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does),but there is certainly nothing to connecther with the
supervisionof childbirth. In myth Iphigeniais a victim, poten­
tial or actual,of humansacrifice,or a priestesswho performsit,
or a goddessfor whomit is performed.Shedoesnot havesexual
relationswith a godandgive birth to a hero; thoughsheeven­
tually acquiresamortalconsortanda child, this happensonly
in late poetry42). She has almost nothing to do directly with
bears:oneversionofhersacrificestory(PhanodemosapudSchol.
Lyc. 183)saysthatabearinsteadofa deerwassubstitutedfor her
during the sacrifice,but this needonly reflect the fact that bears
were recognizablyapartof the Artemis cult at Brauron. Iphi­
geniais nevershotby Artemis; in mostversions,in fact, Artemis
savesher life. SheandCallistoarein no way like eachother.

Nevertheless,therestill seemsto beonereasonfor claiming
thatthetwo heroineswereoriginally related:bothareconnected,
in one fashionor another,with bears,becausebearswere part
of theArtemis-Iphigeniacult at Brauron.But this consideration
is discountenancedwhenwe examinethe origins of that cult.
Iphigenia was presentat Brauron very early, if Wilamowitz'
theoryof the origin of the myth of Iphigeniais correct(Hermes
18, 1883, pp. 262-3). If, as is generallyassumed,Iphigeniawas
an independentgoddess(and the assumptionseemsnecessary
to explainthefact that somemythsmakeherimmortal,andthat
shewasidentifiedwith theTaurieMaiden,undoubtedlyaninde­
pendentdeity), we oughtprobablyto concludethat shewas at
Brauronfirst, and that Artemis cameand absorbedher, as she
did so manyothers.If now we ask, who was the original bear­
goddess,Iphigenia,a divinity we haveno right to connectwith
anything except birth, or Artemis, the Mistress of Animals,
surelyour choieewill fall uponthelatter. Iphigeniaacquiredher
connectionwith bearslateandprobablyaccidentally,so thatthis
connectionprovides00 groundfor claimingan original relation­
ship betweenCallisto and Iphigenia; and in fact the points of
resemblancearesoslight, thedifferencesso great,thatwe areno
doubtsafein concludingthat originally they hadnothingto do
with eachother.

Nor is there anything to connectCallisto or Kalliste with
Brauron.It is true that (in oneversionof the tale) Iphigeniahad
to be sacrificedbecauseAgamemnonhad pledgedto Artemis

42) Iphigenia is first made the consort of Achilles in Lycophron,
183-201 (or its source),clearly a developmentof the ideaof the false mar­
riage.
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"the most beautiful thing the year brought forth" (Euripides
I. T. 20). But Agamemnon's vow (reminiscent of folklore and
fairy tale) was ironie, he doubtless had in mind fruit or animal,
certainly not his daughter; to achieve this irony Euripides must
make him offer '!:O uaAAunov or something very like it. The con­
nection suggested is therefore quite illusory. With no trace of
Kalliste or Callisto at Brauron it would be hazardous to guess
that Iphigenia had replaced Callisto, that Callisto had once lain
in her tomb (as, for example, different maidens at different times
lay in the sema of the Hyperborean Maidens in Delos).

If there is anything, therefore, to the comparison between
Kalliste and the Brauronian Artemis, it must rest on resemblances
between Kalliste and the bear-goddess who came to Brauron.
And between these two there are no provable resemblances
except the name Artemis. Perhaps the bear-goddess came origin­
ally from Arcadia; perhaps she and the hypothetical Arcadian
bear-goddess came initially from yet a third place. As long as
there is no connection between Iphigenia and Callisto, there can
be no reason to connect this bear-goddess with Artemis Kalliste.

