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METER, COLON, AND RHYTHM:
SIMONIDES (PMG 542) AND PINDAR BETWEEN
ARCHAIC AND CLASSICAL

JOEL B. LIDOV

T IS COMMONLY SAID that the meter of Simonides PMG 542, the Ode to

Scopas, like that of the other “aeolic” poems of Simonides, is similar to

the aeolic poems of Pindar and Bacchylides.' Given the difficulties these
latter pose, the comparison is not very helpful. The grounds for the com-
parison are that in all these poems we can use internal evidence to divide them
into segments, that is, into cola or periods, that contain both single- and
double- shorts and that these segments are not similar to dactylo-epitrite and
not like the short or regularly repeating verses of Alcman, Anacreon, Alcaeus,
or Sappho. I will propose that there is another way to understand the rhythms
of Simonides’ poem that reveals a very simple underlying pattern in its con-
struction. Recognition of this pattern will not only make it easier to appre-
ciate Simonides’ poem, it will also clarify some basic problems of metrical
theory and perhaps suggest a way in which some of the notorious complexity
of later choral lyric came about. I will examine the structure of Simonides’
Ode to Scopas, discuss the problems it raises, and then illustrate a similar
process of composition in two stanzas by Pindar: the epode of Pythian 2 and
the strophe of Pythian 10.

THE METER OF THE ODE TO SCOPAS

Plato’s discontinuous quotation and paraphrase of Simonides’ ode pose
difficulties for reconstructing its text, but there is much less doubt about
the scansion of its repeating stanza. In the generally accepted modern

1. See the discussion and schemes in West 1982a, 66; Hutchinson 2001, 293; Maas 1962, §70, p. 50
(“Their [sc. the stanzas of Simonides 542] internal structure reveals all the licenses permitted in the later lyric
poets”); and Raven 1968, 104. Dale (1969a) remarks that the ode is composed in the “free periodic style”
like Pindar’s compositions, but does not supply an analysis. There are also analyses in Wilamowitz 1913,
182-83; Merkelbach 1997, 70; Gentili 1964, 297-98; and Cole 1988, 159. There are no analyses in the
handbooks of Snell (1962 [preferred, see Sicking 1986] or 1982); Korzeniewski (1968); or Sicking (1993).
The above works of West, Hutchinson, Maas, and Cole will be referred to by their authors’ names; three
other works of West (1982b, 1987, and 1992) will be referenced by date. In addition, Dale MU (Dale 1969a)
and Dale LMGD (Dale 1968) will distinguish Dale’s two theoretical systems. The text of Pindar and
Snell’s analyses are cited from Snell-Maehler (Maehler 1987), Sappho and Alcaeus from Voigt 1971, and
other lyric from Page 1962 (PMG). I have tried to restrict terminology to generally familiar terms, includ-
ing the forms “glyconic,” “adonic,” and “pherecratean”; as far as possible, I will use “long” and “short” in-
stead of “heavy” and “light,” (syllaba) longa and brevis, or (elementum) longum and breve.
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reconstruction, the stanza has ninety-seven syllables, all but nineteen of
which (five in the middle and fourteen at the end) exist in three responsions;
for these nineteen there are two.2 Word-ends, often with punctuation, occur
at responding points in several places. There is certain evidence of period-end
at only one of these points (the distinction between this position and the others
is rarely, if ever, noted in published schemes), where there is both brevis in
longo (yBovéc, line 25) and hiatus (Epupevar followed by v, lines 15-16).3
I will refer to the metrical scheme by the text of the third stanza, since it is
complete. To clarify what is at issue, I first present the text in figure 1 in the
format found in PMG, together with a scansion, and briefly summarize two
modern explanations of the meter. I have added to the text indications of the
position of the responding word-ends: Ill = stanza-end, |l = definite period-
end, | = word-end in three out of three instances, | in two out of two. I use
l. to show that punctuation separates clauses in at least two of the instances
(I have added this textual data to the text, and not the scheme, to avoid the
appearance of an a priori metrical analysis).

The distribution into lines in this version is a distribution into cola, largely
determined by the responding cuts. duvatov could be attached either to what
precedes or (as here) to what follows. The length of the segments ending in
Baiéw and yBovog has led to their division into two cola; the divisions appear
to have been made in favor of separating glyconic sequences (see below).
Martin West and G. O. Hutchinson have each offered an analysis and discus-
sion of the meter; these represent two different styles of current thinking about
aeolic choral lyric. In West’s analysis (p. 66), the cola into which the poem
is analyzed are a relatively small selection of standard sequences together
with their variations. West attaches duvatov to the first line, which he explains
as an expanded dodrans followed by an “anaclastic” dodrans (dod” = A. M.
Dale’s B type):

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvv ToUvekeV oV moT’ 8Y®d tO uf  yevéohHar duvatov

He marks all the subsequent positions at which there is word-end in all three
stanzas (marked | in fig. 1) as period-ends. In lines s2—s8 he identifies five
iambic metra (including two catalectic ones in s8), three instances of the
unnamed sequence ~~—+~—, three of glyconic, and two more of an anaclastic
dodrans—all variously distributed before the two final clausulae, one phere-

2. Page’s text, given below, represents the consensus since the 1890s; it omits more ambitious attempts
to incorporate more of Plato’s paraphrase. For a summary of the original controversies, see Smyth 1904, 311.
Since strict responsion of the stanzas can be achieved with trivial emendation, the scansion has a very high
degree of certainty; the remaining problems of dialect and orthography do not affect it. For the one point of
difficulty, in line 6, see n. 19 below. Gentili (1964) defends the hypothesis that the poem was triadic; he
supposes the loss of all of the first triad after the opening lines and gives a different colometry for the
fourth stanza on the assumption that it is the epode of the second triad. This seems excessive, given the ease
with which responsion is achieved when the song is assumed to be monostrophic.

3. In lines 17-18 = s7-s8, the hiatus between giAé® and ékdv may be only apparent, because of the di-
gamma. Poltera (1997, 552) offers the following evidence of an initial digamma obviating hiatus in Simonides:
avag, 519 fr. 35.8; €ap, 519 fr. 35.5, 597.1-2; einw, 521.1, 543.7; ionhdkapog, 555.3; and several possible
examples of fot. Not all of these are equally certain (521.1 involves a variant reading, and 543.7 may follow
pausa), but they confirm the possibility. I will assume that there is no period-end here, although that is not
essential to my argument.
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F1G. 1. Scansion of Simonides 542 as printed in PMG

cratean and one ithyphallic. The only principle here is the persistence of the
unnamed sequence ~~—~—, which he appears to associate with both iambic
and glyconic.*

Hutchinson’s explanation shies away from this method of isolating com-
ponents. He describes the cola in terms of a general explanation of aeolic
rhythms and draws attention to specific recurrent patterns. He ends the first
colon on yevéoBat and thinks it stands somewhat apart, given its unique suc-
cessive double-shorts and the pendant ending. He then recognizes three pairs
of cola (s2—s3, s4—s5, s6—s7) in which all the cola follow the general pattern
of “single-short sequence, choriambic or ‘dactylic’ core, followed by single
short” (p. 293), with the peripheral elements omissible, and with a double-
short allowed to stand for an initial single-short. This description reflects
the strategy for analyzing aeolic rhythms popularized by D. S. Raven’s hand-
book: he presents them as sequences of indeterminate length that contain a
double-short and show great freedom in the elements preceding it.> But
Hutchinson does give a shape to Simonides’ stanza as a whole when he de-
scribes the symmetries and repetitions, especially the three initial double-
short openings of the three pairs of cola, and the repeated —~-~+~—--—, which
he does not call glyconic (I presume lest that obscure its relation to sequences
slightly longer or shorter). He combines the final three cola into two:

vvvvvvvvvvvv EkGV Sotig Epdmu undtv aioypdv: dvdy-
e — e - Kar 8’ o0dE Bgot pdyoviot.

4. His diagram, with n. 80, is obscure. Cf. p. 62, where he identifies the unnamed sequence as a variation
of an iamb in aeolic contexts, rather than as a relative of the glyconic. West presents this analysis to dem-
onstrate Snell’s principle of explaining the aeolic odes as “progressive development, each verse derivable
from the one preceding or the one before that, with only occasional back-references to the beginning,” but
he does not actually illustrate such a development. His analysis is identical to Maas’s (§70, p. 50), except
that the latter does not label the dodrantes; Maas, however, provides no explanation. For the relation of
“anaclastic” to other aeolic forms in West’s system, see p. 43 below.

5. Raven 1968, 84-85, 104 (Hutchinson, unlike Raven, does not call the double-short element part of a
choriamb). See Barrett 1964, 421-23 for a similar approach to aeolic in drama, along with Dale’s note
(LMGD 153-56).
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This serves to eliminate the pendant clausulae in s8 and s9 and to produce
in €kGV . . . dvay- something more like the single short running to —~-v~v—
that occurs in the previous two cola (s6 and s7). But despite the sense of order
and reason these repeated patterns give to the sequence of cola in the stanza,
he remarks that “we are far from the short and easily grasped stanzas of the
Mytilenean poets” (p. 293).

THE RHYTHM OF THE ODE TO SCOPAS

We are far, but not quite so far as it appears. The problem is that the poet
has very clearly imposed on us some major divisions—those effected by re-
sponding word-ends, especially when marked with punctuation—and these
divisions do not yield “easily grasped” segments. Our normal procedures
require us to accommodate them when possible, especially if they are widely
separated (so only one or the other of adjacent divisions . .. |dvvatovl...),
and to fall back on the internal patterning as a guide to further divisions (as
in the subdivision of s2—s3 and s4—s5) only when they are too far apart. But
what if we start by taking the patterning as a guide? The scheme presented
in figure 2 shows that if we disregard the responding word-ends—or, as it
turns out, all of them except the one certain period-end near the middle of
the stanza—a pattern appears that is fairly easy to grasp (the nonsyllabic
symbol “+” will be explained below).

