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PINDARIC ENCOMIUM AND ISOKRATES’ EVAGORAS
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Vanderbilt University

Isokrates mentions Pindar by name only once, at Antid. 166, when he com-
plains how paradoxical it is that Athens once rewarded Pindar with ten
thousand drachmas for a single verse of praise,! whereas she has treated him
ill although he has eulogized (¢yxexopiakdtt) the city and its ancestors more
often and much better than did Pindar. The choice of the word éyxexwpia-
k611 shows that he considers himself to have been engaged in the same genre
as the older poet of praise. Indeed, his rivalry with the encomiastic poets is
most clearly spelled out in the introductory sections of his Evagoras, where
he claims to be the first to write a prose encomium of a man’s arete: Gvpog
dpetnv dta Aoyov éykoptdalewy (8). But throughout the Evagoras Isokrates
reshapes the outmoded poetic tradition to the demands of new conditions in
the fourth century.? In the following pages I wish to examine in some detail
the Evagoras and show how thoroughly Isokrates adapts the materials, themes,
and even forms of the poetic tradition represented by Pindar.? At the end 1
will compare the form and themes of the entire treatise with one particular
Pindaric ode. We shall begin in each instance with a passage from the Evagoras

! The expression in question is ‘EARdSog Epeiopa (fr. 76.2). All other versions of this
anecdote mention one thousand drachmas; Isokrates’ is undoubtedly a rhetorical exaggeration.

2 For a sketch of how outmoded Pindaric encomium had become in the early fourth century,
cf. Plato, Lysis 205cp. The two main influences, both developments in prose, on Isokrates’ new
type of encomium are historiography (cf. also Xenophon’s Agesilaus) and philosophical theory
(cf. prroocopia at Evag. 8l).

3 Similarities between Isokrates’ works, particularly his Evagoras, and Pindar’s odes to
Hieron have long been recognized, but no one, to my knowledge, has examined in any detail the
relationship between these two authors. E. Conrotte, “Pindare et Isocrate: Le Lyrisme et I'Eloge
Funebre,” MB 2 (1898) 168-87, makes a beginning, but is too digressive and superficial to be of
much help. W. Jaeger, “The Prince’s Education” in Paideia 111, tr. G. Highet, (Oxford 1944)
84-105, notes the origins of the Cyprian discourses not only in the earlier gnomic poets, but also
in the Pindaric encomium. More importantly, E. L. Bundy, in demonstrating the rhetorical
nature of many passages in the epinicians, calls attention to a number of parallels with Isokrates.
Cf. E. L. Bundy, Studia Pindarica (Berkeley 1962) 18-19, 45 n. 32, and “The *Quarrel Between
Kallimachos and Apollonios,” Part I: The Epilogue of Kallimachos’s Hymn to Apollo, CSCA 5
(1972) 59 nn. 59 and 60, 65 n. 71, and 82 n. 100. Also important is A. M. Miller, “N. 4.33-43 and
the Defense of Digressive Leisure,” CJ 78 (1983) 215-17, who examines the close relationship of
Panath. 74-87 and Nem. 4.33-43.
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because Isokrates often spells out in more expansive prose a topic that is
merely sketched by Pindar.

I. The first prooimion (1-4)3

Isokrates’ debt to the poetic tradition is evident from the very beginning
of the work, for it opens with a full-scale priamel (1-2):

(1) ‘Op@v, ®@ Nikdkrelg, Tiu@vrd oe TOV TdPOoV T00 TATpOg 0L HOVOV
1@ mABel xai T® KAAAel OV Empepoucvwy, arlia xai yopoic xai
LOVGIK]] KOl youvikois dy@oty, £T1L & TpOG TOVTOLG IMIwy Te Kai Tpifpwy
duildaic . . . (2) nynoaunv Edaydépav . . . edpevdg pév anodéyecbat
kal tadra. . . moAd &’ &v & nAciw yapwv Exewv 1y 1oig dAdoig dnao, ef
Ti¢ dvvybein nepi @V émTndevpdtov avtod Kai T@v Kivdivev déing
O1eAbeiv 1@V Exeive menpaypévov.

Pindar’s use of priamels to begin odes or to introduce a subject is well
documented and needs no elaboration here.é In keeping with the tendency of
Greek prose in general and Isokrates in particular, this priamel is a full
elaboration of the earlier models and contains a// the standard elements
found in poetic examples: a general category (twudvta), various examples
(tdv émeepouévev . . . xopoig . . . HOLOLKT] . .. YUHVIKOIG Ay@owv . . .
innov 1€ xai Tpuipwv duidlaig), a summary word that links all the foil
terms (tavta and toig GAloirg Gnaocwv), a capping particle (3’), an indication
of superiority (T mtheio), and the subject of ultimate interest (€l Tig SuvnBein
.. . 6&iwg drerBelv).

This opening priamel culminates in the individual (t1¢) who would most
please Evagoras by adequately recounting his character and deeds. Isokrates
then uses yet another priamel to single out the genre of encomium and to
assert the superiority of the written word over the other forms of tribute
because of its greater ability to provide lasting fame.

4 For the procedure of moving from the more elaborate prose examples to the more compact
poetic versions, cf. W. H. Race, “Some Digressions and Returns in Greek Authors,” CJ 76 (1980)
2-8.

5 The opening consists of three prooimia; cf. Schol. ad 1 (Dindorf).

6 An obvious parallel is the opening of OI. 11, where the priamel culminates in peAtydpueg
Uuvou (4) that bear witness to great achievements (peydiarg dpetaic) (6). Cf. E. L. Bundy,
Studia Pindarica (above note 3) 4-10 and W. H. Race, The Classical Priamel from Homer to
Boethius (Leiden 1982) 73-81. Behind this priamel is the question, “By what means would
Evagoras most like to be honored?™ A similar question opens the hymnal priamel at Isth. 7.1-3:

Tivi t@v mapog, & pakarpa ONfa,

Kah@v Emywpiov paiiota Bupdv tedv

ebppavag;
In the Isokratean passage, the words edpevirg and ydpiv suggest similar passages in hymns that
seek what the god most favors. Another example of a priamel that caps various activities at a
celebration with poetic performance is the priamel at Hom. h. Apol. 153-57, where the list of
impressive sights at the Delian festival culminates in the singing of the Delian maidens.
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(4) ai pu&v ovv damdvat T@v pEv TolovteV 00dEv EEepydlovrat, Tob 88
nAovTov onueidv eiowv: of d¢ mepi THV poOLOIKNV Kal Tdg GArag
ayoviag 8vtec, of v tag duvdpelg 1ag adTdv, of 0¢ Tag Téyvag émi-
delEdpevol, oeac avToLg EVTIHOTEPOVG KATESTNOAV" 6 08 Adyog &l
KaAdg d1éA0ot tag Exeivov mpdkeig, deipvnotov v v dpetiyv thHy
Ebaydpov mapd naociv GvOpdnolg notrioetev.

As in the previous priamel, the preponderance of plurals in the lists helps to
set off the unique and superlative quality of the climactic term. Like the
opening priamels of Pindar’s poems this one singles out the genre (6 Adyog),
the subject (Evagoras),” and the epideictic intention (deipvnotov . .
notjosiev). There is also a sense of ring-composition that closes off this first
prooimion, obvious in the recurrence of the priamel form and in the expres-
sions gi ... duvnbein ... d&iwg dierbeiv . . . nmempaypéveov (2) and el
KoA@¢ d1EABot tag ékeivou mpdéetg (4).

11. The second prooimion (5-7)

Having thus expressed his intention to immortalize the arete of Evagoras
in a speech, Isokrates pauses in the second portion of the introduction (5-7)
to consider a problem created by his choice of subject matter: the praise of
contemporaries (¢maiveiv tovg 8¢’ adtdv dvopag, 5). Whereas eulogists ought
to praise men among those who are acquianted with them (év &idd0o1, 5) so
that they will have to say true things about them (taig dAnBeiaig éypdvro,
5) and thereby encourage the young to emulate them, in fact, they prefer to
treat heroes who fought at Troy and even earlier ones in their hymns and
tragedies.8 As a result, the young are discouraged from ever receiving ade-
quate praise for their deeds. And the basic reason for this situation is envy (6):

toUTOV 3’ aitiog 6 @févog . . . oUT Yap TIvEG SLOKOAWG TeEEVKAOLY,
@ot fidlov dv eVAoyovpévav dkovolev obg 0Ok toaoty gi yeydvaoty,
1} TouTwV, VY’ AV eV TeMovBdTEG avTol TLYYdvouoLy.

This frequent rhetorical maneuver, whereby an author amplifies the impor-
tance of his work and engages the sympathies of the audience by citing
obstacles to the success of his performance, is appropriately called a Hindernis-
motiv by German scholarship. In contrasting his present work, which must
stick to the facts (since it is presented &v £i86o1, 5) and is therefore particular-
ly vulnerable to envy, with the compositions of poets who enjoy the advantages

7 Very Pindaric is the prominent display of the name in the climactic statement (tiv dpeti|v
v Ebaydpov), what Bundy called a name cap.

8 Here Isokrates is careful not to disparage praising legendary heroes tour court (he praises
them frequently himself and will shortly do so in the Evagoras); rather he rejects the major poetic
genres: epic, hymns, and tragedy. In this light, the passage functions as a recusatio, a device that
became standard to justify the introduction of a new genre or style.
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of treating old themes, Isokrates recalls two Pindaric passages in which the
poet dwells on the difficulties of praise in his own time.

