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IN AND OUT OF THE RUT:
CALLIMACHUS FR. 1.25-28 AND ANNICERIS OF CYRENE

npoc O€ ce] kol 100 Bvmyal, TO Un TaTEoLCLY OUoEoL
to ctetferv, Etépov Tyvio un ko’ opd

Sippov éA]av und’ oipov dve Thotov, GALG kehevBove
atpint]ove, £l kol ctetvotépny EAdcelc.

It is well known that the terms in which Apollo commends originality to the budding poet
Callimachus are, paradoxically, traditional. The “untrodden path” is a symbol found as early
as Parmenides and Pindar,! and the image of poetry as the Muses’ chariot is a familiar motif
in Pindar and other poets.2 Choerilus of Samos used this imagery to express the difficulty of
achieving anything new in poetry:

& pudap, Sctic Ev ketvov xpdvov 1dpic dotdic,
Movcdmv Oepdrav, 51’ dxfpotoc Qv €11 Aoy -

VOV 8’ Ote mavta 0€dactat, £xovct 08 melpato TE VoL,
Yeroror dete dpduov korrodetndued’, 00dé nnt écti
ey nomtoivovto veoluyec opuo meAdccot.

It seems likely enough that Callimachus’ words contain an allusion to this passage.* But
there is another possible reference in the phrase {yvio un ko’ 6ud / dippov éA]av which
commentators have not adduced: both the author of the Lucianic Encomium on Demo-
sthenes and Aelian relate an anecdote concerning the virtuoso skills in driving which Plato’s
friend Anniceris of Cyrene ostentatiously displayed. The relevance of this might be further
enhanced if one accepted Chamoux’s suggestion that Anniceris was not merely a fellow-
citizen of Cyrene, but one of Callimachus’ ancestors.>

I Parmenides 28 fr. 1.27 DK; Pindar OL. 6.23 xeke00o év xoBapd, Pae. 7b.15-20 Sn. ‘Oufipov [. . . tpi]n-
tov xot” dua&itov; cf. O. Becker, Das Bild des Weges . . . (Berlin, 1937) 68ff., esp. 79-80; W. Wimmel,
Kallimachos in Rom (Wiesbaden, 1960) 109-111; A. Kambylis, Die Dichterweihe und ihre Symbolik
(Heidelberg, 1965) 157-158.

2 Wimmel, op. cit. 107-108, M. Simpson, “The Chariot and the Bow as Metaphors for Poetry in Pindar’s
Odes”, TAPA 100 (1969) 437-473, esp. 437-449.

3 SH 317 = fr. 2 Bernabé.

4 Cf. G. Huxley, GRBS 10 (1969) 16.

5 See the family tree proposed by F. Chamoux apud C. Meillier, Callimaque et son temps . . . (Lille, 1979)
337, according to which Anniceris would be the great-grandfather of Callimachus; cf. Chamoux, REG 73
(1960) xxxiii—iv.
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The pseudo-Lucianic® passage occurs in Enc. Dem. c. 23: the narrator, who is feeling
anxious about his ability to do justice to the memory of Demosthenes (cc. 2-3), rejects what
he sees as the unhelpful and hackneyed encouragement of his interlocutor Thersagoras, who
retorts, unabashed, that “That’s what makes a cure; as with a road, the more familiar it is,
the more you can trust it”. The narrator proceeds:

mv évavtioy yép . . . tpovBéunv, §7 eocty "Avvikeptv tov Kvpnvolov grlotiundivar
npoc [TAatovd te kol Tove £Toiipovc: TOV pév ye, Tov Kvpnvoaiov, apuotniociov
gn1deikvovTo. ToAlovc mepl v Axadnuiav éEehadvely dpopove €mil ThHc odTic
GPUOTOTPOYLOC OmavToc undev mopaBdvoc, BcB’ Evoc dpduov cnuelo kot THe Yic
vroAeinecBor: ToOuOV 8¢ ye TNV évovtiow cneddel, TOC GPUATOTPOYLOC GAEElVELY - OV
wéAa pédiov, oipon,? kovovpyely 630VC TAV TETPUUEVOV EKTPETOUEVOV.

