A NEW INTERPRETATION OF A FRAGMENT
OF CALLIMACHUS AETIA:
ANTINOOPOLIS PAPYRUS 113 FR. 1 (b)

THE text as published runs :2

Yl
].ol... . Jua pnpevés of
].emA[.].n¢vAal ] epovor To[
€)BdAovro per[ ] ot fypi [
5 o]0 8fkrar Tdds xives elol [eol  (Eurip. fr. 555. 1 N?)
p]év odv érv pol v dpous fof
Jpois aldds (Lev émt BAed[dpors
1w é0éeorov & pny pdbov el 1.1
Joev 8’ dAdo uédos aumi[n]
10 T Jrev 80pata o,  Tode[
Jmdp tévar
1. .onxrieaoay eyp[rv
] edawopérn
Je.
The elegiacs on side (a) of this fragmentary piece of papyrus are identifiable
as by Callimachus, probably from the Aetia, and these lines too are undoubtedly
by the same author, and almost certainly from the same work. Verse 5 is a sur-
prise, for it was thought until the discovery of this papyrus to be by Euripides;
however the only source for this attribution is Stobaeus (E¢l. 1. 8. 6), in whom
it appears as the first line of a two-line quotation. It is not unusual in Stobaeus
for two originally unconnected lines to be mistakenly combined (for further
references and comments see John Barns, ‘A new Gnomologium (II)’, CQ
N.s. i (1951), 18-19).
The fragment is not an easy one to interpret, but Prof. Lloyd-Jones has
tentatively suggested some very convincing supplements :3
for vv. 6-7 [8ppa p]év odv érv pol Tv 8pors o[irmua mapijev
[rdppa 8’ €]pois atdaws lev émt BAep[dpous
and for v. 9 fet]oev 8’ dAo pédos ourd[n)

These supplements clearly give the sort of sense required for vv. 6-9, and I shall
return to them later. First, however, with this kind of context in mind I should
like to consider v. 10, for a careful analysis here is productive. There is no

difficulty in giving the metrical position of the fragment within the line:

3 v uliuu[?—uu

JvmA[ JrevobBuarag,  Tode]
5 6 7 8 9 10
And after only a few moments of juggling with the different possible combina-
tions of letters a number of things become clear:

1 I am most grateful to Prof. H. Lloyd- 2 In Antinoopolis Papyri, vol. iii, verse 6 was
Jones, Prof. D. L. Page, Mr. P. J. Parsons, mistakenly printed in the secondary tran-
and Mr. Thomas Gelzer, who read through  script as: p]év odv 7t pol ére 8pous fof .
this article in manuscript and made a num- 3 Reported in Antinoop. Pap. iii.
ber of valuable suggestions.
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1. the fourth foot is, as Barns divides it, d0uara—not 60ua 7ag . which
would disregard Hermann’s Bridge : 6fpuara 4+ encliticis also impossible because
of the masculine caesura (see (2) below and P. Maas, Greek Metre, § 93) ;

2. the third foot has a masculine caesura after i, since ]vn)\[ ] mev 1S not

possible, ]Vr)/\[ ]11 ev seems to lead nowhere, and JimA’.[ ]ﬂev is most unlikely
if only because of the elision (Maas, § 139);

3. the missing letter in the third foot can then be only an iota, as suggested in
Ant. Pap. iii;

4. although A[J]n’ év is possible, taking év as an adverb or a preverb in
tmesis (cf. Call. fr. 571 aife yap & xovpoiow ém’ 0uara Aiyva ¢épovres or Nic.
Ther. 443 miova. 8’ év grvviowow Um’ 80uara, vépfe 8¢ mdrywv) it is very difficult to
see what sort of sense it could possibly offer.

We might reasonably, therefore, divide so:
v A[{]7ev Sbpata g, ode[

The rest follows logically.

