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Abstract

This thesis is an investigation of Simonides' construction and problematisation of
issues to do with the réle of the poet in the world in which he lived, as manifested in
parts of his own poems and in his subsequent ancient reception.

Chapter 1: A new interpretation of the “Platea elegy” of Simonides. Simonides is
shown fashioning a réle for himself as a successor of Homer, especially the Homer of
the Iliad. Simonides presents a reading of the Iliad which informs and validates his
own pan-Hellenic rhetoric, thus creating an important document of the history of
Hellenic identity and the “invention of the barbarian.”

Chapter 2: Simonides’ encomiastic and epinician poems are largely lost; however,
through a new reading of Pindar’s Isthmian 2 we can perceive traces of Simonides’
engagement with the poetics of praise and changes brought about in the réle of the
poet through its reception in this problematic poem of his younger contemporary.
Chapter 3: Simonides’ reputation in antiquity is reflected in an anecdotal tradition
rivalled in its interest perhaps only by that of Sappho. Close readings of varied texts,
from canonical authors to sub-literary papyri, lexicographical and scholiastic sources,
support an argument that reads this tradition as founded upon reception of
Simonides’ own work: in particular, his negotiation of developments in the réle of
the poet in the late archaic/ early classical period regarding the impact of changes in
economic exchange and patronage.

Chapter 4: Theocritus 16 uses the figure of Simonides as an important part of its
exploration of the poetics of patronage in the early third century world. However,
new papyrus fragments allow a more sophisticated and nuanced reading of his
allusions to Simonides. Combined with a closely historical reading of Theocritus’
engagement with the ideology of Hieron II's Sicily, these contribute to a reading of
the poem which sheds light both on Theocritus’ own presentation of the role of the
poet in his time, and on Simonides’ treatment of similar problems two centuries

previously.



Acknowledgements

This thesis has been supervised by Alan Gniffiths and Chris Carey. I owe a very
great amount to both for the scholarship, advice and kindness which they have
shared with me, and for the inspiration of their own work. I owe them a very
great deal.

I am also grateful to Cornelia Romer for her substantial help, advice, and
kindness, on matters both papyrological and non-papyrological. Simon
Hornblower kindly read and commented on chapter 4, providing valuable
reassurance and corrections.

The earlier part of my work was financed by the assistance of the Students
Awards Agency for Scotland (subsequently integrated into the Arts and
Humanities Research Board).

The initial inspiration of this thesis (at a time when it was expected to look very
different from its eventual form) was derived from my experience of studying
Hellenistic poetry as an undergraduate in the classes of Alan Griffiths. His
teaching, in which he effortlessly and casually opened intriguing vistas in many
directions, was the impetus for my choice to attempt my own research under his
supervision. It is a great pleasure to mention also many other teachers to whom 1
owe a lot, including Michael Comber, Richard Janko, Cornelia Romer and
K.J.V. Thomson.

For supplying me with unpublished work and similar assistance, I would like to
thank Emmanuela Bakola, Lawrence M. Kowerski, David Sider and Mario Telo.
My research into Simonidean anecdote involved travel to Princeton to examine
the papyrus discussed in section 3.10. This was enabled by financial help from
UCL’s Dept of Greek and Latin and Graduate School and by the assistance of
Don Skemer and his staff in the Dept. of Rare Books and Special Collections in
Princeton University Library, and also gave me the opportunity to enjoy the
exceptionally generous and kind hospitality of David and Sandra Sider.

As undergraduate and as graduate I have been fortunate to work in the
stimulating and friendly atmosphere of the Dept. of Greek and Latin in UCL,
and of the Institute of Classical Studies in the University of London. Throughout
my research, the expertise, efficiency and good humour which characterises the

ICS librarians have been a constant, including at times when their work was

4



disrupted and the future of their excellent library threatened. I have learnt much
from my fellow researchers at UCL and the ICS, both through the papers and
discussions arranged by organisers of the ICS work-in-progress seminar and
through less formal contact. In scholarly and other ways I have been supported
by the companionship of these friends and colleagues, among whom 1 would
mention Emmanuela Bakola, Susan Beresford, Silvia Ferrara, Jean-Michel Hulls,
and David and Kristin Leith.

Two names require special mention. Very little is presented in this thesis which
has not been discussed with Peter Agdcs, and I can trace the first inklings of
many parts to conversations with him. These have always been important, as
much when they revealed our differences of approach as when they showed
agreement. He has read and criticised my work and has shown me work of his
own, from which I have learnt a lot. The intellectual importance of this to me has
been very great, and he has also sustained me with kindnesses in many other
ways. Equally important in latter years has been the presence in London of Lucia
Prauscello. She has provided me with comment and advice in unstinting
quantities, and I have benefited greatly from her wide knowledge and scholarship
and from the example of her own research. She has read all of this thesis and has
frequently improved its clarity, accuracy and range of scholarly reference. On a
more personal level I also owe her a great deal for the kindness and support
which she has given to me over the past two years.

Had I listened more and earlier to many of those named above, this thesis might
well have been better, and would certainly have been rather different from what
follows; the usual caveat, that all errors remain my own, therefore applies.

I have left the most important debt until last. To catalogue the thanks I owe to
my parents would be folly; it will have to suffice here to mention that it has
included substantial financial and practical assistance, as well as unstinting
emotional support in sometimes difficult times, intellectual discussion and the
inspiration of their own researches. A few of my relatives and closest friends may
realise what an inadequate description this is; I hope that my parents realise it

too. It is to them that this work is affectionately dedicated.



Table of Contents

Title Page
Declaration
Abstract
Acknowledgements
Table of contents
Abbreviations

Introduction

Chapter 1: The Pan-Hellenic Poet: Simonides on Plataea
1.1: Introduction
1.2: Simonides’ elegies on the Persian Wars
1.3: Date and place
1.4: The Plataea Elegy: outline
1.5: Hellas and Sparta
1.6: Homer and Praise Poetry in Simonides and Pindar
1.7: Allusions to Homer in the Plataea Elegy
1.8: A€l GtAéAANY O TOLNTHC;
1.9: Adaptation of Homer in the Plataea Elegy
1.10: Evil-minded Paris
1.11: Allusion and interpretation

Chapter 2: Pindar, Simonides and Money: Pindar’s Isthmian 2
2.1: Pindar Isthmian 2
2.2: Isthnian 2 and Simonides: ancient interpretation
2.3: A Carian and an Argive: Isthmian 2 and Simonides 514 PMG
2.4: Arnistodamus the Argive
2.5: Kurke on Isthmian 2 and Pindar’s citation of Aristodamus
2.6: codol, Pindar and Simonides
2.7: Inclusivity, argument and codta
2.8: Isthmian 2, money and Simonides

Chapter 3: Simonides in the anecdotal tradition
Part 1: a critical description of the tradition
3.1: Introduction: anecdotes, reception and scholarship
3.2: Simonides ki puPLE: a sketch
3.3: Xenophanes
3.4: Aristophanes
3.5: Plato and [Plato]
3.6: Xenophon
3.7: Aristotle (and more Plato)
3.8: Chamaeleon
3.9: An anonymous compilation (3rd century BC)
3.10: Callimachus
3.11: The third century and later; observations
Part 2: the tradition and the historical Simonides
3.12: O for a beaker full of the Cold North! Simonides fr. 25W
3.13: The “Snow Poem” and Hesiod

RO N —

10

28
28
30
45
46
49
32
62
65
70
76
80

84
84
90
92
93
96
98
101
105

110

110
114
115
119
122
131
132
140
147
149
153

158
160



3.14: Cloaks: Aristophanes 164

3.15: Cloaks: Odyssey 165
3.16: Cloaks: Hipponax 170
3.17: Interpretation of the “Snow Poem” 172
3.18: Simonides, editors and readers: the attribution of fr.25W 176
3.19: The Cloak and the Octopus: Simonides 514 PMG 186
3.20: Epinician and Iambus 193
Chapter 4: Simonides, history and k\€éoc: Theocritus’ Charites or
Hieron 202
4.1: Introduction 202
4.2: Simonides in Theocritus 16: an outline 204
4.3: Theocritus 16 and Sicilian ideology: historical readings 205
4.4: Simonides in Theocritus 16: the anecdotal tradition 213
4.5: Simonides in Theocritus 16: Sicily and Thessaly 219
4.6: Theocritus’ Thessalians and archaic presentations of kKAéoc 228
4.7: Simonides in Theocritus 16: allusions to elegy 235
4.8: Contrasting presentations of kAéoc in Theocritus 16 241
4.9: Conclusions 246
Appendices
1. “Naeke’s Law” in Simonides’ elegies 253
2. Simonides fr.11.14 W 255
3. The end of Ibycus’ encomium for Polycrates 260
Bibliography 268



Abbreviations

In a few cases, standard editions and commentaries have been referred to in short

form in the text without further specification. This includes, for instance, the

authors of the Cambridge commentary on the Ifiad (e.g., “Cf. Kirk ad 1I. 1.20” or

similar; also references such as “compare Race’s translation in the Loeb” or the

like, where the context makes the reference clear). It is hoped that this has only

been done in places where there is no likelihood of misunderstanding. The

abbreviations used for journal titles in the Bibliography are all in common usage.

The following have been used in the text and notes:

A-B

AP
CAH
Campbell

Degani

D-K

Drachmann

Der Neue Pauly

EGF
FD
FGE
FGrH

FHG

Gow

IEG?

C. Austin and G. Bastianini, Posidippi Pellaei quae supersunt,
Milan, 2002.

Anthologia Palatina
Cambnidge Ancient History

used for testimonia to Simonides in D.A. Campbell, Greek
Lyric III, Cambridge MA, 1991 (Loeb).

E. Degani, Hipponactis Testimonia et Fragmenta, Stuttgart,
1991 (Teubner).

H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (3 vols), Berlin,
1931 -2 (6th ed., rev. W. Kranz).

A.B. Drachmann, Scholia vetera in Pindari carmina, 3 vols.,
Leipzig, 1903-27 (Teubner)

H. Cancik and H. Schneider (edd.), Der Neue Pauly:
Enzyklopidie der Antike, 16 vols., Stuttgart, 1996-2003.

M. Davies, Epicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, Gottingen, 1988.
Fouilles de Delphes
D.L. Page, Further Greek Epigrams, Cambridge, 1981.

F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker, Berlin,
1923 —.

C. Miiller, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, Paris, 1878-
85.

A.S.F. Gow, Theocritus, Cambridge, 1952 (2nd ed.).

M.L. West, lambi et Elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati (2
vols.), Oxford, 1989-92 (2nd ed.). See note below, on the
abbreviation ‘“W’.

R. Kassel and C. Austin, Poetae Comici Graeci, Berlin,
1983-2001.



LGPN
LP

Ly

OoCDs

Pf./Pfeiffer
PLG

PMG
PMGF

R.

SLG
TGF

Voigt

P.M. Fraser et al., A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names,
Oxford, 1987 —.

E. Lobel and D.L. Page, Poetarum Lesbiorum Fragmenta,
Oxford, 1955.

H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed.
revised by H. Stuart Jones, Oxford, 1925-40.

for Pindar frr.: H. Maehler, Pindari carmina cum fragmentis,
pars i1., Leipzig, 1989 (Teubner).

for Bacchylides frr.: H. Maehler, Bacchylides carmina cum
Jragmentis, Munich, 2003 (Teubner).

S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth (edd.), The Oxford
Classical Dictionary, Oxford, 1996 (3rd ed.).

R. Pfeiffer, Callimachus, Oxford, 1949-53.

T. Bergk, Poetae Lynici Graeci (3 vols.), Leipzig, 1878-82
(4th ed.).

D.L. Page, Poetae Melici Graeci, Oxford, 1962.

M. Davies, Poetarum Melicorum Graecorum Fragmenta,
Oxford, 1991.

V. Rose, Aristotelis qui_ferebantur hibrorum _fragmenta, Leipzig,
1886.

e.g. “Ibycus S151” refers to the numeration of SLG
(below).

D.L. Page, Supplementum Lyricis Graecis, Oxford, 1974.

B. Snell et al., Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, Gottingen,
1971-2004.

E.-M. Voigt, Sappho et Alcaeus fragmenta, Amsterdam, 1971.

refers to the numeration of M.L. West’s IEG? (above).
Please note that, unless it is specifically stated otherwise, the
reference of the siglum W is to the second edition, IEG? (the
numeration of Simonides being changed from IEG').



Introduction

This thesis is a description and interpretation of ways in which the late archaic/
early classical poet Simonides of Ceos can be seen reflecting upon,
"problematising and constructing ideas associated with the réle of the poet in the
world in which he lives: a world made up of social relations and identities and of
discourses concerning these relations and identities, including other poetic texts.
It consists of analyses of different aspects of Simonides’ poetic work and its
reception in antiquity. It is therefore also an attempt to find ways of using this
reception such as to tell us not only about the concerns, interests and practices of
recipient communities and individuals but also about Simonides himself, his
poems (mostly lost) and his interaction with the world(s) of Greek culture in the
late sixth and early fifth centuries BC.
It is hoped that the methodologies employed and assumptions made and
defended are clear in the course of the chapters themselves; however, it may be
helpful to set these out here briefly, and to contextualise the work presented here

in the context of some recent developments in the study of Greek poetry.
Recent research and the approach of this study

For a number of reasons, this is a good time to work on Simonides.

Firstly, it is now some time since the 1992 publication of important new papyri
which dramatically enhanced the amount of material available to us from a
substantial body of work which remains largely lost. The first chapter of the
present study is an analysis and interpretation of part of this new material, while
in particular the last also makes special use of it.

Secondly, study of Simonides of the sort offered here is timely at a point in the
study of Greek literature where models of historicist interpretation and cultural
history are undergoing a kind of renaissance. It is sufficient here to mention two
aspects which have been directly and importantly influential upon the work
presented here: a new approach to the study of ethnicity and Greek cultural

production which one may associate in particular with Edith Hall’s book,
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Introduction

Inventing the Barbarian,' and a rapidly expanding body of work concerned with the
relation between archaic and classical Greek literature and the ideological and
cultural impact of changes in the mechanisms of economic exchange (especially,
but not exclusively, monetisation). This latter is especially exemplified, with
regard to the present study, by the works of Leslie Kurke,? and to a lesser degree
(particularly because little concerned with lyric), Richard Seaford.? In broad
terms, a large part of the argument of this thesis is directed towards the
conclusion that Simonides’ work was extremely important with regard to both of
these phenomena, having a special place both in the history of the representation
of Greek ethnicity and in the history of Greek cultural responses to important
socio-economic changes which took place during the sixth and fifth centuries BC.
The overall subject matter of this study is the way in which Simonides seems to
have reacted to these cultural pressures in such a way that he could be (and was)
interpreted as mapping out aspects and problems of the réle of the poet and his
relation to the world in which he lived.

That Hall’s Inventing the Barbarian did not focus on Simonides’ ‘Plataea elegy,” the
subject of chapter 1, is easily explicable: it had not yet been published. Now
(almost fifteen years after the publication of P.Oxy. 3965), as I have made clear in
my treatment, scholars have perceived elements of Simonides’ striking use of
Homer in the ‘Plataea elegy’ and have also related our fragments of the same
poem to developments in the perception and articulation of Hellenic ethnicity.
These two phenomena are the main concern of my treatment of this elegy, and it
will be clear that I have worked on well-tilled ground here. Nevertheless, what is
offered below takes the interpretation of these elements further than previous
scholarship, and most importantly analyses them together as two facets of the
same phenomenon. It will be argued that, through a re-reading of Homer’s Iliad,
Simonides articulates a new perception of Greek identity as a response to the
Persian Wars. By recasting his precise and specific allusions to the Iliad in a way
which presents the earlier poem as describing a conflict between Greeks who are
presented in a heroic light and associated with Achilles, and Trojans who are

presented in a negative light and associated with Paris, Simonides retrojects a

! Hall 1989.
2 Kurke 1991, 1999.
4 Scaford 2004.
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Introduction

moralising reading of conflict between Hellene and ‘barbarian’ on to Greek
poetry’s most canonical text, while making the same a model for his own
commemoration of the recent battle.

I would wish to claim, therefore, to have gone some way here towards achieving
one of the regular ambitions of historicist criticism: an interpretation which treats
(aspects of) both ‘ideas’ and ‘expressions,’ or (to use equally problematic
conceptions) ‘form’ and ‘content,’” together, in such a way that the limitations of
this familiar dichotomy are to some extent overcome. ‘What?’ and ‘how?’ are
seen to be inseparable. This should not, of course, be read as a claim of holism or
completeness: it goes without saying that different questions brought to the text
would rightly provoke different answers.

This expression of pan-Hellenism through allusive relationship to the Homeric
poems represents at once an instance of and a reaction to the changed and
changing nature of the poet’s commemorative réle as provider of kAéoc in a
world which was itself changing and felt to be changing. It will subsequently be
seen (in chapter 4) that two centuries later this elegy could be received by
Theocritus as an important document from the point of view of his own attempt
to find ways of describing, constructing and problematising /s role as a poet of
praise and commemoration in relation both to the poetic past and to Greek
identity as defined against ‘the barbarian.’

It may be perceived that this picture of the early history of the long-lasting and
still influential barbarian/ Hellene dichotomy, and of its roots in violence and the
creative re-reading of canonical texts, can provide food for thought in terms of its
continuity in patterns of thought even today.

Simonides’ relation to a new world of increased commodification and economic
change has not gone unremarked. There is a short and stimulating discussion, for
instance, in Bruno Gentili’s Poetry and its Public in Ancient Greece.* More substantial
and intriguing is the discussion of Simonides in a world of economic change
which begins the third chapter of Jesper Svenbro’s La Parole et le Marbre.> In the
more recent work mentioned above, however, concerning the cultural expression

of developments in exchange in archaic and classical Greece, Simonides has

! Gentili 1988 (Ttalian original 1985).
> Svenbro 1976.
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Introduction

received little treatment. For example, in neither of the important books The
Traffic in Praise and Coins, Bodies, Games and Gold does Kurke discuss Simonides at
any length at all. In many respects this is surprising (more in the latter than in the
former, which is about Pindar in particular). As will be seen in the study of the
anecdotal tradition concerning Simonides below (chapter 3), when ancient authors
considered the relationship between exchange and poetic production, they
regularly did so by speaking about Simonides. Indeed, it was sometimes believed
in antiquity, and has sometimes been stated by modern scholars, that Simonides
was the first poet to write in a straightforward exchange for payment.

The most probable reasons for this apparent neglect in the most recent
scholarship are two: firstly, and most obviously, the fragmentary state of the
remains of Simonides’ poems as we have them, and secondly a powerfully
sceptical attitude towards the evidence value of anecdotal tradition. Modern
scholarship, for good reasons, tends to hold such material at arm’s length; the
prevailing mood of scepticism is especially associated with Mary Lefkowitz’s book
The Lives of the Greek Poets (scholarship which takes a more credulous approach
may be found in the work of J.H. Molyneux).® One recent place where the
relationship between Simonides and new forms of exchange (specifically,
monetisation) is treated directly and given great importance is in Anne Carson’s
book, The Economy of the Unlost.” Here Simonides is perceived as an ironic and
rueful observer of changes in social relations caused by the invention of money
(coin), which is described according to Marxist views of the alienating effects of
capitalism. It is not altogether surprising that this book is an exception in this
respect, since whatever its insights and interest, it is marked (as is shown in
chapter 3, and has been observed by its reviewers) by a refusal to come to grips
with the problematic nature of the anecdotal sources of which it happily makes
use: the problems which, it is surmised, have tended to warn scholars off the
tradition concerning Simonides and exchange are for the most part brushed
under the carpet. This was unfortunate: however unsatisfactory Carson’s
methodology has (correctly) been perceived as being, and whatever the historical

and philological defects of her book, some of her insights may be seen as

% Lefkowitz 1981, Molyneux 1992,
7 Carson 1999.

13



Introduction

validated by the investigations presented here. In this study, the anecdotal and
biographical traditions concerning Simonides are taken seriously but critically as
sources for the study of Simonides himself, and are treated in part as a form of

reception, and it is to that that we now turn.

Reception and historical research

A description of the approach to the reception of Simonides adopted here seems
called for. A striking modern example of modern Simonidean reception-through-
anecdote may be helpful as well as stimulating reflection by means of both
similarity and contrast, while indicating the continuing interest of elements of the
tradition concerning Simonides as a resource for the presentation of problematic
aspects of poetry and its place in the wider world.

The recent collection Landing Light by the Scottish poet Don Paterson?® includes a
poem “The Reading,” which consists of a first person narration of the most
famous of the anecdotes concerning Simonides: the episode known to us chiefly
from Cicero and Quintilian, in which the house of a Thessalian patron falls down
on the diners within (see below, chapter 3). At the stage in Paterson’s book where
it occurs, such an explicit engagement with an ancient poet is not altogether a
surprise: it is preceded by a poem which represents itself as a letter addressed to
the young Romulus and Remus (“Letter to the Twins”), and then by a poem
describing a type of poetic initiation, where in place of a “Castalian spring” the
speaker finds a stream while “crossing / a field near Bridgefoot” (“A Fraud”;
Bridgefoot is a village in Angus, to the north of Dundee). “The Reading” then
presents a narrative of the episode where the house fell down, spoken by a
narrator who, with a hint towards the metaphor of literary indebtedness or
continuity as metempsychosis, seems to be a reincarnation of Simonides in a
contemporary poet’s voice: “The first time I came to your wandering attention /
my name was Simonides.” Continuity might seem emphasised by the implication
that the audience of the present poet is essentially the same one which knew
Simonides; subsequently, the audience seems to be rooted today: “I invented the

thing you now call the commission” (my emphasis).

8 Paterson 2003.
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Introduction

In a number of ways, the description of the performance in Thessaly (as one may
read it; Paterson’s poem contains no place names) elides the distinctions between
the imagined performance circumstances of Simonides’ time and of the time of
the contemporary poet: thus, Simonides’ performance is “The Reading,” and
there is no mention of song or music. It develops further the impression given in
the accounts of Cicero and Quintilian, where the interconnection of praise and
narrative characteristic of early Greek encomiastic writing is ignored and the
narrative (concerning the Dioskouroi) treated as digression: in Paterson’s version,
Simonides is “fleshing... out” his encomium with material from an earlier poem,
a hymn rather than an encomium. The description of the fall of the house again
exhibits easy movement between the time of Simonides and of the present day:
the aftermath is characterised by “the dust and the sirens,” and while one may
think of the goddesses of song one will think of the police car and the ambulance
first.

The point (or part of the point) of the appeal to Simonides is clear. The partial
elision of temporal distance between now and Simonides’ time, and the
construction of a composite identity of Simonides then and a poet speaking now,
serve the purpose of constructing a model for the modern poet: not a bardic voice
from on high, but a man in a world of customers with expectations, whose sense
of his own independence and value is in part located in the world of money and
payment (at the end of Paterson’s poem, the poet goes to the corpse of the patron
and removes the remaining part of the fee from his purse). Already the title (“The
Reading”) hints at the pressures of today: this is a Simonides who might read at
Waterstones at the behest of publishers, hoping to sell a few more copies. One
may wonder at the identity of the implied addressees of the poem, which presents
itself not as a poem but as a kind of lecture: “But first to the theme / of this
evening’s address: the reading.” (Paterson’s treatment of the ideas presented here
concerning craft and status as ‘a poet,” the problem of lecturing about poetry,
and the poet as a expert in memory, can be connected with the themes of his
2004 T.S. Eliot lecture?). It is easy to observe, therefore, that this form of
reception is properly understood as being largely about now: it is from the

recipient perspective (Paterson’s perspective, the perspective of the voice created

9 Paterson 2004,
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Introduction

within the poem, our perspective as his readership) that the réle of Simonides
here is to be understood.

This perspective is today usual in the study of reception, and for good reason.
After all, how sensible would it be here to use Paterson’s poem as a way of
learning about the historical Simonides? Clearly Paterson is not especially trying
to tell us anything about the late sixth or early fifth century BC, and the answer to
one who tried to find such information would properly be, as the joke has it, “I
wouldn’t start from here.” There is no reason (at least, I found none) to suppose
that Paterson’s poem is based on reading the fragments of Simonides: in fact, the
Quellenforschung which may be employed with our ancient anecdotal sources is
revealing here too, where it seems clear that Paterson’s main source is in fact the
book of Anne Carson mentioned above (we may be confident, of course, that
such ‘second-hand reception’ occurred in antiquity as well). The giveaway phrase
is “lyric economies,” and once this is appreciated other features too seem to be
illuminated by Carson’s discussion. For example, the corpses of the diners are
described as the “tenderised menfolk” of their wives: the word expresses both the
callousness of the narrator, who considers them as if pieces of meat, and his
sympathy — his capacity to feel or at any rate recognise “tenderness” — shown
where he addresses one wife as “poor woman.” These uncouth men were once
“applauding like seals” and “wolfing and hollering:” only at their deaths are they
“tenderised.” Once the basis of the poem as a reading of Carson’s reading of the
same story is recognised, it is tempting to consider this in the light of her analysis

il

of poetic “economics,” and the question what it means to “save” words, or to
give one word double “value.”

Such questions of recipient-oriented interpretation and of Quellenforschung are not
ignored in the treatment of Simonides’ anecdotal reception which takes up a
large portion of this study. The reception of Simonides is of interest in its own
right, just as Paterson’s poem is, and has proved rewarding to such study.
However, in contrast with a powerful trend in the modern interpretation of
ancient biographical and anecdotal material concerning poets, this material is
also examined in the hope that it can help us to see something about the
historical Simonides, and the songs and poems he composed during the fifth and

sixth centuries BC. Studies such as Lefkowitz’s book have properly cautioned us

about the very great dangers of extracting simple, factual information from
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traditions about the lives of Greek poets (dates, itineraries of travels through the
Greek world, details of relations with famous contemporaries, etc.). It is in the
context of these dangers that such studies warn us that data presented as external
realia concerning the biographies of poets are often derived from biographical
(i.e., it is usually implied, falsely biographical) readings of their works, the jokes of
comic poets, and so on. Rather than as the disappointing conclusion of a search
for hard information, this is here treated as the inviting beginning to a different
sort of inquiry. Such material is treated as a form of reception, but the
interpretative approach to such reception is not restricted to the concerns of the
recipient authors, texts and communities, but is conceived of more broadly. The
reason for this is that, at least in some cases, there is an important difference
between reception of Simonides in an ancient source and reception of Simonides
in a poem by Don Paterson. The difference is not necessarily one of the approach
and concerns of the recipient, though of course these also may differ (Theocritus,
for instance, uses the figure of Simonides to talk about patronage and praise in a
manner which has some points in common with that of Paterson; see chapter 4).
Rather, this is a difference from the point of view of the reader who wants to
interrogate these texts about the historical Simonides and his works. We must
remember that the ancient traditions concerning Simonides grew in a world
where his songs were available and in at least some cases well known. While the
anecdotal personality of Simonides may sometimes have taken on a life of its
own, the study of these anecdotes here is founded upon and intended to test the
hypothesis that this tradition derives from and to some extent reflects elements
which were present in the poems themselves: poems which are mostly lost to us,
but were not lost to the communities in which the traditions arose. The likely
foundation of the tradition upon reception is thus treated less as a regretable lack
(of external data) and more as a fortunate, if risky, opportunity.

The particular focus of the study of the anecdotal tradition presented here is the
large amount of material which associates Simonides with related issues
connected with exchange: relations between the rich and others, and specifically
rich patrons and the poets whose réle is to praise them, and associated problems
to do with the effects of cash exchange upon social relationships and interactions.
These are studied in chapter 3, which is both a survey and an analysis of this

tradition, ranging across many authors and other sources. The hypothesis which
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1s made is that this set of issues is prominent in the anecdotal tradition concerning
Simonides because it was prominent in his poems. This hypothesis is tested
against the possibility of recovering traces of this concern from the fragmentary
remains of the poems. The antiquity of this tradition is examined: the later it
starts, the better the chances of an argument which might present it as based on
the misleading response of recipients whose distance from the world of late
archaic and early classical song-culture has led them (from the point of view of a
historicist concerned with Simonides) into error and misunderstanding.

The dangers of this approach are clear. The study of reception is not supposed to
work backwards, from known receiving texts to unknown received texts. It is
probable that ancient reception is sometimes very misleading or worse, though
the assumption made here is that it is at least not entirely random. While it is
appropriate for the reader to bear these dangers in mind, as I too have done, this
approach has in any case had some interesting and significant results. It has been
suggested that the tradition examined is both early and valuable, since it is
argued from the testing of the tradition against the fragments that Simonides did
at any rate sometimes treat these issues in striking and surprising ways, which the
tradition helps to emphasise and primes us to look out for. These traces, it is
argued, are our meagre signs of this fascinating poet’s interactions with the socio-
historical developments in exchange which were adverted to above.

Chapter 2, therefore, consists of a reading of the text which is here presented as
the earliest and in certain respects most important case of the association of
Simonides with tensions concerning the réle of the poet in the world of the cash
relationship. This is Pindar’s second Isthmian, the beginning of which represents
the most striking engagement of Simonides’ younger contemporary with the
same issue. This poem has already been the object of special consideration in
relation to the relationship between poetry and developments in exchange (for
example, a reading of Isthmian 2 forms the culmination and most important ‘test
case’ of Leslie Kurke’s The Traffic in Praise), and it has also been long associated
(since the sources of the scholia) with Simonides. The reading presented here also
posits a Simonidean connection, visible in rhetorical patterns which the
beginning of Isthmian 2 has in common with a number of the fragmentary poems
of Simonides, and posits that the use of Simonidean rhetoric by Pindar is

interpretable in connection with the fact that this is also the place where Pindar is
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engaging with the problem of cash payment for poetry, which problem is so
consistently associated by our other ancient sources with Simonides: it is because
he is treating a theme which he considers Simonidean that Pindar engages with
Simonides here by means of allusion. This reading of Isthmian 2 will, it is hoped,
be seen as a useful and important contribution to the interpretation of a difficult
and controversial poem. In the context of the present study, however, it is
especially important because it presents a strong case for supposing that elements
in the later reception of Simonides were already in place at the time of a poem
composed while Simonides was still alive. It therefore coheres closely with
chapter 3, which treats the later tradition: the two represent two parts of the
same argument concerning Simonides’ reception.

The anecdotal tradition is thus neither entirely misleading nor devoid of valuable
pointers towards interesting features of Simonides’ poetic oeuvre. Taking it
seriously does not entail believing that Aeschylus died when a tortoise fell on its
head; rather, it involves the recognition that, especially in the event that our
knowledge of his work were as meagre as it is of the work of Simonides, evidence
of his ancient reception might sometimes tell us something about him as well as
about his readers and audiences. In the case of Simonides, it is argued that we
can see the reflections, through a glass darkly, of an intriguing and perhaps
troubling engagement with the changed and changing réle of the poet in a world
where new and changing mechanisms of exchange and corresponding alterations
in social relations were both real and perceived.

In the fourth chapter of this study, the different threads of the whole come
together: exchange and remuneration; pan-Hellenism; reception through
anecdote; reception through allusion and the reading and re-presenting of
poems. Theocritus 16 is a complex and intriguing poem, and represents
Theocritus’ reception of and response to what must have seemed to him and his
readership (as to us) the final ‘great generation’ of the highest achievements in
song-dance: Simonides, Pindar and Bacchylides. The treatment offered here is
extensive and detailed, but particularly directed towards the study of the poem as
an instance of Simonides’ reception. However, it was not and is not possible to
study this aspect of the poem independently of other issues which it raises, and
chapter 4 can therefore also be read as a general interpretation of Theocritus 16,

focusing on its interaction with poets and poetry of the past, particularly
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Simonides, and its interaction with aspects of pan-Hellenism and Sicilian
ideological perceptions of the wars of the early fifth century, as famously
commemorated by Simonides. The poem is shown to be interpretable at once as
a serious, albeit not unambiguous, encomium of Hieron II of Syracuse,
interacting in an encomiastic manner with aspects of his personal propaganda,
and as a complex but not altogether aporetic exploration of the problem of
poetry composed for remuneration. It shows interaction with Simonides through
the anecdotal tradition and through direct engagement with his poems, and
Simonides is presented both as an instance of the poet motivated by the desire for
remuneration and as an instance of the poet motivated by the desire to
commemorate great deeds. For Theocritus, it is suggested, the Simonides of
anecdote and the Simonides of the poems to which he alludes are not separable
from each other: his poem receives and positions itself against both together. In a
manner similar to Simonides’ handling of pan-Hellenism and of Homeric
allusion in the ‘Plataea elegy,’ so also in Theocritus’ poem allusion, reception and
the creation of an ideologically motivated picture of ethnicity and of his patron’s

place in this context are seen to be inseparable from one another.

Allusion

As will be clear, the interpretation of allusion is of considerable importance in this
study: in the Plataea elegy, it is argued (chapter 1), Simonides alludes to Homer,
and especially the Iliad; the use of Simonidean patterns of rhetoric in Pindar’s
second Isthmian is analysed as a form as allusion (chapter 2); the reception of
Simonides and other lyric in Theocritus 16 is also described in these terms
(chapter 4). As will be clear in the chapters concerned, allusion can be a form of
reception — thus, it is by alluding to particular passages and scenes that Simonides
creates a reading of the Iliad for his own times, and that Theocritus handles
disparate elements in the picture available to him of Simonides in order to treat
questions relating to patronage in his world as well as the world of choral lyric.
“Allusion” is not an unproblematic concept. In particular, from a classicist’s
perspective, recent work in Latin studies has involved extensive discussion of the
relation between “allusion” and “intertextuality” and connected problems in

interpretation and in the theorisation of interpretative practices. It is because this
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recent debate provides a clear view of the issues at stake — and not because there is
a special reason why such issues should be more important to Latinists than
Hellenists!® — that we turn briefly to an example from Roman poetry, the
treatment of which, while it does not purport to be a complete description of a
complex debate, makes clear what approach is taken in the present study.

A famous example of the difficulties of interpreting similarities between texts, and
the apparent conflict between allusion-based and intertextual approaches, is to be
found at Vergil, Aeneid 6.460, whose similarity to Catullus 66.39 is clear. Vergil’s
Aeneas addresses the shade of Dido; in Catullus, Berenice’s severed lock

addresses the queen:

inuitus, regina, tuo de litore cessi (Vergil)
“Unwillingly, Queen, did I leave your coast”
inuita, o regina, tuo de uertice cessi (Catullus)

“Unwillingly, O Queen, did I leave your head”

This created problems for allusion-based critics, who felt that it was
inappropriate for Vergil to use the ‘frivolous’ Catullan source text here. They
accordingly asserted that Vergil could not have intended the allusion, and that
this was a coincidental or involuntary echo.!' This situation is presented by
Oliver Lyne as the point where he, who had used allusion as a highly productive
concept in his previous work, converted to discussing such similarities between
texts within a non-intentionalist, intertextual framework.!?

His argument may be briefly paraphrased as follows.

Regardless of Vergil’s intention, the evidence of the text viewed in its own right,
and of its reception, indicates that the Catullan passage is an intertext here. Lyne
proceeds to interpret it as such. He observes other intertextual links between the

presentation of the Dido story in the Aeneid and Catullus 66, noting the following:

adiuro teque tuumque caput (Cat. 66.40)

“I swear by you and by your head”

10 Cf. Fowler 1997, 28-31.
' For bibliography, v. Harrison 1970, 241n.1.
12 Lync 1994.
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testor utrumque caput (Aen. 4.357)
“I swear on both our heads”
testor, cara, deos et te, germana, tuumque / dulce caput (4en. 4.492f.)

“I swear, my dear, by the gods and on you, my sister, and your sweet head”

He also points out that Dido, like Berenice, has had a lock of hair removed (by
Iris: 4.693ff.). He points out that Aeneas (like Berenice, but unlike Dido) will
achieve his own catasterism, both metaphorical and literal. In short, he replaces a
picture focused closely on the two specific passages with a pattern of analogy
between Dido, Aeneas and Berenice within which the intertextual link between
the two similar lines is situated. Finally, he interprets the link with reference to
contrast: he explicitly compares the capacity of intertextuality to stress both
similarity and difference with the similar capacity of simile and metaphor.'3

A number of comments may be made. First of all, this argument is clearly an
improvement on narrowly focused discussion of whether it is or is not Vergil’s
intention to allude to Catullus at this precise point in Aeneid 6. The vulnerability
of the argument that interprets the relationship between texts in terms of allusion
but refuses to do so here is laid bare. Is it through the rejection of allusion and
adoption of intertextuality that Lyne has arrived at this improved interpretation?
The key advances that he has made are, in my judgement, firstly that he has
expanded awareness of the connection between the two texts such as to cover
parts of the Aeneid which needed to be brought into the discussion: he has shown
sensitivity to context by means of careful readerly openness to the text. Secondly,
he has made and employed the observation that an analogy between two texts
can convey meaning both in terms of similarity and in terms of contrast, and this
has enabled him to conceive of the apparent misfit between the tragic context of
Aen. 6 and the more light-hearted context of Catullus 66 in a more
interpretatively productive way.!* Although he presents his analysis as a
demonstration of the benefits brought through the jettisoning of ‘allusion’ and its
replacement by ‘intertextuality,” neither of these advances is in fact dependent on

his use of a non-intentionalist model (or, as we shall see, strictly speaking his use

13 ibid., 190-3. For another analysis of this same famous example, which also refers to further
studies subscquent to Lync’s article, see Barchiesi 1997, 2121,
' For more subtle developments of similarity and contrast, cf. Barchiesi 1997, 212-3.
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of non-intentionalist language). More sensitive awareness of context is not the
preserve of intertextuality-based reading as opposed to allusion-based reading,
and we may make the argument from the same data that the poet has presented a
pattern of analogy between Dido and Aeneas on the one hand and Catullus’
Berenice on the other. Nor is it the case that perceiving analogy between texts in
terms of both similarity and contrast is specific to an intertextual model of
relationships between texts: Conte has shown this very clearly in his discussion of
allusion as a figure similar to metaphor and simile.!> Lyne’s discussion is more a
demonstration of the value of sensitive critical awareness in general than of the
advantage of intertextuality-based reading in particular.

Intertextuality has advantages other than those claimed for it by Lyne in his
discussion of Aden. 6.460. In particular, it allows for a different approach to
historicism from the traditional one prevalent in classical studies and implicit in
Lyne’s article. If, as Lyne and others advocate, we adopt an approach to this
problem which does away with the conception of the intending author, instead
perceiving the text as a kind of object in its own right, this enables us to ask
different questions of the texts concerned. It is notable that Lyne’s discussion of
Catullus 66 and Vergil’s Aeneid is in fact a discussion only of the later poem in the
light of the earlier, with or without the invocation of Vergil himself. But in fact the
intertextuality approach opens up the possibility of reversing the procedure.'® We
could suggest many ways in which, from the point of view of a reader, the
Vergilian text impacts upon Catullus 66. Perhaps our Berenice’s triumph is
contrasted with the downfall of an earlier African queen: as we read Catullus, we
can see that Berenice has achieved the catasterism which Dido failed to achieve.
Perhaps we could further suggest that, for the reader with Vergil on his or her
mind, the praise of Berenice is ironically undercut by the knowledge that her
kingdom, like that of Dido, will eventually fall before the might of Rome: her
catasterism will not help at Actium... (The frequently remarked connections
between Vergil’s Dido and the last Cleopatra help here). This kind of reading is
sometimes parodied and presented as if it were a sort of reductio ad absurdum of

non-intentionalist, reader-based critical strategies. This is unfair, since it has a

' Conte 1986, 38-9, 56.
15 ¢f. Lyne 1994, 200-1 (an unnccessarily negative view of this procedure), and (e.g.) Fowler 1997,
26-8, Hinds 1998, 100-104.

23



Introduction

valid place as an attempt to describe and understand human behaviour. Human
experience includes reading Vergil with Homer (or Catullus) and the real and
possible reading experiences are worthy of description.!?
In any case, as I say, while he acknowledges their existence Lyne does not
explore the possibilities of a-historical readings of intertextual connections.
Perhaps for this reason, it may be noted that to a large extent he does not really
move very far away from an allusion-based, intentionalist model after all.
Consider the following:
By these ironies, the text insists upon the intertwining of Trojan success with
other people’s disaster, the familiar theme. By these ironies, the text
underscores Aeneas’ own involvement in this tragic chain of connections. And
by these ironies, the text leaves Aeneas unwittingly speaking rather smugly, as
he cites an intertext simultaneously radiating Dido’s disaster and his own
stardom. '8
“The text insists,” “the text underscores,” and so on. In the end, Lyne’s concern
with asking a historical question of the text and asking for a definable and
historical set of meanings to be attributed to it inevitably pushes him towards the
notion that this meaning is purposively achieved. By a move which is close to a
simple sleight of hand, he sidesteps the problem of appearing to claim privileged
access to the private thoughts of a long-dead poet by attributing a purposive,
intentional capacity to the personified text. In the end, he interprets the
similarities between the Vergilian and Catullan texts by means of invoking
something very close to the intentionalist model he claims to avoid.
His solution, then, is in the end perhaps misguided, but it may point us towards a
reasonable and practical conclusion. If we see the text in a way which is
completely independent of intention, we will inevitably either move towards an a-
historical approach towards the text in question or end up allowing intentionalist

ideas in through the back door. This need not seem problematic insofar as that,

7 In a novel by David Lodge, a character is represented as working on “The Influcnce of TS
Eliot on Shakespeare.” This appears to be absurd because of the historicist terms in which it is
phrased. However, the ways in which the experience of modernism and of Eliot in particular
make Shakespeare a different text for us are a perfectly legitimate object of study. This possibility
of a-historical intertextuality is rather grudgingly accepted (with reference to the same example of
Eliot and Shakespeare) by Lyne 1994, 200-1 (“not wholly absurd”).

'® Lync 1994, 193. How far have we really come by saying “the text does this and that” rather
than “the poet doces this and that”™?
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as has been suggested above, various questions other than the traditional
historical ones are worth asking. On the other hand, it is the case from a
historical point of view that texts, while they are surely never entirely under the
control of their authors, are nevertheless intentionally (perhaps ‘purposively’)
produced. When the question which we wish to bring to the text is a historical
question of this sort, we should not fear to speak of allusion and to use other sorts
of ‘intentionalist’ language. The objection that it is absurd to claim knowledge of
the inner workings of an author’s mind is perhaps not as problematic as it seems
as long as we keep it in mind and beware of some of its pitfalls.!” The critics who
decided that Vergil’s allusion to Catullus was inept and as such must be
unintended were applying a method based on allusion in an unreflective and
careless way, in that, as Lyne points out, they were privileging a notion of
intention before the text. This is to put the cart before the horse, since clearly the
best place in which to discern intention is the text itself,2 but it does not for that
reason discredit the very notion of conceiving of the text as intentionally
produced.

The questions being asked of the texts being studied here are unashamedly
historical ones: thus (in chapter 1) Simonides’ elegy will be read in a historical
and social context, and the background of the discussion will be the fact that they
were produced by an individual acting in a historical and social context. As such,
the relations between texts will be discussed in the language of allusion.?!

In addition to the general arguments rehearsed above, it is hoped that this is
justified by arguments suggesting that the phenomena concerned merit
something more specific in the way of explanation than the all-pervading

presence of intertextuality in discourse generally.?2 In chapters 1 and 4,

]

19 For an attempt to remove intentionalism from the “intentionalist fallacy,” i.e. to deny that
intentionalism involves a form of privileged access to another’s mind independently of the text,
see Heath 2002, chapter 3, especially 63-5 (where he bricfly engages with the same article of
Lyne’s which I have just critiqued).

2 Strictly speaking, the best place to discern the kind of intention which helps us to interpret texts is in
the text: if our primary purpose were to psychoanalyse the author, for instance, a quite other
attitude towards the priority of different ways of perceiving intentions might be in order.

2 Compare the concession of Fowler 1997, 27: “... dircctionality is required for many ol the
constructions we wish to make about antiquity...”

22 With regard to chapter 1, the all-pervasive presence of Homer in discourse generally (cf. c.g.
Marrou 1981 [1965]. 33-35, on Homer’s continuous centrality in education) is of course a
double-cdged sword: it makes it more plausible that a poet needing to communicate with an
audience could assume that specific allusion to Homeric passages would be effective, but it also
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Simonides and Theocritus explicitly refer to authors to whom they also allude,
and in the latter case it will become clear there are other reasons to posit allusions
in Theocritus’ poem as well as Simonides’ name.? In these circumstances, these
types of identifiable and specific allusion make it possible for one to discuss
phenomena under the head of ‘allusion’ which, if they occurred in a different
context, would perhaps not qualify for similar treatment. The more readily
identifiable allusions lower the evidential bar for the identification of others in the
vicinity.

In terms of the interpretation of allusions, again a historicising line is taken.
Viewed in a vacuum, allusions can be very slippery; for example, by what criteria
can we choose between an interpretation which sees an allusion as emphasising
contrast and another interpretation which sees it as emphasising similarity? Here
Conte’s?* interpretation of allusion as a figure seems particularly apt, since this
phenomenon is one of the respects in which allusion resembles simile and
metaphor. Sometimes context can help us to avoid aporia. What we know about
the historical circumstances of the poetry and the expectation of the audience
may help to direct our interpretation. Greeks of Simonides’ time did not
primarily encounter poetry as a quiet, reflective and private experience; it took
place in social contexts, and social contexts will have helped them to understand
a phenomenon like allusion in a directed way.?> The audience, with its awareness
of genre and circumstance, will have collaborated with the poet in achieving a
relatively stable meaning. Theocritus’ poems were perhaps experienced in a
rather different way; but a poem which is clearly in part an encomium of a living
ruler at least to some extent inscribes a form of guidance for readers. Post-

modern critics often complain that scholarly commentators confine

makes non-allusive coincidence of language, themes cte. with the Homeric poems more likely,
since their phrasing and idcas come to mind ‘naturally’. Of course, for simple metrical reasons
similarity in vocabulary and phrasing is inhcrendy likely in elegy. On this sort of question, sce
Hinds 1998, chapter 2.

2 From a reception point of view, I suppose that one could refer to this as a sort of ‘directed
intertextuality’s a sort of trigger, like a specific reference to an earlier poet, points the reader’s
(hearer’s) attention in a particular direction, and thereby encourages intertextuality not as a
gencralised confluence of culturally present ideas but as a focalised sensitivity in that particular
dircction.

2+ Conte 1986, 38-9, 56.

25 This reception process will have changed over time: another reason why it is worthwhile to try
to recover the meaning of a communication happening at a particular point in history.
Specifically, in the case of Simonides’ “Plataca clegy,” it will not have felt the same after the
disgrace ol Pausanias.
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interpretation excessively by telling their readers what not to think (“no reference
to x, y, z should be read here”).26 To some extent, awareness of social contexts
must have directed the interpretative element of poems’ initial reception;
privileging this type of interpretation is a legitimate strategy for a historicising
reading.?’ Nevertheless, as will be seen especially in chapter 4, this study does not
take a fundamentalist line on this point, and allows for the stressing of ambiguous
and polysemous elements. Awareness of social context does not require reductive
readings: historicism can enrich and broaden our perceptions of texts, and need

not be seen as closing them down.

Prospects

Even in the unlikely and undesirable event that this study were considered the
last word on the questions it addresses, more dissertations on Simonides could be
started tomorrow. It is hope that this one has shown some of the prospects which
arise when Simonides is perceived in the light which has been described above, in
terms of his interesting and important reflections on and problematisations of the
réle of the poet. Other work is forthcoming, and will see the light of day over the
coming months or years: these are exciting times in Simonidean studies. Andrej
Petrovig’s study of Simonidean epigrams will soon be published. Orlando Poltera
is working on a commentary on the melic fragments. David Sider and Ettore
Cingano are planning the first full single-author edition of Simonides since
Schneidewin’s in 1835, with commentary. It may be suspected and hoped that
work of the rigour and brilliance of some recent work on Pindaric fragments (one
thinks especially of GiovanBattista D’Alessio and Ian Rutherford) might find
equivalent scope in the melic papyrological fragments of Simonides, which, with
some notable exceptions, have been comparatively neglected. It is in any case a
pleasure to see much space for further study, before resorting to the conventional

prayer that we may continue to hope for more from the papyri.

% ¢.g., Fowler 1995, 260. Scepticism such as Fowler’s about the legitimacy of such confining of
interpretation is legitimate; and deliberate closing of a particular interpretative avenue can
sometimes have something of the fecling of “do not think of an elephant!”

2 Of course, our responses to allusion and/or intertextuality do not happen in a vacuum either; if
we read the words “coffee spoons” in a slim Faber volume we will be more likely to think of
Prufrock than if we read the same words in a John Lewis catalogue, or even if we read them in a
Jeflrey Archer novel, since our response is conditioned by issues of context, genre and canonicity.
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Chapter 1

The Pan-Hellenic Poet: Simonides on Plataea

1. Introduction

This chapter is an analysis of the “Plataea Elegy” of Simonides. This is studied
from the point of view of its allusive relation to the Homeric Iliad and its use of
this text to create a new model of Hellenic identity. Simonides is seen creating a
role for himself as a pan-Hellenic Homer for our times, at the same time as his
reception of and allusion to Homer remodels the earlier text to make it into the
explicitly pro-Hellenic and pan-Hellenic model which his own construction
requires.
There are particular problems which immediately impose themselves upon the
interpreter of a text or group of texts such as those which are here supposed to
constitute the fragments of Simonides’ “Plataea Elegy.” The most obvious is the
fragmentary state of the texts. The peculiar opening to a recent paper on the
works of an author who has now become a ‘papyrological poet’ first waxes lyrical
on the possibilities offered by the discovery of books produced in antiquity, before
adding a significant caveat:
La papyrologie, mes ami(e)s, est un élixir, un élixir de vie, qui contrecarre a
merveille les ravages du temps. Comme dans un réve, sa magie nous
transporte, a travers les siécles, dans un monde disparu, d’ou surgit une réalité
nouvelle. Mais cette réalité est souvent disloquée, lacuneuse et fragmentaire.!
The problems of dislocations, lacunae and the generally fragmentary nature
common to many papyrus texts are perhaps even greater in Simonides’ elegy on
the battle of Plataca than they are, for the most part, in the magnificent
Posidippus papyrus on which Austin is commenting.? The texts provided by the
overlaps of two papyri (that is to say, two sets each comprising several papyrus
pieces believed to be from the same roll) with each other and with quotations

from the indirect tradition are very fragmentary; in the longest of the new

I Austin 2002, 126 (my italics).
2 Bastianini and Gallazzi 2001; editio minor: Austin and Bastianini 2002.
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fragments in terms of number of lines of which something is preserved, fr.11,?
there is no complete verse surviving. Usually we have at most half of a line, and
the fact that scholars have succeeded in restoring plausibly in many places*
should not allow us to forget that much of this supplementation is highly
conjectural.” However, the fragmentary nature of the texts as preserved should
not scare us off; we must still try to find the best ways of thinking and speaking
about Simonides’ poems rather than rejecting the new material on account of its
difficulties. In what follows, the shifting sands of other people’s supplements are
on occasion used as foundations for arguments. This makes these arguments
speculative, but not thereby invalid. It has not always seemed appropriate to
clutter the prose with frequent iterations of the word “perhaps.”

Some theoretical issues concerning how to discuss allusion and intertextuality
have been discussed above, in the Introduction. Here we may note that, if one
discusses issues connected with allusion and intertextuality in the present poem,
one runs into more problems of textual survival, similar to those described above,
but associated with the possible intertexts of Simonides’ elegy. Even if it were
possible to make a complete description of the allusive and/or intertextual
properties of a poem written yesterday (which it would not be), this is certainly
not available to us in the case of Simonides, because much of what was available
to him and to his audience is lost to us. There are accordingly some glaring
omissions in what follows. Perhaps most notable is that the post-Homeric Cypria is
discussed very little, an epic poem which certainly contained the Judgement of
Paris (which I shall discuss below) as an integral part of its main narrative. This

poem was known to Simonides and his audience,b and it is likely that, if it were

3 All numerations are from West, JEG?.

* Martin West has led the way: sec the text of fr.11 reconstructed according to his suggestions at
Bocdcker and Sider 2001, 27-8, and cf. West 1993a, a work of bold and speculative
reconstruction which begins, memorably, with the sentence “Redivious is not a word to be brought
out and batted around every time a few more shreds of an ancient writer come to light.” Sec also
Wests translations of the new material at West 1993b.

3 ¢f. Parsons 2001, 60-2.

® West 2003, 13 states that the epic “can hardly be carlier than the sccond half of the sixth
century”; whatever the true circumstances of its composition, its author had already become
‘mythologised’ as Homer by Pindar’s time, if Aclian’s testimony is correct (the first testimonium in
West 2003: Acl. VH 9.15 = Pindar fr. 265 M). Is it therefore possible that Simonides might have
believed a poem composed during his own lifetime o be by the poct of the lhad and Odyssey? If we
can infer from the confusing evidence concerning the so-called ‘Peisistratid recension’ that pan-
Athenaic recitations (and the education of Athenian noblemen?) concerned specifically the Iliad
and Odyssey, then perhaps Simonides and his audience will alrcady have been putting the two
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known to us other than from the second-hand summary of Proclus and a few
fragments, we might perceive all sorts of interesting connections between its
treatment of the beginnings and causes of the conflict and Simonides’.” However,
the type of detailed examination which is aimed for here is clearly not possible,

and accordingly has not been attempted.

2. Simonides’ elegies on the Persian Wars

A satisfying thing about the fragments of Simonidean elegy which were first
published in 19929 is that their appearance substantially confirmed the
arguments made in an article by E. Bowie,'? in which he persuasively argued for
a two-fold division of archaic elegy into smaller, sympotic pieces (such as we find
in Theognis and the Theognidea) on the one hand, and on the other larger
pieces, containing historical narrative and intended for performance at large
festival gatherings. Thus, for example, Mimnermus’ book known as the Nanno
will have been a collection of sympotic elegies, presumably including erotic pieces
on the woman of the same name; his Smymeis was a historical poem on the city of
Smyrna, and probably contained direct speech and began with ‘mythical’ history

(a modern distinction, as Bowie points out).!! In at least two cases, that of

epics which we have into a different mental box from the ‘cyclic” epics. For Kyriakou 2004, 226,
Simonides “glosses over” “non-Homeric” Trojan war poctry: but this is only the case if we
supposc that for Simonides as for us “Homer” meant the two big poems only.

7 ¢f. Gantz 1993, 567-8, EGF pp-30-32 (Proclus’ summary).

8 It is possible that frr. 4-5 EGF could come from shortly before the Judgement (Aphrodite
beautifies herself).

Y West IEG?; Parsons 1992a (the transcript by Parsons had been made available to West before its
papyrological publication and the two hit the shelves more or less simultancously: ¢f. Parsons
2001, 60 with n.41). The fact that P.Oxy. 3965 contained overlaps with the quotation tradition in
and with P.Oxy. 2327 such as to fix both as being by Simonides was first advertised by Lobel
1981. A cautious partial text of frr. 11, 13, 14, 15-17 W with translations and historical notes is
given at Flower and Marincola 2002, 315-19.

10 Bowie 1986, responding to and improving on the account in West 1974. For a study of elegy
and genre from the archaic o Hellenistic periods, see Barbantani 2001, 3-31: for a vastly more
detailed study of clegy and genre with regard o the present texts, sce Kowerski 2005, chapter 3.
Kowerski is a “lumper” rather than a “splitter” and pushes for considering all elegy together: but
in terms of length alone, there is surely a point where elegies become unsuitable for symposia and
require another place of first performance, and this was surely to some extent constituitive of
genre; however, he does well o react sceptically to Bowie’s treatment of the relationship between
clegy and mourning (cf. Aloni 2001, passim).

I Bowic 1986, 28-30. Presumably the book division happened after Mimnermus® time, and the
clegies cannot have been composed to follow one after another, as in Callimachus® detia. If it is
correct a) to identify an allusion to the two books of Mimnermus at Call. fr.1.11-12 Pf. and b) to
read the allusion as indicating some sort of parallelism between what Callimachus read in
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Semonides of Amorgus’ ‘Archaeology of the Samians’ and Xenophanes’
‘Foundation of Colophon’, it would appear that such an elegy could be long
enough to be divided into two books. Further, if Panyassis’ ‘Ionica’ should be
considered as elegiac, which it surely should (a poem of any length composed
exclusively in pentameters is impossible to believe, at any rate in this period), we
are told that it was as much as 7000 lines long. 2

Before the emergence of the new material, we had evidence (in the Suda entry,
0439 Adler; IEG? ii.114) that Simonides had written in elegiacs concerning the
sea battle at Artemisium; the same source states that the battle of Salamis was
celebrated by Simonides in a melic poem. It had been suggested that the Suda
had got these two the wrong way round, since we have a melic fragment
concerning Artemisium (533 PMG); now it might be that Simonides wrote elegies
concerning both battles. In addition, it is possible that Aeschylus and Simonides
were among the competitors for a similar elegy concerning the battle of
Marathon (Vita Aeschyli p.332 Page OCT; TGFiii.33f; T15 Campbell). This could
be taken as referring to epigram, but the anonymous author’s comment about
the light touch required by elegy (T0 ydp éAeyelov moXV Tijc mepl TO
cupmadéc AemTéTNTOC pETEXELY BéNEL “for elegy is preferably characterised
by a gentleness directed towards pathos”) seems to suggest elegy proper rather
than epigram, and I am not aware that we have any evidence for competitions in
epigram production. !4

Now, with the evidence of new material, it seems reasonable to suppose that, in
addition to the ‘historical’ elegies such as Mimnermus’ Smyrneis etc., it was
reasonably well established practice to commemorate battles in the Persian Wars

(perhaps other battles too) with long elegies in which the events of the battles

Mimnermus’ Manno and what he intended in his own Aetia, then I suspect that the Vanno will have
felt rather as Catullus feels to us: not quite a connective sequence (like the first two books of the
Aetia) or an architecturally designed whole (like Vergil’s Eclogues), but nevertheless somehow
coherent and seeming to contain some continuity between as well as within poems.

12 Bowie 1986, 32.

13 of. IEG?ii.114.

4 West prints this testimonium sine numero under the heading “Incertum an ex epigrammatis,”
IEG? 1i.136. Epigrams on Marathon attributed to Simonides (an atribution which may or may
not be correct): FGE ‘Simonides’ 21, 22. On the Vita Aeschyli testimonium, ¢f. Obbink 2001, 79.
Lefkowitz 1981, 71 implicitly questions the historicity of this contest: but it may be that the fiction
represented in the Fita consists only of the allegation that Aeschylus’ defeat in the contest was the
reason for his departure from Athens, rather than that it happened at all. Cf. Barbantani 2001,
15.
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were recounted. This type of elegy should be regarded as a sub-species of the
long elegy identified by Bowie. Accordingly, the evidence seems not to bear out
the views of the scholar who described the Plataea elegy as an “anomaly,” stating
that “the Plataea elegy is unique, for it does not treat the events of a single city
and the more distant past.”'> The evidence seems to me to suggest that the
performance of this sort of elegy to commemorate a recent battle was by no
means unheard of; Simonides had already composed elegies like this more than
once. It may be closer to the mark to comment that the pan-Hellenism of the
elegy was a special case; this is a function of the greater amount of co-operation
between Greek poleis which fought at Plataea, and suggests performance in a pan-
Hellenic context.!®

In what follows concerning the ‘Platea elegy,’ it is assumed that the object of
enquiry, in particular fr.11 W, represents just that: the remains of a ‘Platea elegy,’
as had been supposed in the editio princeps and in the edition by M.L. West,!” and
most subsequent scholarship. Since this chapter was written, however, I have
become aware of the work of Lawrence M. Kowerski, first (thanks to the
assistance of David Sider and of Kowerski himself) as PhD dissertation and
advance sight of his book, and now in the form of the book itself.!3 It is now no
longer possible simply to assume that the ‘Plataea elegy’ (or, mutatis mutandis, the
‘Salamis elegy,” the ‘sea battle at Artemisium,’ etc.) is to be identified as such a
composition, since in a thorough study of the question how to reconcile the new
material with the previous testimonia for Simonides’ compositions concerning
the Persian Wars, Kowerski has concluded that the material from the new
papyrus, including fr.11, probably represents fragments of a single composition in
which multiple battles were treated. Elsewhere I have attempted to describe and
to some extent to assess Kowerski’s book in a review,'” but it is appropriate to

consider Kowerski’s argument here at slightly greater length.

13 Stchle 2001, 106.

16 In any case, it scems unnecessary for Stehle to present the Plataca elegy as anomalous for the
rest of her argument to hold; metapoctical mapping out of the role of the poct can happen in
well-established genres as well as new ones, and needs no special generic anomaly to explain it. A
brief exploration of explicit reference to Homer in Pindar (below) may help to illustrate this.
Issues to do with pan-Hellenism will be discussed further below.

17 Sce Parsons 1992a, 6; IEG?, 11.118 “De proclio Plataico;” Gentili and Prato 2002, ii.193.

18 Kowerski 2005.

19 Rawles forthcoming, 2006.
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The problems are not uncommon ones, and may be briefly summed up as
follows. Our information about Simonides’ elegiac commemoration of the
Persian Wars is derived from ancient testimonia (some with quotations) and from
the evidence of the papyrus fragments. The ancient testimonia are frequently
late, and are often of the sort where we might expect to find confusion,
corruption or both, especially as a consequence of the nature of the processes by
which they have been transmitted or compiled (especially with the Suda entry and
with scholia). The papyri are regularly fragmentary and difficult to read, so that
sometimes sense may only be obtained from them through speculative
supplementation or through choosing readings of ink which are not the only
possibilities. These factors are well stressed by Kowerski.20 It may reasonably be
conceded that a very strong degree of certainty on some of the questions
addressed by Kowerski is likely to be unattainable:?! we are in the realm,
therefore, of relative probabilities.

We shall therefore consider Kowerski’s arguments concerning the identification
of particular supposed poems among the fragments and testimonia and the
relative merits of his alternative model for the combination of the evidence.

For the ‘Battle of Artemisium,’ the testimonia are the Suda and Priscian.?2 The
former tells us that Simontdes celebrated the battle of Artemisium in elegiacs but
the battle of Salamis in melic metre, while the latter quotes from a melic poem
which he identifies as “Simonides in é7  ApTeptcliot vavpaxiatr.” The
inference had been drawn that the Suda had transposed the metres.? However,
both Parsons and West have now proposed that there was in fact an elegiac poem
on Artemisium, and that Simonides commemorated the same battle twice.2
West gathers four fragments (his frr. 1-4). The first is a scholion on Apollonius of
Rhodes: Simonides mentioned Skiathos in some unidentified poem. As Kowerski
comments, this does not help us to identify anything about the metrical form of

any poem about Artemisium, though it gives a slightly misleading impression to

20 Kowerski 2005. The Suda and its sources: Introduction, passim; the difficulties of the papyri:
chapter 1, passim.

2l And since the problems addressed by Kowerski are foundational and concerned with the basic
nature and subject matter of the poems, it follows that other, more interpretative arguments will
to some cxtent share in this uncertainty, albeit to varying degrees.

22 See IEG, 1i.114; 533 PMG.

23 Bergk, PLG iii.423-4.

24 Parsons 1992a, 6; Simonides frr. 1-4 W,
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write that “The reference is understood to be to the ‘Artemisium poem’ because
the island is also mentioned by Herodotus in his account of Artemisium.”?
Looking at a map would suggest the same conclusion independently of
Herodotus.26

As Kowerski suggests, there is no reason to feel any degree of confidence that fr.2
(P.Oxy. 3965 fr.13) is from an Artemisium poem; fr.4 seems to come from the
same column as fr.3, but by virtue of its own content need not refer to one sea
battle rather than another.

Fr. 3 (P.Oxy. 3965 {r.20) is the crux. Here the critical question is whether is it
legitimate to read kdXat[v at fr. 3.5, which in turn suggests the supplement
Z¥{Tnv kai] Kdhai[v, suggested by Parsons and printed by West, which would
correspond to the invocation of Zetes and Kalais (the children of Boreas) before
the battle recorded by Herodotus and connected by a scholion on Apollonius of
Rhodes with a poem of Simonides which the scholiast refers to with the phrase
év Tfit Navpaxiat.2” While it would not be impossible for Simonides’ mention
to have been in some other poem about a sea battle,?® this would seem a strong
reason to suppose a) that Simonides composed a poem in which he referred to
Zetes and Kalais, as recorded by the scholiast, b) that he did so in the context of
recording a sea battle, c) that this sea battle was the one at Artemisium, where
Herodotus tells us that Zetes and Kalais were invoked, and d) that the elegiac fr.3
W is from the same poem. The phrase “strong reason” is used rather than
“certainty” — but such a strong reason might seem as good as we are likely to get.
Is the reading kd\at[v then correct? It cannot be called certain. Pace Kowerski,
the initial k seems unproblematic.2’ Most interesting are a) the fact that the first a
is accented in the papyrus and b) the fact that the probable t which is the last
visible letter appears to have traces of a supralinear mark which is likely (though

not certain) to be a diaeresis. The accentuation is suggestive of a word where the

25 Kowerski 2005, 25.

26 Skiathos lics about cight miles away from the northern tip of Euboca, so it would scem likely
that it might have played a part in the battle and that a poem treating the battle might well have
mentioned it. The island was not known for very much clse.

27 Hdt. 7.189, £ A.R. 1.211-215¢ Wendel, quoted at IEG? ii.116.

28 Cf. he sceptical treatment at Kowerski 2005, 24.

29 Kowerski 2005, 29: “it must be admitted that J¢ is also a possible reading.” By my rcading of
the photographs, this scems not to be so: at the very least, I would say that Jx was very much
more likely.
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reader is seen as wanting help (the scribe uses accents only exceptionally), and the
diaeresis if read would clearly be suggestive of the proper name. A scholar need
not be unnecessarily prone to credulity to find good reason to suppose that the
fragment does indeed treat Artemisium,; certainty is not available.

The scholiast to Apollonius might of course be confused or imprecise, but given
the attribution to Simonides év Tfit Navpaxiat (i.e., the use of the singular) and
the evidence of Herodotus the most natural assumption would be that this poem
concerned the battle of Artemisium specifically, so that it could reasonably be
thought of as “the Artemisium elegy.” Kowerski concludes that there remains
“considerable doubt that Simonides composed a separate elegy solely on
Artemisium that is represented in the ‘new Simonides.””** We may conclude that,
while this is true in the sense that the reasoning of the first editors might be false
or vulnerable to the possibility of re-evaluation in the light of new evidence, the
answer to the question “what is the most plausible way in which to make sense of
the available data?” points in a more positive direction.

The question of the ‘Salamis poem’ is more murky.?! The testimonia are the Suda
entry, the Ambrosian Life of Pindar (1.2.21 Drachmann) and a passage from
Plutarch’s Life of Themistocles (15.4 = Simonides fr.5 W). The combination of the
Suda entry and the Vita Pindari strongly suggest that a poem existed to which one

could reasonably refer as “the Salamis poem:”3?

Suda 0439 Adler: kal yéypamTat adTdL... | €7 . ApTeptciol vavpaxia,
8t éxeyelac' 18 év Calapivt peikde
And he wrote... “the Sea Battle at Artemisium” in elegiacs, and “the Sea

Battle at Salamis” in melic metre.

Vita Pindari Ambrosiana 1.2.21 Drachmann: kal ydp Cipovidne v év
Calapive vavpaxiav yéypade, kai Ilivdapoc pépvnrar Thc Kddpou

Baciieiac.

30 Kowerski 2005, 33.

31 Kowerski 2005, 33-9.

32 Pespite Kowerski’s scepticism, where he suggests that “at most... cach of these witnesses only
informs us that Simonides mentioned the battle of Salamis in some poctic context.” In fact, as
Kowerski previously conceded, the Ambrosian Life of Pindar clearly presupposes a Simonidean
poem whose main emphasis is on this battle: Kowerski 2005, 34.
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For example [the point is chronology: the author of the Vita is arguing that
Pindar and Simonides were contemporaries], Simonides wrote on the sea

battle at Salamis, and Pindar mentions the reign of Cadmus [sc. of Cos; cf.
Hdt. 7.163f.].

As Kowerski has shown, yéypade in the Vita is likely to describe the principal
subject matter of the poem.3? The question whether this poem was elegiac or
melic is uncertain, and depends on how to correct a part of the Suda which is
likely to be muddled, corrupt or both: as Kowerski is right to argue, we cannot
feel a very great degree of confidence in the question whether any of our elegiac
fragments corresponds to this battle rather than to some other sea battle. The
most reasonable conclusion is that Simonides composed at least one poem which
was specifically if not exclusively concerned with Salamis, but that we know
almost nothing about it.

We turn therefore to the question of the ‘Plataea elegy.” As Kowerski has noted,
there is no explicit testimonium for such a poem from ancient sources. He further
notes that, before the overlap from P.Oxy. 3965, the quotations from Plutarch’s
polemic against Herodotus had been seen as possibly deriving from epigram.3*
Kowerski first questions the extent to which the poem represented by fr.11 W
and probably also by frr.15-16 W focuses on the Spartans and the extent to
which it might also have included passages paying more attention to other poleis,
a tricky question because of the poor state of survival of certain pertinent verses,
although of course as soon as we believe (as seems reasonable though not
absolutely certain) that frr.15-16 are from the same poem as fr.11, we can see
that the Corinthians were praised to a fairly great extent. From the likelihood
that the poem represented by fr.11 W treated the achievements of several poleis,
he continues to suggest that it is therefore possible that this poem also treated
other battles. This is indeed possible; one may, however, note that there is not a
single piece of evidence for it. We have no reason at all to suppose that any polis is
mentioned which was not a participant at Plataea. In fact, the three which we find

— Sparta, probably Athens, certainly Megara — are the very same which were

33 Kowerski 2005, 34.

34 Kowerski 2005, 39-40; Plut. de mal. Hdt. 872d = Simonides frr. 15-16 W, printed in the first
cedition of JEG as “Incertum an ex cpigrammatis.”
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named first on the ‘Serpent Column’ which especially commemorated the battle
at Plataea, as Kowerski himself observes.?> West’s fr.11 is clearly concerned with
Plataea, as the prominent position accorded to Pausanias of Sparta makes clear.
So was the passage of Simonides from which frr.15 and 16 were quoted by
Plutarch. It is reasonable to suppose, if not fully certain, that given the overlap in
fr.16 between the Plutarch quotation and P.Oxy. 3965 fr.5 these come from the
same poem treating Plataea. Kowerski’s objection to the construction of this
‘Plataea Elegy’ is that there is no reason to be confident that this poem was
specifically concerned with Plataea, rather than treating Plataea as one among
many battles. The most obvious retort is that Kowerski’s argument entails a
move from the imperfectly known (what we can see in fragmentary form) to the
totally unknown (whatever else we cannot see). Of course, Kowerski could
(entirely correctly) respond that this is an area where there is inherently a lot of
“unknown” about, and that we do well not to ignore it. After all, the parts of the
poem which we do not have are in a sense unknown by definition; but it is
equally certainly known that the parts which we do have do not constitute the
whole.

It is appropriate, therefore, to examine briefly the question whether a poem
treating Plataea specifically or a poem treating multiple battles seems a more
likely context for the verses which we find in fr.11 (and, ideally, frr.15-16). We
can consider this in two ways. Firstly, which of the two options seems to cohere
better with our other evidence for the contemporary and near-contemporary
commemoration of the battles of the Persian Wars in verse? Secondly, which is
the more likely conclusion from the evidence of the content, structure and
rhetoric visible in the fragments themselves? Kowerski considers the first of these
questions extensively, but the second rather less.3

With regard to the first question, it is essential first to observe that “pan-
Hellenism,” defined by Kowerski as “a notion of community among Greek cities
derived from a shared sense of Hellenic identity,” is in no respect antithetical to

the assertion of hegemony in Greece by either an individual or a single polis. It is

35 Kowerski 2005, 48,

36 Kowerski 2005 ch. 2 argucs on the basis of comparison with other texts that the poem

represented by fr.11 is likely to have been pan-Hellenic in perspective and to have treated
multiple battles in the same composition.
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entirely possible — indeed, it happened — for an individual such as Pausanias of
Sparta or for a polis such as (most obviously) Sparta or Athens to assert leadership
in a pan-Hellenic context as a claim to hegemony in the Greek world.? It follows
that the identification of elements of pan-Hellenic ideology in the fragments is no
pointer towards the idea that the poems represented by the fragments treated the
Greek poleis or the battles in which they participated equally. Also the link
between treating poleis as equal and undifferentiated members of a pan-Hellenic
community and treating battles together and equally is false. In the end, it is not a
priori to diminish the fact that many battles and many poleis were felt to be
important to commemorate either one battle or one polis especially or exclusively
in any given text (a poem commemorating the Somme does not ipso facto diminish
the importance of Verdun - though of course it might do so). It follows that in
order to argue on contextual or a priori grounds for the poem represented by fr.11
as a poem commemorating multiple battles together, it is not legitimate to argue
from the prevalence of pan-Hellenic ideology in the early fifth century, or from
the awareness in the early fifth century that the Persian Wars were won through
more than one battle. Rather, it ought to be argued that the regular way in which
to commemorate the battles of the Persian Wars in poems was together rather
than (at any rate, more than or to a similar extent as) separately. Finally, we may
note that it would seem natural to assign more importance (with regard to the
poem represented by fr.11) to commemoration which seems closer to Simonides’
poem in generic and other respects than to commemoration of very different
kinds such as the narrative of Herodotus. It will not be adequate to treat all of
these together as evidence for a general flavour or ideological climate, since as is
clear from Kowerski’s valuable treatment of literary responses to the Persian
Wars a general awareness of pan-Hellenism was manifested in very different

ways in different texts,*® and still less (as outlined above) will it be appropriate to

37 1 argue below (section 1.5) that the poem was marked by strong cmphasis on the achievements
of Sparta and specifically Pausanias, and used these achievements to support Pausanias’ claims to
pan-Hellenic leadership.

