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EXORCISING HIPPONAX: PETITIONERS AND BEGGARS
IN GREEK POETRY!

Cissie: When you want something, Hardy, how do you ask for it?
--Peter Greenaway, Drowning by Numbers.

I.  The poet Hipponax clearly enjoyed something of a renaissance in
the Hellenistic period. Leonidas of Tarentum and Alcaeus of Messene
both wrote imaginary epitaphs for him; so did Theocritus2. He seems
to have berated the mime writer Herodas in a nightmare3, His pre-
ferred metre, choliambics, was taken up again by Callimachus, Hero-
das, Phoenix of Colophon, Cercidas and others. And, perhaps most
notably, he returned from the dead to address the Alexandrian scho-
lars in Callimachus’s fambus 14. Various explanations of Hipponax’s
new-found popularity have been offered: a Hellenistic interest in
recherché vocabulary, for example, and in uncanonical writers. I want
to offer here a a more specific suggestion as to why the unlikely figure
of Hipponax so preoccupied the Alexandrians.

Of the scanty fragments of Hipponax that have come down to us,
at least four seem to share a common form and theme: an address to a
god followed by either a request that he supply ‘Hipponax’ with va-
rious useful items (a cloak, woolly boots, money, etc.) or a reproach
for not doing soS. Fr. 32 (= 42 Dg), addressed to Hermes, is the fullest
example:

‘Epufi, $ 10" "Epuf}, Mawbel, Kudfuie,
énelxopai ToL, K&PTa Yép Kokde pryd
kol Popforilew...

Citations and numeration follow the 2nd ed. of West’s Iambi et Elegi Graeci for
Hipponax (though I have given Degani’s Teubner numbering on first citation); the
OCT for Homer; the 8th ed. of Snell-Machler for Pindar; Hall and Geldart's OCT
for Aristophanes; Gow’s Bucolici Graeci for Theocritus; Pfeiffer for Callimachus.
Uncredited translations throughout are my own.

2 AP 7.405, 7.408; Theocritus Ep. 19.
Herodas 8; the identification, it should be said, is not absolutely certain.

On Hipponax’s Nachleben cf. in general the comprehensive treatment of E. Dega-
ni, Studi su Ipponatte, Bari 1984, 19-115.

I shall be distinguishing throughout between Hipponax, the author of various
poems and ‘Hipponax’ a character who appears and/or speaks in those poems; the
distinction is important enough to warrant the slight typographical inconvenience.
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doc xAolvar “InndvoxTt kel kuTlaooiokoy
kod oapBoAioka kdokepioka kai xpuood
otothpag éffkovta Toltépou toixou.

[Hermes, dearest Hermes, son of Maia®, Cyllenian one,/ I pray you, for I'm really
cold/ and my teeth are chattering ... / give Hipponax a cloak and a frocklet/ and
sandals and woolly boots and sixty / staters of gold on the side].

Fr. 34 (= 43 Dg) is not explicitly addressed to Hermes, but in it
‘Hipponax’ reproaches his addressee for never having supplied a
xAaiva and aoképay; it seems likely that it belongs to the same poem
as fr. 32. Similarly fr. 36 (= 44 Dg) complains that Plutus has never
dropped by to offer ‘Hipponax’ thirty minae of silver, while fr. 38 (=
47 Dg) asks why Zeus has never supplied the poet with a comparable
stipend.

These poems are funny not simply because of the pathetic con-
trast between ‘Hipponax’s’ grandiloquent address ('Epufi, Mawode®,
KuAfvie, énelxopal tot) and the workaday items requested (oaupa-
Aloka, kaokeploka kTA.)7, but more specifically because they confuse
and travesty fixed and rather delicate guidelines for making requests.
Already in Homer, Greek has a fixed way of petitioning gods8. The
elements are well-known: the speaker first addresses a god in the
vocative, itemizes the god’s epithets, uses a verb of appeal (kATO{ uev
or ebxopat, for example), makes mention (hypomnesis) of a past rela-
tionship between speaker and god that justifies a petition?, and finally
makes a request of some sort. A standard example is Chryses’s
address to Apollo in Hom. A:

KAGOI pev, dpyupdrot’, B¢ Xphony dudipépnras,

KiMaow te LoBénv Tevédoib te W dvéooerc,

Zpwhed, el noté tow xapievt’ énivndv Epeya,

fi €l 61 moté To katd niova unpi’ Exna

Tadpwv 78 alydv, t6de pou kpiinuov €éAduwp-

teigew Aovaoi éud éxpua oolol félecow. Hom. A 37-42,

Degani, 190-91 would translate «Maia’s whelp» vel sim., perhaps rightly.

7 Cf. Ezra Pound’s The Lake Isle: «O God, O Venus, O Mercury patron of thieves,/
Give me in due time, I beseech you, a little tobacco shop ...».

8  Fundamental is E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, Leipzig, 1913, 143-76. For a clear re-
cent treatment cf. W.H. Race, How Greek Poems Begin, YCS 29, 1992, 13-38, with
the bibliographical references at 19 n 17.

This can range from an elaborate flashback often beginning € moté to a simpler
Justification like dGvaoat yép.

