CYNAETHUS’ HYMN TO APOLLO

It is generally accepted that the Homeric Hymn to Apollo was not conceived
as a single poem but is a combination of two : a Delian hymn, D, performed at
Delos and concerned with the god’s birth there, and a Pythian hymn, P, con-
cerned with his arrival and establishment at Delphi. What above all compels
us to make a dichotomy is not the change of scene in itself, but the way D
ends. The poet returns from the past to the present, and takes leave of his
audience ; farewell, he says, and remember me ever after. He is quite clearly
finishing. Whereupon there is an abrupt and unsatisfactory transition to P.

The poet of D is a Chian (172), and his outlook is Aegean. His Apollo
ranges dA\ote uév 7’ émi Kivfov . . . dA\ote 8’ dv vijoovs 7€ kai dvépas (141-2).
The catalogue of places in 30—44, which ends as a record of Leto’s wander-
ings but begins as a survey of Apollo’s worshippers, covers the Aegean and its
shores, with particular emphasis on the eastern side; it does not look further
west than Athens. The poet of P, by contrast, is chiefly interested in the main-
land. The stories about Apollo which he considers telling in 207 ff. are all
located on the mainland. In the story he chooses, Apollo sets out not from
Delos but from Olympus, and the search for a temple-site takes him no further
east than Euboea (216 fI.). When he gets to Onchestus, the poet cannot refrain
from describing a curious ceremony to be seen there, although it has nothing
to do with Apollo (230-8). Later he has to give an account of the coming of
the Cretan priesthood to Delphi. He has nothing to tell us about their home-
island except that they are from ‘Minoan Cnossus’ where many trees grow
(393, 475), but their progress round the Peloponnese is described in some de-
tail (409—29). In a word: the poets of D and P inhabit two separate worlds
which barely overlap. The difference in their geographical outlook is so marked
and so complete that on this ground alone we can feel sure they are different
people.

Many readers have felt a stylistic difference between the two parts. To some
extent this can be put on an objective basis. An industrious study by P. K.
Huibregtse! brought to light (amid much that was inconclusive) significant
differences in the average length of sentences, and in the frequency of the
particles 7e and dpa, and the fact that while the sea in P is five times wdvros
and never dJs, in D it is five times dAs and only twice mdvros. A more recent
article by Alena Frolikova? brings out differences in the use of Apollo-formulae
and in the frequency of repetitions. It may also be remarked, for what it is
worth, that the ratio of observances to neglects of initial digamma is 1°6: 1
inDand 3-6:1 in P.3

I am grateful to Dr. N. J. Richardson for
some helpful comments and criticisms.

counting neglects which are doubtful because
of movable nu, etc. In the Hymn to Demeter the
corresponding ratios (up to/afterline 180) are

! De Homerische Apollohymnus, Diss. Leiden,  1-4:1, 08 :1; in the Hymn to Hermes 1-0 :1,

1940.

2 'EPAZ, Studies presented to George
Thomson (Prague, 1963), 9g-109.

3 I base the figures on the material col-
lected in the edition of Allen and Sikes, pp.
Ixv f., not counting ¢ o as initial, and not

1-8 :1. The fluctuations are quite large be-
cause of the shortness of the texts being com-
pared. The differences are not so great,
however, as between D and P. Allen and Sikes
gave separate figures for D and P, and noted
the difference; but in his later edition with
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Yet the poems are not independent of each other; for there is a conspicuous
parallelism between their opening sections.

162

1-13 ~ 186-206 Description of Apollo joining the other gods. Leto re-
joices to see him

19 = 207 m@ds Tdp o Spvjow, wdvtws edupvov évra; followed by
20-4 ~ 208-13  indication of the range of possibilities

25 ~ 214 7 ds o€ (s 70) mpdTOVY . . .

g0 ff. ~ 216 ff.  itinerary of a search for an acceptable place.

The sequence is not so natural or logical that we can explain it as a traditional
pattern for hymns to Apollo. Nor is it likely that two separate poets should see
fit to imitate a common source to this extent. There are several other strikingly
parallel passages too.! Many scholars since Ilgen have agreed that one poet is
imitating the other, and this seems to be the truth.

Almost all of those who have taken this view agree further in regarding P as
the imitation of D ; and, since Wilamowitz, they have regarded it as having
been designed as a continuation of D.2 Their reason is that it has no beginning
of its own, as it should have if it had been composed as an independent poem.
It begins, without preamble,

elor 8¢ popuilwv Anrods épikvdéos vids 182

dSppiyy yradupfi mpos ITvfw werprieaoar.

