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Series Introduction

This nine-volume set is a collection of writings by experts in ancient Greek literature. On display here is their thinking, that is, their readings of ancient writings. Most, though not all, of these experts would call themselves philologists. For that reason, it is relevant to cite the definition of “philology” offered by Friedrich Nietzsche. In the preface to Daybreak, he says that philology is the art of reading slowly:


Philology is that venerable an which demands of its votaries one thing above all: to go aside, to take time, to become still, to become slow— it is a goldsmith’s art and connoisseurship of the word which has nothing but delicate cautious work to do and achieves nothing if it does not achieve it lento. But for precisely this reason it is more necessary than ever today; by precisely this means does it entice and enchant us the most, in the midst of an age of “work,” that is to say, of hurry, of indecent and perspiring haste, which wants to “get everything done” at once, including every old or new book:— this art does not easily get anything done, it teaches to read well, that is to say, to read slowly, deeply, looking cautiously before and aft, with reservations, with doors left open, with delicate fingers and eyes.

(This translation is adapted, with only slight changes, from R. J. Hollingdale, Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche, Daybreak: Thoughts on the Prejudices of Morality [Cambridge, 1982].)


Nietzsche’s original wording deserves to be quoted in full, since its power cannot be matched even by the best of translations:


Philologie namlich ist jene ehrwurdige Kunst, welche von ihrem Verehrer vor Allem Eins heischt, bei Seite gehn, sich Zeit lassen, still werden, langsam werden—, als eine Goldschmiedekunst und -kennerschaft des Wortes, die lauter feine vorsichtige Arbeit abzuthun hat und Nichts erreicht, wenn sie es nicht lento erreicht. Gerade damit aber ist sie heute nothiger als je, gerade dadurch zieht sie und bezaubert sie uns am starksten, mitten in einem Zeitalter der “Arbeit,” will sagen: der Hast, der unanstandigen und schwitzenden Eilfertigkeit, das mit Allem gleich “fertig werden” will, auch mit jedem alten und neuen Buche:— sie selbst wird nicht so leicht irgend womit fertig, sie lehrt gut lesen, das heisst langsam, tief, rück- und vorsichtig, mit Hintergedanken, mit offen gelassenen Thüen, mit zarten Fingern und Augen lesen…

(Friedrich Nietzsche, Morgenröthe. NachgelasseneFragmente, Anfang 1880bis Frühjabr 1881. Nietzsche Werke V. 1, ed. G. Colli and M. Montinari [Berlin, 1971], 9.)


This is not to say that the selections in these nine volumes must be ideal exemplifications of philology as Nietzsche defined it. Faced with the challenge of describing their own approaches to Greek literature, most authors of these studies would surely prefer a definition of “philology” that is less demanding. Perhaps most congenial to most would be the formulation of Rudolf Pfeiffer {History of Classical Scholarship I [Oxford, 1968]): “Philology is the art of understanding, explaining and reconstructing literary tradition.”

This collection may be viewed as an attempt to demonstrate such an art, in all its complexity and multiplicity. Such a demonstration, of course, cannot be completely successful, because perfection is far beyond reach: the subject is vast, the space is limited, and the learning required is ever incomplete.

Finally, it is important to keep in mind that disagreements persist in the ongoing study of ancient Greek literature, and thus the articles in these nine volumes necessarily reflect a diversity of opinions. There is ample room for disagreement even about the merits of representative articles, let alone the choices of the articles themselves. It is therefore reasonable for each reader to ask, after reading an article, whether it has indeed been true to the art of philology. The editor, a philologist by training, has his own opinions about the relative success or failure of each of the studies here selected. These opinions, however, must be subordinated to the single most practical purpose of the collection, which is to offer a representative set of modern studies that seek the best possible readings of the ancient writings.



Volume Introduction

Greek literature in the Hellenistic period, as represented primarily by the scholar-poets of the new city-state Alexandria, is well known for its formalism and stylization (a premier study is that of Bundy 1972, article 1). Rudolf Pfeiffer (1955, article 2, p. 73) describes the Hellenistic poets this way:


I expect many a modern ami de lettres will approve Jane Austen’s wise decision to aim at perfection within the limited sphere of “her few square inches of ivory,” as she said, and not to be lured into any grand literary adventure; so he may understand at least the conscious self-limitation of Hellenistic poets and may appreciate the perfection reached by the few masters of the third century, who had a lightness of hand, an indefinable touch of irony and that imperishable charm which is a divine gift of the Kharites, the Graces whom they implored so often.


At an earlier point (p. 73), Pfeiffer says defensively: “for Hellenistic poetry, non-classical as it was, was still genuinely Greek.”

And yet the Hellenistic scholar-poets were largely responsible for the definitions of the classical and archaic genres as we know them to this day (Davies 1988, article 3). They clearly knew the rules and conventions of classical poetics, displaying this knowledge in their own poetry by generally observing the same rules and conventions— but occasionally violating them in ostentatious gestures that serve to highlight their artistic mastery (Rossi 1971).

The self-conscious stylization of Hellenistic poetry has led to lively debates about the occasionally of the poems (Bing 2000, article 4) and even about their functionality (Bulloch 1984 and Depew 1993, articles 5 and 6).

Although there is disagreement about the circumstances of composing and performing Hellenistic poetry, there is general agreement about the learning and precision of the poets themselves in their use of earlier literary forms (articles 7-12: Rutherford 1995, Yatromanolakis 1999, Parsons 1977, Knox 1985, Goldhill 1994, Rengakos 2001).

The poetic virtuosity of the Hellenistic poets is evident in the evocative power of their choices in wording (Bowie 1985, article 13), the deftness of their narrative technique (Harder 1988, article 14), and their seemingly effortless applications of past conventions to present realities (Gutzwiller 1992, article 15). Hellenistic artistry, it can be argued, confers seriousness and even sublimity to traditional themes that would otherwise be lost to indifference (Hunter 1992 and Henrichs 1993, articles 16 and 17).

Further Readings

Andrews, Ν. Ε. 1996. “Narrative and Allusion in Theocritus, Idyll 2.” In A. Harder, R. F. Regtuit, and C. G. Wakker, eds., Theocritus: Hellenistica Groningana II, 21-53. Groningen.

Cairns, F. 1992. “Theocritus, Idyll 26.” Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 38:1-38.

Davies, M. 1988. “Monody, Choral Lyric, and the Tyranny of the Handbook.” Classical Quarterly 38:52-64.

Depew, M. 1992. “Iambeion kaleitai nun: Genre, Occasion, and Imitation in Callimachus, frr. 191 and 203 Pf.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 122:313-330.

Depew, M. 1993. “Mimesis and Aetiology in Callimachus’ Hymns.” In A. Harder, R. F. Regtuit, and C. G. Wakker, eds., Callimachus: Hellenistica Groninganal, 57-77. Groningen.

Depew, M. 1998. “Delian Hymns and Callimachean Allusion.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 98:155-182.

Haslam, M. W. 1993. “Callimachus’ Hymns.” In A. Harder, R. F. Regtuit, and C. G. Wakker, eds., Callimachus: Hellenistica Groninganal, 111-125. Groningen. 1994.

Haslam, M. W. “The Contribution of Papyrology to the Study of Greek Literature: Archaic and Hellenistic Poetry.” Proceeding? of the 20th International Congress of Papyrologists, Copenhagen, 23-29 August 1992, 98-105. Copenhagen.

Janowitz, N. 1983. “Translating Cult: Hellenistic Judaism and the Letter of Aristeas" SBLA Seminar Papers 22:347–356.

Richardson, N. J. 1994. “Aristotle and Hellenistic Scholarship.” In F. Montanari, ed. La Philogie grecqueàl’ époquehell énutiqueet romaine 7–28. Entretiens sur l'antiquite classique XL, Fondation Hardt. Vandoeuvres and Geneva.

Rossi, L. E. 1971. “I generi letterari e le loro leggi scritte e non scritte nelle lettere classiche.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 18:69-94.





[image: Image]

The “Quarrel Between Kallimachos and Apollonios”
Part I
The Epilogue of Kallimachos’s Hymn to Apollo


I

The history of the interpretation of Call. h. Apoll. 105–113 begins with the scholium to line 106: έγkαλεî διά τούτων τοὺςs σκώπτοντας αὺτόòν μη δύνασϑαι ποιησαι μέγα ποίημα, oϑεv ηναγκάσϑη ποιήσαι την ‘Eκάλην. To the significance of this statement and the question of what prompted it we shall return, but it is sufficient to note here that according to the scholiast, Phthonos and Momos in the epilogue of this hymn refer to alleged critics who were mocking Kallimachos for his inability, real or imagined, to compose a long poem. Interpreters of Kallimachos have never moved far from this view; and the efforts of modern criticism, which began with Isaac Voss, have been largely directed toward refining the interpretation of the scholiast. Voss, in 1684, annotating Catullus 115.2, found occasion to comment on Call. A. Apoll. 106: ponto nempe comparabat Apollonii Rhodii magnum poema, quale volebat credi suum quod scripserat Argonauticon, alludens simul ad nomen Ponti Euxini, qui velut opens argumentum constituit.1 Thus πόντοs in Gall. h. Apoll. 106 is in Voss’s view an allusion to Argon. 1.2 in which Kallimachos supposes Apollonios to have announced in the word πόντοιο the “theme” of his Argonautica; and although the πόντοs Εύξεινοs can in no sense be taken as the theme of Apollonios’s epic, and although Kallimachos could not with any poetic gain or show of elegance have so referred to that poem, this mode of interpretation laid under its spell succeeding generations of scholars. For if the supposed verbal play on πόντος seem riddling enough, many more since Voss’s day have been moved to enrich our history of the period with lore more enigmatic still. Μ. T, Smiley, as late as 1917, approved Voss’s guess and accepted h. Apoll. 105–113 as an attack on Apollonios’s Argonautica.2 He went on (after Linde) to explain Argon. 3.932, in which a crow chides the seer Mopsos in language conventionally similar to that of h. Apoll. 106: άκλείης oδe μάντις oς ουδ’ όσα παδ∈ς íσασιν / oìδε νόω ϕράσσασϑαι as Apollonios’s counterattack inserted into the second autograph of the poem obscurely alluded to in the scholia.3 In this way, h. Apoll. became (for Smiley) the official organ of a conspiracy that drove the young pupil of Kallimachos and unfortunate author of the Argonautica into voluntary exile at Rhodes, there to await his opportunity for revenge in the covert allusion of Argon. 3.932f. H. J. Rose was at length able to thank E. A. Barber for a subtle refinement of Voss’s and Smiley’s guesses : Pontos is the father of the Telchines pilloried for their ignorance in the prologue to the Aitia. This relationship, Rose thought, explained the recalcitrant ού8’ of h. Apoll. 105, since oὺδ’ here, Rose assumes (and perhaps rightly), should have the full sense that it has in Argon. 3.932, although on his showing the line is in truth profoundly alienated from its context, contradicting in anticipation the point of lines 108–112.4

While few scholars today would approve Voss’s illogical and poetically ugly equation of πόντος in h. Apoll. to the Euxine and even fewer would find in the words ó Φϑόνος Απόλλωνος an eponymous allusion (in violation of the grammar of the passage) to “the envy of Apollonios,”5 or in the phrase Aσσνρíου ποτάμοιο a malicious reference to the Halys River, at the mouth of which the Argonauts cast anchor briefly on their journey through the Pontos,6 or in Apollo’s spurning of Envy a mocking reminder of Apollonios’s rumored defeat and retirement to Rhodes,7 yet scarcely anyone would deny that the words όσα πόντος allude in a polemical manner to the making of long poems, Φϑόνος to their heterodox authors (or their champions), and όλίγη λίβας to the polished productions of Kallimachos and his orthodox school.8

The entire passage is in short universally regarded as polemical, whether or not Phthonos and Momos refer allegorically to Apollonios (or other specific literary opponents of Kallimachos?).9 The possibility that the lines are intended more generally to please a learned audience perhaps disposed to appreciate a qualitative theory of poetry aimed at correcting general poetic abuses flattering the popular taste seems not to have been entertained; yet even so much is open to grave initial objections. Without at once challenging this line of interpretation or attempting to unravel the complex fabric of rumor and fact upon which it rests, one may call attention to a difficulty which scholarship cannot in all fairness be claimed to have solved: the verses have little or no connection with what precedes, and this lack of connection seems unnatural on any interpretation thus far advanced.

