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Abstract: This paper offers a reappraisal of the role of intertextuality in fifth-cen-
tury BCE epinician poetry by means of a comparison with the role of intertextu-
ality in all of early Greek hexameter poetry, ‘lyric epic’, and fifth-century BCE
tragedy and comedy. By considering the ways in which performance culture as
well as the production of written texts affects the prospects for intertextuality, it
challenges a scholarly view that would straightforwardly correlate intertextuality
in early Greek poetry with an increasing use and dissemination of written texts.
Rather, ‘performance rivalry’ (a term understood to encompass both intra- and
intergeneric competition between poetic works that were performed either on the
same occasion or on closely related occasions) is identified as a plausible cata-
lyst of intertextuality in all of the poetic genres considered, from the eighth or
seventh century to the fifth century BCE. It is argued that fifth-century epinician
poetry displays frequent, fine-grained, and allusive intertextuality with a range
of early hexameter poetry: the Iliad, the poems of the Epic Cycle, and various
‘Hesiodic’ poems — poetry that in all probability featured in the sixth-fifth century
BCE rhapsodic repertoire. It is also argued that, contrary to what is maintained
in some recent Pindaric scholarship, there is no comparable case to be made for
a frequent, significant, and allusive intrageneric intertextuality between epini-
cian poems: in this respect, the case of epinician makes a very striking contrast
with epic, tragedy, and comedy — poetic genres to which intrageneric intertextu-
ality was absolutely fundamental. It is suggested that the presence or absence
of intrageneric intertextuality in the genres in question is likely to be associated
with the presence or absence of performance rivalry. A further factor identified
as having the potential to inhibit intrageneric intertextuality in epinician is the
undesirability of having one poem appear to be ‘bettered’ by another in a genre
were all poems were commissioned to exalt individual patrons. This, again, is a
situation that did not arise for epic, tragedy, or comedy, where a kind of competi-
tive or ‘zero-sum’ intertextuality could be (and was) unproblematically embraced.
Intertextuality in epinician thus appears to present a special case vis-a-vis the
other major poetic genres of early Greece, whose workings can both be illumi-
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nated by consideration of the workings of intertextuality in epic, tragedy, and
comedy, and can in turn illuminate something of the workings of intertextuality
in those genres.

Keywords: epinician poetry, intertextuality, performance culture, performance
rivalry, zero-sum poetic competition, festivals and poetic performances, com-
monplaces (gnomai), formulas and intertextuality, verbal echoes, rhapsodes,
lyric epic, Attic tragedy, Old Comedy.

0 Introduction

Intertextuality “is one of the most commonly used and misused terms in con-
temporary critical vocabulary”.! The present study will (mis)use the term in the
way that it is most commonly (mis)used in Classical scholarship: to refer to “the
phenomenon of meaningful connections between texts”.? Intertextuality thus
conceived can be fundamental to the understanding of many Greek and Latin
works,? in the sense that failure to appreciate the intertextuality must entail an
impoverished understanding of a whole given work. This is the case with, for
example, the intertextuality (or hypertextuality)* of the Aeneid with the Iliad and
Odyssey, of Sophocles’ Ajax with the Iliad, and (more controversially, perhaps)
the Odyssey with the Iliad.® There is also a more circumscribed form of intertextu-
ality, with more localized effects and interpretative implications, as, for instance,
the quotation of Euripides’ Hippolytus 612 at Aristophanes’ Frogs 1471. This study
will consider the extent to which intertextuality, of whatever strength, is relevant
to the appreciation of Pindar and Bacchylides’ epinician poetry. Fundamentally,
this study will be about the legitimacy and value of one common way in schol-
arship of ‘reading’ epinician poetry. It is also about how epinician relates in this
respect to other types of early Greek poetry.

1 Allen 2011, 2.

2 Quotation from Coffee 2013. It is superfluous here to mount a defence of this widespread
understanding of the term, and of its departure from the original conception of Kristeva 1980,
36-63 = 1969, 113-142. See e.g. Schmitz 2007, 77-79; Pavlou 2008, 536 and n. 11; Levene 2010,
82-84; Torrance 2013, 4-5; Kynes 2013, 201-206; Wisnom 2020, 2.

3 As well, of course, as those of other ancient cultures: in Mesopotamian poetry, see esp. Wis-
nom 2020; in the Hebrew Bible, e. g. Kynes 2013.

4 Gennette 1997 (1982), 5-6.

5 Aeneid and Iliad and Odyssey: e.g. Lyne 1987. Ajax and Iliad: Easterling 1984; Garner 1990,
49-64. Odyssey and Iliad: e. g. R.B. Rutherford 1991-1993; Currie 2020.
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It should not be necessary to offer an apology for fixing on the conception of
intertextuality that is most prevalent in Classical studies. Much is at stake here:
not just our understanding of the poetics of epinician, but its comparability with
the intertextual practices of other poetic genres, and the role of allusive intertex-
tuality in pre-Hellenistic Greek poetry in general. There are, of course, other ways
of defining and studying epincian intertextuality. Nigel Nicholson, for instance,
has recently explored Pindaric epinician’s intertextuality with “informal oral tra-
ditions”: the legends that attached to some fifth-century BCE athletes — a form of
intertextuality that is not to be conceived as a “relationship of allusion”.® This is
a legitimate understanding of intertextuality and a legitimate object of study, but
quite distinct from the present study.

The focus of the study is on epinician poetry’s most investigable and, surely,
most significant intertextual relationships: those with hexameter poetry and
with other epinician poetry. It is likely that there was also significant intertextu-
ality between epinician and ‘lyric epic’ (the genre exemplified by Stesichorus).
However, given the latter’s poor state of preservation, this is scarcely a topic for
investigation. Of epinician’s engagement with other earlier lyric poetry, there
is even less evidence.” One epinician ode in particular, Pindar’s Pythian 11, has
sometimes been argued to have tragic intertexts.® However, the case for epini-
cian intertextuality with tragedy is both isolated and in itself doubtful; the epini-
cian narrator’s striking weighing of alternative motives for Klytaimestra’s crime
(Pythian 11.24-25) is not especially ‘tragically’ marked, and has much closer
formal analogues in historiography than in tragedy generally or in Aeschylus’
Oresteia in particular.’

Larger questions about intertextuality and Greek poetry are involved in this
investigation, including the relationship between intertextuality and performance
in early Greece. The earlier fifth century BCE is largely still a performance culture,
even if written literary texts were increasingly assuming importance towards the
end of the century.'® Performance culture is generally considered to be innately
hostile to intertextuality (works known only or primarily through performance

6 Nicholson 2013, esp. 12, 15, 20-21; cf. 2016, 46-49, 306 “epinician achieved its meaning in
relation to such oral narratives, and the intertextual relationship between the two genres was
central to their meaning and formation”. In the course of his book-length study, Nicholson also
assumes intertextuality in the sense that is of interest to this paper: e.g. 0. 3 and O. 10 are taken
to allude to O. 1 (Nicholson 2016, 124).

7 Compare and contrast Spelman 2018a, 181, 255-278.

8 See especially Herington 1984; Kurke 2013.

9 Cf. Hdt. 1.86.2, 2.181.1, etc.; see Currie 2018, 309-310 with n. 66. Pace Herington 1984, 140-141,
144-145; Kurke 2013, 113114, 124-125.

10 See e.g. Herington 1985; Yunis 2003.
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being held to be insufficiently present to their public to enter into elaborate inter-
textual relationships).’* It may be mistaken, however, to think of performance
culture as intrinsically opposed to the development of intertextual dialogue
between particular poetic works, and this study will explore the way in which a
key aspect of early Greek performance culture (the Archaic and Greek institution
of performing poetry at festivals in competitive contexts) may have provided a
spur to intertextuality between poetic works — of certain genres, at least.

This study also attempts to understand intertextuality in epinician in relation
to intertextuality in the other major and well-attested early Greek poetic genres:
synchronically, in relation to the (near-)contemporary fifth-century genres,
tragedy and comedy; and diachronically, in relation to the hexameter poetry of
the seventh to sixth centuries and the ‘lyric epic’ of the sixth century BCE. This
investigation of epinician poetry therefore asks to be seen as a chapter in the
wider history of intertextuality in early Greek poetry.

We will start by considering epinician’s intertextuality with epic (§ 1), and
then the question of intertextuality between epinicians (§§ 2-3).

1 Epinician mythical narrative and epic

Ancient and modern scholars have recognized that Pindar and Bacchylides’
extensive mythical narratives frequently display intertextuality with canoni-
cal hexameter mythological narrative texts: the Homeric poems, the ‘Hesiodic’
poems, and those of the Epic Cycle.'? This is anything but surprising from a Greek
comparative perspective: the same is found to be the case with both Stesichorus’
sixth-century choral lyric mythical narratives®® and with the tragedians’ fifth-cen-
tury mythological dramas.'* In what follows, we focus on the some well-known
cases.

11 Cf. Pavlou 2008, 536-541. The problems are acuter still when recomposition in performance
is involved: cf. Burgess 2006, 153, 164-165.

12 For Pindar’s intertextuality with, or dependence on, the Epic Cycle, see Mann 1994; M.L. West
2011; Spelman 2018b; cf. Currie 2016, 247; Spelman 2018a, 103; agnostic is I.C. Rutherford 2015,
456-459. For Pindar’s dependence on the (Pseudo-)Hesiodic Catalogue and Megalai Ehoiai, see
esp. D’Alessio 2005b; Stamatopoulou 2017, 63-91.

13 On Stesichorus’ interaction with epic (Homer, the Epic Cycle, and [Pseudo-]Hesiod), see
Burkert 2001, 208-209; Reece 1988, 7-8; Davies/Finglass 2014, 35-39; Carey 2015, 55-62; Kelly
2015, 21, 34-43; Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015, 430-440; Budelmann 2018, 155.

14 On the tragedians and Homer, see Garner 1990. On the tragedians and the Epic Cycle, see
Sommerstein 2015.
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1.1 lliad book 15 and Bacchylides 13

One of the clearest illustrations of epinician’s intertextuality with epic is the
narrative of Hektor firing the Achaean ships that is common to Bacchylides
13.105-167 and Iliad book fifteen.”® Although Pindar and Bacchylides’ epinician
narratives have been observed in general to avoid extensive intertextuality with
the Homeric epics and to prefer, like tragedy, to engage with the Cyclical epics,*®
this Bacchylidean ode forms a notable exception. At one point, there is identity
of phrasing: Bacch. 13.151-153 évapi[opév]wv / [8° £plevbe pwtwv / [aipa] Tt
yala péAafival? ~ Il 15715 pée & aipatt yaia péAatva. The phrase
may be formulaic in epic.’® Still, given the identity of narrative context, Glenn
Most had good reason to call this “nothing less than a direct verbal citation of
the Homeric text”.’ Bacchylides in lines 121-40 develops an extended sea-and-
storm simile plainly modelled on one in the Homeric narrative (Il. 15.624-629).%°
There are ironic inversions: Bacchylides uses the simile to convey the Trojans’
(short-lived) sense of relief; Homer used it to convey the Achaeans’ present sense
of panic. More intricately, the Iliadic phrase £8aileTo Bupdg (I 15.629) is trans-
ferred from the tenor of Homer’s simile to the vehicle of Bacchylides’ (13.124-126
Blupodv] ... Saillel). Most observes: “with astonishing subtlety, Bacchylides has
in fact completely revised his model ... Bacchylides must presuppose not only
Homer’s narrative, but also and above all his listeners’ familiarity with Homer’s

narrative”.*

15 See Carey 1980, 243; Fearn 2007, 127-132; Currie 2010, 223 and n. 50; Cairns 2010, 52-54; Most
2012, 255-259. Differently, Nagy 2015, § 3.

16 Mann 1994; Morrison 2007, 124-125; Currie 2016, 247 with n. 5; Spelman 2018a, 102-103 (Sot-
iriou 1998, 129-244 presents a lot of doubtful material). For the tragedians’ preferential engage-
ment with Cyclical rather than with Homeric epic, see e. g. Fantuzzi 2015, 406-408.

17 Text after Cairns 2010, 190 (Snell/Maehler 1970, 46 refrain from printing the supplement
péAafwva] in the text).

18 Cf. I1.20.494 pée &’ aipatt yoda péhawva. Also found are the collocations pée 8 afpartt yoio and
yoia pEAava.

19 Most 2012, 256. Similarly, Cairns 2010, 314.

20 Most 2012, 257.

21 Most 2012, 258, 259. Interestingly, though in my view less compellingly, Spelman 2018a, 211
suggests that Pindar’s interaction with the Cypria and Iliad book 16 in Olympian 9 “approach[es]
an Alexandrian level of intertextual sophistication”.
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1.2 Cypria and Nemean 10

Our appreciation of epinician intertextuality with epic other than the Iliad and
Odyssey is hampered by its very imperfect attestation. This is particularly obvious
in the case of Pindar’s Pythian 4 and early Argonautic epic.”> But we are able
to say something about Pindar’s interactions with the Epic Cycle.”® Nemean 10’s
narrative of the fatal encounter of the Dioskouroi and the Apharetidai is mod-
elled closely on that of the Cypria (cf. Cypria arg. lines 106-109 Severyns; frr. 8, 15
Bernabé).?* Pindar is faithful to the cyclical poem’s account down to the level of
textual detail.” It is debated whether Pindar’s expression 8pv0¢ &v oteléyel /
frévoug (61-62) is best understood of Lynkeus decrying the Dioskouroi “sitting in
the trunk of an oak” (thereby echoing the Cypria’s phrase, Cypria fr. 15.5 Bernabé,
éow kotAng 8 pv 4 g, “within a hollow oak”) or “sitting on the stump of an oak” (in
that case modifying the Cypria’s phrase, in order to play down Lynkeus’ magical
eyesight).?® The phrase ﬁ(yeou £v (or £eo0ai £v) can mean either “sitting on” (Iliad
9.200, 24.597) or “sitting in” (Iliad 16.402-403); otéAeyog can designate either
a “stump” (Herodotus 8.55) or a hollow “trunk” (Aristotle, History of Animals
559a10).” On the one hand, Pindar’s phrase is too ambiguous to be easily seen
as a polemical correction of the Cypria’s account; yet on the other, it is striking
how Pindar’s narrative omits precisely the details that are most fundamental to
the narrative Cypria: “with his wondrous eyes (8ewvoig 6@BaApoiowv) he saw them
inside (ow) a hollow (xotAng) oak” (Cypria fr. 15.5 Bernabé). As a result, what
appears to be remarkable in Pindar’s account about Lynkeus’ eyesight is not that
it preternaturally penetrated the bark of a tree, but that it (impressively, though

22 Braswell 1988, 12.

23 See M.L. West 2011; I.C. Rutherford 2015; Spelman 2018b. It is hard to say anything conclusive
about Pindar’s possible textual interaction with the Aethiopis: Currie 2016, 247-253.

24 On the relationship between Nemean 10 and the Cypria, see Spelman 2018b, 190-912; 2018a,
103 (overcautious is I.C. Rutherford 2015, 459).

25 Cypria fr. 15.4-5 Bernabé £lo18 & k08106 fpwg / ... £ow kotAng §pv o¢ dupw ~ N. 10.61-62
{8ev Avykevg 8pu0O¢ év oteéyel / iuévoug (the reading fpevov is preferred by Cannata Fera
2020, 238, 562 [transmitted is fipevog]; this would make Pindar’s text slightly less close to the Cyp-
ria’s, but does not substantially affect the point). Cypria fr. 15.5 Bernabé 8ewoig 6 @O aApoioy
~ N. 10.61-62 xeivov yap enxBoviwv mavtwv yévet o&vtatov [ ppa. Cypria fr. 15.1-3 Bern-
abé AvykeVg / Tniyetov npocéParve ... / dkpdtatov & dvapdg SiedépkeTo vijoov dnacav
~ N. 10.61 4no TadyéTov medavydlwy ... Avykevg. Cypria fr. 15.1-2 Bernabé aija .../ ..
MootV Tax€eaot memodws ~ N. 10.63 Aatpnpoic 8E ndédeaatv d¢ap.Compare Spelman
2018b, 191.

26 For the former understanding, see scholl. N. 10.114b, c; Slater 1969, 172; Stoneman 1976, 231
232; Henry 2005, 112. For the latter, see Huxley 1975, 20-21; I.C. Rutherford 2015, 458.

27 Differently, Spelman 2018b, 191 n. 65.
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not miraculously) picked out the Dioskouroi from a great distance as Lynkeus
surveyed his environs from his vantage point on Mt Taygetos. Pindar’s narrative
does not openly contradict the version of the Cypria, but taken on its own would
most naturally suggest a different view of events from the cyclical poem: the epic
source seems to be recalled, but qualified. At all events, the Cypria is to be recog-
nized as Pindar’s reference point, and the interaction is on a decidedly textual-
ized level.

1.3 Thebais and Olympian 6

The Theban cycle yields further evidence. The Pindar scholia (schol. O. 6.26, citing
Asclepiades) indicate that O. 6.12-17, recounting a speech of Adrastos at the cre-
mation of the Argive Seven, draws on the Thebais; and line 17 of Pindar’s poem,
AppoTePOV PavTv T dyabov kai Sovpt papvacbal, is generally held to be a light
reworking of a hexameter line from the cyclical epic, typically reconstructed by
modern scholars as dp@dTepov PavTy T &yadov kai Sovpl payeobat (= Thebais,
fr. 10 Bernabé).?®

1.4 Titanomachy (?) and Pythian 1

The account of Zeus’ defeat of Typhon in Pythian 1 may draw on an early epic,
possibly, but not necessarily, the cyclical Titanomachy.*® Adolf von Mess pointed
out that Pindar’s phrase t6v note / Kihikiov Opépev mohvwvupov Gvtpov (16-17)
is, but for a small prosodic difference, identical to a hexameter line which, in
a scholion on the Prometheus Bound, is attributed to Hesiod: 1dv mote KiAikiov
BpéPev moAvwvupov Gvtpov (schol. [Aesch.] PV 367 = [Hes.] fr. dub. 388 M-W).°
It has been argued that the scholiast to (Pseudo-)Aeschylus misreports Pindar’s
P. 1.16-17 as being a line of (Pseudo-)Hesiod.>* However, as von Mess pointed out,
it is striking that the Pindaric phrase attributed to (Pseudo-)Hesiod amounts to a

28 See Kurke 1990, 89 and n. 17; Torres-Guerra 1995, 39-40; Braswell 1998, 28-29; Hutchinson
2001, 381-382; Currie 2010, 217-218 and n. 28; M.L. West 2011, 53; Davies 2014, 91-95; Adorjani
2014, 137; 1.C. Rutherford 2015, 452-453.

29 On the question whether the Typhonomachy was in the Titanomachy, see Debiasi 2004, 104—
107; Tsagalis 2017, 81-82; D’Alessio 2015, 209 n. 48. On the question of Pythian 1 and its putative
epic source, see further below, § 3.2.

30 Von Mess 1901, 173-174; Burton 1962, 98.

31 H. Usener 1901, 186; Merkelbach/West 1967, 185; Stamatopoulou 2017, 56 n. 16
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near-perfect hexameter: a coincidence that as good as rules out the attribution to
(Pseudo-)Hesiod being the result of just a mechanical error.?> The most economi-
cal solution is to take the scholiast at his word. If Pindar’s epic source for Pythian
1 was the Cyclical Titanomachy, then either the Aeschylean scholiast regarded
that poem as the work of ‘Hesiod’ (as did, apparently, Nicander, Theriaca 8-12 =
[Hes.] fr. spur. 367 M-W); or else the verse tov note Kikikiov Opgev moAvwvupov
avtpov occurred in both the Cyclical poem and in a poem in the ‘Hesiodic’ corpus
that mentioned Typhon. Another possibility is that Pindar’s hexameter source
was not the Titanomachy, but some other lost ‘Hesiodic’ poem, to which the
Aeschylean scholion would refer.

1.5 Catalogue of Women and Isthmian 6

Pindar and Bacchylides also have a close relationship with the (Pseudo-)Hesiod
of the Catalogue and Megalai Ehoiai. The mythical narrative of Isthmian 6 is
indebted to the Megalai Ehoiai (Hes. fr. 250 M-W = schol. L 6.53a).3* According
to schol. I 6.53a, the ‘Hesiodic’ poem featured a scene in which Herakles, being
hospitably received by Telamon, stepped on the lionskin and made a prayer, in
response to which an eagle was sent by Zeus and caused Aias to be given his
name (Alag < aiet6g).> The scholion claims that the ‘Hesiodic’ poem was Pindar’s
source for the myth,3® but that Pindar innovated in having Telamon ask Herakles
to step on the lionskin and make the prayer, rather than having Herakles do so
of his own choice.*” The scholiast appears to have understood Pindar’s phrase v
pw@ Aéovtog atavta (I 6.37) as “standing on the lionskin”, and to have brought
it within the scope of the following keAfjoato-clause: “[sc. Telamon] requested
the son of Amphitryon to stand on the lionskin and to make a beginning with liba-
tions ...”.*® It is preferable to take &v prv@® Aéovtog atavta outside the scope of the
keAfoato-clause, and to mean not “standing on”, but “standing in”, i. e. wearing,

32 Pace Merkelbach/West 1967, 185 (in apparatu).

33 Cazzaniga 1975, esp. 179-180; cf. D’Alessio 2015, 203-204 n. 19.

34 See the discussions of Hirschberger 2004, 448-449; D’Alessio 2005a, 192-194; 2005b, 232;
Indergaard 2010, 315-316; Stamatopoulou 2017, 112.

35 Drachmann iii.255.20-22. The significance of standing on the lionskin is obscure. For stand-
ing on a ram’s fleece in purificatory rituals, see Hesych. s.v. Al0g kw8iov, with Parker 1983, 230,
284-285, 350, 373.

36 Drachmann iii.255.19-20.

37 Drachmann iii.255.16-19.

38 Compare also schol. I. 6.67c (Drachmann iii.257.2-3).
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the fleece (so scholl. I. 6.53b, ¢).>* Then we should translate, “[Telamon] requested
the son of Amphitryon, as he stood there in his lionskin, to make a beginning with
libations ...”. At any rate, if Pindar follows the version of the ‘Hesiodic’ poem as
closely as the scholion suggests,*® then Pindar’s phrase £v piv@ A£ovTog oTavTa
(I. 6.37) can be seen as pointedly ambiguous (“standing in”, “standing on”),
simultaneously recalling the ‘Hesiodic’ version and denying it.** The situation
would be very similar to N.10.61-62 8pu0g €v atehexet / févoug, as “sitting in” or
“sitting on” the “trunk” or “stump” respectively of an oak.*?

