL Bopodv yeipopévou Kibapiopol
KUKAIov copxricavTo, xopol &’ fyroato Onoevs.
gvBev deiloovTa Becopidos iepa Voifco

315  Kekpomidai méumouct ToTmia vos éKeivrs.

resounding all around, never silent nor noiseless”). Cf. Mineur (1984) 236 points out that oUTte cicommATv
oUT &yopov emphasizes the distinct activities of singing and dancing.
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280

285

290

295

300

305

310

315

But for you (Delos) the tithe-bearing first-fruits are sent

At every annual festival, and all the cities lead their choruses

Those that cast their lots in the east and the west and the south,
And those who beyond the northern shore make their homes, most ancien
They were the first to bring you stalks and sacred handfuls

of wheat, which the Pelasgians from Dodona,

disembarking from afar, first receive,

servants of the unsilent cauldron who sleep on the earth.

Next they come to the town of Ira and the mountains of the Melian
land. From there they sail across to the good Lelantine

plain of the Abantes. The sailing voyage from Euboea is no longer far,
since their ports are your neighbors.

First to bring these things to you from the blonde Arimaspi

were Oupis and Loxo and happy Hekaergg,

daughters of Boreas, and those who then were the best of the
unmarried youths. They did not return home again,

but they were blessed by fortune and will never be without glory.
Indeed, the Deliades, when the tuneful Aymenaios

frightens girls’ customs, bring as first-fruits

offerings their virgin hair to the virgins, and the boys, the first crop of their
down, to the unmarried youths.

Fragrant Asteria, round about you the islands form a

circle and surround you, like a chorus.

Shaggy-haired Hesperus looks down upon you always resounding all
around, never silent nor noiseless.

The youths sing in accompaniment the nome of the Lycian old man,
which (nome) the seer Olen brought to you from Xanthos.

The girls, dancing, beat their feet upon the firm ground.

Then, too, the sacred agalma of Kypris, the far-famed one of the
ancient (goddess), is weighed down with wreaths. Theseus once

set it up, when he was sailing back with the youths from Krete.

After fleeing the harsh bellowing and the savage son of Pasiphae and
the twisted home of the bending labyrinth, they

danced in a circle around your altar, mistress, as the cithara was
struck up, and Theseus led the chorus.

From then on, the Kekropidai send to Phoebeus

as ever-living offerings the ropes of that theoric ship.

t%2 race.

Most readers of the Hymn have seen in its closing lines describing the origins of the

geranos and Theseus’ ritual acts on Delos an evocation of Bacchylides 17—notoriously

62 Or, “most long-lived”: cf. Mineur (1984) 226, ad loc.
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classified by Callimachus as a paian®*— which famously also ends with Theseus surrounded by a
chorus (Bacch. 17.117-132). In the latter, at the moment of Theseus’ epiphany from the depths
of the sea, the seven “splendid throned” Athenian maidens cry the ololygé (&yAad-/Bpovoi Te
koUpat...coAdAuEav, 11. 124-7) and the seven Athenian youths, the paian (hibeot... véol
Taavigav épata o, 11. 128-9). Bacchylides’ version of the myth of Theseus, combining the
hero’s visit to Poseidon and Amphitrite in their underwater home with his sailing voyage to
Crete, may have been an original one, motivated by early 5"-century Athenian propaganda
constructing of Theseus a “national” Athenian hero.®

It is perhaps no accident that Kowalzig’s chapter on Delian theoria opens with a
discussion of the Delian rituals mentioned in Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos (1. 300-315).6°
Kowalzig understands this Callimachean passage as an antiquarian palimpsest of Delian myth-
ritual, where “the songs of Olen, the choral traditions, and the dances of Theseus’ geranos merge
into one and the same floating movement.”® Then there are those like Philippe Bruneau who
have attempted to tally the rituals that Callimachus describes with actual 3™-century practice.®’
Yet, although we have a couple of dedicatory inscriptions dated to the 4" century that mention

sacred offerings of or from the Hyperboreans,®® in the absence of further evidence, it seems a

63 According to a scholiast’s note to Bacch. 23 S-M, “Cassandra (for the Athenians?)” (POxy. 23.2368 =
SH 293).

64 Maehler (1997) 182. Cf. Irwin (2012).
% Kowalzig (2007) 56-7.

6 Ibid.

7 E.g. Bruneau (1970) 16-52. Or Mineur (1970) 248-9, for a brief survey of different theories proposed
to explain a Taiyviov (a rite?) at 11. 322-3: sailors biting an olive tree with their hands tied behind their
backs. Cf. Mineur (1970) 14—15, where he argues for an intentional emphasis on rites de passage, or
initiation rituals, to correspond to Callimachus’ initiation into the Alexandrian Mouseion.
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potentially tautological exercise to try to map Callimachus’s Hymn onto the realia of 3™ century
Delian ritual. Rather, what interests me most here is the rhetoric of ritualization, i.e. how this
passage intersects with prior and contemporary ideologies of the Delian theoric chorus.

Towards the end of the above passage, lines 308315 re-encode the passage from
Bacchylides 17 back into Delian myth-ritual, but with a difference. Callimachus is our first
source in which Theseus stops at Delos on his victorious way back to Athens from Crete; that is,
what were once separate aspects of myth and performance are conflated to become the logic of a
new ritual. Does Callimachus incorporate local oral traditions about the dancing of the geranos
on Delos or does he become the fount of that tradition? In the second century CE, Plutarch
reports that the choreia of Theseus’ njiBeou is still performed on Delos (7Thes. 21). Whatever the
direction of influence, the Hymn clearly has a complicated relationship with ritual activities “on
the ground.”

Callimachus also re-encodes Pindar’s paean, but again with a difference. Asteria in the
Hymn to Delos retains her Pindaric embodiment, but the dépag Aotepiog is transfigured into a
body in a choral performance, first as chorus-leader (the &£apyog of 1. 18, cited above) and then
as the central figure in a choral performance—she is surrounded by a kind of insular cyclic
chorus, which leads, like a series of concentric circles, to the dances of the Delia-Apollonia:
maiden choritides tunefully stomping the ground and the Athenians, led by Theseus, circling
around Delos’ altar. In other words, Asteria is literally figured into the song-dance of an
Athenian version of the Delia-Apollonia. In Pindar’s First Hymn (discussed below), Leto’s
arrival on Delos-Asteria engenders a geological change—Asteria, once a wandering island, is

rooted to the seabed by columns of adamantine. In Callimachus’ Hymn, Asteria’s transformation

5% Bruneau (1970) 39-40.
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is fully consonant with her utter physical fusion with Athenian choral ritual on Delos.

There are other ways in which the relationship with Athens is brought out. The two foci
of the opening lines of this passage—that is, the “annual-festival, tithe-bearing first-fruits” and
the conducting of choruses—inevitably bring to mind Athens and Thucydides’ description of
Athens’ earlier relationship with Delos, especially his statement that even “later, the islanders

and Athenians continued to send choruses along with sacrifices” (xopous Te avijyov ai méAeis,

UoTepov B¢ ToUs HEV XopoUs ol vnotédTal Kai ol Abnvator ped’ iepov émeutov, Thuc. 3.104.3).
Callimachus’ use of the present tense (for example, Téumovtat and avayouot at 1. 279) further

conveys a sense of continuity of practice from the fifth century down to the third. The
temporality is deliberate.

Next comes a list of vague geographical descriptors delimiting the extent of tribute-
bearing and chorus-conducting cities within the Delian sphere at lines 280-282. The preceding
lines prime us to understand kArjpous éoTrjoavTo in line 281 as a phrase that requires
unpacking. The collocution is unusual and draws attention to itself. Indeed, Callimachus seems
to be the first to use transitive {oTnu with kléros in this way. More typical collocutions involve
verbs meaning, for example, to “grant,” “have,” “take,” or “obtain.”®® These kléroi are, 1 think,
not just any “lots” or “allotments” but a dual reminiscence of both the Athenian system of
cleruchies—which, as Alfonso Moreno has demonstrated, were the backbone of Athenian
imperialism, far more than the payment of tribute’>—and the colonies established by the

Ptolemies abroad,”! including the refoundation of multiple towns with good ports and naval

% Cf. references under LSJ kAfipos 1A.

" Moreno (2009).
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bases now bearing the name “Arsinoe.””? (The popularity of the cult of Arsinoe throughout the
Aegean,”® whatever it might have meant at the level of private cult, at the imperial level was
clearly an ingenious move, tying private worship with public worship. We might here also note
the Philadelpheion constructed on Delos in honor of Arsinoe Philadephus,’ and the
Philadelpheia, a Delian festival also in honor of Arsinoe.””) Moreover, kArjpous éoTrjoavTo
intentionally layers a vision of Ptolemaic imperialism upon its Athenian predecessor in the
framework of Delian theoria.

This compressed “list” of tribute-bearing and chorus-conducting cities culminates in the
aition of the Hyperboreans as the first to bring stalks of wheat as tribute to Delos, a theme also
picked up in the Aetia in fr. 186.7¢ As commentators have frequently noted, Callimachus’
description of the tributary grain route from the Hyperboreans to Delos adheres closely to that
described at Herodotus 4.33-35, rather than the Athenocentric route described in Pausanias

1.31.2.77 Pausanias’ version mentions both Sinope, an important Athenian base in the Black Sea

"I Cf. Mineur (1984) ad v. 281; however, in my opinion, the imperial foundations abroad (the various
Arsinoes, Philadelphias, etc.) are likely to be more relevant for this passage than “the large-scale
settlement of veterans on kleroi in the Fayum under Ptolemy II”” (Stephens [2015] ad loc.).

2 Robert (1966) 199208, cf. Meadows (2013) 30.

™ A great number of altar plaques were dedicated to Arsinoe (in her capacity as Arsinoe-Aphrodite
Euploia-Zephyritis) at Lesbos, Delos, Paros, los, Amorgos, Thera, Miletus, Samos, Caunus, Eretria, and
Cyprus, cf. Meadows (2013) 29-30, with references (esp. n. 45).