Ahlwardt, aware of the difficulty, concluded that the passage was interpolated from another poem, whether of Kallimachos or of another poet, at some time after the genuine epilogue had fallen out of the tradition,10 and Merkel (followed by Couat) conjectured that Kallimachos himself added the passage in a later edition of the hymns, but failed (mysteriously) to adjust it to its surroundings.11 (As Cahen justly points out, the inconcinnity is no more pleasing in a second edition than in a first.12) Hecker, on the other hand, assumed a lacuna after line 104 and thought that the lost verses described a scene on Olympos in which Phthonos had attacked Apollo in the style employed by Kallimachos’s unnamed enemies.13 This critical reliance upon wholly invented external circumstances must be held to account as an evasion of the interpreter’s first duty; yet to dismiss them is not to dismiss the difficulty which their inventors sought to avoid, and which Cahen well states as follows: “le rapport de cette clausule à tout ce qui la précède n'apparaît pas de prime abord évident; et il peut sembler que cette proclamation littéraire termine singulièrement un hymne religieux.”14 Unfortunately, to say with Cahen that the hymn is a “large invocation “ of Apollo Karneios, who is for Kallimachos both the god of his fatherland (line 69) and the patron of his poetic career (lines 105– 113), is to have feeble resort to the obvious in order to explain what is painfully unobvious—an instance of historicism in its most naively tautological application.15

Yet Cahen’s statement of the problem is in a way noteworthy: what confounds scholars in the passage is precisely its ahymnal character when it is taken in what appears (to one whose critical instinct is laid to rest by the scholium) to be its natural programmatic sense. So Dilthey, who agreed in substance with Merkel, supposed that the reason why the verses were added in the second edition of the hymn was that Apollonios had criticized it as unworthy of Apollo, the patron of poets.16 The only virtue of this guess is that it tacitly concedes to the lines a hymnal sense (they record Apollo’s verdict on the hymn), although the fact that one who had both editions before him would still be unable to read the second as a logical and esthetic whole proves that the second is in truth, on this assumption, fully deserving of any criticism which a reader may have levelled against the first;17 the breach remains: only the illusion of explanation is achieved through the historicist’s excogitation of extraneous remedies.

Schneider’s imported solution of the difficulty was to read ő ( = propterea) for ó in line 105.18 The unavailing criticism of Phthonos is then directed against the brevity of the Delphic enkomion (ΐη ΐη παιηον) on the occasion of Apollo’s victory over Python. Against this interpretation it is sufficient to point out that the spontaneous shouts of the Delphians are far from the considered art of the άοιδός which is in fact the object in line 105 of Phthonos’s criticism.19 No more convincing is Smiley’s confident claim that the epilogue follows naturally on line 104 because lines 97–104 are “a quiet contradiction of Argonautica II, 705–713,” since even if one could take it on faith that this conception of the relation between the two passages is accurate, it is still true that in h. Apoll 105–112, even on this view, Apollo must be held to rebuke Apollonios ( = Phthonos) not for aetiological inaccuracy, but for his championship of long poems; and it is likewise true that the hymn is “unified” on the level of rugged and difficult allusion while the rationale of its smooth and easy surface remains obscure.20

These interpretations of the passage are unsatisfactory precisely because their authors, obsessed with the “quarrel,” and losing sight of the poem, seek to remove from Kallimachos’s hymn what is in fact a generic property of rhapsodic hymns—the discontinuity in sense between the envoi or sphragis and the main body of the hymn—and because they do further violence to Kallimachos’s version of this envoi by their failure to accord it a hymnal sense. It is therefore gratifying to find in the latest treatment of the passage an adumbration of its true hymnal character. Walter Wimmel speaks of “die sichtbare Zweiteilung des Hymnus in Hauptteil und apologetischen Schluss,” and a little farther on he implies that this division is conventional when he suggests that Kallimachos decided to make a hymn the vehicle of his polemic and thereby turn to account “die alte Lizenz der Sphragis.”21 Yet the word “Lizenz” is ill-chosen, for we shall find, I think, that whereas the rhapsodic sphragis is regularly disconnected from the main body of the hymn, it is never ahymnal, but is rather devoted to prayers or apologies to the god involving wholly or in part the singer’s hope to please the god with his song.22 There is thus no question of “poetic license” in the hymnal sphragis, since in all of its manifestations the singer is scrupulously observing the proprieties of hymnal form. This becomes clear when we compare the rhapsodic hymns with hymns of the ritual or cult type in which the hypomnesis plays a subordinate role and has not developed into the long narrative of the secular rhapsodic hymn.23 In the cult hymn, the prayer is the most important feature and the hy-pomnesis serves the magical function of binding the god to the will of the suppliant, whereas the rhapsodic hymn is primarily a hymn of praise in which the hypomnesis, the record of the god’s exploits, becomes the “Hauptteil” of the hymn, and the prayer, a disconnected formal appendage in which the singer reestablishes the tone of the invocation and thereby his relation to his thème.24 “Lizenz,” then, in any proper sense, is severely limited in the hymnal sphragis, if not totally absent from it, since the sphragis, though always discontinuous from the main body of the hymn is always scrupulously hymnal in form and content, so that if A. Apoll. 105–113 are indeed a Kallimachean version of the traditional envoi, then we may properly question whether the lines are polemical at all or at any rate insist on discovering in them a hymnal purpose. This is at least to hope that Kallimachos in this hymn is a more conscientious workman than readers have previously allowed him to be.



II

I have always read the passage as hymnal in the sense I shall define here. Coming to the lines from the Homeric hymns and from certain adaptations of the hymnal envoi in the odes of Pindar, I saw in them from the first a sophisticated elaboration of an already familiar form. That they do belong to the envoi is clear from their position at the end of the hymn, and from the fact that Phthonos, who figures in the parable of lines 105–112, reappears in the formal clausula of line 113, thus making of lines 105–113 an indissoluble unity independent of the main body of the hymn. That, moreover, the topic of lines 105–112, is hymnal will appear at once from their closest formal analogue in Kallimachos’s own hymns. In A. Del. 7f we read :


ώς Moîσαι τòν ἀoιδòv ó μη Πίμπλειαν ἀεíσ έχϑουσιν, τώς Φοίβος őτις Δήλοιο λάϑηται


In these lines, which are intended to justify Kallimachos’s choice of Delos as his theme, as A. Apoll. 105–112 are intended to justify a curtailing of his praise of Apollo, έXϑονσιν thematically and metrically corresponds to the litotic ουκ ăγaμaι, as τòν άοιδòν ó μη Πiμπλ∈ιav άeιση corresponds thematically and metrically (even to the words and word-divisions) to τòν άοιδòν óς ουδ’ όσα πόντος ἀiδ∈ι. We shall later (in the second part) have occasion to ask what significance may be attached to the verbal resemblances (they are, in fact, conventional and of similar order to the repetitions in Homer) among these two passages and Argon. 3.932, but for the present it seems not unreasonable to suppose that h. Del. 7f will prove more revealing than Argon. 3.932 for the interpretation of h. Apoll. 105–113.25 H. Del. 7–10 are, as I shall show, a conventional hymnal apology, and if we take seriously the almost verbatim similarity of these lines to h. Apoll. 105, we must conclude that h. Apoll. 105–113 dramatize such an apology in a kind of fable or parable.26 Indeed, Wimmel, who, as we have seen, does not view the passage as specifically hymnal, has seen in it the archetype of all Hellenistic and Roman literary apology.27 But before we go into this question, let me here define what we shall mean by the terms “apology” and “apologetic.”28

Apologetic are all devices whereby an author seeks to enlist the sympathies of the person or persons to whom his work is addressed.29 We may include under this heading all attempts to justify, defend, or render esthetically pleasing an author’s selection or rejection of a topic or manner of treating it. As will become apparent in the course of the discussion, the techniques of αΰξησις (amplificatio) are adaptable to apology.30 For the reader’s convenience I give here an illustrative list of apologetic techniques :


1. Many (perhaps all) forms of praeteritio, including recusation.31

2. All aporetic passages in which a speaker reveals himself at an advantage or disadvantage before his theme.32

3. Break-off formulae in which an author abandons a theme whose merits call for greater or lesser elaboration than has been given it.33

4. All protestations intended to counter real or imaginary objections or to allay suspicion.34

5. Ascriptions of poetic inspiration in prooimia, transitions, or epilogues to the Muse or other patron of song or to the theme itself.35

6. The use of exempla (cf. Sappho’s Ode to Anaktona) and quotations from authority.

7. Any programmatic passages not included in the above categories.36


This list is by no means exhaustive, and it is besides artificial, since the suggested categories overlap, but it will give the reader some idea of the range of poetic attitudes and stances which we shall here regard as potentially apologetic.37 My reasons for grouping all these types under this single heading will, I hope, become clear in the course of the discussion itself.

If, now, οὑκ ἀγαμαι in h. Apoll. 106 is prompted by that impulse which caused the poet to write εχϑoυσιν in h. Del. 8, then it is not difficult to discern the direction of the poet’s thought. As the rhapsodes were concerned in the sphragis to avert the ϕϑόνος of the god and to secure his favor for their song, so Kallimachos’s lines are an objectifi-cation of an internal dialogue wherein Apollo decides that the offense offered to his dignity through the poet’s omissions is outweighed by his delight in the purity of the song. Were Apollo to disapprove, it would be because his jealous nature has prevailed, so that he resents (ϕϑονεΐ) the hymnist’s failure to praise him exhaustively by rehearsing all his attributes, functions, powers, and exploits. Kallimachos himself is, after all, now breaking his promise of lines 30f :


ούδ’ ó χορòς τον Φοίβον έϕ’ έὺ μόνον ημαp ἀεiσει


which he had undertaken precisely to please the god (lines 28f ) :


τòν χορòν ώπόλλων, ő τι oí κατά ϑνμòν ἀεδει, τιμήσει


and out of his own awareness of the vastness of his theme (έστι γἀρ εΰυμνος, line 31). The clause ούϑ’ őσα πόντος ἀεlδει would seem then to provide a measure both of Kallimachos’s theme and of his failure to exhaust it. The impulse in hymns and enkomia to exhaust the theme is very great, as we may see from the long lists of epithets in the Orphic hymns where the literary compulsion to omit is not uppermost, and therefore does not conflict with the religious requirements. The single words εΰυμνος and πολυώνυμος are in themselves apologetic, since they abbreviate topics and lists of epithets respectively but still acknowledge their claim to recognition. In enkomia the rhapsode’s εΰυμνος often becomes μυρίαι άρεταί, πολύμυϑος, or the like and informs the hearer or reader that the eulogist is aware of the dimensions of his theme but must abbreviate it.38

If line 106 suggests the dimensions of Kallimachos’s theme and criticizes his omissions, then the poet’s apology (honored by Apollo himself in his reply to Phthonos) depends on the propriety of his selection and treatment. This is, in brief, the thesis which I shall maintain, and in support of it I shall seek to demonstrate the ubiquity of the theme in hymns and enkomia, but would first review the character and purpose of the traditional hymnal envoi in order to determine whether h. Apoll. 105–112 may reasonably be regarded as part of the envoi of the hymn, as is suggested by the requirements of form.

As scholars have observed, the real, or at least original point of the imperative χαίρε (χαίρετε) in hymnal endings is to petition the god’s blessing; or more precisely, this χαίρε expresses the wish that the god may feel pleasure rather than pain as a result of the suppliant’s sacrifice, offering, dedication, prayer, praise, or the like, and that the suppliant may accordingly escape the god’s anger.39 This is already apparent in Iliad K. 462f: χαίρε, θεά, τοΐσδεσσι, where χαίρε τοΐσδεσσι is not “Hail! These gifts are yours.” (cf. Lattimore) but “Take pleasure in these gifts.” That even in formal salutations the imperative is no mere “Hail!” may be seen in the following conversation from the Alcestis of Euripides (lines 509–511) :


Admetos: χαίpε …

Herakles: Aδμητε, καì σὺ χαίρε . . .

