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Pindar’s Poetry and the Obligatory Crux:
Isthmian 5.56-63, Text and Interpretation

M. S. Silk
King’s College London

I

The end of Pindar’s Fifth Isthmian (56-63) is a difficult passage, and
commentators have said so. A sample of their comments gives a flavour of the
difficulties: “the scholiasts had some trouble with...,” “loci interpretatio
virorum doctorum studiis non minus obscurata quam expedita,” “the most
obscure passage of all...,” “von den vielen Interpretationen, welche diese Stelle
gefunden hat...,” “perhaps the most difficult phrase in Pindar, about which
commentators have been somewhat too easy-minded,” “the assumption...would
not lighten the darkness,” “testo corrotto: diversi gli emendamenti e piu ancora
le interpretazioni,” “the most flagrant violation of...,” “misconceived owing to
the idea that...,” “leges concinnae orationis prohibent...,” “unica difficolta...,”
“nothing but apparent necessity could reconcile...”—and early on in the
passage, and foremost among its several difficulties, comes what one
commentator has called “the obligatory crux” itself.!

Commentators have identified some of the difficulties, but not all of
them; and in any case they have failed to offer satisfactory solutions. The
difficulties, once properly identified, are soluble, but their solution calls for not
only patient and sensitive analysis of Pindar’s words, but also some fairly
sustained consideration of a wide variety of matters, cultural, linguistic,
palaeographical, lexicographical? and literary—where “literary” takes in both
epinician etiquette and the distinctive idiom and sensibility of a great poet.
Elucidation of the passage, accordingly, invites an exemplary discussion, one
that seeks both to establish and interpret a sequence of text and to help expose

IRespectively: Hamilton 109 n. 13 (on the celebrandi of 1. 5 and I. 6); Schroeder (on 56—
58); Norwood 193 (on 56-58); Thummer (on 56-58); Farnell (on 57-58); Famell (ibid.);
Privitera (on 57-58); Fennell (on 59-61); Bury (on 59-61); Christ (on 59—61); Privitera (on
59-60); Fennell (on 62—63); Willcock 1978: 41 (on 57-58).

2Under which heading I subsume “literary lexicography,” as defined by Silk 1983: 305.
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the workings of Pindar’s poetry. The discussion that follows, which is
sometimes fuller than might have been expected, is offered in this spirit.

For I. 5 we are effectively reliant on two manuscripts, both of which
survive with scholia. The manuscripts are B (Vat.gr. 1312: late twelfth century)
and D (Laur. 32, 52: early fourteenth), whose common source was a lost copy
of, probably, around 1100.3 B’s readings are commonly less corrupt, and form
the basis of the text, or texts, to be found in all modern editions. In so far as
there is such a thing as a modern vulgate, Turyn’s text can pass for it. In Turyn,
1. 5.56-63 is printed as follows:4

56 oUtol TeTUPAwTal Hakpds

57  udxbos avdpcov oUd’ dmdoat damdval

58 EATidcov Ekvio’ Smv.

59  aivéw kal TTuBéav év yuiodduais

60 Dulakida TAaydav Spduov evbutropiioar,

61 xepoi Be€1dv, voe avTiTaiov.

62 A&uPavé oi oTépavov, pépe &' eluakiov pitpav,
63 kAl TTEPOEVTA VEOV CUUTIEUYOV ULVOV.

This is essentially the version of B, except that in 58 B has &wif’, in 60
puhakida, in 63 oUpTeyov. The variations in D are largely trivial corruptions
(Exmideov Ekwil’ 58; ynodduals 59; euAakidav 60; vowv 61; vdéov 63),
except that in 63, where B has the obviously wrong ouumeyov, D has the
obviously right cupTepyov.s Of the putative corrections accepted by Turyn,
&vio’ (58) is a conjecture by Ceporinus and ®ulakida (60) another by
Erasmus Schmid,6 the former metri gratia, the latter motivated by considerations
of language and sense.

In Sandys’ Loeb translation, no less representatively, the same sequence
is rendered thus:?

3« éerit entre 1075 et 1150,” Irigoin 137. Full details, id., 137-39; cf. the summary in
Snell-Maehler 1987: Lviii-ix.

4But with numeration as in Snell-Maehler ez al.: 5663 S-M = 63-70 T.

SInformation in Christ. On codd. B and D, see Irigoin 15765 and 321-30.

6Not acknowledged as such by Bowra (OCT: 1947), by any Teubner editor from Schroeder
onwards, or by Turyn himself, all of whom imply that -idq is in B. Some editors (like
Privitera and Thummer) even say so explicitly. Correct information (kindly now confirmed by
Professor Herwig Maehler) in Gerber 1976: 136, and (among older editors) Bury, Christ,
and Mommsen.

"My choice of “representative” translation is the Loeb translation by Sandys (1919), rather
than the generally improved version by Race (1997), partly because the Sandys version is at



Pindar’s Poetry and the Obligatory Crux 27

The long toil of the brave is not quenched in darkness, nor hath
counting the cost fretted away the zeal of their hopes. I praise Pytheas
also among pancratiasts, who, in guiding aright the course of
Phylacidas’ blows, was skilful with hands, and a match in mind. Take
for him a crown and carry him a fillet of fine wool, and speed him on
his way with this new-winged song.

The vulgate text, as indeed its basis in BD, is deeply problematic on several
counts. Though suspiciously odd or opaque in places, the vulgate translation is
not so much problematic, at least not per se, as irreconcilable with the Greek. In
any case its sense is—on several counts—quite distinct (as I hope to show)
from the sense of Pindar’s original.

A few words on the context. The Fifth Isthmian has as its occasion a
victory by Phylacidas of Aegina in the pankration. As 1. 5 and two other odes,
N. 5 and I. 6, make clear, Phylacidas was a member of a distinguished athletic
family, distinguished not least for the recent successes of the new victor’s elder
brother, Pytheas. In broad terms the content of /. 5 is straightforward. After
much celebration of human achievement in general, and the triumphs of
Phylacidas, Pytheas, Aegina and the Aeacids in particular, the ode offers
another tribute to the family’s athletic achievement (54-56)

Hapvaow Tis Epdeov
aug’ aébroiciv yeveav Kheovikou
expabcov

and, as unproblematic corollary, the reaffirmation that heroic effort tout court
(Hakpds udxBos &vBpcéov) has indeed not been “blocked” nor are we
“blinded” to it (oUTtol TeTUQAwTon)®—and then the rest of the given
sequence, oud’ o6mdoal KTA., where all the problems are located. Within this
final sequence the difficulties in, and with, the vulgates, ancient and modern,
fall into two groups: first, ‘the clause from oud’ omdoal to dmw; then the

the time of writing much more familiar, but also because, on most of the main points at issue
in the closing part of /. 5, Race broadly follows Sandys in any case.

8Not actually, or not simply, “quenched in darkness” (Sandys) or “hidden” (Race). The
verb is used in a similar portmanteau metaphor at O. 12.9. For TupAdcw = “block,” cf. Aen.
Tact. 2.1, 2.5 (of roads) and Thphr. CP 5.15.7 (of plant growth); likewise TupAds of body
passages, Arist. P4 675b.7. Man’s “long labour” has not been “blocked” like... (the vehicle is
unspecified: Silk 1974: 127-29), and, as a result, that labour is not made “blind” (so =,
I11.249 Drachmann), i.e., (metonymically) we, the world, are not blind to it, can still see it (in
which sense cf. Pi. fr. 228 and Race 1990: 69).
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remaining five verses from aivéw to Upvov at the end. Let us take the two
sequences separately.

I

oUd’ omdoan Bamdavai | EATideov Ekwig’ &mv: thus B, then Schroeder (1900,
without comment), Bowra (but with a “vix sanum”), and Slater (with another
“vix sanum” and daggers enclosing eEATiScov ékvi§’ dmw). Vix sanum indeed.
Whatever else it may be, the sequence is defective on metrical grounds.
EATTiBeov EkviE’ dmv = — v — — — » — | whereas it seems from the two other
(cor)responding moments in the poem that what is required is — v — — v v — 9
Given that, on the face of it, the fault lies in -1§’ (- for v), then that D’s &w(’
(though offering the same syllabic weight as B’s ékwiE’, along with an unlikely
imperfect, for good measure) nevertheless serves to prompt thoughts of
conveniently available forms of the same verb, and also that, as we shall see,
the forms kvica / ékvicav crop up in the scholia on the passage, most modern
editors have opted for convenient availability. Specifically, since 1526, when
Ceporinus proposed the familiar Attic-koine aorist &kvic’ (- v) for B’s “Doric”
EkviE’ (= =), the E- form has generally been discarded in favour of the o-, and
the metre thereby restored. The result is the modern vulgate, cited already from
Turyn: oUd’ dmwdoa Bamdval | EATideov ékvic’ &mv. With or without minor
variations of punctuation (a stop before oU8’, a comma before éATiScov), and
with or without editorial misgivings, this bit of Greek was accepted, before
Turyn, by Boeckh, Dissen, Bergk, Christ, Fennell, Bury, Sandys, Puech and
Farnell and, after Turyn, by Willcock, Privitera and Race.

The irony is that the rejected é&kvif’ is surely right, and that it is almost
the only right thing about the whole sequence. Not that é&kwio’- is in itself un-
Pindaric: in itself it is as Pindaric (e.g., P. 11.23) as &wi§ - (e.g., /. 6.50). Rather
that there are independent grounds for objecting to, pretty well, everything else,
but none—despite the metrical impropriety—for objecting to &wiE’: the
metrical impropriety is merely the incidental consequence of a deeper and more
extensive corruption. The fact is that oUd’ 6Téoau Samdvat | EATiSeov EkviE’
(or &kvio’) 8w is gibberish, and for a number of reasons, three above all: (a)
the overall construction is irredeemably bizarre; (b) &mw (or any other part of
8mis) is effectively unintelligible in this context; (c) the genitive éATr{Bcov is

9Despite the fact that the (cor)responding moments of text are themselves both the product
of Triclinian emendation: 16 Bvatda BvaToio! Tpémet (Bvatois BD), 37 ‘HpakAit TpSTEPOV
(‘HpakAei BD).
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close to unintelligible. And then again, less decisively, but still very
damagingly: (d) the idiom with kviCco is suspect; (e) the plural Samavau is
a puzzle.

If so much is uncertain, it would be sensible to see what, if anything, can
be said of the structure of the oUd’ ddoat sequence in the light of the words
that introduce it. One thing at least can be said. Unless Pindar’s original bears
no relation at all to the vulgate, we may assume that the aorist of ékwif’ (vel
sim.) is a gnomic aorist, as is implicit in the use of &v8pddv in 57. The point
here is that the sequence oUTol...&avBpcdv reads primarily as a “gnomic”
comment on non-specific &vdpes, albeit there is, of cousse, a specific occasion
for making the comment, namely the continuing triumphs of the yeve&
KAeovikou (54-57):

Hapvaodw Tis Epdeov
aug’ aébroiotv yeveav Kheovikou
¢kpadov: oUtol TeETUPAwTAL Hakpds
udéxBos avdpdov oUd'...

The logic is: “look at this family and you will see that men’s pakpos
uéxBos—i.e., the udxBos of generations of many heroic men—has not been
blocked [TeTUpAcoTat].” In poetry with Pindar’s epinician presuppositions, the
word &vdpes, unqualified in the plural, will be so taken unless there is some
other phraseological directive to restrict its reference to (for instance) the
&vdpes of a or the family. So it is with the unqualified “heroes” of (e.g.) O.
3.36-38, Tois yap éméTpatmey OUAUPTOVS icov BanTtov aydva véuew |
avdpdov T &peTds mepL kKal piupapudTov | SippnAacias. Or again, more
simply, earlier in the present ode (1. 5.11): kpiveTtal & aAka Bix Saiuovag
avdpddv. In fact, if one excludes all qualified &vpes phrases like aGvdpdov
aixuaTaiol (0. 6.86), there seem to be about thirty instances in Pindar’s extant
epinicians where an unqualified plural &v8pes implies unspecific “man” or
“men”!0 and none at all where it turns out to refer exclusively to specific “men,”
i.e.,, to the yeve&, wunless the immediate context provides programmatic
specification. Consider, for instance, P. 10.5-6, where the “sons of Aleuas” are
depicted as

10To the examples cited add: O. 1.17, 1.66, 6.10, 8.8, 8.58, 9.28, 9.88, 12.5, 13.7, 13.16; P.
2.43, 3.5, 3.105, 5.94, 5.123, 8.28, 8.76, 8.97, 12.4; N. 6.1, 6.10, 6.29, 7.24, 9.12, 11.38;
1. 3.1, 8.14. “Qualified” &vdpes phrases are very various in form: see, e.g., those at P. 5.22
and 9.107.
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‘IrrokAég BéNovTes
ayayeiv émkwpiav avdpdv kKAuTtav TTa

and where the &vBpss, transparently, are the victor’s particular celebrants. In
such a case, Pindar’s context provides an unambiguous particularizing directive.!!

At 1. 5.57, by contrast, there is no such unambiguous directive; and,
without one, the &vBpcéov are to be taken primarily as non-specific “heroes,”
“men,” “the brave.” If one were to attach a label to the perfect TeTUpAcoTal,
one might indeed hesitate as between an “ordinary” perfect and what
Gildersleeve!? called a “gnomic perfect,” of which a clear example would be the
képdel kal copia dédeTan of P. 3.54. There can be little doubt, nevertheless,
that the spirit of the whole clause oUTol...&vdpddv is “gnomic,” and it surely
follows that whatever comes after, linked by the simple coordinate oU8¢, should
be “gnomic” likewise; i.e., if what follows is €&kwiE’, then &kviE’ is a gnomic
aorist. Like—though also, obviously, very unlike—Achilles’ k&t8av’ 6udds 6
T A&epyds avilp & Te TOAAA éopycds ({1 9.320), Pindar’s &vdpes (each
one, very much, TOA& topycds) impose a generalizing quality onto the
whole sentence.!3

At which point we may conveniently cite the evidence of the scholia
(I11.249 Drachmann):

oud’ oméoar Bamdvar EAmidov: "ApioTapxos oUTws: oUdt
oméoal damdval avutols éyevrhbnoav ¢m TV €kBePnkuidov
EATiSwov TV Tepl THY viknv, Ekwvica T @wvij, oudt
gEAUTIBNY TH @wvij, GA& TolvavTiov Uuvnoa altTovs. éviol B&
kaTaAAnAdTepov  ypdgouot olv TG v Ewif Smw, W 7
TMvdapikdv oxiina- ovk EkwiEav ai Samdavar oUdt & uoéxBos
auTév  TeTUpAwTal, AA&  ofudepkel  kal  Exel  kala
atmotehéopaTta. ¢doTe evalr oUdt oémdoal damdval THV TV
EATTidov v, TouTéoTi TO éANov oOTiow EoecBal, Ekvicav
kal éAuTnoav.

1180, e.g., 1. 3.11-14 and O. 6.22-25.

12Gildersleeve 111.

13Privitera plausibly relates the tenses here to those at O. 12.7-8: “sul valore di
TeTUpAwTAL € per il suo abbinamento con un aoristo ved. OI. 12.7 sgg. [ouuBolov &1 ol
> Tis EmxBovicov | moTov augl mpdfios éocouévas elpev Bedbev, | Tddv 5t
UEANOV TV TeTUQAwvTal ppadai.” This elpev, like &k’ in I 5, exemplifies what
Gildersleeve (112) calls an “empirical aorist,” sc. “when the [gnomic] aorist has a temporal
adverb or a negative or a numeral with it.” For another Pindaric example, cf. é&v oxepéd &
ot v péhawal kapTov Edwkav &Gpoupai, N. 11.39.
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This remarkable paragraph contains a number of points which will need to be
considered at a later stage in the argument. For the moment let us note that this
scholium indicates: that the passage was already thought of as problematic in
antiquity; that dmwv, along with the rest of B’s clause, was a known reading
in antiquity—though not necessarily the only known reading; and that
Aristarchus thought Pindar wrote, not &émw (oUv TS v), but omi (“voice,”
glossed @aovi).

To return now to the objections to the vulgate text: problem (a), the
construction is bizarre. Two interpretations have been proposed, neither at all
plausible. The first, picking up the scholia, involves the notorious oxfua
TTwdapikdv: plural subject (i.e., masculine/feminine plural subject), singular
verb. For this purpose SaTrdvai could be taken as parallel to pakpds pudx6os,
with OTréoat Samdvail kTA. a compressed relative clause equivalent to T&oat
Samdvai Soat kTA.14 Thus, for instance, Nisetich’s translation,

The great labors
Of their men have not been blotted out,
Nor has the expense that fed their hope...

where “expense” is parallel to “labors,” and where the plural Samdvai
(“expense™) is taken to govern the singular é&kwif’ or é&kvio’ (“fed”).!s There is
certainly no problem about the “reverse attraction” relative construction. At S.
Tr. 1060—61, oU6" Sonv éyc | yaiav kabaipeov ikdunv... is equivalent to
oUTe M&oa yaia donv...; at E. Hipp. 389-90, ouk €08’ omoicy papudke
Sia@Bepeiv | EpueAdov is again equivalent to oUk 0TI pdpuakov OTolw...; at
Hdt. 2.104.4, okdoot i) 'EAAGS: empioyovTal oUkéTt Aiyutrtious puipéovanl,
the 6kdoot is simply “those who”; while at P. 9.46 Pindar himself uses 8oog
and 6mdoos as simple equivalents (Sooa Te...xwmdoat...).16 The problem is
the relation between SaTmdval and ékvif’ / Ekvio’: “the long toil of the brave
has not been blocked [TeTUpAcoTal], nor <have [sc. TeTUpAw[v]Tai]> all

14This is not, however, how X seems to construct the sentence; the presentation in X is
closer to the interpretation offered by Farnell, p. 33 below.

I5Note the misinterpretation of &vdpdv as specific (“their men”: likewise Race 1997).
After “fed their hope” Nisetich’s version adds a redundant “come to nothing” (i.e.,
TeTUPAw([v]Tau is translated twice), but the point is unaffected. Kurke (1991: 200) is among
others who interpret the syntax the same way, though she attempts to avoid ox. TI. by
accepting, and reinterpreting, Wilamowitz’s emendation (below, pp. 39—40).

160n the “attractio inversa,” see Schwyzer II: 641.
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those (plural) damdval eAmidewv which (singular) ékvif’ / Ekvic’ dmw” (or
«...all those Satdval which ékvif’ / Exvio’ EATriScov STiv™).17

This is simply not Greek idiom. The plural/singular idioms that are, or
may be, grouped together under the unhelpful heading of the oxfjua
TTwdapikdv are as follows:!8

[i] The sense construction whereby a following verb retains the number of an
initial singular subject (vel sim.), as Il. 23.380-81, pETG@pPEVOV EUpEe T
ue | BépueT’.19

[ii] The sense construction whereby the number of a following verb is
assimilated to an adjacent or intervening predicate or a singular item in a
composite subject (vel sim.), as Pi. O. 11.4-6, Upvol, | UoTépwov apxa
Aoywv, | TéAAetar and P. 10.41-42, véool &' oUTe yfipas oUAduevov
kékpaTat | iep& yeved.20

[iii] A sequence with a singular verb (usually éoT1, Ajv or yiyveTal) preceding
its plural subject, as S. Tr. 520, jv & &u@imAekTol KAipakes.2!

[iv] A clause with a plurality of grammatical subjects which are “mentally
unified”22 and seen as a single collective entity. Thus /. 17.386-87, youvaTta
Te kvijuai Te TéBes 6 UmévepBev ékdoTou | xeipés T OpBaipol Te
TaA&ooeTo.23

[v] An unexpected, but fairly well-attested, association of the plural
noun/singular verb with the dithyramb and its Dionysiac qualities. Thus Pi. fr.
70b 12-13, otovaxai | pavial T dAalai T° opiveTar.2

Most of the quotable examples of the schema are in verse, though not all
(especially in category [iii]); some can be explained in more than one way;

17See below, pp. 40—-41.

180n the schema Pindaricum see in general: Kihner-Gerth II.1: 68-69 (and 79-81);
Schwyzer II: 608; Haydon 182-92; Wilpert passim; Braswell on P. 4.57(a).

190n which see Richardson ad loc. and Chantraine II: 19.

20Cf. Verdenius on O. 11.6.

21See further Kithner-Gerth and Schwyzer (n. 18 above), and compare and contrast
Haydon (ibid.).

22Dodds on E. Ba. 1350.

23Differently explained by Edwards ad loc. as formulaic adaptation. Examples like P1. Lg.
925¢ are not open to that explanation. Further instances in Dodds on E. Ba. 1350.