Set out in this way, the metrical pattern hardly seems to belong to the same
ode, but it is too simple and repetitive to be accidental: after what I will call
the opening fanfare (I will return to it), six instances of the eight-syllable se-
quence -~—-~~—-v- (lines ¢, d, e, f, g, j), and three seven-syllable sequences
ending . .. —~~—- (b, i, k) make up the structure of the ode. Two of these
are connected by an anceps, and the final three alternate with a series of in-
creasing iambo-trochaic lengths; the final aeolic and iambo-trochaic pair
(line k) look like familiar clausular phrases. (These would have been more
obvious if the demarcations marked | at the end of j and in k did in fact
appear in all stanzas.) The only interruption to this is at the one certain period-
division (end of g = s5; this is also the only point of metrically serious tex-
tual uncertainty); a shorter, five-syllable sequence there with the same close
~w—v— as the eight-syllable sequences appears to highlight the structural
break.

For obvious reasons, I will refer to these sequences as “glyconic” and
“pherecratean”—but with the scare quotes, since those terms have become
associated with a different kind of analysis: the kind, like West’s, that em-
phasizes labeling “a common stock of metrical figures” (p. 63) within the
demarcations and that we usually call colometric analysis. Such analyses
have long noted the importance of the glyconic in this ode. The recognition
of glyconics accounts for the division of s2—s3 and s4-s5 (fig. 1) into two
cola; Wilamowitz was the first to analyze each of these long sequences as
a single period subdivided into two cola at the juncture of two successive
glyconics (corresponding to the division of c—d and f-g in fig. 2).° Reinhold

6. Wilamowitz 1913, 182-83. Page’s (1962) text and colon divisions largely follow Wilamowitz’s.
Hutchinson’s analysis assumes this division into cola without acknowledging the reason for it. Wilamowitz
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F1G. 2. Rhythmical patterns in Simonides 542

Merkelbach, over forty years ago, reformatted Wilamowitz’s analysis
and identified the glyconic as the measure on which the ode was based; his
analysis isolated a glyconic in lines s2, s3, s4, and s5, two curtailed glyconics
(-v-vv—- = maec = West’s dod™) in lines s6 and s7, and the penultimate
pherecratean. He even suggested that <~ —~— at the start of lines s4 and s6
could be either iambic or foreshortened glyconic, that the opening colon was
a glyconic variation with a double-short as the second element of the basis,
and that the final ithyphallic was here a variant of the pherecratean. As we
have seen, glyconics also figure in West’s and Hutchinson’s explications.
Thomas Cole’s method of analysis, which is less rigidly bound to colomet-
ric divisions than most, observes a consistent pattern of —~~—-— (Dale’s A
segment) alternating with xx, which is equivalent to continuous glyconics,
with or without iambo-trochaic supplements. But in his analysis the necessity
of coordinating that pattern to demarcations determined by Simonides’ regular
word-ends requires the frequent omission of one or two elements, and the
result is still a blend of partial and whole sequences. So in all these earlier
analyses, the principle that one must pay attention to the demarcations in the
text obscured the pervasiveness of the “glyconic” sequence, and as a result
not all the “glyconics” were recognized, and parts of others were interpreted
as other metra.’

regarded the poem as sympotic and saw the stanza as a development of the metrical forms seen in the
scolia and in the sympotic poetry of Alcaeus and Anacreon. He explained the first line as an ionic trimeter
differing from the usual form of phalaecean—a typical starting measure of the scolion—only in having a
choriamb in the first position. (In reprinting his 1898 analysis he added a note [182 n. 3] that he would
make minor changes, but he does not say where.) Gentili’s scheme for the poem (1964, 297-98) follows
Wilamowitz’s, at least for the second and third stanzas (which he identifies as strophe and antistrophe); he
calls the first line an encomiologus—that is, a dactylic colon combined with an iambo-trochaic—but he keeps
n “ionic” as the opening of the second line and offers for the rest an analysis that would be amenable to
tetrasyllabic scansion. Diehl (1924) prefixed a fully tetrasyllabic scansion to his edition (= Simon. 4).
7. Merkelbach’s scheme (1997, 70) illustrates a method by which an analysis is deemed satisfactory when
each colon is described in terms of known units in combinations for which there are parallels elsewhere;
the choice among alternatives and the explanation of variations is made by reference to the general rhythmic
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Although the scheme I have presented reveals a simpler and more consis-
tent structure than other presentations of the meter, it should not be thought
of as an alternative colometry (e.g., a kind of dovetailing [also called overlap
or colon-caesura]—this is not dovetailing as we know it, which involves only
one or two syllables), and it is not intended as an exclusive analysis. For the
demarcations, reinforced by punctuation (i.e., syntactic breaks), will not go
away. Rather, I propose, Simonides has superimposed one kind of structure
on another. The one I am discussing—described in figure 2, lines a—k—I
will call, for want of a better term, the rhythmic structure.

“Rhythm” has many meanings; here I mean any form of readily recogniz-
able patterning that makes possible the perception—or creates the illusion—
of a sustained repetition or of continuity, the quality that distinguishes verse
from prose. The perception of rhythm in so general a sense may be created
by familiar patternings that are recognizable even when we cannot say pre-
cisely where one instance begins and another ends. We find this uncertainty
in much of Stesichorus (West, 50); in noncolometric descriptions of dactylo-
epitrite using Paul Maas’s D (-~~--+--) and e (-~-) sequences in combi-
nation with the ambivalent anceps interpositum; or in composite Lesbian
verses, such as those of the sapphic stanza. In the case of these last, there
are half a dozen theories about their precise divisions into segments, but no
one would say that the difficulty of the analysis makes it hard to perceive them
as rhythmical. Looking only at the rhythm here, we see that the “glyconic”
as a whole is functioning as a repeatable unit, much like the D-sequence
in other rhythms.® For a glyconic series, the immediate antecedents are
Anacreon’s poems (or poem) 3 = PMG 348 and 12 = PMG 357, in which
glyconics alternate with pherecrateans at intervals of three and five lines.
But with the iambo-trochaic expansions in the last lines, we can see that
Simonides is evolving an aeolic form along lines similar to Stesichorean or
Ibycean dactylo-epitrite, in which movement is predominantly dactylic but
the repetitions are modified slightly by intervening ancipites or iambo-

context. Line 1 = gly var. + ba, 3 = gly + ia, 4 = ia var. + gly, 5 = gly, 6 = ia var. + maec, etc. Only v~--
before gly in 2 is not explained as a form of either gly or ia; he ignores but does not replace Wilamowitz’s
labeling of it as ionic. (The resolution of the second syllable of the basis, which he suggests for line 1, is
outside Archaic practice [see West, p. 61]; West’s dod? brings it into the aeolic orbit.) Since there is no
evidence that would lead us to expect a late Archaic audience to recognize as a colon an ad hoc adaptation
of an iambic metron combined with the first half of an asclepiad (line 6), this mix of units is hard to fit into
a history of metrics except in terms of Wilamowitz’s theory of Kurzverse as basic forms. Nonetheless, it is
not clear to me why West substituted his complicated diagram for Merkelbach’s straightforward one. (I
owe to David Sider the initial observation that an analysis like Merkelbach’s for s1-s5 could be trans-
formed into nearly continuous glyconics by joining the lines printed separately; the similarity of the result-
ing pattern to Cole’s analysis suggested to me the possibility of considering the rhythm of the whole apart
from the demarcations.)

For many scholars the colometric analysis is just a stand-in for a supposed determinative rhythm that is
expressed musically, and its only purpose is to show that the string of syllables could be made to conform
to one or another musical rhythm. My assumption here is that the metrical and rhythmic analysis should
make sense on its own, whether or not the perception of it was aided by the musical performance (see Dale
LMGD, 1-4).

8. The possibility that the portion of a glyconic after the basis, —~~-+—, could function as a unit equiv-
alent to Maas’s D-sequence was raised by Dale (LMGD, 179 n. 1) and taken up by Sicking (1993, 137); cf.
Cole’s treatment of aeolic, discussed above.
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trochaic sequences. In all the examples of those forms, however, the de-
marcations by word-end patterning, when they do occur, either reinforce or,
at least, do not contravene, the perception of the rhythmical units.

The most notable antecedent for a form without any reinforcement is
Sappho 96 V, LP, which is composed in stanzas consisting of a cretic, three
glyconics, and a bacchiac metron:

—v— XX—w—— - 6 & <&>ép-oa kaha kéyvtot Tebd-
XX == — Aotot 8& Ppddo kamak® dv-
XX = m Bpvoka kai perilwtog dv-Bepddng

Sappho provides no consistent word-end patterning to make this (or any al-
ternative) structure clear (word-end seems to be avoided between the first
two glyconics and is perhaps preferred between the second two). The aeolic
basis is regularly —- but that is not an absolute rule, and once a choriambic
dimeter does duty for a glyconic. The stanza is only thirty syllables long, cer-
tainly within the normal limits for a period. Sappho assumes that her audience
will be able to grasp the whole and its repeated glyconics without further
guidance from the text.’

In developing a “glyconic” phrase as the predominant rhythmic sequence
of a longer stanza structure, therefore, Simonides is working with familiar
materials in a familiar way. But Simonides’ strophe, in addition to being longer
than Sappho’s and more varied, requires the audience to hear the “glyconic”
phrases against the cuts—not just in the absence of cuts—and this requires
that the basis of the rhythm be very familiar indeed. It is unlikely that any
structure other than glyconic (together with pherecratean, discussed below)
could have served his purpose. Anacreon is witness to its role as one of the
basic aeolic forms—perhaps primus inter pares—and it retains its predomi-
nance after him. !0 At the turn from the Archaic to the Classical age, it is hard
to think that any other aeolic forms would be so familiar.

