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Abstract

Emergent Genre: Innovation and Experimentation in the Victory Odes of Pindar and
Bacchylides

by
Christopher J] Waldo
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Leslie Kurke, Chair

This dissertation argues that the victory ode was a genre characterized by formal innovation
and experimentation. While much scholarship over the last half century has stressed the
existence of rhetorical continuities between the victory ode and other genres of Greek poetry,
I emphasize the ways in which these poems set themselves apart. The victory ode came into
being late in the life of archaic Greek poetry, and there may have been initial uncertainty on
the part of both poets and their patrons as to the generic expectations of these commissions.
Examining the surviving victory odes of Pindar and Bacchylides, I explore the innovative
and experimental formal approaches employed by the poets to meet the demands of an
emergent genre.

The first chapter discusses the victory ode’s presentation of itself as transgressive. Pindar
and Bacchylides often bring their mythological accounts to a close with statements marking
them as inappropriate. I contend that these moments, rather than representing genuine
confessions of transgression, serve to define the boundaries of the genre. Starting with
Pythian 4, I argue that Pindar evokes the opposed images of a highway and a shortcut to
modulate between the distinct narrative approaches of hexameter epic and symposiastic song.
Moving to Pythian 11, I assert that Pindar’s voicing of various tragic speakers throughout the
mythological account belies his use of a metonymic crossroads to construe the narrative as an
unfortunate deviation in the direction of tragedy. I conclude with Nemean 3, suggesting that
the presentation of Herakles’ travels as a digression overlooks the hero’s entanglement in the
rhetoric of this individual victory ode and the genre as a whole.

The second chapter examines the effect of direct speech delivered in the voice of a hero or
god. T argue that the poets encode interpretive approaches in these passages. Beginning with
the exchange between Herakles and Meleager from Bacchylides 5, I suggest that Herakles’
tearful reaction to Meleager’s narrative models an embodied affective response that is meant
to be reproduced by the audience, which realizes that Deianeira eventually kills Herakles in
the mythological tradition. Moving to Pythian 9, I contend that Chiron’s response to Apollo,
which ignores the surface meaning of Apollo’s address, hits instead upon its latent
significance, modeling an interpretive mode that the audience might apply in turn to the
victory ode.



The third chapter explores the open ending, that is, the phenomenon of victory odes
terminating within the mythological narration without returning to the voice of the poet.
Beginning with Olympian 4, I demonstrate that by devoting the lone epode to an account of
Erginos’ mythological victory in the race in armor, Pindar upends all expectations about how
a victory ode should close. Turning to Nemean 1, I assert that he calibrates the metrical
structures of the victory ode to counterbalance the disorientation caused by the open ending,
which imagines Herakles” immortal existence on Olympos. I finish with Nemean 10,
contending that the poem, which is obsessed with endings, ultimately subverts the very
notion of closure by concluding with the promise of speech.

The fourth chapter looks at the cases in which multiple victory odes were commissioned to
celebrate the same victory. I argue that, in addition to functioning on their own, these poems
should be thought of as forming larger composites. Beginning with Pythian 4 and Pythian 5,
I assert that Pindar presents the charioteer Karrhotos in Pythian 5 as a model for the exile
Damophilos in Pythian 4. Moving to Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13, I demonstrate that
Pindar and Bacchylides construct between the two poems a multigenerational comparative
framework equating Pytheas’ family with the Aiakidai. Concluding with Olympian 1 and
Bacchylides 5, I scrutinize the close verbal likenesses between Pindar’s poem and a brief
passage from Bacchylides 5, contending that the effect of Bacchylides’ allusion is to
reproduce Olympian 1 in miniature.
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Introduction

The Roman writer Marcus Tullius Cicero relates a remarkable anecdote about the
archaic Greek poet Simonides and the Thessalian nobleman Scopas. In De Oratore, he
describes Simonides’ role in the circumstances surrounding Scopas’ death:

Dicunt enim, cum cenaret Crannone in Thessalia Simonides apud Scopam fortunatum
hominem et nobilem cecinissetque id carmen, quod in eum scripsisset, in quo multa
ornandi causa poetarum more in Castorem scripta et Pollucem fuissent, nimis illum
sordide Simonidi dixisse se dimidium eius ei, quod pactus esset, pro illo carmine
daturum; reliquum a suis Tyndaridis, quos aeque laudasset, peteret, si ei videretur.
Paulo post esse ferunt nuntiatum Simonidi, ut prodiret; iuvenis stare ad ianuam duo
quosdam, qui eum magno opere evocarent; surrexisse illum, prodisse, vidisse
neminem: hoc interim spatio conclave illud, ubi epularetur Scopas, concidisse; ea
ruina ipsum cum cognatis oppressum suis interisse: quos cum humare vellent sui
neque possent obtritos internoscere ullo modo, Simonides dicitur ex eo, quod
meminisset quo eorum loco quisque cubuisset, demonstrator unius cuiusque
sepeliendi fuisse; hac tum re admonitus invenisse fertur ordinem esse maxime, qui
memoriae lumen adferret.

For they say that, when Simonides was dining in Crannon in Thessaly with Scopas, a
man of prosperity and renown, and he had sung the song that he had written for him,
in which for the sake of ornamentation in the manner of poets many things had been
written about Castor and Pollux, that man had very meanly said that he would give
him half of the promised fee for that poem, and that he might seek the rest from his
Tyndaridai, whom he had praised equally, if it seemed fit to him. They say that a
little while later it was reported to Simonides that he should go outside, since two
young men were standing at the door, who were urgently calling for him. He stood
up, went outside, and saw no one. In the meantime the hall where Scopas was dining
collapsed. Crushed in the disaster, he and his relatives perished. When their friends
and family members wanted to bury them and were unable to recognize the crushed
corpses in any way, Simonides, because he had remembered the positions in which
each of them had sat, is said to have made identifications for burying them. Prompted



in this way, he is said to have discovered that it is order above all else that provides
the light of memory.*

While Cicero and others have traditionally cited this narrative in discussions of Simonides’
famous mnemonic technique and other contexts, I view the exchange between poet and
aristocrat as a valuable window into the reception of the victory ode in antiquity.? Marcus
Fabius Quintilianus, who also recounts this anecdote, articulates the source of Scopas’
displeasure in aesthetic terms: abnegatam ei pecuniae partem, quod more poetis
frequentissimo degressus in laudes Castoris ac Pollucis exierat, “a part of the money was
denied to him, because, in the manner most frequent of poets, having digressed, he sang the
praises of Castor and Pollux.”® The content of the poet’s indiscretion is articulated by the
participle degressus, “having digressed.” Scopas views Simonides’ celebration of the divine
twins as a departure from the primary theme of the poem, that is, his own victory as a boxer.

Simonides, who flourished in the generation before Pindar and Bacchylides, was
probably among the earliest composers of victory odes.* This anecdote suggests that there
may have been initial uncertainty on the part of both poets and their patrons as to the generic
expectations of these commissions. The genre of the victory ode appeared late in the life of
archaic Greek poetry, which had encompassed a broad range of discursive registers,
including epic poems composed in dactylic hexameter, the invective iamboi of Archilochus
and Hipponax, the symposiastic songs of Sappho and Alcaeus, and, perhaps the closest
antecedent to the victory ode itself, the choral compositions of Alcman and Stesichorus.®
The victory ode bridged the distance between this course of development spanning centuries
and the flowering of tragedy.

Some scholars have suggested that the victory ode and tragedy might have been rival
genres.® Athens, the city most closely associated with tragedy, was famously democratic in
the 5"-century BCE, while, as Laura Swift observes, the victory ode was “not just another
segment of elite poetic culture; by its nature it runs counter to democratic ideals in a way that
other lyric genres do not. A form of poetry whose purpose is to celebrate the deeds of an
individual aristocrat does not sit easily with fifth-century Athenian ideology.”” I would add
that both tragedy and the victory ode were immense public spectacles with characteristic

! Cicero De Oratore 2.352-53. All translations from Latin and Greek are my own.

2 See Callimachus fr. 64, Cicero De Oratore 2.351-53, Ovid Ibis 511-12, Quintilian Institutio Oratoria 11.2.11-
16, Phaedrus 4.26, Valerius Maximus 1.8 ext. 7, Aelius Aristides 50.36, Aelian fir. 60, 78, Alciphron 3.32.3,
Libanius Orationes 5.53, and Stobaeus 4.41.62. For scholarly discussion of this anecdote, see Molyneux (1971)
and Slater (1972).

3 Quintilian Institutio Oratoria 11.2.11.

* Simonides wrote victory odes that date to the last quarter of the sixth century BCE. Maslov (2015) 277 notes
that “We know that Simonides composed epinikia for different patrons, most of whom (if our sample is at all
representative) were tyrants and aristocrats from the periphery of the Greek world.” Barron (1984) 20-22
argues that a papyrus fragment originally attributed to Stesichorus should be assigned to Ibykus and considered
a victory ode, which would establish the existence of the genre as early as the 560s BCE; cf. Rawles (2012).
The earliest securely datable instance of the genre is Pythian 10, which celebrates the victory of Hippokleas of
Thessaly in the boys’ double foot race at the Pythian festival in 498 BCE.

® For discussion of the victory ode’s incorporation of older genres and discursive categories, see Kurke (1988),
Kurke (1991) 259, Robbins (1997), and Maslov (2015) 246-317.

& See Swift (2010) 104-72 and Kurke (2013).

7 Swift (2010) 106.



approaches to representing the mythological past, and that the principal poets associated with
the two genres were the most famous in all of classical Greece. It is perhaps natural that
these genres would butt heads as prominent representations of competing ideological
discourses.

We should note that the victory ode emerged in an unprecedented literary
environment, in which individual poets were first making claims for themselves as voices
worthy of consideration.® In the 8" and 7" centuries BCE, anonymous authors had
composed poems in both oral and literate contexts, to which the subsequent tradition
assigned the names of poets. Scholars have reconstructed this process in the case of Homer,
arguing that the name of the poet was a back-formation from that of the clan of the
Homeridai.® The situation changes somewhat in the 6" century BCE with the appearance of
poets like Sappho, Alcaeus, and Alcman, for whom civically situated biographical narratives
survive both in the testimonia concerning them and sometimes in the texts of their poems.*°
Pindar and Bacchylides represent another radical stage in the development of authorship in
the Greek literary tradition, arriving, similarly to the tragedians, as genuine historical figures
with inextricable positions in the social and cultural history of the time.

This dissertation articulates an understanding of the victory ode as a newcomer genre
shaped by the ambitions of its principal practitioners, Pindar and Bacchylides, to establish
themselves among the premier poets of their generation. The orientation of this study is
largely synchronic.’* Following a recent characterization of the victory ode as “a form that
welcomed experimentation,” I assert that Pindar and Bacchylides, following Simonides’
model, used the genre as a space within which to explore the boundaries of poetic form.*? 1
focus on a handful of distinctive formal features that I presume either to have been invented
or elaborated upon by these poets.

The words “innovation” and “experimentation” in the title of my dissertation map
onto the respective ideas of invention and elaboration. I contend that the genre of the victory
ode represented a productive site for the generation of novel formal structures and also for
the expansion of inherited structures in manners transcending their uses in earlier contexts.
A striking example of the former phenomenon is the fact, discussed in chapter four, that
some patrons commissioned multiple victory odes to celebrate the same athletic achievement.
I argue that the poets viewed these commissions as opportunities to construct an elaborate
architecture of praise spanning the two poems. As for the latter phenomenon, I focus in
chapter three upon examples of the “open ending,” that is, the cases in which a victory ode
terminates within the frame of the mythological narration without returning to the voice of
the poet. The “open ending” also occurs in the symposiastic songs of Sappho and Alcaeus,
but the considerably larger scope of the victory ode, marked by choral performance and the

& See Maslov (2015) 36-116 for a full discussion of Pindar’s position in the development of authorship in the
Greek literary tradition.

9 See West (1999) and Maslov (2015) 53.

10 Sappho’s newly discovered “Brothers Poem™ provides an instructive example of a poem that might hint at
biographical events in the life of the poet, although we should certainly avoid assuming the authenticity of what
could be a largely fictionalized invocation of reality. For discussion of these issues in this poem, see Kurke
(2016a), Lardinois (2016), Obbink (2016), Peponi (2016), and Stehle (2016).

1 For diachronic accounts of the emergence of the victory ode in the context of archaic Greek poetry, see
Rawles (2012), and Maslov (2015).

12 Maslov (2015) 147, who is talking about Pindar’s distinctive penchant for genre hybridization.



prevalence of triadic metrical structures, presents a transformative new context in which to
experiment with such formal structures. The genre of the victory ode abounds in these
extremities of form, and scholars have also commented, for instance, upon the exceptional
vitality of the first person in Pindar.’® My dissertation spotlights these moments in which
victory odes draw attention to their own formal extravagance.

This emphasis upon innovation and experimentation has led me to elaborate an
account of the genre based on peripheral phenomena. While most explorations of the formal
properties of a genre would work from its most prevalent attributes, this study pursues the
premise that it is possible to understand a genre by examining its less common
characteristics. Most of the formal features that I discuss in this dissertation are confined to a
handful of exceptional victory odes, including the break-off formulas articulating a
“topography of genre” from chapter one and the instances of mythological dialogue from
chapter two. Approaching the genre from this perspective, I argue that the axiomatic virtues
of formal innovation and experimentation, while instantiated by peripheral phenomena,
served as structuring principles for the distinctive poetics of the victory ode.

Let me situate the contributions of this study within a narrative of the 20" century
development of scholarly conceptions of the victory ode as a genre. In 1955, A. E. Harvey
articulated a set of priorities that would come to define the study of archaic Greek poetry
during the rest of the century with the publication of his seminal article “The Classification
of Greek Lyric Poetry.”!* Harvey noted the insufficiency for modern scholars of the
classification system designed in Alexandria for the genres of Greek lyric poetry, asserting
that “The interest of the Alexandrians was the practical one of classification; our interest is
the more searching one of detecting formal conditions governing the composition of the
poems.”*> This emphasis on the detection of “formal conditions” would have a lasting
influence on the study of Pindar.

The modern era of Pindaric scholarship began in earnest in 1962 with Studia
Pindarica by Elroy Bundy, who, in opposition to the earlier biographical criticism that
viewed Pindar’s victory odes as chaotic expressions of the digressive fancies of a capricious
mind, asserted that “there is no passage in Pindar and Bacchylides that is not in its primary
intent encomiastic—that is, designed to enhance the glory of a particular patron.”'® He
regarded each victory ode as a unified composition, arguing that “apparent irrelevancy (e.g.,
lines 12 f.) is only comparative and is deliberately contrived in the interest of variety and as
foil for a point of commanding interest.”*” Although Bundy died in 1975, he left behind to
Pindaric scholarship the mandate that “The study of Pindar must become a study of genre.

13 Kurke (2007) 158 claims that “In all of archaic poetry, there is no more prominent and assertive ‘I’ than that
of Pindar’s epinikia.” For further discussion of the first person in Pindar, see Lefkowitz (1991), D’ Alessio
(1994), and Maslov (2015) 36-116.

!4 For two influential discussions that predate Harvey (1955), see Schadewaldt (1928) and Firber (1936).

15 Harvey (1955) 164.

6 Bundy (1986) 3. Studia Pindarica, originally published in 1962, was reprinted in 1986 and 2006 (in digital
form). For representative examples of biographical scholarship on Pindar, see Wilamowitz (1922) and Bowra
(1964). Maslov (2015) 123 notes that “up until the linguistic turn in the humanities, Pindaric scholarship
favored a biographical approach and the conflation of art and personality particularly impeded a constructive
discussion of transitional qualities in Pindar’s concept formation, since it was often mixed up with Pindar’s
putative religious views.”

7 Bundy (1962) 91, who is discussing 1. 1 in this passage.



No longer can we view the odes as the production of an errant genius whose personal
interests cause him to violate the ordinary canons of sense and relevance.”*® Bundy’s
successors set the agenda for Pindaric scholarship throughout the decades of the 1960s,
1970s, and 1980s, focusing on the formal and rhetorical conventions of the genre.!®

A new orientation in the study of Pindar began in 1991 with the appearance of Leslie
Kurke’s The Traffic in Praise. Informed by the “New Historicism,” a theoretical approach
that viewed literary and non-literary texts alike as deeply embedded documents of social
discourse, Kurke stressed the social function of archaic Greek poetry:

In ancient Greek society, all poetry was composed for public performance—whether
at a symposium before a small select group or at a religious festival before the entire
city. Thus, the lyrics of Alcaeus were performed at symposia before the members of
a single aristocratic hetaireia, or political club, in sixth-century Mytilene, and Attic
tragedy and comedy played before an estimated fifteen thousand citizens and visitors
at the Great Dionysia. For such a milieu, we must crucially modify the terms in
which we conceptualize poetry. To begin with, we must correlate genre with
performance: if we define genre as the set of audience expectations which shapes and
constrains each individual composition, we must take into account the nature of the
audience and the occasion that informed their expectations. This reorientation
implicates genre in a whole set of social, political, and religious issues, since different
occasions were designed for audiences of different classes and different political
persuasions, and often the occasions were specifically religious in nature. We must
also orient our notion of poetics, the “making” of poetry, the conception that
underlies its production, and the function for which it is made. Just as genre depends
upon performance, poetics depends upon the broader social context, for given its
setting, we must believe that such poetry fulfilled a social function.?®

While there were several notable antecedents to the idea that “we must correlate genre with
performance,” Kurke’s emphasis on the implication of performance in the larger social world
has proven instrumental to the broader study of archaic Greek poetry.?! A generation of
scholars has set about searching for traces of the social ideology in the cultural productions
of the archaic Greeks.?

The “New Historicist” orientation in Pindaric scholarship has maintained its
prevalence in the last decade. Two recent monographs attest to a special interest in the
relationship between the victory ode and the Deinomenid tyranny of Syracuse: Kathryn
Morgan’s Pindar and the Construction of Syracusan Monarchy in the Fifth Century B.C. and

18 Bundy (1962) 92.

19 See Young (1971), Carey (1981), Slater (1983), and Race (1986).

20 Kurke (1991) 1. For two of the most influential articulations of the “New Historicism,” see Greenblatt (1980)
and Gallagher (1985).

21 Kurke (2013) 103, citing Calame (1977), Résler (1980), Herington (1985), Martin (1989), Krummen (1990),
and Winkler (1990), remarks that “In a turn to performance dating back to at least the 1970s, scholars have
come to recognize that it is essential to locate all our preserved Greek poetic texts in their specific, local
performative contexts—religious, social, political, and economic.”

22 For representative scholarship implicating performance in the larger social world, see Stehle (1997), Wilson
(2003), Kowalzig (2007), Peponi (2007), and Ferrari (2008).



Nigel Nicholson’s The Poetics of Victory in the Greek West. Morgan and Nicholson both
elaborate conceptions of the victory ode’s aesthetic role in the legitimation of the
Deinomenids.?® T would also draw attention to one recent monograph that breaks from the
“New Historicist” model: Boris Maslov’s Pindar and the Emergence of Literature. Maslov
argues that Pindar’s victory odes demonstrate the emergence of several formal and
conceptual characteristics that later came to define the western conception of literature:

I foreground four aspects of what has come to constitute the literary in the West and
discuss their historical ontology in Archaic Greece: (1) the principle of individual
authorship; (2) the use of ad hoc, original imagery, particularly as a conceptual tool,;
(3) extensive appropriation of social discourses as resources for poetic authority; and
(4) genre hybridization. Within these four domains, I seek to bring to light the
transformation of preliterary structures that tend to inform oral tradition and socially
embedded genres of folklore into constructive principles that operate in later periods
of western literary history.?*

His historical stratigraphy of the victory ode has several aims in common with this
dissertation, although our methodologies differ.> Maslov and I are both invested in the
“emergence” of the victory ode, although he focuses on the sedimentation of social and
cultural discourses in these poems, while I view them as demonstrating substantial
innovation and experimentation of form.?®

Broadening our scope to the humanities as a whole, several scholars have noted the
advent of a “New Formalism” in the field of literary studies.?” For many of these “new
formalists,” the imperative has been to articulate a formalism that incorporates the “new
historicist” understanding of the literary text as a social artefact inextricable from the
material conditions of its cultural production.?® Colleen Lye, for instance, describes the
potential of a “new formalism” to reveal the interdependence of the aesthetic and the social
in Asian American literature:

If there is evidence of a “new formalism” afoot in the discipline of English, or at least
rhetorical reference to one, this much might at first also be said of ethnic studies. In
the latter case, however, the significance of this development within a field that was
from its very inception interdisciplinary means that the call to attend more carefully
to matters of literary form can never quite shake off the heteronomy of the aesthetic.
The more we open our minds to this truth the better, as what it promises to reveal is

23 Morgan (2015) and Nicholson (2015). Lewis (forthcoming), a revision of her dissertation, Lewis (2014), is
set to contribute to the conversation on the victory ode’s entrenchment in Sicilian politics.

24 Maslov (2015) 12.

25 Maslov (2015) 25 draws upon Alexander Veselovsky’s Historical Poetics, arguing that “One way of
capturing this vision of historical stratification is through a metaphor of geological sedimentation, which
Veselovsky frequently uses to evoke strata of meaning accumulated during cultural evolution.”

26 Maslov (2015) 12 adds that “I speak of a historical ontology or of emergence rather than of the ‘origin,’
‘invention,’ or ‘evolution’ of the literary to avoid the implications of a singular moment of origination, of self-
willed creation, or of distinct phases in the later development of these aspects of literary praxis.”

27 See Levinson (2007), Lye (2008), Best and Marcus (2009) 13-14, Felski (2015) 11, and Levine (2015) 12.
28 Best and Marcus (2009) 13-14 discuss “New Formalism” in the context of “surface reading.”



the continuing historical potential of the ethnic text to demand a critical practice
adequate to the contradictory and peculiar nature of literature as a kind of social
fact.?®

One prominent critic, Caroline Levine, has pushed the relationship between the aesthetic and
the social even further, advocating in her book Forms: Whole, Rhythm, Hierarchy, Network
for a universalizing formalism that reads literary form and the formal structures that shape
society together:

The first major goal of this book is to show that forms are everywhere structuring and
patterning experience, and that this carries serious implications for understanding
political communities. This starting-point entails a Gestalt shift for literary studies.
It calls for a new account of politics and of the relations between politics and
literature. In theory, political forms impose their order on our lives, putting us in our
places. But in practice, we encounter so many forms that even in the most daily
experience they add up to a complex environment composed of multiple and
conflicting modes of organization—forms arranging and containing us, yes, but also
competing and colliding and rerouting one another. I will make the case here that no
form, however seemingly powerful, causes, dominates, or organizes all others. This
means that literary forms can lay claim to an efficacy of their own. They do not
simply reflect or contain prior political realities. As different forms struggle to
impose their order on our experience, working at different scales of our experience,
aesthetic and political forms emerge as comparable patterns that operate on a
common plane. I will show in this book that aesthetic and political forms may be
nested inside one another, and that each is capable of disturbing the other’s
organizing power.3°

Levine draws upon the concept of “affordance” from design theory, arguing that “a specific
form can be put to use in unexpected ways that expand our general sense of that form’s
affordances. Rather than asking what artists intend or even what forms do, we can ask
instead what potentialities lie latent—though not always obvious—in aesthetic and social
arrangements.”®! For Levine and the other “new formalists,” this renewed attention to formal
structures represents a promising approach to understanding the complex interrelation of the
various forces that shape human experience.

Victoria Wohl’s Euripides and the Politics of Form represents the first overt assertion
of a “new formalist” approach in the field of Classics. Wohl, like Lye, discusses the
challenge of articulating a formalism that retains the insights of “New Historicism”:

there has been a call across the humanities for a return to formalism. But the question
now is how to stage such a return without losing the gains of historicism: how to
study the aesthetic qualities of these literary texts without forgetting that they were
the product of a specific historical moment with its own specific political concerns; or

29 ye (2008) 92.
30 Levine (2015) 16-17.
31 Levine (2015) 6, who cites Gibson (1977) and Norman (1990).



alternatively, how to speak about a text’s politics without losing sight of its formal
aesthetic qualities. The challenge is not just to keep these two sets of issues—the
aesthetic and the political—in focus simultaneously, but to theorize their
interconnection within the text itself, to identify the ideological work being done in
and by tragedy’s aesthetic form.3?

Her solution, following Adorno, is to formulate an “immanent critique” that “moots the
historicist-formalist debate by seeing the work of art as most thoroughly historical where it
seems most purely formal, and displaces questions about the conscious intention (the
‘political message’) of the author, whose aesthetic choices, whether he intends so or not,
inevitably enact ideological assumptions and entail ideological commitments.”** Wohl
articulates a “politics of form,” in which “dramatic form is a kind of political content.”?* In
describing this “politics of form,” she argues that Euripides “offers merely a specific instance
of a general phenomenon, but a particularly good one, because his self-conscious formal
experimentation and ostentatious formal innovation call attention to form itself. They force
us to notice form and demand that we think about it.”3> While my own approach centers less
on the immanent entanglement of politics and form, I would argue that Wohl’s final
observation is equally true of the “self-conscious formal experimentation and ostentatious
formal innovation” demonstrated by Pindar and Bacchylides.

This dissertation, which draws upon the insights of the “new formalists” in theorizing
the genre of the victory ode, is organized into four chapters. The first chapter discusses the
victory ode’s presentation of itself as transgressive. Pindar and Bacchylides often bring their
mythological accounts to a close with statements marking them as inappropriate. I contend
that these moments, rather than representing genuine confessions of transgression, serve to
define the boundaries of the genre. Starting with Pythian 4, I argue that Pindar evokes the
opposed images of a highway and a shortcut to modulate between the distinct narrative
approaches of hexameter epic and symposiastic song. Moving to Pythian 11, I assert that
Pindar’s voicing of various tragic speakers throughout the mythological account belies his
use of a metonymic crossroads to construe the narrative as an unfortunate deviation in the
direction of tragedy. I conclude with Nemean 3, suggesting that the presentation of
Herakles’ travels as a digression overlooks the hero’s entanglement in the rhetoric of this
individual victory ode and the genre as a whole.

The second chapter examines the effect of direct speech delivered in the voice of a
hero or god. I argue that the poets encode interpretive approaches in these passages.
Beginning with the exchange between Herakles and Meleager from Bacchylides 5, I suggest
that Herakles’ tearful reaction to Meleager’s somber narrative models an embodied affective
response that is meant to be reproduced by the audience, which realizes that Deianeira
eventually kills Herakles in the mythological tradition. Moving to Pythian 9, I contend that
Chiron’s response to Apollo, which ignores the surface meaning of Apollo’s address, hits

2 Wohl (2015) 4.
33 Wohl (2015) 5, who cites Adorno (1997) for “immanent critique.”
3 Wohl (2015) 1.
3 Wohl (2015) 5.



instead upon its latent significance, modeling an interpretive mode that the audience might
apply in turn to the victory ode.

The third chapter explores the open ending. Beginning with Olympian 4, I
demonstrate that by devoting the lone epode to an account of Erginos’ mythological victory
in the race in armor, Pindar upends all expectations about how a victory ode should close.
Turning to Nemean 1, I assert that he calibrates the metrical structures of the victory ode to
counterbalance the disorientation caused by the open ending, which imagines Herakles’
immortal existence on Olympos. I finish with Nemean 10, contending that the poem, which
is obsessed with endings, ultimately subverts the very notion of closure by concluding with
the promise of speech.

The fourth chapter looks at the cases in which multiple victory odes were
commissioned to celebrate the same victory. I argue that, in addition to functioning on their
own, these victory odes should be thought of as forming larger composites. Beginning with
Pythian 4 and Pythian 5, I assert that Pindar presents the charioteer Karrhotos in Pythian 5 as
a model for the exile Damophilos in Pythian 4. Moving to Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13, I
demonstrate that Pindar and Bacchylides construct between the two poems a
multigenerational comparative framework equating Pytheas’ family with the Aiakidai.
Concluding with Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5, I scrutinize the close verbal likenesses
between Pindar’s poem and a brief passage from Bacchylides 5, contending that the effect of
Bacchylides’ allusion is to reproduce Olympian 1 in miniature.

Pindar and Bacchylides composed victory odes on commission to celebrate the
athletic accomplishments of aristocrats and tyrants. Previous scholarship has attended to the
continuities between these compositions and other registers of archaic Greek discourse,
arguing for sedimentation and hybridity. While acknowledging the merits of those earlier
studies, this dissertation emphasizes originality, exploring the innovative and experimental
formal structures developed by the poets to meet the demands of an emergent genre.



Chapter One

Break-off Formulas of Spatial Transgression

It is a curious fact that Pindar takes back his first statement in the historical record.
Pythian 10, his earliest datable victory ode, composed to honor the victory of Hippokleas of
Thessaly in the boys’ diaulos at the Pythian festival in 498 BCE, begins with an apparent
misstep (1-6):

‘OABio Aaxedaipwv,

paxapo Oecoario. waTpdg ' ApEoTEPaLS £E EVOG

aprotopdyov vévos HpokA<éo>g Pactievet.

1 KOUT<E€®> mapd Kopov; aALG pe [Tubd

te Kol 10 [lehvvaiov dmdet

AAeva te moides, Inmokiéq BELOVTES 5
ayayelv Emkopiov avopdv KAVTav dma.

Fortunate is Lakedaimon, and blessed is Thessaly. The lineage of one father,
Herakles, preeminent in battle, rules over both. Why do I boast inappropriately? But
rather Pytho and Pelinna and the sons of Aleuas are calling me, wishing to bring the
famous voices of men in celebration to Hippokleas.

The poet begins with a declaration that Lakedaimon and Thessaly are both prosperous, since
Herakles’ mythological descendants reign over both, but he immediately censures this
statement, asking why he is boasting mopa kapov (4), “inappropriately.”*® He turns instead
to direct praise of the victor Hippokleas, which is manifestly the most appropriate theme for
this poem. These lines provide an oddly fitting opening to Pindar’s career as a composer of
victory odes, which often include moments of this sort, in which the poets mark their own
statements as somehow problematic or transgressive.

Pindaric scholarship, dating back to Jebb and Schadewaldt, has demonstrated a keen
interest in these break-off formulas.?” Hilary Mackie has observed that

36 Bundy (1986) 38 interprets lines 1-3 as foil to the celebration of Hippokleas. Cf. Race (1980) 5-6.
37 See Jebb (1905) and Schadewaldt (1928). Cf. Carey (1980a), Race (1980), and Mackie (2003).
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Break-off is a striking and frequent feature of the Pindaric epinician idiom. Break-off
is a rhetorical device whereby the poet interrupts himself with an exclamation like
aopiotapat, “I stand aside!” or otdocopat, “I will stop!” or a command like kdmov
oyxdoov, “Hold the oar!” With some comment of this kind he abruptly breaks off the
narrative or theme on which he was previously engaged, and changes the subject. He
announces that it would not be right, for one reason or another, to pursue the original
topic any further. Then he embarks on a new topic.*®

It is perhaps the persistent impression of these moments that caused scholars in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries to develop a number of misconceptions about the
structural characteristics, or lack thereof, underlying the victory odes of Pindar. Elroy Bundy
enumerates several of these erroneous beliefs: “the odes do not have a linear unity; the
transitions are abrupt; the poet devotes much time to his personal preoccupations, triumphs,
and embarrassments, as well as to irrelevancies of other kinds.”*® Martin West formulates, in
particular, a conception of the irrelevance of the mythological narrative to most victory odes:

Any myth can be used, and on the slightest pretext. It may have some connection
with the victor’s ancestry, or his home town, or the games at which he has been
successful; it may have no particular relevance, its presence being ostensibly justified
as an illustration of some commonplace such as “there is a time and place for
everything.” Pindar’s attitude to myth is flexible. He is prepared to adapt it to suit
his patrons or his own moral sense.*

The feigned naiveté of these break-off formulas helped to encourage a view of the poet as an
assembler at random.

In contrast to these opinions, several scholars have suggested that Pindar cultivates
the impression of naiveté for a reason. William Race has argued that the purpose of these
passages is to lend the performances a sense of spontaneity, noting that the poet appears “to
react to his own statements, as if he were hearing them—Iike a listener—for the first time.”*!
While accepting Race’s argument about spontaneity, Mackie offers a more nuanced
articulation of the function of the break-off formula:

Break-off passages of the type I have been considering in this section, then, are
directed at the victory, and designed to avoid excess in one of two different ways.
Some of them are designed to assuage any resentment that might be provoked in the
victor by what he sees as excessive praise of his ancestors and other heroes. Others

38 Mackie (2003) 9. Carey (1980a) 143 contends that the break-off formula “remains essentially Pindar’s
property. Bacchylides uses this device only twice (5.176ft., 10.51f.), while Pindar, who seems to have created a
stylized form of his own within the conventions of the epinician genre, is forever recasting the break-off.” For
extended discussion of the intricate break-off formula in Bacchylides 5, see Chapter Four.

3 Bundy (1986) 2, who cites Drachmann (1891) and Perrotta (1935) as scholars who “despair of finding sense
in the odes.”

40 West (1997) 46, who adds that “He does not follow any fixed pattern in constructing an ode, and one is often
left with the impression of a suitcase filled rather at random.”

4! Race (1990) 42. Cf. Race (1980), Carey (1981) 5, Dickson (1990) 124, Miller (1993) 21, Pelliccia (1995)
305, and Mackie (2003) 10-11.
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are intended to curb the dangerously excessive behavior he might manifest should he
make the mistake of thinking himself a hero or a god.*?

I would suggest that Mackie’s interpretation takes Pindar too much at his word. The easiest
way for him to please his audience is to avoid inappropriate statements in the first place.
These break-off moments, rather than simply negating the threat of excess, exist to perform a
positive function of their own.

In this chapter, I examine a number of specific passages in which Pindar terminates
his mythological narratives, characterizing them as transgressions in spatial terms.* T
contend that these passages, rather than representing genuine admissions of error or
oversight, are actually constitutive moments of generic self-definition. Victory odes were
written in elaborate choral meters. In meeting the demands of dactylo-epitrite and the other
metrical schemes used for these poems, Pindar would surely have refrained from saying
anything that is truly inappropriate.** These moments of apparent transgression are not what
they purport to be. The poet assumes a posture of misconduct in order to reorganize the
normative boundaries of the genre.

When we assemble together the corpus of these passages that articulate transgression
in spatial terms, we begin to observe what Leslie Kurke has termed “a generic topography.”*
Pindar uses a number of geographical images to demarcate what is considered acceptable
speech within the genre of the victory ode, but I would argue that these imagined points,
rather than representing violations of decorum, work to establish the limits of decorum. The
purpose of these passages is not, then, to exclude the preceding mythological narratives, but
rather, to incorporate them into the discursive body of the victory ode as a coherent genre.*¢

In this chapter I examine three case studies of poems in which Pindar abruptly
terminates his mythological account, claiming that it is transgressive or excessive: Nemean 3,
Pythian 4, and Pythian 11. All three of these victory odes present their mythological
narratives as problematic to the rhetorical development of the poem as a whole, but I would
argue that, in each case, this posture of repudiation works to incorporate the improper
element. These are moments in which the genre extends its boundaries.

Pythian 4

Pythian 4, written to honor the chariot victory of Arkesilas of Kyrene in the Pythian
festival in 462 BCE, stages an unorthodox return from its extended presentation of the
mythological expedition of Jason and the Argonauts. After eleven triads of narration, Pindar

42 Mackie (2003) 35.

43 This chapter might have included discussions of Bacchylides 5 and Bacchylides 10, but I interpret the break-
off formula (176-86) in Bacchylides 5 at length in Chapter Four, and the passage immediately preceding the
break-off formula in Bacchylides 10 is a gnomic statement rather than a mythological narration.

4 For discussion of the other metrical schemes used in Pindar’s victory odes, see Itsumi (2009).

4 Kurke (2013) 120.

46 For discussion of the synthetic nature of Pindar’s victory odes, see Maslov (2015) 246-317.
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interrupts his account at the moment of Jason’s encounter with the dragon that protects the
Golden Fleece, declaring that it is time to come to a conclusion. In the break-off formula, the
poet concedes that he cannot continue to traverse the highway, asserting his special
knowledge of a shortcut through the mythological account. He concludes this narrative in
dramatically truncated fashion, compressing the Argonauts’ subsequent misadventures and
the historical rise of the Battidai into less than a triad. The modulation between the highway
and a shortcut maps onto a shift between generic forms. The highway represents the
distinctive narrative approach of epic, and the shortcut that Pindar takes in this victory ode
mirrors the narrative compression of symposiastic song.

The break-off formula in Pythian 4 conceives of the mythological narrative in spatial
terms (247-48):

pokpd pot veichot kat' apa&itdv: dpa
Yap cuvdmnrel kol Tiva

oipov icaut Bpoydv- moA-

Aoiol &' drynuot coiag £T€potg.

It is a long way for me to travel along the highway, for the hour is pressing, and I
know a short path. Ilead the way in skill for many others.

Pindar articulates a distinction between dua&itov (247), “the highway,” and twvo otpov
Bpoyov (247-48), “a short path.” R.W.B. Burton regards épaéitév (247) and tvo oipov
BpayOv (247-48) as alternative approaches to the task of concluding the mythological
account, suggesting that

The high-road which he rejects for being too long would no doubt lead him past such
signposts in the saga as the details of Jason’s slaying of the dragon and the sowing of
its teeth, his rejuvenation by Medea, the pursuit by Absyrtus and other adventures on
the return-journey. By choosing a certain short cut (twva oipov Bpaydv, v. 248), he
omits most of these incidents and recalls others in the briefest terms.*’

Advancing a different understanding of this passage, I would argue that Pindar has been
travelling xat' dpa&irov (247) throughout the course of the poem to this point, and that tiva
oipov Bpaydv (247-48) represents a modulation in his narrative approach.

Both auoéitdv (247) and tva oipov Bpaydv (247-48) figure particular genres of
archaic Greek poetry. The adjective apa&itog, often combined with the noun 666¢, “road,”
signifies a path traversed by wagons, that is, a thoroughfare of considerable width. Pindar
uses apa&itog twice elsewhere. He concludes his account of Achilles’ slaughter of Memnon
in Nemean 6 by mentioning that this was a theme popular with previous generations of poets
(53-54):

Kol TadTo PHEV TOAUOTEPOL
000V apagitov evpov: €mo-
pot 08 Kol oTog EYmv HeAETa:

47 Burton (1962) 166.
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And older poets found these things to be a highway, and I myself also follow, making
it my concern.

There is also a passage in Paean fragment 52h that features apa&irog (11-12):

‘Ounpov [8¢ pn tptrtov kat' dpalitdv
iovteg, A[AN' dA]hotpiong av' inmoic,

and not going on the trodden highway of Homer, but on the horses of another.

These three passages point to a correspondence in Pindar’s usage between dpa&itog and the
tradition of Greek epic poetry.*® The most notable earlier poem that treated the death of
Memnon was the Aethiopis, one of the installments of the Epic Cycle, and Paean fragment
52h uses the phrase Ounpov tpurtov dpaitdv (11), “the trodden highway of Homer,” to
articulate a particular conception of Homeric poetry. As for Pythian 4, scholars have long
opined that the victory ode, with its extraordinarily long mythological account, recalls epic,
and Pindar even cites Homer in the thirteenth strophe (277-78), paraphrasing a maxim about
the importance of messengers.** T would also suggest that an epic treatment of the
Argonautica might have existed in Pindar’s time.>® The evidence of these three passages
points to a correspondence between the image of a path traversed by wagons and the
narrative conventions of Greek hexameter epic.

The connection between Tiva oipov Bpaydv (247-48) and a distinct category of poetic
discourse is harder to establish. There is no equivalent association in Pindar’s diction
between this phrase and a particular genre of archaic Greek poetry.>! T propose that the poet
insinuates an understated connection between his shortcut and symposiastic song, which
offers the strongest available contrast to the protracted narratives of hexameter epic. Kathryn
Morgan has observed that Pindar elsewhere develops a rhetorical contrast between his own
victory odes, which were choral performances composed in a professional capacity, and
symposiastic song, which, as the performance of an individual singer, was “essentially non-
professional.”? Morgan notes that Pindar vacillates between rebuffing and incorporating
symposiastic song into his own discursive orbit, arguing that “Pindar thus seems to want to
have it both ways: sometimes the k®pog is a foil for his poetry, sometimes it is an aspect of

48 Braswell (1988) 341 has observed that “The metaphorical use of the image in the (three) Pindaric passages
may have suggested Call. Fr. 1. 25-28 Pf.” Callimachus’ intertextual engagement is especially with P. 4.247-
49. Both passages articulate a metaphorical opposition between the wider roads traversed by wagons and
shorter or narrower ones. Callimachus also echoes Pindar’s diction, borrowing oipov (27), “road,” which he
modifies with miatov (27), “wide,” rather than the similar sounding Bpaydv (248). The noun oipoc (or oipoc)
appears nowhere else in Callimachus’ corpus.
4 Gildersleeve (1885) noted that “As this poem, among all the Pindaric odes, approaches the epos most closely,
so the rhythmical composition reminds one of the simplicity of an hexametrical hymn.”
50 Mastronarde (2002) 45 notes that “the tale must be as old as the oral tradition from which the Iliad and
Odyssey grew.”
5! Pindar also uses the noun oipog, “path,” of poetry at O. 9.47, but there the phrase oipov Aryov (47), “a shrill
path of song,” refers to the victory ode.
52 Morgan (1993) 3.
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it.”>3 She contends that in appropriating symposiastic song the poet acquires for himself “A
sense of its spontaneity and festivity.”>*

Pindar emphasizes spontaneity at a number of crucial points throughout Pythian 4.
He begins the victory ode with a temporal marker that stresses the fixed position of the
performance in the present moment (1-2):

Yauepov pev ypn o mop' avopl il
otapev, evinmov PBaciiiii Kvpavag,
dppa kopdlovtt cvv Apkeciia,
Moica, Aatoidaioty dpethdpevov Iv-
0dVi T adéng odpov Duvav,

Muse, it is necessary today to stand beside a man who is a friend, the king of Kyrene,
which is famed for its horses, in order that while Arkesilas celebrates you might swell
the breeze of songs owed to the children of Leto and to Pytho.

The adverb Zauepov (1), “today,” marks the poem with an uncommon immediacy from its
initial word.> Pindar directs the nameless Muse to demonstrate her affection for Arkesilas in
the here and now. The prepositional phrase kopdlovtt cvv Apkeciig (2), “while Arkesilas
celebrates,” stresses the impermanence of the situation. The occasion of Arkesilas’ chariot
victory provides the ideal circumstance in which to stir up odpov duvev (3), “the breeze of
songs,” but the moment certainly might pass.

After the copious articulation of Jason’s adventures in Thessaly and Kolchis, the
break-off formula signals a return to the concern with temporal exigencies. The assertion
dpa cvvamtet (247), “the hour is pressing,” articulates the sudden contraction of time.*® It is
no longer possible to continue kat' dpa&itov (247), but rather, accommodation must be made
for these temporal constraints. This fictional presentation of a situation in which there is
insufficient time, which maps onto the metaphorical distinction between the highway and a
shortcut, facilitates Pindar’s modulation between categories of generic discourse. In addition
to the associations developed elsewhere in his victory odes between symposiastic song and
spontaneity, there are other reasons to believe that symposiastic compositions would have
matched the image conveyed by tvo oipov Ppoydv (247-48). In contrast to the imposing
scale of choral poetry, the surviving symposiastic fragments of Sappho and Alcaeus are
comparatively diminutive.>’ The poems were written in monostrophic meters as opposed to

53 Morgan (1993) 5.

54 Ibid.

55 Pindar uses cGuepov twice elsewhere at O. 6.28 and P. 12.29. The use of cauepov (28) in O. 6 lends a similar
sense of vivid immediacy to Pindar’s positioning of himself in relation to Peloponnesian geography, but
oduepov (29) appears in a gnomic statement in P. 12.

56 Cf. N. 4.33-34 (td poxpdr 8' 8Eevémety épvxet pe teduodc dpai T énerydpevar, “The law of song and the
hastening hours prevent me from telling a long story”), which also presents the flight of time as a reason for
Pindar to draw a mythological account to a close.

57 The longest surviving fragment of Sappho is 96, which boasts thirty-seven lines and is incomplete. The
longest surviving fragment of Alcaeus is 298 (P. Oxy. 2303 fr. 1(a) [vv. 15-28] + P. Colon. 2021 [vv. 1-49]),
which consists of forty-nine lines, although the text of the poem becomes extremely fragmented after line
twenty-seven. The overwhelming multitude of these compositions seem to have been under twenty-nine lines
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the intricate triadic structures of choral poetry, and the reality of monody would have ensured
that performances of symposiastic songs remained relatively unassuming. I would also argue
that these poems evince a characteristic narrative compression, which Pindar emulates after
the break-off formula. The combination of these factors attests to the Bpayvg nature of
symposiastic song.

Pindar frames his ability to shift between the distinct generic registers figured by
auaétov (247) and Tva oipov Bpaydv (247-48) as a form of specialized knowledge. The
verb icau (248), “I know,” communicates his familiarity with the narrative terrain, and the
use of this rare alternative to oida reinforces the extent of his expertise.’® The poet expresses
his unusual knowledge of narrative topography using similarly unusual language. Within the
figurative logic of the break-off formula the suggestion that Pindar knows a shortcut presents
him as a local to the landscape of poetry. He relies upon his specialized knowledge of the
area to uncover a hidden passage through its intricate narrative environment.

The statement moALoiot o' dynuot copiag Etépoig (248) exposes the metapoetic
content of the break-off formula as a whole. The meaning of this sentence seems to shift
after the verb dynuou (248). Through this point in the sentence, Pindar is assumed to be
continuing the metaphor of travel through a landscape of narrative, but the appearance of the
noun coiog (248) alters the respect in which the poet is a leader. He begins the sentence
leading the audience through the complexities of the narrative, but he concludes it as a leader
in the art of poetic composition.® The assumed referent of ToAloiot (248) also shifts during
the course of the sentence. The initial supposition is that moALoiot (248) denotes the
audience of the victory ode, but, by the end of the sentence, the completed phrase moAAoict
£tépoig (248) most likely refers to other poets. The late arriving modifier £tépoig (248)
suggests the distinctions between Pindar and his numerous peers. Burton remarks that
“Pindar may have been thinking of his epic sources, his lyric predecessors such as
Stesichorus, or of contemporaries such as Bacchylides.”® All of the above are included in
the phrase moALoiot £tépoig (248), and that one element of Pindar’s leadership consists in his
ability to synthesize and modulate between their various narrative approaches.

We should delve into the substance of the mythological account that consumes much
of Pythian 4, in order to determine the extent to which Pindar emulates the aforementioned
categories of generic discourse. There are a number of respects in which this narrative bears
a conscious resemblance to hexameter epic.®! I focus here on one of the most conspicuous:
the length and frequency of its direct speeches. Richard Martin has demonstrated the
redundant centrality of direct speech to the poetic texture of Homer’s //iad, arguing that the
epic poem “takes shape as a poetic composition in precisely the same ‘speaking culture’ that
we see foregrounded in the stylized words of the poem’s heroic speakers.”®? Pindar likewise
affords direct speech a central position in this most epic of victory odes, relating speeches by
Medea (13-56), an anonymous citizen of lolkos (87-92), Pelias (97-100 and 156-67), Jason

in length. Cf. Alc. 306A(h) (P. Oxy 2506 frr. 84 + 108), which Campbell (1982) 341 regards as a comment
upon Alc. 298.
58 Pindar also uses these forms at P. 3.29 (icévti) and N. 7.14 (icapev). Cf. Theocritus 5.119 (10916 7' iocau).
59 Braswell (1988) 341, noting the former significance, infers that “The image of the journey might seem to
have suggested the verb.”
60 Burton (1962) 167.
6l For a full discussion of similarities between Pythian 4 and hexameter epic, see Longley-Cook (1989) 130-58.
62 Martin (1989) xiv.
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(102-19 and 138-55), and Aietes (229-31).%3 He structures several of these speeches in
combination as dialogues between characters.®* As far as narrative is concerned, we should
observe that direct speech is by its very nature the slowest narrative mode, because the report
of direct speech occurs at the same speed as the speech reported. While there are several
other victory odes that feature direct speeches, the lavish elaboration of the speeches in
Pythian 4 accounts for much of the poem’s excessive span.®

It is notable that Pindar introduces and otherwise refers to several of these speeches
using forms cognate with the noun &rog, which he employs elsewhere of Homer’s epic
poems.®® Pindar introduces Medea’s speech with gine §' obtog (11), “thus she spoke,” later
referring to it as Mndeiag énéwv otiyeg (57), “the verses of Medea.” He also uses forms of
the verb ginov in reference to speeches by the anonymous citizen of Iolkos (86), Jason (156),
and Aietes (229). Pindar, then, construes the speech of the mythological participants in his
narrative as a form of discourse closely related to hexameter epic.®’

The initial exchange between Pelias and Jason, which reflects the influence of several
corresponding Homeric passages, offers an apt location from which to start this investigation.
Pelias opens the exchange by asking Jason about his homeland and lineage (97-100):

oiav yoiov, @ EEV', ebyear

natpid' Eupev; Kol Tig avopm-

OV GE YOUOLYEVEWDV TOALAG

g€aviikev yootpog; &xBiotolot pun yehdeotv

Katopdvolg eine yévvay. 100

What sort of country, stranger, do you boast to be your fatherland? And who among
earth-born women bore you from her hoary womb? Tell me your lineage, but do not
befoul it with hateful lies.

Braswell has observed that “The two questions of Pelias correspond to the basic Homeric
formula tig mOOev i avdpdv; OO To1 TOMC 0L ToKTiEeS (Od. 1. 170 + 5X).”%® He further
notes the similarities between Pindar’s phrases IToiov yoiov ebyeat matpid' Eupev (97-98),
“What sort of country do you boast to be your fatherland,” and tic dvOpdnwv yaporyevéwmv
(98), “who among earth-born women,” and Odyssey 1.406-07 (moing &' &€ ebyeton eivar
yaing) and Iliad 6.123 (ti¢ 8¢ o0 éoo1 @épiote katabvnTtdv dvOpdrwv) respectively.®® These
intertextual resonances set the exchange between Pelias and Jason squarely in the realm of
epic heroic discourse. Eurymachos questions Telemachos in the first book of the Odyssey
about the identity of Mentes, the disguise assumed by the goddess Athena, asking moing o' €5

83 Sandgren (1972), Gigante (1974/75), and Segal (1986) 33 all note the unprecedented amount of direct speech
inP. 4.

% Longley-Cook (1989) 139 notes that dialogue occurs only twice elsewhere in Pindar’s victory odes (P. 9.30-
65 and N. 10.76-88).

% For further discussion of direct speech by mythological figures in the victory odes of Pindar and Bacchylides,
see Chapter Two.

% Pindar uses the plural noun &nea of Homer’s epic poems at N. 2.2 and I. 4.39.

67 Pindar also introduces Pelias’ first speech with tpocfivene (97) and Jason’s second speech with BéAAeto
kpnida coedv Enéwv (138), “he cast a foundation of wise words.”

68 Braswell (1988) 189. Cf. Longley-Cook (1989) 140.

% Braswell (1988) 190.
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gbyeton eivon yaing (406-07), “from what country does he boast that he is?” Pindar retains
the adjective moioc, the noun yoia, and the verbs gdyopon and iy, inserting the noun motpid'
(98). He emulates the basic structure of the Homeric question, in which gbyeton (406) is the
main verb upon which the infinitive eivou (406) depends, but he alters the Homeric
prepositional phrase noing €€ yaing (406-07), making IToiav yoiav (97) the accusative subject
of &upev (98) and matpid' (98) the predicate. The transformation of Diomedes’ phrase tig
katafvntdv avBpormv (123) into Pelias’ expression tic avOpdnwv yaporyevéwv (98) also
attests to a careful engagement on Pindar’s part with his epic predecessor. The adjectives
kataBvntdv (123), “mortal,” and yaporyevémv (98), “earth-born,” have roughly the same
meaning. Rather than repeat a fairly common Homeric epithet, Pindar opts for one that
appears elsewhere in hexameter epic but never in Homer.”® The most subtle change comes as
a result of what Pelias is asking. He wants to know who Jason’s mother is, and, therefore,
avBporwv (98) takes on the significance of “women” rather than “men.” These subtle
intertexts situate Pelias’ address in the rich literary environment of epic conversation.