1.6 Catalogue of Women and Pythian 3

A similar argument can be made about the interaction of P. 3.8-58 with the
Koronis-ehoie of the ‘Hesiodic’ Catalogue, once again following the lead of
the scholia (schol. P. 3.52a: Artemon of Pergamon). Pindar follows (Pseudo-)
Hesiod in localizing the maiden Koronis near Lake Boibe ([Hes.] fr. 59.4 M-W
vipato BotBradog Aipvng moéda mapOévog adurg, P. 3.34 mopa BoBLadog
Kpruvoiowy @ket mapO€vog) and in placing Apollo at Delphi when he learns
of Koronis’ transgression ([Hes.] fr. 60.2 M-W ITvéw, P. 3.27 ITuB@vt). In Hesiod,
Apollo learns of that transgression from a crow ([Hes.] fr. 60.1-3 M-W ... &yyeAog
NABE KOPOE ... / ... kai p’ Eppaocev £py’ didnAa / Doifwi dxepoekopnt, 6Tt “Toxug
yfe Kopwvw). In Pindar, on the other hand, we hear that Koronis “did not elude
her look-out (oxomdv): for, happening to be in Delphi, the destination of the sac-
rificial flocks, Apollo, lord of the temple, got wind of it, trusting the judgement of
his most unerring confidant (xowavt) — his all-knowing mind (névta icavti vow)”
(P. 3.27-29). Here, okomdv, “look-out”, and kowvévi, “confidant”, prime the audi-
ence to expect reference to something external to Apollo, to whit, the ‘Hesiodic’

39 Schol. I 6.53b 1OV ‘HpaxAéa Gevw épeot@Ta év Tfi Sopd means, “Herakles, suddenly stand-
ing before them in [i. e. wearing] the skin” — not “standing on the skin”! At I. 6.47, Herakles appar-
ently describes the fleece as ‘billowing / swirling around him’ at the moment of praying (see
Rumpel 1883, s.v. meputhavaopat), which would entail wearing it. But schol. L. 6.67b suggests
other ways of understanding Pindar’s mepimAavatal, one gloss being mepikertat, which would be
compatible with Herakles standing on a fleece placed on the ground. For criticism of the scholi-
asts’ understanding of the passage, see e.g. Thummer 1969, ii.106. M.L. West 2011, 62, however,
follows the scholiasts’ (scholl. I. 6.53a and 67c) construction of Pindar’s sennce.

40 M.L. West 2011, 62 “The prayer, the eagle omen, and the aition of Ajax’s name were all there.
This nexus of literary motifs is persuasive evidence that Pindar was indeed following the hex-
ameter source”.

41 See Dornseiff 1921, 126; D’Alessio 2005a, 194 n. 65.

42 For the similarity between I. 6.37 and N. 1.62, see again Dornseiff 1921, 126.
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crow. The appositional phrase that subsequently identifies the “most unerring
confidant” as Apollo’s own “all-knowing mind” creates an effect of paraprosdoki-
an.”®* Giambattista D’Alessio observes that “Pindar is skillfully playing with the

expectation of the audience”.**

1.7 Catalogue of Women and other odes

Broadly similar positions might also be taken with Pythian 9 and the Kyrene-
ehoie ([Hes.] fr. 215-217 M-W),* or with 0. 9.40-79 and the Deukalion myth of
the Catalogue (fr. 234 M-W).“¢ It has been argued that the myth of the Proitides in
Bacchylides 11 shows a close dependence, perhaps on a verbal level, on the ‘Hes-
iodic’ Catalogue (frr. 129-133 M-W).*” Pythian 6 has been held to make ‘a specific
literary allusion’ to the ‘Hesiodic’ Precepts of Cheiron.*® In these cases, however,
the paucity of evidence for the ‘Hesiodic’ narratives makes firm conclusions
impossible.

1.8 Epinician’s intertextuality with epic: summary

Epinician allusions to epic are frequently defensible, and they are marked and
meaningful. We have focused on examples where extended epinician narratives
interact with hexameter narratives.*® In all cases where a judgement is possible
we would have a textualized interaction that is both fine grained and would make
interpretative demands on the audience. Awareness of the epic hypotext may
produce effects of dramatic irony (Bacchylides 13) or paraprosdokian (Pythian
3). Changes worked on the epic hypotext may include inversion (Bacchylides 13),
or what we may consider either ‘rationalizing’ corrections (Nemean 10, Isthmian
6, Pythian 3, Bacchylides 11), or innovations to make the canonical epic narra-

43 See Dornseiff 1921, 126; Huxley 1975, 14-15; Gentili 1995a, 75-76 n. 4; D’Alessio 2005b, 234-235.
44 D’Alessio 2005b, 235. Compare Stamatopoulou 2017, 71.

45 M.L. West 2011, 63; Stamatopoulou 2017, 77-91.

46 D’Alessio 2005b, 220-227; Pavlou 2008.

47 Currie 2010, 214-216, 243-246.

48 Kurke 1990, 89-90.

49 Scholarship has of course alleged a large number of supposed cases of smaller-scale epi-
nician intertextuality with epic, many of which are much more questionable; Morgan 2015,
225-231, 234, 238, 243-245, for instance, sets the bar of markedness and meaningfulness much
lower in claiming a plethora of epic intertexts (Il. 9.97-100, Hes. Th. 91-96, 534-613) for Pindar’s
Olympian 1.
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tive conform more closely to the circumstances of the epinician commission
(Bacchylides 11, again).”® Such intertextuality with hexameter poetry seems to
pervade the epinician genre. The close dependence of Pindar’s mythical narra-
tives on those of canonical hexameter texts was commonly remarked by ancient
scholars.* It makes good sense also in literary historical terms: epinician’s per-
vasive textualized interaction with epic poetry is easily understood as an inher-
itance from Stesichorean choral lyric.>?

1.9 Intertextuality and performance rivalry

Pindaric intertextuality can be conceptualized in very literary terms. Thus, Martin
West characterized Pindar as a “poeta doctus”, “a man imbued with literary
culture to the highest degree”, “accustomed to handling books”.”* Yet Pindar’s
personal level of learning can only be part of the picture. Pindar’s intertextuality
with hexameter poetry cannot be regarded as a personal idiosyncrasy. For one
thing, it is shared with Bacchylides.”* For another, it appears as part of a dia-
chronic continuum, flanked by Stesichorean choral lyric on one side and tragedy
on the other. It is important, too, to consider not only how the poets were in a
position to produce intertextuality, but how it was, predominantly, received by
their public; and here a purely writerly model is insufficient.>® Pindar consistently
conceives of the reception of poetry, his own and others, in terms of performance
(e.g. I 4.37-45, P. 1.92-98, 0. 11.4-6), never of writing or reading.’® The contrast
with a poeta doctus such as Catullus is stark.”” The question for us is whether the
fact that all this poetry was received via institutionalized public performances (as

50 See Huxley 1975, 14-22; Currie 2010, 216-25, 225-238.

51 Schol. 0. 6.26 (Asclepiades); schol. P. 3.52a (Artemon); schol N. 10.114a (Aristarchus, Apollo-
dorus); schol. P. 9.6a, schol. I. 6.53a (no attribution); schol. P. 6.16, 22 (no attribution).

52 See above, § 1 (introduction).

53 M.L. West 2011, 64-67.

54 See above, §§ 1.1 and 1.7, and Pfeijffer 1999b.

55 Cf. e.g. Rawles 2018, 29 and see, in general, Ford 2003.

56 M.L. West 2011, 66 states: “[Pindar’s] mind turns readily to the metaphorical use of the verb
‘to write’”. Yet Pindar’s (very few) references to writing (cf. Spelman 2018a, 40 n. 91) do not
involve poetry or literature. First, O. 3.30 refers to a dedicatory inscription (on the neck of the
Ceryneian hind: schol. O. 3.53e). Second, 0. 10.1-3 employs the commonplace figurative expres-
sion ‘the writing-tablets of the mind’ (cf. [Aesch.] PV 789; Soph. fr. 597 TrGF; see schol. 0. 10.1f;
Yunis 2011, 231). And third, O. 7.86-87 refers to a victory inscription.

57 For reading and writing in Catullus, see e. g. 68.33-36, 1.1-10, 22.5-9, 36.6—7, 50.2, 95.2, 8.
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well as through the much more exclusive practice of private reading) impacted on
its practice of intertextuality.

Let us remind ourselves, first, of what we think we know about the perfor-
mance of epic poetry in early Greece. Throughout the sixth and fifth centuries
BCE, hexameter poetry was performed by rhapsodes at festivals all over the Greek
world.*® The rhapsodic hexameter®® repertoire included poems that went under
the name of ‘Homer’ (including the Cyclical Epic)®® and under that of ‘Hesiod’
(including the Catalogue and the Shield).®* The best-documented venue is the
Athenian Panathenaia.®? At an early stage of the festival, performances are likely
to have included Cyclic as well as Homeric epic (as we and later Greeks would use
those terms); it is unclear when a clear distinction between those two imposed
itself both in theory®* and in Panathanaic practice.®* At some point, only the
poems acknowledged as ‘Homer’s’ (that is, the Iliad and Odyssey) were performed

58 Overviews of the venues of rhapsodic performance are offered by M.L. West 2010; Tsagalis
2018, 37-66.

59 The rhapsodic repertoire also included the non-hexameter poet Archilochus (Heracl. 22 B42
D-K; Plat. Ion 531a2; Clearchus fr. 92 Wehrli in Athen. 14.620c); the Heraclitus fragment shows
that this was the case in the earlier fifth century BCE (pace M.L. West 2011 (1981), 139). See Swift
2019, 40-41.

60 Hdt. 5.67.1 mentions rhapsodic contests in 6®-century BCE Sicyon involving ‘the Homeric
epics’ (t@v Opnpeiwv €n@v), a rubric probably extending to at least the Thebaid (cf. Callinus
fr. 6 IEG, for this poem as ‘Homeric’, with the reservations of Sbardella 2012, 7; cf. Hdt. 4.32, for
the Epigoni as potentially ‘Homeric’); see Cingano 1985; Tsagalis 2018, 61-62. Differently, Davies
2014, 30 (but also, inconsistently, 135).

61 For performance of poems of the Hesiodic corpus by rhapsodes at festivals, note Plato, Laws
658d6-7, cf. Ion 531al-2. For the arguable presence of performance variants in the text of the
Pseudo-Hesiodic Shield of Heracles, pointing to a tradition of rhapsodic performance, see e.g.
Janko 1986, 39 and n. 9; Cingano 2009, 110-111. For the hypothesis of rhapsodic performance of
the Catalogue of Women, see Cingano 2009, 117, 118.

62 See e. g. Shapiro 1992, 72-75; Tsagalis 2018, 46-53; Tsagalis 2020. The Panathenaia are not the
only festival in Athens-Attica at which rhapsodic competitions are either attested or conceivable:
Tsagalis 2018, 41-46, 53.

63 The gradual development whereby the ‘Homeric’ epics (Iliad and Odyssey) became distin-
guished from the poems of the Epic Cycle in ancient literary critical discourse is traceable for us
via Hdt. 2.117, 4.32 and Aristot. Poet. 1451a19-30, 1459a29-1459b16. For Pindar as already conceiv-
ing of the Homeric and the Cyclical poems as distinct, see Mann 1994, 325; differently, Nagy 2015;
Spelman 2018b, 185-189.

64 It is often assumed that when [Plato] Hipparch. 228b7-10 speaks of Hipparchus instituting
rhapsodic contests in “the epics of Homer” (td ‘Opfpov énn), “Homer” is to be understood in
an inclusive sense; the rubric is nearly identical to the inclusive use at Hdt. 5.67.1 T@v ‘Ounpeiwv
£n@v (including the Theban epics: see above, n. 60). See Burgess 2001a, 14; Burgess 2004, 7-8;
Graziosi 2002, 196-197; Nagy 2010, 69-70, cf. 20; Sbardella 2012, 42-45; Fantuzzi/Tsagalis 2015,
14-19; Tsagalis 2018, 47, 49-50, 52; 2020, 188. Differently, M.L. West 2011, 65-66, doubts that
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at the festival (Lycurgus Against Leocrates 102).%° Only the penteteric festival (the
‘Greater Panathenaia’) is specified here; we are left to speculate whether rhap-
sodes also performed at the annual (‘Lesser’) festival, and if they did, whether
they continued to perform ‘non-Homeric’ poetry beyond the point when rhap-
sodic performances at the penteteric festival had been restricted to the Iliad and
Odyssey; but speculate is all that we can do.5®

Stesichorean choral lyric (henceforth, ‘lyric epic’) was also performed at
public festivals. This appears from its self-designation as Sapwpoata, “commu-
nications to the people” (Stesichorus, Oresteia fr. 173.1 Davies/Finglass).®” These
public festivals are likely to be the same as those at which rhapsodes also per-
formed hexameter poetry. This is the probable implication of Simonides’ state-
ment that “Homer and Stesichorus sang to the populaces” (fr. 564.4 PMG “Ounpog
n6¢ Ztaoiyopog Geloe ... Aaoig).*® Chris Carey has posited the existence in many
city-states of archaic Greece of festivals featuring both competitions between
rhapsodes and competitions between lyric epic performers, though not (formal)
competitions between the two groups.®® This may have been the case at the Athe-
nian Panathenaia.”® However, even if there was no formal competition (with
judges and prizes) between hexameter poetry and lyric epic, it is likely that there
was strong implicit rivalry between the genres.”* That rivalry is plausibly seen as
fostered by the shared festival performance context.

there were (frequent) rhapsodic performanes of the Cyclical Epics or the Catalogue and Megalai
Ehoiai.

65 A (qualitative) distinction between Homer and other (epic) poets, such as we find in Lycurg.
In Leocr. 102 and Isoc. Panegyr. 159, is already presupposed in Plato’s Ion 530b8-9, 531a3-4,
531d6-7 (dramatic date pre-412 BCE: Murray 1996, 96, 130); cf. Phaed. 95a1-2; Ar. Frogs 1034.

66 Gonzalez 2013, 437-438, 472-476.

67 Cf. Burkert 2001, 210, 211 “polis festivals”; Carey 2015, 52 “a highly formalized occasion”, 53
“a civic festival”; compare Davies/Finglass 2014, 29-30, 495.

68 On the implied circumstances of performance, see Rawles 2018, 33-35. “Homer” and
“Stesichorus” may be understood here as labels for epic and lyric epic respectively. Cf. Fantuzzi/
Tsagalis 2015, 18 “the term ‘Homer’ or ‘Homeric poetry’ was used for any kind of epic poetry
attributed to Homer, which included ... the Theban epics and Cyclic poetry”. Carruesco 2017,
180-181, on Simonides as seeing ‘Stesichorus’ as “the paramount representative of a poetic tra-
dition”.

69 Carey 2015, 47, 53-54.

70 Bowie 2015, 120-122, 124.

71 Burkert 1987, 50 “[epic and choral lyric] were competing forms of performance”, esp. 54-56
(on the presentation in HAp of the two ‘rival form([s] at the Delia festival); Carey 2015, 62 “generic
rivalry”.
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Epinician poetry is likely to have been performed (at least sometimes, and
perhaps regularly) at civic festivals.”> A good case can be made for the perfor-
mance of Nemean 10 at the Argive Heraia, of Isthmian 4 at the Theban Herakleia,
and of Olympian 7 at the Rhodian Tlapolemeia.” These are major epichoric festi-
vals that certainly featured athletic contests, yupvikot &y@veg (N.10.24, I. 4.67-72,
0. 7.80-81); they may also have featured musical contests (povoot Gy@veg),
including for rhapsodes.” This, at any rate, is the model attested for the Panathe-
naia at Athens, the Pythia at Sicyon, and the Asklepieia at Epidauros.”” Rhapsodic
performances of epic poetry are explicitly within Pindar’s purview. He draws
pointed attention to them twice, at Nemean 2.1-3 and Isthmian 4.38-39.7¢ If lyric
epic was performed at the same festivals at which rhapsodes performed hexam-
eter epic, then it is conceivable that epinician — lyric epic’s younger choral lyric
relative — inherited that festival performance slot. The suggestion made above
that epinician’s intertextuality with epic should be viewed as an inheritance from
Stesichorean choral lyric would hereby gain a performative dimension.

Tragedy was performed preeminently at the Dionysia and Lenaia festivals
in Athens, where it can be seen to be in a performance-based rivalry with rhap-
sodic performances of hexameter poetry at the Athenian Panathenaia. As Gregory
Nagy notes: “As two premier media of performance that are highlighted at two
premier festivals organized by the State, epos and tragedy ... become complemen-
tary forms”.”” We also hear of institutionalized public performances of both epic
poetry by rhapsodes and of ‘tragic choruses’ in sixth-century BCE Sicyon (Hero-
dotus 5.67.1, 5.67.5).”8 It is possible that already here there was some kind of com-
plementarity between the two types of performance. Once again, therefore, the

72 Only epinician premiéres are at issue here; on epinician reperformances, see below, § 6.

73 On N. 10.22-23, see Currie 2011, 270-271. On L. 4.61-73, see Krummen 2014, 72, cf. 325. On
0. 7.77-81, see Currie 2011, 285-286. Further, for P. 5.80-81 as performed at the Cyrenean Karneia,
see Krummen 2014, 129-138.

74 For the Theban Herakleia a suitable venue for performance of the Pseudo-Hesiodic Shield of
Herakles, see Janko 1986, 48.

75 On the Panathenaia, see N. 10.33-36, with scholl. N. 10.61, 64ab, 67b = Drachmann iii.173-75
(athletic competitions; see also Kyle 1992); [Plat.] Hipparch. 228b7-10 (rhapsodic competitions;
see above, this section). Sicyonian Pythia: N. 9.9, I. 4.26 (athletic competitions); Hdt. 5.67.1, with
schol. Pind. N. 9 inscr. = Drachmann iii.149.14-15 (rthapsodic competitions). Asklepieia: scholl.
N. 5.94b, 96 (athletic competitions); Plat. Ion 530al-6 (rhapsodic and other musical competi-
tions); Tsagalis 2018, 58-60.

76 Cf. Spelman 2018b, 181.

77 Nagy 1996, 81. Compare Herington 1985, 91; Burkert 1987, 53; Gonzalez 2013, 296-297, 309,
476, 648.

78 On these ‘tragic choruses’ at Sicyon (cf. also Aristot. De Poetis F34, *F37b Janko), see Csapo/
Wilson 2015, 347, 350-351.
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festival performance situation (not now, it should be emphasized, performance
at the same festival, but at different festivals of the same polis) can be seen as
creating a competitive-intertextual dialogue between the two poetic genres.”” A
difficulty must be acknowledged, however: extant Attic tragedy (ranging from
472 BCE to the end of the fifth century) is most notably intertextual with Cyclical
epic, yet there is no evidence that Cyclical epic was performed at the Panathenaia
(whether penteteric or annual) during that period, or indeed at all. Performance
of Cyclical epic at the Panathenaia thus retains the status of a scholarly postulate
only.%°

With all these uncertainties and qualifications, it remains possible that the
extensive intertextuality exhibited by all of lyric epic, epinician, and tragedy
with hexameter poetry was fostered by what we may call ‘performance rivalry’.®!
The suggestion here is that the institutionalized performance of poetry genres at
certain festivals encouraged competition, direct or indirect, between them, and
that intertextuality was a regular expression of such competition. This is not to
imply that such performance rivalry was anything like a necessary condition of
intertextuality in fifth-century literature. Historiography, for one thing, would
indicate otherwise: Herodotus and Thucydides’ histories are both intertextual
with the Iliad and Odyssey.®> But there was no performance rivalry, in any com-
parable sense, between historiography and epic. It is also obvious that tragedy
is intertextual with a vast range of works and genres with which there was no
performance rivalry: for instance (to scratch merely the surface of the phenome-
non): with the elegies of Solon (Sophocles, Trachiniae 1-3); with the Histories of
Herodotus (Sophocles, Antigone 908-915); and with the writings of thinkers like
Xenophanes (Euripides, Heracles 1341-1344), Anaxagoras (Aeschylus, Eumenides
658-661), and Prodicus (Euripides, Bacchae 275-285).2% Epinician, too, quotes or

79 Cf. Herington 1985, 139 “[Aeschylus seems] to have challenged Homer, and the Homeric rhap-
sodes of the Panathenaic festival, on their own ground”, cf. 135.

80 For the scholarly postulate, see e.g. Fantuzzi/Tsagalis 2015, 18 “This phenomenon [sc. the
tragedians’ marked interest in Cyclical epic] is easy to account for if Cyclic poetry was indeed
included in the relay performance tradition of the Panathenaic festival”; similarly, Carey 2015,
47; compare Pfeiffer 1968, 44. For tragic intertextuality with the Epic Cycle, see esp. Sommerstein
2015.

81 For the term, cf. Revermann 2013, 104 (“performative rivals™).

82 E.g. R.B. Rutherford 2012.

83 Soph. Tr. 1-3: Kraus 1991, 76, 79, 81. Soph. Ant. 908-915, Griffith 1999, 277; S. R. West 1999,
109-110, 129-130. Eur. Her. 1341-1344, Biondi 2015, 88. Aesch. Eum. 658—-661 and Eur. Ba. 275—
285, Sommerstein 1989, 206-207; Scodel 2010, 62, 69. For tragedy’s intertextuality with lyric
poetry (typically more generic than specific), see Bagordo 2003; Swift 2010, 2015; Carey 2012. On
tragedy’s intertextuality with tragedy (and comedy), see below, §§ 5, 6.
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alludes to works with which it was not in a relationship of performance rivalry.
There are explicitly attributed quotations from Archilochus (0. 9.1-4) and Aristo-
demus (I. 2.9-11: antonomastically, “the Argive”),®* alongside those from Homer
(P. 4.277-279) and Hesiod (I. 6.66-67; Bacchylides 5.191-194);* there is also a case
for tacit allusion to Parmenides’ proem (0. 6.22-27).2¢ Intertextuality in such cases
clearly did not depend on performance. Fifth-century literature, whether verse
or prose and whether mainly performed or mainly read, could plainly allude to
a wide range of works, likewise whether in verse or prose and whether mainly
performed or mainly read. Old Comedy’s sophisticated intertextuality with a
wide range of texts may envisage and require a reading public for its full appre-
ciation.®” It nevertheless remains plausible that performance rivalry impacted on
the intertextuality of works that were primarily received through performance in
specific and closely related performance circumstances. Old Comedy itself, in
fact, provides the most suggestive indications of this (see below, § 6). Although
tragedy and comedy, in particular, are extremely catholic in their intertextuality,
the most prevalent, intensive, and sustained intertextual relationships shown by
tragedy, comedy, and epinician appear to be with those poetic genres with which
they were, arguably, in such relationships of performance rivalry: epinician
with epic,®® tragedy with epic and tragedy, comedy with tragedy and comedy.®
Although the intertextuality of fifth-century poetry takes place in an environment
where texts could be, and evidently were, read,®® it remains plausible that the
circumstances of institutionalized performances at festivals played a part in cata-
lyzing and intensifying intertextual relationships between certain genres. We will
revisit this idea of performance rivalry below (§§ 6, 8).

