ARISTOTLE AND CYPRUS!

By Simon Hornblower

Summary: (1) I begin with a tribute to Mogens Herman Hansen, most of which seeks to
clarify his opinion about when the polis came to an end and, more important, when he
believed it did not. It will refer mainly but not only to his Introduction to the Copenha-
gen Inventory.” (2) This section offers, against recent criticisms, a defence of the Inven-
tory’s treatment of Cyprus in the chapter by F.G. Maier. The section concludes with re-
marks about the poet Lykophron’s important Cypriot material, and argues for its rele-
vance to the modern debate about the nature of the Cypriot poleis. (3) This short section
introduces the main part of the article. Plato’s alleged attempts to make philosophers
out of Sicilian rulers have been much discussed, and his pupil Aristotle was Alexander’s
teacher. But the young Aristotle had less famous educational contacts with a prince of
Cyprus. (4) Cyprus as an entity does not feature in Aristotle’s Politics; there is only a melo-
dramatic allusion to the murder of the Cypriot king Evagoras I (of Salamis). But Aristotle
or a member of his school wrote a - now almost totally mostly lost — Constitution of the
Cypriots. One of the three probable fragments concerns the family of Nikokles king of
Paphos. (5) One of Aristotle’s earliest works, 353 BCE (?), was the - Isokratean rather than
Platonic - Protreptikos or Exhortation (to philosophy), now fragmentary, but influential in
antiquity. It was addressed to ‘Themison prince of Cypriots’, who is otherwise unknown,
as is his home city. This section speculates that Philip Il of Macedon knew of and remem-
bered this relationship later, when he invited Aristotle to teach his son Alexander, born
in 356. (6) Aristotle’s equally early and fragmentary Eudemos or On the Soul (late 350s?)
takes its name from a Cypriot philosopher-friend of Dion, who with other named philos-
ophers had died fighting for Dion at Syracuse in 353 (Plut. Dio 22.5; the death is narrated
proleptically). A dream-story in Cicero (Div. 1.53) provides another link with Philip II’s
Macedon (cf. §5 above): Eudemos was on his way there in 358.

1 I thank an anonymous referee for bibliographical references to recent publications
about Cyprus.

2 1call him ‘Mogens’ not ‘Hansen’ throughout; but I refer indifferently to ‘the Inven-
tory’ (of Archaic and Classical poleis) and ‘IACP".
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1. Preface: Mogens Herman Hansen (1940-2024)

In 2024, the editors of this memorial collection invited potential contrib-
utors to write about either Athenian democracy, or the Greek city-state,
or “another topic of Greek history or literature that would have been of
interest to Mogens.” I have chosen to write about Aristotle, whose Politics
was the subject of one of the last two of the many books which he gave
me over the years (those two in 2013, at Oxford).? His brain-child the In-
ventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis has even been accused of an excessive
and rigidified Aristotelianism.* So my topic falls squarely under the third
editorial rubric, but perhaps also under the second, because Archaic and
Classical Cyprus was - unlike that other large island Crete - simultane-
ously and interestingly an island of poleis and also of small kingdoms, a
simultaneity which was ended by Ptolemy I Soter only towards the end
of the fourth century (312-310) when he abolished most of the long-lived
pocket kingships.’ Ptolemy was defeated at sea by Demetrius the Besieger
in 306 and control of Cyprus passed to the Antigonids for over a decade.
But after that, Cyprus was “a possession of the Ptolemaic dynasty longer
than any land except Egypt ... it had geographical position and natural
resources of the first importance.”®

The outstanding chapter on Cyprus, near the end of the Copenhagen
Inventory, was by that great authority Franz Georg Maier (1926-2014); sec-

3 Hansen 2013. The affectionate compliments card inside the book (drawing of a wor-
ried baby sitting trapped inside a square play-pen consisting of Doric columns: Mo-
gens was always a keen and well-informed student of architecture in all periods)
reads: ‘Dear Simon, I know you are very busy but try to find time to read the first of
these studies. Yours ever Mogens - see you next Monday’. See further n. 11.

4 Frohlich 2010: 674, part of a general critique which I address later in this section. I
call the Inventory Mogens’ brainchild. I do not forget the great contribution of co-
editor and large-scale regional author Thomas Heine Nielsen, but in this section I
will have most to say about the Introduction, for which Mogens took sole responsi-
bility.

5 It is a complicating factor that for most of the period from the 520s to Alexander,
Cyprus was part of the Achaemenid Persian Empire, apart from short periods of re-
volt and of Athenian contestation. See Watkin 1987; Serghidou 2007; Wiesehéfer
2011.

6 Bagnall 1976: 38.
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tion 2 seeks to justify this high praise against what I regard as unjust crit-
icism. In his chapter, Maier more than once looked forward to the early
Hellenistic period, for example to the abolition of the local kingdoms by
Ptolemy I, just mentioned, or (for example) to the siege of Karpasia by
Demetrios the Besieger in 307/6, or the temporarily continuing rule of
kings at Keryneia in the Hellenistic narrative of Diodorus book 19.” The
present article will have reason (p. 560-61, and again n. 72) to mention
Nikokreon of Cypriot Salamis, whose reign ended as late as 311. Here and
elsewhere the casual user of the Inventory might well feel frustrated that
it does not explicitly continue the story into the Hellenistic period. Why
does it not? I turn to that question next.

My friendship with Mogens went back more than forty years, but I do
not wish to fill this part of my allotted space with personal reminis-
cences.® Instead I wish to spend the rest of this section (1) on an attempt
to answer the question posed earlier, why does the Inventory cover only
the Classical and Archaic periods and not go further down in time? There
is more than one plausible answer. I maintain that the only illicit answer
is to say or imply that Mogens himself thought that the polis came to an
end (died the death, or more charitably was merely moribund, or some
other such gloomy organic metaphor) in the 330s BCE. That may perhaps
have been a scholarly orthodoxy at one time, but very few historians of
antiquity have asserted or assumed so pessimistic a view of the life of the
polis at all recently. Indeed the 26-year-old Arnaldo Momigliano (1908-
1987), at the end of his short book about Philip II of Macedon, eloquently
and eruditely affirmed the opposite as long ago as 1934.° But it is most
often associated with a celebrated dictum of Louis Robert (1904-1985),
who like Momigliano knew better than to claim originality for it: “the
Greek city did not die at Chaeronea.”” That, not the opposite, has long

7 Maier 2004: 1224 col. 1 and 1226 col. 2, on Inventory nos. 1014 and 1015.

8 1 describe elsewhere (Hornblower 1997: 577-78) how impressed I was at hearing an
early salute to him by David Lewis (1928-1994) at a 1984 meeting of ancient historians
at Birmingham. Not everyone was so quick to grasp Mogens’ importance.

9 Momigliano 1934: 179 and n. 1.

10 Robert 1969: 42 (1989: 561): “La cité grecque n’est pas morte a Chéronée, ni sous Al-
exandre, ni dans le cours de toute I'époque hellénistique.” In his n. 2 he said he had
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been the orthodoxy. It is certainly what I used to tell my undergraduate
pupils in my teaching days.

So what was Mogens’ own opinion? We should start with his 2006
book Polis. The sixth of its chapters is about the end of the city-state cul-
ture in Ancient Greece, a phenomenon - represented as a process rather
than as an event - dated by the author to late antiquity, beginning with
the emperor Diocletian. That is, in the early fourth century CE, not the
late fourth century BCE! Mogens rejects expressly and with derision the
notion that the city-state was destroyed by the Macedonians

at a single blow, the blow being the Battle of Chaeronea on 7 Metageit-
nion = 2 August 338, probably at 3 o’clock in the afternoon ..."

As subscribers to the pessimistic view so trenchantly rejected, he cited
four respected scholars - of an older generation."

In his sole-authored introduction to the multi-authored Inventory,
Mogens explained the work’s terminal date, making clear in a short clos-
ing section on ‘The End of the Polis’ that it was not the terminal date of
the polis.”” But it is an earlier section ‘The Chronological Delimitations of
the Project’ that he explains why the Polis Centre had confined its inves-
tigation to the Archaic and Classical Periods:

Philip II’s victory over the Greek cities, Alexander’s conquest of the
Persian Empire and the foundation of approximately 300 new poleis
in the Near East inaugurated not the demise of the polis but a trans-
formation of it.**

often expressed these ideas in lectures at the Collége de France, and he promised a
two-volume work on the Greek cities in the Hellenistic period. Alas it never ap-
peared; but it was not really his sort of book.

11 Hansen 2006: 48-50 (translated from a 2004 Danish original). This was the other book
which Mogens gave me in 2013, the last time I saw him,; see n. 3.

12 Hansen 2006: 157 n. 1. They are Carol Thomas (born 1938), Hermann Bengtson (1909-
1989), and two friends of mine who both died recently in their 100th year: Peter
Green (2024) and George Cawkwell (2019).

