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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.l 

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, lexicographical2 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 

'Respectively: Hamilton 109 n. 13 (on the celebrandi of I. 5 and I. 6); Schroeder (on 56- 
58); Norwood 193 (on 56-58); Thummer (on 56-58); Farnell (on 57-58); Farnell (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 modem editions. In so far as 
there is such a thing as a modem vulgate, Turyn's text can pass for it. In Turyn, 
I. 5.56-63 is printed as follows:4 

56 OUTOI TETUrqXcoTal paKp6; 
57 p6xOo;s &vSpcov ouo6' 6-rroai Sairtval 
58 EXTritSc EKVlO' 6Orv. 
59 aivEco Kai TluOeav EV yuloBlaais 
60 (DuaKiSg TrXrayav Sp6oiov suOuTropSoal, 
61 XEpOI SBElov, v6cp &VTiTaXov. 
62 Xaj3pavE oi oTEcpavov, EcppE 8' EUlaIaXov prTpav, 
63 Kai 1TTEpOEVTa VEOV COU PTTEIPJOV UIVOV. 

This is essentially the version of B, except that in 58 B has &KVLt', in 60 

(puXaKiSa, in 63 OUpjTTEpOV. The variations in D are largely trivial corruptions 

(EKTrIT(cv EKVtl' 58; yrloSbadal 59; q)pXaK1iav 60; v6cov 61; voov 63), 

except that in 63, where B has the obviously wrong oaVuTrewov, D has the 

obviously right aopTtrEov.5 Of the putative corrections accepted by Turyn, 
EKVLo' (58) is a conjecture by Ceporinus and (uvXaKiSg (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:7 

3"...ecrit entre 1075 et 1150," Irigoin 137. Full details, id., 137-39; cf. the summary in 
Snell-Maehler 1987: I.viii-ix. 

4But with numeration as in Snell-Maehler et al.: 56-63 S-M = 63-70 T. 
sInformation in Christ. On codd. B and D, see Irigoin 157-65 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 -iSg 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. 

7My 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 
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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 I. 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 I. 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) 

papvacOco TtS EpBcoV 

6pcq' &aEXololv EVEXav KXEOViKOU 
EKpaOcbv 

and, as unproblematic corollary, the reaffirmation that heroic effort tout court 

(ulaKp6S 6X9o05 v 6vpcov) has indeed not been "blocked" nor are we 
"blinded" to it (oUTro TETUcpXco)Ta)8-and then the rest of the given 
sequence, ou58' 6Tro6oa KTX., where all the problems are located. Within this 
final sequence the difficulties in, and with, the vulgates, ancient and modem, 
fall into two groups: first, the clause from ou05' TTr6oat to oTrtv; 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 0. 12.9. For TUVp6co = "block," cf. Aen. 
Tact. 2.1, 2.5 (of roads) and Thphr. CP 5.15.7 (of plant growth); likewise TuqpX65 of body 
passages, Arist. PA 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 2, 
III.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 aivEco to ipvov at the end. Let us take the two 
sequences separately. 

II 

ou8' 6'r6oaat BaTrdvat I XTr'icov 'KVIti '6TrV: thus B, then Schroeder (1900, 
without comment), Bowra (but with a "vix sanum"), and Slater (with another 
"vix sanum" and daggers enclosing EATriScov EKVIt' OT6v). Vix sanum indeed. 
Whatever else it may be, the sequence is defective on metrical grounds. 
XwArrScov KVIt' O6TIV = - - -, whereas it seems from the two other 

(cor)responding moments in the poem that what is required is- -- - .9 
Given that, on the face of it, the fault lies in -it' (- for -), then that D's EKVIt' 

(though offering the same syllabic weight as B's EKVli', 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 EKVlOCa / EKVtIOav crop up in the scholia on the passage, most modem 
editors have opted for convenient availability. Specifically, since 1526, when 
Ceporinus proposed the familiar Attic-koine aorist E'KVIO' (- ,) for B's "Doric" 
EKV1t' (- -), the I- form has generally been discarded in favour of the o-, and 
the metre thereby restored. The result is the modem vulgate, cited already from 
Turyn: ou56' 6Tr6oat alrravat I EXTrricov EKVIO' OTIlV. With or without minor 
variations of punctuation (a stop before ou8', a comma before E-Xri(cov), and 
with or without editorial misgivings, this bit of Greek was accepted, before 
Turyn, by Boeckh, Dissen, Bergk, Christ, Fennell, Bury, Sandys, Puech and 
Famell and, after Turyn, by Willcock, Privitera and Race. 

The irony is that the rejected EKVIt' is surely right, and that it is almost 
the only right thing about the whole sequence. Not that EKViO'- is in itself un- 
Pindaric: in itself it is as Pindaric (e.g., P. 11.23) as EKVLt'- (e.g., I. 6.50). Rather 
that there are independent grounds for objecting to, pretty well, everything else, 
but none-despite the metrical impropriety-for objecting to EKVlt': the 
metrical impropriety is merely the incidental consequence of a deeper and more 
extensive corruption. The fact is that oiu5' 6Tr6oatI SaTrarva I X-rrticov EKVIL' 
(or EKVtO') 6OTiv is gibberish, and for a number of reasons, three above all: (a) 
the overall construction is irredeemably bizarre; (b) Trriv (or any other part of 
oTrIS) is effectively unintelligible in this context; (c) the genitive EA-riScov is 

9Despite the fact that the (cor)responding moments of text are themselves both the product 
of Triclinian emendation: 16 OvaT& OvaToTol TrpETTEt (OvaToOS BD), 37 'HpaKXiA wrp6TEpov 
('HpaKAeT BD). 
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close to unintelligible. And then again, less decisively, but still very 
damagingly: (d) the idiom with KVi&Co is suspect; (e) the plural baTrr6vat 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 oiu5' 6rrooat 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 EKVIt' (vel 
sim.) is a gnomic aorist, as is implicit in the use of avopcov in 57. The point 
here is that the sequence OuTOt... xv8pcov reads primarily as a "gnomic" 
comment on non-specific &vapES, albeit there is, of course, a specific occasion 
for making the comment, namely the continuing triumphs of the yEVEa 
KXEoViKOU (54-57): 

papvaOca TIS EpBScav 
dpq)' xaE0Xoioiv yEVEaV KXEOViKOU 

EKICJECA V- OUTOI TETU(JA)oTal CaKpoS 
i6X0oS &v8pcov ou0'... 

The logic is: "look at this family and you will see that men's uxaKpos 
p6XOoS-i.e., the p6X80o of generations of many heroic men-has not been 
blocked [TE'rT'pXcoTat]." In poetry with Pindar's epinician presuppositions, the 
word a&vpES, unqualified in the plural, will be so taken unless there is some 
other phraseological directive to restrict its reference to (for instance) the 
aVBpES of a or the family. So it is with the unqualified "heroes" of (e.g.) O. 
3.36-38, ToiS yap E'rETpaCTEv OVuXvu-rrov' icbv OarlTov aycova VElE1V I 

6avopcov T' apETas T-Epi Kai ptij(papldTou I o(rpprlXaolas. Or again, more 

simply, earlier in the present ode (I. 5.11): KpiVETai 8' aiAKa ldaX baicpovaS 

v8Spcov. In fact, if one excludes all qualified a&vpES phrases like axvpdaolv 
aixpaT-rao (0. 6.86), there seem to be about thirty instances in Pindar's extant 

epinicians where an unqualified plural avepEg implies unspecific "man" or 
"men"10 and none at all where it turns out to refer exclusively to specific "men," 
i.e., to the yEVEa, unless 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: 0. 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; 
/. 3.1, 8.14. "Qualified" &v5pES phrases are very various in form: see, e.g., those at P. 5.22 
and 9.107. 
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' 
I'TrrTOKAEX OEAOVTE 

ayayElv ETTIKcoPiav apcvpov KXATaV 6Trra 

and where the &v5pEs, transparently, are the victor's particular celebrants. In 
such a case, Pindar's context provides an unambiguous particularizing directive.11 

At I. 5.57, by contrast, there is no such unambiguous directive; and, 
without one, the &avpcov are to be taken primarily as non-specific "heroes," 
"men," "the brave." If one were to attach a label to the perfect TETupAcopTat, 
one might indeed hesitate as between an "ordinary" perfect and what 
Gildersleeve12 called a "gnomic perfect," of which a clear example would be the 

KEpBEL Ka' ooqipa iE'bTat of P. 3.54. There can be little doubt, nevertheless, 
that the spirit of the whole clause ouiTOL...avSpcov is "gnomic," and it surely 
follows that whatever comes after, linked by the simple coordinate oVUE, should 
be "gnomic" likewise; i.e., if what follows is EKVIt', then EKVIt' is a gnomic 
aorist. Like-though also, obviously, very unlike-Achilles' Kar0av' 61oP5 o 
T' aEpyos auTvp o TE TroXXa EopycoS (II. 9.320), Pindar's avSpeS (each 

one, very much, TroXXa Eopycos) impose a generalizing quality onto the 
whole sentence.13 

At which point we may conveniently cite the evidence of the scholia 

(111.249 Drachmann): 

oOv' o-rr6oal Barrdvat EXri8cov: 'ApiOTapXos OUTCOS oVSE 
Or6ocal 5arrdaval aJTOTS EyEvrlOrloav ET'I TCOV EKPr(iKU1IC3V 

EATrTi8ov. TCOV TTEp TIlV ViKrIV, EKVloa Ti (p)COVi), OU8E 

EAXuT9rirjv Ti (pQOVfi, aAXXa TouvavTiov ujivrloa auTouS. EVIOI BE 

KaTaAXXqXOTEpov ypapouoi o'v Tw V EKV It~ 
' 

O6I, 'iV' i 
ntvBaplKoV OflU. a' OUK EKvlav ai baXrrdavatl U0E 6 O 6X0os 
auTcOv TETuqXpcoTa1, aXXAAI O6U,EpKET Kai EEXEI KaACX 

TrOTEXEOIjaTa. C)OTE E'lVaI- OUj5E 6Tor6oat Sa-TdXVal T1V TCOV 

EAXTr'Gcv OTTlI, TOUTEOTI TO pIEXXov i TrTCO ECOECOal, EKVlOav 
Kai EXTU-rnoav. 

"So, e.g., . 3.11-14 and 0. 6.22-25. 
12Gildersleeve 111. 
13Privitera plausibly relates the tenses here to those at 0. 12.7-8: "sul valore di 

TETiuaCOqTat e per il suo abbinamento con un aoristo ved. 01. 12.7 sgg. [ou'p3oXov 6'] ou 

1TC' TIS ETTIXOOViCOV I Tr V I TTpaOT l PlO EOOopCvaCS EUpEV OEO6EV, I TCOV BE 

EAXXO6VTcov TETU'(pCOVTat q)paBSa." This EUpEv, like EKVI' 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. iv oXEPC 85' 
OUT' CAV PEXaiVal Kap-rov ElSCOKaV &poupat, 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 Trrlv, 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 Trrtv (oUv TCO v), but 6Trr ("voice," 
glossed (pcovqi). 

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 oXlipa 
TTivSaptK6V: plural subject (i.e., masculine/feminine plural subject), singular 
verb. For this purpose Sarravat could be taken as parallel to ,paKpo6 PO6xos, 
with 6T-rroati aTraval KTX. a compressed relative clause equivalent to Trfaoac 
Sacrravatl oat KTX.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 Sa-rra'vat 

("expense") is taken to govern the singular EKV1t' or EKVItO ("fed").15 There is 

certainly no problem about the "reverse attraction" relative construction. At S. 
Tr. 1060-61, ouO' o6arlv ?ycb I yaiav KaOaipcov iK6olv... is equivalent to 
OUTE Troaa yaia ooriv...; at E. Hipp. 389-90, OUK Eo0 ' 6Troicp pappdaKcp 

taqp0EpETv I ipEAXXov is again equivalent to OUK EOTt (pappIaKov OTroic ...; at 
Hdt. 2.104.4, 6K6ao Trr 'EXXdSt ETrHlopyovTat OUKETt AiyuTrriouVS PHtEOVTat, 
the OK6C00 is simply "those who"; while at P. 9.46 Pindar himself uses 6aoo 
and oTr6oos as simple equivalents (6ooa TE...XCoTr6oat...).16 The problem is 
the relation between SaiTrval and EKVIt' / EKVIO': "the long toil of the brave 
has not been blocked [TETucpXcoTat], nor <have [sc. TETuq)pXco[v]T- a]> all 

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

15Note the misinterpretation of av8pcbv as specific ("their men": likewise Race 1997). 
After "fed their hope" Nisetich's version adds a redundant "come to nothing" (i.e., 
TETUrOXCo[V]Tat 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. T. by 
accepting, and reinterpreting, Wilamowitz's emendation (below, pp. 39-40). 

16On the "attractio inversa," see Schwyzer II: 641. 
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those (plural) baTravai XrrTiScov which (singular) EKVIt' / EKVIO' 6tmv" (or 
"...all those baTrcTvat which EKVl' / EKVIO' EAXTTi8OV OTrIv).17 

This is simply not Greek idiom. The plural/singular idioms that are, or 

may be, grouped together under the unhelpful heading of the oxrlpa 
TTtv8aptKov are as follows:18 

[i] The sense construction whereby a following verb retains the number of an 
initial singular subject (vel sim.), as II. 23.380-81, ETaX'ppEVOV EUpEE T' 

CblO I OEpPET'. 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. 0. 11.4-6, Uiivot, I UoTEopov apXa 

Aoycov, I TE'XXETa and P. 10.41-42, v6ooI 8' OUTE yfTpaS oh6OaEVOv 

KEKpaTai I iEpa yEVEa.20 

[iii] A sequence with a singular verb (usually EoTI, 'v or ytyvETal) preceding 
its plural subject, as S. Tr. 520, iv 8' &aCpTirAXEKTOt KXipaKES.21 

[iv] A clause with a plurality of grammatical subjects which are "mentally 
unified"22 and seen as a single collective entity. Thus II. 17.386-87, you'vaTa 
TE KVfVlIai TE TTO6ES 0' UTTEVEpOEV EKaOTOU I XEppES T' c(paXptoi TE 

1TaXaOCoETO.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, cTovaxa' I paviat T' aXaXaa T' OpiVETal.24 

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: Kiihner-Gerth II.1: 68-69 (and 79-81); 

Schwyzer II: 608; Haydon 182-92; Wilpertpassim; Braswell on P. 4.57(a). 
190n which see Richardson ad loc. and Chantraine II: 19. 
20Cf. Verdenius on 0. 11.6. 
21See further Kiihner-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. 