Jason’s uncompromising response emulates the hostile and competitive speeches
frequently modelled in the liad.”" The hero refrains from addressing the substance of Pelias’
inquest, insisting upon the impudence of Pelias’ treatment of his beloved parents (102-19):

®api dsackariov Xi-

p®VOG oloewy. Avipode yap véopan

nap Xapukrodg kol Pivpag, tva Kevrad-

pov pe kobpar Opéyav ayvai.

glkoot §' ékteléoaig Eviantong ovte Epyov

oVT' €mog évipdmedov Keivoloy EimAV IKOUAY 105
oikad', apyaiov Kopilwv

Tatpog EHod, Pactievopévay

0¥ kat' aicav, Thv ToTe ZEVG GRAGEV AayETq

Ao ® kol moiot Tydy.

nevBopan yap viv [eliov dBepy Aev-

Kaig moMcavta epociv

apetépwv dmocvAdoat Praimg apyxedikdy ToKE®V: 110
ol W', énel MAUTP®TOV E160V PEYYOC, VIEPPLAAOD

ayepovog detcavteg HPpv, KAGOS G-

elte OYEVOL dvopepoV

&v 0 UL ONKANEVOL Piya KOKVLTG YOVOLKGDV,

KpVPOO TEUTOV GTaPYAVOLG &V TOPPVPEOLG,
VUKTL Kowvdoavteg 006v, Kpovidg 115
0¢ Tpaev Xipwvi ddKav.

70 The epithet yaporyevig appears at Hesiod Theogony 879, Homeric Hymn to Demeter 352, and Homeric
Hymn to Aphrodite 108.

"1 Beck (2005) notes that “From a social standpoint, the genres of speech in which the //iad is most interested
highlight conflicts in power relations and group dynamics. These conflicts or tensions have central importance
in different ways for the speeches that enemies make to each other on the battlefield; the competition of peers in
athletic games; and the way that members of the same side figure out what to do during an assembly.”
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GALL TOVTOV PEV KEQAAOLO AOY®OV

{ote. Agukinmov 68 dOHOVE TATEP®V, KE-

dvol moAitat, PPAccaTé Lol COPEMG:

Aicovog yap maic Emymplog ov Eei-

vav ikévo yoiov GAAoV.

onp 6¢ pe Beilog Tacova KIKANOK®V TPosadda.

I declare that I will display the teaching of Chiron. For I come from the side of
Chariklo and Philyra and from the cave where the holy daughters of the Centaur
raised me. And having completed twenty years without doing or saying anything
untoward to them I have come home, in order that I might preserve the ancient honor
of my father, now being administered unjustly, which Zeus once granted to Aiolos,
leader of the people, and to his sons. For I have learned that lawless Pelias, obeying
his white wits, took it forcibly away from my justly ruling parents. When I saw my
first light, they, fearing the insolence of the arrogant ruler, making a dark funeral in
the house mixed with the wailing of women as if I had died, secretly sent me away in
my purple swaddling clothes, entrusting my journey to the night, and gave me to
Chiron, the son of Kronos, to raise. But you know the chief points of these words.
Noble citizens, show me clearly the home of my ancestors, who rode white horses.
For I, the son of Aison, a native, have not come to a foreign land belonging to others.
But the divine centaur, calling me by name, addressed me as Jason.

I would note that Jason begins his response with an oblique reference to hexameter poetry.
The phrase dwackaiiov Xipwvog (102), “the teaching of Chiron,” mirrors the title of
Hesiod’s lost Xeipwvog vmobfijkat, “Instructions of Chiron” Braswell has observed that
“Pindar is the first to mention the Hesiodic ‘Precepts of Chiron’ (Xeipwvog vmobtjkat: fr.
283-85 M.-W.), which began by prescribing the worship of the gods, especially Zeus, and
reverence of one’s parents.”’? Jason’s speech manages to lionize both Zeus and his parents
while simultaneously avoiding the answer to Pelias’ question about his maternity.”> He
mentions Chariklo, the wife of Chiron, and Philyra, the centaur’s mother, adding that
Kevtavpov pe kodpar Opéyav ayvai (103), “the holy daughters of the Centaur raised me.”
These responses elide the crucial components of the hero’s own identity in favor of Chiron’s.

Jason’s initial coyness makes the subsequent revelations and accusations even more
impactful. He announces ikopav oikad' (105-06), “I have come home,” averring that Iolkos
is his true homeland. Jason dismisses the issue of his maternal ancestry, focusing instead
upon his filial duty to his father with the participial phrase dpyaiov kopilowv Tatpdg £nod
Tidv (106-08), “in order that I might preserve the ancient honor of my father,” which
indicates the purpose of his return to lolkos. He recounts Zeus’ granting of tipudv (108) to
Aiolos, his great-grandfather, and the subsequent generations born from him.” The fifth
epode consists of Jason’s specific allegation that Pelias stole the kingship in Iolkos from
Aeson. He refers to Pelias as ¢8gpuv (109), “lawless,” denying the ruler’s claim to

2 Braswell (1988) 192. See Schwartz (1960) 228-44 for further discussion of the Hesiodic “Precepts of
Chiron.”

3 The mythological identity of Jason’s mother is a thorny topic. There is massive disagreement among ancient
sources on this issue.

4 The line of paternity is Aiolos, Kretheus, Aeson, and Jason.
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legitimacy, and relates the narrative of his parents’ bestowal of him upon Chiron. The hero
mentions VepELAAoL ayepdvog VPpv (111-12), “the insolence of the arrogant ruler,” which
forced his parents to remove him from Pelias’ overweening influence.

Jason concludes his account at the beginning of the sixth strophe with the simple
assertion GAAQ TOVTOV pev Kepdiaio Adywv Tote (116-17), “But you know the chief points of
these words.” Braswell notes that this is the first use of the noun kepdAaia in this sense,
although the proclamation recalls Hesiod’s transition from the creation of Pandora to the
races of men at the beginning of Works and Days (106-07): Ei o' 80éAe1g, E1epdv 101 YD
LOYoV kKopuOOG® €D Kai émotapévad, “But if you wish, I will state the chief points of
another tale well and skillfully.””> Pindar substitutes kepdiaia (116), for ékkopveow, “T
state the chief points,” or the derivative noun kopved, “chief point,” but the substance of the
statement remains the same.”® This moment of narrative resolution, inserted into Jason’s
address to Pelias, anticipates the break-off formula, which also insists that the elaboration of
a full account is sometimes inappropriate. The hero concludes his speech with a series of
clear articulations concerning his identity: he names his father, Aeson (118), he specifies
Iolkos as oV Eeivav ikavem yoiav dAlov (118), “not a foreign land belonging to others,”
repeating the earlier claim ikopav oikad' (105-06), and he reveals the name that Chiron used
in addressing him, Jason (119).

Pindar interrupts his outsize mythological narrative after a description of the
enormous snake that guards the Golden Fleece (241-46):

avtika &' Agiiov Bow-
HAGTOG VIOG dEPLLOL AAUTPOV
gvvemeyv, &vBa viv éktavocav Opi&ov pdyopar:
EAmeto &' 00KETL Ol KEVOV e Tpd&achat movov.
KETTo yop AdyUQ, OpAKOVTOG
d' elyeto Aappotatdyv yevomv,
0G el LAKEL TE TEVINKOVTEPOV VODV KPATEL, 245
TéhecEV AV TAayol Glodpov.

The marvelous son of Helios told him at once about the shining hide, where the
knives of Phrixos had stretched it out, but he no longer expected him to accomplish
that labor at least. For it lay in a thicket, and it was held in the greediest jaws of a
snake, which exceeded in thickness and length a ship of fifty oars, which strokes of
iron had fashioned.

Scholars have speculated about the possible sources of influence for this illustration.”” Isobel
Longley-Cook notes that “Whether Pindar derived the idea of using a ship for comparison of
size in the simile describing the dragon from an earlier source or invented it, we do not know,
but the use of the simile to add epic flavour to the myth cannot be doubted.””® Charles Segal
has suggested that “Pindar is probably echoing the description of the Cyclops’ olive stake in
Odyssey 9.319-24. This too is described in nautical terms; it is compared to the mast of a

75 Braswell (1988) 205.
76 Cf. O. 7.68, P. 3.80, and Paean fragment 8a.13 for Pindar’s uses of the noun kopv@d.
77 See Burton (1962) 166 and Longley-Cook (1989) 34.
8 Longley-Cook (1989) 34.
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black twenty-oared ship.””® The Homeric depiction of Polyphemos’ staff is worth examining
here, both as a source of inspiration for Pindar’s characterization of the serpent and for the
crucial points of differentiation between the two passages.

Homer’s Odysseus recounts his discovery of an olive stake in the cave of Polyphemos
(319-24):

Kvkhomog yop Eketto péyo poémarov mopd onKd,

YAOPOV EAaiveov: TO P&V EkTapEY, Oppa popoin 320
avovOEy. TO pev dppeg Elokopev loopO®VTES

6ocov 0' ioTOv YNog €ekocdpoto pehaivng,

@optidog evpeing, §} T' ékmepda péya Aaitua

16660V €NV UfjKog, TOGGoV TAY0G icopdacOat.

For lying beside a pen was the Cyclops’ massive club, of green olive, which he had
hewn in order that he might bear it with him when dry, and, beholding it, we deemed
it as large as the mast of a black ship of twenty oars, a wide merchantman, which
crosses over the great gulf; so great was it in length and width to behold.

Odysseus uses the image of the mast of a twenty-oared ship to offer an approximate sense of
the club’s size. The correlative adjectives docov (322), “as large as,” and t6ccov (324), “so
great,” establish an equivalence between the hypothetical vessel and Polyphemos’ cudgel.
Pindar borrows the basic conception of comparison to a ship from this Homeric passage,
echoing the words pfikoc (324), “length,” and ndyog (324), “width,” but he diverges in a
handful of substantial respects from the earlier description. In addition to increasing the
number of the ship’s oars, he eschews mere equivalence, stressing that the serpent kpdrtet
(245), “exceeded,” the dimensions of such a craft. It is impossible to ascertain the size of the
snake itself. We can only know that it was larger than a fifty-oared ship. The monster, then,
serves as an abstract representation of immensity, conceivable only in relative terms.

The sole physical detail provided by the poet is the phrase Aafpotatdv yeviwv (244),
“greediest jaws,” which communicates the preternatural voraciousness of the beast. I would
argue that the qualities of this monstrous serpent reflect those of the mythological narrative
itself, which flaunts its own descriptive voracity over the course of eleven triads. The
immediate placement of this illustration before the break-off formula suggests a metapoetic
correspondence between these two expansive entities. The massive snake eludes precise
measurement, gaping its fearful maw in the hope of further consumption, while the
interminable narrative of Jason’s travels threatens to overrun the boundaries of a victory ode,
extending into the territory of epic.

After the intervening break-off formula, Pindar models a markedly different mode of
narration in the “shortcut,” condensing a vast temporal span into a compressed amount of
space. I would argue that this mode of narrative compression emulates the structural
conventions of symposiastic song. Alcaeus fr. 42 manifests a narrative approach remarkably
similar to the one used by Pindar after the break-off formula (1-16):

®G AOY0G, KAK®V G[y0¢ évvek' Epywv

7 Segal (1986) 6-7 n. 7; cf. Braswell (1988) 336.
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[eppépo kai moic[i mot', ‘QAev', NABev
€k oébev mikpov, w[Hp1 &' dAeoe Zedg
"TAov Tpav.

oV teavtav Alakidai[g dyoavog 5
ndvtag £G yopov pax[apog karléooag

dyet' éx Nf[pInog Elwv [perdOpwv

ndpOevov appav

€g oopov Xéppwvog: EA[vae &' dyvag

Copa moapBéve: eAo[tag o' E0aie 10
[MMAeog kai Nnpeidwv apiot|ag.

€6 0' éviavtov

naida yévvart' aipbéwv [pépiotov,

OAProv EavBav Erdtn[pa TOAWV-

o1 &' androvt' aue' ‘E[Aéva Dpiyeg e 15
Kol TOAMG aDTWV.

So the story goes. Sharp pain once came to Priam and his sons on account of evil
deeds, Helen, because of you, and Zeus destroyed holy Ilion with fire. Not such a
delicate maiden did the noble son of Aiakos lead to marriage, having invited all of the
blessed gods to the wedding, having taken her from the halls of Nereus to the house
of Chiron. He loosened the girdle of the chaste maiden, and the love of Peleus and
the best of the daughters of Nereus blossomed, and within a year she gave birth to a
son, supreme among the demigods, fortunate driver of fair-haired horses. But the
Phrygians and their city perished for the sake of Helen.

This poem condenses the entire Epic Cycle, from the marriage of Peleus and Thetis to the
destruction of the city of Troy, into a mere sixteen lines. Anne Pippen Burnett describes the
force of this intricate miniaturization:

Here are four four-line stanzas almost innocent of verbal decoration, their narrative
proceeding by a series of child-like statements that are joined paratactically. And
here also are two brilliant and populous epic scenes. The implicit cast of characters is
beyond count, since it includes all the citizens of Troy and all the guests mortal and
divine, who attended the marriage of Peleus and Thetis. And in spite of its apparent
simplicity the song is like a miniature wrought under a lens, for its organization is
almost as complex as its materials.®°

Alcaeus constructs a highly elliptical account of the Trojan War strophe by strophe.

While roughly half of the first strophe consists of restorations, the surviving text
communicates the basic catastrophe suffered by Priam and his sons, who appear in the dative
as recipients of a force characterized as wikpov (3), “sharp.” The contention that these

80 Burnett (1983) 191-92.
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circumstances came about €k 6€0gv (2), “because of you,” indicates that Helen is the
addressee of the poem. The second strophe uses a pair of participial phrases to recount the
wedding of Peleus and Thetis. The aorist participle EAwv (7), “having taken,” combined with
the prepositional phrase €k Nvjpnoc perdOpwv (7), “from the halls of Nereus,” relates the
hero’s capture of his Nereid bride. The participial phrase mdvtog g yapov pakapog
kaAéocaig (6), “having invited all of the blessed gods to the wedding,” describes the divinely
attended event at which the Judgment of Paris occurred. Alcaeus consolidates reams of
narrative in these four and a half lines, eliding, for instance, the backstory of Zeus’ role in
allowing Peleus to marry Thetis and the immediate consequences of Paris’ display of
favoritism toward Aphrodite.®! The accumulative structure of the sentence, composed
around the verb dyet' (7), “lead,” allows these unstated narratives to persist behind the actual
words of the sentence itself.®? The third strophe also features a number of reconstructions,
but it is clear that the phrase {dpa mapBéve (10), “the girdle of the maiden,” corresponds to
the loss of Thetis’ virginity. The surviving contents of lines 10 and 11 point to a rosy
depiction of the connubial relationship between Peleus and Thetis. The fourth strophe
narrates the birth of Achilles, whom Alcaeus refrains from naming, referring to him as
aipféov péprotov, OAPLov EdvBav rdtnpa tdrmv (13-14), “supreme among the demigods,
fortunate driver of fair-haired horses.” These two appositional phrases reveal Achilles’
exalted stature among the heroic participants in the Trojan War, many of whom were
children of deities. Alcaeus returns in the poem’s final lines to the destruction of the city
inhabited by Priam and his sons. The phrase ap' EAéva (15), “for the sake of Helen,” which
reasserts Helen’s position as the singular cause of the conflict, also activates the broader
account of her abduction by Paris. As in the second strophe, the poem concludes with a
window onto the larger complex of mythological narratives underlying these sixteen lines.

The passage following the break-off formula recounts Jason’s murder of the snake,
the abduction of Medea, the union of the Argonauts and the Lemnian women, and the
eventual rule of the Battidai in Kyrene (249-62):

KTEIVE HEV YAALKOTA TEY VLG TOIKIAOV®TOV @1V,

81 For the decision by Zeus and Poseidon to offer Thetis to Peleus, cf. Isthmian 8.27-58.
82 Sappho fr. 16 achieves a comparable measure of narrative compression at times (5-12):
Ta]yyv &' edpapeg cuveTOV TONCOL
m]avt t[o]dT, & yap moAv nepokéhoioa
KaAAog [avO]pdrwv EAéva [to]v dvdpa
1OV [mavapJiotov

kaAA[imot]c' €Ba '¢ Tpoiav mAéo o

KoOVI[€ ma]idog 00de pilwv to[kNwv

wa[pmav] éuvacn, aAla Topdyoy' abtav
Joav

It is entirely easy to make this understood by everyone, since Helen, who far surpassed the beauty of
mortals, went sailing to Troy, abandoning her most excellent husband, and not at all did she take
thought of her child or dear parents, but...misled her.
The participial phrase m6Av nepokéboion kGAAog avOpdmwv (6-7), “who far surpassed the beauty of mortals,”
alludes to the Judgment of Paris by referring to the stipulation according to which the prince would marry the
most beautiful woman in the world. The third strophe focalizes an abbreviated account of the abduction around
Helen’s actions and decisions, emphasizing her disregard for a number of ties of kinship.
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<® A>pkeoila, kKAEyev 1€ MRdetav oDV od- 250
td, Tav [ledioo povov:

&v ' Qureavod meldyeoot piyev TOvIo T Epulpd

Aopviay t' E0vel yovak®dv avopopovov:

&vBa kol yoiov aéBrog Enedei-

Eavto kpioty €60dtog Aueis,

Kol cuvedvachev. kail &v dAlodamaig

omEPU' APOVPALS TOVTAKIG VUETEPAG G- 255
KTivog OAPov 8é&ato popidtov

apap § vokteg: to0L yop yévog EVed-

LoV QUTELOEV AoOV aliet

TEAAETO" Kol Aakedatploviov pybévieg avopdv

f0eov &v mote KaAliotav dndknoav xpove
vacov- &vhev &' B Aotoi-

dog Emopev APodog mediov

oLV Be®V TIpaig OpEALELY, AoTL YpVoOBPHVOL 260
dwavépey Betov Kupavag

O0pBOPovAOV URTV EQEVPOUEVOLG.

He killed the gleaming-eyed serpent with spotted back using his wiles, Arkesilas, and
he stole Medeia with her own help, the murderer of Pelias. They came into contact
with the expanse of Okeanos, the Red Sea, and the race of man-slaying Lemnian
women. There they also displayed the strength of their limbs in contests for the prize
of a cloak, and they slept with the women. And in foreign fields at that time the fated
day or nights received the seed of your radiant prosperity. For there the race of
Euphamos was planted and continued forever, and having come to the houses of the
Lakedaimonian men in time they inhabited the island once called Kalliste, and there
the son of Leto gave to your family the plain of Libya to make prosper through the
gods’ honors, and the divine city of golden-throned Kyrene to administer, for you
who have devised right counsel.

In contrast to the lavish manner in which Pindar introduces the snake, he recounts Jason’s
slaughter of the creature in a mere six words: KTelve pEV YAOLKOTO TEXVOLG TOIKIAOVOTOV
oo (249), “He killed the gleaming-eyed serpent with spotted back using his wiles.” We
should note that the poet’s newfound concision does not preclude the detailed refinement of
his earlier descriptions. Whereas the previous illustration had stressed the beast’s enormous
size, the epithets yAavkdna (249), “gleaming-eyed,” and mowilovaotov (249), “with spotted
back,” emphasize its terrifying appearance.®® The narration of the hero’s abduction of

8 The form yAavkdmno (249), whose nominative is yAawkdy, is a variant of the more common yAavk®mig,
which Homer often uses of Athena; e.g. Iliad 1.206, 2.166, Odyssey 3.13, 7.19, etc. The compound adjective
mowkivovmtov (249) appears for the first time here, but Euripides later uses it at Herakles 376 and Iphigeneia at
Tauris 1245, in the latter passage modifying the strikingly similar phrase oivonog dpdkmv (1245), “wine-
complexioned serpent.” Watkins (1995) 365 also notes that the noun 6w (249) is cognate with the noun
expected in the Indo-European dragon-slaying formula *g*hen- (slay) *og*hi- (serpent). This combination of
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Medeia and her murder of Pelias is even more economical. The aorist verb kAéyev (250),
“he stole,” and the accusative proper noun Mndeiav (250), “Medeia,” combine to
communicate the skeletal structure of the narrative, and the propositional phrase cov avtd
(250), “with her own help,* clarifies Medeia’s role in the venture. The poet appends a
reference to her murder of Pelias with the appositional phrase tav [1ekico povov (250), “the
murderer of Pelias.”8*

Pindar next alludes to their trip to Corinth, listing Qkeavod neAdyeoot (251), “the
expanse of Okeanos,” Tovio t' Epupd (251), “the Red Sea,” and Aapvidv T' €Bvel yovaik®dv
avopopdvemv (252), “the race of man-slaying Lemnian women.” The reference to the
Lemnian women prompts a transition from the mythological past to the contemporary rule of
the Battidai. The poet recounts the athletic contests staged on Lemnos (253) and the acts of
sexual congress between the heroes and the Lemnian women (254), which resulted in yévog
Evdapov (256), “the race of Euphamos,” that is, the Battidai.®> He returns to the present
moment with a mention of Apollo’s role in the foundation of the city of Kyrene (259-62),
which now benefits from the thoughtful administration of Arkesilas and his relatives (262).
The image of athletic competitions between the Argonauts also helps to reorient the poem in
the contemporary reality, functioning as a subtle reminder of the occasion for the victory ode,
namely, Arkesilas’ victory in the chariot race at Delphi.

Pythian 4 ultimately represents a complex generic hybrid, combining the
characteristics of hexameter epic and symposiastic song within the structure of a victory ode.
The contrast between dpa&itdv (247), a term associated with the tradition of hexameter
poetry, and Twva oipov Bpoydv (247-48), which figures the diminutive stature of symposiastic
compositions, is particularly illustrative for an understanding of Pindar’s narrative practice in
this poem. The poet offers the prevailing mythological account as a highway and the hurried
conclusion to his narrative as a shortcut. The opposition between these two images presents
him as an expert tour guide who has mastered the various pathways of song. The ability to
shift between narrative registers and perhaps even generic ones makes Pindar a remarkable
poet and the victory ode an eminently malleable genre.

Pythian 11

Pythian 11, composed to celebrate the victory of Thrasydaios of Thebes at the Pythian
festival in either the boys’ stadion in 474 BCE or the men’s diaulos in 454 BCE, concludes
its mythological account of atrocities within the house of Atreus with an apology for the

elements invests the serpent with considerably greater significance than one would expect from a mention
consisting of three words.

8 Braswell (1988) 344-35 reads Ilehoogdvov for Iledioo govov (250), arguing that “Pindar has modelled his
compound on the Homeric epithet avépopdvog.” The use of this compound epithet would even further stress
the compression of Pindar’s account.

85 Medea’s prophecy (13-56) predicts the birth of Battos, a descendent of Euphamos, who would found the city
of Kyrene.
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digressive nature of the narrative.’® Previous scholarship has puzzled over the relevance and
appropriateness of this account to the victory ode as a whole, debating the extent and
direction of influence between Pindar and Aeschylus.®” The break-off formula imagines
Pindar’s depiction of Orestes’ murder of Klytemnestra as a moment of disorientation, in
which the poet loses himself at a crossroads. I argue that throughout the mythological
account and break-off formula Pindar assumes discursive positions modelled on characters in
a tragedy. He takes on the roles of the chorus and multiple actors at various points,
ultimately framing his seeming disavowal of the tragic content that occupies the
mythological narrative as the utterance of an archetypal tragic protagonist.

Pindar commences the mythological narrative in a manner that recalls the opening of
a tragedy. The account begins in a blur of names, transitioning from Pylades’ fields to
Arsinoe’s abduction of the infant Orestes (15-18):

&v apveaic apovpatct ITuAdda 15
vik®v Eévov Adxkwvog Opéota.

TOV 01 oveVOUEVOL TTaTpOS Apotvoa Kivtopunotpag
YEPAV VIO KpoTepav
€K 80LoL TPoPOG dvele duomevOLog,

victorious in the rich fields of Pylades, the host of Lakonian Orestes, whom his nurse
Arsinoe, when his father was being murdered, snatched from the strong hands and
from the direful treachery of Klytemnestra.

Pindar constructs the sequence [TvAdda EEvov Adkwvoc Opéota (15-16), “of Pylades, the
host of Lakonian Orestes,” entirely in the genitive, muddling the differentiation between the
two figures. The diversity of genitive forms, in which ITvAdoda (15) and Opéota (16) are
Doric genitives of the first declesion, Eévovu (16), “host,” is second declension, and Adkmvog
(16), “Lakonian,” is third declension, contributes to this confusion. The poet provides no
morphological clues as to which names correspond to which modifiers. The grammatical
hinge of the sequence is the noun &&vov (16), upon which Adkwvog Opéota (16) depends,
but the term E&vog applies equally to both Pylades and Orestes, since the relationship
between them is reciprocal. The ultimate consequence of this morphological ambiguity is to
emphasize the close relationship between Pylades and Orestes, who occupy the final
positions in their respective lines.

The first line of the second strophe introduces a number of additional mythological
figures. Pindar composes this line almost entirely of words referring to individual people.
The antecedent of the relative pronoun tov (17), “whom,” is Orestes, the genitive absolute
eovevopévov matpog (17), “when his father was being murdered,” recounts the death of

% For the earlier date, see Wilamowitz (1922) 159-63, Burton (1962) 61, 72-73, Young (1968) 2 n. 2, Slater
(1979) 68, Robbins (1986), and Finglass (2007) 11-17. For the later date, see Farnell (1932) 222-24, Herington
(1984), Hubbard (1990), Hubbard (2010), Kurke (1998), and Kurke (2013).

87 For discussion of the relationship between Pythian 11 and Aeschylus’ Oresteia, see Farnell (1932), Bowra
(1936), Diiring (1943), Finley (1955), Herington (1984), Hubbard (1990), and Kurke (2013).
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Agamemnon, and the line concludes with the names Apcwvéa (17) and Kivtopunotpag (17).
The scrambled procession of these words provides a broad sketch of the forthcoming
narrative, but the poet uses hyperbaton to delay the consolidation of the sentence into sense,
inserting the prepositional phrases KAvtoupunotpag xepdv Vo kpatepdv (17-18), “from the
strong hands of Klytemnestra,” and €k 66Aov (18), “from the treachery,” between the name
Apowoéa (17), the noun tpo@og (18), “nurse,” and the verb dvele (18), “snatched.”

These lines, which consist primarily of a series of names, emulate the initial moments
of a tragedy. Niall Slater reports that “The usual view of the prologue in ancient drama has
been that its function is informative. It exists primarily to give information about, or
necessary to the understanding of, the play the audience is about to see—the ancient
equivalent of the modern program with its indications of time and place or even a synopsis of
the action.”®® The introductory speeches in the tragedies of Aeschylus, Pindar’s nearest
contemporary, serve to acclimate the audience to the imminent action of the drama. The
opening lines of Persians, for instance, provide crucial information about the setting and
characters of the play (1-7):

Téode pev lepodv 1@V oiyopévmv

BEALGS' &g alav moTd KaAeita,

Kol TAV AQVEDV Kol TOAVYpOHC®V

E0pAvmV POAOKES, KOTO TpECPEioV

oD¢ atog dvas EépEnc Pactiedg 5
Aapeloyevng

elleto yOPOG EQopevELY.

These are called the trusted of the Persians, who have gone to the land of Greece, and

the guardians of the royal abode that is wealthy and rich in gold, whom king Xerxes

himself, the son of Darius, chose on account of their seniority to oversee the land.
Aeschylus uses the participial phrase Ilepo@®v T@v otyopévev EALGS' &¢ aiav (1-2), “of the
Persians, who have gone to the land of Greece,” to communicate the essential context of a
Persian expedition to Greece, although the audience is unable to discern at this point whether
the chorus means that of Darius or of Xerxes.? The tragedian confirms that this play
concerns the latter expedition with a reference to avtog dvos E€pénc Pacthevg Aapeloyevig
(5-6), “king Xerxes himself, the son of Darius.” The other extant tragedies of Aeschylus also
provide this kind of contextual information in the opening lines, although the initial speakers
differ.”® Pindar similarly collocates ITuiada (15), Opéota (16), povevopévov matpog (17),

88 Slater (1985) 149.

% The expedition of Darius was defeated at the battle of Marathon in 490 BCE, and the expedition of Xerxes
was defeated at the battle of Salamis in 480 BCE and at the battle of Plataea in 479 BCE.

%0 In Seven Against Thebes, the initial appearance of Eteocles, who addresses the Kédpov moAitar (1), “citizens
of Kadmos,” and refers to himself (6), provides the context. In Suppliant Women, the chorus of suppliant
women mentions tpoctopiov Aentoyoudfwov Neilov (3-4), “the mouths with fine sand of the Nile,” and yapov
Aiybdrrov maidwv (9), “marriage with the sons of Aigyptos.” In Agamemnon, the palace guard refers to
Atpeddv (3), “the sons of Atreus,” adyrnv mopog pépovoav €k Tpoiag dtv (9), “the light of fire bearing a
report from Troy,” and Ayopépvovog yovaiki (26), “the wife of Agamemnon.” The opening lines of Libation
Bearers are fragmentary, but Orestes mentions 'HAéktpav (16) and addresses [Turadn (20). The opening speech
of Eumenides does not offer this sort of contextual information, but the audience would have experienced it as a
continuation of the narrative of Agamemnon and Libation Bearers. We should also remember that Eumenides
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Apowoa (17), and Kivtoupunotpog (17) in the opening lines of this mythological account,
foreshadowing the murderous events that unfold.

Previous scholarship has noted a sequence of gnomic statements communicated
during the mythological narrative that recalls the rhetoric of an Aeschylean choral ode.”!
Pindar follows the speculative articulation of alternative motives for Klytemnestra’s
slaughter of her husband with four gnomic statements (25-30):

10 0€ Vg AAOY01G 25
Ex010TOV AUTAGKIOV KaAVYOL T ApdyavoV

aAlotpioict YAdoooig:

KOKOAOYOL O€ TTOATTOL.

ioyet te yap dABog oV peiova @BoOVOV:

0 0¢ yapnAd mvémv deoviov Ppéuet. 30

This is the most hateful error for young wives and impossible to hide because of the
tongues of strangers. Citizens are slanderous. For prosperity involves no lesser envy,
and the one breathing on the ground roars invisibly.

Leslie Kurke asserts that these gnomic statements are “modeled on the peculiar kind of
ambiguity and referential complexity we associate with Aischylean choruses—especially
those of the simultaneously befuddled and visionary Argive elders of the Agamemnon.”?
She explains that the sequence of them

boldly and brilliantly reenacts in compacted form the whole lyric development of the
first stasimon of the Agamemnon, which starts with the chorus’ victory cheer (4g.
355-402), only to modulate through their lyric remembrance of Helen flitting off to
Troy and the emptying of her “beautiful images” of erotic yépic, to the grim image of
“Ares, gold-changer of corpses” and all that follows from that.”

I find Kurke’s argument for a specific intertextual relationship between this passage and the
first stasimon of the Agamemnon persuasive, and I would also add that these gnomic
statements emulate the associative logic of a tragic chorus in a broader sense by becoming
progressively unmoored from the immediate narrative context.”*

The lines that precede these gnomic statements offer two possible explanations for
Klytemnestra’s betrayal of Agamemnon: anger at his sacrifice of Iphigeneia (22-23) and the
influence of passionate lust (24-25). The first gnomic statement builds directly upon the

provides an unusual twist on Orestes’ fate, staging the chorus of Furies and the ghost of Klytemnestra as
shocking surprises.

1 See Diiring (1943), Hubbard (1990), and Kurke (2013) 113 n. 38 and 122.

92 Kurke (2013) 122.

%3 Kurke (2013) 123.

%4 Aristotle refers to éuBoipa (1456a29), that is, choral odes having no obvious relevance to the surrounding
action of the dramatic narrative, in connection with Agathon, who composed tragedies near the end of the 5%
century BCE, but I would argue that the phenomena observed by Aristotle might represent the culmination of a
tendency toward associative logic in choral odes already discernible in Aeschylus. For further discussion of
€uporpa, see Golann (1945) and Nikolaidou-Arabatzi (2015).
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latter explanation. The demonstrative 10 (25), “this,” refers to the idea that lust drove
Klytemnestra to slaughter her husband, and Pindar declares that adultery is véoug aAdyo1g
&yOiotov dumhdkiov (25-26), “the most hateful error for young wives.”> The second gnomic
statement, which consists of the assertion that kakoAdyotr 8¢ moAiton (28), “Citizens are
slanderous,” departs from the immediate context of Klytemnestra’s crimes. Klytemnestra is
never herself the obvious victim of rumormongering, since Agamemnon does not learn of the
affair until it is too late. Kurke observes that

KakoAdyol 8¢ moAital, initially refers to Klytemnestra’s adultery, but then, over the
next two lines (pivoting on the ideas of dABoc and pBovoc) the focus of civic hostility
wavers and shifts, until with lines 31-34, the ominous patronymic and the elaboration
of the ruthless destruction of Troy for its wealth attach this weirdly free-floating
citizen resentment to the conquering Agamemnon himself.”®

The last two gnomic statements are more appropriate as warnings for the victor Thrasydaios
than as direct references to members of the house of Atreus. Even Agamemnon survives the
eB6vov (29), “envy,” of his compatriots, eventually succumbing to his wife’s designs.’’
These gnomic ideas anticipate the poet’s eventual recommendation of a middle course in
civic life (52-53):

TOV Yap v TOALY g0PIoKOV TO HEGO PLOKPOTEP®
{ouv} OAB® teBaloTa, pHEPEON' GV TVPAVVIOWV:

For finding the middle course in a city flourishing with longer lasting prosperity, I
blame the lot of tyrannies.

Much like a tragic chorus, Pindar begins this sequence of gnomic statements in reference to
the immediate mythological context, but he soon commences a chain of associations that
returns him to the victor Thrasydaios.

The break-off formula is another point at which Pindar assumes a voice associated
with tragedy. He exits the mythological narrative with an unusual pair of geographical
images (38-40):

np', @ eilot, kat' duevsimopov Tpiodov E3tvaomy,

opBav kéhevBov imv

10 Tpiv; §| pé 115 dvepog EEm mAdov

EPadev, O¢ OT' dkatov Evvariav; 40

95 Kurke (2013) 124 notes that this sentiment also evokes Helen.

% Kurke (2013) 122-23.

7 While I follow Kurke’s argument that these gnomic statements reproduce the first stasimon of the
Agamemnon, I would note that, whereas the chorus of Argive elders in Aeschylus’ tragedy contextualizes the
bitter resentment of the Greek army toward the sons of Atreus, there is no indication from the minimal
characterization of Agamemnon in this victory ode that he has been the victim of p8d6voc.
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Indeed, friends, was I whirled along a path-shifting crossroads, although going on a
straight road before? Or did some wind toss me outside my sailing, like a light boat
on the sea?”®

The poet utters a vocative address, ® @ilot (38), “friends,” abandoning an opening
apostrophe to the daughters of Kadmos (1-7). Finglass argues that “the address (not found
elsewhere in Pindar) is probably aimed at the Theban audience.”® Instone takes @ @ilot (38)
“as addressed to Thrasydaios and his father.”!®® Contrary to these more literal
interpretations, I would suggest that this address, especially formulated in the plural, invokes
the relationship between a tragic protagonist and chorus. The closest equivalent to Pindar’s
appropriation of this tragic mannerism is Elektra’s address to the chorus of slave women
during her initial appearance in Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers (100-105):

0" Eote BovAfig, & ¢ilan, petaition: 100
Kowov yap &yxbog v dopo1c vopilopev.

un kevBet' Evdov kapdiag pOP® Tvog.

10 popoov yop tov T Ehevbepov pével

Kol TOV TPOG GAANG 0EGTOTOVUEVOV YEPOC.

Aéyotg &, €1 TL TOVO' Exelg VIEPTEPOV. 105

Friends, be my accessories in the formation of this plan. For we cherish a common
hatred in this house. Do not hide it within your heart for fear of anyone. For fate
awaits both the free man and the man enslaved by the hand of another. Speak, if you
know a better course of action.

Elektra addresses these women as & ¢iiat (110), “Friends,” seeking assistance from them in
offering a libation to her father Agamemnon. Elsewhere in Aeschylus, Atossa invokes the
chorus of Persian elders six times in Persians with the vocative ¢ilot.!°! Pindar’s address
similarly presents him as a sort of tragic protagonist, interacting with an implied chorus.!??

The passage directly preceding the break-off formula relates Orestes” murder of his
mother Klytemnestra (34-37):

%8 1 follow, Instone (1986) 89, Finglass (2007) 66, 110-11, and Kurke (2013) 115 n. 41 in construing and
punctuating this passage as two separate questions.

% Finglass (2007) 110.

100 Instone (1986) 89.

101 See Persians 162, 206, 231, 445, 598, and 619. Cf. Aeschylus Suppliant Women 710.

102 We should also remember that the victory ode was performed by a chorus. In crafting the violent narrative
of Orestes’ murder of Klytemnestra, Pindar momentarily invokes the presence of a second chorus that functions
as his imagined co-conspirator. This invocation of an implied chorus is reminiscent of “choral projection,” a
concept that Henrichs (1996) 49 describes as “when Sophoklean and Euripidean choruses locate their own
dancing in the past or future, in contrast to the here and now of their immediate performance, or when choruses
project their collective identity onto groups of dancers distant from the concrete space of the orchestra and
dancing in the allusive realm of the dramatic imagination.” The chorus that performed Pythian 11 speaks in
Pindar’s voice, who, framing himself as an archetypal tragic protagonist, engages with the chorus that a tragic
protagonist would naturally be addressing. I would suggest that this projection is even more extreme than in
tragedy, because Pindar has imagined an entire tragic scenario, featuring himself as an actor and an understood
chorus.
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0 &' dpa yépovta EEvov

Ytpogiov EEikeTO, VEQ KEQOAQ, 35
[Mopvaccod moéda vaiovt'- ALY xpovim cvv Apet

népvev te potépa Ofké T Alyisbov €v povaig.

And the young man arrived at his old friend Strophios, who inhabited the foot of
Parnassos, but with the eventual help of Ares he killed his mother and set Aigisthos in
slaughter.

Scholars have long struggled with the problem of integrating such a grisly mythological
account into a poem praising Thrasydaios for his athletic achievement. David Young
influentially argued that this presentation of crimes perpetrated by the house of Atreus serves
to exemplify what is blameworthy about the aicav tvpovvidwv (53), “lot of tyrannies,” which
Pindar later condemns.!®* A number of subsequent scholars, following Young, have offered
more positive readings of this narrative, suggesting that Klytemnestra and Aigisthos function
as the tyrannical models, while Orestes provides a laudable paradigm of filial piety by
avenging his father’s murder.!** Leslie Kurke, who contends that Pindar’s rendition of the
myth engages at a number of crucial points with the ideas and plot of Aeschylus’ Oresteia,
has rightly observed that these interpretations fail to account for the explicit mention of
Orestes’ slaughter of his mother, that is, the pivotal moment with which the account suddenly
concludes.!'® T agree that the unambiguous depiction of this murder, articulated with the
aorist indicative verb mépvev (37), “he killed,” and the accusative noun patépa (37), “his
mother,” occludes the possibility of a preponderantly positive reading of this passage.

The placement of the break-off formula in the immediate wake of this matricidal
episode creates the impression that Pindar is apologizing for, or at least explaining away, a
moment of narrative impropriety. He constructs both break-off images as questions,
emphasizing his own disorientation. The aorist passive verb £dwvaOnv (38), “was I whirled,”
stresses his helplessness, and the second image presents him as a feeble skiff vulnerable to
the force of the wind. The phrase opBav kérevBov (39), “straight road,” and the noun TAdov
(39), “my sailing,” both suggest, perhaps disingenuously, an earlier period of normative
discourse from which Pindar has deviated. He now situates himself in an unfamiliar
landscape, wondering how he arrived there in the first place.

Pindar evokes his new environment with exceptional descriptive specificity. The
epithet apevoinopov (38), “path-shifting,” is a hapax legomenon, and Kurke has drawn
attention to the complex web of associations attached to the noun tpiodov (38), “crossroads’:

I would suggest that the image of the crossroads is another gesture toward tragedy.
For it is worth noting the precise moment in the myth at which this highly emotional
and abrupt break-off occurs: the poet has just mentioned Orestes’ killing of his
mother and Aigisthos. It is almost as if the mention of a child’s murderous violence
against a parent conjures up reflexively, inevitably that most famous crossroads of
all—the tpiodog somewhere in the neighborhood of Thebes or Delphi where
Oidipous met and unknowingly slew his own father. And, of course, this story of the

103 See Young (1968) 1-26.
104 See Instone (1986) 88-89, Robbins (1986) 2, Sevieri (1999) 86-89, and Finglass (2007) 108.
105 See Kurke (2013) 110-25.

31



doomed Oidipous within the house of Laios was a staple of the Athenian tragic stage,
so we need not suppose a specific allusion to any particular play that treated the
Theban saga.!%

Staging himself as a tragic protagonist with the address to an implied chorus, Pindar sets
himself in a location that is a virtual metonym for the genre of tragedy. Perhaps the most
obvious interpretation is that the poet’s invocation of tragedy functions as a tactic deflecting
blame for the mention of Orestes’ matricide, but I would argue that this reading overlooks the
complex interweaving of this victory ode with the discursive modes of the rival genre. In
locating himself at a crossroads, Pindar casts himself as an Oedipus whose crime is not
murdering his father and marrying his mother, but rather, the metapoetic transgression of
mingling with his “sister” genre, that is, tragedy.

The image of a crossroads offers an appropriate figure for the relationship between
this victory ode and tragedy. Paths leading to and from one another converge at a point that
binds them all together. Pindar presents his account of strife within the house of Atreus as an
elaborate detour in the direction of tragedy, but this is an illusion; Pythian 11 has been
entangled with tragedy throughout the mythological narrative, which begins in a manner that
evokes the introductory moments of a tragedy. The sequence of gnomic statements
following Pindar’s articulation of explanations for Klytemnestra’s murder of Agamemnon
emulates the associative logic of a choral ode. Finally, the break-off formula assumes the
voice of an archetypal tragic protagonist, locating the poet at a crossroads. Despite the
protestations to the contrary, Pindar never escapes the echo chamber of tragedy.

Nemean 3

Nemean 3 celebrates Aristokleidas of Aigina, a victor in the pancration at Nemea.
While the central mythological narrative of the victory ode concerns the adolescence of
Achilles, Pindar offers a brief account of Herakles’ foundation of the Pillars of Herakles,
which he marks as a digression. The poet uses a break-off formula to figure his narration of
Herakles’ achievements as the leading astray of his seafaring, which he contrasts to the local
theme of the Aiakidai. I would argue that in appropriating the image of Herakles’ maritime
explorations for the break-off formula, Pindar undercuts this delineation of foreign and local
themes. As a son of Zeus, Herakles is ultimately inseparable from Pindar’s celebration of the
Aiakidai, who themselves descend from Zeus.

In recounting the establishment of the Pillars of Herakles, Pindar formulates a
digression about Herakles’ digressive adventures (20-31):

€1 0' oV KaAog EpdmV T' £01KOTA LOPOQ 20
avopéaug VmeptaTong EmEPal
TG ApLoToQav<e0>¢, OVKETL TPOCM

106 Kurke (2013) 116.
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apatav dia Kiovev drep Hpakdéog mepdv eOHOPES,

fpwg 0e0g g E0nie vavTidiog Eoydtag

napTupog KALTAS: dapace 0¢ Bfipag év meAdyet

VIEPOYOLG, 10ig T' Epevvace TevayEmv

podiG, 6T TOUTLOV KOTEPAVE VOGTOV TEAOG, 25
Kol yOv epdoace. Buopé, tiva mpog dArodomdy

dcpav Euov mAdov mapapeif<ear>;

Alok® og papi yével e Moicav gépety.

gmetal 0& AOY® dikag dwtog, ‘€cAOV aivelv’,

000" dALOTPimV EpMTEG AVIPL PEPELY KPEGGOVES: 30
oikobev pateve. motipopov 68 KOGHOV ENOYES
YALKD TL yopvépey.

If being beautiful and performing acts that suit his form, the son of Aristophanes has
embarked upon the highest deeds of manliness, it is not easy to pass still further
across the untrodden sea beyond the pillars of Herakles, which that hero god founded
as famous witnesses of the furthest voyage by sea, and he overcame mighty beasts in
the sea, and on his own he explored the streams of the shallows, where he reached the
escorting end of his return, and he made known the land. My heart, to what foreign
headland are you leading astray my sailing? I say that you should bring the Muse to
Aiakos and to his lineage. The choicest part of justice attends the saying “praise the
good,” and longings for foreign themes are not better for a man to bear. Search at
home. You have been allotted a fitting adornment to celebrate in sweet song.

The Pillars of Herakles, which refer to the twin promontories located at the entrance to the
Straits of Gibraltar, stand in a number of Pindar’s victory odes as markers of the furthest
point of human achievement.!®” Hanna Boeke observes that “On the one hand they are a
desirable destination symbolic of the highest achievement, but on the other hand they
constitute an absolute boundary beyond which lies transgression. They are an image of both
the danger and the reward involved in seeking excellence.”!’® Olympian 3 concludes with a
warning for the victor Theron against excessive ambition (43-45):

VOV 8¢ mpOg EoyaTIOV

Onpov apetaioty ikdvov drtetol

oikoBev HpakAéog

OTOAGQY. TO TOPS® o' 0TI GOEOIG Gfatov

KAGOPOIC. 0V VIV SIDE® KEWOG €INV. 45

107 The northern pillar is the Rock of Gibraltar, known to the Romans as mons calpe. The identity of the
southern Pillar has been debated since antiquity (Strabo Geography 3.5.5). The two most likely contenders are
Monte Hacho in Ceuta and Jebel Musa in Morocco. For modern discussion of the location of the Pillars of
Herakles, see Schulten (1927) 177 n. 12 and Carpenter (1966) 3-28.

108 Boeke (2007) 62-63. For further discussion of the Pillars of Herakles in Pindar, see Péron (1974) 72-84,
Hubbard (1985) 11-16, Kurke (1991) 21-24, and Romm (1992) 17-18.

33



But now Theron, reaching the limit with his achievements, fastens onto the Pillars of
Herakles from home. What lies beyond is impassable for wise men and for fools. I
will not pursue it. I would be vain.

Isthmian 4 describes the valorous deeds of the Kleonymidai (11-13):

avopéaug &' EoydTaicty
oikobev otdAaioty dntove' Hpoaxieiong:

Kol UINKETL LOKPOTEPALY GTTEVIELY APETAV*

and by their uttermost deeds of manliness they have fastened onto the Pillars of
Herakles from home. Let no one strive after further excellence.

The Pillars of Herakles similarly function as an endpoint for the athletic accomplishments of
Aristokleidas in this victory ode, but instead of simply mentioning them, the poet rehearses a
brief mythological account of their foundation by Herakles.

In contrast to the passages cited above Pindar marks as literal this reference to the
Pillars of Herakles, associating them with afdtav dia (21), “the untrodden sea.” Whereas
Theron and the Kleonymidai boast achievements that merit comparison to reaching this
geographical monument, the poet stresses that Herakles actually set them up.'” The
description of the sea as apdrav (21) reinforces the unprecedented nature of this
accomplishment, and the reference to Herakles as both fjpwg (22), “hero,” and 0edg (22),
“god,” highlights his unique status.!!* Pindar also draws attention to the Pillars, personifying
them as vovtidog Eoydtog paptopag kKAvthg (23), “famous witnesses of the furthest voyage
by sea.” This image construes the relationship between Herakles and the Pillars as
bidirectional. Herakles erects them in the course of his expedition to fetch the cattle of
Geryon, and they serve as authoritative observers of his travels.!!!

The scope of the digression widens at this point to encompass Herakles’ conquests of
various sea creatures during the course of his expedition to capture the cattle of Geryon.!!?
Pindar describes Herakles’ maritime adversaries as 0fjpag v mehdyet bmepoOyovg (23-24),
“monstrous beasts in the sea,” continuing the emphasis on the exceptional nature of his
accomplishments with the epithet Omepoyovg (24), “monstrous.”'!* The poet also recounts

199 Diodorus Siculus (4.18.5) offers two accounts of Herakles’ formation of the Pillars of Herakles. The first
states that the space between the promontories used to be wider, but Herakles narrowed the strait, hoping to
prevent the incursion of sea monsters into the Mediterranean. The second account, which other ancient authors
(Seneca Herakles Furens 235-38, Seneca Herakles Oetaeus 1240, and Pliny the Elder Natural History 3.4)
affirm, reports that an isthmus previously connected the two continents, but Herakles cut through the isthmus,
producing the Pillars of Herakles.

10 pfeijffer (1999) 203 notes that “Usually Pindar distinguishes carefully between gods, heroes, and men.
Especially the boundaries between mortal and immortal—i.e. between men and heroes on the one hand and
gods on the other—are closely heeded.”

' The noun pdprug attaches to a number of authoritative figures in Pindar’s victory odes, including the poet
himself (O. 4.3) and Zeus (P.4.167).

12 Cf. N. 1.62-63.

113 Pseudo-Apollodorus (2.5.10) mentions that Herakles slaughtered &ypio modhd {@®a, “many wild animals,” in
the course of obtaining the cattle of Geryon.
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Herakles’ investigation of tevayémv podg (25-25), “the streams of the shallows,” which the
hero undertook idig (24), “on his own.”!'* Bury notes that “this was a significant
characteristic of Herakles’ achievements, and that Pindar wished to insist on it in this ode is
clear from the emphatic prominence given to the fact that Peleus was single-handed when he
captured Iolcos, povog &vev otpatidc, 1. 34.”!5 The phrase nopmpov vostov téhog (25),
“the escorting end of his return,” refers back to the Pillars of Herakles as the furthest point of
the hero’s exploration.'!® Pindar concludes the digression with the verb gpddace (26),
“made known,” a hapax legomenon, highlighting the unprecedented nature of Herakles’
adventure with his own linguistic invention.

The break-off formula that follows these narratives establishes the theme of Herakles’
travels as foreign to the primary concerns of the present victory ode. Pindar addresses
himself with the vocative Qupé (26), “My heart,” and inquires as to the direction in which his
mythological account is heading (26-27).!!7 The prepositional phrase tiva Tpo¢ dAlodomdy
dxpav (26-27), “to what foreign headland,” figures the preceding report of Herakles’
achievements as a distant shore, which the poet contrasts to the most fitting topic in honoring
an Aiginetan victor, the Aiakidai (28). Pindar concludes this passage by restating the
distinction between foreign and local topics, declaring that 008' dAAotpimv EpmTeg dvdpl
eépev kpéoooveg (30), “longings for foreign themes are not better for a man to bear,” and
commanding himself oikofev pateve (31), “Search at home.” He reminds his heart that it
has been allotted motipopov 8¢ kocpov YAVKD Tt yapvépey (31-32), “a fitting adornment to
celebrate in sweet song,” that is, the valorous deeds of the Aiakidai.

