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CALLIMACHUS HYMN TO ZEUS

Recent work on Callimachus has tended to concentrate on the technicalities of his
poetry. Commentaries on the Hymns have dealt exhaustively with vocabulary, metrics,
Homeric allusion,! historical background. What remains to be done is to use these
detailed pieces of work in readings of the individual poems, showing how the
commentator’s minutiae can be assimilated into an overall view of each hymn. In
Hellenistische Dichtung® Wilamowitz attempted such an appreciation; but since his
time literary approaches have changed considerably. With the thorough commentary
of G. R. McLennan?® as foundation, it may be worth while to make a re-assessment
of the Hymn to Zeus in less technical terms. In the reading which I offer here I hope
to escape the tyranny of the individual word; but I hope, too, that what I have to
say will not appear too loosely founded on the text.

The poem begins with two questions. The first is rhetorical: ‘At libations to Zeus
whom should we rather sing than the god himself, always great, alway the Lord,
router of the Mud-born, dispenser of justice to Those in Heaven?’ This first hymn’s*
first word confirms the primacy of its subject; but what are the omovdai at which we
honour him? The opening sentence, superficially so certain in its proclamation of
omnipotence, raises in the reader’s mind a doubt which the rest of the poem will not
dispel. The roles of both poet (author? ‘declaimer’? ‘master of ceremonies’?) and
reader (‘audience’? ‘participant’?) are left ill defined by this slight hint of ‘mimesis’.
Such role-manipulation forms an important part of Callimachus’ poetic technique in
these hymns. Here, contextually disorientated, we trip on the threshold. There will
be no further clue.

The ‘setting’, then, is a (any?) symposium, a libation of thanksgiving to Zeus Soter.
Through deidew (1) the poem typically proclaims itself as a hymn; line 2 adds another
dimension to the concept of singing. At this point the repetition of ‘always’ might
seem mere convention; but at 8 f. we learn that the Cretans allege that Zeus is dead.
On the contrary, Zeus lives ‘for ever’; and dei (2), repeating the first two syllables
of aeidew (1), suggests that his immortality is gained through song, and in particular
through this song.® Already in these opening lines the rhythm is repetitive, balanced,
secure: after dei puéyav, alév dvaxra (2) resounds ITpAayévwr élarijpa, Sicaomblov
Ovpavidpor (3), a line which contrasts through precise chiasmus benignity and
vengeance, the heights of heaven and earth’s lowest mire. Later we shall be surprised
to note that this hymn stresses only the milder aspects of Zeus’ nature.

! Usually in a rather mechanical way. A notable exception is A. W. Bulloch, ‘Callimachus’
Erysichthon, Homer and Apollonius Rhodius’, AJPh 98 (1977), 97 ff.

2 U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Hellenistische Dichtung 2 (Berlin, 1924), 1 ff.

* Callimachus. Hymn to Zeus. Introduction and Commentary (Rome, 1977). Similar in scope,
but less detailed, is D. W. Tandy, ‘ Callimachus, Hymn to Zeus: Introduction and Commentary’
(diss. Yale, 1979).

¢ Tintend to discuss elsewhere the order of the six hymns. There is no evidence to suggest
that we have not the poet’s own arrangement.

® A similar point is implied at Theoc. 16. 1. fl. (cf. h. Hom. 10. 1 ff.):

alel TodTo Aids kolpais uéder, alév doidois,
duvelv dfavdTovs, duvelv dyalav kéa avdpav.
Moicas pév Beai évri, Beods feal deidovr-
appes 8¢ Bpotol oide, BpoTols Bporoi deldwpuev.
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The first three lines, interrogative in tone, have established a doubt and a certainty:
doubt over the particular (or generalized) setting mapa omovdjjow contrasts with
traditional hymnic complacency in divine omnipotence. A second question now
reinforces the mood of doubt: should we speak of Zeus as Cretan or Arcadian by birth?
Similar questions, where the poet or worshipper affects inability to choose which
cult-title he should employ to address a multivalent deity, are a hymnic topos:® here
we see a conversion of conventional amopia into ‘genuine’ doubt on a question of
fact. The passage is modelled on the opening lines of the fragmentary h. Hom. 1 (to
Dionysus);? but line 5 is a ‘corrected’ (?) quotation of a line which Antagoras had
applied to Eros in a similar hymnic context of doubtful lineage.®? Time and again in
Hellenistic verse verbal allusion is given an extra significance by reference to the
original context.

The syntactical parallelism, which has hitherto reinforced certainty, now reflects
division. After the easy balance of lines 2-3 come a rhyming pair of alternatives, this
time mutually exclusive (duxraiov, Avkaiov 4); év doufj and dudipiarov (5) emphasize
the point. There follow two pairs of lines linked in opposition by anaphora
(Zed ) Zed ~ Kpijres | Kpijres 6-9). Note the subtle texture of literary cross-reference:
Antagoras’ yévos (5) echoed by h. Hom. 1. 5’s yevéafa: (6), Call.’s &bedaavro (7) by
Epimenides’ yedorar (8).° A neat allusion exploits and elaborates the opening
sentiment: the concept of ‘always’, repeated from 1 ff., is used not only to confirm
Zeus’ immortality, but to damn the wretched Cretans as ‘ ever liars’ (note, too, dvaxra
2 ~ & ava 8).