925e are not open to that explanation. Further instances in Dodds on E. Ba. 1350. 
24"In choral lyric the ox.IT. 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 Elval 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 baTravat...EKVIl' / EKVlO' 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 -rr. baTr. is 'short' for a subordinate 
sentence [sc. noun phrase!] such as TO cppoVT-r[EV O6Tr6Oal Eiioiv ai BaTrraval: 
'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."27 Schroeder (1900) first quotes 
Heimsoeth's paraphrase: "nec quotquot sumptus, i.e. quotiens certaverunt, laesa 
iis est EXTr. OTr." He then adds: "OTr6oaa 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-Famell's own and those others he associates with 
his own-are all the same. One cannot doubt that they are all impossible. 
Famell's own portmanteau ("the thought of how great is...") would presumably 
require at least a post-Pindaric T628 before the 6Tr. aTrr., 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 (6Tr. baTt., "whatever the cost/costs": 
not so much impossible Greek as implausible Pindar),29 one is faced with a new 

25See Haydon. A good example of corruption is Hippon. 68.1 W (once read as ildEpat... 
EOTtIV now shown by papyrus evidence to be ...eioiv: compare the app.crit. of Bergk ad loc. 
[PLG II: 472, fr. 29] with West); a good example of an archaic form is Hom.h.Cer. 279 
(Ko61al KaTEvrtvoOEv: Richardson ad loc.). 

26Hummel 57 claims I. 5.57-58 as one of several "presque sures" examples of the ox. n., 
but without further discussion. 

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

28LSJ s.v. 6 n TO B.I.5: Kuhner-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, T"lV pEXAXouoav ouXiVrlfv i-rrouETval "rTIS ETCTal (Kihner-Gerth II: 2.423), and less 
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problem. Irrespective of what the singular subject of EKVIt' / EKVIO' 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 bSaTrval would be negative. The logic would be something like: 

"6X0-oS-thank heavens-has not disappeared off the face of the earth 

[pi6X0Oo evidently having a positive value, then], and, whatever the baTravat / 

despite the BaTrdrvat, they keep on hoping"-where "hope," like !u6x0os, 
carries a positive value, but BaTr6val (like our "cost," "expense") does not. In 
Pindaric ideology, however, 8ardava(t) always-albeit paradoxically-has a 

positive value: 8aTrava(t) opens the way to &pETr (I. 1.41-42, 0. 5.15) and is 

accordingly rewarded by a K6OTrTOS (1. 1.43) or paEos (AUTvrlpOV BaTravav 

uEXos xapiEv P. 5.106-7); above all, the victor is called upon to keep on 

spending (aUT KaiVE Xfav O8arravatS, P. 1.90) and, with dpETa in view, can 
even be said to enjoy the costs (8aTrrava xaipov, I. 4.29; EaTrava TE 

xapEtis...TrpaooEt...apETad, I. 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 p6XOos and aTrdrva(t) to be a matching pair,32 so that if 
the one (o'6X8os) is positive, the other should be positive as well. On several 

counts, then, the proposed construction is not credible. 

Problem (b): oirlv (or any other part of oTrri) is effectively unintelligible 
in this context. In its classical usage OTt5r 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.34 The two senses are closely related: 6TrtS is either the gods' 

idiomatic than the elliptical type represented by Hdt. 2.126.1, rrprfooEoOat &pyuplov 
K6OOOV 5fl TI. 
30The plural ba-narvat all over again? The i60XOOS?? 
31Cf. Race 1990: 79, and Cingano (in Gentili et al.) on P. 1.90. 
32See pp. 42-43 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 6orlS, the derivative 6Tri/oplat 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": OEcoV OrrIV OiK aXE'yOVTEs, II. 16.388; OEai... aTrO' TCO )ccooi 

KaKnV 6OTrV, Hes. Th. 221-22; OECOV 8' 6Orrv 6cpovov aiTEro, 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 8alIpovcov OUTE 6EcoV O6TIV EXOVTaS, Hdt. 

9.76.2; OUT' ai8c S OUT' 6oriS, 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, (p6vos, that this cpO6vos may be 
aligned with oTrrt (OECoV 8' O6TV a&pOovov aiTEco, P. 8.71-72), and that Pindar 
elsewhere associates human qc>6voS with "hopes" in the notable phrase 
qpovEpa'l OvaT.cov... A TrTi8E (I. 2.43), one might wonder whether ATrriScov 
OTrIV could somehow stand for EXiTriSoas cpovEpaS. Without contextual 
support, however, this is surely out of the question, while, even if it were 
possible, the XATrrtES should still be those of the gods, which has nothing to do 
with the passage. Then again, even if the EAXTrtiES could be men's EXTri8ES, the 
sequence of thought would be quite illogical: the (p0ovEpai'... ETrTiES of . 2.43 
"are felt by those who long to deprive the victor of praise" and belong to the 
world, not of "good" EXATriS (ayaOd: I. 8.15), but of "greedy" EA-TriS (avacrtis: 
N. 11.45-46).36 But in I. 5 the EXTri8ES evidently belong with pl6XOoS and 
o8arraval, which are positive elements associated with the victorious 
achievement and its celebration.37 

Commentators do not, as a matter of fact, try to convert 6OTmI to (p66vov. 
What they mostly do, however (and LSJ, representatively, with them), is no less 
implausible. They invoke a supposed secular sense of 6TrrS, "pious care or zeal" 
in LSJ's version, whence Sandys's translation: "nor hath counting the cost 
fretted away the zeal of their hopes." LSJs 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 Iolcus to the sight of Jason, is explained at once by 
the question ou Ti TrOU OUjTOS 'ATroXXcov KTX.), 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 (p6vos 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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II. of men, 1. the awful regard which men pay to the gods, religious 
awe, veneration, obedience, OUTE ap6ovcowv OUT0E 0EC)V OTTIV 

EXovTaS, paying no regard to .. (cf. 6Tri~oplat), Hdt.9.76, cf. 8.143; so 
also 6-rr (v.1. 6TrTl) 5iKaCov evcov strict in his reverence towards 
strangers, i.e. in the duties of hospitality (al. [Evov), Pi.0.2.6; 
aiEoOE'S5 6ortEa..Tro)Aoio yEvEiou maintaining due reverence for the 
hoary beard, Mosch.4.117. 2. pious care or zeal, Pi.I.5(4).58. 

This is bad lexicography.38 A "trustworthy" classical prose usage (Herodotus) 
has been related to a whimsical trope from later poetry (Moschus)39 and to- 
wonder of wonders-not one but two corrupt passages from Pindar. As LSJs 

entry indicates, besides the uncontroversial 6'rtv of P. 8.71 (discussed above) 
and the problematic OTrtv of I. 5, there is also one other Pindaric locus to 

consider, 0. 2.6. In Snell-Maehler the passage in question, with surrounding 
context, appears as follows (5-7): 

Oipcova OE TETpaopias EVEKa VtKacp6pov 
yEycovr)TEov, 6Orl [sic] BiKatOV Evcov, EpElOI' 'AKpdyaVTro, 
EUCO)VUCOV TE TTaTEpCaV aCOTOV 6p06TrlXlv. 

O6rt BiKatov tEVCO, "strict in his reverence towards strangers" (LSJ): this is 

indeed the nearest thing to any sort of parallel for secular o6TI in classical 
Greek. Yet even this is not the same, because such "reverence" would actually 
devolve from Zeus xenios (TTrp6...A1t6 ElCIV... EliVOi, Od. 6.207-8). In any 
case this is only a conjectural text, rightly described by its most recent editor as 

quite "uncertain."40 All manuscripts (supported by POxy. 13.1614) point us to 

OTI biKaiov ZEvov, and in the Byzantine era, at least, OT I was in fact 

interpreted as 'Trri, "voice," and associated with the preceding word 

yEycovrTeov (witness the scholiastic glosses IIEEXPEOXTdTC Tc aOiCT / EV 

A6yolS / pcoviJ).41 On metrical grounds this oTrl (' -) can hardly be right as it 

stands, since - - is required; but then again, the "uncertain" form 6rtl, which is 

38Cf. the fuller discussion of LSJs 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 oT6rT 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 moder editors for its supposed metrical value - -, is 
nowhere attested with this value; and a glance at the range of alternative 

conjectures42 is enough to dispel any cosy belief that O6tI, or any part of 6ortS, 
has even commended itself to all moder authorities on Pindar's text.43 

Out of this unhappy melange 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 I. 5. One would say 
that here LSJ are committing the sin they commit too often elsewhere44- 

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 OTirV- 

ETTrrTpoprlV, in the Suda 6TrLS' i ETrr1oTpocp1r, and elsewhere in the Pindaric 
scholia an extended version in the form of an unconvincing etymology, OTrtS... 
rf TOJU IEAXXovTOS ET-rlOTpocpr KCa TOU pETC Tra a T EaT OopEVO--in other 
words a derivation of 6o-rt from oTriO(c.45 The form 6OTri 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 I. 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 0. 2.6 I have no solution, but note that, besides importing the ad hoc and 

otherwise unattested form o6Tr, the "uncertain" text (coni. Hermann) offers a sequence, 
SiKalov..., EpEIOI'..., EUCOVUPCOV TE TraTEpcov aCoTov, 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 TrrEpptI. See Silk 1983: 306-9. 
45 On I. 3.5: III.223, 22-23 Drachmann. Cf. I on I. 5.58: III.249, 8-9 Drachmann. 
46Disguised only by the alternative epic formation 6rrita. For the record, no other later- 

antique uses of o6trr seem to be attested, except for two other C.E. epic uses of OECV O6rriv 
(Tryphiod. II. 598 and epic adesp. ["arriypappa"] 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 Trri to Pindar in preference (so one infers) to the 6Ortu ("o'uv 
TCp v") read by unspecified Evtot.47 That is: TTuv 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 6'rt---witness both the 
later lexicographers and the usage in Moschus (Meg. 117), which, in full, is: 
ai8EOEC;S O6rrtla TrpOTEpTv TrroXoio yEvEiou, "maintaining a reverent regard 
for the hoary beard." In this association of OTrtS and aiScbs, together with the 
learned "extension" that presupposes, surely, scholarly discussion of Pindar's 

supposed 6Trtv, 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 o6trSa, not least its evident 

"discrepancy" with Aristarchus. 

After all of which, it seems almost superfluous to look back to the 

supposed Pindaric phrase lSKVIt' / EKVIO' OTItV and note how specific KVilEtV 

is,50 and how anomalous it would be for a classical user of the language to 

suggest doing anything so specific to TrtS. As a human being, one can "heed" 

loc.) and what looks like an eccentric misunderstanding in Maiistas 58 (p. 71 Coll. Alex. 

Powell), where 6Trrv EKNEEV (sic) seems to imply a confusion of 6'Oiv with 6rra. 
47Above, pp. 30-31: cf. Wilamowitz 1922: 204 n. 1. 
48In Moschus' phrase there is also learned allusion to canonical epic usage: o-rrla, Od. 

14.82 al., O6'rlv ai8oaT', Od. 21.28. 
49Bulloch 28. 
50See below, pp. 41-42. 
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or "not heed" OTTIS (OECOV OTrtv OUK aA'EyOVTES, I/. 16.388); one can "have in 
mind" or "not have in mind" O6rtI (OUK 6OTTIOa ppovEOVVTES EV'i ppEOiV, Od. 

14.82), "be aware" or "not be aware" of Trrls (oUi8E OECO.V 6OTrl EiO6TES, Hes. 

Op. 187), "feel aicbs;" or "not feel aicos." in the face of 6Trrt (OUi O8 E OOV 

Trrtv aitSoaT', Od. 21.28); or one can simply "keep" or "not keep" o6Tlr 

(0ECov 6TrIV EXOVTaS, Hdt. 9.76.2). To have 6oTrt as object of a verb like 
KV(EtIV 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 OTrrt in a way that would evade 
some, albeit only some, of the problems discussed: 

OUTOl TETUqrACOTatl CaKp6O 
p6xOoS avopcbv ouo' OTroCa oat a-rrvat 
EXT-rr' EKVltaV O6'rv. 

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. (oTrlv = ~EoTrioco)."51 
Famell comments: "Wilamowitz's treatment of the passage is original: he 
proposes EXTri5' EKvtIav Or6IV, and explains the last word as adverbial 
accusative of a lost noun from which 6OTrrEV and EtOTrtl are derived in the 
sense of 'afterwards', 'after the event'; and he makes the phrase dependent on 

TETrUpXcovTat [sic]." On the most positive interpretation, the supposed 
meaning would be: "the long toil of av8pcov has not been blocked 

[TETucpXCoTai], nor have all those expenses which did / which do habitually 
[gnomic aorist] KVirELV hope for the future." Inter alia Wilamowitz has not only 
eliminated the impossible OTrtS, but has also produced a Greek construction, and 
done justice to the positive force of 8ard6val and the tense of the verb52-and 
this with a relatively modest emendation of reasonable palaeographical plausibility. 