]2 =

[Hear me, silver-bowed one, who frequent Chryse/ and holy Kylla and rule over
Tenedos,/ Smintheus. If ever I roofed you a pleasing temple,/ or if ever I burnt you
fat thighbones/ of bulls and goats, fulfill this wish:/ let the Danaans pay for my tears
through your shafts.]

Here we have a vocative and epithets (&pyupoto€’, 6 Xplonv audt-
péPnkag,... Zuwbel), a request verb (kAUO1 pev), a hypomnesis (el
note) and finally a request (teioeov Aavaol éua ddxpun colot fé-
Aeoow). Note that the object of Chryses’ prayer is verbal (teioetov)
and vague: he asks, that is, not for something, but that something
should happen, nor does he suggest too specifically what that some-
thing should be. This is standard practice when humans make requests
of the gods in Homer. It would be bad form to specify in too much
detail what one hopes to receive; Chryses discreetly and properly
leaves the exact manner in which the prayer is to be fulfilled up to the
god!l,

Hipponax purposely confuses this divine address form with a
subject matter more appropriate to a human addressee. By asking
outright for specific objects, and by asking for the quotidian things he
does, he identifies himself not as a petitioner (like Chryses) but as a
beggar!2. It is part of the beggar’s identity that he lacks aidmc, as
Telemachus points out at Hom. p 352. The beggar, unlike the peti-
tioner, comes right out and says 86¢ pot. And he demands specific

10 The pattern 86c / 86te, for example, is regularly followed by an infinitive; if an ac-
cusative does follow it will be fairly abstract. For infinitive cf. e.g. Hom. I" 351
teloeoBon, K 281 éni vfiag... ddikéoBar, y 60 véeaBon, § 327 éABE, 1 530 pA
"Obuoofia ikéoBay, ete. For abstract object cf. Hom. H 203 viknw, = 198 dAbTT
kad (pepov (this latter has a parodic flavor, since one god is addressing a prayer to
another, and asks for abstract objects that are in fact in physical form). Note also
Solon fr. 13.3-4 W 6Af6v pou ... 86te, kal... S6Eav Exew ayaBiv. Obviously
different are cases where 86 po1 means nothing more than ‘hand me’ or ‘pass me’
(often with an epexegetic infinitive), as at Hom. y 46-47 80c... 8énos... omeloay, as
well as the fixed phrase 80¢ xetpa (e.g. Hom. ¥ 75).

11 Note that Chryses’s utterance is a prayer, not a curse; in the latter case punish-
ments are often envisioned in considerable detail (cf. most obviously Hipponax fr.
115 W = 194 Dg).

12 The specificity of Hipponax’s demands is hard to parallel even in actual preserved
prayers where one might expect it to appear. An Ostian graffito, for instance,
instructs "Epufj dixoue képdog ‘Extiky [6{]80u. Here the petitioner asks Hermes
for money, just as Hipponax did, but (and this is typical) contents himself with a
vague képdog, rather than Hipponax’s xpuool / otatfipog éffikovte. (I draw this
reference from H.S. Versnel, Religious Mentality in Ancient Prayer, in Faith, Hope
and Worship, (ed. H.S. Versnel), Leiden 1981, 8).
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items, usually food and clothing. Thus ‘Hipponax’ in fr. 39 (=48 Dg)
begs an unidentified addressee for barley groats to make porridge
with. Phoenix of Colophon’s mendicants call out xeipa npdodote
KpBewv ... f} Aékog mup@v / A &ptov 1 fijuaBov # btt Tic XpNCey,
concluding with the appeal 86¢, ©® <&>vaé, 8oc kai ob ndTVX Mot
vOugn (fr. 2.1-3; 19)13, The children who sing the Rhodian swallow
song appeal to their listeners with similar bluntness:

noAéBar oU mpokdkiel
€K Tiovog oikou
oivou te dénaotpov
Tupol Te k&uaTpor
PME 848.6-9
[Wheel out the dried fruit/ from your rich household/ and a cup of wine/ and a
cheese plate.]

So too at Hom. € 178 Odysseus, naked and penniless, is forced to
demand of Nausicaa 80¢ 8¢ péxog dudBorécBar, while Dikaiopolis’s
wheedling succession of 86¢ pot requests at Acharnians 407 (a
pakiov at 415, Telephus’s ondpyava at 431, etc.) suggests that he is
already rehearsing for his role as beggar in the following scene.

Hipponax imports this grungy figure into a more elevated context.
Indeed, he systematically travesties the hymnal form we are accusto-
med to from epic. In fr. 32 a high-sounding invocation is followed, not
by the adducing of a past relationship to justify the request, but by a
more down-to-earth reason: képta y&p kak@dg pry®. In fr. 34, the hy-
pompnesis is turned upside-down; the addressee is cursed for never in
the past (oUt€ kw) having fulfilled the poet’s request. Fr. 38 contains a
mock invocation: & Ze®, nérep <Zel>, Bedv ' OAuvumiwy TIOA L,
where the Lydian moAuig is totally inappropriate: «O Zeus, father
Zeus, shah of the Olympian gods...»!4. The effect is ludicrous; Chryses
has become a panhandler.