Since Cretans are liars, Callimachus will dispense with the myth of Zeus’ Cretan
ancestry: the doubts of 5-7 are dispelled. The surface meaning is clear enough; but
what of the details? In line 7 Zeus, piquantly addressed as marep during a discussion
of his own birth, is asked not which faction is telling the truth, but which nation are
liars; the importance of Callimachus’ phraseology will become apparent later. At once
we hear the answer: *“ Kpfjres del Yedorar”, a quotation from Epimenides. But who
speaks these words? Callimachus? Epimenides himself? Or Zeus replying on his own
behalf? We cannot be sure: as with mapa omovdjjow (1), there is not enough
information to decide. The result is an isolation of these three words within the text:
firmly united in sense with the surrounding lines, they stand out as foreign even to
the reader unfamiliar with Epimenides’ dictum.

‘cf h. Ap 19, A. Ag. 783 ff., Ar Pax 520 ff.
ol pév 'yap Apa.xavw a’, oi 8" ’Ikdpw Nrepoéooy
bdo’, oi 8’ & Nitw, &ov yévos elpadiivTa,
of 8¢ o’ &n’ *Adperd moTapd Babvduievt
kvoauévny Zepédny Texéew dul Tepmikepaivey,
aMot 8’ & Onfnow avaé oe Aéyovor yevéolar
Yevdiuevor o€ 8 érikte matnp avdpdv Te fedv Te. . .
8 Antag. fr. 1. 1 p. 120 Powell
&v Souf) pou Buuds, émel yévos audioBnrov (Meineke: audifénrov codd.),
7) o€ Bedv Tov TpdyTov devyevéwy, “Epos, einw,
Tav 8acovs "EpeBés Te madar Pacideid Te maidas
yelvaro NOE meddyesow Om’ edpéos *Qxeavoior
7 oé ye Kompidos via mepidpovos, %é oe I'ains,
7 *Avépwy: Toios oV kaka $povéwy dAdAnoat
avlpdrmois 18’ éaBAd: 76 kal céo ddpa Siduiov.
Note, t00, detyevéwv (2) ~ éoai yap alei Call. h. 1.9.
® Epimen. fr. 5 Kinkel Kpfites del yedorar, kaxa Onpia, yasrépes dpyai. It is interesting to
note that Epimenides’ line is itself a parody of Hes. Th. 26, mowuéves dypavdor, kdk’ éXéyxea,
yaaTépes olov, the Muses’ opening address to Hesiod.
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Popular etymology connected Zeis with {#jv, the oblique cases with 8d:!° thus e.g.
[Arist.] Mu. 401213 kadodpev adrov kai Zijva kai dia. . .ws dv el 8° 6v {dpev. The
link may underlie oV 8’ 0 fdves, éaal yap aiei (9), where Callimachus echoes the
Homeric clausula feods alév éévras (. 1. 494, al) in asserting Zeus’ immortality.
As Wilamowitz observes,!! this assertion of eternal existence makes a ‘naive’
contradiction to the birth-narrative of which it forms a part.

Instead of tacitly rejecting alternative accounts in order to concentrate on one
particular myth, this hymn has brought the selection process out into the open.
Having finally made his choice of myth, Callimachus begins the Arcadian birth-
narrative atline 10: the goddess Rhea bore Zeus in a densely wooded part of Parrhasia.
No woman or animal in labour is allowed there now; and the place is known to the
inhabitants as ‘Rhea’s erstwhile childbed’. This is the first of several aetiologies in the
hymn. In Hellenistic poetry such passages are often dismissed as learned excrescences
foreign to modern taste; but two points, one general and one particular to this hymn,
deserve to be made. (i) Aetiologizing, especially in mythological contexts, was more
than alearned game: it provided a link between past and present highly valued in Greek
society. Within a hymn its importance is even greater: aetiology points to visible
manifestations of divine activity, rationalizes ritual, accounts comfortably for existence,
dispels doubt by producing final causes;!'? its deep appeal should not be under-
estimated. That aetiologizing became a Hellenistic affectation was partly a result of the
Alexandrian Greeks’ delight in obscure detail; but we must assess each case on its
merits. So (ii) how do aetiologies work in this particular hymn? Perhaps resolution
of doubt can be achieved in ways other than (in the case of Zeus’ birth) the simple
choice between alternatives. Aetiologies ‘prove’ the truth of rhis poet’s assertions on
the origin of Zeus by an appeal to names and places still in existence. And what of
the implicit references to word-derivation sprinkled throughout the poem? Are not
these, too, reassuring points of fixity in the text, pinning down precise meaning,
étupoloyia, by a neat, internal reference? This hymn is largely concerned with truth
and lies: aiTwa, or the origins of objects, and etymologizing, or the origins of words,
provide a satisfying and demonstrable truth. Perhaps that is why they are generally
considered ‘unpoetic’: the moi-n71s, it seems, is happier to lie, YedSea moAda Aéywy
érdpolow dpoia.

