KEINOZX IN PINDAR:
BETWEEN GRAMMAR AND POETIC INTENTION

ANNA BONIFAZI

Leva su bela da quel cosineto
quatro parole poi ritorni a leto.

Come up, darling, from that little pillow;
a few words, then you’ll go back to bed.
—PFolksong, Italian Alps, early twentieth century

LTHOUGH some linguistic elements of Archaic and late-Archaic Greek

poetry seem, or are traditionally considered to be, of little importance

(for instance, particles, personal pronouns, and demonstratives), they

do reveal poetic and communicative intentions even more than other words.
Pindaric language, in particular, conveys vividness through those elements,
whose interpretation has to look beyond fixed grammatical meanings. This
article is intended to be a contribution to Pindaric évdpyeia; it explores the
usages of one of these seemingly unimportant words, namely the demon-
strative (¢)xeivoc. The proposed analysis does not embrace all the possible
aspects of the use of such a demonstrative (for example, its metric position
or its philological history), but focuses on its communicative functions and
on the speaker’s intentions conveyed by its utterance. In a word, it is a prag-
matic analysis. Pragmatics is a necessary level of investigation for texts that
are orally performed;' as we will see, in this perspective the meaning of
every Pindaric keivog (from now on, k.) becomes more salient and specific.
This kind of study privileges extralinguistic connections and cognitive im-
plications; thus it contrasts with “abstract” taxonomic accounts by grammar-
ians (especially those of the early twentieth century); yet, precisely because
this contrast marks an evolution in the hermeneutic approaches to Archaic
Greek texts, it makes sense to start from (traditional) grammar, on which, gen-
erally speaking, basic morphosyntactical and etymological notions of «. rely.
A precious source on k. and on the definition of its usages is Havers’ exten-
sive study of 1906, “Das Pronomen der Jener-Deixis im Griechischen.” A fun-
damental distinction in Havers’ view is between k. as “rein Jener-deiktisch,”

Texts and translations are quoted as follows: Pindar, from Race 1997; Sappho, from Campbell 1982;
Alcman, from Campbell 1988; Mimnermus, from Gerber 1999; Homer, from Murray and Dimock 1995.

1. On the relevance of pragmatic elements in Archaic poetry, see Gentili 1984; with particular refer-
ence to Pindar, see Bonifazi 2001.
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as “anderseits-deiktisch,” and as “dér-deiktisch,” that is, between its mean-
ings as “that” (ad oculos / am Phantasma use), “‘the other” (“what is on the
other side,” for example, enemies or dead people), and “he/she/it” (third-
person pronoun). Anaphoric and cataphoric? usages can be evaluated only
within this third category. The traditional link of «. to what is far finds here
a clear formulation;? from the idea of “far” related to the past, Havers derives
the meaning of «. as “well-known” (in a good as well as a bad sense).* These
briefly outlined indications (and others’) mix spatio-temporal perceptions, co-
textual references, and attitudes of the speaker altogether. Havers’ description
has remained essentially unchanged ever since. Kiihner and Gerth underscore
the exclusion from the utterance situation® and connect x. as “well-known”
to Latin ille, “that famous.”’ Humbert adds a note about the emphatic value
of this kind of pronoun, related to the transition from the idea of “far in
time” to that of venerability.®

On the etymology of k. there is a general and unquestioned agreement
about its two IE roots: *ke-/*ki- + *eno/*ono. The first element is identified
as an Ich-Deixis particle, the second as a Jener-Deixis one.°

About the meaning of k. in Pindar, 10 jts main feature is that of a demon-

£

strative “de I’objet éloigné,” used as an emphatic anaphoric pronoun.'! Hum-
mel points out a couple of cataphoric uses of k.!? Slater (1969) divides the

2. Instead of a cataphoric function, Havers names a “priparative Gebrauch” of k. (Havers 1906, 10).

3. “Reine Jener-Deixis liegt vor, wo ékeivog das im Raum oder in der Zeit Entfernte bezeichnet” (Havers
1906, 2); cf. Etym. Magn.: ékeivog: | dvtovopia mopd 1o £k0g énippnuo thv yop néppe Sei&v onuoivet
(Gaisford 1962 [1848], 29-30, 321).

4. “Der Redende setzt voraus, dafl der Zuhorer schon bei fritherer Gelegenheit mehr oder weniger oft
in gutem oder in schlechtem Sinne von der betreffenden Person gehort hat” (Havers 1906, 4-5). This is to
be connected both with the closeness of k. to other demonstratives in colloquial speech (“tolt’ ékeivo ‘da
haben wir’s!””) and with reference to what is mentioned far above (the so-called “Fernanaphora”); cf.
Havers 1906, 5.

5. Cf. Havers’ remarks on the relationship between k. and obtog, k. and adtdg (Havers 1906, 10-14)
and a note about affective deixis in the utterance of k. (Havers 1906, 16: “ ‘mit Affekt’ gesagt ist”).

6. “Es (k.) einen Gegenstand bezeichnet, der nicht in dem Bereiche des Redenden liegt” (Kiihner and
Gerth 1955, 1:641).

7. “Wie das lateinische ille, so wird, jedoch seltener, ek. von bekannten Gegenstidnden, beriihmten oder
beriichtigten Personen gebraucht” (Kiihner and Gerth 1955, 1:650).

8. Humbert 1945, 40.

9. Cf. Havers 1906, 94-95; Walde 1930, 452; Schwyzer 1969, 1:613; Pokorny 1959, 609, 319-20;
Chantraine 1968, 329; Adrados 1975, 820. According to all of them, keivog from *ke-/*ki- stem ke, éxef,
ke1Be and onfpepov (*ku(o)+dpepov; Lat. ce-do, ceterus, cis, hi-c, ec-ce; Ir. ce, Got. himma daga, As. hiu-du,
Lit. szis). All recognize in *eno- (ono-, no-, -ne-) a Jener-Deixis and quote £vn (sc. Nuépa) “the day after
tomorrow.” Adrados adds that *ene-, in the forms with —i, is to be connected to viv and Lat. enim (Adrados
1975, 821). About the different deictic components, Chantraine (1968, 329) argues: “Ce théme (*ke-),
démonstratif rapproché a I’origine, est devenu en grec un theme de démonstratif éloigné sous I’influence
de (¢)xeivos. . .. a I’élément -ke- se trouve ajouté un pronom démonstratif *eno- qui s’applique a I’objet
éloigné et qui a imposé son sens a I’ensemble.” Havers (1906, 93, 95) hypothesizes a neutral original
meaning of k. as “Andererseits-Deixis,” because—he states—the prefix *ke- was in some cases “allgemein
deiktisch,” not always “Ich-deiktisch.” The terms Ich-Deixis (“1”-deixis), Du-Deixis (“you”-deixis), and
Jener-Dexis include personal pronouns, possessive and demonstrative adjectives or pronouns related re-
spectively to the first-, second-, and third-person; cf. Brugmann 1904.