This delineation of themes, which regards Herakles as foreign and the Aiakidai as
local and apropos, is less clean than Pindar suggests. Ilja Pfeijffer has observed that the poet
makes Herakles a precondition for Aiginetan fame in this victory ode:

Heracles ‘made known the earth’, while Achilles made himself known to the limits of
the known earth. Heracles defined the world in order to allow the Aeacids to fill it
with their fame. The implicit references to Heracles in the Telamon story (36-39)
have the same function. They illustrate the principle of an Aeacid gaining fame and
glory in cooperation with Heracles. The idea of Heracles creating the conditions for
Aeginetans to flourish also holds true for the victor himself: he won at Games
founded by Heracles.!!8

I would also note that Herakles, as a child of Zeus, is Aiakos’ half-brother. Peleus and
Telamon represent the following generation and Achilles the one thereafter. In celebrating
Herakles, Telamon, and Achilles in this victory ode, the poet honors three successive
generations in the line of Zeus, the patron deity of the contest at Nemea.!!

114 pseudo-Scylax (112) describes the shallows located near the Pillars of Herakles.

115 Bury (1890) 50. Cf. Carey (1980a) 157.

116 Carey (1980a) 158, connecting Herakles to the rest of the victory ode, contrasts the hero to “The yepevvog
avnp who can never reach the goal of his voyage.”

7 For discussion of passages in which Pindar addresses his Oupdg, “heart,” see Pelliccia (1995) 305.

118 pfeijffer (1999) 228.

119 Carey (1980a) 156-57 makes a somewhat different, but complementary, case for the relevance of Herakles to
Nemean 3, arguing that “The Herakles-myth is carefully distinguished from the following Aeginetan myths by
the break-off which intervenes. It is however closely linked, both syntactically and in theme, with the preceding
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In addition to the familial connection between Herakles and the Aiakidai, the hero is
inextricable from the genre of the victory ode. It is a remarkable fact that the name
‘HpaxAéng appears twenty-three times in Pindar’s victory odes.!?° This is only two fewer
occurrences than the name AmwéAov.!?! There are also two attestations of the epithet
‘HpdxAeiog and a single reference to the Hpakieidar.!?? Herakles ranges throughout the
genre, two instantiations of which, Nemean 1 and Bacchylides 5, situate him at the center of
the mythological narratives that occupy the lion’s share of their length. It is difficult to
imagine a more appropriate topic for a brief digression in Nemean 3 than Herakles’ famed
adventures.

Pindar insinuates Herakles even further into the structure of this victory ode by
articulating a formal correspondence between himself and the hero in the break-off formula.
The poet’s own figurative itinerary echoes the hero’s voyage to the Pillars of Herakles, which
tracks the familiar “loop of nostos.”'?3 Herakles sallies forth to the ends of the earth in
setting up his eponymous monument, and begins his return with his exploration of the shoals,
which Pindar describes as 0n@ topumpov katéfaive vootov téhog (25), “where he reached the
escorting end of his return.” The poet’s own journey follows a similar trajectory. He sets
himself adrift toward an unknown peninsula with the prepositional phrase tiva mpog
aAlodamdy dkpav (26-27), “to what foreign headland,” but he relocates himself with the
adverb oiko0ev (31), “at home.”!?* Both Pindar and Herakles travel to foreign destinations
before returning home safe and sound.

Pindar’s attempt to cordon off the account of Herakles’ maritime adventures is
ultimately unsuccessful, but this is the point. Firstly, the achievements of the Aiakidai are
inseparable from Herakles, who is a recurring figure in the genre of the victory ode, and
secondly, the narrative of his travels is hardly an isolated digression, but rather, shapes the
subsequent rhetoric of the break-off formula. Pindar mirrors Herakles’ movement outward
and back, traveling to the foreign bourne that is the hero’s noble achievements and returning
to the local theme of the Aiakidai. In labelling this narrative a digression, the poet masks its
essential function in the larger structure of the victory ode as a whole.

Pindar’s rhetorical strategy is a clever one. The break-off formula appears to indicate
the realization that he has overstepped the bounds of decorum, but a simple consideration of
how these poems were composed reveals that this cannot be. Victory odes were written to fit

praise of the victor. I would suggest that this myth is another example of the substitution of myth for direct
praise.”

1200.2.3,3.11, 3.44, 6.68, 7.22, 9.30, 10.16, 10.30, P. 1.63, 5.71,9.87, 10.3, 11.3, N. 1.33, 3.21, 4.24, 7.86,
10.17,10.33, 10.53, 11.27, .. 5.37, 6.35.

1210.3.16, 6.35, 8.41, 14.11, P. 1.1, 2.16, 3.11, 3.40, 4.5, 4.66, 4.87, 4.176, 4.294, 5.60, 5.79, 7.10, 8.18, 9.28,
9.64,10.10, 10.35, N. 5.24, 5.44,9.1, 1. 2.18.

122 See 1. 4.12 and 7.7 for ‘Hpéxherog, and P. 1.63 for ‘Hpaxheida.

123 For “the loop of nostos,” see Kurke (1991) 15-34, whose discussion complements that of Crotty (1982) 104-
38.

124 Pfeijffer (1999) claims that the phrase dAlodamiv dxpav (26-27) “literally refers to the preceding theme, the
‘digression’ about Herakles, which started and ended with a reference to the Pillars of Herakles. This explains
the choice of the word dixpa, ‘cape, headland,” being especially suitable to refer to Caple and Abyla.” While I
maintain that there is considerable slippage between the description of Herakles’ exploration and the break-off
image, I do not believe that dAlodamav dxpav (26-27) is a literal reference to the Pillars of Herakles. Pindar’s
heart has carried him in the direction of a figurative headland located nowhere in the geography of the
Mediterranean.
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elaborate metrical structures, and most scholars assume that the poet himself was not the one
performing the poem, but rather, a chorus that he had rehearsed.!?® Nothing in a victory ode
is said in the impromptu manner that Pindar suggests. The poems discussed in this chapter

reveal the tendency for these moments to bridge the distance between diverse generic forms.

Pythian 4 harnesses the opposed images of a highway and a shortcut as figures for
Pindar’s modulation between the characteristic narrative approaches of hexameter epic and
symposiastic song. The first eleven triads of the poem elaborate a richly embellished
narrative of the expedition of the Argo. Jason, Pelias, and the other central figures in the
victory ode voice a number of lengthy speeches, slowing the narration to a crawl. Were the
account to continue at this pace, Pythian 4 might reach the length of an epic poem, but Pindar
compresses the narrative after the break-off formula, emulating the concision of symposiastic
song. The break-off formula represents a hinge between discursive modes reflecting two
genres of archaic Greek poetry. In navigating this topography, Pindar demonstrates his
mastery of the poetic tradition encompassing both Homer and Alcaeus.

Pythian 11 uses the image of a crossroads to deflect blame for its depiction of
Orestes’ murder of his mother Klytemnestra. Pindar addresses an unspecified group of his
friends, illustrating his sense of disorientation with two geographical metaphors. Scholars
have long noted the dense intertextual connections between this victory ode and Aeschylus’
Oresteia. 1have tried to show that throughout the mythological account and break-off
formula Pindar assumes the positions of various archetypal speakers in a tragedy, defeating
the claim that the troubling content of the narrative belongs exclusively to the foreign genre.
He stages the victory ode as a miniature drama, layering his narration with multiple currents
of polyvocality.

Nemean 3 briefly recounts Herakles’ foundation of the Pillars of Herakles. Pindar
frames this account as a digression from the appropriate development of the victory ode,
which should celebrate the Aiakidai, but the break off-formula reproduces the hero’s
exploration of the furthest limits of the known world with the image of a foreign headland.
Both Herakles and Pindar travel toward distant shores, the one in the literal course of his
adventures, and the other in relating an account of those same adventures. The break-off
formula ultimately proves disingenuous, because the genre of the victory ode cannot be
disentangled from Herakles, who recurs throughout these poems.

I hope to have demonstrated that we cannot trust the surface claims of these break-off
passages, which perform subtle and valuable work. Rather than excluding the mythological
narratives to which they refer, these passages actually incorporate them into the texture of the
genre. The catalogue of foreign shores, crossroads, highways, and shortcuts constitutes a
generic topography. Pindar does not locate these spaces beyond the fixed boundaries of the
genre, but uses them to construct its outer limits, the points of demarcation that denote the
subsumption of a discourse purported to be foreign into the dominant one of the victory ode.

125 For discussion of the respective arguments for monodic and choral performance of victory odes, see Davies
(1988), Heath (1988), Burnett (1989), Carey (1989), Bremer (1990), Carey (1991), Heath and Lefkowitz
(1991), Letkowitz (1991), Morgan (1993), Anzai (1994), D’ Alessio (1994), and Lefkowitz (1995). Most
contemporary scholars believe that the victory odes of Pindar and Bacchylides were performed by choruses.
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Chapter Two

Direct Speech in the Mythological Narration

In most victory odes, as we have seen, the chorus ventriloquizes the voice of the
poetic ego, but there are a number of instances in which the chorus assumes the persona of a
mythological figure.!?® Some of these passages are quite prolonged, opening up internal
frames of their own with inset narration of events. I would argue that, during these speeches,
the chorus shifts to a different register of “choral mimesis,” which provides its own
opportunities for the poet to steer the interpretation of the audience in specific directions.

We might start by asking what happened when the chorus spoke in the voice of an
Apollo or Medea. Anne Pippin Burnett suggests that these were moments of transformation:

The spectator saw dancers whom he knew, wearing costumes that he had perhaps
seen before; they were a part of his life, but he heard them describe themselves and
their performance with the same music that described matters from another world and
another time, and meanwhile in the dance these neighbors were instantaneously
heroes or monsters or even gods. Such a spectator watched while his own familiar
and tangible present became indistinguishable from a world that was strange and
timeless.'?’

The chorus, singing in the poet’s voice, begins the transformative process by recounting a
mythological narrative of relevance to the victory ode as a whole. The level of specification
at which these accounts are related varies from poem to poem, but in some cases the
narrative lingers on a particular moment in time. Take Isthmian 6, for instance, which
introduces its myth at the level of Herakles’ various expeditions, including the first sack of
Troy and the conquest of Pergamon, but zooms in on his meeting with Telamon. In relating
the speeches of Herakles, the narrative slows to the speed of the conversation itself. The
audience experiences Herakles’ prophecy in real time alongside Telamon, as the narrator
moves aside, allowing Herakles to describe the bravery of Aias.

Such moments transport the audience to a foreign time and place. If the experience of
seeing and hearing one’s neighbors intone the words of a renowned poet was already
disconcerting, then these mythological speeches must have seemed miraculous. The poetic

126 See Uhlig (2011) 37-66 for further discussion of direct mythological speech in Pindar’s victory odes.
127 Burnett (1985) 8. This description applies to the fragments of Bacchylides’ dithyrambs in addition to his
victory odes.
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ego typically reflects the present temporality and location of the chorus that performs the
victory ode, but a mythological speaker might sing from a remote setting in the distant
past.!?® The aim is to merge these two realities.!? T would add that the chorus, in its
multiplicity, bears a natural advantage over any individual singer or actor, who, as in drama,
assumes the voice of a hero or divinity.'** The sheer wall of sound created by a chorus
would produce a tremendous sense of awe. Imagine how the audience would have felt as
they listened to a sea of voices declaring to Zeus and Poseidon that a child born from Thetis
would be greater than his father.

Another consequence of direct mythological speech is the establishment of a degree
of critical distance. Direct speech introduces an independent voice that can be interrogated
and criticized by the poet himself—speaking through the chorus—or by other characters in
the mythological account. In bringing a particular character’s speech to a close and
providing outside reactions to that speech, the poet might suggest certain interpretive
frameworks that would not have occurred to the audience otherwise. Poets might even
radically recontextualize the words of their speakers by suggesting ulterior motives or other
indications of an untrustworthy narrator. I would argue that these moments of external
commentary offer poets a crucial measure of control over the interpretation of their poems.
By steering the ways in which the audience thinks about a moment of direct mythological
speech, the poet begins to dictate the interpretation of the poem as a whole.

The poet can also leverage the gap between his own knowledge and that of the
mythological speaker to establish critical distance. In Pindar, these speeches often take the
form of elaborate prophecies, but we should remember that the poet is the true seer, since he
knows the consequences of characters’ actions and understands the long trajectory of
mythological events.!3! The poet assumes the position of an oracle or Muse vis-a-vis his
characters, breathing into them a foreknowledge of future events, but even more powerful in
some respects, as his is a creative force. The mythological tradition is sufficiently various
that the poet’s personal conception of how events unfold and the cognizance of them that he
instills in his characters are factors with significant potential to drive interpretation. No
character fully comprehends his own position in the mythological tradition as formulated by
the poet; it does not matter whether he possesses prophetic abilities or not. The poet’s
existence, as both arbiter and shaper of events, creates an element of critical distance in and
of itself, even if no external commentary follows a given speech. The poet is the architect of
his own poetic world, the rules and realities of which he signals to the audience through his
creative choices. In laying out a specific understanding of mythological reality and situating
his characters within that reality as individuals who possess varying degrees of cognizance,
he produces a form of irony akin to dramatic irony between the audience and the characters
in his narrative.

128 The poet sometimes seems to comment upon his absence from the occasion of the victory ode, expressing a
wish that he could be there.
129 Uhlig (2011) 44 argues that “The poet’s diegetic present must find space for a mimetic voice from the past,
and the conflation of the two spatio-temporal realities recalibrates the properties of both voices.”
139 In the genre of Attic tragedy, Aeschylus’ Agamemnon features both of these performance types, as the
chorus, in describing the events at Aulis that resulted in the sacrifice of Iphigenia, voices first person speeches
by Kalchas (126-138 and 140-155) and Agamemnon (206-217).
131 See Uhlig (2011) 61-66 for further discussion of prophetic speech in Pindar’s victory odes.
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I contend that the combination and interplay of these two factors, transformation
through “choral mimesis” and the establishment of critical distance, make direct
mythological speech a powerful tool for the production of meaning. The audience
experiences the mesmerizing spectacle of a local chorus singing in the voice of a famous
hero or divinity, which signals a profound transformation of everyday existence, but in this
transformation lies an opportunity for the poet to assert his authority over the interpretation
of the poem. The conclusion of direct speech marks the return to a discursive frame through
which the speech is experienced alongside the audience in real time. From this external
frame, the poet, in his own voice or that of another mythological figure, might suggest ways
in which the speech should be understood. At the same time, the critical distance that
necessarily exists between the poet and his mythological speakers is itself a source of
interpretive potential.

In this chapter, I focus on two sets of speeches in particular: Meleager’s conversation
with Herakles in Bacchylides 5 and the exchange between Apollo and Chiron in Pythian 9.

Bacchylides 5

Bacchylides composed his fifth victory ode in celebration of Hieron’s victory in the
single-horse race at Olympia in 476 BCE.!3? The poem takes as its mythological exemplum
the famous story of Herakles’ descent into the underworld in search of Kerberos. According
to Bacchylides’ account, Herakles meets the hero Meleager, who, in explaining how he
ended up among the dead, describes the events of the Kalydonian boar hunt and his own
murder at the hands of his mother Althaia. Herakles responds emotionally to Meleager’s
tale, shedding tears, and asks whether he left a sister at home. Meleager answers by naming
Deianeira, at which point Bacchylides brings the narrative to a sudden close. The uses of
direct speech in this mythological exemplum illustrate several of the points that I made
above. Herakles’ lachrymose reaction to Meleager’s narrative models an embodied affective
response that is intended to be reproduced by the audience of the victory ode, and the
mention of Deianeira creates a measure of dramatic irony between the characters in the
narrative and the members of the audience, who realize that Deianeira eventually kills
Herakles in the mythological tradition. I further contend that these instances of direct speech
allow Bacchylides to suggest an understanding of his victory ode that resembles the
aesthetics of melodrama, a modern narrative mode that leverages the victimization of
innocence toward the production of heightened emotion.

Bacchylides begins his narrative of Herakles’ descent into the underworld in indirect
discourse (56-62):

132 This is the same victory for which Pindar composed Olympian 1. Chapter three discusses the relationship
between these two poems. Bowra (1964) 124 and Brannan (1972) 203-04 contend that Bacchylides composed
this victory ode as a “poetic epistle” to Hieron, and Steffen (1961) argues that the first strophe, divorced from
the rest of the poem, functioned as a letter of introduction. Schmidt (1987) convincingly refutes these
arguments, returning Bacchylides 5 to its rightful status as a victory ode.
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Advai wlot' éperyurdiay
avop' avik]atov Aéyovotv

gpvog A10g] apykepan-
vou dapato Pepoe@ovag TavicHPOL,

Kapyopodovto Kov' dEov- 60
T €c pdog €€ ATda,

V1oV dmAdrol 'Eyidvag:

They say that the scion of Zeus of the vivid lightning, that gate-destroying
unconquerable man, once went down to the house of slender-ankled Persephone, in
order to bring into the light from Hades the dog with saw-like teeth, son of the
unapproachable Echidna.

The verb Aéyovowv (57), “they say,” lends this passage the sense of a traditional and
authoritative account, and the adverb n]ot' (56), “once,” locates it in the timeless past.'*3 The
poet never explicitly names Herakles. He refers to him as &€pvog Awdg] (58), “the scion of
Zeus,” and uses the epithets épetyumvray (56), “gate-destroying,” and dvik]oatov (57),
“unconquerable,” to modify the noun &vdp' (57), “man.”!** The phrase k0v' 8Eovt' (60-61),
“in order to bring back the dog,” in echoing the language and construction used by Herakles
in the Odyssey to describe his retrieval of Kerberos (11.623, koi woté p' év04o' Enepye kHv'
aEovt', “and he once sent me here to bring back the dog”), serves to identify both the
protagonist and the present situation.

Bacchylides shifts to direct speech in line 63, marking an increase in the vividness of

the account (63-78):

&vba dvotdvav Bpotdv
yoyog £6an tapd Kokotod peé-

Bpotc, oid te PUAL' &vepog 65
"1dag ava uniofotovg

TPDOVOG APYNOTAG SOVET.
Taiow 6¢ peténpenev €i-

dwAov Bpacvpépvovog €y-

yeondaiov ITopBavida: 70

1OV 8' ¢ 10ev AAKUN<v>10¢ Bowpaetog fipmg

T[e]Oyeoct Aapmopevoy,

veupayv EméPace Ayvkhayyh KopmVag,

yorkedkpavov &' Emert' £E

glheto 1OV avamty- 75

133 Indirect speech is an unusual way to introduce a mythological narrative in a victory ode. Young (1971) 38
and Carey (1981) 67 note that a mythological exemplum is more often commenced with a relative pronoun.
Lefkowitz (1969) 64 argues that “the indirect approach and leisurely pace seem modeled on the epic manner.”
Cairns (1997) 46 adds that the form of this narrative “is closer to the epic or Stesichorean than to the typical
epinician narrative style.”
134 The noun &pvoc (58), which literally means “a shoot,” contributes to the abundance of vegetal images in this
poem. For discussion of this imagery, see Svarlien (1995) and Resinski (2000).
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Eag papétpog mdpa: T &' Evavrio
Yoy Tpoeavn Meiedypov,
Kol viv €V €100 TPOGEITEV-

There he perceived the souls of wretched men beside the streams of Kokytos, like the
sort of leaves that the wind whirls along the shining sheep-grazed headlands of Ida.
And among them the specter of the brave-spirited spear-wielding son of Porthaon
stood out. And when the hero, marvelous son of Alkmene, saw him shining in his
armor, he stretched the clear-voiced bowstring upon the tip of his bow, and then,
opening up the lid of his quiver, he drew out a bronze-tipped arrow. And the soul of
Meleager appeared before him, and addressed him in recognition.

Whereas the infinitive Abvai (56), “went down,” in referring to the entirety of Herakles’
descent, expresses a broader verbal idea, £ddm (64), “he perceived,” specifies an individual
moment of perception.!?*> The verb petémpency (68), “stood out,” tightens the focus even
further, centering upon a single idwiov (68-69), “specter.” The subordinate phrase ¢ idev
(71), “when he saw,” to which énéBace (73), “he stretched,” forms the main verb, specifies
the beginning of the encounter between these two heroes, which the use of rarified diction
marks as notable; the epithets Aryvxhayyfi (73), “clear-voiced,” and yaAikedxpavov (74),
“bronze-tipped,” appear here for the first time in extant Greek literature.!*¢

The first instance of direct mythological speech comes from Meleager, who urges
Herakles to set aside his weapons (79-84):

»Yie A10g peydaiov,
oTa0i T' v ydpq, yeELavdsag Te Bupov 80

un taolov mpoiet

TPOYLV €K YEPDV OTGTOV
yoyoiow &mt eOuévev:

oD 1ol 0£0C.»

“Son of mighty Zeus, stay in place, and calming your spirit do not send forth a rough
arrow in vain from your hands against the souls of those who have died. There is no
fear.”

The vocative Yié (79), “son,” and the imperative verbs otd6i (80), “stay,” and pn mpoiet (81),
“do not fire,” contribute to the vividness of the encounter.!3” The chorus, voicing Meleager,
establishes a series of spatial relationships, with the prepositional phrase v y®pa (80), “in
place,” specifying a location for otd6i and yvyaicw €mt Oévav (83), “against the souls of
those who have died,” offering a target for mpoiet. The description of the 6ictév (82),

135 Lefkowitz (1969) 65 contends that £56m (64) means “he learned”: “Herakles here learns the souls of
miserable men, i.e. his own mortality.” Brannan (1972) 233, deferring to Lefkowitz, adds that “Bacchylides
certainly means that Herakles sees the souls, but he also means more as the unfolding myth will show.”

136 The adjective Ayvkdayyng also appears at Bacchylides 14.14.

137 Lefkowitz (1969) 70 argues that this scene characterizes Herakles as rash and violent and Meleager as
“controlled and unaffected by ordinary concerns.”
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“arrow,” as both taticlov (81), “ineffectual,” and tpayvv (82), “rough,” is a seeming
contradiction, which actually points to the complicated metaphysics of the situation. These
two adjectives refer to the divergent physical realities represented by Meleager and Herakles
respectively. The arrow is ineffectual from Meleager’s spectral perspective, but rough to
Herakles, who remains embodied, as the prepositional phrase £k yeipdv (82), “from your
hands,” serves to remind us.

Herakles responds to Meleager by asking about his lineage and the circumstances of
his death (84-92):

"Q¢ pdro- Oaupnoev &' Gvas
Apprrpvoviddoag, &i- 85
név te- «Tig abavatwv
1| Ppot®V torodTOV EPVOC
Opéyev v moiq yBovi;
Tic &' &ktavev; "H téyo kaArilovog “H-
poL KEWVOV 0" AUETEPQ 90
TEUYEL KEQOAQ: TO O TTOL
[ToAAGOL EavOq pEAELY

Thus he spoke, and the lord, son of Amphitryon, marveled, and said, “Who among
the immortals or mortals raised such a shoot, and in what land? And who killed you?
Surely Hera of the beautiful girdle will soon send that man against my head, but these
things, I suppose, are a concern for fair Pallas.”

Bacchylides calls Herakles Apeitpvovidadog (85), “the son of Amphitryon,” which
complicates the earlier reference to him as “the scion of Zeus” (58).!3% This
overdetermination of parentage keeps the complexity of Herakles’ identity in mind as he asks
about Meleager’s father (86-88).13° As for his inquiry concerning the killer, the masculine
demonstrative keivov (90), “that man,” reflects his assumption that the killer was a man.'4°
The audience, on the other hand, is surely aware that Althaia murdered her son, as Phoenix’s
speech in Iliad 9 famously alludes to the enmity between mother and child.'*! Herakles’
questioning, then, works to establish a degree of “dramatic irony.” The audience assumes a
position of superior knowledge in relation to Herakles, which is maintained throughout the
mythological narrative.

In response to Herakles, Meleager begins an account of the Kalydonian boar hunt and
his own eventual death at his mother’s hands that refocuses the narrative axis of the victory
ode (93-104):

Tov 8¢ mpocépa Meléa-

138 Wind (1964) 29 asserts that the shift from Zeus to Amphitryon marks a “depreciation of Herakles’ heroism.”
139 Lefkowitz (1969) 67 notes that the formal character of these patronymic expressions works to maintain the
epic tone of Bacchylides’ narration.

140 See Karachalios (2009) 7 for discussion of kgivov (90) and of Herakles’ assumptions as “formulated on the
base of what is the norm in the world of heroes.”

141 There is an alternate tradition according to which Apollo kills Meleager. For discussion of this tradition, see
Jebb (1905) 469-470 and Burnett (1985) 142.

43



YPOG SaKPLOELS: «XAAETOV
Bedv mapaTpéyat voov 95

dvopeootv Emryboviots.
Kai yap av mha&ummog Oivedg
TODGEV KOADKOGTEQPAVOL
oeUVag YOAOV APTEHO0G AEVKWOAEVOL
Mocdpevog moAéwv T' ai- 100
yY®v Bvcioict Totp
Kol fodV POVIKOVATOV
GAMN' dvikatov Oed
goyev yOAOV-

And Meleager addressed him in tears: “It is a difficult thing for mortal men to turn
aside the purpose of the gods. For in fact horse-driving Oineus would have ended the
wrath of holy white-armed Artemis, who wears a crown of flowers, beseeching her
with sacrifices of many goats and red-backed cows, but the goddess maintained her
wrath unconquered.

Both Meleager’s narrative and the one that frames it begin with gnomic statements.
Bacchylides uses an aphorism about the flawed nature of human life to introduce the
encounter of Herakles and Meleager in the underworld (50-55):

"OABrog (vt Oedg 50
poipdv te kaA®dv Emopev
ovv T éminiw TOYQ
aevedv frotav didysv: ov
v&lp tic] ényboviov

nlavt] oy eddainmv Epu. 55

Happy is he to whom a god has given a share of beautiful things and to lead a rich life
with enviable fortune; for no one of mortal men is born blessed in all things.!*?

Bacchylides’ decision to have Meleager follow suit facilitates the transition into the inset
narration. The idea that “it is a difficult thing for mortal men to turn aside the purpose of the
gods” is applicable both backward to Hera’s relentless pursuit of Herakles (89-91) and
forward to the wrath of Artemis (99).

In exemplifying this maxim, Meleager recounts his father Oineus’ futile attempts to
relieve the anger of the goddess, which he frames as a past counterfactual condition.'*? T
would argue that, following the description of a tearful Meleager at the outset of his account

142 There has been much scholarly disagreement about the relationship between the two clauses of this gnomic
statement. Rossi (1903) 480-82 argues that the first praises Hieron and the second introduces the myth. Wind
(1964) 25 contends that the second contradicts the first. Brannan (1972) 230 insists that the force of y& | p (54)
is explanatory.
143 Goldhill (1983) 74 notes that a reason for the anger of Artemis is never offerred.
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(93-94, Tov 6¢ mpocépa Meréaypog dakpuoets, “And Meleager addressed him in tears”), this
choice of grammatical construction invests the beginning of his narrative with strong
emotionality. A counterfactual condition imagines an alternate state of affairs that cannot be
brought about, a different reality. Meleager briefly envisions what his father might have
accomplished under different circumstances, but returns to the events that occurred.!#*
Artemis persisted in her yoAov (104), “wrath,” to which the epithet avikatov (103),
“unconquerable,” is applied with striking effect: Artemis herself might be called
unconquerable, but to refer to her wrath as such is to ascribe an unusual degree of autonomy
to an emotion. We should remember that Herakles is also said to be &vix]otov (57).!4° The
transference of this epithet from Artemis to her wrath depicts the emotion as an independent
actor, contributing to the larger sense at the beginning of Meleager’s account that emotions
are unruly forces that refuse to be constrained.

Artemis sends a boar to destroy the city of Kalydon, which an elite band of fighters,
including Meleager and his uncles, eventually manage to slay (104-20):

evpvPiav &' Eoceve KOH
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But the maiden drove a mighty boar, ruthless in fight, upon Kalydon of lovely
dancing places; there overflowing with strength it would cut down rows of vines with
its teeth, and slaughter sheep, and kill whomever of mortal men came opposite. But
we, the best of the Hellenes, made hateful battle against it steadfastly for six days
continuously, and when the divinity offered supremacy to the Aitolians, we were
burying those whom the loud-roaring boar, rushing with strength, had killed, Ankaios

144 Lefkowitz (1969) 73 sees in Meleager’s contrafactual description of a better world an expression of the view
that his actual world is irrational.

145 Adding to the slipperiness of possible parallels and identifications, Tarkow (1978) 383 draws a comparison
between Artemis and Eurystheus.
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and Agelaos, the bravest of my cherished brothers, whom Althaia bore in the far-
famed halls of my father Oineus.!#6

The construction of lines 104-110 mirrors that of lines 56-69, in which Bacchylides begins
the narrative of Herakles’ descent into the underworld.'*” In each case the first clause is
governed by a verb implying motion (104, £€ooeve, “she drove,” and 56, Advai, “went
down”), which allows for the specification of a setting for the scene (106, é&c kaAAriyopov
KoAvddv', “upon Kalydon of lovely dancing places,” and 58-59, ddpata Oepocpovog
TaVIcLPoV, “to the house of slender-ankled Persephone”), while the second clause picks up
that setting with the adverb &vBa (107 and 63), “there,” and describes the scene in further
detail, making use of a relative construction (109-10, Bpot®v 0' do11g gicdvTav porot,
“whoever of mortal men came opposite,” and 65-67, oié & @OAL' &vepog "I8ag dvar
unAofotovg Tpdvag dpynotag dovel, “like the sort of leaves that the wind whirls along the
shining sheep-grazed headlands of Ida”). At the same time, the frame narrative demonstrates
a tighter level of temporal focus, as Bacchylides expresses an individual verbal action in the
aorist (64, 64an, “he perceived”), whereas the boar’s actions are characterized as habitual
with imperfect verbs (108, énéxeipev, “it would cut down,” and 109, cpdle, “it would
slaughter”). In following similar structural principles, the inset narrative almost seems to
reset the frame narrative, suggesting to the audience that Meleager’s voice is a continuation
of Bacchylides’ as neutral narrator.

Meleager describes the boar in lavish language designed to convey the animal’s
terrifying magnificence.!*® The adjective gvpuBiov (104), “mighty,” is a rare word, used of
Triton in Hesiod’s Theogony and of Keleos in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.'* The choice
of an epithet that traditionally modifies divinities and kings highlights the special nature of
the beast, which represents a legitimate threat to the warriors of Kalydon.!>* The adjective
avardopdyav (105), “ruthless in fight,” is a hapax legomenon, and the participle TAnuopwv
(107), “overflowing,” in evoking a river surmounting its banks, equates the boar with a force
of nature.!>! Most extravagantly, the epithet £pippOyag (116), “loud-roaring,” appears only
once elsewhere in Greek literature, in a passage from Hesiod’s Theogony concerning the
hundred-headed Typhoeus. Hesiod describes the many terrible sounds that the monster
emitted from its heads (829-32):

eoval §' &v Taono EGav SEWVNG KEPAATNOL,

navtoinv Or' igloat aBécpatov: dALoTE PV Yap 830
PO&yyovd' (¢ 1€ Beoiot cuviéuey, BAlote &' avte

Ta0PoL EPPRPHYE® HEVOC AoyETOL dGGaV Ayaipov,

146 T add the supplement matpd]g in line 120.

147 Tarkow (1978) 383 points to the structural similarities between Kerberos and the boar as monsters to be
overcome by heroes.

148 Karachalios (2009) 11 notes that the boar, in contrast to the human fighters, who are rendered anonymous by
the use of plural verbs, is heroized as hyper-masculine.

149 Theogony 931 and Homeric Hymn to Demeter 294.

150 Svarlien (1995) 36 observes that the boar “causes continued war even after its death.”

151 Stern (1967) 39 associates mAnuopav (107) and énaicowv (116) with the theme of “continuous motion.”
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And there were voices in all of its terrible heads, releasing every sort of awful sound.
For at one moment they made sounds that the gods understand, and at another
moment the sound of a lordly bull, bellowing loudly, ungovernable in its strength.

The “loud-roaring” bull mentioned in line 832 is actually an aural simulation produced by
Typhoeus. In borrowing the epithet from a description of the primordial adversary defeated
by Zeus, Bacchylides invests this monstrous animal with a hint of cosmic destruction. !>
These allusions to hexameter poetry serve to inform both Herakles and the audience of the
victory ode about the stakes involved in the encounter between the Kalydonians and the boar
sent by Artemis.

Meleager, maintaining the voice of a neutral narrator, largely elides himself from his
account of the Aitolian victory over the boar. The use of first-person plural verbs (112,
otacaued', “we made,” and 115, Bdntopev, “we were burying”) is the sole indicator that he
even participated in these events. The actual slaughter of the animal is ascribed to divine
favor rather than an act of individual heroism or skill. The identity of the daipwv (113),
“divinity,” is left unclear: Artemis is the source of the boar, but another divinity offers
supremacy to the Aitolians. Meleager leaves no room for celebration; the next clause
transitions to the burying of those killed by the beast. His language has the curious effect of
merging the boar and its victims in a repetition of similar sounds: 0Vg katénepve<v> 6vg
(115-16), “those whom the boar had killed.” He clarifies the broader idea of casualties into
the names of his brothers (117), and mentions Althaia for the first time as their mother (120).

Meleager describes the internecine strife that broke out over the boar’s hide as a
continuation of the violence that culminated in its death (121-135):
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But a destructive fate killed more of them, since the daughter of Leto, warlike
huntress, did not yet put a stop to her wrath. We were fighting steadfastly over the
sleek hide with the Kouretes, staunch in battle; there I, with many others, killed

152 Burnett (1985) 142 notes that Meleager fails to visualize the boar, since “no one of his epithets is visual.”
The animal is imagined instead as a manifestation of pure destructive energy.
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Iphiklos and noble Aphares, my swift maternal uncles. For stronghearted Ares does
not discern a kinsman in war, but arrows fly forth blindly from the hands against the
souls of one’s enemies, and bear death to whomever the divinity wishes.!?

Despite the uncertainty concerning the first word of line 123, the sense of lines 122-124 (ov
Yap o doippwv [radoev] yorov dypotépa Aatodg Buydtnp, “since the daughter of Leto,
warlike huntress, did not yet put a stop to her wrath”) seems to reiterate that of the
counterfactual condition (97-102). The replacement of mAa&inmog Oivetg (97), “horse-
driving Oineus,” with Aatodg Buydtnp (124), “the daughter of Leto,” as the source of an
action exerted upon the noun y6Aov (123) lends further emphasis to the goddess’ agency in
this situation. The manifestation of her destructive anger changes from the boar itself to
internecine strife around its hide. Meleager uses certain verbal echoes to blur the boundaries
between these two conflicts: he repeats the adverb évovkéwc (125 and 112), “steadfastly,”
and picks up the first-person plural verbs ctacdped' (112) and 6dntopev (115) with
poapvaped' (125), “we were fighting,” which obscures his individual contribution behind a
description of collective action.

Meleager’s language takes on a striking lack of clarity in depicting the war against the
Kouretes. He softens his admission of responsibility for the murders of his maternal uncles
(128, katéxtavov, “I killed”) by adding the prepositional phrase moALoig cov dAAloig (127),
“with many others.”!>* What exactly does it mean for Meleager to kill his mother’s brothers
in the company of many others? Should we imagine that he struck the killing series of blows
or that he was simply fighting on the opposing side when they died?!>> For sophisticated
audiences of victory odes the earlier sense that his account was simply resetting the neutral
narration of the frame narrative is replaced by the suspicion of a deliberate intention to draw
the audience toward specific conclusions while concealing other reasonable understandings
of the events described.

Meleager attempts to explain his actions with a strange gnomic statement. The idea
that Ares fails to discern a friend in war seems to contradict the frame narrative of Herakles’
encounter with Meleager, in which Meleager prevents Herakles from firing an arrow by
identifying himself as a friend. The emphasis on the blindness of the arrows in line 132 is
another contradictory detail. We have seen no indication that Meleager fights using a bow
and arrow, and he describes killing Klymenos with the participle éevapilov (146-47),
“slaying,” which suggests hand-to-hand combat.!>® The notion that these arrows are TvEAG
(132), “blind,” and directed by the wishes of a daipwv (135) is incoherent, but both of these
descriptors work to remove agency from the one firing.!>” Meleager has seemingly crafted

153 T add the supplement t@v &' dJAeoe in line 121, and mhedvalg in line 122.
154 Brannan (1972) 243 observes that moALoic ovv dAroig (127) can be construed in more than one way: “Is it
Meleager who along with others slew his uncles? Or is it his uncles who were slain among many others? The
latter is the usual and perhaps correct interpretation, but the syntax is not clear.”
155 Kyriakou (2001) 20 reports a tradition according to which “Meleager’s uncles vied for a prize that did not
belong to them and the hero killed them deliberately.” Jebb (1905) 470-71, following Robert (1898), speculates
that the Pleuroniae of Phrynichus might have told the story of Meleager’s slaying of the Thestiadae and
Althaea’s vengeance upon her son.
156 The verb é£gvapilo can have the specific sense of despoiling the armor of an enemy; cf. lliad 4.448, 13.619,
etc.
157 We might recall the contradictory description of the arrow in lines 81-82 as both taticiov (81) and tpoyov
(82).
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this account of his uncles’ killing with a simultaneous view to producing maximal obscurity
and ridding himself of culpability.'>?

Meleager shifts from a deliberately obscure mode of narration to one increasingly
marked by vividness in describing his death at his mother’s hands (136-144):

Tadt' ovk Emielapéva
Beatiov Kovpa dATPpV
HATNP KOKOTOTHOG ELOT
BovAevoev dAeBpov dTapPakTog yuvd,
KOi€ 1€ dOOOAENG EK 140
AGpVAKOG GKOILOPOV
erTpov E&avcaca: TOV o
Moip' émékiwoey TOTE
Cwag Opov aueTépag EPpEV.

The fiery daughter of Thestius, my ill-fated mother, fearless woman, refusing to take
these things into account, devised destruction for me, and, having snatched the
firebrand of my early death, which Fate had indeed assigned at that time to be the
boundary of my life, from its cunningly wrought coffer, she began to burn it.!>

His language draws an implicit comparison between Althaia and Artemis.!®® He describes
Althaia as daippwv (137), “fiery,” the same epithet applied to Artemis above (122), in
addition to xakdémotpog (138), “ill-fated,” and dtdpPaxtoc (139), “fearless,” both of which
appear here for the first time in Greek literature. The application of such distinct language to
Althaia emphasizes her central importance to Meleager’s narrative, which had been directly
occasioned by Herakles’ question concerning the identity of Meleager’s killer (89-91). This
section of the account offers the formal answer to that question.

Meleager depicts his mother as both emotional and rational in her decision to kill
him.'®! The participial phrase Toadt' odk émike&apéva (136), “refusing to take these things
into account,” suggests a willful blindness to her son’s perspective on the conflict, but the
verb BovAevoev (139), “she devised,” signifies a deliberate choice. The bifurcation of an
Althaia simultaneously motivated by bitter anger and acting in cold blood is reflected by the
epithet daippwv (137), which has two etymologies: from ddic, “torch,” and 64w, “to
learn.”%? The meaning of Saippwv, if derived from 84ig is “fiery,” a reflection of Althaia’s
passionate anger toward her son, whereas the sense derived from 64w is “prudent,” which
matches the idea of cunningness implied in BovAevoev (139).

Meleager uses especially evocative language in describing Althaia’s burning of the
firebrand. The phrase dadaréag Adpvakog (140-41), “cunningly wrought coffer,” also

158 Lefkowitz (1969) 78 adds that “nonvolition is further suggested in the impersonal structuring of the
sentence.”

159 Macehler (2004) 124 observes that “now that Meleager is focussing on Althaia and his own miserable death,
the narrative technique changes.”

160 Cairns (1997) 45 notes that the ring composition of Meleager’s speech serves to link Artemis and Althaea.
161 T efkowitz (1969) 80 observes that Bacchylides makes “Althaea seem strangely godlike in her willful
isolation and in her ability to act on her intentions.”

162 For further discussion of the etymologies of daippwv from ddic and 34w, see Brannan (1972) 242.
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famously appears in Simonides fr. 543 in a passage concerning a mother and her son. In that
poem, Danaé comforts the infant Perseus from within a doudaréa Aapvaé as winds howl
around them on the sea (1-7):
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When in the cunningly wrought box the blowing wind and troubled sea were dashing
her down in fear, with not unwetted cheeks she threw a loving arm around Perseus,
and said.

This allusion serves as an exact inversion of the scenario proposed by Simonides, who
depicts a mother for whom the dadaréa Aapvaé functions as a locus of protection, shielding
herself and her child from the elements. Meleager, on the other hand, describes a mother
who hides the instrument with which she will murder her son in a Soaudaréo Aapval.'®> The
recurrence of this phrase draws an implicit comparison between the two women: Danaé
clings fearfully (4, deipartt, “in fear”) to Perseus, whereas Althaia is called dtéppaxtog (139),
“fearless,” by Meleager. Using this comparison to highlight the unnatural callousness of
Althaia, Bacchylides creates sympathy for Meleager as his mother’s victim. 64

The scene shifts suddenly to Meleager’s murder of Klymenos, which marks the end
of his account (144-54):

Toyov
pev Aaimdrov KAdpevov
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Cov auopntov dEpoc,
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163 Segal (1990) observes that “Althaea, whose name suggests “nurture” (cf. Latin alo, “nurture”), is the
destroyer of her son.”

164 Karachalios (2009) 15 argues that Althaia’s solidarity with her brothers represents a failure to transition from
the role of daughter to that of mother: “First, as daughter of Thestius, she is presented in her original state, the
one that a woman is supposed to leave behind for ever when she marries into a new oikos. In her preference for
her brothers over her son, she in fact regresses to that former state.”
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I happened to be slaying Klymenos, blameless in body, the brave son of Daipylos,
after overtaking him before the towers, and the others were fleeing to the well-built
ancient city of Pleuron, but my sweet soul was wasting away, and I recognized that I
was becoming faint, aiai! And I cried, wretched, breathing my last, leaving behind
my splendid youth.”

Meleager cuts from Althaia’s burning of the firebrand to his own acts of violence before the
ramparts. The sequence of verbs and participles in this passage tracks the movements in
space and time: he speaks of Althaia using the aorist fovievoev (139) and the imperfect kaié
(140), “she began to burn,” but the transition to the aorist toyov (144), “I happened to be,”
with the supplementary present participle é€evopilov (146-147), “slaying,” marks his own
emergence at the center of the narrative, and the aorist participle kymoog (148-149), “after
overtaking,” establishes the relative sequence of events. The inclusion of Toyov (144) as the
last word of its line reflects the close proximity of these two scenes.

The audience views Klymenos’ death through Meleager’s eyes, watching an event
from his individual perspective for the first time in this narrative. The only first-person
singular verb used by Meleager to this point had been katéktavov (128), “I killed,” but Toyov
(144), yvdv (152), “I recognized,” and ddxpvca (153), “I cried,” all follow in these final
lines. He calls Klymenos AaimvAov moid' dikiov (145-46), “the brave son of Daipylos,” and
audpntov dépac (146), “blameless in body.”!%> Bacchylides’ description works to collapse
Meleager and his victim into one another. The reference to Klymenos as his father’s son
recalls the use of a patronymic in introducing Meleager: [TopBavida (70), “the son of
Porthaon.” Furthermore, Klymenos leaves behind the beautiful corpse that we never see
from Meleager, who cuts away from the moment of his own death, but Herakles’
forthcoming curiosity about a sister that resembles Meleager (168) is indicative of the
blameless beauty of his form.

Meleager mentions the departure of the other Kouretes, who fled for Pleuron (149-
51), before turning to the realization of his own imminent death. He first describes the sense
that his soul had become weak in objective terms with a third-person verb (151, pivoOgv 0¢
pot yoya yAvkeia, “but my sweet soul was wasting away”), and then follows that with a first-
person expression of his internal experience of the event (152, yv@v &' dhMyocBevéwv, “and I
recognized that [ was becoming faint”). In the latter clause, the construction of the aorist
verb yv@v (152) with the supplementary participle OAtyocBevémv (152), “becoming faint,”
mirrors the construction of toyov (144) and é&evapilwv (146-147) above. The violence that
Meleager externalized onto Klymenos is made internal here. The exclamations aioi (153)
and TAG[pov (153), “wretched,” mark sudden ruptures in the narrative, as Meleager’s
subjectivity, which had been elided for most of the account, moves to the forefront.!®¢

I contend that Meleager’s tears (153, ddxpvca) come about in response to the
unexpected finality of his death. Franco Moretti, in the essay “Kindergarten,” argues that
tears tend to acknowledge situations in which we recognize the irrevocable loss of a desired
state of affairs:

165 Wind (1964) 34 observes that Klymenos is blameless both physically and in the matter of his own death,
since “Meleager just chanced to come upon him.”

166 T efkowitz (1969) 82 observes that aiai (153) “is more natural in dramatic lyric than in the festive context of
a victory ode.”
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This is what makes one cry. Tears are always the product of powerlessness. They
presuppose two mutually opposed facts: that it is clear how the present state of things
should be changed - and that this change is impossible. They presuppose a definitive
estrangement of facts from values, and thus the end of any relationship between the
idea of teleology and that of causality. In this lies the second reason why death plays
an indispensable part in ‘moving’ literature. The person who dies never appears as
one who is carrying out an intention (these texts as a matter of principle do not permit
suicide) but as one subjected to a chain of causes beyond his control - not as an
artificer of his own desires, but as the victim of ‘reality’ in its most radical form.!¢’
Moretti frames the realization of this powerlessness in temporal terms as the notion of the
“too late,” which is inherent in the participial phrases that surround the verb ddxpvoa (153):
mopatov 8¢ mvéwv (153), “breathing my last,” and dyAadv fifav nporeinwv (154), “leaving
behind my splendid youth.”!%® The use of mopatov (153), “last,” highlights the stark
irrevocability of Althaia’s actions, and the phrase dyladav fifav (154), “splendid youth,” on
the heels of yAvkeio yoyd (151), “sweet soul,” articulates the preciousness of the thing that
has been lost.

Bacchylides returns to indirect discourse in reporting Herakles’ embodied response to
Meleager’s narrative (155-58):

daoctiv adstoPoov Ap- 155
QLUTPYOVOG ToAda podvov o1 tote

téyEon PAEQapOV, TaAATEVOEDG

TOTUOV OIKTipOVTO POTOG!

They say that the fearless son of Amphitryon wet his eyes for the only time then,
pitying the fate of the woeful man.!®

We have now seen three occurrences of weeping in the mythological narrative of the
encounter of Herakles and Meleager: Meleager begins his account in tears (94), he responds
with tears to the realization that he is about to die (153), and Bacchylides reports that the only
time Herakles ever cried was after listening to Meleager (155-57).!7° I would argue that the
poet presents Herakles’ tearful reaction to Meleager’s account as a model for the proper
emotional response to both Meleager and the victory ode itself.!”! Herakles is positioned as a
surrogate for the audience. We hear Meleager’s somber tale at the same time as he does. He
demonstrates for us that the appropriate response to narrated tears is tears from the narratee,
but he himself exists and weeps within a frame narrative, which, in addition to modeling

167 Moretti (2005) 162.

168 See Moretti (2005) 159-62.

169 For discussion of the return to indirect discourse, see Burnett (1985) 146.

170 Lefkowitz (1969) 84 oddly downplays the significance of Herakles’ tears, arguing that he remains essentially
unchanged after Meleager’s account. She asserts that “tears come to his eyes, but he does not actually weep,”
which seems to be an excessively literal reading of Bacchylides’ descriptive language in this scene. Brannan
(1972) 252, on the other hand, contends that “Herakles has been shattered by the fate of another hero. He is
anxious to console, and sympathize with another hero.”

171 Peponi (2012) 33-69, focusing upon Homer and Plato, discusses weeping as a form of aesthetic response.
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tears, also serves as a potential source of emotions for the audience.!”? 1 contend that
Bacchylides’ aim is to produce a feedback loop of tears, beginning with Meleager, moving to
Herakles, and culminating in the audience of the victory ode.!”

Film melodrama provides a useful comparandum for thinking about the emotional
effects produced by Meleager’s narrative. Barry Keith Grant defines melodrama as

a somewhat indistinct genre that refers to films about familial and domestic tensions.
Originally the term, a hybrid deriving from a combination of music and drama,
referred to stage plays that, beginning in the late eighteenth century, used music to
emphasize dramatic or particularly emotional moments. More recently the category
refers to narratives in any popular form that seem contrived or excessive in emotion
and sentimentality, in which dramatic conflicts and plot take precedence over
character and motivation, and in which there is a clear distinction between heroes and
villains.!"#

Linda Williams emphasizes the importance of victimization to the melodramatic mode:

If emotional and moral registers are sounded, if a work invites us to feel sympathy for
the virtues of beset victims, if the narrative trajectory is ultimately more concerned
with a retrieval and staging of innocence than with the psychological causes of
motives and action, then the operative mode is melodrama. In cinema the mode of
melodrama defines a broad category of moving pictures that move us to pathos for
protagonists beset by forces more powerful than they and who are perceived as
victims.!”3

Bacchylides has carefully constructed Meleager’s account in similar fashion to downplay his
responsibility in the deaths of his maternal uncles and to emphasize his victimization at the
hands of Artemis, the boar, and his mother. Assuming the voice of a neutral narrator, he
subsumes his identity within that of the Kalydonians, who suffer beneath the onslaught of the
boar. When Meleager describes his role in his uncles’ murders, he weakens the admission by
inserting the prepositional phrase moALoic cuv dAloig (127). Finally, he characterizes Althaia
as an unfeeling monster, who refuses to consider her son’s perspective (136, Tadt' odk
gmie&opéva), and Bacchylides’ allusion to Simonides’ Danaé emphasizes Althaia’s
unnatural hostility toward her son by comparison.

Melodrama is a narrative mode especially associated with the induction of tears.
Williams discusses the traditional conception of melodrama, alongside pornography and
horror films, as one of the cinematic body genres:

172 Burnett (1985) 141 notes that “In spite of its different mode of performance, the mythic encounter of Ode 5
is very much like a tragic messenger-scene. Meleager as deuteragonist reports, and Herakles as protagonist
responds, the first offering the audience the epic pleasure of hearing a finished tale well told, the second
providing the very different dramatic pleasure of watching an as yet unfinished event take shape.”

173 We should notice that Meleager, Herakles, and most of the audience members are male. Karachalios (2009)
8-21 argues that the tears of Meleager and Herakles represent an inversion of heroic ideals; cf. Van Wees
(1998) for further discussion of weeping as a gendered act in archaic Greece.

174 Grant (2007) 75-76.

175 Williams (1998) 42.

53



In the body genres I am isolating here, however, it seems to be the case that the
success of these genres is often measured by the degree to which the audience
sensation mimics what is seen on the screen. Whether this mimicry is exact, e.g.,
whether the spectator at the porn film actually orgasms, whether the spectator at the
horror film actually shudders in fear, whether the spectator of the melodrama actually
dissolves in tears, the success of these genres seems a self-evident matter of
measuring bodily response.!”®

Bacchylides describes a scenario that corresponds closely to Williams’ suggestion that “the
audience sensation mimics what is seen on screen.” Meleager’s tears, both as narrator (94)
and as a character within his own narration (153), seem to bring about those of Herakles.
This sequence of tears teaches the audience of the victory ode that weeping is an appropriate
response to Bacchylides’ narrative.

Herakles replies to Meleager’s account by with the expression of a dour gnomic
statement (159-164):

Kot viv apefopevog
100’ Qo «Bvatoiot un edvat EEPIGTOV 160

und' deriov TPOo1OEV
QEYYog: GAA' OV Yap TiG E0TV
TPAEIS TAOE LOPOUEVOLG,
xP1| KEWVO Aéyewv O Tt Kol PEALEL TELETV.

And answering him he said these things: “It is best for mortal men never to be born
and never to look upon the light of the sun, but since there is no use bewailing these
things, a man ought to speak of what he means to accomplish.

