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INTRODUCTION
16V OAupTiovikav AvayvwTé pot
ApxeoTpdaTou TTaida, mébt ppevds
Euas yéypamtal yYAuKU yap auTé uéAos Opeicov
emAéAad™ & Moio’, dAA& ov kai BuydTtnp
AAdbeia Aids, 0pba xepi
EPUKETOV \YEUDEWOV

gvirav dAITéEevov.

Read out to me the name of the son of Archestratus, the Olympian victor, where it has
been inscribed in my mind, for I have forgotten the sweet song owed to him. O Muse,
and you Truth daughter of Zeus, with straight hand ward off the reproach of lying and

wronging a friend.

So begins Pindar’s ode for Hagesidamus of Western Locri, celebrating his victory in the
Olympian boys’ boxing competition of 476 BC. This is one of several uses of the metaphor
of writing in Pindar. At N.6.6-7, Pindar employs inscription to describe the activity of fate in
setting down a ‘marker’ for human life, of which mortals are unaware (kaimep épapepiav
oUK €idSTES OUBE HETA VUKTOS GUUE TTOTHOS / GuTv' Eypawye dpaueiv ToTi oTabuav).
Here, as at 0.10.1-3, the act of inscription gives rise to a substrate the permanence of which
contrasts with the contingencies of human mental activity. A somewhat different and more
diffuse focus on writing emerges at O.6.90-1, where the narrator addresses Aeneas, the
chorus-trainer, as a ‘message-stick of the Muses’ (éooi yap &yyehos 6p8ds, / nukduwv

okuTdAa Moio&v, yAukUs kpatnp dayapbéyktwv &oidav); Aeneas’ responsibilities

presumably involved taking a physical copy of the poem to the place of performance and
instructing the chorus.'

The phrase evokes the Spartan method of sending written messages. The okutdAn was a
staff around which a strip of leather or papyrus would be wound; one was kept in Sparta and
the other, of exactly the same size, was given to, for example, the commander of an army.

The papyrus would be wound slantwise around the staff and the message written vertically,

' Cf. Hutchinson (2001) 417.



so that it could only be read correctly when wrapped around its counterpart.” Pindar’s
metaphor draws on this custom, casting poetic performance as a participation in a shared
body of specialist knowledge; like the Spartan users of the okut&An, Aeneas, and by
extension the performing chorus, have sufficient skill to be able to understand the poem and
translate it into a performance.’ The passage uses the separation of a poetic utterance from its
author as an opportunity of celebrating the communality of performance culture and, by
implication, writing’s power to fix and disseminate texts.* These passages form part of a
more general pattern in Pindar’s self-referential rhetoric, in which songs are characterized as
objects, particularly those which commemorate athletic success such as crowns, fillets, and
statues.” These parallels often have an agonistic dimension, as at P.6.10-14 where the poem
qua Yuvev Bnoaupds is not vulnerable to the elements in the same way as a real building, or
N.5.1-5 where song’s mobility is contrasted with the fixity of statues. These and other similar
passages can be read as insisting on the pragmatic superiority of song to other artforms,’ but
they also contribute to a metaphorization of the text itself as an object involved in a nexus of
social relationships.’

In addition to their particular contextual functions, these passages can be seen as responses
to and manipulations of the technological changes taking place in Pindar’s lifetime. The
development of writing during the archaic period is difficult to trace precisely, but it is clear
that by the time of Pindar’s poetic career writing was an important part of Greek culture and
education; contemporary vase paintings testify to the increasing use of various types of
writing materials in teaching,® and the Muses are shown carrying papyrus rolls, signalling the
connection between writing and poetic composition. Metaphors involving writing become

increasingly common from around the 470s,” and although the first half of the fifth century

* This is the explanation of its function given by X 0.6.154b and f, although a slightly different account is given
by d. Cf. e.g. Thuc. 1.131; Xen. Hist. 3.3.8; Ar. Lys. 991; Plut. Lys. 19.

’ For the musical education and understanding which composers and performers brought to bear on the
melodization of poems during this period cf. D’ Angour (2007).

* Cf. Hutchinson (2001) 415. Herington (1985) 45 argues that in the archaic and classical periods ‘texts were no
part of the performed poem as such, but merely a mechanical means of preserving its wording between
performances’. This, however, mistakenly discounts the possibility of readerly engagement with texts. Hubbard
(1985) 67 n. 166 thinks that Pindar would have held written dissemination to be even more important than
performance: this inference is unjustified, and oversimplifies the relationship between the two modes.

> Cf. Steiner (1994) 92 nn. 107-9.

® Cf. Svenbro (1976) 172-93; Steiner (1994) 95-6; Thomas (2007); Kowalzig (2011).

" Thus Steiner (1994) 96-9. N.b. particularly her comments p. 96: ‘[t]hrough the presence of the monuments, the
poet suggests a resolution to two issues central to his craft: first, his own relation to his patron, second the
question of the afterlife of his compositions, their ability to go on sounding the athletes’ praise’.

¥ Immerwahr (1964) and (1973) provide an inventory of depictions of books on vases.

° Cf. e.g. Aesch. Supp. 179; PV 459-62; TGrF F 597. For the connection between these passages and the
appearance during this period of school scenes on vases see Ford (2003) 24. Hdt. 6.27 tells a story about

7



cannot be described as fully ‘literate’ in the manner of, say, the Hellenistic period,'® writing
was certainly playing a role in the creative process. Equally, writing influenced other aspects
of performance culture; reperformance of epinician odes, for example, probably depended
heavily on written texts, and there is some evidence for their preservative function. One such
datum is the famous story about Pindar’s epinician for Diagoras of Rhodes, O.7, being
inscribed in the temple of Lindian Athena (TauTtnv Thv wdnv advakeiobai pnot [(opycv év
T Tis Awdias Abnvaias iepdd xpuools ypauuacty, ‘Gorgo says that this ode was
dedicated in the temple of Lindian Athena in golden letters’, £ O.7 inscr. Drach. I p. 195)
which likely represents wider practice; while the ‘golden letters’ are probably apocryphal, the
inscription of such poems, or the dedication of written texts in temples and private archives,
could well have been widespread."'

Despite these hints, however, our understanding of how written texts of Pindar operated in
the 5™ and 4™ centuries is severely limited by lack of evidence. No papyri survive, and we are
in the dark about many of the precise details of textual production; how exactly Pindar made
use of writing in the process of composition (or if he did at all — although this seems highly
likely),'? what the texts of his poems looked like, how and how widely they circulated, who
read them,"” and the precise details of how they served as bases for reperformance are all
largely matters of guesswork. What Pindaric books were like before the Hellenistic period,
whether they consisted of single poems or small groups, or of larger collections similar to

those of later scholarly editions, is equally obscure.'* Nevertheless, various critics have given

children in Chios being taught writing, an episode which occurs in 496. The evidence for written texts pre-431
is collected by Herington (1985) 201-6.

' Although the opposition between ‘oral’ and ‘literate’ is itself problematic, as numerous studies have shown:
cf. e.g. Duguid (1996) 66-73. See Scodel (2001) 125 on the intersection of orality and literacy in Pindar.

"' On the possible dedication of a copy of O.7. by Diagoras cf. Carey (2007) 201 n. 13. For the vocabulary of
dedication cf. Herington (1985) 46; Rutherford (2001) 175-8. Writing is also used to describe an act of
dedication at 0.3.30.

'2 Cf. Herington (1985) 46.

" The evidence for the book trade in the classical comes mainly from the late fifth and fourth centuries: cf. Ar.
Ran. 52-4; Xen. Anab. 7.5.14 and Harris (1989) 85 n. 92. Pl. Ap. 26d-e has Socrates mention that T&
Avafaydpou BiBAia are available for ‘a drachma’ in the agora. Currie (2004) 52 sites the development of the
book trade in the late fifth century, but there is no reason to suppose that books were not circulating earlier than
this, albeit perhaps on a smaller scale. Hubbard (2004) argues for the importance of written texts in the
dissemination of epinician in the fifth century; Carey (2007) 200 n. 5 is more cautious.

' Cf. Irigoin (1952) 5-28 for an assessment of the evidence. Particularly interesting are his arguments p. 16 that
the allusions to Pindar in Aristophanes are based on an Athenian edition of a selection of the poems: ‘[l]e choix
de ces oeuvres correspond sans aucun doute au programme des oeuvres lyriques qu’on enseignait aux jeunes
Athénienes entre 450 et 420 ... et donc a une partie du texte édité alors a Athénes’, and p. 21 that regional
editions were assembled and edited into larger editions at intellectual centres such as Athens and Rhodes during
the late 5™ and 4™ centuries, editions which served as a basis for Hellenistic scholarship. Both cases are certainly
plausible, but the nature of the evidence compels caution. It could, however, be argued that the allusions in
comedy (for which see e.g. Eupolis fr. 366, Ar. Ach. 637-9, Birds 926-45, Clouds 1355-62, Knights 1323, 1329)
need not reflect the contents of a particular edition, but rather the poems which were, for reasons of perceived
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accounts of the use of writing, both as medium and metaphor, by Pindar and other poets, and
this subject will doubtless continue to be a matter of debate. My chief goal in this study,
however, is to explore the function of written texts of Pindar in later antiquity. In part this
approach aims to correct a disparity between scholarly focus and textual history. Pindaric
scholarship has in the main been concerned to analyse the social and historical conditions
which shaped the poems’ production and initial reception, and to interpret how the poems
operated in their fifth century contexts of performance. While such approaches are obviously
important, we should not forget that the vast majority of readers in antiquity encountered
Pindaric texts in book form, or in various reperformance scenarios remote from Pindar’s own
time.

Attempting to understand what was involved in such encounters entails questions about the
form of books, the nature of reading practices, and the effects of changing literary and
scholarly contexts on readers’ approaches to the Pindaric corpus. Yet we should be wary of
schematic oppositions between ‘performance’ and ‘books’ or ‘reading’, and between the
contexts of Pindar’s time and those of later periods. As we have seen, Pindar was acutely
aware of the material forms his poems could take, and ‘performance’ continues to be
important, both as a concept with which later authors and scholars reimagined the
circumstances of the fifth century poetic economy and as a mode of realizing texts in later
periods. Similarly, although Pindar’s poems are rooted in specific enunciative situations and
respond in particular ways to the demands of individual social and political contexts, they
also make generalizing claims which are easily assimilable to a variety of reading contexts.
Indeed, the very specificity of features such as deixis, addresses to historical individuals, and
references to particular cultic or political situations allows in later contexts for an imaginative
recreation of the poem as a performance piece, permitting the poem to impose its own mode
of contextualization upon the context(s) in which it is being read."’ Pindar’s poetry both
transcends and embodies historical contingency.

Moreover, the textual dissemination of epinicians can also be be seen as actualizing the

texts’ own rhetorical strategies. One of epinician’s primary concerns is the construction and

aesthetic quality or relevance to Athenian affairs, best known to the audience; this knowledge could have come
from reperformance as well as reading. The comic poets may have had access to considerably more of Pindar’s
poems than their allusive practices would seem to suggest, and of course we cannot discount the possibility that
Pindar was cited or alluded to in works which are no longer extant. The loss of so much of the texts of authors
associated with the ‘New Music’ perhaps also distorts the picture; we might expect to find Pindaric allusions in
these authors, and potentially to a wider range of texts than those found in the comic poets.

" 1t should be noted, however, that the poems have little to say about their performance locations, a fact which
eases the transition into reperformance and written dissemination: cf. Carey (2007) 199. Deixis in Pindar has
received considerable attention: cf. Felson (1999); Athanassaki (2004); Felson (2004); Martin (2004).
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perpetuation of the victor’s fame, and scholars have become increasingly sensitive in recent
years to the Panhellenic nature of these claims; as well as composing for particular contexts,
Pindar is also writing for the whole of the Greek world.'® This study aims to think, among
other things, about this fame as an historical actuality as well as a textual projection (the two
are obviously interrelated), and about how Pindar’s immortalization of a figure such as Hiero
of Syracuse operates in relation to changing historical circumstances. I shall therefore present
readings of various poems through the lens of fifth-century performance in addition to
considering their operations in later contexts; the latter cannot be understood without the
former, but I shall also try to show how consideration of interpretative issues central to
assessment of Pindaric texts in later periods can enhance our understanding of how the poems
worked in Pindar’s own time.

The opening of O.10 quoted above is a useful starting point for thinking about these issues.
The relationship between narrator and victor is presented through the lens of aristocratic
guest friendship;'’ the narrator is in danger of ‘wronging his friend’ (&Aité€evov) by his
tardiness in delivering the poem,'® and the poem is presented as ‘owed’ (dpeiAcov) to the
victor.'"” The metaphor continues in the antistrophe, where the narrator describes his ‘deep
debt’ which ‘shames’ him (éuov kaTaioxuve Pabu xpéos, 8) and hopes that the ‘interest’
(Tokos, 9) accrued by the debt will ‘loosen the sharp reproach’ (AGoau ... dEetav émpoupav,
9) attendant on it. The metaphorical structure sites the acts of composition and performance
in a network of ethical concepts, and in the context of performance hints at the debt owed by
the wider community to the victor’s achievements. This is balanced by the figuration of the
narrator’s mind as a substrate that is simultaneously preservative and open to the
contingencies of human understanding (¢mA¢éAab’), in need of assistance from the Muse and
Aletheia in order to fulfil its duty. The use of yéypamTai in the context of the debt metaphor
is usually interpreted as suggesting a ledger; the victor’s name has been written in the
narrator’s mind in the same way as a debtor records the amounts he owes.”” But when sung

by a chorus, yéypamTat also hints at the distinction between composition and performance,

'® On Pindar’s panhellenism cf. e.g. Athanassaki (2011a) with further references.

7 Cf. Verdenius (1988) 57.

'8 For the possible historical circumstances of this situation cf. Verdenius (1988) 56 who suggests that the delay
was due to Pindar being occupied with ‘the more important odes’ O.1, 0.2, and O.3. Cf. Erbse (1970) 28 for the
reading that Pindar is lightheartedly teasing Hagesidamus over his eagerness to have his praises sung. Nassen
(1975) 223-4 sees the description of lateness as balancing historical circumstances and poetic exaggeration.

' For the topos of the debt owed to victory cf. e.g. 0.1.103, 0.3.7. Cf. Hubbard (1985) 65-8 for some remarks
on the role of writing in this passage.

* Thus Verdenius (1988) 54.
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and between the poet and the chorus.”' Read in this way, the name having been ‘inscribed on
my mind’ works as a reference to the processes of composition and training the chorus, which
doubtless involved (a) written text(s). This connotation playfully, and perhaps humorously,
undermines the rhetoric of debt and tardiness by implying that the poem was composed some
time before the performance, and hence that the xpéos is not quite as serious as the second
stanza makes out. Hagesidamus has (literally) been on the poet’s mind, and the choral
enunciation of a victor’s name previously written down replays in miniature the dynamic of
composition and performance. This implication is reinforced by the mention of Hagesidamus
(ApxeoTtpaTtou Taida) preceding the rhetoric of debt; the debt has, in the sequential
movement of the text, been repaid before it has been constructed. The implied distinction
between poet and chorus also opens up another way of understanding mé61 ppevds / éuas
YéypamTal, namely as a reference to the fact that Hagesidamus’ name has been more
generally ‘inscribed’ on people’s minds by the act of victory, the subsequent announcement
of his name at Olympia, and the word-of-mouth spread of the news that doubtless followed
his success.