I have demonstrated elsewhere! that in Callimachus a diaeresis before the
seventh element is always accompanied by two other conditions: the bucolic
diaeresis, and colon-end at either the main caesura or the bucolic diaeresis or
both. Thus the diaeresis before d6uara in v. 10 requires not only the bucolic
diaeresis after 80uara, but also colon-end, either at that same point or before
A[{]mev; almost certainly the colon-end occurs after 60uara, for it is extremely
unlikely that A[{]mev 60para, with no conjunction or conjunctive particle, is the
beginning of a new period Now if there is colon-end after 80para an important
question arises : what is the subject of A[{]wev? Clearly 60para itself is not very
probable, and the subject almost certainly occurred in the lost first half of the
line (v. g looks too complete to be of any help here), 66uara being the object of
the verb. There are few things of which it is said that they ‘leave the eyes’, and

at this point Apollonius Rhodius helps, as often:
3. 1068 . &) ydp of an’ dbadpovs Aimev aildds

This fits so exactly with v. 7 of the papyrus fragment, aidws {fev éni BAeh[dpois,?
that a similar statement in v. 10 would be very plausible. The word atdus
itself probably did not appear in v. 10; Apollonius talking of Medea says:

3. 659

Read therefore v. 10:
emdpoatv]yn A[{]mev S0para g, Tode

» -~ 3 /
atdol émppooivne Te . . .

owdpoas]yy too is possible but less likely, being the commoner and more prosaic
word.? That aid&s showed itself in the behaviour of the eyes was a common

1 pp. 258 fI. above.

2 Barber’s change of idev to {lev in v. 7
needs no detailed defence of course. Calli-
machus is using an established Homeric
expression: Il. 10. 26 Umvos émi BAeddpoiow
édilave, 10. 91, Pind. N. 8. 2 dpa . .. épilowsa
yAepdpois, Critias 4. 10 D2, Mosch. 2. 3,
Call. fr. 21. 2 ]éni BAed[ap in the same sedes.

Cf. Alcman 3. 72, Eupolis 94. 5 K.

3 Although Musaeus 33 reads ocaodpo-
oty 8¢ «al aldoi. For further material
relevant to aldws and owgpooivy and also
aloxvvy cf. Thuc. 1. 84. 3 (and scholia ad
loc.), Plato, Charm. 160 e and 161 a, Laws 6.
772 a and 2. 671 d.
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enough idea in ancient Greece and needs little further illustration. The
Homeric Hymn to Demeter 214 f. reads:

b ’ /’ ¥ k] ’
éml Tou mpémer Sppaocw aldws
kal ydpis

(cf. Il. 1. 225 kvvos Sppar’ éywr). In the Hellenistic period the idea is expressed
simply in A.R. 3. 93:
Turt) ¥y’ alds éooer’ év Sppaow . . .

Cf. Call. fr. 186. 29 Javaidéos 60u[a]ros dAka[p, 368 dvaidéow . . . dpfadpoiar,
A.R. 2. 407 dvadéa . . . dooe.!

I shall return later to the last part of v. 10, but first let us consider the whole
of this section of the papyrus in terms of this kind of reconstruction. The most
suitable interpretation is clearly that indicated by Prof. Lloyd-Jones in his
supplements to vv. 6—7: so long as food lasted the speaker was restrained (vv.
6-7), but when once hunger made itself forcibly felt (vv. 8-g), then restraint
was abandoned (vv. 10-11). The syntactical shape will thus presumably be
similar to that of fr. 238. 15 fl. and the Homeric passages quoted by Pfeiffer
ad loc., as suggested by Lloyd-Jones.

However there is a passage in one of Callimachus’ Hymns which is particu-
larly to the point and suggests even more precisely the organization of these
lines; at vi. 111 fl. Callimachus describes the final stage of Erysichthon’s
deadly hunger with these words:

’ \ 3 ’ ’ » 4 -~
péara pév év Tpidmao 8dpois €rv xpripata keiro,
pdvov dp’ oiketor BdAapor karov fmioTavro.
aAX’ Ska Tov Babdv olkov dvebrjpavav 6ddvres,

\_rs e Ay ,.
kal 76y’ 6 7& Pagidfjos évi Tpuddoior kabijaTo.

In the light of this I would suggest that v. 6 might be supplemented [péoda
p]év . . .: this would fill out the lacuna better than [é¢pa ulév . . . (cf. the mis-
givings expressed by the editors on v. 6). Verse 8 might begin dAX’ 67° (or pos-
sibly efre 8°), and v. 10 could now be supplemented :

kal 767° émppoovlvn A[{]rev 0para

I turn finally to the last part of v. 10. This is now comparatively easy to deal
with. Since there is almost certainly colon-end after é0uara the d¢[ at the edge
of the papyrus is presumably a connecting particle, either 8’¢[ or 8¢[, perhaps
preceded by a verb as at iii. 87 or iv. 103. I would suggest godro 8¢[ Buuds, com-
paring Od. 10. 484 Bupuds 8¢ poi éoovrar 18n ; the infinitive in v. 11 lévai? could
well be dependent on this verb. oevopar is not often used in this way but it is
well documented : thus II. 1%. 463 67e oedairo didbkew (cf. Il. 23. 198), Pind.