The first is the opening of Isth. 2, where Pindar contrasts the poets of
olden times—who, he says, wrote spontaneous love poetry whenever a beauti-
ful boy took their fancy—with the modern encomiastic poet who must work
under the charge of being a hireling and whose muse demands that he keep to
his contract.® But the difficulty of laboring under such conditions is compen-
sated for in this case because of the conspicuous glory of Xenokrates, whose
victories, Pindar asserts in litotes, are well-known (o0k dyvont’ deidw, 12).
And after listing the victories of Xenokrates and his family, which culminate
in his brother Theron’s Olympic victory and for which the two have won
“immortal honors” (dBavdroig . . . Tipaig, 28-29),'° the poet can then pro-
ceed to the fame of the house itself (cf. ovk dyvidteg . . . §épot, 30) with the
confident “The way is not uphill or steep when one brings the praises of the
Helikonian maidens to the homes of famous men” (33-34).!! And finally, he
ends the poem by calling Thrasyboulos “my dear host” (48). The point of all
this is that Pindar can maintain the warmth and spontaneity of the earlier
love poets (he is, after all, addressing the young Thrasyboulos) as well as
perform the proper function of a poet of praise in a debased age.!? We shall
return to Isth. 2 at the end of the article.

Isokrates specifies as pOdvog the reluctance of some (tiveg) in his audience
to accept his praises (6), for they resent praise of contemporaries and only
wish to hear about the exploits of mythological figures. He rejects their
attitude with the following statement (7):

ob unv dovAevtéov Tod¢ voiv Exovtag toig olUTw KOKAG PPOVOoLoLY,
dAda T@v pev tololTwv ApeAnTEOV, TOLG 8’ dAAOVG E010TEOV dKOVELY,
nept OV Kai Aéyewv dikaidv £oTiv.

Although it is complicated by a long exemplum, Nem. 8.19-42 treats the
same issue. After singling out Deinis and his father Megas as subjects of
praise in line 16, Pindar hesitates to proceed (19-21):

9 Cf. F. J. Nisetich, “Convention and Occasion in Isthmian 2,” CSCA 10 (1977) 133-56 fora
full discussion of the opening of this ode and its relationship to the rest of the poem.

10 Cf. G8dvarov uviunv at Evag. 3.

I Here the Helikonian maidens (the spirit of freely given praise where it is truly deserved)
replace that mercenary Muse (Moica . .. @ihokepdrig, 6), who represents the materialistic
dependency to which encomiastic poetry is particularly subject.

12 Cf. E. L. Bundy, “Quarrel” (above note 3) 88 n. 109: “We need an essay on the ancient and
modern in Pindar intended to reveal his thought on how the central tradition is or ought to be
preserved and developed . . . One might well begin with a discussion of the commercialization of
art and morals as these are viewed in /. 2 where, attacking the journalism of his day, Pindar
mourns the loss of spiritual values to the sphere of the practical will, yet in truth welcomes the
change as having forced on the artist with a conscience a more universal and less purely egoistic
definition of value. What envy he has of the impulsive singers of old is thus rejected.” Isokrates,
too, is engaged in the process of preserving and developing the central tradition.
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{otapal 31 noooi kovPolg, AunVEwy Te TPiv TL QApEY.
20 molAd yap moALd Aérektar, veapd & EEev-
povta dopev Pacdve

2 .

&c Eheyyov, Gnag kivduvog: yov 3¢ Aéyor pbovepoiorv.

I stand on light feet and draw breath before saying anything,

for many things have been said in many ways, but to discover new ones
and give them to the touchstone

for testing involves great risk, for words are dessert to the envious.

Here Pindar hesitates to praise a contemporary man, in spite of his eagerness
to do so (moooi kovgotc, 19). Although many themes have been treated in a
variety of ways,!3 there is great danger when one devises (é{gvpovta) new
subjects, for they are subject to the envy of the audience—who, the word
Syov suggests, take particular delight in criticism. After citing the example
of Ajax’s treatment at the hands of Odysseus and the Greeks (23-34), the
poet opens the final triad with a forceful rejection of such envious conduct as
he has just described and initiates his positive program (35-36):

35 ¢&in pij moté pou torodrov HBoG,
Zeb natep, dAda kekevBolg
anioéaig Lwdc épantoipav . . .

May I never have such a character,
Father Zeus, but let me tread
straight paths of life . . .

This passage is the rhetorical equivalent of the Isokratean one. Both authors
are defending their coming praise against the potential ravages of pBovepoi.!4
The grammatical form of the transitions from fear and hesitation to confidence
is very similar. Isokrates’ o0 unv doviegvtéov . .. aAAd (7) duplicates the
movement of the Pindaric ein pu1j moté pot . . . dAAd, while in both cases, the
same word characterizes the conduct they are rejecting: totovtov (Nem. 8.35)
and tolovtov (Evag. 7).

Isokrates labels those (including himself) whose attitude is correct as
ToUg vobv &yovtag, for they recognize their just obligation to give praise
where it is due (Sikaiov). Likewise, at Nem. 8.40-42 Pindar ends his hesita-
tions with the observation that dpetd sprouts up like a tree “when it is raised

I3 For the praeteritio of old (nalaid) themes implicit in this passage, cf. A. M. Miller,
“Phthonos and Parphasis: The Argument of Nemean 8.19-34,” GRBS 23 (1982) 113, who aptly
compares Pyth. 8.21-34. The present treatment of this poem is greatly indebted to his analysis of
its rhetorical and logical argument.

14 This is, of course, a common theme, especially prominent in Perikles’ funeral oration, both
at the beginning (2.35.2) and at the end, when he returns to the living relatives and points out
that because of envy their achievements will be judged inferior to those of the dead, since the
living incur envy because of rivalry (¢03vog ydap t0ig {@ot Tpdg To dvrinaroy, 2.45.1). Cf. A. M.
Miller, “Phthonos and Parphasis™ (above note 13) 114,
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up to the liquid air among men who are wise and just” (<¢v> gogoic avdpdv
GepBeio’ &v dikaioig 1€ pOG Oy pdv [ aibépa, 41-42). The words sogoic and
dikaiotg find their equivalents in Isokrates’ tol¢ voiv €yovtag and dikatov. !5
They portray the proper attitudes of the poet and his audience toward his
task of praising arete.

III. The third prooimion (8-11)

To sum up briefly, the first introductory section singled out the genre and
the subject. The second dealt with the problem posed by the subject matter
(praise of a contemporary) and the consequent envy which it may evoke in
some of the audience. The third introductory section (8-11), also hesitatory,
presents yet another obstacle to the success of the speech. Not only does
Isokrates propose to praise a contemporary but he intends to do so in prose
(B1a Aoyov, 8), a difficult task (yarendv, 8),!6 he tells us, which no writer has
ever before attempted (o0d¢ig ndmoT . . . Eneyeipnoeyv, 8).17 This choice once
again puts him at a great disadvantage vis-a-vis the poets, because they can
employ many decorative elements (troAlol kdopot, 8) in treating their themes,
whereas he must use plain prose (t@v dvopdtwv toi¢ molitikoic, 10) and can
only employ strictly relevant arguments (t@dv évupunpdtoev toig nepi adtdg
tag npdéeig, 10).18

In the following sections (9-10) he gives three instances of the kéopot that
the poets enjoy: (1) the representation of gods interacting with humans, (2) use
of figurative language, and (3) meter. In spite of these advantages, he chooses
to go ahead with the present work and offers the following justification (11):

Suwe Ot kaingp 1060HTOV TAEOVEKTOVOTC TTiC MOUCEWC, OVK KVT-
téov, dAA’ dnomelpatéov Tdv Adyov éotiv, el kai tolto duviicovtat,
Tobg ayaBovig Gvdpag evhoyeilv undév yeipov 1dv v taic ddaic kai
Toig pé€tpoig Eykopaloviwy.

15 For 8ika/dixatog as defining the encomiastic propriety of giving true praise where it is due,
cf. Pyth. 9.95-96 (aiveiv . . ./ navti Bupd cbv 1e dikg kard pélovt’) and Nem. 3.29 (Enetan 5
L6y dikag dwtog, “¢cAov aiveiv”). The latter passage is discussed more fully below, p. 152.

16 yalendv is the standard prose word signalling a Hindernismotiv; cf. Aristotle, Rhet.
3.14.1415a2 and the opening of Perikles’ “Funeral Oration” at Thuk. 2.35.2, just one of many
examples.

17 Although Choirilos may have begun his epic with a claim to be the first to treat his subject,
to my knowledge this is the first extant example of this topic, best known in the versions by
Lucretius (1.926-27), avia Pieridum peragro loca, nullius ante trita solo and Milton (PL 1.16),
“Things unattempted yet in prose or rhyme.”

18 The propensity of encomiastic poetry to digress for the sake of embellishment is illustrated
by the anecdote about Simonides’ encomium of Skopas, which contained a long digressive
portion on the Dioscuri: in quo multa ornandi causa poetarum more in Castorem scripta et
Pollucem fuissent (Cicero, De Orat. 2.352).
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The form of this argument is familiar from the discussion of the previous
section. Spwg 8¢ . . . aAX’ is the equivalent of Isokrates’ o0 unv. . . aArd (7)
and of Pindar’s €in u1 moté pot . . . GAAG (Nem. 8.35). In terms of rhetoric,
all three passages define the proper subject, audience, and treatment, and do
so by dramatizing the author’s own struggles with his project.!® But the most
striking formal and substantive parallel in Pindar is at Nem. 4.33, when
Pindar suddenly interrupts his catalogue of Aiakids and expresses three
reasons for curtailing it: first is encomiastic relevance (teBudc, 33), second is
the short time at his disposal (dpai T’ énerydpuevar, 34), and third is his own
desire to celebrate the festive occasion of the ode (ivyyr & &ikopar ftop
veounvig Biyéuev, 35). However, in the following lines (36-38) he rejects all
three considerations (which he sums up as “conspiracies”):

éuna, kainep Exel Pabela movtiag GApa
péoocov, avtitely’ émpoviiorg oeddpa d6&opev
datov OTépTeEpOL £V QAL KaTtaBaively:

Nevertheless, although the deep salt sea holds you
by the waist, resist its conspiracies; we shall be seen
to arrive in the light triumphant over our foes.