All these lines of interpretation would also have been available to a later reader engaging
with a written copy of the poem, albeit that the distinction between poet and chorus would
have taken place at the level of imaginative recreation rather than through the actualities of
performance. But the situation of the poem in a book also opens up other meanings,
particularly in view of the interaction between the language of writing and the book itself.
The act of writing in the poet’s mind (yéypatmTat) is not identical with any individual act of
inscription: each physical copying of the text would have replayed this division and
reinforced the phrase’s metaphorical force. Together with the description of the poem as a
YAukv ... pélos, the reference to (a metaphorical) writing invokes the difference between
performance and reading. Yet the use of yéypamTtan also interacts with its material aspect;
the metaphor of writing on the mind is converted by the act of inscription into an (almost)
literal description of the book itself, or, from another angle, might be read as doubly
metaphorical, metaphorizing the book as the poet’s mental substrate. Similarly, there is a

difference between the enunciative situation of avayveTé pot in performance and reading.

*! For the debate over monodic v. choral performance of epinicians cf. Heath (1988) and Lefkowitz (1988), both
arguing that monodic performance was the norm, with the counter argument of Carey (1989). Currie (2005) 16-
18 is a useful overview. A consensus has grown in recent years that choral performance was common, but that
performance is a category which subsumes considerable variations in venue and size: cf. e.g. Carey (2001);
Hornblower (2004) 33-6, and D’Alessio (1994) on the difficulties of distinguishing authorial and choral first
persons. There is no good reason to think that O.10 was not performed at its ‘premiére’ by a chorus.
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In reading the phrase, the reader describes his own activity, but also addresses the text,
whereas the narrator, realized by the chorus in performance, uses the imperative ‘absolutely’
without directing it to anyone in particular.”®> The reenunciation of &vd&yveoTé pot by the
reader as an address to the text highlights another aspect of the book, namely its function in
preserving a temporally prior performance and, more generally, as offering a means of access
to the past. Unlike the narrator, who dramatizes his mind (albeit ironically) as a somewhat
unstable substrate, the reader interacts with the secure material frame of the book. Whereas in
performance, @pevos / éuas yéypamtar gestured to the process of written composition
preceding performance, in the situation of the book the phrase points up the book’s status as a
record of performance which ‘has been written’.>

These lines illustrate Pindar’s dramatic use of the notion of writing. When considered in the
light of their place in a book, they also alert us to the additional meanings and resonances that
his poems can take on as a result of interactions between the text and its medium. The self-
referential characteristics of the passage make it particularly significant in this respect, but in
the course of this study I shall demonstrate that similar kinds of arguments can be made about

numerous other aspects of Pindar’s corpus.

MATERIAL ISSUES

Scholars have devoted considerable attention to the subject of the book in antiquity. Recent
studies have focused on books as aesthetically significant objects expressive of their owners’
status, on their influence on modes of literary composition, and on how they were produced,
sold, and read.** Less attention, however, has been given to how the forms of books interact
with the texts they contain, and it is this interaction with which this study is mainly
concerned. Central to my analysis is a conception of the book as an aesthetically marked
object in its own right, not simply as a neutral purveyor of meanings. Following the lead of
contemporary book theorists, I want to reexamine the traditional division between semantic

meaning and material form which conceives the latter as an incidental adjunct to the former,

** Verdenius (1988) 55. Hubbard (1985) 67 sees it as addressed to the audience, which is then put in the position
of ‘reading the present ode externalized and objectified into a written text’.

2 Cf. Edmunds (2001) 79 [t]hese techniques of orally performed poetry, Pindaric and archaic, are already
‘grammatological’, a potential deferral of the voice of the poet or performer(s) to other, later, voice(s)’. Relevant
also is Payne (2006), who argues that Pindar’s gnomic maxims have a transhistorical as well as a (temporally
and spatially) local force: ‘[g]nomic lyric ... presupposes its own transhistorical reception by addressing abstract
formulations to a universal subject created by its own pronominal structures’ (p. 182).

2 Cf. e.g. Houston (2009); White (2009). Lowrie (2009) focuses on how writing is represented in Latin poetry;
cf. also Dupont (2009); Farrell (2009).
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and emphasise instead the book’s status as a part of the processes by which meaning is
created and maintained.

This approach runs counter to one of the primary features of Western aesthetic thinking, in
which the marginalization of the book as a part of aesthetic processes has been symptomatic
of a wider view, derived chiefly from Plato and Aristotle, which privileges the noetic aspects
of aesthetic experience over the material.”> The book theorists’ emphasis on the material
particularity of the book and its cultural significance problematizes this distinction, and also
highlights the importance of the wider intellectual and social contexts in which books are
produced, disseminated, and read. In tracing the distinction between formalist and materialist
tendencies in modern criticism, Peter McDonald highlights the role of scholars such as
Jerome McGann and Donald McKenzie in questioning New Critical and poststructuralist

reading protocols which abstracted the text from its material context:

They insisted on seeing the text, not as an abstract linguistic form, but as a mediated
material artifact, a redescription which, they urged, entailed a significant shift in our
understanding of the scene of reading. If this scene was defined for close readers by
their critical engagement with what we could call the transcendent ‘text-type’ — the
free-floating, idealized verbal text — written by the author, it was structured more
immediately for materialist readers by their physical encounter with an immanent ‘text-
token” — a particular material document — produced by various cultural mediators

(editors, publishers, printers, etc.) for specific markets. *°

McDonald’s analysis highlights the way in which the act of material inscription is itself
meaningful, not only because the material document reflects a variety of social and
institutional factors attendant on its production which are themselves part of the ongoing
shaping of meaning,”’ but also because it generates interplay, or potential interplay, between
meaning and medium. On this reading, the space of the document itself becomes a part of
literary form. This position also points towards the tension between the book as a

(provisionally) fixed structure and the instability of textual meaning, informed by its multiple

* On the role of written texts in fostering more abstract ways of thinking about texts during the fourth century
BC see Ford (2003). On books more generally see also Hutchinson (2008).

*® McDonald (2003) 231. His analysis builds on that of Chartier (1995) 134, who insists that ‘[r]eaders never
confront abstract, idealized texts detached from any materiality’, and opposes a mode of reading which attempts
to take account of the material conditions of textuality to the phenomenologies of reading promulgated by e.g.
Iser (1980) ‘which eras[e] the concrete modality of the act of reading and characteriz[e] it by its effects,
postulated as universals’.

" See e.g. Chartier (1995); McKenzie (1999); (2002).
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intertextualities, its potential for indeterminacies and its capacity for dislocating generic and
ideological frames, and also by the multiple contexts in which it operates. This tension has
been central to book theory and responses to it. In the context of the theoretical debates of the
1980s, the ‘documentalist’ approach to the material particularity of the book was sometimes
mobilized to oppose the poststructuralist notion of textuality decoupled from authorial
control, even as its insistence on the roles played by extra-authorial and extratextual forces
paralleled the anti-Platonizing positions of textualists such as Derrida, Barthes, and
Foucault.*®

And yet the apparent opposition between the documentalist insistence on the centrality of
the material document and the poststructuralist commitment to a thinking of textuality which
‘dislocates the borders, the framing of texts, everything which should preserve their
immanence and make possible an internal reading’® is far from absolute. A central
poststructuralist insight has been the potentially infinite variety of contexts and their
consequences for textuality; as it is only possible for meaning to emerge in contexts, meaning
can never said to be securely finalized. McDonald argues that the poststructuralist approach
complements documentalist emphasis on the material text in giving a theoretical framework

to deal with the contextual and material variety attendant on the processes of dissemination:

[[lmmanence [does] not entail stability, since, even in material terms, there is no end to
the process of dissemination. Proliferation, not fixity, is the norm as texts are
successively put to new uses in new forms. This is not, it should be stressed, simply a
reassertion of the scholarly editor’s traditional insistence on textual variation. It is a
matter of recognizing the volatility of material contexts and the unpredictability of
readings. Produced and reproduced by new cultural mediators, in new contexts, and for
new readers, the successive versions of texts represent unique episodes in the

constitution of meaning.*

Using this model to think about books in the ancient world requires some methodological

adjustment. Contemporary book theorists pay considerable attention to bibliographical issues

¥ See Derrida (1978) 20 on ‘the theological simultaneity of the book’, which he treats in that discussion as an
illusory totality linked to a metaphysical conception of the connection between meaning and presence. Cf. also
Derrida (1976) 18-26 on the links between the book as traditionally conceived and metaphysics: ‘[t]he idea of
the book is profoundly alien to the sense of writing. It is the encyclopaedic protection ... of logocentrism against
the disruption of writing [and] against difference in general’ (p. 18).

** Derrida (1990) 92.

*® McDonald (2003) 232.
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and social analysis of book production in a way precluded for classicists by lack of detailed
evidence.’' However, McDonald’s emphasis on contextual variation is a useful starting point
for thinking about the cultural issues which affected the Pindaric corpus in different periods
of antiquity, as the texts became sites for scholarly contestation and mediation by individual
readers, and were opened up to the influences of literary receptions. Equally, ‘the volatility of
material contexts’ is an apt formulation of the physical variety of ancient books. In antiquity,
each book was a physically unique object, written out by a reader or a professional scribe.
These inscriptional processes were shaped by economic considerations, by the
professionalism of individual scribes, and by changing fashions in the style of bookhands,
which were themselves of aesthetic significance.’” Books were consequently idiosyncratic,
often produced for and tailored to the needs of specific consumers, as well as modified by
individual readers’ additions of marginalia. One of the concerns of this study will be to
establish a dialogue between these material features (actual or deduced) and the texts
themselves.

While the distinction between text-type and text-token is helpful in focusing attention on the
materiality of the book, we should resist an overly schematic application of this opposition.
Every act of reading produces mental signifieds, and hence involves a certain abstraction of
the text from its material instantiation. Reading Pindar is particularly marked in this respect,
in that the performance language, self-referential apparatuses, and historical situations of the
Pindaric texts prompt the reader to precisely such an abstraction, and encourage a retrojection
of the text into a temporally prior situation. This is a mode of reading additionally encouraged
by the ancient literary critical discourses and literary receptions which emphasise the
connection between poetic utterance and the historical figure of the author and the
circumstances of composition. What I want to emphasise here is that this mode of reading,
while important, is not a ‘natural’ approach which should be privileged, but rather one means
of reading among others, one which is constructed in advance (in a variety of ways) by the
Pindaric corpus itself, and one which historically is always in the process of being
renegotiated, and influenced by contextual factors. The above discussion of the text-type/text-
token distinction is employed to foreground the mediations of the reading process by
particular material factors, and to provide a model for discussing the various kinds of

interactions that occur between signified structures and their material frames.

3 E.g. McGann (1991); McKenzie (1999). Fundamental also is Genette (1997) on the role of paratexts (titles,
prefaces etc.) in presenting literary works and affecting their consumption.

* On the concept of ‘deluxe editions’ cf. Johnson (2004) 155-60; for a typology of Pindaric bookrolls in later
antiquity cf. Ucciardello (2012) 113-18.
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The status of Pindar’s texts as performance poems plays an important role in their material
resituation. The temporally unique, impermanent form of performance contrasts with the
permanence of the material frame, and the gathering and ordering of the poems in editions
imposes on them a form of collectedness at variance with the temporally discrete status of
performances of individual songs. But as mentioned above, we should be wary of hard-and-
fast oppositions in this respect; the materiality of the book is to a certain extent prefigured by
Pindar’s characterization of his poems as objects, and various poems advertise their
connections to others in the corpus even as performance pieces.” Despite these continuities,
however, there are also important distinctions between the situations of performance and
reading, some imposed by material conditions, and others by the strategies of the texts
themselves in their altered contexts. References to musical accompaniment, choral singing,
and other specific aspects of the performance economy impose on the reader a vivid sense of
the difference of (aspects of) the poem’s self-projection from the situation in which he
himself engages with it, while at the same time influencing the reader’s conception of his
own activity.

Any account of the reception of a textual corpus in antiquity must take account of ancient
reading practices and the various ways in which these were conceptualized by literary critics.
It was long a commonplace that reading in antiquity meant reading aloud, even when the
reader was alone.”* This position has been challenged by numerous scholars who have
pointed out that, although voiced reading was clearly common, there is also much evidence

for silent reading, and we should not think that voiced reading was the norm.” Debates about

» See my remarks below pp. 106-20 on relations between poems within an edition. On ‘performance
intertextuality’ cf. Morrison (2011) with further references.

Mt e.g. Balogh (1927); Hendrickson (1929); Rohde (1963); Kenney (1982) 12; Porter (2010) 314-15, 353-4;
for further references cf. Gavrilov (1997) 56-8. On Roman reading practices cf. e.g. Quinn (1982); Cavallo
(1999). Johnson (2000) examines the social practices in which reading was embedded and argues that whether
reading was voiced or silent was dependent on context; cf. further Johnson (2009) on the representation of
reading in Aulus Gellius and Johnson (2010) on the social functions of literary reading in the High Empire. The
importance of sound to the reading process is demonstrated by the fact that the verb used to denote reading,
avayryvaokely, is often synonomized by akouew, a situation paralleled by the synonymity of legere and
audire in Latin. But whether these synonyms are (partially or wholly) metaphorical is debated: on the meaning
of avaytyvwokew cf. Chantraine (1950), who argues that the primary meaning is ‘recognizing’ the letters;
Carson (1999) 83 suggests that it is more specifically the recognition of sounds that is at issue, followed by
Porter (2010) 351 n. 216. Cf. also Steiner (1994) 16-29.

% Knox (1968) argues against the view that silent reading was not viewed as ‘abnormal’ even if it was less
common than voiced reading. He cites passages such as Cic. Tusc. 5.116, which discusses how one can
compensate for the loss hearing, and suggests that a deaf man may still take pleasure in poetry: deinde multo
maiorem percipi posse legendis his quam audiendis uoluptatem. Gavrilov (1997) sees the locus classicus of the
evidential debate, August. Con. 6.3.3-4, as evidence for the normality of silent reading, and makes the claim that
silent reading was normal in fifth century BC Athens as well as in later periods; cf. also Burnyeat (1997). Parker
(2009) offers an overview of the Roman evidence and argues for the prevalence of silent reading, contending
that public readings at conuiuia or readings by lectores were ‘preparatory, ancillary, or supplementary to private
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which form of reading predominated are less important for this study than the variety of
reading situations in which texts would have been realized; reading aloud to oneself, to a
small group of friends, reading silently on one’s own, and engaging in a more dramatic
performance before a larger group of a previously memorized poem (or part of a poem) were
all possible scenarios, and having slaves read aloud was also a common practice.’® Therefore,
while we should be cautious about thinking that reading was usually or predominantly
voiced, we need to think about the interpretative consequences of voiced reading and how
this practice may have affected how readers orientated themselves towards texts. We also
need to bear in mind the effects of literary theoretical discourses about the voice, and the role
of poets’ voices in literary receptions.’’ Given the prominence of the emphasis on the voice in
these texts, it is reasonable to assume that even when reading silently, ancient readers would
sometimes have conceived of the texts they were engaging with as the ‘written voice’ of an
author, or at least entertained the possibility, as we still do today, of so conceptualizing the
text.

The notion of writing as inscribed/written voice (¢yypd&uuaTtos @wvr) is common in
ancient theoretical literature.”® Speech as an emitting of ‘breath’ (Tvedua) was transcribed
into the written document, which then became a trace not only of meanings but of the
physicality of enunciation: ‘voice inscribed in letters is the culmination of the breath that is
stored within us’ (éyypdupatos 8¢ @wvr] éoTw a&moTéAeopa ToU v TV
gvtebnoaupiopévou mvevpaTtos, X Dion. Thrax 212.23-4 Hilgard). This physicality could be
foregrounded as a central part of the reading experience: Arcesilaus, head of the Middle
Academy in the mid-third century BC, is quoted by Diogenes Laertius as describing Pindar as
‘terrific at filling out the voice’, a power he associates with a more general verbal

¢ . ) ’ ’ ” 1 5 ~ 3 ~ v ’ \
sufficiency’ (Tév Te TTivdapov épaocke Sewov eival peoviis éumAfical kai OvoudTwy Kai

pPNUAaTwY euTopiav Tapaoxeiv, Diog. Laer. 4.31). Reading (aloud) is, on these terms, an
excavation of the authorial voice which inheres in the text: ‘[t]he discourse produced by the
reader’s voice is a reenactment of the writer’s voice that was transcribed in the act of

writing.”*” The emphasis on the physicality of the voice is part of a wider theoretical concern

reading’. For an assessment of the conceptual underpinings of the silent/voiced reading debate cf. Fowler
(forthcoming) 1-16.