The cost of these improvements, however, is dire. Farell 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 

51Wilamowitz proposed EXni' EKVIOav 6rriv in 1909: 825 n. 1. Schroeder printed EKVItav 
nd 

Onrtv in 1914 (2d 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, EXTTrricv. 
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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 T'V TCOV EXTriScv O6TrV, TOUTErOT TO peAXXov OTriOco EaYEOOa-- 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 )XTrficov 6rriv phrase that 
the putative adverb is supposed to eliminate.53 

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, 
EXTriScov, is hardly explicable. It must be dependent on either [i] SaTravat or 

[ii] oarlv (so 2). However, [i] BaTraval EXTrScov 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 

bacrrdva serves to suggest how remote such a phrase is from attested linguistic 
reality. In Slater's lexicon the article on baTirrva is as follows: 

530n OTriv / CTrrico see above, p. 37. Wilamowitz's emendation also creates additional 
problems of its own, notably that in any kind of Greek EXAriSa is not much more plausible as 
a prospective object of KVi;EIV than o6Tlv is (above, pp. 38-39, and below, pp. 41-42), 
especially in the singular, where EArriSa is rarely the object of any remotely comparable verb: 

alTOTpvEtIV EA-riSa (S. Trach. 124-25) is the closest available parallel. (In the plural, cf., 
e.g., CTrr yap K6pos daI3AuvEi...EXTri5as, P. 1.82-83.) One should add that the meaning of 
EXTriSa KVitEIV would presumably be "provoke to hope" (below, p. 42), which in Pindar 
would be odd in the sense that )Xhrris, even if good EXTris (below, pp. 51-52), is hardly a 

T?XOS. N.B. that a restored )XriT' could only be ?Xri5i(a), pace Thummer (on 56-58) and 
Kurke (1991: 200), who seem to suppose it could be erXTribl: elision of dative singular -t is not 
attested in melic poetry (West 1982: 10). Wilamowitz's invention and the possible ortiv / 
OTrioCO link are discussed learnedly and sympathetically by Burkert (198-204), who 

speculates that 6TrtS may have originated as a pseudo-noun, generated by epic-poetic 
misunderstanding of the supposed adverb 6omTv. In the end, however, Burkert (plausibly) 
rejects this interpretation of O6rIV 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 5' dr(p' 
&pETaToi TrovoS sa-rdva TE papvaTai 0.5.15. Uli Ka1.VE Xiav 
BaTrrTvalS P.1.90. TO KaXXivIKOV XUTiplov Barravav pEAos xapiEV 
P.5.106. Ei 5' 6pET'r KaTarKEITaI T-aoav opydv, aCp6oTEpov 
saTravalS TE Kal Trr6vois 1.1.42. OUTOI TETuApXcoTal IaKpos 
16X0oS v8spcbv oub' 6Tr6oal BaTraval tEX'riscov EKVIt' oTTIvt 
1.5.57. Ei yap TIS av6pCATn'cov SaTrTa'v TE xapE'i Kai Tr6vcp 
'rrpaoaEl OEoSIraTouS dpErTa 1.6.10. c.gen., SaTrar6v xaipov 'iTrTcov 
expenditure upon horses 1.4.29. 

In Pindaric usage, evidently, BaTrava(t) is prospectively concrete and refers to 
literal expenditure.54 One would therefore expect baTra6vat AXTriScov 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 BaTrdaval passages quoted indicate, in such programmatic contexts 
Pindar is habitually lucid. Yet if, accordingly, BaTrraval EXTrircov is close to 
incredible, [ii] EATriScov OTirv-the only available alternative-is out of the 
question. In the light of our discussion of OTrtS-"gods' response," "divine 
retribution," "religious awe"-there is simply nothing for the phrase to mean. 

Problem (d): the idiom with KViCO 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 OU6E KVICopEva aioEdvETat ra Trral8ica, Arist. HA 

587b.7; rlV KviOCo TOUTOV, OUK EXKOS EEtl, Herod. Mim. 4.59-60 Cunningham) 
and compounds (EXovTES ovuxas oit6rpouS Ef'TKViOUOlIV, Thphr. HP 4.2.1), 
and which generates occasional metaphorical uses (like KviOCO TO piH' 
EKaoTOV, Ar. Ran. 1198-99, plausibly explained55 as equivalent to 3aoaviEltv, 
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] Eptrqv EKVIlE i 'ApTapdavou 
yvcb.rp, Hdt. 7.12.1, ETEp'rr6oHl v pooS 8' E'KVICE '1 aiE' ToUO', S. OT 785-86, 
KXEov... pE KaKioaS EKVIOE, Ar. V. 1286, viv...'lkptyEVEt'.. .acaX0EToa... 
EKVIOEV (3apuTrrdXapov 6poai XoXov, Pi. P. 11.22-23; and [ii] 'Api'Tcava 
EKVIE ... .TfS yuvalK6O...E.pS, Hdt. 6.62.1, KEKVILOPEVOS EpcAT, Men. Sam. 

54As in early and classical usage in general (cf. LSJ s.v.), though instances like EiS rnXdaotv 
TOOU E3ppuou...I Ba'rr6dvrl [sc. Trfl Tporpfs] (Arist. GA 776a.34, not in LSJ) are attested 
from the fourth century. 

55By Taillardat 456 n. 1. 
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330-31, KVIOEV TE Mivco? KEap...KulTTp1os...8C )pa, B. 17.8-10, ETEpolS 

ETE'pcV EpCOTES EKVWtaV qppEvaS, 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' KViOEV TE MivcoY KEap 
and Pindar's EKvltav qppEvas), sometimes, again, in ellipse (as in another 
Pindaric passage, P. 8.32, P1? KOpoS EXOCv KvioI), and occasionally in the 

form of a proleptic compression (in Pindar again, N. 5.32, TOU 8?E 6pyav 
KVi0ov aiTrElvo' Aoyot: "provoked his anger," i.e., "provoked him to anger"). 

In these attested ranges of usage there is nothing like KViEItV 'rriv. Given 
the non-physicality of the context, one would expect the verb to have to mean 
"excite" or "provoke." But "excite" or "provoke" Orntv-that is, "excite/provoke" 
<someone> to OlTtV ("provoke the gods to retribution" or "provoke men to 
reverence" ??)-involves a prolepsis which is per se improbable (6Torm is hardly 
a mood or disposition as opyTi is) and in context baffling. The primary physical 
usage, on the other hand, would yield a weird metaphor, "scrape OTrlV," which, 
if it meant anything, would presumably mean "test..." (like the Aristophanic 
KViOC. TO pri', cited above); this again offers no prospect of sense here. And 
the notion that KVi(EV O6TWV could somehow, unilaterally, mean "fret away 
(their zeal)"56 is as gratuitous for KVi[EIV as it is for O6TTI itself. Wilamowitz's 

hypothetical KVilEIV EiXTrSa 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 KV(IEIV is "provoke to anger"). The vulgate offers a phrase that is barely 
Greek and a meaning that is simply irrelevant. 

Problem (e): the plural a-rraval, finally, is surprising-surprising, that 

is, in the context: OUTOt TETUqXcaOTat paKp6O I .t6XOoS avvpcov, ou5' 
6-rr6oaat Sarrvat.... Looking back to Pindar's 5barrdva(t) passages, we find 

several instances where "expense" forms a pair with Tr6voS, "toil": TrrvoS 
a-Trava TE in 0. 5.15, SaTrdvatl TE Kali rovolt in I. 1.42, baTardva TE...Kal 

Tr6VC in I. 6.10. In each of the three passages, the two words share the same 

number: we have a pair of singulars at 0. 5.15 and I. 6.10, a pair of plurals at I. 

1.42. The word 4o6XOos that appears at 1. 5.57 is demonstrably a semantic 
collocate (synonym or close neighbour) of norvos. Consider such sequences as: 

EXOV TOrVOV, ...Sflptv XOV KaIl p6XOov, Hes. Sc. 305-6; rjv 68 6i& p6X0cov 

[colt], TCOV TrOVCWVv [TOV aPXOVTOa 8El TrXEOVEKTOUVTa (paVEpOV Elvat], X. 

560r, e.g., "vex the zeal" (Race 1997). Likewise the idea that KV. here could mean "scratch 
= hurt" (so in effect E: below, p. 44) is not credible. 
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Cyr. 1.6.25; aTraXAaaov t3iov TOUTOV EIuTrE6OPOXOOV, I PETa TpIcOV 

TETapTOV TroVOV, Pi. 0. 1.59-60; or such Pindaric "equivalents" as paKp6o 

a6X0OS, I. 5.56-57: laKpco Tr6OVc, P. 8.73.57 The corollary is that io6XeoS will 
be perceived as, in effect, a variant of Tr6voS 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, Pj6X6oS) makes the 

plural SaCrrdvac surprising, while the syntactic obstacles in the way of taking 
the latter as part of a true pair with a6XOoS only serve to bring the whole 

sequence under renewed suspicion. 

III 

With or without the palliative EKVIO', 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 EKVIt' (lightly corrupted to EKVtl' 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: 

oU8' 6rr6oat sa'rrnval EX-rriov: Aristarchus comments as follows: 
oU6E O6Troal aTrraval aUTOls EyEVi10qioav ETrl TCOV EKPEpJrKUict)V 
EATri8co V E TC)v TEp't Tv ViKVlV, EKVlOa T'r (pcovi, OU6E EAXuTrq0lnv* 

Trq)c povi, tXax TouivaVTrov tuvroa auTous. More grammatically, 
some critics read EKVIt' rTTV (with <final> v), whereby there is a 
schema Pindaricum <which yields the following>: "OUK EKVItav ai 
ba-rravat nor has their 16X0OS been made blind (rather it is sharp- 
sighted and brings good results)." So <overall>: "nor do/did oTr6oca 
baTrravaC bother [?] and hurt the oTrrt of hope(s)-i.e., expectations of 
the future [oiU8 6Tr6OOal aaTrdval T'rv TCOV EATri6cov 6TirV, 
TOUTEOTI TO PIElXOV OTriOCO EOEoOaI, EKvIOav Kal' EXAuTrriav]. 

*EXAuTrrrlv B, EXu7riqr D: EAu-rrrla Bergk 

Besides its evidence about 6OT'-r / Trri the scholium indicates that EKVIl' evidently 
was, but EKVtO' arguably was not, assumed by the ancient commentators who 

57Likewise, at 0. 10.93 and N. 7.74 i'6XOoS and Tw6vos, respectively, are opposed to TO 

TEpTrv6V. On ba-rrva / TrTvos cf. Cingano (in Gentili et al.) on P. 1.90. 
58Other proposals are listed by Gerber 1976: 136. See also Gerber 1990: 42, and Lasso de 

la Vega 45-7. 
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debated the 6oit(v) issue. The relatively outlandish "Doric" EKVLt' is explicit (ouv 
TCO v EKVIl' OVTIV: cf. EKVIt(a in the next sentence), whereas the ordinary Attic 

and koine EKVIO' appears only in the scholiast's version of Aristarchus' paraphrase 
(EKVltoa TJ (pqcov) and the final paraphrase of the alternative text (EKvloav), in 

both cases where one might well expect a normalized form to occur. EKVtl' is a 
much less familiar form than EKVtO', and though both forms are indeed Pindaric, it 
is hard to see why EKVIO' should ever have been corrupted to the lectio difficilior, 
EKVif'.59 The scholiastic account of Aristarchus and the EVIot seems to confirm 
that EKVIl' is terrafirma. Let us assume that EKVIl' is right. 

Aristarchus-and the EVtot-evidently found the passage difficult. The 

EVIto, with 6oTiv, made an attempt to interpret their text. So too did Aristarchus, 
with his oTrr, and, notwithstanding some textual confusion in the scholium itself, 
we can infer that his explanation was as follows: 

nor did I give pain [EKVlt' interpreted as EKVIta and glossed AXuwrloa 
(Bergk)] to them by saying [TrF (pcovfi 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 KVI{CO = 

"hurt"; 6'-r6oal...6Trl = "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) EKNIEOTTI. Within this 

sequence there is no way of demonstrating whether the O II 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.60 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 I- forms seem only to be attested in Pindar (P. 10.60, I. 6.50 
and I. 5.58 itself); later instances are attested in compounds (TrTEpKvi{aoOE 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.61 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' OTl 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 ('Apio'TapXos OUT-co...EVLotL bE KaTaXXrqXrTEpoV 

yparpouoa...) 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 EKNI-EOTI, and 
since OTTIN (6ortv) is impossible and EKNII-O IN leads nowhere, let us 
assume, further, that the sequence EKNIEOTTI was in Pindar's text. This is 
the assumption that breaks the logjam. If EKNIEOTTI is presumably right, the 

preceding ?Xri5lcov 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 - - - -. The metrical requirement is not a problem 
for EKNIEO1 I (- - - ), but given EKNIEOTI, EXATri8cov is precluded: 
EKNI=OTTI fits, if preceded, not by - v - (rXTriScjv), but by - -, 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 

OYAOTnOC AIAAIANAI 
tE AnTiAT Nt E KNIOni- <...> 

without consideration yet of what OT I might be doing here. 

61Aristarchus: 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 0. 2.77; cf. Farnell ad loc.). 
64Note the similar phrasing in : 0. 3.26 (I. 119 Drachmann) and cf. Irigoin 52-53 and Horn 

72. For a somewhat different view of Aristarchus' (and Aristophanes') work on Pindar, see 
Gentili lxxv-lxxxi. 
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Next question: if EKVIt' 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 human object which this verb in this sense commonly has:65 
KXECOV... E KaKioaS EKVICE (Ar. V. 1286), 'Ap(oTrAva EKVtlE...TrS yUvaiKos... 
EpcoS (Hdt. 6.62.1), Ta.. .OCpKpa O08EV plv KVIEIl (Hdt. 7.10e). The only 
available human object here would seem to be av8paS, implied by the a&vpcbv 
of the preceding clause (...OU-TOI TETUcp-'XTar plaKp6O I Pi6X0oS axvpc7v ou5'...), 
and the verb is indeed used idiomatically like that, with elliptical object, by Pindar 
himself (P. 8.29-32): EipiI 5' &aXoXOS I ...PIP KOpoS EX0cbv KVIOt]. 

