
FUTURES IN PINDAR 

I 

J. WACKERNAGELI and E. Lofstedt2 have both drawn attention to Pindar's 

'Neigung, das Futurum zu setzen bei Verben, die eine jetzt vorhandene, aber 
auf zuktinftiges Tun abzielende Willensrichtung ausdriicken'. But they regarded 
this as a purely grammatical phenomenon, and did not note that the Pindaric 
use is practically limited to statements of the type, 'I shall sing, glorify, testify, 
etc.'. It was E. Bundy3 who first drew attention to the conventional nature of 
these futures and so ended years of misunderstanding. So, for example, 
Wilamowitz4 considered that apeol/at P. I. 75 represented an optative with av, 
while Slotty,5 following Breyer, thought that v4vTWaco JV. 9. IO was an aorist 

subjunctive 'auf Grund des pindarischen Sprachgebrauches'! Postgate,6 fol- 

lowing Gildersleeve, thought that Epe'w 0. 8. 57 represented EXWc EIrTEL, though 
the contrary would appear to be more true, cf. 0. 13. I I: and also Hoekstra7 
sees in the future 'den Nebenbegriff des Konnens'. Few could afford the cer- 

tainty of Farnell8 on rTo/ac 0. 6. 86; 'in spite of the long iota this form has 
a present meaning, not a future'. Finally the error of H. Frankel9 is illuminat- 

ing, when he talks ofAlkman, fr. I. 39 Page (not to be compared to Sappho, fr. 
I6. 17 L.-P.) eyc'v ' dEIaco 'Yw yt&8s ro OS as being in 'echt pindarischer Weise'. 
He gives three parallels, all futures or future equivalents, which prove the 

contrary. There is in fact no exact parallel for deaW in Pindar. But those who 

sought to explain away these futures were not so mistaken as those who deter- 
mined to take them literally, and see in KeAa7rjaco 0. I I. 14 a prediction of 0. I 
while turning a blind eye to KEAaSrLorOaxeO in 0. Io. 79.1? 

We must also take into consideration two connected phenomena: 

(a) E'OEA with the infinitive is used to represent such a future," e.g. 0,E'AEc 

7rolacveWv 0. I I. 9, and in 0. 7. 20 the periphrasis is further intensified 
~OeroEA a-StopOLcTrat.I2 

(b) The imperative, addressed to the poet himself and/or his chorus, or his 

Muse, or to no one in particular, may also be used with the same effect,'3 

e.g. aJr,7ro opytyya Aad/ave 0. I. i8 = qodpplyya Arjtbola just as crdaotrLa 
JV. 5. 16 = araoov Bacch. 5. 177. 

Vorlesungen iiber Syntax, Basel, 1920, part I, 
p. 6I. 

2 Syntactica ii, Malmo, 1956, p. 127. 
3 Studia Pindarica I, Univ. of California 

Publ. in Class. Phil., Berkeley, 1962, p. 21. 
4 S.B.B., 1901, p. 1306. 
5 Der Gebrauch des Konjunktives, G6ttingen, 

1915, p. 122. 
6 Mnemosyne liii (1925), p. 390. 
7 Ibid. ser. 4, xv (I962), p. 5. 
8 The Works of Pindar, vol. 2, A Critical 

Commentary, London, 1932, ad loc. 
9 Wege und Formen friihgriechischen Denkens, 

Miunchen, 1955, P. 903, (abbreviated W& F). 
o1 So van Groningen, La Composition lit- 

teraire archaique grecque, Amsterdam, 19602, 
P- 343. 

1 Schwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr. 2. 293. 
8: S. Radt, Pindars Zweiter und Sechster Paean, 
Amsterdam, 1958, p. 74 on Paean 2. 79: 
Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, I. 195. 

12 For an explanation, v. L6fstedt, Syntac- 
tica ii. 127-8 with literature: parallels may be 
found in Bruhn's Anhang to Sophocles, 
p. 6 , but P. 3. 41 rAAaaoiocaL is exactly similar. 