3% Cf. Johnson (2000).

37 See below pp. 77-86.

** For examples further cf. Porter (2010) 350 n. 212.

3% Bakker (2005) 41. Cf. Porter (2010) 310-11 for a characterization of this critical standpoint: ‘render[s] the
voice audible no matter how many layers of writing, transmission, quotation, or time have intervened ... ‘the
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in antiquity with issues of aesthetic materiality. Crates of Mallos, for instance, held that the
quality of verbal sound was the most important factor is judging the value of a poem,* and
Philodemus On Poems provides numerous testimonies to similar views held by other
Hellenistic literary theorists. On Poems 1 fr. 91 records that Pausimachus makes an argument
for the valuation of poetry according to sound on the basis of how it is enunciated: its quality
does not reside in composition, but ‘fine or inferior verse arises for no other reason than
because of the combination of sounds itself” (81'[oUdtv] Etepov padlov [ij kaAov] yiveobat
7 & ay[To TO ou]vnxeio[B]ar). This view is contested by Philodemus when he asserts in fr.
184, countering Andromenides, another ‘euphonist’, that ‘everyone’s hearing or mind is
pleased not without reason’ (mav[ti Tfs akolijs f Tijs Sia[voias ouk &Ad]yws
oikelou[uévns). For Philodemus, ‘hearing’ is not an irrational process separable from
‘rational’ mental processes. What matters most for eliciting readerly reaction, on Philodemus’
account, is Siavoia, the noetic structure which underpins formal effects.*’ The propositions
that the sound of words has a function distinct from their meaning, that sound could be
pleasing to the hearer, and that sound could reinforce meaning, were widely accepted by
Hellenistic literary theorists, and form the background to the stylistic analyses of Cicero and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The precise nature of linguistic sound and its relations to
semantic meaning, however, were contested issues.

The materiality of language is also a problematic figure in these debates; not only is there
the primary argument about whether poetry is to be valued according to sound or meaning,
but the status of the sound of language itself is in question. Whereas @covrj is often
conceptualized as the voice of the author, it can also be employed to mean ‘sound’, and the
euphonist thinkers cited by Philodemus often refer to a materiality inherent in language itself
rather than a personalized voice.*” This distinction will be significant when considering, for

instance, the ways in which literary receptions of Pindar depersonalize the poetic utterance by

view that within all linguistic expressions, oral or written, lies buried a voice that animates them’.” Cf. further
ibid. 351-3.

0 Cf. Asmis (1992); (1995b) 152. Cf. further Philod. On Poems 5 col. xxv 2 — xxix 18 for Crates’ argument that
sound quality is not determined by rules but inheres naturally in an arrangement of words. Crates’ account of
sound is not irrationalizing, however; he argues that one ought ‘to judge through the senses the rational
propositions present by nature [in the sound structures]’ (col. xxviii 19-33); for explication of this position cf.
Jensen (1923) 146-73; Armstrong (1995) 265 n. 47; Asmis (2004) 12-13.

*1 Cf. On Poems 5 col. xxxii 6-10, where Philodemus says that an unnamed opponent ‘speaks only about Jexis,
while leaving aside thoughts, which have the far greater importance’ (kai Tepi Tfi[s] Aé|Eecos pévov Aalel, T&
vo|fjuaTa kuptwTépav dU|vau Exovta mapamép|mouc|al), and PHerc. 1676 col. xiv (iii) 24-6 where
Philodemus argues that the ‘underlying’ (Utmokeipeva) aspects of a poem, such as subject matter but also the
words themselves, ‘have authority over the poetic craft’(kupi]cov 8¢ Tfjs TTonTIKfjs UTapxoVTwWV), i.€., exercise
a determinative effect over the poem and its reception: cf. Asmis (1995) 158-60.

*2 Cf. On Poems 1 fr. 117.17 for peovrj as explicitly non-authorial sound.

18



comparing it to other types of sounds which exceed normative human capacities.*
Furthermore, the thinking of the text as ‘inscribed voice’ need not be privileged as a
dominant way of conceiving readerly activity; rather, we need to recognize its theoretical
shortcomings, as well its limitations as an ‘historical’ description of what reading entailed.
First, the conception of authorial @covrj is distinctly problematic as a means of thinking about
performance, involving as it does a deformative construction which reduces the complex
vocal and musical aspects of performance to an essentialized notion of authorial utterance.
Moreover, thinking about the text as a transcription of authorial pcovr) glosses over important
distinctions between author and narrator, and hence limits the possibility for attention to the
specific ways in which narratorial voice is constructed.** Authorial voice should not be
conceptualized only as a productive ground which generates the text, but as a figure produced
by the processes of textuality.

A distinction needs to be made here between the composition and performance; in the latter,
the performing ‘voice’ shows up as something constructed according to generic and
contingent influences, although these factors are clearly important in the compositional
process as well; no author writes with a ‘voice’ that is entirely ‘his own’. These issues also
affect the historical resitings of texts. Even thinking in materialist terms, a later reading is a
reenactment, a confluence of the reader’s voice with that of the text which presupposes the
absence of the ‘actual’ voice of the historical author. This absence raises the question,
connected to the constructedness of authorial voice just discussed, of whose ‘voice’ is being
reenacted — the voice of Pindar the historical individual, Pindar qua constructed narrator, or
the voice of the performing chorus. As my readings below will demonstrate, reading Pindaric
texts often brings to the fore the impossibility of a complete ‘reenactment’ of the text, not
least because of the texts’ dramatizations of the limitations of their own enunciative
strategies.”” A voiced reading is a transformative encounter which entails the reader’s
physical disposition being given over to text’s voice(s) while simultaneously affirming the
uniquely contingent status of each recreation of the text; crucially, however, this physical
dimension is only an extension of the processes of transformation implicit in any reading

encounter.

* See below pp. 85-6.

* For an overview of the controversial issue of first persons in Pindar cf. Currie (2005) 19-21, and cf. also Fearn
(2007) 7-9. The fullest treatment is Lefkowitz (1991), and note her supplementary comments in Lefkowitz
(1995). A particularly interesting aspect of this problem is whether certain utterances are felt to be spoken/sung
in the persona of the laudandus: ¥ P. 8.78a, £ P.9.161, £ N.10.73b, X 1.7.55b record judgements to this effecct.
See further Currie (2005) 20-1.

*> See below pp. 187-92 and pp. 213-18.
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The transcription-and-revivification model also ignores the considerable distantiations
involved in the processes of textual dissemination and their potential to generate new
meanings. Epinician’s contextual aspect makes it a particularly interesting test case for
addressing the operation of this dynamic. As mentioned above, strategies such as addresses to
victors, deixis, and references to the environmental and musical settings of the poems prompt
imaginative recreation by later readers, but they also impose a sense of the radical difference
between the sites of performance and reading, a difference that would have been strengthened
in later antiquity by other factors such as the oddities of Pindar’s dialect, as well as the
growing body of literary and scholarly receptions. When, for example, at the beginning of P.4
the narrator says that the Muse ‘must stand today by that dear man [Arcesilas]’ (c&uepov pev
Xpr) oe Tap’ avdpi pidw / oTéuev, 1-2) in order for the activity of praise to take place, the
reader is made aware of the temporal specificity of the performance utterance, but also of his
own role in continuing the text’s project (aUfns [sc. the Muse] oUpov Upvewv, P.4.3).
Moreover, books are not simply transcriptions of a prior body of language but visual and
tangible objects. The materialists’ stress on the embodied particularity of text-as-voice
discounts the role of material factors such as the use of critical signs and the more general
visual appearances of and physical forms of books in shaping readers’ access to texts.*®

An examination of Pindar’s texts in later antiquity also needs to take account of
interpretative and literary receptions, and in this respect the corpus of ancient scholarship
represented by the Pindaric scholia is particularly important. Not only are the exegetical and
historical questions foregrounded by the scholia remote from the materialist emphasis on the
here-and-now of the physicality of language,*’ but they also implicate the texts they comment
on in a series of intertextual, cultural, and historical networks which demand readerly
attention to the contexts, both those of Pindar’s own time and later, in which meaning arises
and is remade, debated, and contested. In short, critical models which conceive of ancient
modes of reading, silent or otherwise, either as a passive submission to the text,*® or as a
make-of-it-what-you-will exercise is postmodern relativism avant la lettre* should be treated
with caution. I would instead conceptualize the experience of ancient reading, voiced or
silent, as a dynamic process wherein the text both imposes its particular economies of

meaning on its readers and is reshaped by the contexts in which it is encountered. Reading is

T examine this aspect of critical signs below pp. 91-104.
7 Cf. Porter (2010) 308-64.

*® The burden of Svenbro (1993) 187-216.

* Cf. Fowler (forthcoming) 8-10.
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an encounter with the other, and this otherness is reinforced by cultural and historical
distantiations, as well as being reconfigured by the receptions to which it is subject.

The literary theoretical validation of the voice in antiquity is another episode in what
Derrida terms the ‘logocentric’ or ‘phonocentric’ metaphysics of Western thought, in which
live utterance is seen as a dominant site where meaning is informed by its co-presence with
the intentions of the speaker, and writing is seen as a parasitic copy of speech. Derrida
attempted to show that speech no less than writing partook of the deferrals and
indeterminacies of meaning operative in language; the broader correlative of this position is
that performances should no more be thought as sites of unified self-present meaning than
written texts.” In classical scholarship, and particularly in analysis of classical and archaic
Greek literature, this dichotomy has often been expressed in the tendency to privilege
performance as a dominant site of meaning and significance, and in the concomitant view of
books as a secondary medium mechanically reproducing texts which find their fullest
meaning in performance. Classical scholarship has often sought to organize oral and written
literature around a series of such oppositions, sometimes with a strongly fetishizing stress on
the alterity of ancient cultural practices: reading is an individual, playful activity which takes
place at a remove from society, whereas performance, as the ultimate expression of oral
culture, is socially integrative space for the dramatization of considerations of communal
importance.”'

While few scholars nowadays would accept this division and its conceptual apparatuses,
even for the classical period, as an historical account of how readers encountered texts,
debates over the interrelation of oral and written cultures are still largely structured around
these underlying oppositions.”> One manifestation of this tendency is the construction of
idealized modes of performance reception, which either explicitly posit or implicitly assume
a privileged mode of comprehension attendant on the ‘original” performance or reception of a
literary work.” In a similar way to the construction of authorial/textual voice by the ancient
literary theorists, this conceptualization of ‘original’ receptions denies the temporally
extended and multiplicitous nature of any (set of) receptive event(s). Don Fowler’s discussion

clarifies the issues:

*% Foundational are Derrida (1976) 3-93 and (1981) 17-33.

>L Cf. Fowler (forthcoming) 1-16. I am grateful to Peta Fowler for allowing me to consult this work.

> E.g. Habinek (2005).

> Cf. Hirsch (1967); Bundy (1962) 4-5. For a counter argument about the temporally extended nature of
receptions cf. Fowler (1996).
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[T]he reception of a work even in its most primary context cannot be identified with a
single aesthetic experience but is constituted by an extended set of acts and events ... in
archaic and classical Greece, the meaning of a lyric or dramatic text was not used up on
its first performance but is crucially constituted precisely through its reperformance and
reuse. This is true whether or not we are looking to empirical data about actual
reception or to the various constructs of ‘implied’ or ‘model’ audiences, to the
figurations, that is, of an audience that a reading of a text constructs as necessary for its
interpretation. Even those who are prepared to admit that the reception of a literary
work is in fact always extended in time and composed of an indefinite number of
different events will often wish to construct a more ideal encoutner as the implied
moment of reception, and to track the implied audience’s interpretation of the text as if’

it took place ... during a first reading.

This analysis is particularly relevant to the fifth century reception of Pindar, informed as it
was by a variety of events separate from the first or official performance of a poem.
Rehearsals, in which the performers would, in learning the song, have participated in a
lengthy contact with the text which would have operated as a powerful conduit for the text’s
ethical demands; reperformances, whether choral or monodic,”® interactions between
epinician performances, and other modes of dissemination such as epigraphs, announcements
at the games, and general rumour and conversation, are all part of the extended receptive
dynamics Fowler outlines.

The recent focus on reperformances in the classical period has somewhat diminished the
idealizing tendency Fowler describes, although the essentializing focus on the original
performance is still common in Pindaric scholarship, as in Ilja Pfeijffer’s argument that ‘[a]n
[epinician] ode had the deepest significance for its first audience attending the official
celebration for which it was written’.”> Aside from its reductive implications for
reperformance scenarios, this position completely neglects the richness and multiplicity of the
Nachleben of the Pindaric corpus. This type of thinking is in part a response to the the
localizing rhetoric of Pindaric poems; in the light of the poems’ emphasis on the
circumstances of their performance and their local ethical and encomiastic aims, it is easy to

see why critics have tended to see them as sites for the circulation of socio-political energies

>* On reperformance scenarios cf. Currie (2004); Hubbard (2004); Morrison (2007); (2011).
> Pfeijffer (1999) 10. This view is endorsed by Currie (2004) 53-4 in his examination of reperformance
scenarios for Pindar’s epinicians. Cf. Steiner (1994) 98-9 on performance as a unifying modality.
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and for the creation and maintainance of forms of symbolic capital with an occasional
function, but, as I suggested above, we should be wary of equating these functions with a
unifying dynamic. While acknowledging the importance of performance culture, this study
will make an argument almost diametrically opposed to Pfeijffer’s essentializing
construction. Epinicians, and other types of performance poems, take on additional meanings
and significances in their transhistorical journeys, and can in some respects be seen as more
richly meaningful and suggestive as a result of their interaction with later literature,
scholarship, and socio-cultural developments. As such, my arguments seek to extend
Fowler’s stress on the multiplicities of the receptive process to the functions of the Pindaric
corpus in later antiquity. The study of performance poems as written texts is also an
underexplored means of addressing the ongoing interaction of performance and writing,
wherein ‘performance’ is not simply an idealized prior event but a cultural construct which is
open to continual reimagining subject to the dynamics of the receptive tradition, and which is
frequently put to interpretative and other ends. We shall also see that, in parallel to these
developments, the book itself is subject to particular kinds of transformation when it interacts
with the Pindaric corpus, a relationship that differs significantly from that which obtains
between book and text in later, more ‘bookish’ literatures. As a prelude to detailed
examination of these issues, I now want to analyse further the role of contexts in shaping

literary encounters.

DIACHRONIC TEXTS

Our evidence for ancient readers’ encounters with texts is highly problematic. The
epiphenomenal mental events which constitute the reading process are irrecoverable per se,
and the traces left by individual readings are generically and contextually mediated to the
extent that they can only give us the most partial access to the mental events which preceded
them and to which they gave rise. When reading passages in, for example, the poems of
Callimachus which interact with Pindar’s poems, there are various literary critical tools at our
disposal for formulating how the one author might be responding to the other, and how the
texts might be functioning in relation to each other, but most modern scholars would be
rightly sceptical of using these formulations as a basis for trying to understand what was
involved in Callimachus’ experiences when reading Pindar. Even ancient scholarship on the
Pindaric corpus, which might seem to be a more promising body of evidence for reading

practices, is by no means straightforward; quite aside from the difficulties of reconstructing
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ancient scholarship on the basis of the scholia preserved in the medieaeval manuscripts,’® we
cannot be sure of how individual readers interacted with the scholarly comments they read.
While the scholia can give us an outline of the kind of interpretative and exegetical questions
with which their readers would have been confronted, they also give rise to effects which go
beyond their own interpretative frameworks, and even within those frameworks raise
questions which they themselves do not answer. I shall explore some of these issues in detail
below; for the moment, I simply want to note that the reading protocols formed by such
metatextual bodies should not be seen as determinative for individual readings. Readers
always have a certain license to form their own judgements and contest those of others,
practices encouraged by the openness of ancient scholarly texts, and their juxtaposition of the
views of different scholars.