Some points of detail. (i) McLennan is probably right to see an inverted sexual
allusion in yvvy) émpioyerar (13), plyvvaba: being a common euphemism for sexual
union. (ii) Note the recondite *Amdavies (14) = Arcadians: in view of what follows
it seems that Callimachus is hinting at a derivation from &-mivew .13

After giving birth Rhea was at a loss because she could find no water in which to
wash her infant: all the rivers of Arcadia were as yet subterranean. I have argued
elsewhere!4 that an undercurrent of etymologizing on the name of Rhea is discoverable
in this passage: péov d8aros (16),!* éppeev (18) and ‘Péz (21) point the paradox that

10 See O. Weinreich, ‘Menekrates Zeus und Salmoneus’, Tiibinger Beitrdge 18 (1933),
105 ff. = Religionsgeschichtliche Studien (Darmstadt, 1968), pp. 409 ff., West on Hes. Op. 3.

U Hell. Dicht. p. 12.

2 On pre-Callimachean aetiology see G. Codrignani, ‘L’ *“aition” nella poesia greca prima
di Callimaco’, Convivium n.s. 26 (1958), 527-45. One need look no further than the closing
passages of Euripides’ plays for ample evidence that the aetiological link was highly regarded.

3 See F. von Jan (de Ian) ‘De Callimacho Homeri interprete’ (diss. Strassburg, 1893), 80
n. 1; Wilamowitz, Hell. Dicht. 6 n. 4.

14 ‘Rhea in Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus’, JHS (forthcoming).

!5 A linguistic parallel overlooked by McLennan: AP 9. 679. 3 (anon.) éfoxa 8¢ kpavaj) pbov
U8atos dmacev "Aoow,/moAGY meTpdwy oxkAnpa pérwma Tepdv.
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a goddess named from flowing water ("Peia) was unable to find even a spring.'® One
wonders whether the choice of 8i{nTo (di-, Zx-) is entirely coincidental.

On 18 ff. McLennan comments, ‘The next few lines constitute a digression which
allows Callimachus to display his geographical erudition. He was, of course, the author
of a mepi morapdv (fr. 457). Such digressions are a feature of Callimachus’ style in
the Hymns (cf. Diehl, Der Digressionsstil des Kallimachos).” A predictable reaction;
but there is surely more to say. Why dismiss as digressive a passage so perfectly
integrated in style, conception and manner with the poem as a whole? Is there to be
no criterion of unity but narrative coherence, smoothness of transition, presence of
‘plot’? An overall view of this hymn must take into prime account a denominator
common to all its formally heterogeneous and disproportionate elements: it is the
‘style’, a unique combination of learning and ‘naiveté’, apparent lucidity and
unobtrusive internal and external allusion, which helps to make this poem ccherent,
satisfying, ‘whole’. No other Greek poet ever wrote in this way.

Like Arcadia with its underground streams, this portion of the text conceals things
not apparent to the casual observer. (i) Erymanthus is ‘ the whitest of rivers’ (19); soon
we shall hear of Mé)as, its polar opposite. (ii) At 25-6 we find a pair of anatomical
opposites: a man on foot (me{és 26) passes thirstily over rivers whose names suggest
head and brow (Kpafw, Merdmyy 26). (iii) *Alyvis (20) neatly implies both ala,
‘dryness’, and Znv-:'" no Zeus, no water. (iv) dwepés (24) is commonly associated
with 4.-.18

In her desperation Rhea addressed the earth, saying, ‘Dear Earth, do you give
birth too: your birth-pangs are not hard’. She struck the mountainside with her
sceptre, and the blow caused a great spring to well up. Here she washed her child and
handed it to the ancient nymph Neda for secret rearing. In honour of Neda the new
spring (and its river) were named after her: it is still to be seen flowing past the
Cauconian town of Lepreum (28—41). In this passage we see a second birth, this time
of a spring/river: the parallel is pointed by Rhea’s words 'aia $idn, Téxe kai ob-
Teal 8 wdives éladpal (29), a fascinatingly dissonant combination of Homeric
allusions: Odysseus’ address to his nurse (naia ¢pidn Od. 20. 129, al.) and the last words
of Achilles to Lycaon (II. 21. 106 4AAd, ¢idos, Bdve kai ab) join with a proverbial
reference’® to the earth’s productivity, an oxymoron (a8ives éAappai) and perhaps an
elaborate pun on I'aia = ‘Peia/éXadpai = peia (adverb).2* The three following lines
continue to exploit the Iliadic context:2! the goddess’s arm is raised to strike (not a
deadly, but) a birth-dealing blow which produces from the wound not blood, but
water. With another repetition of the 4i- root (76 8¢ oi dixa movAd diéory 31) the
waters break from Gaia’s gaping wound :22 what is normally a prelude to birth is here
the birth itself. The medical allusion is hardly out of place in a passage so concerned
with anatomical detail. Gaia’s ‘big’ chasm produces a ‘big’ river, as we learn from