Nonetheless, Simonides has also provided some guidance to the form, so
that the glyconic-shaped sequences emerge more clearly. Usually in Archaic
poetry, apart from the aeolic basis and choriambic expansion, rhythmic
synaphy in the form of continuous alternation (the simplest type of sus-
tained repetition) is maintained within the units of composition (i.e., succes-
sive fixed long positions—princeps syllables, in West’s terminology—are
separated by one short or one anceps syllable or by two short syllables),
although alternation is often broken between units.!! In this poem, the strict

9. West (p. 33) and Cole (p. 159) group Sappho 96 with Alc. 140 V = 357 LP, which appears to be
composed of two glyconics plus an iamb, as instances of a compound (undemarcated) period. Alcaeus’
twenty-syllable distich is inherently simpler to grasp than Sappho 96, and, moreover, it mostly has word-
end between the glyconics (the enjambment of &vdp@dv in line 6 is probably emphatic). Metrically, it is a
less ambitious—or perhaps I should say a less lyric—form. But it is notable that both poems assume ready
recognition of the glyconic as a rhythmic unit.

10. Itsumi (1984, 67-68) reports 312 pairs of glyconics in tragedy, 146 pairs of choriambic dimeters, and
23 mixed; Aeschylus has only glyconics. I will discuss the choriambic dimeter further below (pp. 41-44).
11. In a previous article (Lidov 1989), I emphasize the alternation of comparatively fixed and variable
elements in Archaic poetry. West’s elaborate description of the “rules of contrast” (pp. 18—19) achieves
the same result without making alternation itself a rhythmic principle; he reserves “rhythm” for the ratio of
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maintenance of —- as the base (after yevéoBat) also maintains alternation
within the glyconic sequence. But four of the six “glyconic” sequences (and
one “pherecratean”) are preceded by a break in alternation, and five are
followed by one (including the cadence in k). These breaks are indicated
by the + symbol in figure 2 (p. 29 above). Unbroken alternation after the
glyconic sequence occurs only in s2 = d, within ai®vog, and after s5 = g
¥Bovdg (but that is also period-end).

Before I return to the beginning of the stanza, the role of the “pherecratean”
deserves more attention. The sequences of this shape in lines i and k do not
by themselves create rhythmic uniformity in the stanza; rather, they adapt
the sequence of “glyconic” phrases to their interchange with iambo-trochaic
phrases at the end. The “glyconic” has a characteristic cadence—double-short
followed by single-short—that strongly suggests the presence of an aeolic
sequence, and the eight-syllable dimeter length can claim to be familiar and
traditional. The “pherecratean” pattern is not so distinctive. If the basis has two
longs, the sequence will adapt to a variety of rhythms, and the final, pendant
close does not mark it as belonging to any specific type. The description of
the closing syllable raises problems that I will discuss later in this essay; here
it is enough to observe that the sequences . .. ~v~—--~ .. .in i and k could
also be read as ... vv-x-+ ... and, taken by themselves, the lines could
be described as abbreviated (brachycatalectic) “glyconic” phrases followed by
an anceps that starts an iambo-trochaic rhythm, rather than as “pherecrateans”
that make a seamless transition into (and, in k, out of) iambo-trochaic. Such
a reading would be consistent with my overall argument, but I think the con-
text makes it simpler to assume that the audience perceives “pherecrateans.”
For although the association of pherecratean and glyconic does not appear
in the Lesbians (with the possible exception of Alc. 322 V), it was apparently
well established by this time. Anacreon joins pherecrateans to glyconics
(e.g., PMG 348 and 357 [mentioned p. 30 above], 358, 373), and Aeschylus,
whose use of aeolic was extremely limited and presumably conservative,
ends several different strophic pairs with the tercet pher Il pher |l gly pher.
In Simonides’ poem a number of features guide the audience to hear the
familiar pattern of the “pherecratean” in —~--~—-: glyconic cadences im-
mediately precede, the basis used is consistently —-, and there is an actual
long syllable in all the positions that provide the second long syllable of
~~—— (those responding with ndv-tag and dvdy-kou), so that it has the same
form as a pendant close. Taken this way, the transitions in lines i and k can be
assimilated to the rhythmic uniformity of the stanza without supposing that
the audience recognizes phrases equivalent to undemarcated and unfamiliar
variants of the glyconic colon.

The beginning of the stanza does not exhibit the same rhythmic clarity.
Rhythmic analysis only confirms what both simple scanning and the variety

time values. In the revised presentation of rhythm in the Introduction to Greek Metre, he allows that “the
recurrence of princeps-longs at every second or third position in most metres gives a clear sense of
rhythm” (1987, 7). I find it difficult to distinquish his conception of a princeps syllable (he has no name
for the nonprinceps syllables) from the notion of a strong beat; nonetheless, the term is convenient and has
become familiar.
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of unsatisfactory colometric analyses imply: the opening is different from the
rest. The successive double-shorts are unique, and the sequence —~—-v-~—
occurs nowhere else in the poem, however one divides it. If cuts that occur
in three out of three stanzas mean anything for a colometric analysis, and
it is the consensus that they should, the cuts on either side of duvvatov are
confusing. If the initial colon ends on duvotdv, the poem might appear to
begin D-ed’ in the style of dactylo-epitrite: so Merkelbach interprets it, but
to achieve uniformity he then reinterprets the colon without duvatdv as a
variant of glyconic. West, as we have seen, prefers his expanded and anaclastic
dodrantes. Hutchinson, ending the colon on yevécbat, calls it an “expanded
version of the ‘ibycean’ . .., which in this context may be considered aeolic”
(p- 293). But whichever fashion one prefers of characterizing the opening as
conforming (or not) to the aeolic that appears later, it is not self-evidently
aeolic and bears little resemblance to what follows. The audience, upon first
hearing, in the actual first stanza, the ringing double-shorts of the poem’s
opening words—avdp’ &yabov piv dAabing (~ todvekev ob mot’ £Yd TO PH)—
would have had no trouble recognizing the words as rhythmical, but they
would not have immediately understood which rhythm to expect, and the
continuation—yevéoBat yohendv (~ yevécBot duvatov)—gives no guidance.
Indeed, in terms of colometry, the impression of dactylo-epitrite (or, in tra-
ditional colometry, an encomiologus) could even be recast as an initial D
(sl —~~-vv— = tolvekev o not’ £yd) followed by an iambo-choriambic
phrase (s1-s2 v—v— —vv— =10 pun yevéohur dvvatodyv, itself followed by
another iambic metron that overlays the start of a glyconic); one could com-
pare the D that begins Alcman PMG 89 and is followed by iambo-trochaic
cola (as scanned by West, 52).!2

Concentrating on the rhythm rather than the colometry, we see that after
the movement changes from alternation with double-short to alternation with
single-short in s1, it is followed by what could be a pendant ending (yevécbar).
Although in figure 2 I presented these syllables in line b as the opening of
a “pherecratean” (it would have the only basis in the poem of the form --),
that is a retrospective analysis; only as the poem continues does the under-
lying glyconic movement actually become clear. Even after the second
“glyconic” (line d) Simonides chose to add an anceps that creates continuity
of alternation rather than to emphasize the clarity of definition that a break
helps to provide. I think we should understand, therefore, that he in fact intends

12. Given that the poem’s opening has no context (but see below), the absence of basis syllables would
obscure the perception of the initial phrase as aeolic. As I noted above, —~~ . .. would not be a self-evident
basis to an audience brought up on Archaic poetry. The dodrans is of course the essentially aeolic cadence,
but without a context—and shorn of West’s theory of rhythmic reversal (which I will discuss below)—an
expanded dodrans at the start of a poem is no more justified than Merkelbach’s glyconic. For the pairing of
normal and “anaclastic” dodrans, see Dale LMGD, 139; she finds a possible example of dodrans A and B (the
same sequence, without the expansion) in Ar. Nub. 566, but the context there is iambo-choriambic, as well
as much later. For the ibycean, Hutchinson compares Ibyc. PMG 286.1-3 and Simon. PMG 275.1. The
former makes clear that the ibycean context is fundamentally closer to dactylic than to glyconic. The latter
is a dubious parallel, since synezesis in dolvpundeog would render the line dactylo-epitritic, and without
synezesis it suggests that expansion of an ibycean would take the form of expansion of the double-short
elements, not the single-short.
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the rhythm to become clear only as the poem progresses: it is yahienov to
recognize it at first.

One hears the opening for the first time only once, however, and for that
reason there is value in Merkelbach’s observation of the similarity of the
opening to a glyconic with a basis of —-+. With each repetition of the stanza
its overall dominant “glyconic” movement is likely to appear with greater
and greater clarity. And in all the stanzas except the first, the opening lines
will be heard in the context provided by the close of the preceding stanza:

So context and familiarity could impose a perception of the “glyconic” pattern
on the more recalcitrant material of lines a—b, but, even if they do, there will
always be some tension. This tension and the unusual bases of both lines
will mark the beginning of the new stanza. At the same time, the brief, single-
short sequence spanning the end of a through the start of b will provide a
transition away from the mixed aeolic and iambo-trochaic rhythms to the pure
aeolic of lines c—h.

From what we can read of the poem, it appears that each stanza begins by
describing what must be negated and ends with what can be confirmed, but in
the poem as a whole Simonides gradually changes the emphasis from assert-
ing the impossibility of the perfection represented in the opening to cele-
brating the praiseworthiness of the goodness that is possible and sufficient.
As the audience’s perception of the limited good became more prominent,
the rhythmical pattern in which the conception of goodness was represented
at the start would be increasingly perceived in conformity with the rest of
the stanza, so that the ideal of perfection could be seen as an introduction
to the topic of human goodness rather than in contrast or opposition to it.