38 Thus, by Kowerski’s argument, Aeschylus’ Persae is marked by Athenocentrism but “does not
completely mask the view of the Persian Wars as a panhellenic effort” (Kowerski 2005, 84),
Herodotus melds together views emphasising collective effort and views emphasising the
individual exploits of different cities (Kowerski 2005, 85-6), cpigrams sometimes commemorate
the fighters of various battes collectively, but may also be scen commorating Pausanias as an
individual lcader (Kowerski 2005, 78-9). The conclusion of varying responscs to panhellenism
which is drawn here is not the one drawn by Kowerski; rather (Kowerski 2005, 86) he concludes
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move from such an impression of ideological climate to an answer to the
separable question whether a poem treated one battle or more than one battle.
Thus, while the fact that Aeschylus’ Persians is willing to refer in laudatory terms
to the victory at Plataea’® is interesting and suggestive, it does not push us in any
particular direction in the present inquiry concerning the content of the poem
represented by fr.11. It suggests a general awareness of the Persian Wars as a
pan-Hellenic effort in which individual cities’ contributions could be singled out
and emphasised, but it does not tell us or suggest anything about how such a
possible attitude might be manifest in the elegies of Simonides. The same goes,
naturally, for Herodotus’ account.*

The epigrammatic record might seem more promising: generically perhaps closer
to the longer elegies with which we are here concerned, and similar to a picture
which one might imagine for the longer elegies, in that they seem likely to be
(most characteristically) public and commemorative responses to recent events,
without being removed so far from the elegies as Aeschylus’ Persae is by virtue of
its dramatic form and Herodotus by virtue of its surely much greater compass,
scope and length (and its temporal distance from the events described). Kowerski
provides an appendix in which he presents the known epigrams commemorating
the Persian Wars.#! In the conclusion to his second chapter, he writes that “The
evidence of Herodotus, Aeschylus’ Persae and the epigrammatic record has also
suggested that we should expect fr.11 W2 to represent a poem with a multi-battle
perspective.”* The dangers of extrapolating in this manner have already been
stated. To what extent is in fact true that the epigrammatic record does in fact
point in this direction? In Kowerski’s collection of epigrams we find in fact a wide
variety (I disregard for the moment the question whether these all date back to
the early fifth century; of course, many of them certainly do). Some

commemorate individuals as epitaphic monuments, as for instance Simonides’

that an undecrlying shared panhcllenism in these varied sources should lead us to seck a
reconstruction of the Simonidean clegy which does not privilege a single battle or community.

39 A Persac 817.

40 Tt need not be stressed that this does not make Kowerski’s account of varying literary responses
to the Persian Wars a waste of time; it is on the contrary an interesting and helpful survey. The
point being made here is the dangers of extrapolating from this survey to particular questions
about the make-up of the elegies of Simonides.

4 Kowerski 2005, 151-60.

42 Kowerski 2005, 106.
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epitaph for Megistias.** Some perform the same function for the collective dead
of different individual poleis or regions, as the epigram for the Athenians who died
at Marathon, for the Corinthians who died at Salamis, for the fighters “from the
Peloponnese” at Thermopylae and others.** Some especially commemorate
individual leaders’ réles, as in the cases of both Leonidas and Pausanias.#> Some
seem to commemorate the wars in general rather than particular battles; the
distinction is not always clear.%

It would seem obvious that what Kowerski’s argument in fact requires is a
tradition of epigrams commemorating multiple battles. Among the thirty-three
epigrams collected by Kowerski there is one: an epigram from Megara attributed
to Simonides, which begins with the general statement that the speaking warriors
died while protecting freedom “for Hellas and the Megarians,” and then lists the
battles in which they took part.” A number of observations may be made. Firstly,
while it acknowledges that the Megarian dead were fighting “for Hellas and the
Megarians,” the epigram does not in fact instantiate the association between the
treatment of multiple battles and the treatment of multiple cities for which
Kowerski argues.® Rather, the point seems to be specifically that Megarians
fought in all of these battles: the poem is concerned with emphasising their
particular contribution. Secondly, the poem is exceptional and cannot be treated
as normative. It is a one-off both in its providing a list of battles and in the
(obviously related) fact of its length. It is tempting to go further and suggest that
the Megarian epigram is the exception that proves the rule: with this single
exception, where epigrams mention or refer to individual battles, the number of
battles is one. Thirdly, this epigram is a weak case on which to rely for another

reason: it is known only from an inscription “not earlier than the fourth century

43 Simonides FGE 6 = no. 7 Kowerski.

44 Simonides’ FGE 21 = no.l Kowerski; ‘Simonides’ 11 FGE = no.13 Kowerski; ‘Simonides’
FGE 22a = no. 5 Kowerski.

45 ‘Simonides’ FGE 7 = no. 10 Kowerski; ‘Simonides’ FGE 39 = no. 19 Kowerski; ‘Simonides’
FGE 17a = no. 21 Kowerski.

46 ‘Simonides’ FGE 17b = no. 22 Kowerski; ‘Simonides’ FGE 14 = no. 24 Kowerski; quite a few
borderline examples, where if we knew an archacological context we might choose to associate
the epigrams with specific battles which are not named in the text and may not have needed to
be. Epigrams which would have been read initially as commemorating Plataca may have been
interpreted later as now as commemorating the wars in general: it need not have been
immediately evident that Plataca was the last major battle on mainland Greece.

47 ‘Simonides’ FGE 16 = no. 23 Kowerski.

4 Kowerski 2005, 95, 106-7.

40



Chapter 1: The Pan-Hellenic Poet

AD.”# The inscription contains the epigram with prose before and after it,
informing us that it was set up by one Helladius to replace a previous epigram
“destroyed by time.” It is at the very least possible to imagine that the
combination of the anomalous length and content of the epigram, combined with
its provenance from this late inscription, might indicate that it does not in fact
date - or does not all date — from the fifth century BC. The solution of Wilhelm
was to posit, not implausibly, that the initial couplet, which could make a very
likely epigram by itself, had been expanded in the course of subsequent
tradition.”® Page’s defence, as mentioned above, involves a not altogether
convincing appeal to the unknown: “An Athenian would have been briefer; a
Megarian might (for all we know) express himself more fully, reassuring his
countrymen that their city had played a more notable part in the Persian War
than the Hellenes generally supposed.’! This might of course be correct: perhaps
the epigram is just unusually long, but still from the early fifth century BC. In any
case, it will be seen that even allowing for the authentic fifth century BC origin of
this epigram, it is hard to agree with Kowerski that the epigrammatic record
should lead us to expect that multiple battles will be treated together. The
problem seems to lie in Kowerski’s apparent (though not clearly stated)
assumption that pan-Hellenism at the level of ideology, as visible in epigram
through claims that the dead commemorated were fighting to preserve the
freedom of all Greece or the like, ought to be reflected in explicit reference to
more than one of the battles against the Persians in Simonides’ longer elegies. On
the basis of the epigrams which we have, it seems apparent that pan-Hellenic
ideology need not be so reflected, and we can see that in the one epigram which
we do have commemorating multiple battles the purpose does not seem to be to
commemorate the contributions of multiple poleis in a spirit of pan-Hellenic
inclusiveness but rather to emphasise the extent of the participation of Megara

specifically. I therefore see no reason to agree that the epigrammatic record

# FGE ad loc. (213). The inscription is IG vii.53.
50 Wilhelm 1972 {1899}, 314.

SUFGE ad loc (214). The only other Persian Wars epigram which presents itself in a length of
more than two couplets is ‘Simonides’ FGE 12, which is given in three couplets at Aristides Or.
28.65. The first couplet, however, is presented by itself as a complete epigram at AP 7.250 and
Plut. de mal. Hdt. 870c, and the inference is clear: an epigram of one couplet has been expanded in
subsequent transmission before the time of Aristides (sce Page, FGE ad loc.; Wilhelm 1972
|1899], 321-2).

4]



Chapter 1: The Pan-Hellenic Poct

supports the idea that the elegy represented by fr.11 W ought to have
commemorated multiple battles.

In the light of the discussion above, we may further ask another comparative
question: is the evidence that Simonides’ longer elegies generally were
predominantly concerned with single or multiple battles? In the absence of more
than scraps from the poems themselves, we cannot say very much on this matter:
no fragment certainly treats more than one battle, but given the size and state of
the fragments, nothing can be deduced from this. However, we are not without
evidence altogether. Allowing for the fact that our evidence is partial, sometimes
derived from corrupt sources, regularly derived from second-hand sources which
need not be drawing on direct acquaintance with the poems, and in general less
than we might hope for, it is in fact consistent on this matter. Frequently, sources
refer to Simonides’ commemoration of the Persian Wars in such a way that it is
not clear how what they perceive as the principal content or subject matter of the
poems concerned. This is the case, for instance, where Plutarch quotes from
(probably) the same elegy as the one from which we have fr.11.5%2 When,
however, they do refer to Simonides’ compositions on the Persian Wars in such a
way as indicates whether they perceive them as treating one battle or many, the
answer is always the same: while there are some sources which clearly believe in
the existence of poems chiefly or exclusively to be associated with single battles,
there is none which suggests the idea that Simonides might have composed
poems in which he treated multiple battles together. Thus the “Sea Battle at
Artemisium” is used to denote a poem by the Suda, and it appears that a scholion
to Apollonius of Rhodes refers to the same poem as “the sea battle” (€v Tt
Navpayiat),’® which, while vague, is clearly to be understood as a poem about
one battle. Again, the same Suda entry refers to the “Sea Battle at Salamis” as a
way of designating a poem, and the Ambrosian Life of Pindar, stating that
Simonides “described the sea-battle at Salamis” (Tfiv év Calapivt vavpaxiav

Yéypade), seems, as the parallels for the expression gathered by Kowerski

52 Simonides frr.15-16 W = Plut. de Hdt. mal. 872d. Plutarch does in fact here scem to be making
a comment about generic distinctions between different poems, since he distinguishes éleyela
from dicpa as part of his asscrtion that Simonides’ is not a biased account of the battle. But it
would not be possible to judge from this whether he considered that Simonides’ poem treated one
battle or many.

53 Suda 5361.9 Adler (see IEG?ii.114); T A.R. 1.211-215¢ Wendel (sce Simonides fr.3 W).
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suggest, to give the same impression that this was the principal subject matter of
the poem to which it referred.5* It is entirely proper to be cautious about
concluding too much from these sources, of which the Suda at any rate is clearly
influenced by corruption or some other source of error. However, the general
point is clear: where sources describe the subject matter of Simonides’ Persian
War poems, they refer to single battles. Never do we find, e.g., “as Simonides
wrote in his poem ‘on the war against the Persians.”” Despite the good reasons
for treating these sources sceptically, it appears that, as regards the ancient
testimonia, the movement to the idea of Simonidean Persian War poems treating
multiple battles together is a movement from poor and partial evidence to no
evidence at all.

From the point of view of external evidence, then, it seems more likely that the
poem represented by fr.11 W was principally concerned with one battle: so far,
we may feel justified in speaking of a “Plataea elegy.” Internal evidence may be
treated more briefly. This aspect of the question is less extensively treated by
Kowerski, and his caution is to some extent appropriate: it is possible that the
survival and reconstruction of fr. 11 W, which seems on the face of it a powerful
witness to the structure of the poem from which it comes, creates a misleading
impression. Here, a proem concerning the Trojan war is followed by reflection on
the réle of Homer and a hymnic address to Achilles before giving way to material
initially concerning Pausanias and Sparta. Kowerski comments that “it is...
uncertain whether the fragment is the opening of a poem or an internal
prooimion.” The latter is not impossible. However, it need not seem
particularly likely. The structure and content of fr.11 is considered further below.
Here we may summarise. A Trojan section, treating Patroclus, Paris and Achilles
and the fall of Troy, is followed by reflection upon the réle of Homer in
providing kAéoc to the Danaans. A hymnic address to Achilles follows, and an
invocation to the Muse, before the transition to the contemporary world. This
cannot be seen as a general proem to a poem perceived as about the Persian

Wars in general, since the move to the contemporary world is also 2 move

4 The Ambrosian Vita Pindwi: 1.2.21 Drachmann. Sce Kowerski 2005, 34-5. This is especially the
casc where the vifa goes on to say kai Tivdapoc péurnrar Tic Kddpov Bacihelac: there is a
contrast between main subject matter (Simonides) and a simple mention (Pindar).

55 Kowerski 2005, 86.
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specifically to Sparta and then to the named Spartan Pausanias. The proem
therefore introduces Plataea. If this was an internal proem, we should I suppose
imagine that the surviving part was preceded by treatments of other battles. Yet it
seems to me very unlikely that Simonides would really have narrated or
described (as it might be) Salamis, then stopped, invoked the most central
moments of the Trojan War, reflected upon the réle of Homer in
commemorating the same, addressed Achilles, appealed to the Muse and finally
turned to Sparta and Pausanias, emphasising the parallel between Achilles and
the latter by designating him dptcT[oc (u.33). Such a proem counts as “pulling
all the stops out.” How was any previous battle introduced? (Could, e.g.,
Leonidas, Themistocles and Pausanias all have been dptcTot in the same poem,
and all introduced in such an expansive manner?) This sort of extensive proem
seems to me the sort of thing which could fit into a poem only once, and even
allowing for the fact that Plataea, as the final victory, might seem appropriate as
a climax to the poem, it is hard to avoid believing that this treatment fitted into a
poem as the introduction of the principal and most important subject matter.
Even in a composition comparable in length to a substantial epic, such as to be
spread across several books in a Hellenistic edition, it is hard not to believe that
this grand and expansive introduction would be very disproportionate in a
composition concerning multiple battles, unless the point was clearly to introduce
the battle which was the main point and subject of the narrative. In a shorter
composition (and however long it was, the elegy represented here surely fitted
into one book), it is very difficult to believe that this proem introduces only one of
many battles treated together. If other battles were mentioned, they must have
occupied distinctly subordinate parts of the poem, while Plataea was the main
point: and the present discussion is an argument that this is what Plataea was.

This is of course a dangerous line of argument. One should be sceptical of an
argument which states, as I have suggested here, that “in these circumstances,
Simonides must have done it this way,” firstly because our knowledge of the
characteristic formal features of elegies such as the one represented by fr.11 Wis
very limited, and secondly because Simonides was doubtless more ingenious than
the present interpreter and capable of being more surprising. Nevertheless,
especially when the external evidence considered above is considered as well, it

seems that the most probable way of interpreting the content of fr.11 W is as a
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proem introducing the main subject matter of the poem of which it forms a part,
and that this main subject matter was the battle at Plataea. Needless to say, it
does not follow that other battles were not mentioned: who could deny the
possibility of (e.g.) “the Athenians, glorying in their victory by sea” or, for that
matter, “the men of Nisus’ city, excellent oarsmen in the straits before
Salamis”?% This, however, would not contradict the view of the poem
represented by fr.11 W as being predominantly concerned with the battle of
Plataea, and reasonably describable as “the Plataea elegy,” which is the present

contention.
3. Date and place

There is no explicit internal evidence and probably no external evidence as to the
occasion of the poem’s first performance. It is possible that Plutarch’s statement’
that Simonides’ elegy was not composed for Corinth is based on an independent
tradition concerning its historical first performance, but it looks more as if
Plutarch were in fact arguing from internal evidence only. Either way this is
suggestive of performance in a pan-Hellenic context, either because Plutarch had
external evidence to that effect, or (more likely) because it was reasonable for
him, with a full text of the poem, to assert that it did not show signs of being
composed for a particular polis. If Plutarch, who was interested in Delphi, knew
of a tradition that the poem had been first performed there, he would most likely
have said so. In fact, his language suggests that he does not have performance on
his mind (@\\wc 8¢ Tdac mpdeic éxeivac éleyela ypddor LeTépnker “but he
simply recorded these achievements by writing elegies”).58

It seems most likely that the poem will have been performed in a festival context,
and strong candidates include Delphi (at the same time as the dedication of the
‘Serpent Column’? see below) and the Eleutheria Festival at Plataea itself, if its

existence may be back-dated into the years immediately after the battle.®® In

56 Cf. Kowerski 2005, 89-90 on the possibility that the Megarians were praised for their
scamanship in the same poem from which we have fr.11 W.

57 de mal. Hdt. 42 p.872d = Simonides fr.16W.

38 See further below, section 1.5.

39 Delphi suggested by Rutherford 2001, 41, promising more to come. For a guide to the many
suggested occasions and places of publication (Thessaly, Elcutheria festival at Plataca, Olympia,
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terms of date, however, we have a relatively short window, and there can be little
doubt that the poem was composed at most a very few years after the battle.
Pausanias, who appears in the poem in a very positive light, soon fell out of
favour in Sparta and was accused of helotising and medising before the ephors

eventually had him killed.%® The poem’s first performance occurred in the early

470s.

4. The Plataea Elegy: outline

While the other fragments are not ignored, most of what follows will focus above

all on fr.11 W, the largest and most important part of the new material:

fr. 11 W (= POxy 2327 fr. 5 + 6 + 27 col. i + POxy 3965 fr. 1 + 2):

Tl e[

i miTwv év Briclcalc
LAoTépoL Tdp[vwet

mToAOV & thipdc[

Joc Aady| 5
ITaTplékiov caf

ol 81 Tic ¢ é€d]dpaccev éd[nuéproc BpoTdc alréc,

AN U’ AméAJwvoc xetpl [Tumelc édapnc

Iceovcar [ .. oletl
Mplidpov marct x[akemtlop[ev 10

elvex *AleEd]vdpolo kakddplovolc, wc ¢ [

] Beinc dppa kadetre dik[nc

ctc.), v. Rutherford 2001, 40-1. See in particular Aloni 2001, passim. West 1993a does not refer to
Bowic’s important article on elegiac performance (Bowie 1986), and seems to skirt around the
whole question: “... to be performed, as entertainment, in that setting in which elegy was usually
performed, with aulos accompaniment.” (5). Rutherford 2001, 40 considers that West mecans the
symposium. This may be the case, but West 1974 seems willing to accept all sorts of situations for
elegiac performance (e.g., in the agora for Solon’s Salamis, on a ship for Archilochus fr.4 cte.)
(West 1974, 10MT.). Perhaps unkindly, I suspect that the lack of clarity in West 1993a on this
matler is a consequence of reluctance explicitly to acknowledge Bowie 1986, which refuted many
of his carlicr arguments.

50 Pausanias’ fater life is related by Thucydides at 1.128-135.1. The chronology is not entircly
clear, but it scems unlikely that he would have been referred o in the terms in which Simonides
refers to him here other than fairly shortly after the battle. See Hornblower 1991 ad loc., Lewis
1992, 100-101.
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Struck... or a pine tree in the groves... the woodcutters chop it down... much...

the army... of Patroclus... it was no mortal creature of a day that laid you low
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by himself, but you were conquered struck by the hand of Apollo... Angry
with the sons of Priam, on account of evil-minded Paris... the chariot of Justice
destroyed... And they, having sacked the song-famed city, made their way
home, ... the Danaan battle-leaders, upon whom immortal fame has been
poured on account of that man who received all truthful renown from the
violet-haired Pierian Muses, and made the short-lived race of demigods
famous to men who came after. But hail to you now, son of the glorious
goddess, of the daughter of Nereus of the sea! Now I call upon you, Muse of
many names, as my ally, if you do care for the prayers of men. Put in order
this well-tempered ornament of my song, so that somebody will remember...
of the men, who from Sparta... the day of slavery... nor did they forget their
excellence... high as heaven... and the glory of these men will be undying.
Leaving the Eurotas and the city of Sparta they set out, with the Tyndarid
heroes and wide-ruling Menelaus... the leaders of the homeland... and the son
of godlike Cleombrotus led them, the best... Pausanias... and the renowned
fields of Corinth... of Tantalid Pelops... Nisus’ city, from which the others...
the tribes of neighbours... having trusted the signs of the gods... and these...
arrived at the lovely plain of the Eleusinian land... driving out from the land of

Pandion... of the godlike seer... conquered...

It seems that the Plataea poem began with a hymn-like proem section, addressed
to Achilles (frr. 10, 11).! At the end of this part is an explicit reference to Homer
as provider of fame (kAéoc); the transition from proem to the main part of the
song employs the formulaic farewell to the laudandus of a hymn, using xaipe,
followed by atTap éyw.52 These would characteristically be followed by a verb of
singing in a Homeric Hymn, performed before epic poetry. In the Plataea elegy,
there follows an invocation of a Muse, and then the poet begins to narrate the
march from Sparta towards Plataea. Of the other fragments, one (fr.13) may

come from the battle narrative, or from the events immediately before the battle.

51 The sequence of frr. in West is governed by the sequence in Hdt.; the order cannot be
cestablished from column sizes, fibres ete. NB that ir.11.1-4 (bottom of a column) nced not be
correctly placed in front of 5-45 (starting at the top of a column); if they come from later on in the
pocm, the ‘Homeric” simile may go with the death of Mardonius or Masistius rather than that of
Achilles (Lloyd-Jones 1994, 1-3).

62 Cr. h.Apoello 545-6, h. Hermes 579-80, cte.
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Another (fr.14) contains direct speech (14.3): Jeyw in the third line must
represent either the pronoun or the end of a verb in the first person \]€yw
West). It is plausibly considered by West® to contain Simonides’ account of the
prophecy of Tisamenos, the seer who, according to Herodotus,% warned the
Greeks not to cross the river Asopus to fight, but to wait for the Persians to come
to them. Two fragments from Plutarch’s polemic against Herodotus (frr. 15, 16%)
appear to come from some sort of catalogue section; if both of these fragments
are from a catalogue, then it must have been in a fairly expansive style. Another
(fr. 17W) probably comes from the battle narrative itself, since it preserves the
beginning of the name of Demeter or of her shrine the Demetrion (Anunt[ u.1),
about which Herodotus tells that there was particularly intense and prolonged

fighting;® unfortunately, only the very beginnings of the lines are preserved.

5. Hellas and Sparta

Of the material which we have concerning Plataea, some seems to present the
battle in a rather pan-Hellenic light, emphasising the alliance of poleis rather than
one individual or state. But some also seems to emphasise Sparta, and especially
the Spartan general Pausanias.‘’

Among the pan-Hellenic elements may be counted the parallelisms implicitly
drawn between the warriors who fought on the multi-pofis Achaean side at Troy
and the Plataiomachoi, also drawn from several poleis.%® Albeit in a polemical
context, Plutarch (who will doubtless have had a complete text at his disposal)
found it possible to argue that Simonides did not have a particular polis in mind

(de Hdt. mal. 872d; immediately following fr. 16):

63 West 1993a, 8.

4 Hdt. 9.36.

55 Plut. de Hit. mal. 872d.

66 Hdt. 9.62.

57 On panhellenism and glorification of individuals and poleis, comparc my comments above,
scetion 1.2, criticising the approach to this question taken in Kowerski 2005.

58 Cf. Hall 2002, 175: “Nor is it by chance that the first explicit attempt to compare the Persian
War with the Trojan War is to be found in the epigrams [sic; but his n.13 refers to frr.10-17 W]
composed by Simonides immediately after the Greek victory.” The comparison could scarcely
have been made before the war happened; Hall means something like “The comparison between
the Persian War and the Trojan War dates from soon after the fighting in mainland Greece
cnded, when Simonides composed an clegy on the battle of Plataca.” cf. Miller 1997, 3.
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For he was not training a chorus in Corinth, nor composing a song in honour
of that city, but rather he simply recorded these events by writing them in

elegiacs.

If, as seems at least plausible, the lines favourable to Corinth cited by Plutarch
came from a catalogue passage, then presumably poleis other than Corinth came
in for similarly positive treatment.

Further emphasis on the alliance generally as opposed to the Spartans or another

individual polis is probably to be detected in fr. 14.7-8:

€€ Alcinlc édcet, vebcavto[c
v cvppalxliny duréwlv
.. will drive them out of Asia, with the approval of...

... an alliance of kin...

“An alliance of kin” wel sim. seems secure; this probably emphasised the pan-
Hellenic nature of the battle, and certainly so if combined with a reference to
Asia. Unfortunately, the readings Jci[ are far from secure (the traces are barely
visible at all on photographs, either in paper-published sources or on the P.Oxy.
website). 70

Other passages seem to have a specifically Spartan emphasis. At fr.11.25, the

%9 Because Plutarch s accusing Herodotus of partiality and correcting his account from
Simonides’, it is clearly in his rhetorical interests to cmphasise the impartiality of Simonides’
account. Nevertheless, it seem reasonable to suppose that the more educated of Plutarch’s
rcadership will have been aware of Simonides’ poem. There were at least two copics in second
century AD Oxyrhynchus. The marginalia on the papyri tell us that it was worked on by Apion
(*f1. first half of the first century AD: cf. Pfeifler 1968, 275) and Nicanor (2nd AD:; cf. ibid. 219);
on the New Simonides read and alluded to by Horace, v. Barchiesi 2001 and Harrison 2001, It
also appears that Plutarch may be emphasising the generic distinction between this poem and
choral lyric {dicpa suggests melic poctry), but that too suggests that he found it less obviously
partial to a particular polis. Accordingly, it scems unlikely that Plutarch could have misrepresented
the Plataca clegy too drastically.

70 See www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk (viewed August 2006), and photographs with Parsons 1992a and
in Boedcker and Sider 2001. West 1993a sces a reference to the Delian leaguc here, which seems
to mc unlikely; but if he is right, it still fits into a discourse of pan-Hellenism. Flower 2000,
discussing pan-Hellenism in the sense “the idcology of a united Greek crusade against Persia”
(ibid., 66). identifies its first expression here.
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men of the present whose actions will be remembered appear to be associated
especially with Sparta (whether or not we accept West’s restoration ol Crmaptint
e kal ‘EXd8t 8ovAov fiplap coll. ‘Sim.” epigr. 16.1). The emphasis on Sparta
in uu.29-32 need not be explained away by simply saying that troops really did
leave Spartan territory towards the battle; Simonides is free to select material as
he wishes, and chooses to make quite a bit of this passage, picking up the river
Eurotas, the Dioscuri and Menelaus, especially associated with Sparta. (Sparta
will not have been named in u.29; the mention of the Eurotas makes the name of
the polis superfluous, and one should avoid supplementing a spondee before
bucolic diaeresis here.”! Fowler’s ka[l éikheé]c is preferable to Parsons’
supplement both in sense and metre). The Spartan commander, Pausanias, is
clearly named in very laudatory terms in the following verses (it is unfortunate
that the state of the text gets slightly worse here): he has a whole couplet to
himself, with patronymic, the adjective dptcToc, and his own name emphatically
placed in the final position of the pentameter at what represents the end of a
section. In fr.13, Medes and Persians are contrasted with Dorians and the
children of Heracles; this provides a Peloponnesian if not specifically Spartan
emphasis. Finally, it could be, if the text is sound, that the striking Doric form
ayépaxor (fr.11.14) emphasises the Spartan element. This word occurs only
here and in Hesychius,’”? where it is glossed as moAépapxoc. The unparalleled
intrusion of a single Doric form here is certainly puzzling, since as a general rule
genre seems to have taken precedence over ethnic/chauvinist sentiment in this
regard: even Tyrtaeus uses Ionic dialect for elegy. In fact, however, corruption
seems on the whole most likely here; this problem is discussed in an appendix,
where the reading dyxépaxot is proposed.’

All of the above seems to me to make it highly likely that the elegy was
commissioned by Sparta or by a Spartan individual, and it seems to me most

probable that it was commissioned by Pausanias himself.”* We know that he was

7! “Nacke’s Law’ (that word-end at the end of the fourth foot may not be preceded by a spondec)
is more rigidly observed in the elegiac than in the monostichic hexameter (cf. van Raalte 1988,
155, table at 165). van Raalte had little Simonides at his disposal, but we can now sce that this
rule appears to apply to his clegiacs also: cf, Appendix 1.

72 Hesych. s.v. fiyépayoc.

73 See Appendix 2.

74 Cf. Aloni 2001, esp. 102-3.
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keen to present himself as a pan-Hellenic leader, not least from the inscription he

had inscribed on the celebrated ‘Serpent Column’ at Delphi:

‘EANdvov dpxayodc émel cTpatov dhece Midwy
[Mavcaviac ®olPwt pvap dvédbnke Té8e.7s
The leader of the Greeks, when he destroyed the army of the Medes,

Pausanias dedicated this memorial to Phoebus.

The already clear way in which Pausanias can here be seen appropriating pan-
Hellenism in the service of his own k\eéc will have been emphasised by the
original position of the epigram, close beneath the column of three serpents
inscribed with the names of the poleis.76

A similar impression is gained from the epigram inscribed on the bronze crater

which Pausanias dedicated to Poseidon at Heracleia:

~ kd ~ ’ ’ 7 v

pvap apetac avébnke IMocelSdwvt dvakTt

Havcaviac, dpxwv “EXAdSoc elpuyxdpov,

’ 3 3 ’ 7 / e 7

mévTou ém EvEelvov, Aakedaipbrioc yévoc, vide

KXeopppéTov, dpxaiac ‘Hpakréoc yevedc.?”’
To Lord Poseidon Pausanias dedicated this memorial of great achievement,
the leader of spacious Greece on the Euxine Sea, Spartan by race, the son of

Cleombrotus, of the ancient stock of Heracles.
6. Homer and Praise Poetry in Simonides and Pindar

As mentioned above, Simonides quite explicitly refers to Homer as having
provided kA€oc for the heroes of Troy, as Simonides is doing for the

Plataiomachoi (fr.11.15-22):

75 Simonides’ 17a FGE (4P6.197, Thuc.1.132.2 with Ionic forms, anonymously and expressed in
the third person, al.); of. Meiggs and Lewis (1988) no.27.

76 No trace of the inscription, which was crascd by the Spartans, remains; perhaps it was on one
of the steps beneath the monument (Meiggs and Lewis 1988 ad loc.).

7 Nymphis 432 FGrH 9 = Athenacus 12.50 p-336B = FGE ‘Simonides’ 39, cited at Shaw 2001,
173. This cpigram is supposed to have been inscribed on a large bronze crater, presumably after
Byzantium was taken by a flect commanded by Pausanias in 478 (Page in FGE ad loc.).
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olcwv ém dBdlvaTov kéxuTat kKhéoc dv[8pdc] éknru

6¢c map tomlhokduwy 8éEato MiepiSlwv
macav aknlOeiny, kai émdvvpov 6mhoTéplotcLy

moine MuliBéwv wkdpopov yevey[v.
aika cv pelv viv xalpe, Bedc €picu[déoc vié

koUpnc eiv]ariov Nnpéoc: adTap &éya[
KtkAfLekw] ¢ émikouvpov épol, mloAvdruple Modca,

el mép vy dAv]0pdmwy edxopévw[v péeat:
[the Danaans,] on whom immortal fame has been poured thanks to that man
who received the full truth from the violet-haired Muses, and made the short-
lived race of heroes known to later men. But now: hail to you, son of the
glorious daughter of marine Nereus! As for me, I call upon you, celebrated

Muse, if you care for the prayers of men.

At least the bare bones of the sense here seem to be fairly clear, which is not to
say that the supplementation is not speculative. But Homer seems to be fairly
clearly described as a provider of kAéoc to the men who fought at Troy; his
doing so is consequent upon the fact that he received truth from the Muses.
mdcav dAn}Oeiny is attractive because it echoes 0d.11.507.78 Further, it seems
clear that the presence of Homer in the poem is a presence which validates
Simonides’ kAéoc-providing project; duTdp éyd@[ represents the movement from
Homer’s activity to Simonides’.” It does not of course follow that Simonides’
activity is to be conceived of as identical to Homer’s; Eva Stehle has teased out
some of the ways in which Simonides employs a rhetoric of differentiation from
Homer, notably in his use of the striking idea of the Muse as émikovpoc (u.21)
and the distinction between the kAéoc of the Homeric heroes, which is inherently
addvaTtov (u.15, attributive adj.: “for Homer’s song, coming from the Muses, has

staying power ex fiypothesi”), rather than that of the Plataiomachoi, which will be

78 Stchle 2001, 108. The linc in the Odyssey is spoken by Odysscus to the shade of Achilles.

79 Theocritus’ use of the Plataea elegy in his sixtcenth poem shows his understanding of
Simonides” use of Homer to validate an encomiastic programme (cf. Rutherford 2001, 45, and
sce below, chapter 4, esp. section 4.7); a similar rhetoric is in play at the end of Theocritus 22,
where Alan Griffiths suggests to me the wholly convincing emendation of Dpiv to Tol¢ pév at the
beginning of u.218; this pocm is interpreted as alluding to Simonides {r.11W in Kowerski
(unpublished). A similar use of Homer may be found in Simonides’ contemporary Ibycus. 282
PMG = S151 (where Homer is not explicitly named in the surviving uw.): cf. the excellent analysis
by Barron 1969, and below. section 4.6 and Appendix 3.
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abdvatov (u.28, predicative adj.) as a consequence of Simonides’ poetic
activity.8" The validating use of Homer which can be seen here is of course not
the only way in which to refer to him. Elsewhere, Simonides can be seen using
Homer as the source of a gnomic hexameter, which Simonides seems to use as a
jumping-off point for a meditation on the human capacity for self deception (Z/.

6.146; Simonides fr. 19 W = Stob. 4.34.28):

€v 8€ TO kdaAkicTov Xioc éevmev dviip:
oln mep UMV yeven, Toln 8¢ kai dvdpdv.

madpol v BunTdv odact dekdpevol
cTéproLc €ykaTéBevTo: TdpecTL yap éATic ékdcTwl

avdpv, 1 Te véwv cThlecty épdleTat.
The man of Chios said one most excellent thing: “as is the generation of
leaves, so is that of men.” Few mortals, receiving this with their ears, have laid
it down in their hearts. For hope remains beside each man: hope, which grows

in the breasts of the young.

This line and the celebrated parable of Bellerophontes which follows it was
famous in antiquity as it is now.#! Simonides, however, chooses to take the line
(‘as is the generation of leaves...”) very much as an isolated gnome; as the
fragment stands, it in a sense represents the failure of wisdom® even when
expressed as the best saying of the most celebrated poet. The very fact that hope
(mistaken hope) “grows” (€pdveTat) in a young man’s heart shows his failure to
understand the cyclical movement of the generations, by which that which grows
like the leaves will inevitably die again and be replaced (“man that is born of a
woman hath but a short time to live; he groweth up and is cut down like a
flower...”). The image of Homer is in a sense a validating presence, in that he is
the source of wisdom which Simonides implicitly acknowledges as true and

describes as kdAALcToV, but in a pessimistic note the failure of men to learn from

80 Stehle 2001, 116. On structural parallcls between Simonides’ presentation of Homeric
commemoration and his own commemoration of the Plataiomachoi, see now also the sensitive
study of Capra 2004, esp. pp.119-20. Kyriakou 2004, 226 comments that Homer is implicitly
treated as if a contemporary of the Achaeans at Troy, as Simonides of the fighters at Plataea.

81 ¢f. Sider 2001 on the tradition derived from it.

82 Perhaps the line seemed appropriate in the context of human folly because of Glaucus’
subsequent folly in exchanging gold armour for bronze (11, 6.234-6).
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this wisdom (and, we surely understand, from Simonides’ wisdom also) is also
acknowledged. The fact that the quoted line of the Ifiad is in fact presented by
Homer in direct speech (of Glaucus, addressing Diomedes) is not acknowledged,
for it is apparently not regarded as relevant to the use here being made of the line
as a gnome which may be extracted and valued for its philosophical/theological
value.

The apparent pessimism of this fragment is somewhat mitigated by the passage
which follows in Stobaeus’ anthology. We now know that this cannot have
followed immediately upon fr. 19 (as in Stobaeus cod. S; cf. West JEG2), since the
traces surviving in P.Oxp. 3965 {r.26 are inconsistent with this, but it may well
have come from the same elegy.?® The same emphasis on the brevity of life and
the failure of men to realise this is present, expressed more discursively; but now
it appears that the wisdom imparted through poetry may allow a positive

conclusion to be drawn (uu.11fT.):

a\ia cv TadTa padov BtéTov ToTi Téppa
Yoyt TOv dyabov TAROL xaplldpevoc.
UUUU  Jdpdleo b€ maral
UUUU JyAecenc ékduy ‘Ounpl
Jravdapd[Twp
Jw PYudphc €]
Jév BaXinier [
I ébeTpémTwy [
Jov, évBa kal [
But you, learning these things towards the end of your life, endure, rejoicing in
your soul in good things. Consider the... of old... Homer escaped the [silence]
of the tongue... falsehood... in banquets... well-plaited [garlands]... here and
[there]...

The part of the text provided by Stobaeus finishes just before the reference to
Homer, so that the text is rather badly preserved. We now see that the whole
elegy is addressed to an individual man who is close to the end of his life. He is

told to endure and to delight in the good. He must take thought of something to

83 Sce Sider 2001, 276-80.
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do with the past; given the next line, he must be told to consider ancient Homer.
Homer has escaped something to do with the tongue, which must indicate
something similar in sense to West’s § Ajfnv] yAdcence. Unfortunately,
mavbapd[Twp is incorrectly read by West in the next line: the third letter has a
small loop which cannot belong to a nu.8* But in any case, here again the most
likely rhetoric of the reference to Homer is as a validating presence, whose
provision of long-lasting kAéoc is analogous to Simonides’ own; in addition, he is
a figure who has to some degree escaped death through the continuity of his
verse.

The following explicit reference to Homer comes from “his account of Meleager”

(564 PMG):

oc dovpl mdvTac
vikace véouvc, divdevta Balov
*Avavpov Umep molvBdTpuoc €€ lwikod:
oUTw yap "Opnpoc Nd¢ Cracixopoc deLce haolc.
Who beat all the young men in spear-throwing, casting over the eddying
Anaurus from Iolcus, rich in grapes — for so Homer and Stesichorus sang to

the peoples.

Athenaeus tells us that this is from a poem concerning Meleager, who won the
spear throwing event at the funeral games for Pelias. No such event is related in
the Homeric poems we have, and Simonides must here be referring to games
described in a cyclic epic.85 This fragment would fit well enough into a rhetoric
something like the following: ‘Meleager won that contest and Homer and
Stesichorus sang the fact to the people and his kAéoc lives on; you have won this
contest, and I shall do likewise for you’. At any rate nothing prevents us from
seeing this reference to earlier poets as fitting into a similar pattern to the one we
find in the Plataea elegy.

However, it is well worth remembering that Simonides’ use of Homer as a

positive figure and a validating presence is in no respect the only possibility open

84 ¢ Parsons 1992a ad loc., Haslam 1993. West thought of Simonides 531.5 PA/G and got
carried away.

85 “Homeri autem nomine Simonides uidetur appellasse auctorem Thebaidis cyclicae, cuius
carminis Homerica fuit indoles™ Schneidewin 1835 ad loc. (35-6).
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to him. Within poetry which, while generically distinct from historical elegy, is
nevertheless concerned with praise, Pindar is willing to refer to Homer in ways
which differ from this considerably and in many cases seem to me rather harder

to understand. West refers us to Pindar, V.7.20fF.:86

€y 8¢ mhéov EéAmopat
Aoyov. Odvccéoc 1) mdBav

dLa Tov advet yevécd “Opmpov

émel Yevdecl ol moTavdl «<re> payavat
cepvov émecti TL* codia
8¢ kMémTeL mapdyotca piboic.
I believe that Odysseus’ story became greater than his actual experience
through sweet-versed Homer, since upon his falsehoods and his winged craft is

a kind of majesty: his skill deceives, leading one astray with stories.

Though of course characteristic of Odysseus also, the “falsehoods and winged
craft” here clearly refer principally to the poetic skill (copla) of Homer himself.87
Even though the poet goes on to describe how the arms of Achilles were awarded
to Ajax rather than to Odysseus (which could be described as an instance of
Odysseus’ own power of speech), there is no sensible way in which to disassociate
the charge of poetic untruth from Homer.® A treatment of the contest for the
arms of Achilles follows: it is almost as if Homer had been Odysseus’ advocate
instead of Odysseus having spoken for himself; the eloquence of the hero and the
poet seem almost merged together. It seems rhetorically perhaps a high risk
strategy to differentiate oneself from Homer in such a way as this, since it draws
attention to the possibility of praise poetry as an instrument of deceit. Unlike
Hesiod at Theog. 26fF., Pindar attributes to the epic poet himself responsibility for
lies. Further, by the association of lies with sweetness (@dvemf 22) and with

“winged craft” Pindar enhances the risk that we will associate this conception of

86 West 1993a, 6.
87 ¢f. Carey 1981 ad loc.

88 Frinkel attempted to have de 68ect and paxavar refer to Odysseus, and have mddav refer to
the stories told by Odysscus in the Odyssey, rather than the poct’s own voice; Kohnken wanted
moTavdr paxavdt to refer to Homer, $eddect (o Odysscus. Both attempts to get Pindar off the
hook of accusing Homer of deceit are clearly refuted by Carcy 1981, 144-5.
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poetic craft and deceit with him as much as with Homer. In terms of sweetness,
in this very poem he has referred to praise poetry in terms of honey (u.11), and a
quick glance at words of this root® in Slater’s Lexicon confirms that its use to
refer to Pindar’s own poetry is regular. Similarly, ToTavov dpdt paxavdt is
used of the xpéoc owed by Pindar to the victor at P.8.34, and ToTavéc is used in
several places in such a way as to refer to Pindar’s own art.%

West refers to 1.4.35ff. (=3/4.53fL.) as a parallel to Simonides’ validating use of
Homer. This is by no means clear, since the passage in question is fraught with

difficulty:

¥ I
{cTe pdv
AlavToc dhkav doiviov, Tav dbiat
3 A N T ’ \ )4
€V VUKTL Tapov Tepl wt acydvol popudav éxel

mraidecciy ‘EAAdvov Scot Tpoiavd €Bav.

dA\ "Opnpdc Tou TeTipa-

kev 8L avbpuymwy, Oc abTod
macav dpdicaic dpeTav kata papdov édpacev
Becmeciov éméwv hoLmolc adipeLv.
ToUTO Yap dfdvatov dwvdev €pTeL,
€l Tic eb el T
Surely you know the bloody might of Ajax, which he pierced at night with his
sword, so casting blame upon the sons of the Achaeans, as many as went to
Troy. But Homer has honoured him among men, who straightened out his
full greatness and spoke it with his staff of divine verses for men of the future

to enjoy. For a things goes out with immortal voice, if someone speaks it well.

There are at least two possible ways in which to understand this. The problem is
with the phrase popdav €xel maidecctv ‘EXAdvwv. The question is whether
nopddv has an active or a passive sense. The phrase could mean “incurs blame

among the sons of the Hellenes” or “holds a grudge against the sons of the

89 asvyAwecoe, advemic (for which cf. 0110.93, V.1.4), a8 oyoc, aduperfc, adimvooc,
ad¥c. Sce Slater 1969.

90 ¢f. Slater 1969 s.v. And it is likely that, at Pa.7b.14, the adjective describes the chariot in which
Pindar will ride when he is differentiating himself from Homer (see below).
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Hellenes.” In the first case, Ajax acquired a bad name among the Greeks at Troy
[because they disapproved of his suicide and possibly his madness]; Homer has
rehabilitated his reputation [by not explicitly recounting his suicide and by
ignoring the story of his madness].”! In the second case, while Ajax bears a
grudge against the other Hellenes at Troy [sc. because they awarded the arms to
Achilles], Homer has now rehabilitated his reputation among [sc. present-day]
mortals [who would thus not make the same mistake in deciding Odysseus before
Ajax]. Both of these readings are a priori possible, and I do not have a great
degree of confidence in choosing between them. The present €xet might be seen
as a problem either way, and a past tense might be preferred.”? Bury is certainly
mistaken to suggest that the question whether Ajax is held blameworthy by the
Hellenes is irrelevant; it makes good sense for his reputation then to be contrasted
with his Homeric reputation now.”> While it is accepted that Pindar’s language is
frequently idiosyncratic, it is worth examining the available parallels for popddv
(-1v) €xewv with dative. The number of parallels is small, and they present a

number of textual problems:

Sophocles, 4jax 180. The chorus is wondering what made Ajax mad. ‘Did
Artemis send you mad because you had neglected her in sacrifice,

7 xahkodwpa& col Tiv  EvvdAioc

popdav éxwr Evvod Sopdc évvuyiote

paxavaic éteicato \dpav;
179 coi Reiske: § mss.

‘Or did Enyalios of the brazen corselet bear a grudge against you after some
Jomnt exploit and in darkness contrive to outrage you? (trans. Lloyd-Jones,

Loeb. Understand ‘contrive to commit an outrageous act against you’).

91 Odysscus tactfully leaves the circumstances of Ajax’ death vague and shows no sign of knowing
about the madness idea (Od.11.541Y.); at lcast as far as the suicide is concerned, this is doubtless
an instance of Homeric reticence, since it is known in artistic representations since at least 700
(Gantz 1993, 633: “Oldest in time is certainly a Protocorinthian aryballus of about 7008C”).
92¢xev Christ, €y €év Bergk. If the active sense of popddv is read, then a heroised Ajax might
be seen as continuing his anger afier death.

93 Bury 1892, 70. cf. Privitcra 1982, 179 “L’opposizione, implicita ma evidente, ¢ tra onore
negato dai Greei ¢ onore dato da Omero.”
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That the transmitted text is corrupt is clear; Reiske’s col is attractive, but in any
case cannot be seen as a secure parallel. If it is correct, it gives the active sense of

Hopdav €xwv, ie. ‘bearing a grudge’ (dative ‘against’).

Euripides, Orestes 1069. Orestes says that he will kill Agamemnon and is about
to leave in order to do so (log. Pylades):

émicxec. &v pev mpdTd cot popdy Exw,

el (v pe xpfitdewv cod Bavévroc HAmicac.

‘Wait. One thing, to begin with, I hold against you, if you thought I would

want to go on living after your death.’ (trans. West)
Here the sense ‘hold a grudge against’ is clearly paralleled.

Aristophanes Pax 664. Hermes is pretending to have a conversation with
Peace and to report what she says to the audience (661ff. quoted):
14 o ~ 9 ~ by ” 3 ’
€ld O TL voelc avTolct mpoc €y , w GLATATT.
{8, @ yuvak@v picomopmakteTdT.
elér: dxodw. TadT émkaleic; parddve.

b ’ e ~ T 14 \ b4
akovcad vpeic wv €veka popudny €xet.

664 Vpeic VIpt: fpeic R: . v 161 = P. Lit. Carlini 17, v Carlini ‘doubtfully’; Auiv
Richter.

Say to me what you have in mind with regard to them, darling lady. Come
now, O most shield-despising of women. All right. I'm listening. That’s the
charge? I get it. Listen, you lot, to the reason for her resentment. (my

translation).

The medieval tradition is divided between Tpeic, which is impossible, and
Uuetc, which is possible (Hermes makes it clear that he is now addressing the
audience rather than Peace). juiv is unattractive.™ Upiv is desirable but scarcely

sure; since this is not securely read even on the papyrus, I suppose that a

% Hermes is not identifying with the audience here,
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responsible editor must go with transmitted Upeic; this is therefore no parallel.95

The only secure parallel, then, is from Euripides (Orestes 1069).9 Here the sense
“bear a grudge against” is required. This sense is consistent with the most likely
reading for the Sophoclean passage, and nothing in other passages tells against it.
If we are to trust in parallels, then, the Pindaric passage should be translated as
follows: “You know well the might of Ajax, cutting bloodshed late at night
around his sword he bore a grudge against the sons of the Greeks, as many as went to
Troy.” The natural sequence is inverted, since his bitter resentment caused his
suicide. No parallel supports “he incurred blame among the sons of the Greeks.”
My inclination is therefore to read the active sense of popdav, but I concede that
certainty is not possible here. The contrast between his reputation among the
Greeks at Troy and his reputation now is still present, but is less explicit than if
we read opudav as “the bad reputation which he has among the sons of the
Hellenes.” Homer, we understand, gave the honour due to Ajax but denied by
his contemporaries, from which denial came Ajax’ resentment and suicide. If
there is a reference to hero cult revealed by the present tense €xet, perhaps
Homer is even seen as reconciling Ajax with the present day: his potentially
dangerous resentment is directed only against the Greeks 6cot Tpolavd é€Bav.
The réle of Homer in the construction of Pindar’s poetic persona is as the correct

evaluator of reputation and glory.

The following is the most difficult (because fragmentary) explicit reference to

Homer in Pindar (Paean 7b.11-14 = C2.11-14 Rutherford):

‘Opnpov [ca. 4 letters TpLlTTov kaT dpaiTov
tévTec, dlca. 5 letters dA\oTplarc av {mmolc
€mel av[ca. 6 letters mlTavov dppa’’

Motca[ca. 10 letters]pev.

The supplementation as printed in Maehler’s edition (Lobel, Snell) has been

S popdiv E€xetv mpde TLva occurs in Colossians 3.13 and in Christian writers quoting or

alluding to it, with popd1} understood in an active sense (“if one has a complaint against another”
RSV).

96 Also cited by Privitera 1982 ad loc.
97 vel moJravov dppa (Slater 1969, s.v. moTavée).
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shown to be incompatible with the space required.” The nature of the lacunae
means that it cannot be said for certain whether Pindar is stating that he will
follow Homer or that he will not. The clear reminiscence at Callimachus Aetia
fr.1.25-8 Pf. (where it must be conceded that dTp{mTo]yc is also a supplement,
which Pf. proposed before he became aware of the Paean®) does not help as
much as it might; it might be that Callimachus is echoing the sense as well as the
imagery of the Pindar passage, but it would be equally characteristic if he
adopted Pindar’s image and turned the sense around (‘oppositio in imitando’).
Assuming that the Homer referred to is in particular the poet of the Homeric
Hymn to Delian Apollo, it is certainly the case that from what we can gather
Pindar has not followed the Homeric account, at least in subject matter and key
facts (esp. the distinction between Delos and Ortygia). It seems to me on balance
more likely that Pindar here rejects ‘banal dependence’ (Rutherford) on Homer,

and that something like this is therefore the right idea for 11-12:100

‘Ounpov [éxac dTpi]rTov kat dpaliTév
tovTec, dlel odk dAJhoTplatc dv {mmoic
Far from Homer, going along an untrodden highway, always with horses not

belonging to another.

While I find it entirely possible that Pindar might have stated that he planned to
follow an authoritative account attributed to Homer, I agree with D’Alessio
(1995) in finding it at least unlikely that he would have done so by using the word
ToAUTpLTTOC, which suggests the unfavourable notions of dependency and lack

of autonomy rather than the positive aspects of authority and tradition.

7. Allusions to Homer in the Plataea Elegy

I here briefly list the places in which it appears that Simonides may have been

98 DrAlessio 1992, The antistrophe is almost entirely lost, so responsion cannot help us here. (But
it apparently included the word 8€ATov, fascinatingly cnough; ¢f. Call. fr.1.21 Pf. This short and
AeTTGC pocm was very possibly an important text for Callimachus).

9 Lobel had drawn the apparent parallel in the Pacan o Pleiffer’s attention in time for the
“addenda et corrigenda” (Pleiffer 1949 vol. 1, 499).

109 D Alessio 1995. He relates the sense to the concept of the remote path of truth in Parmenides.
Tam here broadly following Rutherford 2002.
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thinking of a particular Homeric passage or passages in fr.11 of his Plataea,
which is especially suitable for this sort of examination, both in that it is rather
better preserved than the other fragments and in that, as described above, it
contains explicit reference to Homer as well as other passages where, though the
allusion is less explicit, I still wish to argue that it is present.

The first three verses of this fragment, though poorly preserved, clearly represent
a powerfully Homerising moment-of-death simile. While the details are of course
speculative, it seems hard to deny that the sense must be reconstructed along the

lines of West’s translation:!0!

strfuck you... and you fell, as when a larch]
or pine-tree in the [lonely mountain] glades

is felled by woodcutters...

If either Simonides or his audience had a specific Homeric passage in mind, it
will probably have been 11.13.389-91 (=16.482-4),192 of which the beginning of

fr.11.2 is especially reminiscent:

TipLme & wc 6Te Tic Spdec HpLmev 7 dxepuic,

ne miTue Brwbpn, THY T obipect TékTovec dvdpec

€EéTapov melékecct venrkect vijiov elvat’

He fell, as when an oak falls, or a poplar, or a tall pine, which craftsmen cut

down in the mountains with sharp axes to be a timber of a ship.

In any case, the passage will have had an immediately perceptible epicising and
Homerising effect. If West is correct to reconstruct this passage as an apostrophe
addressed to Achilles,'* then that will have added a degree of piquancy to the
Homerising: apostrophe of characters in Homer is unusual and occurs only at
special moments when the generally objective persona of the narrator is briefly

abandoned. This would be especially suitable if it is correctly placed close to what

101 West 1993b, 168. On the uncertain placing of fr.11.1-4, v. n.10 above.

192 ¢f. Lobel ad P.Oxy. 2327.

193 1t would scem to be suggested if Tarf Te [ is the correct reading of the papyrus at 2327 {r.5.1
(mai[cé] ¢. West e.g.), but the traces do not seem o admit of any certainty. “Bases of letters
which may be combined in various ways; the beginning might be matr” Lobel ad loc.
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looks like a reference to the death of Patroclus (fr.11.6): the Iliad-poet’s special
sympathy for him is marked out by the fact that he is several times apostrophised,
with (sym)pathetic effect, in the Iliad.'™

Another clear Homeric allusion is surely to be read in line 13 of the fragment,

which is based on the speech of Chryses in I1.1 (u.19):!105

ékmépcal Ipidporo Moy, €V & olkad ikécOat

to sack Priam’s town, and make a good homecoming

Here the reminiscence is secure however we supplement the line; naturally
enough, scholars have used the Homeric line as a starting point. It has been
pointed out that doidLpoc is a carefully chosen adjective for Troy;!% it occurs
only once in the I/iad (never in the Odyssey) at 6.358, where Helen uses it of herself

and Paris:

AAN dye viv elceBe kal €eo Twid €m didpwl,

daep, émel ce pdlicta mévoc dppévac dudtpéPnkev

elvek épeto kuvoc kal, AxeEdvdpov évex dtnc,

olcty €ml Zebc Bfjke kakdv pépov, oc kai Omiccn

avBpamoLct TEADpEd dolSipol éccopévolct.

But come now: come in and sit upon this chair, brother-in-law, since for you
especially the effort has surrounded your mind, on account of me, bitch that I
am, and on account of Alexandros’ folly. Zeus placed a bad fate on us, so that

in future we might become the stuff of song for people yet to come.

As has been pointed out, this makes Luppe’s supplementation of kat Tpoinlv
unattractive, since the city is identified as Troy by the adjective in any case
(moAL]v is also closer to the line from Chryses’ speech).!07

Finally, it has also been observed that wkOpopoc is a striking choice of adjective

104 On Homer’s apostrophes for Patroclus and Menclaus, the two male characters in the Iiad

with a sense of gentler virtues, cf. Parry 1972, 9-21; Janko ad 7£.13.602-3, 16.20. Patroclus is so
addressed only in the sixteenth book, in which he dies.

105 ¢f. Parsons 1992a ad loc.
106 Ljoyd-Jones 1994.
107 Lioyd-Jones 1994: Luppe 1993, 6.
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in line 18, being used in the Jhiad almost exclusively of Achilles: on four out of five
occasions it is used of him by Thetis.|” In this connection, I favour the
supplement €€oxot Mpldwy suggested by Capra and Curti for u.14:'% though
they do not point this out, the phrase on which the supplement is modelled,
&€oxov Mpdwv, is also used in the Jliad only by Thetis of Achilles, and the poet
clearly wishes to emphasise the identity of dyxépayxot Aavaol of u.14!10 with
the wkOpopov yeveh[v of u.18.11

So much for fairly secure identifications of verbal allusion. Simonides’ use of
Homer will be discussed in a more focused way after a brief excursus on the

nature and extent of ‘pan-Hellenism’ and/or chauvinism in the /liad.
8. 'A€l dLAENYY 6 ToLnTHC;

During the archaic and classical periods, the Greeks spent a lot more time
fighting each other than fighting speakers of other languages, and the degree of
cooperation between poleis which appears to have been a phenomenon at Plataea
was unusual and consequent upon the state of crisis caused by the invasion of an
army which, disregarding the impossibility of determining the numbers
concerned, would presumably have been expected to beat the forces mustered by
the Greeks either together or separately. While it was argued above that the
Plataea elegy gives a special emphasis to both Sparta and its leader Pausanias, it
was also asserted that in various respects it also celebrated the pan-Hellenic
aspect of the battle, and argued that this combination of factors strongly
suggested that the poem was commissioned by Pausanias himself. In the course of
that discussion, it was suggested that the implied analogy drawn between
Simonides and Homer in fr.11 was in itself an element which could be read as
emphasising the pan-Hellenic element of the poem, since it implied the
corresponding analogy between the Plataiomachoi and the Achaean force at

Troy, made up of contingents from many poleis.

108 Lloyd-Jones 1994.

109 See Appendix 2.

MO dyxépaxot is my correction: dyépaxot ms. See Appendix 2.

" In addition (o the question of cthnicity which I discuss here, this would also remind the

audicncc that, like Achilles, some of the warriors at Plataca will have dicd fighting the barbarian -
and, perhaps, would reccive cult like him as well (cf., on heroisation, Boedeker 2001).
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It has been demonstrated that the way in which Greeks of the classical and later
periods divided up the world into Hellene (Greek-speaker) and Barbarian in no
way represents a given, but should rather be seen as a social and in part literary
construct of the fifth century.!!2

It is frequently observed that a characteristic of Homeric style is that the narrator
tends to present the story in a remarkably unobtrusive manner; he only rarely
makes explicit comment on the events he describes (the passages in which the
narrator explicitly contrasts the heroic age with the present day — oloL viv
BpoTol elct — are remarkable precisely because they are so uncharacteristic of
the poet’s general procedure).!® Similarly, devices which emphasise the persona
of the narrator as a separate individual are rare and tend to be reserved for
special occasions. Thus, all of the apostrophes addressed to Patroclus occur in the
book in which he dies, and in general use of apostrophe is rare.!'* The narrator
at no point tells us anything explicit about himself,!'> and is very disinclined to
present himself as commenting on the action and events of the poem. So
powerful is the lack of moral judgement voiced by the narrator that some have
even suggested that, contrary to what a plot-summary would lead one to believe,
there is in fact no pattern of justice running within the poem at all.''6 This
argument was convincingly refuted by Lloyd-Jones, who identified at the heart of
the problem a misguided tendency to believe that a work’s ethical content could
be inferred simply from an analysis of its vocabulary,!!? but the fact that it was
possible for people to think that way shows the extent of the narrator’s apparent
neutrality.

More recently than that dispute, Griffin showed that the refusal of the narrator to

pass explicit moral judgement on the events of the narrative can be observed at a

Y12 This is the argument of Hall 1989 (and of its memorable title), and should be associated with a
general increase in awareness of the historical and constructed nature of ethnicity.

113 Please note here the word “explicit”: Homer is nevertheless far from simply “telling it as it is”
such that no narratorial engagement is visible at all (if such a thing were possible). Narratorial
engagement is present but quiet and inexplicit. For criticism of insufficiently nuanced accounts of
Homeric “objectivity,” see de Jong 1997, 308 with further references, and especially de Jong
1987, 14-26; note that de Jong can still conclude (1997, 306) that “the Homeric narrator is a
somewhat hazy figure, who seldom steps forward to reveal his persona.”

114 Cf. ¢.g. de Jong 1997, 307 for the narrative significance of apostrophe.

115 De Jong 2006 suggests that, despite such reticence, the Homeric narrator makes certain
implicit claims for his own work.

16 Adkins 1960, ch.1.

17 Lloyd-Jones 1971, ch.1.
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purely lexical level: a large number of terms bound up with moral approval or
disapproval occur far more frequently in speeches than in narrative, where the
poet seems to avoid them.!'8 Similarly, certain kinds of vehemence were
considered inappropriate for narrative but suitable in the mouths of characters;
thus even the emphatic particle 1) is almost altogether excluded from narrative
(Griffin can find two usages, one in a passage which is peculiar on independent
grounds).!"” I find that an additional search to those performed by Griffin (easier
now, with more in the way of electronic resources; I used the TLG, where Griffin
used Ebeling) demonstrates that the words €veka, €lveka, otveka and Tolveka
(Tolveka) are also considerably more common in speech than in narrative
(20xN, 77xS; the phenomenon considerably more marked — 4xN, 49xS — with
€veka and elvexa than with ofiveka and Totveka). The narrator finds it quite
appropriate to have the characters impute motives and reasons for events (cf. the
speech of Helen quoted above), but when he does so himself he does so
inexplicitly, i.e. by narrating rather than explaining. 20

"The narratorial reticence on the question of the justice or lack of it present in the
poem is related to the question of the presence or absence of chauvinism,
inasmuch as that the quietness on the theology and morality of the poem means
that any ‘Achaeans good, Trojans bad’ flavour is certainly easily missable.
Certain passages in the poem, especially when given by themselves and without
parallels from other parts of the poem, can certainly lend themselves to

interpretation along these lines, however;'2! perhaps the most celebrated is the

18 Griffin 1986. Griffin 1980 implies a strong contrast between Achaean and Trojan, sceing
Paris as the “archetypal Trojan.”

19 Griffin finds two uses of 1) in narrative: 04.22.31, 21.99 (Griffin 1986, 45). De Jong adds Ii.
16.46 (dc Jong 1988, 188). For De Jong, the presence of vocabulary outside direct speech which is
more commonly found in the specches is regularly indicative of focalisation (i.e., speech vs.
narratorial voice is an inadequate dichotomy). Given that a notable place where the poct speaks
to the audience in something approaching his own personal voice is in the similes, which arc
known to be more innovative linguistically than most of the poems and arc receptive (o
anachronisms (iron ctc.) more than the ‘straight’ narrative, it would be interesting to factor them
in and to find out whether the words which are rare in narrative but common in speech are more
or less likely to occur in similes, but I am not aware that this has been done. It is in any case
worth noting that the only place in the fliad where Zeus is explicitly said to punish those who
infringe Alkn occurs in a simile (16.383(T; ¢f. Lioyd-Jones 1971, 6).

120 ¢f. Reinhardt [1938] 1997. On “judgement” in the narratorial voice, see Richardson 1990,
158-66, who rightly stresses the limits of the concept “objectivity” but stresses the rarity of “overt
commentary” (165).

121 For an attempt to read a chauvinist lliad, v. van der Valk 1953, refuted by Kakridis 1971; NB
in particular Kakridis® point that Homer has chosen to sing of the onc year in the war in which

67



Chapter 1: The Pan-Hellenic Poct

comparison between the noisy Trojans and allies and the silent Achaeans at the
beginning of the third book. This is one of the stronger passages for the scholar
who would argue for a chauvinist Homer. Even here, however, much of its force
derives from the effect of isolating it; when the Trojans are doing well and
marching on the ships, the situation is reversed.'?? Naturally, the strongest
argument in favour of an Jliad expressive of a chauvinistically pro-Achaean view
is to be found in the basic structures of the plot.! It cannot be ignored that the
whole war is known by both sides to be a consequence of Paris’ abduction of
Helen, which is not only a hubristic violation of the honour of her husband but
also an infringement of the rules of xenia. In addition, perhaps as a result of the
poet’s desire to have the plot of the Iliad mirror the story of the conflict as a
whole, most of the fighting in the poem is also a consequence of a Trojan act of
bad faith, when Pandarus breaks the truce in book 4 and thus initiates the
fighting once more, again by a breach of trust committed against the person of
Menelaus.'?* In general, as has been frequently observed, Paris is an inadequate
man characterised by excessive concern for his appearance and excessive interest
in sexuality and the female world of indoors, as opposed to fighting and the male
outdoors.'#> However, it is not with an Achaean that Paris is typically contrasted
but with another Trojan, his brother Hector, ' who is unambiguously a
courageous and great warrior and whose marriage to Andromache is clearly

placed in the sixth book in such a way as to contrast with the relationship

the Greeks do very badly (this would not of itself refute the notion of a chauvinist/nationalist
poem = such a thing could be casily conceived of, as, ¢.g., Dunkirk in British mythology ~ but it
docs refute van der Valk’s argument that Homer prefers to dwell on Achacan victories when he
can).

122 7713.41; Hall 1989, 30. In this argument on the chauvinism or otherwise of Homer, what
follow arc now essentially sclected highlights from Hall’s treatment of the subject.

123 Most of the plot will perhaps have been a given before the creation of the Iliad, but the
question whether the poem expresses a chauvinistic attitude is independent of the question of
from which stage in the history of its tradition this attitude derives. The opinion expressed here is
that chauvinism seems to have left litle mark on the Iliad as we have it, regardless of its
‘traditional’ or ‘authorial’ origin.

124 For a brief account of the relationship between the plot of the Jliad and the story of the war as
a whole, sce ¢.g. Silk 1987, 41-3.

125 But cven Paris® inadequacy can be overstated: for a defence, v. Bowra 1930, 210 (cf. Hall
1989, 31n.11). Sce Collins 1987 for a nuanced view of Paris’ cthical status in the Tiad.

126 1Tn order to contrast one thing with another, it is helpful first to bring them close together;
hencee parallels between Heetor and Paris such as the horse simile (5.50611.=15.263(1.), which
repetition was unattractive o the Hellenistic editors Zenodotus and Aristarchus, and to some
maodern cditors (266-8 del. West, against all mss. evidence). The lines are correctly defended by
Janko ad loc.; cf. Bowra 1930, 92 and Redficld 1975, 113ff.,, who treats the contrasting pair
Paris/Hector well.
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between Paris and Helen.'?” If we are to compare him with an Achaean, then I
suppose the most natural choice is Menelaus, but Menelaus, though in some
respects an appealing figure, is also a rather second-rate hero; the
Trojan/Achaean dichotomy which might have been created from the character
of Paris and the nature of the story of the war has in fact been allowed to lie
present in the story but on the whole rather unutilised in the Iliad: in many
respects, the failings of Paris seem to me to serve principally not in such a way as
to contrast with the Achaeans but rather in such a way as emphasises the most
appealing characteristics of the most important Trgjan hero.

Another way in which to address the question of Homeric chauvinism would be
to consider the rather obvious question: do we wish Troy to fall? To a certain
extent, the answer may be yes. Like most of the characters we might wish the war
over, and we know that the war must end with the fall of Troy. We might desire
the reintegration of Menelaus’ oikos and the righting of the injustice done to him
(and this is probably more true of the attitudes of the original audience than of
our own).'?® But in the end, I find it hard to imagine that anybody could wish
that Andromache and Astyanax suffer the fate that is predicted for them.'2) The
scenes in which we observe Hector, Andromache and Astyanax seem almost
inevitable to us, in that they have some of the patina of familiarity, and in that
they are worked into the structure so well (we can observe the contrasts between
the familial life of Hector and of Paris; like the shield of book 18, the scenes in
book 6 help to underline the tragedy of Achilles, when he decides to re-embrace
the world of battle; in any case, the whole poem emphasises the disruption of
peaceful life cycles by means in particular of the ‘obituary’ passages for minor
characters — Achaeans and Trojans — such as Simoeisius; etc.). It is therefore

worth noting that in plot terms there is absolutely no necessity that this should be

127 On Hector and Paris as ‘two brothers’ (cf. Cain and Abel, ctc.), and the possible relevance of
this for the Judgement of Paris passage in fliad 24, sce Davies 2003, csp. 39.

128 1t is worth noting that in the Odyssey (book 4) it seems to have been quite possible for Helen
successfully to be reintegrated into Menelaus® household; this seems strange even in its Odyssean
context (cl. Griffin 1980, 77-8). But perhaps some of our wonder at this is a consequence of our
view of marriage as a compact between loving individuals; the original audience might have felt
that Paris’ crime was cssentially a form of theft, which can be dealt with by the restoration of
Helen to her rightful owner, at which point everything is all right again. If Hermione is Helen’s
child by Paris, rather than by Menclaus, which is left open (0d4.4.12-14), even this seems not to
have caused a problem.

129 11.6.5441T.
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the case. The scenes (and others such as the lament of Andromache in /.22, the
reminiscence of Troy in peace at 22.154-6, etc.!*0) are in no way extraneous, since
they contribute to a thematic unity throughout the poem, but there was nothing
inevitable about their presence; on the contrary, they speak of a desire on the part
of the poet to call forth pity for the effects of the war on both sides.

The poem begins with strife among the Achaeans as a consequence of
reprehensible behaviour by the most senior of the Achaean force; it ends with a
scene of reconciliation based on the recognition of shared humanity between the

most senior Trojan and the Greek hero who has killed his sons.!3!

9. Adaptation of Homer in the Plataea Elegy

It is here argued that it is inadequate simply to observe the explicit mention of
Homer and strong implicit analogy between a) Simonides and Homer and b) the
Achaeans and the Platacomachoi. While certainly the case, it is equally not all
that can be observed if we simply comment that “there are some spectacular
redeployments of epic language in these lines.”’32 Much of my procedure will
consist of starting from others’ observations about particular words and phrases
and showing how (especially when taken together) they can be seen to have more
interpretative value than has been observed.

The beginning of the portion we have of the elegy concerning Achilles has been
reconstructed in such a way as to emphasise his special personal identity.
Certainly Jovoc xetpt[ (fr.11.8) here cries out for Amé\\]Jwvoc xeupt; given that
ldpaccev €¢[ is in the previous line, the idea that the sense is that it required not

only a mortal but also a god to kill Achilles is attractive, and West has successfully

130 ¢, Hall 1989, 31.

1311 feel somewhat as if T had laboured the point even in this brief account (see Hall 1989 for
more); to me it scems fairly obvious that any chauvinism in the poem is very insignificant (it docs
not of course follow from this that Homer is unaware of ethnicity; for a recent treatment of
Homeric ethnicity as expressed through awareness of linguistic difference, sce Ross 2005). But
both the scholia (whence the quotation from ZbT in 70.8.78; cf. Kakridis 1971) and modern
scholars perhaps under their influence have sometimes read chauvinism into the poem, and my
point must therefore be argued, even when it requires a bit of stating the obvious. A comparison
with Vergil, ¢.g. 4en.8.678-fin., helps us to sce the flavour of the Thad in this regard by means of
contrast.

132 Rutherford 2001, 44, ad fr.11.13-18 (he goces on to detail some of the redeployments;

interpretation is here taken a stage further),
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reconstructed to this sense.!? The uniqueness of Achilles is also emphasised by
the two matronymics which are restored with a high level of certainty as to sense
at fr.10.5 and fr.11.19-20; these emphasise Achilles’ divine ancestry.