13 T cite the text of Phoenix from J.U. Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina, Oxford 1925.
On this and the following example compare R. Merkelbach, Bertelgedichte, RhM
95, 1952, 312-27; on the Phoenix fragment see also G. Wills, Phoenix of Colophon’s
Kopwviope, CQ n.s. 20, 1970, 112-18.

141 borrow the apt translation of B. Knox in P.E. Easterling and B.M.W. Knox, eds.
The Cambridge History of Classical Literature, 1, Cambridge 1985, 161. Cf. O.
Masson, Les Fragments du poéte Hipponax, Paris 1962, 103-04.
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IL.

No one wants to be ‘Hipponax’. No one wants, that is, to be seen
as a shabby mendicant, shamelessly demanding that his addressee gi-
ve, give, give. But when one is in the awkward position of having to
ask a superior for something, the role is always a risk. Epic generally
deals with the problem by means of the hymnal style Hipponax paro-
dies; the hymn’s formulaic structure effectively masks any uneasiness
on that score. The hypomnesis in particular assumes a sense of obli-
gation in the addressee which distinguishes the whole transaction
from a casual mendicant’s appeal.

Another option is to eliminate the need for such requests alto-
gether, through the &evia system. Thus in Hom. « Telemachus addres-
ses ‘Mentes’: :

AL’ &ye viv énipewov, énerydpevidc nep ('}80?{
Bhpa Aoegodpevog te Tetapnidpevse Te dpilov kijp
didpov Exwy énmi vija king, xadpwy évi Buud
Tiufer, péda kehdv, 6 Tol keyuiAor Eotal
&€ éped, ola pirol E€tvor Eeivoiot SiboToL.
Hom. a 309-13

[But come on now, stay for a while, even though you are eager for the road,/ ugtil
having washed and enjoyed yourself/ you can go down to your ship with a gift,
rejoicing in your heart/ a worthy gift, a first-rate one, which shall be a keepsake to
you/ from me, such as guest-friend gives to guest-friend.]

‘Mentes’ and Telemachus are social equals here. ‘Mentes’ does not
have to ask for a gift; Telemachus offers it spontaneously, and in the
implied expectation that at some future date their roles will or could
be reversed (£€ivol Eeivoiot iBoTat).

But sometimes characters are forced to make a request of a po-
tentially hostile addressee, one who is neither a god nor a £évoc. It is
important in these cases that the request be phrased so as not to
offend the potential patron; otherwise it will misfire. At the assembly
on Ithaca in Hom. B, Telemachus says straight out to the suitors éA\’
&ye pot 86te vija Bonw (B 212); he asks them bluntly for a physical
object in the accusative case. He is received in chilling silence, and
after Mentor vainly rebukes the assembly, the suitor Leocritus
sneeringly suggests that Mentor go about getting hold of a ship
himself; as for Telemachus, teAée1 8’ 606V ol mote Tadrny (B 256).
The assembly dissolves, and Telemachus comes off looking like the
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brash and naive young man he is at this stage of the poem. When it
comes to asking for things from people more powerful than you, peri-
phrasis and evasion are the order of the day.

We can see that illustrated much later in the poem, in Hom. §,
by a request that does not misfire. Here we are in the hands of the
master of evasion, Odysseus himself, who is now disguised and being
hosted by Eumaeus. As the men sit around in the hut after dinner, it
begins to pour with rain:

toic &’ 'Obuoelg petéeue, oupotew neypntilwy
€l g ol éxdiig xAvar mopoy, fi Tw’ étaipwy
&\ov enotpivew...

Hom. £ 459-61.

[And Odysseus spoke to them, making a test of the swineherd/ to see if he would take
off his cloak and give it to him/ or urge one of his companions to ...]

But instead of simply asking for the cloak (as Telemachus simply
asked for a ship) Odysseus does something else: he tells an elaborate
story involving a fictitious night patrol at Troy when ‘Odysseus’
cunningly procured a cloak for him. And he prefaces this elliptical,
hinted request with a defensive introduction:

evEéuevic T énog épéw- olvog yap 01)03}’61
fiAebg, 8¢ T édénke TTOAOPpOVE TIep MEA " GeToan
kai B8 doeov yeAdoay, kol T dpxhoacBo durfike,
kod T1 émog mpoénkev & nép T’ &ppnTov &uewov.
Hom. € 463-66.

[Wistfully I'll tell you a tale. For wine impels me,/ distracting stuff that incites ever
serious people to sing/ and have fun and dance/ and sometimes it calls up speeches
better left unmade.]

Eumaeus interprets this énog perfectly:

@ 7epou olvog peu TOL apup.(uu v xatérefog
ondé Tt 1w T0pd: poipow émog vmcep@er; éeuteg:
1 ofit’ €oBfitog Bevfioear olite Teu GAAOU...
Hom. £ 508-10.