84 Cf. Rawles 2018, 141-143.

85 For the naming of poets in Simonides, Bacchylides, and Pindar, see Rawles 2018, 25.

86 D’Alessio 1995, 147.

87 Wright 2012, 146-147.

88 Pace Spelman 2018a, 181, epincian’s intertextuality with epic seems to have been quanta-
tively and qualitatively different from its intertextuality with other poetic genres.

89 See further below, §§ 5-6, for these types of intertextuality, and Revermann 2013 and Farmer
2020, on comedy and epic.

90 Cf. Bagordo 2003, 28-31.
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2 Intertextuality between epinicians?:
the non-narrative sections

It is a widespread view in contemporary Pindaric scholarship that there is fre-
quent intertextuality between one epinician and another.”* This section and the
following ones will attempt to expose the difficulties attendant on this view. The
focus of the rest of this section will be the non-narrative parts of epinician, the
following section (§ 3) will address the narrative parts.

2.1 ‘Water is best’

We start with a specific and well-known example. Pindar’s first Olympian for
Hieron of Syracuse begins as follows (1-2):

dplotov pev H8wp, 6 8¢ Xpvo oG aibopevov Thp
ate Blampenet Vuk T peyavopog EEoxa TAOVTOV ...

Water is best, and gold, like blazing fire,
shines distinctly in the night, surpassing all ennobling wealth, ...

The third Olympian for Theron of Acragas closes thus (42):

el & dploTevel pév V8 wp, KTEAVWY B¢
XPLO0OG aidolEoTatog ...

If water is best, and of possessions
gold is the most venerable ...

Both poems celebrate Olympic hippic victories of (probably) 476 BCE.*? A large
number of scholars have assumed intertextuality between the two passages.®?
Account should also be taken of the broadly comparable priamels involving water

91 See esp. Morrison 2007, 2010, 2011, 2012; Spelman 2018a, esp. 16-17, 229; Neer/Kurke 2019,
200-203. Other references will be found below, passim.

92 For 0. 1 as composed for a victory of 472 BCE, see Krummen 2014, 188 and n. 14; contra, Cat-
enacci 2013d, 9.

93 Jebb 1905, 264; Bowra 1964, 119-20, cf. 204-205; Gerber 1982, 5-6; Verdenius 1987, 35; Moly-
neaux 1992, 251; Hubbard 2004, 71 and n. 2; Stenger 2004, 98; Morrison 2007, 88; 2012, 122-123;
Clay 2011, 341; Catenacci 2013b, 431; Nicholson 2016, 124; Phillips 2016, 143; Spelman 2018a, 16
n. 8. More cautious are Hutchinson 2001, 353; Cairns 2010, 212; Morgan 2015, 358; compare also
Maehler 2004, 97; Stamatopoulou 2017, 39 n. 87.
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and fire (and truth) that are also found at Bacchylides 3.85-87 and Simonides
541.3-5 PMG (a poem of unknown genre). Another significant complication, like-
wise not always duly recognized, is that we do not know whether a traditional
proverbial saying underlies both passages.’* The introduction of the statement
at 0. 3.42 with i (“if, as is the case”, “since”) indicates that the proposition com-
mands assent, as if already known; we must weigh the probabilities as to whether
it was understood as being known from O. 1.1-2 or known as a commonplace idea.
In favour of the latter is the fact that énei (“since”) and yap (“for”), synonyms of
e, “if, as is the case”, are unequivocally used to introduce commonplace ideas at
0.2.98 and P. 1.85 (see below, § 2.2). The baldness and the enigmatic character of
the assertion &plotov pév D8wp at 0. 1.1 are also consistent with its being a com-
monplace. Formally, the statement “water is best” resembles a sympotic ypigpog
of the type “X is most ¢”, answering the question, Ti pdAwoTa ...;, “what is most
¢?”.%° The priamel which opens Sappho fr. 16.1-4 Voigt (“Some say that a cavalry
force is the finest thing on earth, etc.”) are answers to an implied riddling ques-
tion, Ti KGAALGTOV ...; “what is the finest thing?”, Sappho’s indeterminate answer,
“whatever a person desires”, improving on the concrete answers (cavalry, navy)
ascribed to others. Riddles of this type are also found with the addition of a ‘next
best’, as in Olympian 1 gold is a next best to water.®® The point of our riddle would
reside in the paradox that water, proverbially the cheapest commodity of all
(compare Horace, Satires 1.5.88—89 uilissima rerum / ... aqua and already Plato,
Euthydemus 304b3-4), is declared superior to gold, the most precious commod-
ity of all (its superlative value is emphasized at O. 1.2 peyavopog ££oxa thovTouv,
0. 3.42 XTEQVWV ... [ ... aidotéotartog). Thus it is far from clear that one of Olym-
pian 1 or Olympian 3 must be alluding to the other (the two poems being roughly
synchronous); instead, each may allude independently to a familiar piece of
wisdom in the form of a sympotic riddle. It would still be possible, of course, to
argue that Olympian 3 alludes specifically to Olympian 1’s allusion to a traditional
riddle. But it would be necessary to indicate what concrete grounds there are for
taking such a view: it is not enough to point to the mere recurrence of the terms
of the riddle. The same basic ideas recur at Bacchylides 3.85-87 (another priamel
involving a comparison of water and gold). The challenge facing, yet seldom met

94 See Race 1981, 121 n. 10; Gerber 1982, 9.

95 See Burkert 1972, 169. For ypigot in archaic lyric, cf. Slater 1982, 338-339; Schultz 1914, 110.32-
111.12. Scholarship has largely failed to recognize the ypipog-form that lies behind O. 1.1-2 (e. g.
Catenacci 2013a, 355-356; Morgan 2015, 220-222).

96 Burkert 1972, 169 n. 22. Cf. Aristot. Eudemus = fr. 6 Rose apud Plut. consol. ad Apoll. 115b-e,
Cic. Tusc. 1.114; cf. further Athen. 10.448b = Diphilus PCG fr. 49; Athen. 10.457d; Sapph. fr. 16
Voigt; [Theogn]. 255-256; Soph. fr. 356 TrGF.
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by, advocates of intertextuality is to show how our interpretation of Olympian 3
is enhanced by recognizing a specific allusion between Olympian 3 and Olym-
pian 1, but not (or also?) Bacchylides Ode 3. It is unsatisfying and problematic to
regard this as a case just of intertextual capping: of Olympian 3 for Theron trying
to ‘go one better’ than Olympian 1 for Hieron, or vice-versa (see § 7). We could see
this an instance of non-allusive reprise, the recycling of a memorable expression
without the two specific contexts of its use thereby being allusively associated
(see § 2.5). But above all it is necessary to consider this case alongside prima facie
similar ones involving traditional gnomai where no specific allusion is presumed;
for instance, between 0. 2.98 and 0. 13.45-46, the ‘sand is numberless’ common-
place (see immediately below, § 2.2).

2.2 Gnomai in epinician

We may widen out our discussion from one commonplace notion (“water is best,

etc.”) to commonplace sayings in epinician in general. It needs to be borne in

mind that epinician gnéomai are not merely home-spun sententious wisdom. They

are, typically, traditional commonplaces.”” Here are some of the better-docu-

mented examples.”®
“Sand is numberless”. 0. 2.98 énel PAPPOG APLOPOV TEPUTEPEVYEV.
0. 13.45-46 WG P&V 00@ES / 00K Gv eideinv Aéyev movTiav Y@ wv dptOpodv.
P.946-48 ywmooat [ évOahdooq kai MOTAPOIG Papadot / Kopaow puroaig
T &vépwv khovéovtal. Oracle in Herodotus 1.47.3 oida &’ éyw Ppapupov T’
GpLOpOV Kai petpa Baldoong. Iliad 9.385 6o P apadog e koG Te. Cat-
ullus 7.3 quam magnus numerus Libyssae arenae.*®

- ‘Envy is preferable to pity’. P. 1.85 kp£0cov yop oikTippod @66vog.
[Thales] D-Kip.641.9 @Bovod pdAAov fj oikTipov. Herodotus 3.52.5
oV 8¢ pabwv 6ow OBoveeoBal kpEooov £0Ti | oikTipeoOaL.1°

97 Cf. Kirkwood 1982, 23; Slater 1977, 199, 1979, 80. The commonplace status of such sayings is
sometimes registered in the scholia with the rubric Tpomkog 6 Adyog, and similar (see Drach-
mann iii.361s. v. Tpomkdc). Compare Dornseiff 1921, 129 (“Gemeinplatz”); Bowra 1964, 229-230,
cf. 224-235; Sotiriou 1998, 100 “Allgemeingut”; Bagordo 2003, 234-235. On gnémai in, respec-
tively, Pindaric and Bachylidean epinician (but not emphasizing their traditional aspect), see
Stuligrosz 2000 (summary of a Polish dissertation); Stenger 2004.

98 Note also the proverbial background to 0. 1.81, Slater 1977, 202 and n. 55; Gerber 1982, 124-125.
99 Compare also Callim. Hy. 3.253 YpapdOe ioov. The proverb ppov petpeiv (Zenobius 1.80 CPG
1.27). The Old Comic coinage Ypappakdotol (as in Ar. Acharn. 3 Ppoppakooioyapyapa, et alias).
100 Compare Epicharm. 267.1-3 PCG Tig 8¢ ka Awin yevéaBau pry @Bovovpevog @ilog; / 8ijlov wg
&vip o’ o0BEY €067 6 | POOVOLLEVOG: / TUPAOV RAENG’ I8V TIC, £pBVNTE 8 0VBE £ig. It is not
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- “Time alone shows the truth (or justice)”. 0.10.53-55 6 T’ éEeAéyxwv pévog /
dAaBetav EtATupov / Xpovog. Pindar fr. 159 Maehler 4v8p@v Sikaiwv
Xpovog owtnp dplotog. Bacchylides 13.204-209 & & &AaBeia @Al vi- /
kav, 6 Te mavd[a]uatwlp] / xpovog TO kaA®g / [E]pypévov aitv d[éEet] kTA.
Sophocles OT 614 xp6vog dikatov dvdpa deikvvoiv povog. Tragica
adespota fr. 512 TrGF &\\& Tadta pev xpovog / Seifet- podovog yép éotwv
AvBpWTWVY KPLTTG.

—  “Only the virtuous can endure adversity”. P. 3.82-83 T& p&v @v o0 SV vavTal
VAol KOoPW @Epely, / GAN dyaboi. Lysias 3.4 outog 8¢ BEATIOTOG
av €in kai CWEPOVESTATOG, OOTIC KOOHLWTATOA TAG CUUPOPRS
@épelv Svvartat. Euripides fr. 505 TrGF T& mpoomeodvta 8 d0TIg €D
@épel PpoT@dV, / &plLoTog eivat cw@poveiv T £uol Sokel. Euripides
Heracles 1227-1228 66 T1g eVyevn G BpoT@Vv / @épet tTd TdOV Bedv yet
TTWpAT 08’ dvaiveTat.

—  “It is better not to be born (and, being born, to die rather than live)”. Bac-
chylides 5.160-162 Bvatoiol pn @Oval @épiotov / und’ deliov
npoatdeiv /| @éyyog. Theognis 425-427 mavtwv pév pn @ival
é¢miyOoviototy dprotov / und’ €o1deiv avyag 6&£€og neliov,/
@UvTa & 6nwg wkiota moAag Aibao mepfioal, etc. Euripides fr. 285 (Bellero-
phon) 1-2 éym 10 pév 81 mavTayod BpuAovdpEVOY / KpATIGTOV gival @nul
un @ovatr Bpot®. Herodotus 1.31.3 81£8e€ te €v ToUTOIOL O BELG WG
Gupewvov ein dvlpwnw tedvavatl paAlov | Cwev.r*

-  “Don’t kick against the pricks”. P. 294-96 moti kévtpov 8¢ Tot /
NokTi{épev TeNéBel / OMOBNPOG oipog. Aeschylus Agamemnon 1624
npo¢ kévtpa un Aaxtile. Euripides Bacchae 795 mpo¢ KEvVTpa
AaxkTilotput. Euripides fr. 604 TrGF npo ¢ kévTpa pn Aaktile. Iambica
adespota 13 Diehl mpo¢ k€vTpa pi AakTi{éTw. NT Acts 26:14 mpoOg
KEvTpa Aaktifewv.r?

—  “One’s own misfortune affects one deeply, another’s only superfi-
cially”. N. 1.53-54 10 ydp oikeiov mélel TavO’ OpdG: [/ €0OUG & ammuwv
kpadia /kGbog due dAAO6TpLov. Compare Theognis 655-656 GUV Tol,
Kopve, maBovTL kak®dg dviwpeda mavTeg: / GAAG Tol GAAOTpLov kfidog

likely (especially given the passages of ‘Thales’ and Epicharmus) that Hdt. 3.52.5 is an unattrib-
uted quotation of P. 1.85 (pace Morrison 2007, 122).

101 Compare Plat. Phaed. 62a4-5 £oTwv Te kot 0ig PEATIOV TeBVAva i Cijv.

102 Cf. schol. P. 2.173c. See BDAG 539-540s. V. KEVTpPOV 2.
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gpnuéptov. Herodotus 3.14.10 @ mai KOpov, T& pév oikfta fv pélw xoxd f
oTe dvakAaiety, T 8¢ Tod £Taipov mévOog dEov Ny Sakpowv.1o3

- “We all prefer our own age-mates”. N. 4.91 GAhowot 8 aAtkeg dGAAol. Plato
Phaedrus 240c1-2 fAtka yap Of kol 6 moAaldg AGyog TEPMELY TOV
NAtka. Plato Republic 329a2—4 TOANGKLG yap GUVEPXOHEDQ TIVES €iG TAUTOV
naparnAnoiav AALkiav £xovteg, Slaowlovteg TRV Tahaldy Tapopiay. Aris-
totle Rhetoric 1371h15-16 86ev kai ai mapotion eipnvtat, [wg] “RALE fAtka
TépmeL” KTA1%

- “Mortals must have mortal thoughts”. I. 516 Ovata Ovatoiol mpemnet.
Euripides Alcestis 799 6vtag 8¢ Bvntovg BV T Kol PPOVEIV XpeEWV.
Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1177b31-33 00 X p 1 8¢ KaT& TOUG TopAVODVTOG
avBpwmva @ poveiv GvBpwmov dvta ovdE OvTa TOV BvnToV.

The point of providing such fulsome documentation is to illustrate that these
gnomai are, for the most part, textualized (even if orally transmitted): the pro-
verbial sentiment is associated with a fixed form of words. It is implausible to see
any one of the various instances as specifically referencing one of the others. The
point seems rather to be precisely that they reference commonplace wisdom. In
several of the non-epinician instances, the traditionality of the sentiment is made
explicit (“that which is the subject of gossip everywhere”, “the ancient saying”,
“the ancient proverb”, “those who give the advice ...”).!°> We may recognize a
form of intertextuality here, but it is an intertextuality that obtains (in the first
place, at least) between an epinician and a popular saying, not between one epi-
nician and another. The intertextual dialogue between the epinician and popular
saying may be an important, and complex, one. It is not likely, for instance, that
Bacchylides Ode 5 straightforwardly endorses the view that it is “better not to be
born”,'°¢ nor that Isthmian 5 (for instance) simplistically upholds the position
that “mortal thoughts befit mortal men”.'%”

103 Compare Aesch. Ag. 790-792 1@t SuompayodvTt & EmoTtevayewy / nig TG ETOIpOG, Sijypa 8¢
ANTING / 00BEV é@’ L TIPOCIKVETTAL,

104 Cf. Cannata Fera 2020, 377.

105 Eur. fr. 285.1-2 10 pév 81 mavtayod Opulovpevov; Plat. Phaedr. 240c1-2 6 maAaidg Adyog,
Rep. 329a2-4 v nohawdv miapotptiav; Aristot. Rhet. 1371b15-16 ai mapouial, EN 1177h31-32 katd
TOUG MOPALVOTVTOG.

106 Arnson Svarlien 1995, 42-43.

107 Currie 2005, 78-81.
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2.3 Choral lyric commonplaces in epinician

Apart from such traditional gnomai (which were the property of the culture at
large and evidenced in prose as well as poetic texts), epincian abounds also in
distinctively choral lyric, or at least poetic, commonplaces. Here is again a purely
illustrative sample.'°®

- “My words speak to those with understanding”.'®

—  “There are many roads to praise x”.'°

- “Ido not covet the lot of the tyrant”.**!

— The poet as an eagle.!?

— The poet as a spokesman or prophet for the Muses.'
— The poet as riding in a chariot.***

— The poet as a bee.'®

It is common for scholars to claim specific allusions between two or more
instances of these commonplaces. Thus, Maurice Bowra saw Bacchylides 5.31 as
indebted to I 4.1 (‘many roads to praise x’ motif).**® Andrew Morrison saw an
“echo” in Bacchylides 3.85 of, specifically, 0. 2.85 (“my words speak to those
with understanding”).*”” Adele-Teresa Cozzoli further saw Bacchylides 5.14-33 as
an “allusion” to O. 2.87-88 (‘poet as eagle’).'® Ilja Pfeijffer has seen a specific
allusion in Bacchylides 10.10 to P. 10.54 (‘poet as bee’ motif)."*® Other scholars,
however, have seen these as commonplaces, rather than as specific allusions.*?°
The widespread distribution in poetry of such commonplace notions makes it

108 See also Bowra 1964, 229-230.

109 0. 2.83-85; Pind. fr. 105.1 M. (parodied: Ar. Birds 945); Bacch. 3.85; Eur. IT 1092. Compare
also (in hexameter poetry) Orph. fr. 1a Bernabé (whence perhaps Heracl. 22 B1 DK).

110 Bacch. 5.31-33; L. 4.1-3; Bacch. 19.1 (Dith. 5); I. 6.22. Compare N. 6.45-46.

111 P. 11.52-54; Archil. fr. 19 IEG; Anacr. fr. 361 PMG; Aesch. Ag. 471-474; Eur. Med. 119-130, HF
642—-644, Ion 485-487, Hipp. 1013-1020; Isoc. 2.5.

112 0. 2.87-88; N. 3.80-82; N. 5.21; I. 1.64-65; Bacch. 5.16-33; Ar. Av. 1373-1390.

113 Bacch. 9.3; Pind. Pae. 6.6; Pind. fr. 150 M.

114 1. 8.67; P. 10.65-66; 0. 9.81; I. 2.1-2; Bacch. 5.175-176.

115 P. 10.53-54; Pind. fr. 152 M.; Bacch. 10.10; Sim. fr. 593 PMG; Ar. Av. 748-751 (= Phrynichus
TrGF 3 F19); cf. Plat. Ion 534a7-b3 (identified as a generic poetic image).

116 Bowra 1964, 231; cf. Pohlsander 1963, 139-140.

117 Morrison 2007, 88; 2012, 122-123.

118 Cozzoli 1996, 12: “riprese ad litteram di espressioni pindariche”. Cf. Gentili 1958, 29.

119 Pfeijffer 1999b, 57 “as good as an explicit reference to Pindar”.

120 ‘Many roads to praise x’ motif: Maehler 1997, 249 “in der Epinikiendichtung ist der Topos
geldufig”; cf. Stenger 2004, 329 and n. 49 (“Topos”); Bundy 1962, 15. “Poet as bee” motif, Bowra
1964, 230. “My words speak to those with understanding”, Maehler 2004, 97 (“formula”); Currie
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impossible to see their mere recurrence as constituting in itself a case for an allu-
sive intertextuality. Any argument for intertextuality between specific instances
of such commonplaces must point to something else of substance that is common
to the proposed hypotext and hypertext besides the commonplace idea itself. It
is precisely this step, however, that is often hard to take, and is typically omitted,
in scholarship.

2.4 Quasi-formulas in epinician: epithet-noun pairings

Although considerable scholarly attention has been dedicated to conventional

epinician motifs, such as the xp£og-motif, the képog-motif, the Abbruchsformel

(transitional formula), the non plus ultra motif, and others,** little attention has

been given to the existence and the implications of recurrent noun-epithet pair-

ings in epinician, which resemble hexameter noun-epithet formulas and indeed

are in some cases identical with them.'*? Here are some examples.'?
“Seven-gated Thebes”. (&v) éntamvlowo(l) ( ...) OnPao() (P. 3.90, P. 8.39,
P. 1111, L 1.66, I 8.16, Bacch. 19.47), Onpaig ... &v éntamodog (N. 4.19),
éntamulol Ofifat (P. 9.80), £¢ EmtamdAoug Onfag (N. 9.18). Similarly, fr. 94b.60,
fr. 169.47.

- “Radiant Thebes”. Aimap@v ... ©npav (P. 2.3, fr. 196).

- “Radiant Athens”. Aimap@v ... ABavéav (N. 4.18), Amapais ... ABavaug (1. 2.20),
Aopat A6avau (fr. 76).

- “Rocky Athens”. kpavaaig év ABavaia(1)(v) (0. 7.82, 0. 13.38, N. 8.11).

- “Most holy Pytho”. év TTuB@vt ... dyaBéat (P. 9.71), év dyadéat ... TIuB@VL
(N. 6.34), TTuB@VL ... &v dyaBéat (Bacch. 5.41), £¢ dyabéav ... Iubw (Bacch.
3.62).

- “Wide-eddying Alpheos”. mop’ e0pudivav AApedv (Bacch. 3.6-7), AAQedv
niap’ evpudivav (Bacch. 5.38).

2005, 390 and n. 260. Poet as ‘eagle’: Morgan 2015, 123-132. ‘Poet rides in chariot’ / ‘chariot of
song’: D’Alessio 1995, 151-152 and n. 17, 154.

121 Bundy 1962, passim; Thummer 1969, esp. i.151-2; cf. also Pavese’s study (1997) of the themes
and motifs of epinician.

122 For the hexameter epithet-noun formulas in question, note “seven-gated Thebes”: OABNg ...
énramoloto (I1. 4.406, Od. 11.263, cf. Hes. WD 162). “Swift ships”: vijeg Boai (I1. 10.309, 396). “The
grey sea”: TOALig &AOG (I. 1.359, Od. 2.261). “Golden-crowned Hebe”: "HBnv 1€ xpuooatépavov
(Hes. Th. 17). For Homeric / epic formulas and phrases in general taken over by Pindar, see Sot-
iriou 1998, 6-10, 70-99; Hummel 1999, 423-433.