His adage responds to the earlier aphorisms that introduced the mythological exemplum (50-
55), commenced Meleager’s narrative (94-96), and capped the mention of his uncles’ deaths
(129-135). Bacchylides situates each of these passages on or across a stanza boundary: the
first concludes strophe B, the second bridges strophe I" and antistrophe I', the third finishes
strophe A, and the fourth runs between epode A and strophe E. I would argue that this
structural correspondence suggests that these passages ought to be read together. Each of
these statements highlights the control exerted upon human affairs by the divine. In lines 50-
55, Bacchylides compliments Hieron by asserting that the man to whom the gods have given
a successful and affluent life is happy, and avows that no one is fortunate in all respects. The
gnomic statement with which Meleager begins his narrative (94-96) presents a darker
conception of man’s dependence upon the gods, lamenting that it is difficult for a mortal to
change the mind of a divinity. In lines 129-135, Meleager denies that men have agency in
war, declaring that arrows fly forth blindly, guided by the will of a god. Herakles’ statement
seems to build upon the implications of these three earlier aphorisms, concluding that human

176 Williams (1991) 4-5.
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life is an unnecessary burden.!”” These four adages work to emphasize the notion of
victimization upon which Bacchylides’ mythological narrative depends.

In the final lines of the mythological exemplum, Herakles asks whether Meleager has

a sister, and Meleager mentions Deianeira (165-175):

"Hpé 115 év peydporc Oi- 165
vijog apnipilov
gotv aounta Buydtpowv,
ool puav dAryKia;
Tav kev Mmapay <é¢>0éhwv Beipav dicot-
Tv.» TOv 8¢ peventorépov 170
Yoy Tpocépa Meled-
Ypov- «Aimov yAmpovyeva
&v dopact Aaidvel
pav, Vijiv €11 xpuoéag
Konpidog Bel&puppotov.» 175

Is there an unwed daughter in the halls of Oineus, dear to Ares, similar to you in
form? I would willing make her my brilliant wife.” The soul of Meleager, steadfast
in battle, answered him: “I left green-necked Deianeira at home, still ignorant of

golden Kypris, charmer of mortals.”

Despite modeling the correct embodied response, Herakles betrays crucial ways in which he

fails to comprehend the key points of Meleager’s narrative. The epithet dpnipilov (166),
“dear to Ares,” corresponds directly to the earlier gnomic statement about man’s lack of

agency in martial affairs (129-135):

oV
yop kaptepOOupog Apng 130
Kkpivel pilov &v moAépuw,
TOEAL O' €K YEIPDV PEAN
YUYoig €Ml OUGUEVEWDY
@Oo1Td BAvaToOV TE PEPEL
TOloV AV daipmv OEAT. 135

For stronghearted Ares does not discern a friend in war, but arrows fly forth blindly
from the hands against the souls of one’s enemies, and bear death to whomever the

divinity wishes.

The constitutive elements of apnipidov (166) are Apng (130) and ¢idov (131). In calling

Oineus a friend of Ares, Herakles ignores the basic sentiment of Meleager’s contention that

Ares fails to recognize a friend in battle.

177 Burnett (1985) 145 notes that Herakles “is mortal now, but he will not be so always.”
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Several of his statements also manifest a belief in his own heroic agency that runs
counter to Meleager’s emphasis on victimization.!”® Herakles follows the assertion that “It is
best for mortal men never to be born and never to look upon the light of the sun” (160-62)
with a statement of his own resolve (162-64):

GAL' 00 Ybp Tig 0TIV
TPAEIS TAOE LOPOUEVOLG,
xPN KEIVO Aéyetv & Tt Kol PEALEL TEAETY.

but since there is no use bewailing these things, a man ought to speak of what he
means to accomplish.

There is a sharp disconnect between the powerlessness of the first notion and the
straightforward practicality of the second; the first seems to emanate from the gnomic logic
of the victory ode, while the second articulates his true feelings. In proposing a potential
marriage to Deianeira, Herakles further emphasizes his confidence in his own choices with
the participle <¢>0é v (169), “willing,” and the verb Oeipav (169), “make.” He trusts that
he is truly the one in charge.

I would argue that Bacchylides leverages the disparity in knowledge between
Herakles and the audience of the victory ode to create an especially affecting form of
dramatic irony.!” Variant accounts of the meeting of Herakles and Meleager in the
underworld and the betrothal of Deianeira seem to have been in circulation. According to a
scholion to Iliad 21.194, Pindar told a version in which Meleager, hoping to protect his sister
from Achelous, offers her to Herakles.!®" There is uncertainty as to which of these tellings
came first, but we can see that Bacchylides emphasizes Herakles’ active role in his eventual
fate by making him the inquirer. Several features of Bacchylides’ account draw attention to
the unfortunate aftermath of the union.'®! The epithet 0sAEuPBpotov (175), “charmer of
mortals,” which is applied to Aphrodite, calls to mind the nature of Herakles’ demise through
a “love charm.”!8? Furthermore, the sudden choice to end the myth with Meleager’s
suggestion prompts the audience to look ahead to the marriage and its bitter fruits.!®* The
thought of Herakles wearing Nessus’ robe could hardly have been far from the minds of
spectators at the victory ode.!8*

178 Cairns (1997) 47 observes that the epithets with which Herakles is introduced (56, épewyurorav, “gate-
destroying,” and 57, avikatov, “unconquerable”) stress his previous heroic successes, but coming on the heels
of the idea that “no one of mortal men is born blessed in all things,” they might foreshadow an eventual reversal
of fortune.

179 For further discussion of dramatic irony in this scene, see Lefkowitz (1969) 93 and Brannan (1972) 253.

130 See Maehler (2004) 107-08 and Stern (1967) 35-37 for comparative discussion of the accounts of Pindar and
Bacchylides.

181 Bacchylides 16, a dithyrambic fragment, continues the narrative of Herakles’ unfortunate marriage to
Deianeira. See Fearn (2007) 177-81 for discussion of mythological narration in Bacchylides’ dithyrambs.

132 Brannan (1972) 256 notes that “The very word g A& pfpotov indicates the magic which will be his undoing
in an action undertaken unknowingly in the name of love.”

183 Kirkwood (1966) 113 cites this passage as an example of “The distinctively Bacchylidean technique of
fragmentary narrative, of an abrupt ending that leaves much of dramatic import untold, yet sharply suggested.”
134 Goldhill (1983) 77 observes a shift in contextual emphasis between the opening and closing of this
mythological narrative. The immediate context of Herakles’ descent into the underworld is Eurystheus’
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The scholarship on melodrama offers a productive framework for thinking about
dramatic irony. Christine Gledhill writes of film melodrama that

Its central protagonists become objects of pathos because constructed as victims of
forces that lie beyond their control and understanding. Nevertheless, the
externalization of conflict into narrative structures or mise en scene offers the
audience signs of the protagonists’ condition and the forces in play. Pathos, unlike
pity, is a cognitive as well as affective construct. The audience is involved on a
character’s behalf and yet can exercise pity only by reading and evaluating signs
inaccessible to the dramatis personae.'®?

The audience’s position as an objective observer of the narrative qua narrative allows for the
production of both emotional and intellectual responses. Thomas Elsaesser elaborates on the
significance of this positioning:

Such archetypal melodramatic situations activate very strongly an audience’s
participation, for there is a desire to make up for the emotional deficiency, to impart
the different awareness, which in other genres is systematically frustrated to produce
suspense: the primitive desire to warn the heroine of the perils looming visibly over
her in the shape of the villain’s shadow. But in the more sophisticated melodramas
this pathos is most acutely produced through a ‘liberal’ mise en scéne which balances
different points of view, so that the spectator is in a position of seeing and evaluating
contrasting attitudes within a given thematic framework — a framework which is the
result of the total configuration and therefore inaccessible to the protagonists
themselves. The spectator, say in Otto Preminger’s Daisy Kenyon or a Nicholas Ray
movie is made aware of the slightest qualitative imbalance in a relationship and also
sensitized to the tragic implications which a radical misunderstanding or a
misconception of motives might have, even when this is not played out in terms of a
tragic ending. '8¢

The audience of the victory ode wants to warn Herakles about Deianeira, but there is no time.
Bacchylides designs the scene in such a way that the audience’s awareness of the situation
coincides with the dissolution of the mythological narrative itself. This scenario, like
melodrama, is completely devoid of suspense. We understand where the narrative is
heading, but, frozen in our knowledge of its tragic consequences, we have the rug pulled out
from under us.

Our response in this moment is brought about by a combination of affective and
cognitive factors. Williams complicates the earlier notion that the spectator simply mimics
the emotions shown on-screen by adding a consideration of cognition: “Pathos in the
spectator is thus never merely a matter of losing oneself in “over-identification.” It is never a
matter of simply mimicking the emotion of the protagonist, but, rather, a complex negotiation

demand that he bring back Kerberos, but the destructive marriage to Deianeira assumes this position at the end
of the account.

135 Gledhill (1987) 30.

136 Blsaesser (1987) 66.
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between emotions and between emotion and thought.”!®” There is certainly an extent to
which a pathetic identification with Herakles (and Meleager) is meant to inform the
emotional response of the audience to Bacchylides’ narrative, but this identification is
enriched and perhaps intensified by a broader view of the mythological tradition in which the
present episode fits. Herakles himself only knows half of the story.

Bacchylides uses direct speech to conduct the audience through a complex series of
affective and embodied responses. The narrative opens at a wide level of focus, starting with
Herakles’ descent into the underworld, and centers on his encounter with Meleager, whose
description of the Kalydonian boar hunt and the resulting civil strife becomes the central
episode of the entire victory ode. Meleager assumes the voice of a neutral narrator at the
beginning of his account, continuing the use of gnomic statements from Bacchylides. This
posture of distance from the events described takes on a clear strategic importance during
Meleager’s admission of involvement in the deaths of his maternal uncles. He obscures this
portion of his narrative in order to maintain a position of innocent victimization at the hands
of his mother Althaia. The nature of his narration shifts dramatically as he describes his own
demise; he relates his internal experience of death. At the conclusion of the account,
Herakles reacts with tears to Meleager’s tears, modeling the appropriate embodied response.
In the final lines of the mythological exemplum, Herakles asks whether Meleager has a sister,
and Meleager mentions Deianeira. 1 would argue that this moment, in which the audience
glimpses a destructive future inaccessible to Herakles himself, combines the forces of
emotion and intellectual understanding to produce a particularly potent response, one that
manifests in the form of tears.

Pythian 9

Pindar wrote his ninth Pythian ode in honor of Telesikrates of Kyrene, who won the
race in armor in 474 BCE.!®® The victory ode features several mythological narratives, but I
focus in this chapter upon the first, which describes the marriage of Apollo and Kyrene.
Pindar turns the tradition of the deity’s abduction of this Thessalian nymph into a
mythological rendering of the colonization of the Libyan city of Kyrene, which occurred in
the second half of the seventh century BCE.!®® Apollo, encountering Kyrene wrestling with a
lion, summons the centaur Chiron. He and Chiron then have a lengthy conversation about
the propriety of a potential sexual union with the nymph. I would argue that Chiron’s
response to Apollo, which evinces a version of the “hermeneutics of suspicion,” ignoring the
surface meaning of Apollo’s address, and hitting instead upon its latent significance, models
an interpretive mode that the audience is meant to apply in turn to the victory ode. The

137 Williams (1998) 49.

138 T assume that the original performance of this victory ode took place in Kyrene following Telesikrates’ return
from Delphi, but Felson (2004) 367 notes that the contents of the poem “neither designate nor contradict the
localization of that poetic event at Cyrene.”

139 See Calame (2014) 281-82 for discussion of archeological evidence for the archaic settlement of Kyrene by
Greeks.
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employment of a similarly suspicious hermeneutic reveals the clever fictionality of Pindar’s
mythological account.
Pindar opens Pythian 9 by expressing a desire to celebrate Telesikrates (1-8):

'EOéLo yorkdomda [TuBovikay

ovv Babvlovoioty dyyéliwmv

Teleowpdrtn Xapiteoot yeywvelv

OAProv dvopa duwéinmov otepdvopo Kupdvag:
TAV O YOUTAES AVELOGPAPAYOV 5
éx [odiov kOAT®V Tote Aatoidog

Gpmac', Evecé te ypuc<éw> mapBévov dypotépav
dlppw, T001 viv ToAvunAov

Kol ToAvkapmotdtog Ofjke déomovay yBovog
pilav ameipov Tpitav €v-

npatov BdAroicay oikev.

With the help of the deep-girdled Graces, I wish to proclaim and sing of Telesikrates,
the Pythian victor with brazen shield, a fortunate man, the crown of horse-driving
Kyrene, whom the flowing-haired son of Leto once snatched from the hollows of
Pelion, which echo in the wind, and he carried the wild maiden in his golden chariot
to where he established her as mistress of a flock-rich and fruitful land to inhabit the
lovely and flourishing third root of the continent.

He invokes the Babvldvoicwy Xapiteoot (2-3), “deep-girdled Graces,” as his aids in
announcing and celebrating the triumphant man.!*® Using a series of epithets and
appositional phrases, he develops his description of Telesikrates through the first four lines:
yorkdomda [Tubovikav (1), “the Pythian victor with brazen shield,” 6ABiov dvopa (4), “a
fortunate man,” and diw&inmov otepavopa Kopdvag (4), “the crown of horse-driving
Kyrene.”!”! The last of these provides an unusually early entry into the mythological
narrative of Apollo and Kyrene.!??

Scholars have long debated the originality of Pindar’s treatment of this myth.!”> A
scholion to Pythian 9 cites two lines from Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women concerning a
Thessalian nymph named Kyrene:

1 oin ®Oin Xopitwv dmo KaALog Exovca
[Invelod mop' Vowp koA vaieoke Kvprvn

190 Invocation of the Graces is a fairly common feature near the beginnings of victory odes; cf. 0. 4.9, 14.4, P.
6.2,N.4.7,10.1.

191 See Felson Rubin (1978) 365 for discussion of Siw&inmov otepdvmpo Kvpdvag (4) as a metaphor.

192 As Gildersleeve (1885) notes, P. 9 resembles P. 3 and P. 4 in that the myth starts near the beginning of the
poem.

193 Robbins (1978) 92 summarizes the arguments of Drexler (1931) 464 and Studniczka (1890) 41 respectively:
“One commentator, for instance, feels that the lovely scene of Cyrene’s bare-handed combat with the beast
cannot have formed part of the Eoiae where it would have been ‘redundant and purposeless.’ It is thus Pindaric
invention. Another influential commentator feels that Apollo’s encounter with Cyrene is, in Pindar,
‘unnecessary’ and so must have been transposed wholesale from the Hesiodic catalogue.”
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Or like beautiful Kyrene, who used to live beside the water of Peneios in Phthia,
having her beauty from the Graces.

We can hardly deduce the true extent of Pindar’s debt to Hesiod from the meager evidence of
this fragment. Richard Janko suggests that the tradition about the Thessalian nymph
antedates the colonization of the city in Libya:

However, as Drexler showed, the story of the nymph Cyrene is certainly older than
this and of Thessalian origin; Servius (ad Aen IV 337) records that Apollo
‘transfiguratus in lupum cum Cyrena concubuit’, a tradition of immemorial age, while
Cyrene’s genealogy is variously given, but always links her with Thessaly; her sister
Alcaea was a city heroine of Larisa. There is no evidence at all for any Thessalian
participation in the founding of Cyrene (or in the population of Thera indeed), so why
invent a foundation-legend involving Thessaly after a colonisation by men of Thera?
Better surely to suppose that the settlers relied on an already existent legend when
they named the site; perhaps they were prompted by a spring called in Libyan
something like Kvpa. If in our Catalogue Apollo did carry his nymph across to
Africa, we know not why, although legends of such transfers are common enough
(e.g. Zeus and Europa, Cat 140); but there is no proof that it was because a city of
that name existed there yet.!*

Accepting Janko’s reasoning, I would argue that the collocation of the two Kyrenes is the
poet’s invention.

Pindar uses a rather ostentatious example of grammatical sleight of hand to bring
together the city and the maiden. He calls Telesikrates diw&inmtov otepdvoua Kvpdvag (4),
“the crown of horse-driving Kyrene,” that is, the city in Libya, but the relative pronoun tév
(5), “whom,” the antecedent of which is Kvpavag (4), refers to the nymph from Thessaly.!?3
This is a moment of bold invention, if no previous association existed between the two
Kyrenes. Carol Dougherty sees the bringing together of nymph and city as “a kind of
narrative pun that appropriates a Libyan city’s name and reinterprets it within a Greek poetic
tradition of rape.”!*® Pindar begins line 5 with tdv, but the hyperbaton of 6 youtdeig
Aoatoidog (5), “the flowing-haired son of Leto,” and the delayed placement of the verb
apmac' (6), “he snatched,” serve to postpone the realization that the referent has shifted. The
adverb moté (5), “once,” enacts a similar temporal displacement of the local in favor of the
mythological. Pindar uses a relative clause to transport his audience from fifth-century
Kyrene to Thessaly of the timeless past.

The narrative moves back to Kyrene at the end of the first strophe. The relative
adverb 1601 (6), “to where,” refers to Telesikrates’ hometown. Pindar compresses this first
account of the settlement of Kyrene into a mere four lines (5-8). In the following triads, he
returns to the same terrain at a tighter level of focus, but the rendition here is brisk and
allusive. He uses simple verbs to describe the rape and resettlement of Kyrene: dprac' (6),
gvewcé (6), “he carried,” and 6fike (7), “he established.” He lavishes his most ornate language
on descriptions of places. Apollo removes Kyrene dvepocoapdywv ék ITaiiov kOATwv (5),

194 Janko (1982) 248 n. 38; cf. Driger (1993) 221-29.
195 See Felson (2004) 371 for further discussion of tév (5).
19 Dougherty (1993) 149.
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“from the hollows of Pelion, which echo in the wind,” and installs her as ToAvuniov Kai
noAvkaprotdrag déomovay xBovac (6-7), “mistress of a flock-rich and fruitful land.” Pindar
calls Libya pilav aneipov tpitav ednpatov 6dAroicav (8), “the lovely and flourishing third
root of the continent.”'” The effect is to reduce the narrative of colonization to its essential
components, verbs of motion and locations.

The action of the first antistrophe centers around Aphrodite, who sanctions the
marriage of Apollo and Kyrene (9-17):

VEdeKTO O Apyvpodmel Appodita

Adhov Egivov Beodpdtaov 10
OY€wV €pomTopéVa YEPL KOLPQ:

Kol oQv €ml yAvkepaic eOVaic Epatdy Poiev aidd,

Euvov apuoloica Bed te yapov

pyBévra kovpa 0' Yyéog evpuPia

0¢ AomiOdy DePOTAMV TOVLTAKIC IV BAGIAEDC,

€€ Qkeavod yévog fipwg

devtepog: Ov mote ITivoov KAeevvaic v mruyoic 15
Noig evppavisico Invet-

ob Aéxel Kpéowo' Etiktev,

Taiog Buydnp.

And silver-footed Aphrodite received the Delian stranger from his divinely wrought
chariot, touching him with a light hand, and she cast lovely reverence on their sweet
love-makings, bringing together in a common bond of marriage the god and the
daughter of wide-ruling Hypseus, who was then king of the proud Lapiths, a hero of
the second generation from Okeanos. A Naiad once bore him in the famous folds of
Pindos, Kreousa the daughter of Gaia, delighting in the bed of Peneios.

The narrative focuses upon the events immediately following the abduction. Pindar refers to
Apollo as Adiwov Egtvov (10), “the Delian guest,” stressing his position as a foreigner in
Libya. The notion of Apollo as a Eglvoc has two obvious applications to the broader themes
of this victory ode: 1) Apollo’s status mirrors that of Pindar 2) the emphasis on Apollo as a
foreigner from Greece corresponds to the colonization of Kyrene by Greeks. Pindar draws
the social bonds even closer by introducing the imagery of marriage: Luvov appédloica Bed
1e Yapov pydévia kovpa 8' Yyéog evpufia (13), “bringing together in a common bond of
marriage the god and the daughter of wide-ruling Hypseus.”!”® Dougherty remarks upon the
close relationship between marriage and colonization in the archaic Greek imagination:

the rhetorical relationship between marriage and victory is more complex than it
appears, for the marriage of Apollo and Cyrene also represents the Greek colonization
of Cyrene, and as we have seen, marriage operates within the larger context of Greek

197 Carey (1981) 68 notes that dmeipov (8) means “continent” here rather than “earth.”
198 See Carey (1981) 69-70 for discussion of the sense of yapov (13).
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colonial representation as a metaphor to describe founding a city overseas in terms of
cross-cultural contact and civilization.!*

The simple progression of Kyrene from map8évov dypotépav (6), “wild maiden,” to
déonowvav (7), “mistress,” illustrates the civilizing influence of marriage.?

Pindar offers a brief digression on Hypseus, the father of Kyrene, in the second half
of the first antistrophe. The use of the relative pronoun 0g (14), “who,” seems to reset the
narrative from tdv (5) above. He stresses Hypseus’ status as a faciketg (14), “king,” and
fipwg (14), “hero.” The description of his conception and birth draws the narrative even
further back in time, and Pindar alludes to the ultimate lineage of Hypseus from Okeanos
(14) and of Kreousa from Gaia (16).2°! Nancy Felson observes that “a fronted locative
prepositional phrase (15): [Tivoov kieevvaig év mtuyaig, “in the famed folds of Mt. Pindus,’
initiates the geographical displacement to a space far north of the land of Cyrene.”?? The
phrase gvppavleica Inveod Aéyet (15-16), “delighting in the bed of Peneios,” recalls
Hesiod’s I[Inveiod map' Bowp, “beside the water of Peneios.” This digression reorients the
audience in both time and space.

The first epode offers a detailed characterization of Kyrene, focusing upon her
warlike disposition (17-25):

b

0 8¢ v eDMAEVOV
Opéyato maida Kvpdvav- & pév obo' i-
0TV TOAMUPapovg Epidncev 660VG,
ov1e deimvev Toikovpldy ped' ETapdv tépyiag,
AL AKOVTESGTV TE YOAK<EOT>G 20
Qooydve Te papvopéva kepdilev dypiovg
Ofipag, 7| TOAAGY Te Kod fiovyL0V
Bovaiv giprvav Tapéyoioa ToTPOALS,
TOV 8¢ ohyKottov YAUKOV
Tadpov €L YAEQAPOLG
Uvov dvaAickoloo pEmovia Tpog Ad. 25

And he raised a lovely-armed daughter Cyrene. She loved neither going back and
forth at her loom, nor the delights of dinners with her female housemates, but fighting
with bronze javelins and a sword she would slay wild animals, in truth providing

199 Dougherty (1993) 140. See also Kurke (1991) 108-134 for the role of marriage imagery in the rhetoric of the
victory ode.

200 Carson (1990) 144 remarks that “The presexual or asexual female in Greek thought is part of the wilderness,
an untamed animal who, given a choice, prefers the wild life of Artemis, roaming the woods undomesticated
and unloving of men.” Felson Rubin (1978) 359 notes that “Cyrene as a land in Africa undergoes a
corresponding and simultaneous change, from uncultivated and unsettled though rich in potential to settled,
cultivated, and florescent.” Jakob (1994) 427 argues to that contrary that “the struggle of Cyrene with the
carnivorous beasts has nothing to do with her assimilation into wild nature; rather, it means a relationship with
culture, an important constituent of which is the guarding of the herds of the oikoc.”

201 Robbins (1978) 94 notes that Kyrene and Chiron are related, since Okeanos is the father of Philyra, Chiron’s
mother.

202 Felson (2004) 371.
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great and quiet peace to her father’s cattle, spending only for a short time sleep, the
sweet bedfellow that falls upon the eyelids towards dawn.

Pindar uses two negated clauses formed around the verb épiincev (18), “she loved,” to
describe Kyrene’s distaste for the traditional activities of weaving (18) and dining with her
companions (19).2°® Kyrene resembles Apollo’s sister Artemis in her fondness for hunting
wild animals.?** Pindar frames her hunts in martial terms: dxovtecciv te yaAk<€éor>¢
Pacyavem T popvauéva (20-21), “fighting with bronze javelins and a sword.”?% These lines
elaborate upon the earlier reference to her as mapBévov dypotépav (6). The appositional
relationship between the nouns ctOykottov (23), “bedfellow,” and Hmvov (25), “sleep,”
prefigures the sexualization of Kyrene. Sleep is but the first of her bedfellows in this
narrative.

Pindar trains his focus at the beginning of the second strophe upon the moment in
which Apollo first laid eyes upon Kyrene (26-29):

Kixe viv Aéovti ToT' DpLEAPETPAG

OBpipw povvay molaiolcov

dtep €yxémv €kdepyog ATOAL®V.

avtika o' €k peydpov Xipova Tpocnvene gwva-

Apollo of the broad quiver, the far-worker, once happened upon her wrestling alone
with a mighty lion without spears, and he immediately called Chiron from his halls
and addressed him.

Apollo encounters the nymph as she is wrestling a lion with her bare hands. Pindar
characterizes her as an athlete rather than a warrior by emphasizing the absence of weapons
(29, dtep &yyéwv, “without spears™) and using the participle makaiocav (27), “wrestling.”2%
The deity summons the centaur Chiron &k peydpav (29), “from his halls.” According to
Robbins, the collocation of Kyrene and Chiron here is significant:

None of this is absolutely conclusive, but it does at least help us to understand why
Pindar provides the genealogical information he does and points to a curious but real
connection between Cheiron and Cyrene in Pindar’s imagination. Most important of
all, perhaps, is the bond created between the two by Pindar’s use of dypotepog. At
Pyth. 9.6a Cyrene is called map0évov dypotépav. The word is also used at Pyth 3.4b
of Cheiron himself: he is ¢fip' dypotepov. There are only two further instances of the

203 Woodbury (1982) 250 notes that “The pleasures of dinners enjoyed among home-keeping companions are,
on the other hand, almost unknown to us elsewhere, unless we can imagine that the girls of an ayéia such as
Alcman’s maiden chorus at Sparta or those of Sappho’s 8iacog at Mytilene enjoyed such entertainments.”

204 Carson (1990) 151 observes that “The eccentric Kyrene of Pindar spurns not only domestic work but also
passing time in tépyiag (“play” or “amusements”) with the girls of her house.”

205 Carey (1981) 72 notes that “pacyévot emphasizes her courage. papvapéva and kepdilev (cf. péyon N.3.44)
raise the huntress to the level of a warrior.”

206 Carson (1982) 124 argues that “Pindar’s representation of Kyrene and Telesikrates includes many facets, as
it seems to me, which draw the nymph and the victor into significant comparison with each other.”
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word in Pindar, once in a Cheironic context: Achilles, Cheiron’s ward, fights with
Leovteooty dypotépolg at Nem. 3.44.207

Pindar’s language imagines Kyrene as one of Chiron’s famous students, an Achilles or
Asklepios.

Apollo addresses the centaur, beginning the first of two lengthy speeches around
which this mythological narrative revolves (30-37):

‘oepvov dvtpov, GulAvpido TpoTdV 30
Bopov yovoukog Kol peydiov dSvvacty

Bodpacov, olov drapPel velkog dyel KeQAA,

noyBov kabvmepOe vedvig

frop Exorso- eOPm &' 0¥ keyeipavTol PPEVEC.

Tig Vv avOpoOT®V TéKEV; TOi-

ag o' dmooracOeico UTANG

Opéav Kevbudvos Exel GKLOEVTOV,

yeveton &' AAKAG AmElpdvTov; 35
ocia KAutav xépa ol TpoceEVEYKETY

npo kai &k Aeyéov keipot peaadéa moiov;’

“Son of Philyra, coming forth from your sacred cave, marvel at the heart and great
physical strength of this woman, what sort of strife she leads with a fearless head, a
young woman with a heart superior to toil, and her mind is not stormtossed by fear.
Who among men bore her? From what stock she has been torn that she possesses the
hollows of shadowy mountains and makes trial of her boundless valor? Is it holy for
me to lay my famous hand upon her and indeed to shear the honey-sweet flower from
her bed?”

We might ask how Pindar imagines the relationship between Chiron and Apollo. Leonard
Woodbury argues that the centaur and the deity take on the roles of a teacher and his student:

everything depends upon the interpretation of the scene, the most memorable passage
in the ode, in which Apollo seeks the advice of Cheiron concerning his love for
Cyrene. He is still enrolled as a pupil in the Centaur’s school for heroes, where
Achilles, Asclepius, and Jason were also reared in the Greek excellences, and the
authority of the wise Cheiron, and of his answer, is unquestionable, if only we could
divine its meaning.?%®

The problem with this characterization is that Apollo is no mortal hero.?” Robbins refers to
“the courtesy with which Apollo, temporarily waiving his own omniscience, seeks advice

207 Robbins (1978) 96.

208 Woodbury (1972) 561-62.

209 Jakob (1994) 429 argues that “The thesis of Woodbury, that Apollo is a pupil of Cheiron and is in need of
the Centaur’s advice because he has fallen in love for the first time, is not supported by the text, although it
renders plausible the prolonged presence of the god on the mountain and his characterization as Naturmensch.
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from the great teacher.”?!° Perhaps we should strive to produce a reading that retains the
essential identity of Apollo as an omniscient divinity. I would suggest that this exchange
must be read on two levels: a literal one and a metaexegetical one that directs the audience in
specific interpretive directions.

Apollo’s first words to Chiron are cepvov dvtpov (30), “holy cave,” the location from
which the centaur arrives. The initial placement of this phrase creates the fleeting impression
that the cave itself is the vocative addressee of these words, but the true vocative appears in
the following clause (30, ®1Alvpida, “son of Philyra”), and we realize that the cave is an
accusative dependent on the participle npoiin®v (30), “abandoning.” I contend that these
moments of temporary disorientation, beginning with the identification of the two Kyrenes
produced by the relative clause in the first strophe, are a defining feature of this victory ode.
The organization of Pindar’s text requires that the audience constantly be reevaluating and
reframing the information that comes before them. Apollo’s exhortation in the following
lines produces another instance of this phenomenon (30-31): Bouov yuvoukog Kol peydioy
duvaoty Bavpacov, “marvel at the heart and great physical strength of this woman.” The
imperative verb Bavpacov (31), “marvel,” contains and reframes the accusative noun 6bpov
(30), “heart.” In the shimmer of Pindar’s language, Kyrene’s heart becomes the centaur’s
capacity for wonder.?!!

Apollo asks a series of questions regarding Kyrene’s identity, beginning with her
parentage: tig viv avBponmv tékev (32), “Who among men bore her?” He uses simple and
direct language here, but his phrasing of the second question is considerably more complex,
hinting at the sexual nature of his fascination with the nymph. The aorist passive participle
amoonacHeica (33), “torn,” evinces an underlying violence. In describing Kyrene as torn
from her pOtAag (33), “stock,” Apollo both intimates the aggression of sexual conquest and
suggests that Kyrene marks a radical break in her own lineage, the kind of break occasioned
by a divine branch on the family tree.?!? The phrase 0pénv kevOudvac okioéviov (34), “the
hollows of shadowy mountains,” expresses a doubled seclusion. The kgvBudvag are
themselves hiding places, and the adjective okioévtwv emphasizes the concealed nature of
the mountains. Apollo presents Kyrene’s favorite haunts as ideally suited for clandestine
lovemaking. Finally, the verb yebeton (35), “she makes trial,” has a sensual connotation.?!3

Apollo concludes his speech by turning subtext into text. He reveals that his interest
in Kyrene has been sexual all along, asking Chiron about her erotic availability. He frames
his inquiry as a matter of propriety, asking whether it is 6cia (36), “lawful,” for him to have
sex with the nymph. He presents himself in an admirable light, using the phrase KAvtav xépa
(36), “famous hand,” to characterize his divine touch. He describes the taking of her
virginity as €k Agyémv keipor peitadéa moiav (37), “to shear the honey-sweet flower from her

The respect, however, the Centaur feels for the god and the admiration he shows for his omniscience do not
justify a teacher-pupil relationship.”

210 Robbins (1978) 99.

211 Apollo’s description draws attention to a number of Kyrene’s body parts: 0opov (30), kepoAd (31), “head,”
nrop (32), “heart,” and @péveg (32), “mind.” These are all areas associated with thinking and feeling. Two of
these phrases (31, dtapPei kepaAd, “fearless head,” and 32, 6P &' ov keyeipavor epéveg, “and her mind is
not stormtossed by fear”’) emphasize the absence of fear. He forms a composite picture of a woman whose
corporeality serves as a barrier against unruly emotions. She even maintains her stoic resolve when faced with
a lion.

212 See Woodbury (1982) 252 for further discussion of dmoonacdeica (33).

213 The literal meaning of yebopon is “to taste.”
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bed,” continuing the image of rupture from drocnacHeico (33).21* How, then, does Pindar
characterize Apollo? I would argue that he comes across as a rather devious actor, seeking
permission from Chiron for an act that he already intends to commit. Woodbury’s vision of
Apollo as the naive student of the venerable centaur willfully misses the undercurrent of
sexual violence in this speech.?!

Chiron laughs and offers his response (38-49):

1oV 8¢ Kévtavpog (apevig, ayova

YA<o0>poOvV yeAdooOIg 0ppUT, UitV Qv

€00V¢ apeifeto- ‘kpumtal KAIdES £Vl GOPAG

[Te1Bog igpdv prrotdTmv,

Doife, xai &v 1e Beoig ToDTO KAVOPDTOIG OUMDG 40
aidéovt', AUEavOOV adel-

oG TUYEV TO TPAOTOV ELVAC.

Kol yop o€, TOV 00 Ogptov yeddet Oryely,

&rpame peilyog 0pyd TapeApEY TOD-

TOV AdYOoV. Kovpog &' 0mobev yevedv

gEepmTlic, M dvay; KOpLov Og TAVTOV TELOG

01600, kol Tdcog kehevOovg: 45
6oca 1€ ¥OmV Npvd OAN' dvaméunel, YOTOoL

&v Baddooq kal motopoig yapabot

KOpOoW Putais T dvépwmv KAovEéovTal,

YO TL LEAAEL, YOTOOEV

gooetat, gV koHopdg.

The mighty centaur, laughing softly with a gentle brow, straightaway answered his
own cunning, “Hidden are wise Persuasion’s keys to holy lovemaking, Phoebus, and
both gods and men feel shame at this, to engage openly for the first time in sweet
love. For in fact a pleasant impulse led you, for whom it is forbidden to touch upon
falsehood, to make a misleading speech. You ask from what race the girl comes, my
lord? You who know the fixed end of everything and all of the roads? You see
clearly how many leaves the earth sends up in spring, and how many pebbles in the
sea and the rivers are driven in confusion by waves and the rush of winds, and what is
about to happen, and whence it will come to be.?!¢

I contend that the centaur’s rebuttal, in denying the surface meaning of Apollo’s address,
hints at the untrustworthy nature of authoritative speech in general. To borrow a phrase from

214 Felson Rubin (1978) 359 notes that this image communicates the notion of cultivation of land.
215 Woodbury (1972) 565 argues that “there is nothing in Apollo’s language that proposes or implies the use of
violence. It is true that, much earlier, at the beginning of the myth (6), the violent verb dproc' was used of
Apollo, but that occurred in a description of Cyrene’s forcible abduction from the vales of Pelion to the rich
land of Libya; it has nothing to say about sexual assault. It would indeed be grotesque for Apollo to make an
enquiry about holiness, of the kind that all Greeks made to him at Delphi, with regard to his own commission of
so brutal an act.” Carey (1981) 76 takes up a similar position, but Dougherty (1993) 143 asserts that “this
language is violent and must be recognized as such and not glossed over or effaced through euphemism.”
216 See Woodbury (1972) 563-64 and Carey (1981) 77 for discussion of the textual uncertainty concerning
KA<oo>pov (38).
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critical theory, he introduces a “hermeneutics of suspicion,” which offers itself as an
interpretive lens through which to read the victory ode as a whole.

Let me take a moment to clarify my claims before turning to a close reading of
Chiron’s speech. The “hermeneutics of suspicion,” a phrase attributed to Paul Ricoeur, refers
to “a distinctively modern style of interpretation that circumvents obvious or self-evident
meanings in order to draw out less visible and less flattering truths.”?!” Chiron’s response
follows a similar interpretive model in ignoring the stated significance of Apollo’s words and
imputing to them ulterior motives. Pindar, then, as I have been suggesting about direct
speech throughout this chapter, uses the centaur’s riposte to offer up suspicion as a mode of
exegesis that might be applied to Pythian 9. Rita Felski describes a similar phenomenon in
which modern authors flag their own works for suspicious interpretation:

Narrative ellipses, ironic juxtapositions, and stylistic or tonal incongruities serve as
red flags that we are not to take words on trust. Suspicion is invited—indeed
demanded—by a text, as the only feasible way of dealing with implausible
statements, shaky rationalizations, or clashing perspectives. Literary works thus train
their readers in a hermeneutic of suspicion—a hermeneutic that can subsequently be
put into play in order to query the sacrosanct authority of these same works.?!8

I would argue that the suspicious tenor of Chiron’s speech is meant to alert us to the idea that
we cannot necessarily take Pindar’s narration at face value.

How exactly does Chiron attack the credibility of Apollo’s address? His first
response is to laugh (38, yeAdooaic, “laughing”), recalling the laughter of Zeus and Apollo
himself at the equally devious Hermes in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes.?'® The centaur’s
first words concern persuasive speech (39): kpvntoi KAKIdeg vl GoEag
[Tebodg iepav protatmv, “Hidden are wise Persuasion’s keys to holy lovemaking.”??° The
adjective kpontai (39) draws attention to Apollo’s rhetoric of concealment. Chiron contrasts
the wisdom of this concealment to the shame experienced by everyone in making love
apeavoov (41), “openly.” These initial lines establish the central opposition between what
lies hidden and what is manifest.

Chiron asserts that a peiliyog 6pyd (43), “pleasant impulse,” drove Apollo Tappdapev
todToV Adyov (43), “to make a misleading speech.” This is the substance of the accusation.
He picks up Apollo’s earlier preoccupation with propriety (36, 0cia, “lawful”) by referring to
him as someone tOv 0V Oeptov yevdet Oryeiv (42), “for whom it is forbidden to touch upon
falsehood.” The infinitive verb O1ygiv (42) recalls kKAvtav xépa mpoceveykeiv (36), “to lay my
famous hand upon.” The centaur, then, responds to Apollo’s request to touch the nymph
with a prohibition against a rhetorical form of handsiness.

Chiron’s next move is to cast doubt upon the seriousness of Apollo’s questions. He
addresses him respectfully with the vocative éva (44), “lord,” but his tone expresses

217 Felski (2012). Scholars often claim that the “hermeneutics of suspicion” first appeared in Ricoeur’s book
Freud and Philosophy (1977), but Scott-Baumann (2009) 59-77 demonstrates that the genealogy of the phrase
is more complicated.

213 Felski (2015) 43.

219 See Homeric Hymn to Hermes 389 for Zeus and 420 for Apollo.

220 See Winnington-Ingram (1969) 10-11, Woodbury (1972) 567-68, and Carey (1981) 77-78 for further
discussion of this expression.
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incredulity. Was Apollo really curious about Kyrene’s lineage? The centaur renders this
idea ridiculous by rehearsing the countless forms of the deity’s omniscience.??! Apollo sees
KOplov mévtwv téAog (44), “the fixed end of everything,” and ndcag kelevBovg (45), “all of
the roads.” The phrase mdoag kerevBovg (45) imagines Apollo, like Pindar, as we saw in the
last chapter, overlooking the vast topography of mythological events. He knows the number
of leaves brought forth in spring and the quantity of pebbles in the sea. Chiron returns to the
notion of divination, adding that Apollo understands the future and its causes. What, then,
was the point of the deity’s speech? Why was he asking questions to which he knew the
answers? Following the centaur’s lead, we assume an attitude of suspicion toward
everything that comes next.

Chiron follows his rebuttal by prophesying Apollo’s marriage to Kyrene (51-58):

gpém- Tty OGS Tkeo Pacoav

TavoE, Kol LEALELS VTIEP TOVTOV

Awg EEoyov moti Kamov Evelkar:

&vBa viv apyémoAty Onoeig, Emi Aadv dyeipaig
vacwotov dybov £g dupinedov:

ViV 9' evpvAeipwv ToHTVIA 5ot Afva 55
déEetat eDKAEN VOLLQAY SDOUACLY &V YPLGEOLS
TpoPpoV- tva ol xBovog aicav

avtiko cuvteAédey Evvopov dwpnoetal,
oVTE TOYKAPTOV PUTGV VA~

mowov oVt dyv@dta Onpdv.

I will tell you. You came to this glen as her husband, and you are about to bring her
over the sea to the supreme orchard of Zeus, where you will make her ruler of a city,
after gathering together the island people to the hill surrounded by plains, but now
mistress Libya with her broad meadows will gladly receive your famous bride in her
golden home, where she will immediately give to her a dispensation of land to be
counted as her lawful possession, neither without share of plants bearing all kinds of
fruit, nor ignorant of wild animals.

The centaur begins with a strong expression of his own authority: épéwm (51), “I will tell you.”
He describes Apollo’s actions paratactically, keeping the verbs ikeo (51), “you came,” and
péAelg éveikan (52), “you are about to bring,” parallel to one another, but I would argue that
this construction conceals an implied purpose clause: you came in order to bring her. In
shifting between these two discursive modes, his words acquire a certain reifying effect. In
announcing the things that Apollo will do, Chiron speaks them into being. He asserts that
Apollo will establish Kyrene as apyémoAwv (54), “ruler of a city,” after gathering together the
AoV vaolotay (54-55), “island people.” We realize at this point that this prophecy of
marriage serves to mythologize the colonization of Kyrene. Dougherty describes the aspects
of this mythologization:

221 Winnington-Ingram (1969) 11 notes that “The question about Cyrene’s parentage he never answers at all, but
leaves to the omniscience of the god.”
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Chiron’s reassuring response presents the flip side and describes both marriage and
colonization as fruitful and productive institutions. No mention of any violence or
conflict between Greeks and indigenous peoples here; instead the native landscape is
personified as Lady Libya, graciously receiving the famous nymph within her golden
halls; she gives her as a wedding gift title to the land which is productive of all kinds
of fruits and flocks.???

Chiron emphasizes the kindly relationship between Libya and Kyrene, which is defined by
Libya’s generosity. Colonization is imagined here as a form of aristocratic (and in this case
divine) gift exchange.

This prophecy functions somewhat differently from other prophecies that appear in
victory odes, which often exploit the varying levels of knowledge possessed by the
mythological characters and the audience of the performance. Isthmian 8, for instance,
leverages our awareness that Achilles is the destined son of Thetis. Zeus and Poseidon hear
in her words a simple warning, but we hear a premonition of the //iad.*?>* The problem with
Chiron’s prophecy is that everyone already possesses the relevant information. There is no
reason to explain the future to Apollo, who, as the centaur has shown, is omniscient.??* The
audience has also heard an abbreviated version of this material in Pindar’s narration from the
first strophe. Chiron even echoes Pindar’s language: éveikat (53), “to bring,” corresponds to
gvewcé (6), “he carried,” Onceig (54), “you will make,” follows Ofjke (7), “he established,” and
oVTe TaYKAPTOV GUTOV Vamowov oVt dyvdta Onpdv (57-58), “neither without share of
plants bearing all kinds of fruit, nor ignorant of wild animals,” is an elaboration upon
TOALUNAOL Kol ToAvkapmotdtog (6-7), “flock-rich and fruitful.” I contend that the primary
function of this prophecy is to locate the narrative origin of the colonization of Kyrene, in
Pindar’s account, in the mythological past.

Framing the colonization of Kyrene as a prophecy lends added authority to the
account. Kyrene requires a place in the mythological tradition, and the centaur’s prophecy
does the work of establishing that place.??> In this moment of retroactive mythmaking Pindar
demonstrates the subtlety of his poetic technique, but he also provides the tools to detect his
moment of invention. Chiron transitions awkwardly from claiming that Apollo’s questions
were disingenuous to describing for him his future marriage to Kyrene. The same logic that
denies the legitimacy of the deity’s questions also undercuts the motivation for this
prophecy.??¢ T would argue that Pindar is winking here at the artificiality of his own
narrative. He and Apollo, as Kyrene’s twin abductors (the one on the level of discourse, the
other literally), both seem to derive a sense of pleasure from the performance of fictionality.
Apollo understands that he will eventually whisk Kyrene away to “the lovely and flourishing
third root of the continent.” Why, then, does he mask his intentions? He knows that there is
a thrill in the lie.

222 Dougherty (1993) 145.

223 Slatkin (1991) argues that Themis’ prophecy articulates the suppressed cosmological stakes that underlie the
narrative of the /liad.

224 Carey (1981) 77 notes that “Chiron’s ‘advice’ is in fact what he and Apollo know to be fated.”

225 See Calame (2014) for a broader discussion of the mythological tradition surrounding the foundation of
Kyrene.

226 Carey (1981) 80 contends that Chiron’s delivery of a prophecy to Apollo is merely ironic, rather than a
logical fallacy.
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Chiron ends his prophecy with a mention of Aristaios, the immortal son born from
Kyrene and Apollo (59-65):

1601 Taida té€etan, OV KAvTog ‘Epudg
evBpovorc "Qpatot kai Faig 60
aveAdV QiAag VIO POTEPOG OloEL.
Toi &' €myouvidiov Banodpevar Bpépog adtTaig,
vékTap €v yeileoot kal auppociov
ot1a&otot, Ocovtal € viv abdvartov,
Ziva kol ayvov ATOAAoV', avopaot xdppo eilotg
dyylotov 0mdova UnAwv,
Aypéa kai Nopiov, 10ic 8' Apiotoiov KOAEDY. 65

There she will bear a child, whom famous Hermes, taking up from beneath his
mother, will bring to the Horai with their splendid thrones and Gaia, and marveling at
the baby, as he lies on their knees, they will drip nectar and ambrosia on his lips, and
they will make him immortal, Zeus and holy Apollo, a delight to men whom he loves,
nearest companion of flocks, Agreus and Nomios, and called Aristaios by others.”

We again find ourselves in the difficult position of not knowing how much of the tradition
articulated in this account existed before Pythian 9. I would argue that Aristaios was likely
the traditional son of Apollo and the Thessalian nymph Kyrene. Dougherty notes that “In
later literature, Aristaeus has no connection with Libya; in fact, even in Pindar’s account, he
is immediately taken back to Greece.”*?” 1 suggest that we might view this description of the
birth as Aristaios as a conventional cap on what has been an especially innovative telling of
the foundation of Kyrene. Hermes is to bring the infant to the Horai and Gaia, who will
make him immortal: véktap év yeileoot kai auppociav otdéoiot, Oncovrai € viv aBdvatov
(63), “they will drip nectar and ambrosia on his lips, and they will make him immortal.”??
Assuming a number of names and epithets, Aristaios will become a bucolic deity (64,
&yyiotov omdova uidov, “nearest companion of flocks™).??® Chiron, then, concludes his
prophecy by returning to the Thessalian traditions surrounding Kyrene and her son.*°

Pindar ends his mythological narration by recounting the fulfillment of Chiron’s
prophecy (65-70):

¢ Gp' einav Evroey Tep-

VAV YOOV KPOIVELY TEAELTAV.

okeln &' Eneryopévov on Bedv

TpaELc 06301 e Pporysiat. KEIVo KEWV' d-

pap dwitacev: BaAdpo o8 piyev

&v moAvypvo® APvag: tva KaAliotov TOAY

227 Dougherty (1993) 147.

228 Robbins (1978) 101 notes that “Gaia is the great-grandmother of Kyrene” and the Horai “are especially
suitable to civilization.”

229 See Woodbury (1982) 256-58 for further discussion of these epithets.

230 Carey (1981) 84 and Robbins (1978) 100, citing Servius’ note on Georgics 1.14, demonstate that Pindar’s
description of Aristaios is derived from Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women.
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ApeEnel KAV T A€OA01C. 70

Having spoken thus he incited Apollo to make delightful fulfillment of the marriage.
Accomplishment is swift when the gods are already in haste and short are the roads.
That very day brought the matter to a conclusion, and they mingled in the golden
chamber of Libya, where she looks after a most beautiful city and one famous for
contests.

This passage marks the third statement of the settlement of Kyrene in Libya, which may be
Pindar’s individual contribution to the tradition of Apollo and Kyrene. The first and most
oblique of these occurs in the opening strophe. Pindar refrains from mentioning Libya by
name, but refers instead to pilav dneipov tpitav evnpatov Bdriowsav (7-8), “the lovely and
flourishing third root of the continent.” The second takes place during Chiron’s prophetic
speech (55-56): viv &' evpudeipv ToTvid ot APoa dEEeTat eDKAEN VOUPAY ODUOCLY &V
YPLGEOLS TPOPPOV, “but now mistress Libya with her broad meadows will gladly receive
your famous bride in her golden home.” In this third and final statement Pindar reiterates the
detail of Libya’s golden abode (68-70): Baddpw 0¢ piyev &v moAvypvom Apvag, “and they
mingled in the golden chamber of Libya.” In calling the city of Kyrene xoAAictov kiewav T'
a€0A01c (69-70), “most beautiful and famous for contests,” he departs from mythological
time and returns to that of Telesikrates and his athletic achievement.

The exchange between Apollo and Chiron is crucial to the interpretation of this
victory ode. Pindar makes the connection between the city of Kyrene and the nymph of the
same name in the opening strophe, using a relative clause to draw attention to his own
creativity in the service of colonial ideology. In the mythological narrative that follows, he
envisions Apollo as a similarly devious figure, who also indulges in moments of fictionality,
feigning a position of ignorance in relation to Kyrene. Chiron responds by employing the
“hermeneutics of suspicion,” denying the apparent meaning of Apollo’s address, and
accusing him of deceptive speech. The centaur’s cynical approach to Apollo’s words models
an interpretive method that might be applied in turn to the victory ode as a whole. Chiron
cites Apollo’s omniscience as his primary argument against the deity’s position of ignorance,
but his own decision to deliver a prophecy violates this same logic. Following the centaur’s
lead, we are forced to ask what other work this prophetic speech might be doing. Pindar uses
Chiron’s prophecy to situate his own account of Apollo’s abduction and colonial
establishment of Kyrene as a preordained event in the mythological record. Why does he
draw our attention to the logical tears in this fictionalized tapestry? I would argue that he
wants us to appreciate the cleverness of his invention. Chiron’s speech offers the ultimate
acknowledgment that this victory ode is engaged in a fundamentally narcissistic task.
Lacking a mythological tradition with which to praise the city of Kyrene, Pindar blends the
tale of Apollo’s rape of a homophonous nymph with the colonial history of the city in
question, but rather than hiding this labor, he includes the tools by which we might
appreciate his spirit of inventiveness. Pythian 9 celebrates the poet alongside the
accomplishments of his victorious patron.

Direct speech provides Bacchylides and Pindar the opportunity to dictate the ways in
which their victory odes will be understood. The interactions between mythological
characters often constitute a sort of commentary that is applicable beyond the immediate
context of the conversation in question. These astonishing moments, in which heroes and
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divinities speak through the voice of a local chorus, allow the poets to shape mythological
reality in ways that reflect their own individual sensibilities. The words of a Chiron or
Meleager have the advantage of appearing distinct from the narrating voice, but they
articulate the same poetic vision. These speeches and the interstices between them gesture
toward structures of meaning that could not have been conveyed otherwise. Like masks, they
afford a crucial measure of distance from the audience. We have looked at two victory odes
in this chapter that exemplify the power of direct speech to communicate the interpretive
agenda of the poet.