And next: if the putative object of EKVlt' is "men" (understood), and given 
that the verb is (pace Aristarchus) presumably third-person, EKVtI(E), used in its 

secondary sense, what is its putative subject? In its secondary usage, KV1[E1V may 
have as subject a person (KXAcoV... IE...EKVtOE), 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, KVi(EIV in its secondary sense has as its subject an 
abstract noun or a quasi-abstraction-like EpcoS, like Txa ocaPKpa, like KOpoS, in 

the examples just quoted.66 And schemata Pindarica apart, one would expect such 
a subject for EKVIt' 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 o6XOoS, 
subject of the previous clause; but (quite apart from the problem of making 
anything of, or from, 6rr. ac-rr. MrE., with o6X0OS 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 OTTrS, which-any part of which-we have considered and rejected. 
Then again, from 6rr6ocal alrdval (which we have likewise considered and 
likewise rejected) one might extract a singular subject for the verb, Tr6ocra 
bacrrdva. As a singular subject, 1Tr6oa 5aTrdava would certainly represent an 

improvement (interpreted, necessarily, not as objectionable two-word clause, but 

as compressed relative): "men's long po6XOos 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 sE 6pyav 
KViLOV, 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 EAxriSa, which is 
too implausible (above, n. 53) to consider further. 

66Likewise N. 5.32 (Xoyoi), I. 6.50 (xapts), B. 17.8-10 (KuirpiSos ayv& Scopa), Hdt. 
7.12.1 (yvcbnP). 
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a further gain in terms of a normal pairing of singular Cp6Xos and singular 
SaTrava. But this is no solution. One has now simply assumed a corruption of 

singular oTr6oa... to plural oT-r6oa... which still leaves tXrTTriScovt unexplained 
and impenetrable: without meaning in the context and metrically impossible (t- 

- t for - v). 

We need a singular abstract subject for EKVIt' that makes sense of 
tEATriScovt. The only remaining candidate does just this. Concealed in tE'Trricovt 
itself is the nominative ATrriS, and EkTrri is an eminently suitable subject for 
EKVIt'. However, if 58 begins with one singular nominative, EX'Tr EKVit'..., it is 
obvious that in 57 OITOCAIAAT[ANAI is not, indeed, an opaque plural 
nominative, Tr6oaal SaTravat. Though already misread as nominative plural (to 
judge from the scholia) in antiquity, it is evidently a dative singular, 6Tro6oa 
SaT-rrva.67 The improvement-in general sense and plausibility of 

construction-promised by the failed expedient, OTr6oa BaTrdrva, is now 

properly realized. With AErits as subject, the compressed relative phrase 
now yields: "men's long po6XoS has not been blocked nor has all that ba rrava 

(been blocked) to which hope EKVit' <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 

EATI<C>[ACN]; (b) the heavy syllable missing (at the end of the verse) after 

OTl; (c) some reasonable explanation of OTl 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, EKVIl' marks the end of a sentence; Onl, 
as Aristarchus divined, is oTri, but going with aivhco; and AWN is 8' cSv, a 

proper connective for the next sentence, after 6'ri. The text, then, should be 
restored thus: 

...oui' Trr6o'g baTrvg 
EXlT'r EKVI' . 6O'Ti 8' cj 
aiveco... 

Before we consider the full detail of this restored text, the palaeographical 
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 loc.; accepted independently, 
as part of a sequence (still) based on XArriGcov KVit' / EKVIO' 6OTIV by Pavese 430. 
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second century B.C.E.) and the eviot 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),68 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, EATTIAWO NEKNIEO'TIN, the other the less corrupt equivalent 
without the final N.69 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 EC CO are written square (as E:Q, 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 co are 0.70 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 
(ecXoc) is incorrect for metrical reasons and must be understood as the accusative 

plural (6cXouc)."71 

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' on I exemplar, at least, elided after 

EKVLt' from the fact that he interpreted EKVItE as EKVIta. 
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-Parsons 92, on 
no. 52). 

71Reynolds-Wilson 8-9; cf. Irigoin 25-26; see I on N. 1.24 (III.16 Drachmann). 
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question?-disseminated in, we are now positing a pre-Euclidian text which in an 

uncorrupted version included the sequence 

EAnIIEKN IOrTIAON72 

which then emerged in the-more-corrupted version as 

EAlTIAONEKNI EOrIN 

with this latter text coexisting with a less corrupt-part-corrected?-version 
ending in OTlI. In palaeographical terms, the major transposition is easy enough 
to explain on the basis of a copyist's anticipation of the sequence nI-AON in 

place of the correct sequence TTI-IEK. It might also be that the copyist's EAnI- 
AON was influenced by AN-APON (&v5pcbv) a few words before; and it is at 
least conceivable that the eventual sequence OTTINAINEO (-rriv I aiveco) was 
influenced by a scribe's reminiscence of the similar-looking sequence in P. 8.71- 
72, OnIN...AITEO.73 

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- 

AA EEANAPOYTOY EEOIOY (= 'AXE~dvopou TOU EC Oiou) 

was miscopied as 

AA EANAPTOY EO IOYOY.74 

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

nAIAOIN-ETTEEEKE 

720n the fifth-century transmission of Pindar's text and the issues involved, see Irigoin 5- 
28 (and cf., more recently, Gentili lxx-lxxiv). As will be apparent, I am not concerned to 
reproduce plausible letter forms for (e.g.) nTTE 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 I. 5.56-57 aKCKp6O I io6XOoS might call to 
mind P. 8.73 IlaKpO TOrr6vp. 

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 

nAIAO I-ETIEEEKEN.75 

If one compares a typical instance from a later age in Pindar's 0. 6.103, where 

EOUv bi E rrh6ov KaCIaT-ov 

is miswritten76 

EUOuvE TrOXov KapdaTcv 8' 

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."77 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 01T1.78 

IV 

OUTOI TETUAOpXc)Tatl IaKp6O 

6)6X0os av8pc7v oou' 6Tro6aoq aTrdCvq 
EiTTiS EKVI '. OTTri ' COV 

aivEc Kai n7uOav... 

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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roor6oa baTrrava: idiomatic equivalent to Traoa bSaradva oog (cf. E. Hipp. 
389-90, OUK ECO0' 6Troip (pappaKCp 8taq)EpeTv I EpEXXov 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...urTrEpp3aXXouor;l 8aTrravrl KEKaAxcoTrro- 

pEvrqv, X. Hier. 11.2, also, e.g., Pi. I. 1.41-42 Ei 8' apETca Ka-rKEiTat Traoav 

opyav, I &uCp6TEpov SaTrarvatl TE Ka' Tr6VOLS), but is also, and primarily, a 

"dative of purpose." This latter use of the dative case, though ignored or 

misrepresented by various notable authorities, Kuhner-Gerth among them, is a 
demonstrable reality in early and classical Greek: uAXa Kal a&vpaKES TCO 
poX\358cp ("wood and charcoalfor [melting] lead") IG I2.371.14 (c. 420 B.C.E); 
Eptoav...yadlcp ("contended for [= in pursuit of] marriage") Pi. I. 8.27; TrI 

&XArlS 'EAXXdoS &Trdora s ~uvaycovtouEvrrl, Ta pEV p6r3cp, Ta 8E cbqpEXAi 
("some in fear, some for profit") Th. 1.123.1. Especially close to the present use 
are instances like Xap'lr tTpoKaXAooaTo -rrvTaS, II. 7.285 and KpuqJpiaL yap 
Euvait TrEioaS 6AoXov ("he persuaded her to have sex"), E. El. 719-20.79 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. 

uo6XOoS...8aTrava: for the pairing and the positive tone of BaTrrva (as of 

p6xOos) in Pindar, cf. I. 6.10-11, avOpcoTrcov 8aTrdva TE XapEiS I Kai Tro6vP, 
P. 1.90, P[Tl Ka' VE Xiav baTr&valS, and other passages cited above (pp. 34, 42-43). 

EATriS: in early and classical poetry XATris is often subject of a verb: E'Tr's E 

TTavTas...TpE(pEi, Semon. 1.6 W; yXuKETa oi Kap8(av I aTadXXoioa yqpoTp6oqos 
ouvaopEl I EATriS, 'a paaXIoTa OvaTcjv TroXuaTpo(pov yvcoA)av KUVEpva, Pi. 

fr. 214; d yap ST1 1TrroXu'TayKTos EAXTrrI TroAXAot plv 6vrolS &v8pcov, I TroXXots 
8' aTraTa KoupoVOcov EpCOTCOV, S. Ant. 615-17.80 In such cases the realities 
tend to be gnomic, with the victims "mankind" (TrravTaS, OvaT-V, 6vavpcov), as 
in I. 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 (p6ovoS, 1. 2.43, or K6poS, P. 1.82-83); but also 

790n the "dative of purpose" see further Verdenius on 0. 10.20 and Hoekstra 15-23. 
8?Cf. 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 ATTrri as an abstraction, a personification or a deity, 
though in some instances (e.g., Hes. Op. 96-98, Thgn. 1143-46) E. is personified at least: cf. 
van Groningen on 'EXAris at Thgn. 637-38. 
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a source of good (ayaOev iXAri8', 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 arete. In epinician poetry, this is the elpis of athletic victors, warriors and heroes."81 

EKVIt': on the 5- form see above (n. 59), and cf. Braswell on P. 4.159e. For the 

gnomic aorist in a relative clause, cf. I. 5. 7-9, EV... aE60AoXo...KXE0os ETTpar EV, 

OVTlV'...OTEKpaVOi...viKaOaVT' VE8roaV EOBEpaV, I/. 13.300, Od. 23.13. For 
KVifEtV with abstract subject and human object understood, cf. P. 8.32, Pnl KOpos 
EXOcbv KviorT. 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 SE TIS EUJ5ol(g [Eiya [3pf0Et; N. 8.34, 'a 
[sc. Traprpaaos] TO pEv XapaTrp6v 3LaTal; N. 11.29-30, &AXXx 3poTcov TOv PlEV 

KEVEO6ppOVES aUXat I E ayaOCov 'E3aXov; I. 3/4.23-24 a&XoTE 8' 6XXhoio 
oipoS I TvrTvaS avOpcATrous ETrrataoocov EAauvEt; and cf. especially P. 2.35-36, 
EiVai E TrapdTpoTro1 ES KaKTraT' a6Opoav I E13raov (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, cos fpa EiTrcJv arITIKa I 
E'(ET'. Epot sE.... As already noted (above, pp. 41-42), in its predominant 
secondary use the verb has a marked sexual connotation ("tease," "excite": 

ETEpOLS ETEpcOV EpcoTES EKVtlaV qppEvaS, P. 10.60), which perhaps colours the 

use here. Compare again, then, the conception of EXTriS at S. Ant. 615-17, where 

hope is not only 6vrlaoS av5pcov ("by cheering them, and inciting to worthy 
effort" [Jebb ad loc.: my italics]), but also aTrarTa KOUtpOVCOV EpcbTcoV. 

Nothing ensures security in this life, and certainly not EXTriS, notwithstanding the 
fact that Pindar is in the process of acclaiming it: the nuancing in his choice of 
words here is apparent. 

6TrT: "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, p3aotXfa... I yapuE'Ev a,IEpa I oTrT, and direct parallels to an unsupported 

o-rr certainly look meagre: a plausible restoration in Philod. Scarph. (late IV 

B.C.E.), Paean in Dionysum 61 (p. 167 Coll. Alex. Powell), OE...EIUKXEa T' 6[7iT 

KXEo]uoat; a remote possibility in the lacunose B. 1.77, viv I [- -]oaivouo' 
6Tri; and an imponderable possibility in the corrupt sequence (discussed above, 

pp. 36-37) at 0. 2.5-6, Ofrpcova...I yEycovTrTEov 6Tr'l iKatov IEVOV. However: 

[i] Pindar himself uses 6Trr 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: TO)V UCIVOS E3paX3EV I 6Tr' VECOV ETTiXcbploV XaPpLa KEXaO8Eco, N. 
3.65-66. [ii] There is an established pattern of Homeric usage in which orra and 
OTr6o are used unsupported, connoting "loudness": 'ATpE'tECO 6Tr6To EKXAOV 

aurfloavTos, II. 16.76, alternating revealingly with pEyda' EK'UEV aOuSrTavroS, 
Od. 4.505; aKOUOE OEOU oTra (pcvflfoavToS, 11. 20.380; and the odd-looking 
genitive absolute at Od. 24.535, OEaS 6Tra (pcovraoorS. [iii] Above all, TrrI thus 
has strong analogical validation from the more ordinary pqcovfi, which, apart from 
its obvious use with supporting adjective (a&SuIEXE 8' E &pXETE pcova, N. 

2.25), is used throughout Greek literature absolutely, with the sense "aloud": 

'EAEvrqv EKaCXAooaTo pov0, II. 3.161; Xipova TrpooFUVETrE pova, Pi. P. 9.29; 

yvoS 'OXuprricov 0ECOV I EXTTrE Kia' ypalpE (pcvi, Ar. Th. 960-61; 6O8E 

(pcovio, aA,Xx oaiyi, P1. Tht. 190a.82 [iv] Comparable one-off (vel sim.) usages are 
attested in comparable lexical sets in Pindar elsewhere. Like oTri, for instance, 
Tro8i / rToo(o)i usually comes with supporting epithet: &avx 6' TTraAT' o6p6O Tro5i, 
0. 13.72; Korupotoiv EKVEUOOV Trooiv, O. 13.114; '(oTapalat i Troool KocportS, 
N. 8.19; but then one also meets the simple Trooo' TpEXxcov, 0. 10.65. [v] 
6Tr'...aivEco follows the pattern of the ordinary phrase Aoycp (ETr)aLtvco (see 
paragraph below), in which X6Ayc is similarly unqualified. 