CoLON AND FRAME

We return to the question of the metrical structure of the poem. On top of the
repetitive, rhythmic pattern based on the “glyconic” and varied by segments
of iambo-trochaic, Simonides has imposed a separate pattern of wording and
syntax. There is a problem of nomenclature here. “Colon” has been used for
each of the longer rhythmic sequences into which a whole poem is divided—
in effect, for each printed line; in this sense, all the demarcations end cola,
but the sequences s2—s3 | Suvotov . . . Boréo |, and s4-s5, | tovdpopov . . .
¥Bovog |, are each divided into two “cola.” This is how Hutchinson uses the
word. He does not give a particular name to any sequences—even the obvious
glyconics—within these, since he apparently regards them as characterizing
their colon but not constituting it.!* “Colon” is also commonly used for “a

13. Unfortunately, Hutchinson is not clear about how he defines cola. His analysis of s2—s3 and s4-s5
could be read as offering an alternative justification for Wilamowitz’s divisions, that their repetition of in-
ternal features—patterning, pendant endings—are what mark out these sequences as cola, but his discussion
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rhythmical sequence accredited by frequent use,” one or more of which con-
stitute the longer units, the sections between the demarcations. West, who uses
colon with this meaning, marks a period-end at most of the demarcations in
Simonides’ poem (s3, s5, s7, s8), but appears to call all the separate longer
units “verses.” 4 To avoid ambiguity, I will use the term “frame” for the se-
quences that are demarcated by responding word-end and so control the pre-
sentation of language and thought. Frames may have a rhythmic character, but
that is not part of their definition, and they are not necessarily the rhythmic
constituents of longer sequences.'> We are accustomed to the contrast between
analysis by rhythm and by frame in stichic verse.!® We need not confront
it visually in stichic texts, however, because rhythmic sequence and frame
coincide at regular intervals; we do not have to choose between printing

- -v- Beolg pev ait-
—— - ® TOVS” amok-
. -v- Aaynv movev
or
v - -- Beovg pev aitd
-~ - v - v - 1OV dnalhoynyv TOvev

But in lyric verse, where both the patterns and the frames are less familiar
or self-evident and the points of coincidence too far apart, we print a song
analyzed sometimes by frames (unless they are too wide for the page),
sometimes by rhythmic sequences.

Periods, which occur in both stichic and lyric verse, are a special case of
frames, in which the verbal demarcation is supplemented by something that
can also bring about prosodic changes (which we call brevis in longo and
terminal hiatus). Period-end, or pausa, can be characterized by rhythmically
significant features (e.g., by a shift between regular and catalectic forms), but

seems to take the existence of the separate cola a priori. Note that those who use “colon” in this sense use
it without regard for whether or not there is demarcation by word-end (as here) and also use it for lengths
that could be, but are not necessarily, periods.

14. Sicking (1986, 428) notes the two uses of “colon.” West (p. 4, also 1987, 3) equates verses with
periods, but here they seem to correspond to what Hutchinson calls cola. Since the analysis into metrical
units presupposes that they end at what he marks as periods, there should be a separate basis for this mark-
ing, but none is given.

15. 1 am adapting “frame” from the work of Lotz, who uses it as the general term for all syntactically
defined units (including the word) within which phonetic material is regulated (1972, 4, 10; 1966, 139),
but in Lotz’s use frames are normative, and he supposes that the frame contains the rhythmic sequence; see
the similar use by Nagy (2004, 150-55). In Nagy’s analyses of the aeolic meters (1996, esp. 76) many of the
familiar cola appear (synchronically) to be the consequence of overlapping or dovetailing, a one-syllable
displacement of the verbal frame in a series (a consequence diachronically of the employment of cola a
syllable longer and shorter). From the point of view of the analysis of late Archaic or early Classical stanzas
here, I would regard dovetailing as a special case of coincidence of frame and rhythmic unit, not as a sepa-
ration of them.

16. Compare the contrasts between “inner” and “outer” metric in O’Neill (1940, 336 n. 3), and between
“metrical” and “rhythmical” cola in Sicking (1993, 52-57, with epodic verse as the example), or Parker’s
distinction between “metrical”” and “rhetorical” articulation, both “rhythmically significant,” throughout Greek
verse (1970, 51). Dale’s discussion of the effects of word division in Aeschylus’ lyric iambs also illustrates
the contrast (LMGD, 81-83).
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it need not impose a rhythmical terminus. I stress this because the frequency
with which pausa coincides with the end of a rhythmical segment creates
the impression that the two are necessarily associated. But only if we still be-
lieve that long and short syllables must be equated to crotchets and quavers
and that pausa must be assigned the value of a rest will it be necessary for
period-end to have rhythmic significance. In this context, it is worth remem-
bering that we do not know what the phonetic realizations of either cuts or,
more important, pausae really were.

Although pausa is often understood as a physical pause and not just a
stopping point, there are other ways in which terminus, or juncture, can be
indicated: variations in tempo or in intonation, for example.!” That rhythmical
sequences can continue over other kinds of breaks is clear enough from the
caesura of the hexameter and trimeter, and, more extremely, antilabe, as
well as from the numerous syntactic breaks within rhythmic sequences that
are not at caesurae. Similarly, it is not necessary that the prosodic effects
that characterize brevis in longo and terminal hiatus be rhythmic effects.
Conversely, when pausa does coincide with a thythmic and syntactic break,
it is possible that it was accompanied by an “empty beat” or by an overlong
pronunciation of a final syllable, which might maintain a musical or notional
rhythmic continuity that contrasted with the speech rhythm (e.g., at the end
of the trochaic tetrameter catalectic). Pausa as a framing phenomenon neither
requires nor denies a particular rhythmic realization in performance. The
important point is that a syllable at period-end always participates in the
rhythm as a long syllable, whether it already has this value or acquires it
from its position. '8

17. Juncture is “[a] term used in phonology to refer to the phonetic boundary features which may de-
marcate grammatical units such as morpheme, word, or clause. The most obvious junctural feature is silence,
but in connected speech this feature is not as common as the use of various modifications to the beginnings
and endings of grammatical units” (Crystal 1991, 188). Recent discussion in Classical metrics focuses on the
stichic forms, where there is a coincidence of rhythm and frame; see, e.g., Nagy 2004, 148—49. The strong
association of pausa and grammatical termini suggest some analogy in their realization, but even in mid-
sentence, or perhaps especially in midsentence, the point remains that the realization of pausa can take
various forms and perhaps even be optional. The four-syllable period of Pind. Ol. 7s3 could be enhanced
rhetorically by pauses on either side in many strophes, but I doubt that in performance the internal junc-
tures of 22-23, Il "HpaxAéog Il ebpvoBevel yévve, where period-end guarantees that -og is long, differed very
much from those of Pythian 10.3, dpiotopdyov yévog ‘HpokAiéog Bacirevet. Cf. the discussion of sense-
pauses by Stinton (1990, 310-14 = 1977, 27-30).

18. In the context of a diachronic description of verse forms, Nagy defines brevis in longo as “neutral-
ization, in prepausal position (that is, in the last syllable of a metrical unit), of the distinction between long
and short in favor of long” (1996, 65). The recognition of this as true indifference (neutralization) may be
critical to the explanation of the development of different (especially expanded) meters, but the strict defi-
nition of “pause” as it operates in Greek poetry (established by Boeckh for Pindar), since it involves the
possibility of hiatus as well as neutralization at the end of a frame, requires a distinction between prepausal
neutralization in favor of long and other types (e.g., the initial or final syllables of iambic or trochaic metra,
respectively) and allows the assumption that prepausal syllables are always perceived, for rhythmical pur-
poses, as long. Conversely, the glyconics in Anacreon’s stanzas are always demarcated by word-end, but never
are followed by hiatus or have a final syllable that would not be long in synaphy with the next metrical unit.
Rather than saying that the (synchronic) expectation of a final long, shown by these, is neutralized if a gly-
conic is followed by a pause, it is easier to assume that a short in a prepausal position always registers as
an actual long (more precisely, an otherwise light syllable is realized as a heavy one). I assume, therefore,
that there is some kind of phonetic expression of this (see also Devine and Stephens 1994, 79-84, 146).
With this assumption, the common rule that there is “no anceps iuxta breve except at period-end” can be
simplified to mean that there is no true anceps at period-end.
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When studying the interaction of poetic structure with sense or rhetoric,
it is valuable to note when there is or is not a coincidence of major gram-
matical unit, rhythmic sequence, and frame. The significance of each type
of agreement or disagreement may, however, vary with the type of compo-
sition or with the style of the poet (enjambment, for example, is probably more
noteworthy in Homer and Alcaeus, less in Sappho, Sophocles, and Pindar).
What we have seen in Simonides’ poem is a regular disagreement of frame
and rhythmic sequence.

The series of frames in the Ode fo Scopas, much more than the repetition
of the “glyconic” rhythmic sequence, makes it a distinctive composition. The
frames provide the structure that the poet can use to modulate the emphases
in his sentences, to bring ideas to prominence, and to create parallelism and
contrast—what we generally think of as the subtle effects of well-formed
poetry. Judging from the remains we have, after the opening proposition in
the first frame of each stanza (s1), we hear two long frames expanding the
initial idea (s2—s3, s4—s5). Hutchinson has well described how their rhythms
are parallel; both alternate double-short with a short sequence of single-
short and end on single-short. A period-end divides the stanza (s5); the end
of the frame coincides here with the end of a rhythmic unit. A progression
of shorter frames follows; there is also near parallelism in s6—s7, following
the period-end:

SO v —mw —— v - v o -

Now we hear the poet’s assertion in response to the idea expounded in the first
part. In the second stanza s6—s7 turn from the initial contrast of man and
god to the role of circumstance in man’s contingent goodness; in the third,
s6—s7 introduce the poet’s actions with the parallel drnoyyelém and piléw. In
$9-s10 the synonymous unde¢v aicypov in the third stanza and kolrd in the
fourth are each followed by the initial dative of a phrase defining their limits.