Other factors assimilate Achilles and his contingent, the Myrmidons, with the
Achaean force in general. Of these, the most uncomplicated is perhaps the
phrase nu}Béwr dkdpopov yeveh[v (fr.11.18). This adjective (“short-lived,” or
“quickly-lived”) is associated in the Iliad with Achilles in particular.'3* On four
out of its five usages it is used of Achilles by Thetis,!3 in particularly memorable
passages. It may be that it further emphasises Achilles’ relationship with Thetis
(many of the passages in which we are most aware of his mortality are in his
encounters with his mother); it is certainly the case that it assimilates the Iliadic
Achilles with the whole host at Troy, seen as a “race of demi-gods.” In the Iliad,
Achilles is of course separated from the rest of the Achaeans, but here they are
brought closer together.!*6 In addition, this is an instance of a word of the type
analysed by Griffin, which the poet prefers to leave to the speakers in the poem
rather than using in the narrative; here Simonides uses it in the narratorial
voice.!37

A somewhat different assimilation seems to be taking place at fr.11.33-4. Here
the state of the text is rather poor, but it seems most likely that dptcT[oc refers to

the leader Pausanias. It is not possible from internal evidence to judge certainly

133 In the Jliad the fact of both a man and a god tends to be stressed where Achilles’ death s

predicted towards the end of the poem; the prophecies of his death generally get more specific as
the poem goes on (19.416, by the horse Xanthus; 22.359, by the dying Hector); ¢f. Edwards ad
18.95-6, 19.415-7.

134 ¢f. Lloyd-Jones 1994; Poltera 1997, 354-5. Poltera clides the distinction between words used
by the narrator and those used by a speaker: “c’est Pépithéte préférée d’Achille, dont Homére dit
qu'il est kupopdTaTOC dAWY™; this is something the poet would be very unlikely to say in his
own voice.

135 1.417, 18.95, 18.458, 1.505 in superlative form; in its one other use it has a different sensc
(“bringing rapid death,” of arrows) 15.441. In the Odyssey the adjective is always used of the
suitors when it has the same sensc as here, and always in specch (1.266=4.346=17.137). The
alternative sense occurs once, again of arrows (22.75).

136 T feel that the fact that the adjective is so used in the Jliad would have assured that its Achillcan
flavour would have come through to the audience here. If more were needed, it will have helped
that the adjective has the Ok0- clement, which makes it even easier to make the connection
because of the connection with T68ac dkbe. AxtAetc | which perhaps suggested the less
common okVpopoc in the first place. The adjective is used twice in the position before the
cacsura and once at the beginning of the line, and its use is not formulaic, at least not according
to any definition of the formula in which metrical conditions are a factor.

137 dkdpopoc is not discussed in Griffin 1986, but it resembles a group of words generally or only
used in speeches where the speaker refers to him/herself, except that the word is regularly used
by Thetis of her son rather than of hersell (Griffin 1986, 41).
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whether the adjective means here ‘very excellent’ or ‘most excellent’, though if
the name of his father, Cleombrotus, is correctly read here it might suggest the
latter, since viéc... KheopBpéTou dptcToc involves the risk of ‘best son of
Clemobrotus’, i.e. better than the other sons, which would be inept; it would
therefore be better for the sense to be clarified by a following genitive plural, ‘best
of the such-and-such’. I am tempted to supplement dptct[oc | ‘ENAfvwv. In
terms of external evidence, it is certainly preferable to read “most excellent,”
“best”; only a few lines after the explicit reference to Homer’s commemorative
activity and his role in preserving the kAéoc of the Achaeans, the audience will
naturally think of the Iliadic theme of Achilles as “Best of the Achaeans.”!38 It
may be relevant that Pindar’s references to Homer in V.7 and 1.4 (see above) may
both be related to the “Best of the Achaeans” motif, with reference to the contest
between Ajax and Odysseus over the arms of Achilles.!3 It might be objected
that it would be tactless of Simonides to say this of Pausanias, and that the other
Greeks would have found such praise of him excessive. Perhaps: but it would not
be the only occasion where Pausanias caused annoyance by his self-promotion. It
is recorded that the Spartans found the epigram offensive which Pausanias had
inscribed beneath the Serpent Column (attributed to Simonides, as Persian Wars
epigrams generally are) in which he presents himself as a pan-Hellenic leader.!40 I
suspect that dptctoc | “EAfvwr would correspond well to the sort of thing
Pausanias would have liked said. However, it would be an excessively blatant
case of circular argument (nor can I claim that the supplement is more than
plausible) if I were to insist upon | “EXAfjvwv before going on to argue from the
supplement, so I shall leave it simply as a possibility and restate that in any case
the use of dpicT[oc creates an analogy between Pausanias and Achilles.

If the use of wkdpopov yeved[v assimilates the whole Achaean army to Achilles,
something similar appears to be going on on the other side as well, again using an

Tliadic word with a special pedigree. It has been pointed out!*! that the word

138 Cf. Nagy 1999, 26-41.

I3 Cf. Nisctich 1989, Part 1.

140 See above, section 1.5. Huxley 2001, 76, suggests that the true wording of the epigram “may
have been less boastful,” suggesting ¢.g. émel cTpatdc GAeTo MASwY. Assuming the historicity
of Thucydides’ account of the erasure of the inscription, the transmitted text scems far more
likely.

141 Lloyd-Jones 1994.
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L

doidipoc, used at fr.11.13, has a special resonance, as it is a word used only once
in the lliad, at 6.358 (Helen speaking to Hector, quoted above). It is not made
explicit whether the phrase elvek épelo kuvoc kal, AheEdvdpou €vex dTne
refers to the Judgement of Paris or, more likely, to his abduction of Helen. Helen
blames herself and Paris (I shall discuss this further below), and it is specifically
upon the two of them that she says that Zeus has put a terrible fate, so that it is
these two who will become doi8tpot. The reminiscence of this line by Simonides
is intertwined with that of 11.1.19,'2 from which Parsons supplemented w6\t Jv
and [olkad {JkovTo (Chryses prays that the Achaeans will make a safe

homecoming, 18-19 quoted):

VPV pev Beol Solev, ONdpmia dépat éxovrec'®
ékmépcat IMprdpoto mOALY, €0 & olkad ikécOar:
May the gods who have their homes on Olympus grant to you to sack Priam’s

city and make a good homecoming.

This confluence of reminiscences from two specific sources is well described by

Poltera:

Ce passage [sc./[.6.357-8] est important pour la compréhension du vers de
Simonide. Comme nous le savons depuis ’exorde de 1'/liade, la phrase
prophétique d’Hélene est devenue la dure réalité: éxmépcar IMprdporo TéALY,
€0 & olkad ikécOar. L'un et Pautre des vers d’Homeére devaient résonner
dans les oreilles de I'auditoire, chaque fois que ce vers de Simonide était

déclamé. !+

Now, Poltera also states that, on the basis of the etymology of the word and its
attestation in epic (the Iliadic line quoted and £.4phr.299), the word should not be

seen as having the negative associations given by LSJ’s “notorious, infamous.”

142 Cf. the good analysis of Poliera 1997, 199-200.

143 The synizesis of 8eol required by the metre is attested only here; Bentley’s Dupt Beol pev
Sotev is possible. Cf. Pulleyn 2000 ad loc.

4 Policra 1997, 199. As Poltera suggests (200n.15), the specificity of reference in the word
do{8tpov is reason enough to reject Luppe’s supplement kai Tpoin v this had alrcady been
pointed out by Lloyd-Jones 1994,
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Accordingly, he says that “méA\v doiSipov de Simonide ne comporte aucun
Jugement de valeur.”!%5 This is in a limited sense true; the words do not have
negative or evaluative connotations. However, the contextualised effect here is not
neutral in value terms. In I/iad 6, Helen’s speech personalises the ethics of the
situation in focusing on herself and Paris specifically: the two of them are the
cause of the war, the two of them have a kakdV Hoépov from Zeus and the two of
them will be doiStpot. Simonides, by bringing the adjective into the context of a
line which focuses on the conflict seen as being between two cities and two
armies, effects a kind of assimilation between the unhappy pair and Troy viewed
as a single unit. The responsibility of Helen and Paris for the war is brought into
very close contact with the city as a whole. All of this happens in a line
immediately after one which must have somehow described the conflict at Troy
in terms of 8{kmn, something which never happens in the Zliad.'* Just as the use of
wKOpopoc in u.23 of the fragment seems to have an assimilative effect vis-3-vis
Achilles and the entire Achaean host, so doi8t Jov seems to have the same effect
here between the Trojans and the pair viewed as responsible for the war. In
context, Helen’s speech in liad 6 is pathetic and we pity her feelings of shame
and guilt, and the narrator does not validate her account of her own guilt and
Paris’; in its Simonidean reincarnation the word used to echo it has acquired the
authority of the narratorial voice.

Having rejected the temptations of circular argument in my discussion of the
possibility of supplementing ‘EAMjvwv as the first word of fr.11.34 above, I shall
now embrace their siren charms once more in discussing the text of u.14. Here
there are two issues. The first is the question of how to supplement the first one
and a half feet of the line, and the second is what to make of the peculiar
ayépayot. With regard to the first part of the line, the letter after the two
omegas must surely be a nu, though the trace as seen on the published

photographs is by no means obviously so; we are dealing with a genitive plural.!+?

145 Poliera 1997, 200n.14.

46 doua... 8iknc as an image is clsewhere unattested in Greek (Rutherford 2001 resorts to
parallcls from Old Irish and the Rig Veda) and peculiar. The hesitation of the scribe of P.0xy.2327
between dppa and Téppa may indicate that the text is defective here, but dppa rather than
8ik[nc appears to be the problem. Alan Griffiths suggests €ppa as an emendation, which is
certainly plausible. In any case, it scems to be the case that the Trojan war is (as never in Homer)
discussed in terms of justice.

147 Parsons reports (Parsons 1992a, 10} more traces visible by autopsy, which happily suggest nu
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The possibilities for this word would seem to be Tplwwy or fpldwy, both of
which were suggested by Parsons. I consider it preferable to read a genitive here
which refers to Aavaol, and thus to have the whole line paralleling more closely
u.18, thereby emphasising the identity of the Danaan host with the race of
demigods.'# Thus I would prefer to read npldwy, and find a noun with a sense
‘leaders’ uel sim. or an adjective which may be followed by a genitive. Two of the
latter have been suggested: pépTaTot (Parsons) and éEoxot (Capra and Curti).!4
Both are possible; Capra and Curti point out that the collocation dépTaTol
Npwwv is unattested in archaic and classical Greek, whereas the phrase on which |
€€oxot Npdwv is modelled occurs twice in the Iliad. On both of these occasions it

occurs in the line:

b4 € ’ L L ¥ -3
€Eoxov Npdwv, d & avédpapev €prel Lcoc

Outstanding among heroes, he grew up like a sapling.

This highly memorable line, in which we see a striking combination of Achilles as
great hero and Achilles as growing boy, is spoken on both of its occurrences by
his mother Thetis.! T would note that this supplement is already attractive
before the special status of the Homeric phrase is noted, for reasons noted above
by me and for the reason given by Capra and Curti, that it is a phrase with a
good archaic pedigree and seems to give good sense. If we choose to accept it,
then it also represents a further instance of the phenomenon I have observed with
reference to the word wkdpopoc, by which the poet’s careful use of diction seems
to assimilate the Achaeans at Troy to their greatest hero. This is especially strong
since whatever the supplement at u.14, it in any case seems to be a line to be read
(indeed, heard) as corresponding to u.18, which is where @KURopoC occurs.

The problem of ayépaxot I consider to be one which should very likely be
solved by emendation, and it is my opinion that we should here read

dyxépaxot. I have discussed this at greater length in an Appendix; I deliberately

on palacographical grounds as well as sense grounds.
148 ¢f. Sbardclla 2000, 6. The parallelisms of structure between the two pentameters would seen
to encourage this.

149 Parsons 1992a ad loc., Capra and Curti 1995, 28.

130 11.18.57 (addressing the Nereids) = 18.437 (addressing Hephacstus). Cf. 2.483, where €Eoxov
npdeceLy | is used of Agamemnon, at one of his highest points in the poem.
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(and perhaps with a hint of disingenuity) argue there only on grounds separate
from my argument here, where I shall point out that if d'yxépaxot is read, then
that too would perhaps serve the same purpose of collapsing the distance
between Achilles and the Achaean host as a whole. On three out of four uses in
the Zliad, it is used with special reference to Achilles’ henchmen, the Myrmidons,
in particular at points where the ‘best-ness’ of Achilles is part of the point of the

passage.!5!

10. Evil-minded Paris

The poor state of preservation of the following lines (11.9-19W = P.Oxy.3965
fr.1.1-4 with 2327 fr.6) is particularly to be regretted. I give Parsons’ edited

transcript (first line quoted is hexameter):

Jceoucar [ Jer[
Mplidpov matct x[ . Jop[
. AXe&dlvBporo kakbdplovolec we [
1.8einc dppa kabeile Sik[n(-)

sons of Priam... of evil-minded Alexandros... the chariot of justice destroyed...

This follows a part which has been plausibly reconstructed to refer to the death of
Achilles and/or Patroclus, and comes before 11.13, which certainly refers to the
destruction of Troy. “The general drift,” says Parsons,!52 “emerges from
kakodp[, kabetre and S1k][, that the destruction of Troy resulted from the sin of
Paris.” This is surely correct, and it seems certain that, had we more to go on,
these two couplets would be very important for our understanding of the way in
which Simonides presents the Trojan War. An obvious question is “which sin of
Paris?” i.e., was there a reference to the abduction of Helen, or to the Judgment

of Paris, or was there only a general reference to his bad character, leaving the

151'16.248: Achilles’ praycr for Patroclus’ safe return to the ships “with all his armour and his
closc-fighting companions™; 16.272 Patroclus urges the Myrmidons to fight “so that we may bring
honour (6 Peleus” son, who is by far the best by the ships of the Argives, and his close-fighting
henchmen [se. are also best/excellent; ¢f. Janko ad loc.]”; 17.165 Glaucus cchoes Patroclus’
words in pointing out o Hector that Achilles is the best of the Argive warriors. The other usage is
with Mucot, 13.5.

152 Parsons 1992a, 29.
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audience free to think of either or both of these? A variety of possible approaches
to supplementation is considered by Parsons ad loc., and the variety indicates the
high degree of uncertainty. A central issue is the participle (probably) to be
supplemented in u.10. The options considered by Parsons are x[apillopfev-
(Parsons, with excellent parallels cited ad loc.) and x[aXemT]op[ev- (West). If
somebody is granting favour to the sons of Priam, that should be Apollo killing
Achilles (or possibly Patroclus). If somebody is angered at the sons of Priam, in
the context of the sinfulness of Paris, that should be one or more of the anti-
Trojan deities. In favour of the latter idea, as pursued by West, if u.10 still refers
to Apollo, then the movement to 11, which must concern not the death of
Achilles but the transition to the fall of Troy, would seem very abrupt (cf. Parsons
ad loc.). In addition, there is the factor that u.9 looks rather as if it might contain
the feminine participle éotca (or €od¢ dm-), though it could represent -€0UC
dm-. This might suggest one of the anti-Trojan goddesses, Hera or Athene. For a
sure reference to the Judgement of Paris, we might prefer both goddesses, and

this is what West supplies e.g. for this couplet:

MaXac & éyyble €odca me[pikhedc dlet[v kaBeilev!s,
cuv & "Hpn, Mplidpov marct x[laremTIoplevan
Pallas, being close by, destroyed the famous city, and with her Hera: they were

angry with the sons of Priam.

One may object that the placing of ¢cbv & “Hpn here seems rather an
afterthought.

It is worth noting that the sigma in West’s dJcT[v should be dotted (as it is by
Parsons, even in his edited transcript): it could equally be the right hand part of a
kappa, which raises the further possibility of Hector’s name. Sbardella restores a

reference to the death of Hector here, with Athena but without Hera:!5*

HaXac § éyyvle éode dme[Telcato "Elkrlopa Silov

€yxet cd, Mpldpov maiel x[aremT]épufevn.

158 With characteristic boldness, West (in IEG?) suggests (ad u.12): “(é )k{xave malim; puta
KkaBelle cx 9 irrepsisse.”
15¢ Shardclla 2000, 10.
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Pallas, being close by, took vengeance on godlike Hector

with your spear, being angry with the sins of Priam.

If there was a reference to the Judgement of Paris discernible in these lines, it
would have represented, certainly in this Iliadic context, a cue for the audience to
remember the famous single reference to the same incident in the Zliad. This is in
any case a useful comparandum, as a place where the poet goes further than is

his custom in appearing to attribute responsibility for the war (11.24.25-30):

€vh d\lotc pev macw éfvdaver, oldé mod "Hpme

oud¢ TMoceddwy 0b8E yYAavkdmidt kolpnL,

A\ €xov g chv mp@dTov dmiixbeTo IAtoc Lo

kal Mplapoc kai Aadc. AleEdvdpou évek drnc,

oc veikecce Bedc, 6Te ol péccaviov {kovTo,

™V § nivne # ol mépe paxroctivmy dreyelviy.

This pleased the others; but it never pleased Hera, nor Poseidon, nor the grey-
eyed maiden, but they kept on the same as since holy Ilion became hateful to
them, along with Priam and his people, because of the folly of Alexandros,
who angered the goddesses when they came to his bothy, and praised the one

who offered him shameless lust.

The authenticity of these lines has been disputed since antiquity.'® I shall not
give a defence here, but rather refer to the celebrated treatment of Reinhardt,
augmented by further work by M. Davies. 56

This is an remarkably explicit narratorial assignment of responsibility, though it

Is to some extent mitigated by the fact that it is clearly focalised through the

155 % bT record the athetesis of 23-30 by an unknown scholar, and the athetesis of 24-30 by
Aristarchus; Aristonicus records the athetesis of 25-30, which may have been Aristarchus’ real
position. Most of the perceived problems can be eradicated by the removal of 29-30 only (which
remains Wests solution in the Teubner (West 1998-2000)).

156 Reinhardt [1937] 1997. Davies 1981 points out that Reinhardt’s argument explains why the
Judgement is not mentioned in other places more effectively than why it is mentioned here, and
suggests that the refusal of the goddesses to put aside their anger is contrasted with the
reconciliation between Achilles and Priam. Davies 2003 suggests a parallelism between the three
women visited by Hector in Iliad 6 and the three goddesses of the judgement. The da capo
reference to the origin of the war is apt towards the end of the poem, as Eustathius saw: kal Gpa
dmoc T Tod Tpwikod TOXéROV alTLwTdTnY TPAELY TéL TéAel Tic, IAuddoc étaptetcaro,
ém TocobTov dvapThcac Tov dkpodTny (ad 24.28-30); cf. Richardson ad loc.
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viewpoint of the anti-Trojan divinities. There is nevertheless no word here to
compare with Simonides’ kaképp[ovo]c: the phrase AheEdvSpou Evek dtnce |,
which is used also in the speech by Helen where she describes the source of her
present woes (6.354-8, quoted above), does not carry the same force as this.!>” To
accuse somebody of being afflicted with dTn is not necessarily to make an
assertion about his bad character, since the word frequently refers to a sort of
folly or delusion which comes upon a person from outside and over which he has
no control. Thus, famously, Agamemnon explains his wrong-headedness in the
quarrel of the first book of the Iliad by saying that he is not responsible because he
was afflicted by dn (19.86-9):

éyo & obk aiTidc eipt,
dMd Zede kal Moipa kai fepodoitic. Epuvic,
ol 7€ pot elv dyopni dpeciv Euarov dyprov arnv,
fikatt 7éL 61 . AxtAfoc yépac adToc dmnlpwy.
I'am not to blame. Rather, Zeus and Moira and air-stepping Erinys, who cast
wild dT into my mind in the assembly, on that day when I myself stripped

Achilles of his prize.

Again, the passage from book 6 already mentioned gains much of its force from
the fact that Helen, in her self-hating misery, attributes their present sufferings to

Paris’ delusion (dTn), but to herself in her very nature as a ‘bitch’ (6.356):

14 3 ~ \ \ 7 (4 b4
€LVeK €peto kuvoc kal, AeEdvdpou évek dTnc.

On account of me, bitch that I am, and on account of the folly of Alexandros.

If a reference to the Judgement is correctly to be restored here, the closeness
between this passage and the passage from the last book of the Jliad makes € lvek
(Parsons ad loc., printed in textu by West) a particularly attractive supplement at
the beginning of u.11.

However, this is all in the realms of speculation. Regardless of exactly how and

why Paris is held responsible for the fall of Troy here, we at least have enough to

157 As mentioned, its unusualess in blaming Paris cven o this degree is reduced (o the extent
that it should be scen as focalised through the standpoint of the goddesses.
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say with certainty that certain features are striking precisely because of their un-
Homeric tone. One is the use of kaképpwy: this epithet is unhomeric, occurring
only as a worthless emendation of Zenodotus at 7/.11.123 and 138;158 the regular
epithets for Paris, as Parsons notes ad loc., are 8loc and Beoednic. Further,
Griffin shows!9 that all words of the kax- group are considerably less common in
the narratorial voice; I can add that there is no place in the whole of the Iliad
where Paris is named (he is not named in the Odyssey) where an adjective of the
Kak- group refers to him.!% The word kakédpp[ovo]c will have had a striking
effect, surrounded by Homeric vocabulary as it is. The fall of Troy as a
consequence of Paris’ error is not attributed (or not only attributed) to the
unforgiving malice of the anti-Trojan gods (as in the Judgement passage in 1. 24),

but is described in terms of the workings of 5{kn.

11. Allusion and Interpretation

In the light of the large number of Homeric allusions that others and I have
identified in the elegy, and most obviously in the light of the explicit reference to
Homer in uu.15ff,, it seems to me that establishing what Simonides does with his
Homeric allusions is integral to the interpretation of the fragment as a (false)
whole. Allusion here resembles metaphor or simile;'8! resemblance and contrast
are both important. In particular, it is interesting to look at Simonides’ allusions
to the Jliad and the ways in which he adapts and changes from his source text.

I have shown respects in which Simonides assimilates Achilles and the Achaean
force as a whole; we have nothing to suggest the rupture between the Achaeans
which forms most of the plot of the Jiad, but instead Achilles’ adjective OkULOpoC

is made to qualify all the Achaean side at Troy, who are further implicitly

198 Zenodotus will have considered it inappropriate to call Antimachus 8atdpwy “wise, prudent,”
i.e. the correction is based on lack of undcrstanding of oral style. He may of course have taken the
cpithet from here.

159 Griffin 1986, 39.

160 The closest thing to it is at J1.5.63, where the word dpxexdkouc refers to the ships with which

Paris went to abduct Helen (Griffin does not include this word in his list of words with kakdc,
which is a conscquence of the fact that he was using paper sources only rather than a search
string Kak in a digital concordance, which would now be the way o go; Griffin 1986, 39).

161 Conte 1986, cf. above, Introduction.
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compared with the men who fought at Plataea.'s? In addition, the lines
concerning the Trojan war and its causes are given a new set of resonances by
the combination of multiple source texts from the Jliad, in such a way as to focus
attention much more explicitly on the evil character of Paris and also to associate
his wrong-doing with the city of the Trojans as a whole. Rather than with the
sympathetic Hector, Paris is juxtaposed with the best of the Achaeans, Achilles.
The overall effect is that Achilles and Paris have become representative figures,
from which we may gauge the moral characters of the two sides fighting at Troy.
The fall of Troy is presented as an illustration of the notion that Jjustice always
catches up in the end. In uu.15ff., Homer’s glorificatory function looks rather as
if it refers only to the Achaeans who fought at Troy, rather than to the Trojans as
well.

Taking these points in isolation from each other, it could be said that I have
provided numerous instances of a phenomenon by which elegy tends towards
being a more ‘subjective’ genre than Homeric epic: the elegiac poet is willing to
speak in a more explicitly judgmental way than the epic poet. Accordingly, he
selects his Homeric allusions in a way which corresponds to his own elegiac style,
for example taking vocabulary which in epic is more commonly associated with
speeches and happily deploying it in the narratorial voice. It is in generic terms
more natural for the elegiac poet to present his material in an ethically charged
manner, where the epic poet leaves ethical reflection as it were immanent in the
poem, in the voices of the characters and the reflections of the audience.
(Ethically reflective characters function like the chorus in a tragedy; they are not
necessarily representing an ‘authorised’” comment on the poem, but they do
provide the audience with an encouragement to perceive the events of the poem
as ethically charged and to reflect upon them themselves. This is surely how we
still behave when, for example, we read Achilles’ version of the Niobe story in
11.24).

In addition, it seems to be characteristic of elegy that it celebrates or reinforces
the identity of a group. Sympotic elegy like Theognis tends towards a kind of

inward-turned definition of the circle of ‘good men’; the addressee is warned of

162 Thus they too may be seen as having chosen a short and glorious life and their death at
Plataca, which choice is now associated with all of the Achacans at Troy as well as with Achilles
specifically.
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the dangers presented by social and ethical instability which makes it difficult to
define the esthloi. There here appears to be a degree of continuity between
sympotic and large-scale elegy, since the festival elegies seem to have dealt with
subject matter which places emphasis on the collective identity of the polis, such
as local history, especially foundation myths; Mimnermus’ Smyrneis most likely
dealt with both ‘mythical’ foundation material concerning Ephesus (maybe even
including an Amazon: the archetypal other against which political identity may
be determined) as well as recent material concerning fighting with the Lydians.!63
Both sympotic elegy and festival elegy seem to employ a rhetoric of
inclusion/exclusion and group definition.!% The practice of commemorating a
battle like Plataea with a performance of an elegy brings into play a new
expansion of the elegiac group; rather than the group of symposiasts or the
oligarchic class, or the polis as a whole, the group whose identity can be
celebrated is the wide ranging assortment of states that fought at the battle. As
such, the poem seems to celebrate this group as well as the general Pausanias,
whose interests were also served by the presentation of a group consisting of
Hellenes, of which he could be presented as a leader.

Inasmuch as that it commemorates the combined military action of Greek
speakers from numerous poleis against peoples to the east of the Greek world, the
Ihad might have seemed like an excellent mythological exemplum for Simonides
to use as an analogy for the men who fought at Plataea.!6> Yet the Jliad of Homer
is pervaded by division among the Achaean side; the Trojan side is in no respect
demonised; in numerous ways which I have discussed above it may be seen as a
rather inappropriate model for a poet who wished to celebrate Pausanias’
supposed leadership of a united pan-Hellenic front against the Persians.
Simonides’ response is to adapt motifs from the Zliad in such a way as to present a

consistently revisionist account of the poem, in which it emerges as a conflict

163 Gf. Bowic 1986, 28-9.

154 This aspect is both a link and a difference with regard to Callimachus’ elegy. His usc of local
historics (from prose sources) is done at a distance from the court and library in Alexandria
{excepting his special interest in Cyrene): he gathers together interesting stories from all over the
Greck world. Mimnermus presumably performed his Smymeis in a socially embedded sctting in
Ephesus, as an Ephesian among other Ephesians (as Solon his Salamis among Athenians).

165 This is related to pan-Hellenic ideology in Simonides’ treatment of Plataca by c.g. Capra
2004, 120; but Capra docs not observe the extent 1o which Simonides re-presents and reinterprets
his source textin order to use Homer for this purposc.
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between a united Achaean force closely associated with Achilles and a Trojan
force associated with Paris and with his moral inadequacy, perhaps as presented
in the story of his Judgement between the three goddesses, so that the war is
presented explicitly as the activity of justice. The way in which he does so in the
specific historical circumstances which were operative in the aftermath of the
Persian Wars may be seen not only as a fascinating example of allusive
appropriation between genres but also as a key document in the early history of
pan-Hellenic ideology. As such, in its reinvention of the most important poetic
text of Greek antiquity, it should be seen as a crucial text in the cultural history of
Europe: the ‘Invention of the Barbarian’ in the fifth century BC was a key
moment in the mythologisation of European identity as viewed in the very long
term. When, for example, journalists marvel at the wealth amassed in palaces by
despotic Oriental rulers — generally unremarkable compared with the Leonardos
and Rembrandts of our own dear Queen — we can see the long shadow cast by
the Greek notion of the freedom-loving Hellene and the despotic, wealth-loving
barbarian: a notion of which we can see the early history in Simonides’

commemoration of the battle at Plataea.
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Pindar, Simonides and Money: Pindar’s Isthmian 2

1. Pindar Isthmian 2

In this chapter and the following we leave the question of ethnic definition and
identity and turn to a different aspect of Simonides’ creation of and reflection
upon the réle of the poet in his time: the interaction of the poet with the
economic world of exchange. (Simonides’ associations with Hellenic ethnicity will
resurface in chapter 4, which shows both themes together as important features
of Simonides’ reception in Theocritus 16). In chapter 3, the substantial and
intriguing tradition surrounding Simonides’ supposed interest in money, wealth
and associated tensions in patronage will be examined in detail, and an attempt
will be made to relate this to aspects of his own poetic practice which can still be
seen even in the meagre scraps of his songs available to us. The present chapter
focuses much more narrowly on the ode of Pindar in which the same theme
seems to be presented and problematised more strongly than elsewhere in the
younger poet’s oeuvre: Isthmian 2. It would in any case seem worthwhile to spend
some time examining the work of Pindar which seems most obviously relevant to
this general theme.! However, Isthmian 2 is here used as more than simply a
comparandum. The present chapter argues that features of this song are marked
by Pindar’s engagement with the poetic practice of Simonides, and that this
engagement is most naturally interpreted together with the ode’s unusual (for
Pindar) problematising of economic relations in connection with song.
Essentially, therefore, this chapter argues that Isthmian 2 belongs in the same
tradition as the (mostly later) sources considered in chapter 3. These two chapters
should therefore be seen as cohering especially closely together.

They are, however, argued separately, for a number of reasons. One is simply
that the reading of Isthmian 2 presented here, if correct, has a special importance
in the reception of Simonides by virtue of its date and provenance: this song, if

the argument of this chapter is accepted, shows us that Simonides is seen as an

' On cconomics and exchange in Pindar more generally, see in particular the important
treatment of Kurke 1991, whose reading of the present poem will be examined below.
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important figure in the construction of the poetic response to the economics of
patronage during his own time and in the work of a poet who moved in the same
world as he did, and probably on much the same terms. This testimonium to
Simonides’ reception, therefore, should not be marked by anachronism and
misunderstanding of the poetics or cultural world of early classical song-culture,
since it is itself a product of that same world. Another reason is more pragmatic:
by virtue of its date and for other reasons, this aspect of Simonides’ reception is
capable of being discussed alone, and for the convenience of the reader has
therefore been separated from the treatment of the rest of the tradition of which
it is argued to form a part in order to break the material up into more digestible
pieces. A third reason is rhetorical. It has proved possible to argue separately for
a genuinely Simonidean origin for the tradition associating Simonides with issues
of wealth and remuneration both in Pindar and also in the later tradition. The
fact that these two strands of argument can point independently in the same
direction might seem to enhance the plausibility of each separate strand, and of
the general conclusion which they share (two arguments tending to the same
point are better than one). This conclusion is that the problematising treatment
of aspects of the relationships involved with the world of money and of the
payment of a fee in exchange for poetic commemoration were associated with
Simonides by others because they were treated by Simonides himself in his own
work in a striking and remarkable way, and that this tradition therefore reflects
the difficulties and interest of the construction of the réle of the poet in
Simonides’ own times.

Pindar’s second Isthmian was probably composed in the late 470s and was
addressed to Thrasyboulus of Akragas. The poem owes its place in the book of
Isthmians to the fact that it especially commemorates the victory of
Thrasyboulus’ deceased father Xenocrates in the Isthmian games. It is thus
slightly anomalous as an epinician by virtue of its occasion and the fact that it has
two laudandi: Xenocrates, the victor, and Thrasyboulus, who commissioned the

poem and to whom it is addressed.? In any case, the poem has many epinician

2 cf. Bowra 1964, 356 contra, Verdenius 1988 (~ Verdenius 1982) ad 1.2.12. Perhaps Nisctich
has it about right where he draws attention (o the fact that, because of the death of Xenocrates,
the poem is necessarily addressed to Thrasyboulus, and Pindar has therefore “adapted the
epinician form to suit his needs and those of Thrasyboulus, who is not a victor” (Nisetich 1977,
151).
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characteristics and treats athletic victories as one of its main topics for praise,
while also perhaps initially alluding to an erotic flavour more characteristic of
non-epinician encomia, such as Pindar had previously composed for the same
Thrasyboulus.?

The section of the poem which has made it a place of special interest in
connection with the economics of paid-for poetry is the beginning, occupying the
larger part of the first triad (the whole consisting of three triads: this is no small

part of the total):

Ot pev mdhat, ® OpaciBoule,

dATEC, Ol Xpucapmikwy
éc dlppov Morcav €Bat-

VoV KAUTAL GOpLLYYL cuvavTépevol,
¢t/ ’ b ’ 7’ *
ptuda mardelove éTéEevov petydpuac tpvove,
6cTic éav kaoc elxer. AdpodiTac

€0BpSrov prdcTepav adictav dmdpav.

a Motca yap od dptlokepdhic

Tw T6T A o8 épydTic:
old émépravTo yAukel-

at pedbéyyov moti Tepdixépac
apyvpwbeicat mpdcwma parbakédwvar doidal.
viv § €dinTi <T0> Twpyelov dpurdEar

Pk dhabelac «Tdc> dyxieta Baivov,

" 4 / 3 7 "
Xpipata xpipar dvip
0c d kTedvwy § dua etdeic kai dpiiwv.
éccl yap wv codpde’ obk dyveT deldw

IeBpiav immorct vikav...

* fr.124 M; cf. the erotic encomia frr. 123, 128 M. Pindar also commemorated the athletic
victories of his father (Pyth. 6) and uncle (O 2 and 3). Given that Pyth. 6, composed during
Xenocrates” lifetime, also spends a lot of time on praise of Thrasyboulus, it docs not seem to me
that biographical speculations suggesting that Pindar was personally well-disposed towards the
son should be dismissed out of hand (c.g., the introduction o Isthmian 2 in Bury 1892): personal
friendship with Thrasyboulus and his family might have allowed him a degree of licence in the
present poem which would have been undiplomatic in a poem addressed to a new patron. For a
possible way of interpreting croticism in encomiastic poctry in connection with changes in
exchange and patronage, see Nicholson 2000,
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7. perLdp86yyov Heyne: - ot mss.

9. suppl. Heyne.

10. suppl. Bergk : <68&v> Turyn post Hermann.

The ancient men, Thrasyboulus, who would embark upon the chariot of the
Muses with golden headbands, joining themselves to the fame-bringing lyre,
would readily shoot sweetly-singing songs of love for boys — for whoever was
beautiful and had the sweetest ripeness such as to attract Aphrodite of the fine
throne.

For the Muse was then not yet a lover of gain, nor a working girl. Nor were
the sweet, gentle-voiced songs sold for a fee by honey-voiced Terpsichore,
their faces silvered. But now she enjoins upon us to pay attention to the saying
of the Argive, which comes closest to the true state of affairs:*

“Possessions, possessions are the man,” he said who lost at the same time his
goods and his friends. For truly you are wise.> Not unknown is the victory |

sing, with horses at Isthmia...

As was seen by Wilamowitz,5 the vocabulary used to describe the present-day
Muse and her songs is that of prostitution: this is the way in which both épydTic
and émépvavto would have been understood.” Even if parallels were not
available, it would remain a likely interpretation; what can it signify where we see

the combination of “working woman” with the idea of personified (feminine)

* Referring “to true reality rather than « truth as a quality of human statements” (Verdenius
1988 ~ 1982 ad loc.). Otherwise, “to [sc. speaking| the real truth”; with 8@y “closest to the
paths of truth,” for which Verdenius compares Pyth. 3.103.

> Thrasyboulus is skilled in mousike; cf. Pyth. 6.48-9. ydp obv: v. Denniston 1954, 446 “in post-
Homeric Greek, obv adds to ydp the idea of importance or essentiality,” and in the examples he
usually conveys the force of obv with words of emphasis (“really, certainly, in sooth,” and
cquivalent use of italics). On the present instance Denniston puts in brackets “looking forward”
{sc. o oUk dyvwT deidw), which smooths the asyndcton into the next clause; see further below.

Y Wilamowitz 1922, 311 with n.1.

7 For épydTic with this sense, Wilamowitz cited Archilochus (fr. 206 W); he was expressing
himself bricfly, but might have added (references only from LS]J) épyd¢opat in the sense “sollicit,
work as a prostitute” (LSJ s.v. IL6 “csp. of courtesans”, first citation Dem. 59.20); épyacia of the
trade of a prostitute (LS] s.v. I3 “csp. of a courtesan’s trade”; LSJ seems here o use “courtesan”
out of politeness, rather than (o distinguish Aetaera from pome; first citation Hdt. 2.135); épydcipoc
as an adj. to designate a prostitute (LSJ s.v. I, Artemidorus 1.78); €pyactiipiov of a brothel (LS]
s.v. “euph.” first citation Dem. 59.67). On the relation between mpyn and méprnp, see LS s.v.
mépvn and Davidson 1997, 117. The point is here laboured because some who have argued
against this have written as if the Archilochus were the only relevant passage (e.g. Verdenius 1988
~ 1982 ad loc.: “Wil... thinks that the word suggests ‘prostitute,” because Archilochus used it in
that sense™).

87




Chapter 2: Pindar, Simonides and Money

songs being “sold,” with “their faces silvered,”® as an instance of dLrapyvpia, in
a context where the activity is being contrasted with erotic pursuit of boys which
is distinguished as being unmotivated by profit?® This is in many ways the nub of
the problem; despite parallels,!0 it is not possible to find another place in Pindar
where the modern Muse is so denigrated and so negatively presented. Even if the
imagery of prostitution were ignored, it would remain the case that the
vocabulary is that which is regularly used where money and the desire for
remuneration is spoken of in a rather negative light: we may note dtAokepdric
(u.6), a negative term!! found also in the tradition concerning Simonides and
money.!?

"The most important comparandum for the treatment of remuneration for poetry
in the epinician corpus is in Pyth. 11, for Pindar’s compatriot Thrasydaius of
Thebes, probably to be dated to 474 BC.!> Here the poet refers to his financially
incurred obligations (presented as obligations for his Muse) in the course of the
break-off from the unusually gloomy myth — the so-called “Little Oresteia” — and

return to the explicitly encomiastic concerns of the song (36-45):

AAa xpoviwt clv “Apet

médvev Te patépa Bfiké T Alyicov v dovaic.
3 3

np , w dilot, kat dpevcimopov Tplodov édLvdony,

b} \ ’

opbav kéxevlov Lov

8 Verdenius (1988 ~ 1982 ad loc.) is mistaken to read mpbewToV as meaning here “the facade of a
building,” despite parallels in Pindar (Ol 6.3 and Pyth. 6.14; but in both of these places the
building image is already unambiguously introduced before the word Tpdewmov is used to mean
the front of it). Here the personification of the songs is alrcady established inasmuch as that they
have voices (paX8aiddwvar ): surely the songs are not “swect-voiced with a silvered front wall.”

* For the contrast between payment and eroticism, and the idea that eroticism in encomiastic
poetry might represent an attempt to construct a fictive non-commercial relationship between
poet and patron, sec Nicholson 2000.

" For passages concerning the fee in lyric, see in gencral Gzella 1971; with particular reference to
the present poem, cf. Woodbury 1968,

"I dLrokepdric is found only here in Pindar; képSoc in Pindar regularly has ncgative
connotations, and always so where presented as a motive for human behaviour (Pyth. 1.92, 2.78,
3.54. 4.140, Nem. 9.33): it requires to be carefully limited (Nem. 11.47). Elsewhere, it is ¢{ATaTov
where it comes from a willing giver (Pyth. 8.13), or receiving praise is the highest kép8oc (Isthm.
1.51: but the point is the contrast between the material profit of other activites and the immaterial
onc of recciving praisc).

12 ¢f. the discussion of Simonides in |PL] Hipp. (below, section 3.5), and compare GLAdpyVpoOC in
the account of Simonides given in P.Oxy. 1800 (see below, section 3.9), dthapyvpia of Simonides
in X Aristoph. Birds 697 c-c (below, section 3.3); al cxpokepdiic and K{BLE would have been
more powerfully derogatory words.

'* The scholia give a conflicting account (454 is the other possibility). See Bernardini’s
introduction in Gentili et al. 1995, 283(1’, with bibl.
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\ ’ il V4 b b4 7

To mwplv' N wé Tic dvepoc EEw TAGov
L e (24 b4 9 Id
€Barev, wec 6T dkaTtov évvaliav;

Moica, 70 8¢ Tebv, €l picholo cuvébev mapéxety
dwvav vmdpyvpov, dAoT dA\at {xpfi} Tapaccépev
7| maTtpi MuBovikwt
T6 vé vuv §) Opacvddiwt,

TOV €vdpociva Te kal SEE émdpréyet.

But in time and with the help of Ares he [sc. Orestes] killed his mother and
put Aegisthus in a violent death.!* My friends, was I whirled around at a
Junction where the road is confused, having been taking a straight road
before? Or did some wind blow me off course, as if ] were a skiff at sea? Muse,
your job is this, since you have contracted to provide your silvered voice for
gain: to keep it moving one way and the other, either to Pythonikos his father
[or “to his father who won at Pytho”] or, the present concern, to Thrasydaius,

for their festivity and glory are ablaze.

Here we find an unusually frank acknowledgement of the financial relationship
by which epinician was contracted between laudandus and poet; as in Isthm. 2,
the potentially disturbing nature of this relationship is emphasised by its being
described as a feature of the present Muse rather than the poet. In Pyth. 11,
however, the acknowledgement of the financial relationship is expressed in a
relatively unproblematised and matter-of-fact manner, and presents itself as
motivated by the need to return to the praise of Thrasydaius (and his father).
Surely the original effect of Pindar’s frankness here would have been humourous
as much as alarming, as the master-poet presents himself as having foolishly lost
his way mid-song. The poet’s address to the Muse in u.41 is part of a sort of
dramatic monologue of excuse-making: first, though speaking of himself, he does
so using the passive é8Lvd6nv and putting himself as the helpless object of the
actions of the wind (where he was subject of an active verb, all was well — 6p8dv

kéevbov twv TO mplv). It is within this comedy of excuses that he then turns

"' Bernardini (in Gentili et al. 1995 ad loc) comments on this peculiar expression (Bfike... €v
dovaic) that itis stronger than Tédrev because it implics “Pidea di un’ agonia violenta.” She
gives parallels only from Aclian; more to the point, Liberman (Liberman 2004, ad loc.) cites

Soph. Ant. 696-7.
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away from himself altogether and pointedly blames the Muse (1 8¢ Teév “this
is your job!”): in a reversal of the usual situation by which the poet has obtained
his capacity to sing well from the Muses, Pindar blames his Muse for an apparent
fault, and reminds her of the epinician contract which he himself has made.

The financial circumstance is presented as part of the understood background to
epinician poetry, whereas in Isthm. 2 it is much more explicitly foregrounded and
problematised, and is not, as in Pyth. 11, presented in a context where it is made
to seem partially motivated by the stage which the “I”-voice has reached in the
fictive performance of the song. The reference to pic6c here must have been
shocking, and the humour of the situation would have derived from its apparent
inappropriateness,'> but it nevertheless seems not to present as problematised and

challenging an issue to the listener as the beginning of Isthm. 2.

2. Isthmian 2 and Simonides: ancient interpretation

As will be discussed below,'6 this poem’s interpretation by ancient scholars forms
part of the tradition of reception of Simonides which is the object of inquiry here;
the scholia suggested (among other biographical explanations) that Pindar’s
intention in addressing the modern connection between poetry and
remuneration was indirectly to attack Simonides: £ 9a (iii.214 Drachmann) states
that Simonides had invented remuneration (LcBéc) for poetry, and the second

scholion on the same line (9b, iii.214 Drachmann) runs as follows:

ob§ épydric, § éctwv alTolea pichdv € olc EmpatTev. Evbev kal
KaX\ipaxée newv-

ol yap €pydTIv Tpédw

THY Modcav e 6 Ketoc “YAixov vémoue. (fr. 222 Pf)

Aéyol & dv mpoc Cipwvidnr TadTa, dc dLAdpyvpor Siactpwy TOHV
dvdpa.

Not a working girl: i.e., asking for payment for what she was doing. Thence

Callimachus says ‘I do not keep!” my Muse as a working girl, as did the Cean

' This sort of humourous inappropriatencss was, suggest, more characteristic of Simonides than
of Pindar: see scction 3.7 below.

16 Section 3.10.

17 1pédpw may denote the relation between a man and a Aetaera living as his lover in his household
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offspring of Hylichus.” These things should be said against Simonides,

ridiculing the man for his avarice.

If, as it seems, the scholiast is right in supposing that Callimachus had in mind
the present Pindaric passage, the interpretation of the lines as a veiled criticism of
Simonides was probably current already in scholarly discussion of the third
century; perhaps it derives from peripatetic mepi scholarship of the sort known to
us from the fragments of Chamaeleon.'8 As will be seen below (in chapter 3), this
interpretation of Isthm. 2 cannot be the source of the tradition concerning
Simonides and money, since it is very unlikely to pre-date the references to
Simonides’ avarice in Aristophanes (and perhaps Xenophanes).!® On the
contrary, it depends on the pre-existence of a connection between Simonides and
poetic avarice, since it is only in this context that the interpretation would have
been made in the first place: Pindar seems to contrast different periods rather
than different contemporary poets, and (however reluctantly) identifies himself
with the newer mercenary poets and not with the old (vOv, u.11, is the speaker’s
own time...). Again, it is surprising that an encomiastic poet has been believed to
start a poem by belittling a previous encomiast of the same family:20 it is a not a
good praising technique to begin by devaluing the praise which the laudandus
has already received from others.

It was a common practice of the scholiasts to explain phenomena by means of

supposing them to be motivated by rivalry between Pindar and Bacchylides or

{Antiphanes fr. 2 K-A), or between a pornoboskos (pimp) and the women from whose activities he
carns his living (Diphilus fr. 87 K-A): these two senses, of which the latter rather than the former
seems to fit Callimachus’ usage, are represented at LSJ s.v. Tpédw I1.9.

1% See below, section 3.8.

' See below, sections 3.3-3.4. Slater 1972 argued that the tradition might stem from the present
interpretation of the scholia.

* Simonides had composed an epinician for Xenocrates mentioning both his Isthmian and
Pythian victorics, as a scholion points out (Simonides 513 PAIG = £ P. Isthm. 2 argumentum,
11i.212 Drachmann) — unless this is a consequence of falsely biographical reasoning based on
Pindar’s poem, which there is no particular reason o suppose. Even if the poem of Simonides
were a fiction, if the scholiast(s) responsible for the interpretation of the poem as containing an
attack on Simonides also believed that Simonides had composed for the same family then
obviously the same objection to their argument would apply independently of the truth of its
premiscs. We may further note that, in Pacan 4, a pacan to be sung by a chorus from Ceos on
Delos, Pindar appcears to praise Ceos for its association with song: ywack[oluat] 8¢ kai poicav
mapéxwy dhc “Also I am known as providing poetry in abundance” (Pacan 4.24 = r.52d24 M;
the island speaks). The scholiasts’ attitude towards the relationship between Pindar and
Simonides in this passage is viewed sympathetically by Sommerstein 2005, 169-70.
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(especially) Simonides.2! It is of course possible that a scholiast or his source
perceived an intertextual relationship between the phrasing of part of Isthm. 2
and a specific passage of Simonides, as happened in the interpretation of O/
9.48-9,”2 but since they do not quote or cite any passage of Simonides it will not
be possible to tell. In any case, the scholiasts here showed the usual tendency to
associate problems associated with poets and payment with Simonides, combined
with the tendency indicated above to assume that various kinds of peculiarities in
Pindar were to be explained as veiled criticism of the other two celebrated

contemporary epinician poets, and especially Simonides.

3. A Carian and an Argive: Isthmian 2 and Simonides 514 PMG

It remains the case, however, that there are features of this poem which might be
seen as providing some sort of parallelism to the aspects of Simonides’ own
poems to which attention has been drawn. In the context of the analysis given
below of the poem represented by fr. 514 PMG,? we sce an apparent
resemblance inasmuch as that the poem draws close attention to the importance
of money (xpiata xpfpar dvrp, “Possessions, possessions are the man”) and
that it does so by means of explicit comparison with poverty (6¢ ¢ kTedvwy 9

dpa rewpbeic kal dilwy “he said who lost at the same time his goods and his
friends”). In the Simonidean poem, an epinician for Orillas, the poet seems to
have drawn a comparison with a figure from the so-called “Carian fable,” a
fisherman who faces a dilemma: should he dive for an octopus in winter in order
to feed his family, thereby freezing, or should he let himself and his children
starve? There is a parallel between the two poems, since it is the strong contrast
between poverty and wealth which motivates the drawing of a non-mythical
exemplum by means of reaching outside the group envisaged by the poem (i.e.,
laudandus, poet, and the circle of the laudandus).2¢ Suddenly the field of view of

the poem is expanded and allowed to encompass a person quite outside of the

2 cf. X OL 2.157a, 158c-d (.99 Drachmann: the two crows as Bacchylides and Simonides), £ Ol
9.74b, d (1.285 Drachmann), T Nem. 4.60b (i1i.75 Drachmann).

X 0L 9.74b, d (.285 Drachmann) (Simonides 602 PMG). even by the evidence which the
scholiasts cite, it is clear that in fact Pindar and Simonides were making the same point as cach
other, albeit using the imagery of wine differently in order to do so.

# Below, scctions 3.19-20.

** This portion of my discussion was greatly influenced by conversation with Peter Agocs.
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present situation: in the Simonidean epinician, the anonymous Carian, and in
Isthm. 2 the Argive who perceived when he lost it the meaning of money, a figure
who, though probably identifiable to the audience as the codpéc Aristodamus (see
below), is presented in a similarly nameless fashion. This Argive, however, is
presented in a manner which gives authority to his statement. Pindar accentuates
his relevance to the concern of the poem and his claim to the attention of the
addressee Thrasyboulus and by implication the rest of the audience: viv &
€dinTL <T0> Tdpyelov dundEar | piin dradeiac «Tdc> dyxieTa Paivov “But
now she [sc. “the Muse”] enjoins upon us to pay attention to the saying of the

Argive, which comes closest to the true state of affairs.”

4. Aristodamus the Argive

Since it is of interest to the reading of the poem and has in fact been little treated
by commentators, it will be worthwhile to consider the question of the identity of
the Argive mentioned. First we should note that, whether or not Pindar and his
audience would have been able to identify him in their own minds, within the
poem he is not explicitly named: an aspect in common between the rhetoric of
this poem and that of Simonides 514 PMG is that “the Argive” has something of
the generic, fable-like flavour of “the Carian.” This remains the case
independently of whether everybody knew which Argive was meant. A scholiast?’
naturally wished to find a source for the quotation, and identified the Argive in a

poem of Alcaeus which cited a similar saying and attributed it to Aristodamus (fr.

360 LP = Voigt):

we yap 8imoT | ApretéSapov daic odk dmdhapvov év CrdpTal
Aoyov
elmy, xpfipat dvnp, mévixpoc & old €lc méheT Echoc oldE
Tipoc
They say that once Aristodamos said in Sparta a word which was not inept:
“Possessions are the man, and not one pauper has ever been good or

honourable.”

B X Isthm. 2.17 (iii.215 Drachmann).
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It may be worth trying to tease out what we can from this. Commentators have
drawn attention to the allusion to the Alcaeus poem (if there was such an
allusion; the saying may have become sufficiently proverbial that it would not
have provoked specific associations with Alcaeus) and noted that it seems to be
from the point of view of older poets that the present Muse is described.2 This
may be reasonable, but requires qualification: we should not allow ourselves to
lose sight of the fact that Pindar does not himself attribute the xpfuara xpfipat

avnip maxim to Alcaeus. He attributes it to “the Argive,” which, since it certainly
cannot mean Alcaeus, presumably indicates Aristodamus. Aristodamus is one of
a number of shadowy figures who were sometimes counted among the Seven
Sages.?’ Apart from the Alcaeus fragment, our principal source is Diogenes
Laertius, according to whom the historian Andron of Ephesus (a contemporary
of Theopompus) recorded that the tripod “to the wisest” was given first to
Aristodamus, who passed it on to Chilon.2? Both Diogenes and the scholia to the
present Pindaric passage call Aristodamus CmapTidTnc.2 Since both cite
Andron as their source, the natural inference is that he did as well, although they
do not quite state this explicitly. It is not impossible that the opinion that
Aristodamus was a Spartan is derived from the Alcaeus fragment; though if the
(dubious) inference had been drawn in this way, one might have expected the
prose sources to have Aakedatpdévioc rather than CrapTidTnc: a less common
word, which may mean not only “Spartan” but also “member of the oligarchic
aristocracy of Sparta.”

Given the evidence of Diogenes Laertius it has usually been considered that
Aristodamus was in fact a Spartan. However, this seems to me far from certain.
We may note in particular, following Farnell30 that there is no strict
inconsistency between our most ancient witnesses, i.e. the Alcaeus fragment and
the present poem of Pindar: Pindar identifies Aristodamus (albeit without naming
him) as an Argive, and Alcaeus tells us that the dictum in question was said in

Sparta (just as, for instance, we have Simonidean dicta supposed to have been said

2 Woodbury 1968, [ullowed on this point by Kurke 1991, 245.

7 ¢f. Martin 1998, 109.

* D.L. 1.30-31; Andron of Ephesus FHG 11.347 (not in FGrH). Theopompus is supposed o have
been perceived as deriving information from Andron, who was therefore presumably a
contemporary or predecessor.

#D.L. 1.31: Z Isthm. 2.17 (iii.216 Drachmann).

3 Farnell 1932, ad loc.
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on Sicily).?! The scholia comment,32 not unintelligently, that Pindar might have
used Apyeloc to mean “Peloponnesian,” and they compare the description of
Helen as “Argive” rather than “Spartan” in Homer: but Pindar speaks of Argos
in this way once only, and that where he has in mind ‘heroic’ geography and
history, and not when speaking of more modern times.33 Going further, Alcaeus’
words might better lead us to infer that Aristodamus, wherever he came from,
was in fact not a Spartan: if he were, he might be assumed to speak there, rather
than its being necessary to specify the place where he spoke. It therefore seems
more likely that Aristodamus was in fact an Argive, who for one reason or
another spent time in Sparta: perhaps as an exile, or perhaps for some other
reason.* The later witnesses will have been misled by the Alcaeus fragment (as
the scholia to the Pindaric passage) or by a larger tradition of Aristodamus’
activities in Sparta to which we do not have access. We conclude, then, that
Pindar called Aristodamus “Argive” because he was an Argive, and that no
further explanation is therefore necessary, and that we need not resort to the
conjecture of a pun between, Apyetoc and dpyvpoc in order to explain the
ethnic.* Later sources reflect a misunderstanding, probably of the Alcaeus

passage.’6

1 We may add to Farnell’s argument a Pindaric parallel for an authoritative figure from the past
being identified by ethnic alone: at fr. 104b.4 M., Pindar appears to refer to Xenocritus, the
inventor of the Locrian mode, as T&[v e Aolkpdv Tic (“onc of the Locrians™): cf. Race ad loc.
(in the Locb, vol.2, 375n.1).

32X Isthm. 2.17 (iii.216 Drachmann).

# 0L 7.19 (sense is “Doric” and Heraklid descent is the point; cf. the following strophc), and cf.
Pyth. 4.49 (where the migrations of heroic times were from “great Sparta, the gulf of Argos, and
Mycene”). Apart from at OL 7.19, Pindar’s usc of "Apyoc and Apyeloc always refers to the city
ol Argos, and not to the Peloponnesc as a whole.

H cf. Nafissi 1991, 345 with n.2, who suggests that the story may have its meaning in a tradition
where Sparia is “un centro che ha la fama di essere immune daj pericoli che fanno passare le
richezze di mano in mano.” This would have its sense in a story of Aristodamus as an exile, which
might especially suit the rhetoric of the Alcaeus passage, which looks rather as if it might have
come from a poem in which the Lesbian complained of his own exile and concomittant loss of
land and moncey: cf. Bernardini 1984. Alternatively, as Alan Griffiths has suggested to me,
Aristodamus might have been in Sparta in order to reconcile some argument, having a privileged
role as an arbitrator by virtue of coming from a hostile outside community (but it may be that the
hostility between Argos and Sparta should post-date Aristodamus and Alcacus’ time: Kelly 1970);
cf. ¢.g. the advice given by Panites the Messenian at Hdt. 6.52.

% The pun first suggested by Bury 1892 ad loc., followed by Verdenius 1988 ~ 1982 ad loc.; this
is in any case a counscl of despair, and scems to me not in the least bolstered by “parallels™ at Ol
9.88-90 and .Vem. 10.40-3 (cited by Verdenius from Barkhuizen 1975).

* 11 one will wish (0 give more credence (o the prose tradition than I have here, it might scem
preferable to explain Pindar’s description of Aristodamus as Argive by some other means than the
pun which has been discussed. On this view, we may wonder whether Pindar called the
(putatively Spartan) Aristodamus “Argive” as a way of identifying him with the Heraklid
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As part of the opening contrast between the time of the former poets and the
present circumstances, therefore, Pindar privileges a gnome which he associates
not explicitly with the former poets but with a codéc from Argos, who, probably
in the context of exile in Sparta, complained xpfijpata xpfipar dvip. He does
so at a structurally important point in the poem. Isthm. 2 has neither myth nor
narrative separate from the story of the victories of the family of the laudandus,
except inasmuch as that the movement from the old poetry to the new and also
the story of Aristodamus himself (as given in the relative clause 8¢ ¢d kTedvwy
f dpa AerdBelc kal didwr “who spoke having lost at the same time his goods
and his friends”) might be seen to constitute such a narrative. The citation of the
gnome of Aristodamus, and the one-clause narrative of the context in which he
said it, occur at the turning point from the initial quasi-narrative to the material
concerning the victories of Thrasyboulus’ family. This is clearly a crucial hinge of

the movement of the poem.

5. Kurke’s interpretation of Isthmian 2 and Pindar’s citation of

Aristodamus

The overall interpretation of the poem has been treated a great deal by others,
and it will not prove necessary to expound upon it at great length here. As has
been indicated above, it is not possible to escape the conclusion that, at the
beginning of the poem, a point of view is expressed which gives a strongly
negative value to the present condition of poetry, where choral poems such as
epinician are commissioned in an exchange of money which can be perceived of
as inimical to the spontaneity and sincerity of the earlier poets, who wrote
according to their feelings: specifically, when the love of beautiful boys motivated
them. The interpretation which I find on the whole most attractive is that which
has been presented by Leslie Kurke, in the context of her more general study of

the relation of Pindar with the changing economic world of his times.3” For

aristocracy (the mythical Aristodamus of Sparta was the grandson of Herakles and father of
Eurysthenes and Procles, the first joint kings, and by some accounts he led the Spartans to
Lakonia: Hdt. 6.52, and cf. Cartledge 2002, appendix 3). For Apyetoc in Pindar appearing to
evoke “ancient history” and aristocracy, cf. Of. 7.19, Pyth. 4.49; cf. above, the scholiastic
explanation.

37 Kurke 1991, ch.10.
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Kurke (to paraphrase very briefly), the initial attitude towards the new, paid
poetry is expressed ‘from the point of view of the older poets,”38 an element of
focalisation being achieved throught the use (as she sees it) of Alcaeus and of
imagery drawn from Anacreon.? This view is then revised during the course of
the poem, as it becomes clear that, in the poetic economics of Pindar’s own time,
the use of money can be assigned a positive value: it enables aristocrats like
Thrasyboulus to show megaloprepeia and to integrate their aristocratic kleos into the
world of the polis. Thus the poem enacts a movement from a deeply
problematised view of the cash relationship between patrons and poets such as
Pindar, as expressed through the contrasts of the first two strophes and the
apparently cynical dictum of Aristodamus in the epode, to a view which is more
positive, but is not set forth in such as direct or startling manner. The view
expounded in the first part of the poem is implicitly critiqued by the more
conventional second part and found wanting.

In the light of what has been said above, however, we can revise and reconsider
this analysis of the poem. It has been seen already that it is not an adequate
response to Pindar’s quotation of “the Argive” to comment that the saying
Xphrata xprpat dvip is expressed from the point of view of the older poets:
rather, it is explicitly attributed to an alternative source of authority, i.e. a codéc,
Aristodamus, whose name is not associated with the composition of poetry but
with the kind of performative codia which is the regular and traditional attribute
of the Sages of the earlier sixth century, regardless of their poetic activity or lack
of it.** This strategy, just as the technique of reaching outside and away from the
present song to a non-mythical exemplum mentioned above, is not one which is
generally found in Pindar: the closest analogy is perhaps the famous passage at
Nem. 7.20ff. where Homer is said to have exaggerated the greatness of Odysseus

by means of his poetic skill, but the question is not concerning the validity or

% Kurke 1991, 245 (Kurke’s italics).

* Kurke cites with approbation Woodbury’s description of the proem of Isthmian 2 as “an almost
baroque development™ of Anacreon 384 PALG, cited by the scholia (Woodbury 1968, 533; Kurke
1991, 245). Earlier critics, naturally, had read the Anacrcon fragment as dirccted against
Simonides (Barnes 1705, 290; Bergk 1834, 132-4): Bergk’s (1834) comment on this fragment,
carclully distinguishing Anacrcon’s aristocratic attitude 0 moncey from that of Simonides (“Ipse
cnim Anacreon fuit liberali ingenio™), is a good instance of literary history presented entirely from
dubiously historical anccdotes and ancient reception: the tendency against which Lefkowitz 1981
and similar works reacted.

' On this performative aspect of the figures who may be included among the Seven Sages, v.
Martin 1998, 115-6.
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otherwise of a gnome but rather a matter of mythical-historical accuracy,*! and
appeal to/ rejection of Homer as an authority is clearly a special case and not
closely analogous to the present circumstance, where Aristodamus is not a source
of mythical-historical knowledge, not a poet, and not a figure with the kind of

cultural centrality enjoyed by Homer.

6. codol, Pindar and Simonides

The place where we do find the kind of cultural and intellectual sparring with
rival sources of codla in a way which is extremely analogous to what we have
found in the present poem is in the surviving fragments of Simonides, who seems
to have made a habit of structuring an argument as a response to the dictum of
one of the sages of the early sixth century. One obvious comparandum is
Simonides’ famous poem addressed to Scopas of Thessaly and containing

reflections on the nature of goodness (Simonides 542.11-16 PMG):

oUB€ pot €pperéwc 16 MrTdkelov
vépeTat, kaiTol codod mapd ¢wTdC €i-
pnuévov: xakemdv GdT écONOV Eppeva.
Beoc Gv poévoc TodT €xol yépac, dvdpa § ovk
€cTL pn) od kakdv Eppevat,
ov apfxavoc cupdopd kabént:
Nor does the dictum of Pittacus seem to me aptly said, though spoken by a
wise man: he said that is was difficult to be good. Only a god might have this
lot, but for a man it is not possible to avoid evil, when he is overwhelmed by

helpless disaster.

In this case, we may note that Simonides, as Pindar, names in order to criticise
but more particularly in order to refine and revise. For Simonides it appears that
the saying “It is difficult for a man to be good” was not so much incorrect as
inadequate, because it did not express sufficiently the extent of the
incompatibility between the human condition and true, complete goodness,

which difficulty should have been expressed in terms of impossibility. In a similar

" ¢l corrections of anonymous tradition with regard to the mythical-historical facts, as Ol 1.28fI.
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manner, it seems that for Pindar the saying that “money maketh the man” was
not exactly false, but could not be left as said by Aristodamus:*? it was necessary
for him to show how it could be in the present time that a high value could be
accorded to money in a way which corresponded to the high-minded attitude he
would wish his poems to express, rather than the apparently slightly desperate
and potentially cynical tone of the quotation (especially given its context, as
indicated in the relative clause in 11). We may note in particular the description
of the dictum as pfip dhabeiac €Tdac> dyxicra Balvov “a saying which comes
closest [or “very close”] to the true state of affairs.” It might be, of course, that
dyxieta simply indicates that this is as close to the truth as we can get, and
should not be seen as drawing attention to any kind of gap between the words of
Aristodamus and the real way things are. However, given the nature of the initial
description of the Muse and the shocking use of the imagery of prostitution
discussed above, we may suppose that the audience is by this point expected to be
listening for qualifications: for the listener, part of the challenge presented by the
song is to see how the poet can find an acceptable way in which to place himself
and his present song despite the opening imagery. From this “closest” or “very
close,” then, the addressee is invited to close the gap and find the full truth, to
which the remainder of the song points him.#3

The same Simonidean tendency to define himself against the saying of a codpdc
may be seen in his celebrated response to the verse inscription which was

supposed to have been composed by Cleoboulos of Lindos (681 PMG):

Tic kev alvicete véwt Ticuroc Alvdov vaétay KXebBovrov,
devaotc moTapolc Gubect T elaptvoic
aeXiov Te dhoyl xpucéac Te celdvac

\ 7 ’ b ’ ’ 7 /
kal Bakaccalatel divate drria 8évra pévoc cTdlac;
dmavta ydp écTi Bedv ficcw MBov 8¢

kal BpéTeol Takdpat BpatovTi: pwpod

* For a sensitive description of this figure here (“refutatio sententiae™) see Easterling 1974, 41-3,
comparing A. Agamemnon 7501fT. and Soph. Trach. 1ff; cf. Easterling 1982 ad Soph. Trach. 4-5,
Davies 1991 ad Soph. Trach. 11T,

* Note here the way, observed by Kurke 1991, 246-7, in which the revision of the sense of the
grome is accomplished through repeated imagery of poetic marksmanship and the poctic missile
“coming close” (o the target: ¢f. u.35. No very metaphysical notion of “complete truth” need be
attributed to Pindar here: dAdfeta means here “the way things actually arc” (sec above).
Compare the similar asage of this word at Nem. 7.25.
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dwTodC dde BolAa.

Who, trusting in his wits, would praise Cleoboulos, the dweller in Lindos, who
set up against the ever-running rivers and the spring flowers, the blaze of the
sun and the golden moon, and the whirlings of the oceans, the force of a stele?
All things are less than the gods; but even mortal hands can break a stone.

This was the counsel of a foolish man.

Despite his own celebrated activities in the composition of epigrams, Simonides
clearly wishes to make a claim for the value of poetic kKAéoc as disseminated
along oral channels and through reperformance.* We may note that the epigram
of Midas, supposed to have been composed by Cleoboulus, did not speak of
everlasting kK\éoc triggered or provoked by the monument, but of the monument
itself being possessed of such longevity: this will have been the element which
provoked Simonides’ disagreement, rather than the notion that long-lasting or
indeed perpetual kAéoc could be perceived as in some respects related to
inscribed commemoration, such as he had practised himself, Again, we see that
Simonides makes his claim by defining himself against a codéc whose claim he
cites. In this case his rhetoric is vastly more aggressive, and the similarity to the
Pindaric usage in Isthm. 2 is correspondingly less. This might be perceived as
differing from the poem for Scopas and the Pindar passage in another respect,
inasmuch as that Simonides here engages with Cleoboulus as a poet. This does not
trouble me much, since in fact the point is that, according to the logic of
Simonides’ dismissal of him, Cleoboulus is not acting as a poet in the same way
as Simonides at all: the contrast which is operative is that between two claims to
provide lasting kAéoc, one of which is the claim made by Cleoboulus’ epigram on

the statue, in which the statue itself will always proclaim Midas’ burial place, and

" For a recent treatment of this poem, see Ford 2002, 101-109.

¥ The khéoc imparted by an inscription is, so (o speak, merely potential: it must be ‘defrosted’
and actualised by means of a speech act (sce Svenbro 1993, 14-16, 24, ctc.). I suggest here that,
for Simonides, the inscription for the tomb of Midas is transgressive because it celebrates the
endurance of the monument rather than of the k\éoc which it preserves, and thereby reverses the
‘proper’ relation between the two, by which the inscription is sccondary to the kKAoc and
subscrvient to it. For perpetual kAéoc and kindred ideas in inscriptions of Simonides’ time, cf.
‘Simonides’ FGE 6.1 (by Simonides), 8.4, 9.1 (if not later), 21(a), ctc. The problem is not the
phenomenon of inscription on a monument as such, but the value which the Midas epigram gives
to it (contra, Ford 2002, 108, for whom the key distinction scems to be that between inscribed
and non-inscribed monuments). Gf. Fantuzzi’s criticisms of Ford’s position in Fantuzzi 2003, 495-
6.
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the other of which is Simonides’ implicit claim that only the renown given by
poetry as spoken, sung and repeated can provide such perpetual kAéoc. Although
his words for the tomb are in verse, they give priority to the statue over the verse,
and function in Simonides’ poem as a kind of anti-poetry: it is almost as a rival to
poetry rather than a rival poet that Cleoboulus is cited. There is, as Ford has
pointed out, a pun in the final words, pwpod pwTdc d5e Pourd: “the one famed
for advice’ turns out to have offered ‘a fool’s advice.”# The pun works better,
however, if we adopt an alternative rendering of the sage’s name: Cleoboulus
could also be perceived as “man whose Bouvlt (“<good> counsel”) is oriented
towards kAéoc,” but it is in fact precisely with regard to k\éoc that his BouAn is

foolish.47

It appears from these that Simonides was aware, and expected his audience to be
aware, of a possible appeal to the authority of wise men of the past; probably he
could have listed a number of such wise men and identified them as being such
(both Pittacus and Cleoboulus were among the usual group of the “Seven Sages”;
it is not necessary to my argument to suppose that the canonical number was
already current in Simonides’ time). We may further note that it appears that he
associated them with the word coddc: scarcely very surprising this, but a pointer
towards the use of the word as a substantive and a sort of technical term (‘a
coddc’). Simonides found Pittacus’ dictum inadequate, kaiTot codod mapa
dwTdc elpnpévov: perhaps dac codée is here functioning both as description
and as definition. This seems particularly likely if we contrast the description of
Cleoboulus just discussed: pwpod ¢pwTéc in the last (or last surviving) verse of
Simonides’ response to the Midas inscription appears as if it might have been
used in the context of an expected definition of Cleoboulus as being, like Pittacus,

a dwc copbe: pwpo dwTdc dde Bound is Simonides’ retort.
7. Inclusivity, Argument and codia

One may note also the use of ¢ of the sage in these passages: this probably had

% Ford 2002, 105.
17 Compare again Svenbro (Svenbro 1993, 13-14): Phrasikleia could mean “she who is famous flor
her thoughts,” “she who pays attention to klées” or “she who draws attention to éos.”

101



Chapter 2: Pindar, Simonides and Money

an archaicising flavour, but also suggested “great man,” which is at any rate a
tendency in Pindar.* This will have emphasised the sense of authority about the
citation (which, of course, increases by the same token the authority assumed by
the singer who corrects or rejects the wisdom of the sage). In particular, we may
notice in 542 PMG that ¢wc of Pittacus may be contrasted with the colourless
dvnp elsewhere in the passage,* which corresponds precisely to the rhetoric of
the poem more generally: the contrast is between the ¢puwc who sets an impossible
bar and the ordinary dviip who must live in the world as it is. In this poem (at
any rate, in the parts of it we have), the main argument is between the ¢
copdc Pittacus and the “I” created by the song (probably in fact the “I” of a
singing chorus, albeit representing an authorial persona): the only “you” is found
in u.26, where, should the “I” find a completely blameless man, he will tell the
(plural) addressees €mi 8 Upiv dmayyeréw). Where it was suggested above that
the parallelism with Isthm. 2 was closer in the case of 542 PMG than with 581
PMG (the poem about the inscription for Midas) with regard to the point that the
Pindaric poem and the poem on virtue have a considerably less aggressive tone in
how they react to the wisdom criticised, we may now see a respect in which 581
PMG makes a closer parallel. I have in mind that the poem concerning the
inscription of Midas seems to be expressed in a way which contrasts the codia of
Cleoboulus not with a speaking éy4, as with Pittacus’ saying, but with somebody
who is véwt micuvoc, “trusting in his wits.” This seems to suggest a more
inclusive rhetoric than that which we may see in 542 PMG, where the audience
seems, so to speak, to look on at a kind of contest between Pittacus and the
speaking “I,” and is addressed very much as an audience (u.26). In the poem
concerning Cleoboulus, it is for anybody — including, presumably, any listener —
to reflect upon the assertion of Cleoboulus, and under the guidance of the singer
to join with him in rejecting it. A caveat is of course required that this perspective
might well require some qualification in the case of 581 PMG, according to the
question whether the fragment as we have it constitutes a complete poem or not.

It has been read as a complete poem, inasmuch as that it is the same length as the

¥ cf. Privitera 1982 ad Isthm.2.1, Thummer 1968-9 ad Isthm.2.1; the objections of Verdenius 1988
ad OL 146 seem 1o me (o indicate that the phenomenon should be perceived as a tendency rather
than a rule.