7 Philadelpheion: IDélos 400 38; 440A 91. Altar: /G X1.4 1303. An oikos and graphé of Arsinoe: IDélos
372A and 403 26. Cf. Constantakopoulou (2017) 98-9.

% IG X1.2 287B 112-9, the Philadelpheia established by a certain Hermias, nésiarch of the League of
Islanders.

® Cf. Kowalzig (2007) 121: “...an aition of choral polis-theoria, working on the assumption that all
future worshippers would follow the model of the Hyperborean first-fruit tribute.”

" Paus. 1.31.2: év B¢ ﬂpaclsuclv ATEAAVSS 0Tt vads: evTatiba Tas Y epBopéov amapxas iéval
AéyeTal, TapadiBoval 8t autds Y mepRopéous Lev ApluacTrols, Apiuaotous & loonddot, Tapa 8¢
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grain route, and Prasiae, an Attic coastal deme.’® It is likely that such a 5-century version would
have been known to Callimachus—both Callimachus and Pausanias mention the Arimaspi, for
example, who do not feature in Herodotus’ route. Naming the Hyperboreans as primeval tribute-
bearers to Delos was not only useful for situating the contemporary politics of myth-ritual in the
far reaches of hoary time (to which Callimachus’ ToAuxpovicoTatov aiua alludes), but also for
inviting comparison with—and even perhaps usurping—a much more recent manipulation of
myth-ritual, that is, the Athenian alterations to the traditional route of the Hyberborean tribute, as
described in Pausanias. But if such an itinerary were indeed available to Callimachus, then he
obdurately ignores it.

Why?—particularly when the passage contains so many other Athenocentric details,
including the adorning of the agal/ma of Aphrodite, possibly performed during the dancing of the
Geranos’’; the dancing of the Geranos itself under Theseus’ lead; and the subsequent sending of
the “eternal” theoric ship from Athens to Delos? Sticking to Herodotus’ version allows
Callimachus to include the aetion about the young Delians’ hair rituals—true. But Herodotus’
Hyperborean route, ‘unmarked,’ as it were, also allows for the Delian grain tribute to come from
a diffuse network of potentially colonial outposts, rather than have the Athenians be the
endgame, as they are in Pausanias.

This loose evocation of Athenian thalassocracy becomes a kind of imperial double-

ToUTwv ZkUBas €5 Zwadtmy kouiCew, évtelbev 8¢ pépeabai Six EAArveov & TTpaoids, ABnvaious 8¢ |
€lbai Tous €5 AfJAov &yovTas: Tas 8¢ Amapxas KEKPUPOaL pev Ev KaA&un TTUPWVY, YIvedookEaDai d¢ U
SUBEEY: : VT B . EKE . :

78 Pausanias’ version of this grain route (Paus. 1.31.2), which lists both Sinope on the Black Sea Coast
and the Attic port of Prasiai (near modern Porto Rafti), betrays an adaptation of the ‘traditional narrative’
as found in Herodotus to suit an Athenocentric agenda that very likely dated to the 5th century BC
(Bruneau [1970] 42-3).

7 Paus. 9.40.3—4, where the xoanon is ascribed to Daedalus, and Plut. Thes. 21.
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vision, wavering between the Athenian and the Ptolemaic Aegean. Athenian myth-ritual and
propaganda had normalized political and economic control of the Aegean in the 5™ and 4
centuries. The Ptolemaic symbolic affiliation with Delos, the Cyclades, and the Aegean builds
upon the Athenian weave. Choruses were being sent to Delos to honor Philadelphus and his
father, as they had been in the past to honor Theseus and Athens. Grain was probably also sent to
Delos, acting as a central base for the Nesiotic League, from a number of cities embedded in the
Ptolemaic network, as we saw in the Kallias Decree.

And yet, that this is not the Delos of Homer, nor quite that of Thucydides’ Athens is
clear. This Delos shares a water source with the Nile (the Inopus on Delos was thought to run
underground and link up with the Nile);® it exhibits reflexes of Ptolemaic foreign and colonial
‘policy’; and above all it remains, persistently, “Asteria,” even affer Leto’s arrival, despite
Callimachus’ explanation that “Asteria” was the island’s pre-Letoan “maiden name.”®! The
fixation on the name of Asteria is usually ascribed to Callimachus’ particularly far-reaching
engagement in the Hymn to Delos with the figure of Pindar’s Asteria-Delos, especially in
Pindar’s Fifth Paean, discussed above, and his First Hymn, which will be discussed below.
Callimachus’ Asteria as a figure of the theoric chorus bookends the Hymn to Delos: initially as a
sign of, and then as inspiration for, choral song-dance. As I hope to show in this final portion, I
think that this characterization of Asteria has a great deal to do with Kos’ inclusion in this hymn,

and the historic role that choral ritual plays in mediating political transitions.

80 Cf. Mineur (1970) and Stephens (2015) on 11. 206-8. Callimachus in the Hymn to Artemis 3.171 even
calls the river AiyumTiou lveotroto; cf. Lycophr. 575-6.

81 Call. HDel. 4.39-40: Téppa Hév oUTre Tol Xpuoén émepicyeTo AT/ Téppa & #T° AcTepin oU kal
oudémw ékAeo Afjhos (“As long as golden Leto did not yet mingle with you, so long were you still called
‘Asteria’ and not yet ‘Delos’). Cf. Mineur (1970) ad v. 300: “... in a hymn to Delos, the persistence of
this name here and in 1. 316 is remarkable.”
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To understand the interplay between Asteria, Delos, and Kos, we might look once more
to Pindar. The usual Pindaric intertexts brought to bear on Callimachus’ hymn are Pi. Pae. 5 (=
D5 Ruth.), Pae.7b (= C2 Ruth.), “Pae.” 12 (= G1 Ruth.; possibly not a paecan®?), and Pindar’s
First Hymn (= fr. 33 S-M), formerly known as the Hymn to Zeus, but shown by Giovan Battista
D’Alessio to have been almost certainly a Hymn to Apollo.®

Pindar’s First Hymn (fr. 33 S-M) was, as D’ Alessio points out, one of the most famous of
Pindar’s songs in Antiquity.®* The most relevant portions for us are fr. 33a (= POxy 26.2442
fr.1), fr. 33¢c (= Theophr. Phys. op. fr. 12 = Dox. graec. Diels pp. 486—7), and fr.33d (= Strabo

10.5.2). I provide the texts below for ease of reference.

1 — v — OK&T|TOV Xepl* Tav &’ iepav
—— v ——] Kaov, émi 8 oTpaTov &io-
0— v x — v]og oUTe Balao-
00— — v v — AVE|uoloIy
S ——v-le [=v e

- v - sta]ff with his hand; and the holy

- - v - -] of the Koans, rush[ing?] upon the army
- v x — o] neither the sea(?)

- - v v -] by winds

——v-]u[—~]...
(fr. 33a, following D’ Alessio [2009] 132)

1 Xalp’, @ BeodudTa, AimapotrAokdpuou
Taidecol AaToUs inepoéoTaTov Epvos,
TovToU BUyaTep, XBovos eupei-
as akivnTov Tepas, &v Te BpoTol

2D’ Alessio (1997).
83 D’ Alessio (2009), cf. D’ Alessio (2005). Giuseppetti (2013) has already explored in great detail the
creative literary interplay of lyric and epic in the Hymn to Delos; what follows will necessarily focus on

only those Pindaric fragments especially salient for the characterization and use of the figure of Asteria-
Delos in particular.

8 D’ Alessio (2009) 129.
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5 AaMov kikArjokolow, pakapes 8 év 'OAUuTTw
AépavTov kuavéas xBovds &oTpov.

Hail, O god-built one, to shiny-haired Leto’s
children the most desirable offshoot,
daughter of the sea, unmoving marvel
of the wide earth, you whom mortals
call Delos; but the blessed gods on Olympus,
far-shining star of the dark-blue earth.
(fr. 33¢ S-M)

1 fv y&p T mépoibe popnTa
KUMATECCIV TTAVTOBATICV AVEUWY
pimaiow: &AN & Koloyevris 6médT’ codi-
veool Buiolo” ayxiTékols EméRa
5 v, 81 TOTe Téooapes opbai
TPEUVWY aTTpovcav Xboviwv,
Gv & émkpdavols oxébov
TéTpav adauavTomédiAol
kioves, EvBa Tekol-
10 o’ eudaipov’ EméyaTo yévvav.

. ol

1 For previously it was carried
on the waves by gusts of winds of all
types. But when the daughter of Koios,
raging with the labor-pains of approaching birth,
5 set foot on her, at that moment four upright
columns with adamantine bases sprang up from
their foundations in the earth,
and on their capitals they held up the rock.
There she gave birth and
10 gazed upon her blessed offspring.

(fr. 33d S-M)
The structure of the hymn and the proper order of all of the fragments (not all discussed
here) is a vexed and complicated issue. What we do know, based on the papyrus fragment POxy
2442 fr.1, is that fr.3 3a represents the top of one column, and the next column begins with 1.7 of

fr. 33d. Perhaps at most 12 lines separated the two fragments, and it is possible that fr. 33c
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appeared in between.®® The subject of fr. 33a appears to be Heracles’ attack against Eurypylus,
king of the Meropes on Kos and father of Chalkiope, with whom Heracles eventually produced a
son, Thessalus. Fr. 33c 1s a chairetismos of the island of Delos and in its final lines includes an
aition for its (implied) alternate name of Asteria (= the name by which the Olympians, from their
lofty panoramic vantage point, refer to her). Finally, fr. 33d seems to offer a potential gloss on
axivntov Tépas (fr. 33c, 1. 4): the story of the manner in which the island acquired its
motionlessness is part of the marvel, i.e. the process by which she became “god-built”
(beoduaTa, fr. 33c, 1. 1).