Isokrates, too, lists three major obstacles to his successful composition, and
like Pindar, he rejects them all with a “nevertheless, although” (6pwc 6¢
kainep = éuna, kainep) and states that in spite of the great advantages of his
poetic rivals, he will succeed in his endeavor: undév yeipov is litotes for the
Pindaric 0@d8pa . . . bnéptepot, while the dafwv in Pindar are specified in
Isokrates as T@v . . . &ykopaloviov. Ironically, Isokrates is using the very
form of this argument against the poets who employed it in the first place.20

19 As Bundy, “Quarrel” (above note 3) 59 n. 59, points out, “Such hesitatory interludes can
achieve great power, since they can directly portray the actual process of thought in arriving at its
goal.” He later refers to the introduction of the Evagoras as an instructive example and rightly
notes that the effectiveness of such topics in Isokrates “is often dulled through lack of intellectual
power and precision.” Cf. also Studia Pindarica (above note 3) 13 n. 37 and 38 n. 11. These
hesitations also attest to the character (cf. §60g at Nem. 8.35) of the speaker, who shows himself
to be a champion of a just but difficult cause. For the ethical persuasiveness of Isokrates’
hesitation to praise Agamemnon in the Panathenaicus, cf. W. H. Race, “Panathenaicus 74-90:
The Rhetoric of Isocrates’ Digression on Agamemnon,” 74 PA 108 (1978) 181-8S.

20 For a penetrating analysis of the Pindaric passage, cf. A. M. Miller, “N. 4.33-43" (above
note 3) 202-20. As he demonstrates, the pBovepa 8’ dArog dviip BAénov represents the kind of
eulogist who would stint the Aiakids of their full glory. Similarly, in Pyth. 1.81-85, Pindar rejects
three considerations that would curtail his forthcoming praise. As Miller (213) paraphrases the
passage: “The laudator breaks off his praise of Hieron to extol the virtues of brevity, which are to
forestall criticism (udpog), avoid tedium (x6pog), and allay envy (¢06vog); nevertheless (GAN’
Suwg), because it is better to be envied (for greatness) than pitied (for insignificance), the
laudator proceeds with his encomium under the guise of an extended parainesis.” Similar is
Nem. 10.19-20, on which see Miller (213). Ruth Scodel has pointed out to me that the over-
statement in Pindar’s émiBouAiaig (“conspiracies™) is matched by Isokrates’ theovektodong (11).
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IV. Evagoras’ ancestry (12-18)

The first topic of the encomium proper (cf. np@dtov, 12) is Evagoras’
ancestry. In the following sections (12-18) Isokrates sketches in true Pindaric
fashion the line of the Aiakids, which culminates in Teukros, who colonized
Cyprus and was the progenitor of Evagoras.2! Of course this sketch of ances-
tral achievements serves a clearly eulogistic purpose, but for Isokrates as for
Pindar, the Aiakids, each with his own claim to fame, furnish the paradigms
for the present generation to follow. For example, Aiakos is praised for his
eboéPeia (14) and for bringing timely relief (Graiiayrjv, 14) to the Hellenes;
Peleus is praised for his fight against the Centaurs, for the dangers (k1védvoug,
16) he faced, and for his marriage to Thetis, whose son Achilles is praised
for fighting against the barbarians. It is no accident that Evagoras is later
praised for his eboéfewa (39), for the dangers (kivéOvoug) he faced (35,
36, 65), for his relief to Athens (dnaird&ovot, 54), and for his campaigns
against the barbarians (58-64), a subject that frequently calls forth heroic
models in Isokrates.2?

V. Evagoras’ rise to power: vaunts and justifications (23-40)

In the following sections (23-32) Isokrates recounts how Evagoras gained
the throne of Salamis. After pausing to remark that what he has already said
is sufficient to convey the scope of Evagoras’ arete and of his accomplish-
ments, he nonetheless (o0 unv aA)’, 33) claims that he can reveal (dnidoey,
33) even more clearly (11 capéotepov, 33) the nature of his achievements by
issuing a comprehensive statement (34):

TOGOVTOV YApP TUPAVVOV €V ATOVTL TQ YPOVE YEYEVNUEVOV 00dEiC
PAVIHCETAL TNV TIUNV TaVTNV KdAdiov €keivov KTnodpevog.

This type of summary evaluation by which an author attests to the superla-
tive quality of his subject can usefully be called a “vaunt,” or even more
specifically, a superlative vaunt.23 The language of these vaunts is extremely

21 This catalogue of Aiakids is similar in structure and intention to that of Nem. 4.25-69. Cf.
also Nem. 3.32-63.

22 Three prominent examples are Agamemnon ( Panath. 76-83), Theseus (Helen 23-37), and
Herakles ( Philip 109-12), all of which are accompanied by elaborate justifications that emphasize
their importance and attest to Isokrates’ character. For an analysis of the Helen as a statement of
Isokrates’ Panhellenism, cf. G. Kennedy, “Isocrates’ Encomium of Helen: a Panhellenic Docu-
ment,” TA PA 89 (1958) 77-83. In keeping with the primarily symbouleutic intention in Isokrates’
speeches and with the increasing historicism of the fourth century, his mythical paradeigmata
are much more transparently applicable to the addressee. Pindar is more interested in capturing
the spirit than the letter of the comparison.

23 The term “vaunt” was invented by Bundy, Studia Pindarica (above note 3), passim, who
used it to refer to any direct praise of the victor. In my The ‘Vaunt’ in Pindar (Diss. Stanford
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stylized, generally consisting of a negative (usually o0 or p1), an indefinite
pronoun (t1g), and a comparative adjective or adverb.2* Such vaunts mark the
high point of the praise and frequently serve to conclude topics. Since they
make a strong claim, they often call forth elaborate justifications and as-
surances. Such is the case here, but in order to prove the validity of his
sweeping statement, Isokrates resorts to another Hindernismotiv (34):

el pév obv npodg Exaotov avtdv tag tpateig 1ac Evaydpov napafdi-
hotpev, oUT’ dv 6 Adyog Towg Toig kaipoig Appdoetey obT’ v & ypdvog
101G Aeyopévolg dpkéoetev: Tjv & mpoerldpevol Tovg eDS0KIUMTATOVG
£ML TOVTOV OKOTDUEV, 0UOEV pPEV yelpov EEETDUEY, TOAD 8E CLUVTONDTE-
pov dtareyxBnoodueba mept adTdv.

Isokrates could not possibly examine every single instance. He gives two
vy

reasons: generic inappropriateness (oUt’ dv 6 AGyog iowg toi¢ Kaipoig ap-
pooeirev) and lack of time.25 These are precisely the two reasons Pindar gave
at Nem. 4.33-34 (see above, p. 137):

1a puakpa & éCevémerv pixel pe tefudc
opal T énetydpevar . . .

But generic constraint prevents me from lengthy accounts and the
pressing hours . . .

Isokrates’ mpog €xactov . . . mapaBdrrowpev = Pindar’s td pakpad . . . &Ee-
vémewv; his kaipoic = Pindar’s teOpdc; and his ypévog = Pindar’s dpat. So,
because of these restrictions, Isokrates decides to select (mpogAduevot) only
the most salient examples for comparison, thereby making his point just as
well (o0d¢v yeipov) and more briefly (cuvtopdtepov). This rhetorical tactic

1973) 1 use the expression “superlative vaunt™ to refer to those vaunts that assert the superiority
of the subject over all others, what Isokrates at Panath. 123 terms xa@ OmepBoAriv Tivog
¢nawveiv. Comprehensive statements such as this one are actually variations of a summary
priamel because the ovdeig could easily be expanded into a list of examples—precisely what
Isokrates declines to do in the following section (34).
24 The following table will make clear the similarities.
Ol 1.104: pij v’ . . . KuprdTepov
Ol. 2.93-94: piy v’ . . . dpBovéctepov
Pyth. 2.60: Etepov v’ . . . Onéprepov
Nem. 6.25: Etepov obtiva olkov . . . TAedvov
Ol. 13.31: oBnw t1g npdtepov
Pyth. 1.49: oiav o¥tic ‘EAAdvav
Bacch. 3.63-65: [o]Uti[c]. . . mAeiova
Bacch. 8.22-25: obtig . . . n[Aeb]vag
Evag.: o0d¢ig . . . xaAliov
25 For xatpdg as a term for what is appropriate to the occasional nature of a genre, especially
when the main issue is undue length, cf. Bundy, “Quarrel” (above note 3) 82 n. 100 and J. R.
Wilson, “KAIROS as ‘Due Measure,”” Glotta 58 (1980) 181-83 and 199-200. For other examples
in Isokrates, cf. t@v kaip®v at Helen 29 and éxaipiav at Ep. 2.13.
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is as old as Homer, who prefaces his catalogue of Greeks with the statement
that he could not possibly name them all, but instead will list the leaders and
give the numbers of their ships.26 But Pindar also used the same topic. As
Bundy has shown,?” Isokrates” justification is very close to the one Pindar
advances at Pyth. 9.76-79:

dpetai & aiel peydiat moAvpvbor
Baid 8’ év pakpoiot motkilietv
dkod co@oic O 8¢ Kaipog Opoing
TavTOg £YEL KOPLPAV.