[O1d fellow, that was an excellent parable you told,/ and you certainly didn’t say

-16 -

The scene is meant to be

similarly calls Odysseus’s

as 1t 1S comic whe

1C Uneasiness

superior directly for something you

In a DAas

almdmm that Greek never quite developed an d(l(ql"ia(i mmu”'
handle’. Hence Odysseus’s avoidance of the Hipponz
vav in favor of a roundabout story (which even equires a pi
emptive :-apnlog}f;, and Eumaeus’s half-teasing assurance that hr has
not taken the story the wrong way.

can (\"""

II1.

The features that work to blur epic requests (h
appeals to Eevia, periphrasis :‘um' evasion) are
epinician. And not surprisingly. Writing in a ger

s+l

ndar and
the risk of demeaning not merely their char: W"t‘f‘ the:

Pindar is Hﬂlﬂ(Jlr‘,:l\/ expert at mak

{)b\iluun.v than any other on pdt'tumt‘ > Pi

5y 1

1g a ba

transaction (flattery for m%u) into something much mnd(izu i
high-sounding. He does it perhaps most clearly toward the e
Pythian 1, which is addressed t

o Hieron of Syracuse:

ebowBeTd’ év *)pwp TopUéVwY
€lnep T1 drhelc dxodw abelow of-

el KAUew, pn k&uve Aov Soméwvang:
éfier d’ oTep Kuﬁ&pumo_ cump
Lutmu Gvepdev. ur GoAwbig,

@ ¢1AL képdeow évtparé

Ao nm@op.ﬁpm ov cxumucc d6€ Lo
olov anmxnpeuruu cwdpdiv dioutow ponrdel

medy in which a character nervously rehearses various ways of asking Ta s
a raise. Similarly, plentiful emmplm could be adduced in English of pet
formulated in per iphmslvc ways, and of resulting parody. Thus the child a@i;. )
I go outside to play?» [=may 1?] (mly to have his mother respond «I don’t know
can you?» [=are you able?]. Conversely, the petitioner himself may wryly ac. uf.;w?
Iedge the tr amgrf‘ww nature of the speech-act, as in the disarming «Can I bum a
Clgal ette off you M,

And not just Greek, of course. Compare the staple scene of American s

On patronage in epinician see L. Woodbury, Pindar and th
Isthm. 2. 1-13, TAPhA 99, 1968, 527-42 <f‘(= B.K. Gold
sreece and Rome, Chapel Hill and London 1987,

ary ;slx/f
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kai Aoyioig kai 6odoic. ol $Biver Kpoi-
oou $AOPpwY GpeTé

OV B¢ toripw xeAkéw koutiipa vnAén vdov

€xOpd PéAapw kaTéXeL MW TE PATIS. .

Pind. Pyth. 1.89-96.

[But remaining in flourishing temperament/ if you wish always to hear/ sweet speech,
do not stint too much on your outlays/ but like a steersman throw/ your sails to the

wind. Do not be tricked,/ my friend, with easy gains/ the sound of man-outliving

fame/ alone conveys the character of men now gone/ through writers and poets.
Imperishable is Croesus’s good-natured virtue. But the pitiless-minded, brazen-bull-
roaster/ Phalaris - a bad reputation embraces him everywhere.]

Do not, that is, be put off by the expense of hiring a Pindar; the
investment will pay off handsomely in the end!”. Note the vague
abstracts (Somdvaig; $AGPpwv &petd), metaphorical periphrasis
(omep kuepudrag dvhp...) and especially the paradigmatic exempla
(Kpoigov...; vniéa voov...0é apiv). Croesus here functions as the
archetypal good patron, often paired with archetypal Aéytot (Solon at
Hdt. 1.29ff,, for example), while Phalaris, who notoriously roasted one
of his own artistic employees in the employee’s own product, is an
especially apt foil for a more civilized Sicilian tyrant®. This is an
eminently tactful, even witty, performance.

The evasive periphrasis is one way to get around an uncomforta-
ble speech-context, but Pindar is also willing to apply the other epic
solutions, regardless of their increasing inapplicability.

Hence, for example, his persistent tendency to portray himself as
his patron’s £€vog or ¢idoc!®. Thus Pindar’s ode is presented as the
17" 1 should emphasize that I do not take Pindar to be actually submitting his bill in
this passage. Rather, he dramatizes the patron-client relationship as a kind of pre-
emptive strike on any scoffers in the audience, and even ingeniously turns it to his

advantage: only a professional could praise Hieron adequately. But the basic
uneasiness remains.

18 Note that Bacchylides 3, written for the same victory, uses the Croesus paradigm

as well; was Hieron, with his magnificent gifts to Delphi, consciously cultivating
the persona, or was it so obviously apt as a model that Pindar and Bacchylides hit
on it independently?