10. Cf. Des Places 1947, 65-68; Slater 1969, 273-74; Hummel 1993, 189.

11. A trace of this emphasis is the frequent position at the beginning of the proposition; cf. Des Places
1947, 67-68. Other k. characteristics underscored by Des Places are a higher frequency with respect to obtog,
unlike Homer (p. 66), and a “nuance d’opposition” imparted by kai close to k. (p. 67).

12. Le., Pyth. 4.19 and Parth. 2.16 (= frag. 94b.16); cf. Hummel 1993, 189.
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meanings as follows: (la) with prior reference (almost all occurrences);
(1b) without prior reference (only Pyth. 2.89); (2) totodtog, “such a one as
that” (in OL 6.7, Isthm. 4.43, Parth. 2.16). With respect to the general assump-
tions on k. already mentioned, the new information added from Pindaric lit-
erature is a generic idea of emphasis, and k. as totoUtog (which presumably
does not coincide either with cataphoric or with anaphoric use).

The translations of k. in Pindaric odes show no consistency: it is possible
to find x. translated as “that,” but also as “this,” and as “he/she/it”’; sometimes
it simply has no translation, either as pronoun or as adjective. Despite the
prior work of scholars, k. seems to be considered a second-class word, with-
out specific functions or characterizations.

THE HYPOTHESIS OF A VISUAL STRATEGY

Some of the proposals I have introduced about the definitions of k. are not
clear. The first is about the generic idea of “emphasis”: there must be some
communicative intentions that characterize the use of «. for it to be per-
ceived as “emphatic.” What are these? The second is about the anaphoric
use: Havers coins the beautiful expression “Fernanaphora,” but in Pindar, as
Des Places has pointed out, '3 k. as pronoun is often close (sometimes very
close) to its antecedent.'* Why? What is its specific function in recalling
somebody/something? The third point is about the cataphoric use: there is
no consensus on the possibility that k. sometimes anticipates its referents.
Hummel quotes Pythian 4.19 and Parthenia 2.16; 15 Slater does not mention
any cataphoric k., but only one case “without prior reference” (though this
instance is questionablem). I could add Olympian 8.62, for example, in which
the two instances of k. are strongly projected forward.!” Another interesting
passage shows how it is significant to interpret backward referents, forward
referents, or even missing referents for k. as pronoun: Nemean 5.22, where
Keivolg is very controversial. For some scholars it is anaphoric (with Peleus
and Telamon as referents), for some cataphoric (with Peleus and Thetis as
referents), and for others, the referents are, as in a vision, completely outside
the ode—that is, Cadmus and Harmonia!!® The fourth point is about k. as
a third-person pronoun: Pindar’s language contemplates a variety of words
as third-person pronouns, viv (uiv), 6, 88e, obtoc, adtéc and keivoc. It is

13. Des Places 1947, 67-68.

14. Cf., for example, Pyth. 4.121-25: k. at line 125 and its antecedent at line 123; Pyth. 9.123: k. at line
123 and its antecedent at the same line; Nem. 6.17: x. at line 17 and its antecedent at line 15; Nem. 10.61:
K. at line 62 and its antecedent at line 61; finally, Isthm. 1.15: k. at line 15 and its antecedent at line 14.

15. Pyth. 4.19: keivog Spvig éktehevtdoet / . . . tév mote . . . (presage of Eurypylus to Euphemus, which
is reported immediately thereafter); Parth. 2.16: cepfiva 8¢ kéunov / adrickov Onod hotivev / ppnoop’
Gotdaig / keivov, 0g Zepvpov Te orydlel mvodg / alyepds. . . .

16. See the case of Pyth. 2.89 discussed in n. 53 below (in “In Blame Contexts”).

17. Cf. Ol. 8. 62-64: xelva 8¢ kelvog dv einol / €pya mepaitepov dAhwv, Tig Tpénog dvdpa mpofdoet / &
epdv 4OV pédhovta mobeivotdtav d6&av eépetv (“But he, beyond all others, could tell / of such feats
and what maneuver will advance a man / who from the sacred games is bent upon winning the fame he
most desires”).

18. Fogelmark writes a whole article on kai keivoig—without any discussion of k. in Pindar—to prove
that at Nem. 5.22 Pindar has in mind Cadmus and Harmonia’s wedding, in agreement with other scholars
like Dissen, Fennell, and Cerrato (Fogelmark 1979, p. 80, n. 24).
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difficult to believe that the choices between them depended only on metrical
reasons. All of them are anaphoric (qua pronouns); 3¢ and oOtog are cer-
tainly prospective (cataphoric) as well;!” yet, 8¢ and obtoc, because of
their “traditional” sphere of affiliation (respectively, “I”-sphere and “you’-
sphere), are used both endophorically and exophorically—that is, with an
exclusively internal reference to the text and with an external reference to
the text.? What about adtéc and keivoc being exophoric? What distinguishes
their usage with respect to each other and to the other third-person pro-
nouns? The last point is the curious combination of the Ich-Deixis-mark (IE
root *ke) and the Jener-Deixis-mark (IE root *eno); although etymological
explanations strive to minimize the contrast, this is actually a troublesome
feature.

I propose to consider the communicative function of k. starting from its
cognitive implications. I do not deny the existence of anaphoric (and cata-
phoric) references through «.; I simply state that something else is added to
this endophoric usage (endophoric includes both anaphoric and cataphoric).
Both anaphoric retrieval and cataphoric anticipation serve a cognitive ac-
tivity requested by the listeners/readers—namely, mental representations of
people or objects. Two arguments in Emmott 19972! help to focus on the
function of k. The first is the idea of “priming” and “focusing.” In short, for
every narrative the reader reconstructs the context of the narrated events
and until there is contextual continuity he presupposes the presence of
characters even though they are not mentioned linguistically (“priming”);
conversely, in a frame modification the reader is directed to focus on a char-
acter or an object—and the related new information about them—Ilinguisti-
cally recalled by a pronoun (“focusing”).?> In Emmott’s second argument,
focusing on somebody or something through their pronouns corresponds to
giving a demonstrative value to those pronouns.?* These arguments first
suggest that the pronoun x. in Pindar has a focusing function. Indeed, k. draws
the attention of both listeners and readers to a person or an object about which
something new is going to be said. Secondly, k.’s anaphoric value overlaps
with a deictic intention, which—I argue—is not to displace persons or objects
in a specific place (as one would expect from a “standard” deictic word), but
to visualize them as momentarily present to one’s own eyes. This visualiz-
ing function includes two parts, corresponding to the two etymological
components of k. I see a double 8¢i€ig conveyed by the utterance of .: the
first, according to the *eno- root, is to point out something or somebody far

19. Slater 1969, 373 and 401, respectively.

20. About exo- and endophora, cf. Halliday and Hasan 1976, 57-76.

21. Emmott 1997 is a work on the comprehension and the function of pronouns in modern and contem-
porary narrative style. The traditional terms, according to which anaphoric resolution consists of recover-
ing an acceptable antecedent, are here revised.