24“In choral lyric the ox.TT. seems to belong esp. to the dithyrambic style”: Barrett
(Addenda) on E. Hipp. 1255. Cf. Kannicht on E. Hel. 1358-59. The other Pindaric evidence is
fr. 75.16-19 and fr. 78.2-3; cf. also fr. 239.
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most—for whatever reason—involve either parts of the verb elvat or verbs with
medio-passive forms. Outside the given five categories, examples are either
textually corrupt or—as in quite a few cases—the result of a misunderstood
(e.g., archaic) verb form.25 In I. 5 the Samdavat...Ekwif’ / ékvio’ construction
bears no relation to any of the five categories; there is no question of a
misunderstood verb form; the necessary conclusion is that the unidiomatic
construction is no part of what Pindar wrote.26

The alternative way of making something of the vulgate syntax is
presented by Farnell: “there seems only one way of finding sense and a sort of
syntax in the phrase, namely, to say that 6. Samr. is ‘short’ for a subordinate
sentence [sc. noun phrase!] such as Té ppovTiCewv émdoal eiciv ai damdvar:
‘the thought of how great is the expense did not fret away, etc.’; this is, on the
whole, the view of Schroeder and Sandys.” Sandys (to recall) translates,
“the long toil of the brave is not quenched in darkness, nor hath counting the
cost fretted away the zeal of their hopes.”?” Schroeder (1900) first quotes
Heimsoeth’s paraphrase: “nec quotquot sumptus, i.e. quotiens certaverunt, laesa
iis est éAm. &m.” He then adds: “Omdoau ita explicant, ut aut ‘quanti fuerint’
(Er. Schmid) aut ‘[nec] quotquot fuerunt, hoc attrivit eorum studium’ (Dissen)
intellegant, alii rursus schema Pindaricum statuunt....” One may well doubt
whether these explanations—Farnell’s own and those others he associates with
his own—are all the same. One cannot doubt that they are all impossible.
Farnell’s own portmanteau (“the thought of how great is...”) would presumably
require at least a post-Pindaric 1628 before the om. 8arr., which is in any case
not there. Sandys’s “counting the cost” likewise cannot be got out of the Greek.
As for the “quotquot” and the “quanti” indulged in by Schroeder: assuming that
one allows the elliptical two-word clause (6. Sar., “whatever the cost/costs”:
not so much impossible Greek as implausible Pindar),2? one is faced with a new

25See Haydon. A good example of corruption is Hippon. 68.1 W (once read as fjuépa...
écr'rl\{i now shown by papyrus evidence to be ...eicwv: compare the app.crit. of Bergk ad loc.
[PLG" 1I: 472, fr. 29] with West); a good example of an archaic form is Hom.h.Cer. 279
(kSuai kateviivobev: Richardson ad loc.).

26Hummel 57 claims /. 5.57-58 as one of several “presque siires” examples of the ox. 1.,
but without further discussion.

27Simplified by Race (1997) to “nor have all their [cf. n. 15 above] costs vexed the zeal of
their hopes.”

28L8J s.v. 6 1) 16 B.L5: Kithner-Gerth II: 1.596-97. First attested in Euripides (Hipp. 265)
and Herodotus (7.143.1; 8.79.3).

29Not impossible Greek: rather, a very elliptical version of the type represented by Hdt.
6.12.3, Thv péAAouoav Souninv Umoueivar fiTis éotat (Kithner-Gerth II: 2.423), and less
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problem. Irrespective of what the singular subject of é&kwif’ / Ekvic’ might now
be,30 and irrespective, again, of the wrong (specifying) interpretation of the
aorist, the sequence as interpreted is surely un-Pindaric because, with it,
the value of damdvat would be negative. The logic would be something like:
“pudxBos—thank heavens—has not disappeared off the face of the earth
[uSxBos evidently having a positive value, then], and, whatever the Samavai /
despite the damdvai, they keep on hoping”—where “hope,” like udx8os,
carries a positive value, but Satavai (like our “cost,” “expense”) does not. In
Pindaric ideology, however, damdva(l) always—albeit paradoxically—has a
positive value: Samdva(i) opens the way to apeta (I. 1.41-42, O. 5.15) and is
accordingly rewarded by a kéumos (I. 1.43) or pédos (Autrplov Satmavav
uélos xapiev P. 5.106-7); above all, the victor is called upon to keep on
spending (N k&uve Aiav damdavais, P. 1.90) and, with &petd in view, can
even be said to enmjoy the costs (Bamdva xaipov, I. 4.29; damdva Te
XAPELS. .. TP&OCEL...&APETAS, . 6.10-11).31 This would be the only occurrence
of the word in Pindar which unmistakably foregrounded its possible negative
implication. The possibility indeed seems particularly remote here, given that
one would expect uéx8os and Samdva(l) to be a matching pair,3? so that if
the one (udx0Bos) is positive, the other should be positive as well. On several
counts, then, the proposed construction is not credible.

Problem (b): &émw (or any other part of mis) is effectively unintelligible
in this context. In its classical usage &Tis is a not very common word, largely
(though not entirely) restricted to verse, but—unlike many “verse words”—a
word with a very precise scope. Most of the extant pre-Hellenistic occurrences
are in LSJ,33 but, contrary to the presentation in LSJ and elsewhere, the word
has only two demonstrable senses, both of them firmly located within the
sphere of religion.3 The two senses are closely related: &g is either the gods’

idiomatic than the elliptical type represented by Hdt. 2.126.1, mpricoecfai &pyupiov
Skdoov B Ti.

30The plural Satrdvan all over again? The néxfos??

31Cf, Race 1990: 79, and Cingano (in Gentili ef al.) on P. 1.90.

32See pp. 4243 below.

33Add Tyrt. 10.12 (p. 35 below); there is also a very dubious reconstruction in a fifth-
century Thessalian inscription, CEG 1.120 (proposed by Maas, not accepted by Hansen). On
later examples missing from LSJ, see n. 46 below.

34Cf. Kaufmann-Biihler 285-86. Like &g, the derivative &mifopan always points to
religious awe/reverence in the archaic and classical periods, as a glance at LSJ s.v. indicates.
The presentation in LSJ is defective, however, in not making clear that all three Pindaric uses
share this implication (so, rightly, Willcock on I. 3.5 and Carey on P. 2.17; in P. 4.86 the
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response to human behaviour, especially, though not only, a retributive response
(“vengeance”: Becov dmiv ouk &AéyovTes, 1. 16.388; Beal... &ammd TS Scbaoot
kaknv émv, Hes. Th. 221-22; Becov &' dmv &pbovov aiTéw, Pi. P. 8.71-72),
or the religious “awe” felt by men in the light of, or the prospect of, the gods’
propensity to respond (oUTe daipdveov oUte Bedov dmv Exovras, Hdt.
9.76.2; oUT aidcds oUT &mis, Tyrt. 10.1235). “Gods’ response,” “divine
retribution,” “religious awe”: it is not remotely apparent how any one of these
meanings could belong here.

Mindful of the complexities of Greek religious ideology, and bearing in
mind that Pindaric gods can feel, or express, pBSvos, that this pBSvos may be
aligned with émis (Becov &' v &@Bovov aiTéw, P. 8.71-72), and that Pindar
elsewhere associates human @B6vos with “hopes” in the notable phrase
@Bovepal BvaTcdov...eEATides (I. 2.43), one might wonder whether éATriBcov
omv could somehow stand for éAmidas @Bovepds. Without contextual
support, however, this is surely out of the question, while, even if it were
possible, the EAmides should still be those of the gods, which has nothing to do
with the passage. Then again, even if the éAmides could be men’s éATides, the
sequence of thought would be quite illogical: the pBovepai...éATides of 1. 2.43
“are felt by those who long to deprive the victor of praise” and belong to the
world, not of “good” éAris (&yabd: 1. 8.15), but of “greedy” éATris (dvaidris:
N. 11.45-46).3¢ But in I. 5 the éAmides evidently belong with udx6os and
Samdavai, which are positive elements associated with the victorious
achievement and its celebration.3?

Commentators do not, as a matter of fact, try to convert &mv to 8dvov.
What they mostly do, however (and LSJ, representatively, with them), is no less
implausible. They invoke a supposed secular sense of &1ris, “pious care or zeal”
in LSJs version, whence Sandys’s translation: “nor hath counting the cost
fretted away the zeal of their hopes.” LS./’s presentation is instructive. After a
main, and fairly unexceptionable, section “I. of the gods,” they add:

word, used of the response of the people of Tolcus to the sight of Jason, is explained at once by
the question ol Ti Tou oUtos 'ATSAAwvV KTA.), as do, explicitly, those at Thgn. 734 and 1148.

35Bergk’s conjecture, not adopted by West (q.v.), but very probable.

36Bulman 22.

37See p. 34 above. The arousal of BSvos can be seen as a mark of achievement, of course
(cf., e.g., P. 1.85 and Walcot 39-40), but that notion is too far from the present passage to be
even possibly relevant.
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IL. of men, 1. the awful regard which men pay to the gods, religious
awe, veneration, obedience, oUte Baiudvwv oUte Beddv SmMv
éxovTas, paying no regard to .. (cf. 6miCouar), Hdt.9.76, cf. 8.143; so
also ém (v.I. &mw) Bikaiov Eéveov strict in his reverence towards
strangers, i.e. in the duties of hospitality (al. Eévov), Pi.0.2.6;
aideoBeis dmda..moAlolo yeveiou maintaining due reverence for the
hoary beard, Mosch.4.117. 2. pious care or zeal, Pi.1.5(4).58.

This is bad lexicography.3® A “trustworthy” classical prose usage (Herodotus)
has been related to a whimsical trope from later poetry (Moschus)?* and to—
wonder of wonders—not one but two corrupt passages from Pindar. As LSJ’s
entry indicates, besides the uncontroversial dmw of P. 8.71 (discussed above)
and the problematic dmv of 1. 5, there is also one other Pindaric locus to
consider, O. 2.6. In Snell-Maehler the passage in question, with surrounding
context, appears as follows (5-7):

Onfpwva 5t TeTpaopias Eveka vikapdpou
yeywvnTéov, éTi [sic] Bikaiov Eévwv, Epeioy’ 'AkpayavTos,
eUVUHWY TE TaTépwy &wTov dpBdToAw.

& Bikatlov E¢veov, “strict in his reverence towards strangers” (LSJ): this is
indeed the nearest thing to any sort of parallel for secular émis in classical
Greek. Yet even this is not the same, because such “reverence” would actually
devolve from Zeus xenios (TTpds...A1ds eiow...Egtvol, Od. 6.207-8). In any
case this is only a conjectural text, rightly described by its most recent editor as
quite “uncertain.”# All manuscripts (supported by POxy. 13.1614) point us to
OTII Sikaiov Eévov, and in the Byzantine era, at least, OTIl was in fact
interpreted as omi, “voice,” and associated with the preceding word
yeywvnTéov (witness the scholiastic glosses éupeAecTaTe &oupatt / gv
ASyots / @eoviy).4! On metrical grounds this omi (v v) can hardly be right as it
stands, since v — is required; but then again, the “uncertain” form &, which is

38Cf. the fuller discussion of LS.J’s weakness in dealing with literary modes of language in
Silk 1983. I take the opportunity to note here that the 1996 Revised Supplement to LSJ
contains nothing that directly affects my discussion of &émis or any other lexical item
discussed in this article.

390n the principle and implications of this appeal to ‘trustworthy’ usage, see Silk 1974: 27—
56, esp. 43-48; on the imperative need to resist interpreting classical (pre-Hellenistic) usage
by reference to later (Hellenistic, etc.) usage, id. 38-39.

40Willcock (1995: 143) ad loc., adding, “this [is] the least uncomfortable reading.”

41Abel 1.110: 8-9.
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accepted by most modern editors for its supposed metrical value v —, is
nowhere attested with this value; and a glance at the range of alternative
conjectures#? is enough to dispel any cosy belief that &1, or any part of &mis,
has even commended itself to all modern authorities on Pindar’s text.43

Out of this unhappy mélange of conjecture, later usage and
misrepresented earlier usage arises the alleged quasi-secular sense “reverence”
(quite unjustified itself), and then (worse still) the separate category “pious
care” or “zeal,” invented to house the present passage from /. 5. One would say
that here LSJ are committing the sin they commit too often elsewheret—
mistaking what smells like a one-off poetic use for an established lexical
meaning—except that here the smell is not even of a one-off poetic use, but of a
one-off textual corruption.

As so often, LSJ have not invented their line of thought. Their “pious
care” or “zeal” is common to most of the commentators over the last two
centuries, and can be traced back to an earlier world of scholarship, namely the
lexicographical lore of late antiquity. In Hesychius we find the gloss &mw-
EMOTPOPNV, in the Suda &mis' 1y émMoTpoP), and elsewhere in the Pindaric
scholia an extended version in the form of an unconvincing etymology, &mis...
1 ToU péAAovTos EmMOTpoPr Kal ToU HETA TalTa éoouévou—in other
words a derivation of &5 from 61ricco.45 The form &mwv that is used as lemma
in Hesychius is the commonest single form in our literary attestations of the
word; but it is also the corrupt form transmitted at 1. 5.58. I suggest that it may
have been precisely this corruption that engendered the late lexicographical
entries, and this corruption too that engendered the post-classical usage
represented by Moschus (cited by LSJ).46 For this to be possible, of course, the

42See Gerber 32.

43To the crux in O. 2.6 | have no solution, but note that, besides importing the ad hoc and
otherwise unattested form &mi, the “uncertain” text (coni. Hermann) offers a sequence,
Sikatov..., Epelol’..., EUVUHWY Te TTaTépwv &wTov, which is in effect a triadic structure,
ABC Te. Such a structure is not common in any period (“rarely, Te couples the last two units
of an otherwise asyndetic sequence”: Denniston 501) and does not seem to occur elsewhere in
Pindar (see Slater 488-89).

44As, representatively, with the word Tépugi€. See Silk 1983: 306-9.

45 0n /1. 3.5: 111.223, 22-23 Drachmann. Cf. X on /. 5.58: I11.249, 8-9 Drachmann.

46Disguised only by the alternative epic formation ém3a. For the record, no other later-
antique uses of &g seem to be attested, except for two other C.E. epic uses of Becdov dmv
(Tryphiod. /I. 598 and epic adesp. [“émiypauua”] ap. Philostr. Her., 11.214 Kayser). Besides
this, there is only a very implausible conjecture at Timo Phl. 802.2 Supp.Hell. (see edd. ad
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corruption must have been very early, Hellenistic or even pre-Hellenistic. And
so indeed it was, as is indicated by the fact, noted earlier, that Aristarchus had
already ascribed oTri to Pindar in preference (so one infers) to the &mw (“ouv
TS v”) read by unspecified évior.47 That is: & was a reading known to, but
rejected by, Aristarchus, meaning that the corruption had already entered the
manuscript tradition by the third century B.C.E. The corruption thereafter
prevailed and generated a gratuitous reinterpretation of dmis—witness both the
later lexicographers and the usage in Moschus (Meg. 117), which, in full, is:
aideoBeis dSMda mpoTépnv TOAoIo yeveiou, “maintaining a reverent regdrd
for the hoary beard.” In this association of &mis and aidcds, together with the
learned “extension” that presupposes, surely, scholarly discussion of Pindar’s
supposed Omiv, one sees a Hellenistic poet’s characteristic allusion to a
tradition of which he is not strictly a member but seeks to appropriate.48 The
spirit of such recreativity is aptly summed up by Bulloch on Callimachus’ use
of Homer:

The poetic tone is that of the Homeric/poetic language, which is
apparent in small details of form and phraseology which have no more
exact significance except that they are “Homeric”....Rare words,
usages, constructions etc. are picked out as special Homeric
idiosyncrasies...and existing Homericisms are extended, or new ones
created according to Homeric practice.... Occasionally an unusual
feature is illuminated by what we know of editorial work which
Hellenistic writers did on Homer...though discrepancies with
Aristarchus’ later work are noticeable....49

Under “Homericisms” now subsume “Pindaricisms,” and the whole statement
can stand as a formula for Moschus’ recreative &mda, not least its evident
“discrepancy” with Aristarchus.

After all of which, it seems almost superfluous to look back to the
supposed Pindaric phrase &wif’ / &wvic” émwv and note how specific kviCew
is,0 and how anomalous it would be for a classical user of the language to
suggest doing anything so specific to &Tis. As a human being, one can “heed”

loc,) and what looks like an eccentric misunderstanding in Maiistas 58 (p. 71 Coll. Alex.
Powell), where &mw EAeev (sic) seems to imply a confusion of év with STra.

47Above, pp. 30-31: cf. Wilamowitz 1922: 204 n. 1.

48In Moschus’ phrase there is also learned allusion to canonical epic usage: dmda, Od.
14.82 al., dmy aidéoaT’, Od. 21.28.

49Bulloch 28.

50See below, pp. 41-42.
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or “not heed” &g (Becdv SV oUk aAéyovTes, [l. 16.388); one can “have in
mind” or “not have in mind” s (oUk SMBa PppovéovTes évi Pppeaiv, Od.
14.82), “be aware” or “not be aware” of &g (oUdt Becdv Smv €iddTes, Hes.
Op. 187), “feel aibcds” or “not feel aidcds” in the face of &mis (oUdE Becdov
Smy aidéoat’, Od. 21.28); or one can simply “keep” or “not keep” &mis
(Becov &mv ExovTas, Hdt. 9.76.2). To have &mis as object of a verb like
kviCew would be utterly out of line with attested usage, whatever meaning one
attempted to foist onto either of these words.

One attempt has been made to salvage émiv in a way that would evade
some, albeit only some, of the problems discussed:

oUTol TETUPAWTAL HAKPSS
udxBos avdpdov oud’ dTéoal Bamdval
EATTS Exviav Smw.

This is the text printed by Thummer (1968) and in successive Teubner editions
from Schroeder (1914) up to and including the latest edition by Snell-Maehler
(1987), whose apparatus laconically reports: “Wil. (émv = gfomicw).”s!
Farnell comments: “Wilamowitz’s treatment of the passage is original: he
proposes tATd’ Ekvifav Omwv, and explains the last word as adverbial
accusative of a lost noun from which &mBev and £Eomv are derived in the
sense of ‘afterwards’, ‘after the event’; and he makes the phrase dependent on
TeTUPAcvTal [sic].” On the most positive interpretation, the supposed
meaning would be: “the long toil of &vdpédv has not been blocked
[TeTUpAcwTat], nor have all those expenses which did / which do habitually
[gnomic aorist] kviCew hope for the future.” Inter alia Wilamowitz has not only
eliminated the impossible &g, but has also produced a Greek construction, and
done justice to the positive force of Samdvai and the tense of the verbs2—and
this with a relatively modest emendation of reasonable palaeographical plausibility.

The cost of these improvements, however, is dire. Farnell remarks: “it is
never helpful to emend a difficulty by an unknown word or a word of unproved
meaning; and the whole phrase as [Wilamowitz] rewrites it is more obscure
than what the MSS have given us.” It may be doubted whether Wilamowitz’s

5‘W1lamow1tz proposed EATTS’ Ekvicav ST in 1909: 825 n. 1. Schroeder printed &kvifav
&mwin 1914 (2 ed. ). Wilamowitz emended his own emendation accordingly in 1922: 204 n. 1.

52And also eliminated at least one more of the problems we have still to discuss in detail:
the genitive, éATridcov.



40 M. S. Silk

Greek is more obscure than the vulgate; but quite apart from the fact that the
reference to the future, if not obscure, is certainly otiose (what else could
the hope be, but “for the future”?), the postulation of a wholly unattested word
is indefensible. A hapax may be peculiarly liable to engender scribal
mystification and corruption, but to conjecture a new hapax (without any other
supporting evidence) to explain a textual problem, and thereby to replace the
problematic by the unknowable, is a breath-taking methodological impropriety.
The pretext for Wilamowitz’s imaginative leap, presumably, is the scholiast’s
phrase THv TV EATBcov 8w, TouTéoTL TO HéAAOV OTricw EoecBai—but
not only is this remark a mere variation on the dubious etymological theme
pursued by the Pindaric scholia elsewhere, and not some specific key to the
present passage; it in any case still presupposes the éAT{Scov &mv phrase that
the putative adverb is supposed to eliminate.3

After these—necessarily—lengthy discussions, the remaining problems
posed by the vulgate text can be dealt with more summarily.