19 W.H. Race, Style and Rhetoric in Pindar's Odes, Atlanta 1990, 122 n. 7 comments
that terms like ¢idog «elevate the poet’s relationship to his patrons above mere
contractual duty (xpéog)». Cf. Gold, 28: «Pindar was careful and clever enough
always to refer to the matter of recompense in close proximity to praise of £evio.
Pindar’s use of £evia has often been noted; for a recent treatment see L. Kurke,
The Traffic in Praise, Ithaca and London 1991, 135-59.
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spontaneous outburst of enthusiasn 1a §
Q'éi‘umu 8’ el npaoodvtwy / écavav atik’ dyyeriov noti yAukelov
¢oMol (Ol 4.4-5). Similarly Pindar and his muse can stand nop ' &udpi
¢hw (Pyth. 4.1), just as Hieron is addressed as  ¢ike (Pyth. 1.92; note
in the same passage Croesus’s ¢AOPpwv apetd = financial g
ty). Sometimes both terms are used: £elvog elur okotewodv dnéxwv
Joyov, / Udatog Wite poag dphov €g audp’ &ywv / kAéog EThHTuuOV
aivéow. (Nem. 7.61-3). In the latter case Pindar’s special relationship
with Aegina may justify the words; whether Arkesilas and Hieron
would have considered Pindar a £€vog is more dubious.

An equally tempting option is to turn the patron into a god and
the poem into a hymn; this is a move with a significant future ahead of
it?0, Things are already headed this way, one could argue, when Pindar
directly addresses Hieron with an @ ... invocation or a xoipe dismissa
(as at Pyth. 2.67)%, or spins a defining relative clause off his name (cf.
Ol. 1.11ff. "Iépwvog éotiav,|| Beptoteiov 6¢ dudénet okantov év
noAvunAw / ZikeAig)?22. All of Pindar’s patrons, for that matter, are
made to straddle the border between human and divine; all of them
risk replaying the myth of Bellerophon as OI. 13 presents it to us, or
imitating the Ixion of Pyth. 223, But the key mythological exemplum
here is Heracles, whose liminality in this respect partially explains
Pindar’s preoccupation with him throughout his career (kw-¢og dutp
TiG, 0¢ ‘'HpakAel otopa un nepydriet, as the poet himself notes at
Pyth. 9.87). At Pyth. 2.88, for example, Pindar sternly advises Hieron
Xp1 ... Tpog Bedv olk €épilew (cf. OL. 5.23-4, Isth. 5.12-6), yet in OL. 9
Heracles does just that: he takes on Apollo, Poseidon and Hades
single-handedly and without any apparent ill-effect. Pindar then
rebukes himself - &né pot Adyov / tolitov, otoua, pidov (OL. 9.35-6)
- but his misgivings here are more than a little disingenuous. His
assumed nervousness lest his patron, like Heracles, transgress the
boundary between human and divine is in fact the highest form of
praise; the patron is implicitly assumed to be capable of such

evoked when a ¢ > succeeds:
,

enerosi-

20 An approach already embryonic in Homer; cf. Odysseus’s comparison of Nausicaa
to Artemis (Hom. { 149-52).

21 Elroy Bundy, Studia Pindarica, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1986, 78 goes so far as to

call the passage «a hymn to Hieron».

79
L4

Cf. also the opening of Bacchylides 5, on which see Race, 184.

3 Cf. Race, 191-5 on the ‘ne plus ultra’ theme in Pindar.
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transgression®,

There is a thin line between praise and flattery, and Pindar, who
only flirts with the idea of a deified human patron, usually stays on the
right side of it. Epinician poets are particularly vulnerable to the
JOyog that Pindar takes such care to avoid. After all, to outsiders
tediously ignorant of epinician convention they might easily be mista-
ken for hired toadies. «Simonides? That man would go to sea in a
sieve if the price was right» claims Aristophanes’s Trygaeus, and his
assessment was the one that found its way into the reference works
and secondary literature of the Hellenistic period?.

Even the gracefully vague Pindaric stance invited parody, as
when (Birds 904ff.) Aristophanes introduces a vagrant poet who arri-
ves singing encomia to the newly-founded Cloud-Cuckooland.
Pisthetairos, in hope of buying him off, tells the priest left over from
the previous scene to take off and hand over his omoAéc. The poet, in
order to extract a matching xitwv from his new ‘patron’, then tells an
allusive parable - in fact, a Mwd&petov énog (939) like that of Pyth. 1
(or Odysseus’s aivog in Hom. £):

vopddeoat yap év TxiBaig
GAgtor ZTpdrwy,
bc Upovtodbvaror EoBog ob nénotan
dxheric §° EPa omoAdg dwev xithroc.
Eveg 8§ tot Aéyuw.

Birds 941-45.

[For among the Scythian nomads/ wanders Straton,/ who possesses no shuttle-woven
clothing./ Unhonored goes the spolas without a chiton - / if you get my meaning,]

Pisthetairos does indeed: ouvfix’ 6Ti fovAet Tov xitwviokov Aabeiv.
Only Pisthetairos’s enlightened attitude toward the arts keeps this
vagrant from being sent packing like the other visitors to Cloud-
cuckooland.

24 H. Pelliccia, Pindarus Homericus: Pythian 3.1-80, HSCP 91, 1987, 47 has dubbed
this kind of breakoff (exemplified most famously at 07.1.52) the «false-start
recusatio». Like all instances of recusatio it simultaneously affirms what it
purports to deny - in this case that men can vie with gods.