None of this, of course, proves that Kalliste was not a bear­
goddess, and the fact that she was eventuaIly, at least, connected
with bears may still tempt us to make her one. If Artemis can be
a bear-goddess in Attica, why should she not be one near Trico­
loni, where her nymph Callisto, who became a bear, was original­
ly at horne? Again, the stumbling block is the fact that the form
of the myth in which Callisto is shot is so weIl adapted to what
we know of the cult. Suppose Kalliste was a bear-goddess and
that the bear form of the myth was the earliest. Then the other
form will have developed later, outside of the cult. These out­
siders said, for no discernible reason, that Callisto did not become
a bear, but was shot; while at Tricoloni, where Callisto lay in her
tomb, they said that she was not shot, but became a bear instead.
This seems to be the very reverse of probable; everything sug­
gests that the form in which Callisto is shot belongs to the cult
and is earlier. And nothing whatever stands in the way of this
suggestion, provided that the eventual presence of the bear can
be accounted for.

It is quite possible that chance alone dictated that this nymph
companion of the Mistress of Animals should become a bear
rather than some other anima!. It is perhaps more likely that the
bear was sacred to the Arcadian Artemis, even if it was not an
integral part of the worship of Artemis Kalliste, and that this
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dictated the choice ofform that Callisto should change to, among
those who thought such a change desirable. But this runs up
against the objection which Müller saw (Prolegomena 74), that as
a form of punishment for pregnancy it is a bizarre choice, espe­
cially if the bear is sacred. And it is much more probable that the
choice of the bear was indicated by the relation between the
words a(!UiOt; and "Arcas" or "Arcades" ; it is most appropriate
for someone named Arcas to have a bear for a mother 43).

I therefore suggest the following line of development of the
myth, apologizing in advance for the fact that at many points it
is necessarily speculative:

The very first story of Callisto was of the sort which so often
grew up about the virgin goddess: Callisto, nymph and compa­
nion of Artemis, was pursued by Zeus and succumbed or was
raped; when Artemis discovered her pregnancy, she shot her,
and Callisto was buried in the tomb near Tricoloni. Quite in­
dependently the Arcadians developed the notion that their
ancestor was the son of a bear. At some point it was considered
desirable to join Arcas with the leading goddess of Arcadia, and
because this could not be done by making Artemis his mother,
the honor was given Callisto, her favorite nymph. From this
stage two versions developed: in one, the idea that Arcas was
born of a bear was suppressed, because in the vicinity of her cult
Callisto (as we know from the coins) remained an anthropo­
morphic figure; in the other, popular in regions remote from
her cult, Artemis did not slay her but changed her into the bear­
mother of Arcas.

The local myth persisted in central Arcadia, where it appear­
ed on coins oE the Eourth century; it seems to have become
popular in the region oE Mt. Cyllene, in the northeast corner of
Arcadia, because on some coins of Pheneus (cf. Franz pp. 275,
279) we see depicted the myth, told in Apollodorus (3.8.2), that
Hermes brought Arcas to Maia to be nourished (doubtless on
Mt. Cyllene, where Maia was at home)44). Men will have said
that Arcas was born in central Arcadia (since Callisto was buried

43) Either Callisto became a bear because she was the mother ofArcas,
or she became the mother of Arcas because she was a bear, or the relation­
ship is sheerly coincidental. It is surely unsatisfying to maintain that pure
chance made an Clex-roc; give birth to Arcas; in the form of the myth which
has the best claim to being called earliest we see Callisto as the mother of
Arcas but not as a bear; the first alternative therefore seems inescapable.

44) Reasons for attaching this detail to the local version are given
by Franz p. 281.
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there and the birth of the child and death of the mother were
roughly simultaneous) and that he was brought up on Cyllene.
This version seems to have remained essentially local, however,
and to have had, in its pure form, little influence on literature.
It was apparently known to the writer of the Certamen; ApoIlo­
dorus had heard of it; it may have been the version of the Cata­
logue of Hesiod; and no one can deny it to Eumelus, Asius or
Pherecydes.