22. Cf. Emmott 1997, 216-35.

23. “[The] dividing line between anaphora and deixis begins to break down” (Emmott 1997, 212).
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from or outside of the “I, here and now”;2* the second one, according to the

*ke- root,? is to relate that thing or person “to me,” as “appearing to me.”2¢
The latter corresponds to a specific speech act, namely something like “There
he/she/it is! Do you see?”?’

Keivoc in Pindar occurs sixty-five times;?? in thirteen cases as adjective,
in the remaining fifty-two as pronoun. For the sake of brevity I do not speak
of each one extensively, but limit myself to presenting a possible grouping
and to commenting on some illustrative cases.

WITHIN MYTHICAL NARRATIVES

It is interesting, as well as unrecognized, that Pindar chooses k. as adjective
or, more often, as pronoun, to give prominence to characters and objects
during mythical narratives. These cases permit an investigation of which
persons or objects are highlighted by k. and what the attitude of the poet (by
means of the performer) toward those persons or objects is. In the next five
Pindaric passages visual verbal expressions are explicit.?’ The reader can
always attribute to k. a speech act such as “There he/she/it is! Do you see?”
In Pythian 1.25, for example, the referent of «. is Typhon, the dreadful dragon
that is the topic of the mythical section of Pythian 1 (Pyth. 1.25-26):3"

Keivo & AgaicTolo Kkpovvovg EpmeTodv
SELVOTATOVG GVOTEUTEL TEPAG PEV
Bavpdotov mpooidéabat,
Babpa 8¢ Kal mopeoviwv dKodoot

That monster sends up most terrible springs
of Hephaistos’ fire—a portent
wondrous to behold,
a wonder even to hear of from those present.

24. The reference is to the coordinates of the utterance’s origo; cf. Biihler 1965, chap. 2 “Das Zeigfeld
der Sprache und die Zeigworter.”

25. “Démonstrativ rapproché a 1’origine” (Chantraine 1968, 329).

26. Waanders indirectly lends support to this interpretation: “One element of the PIE value of *ke/o
must have been ego-deixis. . . . If I am not mistaken, *ke/o also expresses ‘togetherness,” perhaps originally,
given its ego-deixis, ‘here-with-me-ness,” ‘ego-proximity’” (Waanders 1997, 271). Some Latin derivative
words containing *ke-, such as hi-c, illi-c, cis- (vs. trans-), ce-teri (Andererseits-Deixis), and ec-ce, confirm
this value.

27. In Italian this act has a precise linguistic correspondent in the interjection “ecco!” or “eccolo/
eccolal,” from Lat. ecce: “ecco, dal lat. eccum = ecce, che sta per ence, composto del prefisso EN e di CE,
che ha un rapporto etimologico col sanscrito CI, antico sassone KI, antico slavo SI, ‘questo.” Avverbio che
dimostra persona o cosa che ad un tratto sopravvenga o apparisca sia allo sguardo, sia alla mente, e serve a
richiamare sopra di essa I’attenzione altrui” (Panigiani 1991, 452); cf. also Battisti and Alessio 1968,
1413; Harris 1978, 72—74 on old French cest and cel; Diessel 1999, 150: “Vulgar Latin ecce, ‘behold’ . ..
which strengthened the weakened demonstrative ille.” Bazzanella (1995, 247) characterizes ecco as a
metatextual discourse marker; often it works as a focalizer, namely it directs or governs the elaboration of
information. This cognitive function of ecco focuses very well the communicative intentions I see under
the part ke- of «.

28. Against 73 occurrences of avtog, 85 of obrog, and 50 of &de.

29. For i8- verbs see OI. 3.31, 10.102; Pyth. 1.25; 4.125; Nem. 8.10, 10.14, 62. I add frag. 137.1: SABrog
3ot1g 1dav kelv' £1o” Hnd 0V’ (about the Eleusinian Mysteries).

30. In frag. 92 (keive pev Altva deopodg Onepeiolog / dpgiketton), k. indicates Typhon as well (accord-
ing to Strabo 13.4.6.26).
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In the following occurrence, k. visualizes the Hyperboreans’ land, a far and
venerated place par excellence. It focuses the place of the central mythical
action of Heracles in Olympian 3, the discovery of olive trees (OL 3.31):3!

Tav uebénov 1S kol keivay y80va
In pursuit of her he saw, among other places, that land.

Pythian 5.57 is a particularly important example, because here k. marks the
passage from the praise of the present to the mythical narrative (probably
the first performance of the ode was not far from Battus’grave in Cyrene).
The visual characterization of the famous king is clear (Pyth. 5.55-58):

6 Battov . . . OMBOG . . .

moPpYos GoTe0g SUpa TE QUEVVOTOTOV
&évolot. keivov ye kai Papdkopmnot
Aéovteg mepl deipott pUyov

... the ancient prosperity of Battos continues, . . .
bastion for the city and most splendid light

for foreigners. Even loudly roaring lions

fled in fear from that man.3?

In Nemean 10.62 the listeners hear about the crucial moment in which Lynceus
sees Castor and Polydeukes, and Idas wounds Castor. To the sight of Lynceus
that of the listeners is added, as they visualize his eye (Nem. 10.61-63):

ano Tadyétov medavydlwv idev Avykedg dpvog év
otehEYEL
fpévoug. keivou yap EmyBoviov tdvtev yévet’ dEitatov

Watching from Taygetos, Lynkeus had seen them
sitting in the hollow trunk of an oak tree,

for of all mortals he had the sharpest

eyesight.

The next passage reveals a frequent strategy in Pindar’s narrative technique—
the progressive focalization (and visualization) of a character (Nem. 10.11-
16).33

Zevg . . .

Opéye & aiypudv Apeitpbovos. 6 8 OAB® eéptatog

31. Cf. Ol. 3.32-34.
32. About goevvétatov, line 56: not infrequently «. is associated with the semantic sphere of light or
splendor: cf. frag. 133.1-3: olot 8¢ @epoedva morvay mokarod méveeog / Stketar, &g TV Smepbev dhov Kei-

vov §vate §tel / avdidol yuydg mdv . . . ; Pyth. 4.143-45: . . . tpitawctv & &v yovoig / dupeg av Keivov
QuTELBEVTEG GOEVOG deliov ypvoeov / hevooopeyv . . . ; Pae. 2.68—69: keivolg & dméptatov NiBe péyyog /

avta d[v]opevéov Mehapgvrrov tpondpodev; Pyth. 3.75-76: . . . papl tnhavyéotepov kelve edog / £€iko-
pav ke Babdv névtov nepdooig; Nem. 1.68-69: Beréwv Ond punaiot keivov gaidipav yaig tepipoeodot k6-
pav / Evenev-. . .. This lends supports for interpreting . as a visual mark.