Several key points emerge for us in setting these fragments from Pindar’s First Hymn
alongside Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos. To begin with the presence of Kos: the structural
sequencing of an episode on Kos followed by the subject of Delos was undoubtedly useful for
poets composing in the court of Philadelphus.®® But, as D’ Alessio rightly notes, “while in Pindar
Kos seems to have been, at least to a certain extent, a sort of negative counterpart to Delos, the
sign is reversed when the Hellenistic poets have to deal with the king’s birth-place.”®’ Not only
is the sign “reversed”; the prominence and literal centrality of Kos in Callimachus’ Hymn
restructures our entire understanding of the myth of Apollo’s birth. Apollo’s prophecy about the
rule of Ptolemy Philadelphus describes a Greek world entirely willingly submitting to the
“Macedonian mitra”: a world representative of the Ptolemaic empire at its farthest extent,
including “both mesogeiai and the islands in the seas” (HDel. 1. 168). Whereas the prophecies

that initiated the Athenians’ purifications and interferences on Delos, in the 6 and 5" centuries

5 D’ Alessio (2009) 131-2.
% D’ Alessio (2009) 134-5. Cf. Kos and Delos in Theocitus /d. 17.

8 Ibid.
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were obscure and unknown (e.g. kata xpnuov 81 Twa at Thuc. 3.104.1), the prophecies
provided in Callimachus’ Hymn are extremely specific and lay the foundations for Ptolemaic
involvement on Delos within the framework of Delian ritual. And whereas Kos does not seem to
be the primary focus in Pindar’s First Hymn, it takes pride of place in Callimachus’ Hymn. It is
even, metatextually, framed by circular choruses of islands at either end of the poem.

There are other ways in which Pindar’s “sign” is reversed. For instance, Callimachus’
Asteria-Delos plays off of the notion of Pindar’s axivitov Tépas in fragment 33c and focuses
intensely rather on the island’s hyper-mobility and movement.3® Asteria is literally footloose (as
foetal Apollo describes her at line 192, médes 8¢ oi oUk €vi xwopn, “Her feet are not on the
earth”). Even the aetiology of her name in Callimachus is linked to motion, rather than stable
visibility, as in Pindar.?® Perhaps the most interesting departure from Pindar’s First Hymn,
however, is the total omission in Callimachus of the restructuring of Delos’ physical properties
after Leto’s arrival at Pindar fr. 33d, lines 5-9. Instead, the island’s transformative moment is
delayed until Apollo’s actual birth at line 255, and the transformation itself is acutely focused
on choral theoria and ritual song-dance. At lines 304315, Delos’ theoric ritualization is a

moment of climactic music and dance, especially circular dance.®! Unlike in the Homeric Hymn

% For example, in lines 17-18 of the Hymn to Delos, she leads a chorus of islands to Ocean and Tethys; at
lines 41-50, she’s roaming the Aegean; lines 192—4, “Her feet are not on the earth, but she floats on the
tide, like an asphodel”.

% “Your name of old was Asteria, since you leapt from heaven into the deep ditch (=the ocean), like a
star, while fleeing marriage with Zeus” (HDel. 4. 36-8).

% Mineur (1970) 213 on lines 260ff. notes that “[t]he representation of ‘golden’ Asteria being Apollo’s
T101vn has an interesting parallel in Egyptian mythology, where Hathor, Horus’ wet-nurse... also was the
incarnation of gold....”

1 Cf. Stephens on HDel. 4.304—15: “... the emphasis on circular dance... that unites nature (the chorus of

islands) and the human world.” The islands surround Asteria in a circle, “like a chorus” at 11.300-1, and
Theseus leads a chorus dancing a kUkAiov around the altar of Delos-Asteria 1.313. The chorus of girls’
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to Apollo, Pindar’s Fifth Paean, and Bacchylides 17, however, the ritualized song-dance in
Callimachus’ Hymn displays a cosmically harmonic and sympathetic quality, as commentators
have noted, with the circular dance of the islands at the hymn’s beginning and end mirroring the
dance of the youths and maidens at lines 306 and following.

If ritual action is the natural, teleological outcome of mythic narrative, in the case of the
Hymn to Delos, such action here is linked to the post eventum prophecy of Philadelphus’ birth,
which unifies the Egyptian idea of total cosmic harmony (maat) attendant upon a pharaoh’s birth

and the political harmony represented by the civic theoric chorus.”

Like the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, Pindar’s Fifth Paean, and Bacchylides 17,
Callimachus’ Hymn to Delos also ends with the transformative ritualization of Delos or of a
Delian chorus as a resolution to a crisis. On the surface, this crisis consists of Leto’s not having
anywhere to give birth despite her increasingly urgent labor pains; but, as we have seen from
Apollo’s prophecy about Kos, above, the crisis alluded to is also that of the transition of political
power.

Ultimately, I think that the hymn presents not a disordered hodgepodge of ritual, nor a

93 as Markus Asper once described it,

geopoetics “arranged in a completely unpredictable order,
but rather a subtle hierachization of Aegean geopolitics, updated for the Ptolemaic era.

Callimachus’ Hymn responds to various political and ideological needs through an explicitly

modified “archaeology” of Delian ritual, revised to make space for the outlying island of Kos

evening dancing at 1. 306 (probably during the Delian Apollonia, cf. Mineur [1970] 237-8) also evokes
the circular chorus.

%2 Stephens (2003) 61-63, 100-102.

% Asper (2011) 167.
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and celebrating it within an insular religious network in which it did not historically have a place.
Insofar as Athens, the Nesiotic League, and Ptolemy were united in a delicately balanced
symbiotic relationship in the first decades of the third century, the invocation of the Athenian
thalassocratic context performs an ideological “glide,” negotiating a place for Kos and the
Ptolemies in the Nesiotic League. At a literary level, the hymn demands to be read against
Pindaric Apolline song, giving a fulsome response to the question raised by the speaker
regarding the story of Delos at Pindar Paean 7b, line 42: Ti meicouall, “What shall I believe?”

Callimachus’ hymnic reply to this Pindaric question encompasses not only the thick
weave of aetiologies for Delian myth-ritual—re-told and re-interpreted—but also the ultimate
legitimation, through divine prophecy, of Ptolemy’s rightful ritual place in the Aegean. The ritual
trappings of the Hymn to Delos demand, and manipulate, belief in the genre of Apolline song
and the pre-Ogygian place of the Ptolemies within it. Its poetic strategy makes use of a self-
conscious internalization of the figure of the Deliades in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo: they who
“know how to imitate the voices and rhythmic patterns of all men.” To some degree, it is in fact
also Callimachus’ song that the chorus of maidens, as descendants of the Hyperboreans,

performs in their eternal vespers.”*

% The evening female chorus is in fact solidly attested at Delos for the 3" century BCE and later, as
Bruneau notes. See Bruneau (1970) 35-7.
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CONCLUSION

T]i Bedc; T[O] kpaToOUV
Ti BaolAey[c; ic]6Beos.

What is a god? Ruling.
What is a king? Equal to a god.
P.Heid. 1716, 11.1-2 (verso) !

The first two lines of this catechistic papyrus fragment dated to the 2™ ¢. CE hint at an
Imperial-era version of a deeply rooted Greek cultural concern: what I have called “the
ontologically fraught space” between gods and men. In the foregoing, I have argued that such a
concern also preoccupied Greek intellectuals of the late Classical and early Hellenistic period,
with a focus on early Ptolemaic Alexandria and Ptolemaic relations in the Aegean. In order to
recreate some of the conversations and debates that arose from these concerns, we turned to
several places in the poetry of Callimachus that proved to be especially rich ground for exploring
contemporary discourse about the nature of the mortal and the divine (Chapters 1 and 2), and the
role of pre-existing Aegean ritual and mythical networks for situating Ptolemaic ruler cult
(Chapter 3). Callimachus’ allusive techniques—often oblique in the extreme—open up a space
for this discourse to happen (fragmented and almost schizophrenic as it may seem, for both
textual and literary reasons).

Part of the background to such debates, as we saw in Chapter 1, was an Athenian mode of
cultural critique, rooted, on the one hand, in Athenian responses to Macedonian rule,? and on the

other, in cultural differences between Athens and Alexandria and the sociology of diaspora.

!ed. pr. Bilabel (1925); cf. Ingenkamp (1969).

? This is, unsurprisingly, especially well-recorded in the case of Athenian reactions to Alexander’s request
for divinization; cf. Nock (1972) I, 134-5 for a list of several of the primary sources.
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Another part of the background, which we glimpsed in Chapter 2, was the confrontation/
competition between different sources of cultural and theological knowledge: “Greek” vs.
“Egyptian”; Alexandrian “New World” vs. Aegean “Old World.” Considering the cultural
complexity of Ptolemaic Egypt, this chapter barely scratches the surface. Privileging the views of
Greek intellectuals provides a ready structure for a study of this scope—especially given the way
in which the boundary between “mortal” and divine” was problematized in the Greek intellectual
tradition—but it does so, admittedly, at the expense of the Egyptian perspective.® To incorporate
the latter thoroughly would undoubtedly provide a more balanced historical picture; but it would
also have blunted the pointedness of the question with which this study began: that is, how does
a man become a god? For in dynastic Egypt, as Jan Assmann has argued, the space for that
problematization—the distance and contact between mortal and divine and its mediation through
the register of the “heroic”—never existed, or rather, was always inherently integral to the office
of the pharaoh.* On a fundamental level, therefore, the study of this question for the first few
decades of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt is about cultural difference, and the reconciliation of that
difference.