13 See IACP: 19 col. 2 (‘The End of the Polis’) for a less rhetorical version of 2006: 48. In
fact, see n. 11, the two treatments both appeared for the first time together, in 2004.

14 IACP: 10-11.
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He proceeded to enumerate some of what in his eyes were the main dif-
ferences. Critics might wish to disagree (indeed some have disagreed
sharply, notably Pierre Fréhlich) with his choices or his emphases.™
(More on this below.) But I hope the main point has been made: in view
of this polemical explicitness Mogens Hansen and the Inventory should
not be misrepresented as believing that anything much happened to the
polis as an institution that afternoon in August 338.

Let us stay a little longer with Fréhlich’s objections to Mogens’ argu-
ment that the polis in the first century BCE (the lateness of that century
is an important limiting detail) looked very different from the Classical
polis. Mogens’ examples were all of civic institutions, and Frohlich sought
systematically to flatten the differences in (almost) every case, by point-
ing to continuities, and to evidence for pre-Hellenistic instances of the
relevant phenomena, all with impressive citation of modern scholar-
ship.' This is not the place to attempt to adjudicate in that controversy;
the scholarly consensus will anyway no doubt shift over time. But some
simple long-known and indubitable facts are worth repeating.

In the year 305, so we are told by an impeccable ancient source, Ptol-
emy I took the title of king, BaciAets, and “similarly the other dynasts
emulated him in jealous rivalry, (nAotumnoavreg, by calling themselves
kings.” The author of this sentence (Diodorus, drawing on Hieronymos
of Kardia), then names the jealous rivals: Seleukos, Lysimachos, Kassan-
dros."” Such a moment in Greek history is unthinkable except after Alex-
ander and his conquests. To be sure, life in the poleis went on in many
respects unchanged, at least on the surface. A good example is the in-

15 Fréhlich 2010: 654-56. I realise that his review (40 pages, 96 footnotes) ranges very
widely, and ends by saying in effect (p. 676) that there are really two books, the In-
ventory (good) and the Introduction (bad); I concentrate on one aspect of the latter.

16 Frohlich did not, I should make clear, accuse Mogens of saying the polis died in 338.

17 Diod. 20.53.4, Baurain 2019 argues that the inspiration for this was the Cypriot (Teu-
crid i.e. Salaminian) kingship. That is what might be called Cyprocentrism. Ptolemy
I was a Macedonian who had grown up in a country ruled by kings, factAeig, since
Archaic times. Ptolemy was himself reacting to Antigonos’ assumption in 306 of the
royal title after his son Demetrios’ victory gave him Cyprus (Diod. 20.53.2). But the
Antigonids claimed kinship with the old Argead Macedonian line (Plb. 5.10.10).
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scribed religious decree about the synoikism of the two-polis Aegean is-
land of Mykonos: it is epigraphically datable to about 200 BCE, but there
is nothing in its contents to indicate that we are in a world of autocrats.
And epigraphically-based analysis has taught us that the canny polis au-
thorities in Seleucid western Asia Minor learned how to negotiate
adroitly with the kings to whom they were subject .” But in reality the
world had changed. Already at the end of the violently curtailed reign of
Philip II of Macedon, the Athenians honour a friend at his court, in what
reads like a thoroughly Hellenistic document: the friend has helped
Athenian envoys and made efforts to secure favorable treatment for Ath-
ens.”” That this antedates the Hellenistic age - on any start-date - by a
few years does not prevent us from calling it precociously Hellenistic in
tone. But the most important and salient factual novelty is, as Frohlich
himself remarks earlier, the subject of the late Getzel Cohen’s three vol-
umes on the Hellenistic settlements from Europe to Bactria and India
(1995-2013, straddling the publication date of the Inventory): new city
foundations in the East and elsewhere.”” And who can read the text of
Antigonos Monophthalmos’ polite but firm letter of about 303 BCE to
Teos (RC nos. 3/4) about the synoikism with Lebedos, two very ancient
cities of Ionia, without acknowledging that we are in a new phase of the
history of the polis? Louis Robert himself regarded euergetism (civic bene-
factions by wealthy individuals) as the crucial innovation of the Hellen-
istic age.”"

18 The cult calendar: Syll.* 1024 (LSCG no. 96), duly cited at IACP no. 506 (Gary Reger; see
also Reger 2001). The Inventory often draws on such Hellenistic evidence, especially
epigraphic. How could it be otherwise? Seleucid W. Asia Minor: Ma 1999.

19 Tod, GHI no. 181, sadly dropped from Rhodes - Osborne, GHI.

20 Cohen 1995, 2006 and 2013; cf. Frohlich 2010: 653, citing the two volumes of Cohen
available at that date. See also the important annotated appendix of eponymous Hel-
lenistic city-foundations and ethnics in Fraser 2009: 325-76 (posthumous).

21 Robert 1969: 42, cf. n. 10. The topic has been taken further since then: Fréhlich 2010:
675 n. 93; 656-57 n. 37. If Mogens had used the actual modern word ‘euergetism’ at
IACP: 10-11 (you will not find edpyetiouds in LSJ), Frohlich’s task of attempted dis-
mantlement would have been harder. But I daresay Mogens had euergetism in mind
when he wrote there of the post-Classical springing up of “a number of private or
semi-private economic and social institutions alongside the public institutions of the
polis” (an item absent from Frohlich’s p. 654 report of Mogens). Was Mogens’ offence
perhaps no more than failure to cite the obvious recent works? See n. 22.
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The evidence I have just cited is (to repeat) not new; nor are all the
scholars whom I cite in this article and this section particularly recent.
The sweeping vehemence of Fréhlich’s unexplained contempt for some
reputable but older scholarly works sometimes surprises me.”

At the end of his important section on chronological delimitations,
Mogens briefly mentioned another and purely common-sense reason
why the Inventory stops when it does: finance and practicalities. He con-
ceded that the ideal solution would have been to conduct two investiga-
tions, one dealing with the earlier period, the other with the Hellenistic
and Roman. But he insisted that in the real world the Centre did not have
the resources or the time for this. It is fair to say that if some of the In-
ventory’s reviewers and critics had had their purist way, the rest of us
workers in the field would still, a year after Mogens’ death, be waiting for
the hypothetical vastly expanded Inventory.” (I for one am more than
happy and grateful to have been able to use IACP constantly for the past
two decades.)* And where would the money have come from?

Finally, let me insist that ‘the Hellenistic age’ began at different times
in different places. Crude periodisation is easy to pick holes in. But au-
thors of text-books in student series are often constrained by editorial
policy, itself determined by understandable practical considerations on

22 At 656 n. 37 (deploring Mogens’ antiquated citations) he calls A.H M. Jones’ The Greek
City from Alexander to Justinian (Jones 1940) a “synthése complétement dépassée.” Re-
ally? Completely? Only twenty years before Frohlich’s review, Oswyn Murray and
Simon Price entitled their own up-to-date collection The Greek City from Homer to Al-
exander in explicit homage to Jones 1940; their ‘Preface’ speaks of “the impact that
Jones’ work had in pioneering a new field of history” (Murray & Price 1990: vii).

23 Frohlich 2010: 654 acknowledged this, in the course of a sustained criticism at 648-
56 of the project’s end-date; see n. 15. Hansen’s response to Frohlich (Hansen 2015)
did not address this aspect as a whole, but was confined to the matter of dependent
or autonomous poleis. Frohlich’s was a lengthy, detailed and serious review discus-
sion. Some of the other reviews of IACP were short, superficial, and not worth both-
ering with. Exceptions were Naerebout 2005 and Parker 2006, neither of whom was
troubled by the project’s end-date. The latter was enthusiastically positive, and con-
cluded “the work is a superb achievement at many different levels.”

24 Here is a personal reminiscence. I could not wait to buy my copy of IACP as soon as
it appeared in the shops. Mogens visited London very soon after and was horrified:
he had planned to give me a copy. Later that day, having gone to an ATM, he stuffed
a wad of banknotes into my jacket pocket: the price of the book.
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the part of publishers. Realities on the ground were different. Take for
example Sparta. It was only in the third century BCE that the ancient and
partly mythical dual kingship, hedged around with constitutional safe-
guards and limitations, gave way to a Hellenistic monarchy of a contem-
porary sort. We can if we like date the shift in question to king Areus I's
depiction of himself on locally minted portrait coins which imitated the
grand issues of Alexander and Demetrios the Besieger. This followed and
exploited his unexpected defeat of the greatest general of the age, Pyr-
rhos, in what for a Spartan was a highly unusual partnership with Mace-
don (272, early in the long Macedonian reign of Antigonos Gonatas). In a
city which had always hitherto got its coins from abroad, these symbolic
issues represented a startling set of innovations which sent the Greek
world a clear message: Sparta is now ruled by a regular Hellenistic mon-
arch.”® Or we could move down half a century to 227, when Kleomenes I1I
made his full brother Eukleidas co-ruler, a constitutional impossibility in
the centuries of the venerable two-family dyarchy of Agiads and Eu-
rypontids. In his usual pithy way, Karl Julius Beloch called this action of
Kleomenes “a constitutional comedy which deceived nobody into think-
ing he was anything but absolute ruler of the state.””