Bacchylides 5 is a poem boiling over with affective and emotional energies.
Meleager’s speech is composed in such a way as to create a heightened feeling of
victimization while downplaying his culpability for the deaths of his uncles. Herakles’
tearful reaction to Meleager’s account demonstrates to the audience that an intensely
emotional response is appropriate and even desired. In the final lines of this mythological
narrative, Bacchylides raises the stakes by combining the affective response of pathetic
identification with an intellectual awareness of Herakles’ doomed fate. Bacchylides, then,
conducts his audience through a symphony of emotions evoked by the speeches of Meleager
and Herakles.

In contrast, Pindar uses direct speech in Pythian 9 to highlight the fictionality of his
own mythological account. In combining Apollo’s rape of a Thessalian nymph with the
colonial history of a city in Libya, he fashions a narrative designed to meet the ideological
requirements of the occasion. Chiron’s speech serves to acknowledge the artificiality of
Pindar’s invention, but also nods toward its ingenuity. In assuming an attitude of suspicion
toward the faulty logic of Chiron’s prophecy, the audience comes to recognize the clever
mythological edifice that Pindar has constructed.

The two poets employ direct speech in markedly different ways but toward the same
ends of guiding interpretation in specific directions. Bacchylides’ approach depends upon
the production of affective and emotional responses, whereas Pindar is engaged in a more
intellectual undertaking. In both cases, direct speech allows the poet to recede into the
background, but he maintains control over our understanding from afar. We listen to the
words of these heroes and divinities, taking in the splendor of their cadence, but the poet is
always guiding us. He remains the puppeteer, pulling the strings of meaning according to his
own wishes.

72



Chapter Three

The Open Ending

The publication of Sappho’s “Tithonus Poem” in 2004 stimulated a number of
scholarly controversies, including the question of the poem’s completeness.?*! The
“Tithonus Poem” consists of twelve lines composed in an aeolic metrical form (1-12):

dupec medd Moicav i]ok[6]Anwv kdAa ddpa, Taidec,
cTtovddcdeTe Kol TAlV PIAGOO0V Ayvpav xEAOVVOV-

guot 8’ dmadov mpiv] mot’ [E]ovTa ypda yiipac 7o
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Hasten after the beautiful gifts of the violet-bosomed Muses, my children, and the
shrill tortoise shell lyre that loves song. But now old age has seized my skin that once
was tender, and my hair has become white from black. And my heart has been made
heavy, and my knees fail to support me, which once were light to dance like fawns. I
often bewail these things, but what can I do? It is impossible for a human being to be
ageless. For in fact they used to say that rosy-armed Dawn, smitten by love, travelled

231 For the editio princeps of the papyrus fragment containing the “Tithonus Poem,” some of which was already
known as Sappho fr. 58, see Daniel and Gronewald (2004a) and (2004b). I use Voigt’s numeration for the
fragments of Sappho and Alcaeus.
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to the ends of the earth carrying Tithonus, who was beautiful and young, but
nevertheless gray old age overtook him in time, having an immortal wife.?32

Sappho appears to conclude the poem with a mythological exemplum recounting the
marriage of Eos and Tithonus (9-12), but scholars were immediately troubled by the open
nature of the ending, that is, the fact that the poem terminates without returning from the
mythological exemplum to the voice of the poet. Hans Bernsdorff defended the
completeness of the “Tithonus Poem,” proposing several parallels from Pindar and
Horace.?*® Lowell Edmunds responded to Bernsdorff’s suggestion by asserting that

Pindar is the wrong place in which to look. Dionysius of Halicarnassus took Pindar
and Sappho to represent opposite kinds of style, and Horace is likely to be reflecting
this view in Odes 4.2. Although both Pindar and Sappho are “lyric” poets, they differ
in time, place, dialect, meters, and performance venue, thus also, I assume, in the use
of the mythical exemplum. In this last respect, some differences are immediately
obvious. First, the opening and closing formulas of the Pindaric mythical narrative
are strikingly different from those in monody. Second, the myth in Pindar tends to be
more allusive and to be complexly related to the historical reality to which it refers.?3*

Is Edmunds correct in his “assumption” about the use of mythological exempla?

It is certainly the case that Pindar and Sappho diverged from each other in all of the
respects that Edmunds mentions, but I would argue that Pindar’s treatment of mythology still
owes much to Sappho and Alcaeus. Pindar’s truncated narrative approach might have its
basis in the telescoped accounts of the Lesbian poets. Drew Griffith argues that “Pindaric
narrative is dominated by summary,” which distinguishes it from the more expansive style of
epic.2*> Nemean 1, for instance, compresses the entire scope of Herakles’ eternal existence
within its mythological account. Alcaeus fr. 42 similarly condenses the action of the Trojan
War into a mere sixteen lines, highlighting the figures of Helen and Thetis.?*® Perhaps the
open ending is another narrative feature inherited by Pindar from his Lesbian predecessors.?*’

What, then, is the significance of the open ending in the victory ode? I would argue
that Pindar viewed it as an experimental formal device that might be applied upon a broader
canvas. Edmunds cites the paucity of attestations of the open ending in Sappho and Alcaeus
as an argument against the completeness of the “Tithonus Poem,” but the open ending should
be rare.?*® This method of termination acquires much of its power from the element of

232 There is some disagreement about how to describe the meter of the “Tithonus Poem.” West (2005) 1
classifies the metrical structure as “hagesichoreans with choriambic expansion,” but Lidov (2009) 104 calls the
line “an acephalous hipponactean with a double choriambic expansion.” I provide the supplements suggested
by West (2005) 5.

233 Bernsdorff (2005) 2-5. He cites Pindar O. 4, N. 1, Pae. 4, and Horace Epod. 13, Carm. 1.7, 1.8, 3.11, and
3.27.

234 Edmunds (2009) 59.

235 Griffith (1993) 618.

236 For discussion of Alcaeus fr. 42, see Burnett (1983) 190-98 and Caprioli (2012).

237 Rutherford (1997) 55 makes a similar suggestion.

238 Edmunds (2009) 59-61 discusses Sappho frs. 16 and 17 and Alcaeus frs. 38A, 42, 44, and 298, eliminating
all but Sappho fr. 16 and Alcaeus frs. 42 and 44 from consideration as genuine instances.
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surprise. The point is that most mythological exempla conclude with a comment by the poet
articulating the terms of the comparison, but the refusal to provide closure upsets the
accustomed expectation, making the final image of the poem persist in the minds of the
audience.

Pindar is careful to select uncommonly powerful moments and images to occupy this
terminal position. We should note that the open ending entails a compromise of sorts in that
the strength of the conclusion is achieved at the cost of a certain amount of lucidity. The
poet negates the audience’s ability to draw the strands of the victory ode back together. The
effect of the typical ending is to resettle the audience in the present day of the victory
celebration. The mythological world dissolves, replaced by the victor’s contemporary
concerns, perhaps embodied by a wish for future athletic success or a remembrance of
ancestral achievements. This form of closure allows the audience to process the winding
course of the complex poem that has preceded. The open ending, on the other hand, eschews
a comfortable resolution, fixing upon a single moment in mythological time. Nemean 10, for
instance, concludes with the resurrection of Kastor. Pindar describes how he opened his eyes
and his voice returned to him. This is a startling vision of restoration that almost
simultaneously bursts into existence and disappears. Pindar opts for disorientation at the
close of these victory odes, because the power of the image demands this placement.

I would add that Edmunds was right to note the distinctions in performance type
between the victory odes of Pindar and the surviving poems of Sappho and Alcacus. We
should remember that the Lesbian poets composed for solo performance in more intimate
venues. The transition from monody to chorality would only have increased the possibilities
for formal experimentation using the open ending. Firstly, the triadic forms of choral poetry
provide fixed structures by which to manipulate the expectations of the audience. The
familiar sequence of strophe, antistrophe, and epode creates a basic understanding of how a
victory ode should proceed. Olympian 4, for instance, defies convention by confining the
entire mythological account to its lone epode. Secondly, the amplification of scale brought
about by the larger number of voices and the longer lengths of the poems heightens the
ultimate impact of the open ending. The mythological narratives that conclude Nemean 1
and Nemean 10 play out over the course of multiple triads. The “Tithonus Poem,” by
contrast, lasts a mere twelve lines. These victory odes, buoyed by a cascade of voices, allow
audiences to invest in the development of an expansive tale that refuses to be contained
within a frame.

This chapter considers the open endings of Olympian 4, Nemean 1, and Nemean 10.

I begin with Olympian 4, which celebrates the victory of Psaumis of Kamarina in the chariot
race at Olympia in 452 BCE. I argue that Pindar designed this poem to induce maximal
perplexity. Starting with a discussion of the triad structure and the unique role of the epode
therein, I demonstrate that by making the entire epode an account of Erginos’ mythological
victory in the race in armor, which closes with a direct speech, Pindar upends all expectations
about how a victory ode should conclude. My second case study is Nemean 1, written for the
chariot victory at Nemea of Chromios of Aetna sometime after 476 BCE. I contend that
Pindar calibrates the metrical structures of this victory ode to counterbalance the
disorientation caused by the open ending, which imagines Herakles’ immortal existence on
Olympos. My final case study is Nemean 10, which honors the accomplishments of the
wrestler Theaios of Argos. I maintain that this victory ode is obsessed with closure. Nemean
10 explores a series of constraints upon speech, repurposing them as thematic fodder for a
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mythological account of the death and deification of Kastor, but ultimately subverts the
notion of closure by ending with the promise of speech.

Olympian 4

Olympian 4 represents an ideal starting point for a discussion of the open ending in
the victory ode. The poem, which the ancient evidence assigns to the chariot victory at
Olympia of Psaumis of Kamarina in 452 BCE, concludes with a narrative of Erginos’ victory
in the race in armor at the contest staged by Hypsipyle on Lemnos.?** Olympian 4 consists
of a single triad, and devotes the epode to the mythological account (1-27):
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9P Oxy. 222, col. ii, 22, P. Oxy. 2438, 14-18, Drachmann i 128, Drachmann i 129, Drachmann i 130,
Drachmann i 139, Drachmann i 144. Mader (1990) 14 and Barrett (2007) 38-46 argue that both Olympian 4
and Olympian 5 honor Psaumis’ victory in the mule car race at Olympia in 456 BCE.
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Highest driver of thunder untiring of foot, Zeus; for the Horai twirling under song
with its ornamented phorminx sent me as a witness of loftiest contests, and when their
guest friends do well noble men immediately gladden at the sweet message. But
Kronos’ son, you who hold Aitna, windy weight of hundred-headed mighty Typhos,
receive on account of the Graces this revel of victory at Olympia, most enduring light
of virtues wide in strength. For it comes in honor of Psaumis’ chariot, who, crowned
with the olive of Pisa, hastens to stir up fame for Kamarina. May a god be favorable
to his future prayers, since I praise him as exceedingly eager in the raising of horses,
rejoicing in all kinds of hospitality, and turned toward city-loving Hesychia with a
clear mind. I will not wet my speech with falsehood. Perseverance is the test of
mortals, which released the son of Klymenos from the Lemnian women’s dishonor.
And winning the race in bronze armor he said to Hypsipyle while going after the
crown, “Such am I in swiftness, and my hands and heart are equal. But even among
young men gray hairs often grow contrary to the suitable time of life.””24°

We should consider the structure of the triad. The sequence of strophe and
antistrophe introduces a familiar element of repetition, allowing the audience to orient itself
within the context of a novel metrical scheme, but the epode is distinct. William Mullen has
observed that

the epode must have stood out from the strophe and antistrophe in some kind of relief,
since though it shared the same general kind of meter with them it formed its own
separate pattern. The nature of Pindar’s metrical art makes this particularly easy to
grasp. Every Pindaric epode is composed in the same general kind of meter as the
strophe and antistrophe that precede it, but every one of its periods will be different
not only from each other but also from each of the periods in the strophe and
antistrophe as well 4!

I would add that the epode is a locus of uncertainty. It is impossible for the audience to
predict the exact shape of the initial epode or to determine whether another triad will follow
the termination of each individual epode. Pindar exploits these two metrical uncertainties to
heighten the effect produced by the conclusion of Olympian 4.

The lone epode of Olympian 4 begins with a relative clause referring back to the
gnomic statement that closes the antistrophe. Pindar had declared that diGmelpd Totl fpotdv
gheyyog (18), “Perseverance is the test of mortals,” a sentiment applicable both to Psaumis’
victory in the chariot race and Erginos’ triumph in the mythological race in armor. The
structure here is comparable to that of the “Tithonus Poem,” in which the gnomic statement
aynpaov dvlpwmnov €ovt’ ov dvvartov yévecHa (8), “It is impossible for a human being to be

240 The other victory odes that consist of a single triad are O. 11, 12, P. 7, and 1. 3.
241 Mullen (1982) 91.
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ageless,” immediately precedes the introduction of the exemplum. Sappho had used the

particle sequence kai yap (9), “For in fact,” to articulate the logical connection between the
gnomic statement and the exemplum, and the relative pronoun émnep (19), “which,” serves a
similar function in Olympian 4, tying its antecedent, didmeipd (18), to Erginos’ behavior.?42

We should note the extraordinary allusiveness of the mythological narrative that
closes Olympian 4. Pindar declares that persistence, the virtue celebrated in the gnomic
statement at the end of the antistrophe, freed Erginos Aapviddov yovoik®dv & dtyiog (20),
“from the Lemnian women’s dishonor,” but he never names him directly, instead calling him
KAvpuévoto maida (19), “the son of Klymenos.”?** The mentions of Aapviddwv yovaik@v
(20) and later "YyurvAeia (22), “Hypsipyle,” are the only indications that this incident even
occurred during the Argonauts’ visit to the island of Lemnos.?** What is the nature of the
atwyiog (20) inflicted upon Erginos by the Lemnian women? Pindar waits until the final lines
of the victory ode to offer an indirect explanation (25-27), suggesting that they taunted him
on account of his grey hair. The allusiveness of the narration complements the uncertain
nature of the epode as a metrical structure.

Pindar offsets some of this uncertainty by depicting Erginos as a victor, establishing a
clear parallel between the Argonaut and Psaumis. The prepositional phrase yaAkéoiot &v
gvteot (22), “in bronze armor,” which modifies the noun dpdpov (22), “the race,”
communicates the athletic event in which Erginos achieved success. Pindar had alluded to
Psaumis’ chariot victory earlier in the poem with the expressions Yavpiog yap ket dyéwv
(10-11), “For it comes in honor of Psaumis’ chariot,” and péia p&v tpoeaic £toipov intmv
(14), “exceedingly eager in the raising of horses.” Following his victory Erginos acquires a
otépavov (23), “the crown,” which recalls the aorist passive participle ctepoavwbeic (11),
“crowned,” used by Pindar to relate Psaumis’ adornment with éhaig [Ticdtidn (11), “the olive
of Pisa.” The presentation of Erginos as a victor on the model of Psaumis relieves some of
the confusion surrounding this mythological account, although Erginos’ response to
Hypsipyle threatens to end Olympian 4 on a note of obscurity.

The victory ode concludes with a direct speech by Erginos, which the aorist verb
gewmev (23), “said,” introduces. He begins with the assertion obtog &y® oottt (24), “Such
am I in swiftness.” The referent of the demonstrative adjective obtog (24), which stands in
for towodt0G, “such as this,” is unclear at first, until we realize that he is speaking in the
immediate wake of his victory.?*® He means that he is a winner as far as speed is concerned.
He also commends the sturdiness of his own physique, singling out his y&ipeg (25), “hands,”
and fitop (25), “heart.”?*¢ He finishes with the clever observation that pvovtar koi véoig &v
avopacty moAlod Bapdkt mopd TOV dAkiog Eotkdta ypdvov (25-27), “even among young men

242 Bonifazi (2004) 47 notes of the mythological passages of Pindar’s victory odes that “ydp is the particle that
introduces mythical sections without a relative pronoun, for example in O/. 7.27—with kai—and in Pyth. 4.70.”
243 For discussion of Erginos’ position within the mythological tradition, see Gerber (1987) 21-22 and Kowalzig
(2007) 366-67.

244 Cf. P. 4.252-54.

245 Gildersleeve (1885) ad loc. suggests that “Erginos is slightly out of breath.”

246 Gerber (1987) 23 notes that “One might have thought that in this context Pindar would have mentioned
modeg rather than yeipeg, but the latter has primarily a general rather than a specific reference, i.e., it is not
Erginos’ literal hands that are stressed (although the race in armour involved the carrying of a shield), but his
overall strength.”
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gray hairs often grow contrary to the suitable time of life.”?*” I would argue that this
response, in addition to providing a retort to the dtyiog (20), “dishonor,” directed at him by
the Lemnian women, offers a metapoetic comment on the sudden ending of the victory ode.
The phrase moapd tov dhikiag Eowkdta ypdvov (27) applies both to the unexpected termination
of Olympian 4 and Erginos’ premature emergence as a silver fox.

How surprising would this ending have been to the original audience? I would begin
by noting that no other victory ode closes with direct mythological speech.?*® The
commencement of such an address in the latter half of the initial epode would have indicated
to the audience that a second triad was likely to follow. Mullen notes that “Apart from the
five odes of a single triad and P.4 with its prodigious thirteen, all Pindar’s other triadic
epinicians consist of three, four, or five triads.”?*° The audience would, then, have had
reason to expect the poem to continue for at least two more triads. Pindar must have
understood that by ending Olympian 4 within an obscure speech inside a particularly allusive
exemplum he was designing the poem to bring about maximal perplexity.

Nemean 1

Nemean 1, written to celebrate the victory of Chromios of Aetna in the chariot race at
Nemea sometime after 476 BCE, is an unusual victory ode in a number of respects.?*° Like
Olympian 4 and Nemean 10, this poem ends within a mythological narration, but Nemean 1
pushes the limits of framing even further by concluding with a prophecy uttered in indirect
discourse. Starting with an account of Hera’s attempted murder of the infant Herakles,
Pindar uses the prophet Teiresias to envision the entire scope of his immortal existence. The
open ending, in refusing to close the narrative loop, stresses the eternal nature of Herakles’
posthumous fate, but also poses a problem by preventing Pindar from explaining the terms of
the exemplum. I suggest that Pindar manipulates the metrical structures of the victory ode to
articulate a comparison of Chromios and Herakles, harnessing the four triads of Nemean 1
like a chariot team.

The first strophe establishes an essential metaphor of the victory ode as a chariot.
Pindar begins the poem by invoking Ortygia, a small island located in the Sicilian city of
Syracuse (1-7):

Apmvevpa oepvov AApeo,
KAewvay Xvpaxkooodv 0dAog Optoyia,
déuviov ApTéUdoG,

247 For discussion of the seldom taken position that Pindar voices these words, see Mader (1990) 56-58, Gerber
(1987) 23, and Nicholson (2011) 106.

248 Nemean 1, as I discuss below, concludes with indirect speech, but no other victory ode than Olympian 4
concludes with direct speech. For further discussion of direct mythological speech, see chapter two.

249 Mullen (1982) 92.

250 For discussion of the date of Nemean 1, see Carey (1981) 104, Braswell (1992) 26-27, Luraghi (1994) 339 n.
285, Morrison (2007) 23-24, and Morrison (2012) 117 n. 23.
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Holy resting place of the Alpheos, Ortygia, scion of famous Syracuse, bed of
Artemis, sister of Delos, from you a sweet-sounding song rushes forth to render great
praise of storm-footed horses, in honor of Zeus Aitnaios, and the chariot of Chromios
and Nemea urge me to yoke a celebratory song for victorious deeds.

The opening address to Ortygia fixes a starting point for the movement of the victory ode,
which he refers to as a advenng buvog (4-5), “sweet-sounding song.”?*! This movement is
both enacted and described by Nemean 1. Kathryn Morgan observes that “Ortygia and
Arethusa are the heart of a geographic network centered on Syracuse, and the first stanzas
move outward from this hub.”?*? Pindar narrates an identical movement in which his song
opupartar (5), “rushes forth,” gébev (4), “from you,” that is, from Ortygia. The verb opudrat
(5), especially in proximity to the mention of Chromios’ deAlonddwv innwv (6), “storm-
footed horses,” likens the poem to a speeding chariot. In hastening to celebrate the horses,
Nemean 1 mimics them.

Pindar clarifies the terms of this comparison even further in line 7. He asserts that the
appo Xpopiov (7), “chariot of Chromios,” and Nepéa (7), “Nemea,” have roused him (ed&ot
(7), “to yoke,” a victory ode in honor of Chromios’ achievement in the chariot race. This
image of harnessing offers a metapoetic comment on the structural coherence of Nemean 1.
When referring to poetic production, Pindar’s uses of the verb (evyvopu, “I yoke,” signify the
bringing together of discrete elements.?>® Isthmian 1, for instance, employs a form of
{evyvou to describe the combination of poetic components (6): £iov, @ ATOAOVIAS:
apeotepdv Tot yapitov cvv Beoig (evém téhog, “Yield, island of Apollo. Surely with the
help of the gods I will yoke the completion of both poems.” Pindar assures the island of
Delos that he intends to compose a separate poem for her in addition to the victory ode. I
would suggest that the verb {ev&w (6), “I will yoke,” indicates that these two poems represent
a coordinated production.?®* The fact that Isthmian 1 even draws attention to the other poem
implies that they should be read together. Pythian 10 also features (ebyvopt in a metaphor of
harnessing a chariot (64-65): mémoBa Eevig mpocavél Odpakog, domep LAV TOTVOI®V APV
160" €Cevev dppa [Mepidmv tetpdopov, “I have put my trust in the kind hospitality of
Thorax, who, laboring for my sake, yoked this four-horse chariot of the Pierians.” Pythian

251 For discussion of the epithet advenng (4), see Braswell (1992) 35-36, who observes that “Both the compound
itself and its use with Bpvog ultimately reflect the Indo-European formulaic combination of words for ‘speech’
and ‘sweet.””

252 Morgan (2015) 384.

253 The scholia (Drachmann iii 12) assert that {eDEan uéhog (7) is equivalent to cuvOeivon dykopactikov uélog,
“to put together a celebratory song.” The verb cuvBeivat also communicates the idea of bringing together
discrete elements. For further discussion of {ed&au (7), see Rose (1974) 172, Carey (1981) 106, and Braswell
(1992) 39.

254 For further discussion of the simultaneous production of poems, see chapter four.
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10, like Nemean 1, is composed of four triads. I would argue that the four horses of the
adjective tetpdopov (65), “four-horse,” correspond to the four triads of the victory ode,
especially since we have seen that Pindar uses {evyvopu in Isthmian 1 to refer to poetic
combination. What, then, is the precise significance of (ed&at (7) in Nemean 1? Pindar
stresses here the structural coherence of the four triads, implicitly likening them to the horses
that bore Chromios to victory.

Why does Pindar emphasize the structural coherence of Nemean 1? 1 would argue
that he is alluding to the crucial transitions between the first epode and second strophe and
the third epode and fourth strophe, which are the supporting structures that hold the poem
together. The mythological account of Hera’s attempt to murder the infant Herakles is
remarkable in both its length and scope.?®®> The narrative begins in the second epode and
runs through the end of the victory ode, recounting the entire extent of Herakles’ existence
from birth to eternal afterlife. Pindar establishes the encounter with Hera’s snakes as the first
incident in a distinguished heroic career, presenting Herakles as the epitome of a masculine
ideal also embodied by Chromios. The open ending accentuates the eternal nature of
Herakles’ fate, but also prevents Pindar from explicating the comparison of Chromios and
Herakles.?*® He relies instead upon the metrical structures that harness the four triads to
articulate the terms of the analogy.

We should track the progression of this mythological accoujnt. Pindar begins the
narrative in the first line of the second epode, transitioning away from direct praise of
Chromios (33-50):
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255 Morgan (2015) 383 notes that “Nemean 1 falls into two slightly uneven parts,” and that the second part,
which consists of the mythological account, surpasses the first in length.

256 Rosenmeyer (1969) 239 suggests that “Pindar was, apparently, so caught up in his tale that he allowed it to
occupy the bulk of the poem, down to its end, without turning back to the victor as he usually does.”
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And I myself gladly cling to Herakles above all, rousing an ancient account amidst
the great heights of achievements, how, as soon as the son of Zeus came into the
wondrous radiance of the sun from his mother’s womb, fleeing the pangs of childbirth
with his twin brother, not having escaped the notice of golden-throned Hera, he put
on his yellow swaddling clothes, but the queen of the gods, irritated in her heart, sent
snakes immediately. When the doors had been opened they went into the broad
recess of the bedroom, eager to close their swift jaws around the children, but he
lifted his head up straight, and he made his first attempt at battle, taking hold of the
two snakes by their necks with his two inescapable hands. And for them being
strangled time exhaled the souls from their monstrous frames, and unendurable fear
struck the women, as many as happened to be attending the bed of Alkmene, and
nevertheless she herself, having leapt to her feet from the couch without a robe, was
warding off the insolence of the beasts.

He asserts his devotion to Herakles with the verb dvtéyopon (33), “I cling to,” which
imagines the hero as a helpful landmark in contextualizing heroic achievements.?>” The
placement of ‘HpaxAéoc (33), “Herakles,” as the third word in the sentence signals a shift in
emphasis toward the mythological exemplum. Pindar had even addressed Chromios in the
second antistrophe (29, Aynowddpov moi, “Son of Hagesidamos”), offering him words of
gnomic advice, but the second epode marks a new stage of the victory ode.?*®

The mythological account opens with the image of Herakles’ birth, highlighting his
cleverness and courage from the beginning. Pindar uses a temporal clause to describe the
newborn’s departure from his mother’s womb. The essential structure of this clause is €nei
avtiko Bontav £g aiyiav moic Awog porev (35-36), “as soon as the son of Zeus came into the
wondrous radiance of the sun,” but the addition of prepositional and participial phrases
heightens the drama. The participle pedywv (36), “fleeing,” suggests a heroic escape, and the
noun ®diva. (36), “the pangs of childbirth,” illustrates the ordeal overcome.?*® The
prepositional phrase 51d0p® oV kactyvite (36), “with his twin brother,” which refers to the
contemporaneous birth of Iphikles, adds a companion to this initial adventure.

Pindar repeats the adverb g (37), “how,” at the beginning of the third strophe,
introducing the main clause: o0 AaBmdv ypvsdBpovov "Hpav kpok®TOV oapyavov &ykatéBa
(37-38), “not having escaped the notice of golden-throned Hera, he put on his yellow
swaddling clothes.” The verb éykatéBa (38) emphasizes the infant Herakles’ agency in his

257 For the vividness of dvtéyopar (33), see Carey (1981) 120 and Braswell (1992) 57.
258 Hagesidamos also appears at N. 9.42.
259 Carey (1981) 120 notes that “the pain of labour is, to Pindar’s imagination, shared by the child.”
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first swaddling, creating the impression that he clothed himself.?®® The participial phrase 0¥
AaBav xpuodBpovov “Hpav (37-38) draws our attention to Hera’s involvement in the
narrative, framing her as an ominous watcher from afar whose interest marks Herakles as
exceptional.

Pindar emphasizes the instantaneous nature of Hera’s reaction to Herakles’ birth.26*
He calls her Bedv Baciréa (39), “queen of the gods,” stressing her authority, and
characterizes her mental state with the participial phrase omepyBeica Boud (40), “irritated in
her heart.” The combination of the imperfect verb néune (40), “sent,” and the adverb dpap
(40), “immediately,” suggests that Hera unleashes her dpaxovtog (40), “snakes,” the moment
Herakles receives his swaddling clothes.?®? I suggest that the coincidence of Herakles’ birth
and Hera’s attack is a Pindaric innovation. In Idyl/l 24, Theocritus offers a similar account of
Hera’s serpentine assault upon the infants, but he adds that Herakles was dexdaunvov (1), “ten
months old.”?®3 By beginning with Herakles’ birth, Pindar allows his narrative to cover the
entire extent of his existence from delivery to immortal afterlife.?6*

Pindar frames Herakles’ fight against the snakes as his first battle against an
extraordinary opponent, presenting the infant as an expression of the masculine ideal. He
refrains from describing how exactly the serpents gained entrance to the bedroom, inserting
the vague genitive absolute oiyfeicdv moAdv (41), “When the doors had been opened.” Who
are we supposed to imagine opened the doors??®> The perspective shifts momentarily to that
of the snakes with the participial phrase tékvoicv mxeiag yvdbovg dpupeiiEacOot pepodTeg
(42-43), “eager to close their swift jaws around the children,” but Herakles takes over as the
focus of three clauses that conclude the sentence: 1) 0 8' dpBov pev dvtevey kapa (43), “but
he lifted his head up straight,” 2) neipdto 6¢ mpdtov péyag (43), “and he made his first
attempt at battle,” and 3) diocaiot 60100¢ AVYEVEOV HAPYALG APVKTOLS YEPSLV £01G dPag (44-
45), “taking hold of the two snakes by their necks with his two inescapable hands.”

In the first of these clauses Herakles responds to the creeping threat by holding his
head upright, a signifier of his masculine prowess in two respects.?®® Firstly, since the neck
of a newborn should not be strong enough to support the head, this action marks the first
demonstration of Herakles’ prodigious strength, foreshadowing the strangling of the snakes.
Secondly, lifting up the head is associated in Greek literature with the assumption of one’s
masculine responsibilities. The final stanza of Sappho’s “Brothers Poem” (P. Sapph.
Obbink) imagines the poet’s brother Larichos assuming a similar posture (17-20):

260 We should assume that Alkmena’s attendants wrapped Herakles in his swaddling clothes. Illig (1932) 21
suggests that he climbed down and wrapped himself up, but Carey (1981) 121 contends that this notion “is
grotesque” and “would anticipate and weaken the serpent-killing.”

261 For the swift sequence of these events, see Rose (1974) 158-59.

262 Braswell (1992) 60 notes that “the imperfect is normal with the verbs of sending when the mere fact of the
action is mentioned but not its successful completion.”

263 For comparison of Nemean 1 and Idyll 24, see Herter (1940) 153 and Carey (1981) 121; cf. Rosenmeyer
(1969) 242.

264 Morrison (2007) 38 notes that Nemean 1 incorporates “the whole of Herakles’ life and achievements.”

265 Carey (1981) 121, following Herter (1940) 156, suggests that “the doors open before the god-sent snakes as
before a divinity.”

266 Petrucione (1986) 42 relates Herakles’ lifting his head up straight (43, 6p06v) to Pindar’s gnomic assertion
that one should travel év g00gioig 6601g (25), “on straight roads.” Rose (1974) 168-69 sees a parallel between
0pBoV (43) and opBdoew (15), “would exalt.”
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Kdppec, of Ke TV KeQAAav AEppM

Adpryoc kai 6M mot’ dvnp yévntad,

Kol HAA €k TOAAaY BapvBopioy kev

alya A0sEy. 20

And if Larichos lifts up his head and indeed ever becomes a man, we would suddenly
be released even from our many burdensome troubles.?¢’

Sappho equates the ideas of lifting one’s head and becoming a man, both of which stand in
stark opposition to the behavior of the delinquent brother Charaxos, who is away at sea. |
would argue that the infant Herakles’ action of raising his head alludes to this conception of
ideal masculinity, especially since his courageous conduct serves to protect his brother
Iphikles. Even with so small a gesture he indicates his masculine potential. The second
clause establishes this incident as the beginning of Herakles’ splendid career. Teiresias’
forthcoming prophecy, which mentions the 6fjpag didpodikag (63), “lawless beasts,”
encountered both on land and at sea, further emphasizes the continuity between this victory
and the more spectacular ones that follow. The third clause, a participial phrase, describes
the actual strangling. The successive placements of the adjectives diocaiot (44), “two,” and
dotovg (44), “two,” stress the enmeshed character of the scene.?®® The word order, which
interlocks the phrases dioc0iot dukToIC YEPTIV £aig (44-45), “with his two inescapable
hands,” and do100¢ dprag (44-45), “the two snakes,” reflects the entanglement of Herakles’
limbs with the serpents.?®® These defeated monsters ultimately crown the infant’s body,
marking the occasion of his first victory.

Pindar describes the various reactions of the immediate bystanders to Herakles’
miraculous feat in the third antistrophe. The attendant women experience dthatov 6€0g (48),
“unendurable fear,” but Alkmena moves to protect her children from the monsters.?’® Pindar
recounts her frantic response with the participial phrase mocciv drnemrhog Opovcas' Amd
otpopvac (50), “having leapt to her feet from the couch without a robe,” which envisions her
as a disembodied tumult of limbs.?’* Alkmena overcomes the HBpwv kvwddrov (50),
“insolence of the beasts,” showing no fear before the serpentine manifestation of Hera’s
violent designs upon Herakles.

Having progressed to this point in the mythological narrative, I propose to consider
the transition between the third epode and fourth strophe from a distinct perspective, as |
would argue that this moment is crucial to the structural cohesion of the poem. The
movement from the third epode to the fourth strophe restages that from the first epode to the
second strophe, asserting an essential analogy between Pindar and Amphitryon as observers
of the remarkable achievements of Chromios and Herakles respectively. This reliance upon
metrical structure to articulate the terms of the comparison allows Pindar to conclude the
victory ode within the mythological account rather than having to explain them.

267 For discussion of the text of P. Sapph. Obbink, see Obbink (2014).

268 Braswell (1992) 63 notes that “Greek tends to juxtapose related words and concepts.”

269 For the significance of the two snakes, see Rosenmeyer (1969) 243-45, Rose (1974) 159 n. 39, and Braswell
(1992) 63.

270 Race (1990) 165 observes that “Portents are generally more terrifying at night.”

271 Carey (1981) 122 notes that “mocciv combines two ideas, vigorous motion (Il. 21.269) and (under the
influence of dmemlog) lack of footwear.”
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The transition between the first epode and second strophe proceeds through a
mythological account that begins in the first antistrophe, halting at the doors of Chromios’
house (13-25):

oTEIPE Vv ayAaiov

TV vao®, Tav OAlopmov deondtag

Ze0¢ Edwkev DepoePdvy, KATEVEL-

oév 1€ ol yoitaig, ApLoTELOIGAY EVKAPTOL YOOVOG

YwceMov mtigipav 0pOo- 15
GELV KOPLPOIG TOMmV Aeveis:

dmnace 8¢ Kpoviov moAépov

UVaGTHPA 01 YOAKEVTEOG

AoV inmaypov, Bapd oM kai Olop-

TAOWV PUAAOLG EAOLAY YPVCEOLS

py0évra. moAA®VY EnéPfoav

Kapov oV Yevdet Paidv:

gotav o' én' avAeiong Bvparg

AvopOc PA0EEIVOL KaAN LEATTOUEVOG, 20
&vba pot appodiov

deimvov Kekdountat, Bopd 6" dALodan®dv

0VK AmelpaTol dOpot

évti- Aéhoyye 08 pep-

QOUEVOLS EGA0VG DOMP KAV pEPELY

avtiov. téyvar &' £Tépmv Etepat: 25
xp1 O' €v e0Belang 600i¢ oteiyovia papvacsOot L.

Sow now some splendor on that island, which Zeus, the master of Olympos, gave to
Persephone, and he nodded in assent with his locks that he would exalt fertile Sicily
as the best of the fruitful earth with her rich peaks of cities, and the son of Kronos
granted to her an equestrian people enamored of bronze-armed war, and often indeed
mingled with the golden leaves of olives from Olympia. I have set foot upon an
occasion for many topics without having cast any falsehood. And I have taken my
stand at the doors of the court of a hospitable man singing of beautiful things, where a
fitting meal has been arranged for me, and this house is not unfamiliar with frequent
visitors from abroad. It is his lot to bring noble men against his censurers as water
against smoke. Some men have some skills, others other, but going on straight roads
one should strive by means of natural ability.

Pindar issues a command to an unspecified addressee (13): oneipé vov dyloiov Tiva vaco,
“Sow now some splendor on that island.” It is unclear whether this represents a continuation
of the opening invocation of Ortygia or the recent mention of the Muse (12) has brought
about an apostrophe to her, but the request to confer luster on Syracuse initiates a brief

85



mythological account in which Zeus offers the island to Persephone to make it prosper.?’2
Pindar calls the Aadv (17), “people,” of Syracuse morépov pvaotiipd yorkeviéog (16),
“enamored of bronze-armed war,” inmotypov (17), “equestrian,” and Bopd o1 Kol
‘Olopmddov euArolg Elaidy ypvoéotg prydévta (17-18), “often indeed mingled with the
golden leaves of olives from Olympia.”?’® The epithet {nmoypov (17), which recalls the
earlier reference to Chromios’ deAlomodwv innwv (6), “storm-footed horses,” bridges the two
surrounding characterizations of distinction in war and athletics.?’*

The final line of the first epode is a description of movement. The verb énéBov (18),
“I have set foot,” recounts the beginning of a procession down a narrative track, but the
second strophe arrests that movement. Pindar locates himself €' avAeiong OOpaig dvopoc
euho&eivov (19-20), “at the doors of the court of a hospitable man,” and the verb &ostav (19),
“I have taken my stand,” freezes him there.?’> The progression from movement to stasis
depicted by the verbs énéfav (18) and &€otav (19) is also a progression from figurative to
literal space.?’® The moAAGV koupdv (18), “occasion for many topics,” refers to the victory in
the chariot race, but the avieiong 6vpaig (19) are the actual doors of Chromios’ house. Pindar
shifts from a state of free movement in narrative space to one of static placement.

The transition between the third epode and fourth strophe tracks that between the first
epode and second strophe. Amphitryon, who arrives at the scene of Herakles’ strangling of
the snakes, follows Pindar’s progression from movement to stasis (51-59):

TayL 0¢ Kadpeiov dyol yok-

Kk<éor>g oLV Omholg Edpapov aBpdot,
&V xepi 0' Ape1tphmV KOAEOD

YOUVOV TIVAGoOV <PAGYOVOV>

iket', 6&elang dvionot Tumeis.

10 yap oikelov méleL mv' OUMG:
€00V¢ &' ampuev kpadia

KAO0G A" AALOTPLOV.

gota o0& Baupel SuoPHPW® 55
tepnvd te pydeic. £lde yap Ekvopiov

Afjua e Kol dvvopy

viod- mwoAiyyAwoocov &€ oi dBdvatot

ayyéhov pricv Béoav.

272 Braswell (1992) 41 asserts that this imperative is addressed to the Muse.

273 For the distribution of these attributes among particular Sicilian cities, see Morrison (2007) 25-26 and
Morrison (2012) 117-18.

274 Braswell (1992) 44 notes that “for Pindar war and games are the two occasions on which men can best
realize (and display) their inborn excellence.”

275 Morrison (2007) 24-25 argues that Nemean 1 was composed for sympotic performance at Chromios’ house.
276 Radt (1966) 151, Carey (1981) 106-10, Morrison (2007) 24-25, and Morgan (2015) 384 contend that the
progression from cé0gv advenng Huvog opudton (4-5), “from you a sweet-sounding song rushes forth,” to £otov
&' én' aveloug Bvpaug (19) tracks the movement of a kdpog, “revel,” although Carey (1981) 107 notes that “the
metaphor changes in v.13.” [ am amenable to the idea of the x@®poc, but I would emphasize the more immediate
transition from énéfav (18) to &otav (19).
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And swiftly the leaders of the Kadmeians came running in a crowd with their bronze
arms, and Amphitryon arrived brandishing his sword uncovered from the scabbard in
his hand, stricken with sharp distress. For his own pain oppresses every man alike,
but the heart is quickly free from sorrow at the grief of another man. He stood
affected by amazement both grievous and pleasant, for he saw the extraordinary
resolution and power of his son, and the immortals made the speech of the
messengers false for him.

Pindar recounts the arrival of the Kadmeian leaders in the third epode. Several elements of
this description echo aspects of the first epode. The prepositional phrase yoikéolg cOv
omhoig (51), “with their bronze arms,” calls to mind the epithet yaikevtéog (16), “bronze-
armed,” and the verbs &papov (51), “came running,” and iket' (53), “arrived,” recall the
movement inherent in énéPav (18), “I have set foot.” I would also add that the third epode
retains the first epode’s fascination with the intersection between war and athletics in that the
combination of yoAkéoig ovv dmroig (51) and €dpapov (51) evokes the hoplitodromos, an
athletic event consisting of a footrace in armor.

The fourth strophe focuses upon Amphitryon, whose static response to Herakles’
miraculous feat mirrors Pindar’s fixed stance in the second strophe. As numerous scholars
have noted, £ota (55), “he stood,” echoes &otav (19).2”7 The emphatic tautometric
placements of these verbs, followed by the particle 8¢, in the opening lines of the second and
fourth strophes serve to illustrate the analogy between Pindar and Amphitryon, both of whom
bear witness to remarkable events. Amphitryon freezes before the infant Herakles,
experiencing Oaupet SvoEopw tepmvd T€ (55-56), “amazement both grievous and pleasant,”
as he observes gkvopiov Afjud te koi duvapuy viod (56-57), “the extraordinary resolution and
power of his son.”?”® Chromios’ victory in the chariot race at Nemea likewise inspires
Pindar to travel to Sicily.?’® The resemblance between the second and fourth strophes is the
harness that holds the chariot together.

Pindar ends the poem with a prophecy delivered by Teiresias in indirect discourse,
leveraging the open ending to emphasize the eternal nature of Herakles’ fate (60-72):

yeitova o' ékKaheocev 60
A10¢g dyiotov mpopdtav EEoyov,

opBouavty Tepeoiav: 6 6 ol

@pale Kol Tavti oTpatd, Tolog OpUANcEL THYOLS,

OGGOVG LEV &V YEPC® KTAVAYV,

06G60VG 08 TOVTE BTipag didpodikag:

Kol Tiva 6OV TAaYim

AvOpdV KOP® oTeElyovTa TOV EXOpOTUTOV 65
@0 € SaMmoEWY LOPOV.

277 See Mezger (1880), Bury (1890), Rose (1974) 170, Segal (1974b) 35, Carey (1981) 124, Petrucione (1986)
42, Braswell (1992) 69, and Morrison (2007) 34-35.

278 For discussion of ékvopuov Afjpa (57), see Rose (1974) 161.

279 Rosenmeyer (1969) 241 notes that “The amazement of Amphitryon at his son’s firstling performance (55-58;
note Afjud; the child’s equivalent of Chromius’ fovAai?) is a convenient paradigm for the response to the
patron’s victory;” cf. Rose (1974) 170.
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Kai yop 6tav Oeol v

nedi PAEypag [iydvtecov pdyov

avtialoov, Beréwv Vo Pi-

maiot ketvov eandipay yoig te@vpoesOot koo
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va TOV dmoavta ypodvov <Ev> oxepd
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mowav Aayovt' €aipetov

OAPioic v ddpaot, de&apevov

Baiepav “HPav dicottv Kai yapov

daicavta map Al Kpovidq,

GEUVOV OVIGEY VOLLOV.

He summoned his neighbor, the foremost prophet of highest Zeus, the true seer
Teiresias, and he declared to him and to all the people what sort of fortunes he would
encounter, how many lawless beasts he would slaughter on land, and how many in the
sea, and he said that he would give the most hateful doom to some man coming in
crooked excess. For in fact when the gods would encounter the giants in battle on the
plain of Phlegra, he said that beneath the force of his arrows their shining hair would
be sullied; indeed he himself in uninterrupted peace for all time, having been allotted
quiet in a blessed house as a special recompense for his great labors, having received
flourishing Hebe as his wife and having feasted his marriage beside Zeus, Kronos’
son, would praise his holy rule.

The report of Teiresias’ prophecy is constructed around three verbs of speaking: ¢pdle (61),
“declared,” @d. (65), “said,” and &venev (69), “said.”?®° The verb ppale (61) initiates three
indirect questions pertaining to the events of Herakles’ career. Pindar begins at the broadest
level with moioig opuAncet Toyaig (61), “what sort of fortunes he would encounter.” The
notion of Herakles’ fortunes seems to encompass the full range of his experiences both as a
mortal man and after deification. The next two indirect questions elaborate upon Herakles’
slayings of 6fjpag didpodikag (63), “lawless beasts,” delineating whether he slaughtered them
&v x€pow (62), “on land,” or mdvte (63), “in the sea.” These two categories encompass some
of Herakles’ most iconic achievements, including his defeats of the Nemean lion (62, év
répow) and Lernean Hydra (63, movi).

The verb ¢a (65), “said,” introduces an indirect statement recounting Herakles’
murder of an unspecified enemy: Tvo GOV TAAYI® AVOPDY KOP® oTELYOVTA TOV EXOpOTUTOV €
damoev popov (64-66), “that he would give the most hateful doom to some man coming in
crooked surfeit.”?8! Pindar seems to be referring here to an individual murderous episode,
although there is some debate concerning this issue among scholars.?®2 Supposing that this

280 For the infrequency of indirect speech in Pindar, see Foster (2002) 143 and Morrison (2007) 30.

281 Radt (1966) 167, Privitera (1972) 36 n. 54, Slater (1984) 254, and Morrison (2007) 35 hear in cOv mhayim
avopdV KOpw oteiyovta (64-65) an echo of &v evbeiaig 000ig oteiyovta (25), “going on straight roads.”

282 Dissen (1830) and Fennell (1899) argue that tva dvépdv (64) means “many a man,” as opposed to “some
man.” The former of these two possibilities would make this passage encompass the extent of Herakles’ violent
career rather than an individual episode. For discussion of the possibilities, see Carey (1981) 127.
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passage alludes to Herakles’ defeat of a single opponent, we can observe a narrowing of
Pindar’s focus from the broader categories related under the verb @pdéle (61). The
characterization of his adversary as cOv mAayi® kOp® oteiyovta (64-65), in addition to the
epithet didopodikag (63), “lawless,” above, confers a sense of righteousness upon Herakles’
behavior.?83

The verb &venev (69) initiates two indirect statements. The first describes Herakles’
contribution to the Gigantomachy (67-68): kai yap dtav 6eoi v mediw OPAEypag ['ydvtesowv
payov avtialootv, BeAéwv VIO Puraict ketvov eaidipay yaig teevpoesbot kopav, “For in
fact when the gods would encounter the giants in battle on the plain of Phlegra, (he said) that
beneath the force of his arrows their shining hair would be sullied.” This passage, unlike the
indirect questions following @pdle (61) and the indirect statement after ¢d (65), refers to a
specific episode in Herakles’ career. Pindar sets the action &v medi® ®Aéypag (67), “on the
plain of Phlegra,” and focuses upon the pawdipav képav (68), “shining hair,” of his
adversaries.?®*

The second indirect statement is constructed around the future infinitive aiviicewv
(72), “would praise,” and the aorist participles Aayovt' (70), “having been allotted,”
de€dpevov (71), “having received,” and daicavta (72), “having feasted.” Pindar shifts from
an overview of Herakles’ achievements as a mortal hero to an illustration of his blessed
existence after death. Herakles is allotted njouyiav (70), “quiet,” as a kapdtov peydinv
nowav Aoyovt' E€aipetov (70), “special recompense for his great labors,” receives "Hpav
(71), “Hebe,” as his Baiepav dicortwy (71), flourishing wife,” and feasts his yauov (71),
“marriage,” map Al Kpovidg (72), “beside Zeus, Kronos’ son.” As many scholars have
argued, Herakles’ relationship to Zeus inevitably suggests that of Chromios and Hieron.?®>
He lives 0ABioig v dapaoct (71), “in a blessed house,” recalling avAeiong OQvpaig (19), “the
doors of the court,” to which Pindar travels.?®® Herakles’ fate points toward a form of
compensation for toil that outlasts even fame, and the open ending serves to emphasize the
everlasting quality of his posthumous honors. Nemean 1 concludes with the phrase ceuvov
aivioew vopov (72), “he would praise his holy rule,” in which the future infinitive aivicev
(72) refers to an eternal action.?®” The open ending allows that action to remain eternal
within the boundless scope of the mythological narrative.

Does Pindar’s structural gambit pay off? The open ending remains rather abrupt,
suspending the audience in a vision of endless futurity, and the second level of framing
provided by the prophecy adds to the sense of estrangement from Pindar’s authorial voice.?8

283 For discussion of the rectitude of Herakles’ behavior, see Rose (1974) 173-74 and Slater (1984) 259.
284 Slater (1984) 258 and Morgan (2015) 388 note that the plain of Phlegra was believed to be located in the
vicinity of Kumai, where Hieron won a naval victory in 474 BCE.
285 Radt (1966) 167, Rose (1974) 169, Slater (1984) 259, and Morgan (2015) 387-88 detect an implied
comparison of Hieron and Zeus, although Braswell (1992) 82 argues that this “is another example of the kind of
overinterpretation which continues to bedevil Pindaric criticism.”
286 For the parallel between Herakles” home and that of Chromios, see Radt (1966) 167, Slater (1984) 251, and
Morrison (2007) 31.
287 Foster (2002) 144 argues that “by indirectly summarizing Teiresias’ prophecy, the primary narrator actually
extends the reach of the narrative from the remote past of Herakles’ triumph not only to Chromius’ present
victory but also into the indeterminate future.”
288 Cf. Morrison (2007) 30, who argues that “the audience during performance would have recognized the
distinct metrical structure of the epode as signalling a potential end, so that the end of N. 1 was probably not
very abrupt.”
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It is impossible to know how much power performance, especially dance, might have had to
reinforce the metrical structures that articulate the terms of the exemplum.?®® Perhaps a
repetition of gestures in the second and fourth strophes would have made the connections
between them even stronger? Pindar harnesses the four triads of Nemean 1, driving them
toward a fixed destination, but the road ahead remains infinite.

Nemean 10

Nemean 10, the date of which is unknown, celebrates the achievements of the
wrestler Theaios of Argos.?®® The victory ode is comprised of two halves: (1) a series of
catalogues honoring the heroes of Argos, Theaios himself, and his maternal relatives, and (2)
a mythological account depicting the death and deification of Kastor.?* Nemean 10 is
obsessed with closure. The poem explores several constraints that bring about the
termination of speech, and concludes with an open ending. The mythological narrative
tracks the sequence of these constraints, but ultimately subverts them, closing with the
promise of speech.

The first half of Nemean 10 consists of three distinct catalogues, each of which
concludes with a statement about constraints upon speech.?®> The first catalogue reports the
famous achievements of the mythological citizens of Argos (1-18), the second records
Theaios’ victories in various athletic competitions throughout Greece (21-28), and the third
celebrates the victories of Theaios’ maternal relatives (37-44). These three catalogues
closely correspond to the first three triads of the victory ode.?®® T would argue that these
catalogues and the passages that follow them reframe the final triad of Nemean 1, which
closes with a similar catalogue of Herakles’ heroic accomplishments. Pindar uses these
sequences of catalogue and termination to explain the ending of Nemean 1 and anticipate the
conclusion of Nemean 10.

The first catalogue consumes the entire opening triad, recounting the notable
accomplishments of the denizens of Argos (1-18):

Aovood oA dylooBpo-

VOV 1€ TEVINKOVTO KOpav, XApiTeg,
"Apyoc “Hpog ddpa Oeompemnsc vuvei-
T PAEYETON &' APETOIG

popiong Epywv Bpacémv vexey.

289 For the coordination of metrical structures and dance, see Mullen (1982).

29 For discussion of the date of Nemean 10, see Bowra (1964) 411, Cannata Fera (2004) 97-99, and Henry
(2005) 91.

291 Carne-Ross (1985) 81-84 offers his own overview of the structure of Nemean 10.

292 For discussion of catalogues in Pindar, see Race (1986) 32-33.

293 Race (1986) 111 notes that “One unusual feature of this ode is the regularity with which the topics
correspond to the triads. The first triad praises the city, the second the victor, the third his clan, and the fourth
and fifth tell the story of Kastor and Polydeukes.”
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natpi 8' AdpaoTtolo AVvyKel 1€ PpeEVAV

Kapmov ev0eiq cuvappoev dika:

Opéye &' ailypav Apeitpdmvoc. 6 6" OAP® EPTOTOC

iket' &g kelvov yevedy, €nel &v yaAk<éor>¢ OmAOLg

TnAefoag Evapev: 1@ dytv E6100UEVOC 15
aBavdatov Pactledg avlav EcTiAbev,

onépp’ ddeipavtov pépov Hpaxiéoc: ov kot "Olvumov

dAoyoc “HPa tereiq mapd potépt faivors’

£otL, KoAAoTO OedV.