Focusing on Callimachus’ text as a point of discursive convergence has allowed us to
better understand the enormous effort involved in the rhetoric of belief. We saw in Chapter 3, for
example, how the Hymn to Delos works to re-encode earlier ritual narratives to encompass the
complex network of diplomatic relations between Delos, the Nesiotic League, and the Ptolemaic
kingdom in the first half of the 3™ century BCE. Of course, there are limitations to such an

approach. For instance, using Callimachus as a starting point for thinking about the rhetoric of

3 Except for the brief discussion of Manetho in Chapter 2.

* Assmann (2009).
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belief limits the kinds of audiences that we can study—that is, primarily, elite and/or literate,
conversant with or engaging with Greek literary production and intellectual culture. After all, as
Susan Stephens and Benjamin Acosta-Hughes point out, “public discourse” in Ptolemaic
Alexandria does not necessarily speak to the “dnuoocia qua dnuooia” in the same way that, say,
Athenian comedy and tragedy do.® In each chapter or case study, however, we also saw how
reading Callimachus as a “public transcript” could serve to reveal a range of voices in different
discursive modes: Athenian critique, competitive wisdom, the rhetoric of ritual. Callimachus’
poetry, I would argue, can therefore function as a kind of litmus test of the many ways in which
Alexandrian intellectual culture responded to the mortal divine.

Nevertheless, there are other sources and other kinds of evidence concerning the mortal
divine that have not been adduced or fully addressed in this work: not just the work of other
contemporary or near-contemporary Alexandrian poets and intellectuals (e.g. Theocritus,
Apollonius, Lycophron), but also, if we were to take a wider view: responses to ruler cult from
Greek cities® (e.g. honorific decrees; the Parian Marble); as mentioned above, Egyptian sources
on Ptolemaic kings (e.g. Manetho, Egyptian priestly decrees); and sources related to the
importance of Arsinoe II in public and private cult.” One might also look to later sources, like the
“Oracle of the Potter”® and the Letter of Aristeas,’ for a better diachronic view of the

development of Ptolemaic royal ideology.

> Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2012) 83.
® On which cf. especially Habicht (1970).

" Quaegebeur (1971a) and (1971b); Hazzard (2000); Miiller (2009); Caneva (2012) and (2016); Panov
(2017); for Arsinoe II in Hellenistic poetry, cf. e.g. Reed (2000), Barbantani (2005), Foster (2006).

¥ Cf. Koenen (1968), (1974), and (1984); see also Koenen (1993); for a translation, Kerkeslager (1998).

o Cf. p. 48, n. 108.
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The subject of the mortal divine in Ptolemaic Egypt is, clearly, a vast one—multi-faceted
and culturally complex. In the analysis offered here, we have set the spotlight on Callimachus,
and specific intersections of Alexandrian literary and intellectual culture, to begin to explore this
expansive terrain. In the course of that analysis, much has been left unexplored, but what, I hope,
has been clarified is the complexity of theological discourse in the early Ptolemaic period, and
the ways in which literary transcripts complicate our understanding of the transition from mortal

to divine.
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APPENDIX

For ease of reading, I provide below the text and translations of the three poems of
Callimachus discussed at length but not quoted in their entirety in individual chapters. The text is
that of Pfeiffer (1949). The translation of lamb 1 is my own (but informed by Kerkhecker [1999]
and Acosta-Hughes [2002]); those of the Hymn to Zeus and Hymn to Delos are adapted from
Stephens (2016). In addition, the ancient scholarly summary (Diegesis) is provided for lamb 1

(text Pfeiffer [1949]).

IAMB 1 (fr. 191 Pf.)

Dieg VI.1-21

YZIT.O"I:léE‘Tal q>61Tov ITrTrcovaKTa ouyKoO\ouv—

TQ TOUS qJO\o)\oyoug els TO ﬂap—

Hevicovos qu‘(?\’“’?‘.’(?‘.’ ZQ‘PQ‘U!&?!Q‘." fikoy-

ol GL’IT.OTS KaT’ E’O\ag c’xTrayopeOen q>60veTv 5

Tév Ty Te &M ovoiav SiéeTo kai BN

XPYOOUY EKTICOMA T UEOE) TAV ViGdY

AuqJéO\Kn evexeipioev, 8maas 36 TG apioTe

TGOV ETTT& 0OPAdV. O Bk e)\ecov eis MiAnTov 10
e&Bou ToUTO G)O()\nTl s 81aq>ep[o] VTL TGV EAAwvY,

6 85 omemsu\pe TPOS Bla\)Ta TOV ﬂpmvea 6

7\03\)0( TO\) Aenvalov 'o. [8]5 Trpo[g] [Xl)\cova Tov]

Alalkedailudlviov, & 8¢ Trpds TiTlTaxsy Tov M- 15
Tukn[vatov, 68]¢ mpos [KIAey[BoluAloly Tov Allv-]

Si[o]v. [To &€ EKTrcouaj UTTO TouTov [Tr]euqJGE\) [AA-]

[6e &AW Els OdAnTa o] 86 avaTlen [ol] T [AWduu[el]

[A]Tro7\[7\cov1 Bis Aap]cov aploTe[lo]v TOlyap[ouv]

2073 [ IR ]ouo [ ] dAAAwv 20

[([::).T[ .......... Jio1oT[..... é]piCecbe.
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Fr. 191 Pf. (lamb 1)

¢ TGV Bkoy Bovv KQM\“B‘?V TATPrioKOUOW,
Pepwv fauPov ov uaxnv 1&eidovta
Ty Boumdaheiov [].va.[... &lvBpeotros

1Bl |-ew
@]vdpes ol v [ | ke[
kalTUAnod ol | Aweolviooy
]Te Mouoecov a[ | ] ATro)\)\covog

ou TO\)J TrOO\ou ﬂayxmol\) 6 ﬂ)\aoag Zava
Yépwv, )\a)\a(;cov &Buka i B)\la WrXEL

Ivyap évtos oul

14yn Tig' 0 oA

Jvra Beouof Tl

Jv mpods Adnv[

Gv]Bpes okooo! Bol

In8or MoUoa [

lvov SoTig el

18¢ xai Tov ¢ x|

lv étaipnv at|

lauBov doi[g

l.cos Tig Tous V[

laueTpa Tous|

Jv dotis TN[
Tr]o)\)\oug ev[

n OrIKES | €K yng n O(Tr | o 6uuaTog Ae)\qJ[m
617\1']80\) [eo] Iueuouon} |- EKaTn Tr)\neeug
q>uoeo.w 16K Ioag un TO | v Tpchova yuuvcbon
ocm‘m yeveoeco | Kai YR | anEOGE TT]\) pnon)
& AoTe 1 o fua | ve, kal yap oUd’ Q‘VTQS
uéya oxoNaCler] | B[elT | ne yap néoov Bwetv
qJEG q>] v Axépo[\)T]og—chv ﬁd)\al Tis eUdaipcov
gyéveto, Talv]Ta &’ elxev olow avepcm'ron
6801 Te )\EUKlag nuerag emon)Tou

TGV wovv...] TOUS v EVBa, ToUs B Evba
€onoe ToU kAwTfipos—elxe yap Beonds—
uéMovas ii8n TapBévors ehwdeiobar.
HoAs & émralpas] g ToTNg T dykGdva
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~J--v & Apklas klava iy otéyny PAepas
J..vowo.[...]..[ .

glmerr’ Epnoe

'S TiaTBes G dual TAOMOVTOS &yKupal
o] '
BlovAeobe pe€eol

oJuv Beolot kai . [.

....]..[

lETr)\euoev £ Ml)\nTov nv yap n vu<n

¢v ToU A.!??vueos Tév yéplolvTa keoviie

EUovTa T yiiv kal ypagovTa TO oxXiiua,
Tougelp’ & PpUE ElipopBioss, doTis aubpdatreoy
Tp[iYJODVa Ka‘l OK[GXT]V‘GJ Trpchog EypLouye

ov Tra\)Teg, 00\)\ oug ElXE\) lQUTgpqg §qguog\g.
Trpog on [u]lv coB eqmoe [

TGOV ETrTa KT]YOJ 001 818cou[1 TrpcoTnov
ETuye 3t] okimeov TolBalpos TpéaPus
kad T]A UTrvny TATéED [kaTayrixeov
egetme’] Ty doow pev |

oU 8’ el [To]kedovos i Ad[yois amebricels,

Bins [..cove.... JeA[
* B .. . . . ..‘ ' . .
20hcov- éxeivog ' cog Xikeov” amréoTeihey

T.TC?Q\!‘.’ T<‘? 5@99? és 9¢MT’ avohiobev

5!5@@! TQVTQ 515 MBwv &pioTiiov.”

&GAN’ fjv 6pij Tis, ‘oUTOg A)\Kuéwv’ Pricel
kai ‘pedye Ba)\)\a PeUy” Epel “TOV &vbpcoTrov.’
EKO(OT[o]g auTov .[. ]a apea KT)PUCGEL

o 8 ef,omoee Kco[p]UKouog £y XAOKeL

! For this reading, Lloyd-Jones (1967).
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kai gnot ToU[......]s xmAeys|
eval].[  launge 85
T& TRCIXNAL yuuvael
| . OUOde.qu

| vi[.]JacuAlo. 90
Inp notvos eike Tas [Molvoas
1.0t xAoopax oUka Tpeoyovoals
] miénode kal yap n.[ 95
|1 ToG Xdpeovos w....v[
JcoAve kaTromAety copr)
Ifoage[  JTwkuow

Diegesis to Iamb 1

“Listen to Hipponax! Yes sir, I’ve come...”

He imagines the dead Hipponax summoning

the philosophoi* to the temple of Sarapis

which was called Parmenion’s. After they arrive

in swarms he bids them not to envy one another, 5
telling them how the Arcadian Bathycles,

as he was dying, bequeathed the rest of his wealth

and handed a golden cup to Amphalces, his middle son,

to give to the best of the seven wise men.