Admetos: ϑέλοιμ’ ἀν . . .


and Theocr. 15.149, besides making this point clear in a hymnal salutation, shows the reciprocity of good cheer aimed at in the formal χαîρε of the hymnal envoi.40 Hymnal wishes for the god’s pleasure, good health, prosperity, and bliss may be salutations, but they are so in the literal sense, since the suppliant will suffer or prosper according as the god suffers or prospers. When Aeneas salutes Venus in Aen. 1.330 with the words sis felix, it is clear from the context that this is no mere formal salutation, but the hero’s attempt to propitiate the favor of a person who is manifestly a goddess; and this must be the sense also of Pind. P. 10.21f.41 So in Greek hymns εὺαίων and other words are used to wish the god felicity (e.g., E. Ion 126 εὺαίων εύαίων / εïης, ω Λατοϋς παî), and countless passages wish him joy.42 Besides χαîρε (χαίρετε) in numerous places, the Homeric hymns offer σὑ δε ϕρενας αμϕιγεγηϑώς \ δέξαι’ (3.273f), and in the Orphic hymns the place of χαίρε is taken by a number of expressions, some employing other forms of χαίρω. We find ερχεο γηϑόσυνος (27.14), βαίνε γεγη&ώς (6.10), ελϑοις . . . καλω γηϑουσα προσώπω (16.10),43 μολείν κεχαρηότα μύσταις (18.19), χαρείς λοιβαίσι δίδου (19.20),44 κεχαρισμένα δ’ íερά δεζαι (29.2),45 ελϑοιτ’ . . . ἀεί κεχαρηότι ϑνμω (31.6f), ελ&ε .. .γεγη&ϑυίαις πpαπíδεσσlv(47.6), and the like. Corresponding to χαίρε … άoiδη in h. [Horn.] 14.6 (9.7) we find in A. Zeus Dikt. D2.3 ερπε καΐ γεγαϑι μολπα, in G. Kaibel Epigr. Gr. (1878) 1027 line 6 (to Asklepios) εγρεο καΐ τεόν ΰμνον ìἠιε κεκλυϑι χαίρων, and in Pind. Ο. 2.14/5 iανϑεiς άοιδαΐς.46 Forms of γελάω are frequently used in prayers for the song, e.g., in Aristoph. Vesp. 979f επιγελάσαι προφρόνως / ταις ήμετεραις χαρεντα χορείαις, and Pindar employs the adjective γελανης at 0. 5.2. In a hymnal hypomnesis in I. 7.If the same author creates an historical background for a present prayer: τίνι τών πάρος, ω μάκαφα Θήβα, / καλών επιχωρίων μάλιστα ϑvμòv τεόν / εΰϕρανας.47

Like the use of participles of χαίρω and other verbs is the use of forms οΐευφρων and its synonyms, εΰϕρων, which means sometimes cheerful and sometimes gracious, is in both senses appropriate to hymnal salutations and prayers intended to secure the goodwill of the god. ΐλαος, too, which can have the sense of iλαρός, ( = εΰφρων), is used, as are a number of verbs formed from the same stem. In the Homeric hymns we find εύμενής in 22.7 (ευμενές τ)τορ εχων; cf. κεχαρημένον ήτορ έχοντας in h. Orpk. pr. 43), ϊλαος in 29.10, πρόϕρων in 30.18 and 31.19, (cf. 32.18). The Orphic hymns have ευμενής (εύμενεων)—often supporting forms of χαίρω (cf. pr. 43, 1.10, 3.14, 20.6)/48 forms of γήϑω (16.10), or forms of ηδύς (30.8f)—ϊλαος in 35.6 (supporting κεχαρηότα in 18.19), ηδύς in 30.8, 50.10, 85.9, εύάντητος in 41.10, προσηνής in 60.7, προϑνμως in 84.7, and εϑφρων (supporting κεχαρισμενα in 46.8 and supporting κεχαρημενος in 79.11). Many other adjectives of a kindred meaning are used to supplicate the god’s favor.

The use of verbs in this connection (= “be gracious” or “I seek your favor") is equally old and is prevalent throughout the tradition. In h. [Horn.] 21.4 the rhapsode wishes the god joy and in evidence of his goodwill offers his song:


καì σὑ μέν ούτω χαίρε, αναξ, ϊλαμαι δέ σ'/ άoiδή


Of the near equivalence here of χαίρε (objective) and ϊλαμαι δε σ άoiδfj (subjective) 14.6 (= 9.7) is secure evidence : και συ μεν οΰτω χαίρε ϑεαί ϑ’ ăμa πασαι âolδη, and that the imperative of ιλημι is virtually synonymous with that of χαίρω will appear from a comparison of 22.8 with 15.9:


22.8 άλλ’ ΐληϑ', “Ηφαιστε* δίδου δ’ άρετην τε και δλβον

15.9 χαίρε, αναξ, Διός υιε’ δίδου δ’ άρετην τε και δλβον


Aratus (Phaen. 637) employs ίλήκοι in an apologetic manner (Άρτ€μι ίληκοι) when forced to rehearse the story of Orion’s offense against her. Besides ΐλαμαι (ΐλημι, îλάoμal, íλήκω, íλάσκομαι), other verbs of kindred meaning are found in hymnal descriptions of the god’s powers, whether in the list of his attributes, in the hypomnesis, or in the prayer itself. Akin to the use of these is the use of δέχομαι (chiefly in the imperative) alone or in combination with the adjectives and nouns reviewed above : κζχαρισμένα δ’ íεpà δeζαι (h. Orph. 29.2), εzύμεvεíδέζασϑε νόω (Pind. Ρα. 5.38), ΐλαος συν εύμevía δέζαι (Pind. P. 12.4f), καρδία γeλαvεí δέκεν (Pind. 0. 5.3), δέζαι (Pind. 0. 8.10), δέkεv (Pind. P. 8.5). Other verbs too are employed : τιμάω, όράω, κλύω (also ἀκούω), and the like, which do not address specific prayers (although they may imply them) but beg the god’s attention and favor, λίτομαι (λίσσομαι) belongs also to this group, as may be seen from a comparison of h. [Horn]. 21.5 and 16.5. Finally a simple “come” (ΐκεο, έλϑέ, μóλε, and the like) is “come graciously.”

Although the god’s goodwill may be secured through sacrifice and offerings of one kind or another, what we are chiefly interested in is the securing of his favor through song, often represented as an offering, and specifically through praise in song, since the evidence of A. Del. 7f suggests that Apollo’s spurning of Phthonos in h. Apoll. is the expression of his pleasure in Kallimachos’s song of praise.

That the Homeric hymns in general place great emphasis in the envoi on the άοιδή is evident on casual inspection. In the first of these hymns the first line of the envoi begins with ΐληϑ’ and ends with ἀοιδοί thus recalling 21.5 ΐλαμαι δέ σ’ ἀoιδἠ: the means of propitiation is the song; the statement about the devotion of ἀοιδοí to Dionysos is introduced in A. [Horn]. 1.17f as a persuasive credential for the request ϊληϑ In Hymn 2 we read (line 494; cf. 30.18) πρόϕρονες ἀντ’ ωδής βίοτον ϑνμήρε őπaζε : the song will secure the goodwill of the god and “heart-cheering substance” for the singer (and perhaps for his polis; cf. 13.3). The common break-offformula of Hymn 3.546 (αύτἀρ έγώ καí σeîo και άλλης μνησομ άοιδής) means, “Now that I have taken due thought of you I may take thought of another theme.” The formula is at the same time conclusive and transitional, but. what is more important is that in its punctual acknowledgement of the god as the ἀρχή of the hymn, it is apologetic and contains the germ of the more sophisticated “Apologetik” which we encounter later in the melic tradition and in Hellenistic times. This point we shall discuss at greater length below, but we may note here the form that the rhapsodic formula has taken in Theocr. 1.145:


χαίρςτ’· εγώ δ’ ΰμμιν καí έϑ νστερον αδιον ασω


Here the Muses’ possible displeasure at the singer’s leave-taking is propitiated by the promise of a sweeter song on a future occasion,49 In the rhapsodic formula, by contrast, the singer turns from the god himself to another theme, but eases the god’s displeasure at this transition by marking him clearly as the ἀρχή of the song to follow. Another apologetic formula, identical in sense to that of 3.546, appears at 5.293; σεὑ δ’ εγώ άρξάμενος μεταβησομαι άλλον is ΰμνον (cf. Pind. N. 2.1ff).50 In both forms we hear echoes of introductory formulae, e.g., 2.1 &ἀχομ άεíδειv and 3.1 μνησομαι ουδέ λάϑωμαι. The god must be assured both at the beginning and at the end (and sometimes in the middle) that the singer’s thoughts are of him, for in this way the singer may earn the favor of the god. Hymns 4, 6, 10, 19, 25, 27, 28, 29, and 33 employ the formula of Hymn 3.546, while Hymns 9, 11, 31, and 32 employ that of 5.293.51 Hymn 7 ends with the singer’s strong protest: oύδέ πη έστι / σεîó γε ληϑόμενονγλνκερήνκοσμήσαιάοιδήν. This is hyperbole: for the occasion, the singer adopts the attitude that no song at all is possible unless it takes Dionysos as its ἀρχή. This is a strong apology indeed. A total of only nine hymns out of thirty-three (8, 11, 12, 15, 17, 20, 22, 23, 26) contain no explicit reference to the song or the god’s pleasure in it. In the remaining hymns, the following groups of formulae appear with ἀοιδή and with or without χαîρε:


A 14.6, 24.5 καì σν μέv ούτω χαîρε ϑεaiăμa πασαι άοιδη 16.5 καì σν μeέv οντω χαΐρε, ăvaζ• λιτομαι δé σ’ άoiδη 21.5, 19.48 και σν μev οντω χαìρε, αναξ ϊλαμαι δe σ’ άoiδή


I have already shown that these are equivalents of one another.


Β 10.5 αντάρ iγὼ και aeîo και άλλης μνησομ άοιδής

133 χαίρε, 0cά, καì τηνοε σάου πόλιν άρχε δ’ άοιδής

24.5 ερχεο . . . ev’ έρχεθ ϋνμòν έχουσα / . . . χάριν δ’ άμ’ οπασσον άoiδfj

6.19f δòς δ’ iv άγώνι \ νικην τώδβ φέρζσϑαι, έμrjv δ’ evτuvov άοιδην

25.6 χαίρετε . . . και έμrήv τιμηαατ άοιδην


The basic sense of these formulae is the same as that of 7.58f: “inspire my song; take pleasure in it; be its source, its theme.”

All of these forms are dedicatory, all are apologetic, all are propitiatory, and the hints supplied by this collection of hymns will be developed and spelled out in many ways in the long course of the tradition to follow. In Call. h. Apoll. 105-113 many strands of this tradition have been woven together.

As is well known, each genre tended to develop and maintain its characteristic formulae of opening and closing; at the same time, there was maintained from the beginning a more or less close relationship among typical beginnings and endings between genre and genre. From our brief examination of the envoi of the Homeric hymns we have seen how consistent the patterns are and have observed that they remain in force, with adaptations, throughout the tradition in both hexameter and melic poetry. Nor would it be difficult to show that they turn up in other types of poetry (elegiac and iambic, for example) and even in prose : the De Corona of Demosthenes and the Phaedrus of Plato have hymnal closes. Among the formulaic closes in later Attic tragedy is the following salutation to the Dioscuri from the Electra of Euripides:


χαίρετε’ χαίρεìν δőστις δύναται

καì ξνντνχία μη τινι κάμνει

ϑνητών, εvδαίμova πράσσει.52


Not dissimilar from hymnal usage is the practice of heading inscriptions with the word θεoí (άγαϑη τὺχη) and concluding them with the salutation χαìρε.

In an apt comment on Iliad 2.360 Eustathios adduces Ailios Dionysios as an authority on epilogic style:


ìστέον δc οτι έΚ τοΰ, άλλ, άναζ, ö πep hnavdu παρά τω ποιητή κείται, αρχή τις iζoδlov κιϑαρωδικοΰ τò, άλλα άλλ', άναξ, ώς ιστορεί Αιλιος Διονύσιος, ως περ, ϕησί, κωμικού μεν ηδε* καλλιστεϕανος, ραψωδού δε αυτή* νυν δε, ϋ'εοì μάκαρες, των εσ&λών άϕϑονοí εστε• τραγικού δε, πολλαι μορϕαì των δαιμονίων.