Like Troooi at 0. 10.65, OTrr here adds a touch of simple concreteness to the 
verb (and perhaps a touch of Homeric-archaic dignity: cf. II. 3.169, 'i8ov 

6(p6aXplooiv; 3.171, pUOoiolv &PEi3ETO, etc.). Unlike the impossible 6TriS, it 
also belongs to and evokes the celebratory sphere. In Pindar "the word 6o'y always 
has a positive connotation, usually indicating celebration" (Race 1990: 61 n. 5), 
whether used of the Muse (IEXtyapCcAv TEKTOVES I KCO1.cOV VEaViat, OEOEV TTra 

pal6iEvot, N. 3.4-5), the chorus (TOv Uii.voS E[3aXEV I 6T 'i vcov, N. 3. 65-66), 
or, as here, the poet mediated by the chorus (6Tr'...yXuKETav TrpoXEOVTCOc 
aCdv, P. 10.56). And by qualifying the "declaration of praise" (aivEco) as "loud," 

the word brings this encomiastic moment into line with a well-established 
Pindaric pattern. In Pindar, quite simply, "praise" often is "loud": yXVuKu5 

KpaTrp dcyaqcpEyKTCoV d(oiav, 0. 6.91; Ei sE OEHiooTov l'KEI5 CO.OT' 6Ei1EIV... 

5i65o I (pcovav, N. 5.50-51; and EyEp' ETECO)V oCplV olPov XAlyuv, I aivEl U6..., 0. 
9.47-4883, of which last instance oTrl...aivEco is like a compressed miniature. 
Unlike that last instance in 0. 9, however, aivEco here is used with Orri as simple 

82Likewise Tr1 qpcovi: Ar. Ra. 379, Lys. 6.51, P1. Prt. 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' 
yEpatpE (povqi (Th. 961: p. 53 above) or especially the more standardized A6ycp 
(E'T)atvEc (E. Cyc. 155, D. 60.13), cf. X6ycp TE Kait pKcp E'TrvEoav, P1. Leg. 
691a; Erramv toaipt...X6o yoi, E. IA 977; A6yots Kai c 8aiS ETaviETtv , Hyp. Epit. 
33-34 (reconstructed text)-all with simple noun or nouns. E Tratvcco of course is 
a virtual synonym of aivEco, "for which it is regularly used in Attic" (LSJ s.v. 
ETrativco, s.init.); the simplex and compound verbs, indeed, are used almost 

interchangeably outside Attic too (e.g., TiS av oE yE pcoprfoa tTo, I TiS 8' av 

ETraiviloat, Thgn. 875-76, versus ouS Eva... pcopflooIaat... I oU8E Eav aivriocj, 
id. 1079-80; or cf. Ei TV yE rTauoaviav v...aivETs I..., ?ycb 5' 'ApIoTEiO(av 
E-rratvEc, 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 OTTl 8' c v aivEco bears out the point.84 

84Bowra 1964: 353. One less stylish alternative is worth a mention. For 6Tri read ? Tri: Tri 85' 

cov I aivEco Ka'i Tu6Eav... With iTrl, the general sense is unaffected, but instead of the 
recherche collocation 6rri : aivEco, one has the common compound iTraiV co in tmesis 
around 8' cbv. Furthermore, the new sequence might seem to account better for our initial 
scribal misreading, with EAFTI(IEKNIE)EnIAON misread as EAnIAON... because of 
the resemblance of EfTl- to EATI I-. One may add that T'ri in verbal tmesis is well attested in 
Pindar: Trr't p&v 3a(vEi, 0. 7.45; ETri yaxp...I...TiOTqoi, P. 2.9-10; ETri TE...-TEPTrET?E, fr. 75.2. 
And that there is no shortage of parallels to such a cluster, with an unobtrusive word before 
the 5' cbv: e.g., Th. 2.34.8, ETTI 8' oUv TOt5 TrpcOTOts; Hdt. 8.82.2, ouv BE cbv TaUTnr Tr' vrJi; 

[A.] Pr. 226, 6 5' ouv EpcOTaT'; and in Pindar himself 0. 3.38, ?~i 8' Jcv and P. 9.103, tiE 
8' ouv [sic codd.]. (Not that it is hard to parallel the 6-ri kind of sequence, with a more 
obtrusive word before the 8' cvW: e.g., A. Th. 810, IBapEa 8' ouv; S. Ant. 890, l'EToLKias 8' 

ouv; Hdt. 3.46.2, [3oeiEitv 8' cv; Ar. Av. 499, 'IKTIVOS 8' oUv.) However, there are 
significant objections to iTrr. [i] Both aivElv and ErraivEtv occur often in Pindar in the sense 
"praise," aivCTv at least seventeen times, ETratwivv at least seven (see Slater s.vv.; I omit from 
the figures I/. 5.59 itself and also N. 11.17, where codd. have aiveco0at but some edd. print 
Schroeder's iTr-, but P. 5.107, where most edd. print Moschopoulos' iET- for the aiv- of 
codd., is counted under ETr-). However (discounting I. 5.59 again), there are five attestations 
of aivEiv with direct object and first-person singular verb, but not one of ETratVEiv. Pindar is 
happy to write viv aivdco (0. 4.14), &v8pa...I aivEwc (0. 7.15-16), Trat8'...I aclvqoa (0. 

10.99-100), qpiXov ES av8p' aycov I KXEOS EiTT'TUpOV aivEoco (N. 7.62-63, with direct 

object-&avpa-understood), oCE 8' iEy?c rrapa ltv I aivEco (fr. 81 = Dith. 2), but seemingly 
avoids the ordinary expression, "you/him ETratvEco." He has a single instance of ErraivEco in 
the first person, but in the plural and apparently without a direct object-this in the early P. 10 
(69): &aEXqEcoToi T' E-rTatv11oopEV EaXotS (text according to Wilamowitz, followed by most 

edd.). Here too, then, he seems to avoid the ordinary construction. [ii] It is not clear that Errt 8' 
cAv aivEco would be idiomatic. In this hypothetical text 8' cbv is connective-resumptive and 
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8' cbv: the usage is what Denniston (discussing 6' ouv / 8' 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, OTE 8' OUV, cOcTrEp EITTOV, TlpXo6rv 
and [A.] Pr. 226-27, 85' ouv EpoTaT'. ..I.....TOOTO 8f oaCprluic.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' ouv / 8' cOv likewise 

signal just such a switch: EpE 8' civ Trra OupoS 6OTpVVEt l qadEV 'EpLEViSatS I 

e)ipCovi T' EAXOE KU8OO, 0. 3.38-39; EipE 8' ouv TIS aroSav I 85itav 
aKEL6IoEVOv TTpadoEI XpEoS, P. 9.103-4.86 In all three passages, furthermore, the 

rET...aivE)c tmesis, but 8' cbv does not seem to be one of the connectives that occurs in 
tmesis, even though it occurs between preposition and noun (ouv i cv T TaUT TiT vrl, Hdt. 
8.82.2, ETrl 8' oiU T6oTS rpcObToi Th. 2.34.8) and even though there is indeed a well- 
established construction involving cbv/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 
cbv/ouv, on the pattern of Hdt. 2.47.1, Kai TOUTO !jEv...auToloi TOIOI i[laTioot a&rr' cbv 

E(3apE ECOUTOV or Hp. Morb. 1.30, oTav oOuv.... ti' ouv EKiVrioE: see Denniston 429-30 
(with Addendum on 587); Powell 388; Ktihner-Gerth II.1.537; Schwyzer II.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 (11.283) plausibly includes II. 19.94, KaTa 8' ouv 
ETEpOv yE 'TrE5roE (recurrent aorist, of aTrrl) with the Hp./Hdt. group: 8' ouv here = 
connective &E + Jov ("wirklich," Schwyzer) and is certainly nothing like the unitary 
resumptive 8' cbv of Pindar. Schwyzer (II.284 n. 2) also notes a few instances of cbv/ouv with 
non-gnomic aorist, but none of these involves 8' cOv or is resumptive or connective (see 
further Denniston 460). The closest parallel to ETrl 8' cbv aivEcO occurs in Euripidean lyric 
(Andr. 837), with the sentence-initial KaTa ' EV OUV... OTEVCO. But iEV oUv is not 8' cv, and 
the plausibility of ETrl 8' cbv aivEco must remain in doubt. [iii] Above all, though, the problem 
with Trr'i 8' cbv is that it makes it hard to explain Aristarchus' 6Tri. Much the easiest 
explanation of how 6Tri comes to be cited by Aristarchus is that it is the right reading. If it is 
not right, and ETri is, we have either a bizarre coincidence (Aristarchus [vel sim.] 
coincidentally conjectured -TrI , albeit the strange OTrT, not the easy ETri) or an extra stage of 
corruption, ErrT > 6Ori (i.e., with Aristarchus' text) > Trtlv (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 0, albeit in an 
already garbled text, is not as palaeographically simple as the misreading of E as 0 comes to 
be in later centuries. 

85Denniston 462-63. 
86Denniston's treatment of 8' ouv / 8' cov 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 0. 3 passage simply as an instance of "8' ouv without preceding vEV" (462). In the 
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switch involves a refocusing of, and onto, the poet's voice at the moment of praise 
(6ft...aiveco) towards the end of an ode: I. 5.58 > 63, 0. 3.38 > 45, P. 9.103 > 
125. If the case for o6r't 8' cv 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: 

m' 5' cbv 
aivEco Kati nu0iav Ev yvuloBaats, 
OuXaKiSa, nrrayav Sp6oiov EuOurrop1ioal 
XEpoi 5E[i6v, vOcp avTiriaXov. 

XallpavE oi oTEqpavov, (ppE 8' esiaAXov liTrpav, 
Kali 1TTEp6EVTa vEov OUIpTTElIPOV UViOV. 

Well, Pytheas among vanquishers of limbs 
Loudly I praise, 0 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 Kait nIuOav below. The points that need discussion can be taken 

in sequence. 

aivEco: 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 5' oiv is "rare in verse" (463-64) needs some 

qualification. 
870n 6' cov, finally, it is conceivable (no more) that a trace is preserved in I on aiveco Kal 

Tlu0eav: 'Eratvco ouv, q)rlo, Ka' T6V aXEi-rTTrv auToO (1.249, 12-13 Drachmann). 
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commentators, simply because (in Bury's words, ad loc.) "neither aivEco nor 
ETrativco 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 aivEco/ETratvEco is certainly rare, it is no hapax: cf. TOUS llEV 

v61aOUS...TrdVTEs v E-rraivovElav KaXAk)LTa v6ocov KEToLOa Kal oolcoTaTa 

(Antiphon 6.2) and 'AptoTEi8av EiraivEco I &avp' iEpav o-rr' 'AOavav I EXAETv 
E'va XAOoTOV (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 ()uaKioa breaks up the sentence, 
any listener or reader is bound to feel aivEco as ordinary transitive verb with 

ordinary direct object, TTuOEav, and then attach the infinitive Eu9OuTroplOcal to the 
words following, XEpoi't SEtV (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.89 
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: Ei sE OEEliOTOV 'KEIS COOT 

88For what it may be worth, the date of the Timocreon fragment must be very close to that 
of Pindar's 1. 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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&E{6EvW...l TUnKTaV TE VIV KaOi TrayKpaTlou (pEyyal EAXEv 'EmbGaUpcp sTrXo6av I 

VIKCOVT' apETaCV, N. 5.50-53; apaCvTO yap viKaS xTro TrayKpaT-ou I TpEIs aTr' 

'loOnou, Tr &S 8' aTr' EUicpuXXO NEPEaS, I ayXao'l rraTa6Es TE Kal IpaTpcS, I. 

6.60-62; yEpaipETE viv, I 6S "loOILOV &v vadros I Acopicov EXaXEV OEXiVcoV- ETTEi 

TTEpIKTiOVaS I EviKaCE 8pl TTOTE Kai KEIVOS a&vpaS a(pUKTaX XEp' KXOVECOV, I 
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: 6pOtov copuoal BapaEcov, 
I TOv6' &aVpa Galtovig yEyaIEV I EUXEipa, SEIlOyuiOV, O6pcVT' aXKrV, O. 

9.109-11; CO TLtp6OrTE, OE 8' aXKa I TrayKpaTrio TXOdIJUOS aE(EI, N. 2.14- 

15.90 With the adjectival construction, EUOUrrOpfloai...8EEt6V, we have an 

unexceptionable version of [ii]. With an accusative and infinitive, we would have 
a seemingly unique exception to [i]. 

Ka'i fu0Eav: not "I praise Pytheas too (as well as Phylacidas)..."91 Ka = "in 

particular." The idiom, very common in Pindar, is what Slater calls "emphatic" 
and Race "particularizing."92 In Pindar it is often, as here, used to single out the 

celebrandus, whether an individual or not: E~pE 8' oiUv TIS &oitav I siyav 

aKEI6opEVOV TTpaGooEl XpEOS aUTIS EyEtpat I Ka't TraXatav s86av EC7V 

rrpoy6vcov, P. 9.103-5; Kcopad' ETTEITEV a&uuEXETouv juVC I Kai ZTpEILaa 

(the victor to whom the Kcopos belongs), I. 7.20-21; ouv b6 TIV [sc. 'EXEtBuiax] I 

Kal Tras C6 eEapcovos ....l...aEi6ETat, 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 8' cov 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 

90So, variously, e.g., 0. 4.14, I. 4.45-47. 
91So, e.g., Fennell, Bury, Sandys (in the old Loeb, followed by Race in the new), Puech, 

Thummer, Privitera, Willcock (1978: 44) and presumably Y (TTratvco...Ka' TOV aXEiTnTrlV 
auTro: III.249, 12-13 Drachmann). 

92Slater 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 . 6.93 In N. 5, the earliest of the series, we hear of 
the boy Pytheas, how (4-6) 

A&iarrcovos ui6os TTueas EupuVOEvrIS 
ViKTq NEEIOLt s lTayKpaoTiU OTE(paVOV, 
ouTrco ydvuvi (paivcov TEpEivao paTEp' oivavOa 6oTrcbpav 

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

TU 6' Aiyiva6e 86i, EU0UiaEVES, 
ViKaS EV YyKCOvEool TTITVCOV 1TOIKiCOV Eyauoaa Uivcov. 
irTOI AETat' ati OE Kai VUV TEOS a6TpcOS &ydaXXE 

KEIVOU O6IoTropov 0vos, nuOea94 

and of another, Themistius (50-53): 

El SE EiOElJTIOV 'KEIS C.OOT' aElEIV... 
TTUKTaV TE VIV Kal lTayKpaTiOU 

<p0Eyatl XETvv 'E-nlaUpcp STrX6av 
VIKCOVT' apErTaV... 