Problem (c): as Wilamowitz’s conjecture acknowledges, the genitive,
EATiScov, is hardly explicable. It must be dependent on either [i] Samwaval or
[ii] dmwv (so X). However, [i] damdvatr éAmideov is alien to fifth-century
poetic Greek. What could this conjunction of abstractions possibly mean?
“Expenditure(s) of hope(s)”? A glance at Pindar’s own attested usage of
Samdva serves to suggest how remote such a phrase is from attested linguistic
reality. In Slater’s lexicon the article on Samava is as follows:

530n &mv / dmiow see above, p. 37. Wilamowitz’s emendation also creates additional
problems of its own, notably that in any kind of Greek ¢ATida is not much more plausible as
a prospective object of kvilew than &mwv is (above, pp. 38-39, and below, pp. 41-42),
especially in the singular, where éATriSa is rarely the object of any remotely comparable verb:
&moTpuew EATISa (S. Trach. 124-25) is the closest available parallel. (In the plural, cf.,
e.g., aTd y&p kdpos auPAvveL...eAmriSas, P. 1.82-83.) One should add that the meaning of
¢ATiSa kviCew would presumably be “provoke to hope” (below, p. 42), which in Pindar
would be odd in the sense that éATris, even if good éAmis (below, pp. 51-52), is hardly a
Téhos. N.B. that a restored ¢éATid’ could only be éATid(a), pace Thummer (on 56-58) and
Kurke (1991: 200), who seem to suppose it could be éATidu: elision of dative singular -1 is not
attested in melic poetry (West 1982: 10). Wilamowitz’s invention and the possible Smw /
omiow link are discussed learnedly and sympathetically by Burkert (198-204), who
speculates that &mis may have originated as a pseudo-noun, generated by epic-poetic
misunderstanding of the supposed adverb &mw. In the end, however, Burkert (plausibly)
rejects this interpretation of &mwv for Pindar, for lack of any supporting evidence that the
adverb survived to his time, and (tamely) acquiesces in the vulgate, whose eccentricities are
ascribed to Pindaric creativity (202-3).
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expenditure (upon the training of athletes and horses) aiei 8 aug’
apeTaiol Tévos damdva Te pdpvatal 0.5.15. uf kduve Aiav
Samdvais P.1.90. 16 kaAAivikov AuTtrpiov Satavév pélos xapiev
P.5.106. €i & GpeTd@ KaATAKEITAl TEOAV OPYAV, AUPOTEPOV
Sdamavais Te kai mévols 1.1.42. olTol TeTUPAwTal Hakpds
uéxBos avdpcov oud’ éméoar Samdven TeAmiSewv EviE dmvt
15.57. €&l ydp Tis avBpdTwv damdvg Te xapels kal Téve
Tp&ooel BeodudTous dpeTds 1.6.10. c.gen., Bamdvy xaipov iTrmwv
expenditure upon horses 1.4.29.

In Pindaric usage, evidently, Samdva(1) is prospectively concrete and refers to
literal expenditure.5* One would therefore expect Samdvai éATridcov to have to
mean something like “expenditure [of money resulting] from hope(s),” but the
ellipse is as implausible as the opacity, in this context, is inconsequential: as
the other Bamdavai passages quoted indicate, in such programmatic contexts
Pindar is habitually lucid. Yet if, accordingly, Samdvai éAmideov is close to
incredible, [ii] éATiScov &mv—the only available alternative—is out of the
question. In the light of our discussion of &mis—“gods’ response,” “divine
retribution,” “religious awe”—there is simply nothing for the phrase to mean.

Problem (d): the idiom with kviCco is suspect. The verb has two
characteristic ranges of usage. First, there is a primary, physical usage,
“scratch” or “scrape,” which is attested, though not often, with the
uncompounded verb (as oUdt kvilépueva aioBdvetal T& Tadia, Arist. HA
587b.7; fiv kvicw ToUTov, ouk EAkos EEel, Herod. Mim. 4.59—-60 Cunningham)
and compounds (ExovTes Svuxas cidnpous émkviCouov, Thphr. HP 4.2.1),
and which generates occasional metaphorical uses (like kviccw TO PfjW
EkaoTov, Ar. Ran. 1198-99, plausibly explainedss as equivalent to Bacavilew,
with allusion to the touchstone). In addition, the verb has a range of secondary
and much commoner senses, from [i] “provoke (to action),” especially by
“bothering” (rather like “bug” in late twentieth-century English slang), to [ii]
“excite,” “tease,” especially sexually. Thus [i] ZépEnv &kvile 17 'ApTaBdvou
yvcoun, Hdt. 7.12.1, éTepmduny Sucws & Ekvilé W’ aiel ToUb’, S. OT 785-86,
KAécov...ue kakioas €kvioe, Ar. V. 1286, vw...'|lpiyével’...opaxBeioa...
ékvioev BapumdAapov Spoat xéAov, Pi. P. 11.22-23; and [ii] ‘ApicTwva
EkviCe... Tiis yuvaikos...Epaws, Hdt. 6.62.1, kekviopévos €pwoTi, Men. Sam.

34As in early and classical usage in general (cf. LSJ s.v.), though instances like eis TAGow
ToU éuPpvou...n Bamavn [sc. Tis Tpo@fis] (Arist. GA 776a.34, not in LSJ) are attested
from the fourth century.

55By Taillardat 456 n. 1.
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330-31, kvicev Te Mivet kéap...Kumpidos...8dpa, B. 17.8-10, éTépois
tTEpwv EpaTes EkviEav ppévag, Pi. P. 10.60. In these secondary usages, as
the instances cited suggest, the object of the verb is always a person, albeit
sometimes in metonymic disguise (as in Bacchylides’ kvicev te Miveot kéap
and Pindar’s &wvifav @pévag), sometimes, again, in ellipse (as in another
Pindaric passage, P. 8.32, i) képos £ABcov kvior), and occasionally in the
form of a proleptic compression (in Pindar again, N. 5.32, ToU 8¢ opyav
kviCov aimewot Adyou: “provoked his anger,” i.e., “provoked him to anger”).

In these attested ranges of usage there is nothing like kviCew &mw. Given
the non-physicality of the context, one would expect the verb to have to mean
“excite” or “provoke.” But “excite” or “provoke” &mv—that is, “excite/provoke”
<someone> to &mwv (“provoke the gods to retribution” or “provoke men to
reverence” ??)—involves a prolepsis which is per se improbable (61 is hardly
a mood or disposition as 0pyn is) and in context baffling. The primary physical
usage, on the other hand, would yield a weird metaphor, “scrape dmwv,” which,
if it meant anything, would presumably mean “test...” (like the Aristophanic
kviow TO pijW’, cited above); this again offers no prospect of sense here. And
the notion that kviCewv dmv could somehow, unilaterally, mean “fret away
(their zeal)”s6 is as gratuitous for kviCew as it is for dmw itself. Wilamowitz’s
hypothetical kvilew éATida at least has the merit of creating a phrase that is
possibly Greek and a meaning that is possibly relevant (“provoke to hope,” as
opyav kviCew is “provoke fo anger”). The vulgate offers a phrase that is barely
Greek and a meaning that is simply irrelevant.

Problem (e): the plural damdvay, finally, is surprising—surprising, that
is, in the context: oUTol TeTUpAwTal pakpds | péxBos avdpdov, oud’
oTéoal Samdvan.... Looking back to Pindar’s Samdva(l) passages, we find
several instances where “expense” forms a pair with Tdvos, “toil”: Tévog
Samdva T¢ in O. 5.15, Samwdvais Te kai Tévols in 1. 1.42, Samdva Te...kal
Téveo in 1. 6.10. In each of the three passages, the two words share the same
number: we have a pair of singulars at O. 5.15 and . 6.10, a pair of plurals at I.
1.42. The word péxBos that appears at I. 5.57 is demonstrably a semantic
collocate (synonym or close neighbour) of Tévos. Consider such sequences as:
Exov Tévov, ...Bfip Exov kai péxBov, Hes. Sc. 305-6; fiv Bt Biax pdxBeov
[&>at], TédW Méveov [TOV &pxovTa Bel TAeovekTOUVTA Pavepdy elvai], X.

560r, e.g., “vex the zeal” (Race 1997). Likewise the idea that kv. here could mean “scratch
= hurt” (so in effect Z: below, p. 44) is not credible.
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Cyr. 1.6.25; améAapov Biov ToUtov Eumeddépoxbov, | peta TpidV
TéTapTov Tévov, Pi. O. 1.59-60; or such Pindaric “equivalents” as uakpos
uéxbos, 1. 5.56-57: pakped v, P. 8.73.57 The corollary is that poxBos will
be perceived as, in effect, a variant of wévos and that in such a close sequence
of “toil” and “expense” we would expect to find a true pair of parallel items.
Accordingly, the singularity of this particular “toil” (here, péx8os) makes the
plural Samdvai surprising, while the syntactic obstacles in the way of taking
the latter as part of a true pair with udxBos only serve to bring the whole
sequence under renewed suspicion.

I

With or without the palliative kvio’, the text given by manuscript tradition is
indefensible; and no published attempt to emend it has succeeded in dealing
with the problems involved—or if, like Wilamowitz, an emender has succeeded
in dealing with some, he has left others and created more.58 Let us start again.
The best place to start is B’s é&kwif’ (lightly corrupted to &kwiC’ in D) and the
evidence of the scholia, the importance, and the detail, of which has been
strangely downplayed. It will assist the discussion to cite the crucial passage
again, this time with a relevant textual note and a part-translation of the Greek:

oud’ 6Tdoal Samdval EATidwv: Aristarchus comments as follows:
oudt dmdéoat Samdval auTtols tyevrinoav em TGV EkPePnkuiéov
EATTIS oV TGV Tepl THY vikny, EkVica Tij Peovij, oudt EAuTONV*
TH Pcovij, aAA& TouvavTiov Uuvnoa auTtovs. More grammatically,
some critics read ékwif’ dmv (with <final> v), whereby there is a
schema Pindaricum <which yields the following>: “ouk &kwifav ai
Samdaval nor has their uéxB8os been made blind (rather it is sharp-
sighted and brings good results).” So <overall>: “nor do/did éméoat
Samdaval bother [?] and hurt the &g of hope(s)—i.e., expectations of
the future [oUd¢ omdoar damdvai ThHy TV EATidwov Smv,
TouTEoTI TO HEAAoV dTriow Eoecbal, Ekvicav kal EAUTnoav].

*eAuTmiOnv B, éAutiifn D: éAUnoa Bergk

Besides its evidence about &mv / oTri the scholium indicates that ékviE’ evidently
was, but ékvio’ arguably was not, assumed by the ancient commentators who

57Likewise, at O. 10.93 and N. 7.74 uéx0os and wdvos, respectively, are opposed to TO
Tepmvdv. On Samdva / wbévos cf. Cingano (in Gentili ef al.) on P. 1.90.

580ther proposals are listed by Gerber 1976: 136. See also Gerber 1990: 42, and Lasso de
la Vega 45-47.
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debated the &m(v) issue. The relatively outlandish “Doric” é&kwi§’ is explicit (cuv
TR v EknE’ dm: cf. ékvifav in the next sentence), whereas the ordinary Attic
and koine Ekvic’ appears only in the scholiast’s version of Aristarchus’ paraphrase
(Bkvioa T1] pwvij) and the final paraphrase of the alternative text (Ekvicav), in
both cases where one might well expect a normalized form to occur. ékwif’ is a
much less familiar form than €&kwvio’, and though both forms are indeed Pindaric, it
is hard to see why £kvio’ should ever have been corrupted to the lectio difficilior,
#kvif’.5° The scholiastic account of Aristarchus and the Eviol seems to confirm
that ékviE’ is terra firma. Let us assume that é&kwi’ is right.

Aristarchus—and the Evioi—evidently found the passage difficult. The
gviol, with &mv, made an attempt to interpret their text. So too did Aristarchus,
with his &, and, notwithstanding some textual confusion in the scholium itself,
we can infer that his explanation was as follows:

nor did I give pain [Ekvif’ interpreted as ékvifa and glossed eEAUTTNOQ
(Bergk)] to them by saying [T7j ¢wvi}] how great were the costs that
came their way in connection with their hopes of victory, which were
now realized; on the contrary, I celebrated them.

Given its implausible switch of subject to an unsignalled first person, its less-
than-Pindaric sentiment, and its bizarre linguistic deformations (notably kviCco =
“hurt”; omdoal...dmi = “by saying how great”), it is clear why the scholiast
should see even the schema Pindaricum as “more grammatical” and hardly
surprising that Aristarchus’ interpretation has commended itself to no one. Much
more important than his interpretation, though, is his neglected witness to the state
of the text in his own time. The Greek that prompted Aristarchus’ interpretation
was (in quasi-Hellenistic majuscule orthography) €KNIZOTTI. Within this
sequence there is no way of demonstrating whether the OTIl was a variant
manuscript reading or a conjecture by Aristarchus or another. Either way,
however, Aristarchus was presumably confronting a problem bequeathed to him
by his predecessor, Aristophanes of Byzantium. We know that Aristophanes
edited Pindar, and it seems likely that his edition consisted of a plain text to which
Aristarchus added a commentary.5 It is naive to assume of any ancient critic that
he was either consistently “conservative” or else a habitual “emender,” and we

59In the classical period the §- forms seem only to be attested in Pindar (P. 10.60, . 6.50
and 7. 5.58 itself); later instances are attested in compounds (Tepikvi§acBe AP 9.226: Zonas
Epigr.); for o- in Pindar cf. above, p. 28.

60Pfeiffer 220-22; Irigoin 51ff.
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know that both Aristarchus and his master Aristophanes on occasion emended
texts.6! Nevertheless, Aristarchus certainly acquired a reputation as a conservative
critic for his work on Homer,62 and one may reasonably suppose that the same
conservative tendency would be operative in his work on Pindar and/or that, if he
chose to follow Aristophanes’ recension, it would be more likely than not that
Aristophanes had shown the same tendency before him. It would therefore seem
reasonable to conclude that Aristarchus’ OTII is more likely to be a variant (and a
variant known to Aristophanes), not a conjecture; and one might argue that the
very absurdity of his interpretation, on balance, supports this conclusion, i.e., that
his interpretation is easier to explain as a desperate attempt to interpret a known
text than as an independent conjecture (his own or Aristophanes’).63 Certainly the
scholiast’s phraseology (ApioTapxos oUtws...Eviol 8¢ kataAAnAdTepov
ypG®ouoat...) is at least as suggestive of alternative variants as it is of rival
corrections, or of one of each.64

We may assume, then, that Aristarchus’ exemplar read EKNIZOTTI, and
since OTTIN (&émw) is impossible and €EKNIZOTIIN leads nowhere, let us
assume, further, that the sequence €KNIZOTTIl was in Pindar’s text. This is
the assumption that breaks the logjam. If EKNIZOTII is presumably right, the
preceding éATidcov is presumably wrong. The genitive is suspect, as we have
noted, in any case. It is also now seen to be suspect on metrical grounds, because
the sequence needed is — v — — v v —. The metrical requirement is not a problem
for EKNIZOTII (- — v <), but given €KNIZOTTI, éAmiSeov is precluded:
€KNIZOTTI fits, if preceded, not by — v — (EATidcv), but by — v, and if
followed by an extra heavy syllable to close (-). In the light of this reasoning, we
should regard the larger sequence (in majuscule) as

OYAOTIOC AIAATTANAI
teATTIAWNTYEKNIZOTTI <...>

without consideration yet of what OTT| might be doing here.

61 Aristarchus: see, e.g., N. 10.62 with X; cf. Porter 92-94. Aristophanes: Pfeiffer 189.

62Pfeiffer 229; cf. Janko 26.

63Despite the fact that Aristarchus seems to have proposed at least one undeniably absurd
conjecture elsewhere (on O. 2.77; cf. Farnell ad loc.).

64Note the similar phrasing in = O. 3.26 (1.119 Drachmann) and cf. Irigoin 52-53 and Horn
72. For a somewhat different view of Aristarchus’ (and Aristophanes’) work on Pindar, see
Gentili Ixxv-Ixxxi.
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Next question: if €&kwi€’ is right, what is its object? In this context, the verb
should surely carry its common secondary sense, “provoke” or “excite,” and, if so,
it is likely to have the Auman object which this verb in this sense commonly has:65
KAécov...ue kakioas ékvice (Ar. V. 1286), 'ApioTwova ékvile. .. Tfis yuvaikos. ..
gpws (Hdt. 6.62.1), T&...oukpa oUBév wv kviCet (Hdt. 7.10e). The only
available human object here would seem to be &v8pas, implied by the avdpdov
of the preceding clause (...oUTol TETUpAwTal uakpds | udxBos avdpdov oud'...),
and the verb is indeed used idiomatically like that, with elliptical object, by Pindar
himself (P. 8.29-32): eiui &’ &oxoAos | ...un kdpos EABov kvior.

And next: if the putative object of &kwi§’ is “men” (understood), and given
that the verb is (pace Aristarchus) presumably third-person, ékwig(e), used in its
secondary sense, what is its putative subject? In its secondary usage, kviCelv may
have as subject a person (KAécov...ue...Ekvioe), but here there is no sign of any
person that could be such a subject. Alternatively, and indeed more commonly in
the parallels available to us, kviCew in its secondary sense has as its subject an
abstract noun or a quasi-abstraction—like Epcog, like Tax ouikpd, like kSpos, in
the examples just quoted.®6 And schemata Pindarica apart, one would expect such
a subject for kviE’ to be either a singular or a neuter plural. There are no possible
neuter plurals in the vicinity. There are, however, four possible singular abstracts,
or quasi-abstracts, that might be extracted from the vulgate. First, there is péx6os,
subject of the previous clause; but (quite apart from the problem of making
anything of, or from, 6. Bam. éATr., with pdxBos as subject) it defies ingenuity
to see what sense there might be in the sequence, “men’s long toil has not been
blocked, nor does it [the toil] provoke/excite them [the men]...” Secondly, there is
of course &mis, which—any part of which—we have considered and rejected.
Then again, from 6Téoa damdvat (which we have likewise considered and
likewise rejected) one might extract a singular subject for the verb, omdoa
Samdava. As a singular subject, 6Méoa damdva would certainly represent an
improvement (interpreted, necessarily, not as objectionable two-word clause, but
as compressed relative): “men’s long uéx8os has not been blocked nor has all
that expenditure which provokes/excites <men>...<been blocked>....” The gain,
both in general sense and in plausibility of construction, is clear; and there is now

65Above, p. 42. The exceptions (cited ibid.) are passages like N. 5.32, ToU 8¢ dpyav
kviCov, where the human object is metonymically disguised in an abstract noun. The only
available abstract noun here, however, would now seem to be Wilamowitz’s EAmida, which is
too implausible (above, n. 53) to consider further.

66Likewise N. 5.32 (Aéyou), 1. 6.50 (xépis), B. 17.8-10 (KUmpiBos &yva Sdpa), Hdt.
7.12.1 (yvcoun).
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a further gain in terms of a normal pairing of singular uéx6os and singular
SaTava. But this is no solution. One has now simply assumed a corruption of
singular émdoa... to plural 6wéoau... which still leaves TéAmiSeovt unexplained
and impenetrable: without meaning in the context and metrically impossible (t—
w-tfor- o).

We need a singular abstract subject for £kwif’ that makes sense of
tiAmiSeovt. The only remaining candidate does just this. Concealed in téAmiScovt
itself is the nominative éATris, and éATris is an eminently suitable subject for
&xviE’. However, if 58 begins with one singular nominative, EATrig &kwig’..., it is
obvious that in 57 OTTOC AIAATTANAI is not, indeed, an opaque plural
nominative, 6éoai Samdval. Though already misread as nominative plural (to
judge from the scholia) in antiquity, it is evidently a dative singular, éwdoa
Samdavq.6? The improvement—in general sense and plausibility of
construction—promised by the failed expedient, émwéoa damdva, is now
properly realized. With éAmis as subject, the compressed relative phrase
now yields: “men’s long uéx06os has not been blocked nor has all that Samédva
(been blocked) to which hope é&xwif’ <them>...”

We now have the makings of a convincing Pindaric sequence. What
remains is to account for: (a) the three letters’ worth of extra unwanted syllable in
EATTI<C>[AWN]; (b) the heavy syllable missing (at the end of the verse) after
OTITl; (c) some reasonable explanation of OTII itself. The simple and plausible
way of dealing with (a), (b) and (c) is to assume an early transposition in the text,
with AWN misplaced. In other words, £kvi§’ marks the end of a sentence; OTTI,
as Aristarchus divined, is oTri, but going with aivéco; and AWN is &' v, a
proper connective for the next sentence, after omi. The text, then, should be
restored thus:

...oud’ 6Tdog Samdvg
EATTIS EkniE. O & v
aivéw...