1 For other examples cf. Sappho fr. 137. in which Pfeiffer supplements &umalw
5, Theogn. 85 f., ? Aesch. fr. 355. 21 f. M,  [lox]ouév[o]:[s. A.R. 1. 790 ff. supports him :

Aristot. apud Athen. 13. 564 b (fr. 96 Rose), 1 &8 éyxAidov Sooe Badobaa
Orph. Arg. 933, Longin. De Sub. 4. 4, Isid. maplevixy) épvbnve mapnidas- éuma 8¢ Tvye
Pelus. Ep. 5. 28, proverb apud Suda s.v. atdopévn pilboiar mpooéwvemev aipvAiotaw.
atdws (Adler, ii. 163). Call. fr. 8o. 10-11 2 For Barber’s suggestion 8.a] 7dp tévac cf.
probably reads: A. Otto, Die Sprichwirter und sprichwértlichen

aidol 8 s doi[vunt] Teds épvlovoa maperds  Redensarten der Riomer, 171: the phrase is
ivlemes dp[0arpolis éumali.[...Jopev-  usually ié mupds, but that is only a minor
. drawback. Perhaps read «ai 8ta] 7ip lévau.
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1. 8. 61 f. éoovrac. .. Ke)(aSﬁoaL, AR. 2. 540 gevar’ ’L'p,ev movTovde (Cf. 4. 84.9).
Finally, gofito certainly agrees with the traces that are left on the papyrus.!

Thus the structure of vv. 610 and some of the missing content can, I think,
be suggested with some confidence ; everything else is obscure. However, there
seems to me to be room still for careful enquiry ; even though the lacunose parts
of Callimachus are notoriously unsusceptible to academic speculation, cautious
discussion may still be fruitful. What follows, therefore, is offered very tenta-
tively in the hope that if the solutions proposed are wrong the material offered
may still contribute to a more accurate understanding of the fragment.

Verse 5 seems at first sight to be specific enough to yield information about
the whole fragment. It is presumably the final gnomic line summarizing and
possibly pushing home a longer statement : ¢nui in v. 4 indicates direct speech?
and p]év odv in v. 6 would clearly make a suitable narrative opening (perhaps
ironical) after a speech of some kind. Who has said what? The speaker, if there
was one, cannot be identified : he might be the poet or his persona, he might be
somebody else engaged in conversation, a feature common in the Aetia, or as
Barber pointed out (see note to v. g in Ant. Pap. iii) the passage could suitably
be autobiographical. If we are to have any chance of knowing what was said
we must surely explain one crucial phrase—8fxrat 7ws «dves. The first foot of
v. 5, which may have contained an essential qualification or addition, has been
lost, but let us consider first djxrys.

‘What does it mean? The word occurs in only two other passages, both of
them post-Callimachean : in each passage the meaning is, quite unambiguously,
‘biting, critical’ (of words)—A.P. 16. 266. 7 (Anon.) &jkrar . . . ardpart, Plut.
Mor. 2. 55 b Xywt &jxrye kal mappnoiar kndepovikije. This is slight testimony ;
we should inspect related words to see if they offer any help. The only com-
pounds of 8jkys are too late to be of interest,3 but the immediate cognates are
of considerable relevance. the 3yy-/«- cognates are all used literally, of course,
and they are also found in metaphorical usage of pain, suffering. However,
458, Epilycus fr. 3 K (i, p. 803) which may,