33. Scholars disagree about the subject of 6péye; like others do, I take Zeus as subject (differently from
Race, whose translation has “it raised,” “it” being intended to be the city of Argos). On the progressive
focalization of a character, cf. Bonifazi 2001, 173-87, about Heracles in the mythical section of Isthmian 6.
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1ket &g keivou yevedv, émel v yahkéolg Omhoig
Tniefoag Evapev: 1@ Syiv §g1dépevog
4Bavdtev Bacidedg adiav écfihbev,

Zeus . . .
raised the spearman Amphitryon. He had the supreme good fortune
to become that god’s kin, when, in his bronze armor,

he had slain the Teleboai; for, taking on his likeness,
the king of the immortals entered his hall

Pindar starts the ode by telling about legendary prominent people of Argos;
he then names Alcmene and Danag, upon whom Zeus had bestowed his
favors. At this point, the circumstances of Heracles’ birth are introduced
(Zeus’ union with Alcmene under the guise of Amphitryon). As Pindar men-
tions Amphitryon, the song gets to the heart of the epic narrative (cf. 6 &¢,
line 13).3* K., at line 14, has the function of presenting Zeus as ille (“such
a person”) while Amphitryon is still the grammatical subject of the sentence,
so that the focus of the audience’s attention is fixed on Zeus, the active
subject of the sentence that follows. This sentence is purely visual, not only
because it tells about Zeus entering the palace (cf. avrav Ecfibev, line 16),
but also because Zeus looks like Amphitryon (1@ dyiv ég180uevog, line 15).

Other examples, even without verba videndi, show that a specific moment
of the narrative is visually focused by «.; it becomes the hallmark of the
subjects to which the attention of the spectators is drawn.> Here, I mention
also a group of occurrences in which «. refers to the victor or to his ances-
tors. These occurrences belong to the praise of the present, but the descrip-
tion of glorious actions is made in the mythical narrative style.3®

34. On the epic narrative thythm marked by 6 8¢-pronouns, see Bakker 1997, 63-67.

35. Cf. Nem. 8.8-10: . . . moAAd viv moAAOL Atdvevov ideiv: / dPoati yap fpdov doTol TEPLVUETAOVIOV
/ fibehov keivov ye meiBec® dvatimg Ekdvteg, where the vision of local heroes requesting to serve king Aeacus
(keivov) is introduced by i8¢iv in the sentence at line 8; cf. also Ol. 7.49-50: . .. xeivolot pév Eavlav
ayayov vegéhav {Zeic} / moldv boe ypucdv, where the referents of k. are the ancient citizens of Rhodes.
To these, I add five occurrences in Pythian 4 where k. focuses different entities in different crucial stages:
line 125, where the referent of «. is Jason; line 134, where the referents are Jason’s relatives; line 210,
where k. indicates the Argonaut voyage; lines 69 and 243, where k. highlights the golden fleece.

36. Cf. Isthm. 8.64-65: . . . énel nepiktiovog / évikaoe 81 mote kai kelvog dvdpag GEUKTY Yepl KAOVEQV.
As in Nem. 10.14, there is a progressive focalization on one character, in this case Nicocles, the victor’s
cousin (who was dead at the time of the composition of the ode). From viv (line 62 “honor him!”) Pindar
goes to 6¢ + aorist (line 63 “who won . . .”), and finally to k. (line 65). Privitera underscores a visual em-
phasis in these lines: “L’ultima strofe, con Nicocle incoronato di apio che rotea il pugno e abbatte gli atleti
dei paesi vicini . . . & piena di luce e di gioia, come se Nicocle non fosse mai morto” (Privitera 1982, 123);
cf. also Nem. 9.36-37 oUvekev év moAépo keiva Bedg Evrvev adtod / Bupdv aiypatdav dudvety hotydv "Evu-
aAiov. Here k. refers to Aidos (cf. line 33), but the warrior is the victor Chromius, who participated in the
historical battle between Hippocrates and the Syracusans on the Helorus river (492 B.C.E.). In Pyth. 1.61—
62 (1) néhv keivay Beodpdte odv Ehevbepia / “YAriSog otdbuag Iépmv év vépoig xticoe), k. refers to the
city of Aetna. In Nem. 6.17-18 (xeivog yap "Ohvpmidvikog Eadv Alakidaig / pvea mpdtog <Evelkev) dm’
Algeob), k. refers to Praxidamas, the victor’s ancestor. In Pyth. 9.123-24 (... noAhd pev keivor dikov /
QOAL” Emt kol oTEQAVOLG), K. refers to the pastoralists of Lybia (nomad horsemen, line 123); here there is an
allusion to the guihoBorio for Alexidamus, the victor’s ancestor. In Pyrh. 2.8 (keivag dyoavaiotv &v yepot
nowkihaviovg £ddpacoe tdlovg), K. points out the foals with which Hieron won the race. On relative pro-
nouns and aorists as typical initial features of mythical narratives in Pindar, cf. Bonifazi 2004.
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Some general characteristics of k. can now be outlined. First, the attitude
of the poet toward the people or the objects indicated by «x. is absolutely
favorable (the connection with the semantic area of light/splendor is a con-
firmation of that). Furthermore, k. in mythical narratives is almost always
accompanied by an aorist verb. This fact strongly confirms the visual involve-
ment of the public through the performance, as analyzed by Bakker about
Homeric epic.3” Finally, the visualizing power of k. harmonizes with its an-
ticipatory role, even when it is anaphoric. One of the functions of «. is a sort
of “priparative Gebrauch,”3 not in the syntactic sense, but in the pragmatic
one: k. lets the listeners visually retrieve the mental representation of a char-
acter or an object so that attention remains upon that character or object, of
which something new is to be said shortly.

CLOSE TO “I” SPEECH ACTS IN THE PRAISE OF THE PRESENT

In this section k. is analyzed in relation to the explicit or indirect speech-
acts of the performer(s). The different pragmatic positions of “I”’ and of “k.”
are made close, to underscore at the same time the physical—or symbolic—
distance between the two, and the possibly common frame shared by them.
In a first group «. refers to the victor celebrated in the ode. In the following
example, the referent of k. is Hieron (Ol 1.100-103).3°

... EUE O oTEQAVOCOL
kelvov inmip vope
AloAnidt pornd

... My duty is to crown
that man with an equestrian tune
in Aeolic song.

In a second group, «. is explicitly autoreferential: its referents are re-
alities belonging to the extralinguistic context, separated in principle from
the song activity; but Pindar takes possession of these realities (as “k.”-re-
alities, i.e., “famous,” “esteemed,” “admired”), in order to exalt his own

37. Aorist forms, in Bakker’s view, have a pragmatic value: they are a specialized means to convey im-
mediacy in mythical narratives. Rather than a tense indication, they make the deeds close to the hic et nunc
experience of the performance, as a mark of their reenactment; cf. Bakker 1997, 2001, 2002. Further Pin-
daric occurrences of k. with an aorist verb during mythical narratives are Ol. 13.87, Pyth. 4.105, and Isthm.
6.31.