In a seminal article on the book as a literary construct, Roger Chartier comes to grips with
the problem of tracing readerly experience by citing Michel de Certeau’s description of
readers as like voyagers who leave no trace of their activities in the texts they scrutinize.’’
Although this is not true in every case, as the annotations, marginalia and other such
metatextual marks in ancient papyri testify, its descriptive force alerts us to the difficulties of
an historical characterization of readerly experience. In order to circumvent these difficulties,
Chartier proposes a threefold mode of historical analysis, focused on textuality itself, on
books, and on reading and the various protocols and structures by which it is guided. Chartier
is also much concerned to navigate between the freedom of the individual reader to construct
the texts he reads and the constraints imposed upon this process by cultural conventions; he
distinguishes between a history of the book and a history of what is read, arguing that
although the reader has a certain ‘independence’, this ‘is not an arbitrary license. It is
confined by the codes and conventions that govern the practices of a community.””® His
conclusions dwell again on the problematics of moving from cultural contexts to individuated

experiences:

[R]eading is never totally constrained and ... cannot be recursively deducted from the

texts to which it is applied ... the tactics of readers, infiltrating the ‘special space’

% Cf. pp. 63-7.

37 Chartier (1995) 134.

% Chartier (1995) 136. His emphasis on the codifications of reading practices is influenced by Fish (1980) on
the ‘interpretative community’ as a force which shapes individual acts of interpretation. Fish’s school of thought
has exerted considerable influence, but despite its elegance it suffers serious limitations as a critical model,
perhaps the most important being that it limits the degree to which texts can reconfigure their readers and give
rise to experiences and meanings which rupture the parameters of a given interpretative community.
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produce by the strategies of writing obey certain rules ... Thus [it is] the founding
paradox of any history of reading, which must postulate the freedom of a practice of

which, broadly, it can only grasp the determinations.”

Chartier’s focus is therefore on tracing how different groups of readers are constructed as
intepretative communities, and how these constructions are influenced by material forms and
socially differentiated cultural practices, while acknowledging the provisionality of these
determinations.

This study is likewise concerned to think about how cultural forces affected readers and
readings, and to this end I shall examine various contextual factors such as the development
of libraries, the growth of scholarly literature, and specific strands of literary reception as
well as literary critical texts which bear on the Pindaric corpus in later antiquity, while also
stressing the instability and openness of these ‘codes and conventions’. My main focus,
however, is somewhat different from Chartier’s, in that I am concerned to trace the textual
forces Pindaric texts bring to bear on their readers in a variety of contexts. These textual
forces are not confined to the denotative and connotative mechanisms of the texts themselves,
but also encompass how the texts are affected by the contexts in which they operate. The
meanings, and wider cultural significance, of a given passage of Pindar will therefore be
affected by its material form, and also by local factors such as the scholarly exegeses that
pertain to it, literary receptions related to it, and by wider cultural and historical issues. My
object is the diachronic text, understood as a mode of textuality subject to interaction with
multiple intellectual, material, and historical contexts.

The shifting meanings of the diachronic text are not primarily located in the consciousness
of a particular ancient reader or in the discourses of a given interpretative community, but are
the product of my own interpretative construction of the conditions in which Pindar’s texts
would have been encountered and of the ways in which they might be read in the light of
those conditions. In assessing literary and scholarly responses to Pindar, for instance, my
concern will not just be with the responses themselves and the socio-historical and generic
pressures that informed their creation, but also with what they presuppose, the kind of reading
positions they project, and their significance for readings of the Pindaric texts themselves.
My interpretations are aimed primarily at elaborating the kind of meanings and cultural

resonances to which we as modern readers might want to respond when thinking

%% Chartier (1995) 147.
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diachronically about the Pindaric corpus. They also, I hope, have an historical significance, in
that they try to uncover some of the ways in which Pindar’s texts would have shown up to
ancient readers and the kind of interpretative potentialities that would have been open to these
readers even if they were not always understood by individual readers in the ways I suggest.

In order to examine the diachronic text more closely, we need to elaborate the nature of the
contextual influences to which it is subject. Jauss’ seminal work on literature as a system of
receptions gives useful pointers in this direction, concerned as he is not just with the
relationship between texts and history,” but also with the histories of literary forms and their
influence on readers. One of Jauss’ central and most celebrated theoretical manoeuvres is his
stress on the role of the reader in the cultural dialogues in which texts operate; a central task
of interpretation is to establish the ‘horizon of expectations’ against which a work is initially
understood, and which allows understanding of a work’s ‘artistic character’; this horizon
consists of the salient cultural and intellectual modalities with which readers understand a
work and which orientate their expectations of it.®! The relationship between works and the
horizons in which they are received is a dynamic one; works can only show up within a given
set of cultural and interpretative norms, but they also have the power to intervene in and alter
these norms by means of their mediation by individual readers: ‘it is only through the process
of mediation that the artwork enters into the changing horizon-of-experience of a continuity
in which the perpetual inversion occurs from simple reception to critical understanding, from
passive to active reception, from recognized aesthetic norms to a new production that
surpasses them.”®

Jauss’ opposition of ‘simple reception’ and ‘critical understanding’ assumes a structuring of
initial receptions by a prereflective or preinterpretative disposition which is then complicated
by later, more critical stages of receptive activity. This dichotomy has a certain force as an
empirical characterization of how people respond to texts through repeated encounters, a
process which often entails a certain aggregation of knowledge or critical strategies, but we
might question the extent to which a prereflective relation is ever possible, particularly in the
case of Pindar’s epinicians, poems that frequently bring to the reader’s attention the
interpretative frameworks by which they are to be understood. A related problem with Jauss’

formulations is their generic focus; the processes by which particular works project and are

% Jauss (1982) 15 argues that ‘the historical essence of the work of art lies not only in its representational or
expressive function but also in its influence’ and that the artwork is ‘a medium capable of forming and altering
perception’.

®! Jauss (1982) 25.

62 Jauss (1982) 19. Cf. Martindale (1993) for this methodology.
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governed by certain horizons of expectation are governed largely by generic features and by
the prevalence of a given genre itself as a frame.*> Literary theorists have been increasingly
concerned in recent times to register the openness of genres and generic tropes to
reconfiguration,®* and the (potential) indeterminacy of genre poses a problem for Jauss’
framework. Discussion of receptive dynamics needs to be sensitive to the potential of literary
works to disrupt the coherence of genre or to problematize generic norms, both of which
strategies I shall suggest Pindar employs. Moreover, when thinking about texts as diachronic
entities, we shall also have to consider intertextualities which cross generic boundaries and, at
least potentially, give rise to generically multiple intepretative horizons.

A signal strength of Jauss’ work is the openness and dynamism that he attributes to the
formation of the contexts in which texts operate, but he leaves open the problem of how these
contexts are to be delimited and defined for any given period. A similar issue arises in
Malcolm Heath’s account of the primary poetic and secondary poetic in ancient culture, the
former being the actual practice of poetry as embodied in poetic texts, the latter being the
theorizing of commentators, rhetoricians, and other types of readers. Heath privileges a
culture’s secondary poetic as a means of guiding our attempts to understand how that culture
related to its texts, but admits that the accounts given by the secondary poetic may only
partially capture the meanings and effects of the texts at which they are directed.” We should
also recognize that the secondary poetic is an internally conflicted field, subsuming opposed
positions or differences of emphasis which demand mediation by individual readers. Just as
readers are free to reflect on and disagree with explicitly theorized conceptions of literary
function and value, so texts themselves, I will argue, always exceed in various ways the
critical determinations to which they are subject. Heath also tends to focus primarily on
rhetoricians and literary critics as the sources of the secondary poetic, but in doing so he
neglects other important determinants; chief amongst these are the exegetical commentaries,
but later literary receptions and material factors also play an important role in shaping
readerly orientation to particular texts. Historical factors are likewise operative in the
diachronic resituation of texts, as well as in their context of their primary emergence; in their

focus on the importance of the histories of specific literary forms for positioning a work, both

63 Jauss (1982) 25-8. Generic concerns are also important in the makeup of interpretative communities as
formulated by the neopragmatists: for the classic discussion cf. Fish (1980).

6% See the essays in Depew and Obbink (2000).

% Heath (1989) 10. Cf. the remarks of Fowler (2000) 70-1. Heath (2002) 117-27 attempts to deal with these
problems, suggesting the (critical) use of ancient literary criticism ‘to inform our reconstruction of the
assumptions about literary form and function underlying the composition of ... texts’ (p. 120). This is
problematic in Pindar’s case, given the lack of literary criticism contemporary with the poet’s lifetime.
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Heath and Jauss tend to somewhat neglect the role of historical circumstances in mediating
the self-positioning of communities of readers and in reforming the significance of works
themselves. This study will attempt to demonstrate that changing forms of political discourse,
and changes in the distribution of political, military, and cultural authority play a significant
part in mediating the significance of the Pindaric corpus.

Jauss’ concern with the relationship between literature and history, and with the unique
history of the institution of literature itself, has been shared by a many other recent literary
and cultural theorists. This connection provides a corrective to ancient modes of literary
criticism, where contextual factors are conspicuously absent; from Aristotelian essentialism
through to the materialist allegorism of Crates and the formalism of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and [Longinus], ancient literary criticism is resolutely intratextual in its focus,
another reason for caution when using these texts as a guide for our own constructions of the
contours of ancient textual encounters. One of the most sophisticated and influential models
of the relations between literature and wider society was formulated by Pierre Bourdieu,
whose work forms part of a particular antiessentializing thinking which, recognizing the
instability of the category of ‘literature’ and the potential for literariness to emerge in any
textual site, emphasised the role of cultural mediators in constructing and policing the
descriptive categories and interpretative modes which regulated what might be thought of as
‘literature’.°® Bourdieu emphasises the role of the ‘literary field’, consisting of editors,
publishers, reviewers, academics, and others, in defining modes of valuation and bestowing
value on literary works, a capacity defined by agents’ accumulation of ‘symbolic capital’, the
aggregated intellectual and social prestige which validates individual judgements.®” Crucially
for Bourdieu, the field of cultural production had its own logic and modes of power which
were subordinate to but separate from those of wider society.”® Fields are dynamic, and are
constantly being reformed as individual agents intervene to articulate new positions, valuing

different works and bringing new modes of valuation to the fore; this creates a relational

6 A prominent exponent of this position was Stanley Fish, who promoted the notion of the interpretative
community as a space in which meaning was created and regulated: cf. Fish (1980) 97: ‘literature ... is the
product of a way of reading, of a community agreement about what will count as literature, which leads the
members of the community to pay a certain kind of attention and thereby to create literature’. For criticisms of
this position cf. McDonald (2006) 217. Marxist literary theorists have long been concerned with the relations
between literature and history, and particularly with the problem of how to theorize the category of the literary,
and individual literary works, as not merely a reflex of historical conditions: for an overview cf. Eagleton
(1976). Macherry (2006) 58-61 is a particularly acute Marxist attempt to articulate a case for (a type of) textual
autonomy in relation to extratextual realities.

%7 Bourdieu (1993) 6-14. Cf. McDonald (2006) 218. The notion of symbolic capital has been put to influential
use in the field of Pindaric studies by Kurke (1991): see below pp. 33-5.

% Bourdieu (1993) 14, 37-45.
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process as a result of which ‘[tlhe meaning of a work ... changes automatically with each
change in the field within which it is situated for the spectator or reader’.® Bourdieu’s
analysis of cultural fields is a useful starting point for thinking about how definitions and
constructions of literature and the literary are mediated. It is not difficult, for instance, to see
Hellenistic scholarly culture through this lens, as successive scholars and scholar-poets jostle
for position within the cultural field by means of the scholarly positions they articulate and
the literary practices they engage in. My primary interest, however, is less in the formation of
particular cultural fields than in the consequences of these for the Pindaric corpus, and this
requires an emphasis on the operation of texts themselves which is largely absent from
Bourdieu’s sociological model: his account of the dynamism of fields, for instance, focuses
on the determinative effects of assumptions of positions by particular agents rather than on
the (re)constitutive forces of texts.”

Another strand of recent antiessentialist thinking includes theorists who, while
acknowledging the importance of contextual factors in literary production and reception, have
sought to locate literature’s capacity for determination gua literature in texts themselves.”'
Theorists such as Maurice Blanchot insisted on the singular demands of literary texts, their
capacity to generate particularized encounters and modes of reading particular to them. For
Blanchot, what threatens the distinctiveness of the particular text is the reader’s insistence on
attempting to accommodate the text to interpretative norms. Against this tendency, Blanchot

advocated an attention to the irreducible particularity of the text:

Ce qui menace le plus la lecture: la realité du lecteur, sa personalité, son immodestie,
I’acharnement a vouloir demeurer lui-méme en face de ce qu’il lit, & vouloir étre un
homme qui sait lire en général. Lire un poéme, ce n’est pas lire encoure un poéme, ce
n’est méme pas entrer, par I'intermédiare de ce poéme, dans 1’essence de la poésie ...
La lecture du poéme, c’est le poéme lui-méme qui s’affirme oeuvre dans la lecture, qui,

. . . . 2
dans 1’espace tenu ouvert par le lecteur, donne naissance 4 la lecture qui accueille.’

% Bourdieu (1993) 31.

" McDonald (2006) 226 argues that Bourdieu’s model is limited, in that ‘[bly privileging the historically
specific norms and categories of the field, without which literature as such could not exist, it underestimates the
unpredictability of writing, which is always capable of transforming the field by exceeding or subverting its
determinations.’

"I Cf. McDonald (2006) 219-21 for an account of this tradition, and cf. in general Clark (2005).

72 Blanchot (1955) 207.
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Blanchot’s accent on the fragile, particularized space of the literary encounter has the
advantage of affirming the uniqueness of individual works and consequently militating
against their reductive assimilation into other modes of discourse or, for that matter, their
totalizing recuperation by any given intepretation. This focus is particularly helpful, I shall
argue below, when thinking about Pindar’s poetry in the context of ancient Pindaric
scholarship, whose strong emphasis on paraphrasing exegesis both threatens and reinforces
the particularity of the texts on which it comments.

Blanchot’s thinking of textuality is vulnerable to the twin charges of essentialism and
interpretative reductionism. On the one hand, the quasi-sacral particularity of the text and the
space of reading projected by it looks rather like an essence in another guise, a formalized
state freed from ideological determination. On the other, the insistence on the irreducible
nature of this space would seem to commit the critic to an acceptance of the ultimate
ineffability of the text, diminishing the potential for concrete interpretations.”” Yet in
mapping out literature’s capacity to resist interpretative determination, his approach opens a
way of putting contextual factors in dialogue with an assertion of the dialogic nature of the
literary space and the capacity of this space to transform its reader.”* Another possible
weakness in Blanchot’s argument is the vagueness of his articulation of what counts as
literary self-determination: it could be argued that any text, regardless of form, subject matter,
genre, or any other local mark, could fulfil the conditions set out in the concluding sentence
of the passage cited above. Derrida’s meditations on the ‘strange institution’ of literature
provide another means of approaching this problem, one which resists either historical
determinism or formalist essentialism while attempting to negotiate between historical and
formal demands. Particularly resonant in this respect is Derrida’s analysis of Kafka’s parable
‘Before the Law’. My main concern here is not with the primary thrust of his reading,” but
with his remarks on the relations between literary texts and the environments in which they

operate. Derrida focuses on the literary’ texts deployment of certain ‘movements of framing

> This problem is addressed by Clark (2005) 8, who rightly argues that ‘[tJoo much of the standard defence of
the literary as singular comes down to highlighting our not being able to finally identify or fix the meaning of
something ... These arguments should now be treated as truisms, starting places for thought and not conclusions
in themselves.’