But to return to the main focus of the present article, which will be
Cyprus.” There is an entirely legitimate sense in which Cyprus did not
enter the Hellenistic age until the forcible changes made by Ptolemy I to
the old system of government; see above.

Or take the matter of cultural patronage, especially of philosophers.
Philosophers are found at the courts of most of the great Hellenistic king-
doms, even that of Lysimachos, although it is only at Gonatas’ Macedon
(the Stoic Persaios) and Kleomenes III’s Sparta (Sphairos, another Stoic)
that they conceivably made much active difference to anything. Dioge-
nes Laertius tells a story illustrating the risky outspokenness of the phi-
losopher Menedemus of Eretria. It is located at the court of Nikokreon of
Cypriot Salamis, sub-ruler of one of a number of petty kingdoms initially

25 Seee.g.David 1981: 133-34. These interesting coins are ignored in the standard works
on Hellenistic royal portraiture, Davis & Kraay 1973; Smith 1988.

26 Plut. Cleom. 11.5; Beloch 1925: 703.

27 See Barr. map 72.
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tolerated by Ptolemy I, as they had been by Alexander.” Nikokreon’s rule
began in 331 and ended in about 311. Classical? Or Hellenistic? The ana-
logy with the court of Gonatas suggests the latter: Menedemos spent
time there too. But Philip 1T had already employed Aristotle, who had in-
structed a Cypriot prince of the Classical period called Themison. It is to
this man, and to other fourth-century BCE Cypriot Aristotelians, to
whom I will turn in sections 3-6.

2. Cyprus in the Inventory

But first I need to stay longer with the coexistence on pre-Hellenistic Cy-
prus of poleis and kingdoms. * I also need to justify my praise in section
1 of Maier’s Cyprus chapter, about which hard words have been written
in the two decades since it was published. But first, terminology. Histo-
rians have struggled to find a satisfactory term to describe the coexist-
ence or simultaneity just mentioned: ‘city-kingdoms” was rejected by
Maier himself as seeming “somewhat incongruous.” Choice of terms is
partly determined by the degree to which the modern author wishes to
stress the status of the Cypriot communities as city-states or poleis.*® The
search for modern consensus is therefore pointless.

28 Diog. Laert. 2.129-30; see Knoepfler 1991: 179 n. 22; also Bagnall 1976: 39-40.

29 On the Cypriot kings, a much discussed topic, see Maier 2004: 1224: “The basic struc-
ture common to all kingdoms - whether they were ruled by Greek or Phoenician
dynasties - seems to have been a hereditary autocratic monarchy.” Perhaps “auto-
cratic” is too strong, at least at some places and times; see Pestarino 2022 at e.g. 55-
57 and 200. But Mehl 2016 is agnostic about any development towards more inclusive
regimes. Kérner 2017: 379 has “traditionale Herrschaft.” On the origins of the king-
ship, Petit 2019 plausibly prefers to see Phoenician influence, not Cypriot ‘auto-
chthonism’.

30 Maier 2004: 1223 col. 2; lacovou 2014: 98 agrees with Maier to that extent, at least.
The term ‘city-kingdoms’ is retained by Pestarino 2022: 35 as the title of her valuable
monograph and in the sub-title of her discussion (35-44) of “8fjuog and éAig in the
Cypriot city-kingdoms” (she nowhere mentions the Inventory; cf. n. 32). But she also
(p. 6) writes of ‘city-states’. On Pestarino 2022 see now Hussein 2025. Petit 2019: 14-
15 gives a punishingly long list of modern terms, but the main focus of his fine book
is earlier than the period covered by the present article. See also Kérner 2017 (cf. n.
29).
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As for Maier’s Inventory chapter, I continue to regard it as the clearest
and sanest treatment of a topic and complex region whose difficulty
Maier rightly and honestly stressed in his opening section ‘The Island’:
he called the evidence “scanty”, “confused”, “difficult to reconstruct.”
But the chapter, or rather the opening section only (see below), has at-
tracted some intemperate language, and selectivity of quotation and ref-
erencing.’ The sentences which have been most sharply criticised run
as follows: “after the abolition of the kingdoms between 313 and 306, the
cities began to develop institutions modeled on the traditional Greek po-
lis.” And “it is indeed extremely doubtful whether poleis in the traditional
Greek sense existed in Archaic and Classical Cyprus.” Distinguished
scholars have inflated these remarks to mean that Maier “rejects the ex-
istence of poleis on the island before the Ptolemaic era”, or have written
- in a slightly less extreme formulation - of “the doubts cast on the ex-
istence of poleis in Cyprus by F.G. Maier.”** If the first formulation were
literally correct, there would have been no need for a chapter on Cyprus
in the Inventory at alll And yet we have one, and most of it consists of
detailed treatment of no fewer than ten poleis, nos. 1012 to 1021,
‘Amathous’ to ‘Soloi’.

This brings me to selectivity of referencing. The recent objections to
Maier’s Inventory chapter tend to be to his opening two pages of intro-
duction, taking no account of what follows: the numbered mini-essays
on the ten poleis.”” But the strength and glory of the Inventory as a whole
lies largely (in my opinion) in such localized mini-essays, which bring out
the individuality of often small communities, whose cults and foundation

31 Itisa pity that Maier himself, who died in 2014 (p. 554), was not able to reply in print
to criticisms published in that very year (but expressed in an earlier colloquium).

32 lacovou 2014: 103 and Hatzopoulos 2014: 221 respectively; the precursor was De-
mand 1996, in a publication of the Copenhagen Polis Centre itself. (1 ignore lacovou’s
accusations of ‘Athenocentrism’ against the Inventory generally). As we have seen (n.
30), Pestarino 2022 never mentions the Inventory as an entirety, or Maier’s chapter
in particular. But since at 6 n. 24 she directs the reader to the whole of lacovou 2014
in the relevant context, it seems reasonable to suppose she endorses her opinion.

33 This is true of lacovou 2014 and Hatzopoulos 2014. As we have just seen, Pestarino
cites the Inventory not at all, either for Hansen’s general ‘Introduction’, or for Maier’s
chapter, or for his ten poleis. She does however (p. 6 nn. 22 and 25) twice cite Hansen
2006 (his Polis book) in apparent acceptance of his “definition of polis as city-state.”
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myths and so on may differ even from physically close neighbours. Par-
ticularity is all. The poet-painter William Blake (1757-1827) wrote “to
Generalize is to be an Idiot; to Particularise is the Alone Distinction of
Merit.”** The evidence adduced by Maier’s critics (and presumably de-
signed to show that there were poleis on Cyprus after all, despite his al-
leged denial of this) regularly consists of items succinctly cited by him in
the mini-essays. To take just one example, an Amathousian inscription
for Ariston son of Aristonax mentions the word polis. It is duly cited by
Maier. There are several other such examples.*

Maier’s position was in reality a good deal more subtle than has been
supposed. Was he so wrong to see the Cypriot poleis as sui generis?*® In one
obvious respect they were: territory. He noted, with authoritative recent
endorsement, that all the Cypriot poleis had territories of over 500 km?,
so that that they belonged in the largest category of the Inventory.” As
for Maier’s opinion that things changed qualitatively for the Cypriot pol-
eis at around the transition period between Classical and Hellenistic pe-
riods (they “began to develop institutions modeled on the traditional
Greek polis”), that has caused offence. But it is not much different from
the thoughtful conclusions of a more recent expert.*®

That is as far as is appropriate to go in the scope of an article. But I
wish finally to draw attention to a literary part of the tradition, a part
which may affect our view of the Cypriot poleis. I refer to the long and
difficult, but very important Cypriot section of Lykophron’s 1474-line

34 In his ‘Annotations’ to the works of Sir Joshua Reynolds. It goes without saying that
I do not regard any scholar cited in these footnotes as an idiot!

35 Maier 2004: 1225 col. 2 (no. 1012; he cites it as “SEG 16.789 (C4l/C3e).” Cf. also the
much-discussed evidence from Idalion at both Maier 2004: 1224 col. 1 (from ‘The Is-
land’) and 1225-26 (no. 1013); and Maier 2004: 1228: col. 2 for Paphos (no. 1019).

36 At least in the Classical period. See n. 29, citing Petit for the origins.

37 Maier 2004: 1224 col. 1, approved by the always excellent Thierry Petit, now leader
of the team excavating the site of Amathous; see Petit 2019: 47 n. 487.