1 Mr. P. J. Parsons has very kindly re-
however, be corrupt, and Plut. Mor. 2. 362 c.

examined this part of the papyrus and writes

that ‘covo suits the traces, as well as gevro’.
I had at first thought to read gefiro, but Prof.
D. L. Page pointed out to me that the -ov-
contract form is much commoner. This is one
of those parts of the Greek language where
opinions differ as to how many verbs can be
extracted from the evidence (see, e.g., LSJ
s.v. oevw, G. Curtius, The Greek Verb (1880),
104, Tucker ad Aesch. Sept. 836, Schwyzer,
Griech. Gramm. i. 679), and MSS. are con-
fused (cf., e.g., A.R. 2. 296, 1010; 3. 307).
Homer never contracts oev-, though the
shortened -ov- form is common : in fact there
are only two certain examples of oev- con-
tracts in the MSS. of the main Greek
authors—Soph. Trach. 645 oedrar, Par-
thenius xxvi Meineke (Anal. Al. p. 279 =
Diehl Anth. Lyr. Gr. ii. 244, fr. 15) cevpévos.
Elmsley’s emendation cofitac is accepted by
most editors for the Sophoclean passage. gov-
on the other hand has the following post-
Homeric backing: Aesch. Pers. 25, Sept. 31,
836, 842, Soph. 4j. 1414, Aristoph. Vesp. 209,

In Callimachus oofiecfle occurs at v. 4, and
perhaps again at fr. 7. 31—2 (see Barber and
Maas, CQ [1950], 168). The actual form
oodro is not as yet attested anywhere, though
Prof. Page notes Hesychius 8iegodro (‘where
Latte suggests diéoovro but that has its own
entry below in Hesych.’).

2 Inv. 4 if . before ¢nui is correct then it
must not be the final syllable of a word-unit:
in Callimachus the eighth element is not
long if word-end follows (cf. Maas, § 92).
Thus xai énul (see app. crit.), or ai énui,
would be suitable.

3 According to Tzetzes xpuvdioddrrns oc-
curred in Hipponax fr. 65 C, xdwv kpvdio-
ddxtns  Aaifapyos;  Masson  excluded
kpugioddkys as a gloss and restored metrical
sense to the line. Extra support for this may
be found in Phrynichus Soph. who under
Aaifapyos kvwv in Praep. Soph. p. 87 B com-
ments: TodTo O¢ of molloi mapadbelpavres
AaBpodrixryy kalodow. Onpiodiikryns also oc-
curs in the Corp. Gloss. Lat. = ‘morsus’.
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closer analysis shows that this latter usage is restricted almost entirely to Stoic
and Epicurean philosophical contexts:! whenever 8ny-/x- words are used
metaphorically in non-philosophical contexts the reference is on the whole to
verbal criticism. Thus:
C’L’S"]K‘TOS‘
Vit. Soph. § 1 098” dv 6 7@V kwuikdv ddnkTos dpeily . . .
Plut. 864 c 098¢ ToiiTov ddnkrov mapfikev (Herodotus).
Srypds
Very often in Plutarch: 47 a, 56 a, 68 f, 69 a, 126 f, 795 b, 810 ¢, 4l¢. 1. 2.

Snkﬂkés‘
Plut. 81 ¢ 7@ dnkTikdi kal TikpdL xpdvTar mpds éavTods udAwoTa . . .
Lucian Demon. 50 doteiov 8¢ kdkeivo adrod kal dnkTikdy . . . elpnuévor.
dnéis

Philodem. Uber die Gtter iii, fr. 22 Diels ? = ‘criticism’? (cf. Diels ii. 63);
Plut. Lycurg. 14 peyadvvdpevos 5mé tév émalvwr ol 8¢ pera madids kal
orkwppdtwv dées ovdeév dufAvrepar.

Other cognates are less significant as being less immediate, but the following
uses of the verb are important:

Aristoph. Ran. 860 fI. (Euripides speaks) éroiuds elp’ éywye, kovk dvadvopdr /
8akverv, 8dkveaBar mpdrepos, el TovTwe Sokel, | Tdmy Ta pédy (seeJ. Taillardat,
Les Images d’ Aristophane (Paris, 1965), § 585) ;

[Demetrius] On Style, § 260 xai yap yerdrar 7o elpruévov dpa kal 9avpa'{€7ac,
kal Npéua kai Uwodakver mws Aeyduevov (of a saying of Diogenes) ;

Polyb. 4. 87. 5 (Apelles) dpoiws 8¢ . . . ANé€avdpov, dre AddBor kawpdv, §1é8a-
KVEV;

Tambl. Protr. 21 Aa” alvitrerar odv vs od Sei kadds PefovAevpéva mpdypara Kl
Soypara Siacidaivew unde Sraddkverv;

as also are Antiphanes in A.P. 11. 322 ypapparikol . . . edpdvwr Aabpoddrvir
xopies and Philodem. De Ira xii. 5-6 Saxy[npdv é]mav.