6 Cf. Leont. 4P 9.650.3 7ois pa Oenoduevos kal T@8’ évi xpdTa Aoésoas/Sebpo ral
aumvevoov Saiti map’ fuerépy.

17 Wilamowitz, Hell. Dicht. 6, McLennan ad loc.

18 See F. J. Williams, ‘ AJEPOZ': further ramifications’, M PhilLond 5 (1981), 84 ff., 89 n. 18.

' A commonplace: cf. e.g. Men. et Phil. Zbyxpuots 1. 112 p. 92 Jikel 1) y7 Térovs 8idwar
w1 Avmrovuévn' /dmo yis édv Ta mavTa kels yiy oixerar.

* See McLennan ad loc. for details. ’EAagpds was an epithet of Zeus in Crete according to
Hsch. € 1922 s.v.

21 See A. Griffiths, JHS 101 (1981), 160.

2 Release of the amniotic fluid was of course well known as a prelude to birth: Hp. Virg.
8 (vol. 8, p. 480 Littré), [Arist.] HA 586b32 ff., ibid. 586230, Gal. de usu part. lib. 15 (vol. 4,
p- 236 Kiihn).
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38, where 10 pév mob mouvAv kat’ adTé echoes in words and rhythm 31 76 8¢ of dixa
moulv Siéary. These words for ‘big’, picking up moArds/-as/-a/-év (22, 23, 24, 27),
contribute cumulatively to an impression of immense size, suitable for Zeus, king of
gods; they contrast, too, with the small scale of the poem. Note (i) kevfudv (34) is
a Homeric dn. Aey.; with kpd¢a Callimachus probably suggests derivation from
kevfew.? (ii) After AevkédTaTos moraudv (19) and its opposite MéAas (23) we find
36 Zrirya Te Pudbpny 1€, suggesting arvyeiv ~ duleiv. (iil) Avkaovins dprrowo (41):
the Arcadian section ends with an animal paradox which forms a spondeiazon of very
unusual rhythm (- || - -x). (iv) mivovae (41) refers back to the etymology of *Amidavies
(14): the Arcadians, who were formerly ‘non-drinkers’, now drink the waters of
Neda.

A topographical sleight-of-hand shifts the narrative to Crete, the more commonly
recognized location for Zeus’ birth: places called Thenae existed in both Crete and
Arcadia, and Call. is careful to point this fact with an explanatory parenthesis, delayed
for momentary ambiguity.?* This section of the hymn is concerned largely with
aetiology and definition of roles: the Omphalian plain was so called because Zeus’
umbilical cord fell to earth there; the baby god was dandled by the Corybants and
lulled to sleep in his cradle by Nemesis; the goat Amalthaea provided his milk; the
bees of Panacra suddenly appeared in order to supply him with nourishing honeycomb;
and the Curetes performed a loud war-dance to prevent Cronus from hearing the
infant’s cries.

This, the central passage or dudalds of the hymn, is a quintessentially Callimachean
piece of work, typifying many characteristics of the poet’s art. (i) Whilst referring to
two places named Thenae, Callimachus presents two forms of the word ‘Cnossus’,
and in addition varies the prosody before each (42 ént Kvwaoio ~ 43 éyyilfi Kvwoo#).
Although the double variation is particularly noticeable, this technique is at work
throughout the hymn: Callimachus is playing with traditional dialectal variants of the
epic language to produce a new, self-conscious style which exploits even morphological
and prosodic resources for literary effect.?® (ii) The vocative Zed mdrep (43) not only
contrasts with the narrative of Zeus as baby: its formal dignity (reminiscent of Zed
marep, “Idnfev pedéwv, kddioTe, néyiare, Il. 3. 276, al.) is incongruously juxtaposed
with the anatomical detail of falling navel-string, itself given a learned twist through
aetiology of the Omphalian plain. (iii) Zeus’ nursing and nourishment provide more
mythological detail, culminating in the sudden and spontaneous production of
honeycomb by the bees of Panacra. Variation and repetition of the phrase ‘Idaean
mountains’ from line 6 (otpeow ’I8aiotow 6 ~ ’I8aiois év Speaor 51) implies that
Neda’s transportation represents an attempt to reconcile the two birth-stories. (iv) The
concluding anecdote is one of deception, this time of hearing rather than sight (the
underground rivers). Three ponderous verbs, all - —-x (&pxfoavro 52, memAjyovro
53, kovpilovros 54), reproduce the heavy tread of men in armour; and this section,
like the last, ends with the distinctive rhythm of a spondeiazon incorporating a verbal
play (xoupilovros 54 ~ Kovpnres 52).