As others have noted, the citharoedic close cited by Ailios is closely related to certain forms of the rhapsodic envoi, whereas the form given by Ailios as rhapsodic is not actually found.53 It is, however, an important variant, for since the purpose of the hymnal envoi in general is to secure the favor of the god and avert his ill will, we should expect to find hymnal closes in which the suppliant explicitly deprecates “the evil eye”—the ϕϑόνος of heaven. Ailios preserves for us such a form:


νυν δέ, ϑεoí μάκαρες, των εσ&λών άϕϑονοί εστε


in which the prayer does not mean simply, “ Grant us the good things of life in abundance,” but “Do not begrudge the bounty that is (now) ours (των)” In the epinikion and in other genres of choral poetry such prayers were conventional appendages to praise of good fortune. In Pind. 0. 13.23-28 appears the conventional blending of a prayer for the song with a prayer for the general well-being of the singer (here, as regularly in enkomia, of the laudandus) or his polis :


υπατ ευρυ άνάσσων

* Ολυμπίας, άϕ&όνητος έπεσιv

γένοιο χρόνον άπαντα, Zeu πάτερ,

καì τόνδε λαòν άβλαβη νεμων

Ξενοϕώντος εΰοννε δαίμονος ουρον

δεζαι δε oi στεϕάνων εγκώμιον τε&μόν


A scholium correctly paraphrases this prayer: επί τοις επεσι καì τοις ϋμνοις οíς λέγω περί αυτών μη νεμεσησης, ώ Ζεΰ. Lines 1–22b have been extravagant in their praise of Korinthos and its prosperity. This praise prompts the fear that so high a vaunt may stem the flow of Zeus’s bounty and the chorus duly seeks to propitiate his ill will. The επη of line 24 are a summary reference to lines 1–22b as αρχή of the ode, so that the prayer for the song, which is personal in the Homeric hymns, is here public in tone (“may the city’s praises endure” : note the absence of an individualizing first person pronoun), although it has a private significance, too, for Xenophon, the laudandus of the ode, as the next words make clear.54 Indeed, the meaning of the general prayer is spelled out in lines 26ff : continue to prosper Korinthos and Xenophon and look graciously on this, their hymn of praise. Behind the elaboration and pomp of the passage lies the tradition represented by the Homeric hymns, although δεξαι appears largely to have clung to ritual and resisted transfer to the secular tradition of the rhapsodes.

The epinikia of Pindar are full of such prayers. In I. 7.37–39b the boast that Thebes and the family of Strepsiadas now enjoy prosperity (εύδίαν) prompts the prayer ό δ’ ά&ανάτων \ μη ϑρασσετω ϕ&όνος. 0. 8 closes with the following prayer:


εσλα ο επ εσλοις

εργα &ελοι δόμεν, οξείας δε νόσους άπαλάλκοι.

εύχομαι άμϕì καλών μοίρα νεμεσιν διχόβουλον μη &εμεν

άπημαντον άγων βίοτον

αυτούς τ άεζοι καì πόλιν.


This prayer, averting the jealousy of heaven in the face of present good fortune, is prompted by the reference in the preceding lines to Zeus’s bounty in the past. In I. 1.3–6 the poet appeases the ϕϑόνος of Delos whom he must slight in order to please Theba.55

It is clear that such prayers are apologetic in enkomia as they are in hymns. But whereas the singer of hymns is fearful he may displease the god by the inadequacy of his praise of Aim, the singer of enkomia fears that his praise of men and cities may provoke the displeasure of the god and bring on a change of fortune.56 In either case, however, it is a matter of doing injustice to the god. Sometimes, again (see infra, pp. 83f), the composer of enkomia fears the phthonos of his human audience, and this fear, too, must be taken into account in the epilogue of Kallimachos’s Hymn to Apollo.



III

We have seen that in the envoi of the rhapsodic hymns the singer’s primary concern is that his song give pleasure to the god. The apotropaic prayer or wish in which he expresses this concern may be positive (as always in the Homeric hymns) or negative (as in the rhapsodic epilogue cited by Eustathios on the authority of Ailios Dionysios) —in the later hymnal tradition such litotic prayers are common. Of the various words which refer to the god’s displeasure—νέμεσις, ϕϑόνος, ουκ αγαμαι, òργη, μήις and the like—ϕϑόνος is not narrowly “envy,” or “jealousy,” but any inkling of displeasure or reluctance on the part of the god to accept the song or grant the blessings that flow from his gratified presence. If the god is stinting in his admiration of the hym-nist’s efforts, then the song has failed of its purpose. For this reason, the singer cannot take leave of the god without displaying his solicitude for the god’s well-being.

We shall eventually apply these findings to complex epilogic apologies such as A. Apoll. 105–113, but in view of the close relation between epilogue and prooimion in the Homeric hymns, and more particularly of the nearly verbatim parallel between A. Apoll 106 and A. Del. 7f, the former epilogic and the latter prooimial, it may be well at this point to shift our attention from epilogic to prooimial apology. We may thus discover what means are at the singer’s disposal for allaying the god’s ill-will and courting his favor. What precisely does the singer regard as pleasing to the god and how does he seek to accomplish it ?

We have noted above (p. 45) that the rhapsode reestablishes in the epilogue the tone of the invocation and thereby his relation to his theme. The prooimion and the epilogue are subjective and the central narrative, objective, although rhetorical interruptions of the narrative do occur.57 The god as theme (or addressee) of the hymn is named and dignified by his epithets both at the beginning and at the end. Forms of άεíδω, of μνησομαι, and λαν&άνομαι, of ΐλαμαι and λίτομαι, of άρχομαι, and λήγω, of kεíω, μεταβαίνω and κοσμέω and the like in openings and closes relate the singer to his theme. Neither in his announcement of this theme nor in his surrender of it at the close does the singer employ an ample rhetoric; the forms are stereotyped and brief, although, as befits the singer’s natural reluctance to curtail his praises of a god, the epilogues are on the whole more elaborate than the opening statements. Were these the only examples available to us of hymnal prooimia and epilogues, we should be hard put to document from the Homeric hymns Kallimachos’s technique at the close of his hymn to Apollo. But in two places—h [Horn.] Apoll. 19–27, 207–216—occurs a prooimial device which is an elaboration of the simple initial announcements αρχομ aeiδειv, μνησομαι ovδè λά&ωμαι, άείσομαι and the like and allows us to measure the difficulties which force the singer to adopt an apologetic stance before his theme.

That the simple announcement of the theme in the rhapsodic hymn is potentially apologetic will appear from a consideration of developed forms of two simple rhapsodic formulae of announcement.

The singer frequently begins his hymn with υμνει (ἀρχεο vμveîv), ἀρχωμαι, ἀρχομ’ άeiδεiv, άείσομαι (ασομαι, àeiaeo, άςίδω), ewεπe and the like. In A. [Horn.] 21.3f this becomes σέ δ’ αοιδός …/… πρώτον re και νστατον alèv άςίδα (cf. Theognis 3f), a form which is already openly aporetic and apologetic in the Odyssey (ι.l4ff) :58


ri πρώτον τoι ίπειτα, τί δ’ νστάτιον καταλέξω;

κηδε’ έπeí μοι πολλἀ δόσαν ϑεoì ονρανίωνες

νυν δ’ όνομα πρώτον μνϑησομαι . . .


The vastness of his theme (πολλά) is sufficient excuse for Odysseus’s hesitancy at the outset of his story. Against this foil of hesitancy, he selects his first topic.59 Similar is Theokritos’s hesitancy to choose between Kastor and Polydeukes as the first theme of his song (22.23–26). The source of the poet’s embarrassment is that the two heroes provide equally rich (note the catalogue of lines 23f ) themes for song (see infra n. 61). He must therefore make an arbitrary choice (cf. α. 10). More complex in that it contains a formal απορία, is Theoc. 17.7–12:60


αύταρ εγώ Πτολεμαΐον επισταμένος καλά ειπείν υμνήσαιμ* ύμνοι δε και ά&ανάτων γέρας αυτών. “Ιδαν ες πολύδενδρον άνηρ ύλάτομος ελ&ών παπταίνει, παρεόντος άδην, πό&εν άρζεται έργου, τι πρώτον καταλέξω; επει πάρα μυρία ειπείν οϊσι &εοì τον άριστον ετίμησαν βασιλήων.


Again, the source of the poet’s embarrassment is the vastness of his theme. He arbitrarily begins in line 13 with Ptolemy’s lineage.61

This technique of announcing a theme with an aporetic question is a form οΐαΰξησις (amplifcatio), as is at once evident from the words πολλά in 1.15 and μυρία in Theoc. 17.11; it is also apologetic in that the manifest difficulty or impossibility of exhausting the theme is a tacit excuse for an incomplete or inadequate treatment of it.62 So the formula μνησομαι ούδε λά&ωμαι and its variants (e.g., αδομεν αρχόμενοι λήγοντες τ, Α. [Horn.] 1.18) is also potentially apologetic. In this simplest form the theme reflects the singer’s fear of omitting the god from his song, and in a developed form such as Pind. 0. 10.1–6, in which the hymnal technique is adapted to enkomion, it is possible to measure the embarrassment which a rhapsode avoids in his avowal of attentiveness to the god’s pleasure :


τονy Ολυμπιονίκαν άνάγνωτε μοι

Άρχεστράτου πaîδa, πό&ι ϕρενός

εμάς γεγραπται* γλυκύ γαρ αύτω μέλος οϕειλών

επιλέλα&'· ω Μοισάλλα συ και ϋνγάτηρ

Aλά&εια Διός, òρ&α χερί

ερύκετον ϕευδεων

ενιπòν άλιτόξενον.


These openly apologetic lines are a combination and adaptation to a specific enkomiastic situation of two rhapsodic techniques (amplification and apology) for announcing a theme: the laudator appeals to the Muse not only for inspiration but for the power to refute the charge of inattentiveness to the laudandus.63 The source of his embarrassment is the presumption that he has been dilatory in the execution of a contract which in fact lay close to his heart. Similarly, it is the fear of being thought remiss in service of the god that prompts the rhapsode’s assever-ative μνησομαι ov8δè λάϑωμαι, a formula whose implicit sense is the thought that the god is beginning, middle, and end of the song: a thought which, like the fear of remissness itself, leads easily into aporia and apology.

We see, then, that the rhapsodic prooimion is potentially apologetic, and we may turn to consider the more elaborate “pro-oimia” of the Homeric hymn to Apollo. Although both are of the same aporetic type as i.l4ff, Theoc. 17.7–12, and Theoc 22.23–26, lines 207–216 are the simpler of the two treatments and may be considered first:


πώς τ ap σ υμνήσω πάντως εΰυμνον iovτa; ηε σ’ cvi μνηστηρσιν άείδω και ϕιλότητι, δππως μνωόμενος ίκιες Aζαντίδα κούρην “Ισχύ* άμ* άντι&έω, ‘Ελατιονίδη ζύίππω; η άμα ϕόρβαντι ΎριοπΙω γένος, η αμ Epcvϑεi; η άμα Λευκίππω και Λευκίπποιο δάμαρτι πεζός, ό δ’ ϊπποισιν; ού μην ΤρΙοπός γ’ ένέλειπεν. η ώς τò πρώτον χρηστηριον άνϑρώποισι ζητεύων κατά γalav έβης έκατηβόλ Aπολλον; Πιερίην μkv πρώτον ….


Where and how to begin? Before elaborating his chosen theme— Apollo’s travels in search of an oracle—the rhapsode sets as foil for his choice (in the process of discovering it) a number of themes which he will ultimately reject. This listing of tentative themes is an alternative form of αΰξησις to the summaries (πολλά, μυρία) of ι.15 and Theoc. 17.11.64 The praeteritio or recusatio implicit in many such summaries (cf. Dem. 60.9, 6; 61.27, 33; Isoc. 9.34, 10.29f, Hyp. 6.4; Lys. 2.1f [for the πρώτον that heads the next paragraph, cf. ι.16, Theoc. 22.26, k. [Horn.] 3.214, 216, 25], Pind. N. 4.69–72, JV. 10.19f, 45–48) is implicit also in the disjunctive list of h. [Horn.] Apoll 3.208–215.65 The hymnist does not inform us in so many words that he will pass over various exploits of Apollo in the arena of love and sing instead his travels in search of an oracle, but it is clear in line 216 that he has preferred the latter theme to the various possibilities of the former, πώς in line 207 is aporetic, as is the τί of ι.14 and Theoc. 17.11 (cf. also Theoc 22.25) and reflects the singer’s consciousness that it is impossible to exhaust his theme. This aporetic stance may be illustrated from Dem. 60.15:


πολλά τοίνυν ίχων εiπelv ών oÎ8e πράξαντςς δικαίως επαtvεϑήσονται,

iπεiδη προς αύτοΐς εlμι τοις εργοις, απορώ τί πρώτον εlπω· προσιστάμενα γαρ πάντ εìς evä καιρόν, δύσκριτον καϑστησί μοι την aïpεaiv αυτών, ού μην αλλά πεìράσομαι ….