38 Who however does not, to repeat, use Maier 2004, See Pestarino 2022: 40 and n. 24:
“the last Cypriot sovereigns ... Hellenised their customs according to an interna-
tional process sped up by Alexander’s arrival”, and esp. 44: “the role of the polis con-
ceivably increased when the Cypriot city-kingdoms disappeared” (cf. also 174 with
n. 87).
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iambic poem the Alexandra.” 1t treats five Greek oikists, founders, in turn
and at varying lengths, though without specifying the cities founded:
Teukros (Salamis), Agapenor the Arkadian (Paphos), Akamas the Athe-
nian (Soloi), Kepheus from Achaia (Boura, Olenos and close neighbour
Dyme; the Cypriot place he supposedly founded is mysterious), and
Praxandros the Spartan (Lapethos).*

The date of the Alexandra (early third or early second century BCE?)
has been disputed since antiquity, but there is no doubt that it is Hellen-
istic, and that it shows an awareness of the Roman conquerors which has
always attracted the attention, and divided the opinions, of historians. It
is (with internal digressions) one of the longest treatments of a single
region in a poem rich in local material which, so I would argue, may well
go back to polis histories of the Classical period; just as Isocrates’ Evagoras
surely draws, however tendentiously and philhellenically, on local Sala-
minian traditions. Most historians of Cyprus have taken little notice of
Lykophron, but a 1979 article by P.M. Fraser on ‘Lycophron on Cyprus’
ought to have changed that. Its importance for students of the poem was
that it provided strong arguments for the later (early second century)
date of composition. For that reason it has since its publication been reg-
ularly cited by editors and commentators on Lykophron in many modern
languages, whether or not they agree with the dating argument, which
has to do with Lykophron’s very probable awareness of Eratosthenes (c.
285-194), whose poem Hermes is now known to have dealt with the foun-
dation of Paphos.* But on the whole, when modern historians of Cyprus

39 Lines 447 - 591, with Hornblower 2015: 217-56.

40 On Praxandros see, with onomastic and epigraphic arguments (esp. on the one-word
inscription Masson 1983: no. 49, Paphos), Hornblower 2010. Kérner 2017: 99 cites
Lykophron, but calls the fifth Cypriot oikist ‘Praxippos’ (correctly ‘Praxandros’ in the
chart at p. 119). For Cannavo 2021 see n. 42.

41 Christodoulou 2014: 199 n. 44 (in a study of Teukros’ nostos) calls Fraser 1979 an
“étude malheureusement peu citée.” This is true only of some post-1979 publications
narrowly about Cyprus, not those on Lykophron (including Fraser himself in 0CD*!).
At 2014: 194 n. 17, Christodoulou cites Alex. (494-98) for brothers Demophon and Ak-
amas, but not for Teukros, the focus of his study. (Lykophron ignores Demophon.)
Kérner 2017: 118-20 used Lykophron in his chart of oikists (see n. 40) and routinely
cited Fraser 1979. See also Voskos 2013: 16, Finglass 2023: 95-96, and Mitthof 2023:



ARISTOTLE AND CYPRUS 563

do refer to the island’s foundation-legends, they understandably tend to
cite such straightforward prose authors as Strabo or Pausanias, not the
much earlier and more difficult Lykophron, because in his usual poeti-
cally allusive way he avoids specifying which Cypriot cities the five
oikists founded.*” But that intentional lack of specificity does not reduce
the cardinal importance of the temporal primacy enjoyed by
Lykophron’s account of all these oikist-traditions (whatever date we pre-
fer for his poem); the exception is the well-established association of
Teukros with Cyprus.” Line 586 on Kepheus the Achaian remains an un-
solved puzzle, but it must hide something which would be worth inves-
tigating.**

It may be wondered, what bearing these oikist-stories have on the na-
ture and culture of the Classical Cypriot poleis. I have suggested else-
where that they may ultimately derive from polis histories of the Classical
period; perhaps Androkles, king and historian at the end of the fourth
century - and therefore in some ways interestingly comparable to Ptol-
emy I Soter - gathered some of them up. And Philostephanos of Cyrene’s
On Cyprus was another learned source for Lykophron.” But some sources
surely started out as orally transmitted traditions. (This approach entails
rejecting the recently canvassed view that polis histories were a develop-
ment of the Hellenistic or perhaps late Classical periods, rather than of
the fifth century or even earlier.)*® If my suggestion was on the right
lines, the self-consciousness and pride in founders which was evidently

201-2. - Eratosthenes on Paphos: POxy 3000, cf. Fraser 1979: 338 and Geus 2002: 114
n. 85.

42 Examples: Maier 2004: 1227 col. 2 on Lapethos (no. 1017) for “Lakonians under
Praxandros: Strabo 14.6.3” (contrast Cannavo 2021: 148 n. 85, citing Lycoph. Alex. 586,
but noting that the allusion to Lapethos is not explicit). Pestarino 2022: 11 and 159
n. 19, cites only Paus. 8.5.2 for Agapenor.

43 Herodotus (7.90) noted the Arkado-Cypriot link but not Agapenor. Dialect consider-
ations are relevant, see Hornblower 2015: 228.

44 Philostephanus (fr. 19 Badino) had him come to Cyprus with Praxandros.

45 For Androkles see n. 72; see esp. the ‘old scholiast’ on Lycoph. Alex. 447, where the
name Androkles should not be emended. Philostephanos: fr. 5 Badino.

46 Against what seems to be Rosalind Thomas’ stance on the late beginning of polis his-
tories (Thomas 2019: 8-9; 100 “ ... a new subject” in chapter title; 143; 150), see Horn-
blower 2024: 71 n. 40, noting the Cypriot case. But her exact opinion is elusive.
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felt in some Classical Cypriot poleis would be well worth factoring in to
discussions of the island’s complex communities of the pre-Ptolemaic pe-
riod.

3. Introduction to the rest of the article

Plato’s alleged attempts to make philosophers out of Sicilian rulers are
well known, however flimsy the actual evidence.” Even more famous is
Aristotle’s better attested education of the future Alexander the Great.*®
Less familiar are Aristotle’s earlier and sometimes educational contacts
with Cyprus, or rather with men from different Cypriot cities, because
Cyprus was not a unified political entity in the mid fourth century BCE.
One of these was an actual Cypriot prince, city uncertain. And we shall
see in section 6 that Aristotle had a non-royal but remarkably interesting
Cypriot friend, a wandering philosopher called Eudemos to whom Aris-
totle dedicated a work.”

4. The Constitution of the Cypriots

That members of Aristotle’s school were interested in Cyprus is certain,
although it is very unlikely that his successor Theophrastus wrote a trea-
tise On the Kingship of the Cypriots — as the Suda has often been taken to
say, in its entry on the tiara. Diogenes’ Laertius’ enormous list of his
works includes no such treatise; it shows only that, like many a Hellenis-
tic philosopher with political interests, Theophrastus wrote a general

47 ‘Alleged’ because after Burnyeat & Frede 2015 it is impossible to regard Plato’s Sev-
enth Letter as usable historical evidence for any visit to Sicily. They scorn the usual
compromise view that the Letter was the work of a close and well-informed disciple.

48 But see Brunt 1993: 294-99 for a minimal view of what that education consisted of;
see also Pelling 2025: 158-59 on Plut. Alex. 7-8.

49 Evdokimov 2020, an interesting study which goes well beyond the Aristotelian Cyp-
riot Politeia of its title, collects and discusses the evidence for Aristotle’s connections
with Cyprus, but I disagree with some of his assumptions and conclusions.
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work On Kingship (5.42).>° He did however recognise the importance of
Cyprus as a source of ship-building timber.>!

Cyprus as a political and social entity does not feature at all in the
Politics of Aristotle himself, which has by contrast much to say about an-
other very large but no less politically fragmented island to the west:
Crete.”” But just one individual Cypriot is mentioned, for his melodra-
matic end, murdered by a eunuch: Evagoras I of Cyprus (actually Sala-
mis). The story, variously told, is found elsewhere, notably in a fragment
of Theopompus of Chios.” It would be special pleading to infer, from this
solitary mention of a Cypriot king, that Aristotle was here voicing a par-
ticular personal interest in Cyprus: the context (book 5 ch. 10 on monar-
chy) is full of often lurid anecdotes about the fates of rulers and tyrants,
from the Greek, Persian and even Assyrian worlds.

Despite this virtual silence Aristotle, or one of his students, did in-
clude a Kvmpiwv moAiteia, a Constitution of the Cypriots, in the collection of

50 T 547 Adler: ©dppactog & €v T mepl PaciAeiag Kumplwv thv kitaptv wg didgopov.
(Hatzopoulos 2014: 218 n. 4 wrongly cites “Souda, s.v. &vakteg, dvacom” for this).
The last four words mean that kitaris differs from tiara. We should - with Whitehead
2008, knowledge of which I owe to Pestarino 2022: 1 n. 3 - punctuate with a comma
after mepi PaciAeiag, so that “of the Cypriotes” applies to the kitaris, not the treatise.
Noting that the fuller treatise title is not otherwise attested, Whitehead suggested
“the translation could be something like ‘Theophrastos in the work On Kingship [says]
the kitaris is Cyprian, on the grounds that it is something different.” Hatzopoulos
2014: 217-18 accepted the existence of the Cypriot treatise, even calling its loss as
“irreplaceable”, like that of the Aristotelian Constitution of the Cypriots.