2 Cf. 2 A.R. 3. 1213 p. 253 Wendel xevfudv 7av kpvdav, EM 507. 1, Hsch. « 93, Suid.
« 1438 (vol. 3, p. 104 Adler).

24 See A. Griffiths, ‘Six Passages in Callimachus and the Anthology’, BICS 17 (1970), 32 f.,
G. Arnott, ‘Two Functions of Ambiguity in Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus’, RCCM 18
(1976), 13 1.

% 2 Gei ~ alév ~ 9 alel; 4 vw ~ 40 uw; 6 "ISalowaw &v obpeat ~ 51 ’I8aiois &v opeacu 8
& dva ~ 33 dva; 10 ‘Pein ~ 21 ‘Pén; 17 xpra ~32 xpoa. 30 fed (7) ~ 37 Ben; 43 Eoav ~ 60
foav; 45 kAelovor ~ 51 kadéovar; 64 Téagov ~ Saov; 67 Kdpros ~ 75 kparéovros; T0
€ideo ~ 73 é£édeo; 81 mrodlefpa ~ 82 morleoow.
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With a swiftness characteristic of gods’ growth?® the young Zeus shoots to maturity.
Nice variations of mood (}éfev, érpades 55), of adverb and adjective (kaAd 55, 8¢
56, Taxwoi 56), of subject (-es, -as ~ -ov) and of prosody (kaAd, kaAd) complement
his ‘fair’ growth; an allusion to Hesiod?’ increases the literary resonance; and the
epithet odpdvie looks forward to the following lines: supernatural speed of growth was
matched by effortless and unlimited power, so that Zeus’ elder brothers did not
begrudge him the odpavés (59) as his habitation.

There follows another piece of polemic: Callimachus inveighs against the dnvatoi
dowdoi who assert that Zeus acquired heaven by lot rather than as rightful token of
his supremacy. Not only is their version a lie — it is an incredible lie, one unlikely to
convince an audience. ‘Let me at least lie persuasively’, says Callimachus: gevdoiunv
dlovtos @ rev memiforev dxovy (65). ‘The poet as liar’ is a zopos dating back at least
to Hesiod;?® and this whole passage is sprinkled with Hesiodic references. Foremost
among the unnamed Snvaiol doidoi is Homer, who at I/. 15. 187 fI. narrates the
allotment of heaven, seas and underworld (Hesiod’s account is closer to Call.).2° More
important, these lines constitute open discussion of a theme which has been present
from the beginning of the poem: yevdoipunv (65) hearkens back to Kpijres dei pedorar
(8), while diovros and drovny echo the sounds of deception at 53 f. (iva Kpévos obaaw
Nxnv/domidos eloaior wai un oéo rouvpi{ovros). Deception of the eyes and ears
(hidden waters, lies, clashing shields) is a relatively simple matter; but what of the
poetic art, which has just described all these things —is not that, too, a form of
deception? In context, line 65 can mean ‘ When I do lie, I hope to perform better than
that!’; but when we remember Odysseus’ words to Penelope?® and, more suggestively,
the Muses’ address to Hesiod,*! we cannot but note an alternative translation ‘May
my “lies”, my poetry, be good, satisfying, ‘‘real”.’ The stuff of poetry is not ‘truth’,
but artistic integrity, the convincing presentation of a set of facts or emotions adopted
for a particular occasion.?? Whether or not Callimachus believes in the Zeus he here
represents, and, if he did, whether he believed these particular myths of his birth and
portion to be the true ones — these questions are as irrelevant as they are unanswerable.
The poem’s ‘truth’ lies in the success of its illusion, in a satisfying working out of
themes and ideas. One important theme of this hymn is lies and deception, on both
factual and artistic levels. We shall do well to bear this in mind through the following
lines.

Two points of detail. (i) Having mentioned the deception of Cronus at 52 ff.,
Callimachus makes oblique references to his sons’ inheritance with the rare plural
Kpovidyou (61), followed immediately by 8udrpiya, another instance of the play on
Zeus’ name. (ii) ‘vevinldos...kann nur aus der Kindersprache stammen’:3* a nursery-

¢ See Richardson on h. Cer. 235, cl. h. Ap. 127 ff., h. Merc. 17 ff., h. Hom. 26. 5, Hes. Th.
492 f., Q.S. 6. 205 ff., al.
§ *" Hes. Th. 492 f. (Zeus) xapmadipws 8’ ap’ émeta pévos kal daidipa yvia/nbéero Toio
avaxTos.
28 See McLennan ad loc., Norden on V. Aen. 6. 14.
** For accounts of the allotment see Pease on Cic. ND 2. 66 (p. 719).
30 Od. 19. 203
{oke fevdea moAAd Aéywy érdpoow Supowa
115 8 dp’ drovodons pée Bdxpua, TikeTo 8¢ xpds.
3t Hes. Th. 27f.
Spev Yevdea moAAG Aéyew érvpoow Spoia,
Buev 8, b7’ é0éAwpev, dAnbéa ynpioachar.
32 Hence too much stress should not be placed on fr. 612 dudprupov 0ddév deldw, whose
context we lack.
33 Wilamowitz, Hell. Dicht. 13.
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word in a hymn dealing largely with Zeus’ infancy (but here with his maturity)
encapsulates the silliness of those who relate the story of allotment.