Frames may be superimposed on a rhythmic pattern, but we need not
assume that the imposition always produces arbitrary and unfamiliar partial
sequences. The initial «~--—— that begins two frames (s4 and s6) can recall,
for example, a sequence (not a colon) found in at least one type of Lesbian
aeolic, the part of the sapphic hendecasyllable after its most common caesura.
The familiarity of short segments may be important in understanding what
happens after the period-end at y8ovéc.'® Coming immediately after a sig-
nificant break, the series of syllables v~—-—- echoes the immediately pre-
ceding glyconic cadence as well as the start of the previous frame. These
echoes help signal a kind of transition here, the end of one development and

19. Any discussion of the following six syllables is limited by uncertainty over the text, for this is the
one spot where the manuscripts offer a different scansion for each stanza. Page’s text is modeled on Oying
Gvnip in the fourth stanza, following Bergk in deleting &v after ov in the second, and, least convincingly,
emending £ne®’ to ni & in the third. Wilamowitz, suspecting that Oy &vrip is misplaced, hesitantly in-
terpreted the tradition as = =-+—- = dochmiac (1913, 164 n. 2, 165 n. 3, 182-83); most subsequent editors
rightly find this even more unlikely.
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the beginning of the next: the glyconic series is broken by a familiar fraction
of itself. The rhythmic series then resumes in a new form, in which the aeolic
sequences are each followed by short iambo-trochaic sequences. In terms of
frames (metrically), this section introduces sequences of a different kind,
ones in which the double-short is the penultimate element (~~-); these are
equivalent to what West calls anaclastic, and Dale B-type aeolic cola, which
were very uncommon in the earlier lyric known to us (as will be discussed
below). If Simonides’ practice here is not a one-off performance, but the
application of one technique used by late Archaic poets to introduce flexi-
bility to repetitive patterns, it could be significant for the way we incorporate
cola of that type into our analyses of late Archaic or early Classical verse.
If the technique was widespread, it could have had the consequence of accus-
toming audiences to fractional cola and alternative patterns as rhythmic en-
tities—introducing, that is, more varied cola, which in time would become
by themselves a basis for different rhythms.

RHYTHM AND FRAME IN PINDAR

The prevalence of such a technique is hinted at by Bruno Snell. Toward
the end of the “Metrorum Conspectus” appended to his edition of Pindar,
Snell notes, perhaps ruefully: in aeolicis aliquando cola inter se cohae-
rentia “pausa” dirimi videntur, sed cum in aeolicis metris explicandis omnia
incertiora sint, hanc rem hic movere nolo; he gives only two examples,
from Paeanes 6.%° But let us look at the epode of Pythian 2. In the scheme
in figure 3 I arrange the epode according to the rhythm; the superscript
numbers correlate with the lineation in Snell’s text (e1—e8), and “(+)” rep-
resents the interpretation of a rhythmic discontinuity as part of a pendant
sequence (e.g., v—— (+) v rather than - + —v).

Lines a—g form a series of “glyconic” phrases in two lengths; lines A—k
begin with a pendant “pherecratean,” the familiar sequel to the blunt “gly-
conic,” and alternate pendant “glyconic” lengths with iambo-trochaic; the
stanza ends with a series of “glyconic” phrases. We can contrast this with
a colometric analysis. Snell follows the normal procedure of starting with
the demarcated lengths, printed as the separate lines (= el—e8, the frames).
His analysis makes use of a group of cola ending -«-~-. He calls the full,
eight-syllable version in this group a choriambic dimeter and also rec-
ognizes acephalous versions of seven syllables (= ““chodim”) and of six
(= “(“chodim)”). In his text of Pindar (but not in the “Conspectus”), Snell
analyzes each of the first three lines (pausa only after elb and e2) as a com-
bination of a glyconic (with bases of ~-) and one of the acephalous chori-
ambic dimeters; lines e3—-e5 are made up of regular glyconic forms
(including a pherecratean) and syncopated iambics; each of lines €6, e7, and

20. Snell 1989, 189 (= p. 172 in Snell 1964; the section has been reprinted unaltered in subsequent Teubner
editions). In both examples the period-end separates two choriambs in expanded cola, so that the terminal
sequence of the first segment is the same as dyyeAéw here. Snell also cites five examples from the dactylo-
epitrites (1989, 183 = 1964, 167).
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. Rhythmical patterns in Pindar Pythian 2, epode

e8 begins with a different length of a cho dim. There is typically a break in
alternating rhythm between these units and within the basis, but never over
line-end (or period-end). Thus Snell’s scheme yields a colometry whose
outstanding characteristic is that, within and between periods, various types
of gly alternate with various types of cho dim—that is, cola ending «~—-—
or w~—v— contrast with those ending «~-.?! This contrast makes it some-
what similar to Simonides’ ode, but, just as there, we can see here that the
changes and apparent variety of rhythm within the frames determined by
word-end (including, in this case, period-end) are overlaying a simpler and
more uniform rhythmic sequence.

Again, I stress that lines a—n do not represent an alternative colometry;
rather, they present the rhythm as something separate from the frames that
have been used as the starting points for a traditional colometry. And although
the pattern of the rhythm is less simple than that of the Ode to Scopas, the
rhythmic scheme reveals a greater regularity and architectural clarity than
can be detected by dividing as Snell did and deriving the rhythm from the
framing structure.?? Since it is the pattern of rhythmic movements that is
important, and not their division into lines or units (which is just a visual

21. Turyn ([1948] 1952) brings more apparent uniformity to the analysis in his edition by treating —v—v~-
as a maecenas rather than a choriambic dimeter, but the name does not alter the fact that these are sequences
ending in a double-short movement; for present purposes, the distinctions among the various nomenclatures

for (xx)—v—vv— , although theoretically important, are not germane. In the “Conspectus” Snell redivides
“gly ("chodim)” as “hipp (ia)” by grouping the tenth syllable (underlined) with those to its left instead of
toitsright: v — = v v - v - — v — v« -

22. The kinds of palterns?resented in the central section of this scheme—pendant endings followed by
iambic elements—are excluded by Snell (1962, 37) as possible forms of external expansion in the forma-
tion of a period in the Lesbian poets and Horace; however, gly pher ia is his own analysis of €3 in this ode
(I will discuss such sequences below). In my analysis, of course, there is no intention of describing a pe-
riod. It is only because of the layout I have used that the iambo-trochaic segments are to the right of the
aeolic. One could separate the segments differently, and replace each instance of —— (+) v with - + —«;
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aid), I adopted a layout in figure 3 that demonstrates the role of the extended
iambo-trochaic sequences in A—k as the distinguishing feature of the middle
section of the strophe. In figure 4, I present a different layout for the second
half of the stanza, redistributing lines -/ to show how the rhythmic analysis
is aligned with the framing.

Now each of the various “glyconic” sequences is both preceded and fol-
lowed by iambo-trochaic alternation and forms the core of one frame. The
final rhythmic series, lines e7-e8 = [n, can be seen to resemble closely
Sappho’s glyconic stanza. The audience, of course, did not hear the poem as
a column; they heard repeating aeolic sequences with or without separating
lengths of iambo-trochaic and with irregularly recurrent period-ends.

The rhythm reveals three sections to the stanza, or two sections and a coda.
The change from the first to the second becomes noticeable in the middle of
line A, and the end of that line also corresponds with the end of a frame, e3.
Not unexpectedly, the shift from a uniform series of rhythmic patterns to a
new set of patterns leaves its mark in a colometric analysis as well. In Snell’s
analysis el, elb, and e2 all end in double-short, and e3 would also, save for
its extension by an iambic metron; e4, e5, and e6 end in single-short. But the
rhythmic analysis makes clear both the unity of each section and the under-
lying continuity of rhythmic pattern throughout the stanza; more striking,
however, is that the analysis that separates rhythm and framing marks the
division between the first and second sections more clearly by showing that
the end of a frame and of a rhythmic phrase do coincide at the end of /& = e3
(we saw a similar coincidence, involving period-end, in Simonides’ ode).
While the stanza stands on its own as a structured rhythmic (and perhaps
also musical and choreographic) composition, there is a reflection in the verbal
content of the separation into two parts. In the third triad yoipe, enjambing
g—h, signals that one poetic section is coming to an end. In the other triads
a pronominal form at the start of line i introduces a change of focus: in
A’ 1edv reintroduces Hieron between the positive example of the grateful
maiden and the negative example of Ixion; in B’ tov begins a new stage of
the story; and in A’ doa defines what is hoped for by poet and victor but lost
by the negative exemplar of the previous lines.

I doubt that this kind of analysis would yield anything so uniform in the
strophe of this ode. It is more likely that, whatever the principle of the
strophe of Pythian 2 (its rhythm appears to be built up from extended runs
of single- and double-short, held together by appearances of the glyconic
cadence; it is somewhat similar to Simonides 543, the Danaé Ode), Pindar
has reverted to what I take to be one of the older methods of construction
in the epode, in order to provide a contrasting stanza of rhythmic evenness
and clarity.

but it seems reasonable to me that, just as in Simonides’ poem, the interpretation that gives the rhythm a
more regular character would be the one most readily recognized. Here that would be the appearance, after
aseries of “glyconics,” first of a “pherecratean” and then of similar sequences, just when the aeolic phrases
begin to alternate with iambo-trochaic sequences. Note also that, unlike Snell, I have treated all tribrachs
uniformly as -~.
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FiG. 4. Partial alternate representation of Pindar Pythian 2, epode

THE VARIETIES OF AEOLIC COLA

I have suggested that this compositional technique made use of the audience’s
familiarity with fractional segments of the already familiar rhythmic sequences
and at the same time could make some new divisions of familiar sequences
come to appear as satisfactory rhythmic units by themselves.?? In the epode
of Pythian 2 (see fig. 3, p. 39 above), we see three instances of what is usually
called a dodrans, lines c, e, and g; and perhaps one of an adonic (= catalectic
dodrans), line k; these are the final and characteristic segments of the glyconic
and pherecratean. There is little evidence that either of these is an independent
colon in early Archaic verse. The adonic, however, provides an excellent
example of how persistent framing patterns, in this case one isolating a phrase
of that shape at the end of the hexameter and another isolating it at the end
of the sapphic stanza, make a sequence familiar and potentially susceptible
to other uses.?* In Pythian 2e, the “dodrans” and “adonic” do not function
fully independently; rather, each instance is in a context created by the longer,
well-established patterns, and the rhythmic character of the shorter segments
is reinforced by those, so that the poet can take advantage of their familiarity
and use them as rhythmic sequences. Uses such as this, however, would
also reinforce the likelihood of their being perceived independently.

On the other hand, this rhythmic analysis of Pythian 2e completely dis-
penses with sequences matching Snell’s various “choriambic dimeters” as
compositional units, just as the analysis of Simonides removed the appear-
ance of West’s anaclastic dodrans (= Snell’s “(“cho dim)”’). A number of issues

23. Something like this may already be apparent in the third line of the common form of Attic scolia,
where two easily recognizable phalaeceans are followed by a line beginning «~-~- ... and ending with a
choriamb. Nothing is gained by calling this an iamb rather than an aeolic segment.