™ Cf. McDonald (2006) 220 on the differences between Blanchot’s system and that of Barthes (1973): against
Barthes’ emphasis on the productive role of class conflicts in the formation of texts Blanchot’s thinking of
‘literature’s inexhaustible capacity to be other, its demanding singularity, made untenable any such epochal
unities or hopes of a grand historical synthesis.’

7 He argument revolves around reading the parable as instantiating his own concept of différance, expressive of
the deferral of meaning inherent in the literary encounter and of the relationship between the uniqueness of the
individual reader and the opaqueness of a given text. Cf. Foshay (2009) 199 for a succinct account.
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and referentiality” which constitute its difference from other such works,’® and give it the
power to ‘make the law’, namely to produce a type of reading distinctive to it, but he
acknowledges that these alone are not a sufficient condition for a text to be regarded as
literary. For this to occur, a text must ‘appear before the law of another, more powerful text
protected by more powerful guardians’, namely the critics, archivists, lawyers, and others
entrusted with the task of regulating the literary.”” Derrida locates the literary at the
intersection of different regulatory forces; the literary text ‘can exercise the legislative power
of linguistic performativity to sidestep existing laws from which, however, it derives its
protection’.”® Although Derrida is concerned here chiefly with the relationship between
literature and the law understood as a legal system, his argument also holds for other kinds of
‘law’, as implied by his mention of cultural figures such as critics and publishers who
contribute to regulating the literary. For Derrida, the site of emergence of literature is
constitued by a negotiation between the idioms of individual texts and the modes of
categorization which seek to delimit them.”

This dynamic is also at work in Derrida’s account of the singularity of the literary text. He is
commited to the uniqueness of the individual work, but recognizes that this can only come
about and be apprehended within a set of cultural norms: ‘[a]n absolute, absolutely pure
singularity, if there were one, would not even show up ... To become readable, it has to be
divided, to participate and belong.’ Expanding on Derrida’s description, Derek Attridge
defines the singularity of a work as that which ‘consists in its difference from all other such
objects, not simply as a particular manifestation of general rules but as a peculiar nexus
within the culture that is perceived as resisting or exceeding all pre-existing general

determinations’,*”® and that ‘[t]he experience of singularity involves an apprehension of
p g y pp

otherness ... in the mental and emotional opening that it produces’.”!

"® Derrida (1992) 213.

" Derrida (1992) 214. Cf. McDonald (2006) 201. Derrida (1992) 73 remarks that ‘[t]here is no assured essence
or existence of literature. If you proceed to analyse all thee elements of a literary work, you will never come
across literature itself, only some traits which it shares or borrows, which you can find ... in other texts’.

8 Derrida (1992) 216.

" Cf. McDonald (2006) 221-2, and Foshay (2009) 201-2: the text is not a stable object but ‘a scene of
encounter, a mediated, necessarily serial conversation ... a dialectical encounter of subject and object ... by
definition ongoing, inherently dynamic, necessarily destined to develop as the reader and the readerly
community and their contexts change.” Cf. also Heath (2002) 116 on [t]he open-endedness of meaning
potential” which informs the mediation of generic norms by particular works.

%0 Attridge (2004) 63. Clarke (2005) 154 sees literature as “‘founded’ in self-contestation, the tension between
necessarily general norms of understanding and behaviour and the simultaneous claim of the singular work,
impossibly and ineluctably, to be taken as an example of nothing but itself.’

81 Attridge (2004) 67.
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These theoretical accounts are concerned with the instability of the category of the literary
and how it might be defined and regulated, and are in large part responses to developments in
modern literature and to a specific set of contemporary cultural conditions. As such they
cannot applied in any straightforward way to an analysis of ancient literature. It is a
commonplace of classical scholarship that the ancients do not have a word or a conceptual

2 and the

apparatus which corresponds to ‘literature’ as named and conceptualized today,”
kind of literary phenomena to which Derrida in particular pays attention are rarely prevalent
in ancient texts. Nevertheless, the framework just elaborated has numerous methodological
benefits for thinking about Pindar’s poems. First, the focus on singularity sharpens sensitivity
to the distinctiveness of the poems in their contemporary context and allows for an awareness
of the ways in which epinicians make interpretative and ethical demands of their readers,
foregrounding the textual specificity of these functions and the impossibility of entirely
recuperating or translating them into other modes of discourse. I shall argue that Attridge’s
formulation of singularity as ‘resisting or exceeding all pre-existing general determinations’,
while avoiding the cultural critical tendency to see literary texts as instances of general
norms,” is less useful than Derrida’s more general emphasis of the necessity of negotiating
between the idiomatic aspects of a work and the various modes of its historical determination.
Of especial importance here is a recognition of texts’ capacity to project the readers and
readings suitable to them in unique ways, a process which in Pindar’s epinicians comes about
through a conjunction of specific occasionality and the particular relations devolved by
individual poems between mythical narratives and interpretative situations.**

Second, the theoretical models just discussed give us a useful set of tools for thinking about
texts diachronically. Derrida, followed by Attridge, examines singularity as a general
concept, and is not specifically concerned with the dynamics of reception. Consequently, his
elaboration of singularity does not aim at an elucidation of how later texts can impact on
previous ones. My particular interests here are in how the event of singularity is affected by
the diachronicity of the text, and of the intertextual configurations that arise from this
situation, and in how the text’s own particular economy affects the contexts in which it is

read.” We might question, however, whether singularity on this definition is susceptible of

52 Cf. Goldhill (1999) with the remarks of Martindale (2005) 32-3.

%3 See Clark (2005) 1-2 for a diagnosis of this position’s shortcomings.

$ Cf. Derrida (1992) 74 on ‘the work which produces its reader, a reader who doesn’t yet exist ... a reader who
would be ‘formed’, ‘trained’ ... invented by the work ... The work then becomes an institution forming its own
readers, giving them a competence which they did not possess before.’

% Cf. Derrida (1972) on the power of writing to ‘engender infinitely new contexts in an absolutely non-saturable
fashion’.
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temporal extension; Attridge stresses that in bringing about the conceptual shifts necessary to

I

apprehend it, a work’s singularity works towards compromising its singular status: ‘its
emergence is the beginning of its erosion’.*® On these grounds, it might be thought that the
longer a work persists within a culture, the more fully it will be integrated into that culture’s
norms, and the more tenuous the ‘apprehension of [its] otherness’ will become. To an extent
this is true; scholarship, critical engagements, teaching, and various types of cultural
appropriation serve to assimilate a work to interpretative norms and furnish participants in
that culture with various means of understanding it. These acculturative practices, however,
treated by Attridge as essentially normalizing, can also have the effect of reconfiguring the
otherness of a text, of bringing about interpretative situations in which the singularity of a
text shows up in different forms from those possible in its previous cultural contexts. This
observation also applies to literary receptions of ‘classic’ texts. Studies of literary reception
tend to focus on the uses made by later texts of their models, or on how later texts interact,
agonistically, cooperatively, or both, with previous ones.®” My method, however, will be
(also) to reverse this practice and think about the ways later texts can resituate earlier ones
and shift how they might be read. The potentiality for this mode of reading has been noted, in
different forms, by various theorists, but its possibilities remain to be explored.*®

Don Fowler’s discussion of intertextuality, and the potential of that concept for enabling

new ways of understanding the relations of literary (and other) texts, bears on this issue:

It is the possibility of reversing the directionality of intertextual reference — of
accepting the influence of T.S. Eliot on Shakespeare — which is often seen as the worst
of the horrors to which intertextuality can lead and even those who would be prepared
to accept it tend to work wherever possible within a framework where source-texts
precede target texts. Where we do wish to see, for instance, Vergil’s Aeneid differently
in the light of later epic, our criticism will tend to be framed in terms of the later

passages ‘bringing out’ something that was already ‘there’ in the Aeneid ... If we locate

% Attridge (2004) 64. Following Derrida, Attridge stresses singularity’s receptive status: ‘singularity ... is not a
property but an event, the event of singularizing which takes place in reception ... its emergence is the
beginning of its erosion, as it brings about the cultural changes necessary to accommodate it’ (ibid.).

87 Cf. Fowler (1997) 15 for a schematization of differences between “allusion’ and ‘intertextuality’ as terms for
orientating such relations.

% Cf. e.g. Jauss (1982) 35. Bourdieu (1993) 106 addresses the temporality of the cultural field, arguing that it is
chiefly the product of ongoing struggles over authoritative legitimacy amongst critics and other cultural
producers: the creation of new positions in the field by newcomers is productive of a differentiation that in turn
produces a type of cultural temporality which affects how previous works (and positions) within the field are
understood and valued.
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intertextuality, however, not in any pre-existing textual system but in the reader, there
is no reason to feel that it is in some way improper to acknowledge that for most
professional classicists today there are now traces of Lucan in Vergil, just as our
Homer can only ever now be Vergilian ... Are our view of the opposition between
rationality and emotion in the Aeneid really the same after Captain Kirk and Mr

Spock?™

What holds for contemporary scholars and students of Latin epic would also have held for
Hellenistic readers of Pindar. Just as reading Virgil is a different experience when one has
read Lucan from when one has not, so readings of Callimachus and Theocritus, particularly
where they are responding to Pindaric models, have the potential to inflect how one
subsequently approaches Pindar. Fowler acknowledges that a chronological construction of
intertextual reference ‘is required for many of the constructions we wish to make about
antiquity’, and it should be added that such a mode of reference is often inscribed into texts’
self-constructions; Theocritus Id. 16, which I shall examine below,” is a celebrated instance
of a text which uses intertextual connections (with Pindar among others) to dramatize its
secondariness and belatedness within the tradition it constructs. As I have previously argued,
readings of Pindar which seek to understand texts in terms of their ‘original’ production and
performance, or as formative elements in a chronologically constructed literary history, are
always available to readers. But in order to take the measure of some of the influences to
which ancient readers would have been subject, and to assess how we might want to construct
the cultural position of Pindaric texts in later periods, we need to take account of other texts,
and other cultural and historical developments, with which they interacted. Consequently, one
of my central focuses will be on the intertextual fields formed at particular times, and which
bear on interpretation of a particular text.

Bourdieu’s notion of the cultural field provides a model for thinking about intertextual
fields, but there are important distinctions to be made between them. First, the cultural field is
a structure primarily formed, on Bourdieu’s model, by cultural producers and their actions in
validating a particular artwork or articulating a particular mode or model of valuation. The
chief function of these cultural producers is to bestow value on texts. The intertextual field,
on the other hand, is a body of discourses related to the reading of a particular text without

any specific role in and of itself. Although later receptions of a text can have the effect of

% Fowler (1997) 27-8.
% Cf. pp. 133-42.
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bestowing cultural validation on it, this is by no means a straightforward process, as
receptions can also contribute to the texts’ resituation and to changes in how they are
apprehended by readers. Secondly, the intertextual field is not, or not wholly, structured by
the purposes of cultural producers but by the mediations of readers. So both limbs of my
above definition, ‘body of discourses’ and ‘related to a particular text’ are problematic. With
regard to the former, each individual reader will have read different texts and been exposed to
different cultural, social, and political experiences, and will hence be a unique cultural
aggregate; Attridge defines the reader in these terms as an ‘idioculture’.”’ Constructing an
intertextual field for a given text will therefore always be an historically conditional exercise
in relation to the application of that field to an historical reader. More importantly, just as
texts construct implied readers,’” contexts also project reader-positions in ways that require
negotiation by individual readers.

Here the second limb of my initial formulation, ‘related to the reading of a particular text’
comes into question. In confronting, for instance, poems by different authors about the same
subject, readers have to judge if, and how, they are related to each other. There are
established literary-historical methodologies for this practice, focusing on questions of
influence, position within a given genre, and other similar author-based critieria. But when
thinking about the place of a text within a looser diachronic configuration of intertexts,
understood not only to refer to literary texts, but also to scholarly literature and cultural
practices, different issues emerge. One such is the relationship that the primary text might
itself explicitly or implicitly impose on its intertexts by means of devices such as ethical
standpoint, construction of narrative, and its figuration of narrator and reader. Siting a text
within an intertextual field, therefore, is not an aggregative exercise of accumulating a set of
meanings that might affect a primary text, but requires an attention to the specific relations
that might arise between the primary text and its intertexts. The intertextual field is a space of
(potential) conflict, differentiation, and tangential association that the reader needs to
negotiate. Nor should individual readerly idiocultures be conceived as fixed; like texts
themselves, they are dynamic systems open to reconstitution by different textual encounters.
How these processes operate in the case of particular poems will be examined below; my
point here is that implication in intertextual fields is not an incidental aspect but a constitutive

factor of the reading process. Intertextual fields are both prereflectively determinative albeit

1 Attridge (2004) 21-2, 67, 78.
%2 Cf. Iser (1980) and the essays in Bennett (1995).
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partially, in that they provide the frames through which a particular text is viewed, and
interpretatively operative when made the subject of a reader’s attention to his activity.

The two halves of my formulation are also mutually implicative, however, in that
interpretative decisions about what relatedness consists of will affect the consitution of a
particular intertextual matrix. Deciding on what counts and what does not count as a
significant intertext for any given text is also problematic, and is connected to the problem of
establishing demarcations of particular contexts. In theory, there are no limits to the number
of texts, understood in the widest sense of the word, which could bear on a particularly
readerly encounter; one might argue that, in the case of a Hellenistic reader’s response to O.1,
everything that that reader knew about epinician poetry, Hiero’s place in Sicilian history and
later literature, not to mention different versions of the Pelops myth, would have borne on his
reading, in addition to whatever scholarly commentaries on O.1 he happened to have read.
Yet this selection of cultural data, even if recoverable, would only represent a part of that
reader’s intellectual constitution. Even if contexts are, in Derrida’s terms, non-saturable, not
susceptible of a totalizing empirical description, we may still attempt to sketch out in general
terms what some of these contexts may have consisted of, as long as the provisionality of
such constructions is borne in mind. In the following chapters, I shall examine the role of the
library of Alexandria as a site for the preservation, storage, and study of texts, a series of
Pindaric receptions, both in literary texts and other cultural practices, and also the scholarly
reception of Pindar in the Hellenistic period. In doing so, I make no claim to exhaustiveness:
my aim is to outline some episodes in the history of Pindaric reception with a view to
thinking about their relations with the Pindaric corpus itself. These contexts are constructions
of my interpretative procedures no less than my readings of individual poems or cultural data,
and as historical accounts of influences on ancient reading practices are intended as no more
than provisional guides. Establishing what counts as a context and thinking about how that
context should be negotiated are always challenges for the individual reader, and my analyses
aim as much to reflect these interpretative processes as they do at establishing the conditions
under which they occurred.

In view of the preceding remarks, this is a convenient place for explaining my choice of
contexts in which to examine Pindaric texts. I shall focus mainly on the Hellenistic period,
beginning with the Pindaric (and other) literary and textual scholarship in the third century
BC, and taking in a range of receptions down to the final decades of the first century BC. I
shall also dwell briefly on the judgement of and allusions to Pindar in [Longinus] On the

Sublime, despite the likelihood of this text postdating (perhaps quite considerably) the
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Hellenistic period. This focus might appear to pose considerable problems for a study of
material texts; although a number of Pindaric papyri are extant, there are none which date to
the early Hellenistic period. My decision is dictated partly by considerations of space (a
detailed literary analysis of Pindaric papyri and their readers would require a study of its
own), but it is mainly based on the significance of the Hellenistic period as an epoch in the
history of the Pindaric corpus. This period saw the growth of systematic Pindaric scholarship,
important changes in the material presentation of texts, as scriptio continua was replaced by
colometrized texts marked with critical signs, as well as numerous engagements with Pindar
by poets such as Callimachus and Theocritus. Attention to a given context is justified, as I
have argued, by the specificity of material and cultural conditions which constitute it, and the

richness of the Hellenistic period in this respect makes it a prime site for such treatment.