38. Quotation from Havers (cf. n. 2 above).

39. Cf. also Pyth. 1.42-43: dvdpa & £yo keivov / aivijoor pevovdv Elnopot (k. = Hieron); Nem. 1.7-9:
Gppa & dtpvver Xpopiov Nepéa T Epypacty vikagdpotg ykepiov Ledbot péhog. / dpyol 8 BEPAnvTon Oedv /
Keivov obv Gvdpog dapoviong apetaic (k. = Chromius); Pyth. 5.106-8: 10 koddivikov Avtiplov damavay /
pélog yopiev. dvdpo keivov Emauvéovtt cuvetol’ / heydpevov épéo (k. = Arcesilas); Ol. 6.6-7: tiva kev guyol
Buvov / kgivog dvip, émikvpoois deBovev dotdv &v peptaic dowdaic (k. = Hagesias); Pyrh. 3.75 (see n. 32
above); to this list T add Ol. 10.99-104: 1ai8" épatov &> Apyeotpdrov / aivnoa, Tov £180Vv KpaTéovTa YEpOC
aAkd / Bopov nap’ "OMSumov / keTvov katd xpdvov / i8Eq te KaAdv / Gpa te kekpapévov. Although the “offi-
cial” referent of «. is ypovov, Pindar creates a conscious grammatical ambiguity: k., at the beginning of the
line, could be referred also to Bopdv and to tév (that is, the victor himself). The presence of an —i8- verb
(¢180v) in this context is remarkable.




KEINOZX IN PINDAR 291

praise song, his own fame. In addition to other significant cases, *° I quote
Isthmian 4.43—-44:

TPoPPOVOV Motod v TUotpeV, KEIVov dyatl TUPGOV BUVOV
kol Mericoo, . . .

May I find the favor of the Muses to light such a beacon-fire of hymns
for Melissos too, . . .

Here x. as adjective visually points out a very special fire.*! In other cases
too, Pindar uses the syntagma of a metaphoric substantive + a song word in
the genitive (usually Suvwv or 4o1dav) to indicate—deictically—the ongoing
performance.*?

A third group contains k. used to underscore the relationship between the
Pindaric song and other persons far from the “I, here and now” of the per-
formance. In Nemean 4.85-86 the referent of «. is a dead relative of the vic-
tor (Callicles, the victor’s uncle, cf. line 80); in Isthmian 1.15-18 x. is a
pivot-word: it highlights the famous characters to whom the poet explicitly
addresses his praise and, at the same time, it begins a short mythical narra-
tive about them (Nem. 4.85-86):%3

... KETVOG Gpe’ AYEPOVTL valeTAmV EUdV
yAdooav gbpéte KeAAdATLY . . .

... let him who dwells by the Acheron
find my voice ringing out.

(Isthm. 1.15-18):

... E08ho

l Kaotopeiep | “Toador Evappdéar viv Spve.
Kelvol yap Npoov dtgpnidtor Aakedaipovt Kol
Onpaig ETékvebev kpdtioTol

... I wish

to include him in a hymn to Kastor or Iolaos,

for they were the mightiest charioteers of the heroes,
one born in Lakedaimon, the other in Thebes;

40. See Ol. 9.28: keivon yap drocav 10 tépnv’ (k. = Charites); Parth. 2.13-17: cepfjva 8 képmov /
avAiokov Do hotivov / pyuioop” dotdais / kelvov, 0¢ Zegipou te orydlet Tvodg / aiyepds . . . (on the sym-
bolic meaning of the sounds in this passage, cf. Lehnus 1984, 80-82); OI. 6.22-26: & ®ivtig, ki (ebEov
H3M pot 6Bévog Mdvav, / & tdyog, depa kehevBo T év kabopd / Baoopev Skyov, Tkopai te npog 4vipdv /
Kol yévog: keivar yap £& aAAdv 630V dyepovedoar / tadtav énictavtar . . . , where the referents of k. are the
mules of the winner’s mule-cart, and 630v Tavtav is the way of the song; Nem. 3.11-12: §yd 8¢ keivov té
viv 6dpotg / Mipg te Kowvdoopot . . ., where the referents of k. are the young men involved in the perfor-
mance (cf. line 4).

41. Cf. Krummen (1991, 55-56), who analyzes extensively the links between Isthm. 4 and the night
festivals in honor of Heracles’ dead sons (Pannychis) as the best performative setting for the ode.

42. Cf. Bonifazi 2001, 110-11, 157.

43. Isthm. 5.46-48: moMd piv dptientic / yAdood pot tofedpat’ Eyet mept keivov / kehadéoot, where the ref-
erents of «. are the Aeacides, with a probable reference to contemporary Aeginetan sailors as well, combat-
ants in Salamina (cf. lines 48-50); OI. 9.53-54: keivov § £cav yolkdomdeg Duétepor mpdyovol / dpydbdev,
where the relationship between the Rhodian listeners and their ancient progenitors is stressed.
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In summary, the victor as referent of «. in these groups represents the best
“other” and the best subject for the poet’s praise. Keivog and “I”-deixis are
not infrequently placed side by side.** Their shared frame is presumably de-
monstrative (in the etymological sense, perhaps accompanied by a deictic
visual gesture). Finally, k. often begins the line.*> The communicative strat-
egies underlying the signaled emphasis are increasingly clear.

IN BLAME CONTEXTS

Hitherto, the referents of k. have been seen and pointed out by Pindar with
a positive attitude. However, «. is used also in blame contexts, in order to
affirm equilibrium of lots in two kinds of situations: either a respectable
person does something that incurs blame or a person who is not respectable
is punished, and therefore justice is re-established. It is difficult to define
with certainty a specific and unambiguous meaning of x. in these passages;
sometimes a negative judgment seems to be clear; sometimes the judgment
appears to be suspended. Probably the poet in the latter case consciously uses
K. as an ambivalent deictic word, to shift the focus of attention onto a per-
son who can be rescued from blame through Pindaric words. Keivog becomes
a linguistic sign of “politeness”;*¢ its utterance has indirect effects, such as
defending some respectable people in front of the audience (for example,
Damophilos in Pyth. 4), calling to mind negative episodes of the lives of the
heroes mentioned in a certain poem, without telling them explicitly (because
of the commissioning of the poem itself by patrons whose praise has to be
linked to the glory of those heroes and not, of course, to inconvenient sto-
ries about them). Pindaric words themselves risk blame, especially when the
poet introduces novelties in the content of narratives, novelties that incur
the audience’s displeasure. The only verbal trace of k. connected to a blame
context is the particle kai before k. Already, Des Places mentioned occur-
rences of xoi k., where kai is a contrastive mark.*” Koi could be considered
a pragmatic sign of a change of attitude toward the narrated event, from a
praise context to a blame context (Nem. 5.22-23):48

44. See also Pyth. 1.42, Isthm. 4.43, Nem. 3.11; T add Pae. 10.19: épiv 8¢ na[p] keivot[c].

45. See (quoted in this section) OI. 1.101, 6.7, 9.28, 10.102; Isthm. 1.17; Nem. 1.9; Parth. 2.16; see also
01.2.99, 10.41, 13.87; Pyth. 1.25, 2.8, 4.19, 9.95; Nem. 8.23; Pae. 2.68; frag. 92, 122.2, 143.