123 Cf. Hummel 1999, 410-17, 483.
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- “Golden-crowned Hebe”. yxpuoootepdvolo .. “HBag (0. 6.57-58),
XpuooaTte@avov ... "HBag (P. 9.109).

- “Graces with dress bound low”. BaBulwvolow ... Xapiteoot (P. 9.2.), Xapiteoot
Babuwvorg (Bacch. 5.9).

- “Stormy shower”. xeipéptov Spppov (P. 5.10), xeypéptog 6pppog (P. 6.10).

- “Sweet-voiced songs”. pehtydpueg Upvot (0. 11.4, P. 3.64), peAtydpuag DPvoug
(I.2.3).124

—  “Glorious island”. eOkA€a vaioov (N. 5.15), vaoov evkAéa (N. 6.46).

- “Bronze heaven”. y&Akeog ( ...) o0pavog (P. 10.27, N. 6.3—-4).

- “Bronze arms”. yaAkéolg ( ...) 6mAoo(v) (N. 1.51, N. 9.22, N. 10.14).

- “Swift ships”. Boai vaeg (0. 12.3-4), 60aiS ... vavol (N. 7.28-29), vavai Boaig
(P. 5.87), 804 ... vaog (0. 6.101).

- “Swift mares”. 004g ... inmovg (Bacch. 3.3-4), inmoug ... 006¢ (P. 4.17), Bodv
{nnwv (Pind. fr. 89a.3).

- “Light feet”. kob@otaw ... ooty (0. 13.114), oot kovotg (N. 8.19).

- “Swift feet”. Aanpnpoig ... md8eaowv (N. 10.63), [mo]aot Aawp[n]po[ilg (Bacch.
fr. 20c.9), Aawpnpdv mod®v (Bacch. 7.6).

- “Blessed hearth”. paxaipav ( ...) €otiav (0. 1.11, P. 5.11, L. 4.18).

- “Grey sea”. MoALdg GAOG (0. 1.71, P. 2.68, L. 4.56), TOMAES ... Baraoong (0. 7.61).

- “Golden mares”. xpvoéatol(v) ( ...) inroig (0. 1.41, fr. 30.2), inmnolg xpuoéaig
(0. 8.51).

-  “Golden chariot”. 8ippov ... xpvaeov (0. 1.87), xpuotw ... igpwt (P. 9.6).

- “Godlike heroes”. fipweg dvtiBeot (P. 4.58), fipwag dvtiBeoug (P. 1.53), Fpwes ...
avtifeol (Bacch. 11.79-81).

- “Splendid glory”. xb80¢ aBpov (0. 5.7, I. 1.50).

- “Lovely fame”. émpatov kAéog (P. 5.73), mobewvov kAéog (I 5.7), 86&av
émnpatov (L. 6.12), mobewvotatav d6Eav (0. 8.64), 86Eav ipeptav (P. 9.75).

- “Melodious lyre (etc.)”. &Bupeel ... @OppLyyt (0. 711-12), KWUWL ... GBUPEAET
(P. 8.70), GBupelel ... pwvat (N. 2.25), aSupelet ... Dpvwt (1. 7.20).

-  “Sleep, honey-sweet to the mind”. pehippovog bmv[ov (Bacch. 1.50), pelippwv
vmvog (Bacch. fr. 4.76).

- “Unwearying sea”. movTov ... Gkapoavtog (N. 6.39), GAO¢g dxopdtag (Bacch.
5.25).

- “Pytho that receives sheep for sacrifice”. punAo8okwt IMued@wvt (P 3.27),
MuB@va ... pnAoBitav (Bacch. 8.39).

- “All-conquering fate”. & poipa moAvkpatég (Bacch. 9.15), poipa maykpathg
(Bacch. 17.24).

124 Cf. Spelman 2018a, 16 n. 8.
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-  “Straight messenger” / “straight reporting of messages”. &yysAog dpBog
(0. 6.91), &yyehiag 6pOaS (P. 4.279).

- “Pitiless mind” / “pitiless of mind”. vnAeel vowt (Pind. fr. 177e), vnAéa voov
(P.1.95).

The foregoing list, though lengthy, is illustrative, not exhaustive; it aims to
illustrate both the extent of the phenomenon and its flexibility.!*® The phrases
in question may exhibit different metrical values, different cases, and different
word-orders (epithet preceding noun or noun preceding epithet; epithet and
noun may or may not be adjacent).’?® The adjective and noun may be used adja-
cently and in the same order, yet be in a different syntactical relationship with
one another.”” We may find homonymous substitution of epithet or noun or of
both.*?® Thus, énrpatov kAéog and 80&av ipeptav have neither epithet or noun
in common, but the attested permutations illustrate that they are variations on
the same quasi-formulaic idea (‘lovely fame’). It is important to emphasize that
these epinician phrases do not count as ‘formulas’ on Milman Parry’s definition.
Parry was in fact adamant that Pindar and Bacchylides did not use formulas.*?
Yet they satisfy one crucial condition of the formula on Parry’s definition: in their
repetition there is no suggestion of debt or homage to one or more earlier specific
uses.° In this single, but very significant, respect they resemble the hexameter
formulas — and were, no doubt, meant to resemble them. The Pindaric tendency
to invent new expressions' and seek variation has often been noted.>> We have
here an opposite, and less well-publicized, tendency: to recycle certain locutions
and to accord them thereby the status of mots justes, the optimal or default way of
referring to a given object or idea.’>® Whereas with specific allusion we are drawn

125 The extent of the phenomenon is underestimated by Spelman 2018a, 16 and n. 8.

126 Hummel 1999, 357.

127 In Pind. fr. 177e vnAeel vowl, the adjective agrees with the noun. In P. 1.95 vnAéa voov,
the noun is an accusative of specification (or respect) with the adjective, which agrees with
KOUTHPA ... DaAapLy (95-96).

128 Compare Sotiriou 1998, 66—67.

129 Parry 1971a, 166-167; 1971b, 282-285. Compare Sotiriou 1998, 2, 4, 68—69; esp. Hummel 1999,
486-488.

130 Cf. Parry 1971b, 273, excluding from the definition of the formula “the verse which is bor-
rowed because the poet’s public knows it and will recall its former use”.

131 Sigelman 2016, 19, 171 “Pindar’s predilection ... for the hapax epithet coined uniquely for
the present occasion”.

132 E.g. Thummer 1967, i.151; Race 1990, 187. It is fallacy that Pindar avoids repetition, pace
Spelman 2018a, 16 and n. 8.

133 For repetitions as encapsulating the optimal way of saying something, cf. Parry 1971b, 291.
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to a specific previous use, here we are drawn away from any specific previous use
and drawn towards a purely generalized — or generalizable — usage.

It is not in dispute that there are circumstances in which the reprise of an
epithet-noun pair would be capable of mobilizing a specific allusion. It is highly
plausible, for instance, that Sophocles’ use of the phrase “hollow grave” (koiAnv
kamnetov) for Aias’ burial (Ajax 1165) alludes specifically to the Iliad’s use of the
same phrase for Hektor’s burial (24.797)."** It should be clear that the position
articulated in the previous paragraph (that the repetition of such epithet-noun
pairings in epinician does not serve, as a rule, to mobilize specific allusions) is
advanced a posteriori, not a priori. It is the overwhelming weight of epinician
examples where there is no specific allusion that establishes this as a rule akin to
that which is understood to obtain for the constantly recurring noun-epithet for-
mulas of epic. The listener or reader who has been exposed to more than a narrow
range of epinicians becomes schooled not to see allusions in the recurrence of
such phrases. Arguments for specific allusions through such recurrent noun-epi-
thet pairings must, accordingly, be justified as exceptions to this convention, for
instance, by a demonstration that in two given contexts there is particular sali-
ence or significance in the repetition. (Such a case might conceivably be made for
I 4.22 @apav todawav and L 3.16 86&av moAawdv: see below, § 7.)

The implications of this need to be explored. It follows that it cannot be auto-
matically assumed that even unique recurrences such as P. 931 &tapef ..
ke@aAdt (“with fearless head”) and P. 5.12 & tap BeT ppevi (“with fearless mind”)
are a specific allusion by the later ode (Pythian 5) to the earlier (Pythian 9).'*
This particular epinician epithet-noun pairing has probable hexameter anteced-
ents (compare Il. 3.63 dtTapPntog voog £otl, “your mind is fearless”).”*® In
the absence of arguments to the contrary, it is more reasonably regarded as a
recurring quasi-formulaic epithet-noun pairing than as a specifically allusive
reprise. The fact that P. 5.12 and P. 9.31 are the only attested Pindaric occurrences
of &tapprig does not authorize listener or reader to interpret this unique recur-
rence as a specific allusion.”” The concept of the ‘unique recurrence’ can have
had relatively little traction for the contemporary public (how could a fifth-cen-
tury auditor be confident that Pindar had not already used the epithet in a poem
of which they were unaware, or that he did not mean to do so in the near future?),
and it may be a treacherous heuristic tool for us. An exactly equivalent situation

134 Easterling 1988, 96-97.

135 Pace Neer/Kurke 2019, 201-202 (see further below, § 3.3); cf. Dougherty 1993, 139 and 153
n. 12.

136 Hummel 1999, 421.

137 Pace Neer/Kurke 2019, 202.
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is presented by P. 4.181 Bup@t yeAavel (“with cheerful soul”) and 0. 5.2 xapSiat
vehavel (“with cheerful heart”). These are the only attestations of yehavrig in
all of Greek. Yet there is nothing to recommend our seeing Olympian 5 (the later
poem) as alluding to Pythian 4. The picture can be filled out by other recurrent
epithet-noun pairings with similar meanings: evpevei ( ...) vowt (P. 8.18; fr. 52e.45)
or EKOVTL ... vowt (P. 5.43-44; P. 8.67). The following ‘rule’ may reasonably be for-
mulated: in this kind of poetry, even a singuldres Iteratum (‘one-off repetition’),
when an epithet-noun pair is concerned, creates no automatic presumption of
there being an allusive reprise. There is every likelihood that we are dealing with
a recurring quasi-formula, a mot juste treated as ripe for reuse.'*®

2.5 Larger-scale non-allusive reprises

The discussion can, again, be broadened out. Apart from epithet-noun pair-
ings, Pindar is capable of reusing certain turns of phrase, even distinctive-seem-
ing ones, without mobilizing specific allusions. A case in point is N. 5.1 o0k
avbplavtomoldg i, ot €AtvboovTa £pyalecBal dyaApotr and I 2.46
00k €AV oovTag avTovg (sc. Tovad’ bpvoug) £pyao&pav. Henry Spelman
has called this a Pindaric “auto-allusion”.”® Yet if so, it seems allusively inert,
as there is no suggestion of a meaningful, interpretable, intertextual dialogue
between Isthmian 2 (the later poem) and Nemean 5.24° Pindar, in other words,
does not seem here to go beyond using his own oeuvre as “a repository of striking
episodes or expressions”.** The same might be said of N. 6.29-30 (whose compo-
sition dates perhaps to the early 470s BCE)'*? mopotxopévwv yop Gveépwv /

138 The same considerations problematize attempts to see the recurrence of the phrases ‘hun-
dred-headed Typhon’ (P. 1.16 Tupwg ékatovtokapavog, P. 8.16 TuQwyg ... Ekatdykpavog, O. 4.7
ékatoyke@aha Tu@®VoG) as a specific allusion (see below, § 3.2).

139 Spelman 2018a, 16 n. 8.

140 For the concept of allusive inertia, see Hinds 1998, 39-41 (who, however, is concerned to
critique the concept in the context of Latin poetry).

141 Quotation from Kelly 2015, 21 (on the use made by the pre-Stesichorean lyric poets of the
epic corpus). Cf. Parry 1971b, 283 “these expressions [sc. Homeric phrases replicated by Pindar]
were to him [sc. Pindar] fine expressions which his mind had kept solely for their beauty”. Com-
pare, on Pindar, Morrison 2010, 252: “a storehouse of verbal reminiscence”. But Morrison, ibid.,
also claims that there are Pindaric examples which go beyond this, “by engaging in detail with
the intertexts and relying on the audience’s knowledge of the original contexts”. Compare also
Morrison 2007, 110-111 “close verbal reminiscence which seems to operate without reference to
the specific context in which the original words were used”.

142 On the date, see Gerber 1999, 34-36; cf. Cannata Fera 2020, 122 and n. 6.
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dotdoi xai Aoyro1™ ta kahd o Epy’ ékopioav, “after men’s death, singers

and chroniclers preserve their achievements”, echoed in P. 1.92-94 (composed

in 474/470 BCE) dmuBopppotov abynpa 86£ag / 0lov GmoLyopévwy av8p@v

Slawtav pavetl [ kat Aoyiotg kai &o180Tg. The examples might, again, easily

be multiplied:

- 0.344710 nopow &8 éoti...4Batov ~N.3.20-2100kéTL MpoOow [/ GP&TAV
aAo.

- P.104 Tikopméw ap& Katpov; ~ 0.9.38 T kawyGobal mTapd KatpoOv.

- P.143-44 E\nopal [ un XaAkomapaov &kovO’ woeltT’ dydvog Balelv
&Ew ~ N.7.70-72 dmopvow / P Téppampofaiq Gkove’ dTe YaAkomapaov
6poat / Boav yA@ooav. 4

- N.3.11-12éyw 8¢ keivwv (sc. veavidv: compare 5 veaviat) T€ viv 04potg /
MNpat Te kowvaoopat ~ P 1.97-98 o08¢ viv @OpUIyyeg LIwpO@LAL
Kowvaviav / poAokav maidwv dapoiaot dékovral.

- (etc.).

It is highly doubtful whether any of these seeming ‘auto-allusions’ can be taken
as meaningfully interpretable specific allusions to the poetic context where they
were first employed. Rather, in the manner of his treatment of epithet-noun pair-
ings as mots justes (see above, § 2.4), Pindar himself fosters a sense of his own
locutions and conceits as deserving of a reprise, as being eminently quotable. We
may compare, in Aristophanes’ Frogs, Dionysos’ admiration of Euripides’ capac-
ity to coin the “fine phrase”, pfjpa yevvaiov (97), the well-turned and quotable
sound-bite, where quotability turns out to presuppose the complete detachability
of the memorable phrase from the original context of use (see especially 98-102
and 1475-1478).14¢ Detachability from the original context of use seems, in fact, to
have been the way of much fifth-century poetic quotation, to judge by the prac-
tice of characters in Plato’s dialogues, or by Herodotus’ quotation (3.38.4) of Pin-
dar’s tag “nomos is king of all” (fr. 169a M).»” Pindar seems to cultivate a view of

143 For a defence of this reading of the manuscripts and scholia, see Gerber 1999, 64; against,
Henry 2005, 61; Itsumi 2009, 306, but the point at issue is not significantly affected if we emend
to dowdai kai Adyot (Pauw).

144 Compare also (less close verbally) N. 9.54-55.

145 Further examples (the list is quite open-ended, especially if we admit instances of recurring
conceits rather than just phraseology) might include e.g. O. 8.67-71 ~ P. 8.81-87; 0. 8.77-84 ~
0. 14.20-24; 0. 1.103-5 ~ 0. 2.92-95 (the last interpreted as intertextuality by Morrison 2007, 85).
It might also be possible thus to regard 0. 1.1-2 ~ O. 3.42 (see § 2.1).

146 Cf. Wright 2012, 150-156; cf. Halliwell 2000, 98, with n. 18.

147 Halliwell 2000, 97, on cases of quotations that “characteristically involve striking or
pointed turns of phrase, but tend not to require familiarity with the exact origin of the cita-
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his own coinages as prjpata yevvaia in a comparable sense: choice expressions
that clamour to be repeated, but whose repetition does not ask us to recall the
context in which they were used first. (A possible reason for this will be explored
below, § 7.)

2.6 The problem of recurrent elements in epinician

The gist of the preceding is that there can be automatic presumption of allusive
intent behind repetitions in epinician. Epinician characteristically operates with
recurrent elements of imagery, motifs, style, and lexicon.*® Chris Carey has com-
mented on “[tlhe consistency with which Pindar insists on a limited range of
concepts”, noting that “[t|lhe impression of coherence is enhanced by Pindar’s
tendency to work with a limited but consistent range of images”, and pointing
to “Pindar’s emphasis on a narrow range of recurring ideas”.**® Precisely this
phenomenon, however, is viewed as intertextuality by Andrew Morrison, who
has been the most vigorous advocate of intertextuality between epinician odes:
“It seems clear to me that such verbal echoes, similar passages, and recurring
imagery and language form obvious ways for Pindar (and Bacchylides) to exploit
overlapping (local) audiences in locations such as the Sicilian cities”."*® He adds:
“Pindaric intertextuality of this kind can be very extensive, and we find it even in
the mythic parts of the odes”.*>* The former claim calls for a control: it is likely that
this kind of recurring language and imagery is as abundant across groups of odes
for overlapping audiences (whether Sicilian, Aeginetan, Theban, or Cyrenean)

»

tion”, “quotations where what counts most ... is the adaptation of a recognizably poetic piece
of wording for a purpose that is both highly localized (a passing touch of emphasis or embel-
lishment) and relatively independent of the original”. Asheri 2007, 437 “Herodotus is not inter-
ested here in the original meaning of Pindar’s text: he isolates the verse from its context and
quotes it as a motto for his purposes of ethnological and moral comparison”. See also Wright
2016b, for the tendency of quotations from tragedy to become “a decontextualized soundbite
or maxim” (607).

148 Dornseiff 1921, 76 “Pindar ist nun in hohem Maf ein Dichter mit Lieblingswo6rtern”. Note
Pindar’s predilection for striking uses of such words as Gwtog, yeveaBat, petyvoval, Spémnety,
etc. Similarly, Thummer 1967, 1.140; Bowra 1964, 416—417 (focussing on repeated expressions in
Olympian 5 and in the rest of Pindaric epinician); Race 1990, 192 and 195 (the ne plus ultra motif
in Pindar: he uses it ten times; it is barely found elsewhere); cf. Silk 1974, 239 (dwTog: used by
Pindar twenty times, by Bacchylides and Aeschylus once each).

149 Carey 1995, 89.

150 Morrison 2012, 123. See, in general, Morrison 2007, 2010, 2011, and 2012.

151 Morrison 2012, 123 n. 39.
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as within them." Moreover, epinician intertextuality, so conceived, becomes far
too extensive and diluted to count as the allusive kind of intertextuality that its
advocates have in mind. Weakly-marked repetitions such as 0. 2.54 pépivav and
0. 1.108 pepipvaiat, 0. 1.116 opiAelv and P. 2.96 OpiAely, or P. 3.27 008’ éhade and
0. 6.36 00’ £\a®’, invoked by Morrison, provide a very dubious basis on which to
build arguments for an allusive intertextuality between odes.”? The problem in
method consists in the arbitrary privileging of a couple of repeated expressions
in a poetic environment where repetition is rife: the flaws in such a method were
exposed, more than half a century ago, by Hans Pohlsander.”*

We return here to the slipperiness of the term ‘intertextuality’ (see above, § 0).
There is a fully legitimate understanding of intertextuality which would licence
the use of that term for convergences in phraseology that result from the use
of traditional gnémai, epinician commonplaces, quasi-formulaic epithet-noun
pairings, and non-allusive reprises of striking Pindaric expressions. However, it
should be clear that that understanding of intertextuality is a far cry from the
allusive intertextuality in which we and the other Pindaric scholars discussed in
this paper are interested: an allusive intertextuality in which the meaning of the
target text is felt to be significantly enhanced by consideration of its relationship
with a specific source text, in a manner comparable to what we find with the
Aeneid’s allusive intertextuality with the Iliad and Odyssey, or the allusive inter-
textuality of Euripides’ Hippolytus 612 with Aristophanes’ Frogs 1471.

3 Intertextuality between epinicians?:
the narrative sections

To demonstrate intertextuality between mythical narratives in epinician is a sim-
ilarly problematic undertaking. It is easy to be impressed by parallels in mytho-
logical motifs with, for instance, the myths of the incinerated parturient divine
consorts Koronis (P. 3.8-44) and Semele (0. 2.25-28, P. 3.99), or those of the
eternally punished sinners Tantalos (0. 1.54-66) and Ixion (P. 2.21-48).'* One
thing that is hard to demonstrate, in these and other cases, is whether these are
pointedly constructed poetic parallels or just a reflection of the innate repeti-

152 This study, passim, presents many examples.

153 Morrison 2007, 85-86, 95, 107.

154 Pohlsander 1963.

155 On the myths of Koronis and Semele, see Burgess 2001b.
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tiveness of Greek myth: Greek mythology is “full of doublets”.**® The problem
is well illustrated by the mythical narratives of Pythian 9 and Nemean 3, which
show very striking parallels that do not lend themselves to being interpreted as
an allusive intertextuality.” In the narratives of both poems, a young heroine
(Kyrana) or hero (Achilleus) frequents the wild, hunting animals with her or
his bare hands, to the admiration of a pair of onlooking deities of the opposite
sex to the hero(ine) (in Pythian 9, Apollo and Cheiron; in Nemean 3, Artemis
and Athena); the centaur Cheiron is also central to both narratives. Both these
myths may have epic sources, and it is unclear how much of the parallelism
is due to inherited traditional mythology rather than Pindar’s manipulation of
the narrative.'>® Above all, it is hard to see how a putative intertextual dialogue
between P. 9.18-28 and N. 3.43-52 would bring significant interpretative gain to
whichever text we chose to identify as the hypertext (this being a case where the
relative chronology between these odes is moot). We encounter similar problems
in several other cases, as we shall see.

3.1 Olympian 6 and Nemean 1

The mythical narratives of Olympian 6 and Nemean 1 provide Morrison with his
showcase example of intertextuality between epinicians.” Both are Sicilian
odes, commissioned by associates of Hieron within at most eight years of each
other (475-467 BCE), whose mythical sections narrate the birth myths of Iamos
and Herakles respectively. There are several suggestive correspondences and
contrasts between the narratives. First, a pair of snakes try to kill the infant Her-
akles, but a pair of snakes save Iamos by suckling him. Second, a prophecy is
received about the baby Herakles from Teiresas, and about the baby Iamos from
the Delphic oracle. And third, each hero “receives HEBE”:**® Herakles literally,
by marrying her (N. 1.71 8e&apevov BaAepav “HB av axortv); lamos figuratively,
by reaching manhood (0. 6.57-58 xpuoootepavolo A&Bev / kaprmov "HBag).