13 A comparison of the openings of the 
Homeric hymns shows that the introduction 
was stylized either as an imperative ad- 
dressed to the Muse, or as a first person 
future. 
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Therefore Wilamowitz, I with the approval of Schadewaldt2 among others, 
could only interpret N. 2. 24-5 by inventing a komos ('es wird eben athenische 
Sitte gewesen sein') to follow N. !2, and ignored KwIP6oMucL at the end OfL 4, as 
indeed does H. Frdinkel,3 who maintains, 'Dieses kurzes Lied war dazu 
bestimmt, da capo ad infinitum wiederholt zu werden': but he had already 
given an explanation of naive ring composition.4 

The explanation for the imperative-future statements was offered by Schade- 
waldt in a different context.5 The imperativeEl-aW 0. 6. 92 he explained 'weil 
Pindar-naiv alles von dem Augenblick aus erfasst und gestaltet, in dem er 
dichtet: fuir diesen ist das ganze Fest zukftnftig, sind die Imperative verstand- 
lich'. But his remarks on N. 2. 25 show that he did not apply this view to other 
imperatives, let alone the futures. 

The explanation is only half the truth. It would have been better to say con- 
ventional-or in the terminology of Schadewaldt-Schroeder, dem Programme 
gemdss-rather than naive. Secondly the poem cannot be formulated in dem 
Augenlblick in dem Pindar dichtet. This would stand in contradiction to another of 
the conventional utterances of the chorus, that of the type Ka-rEgalv, 4tLoAov, 
,jAOov (that all these mean the same, I take as understood; the differences 
sought by Wilamowitz and repeated by his followers to justify their preconcep- 
tions about Pindar's movements, are simply non-existent) .6 That this aorist is 
also conventional has long been recognized, principally by Schadewaldt7 and 
von der Muihll, 8 though their remarks about it are only partially true. The full 
phrase (variants such as E"Xpa . a7vcwv in 0. -. 51i9 are rare) would seem to be 
~jAvf9ov E, xopo'vParthi. 2. 38,9 with a host of periphrases, ~'/3av ~tkaprvS, Kacpl4, 
-r~c[topo0% aLyyEAoso, E'7TL'K0VPOS, -raqdag, with a future or present participle, or 
simPlY criv Xcdpvn9v L 5. 21i. Von der Mtihll notes the variants tQpau . .. 

EVEI-Loav. .. ,uapprvp' aiE'OAwv 0. 4. !2 and similarly 0. IO. 24. 
Thirdly, it is wrong to think of an Augenblick as Schadewaldt did; and even 

Wilamowitz IO says of N. 7, 'Alles ist auf den Augenblick berechnet, wo das Lied 
auf dem Hofe Thearions gesungen wird'. On the contrary, many odes are built 
dramatically, e.g. N. 3. 

IPindaros, Berlin, I1922, P. 158. 
2 DerAufbau despindarischen Epinikion, Halle, 

1928, p0. 296'1, abbreviated Schadewaldt. 
3 Dichtung und Philosophie des frii hen 

Griechentums, Miinchen, i9622, P. 4886, ab- 
breviated D & P. 

4 T W&F, P. 71. 
5 Schadewaldt, P. 296', but also implied 

in Wilamowitz, Pindaros, 4022. Schadewaldt 
was defending the text against the emenda- 
tions of Wilamowitz, but that the point of 
his remarks has not been seen is clear from 
the arbitrary interpretation of B. Forssman, 
Untersuchungen zur Sprache Pindars, Wies- 
baden, 1966, p. 134'. 

6 For example, Wilamowitz, Pindaros, 
363' on 0. 7. 13 says, 'KaTEf3av . . . wird 
niemand auf eine Reise Pindars nach 
Rhodos deuten, der den Gebrauch von 
Kcaraat'9cLvv verfolgt'. But in L 5. 21 he 
interprets E'toAov literally of Pindar's 
journeying to Aigina (S.B.B., 1909, P. 823, 

repeated Pindaros, p. 200), 'Jetzt kam 
Pindar auch selbst herdiber'. One remembers 
Housman's acid comments on the journey- 
ings of Lucilius according to Marx, C.Q. 
(1907), P. 74. 

7 Schadewaldt, P. 2844. 
8Mus. Heiv. xxi (1964), P. 5515 with 

many examples (but 0. 8.- 54, N. i. iso, N. 7. 
76 do not belong here). 

9 Radt, Mnemosyne ser. iv, xix (1966), 
1531 correctly claims this to be an 'Aorist der 
unmittelbaren Vergangenheit' (Wacker- 
nagel, Vorlesungen, i, p. 176) : and 'aTav ... 