Faced with a theme of great dimensions, the rhetor feels at a loss—not for material, but to know what topics to choose and how to order their presentation. The rhapsode’s πάντως ewμvov Ιόντα is the equivalent of the rhetor’s first clause (cf. Kallimachos’s variation of the theme in h. Del. 28f ) and refers therefore to the vastness of his theme. He mollifies the displeasure of the god at the narrowness of his choice by listing, and thereby acknowledging, the themes he is forced to omit, having already restricted them to the field of love. The phrase πάντως εΰυμνον ιόντα is, as I shall hope to show, the archetype of the metaphorical ούδ’ δσα πόντος in Call. A. Apoll. 106 which refers to the infinity of praises (cf. A. Apoll. 30f ) that would be required to do justice to Apollo.66

In the second example of this technique in the Homeric hymn to Apollo (lines 19–29) the characteristic disjunctives (cf. Call. A. Del. 28–33) give way to copulas (ημεν, ήδ καì, ϑ, τε, τ, τε). The list is introduced by the aporetic formula of line 206 and the chosen theme is introduced by the stereotyped ή ώς followed by πρώτον (cf. lines 208, 214, and 216). Of particular interest is the manner in which the vast range of the theme is suggested (lines 19–26) :


πώς τ ap σ’ υμνήσω πάντως ευυμνον εόντα; πάντη γάρ τοι, ϕοίβε, νόμοι βεβληατ άοιδης, ημεν άν’ ηπειρον πορτιτρόϕον ήο’ άνα νήσους ’ πασαι δε σκοπιαί τοι άδον καì πρώονες άκροι υψηλών ορέων ποταμοί άλαδε προρεοντες άκταί τ εις αλα κεκλιμεναι λιμένες τε θαλάσσης. η ώς σε πρώτον Λητώ τεκε ….


We observe, πάντως, πάντη, and πασαι (cf. πάντως in line 207) and the geographical exhaustiveness of the universalizing doublet, ηπειρον and νήσους, expanded by σκοπιαί, πρώονες άκροι, ποταμοί, άκταί, λιμένες .67 We note, too, the conventional aporetic πώς (cf. the forms of τις and ποíος in Call. A. Dian. 183ff and ποίτ), ri in A. Del. 29): the singer is concerned to select a theme that will please Apollo, and among such an abundance of pleasing themes, how shall he choose? The technique, to be observed here and in countless other passages, of suggesting the copiousness of a theme by geographically exhaustive doublets, triplets, or catalogues is what lies behind Kallimachos’s use of δσα πόντος in h. Apoll. 106.68 In the oldest of rhapsodic selection priamels the rhetorical force is somewhat different. Consider B. 484–493 :


“Eσπετε νυν μοι, Μοΰσαι ’ Ολύμπια δώματ’ έχουσαι— ύμείς γαρ ϑecα ecrre, πάpeoτe τε, Ιστέ re πάντα, ημείς δe κλέος οΐον άκούομεν ουδέ τι ϊδμεν— οι τινες ηγεμόνες Δαναών καì κοίρανοι ήσαν πλη&ύν δ’ ουκ άν εγώ μυϋησομαι οιΐδ’ òνομήνω, ουδ’ et μοι δεκα μεν γλώσσαι, δεκα δe στόματ εΐεν, ϕωνή δ* άρρηκτος, χάλκεον δε μοι ήτορ εvεíη, et μη9 Ολυμπιάδες Μòυσαι, Διός άιγιόχοιο ϋνγατερες, μνησαίαϑ’ őσοι ύπò “Ιλιον ήλ&ον άρχους αΰ νηών ερεω νηάς re προπάσας.


The point of this passage is, as we have defined the word, clearly apologetic. The aporetic technique serves the practical function of giving the oral composer time to set his thoughts straight on the difficult catalogue to follow. Yet it also emphasizes the importance of the catalogue (αΰξησις) and enlists the sympathy of the audience for the singer’s difficult undertaking. That the aporetic interrogative is here indirect does not make the passage essentially different from those which we have already examined (cf. Ξ. 509, Ε. 703, θ. 273, Λ. 299.77.692,1.14). What is important here to observe is the manner of suggesting the dimensions of a theme by a formal απορία (see supra n. 32 and infra p. 74) : not if the singer had ten tongues, ten mouths, a voice not to be broken, and a heart of bronze could he encompass his theme without the aid of the Muses. Elsewhere this theme may be openly apologetic. The messenger in Aesch Pers. 492–432 thus concludes his tale of the Persian defeat at Salamis :


κακών δε πλή&ος, ούδ’ αν εl δεk ήματα στοιχηγοροίην, ουκ αν εκπλήσαιμί σοι. ευ γαρ τοο ισχτι, μηοαμ ήμερα μια πλήϑος τοσουτάρι&μον άνϑρώπων ϑaveîv.


Here the ten tongues have become ten days, and if Aischylos’s and the messenger’s purpose is to suggest the magnitude of the Persian losses, they are also concerned to bring the tale to a close and to excuse the incompleteness of the account.69

We have seen that the simple formulae of announcement in the Homeric hymns are potentially apologetic and we have considered a number of examples of aporetic questions which allow the rhapsode to select his manner of treating a theme while suggesting the difficulties inherent in it. Since all of these passages emphasize the vast-ness of the theme, it is clear that the rhapsode’s problem is two-fold: to omit any item in the muster of the god’s glories is to risk his disfavor, and yet it is humanly impossible to do justice to him; his only recourse is therefore to acknowledge his limitations and to rely on pleasing selection and arrangement, and yet he may inadvertently include an offensive topic or omit what is most certain to please. The aporetic technique allows him to confess his inability to match his theme (thus indirectly praising it to the full) and to give an impression of exhaustiveness by listing potential themes which it is impossible for him to develop. Any disjunctive list, or even a bare aporetic question followed by an immediate choice, is a conventional representation of the entire theme: it gives the illusion of exhaustiveness, while it in fact focuses on one theme and one alone. Pindar, in one of the most masterful of all aporetic selection priamels, realizes fully the possibilities of this technique and even reaches beyond it by fusing the rhapsode’s disjunctive list with the potent hypomnesis of the cult hymn. In I. 7.1–21 the rhapsodic formula, “ How shall I praise you ? In this way, or this, or this, or (my preference) this?,” becomes, “In which of your former glories, Theba, do you take particular (implying the need for selection) delight (efypavac)?70 Six alternatives (introduced by ὴpa = the rhapsodic ὴέ and punctuated by a series of disjunctives) follow. In the break-off formula of lines 16–19 these themes are formally dismissed on the ground that their ancient-ness detracts from their pleasure (παλαιά goes back to των πάpos in line 3 as χάρις goes back to εϋϕρανας) and that the forgetfulness of men makes necessary the celebration “to times in hope” of present greatness.71 Strepsiadas can now be introduced as the theme of the song. Remarkably perceptive is the comment of the scholiast, who sees that πάρος (line 1) makes of lines 1–15 a hypomnesis: προς την πόλιν (i.e., προς την Θηβαν = τάς Θήβας) ό λόγος* ει τι εκείνοις ησϋης, ϕησι, και νυν κώμαζε. (cf. Sappho Α. 1 αϊ ποτα κάτερωτα … ελ#ε μοι και νυν). Pindar’s εΰϕρανας (line 3) and χάρις (line 16) are manifestly the rhapsodic aSov, iπiTepπεai (k. [Horn.] 3.22,146; cf. Call. h. Dian. 183,185). In this subtle passage Theba is appeased by her own desire for fresh distinctions which will provide her with a sharp and immediate pleasure undulled by the passage of time.72 In Pindar’s hands the implicit praeteritio of A. Apoll 19–27 and 207–216 becomes an explicit recusatio of ancient themes.

Before turning to Kallimachos’s handling of prooimial apology, it may be well to touch briefly on a common technique for introducing an ostensibly offensive theme. The words παλαιά . . . / εvδεl χάρις in I 7.16f are apologetic: they excuse the omission of historical themes. Another technique of dismissing themes from the past is to allow that ancient contemporaries have done them satisfactorily or that other authorities are more qualified to treat them or even that one will be better qualified to treat them on another occasion; this technique apologizes for omission of pleasant themes.73 But one may equally well apologize for including offensive themes from the past by ascribing them to the authority of ancient singers in the tradition thus disclaiming direct responsibility for them. Such are Arat. Phaen. 637 Aρτεμις ιλήκοι-προτέρων λόγος οι μιν έϕαντο . . ., Pind, Ο. 1.35f, Call. Α. Lav. Pall. 55f πòτνι Aϑαναία, σν μkv ίξιϑι· μέσϕα δ’ έγώ τι ταίσδ’ έρέω’ μνϑος δ’ ουκ έμός, άλλ’ έτερων. Cf. also Pind. P. 3.2 (the apology rests in κοινόν).

The simplest of Kallimachos’s aporetic selection priamels is A. Del. 28–33 which (to ignore the intermediate influences on Kallimachos’s diction) is a formal paraphrase of A. [Horn.] 3.207–215. Line 28 = πάντως ζΰυμνον έοντα (A. [Horn.] 3.207) ; πoirj ένιπλέξω σε = πώς τ &ρ σ* υμνήσω (Λ. [Horn.] 3.207) ; the amplificatory τί toi ϋνμήρςς άκοΰσαι = thematically αδον (Α. [Horn.] 3.22, 146; cf. Pind. I. 7.3, Call.'A. Dian. 183, 185); πoifj (τί), ή ώς τα πρώτιστα = Α. [Horn.] 3.207, 214 πώς, η ώς τò πρώτον. Kallimachos deems the summary πολέες άοώαΐ a sufficient apologetic background for his choice and declines to amplify it by either a disjunctive or a copular list in the manner of A. [Horn.] 3.20–24, 208–214.74

More complicated is A. Dian. 183–190:


τις δε vv τοι νήσων, ποίον δ’ ορος εΰαδε πλείστον, ris δε λιμήν, ποίη δε πόλις; riva δ’ έξοχα νυμϕεων ϕίλαο και ποίας ηρωίδας εσχες εταίρας; ειπε, ιτεη, συ μεν αμμιν, έγω ο ετεροισιν αεισω. νήσων μεν Δολίχη, πολιών δε τοι εΰαδε Περγη, Τηύγετον δ’ òρεων, λιμένες y ε μεν Εύρίποιο. έξοχα δ’ άλλάων Γορτυνίδα ϕίλαο νυμϕην, ελλοϕόνον Βριτόμαρτιν εύσκοπον ής ποτε Μίνως ….


Again, Kallimachos is concerned to select the theme most pleasing to Artemis. Instead, however, of presenting tentative themes as alternative answers to a single aporetic question, he directs a series of questions to the goddess, each of which poses a (geographical) category of pleasing themes within which Artemis will have a favorite. Each of the categories to be passed over—islands, mountains, harbors, cities (cf. A. [Horn.] ApolL)—is subordinated to the verb εΰαδε (cf. ϋνμήρες in A. Del. 29, αδον in h. [Horn.] 3.22, επιτέρπεαι in A. [Horn.] 3.146). The capping category—nymphs—is given its own verb (ϕίλαο) synonymous with τοι… εΰαδε. Conjoined to the category of nymphs is that of heroines who have been admitted to intimacy with Artemis (ποίας εσχες εταίρας = τίνα ϕίλαο νυμϕεων). Both because it comes last in the list and because the verbs ϕίλαο and εσχες balance it against all the categories controlled by εuαδε, we know that this category is the one which will be developed. Yet Kallimachos, determined to give the goddess her due, answers each of the questions in turn, but sets off the question-series from the answer-series—a kind of thematic punctuation—by an ancient apologetic formula which absolves him of responsibility for any of his selections but sets them beyond criticism by requiring Artemis to stand surety instar Musae for the theme of the song. In the answer-series the verbs εΰαδε (line 187), ϕίλαο (line 189), and εταρίσσατο (line 206) preserve the structure of the question-series with its already implicit selection of feminine attendants of Artemis as the theme to be elaborated. A single nymph (τίνα νυμϕεων)—Britomartis—and four heroines

(ποίας)—Kyrene, Procris, Antikleia, and Atalanta—take up thirty-six lines to two for the themes passed over—islands, cities, mountains, and harbors. Kallimachos has suggested the magnitude of his theme and given us (and Artemis) the illusion of strict fidelity to its dimensions while developing only a select portion of it. The technique which Kallimachos here employs was familiar to him from a number of early sources including Pind. 0. 2.1–8—a series of aporetic questions, addressed to Hymnoi, who substitute for the Muse, and building to a cap (τίνα ϑεόν, τίν ήρωα, τίνα δ’ άνδρα), followed by a series of answers building to a cap (Διός, Hρακλεης, Θήρωνα). These questions and answers, if they assign special importance to “the man,” yet list god and hero before him and so acknowledge them as the άρχου of the hymn. That they are mentioned only to be passed over is thus no slight to their dignity. Both Kallimachos and Pindar are concerned to create the illusion of a comprehensive treatment of a theme. Pindar aims to please Theron without slighting such relevant themes as Zeus and Herakles; Kallimachos, to do justice to the theme of Artemis’s attendants without omitting other themes that might please the goddess. The technique is both amplificatory and apologetic.