" uu.l, 14 (where the contrast with ¢d¢ is most apparent), 17, and NB 36 Uyifjc dvijp: cf.
dvBpwmoc at 24.
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version of the epitaph for Midas as given by Diogenes Laertius immediately
before his citation of Simonides’ response.’® Ford cautiously comments that the
epitaph circulated in various different versions, but draws attention to the ring
composition seen in the return to Cleoboulus at the end (marked by the pun
discussed above) and thus comes to the same conclusion.! The former argument
may have some force, and the second has more, but neither is really conclusive:
we may still suppose, entirely reasonably, that a coherent and neatly arranged
section of a longer song has been excerpted, and we do not know enough about
the arrangement of Simonides’ songs to tell whether ring composition within one
section would be characteristic or not.”? In this latter circumstance, we might
wonder whether it had a place in an encomiastic poem (i.e., an encomium or
epinician), inasmuch as that it seems to combine the question of how properly to
transmit kAéoc and deals with praising or withholding praise (tic kev
aiviicete...;).% In this circumstance, the T{c of the first preserved line might
suggest “what [poet of praise such as myself] would compose atvoc [such as I am
presently doing]...”; the inclusivity of the rhetoric would be rather diminished in
these circumstances, though I think it would still be a poem which to some extent
invited the listener to participate in the reflection upon the words of the copédc
rather than treating them as passive spectators of the singer’s rejection of it.

Specifically from the point of view of this distinction between inclusive and
exclusive rhetoric, the appeal to the wisdom of a copéc in Isthmian 2 seems closer
to that in 581 PMG than in 542 PMG. The citation of the Argive’s dictum is
followed by the appeal to his experience in the relative clause ¢ ¢d... (u.11), and
then immediately by the turn to Thrasyboulus: éccl ydp @v coddc. The sense of
this short but tricky phrase has already been discussed above: the ydp appears to
look forwards rather than back, and @v has an emphatic effect, so that the point

is that Thrasyboulus, being wise, can draw his own conclusions from the fact that

 D.L. 1.89; Campbell 1967, ad loc. (p.393) (cited by Ford 2002, 105).

°1 Ford 2002, 105 and cf. 101 n.30. Paradoxically cnough, the cpitaph scemis to have textual
variations “because {it] circulated widely in oral tradition” (ibid., 101): in fact, Midas gained his
kAéoc according to the more traditional poctic and not according to the durability of the
monument, of which nothing survives.

%2 Note, however, the ring formed by ¢b § dwTelc, yaradnvdl | § #Bel kvowccerc (8-9) and
elBe PBpédoc, | ebBéTw 8¢ mévToC, €U8éTw & dpeTpov kKakbéy (21-2) in 543 PMG, marking off
a clear first section of Danae’s speech, addressing the baby Perscus, with the repeated €08éTw
forming the link o the section addressing Zeus.

% Its inclusion in a longer song might be analogous to Pindaric passages contrasting songs with
statues such as, in particular, Nem. 5.11T. (Ford 2002, 1191T.).
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his father’s victories are “not unknown” and can appreciate the ways in which
the judicious use of money in the pursuit and commemoration of praiseworthy
activities can be viewed in a positive light as not being incompatible with an
aristocratic ethos. It is worth noting that this appeal to the codla of the addressee
is unusual in Pindar. Where he comments explicitly on the discrimination,
understanding or appreciative attitude of the addressee, he regularly does so
using cuvinpu or a word of its family.>* In some places he speaks of copia in
gnomic expressions, whose potential application to the laudandus is left
implicit.> codpia with regard to discrimination in poetry may be used in a rather
general manner (naturally, it is always possible to argue that a positive quality
referred to in the poem was intended to be perceived as a property characteristic
of the laudandus). The exceptions to this general tendency not to attribute codia
directly to individual addressees or laudandi are two in number: the present
instance in sthm. 2 and at Pyth. 6.49. In both places the reference is to the same
Thrasyboulus of Akragas. In the earlier poem (Pyth. 6), the reference is clearly to
Thrasyboulus” musical skill (@8tkov ot mépomhov fiBav dpémwv, | codlav §

€v puxoict IMiepidwr “harvesting his youth with neither injustice nor
arrogance, and wisdom in the places of the Muses”).

However, given what has been suggested above concerning the use of ddc codée
in Simonides, and the analogy with the present passage, another explanation
may seem appropriate here (this explanation can compliment the idea that
Thrasyboulus might be seen as a poet or musician rather than needing to
displace it). We might naturally count Aristodamus as (though not a poet) one of
the mdAat... ¢&Tec and also as being coddc, certainly in a general sense
inasmuch as that he must have had a reputation for being wise, and quite likely
also, according to the usage of later times, as one of a group perceived as being by
defimition codol. In this context, the description of Thrasyboulus as copdc takes on
a different colour: in addition to its other connotations of general wisdom, good
sense and refinement, especially with regard to poetry, there is an implication
that he need not regard Aristodamus as a man in a different category from

himself. Rather, as a man with his own claim to codia, Thrasyboulus may view

3Ol 2.85, Pyth. 3.80, Nem. 4.31, 1r.105.1M; cf. Pyth.5.107, Bacch. 3.85.
% 0L 5.16, Pyth. 5.12, Nem. 7.17.
56 Pyth. 9.78, 10.22.
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with a critically appreciative spirit the gnome of the codéc Aristodamus. His
acumen makes him a copSc himself. He is thus invited to be an active
participant, engaging with the “I” in the remainder of the poem. Here, without
explicit re-engagement with Aristodamus’ statement, the movement to more
usual epinician motifs, such as the praise of athletic victories, attention drawn to
the songs which accompany victory, and praise of hospitality will represent, so to
speak, a journey taken by the addressee with the song, in which his codia will
enable him to perceive the implicit re-evaluation which this entails, both of
Aristodamus’ wisdom and of the narrative about song with which the poem
opened.’”” This lack of explicitness about the re-evaluation of the dictum
attributed to a copéc differentiates the Pindaric use of this motif from the
Simonidean examples. Pindar uses Aristodamus’ statement in the context of a
complex of ideas about song itself, its function and social context: an argument
which the poem applies to song is then treated by means of instantiating an

alternative conception of song.

8. Isthmian 2, Money and Simonides

This Pindaric poem represents the most striking place in which he engages with
the perceived problem — and the poem itself is clear evidence that it could be so
perceived — of the financial relationship involved in the commissioning and
composition of praise poetry. In what has been written about it here, the
argument of Kurke has been modified but essentially followed concerning the
broad interpretation of the poem, which is seen as presenting the fact of
remuneration for praise as a heavily problematised issue and then as somehow
resolving this issue in the course of the poem. However, this resolution cannot be
made into a sort of nullification of the peculiar and rhetorically dangerous
strategy of this difficult poem. The beginning of the poem is forthright and

emphatic in its presentation of a point of view in which paid poetry is seen in a

37 For the appeal to the understanding of his patrons in Pindar as inviting thoughtful cngagement
with wisdom from the past, cf. Pyth. 3.80f. (Homer), Isthm. 6.66fT. (Hesiod, named). The
vocabulary of the ‘understanding’ of Pindar’s ideal listener is regularly expressed not in terms of
codia but with the verb covinpt and related words (cf. above). The attitude which I am
suggesting herce is a more critical one than in these parallels, albeit consituting re-consideration of
a gnomic utterance rather than outright rejection of it. At Ol 2.83-6, Pindar’s own codla
requires listeners possessed of understanding (coveToicly 85).
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strongly negative light; the way in which the rest of the poem reevaluates this
phenomenon, in contrast, is subtle, inexplicit and understated. We do well,
therefore, not to be so grateful for an interpretative approach which does hold
out a sort of resolution of the difficulties presented by the beginning of the poem
that we end up minimising those very difficulties. These difficulties do not seem
to be the product of our ignorance or failure, but are rather consequential upon
the heavy problematisation in this poem of a particular aspect of epinician. In
other words, the fact of its being somehow ‘resolved’ does not altogether cancel
out the original ‘problem’ presented at the start of the poem. The presentation of
the contrast between ancient and modern song at the start of the poem is
sufficient as a corrective to anybody who would wish to argue that remuneration
for poetry was viewed as unproblematic in the late archaic/ early classical period,
and only became seen otherwise in later reception. For Pindar in this song
composed for Thrasyboulus, this problem was real and was sufficiently present
that he apparently rejected the most obvious way in which to treat it — i.e., not to
draw attention to it at all — but rather wrote a song which engages with a
problem which could, one might otherwise have imagined, more tactfully and
easily have been ignored.

There is an inevitable question: why here? It is assumed, and surely correctly,
that Pindar (and Simonides and Bacchylides likewise) was regularly paid for his
songs; but although the present poem is not the only place in which he
acknowledges the fact, it is the place where he addresses and problematises it to a
far greater extent than anywhere else. By definition, appeals to aspects of
epinician as a genre cannot completely explain singularities, and I believe that
there is a large extent to which this poem represents such a singularity. In the
article cited above,™ Nisetich has suggested that we perceive the generic features
and regular strategies which have been recognised as vital to understanding
Pindar since Bundy not as rules or invariable patterns but as tools, the use of
which will be modified according to the poet’s rhetorical needs, which themselves
will be modified according to the particular pressures of the occasion. In the
present instance, Nisetich suggests, the circumstance that Thrasyboulus is the

commissioner of the poem but has not himself won athletic victories motivates

* Nisctich 1977.
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some of Pindar’s tactics of praise. We may similarly suspect that the occasion of
Pindar’s finding it appropriate or necessary to confront the question of money
might also be a factor specific to this poem. At this point, however, we have to
confess to aporia: there have been numerous attempts to explain the
circumstances which might have occasioned the unusual focus on money in the
poem, and they fail to persuade taken individually, while collectively it does not
bode well to see how many different and mutally contradictory (or indeed
directly opposite) conceptions have been imagined to explain why the poem was
composed in such a way, from the ancient scholars onwards.” Perhaps part of
the story is a change in the political situation of Akragas: the use of money is a
way in which Thrasyboulus can safely express his aristocratic identity in a city
where, having been a member of a ruling family, he is now a wealthy and
distinguished private individual.®> We may note that Pindar was composing his
poem for a patron whose family he had praised more than once in the past:
probably he would not have composed a song such as this as a first commission
for a family previously unknown to him."! Whether this by itself will seem
adequate extra-textual information to motivate the unusual nature of the poem,
however, seems to me dubious.

Separately from the poem’s unusual focus on money and the striking, and indeed
disturbing, handling of this theme which has just been discussed, it has been
shown that features of this poem, exceptional in Pindar, appear as far as we can
see to have been characteristically Simonidean or at any rate to have parallels in
Simonides’ practice. An analogy has been drawn between Isthm. 2 and
Simonides’ epinician for Orillas (514 PMG), inasmuch as that in both poems
there seems to be an appeal to the experience of a non-mythical person who is
quite distinct from the group of persons who are involved with the victor’s

achievement and the poet’s commemoration of it: in Simonides’ poem we can see

 Older interpretations are conveniently gathered by Woodbury 1968, 527-32. Wilamowitz
lollowed (with modifications) the theory of ancient scholars according to whom Pindar attacks
Simonides; for Bury, Pindar indicates that he is not asking for payment for this song; for Farnell
(following Callistratus at  Isthm. inscr. a = iii.213 Drachmann), he indicates that he is; for
Norwood, Thrasyboulus himself has become a poct as a way of attempting to make a living, and
Pindar is expressing light-hearted sympathy.

' Kurke 1991, 255-6.

“1OL 2 and 3 were composed o commemorate the victories of Theron, Thrasyboulus’ uncle, in
the Olympian games of 476; Pyth. 6 commemorates Xenocrates’ victory at Delphi, probably in
490, and in fact is largely devoted to praise of the filial piety of Thrasyboulus. He also composed
an encomium for Thrasyboulus (fr. 124 M.).
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the appeal to the experience of the Carian fisherman, and in Pindar’s the appeal
to the experience of “the Argive.” In both cases, the persons concerned are
exempla for poverty. Perhaps more remarkably, the Pindaric poem is remarkable
for being partially organised, at the crucial turning point of the poem, as a
citation of the words of a copéc and subsequent development and correction of
the sage’s pronouncement: a rhetorical strategy which is not a feature found
elsewhere in Pindar, but which seems on the basis of what we know to have been
a favoured device of Simonides. It is hoped that the analysis above shows if
nothing else that the comparison of the Pindaric song with the remains of some
Simonidean ones is a productive one, shedding some light on both. Going
further, however, it seems reasonable to suggest that the poem might be read as
having been composed in a way which includes the adoption (and adaptation) of
elements of a distinctively Simonidean manner.

If this is the case, it is remarkable indeed that the adoption of this manner
coincides with Pindar’s most striking engagement with that problem which, in the
anecdotal tradition,% is the most distinctively Simonidean theme: I mean, the
engagement with money and with remuneration for poetry. It is immediately
very tempting to make a small leap: what would be easier than to suppose that
there is a significant relation in the composition of Isthm. 2 between this
identifiably Simonidean theme and this equally identifiably Simonidean manner?
It seems to me very likely that, when Pindar chose to address and problematise
the problem of remuneration in such a striking way in this poem, he felt that this
choice somehow represented taking on a characteristically Simonidean problem,
and that it was this thematic choice which motivated the elements of a
Simonidean manner which, I have argued, we may perceive in the song. Thus, I
suggest, the poem’s unusual features as perceived in terms of expression and
manner and as perceived in terms of its handling of subject matter would have
cohered, because both the direct and striking problematisation of money and the
way in which the poem was structured would both have seemed to some extent
recognisably Simonidean. We need not think, as the scholiasts did, of a polemical
relationship with Simonides (we have already seen that this was the instinctive

reaction of the scholiasts to perceived connections between Pindar and

62

? Sce chapter 3, passim.
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Simonides, whether or not well-motivated); but it might nevertheless seem on this
argument that the scholiasts’ instinct to appeal to Simonides in the context of the
interpretation of this poem was (whether by accident or by design) an appropriate
one. If the interpretation which I am proposing is correct, then of course it tells
us that Simonides’ association with money and with engagement with the fact of
remuneration for poetry was a feature not only of his later reception but also of
his own songs, as known in his own lifetime by his rival and younger
contemporary.

Needless to say, it may be the case that the fact of resemblances between Pindar’s
rhetoric in this poem and the rhetoric we can perceive in a few of the scanty
remains of Simonides’ work, and the fact that this resemblance coincides with the
strong presence of the money theme, does not demand a special explanation.
Again, it is certainly the case that the elements of the poem which I have
identified as Simonidean, while not insignificant, are not the whole poem and
have been emphasised here for the very reason of their apparently Simonidean
flavour. Nevertheless, the coincidence of these (for Pindar) uncharacteristically
Simonidean elements in this poem with the equally remarkable treatment of the
money theme is a very striking one, and makes an interpretation such as the one
proposed here seem suggestive not only in the context of an attempt, like the
present one, to investigate the roots of the tradition concerning Simonides and
money, but also in the context of trying to understand one of Pindar’s most

peculiar and challenging songs.
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Chapter 3

Simonides in the Anecdotal Tradition

Part 1: a critical description of the tradition
L. Introduction: anecdotes, reception and scholarship

In the absence of more than a few fragments, Simonides can sometimes seem
almost more vivid as a personality through the testimony of others than from his
own words. This is not simply a reflection of the lack of real poems, but also of
the fact that in antiquity Simonides seems to have attracted an unusually large
number of anecdotes, stories, jokes and other such material; perhaps it would be
fair to say that, with the possible exception of Sappho, Simonides attracted both
the most extensive and the most interesting treatment of this sort of all of the
canonical nine lyric poets. The previous chapter concerned itself with the idea of
Simonides’ apparent concern with remuneration for poetry in a single poem of
Pindar. It was mentioned in the course of that discussion that this apparent
concern on the part of Simonides was an important feature of his later reception
in anecdote also (indeed, this is one respect in which the findings above
concerning Pindar’s Isthmian 2 are especially important, for they suggest an early
origin for the tradition which we mostly see only later). Any study of the réle of
the poet constructed in and through Simonides’ works will wish to treat such
material; the anecdotes often seem to engage with precisely this question of the
poet’s creation of a réle for himself, and particularly his interaction with the
issues concerning patronage and exchange which have already arisen in the
previous chapter. The question how to use these anecdotes is however fraught
with difficulty.

Scholars diverge considerably concerning the question how best to interpret such
anecdotes.! One approach, recently seen, for example, in the work of Molyneux,?
has consisted largely of the patient separating out of strands in an attempt to

reconstruct the occasions, dates and perhaps nature of particular poems. A high

I cl. Parsons 2001, 56-8.
2 Molynecux 1971, 1992,
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degree of credence is here given to the inherently historical nature of at least
many anecdotes; it is naturally acknowledged that retrieving real historical
information from them is difficult, because traditions have become muddled and
altered in our sources. This relatively optimistic procedure is countered by
another approach which has been in many cases more persuasive and dominant:
scholars have questioned the extent to which any very large amount of historical
information is preserved in the stories, and have poured large amounts of cold
water on to the attempts of others to retrieve biographical information about the
poet. This approach to the biographies of poets in general is particularly
associated with Lefkowitz’ book The Lives of the Greek Poets,3 and is exemplified for
Simonides in a learned and acute article by Slater.* The general approach of
these scholars is to attribute a great deal to ‘traditional elements’ (e.g. shipwrecks,
folktale elements such as ‘helpful animals’), to falsely biographical readings of the
poems, to error made by ancient sources either through inept treatment of the
evidence available to them (frequently misunderstandings of jokes in comedy) or
through motivations other than scholarly ones. It is now well understood by most
that, as a source of reliable biographical information, the Lives of poets such as we
sometimes find before their works in manuscripts, and the anecdotes which we
find about them in a great variety of sources, are at best of very limited value. I
say “by most” because in the case of Simonides there is an important exception,
which must be named here as a book which has addressed head-on the most
characteristic attribute of Simonides in the anecdotal tradition, his association
with money: I mean the highly idiosyncratic treatment of Simonides by Anne
Carson, who treats his life and works in conjunction with those of the German-
language poet Paul Celan.b In this book, among other things, Carson paints a
picture of Simonides as a poet of the period in which money (coins) has been
introduced for the first time, describing and interacting with the alienating effect
which Marx saw as produced by money.” This notion is one of very great interest

and it seems to me a suggestive line of enquiry; unfortunately Carson’s book is

* Lefkowitz 1981; cf. Fairweather 1974,

! Slater 1972,

> On folk-tale elements in traditions concerning the life of Simonides, sce most recently Davies
2004 (where, crucially, at 273n.2 “M. Boas, De epigrammatis [...], pp .9 read “pp.98IT.").

" Garson 1999.

7 More will be said about ways of thinking about the introduction of coinage and its cffects below.
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unusually rich in error, and attracted a great deal of opprobrium as soon as it was
published.® Apart from its frequent inaccuracies,’ the main problem of this book
lies in its refusal to confront historical questions, specifically those of attribution
(epigrams are for the most part read as if authentically Simonidean, even in the
case of ones which are certainly much later) and of the reliability or type of
reliability of biographical information, i.e. the anecdotes which are being
considered here. Normally, Carson assumes that these are historically true; in
one place she appears to notice the problem, but unfortunately refuses to engage
with it in a meaningful way.!® So at any rate if we are concerned with historical
matters (and the present discussion is largely an attempt to deal with problems
which are broadly speaking historical), Carson’s book is a great disappointment;
but it may be that her insights could be developed with greater respect for source
materials and accuracy and found to be valuable all the same. Again, the book
may be considered useful in that it foregrounds in a timely manner the extent of
the tradition associating Simonides and money and related tensions in the
patronage situation and may provide encouragement to provide a better way of
looking at this tradition in the light of important recent work on money and its
impacts on archaic and classical Greece.!!

The present study does not represent an attempt to describe the whole of the
tradition of anecdotes concerning Simonides, although it begins with a survey of

one clement of the tradition as a guide to orientation and an illustration of

8 v. e.g. Sider 1999; Willewt 2000 (cspecially savage). Goldhill 2000, clearly well-disposed, can
nevertheless find little in the way of commendation and plenty of health-warnings.

“ The author prepares us for these in her preface, where, if I understand her correctly, she
describes and in part justifies a difficulty with ‘fact’ and, indeed, ‘facticity’, and describes her own
work as a form of ‘attention’; if this contrast can be mapped on to a contrast between ‘historical’
scholarship and ‘non-historical’ criticism, it still does not account, for example, for her failurc
{more surprising in a poet) accurately to describe the metrical scheme of an clegiac distich (89).

' 39n.73: “[...] It may scem unsound to cite Cicero and Theokritos, who are aficr all harking
back from centurics later to an icon of Simonides’ life and times derived from literature and
literary gossip. But this icon is our subject. Simonides began it. Tolstoy really did dic waiting for a
train.” T take this to mean the following: a) Carson docs not mind conflating the historical
Simonides with his reception (despite the fact that, c.g., arguments about the psychology of
Simonides, such as she frequendy deploys, can only be predicated of an individual, especially
where they concern the effects of a historical event, i.c. the introduction of coinage, on his
individual psychology); b) she assumes that the images later generations had of Simonides derive
from his self-presentation (which begs the question); ¢) in any casc, sometimes the events of poct’s
biographies seem to cohere well with their work, as with the death of Tolstoy (so what?). Willett
2000 does well to comment that Carson is not so cavalier with the details of Celan’s life;
carelessness with the historical record is more obviously reprchensible when it is closer to us.

' Particularly the work of Leslic Kurke (1991, 1999) and Richard Seaford (2004).
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certain pervasive aspects.'? Nor is it an attempt to ascertain the extent to which it
is possible to derive real biographical data from this tradition, at least not of the
conventional type, consisting of names of patrons, places and dates, which
approach has been tried and found wanting.! On the other hand, this is not
exclusively or principally a work of Quellenforschung either, although questions of
this sort are not ignored. The principal attempt of this investigation is, by means
of detailed description and analysis, to look at a rather vaguer question: to
explore the extent to which we can see whether and in which respects the
biographical and anecdotal tradition might be the product of interaction with the
poems which were available to ancient readers. Rather than attempting to show
whether the biographers have made true or false statements about Simonides’
life, character and behaviour, I have thus looked at the question whether we can
sometimes see a degree of continuity of concern and interest between the
fragments of Simonides’ poems and the interests of his biographers, and in this
way gain at least a little more of an impression of the character of the poetry than
we might otherwise be allowed. It is shown that, at least in some cases, there was
a strong element of such continuity of discourse. In other words, it appears that
the anecdotal tradition is marked by features which were also characteristic of
some of Simonides’ poems, and that the former is so marked because it has its
roots in the reception of the latter.* The value of such a conclusion is limited; it
is no substitute for the poems which we have lost to know that they seem to have
been, sometimes and in part, marked by striking engagement with particular
areas of concern and interest which the anecdotal tradition picked up.
Nevertheless, it is here argued that this way of looking at fragments and
anecdotes together can help us to see more of Simonides’ interaction with his
world than might otherwise be possible.

One may suspect that the fact of remuneration for poetry and the tensions
created by this fact presented an important problem in the construction of a réle

for the poet in Simonides’ time:! the contention of this section is that we can

12 For a more thorough and wide-ranging survey, sce Bell 1978.

'* As shown above; Molyncux 1992 is an cxtended altempt to derive such data from the
anccdotes.

' For a similar contention concerning the roots of the anecdotal tradition about Sappho, see
Most 1996, csp. 321T.

15 Chapter 2, above, discusses the expression of such tensions in Pindar’s Isthmian 2.
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recover traces of Simonides’ interaction with this problem. It is therefore, I argue,
sometimes possible to conclude more from the anecdotal tradition’s interaction
with the poems than that the tradition may not be mined for data external to the
poems.

This is obviously a difficult and dangerous procedure: a kind of reversed
reception study, where part of the project concerns working backwards from the
receiving-text to the source-text (alternatively seen, a kind of “transcendental
question”: what circumstances existed to let such a tradition come into being?).
While it is therefore necessarily the case that what follows has a speculative
element, it is hoped that careful attention to the sources and engagement with the
problems they present has rescued this study from the faults of Carson’s book,
even at the same time as validating some of her conclusions by basing them in
work which engages with difficulties which she ignores.

The particular concern of the first part of this study is an area which has been
mentioned above in the context of the book of Anne Carson: I mean Simonides’
regular association with money, and related subjects concerning his relations with
his patrons. This is not the only strong or remarkable element in the anecdotal
tradition about Simonides, but it is the most prevalent and perhaps the most
remarkable, and at present timely, since work of the greatest interest concerning
the cultural impact of monetisation on archaic Greece provides us with
interesting ways of thinking about money and economics as reflected in cultural
production such as poetry, but has (remarkably) in fact treated Simonides very
little, despite the fact that ancient sources can be seen to have been
extraordinarily inclined to think about Simonides in connection with the

relationship between poetry, money and profit. 16
2. Simonides kippLE: a sketch
'The deep-seated association of Simonides with money in the ancient imagination

is shown by the brief and anonymous account (biography would seem a

misleading term; this is more like a brief encyclopedia entry) given in a book of

' Tthink here in particular of the books of Kurke and Seaford cited above. For carlier treatments
of patronage and cspecially of patronage, Simonides, and payment, sce Gentili 1988, csp. 161-2,
Svenbro 1976, ch. 111 sce also Bremer 1991,
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short literary lives on a papyrus from Oxyrhynchus:

P.0x. 1800 fr.1 col.ii.36-47 (edd. Grenfell and Hunt)
mept Cipovidou
Cipwvidne 16 pev [yévoc fv] Keloc morewe 8¢ lov[A{Soc] TaTpoc 8¢
Acompemo[ic yéyolvev 8¢ dudpyvpoc T[ivee]l & adTdL ™MV TGOV
wvnpoluikdv edpecty mpoc[Ti0éaley: kai adroc 8¢ mov [TodTo] daivel
dua Tév émylpaplud[T]wy mpocevpel[v 8¢ dalcv [ad]Tov Tivee kal § [
Ike[ Joctov Tév kS am[ It [ ] ev ] Incac[ Jev] ]
Simonides’ genos was Keian, his polis was Ioulis, his father was Leoprepes and
he was a money-lover. Some people attribute the invention of memory-
systems to him and indeed he himself says that he invented them somewhere
in his epigrams. Some also say that [he did something to do with the
alphabet].

Here Simonides’ dtAapyvpla is the first item given after his ethnic, polis and
patronymic. It is possible that the source for the anonymous compiler of lives was
the peripatetic Chamaeleon, who wrote what was presumably a rather more
extensive biography of the poet (from which see in particular fr.33 Wehrli,
concerning pthapyvpia, which will be treated more extensively below), since he
is explicitly cited on the papyrus as a source concerning the life of Sappho, who is
treated immediately before Simonides. However, Simonides’ association with
money in the history of his reputation goes back far earlier than Chamaeleon;
indeed, it would seem fair to say that in every period or author where we might
expect to find it, with the exception of the authentic dialogues of Plato, we do

find it. It is this association which is traced in this section.

3. Xenophanes

Simonides’ presence in Pindar’s Isthmian 2 has been discussed above (chapter 2).
Here, it is set to one side while the same tradition is examined through different
types of source. By this means, it is hoped, this chapter and the previous one can
be seen as complementing each other but not relying upon each other; each case

is made independently of the other. Earliest in date, then, is another author
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contemporary with the poet himself, the philosopher Xenophanes of Colophon.

Our source is a scholion to Aristophanes:

X Aristoph. Birds 697 c-e = Xenophanes fr. 21 W = T22 Campbell (Loeb)
0 Cupwridne SteBéprnto ém dhapyvplat... kal < > pépvmrar 8Tu

cpLkporGyoc M- 86ev Eevoddunce kippika adTov TpocayopeveL.

“nomen  scriploris  cuiusdam  excidisse  uidetur” Holwerda: Xapatdéwy> West, coll,
Athenacus 656d (= Chamacleon fr. 33 Wehrli).

Simonides is accused of avarice... Also <Chamaeleon> records that he was

stingy. For this reason Xenophanes called him “skinflint.”

The fact that the scholion is clearly to some extent corrupt is unfortunate. West’s
supplement is based on the attribution of a similar statement to Chamaeleon

made in the Deipnosophistae of Athenaeus (656d = Chamaeleon fr.33 Wehrli):

dvTwe 8¢ M @c AAnddc kipPtE & Cipwvidne kai alcypokepdhc, oc
Xapatréwv dnciv.
In truth, Simonides really was a skinflint and indecorously greedy, as

Chamaeleon says.

This follows upon the account, also attributed to Chamaeleon, of an occasion
when Hieron is said to have provoked an autoschediastic parody of Homer from
Simonides by omitting to serve him roast hare (see below for a treatment of this
anecdote), and immediately before another anecdote recording Simonides’ habit
of selling food given to him by Hieron, for which no source is given (Chamaeleon
might be conjectured; but see below). It is possible that Athenaeus might have
been expressing himself rather loosely, and should be paraphrased as follows:
“When Chamaeleon attributed miserliness and greed to Simonides (sc. by telling
this anecdote), he was surely right, as #his anecdote leads us to the same
conclusion.” In this way it would be unclear whether the words kippt€ and
aicxpokepdiic were indeed used by Chamaeleon. It may however be considered
more probable that Athenaeus means us to understand that the words k{ppL&

and aicypokepdiic were used by Chamaeleon, on the basis of the most natural
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reading of Athenaeus and of the tendency of the word k{uPLE to occur in
Aristotelian sources (the impression given by LS] is borne out by a TLG search:
with the exception of the present fragment of Xenophanes, the word and its
cognates occur principally in the works of Aristotle and his followers until much
later times).!”

This leads to a further consideration: that the word kiptBLE may not have been
used by Xenophanes after all. The source of the scholion on Peace 697 certainly
stated that Xenophanes had used the word: the idiom strongly suggests modern
‘inverted commas’ (compare, e.g., Xen. Mem. 3.2.1, cited by LSJ s.w.
mpocayopebw 3: Tob évekev, &m, "Opnpov ofer ToV Avyapéuvova
Tpocayopebear molpéva Aadv; “For what reason, he said, do you suppose that
Homer called Agamemnon ‘shepherd of the people’?”). The possibility remains
that the source of the scholion misunderstood a passage of Chamaeleon in which
Chamaeleon used the word k{pBLE in his own proper voice and also adduced a
passage of Xenophanes in support or simply alleged that his own opinion was
also that of Xenophanes; the confusion could have arisen in the writing of an
intermediary between Chamaeleon and the scholiast from “the well known
scholiastic use [of ¢f and ka(] joining together the name of the direct and indirect
source;”!® this intermediary would have said something like ®c Xapairéwv kat
Eevoddine, meaning “as Chamaeleon says, citing Xenophanes as a source.”

On the other hand, the following points seem to indicate the likelihood that the
word kipBLE really was used by Xenophanes to describe his contemporary.
Xenophanes would probably have found Simonides offensive on the grounds that
he praised athletic victories and that his cash relationship with his patrons was
contrary to Xenophanes’ alternative vision of codia. Xenophanes and Simonides
probably came into contact on Sicily. Again, my argument above pays little
attention to the fact that in the scholion as we have it the attribution to Chamaeleon
(f that is the missing name) and the attribution to Xenophanes are made
separately, so that we would need to postulate an intermediate place where the

confusion occurred, and perhaps here “entia non sunt multi licanda praeter
; p p P

7 Apart from the passages alrcady cited, cf. Ar. EV 1121622, EE 1232a12, 1232414, Magna
Moralia 1.24.1, Andronicus Rhodius de passiontbus 9.7.2, 9.7.5.
18 Slater 1972, 232 (Slater is not speaking of the present issue here).
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necessitatem.”!9

Nevertheless, the possibilities of error which I have outlined are not the only
ones. It is also very possible that the origin of the notion that Xenophanes called
Simonides k{pPLE is derived from a falsely biographical reading of one of his
works, in which a mention of a k{ppLE was taken as a reference to Simonides,
where this inference might have been an unsound one: an equivalent of a source
saying “Pindar had a low opinion of his contemporary poets, for which reason he
called Simonides and Bacchylides ‘crows™: the writer would be quoting Pindar’s
word correctly (Ol 2.87), but the idea that Pindar was really referring to
Simonides and Bacchylides here? is at best dubious, and, if we did not have
Pindar’s ode to read for ourselves, this would not be possible for us to Jjudge.
Indeed, if only the word képakec were preserved in quotation, we would have
lost the principal argument in favour of the scholiastic interpretation, i.e. the dual
number of the verb yapleTov.2!

It is unfortunate that it seems necessary to indicate uncertainty as to this earliest
testimonium; I consider it on the whole more likely than not a) that Xenophanes
censured Simonides for his philarguria and b) that the word k{ppt& was used by
Xenophanes, but the point may not be securely demonstrated.?? If both a) and b)
are correct, this is of considerable importance: whatever the reason for
Xenophanes’ censure, it was not rooted in simple misunderstanding of
Simonides’ poems consequent upon cultural distance from Simonides’ time and
milieu, since this was also the time and milieu in which Xenophanes circulated;
again, it was presumably not based more narrowly on misunderstanding of
generic features of Simonides’ poems, since Xenophanes, however much he may
have disliked a great amount of archaic poetry, was nevertheless presumably not
ignorant of it, though he might have adopted a kind of rhetorical strategy of (for
example) deliberately taking figurative language literally or the like. Xenophanes

would then be engaged in an ideological dispute in which he identifies Simonides

19 Cf. Bell 1978, 34-5. Bell takes the Xenophanes tradition as genuine, as does Lesher 1992, 28.
2% P. 0. 2.158d (.99 Drachmann) is our source.

*t Which seems 1o have been the problem which the scholiasts’ sources set out to solve: v. £ O,
2.158b, 158d (i.99 Drachmann): the second scholion is a retort to the first.

** The authenticity of the Xenophanes fragment and its being dirceted towards Simonides are
accepted by Gentili 1988, 161 in his discussion of Simonides as a key figure in
“professionalisation,” in which he more commonly hedges his bets on the strict historicity of
anccdote while happily (and, I think, rcasonably) treating it as good cvidence for Simonides’
practice.
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as opposed to his own views concerning wealth and codta. If it is genuine, we do
not know to what extent his criticism was based on his estimation of Simonides’
personal behaviour and character and to what extent it was based upon his view
of the content of Simonides’ poems, but we might guess that the latter was at
least a factor, given the critical approach of Xenophanes towards Homer and
Hesiod,?® towards athletics,2* as celebrated by Simonides in epinician, and
towards many mythical themes in sympotic literature.2> However, it seems that it
would not only have been because of his use of inappropriate mythical material
that Xenophanes censured Simonides in such a way; some reference to the fact of
making a living from such poetry or some other perception or allegation of
Xenophanes concerning Simonides’ participation in and attitude towards

exchange-related behaviour would have been a factor.

4. Aristophanes

It was noted above that we have this account of Xenophanes’ attitude towards
Simonides from a scholiast on Aristophanes, and it is in Aristophanes that we first
find unambiguous and securely placed material associating Simonides with
money and with the stinginess of which Xenophanes may have accused him.26

This is the passage from Peace to which the scholion was attached:

Aristophanes Peace 696-9:
EP. ... Mlpdrov & 8 Tu mpdTTeL Codokhénc duiipeTo.
TP. Eb8atpovel- mdcyel 8¢ Bavpactév.
EP. To T(;
TP. Ex Tob Codoréovc ylyveTar Cipwvidnc.
EP. Cipwvidne; mic;
TP. "OTL yépwv GV kal campdc
képdouc €kaTi kdv ém pLmdc mAéol.
Hermes: ... First of all she asks how Sophocles is getting on.

Trygaeus: He’s fine. But an extraordinary thing is happening to him.

% Xenophanes frr. 11-12 D-K.
# Xenophancs fr. 2 D-K.

# Xenophanes fr.1 D-K.

26 cf. Bell 1978, 38-41.
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Hermes: What’s that?

Trygaeus: He’s turning from Sophocles into Simonides.
Hermes: Simonides? How?

Trygaeus: Because even as a wrinkled old man

for money’s sake he’d go to sea in a sieve!

Clearly Sophocles is censured for some sort of activity directed at profit, and in
order to present this notion Aristophanes has Trygaeus compare him with
Simonides, who is apparently immediately recognisable as a type of the poet
excessively interested in remuneration (doubtless his reputation for longevity is
also a factor).?” The imagery of u.699 is proverbial (Olson compares Eur. fr. 397
Nauck; Pellizer,?® noting the mention of an obscure iambic poet immediately
before the scholion quoted above — 697e Tob {apBomoLod — suggests that the line
which became proverbial had occurred in the iambics of Semonides of Amorgus);
hence my loose translation of p{ds, which is properly “a wicker mat.”? The
scholiasts had no difficulty in recognising Simonides here as a regular exemplum
of the greedy poet, and Aristophanes’ audience cannot have had too much
difficulty either, as we can see from another reference to Simonides in

Aristophanes.

Aristophanes Birds 917-19:
ITOIHTHE MéAn memoink elc Tac Nedbelokokkuylac
Tdc UpeTépac kOKALA Te TOANG Kal KaAd
kal mapBévera kal katd Ta Cipwvidov.
Poet: I have made songs for your Cloudcuckooland: many fine dithyrambs

and maiden-songs and all 4 la Simonides.

This seems a glancing reference, and may be partially a response to Simonides’

virtuosity across multiple genres (i.e., kal katd Ta Ctpwvidov could imply “and

*7 Sophocles will have been in his seventics when Peace was produced in 421; the precise nature of
the remunerative activity in which he must have been belicved to be involved is unclear; ¢f. Olson
1998 ad loc.

# Pellizer 1981, The mention of the iambographer in the scholion should not be taken as
suggesting that we think of Semonides of Amorgos rather than Simonides of Keos (nor does Pellizer
suggest that it should); Simonides of Keos was the more famous by far (and the only one
mentioned by Aristophanes), and the money association ‘fixes’ it as him.

# Regularly $iaBoc in Adic: v. Olson 1998 ad loc.
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any kind of song you like”). We have evidence that, in addition to the list in the
Suda entry (elegiac and lyric battle poems, “threnoi, encomia, epigrams, paeans,
tragedies and others”), which one would expect to follow the outlines of the
Alexandrian edition (tragedies presumably deriving from an error somewhere
along the line), Simonides was the author also of partheneia and prosodia, according
to the author of [Plutarch] On Music 17; PMG 539 (Strabo 15.3.2) records a
dithyramb “Memnon” preserved in the mysterious book called the Deliaka.30 It
seems very likely that this very polyeidea associated with Simonides can be
associated also with his philarguria; the money-loving poet, like Simonides or like
the anonymous poet of Birds, will set his hand to anything, if the price is right.
However, polyeidea cannot be treated as a sufficient cause of the reputation which
Simonides had for philarguria, since a similarly various list associated with Pindar
did not have the same effect upon how he was perceived.?’ One might consider,
however that, in the context of his polyeidea, Simonides’ variety of style and of self-
presentation could have been a factor: he seems to vary in tone and style a great
deal between poems, perhaps more than others, which may have made it seem
that he was too chamaeleon-like to be trusted, and adopted different personae
according to where his financial advantage seemed to lie.3? In any case, the
primary associations of Simonides’ name are clearly that he is associated with
money-grubbing; the poet in Birds is there because he hopes to obtain benefit
from the birds, just as Simonides was associated with his travels around the
Greek world to obtain profit from his various patrons.? In the comedy, what
would in the ‘real world” presumably have been substantial payments, at least for
the pan-Hellenic ‘big names’ like Simonides and Pindar, are simply second-hand
clothes; however, despite the fact that this motif is explicable in this way as
characteristic of comedy, I shall below develop further the interpretation of

clothing as payment for poetry, and argue that the same notion may have been

% See, recently, Poltera 2005.

* The Ambrosian Life of Pindar preserves a list, largely coinciding with that of the Suda,
assumed to reflect a Hellenistic edition of seventeen books,

* Thus it would not scem particularly obvious that, e.g., the Danaé poem (543 PAMG) and the
poem concerning virtue (542 PALG) were by the same poet: cf. the remarks of Parsons 2001, 62:
“not one manner, but several, according to circumstance.” I owe this idea to discussion with Prof.
C. Carcy.

# Which is unattractive from a point of view of democratic hostility towards tyranny; ¢f. Dover

1972, 141n.1.
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found by Aristophanes and known to his audience from Simonides’ own poetry .3+
It may be further noted how specifically Aristophanes seems to associate the
figure of the avaricious poet with Simonides when it is considered that this
reference to the poet immediately precedes the parody of poetry which is not by
Simonides but by Pindar (926-30 and 941-4 are both parodic imitations of
Pindar’s /iyporchema celebrating the foundation of the city of Aetna by Hieron in
476/5 BCE; the particular lines parodied are provided by scholia (Pindar fr. 105
SM)). This shows up how strong the association was between Simonides and
avarice; Pindar’s name would not have been adequate, or at least would have

been less suitable, to make Aristophanes’ point.33

5. Plato and [Plato]

In the fourth century, Simonides came into his own as a privileged place for
moral reflection and discussion. It is to Plato that we owe one of our longest
fragments, selected for its ethical interest (542 PMG; Pl. Protag. 339a-346d), and
we see Plato engaging with Simonides as a ‘thinker,’ usually in ethics, in places
such as Protag. 316d (named together with Homer and Hesiod). Then at Resp.
331d-332c Simonides’ alleged dictum is that 70 Td ddetldpeva dikalov elvat
dmo8L8évat (“the just action is to render to each the things owed to him”). This
was received into PMG by Page as 642 (a), and although it might represent a
prose apophthegm, given the remarkable nature of the poem quoted in the
Protagoras the possibility that some such definition is derived from paraphrase of a
passage of a poem should not be rejected. It is thus conceivable that some notion
of poems deserving payment or themselves representing payment of a debt
Bdeirw regularly of debt in the financial sense; for poem-as-debt in Pindar,
using this verb, see OL 10.3, Pyth. 4.3; and compare the similar use of ypéoc
‘debt’) lies behind the quotation of Simonides. He might have written something
like “T owe a debt of praise to [the laudandus]; indeed, it is just to render to each
his due, and [the laudandus] has excelled beyond compare at [reference to the

place of the contest].” At any rate, if this is the case, Plato makes little of it; later

3 Probably Aristophanes comically conflates the wealthy stars like Pindar and Simonides with the
idca of the starving poet as found in the iambics of Hipponax; cf. Dunbar 1995 ad 903-57 (p.521)
and ad 935; on all of this sce below.

* For contrast between Pindar and Simonides concerning attitudes to patrons, sce the story from
the Ambrosian Life of Pindar (Drachmann 1.3.201T), cited below.
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he pairs Simonides with Bias and Pittacus | Tt d\\ov Tdv coddv Te kal
pakaplwy avdpdv “or any other among wise and blessed men,”36 and it seems
clear that codla and not kipBikela is the point here.

In the Protagoras, Socrates in his account of the poem accounts for Simonides’
motivations only vaguely, and in ways which are not strongly associated with the
present interest, i.e. Simonides’ interest in money and his patronage relations.
First, Socrates attributed his interest in refuting the celebrated dictum of the sage
Pittacus (006¢ pot épuperéwc 16 Mittdretov  vépetar 542.11PMG = Protag.
339c) to dLaoTLpia:

Plato Protag. 343 b-c (loquitur Socrates)

6 obv Cipwvidne, dre dLAéripoc dv ém codlat, €yvw 8T €l kaBélol
TodTOo TO piiLa demep edSokipolyTa dAOARTHY Kal mepryévolto avTod,
adToc eddokipticel év Tolc TéTe dvbpdmoLc. elc ToTO oY TO pfiLa kal
ToUTOV éveka ToUTwL émPBouletwr Kolobear adTd dmav To dicpa
memoinkev, @e pot dpaiveTar.

[Socrates:] Simonides, then, since he was keen to win honour for wisdom,
knew that if he could bring down this saying as if bringing down a respected
athlete and overcome it, he would himself become respected among the
people of his time. It is against this saying, then, and with the intention of
discrediting it for this reason, that he has made the entire song, as it seems to

me.

Disregarding the tricky question of what sort of generic label should be attached
to this song (skolion, encomium, etc.), we can see that here Socrates takes no
interest in the original performance context, and the fact that the poem
presumably contained praise of Scopas. His account places Simonides (as
Simonides placed himself) in a circumstance of parity of status with Pittacus, the
former tyrant of Mytilene and opponent of Alcaeus, and the agonistic situation
delineated through the wrestling simile in a way makes the opposition between
Simonides and Pittacus analogous to that between himself and Protagoras.’” The

question of Simonides’ desire for payment, then, would undermine this strategy,

% On Simonides and the figure of the coddc, see above, section 2.6.

7 ¢f. Most 1994, 129-30 with n.11.
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by which Simonides is presented as a freely acting agonistic personality,
motivated by a quasi-aristocratic sense of dpthoTiia rather than anything like
financial greed and context-bound rhetorical strategy. At first sight, however, this

impression might appear to be undermined by a later statement of Socrates:

Plato Protag. 346b (loquitur Socrates)
ToMdkic 8¢ olpat kai Ctpwvidne fiyficato kai adroc 7 TOpavvov 1
d\ov Tvd Tév TololTwy émaivécar kal éykwpideat ol €K@V, AAX
dvaykalbpevoc.
[Socrates:] And often, I think, even Simonides himself composed praise and
encomium either for a tyrant or some other such person not willingly, but

through compulsion.

dvaykal6pevoc might seem a glancing reference to the notion that Simonides
wrote out of Gvdyk caused by poverty;?8 but I do not believe that this argument
can hold much water. The argumentative context is that Socrates wishes to assert
that Simonides uses the word ékdv (“willingly, freely”) at 540.28 PMG with
reference to his own praising (construing it as émalvnu kal dAéw ki “I
willingly praise and love” rather than ékov ScTic épdnu pndév aicypdv
“whoever does nothing disgraceful willingly”). His rhetorical interest, therefore, is
in demonstrating that there is some point in €k@v with reference to Simonides by
suggesting that sometimes he would have had to compose praise even when
unwilling. This is therefore not, despite the proverbial wealth of tyrants, a
reference to payment, since surely Simonides would have been assumed regularly
to be paid for his services, where Socrates needs him to be regularly praising
€kdv but on occasion dvaykalpevoc. The sense must therefore be not that he
can be compelled to praise a tyrant because of his need to obtain payment but
rather because of the political power wielded by tyrants, which deprives others of
their autonomy freely to praise or to withhold praise. | Tépavvov 7 d\\ov TV
TOV ToloUTwY must be intended to mean “somebody powerful enough to make
you do what you do not wish to do.” This interpretation seems to me also more

coherent with Socrates’ previous argument that a good man may be “compelled”

3 On dvaykalw uscd in this way, cf. Dover 1974, p.109.
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by his own sense of what is right to praise country or parents even when they act
towards him unjustly. No reference to payment or money should therefore be
read here.?

Interestingly, works generally believed to be falsely ascribed to Plato give a
different picture. This is the case with the pseudo-Platonic Hipparchus,* where, in
his description of the son of Peisistratus, Socrates refers to Hipparchus’ having

brought Anacreon and Simonides to Athens.

[Plato] Hipp. 228¢ (loquitur Socrates)

Kal €m  Avakpéovta TOv Thiov mevrnkéuTopov cTellac €xdpLcev ele
™Y moAv Cipevidny Tov Kelov del mepl abrov €lxe, peydloic
HLchotc kal Swpotc meibwr: TadTa § émoler Poukdpevoc Tardevely Touc
moXTac, tva wc Bektictov Svtwv altév dpyor, olk oldpevoc Setv
olBeVtl codiac phovety, dTe v karée Te kdyadic.

[Socrates:] And, having sent for him a penteconter, he brought Anacreon of
Teos into the city. And he always had Simonides of Ceos around him,
persuading him with large fees and gifts. He used to do these things in order to
educate the citizens, so that he might rule over the best possible people,

thinking it wrong to begrudge wisdom to any, since he was such a gentleman.

This account purports to present a favourable view of poetry and poets as
educators (in a manner rather foreign to Plato). Simonides seems to have
composed a mixture of ‘private’ and ‘public’ genres, including paeans and
dithyrambs, which could be thought of as bringing Tat8e{a to the citizens en
masse (as could the practice of public rhapsodic recitation). One might doubt,
however, the extent to which the general public were entertained or educated by
the sympotic lyrics of Anacreon, songs performed, one may suppose, in small
gatherings at the tyrant’s house. Of course, it is entirely possible that, from a
fourth century point of view, these have the effect of general public Tatdela as a
result of their diffusion through sympotic performance among the Athenians

more generally (as we know, for example, that at least some of Simonides’ poems

% contra, Bell 1978, 75; but cf. ibid. 72n.162.

' “Its authenticity is almost universally denicd by scholars (including Souilhé), though defended
by Friedlinder.” Guthric 1962-81, v.389.
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were favourites at symposia).+!

It is notable that this discussion of Hipparchus and his poetic patronage is
embedded as a kind of digression in a discussion of what it means to be
dtAokepdiic; it has been read by at least one scholar as a kind of ironic
meditation on the corrupted Taie{a and corrupted appetites of tyrants;*2 we
may suppose that not only Hipparchus but also Simonides is intended to
represent the ¢thokepdfic, and may, more surprisingly, note the difference
between the emphasis in the case of Anacreon on the grand style in which he
came to Athens and in the case of Simonides on his profit from fees and gifts.#3
As in the use of katd Ta Cipwvidov at Birds 919 (above), Simonides seems to be
singled out for special association with money, and again as in the Birds passage
there seems little ‘real-world’ justification for this: it is probable that both
Anacreon and Pindar profited financially from their poems, and that both

Aristophanes and the imitator of Plato would have assumed the same.++

The second of the collection of letters attributed to Plato in the mss. comments

upon popular interest in the common theme ‘sage and ruler’:

[Plato] Epist. 2. 310e-311a
I4 ya b k4 \ ré Ié \ 4 VA \ ~
méduke Euviévat elc TalTd dpovncic Te kal Svvapic peydin, kal TadT
AN el Sudkel kal {nTel kai EvyylyveTar Emeita kai ol dvBpwmol
e \ / k2 7’ 7 \ ¥ ha /7 b4
Xalpouvct mepl TOUTWY avTol Te dLadeydpevol kal dA\ov dkodovtec Ev
T€ 8latc Evvouvclate kal év Taic Toufcecty: olov kal mept ‘Iépwroc
dTav SiakéywvTar dvbpwmor kai IMavecaviov Tod Aakebatpoviov,

’ AY s ’ ya |4 b \
xatpover Ty Cipwvidou Evvouvclav mapadépovtec, & Te émpake kal

H Aristoph. Clouds 13551,

#2 Massaro 1991. Massaro reads the dialogue as authentic but ‘minor.’
* The broader context of discussion of the meaning of ¢tAokepdric is not appreciated by Bell
1978 (43-4), who scems to me to miss the point of this passage. Anacreon was even described as
refusing gold from Polycrates: Aristotle, Chreiai, at Stob. 4.31¢.91 (Belt 1978, 77)

b

The assumption is stronger for Pindar than for Anacreon, who may have been
characteristically attached to a single court for a long time, where Simonides and Pindar worked
free-lance. However, if there was a significant difference between the working arrangements of
Anacrcon and Simonides, it does not appear (o have been in the mind of the author of the
Hipparchus, since he shows them working in much the same way in this respect (coming to be
resident at the court of Hipparchus, as Anacreon had been resident with Polycrates). Again, it will
be scen below that Simonides is seen in some anecdotes as resident at the court of Hieron in the
same way. So it is hard (o say that this possible difference in working practices is a formative
factor in the anccdotal construction of Simonides as KipPLE.
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elme mpoc adroic.

It is naturally the case that wisdom and great power are inclined to come
together, and these are always pursuing and seeking and meeting together.
Again, both in their own gatherings and in poems, people in general like to
talk about these things, and to hear about them from others. Thus when
people talk about Hieron and about Pausanias the Spartan, they like to bring
up how these spent time with Simonides, and what he did and what he said to
them. [There follows a list of other examples, going back to mythological

instances. ]

This is not directly connected to the money theme treated here, but has been
included because of its tantalising interest. If this could be shown to come from
Plato’s time, it would be even more remarkable; unfortunately it is unlikely to be
by Plato; see below for a brief account of this problem. It may be noted that these
stories are regarded as both the subject-matter of conversation and of poems (€v
Talc mouficecty: the use of moincic to mean “poem” is neither late nor un-
Platonic: cf. Jon 531d, cited by LS] s.v.). Perhaps the most interesting sentence for
our purposes is émeLTa Kkai oi dvBpwmor xaipovct mepl ToUTwy alTol Te
Srakeybpevol kal dMwv dkotovTec v Te (8laic Evvouclaie kal &v Taic
mouficecty. This sentence is widely mistranslated, and perhaps not immediately
clear; it therefore seems appropriate to treat it in detail. The two Te... kai pairs
are to be construed in parallel and not in subordination: Le., év Te i8latc
Evvouctate kal év Talc motfcecty  qualifies not d\\wv dkovovTec but
xatpovet mepl TolTwy. The Loeb (Bury) gives the incorrect “discussing
themselves in private conversation and hearing others discuss in their poems”;
Brisson*> is even further away (and the footnote ad loc. does not justify the
translation but simply indicates his nervousness; in his heart, he knew that the
Greek did not say what he translated); Ciani gets it right: “E gli uomini amano
parlarne o sentirne parlare tanto nelle conversazioni private quanto nelle opere
poetiche”).46

The difficulty of the sentence derives from the fact that it is slightly loosely put;

the source of this looseness of expression is the regular appeal in Greek of bipolar

¥ Brisson 1987.
% Giani in Parente and Ciani 2002,
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expression generally, and of the contrast between speaking on one’s own
authority and hearing information from others, and the closely related contrast
between seeing and hearing.#’ It seems unlikely that the “ordinary people” or
“people in general” are actually supposed to be composing poems (though they
may be imagined as performing them); I think that the sense intended must be
conveyed by the following inelegant paraphrase: “People enjoy talking about the
interaction between wise men and powerful men, and they also enjoy hearing
about the same. This enjoyment is reflected in their reception of the poems, and
in their choice of conversation in company (whether at parties or at the barber’s
shop or at the lsche, etc.).” It may be that the idea is that the way in which they
read poes is the feature of their taste to be understood here, or it may be that it
is the choice of poems which they like to read (hear, sing, etc.).

These poems are presumably the poems of the poets concerned; in other words,
people, according to the author of the epistle, have a special interest in reading
the poems of Simonides and others in a way which privileges poems and ways of
reading poems which seem to provide extractable data concerning the
interactions of the poets and their patrons. Such popular interest seems very
plausible; it would show the general cultural attitude in which the (to us)
excessively biographical readings of scholia, ancient biographers, etc. were
embedded: not to mention anecdotes of the sort considered here. On the other
hand, the possibility is not to be excluded that the author of the letter had in
mind collections of verse anecdotes of the kind called Xpetat and known to us
from the fragments of the third century BC Machon.®

Hieron and Simonides make a regular pair in the anecdotes we know about,*?
and especially in the Hieron of Xenophon, as will be discussed below. Less
common is the pairing of Simonides and Pausanias of Sparta. The victor of
Plataea was probably also the one who commissioned Simonides’ elegy to

commemorate it, and epigrams which he had erected in various contexts were

+7 1. 2.484-6; cf. Svenbro 1993, 14-15 (k\éoc is an acoustic term); cf. [Hes.] fr. 199.3 M-W, Eur.
Orestes 532-3, Soph. 0T 7, elc.

¥ Gow 1965. On xpelar as a genre, sce 12-15. Machon does not treat any person of a date as
carly as Simonides in his anecdotes concerning historical people, but there were other writers of
this sort whose works have been lost.

" cf. Bell 1978, 34: “Simonides’ relationship with Hieron appears here in what seems alrcady to
be a canonical list of such associations”; but what is remarkable is that Simonides appears with
two possible ‘great men’ where every other has only onc, and that Pausanias is not, from our
cvidence, an obvious candidate,
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attributed (like most Persian Wars epigrams) to Simonides.® But stories
concerning “what Simonides did and said to him” are not so common; we have
only an anecdote where Simonides, asked for advice by Pausanias, advises him to
remember that he is only a man. This was not, as far as we can see from our
sources, a common story.>! We may wonder, however, whether our sources are
here misleadingly unrepresentative. The tone and argument of the letter is elitist
and snobbish. ‘Plato’ is keen to distinguish between himself and the tyrant as a
privileged pair, worthy to be considered as equivalent to Hieron52 and Simonides
and the other pairs named. Again, a contrast between the enlightened few and
the ignorant many is implicit in Plato’s instruction not to allow the doctrines
divulged to him to be made public among the dmaidevroL (314a), since
doctrines sound absurd to ordinary people which seem most wonderful and
inspiring to the well-born (mpdc Tovc moMolc... mpoc Tobe edduelc 314a).5
The language in which he asserts that anecdotes about powerful men and sages
are popular is less strongly marked by such distinctions, but it may be seen that
these distinctions are implied there as well: note in particular émeLTa kal of
dvBpwmot xaipovct kTA.; the use of kai is adverbial rather than conjunctive and
contrasts the generic ol dv@pwmoL with the abstracted dpdvncic Te kai
Slvapic peydin of the previous sentence. Plato contrasts the wise and powerful
with the ordinary people, who have a different interest in the same subject: for
the many, such characters are glamorous and other-wordly, where for the wise
and powerful they are potential models to follow. We may note in this connection
Plato’s use of traditional xdptc motifs which also serve to highlight the analogy
between the pair Plato-Dionysius with the historical and mythological
paradeigmata: see at 312c Tipdpevoc pév yap Umd cod TipNew cé (“being
brought honour by you, I shall bring honour to you”), and in particular éyo 8¢

CE TGV P} TLu@vTa mhodrov 86Ew bavpdlelv Te kai Sidkelv (“If I do

20 CI. above, scction 1.5. On attribution of cpigrams, sce below, section 3.18.

31 I can find only Plut. Consolatio ad Apollonium 105al, Aclian V.H. 9.41.1. Somc parallels given at
Hani 1972 ad loc. (162n.22).

2 Hicron comes first on the list, perhaps because of a perception that Dionysius would like (0 be
perceived as Hieron noster; cf. the implicit analogy between the third century Hieron and the
patron of Simonides, Bacchylides and Pindar in Theocritus 16 (below, section 4.3).

% This esoteric flavour to the letter has been identified as characteristic of a Pythagoreanising
version of Platonism which probably grew up in the Ist century BC: v. Parente in Parente and
Ciani 2002 ad 314cl (p.198) and ‘Introduzione’ pp.xxvii-xxviii. On dating implications, sce
below.
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honour to you while you do not to me, I shall be considered to be dazzled by
wealth and chasing after it”). Where ol dvfpwmot at 310e are shown (‘also,’
‘even’) having an interest in the interaction of sages and powerful men, both in
their conversation and in their literary consumption, it seems to me that the
writer of the letter may intend his audience to have in mind popular, ‘sub’-
literary traditions about poets and powerful men: a different kind of thing from
what ‘Plato’ and Dionysius might be expected to be interested in. It may be that
various kinds of anecdotal material were strongly represented in this kind of
tradition which were less prevalent in more high-brow contexts, and that this
might account for the surprising choice of Pausanias of Sparta as a figure about
whose intercourse with Simonides anecdotal material circulated (Hieron is
unsurprising to us; but otherwise why not e.g. Scopas or Themistocles or “the
lords of Thessaly,” which would the obvious choices on the basis of the material
available to us?). Of course, if such a tradition was embedded in ways of reading
the poems, it will have found meat on which to feed concerning Simonides and
Pausanias: the latter occupied an important role in the Plataea elegy,>* and had
inscribed Persian War epigrams which were subsequently (inevitably) attributed
to Simonides.” It is not difficult to see that the vainglorious tone of these
epigrams might have generated the story about Pausanias and Simonides which
we do have: that Simonides reminded him of his own mortality. We know from
the quoting sources that these inscriptions were viewed as hubristic and
disapproved of.56

Analysis of the dating of this letter is beyond the scope of the present study; since
Bentley, the most famous of de-bunkers of the attribution of letters, maintained
that the Platonic epistles, at least, were authentic,’” scholars have see-sawed
between accepting or rejecting the letters in toto, and various intermediate
positions where some letters have been accepted but others rejected, without a

strong consensus on where to draw the line.® The present state of scholarship

7fr.11.33-4 W; cf. section 1.5 above.

 FGE ‘Simonides’ X VII (a), XXIX.

% Thuc. 1.132.2 states that FGE ‘Simonides’ XVII {a), which he does not attribute o an author,
was crased by the Spartans shortly afier Pausanias had it inscribed: Athenacus 12.536a, citing
Nymphis, records the tradition that Pausanias had XXXIX inscribed on a bronze bowl, claiming
that he had dedicated it when it had alrcady been there when he found it

> Bentley 1697, cited at Parente and Ciani 2002, xii n.1.

% cf. Guthric (1962-81), v.399-401: and a full treatment of opiniones wirorum doctorum given by
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seems to be a consensus that this letter, at any rate, is not to be attributed to Plato
himself. The argument of the most recent editor is that we should date the second
letter as part of a group which was not recognised by Aristophanes of
Byzantium™ as part of the Hellenistic edition of Plato’s works, but can be dated,
as a result of some of its strangely esoteric content, by association with a strand of
Platonism influenced by Pythagorean ideas and current in the late Hellenistic
period, apparently starting in the first century before our era. The present letter,
therefore, has been recently dated to the period first century BC to first century
AD.60

Returning to our diachronic sequence, it is thus perhaps notable that Plato ipse
seems to have refrained from comment on the association of Simonides with
money and stinginess, when we know that such an association was extremely
prevalent in his times, as has been seen from the discussion of Aristophanes’ use
of it. The sense that this silence may be somehow worthy of remark is enhanced
by the fact that, as soon as we move to look at Simonides in the falsely ascribed
part of the Platonic corpus, the familiar notion is once more present (of course,
this contrast is only valid if we follow the majority of scholars in denying Platonic
authorship to the Hipparchus). One might wonder whether Plato’s silence on the
matter of payment is borne from a desire to deny poetry the status of a Téxvn or
whether he wished not to devalue the sources from which he drew possible
ethical doctrines before allowing Socrates to interpret or confound them.6! At
any rate, whether this requires an explanation or not, Plato in the genuine
dialogues will continue to seem an exception when we leave him and turn first to

Xenophon and then, naturally, to Aristotle.

6. Xenophon

This study will treat Xenophon’s dialogue between Simonides and his patron

Parente in Parente and Ciani 2002, xi-xv (historical) and xviT. (Parentc’s own argument, with
reference to modern positions).

59 ibid. xxiii.

ihid. xxvi-xxviii, 13. cf. Keyser 1998, who argues that the cdatplov of 312d is an astronomical
tool which did not exist before the late second century BC, and that the letter should be dated to
the first century BC.

60

%1 On the technique of inflating the value of an opponent in order to magnify the one who wins
against him, cf. Scrvius ad Aen. 8.686

131



Chapter 3: Simonides in the Anecdotal Tradition

Hieron only briefly, not because it lacks interest but because it has recently been
considered in this light by Richard Hunter,52 who has treated interesting ways in
which the Simonides copée of Xenophon (who, on a first reading, could seem
little more than a name given to codpéde Tic) can be seen as interacting in a
quietly ironic way with the Simonides k{ppLE tradition described here. Hunter
notes that this Simonides is shown advising Hieron to spend money on self-
promotion of various kinds, including horse-breeding for athletic purposes and
sponsoring of competitions, and tells him that in this way he will gain charis and
goodwill. Hunter surely picks up on something significant here, where he suggests
that “part of the point of the second half of the Hiero is that Simonides cunningly
disguises his famous dthapyvpia behind the improving language of civic
administration.” One might further add that perhaps Xenophon in this ironic
project was somehow interacting with the equally ironised treatment of
Hipparchus in the eponymous pseudo-Platonic dialogue. Again, “disguises,”
though it makes Hunter’s point well, might not be the best word to describe the
relationship between the ¢lapyupia of the Simonides constructed by the
anecdotal tradition and the language of xdptc and benefaction such as we find in
the Hieron of Xenophon; Simonides can be seen as not so much a dissembler or
disguiser as one who exposes some of the ways in which it might appear that
different ways of expressing relationships where money is a factor are in a way
necessarily false because money has weakened pre-monetary forms of social
relation to a point where their vocabulary fails. To put a similar point in a shightly
different way, it is not that “the improving language of civil administration” is
one thing and ¢uhapyvpia another, but rather that the Simonides of the
tradition seems to have an awareness that the difference between such categories
might be purely linguistic and constructed. This way of reading Simonides in

anecdotes will be developed further below.

7. Aristotle (and more Plato)

%2 Hunter 1996, 98-100.

% For less ironised and less interesting readings of the choice of Simonides as Hieron’s
interlocutor, sec for example Gray 1986 (who also argucs that the Platonic cpistle discussed above
might refer to Xenophon’s Hieron — which I find unlikely for the reasons already rchearsed);
Gelenczey-Mihdlez 2000, 115 (“Simonides ... is one of the first characteristic portrayals of the
new, emerging intelligentsia...”).
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For Aristotle, Simonides’ nature as a skinflint is as proverbial as it was seen to be
in Aristophanes. The following glancing reference in the MNcomachean FEihics

assumes his audience’s familiarity with the notion:

Aristotle FN 1121a:

Kal evkowvdimroc & écTiv & élevbéploc elc Xpnpata: Sdvatar yap
adiketcBat, ph TLLGY ve Td XphuaTa, kal Hakov axBSuevoc €l TL Séov
kN dvdhwcev f) Aumrodpevoc el pi) Séov Tu dvdhweey, kal TéL CLpwvidnu
oUK dpeckdpevoc.

7oL CipwviBou coni. Bywater in app., fort. recte.

Again, the liberal man is easygoing when it comes to financial matters. He
may suffer injustice, since it is not money that he honours, and he is more
distressed if he has not paid something which he should have done than upset
if he has paid something which he should not have done, and he takes no
delight in Simonides [or, reading with Bywater’s conjecture “in the saying of

Simonides”].

The reference is presumably to a dictum of Simonides regardless of whether we
accept the (very attractive) conjecture of Bywater. Commentators profess
ignorance as to which of his sayings is referred to heres* (the general impression is
naturally consistent with the picture at Aristotle fr.92 R. and ibid. Rhet. 1391a, on
both of which see below), but in fact the probable answer was already provided in
1906, with Grenfell and Hunt’s publication of the papyri which they recovered
from mummy cartonnage removed from the necropolis at Hibeh.55 P. Hibeh 17 is
a third century BC list of sayings attributed to Simonides, which will be discussed
below. The relevant portion here is the following: kai mp[dlc TOV
muvbavdpevor SLd T{ ein deldwrdc €dn Sl TodT elvan deldwroc 8[TI
HaAdov dxBoLTo Tolc dvmrwpévolc f) Tolc Teptoticty “To one who asked him
why he was miserly he replied that he suffered more as a result of expenditures
than of profits.” This looks like the saying referred to by Aristotle, and was

identified as such in the editio princeps. Again the impression is that a large amount

% Rackham ad loc. (Loeb); Gauthier and Jolif 1970 ad loc. (ii.258).
5 Grenfell and Hunt 1906.
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of material concerning Simonides was in circulation and well known, preserved
for us in this instance by the chance survival of the papyrus. We may note how
easily and casually Aristotle is able to refer to this dictum. He recounted in a little
more detail the following anecdote, already mentioned. The context is that rich
men have been said to believe that everybody else wants what they have, the

subject being ol mhovuciot.

Aristotle Rhet. 1391a (2.16) = Simonides T47d Campbell

dpa 8¢ kal elkéTwe TobTO TdcyoUSLY (TOANOL ydp €icy ol dedpevol
TOV €éxovTwv: GBev kal TO Cipwvidov elpnTat mepl TOV coddr kal
mhouctwy mpde THY yuvaika THY Tépwvoc Epopéumy méTEpOV yevéchal
KpelTTov mholetov § coddr: "mhotclor” elmeiv Tode codode yap €ém
opav ém Taic TGY mhovciwr Olparc Suatpipovrac), kai TO olecbar
d&love elvau dpxew Exel yap ofovrar Gv évekev dpyewv dEtov.

Indeed, it is natural that they are affected this way (for many people do want
what they have. This phenomenon is the origin of the saying of Simonides
said concerning the wise and the wealthy, when the wife of Hieron asked him
whether it was better to be wealthy or wise. “Rich,” he replied, since he said
that he saw the wise spending their time at the doors of the wealthy). [And it is
natural] that they think they are worthy to rule, since they believe that that

which they own gives them a claim to power.

This anecdote is not being told for the first time here; but it is here that we find it
first associated with Simonides. Previously it had been alluded to by Plato, at
Resp. 489b-c; later Aristippus is said to have added a further twist.66 Plato,
however, did not name his source. Socrates has been making an analogy between
the city and a ship on which the sailors are striving to take charge without having
any notion what is required to become a captain; just as they would not recognise
somebody who had the necessary skills and seamanship, so the city does not

recognise the need for the philosopher.

“ DL 2.69, cited by Grimaldi at the Aristotle passage (Grimaldi 1988, 219). Aristippus is
supposed (o have been asked by Dionysius, the later tyrant of Syracuse, why the philosophers
went to the doors of the wealthy, and not vice versa, and replied wittily that the philosophers knew
what they lacked where the wealthy did not. Putting the Simonidcan anecdote into a general wise
man and tyrant tradition, see Wilamowitz 1913, 148 with n.1.
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Plato Resp. 489b-c (loquitur Socrates)
\ i 7 b ~ 7 t b4 -~ ~ ¢
kal o7t Tolvuv TaAndfi Aéyeic, oc dxpncTol Tolc ToOA\oiC ol
€metkéctatol TGV v dLhocodial: Tfic pévToL dxpneriac Tove pn
Xpwpévove kéeve altidcBar, GG pfy Tobc émeikeic. od yap €xel
dve kupepviiTny alTdv SelcBar dpxecdat U abTod 008 Tovc codode

\

éml Tdc TAV mlovciwv Olpac iéval, dAN & TODTO Kopdevcapevoc
&belearo, TO 8¢ dAndec médukev, dvTe mholcloc EdvTe mévnc kapvm,
avaykatov elvat &m iatpdv 8dpac iévar...

[Socrates: ...] and that you speak the truth when you say that the most
accomplished in philosophy are useless to the many. However, [the analogy
between philosophers and the captains of ships] bids you blame this
uselessness on those who fail to make use [of the accomplished philosopher],
but not on the accomplished [philosopher]. For it is not natural that the
captain should reguire them to obey him, nor that the wise should go to the
doors of the rich, but the man who made this witticism was lying: the true
situation is that, whether someone is rich or poor, if he is sick it is necessary for

him to go to the doctor.

Even if the story about Aristippus had been already current in Plato’s time (which
I doubt), the dramatic date of the Republic is before Aristippus’ and Dionysius’
time, and it seems unlikely in any case that Plato would have had Socrates react
in this way to an anecdote where Aristippus’ point is approximately similar to
that being made by Socrates here, i.e. that the reason why others do not come to
the philosopher is that they are unaware of their need for his wisdom. It appears,
then, that Plato’s Socrates is here referring to an anecdote more or less the same
as the one which we find in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. It remains to be asked whether
Plato and his readers would have identified 6 TodTo koppevcdpevoc with
Simonides. Given that the strength of the association of Simonides with money is
so deep-rooted already by this time, I find it more likely that he made a rhetorical
choice not to name Simonides here; I also think that Aristotle read a reference to
Simonides in this passage, since the latter philosopher clearly means the passage
quoted above to be read as a contradiction of Plato’s statement. Plato’s argument

is not about money but about only knowledge and ignorance; Aristotle, who also
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discusses the fact that the rich consider themselves worthy to rule (the key point of
Plato’s discussion) has a more sociological and economic view of power and
politics, so he has a more positive view of Simonides’ supposed dictum. In
addition to the considerations mentioned above concerning the question why
Plato elsewhere does not draw attention to the tradition associating Simonides
with money, perhaps it is also for this reason that Aristotle chooses to name
Simonides where Plato does not: it is more common for ancient authors to name
sources with whom they are in agreement that those with whom they are
disagreeing. Nevertheless, the possibility that the anecdote was a free-floating
story and not attached to any particular person cannot altogether be dismissed
(note that Plato does not mention Hieron’s wife; his mention contains no
particular detail, but only the general point). Aristotle is here encouraging the
reader to take seriously the amusing story which Plato had dismissed as a “clever-
dick” remark (kopdevcdpevoc).

It will be observed that neither philosopher is in the least concerned with the
historical question whether the remark was really made by Simonides or not; this
is unsurprising, since the anecdote’s value for them is not historical. We may
notice that Simonides’ reputation has become a place where authors can mark
their attitudes towards the meaning of money, in the present Aristotelian instance
even by a process of double allusion, both to the anecdote and to the way in
which Plato had used it: for Plato, separating people according to their wealth
distracts attention from the general ignorance which he perceives, where for
Aristotle it is an essential part of social understanding.