But if it is obvious that this is not the opening of a poem, it ought to be equally
obvious that it was not conceived as a continuation from anything in D. Apollo
appears to be going up from Crisa, as in 514 ff.:

Bdv ¢ tuev fpye & dpd opw dval Aduos vics AméAwv,

dpuyy’ év xelpeoow Exwv, épardv kiapilwv,

Kadd kal B Bifds: of 8¢ pricoovres Emovro

Rpijres mpos TTvfcs.

But Crisa has not been mentioned in what precedes, nor has any scene been
set upon which elot 8¢ gopuilwv can be projected. It is a continuation not from
D but from something which has disappeared.

Furthermore, it is, though not the very beginning of a poem, from the
beginning of a poem. That is where a description of the god’s typical activity
belongs,? and the question in 207 (7d&s 7dp ¢’ Hujow;) confirms it. So P was
not written as an extension of D. It is an independent poem that has lost its
opening.4

We must ask anew: which is the imitation, D or P? When I compare the

67—72; B. A. van Groningen, La Composition
littéraire archaique grecque, 318—-23; A. Lesky,
R.-E. Suppl. xi. 827. 18 ( = 141. 18 of the
Separat, Homeros). Jacoby and van Gronin-

the more docile Halliday, Allen suppressed the
fact in furtherance of his unitarian opinions.

1 57~ 249 = 289 = 366; 75 f.~220f,

244 f.; 8o f. ~ 247f., 2581., 287 f.

2 Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und Homer, 441,
and Pindaros, 74 nn. 2-3 ; Jacoby, S.P.A.W.
1933, 715 ff. = Ki. phil. Schr. i. 179 ff.;
H. T. Wade-Gery in Greek Poetry and Life
(Essays presented to Gilbert Murray, 1936),
56 = his Essays in Greek History, 175 J.
Humbert, Homére, Hymnes (Budé, 1937),

gen believe that P was meant to follow on
138 or 139, replacing the personal ending
of D. One earlier scholar took D as the imita-
tion of P: A. Fick, Bezz. Beitr. xvi (1890), 21.

3 Cf. F. Altheim, Hermes lix (1924), 442.

4 As Hermann said, p. xxvii of his edition :
‘is hymnus initio caret.” Cf. L. Deubner,
S.P.A.W. 1938, pp. 256 f.
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parallel passages, it appears to me that the answer is the opposite of that
hitherto accepted. After its abrupt beginning, P proceeds smoothly to 206.
From Pytho the divine citharist passes on to Olympus, and at once the house of
Zeus is filled with music. The Muses sing, the younger goddesses and gods
dance, Leto and Zeus look on with pleasure. It is a wholly harmonious con-
ception. Not so the corresponding scene in D, 2—13. Here Apollo wields his bow
instead of his lyre. The gods are afraid, they jump up from their chairs: only
Leto stays calm beside Zeus, takes his dangerous plaything away, finds him
a seat, and Zeus gives him a cup of nectar, while Leto rejoices that her son is
a mighty archer. Superficially this is more dramatic and original than P. But
what is best in it is borrowed from the Olympian scene in Iliad i: the gods
jumping up from their seats as the mighty one enters, the transition to a re-
laxed mood, the ministration of nectar. For the rest it is a peculiar business.
What is Apollo thinking of, coming into the company of the gods with his bow
at the ready, as if he were Odysseus and they the suitors? It is represented not
just as something he did once but as something he does regularly ; and the gods
jump every time, as if they had never seen the charade before. The details are
not clearly thought out either. Leto remains seated, yet she is able to disarm
him and lead him to his place. She unstrings the bow he is stretching, but also
takes it off his shoulders.

A \ 8’ ” 14 \ A \ 4
1@ 8 oin piuve mapai dul Tepmrepatvew, 5
LS / 9 4 9 30 ’
7 pa Bidv T’ éxdAagoe kal éxMijioe dapérpmy,
’ e 5 v ’ ¥ 7 € -~
kai ol am’ (POipwy Suwv yelpeoow élodoa
76€0v dvexpéuace mpos kiova marpds éofo
magodlov ék ypvadov: Tov &’ els Opdvov eloev dyovoa.