LEA7Yro'pEvos N. 1. i9 is perhaps connected 
with L?aradvat Xopo'v, 'I have taken up my 
position.' However, he goes perhaps too far 
in trying to suggest that we can limit the 
reference of such aorists to the immediate 
entrance of the chorus: the aorist does not 
exclude the possibility that the chorus comes 
from a distance. 

Io S.B.B., 1908, P. 343. 
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vv. I-io. The Muse is invited tojoin the chorus and come to Aigina. 
v. io. Imperative, 'Begin the song'. 
v. I I. EyL) E KOLVJ'aObLat. 
v- 76. XaFpE, OtAXos-. 
v. 77. 4EY -ro -rot -iTttkrw ... oi(A' J?o,t8tiov. Cf. a' TrEtzov at the end of L 5. 

The conclusion must be that Pindar formulates his song by convention 

roughly for a time, when his chorus is arriving at the place where they are to 

sing, but at a moment before the song is to be sung. The evidence of the poems 
is compatible with this view.' 

P. 4. I- aALEpOl' /LEVXP7h'* 

0. 6. 28. SEE aaCL(LEpOVJ AEAvE`v wjpa. . . 

Paean I5. I. 'r6,s 4an -J-EPITIJLp 

0. 6. 87-92 runs as follows: 

oT?pvvov vvV JCdapovg, 

AtvE'a, ITPC6-rov ,uZV UHpav H7ap6Evlc`v KEAa8qT-acr, 

yvCova' r' E7TEvrT, a'pXatov ovE8l3oS- a&AaOE'cV 

Ao'yots- El SEV'YOLLEv, BotWixtav iv'. 

Eaacl yap aLyyEAog o'p&-o' 
7VKO(,L(WV CrKVYraAa Mootcriv, yAVK';g Kpal-r7p a'yaOOE'yKTWV aoLSd&v 

Et7ov SE 1LtE(Lvdacxa 2vpaKOcJactV TE Kat 'OpTrvylag. 

Translation: 'Now rouse your comrades, Aineas, first to sing the praise of 
Hera the Maiden, and then to recognize whether we by truthful words 

escape the old taunt, Boiotian swine. For you are an honest messenger, 
a message stick of the fair haired Muses, a sweet mixing-bowl of loud sound- 

ing songs. Tell them to make mention of Syracuse ...'. 

The main problem is, how can Pindar tell Aineas to tell his comrades the 

chorus, to sing, when they are already in the middle of their song? At least, it 

seems to be a problem for us: Aristarchus explained quite reasonably that 
Aineas was the chorodidaskalos and seems to have thought that sufficient. 

Strange are the explanations of Boeckh and Hermann, how Aineas being 

I There are clearly examples which do not 
fit the general theory proposed here, but 
they are outnumbered by those that do. 
Instead of a future we find a present 

0. 4. 14, L 5. 59, atV E'O 

N. 8. 48, Xatpw . . . KCo'7TrOV LELS' 

P. 10. 4, KO/L7T E' 

N. 'O. 31, dd&v( 

N. i. 19, ;'a7av ... /IEAI7Q,LECVO 

Bacch. 5. 42, 1TtfaVqaKW 

and even an aorist ai'r-qaa 0. io. 0oo. But 

many of these exceptions are explicable on 
the following grounds: 

(a) The future of the verb is non-existent 
or avoided, e.g. inobav'aKw, /dEA,rVooUL. 

(b) The present denotes that the praise is 
not restricted to the moment of the 

song, it is continuing and general, on 
the lines of P. 5. I07: 

av8pa KELVOV E17TavEOOVTt 7VVETOLt AEYO- 
/LEVYOV EpEIW. 

which explains yvl'OY' dE4t&, N. 50. 31, 
I. 2. 12. 

(c) The present expresses the anticipation 
of pleasure when the song is to be sung, 
so 
0. 7. 8-9 I'MaKO)Luat... ITE/L7OrwV 

N. 8. 48 Xa4,w ... KO'/77OV LCEL. 

Especially a future participle may become a 

present, 'vom Zwecke von Gesandtschaften', 
explains Classen on Thuc. 6. 88. 1o. 

