TI'EPAY IN THE HYMN OF CLEANTHES
ON ZEUS

GG Zeb tdvdwoe, rehovepés, GoYLrEQOUVE,
avdodmovg (uev) duov dmelgoolvng &md Auyetig,

fiv o0, matep, oxédacov Yuyis Gmo, d0g d¢ xvpfoar
yvoung, 1 miovvog ov diung uéto mévra xuPeovag,
O’ av tiundévieg duelpoueodd oe tud,

Vuvoivteg Ta 00 EQya dimvexrés, wg Eméoixe

Jvntov €6vt’, émel ovte Bpotoig Yépag Ao T pettov,
olte ¥eoig, 1| ®owvov del vouov év dixy Vuvelv.

The traditional rendering of yégag in Cleanthes ‘Hymn on
Zeus’ (see H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, Stutt-
§art 1964, 1, 537, p. 121-123) verse 4, p. 123 SVF is ‘privilege’,
rom Wilamowitz onwards (Vorrecht), Festugiere (privilege),
Neustadt (Ehrenrecht), Meerwaldt/Verbeke (Voorrecht) down to
the most recent commentator Dirkzwager (Gabe) with the excep-
tion of Pohlenz (‘kein héheres Amt ward Gottern und Menschen
verliehen’)"). The datives Bootoig/9eoic were taken for granted by
most commentators as pure and simple dativi commodgi.

But a doubt may arise if we take the hardly recognized fact
into account that yéoag even when’it means ‘privilege’ (which is
not its most frequent meaning) entails a connotation of merit or
dignity in the recipient as a ground for endowment with a privile-
ge. It 1s to Gods and Kings, 1.e. to superiors, that yépag is offered.
In Homer yépag means a gift of honour in terms of a piece of meat
or slaves (Od. 4,66; 11,543), a demonstration of honour for the
dead with their special status (Il. 16,457; 23,9; Od. 4,197), a spe-
cial task (which explains Pohlenz’ ‘héheres Amt’) or privilege (Il.

1) von Wilamowitz, Reden und Vortrige, Berlin®, 1925, 327; A. J. Festu-
giere, La Révélation d’Hermes Trismégiste, II, Le Dieu Cosmique, Paris, 1949,
313; E. Neustadt, Der Zeus-Hymnus des Kleanthes, Hermes 66 (1931) 389; G.
Verbeke, Kleanthes van Assos, Brussels, 1949, 235; A. Dirkzwager, Ein Abbild
der Gottheit haben und Weiteres zum Kleanthes-Hymnus, Rhein.Mus.f.Phil. 123
(1980) 360; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa I (and II), Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung,
Gottingen, 1948, 110.
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4,323). So it was Nestor’s yépag in the Trojan War to offer advice
because of his venerable age. H. E. Ebeling’s lemma on yégos in
his Lexicon Homericum, Leipzig 1885, no. 3, deserves special
mention in connection with the Hymn: honor praecipuus dis
oblatus (cf.11.4,49; 24,47: 10 ydo Mdyouev yéoag fueic).

We thus find yéoag with the above mentioned implications in
Herodotus, e.g. 11,168 where we are told that the warriors in
Egypt were endowed with yépag (land), because of their profes-
sion, which was regarded with deference. In IV,143 we read that
Megabyzos recieved yégog in terms of a charming compliment
from Dareios, because Dareios considered him to be a man of
particular merit and he wanted as many subjects like him as there
are seeds in a pomegranate. So we find the word in Aeschylus,
Prometheus 82 (see also 107, 231, 439). We do not want to go so
far as to declare that the connotations of merit or dignity are
always implied, although it is in the majority of occurrencies, nor
that yépag always means a gift of honour (in the case of Megaby-
Z0s it was a compliment).

Since we have to be sensitive to the connotations and overto-
nes of merit or dignity as to the recipient in yépag, we are curious
to know what merit of dignity on the usual interpretation man is
supposed to be provided with in order that he is worthy of the
greatest gift or privilege to be bestowed on him: the ability of
striking up a hymn. I do not know of any particular merit or
dignity of the kind according to Stoic thougﬁt, which makes it
appropriate to offer a special gift to mankind. Therefore it seems
justified to assume that a different explanation for Cleanthes’ usa-
ge of yépag is required.