In I. 6 we hear more of the Aa(pTrcovos EUraEOXou yEVEa (I. 6.3). The occasion 
for this ode is a victory by Phylacidas (5-7): 

vuv auiTE 'IloOnou BETro6T 
NrlpEtBEooi TE TTEVTroKOVTa TraiBcov 6TorXoTaTou 
OuXaKiSa VIKCOVTOS 

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

u(DXaKiSg yaxp iAXOov, cb Motoa, Talaias 
TTuQ0g TE KCA)uOV E0euuEVEt TE... 

apavTo yap viKas arro TTayKpaTilo 
TpEI (TTr' 'Ol.tou, rTas 

' 8 an EqpuXAAov NE.E.as, 
'ayXaoi -nTatlE' TE Kai paTpcoS. 

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 I. 5 itself praise of Phylacidas has already been conjoined to praise of his older 
brother (I. 5.17-19): 

TIV 8' EV 'lo6C1p) iTrXoa OaXXoio' &pETa, 
OuXaKi', ayKEiTal, NEPriE 6E Ka'i &dpoiv 
nTuOeg TE, TrayKpaTiou. 

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 &pET& placed first)95 imply, but it is equally clear that 
the celebration is to subsume the achievements of both brothers (21-22): 

ouv Xaptiov 5' EloXov AapTrcovos uiolt 
TaV8' E ESVOHOV Trro6v. 

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.96 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 I. 5 points in a different direction. 

Overall, then, the arguments against this fable convenue are as diverse and as 

strong as the case against 6OTrv, 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. 

96So virtually all commentators except the independent-minded Bury. In recent work the 

assumption is repeated without argument by, e.g., Cole 40-41, 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 I. 5.59 

(III.249 Drachmann): 

OUTOS 6 lluOeax EITEOTaT1oE TOU OuXaKi8a Kai r'AElEV aUrTOv... 

ETralVCo oUv, (poi, Kai TOV &XEi-rrTIv aiTOU...TrotloavTa TOV 
TCoV TrrnyXqy(cv op6oov EiOOuv opiaoai. TrayKpaTrao'Tnsr yap, O16 

EUOuwT6pouv ai TrXrlyai.97 

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 (III.240-41 Drachmann): 

Inscr. a TaU'rTnv TnV Xo ttv 'H(patoTicov. r.... q t...lnuOeq yeypda(p0a... 

Inscr. b TrpoKaTaOKE?UaOVTES EVlOIO OTrl )uXaKi8g p6Ovcp yypaTrrTal, 
(pao' TOV nluOav p[iT vEVIKrKEIval "Jopla, CAOTE 'lo01uaKflv oioav 
T'V crl8V Uh avayEypdcp0ai KaKEiVGc.... XavOXVEti E aUTOiS' EV 

yap Tri yEypalpEVIn MiSg [sc. MElbtig (corr. Wilamowitz)? = fr. 4 
Snell-Maehler] co8i...io'TopEi 6Tt Kai 6 TluOEa5 'lo0ila EViKrIOE.... 

Inscr. c &AXco. KaXXioTpaToS ()uaKiSCg o6vcp yEypa(p0ati qpol, 
oUilTrEpIlEl(pO6al BE EcOOEV Tiv TOU nlvOEou ViKrJV, KaOaTrEp Ka't EV 
Tr lETa TauTlrv [sc. I. 6] 'Tiv Ei0u6E:Vou O6VTOS aurrTv 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.... 

c 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 aoUTOU and TTotlioavTa, I has Toi5 Tr6voIS Trot yuiob6apalt, which is surely 
corrupt. For the second ToTs read ?v (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 Eviot 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 OYAAKIAAI AIFINHTHI TTAFKPATIQI, found in 
all modem 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,98 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 yEVEa KXEOVIKOU (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."99 Such a figure was the Athenian Menander, hired once for the young 
Pytheas, as we lear from N. 5, where Pindar proclaims that one who shapes 
athletes like a "carpenter" (TEKTOV' aE0XXTaTOIv) should come from Athens 

(N. 5.48-49)-and from Bacchylides (13.190-98), who celebrates the same 

victory and refers to the "countless" (pvupicov) 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" (ETTEOTdrTTloE) and "gave him his 

oil" (fqXEItEv): 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. 
E I. 1.11: III. 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'00-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.101 
Then there is a twentieth-century hypothesis that one or more of the Athenian 
trainers praised by Pindar was in fact of noble family.102 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,104 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 I. 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 I. 6, 
Phylacidas and Pytheas too are called raTiES (62), but however short the lapse 
of time between I. 6 and 1. 5, there is no reason to suppose-nor is it generally 

l??For 6XEi*rTTrS / AEiqpco see Harris 171 and Poliakoff 109-10. 
I0ID.L. 1.4, EyUvaUoacTO 85E Trapa 'ApioTcaov TcO 'ApyEicp TraXalOTi-: "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." 

102In particular, Wade-Gery 208-11 speculated that Melesias (see 0. 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 143-44, 207; contra, see, e.g., Young 148-49 n. 45. 

103Hamilton 108, listing 0. 8, 0.10, N. 4, N. 5, N. 6. Hamilton adds (107): "other than I. 4 
and I. 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 I. 4 ("assuming that Orseas is not 
a charioteer") as in fact part-celebration of Melissus' victory as a boy, and I. 5 as "metaphoric 
use of trainer praise," stressing (110) that "men in these [three] events do not demand trainer 
praise (0. 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 I. 4 and the present passage 
in I. 5 ("supported" by a misinterpretation of . 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 . 5 Phylacidas is, in the technical sense, a "boy."105 Even if 
he were, actually, there are other extant odes for a boy victor in the three "heavy 
events" which have no "trainer praise." 0. 11, which celebrates a boy victor in a 

boxing match, has none;106 and, in particular, the parallel earlier ode, I. 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 pERXETav...B3pOTcopEXEEa for 

Pytheas. In Pindar: at 0. 8.59 Melesias is praised for his "instruction" (TO 

ti5a6ao9at); at 0. 10.16-17 the victorious Hagesidamus is to "show his 

gratitude" to his trainer (vIKCv I "I,a cpEpETCr Xaplt); at N. 5.48-49 Pytheas 
is assured that he won because of the contribution of Menander (MEvav5pou 
ouv TuXca), the master craftsman (TEKTOV' axE0XTrTacoGV); at N. 6.66 Melesias, 

again, is the "charioteer" of his protege's physical might (XEIpCOV TE Ka't 

ioXuoS 6v(ioov); while at I. 4.71-72 the victor won "by heeding his 
helmsman's good advice" (KuI3EpvaTripos oiaKOOTpo6pou I yvcCxpg TrEMTOcOV 

TroXup3ouXco).108 In I. 5 there is no such indication. Furthermore, the 

105Hamilton 106-8. On the chronology of . 6 and I. 5, see Pfeijffer 1995; on the technical 
sense of Trait, see Kyle 37 and 183-84, and Harris 154-55 with n. 6. 

106Odes for boy-victors in other events likewise lack "trainer-praise": 0. 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 [I. 6. 66-67] as iuEAXTav I 

Epyois oT6rdrcv, '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 modem scholarly anxiety to find 
trainers for Pindar's younger athletes engendered an audacious conjecture by Mommsen at I. 
6.72: for viv &v5p' iv a6AXrTalolv [BD] read MEvav8pov iv a6XErrraToiv....). 

108Only at the end of N. 4, which is arguably corrupt and certainly difficult, is such an 
indication lacking. oiov aivEcov KE MEXToiav Eptla OTpE'pot KT-. (93 ff.): the connection 

of these words with what precedes is baffling, as is aivhcov (which, pace Bury and Willcock, 
cannot mean, though it might connote, "emulate"), and Eptla, 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: ?V yuioSa6ait 
tends to imply that the subject is an athlete, not a trainer; EuOuTropfioat 

(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 OTECpavoS points the same way; and the emendation of O)uaKiSa to -8a, 
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 yEvEax KXEOViKOU (55);109 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 I. 6: N. 5 
ends with praise of Themistius (50-54), I. 6 with praise of Lampon (66-75).'10 
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.""l 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."12 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. 

i lThe final two verses of . 6, 74-75, are in honour of opE, i.e., the whole family-of 
which Lampon is a key member. 

11 Hamilton 104, 106. 
1'20n "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: 

EV yutobadaxtS: yvutodapaS (a first-declension adjective used as noun) is an 

exotic formation, presumably coined ad hoc on the analogy of forms like 

XpuooKo6 as (epithet of male deities, 0. 6.41, etc.).113 The compound means 

"limb-" or "body-overcomers," in line with: [i] the predominant use of bai-, 
which tends to imply the successful application of hostile force ((3rl; Ka't XEp 't 

bada6oaaa, Hes. Th. 490; r6oXEPJ6O TE Sapa Kai Xotpol 'Axatou, 11. 1.61; 
riyavTas 5; SdgaoaS [sc. Heracles], Pi. N. 7.90); and [ii] the predominant 
use of yuTov and compounds from epic onwards, in which (despite epic phrases 
like paitlo a yuita or Bacchylides' yvuaXKea JouvoTradAav [12.8]) yui- 
connotes the body of a victim or a body in pain: XUVTO BE yuia, II. 7.16; uirr 

8' ETpEIE yuiTa, II. 10.390 (cf. the range of usage in Ebeling, s.v.); yutoo36povs 
iEXE&Sobvas, Hes. Op. 66 (cf. West ad loc.); ocopa.... yuto6vorlTov 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-lookingness and multiple connotations, bulk so large in Pindar's 
odes and that (e.g.) odes like N. 5, 1. 6 and I. 5 end the way they do. 

113First in Hes. Th. 947: cf. Silk 1974: 159-60. XsovTrobSdpa (of a dog) is used in [?] Pi. 
fr. 74, and &v5po5bad aS 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 XEpao, "giving the most flagrant violation of usual order to be found in 
Pindar" (Fennell). 
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Phryn. Trag. 2; TraXaiol'aTa...yuio[3apfi, A. Ag. 63; aq)puKToIot yuloTrEatls, 
Pi. P. 2.41; vco8uvias...yuvapKEoS, Pi. P. 3.3-6 (where the positive -apK- is 
counterpointed against the pain and sickness of yut-).114 The formation is 
(appropriately?) harsh inasmuch as one would not, phraseologically, SapldElv 
an opponent's yuta, but would alWadEtv him (pc6oTas. ... ...8aladooa, O. 
9.91-92) by physical pressure to his yuva. 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 TrayKpaTtlCOVTE ...KEKiV8UVEUIPvri 

1rpooXpcovTal r Ti crdAI[...Ka'i ocpupc TrpooTVraXaiouol Kat TTIV XEPpa 
oTpEA3Xouo TrpoOOVTOS TOU TraiEtV Kal EvdAXXEo6at, Philostr. Jun. Im. 2.6. In 
earlier sources, however, boxing and wrestling are put on a par. Thus Arist. Rh. 
1.5.14:6 O E [8uvdaPEvos] OAX3EWv Kal KaTE?XEtV TraCXatOT1K6o, 6 8E cooaa TT 

'TrAnlyi TUKTtK6O, 6 o' 8 .CpOTEpoit TOUTOS TrrayKpaTlaoTIK6o.115 In Pindar's 

usage elsewhere it is a wrestler who wins viKav...Opaotuyuiov (P. 8.37) by 
pressing down on his opponent's (or opponents') yu(oit (0. 8.68), thereby 
cpCoTaS... 8apacIoatS (0. 9.91-92);116 but here the -8ap- of yutlo8daalt is not 
physically specific enough to point to the wrestling component of the sport, any 
more than to the boxing.1]7 Even so, the compound, with its "overcoming," is 
specific enough to point to victorious athletes, not successful trainers;l18 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 
yuloo86plaS or not: i.e., it could be either a phrase like Ev -rratio vEOII Trrats, 
Ev xv8pdaaov &vrp, N. 3.72, or apiaToS EVti OprKEOOl, 11. 6.7, or one like EV 

TralLt plE yEpcov, Ev E yEpovol TratS, prov. ap. Apostol. Cent. 7.29, or 

14Cf. also (whatever the etymological relationship) yuvt6 / yvitco: see Frisk, s.v. yuTa. 
I5 Boxing may even be foregrounded, as at Ar. Pax 897-98 (TrayKpaTlov... .ru). 
"6Cf. A. Ag. 63, rraXaioaaTa...yuotoaprl, 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 fTa\. yui. to refer to the pankration itself). Cf. also B. 12.8, 
yula^KEa iouvo-rr6Xav, cf. 9.36-38. 

1178aCdarEiv (etc.) almost never has a physical thing as its grammatical object: II. 20.265- 
66 (of Achilles' shield) is a rare exception. 

118There is of course a less hostile use of salp- associated with "taming" horses and similar 
animals (alad6oaoOai thus at 11. 23.655, saladEiv likewise at X. Mem: 4.3.10; cf. 
irrTr-rroaoS), 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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EAEyov EV TOlS TptdKOVTa, 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 EV yui. 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.l19 

Ou>caKiSa: vocative. No modem editor has retained -a, which is the reading 
of cod. B (D has p-av).120 Following Schmid, editors emend to -a, 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 grandfatherl21 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' (II. 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,123 the associative 

principle is presented more clearly: 

TTOTIOS 5E KpiVEI OuyyEV iS EpycoV TrEpl 
iraVTCOV. TU 8' AiYiva0E i5(, EUOU.IEVES, 
viKas EV ayKcAVEOOl TITVCOV ITOIKiXOV eJauoaS UJIIVCV. 

fITOl IETa'italS O KaQ VUV TEoS IaTpco S ya'XXE 

KEiVOU O16OOTTOpOV EOVOS, TuOEa. 