51 Theophr. Hist. pl. 5.8.1; Fraser 1994: 172 and 184; cf. Pestarino 2022: 71 and n. 117.

52 Fr.519 Rose is about the ‘Pyrrhic dance’, and consists of four items from various au-
thors, all assigned by Rose to the Constitution of the Cretans. Wrongly: see below.

53 Arist. Pol. 1311b5, cf. Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 103 with Shrimpton 1991: 181 and
Flower 1994: 198. See also Diod. 15.47.8, the source of which is not clear. Evdokimov
2020: 412 follows those who assign it to Ephoros, Stylianou 1998: 376 prefers the
‘chronographer’ whom Diodorus used for dynastic and other dates (this one is paired
with an item of Roman history). That is attractive, although it would be Diodorus’
only Cypriot dynastic date, and Schwartz 1959: 39-44 did not include it in his author-
itative chart of chronographic passages.
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158 such ‘constitutions’.’* (But that noun is too narrow a translation of
the Greek word politeia.)*® Because the consensus about this particular
Constitution has changed radically in the past century, it will be necessary
to say something about the modern textual history of this part of the
Aristotelian corpus.

In the older collection (1886) of the complete fragments of Aristotle,
Valentin Rose (1839-1916) allowed the Kumpiwv moAiteia only two frag-
ments, one about the unusual dentition of Timarchos king of Paphos, the
other about the Cyprian royal titles anaktes and anassai.”® We will return
to these later. Just a century later, in 1987, the Swiss scholar and histo-
rian of philosophy Olof Gigon (1912-1998) re-edited all the fragments as
a supplementary volume 3 to Immanuel Bekker’s old but still unsur-
passed edition of all Aristotle’s works.”” In the process of editorial revi-
sion he got rid of the entire contents of Rose’s Constitution of the Cretans

54 The frs. of the Constitutions are nos. 381-603 Rose, 473-621 Gigot. Barnes 1984: 2453-
58, too early for Gigon, translated only 34 of Rose’s historical fragments. When citing
Aristotle’s fragments, historical and other, I adopt where available the translations
of Barnes and his collaborator Gavin Lawrence (Barnes 1984: 2384-2462), with trivial
changes.

55 moMitela has a wider extension than ‘constitution’, and can sometimes mean ‘way of
life’. Certainly the fragments of the Aristotelian Constitutions include much mythical
and some chatty anecdotal material about places whose ‘constitutions’ cannot have
offered much for the political scientist. An example is Delos: fr. 489 Rose, 497 Gigon,
recounts anecdotes about Pythagoras; and cf. p. 571 for Timarchos’ dentition, if that
really is from the Constitution of the Cypriotes.

56 NB “complete collection”: Ross 1955 was a selection, and in particular included none
of the historical fragments.

57 Gigon 1987, an impressive achievement - on its own terms; but not without prob-
lems. He was far more generous than Rose in the length of his ancient quotations.
(Heroically, he included, as fr. 474, double-columned pp. 581-615, the entire Consti-
tution of the Athenians, most of which was discovered on papyrus just five years after
Rose’s edition appeared.) But as an apparent policy-decision he rarely cited modern
publications: his long introduction to Cyprus at p. 662 manages to cite only ancient
literary evidence, and at least one introduction contains factual errors (several on
Halikarnassos at p. 621). Nor did he explain the rationale and consequences of deci-
sions like those we are now concerned with. His approach was largely textual.
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(while conceding that there must have been such a Constitution).’® He did
so in two ways. First, by simply ignoring one of Rose’s two supposedly
Cretan fragments altogether (the admittedly tenuous fr. 518, a scholiast
on Theocritus who claimed that “Aristotle says that Herakles was taught
by Rhadamanthys”, the Cretan brother of Minos). Second, by reassigning
the other, a composite fragment (519 Rose, four separate elements) to
the Constitution of the Cypriots.”” He did this on good textual grounds, as
we shall see. The result is that in his edition, Aristotle’s information
about the famous ‘pyrrhic’ dance (a war-dance in armour), locally called
the prylis, became information about Cyprus. That was exciting news for
modern historians of Cyprus, although the truth had been seen long be-
fore (1938), in a short but outstanding article by the pioneering female
Homeric scholar and archaeologist Hilda L. Lorimer (1873-1954): see n.
64. The evidence must be set out, with some simplification.

Before we go further, here is a warning. With one exception (Har-
pocration on anaktes and anassai) none of the fragments of the now ex-
panded Constitution of the Cypriots, even those which explicitly ascribe
their contents to Aristotle (not all of them do), say that they come from
that Constitution. For example, the item about the royal teeth could have
come from some lost scientific or medical work.* It has even been half-
heartedly suggested that a scholion on the Odyssey might have come from
the Cypriot Constitution: it cites a Cypriot law which allowed you to pull
out a pig’s teeth if the creature damaged your crops.®! Cypriot teeth
again, recalling Timarchos?

58 Because the Hellenistic scholar Herakleides Lembos (0CD* ‘Heraclides (3)’) included
it in his excerpts from Aristotle’s Constitutions: Gigon 1987: 565 no. 3. Curiously, Hera-
kleides made no mention of a Cypriot Constitution. There are seven other such omis-
sions. Gigon (1987: 564) explains these by reference to the “wholly or partly non-
Greek” character of the places, but this does not work well for e.g. Ithaka or
Kolophon,

59 Cretan fr. 519 Rose therefore became Cypriot fr. 534 Gigon, separated into five num-
bered components 1-5. (As usual, Rose did not number his four components: four not
five because his second one amalgamated what became Gigon’s nos. 4 and 5).

60 So rightly Evdokimov 2020: 410.

61 Gigon 1987: 662 for the suggestion. The scholion is on 0d. 18.29: the beggar Iris an-
grily calls the disguised Odysseus a swine and continues the metaphor by boasting
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To return to the pyrrhic dance: the first piece of evidence comes from
a scholiast (ancient commentator) on Pindar, who says, citing Aristotle,
that it is called the prylis “among the Cypriots”, map& Kumpioig.** But Rose
here, without textual authority, printed his own emendation “among the
Cretans”, mapa Kpnoti, while conscientiously giving mapa Kvmpioig as a
variant in his critical apparatus. So far so good, but Rose in effect did the
same for a Homeric scholiast (on Iliad 23), who cited Aristotle as saying
that the ‘Achaians’ (i.e. the Greeks, in Homeric parlance) brought the
pryleis to Cyprus, €i¢ KUnpov.* Rose here printed €i¢ Kpritnv, “to Crete”,
but this time he printed no variant in the apparatus. This was however
not as irresponsible as it might seem, because Rose was innocently using
Bekker’s edition of the Homeric scholia, now replaced by Erbse 1969-
1988. The ‘emendation’ was in fact made by Bekker.* It is therefore easy
to see why Rose felt entitled to emend the Pindar scholion: he was bring-
ing it into line with what in all honesty he believed was the evidence of
the Homeric scholion. There was in his mind, we can assume, a further
textual consideration. Another Homeric scholiast (on Iliad 12) gives this
brief note on the word prylees (plural of prylis): ‘thus the Gortynians’ (of
Crete); no mention of Aristotle. But both Rose and Gigon accept that it is
from the Cypriot Constitution.*

So the textual position is virtually certain. There is a more general
reason why a Cretan origin for the pyrrhic dance should have seemed
attractive to Rose. It was believed in antiquity that it originated at the
birth of Zeus at the Idaian cave on Crete, when the kouretes (female dei-
ties of some sort) danced the ‘pyrrhic’ (or prylis), so as to drown the cries

that he could knock his teeth out “as you do with a sow caught eating the crop” (tr.
Martin Hammond). See Steiner 2010: 161, n. on the 0d. passage, citing Callim. Hymn
to Artemis 156 and, more pertinently, Ael. NA 5.45 (the law Salaminian).

62 Fr. 534 no. 1 Gigon, a much longer extract than the first item in Rose’s fr. 319. The
relevant Pindar scholion is on Pythian Two line 127 (line 69 in modern editions).

63 Fr.519 Rose, third item, citing a scholiast on Iliad 23.130; fr. 534 no. 2 Gigon.

64 The true state of affairs was established by Lorimer 1938: 130-31; cf. Ceccarelli 1998:
53 1. 131, acknowledging Lorimer. As usual (n. 57), Gigon neither explained what had
happened, nor did he cite Lorimer (and nor does Evdokimov, who credits the re-
allocation to Gigon).

65 TIpuAéeg: oUtw Toptovioy, fr. 519 Rose, second item, in a bracket after an entry in
Hesychius equating the prylis with the pyrrhic dance; fr. 534 nos. 4 and 5 Gigon.
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of the newborn baby.* This Cretan tradition fitted well with the hazy
idea that the pyrrhic dance was Dorian, Spartan, and martial, but in fact
it was also a feature of festivals at lonian Athens.*”” But what of Cyprus?
Compelling archaeological evidence for anything very like the pyrrhic
dance needs to be identified.®® As for myth, Cypriots are absent from the
Homeric Catalogue of Ships in book 2 of the Iliad, and the implications of
the story of Kinyras and Agamemnon (on which see below p. 577) are the
opposite of martial. So we must look to archaeology, or to other new ev-
idence, to understand this ‘pyrrhic’ cluster of Cypriot fragments.