In verse 2, p. 123 SVF we are told that man has received from
the godhead a special honour (tumdévtes). Tuny does not imply a
notion of dignity or merit in the recipient, although it may do.
What exactly the contents of this honour are, is hidden in the
hotly debated verse 37 on p. 121 — and presumably will remain
hidden. In this verse we find the hardly understandable words
fixov pipnpo Aaxévreg, which I regard as an almost insoluble pro-
blem (&% oot ydo yévog Eoptv fixov wiumua Aaxévreg). How this
formula is to be understood, I do not propose to discuss, although
a suggestion may be found in a note?), but I shall concentrate on

_ 2) This notoriously difficult phrase has been discussed over and over again,
without there being a convincing and widely accepted solution; cf. above all G.
Zuntz, Zum Kleanthes-Hymnus, Harv.Stud. of CI. Phil.63 (1958) 392-394; G.
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the fact that this formula is echoed by twndévteg in v. 2, p. 123.
What we are fairly entitled to conclucK: is that the meaning of the
controversial words has something to do with the Logos, i.e. the
faculty of articulated, sensible speech and singing. For in v. 36, p.
121 SVF it is man’s duty (9éug) to raise his voice in order to speak

Verbeke, Kleanthes, 240-242 and A. W. James, The Zeus Hymns of Cleanthes and
Aratus, Antichthon 6 (1972) 30/31. The reading of ms F is incorrect because of its
metrical impossibility: gopév fiyov — — — —. There are two types of solution. Either
one changes Zoptv into elol (von Arnim, SVF) or one alters the odd fjxov which
has to mean in the context ‘articulated speech’ for which it is not suitable, because
it means: ‘unarticulated noise or sound’, see Liddell and Scott s.v. I would suggest
we retain &% 00D yd yévog in view of the parallel with Cleanthes’ contemporary
Aratus, who has in his hymn on Zeus: tod y&o xol yévog eipév. Meineke’s
proposal to read &% 00D ydQ yevopeod does not seem to be too drastic an opera-
tion on the original text, but results in a not quite acceptable concept. For man is
not born from Zeus; we only originate from him where our yévog is concerned. So
we do find that the solution has to be found in changing fixov. This has to be
replaced by a word — because of the metre — beginning with a short vowel (unless
we accept von Arnim’s beautiful conjecture £{0”). Lots and lots of proposals have
been brought forward. In my view the fact that the word has to express the reason
for our use of our voice (pooavdav, cf. Pohlenz, Kleanthes’ Zeushymnus, Her-
mes 75 (1940) 118) is decisive for the choice. We must bear in mind what has been
forgotten by so many interpreters, the word x has to distinguish man from the
other animals. These considerations rule out 8Aov (Bergk and Wilamowitz, appro-
val of James), &xov (Scaliger), pévou or &x cod (Gedicke), ioou (M. Marcovich,
Hermes 94 (1966) 245-250), and also the most recent proposals of Zuntz (Vers 4
des Kleanthes-Hymnus, Rhein.Mus. 122 (1979) 97/98) and of Dirkzwager (Ab-
bild, 359/360) who independently suggest: oédev pipmuo Aayévies. The above
mentioned considerations admit Aéyov (Meineke) and dmdg (Meerwaldt). For the
case of Meerwaldt (870g) I see no cogent reasons. For Meineke’s Aéyou pipnua
considerable support is to be derived from Epictet, Diatribe I, 16,20. Epictet there
stresses the AOyog as a feature distinguishing man from animals like the swan or the
nightingale, who both sing. Observe the parellel with Cleanthes, who also views
man in contrast to animals, SVF p. 122, 1. According to Epictet the possession of
Logos invites us to sing: NUv 8¢ Aoywxdg eipn Duvelv e Oet tov Jedv.

There is a text to testify to the community of Gods and man both sharing the
Logos, SVF 1II, 528, p. 169, 29: xowwviav & 0mdoyewv meog dhdilovg dua T
Aoyou petéyewy which can be quoted as support for Meineke.