It is easier to understand what the poet is about if we suppose him to be adapt-
ing a narrative of Apollo’s first coming to Olympus. He may sometimes have
related this as the sequel to the god’s birth, for that is a sequence that we know
as typical from elsewhere.? But now he makes it into a habitual entry. Why?
Because, I suggest, he is under the influence of P’s opening, and wishes to out-
do it.

This hypothesis may also explain why, on concluding the passage with
Leto’s happy contemplation of her son, he adds:

-~ 4 ? A 2 \ ’ > \ ’
XatLpe p,ak.'acp w A?]TO&, €TTEL TEKES (l‘yAa(l TEKVQ, 14
:4 /AA ’ 3 ¥ \ 114 » ’

TOAN\WYA T AVAKTA Kal PTEULY LOXGG&PGV,

as if we were not to hear of her again. In the two shorter hymns just cited, the
god’s birth and reception among the immortals is immediately followed by the
closing salutation: 6. 19 yaip” é\koBAépape yAvkvpeidixe, 19. 48 kal ov pév odrw
xaipe dvaf. This is the pattern that our poet has been accustomed to follow,
and now it prompts him to make farewell noises here. If it were really the end
of a hymn, he would not have added:

v pév év *Opruyiy, Tov 8¢ kpavaf évi Afw 16
KkexAuuévn mpos paxpov Spos kal Kvvbiov Sxbov,
dyxordrw doiviros, im’ *Ivwmoio peébpois,
for the story would already have been told. Here it serves as a kind of ‘trailer’
for what is to come.
! Hymn 6. 14~18, 19. 42~7; Hes. Th. 68 fI., 201-2.
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Let us move on and compare the next passages in D and P, the passages
that begin in each case with the poet’s question

-~ 4
wds Tdp o Turiow, TdvTws edvuvov édvra; 19 = 207

In P the question comes abruptly, unheralded. But the lost beginning of the
poem must have taken the form ‘I will sing of Apollo, who . . ’, so that the
question originally had the same resumptive function as in D. It is followed in
208 fI. by a real statement of alternatives: ¢ o’ éi wmorfjow delow (with
several different possibilities mentioned under this heading);...# s 70
mpdiTov xpnoripiov avbpdrmoiot {nredwv kard yaiav éBns éxarnBoA’ Amoddov; In
D, on the other hand, there are no alternatives, simply:

o -~ A} ’
9} ds oe mpdTov AnTd TéKE; 25

This perfunctory treatment of the scheme surely belongs to the imitation, not
to the model.

There is little to say of the geographical catalogues except that the onein D
is awkwardly introduced. The two different purposes that it serves are not
properly distinguished and put into relation with one another.! Perhaps of
more significance for the question of priority vis-d-vis P is the speech that Leto
makes to Delos in 51-60, in which she points out the island’s natural poverty :

ai 8¢ & AmdMawvos éxaépyov vyov éxnaba, 56
dvBpwmol Tou wdvTes dywijoovs’ éxardufas
3 6 ’8, 3 ’ ! 8 ’ k4 y !
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Snuod dvaifer, Boarioes O ol ké o” éywaor
\ 3 % > 7 k3 \ » ~ c 9 A
xetpos dm’ dAdoTplins, émel olf Tou wiap v oddas. 60

This corresponds to a passage in P, 526-37, where the Cretan priests, installed
at Pytho, ask how they are to live from this infertile place, and Apollo promises
them a continual supply of animals brought in offering by worshippers. The
purpose of the lines is to show that the priests’ right to a share of the sacrificial
meat, and the surrounding peoples’ duty to provide it, are guaranteed by
divine ordinance. In D this is all but lost to view. The prospect that the Delians
will be able to live off their visitors becomes merely an inducement to the
island to accept Apollo. This was not the most obvious argument to put in
Leto’s mouth. It would have been enough just to hold out fame and honour
as the rewards; these are what in fact excite Delos (65). Again, D seems to
borrow ideas from P.
Lastly, in 8o ff. Delos asks Leto to swear:

&vldSe pv mpdTov Tevfew mepikaléa vndy
Zupevar dvbpdrmwy xpnoTipiov, abrap émetra

wdvras ém’ avbpdrmous, émel 7 modvdvupos éoTat.