We have not enough of Alkman to say 
what his practice was, but it may be worth 

noting that fr. i. 12 irapgaotLEg is more 

likely to be an Abbruchsformel, cf. c7aaw- 
iTaUoaoLaL 0. 13. 91, rather than an example of 

the 'negative Ausdrucksweise' assumed by 
Page to be a praeteritio. 
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chorus leader is yet not chorus leader. Schroeder wanted him to be a VTpo6evos. 
Wilamowitz' called him Auftraggeber, altered E'art to cart and invented a second 
song for Hera. He refused2 to change his mind because a papyrus contradicted 
him, and ignored Schroeder's advice, translating against the scholiast El7Iov 
as an aorist indicative. Schadewaldt3 calls Aineas Festordner, approves of 
Wilamowitz's Heralied, but explains more or less correctly how the imperatives 
are to be understood, although no one has thought to pursue the matter 
further. 

I. The Heralied is a fiction: the praise of Hera, and the recognition of the 
falsity of the ancient taunt have been accomplished in the same moment as the 
desire for them was expressed, as, e.g., P. 3. 78, Bacch. 5. I79 f. 

2. Aineas must be what Aristarchus says he is; he is the person who rouses the 
chorus to sing, the chorodidaskalos and perhaps the koryphaios. He is not 
a Brieftrdger or Auftraggeber or Festordner. He need never have been in Thebes; 
he is almost certainly not a Theban,4 but a Stymphalian connected by family 
ties to the victor Hagesias. He is in short not primarily the messenger of Pindar, 
but of the Muses, cf. Theognis 769, P. 4. 277-9, N. 6. 57. The statements of 
Bowra5 about Pindar as the messenger of song, of the Muses, etc., ignore, like 
most such statements, the fact that the song itself is the messenger of Pindar, 
V. 5. 3, or even that the Muse is the messenger of Pindar, N. 3. 3-9. 

3. Schroeder and Schadewaldt produce a confusion of parallels for Selbst- 
anrede: it is best to make clear exactly what we mean by this.6 Pindar may 
address himself in several ways: 

(a) by naming his OvLE', o-roia, etc. 

(b) by naming his Muse, his inspiration. 
(c) by using a simple second person imperative without vocative,7 or a first 

person imperative, or xp. 
(d) by addressing the chorus. 

(e) by addressing the chorus leader. 

(f) by addressing the object praised, e.g. Paean 6. 129. 

Now by Pindar, I mean the element that is called Eyco in the poems; an element 
that implies in fact a vague combination of Pindar, chorus, and chorus leader :8 

in order to avoid confusion in what follows, I shall call this element 'ycO, which 

Isyllos von Epidauros, Berlin, T886, p. I68. 
2 Pindaros2, p. 309. 
3 Schadewaldt, p. 2961. 
4 In Pape-Benseler, our Aineas is listed as 

a Theban, which would appear to be false. 
The name is not very common, but it does 
occur most frequently in the northern 
Peloponnese, less frequently in Attica, and 
never, so far as I can determine, in Boeotia: 
from the northern Peloponnese, 

(a) From Stymphalus, Xen. An. 4. 7. I3; 
Xen. Hell. 7. 3. I, 5 (? = Aineas 
Tacticus). 

(b) From Elis, an Iamid, and therefore of 
the same family as the victor in 0. 6: 
Paus. 8. IO. 5, 6. 2. 4. 

(c) From Arkadia, S.E.G. xi. 1043. 
(d) From Corinth, Thuc. 4. 119; I.G. 

iv2. i. 19, 49 (= S.E.G. xv. 39). 

(e) From Epidaurus, I.G. iv2. I. 102, IOI 

(= I03, 47) I do not know if he is the 
same as the second Corinthian Aineas. 

The supposition that our Aineas was an 
Iamid, related to the victor, that he came 
from Stymphalus, would seem to be not 
unreasonable, in view of the fact that other 
names (Iamos, Teisamenos) were traditional 
in the family. 

5 Pindar, Oxford, I965, 3 f. 
6 See A. Kambylis, Anredeformen bei Pindar, 

Festschrift Vourveris, Athens, I964, pp. 
95 ff 

7 'es wird eine ideale Person angeredet', 
Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, i. IO9. 

8 It must not be forgotten that eyco may 
include even the victor, so H. Frinkel, 
D & P, p. 54312, and, more exactly, Bundy, 
Studia Pindarica, 2. 69. 
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though clumsy is at any rate not misleading. Theories, modern and ancient 
which try to make cyco Pindar alone, or chorus alone or postulate a hymn sung 
by different groups, one representing Pindar and the other the chorus, I find 
untenable; H. Frankel has put the matter succinctly.' 