Sing, Graces, of Argos, the city of Danaos and of his fifty daughters on their splendid
thrones, Hera’s home that befits a goddess. It is ablaze with countless
accomplishments on account of bold deeds. Lengthy are the affairs of Perseus
concerning the Gorgon Medusa, and many cities were founded in Egypt through the
arts of Epaphos, and Hypermestra did not err, keeping her sword solitary of purpose
in its scabbard. The fair-haired grey-eyed one once made Diomedes an immortal god,
and in Thebes the earth struck by the thunderbolts of Zeus received Oikles’ son the
seer, a storm cloud of war, and of old it is the best for women with beautiful hair.
Zeus, having come to Alkmena and Danaé, confirmed this account, and in the father
of Adrastos and Lynkeus it coupled the fruit of wisdom with straight justice, and it
reared the spear of Amphitryon. Supreme in fortune, he became a relative of that
god, when in his bronze armor he slew the Teleboai; assuming his appearance the
king of the immortals came into his hall, bearing the fearless seed of Herakles, whose
bride Hebe, most beautiful of goddesses, walks on Olympos beside her all-powerful
mother.?%*

Pindar constructs this catalogue to highlight certain aspects of the city’s mythological past
while keeping others hidden.?®> The narrative of Danaos and his daughters frames the first

294 For the thematic cohesion of the opening triad, see Stern (1969) 125-29.
29 For the political implications of this catalogue, see Kowalzig (2007) 176-77.
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strophe. Pindar initially defines Argos as Aoavaod mOAv dyAaoBpovaev T& TEVTIKOVTO KOPAV
(1), “the city of Danaos and of his fifty daughters on their splendid thrones.” The outline of
Danaos’ treacherous scheme, in which he instructs his daughters to murder their husbands on
their collective wedding night, is hardly visible at this point. The epithet dyAlaoBpdvev (1),
used once elsewhere in Pindar of the Muses, confers a sense of solemnity upon the daughters,
eliding the grotesque nature of their actions.?*® This narrative returns at the end of the first
strophe with the mention of Hypermestra, the one daughter who refused to slay her husband.
The negated verb mapemddyydn (6), “err,” and the participial phrase povoyapov év Kohe®
kataoyoioa Elpog (6), “keeping her sword solitary of purpose in its scabbard,” both allude to
the larger context for Hypermestra’s behavior while emphasizing her defiance of her father’s
command. The epithet povoyaeov (6) transfers Hypermestra’s independent resolve to her
Elpog (6), “sword,” begging the question of its original purpose. The first strophe also refers
to Perseus’ slaughter of Medusa and the foundation of cities in Egypt by Epaphos (4-5). The
emphatic placements of pokpd (4) and moALd (5) at the beginnings of their respective lines
stress the vastness of both accounts. These are undertakings that cannot be related without
some amount of careful selection. From the beginning of the victory ode, Pindar
demonstrates that stories must be told with care.

The first antistrophe simultaneously glances backward at the first strophe and looks
ahead to the first epode. Pindar recounts the deification of Diomedes (7), the death of the
seer Amphiaraos (8-9), the seductions of Alkmene and Danaé (10-11), and the kingships of
Talaos and Lynkeus (12). The fates of Diomedes and Amphiaraos are both singular events
receiving similar treatments, although the account of the earth swallowing up Amphiaraos is
slightly longer, but the final two passages point toward the first epode and first strophe
respectively. Alkmene is the wife of Amphitryon, whose accomplishments feature in the
first epode, and Lynkeus is the husband of Hypermestra, that is, the sole husband who
survives Danaos’ murderous plot. I would also note that Lynkeus shares his name with the
keen-sighted son of Aphareus, who appears in the mythological narrative that concludes the
victory ode. The first antistrophe, then, functions as a bridge between the first strophe and
the rest of Nemean 10.

Despite the lack of a vital connection between Herakles and Argos, the first epode
alludes to the catalogue of his heroic achievements that concludes Nemean 1.%°” Pindar cites
the city of Argos’ role in nourishing aiypav Apgrrpvovog (13), “the spear of Amphitryon,”
and adds that Amphitryon received the honor of becoming a kinsman of Zeus (13-15). His
language here recalls the initial appearance of Amphitryon in the third epode of Nemean 1
(51-53). Both passages use the verb iket', although the sense is figurative in Nemean 10 (14)
and literal in Nemean 1 (53). Amphitryon becomes a relative of Zeus in Nemean 10, but
actually arrives at the scene of Herakles’ defeat of the snakes in Nemean 1. The
prepositional phrase &v yoikéoig dmhoig (14), “in his bronze armor,” applied to Amphitryon
in Nemean 10, evokes yoikéoig ovv dmhoig (51), “with their bronze arms,” from Nemean 1.
Amphitryon is among the Kadmeian leaders described in that passage, and Pindar elaborates
upon his martial readiness with the participial phrase &v yepi koAgod youvov Tivdcscmv
eaoyavov (52), “brandishing his sword uncovered from the scabbard in his hand.” The

2% Cf. 0. 13.96.

297 Carne-Ross (1985) 83 notes that “Herakles wasn’t Argive, of course, but he belongs in any victory song and
his mother Alkmena was an Argive woman.” Kowalzig (2007) 172 adds that “Herakles is not present at Argos
in myth and decidedly a latecomer in cult.”
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earlier illustration of Hypermestra holding her sword &v kole® (6) serves as an inversion of
this scene.

The illustration of Herakles’ existence on Olympos beside Hebe echoes the final
epode of Nemean 1, in which Herakles is characterized as de&dpevov Borepav "HBov dxottiy
Kol yapov daicavta wap Ai Kpovida (71-72), “having received flourishing Hebe as his wife
and feasted his marriage beside Zeus Kronos’ son.” Pindar shifts the grammatical focus in
Nemean 10 to Hebe, making her the subject of a relative clause. The nominative phrase
dloyoc “HPa (18), “bride Hebe,” replaces the accusative phrase Boiepav “HBav dicottv (71).
He emphasizes her position tedeiq mapa patépt (18), “beside her all-powerful mother,” that
is, Hera, as a supplement to the depiction of Herakles map Ai Kpovida (71) at the end of
Nemean 1. The first epode concludes with an appositional characterization of her as
kaAliota Oedv (18), “most beautiful of goddesses.” Unlike Nemean 1, the victory ode does
not close with the union of Herakles and Hebe, but Pindar marks this moment as a crucial
transition point.

Pindar terminates the catalogue of Argive achievements at the beginning of the
second strophe, expressing an understanding of human speech as restricted both by physical
deficiency and the patience of the audience (19-20):

Bpayb pot otépa TAVT Avoryn-

cach', dowv Apyeiov Exel TEPEVOG

poipav EcA®V: €Tt 8¢ Kol KOpog avOpm- 20
v Bapog avtidoot:

My mouth is too small to rehearse everything that the Argive precinct holds as its

portion of blessings, and there is also the surfeit of men, which is harsh to encounter.
This is the first of three passages following the catalogues that comprise the first half of
Nemean 10. I would argue that each of these passages articulates a separate constraint or set
of constraints upon speech that might provide a retroactive explanation for the ending of
Nemean 1. Pindar claims here that his mouth is Bpoyd wévt' dvayncact', dSowv Apyeiov Exet
TEHEVOG poipav EGADV (19-20), “too small to rehearse everything that the Argive precinct
holds as its portion of blessings.”?*® The constraint in question is physical deficiency. Pindar
is equipped with a merely human vocal organ that cannot sing forever. He also cites k6pog
avBponwv (20), “the surfeit of men,” as an impetus for brevity. Just as no one would be able
to narrate every detail of Herakles’ heroic career, so no one would want to hear such an
account in its entirety.

The second catalogue recounts Theaios’ athletic victories (21-28):

AL’ Spwg ebyopdov Eyepe Aopav,

Kol ToAoopdTomv AdPe povTid' dymv ot YiAkeog
dapov 0tpvivel Toti fovBuoiay “H-

pog a€OAmV tE Kpiowy:

OvAla maig EvBa vikdooaig dig &-

oyev Ogaiog e0POP®V AdBav TOVOV.

298 Cf. 1. 7.43-44: 10, paxpd 8' € 11¢ mamroivet, Ppoyde Ekécdot yohkdnedov Oedv Edpav, “If someone looks
after things far away, he is too small to reach the abode of the gods with floor of bronze.”
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But nevertheless rouse the well-strung lyre and take thought of wrestling; surely the
contest for bronze hastens the people toward the sacrifice of oxen for Hera and the
judgment of the games, where Oulias’ son, Theaios, twice victorious, possessed
forgetfulness of his patiently borne labors. And he once conquered the host of the
Hellenes at Pytho too, and coming with good fortune he won the crown at both the
Isthmos and Nemea, and gave the Muses work to do with their plough, winning thrice
at the gates of the sea, and thrice on the holy ground in the institution of Adrastos.

The singular imperative verbs &yeipe (21), “rouse,” and AdPe (22), “take,” mark a shift from
the earlier plural imperative vuveite (2), “sing,” addressed to the Graces. Perhaps Pindar has
trained his focus upon one of the Graces in particular? He asks the unstated recipient of
these commands to awaken gbyopdov Avpav (21), “the well-strung lyre,” and lavish
consideration upon moAocpdtov (22), “wrestling.” The second strophe concludes with a
mention of Theaios’ two victories at the Argive Heraia (22-24). The phrase dy®v yélkeoc
(22), “the contest for bronze,” which recalls év yodkéoig dmhoig (14), “in his bronze armor,”
from the first epode, alludes to the bronze shield that was the prize at the Argive Heraia.
Pindar continues the catalogue of victories in the second antistrophe, reporting that Theaios
was victorious once at the Pythian festival (25), thrice at the Isthmos (27), and thrice at
Nemea (28). He first names all three sites, but circles back to the Isthmos and Nemea for
further description, calling the Isthmos ndvtolo molaiot (27), “the gates of the sea,” and
Nemea cepvoic danédolg &v Adpaoctein vopm (28), “the holy ground in the institution of
Adrastos.”?%°

Pindar interrupts the second catalogue in the second antistrophe to allude to the hope
for an eventual victory at Olympia (29-36):

Zgd mhtep, TV pav Epatat ppevi, oryd

ot otopa oV 08 TEAOG

&v Tiv Epyv- ovd' Apdydm kapdiq 30
TPOCPEPMOV TOALOY TOPOLTEITOL YAPLV.

Yot deldm 0<e®d> te Kai 00T AQUAAATOL TEPL

goyatav <aé>0hwov Kopveaic. vratov &' Eoyev Ilica

‘Hpaxiéog teBpov. adeial ye pev appordday

&v teretalis dig ABavaionv viv dpeal

Kopaoov: yoig 6& kavbeiog mupl Kapmog Eraiog 35

299 Race (1990) 177 argues that “The second element receives considerable emphasis: it is longer, more
impressive, has the proper name Adrastos, and ends its period.”

94



guodev "Hpag tov gvdvopa Aadv &v ayy<éw>v
EPKECIV TAUTOIKIAOLS.

Father Zeus, his mouth is silent about what he desires with his mind, and every
fulfillment of deeds is with you, and he does not ask this favor offering courage with
a heart shrinking from toil. I sing things known by the god and whoever contends for
the summits of the ultimate games, and Pisa held the highest ordinance of Herakles.
Sweet voices celebrated him as a prelude twice in the rites of the Athenians, and in
earth burned by fire the fruit of the olive came to the brave people of Hera in the all-
variegated walls of jars.

Theaios is too reverent to mention Olympia himself. Propriety is the constraint manifested in
this passage. Pindar repeats the word otopa (29), “mouth,” from the second strophe (19),
emphasizing that Theaios’ silence parallels his own inability to express everything that he
might. He replaces Theaios” muteness with his own pious speech, invoking Zeus as Zgd
ndtep (29), “Father Zeus,” and attributing to him mwav téhog Epywv (29-30), “every fulfillment
of deeds.” Pindar takes it upon himself to voice the ambition for Olympia, referring to
[Tica (32), “Pisa,” a town near Olympia. He also mentions Theaios’ two victories at the
Panathenaia (33-36), which brought with them jars of olive oil (35-36), as harbingers of the
forthcoming achievement.3%!

The third catalogue records the numerous athletic accomplishments of Theaios’
maternal relatives (37-44):

EméPa &€, Ocaie, poTpd-

@V TOADYVOTOV YEVOG DUETEPMV

evayov Tind Xapiteoot 1 Kai Guv

Tovdapidaig Oopdkic.

a&lwbeiny kev, éov OpacHklov

Avtia te 60YYyovog, Apyel U KPUTTEW PAOG 40
OUUATOV. ViKopopiog yap dooig Tim-

motpoPov dotv 10 Ilpoi-

to10 BdAncevi KopivBov T' €v puyoig:

kol Kieovaiov tpdg avopdv teTpaKic,

Zuwvovode &' apyvpwbév-

TG GLV 0IVNPAig PLaAog Aoy,
gk 8¢ [leAldvag Emecodpevol vo-
TOV HOAOKOIGT KPOKOIG:

Theaios, the honor of successful contests often follows the famous race of your
maternal ancestors with the aid of the Graces and the Tyndaridai. If I were a relative

300 Race (1990) 129 n. 29 asserts that “Zed ndtep is a much more familiar and warmer appellation than
Kpoviwv, since it establishes a close I-Thou relationship between the worshipper and the god.” Polydeukes
addresses Zeus as ndrtep Kpoviwv (76), “father, son of Kronos.”
301 Carne-Ross (1985) 84 connects the jars of olive oil from the Panathenaia with the olive wreath that was the
prize at Olympia.
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of Thrasyklos and Antias, I would not deem it worthy to hide the light of my eyes in
Argos. For this horse-raising city of Proitos has flourished with so many victories in
the glens of Corinth, and four times from the men of Kleonai, and they departed from
Sikyon rewarded with silver wine bowls, and from Pellana wearing cloths of soft
wool on their backs.

Pindar begins the third strophe by addressing Theaios (37), but the emphasis shifts to the
victories of his maternal relatives. He asserts that eddywv Tipnd (38), “the honor of successful
contests,” accompanies them in addition to Xapiteooi (38), “the Graces,” and Tuvdapidaig
(38), “the Tyndaridai.” The reference to the Graces recalls the opening invocation to them
(1), and the mention of the Tyndaridai anticipates the mythological account of the deification
of Kastor (49-90). Pindar names Thrasyklos and Antias (39-40), maternal relatives of
Theaios, citing them as consummate models of athletic success whose achievements
represent a stimulus to future generations of athletes to compete in contests throughout
Greece. He mentions their triumphs KopivBov t' v poyoig (42), “in the glens of Corinth,”
that is, at Isthmia, and reports four victories KAswvaiov mpog avopdv (42), “from the men of
Kleonai,” who administered the contest at Nemea at the time. He emphasizes the material
composition of the trophies taken from Sicyon (43, dpyvpwBévteg cOV oivnpais eraioug,
“rewarded with silver wine bowls”) and Pellana (44, émecodpevol vdTtov LoAakoict KpOKOLS,
“wearing cloths of soft wool on their backs”), picking up the characterization of the Argive
Heraia as dyov yéAikeog (22), “the contest for bronze.”

Pindar concludes this catalogue by lamenting his inability to reckon the many
victories in local competitions throughout Greece (45-48):

AL YOOV popiov oV duvaTov 45
g€eléyyev — paxkpotépag yop apdufjcot oyoAds —

ov te Kheitop kai Teyéa kai Ayoudv

Vyifatol moeg

Kol Avkoov map Aldg Ojke dpouw,

GLV TOOMV XEPDV TE VIKDOVTL GOEVEL

But it is not possible to compute the immense amount of bronze—for it would take
more leisure than we have to count it—which Kleitor, Tegea, the lofty cities of the
Achaians, and Lykaion set beside the racecourse of Zeus to win with strength of feet
and hands.

This passage articulates the constraint of time. The verbs éEgAéyyewv (46), “to compute,” and
apBuiicat (46), “to count,” frame the task of honoring these victors as a matter of
accounting, but there is insufficient oyoAdg (46), “leisure,” to calculate yodikov popiov (45),
“the immense amount of bronze.”3°? Pindar uses the notion of enumeration to express a vast
sense of scope. Poetic speech is inadequate to handle inventories of this size, because poetic
speech occurs in time. He suggests that the task might be completed, but it would take more

302 Henry (2005) 107 argues that dA\d yodkov popiov 0d duvatov éEeléyyev (45-46) should be translated as
“‘but it is not possible to put the countless bronze to the test’, i. e. to attempt to discover where each of their
bronze prizes was won,” but this interpretation makes the verb apiBufjcat (46) a non sequitur.
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time than he has to spare. Pindar cannot escape the basic temporal restrictions that govern all
human activity.

The first part of Nemean 10 concludes with the third antistrophe. The remainder of
the victory ode consists of a mythological account of the death and deification of Kastor. I
have been arguing that Pindar formulates a series of constraints upon speech in the first half
of Nemean 10, which serve to explain the ending of Nemean 1 and anticipate the resolution
of Nemean 10. These constraints are physical deficiency (19-20), propriety (29-36), and time
(45-48). I contend that the narrative of Kastor and Polydeukes proceeds through these three
constraints as thematic reference points, but ultimately subverts them by concluding with the
promise of speech.

Pindar introduces the topic of the mythological account in the third epode (49-53):

Kdaotopog &' €EL06vTocg €mi Eeviav map [Tappdan

kai kactyviitov [ToAvdevkeog, ov Badua cpicty 50
gyyeveg Eupev aebntaic dyoboiotv: €net

e0pLYOPOL Tapio ZTdpTag dydVOV

poipav ‘Epud kai ovv ‘Hpakdel d1émovtt Bdieiay,

HAAQ HEV AVOPDY KoMV TEPIKAOOUEVOL. Kol

pav e®v moTOV YEVOC.

And because Kastor and his brother Polydeukes came for hospitality to the house of
Pamphaés, it is no wonder that it is inborn for them to be noble athletes, since those
stewards of spacious Sparta manage their plentiful portion of the games with Hermes
and Herakles, being very concerned about just men. Indeed the race of the gods is
trusty.

The first word of the third epode is Kéotopog (49), “Kastor,” announcing the sudden focus
upon the divine twins. Pindar uses a genitive absolute to communicate their relationship to
Pamphaés, another maternal ancestor of Theaios. Kastor and Polydeukes visited Pamphaés
émi Eeviav (49), “for hospitality,” and this ancient association explains the family’s
propensity to produce daebAntoic dyaboicwv (51), “noble athletes.””3% The gnomic statement
Kol piv Bedv motov yévog (53), “Indeed the race of the gods is trusty,” reinforces the earlier
emphasis upon propriety, stressing the idea that it often bears fruit.

The fourth triad narrates the strife between Kastor and Polydeukes and the sons of
Aphareus, Idas and Lynkeus (55-72):

petapelPopuevot ' EvorArag 55
auépay tav peEV Topd woTpl Gidm

Al vépovtat, Tav &' Vo kevbeot yaiag

&v yvdloig Oepdmvac,

TOTUOV AUTTAGVTEG OpoToV- émel

ToVTOV, T TAUTaY 0£0¢ Eppevat olkelv T' ovpavd,

ellet’ aidva eOyévov TToAvdevkng

303 Currie (2005) 58 notes that “This kind of family theoxeny story was evidently a common encomiastic
theme.” He cites Herodotus 6.127.3, Pindar O. 3.38-41, 6.77-81, P. 8.58-60, N. 7.86-97, 1. 2.39-40, and Plato
Lysis 205¢6-d1.
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Changing alternately, they spend one day beside their dear father Zeus, and they
spend the other in the depths of the earth in the hollows of Therapna, fulfilling a like
fate, since Polydeukes chose this life rather than to be a god entirely and to dwell on
Olympos when Kastor had perished in war. For Idas, somehow angered about cattle,
wounded him with the point of his bronze spear. Watching keenly from Taygetos,
Lynkeus saw them sitting in the trunk of an oak tree. For of all mortals he had the
sharpest eye. And the sons of Aphareus immediately arrived on swift feet and
quickly contrived a great deed, and they suffered terribly at the hands of Zeus. For
the son of Leda came straightaway, pursuing them, and they stood opposite near the
tomb of their father. Having seized from there the ornament of Hades, a hewn stone,
they cast it at the breast of Polydeukes, but they did not crush him nor push him back,
and attacking them with his swift javelin, he drove the bronze into Lynkeus’ side.
And Zeus hurled against Idas a sooty fire-bearing thunderbolt, and at the same time
they burned alone. Strife against those who are stronger is difficult for men to face.

Pindar begins the account with a broad description of the divine twins’ fate.3%* The
participial phrase petopeopevor 8' evorras (55), “changing alternately,” alludes to the
divided existence on Olympos and in the underworld.?® He sketches this existence with the
construction auépav tav pEV vépovtat, Tav o' (55-56), “they spend one day, and they spend

304 Young (1993) 128 notes that “This myth reveals a typical Pindaric ring form. Before narrating his story,
Pindar states the gist at the outset.”
305 Cf. Od. 11.301-04.
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the other,” contrasting the prepositional phrases mapa motpi @il Al (55-56), “beside their
dear father Zeus,” and V7m0 keb0eot yaiag (56), “in the depths of the earth.” Pindar recounts
Polydeukes’ choice with a causal clause (57-59), in which the nominal phrase tobtov aidva
(58-59), “this life,” refers to the existence depicted above. He articulates the alternative as 7
ndumov 0e0g Eppevar oikeiv T oOpavd (58), “rather than to be a god entirely and to dwell on
Olympos.” The genitive absolute pBipévov Kdotopog év moréum (59), “when Kastor had
perished in war,” relates the immediate circumstances surrounding the choice.3%

Pindar stresses Lynkeus’ corporeal talents in the fourth antistrophe, opposing him to
the earlier conception of physical deficiency as a constraint upon speech. The narrative
begins with Kastor and Idas. Pindar characterizes their initial dispute as aupi Bovsiv (60),
“about cattle,” that is, a matter of stolen cows.3®” Lynkeus observes the divine twins from
Taygetos (61-62), a mountain in the Peloponnese. The participle nedavydlwv (61),
“Watching keenly,” draws attention to his exceptional vision, and Pindar explains that ketvov
gmtyBovinv navtov yévet d&Evtatov dupa (62-63), “of all mortals he had the sharpest eye.”
The illustration of Lynkeus’ 0&0tatov dppa (62-63) inverts the depiction of Pindar’s otopa
(19), “mouth,” as Bpay® (19), “too small.” Lynkeus represents a corruption of the basic
constraints that check normative human behavior.

Idas and Lynkeus attack Kastor and Polydeukes with their father’s tombstone, an
affront to propriety. After the arrival of Polydeukes, Pindar situates the sons of Aphareus in
a defensive stance TOpP® oxedOV matpwie (66), “near the tomb of their father.” They resort
to dislodging his tombstone (67), which they throw at Polydeukes (68). Pindar calls the
tombstone dyaip' Atda (67), “the ornament of Hades,” and Eeotov nétpov (67), “a hewn
stone.” The reference to Hades makes this a religious offense in addition to a slight against
Aphareus. Pindar had emphasized fatherhood in the second antistrophe, invoking Zeus as
Zed mhrep (29), “Father Zeus,” and the divine patriarch punishes them here, striking Idas
with a Tupedpov yordevta kepowvov (71), “sooty fire-bearing thunderbolt.”3%® The sons of
Aphareus suffer terribly for their act of impropriety.

The final triad recounts the exchange between Polydeukes and Zeus that results in the
divine twins’ alternating existence (73-90):

TayEwg o' &m' adeApeoD Pi-

av A yopnoev 6 Tuvdapidag,

Kol viv obmo 1e6vaot', dobuatt 8¢ pio-

GOVTO TVOUG EKLYEV.

Bepud 0N TEYYOV dAKPLO GTOVOYOIG 75
OpOov povace: ‘[latep Kpovimv, tig o1 Avoig

gooetal mevh<€éw>v; kai époi Odvatov cuv

)0’ Emitethov, dval.

ofyeTon TILA PIA®V TATOUEVED

QoTi- Tadpol &' &v IOV ToTOol fpoTdV

306 Frame (1978) 140 takes pOuévov Kdotopog év morépe (59) as a possessive genitive with aidva (59).
307 For discussion of the dispute, see Young (1993) 129 and Henry (2005) 110, who cite Proclus’ summary of
the Cypria (Chrestomathia 106-09) and Apollodorus 3.11.2.3-4.
308 Stern (1969) 127 contrasts the mopedpov yordevta kepavvov (71) that strikes Idas with the benign
thunderbolt used to deify Amphiaraos (8-9).
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The son of Tyndareos swiftly returned to his mighty brother, and he came upon him
not yet dead, but rattling his breaths with panting. Shedding indeed hot tears he cried
aloud with a groan, “Father, son of Kronos, what deliverance will there be from
sorrows? Prescribe death for me along with this man, lord. Honor departs for a man
bereft of his friends, and few mortals are trustworthy in toil to take a share of the
trouble.” Thus he spoke. And Zeus came opposite him, and he proclaimed this
speech: “You are my son, but her husband, a hero, let drop this man afterward as his
mortal seed, having approached your mother. But come, I nevertheless grant you the
choice of these options: if you yourself wish, having escaped death and hateful old
age, to inhabit Olympos with me, Athena, and Ares with black spear, you have an
allotment of these things, but if you strive on behalf of your brother, and you are
minded to apportion everything equally with him, then you may live being half of the
time beneath the earth, and half of the time in the golden homes of heaven.” When
Zeus had spoken thus, Polydeukes did not set a twofold design in his judgment, but
he freed the eye, and then the voice of bronze-armored Kastor.

The final strophe emphasizes Kastor’s weakened state as he lies on the verge of death.
Polydeukes encounters him dopott 6¢ piccovta mvodg (74), “rattling his breaths with
panting.”3% The wounds inflicted by Idas have rendered him unable to speak, whereas
Pindar stresses Polydeukes’ comparative control over his vocal register with the noun
otovayaig (75), “a groan,” and the verbs pdvace (76), “cried,” and fjvene (79), “spoke.”
Kastor’s silence in this moment is emblematic of his mute status throughout the victory ode.
His brother addresses Zeus in direct speech, but Kastor never utters a word that we are
allowed to hear.

309 For discussion of &c0patt (74), see Young (1993) 130 and Henry (2005) 114.
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Zeus frames the fate chosen by Polydeukes as a division of time. Polydeukes
complains to his father about his allowing Kastor to die, asking that he perish alongside his
brother (77).31° Zeus responds by explaining that Polydeukes is his son (80), but that
Tyndareos sired Kastor from his onéppa Ovatov (81), “mortal seed.”®!? He offers him the
choice of an eternal life beside the immortals (83-85) or an alternating existence on Olympos
and in the underworld (85-88). Pindar constructs the second option around the opposition of
fiuov pév, fjuov o' (87-88), “half of the time, and half of the time,” which underscores the
crucial division of time proposed by Zeus. The prepositional phrases yaiog vrévepbev (87),
“beneath the earth,” and oOpavod &v ypvcéoic dopowsy (88), “in the golden homes of
heaven,” articulate the contrast between the two sides of this fate.3!? Kastor and Polydeukes
have the option to be immortal together, but they cannot escape the fetters of time.

Despite the persistent emphasis upon discursive constraints, the victory ode concludes
with the promise of speech. Polydeukes chooses to endure an alternating existence with his
brother (89), whose restoration Pindar describes in vivid terms (90). He first relates that
Polydeukes unfettered Kastor’s 0¢0aAiuov (90), “eye,” which recalls the earlier description of
Lynkeus as possessing d&vtatov dupa (62-63), “the sharpest eye,” and closes the poem with
the release of Kastor’s pawvav (90), “voice.”®!3 It is significant that Pindar describes Kastor’s
restoration with the active verb in tmesis dva &' €Elvoev (90), “freed,” which indicates that
Polydeukes’ choice was the motivating cause.3* T would argue that this ending disrupts the
course of Nemean 10 to this point. The victory ode has progressed through three catalogues,
terminating each with a statement about constraints upon speech, but Kastor cannot be
constrained, because his speech remains unstated. The audience is left wondering what
Kastor said upon his return from death. The effect, then, of the open ending of Nemean 10 is
to refuse a final resolution. Kastor’s speech begins where Pindar’s concludes.3'®

Nemean 10 proceeds through a fitful sequence of starts and stops, beginning and
ending three separate catalogues, the first of which restages the conclusion of Nemean 1.

The poem functions as a systematic exploration of closure, explaining the various reasons
why speech must be brought to a halt. Pindar redeploys these reasons in the mythological
narrative, warping them as through a fun house mirror. He concludes the poem with the
image of Kastor’s resurrection. In this moment the man who was silent throughout the
victory ode opens his mouth. Perhaps this is the final constraint. Pindar leaves us straining
to catch the words of a speech that we cannot hear.

310 Crotty (1982) 77 argues that “the brothers’ loyalty to each other may have suggestions of the relationship
between the poet and the athlete.”
311 Henry (2005) 116 notes that “As Castor lies dying, we are forcefully reminded of the act that brought him
into being: even at the very beginning of his existence, his present death was destined to occur, for he grew
from mortal ‘seed.””
312 Young (1993) 130 notes that “It is an astounding choice: permanent immortality or dying millions of deaths.
Nor can we ignore the implication of the choice. If he chooses the second alternative, Polydeuces will awaken
every morning realizing either that he is in the underworld, or that he must descend to it later that very day.”
313 For the ritual significance of releasing the eyes and mouth, see Young (1993) 131-32.
314 Cf. Huxley (1975) 21, who, following Fennell (1899) 134 and Sandys (1919) 425, makes Zeus the subject of
ava o' Elvoev (90).
315 Rutherford (1997) 54 contends that “This is as much a beginning as an end.”
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The open ending presents a unique set of issues. We have seen that Pindar likely
drew upon the narrative innovations of Sappho and Alcaeus, adapting them to the
requirements of choral poetry. The conventional victory ode transitions away from the
mythological account with a return to the present tense of the victory celebration, parsing the
import of the exemplum, but the poems surveyed above refuse to provide this closure.
Olympian 4, Nemean 1, and Nemean 10 all conclude within the frame of a mythological
narrative, but offer distinct conceptions of the uses to which the open ending might be put.

Olympian 4 represents an ideal illustration of the possibilities for formal
experimentation offered by the open ending. The poem progresses through a strophe and
antistrophe concerned with Psaumis’ athletic achievements, but the epode contains a
mythological account of Erginos’ retort to the Lemnian women. The introduction of
successive levels of narrative framing at this late stage in the triad creates the expectation of a
return to the poet’s voice, but instead the victory ode simply concludes. Olympian 4
demonstrates that the structural innovations pioneered by the Lesbian poets for use in
monostrophic contexts are even more effective in triadic poetry.

Nemean 1 proposes its own conception of the relationship between the triad structure
and the open ending. Pindar harnesses the four triads of the victory ode like the horses of a
chariot, drawing special attention to the opening lines of the second and fourth strophes,
which articulate the crucial comparison of Pindar and Amphitryon as witnesses of the
spectacular accomplishments of Chromios and Herakles respectively. This conspicuous
construction of the poem allows Pindar to close Nemean 1 within the mythological account
rather than returning to his own voice. The mythological narrative of Herakles covers the
full duration of his eternal existence. Pindar begins with Herakles’ birth, transitioning to the
attack, which he presents as the initial incident in a lengthy heroic career. The account
concludes with a report of a prophecy by Teiresias, which envisions Herakles’ posthumous
marriage to Hebe and eternal position beside Zeus. The open ending accentuates this
perpetual vision by refusing to close the narrative frame.

Nemean 10 interrogates the very notion of closure. Pindar proceeds through a series
of catalogues in the first half of the victory ode, terminating each with a statement
enunciating a particular constraint upon speech. These constraints, which are physical
deficiency, propriety, and time, become the thematic reference points around which the
mythological narrative of Kastor’s death and shared immortality is later constructed.
Lynkeus’ eyesight represents a corruption of the basic checks that govern human behavior,
the conversion by the sons of Aphareus of their father’s tombstone into a weapon violates the
fundamental idea of paternal respect, and the ultimate choice offered to Polydeukes by Zeus
functions as a division of time. The final image of the poem works to upset this emphasis
upon endings. Pindar depicts Kastor’s resurrection, closing with the restoration of his voice.
The audience is left wondering what was said in this moment.

We have examined Pindar’s uses of the open ending, lingering upon the diverse
images that conclude these three victory odes. Is there anything that connects them other
than a common refusal to abandon the narration? I would argue that Pindar has selected
moments that gesture beyond the set boundaries of the mythological world envisioned. The
abbreviated nature of these accounts leaves room for the imagination. Did Hypsipyle
respond to Erginos? What other monstrous obstacles did Herakles overcome? Pindar invites
his audience to continue composing the poem in their own minds.
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Chapter Four

Interlocking Victory Odes

There survive a number of instances in which multiple victory odes were composed
for the same athletic victory, both by the same poet and by different poets. In four of these
instances scholars differentiate between the primary victory ode and a shorter poem possibly
written and performed at the festival site in the days immediately following the victory:
Olympian 10 and Olympian 11 for Hagesidamos of Western Lokroi in the boys’ boxing at
Olympia in 476 BCE, Pythian 1 and Bacchylides 4 for Hieron of Aitna in the chariot race at
the Pythian festival in 470 BCE, Bacchylides 1 and Bacchylides 2 for Argeios of Keos in the
boys’ boxing at Isthmia in 454 or 452 BCE, and Bacchylides 6 and Bacchylides 7 for Lachon
of Keos in the boys’ sprint at Olympia in 452 BCE.?1® There are also four instances in which
two poems of considerable length were composed to celebrate the same victory: Olympian 1
and Bacchylides 5 for Hieron of Syracuse in the single-horse race at Olympia in 476 BCE,
Olympian 2 and Olympian 3 for Theron of Akragas in the chariot race at Olympia in 476
BCE, Pythian 4 and Pythian 5 for Arkesilas of Kyrene in the chariot race at the Pythian
festival in 462 BCE, and Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13 for Pytheas of Aegina in the boys’
pancratium at Nemea in 485 or 483 BCE. In this chapter, I will examine three of the latter
instances.

We might wonder why an individual victor would commission two victory odes,
especially from the same poet. In a simplistic sense the performance of multiple poems adds
to the lavishness of the celebration, but I would also argue that the poets themselves viewed
these situations as opportunities to work upon a broader canvas. There is a certain finitude to
the prospect of a single poem composed for a specific occasion, but two poems have the
potential to interact with each other or even coalesce into a unit. I have been suggesting that
a tendency toward experimentation animated the genre, inspiring the poets to transgress some
of the formal constraints associated with older poetic conceptions. The reality of multiple
commissions served as another incentive to experiment by allowing the poets to transcend
the boundaries between individual poems.

We should take a minute to consider how the performance of multiple victory odes at
a single celebration would have worked. The performances might have taken place on
separate days or on the same day. I contend that in either case the inevitable consequence of

316 Gelzer (1985) argues for the performance of the shorter poems at the festival sites, although Eckerman
(2012) advises caution about this position.
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staging two performances in a relatively brief window of time would have been the implicit
juxtaposition of them. The audience would likely have held the two performances in close
association with each other, continuing to process the first while beginning to experience the
second. I would suggest that the poets understood this to be the case, and took pains in the
production of their victory odes to engage with the potential for individual poems to bleed
into one another.

My primary contention is that the coordinated design of multiple poems from the
earliest stages of composition would have enabled the poets to imagine architectures of
praise encompassing both victory odes. I am gesturing here toward a particularly intimate
form of intertextual engagement rooted in the mutual processes of poetic ideation and
composition. The reality of simultaneous production allows for a fluid interaction between
texts, which might allude to each other in both directions or even become entangled. I would
argue that the poets exploited this potential for bidirectionality, producing poems that
conversed with each other.3’

There are obvious distinctions between the types of intertextual engagements possible
for an individual poet composing multiple victory odes and for two poets collaborating on
separate victory odes. The case of a single poet composing multiple poems is comparatively
simple. Keeping the desires of the patron in mind, he exerts authorial control over what to
include in both poems, and can coordinate them however he wishes. He chooses the
mythological exempla, the gnomic statements, and how to incorporate the victor’s
distinguished relatives into the poems. I would argue that the artistry of a single poet makes
a finer level of interaction attainable. He might cultivate clever repetitions of image and
phrase between his two compositions, almost treating them like one long poem.

The prospect of two poets working in collaboration suggests a more complicated
scenario. While Pindar and Bacchylides produced for their patrons distinct poetic creations
that survive for us with clear attributions, the possibility of a collaborative approach to
composition implies a somewhat messier conception of authorship.3'® If the poets discussed
and agreed on a unified argument across the two poems commissioned for a particular
victory, there would seem to be an extent to which each poet, having contributed to the
combined thought process, is responsible for both poems. Contemporary writers who work
collaboratively have remarked that it is difficult to assign credit retroactively for the

317 Scholarship on intertextuality has long stressed the ability of readers to construct bidirectional formulations
of the relationships between texts. Fowler (2000) 130, for instances, asserts that “If we locate intertextuality,
however, not in any pre-existing textual system but in the reader, there is no reason to feel that it is in some way
improper to acknowledge that for most professional classicists today there are now traces of Lucan in Vergil,
just as our Homer can only ever now be Vergilian;” cf. Martindale (1993) 7-8. What I am suggesting is an
author-focused bidirectionality, although I acknowledge that the figure of the author is necessarily a
reconstruction. Hinds (1998) 49 has sensibly stated that “one of the most persistent ways in which both Roman
and modern readers construct the meaning of a poetic text is by attempting to construct from (and for) it an
intention-bearing authorial voice, a construction which they generally hope or believe (in a belief which must
always be partly misguided) to be a reconstruction.” This is what I have tried to do in proposing that Pindar and
Bacchylides composed victory odes in coordination.

318 Discussion of collaborative authorship also appears in the scholarship on Old Comedy, especially
Mastromarco (1979), Halliwell (1980), Halliwell (1989), and Sidwell (1993). Halliwell (1989) provides a
useful overview of the evidence, most of which consists of accusations of plagiarism and authorial
collaboration. The intriguing compound verb cupmoiém appears twice (Aristophanes fr. 596 and Eupolis fr. 89),
denoting collaborative authorship of comedies.
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inception of individual ideas.3?® The natural flow of human conversation is dynamic, and
ideas often come about as a consequence of the reciprocal exchange of views between
speakers. I do not wish to take this argument to its logical extreme. In every substantial
respect Pindar is, for instance, the author of Nemean 5, but we should remain open to the
suggestion that both participants in a collaboration retain some of the responsibility for their
collective intellectual labor.

This notion of authorial collaboration upends the traditional consensus that Pindar
and Bacchylides were bitter rivals. The scholiasts, for instance, to Pindar’s Olympian 2.86-
88 assert that the reference to the two crows that squawk ineffectually against the eagle of
Zeus is directed at Bacchylides and Simonides.3?° This tradition of animosity extends to the
relationship between the two poets and Hieron. The scholiast to Pythian 2.52-53 (éue 0¢
YPEDV PeVYELY daK0g AdvOV Kakayopldv, “I must avoid the violent bite of slander”) contends
that the lines in question offer a riddling allusion to Bacchylides, who is supposed to have
maligned Pindar to Hieron.??! These comments, like most of the biographical readings found
in the Pindar scholia, have the ring of baseless speculation, but they express a broader
cultural understanding of the two poets as assumed competitors.32?

The default assumption for the cultural institutions of the archaic and early classical
Greeks is that they were necessarily competitive. The performance context of the victory ode
seems to invite such agonistic notions. After all, the athletes celebrated in these poems
strove fiercely to defeat their opponents; it is perhaps natural to expect a similarly
competitive spirit from the poets themselves. We see many instances of poetic competition
elsewhere among the Greeks. The City Dionysia at Athens famously featured tragic,
comedic, and dithyrambic competitions, and Derek Collins, exploring the existence of
competitive elements in a range of literary genres, has argued that competition is essentially
ubiquitous.3?® It is easy to imagine how Pindar and Bacchylides came to be viewed as
natural adversaries, but I would argue that this unwavering emphasis on competition risks
flattening Greek culture into a single inflexible conception.®** Entertaining the possibility of
co-ordination between Pindar and Bacchylides, Felix Budelmann suggests that “perhaps
competition is not the only mode in which they operated.”®*> Not every circumstance calls
for competition, and some even reward collaboration.

319 Lewis (2017) describes how the psychologists Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky, who co-authored a
number of seminal articles in the field of behavioral economics, were rarely able to discern who was responsible
for an individual idea.

320 Drachmann i 98-99.

321 Drachmann ii 48. Cf. the comments of the scholiasts on P. 2.72 (Drachmann ii 54), 88 (Drachmann ii 58),
90 (Drachmann ii 60), and N. 3.82 (Drachmann iii 62), which also read seemingly unrelated statements as
evidence of Pindar’s contentious relationship with Bacchylides.

322 As a parallel, cf. Bundy (1972) on Callimachus Hymn to Apollo 105-13, which the scholiasts and subsequent
interpreters understood to refer mockingly to Apollonius Argonautica 1.2. Bundy argues against this
interpretation, calling into question the ancient belief in a quarrel between Callimachus and Apollonius.

323 Collins (2004); cf. Griffith (1990) and Burckhardt (1998).

324 Most (2012) 253, who considers the phenomenon of both poets writing victory odes to celebrate the same
victory, insists that “each poet designed his poem not only so as to celebrate the victor but also in order to
demonstrate to everyone—the victor, the audience, above all the other poet—that his own mode of celebration
was the better one.”

325 Budelmann (2012) 179 n. 18.
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What, then, are the mechanisms by which I imagine collaboration taking place? I
would venture that the poets might have convened some weeks or months before the
occasion of an individual victory celebration, possibly sharing drafts of their prospective
poems.3%® The numerous athletic competitions in various regions throughout Greece would
have provided a recurrent schedule of venues for these meetings.3?” I would also suggest that
the nature and extent of collaboration likely varied from commission to commission.
Sometimes the poets might have composed their victory odes in close communication, but at
other times that would not have been possible.

How might we bring these implications to bear in constructing bidirectional readings
of the victory odes produced simultaneously? The first step requires discovering the
conceptual imperatives underlying the commission. How did the poet want to set about
praising the victor? In most cases we must extract this information from evidence internal to
the text, but a second victory ode provides a kind of control condition. One poem might take
an idiosyncratic approach to the celebration of a given victory, but we would not expect both
poems to develop the same eccentric strategies independently. The aim is to locate those
points at which the poems reveal that they are trying to accomplish the same thing.

The pattern of thought most critical to the victory ode is analogy. Pindar and
Bacchylides generally praise their patrons by employing some sort of comparison to a
divinity or hero. I would argue that this is the conceptual level at which the bonds between
poems composed for the same victory are forged. The poets might develop an elaborate
comparative framework across both poems, such as a metaphor in which the first poem
contains the tenor and the second the vehicle. In reading these victory odes, we must be alert
to the complex structures of association that Pindar and Bacchylides produce. This is not to
suggest that our attention should be focused exclusively on higher-order correspondences.
The larger connections between poems are often supported by delicate resemblances of
language and image, suggesting that the process of collaboration continued and evolved
through the composition and editing of each individual victory ode.

This chapter examines three case studies of paired victory odes written to celebrate
the same athletic victory. I begin with an instance in which both poems were composed by
the same poet: Pythian 4 and Pythian 5. Accounting for the strange circumstances
surrounding these two poems, I argue that Pindar establishes the charioteer Karrhotos in
Pythian 5 as a model for the exile Damophilos in Pythian 4. Karrhotos exemplifies the ideal
of benefaction, while Damophilos aspires to the same standard. My second case study is
Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13. I contend that Pindar and Bacchylides construct between the
two poems a multigenerational comparative framework equating Pytheas’ family with the
Aiakidai. Within this scheme Pytheas represents Achilles, although Peleus’ son is absent
from Nemean 5. My final case study is Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5. Scrutinizing the

326 Martin (2000) 423-24 offers a comparable instance of poetic collaboration in the tradition of Turkish song-
contests: “But one detail of the sociology of Turkish song-contests remains suggestive: each ashik not only
secretly observes his audience just prior to performance in order to prepare verses that will praise the specific
group each night; he also confers at length, prior to the performance, with that night’s competitor. In other
words, competition induces collaboration.”

327 Uhlig (forthcoming) similarly imagines that conversations might have taken place between Pindar and
Aeschylus, suggesting a host of possible venues for these hypothetical meetings, including Syracuse, Kamarina,
Akragas, Gela, and Athens.
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close verbal likenesses between Olympian 1 and a brief passage from Bacchylides 5, |
suggest that the two poems reinforce each other in collectively praising Hieron.

Pythian 4 and Pythian §

Pindar composed a pair of victory odes to celebrate the victory of king Arkesilas of
Kyrene in the chariot race at the Pythian festival in 462 BCE: Pythian 4 and Pythian 5.
Pythian 4 is an anomaly within the corpus of Pindar’s victory odes. Stretching on for almost
three hundred lines, the poem is more than twice as long as any of its peers. It is also
anomalous in its content. After a quasi-epic recitation of the expedition of the Argo, which
transcends the usual narrative scope of the genre, Pythian 4 ends with a defense of
Damophilos, an exiled citizen of Kyrene. Pythian 5, on the other hand, is a more
conventional victory ode. The poem praises Arkesilas for his wise leadership and celebrates
the deft maneuvering of the charioteer Karrhotos, a relative of Arkesilas.3?® T would argue
that Pindar presents Karrhotos and Damophilos in parallel. Karrhotos, who dedicates the
victorious chariot in the temple of Apollo at Delphi, represents the ideal benefactor,
providing a model for Damophilos, who hopes to reenter the aristocratic culture of Kyrene.3%°

Pythian 4 and Pythian 5 share the feature of an unusual emphasis upon a
contemporary figure other than the victor. The final triad of Pythian 4 makes an unexpected
appeal on Damophilos’ behalf. Pindar attests to his reformed character, beseeching Arkesilas
to restore him to his native land. Pythian 5 shines a similar light on Karrhotos, recounting his
adroit performance in the race and subsequent dedication of the chariot. While Damophilos
and Karrhotos appear to have little in common, the one a controversial fugitive and the other
a triumphant athlete, I would argue that Pindar presents them as mirror images of one
another.3*® Damophilos is the former benefactor, whose return represents a risk for
Arkesilas, and Karrhotos is the current benefactor, whose chariot victory reminds the king
that friends are useful to have.

The scholia that introduce Pythian 4 describe a period of civic unrest in Kyrene
during which Arkesilas killed a number of his political opponents and exiled others,

328 The scholia (Drachmann ii 175-76) assert that Karrhotos was related to Arkesilas by marriage; cf.
Gildersleeve (1885), Letkowitz (1984) 40, Longley-Cook (1989) 238, and Nicholson (2005) 46-47.

329 The scholia (Drachmann ii 175-76) suggest that Karrhotos might have further assisted Arkesilas in the
colonization of Euhesperides, but the accounts are muddled. For discussion of the interpretive possibilities, see
Lefkowitz (1985) 40-41, Longley-Cook (1989) 243-46, and Nicholson (2005) 46-47.

330 Young (1971) 42 offers an instructive framework for thinking about the imperfect correspondence between
Karrhotos and Damophilos: “If we regard the comparison made by the Pindaric paradigm as more like a
Homeric simile than a medieval or modern allegory, we are on sounder ground. We do not expect a precise
point for point correspondence in the Homeric simile; some details may, in fact, appear wholly unrelated. But
the poet views at least one feature (and usually more) in the compared object or event as so similar to a feature
of the other that he presents his simile, regardless of secondary disparities, as an effective means of illustrating
the point which he wishes to make.”
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including Damophilos.®3! There has been much scholarly debate concerning the immediate
circumstances that account for the petition on behalf of Damophilos in the final triad of
Pythian 4. While I concede that this matter is entirely speculative, the most probable
scenario to me is that Damophilos commissioned Pythian 4 as a gift for Arkesilas.?*? [ am in
agreement with Gildersleeve and subsequent scholars who have suggested that the final triad
represents the rhetorical staging of a reconciliation that must have taken place beforehand.?33
The enactment of so complicated a negotiation through the performance of a victory ode
seems highly unlikely, and for Pindar to endanger his relationship with Arkesilas by
interceding in support of a legitimately problematic figure is unrealistic. It is also unclear to
me how the performance in Kyrene of a victory ode that had not been sanctioned by
Arkesilas would have been possible.3** T propose that Arkesilas and Damophilos had already
resolved their differences, and that Damophilos commissioned Pythian 4 to celebrate his
renewed friendship with the king.

Moving to Pythian 5, commentators have long wondered about the exceptional
emphasis placed upon Karrhotos. The sheer amount of space allotted to him defies the
convention for references to trainers and auxiliary athletes. Mary Lefkowitz has suggested
that “The extraordinary circumstances of Carrhotus’ victory explain why Carrhotus the
charioteer merits such extended praise in an ode for the official victor Arcesilaus.””3%
Lefkowitz is referring to Karrhotos’ successful preservation of the chariot, an unusual
accomplishment in such a dangerous event.®3® Nigel Nicholson argues, to the contrary, that
“The explanation should be sought instead not in how the charioteer won the race, but in who
the charioteer was and, more specifically, how he was related to the victor.”*3” Nicholson
asserts that there were two kinds of charioteers in the late archaic period, those who were
hired on a purely professional basis and those, like Karrhotos, who had a more intimate
connection with the owner of the chariot team. The former group posed a problem for
aristocrats by undercutting the idea that athletic victory was the result of innate personal
characteristics that they alone possessed and by validating a form of economic exchange that
minimized the importance of personal ties between the parties involved. For Nicholson,
then, it is crucial that “Carrhotus is marked both as an aristocrat and as a close friend of
Arcesilas.”®3® The focus upon him served as an elite reminder that victory was achievable
without “the taint of commodity exchange.””3%°

331 For Damophilos’ exile, see schol. inscr. a (Drachmann ii 92); cf. Longley-Cook (1989) 199 n. 34 and Segal
(1986) 13 n. 22.

332 The scholia (Drachmann ii 163) first suggested that Damophilos might have commissioned Pythian 4. For
futher discussion of this possibility, see Carey (1980b) 143-44 and Longley-Cook (1989) 200-01.

333 See Gildersleeve (1885), Carey (1980b) 147-48, Braswell (1988) 5-6, and Sigelman (2016) 134-35.
Lattimore (1947) 22 suggests, to the contrary, that “We are not forced to believe that the reconciliation had been
arranged before the ode was written or sung;” cf. Felson (1999) 29-31.

334 Longley-Cook (1989) 198 n. 33 remarks that “We cannot, however, absolutely discount the possibility that
Arcesilas rejected both ode and plea with the result that P.4 was not performed,” although it is hard to reconcile
this disastrous occurrence with the presumably successful performance of Pythian 5.

335 Lefkowitz (1985) 39; cf. Dougherty (1993) 109, who offers the same explanation.

336 Lefkowitz (1985) 38 and Nicholson (2005) 45 both cite the fictitious chariot race from Sophocles Electra
(723-48), in which nine of the ten teams crash, as evidence of the hazardous nature of the event.

337 Nicholson (2005) 46.

338 Nicholson (2005) 49.

339 Nicholson (2005) 51.
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Building on Nicholson’s contention that the emphasis upon Karrhotos stems from his
aristocratic status and relationship to Arkesilas, I would argue that Pindar sets him up as a
model for Damophilos, who seeks to reenter the civic life of Kyrene. The first indicator that
Damophilos and Karrhotos are meant to be taken together is the fact that Pindar uses the
aorist passive participle Eevwbeig to describe them both. The poet recounts his own recent
entertainment of Damophilos in Thebes at the end of Pythian 4 with Eevmbeig (298-99):

kol ke podnoad', onoiav, Apkeciia,
evpe Tayav apppociov Enéwv,
npoéceatov OnPa Eevobeic.