156 Quotation from Fenik 1968, 237.

157 Cf. Instone 1996, 162; Carey 1981, 72.

158 On Nemean 3, see Huxley 1975, 19, comparing Pindar’s account (which advertises its depend-
ence on tradition, N. 3.52-53 — unless this is a fiction: Pfeijffer 1999a, 350-351) with Philostr. Her.
20.2 and Stat. Achilleis 2.96-99; see also M.L. West 2011, 60; I.C. Rutherford 2015, 459 and n. 49;
cf. Kozak 2012, esp. 84-85.

159 Morrison 2007, 76-78; cf. 2012, 123 n. 39.

160 I have capitalized the noun, since equivocation between the common and the proper noun
(the personified divine abstraction) is here at issue.



320 —— Bruno Currie DE GRUYTER

However, it is not clear which of Olympian 6 and Nemean 1 is more plausibly
regarded as hypotext and which as hypertext.'** Morrison favours the view that
Olympian 6 alludes to Nemean 1 and suggests that lamos’ posterity to Herakles
is metapoetically inscribed in O. 6.67-70, where we learn that Herakles is first
to found the Olympic festival and Iamos is subsequently to establish his oracle
at the altar there. Yet it remains unclear how it would enrich our understanding
of the putative hypertext to assume an intertextual dialogue between Olympian
6 and Nemean 1 (whichever text is identified as hypotext and which as hyper-
text). It does not help that we know nothing of the lamos myth prior to Pindar
and cannot as a consequence gauge the extent to which Pindar may or may not
have innovated in order to bring the myth of Iamos into line with that of Herak-
les.’®? As Jacob Stern saw, Pindar’s lamos narrative comprises many conventional
mythical motifs: the child threatened by snakes, for instance, recurs with Ophel-
tes-Archemoros (Bacchylides 9.12-13; etc.).1®* As in our earlier example of Kyrana
and Achilleus in Pythian 9 and Nemean 3 respectively, it is hard to see what it is
that guarantees that the lamos narrative of Olympian 6 alludes specifically to the
Herakliskos narrative of Nemean 1 or vice-versa.

Verbal parallels play a key role in Morrison’s argument.’®* Here is N. 1.35—
36:

WG, énel oMAAyxvwv Do poTéPOG av -
Tika Bontav €¢ alyAav moig Alog
@wdTva @evywv S18VY
OUV KOOLYVATW HOAEV ...

... how, as soon as Zeus’ son came down from his mother’s womb into the wondrous bright-
ness of day, fleeing her birth pains with his twin brother ...X%

And hereis 0. 6.43-44:

fABev 8’ b oAy VWV I @ -
8iveoo’ €pataig Tapog
£€G aog avTika.

161 Morrison 2007, 77, 78. Cf. Adorjani 2014, 61 n. 26.

162 No extant sources for Pindar’s telling of lamos myth: Stern 1970, 332. On the possibility of a
(Pseudo-)Hesiodic source, cf. D’Alessio 2005b, 234 and n. 67.

163 Stern 1970, 332-333 “the myth is of a very common type; almost all of its motifs can be easily
paralleled in other Greek myths”, “commonplace”, “conventional”. Cf. Adorjani 2014, 171.

164 Compare also Adorjani 2014, 61 n. 26, 181, 192-93; Cannata Fera 2020, 281.

165 Translation: Race 1997, ii.9.
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... and from her womb amid the welcome birth pains lamos came immediately into the
light.*¢¢

However, the recognition of a textualized interaction between these specific pas-
sages is hampered by the acknowledgement that it is standard poetic (or choral
lyric) expressions and words from the semantic field of childbirth that recur. Thus
onAG&yyva, “womb” is not confined to N. 1.35 and 0. 6.43, but is found also at Pind.
Pae. 8a.18 = B3.24? Rutherford; Aesch. Sept. 1031. wdig, “birthpangs” occurs at
N. 1.36 and 0. 6.43, but also P. 9.85; Pind. fr. 33d.3; Pae. 12 (G1 Rutherford) 16). &g
@Gog €NOelv or similar appears at N. 1.35-36 and 0. 6.43-44, but also Pae. 12 (G1
Rutherford) 15; HHerm. 12, compare Il. 19.118, HAp. 119. The recurrence of these
phrases in just these narrative contexts, concerning childbirth, is unremarkable;
the diction is unmarked. It is hard to see that any weight can be attached to the
recurrence of so colourless a word as avtika (N. 1.35, 0. 6.44, but also fourteen
other times in extant Pindaric epinician).¢”

In short, the parallels, both thematic and verbal, between Olympian 6 and
Nemean 1 cannot count as especially striking or significant. The direction of influ-
ence can be argued as easily one way as the other. The parallels can be put down
to a common typology at least as easily as to specific allusion. This, of course,
does not disprove intertextuality between Olympian 6 and Nemean 1. It does,
however, reveal its assumption to be somewhat arbitrary.

3.2 Pythian 8 and Pythian 1

Tilman Krischer argued that Pythian 8 (an Aeginetan ode for a victory of 450/446
BCE) alludes extensively to Pythian 1 (a Sicilian ode for a victory of 474/470
BCE),**® and his argument has garnered considerable scholarly support.*® Spe-
cifically, Tvpw¢ KiAlE éxatoykpavog (P.8.16) is held to allude to Tvpwg
Exatovtakapavog- v mote / Kihiktov Bpépev ... Gvtpov (P. 1.16-17). To
quote Krischer, “in a poet as concerned with variation as Pindar, that is not a

166 Translation: Race 1997, i.107,109.

167 Pace Morrison 2007, 76. Cannata Fera 2020, 281 points out, moreover, that the syntax of
N. 1.35-36 émel ... a0Tika ... pOAev is not identical to 0. 6.43-44 RAGeV ... abTika.

168 Krischer 1985. For the uncertainty attaching to Pythian festival dates (+ 4 years), see Currie
2005, 25-26.

169 Robbins 1997, 276; Morrison 2007, 116-117; Morrison 2010, 250-251; compare also Burnett
2005, 227-228.
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formulaic mode of expression, but a quotation”.”® Krischer indicates how this

intertextuality would be meaningfully interpretable: a theme of hoped-for politi-

cal stability pervades Pythian 1 (especially 67-70), which Pythian 8 would answer
with a theme of mutability, implying Aeginetan hopes for liberation from Athe-
nian domination.'*

There are problems, however. The foregoing discussion of recurrent noun-ep-
ithet pairings in epinician (above, § 2.4) renders Krischer’s insistence that the
recurrence Tupwg ékatovtakapavog (P 1.16), Tupwg ... Ekatdykpavog (P. 8.16),
and &katoyke@ala Tvpdvog (0. 4.7) “is not a formulaic mode of expression,
but quotation” problematic. It is also conceivable that the locution has hexam-
eter antecedent, though none is directly attested.'”? Above all, however, before
assuming an allusion of Pythian 8 to Pythian 1, account must be taken of all the
relevant passages concerning Typhon: not just from Pythians 1 and 8, but also
from Olympian 4, the Pindaric fragments 92 and 93, and the (Pseudo-)Aeschylean
Prometheus Bound.'” The relevant passages are the following.

- P 11520 8¢ T v aivik Toptdpw keiTtat, Oe@v molépog, /| Tv@wg
éxaTovTakapavog- tov mote / Kidiktov 6pédev moAvwvupov
Gvtpov- viv ye pav / tai 6’ vmép Kopag aliepkeeg Sxban / ikelia T avTod
méCeL atépva Aayvdevta- kiwv 8 ovpavia ouvéyel, / vigpoeos’ AiTva.

- P£8.15-18 Bia 8¢ kai peydAavyov £o@alev év xpovw. / Tv@wg KiAt
EKATOYKPaAVOG ol viv GAvEey, / 008E pav BactAevg Tydvtwv- Suddey 8¢
Kepavv® / ToEo1ot T AOAWVOG,.

- 0.€4.6-7 GM& Kpbvov mai, 6¢ Aftvav &g / imov dvepdeooav
éxatToyke@aAa Tv@®dvog oppipov.

— Pindar fr. 9212 M. keivw pév Aitva Seopog vmeppiolog / Gupikertal,
fr. 93.1-3 M. &AN’ olog &mAatov kepdile BV / TV (@ @ V& TEVTNKOVTOKEPAAOV
(conjectured is TV @V’ €KATOVTAKAPAVOV)7* dvayka Zevg mathp /
&v Apipolg moTe.

- (Pseudo-)Aeschylus Prometheus Bound 351-354 tov ynyevii 7€ KiAikiwv
oiknTopa / Gvtpwv iBwv dkTipa, daov TEpag, / EKATOYKAPAVOV TPOG

170 Krischer 1985, 115 (translated from the German); cf. ibid. “Pindar’s eighth Pythian ode shows
a series of striking correspondences with [Pythian 1], which manifestly cannot be explained by
the topicality belonging to choral lyric, but only through the assumption of a direct reference,
that is, of what we call a ‘quotation’.

171 Krischer 1985, 119, 120.

172 For possible hexametric precedents, see below, § 3.2. Note also Ar. Clouds 336 ékatoyke@dha
Tvp®.

173 For fuller discussion, see Currie (forthcoming, a).

174 Hermann’s conjecture is adopted by Turyn 1948, 307; nowhere else is Typhon depicted as
having 50 heads (Gerber 1987, 15). Compare Hes. Th. 311-312 KépBepov ... / TEVINKOVTAKEPANOV.
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Biav xepovpevov, / Tv @ @va Bodpov, 364—65 KETT AL oTEVWTOD AN GOV
Balaooiov / imovpevog pifawov Aitvaiatg vmo.

There is, indeed, a strong case for intertextuality here; but the wider, profilerating
picture (as in our discussion of epinician gnémai, § 2.2) indicates that it is hardly a
simple matter of Pythian 8 alluding just to Pythian 1. Morrison was prepared to see
Pythian 1 as the hypotext for both Pythian 8 and Olympian 4, and also, apparently,
Pythian 1 and Olympian 4 as joint hypotexts for the Prometheus Bound."” This is
a good deal messier than our initial starting point; it is an intertextual scenario
that requires us to make an uncomfortably large number of mutually dependent
unproven assumptions. Neither Morrison nor Krischer acknowledge the possibil-
ity that a common source — a hexameter narrative — may underlie some or all of
these texts, a possibility favoured by several other scholars.”® The Typhon myth
was evidently told in hexameter poetry before Homer and Hesiod.'”” More than
one early hexameter treatment of it is likely."”® Various elements in our complex
may have their origin in hexameter poetry. First, Typhon as “hundred-headed”.
Typhon has a hundred heads in Hesiod’s Theogony (825 €éKaTOV K@ aAai).
An epithet such as ékatovtakdpnvog or ékatovtaképahog'” is also conceivable
for Typhon in lost epic. Second, Aitna as the location of Typhon’s smouldering
body. This again is attested in Hesiod’s Theogony, if we accept a plausible uaria
lectio of the indirect tradition: 859-860 @AOE 8¢ kepauvwBEVTOG GMEGTUTO TOTO
&vaktog / obpeog &v Broono AtTvn ¢ namahoéoong, “flame shot out from the
lord [sc. Typhon] after he had been struck by lighning, in the glens of the moun-
tain, rugged Aitna”.'®® And third, Typhon’s birth in the “Cilician cave”. This too
is attested for an archaic hexameter work ascribed to ‘Hesiod’ by the scholion
to Prometheus Bound 351a (= [Hes.] fr. dub. 388 M-W): kai ‘Hoio8og TOV moTe
Kidikiov 8péPev noAvwvupov &vrpov (see above, § 1.4).

175 Morrison 2007, 110 with n. 125; cf. Griffith 1978, 119-120, 136. Stamatopoulou 2017, 56 (cf.
also ibid. 146-148) assumes that P. 1 influenced [Aesch.] PV, but is agnostic about how to fit 0. 4
into the picture (56 n. 15), and does not consider P. 8 in this connection (but cf. 63 n. 37).

176 Von Mess 1901; Severyns 1928, 170-171; Schroeder 1922, 6-7; Irigoin 1952, 11-12; Burton 1962,
98; Debiasi 2004, 104-107; Currie (forthcoming, a); compare Cingano 1995, 13.

177 Watkins 1995, 448-449; Currie 2016, 203; Currie (forthcoming, c).

178 Von Mess 1901, 170.

179 For the prosody, see M.L. West 1966, 248.

180 At Hes. Th. 860, the manuscript tradition has &dviig or aidvng (a rare adjective meaning,
here, something like ‘murky’); the reading is obelized by M.L. West 1966. A variant aitvng is
attested in the indirect tradition (two manuscripts of Tzetzes’ commentary on Lyc. Alex. 688).
Hence olipeog év Brioonotv Attvg maunaloéoong is read by some (Debiasi 2008, 79-94). For the
conjecture, oUpeog £v Brioong, €iv Aitvn naunaloéaoor, see Currie (forthcoming, a).
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We must consider where this leaves us. Pythian 1 and Pythian 8 both employ
the mythological figure of Typhon, archetypal challenger to Zeus, as a symbol of
violence and of disruption to order and tranquility. However, it does not follow
that Pythian 8 alludes to Pythian 1. Nor does the recurrent phrasing constitute a
clear case of ‘quotation’ of the one epinician by the other. The phrasing that recurs
throughout these two Pindaric poems (and, as we have seen, several others: Olym-
pian 4, Pindar fr. 92 M., (Pseudo-)Aeschylus Prometheus Bound) can plausibly be
derived from lost early hexameter poetry on Typhon. On general considerations,
dependence of the Prometheus Bound on Hesiod’s Theogony and on the Cyclical
Titanomachy is plausible.’®! On the other hand, close textual dependence of the
Prometheus Bound on Pythian 1 (and Olympian 4) is harder to parallel.*®? It would
be a relatively easy assumption in general that Pindar (in Pythian 1, Pythian 8,
Olympian 4, fr. 92) depends on a hexameter narrative of the Typhonomachy, espe-
cially since P. 1.16-17 t6v note / Kihikiov Op£ev mohvwvupov Gvtpov yields, as
we have seen (with a small prosodic modification: KiAikiov - KiAikiov), a hexam-
eter that is ascribed to ‘Hesiod’ (fr. dub. 388 M-W, possibly from the Titanomachy:
above, § 1.4). It is a more economical assumption that both Pindar, in all these
poems, and the author of the Prometheus Bound are indebted to the same, canon-
ical, hexameter narrative of Typhon’s conflict with Zeus, perhaps the Cyclical
Titanomachy. In that case, this argument for intertextuality between two Pindaric
epinicians, Pythians 1 and 8, would turn out to be another case of epincian’s
well-documented intertextuality with epic (see above, § 1).

3.3 Pythians 5 and 9 (and 4)

Richard Neer and Leslie Kurke have argued for “significant intertextual echoes”
between the Cyrenean odes, Pythians 4, 5, and 9.3 If we are to find inter-epi-
nician intertextuality anywhere, then it is to be expected within such cohesive
groups of odes, whether Cyrenean, Sicilian, Aeginetan, Theban, or Cean.'® Neer

181 E.g. Herington 1985, 128-9, Stamatopoulou 2017, 122-50, with 150 n. 72.

182 Tragedy tends to engage with epinician in generic, rather than textually specific ways: see
Swift 2010, 104-72; Carey 2012; cf. Irigoin 1952, 11-12; Bagordo 2003, 234-5. Further, on the ques-
tion of the relationship of [Aesch.] PV 768, 921-25 with I. 8.33-35, see Carey 1981, 195-96; Burnett
2005, 114-15; 1.C. Rutherford 2015, 455-56. There is no good reason to think that Aesch. Oresteia
engages with P. 11 (Finglass 2007, 15-16), pace Kurke 2013.

183 Neer/Kurke 2019, 162.

184 Hence Morrison 2007 focusses on the Sicilian odes, Morrison 2010 on the Aeginetan odes.
Spelman 2018a, 229 argues for intertextuality both within and without such groups odes (“The
study of connections between poems need not be so circumscribed”).
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and Kurke attempt to create even greater cohesion between Pythians 5 and 4 with
the unwarranted claim that these odes were performed on the same or on consec-
utive days.'® Of the numerous echoes between these odes claimed by Neer and
Kurke many are simply tendentious. Thus, P. 4.15 dotéwv pilav (“root of cities”,
sc. Cyrene) is linked with P. 9.8 pilav dneipov (‘[third] root of the land-mass’,
sc. Libya-Africa).'® These expressions involve quite different figurative uses of
the word pila, which, as B. K. Braswell had already noted, are not such as to
be readily brought into association with one another.*®” Moreover, the polyptotic
repetition of yeip found at P. 9.122 xepi xelpog and P. 4.37 yeipl ... Xeip’ is a very
common figure in Greek, whose recurrence cannot plausibly be claimed to con-
stitute a significant echo.’®® Neer and Kurke also attach considerable weight to
the fact that — if we can trust the manuscripts — Pindar used the form Svvaowv at
P.9.30, P. 5117, and P. 4.238, and only there, whereas the parallel form 8Ovauw is
found nine times in Pindar. This is claimed as an intertextual echo throughout the
three Cyrenean odes, meaningfully linking all of Kyrana in Pythian 9, Arkesilas in
Pythian 5, and Iason in Pythian 4."®° The stumbling block is that there is no dis-
cernible semantic difference between the forms 80vaoig and Svvapig, and no con-
crete reason to think that Pindar or his contemporaries were especially sensitive
to the choice of one over the other.?° In fact, there is good indication to the con-

185 Neer/Kurke 2019, 200, cf. 193, 203 (cf. already Burton 1962, 135-137). Gentili 1995b, 103-104
offers good reasons not to think that Pythians 4 and 5 were performed on the same or consecutive
days. The same goes for other epinicians commissioned to celebrate the same victory: Olympian 1
and Bacchylides 5; Olympians 2 and 3; etc. The only odes for which we have some concrete reason
to posit (re-)performance on the same occasion are Isthmians 3 and 4, which were composed not
merely in celebration of the same patron (but for chronologically discrete victories in different
disciplines), but also in the same metre (see further below, §§ 5, 7).

186 Neer/Kurke 2019, 197.

187 Braswell 1988, 81-82 “in spite of a certain superficial similarity of contexts, the use of pi{a
at Py. 9.8 has nothing to do with the present instance [sc. P. 4.15]”. As Braswell (ibid.) points out,
P. 4.15 pia has a much closer parallel in Bacch. fr. 4.54 piCag. Metaphorical uses of pi¢a are com-
mon (0. 2.46, I. 8.56, fr. 94b.58; [Aesch.] PV 365).

188 Pace Neer/Kurke 2019, 201, 351 n. 26. Again, Braswell 1988, 116 calls it a “‘natural’ figure”,
citing I1. 21.286, Parm. 28 B1.22 D-K, Ar, Th. 955, A.R. 4.1663. Braswell’s list of parallels is hardly
exhaustive (cf. Braswell 1988, vii); add e. g. Epicharm. fr. 211 PCG.

189 Neer/Kurke 2019, 203 “Pindar seems deliberately to have chosen this alternative form of the
more common 8Uvapig to link together the three Cyrenean odes, to flag, as it were, his game of
intertextual echoes”.

190 On the lack of semantic difference, see Braswell 1988, 326 “Both Pindar and the other writ-
ers seem in fact to have used both &vaoig and 8vvapug without any difference in meaning”.
Amphitryon marvels at the SOvapwv of Herakles (N. 1.57) just as Apollo and Aietes marvel at the
SUvaow respectively of Kyrana (P. 9.30) and Iason (P. 4.238).
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trary. A marked and meaningful intratextual echo within Pythian 5 that Neer and
Kurke themselves recognize is Tav 0 €06 68otov v vapty (13) ~ 0£06¢ 8¢ oi ...
TeAel SV vao v (117).*! It is virtually inconceivable that Pindar simultaneously
relied both on the difference between 80vaoig and 8Uvopug being imperceptible
within a single ode, i. e. intratextually, and on the difference between those two
forms being significant so as to create a strongly marked intertextuality between
P. 5.117 8Vvaow, P. 9.30 dUvaaty, and P. 4.238 §Uvootv. Moreover, while Neer and
Kurke identify the expression peydAnv 8vvaowy (P. 9.30) as a significant phrase
and intertext for P. 5117 dVvaowv and P. 4.238 Svvaowy,*? they ignore the same
phrase, peydAnv 8uvaoty, at Bacchylides 10.49. We surely come closer to the truth
in regarding peyaAnv dUvaow as one of epinician’s recurring epithet-noun pair-
ings (see above, § 2.4); and there is little to recommend seeing the simple recur-
rence of solitary Suvaowy / Sovapy (no perceptible semantic difference obtaining
between the forms), which is far from being a rare word inside or outside epini-
cian, as an intertextual echo across Pythians 4, 5, and 9.

Neer and Kurke’s strongest case for an allusively intertextual relationship
within the Cyrenean odes concerns Pythian 9 (for a victory of 478/474 BCE) and
Pythian 5 (for a victory of 466/462 BCE). The argument centres on Pythian 5.49-62,
narrating successively Karrhotos’ chariot victory at Delphi (49-53) and Battos’
arrival in Libya (57-62). Both of these mini-narratives of Karrhotos and Battos in
Pythian 5 are argued to allude to the Kyrana-narrative of Pythian 9. The putative
intertextuality would be meaningfully interpretable: the foundation narrative of
Cyrene in Pythian 5 (featuring Battos and Apollo) is identified as being of a mon-
archist-historical bent, and hence as in an ‘ideological opposition’ to the aristo-
cratically-coloured mythological foundation narrative of Pythian 9 that featured
Kyrana and Apollo.'

In its detail, however, the argument again runs into significant problems.
Karrhotos is supposedly associated with Kyrana by the echo P. 5.51 &tapBel
@pevi ~ P. 931 atapPel ... kepaAd.’ As we have seen, the mere recurrence of
this epithet-noun pairing in itself does not constitute a case for intertextuality any
more than 0. 5.2 xopSiat yeAavel and P. 4.181 6updt yelavel (above, § 2.4).
Arkesilas’ charioteer Karrhotos is, moreover, said by Neer and Kurke to resemble
Kyrana, who, we are told, is “notably described as [a charioteer]” at P. 9.4.*° In
fact, the phrase in question, Swwé&inmnov ... Kupavag (P. 9.4), characterizes the city

191 Neer/Kurke 2019, 202.
192 Neer/Kurke 2019, 203.
193 Neer/Kurke 2019, 168, 200-201.
194 Neer/Kurke 2019, 202.
195 Neer/Kurke 2019, 201.
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(Cyrene), not the nymph (Kyrana: it is convenient to use transliteration to disam-
biguate), as notable for its chariot-racing prowess.'*® We are told that “the char-
ioteer of Pythian 5 [sc. Karrhotos] appropriates the characteristic fearlessness of
‘horse-driving’ Cyrene”."’ This is again tendentious: while Karrhotos displays his
‘fearlessness’ (P. 5.51) qua charioteer, Kyrana displayed hers (P. 9.31) qua wrestler
of lions, in a quite different narrative context from the spurious reference to her
as a charioteer (P. 9.4), and removed from it by twenty-eight lines of narrative.
The argument thus depends on an assumed motival link between Karrhotos and
Kyrana (the latter erroneously being taken to be presented as a ‘charioteer’) and
on a questionable verbal echo (dtapBel @pevi ~ GTapPET ... KEPAA), which
supposedly “cements the connection”.*® It should be emphasized that the verbal
echo, even if it were granted, would still fail to link Karrhotos and Kyrana as char-
ioteers; the verbal echo and the motival link, each problematic in its own right,
do not pull in the same direction.