The inhabitants of the region around Mt. Lycaeus were of
course responsible for making Lycaon Callisto's father; they
seem to have favored the version in which Callisto becomes a
bear 45). This form, with Lycaon and the bear-metamorphosis,
was taken up into the Hesiodic corpus and thence became the
ordinary popular tale. Eventually the local version was brought
into it, and men said that it was Hera who made Callisto into a
bear and that afterwards Artemis was tricked into shooting her.
Pausanias (8.3.6) teIls this story, the version "toId by the Greeks";
he presumably did not know the local version. Other complica­
tions were added in the course of time, among them that Callisto
became Ursa Major and that she was denied the waters oE the
ocean. But with the way in which the myth developed in later
antiquity I cannot here concern myself.

Whether or not the process of development of the myth in
early times Eollowed the lines I have suggested, there is no need
to hesitate in refusing to accept three key points of MüIler's
analysis: there is no provable fundamental relation between
Artemis Kalliste and Zeus Lycaeus; there is no basis for attribut­
ing Callisto's mythology to Artemis; and the myth of Callisto
cannot be used to challenge the virginity ofArtemis. Lycaon was
just one candidate for the father of Callisto, put forward by those
who dwelt about Mt. Lycaeus, while other men from other
regions were saying that it was rather Ceteus or Nycteus, and her
worshipers near Tricoloni presumably continued to say that she
was one of the nymphs. Probably "Callista" was once a name
for Artemis Kalliste. But we have seen that there is no general
ground for attributing the mythology of a subordinate figure to

45) We infer this not only from the fact that in all versions where
Lycaon is mentioned and the story is told it contains the bear-metamorpho­
sis, and not only from the fact that the originallocal version says nothing
about Lycaon, but from the scraps of evidence mentioning Callisto's return
in bear form to Lycaeus ([Hesiod] fragment 181 B, Scholia to Theocritus
I. 123).



Kar! Bärthlein: Aristote1es 35

the predorninant figure, and insufficient specific reason in the
case of Callisto to attribute any of her mythology to Artemis.
And even ifwe should venture the unwarranted assumption that
because Callisto became a beat, Artemis was once in some sense
regarded as a bear, we would still have no reason to attach Cal­
listo's motherhood to Artemis; we would be just as justified in
attaching her catasterism to Artemis. It follows from this that
there is no way in which the myth of Callisto can be used to
deprive Artemis of her chastity and make her a mother.
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üBER DAS VERHALTNIS DES ARISTOTELES

ZUR DYNAMISLEHRE

DER GRIECHISCHEN MATHEMATIKER

An anderer Stelle!) wurde in einer kleinen Untersuchung
zur aristotelischen Modaltheorie auf deren Uneinheitlichkeit hin­
gewiesen. Es erwies sich dort als in sich stimmig die Darstellung
in Met. V 12, sowie IX 1-2 und 5, während in IX 6~ eine andere
Dynamis-Energeia-Lehre gefunden wurde. Die den zuerst ge­
nannten Partien zugrunde liegende Konzeption versteht unter
"Dynamis" das (aktive und das passive) Veränderungsprinzip
und kennt bereits den Begriff der Totalmöglichkeit, sofern sie
für die Möglichkeit das Nahesein eines aktiven und eines hin­
reichend disponierten passiven Prinzips und das Ausgeschlossen­
sein aller Hindernisse, also das Erfülltsein aller Bedingungen,
fordert. In diesen Partien (bes. in IX 5) wird also der Begriff
echter Realmöglichkeit greifbar. Dagegen wird von IX 6 ab,
wo eine Neufassung des Energeiabegriffs angekündigt wird,
"Möglichkeit" meistens als isoliertes passives oder isoliertes
aktives Vermögen, d. h. aber: als Partialmöglichkeit, genommen.

1) Archiv f. Geschichte d. Philosophie, 45 (1963), S. 43-67.
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