The first person singular or plural is in itself no help in determining the 
nature of e'yc. Consider, for example, 

X. 4. 37: dvrTirtv eTV tflovALaLs acdo'pa 30'oltEv. 
I. 8. 7-8: rj7T' E'v op>avt'a TreaortLv arccadvwv, r7TE Ka3ea Oepa&reve. 

0. 2. 89: aye, Ovtue' rtva flaAAoptev; 

and especially 0. 6. 24: gopa .. . . f3daotLv oKXOV, lKWc!al TE. There is no dif- 

ference to be understood between first person singular and plural, unless 

deliberately stated, in such expressions, so that we may confidently assume that 

evtyo?ev may refer to Pindar, the chorus, or both. 

Again we cannot easily say which of type (c) above is definitely a Selbstanrede: 

e.g. in P. i. 8I-92, the opening statements, KaLpov el qOE'Eyato ... (v. 8I) ... 

jl 7raplet KaAac (v. 86), seem to be a Selbstanrede, but the row of imperatives 
which follow culminates in X SAIXE (v. 92) and clearly refers to Deinomenes. 

Similarly we cannot decide whether a statement like yevot' otos E'acral LaOwv P. 2. 

72 is directed at Hieron, ycod, or E's rov 8eSva especially when we consider the 
wealth of vocatives in Pindar: in N. 7 five separate addressees are named. 

Here we are primarily interested in types (d) and (e): there appear to be in 
the epinikians, excluding 0. 6. go, and fr. Io7a, four passages where Eyco 
demonstrably separates itself from the chorus. 

i. P. Io. 56. 'Efvpalcov 
07r' ad()l IrVELeOV yAVKetavY rpoXEdovTV Ecldv, 

a clarification of vv. 5-6. 

ii. N. 2. 24-5. Tov, o 7roALrat, Kw),uatare . . 

a8SvpEAEt 3' Efapxere eowv5. Cf. Paean 6. 122. 

iii. N. 3. 3-I2. 

iv. I. 8. 3. KAdcavSpp rtS... ( veo ... twV avveyeLperTO KCt/OV, where rts-, if 

anyone at all, should be the chorus leader, cf. Bacch. 3. 97, 13. 190. 

We have in the last example a suggestion of the further division of the eyc'/ 
chorus leader/chorus type, of which the only two examples, presumably for 

personal reasons, are where the chorus leader is named, i.e. the Selbstanrede of 

type (e): 
I. 2. 47. ravTa, NtKa0atrrI', a7roveLIov, orav 

6etvov ElUov O'AO?S, 

i.e. Nikasippos fulfils, like Aineas, the function of an ayyeAos. The command at 

the end of the song to the chorus leader is like the imperative to the chorus at 

the end of N. 2, or the self-addressed imperative at the end of I. 5. 

D & P, p. 54312 and p. 4852. But 'ich chorus is obvious from Paean 4. 2I; examples 
werde' does not imply 'man soll' but rather are to be found certainly in the epinikians 
the other way round. as well, but our ignorance of the circum- 

That Eyw' on the other hand, though stances of performance prevents us in nearly 
ideally representing poet+chorus, may all instances from determining this beyond 
make statements only appropriate to the all doubt. 
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orpvvov and E'TOV are therefore unusual variants of the self-address, and this 
as I have suggested is merely in turn a variant of the conventional future: 
I mean 

orpvvov KEAcoLrra, = KEAaS'Cou. 
EL7TOV El,Vaouyat = yvaoLzaL 0. 13. 3. 

4. The epithets applied to Aineas are in no way strange. The explanation of 
acyyEAos has already been given.I For crKvTrda, an appropriate word to use in an 
area of Spartan influence, the scholiast quoted the words of Archilochus, which 
became proverbial: .pe') rTt' vpLv acdvov, 5 K-qpVKL'd, aXvvtLevr) KvrdA-X. 
Apostolius, 4. 68, explains: crt T-) Av7Trrpas dayyEAtas d'yyeAAovrwv. The phrase 
is vocative (Treu)2 rather than nominative (Lasserre-Bonnard),3 meaning 
apparently, 'you miserable news bringer'. It is perfectly possible that Pindar 
had Archilochus in mind here. On the other hand Aristophanes, Ach. 937 

Kpar,p KaKWrV 

may have been inspired by the Pindar passage: the metaphor owes something 
to the frequent image of the mixing-bowl of song. 