In the examples just quoted and discussed, we have little clear idea to what extent
the story employed by Plato and Aristotle might have been derived from a way of
looking at a particular poem (as has been indicated, the question to what extent
and how the view of Simonides promulgated or assumed by such anecdotes may
have interacted with the nature of his poems m general will be taken very seriously
below); in the next case of Aristotle’s interaction with the figure of Simonides,

however, the anecdotal material is firmly attached to a particular song.

Aristotle Rhet. 1405b = Simonides 515 PMG
kal 6 Cipwvidne, e pév E6{8ov pichdw OXlyov adTdt 6 vikicac Tolc

Spedey, obk fidehe ToLely, G Sucxepaivwy elc nutévove molely, émel &
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tkavoy €dwkev, émoince
xaipeT deMomédwv Blyarpec {mmov
kalToL kal TGV dvwv Buyatépec fcav.
And Simonides, when the victor in the mule-car race was giving him a small
fee, did not want to compose a poem, since he was disgusted at writing in
praise of half-donkeys, then when the victor gave him enough, he composed
Hail, daughters of storm-footed horses!

even though they were the daughters of donkeys as well.

This poem, composed for Anaxilas the tyrant of Rhegium,"7 was probably a
relatively famous one; it was referred to, again by first line, also in the Aristotelian
Constitution of the Rhegians, from which the reference was excerpted by the second
century BC scholar Heraclides Lembus;® it is from him and the scholia to
Aristotle that we have the name and polis of the victor. This anecdote is of special
interest for our investigation, since it is a place where a good case may be made
for its early date. It seems to me likely to date from Sicilian tradition during or
close to Simonides’ own time. Anaxilas’ victory in the mule cart seems to have
occurred around the same time as the battle of Himera: it is generally placed in
the Olympic games of either 484 or 480.5 Unil Himera, he had been allied with
the Carthaginians on Sicily against the allied Greek cities of Syracuse and
Acragas. Afterwards, however, he must have come to an accommodation with
the Deinomenids of Syracuse, since he gave his daughter in marriage to Hieron I.
One might assume, however, that many Syracusans, who had recently fought
against Anaxilas when he was allied to the ‘barbarian’ Carthaginians, retained a
degree of animus towards him. It was again shortly after Himera that he issued a
new coin, stamped with a hare on one side and with the mule cart on which he
had won his Olympic victory on the other. The coin must postdate the
reconciliation with the Deinomenids, since it marks the point when the coinage
of Rhegium and Messene became organised according to the same weight system

as on the rest of Sicily.”” The picture of the mule cart will therefore have been

Y7 Heraclides Lembicus Politiae 55 Dilts (~ Rosc 1886, 381-2), in Dilts 1971.

% Previously identified as the contemporary of Aristode, Heraclides Ponticus, or as another: sec
Dilis 1971, 8.

% See Moretti 1957, no. 208 (p.89), and for the historical issucs D. Asheri in CAH?, 4.766fT.

70 Kraay 1976, 214 with plates 772 and 781. Anaxilas’ coin was mentioned in a lost work of
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recognisably the counterpart of the horse-drawn quadriga which was the device of
the coins of Syracuse. I suggest that it was in this context that the story we see in
Aristotle came about. Syracusans who remembered their hostility towards
Anaxilas would have found it easy to make the comparison between their rulers’
victories with horses and chariots and Anaxilas’ lesser achievement with the
mule-cart, especially where Anaxilas’ imitation of the Syracusan coin emphasised
the contrast. Anaxilas would have seemed to imitate a Rolls Royce by showing
off his own BMW. It is easy to imagine how this, combined with the fact of
Anaxilas’ commission of a song from Simonides, a regular encomiast of the
Deinomenids, could have resulted in the story which we find in Aristotle. The
conclusion is not inevitable, but it seems very likely. If it is the case, it indicates
that concern about the phenomenon of remuneration for song was already a
feature of the reception of encomiastic poetry in the early fifth century, and
suggests that it may have been associated already with Simonides.

It would appear that the anecdote is derived from a way of reading the poem
itself, but without more information on the contents of the poem we cannot tell
whether the ironically pointed way of describing mules was the only motivation
for biographical explanation or whether some other feature within the poem
encouraged its audiences to think that there should be an associated financial
issue. At least this part of the poem must have had a witty and ironic flavour, and
the original audience might have been expected to laugh. Part of the humour for
Aristotle will have been derived from an attitude which post-dates the removal of
the mule-car race from the programme of the games, but by the argument above
the story is too old for this to be an explanation, and the interpretation of these
lines as to some extent light-hearted and ironic is in keeping with a generally
irreverent, jocular tone which may be discerned in a surprisingly large number of
Simonidean epinician fragments (such as the ram Jjoke at 507 PMG and the
suggestion that Glaucus of Carystus was a better boxer than Polydeuces at 509
PMG, which was presumably said with tongue firmly in cheek).

We may wonder whether this striking feature was in part associated with a
greater frankness concerning the fact of cash-payment for poems. The favourite

candidate for a Pindaric passage which must have been (as it now is)

Aristotle (fr. 568 R.).
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straightforwardly funny would seem to be the interchange between Apollo and
Chiron at Pyth. 9.30-51;7! but here the humour is of a quite different order and
does not seem to involve the same destabilising of the encomiastic situation as
Simonides’ jokes, which seem to threaten the very fact of praise by adverting to
the fact that it was ‘only’ the mule race, or exaggeration of the boxing abilities of
the laudandus beyond the point of credibility and propriety. We can see, then,
that whether or not it has a degree of randomness in narrowly conceived terms
(by which I mean, whether or not the poem contained material concerning
payment which might have seemed to motivate the anecdote), the story seems to
have something which more broadly ‘makes sense’ in terms of the poem itself,
since the foregrounding of the cash-relationship has a similar destabilising effect
vis-a-vis the praise relationship to the foregrounding of the ancestry of mules
which occurred in the poem.” It is at least likely that this perception of the
beginning of the poem was available and was adopted by early audiences, who
chose to receive it in a way which emphasised a perceived cynically insincere
attitude on the part of Simonides, motivated by an interest in remuneration
regardless of the real worth of the patron or his achievements.

The following excerpt comes from a lost work of Aristotle mepl elyevelac.
Aristotle cites a number of possible definitions, including the following attributed

to Simonides.

Aristotle fr.92 R. (apud Stob. 4.29.25) = T47g Campbell

Cipwvidny 8¢ dacwv dmokplvacda SLepwTopevor Tivee elyeveic, Tovc

ék TdhaL movciwy dpdvat.
They say that Simonides, asked who were the noble, replied that they were

people with inherited money from a long time ago.

Here Simonides is presented as a deflator of aristocratic ideology’® and a man
capable of perceiving the meaning of wealth: to be called “well-born” is simply a
matter of having been rich for longer than others. Aristotle does not commit

himself to judging whether or not Simonides really said this, and it surely did not

7! Though cf. my treatment of Pyth. 11.36-45, section 2.1 above.

72 Frankel 1975, 436 treats some of these passages as examples of Simonidean “realism.” These
issues will be picked up and treated more fully below.

78 Gf. Gentili 1969, 17: “una dissacrazione dei valori aristocratici”.
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much affect his own use of the dictum whether he believed it or not. The
phenomenon by which Simonides is shown choosing to view or describe in terms
of wealth phenomena otherwise described in more nuanced social terms will be

observed again in anecdotes which follow.
8. Chamaeleon

Aristotle’s interest in Simonides, apparently not premised on historical concern
about the poet but on an interest in character types which can be illustrated
through the use of a personality already known as such to his readers or listeners,
is continued in the works of his followers, and takes a critical move from the
telling of anecdotes as and when rhetorical context can motivate them to the
compilation of monographs. Chamaeleon’s works of literary scholarship and
history’ included mepl titles on both liad and Odyssey (frr.14-22), possibly Hesiod
(fr.46?), Aleman (frr.24-5) and Stesichorus (frr. 28-9), certainly Sappho (frr.26-7),
Lasus (fr.30), Pindar (frr. 31-2) and Simonides (frr.33-5), Anacreon (fr.36),
Thespis (fr. 38) and Aeschylus (frr. 39-42), as well as a treatise on Comedy (frr.
43-4). Most of our fragments come from Athenaeus. These mepl books seem not
to represent what we would call biographies, but rather collections of passages (of
the authors themselves and of others) with biographical inferences taken from
them.”> Sometimes he seems to have gathered others’ biographical inferences
from poems and presented them to his readers without necessarily passing
Jjudgement on the legitimacy or otherwise of the inference; this is the case in his
treatment of the famous poem of Anacreon (358 PMG) where Anacreon speaks of
a girl from Lesbos. Inevitably, this had been taken as evidence that the poem was
addressed to Sappho, who had therefore rejected the erotic approaches of
Anacreon. It appears from Athenaeus’ account (999c = Chamaeleon fr. 26
Wehrli) that Chamaeleon merely reported this interpretation (in his mept
Camdotc) without passing comment on its accuracy or otherwise (\éyewv TLvdc

dncwv ele abmiy memotficbar Imd  Avakpéovtoc TdSe: “[Chamaeleon] says

7t Wehrli 1967-9, ix.52-63.

7 Momigliano 1993, 70iT. (v. esp. 70: “Chamaclecon was prone 10 infer the personal
circumstances of his poets from what they wrote™). This genre of writing was first identified by
Leo: cf. Momigliano 1993, 70n.6.

140



Chapter 3: Simonides in the Anecdotal Tradition

that some people say that these verses were made by Anacreon for her”).76
Athenaeus then points out the anachronism. It is therefore entirely likely that
Chamaeleon was less important as a creator of biographical interpretations
(doubtless he will have done this sometimes) than as a gatherer and transmitter of
pre-existing material, previously scattered in the way in which we find it in
Aristotle and comedy.

Of the three fragments of the book Tept Cipwvidou collected by Wehrli, it is the

first which is relevant to the present concerns.

Chamaeleon fr. 33 Wehrli (Athenaeus 656¢) ~ Simonides fr. 26 W ~ Simonides

eleg. 7 and T23 Campbell
Tepl 8¢ Aaydv Xapaléwv dnciv év TdL mept Cipwvidov oc detmvdv
Tapa TéL Tépwrt 6 Cipwvidne, o mapaTedévrtoc adTéL ém Y
Tpdme(av kabdmep kal Tolc dAotc Aaywod GAX eTepov petadidévtoc
Tob ‘Iépwvoc, dmecyedlacev

ov8¢ yap 008 > ebpic mep Eav ékikeTo Sedpo
Svtwe & M dc dAnBdc kipPlE & Cipwridne kal alcypokepdiic, e
Xapadéwv dneiv. év Cupakoteaic yodv Tod ‘Iépwvoc dmocTéovToc
abTéL T& kad Mpépav AapTpdec TOAGY TA TAelw & Cipavidne Tov map
éxelvov mepmopévor €autdl pikpdy pépoc dmeTiero. épopévov 8¢
Twoc THY aitiav: "Gmwe,” eimev, " Te ‘Iépwvoc peyarompémera
kaTadavic it kal § éut kocpLétne.”
Concerning hares, Chamaeleon says in his On Simonides that Simonides was
dining at the house of Hieron, and that when hare was served to all the others
but not put on the table in front of him, but Hieron later did give a share to
him, he improvised
No, wide though it was, it did not reach this far!

In fact, Simonides really was a skinflint and shamefully concerned with gain,
as Chamaeleon says. In Syracuse, indeed, when Hieron was sending daily

rations to him on a magnificent scale,”’ Simonides would sell most of what

7% contra, Bell 1978, 60 (“Chamaclcon... made Sappho and Anacreon address poems (o one
another... Chamacleon’s error may have arisen from a misunderstanding of the poems
themsclves™).

77 Campbell’s Loeb translaton takes hapmpée with ToAGY (“Simonides would openly sell”); Alan
Griffiths points out to me that it would seem more natural Greek o take it with the preceding
dmoeTéovToc. But perhaps there is a slight ambiguity in the expression, and the adverb could
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had been sent to him and keep only a small portion for himself. Asked why, he
replied “So that both Hieron’s munificence should be conspicuous and my

own moderation.”

It may be noticed here that Athenaeus seems inclined to be sceptical about
Chamaeleon’s testimony: $vtwc 8 fv dc dAndac k{ppLE (“in fact, he was truly
a kimbix”) might simply introduce an extra piece of evidence, but suggests that
Chamaeleon might have been disbelieved: possibly Athenaeus was at least
sometimes aware of the dangers of Chamaeleon’s approach. He also viewed the
anecdote concerning the hare as suggesting that Simonides was kippLE kai
aicxpokepdric (on the face of it, this is not altogether obvious, though it certainly
speaks of the tense relations with patrons which are more plainly associated with
Simonides’ meanness elsewhere). This interpretation also should derive from
Chamaeleon, however, since, as we have commented above, he is very likely to
have used this very peripatetic word (perhaps first used of him by Xenophanes) of
Simonides, and the most natural way in which to read the sentence is to suppose
that oc Xapaléwy ¢nelv applies also to the words immediately before it. It
appears, therefore, that Athenaeus first gives the testimony of Chamaeleon
concerning the hare, and then argues that Chamaeleon’s testimony — including
identification of Simonides as k{upLE kai aicxpokepdhc — was correct, and that
he then cites another anecdote about Simonides as evidence. Tt is not necessarily
the case, therefore, that this second anecdote was found in Chamaeleon’s mepl
Cipwvidov, as was apparently assumed by both Wehrli and Campbell.”® The
second anecdote is possibly free-floating and might come from another source
prior to Athenaeus.”

Treating the first anecdote first, the hexameter supposed to have been
improvised by Simonides is a parody of /l. 14.33, where the beach at T roy is
broad, but not broad enough to take all the Achaean ships in one line (33-4

quoted):

qualify cither.

7% 1 say “apparently” because in fact it is only the disposition of the material on the page which
indicates that these editors scem to have supposed both stories to decrive from Chamacleon.

™ On the other hand, Athenacus’ argument, as described here, would be more persuasively so
described if he had cited a diffirent source for the second ancedote. The source is assumed to be
Chamaeleon by Bell (Bell 1978, 41). My broader argument here is in any case not affected; but I
lind Gvrwc ... oc dAfBwc difficult to explain unless what follows is from another source.
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008 yap 008 edpic mep édw Eduviicato mdcac
alytahdc vijac xadéeiv, crelvovTto 8¢ Aaol-
Wide though it was, the beach was not wide enough to hold all the ships, and

the people were straitened.

"The humour of the alleged response of Simonides to the socially graceless snub
lies in the mismatch between his situation and that to which he alludes; the
context in the Iliad is the battle by the ships of the Achaeans. Atheneaeus has his
character Ulpian read the story as concerned with the stinginess of Simonides,
continuing to cite another anecdote on the same subject, as detailed above. One
may feel that the story might as easily have been told as an anecdote illustrating
the stinginess of Hieron. Hieron seems here to demonstrate the opposite of the
proper way in which to behave towards a guest; the importance of xemia in the
pre-monetary economy of earlier poetry and especially Homer need not be
stressed, and we may remember in this context the mythical pattern of enmity
caused by failure to give an appropriately honour-bearing cut of meat to a person
deserving of respect.8” Again, in the world of the Odyssey, and in a book where the
importance of xemia is especially prominent, we see that the Phaeacian bard
Demodocus is especially honoured, and we notice that he is fed along with
everybody else (Od. 8.69-71) and that Odysseus especially honours him with a
fine cut of meat (ibid. 480-486). Segal comments that “The signal marks of
honour bestowed upon the bard make him virtually equal in status to any other
guest,”! and contrasts the treatment of the bard on Scheria with that of Phemius
in Ithaca. Simonides, then, is shown in this anecdote reacting to a failure of the
archaic reciprocity-based rules of exchange, and the Homeric basis of the
quotation, though not itself from a passage concerning exchange and reciprocity,
may nevertheless be seen as constituting a contrast between the mores of the
carlier archaic, pre-monetary systems of exchange and those of his own time,

where the failure of Hieron to treat him as a guest is symptomatic of a decay in

% This is onc of the two explanations apparently offered by the epic Thebaid for the wrath of

Ocdipus against his sons: Thebaid [r.3 EGF = Bernabé = West (Locb). In a striking parallel to the
Simonidean traditions, our source (Z Soph. OC 1375) accuses Ocdipus of behaving pikpodsiywe
(Bell 1978, 30n.4).

81 Segal 1994, 147, and ch.7 passim; cf. Bell 1978, 30.
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reciprocal values. 32

The choice of meat here, which differentiates the situation from that of Homeric
hospitality,® can be seen to add a further social nuance. Hare appears to have
been the chief object of recreational hunting 8 and this hunting seems to have
been characteristically aristocratic behaviour.8’ Xenophon’s treatise on the
subject treats hunting as a proper part of the education of a gentleman, and
records wistfully that law used to protect game from other types of human
predation in order to reserve it for ‘sporting’ purposes, and to allow huntsmen to
damage standing crops.86 This is the voice of an aristocrat looking back to the
days before the democracy (regardless of the historical veracity or lack of it in the
reminiscence); a concentration of hunting imagery on Athenian pottery around
the time of the reforms of Cleisthenes and Ephialtes and the development of the
democracy increases the impression that hunting had a strong ideological
resonance.?’ Again, iconography relating to the hunt (especially hares as gifts) is
extremely common in pottery with content associated with pederasty, which
“claimed a central place in the ideology of aristocratic masculinity in Athens.”88
The commensality in which Simonides is denied a full place, then, is a
commensality of a specifically aristocratic sort.

In addition, it may be imagined that hare would have been perceived as having a
special flavour, so to speak, in a more narrowly economic sense. We do not know
to what extent there would have been a market in hare meat, either in the fifth
and fourth centuries or in the time of Hieron and Simonides, but it seems likely
that a contemporary reader of Chamaeleon would have assumed that this hare

had been hunted by Hieron himself or by the young men of his circle, since this is

82 ¢f. Carson 1999, 21-2.
% The Homeric poems mention the hunting of hares in a simile (Z. 10.361) and another simile

uses as vehicle an cagle swooping upon a lamb or a hare (I1. 22.310); they are part of the world of

the poem at Od. 17.295 (the hound Argos used (o be a hunting dog, for goats, deer and harc). We
do not sec hare caten. Homer is more interested in boar hunting, perhaps because it scemed to
him more appropriate to heroic epic: Doty 2001, 10.

8+ cf. Anderson 1985, ch.2. The bulk of Xenophon’s Cynegeticus is devoted to the hunting of hares.
8 cf. Anderson 1985, 18; Barringer 2001, ch. 1.

% Cyn. 12.6-7; but he lives in different times, and the hunter should take care to damage neither
crops nor water-sources (Gyn. 5.34).

87 Barringer 2001, 15-16, and ch. 1 passim (but Barringer treats hare hunting scparately).

8 Barringer 2001, 72, and see her ch. 2 passim. The questton whether this would have applied
cqually in Sicily is not answerable; but we may guess that at least to some extent the cultural
practices of super-aristocrats like Hicron were pan-Hellenic in nature (although of course in
Athenian poltery we see an ideological interaction of these practices with specifically Athenian
political institutions, norms and developments).
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Chapter 3: Simonides in the Ancedotal Tradition

the natural way in which hare would fit into aristocratic discourse. This gives it a
kind of relation to exchange which another food would not have had, at any rate
from the point of view of the later classical period when the story doubtless came
into being. Beef, for instance, is a meat of sacrifice; rules apply to its butchery and
distribution, enforced by religious custom. Fish, on the other hand, is of the
dyopd, a commodity which arrives at the tables of the wealthy through cash-
based commerce.8" Hare might have been seen to occupy a distinctive position:
likely to have been hunted by members of the same aristocratic group who were
eating it, it would have had the cachet of its association with an elite activity but
not the commerce-based commodity status of other luxury foods.?® This would
have given it special value in the context of aristocratic commensality and
sodality: and it is from this kind of commensality and sodality that the anecdote
shows Simonides as being excluded.

The *Simonides’ quotation, i.e. the hexameter, appears to be not a fragment but
a one-off one-liner. As such, it cannot have travelled by itself as a Simonides
poem without explanation, since without context it makes no sense. Therefore, if
Chamaeleon did not make it up himself (which I doubt; but it must come from
somewhere), he found it as a pre-existing anecdote, rather than stimply inferring a
performance-circumstance from the words of the line. This must have been
found either in a previous author as an isolated anecdote or in a collection of
anecdotal material. It seems very unlikely, despite West’s acceptance of it into
IEG?, that we can consider this a true fragment of Simonides (at best, it can be
considered a rather unlikely dubium), since we should surely be doubtful whether
such a one-line poem, meaningless without prose context, could have been
transmitted from his time; and where it is travelling with the anecdote and
incapable of standing without it, it is subject to the general scepticism appropriate
to such anecdotes as bearers of direct tradition, and the likelihood that the

anecdote and the hexameter were created together since Simonides’ time.?!

8 On this distinction between (domestic) meat and fish, sec Davidson 1997, 12. On regular
animals for sacrifice (and anomalous instances), sce Burkert 1985, 55-6; on the movement from
sacrifice as hunting ritual (o sacrifice in agricultural societics, see Burkert 1983, 42-8.

I the Kolakes of Eupolis (fr.174 KA), hare appears in a list of luxurious foods including fish: but
of course there is no reason why an aristocrat could not combine hunted food with the most
important commodity food: venison from His Lordship’s own parks served with the best imported
Burgundy.

1 Of course, it is not inconceivable that an oral tradition in Sicily could have preserved a genuine
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The anecdote of unknown origin which I discuss here for convenience,
concerning Simonides’ selling of the food given to him by Hieron, shows an
different distortion of xenia from that seen in the unequal distribution of the hare.
This is one of the most memorable of the money stories, perhaps reminiscent of
the tradition of Diogenes as a kind of philosophical performance artist (DL
6.20ff). Simonides, it seems, is imagined as having been put up by Hieron in
some house other than the tyrant’s own, to which Hieron has a large daily ration
of food sent, rather than doing Simonides the honour of having him dine at his
own table. Simonides eats only a small portion and converts the rest to cash by
selling it, presumably in the agora. The practice of selling food in a way that
removes it from the exchange world of xeniz was a standard topos of ethical
literature,” but seems to me to take on a special force in the context of this story,
where Simonides’ behaviour should be read as a response to Hieron’s defective
and partial xenia: although he gives Simonides food rather than money, this food
is arriving in a basket held by a slave and has become separated from the face-to-
face personal interaction and indication of esteem which constitute true xenia.
Simonides’ reaction is to remove all pretence that Hieron is treating him as a
guest, and to treat the foods not as gifts, which are not fully separable from the
social relations in which the act of giving has taken place, but as commodities to
be converted into coin. Hieron’s perversion of xema is indicated by his keeping
Simonides at a distance from his oikos; Simonides responds by moving the “gifts”
from the substitute oikos to the public world of impersonal commodity exchange,
L.e. (presumably) the agora: he completes the distancing from true xenia inherent in
Hieron’s behaviour, thereby drawing attention to it. I read, then, the
explanation which Simonides gives in the anecdote as marked by a rather bitter

irony: Hieron may be Heyarompemic inasmuch as that his provision of food to

single hexameter of Simonides until it was later written down and transmitted 1o Chamacleon
that way: but our default assumption should be that this anecdote is a fiction. This hexamecter
differs in this respect from fr.25 W, which it in other ways rather resembles, inasmuch as that that
poem, though found by us embedded in a biographical context, would have been quite capable of
travelling as a poem independently of anecdotal context before being used in an anccdotal way (as any
pocm might).

" cf. Bell 1978, 41-2, citing in particular Theophr. Characters 22.4 and relating the Simonidean
tradition 0 allegations made against Themistocles (Plut. Them. 5.1), which might have
contributed (o Simonides’ anccdotal personality through his association with the statesman.

* It would have heen entirely proper xenia behaviour 1o send food to somebody who could not
make a special occasion (like the present custom of sending slices of wedding-cake or sugared
almonds: cf. Diggle ad Theophr. Char. 22.4, with references), but Simonides is in Syracuse but not
invited, which is a different matter: he perccives his relegation to doggy-bag status as a snub.
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Simonides is generous to the point of excess, since it leaves such a surplus that a
market-stall can be set up from the leftovers, but this munificence is distant and
unaccompanied by personal contact, a poor replacement for the true xemia which
might have given a sense of personal value and shown a valuation for Simonides’
sense of TLuN."* Again, Simonides characterises his own behaviour as
KOCULOTNC, an ethically positive characteristic elsewhere in the thinking of later
times associated with poverty: while it points the way to respects in which
Simonides’ behaviour could be given a positive evaluation from an ethical point
of view, it also emphasises the point which I make here concerning the ironic
nature of his reply, for by its very association with poverty it emphasises the

assertion of status difference already implied by Hieron’s incomplete xenia.%

9. An anonymous compilation (third century BC)

The period around and after the time of Chamaeleon’s death in the earlier part
of the third century BC is marked by two changes in the nature of our material.
One is that ‘scholarly’ poets like Callimachus and Theocritus start to take a new
kind of interest in literary history, and our sources for anecdotal material start to
include poems as well as the prose and comedy from which our material from the
fifth and fourth century was drawn, and the other is that we start to have a
different level of insight into types of transmission as a consequence of the
preservation of papyri from Egypt. The next testimonium which I quote, already
referred to in my discussion of Aristotle EN 1121a, is of the latter category: a
collection of sayings of Simonides, preserved on a papyrus which Grenfell and
Hunt removed from cartonnage taken from a mummy in the necropolis of
Hibeh. It was written in a cursive script — this was not a commercially produced

book — and Grenfell and Hunt date it to “Circa B.C. 280-240”,

P. Hibeh 17 ~ T47f Campbell

9 The reading of Lefkowitz 1981, 53, scems to me to take the sentiment of Simonides’ statement
in (oo straightforward a fashion (as an instance of Simonides’ attitude to wealth taking on “a
positive cthical function”), so that the story illustrates good exchange behaviour. Bell 1978, 41-2,
reads Simonides’ act as a “perversion” of a behaviour intended to convey TLp, but does not
perceive the inadequacy of Hieron’s regard for Simonides’ Tup# which 1 argue for here.

¥ kocptdTne as a positively valued quality: in particular, scc Aristoph. Wealth 563-4 and bibl. at
Bell 1978, 49n.65.
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Concerning expenses

From Simonides

Also respected with regard to its truthfulness is the remark which he made to
the wife of Hieron. When she asked him whether everything grows old he said
“Yes, except profits, but especially kind services.” To one who asked him why
he was miserly he replied that he suffered more as a result of expenditures
than of profits. Each of these traits has an element of meanness, but is [...]
owing to the passions and [...] of people. So one can say neither that one [is
harmed] or simply benefits from them. It was difficult to use not one’s own
property but [...] other people’s. When expenditure is counted as little, twice
as much is spent again; so one should draw back the counters. One borrows
one’s own money when one uses only only natural and necessary sustenance,

as the animals do.

The association of Simonides with miserliness begins to take on a kind of positive

ethical function (“miserliness” becoming “frugality”), though the writer is anxious

on this point, conceding that Simonides’ perceived opinions could be seen as

meanness. Stories like, perhaps, that where Simonides sells the surplus food,

metamorphose into a discourse where poverty and simplicity are viewed

positively, even to the point where Simonides appears to be an advocate of

simplicity and natural living: an unlikely notion for Simonides to have
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entertained in the sixth and early fifth century, but common in the mid third
century when this was written,” and quite unlike the ethos of most of the
anecdotes recounted here. For the scribe of the papyrus, Simonides is a name

around which ideas about poverty and greed can cluster.

10. Callimachus

It is possible that Callimachus might have been involved in the editing of
Simonides’ poems and their disposition into books. In any case he will have been
fully aware of Simonides’ poems and the anecdotes and stories which circulated
about him, and he took a keen interest in the figure which tradition gave to him.
His is the first attestation we have of a story which became the most popular and
famous of the anecdotes concerning Simonides: I mean the story in which the
house of a Thessalian patron fell down but Simonides was saved as a result of the
intervention of the Dioskouroi (fr.64.11ff.). The same fragment from the Aetia,
spoken in the voice of the dead Simonides, records another anecdote, where
Simonides’ tombstone was sacrilegiously removed and built into a tower (another
indication of Simonides’ regular association with epigram). This fragment will be

treated briefly below. A fragment of his iambics relates to Simonides:

Callimachus fr.222 Pf. = Simonides T3 Campbell
ol yap épydTiv Tpéduw
v Moticav, dc 6 Ketoc “YAixov vémoue
For I do not bring up my Muse as a tart, like the Cean descendent of
Hylichus.

Hylichus was the eponymous progenitor of the Cean clan of the Hylichidae,%7 of
which Simonides was presumably a member. This fragment is known to us from
a scholion to Pindar’s second Isthmian, which poem has been discussed above,%
and the scholiasts were right to perceive the allusion intended in the word
épydTwv (~ Isthm. 2.6). The present fragment cannot tell us whether Callimachus

really believed that Pindar had intended the references to money and payment in

9 Cf. {c.g.) Epicurus Ratae Sententiae 29 (with ) as a parallel.
7 Known to us from inscriptions; v. Pfeiffer ad loc.
%8 Chapter 2, passim.
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the opening portion of that poem as an attack on Simonides, as the scholia
believed, since we will not successfully extract a sure argumentative position on
such a matter from a two line fragment of this famously slippery and ironic
poet.” We can see, however, that the generally perceived philarguria of Simonides
was already being used by Callimachus’ time to explain the Pindaric poem in
terms of Pindaric self-definition against Simonides (in other words, the gist of the
scholiastic interpretation goes back at least as far as Callimachus’ time). It was in
any case a tactic sometimes used in the sources of the scholia to assume that
Pindar’s poems were marked by his rivalry with Simonides (and sometimes
Simonides’ nephew Bacchylides),! and this clearly became irresistable in the
present context of discussion of poetry and money: we have already seen in the
discussion of Simonides in Aristophanes’ Birds the extent to which, even in an
carlier period, Simonides was far more associated with philarguria than Pindar
was. 101

The anecdote adverted to at Callimachus fr. 64.11ff was perhaps the most
celebrated of the stories concerning Simonides circulating in antiquity. It has
received some important scholary attention,!® and is of renewed interest at
present, since a new and early testimonium to the story has recently been
published from a papyrus in Princeton.!% The first attestation which is preserved
is that of Callimachus, but we can tell from the fuller treatments of Cicero (de
oratore 1i.86) and Quintilian (11.2.11fF) that it was studied by a large number of
scholars of his time and later: these two Latin texts are quoted by Page as
Simonides 510 PMG, indicating that that scholar believed that information about
specific poems could be inferred from them (Page did not include testimonia for

their own sake). Doubtless the scholars cited by Quintilian'* did use poems in

* Bell 1978, 37 considers other possible rcadings of this [r.

10 Cf. e.g. Z P. OL 2.157a (.99 Drachmann), £ P. Nen. 4.60b (iii.74 Drachmann); in the latter
case the scholiast’s wish to look for a reference to Simonides is especially superfluous.

% In the reading of the poem presented in chapter 2, however, a different association with
Simonides is proposed, according to which it is because Pindar associates the problem of
remuncration for songs with Simonides that he adopls certain rhetorical strategies which are
particularly characteristic of the older poet.

192 Molyncux 1971 Slater 1972; Carson 1999, 38-44.

'9% The editio princeps of the new papyrus was Kraut 2004; sce now the re-cdition with further
comment at Rawles 2005.

" Apollodorus, Eratosthenes, Euphorion, ‘Larissacus Eurypylus, Apollas  and  perhaps
Callimachus (depending on the reading chosen); Eurypylus of Larissa, as Slater saw (Slater 1972,
232) was not a historian or scholar but another Thessalian nobleman. He has therefore jumped
from one list to another and there was once a tradition where it was his housc that fell; T have
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forming their views on this anecdote (which need not signify, of course, that the
anecdote has its roots in the reading of any one given poem, such as a threnos for
those who died when the house fell). The question to what extent the contents,
dates or occasions of poems may now be inferred from the salad which
Quintilian serves up is a different one. Page ad loc. suggests possible conclusions
of this sort, though cautiously (“fictis vera ita Jorte secernenda,” my emphasis), and
was followed in this approach by Molyneux. It is hard, however, to imagine a
reconstruction of that sort which would stand up to the arguments assembled
with destructive zeal in the article of Slater cited above, which demonstrates
persuasively the unreliability of Quintilian as a source here. It is, however, clear
from the list of sources given by Quintilian that the story had been the object of
serious scholarly concern in the third century BC and later.

Be that as it may, the story may be summarised as follows, differences between
accounts being suppressed: Simonides presented a song (usually an epinician) for
a Thessalian nobleman (usually Scopas), which contained praise of the
Dioskouroi. The nobleman was displeased because he felt that the praise of the
Dioskouroi detracted or at any rate distracted attention from his own praise, and
consequently paid Simonides only half of the fee agreed for the song (Simonides
is perceived as working “cash-on-delivery”, rather than being paid at the time of
commission). At a dinner, which appears sometimes to be a separate occasion
from the performance of the song, Simonides is called to the door by two
mysterious young men; when he has got outside, the house in which the dinner
was being held falls down, killing the diners and mangling their bodies to such a
degree that their relatives cannot identify their bodies for burial. Simonides,
however, being known as the inventor of spatial mnemonic techniques, can
remember where each was sat from their relative spatial positions.

Most of our direct sources for this story come from the Roman period, but the list
of sources given by Quintilian push it back to the third century BC, and a new
papyrus has been published which probably tells this story and has been dated to
the second century BC. 105

The new papyrus does not on the whole seem to share the scholarly character

elsewhere suggested that this tradition was alluded to by Ovid at Ibis 511-2 (Rawles 2005, 65
n.12).

195 P. Princeton inv. 87-59A. See the editio princeps of Kraut 2004, corrected and supplemented at
Rawles 2005.
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attested for the tradition by Quintilian. Here is the verso (the portion treating the

Simonidean anecdote!(%):

€]m OeTTardt T[un
8lua Tov Cipwvisny
€lic TovTo [ Juodi[
] mdcw €l ok V[
Itpav ody dma el [
Tlwa Tov émuvk[{wv tpvor
Jopuévme év i [
imapev dkpwe [
TOL OeTTd\wL yap émaav[

Im = oIl

to a certain Thessalian... through Simonides... to him (?)... everybody decided
(?)... not once... one of his epinician songs... [as we ] said, utterly (?)... for to the

Thessalian, manifestly (?)...

This is far from clear, and it is not possible to be entirely certain that the
anecdote where the house fell down is in fact the subject matter here. Working
on the (not implausible) assumption that it is, however, it seems possible to make
a number of observations. Firstly, there seems to be no attempt made to identify
the laudandus, which one might expect a scholarly source to do. The Thessalian
is just that: “a Thessalian” (this is especially the case if I am correct in
supplementing Tt in the first line, as the lack of article suggests; see below on
the anti-Thessalian stereotyping implicit in this story). The exception to this
tendency is émik[ in u.6, but the vague way in which this is presented (“one of
his epinicians”) suggests that the author of this account felt that epinician was
especially appropriate for a song with extensive mention of the Dioskouroti, or in
any case chose to mention it for reasons other than an interest in pinning down a
particular text. It seems that this papyrus is evidence for a kind of telling of the

story which, unlike that attested by Quintilian’s list of scholarly authorities, was
ry y Y

""" As re-cdited by me at Rawles 2005, 63-4, where an apparatus is provided. Kraut 2004

belicved that the recto also might be related to the present story, but this is unlikely: see Rawles
2005, 66-7.
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interested chiefly in other aspects of the anecdote than its potential for dating or
similar scholarly activities: perhaps its moral value or entertaining qualities, or

perceived utility in the elucidation of another text.

In any case, Callimachus was able to assume his readers’ knowledge of the story,

as we can see from his use of it.

Callimachus fr.64.1-14 Pf. ~ T21 Campbell

008 d]v Tou Kapdpiva Técov kakdv dkkécov a[v]dpée

kwn]betc oclov TOpPoc émkpepndear
Kal ylap éuév koTe cliwa, T6 pot mpo TéAnoc Ex[ev]av

Ziv ] Axpayavtivol Eelvifov] dlSpevor,

klaT obv fpewer dvp kaxde, €l TLv akover[c

Potvikla mTéAoc cxéThiov fyepdva:
mopywt] & éykaTéleLev um AMBov olbE TO Ypdpupa

M8échn 7O Néyov Tév pe Aewmpémeoc
ketcBar Kniov dvdpa Tov Lepdv, dc Ta TepLCed

kal] pviuny mpdToc dc Edpacduny,

008 vpéac, Morbdeukec, vméTpecer, of 1€ perdbpou

LéXoVTOC TTTELY ékTdC E0ecOé KoTe
SatTupdvev dmo podvov, Te Kpavvévioe alai

@AtcBev peydhouc oikoc ém Cromddac.
Even Kamarina does not threaten so great as evil as the disturbed tomb of a
pious man! For even my tomb, which the Akragantines piled up for me in
front of their city, in awe of Zeus Xeinios, a wicked man tore down — have you
heard of him? — a Phoenician, the wicked leader of the city. He built my stone
into a tower, nor respected the epigram declaring that the son of Leoprepes, a
holy man, a knower of remarkable things, and the devisor of Memory. Nor,
Polydeuces, did he fear you two, who took out only me among the diners from
the palace about to fall, when the Krannonian house — alas! — fell upon the

mighty Scopads.

The dead poet speaks of the destruction of his epitaph in a poem which is itself
an exuberant elaboration of the funerary epitaph. It is hard to imagine that

Callimachus did not perceive the practice of false attribution of inscriptional
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epigrams to Simonides and make a metapoetic comment on it: though deprived
of his own epitaph, Simonides goes on speaking epitaphically even today.
Doivig, as has recently been argued convincingly, is not a proper name, but the
ethnic: this is the Hannibal who besieged Akragas in 406 BC.!97 The Simonides of
this elegy is informed by the Simonides of anecdote not only in the reference to
the house falling down but also in the emphasis of the former part on power after
death, which was a feature of a number of the more peculiar stories told about
the poet (in which he is rewarded for burying an unburied corpse).!% The
attention to Zeus Xeinios would have seemed natural, given the prevalence of the
theme of xenia in the anecdotal tradition.

The story in which the Thessalian house fell down stands out in many respects
when perceived in the context of the anecdotal tradition here described; despite
its popularity (for which of course the most obvious explanation is its dramatic
impact: it is, after all, a good story) it is not representative, in that Simonides’ own
concern with money is not at all foregrounded, but only the meanness of his
patron. Indeed, the whole story seems clearly one in which Simonides is a ‘good’
character and the wronged party; his miraculous act of memory occurs after and
despite the wrong done to him. Part of this will doubtless have to do with anti-
Thessalian stereotyping which lies in the background of this story (Thessalians
are boorish and lack paideia; cf. the story told by Plutarch at aud. poet. 15¢).!09
Again, the story is more complex and developed as a narrative (novelistic?) than
others, which would not normally require a plot summary of more than one
sentence (and, indeed, are often presented to us by our sources in a single

sentence). Another aspect of this is the way in which, unusually, characteristics of

107 Livrea 2006; for fuller discussion of this element of Callimachus’ treatment and Simonides’
role here in relation to cthnicity, sec below, section 4.5.

198 FGE ‘Simonides’ LXXXIV, LXXXV: Cic. de divin. 1.56, etc., on which sec Boas 1905, 98iT.
These storics are examined from a folk-tale point of view by Davies 2004.

19 Simonides says the Thessalians were “(00 stupid to be deceived” by his poems; this has been
treated by van Groningen 1948, who concluded that, after the debacle of the poem with the
Dioskouroi, Simonides did not include mythological material in the poems for Thessalian
patrons, who lacked the sophistication to understand it: thus the poem in Plato’s Protagoras (542
PMG) lacks mythological material, This argument scems to give more historical credence (o the
anccdotes than they can be expected to bear (and, onc might add, if the poem on virtue is an
example of poetry for the unsophisticated, one could wish heartily to be so unsophisticated as to
understand it). See also Svenbro 1976, 165-6, for whom éEamardv is an ironic way of signifying
“Pacte de vente,” which seems to me unlikely (and is premised on the assumption that Plutarch is
repcating a historically accurate anecdote about Simonides which he himself has failed to
understand, which premise one might well doubt). On Thessalian lack of sophistication, sec LSJ
s.v. @eccatkée and cf. Bakola 2005,
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the anecdotal Simonides (money and payment in a hospitality-related setting;
memory as a technique; commemoration of the dead) which are often treated
separately are brought together in one narrative. In this respect as well as in its

popularity it is “the” Simonides story, despite its unrepresentative nature,!!0
11. The third century and later; observations
ry H

Poetic use of aspects of the anecdotal tradition concerning Simonides is present
also in Callimachus’ contemporary Theocritus, whose allusive use of both
anecdotes concerning Simonides and of Simonides’ poems in his sixteenth idyll
will be discussed separately below.!!! He clearly uses the story known to us from
Z Aristoph. Peace 697 and other late sources, in which Simonides keeps money
and chanites in two boxes, which I shall not discuss here but keep in reserve for the
chapter concerning Theocritus.! 2

Also reserved for fuller discussion is the fascinating section of Athenaeus (125¢-d)
in which he cites Callistratus as his source for a short elegy attributed to
Simonides (fr. 25W ~ FGE ‘Simonides’ LXXXVIII): if this poem is correctly
attributed to Simonides, it represents a vital bridge between the poet and the
anecdotal tradition, and its interpretation and authenticity are therefore analysed
in more detail than would have seemed possible in this survey.

Naturally, the tradition of telling anecdotes did not stop in the third century BC,
and some of the stories which are known to us are preserved only in later or
undateable sources (including scholia),!13 though in many cases we might well be
right to surmise that they were in fact known by the Hellenistic period (thus, the
reference in the passage of Callimachus’ Aetia quoted above would be obscure if
we had not the later material from the Roman period; again, we know the story

concerning the two boxes (see below on Theoc. 16) from accounts in scholia,

!1%In addition, by virtue of its presence in both Cicero and Quintilian, it was the story about
Simonides which was known to the Latin part of Europe in the middle ages and carly modern
period. On Simonides at the beginning of a tradition of memory systems, see the first chapter of
Yates 1966. On Callimachus fr.64 and the tradition concerning Simonides and the Thessalians,
sce further below, on Theocritus 16 {chapter 4; esp. section 4.5),

" Chapter 4.

12 Chapter 4, sections 4.2, 4.4.

1% Sce, for example, Plut. Them. 5 (114c) = T12 Campbell; Plut. an seni 786b = T47e Campbell;
Stob. 3.10.61; Aclian VH 8.2 (making morc explicit the account in [Plato] Hipparchus discussed
above); ibid. 9.1. This list does not claim to be exhaustive.
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Plutarch, and Stobaeus: but when we possess that knowledge we can see that
Theocritus knew the story already). However, by the time we reach this period
we have seen most of the most striking and prominent features of the tradition
and have set the scene for the discussion of Theocritus 16 which will follow
below. It may therefore be worth drawing a few conclusions and making a few
observations. As was stated at the beginning, the tradition described here is
striking in its very ubiquity. There is a contrast to be drawn with Pindar: on
occasion, he too is accused if philarguria, though he was never such a source of
anecdote as Simonides, and we at any rate do not have access to these
explanations of Pindaric passages (for that is what they are, in a way which
cannot be said of many Simonidean anecdotes in the form in which we know
them) until they come up in the scholia.!!* With Simonides, on the other hand,
such exegetic interests are very unlikely to be the main explanation of his
association with philarguria and concerns about exchange, since it goes back too
far (cf. above, on Xenophanes and Aristophanes; chapter 2, on Pindar’s Isthmian
2). Thus Slater cannot be correct to suggest'!® that “Simonides was the exemplum
for avarice rather than Pindar because the passage Pind. Isthm. 2.6 @ Moica yap
oU dLhokepdiic Tw TET Hv 0l6 €pydTic was notoriously taken to be a jibe at
Simonides,” unless he believes that this interpretation (of peripatetic origin?) is
carly enough to explain the presentation of Simonides in Aristophanes, which
would seem to me very unlikely. Again, it simply throws back the question one
stage further, since it is not ever so obvious that a reader should be inclined to see
a specific reference to another living poet at the beginning of Isthm. 2 at all (the
crows of O/. 2.86ff. (= T20 Campbell), identified by the scholia with Simonides
and Bacchylides, make a good comparandum: it is obvious here that the
scholiasts would have wanted to tie them with individuals, especially given the
dual number). Thus, even if the widespread tradition of Simonides’ philarguria
derived from this reading of Isthm. 2, we might still reasonably inquire why it was
that that poem had seemed obviously to call for interpretation as an attack on
Simonides, when its rhetoric appears to contrast epochs and not contemporary

poets (and Simonides was in any case older than Pindar...), and then the same

"FE to Nem. 5.1a, 15.2a, Eustath. Prooim. 24.3.295 Drachmann. Sce Bell 1978, 33 with n.10:
Lefkowitz 1981, 51.
115 Slater 1972, 235.
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question “why was Simonides strongly associated with philarguria®” would recur.
One of the most common motifs, seen for example in the story about the hare
(from Chamaeleon), in the remarkable story of Simonides’ selling of food in
Syracuse, transmitted by Athenaeus beside the hare anecdote but (as argued
above) not necessarily taken by him from Chamaeleon, to some extent in the
story where the house falls down and reflected in the emphasis on Zeus Xeinios
in the passage of Callimachus cited above, is that Simonides’ displays of avarice
regularly occur in situations where he is involved in a relationship of host to
guest. This relationship is one which is abused by the host, who does not treat
Simonides as an honoured guest, for example in distribution of food, and the
consequent social situation is a place where Simonides’ Philarguria is identified by
our sources; we will analyse in more detail a striking example of this sort next. In
the story of the house falling down, money is a part of the story but illustrates the
meanness and boorishness of the Thessalian patron. It is often not obvious why
the stories should be told to the disadvantage of Simonides rather than of his
patron. Thus the story of the hare could be told as an instance of ungracious
behaviour by Hieron; the story of the house falling down, exceptionally, is told in
a way which seems to take Simonides’ side.

We can compare also the poet scene in Aristophanes’ Birds, where the poet is
abused and leaves singing songs which will detract from the k\oc of
Cloudcuckooland; the humour of the scene is derived from the fact that the
protagonists are not interested in the aristocratic game of agonistic k\éoc
competition on which praise poetry is premised, and as such they are not
bothered by the bad publicity which the poet will generate. The poet of Birds
made a (not entirely unnatural) mistake: he recognised Euelpides and Peisetaerus
as kTicTat of a new city, and assumed that this meant he could identify them
with other such founders, aristocrats who would be willing to invest in their
k\ebc, such as patrons of the lyric poets like the Battiads or, of course, Hicron
(the founder of Aetna: u.926 ~ Pindar fr. 105a3 M). Here again the praise
relationship is broken, but this happens because the apparently (from the poet’s
point of view) aristocratic tyrant figures are in fact quite different people from the
Hierons and Scopases of the world.

So one of the features of the Simonides tradition seems to be an interest in what

happens when the relationship between patron and poet breaks down, and we
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are shown the result; it puts both in a negative light. The name in Greek for this
sort of heavily reciprocal relationship is xdptc: it will consequently be no surprise
when we later find Theocritus interacting with Simonides’ poetic personality
through an anecdote contrasting xdptTec with money, in a poem where

XdpiTec are a key term.!16

Part 2: the tradition and the historical Stmonides

12. ““O for a beaker full of the Cold North!” Simonides fr. 25 W

A treatment of Simonides fr. 25 W has been promised. This disputed poem was
quoted from Callistratus, the pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium (FGrH 348 F 3),
by Athenaeus (125¢-d), and appears at first sight to be a close comparandum for
the story about the hare, taken by the same author from Chamaeleon and
discussed above. This purports to be a poem composed (improvised) by
Simonides in circumstances closely parallel to some that we find in anecdote: if
this is the case, it is of crucial importance to any study that seeks to examine the
connections between the poetic oeuvre of Simonides and the personality created
in the anecdotal tradition. It is also a fascinating poem independently of the
historical question: allusive, witty and pointed. Here it will be examined
independently of the question of attribution first, with particular attention being
paid to its use of allusion and its negotiation of meaning against certain fopoi of
archaic poetry, first through study of the allusion to Hesiod which (as will be
shown) was recognised by our sources, and then by considering ways in which its
meaning is constructed through the topos of poets lacking cloaks which can be
found elsewhere in Greek literature, before and after Simonides’ own time.
Finally the transmission and authenticity of the poem will be examined, including
the crucial question whether here the poem might have generated anecdote or
should rather be seen as created after Simonides’ time and as a consequence of his

characteristics in the anecdotal tradition.

Athenaeus 125¢-d ~ Callistratus FGrH 348 F 3 ~ Simonides fr. 25 W ~ FGE

116 See below, chapter 4.
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‘Simonides’ LXXXVIII
KaAXicTpatoc év ¢’ Cuppikrov dnciv we écTiduevoc mapd Ticl
Cipovidne 6 mounTic "kpataiod katpatoc Gpar” kal Tév otvoybwv
povidn nTic "kp
~ ¥ V4 s’ \ \ 7’ & ~ \ kA 2 ’
Totc dAlotc pieybvTwr elc 7O ToTOV Xwovoc, autdl 8¢ ob, dmecyediace

3

T66e TO emiypappa
TV pd moT OYAGTOLO TEpL mAevpdc ékdlvfer

wkbe dmd OpAtkne dpripevoc Bopénc:
avdpdv & dxhaivov Esakev dpévac, alTap ékdpuddn

Con Tiepiny vy émeccapévn,
€v Tic épol kal Thc xeiTw pépoc: ol ydp Eotkev

Bepuny BacTdlewv avdpl dpitot mpdmocty.
Callistratus, in the seventh book of his “Miscellanea,” says that Simonides was
once sitting with some people “in the season of mighty heat” and that when
the wine-pourers were mixing snow into the drink for the others but not for
him he improvised this epigram:
“That with which swift Boreas, rushing from Thrace, once covered the sides
of Olympus; that which bit at the innards of men without cloaks, but was

humbled, clothed while alive in Pierian earth; of that let somebody pour a

share for me: for it is not proper to raise a warm glass to a friend.”

The poem is set in Thessaly: the snow fell on Olympus and “from Thrace” is a
natural way in which to say “from the North.”1!7 Along with Sicily, Thessaly was
a regular setting for stories about Simonides’ relationships with his patrons, as
most obviously in the story concerning the house falling down,'!® and again in
the passage from Theoc. 16 discussed below.'"9 Viewed as a story, this seems
closest in content to the story about the hare, where, as here, Simonides is a guest
who is rudely denied his share of something which is served to the others, and
who responds by improvising a witty comment on the situation which is marked

by allusion to epic poetry.’2 It can be seen that it ties in closely, in a more

17 Wilamowitz 1913, 142-3n.3.

18 Simonides 510 PMG: of. above, scction 3.10.

' See below, chapler 4, esp. section 4.5.

20 T take pd as a feature of inscribed autoschediasm. It is used in the sense described by
Denniston 1954, 35, as “dpa expressing the surprisc attendant upon disillusionment” (“well, now
that I get the picture: that with which Boreas ete.”). Compare the use of inceptive dAd and 8¢ to
create a similar impression of speech in context (sec Denniston 1954, 20-1 and esp. 172-3, noting
the emphasis on Theognis: this is a characteristic of sympotic verse). For other probable instances
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general way, with the tradition of Simonides’ engagement with xenia and tense
relationships in a xemia context. The supposedly autoschediastic ‘epigram’ is, in
formal terms, a kind of riddle.'2! Thus “snow” is not named; the listener or
reader has to figure out what the central noun of the poem is from the attributes
given to it in the sequence of relative clauses of which the first four lines are
composed. Clearly this form, in its indirectness, is appropriate to a request which
is in a sense a form of reproof (00 ydp &otkev u.5: Simonides’ host should not
behave in this manner'??) and has the potential to be tactless. What Simonides
wants is snow, so that its coldness can cool his warm ®epuny u.6) drink. But the
snow is described according to its potential to cool in a perhaps surprising way
(@vdpdv & dyhaivey Edakey dpévac), the setting on Olympus emphasising the
contrast between the inhospitable outdoors and the comfortable sympotic setting
of the poem, and the same phrase of u.3 encourages the contrast between the
vulnerability of the unfortunate men without cloaks (on which see below) and the
relative comfort of Simonides in his present circumstance, where the reaction to
the description of the dangerous discomfort of the snow is to say “let somebody

give me some of that” (u.5).

13. The “Snow Poem” and Hesiod

The context includes a curious feature: kpatatod kabpartoc Gpar is apparently
a quotation from a hexameter verse; although recognised by editors of the
Simonidean poem it has not, as far as I have been able to find, been collected in
its own right in any of the editions of fragments. There is no particular reason to
suppose that it was from Simonides or that Athenaeus believed it to be so.
kpaTtatod kadpatoc is found only here, and this appears to be the only
surviving instance of this metaphorical extension of the sense of kpaTatde (cf.
LSJ s.v., citing the present passage as “Poet. apud Callistr. apud Ath.”), which is
regularly applied to people, animals, weapons, and parts of human or animal

bodies. Nor can a parallel be found with either of jts brothers kpaTepéc and

of inceptive dpa, cf. the adespota 910 PMG, 929a PMG.

21 This portion of my analysis has been greatly assisted by the comments made to me by Alan
GrifTiths. Catenacci 2005, 30-1, suggests that mpdrociy, the final word, occurs para prosdokian for a
word indicating a bath; but I am morc attracted to Alan Grilfith’s suggestion that the listener
would think first of a request for a cloak: sec below for the possible significance of this.

122 Again for reasons of tact, this phrasc is strictly speaking applied not to the host’s behaviour,
but to the possibility that Simonides might drink a toast o him with warm wine.

160



Chapter 3: Simonides in the Ancedotal Tradition

kapTepde. kadpaToc dpnu (with the ionic termination) is found only at Nonnus
Dunysiaca 48.258-9: kal moTe Suaréolo Tupavyél kabvpatoc Gpmt

Tapbévoc Umvdovca mévwy dumateTo 6fpnc “Once in the blazing season of
parched heat, the maiden slept and rested from the labours of the hunt.”!2 The
model is the epic phrase xe{patoc ¢pn (found fourteen times in epic in various
cases — and, apart from as lemmata for scholia and the like, nowhere else!24),

which is derived from Hesiod WD 450 (448-451 quoted):

dpdlechdar &, €T dv yepdvou dwvny émakolenie

WéBev éx vedéwv Eviaticia KexAnyvine,

N T dpérord Te ciipa dépet kal Xelparoc Gpny

Sewkviel dpBpnpod, kpadiny &' Esak avdpoc dPoiTew:

Pay attention, when you hear the voice of the crane crying each year from the
high clouds; she brings the signal for ploughing and marks the season of rainy

winter, and she bites the heart of the man with no oxen.

Cranes spend the summer to the north of Greece proper!?> and are seen as
passing migrants in large flocks. The autumn migration is the time for ploughing
(followed by sowing; cf. Ar. Birds 710 with Dunbar ad loc.), when the cranes pass
Over en route to wintering areas in Africa; it is at this time that they are believed
to fight with the pygmies (/3. 1-7). This southward migration attracts more
attention; but Callimachus (fr.1.13-14 Pf) features their return northwards, in a
cluster of spring images,'? and, perhaps following Callimachus, Posidippus also
focuses on the northward Jjourney, as marking the beginning of the sailing season
(Posidippus 22 A-B; the crane will fly, as the speaker will sail, northwards from
Egypt towards Greece).

There are striking resemblances between this passage of Hesiod and the epigram

attributed to Simonides. The second line of the epigram, wkbc 4md Opriiknc

123 The maiden is Aura, an tomboy-ish, outdoor type.

121 Afier Hesiod, A.R. 2.1086; Aratus Phaen. 1.850, 977; Oppian Hal. 4.532, Cyn. 3.308, 4.437;
Q.S. Posthom. 2.218, 851, 9.72, 13.311; Nonnus Paraphr. loann. 10.11, Dionys. 22.213; Musacus
Hero and Leander 293.

'#> Macedonia and the Danube, according to Thompson 1936 s.v. yépavoc; Hdi.2.22.15 has
cranes going south from Scythia.

'20The crancs, the military campaigning season, and the nightingale And&v (Luscinia megarhynchos),
another bird which winters in Africa and breeds in Greece (v. Dunbar 1995, 140; wintering in
Africa: Svensson et al. 1999, 258). '
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opvipevoc Bopénc, could apply to cranes as well as to snow (this point, if it is
agreed that there is an allusive relationship between the epigram and the Hesiod
passage, tells against Valckenaer’s emendation of dkic to 6&0c).'?" The following
is an especially pointed resemblance: in Hesiod, kpadinv &' édak dudpoc
aBoiTew, and in the epigram dvdpdv & dxhalvev &akev dpévac. In each
case the subject bites €8akev) a part of the man or men whose lack of something
desirable is indicated by an adjective with a-privative.!?8 Perhaps especially
intriguingly, the Hesiodic passage here embodies reflection on the relationship
between those who have, and those who have not (the man without an ox).
Hesiod continues as follows (452-4):

67 TéTe xopTdlewv ENkac Pdac Evbov EdvTac.

pnidiov yap Emoc eimelv: "Bée 8d¢ kal dpaav"

pnidlov & dvavivachar- "mdpa 8 é&pya Bdeccy”.

Then is the time to feed oxen in your own stable.

For it’s easy to say “give me a pair of oxen and a cart”;

and it’s easy to reply “I have work for my oxen.”

Hesiod makes the time for ploughing a point for reflection on the relationships
between the man who has and the man who has not: the folly of relying on the
kindness of the former is his point. The parallel is clear with the situation in the
Simonidean anecdote: association with princes of the wealth required to afford
such luxury as all-year snow for wine is no guarantee that they will be well-
disposed or liberal enough to give some to an associate, even to one who claims
to be didoc.

The resemblance seems to me sufficient to allow one to state that the snow poem
alludes to this passage: and that it does so in a sophisticated and effective way.
The allusion is especially pointed in the first part of u.3 of the epigram, where
ax\aivwv is the equivalent of the Hesiodic dBoUTew, which occurs in Greek only
at that place in Works and Days. It would therefore appear that either (more
probably) Athenaeus or his source Callistratus has wished to draw attention to
the allusion and the associated play on weather imagery by himself either

creating or importing from another source the witty variation KpaTtatod

'¥7 Noted by Page in FGE ad loc.
128 The resemblance is noted as a “parallel” by West ad WD 450f.
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KadpaTtoc dpat on the same Hesiodic model: the use of this hexameter end is a
way of telling the reader that he has spotted the allusive use of Hesiod going on in

the poem.

If we read the texts together we may further make a contrast between the cranes
in the context of their battle with the pygmies, where they are usually described
as predatory and successful aggressors, and the snow, which has been “subdued,”
captured and buried alive. The word ékapnddn has been held to be corrupt;
Brunck corrected to ékpid0n, and other suggestions have been put forward.!29
Page prints it with cruces, and chastises Wilamowitz for his translation
“schmiegsam zusammengebacken”; but 1 think Campbell’s translation!30 “was
humbled” allows the text to stand. For KapumTw “I humble another, make one
bow” see LSJ s.v. IV. Additionally, in the present case the metaphor probably
draws upon the language of wrestling: KAUTTw refers to the move where one
wrestler trips another by making his knee bend.'¥' The snow was formerly
actively biting the unwary, but its aggressive behaviour has been stopped by its
being put underground: “clothed, though alive, in Pierian earth.” This last relates
to the image of the men without cloaks, but also suggests the notion that the snow
has been defeated in battle: for “clothed in earth” of persons with the sense
“buried” compare (from LSJ s.v. émévvupt) Pindar N.11.15-16 Bvata
HEUVACcOn TeplecTéNwY wédn,  kal TeheuTdw mdvTwy Yav émeccopevoc)
and Xen. Gyr. 6.4.6 (yijv émécachat), and compare Hom. /. 3.57.132 The poet
of the epigram may have had in mind the most famous reference to the battle of

cranes and pygmies, at the beginning of /1.3 (1-7 quoted):

alTap émel kécpunbev dp fyepdveccy €kacrot,
Tpdec pev hayyfie T évormijt T teav Spvibec dc,
niTe mep KAayyh yepdvov mérel olpavdbL mpd,

14 9 \ 3 ’ 7 N Y4 ¥
ar T emel ovv xetpwva diyov kal dbécdaTov Suppov

129 See Page ad loc. in FGE,

1% In the Locb (Greek Lyric 111, eleg. 6, p.511).

1 v. PoliakolT 1982, 134-5.

'*2 Page’s comment that he is unaware of other references to the practice of keeping snow
underground in cellars is unworrying; if this really dates from Simonides® times in Thessaly, it is
from the period of the psykter and the whole panoply of the symposium: the snow must have been
kept somchow.
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KAayyfit Tal ye métovtal ém Qkeavolo podwy

avdpdce Muypaiotet dpbvov kai kfjpa dépovcad,

féplat 8 dpa Tal Te kakny Epida mpodépovTat.

Now, when both sides were marshaled by their leaders,

the Trojans advanced with clangour and war-shouts, like birds,
as when the clangour of cranes comes down from the sky,
when they flee from winter and portentous storms

and with clangour they fly towards the streams of Ocean,
bringing bloodshed and death to the Pygmies,

at dawn they bring terrible strife to them.

Verbal parallels, however, are less striking than with the Hesiod passage, so we
need not suppose a specific allusion to these lines; one may imagine, however,
that any crane flying south may be seen as doing so in order to fight the pygmies,
especially where, as is the case in the epigram, the vocabulary of combat is in

evidence.!33

14. Cloaks: Aristophanes

It is time now to consider further the men without cloaks, We have already seen
that the clause av8pdv & dyAalvwr E8akev dpévac represents the closest link
between the snow poem and the Hesiodic passage to which it alludes. We may
add that the image is reinforced and strengthened by the metaphor which has
already been discussed above in u.4 of the poem: though alive, the snow was
“clad in earth.” The phrase is of interest also, however, for the way in which it
locates the poem within a tradition of associations between beggars, poets and
lack of clothing. This tradition goes back as far as Homer, but in the present
context we may as well start from the scene in Aristophanes’ Birds from which a
passage has already been treated.!? In that play the poet appears in a sequence
of characters who would attempt to cajole money from Euelpides and Peisetaerus
by means of their supposed expertise in various fields. He is poorly clad, as
Peiseaterus comments (915), and in his songs he drops broad hints at his desire

for remuneration. Initially this occurs in a parody of a song by Pindar, addressed

%3 On this simile and its interpretation in Homer, see Muellner 1990,
13t Above, section 3.4,
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to Hieron (929-30: 8¢ épiv 8 T mep Tedr kedardt BéNeLc mpodpwr Sdpev
“grant unto me whatsoever by thy nod thou wishest generously to grant”); the
response of Peisetaerus is to give him a leather jerkin (cmoAdc). Unsatisfied, he
sings another snatch of song (a parody of Pindar fr.105b M) referring to the lack
of a tunic (941-5):

vopddecct ydp év Ckifaic dAaTaL CTPATOV
oc VpavTodévnTov échoc ob mémaTa.
akkenc & €pa
cmoldc dvev xLT@voc.
Elvec 6 Tol Myw.
Among Scythian nomads wanders from the hosts
who has no shuttle-iterated garment.
Inglorious he goes:
a jerkin without a tunic.

Understand what I say to you!

The poet is not satisfied with the Jerkin and wants a tunic (xtT@v); this is
understood by Peisetaerus, who again gives him clothing and sends him on his
way. Characters, poet and audience seem to find it easy to understand the
conception of a poet as a kind of mendicant, travelling in rags, and hoping to be
rewarded with clothing. This may have been a feature of fifth century life, so that
Aristophanes has comically conflated a “sub-literary” tradition of genuinely poor
poets who exchanged wit and compliments for much-needed necessities with the
wealthy pan-Hellenic stars such as Pindar and Simonides;'* but if no such thing
existed, literary tradition will have supplied a ready association between both

poets and beggars and broad hints intended to provoke gifts of clothing.

15. Cloaks: Odyssey
Most notably, begging is regularly associated with the hope to be given clothing

in the Odyssey. Here the garment referred to in the snow poem — the xAdiva — is

'35 Presumably a coldc or xurév would have represented a lucky day for a wandering beggar,
available only from the rich and generous; a XAaiva was made of wool, and must have been
more valuable again (the cost of a woollen coat today would be generous enough as a gift).
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regular. In the scenes where Odysseus appears to be a beggar, it is consistently
assumed that he wishes to be given a cloak or a cloak and a tunic. Thus at
14.131-2 Eumaeus says the following:

aldd ke kai cb, yepaié, Emoc TAPATEKTHVALO,

€l Tic ToL xAalvav Te x1Tévd Te elpata doin.

You too, old man, would immediately construct a story, if somebody would

give you a cloak and a tunic as clothing.
The context is that Eumaeus is emphasising the tendency of wanderers to lie in
order to receive the gifts which they desire (14.124-5); here he identifies Odysseus
as such a one."*0 elpaTta seems a little superfluous in this line: the reason is that it
is a not entirely successful variation on the regular pattern where the last word is
not 8oin but kakd.'¥” Eumaeus’ suspicion is not without foundation, since of
course throughout this episode Odysseus does indeed tell him multiple lies. The
repetition of the names of the articles of clothing in the reply of Odysseus at
14.154 occurs in a line which is probably an interpolation, but later on he affirms
that it is a cloak and tunic that he wishes to receive (14.396); he is speaking in
character as a beggar, and a few lines later identifies himself as such (mTwxée,
14.400). Again at 15.338, Eumaeus tries to dissuade Odysseus-as-beggar from
going to the palace by suggesting that, if he waits where he is, Telemachus will
give him a cloak and tunic. This is duly promised by Telemachus at 16.79; he, as
Eumaeus, seems to assume that this is what the beggar will want. Again, at
17.550 Penelope declares that if the stranger has spoken the truth she will give to
him the same clothes: cloak and tunic; the same is found at 21.339, just before
the stringing of the bow. During the period of Odysseus’ disguise, then, this is the
regular assumption of the characters who interact with him: in the world of the
poem, cloaks and tunics are what beggars are perceived as wanting.!38
We may suppose that a cloak and tunic are perceived as being at the top end of
the scale, so to speak, as gifts to beggars, whether in the Homeric poems or in the

societies which produced them. It is first of all in the circumstance that Odysseus-

136 The connection between wandering and lying is made through word plays between dAnfnc
and &AiTNe and cognates: sce Montiglio 2005, 92-3.

'3 Heubeck and Hockstra 1989 comments ad loc. on the choice of yAaiva rather than
(metrically equivalent) ddpoc.

138 For an account of these passages discussed in the context of the Odyssean themes of deception
and recognition, sce Block 1985, whosc analysis draws on the observations of Schadewaldt 1959
and Fenik 1974, 61-2.
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as-beggar has correctly predicted the return of Odysseus to the oikos that he will
receive such a gift: in other words, if he gives correctly both the best and the most
important piece of news imaginable from the point of view of the loyal members
of the otkos.

The most important and interesting passage in the Odyssey for our purposes,
however, occurs at 14.462-506, where Odysseus tells an elaborate lie in order to
persuade Eumaeus to lend him a cloak for the night.!¥ He begins by “framing”

his story in a proto-sympotic setting, playing on the notion in uino ueritas (462-6):

kéxAvb viv, Ebpate kal d\\ot mdvTec éraipot,

ev€dpevidc Tu Emoc Epéw’ olvoc ydp avdyel

3 7 L4 b ya 7 / VA o~

NAe6e, 6¢ T €ménke molldpovd TEP HAA aelcat
’ € \ / 4 b4 / b ~

Kat O amalov yeldcear, kal T Sdpxficacdar dviike,

kal Tu &moc mpoénkev & mep T dppnTov dpelvov.

Listen, now, Eumaeus and all you others, his companions. I’'m going to tell a

boasting tale. For wine is urging me on: wine the crazy, which drives even a

wise man to singing, and gentle laughter, and leads him to dancing, and

brings forth a word which were better unspoken.

He continues by narrating a night-time ambush which occurred at Troy, led by
Odysseus and Menelaus. They lie in ambush near the city, and night falls (475-
81):

W€ & dp émiAde kakt Bopéao TecdvToc
myvhic abTap Umepbe xiav yéver Wire maxvn,
Puxpn, kal cakéecct TepLTpédeTo KplcTalloc.
€vd Aot mdvTec xhaivac Exov f8¢ xLTdvac,
€lBov & ebknloL, cdkecty elhupévol Gpovc.
alrap éyd xhalvav pev Qv érapolcy Eretmor
adpadinie
Night came, harsh with the falling of the North Wind, and icy. Then snow fell
from above and settled like frost, bitterly cold, and ice froze on to the shields.

All of the others had cloaks and tunics, and they slept peacefully, their

"%+ On the rhetorical strategy of Odysscus’ speech, intended to play on Eumacus’ well developed
sense ol xenia, sec King 1999,
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shoulders covered by their shields, but when I departed I left my cloak behind
in my stupidity.

Eventually, he became too cold and feared dying from hypothermia. He told
Odysseus, and Odysseus saved him by cunningly sending a runner back to the
camp, who left his cloak behind in order to run; Odysseus-as-beggar thus uses his

cloak.

The disguised Odysseus finishes his speech as follows (503-6):

dc viv oLt Bin Té pot Epmedoc ety

Soin kév Tic xAaivav ént cradpoict cudopBidv,

dpddéTepov GLASTNTL Kkal alddi dwTdc €fjoc.

viv 8€ u aTipddouct kakd xpot efpat Exovra.

If only I were now young and my strength were still firm. Then one of the
men who feed pigs in the farmyard would give me a cloak, both out of fellow-
feeling and of respect for a good man. But now they dishonour me because of

the bad clothes I wear.

The lines just quoted were considered dubious in ancient scholarship, perhaps
because it was felt that the point of the story should not have been adverted to so
explicitly: these four lines were obelised in one manuscript,'*" and the scholia
record that Athenocles, the older contemporary of Aristarchus, mpon8éTet: this
means that he athetised them first: i.e., that Aristarchus did as well.!4! They felt
that a story identified subsequently by Eumaeus as an aivoc (508) and which
they think of as an aiviypa should not contain its point in such a straightforward
way, ie. that the disguised Odysseus should not have made explicit the
connection between the lying tale and the present circumstances. Modern editors
generally disagree and print the lines (thus Allen, von der Muehll).42

Eumaeus in any case takes the hint and lends him a coak for the night. The

general parallels between this lying story of Odpysseus and the riddle attributed to

" Venetus 613 = M of von der Muchll and Us of Allen.
"*I'v. Dindorf 1855 ad loc. (ii.600) and ad £ Od. 1.185 (1.35n.9).

2 ¢f. Heubeck and Hockstra 1989 ad loc., pointing out the use of aivoc at Il 23.652 of an
equivalently non-enigmatic story.
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Simonides are clear: in both cases, the speaker talks about distanced events
outdoors in contrast with a present position indoors, in a sympotic/convivial
setting, in which he perceives himself as lacking something which everybody else
present has; in both cases the lack of a cloak (xAaiva) in cold and snowy weather
is an important feature of the speech (and the North wind Boreas is mentioned);
in both cases the speaker wants something and begins by talking about this same
thing in an indirect way before expressing himself more explicitly at the end of
the speech. Both speakers predicate their claim to the hospitable generosity
which they hope to receive on dptAla (Odysseus at 14.505 $LAGTNTL, the speaker
of the snow poem at u.6 avdpl dihwt). We may further note that both speakers
are producing speech-acts which are a part of the special discourse of poetry: the
introduction to the speech of the disguised Odysseus suggests (but does not quite
positively assert) that the following narrative is to be seen as a poetic one: an
émoc (463) which he will, perhaps, sing (GeTcat 464).'3 This argument does not
lean only on the characterisation of €moc as “poetic utterance”!# (which would
be vulnerable, since of course the word can regularly mean in Homer simply a
“thing said”); we can see that Eumaeus identifies the beggar’s words as marked

and performative, when he congratulates him afterwards (508-9):

o vépov, alvoc pév ol dpbpay, dv karérekac,
0U8€é T{ Tw mapd poipav Emoc vnKepbéc EeLmec
Old man, that was a fine ainos which you told, nor have you so far spoken any

¢pos which was inappropriate or unprofitable.