And he would tell you, Arkesilas, what sort of spring of immortal songs he found,
having recently been hosted in Thebes.

He also uses Eevabeig to relate Karrhotos’ treatment by the citizens of Delphi (30-31):

AL dpiobdppotov 30
voatt Kaotariog Eevm-
Oeic yépag apeéPare Teaio KOHALS,

But having been honored as a guest by the water of Kastalia he placed around your
hair the prize for first place in the chariot race.

I would note that Eevwbeig is a marked form for two reasons: (1) Eevwbeic is the final word of
Pythian 4 (299) and (2) these are the only two occurrences of a form derived from Egvow in
all of Pindar. There are other similarities between these two passages. Neither of them states
the identity of the host; both feature locative datives where a dative of personal agent would
also be appropriate. Pindar is himself the host in Pythian 4 and the citizens of Delphi are the
hosts in Pythian 5, but the poet elides this information, focusing instead upon the
relationships between the hosted figures and Arkesilas. The immediate context of both
passages is an address to Arkesilas. The vocative Apkeciia (298) in Pythian 4 offers a
reminder that Pindar’s defense of Damophilos has been directed at the king, and in Pythian 5
the adjective teaiow (31), “your,” which modifies the noun képaig (31), “hair,” refers back
to the earlier invocation ® Oedpop' Apkesila (5), “O Arkesilas, favored by the gods.” In
both cases, then, the act of hospitality is triangulated to involve Arkesilas, whom Pindar
establishes as the ultimate recipient. Damophilos converts Pindar’s poetic inspiration, which
he experienced as a guest in Thebes, into a victory ode for Arkesilas, and Karrhotos lavishes
upon Arkesilas the chariot victory for which the citizens of Delphi honored him.

The second indicator is a gnomic statement from the second antistrophe of Pythian 5,
which shows that the illustration of Karrhotos’ achievement functions as an exemplum of a
particular point (43-44):

EKOVTL TOTVLV TPETEL
VO® TOV DEPYETAV VTOVTLAGOL.

Therefore it is fitting to encounter one’s benefactor with a willing mind.
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Previous scholars have stressed the broad applicability of this sentiment.>*° Leslie Kurke, for
instance, asserts that “The obligation to reciprocate one’s benefactor applies equally to the
charioteer’s dedication (34-42), Arkesilas’ gratitude to the charioteer (26-32), and the king’s
debt to Apollo (23-25),” but I would argue that the most appropriate referent is
Damophilos.3* The phrase £xdvti voo (43-44), “with a willing mind,” suggests a
hypothetical benefactor about whom one harbors misgivings. We should remember that both
Karrhotos and Damophilos were exceptional figures whose prominent positions made them
potential sources of danger for Arkesilas. Damophilos, as a former insurrectionist, represents
the more immediate threat, but the singular brilliance of Karrhotos’ performance in the
chariot race is also problematic.?*? In what follows, I contend that Pindar develops in these
two victory odes a conception of proper benefaction as dependent upon the subordination of
one’s largesse to the public good. The ideal bestowal benefits both Arkesilas and the city of
Kyrene as a whole, attesting to the humility of the donor. Pindar emphasizes Karrhotos’
dedication of the chariot at Delphi, which makes his victory a civic contribution.
Damophilos, likewise, commissions a victory ode, displaying his desires both for
reconciliation with Arkesilas and for reintegration into the aristocratic culture of the city.
Karrhotos, then, provides the ideal exemplum of this virtue, while Damophilos represents an
aspirational case.

The presentation of Karrhotos both before and after the articulation of this gnomic
statement establishes him as an exemplum of proper benefaction.®*® Karrhotos first appears
in the initial epode of Pythian 5 (23-29):

@ og U Aabétm,
Kvpdava yAvkov auoei ka-
oV AQPodiTag AEWOUEVOV,
navti pev 0eov aitiov vVepTIBEEY, 25
QUAelv 0¢ Kdppwtov EEoy' Etaipmv:
0¢ ov tav Empabéog édywv
oywvoov Buyatépa IIpodopacty Battiddy
apiketo dOpovg BepioKkpedVTOV:

Therefore let it not escape your notice, being sung of beside the sweet garden of
Aphrodite in Kyrene, to set a god as the cause over everything, and to love
exceedingly among your companions Karrhotos, who did not arrive at the homes of

340 See Hubbard (1985) 128 n. 78, Longley-Cook (1989) 241, and Kurke (1991) 126-27.

341 Kurke (1991) 127.

342 Kurke (1991) 195-224 illustrates the necessity of reintegrating the victorious athlete into the citizen body,
which fears the victor’s potential designs upon tyranny. Karrhotos’ victory presents a similar situation,
although the point is rather to convince Arkesilas that the charioteer has no ambitions of overthrowing him.
Both Karrhotos and Damophilos utilize the same strategies described by Kurke of converting one’s own
achievements or singular status into an act of civic munificence.

343 While the exempla in Pindar’s victory odes are typically mythological, the charioteer is not unique; Young
(1971) 34-46 argues that, Strepsiades, the deceased uncle of the victor in Isthmian 7, occupies the position of an
exemplum.
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the Battidai, who rule by divine right, leading Prophasis, the daughter of late thinking
Epimetheus.

Pindar begins his description of Karrhotos’ accomplishment with a relative clause, the
standard formal introduction to a mythological exemplum.3** He urges Arkesilas to cherish
Karrhotos, fabricating a mythological account according to which the charioteer leads home
Victory as his bride rather than Prophasis (Excuse), the daughter of Epimetheus
(Afterthought).>*> We should note that Karrhotos’ ultimate destination is Battidav 86povg
Bepuokpedvtov (28-29), “the homes of the Battidai, who rule by divine right,” rather than his
own house. The installation, then, of Karrhotos’ figurative bride in the royal palace, a public
space, commences the characterization of his victory as a collective accomplishment.

Pindar stresses Karrhotos’ salvation and dedication of the chariot in the second
strophe (32-42), which make his achievement a civic contribution:

axnparolg avioug

TOO0PKEDMV OMIEK' GV OPOU®V TEUEVOG,.

KATEKAOGE VAP EVIEDV 6OEVOG 0VOEV: AAAL KPELLOTOL

OmoGa YEPLOPAY 35
TEKTOVAOV OO0’ dywv

Kpioaiov Aogpov

dpenyev &v KOIAOTEdOV VATTOG

Beod- 16 6¢' €yel KuTOpicGIVOV

péEAAOpOV Apg' dvopLavtt oyedov, 40
Kpfiteg 6v t0&opopot téyet [apvacoio

KaBEGGaVTO LHOVOSPOTTOV PUTOV.

For he did not shatter the strength of his equipment, but they are hung up, however
many ornaments of dexterous craftsmen driving he passed the hill of Krisa on his way
to the valley that lies in a hollow of the god. The chamber of cypress-wood holds
them near the statue carved from a single trunk, which the bow-bearing Cretans set up
in a chamber on Parnassos.

The phrase dxnpdaroig avioug (32), “with undamaged reins,” introduces the notion of
conservation, which the statement katékiace yap évtémv oBévog ovdév (34), “For he did not
shatter the strength of his equipment,” further construes.>*® The adjective dxnpdroig (32),
“undamaged,” has the curious effect of echoing Karrhotos’ name. I would argue that Pindar
means to associate him with the upright qualities connoted by this uncommon epithet, which

344 For discussion of the formal connection between relative clauses and mythological narratives, see Bundy
(1986) 8, Kohnken (1971) 132-35, Slater (1983), Hummel (1993) 326-28, and Bonifazi (2004).
345 Lefkowitz (1985) 37 and Kurke (1991) 125-27, who discusses this passage in the context of marriage
exchange, assume that Karrhotos” companion is Victory. Nicholson (2005) 44 suggests that his companion
might be either Victory or Glory.
348 For discussion of the preservation of the chariot, see Lefkowitz (1985) 38, Longley-Cook (1989) 234-38, and
Nichsolson (2005) 43-45.
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can also signify “undefiled, inviolate, or virgin.”**’ Karrhotos is the kind of virtuous citizen
whose successes bring honor to a community. The verb kpépaton (34), “they are hung up,”
and the mention of t6 kvnapicovov péhabpov (39-40), “the chamber of cypress-wood,”
emphasize his successful dedication of the chariot in the temple of Apollo at Delphi, which
converts his own individual accomplishment into a communal religious observance.?*® The
victory in the chariot race becomes a shared possession, although Karrhotos’ bravery makes
everything possible.

Pindar transitions to direct address of Karrhotos in the second antistrophe, reasserting
the charioteer’s status as an exemplum (45-49):

AAe&Prada, o€ &' niikopot pAéyovtt Xdprres. 45

HaKAPLoG, 0G ExeLg

Kol TEON UEYAV KAUATOV

AOYOV QePTATOV

pvopnt

Son of Alexibios, the fair-haired Graces are setting you ablaze. You are blessed, who
possess a memorial of finest words even after great toil.

The addressee to this point has been Arkesilas, invoked in line 5. The poem shifts its focus
from the first mention of Karrhotos (26), but Pindar is careful in that passage to remind the
ruler that he remains the central figure of the victory ode. The participle deddpevov (24),
“being sung of,” stresses Arkesilas’ continued status as laudandus, and Pindar involves him
in the celebration by noting that Karrhotos placed a crown around his head (30-31). For
these reasons the actual change in addressee feels like a meaningful departure. I would argue
that the use of apostrophe helps to reestablish Karrhotos’ position as a model for
Damophilos.3¥ The combination of the vocative patronymic A e&ifiédoa (45), “Son of
Alexibios,” and the second-person singular accusative personal pronoun o€ (45), “you,”
highlights Karrhotos’ exceptional status in this victory ode. The collocation of a vocative
and the second-person singular personal pronoun is often used in Pindar to apostrophize a
divinity, a mythological hero, or the laudandus.>*° In applying this marked form of address
to Karrhotos, Pindar reaffirms his position in the rarified class of those often exemplary
individuals.

Pindar concludes the portion of the victory ode dedicated to Karrhotos by collapsing
his expedition to Delphi into two clauses, the first of which describes the race and the second
his return (49-53):

347 The adjective dxfipatog appears nowhere else in Pindar’s victory odes and once in a paian fragment (8.81).
Nicholson (2005) 43 speculates that “Pindar’s observation that his reins were “unsullied’ (dxnpdrotg, 32) may
be intended to suggest that the reins were not dirtied by dust kicked up by teams in front of him, that is, that
Carrhotus led from start to finish.”
348 Sobak (2013) 122-124 argues that the use of deictic markers and mentions of Delphic topography transport
the audience to Delphi, “enabling them to metaphorically accompany Karrhotos as he leaves the sanctuary of
the games and travels down to the temple of Apollo.”
349 For further discussion of Pindar’s use of apostrophe here, see Longley-Cook (1989) 242 and Sobak (2013)
124-25.
30 Cf. 0. 1.36,5.21, 6.12, 10.3-4, P. 1.29, 2.18, 4.59, 89, 5.5-6, 6.50, 8.61, 11.62, 12.1, N. 1.2-4, 29, 2.14, 3.65,
5.41, 6.62, 7.58, 86, 94-95, 9.30-31, 1. 1.55, 3.4-5, 5.1-2, 17-18, 6.3-4, 52, 7.31.
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&v teccapdrovta yép
TETOVTEGGLY AV10Y01G OAOV 50
dippov xopi&oug atapPel ppevi,
NAOec 151 APvag nediov &€ dyladv
€0 oV kol maTpwiov TOAW.

For among forty charioteers who fell, having preserved your chariot intact with a
fearless mind, you have now come to the plain of Libya from the splendid contests
and to your paternal city.

The first clause is constructed around the participial phrase 6Aov dippov kopi&aig (50-51),
“having preserved your chariot intact.” Pindar restates the fact of Karrhotos’ salvation of the
chariot, stressing this time the perilous nature of the event with the prepositional phrase &v
TEGGOPAKOVTO TETOVIEGTY (vidyo1g (49-50), “among forty charioteers who fell,” which
illustrates the brutal wreckage of the scene. The second clause tracks the stages of
Karrhotos’ homecoming, which progresses from Aiffvag nediov (52), “the plain of Libya,” to
natpoiov moAwy (53), “your paternal city.” I would argue that this progression figures in
geographical terms Karrhotos’ reincorporation into the civic life of Kyrene. Libya, as the
larger region, and Kyrene, as an individual city within Libya, represent concentric circles
through which Karrhotos must pass on his way to Battiddv 66povg Ospickpedviov (28-29),
“the homes of the Battidai, who rule by divine right.” Pindar, then, rings the composition of
this exemplum with parallel assertions of Karrhotos’ arrival in the city (28-29 and 52-53),
highlighting his successful completion of the victor’s circuit.??

The final triad of Pythian 4 depicts Damophilos as aspiring to the ideal of benefaction
exemplified by Karrhotos. Pindar makes three main points about Damophilos: (1) he has
learned vital lessons in exile (279-87), (2) the relationship between him and Arkesilas attests
to the king’s strength (289-93), and (3) he hopes to contribute to the aristocratic life of the
city (293-99). The poet reminds Arkesilas about Damophilos’ innate righteousness before
rehearsing the lessons that he learned during his banishment (279-87):

gnéyvo pev Kopava
Kol T0 KAgevvotatov péyapov Battov ducondv 280
Aopo@ilov Tpoamidmv. KEvVog yap €v moiciv véog,
&v 0¢ Povlaic mpéoPug £ykip-
001G £KOTOVTOETET PloTdl,
opeavilel pev Kokday yAdooav gaevvag 0ndc,
guabe &' vPpilovra WoEly,

ovK €pilmv dvtia 10ig dyadois, 285
000E HOKVLVOV TELOG 0VOEV. O YAp Kat-

pOG TPOG AvOpOTV Ppayl pETpov ExeL.

€0 VIV EYVOKeV-

31 Dougherty (1993) 110 notes that Karrhotos’ journey resonates as an imitation of “Battus’ original, founding
trip from the oracle of Apollo at Delphi to the site of the new colony.”
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Kyrene and the most famous palace of Battos observed the just heart of Damophilos.
For that man, a youth among boys, but in counsels an old man who has attained a life
of a hundred years, deprives an evil tongue of a shining voice, and he learned to hate
the man who is arrogant, not striving against the good, nor delaying any completion.

For the fitting time for men has a brief span. He has come to know it well.

The verb énéyvem (279), “observed,” which begins the sentence, emphasizes Kyrene’s
existing knowledge of Damophilos’ virtues. Despite participating in the insurrection,
Damophilos has exhibited his dikoudv mpomidowv (280-81), “just heart,” to the city in the past,
providing reason for optimism about his return. Pindar adds that Damophilos has acquired a
wealth of wisdom in exile. The verbs &uabe (284), “he learned,” and &yvoxev (287), “he has
come to know,” highlight the lessons that he has learned.*? The first lesson is VBpilovza,
woelv (284), “to hate the man who is arrogant,” and the second is a gnomic statement that
serves to explain the first (286): 0 yap kapdg mpog avOpdmwv Bpoyd pétpov Exet, “For the
fitting time for men has a brief span.” Damophilos’ period in exile has taught him to strive
for a life that matches his station and to shun the influence of wicked men.

Having offered a reminder of Damophilos’ righteousness and recounted the lessons
that he learned, Pindar uses the figure of Atlas to frame the relationship between the exile
and Arkesilas in a way that emphasizes the king’s strength. He asserts that Damophilos bears
a burden similar to the Titan (289-93):

Kol pav Kevog AThag ovpoved
TPOCTOAOLEL VDV YE TOTP(D- 290
ag Ao Yo and T KTEdvOV:
AMoe 8¢ Zebvg aepbitog Titdvag. &v 6 xpove
petafolroi AnEavtog obpov

ioTiov.

And indeed that Atlas is wrestling now with the sky away from his homeland and his
possessions. Immortal Zeus released the Titans. In time there are changings of sails
with the wind having abated.

The comparison to Atlas emphasizes both Damophilos’ vulnerability and his nobility.>>®* The
verb npoomadaiet (290), “is wrestling,” frames his existence as one of constant struggle
while also depicting him as an athlete. Pindar contrasts the oOpav® (289), “sky,” with which
he wrestles, to the matpdag yac (290), “homeland,” from which he is separated. The one is
an omnipresent obstacle, while the other is a source of longing. Pindar pursues the analogy
even further, casting Arkesilas in the role of Zeus. We should note that the ancient sources

352 Segal (1986) 108 observes the correspondence between gnéyvo (279) and &yvokey (287): “Cyrene knows of
his just thoughts (énéyvw, 279b), and Damophilus himself knows the right measure of things (€0 viv &yvmkey,
287).”

353 Carey (1980b) 151 suggests that the metaphor is more exact, arguing that “the implication would be that
Damophilos is the last of the rebels to be pardoned, and the logical conclusion would be that he was the leader,”
but this is a lot to draw from a mere comparison of Damophilos to Atlas; cf. Braswell (1988) 390-91.
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are in disagreement as to whether Zeus ever released the Titans.*** I would argue that,
despite the positive assertion with the indicative verb Adce (291), “released,” Pindar exploits
this point of uncertainty within the mythological tradition, highlighting the king’s
tremendous power in this situation. While I contend that Arkesilas and Damophilos had
reconciled before the performance of the victory ode, Pindar’s decision to dramatize the
reconciliation portrays the king in the strongest light possible. Arkesilas, like Zeus, can
either accept or deny Damophilos’ petition. The former option would accentuate the
firmness of his rule, while the latter presents him as a merciful potentate.

Having spoken for Damophilos to this point, Pindar begins to ventriloquize the
exile’s own sentiments in a series of prayers that visualize his successful reintegration into
the civic life of Kyrene (293-97):

GAL' €dyeTon ovAOUEVAY VOD-
GOV OLOVTANGOIG TOTE
olkov id&lv, én' ATOA®-
VOG T€ KPAVQ CLUTOGIOG EQPETWOV
Bopov €kdoc0at TPog HPav ToOAAAKIS, &V TE GOPOTG 295
dadoréav eopuryya factalwv Toii-
Toug Movyig Oyépuey,
UAT' OV TIVL e Topdv, madng 8" antdg TPoOg AoTAHV:
But he prays that, having endured to the end his destructive sickness, at some point he
might see his home, that, devoting himself to the symposia at the fountain of Apollo,
he might often deliver his heart to youth, and that, holding in his hands the ornate lyre
among his wise citizens, he might touch upon peace, providing no pain to any of
them, and suffering nothing himself from his fellow citizens.

There are three of these prayers: (1) oikov id&iv (294), “that he might see his home,” (2)
Bopov €kdocs0at Tpog fHPav (295), “that he might deliver his heart to youth,” and (3) njovyiq
Oryépev (296), “that he might touch upon peace.” The first is contextualized by the
participial phrase ovAopévav vodcov dtaviincaig (293), “having endured to the end his
destructive sickness.” Pindar describes Damophilos’ exile as a terrible disease that has
almost destroyed him.3>> His fondest desire is simply to return home.3*® The second prayer
situates Damophilos in the aristocratic culture of the city. Pindar pictures him én'
AmOAM®VES Kpava T cupmociog pénwv (294), “devoting himself to the symposia at the
fountain of Apollo.” This image reinscribes Damophilos in the social structures that he
abandoned as an exile. The third prayer elaborates upon the second, envisioning Damophilos

354 Pindar’s assertion seems to refer primarily to Kronos and Prometheus. Olympian 2 mentions a Kpovov
topowv (70), “tower of Kronos,” on the Isles of the Blessed, indicating that Pindar accepts the tradition
according to which Zeus freed Kronos and established him as ruler of the Isles of the Blessed. Van der Valk
(1985) argues that Hesiod might have known this tradition, but the matter is uncertain. Hesiod suggests in the
Theogony that Zeus played an indirect role in the release of Prometheus, since Herakles freed him ovk dékmrt
Znvog ‘Olvpumiov Yyt pédovtog (529), “not without Olympian Zeus, who rules on high.” There is, however, no
tradition in which Zeus releases Atlas from his punishment of holding up the heavens. For further discussion of
Zeus’ release of the Titans, see Braswell (1988) 390-91.

355 Robbins (1975) 212 observes that this image of disease recalls the earlier presentation of Arkesilas as a
healer (270); cf. Carey (1980b) 151 and Sigelman (2016) 134-35.

356 Carey (1980b) 152 notes that “neither Cyrene nor Damophilus is whole while the latter is in exile.”
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dadoréav eopuryya factalwv (296), “holding in his hands the ornate lyre,” in the
aforementioned symposia. I would suggest that this image of Damophilos as a musician
invokes the present reality of the victory ode whose performance he has contributed to the
city. Damophilos may not have played a lyre himself during the performance, but he was
responsible for this musical entertainment.

Pythian 4 ends with the conspicuous participle EevmBeic (299), tying together the
figures of Karrhotos and Damophilos. I would argue that for an audience that had witnessed
the performance of these two victory odes it was clear that Arkesilas had discovered a pair of
trustworthy benefactors. Pindar stresses the contributions made by Karrhotos and
Damophilos to the public good. Karrhotos models the ideal of benefaction by dedicating the
winning chariot in the temple of Apollo at Delphi, making his victory an act of civic
munificence. Damophilos aspires to the same standard of benefaction, arriving in Kyrene
with a precious gift for Arkesilas in the form of the victory ode itself, a spectacle for the
city’s amusement. Pythian 4 and Pythian 5 combine to articulate a conception of proper
benefaction embodied by the duo of Karrhotos and Damophilos, the charioteer and the exile.

Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13

Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13 were both composed to celebrate the victory of
Pytheas of Aegina in the boys’ pancratium at Nemea in 485 or 483 BCE.**’ In this chapter, I
argue that Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13 combine to form a macrotextual account of the
accomplishments of the Aiakidai. I imagine that the poets must have worked closely
together in order to coordinate their victory odes. Both poems focus on moments of crisis for
the lasting fame of that heroic lineage. Nemean 5 describes Peleus’ attempted seduction by
Hippolyta, while Bacchylides 13 narrates Achilles’ withdrawal from the fighting at Troy. In
lingering on these moments of uncertainty for the Aiakidai, the poets present the athletic
achievements of Pytheas and his relatives as similar crucibles in which the sterling reputation
of the family continues to be formed. For Pindar and Bacchylides, Pytheas represents
Achilles in a multigenerational comparative scheme that can only be discerned by attending
to both victory odes together.

Pindar and Bacchylides both envision the news of Pytheas’ athletic achievement
travelling widely throughout Greece. Nemean 5 begins by declaring the broad influence of
Pindar’s poetry (1-5):

Ovk dvopravtomoldg i, Hot' EAvdcovTa Epyd-
CeoBou dydApat €n' avtdg Padbuidog

£€0Ta0T AAA' éml TacOg

OAKAdO0G &v T' AKAT®, YAVKET 60134,

otely' an' Alyivag dwaryyéAdois', Ot

357 For the dating of Pytheas’ victory at Nemea, see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1922) 169, Turyn (1952) 163-
64, Machler (1982) L. ii. 251, Pfeijffer (1995), and Fearn (2007) 342-50; cf. Hornblower (2004) 227-30.
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Adumovog viog ITuBéag evpvcbevig
vikn Nepeiolg maykpatiov oté@avov, 5

I am not a sculptor, to make statues that stand unmoving on the same base, but on
every merchantman and in every boat, sweet song, go forth from Aegina, announcing
that the son of Lampon, mighty Pytheas, won a crown for the pancratium at Nemea.

Pindar’s famous assertion that he is Ok avopravtonordg (1), “not a sculptor,” has received
much scholarly commentary, focusing especially on the nature of the opposition between
statues and his yAvkel do1dd (2), “sweet song.” Maria Pavlou summarizes the two sides of
the debate:

Some contend that the statement is polemical, and that Pindar juxtaposes his song
with handicrafts in order to highlight the superiority of the former and challenge the
enduring character of the latter; due to its mobility and ability to transcend spatial and
temporal constraints, song surpasses statues, which perforce remain idle and still.
Others see no rivalry in the claim, pointing out that Pindar compares himself with
other craftsmen because, by placing his poetry on a par with concrete monuments of
art, he can emphasize the monumentalizing power of his song.3°8

I agree with aspects of both positions. I would argue that Pindar emphasizes mobility while
assimilating his song to the materiality of statues.3>°

I would also suggest that Pindar is interacting here with the image from Bacchylides
13 of Apet[a] (139), “Excellence,” roaming over land and sea (175-81):

0V Yap AAAUTET VOK[TOG 175
TacLpavng Apet[a
KpLeOeic' dpavpo[dton kaAvmTTpy,

AL Eumedov axfopdTo

Bpvovca S0
oTPOOATOL KOTA YAV [T€ 180
Kol ToAVTAaYKTOV B[ dAdGoay.

For shining Excellence, hidden by the lightless veil of night, is not made dim, but
constantly teeming with untiring glory wanders over land and sea that drives a man
far from his course.

Both of these passages contrast a notion of stifled communication of athletic achievement to
a vision of wider broadcast. Pindar addresses yAvkel dodd (2), “sweet song,” in the
vocative, whereas Bacchylides makes macipavng Apetd (139), “shining Excellence,” the

358 Pavlou (2010) 2. She cites Farnell (1930) 186, Hubbard (1985) 104, Ford (2002) 119-23, Loscalzo (2003)
150-54, Burnett (2005) 63, O’Sullivan (2003) 79-85, and Kurke (1991) 251 for the former position, and Mullen
(1982) 145, Steiner (1998) 139, and Steiner (2001) 251 and 263-64 for the latter position; cf. Kurke (2016b) 6
and Fearn (2017) 18-20.

359 Fearn (2017) 18-20 arrives at a similar understanding of this passage.
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nominative focus of these sentiments. Pindar contrasts his songs to éhvdcovta dydipat' én'
avTdg Pabuidog €otaot (1-2), “statues that stand unmoving on the same base.” He imagines
them instead as wares stowed £ni wéoag 6AKAd0¢ &v T' dxdte (2), “on every merchantman
and in every boat.” I would argue that this characterization of song as a type of exportable
commodity collapses the hard distinction that some scholars have seen with statues.?®® The
fact that his song bears a victory announcement (3-5, diayyéAdois’, 61t AQUT@VOG vViOg
[MvB<ag evpvobevng vikn Nepeiolg maykpatiov otépavov, “announcing that the son of
Lampon, mighty Pytheas, won a crown for the pancratium at Nemea”) is another feature
shared with statues.3®* Joseph Day contends that victor statues from this period often depict
the moment of pronouncement of the victory:

Evidence for victor statues, which Pindar had in mind, is scanty and problematic for
archaic times. Still, one can cite the iconographic tradition of portraying the victor at
the moment of crowning (and thus proclamation) or just prior to it. From the early
classical period, one thinks of the Delphic charioteer, already filleted, parading to the
place where he will be crowned and proclaimed; and from somewhat later,
Polykleitos’ Diadoumenos. This tradition might extend well into the sixth century.
At least a few archaic kouroi, sometimes filletted but otherwise without gesture or
attributes, seem to have been dedicated as victor statues. They may have been
intended to portray the victor at the moment of proclamation and crowning.362

Pindar, then, seems to characterize his song in a similar fashion. The emphasis here concerns
mobility. Both the statues and Pindar’s sweet song stand upon other surfaces, but the
Babuidog (2), “base,” is stationary, whereas the merchantmen and boats travel everywhere.

For Bacchylides, on the other hand, the dismissed conception involves concealment;
Excellence is not dAaumnét voktog kpuebeic' kaddmtpg (138-40), “hidden by the lightless veil
of night.” The dlounéi kaAvmtpa (138-40) adds a gendered component to this opposition.
Unlike a maiden who covers her head with a veil, Excellence octpo@dtat (143), “wanders.”
This action of wandering is quintessentially male. While the women remain at home with
their heads covered, heroes, like Jason and Odysseus, roam over land and sea. Pindar and
Bacchylides share this vision of their respective songs declaring Pytheas’ achievement far
and wide.

Both Pindar and Bacchylides emphasize Pytheas’ familial lineage. In addition to
Pytheas himself (4, 43), Pindar mentions his father Lampon (4), his maternal uncle
Euthymenes (41), and his maternal grandfather Themistios (50).36® Bacchylides only
mentions Pytheas himself (191) and Lampon (68, 226), but the beginning of the victory ode
is missing. The divine name Kieio, “Klio,” which also appears at the end of the poem (228),
is the only word that can be restored from this section. Bacchylides elsewhere collocates the
Muses and his victors in the opening lines of his victory odes, which suggests that Pytheas
and his family likely appeared there.>** I would argue that Pindar and Bacchylides combine

360 Cf. Fearn (2017) 19.

361 See Fearn (2013) 240-50.

362 Day (1994) 64-65; cf. Kurke (1998).

383 For the emphasis on Pytheas’ family in Nemean 5, see Segal (1974a) 407-08, Robbins (1987) 25-29, Fearn
(2007) 113, Fearn (2011) 186-88, and Most (2012) 259-60.

364 Cf. Bacchylides 3.3-4, 4.8-13, 5.13-16, 6.1-11. Klio also appears at Bacchylides 12.2.
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to praise Pytheas’ family by comparing them to the Aiakidai. Over the course of these

poems, they make a point of emphasizing the familial relations invoked in connection with
Pytheas: father, maternal uncle, and maternal grandfather. This scheme, which can only be

discerned by reading the two victory odes together, makes Pytheas into Achilles.
The two poets essentially divide between themselves the labor of praising the

successive generations after Aiakos. Pindar focuses on the generation of Aiakos’ sons,

introducing the trio of Peleus, Telamon, and Phokos (7-16):

€k 8¢ Kpovov kai Znvog fipmag aiyroatds putevdév-

Tag Kol 4o ypvoedv Nnpnidmv

Alokidag yéparpev

HatpOTOALY TE, Qidav EEvmv dpovpav:

Tav ToT' €VAVOPOV T€ KOl VALGIKAVTAY

Béooavto, map Popov matépoc EAlaviov 10
oTavTeS, TTvay T £ aibépa yeipog apd

"Evdaidog dpryvidteg viot

kai Bio @PdKov Kpéovtog,

0 tag Beod, Ov Papdbeia tikt' €mi pryHive Tévtov.

aidoéopon péyo eimelv

&v OlKqQ T& U1 KEKIVOLVELUEVOV,

A oM AMmov gvkAéa vacov, 15
Kol Tig Gvopag AAKIHOVG

daipwv ar' Oivovag EAacev.

And he conferred honor upon the Aiakidai, those heroes, the spearmen born from
Kronos and Zeus and from the golden Nereids, and upon his mother city, a land
friendly to strangers, which once the eminent sons of Endais and the might of lord
Phokos, the son of a goddess, whom Psamatheia bore on the shore of the sea, prayed,
standing beside the altar of father Hellanios, would be full of brave men and famous
for ships, and together they stretched their hands toward the sky. I am ashamed to
mention a great thing if it was not hazarded in accordance with justice, how indeed
they left that famous island, and what divinity drove the brave men from Oinona.

The poet envisions these three praying for the future success of the island (9-13), but refrains

from describing the murder of Phokos by his half-brothers (14-18).3¢> The emphasis on

Phokos’ attendance beside the altar of Zeus Hellanios (10-11) undercuts this refusal. Pindar

later alludes to other elements of this narrative by mentioning the exile of Peleus and

Telamon from Aegina (15) and the anger of a divinity (15-16). He had earlier foreshadowed
the appearance of Phokos by referring to the Aiakidai as (7) €k 8¢ Kpovov kai Znvog fipwag
ailypotag eutevdévtag Kol dmd ypvoedv Nnpnidwv, “those heroes, the spearmen born from
Kronos and Zeus and from the golden Nereids.” The mention of ypvcedv Nnpnidwv (7), “the

365 For discussion of this introductory image, see Segal (1974a) 400, Robbins (1987) 29, Burnett (2005) 65-66,

Pavlou (2010) 7-9, Fearn (2017) 28-30, and Kurke (2017) 246.
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golden Nereids,” must refer to the parentage of Achilles and Phokos.?*® Achilles was
famously the son of the Nereid Thetis, and Pindar explains that the mother of Phokos was
Psamatheia, to whose Nereid lineage the description of his birth on the seashore alludes (13):
0 tag Beod, Ov Papdbeia tikt' €mi prypivi mévtov, “the son of a goddess, whom Psamatheia
bore on the shore of the sea.” The broad strokes of interfamilial slaughter are, then, visible
beneath the surface of this narrative.®” I would suggest that the appearance of Phokos and
his mother Psamatheia represents an aborted alternative to the development of the lineage of
the Aiakidai through Endais. Phokos’ death concedes unchallenged control over the paternal
line to Peleus and Telamon. This submerged account of Phokos’ murder marks the first
crisis averted in the sequence of events culminating in the preeminence of Achilles.3®®

Pindar presents his account of Peleus’ seduction as one of the songs sung by the
Muses at the wedding of Peleus and Thetis (25-36):

al 0& TPOTIGTOV UV DUvN- 25
oav A10¢ apydueval oepvoy Oty
[InAéa 0', Og 1€ viv afpd
Kpn0sic Tnmoivta §6Am meddcat
f0eke Euvava Mayvitwv ockondv
neicos' dkoitav mokilolg foviedpacty,
yevotay 0& TomToV cuvénace AOyov,
®O¢ Npa vopeiog éneipa 30
Kevog €v AékTpoig AKdotov

evvac: 10 0' évavtiov Eokev: TOAANL Yép Vv TovTi Bupd

TOPQAUEVO AITAVEVEV.

1010 o' dpyav kviCov aimevoi Adyot:

€00V¢ &' dmavavoTo vOpay,

Eewviov maTpog YOOV

Seloaug 6 &' &0 Pphodn KoTéven-

oév € ol dpoveng €€ ovpavod

Z&0¢ aBavaTov Bactheng, BoT' €v Tdyel 35
TOVTIOY YPLGAAOKAT®V TIVO N1 -

peid®V Tpa&ev dicottiv.

Beginning with Zeus first of all, they celebrated in song holy Thetis and Peleus, and
how Hippolyta, the luxuriant daughter of Kretheus, wanted to fetter him with a trick,
after persuading her husband, the watcher of the Magnesians, with manifold
resolutions to be her co-conspirator, and she fabricated a false account, that he had
made an attempt on her bridal abode in the bed of Akastos, but the opposite was true,

366 pfeijffer (1999) 25 observes that the mention of the Nereids (7) “emphatically includes Phocus as well as
Peleus and Telamon in the notion of the Alaxidac.”

367 For discussion of Phokos’ murder, see Segal (1974a) 400-01, Robbins (1987) 31-33, Burnett (2005) 66-70,
Pavlou (2010) 9-12, Most (2012) 260-64, and Kurke (2017).

368 Segal (1974a) 400 notes that “Pindar has built Phocus into a significant moral and aesthetic structure,” who
“embodies the negative side of Pytheas’ bloom;” cf. Burnett (2005) 64. Phokos resembles the boys beaten by
Pytheas in the pancratium, inevitable losers in a zero-sum game.
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for often beguiling him she would entreat him with all of her heart. But the repugnant
words provoked his anger. Straightaway he refused the bride, fearing the wrath of the
father who protects the rights of hospitality, and Zeus, king of the immortals, who
raises the clouds from heaven, observed him well, and promised that he would soon
make one of the Nereids of the sea with distaff of gold his wife,

The Muses begin in traditional form with a hymn to Zeus (25), before turning to Peleus and
Thetis themselves (25-26).3%° They choose to relate the narrative of Hippolyta’s attempted
seduction of Peleus. I would argue that this episode represents another potential challenge to
the development of the lineage of the Aiakidai as we know them. If Hippolyta had
succeeded, there would have been no marriage of Peleus and Thetis, no birth of Achilles or
Neoptolemos.3”° Hippolyta, who wanted neddaoa (26), “to fetter,” Peleus, functions as a
kind of Circe or Kalypso, threatening to arrest the appointed order of things.

Pindar uses temporal markers to heighten the danger posed by Hippolyta. He
describes her repeated entreaties using the adverbial accusative moAAd (31), “often,” and the
imperfect verb AMtdvevev (32), “she would entreat.””! The verb kvilov (32), “provoked,” is
also imperfect, imagining Hippolyta’s ainewvol Adyor (32), “repugnant words,” as the cause of
Peleus’ opyav (32), “anger,” over a period of time.?’? She locks Peleus in a pattern of
behavior that threatens the future viability of his line. His refusal, on the other hand, is
envisioned as a singular event with the adverb £00v¢ (33), “straightaway,” and the aorist verb
aravavaro (33), “he refused.” What does €060 (33) mean in the context of a habitual series
of actions? I would argue that the incompatibility of these two temporalities reflects the
sharpness of Peleus’ break from the potential existence offered by Hippolyta. Zeus responds
to his pious demonstration with more aorist actions (34, ppdcbn, “observed,” and 34,
Katévevcéy, “promised”). Peleus and Zeus, then, explode Hippolyta’s arrested temporality,
allowing for the production of a legitimate child.

Pindar establishes two crucial identifications between members of Pytheas’ family
and relatives of Achilles. He emphasizes Thetis’ status as a Nereid (35-36), resuming the
earlier reference to the Aiakidai as ano ypvoedv Nnpnidwv (7), “from the golden Nereids.”
Pindar later mentions Pytheas’ maternal grandfather Themistios (50), the figure who
corresponds to Nereus as Achilles’ maternal grandfather.>”®* He fleshes out the familial
structure of the Aiakidai even further by referring to Poseidon as the yauppov, “brother-in-
law,” of Thetis (37).3’* The sharp transition from Poseidon, Thetis’ brother-in-law and
Achilles’ maternal uncle, to Euthymenes, Pytheas’ maternal uncle (43), articulates the exact
parallel between them. These two identifications (of Themistios with Nereus and
Euthymenes with Poseidon) confirm that Pytheas is Achilles within the terms of the

389 Cf. Theogony 47-48 for the tradition of the Muses beginning and ending their songs with Zeus.

370 Burnett (2005) 72 observes that “Hippolyta, in her corruption, offers a kind of reverse portrait of the pure
and unwilling Nereid.”

371 For discussion of the aspect of Mtdvevev (32), see Bury (1890) 93 and Pfeijffer (1999) 154.

372 Pfeijffer (1999) 73-74 suggests that 6pyav (32) might mean either “anger” or “lust.” Perhaps Pindar is
playing with this semantic ambiguity, since Peleus’ aversion to Hippolyta is not clear at this point.

373 The scholia (Drachmann iii 99) report that Themistios is Pytheas’ maternal grandfather; cf. Robbins (1987)
27, Most (2012) 259-60, and Fearn (2017) 47 n. 101.

374 Privitera (1982) 122 n. 1 and Burnett (2005) 73-74 argue that the sense of yapfpov (37) is “suitor” or
“(prospective) bridegroom.”
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comparison, which only makes sense when we read Nemean 5 macrotextually with
Bacchylides 13. Achilles is never even named in Pindar’s poem, but the emphasis on the
marriage of Peleus and Thetis sets the stage for his role in Bacchylides’ victory ode.?”>

Bacchylides begins the mythological portion of his poem with the image of local
maidens recounting the lineage of the Aiakidai. Bacchylides actually starts the family tree
with Asopos, Aegina’s father, referring to her as motapod 00yatep dwvdvtog NmOPpov (44-
45), “gentle-minded daughter of the eddying river.” The allusion to Asopos is oblique, but
an Aiginetan audience would surely have known the identity of the river. The next branch on
the tree is represented by the coupling of Zeus and Aegina (77-83):

Q motapod Odyatep
dwvavtog Atyw' nmuoepov,

7 Tot peydrav [Kpovidag
E0MKE TIUAV 80
&v mhvteoov [veoptdv
nopodv &G "EAL[aot vikav
Qoivov:

O Aegina, gentle-minded daughter of the eddying river, surely the son of Kronos
gave great honor to you, showing forth among all the Greeks a newly arisen victory
like a beacon.

Despite the lacuna, I would argue that the subject of £€dwke must be Zeus in one form or
another. The sense of the passage, which relates the lineage of the Aiakidai, implies that the
peydiav Tipnav (79-80), “great honor,” given to Aegina is both Pytheas’ victory and the birth
of her son Aiakos.

The first mention of Aiakos is made by a chorus of local maidens (91-99):
Tl O€ OTEQUVOGAUE[VOL POV ]IKEDV
avB€wv dOvVaKog T' E[mym-

piav GBvpowv
napOévol PEATOVGL T[EOV TEKO]G, O

déomova mayEe[tvou yBovog, 95
‘Ev]6aida te podd[mayvv,

a to[v ic]6[Be]ov Etfktev [InAéa
kol Tehop[d]va [ko]pv[oTav

Alok® peybeic' v ev[va-

And maidens crowned with the local adornment of crimson flowers and reeds sing of
your child, O mistress of a hospitable land, and of rosy-armed Endais, who, after
mingling in bed with Aiakos, bore god-like Peleus and helmeted Telamon.

375 For further discussion of the absence of Achilles in Nemean 5, see Robbins (1987) 30 and Fearn (2007) 113.
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We should note the structural similarities between this passage and Pindar’s introduction of
his mythological narration in Nemean 5. Both poets place their accounts in the mouths of
choruses. According to Pindar, the chorus of the Muses celebrated Peleus and Thetis (25-
26).37® In Bacchylides 13, the Aiginetan maidens péAmovct (94), “sing of,” 1edv téxo¢ (94),
“your child,” that is, Aiakos, and "Evéaida podomayvv (96), “rosy-armed Endais.”3”” These
songs both take up the theme of marriage, but from altogether different perspectives.
Nemean 5 recounts Hippolyta’s failed attempt to seduce Peleus (26-39), which makes the
marriage to Thetis possible, while Bacchylides 13 describes Endais’ union with Aiakos and
the subsequent births of Peleus and Telamon (97-99).

Bacchylides opens a new triad by introducing the respective sons of Peleus and
Telamon, lavishing an unequal amount of descriptive attention upon them (100-104):

6V viag depoipdyfog 100
ooV T Ayiddéa

evewéog v 'Epoiag

naid' vmépBupov Pod[cw

Alavto cakespopov fj[pw,

whose battle-rousing sons I will celebrate, swift Achilles and the daring son of
beautiful Eriboia, the shieldbearing hero Aias.

The simple adjective tayov (100-01), “swift,” a sort of abbreviation of the common Homeric
epithet m6dag mrvg, “swift-footed,” suffices for Achilles, whose alacrity matches the brevity
of his portrayal. The depiction of Aias, whose mother even receives the ornate epithet
eveéog (102), “beautiful,” provides a sharp contrast. Bacchylides uses the compound
adjectives vmépBupov (103), “daring,” and caxeopopov (104), “shield-bearing,” of Aias, and
refers to him as a fipw (104), “hero.” The emphasis here upon Aias serves as a narrative
feint. Aias’ position in this passage parallels that of Phokos in Nemean 5. Both figures
provide false starts before the more fundamental narratives of Achilles and Peleus emerge.38

Bacchylides begins to recount the martial exploits of Aias, but a shift in focus makes
Achilles’ central position in the victory ode clear (105-120):

Oot' éni mpLUvVY 6T ElC 105
goyev Bpacvkdpdiov [0p-
paivovto v[daog

Beomesio mu[pi kadoot

"Extopa yoA[keopitpalv,

onndte [In[Aeidag 110
tpafy]elav [€v omnBeoot pjdaviy

opivat[o, Aapdavidag

376 Robbins (1987) 29 observes that “This story is a song within a song, so to speak, for it is sung by the Muses
on Pelion, no doubt at Peleus’ wedding (though we are not specifically told this).”

377 For further discussion of the framing of this mythological narrative, see Burnett (1985) 93 and Power (2000).
378 Burnett (1985) 94 and Fearn (2007) 140-41 contend that Bacchylides offers a balanced presentation of the
martial accomplishments of the two heroes, but I would argue that this narrative is structured around the
presence and absence of Achilles.
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T &Elvoev d[Tog
ol piv p&v [roAdmupyolv
TJAov Bantov dotv 115
oV Agimov, artvlouevor [6€
ntiocov 0&elav pdryalv,
euT' év medie Khovém[v
poivolt” Aythiete,
Aoo@ovov d0pv celmv: 120

who standing upon the stern checked bold-hearted bronze-helmeted Hector in his
eagerness to burn the ships with awful fire, when the son of Peleus stirred up harsh
anger in his heart, and released from ruin the Dardanids, who would not previously
leave the marvelous many-towered city of Ilion, but, terrified, would cower in fear of
keen battle, whenever Achilles was raging, driving over the plain, brandishing his
murderous spear.

Aias is the antecedent of a relative clause stressing his steadfast valor before Hector’s assault
upon the ships. The participle otafeic (105), “standing,” emphasizes his essential character
as the foremost defensive fighter among the Greeks, and the prepositional phrase ni mpOpva
(105), “on the stern,” locates the action. Through the end of line 109 all indications suggest
the commencement of a mythological exemplum centered around Aias, but the arrival of a
temporal clause reorients the narrative (110-13): 6nndte [InAeidog tpoyeiav €v otbecot
paviv mpivato, “when the son of Peleus stirred up harsh anger in his heart.” Bacchylides
offers Achilles’ departure from the fighting as the necessary precondition for Aias’ protection
of the ships. His reference to Achilles as [Inieidag (110), “the son of Peleus,” and use of the
noun pdvwv (111), “anger,” invoke the opening line of book 1 of the /liad: Mfjviv e1de Bed
[InAniddsm Ayfog, “Sing, goddess, of the anger of Achilles, the son of Peleus.””®
[lustrating Achilles’ dynamic ferocity with the participial phrases &v nedim kKhovéwv (118),
“driving over the plain,” and Aao@dovov d6pv celwv (120), “brandishing his murderous
spear,” Bacchylides establishes him as the clear focal point of the mythological narrative.

The basic plot of the /liad structures the rest of this passage. Bacchylides presents
Achilles’ anger at the loss of Briseis as another moment of potential crisis for the lasting
reputation of the Aiakidai (133-140):

"Q¢ Tpdeg, énfel] kKAvov [ai-
YHoTay AytAiéa
pipvo[vt'] év kheinow 135
etvek[e]v EavOag yovaikoc,
B]p[tonidog ipepoyviov,
Beoiowv dvtevay xépag,
Qopav £0106vTeg vmal
YEWDVOG aiyAav: 140

379 Fearn (2007) 126 notes that “Bacchylides uses pdviv in a prominent position at the end of a strophe to recall
Akhilleus’ specifically Iliadic wrath, as well as the first word of the Iliad.”
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So the Trojans, when they heard that spearman Achilles was remaining in his tent on
account of the fair-haired woman, Briseis with lovely limbs, they stretched up their
hands to the gods, looking at the radiant gleam under the winter storm.

We should note the resemblance between the Trojans’ posture and that of Peleus, Telamon,
and Phokos in Nemean 5. Bacchylides reports that the Trojans Ogoiowv dvtewvay yépag,
eotpav €o1806vteg vmal yeydvog oiyAav (138-40), “stretched up their hands to the gods,
looking at the radiant gleam under the winter storm,” while Pindar states that the three
brothers mitvav ' £€g aifépa xeipag (11), “stretched their hands toward the sky.” Bacchylides
leaves the content of the Trojans’ futile prayer unstated, whereas the concurrent reality of
Nemean 5, which celebrates the mythological history of Aegina, makes clear that the island
would become gbavdpdv 1€ kai vavoucivtav (9), “full of brave men and famous for ships.”
Bacchylides pictures the Homeric scene of Achilles pipvovt' év khoinow (135), “remaining
in his tent,” removed from the fighting, and uses the prepositional phrase tvekev EovOag
yovaikog, Bpionidog ipepoyviov (136-37), “on account of the fair-haired woman, Briseis with
lovely limbs,” to reference the dispute between Achilles and Agamemnon over Briseis.?®
The epithet ipepoyviov (137), “with lovely limbs,” suggests Achilles’ anguished pepoc,
“desire,” for Briseis. He might have remained in his tent for the rest of the conflict. Much
like the attempted seduction of Peleus in Nemean 5, this is a precarious episode for the future
fame of the Aiakidai.

After recounting Hector’s attack upon the ships (141-156), Bacchylides envisions
Achilles’ forthcoming return to combat from an omniscient perspective (157-67):

& Suo]povec, | neybraicty EAmicty
nve<{>]ovteg Omepo[ia]Aov
0' iévteg] av[oalv
T[pde]g intmevtai KvovOTSG £K- 160
népoavieg dobev] véag
veloOou mdAwv giha]mivag T' €v
Aao@o]potg E&etv B[edd|paTov TOAY.
wlérhov Gpa Tpote[polv di-
v]avta powiéel[v Zx]auavoplov, 165
O]véorxovtec vrt[" Ala]kidong
gpewy[md[pyoig:

O mistaken ones! Breathing in their huge hopes and uttering arrogant shouts surely
the Trojan horsemen supposed that, having destroyed the dark-eyed ships, they would
return home again and that their god-built city would hold feasts in its streets. In
truth they were first about to stain the eddying Skamander crimson, dying at the
hands of the Aiakidai, overthrowers of the gates of cities.

380 For further discussion of Bacchylides’ description of Briseis, see Carne-Ross (1962) 85, Segal (1976) 129,
and Fearn (2007) 133.
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He shifts as narrator to the perspective of someone with explicit knowledge of the outcome
of events, easing the transition back to Pytheas and the present day.*8! After casting the
entire narrative to this point in the past tense, he indicates that the Trojans péAlov dwvavta
eowiEew Zkapovopov (164-65), “were about to stain the eddying Skamander crimson,” a
reference to Achilles’ pollution of and battle with the river in book 21 of the Iliad.38?
Bacchylides concludes his mythological narrative by referring to Achilles and Aias as
Aloxidog Eperyumd[pyots (166-67), “the Aiakidai, overthrowers of the gates of cities,”
reasserting the initial focus upon the two of them as the respective sons of Peleus and
Telamon.

Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13 combine to form a composite victory ode that
celebrates Pytheas of Aegina and his family of athletes by comparing them to Achilles and
the Aiakidai. The poets must have written their respective poems in careful coordination.
After briefly alluding to the murder of Phokos, Nemean 5 fixes its gaze upon Peleus,
elaborating a report of his attempted seduction by Hippolyta. Bacchylides 13 begins by
describing the martial exploits of Aias, but then focuses on the narrative of Achilles’
departure from the fighting at Troy. Both of these accounts emphasize moments of
vulnerability for the lasting reputation of the Aiakidai, but ultimately insist upon the destined
outcome. [ would suggest that Pytheas’ victory becomes another such moment in which
uncertainty succumbs to the inevitable.

Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5

Pindar and Bacchylides both composed victory odes to celebrate Hieron’s success in
the single-horse race at Olympia in 476 BCE: Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5.38 1 would
argue that these two poems evince a kind of symbiotic relationship; each draws strength from
its proximity to the other. I would also suggest that the engagement between them is
distinctly textual.3®* The poets manipulate and reconfigure each other’s language in a way
that attests to a visual rather than aural interaction.®®> The verbal correspondences between
these poems have an effect that resembles collage, as if the words were torn from a papyrus

381 For further discussion of Bacchylides as narrator, see Fearn (2007) 139-40.

382 For the numerous intertextual connections between Bacchylides 13 and the Iliad, see Fearn (2007) 120-43
and Most (2012) 255-59.

383 There has been much debate concerning the precise nature of Bacchylides 5. Steffen (1961), Bowra (1964)
124, and Brannan (1972) 203-04 advocated the view that it is a “poetic epistle,” meant to introduce the poet to
Hieron, but contemporary scholars have abandoned this position. Morgan (2015) 253, who follows Schmidt
(1987), argues that the poem “is best construed as an epinician, given we have no reason to believe that the
same event could not be celebrated by more than one poem.”