SONGS OF PRAISES

Thinking about the functions and receptions of Pindar’s texts in later antiquity brings into
play numerous questions more and less remote from those with which Pindaric scholars have
traditionally been concerned. The hermeneutic disjunction, however, between treating the
texts as performance pieces and written documents need not be overstated; many of the issues
prominent in analyses directed at the former continue to be important when thinking about
written texts and their receptions, albeit in different ways. Having discussed some of the
methodological questions which bear on analyses of the texts in later periods, I want to give a
brief overview of recent trends in Pindaric scholarship and outline my approach to some of
the issues which bear on analyses of the poetic economy of the fifth century. My intention
here is not to present a totalizing interpretative framework, but to raise some questions which
have hitherto been neglected and to present a refocused view of issues previously formulated.

Elroy Bundy’s contributions to Pindaric scholarship in the early 1960s marked a turning
point in the criticism of epinician poetry.” Pindaric studies had for some time previously
been dominated by the biographical approach which reached its acme in Wilamowitz’
Pindaros,”* a methodology which sought to explain apparently obscurities by recourse to the

events of the poet’s life, and was happy to see Pindar as frequently employing allusions

%3 Chiefly Bundy (1962). It should be noted that Bundy’s formalist approach was anticipated by Schadewaldt
(1928); cf. Kirkwood (1981) 13, 22 n. 4; Currie (2005) 11-12.
% Wilamowitz (1922); Bowra (1953), (1964) are more recent examples of the biographical approach.
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which could only be elucidated with reference to contemporary political situations.” As a
corrective, Bundy advocated a study of the ‘grammar of choral style’, seeing the poems as
‘the products of poetic and rhetorical conventions’, attention to which allows an
understanding of their encomiastic purpose.”® While Bundy’s structuralist approach was
beneficial in focusing on the functionality of the poems and dispelling the need for reliance
on (unreliable) extratextual data to explain the poems’ rhetorical procedures,” his
monological conception of the poems’ operation is flawed. For Bundy, epinician is ‘an oral,
public, epideictic literature dedicated to the single purpose of eulogizing men and
communities’.”® This formalism has been extremely influential,” but scholars have also
recognized the necessity of putting formal analysis into dialogue with contextual issues. In
recent years, this has manifested itself in attempts to relate Pindar’s epinicians to other types
of contemporary cultural productions, and to understand the influence of particular social and

19 The notion of a

political issues on the composition and function of individual poems.
‘single purpose’ has also been the subject of considerable modification, as scholars have
emphasised the role of epinicians in articulating communal identity and asserting local
identities in Panhellenic contexts.''

The relations between Pindar’s epinicians and their sociopolitical contexts were the subject
of an influential study by Leslie Kurke, who conceptualized epinician performances as spaces
of negotiation between poet, victor, and audience. A central generic preoccupation of

epinician, on this reading, is the establishment of communal cohesion by means of a symbolic

reintegration of the victor back into a society whose stability his outstanding success might

> An approach exemplified by the attempts to read P.11 as a response to Theban politics: cf. below p. 206.
Some responses to this historicist approach: Bundy (1962) 35; Young (1970) 39; Lloyd-Jones (1973) 115-16;
Carey (1981) 1-11; Kurke (1991) 9; Currie (2005) 12-13.

% Bundy (1962) 32, 35.

°7 On the structuralist aspects of Bundy’s work cf. Currie (2005) 12-13.

 Bundy (1962) 35.

% Cf. e.g. Race (1990), a study which highlights the benefits and limitations of the formalist approach: Race’s
analyses have the virtue of clearly articulating the formal structures of the poems, but have little to say about
epinician’s interaction with its historical circumstances and operate within in a limited conception of the poems’
functionality. Thummer (1968) 11 sees the odes as made up of different categories of praise, but this
classificatory approach is excessively reductive and fails to account for slippages across categories: for other
criticisms cf. Carey (1981) 1-2.

1% The connections between epinicians and commemorative sculpture is discussed by inter alia Steiner (1994)
91-9; Thomas (2007). For Pindar’s epinicians as in dialogue with contemporary architecture cf. e.g. Pavlou
(2010); Athanassaki (2011b); Indergaard (2011). For discussion and further references cf. Athanassaki (2011)
284 n. 82. Burnett (2005); and the essays in Fearn (2011) examine the local issues which shaped Pindar’s poems
for Aeginetan victors. Cf. also Carey (2007); Neumann-Hartmann (2009) for more general treatments of
contextuality.

1 Cf. e.g. Kowalzig (2007) 226-64 on 0.7, which she sees as foregrounding a pan-Rhodian identity which
subsumes and connects the individual Rhodian poleis.
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seem to threaten.'®

For Kurke, the threat of tyranny, actual or imaginary, is a prevalent
concern which epinician works to counteract, alongside more general imbalances of power

between victor and community:

Within the space of epinikion, the poet negotiates with the community on behalf of the
returning victor. To ease the victor’s acceptance by various segments of the audience,
the poet dramatizes shared representations, portraying the victor as an ideal citizen and
ideal aristocrat. The audience, well trained to ‘read’ the poet’s symbolic message, also
plays its part in the ‘communal drama’, signaling approval by its participation in the
festivities.'”
Central to this negotiation is the deployment of various topoi such as ‘the loop of nostos’,'™
the communally beneficial use of private expenditure,'” and the place of the victor’s house
within the city. By means of the use of such topoi within the context of the performance as a
staging of communal interests, ‘the poem enacts the reintegration of the victor into his

1% Kurke sees this communal heterogeneity as an important

heterogenous community.
feature of epincian’s social space. Pindar composed at a time of social flux, when the
premonetary economy was being displaced by the use of money, democracies were
flourishing in Athens and Syracuse, and traditional aristocratic values were being challenged
by a variety of cultural and political developments. Kurke sees Pindar as mediating between
these different challenges, creating a form of poetry which responds to contemporary
developments while also asserting traditional values, ‘a kind of counterrevolution on the part
of the aristocracy’.'”’

While I share Kurke’s and others’ commitment to the conceptualization of epinician as a

functional genre, I want in this study to bring other aspects of its operation into focus. One

192 The staging and reinforcing of communal unity has been a major topos of criticism of archaic and classical

Greek poetry: cf. e.g. Stehle (1997) 20. Goldhill (1991) 128-66. sees Pindar’s epinicians as meditating on ‘the
limits of praise’ and advocating awareness of human limitations, although his concern is mainly with the
intratextual operation of such reflections.

19 Kurke (1991) 258. Bourdieu’s notion of symbolic capital forms an important part of Kurke’s methodology,
as that which both victory and its reenactment in performance bestows on individual victors and, by extension,
their communities. On the victor as (potential) tyrant cf. also Hubbard (2001) 389-90; Thomas (2007) 143;
Carey (2007) 203 n. 20.

104 Kurke (1991) 15-34.

1% For the motif of expenditure cf. Carey (2007) 203.

106 Kurke (1991) 259.

7 Kurke (1991) 258-9. A particular instance of this is her reading of .2 (Kurke (1991) 240-56), in which she
sees the poem as aiming at the recuperation of megaloprepeia in terms of the traditional values of aristocratic
guest friendship and gift-exchange. For some criticisms of her position from an historical point of view cf. e.g.
Thomas (2007) 141-4, 150.
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important move in this respect is an increased attention to the role of readerly response.
Cultural critical models tend to neglect the dynamics of the reading process, seeing it as a
reflex of cultural and ideological norms. Kurke’s emphasis, for instance, is on how ‘the poet
... transmitted a coherent message to his audience’,'” rather than on how these ‘messages’
were actually received. Although we cannot tell how audiences responded to epinician
performances, we can examine how interpretative responses are prefigured and demanded by
the texts. I argue that Pindar’s frequent meditations on the relationship between praise and
envy, his idealization of victors, and the exemplary use of mythical narratives should be seen
not as messages to be decoded, but rather as open-ended scripts requiring supplementation by
readerly response.'” Of central importance are the various ways in which they prompt the
reader to consider his own relation to the concepts deployed, and the wider validity of these
concepts. While Pindar’s poems often offer universalizing gnomic reflections, these are not
simply ‘asserted’, but put into dialogue with particular ethical challenges which the reader
must negotiate on his own terms. In this sense, the reader’s role is taken to be a more active
one than that implied by Kurke in the above passage. In meditating on the indeterminacies
and conflicts raised by epinician rhetoric, the reader undergoes a transformational
apprehension of his interpretative, ethical, social status.''°

These modes of reading influenced, and were influenced by, the nature of the chorus. Choral
identity and authority were crucial factors in how epinician’s generalizing claims and
mythical narratives were understood by audiences; this issue has received more attention in
tragedy than it has in epinician,''' although the tragic chorus is in many respects a
problematic comparandum. Unlike tragic choruses, the epinician chorus did not wear masks

or play characters,''? but appeared in propria persona. Consequently, epinician choral

1% Kurke (1991) 11. Mackie (2003) ch. 2 argues for the importance of audiences for shaping epinician’s praise

agenda; her analysis of what different groups (the victor’s family, the wider public etc.) would want to hear is
sensible, although she neglects the idealizing and exemplary aspect of how victors are presented.

1991 use ‘reader’ here, for the sake of convenience, to cover audience members as well as readers of books. On
paideia in lyric poetry cf. Gentili (1988) 55-6. Instructive also are the remarks of Jaeger (1946) 216-19, who
highlights P.6 and N.3 as examples of Pindaric paideia. It should be noted at this stage that the post-Bundyan
focus on praise has often led scholars to diminish the importance of more cautionary aspects of Pindar’s
epinicians, the common strategy being to see them as forms of praise. Useful reflections on the ethicity of
reading are found in Hillis Miller (1995). While the situations of Pindar’s readers/listeners would have been
very different from the practices Hillis Miller describes, his conception of reading’s ethicity as balanced
between responding to a demand and exercising responsibility (p. 207) is pertinent for the positioning of
Pindar’s audiences.

"% Relevant here is Iser (1980) on the readerly negotiation of textual indeterminacies: in the Pindaric corpus,
these take the form less of meanings which are not subject to fixing by the text than ongoing conflicts over the
application of these concepts. For an overview of reader response theory cf. Bennett (1995) 1-19.

" Gould (1996); Goldhill (1996); Swift (2007). Cf. Fearn (2007) 305-15 for a comparison of Bacch. 15 with
the choral dynamics of tragedy.

"2 Although cf. Fearn (2007) 307-12 on the mimetic aspects of dithyrambic performance.
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utterance is closely linked to the performers’ status as members of the community, although
the way in which this status is (re)constructed by the processes of rehearsal and performance
is by no means straightforward. The authority accrued to an epinician chorus is threefold,
deriving partly from intertextual connections with previous literature. Important also,
however, are the chorus’ status as a public body of selected and trained performers. The
processes, largely opaque to modern scholars,''? by which chorus members were selected and
then trained by the poet, in the music and dance routine required by the poem as well as in the
words, would in addition to their practical function in preparing the performers have had the
additional function of bestowing legitimacy on the performance. At least in some cases, the
poet himself would have served as the xopnyds or é€apxcov, leading the chorus during the
performance.''* As well as being a means of personal self-projection for the poet, this feature
of performance would have served as a representation and instantiation of the process of
training and rehearsal, the symbolic climax of these previous processes. Part of the chorus’
legitimacy, then, derives from an awareness on the part of the audience that a poem’s didactic
features such as gnomai and mythical exempla would have already been absorbed by the
performers before the performance itself. In this sense, the chorus can be seen as (an)
idealized reader(s) of epinician poetry, of human achievement and vulnerability, and a model
for how its utterances should be understood, but the interpretative openness of many of
Pindar’s epinicians should caution against seeing this thematization as determinative. A
crucial aspect of epinician, as argued above, is the participation of the audience in the poem’s
judgements and asseverations; consequently, choral authority emerges in part from its appeals
to the reader as a relational process, gaining force from the reflections it opens up.

The interpretative demands made by epinician take various forms, and my readings are in no
way exhaustive of their possibilities, but focus instead on their manifestations in particular
forms across a range of poems. One such is the figuration of the laudandus. The distinction
between the laudandus as an historical person and a textual figure has not, I shall argue, been
given sufficient weight. Idealizations of the laudandus are not simply self-contained
responses to achievement, but open constructions which, in holding up the laudandus as a
variously determined ideal, make ethical and intellectual demands both of the audience and,
more and less implicitly, the laudandus himself. Paraenetic elements, for instance, which

scholars have tended to subordinate to a principle encomiastic function, should be

'3 The evidence is stronger for Athenian tragic choruses, for which ¢f. DFA pp. 87-92 and Wilson (2000),

although cf. Currie (2011) on the funding of epinician choruses.
"4 Mullen (1982) 12-14, 17-19, 21, 158; Currie (2005) 16. For exceptions cf. 0.6.87-92, 1.2.47-8.
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emphasised on their own terms, not only as exhortations to a particular victor to adhere to a
code of behaviour, but also as a challenge to the wider community. Passages such as O.1.30-
5, P.2.58-96, N.8.35-9, and N.7.23-4 encourage readers to assume an ethical pose in their
reading, but they also foreground the difficulties of doing so by dwelling on the prevalence of
envy and other destabilizing modes of behaviour. In this sense, epinicians often function as
communal dramatizations not just of ethical ideals but the problems involved in adhering to
them. The articulation of these problematics complements other more overtly encomiastic
elements such as the articulation of the divine favour bestowed upon the laudandus and his
community, reminding readers of the necessity of appropriate responses to these
interventions.'"”> A related phenomenon is the deployment of negative exempla, such as Ixion
in P.2, Coronis in P.3, and the Apharetidae in N.10: these figures, as has often been
remarked, function as illustrations of practices and ways of thinking which should be
avoided, and are usually taken as having the encomiastic function of pointing up an
opposition with the actual achievements and conduct of the laudandus. In combination with
the frequent emphasis on pBdvos and other types of human shortcoming, these exempla also
articulate the ongoing ethical and moral conflicts to which individuals are subject.' '

The ethics of Pindar’s poetry can usefully be seen in relation to other modes of
commemoration such as epigrams and statues, as well as the epinician poems of his older
contemporary Simonides. Late sixth- and early fifth-century epigrams commemorating
athletic success are markedly free of the kind of ethical discourses prominent in Pindar, and
although the exiguousness of Simonides’ extant epinicians does not permit secure
generalization, his poetry does not seem to have laid the same emphasis on ethical matters as
Pindar’s.'"” Against this background, the ethical and paraenetic dimensions of Pindar’s
epinicians emerge as one of the central ways in which Pindar articulates his poetic identity
and the distinctiveness of his texts. While political and social changes undoubtedly played a
role in informing the deployment of these ethical discourses, I do not see them as primarily
embodying an aristocratic reaction to democracy, or as a response to the threat of tyranny, but
rather as promoting ethical generalities that are variously applicable to different groups of

people in different contexts. Indeed, contextual variety is crucial here; we shall see that the

"5 For the importance of which cf. Bremer (2008).

"% On ethicity as a motivating force in Pindar’s structuring of myths cf. Illig (1932); Goldhill (1991); Scodel
(2001). Fearn (2007) 312-15 argues for seeing Bacch. 15 in similar terms; the openness of the poem’s ending,
together with Homeric intertexts and the parallels between the internal and external audiences, prompt audience
reflection on the moral issues raised by Menelaus’ speech. Although Bacch. 15 is particularly marked in this
respect, Pindar’s poems often, if more obliquely, pose similar interpretative questions.

"7 Cf. Thomas (2007).
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ethical implications of poems composed for Hiero are different from those composed for, say,
aristocratic victors in oligarchic societies.