46. Politeness is here a technical term of a whole branch of Pragmatics that holds much interest with
respect to the linguistic strategies of committed praise poetry, such as the epinician one; cf. Bonifazi 2001,
24-26.

47. Cf. n. 11 above.

48. In addition to Nem. 5.22-23, other occurrences with kol k. are: Ol. 10.41-42: kal keivog dfovlig
Yotatog / Ghdolog dvtdoatg Bdvatov aindv ovk EEEeuyev (k. = Augeas, who did injustice to Heracles); OL.
10.30-31: Adyparot 8& dokevoarg bnd Khewvay / ddpace kol keivovg ‘HpakAiéng é¢” 680 (k. = the Moliones,
Cteatus and Eurytus, allied with the king Augeas); Pyth. 4.289-90: kol pav keivog "Athag ovpav® / tpocna-
haiet viv . . . (x. = Damophilos, “defended” by Pindar); Pyth. 4.281-85: keivog yap v matsiv véog, / év 8
Bovraig mpéoPug Eykvpoong Ekatoetel Plotd. / . . . / ovk Epilev dvtia toig dyaboig (another k. for the same
Damophilos); OI. 2.92-100: adddacopar Evépkiov Aoyov drabel véo / tekelv pi Tv’ ... téhv / . . . dvdpa
pdrhov / . .. dpBovéctepov . .. / O@fpwvog. 4L’ aivov éméBa kdpog / od dikg cuvavtduevog, AL pdpyov
O 4vdpdv, / 10 harayyfoot 0Ehov kKpueov TIBEpEV EGADV Kaholg / EpYois, Emel Wapog GptOpOv mepLnépen-
vev, Kol keivog 6oa ydppot’ dAlolg €0nkev, / Tig v ppdoot dvvarto; (k. = Theron, the victor); Pyth. 3. 55:
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npodepov 8¢ Kol keivolg detd” év IToie
Motodv 6 KaAMGTOG Y0poG . . .

Gladly did that fairest chorus of the Muses
sing for those men on Pelion . . .

I already remarked that k. is here particularly ambiguous. Peleus as Aeacid
is included in both interpretations of the referents of kxeivoig, as denoting the
Aeacids present at the wedding and as denoting Peleus and Thetis. The
blame nuance comes from the allusion to the improper killing of Phocus by
Peleus and Telamon (cf. Nem. 5.16-18). Underlying the interpretation of
Keivolg as a pronoun for Peleus and Thetis is k. as a mark of visual antici-
pation. Indeed, it is followed by a descriptive flashback about the famous
wedding feast of the two characters, in the presence of all the Muses and
Apollo with the seven-string lyre; the names Peleus and Thetis appear only
at line 25. In this perspective, k. is a visual cataphora, as can also be argued
at Nemean 8.20-23:

... veapd & &Esupdvta ddpev Bacdve

&g Eleyyov, dmag kivduvog® Syov 3¢ Adyotr gbovepoioty,
dntetar 8 Echdv dei, yepdveosot 8 ovk épilet.

Keivog kol Tehapudvog ddyev vidv, acydve apgikviicog.

... but to discover new ones and put them to the touchstone

for testing is sheer danger, since words are dessert to the envious,

and envy fastens always on the good, but has no quarrel with lesser men.

It was that which feasted on the son of Telamon when it rolled him onto his sword.

The interpretation of this passage is complicated because of some indirect
references to the song and because of Pindar’s evaluation of the figure of
Odysseus. Through the references to the song,*® the poet speaks of his own
professional activity, which is exposed to the risks of blame; his praise words
are to be defended, since the poet is always on the side of échoi, and never
on the side of yeipoveg (this could be the meaning of line 22, where Adyog
can be interpreted as subject of dntnrot). Furthermore, the official referent
of k., ad sensum from line 21, is ¢B86vog, but this solution is not totally con-
vincing: on one hand, up to this point in the investigation no k. has referred
to an abstract entity; on the other, k. begins a small epic section, strongly
visual (cf. lines 23-24). It makes more sense to assume that the referent is
a person. Nagy argues that k. here is Odysseus,’® whose name is revealed
some lines afterwards (at line 26). On the basis of Nemean 5.22 as a possible
parallel, Odysseus seems to be a good suggestion. Keivog could correspond

£rpanev Kol Keivov dydvopt piobd ypuodg év yepoiv eaveig (the referent of k. is not clear in commentaries;
in any case it is a person who has fallen into lust for gain).

49. veapa & &Esupdvta, for example, refers to music (for ebpiokw as a technical musical verb—as well
as drtopar—cf. at last Imperio 2000, who narrows the metaphorical meaning of Bdcavog to that of a poetic
ability to be proven).

50. Nagy 1999, 225.
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to a specific strategy, which is to point the finger at Odysseus, who is con-
trasted with the “good” Ajax>! even without an explicit judge. Perhaps this
is a case of kai k. with postponed kai.>?

Other examples of k. in blame contexts are not accompanied by kai. The
referents are people whose reputation is made safe from @86vog or blame.3?

BEFORE PINDAR

The “oldest” k. is in the Nestor cup’s inscription: Néotopdg : g[ip]t : €0-
not[ov] : motéplov : / hog 8 v tdde migot : motepi[o] : avtika kEvov / hipepog
hapéoet : kadhote [ 0] vo : Appoditeg (“I am the cup of Nestor good for
drinking. Whoever drinks from this cup, desire for beautifully crowned
Aphrodite will seize him instantly”).>* The second part of the inscription
seems to be linked to magic incantation.>> The adverb adtixa side by side
with k€vov linguistically underscores the drinker’s “magic” transformation.
Although the grammatical subject of the sentence is Tuepog, the pragmatic
one—visually focused by k.—is the drinker, to whom such an event happens.

Beside the oldest k., I quote the most famous one, in Sappho frag. 31.1-2
eoivetoi pot kfjvog Toog Bsotowv / Eppev’ dvnp, ottig (“He seems as fortunate
as the gods to me, the man who sits opposite you”). As a point apart from
the abundant literature about this incipit, I note that k. is accompanied by
almost all the typical features just analyzed: a visual verb (gaivetot), the
“I”’-deixis side by side with k. (which highlights at the same time the dis-
tance and the closeness between the two subjects—imaginative or ad oculos,
it is of little importance), and a cataphoric use with visual anticipation (cf.

51. About this opposition and the opposition between Odysseus’ Adyot and the Pindaric Adyog, cf. Cal-
abrese de Feo 1984.

52. Incidentally, I note that the only other occurrence of ddntetv in Pindar is close to . in frag. 222.1—
2 (Awg maig 6 pvods: / Keivov od ofg o08E Kig damten).