And he (=Amphalces), going to Miletus, gave it to Thales, 10
as he was superior to the rest,

but Thales sent it away to Bias of Priene, and Bias to

Periander of Corinth, and Periander to

Solon the Athenian, and Solon to Chilon

the Lacedaemonian, and Chilon to Pittacus 15
of Mytilene, and Pittacus to Cleobulus

the Lindian. The cup sent by this one

came back to Thales. And Thales, after receiving it twice

as an award, dedicated it to Apollo at Didyma. Wherefore

he said.... of one another 20
... you quarrel.

? The papyrus has gtlocogovc, but this has been corrected by a later hand to piloAdyovc; cf. Pfeiffer ad
loc. and Chapter 2, above.

161



ITamb 1

Listen to Hipponax! Yes sir,

I’ve come from where they sell an ox for a penny.
And I’m bringing iambs that sing

not about the quarrel with Bupalus... man...

... O men of today! ... feather brains...
... you are charmed(?)... of Dionysus
... of the Muses ... of Apollo
Come on, all together now, to the temple outside the city walls,
where the babbling old man who made up “Panchaian Zeus of yore”
scribbles his unrighteous books.
.. for within...
.. somone...
... altars ...
.. to Hades ...
.. however many men as...
.. Muse...
.. whoever...
.. and the one who...
.. companion...
.. whoever... iambs...
.. whoever the...
.. -meters...
.. whoever...
... many...
Apollo! These men—roiling in swarms,
like flies around a goatherd, or wasps out of the ground or Delphians
after a sacrifice! Hekate, what a mob!
Baldy will lose his breath,
huffing away so as not to be stripped of his raggedy cloak.
Let there be silence! And be sure to take notes!
Once upon a time, there was a man named Bathycles,
an Arcadian (now don’t you turn your nose up at me,
mister—I, too, don’t have much time; for I must whirl—
alas, alas!—in the midst of Acheron), who was one of the blessed of old,
and he had everything by which men and
gods know happy days.
When he was just about to arrive...
after a long... —for indeed he had lived...—
he set [his sons]... some here, some there,
about his bed (for gout kept him down),
[his sons who] were just about the age to roll about with girls.
With difficulty he propped himself up on his elbows, like a symposiast,
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... the Arcadian, casting his eyes at the ceiling...

45
then said...

“My sons, my anchors as [ go out,

... you wish... I will do/act...

with the gods and... 50

[about 13 lines are missing]

He sailed to Miletus, for victory belonged to

Thales, who, among the other things at which he was skilled in thought,

was said to have measured the Wagon’s

stars, by which the Phoenicians sail. 55
The Prelunarian,? by good fortune, found the old man (= Thales),

in Didymaean Apollo’s temple, scratching

the earth with a rod, and drawing the shape

that Phrygian Euphorbus (= Pythagoras) discovered, who was the first of men
to draw the scalene triangle and circle 60
and taught (men) to abstain

from living creatures. The Italians obeyed—

not all, but those who were dogged by misfortune.*

He spoke to him as follows...

taking that cup of pure gold from his sack: 65
‘My father bade me give this cup,

to that one of you wise seven

who was most useful. And I give first place to you.’

The old man struck the floor with his staff,

and, scratching his beard with his other hand, 70
replied: ‘The gift I will not accept.

but you, if you (do not wish to disobey) your father’s (orders),

Bias...

[about 20 lines missing, of which 4 are known from elsewhere]

Solon. But he sent it to Chilon...
The gift slipped back to Thales. 75

‘Thales dedicates me to the ruler of the people of Neleus,
having twice won this prize.’

3 Referring to Amphalces, the son of Bathycles, who had been tasked with finding “the most useful of the
wise.” The Arcadians were reported to be older than even the moon.
* For this translation, cf. Kerkhecker (1999) 40.
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But if someone sees, he’ll say: ‘This one’s an Alcmeon’

and ‘Run! He strikes! Run from the man!’
Each... him... will proclaim

that... (those to come?)....

The Corycian gapes from behind

tdragging his tongue like a dog when it drinks
and he says... sail...

.. cranes his neck

... not even learning their alphabet
.. do retail with their fists

. peplos
.. (that man?) alone chose the Muses
.. munching away on green figs...
. and of laughter...
(Do not) believe (them), for..
.. of Charon...
.. the hour to sail away...
.. (with) his ass...

[about 20 lines are missing between the end of this poem and lamb 2]

IAMB 13 (fr. 203 Pf.)

Dieg. I1X 32-38

Ev TOUTCQ Trpog Tous KaTaueuqmue—

vous auTov gm T Tro)\ua&sla wv

ypaqm TOINUATY ETTAVTEV PNOW &T1
"leova pupeiTal TOv TPAYIKOV*

00\)\ ouBe TOV TEKTOVA TIS MEUPETQL TOAUEIST

OKEUT) TEKTQIVOUEVOV.

Fr. 203 Pf.

']...'[
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J.oa......[

Is BiémAevoa
l.adeyownped. [
ITpvn. © Minv[epnog

leoteoarAasl
I ITL]v modaPpe.[
K yap ......[. oUT’] "leot ovpueitag

ot "Eqeaov eNBcov, fitis éoTiam.[
"Eqeoov, 88ev Trep of T& MéTpa uEMAOYTES
T& oA TikTew Ui auadés evadiovtar
&M € 1 Bunov ) "l yaoTépa Trvevo.
€T’ olv ¢... pxaTov elT” amau | [.].[
ToUT éur€]mAextal kai AaAeuo | [..]..[
TaoTi kot AcoploTi kel TO GUHMIK| Tov[
T[e]U uéxpt ToAuGs: oi pikot oe Bnolous|
K[lv vouv &xcoow, ey xéouot Thv| kpdow
cog Uyteins ouBE T waless

v 8nToocoumTel...]...ct Moloar.’
oUTws ...Tat kal..].[.]Jv[..].qv[.].u..-

‘& Aot gpfiog[ .pn piiots
aKoy....oe[.]..[...]nv.. A [ov

EOOTER A-..6.... GTEMTIOAT KSWas |

&v TdeB0..0.0A[.Jw eUpiokew

Kahas @o1B[&0].........a1pedvTa

Tis elmev aut[....JAe.p.[....].

oU mevTareTpa ouvTifel, ou & n[pcxo]v,
oU B¢ Tpaywdeliv] ek Becov ekAnpwoc ;

*

]'..[.j..['
].cpgg[.] RN
5{]ppa kai TpdTr[eCav

T& v B TOAATY TuipeBGva Aeoxaivers
16 Tebuog ouTog|
vl Jvka..e.f

logpeo...pavAa....ouol

AuBov] Trpds aUAOY A......xal x0pBds
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Inv yap é\)TE)\éS Te TO XphuUa
.- [paryewo kai A A.... avemrAdobn
[ Irepnuey ai Beal yap of. Jkefvous
Ju.vInas hydmoav oi To.auTy
J.va | onBogiég Képag TeBUp Tl

céé %ﬁé é?\f.x!ns, i avéavoe Thy AnTe.
uNB. [ ] e Vv &eidw

ouT | Eq>eoko e)\ Go.nv oUT’ 1"lwoo1 ovppeifas,

Eq>eoov 80ev Trep ol TQ HETPQ ue)\)\O\)Teg
TA XWAX TIKTEW U auaecog gvavovTal.
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HYMN TO ZEUS (Hymn 1)

vabg Eon Ti KEV 60\7\0 Trapb( OTrovBﬁon) aeide
ﬂn)\ayovcov e)\aTnpa 8u<ao1‘ro7\ov OLI[;)'G;)I‘BT]OI
Téds Kai viv, AikTaiov deicopev ne /\UKouov

gv BOm ua)\a 6uuog, eTTel yevog auqmploTov

oSYQYiév '.<q>.\6<?v<?! A%xo.a!ov Am??qvn%&

&vBa o Emel urfTnp ey dAcov @U%@ﬁwfo KOATIGOV,
avtika BiCnTo pov GBatos, & ke TéKoI

)\L’JuaTa XUT)\cboouTo TE(‘)V.B’ evi chbTa )\oéoom
)\EUKOTaTog ‘ITOTGIJOJ\) ETl 8 O(Bpoxog nev oﬁ'r.oiéé(
ACT]\)IS ue)O\ev OS¢ u&N’ euquog Ka)\eeoem

O(UTlg E‘]TEl Tnuoo&s Pén Ste )\uoaTo ulTpnv

|<ou p U‘]T aur]xavmg oxouevn q>aTo ‘]TOT\)lG Pem
Foua qJO\n, TEKE Kal oU" Teal 8 co&veg e)\anpou

’?'.‘ 5 ’?X’?’?‘.’ u;syq X’?V“q T‘?e! XP‘?‘?‘ @Q‘!§PV‘."?“?Q‘>
cova, Tedv oTrelpeace, NS B¢ oe Baske kouiooay
KeuBLov Eoco Kentadov, iva kpuea Taidedoro,
TrpeoBUTé(Tn NuuqJécov al ulv TO;TE umcboa\)To
ouB a)\lnv G‘ITETEIOE Gen Xaplv 0(7\7\0( TO Xeuua
KETVO Nean ovounve TO uev 1T061 oAy KaT auTod
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qum)\lov HETETEITa TTESOV KaAéouat KUdcoves.
Ze7, ot 86 KupBa\)Tcov ETapou Trpooem']xuvmno

Ka)\a uev nef,eu Ka)\a 8 ETpanfsg, oupavie Zel,
oF,u 8 avanoag, TGXl\)Ol &€ Tol n)\eov lOU)\Ol

§nvq4<?l 5 oy TéuTay Q‘MQE’?S floay qo!&?!