Great deeds always call forth many stories;

but to elaborate a few items among long subjects

is what wise men like to hear, for appropriate selection
conveys the gist of the whole just as well.

Here the adjectives molOpvBor and pokpoict convey the same sense as td
pokpd in Nem. 4.33 and npog €kaoctov at Evag. 34: there is a great deal of
potential material to treat and it will take a long time to treat it fully.2¢ In
both Evag. 34 and Pindar Pyth. 9.78, the issue turns on the word kaipdg.
Although in the former case it refers to the propriety inherent in the occasional
nature of Isokrates’ encomium and in the latter to the selection of details
consonant with that occasion, the basic sense of the word, “the proper amount
at the right time and place,”? accommodates both meanings. Isokrates is
concerned that a case-by-case examination will not suit the demands of the
occasion (toig kaipoig appdoeiev); that is, it will be inappropriate to his
encomiastic speech.30 In the following sections (35-38), Isokrates follows his

26 JI. 2.488-93. Cf. also Od. 4.240-42, where Helen cannot name all (mavta) the trials of
Odysseus, but (GAL’) selects one (168°) that typifies (olov) his character. Fittingly it is the
occasion on which he disguised himself as a beggar to reconnoitre Troy. Likewise, at Philip 110
Isokrates cannot relate all the relevant deeds of Herakles, so he chooses one accomplishment
(niav tpd&iv) to elaborate.

27 Cf. Bundy, Studia Pindarica (above note 3) 17-19. D. C. Young, “Pindar, Aristotle, and
Homer: A Study in Ancient Criticism,” CA 2 (1983) 156-70, gives added support to Bundy’s
interpretation of opoiwg as “just as well,” of mavtdg as “of the whole,” and of xopuvgdv as
“spirit,” and links this passage with the advice that Aristotle gives at Poetics 18.1456a10 ff.

28 For paxpdg in other contexts where an excessive amount of material is concerned, cf. Ol.
13.41, Pyth. 4.247, Pyth. 8.30, Nem. 10.46, Isth. 6.56, and Bacch. 10.51.

29 Cf. J. R. Wilson, “KAIROS” (above note 25). For the basic meaning of the word in
fifth-century drama, cf. W. H. Race, “The Word xaipd¢ in Greek Drama,” TAPA 111 (1981)
197-213.

30 Elsewhere Isokrates shows similar concern for generic propriety. At Panath. 85-86 he
defends his long digression on Agamemnon against those who would criticize him for disregarding
proper measure (t@v kaip®dv dueieiv, 85) by asserting that he is more concerned about his
subject’s merit than about achieving proper proportion (cuppetpiav) or avoiding complaints
about inappropriateness (dxatpiav) in his speech. Likewise, at Ep. 2.13, he has so much to say
(moAAa &' €xwv eineiv) that he fears the impropriety (dxaipiav) of exceeding the limits of an
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critical pronouncements by selecting one primary historical example, namely
Kyros, with whom to compare Evagoras. By surpassing the example of Kyros,
whom Isokrates claims to be the most admired of historical rulers (if not of
all time) for his rise to power, Evagoras will a fortiori surpass all others as
well. Although the fairness of his actual comparison is open to question,?! he
is at least true to his rhetorical principles.

At the end of his comparison Isokrates reiterates his vaunt with greater
assurance and goes on to defend it (39):

el 8¢ 8¢l quvtduwe kai undev dmoateidducvov undé deioavra tov plovoy,
dAda mappnoig ypnoduevov eineiv, ovdeic olte BvnTog 0VO’ Mpibeog
ol1’ dBdvatog ebpedricetat kdAdiov 00dE Adaunpdtepov 0vd’ eboeféote-
pov AaBov ékeivou v Baotieiav. Kat TovToLg EKeivag dv Tig pdiiota
TLOTEVOELEY, €1 0P pa 101G Aeyopévolg dmiatrioag éEetalety émuyet-
prioeLev, TG EKAOTOG ETUPAVVEUGEV. QUVI|OOUAL AP OVK €K TAVTOG
TpoToL peydra Aéyetv mpoBupovuevog, AArA d1d TNV T0U TPAYHATOG
dAnfeiav ot nepi avtod Opacéws eipnrwg.

Once again this vaunt is cast in formulaic language. And, like many Pindaric
examples, it is surrounded by justifications that allay the potential disbelief of
the audience. An instructive example is the end of Ol 2, where the poet
praises the generosity of Theron (89-100);32

90 éni tot
'AKpAyavTL TAVOoALg
avddoopat Evopkiov Aoyov dlabel voo,
tekelv i Tiv’ EKATOV ye ETéwV TOALY
@iloig Gvdpa udliov
ebepyétav npaniow dpbovéatepov te yEpa
95 Onpwvog. GAX aivov énéBa kopog
oV dikg ouvavtopevog, GAAG pdpywv LT AVEP DV,
10 Aarayfjoatl BEAwv
KpL@odv te BEpev EoADV Karoig
€pyorg Emel WApupog aplBUOV mEPLNEPEVYEY,
Kol keivog 6oa yapuat’ GArolg €0nkev,
100 tig av @pdoat dvvatto;

epistle (¢mioToAfig cuppetpiav) by making it the length of a treatise (Aéyouv pfikoc). At Philip
10 occur the same two words, katpév and cOppetpov, which define the length of speech proper
to the occasion.

31 Isokrates indulges here one of the most common sophistic tricks of comparison by which
superiority in one particular is taken to prove overall superiority. Since Isokrates is the only
ancient source for Kyros’ execution of Astyages, he is not above suspicion of having invented it to
enhance Evagoras’ eboéfeta.

32 1 give here Turyn’s text with Snell-Maehler’s numbering. The word képoc has both an
active sense (the excess that produces tedium) and a passive sense (the tedium produced by
excess). Here k6pog is active and personified (cf. the personification of g8évog at Ol. 8.55): it
exceeds just limits and is eager (6éAwv) to prattle and consequently [for consequential (or
inferential) e, cf. Smyth 2968] makes obscure its subject. For an extended treatment of the
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Yes,

bending the bow at Akragas,
I will proclaim a statement on oath with a truthful mind,
that no city within this century has produced

a man more beneficent
to his friends in his affections and more generous of hand
than Theron. But enough. Praise is subject to excess that produces
tedium when it does not keep to just limits, but at the hands of
greedy men eagerly prattles on and obscures

good men’s noble
deeds, for sand escapes calculation
and who could recount all the kindnesses
that man has done for others?

Besides the obvious formal similarity between the two vaunts, each is ac-
companied by strong guarantees. Isokrates holds nothing back and vouches
for the truth of his statement (tfjv o0 npdypatog dArifeiav); Pindar swears
that he is telling the truth (GAafei vé®, 92). The boldness and confidence
of Pindar’s declaration implicit in the phrase avddoopat évopkiov Adyov
(92) is broken down into several aspects by Isokrates: cuvtdpwg Kat undev
brootethdpevov unde deicavia 10V pOSvov, AAAA ntappnoig ypnoduevov.??
Both eulogists refuse to descend to the level of the particular to justify their
claims. Isokrates challenges any listener to test the truth of his assertion by
comparing all other examples. Pindar, too, could attempt to list Theron’s
benefactions, but it would be completely counterproductive. For one thing, it
would be excessive and tedious (cf. k6pog, 95) and would consequently ob-
scure (cf. kpuEAdv, 97) the glory of his subject’s merit. For another, it would be
impossible, since the number (cf. oa, 99) of Theron’s kindnesses is with-
out limit.

When Isokrates declares that he has no fear of 86vog but will speak out
in all frankness, he employs a rhetorical tactic that occurs throughout the
poetic tradition, for such declarations often signal a vaunt. They can take two
forms, depending on the locus of the 86vog. When the Bdvoc is on the part

rhetoric of this passage, cf. W. H. Race, “The End of Olympia 2: Pindar and the Vulgus,” CSCA
12 (1979) 251-67.

33 Many of the terms in Isokrates’ passage have counterparts in Pindaric contexts where high
praise is at issue. For example, speaking briefly and comprehensively to the point (cuvtépng
eineiv) is paralleled at O/ 13.98, where the poet declines to list the victories of the Oligaithidai at
the Isthmian and Nemean games, but is content to sum them up (tavpe £nel Ojow eavép’
a0p0o’). Likewise, at Isth. 6.58-59 he gives the barest details of Pytheas’ and Euthymenes’ victo-
ries (Tov "Apyeiov tponov | eipricetai nov kav Bpayictorg). Cf. Paneg. 106, where Isokrates
says that he has no need to praise Athenian democracy at length (81 pakpotépwv érnatveiv)
because he can reveal its worth in a few words (cuvtépwg Snidocat).