One may speculate that even the use of the verb eUxopat here suggests a
performative speech act; commentators generally assign to it the sense “boast” here,
given that, in his story, Odysseus-as-beggar claims near-equality of status with the
heroic Odysseus;!+> the regular senses of the verb include “claim,” “swear,”
“boast,” “pray,” which would appear to suggest a radical sense “say (in a marked

rather than unmarked fashion);” this would cover a sense here of “say (in a way

'¥ Nagy 1999, 236; cf. Segal 1994, 155.
'+ Nagy, loc. cit.
"> Thus Nagy, loc. cit., Heubeck and Hockstra 1989 ad loc.
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which requires special attention from the listener).”16 This can naturally overlap,
of course, with the more traditional interpretation. In any case, the cunning
response of both speakers, we can see, is to address the lack which they perceive
by a kind of performance.'*’ In both cases, like the lyric poet of Aristophanes
Birds, the speakers wish to gain immediate benefit as a result of their
performances: in Homer, as in Aristophanes, this benefit will be manifested as
gifts of clothing; in the snow poem, by a kind of reversal, we are in a hot setting
rather than a cold one, and the snow, instead of a discomfort or a danger, is a
desideratum; nevertheless, the composer of that poem found it appropriate to

mention the men without cloaks as victims of the snow which he desires.

16. Cloaks: Hipponax

The passage from the Odyssey quoted above was in any case becoming a standard
locus for poetic engagement with poverty in the later archaic period: we see this
in the fragments of the late sixth-century jambic poet Hipponax. Studies of
Hipponax have drawn attention to the fact that he regularly models his self-
presentation around responses to the Homeric Odysseus,'* picking up in
particular on the name of the wife of Bupalus, Arete, a strong pointer to
encourage the reader to read Hipponax with the Odyssey. Rosen has argued that
we should read frr. 121, 122, and 132 Degani (120, 121 and 73 W) as coming
from a poem which alludes to the fight between Odysseus-as-beggar and the
beggar Irus in Od. 18,!% and that testimonia 19-19b Degani are derived from a
poem in which Hipponax alluded to the athletic competition with the Phaeacians
in Od. 8 (esp. 8.186-90).!3 He comments, intriguingly, on the poem represented
by frr. 74-77 Degani (= West) as an extended engagement with the Phaeacian
scenes of the Odyssey in which the poet also names Bupalus, in what Rosen

describes as “a narrative involving a Homeric setting but with transparent

14 Gf. the conclusion of the extensive treatment of Muellner 1976: the root meant “say (in a
functionally marked context)” (139).

47 1t should be stressed that, despite its prose embedding in Athenacus, these statements about
the snow poem are not dependent on the information with which it seems to have travelled from
Callistratus to that author: the situation of the poem, as will be discussed further below in the
context of discussion of the poem’s authenticity, is internal to the poem, “inscribed,” and in fact
the fictive “data” within the poem are barely augmented by its prose context. See further below.
118 ¢f. Rosen 1990.

" Rosen 1990, 15-17.

130 Rosen 1990, 12-15.
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connections to contemporary characters.”5! In this context, it seems likely that
we should be inclined to read also some of the many references to cloaks in
Hipponax in the context of this analogy between the poetic persona and
Odysseus-as-beggar. Thus fragments such as 42 Degani (= 32 W), 43 Degani (34
W), 87 Degani (85 W), all of which mention cloaks in some context (not
necessarily a recoverable one), may have involved interaction with the Homeric
passages cited (and especially the ainos told to Eumaeus and discussed above).152
In any case, the general associations between poverty, the lack of a cloak, and
begging are clearly emphasised in Hipponax; and an intriguing movement from
asking for gifts of clothing (beginning with the Odyssean xAaiva) to asking for
hard cash is visible in 42 Degani (32 W):

‘Eppfi, tA ‘Epuii, Mataded, KuA\jute,
émelxopal Tou, kdpTa ydp Kakée pLY®D

kal Bapparidw...

8oc xhatvav ‘ImmévakTi kal kuracclckoy

kal capPaXicka kdckepicka kal Xpucod
cratfipac €€fkovta TodTépou Tolxou
Hermes, dear Hermes, Maia’s son, Cyllene’s lord,
I beseech you, because I'm shivering hard

and chattering my teeth...

Give Hipponax a cloak, and a little tunic,

and a little pair of sandals, and warm socks, !5 and gold:

sixty staters, on the other side.!3*

Unfortunately, we cannot be sure whether, had our source for the latter part of
this fragment (Tzetzes in Lycophron 855) continued his quotation further, the list or

requested items would have been continued; but it may be thought more likely

31 Rosen 1990, 24. We might read this as a precursor of the style of Homeric parody which
became a genre in its own right in the work of Hegemon of Thasos (sce the fragment edited at
Brandt 1888, 42ff., and cf. the comment of Athenacus before the quotation (15.698b). However,
mapwidla proper probably nceded (o share metrical features with its source-text (as with the
hexameters of Hipponax quoted by Athenacus in the same place).

132 ¢f. Carcy 2003, 220, suggesting that Odysseus-as-beggar may lie behind Hipponactean
poverty in general.

158 A kind of shoe made of felt; presumably intended for cold weather.

13+ Sense uncertain; v, Degani 1991 ad loc.
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that it would not have been, partly because of the fact that the last item (the
money) is the only item qualified (albeit with a phrase whose sense is not entirely
clear), which might make it look like the last of the list, and partly because the
sixty gold staters (whether coins or a weight), with which I expect all of the other
items could have been bought several times over, would have made any other
non-monetary gifts seem superﬂuouﬁ.”5 Hipponax® willingness to talk explicitly
about poverty and money is by no means confined to this fragment (cf. 44
Degani = 36 W, 47 Degani = 38 W); but this one is particularly interesting in
that it combines objects which could be exchanged as gifts with metal (probably
coins) which is of value to him only as money.!50 Hipponax and his attitude to

poverty will be discussed further below, on Simonides 514 PMG.
17. Interpretation of the “Snow Poem?”

It might be tempting to refer to the parallelisms between Simonides 25 W and
the scene from the Odyssey discussed above using the language of allusion: as the
line of the snow poem in which it occurs has already been identified as alluding
to a passage of Hesiod’s Works and Days in a way which can be identified as
contributing to the meaning of the poem in an interpretatively productive
manner, so it could be argued that the same phrase dvdpav & axAaivev which
was connected with the Hesiodic phrase avdpoc dpolTew might also be
connected in the same way with the present Homeric passage.'57 This specific
claim is tempting, and to my mind not altogether one to be discarded.
Nevertheless, it might be considered a risky extension of the specific language of
allusion into territory where it is always difficult to draw the line between specific

and generic similarities, between purposive use of individual poems, passages and

' An alternative possibility would be that the lost context would have told us that Hipponax was
in debt to the amount of 60 staters; then the sense would be that he wants to receive the
necessities of adequately warm living, and to be free of his debts. Sixty is a generic number
(Degani 1991 ad loc.); but it is a generic large number. Staters vary in value from place to place,
but from the table at Kraay 1976, 329-30 thc lowest stater weights seem to be about 8g; so the
amount which the audience would imagine is at least approaching half a kilogram.

12% One ten pound note is, as moncy, identical with any other.

17 It might also be tempting o consider that onc of the reasons for Aristophanes’ association of
Simonides with the poct of Birds was his knowledge of this poem and its play on the idca of
performance for clothes (we have already noted that Simonides was a popular poct in Athenian
symposia, and at lcast some of his poems were well-known in the Athens ol Aristophancs); this, of
course, would require onc to be confident that the poem was really by Simonides (or, at least, was
belicved o be so in the late fifth century): on which question, sec the discussion below.
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phrases, and the general intertextual soup in which such poems, passages and
phrases float. It might be argued that we lack here a smoking gun such as the
specific resemblance between the individual lines which we were able to point to
in the Hesiodic case. In any case, it is clear that as part of the communicative
strategy of the poem, the men without cloaks function in a significant way: it is
clear from this analysis that the snow poem is drawing on and engaging with a
tradition of songs sung in the hope of payment in the form of clothing, which
songs might be expected to advert by a strategy of broad hints to the hoped-for
remuneration. The poet of the snow poem uses this tradition, visible to us in
Homer and Aristophanes, as part of the ironised construction of his own reaction

to the situation which that poem supposes and communicates to its readers.

Pushing the resemblances a little further, we may note that Nagy, in his study of
the Homeric passage, finds in it specifically the early uses of what becomes later
the standard vocabulary of praise, and of epinician as a form of praise poetry:
appeals to xemia, description of the host as philos and above all the characterisation
of Odysseus’ speech as ainos are all suggestive of the vocabulary familiar from the
epinicians of Pindar and Bacchylides.!s8 In the Odyssean passage, however, the
strategy of the “poet” (i.e., Odysseus) is geared towards simple acquisition of the
cloak; the epinician poets naturally speak of lavishness and spending, but we do
not find such a straightforward pitch for a particular kind of remuneration (we do
not find, for instance, Pindar telling a pointed story of an occasion when a kind
host paid him exceptionally well for his song). Nagy identified the ancestry of the
linguistic construction of the relationships created within praise poetry in the
passage where Odysseus’ lying tale was intended to provoke the gift (or loan) of
the cloak; perhaps the author of the snow poem also recognised the pre-history of
the encomiastic genres.!® In this way the speaker of the poem, in circumstances
of luxury, and lacking only the ice for his drink, recognises himself in the
begging-poet situation not only with regard to his position in terms of exchange
relationships, but also in terms of the supposed history of the genre of poetry for

which he has been hired by his patrons. Perhaps the poet’s reference to the figure

15 Nagy 1999, 235-40.

13 This need not be true as a statement about literary history for it to be true about the “snow
poem” as a form of reception.
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of the begging poet is not simply a reflection of economic dependence and its
discontents, but also a wry recognition of an apparent history of genre. This
argument does not seem to me to necessitate that we posit a specifically allusive
reading of the relationship with the passage from the Odyssey; the analysis by
Nagy depends on a regular cultural pattern, in the context of which certain
codes!*? can be used and understood. The poem is a riddle: it is composed to be
interpreted, such as to render a paraphrase which naturally cannot carry the
density of meaning of the poem itself. At one level, the decoding is simple, and
the paraphrase is “give me some snow.” According to a reading with the
intertexts invoked here, however, a further decoded paraphrase of the sense
conveyed by the speaker constructed in the poem might seem something like this:
“as I sit surrounded by wealth and luxury on a hot day, asking for ice for my
drink, I can see back to the roots of my own calling as a poet of praise, and can
see that even now I am stll there in the pit whence I was digged: not an
honoured Demodocus, but just a beggar on a cold night, asking for a cloak.”

One might be tempted to consider the technique of highly sophisticated, allusive
engagement with the texts of earlier poetry, and especially the “master-texts” of
hexameter poetry, as in itself a distinctive characteristic of Simonidean elegy. The
discussion of Simonides’ ‘Plataca elegy’ presented at the beginning of this study!6!
represents an analysis of the sophistication and, especially, the interpretability of
such allusive behaviour: this is not to be considered simply a matter of generic
color epicus but rather a major part of a consistent communicative strategy,
marked by such features (of the sort sometimes perceived as characteristically
“Hellenistic” or “Alexandrian”) as deliberate picking-up of hapax words and
combination of adherence to and differentiation from source-texts.!62 We can
now see that this sophisticated and (for us) interpretatively significant poetic
technique marks also the elegy concerning snow. Needless to say, to move from

this observation to the assertion of Simonidean authorship would be a dangerous

1% “Codes” is a metaphorical term: such cultural patterns are like codes inasmuch as that they are
patterned rather than arbitrary, involve correspondence (as “for x, understand y») and inasmuch
as that they convey mcaning; they are of course also quite different from codes, since they are not
constructed in order to conceal meaning and since the correpondence model is not adequate to
convey their semantic function (whereas in a code in the narrow sense, if “Biggles Hotel” — or the
number 613 — stands for “Heathrow airport,” then as soon as the meaning “Heathrow airport”
has been extracted, the coded text’s semantic content is exhausted and fully described).

16! Above, chapter 1.

'%2 Above, chapier 1, esp. sections 1.7-1.11,
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step: this kind of allusion is, at least potentially, a game anyone can play.!3
Nevertheless, the continuity we can see between this elegy and elegies securely
attributable to Simonides is at least a small point in favour of Simonidean
authorship.

It would be possible, but again scarcely conclusive, to argue that, if the poem was
not composed by Simonides, the use of such a highly allusive technique suggests
imitation of Simonides’ own elegies based not simply on a caricatured conception
of the poet’s avarice and strained relationships with his patrons, but rather on
sustained engagement with Simonides’ own poetic practice and therefore as a
result of close reading of Simonides’ poetic oeuvre, which might itself suggest that
the conception of the poem was more broadly derived from Simonidean
concerns in thematic terms. But this again, clearly, cannot be regarded as a
conclusive argument, but only as a suggestive possibility.

In the context of discussion of the relationship between the Simonides of the
anecdotal tradition and the poems themselves, this is clearly a poem of
considerable interest and significance. The author of the snow poem engages in
witty reflection on the relations between those with money and those without by
using a complex variety of source texts and literary traditions. He uses an ironic
and rueful stance to offer a jocular comment which draws attention to a failure of
xera and with it of the proper exchange behaviour of pre-monetary aristocratic
economics; however obliquely this was done, it would surely have raised laughter
of the sort that accompanies reference to something which another might have
left unspoken. The poem draws attention to the gap which has opened between
the world of the Jliad and Odyssey and the world of the present day: a gap centred
on the nature of different kinds of exchange behaviour. On internal grounds, the
poem is set in Thessaly; if it is by Simonides, it was presumably (as Callistratus
and Athenaeus believed) performed by him in Thessaly, in front of one of the
same Thessalian patrons whose interactions with Simonides were so crucial in
the tradition of the anecdotes. Simonides seems to engage with the relationship
between wealth and power and personal interaction in disconcerting and prickly

ways; he is sensitive to changes in status relationship between his own time and

'8 And a sceptical reader of this analysis might even retort that this practice of reading through
the epic master texts is one that we can choose to adopt with any text; but where I claim allusion to
a specific text I mean to make a historical claim, however (entative, about the time of the genesis
of the poem; ¢f. above, Introduction.
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earlier periods, changes which were surely in part an effect of the monetization of
exchange relationships. If, then, this poem was by Simonides, it represents a very
striking bridge between the poems and the anecdotal tradition; it would seem to
suggest that at least some elements of the anecdotal tradition, while of course of
dubious historicity, were derived from the poems not in arbitrary or misguided
ways, but from a reasonable perception of the concerns and anxieties and
difficulties which we also would perceive as characterisric of parts of the
Simonidean corpus if it remained to us. It seems to point in the direction where we
might say that the tradition of Simonides’ obsessive concern for money and his
often strained relationship with his patrons was based on the problematisations of
the same relationships in the poems themselves. The readings on which the
tradition was based might seem to be based on a more astute way of reading than

treatments such as those of Lefkowitz and Slater generally assume.
18. Simonides, editors and readers: the attribution of fr. 25 W

Now it is therefore necessary to consider a question which has been sidestepped
or ignored above: whether the elegiac verses included under Simonides fr. 25 W
should be considered as the work of Simonides himself, or as the work of a later
poet which became attached to his name.

The poem is included by West, in both the first and second editions of JEG; he
explained this by using arguments about the distinction between ‘epigram’ and
‘elegy.’!%* His point is essentially that in or by the Hellenistic period short elegiac
poems of many kinds could be called émiypdppara, where in the archaic and
classical periods epigrams were by definition inscriptional.!65 Thus the present
lines are an instance of a short, sympotic poem which was subsequently called an
epigram because it was short, witty and in the elegiac metre. West, therefore,
does not explicitly argue for the genuineness of the poem, only for its being
reasonably contained in the category “elegy” rather than the category “epigram.”
On the other hand, Gentili and Prato exclude the present lines from their

edition, apparently on the grounds that they are not to be included under the

15t West 1974, 16-7, 20-21 (using the numeration of the first edition of IEG, in which the present
pocm is numbered 6 and the poem about the hare (26 in IEG?) is numbered 7).

195 ¢f. Puclma 1996, 125 with n.8 {where for albTocxebid¢elv read dmo-): he dates change in the
sense of the word “kaum vor dem Endes des 4. Jahrhunderts” (125).
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term “elegy” and not because of any judgement on authorship: “exclusimus
tamen poematia quae ex ipso fontis testimonio traduntur ut émypdppata [...] vel ut
Ypidot / atviypaTa.”!66 It seems to me that West here has judged better than
Gentili-Prato, since the fact that Callistratus or Athenaeus called a passage like
fr.25W émiypdppa, at a time when we know that short poems in elegiac metre
which made no pretence to being inscriptional were called émypdppara,!’ is
no reason not to include it under the category “elegy.”

It might be that the fact that the source (Callistratus or Athenaeus) uses the word
émiypappa in itself casts doubt on the Simonidean authenticity of the lines,
since it might indicate that the poem has come from the so-called Sylloge

Simonidea, the posited source for the epigrams attributed to Simonides in the

Garland of Meleager and subsequently the Palatine Anthology.! Since we

1% Gendili and Prato 2002, ii., Pracfatio (p.VII) (my italics). It should be emphasised that Gentili-
Prato do not here make their own distinction between genres; they simply state that they will not
include fragments or poens where the source uses a word such as éniypappa. From a
methodological point of view this scems eccentric: a way of refusing to make an editorial
Jjudgement (what about where the source is mistaken, or, as in the present instance, where the
mcaning of a word has changed between the time of the poct and the time of the source?). Again,
the principle scems illogical where the source makes no generic identification of the quoted text:
this would suggest that where (c.g.) Athenacus says, as it might be, dc Cipwvidne then it is for
the editor to decide how (o label what follows, whereas when the source says (e.g.) e Ctpovidne
€v émypdppati the editor should simply switch ofT this critical judgement.

W7 em{ypappa used of pocms with no hint of inscriptionality in Athenacus: €.g. anon. at 2,39,
anon. at 10.442¢ (from an epigram collection of Polemon, which, while its name would make us
think of inscribed cpigrams, polis-by-polis, scems from its fragments to have been a collection of
‘sympotic,” non-inscribed cpigrams; cf, Argentieri 1998, 2), “Simonides” at 10.456¢ (two
hexameters), Hedylus at 1 1.4721-473b, “Sophocles” at 13.604f (fr.cleg.4W), ctc.

' On the Sylloge Simonidea, scc Boas 1905, ch.2 passim; Page FGE pp.119-123; Sider
(forthcoming). The doctoral disscrtation of Andrej Petrovig (Heidelberg), concerning  the
Simonidcan epigrams, is forthcoming as a Mnemosyne supplement. By the time of Meleager (and
thus also of Athenaeus), and almost certainly by the time of Callistratus, the splloge contained both
anonymous inscribed epigrams and non-inscribed compositions; the evidence suggests that it was
augmented over time. Cf Page, FGE pp.122-3, where the inappropriateness of terms
conceptually associated with printing for describing processes occurring in ms. traditions is
especially clear (how do you ‘republish’ a ms. volumen? cf. Cameron 1995, 104{l'); better 1o
supposc a variety of different processes of accretion. Argenticri 1998 makes helpful distinctions
between different words of approximate sense “collection” (“raccolto™), and considers the
possibility that the late fourth century sylloge was revised (‘una revisione posteriore’ 3) by
Callimachus at the tme of his compiling the Pinakes, which is likely to be the source of the
traditional grouping of the works of Simonides into books; but I sce no reason to suppose
Callimachus more likely than anybody else to have revised the splloge, if a single editorial revision
is what we need to find (by this way of thinking onc could end up attributing almost all of the
cditorial activity of his age to Callimachus, whenever tradition has not given us a name). Page at
any rate, apparently working from rather subjective criteria of style, belicves that some of the
malerial in the splloge as read by Meleager was later than Callimachus® time (FGE p.122). On the
possibility that the Milan Posidippus might give an impression of how such a syllage would have
becn arranged, see now Bravi 2005. For the possibility that the first collection of Simonidean
cpigrams could date to the fifth century, and even have been assembled by Simonides before a
process of gradual accretion, see Sider {forthcoming), whose observations on the likelihood that
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suppose, surely correctly, that this hypothetical book (or, as more likely, the
practice of gathering epigrams under Simonides’ name, which resulted in the
circulation of multiple, differing books, whether viewed synchronically or
diachronically)!'®® was the source of transmission of anonymous inscribed
epigrams to later collections, including a large number certainly not by
Simonides, and again that it also included non-inscribed epigrams of
considerably later date than Simonides, a dark cloud of suspicion is necessarily
cast upon any Simonidean material which can be shown to come from this
source. But again, as West states, this is in no way a “necessary assumption;”!70 in
the time of Callistratus and Athenaeus, €ém{ypapupa was a perfectly natural word
to use of a short, witty, elegiac poem, and it is not even to accuse the sources of
error if we suggest that they might well have used this word of a poem composed
by Simonides other than for inscription, but only to allow them to use the
language of their own time. West further points out that his fr. 91 W2 (= 16 W',
“Incertum an ex epigrammatis,” = ‘Simonides’ FGE 75 “plainly the beginning of
a longer poem™), preserved in the Palatine Anthology (7.511), would appear to be
a non-epigraphic couplet which somehow found its way into the corpus of
epigrams rather than of elegy;!7! again, Plutarch (de mal. Hdt. 36, 869¢) called
“epigram” what is probably a short, non-inscriptional elegy of sympotic origin
concerning the actions of Democritus of Naxos in the battle of Salamis
(‘Simonides’ FGE 19, not included by West in JEG). This seems to be a complete
poem,'’2 and thus provides another parallel for the use of epigram, in a
Simonidean context, to mean “short elegy,” regardless of the question whether it
was inscribed. The first of these two instances (91 W?) comes to us from a
Meleager sequence in AP, and thus presumably from the Sylloge Simonidea;'73 the
second is known only from Plutarch, whose source cannot be determined. So the

first was contained in a book with a title which should have been Cipovisouv

multiple different syllogac were circulating undermine many traditional ways (such as Boas’) of
dating the sylloge, which depend on the assumption of a single book.

199 ¢f. Sider (forthcoming).

170 West 1974, 20.

'"Vibid., 21, cf. Page ad loc.; the suggestion that it is a fragment of elegy goes back to Schneidewin
1835 (his Simonides 173: “Fortasse particula st Elegiae”). Contra, Wilamowitz 1913, 212
(“natiirlich auch, daB cs kein Bruchstuck ist”), with, as Page comments, no reason given for the
bald assertion; Wilamowitz also acknowledged that the poem is not a sepulchral epigram (ibid.,
211: “Das ist zwar kein Gedicht fiir das Grab des Megakles...”).

172 cf. Page ad loc.

173 cf. Page, FGE ad loc. and p.121; Boas 1905, 182-3.
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émypdupata or the like, while the latter was called “epigram” by Plutarch.
Short elegies, therefore, including poems of classical date, could become
“epigrams” in normal usage of later times, probably regardless of whether they
found their way into the splloge or not. There is therefore no reason to suppose
that the poem concerning snow need have been a part of the Sylloge Stmonidea,
which presumably became (give or take whatever scholarly activities were
performed upon it) the book of émiypdppata of the Hellenistic edition as
catalogued in the Pinakes of Callimachus and probably reflected (through a glass
darkly) in the Suda entry; of course, this remains a possibility, which cannot be
discounted by virtue of the absence of the poem from AP, which might reflect
only (for example) that it was not included in the Garland of Meleager (perhaps it
was on the long side for Meleager’s taste).!™* So the question whether the poem
was included in the Sylloge is an open one; it might have been included in a book
of elegies of Simonides, which would probably not have shared the extreme
hospitality to non-Simonidean material which was a characteristic of the epigram
book (consequent originally on the fact that early inscribed epigrams did not
include the poet’s name and that epigrams were obvious candidates for the
practice of collecting and/or anthologising, both because of their short length
and, especially in the early period, probably also because in particular the
epigrams of the Persian Wars, regularly attributed to Simonides, were of interest
to many through their value as historical propaganda and documents of cultural
identity).!75

It has been shown that both Gentili-Prato and West consider more the question
whether we should properly call the poem epigram or elegy than the question
whether we should attribute it to Simonides or not. This latter question is
addressed more directly by Page, who in his introduction to the epigram assumes
that the poem is falsely attributed to Simonides: “We have already seen
comparable examples in LXXXIV and LXXXV - fictitious epigrams designed
by the author of an anecdotal biography to add substance and colour to his
narrative.”!7% Page does not state the reasons for his confidence. I do not see

anything in the poem which rules out Simonidean authorship on internal

7t For Mcleager’s preference for shorter pocems, sce c.g. Sider 2004, 39-40; the Milan Posidippus
shows that epigrams before Melcager were often longer.

73 On practices of collecting epigrams, v. Argentieri 1998, csp. 1-2.

176 FGE ad loc. (p.301).
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grounds.!”7 We are thus thrown up against a chicken-and-egg problem, namely
whether (as Page supposes) a biographical narrative about Simonides is prior to
the poem, or whether the poem itself might have generated such accompanying
narrative.
This question is probably not answerable at a level of definite proof, but it is
certainly possible to test out the relative likelihood of the two scenarios. Let us
consider first how Callistratus and Athenaeus use this poem.
Here is the passage of Athenaeus, quoted more fully. The participants in the
dialogue have been discussing means of cooling drinks, and have moved from
snow to cold water, cooled underground, and thence to keeping water in cisterns;
Myrtilus calls attention back to snow in the following manner:
Toltwy 6 Muptiloc dkolcac &dn: "éyo & ov dLhoTdpLyoc, @ €Tatpot,
Xtévoc melv Bodhopat katd Clpwmidny.” kal 6 Odmavde "kelTat HeV O
dthoTdpixoc,” €dn, "map AvTipdver év Opdaint oltwe [Antiphanes
fr.176 K-A]-
ol ¢pLhoTdpixoc oBapde ey , & képn
"Ale€ic 8 év Tuvaikokpatiar kal {opoTdpixéy Twa kékinkev év
TobdToLc [Alexis fr.43 K-A)-
0 8¢ KilE
88 ‘ImmokAfic, 6 {wpoTdpLyoc UtrokpLTYC.
10 8¢ kata Cipwvidny Ti éctwv ok olba” "ol vap péler coi,” Edn 0
MupTidoc, "icToplac, & ydcTpwy. kuicohotxde ydp Tic €l kal katd Tov
Cautov  mounTiiy  "Actov  TOV  malawdy  ekelvou!™ KvLCokOAaE.
KalXictpatoc év ¢ Cuppixtov ¢ncv dc €cTidpevoc mapd Tict

Cipovidne 6 mountic "kpaTatod kabpatoc dpar” kal TV olvoxdwy

177 Prof. M. Silk helpfully suggested to me that I consider whether the word Tpdmocte might be
evidence of post-Simonidcan authorship. The word is first found here, but is paralleled by
HeTdcTacte, found also probably in its first attestation at Simonides 521 PMG (also Pindar fr.
70d40 M). Cf. Poltera 1997, 450-1.

178 This is (he text as given by Kaibel and in Gulick’s Locb, both of which editors follow
Casaubon in adding kal before katd Tov Cdpiov and deleting it after éxeivov; I considerced
that the phrase TOv madaldv ékeivov, which seemed slightly redundant, might be a corruption
masking a title («€v> T@L TakatéL + proper name, ¢.g.); but the point is that the clegiac fragment
quoted below (not given in my quotation; = Asius fr.14 W) refers to the wedding of ‘Meles’;
somebody has taken this (rightly or wrongly) for the river said o be the father of Homer (Certamen
Homeri et Hestodi 2, {Plut.| de Homero 2.2, Suda s.v. "Opunpoc init., etc.; cf. Huxley 1969, 97) and
drawn the conclusion that Asius was a contemporary and therefore an earlier poct than Homer.
The other possibility (if the text is good) is that the notion of two poets called Asius had been
suggested (because of the contrast between the gencealogical material and lighter-hearted writing
such as the clegiac fr. and also fr. 13 EGF= Bernabé). Bowra 1957 dated Asius to the fifth century
(on slight grounds).
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-~ v 7 9 A \ d k3 ~ \ kA 2 e
TOLC dANoLC PLCySvTwv elec TO ToTOV Xtovoc, avtadl € o, amecyedlace
I Y 2 Id
TO6€ TO émiypappa
T pd ot OAIpTOLO TEPL TA€Vpac ékdlvfer
? A b A 7 kd 7 y4
wKkve amo Optikne dpvipevoc Bopénc:
avBpdv & dylaivwy Esakev dpévac, adTap ékdpdon
Cwn Iiepinv vy émeccapévn,
€v Tic épol kal Thc xelTw pépoc: ob yap €olkev

Beppny Bactdlewr dudpl dilwl mpdmocty.

Having heard these things, Myrtilus said “Being a Saltfishophile, my friends, I
want to drink snow after the fashion of Simonides.” And Ulpian said
“Saltfishophile’ is found in the Omphale of Antiphanes, as follows:
I’'m no saltfishophile, no way, my girl.
And Alexis in his Gynaecocracy calls somebody a saltfishstew in these words:
And this Cilician Hippokles here, this saltfishstew actor.
But as for what ‘after the fashion of Simonides’ 1s, I don’t know.”
“No, you don’t,” said Mpyrtilos, “for you have no interest in History, you
glutton, because you’re a fat-licker and, as the Samian poet Asius would put it,
that ancient one, a fat-scrounger. Callistratus, in the seventh book of his
‘Miscellanea,’ says that Simonides was once sitting with some people ‘in the
season of mighty heat’ and that when the wine-pourers were mixing snow into
the drink for the others but not for him he improvised this epigram:
“That with which swift Boreas, rushing from Thrace, once covered the sides of
Olympus; that which bit at the innards of men without cloaks, but was
humbled, clothed while alive in Pierian earth; of that let somebody pour a

share for me: for it is not proper to raise a warm glass to a friend.”

Callistratus, then, treated this material in a book called Cippikta. This is
described by Jacoby (ad loc.: FGrH 348 F 3) as an appropriate title for a
grammatical work (Callistratus was a pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium), and it
is possible that this work may have dealt specifically with writings about or
associated with the symposium, since there seem to have been a number of such

sympotic compendia with similar titles.!”” Of course we cannot tell from what

170 Cf. Poltera 1998, with reference to the useful list at Schmidt 1854, 378-9.
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source Callistratus took either the poem or whatever else he might have said
about it, and therefore cannot entirely rule out that he was using a (peripatetic?)
source rooted in the biographical/anecdotal tradition, but a number of factors
combine to make this seem unlikely. Firstly, we might expect that a scholarly
student of Aristophanes of Byzantium would go for the works of a famous poet
not to a biography but to the Helleﬁistic critical edition gathered and divided into
books by an unknown scholar (perhaps Callimachus, perhaps another).!80
Secondly, the information which we have passed on to us in paraphrase by
Athenaeus looks rather unlike what we might expect to see if it had been drawn
from something looking similar to, say, the biography of Chamaeleon. The
anecdote concerning the occasion where Simonides lost out on his share of the
hare, taken by Athenaeus not from Callistratus but from Chamaeleon, makes a
good comparandum (Simonides fr.26 W = Athenaeus 656¢c-d, Chamaeleon fr.33
Wehrli):

TepL 8¢ Aaydv Xapaléwy dnelv év Tét mepl Clpwridov we Setmviy

\ -~ ey 3 ’ ’ ’ 3 A LR \
mapa Tt ‘Iépwrt 0 Cipwridne, ov Tapatebévroc aldToL ém Ty
Tpdmelav kabdmep kal Tolc dAloLc Aaywod, aA\ GcTepov peTadidévToc
Tod ‘Iépwvoc, dmecyediacev

0U8¢ yap <008 > elpic mep EQv ekikeTo Bebpo

Concerning hares, Chamaeleon says in his book On Simonides that when
Simonides was dining in the house of Hieron and hare was not served to him
at table, even though it was to the others, but later on Hieron offered some, he
improvised:

“Wide though it was, it was not wide enough to reach this far”

The difference is marked. If this hexameter was ever improvised by Simonides, it
is dubious whether it could have been transmitted by itself, unaccompanied by a
description of the circumstances, without which it simply does not make
adequate sense. It is thus also unlikely that it travelled in a book of poems; a book

of anecdotes or apophthegms is possible, and the reliability of the attribution

1% On Callistratus, v. Holwerda 1987. Kallistratos® writings on the Homeric poems have been
trcated by Barth 1984: non uidi.
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reduced as a result. Crucially, the occasion is tied to a host (Hieron) and includes
details which the ipsissima verba attributed to Simonides could not allow anybody
to deduce or guess (for example, why should it be that Hieron later offered some
to Simonides after all?> Why Hieron rather than some other patron? This perhaps
had a point in the story as told by Chamaeleon, independently of the supposed
improvised line).

On the contrary, Callistratus seems to have done something rather different. The
snow poem may be considered, from the point of view of a reader, 8! as a kind of
dramatic monologue. By this is meant that it represents the words or a speaker
placed in a dramatic situation, which is not explicitly described but which the
readers rather infer from the words spoken. In such a poem, it is generally
possible for an attentive reader to figure out from traces in the text the situation
which must be imagined in order for the speech to make dramatic sense; but of
course a reader may have difficulty and it is therefore entirely natural that an
editor or commentator may decide to take it upon himself to make explicit the
scene-setting present in the text only by subtle clues. This is even more obviously
the case where the monologue is itself a riddle where the key noun (“snow”) is
never expressed. In the present case, cued by the mention of men without cloaks
(as discussed above with reference to scenes in the Odyssey and Hipponax) and
understanding the tone of mild, tactful reproof embodied in the riddle form as
discussed above, such an editor would likely end up imagining the situation
described for us by Athenaeus from Callistratus. Admittedly the other guests who
do receive snow are not explicitly mentioned in the poem, but their presence
would seem implied by the tone of reproof which is. The level of biographical
invention is minimal; Chamaeleon or a similar source might have been expected
to name the host and/or location, not least since the latter at least — the house of
a Thessalian nobleman — is discernible on internal grounds'®? (he would probably

have called him Scopas, since Scopas is generally the most popular choice for the

' “From the point of view of a reader” should be stressed: this is a point about reception. I do
not mean to suggest that the poem, if Simonidean, was originally the same sort of thing in literary
terms as (c.g.) Browning’s dramatic monologues (the analogy is made below), a very ‘literary’ type
of ‘overheard’ poetry which, I would suggest, is not found in Greek until later times. On the other
hand, this is not, of course, to suggest that the distinction between persona loquens and the historical
poct is to be clided cither; indeed, disregarding the question whether such a thing could
theoretically ever be the case, we know that sympotic clegy could be sung in a voice which was
immediately and identifiably not the singer’s own (Bowic 1986, 16).

182 Wilamowitz 1913, 142-3n.3.
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host in the celebrated scene where Simonides is rescued from the falling house by
the Dioskouroi).!83 By this reading, then, Callistratus is not resorting to a strong
form of biographical criticism at all; he is like a critic who might introduce his
account of a poem by writing “Alfonso II d’Este, fifth duke of Ferrara, speaks
unkindly and coldly of his late wife and with more interest concerning his art
collection, even when he addresses fhe emissary of the man whose daughter he
plans to marry” (Browning, My Last Duchess); in context, no statement about the
historical duke would be intended, and in context none would be likely to be
understood. Confusion with the construction of a biography, then, is caused in
the first place by the lack of distinction between Simonides, the historical person,
and ‘Simonides,’ assumed by Callistratus to be the speaker of and within the
poem; in the second place by Athenaeus’ excerpting and paraphrase of
Callistratus; and in the third place by the ease with which we can see continuity
between elements of this poem (and therefore, naturally, also Callistratus’
account of it) and other material concerning Simonides which is more properly
perceived as (intended to be understood as) biographical. Callistratus, then,
seems more interested in establishing what is necessary to understand the sense of
the poem than in mining it for potential biographical information about the
historical Simonides; this is a good indication that his interest is exegetical rather
than biographical, and that the poem is prior to his comment on it. What we see
here in Athenaeus is the moment where a poem is just in the process of becoming
an anecdote: ‘Simonides’ the supposed speaker of the poem on the point of
becoming ‘Simonides’ the subject of biography.

If this argument is accepted, Page’s objections to Simonidean authorship do not
seem to carry great force. At this point, the remaining grounds for doubt are two:
firstly, that the poem may have been transmitted as far as Callistratus by the
Sylloge Simonidea, any of whose contents are suspect by virtue of that book’s known
tendency to include certainly non-Simonidean material; secondly, that we might
doubt it for the reason that it is hard to imagine in whose interests it might have
been preserved. With regard to this second question (“cui bono?”), it is indeed
difficult to imagine who would have had an interest in writing and preserving the

poem in the period close to its own composition. Of course, one response to this

183 Simonides 510 PMG: cf. section 3.10 above.
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might be to retort that we do not really know in general how any archaic poetry
was transmitted through its first decades,!8* so that it might seem perverse to
make this into a specific problem with regard to this one poem. Nevertheless,
with some kinds of song (epinician, for instance) we can imagine that families
and/or communities would have had a strong interest in preserving the poems,
either for reperformance or as readiﬁg documents or both, because of the lasting
kA€oc-value of such poems. In the present case we would have to suppose that
the poem was transmitted and written down (not necessarily at the same time)
out of general admiration for its poetic craft, 85

It will be seen that the reasons which have been brought forward either to deny
the place of this poem among Simonides’ sympotic elegies or to deny its
Simonidean authorship are weak, but that at the same time the reasons to accept
it, while they are (in my opinion) strong, are not altogether conclusive. If the
arguments assembled here are accepted, the poem has at least a place as a
dubium — and a dubium with a good chance at that. An element of doubt may
remain. While acknowledging that certainty is not possible, I am inclined to
accept it as by Simonides,'#6 with all the implications for the development of
Simonides’ anecdotal reputation that this entails. If, of course, the poem was not
by Simonides, it takes its place as another item in the survey of Simonides’
reception which made up the first part of this chapter, and an especially
interesting and complex one at that. If one chooses not to accept this poem as
Simonidean, the following discussion of Simonides 514 PMG stands or falls
independently of the attribution of this poem, and it is to that that the argument

will now turn.

1%t Two recent groups of hypotheses are Currie 2004, Hubbard 2004, with bibl.

1% Later symposiasts might have performed it as a kind of joke: all they would have needed to do
in the way of contextualising would have been (o say “I'm going to sing some Simonides;” the
assembled company might enjoy the verbal dexterity of the poem, the implied negative
characterisation of the Thessalian hosts, and the reaffirmation of their own sympotic equality by
contrast with the implied situation of the poem. Perhaps some would have cnjoyed also the
contrast between their own parties and the cffete claboration of the Thessalian aristocrat (the
Psykter went out of use in Athens by the end of the first half of the fifth century; probably the use of
snow (o cool drinks, then, went with it or at any rate became less common; of, Kanowski 1984,
123; Robertson 1975, 121).

'8 Andrej Petrovig, the author of a forthcoming study of the epigrams of Simonidcs, provides
qualificd encouragement: “I would not be very quick in rejecting the authorship,” though he also
warns that “there can be no definite answer to the problem of authenticity” (private
communication).
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19.The Cloak and the Octopus: Simonides 514 PMG

It might be argued that, even if (as I would like) the elegiac poem 25 W were
taken as genuinely Simonidean, and even if the interpretation of it which I have
proposed above were accepted, it remained an isolated instance: a one-off joke
and in any case a small and insigniﬁéant poem in the context of Simonides’ large
and varied output. Again, it might be thought that, for the broader argument to
stand that the anecdotal tradition concerning Simonides, money and exchange
behaviour was derived from the foregrounding of the same concerns in the
poems, we might expect to find traces of the same phenomena in the poems
which Simonides wrote for the wealthy patrons of epinician and other choral
songs, such as Hieron and Scopas, prominent in the anecdotal tradition. It is to a
fragment of epinician that we now turn. The ipsissima verba of the fragment are
two only, and are quoted by our source, again Athenaeus, for quite other
reasons. Fortunately, they are supplemented by information from elsewhere
which gives us some idea of the content of the part of the poem from which these
words were taken, and tells us its occasion and laudandus. Nevertheless, a glance
at the available evidence makes it clear that the interpretation of this poem is a
rash and perilous undertaking, where certainty is unlikely to be found. However,
the information which we do have seems both surprising and interesting,
especially in the context of the present investigation, and cannot be left alone

here.

Athenaeus 7.318f = Simonides 514 PMG
Awpteic & adTov Sid Tod w kalodel TONUTOV, e Emixappoc. «al
Cipovidne & é¢n
TwAvTOV SL{HLevoc
ATTikoL 8¢ TOUATOUY.
Dorians call the octopus with an omega “pélupos”, as Epicharmus [fr. 54 K-
A, cited at Athen. 318e]. Also Simonides said
“seeking an octopus”

Attic speakers say “poulupos.”
p y p p

These two words, T@dlvmrov dt{Muevoc, represent the whole of the fragment; no
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other certainly Simonidean words are known from this poem. However, editors
have identified other texts which, without providing more words, seem almost

certainly to refer to the same poem, and give us intriguing further information.

Anonymous paroemiographer in Cod. Paris. suppl. gr. 676, cited at Simonides

514 PMG (with fuller reference):
6 Kdploc alvoc' pépvnra Tavtne Cipwvidne émawdy Twva fwioxov
vikicavta  év Medum  kal AaBévta  émwvikiov yhapdda,
Xpnedpevoc AmmANGYn Tob piyove xetpdroc < 1-2 vocc. illeg. > év
HeX\iimu émeTelelto. dact 8¢ dhede 8oy &v XELPGVL moAimoda
elmev: el i) kohvpPBricw, Tewrficw. TodTov oy €lvar Tov Kdptov aivov.
The Carian ainos: Simonides mentions this when praising a charioteer who
won in Pellene and took the epinician cloak, using which he found relief from
the cold. Winter is when [the competition] in Pellene is held. They say that a
fisherman, seeing an octopus in winter, said “If I do not dive, I shall starve,”

and that that is the Carian ainos.
Similar but not identical information is provided by another late source.

[Diogenianus] Praef. paroem. i.179 1-S = Walz, Rhetores Graeci ii.11 ~ Simonides
PMG 514 and Timocreon PMG 734
Kapikoc 8¢ aivoc Aéyetar, dv dvadépovev elc yéver Kdpa dvdpa:
ToUTOV ydp aléa TuyxdvovTa xelpdroc Beacdpevov moimoda elmev
€l pev dmodlc kolvuBricaiut ém adTov pryden, €dv 8¢ pun Adpw ToV
ToAITOdd, TOL Apdt TA Taldl dmold. kéxpnTat 8¢ TdL Aéywt TolTm
kal Tipokpéwy év pélect, kal Cipovidne 8 adrod pvnpoveter &v Téu
€lc "OptAav émukiol.
The Carian ainos is so called because it is told about a man whose race was
Carian. This fisherman, happening to see an octopus in winter, said “If I strip
and dive after him, I shall freeze; if I don’t catch the octopus, I shall lose my
children to starvation.” Also Timocreon uses this story in his melic poems, and

Simonides mentions it in the epinician for Orillas.

We find similar information from the Suda s.v. Kapikfit Motent (x 388 Adler):

Kapueiit Mobene mie 8pnuddet. Sokoder yap ot Kdpec 8pnrwidol Tivec
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elvat kal d\\oTpiove vekpouc €ml pichdt Bpnuelv. Tuvee 8¢ EEfkovcay
T BapBdpwt kal dcadelr Emeldt ol Kdpec BapBapédwvor. kai
Tapoipia Kapikoc aivoc. i dhede 18dv &v XELLBVL ToAITTOUY €lmer
€l M koAvuPricw, TeLvicw.

Carian Muse: “the threnodic Muse.” For it appears that the Carians are some
sort of threnos-singers, and sing threnoi for a fee for the bodies of unrelated
people. But some understand is as “the barbarous and unclear Muse,” since
the Carians do not speak Greek. And there is a proverb, the “Carian fable.” It
says that a fisherman seeing an octopus in winter said “If I do not dive, I shall

starve.”

That none of these versions includes the natural end of the story, i.e. the
fisherman’s choice and its consequence, would apparently suggest that the story
was not generally continued: it is therefore intended to illustrate a particular kind
of dilemma, where either of two possible choices would be disastrous. 17

The poem, in any case, was composed to celebrate a victory at the games held at
Pellene, a town in Achaia, and the victor was called Orillas (or by another name
corrupted in [Diogenianus]). It should probably be assumed that this was the
owner of the horses or mules rather than, as the Paris author has it, the
charioteer. This will be assumed a priori for the simple reason that we have no
other instance of a poem written for the charioteer, and in the second place
because we can surely also assume that the cloak was given to the owner and not
to the driver.!38

The games at Pellene were chiefly famous for the fact that the prize there was a
cloak: this was the regular detail which came to mind when Pellene was

mentioned.'® The games were held on the occasion of a festival variously called

'87 An alternative explanation for this would be that all of the accounts are derived from the same
incomplete source. This would appear likely for the Paris ms. and the Suda entry: but the passage
from [Diogenianus] seems (o contain independently derived information.

188 This would be demonstrable with certainty if we had an instance in Pindar where he talks
about Pellenc in the context of an cvent involving a charioteer, but in fact (by chance, as I
assume) he only mentions the cloak in poems for victors in non-cquestrian events: 0L.7.86 (for a
boxer), OL 9.98 (wrestler), OL 13.109 (stadion and pentathlon), Nem. 10.44 (wrestler). Perhaps the
slip by the parocmiographer in taking the laudandus and the driver to be identical would have
been facilitated by the fact that, in Byzantine chariot-racing, the drivers were stars in their own
right.

'% Aristoph. Birds 1421 with Dunbar ad loc. and £ (and scc below), P. 0L 9.97-8 with £ ad loc. =
Ol 9.146a, g, 148 a-b (i.300-301 Drachmann)), £ ad P. O/ 7.86 Z Ol7.156a, ¢ (i.232
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‘Eppaia or O¢okevia, which occurred in winter.!9 It is not surprising, therefore,
that it was natural for people to associate the prizes with the time of year, as some
of the scholia cited do, and as Pindar seems to do where, in a list of the
laudandus’ victories, he names the cloak by the periphrasis $vxpav... e08Lavdv
ddppakov adpdv (“pleasantly warm remedy against cold winds”).19!
Nevertheless, given the associations of the idea of obtaining a cloak described
above on the basis of the use of this motif in the Odyssey and in other places, it is
not surprising that we seem to find ironic and witty use of the epinician cloak of
Pellene, which draws attention to the contrast between the aristocratic
associations of the games and the lowly status of the beggar. To observe this, we

may turn first once more to Hipponax (fr. 43 Degani = 34 W)

épol yap olk ESwkac olTe kw xAatvav

Sacetav év xetpdut ddppaxov plyeoc

oUT deképnict Tove TéSac Saceintcy

ékpudac, de pot pi xipetha piyvuTat.

You never gave a cloak to me, a shaggy one, for a remedy against the cold in
the winter. Nor did you cover my feet with shaggy winter shoes, to stop my

chilblains bursting.

This seems to belong with the prayer to Hermes quoted above (42 Degani = 32
W): apparently the prayer went unanswered. The similarity between the phrasing
of u.2 év xeludm ddpuakov piyeoc “a remedy against the cold in the winter”
and the Pindaric Yuxpdv... edSLavdv ddppakov alpdv (“pleasantly warm
remedy against cold winds”), quoted above, has been noted by commentators,'9?

and it has been very plausibly argued by Degani that Hipponax intends his

Drachmann)), P. Aem. 10.44 with £ ad loc. (X Nem. 82a (iii.176 Drachmann)), Strabo 8.7.5 (386
Casaubon), and see also Degani 1971, 100n.31 ~ Degani 1984, 169n.27.

192 One or both of these names given by X Aristoph. Birds 1421 (ENeapMLh), Z ad P. 0. 7.86 (T
01.7.156a, ¢ (1.232 Drachmannj), £ ad 0/, 9.97 (Z P. Ol. 9.146¢, h, 148b (1.300-301 Drachmann),
Z ad P. Nem. 10.44 (X P. Nem. 10.82b (iti.176 Drachmann)). £ P. Nem. 10. 82a states that & 8¢
ayov Ade: kakeiTar 8¢ Alia {(“The competition was of Zeus, and was called the Diia”), but
must be mistaken; the writer did not know, cast about within the poem, and found the reference
to Zeus (in fact Zeus Lykaios in Arcadia) at u.48, and thought this might refer to the games at
Pellene. The dog’s breakfast at 3 RENeap ad Birds 1421 appcars to result from corruption of
‘Eppata and consequent false corrections.

1P 0L 9.97.

192 Degani 1971, 98 with n.24 ~ Dcgani 1984, 168 with n.21.
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audience to understand his prayer to Hermes for a cloak as an amusing reference
to the celebrated prize in the games held at the ‘Eppaia in his honour.193
Olympian 9 commemorates a victory of 468, which is certainly too late for
Hipponax, so if the similarity of phrasing is to be explained in terms of allusion
then the source text must be Hipponax and the alluder Pindar. This is the
conclusion drawn by a number of commentators on Pindar and by Degani, yet
seems somehow unlikely. Why would Pindar want his audience to think of the
crude and undignified picture of Hipponax?!9* If he were aware that Hipponax
had used such a phrase, I should have thought that he would be more inclined to
avoid it. It certainly cannot be demonstrated, but I wonder whether some sort of
‘official’ language in the prize ceremony at which the cloak was presented might
be the object of allusion in both of these poets; but on the basis of the evidence
available to us this can be no more than a guess.

If Degani is right to see a specific link between the passage of Hipponax and
Pellene, and it is surely a persuasive argument if not an absolutely certain one,
then he is surely right to analyse it in terms of contrast between the aristocratic
mores of athletic competition and the concrete physicality and low register of the
mock-prayer of Hipponax: “Nel contesto della sua preghiera, la xAaiva Sacela,
gia simbolo di kd8oc e di dpetd, si riduce ad un prosaico pezzo di lana, che
serve unicamente a far fronte al gelo che fa ‘battere’ i denti e ‘crepare’ i
geloni.”!% This was probably during the latter part of the sixth century, in or
close to the time of the earlier part of Simonides’ career, and at the time when
aristocratic cultural expression was on a sharp upswing in Greece: the time of the
most elaborate development of the wares of the elite Attic symposium, of an
Increasing interest in athletic competition and, of course, of the development of

epinician poetry.!%

"4 Degani 1971, 98-103 ~ Degani 1984, 167-70. The bones of the argument are set out in the
commentary to Degani 1991.

1°t In Pythian 2 Pindar certainly interacts in an interesting manner with the jambic blame
tradition, naming Archilochus at u.33, but this does not scem in other respects a close
comparandum; sce below, scction 3.20. On Bythian 2 sec below. Gerber, the most recent and
fullest commentator on OL 9, seems sceptically non-committal: “Degani is convinced that Pindar
is indebted to Hipponax” (Gerber 2002, 64).

> Degani 1971, 103 ~ Degani 1984, 170.

1% We may wonder but cannot ultimately tell whether Hipponax’ poem might have been a
reaction to the development of epinician poetry. Still less, of course, can we tell whether Hipponax
might have taken an idea from Simonides (perhaps from the poem for Orillas) and developed it,
though of coursc chronology does not forbid it. On Hipponax’ date, v. Degani 1984, 19-20 and
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It is very difficult (one should say impossible) to tell with any degree of confidence
precisely how or at what length Simonides made reference to the story identified
by our sources as the “Carian ainos.” There is no reason to suppose that the
epinician contained the direct speech in the mouth of the fisherman which is a
basic element in our sources. In Simonides’ own (and only) words from the poem,
we cannot see to what extent a narrative element was a feature. The fisherman
may have occurred only in one phrase: dcrmep wrip TdAvTov Sl huevoc or the
like. The context in which he was mentioned, however, might give us at least a
few suggestions.

It must have been the case that, in Simonides’ epinician for Orillas, the emphasis
on the value of the cloak against the cold was much greater than that afforded to
it by Pindar, even at Ol 9.97. On the basis of the Paris ms., it seems to have been
the case that Simonides drew attention somehow to the transition between cold
and warm which occurred when the laudandus put on the cloak: wi xpmcdpevoc
ammAXdyn Tod piyouc (“using which, he found relief from the cold”). This is
already a step further than Pindar’s kal Puxpdv oméT €bSLavov ddppakov
avpdv  Ieldvar ¢pépe (0l. 9.97-8 “and at Pellene where he carried away the
pleasantly warm remedy against cold winds”).197 Again, this seems in Simonides
to have been the link to the story concerning the fisherman: the point is that both
occurred in winter. This latter point would hold even if the impression given by
oL XPNCAREVOC KTA. were a consequence of an unwarranted inference or
inaccurate paraphrase contained within the paroemiographic source: the
connection or juxtaposition of the cloak with the reference to the unfortunate
fisherman will have drawn attention to the heat-giving properties of the cloak.
This extra emphasis is in itself peculiar: it is to the poor or unfortunate man that
the gift of a cloak, even an especially thick one, is a great benefit from the simply
calorific point of view, but the laudandus will not have been in the position of the
freezing Hipponax or of Odysseus in Eumaeus’ hut, constantly defined by his
lack of good clothes and assumed to be hoping for better ones. We may assume
that a victor in an equestrian event is not short of clothing.

It will seem rather striking that Simonides seems to have made at least an implicit

1991, 1, M.L. West s.v. Hipponax in OCD3,

17 dépw used here in sense VL3 of L§J, where no sense such as “put on” or “wear” is recorded.
Pindar’s kenning does not suggest that the laudandus had been cold previously, which is a
surprising aspect of Simonides’ apparent treatment.
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comparison of the victor with the fisherman in this story. The fisherman of the
story is, necessarily, poor to the point of near-starvation. As a starving Carian
fisherman he is (from a Greek point of view) multiply marginal: ethnically,
geographically, and in socio-economic terms both from the fact of his profession
and from the fact of his extreme poverty.!% The aspect of his marginalisation,
however, to which the story draws attention is specifically his poverty, which is
the cause of the aporetic situation in which he finds himself. At least a part of the
effect of the comparison or Juxtaposition of the fisherman and the aristocratic
laudandus on the point of success must, then, have been to draw attention to
overlapping contrasts between the two: the laudandus at a moment of celebration
and achievement, the fisherman in a desperate double-bind in a situation of
grave misfortune; and, more simply, the laudandus wealthy and the fisherman
poor. Going a step further, the mark of poverty to which the contrast would have
drawn attention is material deprivation of the simplest and harshest kind; the
contrast would appear to emphasise, then, not wealth as a source of political
power or kAéoc, or as a means to do proper honour to the gods, or any such
elevated or “embedded” use of wealth, but simply to its protection of the wealthy
man from the harsh realities of the environment. The effect is to lay emphasis on
the material benefit of the cloak, rather than the aspect which would surely in
fact have been of most concern to the recipient, i.e. its symbolic value as a prize
and a symbol of his dpeT.

The very collocation of the notion of cold and extreme poverty with the mention
of a cloak and the warmth brought by it might in itself have suggested the cultural
pattern concerning begging and the begging poet described above, in Simonides
(fr. 25 W) as in Hipponax; the extent to which Simonides is here interacting with
the same cultural pattern, however, is unfortunately obscure. In particular, there
IS no reason to suppose that, as in the passage of Hipponax above and also in the
snow poem (Simonides fr. 25 W), the context included the element of implicitly
adverting to a lack which the addressee is expected or hoped to fill which might
be thought to be a necessary part of the begging motif. Any attempt to relate this
Simonidean fragment to that cultural pattern beyond a very vague similarity will

therefore be possible only at the outer edges of speculation.

198 Fishermen are regularly poor in ancient thought, and are marginal over and above the fact of
their poverty: see Purcell 1995, csp. 134-6.
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However, we may consider further the way in which the use, however fleeting, of
the tradition concerning the Carian fisherman may be interpreted in Simonides.
Fréinkel found the idea pleasantly amusing, describing Simonides’ use of the ainos
as “attractive realism” and stating that “Simonides contrariwise [i.e., compared
with Pindar] jokingly brings the achievement down to the level of the simplest
humanity and estimates the reward at its practical value.”'% Something of this
must have been the flavour of the passage; but there seems to be something
missing, since as well as emphasising the simple, “down-to-earth” warmth
provided by the cloak the use of the ainos, however expressed, would almost
certainly, as I argued above, have emphasised the difference between wealth and
poverty and thus the nature of wealth. The Carian fisherman is not an
“everyman” figure, as Frankel’s interpretation might lead one to expect, a
normative specimen of simple humanity with whom everybody could identify (as
perhaps the hero of Aristophanic comedy might be described2'?), but rather, as
delineated above, a type of extreme marginality, from the point of view of the
chorus and audience, one would imagine, as much as of the poet or the
laudandus. So there seems to be something more striking than “attractive
realism”: in the epinician song by which the victor, at his moment of high
achievement, is celebrated and integrated into his community, he is apparently
contrasted with a figure beyond the community, the opposite both of his high

status and of any sense of socially integrated kAéoc.20!

20. Epinician and Iambus

The peculiarities of Simonides’ reference to the story of the Carian fisherman can
be expressed in generic terms. It is not common, as far as we can tell (mostly from
Pindar and Bacchylides) for epinician to interact with fable in this manner; still
less to refer to specific existing fables. Thus, for example, van Dijk’s survey of
fable in Greek literature finds the present instance (and only the present instance)

in Simonides, but nothing from Pindar and Bacchylides.?"2 On the contrary, the

19 Frankel 1975, 436.

200 Cf. e.g. Dover 1972, 41.

' Once more the comparandum scems to be Hipponax, on whose differences from Archilochus
and iambic tradition in this regard, sce Carey 2003.

2 van Dijk 1997. The present passage is discussed at 160-2. On the apparent absence of fablc in
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genre which seems to interact most happily with fable is iambus. Thus we find in
Archilochus “the fox and the eagle” (frr. 174-81 W),203 “the fox and the ape” (frr.
185-7 W),2* and perhaps “the wolf and the dog” (fr.237 W);2%5 in Semonides of
Amorgus, apparent use of fable can be detected at frr. 9 and 13 W,206 Hipponax
does not seem, on the basis of the surviving fragments, to have treated fable
material.??? Perhaps the teller of a fable attributes to himself a kind of moral
authority which Hipponax’ unusual persona loquens would not; but absence of

evidence might account for the lack just as well.208

It is unsurprising, therefore, that an attempt should have been made to reconcile
the sources with the possibility that we have here a tradition concerning not
Simonides of Ceos but Semonides of Amorgus, especially since certain of the
phrases in our sources have a iambic sound to them. Adrados cleverly altered the
words of [Diogenianus] to produce a choliambic fragment of Semonides of
Amorgus.2" Before discovering Adrados’ argument, I considered doing the same
with the testimony of the Paris manuscript and the Suda, which requires the
insertion of only a single syllable to provide a possible choliambic fragment

something like the following:

€l 5&> u1) koAvppricw
Tewncw

If I do not dive, I shall starve.

(The following word must begin with a vowel to allow for the final syllable of
TEWwNCw to be shortened by correption). Ultimately, however, it requires great
liberties to be taken with the evidence to believe that a source has mistaken a
poem in scazons for an epinician, and it seems in the end to be impossible, given

the sources’ clear references to epinician, to take this away from Simonides of

Pindar and Bacchylides, see Lasserre 1984, 68.

2% van Dijk 1997, 138-44.

2t van Dijk 1997, 144-7.

205 van Dijk 1997, 147-8; on Archilochean fable of, Lasserre 1984, 63-4.

29 cf. van Dijk 1997, 148-50. In a looscr scnse, the repeated comparison of women to various
animals of fr. 7 W would scem 10 ally Semonides’ iambics to the fable tradition.

207 Lasserre 1984, 69.

28 On Hipponax’ persona as anomalous even within iambus, v. Carey 2003.

202 Adrados 1982, 173-6.
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Ceos.210

The general point, however, that fable might scem to be especially associated
with iambus, and barely associated with epinician at all, remains. An exception,
which will be discussed briefly here, is Pindar’s second Pythian2'! Here Pindar
introduces material which (while not strictly identifiable with an individual fable)
seems, as Simonides’ story of the ﬁsherman and the octopus, to take us into the
animal world of fable, at the same time as interacting specifically with
Archilochus, the most important poet of iambus. This is not analogous to the
present poem of Simonides (514 PMG) to a very high degree: in particular, the
use of features associated with fable and iambus are clearly motivated in Pindar’s
song by a desire or need to engage with the question of blame, envy and the
relationship of these to praise, which problem, if it was present in the poem for
Orillas, is not visible to us. It is nevertheless instructive to examine the ways in
which Pindar here interacts with both fable and the iambic tradition: I take the
presence of both of these features as to be considered together (it is not a
coincidence that it is in the poem in which he names Archilochus that Pindar also
uses fable-like animal imagery).2'2 Firstly, then, we may note that the iambic

tradition, as represented by Archilochus, is named to be rejected (52-6):

€pe 8¢& xpedy
delyewv ddkoc ddLYOV KakoyopLdy:
€i8ov yap €kac édv Td TGN &v dpayaviar.
Poyepov Apxiloxov Bapuréyorc Exbecty
TLawvdpevor: TO TAOUTELY 8¢ chv TOXaL
méTHOU codlac dpicTov.
But T must flee the continuous biting of slander. For I have seen far off the

blameful Archilochus, often resourceless, feeding upon heavy-speaking

19 Again, perhaps the fact that it was possible to make (wo different possible choliambic fragments
from the sources confirms the wisdom of Lasserre 1984, 66n.5, in sceptically referring to
Aristotle’s comments at Poet. 1449a, Rhet. 1408b: note that it cannot be that Adrados and myself
arc both correct: we have versified two different ways of phrasing the same point in the story. In
any casc, we have, as far as I am aware, no cvidence that Semonides of Amorgus composed
choliambics.

211 On this baffling and fascinating poem, sec in particular Carcy 1981, Most 1985, Gentili ¢t al.
1995 (with bibliography), and most recently, arguing for a special connection with hero-cult,
Curric 2005, 258-95. Note in particular the simple and ingenious ecmendation by which he
suggests that the place of the victory can be fixed as Thebes: in u.5,&v at«e> (Curric 2005, 259).
22 CL, ¢.g., Rankin 1975, 252.
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hatreds. But to be wealthy through the allotment of destiny is the best part of

wisdom.2!13

"This might seem a total rejection of the iambic tradition and with it also of blame
and enmity in poetry. However, what follows and the parallels given by other
passages in Pindaric epinician suggesf otherwise. One may find other passages in
which Pindar seems to reject blame: most conspicuous is Nem. 7.61-3. There as
here, it is natural to read the rejection as closely concerned with the present
encomiastic situation: in MNem. 7, Pindar rejects blame because it is not
appropriate in the context of his assumed réle as a guest-friend (E€lvéc elpt 61)
or in the light of the laudandus’ qualities as a good man (cf. dyafolct 63). A
laudandus by definition should not be the object of blame, so that it is
unsurprising if Pindar seems sometimes hostile to blame poetry; but this hostility
is not as straightforward as it seems. In Pyth. 2, the poet goes on to illustrate
Hieron’s praiseworthy qualities in the form of his well-used wealth and his
successes in battle (it is natural to understand, surely, that his wealth and success
is also the occasion for envy and slander from lesser men).

Elsewhere it is clear that Pindar can in fact describe the discourse of enmity and
blame without rejecting it: thus, at the end of Nem. 4 (uu.89-fin.), he states that
whoever would praise the trainer Melesias would be a highly effective speaker,
“being softly disposed towards good men, but rough when entering the ring
against the spiteful.” The job of praising the good man seems potentially to entail
(at any rate, not to rule out) speech of enmity towards his detractors. The overall

impression is summed up by Nem. 8.38-9:

éyw & dcTolc adov
kat xBovi yula ka\Gat,
? 7’ b I \ b / b ~
atvewv alvnTa, popddrv & emcmeipwy alLTpolc.
But I [pray] to cover my limbs with earth finding favour with the townsmen,

praising the praiseworthy and sowing blame upon evildoers.

13 The last phrase is capable of being translated in many ways, according to which noun is taking
as depending on which. Carey 1981 ad loc. presents the options and argues for the reading given
here, taking together a) cbv Tixat wéTROU and b) codlac dpLeTov.
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Pindar’s réle as a praise poet does not commit him to the rejection of the poetry
of enmity and blame tout court: rather, in a world where both praise and blame
have their place,?'* any given song of praise is potentially contrastable with the
possibility of blame, which possibility is naturally not desirable for the present
encomiastic purpose. At the same time, since anybody being praised by Pindar is
either potentially or actually the objeét of somebody else’s blame, the poet may
choose to reject that blame as being ill-directed, as seems to be the case in Pyth.
2.215 Also within Pyth. 2, Pindar’s rejection of those who would wrongly indulge in
blame — i.e., of slanderers — continues as a theme, and it is immediately striking
that in this rejection the poet himself takes on some of the characteristics of the
iambic poet. Thus, like Archilochus, he uses the animal imagery of fable to
describe both the slanderer, whose disposition (bp7yd) is like that of a fox (u.77),

and his own desire to “help friends and harm enemies” (83-5):

didov ein dLrety
ToTL & éxBpov dT €xBpdc édv AUKoLo
dikav vmroBelcopat,
A\ dAoTe TaTéwv 68olc ckohtalc.
May I be a friend to friends, but towards an enemy, as an enemy I shall run
him down in the manner of a wolf, chasing him this way and that on twisting

paths.

“Helping friends and harming enemies” is a commonplace;2!% nevertheless, given
the wolf image and the explicit reference to Archilochus earlier, it is striking to
notice the very close parallel at Archilochus r.23.14-15 W: énlicTapal Tou Tov

dLM[éovTa] pev dpliNléewy,  TOV B> éxBpdv €xBaliplety “I know how to be

#1* Cf. Nagy 1999, 222: Dcticnne 1996 [1967], chapter 2, esp. 45-7. Contra, Kirkwood 1984, who
does his best to minimisc the significance of the passage just cited from Nem. 8.

1% And it is hard not 1o suspect that the occasion of Pythian 2 might have been at a time where
Hicron had rcason (o suspect or fear enmity which could casily be conceived of as blame and
hatred premised on envy: cf. Most 1985, 89-90. However, the biographical premise that Pindar
himself: was angry that the commission for the victory went to Bacchylides (c.g. Rankin 1975,
following the scholia) seems very unpersuasive. On the other hand, Lloyd-Jones 1973 scems to me
to go o far towards Bundy in denying any specific historical answer to the question why blame is
so much foregrounded in this poem (the question whether we may tell what historical factor might
have prompted this is separate from the question whether or not a generic cxplanation is
adequale; cf. my remarks on similar questions regarding Isthm. 2, above section 2.8).

216 GE Carey 1981 ad loc.; Cingano ad loc. in Gentili et al. 1995.
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a friend to a friend, and an enemy to an enemy.” Both Pindar’s adoption of
something of the manner of iambus, in the shape of the animal imagery, and his
use of 68olc ckoltalc, suggest that his treatment of the enemy is in a sense his
willingness to act as a blamer, a poet of enmity: note the contrast between the
chase along crooked paths and the straight-talking manner which is best suited to
civic life, regardless of constitution (6 vvyAwccoc aviip 86). It is appropriate to
act thus against the bad, but not against the good; and the metaphorical
expressions leave unclear precisely /how the poet of praise will attack his
enemies.2!7

In Pythian 2, therefore, the poet rejects blame and enmity which is premised on
envy and expressed through slander, and he associates these with Archilochus
and the iambic tradition of blame-poetry. This rejection is not however a
rejection of blame tout court, which has its place as the blame of the bad, just as
praise is praise of the good: qua perpetual and professional blamer (as presented
by Pindar), Archilochus is “feeding on hatreds,” but there may be a place for a
less despicable form of blame as well. He can therefore display his willingness to
engage with the bad, with his enemies, in a manner which suggests that he
himself is taking on some of the characteristics of the blame poet of the iambic
tradition: especially the use of animal simile which recalls the world of fable.
These iambic features, however, are carefully segregated and kept in their proper
place. The segregation is largely expressed spatially. Thus Pindar should “flee”
from slander (petyetv 53) and when he saw Archilochus he did so “being far
off” (€kdc édv 54). As well as being morally distinguished from his behaviour in
other circumstances by virtue of its being directed towards enemies, not friends,
his wolf-like chasing is located “out there” in the wild, not here in the city of
festivities which has been invoked in the first few lines of the poem. This is after
all a poem which likes to emphasise Syracuse and Ortygia through contrasting
and focusing distance: the beginning evokes Pindar’s arrival at Ortygia from
Thebes, and Hieron’s arrival from the site of victory, wherever it was, is also
suggested by the “crowning” of Ortygia with garlands, suggesting the
celebrations of his return. The same idea of movement between here and there is

once more present in the “garlanded ship” of u.62. Subsequently, movement to

7 Cf. again Carey 1981, Cingano in Gentili et al. 1995, ad loc.
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Syracuse is taken up again with the famous description of the song as a piece of
Phoenician merchandise which “is sent over the grey sea” (68).218

In this context, I wonder whether we can be sure exactly how to understand
€kac édv (54). It presumably does to some extent express “the notion of refusal,
expressed in spatial terms, which had been introduced with peiryeLy,”?!? which
suggests “being myself a long way away from Archilochus.” This is how
translators and commentators seem to take it. I wonder, however, whether we
might also see it in the context of the poem’s spatial arrangement as described
above, so that one might imagine the voice of the poet saying “being a long way
away [sc. from here, the site of celebration, where blame has no place], I saw
Archilochus...” It would suit the wolf imagery later on to have Archilochus out
there where the wild things are, not here in the city, which is garlanded and
victorious; as we see from 84-5, our poet can go there too, when the need
arises.220

Critically, the iambic and fable-like features in Bythian 2 are strictly associated
with people outside the group of the celebration of which the song is a part, such
as the slanderers, and with the poet’s interaction with his enemies. If we are
intended to think of present slanderers of the victor, this is left inexplicit. These
features are both literally and metaphorically distanced from Hieron, from his
victory, and from the present circumstance of the performance of the song.

The difference from Simonides’ epinician for Orillas, at least as far as we can tell,
is strong. In that poem, it seems that the use of iambic features and interaction
with the fable tradition was intimately connected with the present occasion of the
song, Le. the celebration of the victory of Orillas. As we have seen, it appears
from our sources that it was in the context of describing the moment when
Orillas was given the cloak which was the prize for the games in Pellene that

Simonides, presumably in a simile, described the Carian fisherman and his

28 This is a very controversial passage, but the areas of difficulty do not impinge on my present
point. See Cingano in Gentili et al. 1995 ad loc. with bibliography. It is unclear whether the
reference is to the present song or to another, and thus whether its being “sent” is to be
understood literally or metaphorically; in either case it contributes to the same cffect, by which
the here-and-now of the song’s performance is enhanced by contrast through the motif of arrival
from other places. The audicnce were probably only a minute or two from being in sight of the
sea when they heard the song, and presumably saw ships coming in and out of Syracusc every
day.

21 Most 1985, 89.

220 Others read a primarily chronological sensc for éxdec: f, Cingano in Gentili et al. 1995 ad loc.
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dilemma concerning the octopus. Rather than distanced, it appears that this
figure of marginality and poverty was brought centre stage, and juxtaposed as
closely as could be with the laudandus of the poem. The homely fable tradition,
along with the figure of the poor starving fisherman, is brought right next to the
laudandus in his moment of glory.