More elaborate still is h. Dian. 110–161. A series of statements controlled by anaphora of the word χρύσε(ι)ος (cf. h. Apoll. 32–35) isolates Artemis’s deer-drawn chariot (i.e., Artemis as huntress) as the theme of the song. To develop this theme, Kallimachos resorts to the technique of alternating question and answer (ratiodnatio). There are three questions, each of which fills a single line and is followed immediately by its answer. The first two answers fill two lines, but the third, suggesting the theme which Kallimachos has chosen to treat at some length, is given four. The pattern is thus 1:2, 1:2, 1:4, with the weightier four-line answer announcing the aspect of the theme which is to be developed. That the third question is the capping question is signalled by a new interrogative (που … που … ποσσάκι) which breaks the strict anaphoric pattern and implicitly calls for amplification by a list. So, the third answer builds to its own cap through a series of ordinal numerals : πρώτον, τò 8è δεύτερον, τò τρίτον αδτ’ and τò τέταρτον (numerical αύξησις). The narrow theme thus isolated for full treatment is the Huntress’s harsh handling of those who offend her (cf. A.48–52) and her gentleness toward those who please her. (The general theme, completed in line 161, is still her hunting sallies in her deer-drawn chariot.) After detailing the misfortunes of those upon whom Artemis looks with disfavor (χαλεπην… òργην, 124) and the blessings of those who enjoy her good will (cvμεi&rjs τε καì ίλαοϑ, 129), the poet prays that he may be counted among the latter (cf. Pind. P. 1.29, after the description in the preceding lines of the effect of the lyre’s music on Zeus’s friends and his enemies; cf. also Hes. Erg. 225–247 and see n. 105) and, after praying that song may be his study forever, promises that themes pleasing to Artemis will be its concern—a conventional rhapsodic promise,75 After listing a number of these in praeteritio, he settles on the last of them and develops it. As it turns out, this theme is Artemis’s return from her hunting sallies and the welcome which she receives—in particular, from Herakles, who retains his fabled appetite even on Olympos. From this we see that the theme chosen for development in lines 124–135 is in fact a digression, motivated by feelings of piety which the singer could not well suppress, from the main line of the argument, τò τρίτον αΰτ επί drjpa (line 121) rather than to τέταρτον …/… είς αδίκων έβαλες πόλιν contained the logically capping idea. In the words σχετλιοι, οΐς τννη the religious imagination of the singer “carries him away” from his routine praises into an expression of his “own feeling.” The rhapsodic selection priamel (lines 136–141) whereby he returns to his theme proper is very artfully adapted to the theme of the digression, since the purpose of these hymnal selection-priamels is precisely to enlist the sympathy and allay the anger of the god. It is important to observe the numerical αΰξησις of the phrases iv δε συ πολλή and iv δ’ ol σεο πάντες αε&λοι which promises hymns of considerable length and volume, and in the hymn itself gives, together with the list, an impression of comprehensive treatment. We may note in conclusion that the question of line 113 (που δε σε τò πρώτον), which is formally modeled on the rhapsodic ris πporros (cf. Ξ. 509, Ε. 703, θ. 273, Λ. 299, Π. 692, ι. 14) reflects the concern for origins evidenced in h. Del. 30, h. [Horn.] 3.25, 214, 216.

In h. Iov. 1–10 occurs a form of aporetic selection priamel in which the singer is confronted with two and only two alternatives. This aporetic type (εν δoifj, δοιάσσατο) appears first in Homer (cf. e.g., N. 455–459, Ξ. 20–24, 77. 646–655, ε. 465–475, ζ. 141–146, σ. 90–94, κ. 151–155, ω. 235–240 [note πρώτον in line 240], π. 235–239 [note κατάλεξον in line 235] ; and for the phrase ev δoijj cf. I. 230 and for δοιάσσετο cf. Bacch. 11. 87 and Apoll. Argon, 3.771, 819) and is clearly a variant realization of the technique which we have been studying. Kallimachos’s version has its closest formal parallel in Antag. 1 (Powell. Collectanea Alexandrina, p. 120) εν δoιη μοι ϋνμός I … j ή . . . I ή . . . ηε . . . I ή where four alternative genealogies of Eros are reviewed. In Call. h. Iov. there are only two rival claims : Was Zeus born in Arkadia or in Krete ? The poet decides that the former alternative has the greater claim to recognition on the ground that the Kretans are liars (cf. h [Horn.] 1.1–6, Epimenides fr. 1) and erected a tomb for one who is in truth immortal. Kallimachos is concerned to name the god correctly: Is he Zeus Diktaios or Zeus Lykaios?76 For to name the god incorrectly is to invite his enmity (cf. h. Apoll. 69ίΓ). We note the aporetic interrogatives (τί and πώς) and the typical comparative or superlative (λώιον; cf. πλείστον and έξοχα in h. Dian. 183, 184).77 The geographical αΰξησις is modeled on h. [Horn.] 3.20–24 and similar passages in the tradition.78

H. Cer. 17–23 combines the rhapsodic technique with a “corrective” technique common in Pindar and elsewhere. In 0. 1.26f Pindar refers to the legend which claimed that the gods were served a dish made of Pelops’s flesh. Now, Pindar introduces this story in order to mark the time (επεί, line 26) of Poseidon’s falling in love with Pelops (cf. the emphatic corrective τóτ in line 40) ; Poseidon’s love is important because the poet wishes to speak of Pelops’s translation (note that Ganymedes is only a second to him) as a consequence of this love, to Olympos. In order, then, to set the scene for Pelops’s sojourn on Olympos, he appeals to the popular version of the story. But once he has given his audience a familiar frame of reference, he can find this version not to his liking and dismiss it for another (more likely a less-widely known version than one of his own making). He is thus led to comment in lines 35f :


εστι δ’ άνδρì ϕάμεν εοικòς άμϕι δαιμόνων καλά· μείων γαρ αιτία.

νιε Ταντάλου, σε δ’ άντία προτέρων ϕ&έγξομαι, ….


Two techniques are employed here: that of assigning an offensive tale of one’s own telling to men of former time and that of broaching a theme only to abandon it with the explanation that it violates custom, natural right, or decorum.79 The former is employed, as we have seen, by Kallimachos in h. Lav. Pall. 56; the latter he resorts to in h. Cer. 17 in order that he may use the offensive tale as foil for another theme of his own choosing:


μη μη ταύτα λεγωμες α δάκρυον âγaγε Δηοΐ’ κάλλιον, ώς πολίεσσιν εαδότα τε&μια Βώκε• κάλλιον, ώς καλάμαν τε καì Ιερά δράγματα πράτα άπταχνων άπεκοϕε καì εν βόας ήκε πατήσαι, άνίκα Τριπτόλεμος άγα&άν εδιδάσκετο τεχναν· κάλλιον, ώς, ίνα και τις ύπερβασίας άλεηται, π [ ] ìδέσ&αι


The whole is a selection priamel in which, after the dismissal of a theme which it is feared may renew Demeter’s ancient grief, alternative themes are introduced neither by aporetic interrogatives nor by disjunctives, but by κάλλιον, ώς . .. in anaphora, clearly an adaptation of the rhapsodic η ώς.80 The list, as always, gives an impression of thematic richness and culminates in an announcement of that aspect of the theme which the singer, preserving decorum, has chosen to develop— here Demeter’s punishment of Erysichthon’s desecration of her sacred grove. Kallimachos includes as apology for this theme & fabula docet (ΐνα και τις νπερβασίας άλέηται).81

Such is Kallimachos’s prooimial use of aporetic amplification and apology. From it we deduce, as we have from earlier examples, the nature of the singer’s απορία: to omit any item in the muster of the god’s glories (and to include them all is humanly impossible) is to risk his disfavor; and yet, if the singer acknowledges his limitations and relies on pleasing selection and arrangement, he may inadvertently include an offensive topic or omit what is most certain to please. The choice is, in short, between quantity and quality. To reject the methods of the cataloguer is in itself pleasing apology, since to imply that one may tell, even in the whole of time, the tale of a god’s greatness is certain to offend him. A hymnist, or indeed any eulogist, will therefore rarely claim, and can never hope to execute, a comprehensive treatment: only one who is insensitive (however well intentioned he may be) to the merits of his theme would attempt to enumerate them. One’s aim must be to accomplish an appropriate selection and treatment (see infra pp. 89ff on Pind. 0. 2.105–110). We may observe these principles at work in two Kallimachean passages which have special bearing on the interpretation of A. Apoll. 105–113. These are A. Apoll. 28–31 and the subtle A. Del. 1–10.

The possible implications of A. Apoll. 28–31 for the interpretation of A. Apoll. 105 we have already briefly considered (supra pp. 48ff). Let us now examine the passage in its context. In lines 12–15 (a formal αναβολή) the singer urges the youths who make up the choir to break silence if they expect to live to a ripe old age and if the wall of the temple is to stand upon its ancient foundations—if, in other words, they are not to experience to their sorrow the wrath of the god. (This motive, in more obviously rhapsodic language, appears at A. Dian. If.) In line 16 he congratulates them for their prompt response. Next, he addresses the audience in order to command the religious silence that should greet the hymn (cf. Macedonius Pa. in Apoll. If Coll. Alex. ed. Powell, p. 138, Mesomedes 2.1–6), persuasively pointing to the examples of the sea, which becomes hushed on hearing of Apollo’s bow and lyre, and of the two legendary mourners, Thetis and Niobe-of-stone, who give over their laments for their offspring when singers acclaim these attributes of Apollo. These corroborating exempla are followed by an exhortation to the choir, itself corroborated in turn by a gnome which is amplified in lines 26f in such a way as to suggest (glancing tactfully at Ptolemy) the existence of a harmony between the religious and secular orders.82 There follows a promise, to complement the warnings of lines 14f and 25f, that the choir may expect honor from Apollo (he will accept their hymn) in so far as they sing according to his heart. In line 32 the actual hymn—a catalogue of Apollo’s glories— begins,83 but between the singer’s promise to his choir and the beginning of the catalogue occur the lines in which we are chiefly interested.84 With lines 28f they form in themselves a complete hymnal prooimion which combines features of both the cult and the rhapsodic hymns; to see this we have only to imagine the verb τιμήσει replaced by an imperative, the third person indicatives δύναται, ήσται, and εστι converted to second persons, and the nouns and pronouns referring to Apollo replaced by some forms suitable to the direct address. The ritual character of lines 28f is dictated by the epiphany of lines 1–27 and the poet’s appeal to the choir and to the audience to observe the proprieties of song and silence respectively. The rhapsodic character of lines 30f is dictated by the poet’s need, in a hymn of praise, to comment on the richness of his theme before undertaking it. Lines 30f are in the manner of B. 488–493 and h. [Horn.] 3.19–29 and 207–216. εστι γαρ εΰυμνος explaining line 30,’ is exactly πάντως ενυμνον εόντα explaining the aporetic πώς in A. [Horn.] 3.19 and 207, and the rest of lines 29f present a modification of the convention of B. 488ff where Homer entrusts his theme to the Muses on the ground that his physical powers are inadequate to the task. We have seen that Homer’s “ten mouths, ten tongues, a voice not to be broken, and a heart of bronze” becomes in Aischylos’s Persians “ten days"; in Lysias 2.1 the theme is stated as follows: επειδή δε πάσιν άν&ρώποις ό πάς χρόνος ούχ ικανός λόγον Ισον παρασκευάσαι τοις τούτων εργοις. Aischylos’s “ten days” have become “all men and the whole of time.” Kallimachos’s treatment of the theme differs from these in its understatement ("ten tongues,” “ten days,” and “the whole of time” is now “not one day only") and in its bold acceptance of an impossible task. So the aporetic τεά δ’ εργματα τις κεν άείδοι of Λ. Iov. 92 becomes here the confident τις άν ου βέα ϕοΐβον άείδοι .85 This frequent optimistic pose is the counterpart of the even more frequent profession of inadequacy and is consonant with the virtual exhaustiveness of the following catalogue, but not with the brevity (the poet concludes his formal praise in line 104) of the actual performance,86 which could not have taken above a half hour. The rhetorical promise is intended to impress upon the god’s attention the sincerity of the choir’s solicitude and to communicate to him their feeling of tirelessness when inspired by his presence. Kallimachos is clearly attempting to satisfy the god’s appetite for eulogies (ότι oi κατά ϋνμòν άείδει), as will appear from A. 472ff, the earliest of the traditional models for A. Apoll. 28–31: oi δε πανημεριοι μολπτ} ò^εòν ΐλάσκονται / καλόν άείδοντες παιήονα κούροι Αχαιών, \ μελποντες εκάεργον ό δε ϕρένα τερπετ άκούων.

So Apollo’s wishes determine the decorum of A. Del. 1–10 in which we find the most exact of parallels to the language of A. Apoll. 106.