! Hermann suggested that a line had  isa list of peoples: ocovs Kpijrn 7° évros éxer
fallen out after 29, with the sense ‘Latona, «rA. The dooovs cannot be separated from
Apollinem paritura, adiit . ..’. But she was  the wdou of 29.
looking for a place, not a people, and 3o ff.
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There is evidently a lacuna (Hermann), but it is not after 8o, as is clear from
the parallels in P:

&v8d8’ émel ppovées Tebfar mepikaiéa ynov 258

éuuevar dvbpdimois ypnoTipiov,

and 247 f., 287 f. So the talk is of an oracle on Delos. There was one, at least in
Hellenistic times,! but it was never important. In particular, it was not im-
portant to the poet of D, for he does not elsewhere allude to this aspect of the
holy island, though he does acknowledge the god’s prophetic role (132).
What leads him to refer to it in 81, if not the fact that it is embedded in the
phrase about ‘founding a fair temple’ which he knows from P?

I conclude from the above comparisons that D was composed with know-
ledge of P, and therefore later than P, and I see no evidence that would in-
dicate the opposite. P dates apparently from about 600 B.c.? In that case, D
should be assignable to the sixth century.

From internal evidence, then, we have arrived at the following picture: a
sixth-century itinerant? poet from Chios composes a hymn to Apollo which
appears in our collection thrust in before the older Pythian hymn so as to
obliterate its opening. But soft you . . . this is remarkably like what we are told
by the learned scholiast on the first line of Pindar’s second Nemean :

(O /8 » \ 1 3 ~ \ 3 1 ~ QO 4 7 a 1 A
unpidas éXeyov o uev dpyaiov Tods dmo Tod ‘Ousjpov yévouvs, of kai Ty
molyow adTod ék Suadoyijs Ndov, werd 8¢ Taita Kai of pafwdol odrért T6 Yévos

k) o > 7 k) ~ 9 / < \ /7 o A
els “Ounpov avdyovres. émpavels 8¢ éyévovro of mept KivaiBov, ols daot molra

~ 3 -~ 4 k) ~ k) \ ¢ ’ 7 5 \ 3 /. \
T@V émdv movjoavtas éufalelv els Ty ‘Ousjpov moinow. v 8¢ ¢ Kivabos 7o

Y '~ a \ -~ k) 7 ¢ /’ 4 \ 9y 9, ’
yévos Xios. S5 rai T@v émypadouévwy ‘Ourjpov mormudrwy Tov els AmdMwva
yeypadws Juvov dvaréfewkev adrd. odros odv 6 Kivabos mpdros év Zvpakov-
oas éppaihdnoe 7a ‘Owipov &my kara Ty £6”°Odvpmdda (504/1), s ‘Inmé-
orpatds ¢now (F. Gr. Hist. 568 F ).

One of the Homeric Hymns, according to this testimony, is intrusive, the work
of a Chian poet, Cynaethus (BDT) or Cinaethus (PU), who crossed the seas
and recited Homer at Syracuse at the end of the sixth century; and that hymn
is the Hymn to Apollo. By ‘the Hymn to Apollo’ the scholiast must mean the
whole chimera D+-P.# But we can discern, as later antiquity apparently could
not, that the hymn is two hymns, one of which is by a Chian and the other is
not. If there is anything in what the scholiast says, it must refer to D.

I See the note of Allen and Halliday.
Wilamowitz’s assertion, ‘Nur in alter Zeit
konnte von einem delischen Orakel geredet
werden’ (Il. u. H., 446 n. 2), is at variance
with the evidence.

2 Lines 270-1, where Crisa is said to be
untroubled by the noise of horses and
chariots, are usually assumed to antedate
the introduction of chariot-racing at the
Pythian Games in 586. The contrast is
primarily between temple-sites on and off
a main road, but it would certainly be odd
to represent the noise of chariots as being
offensive to Apollo at a time when they
competed at his games. Lines 540-3, with
their threat that the Cretan priesthood will

pass into the control of others if they do not
conduct themselves properly, are naturally
connected with the First Sacred War, but
read to me less like a post-eventum prophecy
than a warning in time of imminent danger.
Crisa, which was destroyed in the war, is
represented as a flourishing inhabited place
(446). No inference as to date can be drawn
from 294-9, for the temple is not said to be
going to stand for ever, but to be famous
for ever.

3 174f. fueis 8 Juérepov kAéos oloopev
Sooov én” alav | dvBpdimwy orpedduecfa modes
b vaeTawoas.