The evidence, therefore, for the meaning of &:jxys is quite complex and less
extensive than we might wish, but it also indicates unequivocally that except in
a philosophic context, or unless there is some other very compelling reason on
internal’ grounds, &jkrns in Hellenistic Greek must be assumed to mean
‘biting, critical’. The exact application of this in v. 5 of our fragment depends,
of course, upon the meaning of the simile rws xvves, and I shall shortly suggest
an interpretation. But first a note on the implications of v. g.

If 09 Sfjkrar . . . elal feol means ‘(the) gods are not critical’, the question
arises ‘critical about what?’ It is possible, I think, that the answer is given
indirectly by v. 9. At first this seems to be a straightforward line : ‘the food-bin
sang another tune’. English idiom has ‘change one’s tune’, and it is an easy
assumption that this expression was available in Greek too, the reference here
being to the difference between the dull note given by a full food-jar when
struck (e.g. when removing the lid) and the clear ringing when it is empty. But
closer analysis shows that, surprisingly, the metaphor does not seem to be

! The only salient exception to this is and Lucian. 8nxrdpios is used once by
dypa: of pain, once each in Aesch., Soph., Euripides to mean ‘torturing’.
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possible as it stands. The problem lies in 7je]oev. First, deldw almost never
has as its subject things other than musical instruments. There are hardly any
exceptions :

0d. 21. 410-11 . . . vevpijs* [ 1) 8 vmo kalov dewoe, xeAddov elédn addijv.
Hippocr. ITepi Nove. 3. 7 kai Ta omjfea adrd deldew doxéer kal Bdpos éveivar.
Theocr. 7. 26 wdoa Aiflos mraiowoa mor’ dpPuAidecaw delder.

Mosch. fr. 1. 8 (JAa) é&vfa kai Jv mvedon ToAds dvepos d mirtus dider.?

The Homeric passage will not justify the Callimachean line: . . . 8§’ émo «xadov
dewoe/dede is a cliché expression elsewhere used as normally of people (/I. 18.
570, H.H. Herm. 54, 502; cf. Od. 1. 155, 8. 266), here adapted. The image is
anyway more specific, greatly eased by the accompanying simile. In the
Hippocrates the verb is not really metaphorical : bronchial lungs do ‘sing’ if
you listen at close quarters. The two bucolic passages are a class apart: here,
where romantic imagery is so much in place, rustic stones and trees are very
different from food-bins.3 Thus a singing ourdy would be very difficult to
explain as a metaphor. What is more, the expression here is very explicit : not
just the simple verb deidew, but also pédos and dAo.

Is the expression then an idiom, as in English? The answer is No, Greek has
no such idiom. Nor is there even the possibility that it is a variation on an
expression ‘sing the same song’ (for which in any case it would be difficult to
find an unstrained interpretation) ; whereas Latin can say cantilenam eandem

canis,* Greek says simply didets, and nothing more.s

1 This is of course only a supplement, but
it is very difficult to see what else the aurvy
could be doing to dAo pélos. The other
obvious possible reconstruction is aumrine,
taking dMo uélos as nominative: e.g. ‘an-
other song became necessary for the food-
jar’, but this founders on ]oev, since the
tense would preferably be imperfect. On
aurdn see now E. Masson, Recherches sur les
plus anciens emprunts sémitiques en grec (Paris,
1967), 44-5.

2 Aesch. Cho. 1024 f. has an abstract sub-
ject and is not very relevant: mpos 8¢ xapdiac
$oPos | didew éroipos, 1 8’ vmopxeiabfar kdTwe.

3 Cf. Eustath. 746. 3 al mapa Oeoxpirwr
aeldovoar Ao . BoukoAwny éxovow
dpédetav.

4 Ter. Phorm. 695. Cf. Cic. Ad Att. 1. 19. 8
at crebro mihi . . . insusurret . . . cantilenam illam
uam, 13. 34 haec decantata erat fabula ; Sen. Ep.
24. 6 decantatae . . . in omnibus scholis fabulae
istae sunt; Macrob. 5. 2. 6 talia ut pueris
decantata praetereo. Commentators sometimes
explain this idiom as a Greek one: this is
incorrect.