The argument that the Battos-narrative (P. 5.57-62) alludes to the Kyrana-nar-
rative of Pythian 9 encounters similar problems. Neer and Kurke identify an
intertextual echo in P. 5.59 YADGOQV ... 0@ dnévelkev VmepmovTiav (“[sc.
Battos] returned to them [sc. the lions] a tongue from over the sea”) and P. 9.52-53
péMeg vEp moOvTOov /... éveikat (“you [sc. Apollo] are destined to carry her
[sc. Kyrana] over the sea”). In their words, “Battos displaces the mythical [Kyrana]
in his power to defeat lions, and Pindar’s careful verbal repetitions underscore
that transfer or substitution”.’®® However, the verbal repetition would, again,
not link Battos and Kyrana qua vanquishers of lions. The phrasing in question
is used of Battos in the context of his lion-encounter in Pythian 5, and of Kyrana
in Pythian 9 in the context of her removal by Apollo to Libya, twenty-one lines
after the narration of her lion fight: the motival link and the verbal echo again
would not not pull in the same direction. The existence, or at least the salience,
of this verbal echo is also open to question. The phrase Unep novtov (P. 9.52) is
unremarkable (compare also P. 2.68 OTEP ... &AOG, N. 7.65 vrEp NG, just to stick
to the epinician comparanda). The adjective Uneprovtiav (P. 5.59) was also, to

196 Compare P. 4.2 ebintmov ... Kupavag, “Cyrene of splendid horses”, and P. 4.7-8 ebdppotov /
ntoAwy, “the city of splendid chariots”, sc. Cyrene; see Giannini 1995b, 589; Braswell 1988, 60-61.
The glide via relative pronoun from city to eponymous nymph at P. 9.4-5 is noted by the scholi-
ast (schol. P. 9.6a) and paralleled at P. 9.73 and O. 6.28. The fact that the Cyreneans’ dedicated a
statue group at Delphi in the 460s BCE representing Kyrene (the nymph) as charioteer with Bat-
tos (Paus. 10.15.6; cf. Neer/Kurke 2019, 185-186) is irrelevant to the philological understanding of
P. 94 8uwéimtmov ... Kupavag (or P. 4.2 ebimtmov ... Kupdvag).

197 Neer/Kurke 2019, 202.

198 Neer/Kurke 2019, 201-202.

199 Neer/Kurke 2019, 202.
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judge from the tragic evidence, not especially uncommon in fifth-century choral
lyric; it is not obviously calculated to prime one to suspect an allusion.?°® More
problematic still is the alleged echo £veikal (P. 9.53) ~ dnévetkev (P. 5.59).
In reality, this involves quite divergent linguistic usages (as the supposed echo
P. 415 dotéwv pilav ~ P. 9.8 pifav aneipov, discussed above). In the former
instance, £veikat denotes a literal act of ‘carrying’ (in a chariot: compare P. 9.6—6a
&velke ... Sippwt). In the latter, with yAdooav as its object, Gnévewkev involves
a quite different figurative usage, whose meaning is not entirely clear; perhaps
the simplest understanding is ‘returned’, ‘answered’, after the lions had roared
first (implied in P. 5.57 BapUkopmol, “loud-roaring”).?°* In this figurative usage,
the literal image of ‘carrying’ can have little prominence. We should compare the
similar figurative usage at 0. 9.41-42 @€polg ... yYA\@ooav, “you should speak of”
(literally, “you should bear your tongue to”), where no-one would insist on the
salience of a literal image of ‘carrying’ the tongue.?°?

The one incontestable motival link between Battos and Kyrana consists in
their encounter with lions (P. 5.57-59 and 9.26-28).2°% Yet Battos and Kyrana are
far being from the only figures, even in epinician, to do battle with lions. There
is also: Achilleus (N. 3.46), Herakles (Bacchylides 13.46-54, compare 9.9), and
Peleus (with the metamorphosed Thetis: N. 4.62). The motif of the encounter
with a lion is a prestige myth attached to numerous heroic figures both inside
and outside epinician.?** (Compare above, § 3.1, on the motif of the child threat-
ened by snakes.) It is likely that both the legend of Battos routing lions and the

200 Cf. Aesch. Suppl. 41, Ag. 414; Soph. Ant. 785 (all lyric). The supposed echo of P. 9.52 would
be completely elusive if P. 5.59 Unepriovtiav means not “beyond the sea” (i. e. “outlandish”), but
“surpassing the sea” (sc. in volume, i.e. “loud”): so schol. P. 5.78b; Krummen 2014, 169 n. 5; cf.
Paus. 10.15.7, where the sight of the lions causes Battos to “shout loud and clear” (Bofjcat capeg
Kol péya).

201 Compare LSJ s.v. Grnogépw I1.1 and 2. For amo- in compound verbs in the sense of ‘back’, ‘re-
’, see LSJ s.v. Gno D.4, and cf. &mokpivesBat (‘reply’), drmodidovau (‘return’, ‘give back’), dnotivetv
(‘repay’). However, there may well be (additionally / alternatively?) the suggestion that Battos was
‘reporting’ to the lions a prophecy received at Delphi foretelling his own colonization of Libya, as
Didymus argued (in schol. P. 5.78a); Gro@épetv is almost a technical term for the ‘reporting’ of a
prophecy (tabta wg dnevelxOEvTa frovoav [sc. ot 8eiveg] is a recurrent phrase in Herodotus
for the reception of an oracle by a citizen body: 1.66.3, 1.158.1, 1.160.1). See also, differently, Slater
1969, 66s. V., translating “delivered himself of”; Race 1997, i.315 “conveyed to”.

202 Neer/Kurke’s (2019, 202) overliteral translation of P. 5.59, “[Battos] bore back a tongue”,
skates over the difficulty concerning the ‘liveness’ of the metaphor.

203 Cf. also Dougherty 1993, 147.

204 It was attached to various strong men of myth and history: Samson in the Hebrew Bible
(Judges 14:5-6); Polydamas of Scotussa (Paus. 6.5.5): M.L. West 1997, 461; Currie 2005, 132.
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myth of Kyrana fighting a lion predate Pindar.?® The interrelationship of these
two myths can be variously explained. It may be attributable to polygenesis, two
independently-generated versions of a typical prestige myth.?°¢ Alternatively, the
Battos-legend may have been modelled on the Kyrene-myth in pre-Pindaric Cyre-
nean myth-making.?®” Either way, the myths are likely to have been important in
sixth- and fifth-century Cyrene prior to Pindar’s adoption of them. It is not sur-
prising if Pindar used them in two Cyrenean odes. His mere adoption of them in
these two odes is not to count eo ipso as an allusion by the one poem to the other.
This, in other words, may be a case where the parallel inheres in the mythology,
rather than in the particular poetic shape that Pindar has given it (compare the
earlier comments on doublets in Greek myth, § 3.0).2°®

4 The question of arbitrariness and prominence
(salience)

The fundamental and recurring question in the foregoing concerns the appropri-
ate weight to attach to particular alleged links. The point is not that it is not pos-
sible to make links, motival and/or verbal, between Pythian 5 and Pythian 9. The
point, and the problem, is that it is too easy to do so. The crux is the quality of the
links in question. It turns out that there are much stronger links between these
poems and a number of other Pindaric epinicians. On the motival level, Kyrana’s
wrestling with a lion in Pythian 9 has a very much closer analogue in Achilleus’
wrestling with lions in Nemean 3 (see above, § 3.0) than in Battos’ routing of lions
in Pythian 5. And on the verbal level, there are also much stronger echoes between

205 Pindar’s elliptical account of Battos’ encounter with the lions (P. 5.57-62) evidently assumes
knowledge of a fuller version, essentially the same as that given by Pausanias (10.15.7). It is not
known whether or not Kyrene’s lion-fight, whether set in Thessaly or in Libya, featured in the
(Pseudo-)Hesiodic’ Catalogue; see M.L. West 1985, 86 and n. 125; Hirschberger 2004, 389. It is
doubtful whether Kyrene’s lion-fight was depicted on a limestone frieze of the Cyrenean treas-
ury at Olympia from the first half of the 6" century BCE (pace Farnell 1930-1932, i. 138 and Fig.
10; see K6hnken 1985, 103 n. 82; LIMC VL.i s.v. “Kyrene” no. 14). A late-sixth-century BCE cup
from Tarentum may depict Kyrene’s lion fight (LIMC VLi s.v. “Kyrene” no. 13; Giannini 1995b,
595-596). It is unclear whether a local Cyrenean (oral?) tradition situating Kyrene’s lion fight in
Libya (Acesander of Cyrene, BNJ 469 F4; Callim. Hy. 2.91) predated Pindar’s Pythian 9 (so, M.L.
West 1985, 86 and n. 125; Nieto Hernandez 2015, 205-206; sceptically, R.L. Fowler 2013, 149).
206 Cf. Parisi Presicce 1998, 143, 147-149.

207 See Cosi 1987, 131-132.

208 Compare the earlier comments on doublets in Greek myth, § 3 (introduction).
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Pythian 5 and other odes than Pythian 9. We may note, for instance, P. 5.10-11 pet&
XEWEPLOV ... [ ... pOKapav E0TiaV ~ I 4.17b-18 poxapav E0TIOV / ... LETA XELUEPLOV,
which should probably be numbered among Pindaric epinician’s non-allusive
reprises (see above, § 2.5).2° It is not clear how an audience or a reader is meant
to filter out the interference of those other potential hypotexts in other poems,
nor how they are to distinguish the non-allusive from the allusive reprise,*° nor
how they (and we) are to feel justified in privileging links between Pythian 5 and
Pythian 9 over those with any number of other odes. We cannot simply beg the
question of there being an intertextual relationship between two Cyrenean odes.
The point of looking to this particular geographically cohesive group of odes in
the first place was precisely to help establish a case for intertextuality between
epinicians by considering the most prima facie promising examples (compare
above, § 3.3).

The problem we have been facing us is of course a fundamental one for any
study of an allusive intertextuality. It is the question of the markedness and
meaningfulness, or salience and significance, of the purported echoes.?™ It is
a problem that, in one guise or another, has dogged epinician scholarship for
a long time. The remarks of Bill Race, made three decades ago, on intratextual
verbal echoes in Pindar, are still fully relevant:

... these studies [sc. by Mezger, Fennell, Lefkowitz, and others] succeed in demonstrating
the existence of numerous and various ‘echoes’ (Fennell lists over sixty in Ol 1 alone), but
the main problem that confronts the critic is determining their significance. Are they simply
a feature of Pindar’s exuberant use of language or are they serious indicators of meaning?
Since there are so many instances, how can one determine which ones are significant and
which not? Judging from the unconvincing attempts of the above-mentioned scholars (and
many others) to discover meaning in such recurrences, one must conclude that the more
the reins of rhetoric are slackened, the more easily exclusive concentration on ‘echoes’ of
words, images, or ideas leads to run-away associationism.?"?

One decade ago, Douglas Cairns commented similarly about intratextual verbal
echoes in Bacchylides:

... many such echoes are indeed of crucial thematic significance. This position is in no way
undermined by the fact that there are patently cases for which no such claim can be made,
for it is not recurrence per se that lends significance, but salient recurrence in a significant

209 Cf. Bundy 1962, 51.

210 Candidates for quasi-formulaic repetitions include P. 5.73 énfpatov kAéog ~ P. 9.75 86&av
ipepTav, P. 5.12 dtapPel @pevi ~ P. 9.31 &tapPel ... kepaldt: see above, § 2.4.

211 See e.g. D.P. Fowler 2000, 118, 122-123; Currie 2016, 33-34.

212 Race 1990, 2.
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context (where the significance of the context may be established by the extent of its con-
tribution to the argument of the ode or by its structural prominence or both) ... By contrast,
where there is no case to be made for salience or for the presence of a crucial idea, an echo
is just that — repetition of sounds.*

Cairns and Race were talking about intratextual, not intertextual, verbal echoes;
but what goes for the former will go a fortiori for the latter.?*

Race’s and, especially, Cairns’ comments are emphatically not a counsel
either of despair or of blanket scepticism towards intratextuality in epinician
poetry. And in fact each of Pythian 9 and Pythian 5 admit strong cases for intra-
texual verbal echoes. Take, first, Pythian 9. Telesikrates’ welcome in Cyrene in the
here-and-now (71-75) clearly mirrors Kyrana’s welcome in Libya in mythical time
(55-58, compare 9-13). The motival parallel is strongly underscored by verbal
echoes: 56-56a d8¢Eetal ... / mpd@pwv (of Libya favourably receiving Kyrana,
brought as Apollo’s bride) ~ 73 eb@pwv 8é&etarl (of Kyrana herself favourably
receiving Telesikrates, bringing his Pythian victory like a bride). These links are
concentrated in the central third triad of the ode, spanning its strophe (Libya’s
reception of Kyrana) and its epode (Kyrana’s reception of Telesikrates).?*® We
can see something similar in Pythian 5. Arkesilas’ blessed condition in his life-
time (5-24) is mirrored in the blessed posthumous condition enjoyed by his royal
ancestors (107). That motival parallel is likewise underscored by verbal echoes:
in particular, 20 paxap ~ 94 pékop and 15-16 BacAevg / €001 peyoAdy ~ 97-98
BaoAéeg ... / vt peyaldv. These are tautometric echoes, spanning the first and
last triads of the ode respectively. There is both identity of diction and parallelism
in word-order, syntax, and the disposition of words over the metrical cola.?*® In
each ode, Pythian 9 and Pythian 5, we have at least one strong motival link and
a strong verbal echo; and in each case both of these pull in the same direction.
The technique of ring composition, prevalent in archaic Greek poetry, primes the
audience or reader to detect such intratextuality.?”” Detection of these echoes,
moreover, conduces significantly to the appreciation and understanding of each
ode, aiding the apprehension of the ode as both an aesthetic and a conceptual

213 Cairns 2010, 82.

214 Cf. also Slater 1977, 196 “The concept of cross-references has allowed its practitioners often
to find interrelationships, sometimes purely verbal echoes, across poems without any regard
at all to the argument”, 199 “Echoes, cross references, overtones which cannot be anchored to
the themes of argument are speculative and may lead to a subjectivism that thwarts the clear
intention of the poet”.

215 Dougherty 1993, 137-139; Giannini 1995a, 240.

216 Currie 2005, 247.

217 On Pindaric ring composition, see e. g. Illig 1932, 57-67; Braswell 1988, 35.
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unity. Such cases for intratextuality seem compelling. They could very well, in
theory, pave the way for the acceptance of comparably compelling cases of inter-
textuality between epinician odes. At the same time, however, they set the bar for
such cases of intertextuality. We should not expect putative intertextual verbal
echoes to be weaker (less marked or meaningful) than intratextual ones. Rather,
we should expect them to be stronger, in proportion to the greater range at which
they are obliged to act. The problem is that the motifs and phrases of Pythian 9
that Neer and Kurke would like to see mirrored in Pythian 5 must be allowed to
have passed through a refracting prism quite unlike what we find in the cases of
intratextuality just reviewed in those same odes. In their arguments for intertex-
tuality, motifs and phrases from opposite ends of the Kyrana-narrative of Pythian
9 are concentrated in lines 49-62 of Pythian 5, but distributed there across two
different figures, Karrhotos and Arkesilas; and phrases used literally in Pythian 9
(52-53 Umép movTov / ... £veikal, sc. Kupavav) reappear in a quite different, figura-
tive, sense in Pythian 5 (59 dnéveikev Uniepnovtiav, sc. y\ooav). Of course, there
will always be stronger and weaker cases of intra- and intertextuality. But what is
disconcerting here is that the cases considered throughout this section (Olympian
6 and Nemean 1 [§ 3.1], Pythian 8 and Pythian 1 [§ 3.2], and Pythian 5 and Pythian 9
[§ 3.3]) must apparently be regarded as among the strongest cases for an allusive
intertextuality between epincians.”!®

The identification of allusions can never be an exact science,?”® and there
is, inevitably, much subjectivity involved in ruling in or out a case for intra- or
intertextuality, based on whether the echo is sufficiently or insufficiently marked
and meaningful. At the same time, anyone who cares about intertextuality as “the
phenomenon of meaningful connections between texts” (above, § 0) is absolutely
required to rule in some connections and to rule out others; the alternative, to see
all possible connections as equally meaningful, is effectively to see them all as
equally meaningless. Yet it can be hoped that there is somewhat less subjectivity
involved in ranking cases of intra- or intertextuality, based on their relative level
of markedness and meaningfulness, than in ruling them in or out tout court. The
implications of the preceding sections are that the strongest cases for intertextu-
ality between epinicians should be ranked decidedly lower than the best cases
for intertextuality between epinician and epic (above, § 1), as well as decidedly
lower than the best cases for intratextuality within epinicians (§ 4). Put simply,
the implications of the preceding sections are that epinician poetry seems to have
been less invested in making intertextual allusions to other epinician poetry than

218 A further case involving P. 8.44-55 and 0. 6.12-17 is discussed by Currie (forthcoming, b).
219 See e. g. Garner 1990, 1; Levene 2010, 99.
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it was in making either intratextual allusions or intertextual allusions to hexam-
eter poetry. This is emphatically not to say that there are no significant relation-
ships between epinicians that we should be interested in exploring, for indeed
there are (see below, § 8).

5 On (not) telling the same story again: epic,
tragedy, comedy, and epinician

There is a macrolevel argument that tends to supplement and support the
microlevel arguments of the preceding sections. One of the most obvious and
fundamental forms of intertextuality in Greek poetry is to treat the same subject
matter as a predecessor, but in a significantly different way.?*° This form of inter-
textuality appears to have been fundamental to archaic epic.”* Thus the Iliad
seems to treat the Achilleus story in a significantly different way to predecessors,
if we are entitled to see, for instance, the Cyclical Aethiopis as giving an insight
into these.?”? The Odyssey arguably treats the story of Odysseus’ homecoming in
a significantly different way to predecessors.??* The same may also be true for
smaller-scale hexameter compositions. The Hymn to Demeter may treat the rape
of Persephone in a significantly different way to predecessors.”?* And Hesiod nar-
rated Prometheus’ deception of Zeus with significant differences in the Theogony
and in the Works and Days, in a manner interpretable as allusion.?®

This form of intertextuality was certainly fundamental to tragedy.?? One may
point to Aeschylus’ Choephori and Euripides’ and Sophocles’ Electra plays. Or

220 Contrast, perhaps, historiography, where “[t|he most obvious way of indicating a link with a
predecessor is to begin one’s history where he had left off”, Marincola 1997, 237; cf. Canfora 2011.
However, historians, too, often treated the same subject matter as a predecessor (Marincola 1997,
112-117); for analyses of this, too, as ‘intertextuality’, see Occhipinti 2016, esp. 6-7 (the Oxyrhyn-
chus Historian and Xenophon); Levene 2010, esp. 147-148 (Livy and Polybius).

221 The opposite phenomenon is also found: though arguably intertextual with the Iliad, the
Odyssey strenuously avoids narrative overlaps with it (‘Monro’s law’): e.g. Currie 2016, 71 and
n. 198.

222 This position has been made plausible in particular by Homeric neoanalytical scholarship:
see e. g. Burgess 2009, passim; Currie 2016, 55-72, with references to early scholarship.

223 See Danek 1998, passim; Currie 2016, 47-55.

224 Currie 2016, 79-104.

225 Most 1993, 89-90.

226 Ruffell 2011, 373 “within Greek tragedy there is substantial reworking of material within and
between poets”.
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to Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes and Euripides’ Phoenissae. Or to the three
Philoctetes plays (four, including Theodectas’, in the fourth century, TrGF 72 F
5b). Or to the Medeas of Euripides and Neophron (and so on).?”” The tragedians
also number themselves among their own illustrious predecessors, ripe for such
intertextual engagement: so, for instance, with Sophocles’ two Oedipus plays, or
Euripides’ two Hippolytuses.**® The two Telephus plays of Sophocles and Iophon
(among similar examples) suggest that tragedians’ sons, or even their more
distant descendants, were likewise given to engage in this way with the work of
their illustrious (fore)fathers.??® Intertextual engagement with the subject matter
of one’s predecessors is even more obviously a feature of Old Comedy. We may
note, for instance, Aristophanes’ Frogs’ intertextual relationship with Eupolis’
Demes (a comedy featuring a descent to the underworld to bring back a great
statesman) and a host of other plays; and, of course, Aristophanes’ own two
Clouds, his two Peace plays, and so on.?*°

Fifth-century tragedy and comedy were in this sense cannibalistic, and so
too, arguably, was archaic epic. Yet this most natural and obvious form of inter-
textuality is strikingly absent from epinician. Epinician poets, on the (very abun-
dant) available evidence, strenuously avoided treating the same mythological
subject matter in their extended narratives as either their epinician predecessors
or themselves — even though they made a point of doing just this with their epic
predecessors (above, § 1).%*! This is, admittedly, an argument from silence. But it
is an argument from silence that carries real weight, since we do find significant
overlap of mythical narratives once the non-epinician poems of Pindar and Bac-
chylides are factored in. Four examples suffice to make the point. First, Pindar’s
Nemean 7 and his Paean 6 (D6 Rutherford) both narrate the killing of Neopto-
lemos in Delphi. Second, Bacchylides’ Ode 5 and Pindar’s Dithyramb 2 (fr. 70b,

227 On Euripides and Neophron, see Wright 2016a, 41-45.

228 Hutchinson 2004, 26-28, esp. 28: “[the homonymous plays] are themselves one subset of a
dense intertextuality in Greek tragedy, between an author’s plays as well as beyond them”. See
also Seidensticker 1972; Torrance 2013, 288-292.