The concept of holding nothing back (undév Orooteikdpevov) is paralleled in Pindar by
expressions such as navti Bup@ at Pyth. 9.96 and pnxét piyel at Nem. 5.50. The same word
(Onéotel)’) occurs at Isth. 2.40, where in a metaphor from sailing Pindar declares that no breeze
ever caused Xenokrates to “hold back” the sail of his hospitality.
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of the eulogist it denotes withholding praise.>* When the ¢B86vog is felt by the
audience it denotes displeasure,3 which can express itself as disbelief3¢ or
criticism.37 Although criticism is Isokrates’ immediate concern, disbelief be-
comes an issue shortly. This forestalling of any adverse reaction in the audience
finds an equivalent at OI. 8.53-55, where Pindar introduces the trainer Mele-
sias for extended praise.

1epTVOV & Ev avBpomolg ioov €c0eTan OLBEV.
el &’ ¢yo Meinoia € ayeveiov
K030¢ avédpapov Dpve,
55 un Baréto pe AibBo tpayel pbivog.

No one thing will be equally pleasant for men.

But if I review in my hymn the glory of Melesias
in youths’ events,

may no ill-will strike me with a rough stone.

Here Pindar too is concerned with his audience’s pleasure (tepnvodv, 53; cf.
fidlov at Evag. 6). In this instance, however, Isokrates’ version is much more
compact than that of Pindar, who employs a negative expression and per-
sonifies pO6vog as one who throws rough stones.3® But the rhetorical topic
is identical. In spite of the litotes, Pindar is certain of the favorable recep-
tion that will greet his high praise of the trainer in the following verses
(56-66), indeed, Alkimedon has won for him the thirtieth major victory in his
training career.

Then, after issuing his sweeping statement,?® Isokrates challenges any
11¢ who may not be convinced to conduct his own survey to determine the
truth of his claim. This appeal to any member of the audience to gainsay the
truth of a vaunt also appears in Pindar, most strikingly in the second person

34 The notion of “holding back” on the part of a eulogist is evident in the “stinter” (pBovepa
BAérwv) at Nem. 4.39. Pindar also uses negative expressions involving ¢86vog to convey the idea
of full and unreserved praise. For example, pn pBovepaiot yvopaig at Isth. 1.44 and pn ¢B6vet
at Isth. 5.24 both express the need for a fitting “vaunt” (kéunov) in praise of achievements. For a
survey of such passages in Pindar and Bacchylides that eschew ¢86vog (holding back) in favor of
full praise, cf. W. H. Race, “Negative Expressions and Pindaric TTOIKIAIA,” TAPA 113 (1983)
108-10.

35 Cf. Evag. 6 (quoted above p. 134), where ¢86voc characterizes those in the audience who are
by nature irritable (Suok6iwg nepikaotv) and find it more pleasurable (§8iov) to listen to
laudatores temporis acti.

36 Cf. Thuk. 2.35.2, where @86vog in the audience (¢pBovodvreg) leads to disbelief (amio-
TO0OoLV).

37 For displeasure (¢86vog) expressed as criticism (udpog), cf. Ol 6.74, Pyth. 1.82, and
Bacch. 13.202. The most famous example occurs at the end of Kallimachos® Hymn to Apollo,
where ®086vog and Mdpog are personified.

38 For the importance of the adjective tpayei, cf. W. H. Race, “Negative Expressions” (above
note 34) 110 note 44.

39 The confidence he has gained as a result of comparing Evagoras with Kyros allows him to
expand this vaunt over the earlier version at 34.
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at Nem. 9.32-37 after his praise of the Aitnaians in general and Chromios
in particular:

£vti Tol @ilnmol T adTéfL Kal KTedveov

YUY ag €XOVTEG KpEooovag
dvdpeg. dmiotov Eeun’

aidag yap OO KpOEa KEPIEL KAEMTETAL,
& @éper d6Eav. Xpopip kev dmaomi-

Lwv tapd nefoPoaig innoig 1 vadv T év payaig

35 &xpvag, dv kivéuvov o&eiag dutdg,

olUvekev &v Torépe keiva Bedg Evivev adTod
Qupov aiypatav apvvetv Aotyov 'Evuakiov.

Yes, they are horsemen there and men

whose souls are masters of their
possessions. Unbelievable are my words,

for the valor that brings fame is secretly
stolen by gain. Had you borne Chromios’ shield among

the shouting infantry and cavalry and in sea battles,
you would have judged, during the danger of the fierce battle-cry,
that the goddess Valor urged on his warrior spirit
in battle to ward off the onslaught of Ares.

If anyone should disbelieve his boast that Chromios and the men of Aitna
care more for valor (aidd¢, 33) than for possessions (ktedvov, 32) and more
for fame (86&av, 34) than for gain (xépdet, 33), then he need only have been
in the thick of battle next to Chromios when the goddess Aidmg herself
spurred him on.4? This appeal by the author to any listener to test the truth
of his assertion by conducting his own empirical examination is also im-
plicit in Pindar’s challenge at the end of O/l 2 (quoted above p. 141): tig dv
epdoat 60vatto.4!

Finally, Isokrates refers to the boldness (Bpacéwc) of his sweeping pro-
nouncement.*2 In a similar fashion, Pindar at the end of O/ 9.107-12 speaks
out plainly and boldly about the virtues of Epharmostos:

40 Here aidmg is the military virtue that consists of valor in battle, of staying in the ranks and
not shaming oneself by faint-hearted efforts or, even worse, by desertion. This quality brings
fame to the warrior, whether he lives or dies. Cf. the epigram attributed to Simonides (A4.P.
7.514):

Aidw¢ kai Kheddnpov éni npoyofjol Ocaipov
devdov oTovievt’ fiyayev eig Bavatov,
Opnikie KOpoavia LoYw" TATPOg O KAecvvov
Awpilov aiyuntng vidog €Onk’ dvoua.
Aidos led (cf. &vtvev at Nem. 9.36) the warrior (cf. aiypatav at Nem. 9.37) Kleodemos, who
gained fame for his father (cf. 865av at Nem. 9.34).

41 Cf. also Nem. 7.68-69 after his praise of Thearion: paBov 8¢ tic dvepei, / i nap péiog
gpyopat ydylov Sapov évvénwv. Of a similar nature is Pyth. 2.58-61: €i 8¢ ric. . . Aéyer

42 Isokrates refers to his vaunt as peydia Aéyety, an expression Pindar also uses in a similar
context at Nem. 6.26-28. After having claimed that the Bassidai had gained more boxing crowns
than any other family in Greece, he expresses the hope that his “boast” may hit the mark:
Exnopat / péya eindv okomob dvra TuyEiv.
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copiat pév
ainewvai' Tobto 8¢ Tpooépwv debrov,
dpbiov dpvoar Bapoéwy,

110 TOVd’ avépa datpovig yeyduev
ebyelpa, deEidyviov, OpdVT’ dAkav,
Alav, tedv 1’ &v dauti, "IhMdda,

VIK@OV ENECTEPAVWOTE POUOV.

The ways of artful wisdom
are steep. But in presenting this athletic achievement
boldly shout straight out
that with divine help this man was born with
quick hands, nimble legs, determination in his look,
and at your feast, Aias, son of lleus, the victor
has placed another crown on your altar.

Here cogiot (artful elaborations)*? are rejected (cf. pév) on the grounds that
they require effort (literally they are “steep,” aineivai). Since he has already
run through the career of Epharmostos (a periodonikes!) that has culminated
in this Olympian victory, he can confidently sum up his qualities in a few
words. The words 8pfiov dpvoar imply the straightforward, clear declara-
tion of Isokrates’ tappnoia ypnoduevov eineiv, while his Opacéwg eipnkag
is paralleled by Pindar’s dpuvoar Bapoéwv.** By rejecting coeiat, Pindar

43 For cogia as technical skill in the arts, cf. O/ 7.53 (artistic skill), Pyth. 3.54 (medical skill),
and Nem. 7.23 (poetic skill). In O/. 9 these copiar correspond to Aristotle’s Evteyvol ntioteig at
Rhet. 1.2.1355b36 which must be devised by the speaker, in contrast to dteyvor nioteig which
consist of factual givens that can be presented directly without argumentation. Here todto
GeOhov means “this athletic achievement,” namely, this Olympic victory that has crowned
Epharmostos’ spectacular career (detailed in 83-99). His deeds speak for themselves, and the
athlete’s own natural abilities (cf. 110-11) can be matched by the poet’s natural directness (cf.
@u@, 100) in praising them.

Cf. the very similar development at Bacch. 8.19-25:

yai &’ ¢moknnTov xépa
20 Kkopmdoopar oLV dha-
Beiar 8¢ mdv Aduner ypéog
oltig avBponwv k[ad’ “Erra-
vag obv dAkt xpovel
naig édv avrip te n[Aed-
25 vag £3éEato vikag.
Like Pindar, Bacchylides offers his vaunt (xopndoopar, 20; cf. undév dnooteirdpevov at Evag.
39 and avddoopar at Ol. 2.92) on oath and testifies to its truth (GAaBeiar, 20-21; cf. aGAriferav at
FEvag. 39 and dhaBei vée at Ol 2.92). In all these cases, the author offers a straightforward
evaluation of the subject’s career. In each case the vaunt itself is cast in the conventional negative.
44 An identical treatment of the topic occurs in Bacch. fr. 20C 19-24:
téyv Jar ye pév eio[i}v drafoat
20 pupia ] obv Bedr 8¢ Ofajporifoag. - -
obu’ avBpanev E[tepov kabopdt
Ae[vki]nmog "Adg
téagfo]v £’ arikiat
@éyyog kat’ avlponfovg gépovoa . . .
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espouses the same virtues as Isokrates, namely brevity (cuvtépwg) and straight-
forwardness (nappnociq), the same qualities that he claimed for himself in

Ol. 2.4

To round off this section on Evagoras’ acquisition of power, Isokrates
pauses to amplify the importance of his subject by stressing the greatness of
kingship (40):

Eil pév odv éni pikpoig dijveyke, Tolovtov Gv kal tdv Adyov adtd
npootikev aElodobat: viv 8’ dravteg dv dporoyrioeiav topavvida kai
@V Beiwv dyabdv kai t@v dvlpwnivwv uéyiotov kai oepvétatov Kail
neppayntoéTaTov eivat. tOv 81 10 KAAALoToV TOV BVTOV KAAALOTA
KTnodpevov tic dv §| mong fj Adywv edpetng déiws 1@V mempay-
névov énavéaelev;

Of all blessings, tyranny is the greatest.*¢ Pindar uses the same argument in
praise of Hieron at Ol 1.113-14:47

tdArotot 8 driot peydror 1o & E-
OYATOV KOpueovTaL
Baciiedot. unkétt tdnTatve népGLlov.