5 Documentation for this idiom may be
usefulsince it does not appear in the paroemio-
graphers. Examples are: Aristoph. Au.
39-41, fr. 7 Dem., Eupolis fr. 2 Dem., Men.
Epitrep. 408-g. Otherwise it is documented
only by the lexicographers: Photius, s.v.
didew (Reitzenstein, Anfang . . . 48. 7 L)
explains émi 106 pdrv Aéyew, and so too

Phrynichus Soph. Praep. Soph. 21. 1. Orion
Theb. Etym. 23. 1 gives the origin: ddole-
axeiv: éyxeirar 70 didew Smep AéyeTar kai émi Tod
70 avra émavalapBdvew. The full range of the
expression can be seen in Plato, Lysis 204 d
(of Hippothales the lover) «ai 6 éorw TovTwy
Sewdbrepov, 5tu kal didew €ls Ta madikd Pwvij
Oavpaoia, v fuds dei drovovras dvéxeala,
which leads to 205 b—c undév éxew Aéyew &
olxi kdv mals elmot, Tds oUxi kaTayélasTov;
& 89 7 mohis Sy didew mepi Aqpoxpdrovs . . .
and 205d dmep al ypaiar didovor, kai dAAa
moMa Towabra, & Zdkparest Tadr’ éoriv &
oSros AMéywv Te kai didwv dvaykdlew xai fuds
drpodofac. A pleonastic version of this
expression is found in the paroemiographers,
dMws dldew: Zenob. 1. 72, Diogen. 2. 19,
and Greg. Cypr. (Cod. Lied.) i. 47 (ii. 60)
(the phrase is used literally with a possible
pun on the idiom in Aristaen. 1. 27). Cf.
didew = ‘proclaim’ in Plato, Laws 854 c
radra fudv dddvrwy mpooiua and 854 d . . .
didew péya. duveiv is the verb which is more
usual in this sense of ‘harp upon, repeat’ (see
LSJ s.v. II).

The only example of ‘sing the same song’
is Theophil. Com. fr. 7 (Kock ii. 475) :

movnpov viov kal marépa kai pnTépa

éorw payadilew émi Tpoxod xalnuévous:

obdels yap fu@v Tavrov dioetar puédos.
but the metaphor here is not an independent
one, it is an extension of payadilew in the
previous line.
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Surely, therefore, 1jec]oev 8 dAdo pédos oumri[n requires further support from
the text : it is too extravagantly unusual to be an independent expression. Two
possibilities seem to be open: either the ‘song’ is a metaphorical one, picking
up something said earlier in the poem, or it is real. The first possibility cannot
be excluded: earlier in the poem may have come a sentence such as ‘the
food-bin gave a dull note’, of which the metaphor in v. g would simply be an
expansion. But the resultant repetition, both of the image and of the trivial
object, makes this unlikely in Callimachus. The second possibility seems more
feasible. If the pot in v. 6 is Callimachus, or at least the persona of Callimachus
which appears in the Aetia, then the hunger in this passage may well have been
due to his profession as a poet (cf. Jambus iii, fr. 193). Why should it not have
been due especially to his taste for a particular kind of Muse, the unfashionable
AerraXény? At such a moment the food-bin might well suggest that Calli-
machus turn his hand to a different kind of poetry (dAdo pédos), and write &
dewopa duprexés, full of sound and fury, and more marketable. This interpreta-
tion makes the expression in v. 9 comprehensible as no other interpretation
seems to; it is also in harmony with what we have been able to conclude about
the meaning of the important v. 5 o0 8fkrac . . . eloi feol, to which, finally,
I now return.

If the whole passage is about Callimachus’ poetry then a line such as ‘the
gods are not critical’ is easily comprehensible, for Callimachus always claimed
divine inspiration for the kind of poetry which he wrote.! But what is its exact
application? Let us now consider the full expression o0 8jkrar Tws kives *(the)
gods are not biting like dogs’.