384 The scholarship on Old Comedy adduces an intriguing parallel for the possible circulation of drafts. Fowler
(1989) 257-58 argues that Aristophanes published a “reading version” of the revised Clouds; cf. Hutchinson
(1984) 100. Perhaps Pindar and Bacchylides shared preliminary “reading versions” of their victory odes prior
to the official performances.

385 This is to say that the poets must have had texts in front of them, although I am not suggesting that the rest of
the audience would have initially experienced these poems in textual form.
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sheet and recombined. The locus of this interaction is a single passage from Bacchylides 5,
which, depending upon the order in which the poems were performed, either invokes or
reproduces Olympian 1.38¢

The passage in question is Bacchylides’ return from his mythological excursus
concerning the meeting of Herakles and Meleager. He exhorts the Muse Kalliope to bring
her chariot to a stop (176-86):

Agvkdieve Kaiiomo,
oTAoOoV gVTOINTOV ApLLaL
avtod Ala ¢ Kpovidav
vuvnoov OAvumov apyayov Bedv,
OV T dKopovtopdov 180
AApedv, [TéNomog € Plav,
kai [Ticav &vl 6 Kheevvog
n0]ooi Vikaoog SpOp®
NA0]ev Depévikog <c> edmHPYOVC ZVPOKHC-
oag Tépovi pépwv 185
e0d]apovioag métodov.

White-armed Kalliope, stop your well-made chariot here. Celebrate Zeus in song, the
son of Kronos, Olympian, leader of the gods, and the Alpheos, tirelessly streaming,
and the might of Pelops, and Pisa where famous Pherenikos, victorious with his feet
in the race, came to well-walled Syracuse bearing a leaf of blessedness for Hieron.

This passage articulates in miniature the essential points of Olympian 1.387 The objection
could be made that Bacchylides is simply naming the conventional topics that would be
mentioned in praising a victory of Hieron at Olympia, but this list is fairly specific and full.
Bacchylides 3, by contrast, which celebrates Hieron’s chariot victory at Olympia in 468
BCE, mentions only Zeus (70, 55, 26), the Alpheos (7), and Hieron (4, 64, 92). Other victory
odes briefly refer to Pelops, but Olympian 1 is the only poem to sing explicitly of his Biav
(181), “might,” by taking the race between Pelops and Oinomaos as its mythological
narrative.

Why does Bacchylides focus upon Kalliope here? I maintain that the answer
concerns her ancient association with kings. Hesiod famously describes her fondness for
them in the proem to his Theogony (80): 1 yap koi Baciredow dp' aidoioicy 0nndel, “For
she accompanies reverent kings.”*® The epithet AsvkdAeve (176), “white-armed,” also

386 My preference is for Bacchylides 5 to have been performed first, because Bacchylides’ invocation of
Kalliope would have the effect of requesting that she sing Olympian 1.

387 In what follows I offer an extended explication of this passage, drawing attention to its numerous points of
correspondence with Olympian 1. This orientation might cause the appearance at times that I am
unidirectionally reading this passage against Olympian 1, which I have tried to avoid, but even where unstated
my assumption is always that the direction of influence is fluid. For further discussion of this passage, see
Lefkowitz (1969) 87-89, Brannan (1972) 260-63, and Burnett (1985) 147.

388 Cf. Morgan (2015) 257-58.
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connotes royalty, being commonly applied to Hera, Helen, and Arete in Homer.*®® Near the
end of Olympian 1, Pindar asserts the preeminence of kings in a different way (113-15): 10 &'
goyatov kopvpovtal Bactiedot, “The highest pinnacle is formed by kings.” The appearance
of Kalliope here likewise serves to foreground an emphasis on kingship in this passage.

After invoking Kalliope, Bacchylides asks her to celebrate Zeus (178), Pelops (181),
and Hieron (185), all of whom are rulers in their respective spheres. Zeus and Hieron are
unquestionably kings, and, in associating Pelops with the other two, Bacchylides
complements Pindar’s more explicit conception of him as such. Pindar stresses Pelops’
dominion over the Peloponnese as founder, implying his position as ruler: Adumet 6¢ ol KAé0g
&v evavopt Avdod TTéhomog dmowkia (23-24), “Fame shines for him in the colony of brave
men founded by Lydian Pelops.” The noun dmowiq (24), “colony,” is a reminder that Pelops
is the heroic founder of a colony, and his foundation of the Peloponnese echoes that of Aitna
by Hieron.?® The epithet apyaydv (179), “leader,” used in Bacchylides’ poem of Zeus, can
also have the sense of a founder.*®* By commanding Kalliope, the Muse associated with
kings, to celebrate Pelops alongside Zeus and Hieron, Bacchylides stresses the similarities
among the three figures as founders and rulers.

The image of Kalliope driving gdmointov dppa (177), “a well-made chariot,” reflects
the central prominence of chariots in Olympian 1.392 The word éppa, “chariot,” appears
twice in Pindar’s poem: Pelops asks Poseidon to convey him in a swift chariot to Elis (77-78,
gug &' &mi toyuTdTev TOpEVGOV GpudTmy &¢ Adtv, “convey me in the swiftest chariot to Elis”)
and, near the end of the victory ode, the poet looks ahead to Hieron’s prospective success cOv
dppatt Bod (110), “with a swift chariot.”®%* Pindar later describes the vehicle bestowed upon
Pelops by Poseidon as dippov ypvceov (87), “a golden chariot.” This is the chariot with
which Pelops defeats Oinomaos, one of the aetiological myths for the founding of the contest
at Olympia.3® Bacchylides, then, either anticipates or appropriates these Pindaric vehicles,
making Kalliope the driver of a metaphorical chariot of song.

Bacchylides calls the Alpheos dxapavropoav (180), “tirelessly streaming,” resonating
with Pindar’s phrase ntepoioiv akdpavrog inmovg (87), “horses untiring with wings.” These
are the winged horses that Poseidon offers to Pelops as a form of conveyance to Elis and to
the contest for the hand of Hippodameia. The relationship between Bacchylides’ and
Pindar’s language here, as elsewhere in these two poems, is one of slight modification. The
simple adjective dxdpavtag (87), “untiring,” becomes the compound adjective
axopavropdav (180). This epithet lends the river a sense of strenuous athletic energy, and in
its connection to Pindar’s image of horses draws an implicit comparison to Pherenikos.
Pindar in fact introduces the Alpheos in connection with Pherenikos in Olympian 1 (17-21):

389 For Hera, see Iliad 1.55, 195, 208, 572, 595, 5.711, 755, 767, 775, 784, 8.350, 381, 484, 14.277, 15.78, 92,
130, 19.407, 20.112, 21.377, 418, 434, 512, 24.55; for Helen, see Iliad 3.121 and Odyssey 22.227; for Arete, see
Odyssey 7.233, 335, 11.335. Cf. Lefkowitz (1969) 88.

390 Cf. Athanassaki (2003) 121-22, Foster (2013) 307-08, and Morgan (2015) 232-33.

391 Cf. Plato Timaeus 21e for apyoyog used of the founder of a city.

392 Brannan (1972) 260 asserts that “the evnointov dppa (177) is clearly the Moicov yAvkddwpov &yodpo of
line 4;” cf. Wind (1964) 41-42.

393 For discussion of Pindar’s wish for a chariot victory for Hieron at Olympia, see Segal (1964) 220, Lefkowitz
(1976) 95, Gerber (1982) 165, and Morgan (2015) 252.

394 For the connection between Pelops’ victory in the chariot race and the Olympics, see Nagy (1990) 116-35.
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aAre Aw-
pilav 4mo eoOpULyYa TOCGHAOL
Aappav', €1 i tot Iicag te kai Pepevikov yapig
voov O yAvkvtdtong E0nke epovtioty,
Ote map' AAPed chTo dENAG 20
AKEVINTOV €V OPOLOLGL TAPEXWDV,

But take the Dorian lyre from its peg, if indeed the splendor of Pisa and Pherenikos
placed your mind under the influence of sweetest thoughts, when he rushed beside the
Alpheos, furnishing his body ungoaded in the race.3%

The image of Pherenikos rushing beside the Alpheos almost suggests that the horse’s true
competitor was the river. Pindar mentions none of his actual opponents. Bacchylides’ use,
then, of the epithet dxapoavropoav (180) has two effects, both of which relate to elements of
Pindar’s victory ode: (1) to reflect the phrase ntepoiciv dkdpavtag inmovg (87) and (2) to
develop Pindar’s notion of the Alpheos as a competitor.

In the following line (181), Bacchylides employs the construction [TéLomdg te Piav,
“the might of Pelops.” Pindar uses the same construction of Oinomaos (88): Oivoudov Piav,
“the might of Oinomaos.” This combination of the noun Bia, “might,” and another noun or
personal pronoun in the genitive case occurs five other times in Pindar’s victory odes but
nowhere else in Bacchylides.3®® The two uses, then, of this construction, which represents a
sort of Pindaric mannerism, in reference to Pelops and Oinomaos, are conspicuous.3’
Perhaps Bacchylides even suggests that Pelops acquires or receives the might of Oinomaos
when he succeeds in the contest.3%® What appears as a possession of the murderous father-in-
law in Olympian 1 becomes a possession of the son-in-law in Bacchylides 5.

The technique of Pindar and Bacchylides modifying each other’s language continues
at line 183 of Bacchylides 5: mooci vikdoag dpouw, “victorious with his feet in the race.” I
would suggest that these three words correspond elliptically to the contents of lines 93-99 of
Pindar’s victory ode:

10 0€ KAE0G
AGOeV d€dopke Tav OAvumiddwy v dpopoLg
[TéXomog, tva tayvtdg TeddV Epiletal 95
axpoi T ioyvog Bpacvmovor:
0 VIK®V o0& Aowov auei Blotov
&xel peMtoescay evdiav

aé0 v y' Evekev:

The fame of the Olympic festivals in the racecourses of Pelops shines afar, where
there is competition for swiftness of feet and boldly laboring feats of strength, and for

395 Lefkowitz (1976) 91 associates Pherenikos with Poseidon’s tireless horses.
3P 11.61,N.5.12,10.73, 11.22, 1. 8.54.
397 For further discussion of this construction, see Gerber (1982) 137.
398 For discussion of Pelops’ actions of taking and receiving from Oinomaos, see Segal (1964) 222-23 and
Gerber (1982) 136-37.
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the rest of his life the victorious man possesses honied fair weather on account of
contests.

The three words that comprise line 183 of Bacchylides 5 all occur in adapted form in lines
94-99 of Olympian 1: dpopw corresponds to opopoig (94), moooi to Toddv (95), and vikdoog
to vik®dv (97). Looking at this passage in Pindar’s poem, we notice that dpopoig (94), moddv
(95), and vik®dv (97) appear in descending sequence from the right to the left side of the
column. Perhaps the placement of these words caught Bacchylides’ eye, prompting him to
compose a line consisting of them, or the efficiency of Bacchylides’ language struck Pindar.
In either case the effect of Bacchylides’ phrase is to reshape Pindar’s general description of
the athletic contests at Olympia, refocusing its essential features around the triumphant figure
of Pherenikos: Hieron’s horse vied év dpopoig (94), “in the racecourses,” exhibiting his
TayLTOGS TOdMV (95), “swiftness of feet,” and ultimately emerging vik@v (97), “victorious.”

Bacchylides concludes with the image of Pherenikos bearing gudaipoviog nétalov
(186), “a leaf of blessedness,” to Hieron in Syracuse. These two words both mirror language
used by Pindar in Olympian 1. The noun gddoipoviag (186), “blessedness,” offers a
substitution for and expansion of vdiov (98), “fair weather.”** The meaning of these two
terms is virtually identical, as €0diav (98) is a metaphor describing the feeling of supreme
calm experienced by victorious athletes, and the word gvdarpiovia contains €0dia (€0d-apov-
i).%%° T would further suggest that the noun wétalov (186), “leaf,” reflects the idea inherent
in the verb otepavdoat (100), “to crown.” In the final triad, Pindar asserts that he must
oTEQUVOGOL KEWVOV Imtmi® vOp® AloAnidl poAnd (101-03), “crown that man with an
equestrian melody in Aeolic song.” This image of a tétaAov (186) metonymically
encapsulates the notion of crowning.

The case of Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5 demonstrates that reception can occur
even during the process of composition. Perhaps Bacchylides, examining an early draft of
Olympian 1, chose to encode a tribute to Pindar’s victory ode within his own. Or did Pindar
discover in this brief passage the inspiration for his most famous poem? I would also suggest
that some combination of these two scenarios is possible. Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5
reinforce each other in their collective mission of praise. Both poems establish the primacy
of Hieron, aligning him with Zeus and Pelops as a founder and ruler, while envisioning the
triumphant strides of Pherenikos. I believe that, after the audience had witnessed both
victory odes, rather than ranking them against each other, they would have reflected upon the
terrible power of Hieron, who brought together the most famous poets in all of Greece to
combine in celebrating his immortal victory at Olympia.

The intertextual engagements between victory odes composed to celebrate the same
victory take a number of different forms. We have looked at three distinct case studies, each
of which offers a unique solution to the problem of coordinated praise of an athletic victor.
This diversity of approaches likely stems from the various circumstances in which the poems
were produced. I would suggest that the composition of victory odes was a haphazard
business. We cannot know how much time typically passed between the commission of a

399 The use of é0ddaipoviag (186) also recalls gddaipwv (55) from earlier in the victory ode; cf. Lefkowitz (1969)
88.
400 Morgan (2015) 245 associates g0diav (98) with the cult honors received by Pelops and Hieron; cf. Slater
(1989) 498-99.
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victory ode and the festival at which it was performed, but it is easy to imagine the incessant
pressure to devise a suitable response to the poetic task at hand. Pindar and Bacchylides
must have been particularly adept at discovering ways to accommodate the unexpected. The
paired poems that we have examined bear witness to the spirit of ingenuity and
experimentation that fired the genre.

Pythian 4 and Pythian 5 combine to articulate a conception of proper benefaction as
predicated upon the subordination of one’s largesse to the public good. Pythian 5 positions
Karrhotos as the ideal benefactor. Pindar describes his preservation and dedication of the
winning chariot in the temple of Apollo at Delphi, which makes his victory an act of public
munificence. The final triad of Pythian 4 articulates a plea on behalf of Damophilos, a
former citizen banished for his participation in revolutionary activities. Damophilos presents
the victory ode as a gift for Arkesilas and Kyrene as a whole. Pindar depicts these two
figures as mirror images of one another, casting Karrhotos as an exemplum and Damophilos
as an aspiring benefactor who hopes to reenter the aristocratic life of the city.

Nemean 5 and Bacchylides 13 articulate between themselves a multigenerational
scheme comparing Pytheas’ family of athletes to the Aiakidai. Both victory odes focus on
moments of potential crisis for the enduring fame of that mythological lineage. Nemean 5
relates the attempted seduction of Peleus by Hippolyta, which would have prevented the
hero’s marriage to Thetis and the eventual birth of Achilles. Bacchylides 13 recounts
Achilles’ departure from the fighting at Troy. Each victory ode briefly draws attention to an
auxiliary member of the Aiakidai before transitioning to the true topic. This emphasis upon
strenuous predicaments makes the central comparison of Pytheas to Achilles especially stark.
We realize that Pytheas, like Achilles, represents the inevitable culmination of his family’s
notable achievements.

Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5 offer a different model of interaction from the other
case studies. Bacchylides ends his mythological narrative of Herakles and Meleager in the
underworld by asking Kalliope to sing a list of themes that mirrors the essential points of
Pindar’s victory ode. This speaks to a close textual engagement between the two poets, who
must have shared drafts of their respective poems. Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5 reinforce
each other by echoing the same language and invoking the same images of athletic
excellence. The ultimate effect of both poems is to formulate a shared program of praise that
associates Hieron with Zeus and Pelops.

I hope that these three case studies have demonstrated the intricate ways in which the
handful of victory odes composed to celebrate the same victories interact and engage with
each other. The poets managed, both individually and in collaboration, to construct elaborate
encomiastic architectures across the scope of multiple poems. These cases attest to the
inventiveness and experimentation that defined the genre. Faced with a diverse range of
commissions, the poets continuously discovered novel strategies to satisfy their patrons.

131



Bibliography

Adorno, T. W. Aesthetic Theory. Translated and edited by R. Hullot-Kentor. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

Anzai, M. “First-Person Forms in Pindar: A Re-Examination.” Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies 39 (1994): 141-50.

Athanassaki, L. “Transformations of Colonial Disruption into Narrative Continuity in
Pindar’s Epinician Odes.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 101 (2003): 93-128.

Barrett, W. “Pindar and Psaumis: Olympians 4 and 5.” In Greek Lyric, Tragedy, and Textual
Criticism: Collected Papers, 38-53. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Barron, J. P. “Ibycus: Gorgias and Other Poems.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies 31 (1984): 13-24.

Beck, D. Homeric Conversation. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2005.

Bernsdorff, H. “Offene Gedichtschliisse.” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 153
(2005): 1-6.

Best, S. and S. Marcus. “Surface Reading: An Introduction.” Representations 108 (2009): 1-
21.

Boeke, H. The Value of Victory in Pindar’s Odes: Gnomai, Cosmology and the Role of the
Poet. Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007.

Bonifazi, A. “Relative Pronouns and Memory: Pindar beyond Syntax.” Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology 102 (2004): 41-68.

Bowra, C. M. “Pindar, Pythian X1.” The Classical Quarterly 30 (1936): 129-41.

. Pindar. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964.

Brannan, P. T. “Hieron and Bacchylides: An Analysis of Bacchylides’ Fifth Ode.” Classical
Folia 26 (1972): 185-278.

Braswell, B. K. 4 Commentary on the Fourth Pythian Ode of Pindar. Berlin and New York:
De Gruyter, 1988.

. A Commentary on Pindar Nemean One. Fribourg: University Press Fribourg
Switzerland, 1992.

Bremer, J. M. “Pindar’s Paradoxical Ey® and a Recent Controversy about the Performance
of His Epinicia.” In The Poet’s I in Archaic Greek Lyric: Proceedings of a Symposium
Held at the Vrijie Universiteit Amsterdam, edited by S. R. Slings, 41-58. Amsterdam:
VU University Press, 1990.

Budelmann, F. “Epinician and the Symposion: A Comparison with the Enkomia.” In Reading
the Victory Ode, edited by Agocs, P., Carey, C., and R. Rawles, 173-90. Cambridge and
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Bundy, E. L. “The ‘Quarrel between Kallimachos and Apollonios’ Part 1: The Epilogue of
Kallimachos’s ‘Hymn to Apollo.”” California Studies in Classical Antiquity 5 (1972):
39-94.

. Studia Pindarica. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986.

Burckhardt, J. The Greeks and Greek Civilization. Translated by S. Stern and edited by O.
Murray. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998.

Burnett, A. P. Three Archaic Poets: Archilochus, Alcaeus, Sappho. Cambridge, Harvard
University Press, 1983.

. The Art of Bacchylides. Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1985.

132



—— “Performing Pindar’s Odes.” Classical Philology 84 (1989): 283-93.

. Pindar’s Songs for Young Athletes of Aigina. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2005.

Burton, R. W. B. Pindar’s Pythian Odes, Essays in Interpretation. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1962.

Bury, J. B. The Nemean Odes of Pindar. London and New York: MacMillan and Co., 1890.

Cairns, D. L. “Form and Meaning in Bacchylides’ Fifth Ode.” Scholia 6 (1997): 34-48.

Calame, C. Les choeurs de jeunes filles en Grece archaique. Rome: Edizioni dell’ Ateneo &
Bizzarri, 1977.

. “Narrative Semantics and Pragmatics: The Poetic Creation of Cyrene.” In
Approaches to Greek Myth, edited by L. Edmunds, 280-352. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2014.

Campbell, D. A. Greek Lyric, Volume I: Sappho and Alcaeus. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1982.

Cannata Fera, M. “Poesia e statuaria: gli eroi argivi di Pindaro e di Antifane.” In La citta di
Argo: mito, storia, tradizioni poetiche, edited by P. A. Bernardini, 95-106. Roma:
Edizioni dell’ Ateneo, 2004.

Caprioli, M. “On Alcaeus 42, Voigt.” The Classical Quarterly N.S. 62 (2012): 22-38.

Carey, C. “Three Myths in Pindar: N. 4, O. 9, N. 3.” Eranos 78 (1980a): 143-62.

. “The Epilogue of Pindar’s Fourth Pythian.” Maia 32 (1980b): 143-53.

. A Commentary on Five Odes of Pindar: Pythian 2, Pythian 9, Nemean 1, Nemean 7,

Isthmian 8. Salem, NH: Ayer Co., 1981.

. “The Performance of the Victory Ode.” American Journal of Philology 110 (1989):

545-65.

. “The Victory Ode in Performance: The Case for the Chorus.” Classical Philology 86
(1991): 192-200.

Carne-Ross, D. S. “The Gaiety of Language.” Arion 1 (1962): 65-88.

. Pindar. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985.

Carpenter, R. Beyond the Pillars of Heracles. New York: Delacorte Press, 1966.

Carson, A. “Wedding at Noon in Pindar’s Ninth Pythian.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine
Studies 23 (1982): 121-28.

——— “Putting Her in Her Place: Woman, Dirt, and Desire.” In Before Sexuality: The
Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World, edited by Halperin, D.
M., Winkler, J. J., and F. 1. Zeitlin, 135-69. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990.

Collins, D. Master of the Game: Competition and Performance in Greek Poetry. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2004.

Crotty, K. Song and Action: The Victory Odes of Pindar. Baltimore and London: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1982.

Currie, B. Pindar and the Cult of Heroes. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
2005.

D’Alessio, G. B. “First-Person Problems in Pindar.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies 39 (1994): 117-34.

Daniel, R. W. and M. Gronewald. “Ein neuer Sappho-Papyrus.” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie
und Epigraphik 147 (2004a): 1-8.

. “Nachtrag zum neuen Sappho-Papyrus.” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik

149 (2004b): 1-4.

133



Davies, M. “Monody, Choral Lyric, and the Tyranny of the Handbook.” The Classical
Quarterly 38 (1988): 52-64.

Day, J. W. “Interactive Offerings: Early Greek Dedicatory Epigrams and Ritual.” Harvard
Studies in Classical Philology 96 (1994): 37-74.

Dickson, K. “Voice and Sign in Pindar.” Ramus 19 (1990): 109-29.

Dissen, L. G. Pindari Carmina quae supersunt cum deperditorum fragmentis selectis ex
recensione Boeckhii commentario perpetuo illustravit Ludolphus Dissenius. Gothae:
Sumptibus Guil. Hennings, 1830.

Dougherty, C. The Poetics of Colonization: From City to Text in Archaic Greece. New Y ork
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993.

Drachmann, A. B. Moderne Pindarfortolkning. Copenhagen: Forlagt af Universitets
Boghandler, 1891.

. Scholia vetera in Pindari Carmina. 3 vols. Leipzig: Teubner, 1903-27.

Driger, P. Argo pasimelousa: der Argonautenmythos in der griechischen und rémischen
Literatur. Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1993.

Drexler, H. “Nachtriage zur Kyrenesage.” Hermes 66 (1931): 455-64

Diiring, I. “Klytaimestra—vwmAng yova. A Study of the Development of a Literary Motif.”
Eranos 41 (1943): 91-123.

Eckerman, C. C. “Was Epinician Poetry Performed at Panhellenic Sanctuaries?” Greek,
Roman, and Byzantine Studies 52 (2012): 338-60.

Edmunds, L. “Tithonus in the "New Sappho" and the Narrated Mythical Exemplum in
Archaic Greek Poetry.” In The New Sappho on Old Age: Textual and Philosophical
Issues, edited by Greene, E. and M. B. Skinner, 58-70. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2009.

Elsaesser, T. “Tales of Sound and Fury: Observations on the Family Melodrama. In Home Is
Where the Heart Is: Studies in Melodrama and the Women’s Film, edited by C. Gledhill,
43-69. London: British Film Institute, 1987.

Férber, H. Die Lyrik in der Kunsttheorie der Antike. Munich: Neuer Filser-Verlag, 1936.

Farnell, L. R. The Works of Pindar: Translated with Literary and Critical Commentaries. 2
vols. London: Macmillan and Co., 1930-32.

Fearn, D. W. Bacchylides: Politics, Performance, Poetic Tradition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007.

— . “Aeginetan Epinician Culture: Naming, Ritual, and Politics.” In Aegina: Contexts
for Choral Lyric Poetry. Myth, History, and Identity in the Fifth Century BC, edited by
D. W. Fearn, 175-226. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 2011.

. “Kleos v Stone? Lyric Poetry and Contexts for Memorialization.” In Inscriptions

and Their Uses in Greek and Latin Literature, edited by Liddel, P. and P. Low, 231-53.

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013.

. Pindar’s Eyes: Visual and Material Culture in Epinician Poetry. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017.

Felski, R. “Critique and the Hermeneutics of Suspicion.” M/C Journal 15 (2012).

. The Limits of Critique. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2015.

Felson, N. “Vicarious Transport: Fictive Deixis in Pindar’s Pythian Four.” Harvard Studies
in Classical Philology 99 (1999): 1-31.

. “The Poetic Effects of Deixis in Pindar’s Ninth Pythian Ode.” Arethusa 37 (2004):

365-89.

134



Felson Rubin, N. “Narrative Structure in Pindar’s Ninth Pythian.” Classical World 71
(1978): 353-67.

Fennell, C. A. M. The Nemean and Isthmian Odes with Notes Explanatory and Critical,
Introductions, and Introductory Essays. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1899.

Ferrari, G. Alcman and the Cosmos of Sparta. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008.

Finglass, P. J. Pindar: Pythian Eleven. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.

Finley, J. H. Pindar and Aeschylus. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1955.

Ford, A. The Origins of Criticism: Literary Culture and Poetic Theory in Classical Greece.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002.

Foster, J. A. Structured Polyphony: Narrative Framing and Reception in Theocritus, Idylls 6,
15 and 24. Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 2002.

Foster, M. “Hagesias as Sunoikistér: Seercraft and Colonial Ideology in Pindar’s Sixth
Olympian Ode.” Classical Antiquity 32 (2013): 283-321.

Fowler, D. “Taplin on Cocks.” The Classical Quarterly 39 (1989): 257-59.

. Roman Constructions: Readings in Postmodern Latin. New York: Oxford University
Press, 2000.

Frame, D. The Myth of Return in Early Greek Epic. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1978.

Gallagher, C. The Industrial Reformation of English Fiction: Social Discourse and Narrative
Form, 1832-1867. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985.

Gelzer, T. “Mousa Authigenes: Bemerkungen zu einem Typ Pindarischer und
Bacchylideischer Epinikien.” Museum Helveticum 42 (1985): 95-120.

Gerber, D. E. Pindar’s Olympian One: A Commentary. Toronto and Buffalo: University of
Toronto Press, 1982.

. “Pindar’s Olympian Four: A Commentary.” Quaderni urbinati di cultura classica 25
(1987): 7-24.

Gibson, J. J. “The Theory of Affordances.” In Perceiving, Acting, and Knowing, edited by
Shaw, R. E. and J. Bransford, 67-82. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1977.

Gigante, G. E. V. “Per Pindaro Narratore: in margine alla IV Pitica.” Annali della facolta di
Lettere, Naples 17 (1974/75): 27-41.

Gildersleeve, B. L. The Olympian and Pythian Odes: with an Introductory Essay, Notes, and
Indexes. New York: Harper, 1885.

Gledhill, C. “The Melodramatic Field: An Investigation.” In Home Is Where the Heart Is:
Studies in Melodrama and the Women’s Film, edited by C. Gledhill, 4-42. London:
British Film Institute, 1987.

Golann, C. P. “The Third Stasimon of Euripides’ Helena.” Transactions and Proceedings of
the American Philological Association 76 (1945): 31-46.

Goldhill, S. “Narrative Structure in Bacchylides 5.” Eranos 81 (1983): 65-81.

Grant, B. K. Film Genre: From Iconography to Ildeology. London and New York:
Wallflower, 2007.

Greenblatt, S. Renaissance Self-fashioning. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980.

Griffith, M. “Contest and Contradiction in Early Greek Poetry.” In Cabinet of the Muses:
Essays on Classical and Comparative Literature in Honor of Thomas G. Rosenmeyer,
edited by Griffith, M. and D. Mastronarde, 185-207. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990.

Griffith, R. D. “In the Dark Backward: Time in Pindaric Narrative.” Poetics Today 14
(1993): 607-23.

135



Halliwell, F. S. “Aristophanes’ Apprenticeship.” The Classical Quarterly 30 (1980): 33-45.
. “Authorial Collaboration in the Athenian Comic Theatre.” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 30 (1989): 515-528.

Harvey, A. E. “The Classification of Greek Lyric Poetry.” The Classical Quarterly N.S. 5
(1955): 157-75.

Heath, M. “Alcacus, Thetis, Helen.” Hermes 114 (1986): 257-62.

. “Receiving the Kdpoc: The Context and Performance of Epinician.” American
Journal of Philology 109 (1988): 180-95.

Heath, M. and M. R. Lefkowitz. “Epinician Performance.” Classical Philology 86 (1991):
173-91.

Henrichs, A. “Dancing in Athens, Dancing on Delos: Some Patterns of Choral Projection in
Euripides.” Philologus 140 (1996): 48-62.

Henry, W. B. Pindar’s Nemeans, A Selection: Edition and Commentary. Munich and
Leipzig: K. G. Saur, 2005.

Herington, J. “Pindar’s Eleventh Pythian Ode and Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.” In Greek Poetry
and Philosophy: Studies in Honour of Leonard Woodbury, edited by D. E. Gerber, 137-
46. Chico: Scholars Press, 1984.

. Poetry into Drama: Early Tragedy and the Greek Poetic Tradition. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1985.

Herter, H. “Ein Neues Tiirwunder: Zu Pind. Nem. I und Theokrit. id. XXIV.” Rheinisches
Museum 89 (1940): 152-57.

Hinds, S. Allusion and Intertext: Dynamics of Appropriation in Roman Poetry. Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 1998.

Hornblower, S. Thucydides and Pindar: Historical Narrative and the World of Epinikian
Poetry. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Hubbard, T. K. The Pindaric Mind: A Study of Logical Structure in Early Greek Poetry.
Leiden: Brill, 1985.

. “Envy and the Invisible Roar.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 31 (1990):

343-51.

. “Pylades and Orestes in Pindar’s Eleventh Pythian: The Uses of Friendship.” In
Allusion, Authority, and Truth: Critical Perspectives on Greek Poetic and Rhetorical
Praxis, edited by Mitsis, P. and C. Tsagalis, 187-200. Berlin and New York: De
Gruyter, 2010.

Hummel, P. La Syntaxe de Pindare. Louvain: Peeters, 1993.

Hutchinson, G. O. “Propertius and the Unity of the Book.” The Journal of Roman Studies 74
(1984): 99-106.

Huxley, G. Pindar’s Vision of the Past. Belfast: The Author, 1975.

Mlig, L. Zur Form der pindarischen Erzdihlung. Interpretationen und Untersuchungen.
Berlin: Junker und Diinnhaupt, 1932.

Instone, S. J. “Pythian 11: Did Pindar Err?” The Classical Quarterly N.S. 36 (1986): 86-94.

Itsumi, K. Pindaric Metre: The ‘Other Half’. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009.

Jakob, D. J. “Nature vs. Culture in Pindar’s Ninth Pythian.” Metis 9-10 (1994): 425-31.

Janko, R. Homer, Hesiod, and the Hymns: Diachronic Development in Epic Diction.
Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982.

Jebb, R. C. Bacchylides: The Poems and Fragments. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1905.

136



Karachalios, F. “Mythical Inversions and History in Bacchylides 5.” Princeton/ Stanford
Working Papers in Classics (2009): 1-28.

Kirkwood, G. M. “The Narrative Art of Bacchylides.” In The Classical Tradition: Literary
and Historical Studies in Honor of Harry Caplan, edited by L. Wallach, 98-114. Ithaca,
Cornell University Press, 1966.

Kohnken, A. Die Funktion des Mythos bei Pindar,; Interpretationen zu sechs
Pindargedichten. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1971.

Kowalzig, B. Singing for the Gods: Performance of Myth and Ritual in Archaic and
Classical Greece. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Krummen, E. Pyrsos Hymnon: festliche Gegenwart und mythisch-rituelle Tradition als
Voraussetzung einer Pindarinterpretation (Isthmie 4, Pythie 5, Olympie I und 3). Berlin
and New York: De Gruyter, 1990.

Kurke, L. “The Poet’s Pentathlon: Genre in Pindar’s First Isthmian.” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 29 (1988): 97-113.

. The Traffic in Praise: Pindar and the Poetics of Social Economy. Ithaca: Cornell

University Press, 1991.

. “The Economy of Kudos.” In Cultural Poetics in Archaic Greece: Cult,

Performance, Politics, edited by Dougherty, C. and L. Kurke, 131-63. Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1998.

. “The Cultural Impact of (on) Democracy: Decentering Tragedy.” In Democracy
2500?: Questions and Challenges, edited by Morris. I and K. Raaflaub, 155-69.
Dubuque: Kendall/Hunt Pub. Co., 1998.

. “Archaic Greek Poetry. In The Cambridge Companion to Archaic Greece, edited by
H. A. Shapiro, 141-68. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.

——— “Pindar’s Pythian 11 and the Oresteia: Contestatory Ritual Poetics in the 5th c.
BCE.” Classical Antiquity 32 (2013): 101-75.

. “Gendered Spheres and Mythic Models in Sappho’s Brothers Poem.” In The Newest

Sappho: P. Sapph. Obbink and P. GC inv. 105, Frs. 1-4, edited by Bierl, A. and A.

Lardinois, 238-65. Leiden: Brill, 2016a.

. “Pindar’s Material Imaginary: Dedication and Politics in Olympian 7.” UCL

Housman Lecture (2016b): 1-43.

. “The ‘Rough Stones’ of Aegina: Pindar, Pausanias, and the Topography of
Aeginetan Justice.” Classical Antiquity 36 (2017): 236-87.

Kyriakou, P. “Poet, Victory, and Justice in Bacchylides.” Philologus 145 (2001): 16-33.

Lardinois, A. “Sappho’s Brothers Song and the Fictionality of Early Greek Lyric Poetry.” In
The Newest Sappho: P. Sapph. Obbink and P. GC inv. 105, Frs. 1-4, edited by Bierl, A.
and A. Lardinois, 167-87. Leiden: Brill, 2016.

Lattimore, R. The Odes of Pindar. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1947.

Letkowitz, M. R. “Bacchylides’ Ode 5: Imitation and Originality.” Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology 73 (1969): 45-96.

. The Victory Ode: An Introduction. Park Ridge, NJ: Noyes Press, 1976.

. “Pindar’s Pythian V.” Entretiens sur l'Antiquité classique de la Fondation Hardt 31

(1985): 33-69.

. First-Person Fictions. Pindar’s Poetic ‘I’. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991.

. “The First Person in Pindar Reconsidered — Again.” Bulletin of the Institute of

Classical Studies 40 (1995): 139-50.

137



Levine, C. Forms: Whole, Rhythm, Hierarchy, Network. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2015.

Levinson, M. “What is New Formalism?”” PMLA 122 (2007): 558-69.

Lewis, M. The Undoing Project: A Friendship that Changed Our Minds. New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 2017.

Lewis, V. Myth, Locality, and Identity in Pindar’s Sicilian Odes. Ph.D. diss. University of
California, Berkeley, 2014.

. Myth, Locality, and Identity in Pindar’s Sicilian Odes. Oxford and New York:
Oxford University Press, forthcoming.

Lidov, J. “Meter and Metrical Style of the New Poem” In The New Sappho on Old Age:
Textual and Philosophical Issues, edited by Greene, E. and M. B. Skinner, 103-17.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2009.

Longley-Cook, 1. A. 4 Literary Study of Pindar’s Fourth and Fifth Pythian Odes. Ph.D. diss.
University of St Andrews, 1989.

Loscalzo, D. La parola inestinguibile: studi sull epinicio pindarico. Rome: Edizioni
dell’ Ateneo, 2003.

Luraghi, N. Tirannidi arcaiche in Sicilia e Magna Grecia: da Panezio di Leontini alla caduta
dei Dinomenidi. Firenze: L.S. Olschki, 1994.

Lye, C. “Racial Form.” Representations 104 (2008): 92-101.

Mackie, H. S. Graceful Errors. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2003.

Maider, W. Die Psaumis-Oden Pindars (O. 4 und O. 5): ein Kommentar. Innsbruck:
Universititsverlag Wagner, 1990.

Maehler, H. Die Lieder des Bakchylides, I. Die Siegeslieder. Leiden: Brill, 1982.

. Bacchylides: A Selection. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press,
2004.

Martin, R. P. The Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the Iliad. Tthaca: Cornell
University Press, 1989.

. “Synchronic Aspects of Homeric Performance: The Evidence of the Hymn to
Apollo.” In Una Nueva Vision de la Cultura Griega Antigua hacia el Fin del Milenio,
edited by M. Gonzélez de Tobia, 403-32. La Plata, Argentina: Universidad Nacional de
La Plata, 2000.

Martindale, C. Redeeming the Text: Latin Poetry and the Hermeneutics of Reception.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1993.

Mastromarco, G. “L’esordio ‘segreto’ di Aristofane.” Quaderni di storia 10 (1979): 153-96.

Mastronarde, D. J. Euripides: Medea. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002.

Mezger, F. Pindars Siegeslieder. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1880.

Miller, A. “Pindaric Mimesis: The Associative Mode.” Classical Journal 89 (1993) 21-53.

Molyneux, J. H. “Simonides and the Dioscuri.” Phoenix 25 (1971): 197-205.

Moretti, F. Signs Taken for Wonders: On the Sociology of Literary Forms. London and New
York: Verso, 2005.

Morgan, K. A. “Pindar the Professional and the Rhetoric of the KQMOZX.” Classical
Philology 88 (1993): 1-15.

. Pindar and the Construction of Syracusan Monarchy in the Fifth Century B. C.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2015.

Morrison, A. D. Performances and Audiences in Pindar’s Sicilian Victory Odes. London:
Institute of Classical Studies, 2007.

138



. “Performance, Reperformance, and Pindar’s Audiences.” In Reading the Victory
Ode, edited by Agocs, P., Carey, C., and R. Rawles, 111-33. Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Most, G. W. “Poet and Public: Communicative Strategies in Pindar and Bacchylides.” In
Reading the Victory Ode, edited by Agdcs, P., Carey, C., and R. Rawles, 249-76.
Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Mullen, W. Choreia: Pindar and Dance. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1982.

Nagy, G. Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1990.

Nicholson, N. J. Aristocracy and Athletics in Archaic and Classical Greece. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005.

. “Pindar’s Olympian 4: Psaumis and Camarina after the Deinomenids.” Classical

Philology 106 (2011): 93-114.

. The Poetics of Victory in the Greek West: Epinician, Oral Tradition, and the
Deinomenid Empire. New York, Oxford University Press, 2015.

Nikolaidou-Arabatzi, S. “Choral Projections and Embolima in Euripides’ Tragedies.” Greece
& Rome 62 (2015): 25-47.

Norman, D. Design of Everyday Things. New Y ork: Doubleday, 1990.

Obbink, D. “Two New Poems by Sappho.” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 189
(2014): 32-49.

— . “Goodbye Family Gloom! The Coming of Charaxos in the Brothers Song.” In The
Newest Sappho: P. Sapph. Obbink and P. GC inv. 105, Frs. 1-4, edited by Bierl, A. and
A. Lardinois, 208-24. Leiden: Brill, 2016.

O’Sullivan, P. “Victory Statue, Victory Song: Pindar’s Agonistic Poetics and Its Legacy.” In
Sport and Festival in the Ancient Greek World, edited by Phillips, D. and J. Pritchard,
75-100. Classical Press of Wales: Swansea, 2003.

Pavlou, M. “Pindar Nemean 5: Real and Poetic Statues.” Phoenix 64 (2010): 1-17.

Pelliccia, H. Mind, Body, and Speech in Homer and Pindar. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck and
Ruprecht, 1995.

Peponi, A. “Sparta’s Prima Ballerina: Choreia in Alcman 3 PMGF.” The Classical Quarterly
57 (2007): 351-62.

. Frontiers of Pleasure: Models of Aesthetic Response in Archaic and Classical Greek

Thought. New York: Oxford University Press, 2012.

. “Sappho and the Mythopoetics of the Domestic.” In The Newest Sappho: P. Sapph.
Obbink and P. GC inv. 105, Frs. 1-4, edited by Bierl, A. and A. Lardinois, 225-37.
Leiden: Brill, 2016.

Péron, J. Les Images Maritimes de Pindare. Paris: C. Klincksieck, 1974.

Perrotta, G. Safo e Pindaro. Bari: G. Laterza, 1935.

Petrucione, J. “The Role of the Poet and His Song in Nemean 1.” American Journal of
Philology 107 (1986): 34-45.

Pfeijffer, I. L. “The Date of Pindar’s Fifth Nemean and Bacchylides’ Thirteenth Ode.” The
Classical Quarterly 45 (1995): 318-32.

. Three Aeginetan Odes of Pindar: A Commentary on Nemean V, Nemean III, &
Pythian VIII. Leiden, Boston, and Cologne: Brill, 1999.

Power, T. “The ‘Parthenoi’ of Bacchylides 13.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 100
(2000): 67-81.

139



Privitera, G. A. “Eracle nella prima nemea.” Giornale italiano di filologia: rivista trimestrale
di cultura 3 (1972): 28-51.

. Le istmiche. Milan: Fondazione Lorenzo Valla, 1982.

Race, W. H. “Some Digressions and Returns in Greek Authors.” Classical Journal 76
(1980): 1-8.

. Pindar. Boston: Twayne, 1986.

. Style and Rhetoric in Pindar’s Odes. Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1990.

Radt, S. L. “Pindars Erste Nemeische Ode: Versuch Einer Interpretation.” Mnemosyne 19
(1966): 148-74.

Rawles, R. “Early Epinician: Ibycus and Simonides.” In Reading the Victory Ode, edited by
Agocs, P., Carey, C., and R. Rawles, 3-27. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2012.

Resinski, R. “Deianeira’s Neck in Bacchylides, Ode 5.” Helios 27 (2000): 3-14.

Ricoeur, P. Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on Interpretation. Translated by D. Savage.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977.

Robbins, E. I. “Jason and Cheiron: The Myth of Pindar’s Fourth Pythian.” Phoenix 29
(1975): 205-13.

. “Cyrene and Cheiron: The Myth of Pindar’s Ninth Pythian.” Phoenix 32 (1978): 91-
104.

—— “Pindar’s Oresteia and the Tragedians.” In Greek Tragedy and Its Legacy: Essays
Presented to D. J. Conacher, edited by Cropp, M., Fantham, E., and S. E. Scully, 1-11.
Calgary: University of Calgary Press, 1986.

. “Nereids with Golden Distaffs: Pindar, Nem. 5.” Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura
Classica 25 (1987): 25-33.

— “Epinikion.” Der Neue Pauly 3 (1997): 1147-48.

Robert, C. “Theseus und Meleagros bei Bakchylides.” Hermes 33 (1898):130-59.

Romm, J. S. The Edges of the Earth in Ancient Thought. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1992.

Rose, P. W. “The Myth of Pindar’s First Nemean: Sportsmen, Poetry, and Paideia.” Harvard
Studies in Classical Philology 78 (1974): 145-75.

Rosenmeyer, T. G. “The Rookie, A Reading of Pindar ‘Nemean’ 1.” California Studies in
Classical Antiquity 2 (1969): 233-46.

Rosler, W. Dichter und Gruppe: Eine Untersuchung zu den Bedingungen und zur
historischen Funktion friiher griechischer Lyrik am Beispiel Alkaios. Munich: W. Fink,
1980.

Rossi, S. “La composizione tecnica delle ode di Bacchilide.” Rivista storica dell'Antichita
N.S. 7 (1903): 472-88.

Rutherford, I. “Odes and Ends: Closure in Greek Lyric.” In Classical Closure: Reading the
End in Greek and Latin Literature, edited by Roberts, D. H., Dunn, F. M., and D.
Fowler, 43-61. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997.

Sandgren, F. “Funktion der Reden in Pindars Pythia IV.” Eranos 70 (1972): 12-22.

Sandys, J. The Odes of Pindar: Including the Principal Fragments with an Introduction and
an English Translation. London: W. Heinemann, 1919.

Schadewaldt, W. Der Aufbau des Pindarischen Epinikion. Halle: Niemeyer, 1928.

Schmidt, D. A. “The Performance of Bacchylides Ode 5.” The Classical Quarterly 37
(1987): 20-23.

140



Schulten, A. “Die Sdulen des Herakles.” In Die Strasse von Gibraltar, edited by O. Jessep,
174-206. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 1927.

Schwartz, J. Pseudo-Hesiodeia: Recherches sur la composition, la diffusion et la disparition
ancienne d'oeuvres attribuées a Hesiode. Leiden: Brill, 1960.

Scott-Baumann, A. Ricoeur and the Hermeneutics of Suspicion. London and New York:
Continuum, 2009.

Segal, C. P. “God and Man in Pindar’s First and Third Olympian Odes.” Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology 68 (1964): 211-67.

—— “Arrest and Movement: Pindar’s Fifth Nemean.” Hermes 102 (1974a): 397-411.

. “Time and the Hero: The Myth of Nemean 1. Rheinisches Museum 117 (1974b):

29-39.

. “Bacchylides Reconsidered: Epithets and the Dynamics of Lyric Narrative.”

Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica No. 22 (1976): 99-130.

. Pindar’s Mythmaking: The Fourth Pythian Ode. Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1986.

. “Sacrifice and Violence in the Myth of Meleager and Heracles: Homer, Bacchylides,
Sophocles.” Helios 17 (1990): 7-24.

Sevieri, R. “Un eroe in cerca d'identita: Oreste nella Pitica XI di Pindaro per Trasideo di
Tebe.” Materiali e discussioni per l'analisi dei testi classici 43 (1999): 77-110.

Sidwell, K. “Authorial Collaboration? Aristophanes’ Knights and Eupolis.” Greek, Roman,
and Byzantine Studies 34 (1993): 365-89.

Sigelman, A. C. Pindar’s Poetics of Immortality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2016.

Slater, N. J. Plautus in Performance: The Theatre of the Mind. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985.

Slater, W. J. “Simonides’ House.” Phoenix 26 (1972): 232-40.

. “Pindar’s Myths: Two Pragmatic Explanations.” In Arktouros: Hellenic Studies
Presented to Bernard M. W. Knox on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, edited by
Bowersock, G. W. Burkert, W., and M. C. J. Putnam, 63-70. Berlin and New York: De
Gruyter, 1979.

——— “Lyric Narrative: Structure and Principle.” Classical Antiquity 2 (1983): 117-32/

. “Nemean One. The Victor’s Return in Poetry and Politics.” In Greek Poetry and

Philosophy. Studies in Honour of Leonard Woodbury, edited by D. E. Gerber, 241-64.

Chico: Scholar’s Press, 1984.

. “Pelops at Olympia.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 30 (1989): 485-501.

Slatkin, L. M. The Power of Thetis: Allusion and Interpretation in the Illiad. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1991.

Sobak, R. “Dance, Deixis, and the Performance of Kyrenean Identity: A Thematic
Commentary on Pindar’s Fifth Pythian.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 107
(2013): 99-153.

Steffen, W. “Bacchylides’ Fifth Ode.” Eos 51 (1961): 11-20.

Stehle, E. Performance and Gender in Ancient Greece: Nondramatic Poetry in Its Setting.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997.

——— “Larichos in the Brothers Poem: Sappho Speaks Truth to the Wine-Pourer.” In The
Newest Sappho: P. Sapph. Obbink and P. GC inv. 105, Frs. 1-4, edited by Bierl, A. and
A. Lardinois, 266-92. Leiden: Brill, 2016.

141



Steiner, D. T. “Moving Images: Fifth-Century Victory Monuments and the Athlete’s
Allure.” Classical Antiquity 17 (1998): 123-50.

. Images in Mind: Statues in Archaic and Classical Greek Literature and Thought.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001.

Stern, J. H. “The Imagery of Bacchylides’ Ode 5.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 6
(1967): 35-43.

. “The Myths of Pindar’s Nemean 10.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 10
(1969): 125-32.

Studniczka, F. Kyrene: Eine altgriechische Gottin. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus, 1890.

Svarlien, D. A. “Reversal of Imagery and Values in Bacchylides 3 and 5.” Quaderni urbinati
di cultura classica 50 (1995): 35-45.

Swift, L. A. The Hidden Muse: Echoes of Genre in Tragic Lyric. Oxford and New York:
Oxford University Press, 2010.

Tarkow, T. A. “Dependence on Externals: The Role of Animals in Bacchylides’ Ode 5.”
Rivista di studi classici 26 (1978): 379-87.

Turyn, A. Pindari Carmina, cum Fragmentis, Edidit Alexander Turyn. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1952.

Uhlig, A. Script and Song in Pindar and Aeschylus. Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 2011.

. Theatrical Reenactment in Pindar and Aeschylus. Forthcoming.

Van der Valk, M. “On the God Cronus.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 26 (1985): 5-
11.

Van Wees, H. “A Brief History of Tears: Gender Differentiation in Archaic Greece.” In
When Men Were Men: Masculinity, Power and Identity in Classical Antiquity, edited by
Foxhall, L. and J. Salmon, 10-53. London and New York: Routledge, 1998.

Watkins, C. How to Kill a Dragon: Aspects of Indo-European Poetics. New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 1995.

West, M. L. “Other Early Poetry.” In Ancient Greek Literature, edited by K. J. Dover, 29-49.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1997.

——— “The Invention of Homer.” The Classical Quarterly 49 (1999): 364-82.

. “The New Sappho.” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 151 (2005): 1-9.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, U. von. Pindaros. Berlin: Weidmann, 1922.

Williams, L. “Film Bodies: Gender, Genre, and Excess.” Film Quarterly 44 (1991): 2-13.

. “Melodrama Revised.” In Refiguring American Film Genres: Theory and History,
edited by N. Brownem 42-88. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998.

Wilson, P. “The Politics of Dance: Dithyrambic Contest and Social Order in Ancient
Greece.” In Sport and Festival in the Ancient Greek World, edited by Phillips, D. J. and
D. Pritchard, 163-96. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2003.

Wind, R. L. Bacchylides’ Odes 5, 17 and 18: A Study in Point of View. Ph.D. diss., State
University of lowa, 1964.

Winkler, J. J. “The Ephebes’ Song: Tragoidia and Polis.” In Nothing to Do with Dionysus?
Athenian Drama in Its Social Context, edited by Winkler, J. J. and F. 1. Zeitlin, 20-62.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990.

Winnington-Ingram, R. P. “Pindar’s Ninth Pythian Ode.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies 16 (1969): 9-15.

Wohl, V. Euripides and the Politics of Form. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University
Press, 2015.

142



Woodbury, L. “Apollo’s First Love: Pindar, Pyth. 9.26 ff.” Transactions and Proceedings of
the American Philological Association 103 (1972); 561-73.

. “Cyrene and the Televtd of Marriage in Pindar’s Ninth Pythian Ode.” Transactions
of the American Philological Association 112 (1982): 245-58.

Young, D. C. Three Odes of Pindar: A Literary Study of Pythian 11, Pythian 3, and
Olympian 7. Leiden: Brill, 1968.

. Pindar Isthmian 7, Myth and Exempla. Leiden: Brill, 1971.

— . “*Something Like the Gods’: A Pindaric Theme and the Myth of Nemean 10.”
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 34 (1993): 123-32.

143