Before we consider the full detail of this restored text, the palacographical
implications of the restoration call for comment. We have inferred from the
evidence of manuscripts and scholia that two variant readings were available to
the scholars of the Hellenistic age, Aristarchus (active in the first half of the

67Mentioned as a possibility, but discarded, by Thummer ad Joc.; accepted independently,
as part of a sequence (still) based on éATidcov EkwiE’ / Ekvic’ v by Pavese 430.
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second century B.C.E.) and the £viot of the scholia. Bearing in mind the recent
work on' Pindar’s text associated especially with Aristarchus’ predecessor,
Aristophanes (active in the late third century),58 we have in effect made a further
inference that the two rival readings were known from copies of the third century,
both of these copies more or less corrupt, one of them offering the more corrupt
sequence, EATTIAWNEKNIZOTITIN, the other the less corrupt equivalent
without the final N.6 However, there are grounds for assuming that the two
corrupt versions date back to an earlier period altogether—to the fourth century,
when what came to be rounded €C () are written square (as EXQ, vel sim.), or
even to the fifth, before the “Euclidian” change-over to the “Milesian” Ionic
alphabet from the old Attic system, in which (inter alia) ou and w are O.70 As
Reynolds and Wilson point out, “it is certain that some texts reaching the
Alexandrian library were in the old script”—and one prime piece of evidence
involves both Pindar and Aristarchus themselves: “we find Aristarchus explaining
a difficulty in Pindar as due to misinterpretation of the old alphabet; he tells us
that at Nemeans 1.24 an adjective which appears to be in the nominative singular
(EcAdc) is incorrect for metrical reasons and must be understood as the accusative
plural (EcAouc).”7!

If Aristarchus had access to fifth-century copies of Pindar, should we not,
therefore, assume that the variants, and likewise the underlying corruption, are
very early indeed, prospectively fifth-century themselves? If we assume this,
certain orthographical consequences follow. Without venturing into the difficult
territory of fifth-century local alphabets, and putting to one side the question of
which alphabet Pindar’s odes were originally written in or—a different

680n the dating of Aristophanes and Aristarchus, see Pfeiffer 171-72, 210-11.

69For the sake of convenience, the majuscule sequences cited here and elsewhere assume
elision. Metrical inscriptions and papyri of the early-Hellenistic and earlier periods are in fact
inconsistent and often show mixtures: see, e.g., (for inscriptions) Threatte I. 418-26, and (for
papyri) Turner-Parsons 8; representatively, scriptio plena and elision are both features of the
fourth-century Timotheus papyrus, as a glance at the transcriptions in Page (fr. 15 PMG)
seems to show. However, one may infer that Aristarchus’ OTI| exemplar, at least, elided after
gxwif’ from the fact that he interpreted éxviEe as Ekvifa.

70The change to the Ionic system begins in 403, and the switch from square to rounded
forms about a century later, but orthographical change is seldom effected overnight. It is clear
that in some quarters old-Attic practices survived after 400 (Threatte 19-27, 49-51), as
equally that (e.g.) square E is still found in the mid-third century (cf. Turner-Parspns 92, on
no. 52).

71Reynolds-Wilson 8-9; cf. Irigoin 25-26; see % on N. 1.24 (11116 Drachmann).
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question?—disseminated in, we are now positing a pre-Euclidian text which in an
uncorrupted version included the sequence

EATTIIZEKNIZOTTIAONT2

which then emerged in the—more—corrupted version as

EATIIAONEKNIZOTITIN

with this latter text coexisting with a less corrupt—part-corrected?—version
ending in OTTI. In palaeographical terms, the major transposition is easy enough
to explain on the basis of a copyist’s anticipation of the sequence TTI-AON in
place of the correct sequence TTI-ZEK. It might also be that the copyist’s EATTI-
AON was influenced by AN-APON (&vdpcov) a few words before; and it is at
least conceivable that the eventual sequence OTTINAINEO (&mw | aivéw) was
influenced by a scribe’s reminiscence of the similar-looking sequence in P. 8.71—

72, OTTIN...AITEO.™

At all events, comparable transpositions are attested elsewhere in the
copying procedures of antiquity, as they of course are in those of the Middle
Ages. Take for instance the second-century C.E. papyrus of Hyperides, where—
intricately—

AANEEANAPOYTOYEEOIOY (= AAeEavdpou Tou ¢§ Oiov)

was miscopied as

AAEANAPTOYEEOIZEOYOQY.™

Or take the sixth-century B.C.E. Attic inscription in which—simply—

TTAIAOIN-ETTEOEKE

720n the fifth-century transmission of Pindar’s text and the issues involved, see Irigoin 5—
28 (and cf., more recently, Gentili Ixx-Ixxiv). As will be apparent, I am not concerned to
reproduce plausible letter forms for (e.g.) TTZE for this period.

73Especially conceivable if P. 8 was already as celebrated as it was to become in later
centuries: cf. the high number of quotations from the poem in later sources cited by Snell-
Maehler and Turyn. It is also conceivable that 1. 5.56-57 puakpds | péx8os might call to
mind P. 8.73 uakpéd mdvep.

74Hyp. 3.12.4-5, p. 43 Jensen. On the date of the papyrus, cf. Jensen praef. x—xi.
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is mis-cut as

TTAIAOI-ETIEOEKEN.

If one compares a typical instance from a later age in Pindar’s O. 6.103, where

gUBUV B¢ TTASOV KaudTwv

is miswritten’6

eUBuve TAGOV KaudTwv &

it is obvious that the broad categories of scribal error remain fairly constant
whatever the differences of physical medium and orthography. In all periods a
copyist is capable of producing what Snell-Maehler (in the context of the second-
century C.E. Bacchylides papyrus) call “rudem quandam congeriem litterarum
similium.”?7 Nor, finally, should one exclude the possibility that the error in I. 5
was engendered by an omission of the final AON and a subsequent
misinterpretation of an (? interlinear) correction, as happens in later ages: this
might also explain the existence of a variant text with OTT|.78

v

oUTol TETUPAwTAL HaKPOS
ubéxB0os avdpéov oud’ OTéoQ BaTavy
e EkviE’. dmM B’ v
aivéw kai TTubéav...

Men’s long toil has not been
Blocked, nor all the expense to which
Hope incites them. Well, Pytheas
Loudly I praise...

The restored sequence calls for a short (partly recapitulatory) commentary:

75CEG 1.32 Hansen.

76In cod. A: see the app.crit. in Turyn and Snell-Maehler.

77In the Teubner Bacchylides (Snell-Maehler 1970), praef. x.

780n such corrections see, e.g., West 1973: 28. In the earliest literary papyri (IV—early III
B.C.E.) the tendency seems to have been that letters omitted were added between the lines and
more or less above the letters where the omission occurred, as at Tim. Pers. 133 and 173-74
(see the reproduction in Wilamowitz 1903) and in PHib. 6.1-2.
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6mdéoa datmdva: idiomatic equivalent to T&oa damava doa (cf. E. Hipp.
389-90, ouk €06’ OTroicy papudke diagBepeiv | EueAAov and other passages
cited above, p. 31). The dative, as often, is difficult to categorize: “the poet might
well have been perplexed if asked about the classification of the dative” (Fraenkel
on A. Ag. 1341f). This one would seem to have elements of the instrumental,
“with, because of” (cf,, e.g., oikiav...UmepPaAilolon damdvy kekaAAwmio-
uévnv, X. Hier. 11.2, also, e.g., Pi. I. 1.41-42 i & &peT& kaTdkeiTal T&oav
opyav, | aupdTepov damdvais Te kal mévols), but is also, and primarily, a
“dative of purpose.” This latter use of the dative case, though ignored or
misrepresented by various notable authorities, Kithner-Gerth among them, is a
demonstrable reality in early and classical Greek: EUAa kai &vBpakes TG
HOAURSw (“wood and charcoal for [melting] lead”) IG °.371.14 (c. 420 B.C.E);
gploav...ydue (“contended for [= in pursuit of] marriage”) Pi. 1. 8.27; Tiis
&AAns ‘EAA&GBos amdons Euvaywvioupévns, T ptv P, Té Bt copelia
(“some in fear, some for profit”) Th. 1.123.1. Especially close to the present use
are instances like x&pun TpokaAéooaTto w&vTas, /. 7.285 and kpuials yap
euvals meioas &Aoxov (“he persuaded her fo have sex”), E. El. 719-20.7 The
expense of athletic preparation is, in a sense, a reason why the aspirant is hopeful
but above all a target to which hope incites him.

uéx0os...8amwdva: for the pairing and the positive tone of damdva (as of
uéx0o¢) in Pindar, cf. 1. 6.10-11, avBpcdeov Samdva te xapeis | kai mdvep,
P. 1.90, um) k&uve Aiav dawdvais, and other passages cited above (pp. 34, 42-43).

¢ATris: in early and classical poetry éATris is often subject of a verb: éAmis S¢
TAVTas... TPEPEL, Semon. 1.6 W; yAukeld ol kapdiav | atahAioica ynpoTtpdgos
ouvaopel | EATis, & pdAioTa BvaTtdv ToAUCoTPOPOV Yvwuav kuPBepvd, Pi.
fr. 214; & y&p 81) moAUTTAaykTos EATis TToAAOIs ptv dvnaots avdpdov, | ToAAois
8 amaTa Koupovdwy EpcdTwY, S. Ant. 615-17.8 In such cases the realities
tend to be gnomic, with the victims “mankind” (T&vTas, BvaTtddv, avdpdv), as
in 1. 5. Again, as these examples remind us, “hope” in Greek poetry is notoriously
equivocal (see, e.g., West on Hes. Op. 96, Griffith on [A.] Pr. 250, Collard on E.
Supp. 479-80). In Pindar, in particular, hope is treacherous (0. 12.5-6, etc.) and a

source of danger (associated with pBdvos, 1. 2.43, or kSpos, P. 1.82—-83); but also

790n the “dative of purpose” see further Verdenius on O. 10.20 and Hoekstra 15-23.

80Cf. Simon. 19.4-5 W, B. 9.18, S. fr. 948 Radt, E. Hec. 1032. It is irrelevant whether in
any or all such configurations we see £ATris as an abstraction, a personification or a deity,
though in some instances (e.g., Hes. Op. 96-98, Thgn. 1143—46) . is personified at least: cf.
van Groningen on 'EATris at Thgn. 637-38.
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a source of good (&yaBav eAmid’, I. 8.15), in which sense it is “a particular kind
of ‘hope,” one that motivates a noble competitor bent on achieving some great feat
of areté. In epinician poetry, this is the elpis of athletic victors, warriors and heroes.”8!

€kviE’: on the - form see above (n. 59), and cf. Braswell on P. 4.159¢. For the
gnomic aorist in a relative clause, cf. 1. 5. 7-9, év...&éBAoiol...kAéos Empatev,
SvTwv'...otépavol...vikdoavt avédnoav EBeipav, II. 13.300, Od. 23.13. For
kviCewv with abstract subject and human object understood, cf. P. 8.32, uf képos
€ABcov kvion. The decisiveness of the idiom whereby a forceful simplex verb
seems to enforce a general truth by putting a summary end to the clause is
eminently Pindaric: N. 3.40, ouyyevel 8¢ Tis eudofia péya Ppibe; N. 8.34, &
[sc. W&ppaois] TO ptv Aapmpodv BiaTtar; N. 11.29-30, &AA& BpoTddv TOV pév
kevedppoves auxal | €€ ayabdov EBatov; 1. 3/4.23-24 &AAoTe &' &AAoiog
oUpos | mavTas avBpcdmous ématoowy éhavvel; and cf. especially P. 2.35-36,
euval 8¢ mapdTpoTtol & kakoTaT abBpdav | éBalov (on the sequence see
Carey ad loc.), with gnomic aorist and ellipse of object as here. The elision at
sentence-end before a programmatic switch of topic seems perhaps to make the
summariness yet more marked; cf., e.g., I. 6.55-56, ¢ds fpa eimcov avTika |
gleT’. tuol Bé.... As already noted (above, pp. 41—42), in its predominant
secondary use the verb has a marked sexual connotation (“tease,” “excite”:
¢Tépols ETépaov EpaTes EkviEav ppévas, P. 10.60), which perhaps colours the
use here. Compare again, then, the conception of éAis at S. Ant. 615-17, where
hope is not only évnois avdpddov (“by cheering them, and inciting to worthy
effort’” [Jebb ad loc.: my italics]), but also amaTa koupovdwv EPTWV.
Nothing ensures security in this life, and certainly not éATis, notwithstanding the
fact that Pindar is in the process of acclaiming it: the nuancing in his choice of
words here is apparent.

omi: “with [my] voice,” i.e., “out loud, loudly.” One might well have expected
an accompanying epithet (cf. Maehler on B. 1.77) on the lines of (e.g.) N. 7.82—
84, BaciAfia... | yapuéuev apepd | omi, and direct parallels to an unsupported
omi certainly look meagre: a plausible restoration in Philod. Scarph. (late IV
B.C.E.), Paean in Dionysum 61 (p. 167 Coll. Alex. Powell), oc...eUkAéa T O[Tl
kAéoJuoat; a remote possibility in the lacunose B. 1.77, vwv | [~ « —]oaivoud’
omi; and an imponderable possibility in the corrupt sequence (discussed above,
pp. 36-37) at 0. 2.5-6, Onpwva...| yeywvnTéov oml dikaiov Eevov. However:
[i] Pindar himself uses &ri elsewhere without epithet and with only the “support”

81Day 48.
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of a possessive genitive which is structurally the equivalent of the first-person
subject here: TOvV Upvos éBaiev | 6Tl véwv Emixplov X&pua kKeEAadéwv, N.
3.65—-66. [ii] There is an established pattern of Homeric usage in which éma and
oTds are used unsupported, connoting “loudness”: 'ATpeidew OMoOs EkAuov
audnoavTos, Il. 16.76, alternating revealingly with pey&A’ ékAvev audnioavTos,
Od. 4.505; &kouoe Beotu dma govnoavTos, [l. 20.380; and the odd-looking
genitive absolute at Od. 24.535, Beds &Ta peovnodons. [iii] Above all, émi thus
has strong analogical validation from the more ordinary @covi), which, apart from
its obvious use with supporting adjective (GBupelel & E€&pxeTe Peovd, N.
2.25), is used throughout Greek literature absolutely, with the sense “aloud”:
‘EAévnv ékaléooaTo pwvil, 1. 3.161; Xipcova mpoonvete pwvd, Pi. P. 9.29;
yévos ‘OAupTricov Bedov | péAme kal yépaipe paovi), Ar. Th. 960—61; Oudt
Poovij, GAA& oy, Pl. Tht. 190a.82 [iv] Comparable one-off (ve/ sim.) usages are
attested in comparable lexical sets in Pindar elsewhere. Like omri, for instance,
Tr0d{ / TToo(o)i usually comes with supporting epithet: ava &' EmaAt 6pbcd modi,
0. 13.72; koUgolow Ekveuoov Trooiv, O. 13.114; foTtauai dn mooat kovgols,
N. 8.19; but then one also meets the simple Tooot Tpéxcwv, O. 10.65. [v]
oTl...aivéw follows the pattern of the ordinary phrase Adyco (Em)aivéco (see
paragraph below), in which Adyco is similarly unqualified.

Like oooti at O. 10.65, ori here adds a touch of simple concreteness to the
verb (and perhaps a touch of Homeric-archaic dignity: cf. II. 3.169, iSov
o@pBaApoiow; 3.171, piboicw &ueiBeTo, etc.). Unlike the impossible dms, it
also belongs to and evokes the celebratory sphere. In Pindar “the word &y always
has a positive connotation, usually indicating celebration” (Race 1990: 61 n. 5),
whether used of the Muse (ueAtyapucov Téktoves | keopcwv veavial, oébev STa
uaiduevol, N. 3.4-5), the chorus (Tov Uuvos éBaAev | i véwv, N. 3. 65-66),
or, as here, the poet mediated by the chorus (&'...yAukelav TPOxeSVTLOV
£udv, P. 10.56). And by qualifying the “declaration of praise” (aivéw) as “loud,”
the word brings this encomiastic moment into line with a well-established
Pindaric pattern. In Pindar, quite simply, “praise” often is “loud”: yAukus
KpaThp ayapbéykTwv doldav, 0. 6.91; &i 8¢ OeuioTiov (kels LdOT Aeidew. ..
8idol | peovdv, N. 5.50-51; and éyelp’ Emécov opiv olpov Aryvv, | alvel 8é..., O.
9.47-4883, of which last instance OTl...aivécw is like a compressed miniature.
Unlike that last instance in O. 9, however, aivéw here is used with omi as simple

82L ikewise Tfj Qeovii: Ar. Ra. 379, Lys. 6.51, P1. Pr. 310b.
83Likewise, e.g., B. 5.15-16, Isoc. 12.264.
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qualifying noun, seemingly on the model of a phrase shaped like Aristophanes’
yYépaipe paovij (Th. 961: p. 53 above) or especially the more standardized Aoy
(¢mavéw (E. Cyce. 155, D. 60.13), cf. Adyw Te kal 8pkep émhvecav, Pl. Leg.
691a; ¢mawéoaipt...Adyous, E. I4 977; Adyors kal ¢adais emaveiv, Hyp. Epit.
33-34 (reconstructed text}—all with simple noun or nouns. éTravéco of course is
a virtual synonym of aivécw, “for which it is regularly used in Attic” (LSJ s.v.
EMaIvéc, s.init.); the simplex and compound verbs, indeed, are used almost
interchangeably outside Attic too (e.g., Tis &v oé ye peounoaito, | tis & é&v
¢rawnoai, Thgn. 875-76, versus oudéva... pwunoopat... | oudt utv aiviow,
id. 1079-80; or cf. €l TU ye TTavcaviav...aivels |..., ¢yc & 'ApioTteidav
¢mavéw, Timocr. 727.1-2 PMG).

Any reader of Pindar who has studied the end of 1.5 will incline to see the
point of Bowra’s judgement that the articulation of this ode, along with certain
others, is characterized by a “stylish brevity”; and the phrasing of the restored
sequence O &' cOv aivéw bears out the point.34

84Bowra 1964: 353. One less stylish alternative is worth a mention. For &ri read émi: i &
v | aivéw kal TTuBéav... With i, the general sense is unaffected, but instead of the
recherché collocation &l : aivéw, one has the common compound émaivéco in tmesis
around &' cov. Furthermore, the new sequence might seem to account better for our initial
scribal misreading, with EATTI(ZEKNIZ)ETTIAON misread as EATTIAON... because of
the resemblance of ETTI- to EATTI-. One may add that émi in verbal tmesis is well attested in
Pindar: éml p&v Baivey, O. 7.45; emi yap...|..tiBnoy, P. 2.9-10; éwi Te...méumeTe, fr. 75.2.°
And that there is no shortage of parallels to such a cluster, with an unobtrusive word before
the 8’ v: e.g., Th. 2.34.8, i & olv Tois wpcoToIs; Hdt. 8.82.2, oUv 8t cv TavTy Ti vni;
[A.] Pr. 226, 8 8’ olv épwT&T’; and in Pindar himself O. 3.38, éué &' cov and P. 9.103, éue
3’ oUv [sic codd.]. (Not that it is hard to parallel the omwi kind of sequence, with a more
obtrusive word before the 8" &v: e.g., A. Th. 810, Bapéa &' odv; S. Ant. 890, petoiag &’
ovv; Hdt. 3.46.2, BonBéew & dv; Ar. Av. 499, 'Iktivos &' olv.) However, there are
significant objections to émi. [i] Both aivelv and émaiveiv occur often in Pindar in the sense
“praise,” aiveiv at least seventeen times, ETTaIVEIV at least seven (see Slater s.vv.; I omit from
the figures 1. 5.59 itself and also N. 11.17, where codd. have aiveicBai but some edd. print
Schroeder’s ém-, but P. 5.107, where most edd. print Moschopoulos’ ém- for the aiv- of
codd., is counted under ém-). However (discounting . 5.59 again), there are five attestations
of aiveiv with direct object and first-person singular verb, but not one of émaiveiv. Pindar is
happy to write vv aivéew (0. 4.14), &vdpa...| aivéow (0. 7.15-16), maid'...| atvnoa (0.
10.99-100), pihov &5 &vdp' &ywv | kAéos éTiTupOV aivécw (N. 7.62-63, with direct
object—&vSpa—understood), ot 8’ ¢yco Tapd v | aivées (fr. 81 = Dith. 2), but seemingly
avoids the ordinary expression, “you/him émaivécd.” He has a single instance of émaivéco in
the first person, but in the plural and apparently without a direct object—this in the early P. 10
(69): &deAgeoioi T Ematvicouev Eohois (text according to Wilamowitz, followed by most
edd.). Here too, then, he seems to avoid the ordinary construction. [ii] It is not clear that émi &’
v aivéw would be idiomatic. In this hypothetical text 8’ cov is connective-resumptive and
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8’ cov: the usage is what Denniston (discussing' 8 odv / &' cov) labels
“resumptive,” adding, “leads back to the main topic, which has temporarily been
lost sight of”; and Denniston’s list includes several passages which make this
connotation explicit, notably Isoc. 15.162, 8Te & olv, cdomep elmov, NPXSUNV
and [A.] Pr. 226-27, 5 &' oUv épedTaT...l...ToUTO 8N capnvicy.85 In I. 5 the
“back to the main topic” means a return to the celebration which lies at the heart
of the epinician programme. Pindar’s other extant uses of 8" odv / & v likewise
signal just such a switch: éué 8 v ma Bupds OTpuvel pduev "Eupevidais |
Onpwvi T EANBelv kUdos, O. 3.38-39; éut & olv Tis Godav | Siyav
akelduevov Tpd&ooel Xpeos, P. 9.103—4.8 In all three passages, furthermore, the