Of the two other fragments of the Constitution of the Cypriots, the sec-
ond reports that Timarchos, the father (so Pollux) or son (so Pliny the
Elder) of Nikokles had two rows of teeth.” Neither Pollux not Pliny says
explicitly that Timarchos was king or prince of Paphos, but see below for
the epigraphic evidence.” Nikokles was certainly ruler of Paphos in
south-west Cyprus.” He was one of four Cypriot kings who allied them-
selves to Ptolemy, the future Ptolemy I Soter, in 321.”* Timarchos was the

66 Strabo 10.4.16 (= Ephoros (FGrHist 70) fr. 149) and 10.3.19 (= Hes. fr. 123 M/W); Callim.
Hymn to Zeus 52, calling the dance the npUAig. Lorimer 1938: 131-32; Jeanmaire 1939:
426-55; Ceccarelli 1998: 110.

67 Parker 2005: 242 n. 101 (the Tauropolia?); 257 and 268 (the Panathenaic festivals).
68 It is only a speculation by Evdokimov (2020: 410) that some warriors on the sarcoph-
agus he cites are “probably going to dance next to the king’s grave monument.”

69 Fr. 527 Rose, 534 no. 1 Gigon.

70 Terminology is difficulty. The Greek words &va& and PaciAeic have a long, pre-
Greek, history. For PaciAeic see n. 83. As for &vag, Myceneaean Wanax, it has been
argud that it might mean no more than a ‘non-royal member of a socio-political
elite’. See Pestarino 23-26, with copious bibliography. But see n. 78.

71 Diodorus (20.21.1) calls him PaciAevg t@v Magiwv. (Polyaenus’ use of the passage is
vague, calling him “king of the Cypriots”: 8.48).

72 The others were Nikokreon of Salamis, Pasikrates of Soloi, and Androkles of
Amathous: Arrian (FGrHist 156) fr. 10 §6 (cf. Diod. 20.21.1 for Nikokles); Berve 1926:
2.279 no. 567; Hill 1940: 156; and esp. Masson (n. 73). For Androkles, king and histo-
rian, see Hornblower 2015: 219-21, citing recent epigraphic evidence (Greek and syl-
labic). He is mentioned by a scholiast on Lykophron’s Cyprus section, cf. n. 45.
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name of the father of Nikokles, and Pliny was simply in error.” The fa-
ther too was king of Paphos, and is very probably Aristotle’s Timarchos.”
Two near-identical syllabic inscriptions from Palaipaphos (‘old Paphos’,
the site of the temple of Paphian Aphrodite), read as follows:

Nikokles. King [BaciAedg] of Paphos, priest of Vanassa [fdvacoa, the
Lady i.e. Aphrodite], son of Timarchos, king of Paphos [in the genitive,
so Timarchos is described as king] erected (this stele) to the goddess.”

By happy chance, the Timarchos fragment of Aristotle (above) explains
the noun dvaooa, as used on Cyprus. It is in fact, as we have seen, the
only one of the fragments of the Kurpiwv moAiteia which says specifi-
cally that it comes from that work: Pollux’s version of the fragment
merely cites a vaguely designated “work of Aristotle” as source, and the
more careless Pliny the Elder does not even do that much. But Valerius
Harpocration says:

Anaktes and anassai: sons and brothers of the king [basileus] are called
anaktes; their sisters and wives are called anassai: Aristotle in the Con-
stitution of the Cyprians.”®

73 1 follow Masson 1983: 103, who improved on earlier reconstructions. He was right
that the Nikokles inscriptions confirm the evidence of the Pollux half of Aristotle fr.
527 (Rose) that Nikokles’ father was Timarchos. He dated Timarchos to about 350-
325 and Nikokles to 325-309.

74 Masson (n. 73); Hill 1940: 164 n. 2; cf. Berve 1926: 2.373 no. 748.

75 Masson 1983 nos. 6 and 7, Egetmayer 2010 Paphos nos. 1 and 2. The first was long
known, the second was published as Mitford 1939 (commentary still worth consult-
ing).

76 Fr. 526 Rose, 532 Gigon, both cited from Bekker’s ed. of Harpocration (Bekker 1833:
18, 4-6), whose lexicon was explaining Isokrates 9 Evagoras 72. But Dindorf 1853: 1.32
with n. 9 preferred a different ms., which he called D. (Paris 2552). This began more
fully: Tookpdtng Ebaydpa. €otke &' 6 pritwp €Boug Tivog év KOmpw pvnuovevely. ‘Isoc-
rates in the Evagoras. The orator seems to be mentioning a custom in Cyprus’ etc.
Keaney 1991: 23 A no. 118 prints this, but on Keaney see Slater 1994.
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The word anassa, the feminine form of anax, is far from obscure: it is Ho-
meric.”” Harpocration’s lexicon of the Attic orators was merely con-
cerned to explain a passage of Isokrates about the designation of human
royal families on Cyprus.”® But was the Aristotelian context equally re-
stricted? Did Aristotle’s discussion go further and take in the cult name
of Paphian Aphrodite, as used by Nikokles son of king Timarchos?”

The epigraphic evidence is plain enough, and very valuable. By con-
trast the evidence of Pollux is confusing and confused.® But someone in
Aristotle’s school evidently knew personal details about the Paphian
royal family.

5. Themison of Cyprus and Aristotle’s Protreptikos

Fascinating though that is (at least, I think so), there is some far more
solid evidence for Aristotle’s personal and surely pedagogic link to a Cyp-
riot prince. One of his earliest works, perhaps around 353 BCE, was called
the Protreptikos or Exhortation (to philosophy).® It was addressed to

77 E.g. 0d. 3.380, GAAG, &vaoa’. TAnO, “so, Goddess, be gracious to us.” The scansion of
this prayer to Athena requires the initial digamma favacoa, as in the inscription.

78 Whatever may be true of the elasticity of the titles anax and basileus generally, and
on Cyprus in particular (see nn. 70 and 83), the fragment from Harpocration clearly
implies royalty for both terms.

79 For ‘Wanassa’ (or Vanassa) as Aphrodite on Cyprus (Golgoi and Paphos) see Parker
2017:5.

80 Thus Pollux says that it was to this Nikokles that “the Athenian sophist” i.e. Isokrates
wrote advice, but that is a mistake for one of the ‘Cyprian orations’ to be mentioned
shortly, i.e. Isocrates (2) To Nikokles or perhaps (9) Evagoras.

81 Frs.50-61Rose; 54 and 55 nos. 1-6 Gigon,; also Ross 1955: 26-56. From Pistelli 1888 (see
n. 86), Barnes (1984: 2403-17) added yet more Iamblichus material, translating and
re-ordering it all. For the date of the Protreptikos (“c. 353”) see Brunt 1993: 291; cf. his
n. 27: Themison “otherwise unknown.” The biographical tradition (see Diog. Laert.
5.1-10; Gigon 1987: 28-31 for the Vita Marciana) does not know of an actual visit by
Aristotle to Cyprus, but instruction can be done by correspondence: Stobaeus’ words
are &ypae Tpdg.
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‘Themison (the) prince of Cypriots’, tov Kunpiwv paciAéa.®” The noun ba-
sileus does not necessarily imply a monarch or autocrat, and can be used
in the plural, as by Hesiod when he famously called them collectively
“bribe-swallowing.”® But when combined with the genitive plural ‘of the
Cyprians’, the description surely indicates at least a member of the royal
house.™

Much of the treatise is lost, but its title and addressee recall the ‘Cyp-
rian orations’ of Isocrates, (9) Evagoras, (2) To Nikokles and (3) Nikokles or
Cypriots.” We shall see, however, that so far as the ancient quotations al-
low us to judge, the message and content were Platonic rather than
Isokratean. Aristotle’s treatise (it was probably not a dialogue) was enor-
mously popular in antiquity: it was the model for Cicero’s - also mostly
lost! - dialogue the Hortensius, and Iamblichus quoted many passages
from it.* But it is a shame that only one surviving passage, from Sto-
baeus, actually names Themison. This precious fact comes down to us by
a winding path. According to Stobaeus (n. 82):

Zeno [the first Stoic] said that Crates [of Thebes, Cynic philosopher]
while sitting in a cobbler’s workshop, read Aristotle’s Protreptikos
which he wrote to Themison prince of Cypriots, saying that no-one
had more goods than he for devoting himself to philosophy, for he
had great wealth, so that he could spend money on this, and a good
reputation as well.