την ίερήν, ώ ϋνμε, τίνα χρόνον ή ποτ άείσεις Δήλον Απόλλωνος κουροτρόϕον; ή μεν άπασαι Κυκλάδες, αι νήσων ίερώταται εìν άλί κείνται, εΰυμνοι. Δήλος δ’ εϑελει τα πρώτα ϕερεσϑαι εκ Μονσεων, ότι ϕοΐβον άοιδάων μεδεοντα λοΰσε τε και σπείρωσε και ώς ϕεòν ηνεσε πρώτη.

ώς Μοΰσαι τον άoiδoV δ μη Πίμπλειαν άείστη εχϑουσιν, τώς ϕοίβος δτις Δήλοιο λάΰηται. Δήλω νΰν οιμης άπο8άσσομαι, ώς αν Απόλλων Κύν&ιος αινηση με ϕίλης άλεγοντα τιϑηνηςβΐ87


The critical lines 7–10 put us immediately in mind of the Homeric hymns: άείση is correctly placed at the end of the line (cf. forms of άείδειν and άοιδή at line end in the Homeric hymns, in Pindar, in Kallimachos, and in all hexameter poetry) and λάδηται recalls the concern of the rhapsode both in prooimion and in epilogue to remember (μνησομαι) and not forget (ονδε λάϑωμαι) the god, lest he displease him. In Kallimachos’s version of the convention, εχ&ονσιν represents the feared displeasure of the god, and αίνηση, his hoped-for approval. These are the formal analogue of ουκ ăγaμxu in h. Apoll 106.

Lines 7–10 presume the preliminary question, “What topic will most please Apollo?” and the answer, “So dear to him is Delos that any singer who omits to eulogize it must incur Apollo’s disfavor.”88 To Kallimachos, sensitive to apologetic decorum, such an omission is unthinkable. So careful is he of Apollo’s wishes that Apollo, in this, is robbed of all power to disagree; for the singer’s thoughts are only of him. Kallimachos has presented his credentials (sophistication in the requirements of song) in a form which graciously flatters the god and may proceed without fear of ϕ&όνος. Of like intent is Pindar’s exclamation at P. 9.90–92b:


κωϕός άνηρ τις, ος Ήρακλει στόμα μη περιβάλλει μηδε Διρκαίων ύ8άτων αμα μεμναται, τα νιν ΰρεϕαντο και Iϕικλεα·

τοίσι τελειον επ’ ενχα κωμάσομαί τι παϑών εσλόν.


The singer who would not devote himself to Herakles in an ode for one who has been a victor in the Herakleia is κωϕός—brutish and insensitive to the proprieties of song. Pindar gets in his homage to Herakles in an ode for a victor whose community is anxious to hear new praises and avoids the latter’s ill will (ϕϑόνος) by making the occasion one of high selective decorum.89

The technique of A, Del. 1–10 is noteworthy. The lines are a selection priamel in the manner of A. Dian. 183–189, A. [Horn.] 3.19–27, 207–215, A. Del. 28–33, A. Dem. 17–24. Formally, the passage is a modification of a prooimion to a hymn to Apollo, since it is his pleasure which the poet seeks to secure in his choice of theme. He might have begun in the manner of lines 28ff had he intended a straightforward hymn to Delos. Instead he announces Delos as his theme and presents his apology for the choice in terms of Apollo’s own preference as if the hymn were addressed to him.90 Since he has elected to write a hymn to Delos and has settled on this manner of making his apology, his aporetic opening cannot take the form of A. [Horn.] 3.207, nor can he present the Kyklades in a disjunctive list capped by Delos. Further, since he cannot appear to be in doubt about his theme (Apollo entertains no doubt about what will most please him) the opening “τίνα νησον” is precluded. Kallimachos accordingly hits on the device of professing a temporal απορία: τίνα χρόνον ή ποτ ἀεiειϑ,91 which is resolved by νυν in line 9. He is thus enabled to display the conventional disjunctive and the conventional interrogative list.92 The Kyklades he can now present in sum (απασαι) as a rich theme for song (εννμνοι) and select Delos from the group as having the greatest claim on the services of the Muses and on the affections of the god of singers.93 In lines 7–10 he claims the approval of Apollo, presenting to the god as his credentials the fact that he is mindful of his displeasure and sings of Delos only to please him. Here the apology turns on the poet’s good taste and sense of propriety rather than as in A. Apoll 28–31 on exhaustiveness of treatment.



IV

We have now examined a number of prooimial passages both from Kallimachos and from earlier poets, in which the hymnist shows concern for the god’s pleasure in the matter or manner of his hymn. This concern credits the gods with essentially human desires. A man naturally wishes to be praised according to his deserts. Omit to mention any aspect of his virtue or achievement and he is likely to be offended. Yet the truly worthy are conscious of a higher praise that transcends mere enumeration. Just so, although the god is naturally pleased by quantity, quality (i.e., decorous understatement) may be his primary concern as it is likely to be the concern of the best of men : αìνούμενοι γαρ oi aγa&ol τρόπον τινά \ μισουσι τους αΐνοΰντας, ήν αίνώσ’ άγαν.94 Yet, if the hymnist declines to be exhaustive, he must choose the theme dearest to the god. This impulse to choose the preeminently pleasing theme is evident in the passages which we have examined as is also the impulse to apologize for anything less than comprehensive treatment. With this principle in mind, we may pass on to epilogic handling of these themes.

We have observed (supra pp. 57f ) that the simple epilogues of the Homeric hymns are apt to employ the themes of the simple hymnal announcements with which the rhapsode begins; we should therefore expect the more elaborate epilogues to employ many of the themes and techniques of the more elaborate prooimia. And so they do, as we shall see. But before subjecting to scrutiny specific passages, we must define more closely what kinds of passages we are here designating as prooimial and epilogic. When we speak of prooimia we ordinarily refer to introductions to entire poems, just as when we employ the term “epilogue,” we ordinarily refer to the formal conclusions of entire works. Yet prooimial and epilogic themes and techniques are commonly called into service whenever a poet desires to introduce or conclude any individual unit of his entire theme. So the Catalogue of Ships is elaborately “introduced” in B. 484–493, and prooimial questions direct or indirect are frequently employed in Iliad and Odyssey to introduce minor themes. In Ξ. 508ff the prooimial question


*ΕσπεΤε νυν μοι, Μοΰσαι ‘Ολύμπια δώματ’ εχουσαι, Qς τις δη πρώτος βροτόεντ’ άνδράγρι Αχαιών ήρατ, επεl ρ’ έκλινε μάχην κλντòς εννοσίγαιος.


is answered at once


Αίας pa πρώτος Τελαμώνιος “Υρτιον οδτα Γνρτιασην, Μυσών ηγήτορα καρτεροϋνμων


There follows a brief catalogue of Greek warriors and the opponents whom they killed in battle.

The technique need not involve the Muses. In E. 703 occurs the direct question:


*Ev&a τίνα πρώτον, τίνα δ’ ΰστατον έζevάpiζav

*Εκτωρ τε Πριάμοιο παις καì Χάλκεος Aρης;


There follows a catalogue of slain warriors in which only the last item, according to the principle which became standard in rhapsodic selection priamels, is developed at any length. In such passages the list implicit in πρώτος (cf. the standard priamel superlatives and comparatives) may be suppressed as at π. 112ff where the answer to the question δππως δη πρώτον πυρ εμπεσε νηυσìν Αχαιών is not amplified by enumeration. Finally, the poet may dispense with the question technique altogether and resort to a simple list as in Z. 5ff (Αϊας ση πρώτος), introducing a catalogue which leads up to the encounter between Glaukos and Diomedes. Even this “blunt” technique is clearly prooimial.

In the lyric too this simple prooimial technique is employed to introduce individual themes within a poem. In P. 9.90–93

Pindar introduces successive items in a catalogue with prooimial devices epic in descent. The first of these introductions we have mentioned briefly (supra pp. 75f ) ; the second (lines 92fF) runs as follows: Χαρίτων κελαδεννάν j μη με λίποι κα&αρòν ϕέγγοςΆΙγίνα τε yap κτλ. The poet prays that the Charités continue to inspire him because he has several items still to catalogue.95 Similar are 0. 9.86–89 which introduce a catalogue of agonistic successes. The prayer for τόλμα and άμϕιλαϕης δύναμις is clearly descended from B. 484–493. At. 0. 10.63ff occurs the question


τíς δη ποταίνιον

έλαχε στεϕανον

χείρεσσι ποσίν τε καì αρματι

άγώνιον εν δόξα ΰ'εμενος εΰχος, εργω κα&ελών;


This question is answered by a catalogue of victors in various events in the first Olympiad which concretizes the programmatic list χείρεσσι ποσίν τε και αρματι. Here ποταίνιον, “new,” “fresh” does the work of πρώτος in the Homeric passages. N. 4.44f and I. 5.42, both introducing lists of themes, are prooimial.

Epilogic techniques of any great amplitude are virtually lacking in the epic itself where epilogue, as in B. 760 and the like, is generally brief and summary (cf. also Ω. 804 and see n. 52). The Homeric hymns provide more clues. Such formulae as h. [Horn.] 2.495 (αυτάp) εγώ καì σεΐο καì άλλης μνησομ άοιδής) and 5.293 (σεϋ δ* εγώ άρξάμενος μεταβήσομαι άλλον ες υμνον) which German scholarship has labelled “break-off formulae” (Abbruchsformeln), are implicidy apologetic, and become openly so in such reformulations as that of Theoc. 1.145: χαίρετ· εγώ δ’ ΰμμιν καì ες ύστερον άδιον ασω. In the later tradition other break-off patterns, many of them of great subtlety and highly developed concentration, evolve. The priamel pattern of ξ. 228 (άλλος γαρ τ άλλοισιν άνηρ επιτερπεται εργοις) is epilogically employed by Pindar in 0. 8.53 to abandon a legendary theme and take up that to which his contract commits him :


τερπνόν δ’ iv άν&ρώποις Ισον εσσεται ουδέν

εΐ δ’ εγώ Μελησία εξ αγένειων κΰδος άνεδραμον ΰμνω,

μη βαλέτω με λί&ω τραχεΐ ϕ&όνος


"Different themes give pleasure to different people; I trust that in turning from Aiakos to Melesias I shall give offense to no one.” We mark the hymnal concern to give pleasure, and it is important to observe that the word ϕϑόνος, personified in Call. h. Apoll 105, reflects the enkomiast’s desire both to please his audience and to make Melesias the cynosure of all eyes. Pindar in 0. 8.53f is obeying the principle which he formulates explicidy at P. 10.53f (also in transition) that an ode must offer a variety of themes in order to avoid tedium. Some may have begun to tire of his present theme and to anticipate (cf. P. 1.82f) another. He will accordingly offer them Melesias, hoping (with a modesty which dissembles his true enthusiasm) that this will satisfy even those who are anxious to hear more of Aiakos or to hear sung the praises of young Alkimedon himself. Line 53 is epilogic (setting a punctum to praise of Aiakos) and lines 54ff prooimial (introducing praise of Melesias), but that the theme of line 53 can be prooimial is evident from Verg. Eel. 4.1ff:


Sicelidae Musae, paulo maiora canamus! Non omnis arbusta iuvant humilesque myricae. si canimus silvas, silvae sint consule dignae.


Yet even here line 2 clearly surrenders themes previously preferred by the poet. It is clear that 0. 8.53, like I. 7.16ff, is an implicit recusatio of ancient themes and that the passage as a whole abbreviates the rhapsodic selection pattern set by h. [Horn.] 3.19–27.

More subtle is the recusatio of I. 5.57–61 :


άλλ’ δμως καύχαμα κατάβρεχε σιγψ

Ζευς τα τε καì τα νέμει,

Ζευς ό πάντων κύριος, εν δ’ ερατεινϕ

μeλtri καì τoιíαλε τιμαí

καλλίνικον χάρμ άγαπάζοντι.