Men are great in various ways, but the
ultimate crown belongs to
kings. Look no further.

Isokrates’ kai v Beiwv dyabdv kai TdvV dvBpwnivev péyiotov is the formal
equivalent of Pindar’s summary priamel: fdAloiol 8’ dAlot peydrot . . . o
8’ Eoyatov, for behind both lies the question, “What is the highest station for
a mortal?”48 In both cases, the vaunt serves the rhetorical function of con-
cluding the praise.

Once again the devices of art (and detailed argument) are set aside (cf. pév, 19) in favor of a
comprehensive evaluation of Hieron's achievement, which the poet makes bold (8[a]pori[cag) to
utter with divine inspiration and approval (cUv 8e@t). Although the text is incomplete, the
conventional form of the vaunt (oUti]v’ . . . téoc[o]v) is apparent. )

45 For an account of Pindar’s espousal of comprehensiveness (cf. £c 16 ndv, 85), brevity (cf.
nayylwooiq, 87; képog, 95) and clarity (cf. kpvedv, 97) at the end of O/ 2, cf. W. H. Race,
“Olympia 2™ (above note 32).

46 Like Pindar, Isokrates uses the terms tupavvig (topavvog) and Bacireia (Baciievc) almost
interchangeably. For the former, cf. Evag. 26, 27, 28, 31, 34, 46, and 63; for the latter, 18, 19, 20,
25, 30, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 43, 58, 63, 64, 69, 71, and 78. For the alternation of these two terms in
vaunts to Hieron, cf. OL 1.114 (Bacihebor) and Pyth. 3.85 (thpavvov).

47 This similarity is pointed out by E. Conrotte, “Pindare et Isocrate” (above note 3) 180.

48 The ayaB@dv could well have been listed. This is a frequent prose form of priamels. Cf.
above notes 6 and 23.
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V1. Evagoras’ rule (41-72)

In the succeeding sections Isokrates praises the character of Evagoras’
reign and adduces as his most convincing proof (uéyiotov tekuripiov, 51) the
fact that many outstanding Greeks left their homes to dwell in Cyprus because
of the benevolence of his rule. Both the substance of the argument as well as
the form is paralleled in Pindar. For example, in praise of Aiakos’ rule,
Pindar says (Nem. 8.7-12):

EBraotev &’ viog Oivavag Bactiede
xEpt kai Bovraig dpiotog. moArd viv mOA-
Aol Aitdvevov ideiv:
dBoati yap fphwv dwTol TEPLVALETAOVTOV
10 1iBehov keivov ye neibec’ dvalioig éxdvreg,
ol te kpavaaig év 'Abdvaiotv Gppolov otpatdyv,
ol T’ dva Endaptav [Mehonniddar.

And a son was born as king of Aigina,
preeminent in strength and counsel. Many men frequently
begged to see him,
for without summons the greatest of the neighboring heroes
willingly and gladly would submit to his kingship:
both those who ordered the host in rocky Athens,
and those in Sparta who were descended from Pelops.

Pindar gives just two examples that sketch the whole (cf. toAXd . . . toA)oi,
8),4 for in this instance he is not interested in concentrating on one particular
example. Isokrates, however, does wish to treat one special case, and there-
fore uses a summary priamel to single out the most important immigrant to
Cyprus (51-52):

@V TOLg pEv GAlovg ovopaoTti diehbelv moAb dv €pyov €in: (52)
Kdvwva 6¢ 1ov d1d nheiotag apetdg npwteioavia 1@v ‘EAMvov Tig
olK oldev . . .

There is a priamel in Pindar on precisely the same topic. In order to praise
the reign of Opous in O/ 9, Pindar lists those aliens who came to settle in his
country (67-70):

dgikovto 8¢ oi Eévot
£k T "Apyeog €k 1€ On-
Bdv, oi 8’ "Apkddeg, ot 8¢ kai [Modtat
viov 0’ "Aktopog é£dxwe Tipaoev Enoikov
70 Aiyivag e Mevoitiov.

49 Athens and Sparta form a doublet of the two strongest states on either side of Aigina, the
one on the mainland, the other in the Peloponnesos, the one a democracy, the other an heredi-
tary kingship.
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And foreigners came to him
from Argos and from Thebes,
and some from Arkadia and still others from Pisa.
But the son of Aktor and Aigina he honored most of the settlers,
Menoitios.

Whereas Isokrates simply declines to name any of the settlers (tovg dAAlouvg)
because of their large number, Pindar sketches the range of the immigrants by
a geographical survey that includes three areas of the Peloponnesos and
Thebes on the mainland.5° Both then forcefully introduce their crowning exam-
ple (Kévova 8¢ = vidv 8 "Aktopog . . . Mevoitiov)’! and both indicate the
superiority of their individual subject over all the other settlers (tpwtedoavta
= ¢£6ywc). The two authors even develop the ensuing theme in similar fashion.
Pindar goes on to praise the companionship in battle of Menoitios’ son
Patroklos and Achilles, when they alone faced the mighty Telephos as he was
routing the Greeks at Troy (70-79), while Isokrates praises the friendship of
Konon and Evagoras, which resulted in the Battle of Knidos that freed Athens
from the dominance of Sparta (53-57).

VII. The concluding vaunt (70-72)

In the following sections (58-69) Isokrates completes his praise of Eva-
goras by outlining his deeds of war against the Persians and by summing up
his achievements. Once again he ends this topic with a superlative vaunt by
declaring Evagoras the equal of any previous hero (72):52

BT’ &f Tiveg TdV mONTAY Mepi TIvog TV mpoyeyevnuEvwy brepPforaic
kéyxpnvral, Aéyovteg og Nv Beog €v avBpomolg 1 daipwv Bvntdg,
Grnavra ta totadta mepi v éxeivouv @vov pnbfjvar paiict’
dv appdoeiev.

Such concluding vaunts, whereby the author makes a sweeping comparison
with all previous examples, later became a standard topic of prose encomia,
as can be seen by Menander Rhetor’s prescription of the “comprehensive
comparison” (tfv teAgiotdtnv ovykpiotv, 376.31 Sp.) at the end of the

50 Pindar stresses the large number of settlers through the plurals (oi) and the wide geo-
graphical range of their cities, thus making the introduction of the single person the more
striking.

51 Pindar withholds the proper name Menoitios for climactic effect. He also effectively with-
holds the name of the mother, Aigina, both because she is more famous than Aktor, and because
she completes the geographical catalogue.

52 We saw (above p. 133) that Isokrates framed the first prooimion with priamels whose simi-
lar wording recalled poetic ring-composition. Here he frames his final praise with vaunts. This
concluding one echoes (but with considerable intensification) the one at 70: dot’ €l Tiveg TV
npoyeyevnuévov dt’ apetiv aBdvatol yeyovaoty, oipat kakeivov fEtdobat tadtng g dwpedg.
Cf. also the two vaunts at 34 and 39.
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section of praise in a faciiikdg Adyog just before the epilogue. Pindar comes
closest to the example of Isokrates at Pyth. 2.58-61, where he claims that
Hieron’s wealth and honor surpass those of all previous Greeks:

el 06 T1c
1101 ktedtecoi te kai mepl TIpd A€yet
60 Erepov v’ av’ FEANAda 1@V mdpoibe yevéabar bnéptepov,
xabvay Tpanidt maAatpovel KEVed.

If anyone
now claims that when it comes to wealth and honor
any other man in Hellas of those who came before surpassed him,
with an empty mind he wrestles in vain.

Although Isokrates makes his claim in positive terms33 whereas Pindar uses a
negative expression, the similarity of the wording is clear: €{ Tiveg = i T1g and
TIvog TV Tpoyeyevnuévoy = TV’ . . . TdVv napoibe yevécBat.