The contrast created by this juxtaposition must have been startling, even if it
represented just one small part of a long song. The comparison with Pindar’s
second Pythian, where he most clearly seems to interact with fable and with the
iambic tradition, seems if anything to emphasise just how surprising Simonides’
use of the same tradition appears here. Simonides’ use of this fable in the context
of the epinician he composed for the victory of Orillas at Pellene seems to have
had the effect of emphasising the contrast between wealth and poverty at a very
basic level. The cloak which is the prize of the presumably wealthy victor is
shown to us by this comparison less as a prize of honour than as a defence against
the elements, and its value as such emphasised by a story which shows poverty in
terms of the most basic lacks: of food and of warmth. By contrast, it seems to
emphasise the victor’s wealth not in the terms we might expect (in relation to
generosity, expenditure on activities which promote Kk\éoc, munificence,
megaloprepeia), but rather in the most hard-headed and pragmatic ones: the
assurance of warmth and food. Bizarrely, the closest comparanda seem to be
found in the fragments of Hipponax, the most vigorously undignified and
unaristocratic figure of all early Greek poetry. It is surely not difficult to imagine
that Simonides’ use of such striking means to describe and emphasise features of
the meaning of wealth might have been an important factor in the development
of his subsequent anecdotal reputation. Simonides can here be seen as somebody
who, even in the halls of the wealthy, retains a view of wealth which is founded
not on any sort of aristocratic ideology but on an almost cynical pragmatism. He
looks somewhat like the Simonides of anecdote, who could define the noble as
“those who have been rich for a long time,” or make a pointed joke on the
presence of the wise at the doors of the wealthy. A cloak from Pellene must have
been perceived as a prize, an heirloom, a sign of dpetd and a source of pride,
but it seems that in the song to celebrate it Simonides did not let his audience
forget that cloaks have another, less grand but equally important function. We

have only two words of this song in direct quotation, and it is of course important
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to acknowledge that the part which we can discern must have been only a small
part of a substantial and varied whole, but this small part is somewhere where we
can see startling elements of continuity between Simonides’ treatment of wealth

in his own songs and important aspects of his later reputation.
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Chapter 4
Simonides, history and k\éoc: Theocritus’ Charites or

Hieron
1. Introduction

Theocritus 16, as will be seen, is a work of particular interest with respect to the
reception of Simonides in antiquity, especially insofar as that it presents us (as I
propose to argue) with a Simonides who is made up both from elements in the
anecdotal tradition and from aspects of his own poems. It further provides a kind
of case study for how the rediscovery of more of Simonides’ own poems can
affect our understanding of his reception: the Simonidean elegiac fragments
which we know since the publication of P. Oxy. 3965 have the capacity
significantly to enhance our understanding of what Simonides means in the
context of this fascinating treatment of themes connected with remuneration and
patronage.

"The poem praises Hieron II of Syracuse, whose personal reign lasted from 275/4
to 216/5 BC.! The date of the poem is usually supposed to be shortly after
Hieron’s assumption of power as elected autocratic strategos in 275/4 and before
his taking the title of basileus in 269; the evidence for this is far from
unambiguous, but on internal grounds the poem seems to celebrate Hieron’s
accession to power and to view his greatness largely in terms of his future
achievements rather than accomplishments belonging to the past. Aspects of the
rhetoric of the poem seem to point to a sense of a new beginning, which would
seem especially apt in the event of Hieron’s personal reign being newly
commenced.?

Some modern treatments of the poem have begun with a comment that, by
comparison with the bucolic poems of the earlier part of the corpus of

Theocritus, Idyll 16 has been little studied.? This is now much less true than it

" On the biography of Hicron 11, sce Klaus Meister in Der Newe Pauly s.v. Hieron [2], with further
references, CAH? VIIand VI indices s.v. “Hiero 11, tyrant of Syracuse™; and see further below.

2 Sce the introduction to Gow’s commentary; Hunter 1996, 82-7, with further bibliography.

* E.¢. Griffiths 1979, 3 “a side of the poct [sc. his “courtly” writing, with particular reference o
16]... which has never been systematically studied:” cf. Austin 1967, 1-2.
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was, and there is a substantial amount of excellent scholarship on the poem,
treating if not resolving questions concerning its metapoetic content, its relation
to poetry of the past (the main concern of this study) and its creation of a model
of patronage and the poetic response to patronage.* In particular, interpreters
have focused on the potentially bewildering variety of voices and generic models
to be found in the poem, which can give the impression of incoherence or
inconstancy.’

What follows does not purport to be a complete or general reading of the poem;
many obvious areas of interest will be overlooked, and in particular material
where [ have little to add to the coverage in Hunter’s book will be treated only
briefly. Rather it is focused on an attempt to understand the réle and function of
the figure of Simonides in the poem. However, this question is not one which
may be studied entirely in isolation, and this focus will be complemented by the
advocacy of a more general position. I attempt to show that the poem, while
strongly marked by an enigmatic polysemy associated with the contrast of
different voices on which scholars have commented, is nevertheless capable of
being read, in a manner which, it is hoped, is not too reductive, as being
interpretable as a serious encomium of Hieron. This encomium is largely rooted
in identifiable aspects of his personal monarchic ideology and self-presentation in
the context of the history of Sicily, and it uses the example of Simonides to draw
a contrast between one sort of commemoration, motivated by greed, and
another, motivated by the desire to celebrate great deeds. While Theocritus’
reflections upon patronage and the réle of poetry are problematised and strange,

they are by this reading nevertheless neither incoherent nor altogether aporetic.

* In addition to Griffiths 1979 and Austin 1967, scc Gutzwiller 1983, Goldhill 1991, 280-3, and
Hunter 1996, ch.3. Hunter’s chapter is now the best treatment and the natural starting point for
further research, and such has been {orthcoming. Now sec also Fantuzzi 2000, Vox 2002, in
addition to articles with more specific reference which will be cited below.

% Sec Hunter 1996, 77. For Grifliths 1979 in particular, the pocm is ultimately incoherent and
disingenuous, and his account of it is an attempt to explain these features and to describe how
Theocritus has conccaled them: sec in particular 16 (“a masterpicce of indirection”...
“Inconsistency”), 20 (“... why are readers so tolerant or unaware of the radical reversal of attitude
within the poem?”), etc.
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2. Simonides in Theocritus 16: an outline

As an orientation, it may be helpful to give here a brief outline of the ways in
which it may be perceived that the poem interacts with the figure of Simonides;
these will be discussed more fully in due course. It is convenient (simply for the
sake of clarity) to divide these types of interaction into categories. Firstly,
significant aspects of the poem, as has been recognised since the scholia, are at
least partially derived from the anecdotal tradition concerning Simonides. In
particular, as the scholia saw,5 Theocritus’ conception of the charites dwelling in a
box, in the context of the desire to be remunerated for poetry, represents an
allusion to a Simonidean anecdote found in several places elsewhere, where
Simonides is shown refusing to compose “as a favour” by indicating two chests,
one of “favours” (charites) and another of money: the former is empty. When,
acknowledging the presence of this anecdote and further alerted by the specific
mention of Simonides to be found at u.44, we read the poem while wearing, so to
speak, Simonidean spectacles, we may choose to read other passages also in
connection with such anecdotes. It appears that identifiable allusion to
Simonidean anecdotal material is characteristic of the first part of Theocritus’
poem.

Secondly, in uu.34-47, Theocritus extensively and explicitly appeals to the
example of the fame provided by Simonides for his patrons in Thessaly: despite
their wealth, we are told, these would have gone unremembered had it not been
for Simonides’ poetic activity.

Thirdly, there are places in which Theocritus’ language seems to allude to
passages of poems of Simonides which are available also to us; this has become
especially clear since the publication of the “new Simonides” in 1992.

Specifically, scholars have seen an allusion to Simonides® Plataea elegy in uu.45-6

®Z Theoc. 16 arg. (p.93 col.ii.26-32 Diibner). The version of the scholia is peculiar, in that it
gives ALBGUTwWY as the content of the full box, where 508¢vTwy might have been expected (and
has been printed as a correction; see Diibner 1878, 163): we have a box of “givers” instcad of a
box of “gifts.” But the scholiast doubtless had in mind the circumstances of the poem, where a
lack of givers is the point; and the confusion between gifts and givers seems to some extent to
mirror the reciprocal sense of xdpte: “gift,” but also the quality to be associated with the attitude
of mind of both giver and recipient. It seems as much like a variant of a myth as like a scribal
crror, narrowly perceived. For a defense of the transmitted 8186vTwv and a critical survey of the
variants in the indirect tradition see Wendel 1920, 104-5n. 1.
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of Theocritus’ poem; I shall try to develop this line of argument further below.’
3. Theocritus 16 and Sicilian ideology: historical readings

While many aspects of the life and times of Hieron II are partially or entirely
obscure to us, we are fortunate for present purposes in that we have a reasonable
quantity of information which helps us to understand the ideological background
against which Theocritus 16 was written, both in terms of longer lasting Sicilian
traditions and the preoccupations of Hieron specifically.? We may start from his
name. Hieron was named, as is common, after his grandfather;? since his father
was called Hierokles, perhaps names of this root were a family tradition. We
might guess that already at the time of the naming of his grandfather (perhaps
during the reign of Dionysius II, 367-57?) Hieron II’s ancestors on his father’s
side wished to present themselves as the heirs of the Deinomenid tyrants of the
carly fifth century, including Hieron I, the patron of Simonides, Pindar and
Bacchylides. So much is conjecture: we know little about the family of Hieron II
before his own time, and in any case Hieron is not an uncommon name.'® The
names of the subsequent generation are more conclusive. Hieron called his first
son Gelon, the name of Hieron I's brother, tyrant first of Gela and then of
Syracuse, and his daughter Damarete, which was the name of the first Gelon’s
wife (the daughter of Theron of Akragas).!! It is therefore clear that Hieron
wished to exploit the resonances of his name and to empbhasise the connection
suggested by his own name between himself and the Deinomenid brothers of the
early fifth century. The same impression is borne out by a passage of Pausanias

(6.12.2-4): we learn that statues of Hieron II were erected at Olympia,

7 Vox 2002 is the account of the poem which most extensively draws specific connections between
the expression of individual parts of Theocritus 16 and known passages of Simonides.

# Scholarship has generally made litde use of this cvidence, although sce Griffiths 1979, 12-14, for
a different assessment from that given here, and also Hans 1985, who presents some of the
arguments which I attempt to take further here and to integrate into the interpretation of the
pocm.

* An inscription from Delphi honours Hieron II’s father, whose father is also named: FD 1I1.3 no.
157 (dated t0 279/8 or 276/5).

' As Simon Hornblower points out to me: for ‘Idpwv and ‘Iépwv together, LGPV 1TIA gives 23
men from Sicily alone, and the name is also common clsewhere in the west and in the Greek
world more broadly. So it is unsafe (o build much on the name of Hicron II’s grandfather.

' Hicron II was pre-deceased by his son Gelon and succceded in 215/14 by Hicronymus
(another name of the Lepo- root). It seems unclear whether this was his son or his grandson (sce
Der Neue Pauly s.v. Hicronymus (3); J. Briscoc in CAH? VIIL61).
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immediately beside a celebrated epinician monument of Hieron 1. Unfortunately
the erection of these statues is not dated (they should post-date Theocritus’
encomium, since Pausanias says that they were erected by Hieron’s sons); we
may imagine that they might have been intended to commemorate a military
victory, and the purpose must in any case have been to present Hieron II to a
pan-Hellenic audience as a counterpart to his earlier namesake.!2

When we bear in mind that the times of Hieron II were marked by conflict with
Carthaginians and Etruscans, and that prior to his becoming ruler he had
already served against the Carthaginians with Pyrrhus (c.278-6), and also the
evidence concerning Sicilian traditions about the early fifth century (discussed
below), we may confidently follow Hieron II’s most recent biographer in her

description of the motivation behind this propagandistic strategy:

Gerone desiderava essere considerato re per volonta del popolo [...]. Il fatto
stesso che ai primi due figli, Gelone e Damarata, avesse imposto dei nomi che
ricordavano due famose figure della famiglia dei Dinomenidi, rivela che
Gerone aveva inteso presentarsi come discendente diretto della piu antica
dinastia siracusana, rimasta viva nel ricordo della grecita siceliota per le
grande vittorie che sotto Gelone e Gerone erano state rispettivamente sui

Cartaginesi e sugli Etruschi.!3

For our purposes it would be helpful if we could confidently date the
development of this strategy of self-presentation back as far as the probable date
of Theocritus’ poem. This is not possible to a high level of certainty, but
nevertheless seems plausible. Firstly, as suggested above, the naming practices of
Hieron’s family might suggest that they wished to be considered as the heirs of the
Deinomenids even before our Hieron’s birth; secondly, it might seem to make
sense a prion that Hieron should have wished to justify his power and present his
claim to authority and popularity at the beginning of his reign in particular; and
thirdly (most significantly) it seems most likely that the date of birth of Hieron’s

son Gelon was close in time to his assumption first of power and then of the title

2 Hicron IT was not, as far as we know, an Olympic victor in the games (his name is not recorded
in Moretti 1957); however, Lehmler 2005, 87 considers the possibility that Syracusan coins with
olive wreath devices might refer to an otherwise unrecorded victory.

¥ De Sensi Sestito 1977, 183. Cf. Lehmler 2005, 1961
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basileus: Gelon became co-regent with his father at about 240, and one might
therefore imagine that he was born about thirty years before, and at least that his
birth dated to the earlier part of Hieron’s reign.'*

It therefore seems very reasonable to suppose that, whatever its precise date,
Theocritus 16 was composed for a ruler who was already interested in developing
a strategy of self-presentation which emphasised a perception of himself as a
successor to the Deinomenid brothers of two hundred years earlier, doubtless
especially in the context of their famous victories at Himera and Cumae against
barbarians of the same ethnic stripe as the Carthaginian and Etruscan enemies of
Hieron IL. So far, therefore, we might suppose that (contrary to some scholarly
opinion'?) the circumstances were very promising for Theocritus. Hieron’s name,
his local identity as a Syracusan, his military ambitions and his own
propagandising strategy all point in the same direction: towards the most
distinguished and impressive models available for an encomiastic poet, i.e. to the
heyday of epinician in the early fifth century, and to the great poets Simonides,
Pindar and Bacchylides, all of whom produced some of their best known work for
the very same Sicilian tyrants with whom Hieron was eagerly associating
himself. 16

Was Hieron 1I familiar with the poems composed for Hieron I, his brothers and
allies? We have no evidence on this question, but the evidence of Theocritus’
poem itself strongly suggests that he was, and that some of his court will have

been. The Sicilian poems of the composers of choral lyric must have been

' Thus, on (I imagine) the same grounds, LGP dates the birth of Gelon to “ca. 2707, On the
date of his clevation to basileus alongside his father, sce De Sensi Sestito 1977, 125f1.

'> Especially Griffiths 1979, who argues (on, as far as I can see, little evidence) that Hieron must
have scemed a very unpromising patron: v. esp. 13-14 “... a dismal prospect for a patron...”; “for
the moment, he offered the culogist an abundance of things not to talk about.” This lauer
statement is ill-phrased, but I think Griffiths means simply that Hicron had not yet achieved
anything (but presumably his part in fighting alongside Pyrrhus would have offered an encomiast
something, and at any rate the people of Syracuse seem (o have considered him sufficiently
accomplished to make him a special military dictator). Compare Kyriakou 2004, 230 n.18: “the
glory of the Plataca victory would dwarf all possible achievements of the majority of Theocritus’
prospective patrons.” To the extent that this is true (from a Roman point of view, are the Punic
wars generally considered just a little local difficulty?), it is true only with hindsight, and the
analogy nced not have scemed so much of a mismatch at the time. On the relevance of Plataca,
see further below, section 4.7.

'* A tradition of very difficult relations between Theocritus and Hicron 11 is preserved in various
different versions by the scholia to Ovid This 549, where Theocritus (or another Syracusan poct
with a similar name) is said to have been put to death cither as a result of having insulted Hicron
or of having insulted Jupiter. In its more extended version (b in La Penna 1959), this includes
detail which doces not appear to have been invented to cxplain the Ovidian passage. cf. Griffiths
1979, 12n.13.
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available on Sicily in the early third century; one might imagine that these would
have been attractive to Hieron in the context of the self-presentation delineated
above. Re-performance is not impossible (the occasion might have been cult of
the Deinomenids, worshipped as heroes on Sicily; in any case, Hieron would
have been able to organise either solo or choral performances of the old poems if
he wanted to); otherwise, there must in any case have been some form of written
circulation.!?

This ideological background can be seen reflected in Theocritus’ poem. Perhaps
in general the very strong presence of Pindaric allusion in the poem, as well as
the specific reference to Simonides, might itself have recalled the Deinomenids.
The abundant allusion to Pindar in the poem has been long recognised;!? as
Hunter states, “one strategy of Idyll 16 is to offer Hiero II the chance to enjoy the
same relationship with Theocritus that Hiero I of Syracuse enjoyed with poets,
particularly Pindar,”" and again “Idyll 16 is a brilliant mosaic of Pindaric
reminiscence.”?” However, I think Hunter is also right to select out Pindar’s
Pythian 1 as a particularly significant and important source-text.2! Specifically, he
identifies Theocritus’ prayer for peace at 82-97 as alluding to Pyth. 1.67-75%2
(noting in particular u.97 ~ Pyth. 1.72), and his attack on the hoarding of wealth
and emphasis on kAéoc brought through poetry and expenditure as a
“reworking” of Pindar’s closing advice to Hieron (Pyth. 1.87-fin.).

This use of Pyth. 1 clearly fits in very well with the tendencies already noted in
Hieron’s self-portrayal: it is the poem in which Pindar most directly celebrates
the Deinomenids’ victories against the Carthaginians and Etruscans, at Himera

and Cumae.? It also represents the earliest example of a tendency in Sicilian

"7 On reperformance see most recently Currie 2004, Hubbard 2004 for the Deinomenids as
heroes on Sicily, Vox 2002, 203; Curric 2005, 171-2 for Gelon, and for Hieron, 3 and index s.v.
“Hieron I of Syracuse, hero cult of.” The cult of Hicron was abandoned in Aetna/Catana in 467
(Strabo 6.2.3), but one might suppose that when Actna moved to the site called Inessa “and
declared Hieron vikistes” (Strabo, loc. cit.) the cult was continued there. Cf. D. Asheri in CAH?
V.157-8. This might or might not have continued until Theocritus time {on the history of both
Aectnas, sce also T. Fischer-Hansen et al. in Hansen and Niclsen 2004, 184-6).

' Apart from Gow, sce in particular Hunter 1996, 82-90 with further references.

' Hunter 1996, 83.

2 Hunter 1996, 84.

*! Hunter 1996, 84-7: “it is above all Pythian 1 which is the central Pindaric text for understanding
this poem” (84).

# cf. Gow ad u.82. On allusion (o Bacchylides fr.4 M. here, sec below, section 4.9.

# As Chris Carey points out to me, it would also be especially apt if, as has been argued is quite
pussible, the poem was compaosed close to the time of the birth of Hicron II’s son Gelon: compare
the interest in Hicron Ps son Deinomenes shown at Pyth. 1.58(, 691.
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tradition and historiography which, it will be argued below, may also be relevant
to the understanding of the place of Simonides in Theocritus 16. This is the
tendency to bring together the Sicilian wars against the Carthaginians and
Etruscans with the contemporary wars in mainland Greece against the Persians,

such that they appear almost part of the same struggle against ‘the barbarian’

(Pyth. 1.71-80):

Alccopat vetcov, Kpoviwv, fijepov
ddpa kat olkov 6 doink 6 Tupca-
-~ kA \ ¥
VoV T alalaTtoc éxni, vav-

’ L4 9 \ \ \ 4
ctetovov UBpLy 18wy Tav mpd Kipac,

T Ve 9 -~ ’ 4
ota Cupakoclwv dpxdt dapachévrec mddov,
WKVTépwY 4o vadv § chLy év mov-
Tt Bdred alkiav,
‘EANAS éEénkwr Bapelac Sovdiac. dpéopat
map pev Calapivoc ABavaiwv xdpiv
HLcBSv, év CmdpTar & épéw mpod Kibatpdvoc pdyav,
Talct Mndetol kdpov dyviéToor,
\ A \ ¥ b \
Tapa 5€ Tav evudpov akTav
¢ ’ ’ e ’ ,
Ipépa matdecciv tpvov Aetvopéveoc Terécatc,

\ b 4 kA b ~ /’ kA ~ z
Tov €6é€avt dud dpeTdl, moleplwyr avdpdy KAapovTwy.

Grant, I beg you, son of Kronos, that the Phoenician and the battle cry of the
Etruscans remain quiet at home, having seen their ship-destroying aggression
before Cumae, such experiences did they suffer when they were overcome by
the leader of the Syracusans, who cast their young men from the swift ships
into the sea, extracting Greece from painful slavery. At Salamis I shall earn
the gratitude (charis) of the Athenians as payment (misthos), and in Sparta I shall
tell of the battle in front of Cithaeron, places where the Medes with curved
bow were defeated; but by the well watered banks of the Himeras I shall pay
my song to the sons of Deinomenes, which they won through their

achievement, their enemies being vanquished.

Pythian 1 dates from the victory of Hieron I in the chariot race at Delphi in 470,
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but this tradition of closely connecting the Sicilian battles with the contemporary
Persian wars continued until Hieron II’s time and later. Thus Herodotus was
aware of a tradition on Sicily in his own time, according to which the battles of
Himera and Salamis occurred on the same day;?* Diodorus Siculus, probably
following Timaeus, tells us that the battle at Himera occurred on the same day as
Thermopylae.2

We can see, therefore, that some of Theocritus’ poetic strategies in the encomium
for Hieron fit closely into a pattern of Sicilian attitudes to the wars of the early
fifth century, and more specifically into the pattern of association of Hieron II
with the Deinomenid tyrants which the former promoted.

This fairly precise connection, once established and recognised, can help us to
understand better certain details of the poem. Verses 82-7 represent a prayer for

Hieron’s future military success:

al yap, Zed x08icTe mdTep kal w6tV ABdva
kolpn & 1 cbv unTpl modlukAipwy Edupaiwy
elAnxac péya detv map U8act Avcipeleiac,
€xOpovc ék vdcolo kakal mépdetav drdykat
Capdoviov kata kbpa dilwv uépov ayyélovrac

Tékvore N8 dAdxotcty, dptBunTovc 4Td TOAGY.

Ah, glorious father Zeus, and mistress Athena, and you, Maiden, who with
your mother holds the great city of of the rich Ephyraeans by the waters of
Lysimeleia,? let harsh compulsion send our enemies from this island over the
Sardinian sea, bringing news of the death of relatives to children and wives,

messengers easy to count from the many who left.

The special attention to Demeter and Kore is unsurprising, as they were the
objects of local cult; but it is perhaps relevant that this cult was established in

Syracuse by Hieron and Gelon in 480 BC, in commemoration of the battle at

2t Hdt. 7.166.

2 Diodorus Siculus 11.24.1. On Diodorus’ use of Timacus here sce Meister 1967, 43 (Mcister
compares the use of synchrony at Timacus FGrH 566 F 105).

# Lysimeleia was a marshy area close to Syracuse, mentioned also at Thuc. 7.53 (Gow ad loc.).
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Himera.?’

The lines seem to present two especially striking features. The first is the
designation of the sea which the expelled enemy will cross while returning to
north Africa. As Gow tells us, “the Capdéviov... méhayoc is properly the sea to
the West and South of Sardinia..., whereas that which the retiring Carthaginians
will traverse is the AtBukdv, the division between the two being marked by the
western extremity of Sicily.”#" This inaccuracy, if such it is, is perhaps slightly
surprising, since this is a passage where Theocritus is clearly taking care to
“customise,” so to speak, the poem for Sicily, and one might expect him to have
taken care over such things. The suggestion of Dover may point in the right
direction: “Theocritus must envisage [the Carthaginians] as defeated on the
north coast of Sicily; and possibly he is influenced by Pindar’s mention [sc. at
Pyth. 1.72] of the battle off Cumae.”? If this is correct, I should prefer to suggest
in any case a more purposive and deliberate mechanism than “influence.” We
may note that the Pindaric passage which Theocritus has been reworking refers
to the battles at Cumae and at Himera, which is located in the middle of the
northern coast of Sicily, so that those sailing away from it to north Africa would
sail north away from the coast and then westwards through the Sardinian sea
(avoiding, naturally, the straits of Messina) before heading southwards. In either
case, it can be seen that the way in which Theocritus specifies the sea to the north
of Sicily, where (since Africa is south of Sicily) the south might have seemed more
natural, could be considered suggestive of either of these two early fifth century
battles, especially in a context where his recent use of Pyth. 1 already points the
reader in this direction.

The second striking feature is the remainder of the same sentence, where the
aftermath of the putative expulsion of the Carthaginians is presented in a vivid
and pathetic manner. Those who escape will bring news of the deaths of the
Carthaginians to their wives and children, and will be “countable from many:”
L.e., they will be sufficiently few in number to be counted easily (we may observe
the propagandistic strategy by which the Sicilian Carthaginians are perceived as

if recent invaders with their families at home, like the Persians in the invasion of

*7 Diodorus Siculus 11.26.7; Curric 2005, 346 with n.12.
2 Gow ad loc., where references are given.
# Dover 1971, ad loc.: the same interpretation is argued by Hans 1985, 121n.28.
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the early fifth century: in fact there had of course been Carthaginians settled on
Sicily for many generations before Himera, never mind before the early third
century).30

Although neither the idea nor the expression is so anomalous as to need special
explanation, this picture of the defeated Carthaginians seems to allude to Sicilian
traditions about the aftermath of the battle of Himera. Diodorus, for the most
part at least following Timaeus, gives two slightly different versions concerning
survivors. At first he reports a version where none survived at all: 70 81
AeySpevov unde dyyelov elc Ty Kapxndéva Stacwdbivar “in the proverbial
phrase, not even a messenger survived to bring the news to Carthage.”! Soon
afterwards, however, Diodorus gives a more detailed account. We are told that,
after the battle of Himera, twenty warships escaped, and picked up many
fugitives. Being too heavily laden, however, these were sunk in a storm, d\{yot
8¢ Tiec év pikpdL ckddel StacwbévTec Stecddncav Tolc moliTalc,
cbvTopov motncdpevor THY dmédacty, 6L mduTec ol StaPdvTec eic TV
CikeXlav dmoddlactv “and a few were saved in a small dinghy to enlighten
their fellow-citizens, making their report in summary fashion: that all who had
sailed to Sicily were dead.”32 There follows a vivid account of the reactions of the
families of the deceased.?® This account is again believed to come from
Timaeus.3* It might also have been the case that Theocritus’ reference to the re-
population of “towns... which the hands of enemies entirely destroyed” (uu.88-9)
would have been understood as having special reference to Himera, which was
destroyed by the Carthaginians in 409 BC.3

It seems that in his picture of small numbers of survivors escaping from the north

coast of Sicily to bring the news to the relatives of the fallen in Carthage,

% For the idiom, sce the passages cited by Gow ad loc. For the Phoenicians on Sicily, Thuc. 6.2.6.

*! Diodorus Siculus 11.23.2; the context is a comparison of Himera and Plataca.

*? Diodorus Siculus 11.24.2: this passage and the previous one cited by Gow ad u.86, without
comment, and apparently simply noting the motif of survivors carrying a message.

# Mourning indoors (this should be wives and mothers): then persons sceking news of their sons
and brothers, which, being done of strangers outdoors, would not (in a Greek context, whether or
not in Carthage) be appropriate to wives secking husbands; then orphans bewailing their fathers.
*t Meister 1967, 43 (“cin timiischer topos™); but, as Simon Hornblower cautions me, there is not
usually a strong consensus on the proper answers to questions of Quellenforschung concerning
Diodorus: sec D.M. Lewis at CAH? VI, 120-4. On these features in Theocritus’ poem as
Timacan, sece Hans 1985, 120-1.

% Sce Der Neur Pauly s.v. Himera, where the relerence to Diodorus for the date of the battle ought
to be to 13.59-62, not to the same chapters of book 11 (the error being carried over into the
English translation as well). Himera was not in fact repopulated, being still deserted in Strabo’s
time (6.2.6).
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Theocritus makes even the details of the hoped-for victory correspond to
traditions of his own time concerning the battle of Himera, thus contributing to
the larger propagandistic project: as Hieron is to be the modern successor of the

Deinomenids, so his battles will be almost repeat performances of theirs.36

4. Simonides in Theocritus 16: the anecdotal tradition

The impression created by the above study of the relation between Theocritus 16
and the self-presentation of Hieron II is a rather unproblematic one. When we
trace the way in which Theocritus co-operates with the propaganda of his
laudandus we get a clear impression of a poem organised around praise: an
encomium that, so to speak, does what it says on the tin. This impression is
largely the result of the selectivity of the passages which I have treated above: it
is, unsurprisingly, in the places which seem most uncomplicatedly encomiastic
that Theocritus can be perceived as interacting in the way described with the
ideology of Sicilian attitudes to the early fifth century and with Hieron II’s use of
this ideology and self-presentation. When we now return to the reception of
Simonides in the poem and then the way in which this may be interpreted in the
light of the propagandistic features described above, we see a more complex
picture.

It was already understood by the scholia that the conceit of the earlier part of the
poem is partly derived from an anecdote concerning Simonides.3” The clearest

version of this anecdote is at Stob. 3.10.38:

Cipwvidny mapakarodvroc Tiwde éykdpiov motficar kal xdpwy EEewy
AéyovToc, dpylprov 8¢ pu 8L8évToc. "8lo" elmev obToc "Exw kiBwTolc,
TV pev xapitov, THv 8¢ dpyvplov' kal mpdc Tdc pev TéV xapiTwy
keviy evpickw, STav dvolw, THy 8¢ xpncluny pévm.”

Simonides was asked to compose an encomium by somebody who said that he

* Even the picture of the countryside at peace in ua. 90-96, which is regularly perceived as a kind
of proto-pastoral, and which Hunter 1996, 88-89 relates to the just king of Hesiod WD 225-47,
might also be more specifically related o the ideology and interests of Hicron 11, who composed a
lost work on agricalture (Varro res nusticae 1.1.8, Columella de re rustica 1.1.8; sce Shipley 2000,
344); as Shipley suggests, his concern was presumably both the increase of revenues and self-
presentation as being concerned for the land and its people.

37 On the version preserved in the scholia, see above, section 4.2
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would receive charis, but offered no money. “I have two chests,” said
Simonides, “one of charites and the other of money. And going to them I find

the one of chanites empty whenever I open it, and only the other one useful.”

From the perception of charites (“thanks;” “instances of goodwill”) described as if
tangible objects which might be stored in a container, combined with a natural
development of Charites “the Graces,” as patrons of song and presences at the
performance of song, Theocritus’ charites have become the poems themselves,?
again perceived as concrete objects — i.e., papyrus rolls? — and they are seen as
travelling to the houses of potential patrons in the hope of remuneration.
‘Theocritus’ creative re-imagining of the motif from Simonidean anecdote may be
seen as a way in which he picks up on difficulties and tensions perceived in the
patronage situation. His use of this tradition (through its association with
Simonides) gives to his own professed search for patronage a sense of historical
precedent, so that this tradition becomes a way of historicising the present
predicament of the poet who might seek remuneration and patronage, even at
the same time as this presentation of his own practice becomes a comment on the
tradition itself.

Merkelbach related the movement from house to house to customs (ancient and
more recent) where singers move between houses demanding remuneration for
their songs with a combination of praise and threats,* and we can see that this
“Bettelgedicht” tradition was in the background of the situation as described by
Theocritus. One may consider this appeal to “Bettelgedichte” as itself part of the
reception of Simonides in the poem, especially when the presentation of
Simonides in Aristophanes’ Birds is borne in mind,* and again since above I have
tried to show that aspects of Simonides’ own poems may have themselves
contained passages with motifs such as the need for warm clothing which would
have placed them in dialogue with a tradition of begging poetry, and I have

considered Simonides 25 W in this context, arguing that it at least has a good

# See Gow ad u.6.

* On the movement from poem as performance to poem as book here, sce Bing 1988, 20-1.

“ Merkelbach 1952. Related themes were treated in an interesting paper presented by R. Martin
at the conference “Poceti vaganti™ in Cambridge, April 2005, and forthcoming in the proccedings
of the same.

' See above, section 3.4.
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chance of being genuinely Simonidean.*2 Was it in imitation of a specific, single
Simonidean model that Theocritus echoed this tradition? This was the opinion of
Merkelbach,* but in this respect his arguments may be found wanting.
Theocritus will doubtless have known children’s “trick-or-treat” songs from his
own experience; he will have known such phenomena as the epigrams attributed
to Homer from his awareness of literary tradition;* he will have been able to
perceive an association between Simonides and “Bettelgedicht” in elements of
Simonidean anecdote, already known by his time, and (unless I am mistaken) in
certain aspects of Simonidean poems which I have analysed in this context
above.® It is not tenable to suppose that large elements of his treatment of the
theme might not have been substantially innovative or that he necessarily drew in
an unmediated way on a lost Simonidean exemplar of Bettelgedicht.*> One may
note the suggestive combination of motifs, given the similar elements present
elsewhere in the anecdotal tradition, and given that they are presented here in
conjunction with clear allusion to a part of this tradition (i.e., the story of the two
boxes), and the manner in which the perception of this tradition expands our
appreciation of the variety of voices in the poem.+’

The anecdote itself seems to fit into a pattern which has been identified already
in other stories associating Simonides with money: Simonides is shown as a figure
whose concern with money is illustrated by his ability to “translate” from the
language of reciprocity, associated with gift-giving, hospitality and “favours,” into
the language of money. This is especially clear in the Stobaean version cited,
where the distinction operates between xdpiTec and dpyUpiov (and the
reference is thus specifically to coin). This distinction is perhaps more veiled
where in place of dpylpLov we have reference to gifts (as in the scholia), but the
general idea is the same, with the distinction between tangible objects and
intangible sentiments or dispositions. The contrast between the different

perceptions of exchange is marked by the way in which one is treated as if it were

2 Sce above, sections 3.12-3.18, esp. 3.17-3.18.

¥ Merkelbach 1952, 320-1.

" Merkelbach 1952, 321; ¢f. Hunter, 92-3.

% Above, chapter 3, part 2.

1 cf. Griffiths 1979, 23 with n.37.

7 cf. c.g. Hunter, 89: “this combination of mime, comedy, children’s song, hymn and
encomium,” with reference to Merkelbach for the element “children’s song;” on mime, sce in
particular Fantuzzi 2000, 144-5.
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the other: we are invited to imagine how one could keep “goodwill” or “friendly
disposition” or “reciprocal benefit” in a box, in the same way in which one could
keep coined money.* The flavour seems quite different from the exalted tone
and powerful encomiastic associations of the latter part of the poem, from u.66 or
so onwards; the emphasis in the earlier part of the poem on the need for
remuneration, organised around Theocritus’ adaptation of the Simonidean
anecdote material, is likewise apparently contradicted by Theocritus’ rejection of
avarice at uu.66-9. I shall develop further below the notion that we can read the
poem in terms of contrast between the attitudes in these different sections.

The story of the two boxes is the most prominent element of the Simonidean
anecdotal tradition in Theocritus 16, but prompted by its prominence it is
natural to read other parts of the poem in a similar way. Thus, where the miserly
imagined patron is shown saying 6eol Tiudcly dotdolc (“the gods honour
poets”) it seems natural (perhaps especially given the later emphasis on
Simonides’ Thessalian patrons, on which see below) to think of the celebrated
anecdote concerning the house falling down, known to us particularly from
Cicero (de oratore 2.86) and Quintilian (11.2.1 1ff.), but which, as we have already
seen, was known much earlier that this.* The skinflint patron here fills the réle of
the Thessalian nobleman, who told Simonides to go to the Dioskouroi for the rest
of his fee. It is tempting to go further on this point: the reader who has perceived
the importance of Simonidean anecdote in the poem may use this to revise the

first lines:

Alel TodTo Atde kolpate péhet, alév dotdolic,

e -~ b 7’ e -~ ha -~ / 3 -

vpvely abavdTouc, Upvely dyabdv khéa dvdpdv.

Moicat pev feal évti, Beovc Beal deldovTL:

dppec 8¢ BpoTol olde, BpoTove BpoTol deldwpev.

This is always the concern of the daughters of Zeus, and always of poets: to
hymn the immortals, and to hymn the glorious deeds of good men. The
Muses are goddesses, and goddesses sing of the gods; we here are mortals, and

as mortals let us sing of mortals.

¥ cf. Carson 1999, 19-21, for a description of the paradoxical element in the idea of a box of
charites (but her translation of the ancedote is inaccurate and merges different sources).
 Simonides 510 PAG, on which see section 3.10 above; the allusion in Theocritus is suggested

by Hunter 1996, 106-7, following Gow ad uu. 18T,
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The addressees are reassured that Theocritus sees his réle as the praise of
mortals, apparently rather than (not “as well as” — with a slight degree of
contradiction, Theocritus revises or corrects his position between the first and
second distichs) gods. This gains extra force when we read on and discover the
skinflint potential patrons such as are addressed in u.22: they are reassured that
they will get the praise they desire, if they are willing to pay for it. If read with the
Simonidean anecdote in mind, it might seem to suggest that Theocritus will not
repeat Simonides’ mistake in the poem in which he spent too much time on
praise of the Dioskouroi: unlike that of Simonides 510 PMG, his poem will
concentrate on mortal customers. The more alert reader might have perceived a
pun: Atoc koUpatc, not kotpotc. The separation of powers which Theocritus (as
far as we know, innovatively)>® proposes between Muses and poets is in contrast
to the interpenetration of the human and divine which was characteristic of the
poem which displeased Simonides’ Thessalian patron, and in which the
Dioskouroi took such interest.

Something between allusion to Simonides’ poems and allusion to the anecdotes
about the poet is to be found at uu.46 and 67. In the latter place, Theocritus
appears (rather contrary to the impression given by the earlier part of the poem)

to be rejecting the pursuit of financial gain from his poems (uu.66-7):

abTdp éyd Tipy Te kal avbpdmer GAéTNTa
TOMGY fidvwy Te kai {mmev mpbcher éxolpav.
But I would choose honour and people’s friendship rather than many mules

and horses.

The description of wealth in terms of “mules and horses” might suggest the
subversive thought that, after all, where victors in equestrian events are praised, it
is the horses (or mules) who have actually done the work. More generally, “mules
and horses” is not the most obvious way in which to present the idea “wealth”
(previously seen in the form of the cattle and sheep of the Thessalian patrons of

Simonides in uu.36-9). The lines here quoted seem to refer back to the horses of

ef. Gow ad u.4.
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the Thessalians in uu.46-7:

Tipudc 8¢ katl wkéec éNhaxov {mmot,
ol coLety €€ Lepdv cTedavndsépol HAGov dydvav.
Also the swift horses had their share of honour, who returned garland-bearing

from the sacred games.

The Iliadic Wkéec {mmo 5! is evoked, but with variation (*¢\\ayov @kéec
{mmot | would not have been impossible, and dréec {mmor | was used by
Callimachus at H4 Delos 169). The achievement of the horses is presented in a
manner which almost seems to to disassociate it from the owners, the laudandi of
Simonides’ poem:s.

"The mules of u.67 are emphasised by the contrast between “horses” in 46 and
“mules and horses” in 67, and as Hunter has suggested the reader is surely
intended to think of another Simonidean anecdote. This has been discussed
above:?? Aristotle (Rhet. 1405b23 = Simonides 515 PMG) records the story that,
asked to compose an epinician for a victor in the mule-car race, and offered only
a small fee, declined, but then changed his mind when the fee was raised. The
victor was Anaxilas of Rhegium, and Simonides’ poem began with the only line

of it we have:

xaipeT aeAhomédwy 8UyaTpec (mTwy

Hail, daughters of storm-footed horses!

When the price was right (or so the anecdote has it), Simonides was willing to
praise also a victory in the mule-car, and to do so by praising the mules for their
maternal ancestry, while conspicuously silent on the donkeys who were their
fathers. Here, as with the horses of Simonides’ Thessalian patrons in Theocritus,
the achievement of the mules seems, peculiarly, to be considered independently
of the patron. I have argued above that this anecdote is likely to originate in

Sicilian tradition close to or during Simonides’ own times; in any case, it will

110 x Jliad, first at 5.257; 1 x Odyssey (3.496).
52 Above, section 3.7.
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have been available to Theocritus and his audience, as it was to Aristotle.53

The main point of the allusion is surely to associate Theocritus’ rejection of
poetry composed purely for remuneration with a rejection of the aspect of
Simonides’ reputation which is most prominent in the anecdotal tradition, i.e. his
avarice: Hunter comments on Simonides’ position as “both a positive and a

negative exemplum,”> to which point we shall return below.

5. Simonides in Theocritus 16: Sicily and Thessaly

The second respect mentioned above in which Theocritus here makes use of the
figure of Simonides was where he explicitly commented on Simonides’ réle in
providing kA€oc to his Thessalian patrons (uu. 34-7).

[t is not possible to determine to what extent, if any, Theocritus’ poem contains
allusions to the poems which Simonides composed for Hieron I of Syracuse, or
for other Deinomenid patrons.3> We have a testimonium to at least one song
composed for Hieron (580 PMG),* and another poem (552 PMG) recounted local
“myth” in the form of a story that Aetna judged between Hephaestus and
Demeter when they quarrelled over possession of the land there; it is likely,
though scarcely sure, that this might derive from a poem praising Hieron or one
of his brothers.>” There were doubtless others of which we know nothing. It
might be that the expression of aporia at u.13 was intended to recall Simonides’
epinician for Astylus (506 PMG).38 This victor, from Croton, on certain occasions
called himself Syracusan in order to please Hieron:3 it is possible that Simonides’

epinician might have commemorated one of these victories, in which case it

93 See above, section 3.7.

>t Hunter 1996, 105.

% On Simonides in Sicily, sce Molyneux 1992, ch.9.

> For a reason unstated and unclear 1o me, Wilamowitz dismissed this testimony as a fiction
(Wilamowitz 1913, 153 n.2). It might be that it troubled him that our source, Himerius (in a
propemptic speech). called the song a propemptikon: this designation is anachronistic. 1 suspect,
however, that (c.g.) an encomium or epinician ending with a prayer for a safe journey for Hicron
would have been quite capable of resulting in the testimonium we have.

°7 Presumably the quarrel was resolved in favour of Demeter, given the association of the
Dcinomenids with the cult of the two goddesses as detailed above.

% Sce Guizwiller 1993, 222-3: Vox 2002, 199-200. Simonides’ aporctic question will have been
immediately answered with the name of the victor (cf, c.g., Pindar OL. 2.init); scen in this light,
Theocritus” take has a slightly comic effect mapa mwpocdokiav: “who is such today? who will love
one who speaks well? — I don’t know...” The reader expected the answer “Hieron!”

" Paus. 6.13.1; cf. Maddoli et al. 1999, ad loc., Molyneux 1992, 214-220.
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might have contained material concerning Hieron I which would also have been
of relevance to the concerns of Hieron II. But so much is conjecture; and in any
case one might have expected Theocritus rather to use material from
Simonidean poems commemorating Hieron or his brothers. If Theocritus used
these, he did so without marking the fact by citation as of Simonides at u.44, Jjust
as he did not cite Pindar in any part of the poem, and in the absence of the
poems of Pindar we would not be able to identify his allusions to these either.60

In any case, where Theocritus explicitly cites the example of Simonides and the
kA€oc conveyed by his poetry, he does so not in relation to Simonides’ Sicilian or
Syracusan patrons (as might have seemed natural), but rather to the families
whom he commemorated at the other end of the Greek world, in Thessaly.

It may help to show how striking this is when we compare a passage in which
Callimachus treats Simonides both in relation to Sicily and in relation to
Thessaly, and where the proper understanding of the passage historically has
only very recently been clarified. In fr.64 Pf., from the third book of the Aefia, the
speaker is the dead Simonides.%! He complains that his tomb, at Akragas, was

desecrated during a siege by an

avnp kakde, €l TV dkovelc
Doivik]la mToAOC cxéThov fyepdva

a wicked man, if ever you heard of one Phoenix, the wicked leader of the city.

®oivik]a is a certain reading, because the story is told by Aelian (fr.63 Hercher,
at Suda s.v. Ctpwvidne, 0441 Adler): Phoenix was, we are told, an Akragantine
general who, while fighting the Syracusans, had the tomb of Simonides destroyed
in order to build a defensive tower; this has been related to fighting between

Syracuse and Akragas in the time of the tyrant Agathocles, in the late fourth

% cf. Griffiths 1979, 27 n.47. It is crucial at all times to be cautious about retrojecting our areas of
knowledge and ignorance on to our sources: where we have a large number of pocms of Pindar,
but few of Simonides, while possessing a large number of Simonidean anccdotes, it is casy o
conclude (with Wilamowitz 1913, 137) that antiquity knew Pindar for his poetry and Simonides
for his personality. This contrast is doubtless not altogether false, but it also reflects to us arcas of
our ignorance: when we know many ancedotes but few poems of Simonides, we are likely to reach
this conclusion. As the new Simonidean material from P.Oxp. 3965 shows us (sce below), where
we find more Simonides, we also find more ways in which later authors were rcading and
interacting with the poems as well as the ancedotes.

1 CI. the treatment above, section 3.10.
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century.®? The Akragantine general Phoenix is otherwise unattested. However,
the interpretation which was apparently imposed by the fragment of Aelian has
now been replaced by Livrea,’” who shows that Callimachus is referring not to
the war between Syracuse and Akragas in the late fourth century, but to an
occasion in 406 BC when the Phoenician general Hannibal besieged Akragas, and
destroyed the tombs outside the city in order to build offensive ramps up to the
walls.** This caused superstitious fear in his army, and there followed a plague in
which Hannibal himself died. Aelian and modern scholars misread ®OINIZE as a
proper name instead of an ethnic, and a phantom figure of Greek onomastics®
can now be removed. €l TLv dkovet[c does not raise the question “have you
heard of the general Phoenix?” but rather “can you name the Phoenician who
destroyed Simonides’ tomb?” For our purpose the fragment, as it may now be
understood, is of relevance inasmuch as we can now see that it puts the Sicilians
in a straightforwardly good light, and the Punic barbarian in a bad one: the
Akragantines had built a tomb for Simonides, “showing reverence for Zeus
Xeinios,” and the Punic general, identified only by ethnic, pulled it down and
came to a nasty end shortly afterwards. In Callimachus’ treatment, Simonides
immediately relates this episode to the occasion when “the house at Crannon fell
— alas! - upon the mighty Scopadae.” Thus the Thessalians are actually put into
the same category as the barbarian, those who (showing a lack of respect for Zeus
Xeinios) take the risk of acting in a hostile or unjust manner towards the divinely-
protected Simonides, while Simonides is on the side of Sicilian Greeks against
barbarians.

This helps to emphasise the extent to which Theocritus at first seems to be
making a peculiar choice in using the example of Simonides’ Thessalian patrons
to illustrate to Hieron II of Sicily the value of poetic commemoration. It is also
suggestive of the elements in Sicilian ideology to which I have already drawn
attention in relation to the Sicilian presentation of the Persian Wars: Simonides is

seen as an active though posthumous participant in the struggle of Sicilian

2 Sce Pleiffer ad loc.

% Livrea 2006; but Livrea was in fact substantially anticipated by Robert Dyer in the online Suda
s.v. Simonides at ¢ 441 Adler, as Alan Griffiths points out to me, where the same argument was
made in a commentary dated June 2000. The site is accessed from http://www.stoa.org/sol/
(viewed July 2006).

“t Diodorus Siculus 3.86.111.

% LGPN IILA ®dotw € (7).

221



Chapter 4: Simonides, History and kMéoc

Greeks against their barbarian enemy, in a way which corresponds to his
commemoration of the struggles of mainland Greeks against their barbarian
enemy in the Persian wars of almost a century earlier.

The lines in which Theocritus refers to the Thessalians are worth examining in

some detail (22-35):

Aatpéuior, T( 8¢ képdoc 6 puploc EvdobL xpucde

kel|Levoc; oy d8e mhovTou dppovéovecy Sracte,

AANG TO pev Yuxdt, To 8¢ mol TLn Solvar doLdEY-

moAhovc € EpEat @Y, ToAkovC 8¢ kal dAAwY

avBpumwy, alel 8¢ Beolc émBdputa péleLy,

Unde EeLvodokov kakov Eppevar GG Tpamélnt

pelNi&avt dmomépdar émiy E0éhwrTt véechat,

Motcdwv &€ pdiiera tiew tepode vmodirac,

ddbpa kal elv Aidao kekpuppévoc Echhdc drovente,

und drlenc pipnac €m Yuxpod AxépovToc,

weel Tie pakérat TeTvwpévoc EvdodL xelpac

axny ék matépwv Teviny dkThpova kKhaiwy.

moAlol €v AvTidxoto Sdépolc kal dvaktoc Aleta

appaiuny épunvov épeTpricavto TevécTal

moAdol &€ CkomdSaiciv éhavvdpevol ToTi cakole

nécxoL chv kepafuety Epukicavto Péecet:

pupta & ap mediov Kpavviviov évdidackor

Totpévec €kkpita pijda dprrofeivoret Kpedvdaie:

Strange men, what gain is a vast amount of gold lying indoors? For the wise,
this is not the profit of wealth, but rather to give to one’s own self, and perhaps
to some poet or other; to do good to many of one’s relatives, and also to many
others, always to sacrifice to the gods, not to be a bad host, but to treat a guest
well at table and send him off when he wishes to go, and especially to honour
the sacred prophets of the Muses, so that even hidden in Hades you may be
reputed good, nor weep without fame by cold Acheron, as if somebody whose
palms are calloused by the mattock, bewailing penury from his fathers,
penniless poverty. Many serfs measured out their monthly ration in the houses

of Antiochus and of the lord Aleuas; many calves were driven bellowing with

horned cattle to the byres for the Scopadae; countless choice sheep did
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shepherds pasture on the plain of Crannon for the hospitable Creondae.

The rhetorical structure is at first sight fairly clear: Theocritus exhorts the
putative miserly potential patrons to use their wealth in a generous manner,
characterised by giving, and at the beginning and end of his advice he focuses
specifically on giving to poets, which can provide some sort of defence against
mortality in the form of the kAéoc which outlasts the laudandus. Then he cites
the Thessalian patrons of Simonides as an exemplum. The question arises,
however: an exemplum for what, precisely? An exemplum for spending money
and obtaining k\€éoc, certainly: but we should examine how far the analogy
extends — or, perhaps equally importantly, does not extend — between the picture
given in uu.24-33 and the presentation of the Thessalians in uu.34fF.

In the exhortation in uu.24-33, it is possible to suspect that benefit to poets is
really a large part of the point (and one may note that religious festivals, as
celebrated with extravagant sacrifice and sponsored by rich men, are also likely
to be occasions for which poets are engaged, that poets are likely to be the guests
at the tables of such men, and that rich men who spend on elaborate hospitality
may well be more likely to hire poets to provide the entertainment for their
guests).% This benefit, however, is presented as part of a list of ways in which the
rich man may use wealth in a socially embedded way: giving to relatives and
others, sacrifice, hospitality. Furthermore, the embedding of these giving-
relationships within a world of social values and sentiment is emphasised by the
introduction of the idea that the rich man should “give to his own soul” (u. 24
Yuxdr).5” The sponsorship of poetic production is contextualised in a general
picture of benevolent spending that s itself located in a world of social, religious
and sentimental values and relationships. The passage can be perceived as
interacting with various commonplaces of archaic praise poetry: Hunter
compares FPyth. 1.90ff.,, in which Hieron is urged to spend for the purposes of
securing his renown and praised for his hospitality,5* while Gow cites other

passages.®” It could serve as a model for the theory of Kurke concerning the

% ¢f. Hunter 1996, 98-100, on similar themes in Xenophon’s Hieron.

%7 As a parallel for this expression, Gow ad loc. cites Acschylus Persae 841: Puxit SLdévTec
ndoviv.,

% Hunter 1996, 86.

* sce Gow ad 22. We may consider also Nem. 7.17fF. (on which ¢f. Sbardella 2004); ¢f. also Isthm.
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economics of Pindaric praise, according to which the epinician laudandus is
encouraged by the poet to integrate himself and his wealth into an embedded
economy and a polis community.”0

The reader is then brought down with a bump and reminded (by means of
contrast) of the inescapable grounding of this kind of munificence in material
wealth: the status of the rich man who fails to use wealth in the right way will be
like that of a poor man who worked with his own hands, as emphasised with the
strikingly concrete detail of their being “calloused from the mattock.” It would be
helpful to know whether this detail was influenced by passages of Simonides;’!
the striking collocation of wealth and poverty might make one think, for example,
of the startling use in the epinician for Orillas (514 PMG) of the story of the
Carian fisherman,’ though an interest in poverty and its physical effects has
been identified in any case as a characteristic of Hellenistic aesthetics.”3

It is at this dramatic moment that we move to Thessaly and Simonides’ patrons
there. Theocritus might initially send the reader in the wrong direction at this
point: the argument’s “correct” structure would appear to have the wealthy
Thessalians acting as exempla for a rich man to show the need to perpetuate
kA€éoc through poetry, but when the couplet describing the anonymous pauper
(32-3) is immediately followed by the moA\ol... mevécTat of 34-5, it would be
natural enough to suppose that they are introduced as examples of anonymous
poverty rather than as evidence of the wealth of their masters, especially since the
analogy between the two is emphasised by the description of the pauper of 32-3
as poor €k matépwv. The mevéctat of Thessaly were an anomaly in the history
of Greek exploitation of labour until much later times (sometimes compared by
ancient authors to the helots of Sparta: Theopompus FGrH 115 F 122, as cited by

the Theocritus scholia ad 16.35): a class of serfs, neither saleable chattel slaves

2.37ff. The widespread approbation of Eevia in the epinician corpus is of course also a
commendation of the proper use of wealth.

70 Kurke 1991, passim; for a short summary (with regard to Isthm. 2), see 254-6.

7! For Gow (ad 30), in his insistence on the need for poctry to preserve kKAéoc after death
Theocritus thinks in particular of Sappho fr.55.

72 Sce above, sections 3.19-3.20.

¥ Cf., e.g., Hutchinson 1988, 347: “The Hellenistic pocts are interested in poverty for the
bizarreness and harshness it makes possible in the poctry,” which would seem to account for this
passage on an aesthetic level: but one might want o account for the use of poverty at the level of
idcology as well of aesthetics. Fowler 1989, ch. 5, compares grotesquery and poverty in
Hellenistic art and poctry (chiefly Herondas). Alan Griffiths points out to me the parallel at
Philitas fr.10 Powell.
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nor enjoying the autonomy of free people, but rather permanently attached to
the land they farmed and obliged to render services to their landlord (by
legal/customary compulsion rather than contract), from one generation to the
next.’+

In the event, of course, the point of the large number of the mevécTar in the
context of the broader rhetorical structure is that their large numbers are
evidence of the wealth of their Thessalian overlords (the numbers of serfs, cattle
and sheep are subsequently summarised as ToA\Q kal SABLa ThHva (u.42)). We
may note, however, some ways in which contrast between the preceding,
exhortative passage and the exemplum is here suggested. The property of the
Thessalians is presented in the three categories just named, expressed in three
couplets, TOANoL... TOANoL... pupia... This would appear to parallel moA\ovc...
ToAAovC... atel... at uu.25-6, where the ‘many’ are the relatives and others who
are the beneficiaries of the rich man’s generosity, and aiel refers to frequently
repeated sacrifice. This similarity in fact points up a contrast in the presentation
between exhortation and exemplum. Of the Thessalians we are told simply that
they are wealthy, but not that they used their wealth in the socially embedded
and positive ways which were indicated in the exemplum. Instead of the
hospitable table or the distribution of sacrificial meat, we first see their
dispensation of rations to their dependent serfs, where the description of the
“measured rations” stresses the distance between this and any sort of giving
accompanied by warmth, personal feeling or spontaneity (u.35).75

If we look at Hieron II in Sicily, again this aspect of the presentation of the
Thessalians seems to emphasise contrast rather than analogy: he would not have
wished to present himself as analogous to a ruler over serfs, and instead we see
him as a king among his warriors (uu.80, 103).

The mention of sheep and cattle does not seem to represent a reference to
sacrifice. The word cakotc, translated above as “byres” (as also by Gow), can

refer to an enclosure of any kind, including a precinct of the gods,’ but the

7% Der Newe Pauly s.v. Penestai [1]; de Sainte Croix 1981, 150f1.

7 In Simonidean terms, we may comparc the arms-length hospitality to that of Hieron I in the
anccdote related at Athenacus 656¢, where Simonides’ rations arrive in a basket; sce above,
section 3.8. The contrast is between “rations” and hospitality based on generosity and face-to-face
contact (compare Juvenal’s treatment of the relationship between patron and client in the fifih
Satire).

7¢ As, ¢.g., at Simonides 531.6 PMG; LSJ s.v. cnkée.
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dative Ckomd8atciy seems to rule out the possibility that it has the latter sense
here. Indeed, the way in which the Thessalians are presented as leaving behind
great wealth when they die (u.42) seems to encourage the perception that they
have been holding on to their wealth rather than spending it, despite their
willingness to spend on commemoration by Simonides.”?

In more general terms, the Thessalian patrons of Simonides would in any case
seem an inappropriate exemplum for the good use of wealth outlined in the
exhortation preceding their citation by Theocritus. As has been shown above,
they are especially present (along with Hieron I) in the anecdotal tradition
concerning Simonides,’® and while it would of course have been possible for
Theocritus to play down this side of the tradition we have already seen that the
reverse is the case, since Theocritus in fact alludes to the most prominent of these
anecdotes, the story in which the house fell down (510 PMG). The behaviour of
the host in that anecdote is as far as could be from exemplifying hospitality or the
positive use of wealth as advocated in uu.24ff. We cannot tell whether Theocritus
had a clear sense in his own mind as to the identity of the patron who told
Simonides to ask the Dioskouroi for the rest of his fee, or whose house it was
from which the twin gods rescued the poet: it is clear from our main sources,
especially Quintilian, that the tradition was considerably diverse, not to say
muddled.” In any case it is also unclear how Theocritus perceives the relations
between the families of Thessaly, and it may be that the confusion here is
"Theocritus” and not ours (unless a combination of the two): thus it seems odd to
distinguish between Scopadae and Creondae, since Creon was in fact the father
of Scopas.?” Whether or not the reader had a specific laudandus or location in
mind concerning the anecdote, (s)he is already primed, it seems to me, to read

dLrofelvoict Kpedvdaic in a heavily ironised manner: at this point in

77 The “can’t take it with you” motif would scem to cmphasise the pointlessness of accumulating
wealth which onc cannot use after one’s death, and which cannot protect one from death (Vem.
7.17fL). So this may be scen as a further suggestion that the Thessalians are in fact not good
instances of rich men who use their wealth well.

78 See above, section 3.10.

7 Sec above, section 3.10; and see Molyncux 1971, Slater 1972, Rawles 2005,

% See Gow ad 34-9. Howcever, we may be confident that there was a tradition associating the
anccdote with the Alevads and need suppose neither that Ovid at bis 511 believed that Scopas
was a descendant of Alcuas nor that he in fact was. The tradition according to which the patron
in the ancedote was Eurypylus of Larissa, one of the sons of Aleuas, is reflected both in
Quintilian, where the name has through crror jumped from a list of possible patrons to a list of
scholarly sources, and in the passage of Ovid. Sce Slater 1972, 232 and Rawles 2005, 65 with
n.12.
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Theocritus’ poem we have already been reminded of the nature of the
‘hospitality’ shown to Simonides in Thessaly.8! This reference to the supposed
hospitality of the Creondae is the sole exception to the absence of any sense that
the Thessalians might have exemplified the good use of wealth which Theocritus
has been advocating, and yet seems already undermined.

So much for the possibility that the Thessalians might have represented an
exemplum for the exhortation to use wealth well in a general way. We can see
that, while both the initial ambiguity created by the apparent analogy between
the mevin of u.33 and the mevécTat of u.35 and the connection suggested by the
repetitions TOANOUC... TONOUC... (u.25) and TOXNOL... TOANOL... (uu.34fF.) seem
to encourage the reader to look for more parallelism between the exhortation
and the exemplum, the only parallelism which is in the end present is in the fact
that the Thessalians paid for the perpetuation of their kAéoc by a poet.

The reader might ask, what was the context of this kKA\éoc? In other words, for
what were the Thessalians famous? Within the passage of the poem which treats
them, the answer is apparently “nothing,” at least as far as great deeds, k\éa
avdpdv (u.2) are concerned. We are told, at length, that the Thessalians were
rich, and we are told that Simonides made them “known by name” for later men
(6vopacTodc u.45; on this word and allusion to Simonides’ Plataea elegy, see
further below); when we compare them with either the exhortative passage which
precedes or with the material concerning Hieron, who will win great victories
against the barbarian Carthaginians, we may wonder whether anything other
than their names was known, and if so, what. Part of this has already been
implicitly answered within the poem: they were known for their philistine
meanness to Simonides, as exemplified in the episode where the poet was told to
collect the rest of the fee from the Dioskouroi. Within uu.34-47, the section of the
poem which treats the Thessalians, there is silence. Even the equestrian victories
which must have provided the occasion for some of Simonides’ encomiastic
poems for the Thessalians are added as a sort of afterthought (uu.46-7), and as
has been noted above these are described in a way which seems strangely to
diassociate them from the greatness of the patrons, by stressing the horses’

achievements.

8 Callimachus (fr.64 PI.) associated the anecdote with the Scopadae and with Crannon, here
given by Theocritus as the scat of the Greondac, which should be the same family.
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6. Theocritus’ Thessalians and archaic presentations of KAéoc

Hunter has commented perceptively that, in the light of a kind of equality to be
found between poet and patron in Pindar, where both are seen participating in
the same aristocratic social networks (philia, xenia), “a central strategy of Idyll 16 is
to play off this ‘theory of equality’ against the more mundane realities of power
and dependence.” It seems to me that we can see in the use of the Thessalian
patrons a rather analogous play on places in archaic poetry where a kind of
“theory of kAéoc” is suggested.83

We may consider three texts from archaic choral lyric. Here is the end of

Pindar’s first Olympian ode, celebrating the victory of Hieron I in 476 (115fF.):

€ln cé Te TobTOV Uhod xpévov maTely,
éué Te Toccdde vikadbpotc
OpLAeTY TpddavTov codlal ka® "EA-
Aavac éévta TavTal.
May it be for you to walk on high for this time, and for me to to join with
victors for as long as I live, being foremost in poetic skill among Greeks

everywhere.5*

The poet’s skill and the greatness of the laudandus are brought together.
“Famous men and their deeds, if they are to be justly commemorated, demand
famous poets,” writes Gerber in his commentary.5 The poet implicitly reassures
the patron that he has made the right choice; the fact that he can attract the best

is in itself a quality being praised.86

Something recognisably of the same sort may be found at the end of Bacchylides
3 (90ff.):

82 Hunter 1996, 97.

8 Cf. the treatment of this issuc in Goldhill 1991, chapter 2.

8 ToccdSe... €6vTa is not easily understood; here 1 follow Gerber 1982 ad loc., for whom it
means “lor as long as T live,” as does TobTov... Xpdvov (both representing a familiar type of mild
cuphemism, 1 suppose). Race in the Loeb renders “whenever they win,” which is also possible.

85 Gerber 1982, 177.

86 Cf. Carey 2000, 172.
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dpeTdlc ye plév ob pivifer
BpoTdv dpa c[dulaTt dpéyyoc, dAG

Mobcd vy Tp[édet.] Tépwy, cb & SA\Bou

kdA\ieT émedlel&lao BvaToic

dvlea- mpdEafvTi] & €
o0 dépel kéepfov ctjw-

T4 cov 8 dhableiat] karGv
Kal pellyhdccov Tie vpvcel xdpLy

Knilac dnddvoc.
The light of men’s greatness does not decline with the body, but the Muse
nourishes it. Hieron, you displayed to mortals the finest flowers of wealth. To
the successful, silence does not bring ornament. Alongside the truthful telling
of fine deeds, someone will sing also the gift of the honey-voiced Kean

nightingale.

The dpeTd of the victor is almost incomplete without the song to augment,
preserve and commemorate it. This need for song is expressed in terms of the
relationship between dpeTd and the Muse, and by contrast with silence, but it
leads to the assertion of the value of the poet’s own song, and by implication to
the relationship between the kAéoc of the poet and that of the patron. The
translation of the last clause given above follows the arguments of Maehler
concerning the interpretation of the word xdptv:8 this is considered to mean
“friendship-gift,” “favour” (LSJ s.v. III), and refers to the song itself, Upvijcet
being an instance of “encomiastic future” and referring to “the present
performance of the ode at Syracuse.”8 This is not the place, fortunately, for an
examination of the concept “encomiastic future.”8 We may note, however, that
in the present circumstance, where the point is partially the continuity of “the
light of men’s greatness” through time, it is difficult to feel confident that this

instance of the future tense should be prohibited from having any reference to

87 Machler 2004, ad 96-8, [ollowing Friinkel 1975, 464 n.44.

% Machler 2004 ad 97.

™ The classic “strong” statement is that of Bundy 1962, 21-2: “[the usc of the future indicative] is,
in fact, a conventional clement of the enkomiastic style. It never points beyond the ode itself, and
its promisc is often fulfilled by the mere pronunciation of the word.”
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the future fame of Hieron and of the song, posterior to the time of first
performance and indeed of any given subsequent performance %

Likewise, while it may be appropriate to interpret xdptc as “gift” here, its
primary referent being the present song, we may note that the clause in which it
occurs refers to the beauty of Bacchylides’ song by means of the words
ReALyAdecov... dnddvoc,!! and that singing the Xdpty is paired cvv 8

dhabfeiat] kar@v, “alongside the truthful telling of fine deeds.” It is therefore
hard to state that it may not also be read in such a way as to have ydptc
operating with the beautiful qualities of Bacchylides’ poetry as its referent, so that
we might acknowledge the sense (as earlier commentators) “alongside the truthful
telling of fine deeds someone shall praise also the beauty of the Kean
nightingale.”? Even if (as is hard to believe) the conventions of epinician poetry
absolutely prohibited such a reading (rather than making the sense advocated by
Maehler more natural and easier, which may perhaps have been the case), we
may further note that these circumstances of generic determinism or at any rate
expectation would most likely have been less strongly effective at the time of
Theocritus. It would probably have been available to earlier audiences, and
certainly to audiences of Theocritus time, therefore, to interpret Bacchylides as
praising the power and value of his own song at the same time as praising his
patron. The way in which he juxtaposes and combines the two with each other
and with gnomic statements about the réle of the Muse in preserving the
dpeTd[c]... ¢€yyoc and the failure of success to achieve kGcpov where
accompanied by silence makes it plausible to suppose that Hieron’s fame in
particular will be to some degree dependent on the fame of Bacchylides’ poetry,
or at any rate that the two will travel through time together, each needing the

other. We may note, however, that Hieron’s fame is and will be, even by this

* To my mind, while it may refer also to the present performance in the manner posited by
Bundy (followed by Machler 2004 ad loc.), this future may also be considered in the class labelled
by Pfeijffer 2000 as “futures expressing a genceral thought” (his category IIA, as a subdivision of II,
“lutures with a text-external reference”) (Pfeijffer 2000, 45fF.).

“ @\dwv can refer, at any rate in later poctry, to a poem as well as to a poet (sce, e.g., Pfeifler ad
Call. fr.1.16), but here the latter scems vastly more likely: nightingale as poet is more common
and carlier (sec parallcls assembled by Machler 2004 ad loc.), and it is more natural that Kntac
should refer to Bacchylides himself than to the song, composed for performance in Syracuse, in
honour of Hicron 1.

2 Jebb rendered “along with thy genuine glories men shall praise also the charm of the sweet
singer, the nightingale of Ceos” (Jebb 1905, 267). Campbell follows the same lincs in the Loeb
(Greek Lyric IV).
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reading of the end of the poem, firmly attached also to his own actions: the
gnomic statements apply specifically to those who, as the laudandus, have
obtained the “light of greatness” and to the “successful” (mpd€afvTi] & €).
Bacchylides’ song will be accompanied by telling of the fine deeds of his patron.9
A more difficult and stark theory of k\éoc emerges if we step further back in the
history of encomium to one of its most interesting and peculiar early examples.**
Ibycus was the author of an encomium for Polycrates,” the tyrant at Samos, of
which the latter part has been preserved on papyrus. At the end of a lengthy
praeteritio, by which the poet declines to make the Trojan war the theme of his
song, he refers to a number of Greek and Trojan participants who were

especially renowned for their beauty, before this startling and rapid close (Ibycus

S151 PMGF = PMG, 46-8):

Totc wev méda kdiieoc alev:

kal cv, [ToAOkpaTec, kK éoc ddpOLTov ékeic,

e kd \ \ 9 A /

we, Kat aotdav, kal épov khéoc.

For them is a share in beauty always.

You too, Polycrates, shall have fame unperishing,

as, by virtue of my song, is my fame also.

The proper punctuation and construal of this passage is controversial and
difficult, and involves careful consideration. It has seemed appropriate here to
confine the justification for the above interpretation to an appendix,” where the
significance of the hymnic element of the rhetoric, especially the collocation kal
cv, is argued, and the possibility is noted that some degree of ambiguity may
have been inherent in the expression from the beginning. The translation of the
last line given here is, so to speak, the weakest and most neutral with regard to
the point which I shall use it to make. Here as to some extent in the previous
examples, it might be that we see a kind of equivalence or equality between the

kA€oc of the patron and that of the poet. I have translated &ic with the colourless

# CI. Carey 2000, 167-8. speaking of an “intimate conncction between the poet’s glory and the
victor’s,”

1 Gf. Goldhill 1991, 116-9.

“ If not Polycrates the tyrant, then another man with the same name: on the historical questions,
see Hutchinson 2001, 228-235 with further bibliography.

% Sec below, Appendix 3.
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“as”; it is (by this construal of the Greek) left uncertain what kind of relation
exists between the two instances of kAéoc. It is not necessary to understand that
Polycrates’ fame is a consequence of Ibycus’ commemoration, although that is a
conclusion which the audience is free to draw, especially since we are not here
told of the great deeds or qualities which render Polycrates worthy of such praise
(unless, by the alternative punctuation, we suppose that it is here stated that he
will have k\éoc for his beauty). As Peter Agécs has pointed out to me, wc could
bear the meaning “to the extent that” here:” to make Polycrates’ kA€ oc
dependent upon the poet’s is an interpretative option available to us and to the
original audience. It is, of course, entirely possible that Polycrates was praised for
his great deeds of one kind or another in the lost, earlier part of the poem: but
regardless of the poem’s length, which is quite unknown to us, this must have
been quite some distance back in the poem, since it is not represented in the
portion known to us.

Especially, then, in the absence of any particular reference to the greatness or the
deeds of Polycrates, it is very easy for the reader or audience to conclude that we
should understand that Polycrates’ future fame will be the consequence of the
fame achieved by Ibycus for his own achievements in poetry. Whether or not we
ought to understand that Polycrates is being praised for his beauty, we may note
that this is to some extent implicit in the way in which the poet concludes his
treatment of the Trojan material with the young men famous for their beauty;
the treatment of the greatest heroes, Achilles and Ajax, gives way at the climax of
the Trojan section to the treatment of the most beautiful characters in the Trojan
epics, who were not celebrated for their deeds. Troilus, indeed, is known for
having been slain by Achilles. There is a possibility that the passage could be read
not (as Bacchylides) as a suggestion that the laudandus’ great deeds will bring him
perpetual kAéoc through poetry, but rather that the poet himself can give the
laudandus such k\éoc simply by composing songs about him, regardless of his
achievements or lack of them. By this type of reading, the poet’s power would
become exalted above that of the laudandus; he will be less an auxiliary to the
kAéoc of the laudandus achieved through great deeds, augmenting it with the

beauty of song and helping to ensure its preservation through time, and more the

7 CI. LSJ s.v. wc A.Ab.3, with citations from Homer on; and cf, Appendix 3, below.
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provider and transmitter of such k\éoc, which will result from his poetic skill and
attach to the laudandus almost as a kind of side-effect. The effect would be a
substantial movement in the “balance of power,” so to speak, between poet and
patron; a shift with dangerous encomiastic consequences, where the notion of
praising the great deeds of the laudandus threatens to disappear, and his benefit
from the song becomes simply the preservation of his name as a secondary effect
of the k\éoc attaching to the poet himself and his skill.%

It seems that, in connection with the reflection upon an archaic “theory of
equality” to which Hunter refers, Theocritus is concerned also with the
encomiastically dangerous aspects of the possible interpretations of archaic
“theories of kAéoc” which are especially visible in the Ibycus passage which has
Just been discussed, but the development of which could be perceived as latent in
the passages from Pindar and Bacchylides as well. Thus he seems to present
Simonides’ Thessalian patrons very much after the fashion of the most
“dangerous” interpretation (Theocritus’ chosen reception technique) of passages
from archaic poetry such as those just cited (such passages may, of course, have
included the poems of Simonides himself). The deeds and characteristics of the
Thessalian laudandi of Simonides have disappeared; their names have survived
by virtue of the activity of this 8eloc dot86¢ (the adjective emphasising the
crucial importance of his commemorative power).” These Thessalians in this
regard present a contrast with Hieron II, whom Theocritus will celebrate for his
battles against the Carthaginians, as Pindar celebrated Hieron I and his brothers
for their victories against the same foes, and as (we shall see) Simonides
celebrated the fighters of Plataea for their struggle against the barbarian.