Line 57 is epilogic ("hush the lyre” opposed to “wake the lyre” [lines 42ff] is an inversion of the rhapsodic πώς υμνήσω) and dismisses the graver and grimmer theme of warfare both past (lines 43–53) and present (lines 53–56) to take up in the prooimial lines 60f the lighter and more festive theme of athletic success.96 Lines 58f carry the theme of 0.8.52 and Vergil Eel. 4.2 ; although the thought is highly condensed, the phrase τά re καì rά represents a universalizing doublet such as “war and peace,” “gravity and gaiety,” “work and rest,” “foul weather and fair.” Even Zeus, the lord of all, is not always serious; sometimes he lays aside his thunderbolts to attend to the festive lyre or to take up his goblet (cf. P. 1.5ff, Laus Pis. 152ff) and nothing is always the same. Variety must rule in art as in all eke.97

This abuttment of “epilogue” and “prooimion” (cf. Β. 760ff), which I have elsewhere termed “diminuendo” and “crescendo,” is extremely common in Pindar and may be typified by JV. 4.69–7_9.98 The epilogic lines 69–72 which employ the nautical metaphor that became common in Roman apologetic verses (cf. Hor. Carm. 4.15.3Q abandon the ancient theme (Peleus) singled out for attention by the rhapsodic selection priamel of lines 44–68, as the prooimial lines 73–79 take up the cuπent theme of the Theandridai and their agonistic successes.99 Notable in the epilogic lines 69–72, besides the nautical metaphor, are the summary άπαντα (implicit praeteritio) and άπορα (cf. Β. 488–493) which refers to the incapacity of the eulogist to exhaust his theme. Similar in moving from past to present through nautical apona are P. 11.37–45, and for the metaphor cf. also Isocr. Ep. 2.13f.100

Finally, of great theoretical importance (cf. Ν. 636ff) is the epilogic N. 7.52f : άλλά γαρ ανάπαυσες iv πavτl γλυκεία έργω’ κόρον δ’ εχει / και μέλι καì τα τερττν ανòϑε Αϕροδίσια which is followed by a summary (έκαστος) priamel introducing Thearion (line 58) as the new theme. The words γλυκεία and τερπν remind us of 0. 8.53, ξ. 228 (with which the scholia gloss JV. 7.54f) and Verg. Eel. 4.2 (iuvant), and αλλά γάρ marks the whole as a version of one of many break-off patterns. Most important, however, is the word κόρον which anticipates and counters boredom, as it does also in P. 1.82 and N. 10.20. To take only the latter passage, lines 19f are epilogic, as lines 2 If with their έγειρε λύραν and παλαισμάτων λάβε ϕροντίδα ( = the rhapsodic υμνεί and μνήσομαι) are prooimial.

As we pass on now to the subject of epilogue proper, it should be clear that we may expect to encounter, with some difference of emphasis, prooimial motives in epilogical settings and that we need not confine ourselves in interpreting individual epilogues to the evidence of passages which introduce and conclude entire works.

The purpose of an epilogue is to surrender one’s theme without giving offense to one’s audience whether it be an individual addressee or a group of personages each with different tastes and capacities for appreciation. In the case of a hymn the audience is ideally the god (and no other) to whom the hymn is addressed, although when the hymn is to any degree secularized (as are the Homeric hymns) and becomes as much a vehicle for the display of poetical craftsmanship as for supplication and praise of the god, one’s principles of selection must in part be determined by the conditions of performance. Yet if the choice of matter and manner be influenced by the presence of an audience representing divergent tastes and interests, all must appear to be done according to the god’s wishes, since failure to comply with the proprieties of hymnal form will itself entail criticism. So, in Dilthey’s view, Apollonios criticized Kallimachos’s hymn to Apollo as unworthy of the divine patron of poets (see supra p. 43).

In general the Homeric hymns do not openly display awareness of auditors other than the god, although such hymnal announcements as ασομαι are addressed not to the god but to an audience waiting to hear his name, and such concluding prayers as χάριν δ’ άμ δπασσον άoiδή doubtless express concern for the pleasure of a critical audience as well as for that of the god; in A. 3.172f, in his address to the Delian maidens, the rhapsode reveals his concern for his critical reputation among men; and in A. 6 the singer’s prayer to the god for victory in a contest presumes a critical audience of human judges.101 In the hymns of Kallimachos, which owe much to the rhetoric of choral poetry, the poet’s consciousness of an assembled audience (whether their presence is real or imagined) is at times fully evident, as for example in his address to them in A. Apoll. 4 and 17, and in the conceit of A. Iov. 5–9 which, if it flatters the god, is calculated to win applause for its wit from auditors or readers. I introduce this consideration not merely to prepare the way for the question whether ϕϑόνος and Μώμος in the epilogue of A. Apoll. may represent the feared criticism not only of Apollo but also of the general audience, but in order to warn the reader that if I describe the rhetoric of a given passage in no other than its hymnal sense, this is not to be interpreted to mean that I regard the hymnal meaning as the only meaning.102 I am prepared, however, to deny that a given passage may have meanings that get in each other’s way, as for example all allegorical interpretations of this poem with which I am familiar obstruct the hymnal meaning.

The simplest of epilogic break-off patterns in the hymns of Kallimachos is the simplest also (save for αύταρ εγώ and the like) of those which we encounter in the Homeric hymns. As we have observed, the hymnal χαίρε, which may be employed elsewhere than in epilogue (e.g., in Call. A. Dian. 225, A. Cer. 2, A. e mag. pap. coll. 3.1, 9.1 Heitsch), is no mere “farewell,” although its use in epilogue does frequently mark a break with what precedes and signals the end of the hymn. This is because the proper place for salutation is at the beginning or at the end. When it occurs centrally, as at A. Dian. 225, it is regularly prooimial or epilogic in the sense defined above.103 Kallimachos employs this imperative (once the optative) epilogically in A. Iov. 91, 94, A. Dian. 259, 268, A. Del. 325, 326, A. lav. Pall. 140, 141, A. Cer. 134. As we have seen, its use in A. Apoll. 113 is complicated by the fact that the line is inseparably linked with lines 105–112 by the word ϕ&όνος. In A. lav. Pall χαίρε in line 140 greets the goddess in anticipation of her emergence from the temple, and signals the end of the hymn.104

Beyond this stereotype, Kallimachos’s break-off patterns in the epilogues of his hymns are few and relatively simple, save for that of the hymn to Apollo. In Λ. Ιου. 92f, a rhapsodic prooimial motive is employed to justify the singer’s taking leave of his theme before he can complete it (see supra p. 74) :


χαίρε μεγα Κρονίδη πανυπέρτατε, δώτορ εάων, δώτορ άπημονίης. τεά δ’ εργματα τις κεν άείδοί; ου γένετ, ουκ εσταΐ’ τις κεν Διός εργματ’ άεΐσει;


This abbreviatory formula is the πώς τ’ ap σ’ υμνήσω πάντως εΰυμνον έσντα of Α. [Horn.] 3.19,207 and the ει δε λΐην πολέες σε περιτροχοωσιν άοιδαι, πoifj ενιπλέξω σε; of Call. Α. Del. 28f. Implicit praeteritio is common to all three passages, and as the two last apologize in anticipation, so the first apologizes in retrospect for failure adequately to praise the god. In A. Ιου. the rhetorical question presumes as its answer the universal negative ουδείς (cf. P. 260f) and therefore counters the god’s criticism before he can conceive it. There is, of course, no higher praise than the confession that the laudandus is beyond praise. With Call. Α. Iov. 92f we may compare Pind. 0. 2.109f καì κείνος δσα χάρματ άλλοις εϑηκεν, τις αν ϕράσαι δύναιτο;

Η. Dian. 259–268 is more complex. In form the passage (introduced by the salutation χαίρε) is a priamel made up of a series of injunctions against offending Artemis (each in turn driven home by an exemplum) which are capped by the poet’s prayer for the favor of the goddess. The poet’s feared giving of offense finds analogues in the careers of Oineus, Agamemnon, Otos and Orion, and Hippo, whose various offenses drew to themselves the displeasure of the goddess, which the poet hopes that he has avoided in his song (cf. A. Dian. 110–141 on which see supra pp. 68ff). Lines 260–267 are thus çvidendy Kallimachos’s amplification (per contrarium) of the concluding hymnal formula εύάντησον άoiδfj;105 the poet is at once original and squarely in the tradition. The words μή τις άτιμήστ) (cf. A. Apoll. 29, A. Del. 10) reflect the anxiousness to please and the fear of disapproval which we have already encountered in such passages as A. Del. 7–10.

In h. lav. Pall, the climax of the hymn is the epiphany of Athena, signalled dramatically by the words ερχετ ‘Aϑαναία in line 137. Now that the goddess prepares to emerge from the temple, the poet bids the companions of her bath, who await her, to give her a warm reception, for he must now surrender to those whose proper concern it is the burden of praise, prayer, and thanksgiving. The epiphany which he employs in h. Apoll. 1–31 to introduce the main body of the hymn he employs in h. lav. Pall, in order to abandon a tale which, as is clear from lines 55f, he could not narrate in the presence of the goddess (cf. h. Cer. 17–23). In employing the conventional address to the choir in order to surrender his theme rather than to broach it, he converts prooimial into epilogic apology : he may with propriety no longer pursue his tale and must give over to the companions of the Bath of Pallas, who alone are permitted to view her, the formal doxology and the ritual ablutions. The following χαίρε is thus dramatically prepared for: it greets the goddess in anticipation of her emergence from the temple and signals in anticipation of the leave-taking of the poet.

Such are the epilogues proper of Kallimachos’s hymns. They are on the whole subtler than those of the Homeric hymns. Even the comparatively simple h. lov. 92f has no exact parallel in the earliest of hymnal collections but finds a perfect analogue in Pind. 0. 2.109f, We shall presently consider the latter passage in some detail, but we must first confront Call. h. Apoll. 105–113 with the evidence which we have assembled and ask of the passage certain questions.

Our review of hymnal form has revealed that between the hymnal envoi and the main body of a hymn no linear connection exists other than that implied by the sequence : invocation, praise, and prayer with salutation, and we have seen the difficulty which scholars have encountered in their efforts to discover such a connection between h. Apoll. 105–113 and the aition which precedes. Then, too, lines 105–112 are linked in sense with line 113, an unambiguous hymnal envoi, by the fact that a personified ϕϑόνος appears both in line 105 and in line 113. These facts suggest that lines 105–112 belong to the hymnal envoi.

Before proceeding further, I must make clear my stand on one point of interpretation. According to some scholars, the hymn to Apollo was actually performed by a chorus of παίδες at the festival of Karneian Apollo at Kyrene;106 others believe the occasion, as we can reconstruct it from the hymn, is fictitious.107 Whatever the truth of this matter, it cannot be gainsaid that Kallimachos throughout adheres to the requirements of actual performance and is at some pains to have us judge his art by his faithfulness to convention in this regard at least. The address to the choir can be interpreted only from the point of view of oral performance (cf. Pind. L 8.2) at an actual festival. Kallimachos dons the mask of chorodidaskalos and to this degree surrenders his personal identity. We have no choice but to accept this pose (if it is a pose) and interpret the poem as “oral”: it contains nothing that would be improper to performance. The “speeches” of Isokrates may serve as an analogy for those who believe that the hymn was not actually performed. Lines 105–113 must, within the hymnal tradition, be heard as an audience composed of Apollo and his worshippers might have heard them. Kallimachos is not breaking the hymnal illusion to address openly an “audience” of prospective reviewers. He is dramatizing a conventional break-off or epilogic pattern which may best be illustrated from the works of Pindar.

At P. 8.30–35 Pindar makes a simple use of this pattern:


elμi δ’ ασχολος άναΰέμεν

ττασαν μακραγορίαν

λύρα τε καì ϕϑέγματι μαλϑακω,

μη κόρος ελ&ών κνίση. τò δ’ iv ποσί μοι τράχον

ιτω τεòv χρέος, ώ irai, νεώτατον καλών,

έμâ ποτανòν άμϕì μαχανϕ


These transitional lines (epilogue followed by prooimion) are addressed formally to young Aristomenes, but the epilogic lines 30–33 reveal the poet’s sense that to dilate at length on Aigina’s legendary and historical glory would be to provoke tedium and consequent criticism from his vexed audience, veœrarov (cf. O. 9.52f ) in line 34 touches on a motive that will become extremely common after Kallimachos : ancient themes are hackneyed; it takes a modern theme (or modern treatment) to awaken interest.108 This motive is in fact already present in Odyssey 1.35 If την γαρ άοιδην μάλλον επικλείουσ’ αν&ρωποι / η τις άκουόντεσσι νεωτάτη òμϕιπέληται and is employed frequently enough before the time of Kallimachos. In Pind. I. 7.16 παλαιά is already approaching the sense of vulgata ("hackneyed"), and άμαξιτόν has similar overtones inN. 6.56, in P. 4.247, and in Pa. 7b (Sne113). 11.109

The fear of provoking criticism through prolixity is indeed a commonplace of the epinician ode. We have already considered 0. 8.53ff (supra p. 80) and N. 7.52f (p. 82) in this regard: prolixity (κόρος) and pleasure do not mix. N. 10.19f (see supra p. 82) makes this point explicitly:


βραχύ μοι στόμα πάντ άναγησασϋ,’,
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