Before we consider the content of the Protreptikos, we must ask, who was
this Prince Themison, what was his city, and was he ruler? He is not at-
tested by any other ancient literary source, and he has not attracted

82 See fr. 50 Rose, 54 Gigon; SVF 1: 62-63 fr. 273 (both from Stobaeus, Anthology 4.32.21).
Nock 1933: 175; Jaeger 1948: 54-57; Ross 1949: 8; Chroust 1966a; Schiitrumpf 1980:
287-98; Scholz 1998: 138 n. 39.

83 Hes. Op. 38-39 PaciAfiac/Swpogdyouc.

84 Pestarino 2022: 1 n. 4 writes of “Themiston [sic], king of the Cyprians”, her only ref-
erence to him. ‘Themiston’ is a slip; there is no textual authority for that spelling.

85 See Forster 1912 for all three. For the Evagoras, see Alexiou 2010 and Petit 2022.

86 Pistelli 1888, ostensibly an edition of lamblichus’ Protreptikos, largely consists of the
fragments of Aristotle’s work as quoted by lamblichus.
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much attention from modern historians of Cyprus.”” The main, and no
longer very modern, exception is the numismatist Sir George Hill in the
first volume of his elderly but still useful History of Cyprus (1940).* He
considered, without firmly endorsing, the suggestion that Themison’s
city was Keryneia, the rather feeble grounds for which were that “we
know the names of the kings of all Cypriote states except Kerynia at this
time.”® Maier, in his chapter on ‘Cyprus and Phoenicia’ in the new Cam-
bridge Ancient History, presumably followed Hill’s identification: he spec-
ulated that Aristotle’s Themison might have been the unnamed ruler of
Keryneia who, according to Diodorus (from Hieronymos), arranged a
short-lived anti-Ptolemaic alliance with Antigonos Monophthalmos in
315. But in the Inventory Maier seems to have abandoned this suggestion:
rightly.”

Theophoric personal names beginning Themis- or Themist- are
formed from Themis the goddess of Right (©¢uig, Homeric genitive
@éuiotog). They, and Themison in particular, are common everywhere in
the Greek world, and a few Themisons are from Cyprus.’* So onomastic

87 For Maier see section 2. That other distinguished authority Vassos Karageorghis
(1929-2021) cited only Eudemos (section 5 below), not Themison, to exemplify inter-
est in philosophy on Cyprus in Aristotle’s time: Karageorghis 1982: 164. There must
have been some philosophical tradition on the island: in the early Hellenistic period
the founder of Stoicism Zeno (born c. 335, moved to Athens 313) and his renegade
pupil Persaios were both originally from Kition (not, however, treated by the Inven-
tory as a polis: IACP: p. 1224 col. 2). The Aristotelian Klearchos of Cypriot Soloi, more
famously attested for inscribing Delphic precepts at Ai Khanoum in Afghanistan
(Robert 1973, Mayhew et al. 2022 frs. 102-4), supposedly criticized Cypriot flatterers:
Ath. 255¢-257¢ = fr. 17 Mayhew et al. 2022.

88 Hill 1940: 158 n. 4.

89 For Keryn(e)ia, roughly in the middle of the north coast of the island, east of La-
pethos, see Barr. map 72 C2 and IACP no. 1015. For the relationship between Lapethos
(no. 1017) and Kerynia see Cannavo 2021:141-42; separate but associated?

90 Diod. 19.57.4 and 59.1; Maier 1994: 334 (in parenthesis and with a question mark, us-
ing CAH’s Latin spelling ‘Ceryneia’). He gave no reason for the identification, and did
not subsequently mention Themison in his IACP entry on Kerynia (n. 89). Cf. Petit
2022:143 n. 90: a “conjecture trés douteuse” which “doit sans dofite étre abandonee.”

91 The most famous Themist- is the Athenian Themistocles.
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evidence does not help much.”” The most we can say, until fresh epi-
graphic or numismatic evidence turns up, is that the otherwise unknown
Themison of the Protreptikos might be a junior member of one of the royal
families of Cyprus, perhaps one who died before fully reaching adult-
hood, but was old enough to have won a good reputation.

Aristotle’s appeal to Themison was described by Arthur Darby Nock
as “a passionate plea for the supreme value of this life of contemplation”,
where “this life” refers to the picture in Plato’s Theaetetus of the philos-
opher “absorbed in the eternal verities.”* This was different from the
educational programme of Isokrates, and Aristotle’s Protreptikos has been
seen as a deliberate reply to Isokrates.” An amplification of an important
fragment long known from Stobaeus came to light in 1904, on a papyrus
from Oxyrhynchos in Egypt.” Here are some sentences from it which
give the flavour:

We ought to believe that happiness consists not in the acquisition of
much property but rather in the manner of he disposition of the soul
... It is not the horse that has a golden curb-chain and costly harness,
but whose nature is bad, that we think worth anything; rather we
praise the one that has a good disposition ... The saying ‘no knife for a
child’ means ‘do not give bad men power’.

From the sole fragment of Aristotle which actually names Themison, and
which we have already quoted in full, we see that he urged Themison to
use his great wealth, and his good reputation, for the study of philoso-
phy. Another possible quotation from Iamblichus runs as follows:

92 For a while I thought that something could be done by invoking certainly or possibly
Themis-derived names from Paphos, of which there are several, Greek and syllabic,
but not enough to build a convincing case on. To the Cypriot Themisons in LGPN vol.
1 (1987) add now SEG 42.1312 = IG XV. 2.1 (2020) line 2 (Kition or possibly Golgoi):
dedication of mask to Dionysus by Themison son of Pasiphilos, c. 250 BCE.

93 Nock, as in n. 82.

94 Wilamowitz 1893: 1.327; Von der Miihll 1941; Chroust 1966a; Scholz 1998: 138 n. 39;
Evdokimov 2020: 415. See also Brunt 1993: 286 and (with some reservations about the
view that Isokrates 15 Antidosis was a reply to the Protrepticus) n. 14.

95 Fr. 57 Rose (Stobaeus 3.3.25); POxy 666. Too late for Rose, and not in Gigon.
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to everyone this much is quite plain, that no-one would choose to be
in possession of the greatest possible wealth and power but deprived
of understanding and mad.”®

The treatise’s preoccupation with its addressee’s wealth is notable, as far
as the evidence allows us to say; and it goes beyond a conventional con-
trast between worldly goods on the one hand and intellectual or spiritual
on the other. Cyprus’ copper mines were always a source of prosperity,
beginning with the mythical king Kinyras of Paphos’ gift of a gleaming
(enamel, gold, and tin) cuirass to Agamemnon (and Cyprus’ general rep-
utation for wealth may help to explain the curious tradition of Kinyras’
staggering but non-Homeric and unfulfilled promise to supply fifty ships
for the Greek navy against Troy).”’

Cypriot mineral prosperity continued down to and including the Hel-
lenistic period, as Lykophron, very probably drawing on the polymath
Eratosthenes, knew well.”® The palaces of Classical Cyprus were conspic-
uously grand and costly, however much Greek comic poets may have ex-
aggerated the luxurious life-styles of their royal owners.” 1t is frustrat-
ing that we do not know Themison’s home city for sure.

That uncertainty matters less than the fact of Aristotle’s instruction
of a prince. Philip Il of Macedon may have known of and remembered
this pedagogic relationship later, when he invited Aristotle to teach his
son Alexander, born in 356. Aristotle’s father Nikomachos had been doc-
tor to Philip’s father Amyntas (for the biographical tradition see n. 80) so
Aristotle will already have been known at Pella.

96 Fr. 55 Rose (Barnes 1984: 241-45). Not included by Gigon.

97 Iliad 11.19-28 (cuirass); Apollod. Epit. 3.9 (ships, with West 213: 103, withdrawing his
earlier view that this went back to the epic Cypria). But in the event he sent only one
ship; the other 49 were made of clay. The late Martin West (1937-2015) offered a dar-
ing interpretation of the latter item in terms of “some ancient ritual custom or sport
in which clay model ships were floated on the sea”: West 2015: 26-28. This publica-
tion was delivered as a contribution to a conference on ‘Hellenism in Cyprus from
Stasinos to Demonax’ at Leukosia/Nikosia in September 2005, where 1 was lucky
enough to hear it.

98 See Lycoph. Alex. line 484 and Eratosthenes, geographical fr. 3B 91 Berger and fr. 130
Roller (= Strabo 14.6.5), with Hornblower 2015: 229-30.