¢mi...aivéw tmesis, but 8’ dOv does not seem to be one of the connectives that occurs in
tmesis, even though it occurs between preposition and noun (ouv 8¢ v TauTy Tij vni, Hdt.
8.82.2, éml & olUv Tois mpcdTols Th. 2.34.8) and even though there is indeed a well-
established construction involving cdv/oUv in tmesis. That usage, however, is quite distinct.
Largely attested in Ionic prose, it involves a verb in a gnomic tense and a non-connective
v/oUv, on the pattern of Hdt. 2.47.1, kal TOUTO HEv...aUTOIOl TOIO! iHaTiOWol &1 OV
EPaye éwuTtdv or Hp. Morb. 1.30, &tav olv..., 8’ odv ékivnoe: see Denniston 429-30
(with Addendum on 587); Powell 388; Kiihner-Gerth I1.1.537; Schwyzer 11.283-84; Lloyd-
Jones 74 (on Semon. 7.45). In Hdt. the tense is “always an aorist and [usually] gnomic”; in
Hp., likewise, “the verb denotes an habitual occurrence, the tense being indicative present or
gnomic aorist” (Denniston 429). Schwyzer (I1.283) plausibly includes /1. 19.94, kaT& &' olv
€Tepdv ye TEdNoE (recurrent aorist, of &Tn) with the Hp./Hdt. group: & oUv here =
connective 8¢ + cov (“wirklich,” Schwyzer) and is certainly nothing like the unitary
resumptive &' cdv of Pindar. Schwyzer (I1.284 n. 2) also notes a few instances of chv/oUv with
non-gnomic aorist, but none of these involves &' v or is resumptive or connective (see
further Denniston 460). The closest parallel to ¢ &' v aivécwo occurs in Euripidean lyric
(Andr. 837), with the sentence-initial kaT& pév obv...oTévw. But pév odv is not &' v, and
the plausibility of ¢ 8" cOv aivéco must remain in doubt. [iii] Above all, though, the problem
with ém &' v is that it makes it hard to explain Aristarchus’ &i. Much the easiest
explanation of how &Tri comes to be cited by Aristarchus is that it is the right reading. If it is
not right, and émi is, we have either a bizarre coincidence (Aristarchus [vel sim.]
coincidentally conjectured -Tri , albeit the strange oTri, not the easy €1ri) or an extra stage of
corruption, émi > OTi (i.e., with Aristarchus’ text) > &mw (i.e., the vulgate). This is
imaginable, but implies an uncomfortably tight timescale, given the presumption that the
corruptions could go back to the fifth century. Moreover, if the corruptions do go back so far,
they belong to the era of square capitals (E, etc.), in which a misreading of E as O, albeit in an
already garbled text, is not as palaeographically simple as the misreading of € as O comes to
be in later centuries.

85Denniston 462-63.

86Denniston’s treatment of 8’ oUv / &’ v in these other two Pindaric passages is defective.
He does not in fact include either of them as “resumptive,” but instead (461) rather
mechanically characterizes the P. 9 instance as “breaking off and beginning a new story” and
cites the O. 3 passage simply as an instance of “8’ oUv without preceding uév” (462). In the
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switch involves a refocusing of, and onto, the poet’s voice at the moment of praise
(oTl...aivéw) towards the end of an ode: I. 5.58 > 63, O. 3.38 > 45, P. 9.103 >
125. If the case for omi &' v in I. 5 needed any further strengthening, it is
surely here.87

v

We are now—albeit in mid-sentence—in a position to move on to the last part of
the ode:

om &' v
aivéw kai TTuBéav év yuiodduais,
Ddulakida, TAayadv dpduov elButropiioat
Xepoi Se€1dv, voew avTtimaiov.
A&uPavé oi oTépavov, pépe & elpallov piTpav,
kal TTepdeVTaA vEOV GUUTTIEUWOV UHVOV.

Well, Pytheas among vanquishers of limbs
Loudly I praise, O Phylacidas,
Smart-handed, like-witted:
A straight runner in the race of blows.
For him take up a crown, fetch a headband of fine wool,
And with them send a new song on the wing.

The text set out is essentially that of cod. B, unadulterated by well-meaning
conjectures. This closing passage is not so densely fraught with textual
conundrums as the half-dozen words preceding it, but several distinct problems of
text and interpretation arise, associated, above all, with the received wisdom that
Phylacidas is the object of the praise with which the passage begins and that his
brother Pytheas was his trainer, or coach. On the contrary: though Phylacidas is
naturally and properly part of the closing celebration, it is Pytheas who is the
initial object of the praise, and he is praised, not as trainer, but for his own athletic
prowess as a champion in his own right. For the main argument to this effect, see
under kal TTuBéav below. The points that need discussion can be taken
in sequence. -

aivéco: what is the construction of the verb? Is it accusative and infinitive, “I
declare in praise of Pytheas that he...”? This interpretation worried many earlier

light of this, his remark that resumptive 8 oUv is “rare in verse” (463—64) needs some
qualification.

870n 8’ ¢, finally, it is conceivable (no more) that a trace is preserved in 2 on aivéw kal
TTuBéav: ETauvéd otv, enot, kai TV &AeiTrTnv avTol (111.249, 12-13 Drachmann).
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commentators, simply because (in Bury’s words, ad loc.) “neither aivéw nor
éTaivéw is constructed with the accusative and infinitive.” More recently, the
construction has been accepted by Willcock (1978: 44) and by Slater (s.v.), by
Thummer (hesitantly), and by Hummel (275-76) who pronounces the usage “un
hapax.” Though no commentator seems ever to have cited a parallel, and though
this use of aivéw/émaivéw is certainly rare, it is no hapax: cf. ToUs ptv
véuous... T&vTes Gv emaivéosiav KAAAIoTa véuwv kelobal kai dolwTaTa
(Antiphon 6.2) and 'ApioTeidav émaivéw | &vdp’ iepav am’ 'ABavav | €ABeiv
gva Aéotov (Timocr. 727.2-4 PMG).88 Notwithstanding these parallels,
however, those earlier commentators who found the interpretation improbable
were right, though not wholly for the right reason. Given the evident marginality
of the construction and the way the vocative ®ulakiBa breaks up the sentence,
any listener or reader is bound to feel aivéco as ordinary transitive verb with
ordinary direct object, TTuBéav, and then attach the infinitive esButropfioau to the
words following, xepoi 8e€1dv (see p. 73, below). This being a sequence of words
in a living language and not a grammarians’ exercise, it is no doubt possible that a
fleeting. impression of the accusative-and-infinitive construction is created as
well—apo koinou, in effect—but any such impression must be secondary and
subsidiary. And in case a pragmatic argument against the construction is needed,
one should note that it would produce an aberrant type of praise. Were the
construction, “I declare in praise of Pytheas that he...,” the listener or reader
would be faced with a sequence effectively meaning, “I declare in praise of
Pytheas that he was a champion pankratiast.” In context, though, the aorist tense
of the infinitive would imply either that on one occasion Pytheas was a champion
or that over his whole career (which is now a thing of the past?) he was.8
However, it cannot be that Pytheas is praised here for any one thing he has just
done, because it is only Phylacidas, the achiever on the immediate occasion, who
has just done anything. And again, it cannot be that Pytheas is being praised for
what he did, as athlete, over his whole career, whether on one or more earlier
occasions, because Pindar only offers praises of athletes in this form with a further
specification. That is, [i] the countless praises of athletes, when referring to past
athletic achievement beyond the immediate occasion, always specify the place(s)
or occasion(s) and/or add “once,” “twice” etc. Thus: &i 8¢ OepioTiov ikels cdoT’

88For what it may be worth, the date of the Timocreon fragment must be very close to that
of Pindar’s I. 5, i.e., shortly after the battle of Salamis: cf. the full text of the fragment and the
context in Plut. Them. 21.

89“The aorist may refer even to a series of repetitions; but it takes them collectively as a
whole”: Goodwin 17.
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aeidew...| mikTav Té viv kai TaykpaTtiov pBéyEan tAelv 'EmBaupey SimAdav |
VIKGOVT &peTdv, N. 5.50-53; &pavto yap vikas amd maykpaTiou | Tpels am’
"loBuot, Tas & &’ eupuAdou Nepéas, | ayAaol maidés Te kal parpews, 1.
6.60—62; yepaipeTé viv, | &5 “loBuiov &v vamos | Acopicov EAaxev ceAiveov- ETrel
TepikTiovas | évikaoe dn ToTe Kai keivos &vdpas GPUKTY Xepi KAovEwv, 1.
8.62—65. Of course, quite differently [ii], Pindar is happy to make athletic
achievement (whether immediate or not) characteristic, by presenting it not as
something the achiever did, but as part of what the achiever was or is, i.e., as an
endowment, without reference to particular victories: &pBiov copucai Bapacécov,
| TéVS' &vépa daipovia yeyduev | elxepa, de€idyuiov, opddVT aAkav, O.
9.109-11; & Twuddnue, ot 8 &Akd | maykpaTtiov TAGBupos aéel, N. 2.14-
1590 With the adjectival construction, eUBumopfical...de€iév, we have an
unexceptionable version of [ii]. With an accusative and infinitive, we would have
a seemingly unique exception to [i].

kai TTuBéav: not “I praise Pytheas foo (as well as Phylacidas)...”! kai = “in
particular.” The idiom, very common in Pindar, is what Slater calls “emphatic”
and Race “particularizing.”2 In Pindar it is often, as here, used to single out the
celebrandus, whether an individual or not: éu¢ & oUv Tis dodav | diyav
akeldpevov Tpdooel xpéos avuTis Eyeipal | kal madaiav déEav Eddv
Tpoydvwv, P. 9.103-5; kopal’ émeitev adupeAel ouv Uuved | kal ZTpeyidda
(the victor to whom the ké&pos belongs), 1. 7.20-21; ouv 8¢ Tiv [sc. 'EAeibuiq] |
kal Tais 6 Oeapicovos...l...aeldeTal, N. 7.6-8 (a particularly unambiguous
instance, in that this is the first mention in the ode of any “song” and the
beneficiary of this song is the victor, the “son of Thearion,” Sogenes). In other
words, kai focuses the switch of emphasis implicit in & v and signals that
Pytheas is its object.

Why Pytheas? Pytheas and Phylacidas were older and younger brother.
Over the years, both won victories in the pankration, thereby adding to, and
evoking, earlier athletic achievements by members of the family. So much is clear

9080, variously, e.g., O. 4.14, 1. 4.45-47.

91S0, e.g., Fennell, Bury, Sandys (in the old Loeb, followed by Race in the new), Puech,
Thummer, Privitera, Willcock (1978: 44) and presumably X (ETawd...kai TOV aAeiTTnV
auTtot: [11.249, 12—-13 Drachmann).

92S]ater 258, col. 2; Race 1990: 97; cf. Verdenius on I 2.19. The idiom is discussed by
Denniston 317, with the gloss “actually” and under the label “precedes and emphasizes” (for
parallels to Pindar’s substantival usage, see Denniston’s list on 320).
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from two earlier odes, N. 5 and 1. 6.93In N. 5, the earliest of the series, we hear of
the boy Pytheas, how (4-6)

Adumwvos vids TTubBéas eupuoBevris
vikn Neueiols TaykpaTtiov otépavov,
oUTIw YEvuo! paiveov Tepeivas HaTEp' oivavBas oTrcopav

and also of an older kinsman, Euthymenes (41-43):

TU 8" Alyivabe 8is, EuBUpeves,
vikas &v Aykveoo! TiTvwv Troikidwv éyavoas Upvev.
Aol ueTaifais ot kai viv Teds HATPwS &y dAAel
keivou SpdoTropov EBvos, TTubéad

and of another, Themistius (50-53):

ei 8¢ OcepioTiov kels dOT &eidew. ..
TUKTaV Té viv Kal TayKpaTiou

POéyEan eAeiv 'EmBavpep SimAdav
VIKQOVT ApETAV...

In I. 6 we hear more of the Adumeovos elagBhov yeveds (1. 6.3). The occasion
for this ode is a victory by Phylacidas (5-7):

viv aUTe "lobuol Seomdta
Nnpeideooi Te TevTiikovTa TTaidwv éTAotéTou
Oulakida vikdvTos

but a whole series of earlier victories—by Euthymenes, by Pytheas, by Phylacidas
himself—are celebrated along with it (57-62):

Oulakida yap fA8ov, & Moioa, Tauias
TTuBéq Te kcOuwv Evbupéver Te. ..

&pavTo yap vikas &Td TaykpaTiov

Tpeis &t 'lobuol, Tas 8 &1’ eupuAlou Nepéas,
ayAaol Taidés Te kal HATPwWS.

93Also from B. 13, which celebrates the same victory as N. 5. On the dating and external
relationship of the four odes, see most recently Pfeijffer 1995: 318-32.
940n the text of N. 5.43, see below, p. 68, with n. 123.
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In 1. 5 itself praise of Phylacidas has already been conjoined to praise of his older
brother (/. 5.17-19):

Tiv & év 'lobucd SimAda 8&ANoo’ apeTd,
Dulakid’, &ykertai, Nepég 8 kal dupoiv
TTubéq Te, TaykpaTiou.

There is no doubt that Phylacidas is the source of the victory that is the
immediate occasion of the ode, as the combination of apostrophe and order of
items (with his Isthmian &petd placed first)s imply, but it is equally clear that
the celebration is to subsume the achievements of both brothers (21-22):

ouv Xapiow &' époAov Adutwvos viols
Tavd' &5 elvouov TOAw.

Why Pytheas then?—because Pytheas, along with his younger brother, is a
beneficiary of the celebration which the ode represents.

But why is Pytheas singled out for praise again now? Following an unlucky
guess recorded by a scholiast, interpreters have assumed, and continue to assume,
that it is because he was Phylacidas’ trainer or coach.% However, this cannot be
so. The trainer theory rests partly on the ancient testimony, partly on a particular
interpretation of Pindar’s text associated with an admittedly simple emendation.
In fact, though: [i] the ancient testimony is contradictory; [ii] the trainer theory is
open to question on wider cultural grounds; [iii] it is not properly supported by
parallels in Pindar elsewhere; and above all [iv], with or (especially) without the
emendation, the phraseology of the actual passage in /. 5 points in a different direction.
Overall, then, the arguments against this fable convenue are as diverse and as
strong as the case against 8w, but there the task was to demonstrate the impossibility
of an inherited text, while here it is a matter of upholding the text as given, and its
straightforward implications, against a forced, albeit long-standing, interpretation.

95For the principle, cf. Thummer I: 26-27. Apostrophe by itself is obviously no indication that
the recipient is the new victor, as N. 5.41 (above) and numerous other passages make clear.

96S0 virtually all commentators except the independent-minded Bury. In recent work the
assumption is repeated without argument by, e.g., Cole 4041, Kyle 144 n. 119, and Pfeijffer
1995: 322. Hamilton 107-10 takes Pytheas as trainer, but in a “metaphorical” sense (“Pytheas
showed the way,” 107).
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[i] The ancient testimony about the role of Pytheas is contradictory. The
claim that Pytheas coached his victorious brother is made in a scholium to /. 5.59
(II1.249 Drachmann):

oUTtos 6 TTubéas émeotdTnoe Tol OuAlakida kal fAenyev auTodv. ..
ETaIvéd ouv, enoi, kal TOv &AeimTnv auTou...Tomoavta Tov
TéV TAnydv Spduov evbutopiical. TaykpaTiaoThs yap, Sid
eUButrépowy ai TAnyai.y’?

This Pytheas was in charge of Phylacidas and “oiled” [sc. trained]
him.... So, Pindar says, “I praise his trainer [oil-man]...because he
made the course of [Phylacidas’?] blows run straight. The point is that
he [Phylacidas?] was a pankratiast, so that his blows “ran straight.”

From the introductory section of the scholia on the ode, however, we learn that
ancient scholars were uncertain about the rather more fundamental question of the
identity of the victor celebrandus himself (I11.240—41 Drachmann):

Inscr. a TaUTnY THY BN "HepaioTticv...gnol... TTuBég yeypdgbai...

Inscr. b TpokaTaokevdLovTes Eviot 811 Pulakida péve yéypatTal,
@aoct Tov TTuBéav un veviknkévat "loBuia, cdote 'loBuiakiv ovoav
THY OBV Ui avayeypdpbal Kakeivey.... AavBavel 8 avuTtovs: év
yap T yeypaupévy Midg [sc. Mediq (corr. Wilamowitz)? = fr. 4
Snell-Maehler] ¢81j...i0Topel 8T1 kal 6 TTuBéas ’loBuia éviknoe. ...

Inscr. ¢ &AAws. KaAAioTpaTtos Pulakidg néve yeypagbai gnai,
oupTreplelAfipBai 8t EEcoBev THy ToU TTuBéou viknv, kabdep kai év
T ueT& Tadmy [sc. 1. 6] v Eubupévous dvtos altéov ouyyevous.

a Hephaestion says this ode was written for Pytheas....

b There are those who propose that it was written for Phylacidas alone,
on the grounds that Pytheas won no Isthmian victories, and so, as this is
an Isthmian ode, it was not dedicated to him as well....What they forget
is that in the ode dedicated to [?] Meidias...it says that Pytheas too had
won at the Isthmia. ...

¢ Alternatively: Callistratus says it was written for Phylacidas alone,
and that Pytheas’ victory was brought in from another occasion, as with
the victory of their kinsman Euthymenes in the following ode.

97Between avToU and ToimoavTa, X has Tois wévols Tols yuloB&uais, which is surely
corrupt. For the second Tois read év (cf. Hartung, cited by Drachmann)?
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In other words, at least one scholar, Hephaestion (II C.E.) ascribed the ode to
Pytheas; unnamed éviol ascribed it to Phylacidas, on grounds identified by
unnamed others as false; those unnamed others, by implication, regarded
Pytheas and Phylacidas as joint honorands (“dedicated to him as well”);
Callistratus (II B.C.E.), on different grounds, ascribed the ode to Phylacidas
alone. In accordance with this scholarly uncertainty, our manuscripts BD have
no heading; the heading ®Y AAKIAAI AITINHTHI TTAFKPATIQI, found in
all modern editions, was supplied by Triclinius. Not all his predecessors were so
sure, and given their doubts about the status of Phylacidas, it is obvious that the
arguments about the honorand were based, not on any external knowledge,% but
on inference from the text. The supposition that Pytheas was his brother’s
trainer must have belonged to this debate; it would presumably be precluded by
Hephaestion’s ascription; and certainly, if there was no external evidence about
honorands, there was none about trainers. The idea that Pytheas was
Phylacidas’ trainer, whatever its antiquity, was a guess.

[ii] The trainer theory may be queried on wider cultural grounds.
Phylacidas, Pytheas and their family, the yeved KAeovikou (I. 5.55), were
presumably aristocrats. There is plenty of evidence, from Pindar and others,
about the use of trainer-coaches in the fifth century and later, but the indications
are that they were paid ex-athletes who were, at best, “respectable men of
means.”® Such a figure was the Athenian Menander, hired once for the young
Pytheas, as we learn from N. 5, where Pindar proclaims that one who shapes
athletes like a “carpenter” (TékTov’ &ebAnTaiow) should come from Athens
(N. 5.48-49)—and from Bacchylides (13.190-98), who celebrates the same
victory and refers to the “countless” (pupicov) athletes who have benefited
from Menander’s handiwork. The idea that an athlete might offer tips on a one-
off basis to a younger brother is perfectly plausible in itself, albeit unattested, in
any such Greek family, in fact. But this is not what is claimed for Pytheas by
the scholiast. Pytheas “was in charge of him” (¢meotéTnoe) and “gave him his
oil” (AAewpev): he was the expert, he looked after Phylacidas and supervised

98Must one infer that if there was a list of Isthmian victors available to ancient scholars (cf.
> 1.1.11: I11.199 Drachmann), it was somehow defective?