This is clearly an elliptical form of the anecdote: there is no explanation of the role of
Plato in the incident, or indication of what view the great man took of Anniceris’ feat. It is
noteworthy though that it is seen as having a literary-critical significance; the learned (if
sometimes tedious) author of the dialogue is clearly well-versed in the motifs and idioms of
Hellenistic literary debates. 10

Some of the missing ingredients are supplied by Aelian in his fuller account of the
incident at Varia historia 2.27:11

"Avvikepic 0 Kvpnvaioc ént 112 inneiq péyo €ppovet kol apuotov EAdcet. kol o0V ToTe
kol EBovAnOn MAdtwvt émidei&ocBon v téyvny. {ed&oc odv 10 Gpuo meptilocey év

6 On the authorship of this piece, which is not crucial to my point, I here accept the communis opinio as
represented by M. D. Macleod, Lucian, vol. viii [Loeb Classical Library] (London and Cambridge, Mass.
1967) 237.

7 Macleod prints ), but surely the adversative 1 is needed after thv évovtiav.

8 Macleod, both in his Loeb edition and in his Oxford Classical Text, vol. iii (1980) 272, has conjectured
Tov pév ye v Kvpnvoaiov apuotniociov énideikviovta, which he translates “he exhibited Cyrenean skill in
chariot-driving”. This would surely require the article (tdv Kvpnvaiwv), and in any case, the anecdote, in both
of its versions, turns on Anniceris’ virtuosity and exhibitionism being a personal not a national trait. It is easier
to see the transmitted phrase Tov Kvpnvoiov as appositional to tov pév and to punctuate accordingly.

9 Macleod prints dAeetvetv, od udho péddiov (Bv), olpo, kavovpyelv kth.; one might also consider de-
elvewy — o0 Ao pddiov — (ko) kovovpyely . . . But the asyndeton presented by the paradosis is tolerable,
given that this clause is emphatically restating the preceding one; cf., in this same work, § 9 tavto €0v €v
dicoel kelpeva. Tepl ctevov M pot koptdf To éykdpiov . . . or the last sentence of § 17, where the transmitted
asyndeton has been obscured by Lehmann’s supplement (kai), accepted by Macleod. For the frequency of
asyndeton in this dialogue, cf. W. Schmid, Atticismus (1887) 1 420.

10 Cf. his passing reference to the painting of Homer as Oceanus in c. 2 (which I intend to discuss
elsewhere), and his use of the phrase v adtod 100 KdAAovc dypavtdv te kol kobopdv i8éav (c. 13),
recalling Callimachus, /. 2.111 xoBopfi 1e kol dypdovtoc in the context of an allusion to the “two-
Aphrodites” motif, best known to us from Cercidas fr. 2 Livrea.

11T am indebted for discussion of this passage to Mr N. G. Wilson, who is preparing an edition and
translation of the VH for the Loeb series.

12 Koraes, followed by Dilts (Teubner-Edition, 1974, p. 30) deleted t1j; I do not see why.
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"Axadnuig dpopove nopumtdArove, ovtmc akpdc puAGTTOV T0D dpopov Tov ctifov!3 dc
un o pofolvev e EPUATOTPOYXLEC, GAL’ del Kot odTOV 1EVOLL. 01 LEV 0V BAAOL TAVTEC
(14 9 \ 9 ’ e \ /’ \ e ’ 9 ~ \ /’
Ocmep eixoc e€enAdyncav, 0 8¢ ITAdtmv v LrepPaAiovcoy avToD crovdny diéBalev
eimOv “adbvotov £cTt TOV €C UIKpo oVT® Kol 00devoc G&lo TocodTnV @povTida
xoToTifépevoy VrEp PeEYEA®V TIVAV ctovddicat - ToCo Yop 00T THY dLdvoloy ¢ Ekelva
dmoteBeicay dvdyxn dArympely v dvioc BowpdlecBon dikoimy.”

Aelian records Plato’s dismissive verdict, which gives a point to the anecdote, that a man
who was so serious about trifles could not be in earnest about important matters. !4 While the
judgement is expressed in moralizing rather than literary-critical terms, the note of scorn in
Plato’s words seems in keeping with Apollo’s magisterial injunction to Callimachus £tépmv
{vioe un ko’ opd / digpov éA]aw.

The Queen’s University of Belfast Frederick Williams

13 Dilts’s conjecture for the ctoiyov or ctiyov of the mss. Cf. cteiPerv in Call. fr. 1.26.

14 See A. S. Riginos, Platonica (Leiden, 1976), anecdote 108, p. 152—-153. Cf. her anecdote 142 (p. 191—
193), that Plato declined an invitation to act as legislator for Cyrene because of their affluence, and the story
that Anniceris had ransomed Plato when he was enslaved by Dionysius (p. 88-89).