It was Zeus’ might which gave him supremacy in heaven — a might confirmed by
his patronage of the eagle, king of birds, and of earthly rulers. Other occupations he
leaves to the lesser gods:3* but kings belong to Zeus,3® who watches over their actions
and notes who is just and who unjust. This transition to the subject of kings is made
in a passage which again owes much to Hesiod. o7 7€ Bin 76 Te rdpros (67) are
borrowed from Th. 385 ff. ;3¢ Zeus’ patronage of rulers not only agrees with Th. 96
(quoted verbatim), but contradicts the Homeric account at /7. 13. 730 ff.;3” and 82 ff.
contain several reminiscences of Op. 256 ff.3¢ The effect of these allusions: (i) Appeal
to factual authority: these are not new-fangled sentiments, but well-proven articles
of faith propounded by a most reliable archaic source. (ii) Appeal to literary authority:
Callimachus is using elements of the Hesiodic tradition of short, ‘naif’, learned
mythological poetry in his hymn rather than the extended narrative form of the hymns
attributed to Homer. (iii) In view of the stress on 6ABos and dgevos in the following
lines, we must note carefully the context of Callimachus’ verbatim quotation from the
Theogony. The subject of Th. 94 ff. is not Zeus, but the poet’s relationship to the Muses
and Apollo, and his role as hymner of the gods:

éx yap Tor Movoéwy kai éxnBélov *AmbAAwvos
y » S v Y \ ,
avépes doibol €éaow émi x0éva rkai kibapioral,
éx 8¢ Auos Baaidijes: 6 8 6ABeos, Svriva Moboar
’ 4 (3] A /4 ¥4 k] /
pidwvTar yAvkepn) ol amd orépaTos péer add).
€l yap Tis kai mévbhos éxwv veokndél Bupd
alnrar kpadiny dxaxnuévos, adTap doudos
Movodwv Bepdmwv kdela mpoTépwy avbpdimawy
C ;o y
vpvioel pdrapds T€ Beovs ol “OAvumov éxovow,
aly’ 6 ye Svodpoouvéwy émAiberar, 00dé i kndéwv
péprnrar Taxéws 8¢ mapérpame ddpa Bedwr.

3 Cf. tr. adesp. F 353 K.-S. Zevs yap ra pev Toavra ¢povrilel Bpotdw,/Ta pikpa 8 aAdois
Saipoow mapeis éq.
3 For a long discussion of the peculiar sanctity of kings see Nisbet and Hubbard on Hor.
c. 1. 12.50.
 (Styx)
kai Kpdros 78¢ Biny dpideixera yelvaro téxva.
PO S DY v, g
Taw 8’ odk éar’ dmavevfe dios Sopos, 00dé Tis €8pn
008’ 686s Smmn un kelvois Beds Nyepoveder,
ST . , S
aAX’ alel map Znvi Bapuktime E8pibwvTar.
37 For Th. 96 see below; Ii. 13. 730 ff.
Y Y \ ;o
M@ pév yap Sake Oeos moreufua €pya,
" s e, , LA
Ao 8’ dpxnativ, érépw kilapw kai dodiy,
y >y , ; T \
@A 8’ é&v orifeaar Tife véov edpioma Zeds
3 ’ -~ ’ A ) ’ ¥
€a0Aév, Tov 8é Te moAdoi émavpiarovt’ dvBpwmor,
kai 7€ ToAéas éodwae, pdAiora 8¢ kadTos dvéyvw.
s, s VA L, .
1) 8é 1€ maplévos éati diky, Aids éxyeyavia,
;b L v
kvdp1) 7 aidoin 1€ feois oi "Olvumov éxovaw.
ARSI L . N
kal p’ omét’ dv 7is pw PBAdTTY orodids Svordlwy,
adrica wap Au marpl xabelopévny Kpoviww
ynpber’ avbpdsmwy adikov véov, 6dp’ dmoTeion
Sfpos dracBalias Baoléwv of Avypa voedvres
aAA mapkAivwor Sikas okolds évémovres.
TadTa dvdacoduevor, Bacidis, iBvere pibovs,
Swpodayor, okoAéwy 8¢ Sukéwv émi mdyxv Adfeale.
Cf., too, Op. Tf. peia 8¢ 7° iBbver oAby kai dyrvopa kdpper/Zeds SfuBpeuérns.
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Although not directly patronized by Zeus (71) — though he may well enjoy the support
of Ptolemy — the poet already has wealth in abundance: 6 8” 6ABos, Svrwa Moboar
didwvTat.