99Kyle 145, who offers a largely plausible discussion (141-45). Pleket 64 sees coaches as
lower-class professionals. Pleket’s position, along with others, is criticized by Young 147, on
the grounds that “no ancient source...associates athletic coaches with a social class or any
social movement” (but Young himself equally argues against the counter-position that
coaches might be aristocrats: see n. 102 below).
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his exercises!®—and indeed something on this systematic scale would seem to
be called for, if Pytheas were actually to be praised, as expansively as he is, for
helping his brother. However, there is no evidence to speak of that any
aristocrat, like Pytheas, ever did provide such thorough-going help, whether for
a member of his own family or not. There is a late-antique story that the
philosopher - Plato was trained by a wrestler who had the same name as
(therefore, might be the same person as?) Plato’s own nobly born father.!0!
Then there is a twentieth-century hypothesis that one or more of the Athenian
trainers praised by Pindar was in fact of noble family.192 These are modest
supports for the idea that one young aristocrat should have systematically coached
another; and, given the limited evidence available, we may at least agree that
aristocratic attitudes do not make the trainer theory seem especially plausible.

[iii] The theory is not properly supported by parallels in Pindar
elsewhere. In Pindar’s epinicians “trainer praise is confined to [boxing,
wrestling and the pankration] and to boy victors in these events”;!03 and where
trainers are acknowledged, it is near the end of an ode,!%¢ as the Athenian
Menander’s service to Pytheas is acknowledged near the end of N. 5 (vv. 48-49,
out of 54 vv. in all). In 1. 5 two of these conditions are satisfied: the event(s)
celebrated is/are the pankration; and Pytheas is indeed acknowledged near the
end of the ode. The third condition, however, is not fulfilled: in the earlier /. 6,
Phylacidas and Pytheas too are called Traides (62), but however short the lapse
of time between /. 6 and I. 5, there is no reason to suppose—nor is it generally

100For &AeiTrTns / &Aeipe see Harris 171 and Poliakoff 109-10.

10ID.L. 1.4, éyupvdoaTto 8¢ Tapd "ApioTeovt TS "Apyeicy TaAlaioTi: “Ariston” was
also the name of Plato’s father (not an Argive); cf. Riginos 244, index, s.vv. “Ariston, father
of Plato” and “Ariston of Argos.”

102[ particular, Wade-Gery 208-11 speculated that Melesias (see O. 8, N. 4, N. 6) was the
same Melesias as the father of the Athenian politician Thucydides. His arguments are
accepted by, e.g., Kyle 14344, 207; contra, see, e.g., Young 148—49 n. 45.

103Hamilton 108, listing O. 8, 0.10, N. 4, N. 5, N. 6. Hamilton adds (107): “other than I. 4
and /. 5, a trainer is found only in odes for boys and his presence in those two can be
explained.” He duly (107-8) explains the praise of Orseas in /. 4 (“assuming that Orseas is not
a charioteer”) as in fact part-celebration of Melissus’ victory as a boy, and /. 5 as “metaphoric
use of trainer praise,” stressing (110) that “men in these [three] events do not demand trainer
praise (O. 7, 0. 9; P. 8; N. 2, N. 3, N. 10...).” Pfeijffer (1996: 533) queries the restriction of
“trainer praise” to boy victors, but only on the counter-evidence of /. 4 and the present passage
in 1. 5 (“supported” by a misinterpretation of 1. 5.17-19). Kyle 142 misrepresents the evidence
more comprehensively by the loose assertion that “by the fifth century it seems to have
become normal for every aspiring athlete to have a trainer.”

104Cf. Schadewaldt 285-87, and Maehler on B. 13.191-92.
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supposed—that in I. 5 Phylacidas is, in the technical sense, a “boy.”15 Even if
he were, actually, there are other extant odes for a boy victor in the three “heavy
events” which have no “trainer praise.” O. 11, which celebrates a boy victor in a
boxing match, has none;!% and, in particular, the parallel earlier ode, /. 6, which
(as all commentators agree) celebrates the pankratiast Phylacidas as boy victor,
also contains no reference to a trainer at the end. At the end of I. 6, instead, we
have a praise of the boy’s father, Lampon, for what Hamilton reasonably calls
his “munificence” (66—73).107

[iv] The phraseology in I. 5 does not support the trainer theory. When -
trainers in Pindar—and likewise in Bacchylides—are referred to, we generally
find a clear acknowledgement that the trainer helped the young athlete to win or
else a clear phraseological indication that the trainer was in charge. Thus in
Bacchylides 13.191-92 we hear of Menander’s péAetav...BpoTweeAéa for
Pytheas. In Pindar: at O. 8.59 Melesias is praised for his “instruction” (T
B3ida&EacBar); at O. 10.16-17 the victorious Hagesidamus is to “show his
gratitude” to his trainer (vikédov | "IAq @epéteo xX&pw); at N. 5.48-49 Pytheas
is assured that he won because of the contribution of Menander (Mev&v8pou
ouv TUXQ), the master craftsman (TékTov’ aeBAnTaiow); at N. 6.66 Melesias,
again, is the “charioteer” of his protégé’s physical might (xeipcov Te kai
ioxUos davioxov); while at I. 4.71-72 the victor won “by heeding his
helmsman’s good advice” (kuBepvaTiijpos oiakooTpdpou | yveoua memboov
ToAUBOUA).108 In I. 5 there is no such indication. Furthermore, the

105Hamilton 106—8. On the chronology of 1. 6 and 1. 5, see Pfeijffer 1995; on the technical
sense of Tais, see Kyle 37 and 183-84, and Harris 15455 with n. 6.

1060des for boy-victors in other events likewise lack “trainer-praise”™: O. 14, P. 10, P. 11,
N. 7 (Hamilton 107).

107Hamilton 110. Jebb’s comment on the passage (on B. 13 [= his 12].191-92) is worth
quoting: “Lampon, the victor’s father, is described by Pindar [/. 6. 66-67] as peAétav |
Epyols dmaLwv, ‘bestowing care on feats of prowess’ (i.e. on athletics), and recommending
it to his sons...Pindar’s meaning (or a part of it) must be that Lampon, a rich man [cf. B.
13.224-25], procured the best training for his sons.” That “procurement” is consistent with
Pindar’s words, but not spelled out in them. (Meanwhile, the modern scholarly anxiety to find
trainers for Pindar’s younger athletes engendered an audacious conjecture by Mommsen at /.
6.72: for viv &vdp’ év abAnTdiow [BD] read Mévavbpov év aebAnTaiow....).

1080nly at the end of N. 4, which is arguably corrupt and certainly difficult, is such an
indication lacking. olov aivécov ke MeAnoiav épida oTpégot kTA. (93 ff.): the connection
of these words with what precedes is baffling, as is aivécov (which, pace Bury and Willcock,
cannot mean, though it might connote, “emulate”), and Epi18a, and/or the logic of 93 ff. itself.
There are acknowledged corruptions in 90 and 91 (cf. edd.); Aristarchus (again!) was one who
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indications that there are point in a quite different direction: év yuio8d&uaig
tends to imply that the subject is an athlete, not a trainer; euButropficat
(grievously misinterpreted by the scholarly tradition) definitely indicates an
athlete who achieves something, not a minister to someone else’s needs; the call
for a oTépavos points the same way; and the emendation of QuAakida to -8q,
supposedly in support of the trainer theory, does not help, any more than it
convinces. Certainly it would need a more drastic change of text to get a trainer
in here. The detail of all these points will be considered (s.vv.) below.

In rejecting the trainer theory, we propose instead the natural and
necessary interpretation of Pindar’s words. Earlier on in the ode, he has
pinpointed Phylacidas’ latest Isthmian victory as the present occasion for poetic
celebration, but in the same breath as his own and his brother’s past
achievements (17-19). Now he is praising Pytheas again, not for anything he
has just done, but as an athletic achiever in general. Why Pytheas again now?
Because Pytheas, though young himself, is Phylacidas’ elder, an earlier
achiever from the yeve&x KAeovikou (55);1 and it is one of Pindar’s
established practices to close an ode with praise of a distinguished older
relative, as indeed is the case with the family’s other odes, N. 5 and 1. 6: N. 5
ends with praise of Themistius (50-54), 1. 6 with praise of Lampon (66-75).110
In this connection, we may note Hamilton’s conclusions that, just as
“inscriptions for victory dedications are almost always for the victor’s whole
career,” some odes “were written for more than one victory”; that “one should
probably admit the possibility of an ode celebrating all the victories of an
individual or his family as well”; and that, in particular, “I. 5 is for both
Isthmian and Nemean victories of both brothers.”!!! Our argument does not
commit us to these positions: it all rather depends on what “written for” and
“celebrate” are taken to mean, in literary-theoretical or institutional terms, or
both.112 But Hamilton’s conclusions and our argument are quite compatible and

read/proposed a different text from ours in 93. Significant corruption in 93 itself cannot be
excluded, and it is probably unsafe to draw any conclusions from the passage.

109For a hint in these lines of another, still earlier, achiever from the same yeved, namely
Euthymenes, see p. 80 below.

110The final two verses of I. 6, 74-75, are in honour of o, i.e., the whole family—of
which Lampon is a key member.

111Hamilton 104, 106.

1120n “celebrate”: the interpreter of Pindar needs to remain vigilant against the unremitting
oversimplifications of concept and terminology engendered by Bundy, for whom Pindar’s
odes are (simply) “enkomia,” which are (simply) “devoted to praise,” which is (simply)
centred on “the” laudandus (Bundy 1962, e.g., I. 3-5). Despite a series of productive studies
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certainly stand together against all the implausibilities which an obstinate
insistence on the trainer theory has forced interpreters into over the years.

VI
At which point we can resume our commentary:

€v yulodd&uais: yuiodauas (a first-declension adjective used as noun) is an
exotic formation, presumably coined ad hoc on the analogy of forms like
Xpuookouas (epithet of male deities, O. 6.41, etc.).!!3 The compound means
“limb-" or “body-overcomers,” in line with: [i] the predominant use of Say-,
which tends to imply the successful application of hostile force (Bin kai xepot
Baudooas, Hes. Th. 490; méAepds te daud kai Aowods "Axaiovs, 1. 1.61;
MNyavtas &g ed&uacas [sc. Heracles], Pi. N. 7.90); and [ii] the predominant
use of yuiov and compounds from epic onwards, in which (despite epic phrases
like @aidipa yuia or Bacchylides’ yuiaAkéa pouvomdAav [12.8]) yui-
connotes the body of a victim or a body in pain: Abvto 8¢ yvia, II. 7.16; UTTO
8 Etpepe yvia, 11. 10.390 (cf. the range of usage in Ebeling, s.v.); yuioBdpous
ueAedcovas, Hes. Op. 66 (cf. West ad loc.); odua... yuiodévnTov Teipel,

in recent years which make a properly measured use of Bundy’s categories (studies as various
as those by Most, Steiner, Hubbard and Kurke), it is still necessary to insist on some basic
truths: that there may be more than one laudandus; that laudatio, however prominent and
even primary, is rarely “the meaning” of an ode; that laudandus, therefore, is not necessarily a
helpful word because it begs the question about “meaning”; that this “meaning” is a matter of
an aristocratic aesthetic and ideology for which the celebration of the aristocratic individual
within his community has a special significance; above all, that, in the wake of Bundy,
interpreters tend to conflate occasion, praise and celebration. Pindaric odes—if one has to
offer a general formula—may be said (a) to assume a particular occasion of an athletic
victory, (b) to include praise, especially but not necessarily only of the victor in question, (c)
to offer a celebration associated with and arising from the occasion. What is praised is also
celebrated, but not necessarily vice versa. The occasion is also celebrated, but what is
celebrated is not necessarily occasional. In I. 5 the occasion is Phylacidas’ new Isthmian
victory. The poem subsumes praises—of the Aeginetan effort at Salamis and especially of the
family of Cleonicus, to which Phylacidas belongs. The poem as a whole, like most of Pindar’s
other odes, is celebration: of a victory and a victor (yes), but also of beauty, of achievement,
of a value-system, of a communal tradition, of celebration itself. It is because the poetry as a
whole has a wider interest than the occasion, or a deeper interest in the occasion, that (e.g.)
myths, with all their outward-lookingress and multiple connotations, bulk so large in Pindar’s
odes and that (e.g.) odes like N. 5, 1. 6 and 1. 5 end the way they do.

113First in Hes. Th. 947: cf. Silk 1974: 159-60. Aeovtodduas (of a dog) is used in [?] Pi.
fr. 74, and &vBpodduas at N. 3.39, but the latter appears to be an -avT- stem on the evidence
of N. 9.16 and fr. 166.1. Hermann and various other nineteenth-century commentators took y.
as an adjective with xepoi, “giving the most flagrant violation of usual order to be found in
Pindar” (Fennell).
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Phryn. Trag. 2; maAaiopaTa...yuioBapii, A. A4g. 63; apukTtolol yulomédals,
Pi. P. 2.41; vwduvias... yuiapkeéos, Pi. P. 3.3-6 (where the positive -apk- is
counterpointed against the pain and sickness of yui-).1'4 The formation is
(appropriately?) harsh inasmuch as one would not, phraseologically, Sap&Lew
an opponent’s yvia, but would Saudlew him (pddTas...l...8audoocais, O.
9.91-92) by physical pressure to his yula. Nevertheless, the referent of the
compound is clear enough: victorious pankratiasts.

The pankration was a combination of boxing and wrestling which, in later
antiquity, tends to be described as a kind of wrestling that allowed (among other
things) the use of fists: thus oi TaykpaTi&fovTes...kekivduveuuévn
TPOoXPGOVTal T TAAY...kal opupdd TpooTalaiouct kal THV Xeipa
otpePAotol TpocdvTos Tol Taie kai évdAAeocbay, Philostr. Jun. Im. 2.6. In
earlier sources, however, boxing and wrestling are put on a par. Thus Arist. RA.
1.5.14: 6 8¢ [Suvdauevos] BABew kai kaTéxew madaioTikds, 6 8 Ao TH
TANYT) TUkTIKSS, 6 8 AppoTépols ToUTols TTaykpaTIaoTikds.!15 In Pindar’s
usage elsewhere it is a wrestler who wins vikav...8pacuUyuiov (P. 8.37) by
pressing down on his opponent’s (or opponents’) yviois (O. 8.68), thereby
e Tas...dapdooals (0. 9.91-92);116 but here the -Bap- of yuioBduais is not
physically specific enough to point to the wrestling component of the sport, any
more than to the boxing.!!” Even so, the compound, with its “overcoming,” is
specific enough to point to victorious athletes, not successful trainers;!!8 and in
contrast the prepositional phrase as a whole suggests that the subject, Pytheas,
is himself seen as an athlete too. In itself, the phrase leaves it open whether
Pytheas (who was, or had been, a pankratiast) is here counted among the
yulodduais or not: i.e., it could be either a phrase like v TTaici véoiol Tads,
v avdpdow avrip, N. 3.72, or &piotos évi Oprikeoay, I1. 6.7, or one like &v
Tauol pév yépawv, €v 8¢ yépouot mals, prov. ap. Apostol. Cent. 7.29, or

14Cf. also (whatever the etymological relationship) yuids / yuideo: see Frisk, s.v. yuia.

115Boxing may even be foregrounded, as at Ar. Pax 897-98 (Taykp&Tiov. .. mUE).

116Cf. A. 4g. 63, Tahaiouata...yuiofap, where the adjective indicates the “pressing
and holding down of one wrestler by the other” (Wecklein, paraphrased by Fraenkel ad loc.;
Rose ad loc. gratuitously takes TaA. yut. to refer to the pankration itself). Cf. also B. 12.8,
yulaAkéa pouvotrdAav, cf. 9.36-38.

N78audCew (etc.) almost never has a physical thing as its grammatical object: JI. 20.265—
66 (of Achilles’ shield) is a rare exception.

118There is of course a less hostile use of Sa- associated with “taming” horses and similar
animals (Sap&oacbal thus at /I 23.655, Bapdlew likewise at X. Mem:. 4.3.10; cf.
immédapos), but this is only evoked when such an animal is alluded to—and in any case it is
not as if trainers would expect to have wild pupils who would need to be broken in.
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EA\eyov ev Tois TpiakovTa, Lys. 12.6. In context, however, the plural suggests
that he is indeed himself counted here as a pankratiast. It is much more natural
to say, “among pankratiasts I praise Pytheas as an exponent of the pankration,”
than “among pankratiasts I praise Pytheas as a trainer.” It would no doubt be
possible to take €v yul as excluding Pytheas, with the sense, “among the
pankratiasts he was a wonderful instructor,” but then only, presumably, if he
were a regular trainer for Phylacidas and others. Understandably enough, no
interpreter has raised this possibility.!19

®Oulakida: vocative. No modern editor has retained -a, which is the reading
of cod. B (D has ¢-av).120 Following Schmid, editors emend to -, supposedly
a dative of interest required for the trainer theory. The emendation is neither
necessary nor satisfactory. The sentiment is addressed to Phylacidas, because he
is the immediate victor and Pytheas’ achievements are linked by family to his
own and reflect on his own. That is, Phylacidas is not forgotten, but, on the
contrary, gains stature by association with his senior, as Pytheas himself does at
the end of N. 5 (50-54) by association with his grandfather!2! Themistius. There
too praise of the older relative seems to displace consideration of the “actual”
subject. In fact, there is no displacement, but enhancement, by an aesthetic-
ideological principle akin to “double determination” in Homer: “a man will
achieve ‘when his heart bids him and a god rouses him’ (Il. 9.702-3). So
achievement is not diminished by its divine associations; rather they serve to
symbolize its special authority and distinction.”122 In an earlier passage from N.
5 (40-43), despite corruption and textual uncertainty,!23 the associative
principle is presented more clearly:

TOTHOS B¢ Kpivel ouyyevis Epy v TEPL
TavTwv. TU 8 Alyivade Sis, EUBUpeves,
vikas £v &ykcVEoO! TTiTvwv Tolkidwv éyavoas Guveov.
fitol ueTaifais of kai viv Teds HATPLS &y &aAAel
keivou opbdoTopov Ebvos, TTubéa.

119Contrast the closing passage in the sister ode /. 6, where Lampon, father of Pytheas and
Phylacidas, is described as &vdp' év &eBAntaiow..! Nafiav méTpais év &AAais
XaAkoB&uavT' akdvav (72-73)—i.e., among the athletes (his two sons) he (who never was,
or at least is not here counted as, an athlete) is a source of encouragement (cf. n. 107 above).

120See p. 26 above. -a figures only as part of a composite conjecture by Herwerden (Tiv
yuiodauav, O.), cited by Gerber 1976: 136.

121Grandfather, according to X on N. 5.50 (II1.99 Drachmann): cf. 1. 6.65.

12251k 1987: 82.

123See Turyn’s apparatus and Farnell’s commentary ad loc.
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Pytheas’ uncle, Euthymenes, by his former achievements, “brings glory to you,
Pytheas.” In the present passage, in any case, Phylacidas is gloriously there in the
action by virtue of the word-position which puts his name literally in the midst of
the pankratiasts and their blows.