pavto TdAov Kpovidnot Si&Tpixa dcouata velpar
Tis B€ K €T Ou)\um‘rco Te kai ‘Ad1 KAfjpov épvooal,
og ua)\a un vevm)\og e’ 1ooun yap €olke
W’?V&?!WJ‘% Q‘!(?‘.’T.(?S & Kev T”::Tr!e(?!’?‘.’ Q‘K(?Vﬂ‘."

oU ot Becov oofiva Tol Becav, Epya Bt xelpdov,
ot} Te Bin TS Te kapTOS, 8 Kol TENas £lo0o Bigpov.
Brikao &’ olwvdov uéy’ Utreipoxov c’xyye)\lcbﬁ]v
oo.w Tepao.w aT El..lOlOl q>1)xong evBeF,la q>ouvong
em‘repauoug, OUK avaa oaKEOTroO\ov ou uev aonBov
0(7\7\0( TA HEV uaKapeoow o)\l(;oon) auel Traanag

EK 88 Alog Baon)\neg etrel Ao ouBev avaKTcpy
6610Tepov T |<ou OQE TENV EKplvao )\ouc,lv
aKpno ev Tro)\leoon) eﬁé@'o'g ol TE 8u<n01
Aadv uttd OKo)\lno ol T’ em‘roO\lv 16uvou01v

gv 88 puanE\)mv EBOO\E; oprow, gv 8 00\1; o)\Bov

EO"]TEplOS TG LlEYlOTG TG LlElO\)G 8 EUTE \)OT]O'T]

oi 88 TQ uev Tr)\eno.wl TQ 8 oux €vi, Tcov & O(Tro TAUTTAV
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XQTpe Méya, Kpovidn TavutrépTaTe, 8d3Top edcov,

XOTpEe, TaTep, Xaip” aubl didov 8’ apeTrv T' &evos Te.

oUT’ apeTiis &Tep SABos émioTaTal Gvdpas &étev

oUT’ apeTn &gévolo- Bidou &’ apeTriv Te kai SABov.
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Hymn to Zeus

At libations to Zeus, what would be a better subject of song

than the god himself, ever great, ever lord,

router of the Titans, dispenser of the law to the sons of Uranus?

Just how shall we hymn him, as Dictaean or Lycaean?

My heart is greatly in doubt, since his birth (genos) is contested. 5
Zeus, you, some say, were born on the peaks of Ida;

Zeus, [others say] you were born in Arcadia. Which, o father, lied?

“Cretans are always liars.” Indeed, lord, the Cretans

forged your tomb! But you did not die; you are forever.

In Parrhasia, Rhea bore you, where the mountain 10
was especially dense with thickets. Afterwards the place

was sacred; nothing in need of Eileithyia,

neither crawling thing nor woman approaches it, but

the Apidaneans call it Rhea’s primeval childbed.

From the moment when your mother produced you from her great womb, 15
immediately she searched for a stream of water, in which she might

cleanse the afterbirth, and therein wash your body.

But the mighty Ladon was not yet flowing, nor the Erymanthus,

whitest of rivers, and still unwatered was the whole of

Azenis—but it was destined to be called well-watered 20
thereafter. For at that moment when Rhea loosened her sash,

the watery Taon bore many oaks

above it, and the Melas provided the course for many wagons,

and above the Carnion>—though now rushing with water—

many serpents built their lairs, and men used to walk, 25
on foot above the Crathis and the pebbly Metope,

in thirst. But abundant water lay under his feet.

In the grip of helplessness, lady Rhea spoke:

“Dear Gaia, you, too, give birth! Your birth-pangs are light.”

She spoke, and the goddess, lifting up her great arm, 30
struck the hill with her staff; it split wide apart for her,

and a great stream of water poured forth. There she washed your body to a sheen,
O lord, and swaddled you, and gave you to Neda to carry

to a Cretan hideaway, to rear you in secret.

She was the eldest of the Nymphs who attended her as midwives 35
in the first generation after Styx and Philyra.

Nor did the goddess reward her with an empty favor, but named that stream
Neda. This stream, somewhere near the very

city of the Caucones, which is called Lepreion,

mingles mightily with the Nereus, and this most ancient water 40
the descendants of the Lycaonian bear drink.

When the nymph left Thenae, carrying you, father Zeus, to Cnossus,

> On this reading, Stephens (2016) ad loc.
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(for Thenae was nearby Cnossus),

there, your umbilical cord fell away, o god; afterwards

the Cydones call it the Omphalian plain. 45
Zeus, you the companions of the Cyrbantes, the Dictaecan Meliae,

took you up in their arms, and you did Adrastea lay to rest

in a golden cradle, and you suckled at the rich breast

of the goat Amalthea, and ate sweet honeycomb.

For suddenly the work of the Panacrian bees appeared 50
in the Idaean mountains, which they call Panacra.

And round you the Curetes danced their war dance with vigor

beating on their shields so Cronus would hear

the clash of the shield, and not your infant crying.

Well did you grow, and well were you nourished, heavenly Zeus, 55
and growing up quickly, swiftly came the down on your cheeks.

But when you were still a child, you devised all things in their completion.
Therefore even your kin, although they were born first,

did not begrudge your having heaven as your allotted home.

The old aoidoi were not entirely truthful — 60
they used to say that a lot dealt out homes to the sons of Cronus in three divisions.
But who would draw lots for Olympus and Hades,

unless he were very stupid? It is fitting

to cast lots for what is equal; but these things are as far apart as can be.

I would tell lies that would convince the listener’s ear. 65
Lots didn’t make you bee-king of the gods, but the works of your hands,
your force and might, which you set beside your throne.

You made the most preeminent of birds the herald

of your omens—and may you show favorable ones to my friends.

And of strong men you chose the most excellent: you did not choose 70
the skilled in ships, nor the shield-wielding man, nor the singer,

but you immediately ceded them to the lesser gods,

other spheres for others to look after, but you chose the rulers of cities
themselves, under whose authority are the farmers, the skilled in spear,

the oarsmen—all things. What is not within the power of he who rules? 75
We sing, for example, that bronze workers belong to Hephaestus,

warriors to Ares, hustmen to Tunic-clad

Artemis, and to Phoebus those who know well the strains of the lyre.

“But kings are from Zeus,” since nothing is more divine than

Zeus’ kings. Therefore you chose them for your share. 80
You gave them cities to guard, while you yourself sat

on their acropoleis, vigilant for who rules the people

with crooked judgments, and who with the opposite.

On them you bestowed prosperity, and wealth in abundance—

on all, but not very equally. This is proven 85
by our king, for he far outstrips the rest.

At evening he accomplishes what he conceives in the morning:

at evening the greatest things; the lesser, when he conceives them.
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Others accomplish some things in a year, other things not even in one, and of others still,
You yourself cut short their accomplishment, thwarting their desires. 90

Hail, greatly, son of Cronus most high, giver of wealth,

giver of freedom from harm. Who could sing of your deeds?

Such a one has not been, and will not be. Who will sing the deeds of Zeus?
Farewell, father, farewell again. Grant virtue and riches.

Prosperity without virtue cannot increase men, 95
nor virtue without prosperity. Grant both virtue and prosperity.
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HYMN TO DELOS (Hymn 4)

An?.«?v AUQM@VQS KOUPOTRSPoV: Tl év &Traoay
KukA&des, ai viiocwov iepchaTai elv &Ai kelvTal,
gdupvor An)\og 8 €BéAel T& TPAOTQ q)EpEOeal
éx Mouctwv, 8T1 (DOlBov 0(0180(03\) uedéovTa
)\ouoe Te Kai oTeipooe Kal g Geov fjveoe ﬂpooTn.
s Mouoou TOV &o18ov & ﬂum)\enav deion)
exeouow TOS (DOlBog STIS Arjhoio AdBnTat.
A viv ofuns qrrq§qqq(_)um s &v ATTOAAcwv
KuvBios aiviion ue piAns aAéyovra TiBrvns.

Keivn ) r’]veuéeood Ka‘l &Tpéﬂog +oTé( 8t aAiTAng

IKaplou Tro)\)\nv omouaoowou uBaTog axvnv
TS oge kal ixBuPBoAfies aliAoot évwdooavTo.
0(7\7\0( ol OU VEUEOT| TOV £V TTPOTNOl Aeyeoem
oTmoT’ eg (,L)Keavov Te Kai eg TlTn\)lBa Tneuv

oUK SvoTH Kai Mf.nspls ABQ“.’T!‘?‘S E?\?\Qﬁ!ﬂ@v
2apde 0’ inepdeooa kai fjv emeviifaTto Kutrpig

¢€ UBaTog T& TPATA, 0ol 8¢ uv avT’ eTRABpcov.
KeTvou w‘sv TrL'pronm ﬂEplOKETréeoow épuuvai

TElXEG l.,lE\) |<ou )\GES U‘]TO pl‘]TT]S KE ‘ITEOOlE\)
ZTpuuomou Bopeao Geog 8 ael O(OTuqus)\lKTog

r] cog Ta ‘lTpo.)TlOTG ueyag Geog oupea 651\)03\)
aopt TplYAcoXl\)l TO ol Te)xxlveg ETeugav

vicous eivahias elpy &leTo, véphe 8¢ maoas

é veaTeov SxAioce kal eioekvhioe BahGoon;

Kai ng MEV KO(TEJ( Buooév 'l'v’ r’meipono )\deco\)Tou

00\)\ anETog Tre)\ayeoon) ETrETr)\eeg ouvoua 8’ fv Tol

AOTEplT] TO TrOO\ouov eTrel Babuv r])\ao Tanpov
oUpavdBey pedyouoa Ads ydiov &oTépt Ton.
TOPPQ HEV OUTIC TOL XPUOET] ETTEUIOYETO ANTw,

Téqua w‘sv o(h‘rco Tol Xpuoén éTreuiOYETo /\nch
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vauTal ETrEOKE\pa\)To kai €€ Equpng avno\)Teg
Oi UEV ET OUK 180\) auel oU B¢ OTEWOTO Trap of,uv