Thus, on internal grounds Simonides’ commemoration of the Thessalians seems,
in Theocritus’ poem, to represent a place for reflection upon certain tendencies
present within archaic encomiastic poetry: the relation between his
commemorative power and their kAéoc presents the latter only in the form of

names. Bearing in mind what has been said about the way in which Theocritus’

“ The extent of the risk that the poem will be so read is greater if we translate, as (c.g.) Campbell
in the Loeb, “you too, Polycrates, will have undying fame as song and my fame can give it;” but I
have argucd against this reading where wc katd is read as governing both dotddv and épov
KAéoc¢ in Appendix 3, below.

" The choice between the readings 8etoc and 8etvde is not an obvious one here, but I agrec
with Gow (ad loc.) and Hunter 1996, 107 n.90, in preferring the former. The corruption, in
whichever direction, occurred in antiquity. Sce the treatment of Castelli 1996.
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poem aligns itself in certain respects with the propagandising strategy of Hieron
IL, it is worthwhile also to consider other responses to the question “yes, but for
what were these Thessalians famous?” The answer, not given within the poem, is
scarcely more promising: they were famous in particular for their Medising
activities during the Persian wars. Thus the Aleuads in particular are chiefly
known to us — and this must reflect at least an important aspect of what was
known of them in antiquity — as allies of the Great King. Herodotus records that
they invited Xerxes into Greece (Hdt. 7.6), although he later excuses the
Thessalians in general, on the grounds that the Medising was specifically the fault
of the Aleuads (Hdt. 6.172). The “sons of Aleuas,” Thorax, Eurypylus and
Thrasydeius, later appear as associates of Mardonius (Hdt. 9.58). This Eurypylus,
as we have seen, was a patron of Simonides, at least according to some part of
tradition;!" his brother, Thorax, commissioned Pindar’s earliest dated poem,
Pyth. 10, where the brothers are also mentioned in laudatory terms (uu.69-fin.).
Once more we see that the Thessalians appear the very opposite of a model to
follow or of analogous figures to the image which Hieron II would wish to
project.'”! In a poem which supports Hieron II’s attempt to present himself as
champion against the barbarians, using Pythian 1 with which to do so, the
exempla used to illustrate the power of Simonides’ poems to preserve kAéoc
include Thessalians who, at the time of Hieron II’s namesake, fought on the side
of the Mede.

This may seem almost perverse: Theocritus’ potential model Simonides ends up
as avaricious, and as the praiser of men whose deeds do not justify the praise
which he composed for them. After all, we might remember, Simonides was not
only famous for his avarice or for his commemoration of these particular patrons.
As well as encomia of rich men, he composed also songs which praised and
commemorated the heroes of the Persian Wars, and was sufficiently renowned
for this kind of commemorative activity that, as has been mentioned, epigrams on
the dead of those wars were attributed to him more or less as a matter of course.
There is scope for Simonides to be a model for the praise poet in a much more

positive way than this: especially in the circumstances of the propagandising self-

100 See above, section 4.5.

1%t Compare Hunter 1996, 103n.83, who points out a paradox in the way in which these
Thessalians are treated in lines which echo Simonides® clegy on Plataea; this idea of Hunter’s will
be developed further below. See also Kyriakou 2004, 239 with n.35.
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presentation of Hieron II and Theocritus® co-operation with his image-making,
as described above. As we shall see, however, it may be argued that Theocritus

himself uses this contrast between different ways of perceiving Simonides.
7. Simonides in Theocritus 16: allusions to elegy

Since the publication of P.0xy.3965, Theocritus 16 can be perceived as a good
test case for seeing the extent to which the discovery of new fragments of
Simonides can alter our picture of his reception later in antiquity.!®2 The allusion
to Simonides 11.17-18 W at Theocritus 16.45-6 was already identified in the
editio princeps of the former, and then discussed briefly by its editor, Peter Parsons,
in a subsequent article.!%3 Before we discuss this instance, however, it may be
worthwhile to spend a little time looking at another apparent instance of allusion
to Simonidean elegy within Theocritus 16 which has not previously been
observed.

In precisely the same part of the poem where the allusion to Simonides fr.11 W
has been identified, Theocritus associates Simonides with aspects of musical

performance:

el p1 Beloc dotdde 6 Kijtoc aidéra dovéwy

BdpBLTov éc moAlxopdov év dvdpdct Ok dvopacTolc

omhoTépoLc:

[The Thessalians would have been forgotten after death,] had not the godlike
poet of Keos, singing varied songs to the many-stringed barbitos, made them

known by name among later men.

The barbilos is a surprise. Elegy appears regularly though probably not invariably
to have been accompanied by the aulos,'* and what evidence we have might

seem to associate the barbitos with small-scale, sympotic and monodic melic

192 This is particularly the case since the best recent treatment of the poem, Hunter 1996, while of
course updated (o some extent to take account of the new material, gives the impression that it
was largely written beforchand, and the presence of allusions between Theocritus’ poem and the
new Simonidean elegy is acknowledged rather than much discussed.

1% Parsons 1992a, 31: Parsons 1992b, 10-12.

9% Sce, ¢.g., West 1974, 13-14, noting the caveat “it would be vain to assert that no onc sang
clegiacs to the lyre” (14); once one concedes that it was possible to sing elegy without aulot if one
so chosc or circumstances demanded it, the objections of Campbell (Campbell 1964) disappcar.
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poems rather than the choral lyric composed by Simonides. It is frequently
associated with Anacreon and sometimes the Lesbian poets.!% Again, both aié\a
and TOAUX0pSov might seem to represent the vocabulary of the “new music” of
the late fifth and fourth century, and are therefore perhaps surprising here. 10
Hunter comments that it is nevertheless possible that “aiéAa ¢pwvéwr BdpBLtov
éc molUxopdov [may be] indebted to a self-description by the poet,” and notes
the fact that an anonymous lyric poem seems to have begun aiéhov ¢pwv[.!07 The
reference is to a papyrus fragment which preserves the beginnings of several
poems, of which those that may be identified are by the Lesbian poets and
possibly Anacreon.! This collection of monodic lyric, it seems to me, is unlikely
to have contained the beginning of a poem of Simonides (though we may
certainly not be sure of this; Simonides’ choral lyrics were, after all, subsequently
performed monodically). However, since the publication of P.Oxy. 3965, another
possibility arises.

P.Oxp. 3965 fr. 7 is given by the first editor (Peter Parsons) as follows:

[
1 I
1 BapB [

] Tou [

Txellp [
J6u [

He comments that the traces following the second B in line 3 are suggestive of L
rather than a. A glance through the small number of possibilities for words
beginning BapB- suggests that we should expect one or the other of these, and
that, if we have not a, we should take this to be the name of the musical
instrument.!® West is (as regularly) more confident, putting into his text ideas

found in the apparatus to the editio princeps (fr. 29):

Il

195 Sce Hunter 1996, 101; West 1992, 56-9.

106 Sce Hunter 1996, 101.

197 Hunter 1996, 101 with n.72.

190 P. Mich. inv. 3498 recto = SLG 5286. The papyrus was written in the sccond century BC.
109 ¢f. Parsons 1992a, 39.
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St [
BapPi[T
ToU [
Kepd[
SumA

Caution is clearly appropriate, but we may nevertheless try to see what we may
find here. The traces which have been read kepd[ are by no means clear (on the
basis of the photograph from the P.0Oxy. website,!10 I would certainly have been
inclined to dot €). Nevertheless, it seems the most likely reading. For the possible
combination of ideas suggested by képd[oc and LT[\, Parsons compared Solon
13.73f., where the poet comments on the insatiability of men’s desire for wealth:
men who now have more than others seek twice as much. There, however, is no
reference to music. We may note the combination of the following factors: a) a
part of BdpBiToc in initial position;!!! b) its use in a context where wealth is
discussed or at any rate mentioned; c) the fact that we know on independent
grounds that this is a place where Theocritus has Simonidean elegy in mind in
any case (below); d) that the reference to this particular instrument is a priori not
particularly to be expected either in Simonidean elegy or in Theocritus.!'2 For
these reasons, while the need for caution should be acknowledged, it may
reasonably be supposed that Theocritus is likely here to be alluding to a passage
of Simonidean elegy, where the earlier poet probably treated to some extent the
relation between poetry and profit (or was at least capable of being so interpreted
by Theocritus with Simonides’ subsequent reputation to guide him), and that it is
this passage of Simonidean elegy which is represented by the meagre fragment
which has just been cited.

To what extent is this an interpretable allusion, on our present state of evidence?
Since, as has been pointed out and will be further discussed, this very same
passage has been identified as alluding to a different passage of Simonidean
elegy, it suggests to us that Theocritus’ poem is very dense and rich in its allusive

texture, with regard to Simonides as well as to Pindar, where we can more easily

¢ via www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk (viewed May 2006).

"' Though in neither hexameter or pentameter would this be a surprising place to put it.

"2 Not expected in Simonides: above; not expected in Theocritus: see Hunter 1996, 101, “the
barbitos makes its only appearance here in major Hellenistic poctry outside the Anthology.”
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observe it. This is what one would probably have imagined anyway. It suggests
that he may have used Simonidean passages which he perceived as treating the
relation between poetry and money, rather than basing his use of Simonides for
these purposes solely on the anecdotal tradition, though this is not an idea which
can be developed very far on this sparse evidence. We may, however, make a few
more conjectural observations. Firstly, in both places there appears to be an
element of cross-generic reference: the barbitos is associated with é different kind
of song/poem from either Simonides’ elegy or Theocritus’ hexameter poem. Was
Simonides alluding to a different poet, such as his contemporary Anacreon, who
is often associated with the barbitos? This is not impossible, though it does not
seem especially likely; otherwise, he may have been looking back at a poet from
the past as e.g. where he cites not only “Homer” but also Stesichorus as
authorities for his account of Meleager (564 PMG),''3 and thus appearing, in a
very Theocritean manner, to handle his present engagement with patronage
relations by retrojecting them into the past. Theocritus would then slot himself
into the story, so to speak, as the next link in the chain (we shall see that this is
what he does vis-a-vis Simonides’ self-positioning with respect to Homer, below).
We may note, finally, that the selection of musical instrument here, as well as
reflecting generic issues in the narrowly literary sense, will have functioned as an
ideological marker of differences in attitudes towards wealth which were
themselves partially encoded and reflected in literary genres. “If the chelys lyre
served as a metaphor for citizen status and education, and the kithara denoted
virtuoso professionalism, then the barbitos signified leisure and revelry above
else,” is the comment of a recent scholar of the iconographical tradition.!!# In its
association with the East Greek tradition, it can represent the values signified by
the words habrosyne and tryphe: as Alcaeus, Sappho and Anacreon themselves, it
may stand for the use of wealth for private luxury and elitist enjoyment, rather

than civic and public engagement.!15

'3 See above, section 1.6. East Greek monodic lyric, as represented by both the Lesbian poets
and by the contemporary Anacreon, was received with great interest in the Athens of Simonides’
time, as can be perceived from the interest of the pot painters: cf. Richter 1965, 1.69-72, 75-8; on
the basis of his popularity on painted pottery, Anacreon has been said “to have struck the popular
imagination like the young Mick Jagger” (Parsons 2001, 56; cf. Boardman and Kurtz 1986,
Bundrick 2005, 84-7).

1 Bundrick 2005, 21-2.

!5 This is discernible without the need to accept wholesale the schematic — though not for this
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So much is speculation: we may note, however, that given the ‘new musical’
vocabulary and the unlikely barbitos this was previously a natural place in which
to interpret according to an anecdotal tradition happy to indulge in anachronism
and ‘Kreuzung,” where now we can see that, while a degree of anachronism may
remain, the passage is in fact marked by interaction with words of Simonides
himself.

Already pointed out, and (because based on a much less fragmentary source text)
more readily interpretable is another allusion identified in the very same passage
of the poem. The passage of Theocritus quoted above (16.45-6) has been
perceived as alluding to lines of the largest of our fragments from Simonides’

treatment of the battle of Plataea (fr.11.14-18):

... ayxépayot Aavaol,
T 3 kd s ’ 4 kd 14
otcwy €T abalvaTtov kéxvTar khéoc av[dpoc] éknTi
oc map ftomhokdpwv 8éEato Miepidlwy
~ k) ’ \ 3 / t ’
macav akn]feinv, kal émwvupov om[Aotéplotciy
moine NulBéwv dxdpopov yeveR[v.
.. the close-fighting Danaans, upon whom undying kleos is poured on account
of that man who received all truth from the violet-haired Muses, and made

the short-lived race of demigods known by name to later men.

These lines, and my correction dyxépayot, are discussed elsewhere;!!6 the key
word 6m[AoTépJotcty was proposed by Hutchinson on the basis of the
Theocritean parallel before Parsons identified that P.Oxy. 2327 fr.27 col.i
provided the line-ends here, and has been universally adopted. There is a
question how to translate émdvupov, which does not elsewhere mean “famous;”
it is not hard to perceive, as Parsons, that it does mean this here, being thus
parallel to vopacTotc in Theocritus. Worth taking seriously, however, is the

alternative sense advocated by Capra and Curti, for whom we should understand

reason to be rejected — division of archaic cultural values into “clitist” and “middling” traditions,
where choral poetry is generally perceived as “middling” and monody “elitist,” for which see
Kurke 1999, “Introduction” (following Morris 1996) and passim. For Kurke, Simonides is read as
representing the “middling” tradition (Kurke 1999, 150-1 with n.53); it scems to me that, as
usual, his polyeidea makes him more slippery than this would allow. The elegiac fragments 21 and
22 W might scem to share in the atmasphere of enclosed, private Aabrosyne in a manner which
would not be true of much of his choral lyric and indeed some of the other clegiac material.

1% 8ee above, section 1.6, and Appendix 2.
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“known by the name ‘demigods.”!!7 In any case, the allusion to Simonides by
Theocritus has been widely recognised,!!® and scholars have broadly agreed on
its interpretation: where Simonides validates his commemorative activity by
referring back to the achievement of Homer in perpetuating the kA\éoc of the
Achaeans at Troy, Theocritus allusively adopts the same strategy for himself vis-
a-vis Simonides, before referring directly to Homer as well. Simonides is seen as
an authorising presence for Theocritus strategy of explaining the value of poetry
by reference to the success of past poets in preserving k\éoc, at the same time as
he is used as an example of one of these past poets. This is the argument from
similarity — similarity between Simonides’ project in the Plataea elegy and
Theocritus’ in the present poem.

Given the immediate context of the allusion, however, this argument from
similarity seems to require supplementation, because in a number of respects the
relation of the allusion to the context seems to be one of contrast. Within the
Plataea elegy, the Achaeans who were commemorated by Homer are those who
had defeated Troy: the fall of Troy has just been explicitly mentioned in the
poem. However, in Theocritus’ poem the Simonidean rhetoric is adapted to be
used in connection with Simonides’ Thessalian patrons, who, as we have noted
are presented in such a way that any achievements of theirs are passed over in
conspicuous silence. Further: in the Plataea elegy, as has been argued in chapter
1, the poet draws parallels between the Persian Wars and the Trojan War, and in
doing so he systematically re-presents the Iliad to his audience in a revisionist
account, made into an explicit morality tale in which Troy is punished for the
wickedness of Paris. The Thessalian patrons of Simonides, on the other hand, are
not known for their actions against “the barbarian:” quite the contrary, since
they included some of the most notorious medisers.!!?

Again, notwithstanding the caution which is proper where we deal with such a

small fragment, we may note that the allusion to Simonides fr.29 W, where the

17 Gapra and Curti 1995. We nced not accept their supplementation of the verb detce in 18 in
order to agree on émEVuRoV: an option would also be “he made the ‘shortlived race of demigods’
known as such to later men.” See also Kowerski 2005, 101n.194 (on p.195).

'8 In addition to the article of Parsons alrcady cited (Parsons 1992b), sce Rutherford 2001, 45
with n.59, Aloni 2001, 87. The most extensive study of the “new Simonides” in relation to
Theocritus 16 is Kyriakou 2004.

""" cf. Hunter 1996, 103 n. 83: “There is perhaps particular point in referring to the Aleuadai,
whose fricndly relations with the Persians were well known in history, through echoes of
Simonides” poem on the Greek dead at Plataca.”
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barbitos seems to be mentioned in conjunction with ideas to do with profit
(képdoc), seems to point in a rather different direction from the allusion to the
“Plataea elegy” as represented by fr.11 W, which is not a place where the
question of patronage and remuneration appears to be a factor. The barbitos
fragment might seem to operate through similarity with Theocritus’ treatment of
the Thessalians, while the Plataea elegy forms more of a contrast, inasmuch as
that the victors at Plataea are perceived as praised for great deeds, whereas the
Thessalians’ fame is purely a consequence of their expenditure of money on
Simonides.

The play of contrasts continues when we go on with Theocritus list of persons
whose fame has been assured by poetry: the idiosyncratic catalogue of Homeric
examples begins with “the chieftains of the Lycians, the long-haired sons of
Priam, Cycnus, ferale from his skin.” In Simonides, it is the Achaeans whose
commemoration by Homer is described by the poet, not the Trojans and their
allies; the sons of Priam have been named (fr.11.10), but form a contrast with the

Achaeans (the contrast is between unjust and just, Barbarian and Hellene).

8. Contrasting presentations of kAéoc in Theocritus 16

Generally, in fact, it seems that we can expand this pattern of contrast into the
poem more broadly, bearing in mind the way in which it has already been shown
that the passage concerning the Thessalians seemed not to fit with the ideological
pattern discernible by which Theocritus in other parts of the poem can be clearly
seen to affiliate himself with a pattern of self-presentation by Hieron II. Thus we
may note that the associations of the use of the Plataea elegy fit perfectly with the
aspirations of Hieron II: he will be a new champion against the barbarians, and
will be commemorated by Theocritus as the fighters at Plataea were
commemorated by Simonides. The Iliadic context of the Plataca poem is
conspicuously absent from the context in which it occurs (except inasmuch as
that Achilles was himself from Thessaly — but this seems in fact to emphasise the
contrast between those associated with great deeds, such as Achilles and Ajax in
u.74, and the Thessalians, about whose achievements Theocritus is silent). We
may put it in a slightly different way: the Simonidean allusion ‘should’ give a

sense which could be paraphrased as “As Homer commemorated the heroes of
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the Trojan war for their great deeds against the barbarians, so Simonides praised
the heroes of Plataea for theirs, and so shall [ praise you for yours.” However, in
fact we find the explicit allusion in the section concerning the Thessalians, where
the relevant analogy does not seem to hold, and it is only later in the poem that
we find the equivalent praise of Hieron, where the analogy between the different
poets’ instances of commemorative poetry is properly operative (uu.73ff.).

The contrast which has been identified is discernible on several overlapping
levels: in one respect, it is between praise as a commodity available according to
the wealth of the patron regardless of his other qualities, and praise motivated by
the great deeds which he has accomplished. Thus, at the crucial turning point in

the poem, we find the following (uu.64-7, 73-5):

Xatpétw beTic Totoc, dviptbpoc 8¢ ol ein
b 2 N \ ’ ¥ e 3 ’
apyvpoc, atel 8¢ mhedvwy €xot {pepoc aliTov.
k \ b \ /4 \ kA 4 ’
avTap €yw TLUNY Te€ Kal avBpamwy GLAGTHTA
-~ ¢ 7 e 7 € r
TOAGY NuLdvwy Te kal {Trwv mpbchev élolpay
€cceTal obToc drip dc éped kexpiiceT doLdod,
pé€ac fi Axthede Sccov péyac 7 Bapvc Alac
¢v mediw Cupdevtoc, 801 dpuyde fplov *Ihov.
Farewell to such as him [sc. the avaricious man], and may he have countless
silver, and desire for more ever possess him! For my part, I shall choose the

honour and friendship of men above many mules and horses

There will be that man, who has need of my song, having wrought such deeds
as great Achilles or grim Ajax, on the plain of Simois, where is the tomb of

Phrygian Ilus.

As has been described above, the curious denomination of wealth as “many
mules and horses” represents an allusion to the epinician composed by Simonides
for Anaxilas of Rhegium (515 PMG) and the anecdote concerning the avarice
which Simonides displayed at the time of its commission. The avaricious attitude
of Simonides, as displayed in that anecdote, is thus rejected in favour of a more

disinterested form of praise, motivated by great deeds against barbarians and
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compared with the greatness of the two Iliadic heroes who were “best of the
Achaeans.” Now we find something which corresponds to the subject matter of
the Plataea elegy in the way in which the immediate context of the allusion at
uu.45-6 failed to do. In the same manner as Simonides in the Plataca elegy,
Theocritus refers to the victories of these at Troy in a way which draws attention
to the parallelism between the Trojan war and the eastern barbarians of later
times: pre-Persian Wars sources do not call the Trojans “Phrygian,” which
practice is a consequence of the identification of the Trojans of the heroic past
with barbarians of the present.!20 Most importantly, Theocritus follows
Simonides in moving from Troy straight to the concerns of the present day: after

the passage quoted above, he continues thus (76-81):

161 viv doivikec OT NeXlwt SOvovTt

olketvTec ABlac dkpov chupdv éppiyaciy:

160 Bactdlovct Cupakdcerot péca dodpa,

ax0dpevot caxéecct Bpaxiovac itetvorciy

évd ailroic ‘Iépwv mpoTéporc {coc fpdecct

{ovvuTal, immelal 8¢ képuv ckidovely €beLpat.

Even now, the Phoenicians who dwell beneath the setting sun in the furthest
parts of Libya tremble; already Syracusans grasp the middles of their spears,
weighting their arms with wicker shields. And amongst them, Hieron, the
equal of the heroes of the past, girds himself and horsehair crests shadow his

helmet.

mpoTéporc {coc Npwecct was almost superfluous, since the precise correlation
between the heroes of the past and Hieron in the present day is strongly marked
in other ways, first by the strong 1i81 v0v, and then by the elaborately chiastic

arrangement, which suggests also that the Phoenicians correspond to the Trojans

of old (74-81):

(A) Achilles & Ajax (B) the plain of Simois (C) Phrygian
(c) Phoenician (b) Libya a) Hieron & Syracuse

120 Sce Hall 1988, Hall 1989, 38-9. Homer knows the Phrygians as allies of the Trojans: but Hus
was a Dardanid, and (as his name might suggest) as Trojan as you can get.
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The phrase v fellwi 0vovTL has worried some, and is explained by the
scholia as motivated by the need to distinguish the Phoenicians of the West from
those in Tyre; Gow comments that “it would be possible also to read a symbolic
meaning into the setting sun of Carthage.” In context, however, the main point is
clear: the Phoenicians are identified as being in the West because they are the
western counterparts of the Trojans of the East, just as, using the Plataea elegy as
an intertext, they are the western counterparts of the Persians of the early fifth
century as well.

The sequence xatpéTw... adTdp €yd... has been interpreted as an allusion to
Simonides’ Plataea elegy (compare fr.11.19-20 W).12! This is certainly a possible
reading, though it is also possible to treat it as a shared usage of a topos. Both
Simonides and Theocritus use the hymnic formula as a way of giving the
impression that they are now moving to the main subject matter of the song: in
Simonides’ case, he is moving from the introductory hymn to Achilles to the
material concerning Plataea, and in Theocritus’ case he is moving to the praise of
Hieron which immediately follows the quoted sections.'22 For the reader who is
already thinking of Simonides, the use of these hymnic formulas, while their
reference need not be construed as specifically Simonidean, will point towards
Simonides’ similar use of the same motifs, and will perhaps draw attention to the
similar way in which Theocritus uses Achilles and the Trojan war as an analogue
for Hieron II, where Simonides had used the same as an analogue for Pausanias
of Sparta and the Greeks who fought at Plataea. As with the echo of Simonides’
appeal to Homer, discussed above, the difference would be that, while Simonides
appeals to Homer and the Trojan war, Theocritus’ use of similar motifs suggests
that he has not only Homer but also Simonides himself as a predecessor. 23
Simonides as an exemplum, therefore, seems to stand on both sides of a divide: in
his relations with the Thessalians he is associated with avarice, as with the

references to the anecdotes of the two boxes and the epinician for Anaxilas of

121 Rutherford 2001, 45 with n.59.

"2 G Appendix 3, on the use of the kat ¢6 formula at the end of Ibycus S151 PAIGF (= 282
FALG). On the structure of the Plataca clegy, sce above, chapter 1, especially sections 1.2 and 1.4
"2 Rutherford 2001, 45 n.59, suggests that Theocritus “reapplics [the formulas xaipe and adTap
€Y6] o two types of patron,” which scemis to me not quite right, since u.67 appears not only to
be a rejection of meanness of potential patrons but also of avarice on the part of the pocet:
Theocritus is making a choice about his own behaviour, and not just about his choice of patrons.
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Rhegium. On the other hand, Theocritus is able to go to other elements of
Simonides in order to use him as a model for disinterested praise with pan-
Hellenic associations with warfare against the barbarian: the key moment where
we can discern (from our incomplete knowledge) the clash between the two
images is at 44-6, where the Simonides of the Plataca elegy is the object of
allusion in a passage which in fact treats the Thessalians. The tension created by
this clash may be seen as to some extent resolved at 64ff.: Theocritus rejects the
covetous Simonides (in the form of a pointed rejection of the implied behaviour
of the poet in relation to Anaxilas of Rhegium, through the allusion to the story
known from Atristotle) along with the notion of the mean patron, and proceeds to
treat Hieron II more directly.

The movement here can be described in terms of the already mentioned pattern
of contrasts in a number of overlapping ways: a) a movement from avarice on the
part of the poet to his desire to celebrate great deeds; b) a movement from
patrons viewed negatively (the miserly rich) to patrons viewed positively (one who
will welcome the poet and do him honour, specifically Hieron) c) a movement
from less suitable Homeric models (Trojans and allies, Odyssean figures) to the
most heroic and appropriate for celebrating battles against non-Greeks (Achilles
and Ajax): there is an extent to which we might perceive this as a movement from
Odyssean to Iliadic, or at any rate from non-lliadic to Iliadic (see below); d) a
movement from a perception of Simonides associated with his avarice and
especially his relations with Thessalian patrons to poetry which (having
specifically alluded to it) follows the example of his Plataea elegy by using the
"Trojan war as an analogue for a contemporary war against non-Greeks.

Taking his cue, therefore, from Simonides’ practice in the Plataca elegy,
Theocritus develops a pattern of similarity between Hieron and the greatest
heroes of the Iliad, Achilles and Ajax. As stated, the contrast can also be
expressed otherwise; in part, Theocritus presents us with a division of the idea of
Simonides into two parts, but in part this distinction between positive and
negative models of commemorative poetry can also be perceived as a split within
the epic tradition. We may note in particular how, in uu.48-57, Theocritus, while
working with the notion of kK\éoc conferred by the poet essentially regardless of
the merit of the person commemorated, emphasises the commemoration by

Homer of, first (from the point of view of the pan-Hellenising, chauvinist reading
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of Homer of the Plataea elegy) the ‘wrong’ heroes: the chieftains of the Lycians,
the sons of Priam, and Cycnus. There then follow Odysseus and other Ithacan
characters of the Odyssey, and Odysseus is presented not as the crafty and loyal
fighter at Troy but as the hero of the wandering parts of the Odyssey. Later,
however, we find Achilles and Ajax, better heroes to use for the idea that the poet
preserves the memory of great deeds — or in any case, the sort of great deeds
which form a good analogy for the praises of a king who would lead an army
against a barbarian enemy, as Hieron. It may be seen, therefore, that the same
general pattern of contrast can perhaps also be mapped on to a contrast based on
the distinction between “Iliadic” and “Odyssean” modes of heroism which was
especially associated with the question of which hero should receive the arms of
Achilles: on the one hand we have Odysseus, on the other Achilles and Ajax.
This is of interest partially because it shows that the reading advocated here,
which has been reached through analysis of the different ways in which
Theocritus uses Simonides, is one which can be seen as readily compatible with
that of Sbardella, who reads similar patterns of contrast according to a privileging
of Pindar’s Nemean 7 in the dense network of allusions contained within
Theocritus 16, noting the treatment of Ajax and Odysseus, deception and poetry

which is found in uu.17-31 of that song.12¢

9. Conclusions

We may begin by concentrating on the element of the poem which is our
principal concern: the presentation of Simonides. We may note, first, that in the
pattern of contrasts which has been described here, Simonides has a place on
both sides. His presentation is thus certainly not straightforward: he represents
both avarice and disinterested praise. Theocritus’ poem shows us more than that
Simonides is ‘good to think with’ when it comes to questions concerning
patronage and remuneration (though that is certainly the case). It also shows us
that, in the present poem at any rate, the qualities which are attributes of the
figure ‘Simonides’ may not be associated exclusively with the tradition of

anecdotes: Theocritus’ treatment of Simonides features interaction with

121 Sbardclla 2004.
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anecdotes and poems together. Nor does it seem very satisfactory to reduce this
to another element in the list of overlapping contrasts which I have used as an
interpretative tool above, such that the avaricious Simonides can be confined to
anecdote, and the Simonides of the commemoration of great deeds confined to
the poems themselves. In fact, as far as we can tell, the interlocking of poems and
anecdotes seems to be too thoroughgoing for that. Surely one of the reasons for
this is in fact that the anecdotes and the poems, from the point of view of
Theocritus, who had access to a great amount of Simonidean poetry which we
have lost, were not fully separable from each other. The anecdotal tradition did
not seem, from the point of view of a learned poet in the early third century, to
have developed separately from the reading of the poems (along parallel lines, so
to speak) but rather was intertwined with the poems and included readings of
them. Thus Theocritus’ poem treats allusion to Simonidean anecdote and to
Simonides’ poems together: the two produce a composite ‘Simonides,” but this
‘Simonides’ is sufficiently complex to be capable of standing on both sides of
Theocritus’ presentation of contrasting perceptions of the role of the poet in
providing kA€oc to paying patrons. Theocritus’ ‘Simonides’ is both the master of
commemoration who is seen especially in the traditions and poems by which he
is associated with the Persian Wars, and the cynical, canny and avaricious poet
who will gladly take the shilling of such patrons as the Thessalians and Syracuse’s
Greek enemy at the time of the Persian Wars, Anaxilas of Rhegium. He is both
the provider of a vocabulary and strategy of the justification of poetry as the
provider of justly earned k\éoc for great deeds, and the instantiation of what
happens when this strategy is ignored in favour of commemoration of the highest
bidder, regardless of his achievements or lack thereof. For this reason, Theocritus
16 can be seen as a especially illustrative moment in the ancient reception of
Simonides: a kind of compendium of ways of perceiving a poet who has become
a complex and to some extent contradictory amalgam of conceptions, difficulties,
Justifications and problematisations of the réle of the poet within the world in
which he lives, and in which his followers live.

In terms of the interpretation of Theocritus 16 as a whole, how should we
perceive the “pattern of contrasts” which has been outlined above? In a way, it
constitutes a systematised way of observing that Theocritus presents a number of

different attitudes towards the problems which he treats, which are capable of
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being grouped and described according to a binary model, where one group of
passages or of features of the poem is opposed to another. It is perhaps best
perceived as a kind of strategy of reading, one of whose merits is that it allows us
to recognise the poem as being interpretable as a real encomium of Hieron II,
who will be, we may understand, a man of great deeds, and whose great deeds
will attract disinterested praise, as Simonides gave to the fighters at Plataea,
rather than avaricious opportunism of the sort associated with Simonides’
relations with his Thessalian patrons and with Anaxilas of Rhegium. This is what
we might wish to find, given the care with which, as has been described, the
poem interacts with and supports the propagandistic pattern which we can
discern in Hieron’s self-presentation. The advantage of perceiving the poem
according to the model of dichotomy which has been advocated here is therefore
that it allows Theocritus to present his (frankly alarming and potentially
inapposite) thoughts about the difficulties of patronage, but also to be seen as
providing real praise to Hieron IL. The dichotomy is not, I believe, simply a
convenient fiction of mine (I claim that these contrasts are features of the text,
and not simply my imports into it), but it is a way of reading which involves a
degree of schematisation of the way in which the poem communicates by and
through the variety of voices to which reference was made at the beginning of
this treatment.

However, like all schematisations it is a better servant than master, and it is fitting
here to draw attention to some of the respects in which Theocritus 16 cannot be
totally described within the boundaries of the set of oppositions which has been
articulated here. As an example, let us consider the prayer for peace after
successful war against the Carthaginians which comes close to the end of the

poem (90-98):

dypove & épydlovTo TebardTac ai & dvdpiBuo
MLV Xlddec BoTdval Stamiavbelcal

ap medlov BANXGLrTO, Bdec & AyeAndov éc adhy
épxbpevar ckmaiov émicemedborev 68{Tav:

vewol § ékmovéovTat moTl cmépov, dvika TéTTLE
motpévac évdiove Tedpuaypévoc UL SEvdpwy

kd ~ 3 kA 7’ ka 7’ b |4 b ’
Aaxel €V akpepoveccLy: apdyxvia 8 elc 6T apayvat
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AemTa StacticawvTo, Bodc & éTL und Svop elm.

WMoV & “Iépwvt k\éoc popéoter dotdol ...

May [their Greek former masters] till the flourishing fields, while thousands of
sheep, grown fat on the pastures, bleat on the plain, and the cattle gathered in
herds on their way to the stable hurry the twilight traveller home. Let the
furrows be worked for the sowing-time, while the cicada sings high in the
topmost branches of the trees, keeping watch over the mid-day shepherds, and
let spiders stretch out their subtle webs on the weapons, and let the name of
the war-cry be no longer heard. And let the singers bear the elevated fame of

Hieron...

"This passage alludes to the surprising hymn to peace which was found at the end
of the Paean of Bacchylides represented by the overlapping frr. 22 and 4 (as such,
the poem ‘completes the set’: Simonides, Pindar and Bacchylides),!2® while in its
variety of rural scenes it recalls also the most celebrated source-text of the bucolic
tradition, i.e. the shield of Achilles at Jliad 18.483-fin.: the present passage is a
kind of ecphrasis in the optative mood. We may note that the eirenic aspects are
emphasised: the shield includes a pair of lions attacking the cattle,!26 where the
cattle here (in the evening rather than the morning) encounter only an apparently
innocent traveller, whom they can speed on his way themselves without need of
assistance. Again, the explicitly eirenic imagery of 96-7 is prepared for in the
image of the TéTTLE... meduhaypévoc: the country people need no other guard.

Most remarkable, however, is the wish expressed in 97: Bodc & €Tt pund Svop

€ln. “Let there be no name of ‘war-cry’” may seem a surprising statement in a
poem which represents itself as the praise of a king who will be a great warrior,
especially where it is followed in the next line by the idea that Hieron’s kAéoc
may be carried far and wide by bards, who might be expected to carry the story
of his successful war-making (note the contrast with the Bacchylidean model,
where there is no sound of the trumpet, but it is not suggested that the name

“trumpet” will be forgotten, i.e. that nobody will talk about previous wars). This

125

Gow ad 96. In particular, Bacchylides’ poem provides the spiders and, corresponding to the
absence of battle cries in Theocritus, the absence of trumpet calls. On the startling and probably
innovative cncomium to Peace in this Pacan, seec Machler 2004, 225-7, where he rightly
comments that what we sce here looks much more like what we might cxpect to find in
Peloponnesian war literature.

126 11. 18.579-86.
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might be passed over as simply an exuberant way of expressing the peacefulness
of the scene after Hieron’s fighting has been successfully completed, if it did not

so clearly constitute a return to themes of the earlier part of the poem (uu.44-6,

48-50):

€l un Betoc dotdoc 6 Ko aléra dwvéwr
BdpBiTov éc mohbxopBov év dudpdct Ok dvopacTove

omhoTépoLc:

Tic 8 dv dpietfiac Avkiwv moTé, Tic KopdwrTac
Hpraptdac fy 8 vv dmo xpotdc Kikvov Eyvw,
€l pi duAémBac mpoTépwy Gpmcav dotdol:
[They would have gone unremembered,] had not the godlike poet of Keos

made them known by name to later men.

Who would have known of the great deeds of the Lycians, and who of the
long-haired sons of Priam, or Cycnus, female from his skin, if bards had not

sung the battle-cries of men of the past?

The very theme of the preservation of KAéoc through poetry has already been
presented to us in a way where (using a different noun) the continued
remembrance of wars is expressed through the repetition of battle-cries, and the
fame of those who are celebrated in poetry through the preservation of names.

The lines where the peaceful countryside is described are the ones most easily
seen as a kind of proto-pastoral; by any reading they form a strong contrast with
the military tone of the description of Hieron among his warriors which precedes.
The prayer for the forgetting of war-cries is closely and surely not coincidentally
tied into this bucolic aspect of the lines by the close echo which may be observed
between Béec in u.92 and Bodc in the same metrical position in u.97: batile is no
part of the world of catle. In the same line as the rejection of the battle-cry, we
find the keyword of Callimachean aesthetics, AeTéc, applied to the meta-poetic
looking weaving spiders, and the impression is that of the familiar contrast
between bombastic, martial poetry and the lighter touch favoured by the new

poetry of the third century. This contrast is borne out as we proceed: the “lofty
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fame” (UynAov kAéoc) of Hieron seems to contrast with the sound of the (very
clearly metapoetic) cicada, “high up” ((xpd01) in the branches of the tree, and the
impression is enhanced by the extent of Hieron’s fame: to the barbarian and
urban setting “across the Scythian sea, and where Semiramis cemented the broad
wall with tar and reigned as queen.”

This is a surprising way in which to say “everywhere.” One may be reminded of
Callimachus’ association of the bombastic and false in poetry with the Euphrates
(Hymn 2.108ff). The reader may be left with the uncomfortable feeling that the
proper telling of Hieron’s martial deeds is ultimately incompatible with the
eirenic vision of the peaceful circumstance which they should produce. At this

point, we might wish to look carefully at the lines which follow (uu.101-3):

€lc pev éyd, molobe 8¢ Aude diréorTt kal dAhode

Buyatépec, Tolc mact pélot CikeMy ApéfoLcav

Upvely cbv haolct kal aixpntiv Iépova.

I'am one, and the daughters of Zeus love many others also; may it please them

to sing of Sicilian Arethusa with her people and the spear-bearer Hieron.

In the light of the aspects of the eirenic, bucolic prayer which has preceded, how
should we read this? It is certainly capable of being read as a gesture of
humility.!?” Theocritus is not the only poet, and it will in any case be an
appropriate response to Hieron’s achievements if they are commemorated by
many, and not just one. Nevertheless, if we have observed the subtle ways in
which Theocritus has suggested an incompatibility between the eirenic vision of
the countryside and the commemoration of battle, it is available to us to read in a
different way: the poet might in fact be suggesting that, once he has reached the
end of his poem, he can see that in the end singing of Hieron’s triumphs is not
compatible with his own, smaller-scale and more pastoral and peaceful aesthetic.
Seen in this manner, the lines would be less like encomium and more like
recusatio: finally the poet realises that praising the future military victories of

Hieron will not be for him, and suggests that someone else do it (since, after all,

'*7 See Kyriakou 2004, 235, who also compares cpic models for the Muses as patrons of all
singers. Kyriakou’s paraphrase assumes the reading péket in u.102; but she subsequently (p.243)
prints péxot, which is surely the betier reading (though both are transmitted).
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there are many poets).

This is certainly not the only way in which these passages can be read; nor does it
contradict or render unhelpful the way of reading I have explored above, where
the poem is shown to be interpretable as an encomium that Hieron II could be
pleased to hear or read. It does show that, in the variety of imagery and voices
which we find in the poem, such a reading will never exhaust the possibilities for

ambiguity and subtle polysemy.
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Appendix 1: Naeke’s Law in Simonides’ elegiacs.

Here, I set out to what extent we can see whether Simonides’ elegiac hexameters
conform with “Naeke’s Law” (that “bucolic diaeresis,” i.e. word end at the end of
the fourth foot, may not be preceded by a spondaic fourth foot; or, to put it
another way, that word end may not follow contracted fourth biceps!). I omit
epigrams, as being a different form from extended elegiacs, and in any case
mostly of doubtful attribution, and I omit frr.25 and 26 W as being also
potentially epigrammatic or non-Simonidean. All numeration is according to
1EG2,

In 43 hexameters, preserved in variously fragmentary states, one may determine
whether or not the complete line contained bucolic diaeresis:

3.12,9, 1111, 11.13, 11.15, 11.17, 11.19, 11.21, 11.23, 11.27, 11.29, 11.31,
11.33, 11.35, 11.37, 11.39, 11.41, 14.7, 14.9, 15.1, 15.3,16.2, 19.2, 19.4, 20.5,
20.7, 20.9, 20.11, 21.3, 21.5, 21.7, 22.1, 22.3, 22.5, 22.7, 22.9, 22.11, 22.13,
22.15, 23, 24, 64.7, 64.9.

Of these, 19.2 should be discounted, not being of Simonides’ composition but a
quotation from the Iliad (6.146), which leaves 42 hexameters. Of these 42, there
are 16 in which we can see that bucolic diaeresis does not occur (i.e., the rate at
which bucolic diaeresis occurs in lines where this may be determined is ca.
62%)2:

9, 1119, 11.21, 11.31, 14.7, 14.9, 20.5, 20.11, 21.5, 21.7, 22.1,22.5,22.7, 22.15,
64.7, 64.9.

In the 26 lines in which we can see that bucolic diaeresis does occur, I count two
in which we cannot determine from the remains of the lines whether it was
preceded by dactyl or spondee: 11.27 and 11.29. There remain 24 lines in which
it is possible to say a) that ‘bucolic diaeresis’ occurred and b) whether or not

Naeke’s law applies:

I Cf. West 1981, 154-5.

* A word of caution: where only part of the end of a line survives, it may be more likely that it will
be possible to say only ‘this line may have contained bucolic diaeresis’ or ‘this line cannot have
contained bucolic diacresis’, and less likely that one will be able to say ‘this line certainly did
contain bucolic diacresis’. This may have caused lines in which the phenomenon did not occur to
be proportionately over-represented by comparison with the results as they would have been had
cach linc been completely preserved.
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3.12, 11.11, 11.13, 11.15, 11.17, 11.23, 11.33, 11.35, 11.37, 11.39, 11.41, 15.1,
15.3,16.2,19.4,20.7, 20.9, 21.3, 22.3, 22.9, 22.11, 22.13, 23, 24.

In none of these cases is Naeke’s law in fact infringed. Accordingly, while the
sample size is still fairly small (only twenty-four hexameter verses where it may be
determined both that ‘bucolic diaeresis’ occurs and whether or not Naeke’s Law

is observed), it would seem preferable to avoid supplementing a spondaic fourth

foot before word end.
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fr.11.13-14:!
Tol 8¢ MOV mépcavTec doldipov [olkad {lkovTo

€€oxot Npldwy dyépaxor Aavaoi[

13 suppl. West (init., ot 8¢ w6A]v iam Parsons), kai Tpoinlv Lobel, Luppe; oikad suppl.
Parsons coll. 7L1.19; 14 init. suppl. Capra & Curti, Tpldwy, (dépTaTol) fipldwy tent.
Parsons. ayépaxot P.0xy.3965 p.c., ayepdyor a.c. Aavaoi[ incertum an uersus sit finis, i.c.
Aavaoic legi possit (Parsons).

Having sacked the song-famed city, they made their homecoming, the

Danaan battle leaders, outstanding among heroes.

mOAL]Y is preferable to Tpoin]v, since the adjective dol8Lpov identifies the city
as Troy through its Homeric associations: it is used once only in Homer at
11.6.358, where Helen explains to Hector that their bad fortune will make them a
subject of song for future generations.?

€foxot Npldwv is attractive because the Homeric phrase on which it would have
been based, | éEoxov Tpdwy, is used only of Achilles by Thetis, in a memorable
line of the Iliad repeated from her lament to the Nereids to her lament to
Hephaestus (18.56 = 18.437): éEoxov fipdwv 6 & avédSpaper pvet Leoc. This
is appropriate, since it enhances the Achillean flavour and the ‘short life’ motif,
As he does more explicitly in u.18 by way of the word dkOpopov, Simonides
takes a word especially associated with Achilles, his mother and his short life and
reapplies it to the whole army at Troy.3 Capra and Curti did not observe this,
explaining only that the expression is Homeric; it considerably strengthens their
case.*

As Rutherford ad loc. points out, there are some “spectacular redeployments of

! Numerations from IEG?. A text with apparatus including more recent suggestions (compiled by
D. Sider) is available in Boedeker and Sider 2001. Photos with Parons 1992a, Boedeker and Sider
2001, and on the P.Oxy. website via www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk.

2 Lloyd-Jones 1994.

3 WKUPOPOC in its passive sense (‘soon to perish’} is used in the Ifiad only by Thetis of Achilles:
1.417, 18.95, 18.458, and also, in the superlative, 1.505. The active sense (‘bringing rapid death’)
occurs once at 15.441 (of Teucer’s arrows). CIf. Sbardella 2000, 6.

! Capra and Curti 1995, 28. It should also be noted that €Eoxov Npdwv occurs on both occasions
in initial position, i.c. it occupies the part of the hexameter cquivalent to the first half of a
pentameter; the other parallel which they cite is less strong, since there (11.2.483) the phrase
€Eoxov Npdeccy | oceurs at the end of the line (describing Agamemnon).
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epic language” going on here.

ayepaxot apparently caused the scribe of P. Oxp. 3965 (our only source here)
some difficulty; he initially accentuated it wrongly, and either the same scribe or
a later corrector made a deletion mark on the accent over the second alpha and
replaced it on the epsilon. His difficulty is understandable and has been shared by
modern scholars. The word dyépayoc is unattested other than here and in
Hesychius.® Hesychius glosses 1yépaxoc (Ionic) as moAepdpxoc. Parsons
confesses his bafflement at the sudden intrusion of a Doric form.” We might
conjecture that Simonides uses a special Spartan word, perhaps as a response to
patronage by Pausanias, but this is not very plausible: normally genre takes
precedence over chauvinistic sentiment in this regard (Tyrtaeus wrote in Ionic,
after all).? Pavese comes up with a variety of strategies by which to explain the

transmitted text, and since his is the fullest treatment of the problem, it is quoted

at length:®

Quanto ad a panellenico (che Parsons dichiara di non poter spiegare), esso
puo essere spiegato come a impurum in poesia attica, cf. composti con seconda
componente -ayoc, -ayétac, p.es. Sim.105D. ‘EA\dvov apxayéce
(Pausanias), A. Sepr. 999 dpxayérac, specialmente frequente in termini
militari (v. Bjork 66, 136-138, 291-293), oppure come a composizionale
residuale (v. Pavese 1972, 65; Pavese 1974, 84-93), nel senso che Simonide
compose I'elegia in fonetica continentale e questa fu poi attico-ionicizzata in
ambiente attico (v. Pavese 1972, 61-74). Le due spiegazioni possono
coincidere, in quanto la fonetica continentale fu conservata in quelle parole
in cui tale fonetica era stata adottata anche dalla poesia attica (Pavese cit.).
Secondo questa spiegazione, I'elegia fu prima commissionata da Spartani e
recitata in ambiente laconico e fu poi attico-ionicizzata nella trasmissione in

ambiente attico durante il V sec. I celebri epigrammi di Simonide per le

5 Rutherford 2001, 44.

Y Parsons 1992a, 30.

7 Parsons 1992a, 30.

8 It may be that Bacchylides sometimes ‘over-rode’ the generic expectations of melic poetry in
order to exploit the Homeric resonances of some Ionic forms: v. Maehler 2003, XVII-XIX;
Irigoin in Irigoin, Duchemin and Bardollet 1993, XLIX-LIII. This phenomenon in Bacchylides
was drawn to my attention by Peter Agécs. Capra 2005, 119 suggests that for Simonides’ public
ayépaxot would have been ‘un aggettivo prezioso e aulico.”

Y Pavese 1993, 12.
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vittorie sui Persiani presentano fonetica in parte continentale, in parte
ionicizzata, perché furono anch’essi composti in continentale e poi raccolti ad

Atene (imparati nelle scuole e recitati nei simposi attici durante il V sec.).

A. Sept. 999 is an unfortunate choice of example, being almost certainly to be
deleted as a gloss on the previous line.!0 Both Hutchinson and West (attempting
to regularise the divergent usages found in Aeschylus’ chaotic ms. tradition) print
the transmitted verse as Etedk\erc dpxnyéra.ll

It strikes me as surprising that only one ‘residual’ Doric alpha should have
survived in this way (although of course our sample size is rather small). In any
case, it seems to be the case that, in elegy, genre is a more important issue than
either chauvinism or milieu of original performance, at least with regard to
Doricisms (though Atticisms may have crept in, this is Atticism of what ‘should’
be non-Attic Ionic forms, not Atticism of Doric forms).12

While of course we should be cautious about dealing with that which we do not
understand by wishing it away, I find it highly likely that Simonides wrote
dyxépaxot.” The word has a good Homeric pedigree, occurring in the Iliad
qualifying Muppi86vec (three times) and Mucol (once), in the nominative plural
as here.!* It is commonly found in association with ethnics, as in these Homeric
uses and at [Hes.] Aspis 25. While the adjective is not found qualifying Aavaol in
what survives of archaic poetry, it is twice so used by Quintus of Smyrna, whose
uses may be a reminiscence of this elegy.! It is probably to be read in a Persian
wars epigram attributed to Simonides (‘Simonides’ 14 FGE) but the true

authorship of this inscriptional epigram from the temple of Aphrodite on the

19 See Hutchinson 1985 ad loc., West 1990, 125.

" Hutchinson 1985, West 1998; for the difficultics of choosing between a and n and the
inconstancy of the ms. tradition, see West 1998, XX VIT.

'? cf. West 1974, 77-8: the carlicr elegists (including Tyrtacus) use Ionic proper, although in
Tyrtacus’ case there are some Doric alphas, but in later clegists such as Solon this may be mixed
with Atticisms. Page 1936 postulated an independent tradition of Pcloponnesian clegy,
accounting for the puzzling Doric forms at Eur. Andr. 1031, But if this were accepted, it would
account for a predominantly or largely Doric clegy, rather than an isolated Doric form. Cf. the
note above concerning dialect in Bacchylides.

13 The use of dyxépaxwv at ‘Simonides’ 14 FGE is noted by Rutherford 2001, 39. He does not
appear (o be suggesting an emendation. Poltera 1997, 409 and 535, ‘corrects’ the dialect to
Nyépaxot.

'* The word docs not occur in the Odyssey.

"7 Q.S. 4.91 (acc. pl.) and 6.600 (gen. pl.).
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Acrocorinth is uncertain, and our sources differ on this word.!6

The sense is unproblematic, and might be connected with the disparaging
description of the archer Paris a few lines earlier in the elegy: it is more
courageous to fight hand-to-hand than to arch from a safe distance. For this idea
in a Persian wars context, the epigram just cited provides a parallel: the
Corinthians (the epigram was in the temple of Aphrodite on the Acrocorinth) are
dyxépaxot, while the Medes are described as Tofodpdpot. Regardless of
authorship, this epigram may safely be regarded as composed around the same
time as Simonides’ elegy, and clearly shows the contrast between Hellene and
Mede in terms of close-fighting/bow-fighting (with very much the same sort of
pan-Hellenic chauvinist spirit which I have attributed to Simonides’ account:
note the juxtaposition Midotc "EAAdvwv in the last line).

In this context, it may be added that the word was almost certainly used at least

once in surviving archaic elegy (Archilochus 3W = Plut. Thes. 5.2-3):

N ” b3 ’ ~ \ ’ ~ ¥
oL & "APavtec éxeipavto mpdToL TOV Tpdmov TODTOV... dvTec
TOAEPLKOL Kal
ayxépayot
\ 4 \ 7 b -~ bl -~ -~ 3 4
Kal pdAicta 8n mdvtev elc yelpac &Peicdar Tolc evavtiolc
HepadnkéTec, we papTupel kai, Apxiloxoc év TodTotc:
oUTot MOAN émi TéEa TavicceTat, ovde Baperal
chevBovar, €T dv 81) pdlov *Apne cuvdynt
év medlwr Eudéwr 8¢ TorlcTovor EcceTat €pyov:
TavTne yap kelvol ddpovéc elct pdyme

decméTar EdBoinc SovpikhuTol.

' Most attributions of inscriptional epigrams to Simonides are made in the third century BC or

later: the Jiterary tradition of this epigram seems to go back as far as Theopompus (FGrH
115F285b), who seems to be the source for £ Pindar 0L13.32b, which preserves AyXepdywy as
the oldest version of the text. The attribution to Simonides probably goes back to Timacus (FGrH
566F10: Simonides’ name cannot have been given by Theopompus, since the scholiast on Pindar
does not know it; it must therefore have come from Timaeus). cf. Page ad loc., who concludes,
pessimistically, by positing a text consisting of several inscriptional epigrams circulating under
Simonides’ name from the latter part of the fourth century, and gradually becoming augmented
by later matcrial before it comes into the hands of Meleager, who attributes several epigrams to
Simonides which must be later than the fourth century. The alternative possibility, of course, is
that the Sylloge was compiled well into the Hellenistic period, and that Timacus is therefore
getting Simonides” name from a different source (local Corinthian tradition?), in which casc
Timacus’ evidence would be free of the taint of the Sylloge and could be regarded as likely to be
true. In his introduction to ‘Simonides’ FGE 26, Page appears to contradict his comments on FGE
14, and cxpresses doubt as to whether a Splloge was in circulation before the Hellenistic period.
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The Abantes were the first to cut their hair short in this way... being warlike
and “close-fighting” and most expert of all in advancing into hand-to-hand, as
Archilochus testifies:

There won’t be many bows stretched, and there won’t be many slings, when
Ares brings the struggle together on the plain, but the work of many groans
will be done with the sword: that’s the kind of warfare in which they excel, the

spear-famed lords of Euboea.

dyxépaxot is a poetic word and occurs only here in Plutarch; most likely this is
expressed as it were in quotation marks. Plutarch is quoting a word in the text of
Archilochus in front of him, and it was Archilochus who originally used the word
of the Abantes. Plutarch’s next phrase (kal pdiicra... pepadnkoTec) is his gloss
on the quotation.

Returning to Simonides, the omission of one letter somewhere in transmission is
paleographically unsurprising enough (the papyrus predates the widespread
systematic use of rough and smooth breathings, which are supplied in only two
places in the surviving parts of the book, and not on this word); if the corrector of
P.0xp.3965 is identical with its scribe (Parsons thinks that the main scribe was
responsible for some of the corrections, but is uncertain about this one), the error
will already have been present in his exemplar, since it seems unlikely that the
same person would have corrected the accentuation and yet not noticed the
omitted letter. The presence of fyépaxoc in the lexicographical tradition
probably derives from another source, since Hesychius usually gives citations in
the number and case in which they are found, but gives the nominative singular
here (the word is not in itself unlikely). It is also possible that it is due to
‘correction’ of a'yépayol away from the Doric form created by the corruption. If
s, it is fortunate that this false ‘correction’ was not already present in our sole
witness, since if the papyrus had read nyépaxot the original corruption would

probably have been undetectable.
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Ibycus 282 PMG (S151 SLG = PMGF)

The end of this poem (poem-end is indicated by coronis in P.Oxy. 1790 and
followed by blank space; from the end of a roll, as can be determined by the
blank space to the right of the last column and the evidence of worm-holes)! is
difficult to construe and punctuate, and has been variously interpreted. Here are

uu.46-fin., first in a diplomatic transcript and then divided and accentuated:

ToLcpevmédakarieocatey:
KatcumodlkpaTeckheocadbLToveelc

weKaTaoldavkateovikieoc:

Tolc pev méda kdAleoc alév-
kal c¥, [ToAUkpaTec, khéoc ddbLTov Eeic,

e s 3 \ N2 ’
we Kat’ aotdav kal éuov kiéoc.

The passage is preceded by an account of the beauty of Zeuxippus? and Troilus;
to these refers Tolc in 46. For the metre, the first syllable of Polycrates’ name
should be long; we may therefore take A as lengthening the preceding syllable,
write IlocwAUkpaTec (as the ed. pr.), or suppose that the quantities of the fourth
and fifth syllables of the line have been transposed by anaclasis and that the
second syllable of the name should be counted long (the last option being surely
the least likely).

There are two difficulties, of which the first is that scholars, starting from the first
editors, have considered and in many cases advocated removing the punctuation
of the papyrus at the end of u.46, and the second being the question how to

construe the last line.3

Ved. pr. of P.Oxy. 1790 was by Grenfell and Hunt (Oxyrhynchus Papyri 15, 1922), with two new
picces fitted in as P.Oxy. 2081 (f). Re-cdition with commentary at Barron 1969: the most
important contribution to the interpretation of the poem. Worm-holes: Barron 1969, 119. The
papyrus was written ca. 130 BC. Photograph in P. Oxy. vol.15 and via www.papyrology.ac.uk
(with the frr. of 2081 joined).

# As demonstrated by Barron 1961; cf. Barron 1969, 130.

# See Hutchinson 2001, 253-4, with a full bibliography at 235n.13, of which the most relevant
picces for the present discussion arc Barron 1969, Gianotti 1973, Woodbury 1985. First to assert
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The scribe punctuated at the end of 46, which means that Té8a must mean
HETECTL “there is a share,” and it was probably in order to make clear this
interpretation that he accentuated mé8a.* In the original performance
circumstances, however, the ambiguities and choices which editors and scribes
resolve by devices like punctuation and accentuation were rather a matter of
phrasing, and Ibycus would have taught the chorus how to sing the lines with the
right emphases for the sense he wanted.> The scribe (or an earlier scribe) is
expressing his non-authorial judgement, as modern editors also can, so that there
is no reason to give the punctuation of the papyrus too much authority.b As
punctuated on the papyrus, then, we have “for them [Zeuxippus and Troilus] is a
share in beauty always. You too, Polycrates, will have unperishing fame...”

If we remove the punctuation, then me8d is post-positive and governs Tolc, and
KAéoc is accompanied by kdA\\eoc: “With them, you too, Polycrates, will have
unperishing fame for beauty...”

It is difficult to decide with confidence between these two possibilities. Some
relevant factors are the following.

Firstly, Barron defends the punctuation of the papyrus on metrical grounds,
pointing out that, from eleven places where we can tell, in the first three lines of
the epode we can find word end (in the “metrical” sense, i.e. word should include
“word group”) at the end of the initial ——— in ten places.” It follows that Té8a
should not form a word group with Toic nev, and therefore that it should
represent péTecTt and not a preposition governing Tolc, which means that 46 is
a clause and the punctuation of the papyrus is appropriate. This is a strong
argument, since it would have been the tune (represented in part by the metre)
which would have partly determined the “natural” phrasing of the words in early
performances; on the other hand, this presumably admitted of some latitude.

In addition, it has been argued? that removing the punctuation removes what
g g Y

positively that the punctuation of the papyrus was incorrect was Wilamowitz 1922, 511.

! Hutchinson 2001, 253.

® Unless he sang solo, in which case the phrasing was up to him, which for present purposes
comes 1o the same thing.

¢ cf. Hutchinson 2001, 253: “since we have these lines complete, there is no reason to surrender
our judgement.” It is of course possible that having the carlicr part of the poem, as the scribe did
and we do not, might affect the questions considered here; but it does not on the face of it appear
especially likely.

7 Barron 1969, 135 (the exception is 31| xJarkdcmidec).

8 Gianotti 1973, 407.
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. . . ~ \ s 9
would otherwise appear to a be a natural contrastive pair Totc pév... kai c...

This is again suggestive rather than conclusive, since with Woodbury we may
read pév as “the familiar emphastic particle... [taking on] a concluding and
summarising function.”!® However, Gianotti’s reading is strongly encouraged, as
he did not point out, by the metrical positions: where consecutive lines begin
Tolc pév... kal c¥..., this seems to point towards pév and kal as a pair
(especially where Tolc is prenominal).

Woodbury argued strongly against the clause Toic pév méda kdA\eoc aiév.
Firstly he objects that péta (or mé8a) with sense péTectt is not known from
choral lyric or from verse before the time of the Persian wars.!! This is reason for
caution but not conclusive, since, as Hutchinson points out, it is found at any rate
in literature of the earlier fifth century.!2 He continues: “the meaning given here,
although reminiscent of Plato, also seems not to be archaic, for the poets of the
lyric, unlike Keats, do not say ‘Forever wilt thou love, and she be fair!” and
certainly do not contemplate, as Plato might, a participation in beauty as the gift
of poetry.”!3 Rather, for Woodbury, Ibycus would have said that their kK\éoc for
beauty lasts forever, as we have without the punctuation. The reference to Keats’
famous line here is perhaps misleading, though read as a complete clause u.46 is
certainly surprising in its apparent abstraction. We are on dangerous ground
when we start to say that a poet of a particular period was incapable of a particular
idea (and, one might add, Ibycus’ encomium seems to be innovative and
surprising anyway). I suspect that, given k\éoc below, a legitimate paraphrase
would be to suggest that Ibycus was here referring to the continuous element in
the beauty of the two young men which was provided by the fact of their kKAéoc
for beauty; but this is just that, a paraphrase, and the image that “for these is a
share of beauty forever” remains striking, though surely not impossible. We may
note that the line is not only followed but also preceded by (implicit) reference to
k\éoc: “Zeuxippus, to whom Greeks and Trojans compared Troilus with regard
to beauty of appearance as being very alike, as if thrice-refined gold compared

with orichalc.” The idea of sharing thus seems to continue the idea of their being

?pév... kai...: Denniston 1954, 374, noting his caution over Homeric examples.
1 Woodbury 1985, 204, with a reference to Denniston 1954, 360.

"' Woodbury 1985, 203.

12 Parmenides fr. 11.4 Coxon, Aesch. Eum. 575: Hutchinson 2001, 253.

13 Waoaodbury 1985, 203.

262



Appendix 3: The end of Ibycus’ ecomium for Polycrates

a multiplicity of beautiful objects. This talk about the beauty of the two was the
beginnings of the kAéoc which continues today. One might compare the aly\a
8LécBoToc of Pindar'* for the idea of an abstract conception which exists
independently of the individual but then becomes his attribute: in the case of the
beauty of Zeuxippus and Troilus, this beauty is then perpetual because
commemorated in epic poetry.

We may conclude, therefore, that u.46 conceived of as an independent clause
seems surprising but not necessarily impossible: the extent to which it seems
surprising or difficult must therefore be weighed against the other factors which
we might find relevant.

There is another factor, which has, I believe, so far been overlooked as being
relevant to the question of how to punctuate the poem. As has been noted by Di
Martino and Vox in their helpful edition with notes, kal ¢t in Greek is a rather
regular way of marking a movement in the articulation of thought within a poem
(or other work of literature).!> In the earlier period, it is especially a standard
formula of the close of a “Homeric” Hymn, one of the pieces of hexameter
writing addressed to a god and often functioning as a proemium to the recital of

epic proper. Here, as a sixth century example, is the end of the Homeric Hymn

to Apollo (3.545-6):16

\ Y \ 4 -~ \ A\ ~ e s
Kal Cv pev ovTw xatpe, Atoc kat AnTovc vié:

LY LY \ ~ N 7 ’ 2 ~
avTap €yw Kal celo kal aAinc pvicop’ aoidijc.
So hail to you, son of Zeus and Leto!

For my part, I shall pay attention to you and to other song.

We may notice that, precisely as in Ibycus’ poem, kal c¥ introduces a final,
closing address before the singer briefly turns attention to his own song in the

subsequent and last verse. The hymnic formula, in both Ibycus and the hymns,

'* Pindar Pyth. 8.96: but in Pindar, of cours, cphemerality is part of the point.

15 Di Martino and Vox 1996, 308-18.

1% The same formulaic couplet, mutatis mutandis, at the ends of the following: HH 4 Hermes 579-
80, HH 19 Pan 48-9, HH 28 Athcna 17-18; the kai ¢t line with a different first person statement
in the following line at HH 9 Artemis 7-8 (9 to be delcted, as Iigen), HH 18 Hermes 10-11 [here
West’s Loeb is confused; given the papyrus, presumably it is really u.12 which he intends to omit,
as in his translation]; kal c9... as penultimate followed by a linc without first person: HH 1
Dionysus D.11-12 West (Loeb: the part from codex M), depending on which couplet should be
deleted: kal c... as last line: HH 14 Mother of the Gods 6; 21 Apollo 5.
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has an effect of rapid closure (however we resolve the difficulties being discussed
here, and regardless of what happened in the earlier part of the song, the address
to Polycrates at the end seems remarkably brief, almost curt).)” The
interpretation of the apparent allusion to the hymn as a genre deserves attention
(instead of the movement from Gods, i.e. hymn, to heroes of the past, i.e. heroic
epic, we are here at a transition from heroes of the past to the present-day
laudandus; there would seem to be a flavour not of “proem-in-the-middle” but
“proem-at-the-end,” perhaps analogous to “encomiastic future” announcing a
song at the same time as performing it; in general, as well as the poem’s
appropriation of Homeric epic — Troy — and Hesiod — Heliconian Muses -
Ibycus completes the hexameter set with epic proemium).'® For our purposes,
however, we may note that the syntax of the kai ¢t clausula is entirely regular: it
always introduces an independent clause. This in itself seems to me strongly to
favour punctuation at the end of u.46: the numerous parallels from the ends of
the hymns form a totally regular pattern for the use of the closing formula. It is
conceded that Ibycus has (naturally) adapted rather than straightforwardly
imported the hexameter formula, in particular in that the kai is used in a
different way from in the hymnic model, where it does not mean “you as well,”
referring back to a previous noun or pronoun as here to Toic pév, but seems to
mark the singer’s movement into the last stage of the hymn; but this does not
seem to me to weaken the point very much. kai c¥ in verse initial position,
especially where followed by the name, would have been recognisably hymnic:
especially where the subsequent line semantically echoes the adTép &y of the

most formulaic closing couplet of the Homeric hymns.!?

'7 An argument in favour of choral performance? If Ibycus had been singing this solo and
somebody dropped a tray at the wrong moment, the whole point might have been lost. A chorus
would have more chance of being heard, and the song would have had more chance to circulate
through the practice and rehearsal of the singers.

'® Another possibility would be to relate Ibycus’ choice of diction here and in the poem generally
to Polycrates’ putative sponsorship of hexameter hymn which has been argued as a part of the
genesis of the long Homeric Hymn to Apollo (3): scc West’s Locb, 9-12; Janko 1982, 113-5;
Burkert 1979.

" Another difference would perhaps have been that Polycrates had already been addressed in the
sccond person in the (lost) carlier part of the song; the Homeric hexameter hymns do not
regularly do this, but keep the god hymned in the third person until the cnd, sometimes starting
with sccond person Musc(s). At the start of the hymn, we find exceptions (apart from HH 8 Arcs,
a late intruder) in HH 21 Apollo and, curiously, nos. 24 and 29, both addressed to Hestia. Most
striking as an cxception, however, is the long hymn 3 (o Apollo. The Delian part starts
conventionally with Apollo in the third person, but subsequently addresses both Leto (14f1)) and
Apolio (1911, 140(¥.); the Pythian part addresses Apollo also (20711.).
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This observation adds to the weight of evidence — from metre, and from a
preference to read the natural Tolc pév... kal cV... as a pair — in favour of the
punctuation which we find in the papyrus. The major objection is the curious
phrasing which this might seem to leave in u.46, but, as suggested, this should
better be seen as surprising rather than impossible or necessarily undesirable. It is
important to notice that, as will be seen more clearly below where I address the
question of the last line, the style of the end of this poem is rather curt and
telegraphic regardless of editorial choices, and this manner may help to account
for the peculiarity of expression.

We may now consider the last line. Here the difficulty concerns whether to read
KaTd as governing both doL8dv and k\éoc, or merely the former. If we read it
with kaTd governing both, so that kAéoc is accusative, it should give something
like “you also, Polycrates, will have undying fame, by virtue of song and of my
fame.” If, however, we confine katd to go with dot8dv only, and read k\éoc as
nominative, we get “you also, Polycrates, will have undying fame, as, through
song, also my fame [sc. will be].”

The former reading, with k\éoc accusative, is the sense given by the translation
of Campbell in the Loeb, and was favoured by Barron2' and Snell.2! However, it
is vulnerable to objection, especially as far as the use of ¢ is concerned. Gc is not
used to introduce a prepositional phrase in this manner until later literature,??
and, as Hutchinson comments, it is hard to see how it could be explained here in
terms of sense.?? I also find it persuasive where Hutchinson argues that the
repetition of kKAéoc is better understood if we read kai as adverbial rather than
conjunctive (“my fame also”).

The latter reading, as favoured by Hutchinson, requires that we understand a
portion of the verb to be (scarcely an unusual phenomenon); this is, however,

rendered more difficult than it might be by the fact that it requires the two

2 Barron 1969, 135 n.71.

2! Snell 1965, 121 “soweit das am Gesang und an meinem Ruhm liegt.”

* Not before Sophocles: Hutchinson 2001, 253. In Sophocles, the use with kaTd is not found
cither, but cf. c.g. Ajax 44, Philoctetes 58, both cited by Cooper 1998, ii.1456. In both of thesc
Sophoclean cases the use of G¢ is explicable in terms of its purposive or intentional force; but it
can also introduce restriction in such places (ibid., ii. 1456-7).

¥ @e KaTd is not simply another way of saying kaTd: it should carry some relation to a notion of
“motive, purpose, conception” or otherwise concession or restriction: Cooper 1998, ii.1455-6.
Thus, in Aristotle, o¢ kaTd péyeBoc means “in relation to size,” “as far as size is concerned,”
rather than “absolutcly” (de gen. animal. 745b18, etc.).
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corresponding clauses in 47-8 to be constructed in two different ways: not “your
fame will be unperishing, as mine will be,” but “you shall have unperishing fame,
as mine will be.”?* This seems perhaps slightly awkward (again, symptomatic of a
rather condensed style, as we find at the end of the poem by any construal), but
nevertheless preferable, as avoiding the d¢ kaTd construction which, as we have
seen, is unattested for this early date and seems to give an undesirable sense.

The passage seems more difficult the more we look at it. It is worth considering
seriously that the passage may have been ambiguous and capable of more than
one type of construal from the very beginnings (e.g., if the dc + preposition
structure were already a part of everyday speech, though not found in
literature);?> the fact that the scribe of the papyrus (in the second century AD) felt
the need to clarify the sense of me8a through accentuation may in fact be
evidence for his awareness of the problematic nature of the sense. This is partly a
consequence of the rather telegraphic style which has been mentioned above:
part of the curious overall effect of the end of the poem is the rapidity of the
“sign-off,” so to speak, by contrast with the preceding extensive passage of
praeteritio. Most importantly, as Peter Agocs has pointed out to me, even allowing
that we is to be read as introducing a clause here, as has been argued, it remains
entirely possible to read it in the sense “to the extent that” (as, e.g., Wc dhvaTal
“as much as he can,” “to the extent that he can”).26 Thus even the construal
which avoids we kaTd as a pair nevertheless leaves available the sense “you too,
Polycrates, will have unperishing, to the extent that, by virtue of song, my fame is
unperishing.” It is possible to imagine that the poet was deliberately hedging his
bets: to varying degrees according to the choices made on the issues discussed
above, the poem may seem dangerously direct in the extent to which it suggests a
relationship of dependence between the fame of the patron and that of the poet;
and this aspect of the poem is powerfully enhanced by the important point of
Peter Agocs just mentioned. Presumably Polycrates (even if, as is possible, a
young man) would wish to be remembered not only because Ibycus had written

of him, but would have wished such fame to include achievements and deeds as

#t cf. Gianotti 1973, 408. It is not impossible, though I believe it has not been suggested, to
understand a repetition of é€ele: “as you will have my fame by virtue of my song,” i.e. “my fame
will be added to yours.” But this feels awkward and I shall not attempt to defend it.

2 Cf. Goldhill 1991, 116-19.

2 Cf. LSJ s.v. o¢ A.Ab.3; citations from Homer on.
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well as just a name, piggy-backing on the reputation of the poet. It is possible to
suppose that, in these circumstances, the poet who wished to make a statement
about the power of his own song would have chosen to do so in a manner which
admitted of various interpretations.

Nevertheless, it is proper (and for some important purposes, such as translation
and the production of a punctuated text, necessary) to use what linguistic and
other data we can in order to try to find the construal which seems most

appropriate. According to the arguments above, it is here found that the best way

is the following:

Tolc pev méda kdkeoc alev:

kai cv, MokikpaTec, kKhéoc ddbLTov éEeic,

¢ y 3 \ DO TN ’

we, KaTt’ aotdav, kat éuov khéoc.

For them is a share in beauty always.

You too, Polycrates, shall have fame unperishing,

as, by virtue of my song, is my fame also.
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