24. Nagy remarks about the traditional fourth line of sapphic stanza, “To posit an adonic . . . is to invoke
a segmentation for which I know of no diachronic explanation” (1996, 78 n. 65). I would argue that in the
sapphic stanza the adonic really has become separate from the previous “line,” but it is purely contextual in
origin: it owes its existence to its effect as a clausular, catalectic echo created out of the previous sequences
(as West says, the last “period” is a “distended form of the first and second” [p. 33]; Nagy locates the
adonic in a catalectic telesillean dovetailed with a preceding telesillean). Voigt’s description of the meters
of the Lesbians uses the adonic only for Sappho 158 (relying on a report of a report of an adonic dimeter
by Marius Victorinus, it seems an unlikely analysis), and she has no recourse to the dodrans. West has a
very unusual analysis of the hendecasyllable of the alcaic stanza into a penthemimer and a dodrans (p. 33)
and otherwise finds the dodrans only in late Classical verse. West’s use of the dodrans as a colon differs
toto caelo from Dale’s (MU 93) and Sicking’s (1993, 137) use of the equivalent sequence ds as a metrical
“unit,” along with d and s (described below), in the composition of Lesbian aeolic.
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come together here, and it will be useful to review the role of this colon as
a basic pattern.

The forms whose eight-syllable standard is known, under various
theoretical regimes, as choriambic dimeter (Wilamowitz), wilamowitzianus
(Maas), aeolic dimeter B (Dale), or anaclastic glyconic (West) constitute
one of the most disputed areas in the modern study of Greek metrics. Some
of the difficulty reflects the difference between a focus on their use and a
focus on their origin. Wilamowitz originally isolated the pattern by com-
paring various cola, including the glyconic, to the ur-Germanic four-stress
verse or Vierheber (so one sometimes finds “glyconic” as the name for all
the forms). That particular comparison has long been discredited, but the
historical and comparative perspective has been put on much firmer ground
in Indo-European studies, which derive the form, just like the glyconic, from
an Indo-European octosyllable having six unspecified initial syllables and
ending ~—. When the last four syllables become fixed as a choriamb, the ex-
pressions of the choriambic dimeter (including iambo-choriambic) are dif-
ferent realizations of the freedom of the first half. Choriambic dimeter forms
retain much of the variability of the first half in the fifth century, contrary
to the general tendency of the other Greek verse types derived from this
octosyllable to differentiate themselves more fully as fixed forms—this variety
is in fact what makes their history visible.?> From this perspective, rhyth-
mical simplification would not need to rely on the glyconic; for example,
the epode of Pythian 2 could be understood to open this way:

But the immediate history of the use of these verse forms in the Archaic
and Classical periods discourages this description. Fifth-century practice sup-
ports a distinction between the iambo-choriambic forms (x—-- ----) with
a short third (or sixth from last) syllable and all the other types with a final
choriamb; Dale (LMGD, 131-32) treats the former as built of metra (and
not really aeolic), the latter as cola to be taken whole. The interchange of
iambic and choriambic metra can be found in some tetrameters of Anacreon
(PMG 388) and iambo-choriambic forms continue to be found in iambic or
choriambic contexts. But the octosyllabic choriambic dimeter as a colon
exists in Archaic verse, and even in Corinna (if one wishes to include her),
only as an alternative to the glyconic; that is, it is found only when there are
repetitive sequences including the glyconic and in forms where syllable
count is regulated. In the fifth century it is absent from Aeschylus and only
becomes common in Euripides and comedy. The acephalous seven- (and
six-) syllable forms have no basis for being recognized except as variants of

25. The diachronic development of the Greek forms from Indo-European prototypes is summarized by
Nagy (1996, 71-74), with references to his own earlier work and that of Watkins.
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the longer form.?® The history of use thus offers no evidence that the forms
of choriambic dimeter enjoyed the familiarity that would make them rec-
ognizable as patterns without the reinforcement of demarcation, even if the
analysis of their origin shows that they are akin to the glyconic.

West’s analysis avoids the problem of the conflict between these con-
clusions, because it is based on a theory of rhythm according to which all
sequences that can be analyzed as choriambic are in fact anaclastic iambic
(or trochaic). The double-short is not a single rhythmic element, but two,
and anaclasis may be compared to musical syncopation in which “an accented
short note [is] followed by a longer one.” Aeolic, and any verse type in
which one can locate both iambic and choriambic forms of the four-syllable
metron, is characterized by “snappy syncopations and wrong-footing changes
of bar length”; it becomes a kind of iambic with special effects and “the gly-
conic variants in which J?J occupy the first or second half of the verse
instead of the centre appear quite natural from this point of view.” Since it
is the presence of a musical (strong) beat that shapes the measures, differ-
ences in exact sequence are of little consequence, and we are free anywhere
to assume the presence of any of the “natural” forms that might result. (With-
out this theory, the analyses would appear to be motivated primarily by a
desire to be economical with the nomenclature.) If we proceed on the more
common assumption that Greek meter is appreciated in terms of patterns of
long and short (with the two shorts constituting a single rhythmic element
even if they count as two syllables), the question of when it is appropriate
to recognize the choriambic dimeter remains open.?’

One way to reconcile the two results discussed above is to assume that
the choriambic dimeter forms had long been in use in popular poetry lost to
us (the comic eupolidean—two cho dim ending with a blunt catalexis—would,
perhaps, be a late witness) and were adopted into the formal lyric poetry of
festival and other public occasions well after other types. Or it could be argued
that the process that generates the choriambic dimeter forms—the contrast
between free opening and rigid closing segments—was always in some way
immanent in the language, whether as an inherited feature or as a feature
typical of many language systems (the interchangeability of iambic and
choriambic metra within Anacreon’s tetrameters would be a consequence of
the process). That same conclusion is reached without recourse to diachronic
or comparative metrics in Cole’s theory of the rhythmic cycles within the
langue of Greek. He calculates the eight-syllable patterns possible within the

26. Dale, LMGD 131-36. Itsumi (1982) includes a discussion of early uses. He cites three exceptional
passages in Pindar as obvious cho dim sequences (71 n. 43; he prefers the label wil). In Ol. 956, a cho dim is
substituted in a series of glyconics; on Nem. 4, see p. 44 below; Isthm. 8 apparently repeats short sequences
ending —-~- set off by caesurae, period-ends, or breaks in rhythmic synaphy, but that poem also features
some anomalies that complicate the scansion and analysis.

27. The presentation of aeolic in Greek Metre depends on West’s theory of the musical beat, but it is
not spelled out there. Users of that volume should consult as well West 1987, 7-8, and 1992, 139, 148-50
(the quotations above are from 1992, 139 and 148-49). The singleness of the double-short as an element is
an observation both of its equivalence to single-short and anceps in the alternating rhythms of poetry and
of its role in speech rhythm (Devine and Stephens 1994, 127-28), not a deduction from the phenomenon of
contraction (or biceps). In this respect, acolic does not differ from dactylo-epitrite.
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constraints of the underlying rules for long-short contrast; there are seven,
and three of these include what we are calling iambo-choriambic, glyconic,
and choriambic dimeter (p. 8); all of these would be available to the parole.

Any of these possible solutions will explain why the choriambic di-
meter was acceptable without requiring a protos heuretes, but none directly
addresses the fact that the sequences ending in a choriamb appear late on
the scene in the formal poetry we know and only gradually free themselves
from the glyconic context. The analyses I propose, in which frames are
superimposed on rhythmic sequences resembling the glyconic, draw our
attention to how the two types overlap, with change of basis:

—v—vuw—v— —v—vv—v—1jsalso... —v—ve— oc——w—voe— o— ..

In the acephalous versions the overlap is even more exact:

x—ww—w—  x—ww—w—jsalso ... x—vv— vox—ve—  w— ...

This is what creates the possibility of different analyses. But the goal of this
method of composition, apparently, is not to disguise one form as the other
but rather to make use of the rhythmic familiarity of the “glyconic” in its
various lengths. For the underlying rhythmic clarity of undemarcated “gly-
conics” permits demarcations that mark out other sequences, ones that are
not intrinsically or necessarily foreign to the rhythms of Greek but that are,
it seems, less familiar.

It is also possible for choriambic dimeter forms, if they are unambiguously
demarcated and presented, to supply by themselves a readily apparent motif;
this happens in the strophe of Nemean 4:

X=X —— o — "Apiotog ed@pochva
vvvvvv Il névov kexkppévov
x=x—~v~—I iotpdg ai & copai

We could realign these lines to bring out “glyconic” sequences (breaking after
novev and io-), but there is no call for that; nothing would be gained and it
would lead only to more irregularity later on in the stanza. But this example
is very different from the intermixture of various choriambic forms and gly-
conic forms required by the attempt to account for the rhythm of Pythian 2e
in terms of traditional cola as established units within periods. So I do not
mean to eliminate sequences ending with a double-short from the analyses
of rhythm in Pindar, but to suggest that we look again at strophes that do
intermix the various lengths of cho dim and glyconic. In such cases the iden-
tification of such cola with rhythm may have led us to overlook an actual
rhythmic construction that is much simpler and creates a better context for
perception.

RHYTHMS AND PATTERNS

In discussing the Ode to Scopas and Pythian 2e 1 stressed the ease of rec-
ognizing a “glyconic.” It not only appears to have been a well-established
form, it also has a distinctive cadence that makes the exact demarcation less
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important; in addition, repetition and, usually, continuity of alternation re-
inforced the sense of rhythm, and discontinuities often clarified the pattern-
ing. Other forms were recognizable in the context established by “glyconic”
rhythm. My goal, however, was not to find “glyconics” wherever possible
but to discover a simple, underlying basis for the rhythmic scheme. I referred
to the opening of Nemean 4 to indicate that clear demarcations and regular
repetition might allow a less familiar form to serve the same purpose; the
repetition itself would encourage the audience to recognize the poem as
rhythmical. In a final analysis I will take the argument a step further, to ex-
plore whether the rhythm can be based on a phrase that is less self-evident
and less regularly repeated than in the previous examples.