99 Maier 1994: 300-1.
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6.

Eudemos of Cyprus and other fighting philosophers in
Sicily

Aristotle’s equally early and equally fragmentary Eudemos or On the Soul
(late 350s7) took its title from a Cypriot friend of Aristotle.'” He is not to

be

ics.

confused with Eudemos of Rhodes, the eponym of the Eudemian Eth-
""" The much-travelled Cypriot Eudemos’ biography is much better

known to us than Themison’s, mainly thanks to Cicero’s account in Book
One of On Divination.** Cicero’s main narrative (we will consider his in-
troductory sentence shortly) runs as follows:

... Aristotle’s friend, familiarem suum, Eudemos of Cyprus, while on a

journey to Macedonia, came to Pherai, a Thessalian town of consider-

100

101

102

able note at that time, but held in cruel subjection by the tyrant Alex-
ander. Now in that town, he [Aristotle] says, Eudemos fell so ill that
the doctors feared for his life. He dreamed that a handsome young
man told him that he would soon recover, that in a few days the tyrant

Alexander would die, and that five years later, Eudemos himself would

return home, domum esse rediturum. And indeed, Aristotle writes, the
first two predictions were fulfilled forthwith: Eudemos recovered and

The Eudemos: frs. 37-48 Rose, 56-66 Gigon (tr. at Barnes 1984: 2399-403, including,
at 2400, an additional, unnumbered, and very interesting fragment preserved in
an Arabic source; not in Gigon). See Chroust 1966b and Evdokimov 2020: 414 for
discussions of Eudemos and the treatise. Its chronological relation to the Protrep-
tikos is unclear: the latter may have been earlier. Brunt 1993: 287 n. 19 wrote “Ar-
istotle’s Eudemos must have been composed in or soon after 354 when he was only
30.” That is a little too early, given that Eudemos’ death was itself - as we shall see
- in either 354 or early 353. We have already seen (n. 81) that Brunt put the Pro-
treptikos c. 353.

As he is by Ostwald & Lynch 1994: 617-18. Other mistakes in that one paragraph are
(i) Dion’s expedition to attempt the overthrow of Dionysius I is dated “c. 354" (date
of Dion’s death) not 357, see Berve 1956: 65 [805]; (ii) the sub-title of Aristotle’s
Eudemos is given as On Grief (no, it was On the Soul); (iii) Eudemos is said, fancifully
and on no evidence, to be an exile who had left Cyprus to escape tyranny there. If
he was an exile from Cyprus, how could he have expected to return there, as Cicero
says? It is a pity that we do not know Eudemos’ Cypriot home city.

Fr. 37 Rose, 56 Gigon = Cic. Div. 1.53. The speaker is presented as Marcus Cicero’s
brother Quintus.
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the tyrant was killed by his wife’s brothers. But towards the end of the
fifth year, when the dream had led him to believe he would return
from Sicily to Cyprus, he died in battle at Syracuse. And so the dream
was interpreted as meaning that when Eudemos’ soul had left his body
it had returned to his home, domum reuertisse.

Plutarch in his Life of Dion fills this out valuably in his narrative of the
departure from Adriatic Zakynthos of Dion’s expedition of 357. Plutarch
here looks forward to the later death in action of Eudemos, as follows:

Many citizens [of Syracuse] joined Dion, and among philosophers Eu-
demos the Cypriot, to whom after his death Aristotle wrote his dia-
logue on the soul; and Timonides of Leukas, and Miltas, the Thessa-
lian, a seer who had studied at the Academy..."”

How and when did Eudemos die? Alexander of Pherai was assassinated
in 358, which means Eudemos’ allotted five years (or nearly) were up in
353 or late 354." The best guess is that he was killed in a battle at that
time between the ‘friends’ of the recently (354) murdered Dion against
the army of Kallippos, another Platonist, but one who had suddenly
changed allegiance away from Dion’s cause.'” Timonides, another Pla-
tonic philosopher and a historian also, is thought to have been Plutarch’s

103 Plut. Dio 22.5 Ziegler (Teubner ed,), where Eudemos’ death is a characteristically
Plutarchan prolepsis or narrative anticipation. Rose & Ross (1955: 16) print this as
the second part of their frs. 37 and Eudemos fr. 1 respectively; Barnes 1984: 2400
ignores it. Gigon 1987: 288 prints Dio 22.4-7 as a separate fr. 57 (but confusingly
cites it as ‘22.3-4 ed. Ziegler’; 22.3-4 is B. Perrin’s Loeb numbering of the para-
graphs). See Porter 1952: 75. - Zakynthos: Plut. Dio 22.8. - On the intriguing figure
of the seer Miltas, see Flower 2008: 110, 118, 178, and (briefly mentioning the Acad-
emy) 194-95. - Brunt 1993: 328 n. 87 wrote “none of those named [by Plutarch [i.e.
Eudemos, Timonides, and Miltas; also Kallippos, cf. Plut. Dio 17.2] qualifies as a phi-
losopher.” That is hyper-sceptical: it entails either discounting Plutarch, or else
applying an impossibly high standard for qualification as a ‘philosopher’.

104 Date of death of Alexander of Pherai: Beloch 1922: 84.

105 OnKallippos, see Berve 1956: 115 [855]. The battle is scantily recorded, but must be
the defeat recorded by Diodorus at 16.36.5, fjttnévreg, referring to the friends,
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source for this part of the Life."” So many fighting philosophers! One
hopes they remembered the lessons of Plato’s military dialogue, the
Laches, although Miltas might have had mixed feelings about its famous
advice (199a) that the general should be master not servant of the seer.

Cicero’s account of Eudemos’ dream contains features familiar from
dream epiphanies throughout classical antiquity, notably the medical
worry, and the visitation by a handsome young man.'”’ That last detail
would seem to imply that the message was divinely inspired. On the usual
view the Eudemos takes this story as the cue for a disquisition on the im-
mortality of the soul, recalling the Phaedo of Plato, but with differences.
The philosophical arguments will concern us less than the man’s career
and his dream. That Eudemos himself was a philosopher like his friend
Aristotle is certain from Plutarch; and it is goes only slightly beyond Plu-
tarch’s evidence to say that the dialogue was written out of grief for a
beloved friend. '*

William Harris thinks that Cicero did not have the Eudemos story di-
rectly from Aristotle, but “rather from a Stoic who used the story to sug-
gest what no other source comes close to suggesting, that the great phi-
losopher shared the commonest Stoic view about dream-divination
(which was favourable).”** Harris concludes “it is easy to see what the
Aristotle of the Parva naturalia would have said about the Eudemos story:
it proves nothing, because the sick sometimes recover and tyrants are
quite often assassinated.” And the third “fulfilment” was “merely a play
on words.” Harris’ initial suggestion about the anonymous Stoic source
may be too sceptical. Aristotle’s ideas may well have moved on since his
youth; and in any case the topic of the dialogue was not divination but
the soul. Cicero seems not to have known quite what to make of the story.
He begins:

iAoy, of the late Dion; they now moved north from Syracuse to Leontini: Berve
1956: 124 [864]. For the identification of this battle as the scene of Eudemos’ death
see Hill 1940: 213,

106 Porter 1952: xx-xxi; Timonides is FGrHist 561, and T[estimonium] 1 is Plut. Dio 22.5,
as inn, 103 above.

107 See e.g. Hdt. 5.56.1 (Hipparchos); Livy 21.22.6 (Hannibal).

108 Jaeger 1948: 39 wrote that “In this dialogue Aristotle immortalized the memory of
his beloved friend and sought comfort for his sorrow.”

109 Harris 2009: 162-64.



ARISTOTLE AND CYPRUS 579

What, is the singular, the almost divine, intellect of Aristotle in error,
or does he wish others to fall into error, when he writes that his friend
Eudemos ... (etc. as before)

All the above assumes that Cicero found the story of the dream in the
Eudemos. 1t is true that Cicero does not say this in so many words. But the
inference is made very likely by the combination of Cicero’s evidence
with that of Plutarch, and by Cicero’s closing allusion to the journey
‘home’ of the soul (anima must translate Puyn). From the literary point
of view, Eudemos’ mini-biography would make for a good opening to the
dialogue, like that of Plato’s Theaetetus. That may be a further reason not
to press too hard the implications of the dream.

Eudemos’ death in battle at Syracuse, fighting in the company of other
friends of Plato’s friend Dion, takes him and us back into the world of
Plato and ‘his’ Seventh Letter (n. 47). But why, five years earlier, was Eu-
demos on his way to Macedonia? An intriguing destination. We have no
idea and can only guess, but if he arrived there at all, it is tempting to
wonder if he spoke to king Philip. A royal audience might even have been
the purpose of the visit. If so, the visit might somehow intersect themat-
ically with Aristotle’s own later career, and Philip’s invitation to Aristotle
in 342 to tutor the young prince Alexander, born in 356, not long after
Eudemos’ journey. Did Philip subsequently remember having met Eude-
mos, and had he meanwhile been told about Aristotle’s Eudemos? Or even
perhaps read it for himself? If he bothered to read the Protreptikos, he
took no notice of its philosophical content, to judge from his aggressive
actions in Greece.'"°

With this last speculation I leave this often speculative inquiry into
Aristotle’s connections with an always important and interestingly com-
plicated island. I would like to believe that Mogens, whose “rigidified Ar-
istotelianism” has been judged so harshly (n. 4), might have unbent suf-
ficiently to take some of it seriously.

110 Brunt 1993: 294-95: the Eudemos and Protreptikos would have “marked him [Aristo-
tle] out as a man of distinction”, but (cf. Brunt) Philip in the 340s violated the teach-
ings of the latter treatise, at least.
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