229 See Wright 2016a, 91-115, esp. 92.

230 See Wright 2012, 90-102, esp. 95, on Frogs: “The whole plot is recycled from a number of
recent comedies on a similar theme”; and 97-98, on Clouds. See also Ruffell 2011, 361-426, esp.
368 (on “the drive of Old Comedy that leads poets to borrow, twist, and renovate devices from
rivals and their own earlier performances”), 398-404, on homonymous plays, including Peace
and Clouds.

231 Cf. e.g. I.C. Rutherford 2011, 112; Spelman 2018a, 16-17. There are pseudo-exceptions, such
as the Bellerophon myth in Olympian 13 and Isthmian 7, and the Typhon myth in Pythian 1 and
Pythian 8 (see above, § 3.2); but the latter of the two in each case does not amount to an extended
mythological narrative.



DE GRUYTER Intertextuality in Early Greek Poetry =——— 335

together with fr. 249a and fr. dub. 346 S-M) both narrated Herakles’ descent into
the underworld and his encounter there with Meleagros’ shade.?** Third, Pin-
dar’s Nemean 1 and ‘Paean’ 20 (S1 Rutherford) both narrate the newborn Herak-
les strangling the snakes.?® Fourth, Pindar’s Hymn 1 (fr. 33c-d) and Paean 7b (C2
Rutherford) both narrated how the island of Delos became stationary when Leto
gave birth there.”®* Even in these cases, it is not clear that we should speak of
intertextuality in the sense of specific allusion between the poems. But at least an
obvious basis for an argument for a meaningful intertextual dialogue between,
say, Paean 6 and Nemean 7 or between Pindar Dithyramb 2 and Bacchylides Ode
5 is given in a way that it is simply not between any two extant epincians.”*
The distribution seems very telling: we have a large number of well-preserved
epinician extended mythical narratives, and only a relatively small number of
well-preserved non-epinician extended mythical narratives. Yet we find no (sig-
nificant) overlaps when the former group is considered in isolation, and several
when both groups are considered together.?*¢ (An explanation for this finding
will be suggested below, § 7.)

Whereas tragedy, comedy, and epic were autophagous, feeding voraciously
on other works of the same genre, epinician was to all appearances heteropha-
gous, feeding — in that kind of way — only on works of a different genre: epic.
When the Pindaric laudator declares at O. 1.35, “I shall offer a different account
from my predecessors”, Gvtia potépwv @BEYEopal, we have not the slightest
reason to identify these predecessors as epinician poets.?*’

If intrageneric intertextuality was, indeed, not an essential feature of epini-
cian poetry, as it apparently was of early hexameter poetry, tragedy, and comedy,
then we should attempt to make sense of this finding. An explanation is not
immediately apparent. Fifth-century epinicians were presumably sufficiently
well known to both poets and public for specific allusion to have been made to

232 Cairns 2010, 84-86.

233 Prodi 2020, 15-19; cf. I.C. Rutherford 2001, 401.

234 1.C. Rutherford 2001, 370372, cf. 251-252.

235 On the ‘apology theory’ (the theory that Nemean 7 offers a revision of the mythological nar-
rative of Paean 6), see Currie 2005, 321-339; Spelman 2018a, 119-130. On Pindar Dithyramb 2 and
Bacchylides 5, see Maehler 2004, 107-108; Cairns 2010, 86.

236 Spelman 2018a, 16 n. 6: “Genre seems important. The myths of Nemean 7 and Paean 6 ...
and also of Nemean 1 and fr. 52u ... are far more similar than those of any two extant epinicians”.
237 See Gerber 1982, 72, 122 (raising the possibility that [Pseudo-]Hesiod, among others, may
have been meant); Howie 1983, 278 = 2012, 161-162; Catenacci 2013a, 369-370; cf. Most 2012, 286
and n. 52. The same goes for the identification of the mp6 Tepot at N. 3.52 (see above, § 3), and of
the moAatd tepot of N. 6.53-54.



336 =—— Bruno Currie DE GRUYTER

them.?*® The poems presumably also had sufficient cultural standing to have been
the object of allusion.?® Epinician had aspirations to canonical status (0. 1.116,
I 4.40-45), and self-quotation by an epinician poet would have been one natural
way of promoting this.?*® There is no blatant asymmetry in any of these respects
between epinician, on the one hand, and tragedy and comedy, on the other.
There is, however, notable asymmetry in two further respects: first, the presence
or absence of performance rivalry; and second, the different consequences of a
‘zero-sum’ intrageneric poetic competition. It is to the evaluation of these two
asymmetries that the next two sections (§§ 6—7) will be dedicated.

6 Performance rivalry and intrageneric
intertextuality

Intrageneric performance rivalry constitutes a notable asymmetry between epini-
cian, on the one hand, and tragedy and comedy, on the other.?** Take Old Comedy
first. There are indications of intertextuality between comedies that rubbed
shoulders with each other at the same celebration of the same festival: Ameip-
sias’ Konnos and Aristophanes’ Clouds (two plays featuring Sokrates and philoso-
phy) at the Dionysia of 423 BCE; Aristophanes’ Birds and Phrynichus’ Monotropos
(two escapist plays) at the Dionysia of 414 BCE; Aristophanes’ Frogs and Phryn-
ichus’ Muses (two plays featuring a contest of dead poets), at the Lenaia of 405
BCE.**? Aristophanes and Cratinus also seem to have responded to each another’s
plays of the preceding year. Thus, to focus on just a segment of their apparent
intertextual dialogue, Aristophanes’ Wasps (Lenaia, 422 BCE) seems to be inter-
textual with Cratinus’ Pytine (Dionysia, 423 BCE), which seems to have been
intertextual in turn with Aristophanes’ Knights (Lenaia, 424 BCE).>** Emmanuela
Bakola has described this as “one of the most fascinating cases of intertextual

238 For widespread knowledge of Pindar in the fifth century, see Irigoin 1952, 11-20; Carey 1995,
90; Hubbard 2004, 2011; Morrison 2007, 112, 117; Spelman 2018a, 39-43, 146, 230. Compare the
poet’s own aspirations: 0. 9.21-25, N. 5.2-3.

239 On the question of epinician’s cultural standing, note e.g. Agdocs/Carey/Rawles 2012a, 3
“[Simonides and Pindar] became classics in their own lifetimes or only shortly after their death’.
Compare also Carey 1995, 85 and n. 2; Currie 2005, 147 and n. 159.

240 Cf. Currie/Rutherford 2020, 4 with n. 9.

241 Cf. Revermann 2013, who speaks of “performance rivals” (similarly, “stage rivals™).

242 Ruffell 2011, 396-398. For competition between comic poets at Athenian festivals (Lenaia,
Dionysia) as a catalyst for intertextuality, see Biles 2011, 138, 156.

243 Biles 2011, 134-166; Ruffell 2011, 377-385; compare Bakola 2009, 16-29.
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dialogue between authors which can be recovered in Greek literature”.?** Such
performance rivalry could act either proximally or at a distance, so as to embrace
performance of plays at the same iteration of the same festival, performance at
a proximate iteration of a closely related dramatic festival (as in the sequence
Lenaia 424 BCE — Dionysia 423 BCE - Lenaia 422 BCE), performance at some more
remote iteration of a dramatic festival, and so on. Intertextuality here appears
as a function of poetic competition, elastically conceived: comedies competed
directly (i.e. for prizes) with other comedies that were performed at the same
iteration of a festival. But there was also important indirect competition (better:
rivalry) between numerous comedies of Aristophanes, Cratinus, and others that
were not performed at the same iteration of a dramatic festival.

Performance rivalry is obviously as relevant to intrageneric intertextuality in
tragedy as in comedy. We touched earlier (above, § 5) on tragedy’s habit of revis-
iting the same mythological subject matter of previous plays. Let it suffice here to
recall just a few striking examples of tragic intrageneric intertextuality.?** Already
our earliest extant tragedy, Aeschylus’ Persians (first performed at the Dionysia
of 472 BCE), exhibits striking intertextuality in its opening line with Phrynichus’
Phoenician Women, with which it shared the same subject, produced four years
earlier (476 BCE, presumably at the Dionysia).*® The killing of Klytaimestra in
Sophocles’ Electra (1415-1416) alludes to the killing of Agamemnon in (Aeschy-
lus’ Agamemnon 1343-1345).>*7 Electra’s recognition manqué of Orestes in Euri-
pides’ Electra (518-546) is famously intertextual with Electra’s recognition of
Orestes in Aeschylus’ Choephori (164-234).%%® There is sustained intertextuality
between Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis and Aeschylus’ Agamemnon,** as there is
between the former’s Phoenissae and the latter’s Seven against Thebes.”° Euripi-
des’ Philoctetes (TrGF fr. 792) appropriates a line of Aeschylus’ Philoctetes (TrGF
fr. 253) with only a light rewriting.?** This intertextuality is naturally interpreted

244 Bakola 2009, 4.

245 On intertextuality in Greek tragedy in general, see esp. Torrance 2013, passim, esp. 271-275;
Wright (forthcoming).

246 Torrance 2013, 271-272; Wright 2016a, 23-24, Wright (forthcoming). That Aesch. Pers. was
performed at the Dionysia emerges from the twin facts that it was part of a tetralogy (see the
Hypothesis to the play) and that tragedians competed (perhaps only from c. 442 BCE) at the
Lenaia with two plays.

247 Parry 1971b, 273; Easterling 2005, 30-31.

248 Gregory 2005, 267; Torrance 2013, 14-31.

249 Easterling 2005, 30; Torrance 2013, 159-161.

250 Gregory 2005, 267; Torrance 2013, 95-130.

251 Parry 1971b, 273 n. 10; Torrance 2013, 131-132.
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as a form of diachronic competition, which complemented the literal synchronic
competition between tragedies for a prize.***

Comedy, especially perhaps Aristophanic comedy, self-styled as tpuywdia,
saw itself as being in a generically rivalrous relationship with tpayw8dia,?** with
which it was also contiguous in performance at the Athenian Dionysia and
Lenaia.?* That rivalry expressed itself in pervasive intertextuality and paratrage-
dy.?* The reverse phenomenon, tragic ‘paracomedy’, though less pervasive, may
also be reckoned with.?*®

Performance rivalry, however, does not apply to epinician. Whatever the
occasion was, for instance, of the premiére of Olympian 1 (say, a symposium in
Syracuse), it was hardly the occasion for much, if indeed any, other epinician
poetry.**” Some odes may have been performed at the site of the games (e. g. Olym-
pians 8 and 11 and Bacchylides 6 at Olympia).?*® But that was not the case even for

252 E.g. Scodel 2010, 27 “Sophocles and Euripides composed versions of Electra within a few
years of each other, probably in direct response to a revival of Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers. They
were obviously competing with each other, although scholars debate who was earlier, and both
were competing against Aeschylus”.

253 Jendza 2020, 72 and n. 110, with references. Aristophanes may have coined the term
Tpuywdia (Jendza, ibid.) and may have engaged in paratragedy more than other comic poets
(Revermann 2013, 119 and n. 54, with references); for paratragedy in other comic poets, see, how-
ever, Farmer 2017, esp. 69, 71, 82, 235.

254 Jendza 2020, 3 “Certainly, the effect of paratragedy was heightened by the audience’s sense
of the proximity of tragedy, occurring year after year during the same festivals and in the same
physical spaces as comedy”. Cf. Seidensticker 2005, 49 “since the three genres [sc. tragedy, com-
edy, and satyr-play] were produced for the same festival, there can be no doubt that the writers
and choral directors, actors, members of the chorus, and musicians knew one another and not
only followed the rehearsals and performances of their immediate competitors with great inter-
est, but also kept an eye on the contiguous genres. It seems to me to go without saying that the
great dramatists of the fifth century, who inhabited the same reasonably small space and com-
peted against one another year after year, also discussed playwriting and production with one
another. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that mutual influences can occasionally be detected”.
255 The phenomenon is studied by esp. Farmer 2017, passim.

256 Seidensticker 2005, 51-53; esp. Jendza 2020, passim. Perhaps a feature especially of Aris-
tophanes and Euripides, Jendza 2020, 10. Specific allusion was not an essential feature of the
interaction of tragedy with comedy, presumably because the higher genre was fastidious about
acknowledging its association with the lower: cf. D. L. 4.10 (Jendza 2020, 6-8, 13-14, 266-267).
But exceptions must be admitted. So, for instance, Eur. Antiope fr. 188.1-4 TrGF may have alluded
to Ar. Banqueters fr. 232 PCG (Wright, forthcoming); see Jendza 2020, 220-246 for other possible
examples (involving Eur. Antiope, among others).

257 For Olympian 1 as performed at a symposium in Syracuse, see Krummen 2014, 241, cf. 326.
Differently, Currie 2011, 303 n. 140, mooting performance at Olympia.

258 See Currie 2011, 301-305 (with references in 304 n. 142). Eckerman 2012 is sceptical, and
Lattman 2017, 135 is dismissive of this possibility.
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the majority of odes that celebrated Olympic victories (e. g. Olympians 2, 3, 6, 7, 9,
13, Bacchylides 3 and 5), let alone those for victories at other games. Shared occa-
sions of performance are conceivable for victory odes of members of the same
family or for members of the same civic community.>*® We can readily suppose
that Isthmians 3 and 4 (if these are indeed separate poems) for Melissos of Thebes
were (re)performed on the same occasion, perhaps with other epinicians for the
Kleonymidai.?®® Likewise for Nemean 4 for Timasarchos of Aegina and an earlier
epinician for Timasarchos’ uncle, Kallikles.?¢* And we can imagine both Pythian
1 for Hieron and Nemean 1 for Chromios being (re)performed at the Aitnaia festi-
val.?®> But, in general, occasions for premiéres and reperformances of epinicians,
whether at symposia or public festivals, can only ever have accommodated a tiny
proportion of the whole epinician corpus.?¢® There are, in other words, no con-
ceivable specific occasions or venues where the whole corpus of epinician poetry,

259 For certain families seeing to the composition and/or performance of epinicians for family
members, see Currie 2017, 200 n. 67. For a city-state as taking an interest in the performance of
epinicians for its citizens, see Currie 2004, 63—-69. Probably Bacch. 6 refers to all epinician odes
for Cean Olympic victors (taking 6 ‘Olvpria with 7 kpated[oav], rather than with 6 dewoav) as
being performed publicly at their premiére in Ceos by a chorus of young men (for 14 ipo86poig
ao1daig of songs performed ‘in public’, compare P. 2.18-19, with Currie 2005, 268-269, 272); but
whether the same festival occasion is envisaged is unclear. Clear 2013 speculates that P. 6 was
reperformed at the premiére of I. 2.

260 Other epinicians for the Kleonymidai: see I. 4.27; cf. Spelman 2018a, 50. I. 3 and I. 4 as sepa-
rate poems: e. g. Privitera 1982, 43-45; Krummen 2014, 41 n. 2; Spelman 2018a, 48 n. 13. For their
possible performance on same occasion, see Currie 2004, 62-63; tBarrett 2007, 166-167 (more
agnostically). See further below, § 7.

261 Currie 2004, 59—-62; 2017, 195-200. Morrison 2010, 242 also speculates that Nemean 5 and
Bacchylides 13 (for Pytheas) were performed at the same occasion.

262 Currie 2005, 17-18; 2011, 274-275. Schol. N. 1.7b states that “Hieron’s associates [produced
and] sang the epinicians that were composed for victories in the stephanitic games at the festi-
val of Zeus Aitnaios”. This rather sweeping statement that need be based on no more than the
reasonable inference from the texts of N. 1 and P. 1 that these odes were performed at the Aitnaia.
The notion that P. 2 was composed for first performance at the Aitnaia (Ferrari 2012, 163-167) is
dubious even if one accepts the identification of 10 Kaotopetov (69) with Pind. fr. 105 Maehler, on
which see Currie 2005, 258; Morgan 2015, 174; Wilson 2019, 302-303, 330331 (the last in favour of
the identification). Meister 2019, 378 suggests that “the odes for Hieron [specifying 0. 1, 0. 6, P. 1,
P.2, P. 3, N. 1, and Bacch. 3] were reperformed back to back at the festival of Zeus Aetnaeus” (cf.
Morgan 2015, 114-15, with n. 108); but there is no evidence for this, and no reason to think of only
one performance venue for these poems (cf. Wilson 2019, 331). The festival of Demeter and Kore
(cf. 0. 6.95; Wilson 2019, 328-239) is a plausible occasion for the performance of Bacch. 3 (Currie
2005, 386; 2011, 274). However, it would not materially affect the argument of the main text even
if all the odes for Hieron were (re)performed at the Aitnaia (though then hardly ‘back to back’,
all on a single occasion).

263 On occasions for epinician reperformance, see Currie 2004, 2017.
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or even more than a very small portion of it, was performed, either synchronically
or diachronically. There was certainly competition between epinician poets (see
0. 1.8-11, 115-116; P. 1.45; N. 9.54-55; O. 2.86—-88).2%* But it was different in kind
from that between epic poets or tragic poets or comic poets: they competed for
commissions and for prestige, but did not compete, directly or indirectly, with
one another at festival competitions (not qua epinician poets, at least: Pindar and
Bacchylides did, of course, compete with each other qua dithyrambic poets).?¢>

This is emphatically not to make performance rivalry into anything like a
necessary condition of intrageneric intertextuality in fifth-fourth century BCE
Greece (any more than for intergeneric rivalry: see above, § 1.9). That model
would founder (again: see § 1.9) on fifth-fourth-century historiography: Thucy-
dides’ history shows significant intertextuality with Herodotus’,?*¢ as does in
turn Xenophon’s Hellenica with Thucydides’.?” However, such historiographical
intertextuality is most naturally regarded as a purely writerly phenomenon.?%® (It
might just conceivably be related to the fact that the historians are likely to have
presented their work orally in the same kind of competitive performative situa-
tions.?®®) The aim here, however, is not to account for all intrageneric intertextu-
ality as being an expression of performance rivalry. What is being suggested is a
much weaker thesis: that, where the literary works of this period were primarily
received in performance at circumscribed venues and occasions, performance
rivalry can have acted as a significant spur to intertextuality. In the case of epini-
cian, that spur will have been absent.

7 The shared interests of poets and patrons:
a possible embargo on epinician intrageneric
intertextuality

Another conspicuous asymmetry between tragedy and comedy, on the one hand,
and epinician, on the other, is the presence of an individual patron, in whose

264 Cf. Spelman 2018a, 236-243; Molyneaux 1992, 268-270; Catenacci 2013c, 50-53, esp. 52.
265 On schol. 0. 9.74b (Drachmann i.285), mentioning a “judge” in a contest between Simonides
and Pindar, see Molyneaux 1992, 262 (differently, D’Angour 2011, 102-103).

266 E.g. Rood 1999; Stadter 2012.

267 E.g. Rood 2004.

268 E.g. Kapellos 2019, 4-5.

269 See Canfora 2011, 370-375; Stadter 2012, 39, 42-43.
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praise epinician poetry was commissioned.””® This obvious fact is capable of
making a large difference to the dynamics of intrageneric intertextuality in the
various genres.

In general, intrageneric intertextuality lends itself to being competitively con-
ceived, as a ‘zero-sum’ game, whereby the hypertext enriches itself at the expense
of the hypotext.””* Intertextuality between tragedies has plausibly been viewed as
an exercise in “intertextual capping”.””* Likewise, intertextuality between com-
edies has been seen as a “capping game”, as “going one better”, or as a “com-
parative and competitive” exercise.””® Paratragedy, comedy’s intertextuality with
tragedy, which is somehow intermediate between intergeneric and intrageneric
intertexuality, has been similarly described as “aggressive”, “[seeking] to devalue
the object of appropriation”.?”* In the context of epinician poetry, intrageneric
intertextuality is typically also conceived in such terms. Morrison suggests that
“Theron and Hieron were engaged in some form of ‘capping’ competition, where
the grandiose claims of one victory ode had to be matched or surpassed in the
next”.?”> Neer and Kurke describe the intertextual echoes they find between

Pythian 5 and Pythian 9 as being “competitive” and “contestatory”.?”®

270 This statement can be variously qualified, but its essential truth is not in question; for com-
parison and contrast in the roles played by patronage and poetic commission in epinician, trag-
edy, and comedy, see Bremer 1991; for sceptical treatment of the issue of the epinician poet’s
‘commission’ and ‘fee’, see Pelliccia 2009, 241-247; Bowie 2012b; cf. Morgan 2015, 115-119.

271 So e.g. Revermann 2013, 105-106; cf. Marincola 1997, 14-15. Less popular is the conception
of intrageneric intertextuality as ‘homage’ (e. g. Wright 2016a, 17 and n. 59). Exceptional, rather
than normal, is the Anacreontea’s “continuous cooperation of imitator and model, in which both
sides work for the greater glory of Anacreon” (Rosenmeyer 1992, 72). On intrageneric intertextu-
ality in historiography, cf. Moles 1993, 100 “the ancient historian’s characteristic stance towards
his predecessors is one of disparagement”, “Thucydides’ imitation of Herodotus ... must partly
convey homage to an acknowledged master, yet it is obvious that rivalry is also important”;
Clarke 2018, 17 “the competitive one-upmanship in which Herodotus engages” (sc. with Heca-
taeus).

272 Torrance 2013, 114, 129-132. Cf. Scodel 2010, 27 “the tragedians competed ... to create ver-
sions of the old stories that were more exciting, more plausible, more relevant, or more pro-
found”.

273 Ruffell 2002, 142,154, cf. 162 “put-down, or come-back”.

274 Revermann 2013, 105-106.

275 Morrison 2007, 85. Morrison 2007, 86 argues for “association, rather than contradiction of
another ode’s content or praise”. However, it is hard to imagine epinician patrons appreciating
this difference. If Pindar suggests that Hieron’s ambitions have been realized in fact by Theron
(Morrison 2007, 86, on 0. 1.106-110 and O. 2.53-54), then that is a zero-sum competition, in
which Theron goes one better than Hieron.