4 As do Paus. 10. 37. 5, Ath. 22b, St. Byz.
s.v. Tevunoods.
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There is no reason to doubt Cynaethus’ existence. No one had any motive
for inventing such a person. And it would be pointless to suppose that he did
exist but did not do the things he is said to have done. Some scholars have
thought 504/1 impossibly late for the first recitation of Homer at Syracuse.
But if the date is of value for anything, it is for the first recorded recitation, which
is unlikely to have been the first altogether. The only circumstances in which
any recitation would have been recorded with its date would have been a vic-
tory in a rhapsodic competition. We have the choice of two alternatives. Either
this first recitation in 504/1 is a fabrication of later literary chronography,
like many of the dates for literary events on the Parian Marble; or it represents
the first entry in a list of victorious rhapsodes. For the former it is an implausible
date. For the latter it is wholly plausible: an epoch when Syracuse was just
emerging into the light of history, and soon to enter on its great period of
literary activity. There seems a good chance, then, that Cynaethus’ recitation
in 504/1 is historical and that it was known from an inscription.

There is no need for this to be the date of the Delian hymn, even if it was
composed by the same man. He might have composed it half a century earlier.
The source of the information that he was its author must in any case be a dif-
ferent one. As he is contrasted with the genuine Homeridae, and his work with
the genuine work of Homer which the true Homeridae preserved, it would
appear that the source was these Homeridae themselves. We know that besides
reciting Homer, the Homeridae were concerned to spread his fame, and told
stories about his life.t Other rhapsodes looked up to them as authorities.2 Some
of the material in the extant Lives of Homer must have been inherited from
them. They were well placed to observe the doings of the renegade Cynaethus,
and to bring it about that at least some of the truth about him was remembered.

Of course it did not come to the attention of everyone. When Athenaeus
(22b) quotes from the Hymn as “Ounpos 3 7&v ‘Ounpddv mis év 76 eis AméAwva,
Juvw, he may well have the Cynaethus tradition in view, just as in 35 ¢ he says
6 v Kumplwv momris, Saris dv eln, although he knows names of poets to whom
the epic was ascribed.? For others, however, the Hymn is simply by Homer.
This is taken for granted even by such an early and (in some matters) critical
author as Thucydides.+ He is quoting from D, the very part of the hymn that
I have argued is Cynaethus’ work and dates from the middle or second half of
the sixth century.s To some scholars it has seemed impossible that Thucydides
should mistake a poem only a century old for the work of Homer. But if other
people said it was by Homer, there was nothing to make him suspect otherwise ;
and there is no magic number of generations that must pass before a misattribu-
tion becomes current. Stesichorus is said to have known the Shield of Heracles,
a poem composed in his own lifetime, as Hesiod’s.® In the late fifth century the
Cyclic poems are generally ascribed to Homer, even if Herodotus voices some

1 PlL. Rep. 599 e, Isoc. 10. 65.

2 Pl. Ion 530 d.

3 334b, 682 e. I amnot forgetting that22 b
and 25c are only preserved in the epitome,
so that it is conceivable that names have
been eliminated ; only it is not in the epito-
mator’s manner to pass over the names of
authorities.

4 3. 104 ; perhaps also by Aristophanes, if
Birds 575 is a reference to Hymn. Ap. 114.

5 There is nothing to show whether Thucy-
dides knows it as an independent poem or
joined with P. Cf. Allen-Halliday, 186 f.,
where however the argument that ‘as
Gemoll observes, if he had been acquainted
with more than one hymn to Apollo he
would hardly have written Tof mpooipiov
AnéMawvos’ is useless, because he did not
write that. The definite article is not in the
text. 6 Cf. C.Q.Nus. xxi (1971), 305 f.
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doubts about one or two of them (on grounds of content, not style). It is at
a later period that the claims of Stasinus, Arctinus, and the others—poets no
less real than Cynaethus—find their way to the light.!

In the Lives of Homer, certain of these poets are mentioned, but only as men
who enjoy the reputation of having composed poems which were in fact
Homer’s work. Creophylus was given the Capture of Oechalia by Homer in
return for hospitality, and it thereafter went under his name. Stasinus was given
the Cypria as a dowry. Thestorides wrote down the Little Iliad and Phocais at
Homer’s dictation and then recited them as his own. To this extent the Lives
follow the tradition not of the severe ‘genuine’ Homeridae who sought to
dissociate alien poems from Homer, but of the less scrupulous ones whom
they accused of augmenting his euvre. The pseudo-Herodotean Life credits
him with the Hymns without qualification.2 The Certamen, which is here
following a Life, refers specifically to the Hymn to Apollo beginning pwmjcopac
008¢ Adfwpar AméA\wvos éxdrowo. It says he composed it at Delos, and the
Delians wrote it on a board and dedicated it in the temple of Artemis.
The object must have existed at one time, but whether it was ancient must
remain in doubt.3