What sort of biting is it that is typical of dogs but not of (the) gods? I can
find only one relevant answer. As long ago as 1812 C. J. Blomfield in his
glossary to Aeschyli Septem contra Thebas, p. 132, attempting to convert v. 5 into
a respectable iambic trimeter, suggested Aafpodrjxrar with reference to the idea
expressed in Sophocles fr. 885 caiveis 8dkvovoa kai kdwv Aailflapyos €l (Shake-
speare, Richard III 1. iii. 289 ‘O Buckingham, take heed of yonder dog! /
Look, when he fawns, he bites’). The emendation cannot stand, but the re-
ference might still be good. The idea is a semi-proverbial commonplace: it
occurs again in Sophocles, Teucer fr. 577 7 8’ dp’ év oxdrwe Mjfovad pe [ éoaw’
*Epwis %dovais épevouévov, in Hipponax fr. 65 ¢ Diehl (66 Masson) xodk s
kbwv Aaiflapyos dorepov Tpdrye, in Aristoph. Eq. 1067 f. ¢pdooar kvvaddmexa, un
o€ Soddiant, [ AaiBapyov, in Eur. Andr. 629-30 dAX’, s éoeides paordv, éxBalaww
Eidos | didqu’ édéfw mpoddTw alkdMwv kivva, whose irony depends on the
expression being already well established, then in the Roman comedians Plaut.
Bacch. 1146 clam mordax canis, Ter. Eun. 411 mordere clanculum (cf. Juv. Sat. 9. 10
conviva toco mordente facetus), and when it next appears in Greek it is in the fabulist
Babrius 104. 1 Adfpy kvwv édakve.?

If v. 5 alludes to this expression then it fits exactly with the interpretation of
the papyrus fragment suggested so far, and can have only one meaning : (the)
gods are consistent : they do not first approve (of my poetry), then later make
treacherous criticism’. The relevance of this to Callimachus’ hunger should by
now be clear. Let us look at the passage once more from the beginning.

! This scarcely needs illustration: cf,, for =~ Ajfapyos in the commentators, gram-
example, frr. 1, 2, 112, 203, 228. marians, and lexicographers—see Blomfield,

2 Thereafter the expression appears oc- loc. cit., A. C. Pearson on Sophocles fr. 885,
casionally in the Christian writers, and via  F. H. M. Blaydes on Aristoph. Eg. 1068.
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The papyrus starts in the middle of a statement (presumably by the poet) in
reply to someoneelse: “...rich... tribes'... put...Isay...(the)gods do not
criticize like dogs (which first approve then treacherously bite).” In view
of what follows this is possibly an expression of unconcern for financial
matters: the gods have approved his poetry, and will continue to do so and to
look after him.z These lines may even have been a refusal to write the kind of
poetry which was popular merely for money : cf. fr. 222 o0 yap épydru 7pédpw |
7'7‘)1} Motcav, s o Ketos 'Y/\c'xou vémovs. Then begins the narrative of what
happened after this statement. ‘Well now, {so long as) I still had something
{to eat) at home, {then) a sense of shame sat on my eyelids; <{but when)
(? my patrons) began to want (? the kind of poetry) which I never learnt
(? to write), and the food-bin sang another kind of poetry, {then reticence - left
my eyes and my spirit was ready to go {even through) fire (? for the sake of
food), (? and I cared nothing for) contemptuous abuse . . .” How the passage
continued is difficult to surmise ; p]edawouérn in v. 13 is very puzzling. But on
this occasion too Callimachus may have learnt that poverty is a very frequent
companion of poetry (fr. 193. 38—9 viv 8’ ¢ udpyos és Movoas | évevoa- rolya|p]
fv éuafa dev[ | ] ow, particularly the kind of poetry which he wrote. However,
speculation had better end here; perhaps before long another papyrus will be
discovered which will take our knowledge and understanding of this passage
a step further.

King’s College, Cambridge

I dula-: it may be worth remembering that
in fr. 1. 7 Callimachus addresses the Tel-
chines as ¢dlov: here too perhaps were
mentioned the uninspired poets whose Muse
was not Aerralén.

2 Cf., of course, fr. 1. 37-8 Modoar yap
Saovs tdov 6fuart maidas [ . . . uy Aoéd,
mowovs odk dméfevto $idovs. Mr. Thomas
Gelzer suggests to me that the ‘gods’ in this

A. W. BurLLocH

passage might be Callimachus’ patrens the
Ptolemies. This is a very attractive sugges-
tion, but one which needs caution, I think.
Callimachus is very flattering about the
Ptolemaic family, but only in his panegyric
poetry does he actually identify them with
the gods; in his less heightened poetry his
royal patrons are usually only juxtaposed
with the immortals.
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