Cf. Pax 698-99: (Sophocles has become a second Simonides) Ep* Sipwvibng; nidc:
Tp- ... képdoug Ekati kaw émi pundg mAéor Cf. J.B. Bell, Kiufic kai ogodog;
Simonides in the Anecdotal Tradition, QUCC 28, 1978, 29-86; M.R. Lefkowitz, The
Lives of the Greek Poets, London 1981, 49-53.

)=

Aristophanes’s parodic poet is distinctly reminiscent of the
persona we saw Hipponax assuming above: a bombastic and scruffy
figure perpetually trying to wangle a new set of clothing from his
addressees26, Here the poet wants a onoA&g and a xlTwv, just as
‘Hipponax’ was in need of a warm xAatva. And for much the same
reason: compare Pisthetairos’s aside to the poet at 935 (navtwg &€
pot prywv dokeic) with ‘Hipponax’s’ justification of his petition in fr.
32 (képta yoap kokwg pry®). The ‘Hipponax’ of fr. 32 and the poet in
the Birds are recognizably the same stock character, one related to the
comic poets’ avaricious Simonides. Just as the Birds poet attempts
unsuccessfully to cloak his mendicant status in a parable, so ‘Hip-
ponax’ attempts to wrap his bathetic petition in a hymnal mist. No one
is fooled. Instead, we recognize that respectable but complacent
speech conventions are being mercilessly guyed. Parody can stick only
if its target leaves an opening for it?”. And when a speech form is ripe
for parody an Aristophanes or a Hipponax will come along to skewer
it

IV.

«I have not brought my muse up to be a tradesman, as Simonides
did», Callimachus virtuously asserts in an iambic fragment®, The
tones are those of a man who is shocked, shocked to find that patro-

% The stance is common in Bettelgedichte: Cf. Martial, 6. 82 ("Cur ergo," inquit "ha-

bes malas lacemas?" [ respondi "quia sum malus poeta."| hoc ne saepius accidat
poetae,/ mittas, Rufe, mihi bonas lacernas) and the Archpoet’s appeal to
Archbishop Rainald for winter woolens, no. 184 in FJ.E. Raby, The Oxford Book
of Medieval Latin Verse, Oxford 1959. Merkelbach cites Carmina Burana 91
Schmeller (= 129 Bischoff) Ergo mentem capite similem Martini:/ vestibus induite
corpus peregrini. He draws attention also to a suggestive passage in a choliambic
fragment attributed to Phoenix of Colophon by A.D. Knox, Herodas, Cercidas and
the Choliambic Poets, Cambridge and London 1929, rev. 1946: ti méAL’ &eibw:
pwpin yap f Aéoxn: / otelov pe xraivy-.../ viv yap & katéotodpor /
KoTeppUnKe kg tov "Aidny Baivel.. (Knox fr. 4. 24-7).

27 A modern parallel is the American poet A. Hecht’s, Application for a Grant, in

The Venetian Vespers, New York 1979, where a speaker addresses the «Noble
executors of the munificent testament/ Of the late John Simon Guggenheim,
distinguished bunch/ Of benefactors». Adapting Horace’s Od. 1.1, the poet then
airily discourses on the satisfactions of various professions before making his own
choice: «As for me, the prize for poets, the simple gift/ For amphybrachs strewn
by a kind Euterpe,/ With perhaps a laurel crown of the evergreen/ Imperishable
of your fine endowment ...».

2 Fr. 222 Pf.: o0 ydp épyérw tpédu / T Moboaw, i 6 Kelog *Yixou vémoue.
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nage is going on here. For the Alexandrian poets could not even claim
to be outside consultants, like a Pindar or a Simonides; they were
directly dependent on the largesse of one particular patron2s.
Maintaining an image of independence under these circumstances was
a tricky proposition®, Clearly it would be out of the question for the
Alexandrians to pose as Ptolemy II Philadelphos’s £évoc. But the spe-
cial circumstances of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt made the application of
divine address forms to a human patron, already pioneered by Pindar,
peculiarly tempting. Theocritus XVII, the encomium of Philadelphos,
is perhaps the clearest example of this experimental trend3!,

The poem begins traditionally and unexceptionably in hymnal
style: "Ex A10g apxwpeoBa kol €g Ala AMiyete Moioat (1). The poet
then turns to the subject at hand, Ptolemy, represented as a Zeus
among men: &wdp@v 8’ ol Mtolepaiog évi npdtolot Aeyéobuw / kal
nipatog kol péooog (3-4)32. We learn in the genealogical section
immediately following that Ptolemy’s father has been deified (tfjvov
Kol poképeoot iotnp OUOTIov €Bnkev / &Bavétolg, 16-17) and now
sits facing his ancestor Heracles (a significant exemplum). After
dealing with Ptolemy’s mother Berenice (similarly deified), the poet
moves on to Ptolemy’s own birth, narrated so as to parallel the birth

29 On the Ptolemies as patrons cf. briefly Gold, 33-8 and the much more detailed
treatment in P.M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, Oxford 1972, 1. 305-35, I1. 462-94.