As in Thucydides, we cannot tell whether this ‘Hymn to Apollo’ comprises
P as well as D. No light comes from here on the question how and when the
two hymns came to be combined. It had happened by the second century A.p.
so it is hardly just an accidental conflation resulting from omission, such as
might in the Middle Ages spread from one copy to affect a whole tradition,
but rather a deliberate piece of editing by scissors and paste. Another sign
of this is the odd passage at the transition:

adrap éywv od Miéw éxnPBolov AmdAwva 177
< ’ k] 7 a 3 A ’ ’ ’
Suvéwy dpyvpdrofov, 6v fikouds Téxe Anrd.
S ¥ \ I3 \ I3 ] /
& ava, kai Avkiny kal Mpoviny épatewy
\ I ¥ ¥ ’ € ’
kai Midyrov éyeis, &valov mdAw ipepdecoav, 180

adros 8 ad Ardoto mepikAioTov puéy’ dvdooes.

177-8 make an apparent end to D ;5 179-81 make a lame, pointless appendage
to that ending. Jacoby regards them as the beginning of the ‘continuation’, P,
designed to replace the whole passage 139-78.% But they cannot be assigned to
P: the emphasis is still on Delos, against an eastern backdrop,” and there is
a complete break between 181 and 182 elow 8¢ poppilwv Anrois épikvSéos vids.
The suggestion that the lines were meant to follow the description of Apollo’s
birth, however, was a fruitful one. Humbert saw in them a replacement for

T On their historicity see R. Merkelbach,
Untersuchungen zur Odyssee, pp. 139—41.

3 Cert. 18, 1. 316. See E. Bethe, Ber. sichs.
Gesellsch., Phil.-hist. Kl., Ixxxiii (2) (1931),

2 Ch. 9. Contrast Vita Scorialensis p. 29. 19
Wil. = Allen’s Vita V, line 19, oddév §°
avroi feréov éfw s *IAddos kai Tijs *Odvo-
oelas, dAAa kai Tovs Suvous kai Td Aourd TV
€ls alrov dvadepoudvwy monudrwy Hynréov
dAAd7pia, kal Tis Ppvoews (Ppdoews Wil.) xai
7is Svvdpews évexa. Pseudo-Plutarch and
Proclus also restrict his work to the I/iad and
Odyssey.

3-7-

+ Pausanias, Athenaeus: abovep. 165 n. 4.

5 Cf. Jacoby, Kl. phil. Schr. i, 183 n. 100,
who compares Eur. H.F. 674 o madoopa
7as Xdpiras Movoaits ovyxaraperyvis; van
Groningen, La Comp., 313-16.

6 Op. cit. 201 f.

7 Deubner, S.P.A.W. 1938, 257 f.
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143-5 (it would have been better to say 143-6), and van Groningen a replace-
ment for 140-6.T These are promising ideas, but they can be improved on.
Here is the passage:

adros 8 dpyvpdroée dvaé éxarnBEN’ Amolov 140
¥ ra 3 %\ ’ 3 4 s
dMote pév 7 émi Kivlov éBrjoao marraAdevros,
b 4 \ s 7 t] 4
dMote 8 av mjoovs Te kai dvépas HAdokales.
’ I \ ¥ 7
moMoi Tou vol T€ kal dAoea Sevdprievra,
mdoar 8¢ oromal Te dpidaw kal mpdroves drpot
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&0d Tou éXxeyitwves "Idoves krA.

Wegener deleted 144-5, which are repeated from 22-3 (only with e ¢ida
instead of 7ot d8ov) and which rather spoil the connection between 143 and
146.2 Now suppose the passage read:

14 7 \ 4
moAdot Tot Vol Te kai dAoea SevdprievTa 143
.d \ I \ I ] /.
& dva: kai Avkiny kai Myovigy éparewniy 179
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kai Midqrov éxeis, évadov wodw iuepdecoay: 180
3 \ \ / -~ 4 2 7
dMa od djAw Doifle pdhior’ émrépmear Jrop. 146