119Contrast the closing passage in the sister ode 1. 6, where Lampon, father of Pytheas and 

Phylacidas, is described as &vap' ?v a&EX0rTaioiv...l Nabiav yTETpais ev aXXVais 

XaXKo8ad.CavT' aKovav (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 (T'V 

yvulobalav, 0.), cited by Gerber 1976: 136. 

121Grandfather, according to I on N. 5.50 (III.99 Drachmann): cf. I. 6.65. 
122Silk 1987: 82. 
123See Turyn's apparatus and Farell'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 8'...EU0V1EVES (41), 
oE...TEOS....Tu0Ea (43), or as earlier in I. 5, T'v 8'...<uDvaKio' (17-18), or in O. 
6.22, cO OiVTIS.... EUOOV (with imperative). However, [i] there are instances 
where there is no visible reference and instead a more or less remote implicit 
connection: oi tEv TradXat, co ?paaou3ouXE, qp&cTES......lI...T6tEUOV...viivoUS, I. 
2.1-3 (where Thrasybulus is the living son of the late victor to whom this uIjvos 
is in effect dedicated); Kai KE vpuOioatO' 6Troiav, 'ApKEoiXa, I EVpE Trayav 
&ap3pootcov ErrTCov, 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); 
EcbyEVES, aITrOIVuco I pAr TEppa iTpo[3ais CKOVO' &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, "0..., your family has won victories," most are 

straightforward (as O0K ayvcxCTES VjV EVTtI 856poi I OiUTE KC'OCOV, CO 

Opaao3ouX', I. 2.30-31). There are some, however, where the explicit 
connection is delayed or elided, as El 8' ETulCoS..., 'Ayrqoia, paC'pcoE &av8pES, 
0. 6.77 (i.e., "Hagesias, your maternal relations"). The referentiality of the 
vocative in I. 5.60 is less marginal than the instances in [i], closer in spirit to 
the 0. 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 I. 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: I. 5.17-18, Tilv 8'...(>uXaKi5', and.60 (not 
straightforward); 0. 6.12, 'Ayrloia, TIV 8', and 77 (not straightforward, above); 
P. 4. 250-55, ci 'ApKEoiRa.. .UIETEpaS daKTiVOs (connection real, though 
delayed), and 298 (not straightforward, above); 1. 2.1 (not straightforward, above), 
and 30-31, iilTv... cO cpaooi3ouX' (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 EeulTropfloal 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 O)uaKtix is taken as dative of interest. 
Thus Farell ("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 montre 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 
Eu0uTrOp?oacu, 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 Schlige 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 uvXaKiS8 yap riXOov...Taal[as, I. 6.57, 
Ai6b....T6v...KCAJ16ataTE TtIo8rimC0p, N. 2.24, and E!poXov Aa-TrcovoS uiots, I. 

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, oi 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 
O)uXaKica dependent on &vTi1TraXov. 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 voco). 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 -a here. 
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VII 

At which point we can resume our commentary again: 

rrAayav: "blows" are part of what the pankratiast aims to inflict, or defend 
himself with (cjoat Tn TrXrlyi, Arist. Rh. 1.5.14: see p. 67 above), or if necessary 
endure (KapaTo8Ecov. . .TrAayAv, N. 3.17). 

Sp6opov: a novel metaphor, seemingly, but not a transparent one. Sp. in itself 
could be "racecourse" (e.g., II. 23.321, Pi. P. 1.32, Hdt. 6.126, E. Andr. 599) or 

"(foot) race" (e.g., II. 23.758, Pi. I. 1.23, X. Lac. 1.4, E. IA 211). Elsewhere, 
Pindar himself uses the phrase uj3pioS EX0pav 6o6v I EAOUrropEi (0. 7.90-91), 
which might incline one towards "course." But there seems to have been an 
established expression, $p6ouov (as cognate accusative) + verb, where Sp. = 

"race," in the proverb attested at Hdt. 8.74.1, TrEp'i TOU 1TraVTOS io8rl Sp6Oiov 
OEOVTEs, and Ar. V. 376, TOV rrEpi yuxriS Sp6Hiov spa.Etiv (cf. also Aaycbs TOV 

TrEpi TC)V KpEcjV TpEXCOV, prov. ap. Zenob. 4.85, where, as Leutsch- 
Schneidewin ad loc. suggest, 8p6o[ov 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, TrrXayav 
(boxing, pankration) 6po6uov (running), cf. N. 3.17, TrayKpaTiou oT6OXc and N. 

6.14, aq(pit TraAXg KuvayETas. 

EuOuTropfloal: governs 8Spo6ov as cognate accusative, as with 68Ov EU0. at 
0. 7.90-91 (see under 8p6o!ov above). The verb Eue'rropETV, and its Ionic 

equivalent iOuTropEiv, is attested only as "travel straight," whether of physical 
items (ieuTT6prpKE [sc. ir (pXEA ], Hp. Oss. 15; Ta 6OX6TTEpa... OUK 

EUOurTOpoUOLv, Arist. IA 710a7),125 or in secondary usage of abstractions (ai 6' 

axrroSEiSEltS...EuOuTropoucoLv, Arist. de An. 407a.29 [logical demonstrations 

"proceed in a straight line"], Eco!EvrTs TTf yEVEGEosC Ei07TrOpEiv, Arist. EE 
1224b.33 [development is "allowed to proceed"]), or again in metaphorical 
usages, as at A. Ag. 1005, TrO6TIOS Eu6UTrrOpwV, at Pi. 0. 7.90-91 (above), and 
as here.126 Other -TropEco compounds, when "travel" words, follow the same 
rule, notably TrovTOTrOpEtv, Od. 11.11; EOOTTropElv, Thphr. Char. 25.2; and 

68otTropEtv and 8lto8olropEiv, both used by Herodotus with cognate accusative: 
685oTr6pEov.. . O6v, 4.116.1, and Ta;s 8uo... po{pa 8itoS LoToplKEcSav, 

125Likewise 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 EUOuTropETV could be used causally, "make 

someone/something travel = direct," was engendered by the scholiast's 

paraphrase (111.249 Drachmann): ETratvco oiuv, (prlo, Ka' TOV aXEiTTnrlV 
aUJTOU... TTOilOaVTa TOV TCOV TrXTjycv p6O'ov ElOuTrO pflOal. The 
scholion merely adds a gratuitous TroilioavTa, citing no evidence for a causal 

use, and indeed there seems to be no relevant evidence to cite.128 A verb like 
EU0Uvco would yield a causal sense (ES TXa Cla aKa I yaiaS...EU09UVOI 

8p6otov, E. Hipp. 1226-27); EU0UTrOpETV, on all the evidence, neither would 
nor could. 

In terms of the Sp6opos metaphor, EU0. points to the obvious value of 

running in a straight line-0EEt pEp6 cp TfvV 686v TaUT11V EU0iEav (Th. 5.10.6)- 
on a track without lanes. In the "race" conducted primarily with the hands, 
Pytheas "ran straight"--ieus pai.Ev (Od. 23.207), EUOUV TOVOV I irooot 

TpExcov (Pi. O. 10.64-65)-which means "ran well" (cf. Verdenius on 0. 7.33). 
Likewise, in the use of his hands, he literally went "straight" for his opponents, 
like the Homeric warriors who lEvoS XEtpWv ieu'S (ppov (11. 5.506). In Pindar's 

image, then, EU0v- 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 EVElaXdXaS (used of a boxer, 0. 7.15) in the face-to-face 

engagement to which Homer applies the phrase i0US .acrXaoaoait (II. 17.168) and 
Herodotus the compound iOu6laX(r (4.102.1, 4.120.1); but any fleeting suggestion 
of a moral EU0u- (for which see LSJ s.v. EU0iS A.2 etc.) is diverted by 8Et6oV, 
which points to skill, rather than propriety. Regarding the connotations of Pindar's 

EuOuTropfloal, there are no grounds for detecting a maritime image here 

(notwithstanding translations like LSJs "hold a straight course," s.v.). -TropEiv 
can be nautical (as TrovTOTrOpEiv); TropoS is of course originally a sea (or river) 
word; EU00UTOpETV itself is used in a nautical image at A. Ag. 1005; and 8p6[oos 

likewise, metaphorically, at S. Aj. 889 and, seemingly, Pi. fr. la.5. However, the 

normal and predominant uses of Sp6oios point to running, and that fact in turn 
determines the sense of EuOuTropfrait. 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 6olr-opEiv absolutely at 4.110.2. 
128Privitera irrelevantly cites the usage of EUTrropETv, as at D. 33.7, EUTrroplOE1v aurcT 

BEKa pvas (i.e., as in LSJ s.v. II, "supply or furnish"). However, here as elsewhere, there is no 

sign that EUTropEiv, formed directly from E-rropos (like T-rropEiv from -&TropoS), has 
retained any sense of an etymological connection with "travel." 

129As "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 

TaXos: N. 6.64). 

XEpoC' tEt6v: with these words, the hitherto unexplained syntax of the sentence 
suddenly (in Gerard Manley Hopkins' phrase) "explodes." EuOuirroprcalt is seen 
to be epexegetic infinitive with SEt16v (and, more loosely, with v6c aOvT. 

following). Cf. such expressions as 6yaO6v... cd6pvaocai, 0. 6.17; iTnrTrEEoOa 
ayaooi, Hdt. 1.79.3; ETrlvofioal O6Ei, Th. 1.70.2; BSEVO5 yap EJpEtV Ka& 

&Prlx6vcov iTrrpov, [A.] Prom. 59. The collocation X.8. itself is oddly arresting, 
in that the familiar phrase 8ESlt XEip (E. Med. 496: likewise Pi. fr.146.2, A. Ag. 
1405, Hdt. 2.106.3, Ar. Nub. 81; cf. II. 7.108 etc. with 8EStTEpo6) is half evoked, 
but its elements are reoriented. In line with such standard usages as the epic 
XEt1PoV yEUaCao(al, Od. 20.181, and the prosaic ipxE XEIP&oV aSiKCOV, Lysias 
4.11 (LSJ s.v. XEip IV), XEpGi in the context of the pankration primarily connotes 

might: &v5paS acpuKTCa XEpi KAovEfOV, I. 8.65 (cf. ouv TroGSov XEtpcjv TE 

VIKCOVTI GOEVEt, N. 10.48, of wrestling, and KpaTEovTa XEpoS aXKa, 0. 10.100, 
and pdaxaS OpaoCuxEpoS, B. 2.4, both of boxing). At the same time, hands can be 
skilful, hence the praise of a warrior as EuXElpa, 5Etl6yvtOV (0. 9.111). EIO65s 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: SEtl6v... ETrap(C3aTrv (codd. and edd. TTrE-I-: on the text, see 
Silk 1974: 124, 126). 

vouc: 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 XEIp' Ka't 3ouvaiXs apoToro (N. 8.8, of Aeacus); the 

pankration, however, calls for the Ouv65 of the lion but, in particular, the ffTtLS of 
the fox (I. 4.45-47; cf. 0. 11.19-20, of boxing), and the natural implication 
of voco here is that Pytheas commanded that subtlety by which a master of the 
heavy events was likely to overcome any opponent (qpcoTaS...S6Xco 
I... baClaoaaca, 0. 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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TToAunITJflt and possessor of Xepa aalTrTouS (for other pairings of aristocratic- 
heroic qualities, see Privitera ad loc.). 

avTiTraXov: in effect, "as good with his v6co as with his XEpoi." In this 
abstract sense, "equivalent, corresponding," avTiTraXos is reasonably common 

by the later fifth century, especially in Thucydides (see Betant s.v. and LSJ s.v. 1.2 

[but mistakenly limiting the category to "of things"]): cf., e.g., 6vTiTrraXol... TT 

TrapaaKEviu Kai Buva,Et (of former allies, Th. 3.9.2). The present instance and 

another at 0. 8.71 are the earliest attested in this sense. Given the association 
between the pankration and wrestling, the etymology of the word (-vTi + TraXrl) 
is evoked in the background: cf. the sequence TraRXa Ka'i PEyavXET 

TrayKpaTi(c... avT1TardXcov at N. 11.21-26 (where aVTriraXoi is fully re- 

etymologized as "wrestling-rivals"). Given the present context, furthermore, the 

open-endedness of the phrase voco arT. allows a subsidiary suggestion of "as 

good as you, Phylacidas" (which indeed is how Bury interpreted aVT. with dative 
(u)XaKiSxa: 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)-iuivrToa auTou'S. 130 

With &VT(TraXov, 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 (-TraXov) and the boxing (TrXayav); the victor 

(-S6iiaig) and the vanquished (yvuo-); with the whole, in Pindaric fashion, 
elevated to the ideal, yet still in touch with the physicality of the event. 

XAd6a3avE...uVivov: 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 OTErpavoS 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 

(vuXaKirga, 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 oi to Pytheas (despite believing the "trainer" story and 

reading )uXaKiSaq).132 Of all commentators, only Bury (though also reading 
OuXAaKiSa) 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 O., the run of 
the Greek and the foregrounding of Pytheas make him the referent, but with 

Phylacidas as the addressee of the sentence preceding, there is no alternative 
and no possible ambiguity.133 It is not the new victor, but the older relative 

Pytheas, who is to have "the crown" (oTEcpavoS and [iTpa), like the older 
relative Themistius at the end of N. 5 (50-54) where Pytheas himself was the 
new victor: 

Ei 5 OEE iJOTIOV 'KEl CI(OT' aEiE?IV... 
TUKTaV TE VtV Kai TrayKpaTriou (pOEy?at ?XEv 'Eml8aUpcp SiTrAXav 
VIKCOVT' cpET6V, TTrpO6UpoIv 5' AiaKoU 
aV6ECov rrotiaVT a opEE oTEUpvczpaTa oCv cavOaTI Xapiooiv. 

Once again it is apparent that the Pytheas of I. 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 OTErpavo5, literal or metaphorical.134 

132So, too, Slater 143 col. 2 and Hummel 198, who, bizarrely enough, without any 
discussion, remarks, "le r6efrent de oi est en general clair, ainsi...Isth. 5.62 [Pyth6as]." 