30 What the Alexandrians needed to avoid can be exemplified by the 3d c. A.D.

appeal of the Oxyrhynchan grammaticus Lollianus, first published by P.J. Parsons,
The Grammarian’s Complaint in Collectanea Papyrologica, II, Bonn 1976, 409-46.
The emperors Valerian and Gallienus are addressed in fawning terms: «Your
heavenly magnanimity (1) obpéwiog Updv peyehoppooiim)... which has extended
its benevolence to the whole of your domain, the civilized world ... has given me
too confidence to offer your heavenly genius (tfj Beig dpudv tixy) a petition ...»,
viz. that he should be assigned the income from a small orchard near the city (tr.
Parsons). Neither Lollianus nor his addressees would have felt any uneasiness at
such an address, of course, but in the early Hellenistic period it was still new and
awkward.

31 On this poem cf. most recently Gold, 32-3 and F.T. Griffiths, Theocritus at Court,
Leiden 1979, 71-82. The latter offers a more sympathetic assessment than A.S.F.
Gow, Theocritus, 11, Cambridge 1952, 325-47 («though not devoid of merit in some
details [the poem ] seems stiff, conventional and sycophantic»). Even among
Theocritus’s more political productions the poem has regularly taken second place
to XVI, on which see most recently Gold, 30-32 and the fuller analysis by Griffiths,
9-50.

Note that Ptolemy receives a more extended version of the hymnal sing-first-and-
last formula than Zeus himself.
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of Apollo, with Cos playing the role of Delos:

Kéweg &' dAdAuEev ibaloa,
$a 5¢ kaBomtopéva fpépeos xeipeoa dinow:
" 8APie kolpe yévouw, tiowg 8€ pe téooov Goov nep
Anhov etiunoer kuavaumnuka ®otfog TAnéAAwv.
17.64-7

[And Cos cried out in triumph looking on him,/ and holding the child in her hands
said,/ "May you be fortunate, child, and may you honor me as much as/ Phoebus
Apollo has honored blue-snooded Delos.]

Theocritus goes on to praise the wealth and vastness of Egypt, and
Ptolemy’s own generosity. In particular, he notes the king’s open-
handedness to literary types like himself33;

o0de Awvioou Tig afip lepols kat ' &ydveg
ket’ émotipevog Aryupdy dvapéhpar dobiy,
® ob dwtiver dvtéfov Gnace Téxvac.
17.112-14

[Nor has any man/ who knows how to sing a sweet song in the sacred contests of
Dionysos come to him/ to whom he has not given a handout equal to his skill.]

The poet then briefly praises Ptolemy’s sister and queen, noting that
their incestuous union is paralleled by that of Zeus and Hera, and
concludes with a hymnic valediction (xaipe ava€ Ttorepoie, 135)
and a promise to regard Ptolemy as a nuiBeog - and soon, clearly, to
become a fully-accredited deity.

In a milieu in which such poems could be written, it is scarcely
surprising that self-conscious reflection on the very awkward relation-
ship of petitioner to addressee, poet to Ptolemy, should make an ap-
pearance in its own right in the Hellenistic writers. That relationship,
in fact, is precisely the subject of Callimachus’s Jambus 1 (fr. 191 Pf.)»

In that poem the ghost of Hipponax, granted a short sabbatical
from Hades, addresses the assembled scholars of Alexandria (or so
the diegesis informs us). He tells them the story of the cup which an
Arcadian gentleman named Bathycles willed on his deathbed to the

33 Cf. Pind. OI. 1.14-17.

3 The basic discussions (in addition to Pfeiffer’s condensed commentary) are C.M.
Dawson, The Iambi of Callimachus, YCS 11, 1950, 11-24; D.L. Clayman,
Callimachus’ Iambi, Leiden 1980, 11-16.
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wisest of the Seven Sages. His sons offer it to Thales, who modestly
demurs and passes it on to Bias of Priene. Having made the round of
all seven in this way, it returns to Thales, who dedicates it to Apollo.
The end of the poem is in shreds, but Hipponax apparently indulged
in a few pointed personal comments before returning to Hades
(komomAeiv wpn), 97).

Now, the Bathycles story is a story about patronage. It presents a
model of an orderly, unproblematical patronage system in which intel-
lectuals (the Sages) are spontaneously offered a reward (the cup) by
an individual (Bathycles) who imposes no further obligation on the
recipients. The diegesis makes explicit what we could surely have
guessed from the extant portions alone: the Bathycles story was in-
tended to be exemplary for the Alexandrian scholars®. They are the
Seven Sages; the benevolent Bathycles is Ptolemy. The story shows
the Hellenistic patronage system in the rosiest of lights.

So far so good. But why Hipponax? His role as the founder of the
iambic genre might explain his appearance in the first poem of Calli-
machus’s collection. But then why does he tell this peculiar story? The
only answer so far proposed is implausible: that Hipponax himself
wrote a version of the Bathycles story and that «Callimachus ... paid
him the fitting compliment of making him the narrator of the tale»,

His appearance is all the odder in that the values the Bathycles
tale exhibits (emotional restraint, modesty vis-a-vis the gods, mutual
respect among intellectuals) are scarcely those that Hipponax is
known to have stood for. Who is the sometime antagonist of Boupalos
to lecture the Alexandrians on avoiding feuds?37 Even his utterances

3 "YnotiBetan ¢Bitov ‘Innbrakta ouykoroduta Todg prordyous eic o Toppe-
vimvog kaholpevor Zapomibetov: fikovol &' adtols kat’ eflag Gmaryopevet
$Bovel AAA0IC...