A related issue is the function of mythical narratives. These are often taken as articulating a
continuity between the present and the mythical past, relating an incident of athletic success
to the timeless truths manifested in myth. While I do not disagree fout court with this line of
thinking, I shall examine some cases in which discontinuity and difference are as important
as continuity. I shall argue that O.10, O.13, and P.11 dramatize, albeit in very different ways,
the disjunctions between mythical exemplum and encomiastic frame in order to produce an
interpretative space in which the reader is drawn into a questioning of the applications of the
mythical exempla. I shall also emphasis the plurality of these exempla’s operation; as well as
fulfilling an encomiastic function, they also encourage a recognition of human limitations and
dependencies. A similar approach will be taken to figurations of performance, particularly in
the cases of O.14, P.1, and P.12, where I shall argue that the differences between mythical
acts of performance and those of the human sphere are central to how Pindar represents the
function of his poetry.''®

In the cases of O.14 and P.12 especially, I shall emphasize that the poems’ metapoetic
elements are deployed partly as a means of shaping readerly responses to wider ethical and
intepretative issues. Running through these different focuses is a critical commitment to the
singularity of the poems, their capacities to project particular modes of reading, to foreground
the transformational aspects of the reading situations they demand, and to resist recuperative
interpretation. While the intersections between idiom and normativity in epinicians are

susceptible of pragmatic readings which focus on their communicative aspect,'"”

they can
also be understood as foregrounding the problematics of negotiating between general claims
and their local functions. This negotiation is connected to the process by which any
expansion of its meaning involves a displacement of the language of the text into an
interpretative space not specified by the text itself, a process the limitations of which, I shall
argue, are dramatized in Pindaric epinician’s self-representational maneoeuvres. As well as
stressing the importance of these strategies and effects in the context of fifth-century

performance culture, I shall also argue that they are brought to the fore and given new

inflections by the material, diachronic statuses of the Pindaric corpus.

"8 For the prevailing view cf. e.g. Bakker (1997) 24; Athanassaki (2011a) 263, although note the useful
discussion in Mackie (2003) ch. 2. Cf. pp. 124-6 for further discussion of these issues.
% Good examples of such readings are Athanassaki (2009), (2011b).
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PART I. CONTEXTS: TO ALEXANDRIA AND BEYOND
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WRITING IN THE LIBRARY

Hellenistic culture can conveniently, if reductively, be described as a culture of the archive.

In Rudolf Pfeiffer’s description of the situation in the last decades of the fourth century,

the book is one of the characteristic things of the new, the Hellenistic, world. The
whole literary past, the heritage of centuries, was in danger of slipping away despite the
efforts of Aristotle’s pupils; the imaginative enthusiasm of the generation living
towards the end of the fourth and the beginning of the third century did everything to
keep it alive. The first task was to collect and to store the literary treasures in order to

120
save them forever.

Despite the emergence in recent years of a debate over the role of performance as a mode of
literary dissemination during this period,'?' it is clear that the projects of collecting,
cataloguing, and explaining the texts of the past were of great importance for how
intellectuals in the Hellenistic period conceptualized their relationship with previous literature
as well as their own activity, and that these processes developed alongside the growth of
reading, rather than performance, as the main mode of literary reception.'** It has long been
recognized that the development of the Alexandrian library and the intellectual culture that
centred on it, as well as similar developments elsewhere in the Greek world, marked a new

phase in Greek intellectual life.'”

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the effects of this
intellectual context on some of the ‘classical’ texts being collated and criticized, and to
explore the relations between the library as an archival system and the texts contained within
it. Of particular importance will be an assessment of how the recontextualization of texts
within the archive opens them up to new modes of reading.

Central to this relationship is the shifting status of generic conventions in Hellenistic
scholarship and poetics. When scholars such as Zenodotus, Callimachus, Aristophanes of

Byzantium and others edited the classical lyric poets, they were confronted with a series of

genres whose basis in performance had almost completely disappeared; the performance

120 pfeiffer (1968) 102.

12 Cf. Cameron (1995) with the response of Bing (2009) 106-15. The debate over the relative importance of
reading and performance is connected to the question of the extent to which Hellenistic poetry should be seen as
breaking with previous poetic traditions. For a stress on change and discontinuity cf. e.g. Pfeiffer (1968) 88;
Bulloch (1985); Bing (1988); Goldhill (1991); Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004). Hutchinson (1988) 1-7 emphasises
continuity with the past; Cameron (1995) puts a considerably more extreme accent on continuity.

122 Cf. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 23 for the dominance of reading in the Hellenistic period.

12 For an overview of this process cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 87-104.
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occasions, closely linked to the festivals and state occasions of the polis, which had prompted
the composition of epinicians, dithyrambs, paeans, prosodia, and other forms of classical and
archaic lyric poetry, had by the fourth century largely been displaced by other more restricted
modes of performance.'** However, the project of classifying such poetry by genre was not a
purely antiquarian exercise, in that it led to a heightened awareness of both the concept and
practice of genre, as systematic, abstract reflection on generic norms and practices replaced
an empirical understanding based on the lived experience of a performance culture. This
awareness in turn influenced literary composition. As Marco Fantuzzi and Richard Hunter
suggest, ‘[i]t is tempting to hypothesise that this work of cataloguing and establishing
conventional norms in fact fostered a ‘reverse normativity’ ... that the Alexandrians ended up
by composing the laws of the genres ‘in order to violate them better’’.'” This double
dynamic of defining and solidifying generic norms, and exceeding them in original
compositions arises from a conflicted relation to previous literature, as Fantuzzi and Hunter

make clear:

In short, an increased understanding of the nature and contexts of archaic and classical
poetry led also to the realisation that such contexts were things of the past; the
classification of the genre norms of archaic and classical poetry led almost
automatically to an awareness of the impossibility of writing anything else in those
genres, at least if the same norms, which included metrical and melodic norms, were to
be followed ... What remained was a heritage of linguistic and metrical conventions,
which had often lost their functional contact with particular subjects and occasions:

thus did the possibility of new combinations appear.'*®

Seen from another angle, this situation reveals a paradox of the archivization process, namely
that the very preservation achieved by the archive involves a distancing of what it preserves;
Hellenistic scholars were furnished with an abundance of information about classical and
archaic culture by the growth of the library at Alexandria, as texts arrived from all over the
Greek world, and yet awareness of the specificities of place and performance also served to

highlight the differences between the current situation and the past.'”’” The otherness of

124 Cf. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 22-3.

125 This idea goes back to Kroll (1924) 202-10; cf. also Rossi (1971) 83.

126 Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) 25-6.

"2 Little is known of Pindaric scholarship in this period outside Alexandria. For Pergamene scholarship cf.
Irigoin (1952) 61-3. Cf. £ P.3.102b and N.2.17¢ for evidence of Crates of Mallus’ Pindaric criticism.
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classical and archaic literature was reinforced by the very processes that enabled its
continuance. However, whereas Fantuzzi and Hunter’s analysis is aimed at understanding the
relationship between scholarly and poetic practice, my object is to explore the kinds of
reading experience that may have confronted readers of Pindar’s epinicians during this
period, and how social, political, and intellectual developments may have shaped
contemporary readers’ approaches to these texts.

Epinician’s own archival aspects fit easily into this scholarly culture. As a body of texts
which aims at preserving the memory of various victors and their achievements, and at
establishing a fixed record of the transient experience of victory and its celebrations,
epinician is a fundamentally archival genre. This characterization also applies to its use of
myths and local traditions, and to the common convention of recording victories, those of the
victor or of his family, other than the particular victory being celebrated.'”® Similar
considerations apply to the memorialization of the victor’s social position and political
achievements.'” However, we should not oversimplify epinician’s archival functions; these
are not a matter of simple recording and commemoration, but are connected to its ethical
valuation of the victor and his achievements, and its capacity to set these against the wider
mythico-historical background of the victor’s polis and family. Epinician’s commemorative
project also entails a refiguration of the event of victory into the figurative eventness of
textuality. These functions are replicated by the copying, storing, and editing of texts which
preserves them as records of a previous era. The inclusion of epinician in the larger archive of
the Alexandrian library therefore picks up on an archivality already at work in the texts
themselves, and interacts with that archivality in various ways; just as the poem in
performance refigures the event of atheletic success, or the events of myth, so the textual
dissemination of the book refigures performance, a process mediated by the wider intellectual
context in which it occurs. This transformational aspect of the archive, its capacity to

reconfigure its contents, will be a central part of the following analyses.

THE PLACE OF THE ARCHIVE

The historical circumstances of the foundation of the library of Alexandria are frustratingly

obscure; most of the sources are late, and none give a detailed account. We are told that

128 Cf. e.g. 0.7.83-7, and below pp. 157-60.
12 Cf. e.g. the narrative of Hiero’s foundation of Aetna and defeat of the Carthaginians at P.1.61-80.
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Ptolemy I “first brought together the Mouseion’,"*® which puts the date of its foundation in
the late fourth or early third century, that its members had ‘shared property’ (xpnuata
kowd) and were supported by the state,”' and that the person in charge was appointed ‘the

132 The foundation of the library and the

priest of the Mouseion’ (iepeus 6 £l T¢ Movoceic).
importation of books on a Panhellenic scale was a signal of Ptolemaic political as well as
cultural power, and the ancient sources are alive to this interconnection. Aulus Gellius’
account sees the library of Alexandria as part of tradition that equates autocratic power with
the ownership of libraries, reaching back to Peisistratus: these books were in public use
(libros Athenis disciplinarum liberalium publice ad legendum praebendos, 7.17) and were as
such the foundation of Athenian intellectual development, but were then taken to Persia by
Xerxes before being appropriated again by Alexander. Similarly at Athenaeus 1.3a, the
library serves as a symbol and articulation of a ruler’s power, and he tells a similar story
about the Athenian library being appropriated and ‘brought to Alexandria’ (gis Tijv kaAnv
AAeE&vdpeiav peTryaye) by Ptolemy Philadelphus.

In Yun Lee Too’s reading of Aulus Gellius’ account, it is the process of transfer from one
owner to another that authorizes the power of the library: ‘it would appear that there is only
one library worth speaking of as the same core body of texts is passed from owner to owner,

5133

from past to present. In Gellius in particular, the fate of the library mirrors political

developments: ‘the library’s passage is ... a trajectory of power in the ancient world”."** She

B Plut. Mor. 1095d: TItoAepaios 6 TP&TOs ouvayaycov TO pouceiov. For accounts of the library’s

beginnings see Pfeiffer (1968) 96-9, Blum (1991) 95-123, and cf. MacLeod (2000); Barnes (2000) 63. For the
possible role played by Demetrius of Phalerum in the library’s foundation cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 99-102, who is
sceptical.

BI Strabo 17.1.8. Pfeiffer (1968) 97 paints an idyllic picture of the scholars’ situation: ‘[t]hey had a carefree life:
free meals, high salaries, no taxes to pay, very pleasant surroundings, good lodgings and servants. There was
plenty of opportunity for quarrelling with each other.” This last comment alludes to the famous fragment from
Timon of Phlius’ Silloi (SH 786): moAAoi pév Bdokovtal év AlyUmTe moAuguAc / BiBAlakol xapakital
ameipita dnpidwvTes / Moucéwv v Tahdpe (‘many cloistered bookworms are fed in Egypt of many tribes,
quarrelling ceaselessly in the Muses’ coop’). For interpretation of these lines cf. e.g. Canfora (1989) 37.
Cameron (1995) 31-2 objects to the traditional interpretation, that the lines connote scholars living in a rarified
atmosphere divorced from real life, but his analysis is strained; for objections cf. Bing (2009) 108-9.

12 Strabo 17.1.8. For the library’s organization and hierarchy cf. Fraser (1972) 322-3. Cf. ibid. p. 330-4 for an
account of the problems with the sequence and dating of the early heads of the library, which he construes as
follows: Zenodotus c. 285 — ¢. 270; Apollonius Rhodius c. 270 — 245; Eratosthenes 245 — 204/1; Aristophanes
204/1 — 189/6; Apollonius 6 eidoypagos c. 189/6 — 175; Aristarchus c. 175 (?) — 145.

33 Too (2010) 20. Cf. also Tertullian 18.5 for the tradition that Ptolemy’s library building was based on
Peisistratus’ enthusiasm, and cf. also Isid. Etym. 6.3.5.

4 To0 (2010) 20. N.b. ibid. p. 20: ‘[t]he literary text, which in isolation might be helpless, is authorized by the
fact of belonging with other texts, which originate in an earlier time, and by the patron of the library’. This
reading, however, rather oversimplifies the archival contexts other than libraries in which texts could be stored
and accessed; it has been suggested, for instance, that copies of epinicians would have been kept by the victor’s
family, and it has also been suggested that pacans were preserved in temples (cf. Rutherford (2001) 144-6).
These archival scenarios would have created reading situations very different from those brought about by such
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also stresses the fact of a single library’s being the subject of such transfers: ‘the birth of the
library is in many senses the birth of @ library owned and shared in common by the ancient
world’."*> Her analysis at this stage focuses on how libraries are described in texts, on the
ideational structuring of the library by various authors, rather than how libraries actually

. . . . 136
operate as institutions or spaces of meaning.

The idea of the ideal unity of the library as
figured in the above passages conflicts not only with the tenuousness of textual transmission,
but also with the internal multiplicity of the library, which threatens the notion of a dominant
interpretation. The above narratives, and others like them, can therefore also be read as an
attempt to exercise a metaphorical control over the contingencies and multiplicities of the
library’s operation, scripting the history of the library as an ordered progression which is the
antithesis of the actuality of the processes of textual transmission, and bestowing on it a mode
of authority which counterposes the multiple heteronomies which the library (seeks to)
contain(s).

These contradictions are exemplified by the Alexandrian library. For Too, this project draws
on and extends previous Greek libraries; ‘it is the product of a cultural assimilation of
previous book collections ... a Greek concept refounded on Egyptian soil’."*” This practice of
refoundation instantiates and authorizes Ptolemaic power; Ptolemaic Egypt and Alexandria
become ‘a Greece transformed, albeit by the very authority of the Ptolemies.’'*® An important

aspect of this project is the supposed universality of the library; by aiming to collect and

catalogue the literatures of all the world’s nations, the Ptolemies constructed a cultural image

texts’ inclusion in a large library, linking the archiving of the texts more closely to the circumstances of their
original compostion and performance. We should also note the stories about private libraries, and those
connected to particular schools of thought, the best known of which is the body of narratives surrounding
Aristotle’s library. Cf. Diog. Laer. 5.12 for Aristotle’s will, entrusting his goods to Theophrastus (although
books are not specifically mentioned in this account, Vita Marciana 43-5 does mention them) and Diog. Laer.
5.51 for Theophrastus passing on Aristotle’s books to his nephew Neleus. Cf. also Too (2010) 28-31 for the
story of Aristotle’s library being transmitted by Neleus to Apellicon of Teos and then finally to Sulla during his
sack of Athens. She argues pp. 24-5 that these narratives ‘divorc[e the library’s] foundation from political power
and constitut[e] it instead as the body of privileged knowledge to be passed down in a line of teachers and
intellectual leaders’.

3 Too (2010) 32. Cf. ibid. pp. 22-3 for an analysis of how the library of Alexandria reduplicates the
cooperation of cultural and political power already present in the Peisistratid organization of the Panathenaea.

13 Although she does later devote considerable attention to the physicality of the library:

57 Too (2010) 31. Cf. however Curtis Wright (1977) who recapitulates the argument of de Vleeschauwer (1973)
that the antecedents of the Alexandrian library were near-eastern libraries such as Ashurbanipal rather than those
of the Greek world, which would have been considerably smaller than their eastern counterparts. The communis
opinio is the opposite: cf. e.g. Milkau (1952) 17. For connections between Athenian scholarship and the library
of Alexandria cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 95 on Aristotle’s pupils bringing books to Alexandria, and also Too (2010) 33-
4. On library culture in general cf. Canfora (1989); Casson (2001).