The vocative attaches itself to 7o, and the place-names make the best of
antitheses with 47Aw. It is a perfect fit. But obviously, if 179-80 really belong
here, more has happened than a chance displacement. Someone hasdeliberately
replaced them with two lines borrowed from earlier in the poem. They have
then found a place at the end of D, and been rounded off by the addition of
a new line (181) similar to 146. This diagnosis has an important consequence.
It implies the existence of a ‘redactor’ for whom D and P are still separate,
and who is concerned to preserve pieces of hymn by roughly conflating them.
Such a man may well have been responsible for the joining of D and P.3

But why should anybody have wanted to eject 179-80 from an original
location after 143? The answer is not hard to find : because of a change in the
Greek national consciousness in response to historical events. Here are Lycia
and Lydia being treated as one cultural community with Greece. This is
something we are accustomed to in Homer or Sappho, and, consistently with
the evidence for Cynaethus’ date, we can admit it very happily under the
benign reign of Croesus. But after the Persians came? Then it was hardly
appropriate to include those lands in Apollo’s realm, and understandable
that the text should be altered.

If this is right, it gives us a ferminus ante quem for D : 5477 or thereabouts. The
upper limit can be set around 570, if Cynaethus is still to be alive in 504/1.
The whole picture, sketchy as it is—an Ionian poet who starts his career
shortly before the Persian conquest, wanders abroad, and turns up in Sicily
by about 500—reminds us pleasantly of Xenophanes.

! Humbert, ed., 72; van Groningen, 96/98-101 (see below), 136-8/139; 5. 62/63,
g11f. Deubner, 263, follows Jacoby. 97/98-9, 136/136a; 18. 10-11/12. But the

2 Cf. Wilamowitz, Il. u. H., 450 n. 1. alternatives are simply juxtaposed ; the pro-

3 A remarkable feature of the hymn collec-  cedure is different from what has been done
tion as a whole is the presence in it of ob- with D and P, and not to be attributed to
vious doublets: 1. 13~15/16, 17-19/20-1; 3.  the same agent.
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Catalepton
g2 fI. Leto was in travail for nine days and nights,

feai & éoav évdob maoar
o ¥ ¥ /7 ¢ 7
Sooau dpiotar éoav, Auwvn Te ‘Pein Te
*Iyvain Te @éuis kai dydorovos Audirpirn

{dMal 7 dfdvarar, véadw Aevkwlévov “Hpns.} 95
potvn 8’ odk émémvoTo poyoordros Eidelfua: 97
foTo yap év peydpoior Aids vepeyyepérao: 96
{foro yap drpw *ONumw vmo xpvaéoior védeaary 98
L2 / 7 G4 b4

Hpns dpaduoatvns Aevkwlévou, 1 uv épuke

pns ppadpooivy 7 e Epuy
{mAoatvy, 87’ dp’ vidv duvpovd Te KpaTepdy Te 100

Anrw mééeobar kalmAdkapos T Epelder.}
¢ L ’ .. ’ 3 \ /
ai 8 *Ipw mpovmepfay éiikTipévns dmo mjcov
k3 /’ 'y 14 € ’ Vs -4
aééuev Eidelbviay, dmooxduevar uéyav oppov,
xpvoeiowot Aiflorow éepuévov, évvedmnyuv.
{véodiwv 8 fvwyov kaéew AevkwAévov “Hprs, 105
wi pw érar’ énéecow dmooTpéfiiev lodoav.}
k] \ 3 \ ’ 3 8 /. 2 7 QI
adrap émel 76y’ drovoe modivepos wréa "Ipis,
B pa Oéew, Tayéws 8¢ Bufvvoe mav 16 peonyd.
3 A 3 ’ € o -~ o 3 \ t
adrap émel p’ ikave Oeav &Sos almv "Olvuov,
3y /% ¥ ) > 4 3 \ 4 ’
avrie’ dp’ Eldeibviav o peydpoio Ovpale 110
ékmporaleaoauévy émea wrepdevra mpoonvda.