133It is hard to find an instance of oi in Pindar which is ambiguous (the nearest is perhaps 
P. 4.287, on which see Burton 171, and Duchemin and Braswell ad loc.). This consideration 
is in effect another argument against the conjectural OuXaKi[qx, 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 0. 8, 0. 10, N. 4, N. 5, N. 6, . 4 and also B. 13 (191-98). In 0. 8 
the trainer is rewarded with Ku0OS (54), in 0. 10 with XaOpL (17), in I. 4 with XaptS and a 
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[ii] Who or what is the subject of the imperatives Aa6[43avE, (ppE, 

OUTPErrElov? "The poet bids himself..." (Fennell). "The imperative [sc. 
XAdu63avE] 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 2 111.249 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 ocu. 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: 

(a) prayers to a deity to accept a crown on behalf of a new or present triumph 
(thus 8ECalt OTEcpavcopa T6O'...Mi8x5, 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 Tr6pE...Ka' TuOo OTE'pavov, I. 7.49-51); 

(c) injunctions to "himself' to crown the victor for his new triumph (thus ?IaE OE 

OTEcpavc)oal KE?vov...IoX,Tra Xp i, 0. 1.100-103); 

(d) instructions to a specified addressee (e.g., a friend) to crown the victor for his 
new triumph (thus &XIiKov...T1S... ..TTXEKETCO. .. OTEpaVOv, I. 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, (pEpE oTEcavcpiaTa). 

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 (oE...nuvEa, 43) and is the grammatical subject a few verses 
later (Ote ... o6Xcov &iaolt3av I ETraupEo, 48-49), shortly before the string of 

imperatives that celebrate the older relative Themistius: Ei OE O?EPiOTIOV 'KEIS 

COOT' aEi8EIV, PiKETI piyEI- 8(5ot I pcavv, 6va 85' ioTia TEiVOV...I ITUKTaV TE 

viv...cpOEyat...I....Trpo0upotolv 6' AiaKou I...cpEpE OTEcpavcobiaTa...(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 KColoS (72). In the other cases no "reward" is mentioned. There are, on the other 
hand, dozens of orTEpavot, OTErpavcboaTa, and allusions thereto in Pindar's odes. 

135Such 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 pEpE is Wilamowitz's 
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parallel with I. 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 (co MoTo', 0. 10.3), the performing chorus (c 
VEoI, I. 8.1), and the creating poet (<piXov fiTop, voc., 0. 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 too is associated with 
them all, to his older kinsman's, and his own, glory. 

[iii] What are the OTEcpavoS and the [liTpa 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: a&iKrov Trc) TtS dX3p6v I acpqil TrayKpaTl ou KXEaavSpcp 
1TXEKETco I pupoivaS OTECpavov (I. 8.66-67). Some crowns, however, even 
crowns for victors, are clearly figurative: EiEpE 5 OTE(pav.ocaa I KEIVOV... I AioXrfi'i 

ipoXrTa I xpr (O. 1.100-103), Au8iav liaTpav KavaXrl8a TrETrOtKtXplEvav (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 oTErpavos and the [tiTpa are for Pytheas, what of the 01ivos? 
The oi is attached only to the command that involves the oTErpavo5, but the 
second command is sufficiently parallel to the first (XAdpiavE-(pEpE, 
oTEqpavov-piTpav) to share its oi by association. This is not the case, however, 
with the third. The first two, furthermore, are attached by the connective se, 
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 qEpElV of codd.; (ppE (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. I Pi. III.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., 5...... E...5...Kc'ai... 
(like P1. Leg. 925d, cited by Denniston 289) or 5E...-TE... .8 (as with the imperatival clauses in 
N. 5.50-54 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 sE in anaphora regularly conveys the emphasis of 
accumulation." There is no anaphora here in I. 5, yet perhaps some such contrast is operative. 
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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 iupvov 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 oTEcpavov clause, is likewise the 

beneficiary of the pl'Tpa, but that the uipvov 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 orTEqavov 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 oulTrEiuaEov uvov-but hardly Phylacidas. He, like Pytheas and 
with Pytheas, is the recipient of the uivov. The two brothers are named and 

coupled together in the closing passage, as they were earlier in the ode (17-19), 

TiV 8' v ',loCIc STrro6a 6OXXoto' apETa, 
(uXaKiS', &yKEtTal, NEPEIq SE KaXl appoiV 
nluea TE, TrayKpaTiou 

shortly after which Pindar proclaims the two as joint objects of his poetic "visit" 

(21): oiv Xaptcov 8' EpoXov AadpTrovoS 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). 

oaTEcpavov... tTpav: almost a hendiadys. OT. = the leaves of the crown, P. = 

the woollen fillet on which the leaves were strung: see further Maehler on B. 

13.196. Here the OT. and p. 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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EutoaXXov: a hapax. The noun pla)Xros ("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: xTrlyeo(laAXRoS, 
II. 3.197; Saotula))XoS, Od. 9.425; XpvuoOpaXAoS, Pherecydes 105 J. Pindar 
uses 3aO9u,aXXos at P. 4.161. 

lTTEpOEVTa vEov: the first epithet, deftly recalling Homer's ETrEa TrTEpoEVTa, 
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 &vepcb'Trolo... 
aoiStlol aoooYaoevoiot (II. 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 Cyrus "wings"; Pindar's song, VECOTraTOV KaXcOv, is itself Eta 
rroTavov 6aliqi axava (P. 8.33-34). In Pindar, as in Aristophanes (aie' KatvaS 

i85Ea Eioq>Epcov aocptiopat, Nub. 547), as in Ezra Pound ("make it new"), "new" 
is a term of value when applied to poetry: a'TvEl Be TraXalov puEv otvov, avOEa 8' 
Uivcov I VEOTEpC)V (0. 9.48-49). 

OuiPTEItpoV 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."'39 On the uses of 

1TEnrrco in Pindar, cf. Mullen 29-31 (thought-provoking, if not always 
accurate). After TrTEPOEVTa and VEov, which point to the song's value and its 
potential for promulgation, the implication of OUaTrrEipov 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 ayavopoS 
TrTrou I Oaooov Kai vao6 UTTOTrTEpOU TaVTa I &yyEXiav TEl"CAO) TaVOTav 

(0. 9.23-25), with the emphasis on ravTra. 

IX 

There remains one substantial set of points to be made. A convenient start is the 
TT'i 8' cov 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 yEVEaXV KXEOViKOU, about 
paKpoS 1o6X8os &v8pc.v, and about BaTr&va and EAXTrn, 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 
(rrXayav 8p61oov), the bland collocation XEpO' SElt6V, and the re-etymological 
gesture in avT-riraXov, all of them dealt with in the commentary above. Above 

all, though, there is an additional hint of word-play in the same sequence: 6Tr't 8' 

Cbv I aivEco...FTIu0av...l (I)O aKia .....EuOuTropflica.... In the immediate context 

of Tuei0av and OuXaKiSa, the compound E?uO-Tropfoat recalls the roll-call of 
modem heroes in the earlier ode I. 6 (57-58): 

(uXCaKig yap riXOov, co MoToa, Talias 
Tnlu6E TE Kcbpcov EUOujiEVEl 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 5'AiYivaOE 5is, EU0UiEVES, 
VlKaS EV OyKCbVEOol TTITVCOV TOIKlXCOV Eauoa s upvcov. 

TITOl iETafSalS O0 Kal VUV TEOS gadTpCO) ayyaXXEl 
KEIVOU 61i6orropov E6vos, nluOEa. 

"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.140 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")'41 
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 is a 

strength; to be unable to transcend them threatens to negate the poetic immortality 
that the odes aspire to. 

140On comparable word-play in Pindar (well-attested with proper names), cf., e.g., 
Willcock on aKpavTa in 0. 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 I. 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 Lieblingsworter do "constantly recur" in his 
epinician odes.143 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 I. 6 (= his I. 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. 

'43Bury 1892: 89. 
144Race 1990: 187. 
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Kai.... Ep6OpuEvat... 6EOXotol... oTEcpavot... KpivETaI... EUaV0ET...TiV 5'... 

BtTrX6a OdXAool' apETd...NE!ag....lTlu60g...rayKpaTou... auv Xdpiolv, 

has the imprint of N. 5.39-54, 

KaI.. .. piovT-... KpivEt... .T 5'... Tnu0Ea... NECPa... .&E. A0XTaliv... Tray- 
KpaTtiou... slrrTXOav VIKCVT' apETav... aV0Ecov... OTE(pavcbpaTa... 
ouv...Xa piooiv, 

where the phrase TrrrX6a(v) - - 6pETa(v) is, as it were, the distinctive 

epicentre of the sequence.145 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. 5. 535-41, 

AiaKou TralSov... .oupd6axois46.. .Tr6Oiv Tpcbcov. . .oa v. . .Trpvov... 

XaXKoapav 

corresponding to this from I. 6.27-35, 

XaXKOXapvdpav. .. .u...oupIaxov ES Tpotav... .TTErVEV E oiv...AiaKiSav 

where the xaXKo- compounds and the noun ouippaxos (not otherwise attested in 

Pindar) are distinctive. Then again, the same I. 5 passage is implicated in a longer 

145iTrrX6oo only twice else in Pindar: ou yvcbpg SlrrXav OETo r3ouXav, N. 10.89, and 
6o' avhp bTrrX6av...viKav aVvE(pavaTo, I. 4.70-71. 

146culldCxoi (ignored by recent edd.) is Bury's own plausible correction for codd. ouv 

Udaxalt (cf. I III. 245, 20-21 Drachmann: o'TIVES TaO(S EauVTCv ouIpaxiali TI)V TCOV 

Tpcbcov eTr6p0Toav TOr6Xlv). Inter alia the repetition, with ocuv id(XatS ("in battle") at the 
start of the clause and ouv 'ATrpEialt ("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 I. 6.27-35 would not be significantly lessened if 
the true I. 5 reading were ouv laXalt after all. 
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sequence which has a quite different set of correspondences elsewhere in I. 6. At 
I. 5. 30-48 we find 

Ev pEV...KpaTEpoi. ...aiXpa.. .Tra.. . .EOTT6OEVOt.. .aTpdrapXOV.. .rO6Xl 

AlavTos 6pOcoOEToa 

and at . 6.37-66 

TOV PEV V.. .KapTEpa aviXl a...Tra.Ta.. . rapxov E .. .pXbv.. .AiavTa... 

6p9cbaVTE. . .. Tr6OX 

within which KpaTEpoi...aiXpda / KapTEpaixpav and OTpaTapXov / apX6v 
represent the special features. I. 5, clearly, was composed with I. 6 in its composer's 
mind, alongside N. 5. 

From the existence of these, and other lesser, correspondences between the 
three odes,l47 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 TETU'pACATaC HaKp65 

pu6XOos d6vpcov oUi5' or6ooag 5aTrdva 

the plausibility of aTrdava as dative singular, over the supposed nominative 

plural, is enhanced by the closer resemblance thereby effected to I. 6.10-11 

BaTrrdVg TE xapEiS 
KaCl rTVCp. 

[ii] The new continuation, EXTrlS EKVIt', is remarkably close to a usage in I. 
6.50, EKVItEV Xdplt, with the restored 1. 5 text now seen to echo the phraseology 
of the earlier ode down to the -lS abstract-noun subject, the positive force of the 
verb, the t- form, and (for good measure) an articulation of both phrases before a 
syntactical pause.'48 

i47See further Bury's evidence (above, n. 142). 
148It is worth adding that KVItEIV also occurs at N. 5.32. The verb is only attested four times 

besides in Pindar: 0. 6.44, P. 8.32, P. 10.60, P. 11.23. 
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[iii] The restoration of the plain vocative (u)aKiSa, 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, 

TiTOI PETaatsal, OE Ka' VUV TEO6S a'TpcoS &ya)dXXE 
KEiVOVU O61O1TTopOV EvoS, Tnu0Ea. 

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): 

Ei 8OE GEPiOTIOV 'KEIS, C'OT' aEIEIV, ITIKErT p(lyE- i(0oi 

(pcovav.... 

[iv] Given the restoration of 6Tri and the suggestion that 6Tr( is engendered 
by analogy with (pcovfi, it is worth noting the more remote connection between 
the "loud" praise of Themistius just cited and that of Pytheas in 1. 5. In the 
sentence-initial (8oit I (pcovav... might we, in fact, have the compositional seed 
of the (likewise sentence-initial) 6Tr'i 8' cov... that we have reconstructed?149 

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,150 all three are 
now shown to close without reference to trainers,151 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 pEpE oTErpavcpaTa for Pytheas' senior, 
Themistius (54). In I. 6 the declaration (57-58) 

(uXaKiloq y?ap riX6ov, co MoToa, Taptias 
rluOEa TE KCpcov E:0u9UjEVEi TE 

is followed by praise of the grandfather (Themistius, 65) and the father (Lampon, 

66-73), and finally the "promise" (74), Trioco opE A(pKaS 6yv6v iScop..., "I 

shall give them...": that is, this song and these words constitute that gift, for the 

149Likewise, it might be argued that Ev &EBOrlTaTolv at I. 6.72 has engendered iv 

yulo6bad at at I. 5.59 (in both cases,facilior to difficilior: cf. n. 151 below). 
150Menander, in N. 5.48-49; cf. the discussion of I. 6.72 in n. 107 above. 
I5lOne could add that the interpretation of iv yulo6baoalt (I. 5.59) as "among athletes" (of 

the older relative Pytheas) is in line with the use of Ev &EOX8rlaioatv (of the older relative 

Lampon) in I. 6.72. 
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whole family. In I. 5, likewise, Pindar declares, EpoXov AdcauTrcovos uiois (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), X[ap3avEv oi TrEcpavov, pEpE 5' 

EUIIaXXov uiTpaV, till, last of all, the honour of the TTTEpoEVTa VEOV... U,IVOV is 

felt to embrace the two AalTrcovo5 uioL, 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.152 

152I 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 TAPA for some further 
helpful observations. 
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