Three times the poet lists inferior ‘occupations’: 70-1, sailors, warrior, poet
favoured by Zeus; 74-5 farmer, soldier, sailor all ruled by kings, themselves ruled by
Zeus; 76-8 smiths, warriors, huntsmen and poets have their own patrons, while kings
belong to Zeus. This repetition of similar matter with elegant, periphrastic variation®
(i) constitutes a wider form of anaphora, a hymnic technique with which we are
familiar from the opening lines; (ii) shows (what should hardly need remarking) that
‘the narrative has a literary momentum separate from its declared religious theme’:4°
the poet, Adpns oinous e elbas, requires Apollo’s patronage to sing even the mightiest
god.

To all kings Zeus gives wealth, but to some more than to others: witness Ptolemy,*!
whose will is fulfilled as soon as thought. Some rulers are slow to achieve their aims;
others are quite frustrated and ruined by Zeus (84-90). As the poem nears its close,
the ‘polarized’ style of the opening lines reasserts itself: év 8¢. . . év 8’ (84); ma.ou pév,
oV udda 8’ {oov (85); éomépos. . .vofoy (87)/éomépuos. . .vofoy (88), with anaphora
and homoeoteleuton; adroés avny éxélovoas, évékAaooas 8¢ pevowny (90), with a
similar chiastic arrangement to 3 IIpAayévwy éXatfipa, Sixasmérov Odpavidyar. In
rhythm, this section looks forward to the crescendo of 91-6; but it forms, too, the
final twist of important thematic strands. (i) Covert references to earlier poetry,
recondite allusions to myth and etymology, the secret upbringing of Zeus, the hidden
rivers of Parrhasia — at last we see that another figure has lurked unseen beneath this
text, another all-powerful ruler to be covertly praised and indirectly proclaimed. The
hymn began with doubt; but here, now, is certainty: Ptolemy*? is a great ruler,
favoured by Zeus and mighty above all other men. It is probably a mistake to attempt
to identify particular historical events in the narrative of this hymn;*? but Ptolemy
has been present in spirit, if not in deed, throughout the latter half of the poem. No
amount of overt flattery could have had the effect of this subtle identification. (ii) Ease
and immediacy of action are characteristic of gods:** in the Zeus-narrative note 50
yévro yap éamwaia [avakpidos épya peAioons, 56 6éb 8 dvifnoas, Taywoi 8é
Tot HABov iovdot, and especially 57 4AX’ ért maidvos éaw édpdocao mavra Télewa.
Ptolemy, too, has the power immediately to fulfil his wishes: éomépios reivés ye Teel
T4 xev Ypt vonon (87).

The final line of this section (90), whose construction has already been referred to
above, is a typically Callimachean piece of heterogeneous allusion.*® (i) dvy is found
only at A. Th. 713 and Alcm. PMG 1. 83. (ii) uevown appears to be a Hellenistic
coinage. (iii) kododw is a Homeric dm. Aey. As so often with Callimachus, we should

3 G086y 71 ~ Adpns €b eldéras oluovs 78; vndv éumepdpovs 70 f. ~ épérns 75; dvdpa
cakéamadov 71 ~ Bpis aiyuns 74 ~ Tevynoras 77.

40 Bulloch art. cit. (n. 1) 113 (in his discussion of 4. 6).

4 Juerépw pedéovre (86): McLennan compares juerépw BaciAi at h. 2. 68, where Williams
does not cite Tyrt. fr. 5. 1 (or Pantel. fr. 23. 2, vol 1, p. 81 Heitsch) for the identical words.

42 If Carriére is right, the poem’s opening libation to Zeus Soter is an allusion to the
quasi-divinity of Ptolemy Soter: ‘Philadelphe ou S6tér? A propos d’un hymne de Callimaque’,
StudClas 11 (1969), 85-93.

43 See W. Meincke, ¢ Untersuchungen zu den enkomiastischen Gedichten Theokrits’ (diss. Kiel,
1965), 167 f., P. M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria (Oxford, 1972), 2. 915 n. 284. Lines 57-9 are
commonly taken to refer to the accession of Ptolemy Philadelphus in preference to his older
brothers; but ‘the difficulties, both historical and literary, are formidable’ (Fraser, loc. cit.).

4 Cf. Nisbet and Hubbard on Hor. c. 1. 12. 31, Friis Johansen & Whittle on A. Supp. 598.
4 Cf. W. Clausen, ‘Callimachus and Latin Poetry’, GRBS 5 (1964), 183.
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note context as well as rarity-value: at //. 20. 369 f. Hector addresses his troops with
the words 008’ *Ayirels mdvreaat Téos pvlbois émbioer,/aAAa 16 pév Tedée, TO
8¢ kal peoonyv kodover. Unlike those of Achilles, Ptolemy’s wishes are all fulfilled.
(iv) In view of vonoy in 87-8, it seems probable that the words évéxAaooas 8¢ pevowny
allude to the disputed reading at /I. 8. 408 alei ydp pot éwfev évikdav 8111 kev eimw
(vofiow vulg.),*® wevownv here referring to ‘ purpose rather than word’ (McLennan).