VIII. The conclusion (73-81)

This encomium of Evagoras is framed by addresses to his son Nikokles
at the beginning (I-11) and end (73-81), and in a fashion reminiscent of
poetic ring-composition, Isokrates returns to the beginning where he had
contrasted the physical splendor of the funeral dedications and musical and
athletic displays with his own gift of a speech, which is capable of immortal-
izing arete (Geipvnotov Gv thv dpetnv . . . Towjoeiev, 4). In sections 73-74
he reiterates the primacy of speech over physical memorials, but this time the
contrast specifically involves statues:

E&ya &', ® NikdkAerg, fyodpat kara pev elvar pvnueia kai 1ag Td@V
copdtev eikdvag, mTord pévrotl tieiovog d€iag 1ag @V npdécwy kal
g Sravoiag, dg év toig Adyoig Gv Tig pévov T0ig TEYVIKAG EY0VotL
Bswpriceiev. (74) npokpive 8¢ Tavtag TpdTov pév eidmg ToLG Karodg
KdyaBoig TdV avdpdv ovy obTwg émi 1@ KAAAEL TOD COUATOG CEPUVL-
Vvopévoug wg Emi Toig Epyoig kal Tij Yvaun @lotipovuévoug: Eneld’
OTL To0g pév timovg dvaykaiov kata tovtoig elval udvoig, nap’ oic dv
o1aBdo1, todg 0t Adyoug éleveybijvai @ oidv v’ éativ eic v ‘EANGSa
Kal, diadobévac év taig tdv €0 ppovovviov dratpiBaic, dyandcOat
map’ oig KPEITTOV €0tV fj mapa 1oig GAAolg dnacty eddokipeiv.

Although the topic of the superiority of poetry over the representational arts
in depicting character later becomes a commonplace,5 Isokrates may well

53 Isokrates here employs a common variation of vaunt whose basic structure consists of “if
anyone, then x” (cf. Pyth. 3.86: el v’ avBpdnov).

54 The opening of Nem. 5 is the earliest example of the topic I can find. Cf. Dem. 61.15-16,
Horace, C. 4.8, and Ep. 2.1.248-50:



150 William H. Race

have had a Pindaric /ocus in mind, for his treatment is essentially an elabora-
tion of the opening of Nem. S and could well serve as a commentary on it.

Ovk dvdpravtonoldg eip’, dot’ élvboovia £pyd-
{eoBat Gydipat én’ avtdg Pabuidog
£0tadT’" AN éni ndoag
OAkddog év T° GkdTw, YALKeD doldd,
oteily’ an’ Alyivag drayyéiroto’, 6tTi
Adpurwvog vidg IMubag evpuobeviig
5 vikn Nepeioig naykpatiov otépavov . . .

I am not a sculptor, constrained to fashion stationary
statues that stand on their own bases;

but rather, go forth, sweet song, on board every ship and
in every boat

from Aigina and announce that

Lampon’s mighty son Pytheas

has won the crown in the pankration at Nemea . . .

Of particular interest is Isokrates’ point that statues must remain only
where they are set up, whereas words can travel all over the Hellenic world.
Pindar dramatizes the mobility of song by envisioning it as being carried
across the sea from Aigina. The doublet “on board every ship and in every
boat,” by sketching the range of boats from the large mercantile cargo carriers
to small craft, amplifies the dispersion of the news. Also Sandys’ translation
of drayyéllois’ (3) as “spreading abroad the tidings” captures the force of
the prefix dia-, which is echoed by diadoBévtag at Evag. 74.

Having established the written word as the most effective means of
recording and disseminating a man’s arete, Isokrates states the ethical pur-
pose of his eulogy (76-77):

(76) dv €vexa kai pdilov Eneyxeipnoa ypdgev 1ov Adyov TodTOV,
Nyobuevog kai ool kai Toig natoi kai toig GAioig toig 4n’ Edaydpov
yeyovoaot modd kaAriotnv dv yevéoBar tadtnv napdkinouy, €1 Tig
aBpoicag 1a¢ dpetdg g Ekeivou kal 1@ Aoy Koouroag mapadoin
Bewpeiv bUiv kai cvvdiatpipetv adtaig. (77)todg pév yap dAloug
npoTPEMOUEY €T TNV PrAocopiav ETEpoug EmatvodvTeg, iva {nlodveg
TOLG EVAOYOVUEVOLG TAV ATV ékeivolg Emtndevpdtov mboudoy,
£Y® 8¢ o Kai ToLg oobg 0VK dAdotpioic mapadeiyuaat ypduevog GAN
oikeioig mapakaAi®d, kai cupufovredm npocéyely TOV vodv, 6Twg Kai
Aéyety kai mpdttely undevog frtov duvijoet 1@V “EAARvov.

Herein lies the seriousness of epideictic poetry and prose. By gathering to-
gether achievements (tdg dpetdg) and by adorning them in speech (1 Adyo

nec magis expressi voltus per aenea signa,

quam per vatis opus mores animique virorum

clarorum apparent.
Here mores animique are equivalent to the Isokratean tponovg and iavoiag at Evag. 75. Later
examples include Martial 7.84, 10.32, A. P. 4.4, and the anonymous epikedion (D. L. Page, Greek
Literary Papyri, pp. 554-56, lines 12-20).
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xooprjoag) one provides ethical models (ntapadeiypact) for the next genera-
tion to follow.35 We shall return later to the word kooprjoag. First, however,
we must consider further the relationship of examples which are “foreign”
(GArotpiotg) and “at home” (oikeioig).

In 77 Isokrates contrasts the cases of others (tobg dArovg) for whom one
must provide the models of strangers (1épovg) with the situation of Nikokles
and his family, who have a model right at home.5¢ The same motif occurs at
ad Dem. 8-9. After praising arete for the heroic qualities it inspires, he
adduces the examples of Herakles and Theseus, who won lasting fame for
their toils. But he suddenly breaks off further discussion of them (9):

06 unv dAla xai tag 100 matpOg Mpoatpécelg avapvnobeig oixeiov
Kai kalov €Eeig mapdderyua t@v O’ PO GOl AEYOUEVOV.

The more remote examples of Herakles and Theseus yield to the nearer one,
Demonikos’ father, a “home example” (oikeiov . . . napdderypa).s” He will
furnish a more appropriate model because he is part of the family.5

A model for both of these examples appears at Nem. 3.19-32. After
praising Aristokleidas for his wrestling victory at Nemea, Pindar says that
one cannot go beyond the Pillars of Herakles (19-21). Then, by means of a
relative clause (dg, 22), Pindar digresses on the distant journeys of his favorite
hero.>® After spending several lines on Herakles’ western travels, he suddenly
stops with the following self-exhortation (26-32):

Bupé, tiva npog dAlodandy
dxpav éuov nAdov mapapeipeat;

55 The phrase npotpémopev . . . énawvodvieg (77) well expresses Isokrates’ combination of
epideictic and symbouleutic intentions here and throughout his writings. At Rhet. 1.9.1367b37 ff.
Aristotle points out the reciprocal relationship between praise and counsel: “what you might
suggest in counselling becomes encomium by a change in the phrase.” He then quotes Isokrates
to prove his point: “For instance, the statement that ‘one ought not to pride oneself on goods
which are due to fortune, but on those which are due to oneself alone,” when expressed in this
way, has the force of a suggestion; but expressed thus, ‘he was proud, not of goods which are due
to fortune, but of those which were due to himself alone,’ it becomes praise” (J. H. Freese, tr.).
Cf. Evag. 45, where the statement is used to praise, and Panath. 32, where it is advisory. Pindar
also frequently alternates from advice (often gnomic) to praise.

56 Note the switch from the generalized plural (§ALovg . . . tpotpémopey . . . Etépoug) to the
specific singular £ya 8¢ o€, an instance of what Bundy called a pronominal cap, where the author
and his subject are juxtaposed. This stylistic trait descended from hymnal form through lyric to
prose.

57 Isokrates uses the same topic in the Philip, but this time he justifies the relevance of his
digression on the exploits of Herakles (109-12) by the fact that Philip claimed Herakles as his
ancestor. Thus he can say (113), “you have no need to follow alien examples but have before you
one from your own house” (uf) 8eiv didotpioic xpficBar napadeiypacty, aAX’ oixeiov Ondpyeiv).

58 The word oixeiov has both senses, “appropriate” and “part of the family.”

59 Pindar loves to digress on Herakles, especially as a model of ultimate achievement, and he
often dramatically breaks off his account in order to come closer to “home.” A good example is
Ol. 9.29-41.



152 William H. Race

Alak® oe @api yéver 1e Moioav @épetv.

Enetal 8¢ MOy dikag dwtog, “EoAov aiveiv”,
30 008 didotpiwv Epateg Avipl @Epely kKpéoooveg

oikofev pdteve. totipopov 8¢ koauov Erayeg

YAULKD TL YAPLEPEV.

My heart, to what foreign

headland are you making my course go astray?
To Aiakos and his race I bid you bring the Muse.
Attendant upon speech is the essence of justice:

“praise the good,”
but it is not better for a man to desire foreign things.
Seek at home, for you have a fitting adornment
to sing in sweet song.

The 008’ (30) is adversative,t® and qualifies the general proposition of encomi-
astic propriety (dixag dwtog, 29) that one should praise the good man. On
that principle, Pindar’s preceding praise of Herakles is justified. There is,
however, a nearer claim on his attention, for the ode is about a descendant of
Aiakos. For that reason, the impulse of his Buudg (26) to praise Herakles
(who, after all, is a Theban hero dear to his heart), further expressed as desire
(Epwteg, 30), is diverting him from his voyage (¢uov tidov, 27).6! Prominently
displayed in the negative and positive assertions of his task in lines 30-31 are
two key words: dALotpiwv and oikoBev, recalling the same words in Isokrates’
passages (Evag. 77 and ad Dem. 9). Especially close is the latter, where
Isokrates turns from Herakles and Theseus as exemplars of virtue to the
model of Demonikos’ own father.62

Pindar calls his native theme a notipopov kdéopov (31), a “fitting adorn-
ment.” And while Isokrates had complained in the introduction of the Eva-
goras that the poets had the advantage of many verbal adornments/(toAioi
koopot, 8), he ultimately seeks to rival the poets by producing a comparable
adornment in prose (1@ Adéyw xkoourjcag, 76). The poet and the orator have

60 The 008’ is rhetorically equivalent to the ob pfjv GAAG at ad Dem. 9 (whose full meaning is
“nevertheless [although these other examples could serve as models], you have a noble example
at home™). On this passage and its relationship to Nem. 4.33 ff. as part of the encomiast’s
programmatic “scale of relevance,” cf. A. M. Miller, “N. 4.33-43” (above note 3) 206.