If we then grant that the directive to the chorus, in whatever form, is not 
essentially different from statements of intention in the first person future, we 
could then view these phenomena as built-in stage directions, made possible by 
the temporal conception of the poem, cf. Carm. Pop. I8P.4 

III 

Wilamowitz, Schadewaldt, H. Frankel, and many others have expressed 
their firm belief in the apologetic nature of V. 7. Lately S. Radts and E. 
Tugendhat6 have defended this view at length. 

But the sheer improbability that Pindar should defend a supposed insult in 
a Paean commissioned for Delphians in Delphi against protests by Aiginetans 
is always underrated. H. Frankel7 has warned us that Schadewaldt by ac- 
cumulating parallels, by emphasizing conventional elements, must force us to 
reduce gravely the special biographical and historical references seen by 
Wilamowitz. Unfortunately 'persdnliche Absicht' was the very thing that 
Schadewaldt wanted to emphasize in JV. 7: and he made no real attempt 
to question the assumptions of Wilamowitz. 

I dp06s is explained by Bundy, Studia 
Pindarica, 2. 65. 

2 Archilochos, Miinchen, I959, on fr. 8iD. 
3 Archiloque (Bude) Paris, 1958, on fr. 224. 
4 When van Leeuwen, Pindarus Tweede 

Olympische Ode, Assen, i964, p. 532, lumps 
Bundy in one basket with E. Schmid, and 
dismisses both their interpretations with the 
epithet 'rhetorical', he is unwittingly allying 
himself with what Stanford has called the 
shamanistic school of Pindaric interpreta- 
tion (cf. Dornseiff's comment on Wilamo- 
witz in Die Antike Mythenerzdhlung, Berlin, 
1933, p. 8i). The whole complex apparatus 
of witnessing, affirmation, appealing, invoca- 
tion, etc. is an almost logical development 

from the emphasis with which the poet is 
compelled to affirm the truth of his words. 
This machinery of persuasion one may 
justifiably call rhetorical. E. Schmid sought 
to impose a purely mechanical schema on 
the poems of Pindar. To discover the rules 
by which Pindar seeks to convince us has 
been on the contrary the aim of the school 
which began with Drachmann and con- 
tinued with Schadewaldt. 

5 Pindars Zweiter und Sechster Paean, 
Amsterdam, I958, pp. 84 ff.; see also Hoek- 
stra, Mnemosyne ser. iv, xv, pp. I f. 

6 Hermes lxxxviii (1960), pp. 385 ff. 
7 W & F, pp. 359 ff., a reprint of his review 

of Schadewaldt, Gnomon vi (1930), pp. I ff. 
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But Tugendhat' has recently applied the warning of Frankel to N. 7 and 
shown that many of the 'subjective' elements postulated earlier belong rather 
to the 'Programm'. Secondly Frankel2 has clearly shown that the relationship 
between V. 7 and Paean 6 postulated by a scholiast is no more than a guess, in 
itself of no more value than the other nonsensical explanations assembled by 
Didymus. But both he and Tugendhat believe that the scholiast was none the 
less correct in his guess. We now know-as we should have known previously 
from Bacchylides-that Pindar could tell myths in almost the same words in 
different hymns, viz. Paean 20 and JV. I. There is therefore no reason why he 
should not tell the Neoptolemos story from two different points of view adapted 
to those of his clients, especially as Tugendhat has shown that the common 

conception of Pindar's 'sincerity' is without any basis in fact. Therefore 

Tugendhat's own statement (p. 406) that the similarity of the narrative is 
meant to remind the hearers of Paean 6 is a non sequitur, especially since the first 
hearers were in Delphi and the second in Aigina, and the time difference may 
have been Io, 20, or 40 years. After correctly dismissing many supposed re- 
ferences to Paean 6 in Nemean 7, Tugendhat considers the apologetic interpreta- 
tion of N. 7 none the less justified by his interpretation of N. 7. 102-3: he says 

(p. 404): 'An einer einzigen Stelle jedoch-und zwar am Schluss, wo Pindar 
auch sonst am ehesten eine unverhillte pers6nliche Bemerkung anbringt3- 
kommt der Dichter unmittelbar auf seine Haltung im Paean zu sprechen: er 
werde niemals zugeben, Neoptolemos mit (starrsinnigen) Worten geschleift 
zu haben, doch dasselbe 3 und 4 Mal wieder aufzubringen, sei Hilflosigkeit.' 