In I. 5 the vocative is not explicitly attached to a reference to the addressee
in the same sentence. With a human addressee, generally, there is such a reference in
Pindar, as twice in the passage just cited from N. 5, TU &'...EUBUpeves (41),
ot...Teds...TTuBéa (43), or as earlier in I. 5, Tiv §'...Oulakid’ (17-18), or in O.
6.22, & Oivris...Let€ov (with imperative). However, [i] there are instances
where there is no visible reference and instead a more or less remote implicit
connection: oi pév TaAai, & OpacvPoule, PdTEs.. |...eTéEevov...Upvous, 1.
2.1-3 (where Thrasybulus is the living son of the late victor to whom this Upvos
is in effect dedicated); kai ke pubnoai®’ omoiav, 'Apkecida, | ebpe Tayav
auBpooicwv eméwov, P. 4.298-99 (where Arcesilaus is king of Cyrene, and the
subject of the verb is the exile whom a king could, if he chose, bring home);
Scoyeves, amouviw | un Tépua mpoPais &kovd' oTe..., N. 7.70-71 (on
which Carey ad loc. pertinently remarks, “after an apostrophe to Sogenes...one
would expect the relative clause to refer to Sogenes, [but] attempts to secure such
a reference have been unsuccessful’—and then conjectures a loose connection on
the lines of “I swear that I have not/will not [any more than you]...”). [ii] Among
the many instances of the motif, “O..., your family has won victories,” most are
straightforward (as oUk a&yvéTes Upiv évTi ddupot | olTe kdpwv, @
©paocVPBoul’, I. 2.30-31). There are some, however, where the explicit
connection is delayed or elided, as €i 8’ éTUpes..., "Aynoia, ndTpwes &vdpes,
0. 6.77 (i.e., “Hagesias, your maternal relations”). The referentiality of the
vocative in /. 5.60 is less marginal than the instances in [i], closer in spirit to
the O. 6 instance in [ii], but a shade less explicit: “O Phylacidas, it is <your
brother> Pytheas that I praise.” It is noteworthy that with the restoration of the
vocative in /. 5.60, the ode is seen to fall into a Pindaric pattern. It is one of only
four odes in which the same addressee is addressed in the vocative twice, and
in each of these four at least one of the instances (usually the second) is
not straightforwardly attached. Thus: 1. 5.17-18, Tiv &'...®uAaki®’, and .60 (not
straightforward); O. 6.12, 'Aynoia, Tiv &, and 77 (not straightforward, above);
P. 4. 250-55, & 'Apkecila...UpeTépas akTivos (connection real, though
delayed), and 298 (not straightforward, above); I. 2.1 (not straightforward, above),
and 30-31, upiv... & OpaocVBoul’ (above).
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If the vocative accords with Pindaric logic and Pindaric usage, the conjectural
dative is quite problematic. The pretext for the conjecture is the scholiast’s guess
(discussed above) that Pytheas was Phylacidas’ trainer and a common
misinterpretation of eUButopficai as causal, “direct (straight),” for which there is
also a modest support in the scholia (see s.v. below). Hence a series of translations
from commentators and others assuring us that Pytheas “showed Phylacidas the
way” or “directed his blows,” where ®ulakida is taken as dative of interest.
Thus Farnell (“to cause the swift path of blows to be straight for Phylacidas™),
Dissen (“Pytheas...certamina praeeundo fratrem vincere docuerat”), Privitera
(“nel guidare a Filacida il corso dei colpi”), Puech (“a montré a Phylacidas le droit
chemin que doivent suivre les coups”), Sandys (“guiding aright the course of
Phylacidas’ blows™). Once one accepts that a causal force cannot be ascribed to
evbutropiical, which is “go (straight),” not “direct (straight),” it is hard to see
what force might be given to the dative, though Thummer, for instance,
apparently supposes that it means something to say, “ich lobe auch Pytheas...,
dass er dem Phylakidas den richtigen Weg der Schlédge beschritten hat.” It is true
that the dative of interest is fairly common in Pindar and is often used quite freely,
especially with proper names: thus ®uAakida y&p fABov...Ttauias, 1. 6.57,
Aids...ToV.. . kwpdEaTe Tipodnpe, N. 2.24, and épolov Adutwvos viois, 1.
5.21, earlier in our ode. But in all these “parallels” the basis of the “interest” is
quite clear, which in our passage is not the case. One is simply not entitled to say
that Pytheas “went before” Phylacidas (though he did) or “showed him the way”
(though, no doubt, he may have done), because there is no “before” and no
“showed” in the Greek, just as, without the conjectural dative, there is no “him”
either. As it stands, with the dative the Greek would yield only “I praise Pytheas
as an achiever for Phylacidas,” which, no doubt, is physically impossible. But
there is clearly no profit in scratching about for conceivable meanings of a
conjectural text, when a satisfactory text is offered within the manuscript
tradition.124 One need only add that, with the dative, ol in 62 is ambiguous, which
would be bizarre (see s.v. below).

124The only other discussible defence of the conjectural dative is by Bury, who makes
®ulakida dependent on avTimaAov. This does make sense (“I praise P. as peer of Ph.”), but
involves an unidiomatic and wildly un-Pindaric conjunction of elements across two other
intervening datives (xepoi and vécp). It is, incidentally, a matter of regret that, in a substantial
discussion of the dative in Pindar, Hummel (123-34) neither discusses nor even cites this
instance, despite following the Teubner (Hummel 17) and therefore presumably reading - here.
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viI
At which point we can resume our commentary again:

TAayd&v: “blows” are part of what the pankratiast aims to inflict, or defend
himself with (©oat T TANYyT, Arist. Rh. 1.5.14: see p. 67 above), or if necessary
endure (KapaTwdécov... TAaydv, N. 3.17).

Bdpduov: a novel metaphor, seemingly, but not a transparent one. 3p. in itself
could be “racecourse” (e.g., Il. 23.321, Pi. P. 1.32, Hdt. 6.126, E. Andr. 599) or
“(foot) race” (e.g., Il. 23.758, Pi. I. 1.23, X. Lac. 1.4, E. I4 211). Elsewhere,
Pindar himself uses the phrase UPpilog éxBpav 686v | euButropel (0. 7.90-91),
which might incline one towards “course.” But there seems to have been an
established expression, Spduov (as cognate accusative) + verb, where 8p. =
“race,” in the proverb attested at Hdt. 8.74.1, mepl ToU TavTtos 1dn Spduov
BéovTes, and Ar. V. 376, TOV Trept wuxiis dpouov Spapeiv (cf. also Aaycas Tov
TEPL TAOV KPEQDV TpExwv, prov. ap. Zenob. 4.85, where, as Leutsch-
Schneidewin ad loc. suggest, Spdpov is presumably the noun implied). And
certainly “race” makes better sense: the competing athletes each strive to get their
punches in first. For the mixture of physical activities in the image, TAayé&v
(boxing, pankration) 8pduov (running), cf. N. 3.17, TaykpaTiou 6TéAc and N.
6.14, Guel TE&AQ KuvayéTas.

evButropficat: governs dpduov as cognate accusative, as with 686v eUb. at
0. 7.90-91 (see under Spduov above). The verb eUBumopeiv, and its Ionic
equivalent iBuTropeiv, is attested only as “travel straight,” whether of physical
items (iBumdpnke [sc. N @Aéy], Hp. Oss. 15; t& OAOTTEPQ...0UK
euButropoUcv, Arist. I4 710a7),!25 or in secondary usage of abstractions (ai &’
amoBeitels...eUBumopoldow, Arist. de 4n. 407a.29 [logical demonstrations
“proceed in a straight line”], écopévng Tis yevéoews euButropeiv, Arist. EE
1224b.33 [development is “allowed to proceed”]), or again in metaphorical
usages, as at A. Ag. 1005, wéTuos evButropdov, at Pi. 0. 7.90-91 (above), and
as here.!26 Other -Tropécw compounds, when “travel” words, follow the same
rule, notably Tovtomopeiv, Od. 11.11; pecomopeiv, Thphr. Char. 25.2; and
oBoutropeiv and SioSoiTropeiv, both used by Herodotus with cognate accusative:
odoimrdpeov... 086y, 4.116.1, and T&s Bvo...polpas SiodoiToprkecav,

125 ikewise Thphr. HP 1.5.5, CP 1.8.4 and 5.3.4.
126In one other Pindaric instance, fr. 52n (b) 10, there is insufficient context to determine
the use, though it seems likely to be metaphorical.
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8.129.2.127 The notion that eUButropeiv could be used causally, “make
someone/something travel = direct,” was engendered by the scholiast’s
paraphrase (I[1.249 Drachmann): émawd ouUv, ¢noi, kai TOV &AeimTnV
auToU...Tomoavta TOV TV TAnNydv Bdpduov evbBumopfical. The
scholion merely adds a gratuitous TToijocavTa, citing no evidence for a causal
use, and indeed there seems to be no relevant evidence to cite.!28 A verb like
eubUvco would yield a causal sense (s T& paABakda | yaias...euBuvol
Spduov, E. Hipp. 1226-27); eubutropeiv, on all the evidence, neither would
nor could.

In terms of the dpduos metaphor, eUb. points to the obvious value of
running in a straight line—£6e1 SpSpco ThHv 686V Tavtny evbeiav (Th. 5.10.6)—
on a track without lanes. In the “race” conducted primarily with the hands,
Pytheas “ran straight”—iBus Spdauev (Od. 23.207), eubuv Tévov | Tooai
Tpeéxcov (Pi. O. 10.64-65)—which means “ran well” (cf. Verdenius on O. 7.33).
Likewise, in the use of his hands, he literally went “straight” for his opponents,
like the Homeric warriors who pévos xeipcov i6Us pépov (II. 5.506). In Pindar’s
image, then, eUBu- is interactive, belonging as it does to the terminologies of both
vehicle and tenor.129 It is also presumably to be assumed that Pytheas fought
openly, fairly, as a eUBupdxas (used of a boxer, O. 7.15) in the face-to-face
engagement to which Homer applies the phrase iBUs uaxéoacBau (/1. 17.168) and
Herodotus the compound iBupaxin (4.102.1, 4.120.1); but any fleeting suggestion
of a moral eubu- (for which see LSJ s.v. eUBUs A.2 etc.) is diverted by Se€i1dv,
which points to skill, rather than propriety. Regarding the connotations of Pindar’s
gubutropfioal, there are no grounds for detecting a maritime image here
(notwithstanding translations like LSJS’s “hold a straight course,” s.v.). -TTOpElv
can be nautical (as TTovToTopEeiv); TOPOs is of course originally a sea (or river)
word; eUBuTropElv itself is used in a nautical image at A. Ag. 1005; and Spduos
likewise, metaphorically, at S. 4j. 889 and, seemingly, Pi. fr. 1a.5. However, the
normal and predominant uses of 8pdpos point to running, and that fact in turn
determines the sense of eUBuTropficail. A maritime image is available, but not
activated. Nor is it apparent that there is any allusion to speed in the fighting (as

127Hdt. also uses OBotTropeiv absolutely at 4.110.2.

128Privitera irrelevantly cites the usage of eUmopeiv, as at D. 33.7, eUmopricew auT®d
Béka pvs (i.e., as in LSJ s.v. 11, “supply or furnish”). However, here as elsewhere, there is no
sign that eUmopeiv, formed directly from eUopos (like amopeiv from &mopos), has
retained any sense of an etymological connection with “travel.”

12945 “support” (Silk 1974: 134-37, where the present instance, along with various other
subdued instances, is not cited).
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opposed to speed in the metaphorical running). Outside Pindar, speed is not much
cited as an asset in descriptions of the pankration, nor is it alluded to in any of
Pindar’s praises of pankratiasts (though a wrestling-trainer is once praised for his
Tdxos: N. 6.64).

Xepoi Be€16v: with these words, the hitherto unexplained syntax of the sentence
suddenly (in Gerard Manley Hopkins’ phrase) “explodes.” euButropfioal is seen
to be epexegetic infinitive with 8e€i16v (and, more loosely, with véew avT.
following). Cf. such expressions as &yaBov... u&pvacbai, O. 6.17; immevecbai
ayaboi, Hdt. 1.79.3; émwvoiijcat oEeis, Th. 1.70.2; Sewods ybap eupeiv k&g
aunxdvwv Tépov, [A.] Prom. 59. The collocation x.3. itself is oddly arresting,
in that the familiar phrase 8e€1& xelp (E. Med. 496: likewise Pi. fr.146.2, A. Ag.
1405, Hdt. 2.106.3, Ar. Nub. 81; cf. 1. 7.108 etc. with de€itepds) is half evoked,
but its elements are reoriented. In line with such standard usages as the epic
XEIp&V yevocaoBal, Od. 20.181, and the prosaic fipxe XelpdV &dikwv, Lysias
4.11 (LSJ s.v. Xelp IV), xepol in the context of the pankration primarily connotes
might: &vdpas apukTa Xept kKAovéwv, I. 8.65 (cf. ouv Toddv Xelpov Te
vikédvTL aBével, N. 10.48, of wrestling, and kpaTéovta xepds &Akad, 0. 10.100,
and pdxas Bpacuxelpos, B. 2.4, both of boxing). At the same time, hands can be
skilful, hence the praise of a warrior as eUxeipa, Se€1dyuiov (0. 9.111). Be€1ds as
“smart, quick,” with an implication, then often a specification, of quick wits, is
not common until the late fifth century (by which time it is established as a
distinctive term of praise: see, e.g., Dover on Ar. Nub. 148). Along with the
present instance, Anacr. 72.6 PMG and Epich. 99.2 Kaibel seem to be the earliest
attested examples. (There is also an occurrence in the epigram Simon. 111 D, but
the poem is doubtless Hellenistic: Page 244.) In Anacreon, as here, the point is
physical dexterity: de€iov...émauBaTny (codd. and edd. émep-: on the text, see
Silk 1974: 124, 126).

vdeo: Pytheas’ physical prowess and skill are matched by his mental abilities.
How these would have impinged on (let alone off) the field of combat, we are not
told. Praise of mens and corpus together is common in Pindar in a variety of
contexts. The ideal king is xeipi kai BouAais &piotos (N. 8.8, of Aeacus); the
pankration, however, calls for the Bupds of the lion but, in particular, the ufjTis of
the fox (1. 4.45-47; cf. O. 11.19-20, of boxing), and the natural implication
of voe here is that Pytheas commanded that subtlety by which a master of the
heavy events was likely to overcome any opponent (PDHTaS...80Aw
l...8aupdooals, O. 9.91-92, of wrestling). The ultimate model for this
combination of talents is no doubt Homer’s Odysseus, as at Od. 22.60-70, both
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TToAUUNTIs and possessor of xeipas admTtous (for other pairings of aristocratic-
heroic qualities, see Privitera ad loc.).

avTimalov: in effect, “as good with his vow as with his xepol.” In this
abstract sense, “equivalent, corresponding,” &vTiTaAos is reasonably common
by the later fifth century, especially in Thucydides (see Bétant s.v. and LSJ s.v. 1.2
[but mistakenly limiting the category to “of things”]): cf., e.g., avTimalot... T
Tapaokeuij kai duvapel (of former allies, Th. 3.9.2). The present instance and
another at O. 8.71 are the earliest attested in this sense. Given the association
between the pankration and wrestling, the etymology of the word (&vTi + TaAn)
is evoked in the background: cf. the sequence TAAQ kal HEYQUXEl
TaykpaTie...avTimdAwv at N. 11.21-26 (where avtimalot is fully re-
etymologized as “wrestling-rivals”). Given the present context, furthermore, the
open-endedness of the phrase vée avT. allows a subsidiary suggestion of “as
good as you, Phylacidas” (which indeed is how Bury interpreted avT. with dative
Duhakida: see n. 124 above). Together, the two hints serve to enforce the
impression that this praise of Pytheas, as equal but senior, is indeed relevant to
“you,” Phylacidas. Once again, then, Phylacidas is seen to gain from the
celebration of his brother’s glory; as Aristarchus put it in his paraphrase of Pindar
(wrong in the first instance, but right ultimately)}—Uuvnoa autous.130

With &vtimalov, it becomes clear that this intricate and, in several
respects, strange sentence is calculated to do two things: to place the two brothers
and their achievements against one another and also to conduct this verbal
operation in a way that enacts the full scope of the athletic event that has
engendered the celebration. Under this second heading, the sentence contrives to
evoke pretty well all the familiar elements of the pankration in a new
combination: a classic piece of defamiliarizing.131 We have the skill and the
strength; the guile; the wrestling (-raAov) and the boxing (TTAay&v); the victor
(-8&uais) and the vanquished (yuio-); with the whole, in Pindaric fashion,
elevated to the ideal, yet still in touch with the physicality of the event.

A&uBave...Upvov: this is what Willcock (1995: 13) calls the “quiet close” on
which Pindar’s epinicians so often come to rest. Quiet as it is, it still raises issues
of interpretation. It is convenient to take the larger issues first.

130Above, pp. 43—44.

131Contrast the banal comments by Farnell (on 59-61): “the obscure style is maintained
nearly to the end.... The phrase is strained and unnatural; for Pindar is least happy when he
deals with athletic technicalities.” On defamiliarization, see (briefly) Silk 1995: 119-20.
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[i] Who is oi (62), the beneficiary of the oTépavos and the pitpa? With
Pytheas the focus of attention in the previous sentence, oi is inevitably Pytheas
again. This would ‘indeed be the natural interpretation, even if the text had
®OuAakidq, as many commentators in the past have been uncomfortably aware:
“nothing but apparent necessity could reconcile Dissen and others to referring
the last two verses of the ode to Pytheas” (Fennell). Of recent commentators,
Thummer assigns ol to Pytheas (despite believing the “trainer” story and
reading ®uAakidq).!32 Of all commentators, only Bury (though also reading
Qulakida) has seen the overriding logic that makes this interpretation
inevitable: “I praise Pytheas...as peer of Phylacidas....Take a crown for him
[sc. Pytheas]....” Despite the efforts of some to refer oi to Phylacidas on
grounds of natural justice (“*him’ is of course Phylacidas; it is, after all, his
victory,” Willcock 1978: 45), the fact is that, whatever the case of ®., the run of
the Greek and the foregrounding of Pytheas make him the referent, bur with
Phylacidas as the addressee of the sentence preceding, there is no alternative
and no possible ambiguity.!33 It is not the new victor, but the older relative
Pytheas, who is to have “the crown” (oTépavos and pitpa), like the older
relative Themistius at the end of N. 5 (50-54) where Pytheas himself was the
new victor:

ei Ot O¢pioTiov kels HOT &eidew...

TUKTaV Té viv Kal TaykpaTiou BéyEan Aeiv Emdavpeo SimAdav
VIKOVT &peTav, Tpobupoiov &' Aiakol

avBéwov Toldevta @épe oTEPavPaTa ouv Eavlais Xdpioo.

Once again it is apparent that the Pytheas of 1. 5 is no trainer, but (like Themistius
in N. 5) himself an athlete. Trainers are praised in a number of odes; in none of
them is a trainer ever offered a oTépavos, literal or metaphorical.134

13280, too, Slater 143 col. 2 and Hummel 198, who, bizarrely enough, without any
discussion, remarks, “le référent de oi est en général clair, ainsi...Isth. 5.62 [Pythéas].”

1331t is hard to find an instance of o in Pindar which is ambiguous (the nearest is perhaps
P. 4287, on which see Burton 171, and Duchemin and Braswell ad loc.). This consideration
is in effect another argument against the conjectural ®ulakidq, which would, at least
notionally, build ambiguity in. Kurke 1991 suggests that Pindar’s syntax sometimes “seems
deliberately to blur” close kin (father/son, grandfather/grandson, 288) in the interests of
glorifying “the entire family rather than just the individual victor” (289). I suppose a brave
spirit might be tempted to hypothesize an instance here (brother/brother}—but not with my text.

134Trainers are praised in O. 8, 0. 10, N. 4, N. 5, N. 6, 1. 4 and also B. 13 (191-98). In O. 8
the trainer is rewarded with kU8os (54), in O. 10 with xd&pis (17), in I. 4 with x&pis and a
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[ii] Who or what is the subject of the imperatives AauBave, @épe,
ouumepyov? “The poet bids himself...” (Fennell). “The imperative [sc.
A&uPave] is addressed to the Muse (or the poet)” (Bury). “Incerto se degli
imperativi sia soggetto Pindaro...oppure Pitea...: meno probabile che sia la Musa
o il coro” (Privitera). Other candidates would be the victor’s city, Aegina
(suggested by X I11.249 Drachmann), Theia (who is not the Muse, but the elusive
divinity invoked at the beginning of I. 5), and Phylacidas, who is—as we now
know—addressed by name in the previous sentence. Pytheas, obviously, can be
excluded: he is the oi, not the unspecified oU. All the others are possible, and we
cannot assume that there is a single “right” answer. If we look at parallel usage in
Pindar elsewhere, we will find that directives to confer a “crown” are of five
main kinds:

(@) prayers to a deity to accept a crown on behalf of a new or present triumph
(thus Bé€al oTepdvwoua TES'...Midq, P. 12.5);

(b) prayers to a deity to give a crown to the victor (i.e., grant him a victory) on a
future occasion (thus Twope...kal TTuBdt oTépavov, 1. 7.49-51);

(¢) injunctions to “himself” to crown the victor for his new triumph (thus éu¢ 8¢
OTEQAVAOAlL KEIVOV.. . HOATTG XpT, O. 1.100-103);

(d) instructions to a specified addressee (e.g., a friend) to crown the victor for his
new triumph (thus aAikcov...Tis... TAEKETe. ..oTéEPavov, . 8.66—67);

(e) instructions to an unspecified addressee to crown a senior member of the
victor’s family for his earlier triumphs (thus the example cited above from N.
5.50-54, pépe OTEPAVWOUAT).

Of the five types, our passage is clearly closest to (e), and the parallel from
N. 5 is worth a closer look. In the latter part of that ode the victor, Pytheas, is
addressed directly (ot...TTuBéa, 43) and is the grammatical subject a few verses
later (ioBi...u6xBcov apoiBdv | émavpeo, 48-49), shortly before the string of
imperatives that celebrate the older relative Themistius: €i 8¢ OepicTiov kels
0T Aeidew, unkéTi piyerr didot | peovav, ava 8’ ioTia Teivov...| TikTav Té
vwv...pBéyEau...l... mpoBUpoiov & Aiakol |...pépe oTepavdpaTa...(50-54).
In N. 5, then, an evident address to the victor is followed by a call to an unnamed
addressee to acknowledge the achievement of an older relative,!35 so that the

share in the kéuos (72). In the other cases no “reward” is mentioned. There are, on the other
hand, dozens of oTépavol, oTepavdduaTa, and allusions thereto in Pindar’s odes.