53. Cf. Nem. 5.29-31: yevotav 8¢ mointov ovvémale Adyov / dg Hpa vopgsiog émeipo keivog v Aék-
tpoig Akdotov / edvag: to 8 évavtiov Eokev: (k. = Peleus, falsely charged with having seduced Hippolyta,
Akastus’ wife); Ol. 8.54-64: €1 & ¢yd» Meinoia £€ dyeveiov k08og dvédpapov Suve, / ui Beréte pe Aibo
tpayel @86vog / . . . / kelva 8% keivog dv eimol / Epya mepaitepov dAlwv, tig Tpdmog dvdpo mpofdoet / 2§
epdv 4EBLoV nérhovta nobetvotdtay 36&av eépetv. Although the referent of k. remains undefined owing to
the cataphoric structure (keivog . . . tig . . .), the intention of the poet is, in my view, to refer to a specific
man and to specific activities (i.e., trainings for races). He is praising the qualities of Melesias, the Athe-
nian trainer of the Aeginetan victor Alcimedon, but with caution, because of the political tensions between
Athens and Aegina. Finally, I add a controversial passage: Pyth. 2.88-90: ypn 8¢ npog 0eov ovk £pilerv, /
O¢ Gvéyel TotE pEV T Keivov, 16T avd’ Etépolg / Edwkev péya kddog. GAL ovdE tadta voov / iaivet
@Bovepdv. Although it is generally unrecognized by commentators (who are much more focused on the
previous and the following sentences), the contrast between k. and £tépoig is curious: it is not between “to
ones” and “to the others,” but between “to those” and “to the others.” This is the only case of k. that Slater
classifies as “without prior reference.” In my opinion both k. and gtepog refer to specific people, even
though it is difficult to state who they are. The pronoun gtepog appears four other times in Pyth. 2; and at
line 52 a reference to Hieron and Cinyra is generally recognized. As it could be a parallelism between toté

.. 1ot (line 89) and ydnotav . . . ydtav (lines 87-88), so it could be a parallelism between the persons
being respectively named: keivov (line 89) referring to Adfpog otpatdg (line 87) and étéporg (line 89) re-
ferring to ot cogot (line 88). According to this interpretation, the negative connotation of AdBpog is balanced
by the positiveness of the verb dvéyet (line 89). In any case, the final value of «. rests on subtle references
consciously indicated but not clarified by the poet, which are now inaccessible to us.

54. SEG 14 (1957): 604; translation by Faraone.

55. See Faraone 1996.
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dt11c).%° Moreover, from the emotional point of view, k. probably summa-
rizes a wonderful, highly poetic ambiguity, between a depreciative feeling and
the enduring charm of beauty. The affective attitude of the speaker toward
somebody or something both in a positive and in a negative sense through
K. is traceable in other texts, depending on the discourse mode.>” Particu-
larly interesting is the visual characterization of narrated events or, directly,
the presence of verba videndi. Some examples from Alcman can be cited:
frag. 15: koi xfjvog év odieoot molloig fuevog pakapg dvip (“and he, sit-
ting, blessed man, amid much good cheer),” where k. supports a definitely
positive attitude; frag. 3.79-81 Jo iSow’ ai mog pe..ov @roi / aclgoy
[io]ic” &maldg xnpdg Aot / alyd ¥’ [Ayov i]kétig knvag yevoipav (“1 were
to see whether perchance she were to love me. If only she came nearer and
took my soft hand, immediately I would become her suppliant”), which is a
clear statement of the special relationship between the speakers and Asty-
meloisa (referent of k.). Mimnermus frag. 14.1-3 od p&v 1 xeivov ye pévog
Kot dynvopa Bupov / tolov £puéo mpotépwv mevbopat, / ot pv idov /. . . moki-
vag khovéovta ealayyags . . . (“That man’s strength and heroic spirit were not
such [as yours], as I learn from my elders who saw him . . . routing the thick
ranks . ..”) is another good comparandum for the present investigation:
there is an i8-verb, there is a relationship established between k. and the
“I,” and, above all, k. has the function of anticipating the (visual) focus of
the next clause: the mysterious warrior is visually pointed out and isolated
before describing the stage upon which he is seen in combat (uwv . . . Kho-
véovta).>® Finally, a note on Bacchylides texts: k. occurs only five times.
This fact confirms that the use of k. in Pindar—relatively frequent and al-
ways significant—is intentional, is a feature of Pindaric style.

As far as the Iliad and the Odyssey are concerned, I have to contradict
Magnien’s words: “ékeivoc, ou keivoc,”® ne sert jamais 2 désigner une per-
sonne ou une chose apergues au loin. I1 s’applique le plus souvent a une
personne absente, 4 une chose placée hors de la vue.”®® Actually, visual
verbs close to k. are quite common, and very illustrative of the function of
k. I hypothesize.! Also k. and “I”-deixis side by side are not rare.®” I would

56. Aloni underscores the presence of the article 6 (&vnp), which consolidates, in his opinion, a strongly
deictic meaning (Aloni 1997, 63).

57. Cf. the following examples of a negative attitude conveyed by «.: Hipponax frag. 117.10 W, where
£kelvog points out a presumable adversary; Archilochus frag. 200 W, frag. 176.1, where «. is used adjecti-
vally of mdyog, thereafter defined as hostile, frag. 130.4: keivoig . . . ToAAd yivetor kokd and the famous
frag. 5.3: i pov péhet domig éxeivn; Alcaeus frag. 283.14 V: €vveka kfjvag (Helen), frag. 70.6 and frag. 72.7,
both with k. = Pittacus (it is remarkable that in frag. 70 k. is connected with ddnte: kfjvog . . . Santéte
noMv); Stesichorus frag. 223.3 Page, where keiva = Cypris, angry at Tyndarus’ daughters.

58. Nagy connects k. in this fragment to the appearance of the hero: “. . . deictic pronoun éxeivog (‘that
one’), which is conventionally used to refer to a hero who appears in an epiphany”; it stresses “the gap be-
tween superhuman and human” (Nagy 2001, p. xxvii, n. 20).

59. Incidentally, the Iliad and the Odyssey count 18 cases with éxeivog against 184 with keivog. In Pin-
dar there is no £kgivog.

60. Magnien 1922, 157-58.

61. Cf. Od. 1.212: &k 100 & o¥t’ "Odvcija éyev idov obt” éué keivog, 11.390 (= 11.615): Eyve & oly’
£ue keivog, énel 18ev dpbarpoiot, 11.522: kelvov 81 kdAlotov i8ov petd Mépvova diov; cf. also 11. 5.604,
6.284, 0d. 1.163, 1.209, 3.222, 4.149, 6.166, 11.418, 11.528.