But this sentence, like everything that preceded it, contains no reference to 
Paean 6, and the translation is misleading. 

(I) The future is conventional, and refers to what precedes in the ode. 

(2) ov' ,TroT cadcrL is not 'wird niemals zugeben': the oi 7TrorE belongs to what 
follows,4 i.e. 'my heart declares that I have at no time (sc. in this ode) . . .'5 

(3) Tugendhat and Frankel both attack Dissen for translating arpo7rots by 
'improbis', Tugendhat preferring 'unkonziliant, starrsinnig'. The scholiast un- 
derstood the meaning to be 'ungeh6rig'6 not for the reasons given by Frankel, 
but because 

(a) he had no idea what the word could mean in the context any more than 
we have; 

(b) he remembered, reasonably enough, stock phrases like 'rpoaoropos doo8a 

N. 9. 7, and especially roorlkopos 8' ayaOotirt ltaoOS o-ros N. 7. 63.7 

The word is very rare and poetic. If it were to have an unparalleled meaning, 
that in itself would be no more surprising than the unparalleled meaning 

I Hermes lxxxviii (I960), pp. 385 if. Aigina and her heroes: Tugendhat does not 
2 Ibid. lxxxix (I96I), pp. 385 ff. apply his observation to v. 102: Pindar's 
3 This is simply not true: indeed it is conception of himself as a 1talprvs had 

a legitimate question whether there are any already been discussed by Schadewaldt, pp. 
'undisguised personal remarks' in Pindar 312-14, and Illig, Zur Form der pindarischen 
at all. Erzahlung, Berlin, 1932. Frankel, Hermes, 

4 Kuhner-Gerth, Gr. Gr., 2. i8o. i96i, p. 386 emphasizes that the scholiast at 
s The meaning of such an affirmation, this point takes the words to refer to N. 7, 

'Beteuerung der Wahrhaftigkeit', is excel- not Paean 6. 
lently explained by Tugendhat, loc. cit., 6 So Frankel, Hermes, 1961, p. 386. 
p. 395. Pindar is a ,ap-rvS (v. 49) on behalf of 7 Cf. Schadewaldt, p. 278'. 
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Frankel' gives to aTdropoTros P. 8. 94. Mackayz follows Wilamowitz in supporting 
a scholiast's unparalleled explanation of arpoTros in Callimachus, Hymn 4. I I 
as CdyECpyrTo0. In JN. 7 it could mean 'impassive, intractable': arpoiros, says 

Tugendhat, p. 405, 'ist vor allem auch, wer sich den jeweiligen Umstanden 
nicht anpasst (Theognis 218)'. It requires an effort of the imagination to think 
of the term applied to words rather than people, but Pindar must indeed have 
meant something very like the scholiast's JaTrrEOLKTrS. Farnell's 'improper' is not 
an incorrect translation, merely ambiguous, and much nearer the truth than 
Bury's 'irrevocable' which Frankel recommends to us. 

(4) In XAKvaaL the scholiasts (like the lexicographers) find a metaphor from 
dogs tearing at a body.3 They were thinking of the Homeric EAKE' and XAKoS. 
But I find no metaphorical use of the word without further determining 
specification. If we are to assume that no metaphor from wrestling is intended 
as in JV. 4. 94, or athletic exercise as in Plato, Parmn. I35 d, we should see 
a general term for fla4EcoTaI perhaps derived from wrestling.4 

(5) The sentence is troublesome because of the litotes, ov . . . Kv'ra . . . 
I feel that here we have an example of another phenomenon that is peculiarly 
Pindaric, that which Frankel5 has called 'negative Ausdrucksweise'. Pindar 
in searching for synonyms for 'to praise, glorify, etc.' occasionally seeks refuge 
in a form of litotes which is not strictly logical.6 Frankel points out that 

P. 9. 92 atyaAXv dtmaXaviav epy?p bvyo[v 

means in fact KEAa8Evvav v,LVWV Kal al'vov Ev'aXavLav acdvas. But there are more 
extreme examples: o . . . KareAEyXc always represents yepalpw, P. 8. 36, I. 8. 