3 So Dawson, 24. The proposal seems to have been made first by F. Jung, Hipponax
Redivivus, Bonn 1929, 25ff, and is now an idée recue, taken for granted by e.g.
Clayman, 13 and M. Depew ioufetov keheltal viv: Genre, Occasion, and
Imitation in Callimachus frr. 191 and 203Pf., TAPhA 122, 1992, 319. The evidence
rests on frs. 63 (= 65 Dg) kal Mbowv, 8v ‘QnéAAwv / dvetnev &vdpdy owdpo-
véotatov néwtwy and fr. 123 (= 12 Dg) xoi déLeoBon Biawtog tol Mpmvéwg
kpéooov. Neither of these necessarily comes from any such narrative (the person
who is Biovtog...kpéooov in fr. 123, for example, need not be another of the
Sages) nor can they possibly come from the same poem, as the supporters of the
theory imply; one fragment is in choliambics, the other in trochaic tetrameter
catalectic. We know, moreover, that Callimachus took his version of the story from
Leandrius of Miletus (cf. D.L. 1.28), and not from Hipponax.

37 Clayman, 14 notes that Hipponax’s speech presents «a most ironic spectacle ... one
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within /ambus 1 contrast sharply with the moral of his story. He
compares the scholars themselves to flies around a goatherd (g mop'
ainoAw puiat, 26), and mocks one in particular for his baldness and
breathlessness (0 Ylokdpong TNy nvonv dvodwoel, 29). He sneers
also at Pythagorean dietary taboos (cf. 62-3), and seems to have ended
by specifically abusing one or more contemporaries of Callimachus.
Thales’s aidwg is thus narrated by the very antithesis of aiwc.

I suggest that attempts to explain why Hipponax is the right
person to tell this story are doomed to failure. He tells it, in fact,
because he is precisely the wrong person, the most inappropriate
narrator imaginable. Hipponax’s presence is designed, in other words,
to jar with the very story he tells®. To be sure, Hipponax’s cringing
persona, his shabby begging appeals, seem a far cry from the urbane
Callimachus or the elegant Theocritus: Yet in some respects the
resemblance may have been too close for comfort. Given the contem-
porary renovation of archaic hymnal style for panegyrical begging
letters like Theocritus 17, it is easy to see how texts like Hipponax fr.
32 could have taken on new resonance, becoming radically subversive
in a way their original author could not have imagined®. For the
Hellenistic poets, like the ‘Hipponax’ of fr. 32, found themselves
asking “Zeus’ for cloaks and frocklets and sandals and woolly boots
and a lot of money and a library.

The Hipponax of lambus 1 thus represents a profound uneasiness

wonders why the chief mover of these quarrels is suddenly wishing them away,»
but feels the question is unanswerable. G.O. Hutchinson, Hellenistic Poetry,
Oxford 1988, 51 suggests with typical vagueness that «we are intended to savor
[Callimachus’s] divergence from the spirit of his model».

Such an intentional contrast between inner narrative and frame is typical of Helle-
nistic practice, though it can best be observed in Catullus 64 and the second half of
Georgics 4.

3 Cf. P. Bing, The Well-Read Muse, Gittingen 1988, 82 on the Callimachean citation
of Hesiod’s tag éx ¢ Awdc faoifies at Hymn 1.79: «while accurately resuscitated
into the contemporary poem, these words acquire there a different shade of
meaning, tinged by the personality of the Hellenistic author who invoked them and
by the alien environment created for them ... The quotation thus does not differ
substantially in function from the device of resurrecting an archaic author such as
Hipponax into 3rd cent. B.C. Alexandria. Both respond to that aforementioned
need for meaningful continuity ..., establishing a bridge to the past and allowing
that past to speak in the here and now - albeit with a voice transformed by the
filter of its new surroundings». As Bing points out elsewhere, the need for a bridge
already implies the existence of a chasm.
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at the heart of the Hellenistic aesthetic. Has he returned from Hades,
a reformed character, to instruct us all in philological etiquette? Or is
he intended to remind us rudely of our true position in the Alexandria
of the Ptolemies? In this sense the spectre of Hipponax, grumpy, ill-
attired, and subversive, haunts not only Jambus 1 but all of Hellenistic
poetry. Well might Leonidas of Tarentum advise wayfarers to make
no noise passing Hipponax’s tomb, lest they awake him - ta yop
nenvpwpéva keivov / phuata tmuaivew olde kai elv " Aidrye.

Ithaca Gregory Hays

40 An earlier version of this paper was read at the 4th CorHaLi Colloquium on Les
Formes de lindividualité dans la poésie grecque archaique (Lille, May 15-17, 1993).
I am grateful to P. Aronoff, J. Barrett, V. Citti, Gw. Compton-Engel, P. Pucci and
especially H. Pelliccia and Ch. Segal for their comments and suggestions.
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