1358uch sequences also figure less prominently in the course of, rather than at the ends of,
Pindar’s odes: see, e.g., N. 4.78ff. At N. 5.54 the imperative @épe is Wilamowitz’s
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parallel with /. 5 (where the—now—evident address to the victor Phylacidas is
followed by a call to acknowledge the achievement of his own elder brother) is
seen to be a close one. In each case, however, the call still remains unassigned. In
each case (let us suggest) the call to celebrate the older and earlier achiever is to
be heard by the inspiring Muse (> Moic’, O. 10.3), the performing chorus (&>
véoy, . 8.1), and the creating poet (iAov fjTop, voc., O. 1.4), all of whom co-
operate in the collaborative moment, and all of whom are the representative
subjects of assigned imperatives elsewhere; but the victor foo is associated with
them all, to his older kinsman’s, and his own, glory.

[iii] What are the oTépavos and the pitpa here? That is, is this a real or a
figurative “crown”? A crown for a victor invites interpretation—in principle at
least—as a literal crown: &Aikcov Té Tis aBpdv | &uet TaykpaTtiou KAedvdpeo
TAekéTw | uupoivas otépavov (I. 8.66-67). Some crowns, however, even
crowns for victors, are clearly figurative: éug 8¢ otepavddoal | keivov... | AioAnidi
woATd | xprj (0. 1.100-103), Audiav pitpav kavaxnda memoiiAuévav (N.
8.15). A new crown for a past achiever asks to be interpreted in some such
figurative way. Like Themistius in N. 5, Pytheas now is offered a “crown” of
Pindar’s own words, and Phylacidas himself, as enacted in the previous sentence,
is to be associated with the offering.!36

[iv] If the oTépavos and the pitpa are for Pytheas, what of the Upvog?
The ol is attached only to the command that involves the oTépavos, but the
second command is sufficiently parallel to the first (AduPBave—oépe,
oTépavov—uiTpav) to share its oi by association. This is not the case, however,
with the third. The first two, furthermore, are attached by the connective 3¢,
whereas the third is attached to the first two by a kai. This mechanism inevitably
creates an impression that the first two belong more closely together than the
second does (or the first and second do) to the third.137 At the same time, the three

emendation for the @épetw of codd.; pépe (which is entirely plausible in its own right) gains
support from the parallel text in I. 5.62 (cf. pp. 81-85 below).

136In N. 5 Themistius is presumably already dead. It is not inconceivable that the same is
true of Pytheas in I. 5: cf. 3 Pi. I11.241, 15 Drachmann and Turyn on fr. 3 (= fr. 4 Snell-
Maehler). However, the presence of humour in this sequence (below, pp. 79-80) is—
presumably, again—an argument against it.

137This notwithstanding the fact that Greek lists can be structured, e.g., 8¢...8¢...5¢.. . kal...5¢
(like Pl. Leg. 925d, cited by Denniston 289) or 8¢...Tt...8¢ (as with the imperatival clauses in
N. 5.50-34 cited above). One might ponder the point made by Denniston on anaphoric lists
(584, Addendum to 291): “where kai is used in anaphora, there is always a fairly marked
contrast between the two ideas, whereas 8¢ in anaphora regularly conveys the emphasis of
accumulation.” There is no anaphora here in 1. 5, yet perhaps some such contrast is operative.



78 M. S. Silk

clauses (as Thummer points out) are structured as a triad, according to the law of
“increasing members”: the first offers noun without adjective; the second, noun
with one adjective; the third, noun with two. These simple mechanisms, in
combination, do just enough to create a climax on the Uuvov clause, while
isolating it, however slightly, from the two clauses preceding. The upshot, surely,
is a sense that Pytheas, who is the oi of the oTépavov clause, is likewise the
beneficiary of the pitpa, but that the Uuvov clause is left open—open for
Phylacidas, the new victor, as well as for Pytheas, who was celebrated just now.
This makes perfect sense. Phylacidas can—figuratively, even literally—join in the
taking-up of a oTépavov and the fetching of a pitpav, whereas it is the Muse,
the chorus, the poet, and the whole poetic community, who represent the natural
joint subject of oUpmeuyov Uuvov—but hardly Phylacidas. He, like Pytheas and
with Pytheas, is the recipient of the Uuvov. The two brothers are named and
coupled together in the closing passage, as they were earlier in the ode (17-19),

Tiv 8 v 'loBudd BimAda 8&ANoIo” &peTq,
Dulaki®’, &ykertal, Nepéq 8¢ kal augoiv
TTubéq Te, TaykpaTiou

shortly after which Pindar proclaims the two as joint objects of his poetic “visit”
(21): oUv Xdpiow &' Euolov Adumawvos viols. The proclamation made then is
now finally realized, and Phylacidas (who, a moment before, was honouring his
brother) is now, tacitly but effectively, made co-recipient of due honour himself.!38

VIII

The remaining, more local, points that need making can be made briefly in
ordinary sequence:

oi: on the form and use of (F)oi , see Braswell on P. 4.23(d).

oTépavov...uitpav: almost a hendiadys. oT. = the leaves of the crown, u. =
the woollen fillet on which the leaves were strung: see further Maehler on B.
13.196. Here the oT. and W. are (detroped) the “foregoing words of praise” (Bury).

138Compare and contrast the responses of earlier commentators to the three rewards in the
final couplet. Most try and make Phylacidas the beneficiary of all three; Thummer does
the same for Pytheas. Bury’s response (1892: 103), though not quite fully attuned to the
pointing of the closing passage, is immeasurably more sensitive: “the Muse, who bears the
new hymn to Phylacidas, is to bear too, figuratively, a wreath and band for Pytheas; that is,
without metaphor, the foregoing words of praise.”
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eUuaAdov: a hapax. The noun paAAds (“flock of wool”: first in Hes. Op. 234)
is not a common word, and the somewhat eccentric range of compound adjectives
formed from it themselves occur only rarely in early literature: TryeciuaAos,
1. 3.197; dacuualAos, Od. 9.425; xpuoduarios, Pherecydes 105 J. Pindar
uses PaBuuaAAos at P. 4.161.

mrepdevta véov: the first epithet, deftly recalling Homer’s émea wrepdevTa,
sums up “how far abroad this song...will be able to transport its subject’s [or
rather, subjects’] fame” (Mullen 30); they above all will be avBpcomolot...
&oidipol ecoouévolot (1. 6.358). As Privitera notes, Pindar’s poetry is on the
move, the opposite of a sculpture (N. 5.1ff.). Theognis (237) claimed to have
given his Cyrnus “wings”; Pindar’s song, vecdtaTtov kaAddwv, is itself éud
ToTavov aul paxavd (P. 8.33—-34). In Pindar, as in Aristophanes (aiel kawés
iSéas eiopépcov copiCoual, Nub. 547), as in Ezra Pound (“make it new”), “new”
is a term of value when applied to poetry: aivel 8¢ TaAaidv ptv ofvov, &vbea &
Unveov | vecotépeov (0. 9.48-49).

ouumepyov Upvov: not “speed him on his way [where to ??] with
this...song” (Sandys), but “send the song on its way, complete with its tribute to
Pytheas, as well as its commemoration of Phylacidas.”13% On the uses of
Téumew in Pindar, cf. Mullen 29-31 (thought-provoking, if not always
accurate). After mtepoevta and véov, which point to the song’s value and its
potential for promulgation, the implication of cUumeuyov is seen to be that,
now the performance—with this final phrase—is complete, Pindar’s work is
ready to be sent out to a wider community, is ready for its mission, is “ready to
fly forth to the world with its annunciations” (Mullen 31): kai &ydvopos
{mmou | 6&ocov kat vaods uonTépou TavTd | dyyehiav méuyw TavTtav
(0. 9.23-25), with the emphasis on TavTd.

IX

There remains one substantial set of points to be made. A convenient start is the
omi & v sentence and, in particular, its tone. The sentence is clearly exuberant
and, as always, “grand,” in the sense that Pindar’s idiom is through and through
high-style, yet in place of the wholly majestic delineation of achievement that
might have been expected, we are confronted by a certain humour. After the
solemnities of Salamis and the affirmations about yeve&v KAeovikou, about
Hakpods udxbos avdpdéov, and about Satrdva and EATris, we encounter a series
of almost whimsical turns of phrase, none of them remarkable by itself, but

139Cf. Race 1997: “send along this winged new hymn.”
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collectively tending to activate the quirkiness of each other. Under this heading
belong the use of racing terminology for the boxing component of the pankration
(TAay&v 8pduov), the bland collocation xepol Be€1dv, and the re-etymological
gesture in &vTiTalov, all of them dealt with in the commentary above. Above
all, though, there is an additional hint of word-play in the same sequence: ol &’
v | aivéw...TTubéav...| Ouhakida...elButopiicat.... In the immediate context
of TTuBéav and Pulakida, the compound euBu-Tropiicat recalls the roll-call of
modern heroes in the earlier ode I. 6 (57-58):

Dulakidg yap f\Bov, i Moioa, Tauias
TTuBéq Te kOUwY EUBupéver Te. ..

where Phylacidas and Pytheas are accompanied by their fellow-athlete uncle,
Euthymenes, who was already celebrated, along with Pytheas, in the still earlier N.
5(41-3):

TU &' Alyivabe is, EuBUpeves,
vikas &v aykcveoot TiTvev Tolkidwv Eyavoas Uuveov.
Aol ueTaifais ot kai viv Teds UATPwS &y aAAel

keivou dudomopov EBvos, TTubéa.

“Play” seems the mot juste for this evocation—"I praise Pytheas, associating his
name with our new victor, Phylacidas, and in some as yet unexplained way with
Euthy-...”—which then evaporates no sooner than conjured up.!4? The evocation
reads almost like an in-joke between poet and patron, between members of a
close, even closed, community. On a literary-critical level, beyond all the cultural
sub-systems we have grown used to keying into, it serves to remind us of that
irreducible private aspect of the Pindaric ode (summed up by the interpreter’s
need to say that, unlike us, Pindar’s original audience “knew all the facts”)!4!
which no doubt constitutes the major limitation on the achievement of this
improbably profound and thrilling form of poetry as universal art. The poetic
“mission” is, in part, held fast to its own day, and the poetic “wings” cannot
always carry beyond their own horizon. To be rooted in occasion and context isa
strength; to be unable to transcend them threatens to negate the poetic immortality
that the odes aspire to.

1400n comparable word-play in Pindar (well-attested with proper names), cf., e.g.,
Willcock on &kpavTa in O. 2.87, Carey on N. 7.1, Bury on N. 5.49, Braswell on P. 4.174—
75(b), Stanford 129-30.

141Carey 1989: 291 (my italics).
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For scholarly purposes, at all events, the presence of private allusion offers
a modest compensation. It will have become evident in the course of our
discussion that the three Pytheas-Phylacidas pankration odes, N. 5, I. 6 and I. 5,
are in some sense parallel works, such that our ode, the latest of the three, seems
to contain echoes of the others. This relationship between the three odes was
noted decades ago, with the enthusiasm of the code-breaker, by Bury above all,142
in the same spirit as others who have thought to reveal supposed secret meanings
and hidden codes in Pindar, from Mezger to Norwood and, more recently,
Newman and Newman. Such quests have been treated with great scepticism by
fellow-Pindarists and, in general, deservedly so. The secret meanings and the
hidden codes are, broadly speaking, unrealized and perhaps unrealizable; they
tend to be imperceptible to the intelligent reader of (or listener to) poetry and, if
perceptible, not open to the significance attached to them. In the present instance,
the correspondences seem, likewise, hardly perceptible and certainly not
conducive to any “meaning” that should concern the critic. And yet they do
appear to exist, operating on some private compositional level; and—the oddity of
the situation—they serve to confirm, at several crucial points, the text and (to a
degree) the interpretation proposed above.

The Euthymenes allusion in effect retraces the verbal steps taken at a
certain moment in one of the earlier odes. This happens on a much more
extensive scale elsewhere in /. 5. As Bury noted, certain turns of phrase and,
especially, certain striking items of vocabulary recur, or have clear counterparts,
within the three odes to a degree without parallel elsewhere in Pindar, for all
that conventional expressions or Lieblingswérter do “constantly recur” in his
epinician odes.!#3 In more recent years, Race has rightly stressed that “in
constructing a particular poem, Pindar is also keenly aware of his other
poems.”!44 It may indeed be thought natural that, in “constructing” I. 5, Pindar
would be “keenly aware” of the other victory odes he had composed for the
same family, but, natural or not, the degree of phraseological correspondence
between these poems is altogether special. One point worth particular emphasis,
beyond Bury’s presentation of the evidence, is that phraseological sequences in
I. 5 have their counterparts in the earlier odes and, within those sequences,
certain distinctive words or clusters. Thus I. 5. 4-21,

1420n I. 5 and 1. 6 (= his 1. 4 and I. 5) in Bury 1892: 79-89. Bury also discusses the relation
of I. 6 to N. 5, which is not my concern.

143Bury 1892: 89.

144Race 1990: 187.
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Kal...épiioueval... &éBholol...oTépavol...kpiveTal...ebavbel... Tiv §'...
BimAda B&ANoio” apeTd...Nepéa...TTubéq... maykpaTiou... obv X&piow,

has the imprint of N. 5.39-54,

kal...épiCovTL...kpivel...TU &'...TTuBéa... Nepéa. .. aeBAnTaiow... Tay-
kpaTiou...81TTASav VIKOVT &pPeTAv... AvBéwv...oTepavduaTa. ..
ouv..Xa&pioow,

where the phrase SimAda(v) — — apetd(v) is, as it were, the distinctive
epicentre of the sequence.!45 The question whether such a sequence could be
perceptible to an audience (which I doubt) and the further question whether, as
a matter of artistic communication, a composer of poetry has any right to expect
such a sequence to be perceived (to which my answer is firmly, no) are both
irrelevant. And it is no objection to note that some of these items (Pytheas,
Nemea, pankration) recur because of the real relationship between the
occasions that engendered the odes; that real relationship is the spring of
the compositional correspondence in the first place. It is sufficient to surmise
that the one ode was indeed composed with the other in mind.

Correspondences of the given kind between I. 5 and I. 6 are yet more
substantial. In particular, we have the following sequence, within a relatively short
passage, at I. 5. 3541,

AlakoU Traidewv...cuppdxois!4s.. . méAw Tpcdwv...ouv... mépvov...
XaAkodpav

corresponding to this from 7. 6.27-35,
XaAkoX&pUav. . .ouv...ouppaxov & Tpotav...mépvev Bt ouv... Alakidav

where the xaAko- compounds and the noun cUppaxos (not otherwise attested in
Pindar) are distinctive. Then again, the same /. 5 passage is implicated in a longer

14551 TAS0s only twice else in Pindar: oU yveoug SimAdéav 8éto Boulav, N. 10.89, and
88 avip SimAdav...vikav avepavaTo, 1. 4.70-71.

146gyppdxots (ignored by recent edd.) is Bury’s own plausible correction for codd. oUv
uéxais (cf. = III. 245, 20-21 Drachmann: oiTwves Tals éauTdv ouppaxiais TV TéV
Tpdowv Emdpbnoav é\w). Inter alia the repetition, with oUv udxais (“in battle”) at the
start of the clause and ouv 'ATpeidais (“with the sons of Atreus”) at the end, seems un-
Pindarically gratuitous and more likely to be the product of “unconscious repetition by the
copyist” than “unconscious repetition by the poet” (cf. Jackson 220-27). Having said which,
one may add that the correspondence with 1. 6.27-35 would not be significantly lessened if
the true 1. 5 reading were ouv paxais after all.
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sequence which has a quite different set of correspondences elsewhere in 1. 6. At
1.5.30-48 we find

€V LEv.. .KpaTEPOL. . .aiXpd. .. Taidcv. . .EOTIOHEVOL. . .OTPATAPXOV. .. TIOAIS
AlavTos 6pBwbeioa

and at [. 6.37-66

TOV utv év...kapTepaixpav... mada.. .£mécbuw...apxov... AlavTa. ..
opbcoocavTes... TOAWV

within which kpaTepol...aixud / kaptepaixuav and otpdtapyov / &pxov
represent the special features. /. 5, clearly, was composed with /. 6 in its composer’s
mind, alongside N. 5.

From the existence of these, and other lesser, correspondences between the
three odes,!47 what follows in the first instance is a measure of confirmation for
several of the textual proposals made above, in so far as each of them serves to
bring the phraseology of I. 5 closer to that of one or other of the two earlier
poems. The difference such “confirmations” make may be hard to estimate, but on
any reckoning they must count for something. The points to note are the
following:

[i] In the new sequence

oUTol TETUPAwTAL HaKPSs
uéx0os avdpdov oud’ dméoq damdva

the plausibility of Samdva as dative singular, over the supposed nominative
plural, is enhanced by the closer resemblance thereby effected to 7. 6.10—11

Samdvy Te xapeis
kai mévep.

[ii] The new continuation, £ATris &kwiE’, is remarkably close to a usage in I.
6.50, EkviEev xapts, with the restored 1. 5 text now seen to echo the phraseology
of the earlier ode down to the -1 abstract-noun subject, the positive force of the
verb, the E- form, and (for good measure) an articulation of both phrases before a
syntactical pause.!48

147See further Bury’s evidence (above, n. 142).
1481t is worth adding that kviCew also occurs at N. 5.32. The verb is only attested four times
besides in Pindar: O. 6.44, P. 8.32, P. 10.60, P. 11.23.
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[iii] The restoration of the plain vocative ®uAakida, in the context of
praise for Phylacidas’ senior, Pytheas, recalls the address to Pytheas within the
praise of his senior, Euthymenes, at N. 5. 43,

fitol ueTaifais, ot kai Vv Teds HATPwWS AydAAel
keivou dudomopov £Bvos, TTubéa.

As with Phylacidas in our ode, Pytheas there is called, in effect, to glory in, and
thus gain glory from, the achievement of his predecessor, as he is a second time in
N. 5, with the praise of Themistius (50-51):

€l 8¢ OcepioTiov ‘kels, AHOT aeidew, unkéTi piyer dido
Pwvdv....

[iv] Given the restoration of i and the suggestion that omri is engendered
by analogy with gcovij, it is worth noting the more remote connection between
the “loud” praise of Themistius just cited and that of Pytheas in /. 5. In the
sentence-initial 8iSo1 | pcovav... might we, in fact, have the compositional seed
of the (likewise sentence-initial) omi 8 cdv... that we have reconstructed?!49

On the interpretative, rather than the purely textual level, we may add that
[v], though there is indeed praise of a trainer in one of these odes,!* all three are
now shown to close without reference to trainers,!s! and again without any
exclusive concentration on the latest victory, but with due acclamation of the
family as a whole. In N. 5 after praise of Euthymenes we have the unspecified
call—to Pytheas or otherwise—to @épe oTepaveouaTta for Pytheas’ senior,
Themistius (54). In I. 6 the declaration (57-58)

Oulakida yap fHABov, & Moioa, Tapias
TTuBéq Te kcbueov Evbupéver Te

is followed by praise of the grandfather (Themistius, 65) and the father (Lampon,
66-73), and finally the “promise” (74), Tricw ope Aipkas ayvov Bwp..., “I
shall give them...”: that is, this song and these words constitute that gift, for the

149 ikewise, it might be argued that év &eBAnTaiow at I 6.72 has engendered év
yuioBéuais at . 5.59 (in both cases, facilior to difficilior: cf. n. 151 below).

150Menander, in N. 5.48-49; cf. the discussion of /. 6.72 in n. 107 above.

1510ne could add that the interpretation of &v yuloBd&uaus (. 5.59) as “among athletes” (of
the older relative Pytheas) is in line with the use of év &eBAnTaiow (of the older relative
Lampon) in /. 6.72.
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whole family. In I. 5, likewise, Pindar declares, éuoAov Adputeovos viois (21),
while the final celebration begins with an acknowledgement of the whole yeveav
KAeovikou (55). Phylacidas, the immediate victor, is now to join in the
acclamation for his senior, Pytheas himself; and like Pytheas in N. 5 he is
associated with an unspecified call (62), AapPavé oi oTépavov, @épe &
eUpaAdov pitpav, till, last of all, the honour of the TTepdevTa véov...Upvov is
felt to embrace the two Adumewvos uloi, latest representatives of the
achievement of their aristocratic house, together.

All in all, then, the three odes are seen to tell the same, mutually
corroborative story, and Pindar’s habits of compositional self-reference may be said
to provide cumulative support for our reading and our readings, tout court.!52

1521 wish to thank Professors C. Carey and P.E. Easterling for kindly commenting on an
earlier version of this article and for a number of particular suggestions which I have
gratefully accepted. My thanks also to the anonymous referees of T4PA for some further
helpful observations.
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