65, I. 3. 14, 0. 8. 19. Most illuminating is the note of Wilamowitz7 on V. 3. 15: 

wraAaiqlaov dyopdv 
oVK AEXEeXaaTLv AlpacroKAEcas Trev / EtLiave KTar aaarv, 

'Die Negation ist von dem Verbum so weit entfernt, dass es hart wird; reav 
Kar' alaav kann sogar missverstanden werden: aber man begreift, warum 
diese Wortstellung gewahlt ist, so bald man versucht anders zu ordnen.' But 
the real reason is that EAeyXEeratv has attracted ov, just as a'UEL has done. In 
N. 7 it is clear that ov E',LUerTac (v. 64) is a positive statement from I . 2. 0 OVK 

eLe4b0O70, and means no more than atvEaoc. I suggest therefore that ov AKv'aat 
must also be considered as a positive statement, however illogical it may seem. 

Pindar has then said, 'My heart will declare that it has not injured N. with 
intractable (?) words.' He meant, 'I claim that I have praised N. with fitting 
words.' To say more, he continues, would put me in arropla, i.e. danger of 
appearing to exaggerate (cf. Tugendhat, p. 4032) and thereby arousing the 
KdpoS of the audience, since vfpts is the mother of KOpos, 0. 1 3. o. The thought 
is much the same as 0. 2. 92-5, where after an emphatic declaration (avMdaoCoat 

I In D & P, p. 57i4. Headlam-Knox on Herondas 2. 71; the 
2 Mnemosyne Suppl. 7, Leiden, i962, p. scholiast says a&v rov evvppiaal, and para- 

144'. phrases v. 64, ov !ELE Tral /JiO CS EvvEpltaaavr 
3The scholiast, pace Frinkel, Hermes, r4 N. 

1961, p. 386, does not imply at this point 5 D & P, p. 5io'8, and p. 53044. 
7rapAKtsLv 'drag in', cf. scholia N. 9. 93a, 3 6 Kuhner-Gerth, Gr. Gr., i. 25, 2. i8o, 
Dr.; this would be an unjustified deduction give enough examples to illustrate the in- 
from the scholia on v. I; I should imagine nate lack of logic of Greek litotes. 
that the meaning is impossible in Pindar. 7 Pindaros, p. 2763. 4 Gardiner, J.H.S. xxv (1905), p. 266; 



eVOpKLOV AOyov) there follows a warning against Kdopos, which as Schadewaldt' 
remarks is practically equivalent to r00ovos. If one bears this in mind, one will 
see the similarity with a great many other expressions of the type in Pindar,2 
and in doing so, will doubt that N. 7. 102-3 has anything whatsoever to do 
with Paean 6. 
University of St. Andrews W. J. SLATER 

I Schadewaldt, p. 2882, perhaps mis- 
understood by Bundy, Studia Pindarica, 
i. 297 . 

2 The conception of <0odvos is basic to an 
understanding of such passages: 

(I) The poet is not 0oovpo's (therefore he 
readily praises). 

(2) Others are 00ovepol (because apera 
attracts 9o'dvos). 

(3) The poet must avoid rousing 0o6'vos in 
others (via KopoS). 

The following standard thought-sequence 
results: 

(a) I have praised X trpoad0opwco (ad0ov7j- 
rTaS, crav t[Ka, EV Katpw, etc.: i.e. I am 
not 08ovepos like others). 

(b) More (sc. praise) would be too much, 
for 

(c) That would arouse Kdpos (o06vos, 
fL4tO,S, dmarlTa, etc.). 

Here he gives a+b and implies c. In JV. 7. 
50-3 he gives a+b+c. In 0. 8. 54, cf. N. 7. 
69-71, 75-6, 

eL ?' 'ycb MeAXrlc'a e O eyeveIv Kv3OS dve'pa- 

txov v/.vw, 
P7 aAforw tLe AtlO?i rpax)? i8ovos. 

the b-element is represented by the condi- 
tional form: 'I have praised M; I hope 
I have not overdone it: I do not wish to 
arouse >o06vos.' But 0d0'vos motives I and 3 
are clearly not always kept apart, and on 
occasion the poet can imply that he has 
mastered his own natural instinct towards 

c00ovos, cf. Jebb on Bacch. 13. 200. 
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