61 Pindar also uses the image of the mAdog in returning to his proper subject at Pyrh. 11.39
and Nem. 4.70. Here the word dArodandv (26) reinforces the notion of dAiotpiwv (30) and
labels his praise of Herakles as digressive. For a discussion of the “linear” journey of the poem in
its course of praise, whose destination is the celebration of the present victory, cf. W. H. Race,
“Digressions and Returns” (above note 4) 4-6.

62 In the case of Philip (cf. above note 57), the oikeiov mapdderypa is Herakles; in Demonikos’
case it is his own father, while for Aristokleidas in Nem. 3, it is his Aiakid ancestors (Aiaké@ . . .
yével 1€, 28), beginning with Peleus, who is introduced immediately after the deliberations:
narataiol 8’ év apetaig / yéyabe Inkedg (32-33). In two places, Pindar combines the Pillars of
Herakles motif with the word oikofev (Ol 3.43-44 and Isth. 4.11-12), indicating that the
example of Herakles is—in its largest sense—oixeiov in these cases.
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precisely the same goal, to praise the dpetrj inherent in their models, those
more distant, but especially those closer to home, who provide an even
greater inspiration.

In the closing sections of the Evagoras Isokrates urges Nikokles to imitate
the example of his father that he has just presented, and ends the entire
treatise with a sentence that strongly recalls Pindar’s advice in Pyth. 2 to
Hieron (Evag. 81):93

£ot11 8’ émi ool un drapapteiv tovtwv: Gv yap Eupévng ti grlocopia
kal TocobToV EMBLEMG So0V MEP VIV, TaXEWG YEVHTEl TOL0DTOC 0idV T€
POCHKEL.

After his extravagant praise of Hieron at Pyth. 2.57-71, Pindar turns to
counsel him with the famous exhortation: yévor’, olog éoci pabaov (72) and
proceeds to advise the king on the need to beware those things that are most
destructive of effective leadership and which plague kings: slander, flattery,
deviousness, and envy. Since Nikokles is looking toward his maturity, Isokrates
places greater emphasis on the future and on what the young man may
become; Pindar, however, is addressing Hieron at the height of his power and
therefore is concerned with the present and what the king already is. Other-
wise, the correspondence between the two phrases is very close: yévou’ =
Yeviioel, olog éooi = tolobtog oldv ot npootkel. The last word in the Pin-
daric version, paBav, even finds its equivalent in gi1hocogiq, a word which,
along with raideia, Isokrates uses to describe his program of political and
ethical education.®¢

IX. The Evagoras and Isth. 2

Our analysis has shown that from the beginning to the end of the Evago-
ras Isokrates uses a multitude of features found in Pindar’s epinicians. To
conclude, I wish to compare briefly the overall structure of the Evagoras with
one of Pindar’s odes, Isth. 2, which exhibits a number of striking thematic
and formal resemblances.

For one thing, both works celebrate the dpetj of a dead man (Xenokrates
and Evagoras) and are addressed to their sons (Thrasyboulos and Nikokles).
We have already seen that both begin with an elaborate statement about the
difficulties of writing praise in the present age.55 But in spite of the obstacles—

63 This resemblance is noted by R. Stoneman, “The Ideal Courtier: Pindar and Hieron in
Pyth. 2,” CQ 34 (1984) 44 n. 6.

64 Cf. Philip 152: yvwobeic olog €l and the elaborate variation of the Pindaric yévot’ olog
£o0i pabov at 114: £o11 8¢ oot me1oBEvTL 101G Ui’ Epob Aeyopévorg Tuxelv 36Ene, ofag dv adtog
BouAndig.

65 Later examples that begin with the problems of praising virtue in a degenerate age include
Theokritos, /d. 16 and Tacitus’ Agricola.
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or better, because of the challenge they present—both authors succeed in
praising the deeds and character of their subjects. Furthermore, both end
with an exhortation to the son to use the present work as a guide in order to
continue the family tradition and not to allow the father’s dpetr] to suffer
eclipse. Here is the ending of Isth. 2.43-48:

urj vov, 8t pbovepai
Ovatdv epévag Guetkpépavtol éAnideg,
UNT’ dpeTdv MOTE OLYAT® TaATpday,
45 pundt 10008’ pvoug® énel Tot
ovK éAvboovtag adTovg épyaaduav.
tavta, Nikdonn', andvelpov, 6tav
Eeivov épov fibaiov €ABng.

Therefore, since envious hopes hang about men’s minds,

let him [Thrasyboulos] never keep silent his father’s
excellence

nor these hymns, for I assure you

that I did not fashion them to remain stationary.

Impart these words to him, Nikasippos,

when you visit my dear host.

His father’s excellence (dpetav . . . tatpoav, 44) provides Thrasyboulos the
oikeiov mapdderypo which he must strive to imitate in the face of men’s
inclination to harbor envious expectations (pBovepal éAnidec, 43),% and by
proving them ineffectual, he will “never silence” (unt’ . . . note oiydtw, 44)
his inherited excellence$’ nor belie the praise given in Pindar’s songs (to0c8’
Buvoug, 45). He further qualifies his songs by saying, “I did not fashion them
to remain stationary” (o0k éAvocovtag adtovg Epyacdpav, 46), that is, that
like statues they should stand as mute testimony to bygone achievement.
Although Pindar does not specifically mention statues here, we can be
certain of the reference by comparing the opening of Nem. 5 (quoted above,
p. 150): the similarity of the two expressions élivicovtag . . . Epyacdpov
(Isth. 2.46) and élvioovia €pydlecBar (Nem. 5.1) shows that Pindar is
talking in each instance about statues and asserting the superiority of the
spoken word over stationary images. We have seen that both Pindar (Nem.
5.1-5) and Isokrates (Evag. 74) make the point that statues must remain only

66 These pBovepai éAnideg (expectations based on envy) characterize a pessimistic strain in
men that leads them to expect less of each generation (cf. the proverbial “most sons are worse
than their fathers™ at Od. 2.277). Closely related is the p86voc at Evag. 6, which inclines men to
appreciate only the arete of former times and to devalue contemporary achievements, thereby
discouraging the young from aspiring to success.

67 Cf. ad Dem. 11, where Isokrates says that he is providing Demonikos a tap&deiypa so that
he can emulate his father’s excellence ({nAotfv tfig natpdag dpetiic). Nisetich (above note 9)
155 note 64 demonstrates that the word natpgav at Isth. 2.44 underscores the fact that Xeno-
krates’ arete is inherited by his son.
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where they are set up, whereas words can travel all over the Hellenic world.
At the end of Isth. 2, Pindar’s remark about his hymns not being stationary
follows an impressive geographical survey that characterizes the extensive
liberality of Xenokrates, which traveled (metaphorically) from Phasis to the
Nile (40-42), and is followed by the command to Nikasippos to impart his
words to Thrasyboulos when he goes to visit him—all of which vividly demon-
strates the mobility of language.t8

Thus, in terms of structure (a eulogy of a father framed by addresses to
the son), themes (the advantages of earlier writers, the difficulty of praising
contemporaries, the problems of @8dvog, the superiority of poems over
statues), and intention (exhortation to the next generation to maintain the
high standards of paternal achievement), the two works show remarkable
similarities of design and detail.

In conclusion, I hope to have shown that Isokrates was a careful reader
of the eulogistic tradition in general and of Pindar in particular, and that he
readily adapted the basic forms of Pindaric encomium to his larger program
of reforming the political and ethical life of Hellas. In terms both of style and
intention, Isokrates comes the closest of subsequent Greek authors to Pin-
dar’s achievement. Although numerous other points of comparison with
Pindar’s works can be found throughout the Isokratean corpus, particularly
in his gnomic works, his address to Philip, and his epideictic speeches, the
present discussion should suffice for demonstrating the close relationship of
the two authors.®®

68 |t is impossible to determine the actual identity (or function) of Nikasippos (whose name is
tantalizingly significant in this ode celebrating equestrian victories), but here he represents the
ability of song to travel abroad, to celebrate arete, and to encourage its continuation in the next
generation that is willing to receive the song’s message (cf. Eeivov Euodv 1ibaiov, 48).

69 Cf. for example, ad Dem. 48 with Pyth. 1.87-88; ad Dem. 49 with Ol. 1.54-64, Pyih.
2.25-41,and Pyth. 3.19-58 (for Tantalos, Ixion, Koronis, and Asklepios as tfj¢ Toxng npodoétat);
ad Dem. 50 with Pyth. 1.94-98 (for positive and negative examples of conduct); ad Nik. 13 with
Pyth. 2.72; Philip 150-51 with Ol. 1.106-15; Busiris 38-40 with Ol. 1.52-53 and Pyth. 2.52-56;
Antid. 130 with Nem. 7.23; Ep. 2.13-14 with Nem. 10.19-20; and Ep. 6.11 with Pyth. 11.52.
Overall, there is a remarkable resemblance between Pindar and Isokrates as they attempt to
persuade—through examples, exhortations, and warnings—the great political and military leaders
of their respective eras to use their power and wealth for the benefit of their fellow Greeks.
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