96 is absent from some manuscripts, including M. As Wade-Gery points out,
this cannot be explained as a simple case of homoearchon-omission, for then g7
ought to be omitted too. The line is an alternative to 98,! or perhaps rather to
98-101, for the golden clouds go together with Hera’s interference (cf. II. 13.
521-5). Wilamowitz thinks that 96 was composed as a replacement ‘when
the obstruction of the senses by the golden clouds no longer seemed worthy
of a goddess’. But this is an unlikely motive for rewriting, and it overlooks
the fact that it is 96, not g8-101, that is presupposed in 110 f. Iris fetches
Eileithyia from a house, not from under a golden cloud on the mountain
(there can be no question of an indoor cloud), and there is no hint of
obstruction by Hera.2

There are, then, in 97-96 and g8-101 two accounts of Eileithyia’s absence
which differ essentially in that in one Hera is involved and in the other she
is not; and of these two, it is the version without Hera that is assumed in what
follows. This is also the version that is more in accord with the rest of D.
In 5-13, Leto sits beside Zeus as his consort, and Hera is simply ignored.
Again in the story of Leto’s search for a place in which to give birth, the
whole theme of Hera’s opposition, which is so important in Callimachus’
Hymn to Delos, is absent. There just was not room in this poem for Hera
besides Leto.

We may safely conclude that g8-101 is the secondary version, and that the
other lines near by that refer to Hera, 95 and 105-6, must go with it. If we
look carefully, we will see that the passage benefits from their removal. g5 does

! Wilamowitz, 447 n. 3; Jacoby, 170 f. invented to suit 110, while the original ver-
2 Jacoby notices 11of. in this connection, sion contradicted it.
but draws the odd conclusion that g6 was
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not accord happily either with 93 or with g7; and 105-6 spoil the nice point
which émel 76 y” drovoe has if it follows straight after 103—4.

dMote pév 7 émi Kivfov éBrjoao marmaldevros, 141
¥ » 2 4 \ 5 7/ 2 4

dMote 8 av jgovs Te kai dvépas fAdoxales . . .

ara od AjAw Doife pddior’ émrépmear frop. 146

In Thucydides 3. 104. 4, where lines 146-50 appear in quotation, the manu-
scripts give 146 in the form dAA’ re A1jAe Poife udAiord ye fupov érépdns. The
variant at the end is a natural product of quotation from memory, but we
cannot follow Gemoll in explaining the dAX* 7e or dAdore in the same way,
because it does not make sense and Thucydides could not have thought it did.
It seems probable that he began his quotation at 141, and that a scribe’s eye
jumped from dAore there to dAAa o¥ in 146.

wds Tdp 0 Tuvijow, TAvTws eduuvov édvra; 207
24 3 2\ -~ LN \ 7’
1€ & évi pymorfow deldw xal pLAdTyTL;

After the aorist durjow in 207 it seems highly likely that delow was written in
208. The two forms can be hard to tell apart in minuscule; see for example the
way diow (?) is written in the sixth line of Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus in the
facsimile in R. Merkelbach and H. van Thiel, Griechisches Leseheft.

adrika Tovde Aafoboa Bodms mérvia “Hpy 353
Sdkev émeira Pépovoa kaxd kakdv.

Tovde is to be emended to 7év ye (and likewise in Hymn 26. 7 adrap émel &7
76v8e Beai moddupvov éfpefav) ; again a very easy and common minuscule con-
fusion. 38¢ is not used in epic narrative except in the prospective 7j8e 8¢ oi . . .
dpiorn ¢aivero Bovh and the like. In Il. 24. 17 7ov 8 7’ is of course the right
reading, not 7évde 8’. There remains only Hes. Op. 80 dvdunve 8¢ mijpde yuvaira
Havddypyy, which is perhaps best understood as a reflection of what Hermes
was imagined to say, ovopalvw mjvde yvvaixa Iav8dpyy.

adrap 6 Toiow curiyrerto Poifos AméAwv, 399
3 ¢ 3 3 ’ ’ ~ b3 ’
év movrw & émdpovae Séuas SeAdive éokdds
vt Bofj, xai keiTo médwp péya Te Sewdv Te.

R. Merkelbach, Kritische Beitrdge zu antiken Autoren (Meisenheim, 1974), pp. 1-2,
proposes vyt fofi 8" dmékerro, inferring from 416 el pevéer vnos yAadupils damé-
Sotor wédwpov that the divine dolphin is stationed underneath the ship. This
is wrong, for when they reach Crisa Apollo leaps out of the ship, éx vnds (440).
8amédowor in 416 therefore means (as one would expect) ‘on the floor’. It is
true that 4o1 is deplorably unclear. It would be better if the poet had written
éx mévrov in 400 (T. L. Agar, C.R. xxx [1916], 5) ; but the transmitted text is
protected by 493—4:

s pév éyw 10 TpddToV év Nepoeldéi TIVTw

eldopevos dedpive Bofjs émt vmos Spovoa.

Bedford College, London M. L. WEesT
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