The example I will use is the strophe of Pythian 10. It opens with a ringing
verbal phrase (a nominal sentence):

‘OMBia Aaxedoipomv, —v—vwv—-—

There is word-end in all eight responsions, and the final syllable is short in
line 43. Some editors demarcate the line as a period; all describe it as a
single pherecratean colon. Although I noted earlier that the pherecratean as
a colon is not as obvious as the glyconic, the opening of the strophe of
Pythian 10 sets it out unmistakably. The previous instances I have discussed
were set up by preceding glyconics. This kind of initial use recalls the role
of the pherecratean as an independently inherited form (rather than as a
shortened glyconic):?® the opening cry of Sappho 111, Tyot 81 to nérabpov,
and, in its acephalous form, the opening lines of the “Swallow Song,” q\0’
M\Oe yeMddv (PMG 848, assuming it is or imitates an early popular song),
or Aeschylus’ repeated tercet, which I cited before for its gly + pher final
line, but which begins pher Il pher |l (see too Sept. 295-300).

I believe the rhythm of the strophes of Pythian 10 can best be understood
by taking this opening as the declaration of a distinctive pattern: that is, the
pherecratean colon becomes a “pherecratean” pattern that provides the sense
of rhythm in this strophe, and what is most distinctive about the pattern is not
its exact shape but the aeolic context it creates and the cadence, . .. —~v——,
which incorporates a break in alternation. Before I propose a scheme that
illustrates that, however, I need to return to the question of how best to de-
scribe the last syllable of a pherecratean or other pendant colon.

Pherecrateans have usually been discussed as freestanding or clausular
cola that are followed by obligatory word-end; the last syllable can be long
or short. In the case of forms that end blunt, . . . «=|, we take any final short
syllable to be brevis in longo and assume period-end; but in those that end
pendant, . . . v—x=I, as the pherecratean does, no internal patterning makes
that necessary. Dale, accordingly, asserts that the final syllable of a pendant
colon, apart from ionic and syncopated iambic, always occupies a position
for an “anceps syllable,” so that if it is long it is a “long anceps” and con-
trasts with the preceding “true long.” But that is an axiom, not an observation

28. See Nagy 1996, 75.
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or deduction.?” Nothing, in fact, prevents us from taking the final position
as a place for a long syllable, just as in the case of a blunt ending. Since the
pherecratean in particular can function as a catalectic variant (in which the
penultimate short appears to be repressed, just as in catalectic iambic), and
since an actual long final syllable is more common than a short, it is an easy
assumption that the final position is, in fact, the long expected at period-
end, and that a final long is a characteristic of the form, not just an apparent
consequence when it occupies a terminal position. This is how Snell treats
it. He will even locate a pherecratean ending with two longs in the middle
of a period in a position in which a final anceps would contravene the general
rule forbidding an anceps position adjacent to another anceps or short with-
out intervening obligatory word-end and, presumably, period-end (O!. 1s6,
Apher ia; Nem. 3e3, pher “pher).>°

We can also consider the question apart from theory in terms of the con-
tinuing rhythmic context of individual instances. Three longs in a row are
most easily interpreted as —x—, and that remains true even if there is word-
end after the second, as long as there is no instance of hiatus to necessitate
the assumption of period-end.?! On the other hand, the sequence . . . «——~ .
(or ... -—-x), contains a break in alternation, and the second long, like the
first, is not an anceps but a fixed long (West’s princeps). A sequence that
scans . . . v—xlv, as Pythian 10s1—s2 does, is no different. The apparent
juxtaposition of anceps and breve, which never occurs without obligatory
word-end, indicates that there is period-end here, so that the variable syllable
is the long always found at period-end; the one short, in line 43, is a brevis
in longo, and the two longs are not rhythmically different from each other.3?
The context here, therefore, dictates that what the audience perceives at the
start of the stanza is...---—-—(+), and this agrees with theories of the
pherecratean that do not posit final anceps as a rhythmic entity.

29. LMGD 26; more fully Dale 1969b, 185-90. Her argument is rejected by Parker (1976, 25-27).
Dale’s argument is consistent with, and reinforces her conception of, long anceps as a quantity shorter than
“true long” in performance; this is highly unlikely, given the probability of terminal lengthening in Greek
(Devine and Stephens 1994, 146-52).

30. Wilamowitz ([1921] 1962, 92, 396-99) presents the pherecratean as a catalectic dimeter (Vierheber)
ending in two longs and distinguishes it from a Kurzvers such as the reizianum that does end with an anceps.
Maas (§34, p. 29) originally advocated assuming that all final elements were longa but added the after-
thought that they could be marked as an elementum finale; this has no further place in his system. Discussions
are further complicated in some writers who adopt an ancient distinction between the adiaphoros (indifferent)
at verse-end and the anceps elsewhere. I have not found any place where Snell explains his rationale; Turyn’s
analysis ([1948] 1952) for both passages separates the successive longs.

31. For example, the first two lines of the sapphic stanza are conventionally set out with pendant end-
ings on the assumption that there is period-end (there are no firm examples of hiatus); some editors, more
cautiously, show anceps (note especially Voigt, who also marks finis coli not period-end in her edition
[1971, 15, 21]). The ambiguities of anceps, brevis in longo, and pendant ending are discussed by Stinton
(1990, 324-25, 328-29, 358-61 = 1977, 38, 41-42, 64-66), in connection with the problem of dividing
cola in tragedy. See also West 1982b, 286-88.

32. As I argued above (n. 18), the concept of a final (period-ending) anceps is not meaningful. The re-
striction on anceps iuxta breve is described by Maas (§35, pp. 29-30); there are, of course, exceptions,
most notably, in the aeolic basis xx (in cases of xIx the possibility of overlap may confuse an analysis). Turyn
([1948] 1952) for some reason does not mark either Pyth. 10s1 or the parallel case of OI. 1sl as periods,
even though he treats them as separate verses and explicitly says (p. XI) that anceps iuxta breve (and pre-
sumably iuxta anceps) at an obligatory cut is a sign of period-end.
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a - X - v v - = (+)
b U — X — v U — U — +
c = v == (+)
d R i I X

e Tvvo- )
e x

g mve-- (+)
h S (+)
i

-~

— b0 U — v — U — X — X — v —

FiG. 5. Rhythmical patterns in Pindar Pythian 10, strophe

For the remainder of Pindar’s stanza, Snell’s analysis mixes five cho dims
of various lengths together with six cola from the glyconic family and one
iamb and one cretic. In figure 5 I present a rhythmical analysis that takes the
pherecratean colon as an intentional cue or motif and present the poem di-
vided into a series of aeolic segments (superscript numbers correspond to
Snell’s periods s2—s6); toward and at the end of the strophe, there are two
iambo-trochaic sequences (we can compare both the tendency in dactylo-
epitrite for single-syllable alternation to characterize the ending, and the
structure of the Ode to Scopas).

Note that every instance of the pattern «-~—- after the first line (in c, e,
g, and h) is followed by a single short syllable, reproducing its context; all
of these instances are in shorter sequences (three resemble the sequence
“adonic”). Since each of the short syllables that follow the two longs could
be heard as part of the start of the following aeolic sequence, as if it belonged
to the basis or to a single-short series preceding the next double-short, I have
put them all to the left of the sequences in the scheme rather than to the right
(except in line i, where the typical, eight-syllable dimeter length suggests a
degree of self-sufficiency, despite the internal break in alternation, before
the sequence in j that matches a normal “glyconic”).

The “glyconic” sequences in lines b and j are unremarkable in the context
of “pherecrateans”; the former is quickly followed by a reassertion of the
motif of the opening, and the latter appears to introduce rhythmic variation
for the coda. Line d is more notable. The anceps at the end falls between
two princeps-syllables and alternation is unbroken (in addition to the fact
that word-end is avoided after long anceps); so in terms of rhythm the se-
quence ~~—x is different from the close of the first frame.33 Pindar has not
made it stand out as a disruption, however, because the actual pattern of
quantities (rather than rhythm) does mostly match the opening: the anceps

33. It is implicit in both Snell’s analysis and mine that the sequence . . . v~~—{x}-~~ ... would not be heard
as part of a single phrase in aeolic rhythm (after the basis); see also Dale’s observation on the absence of
vvvvvvvvv (LMGD 159 n. 1).
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is long seven times out of eight (the eighth time it is being adapted to an
exceptional effect; note the sequence of falling word-shapes in the gnome
[line 28], ydrkgog / odpavds / o not’ / duPetde). Similarly, the two double-
shorts in d are rhythmically concordant and probably familiar—the rthythm
of Sappho 110 is pher?, and in Sappho 111 Apher¢ follows the opening pher
after the refrain—but it is, nonetheless, different. Line d thus varies from its
predecessors; it extends the rhythm internally and, although it may raise the
expectation of a clear, consistent close, it does not provide one but continues
the rhythmic alternation into a new sequence. (Analysis by frames is inde-
terminate here, since this same section of the strophe also lacks demarca-
tions.) The new sequence, line e, takes the shape of an “adonic” and firmly
reasserts the norm, breaking the continuity of alternation, and also ending
a period. We can see (and hear) that lines a—e constitute the first section of
the stanza.

The second section begins, in line f, with a repetition of the uncertainty
of movement; the apparent basis is uniquely ~—, and the anceps at the end
turns out to be a true anceps (5 -, 3 -). But the typical aeolic seven-syllable
length and the preceding “adonic” suggest the possibility of hearing it, like
line d, as a variation from the “pherecratean” motif, and that pattern is im-
mediately reinforced in lines g and A. This section ends with a turn to iambo-
trochaic in line i, and, as I already noted, the strophe’s coda (lines j—k) is
marked by the acatalectic “glyconic” followed by an expanded acatalectic
sequence (“dodrans®”) and another segment of single-short alternation. The
two double-shorts in the final aeolic sequence k echo the sequence that closed
the first section.’* The movement from the second section to the coda is a
transition rather than a break, so that the structure of the stanza is not A, B,
C but A, B + C. The transition takes place within or at the end of line i; in
the poem we find word-break at the period-end after «—-~—, but also, six
times out of eight, after the following v—-~.