The deeds of Zeus will not be elaborated: they are too great for poetry. Instead we
find the poet’s/narrator’s prayer for wealth and virtue,*’ neither of which is alone
sufficient: in part these words echo Homer’s description of the bard Demodocus.*®
Even more than at the beginning of the hymn, anaphora and paired clauses luxuriate.4®
In cletic contexts repetition is a standard technique;*® but here the articulation has
a hypnotic effect far more impressive than stock hymn-endings. The polyptotic
circularity of dperiv/adevos (94), dperiis/8ABos (95), dpern/ddévoio (96),
apernv/8ABov (96) is reminiscent of the three lists of occupations at 70-8; gramma-
tical play continues with variation of the gender of agevos;*! and even the standard>?
closing platitude 8i8ov 8’ dperiv Te kal ABov (96) is redeployed as final piece in a
complex game of words, pointing the difference between this and earlier hymns. With
this incantatory and hermetic passage the poem draws to a close.

How are we to assess the mood and tone of this poem? Does Callimachus view the
hymn-form only as a learned game, an opportunity to experiment clinically with a
fusion of archaism and incongruous modernity, an effectively insincere and ‘atheistic’
combination of old gods and self-conscious, ‘scientific’ humour? Or do, for example,
the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, Callimachus’ own Coma Berenices (fr. 110) and the
sixteenth Idyll of Theocritus justify us in recognizing that for the Greeks eulogy of gods
and men could be couched in terms which seem to us flippantly irreverent? Any
portmanteau definition of Callimachus’ Hymns is bound to fail. This is a new,
unpredictable sort of poetry, which eschews alike structural proportion and consistency
of ‘emotion’: the notorious moAveideia®® characterizes individual poems as well as
the complete oeuvre. It is poor consolation to reflect that a glint in the poet’s eye or
a particular inflection in his voice could at least have revealed ‘the real meaning” when
the Hymn to Zeus was first declaimed: like dramatic productions, these poems provide
evidence for more than one interpretation. We must acknowledge that the Hymns are
so difficult to appreciate because alternations between lightness and gravity, simplicity

4% For a full discussion see von Jan, op. cit. (n. 14) 93 f. 2 T ad 1. 22. 370 actually links the
two passages: kodover dTelés moiel, ws 10 “évikdav, T voiow’’.

47 On dpery cf. Gow on Theoc. 17. 137; on ‘money makes the man’ West on Hes. Op. 235.

48 0d. 8.63f.

Tov mepi Movo’ épidnae, 8iBov 8’ dyalbév 1€ karéy Te
SpBarucov puév duepoe, 8ibov 8’ Hdeiav dodiy.

¥ 8Top édwv,/8dTop dmrnuovins (91 f.); Tis kev deldor, Tis kev. . . deloel (92 1.); ob yéver’,
odk €otar (93); xaipe, marep, xaip’ adf. (94); 8ibov & dperiv T’ Addevés e, 8ibov &’
apemiv Te kai 6ABov (94, 96); o7’ dperiis. ..ot aperh (95 f.).

8 Cf.NordenonV. Aen. 6. 46,al.,e.g. A. Eum. 1014 yaipere, yaipere §’ abbis, émavadimroilw
(cf. Call. h. 1. 94).

51 Neuter in 94, masc. in 96; and, as McLennan points out, pvngevinv in 84 provides a fem.
from the same root.

%2 H.Hom. 15and 20 adfin.,and a metrical inscription: see McLennan’s note, Allen/Halliday/
Sikes on k. Hom. 15.9.

3 Fr. 203 (iambus 13), Dieg. 1x 32 ff. Modoa: xadai xdmoddov, ols éyw omévdw: 'Ev
TobTQw mpods Tobs karapepdouévovs adrov éml T molvedela dv ypider mormudarwy
amavtaw ¢mow 6t "lwva ppeitar ToV Tpaywkdy: GAXN’ 008¢ Tov TékTOvd Tis péuderar
ToAVELdT) oKeVn TekTAw Levoy.
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and sophistication challenge our response and evoke a complex reaction which mirrors
the poems’ complex literary mixture of tradition and innovation. Much has been written
on the identity of the Ptolemy whose name is kept out of this hymn; on parallels
between the accession of heavenly and Hellenistic monarch; and on the likelihood that
stress on 8ABos and adevos at the end of the poem implies a plea for patronage early
in Callimachus’ career. These are interesting questions; but they should not be allowed
to dominate our appreciation of the poem. There is much to be said about
Callimachus’ poetry which does not depend on the solution of riddling historical
problems.

Peterhouse, Cambridge®* N. HOPKINSON

54 I should like to thank Mrs P. E. Easterling and Dr J. C. McKeown for their comments on
a draft of this article.
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