276 Neer/Kurke 2019, 200, 201. See above, § 3.3.
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This picture of intrageneric epinician intertextuality is, however, far from
straightforward. It is one thing for one tragic or comic (or epic) poet to ‘cap’ the
work of another or his own earlier work: we may allow a Euripides or an Aristo-
phanes to do this kind of thing ad nauseam. It is another thing for a patron who
has commissioned an encomiastic poem to see his praises outdone in a poem for
another patron in such a zero-sum competition. Epinician patrons may be taken
to have been keenly interested in an ode’s afterlife (see e. g. 0. 11.4-6, I. 4.37-45,
etc.), where this was a matter of the continuance of the ode in performance or its
perpetuation on the lips or in the memory of men.?” It is hard to imagine their
taking much delight in the ode’s reception in other epinician poetry, when this
was a matter of its being capped, competed with, or contested by newer and
brasher compositions. Epinicians could, of course, happily outdo their forerun-
ners in length, complexity, extravagance, and expense (the outsize Pythian 4
invites interpretation as an attempt to surpass other epinicians). They could also
happily make superlative claims for the virtues and achievements of individual
patrons (e. g. 0. 1.104-105, O. 2.91-95, P. 1.49, P. 2.59—-61, Bacchylides 3.63-66).
But there is never any suggestion of their doing this to the calculated detriment
of certain specific others, who had for their part also commissioned epincian
poetry.*”® This would take them, and us, uncomfortably close to the zero-sum
conception of envy that is so persistently decried in epinician.*”® The problem
is that privately-commissioned epinician differed from publicly-commissioned
epic, tragedy, and comedy in that the laudable £pig between poets (Hesiod,
Works and Days 26) — or of a single poet with his own earlier work — here quickly
blurs into the reprehensible @86vog towards a patron to whom, rather, unstint-
ing praise was owed (I. 1.41-46, I. 5.22-25, N. 7.64, N. 8.48-49, N. 9.6-7). In 422
BCE, the Amphipolitans repurposed their monuments of Hagnon for the ven-

277 Cf. Spelman 2018a, 14, 43.

278 Note, Rawles 2013, 196-197, on the early fifth-century BCE Timocreon, 727 PMG: “this is
praise as ... a zero-sum game, where naming a winner involves rejecting losers”, “praising Aris-
teides and denigrating Themistocles go together”. It is hard even to imagine an epinician ana-
logue (including in Simonides’ lost epinician output) for this kind of thing (e. g. praising Theron
by denigrating Hieron).

279 For the ‘zero-sum’ conception of envy, see Most 2003, 125-126. For envy decried in epinician,
see esp. Bacch. 5.187-190, cf. 3.67-68, 13.199-200; Pind. I. 2.43-45, P. 2.89-90, P. 718-19, N. 8.21-
22, I. 1.41-45, 1. 5.22-25. Note e. g. Goldhill 1990, 139 “Pindar’s poetic voice is constituted against
the possibility of others’ envious slander, and the discourse of gratitude, friendship, hospitality
and requirement ... forms a context of praise where the positive construction of a community and
necessity of praise is in constant tension with the exclusion and deprecation of this phthonos of
others”. There is also the Pindaric insight that envy is the mark of success (Most 2003, 138-139);
but this is very far from legitimizing an envious, begrudging attitude towards epinician patrons.
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eration of their new patron-hero, Brasidas (Thucydides 5.11.1); for an epinician
poet to plunder a victory ode for one patron (a poetic ‘monument’ supposedly
immune to the ravages of time, P. 6.7-14) for the greater exaltation of another
patron would be an equivalent act of bad faith. The institution of epincian
poetry as well as the credentials of the individual commissioned poet were at
risk here. Thus the mutual interests and understanding of epinician poets and
their patrons could conceivably have led to something like an implicit embargo
on (competitive, zero-sum) intertextuality between epinicians. In the light of
these considerations, it would make good sense if the recycled expressions of
epinician were regarded not as the marked property of an original epinician
context from which they were then pilfered®®° in some zero-sum intertextual
game, but instead as the generic property of the poetic tradition at large or as
the stock-in-trade of the particular poet (compare above, §§ 2.1-2.5). Conversely,
it would make sense for that which was seen as the distinctive property of a par-
ticular poet or patron (for instance, a particular extended mythical narration)
to be treated as taboo and to be left well alone by other epinicians — though
not, significantly, by poems in other genres in which Pindar and Bacchylides
composed (paeans, dithyrambs) that were not commissioned to the glory of an
individual patron (see above, § 5).

These considerations would lose their force if intrageneric intertextuality in
epinician were non-competitively conceived: that is, as a positive-sum, rather
than a zero-sum, transaction. However, it will not work to suggest that intertextu-
ality between epinicians aimed to present one patron merely as being as good as
another (rather than as going one better).?®! Even such to us eirenic-seeming com-
parisons would be bound to raise the hackles of a typical epinician patron, let
alone the more megalomanic (the likes of Hieron or Theron). However, it would be
possible to take a positive-sum conception of inter-epinician intertextuality with,
forinstance, Isthmians 3 and 4 (taking these to be two distinct odes).?®?> These odes
were not merely performed in the same city-state and for the same patron (which
is also true for, for instance, Pythians 4 and 5); they also share, uniquely within
the epinician corpus, the same metre and, conceivably, the same (re)performance
context.?® Isthmian 4, demonstrably the earlier poem, states that the “ancient
repute” of the Kleonymidai (4) has fallen into oblivion (19-29, especially 22
@apav malaidv). Isthmian 3, the sequel, states, ‘but you know of the ancient

280 The standard ancient conception of allusions as ‘thefts’ is documented by Nelson (forth-
coming).

281 Cf. Morrison 2007, 86.

282 For Isthmians 3 and 4 as distinct odes, see above, § 6.

283 See above, § 6.
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repute of Kleonymos for chariots’ (15-16 {ote p&v KAewvOpov / §6Eav malatav
appaotv). The phrase tote pav, “but you know” occurs in Pindar only in these two
odes (I. 4.35, 1. 3.15), and its recurrence can be meaningfully interpreted.?®* In Isth-
mian 4, the phrase {oTe pav was used to introduce the story of Aias, made famous
by Homer and the rhapsodes. In that poem, the laudator aspired to do the same
for his Kleonymid victor, Melissos (43-45). By attaching the same phrase to the
laudator’s ancestor Kleonymos, Isthmian 3 could be argued to imply the realiza-
tion of that aspiration, intimating that Isthmian 4 has by now been successful in
bringing the fame of the Kleonymidai out of oblivion.?®® These echoes would not
be ‘contestatory’, but confirmatory of the earlier poem. In other words, the situa-
tion would be positive-sum, not zero-sum. We may recognize @ Gpav malotav
(L.4.22)and 8§6&av maAatav (I 3.16) as one of epinician’s recurrent noun-epi-
thet pairings (see above, § 2.4).2%6 But here a case for intertextuality can be made
that would not rest on the mere recurrence of the quasi-formulaic phrase. Here
the phrase is used with the selfsame reference, of the fame of the descendants of
Kleonymos for chariot-racing (I. 4.4, 14, 25-29; I. 3.15-16). The putative allusive
intertextuality would clearly be meaning-enhancing (sinnstiftend) for the poem
which alludes. This case involving putative intertextuality between Isthmians 3
and 4 needs to be acknowledged as exceptional within the epinician corpus: we
have here a case both where intertextuality must be conceived as positive-sum,
and where the adoption of the same metre indicates with strong probability a
relationship between the two poems, and perhaps points to their contiguity in
performance. This is an exceptional case, therefore, which still seems to operate
within the ‘rules’ which have been argued in this study to pertain to intertextual-
ity between epincians.

8 Conclusions

The conclusions of this paper pertain both to the understanding of intertextual-
ity in epincian and to the understanding of intertextuality in early Greek poetry
more generally. Let us start with the former. Contrary to what is assumed in much
recent Pindaric scholarship, we have seen reason to think that epinician poetry
was not very much invested in intertextuality with other epinician poetry (§§ 2-3).
We have explored certain factors that would be capable of accounting for such

284 The isolated recurrence is not in itself a telling fact; see above, § 2.4.
285 See Spelman 2018a, 50-51, for this as the ambition of Isthmian 4.
286 Cf. also P. 9105 maAatav §6Eav Qv mpoyovwv.
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a situation (§§ 6-7). The apparent lack of interest in intrageneric intertextuality
between epinicians contrasts with epinician’s apparently very strong — and argu-
ably inherited - interest in intergeneric intertextuality with hexameter poetry
(§ 1) and with its interest in intratextuality (§ 4). It contrasts, too, with tragedy’s
and comedy’s interest in intrageneric intertextuality, with other tragedy and with
other comedy respectively (§§ 5-7).

We have investigated two possible reasons for the apparent dearth of intrage-
neric intertextuality in epinician. The first consisted in the absence of a strong
incentive to intertextuality in early Greek poetry in general: namely, performance
rivalry. The second consisted in the presence of a powerful disincentive to inter-
textuality specifically between epinicians composed for different patrons: the
undesirability of making patrons’ praises subject to a zero-sum competition. If —
counterfactually — it had been the case that epinician poetry had been strongly
exposed to a performance rivalry in the way that tragedy and comedy were, then
presumably there would have been a certain pressure on epinician poets likewise
to engage in intrageneric intertextuality; that not being the case, we may assume
they were glad to steer clear of it and of the problems that, for this poetic genre, it
would have brought with it.

None of this is to suggest that epinicians were oblivious of one another. On
the contrary, epinicians must have been, in important ways, very keenly aware of
other epinicians. Yet the consciousness of the wider epinician oeuvre expressed
itself typically in something more akin to traditional referentiality than to specific
allusion.?®” (Consideration of the fragmentary remains of Simonides’ epinician
output would not be likely to change the picture.)?®® Thus we find constant rep-
etition of and variation on the numerous ‘formulas’, ‘commonplaces’, or stand-
ard ‘motifs’ of the epinician genre.?®® Somewhat paradoxically, perhaps, a keen
consciousness of the wider epinician oeuvre must also be recognized precisely
in the epinician policy of studied avoidance of the same metrical schemes, of the

287 For the concept of ‘traditional referentiality’ in connection with early Greek epic poetry, see
esp. Foley 1999; Kelly 2007.

288 On the question of possible allusions of Pindar to Simonides (or vice-versa?), see Molyneaux
1992, 271-272; Rawles 2018, 133, 140, 153.

289 See e.g. Bundy 1962, e.g. 39 “This ... shows us how a poet’s repertoire of formulae
and themes, and hence the tradition in which he employs them, suffers modification and
change”, 92 “If my analysis is correct, it seems apparent that in this genre the choice involved
in composition is mainly a choice of formulae, motives, themes, topics, and set sequences of
these that have, by convention, meanings not always easily perceived from the surface denota-
tions of the words themselves” (an excellent description of ‘traditional referentiality’ avant la
lettre!).
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same subject mythological matter (for extended narratives), and also, often, of
the exact same phraseology for the expression of the same ideas.?*°

This still leaves us very much at liberty to see interaction, complementarity, or
antagonism between epinician odes in respect of the way in which they respond
to the particular circumstances of their commission. Arguably, we find pointedly
different conceptions of ‘freedom’ being championed in the pro-Deinomenid
Pythian 1 (line 61), performed at Aitna under the rule of Hieron’s son Deinomenes
in c. 474 or 470 BCE, and in the arguably post-Deinomenid composition Oympian
12 (lines 1-2), taking this ode to have been performed at ‘democratically’ governed
Himera, in c. 466 BCE.?** Olympian 1 and Bacchylides 5 have been argued to take
pointedly complementary approaches to the celebration of Hieron’s Olympic
victory of 476 BCE.*? The recurrence in odes for Hieron of the motif of rescue from
the pyre (P. 3.38-46, Bacchylides 3.53-61) and of the Kroisos-exemplum (P. 1.94,
Bacchylides 3.23-62), and their different deployment in the respective odes, pre-
sumably says something about how the different epinician poets chose to respond
to Hieron’s concerns.** The Cyrenean odes Pythian 9 (a private aristocratic com-
mission, of the 470s BCE) and Pythians 4 and 5 (pro-Battiad / royal commissions
of the 460s BCE) take complementary approaches to Cyrene’s myth-history.>** We
can, and no doubt should, read these, as well as other, poems against each other.
However, our ability to do this does not depend on the detection of fine-grained
intertextuality between the odes, arguments for which, as we have seen, tend to
mire the interpreter in difficulties of various kinds.

Other arguments of this paper pertain to the understanding of intertextual-
ity in early Greek poetry more generally. In particular, the paper has explored in

290 Race 1990, 187 “in constructing a particular poem, Pindar is also keenly aware of his other
poems ... while he often says essentially the same thing, he never says it in precisely the same
way”; similarly, Spelman 2018a, 16. For qualifications of this point, see above, §§ 2.3, 2.4, 2.5.
291 On ‘freedom’ in the context of P. 1, see Pfeijffer 2005, 37-40; Morgan 2015, 338-340, 346.
On ‘freedom’ in the context of O. 12, dated to c. 466 BCE, see Barrett 1973, 28-35, where note
esp. Diod. 11.72.3 (on the establishment of a cult of Zelg "EAevBéplog at a post-Deinomenid Syra-
cuse in the 460s BCE), and compare Hdt. 3.142.2 (a cult of Zelg "EAevbéplog on a post-Polykrates
Samos). Differently, dating O. 12 to c. 470 BCE and seeing a pro-Hieron reference in both P. 1.61
and 0. 12.1-2, see Catenacci 2013e, 288-289; Nicholson 2016, 240-253.

292 Morgan 2015, 253-259.

293 Thus we are not obliged to see the recurrence of these motifs as allusions (of Bacch. 3 to
P. 1 and P. 3), pace Catenacci 2013c, 50-51; cf. Currie 2005, 381; Morgan 2015, 355. In the case of
Kroisos, it is hard to see how the interpretation of Bacch. 3 (of c. 468 BCE) could be said to gain
in significance from a supposed allusion to the exceedingly fleeting reference made to Kroisos in
Pythian 1 (of c. 474/470 BCE).

294 Cf. Neer/Kurke 2019, 168; Agdcs 2020, 88.
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some detail the possible role played by performance rivalry in catalyzing inter-
textuality throughout the sixth and fifth centuries BCE. The attempt to under-
stand epinician intertextuality both synchronically and diachronically has also
opened up perspectives on intertextuality in the earliest attested Greek poetry,
epic. It is unclear what precise occasions we are to envisage for the performance
of Homeric and other early epic.?”®* However, whatever the occasions were, they
must have served for much other epic poetry. This much is implied by the Hymn
to Apollo 169-170 and 173, where the Delia festival is taken for granted as a venue
for multiple poems by multiple epic singers. There will have been direct compe-
tition (for prizes) between epic singers performing on the same occasion. This
state of affairs is explicitly attested by Hesiod, at the funeral games for Amphid-
amas (Works and Days 657).>°¢ But there was also indirect competition between
singers performing at different iterations of the same festival. This is indicated
by Hymn to Apollo 169-170, “who in your eyes is the sweetest of the singers who
frequents here?” (sc. Delos, on the occasion of the Delia festival).?®” The presence
and nature of intertextuality in early hexameter poetry are, of course, hotly con-
tested.?*® It can be said, however, that this kind of institutionalized, competitive
performative context would have been conducive to intertextuality between early
hexameter compositions in the early Archaic period.?*®

It has recently been maintained, by Adrian Kelly and subsequently by Kirk
Ormand, that a fully-fledged intertextuality in Greek poetry emerged only in the
course of the sixth century BCE, either with Stesichorus’ lyric epic (Kelly) or with
the (Pseudo-)Hesiodic Catalogue of Women (Ormand).?°° On the one hand, the
argument has an a priori component: a previously oral Greek poetic culture is
argued to need time to become textualized, and hence intertextual.>°* On the other
hand, it relies on an argument from silence: the lyric poets before Stesichorus are
claimed not to evidence the kind of fine-grained intertextuality with the hexam-
eter corpus that we can see in Stesichorus or the Catalogue of Women. This latter

295 On the occasions for the performance of early Greek epic, see e.g. West 2011 (1999), 425—
426; Taplin 2000, 18-28; Shardella 2012, 10-15; Tsgalis 2018.

296 Aristot. fr. 76 Rose® (apud Ps.-Plut. On Homer 1.4) has Homer going to compete in a musical
contest at the Kronia festival in Thebes.

297 In verses spuriously ascribed to Hesiod, Hesiod and Homer are apparently envisaged as
vying (competing?) with each other in the composition of ‘new’ hymns to Apollo at the same
iteration of the Delia festival ([Hes.] fr. dub. 357 M-W).

298 For discussions of the prospects of intertextuality in early Greek epic, see e. g. Danek 2002;
Burgess 2006; Schein 2016; Currie 2016; Kelly 2012.

299 Cf. Martin 1989, 227; Martin 2020 (2001), 207-208, 211 (“performance interaction”).

300 Kelly 2015; Ormand 2017.

301 Cf. Burgess 2004, 12-13 and n. 48.
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argument from silence is problematic. In the first place, it is not apparent why
the negative testimony of the very meagre remains of seventh-sixth century lyric
should be accorded more weight than the positive evidence claimed by scholars
who would see intertextuality in the much more abundantly-attested hexameter
corpus: the Homeric and Hesiodic poems and the Hymns.>°? In the second place,
the evidence of the lyric poetry of the seventh-sixth century is contestable.>®
Even if it is possible to be sceptical about an intertextual relationship between
Alcaeus fr. 44.6-8 Voigt and Iliad book 1,3°* it is hard even for the ultra-sceptic
or die-hard oralist to explain the relationship between Alcaeus fr. 347 Voigt and
Hesiod, Works and Days 582-88 otherwise than in terms of a fully-fledged inter-
textuality.3*

It is, however, the a priori assumption made by Kelly and Ormand that calls
particularly for our attention here. The assumption that an increased familiarity
with written texts on the part of poets leads to intertextuality has an obvious,
but perhaps only specious, plausibility. It is not obvious why Stesichorus or the
sixth-century BCE should be a watershed, given that there was no significant
reading public for poetry until perhaps some one hundred and fifty years later.
Moreover, we do not know how long the process of textualization was under way
before our textual record begins. It is unknown how long Greek epic poetry had
been written before the composition of the Iliad.>°® Likewise unclear is how long
before that the Greek epic tradition had been operating with a concept of what
we might call oral fixed texts.>°” Above all, an increasing familiarity with written

302 E.g. K. Usener 1990; R.B. Rutherford 1991-1993; Most 1993; Schein 2016; Danek 2002; Rich-
ardson 2007; Olson 2012, 1624, 279-280; Maravela 2015; Currie 2016. See also Thomas 2011 and
2020, esp. 13-20 for important arguments concerning the intertextuality between HPan and
HHerm and HHerm and HAp (but the alluding works may in these cases date to the fifth century
BCE).

303 For possible intertextuality — as early as the mid-seventh century BCE — between Archilo-
chus and the Homeric poems, see Swift 2019, 21-22 (and the Hesiodic poems: ibid. 23-24).

304 Kelly 2015, 25-26. Differently, Davies/Finglass 2014, 35 and n. 200.

305 This case is not discussed by Kelly 2015. See R.L. Fowler 1987, 37-38; Bing 2009, 154 n. 12;
Bowie 2012a, 118-119; Hunter 2014, 123-126; Budelmann 2018, 18, 110-111; differently, Martin
2020 (1992), 275-276 for Hesiod and Alcaeus as “draw[ing] independently on a store of related
phrases and themes”.

306 There is no need to place the Iliad (and Odyssey) at the start of Greek literacy, with e. g. Burk-
ert 1987, 43 “the fact that these compositions apparently come right at the beginning of Greek
literacy ...”. ‘Nestor’s Cup’ (CEG no. 454) provides a terminus ante quem, placed variously in the
range c. 740-715 BCE, for written Greek epic texts: see Immerwahr 1990, 19; Wachter 2012, 77. A
dating of the Iliad in the seventh century BCE increasingly appears more plausible than one in
the eighth; see, recently, Finkelberg 2020, 374.

307 Ready 2019, 15-74.
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poetic texts (one assumes, in the sixth century BCE, more on the part of poets
than their wider public) is not the only significant conceivable catalyst of inter-
textuality: we have seen that performance rivalry is another. Performance rivalry
between epic singers is at least as old as our earliest extant hexameter poetry,
given its pithily epigrammatic attestation at Hesiod, Works and Days 26 (“singer
vies with singer”); compare, too, the competition between singers that Hesiod
himself attests at Amphidamas’ funeral games, Works and Days 654—657).3%®

In sum, we are obliged to recognize the complexity of the picture of inter-
textuality in early Greek poetry — in particular, the availability of various factors
capable of promoting, and others of suppressing, it. We must reckon with a
complex interplay between performative and written-literary factors. It cannot
simply be taken as a given that an increasing use of written texts supports inter-
textuality, while a performance culture limits it. Performance rivalry, a notable
feature of the performance culture, has the clear potential to promote intertex-
tuality between performed poetic works. Another reason not simply to construct
written texts and performance culture as friend and foe respectively of intertextu-
ality is that both are manifestly capable of working together to foster intertextual-
ity. It would be entirely possible to see, for instance, Old Comedy’s intertextuality
with comedy and tragedy as being both motivated by performance rivalry (see
above, § 6) and as being taken to a greater level of sophistication owing to the
existence of an elite reading public.?°® Such a scenario would also be conceivable,
though likewise unprovable, for epinician poetry.3*® Another complication con-
cerns the relationship between formularity and intertextuality: there can be no
crude inverse correlation between these two. On the one hand, although hexam-
eter poetry is typically heavily formulaic, that does not entail that intertextuality
must be excluded from it.3* On the other hand, although epinician is a highly
literary poetic form*'? (one that engages in sophisticated and extensive intertex-
tuality with hexameter poetry® in a manner that has been compared with Alex-
andrian poetry),?“ a global intertextuality (encompassing, specifically, intertex-
tuality with other epinician poetry) should not for that reason be written into it.

308 Ercolani 2010, 131.

309 See Wright 2012, 146-147, for Old Comedy’s “‘target’ audience of bibliophiles”. Cf. D.P.
Fowler 1989, 257-258.

310 See Spelman 2018a, 40-43, for Pindar’s elite fifth-century readers.

311 E.g. Bakker 2013, 157-169.

312 As emphasized recently by M.L. West 2011; Maslov 2015; Spelman 2018a.

313 Cf. Most 2012, 258, 259 (cited above, § 1.1).

314 Spelman 2018a, 211; cf. Pfeijffer 1999b, 60; M.L. West 2011, 66.
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Although far removed from oral-formulaic composition,?* epinician constantly
recurs to quasi-formulaic and topical expressions that tend to discourage inter-
pretation as specific allusion. If it makes sense at all to speak of there being an
“evolution” of intertextual poetic dynamics in extant early Greek poetry,>¢ then
we can hardly think of it as being steadily linear: there is no inexorable march
towards greater textualization and therefore increasing intertextuality in Greek
poetry throughout the Archaic and Classical periods. Nor should it occasion great
surprise to find the poetic genres behaving differently from one another in the
practice of intertextuality. It involves only a mild paradox to suggest that we have
reason to be receptive to the possibility of intertextuality between epic poems
of the eighth-seventh centuries BCE (when, from a purely chronological point of
view, we should have expected it less) and, conversely, to be sceptical of intertex-
tuality between epinicians in the fifth century BCE (when from a chronological
perspective we should have expected it more).
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