ﬂapeevmg (OU‘]TOO yap Env Zauog) T]Xl oe vx’;uqx;q
yeiToves Aykaiou MUKOO\T]OOIBE; ef,en}looav
T]\)IKG ) ATro)O\co\)l yevee)\lov ouBag UTreoxeg,

5@!\!9\! %U@ch.ouafé ?\é).@!qw ai A!l Uf.xl??qs
eEepepov, AnTol Bt Biakpidov, odveka pouvn
va‘l TEKET\) ﬁue7\7\e qJO\aiTepov ’Apeog UTa

yaiay éroTrTefovTes, & Hév 1.TE5<?‘? nﬁé!ééié
ﬁuevog Oxpn)\ﬁg KopuqJﬁg s’s'Tn @pr']lKog A'l'uou

T]OTO KOpT] @auua\JTog ETrouF,aoa Mlua\)Tl
€v0’ ol pev ToAieoow Soais emeBaAAeTo ANT
uluvov O(TreO\nTnpeg, onTETpcoTrcov 86 88)(5060(1

q>euye 5 o)xn ﬂe)\om']lg oon TrapaKEK)\lTou 1oBucd,
em‘r)\nv Alylo()\ou YE & |<ou Apyeog ou yap EKewag

auTdxBeov M’?).\!TJ Kad \.ﬂ.T@x?.\oov Eoxe Taper
filikos aoBuaivoyoa Trepl Spyds, cog 1B xaitnv
oenouévnv 'E)\chbvog éua‘l Gea‘l e’l'TraTe MoGoou

‘NUupan pév Xoupouon) OTE Bpuag oquog ae?,en
Nuuqmu 8" al kAaiovow, 8Te Spuot unkéTL PUAAa.’
Tals uév €T’ ATro)\)\cov UTrOKO)\Tnog aiva Xo)\coen,
q>68y§aTo 8’ ouk aTeAEOTov O(Tren)\noag e OnPy
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@an Tl‘]TTE Ta)\ouva TOV aUTiKa TrOTuov e)xeyxeng
ol ot TTycov! ue?.\fé! TiTBrI0S 85%

oUBE Ti o TéBUNKEY Bpis My ars, GAN ETL KeTvo
8nplov aivoyéveiov 4o MMAeioolo kaBépmov
ﬂapvnobv \).lq)O'E\)TG ‘lTEplOTéq)El évvéa KL’JK)\Olg'
q)EUYE ‘]TpOOGO TGXl\)OS OE '|<.1§(}].ooum Gll..laTl AOUOCQ\)
TOEOV Endy” o BE Tékva kakoyAdooolo Yuvaikds
ENNaxes. oU oU y éueto piAn Tpogos oUBE Kibaipcov
gOOETGl.' eanéoSv O¢ Ka‘l-EL’IGYéEO(-Sl Qe)xoiunv ’

cog ap eqm /\nTco 88 UETGTpO‘lTOS O(UTlg excopen
¢pxonévny, EAikn Te TTooeddcovos éalpn

BoGpd Te Aef,auevoTo BoéOTamg OiKldBO(o

Kai ueyoO\n /\aploa Kal ou XenpcovnBeg ou<pou .....
q>euye 8¢ Kai ﬂnvenog e)\looouevog Six Teptécov:
Hpn, ool 8 ETL Tnuog avn)\eeg NTOP EKEITO

oUBE kaTexAdodns Te kai GKTIONS, Mvika TTiXES
AUPOTEPOUS OpEyousa HATTV EpBeyEaTo Tola
Nuuqmu @eooa)\l&sg, UOTauou Y¢€vos, §l1TGTE TaTpl
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Hymn to Delos

Holy—O my heart, at what time... will you sing of
Delos, Apollos nurse? Surely all of
the Cyclades, the holiest of isles that lie in the sea,
are well-hymned. Be Delos expects to carry off first fruits
from the Muses, because she bathed and swaddled Phoebus, 5
lord of song, and first praised him as a god.
Just as the Muses hate the singer who does not sing of Pimpleia,
so Phoebus dislikes the singer who forgets Delos.
To Delos now I shall give her tribute of song, so that Apollo
Cynthius might praise me for giving heed to his dear nurse. 10
She—windswept and harsh and wave-beaten as she is,
more a course for the seagull than for horses—
is fixed in the sea, which powerfully surging around her,
wipes off much foam from the Icarian water.
Therefore on her sea-sailing fishermen dwelt. 15
But no wrath befalls her for being counted among the first
whenever to Ocean and Titan Tethys
the islands assemble, and she always goes as leader.
Phoenician Corsica follows behind in her footsteps,
not to be scorned, and Abantian Macris of the Ellopians, 20
and lovely Sardinia, and she onto whom Cypris first swam
from the water and whom she keeps safe in exchange for this embarkation.
These are fortified by their encircling ramparts,
But Delos, by Apollo. What defense is stronger?
Stone walls might fall under the onslaught of 25
Strymonian Boreas; but a god is unshakeable forever.
But if a great many songs circle around you,
with which shall I entwine you? What pleases your heart to hear?
Is it when, in the beginning, the great god, 30
striking the mountain with the three-pronged spear that the Telchines built him,
formed the islands of the sea, and from below,
lifted them all from the foundations and rolled them into the sea?
At the sea’s bottom, he fastened them root and branch, so that
they might forget the mainland. But necessity did not constrain you, 35
and freely you sailed upon the open seas. And your name of old
was Asteria, since you leapt into the deep trough of ocean
from heaven, fleeing a marriage with Zeus, like a shooting star.
As long as golden Leto did not draw near you,
so long were you stil Asteria, and were not yet called Delos. 40
Often did sailors coming from Troezen, from the town of {Xanthost
to Ephyra within the Saronic golf catch sight of you,
and returning from Ephyra, they no longer saw you there, but you
had run along the swift straight of narrow, loud-flowing Euripus. 45
On the same day turning your back on the water of the Chalcidian sea,
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you swam up to the Sounian headland of Athens,

or to Chios or to the well-drench breast of the island of

Parthenia (for it was not yet called Samos), where the nymphs

of Mykale, neighbors of Ancaeus, hosted you. 50
But when you offered your soil for Apollo as a birthday gift,

sailors gave you this name in exchange,

for you no longer sailed about inconspicuous, but into the waves

of the Aegean you put down the roots of your feet.

You did not tremble at Hera in her wrath, who bellowed 55
in terrible rage against all women in labor who bore children

to Zeus, but Leto especially , because she alone

was destined to bear Zeus a son more beloved than Ares.

So, she herself kept watch in the heavens,

greatly angered—unspeakably so—she hindered Leto 60
who was distressed by her labor pains. Hera set her two guards

to keep watch over the land; the one, sitting

upon a highp eak of Thracian Haemus,

bold Ares, in armor, kept watch over the land of the continent,

while his two horses, he stabled near the seve-recessed cave Boreas. 65
And the other established herself as a watcher

over the steep islands, the daughter of Thaumas, who had darted on to Mimas.
There, as threats to all the cities that Leto approached,

they remained and prevented them from accepting her.

Arcadia flet, Auge’s holy Mt. Parthenion fled, 70
and after her fled aged Peneius.

The land of Pelops, all that is joined to the isthmus, fled,

except for Aegialus and Argos; for those were not

the paths that she trod on, since Hera had been allotted the Inachus.

Aonia also fled along the same course, and Dirce 75
and Strophie, holding the hand of their father,

black-pebbled Ismenus; far behind followed

Asopus, slowed down by his knees, for he had been shaken by a thunderbolt.
In her trembling, she ceased her dance,

the earth-born nymph, Melia, and her cheek grew pale 80
as she caught her breath over the oak that was her coeval, when she

saw Helicon’s hair shaking. My goddesses, Muses, tell me,

is it true that the oaks were born at the same time as the nymphs?

“The nymphs rejoice when rain makes the oaks grow,

but they weep in turn when there are no longer leaves on the oaks.” 85
With these, Apollo, still in his mother’s womb, became terribly angry,

and he spoke out threatening Thebe, not without consequence.

“Thebe, why, wretch, to you put to the proof your coming destiny?

Do not yet compel me to prophesy against my will.

The tripod seat of Pytho is not yet my concern, 90
nor yet is the great snake dead, but still that

beast with its dire jaws, stretching down from the Pleistus,
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enwraps snowy Parnassus with its nine coils.

But nonetheless I shall say something more clearly than from my laurel.

Flee on. Swiftly shall I overtake you, bathing my bow in blood.
You have been allotted the children of an evil-tongued woman.
You will not be my dear nurse, nor will Cithaeron.

I am pure, and I would be in the care of those who are also pure.”
Thus he spoke. Leto turned and came back.

But when the Achaean cities refused her as she returned
—Helice the companion of Poseidon,

and Bura, the cowstead of Dexamenus, the son of Oeceus—
she turned her feet back to Thessaly. Anaurus fled,

as did mighty Laris, and Chiron’s peaks.

Peneius also fled winding through Tempe.

Hera, a forgiving heart did not yet lie within you;

your anger did not break down, and you had no pity when

she stretched out both her arms and spoke such things—in vain:
“Thessalian nymphs, race of the river, tell your father

to calm his great flood. Entwine yourselves in his beard,
praying that the children of Zeus be born in his waters.
Phthiotian Peneius, why do you now contend with the winds?
O father, you are not mounted on a race-horse.

Indeed, are your feet always this swift, or are they

only nimble in my case, and suddenly today you

made them fly? But he does not hear. O my burden,

where shall I carry you? My unhappy ankles refuse.

Pelion, O bridal chamber of Philyra, but you, stay,

stay, since in your mountains even wild beasts,

lionesses in labor, drop the raw fruits of their labor.”