Zuntz, however, discussing Meineke’s solution (Zum Kleanthes-Hymnus,
293) quotes von Wilamowitz who rightly observes that we have no “Nachbildung
des Logos® but the Logos itself. Therefore it makes sense to accept Wachsmuth’s
tipmua which can mean honour, Aeschylus, Choeph. 511. Tipnuo may be aptly
defended by tumdévreg and wwfj of line 2 of p. 123 SVF, which accorggng to the
ringshaped composition of the Hymn, must refer to v. 37 on p. 121, Aéyov (?)
.......... This can make an excellent basis for tipmua. But we have to bear in
mind that strong objections can be raised to Adyov. For later on in the Hymn we
come across the xowvdg Adyog, which permeates everything. A possible answer
could be to consider the Adyoc in Adyou tiunua as the Adyog mpogouxdg the
faculty of speech, a special type of Logos. Be this as it may, each interpreter-

3 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 129/1
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(sing) to Zeus. In view of the ringshaped composition of the poem
and the correspondence of 28, p. 122 - 5, p. 123 to the opening 34,
p. 121 — 4, p. 122 we may expect v. 2, p. 123 to mirror the
situation of the beginning (#xov pipmpa haxoéves). As I said earlier,
v. 2, p. 123 says that we are honoured (tundévrec) and also that
we are under the obligation of returning (&ueipdpeodo tuf) ho-
nour to our benefactor. I do not agree with Festugiére’s explana-
tion®) of the Ty in Tundévreg as yvopun. For we are already in the
possession of this T and it is precisely yvoun that Cleanthes
prays for. The tuy involved refers to fixov uipnua rayévres. We
should observe the correspondence dapepopeoda/hayévies. So
what we got, was a basis for the faculty of singing a hymn. The
only way to express our gratitude (dpeBoduesda) is to sing a
hymn. What else can we return? For the faculty of speech and
singing — our specific part of the Logos, which distinguishes us
from the other animals — is no merit of our own: it is only the
activity of this faculty that may be considered something in our
power. Interpreted along these lines the implications and over-
tones of yéoag get their due. Tégag is our gift of honour to the
God, who was our benefactor, worthy of veneration. So yépag is
not to be looked upon as a gift or privilege given to us as the
traditional interpretation has it.

Our explanation is not merely in line with the common
Greek notion of yépag, but it is also clearly confirmed by Stoic
thought about wy and yépoc. In Chrysippus — and there is no
need whatsoever to deny that Cleanthes would agree*) — the
following circumscription of both words and their interrelation is
found (SVF I1I, 563, p. 149,25/26): Tv y&o Ty eivar yéowg dEiw-
ow, 10 8¢ yéoac &¥hov dpetijg ebegyetiniig. Honour is to be worth
(8Eiworc) a yéoac and in its turn yégog is the reward (&dhov) of
beneficial virtue. Notice the word &3\ov meaning the prize you
get in a game as a reward for your merits as a sportsman. Trans-
posed to the religious domain &3tov implies: God treated us well
(vndévteg) by giving us a special share in the Logos. What is
more natural and convenient than rewarding (&%\ov) him for his
boon (&get) evepyetini) in terms of the greatest gift (yéoag) we are

conjecturist can have his own reading provided that it is in line with the condition
that the word x must be the basis for our mpooaudav, as we mentioned above.
3) A.]. Festugiére, La Révélation, 324.
4) Cleanthes himself wrote about the subject (SVF I, 481, p. 107, 21 mepl
TLAG).
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able to offer, singing a hymn of praise and veneration of Zeus’
superb administration of this world?

We may now return to the question of typology of the dati-
ves Pootoig/deoic. They may be considered as rather loose examp-
les of the possessivus-type: ‘the greatest gift Gods and men pos-
sess to offer’.

I shall conclude my contribution by pointing to the striking
end of the Hymn, an ending which could not be more appropria-
te: duveiv as the last word, which sounds like an invitation to join
in. It was precisely to this that Epictet in his treatment of duveiv
(Diatribe 1,16,21) 1invites his readers: xai dpag &ni ™v admv tovTny
DNV TaQaRAND.
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