62. Cf., for example, Od. 17.110 and 112, 23.76, 1. 1.271, 7.77, 9.312, 9.646, 10.126, 15.45, 1.201.
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draw the attention of the reader to a couple of examples that reveal an un-
suspected communicative role of k. in dialogue. The passages correspond to
two crucial moments of the narrative and are delightfully visual. The first is
Odyssey 24.321 xeivog Lév Tot 08 adtog €Y, ndtep, Ov o petadrds (“That
man am I, father, myself, standing here, of whom you ask”), where the vi-
brant revelation of Odysseus in front of his father includes several deictic
elements. Among them k. is not a mark of space deixis (03¢ does it already),
but the mark of his visual appearance (“Look here!””). My second example is
even more impressive: in Odyssey 14.144-57, during the dialogue between
Eumaeus and Odysseus as a beggar, k. becomes a keyword for the involve-
ment of the audience. Initially (149-50), the beggar resumes Eumaeus’
words saying ¢ oi)’, éneldn ndunav dvaiveot, odd” £t ¢ficla / keivoy Eled-
cecBot . . . (“Friend, since you utterly make denial, and declare that he will
never come again . . . ”), where «. is referred to the “far” Odysseus,63 who
actually is hidden under the guise of a beggar. Then, at line 153, another k.,
uttered by Eumaeus, refers to the same theoretically “far” and actually close
Odysseus: émei Kev keivog v T & dwpad’ Tknrot (“as soon as he shall come,
and reach his home”). Finally (156-57), Odysseus-beggar comments £y-
Bpog ydp pot keivog 6udg Atdao moinot / yiyvetat, 0¢ mevin elkov drnathi
Balet (“for hateful in my eyes as the gates of Hades is that man, who, yield-
ing to the stress of poverty, tells a deceitful tale”). From the point of view
of the listeners, pot and keivog refer to the same person! Keivog is the visual
“bridge”-word between the demonstratio (denoting a negative attitude) of
a lying beggar and the presence of the lying beggar, that beggar, that is,
Odysseus himself. A last point: in Homer k. expresses the negative attitude
of the speaker toward other people in sentences that contain curses;%* in
these cases k. is always “cataphoric,” namely projected forward.

CONCLUSION

Within the meaning components of k. I do not discuss either the idea of dis-
tance, in terms of exclusion from the “I”—sphere,65 or the idea of famous-
ness, for persons or objects who occupy an important place in the memory
of the past or in the praise of the present (which makes k. close to Lat.
ille).% Also, there are no doubts about its syntactic role, either anaphoric or
cataphoric. Rather, I state that k. is characterized by its own pragmatic force,®’
which is simply added to the ideas mentioned above. This force consists of

63. According to de Jong 2001, 25, 59 out of 89 cases of k. in the Odyssey are referred to Odysseus as
an absent person.

64. Cf. Od. 3.197 (kai keivog), 8.209 (+ €ptda, line 210), 14.156, 11. 9.63, 13.232, 23.404 (+ épilépev).

65. See for example Pyth. 9.68: keivo keiv’ duop Swaitacev, where each k. refers to the event of Apollo
and Cyrene’s wedding; this is a beautiful example of the emphasis on the temporal distance between past
and present.

66. Cf. the cases with keivov as a genitive of affiliation: Ol. 13.75, Pyth. 4.144, Nem. 1.68, 5.43, 10.14
and 62.

67. “Force,” as a concept connected to an utterance (already in Frege 1918), becomes a keyword in Aus-
tin 1962; from then on, it connotes “the action side of every speech-act” (Verschueren 1999, 23).
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the demonstratio by which k. visually points out—either ad oculos® or in
the listeners’ imagination—and of the speaker’s speech act underlying its
utterance. More than indicating a specific place in space or in time, the
pragmatic function of «. is to permit somebody—mostly—or something to
appear that is in principle “far away,” but is now suddenly close to the eyes
of the public in a specific moment of the performance. This explains the sig-
nificance of «. close to the “I”-sphere or to the “you”-sphere,% and this is
what distinguishes the different kinds of third-person pronouns.”® With re-
spect to the anaphoric/cataphoric use of k., I underscore that every time k.
resumes or anticipates, it retrieves visual mental representations and works
as a “forward call”; also in the anaphoric cases, the focalization of some-
body through x. is functional to what is coming immediately thereafter.”!
The visual presentation of a mythical event, a current performer’s act, and
the indication of a person linked to blame are often mixed in a single pas-
sage. All these functions show the same basic intention, that is, to use k. as a
keyword of the praise and as a metatextual (metapoetic) way to demonstrate
the power of Pindaric song. Some disagreements—or misunderstandings—
about the referents of k. prove that Pindar himself probably consciously
exploits k. to keep a margin of ambiguity: k. fixes an image, but specific
(occasional) inferences and judgments are left to the audience. In this con-
text, k. becomes a sign of politeness.

In summary, the emphasis of k. comes from its communicative proper-
ties: it is a strong means of intentionality by the poet and of visual involve-
ment by the audience; moreover, Pindar makes it a keyword of his mode of
discourse (the praise) and of his strategies of politeness. In the study of Pin-
daric texts, k. cannot be considered as an accessory word at all; conversely,
it deserves specific attention and its translation should reflect as much as
possible its meaningfulness.”?

Center for Hellenic Studies, Washington D.C.
University of Trento

68. Beyond Isthm. 4.43 and other examples of k. “in presence” of the speaker (cf. the examples in
“Close to ‘I’ Speech Acts,” pp. 290-92 above), I cite OL. 6.80-81 (xgivog, @ mai Tectpdrtov, / GOV Bapuy-
dovme matpl Kpaiver oéfev edtvyiov), where k. = Hermes Kyllenius. In the perspective of a Stymphalian
performance, this k. should sound apparently deictic: the stately Mount Kyllenius was perfectly visible
from the Stymphalian plain, as I have had the opportunity to see myself.

69. In addition to Havers, Kiihner and Gerth (1:650) paid attention to the colloquial use of k. with other
demonstratives such as obtog; cf. all the examples cited above in “Close to ‘I’ Speech Acts” and OL. 6.80,
9.53, Pyth. 4.144, Nem. 5.43; cf. also Od. 24.225 (see “Before Pindar” above) and Soph. OC 138: 68
£KETVOG £YD.

70. Such as, for example, adtdg, viv, 6; cf. Pyth. 4.69, 125, 210; Nem. 3.11, 8.10, 10.14; Isthm. 1.17.

71. Visual anticipation overlaps with syntactic cataphora in Ol. 8.62, Pyth. 4.19, Parth. 2.16; even
without syntactic cataphora, k. represents the visual anticipation of its referents also in Ol. 6.7, Nem. 5.22,
8.23, 10.14, Isthm. 5.47; this happens likewise with k. as adjective, as it is separated from its referent by
several words; cf. Pyth. 1.25, 2.8, 4.48.

72. 1 wrote this article at the Center for Hellenic Studies, during a very pleasant and fruitful year as
Junior Fellow (2002-3); I am particularly grateful to the Director and the Vice-Director for their support
and encouragement. I also thank the journal’s anonymous referees for their helpful comments.
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