Then Peneius answered her, pouring forth his tears:

“Leto, Necessity is a mighty goddess. For it is not I, mistress,
who refuse your birth pangs. (I know that others,

too, have washed the afterbirth in my waters.) But Hera has
threatened me abundantly. Look who keeps watch, seated

on the mountaintop, who would easily

drag me down from the depths. What shall I do? Or is Peneius
being destroyed a pleasant thing for you? Let

day of destiny come; I shall risk it for your sake, even if I should
wander for eternity, ebbing and thirsty,

and alone among the rivers should be called the least honorable.
Here I am. What more can I say? Only call upon Eileithyia.”
He spoke and halted his great flood.

But Ares, having lifted the peaks of Pangaeum from their base
was going to hurl them into his eddies and cover up his streams.
On high he crashed and struck his shield with the point
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heights of the Pindus, and all of Thessaly danced in

fear. Such a noise rang from his shield,

just as, when the whole interior of Mt. Etna, smoldering with fire,
is shaken because the Giant Briareos under the earth

moves onto his other shoulder,

the furnaces roar under Hephaestus’ tongs,

and likewise his implements; the fire-wrought basins

and tripods ring out as they fall upon each other.

Just as loud as this then was the clash of his well-rounded shield.
Peneius did not draw back, but remained steadfast

as before, and stopped his rapid eddies,

until the daughter of Ceous called to him: “Farewell, save yourself,
save yourself. Do not suffer evil for my sake

as a frecompense for your pityf. Your favour will be rewarded.”
She spoke and after much effort, came to the islands

of the sea. But they did not receive her when she approached,

not the Echinades, who had a rich harbour for ships,

nor Corcyra,who was friendliest of all to strangers,

since Iris on Mimas’ peak,

terribly angered with them all, turned them away. At Iris’ reproach,

the islands fled together with the current, whichever Leto approached.

Then she arrived at primeval Cos, the island of Merops,

the holy inner sanctuary of the heroine Chalciope.
But this utterance of her son held her back: “You should not

give birth to me here, mother. I do not blame or grudge
the island seeing as it is rich and thriving in flocks, if any other is.
But another god is destined to it from the Fates,
the lofty offspring of the Saviors, under whose diadem
will come, not unwilling to be ruled by a Macedonian,
both lands and the lands that dwell in the sea,

as far as the ends of the earth and where the swift horses

carry the Sun. He will have the character of his father.
And now at some later time, a common struggle
will come to us, when against the Hellenes,

late-born Titans raising up a barbarian dagger

and Celtic war, from the farthest west,
will rush, like snowflakes, or equal in number to the stars,
when they graze most closely together upon the aether...

[2 lines missing]

and the plain of Crisa, and the glens of Hephaestus are
hard pressed on all sides, and they shall see the rich smoke

of the burning neighbour, and no longer only by hearsay
but already beside the temple they would perceive phalanxes

of the enemy, already alongside my tripods
the swords and the shameless belts and the hated

shields that will line the evil path of the Galatians, a crazed tribe.
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Some of these shields will be my reward, others will be set 185

by the Nile, having seen the bearers breathe their last

in the fire, the prizes of a much labouring king.

O Ptolemy to come, these are Phoebus’ predicitons for you.

You will praise greatly in all the days to come him who prophesied

within the womb. But consider, mother: 190

There is a small island to be seen in the water,

wandering in the sea. Her feet are not in one place,

but she swims with the tide like the asphodel, where the south wind,

then the east wind, wherever the sea may carry her.

Please carry me there, for you will come to her with her consent.” 195
When he had spoken so many things, the islands ran away into the sea.

Asteria, lover of song, you came down from Euboea,

about to visit the encircling Cyclades— not a long time ago,

but Geraestian seaweed still trailed behind you...

when you saw... 200

bravely you said these things...

seeing the goddess, heavy in her labor:

“Hera, do to me what pleases you. For I have not heeded

your threats. Come, come over to me, Leto.”

You spoke, and she readily put an end to her Twandering. 205

She sat by the stream of the Inopus,

which the earth then sends forth at its most abundant,

when the Nile in full spate comes down from the Ethiopian highland.

She loosed her belt and leaned her shoulders back

against the trunk of a palm tree, weakened by her helpless distress. 210

And damp sweat poured over her skin.

In her weakened state she said: “Why, child, are you weighing down your mother?

Here is your island, dear one, floating on the sea.

Be born, be born, child, and gently come forth from my womb.”

Bride of Zeus, burdened with anger, you were not 215

going to be long uninformed. Such a messenger ran to you,

and she spoke still panting, and her report was mingled with fear.

“Honored Hera, most preeminent among the goddesses,

I am yours, all things are yours, and you sit as the

legitimate queen of Olympus, and we fear no other female hand. 220

And you, Queen, will know the reason for your anger.

Leto is untying her cincture on an island.

All the other islands loathed her and did not receive her.

But Asteria called her by name as she was passing by,

Asteria, vile refuse of the sea. You yourself also know her. 225

But dear Mistress, avenge your servants—for you are able—

who walk the earth at your command.”

Thus she spoke and sat beside the golden throne, like Artemis’

bitch, which, when it has ceased from the swift hunt,

sits, the huntress, by her feet with her ears pricked, 230
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ever ready to undertake the goddess’s summons.
Like her, the daughter of Thaumas sat by the throne.
She never forgets her place,
not even when sleep presses his wings that causes forgetfulness upon her.
But there at the corner of the great throne, 235
leaning her head a bit aslant, she sleeps.
She never loosens her sash or her swift hunting
boots, in case her mistress might speak some sudden order.
And Hera responded exceedingly angered.
“So, now, you shames of Zeus, you would even marry 240
secretly and bear hidden creatures, not even where poor
mill workers labor in misbegotten childbirth,
but where seals of the deep breed in the solitary rocks.
I am not at all seriously angered at Asteria for this
deed, and it is not possible that I shall act heartlessly. 245
But so many things [would I do] to her—she was very wrong to do this
favour for Leto. Still I do honor her exceedingly
because she did not trample upon my bed, and preferred the sea to Zeus.”
She spoke. And the swans, singers of the god about to be,
having left Meionian Pactolus circled seven times around Delos, 250
and they accompanied the birth in song, birds of the Muses,
most melodious of all winged creatures.
(And then, afterwards, the child fitted to the lyre as many strings
as the swans that sang at his birth pangs.)
But the eighth time they no longer sang. For he had leapt out, and the
Delian nymphs with far sounding voice,
offspring of an ancient river, sang the holy tune of Eleithyia, and immediately
the bronze sky echoed the penetrating cry,
and Hera did not hold a grudge, since Zeus had driven away her anger.
And then golden became all your foundations, Delos,
with gold your round lake flowed all the day,
and golden bloomed the shoot of the olive, in response to your birth,
and with gold the eddying Inopus flowed deep.
You yourself from the golden earth took up the child,
and placed him in your lap, and spoke such a word: 265
“O great earth, many altared, many citied,
bearing many things! Rich lands and you islands that dwell around,
Such am I, not amenable to the plow, but from me
Apollo shall be called Delian, and no other
land shall be as beloved to any other god, 270
not Cerchnis to Poseidon who rules Lechaeum,
nor the hill of Cyllene to Hermes, nor Crete to Zeus,
as I to Apollo. And no longer shall I wander.”
Thus you spoke, and he suckled at your sweet breast.
And so, from that time you are called the holiest of islands 275
Apollo’s childhood nurse. Neither Enyo,
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nor Hades, nor the horses of Ares set foot upon you,

But for you (Delos) the tithe-bearing first-fruits are sent

At every annual festival, and all the cities lead their choruses

Those that cast their lots in the east and the west and the south, 280
And those who beyond the northern shore

make their homes, most ancient race.

They were the first to bring you stalks and sacred handfuls

of wheat, which the Pelasgians from Dodona,

disembarking from afar, first receive, 285
servants of the unsilent cauldron who sleep on the earth.

Next they come to the town of Ira and the mountains of the Melian

land. From there they sail across to the good Lelantine

plain of the Abantes. The sailing voyage from Euboea is no longer far,

since their ports are your neighbors. 290
First to bring these things to you from the blonde Arimaspi

were Oupis and Loxo and happy Hekaergg,

daughters of Boreas, and those who then were the best of the

unmarried youths. They did not return home again,

but they were blessed by fortune and will never be without glory. 295
Indeed, the Deliades, when the tuneful hymenaios

frightens girls’ customs, bring as first-fruits

offerings their virgin hair to the virgins, and the boys, the first crop of their
down, to the unmarried youths.

Fragrant Asteria, round about you the islands form a 300
circle and surround you, like a chorus.

Shaggy-haired Hesperus looks down upon you always resounding all

around, never silent nor noiseless.

The youths sing in accompaniment the nome of the Lycian old man,

which (nome) the seer Olen brought to you from Xanthos. 305
The girls, dancing, beat their feet upon the firm ground.

Then, too, the sacred agalma of Kypris, the far-famed one of the

ancient (goddess), is weighed down with wreaths. Theseus once

set it up, when he was sailing back with the youths from Krete.

After fleeing the harsh bellowing and the savage son of Pasiphae 310
and the twisted home of the bending labyrinth, they

danced in a circle around your altar, mistress, as the cithara was

struck up, and Theseus led the chorus.

From then on, the Kekropidai send to Phoebeus

as ever-living offerings the ropes of that theoric ship. 315
Asteria, with your many altars, with your many prayers,

what merchant sailor of the Aegean has ever passed you by in his swift ship?
Mighty winds do not bear so hard upon him

and necessity compel the swiftest possible voyage,

but they swiftly furled their sails and did not embark again 320
before winding about your great altar, which is buffeted by blows,

and biting the holy trunk of the olive
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with their hands tied behind their backs. These things the nymph of Delos
invented as amusing games for the infant Apollo.

O well-hearthed of the islands, hail, you, 325
hail, too, Apollo and her whom Leto bore.
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