The framing is formed by periods (after s1) that each contain at least two
rhythmic sequences, so that the thought progresses through long verbal move-
ments. But the rhythmic analysis helps us see the three-part structure that
Pindar has given to himself as an outline for composition and to the audience
as a guide to the comprehension of the strophe as a whole.3® These larger
rhythmical sections are separated both by the variations in rhythmic design
at the transitions between them and by their interaction with the framing struc-
ture; to appreciate them we have to overcome our habit of reading for framed

34. 1 think this better describes the effect these would make here than calling it a “glyconic” with a
variant basis in -+, though that is also possible, given the preceding “glyconic.” One could also extend
both of these by one syllable to emphasize the possibility of pendant closes, but the stanza has offered no
reason not to prefer the familiarity of the “glyconic” cadence.

35. This ode is clearly articulated, and the threefold structure could be inferred from the regular punc-
tuation at the end of s3 and the greater length of the fourth period; such structures were a formal part of the
metrical presentation in the days when the use of J. H. H. Schmidt’s elaboration of mid-nineteenth-century
theories provided the basis for forcing symmetries onto the patterns of forced equal measures, and in this
instance it even recognized the same division (see the scheme in Gildersleeve’s edition [1890] 1965, 114).
But the reader of Snell’s or Turyn’s metrical analyses by standard cola will find no hint of the presence of
sectional divisions within the stanza.
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units (cola and period lengths), while giving more emphasis to the points at
which rhythmic sequences do close on demarcations (especially, in this case,
the end of e = s3). In Pythian 10s this structure is also a guide to the orga-
nization of thought. For example, in the first strophe, lines a—d present the
introductory foils (I have added macrons where necessary to mark prepausal
long syllables),

a —X— e~ = (+) "O\pia Aaxedaipov,

2o x— v — - +  pdkopo Occoaria. tatpog &’
¢ —ee-- (+) dppotéparg €
d < 3c-cvo-vo- x £vOC Gprotopdyov yévog ‘Hpa-
e —ee-- (+) KAéog Baciledet.

lines f~i change the focus to a series of (pronominal and proper) name caps
that give the ode a specific origin and locale,

f o te-—-cvo- x Tl KOUTE® mapd Kapov;
g @ —ee-- (+) aAa pe ITuBd
h e —vwe-- (+) ¢ Kol 10 [Tehvvai-

i c-v-do -0 ov andel Aleva te
and lines j—k announce the reasons for the performance: the sponsors’ motive,
and the victor’s.

j me e + noideg, ‘InmokAéq BEhov-
k -f0coc-co-0c- x —x — v~ — T€C Ayoyelv EmKkopiov
GvdpdV KAuTdV oM.

In the antistrophe lines a—e present the victory; f~i (ending this time at the
period-end) address the god; and j—k present, as a balanced pair, the reasons
for success: divine help and family. Such patterning does not impose a nec-
essary and rigid logical structure, but a set of possibilities, which the poet
uses with varying degrees of explicitness. There is a striking enjambment in
line 21, 0eog €in / anniuov kéap, between the first and second section; the
strophe of T is divided between music, festivity, and freedom from suffer-
ing, but the progression of the narrative makes no use of articulations in the
antistrophe of T”.

Some of the sequences here, with the varying lengths of single-short alter-
nation before the double-short, are not easy to label as the rhythmic equiv-
alents of named cola, but they remain recognizably aeolic, because the context
was set by the initial phrases, which are familiar as sixth-century aeolic forms.
The varying aeolics of the later Classical tradition, which we now treat as in-
dividual colon-lengths in tragic lyric (and which are the basis of Hutchinson’s
description of the colometry of Simonides 542) may have their origin in the
use of rhythmic patterns in the lyric technique we see exemplified here.

CONCLUSIONS

The method that I have adopted here for describing the rhythm of these
three lyric strophes has similarities to two methods elaborated in the last
twenty years. The common element is the separation of rhythm from the
analysis of verbal frames, although the other two methods are much more
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reductive and neither fully divorces rhythm from verbal demarcation. On
one side, there is the severely atomic approach that C. M. J. Sicking developed
and that produces analyses similar to those in Dale’s essay on the “periodic
style” of composition: they use d = —~~- and s = -~ - to provide the most
efficient expression of the sequences possible in Greek verse. Analysis begins
with the isolation of these units and the ancipitia that may or may not adjoin
them. The method has the advantage of closely connecting poetic rhythm to
its basis in the syllabic contrast in Greek prosody. Dale and Sicking look for
groupings within each period that might give a verse its generic character,
but the level of analysis is so close to the actual pattern of longs and shorts
that it deprives us of the ability to notice the formative role of familiar se-
quences.*® On the other side are the broad generalizations of Cole’s method
(which looks more to performance than to composition). Cole argues that
the audience had a knowledge of cyclically repeating rhythmic sequences and
that the verses are, in effect, composed of line segments taken from these.
While this unifies a wide range of possible verse types and takes into account
the possibility of alternative demarcations for the same rhythm, both theory
and analysis acquire a level of complexity beyond what the relatively straight-
forward schemes here seem to call for. As an approach to rhythm, then, I
have taken a middle road that calls on the mediating factor of the audience’s
experience with the regularities of the earlier Archaic lyric to isolate what
is familiar and recognizable. The analyses proposed are compatible with what
can be learned from descriptions of actual practice, with the derivation of
Greek meters from Indo-European syllabic forms, and with the Greek tra-
dition’s tendency to regular alternation in poetic speech; since they rely on
patterns of speech, they are independent of—or indifferent to—the ways they
could be realized in musical performance.

The fundamental principle of these analyses is that the “colon” or “period,”
conceived as an independent or delimited unit, is not synonymous with
rhythmic structure—we have to work with two phenomena, rhythm and
framing, not one. There is some confirmation in the opening of the epode
of Pythian 10 that Pindar expected the audience to recognize the familiar
sequences as patterns. Snell analyzes its first two periods into three cola, as
framed by frequent word-ends:

He labels this Apher, ~gly, and ("pher), another instance of his willingness to
define a pherecratean as a colon ending in two longs.3” The description based
on frames here closely resembles the patterns used at the beginning of the
strophe, as I presented them above, with the first two sequences foreshortened:

36. See Sicking 1993 and Dale MU. Compare Dale’s analysis of Pythian 10 (MU 69). Sicking (1993, 60)
is aware of the difficulty but treats it only as a problem of descriptive vocabulary; it does not affect his
analyses. He does, however, draw attention to the distinction between “a rhythmical and a metrical level”
(1986, 42; 1993, 52, 57, passim), although my use of those terms is nearly the reverse of his.

37. Turyn ([1948] 1952), following a theory that recognizes Kurzverse, calls these a reizianum, a tele-
sillean, and an adonic. Dale, who uses this ode to exemplify the deficiencies of the colometric method for
nondramatic choral lyric in comparison to her proposed “metrical units,” reproaches the first of these, since
a reizianum is traditionally x—~~—-x, and that creates two adjacent ancipitia without intervening period-
end (MU 70).
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strophe: —x === epode: x — v v - -

But Snell’s colometric description of this sequence in the strophe—pher,
then a seven-syllable “chodim and a six-syllable (“chodim)—fails to make
visible how Pindar chose to reflect the opening rhythm of the strophe in a
different construction in the opening of the epode. Yet neither the similarity
in the patterns nor the difference is likely to be a coincidence.

I do not mean to suggest that the analysis of rhythm independent of de-
marcation is the solution to all problems of understanding early choral lyric.
Certainly in early Greek lyric poetry and in much Classical poetry it was
normal to have recognizably rhythmic sequences coincide with verbal frames,
just as they do in this example of the opening of the epode of Pythian 10.
When they do, “colometric analysis” serves well as a guide to discovering
the rhythm, identifying either units of composition or basic structures of
variation. In other cases the interaction of framing and rhythm may be more
complex. For example, the strophe of Pindar’s first Olympian moves from
primarily aeolic, to aeolic interchanging with lengths of iambo-trochaic, to
pure iambo-trochaic. In s1-s5 the frames clarify the different rhythmic seg-
ments, but in s6 and s7 the extent and character of each type of rhythmic
pattern must be appreciated separately from the frames. In s8—s11 the framing
produces four lines similar to Aeschylean lyric iambic, but these overlie
other repetitive patterns.3®

By the end of the sixth century, when the professional and itinerant poets
had the chance to learn many local styles, there were a number of rhythmical
models and compositional techniques available to them as they sought to
expand the possibilities of lyric composition. In the development from Archaic
to early Classical, we can see that one technique was to separate the rhythmic
patterns that the earlier tradition had made familiar from the demarcations
that had originally defined them. Simonides was “a poet intensely aware of
traditions, and one ready to combine them in novel ways and to extend them
in adventurous innovation” (Hutchinson, 289). We cannot say whether the
separation of frame and rhythm is an innovation by Simonides or a fashion
of his time, but a study of his technique in the Ode fo Scopas does show him
using extremely traditional, and simple, materials in a new expressive mode,
and his poem and these odes of Pindar suggest how this mode might have
produced artistically satisfying poetic structures that also led to later styles
in aeolic composition.3°

Queens College and the Graduate School
City University of New York

38. The opening sequences of s6 and s7 echo the previous lekythia, and there are two “pherecrateans”
not defined by word-end. The full trimeter isolated as s8 is part of an iambic sequence that begins at the
end of s7;in s9—s11 the breaks in alternation reveal three repetitions of one phrase (-v-~— ) and one more
“lekythion.”

39. I am grateful to Hayden Pelliccia, David Sider, and Jacob Stern, who offered corrections and comments
at various stages; I am particulary indebted to Thomas Cole for his generous comments on an earlier draft.
I remain responsible for the remaining errors and advice not taken. The work on this project was funded (in
part) by grants from the City University of New York PSC-CUNY Research Program.
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