B8 Too (2010) 31.
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of their imperial power,”’ as well as asserting their cultural supremacy over other
p p g P y

monarchies.'*°

However, this assertion of cultural authority also entails the potential
fragmentation of the symbolic power it performs. As mentioned above, the sheer variety of
texts held by the library militates against it ever being able to function as a consistent, self-
identical totality, in that it is consituted by a body of texts that conflict, or potentially conflict,
with each other, and because it gives rise to a space in which all manner of different readings
and reconfigurations of these texts are possible. Against the idea of the library as a symbol of
political authority we can oppose the notion of it as a space of discontinuity and
fragmentation, a potentially infinite labyrinth of texts and textual experiences irreducible to a
dominant univocal thematization. One might object to this reading on pragmatic grounds;
regardless of the figurations of power available in the library’s texts, it was the Ptolemies
who exercised concrete political power and controlled the operations of the library, and their
position would not have been materially affected by the virtualities of intellectual discourse.
Although there is doubtless some truth in this reasoning, such an interpretation fails to
account for the complexities of the archival situation, one aspect of which is the relations that
emerge between the Ptolemies and the Greek cultural past to which they lay claim. In
depending on a process of cultural assimilation, albeit one that they ostensibly control, for the
instantiation of their cultural power, the Ptolemies are drawn into a network of power
relations in which their cultural authority is partly the result of a symbolic capital bestowed
on them by the past. Moreover, their own exercise of power can be seen in relation to other
such historical modes, and in relation to theorizations of these. This relationality opens the
possibility for the deconstruction of power, and also brings about a potential contradiction
between the idea of power as a force numinously residing in an individual and as constituted
through a series of cultural relations.

The complexities of these cultural appropriations are manifest in Galen’s famous account of
Ptolemy Euergetes’ theft of the state texts of tragedy (Comm. In Hipp. Epidem. 17.1.607-8),
which he borrowed on the condition that he gave a deposit. Determined to keep the originals,
he had them copied, gave the copies back to the Athenians, and defaulted on the deposit. Too

reads this story in terms of the cultural importance of the original texts: ‘[t]his narrative

139 Jacob (1996) 49 sees universality and royal control as the main differences between the library of Alexandria

and the state archives at Athens. For him, the Ptolemies’ cultural project betray a wish ‘compenser sa
marginalité géographique par une centralit¢ symbolique.” Too (2010) 36 reads the process of translation and
archiving of other nations’ texts as an assertion of cultural and political authority. Cf. however Barnes (2000) 63
for doubts over when exactly the project of a universal library was established. The chief source for this is the
Letter of Aristeas 9-11; cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 99-100. Cf. Josephus 1.10 on the translation commissioned by
Ptolemy Philadelphus of the Hebrew scriptures.

140 Cf. Pliny NH 35.2.10 (and cf. 13.21.70) for the cultural struggle between the Ptolemies and the Attalids.
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demonstrates that having the ancient texts means owning the original texts in so far as this is
possible. Athenocentrism is an authorizing move for the Alexandrian empire and originality

is a mark of power.”'"!

It is likely that they were not the authors’ autographs, but later copies
authorized by the state as the official versions of the plays. Lycurgus’ point in instituting state
texts seems to have been to preserve the original texts from actors’ interpolations, but in
doing so he also marked these texts with the authority of the state. It is this participation in
political authority that the Ptolemaic appropriation actually aims at; what is at issue here is
the way in which the texts’ originality has been constructed and legitimized. This is not to say
that the texts’ connection with their authors was unimportant; a key part of their legitimacy is
their (supposed) freedom from contamination, their claim to represent their authors’ original
words.

Nevertheless, their authorization by the state introduces into the constitution of the material
document a political and institutional aspect additional to a notion of author-centred
originarity. The Ptolemaic possession of the originals relies on their having been made
‘original’ before their move to Alexandria, and also on an awareness of the process of
transfer itself and the change in the documents’ symbolism instituted thereby. Moreover, the
recontextualization of the documents in Alexandria also serves to perpetuate, albeit virtually,
their Athenian status, which continues to be an important part of their symbolism. Ptolemaic
power both co-opts and supersedes that of Athens, instituting a kind of cultural
codependency; Ptolemaic appropriation of these texts is dependent on their previous
authorization, and hence on a concept of authority prior to their own.

Another phenomenon central to the following analyses is the difference between the library
and the single performance as spaces for the construction of political power. As well as the
difference between a performance as a one-off event and the temporal fixity of the material
document, this difference is constituted by the scale of the library, the variety of texts which
it contains, and the modes of reflection it makes possible, allowing for a more extended
contemplation of the nature of political power than is possible during a performance.
Crucially, this contemplation is in the context of the library opened to the influence of a large
number of texts, allowing for the emergence of a space of textual contestation. Again, the
preservative nature of the archive gives rise to paradoxical consequences; as well as

participating in the commemoration of tyrants such as Hiero of Syracuse, the encounter with

' To0 (2010) 36.
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such figures in the form of textual constructs also presupposes an awarenesss of their
mortality, of the limitations of their rule, and of their supersession by later regimes.

Thus far I have stressed the importance of the magnitude of the library’s cultural resources
and its status as a space for the potential fragmentation and contestation of power, as well as
a space in which all modes of power are exposed, through the processes of representation and
juxtaposition with other such representations, to a certain relativization. I would also suggest
that these phenomena, as well as being significant in themselves, are manifested in various
texts. One such is Theocritus’ /dyl/l/ 17, an encomium for Ptolemy Philadelphus in which the
poet adapts the traditions of encomium, both poetic and scholarly, to the task of representing

a modern ruler.'*

The figuration of archivality in /d. 17 provides a starting point for thinking
about the dynamics of Pindaric reception in the Hellenistic period, and for the types of
contextualization that may have influenced Hellenistic readers. A motif of the critical
analysis of Idyll 17 has been the focus on the poem’s tightly-controlled rhetorical structure,
which many scholars have seen as deriving from the tradition of fourth century rhetorical

43 Yet this careful structural

handbooks and other theorizations of encomiastic rhetoric.
elaboration, moving from the proem, through praise of Philadelphus’ father (13-33) and
mother (34-57) to an account of his birth (58-76), and onwards to a description of the
territories under his control (77-94), his wealth and wise use of it (95-120), before ending
with praise for his marriage to Arsinoe (133-7) and a final envoi, is balanced by a rhetoric of
magnitude and plurality which emphasises the uniqueness of Philadelphus’ position. The
poem also engages in an extensive generic complication of its encomiastic models by
employing the hymnic form; as Richard Hunter argues, ‘just as both [Ptolemy] and his
forebears move smoothly between levels of existence, so the poem in his honour slips
between genres’.'**

This process of generic complication begins in the proem, where the initial invocation of

Zeus (¢ Aios dpxcopecta kai és Aia Arjyete Moioal, / &BavdTwv Tov &ploTov, £y

"2 The poem refers to Arsinoe II as Ptolemy’s wife (attés T’ ipBina T° &Aoxos, T&s oUTis dpeicov / vupgiov

v Heydpotol yuvd TepIP&AAeT’ &yooTd, ‘he and his great wife, than whom no better lady ever embraced a
groom in her palace’ 128-9), and can therefore be dated between their marriage, probably in 278, and her death
in July 270. Further precision is impossible; cf. Gow (1950) ii.326; Hunter (2003) 3-8.

143 Cf. Hunter (2003) 20: ‘[t]he very deliberate, formal structure of the poem gestures toward the teaching of
rhetorical theory, as one way of marking the relation between encomiast and object of praise through siting that
relationship within a familiar tradition. The poem thus emphasizes that Ptolemy is indeed a fit subject for such
an epideixis. The structure of the poem is itself an encomiastic move.” Cf. Cairns (1972) 100-20.

'** Hunter (2003) 8. The employment of forms usually used for gods in songs for mortals was not unprecedented
however; cf. Plut. Lys. 18 (= Douris, FGrH 76 F 71, 696 F 33c) for a paean to Lysander (PMG 867) written
after the Peloponnesian war, with the comments of Hunter (2003) 24-5. Cf. also Hunter (1996) 79-82. On the
connection between gods and monarchs in the Hellenistic period cf. Versnel (1990) 72-83 with further
references.
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aeidcopev  Godais) gives way to a focus on Ptolemy as the ‘foremost of men’
TpogepéoTaTos avdpddv (4), the hymnic form of the opening establishing expectations
which are overturned by the focus on a mortal subject. This continues in the account of
Ptolemy’s birth at 58-76 which distances the poem from its encomiastic models by means of
its hymnic intertexts. The story of Ptolemy’s birth on Cos recalls Apollo’s birth on Delos in
the Homeric Hymn to Apollo."* Eileithuia’s role at 60-4 both recalls and reverses the
situation in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo where her absence from Delos, engineered by Hera
as a result of her anger with Leto, caused a delay in Apollo’s birth (97-116); here she arrives
immediately.'*® The island’s cry at 64 (Kécos 8 dGASAUEev iSoioa, ‘Cos cried out at the sight
and spoke’) is the usual reponse to a divine epiphany, and closely recalls the reaction of the
goddesses at Hom. h. Ap. 119 (¢k & €6ope Tpd pdwas 8¢, Beai 8’ dSAOAuEav &maocal, ‘he leapt
into the light and all the goddesses cried out’).'"*’ Furthermore, Cos’ prayer at 66-7 (8ABie
KoUpe yévolo, Tiols 8¢ pe Téooov Soov mep / AfjAov étiunoev kuavaumuka Poifos
AmoAAwv, ‘“May you be prosperous child, and may you honour me as much as Phoebus

299

Apollo honours dark-ringed Delos™’) explicitly equates the newborn Ptolemy with his divine
antecedent.

The association of Ptolemy with the gods of the Homeric Hymns is matched by the
exorbitancy of the descriptions of Egypt’s wealth; the rhetoric of 75-6 is picked up by the
numeration of 82-5 (Tpels pév oi TMoAiwv tkaTovtddes évdédunvtal, / Tpels 8 &pa
XAt&Bes Tprooals ém puplddeool, / Soiai 8¢ Tpiades, ueTa 8¢ oiow evveddes Tpels /
TV Tavtwv TTtoAepaios ayrveop éuPactAevel, ‘three hundred cities are built there, and
three thousand, and again ten thousand three times over, and twice three, and after them three
times nine’). The numbers build into a dizzyingly complex structure, the mental gymnastics
required of the reader to keep up correlating with the wonder described. There is an implicit
parallel here between Ptolemy’s rule over this mass of settlements and the poem’s capacity to
state them rhetorically, and yet the numerical precision of the rhetoric is offset by the
ineffable vastness of their referents. The complexity of the cities described, with all their
myriad inhabitants and buildings and countless social phenomena, contrasts with the

148

contentless simplicity of the numbers used to refer to them. ™ The very exactitude of the

numeration engineers the ineffability of the referents. These lines are part of a wider function;

145 For the importance of Delos and Cos to the Ptolemies cf. Sherwin-White (1978) 90-108; Hunter (2003) 142-
4.

140 Cf. Hunter (2003) 142-50 for a detailed exploration of the passage’s intertextuality.

"7 There is also a parallel with Callim. H.4.255-8. For the relationship between /d. 17 and Callimachus’ hymns
cf. Hunter (2003) 143.

' Eor a humorous take on this catalogic technique cf. Herod. Mim. 1.26-33.
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in giving an account of Egypt’s riches and the plurality of its alliances at 77-94, and of
Ptolemy’s wealth at 95-99, the poem figures itself as an archival programme, mapping out
and containing the political and cultural vastness of Ptolemy’s kingdom.'*’

This archival rhetoric takes a different turn at 118-20, where the narrator caps the
description of Ptolemy’s financial and cultural largesse by comparing him favourably to the
Atreidae. Following the Pindaric topos of the necessity of using one’s wealth to promote

150

one’s fame, *° the narrator describes Ptolemy’s generosity towards artists (106-16), before

contrasting the renown of the Atreidae with their wealth, which has disappeared (116-20):

Ti 8¢ k&AAov avdpi kev €in
OABico 1) kAéos EaBAOY Ev dvBpcoTroio apécbal;
ToUTO Kal ATpeidaiot péverr Té 8¢ pupia Thiva

Sooa puéyav TMpiduolo 8éuov ktedTiooav EASVTES

aépt a kékputrTal, 80ev TAAIW oUKETL VOOTOS.

What is there more fair for a prosperous man to grasp than noble fame among men?
This abides for the Atreidae, but the multitudinous treasure they gained in sacking the

great house of Priam is hidden somewhere in gloom, whence there is no return.

We might compare the description of Theron’s generosity at 0.2.90-100:""

¢l Tol 90
Akp&yavTl Tavyoals
avd&oouat evépkiov Adyov dAabel vée,
TEKETV WI| TV’ €KATOV Ye ETécov TOAW
pilois &vdpa uaAAov

EUEPYETAV TIPATIIOIY APOBOVECTEPOV TE XEPQ

49" A contemporary hieroglyphic text also records Ptolemy’s wealth in terms similar to those of Id. 17; cf.
Sauneron (1960) 87, with the comments of Hunter (1996) 89.

%" This theme is particularly important in odes for tyrants: cf. e.g. 0.2.92-5; P.1.90-1. Cf. also N.1.31-2 (oUk
gpapal oAUV év peydpe TAoUTOV KaTakpuyals Exew, / GAN EévTwv el Te Tabelv kal dkoloal gpilois
eEapkécov, ‘I do not wish to hoard much wealth secretly in a hall, to be successful with what I have and to be
well thought for assisting friends’). Cf. N.7.58-63; 1.1.47-52 for the superiority of kAéos to 8ABos, the latter
being transient and the former a lasting status bestowed by poetry.

31 Cf. Fantuzzi (2000) 138; Hunter (2003) 95-6 for other parallels between the two poems. Currie (2005) 83-4
narrows the difference between the two poems’ rhetorical strategies, pointing out that Theron was also the
object of posthumous cult, for which cf. Diod. Sic. 11.53.2.
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Onpwvos. GAN’ aivov éméPa kdpos 95
oV Sika oUVaVTOHEVOS, AAAG UdpPY WY UTT Avdpddv,
16 AaAayfioal BéAov
KpUQOV Te Bépev ECACOV kKaAols
EpYyols® ETTEL WAUUOS APIBUOV TTEPITTEPEUYEY,
Kal kelvos doa xapuat’ &AAois Ebnkev,

Tis Gv ppaoal dYvaiTo; 100

Aiming at Acragas, | shall speak a pledged word with true mind, that no city for a
hundred years has given birth to a man kinder in heart nor more generous of hand than
Theron. But satiety comes after praise, not cleaving to justice, but wishes, driven by
greedy men, to babble on and obscure noble men’s fair deeds. Since grains of sand
escape counting, and all the joys that this man has given to others, who would be able

to reckon them?

Whereas Theron’s character is constructed against a social backdrop of men eager to
diminish others’ achievements, Ptolemy’s actions take place in a realm isolated from such
carping. Although both passages use a rhetoric of magnitude to emphasise their subjects’
excellence, their dynamics are very different. Pindar compares the ‘delights’ (x&puaTa)
brought about by Theron to grains of sand to articulate their numerousness.'** Theocritus uses
the vastness of the Atreidae’s wealth as a foil for their fame, the point of the comparison
being that their reputation has outlasted their material prosperity. The Pindaric y&upuos
which, despite its innumerability, is an object of experience accessible to the audience and the
poet, contrasts with the wealth of the Atreidae, which lies beyond the access of Theocritus
and his readers. The phrasing of 119-20 also recapitulates the unrepresentability of the riches,
consigning them to an indeterminate region (&épt o kékpumtal) where, unlike those of
Ptolemy, they cannot be accurately measured. In relation to the text’s archival function, this
emergence of the unarchivable as an important comparandum marks the limitations of the
archive itself. This passage also participates in the poem’s wider problematization of genre,
complicating the language of Pindaric encomium by its recourse to the Atreidae, who are
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never used as exempla in Pindar. >~ The fact that the corpora of epic and tragic poetry lie

132 Compare 0.13.45-6 for Pindar’s use of the topos.
33 Agamemnon’s murder is recounted at P.11.17-22, and cf. N.7.28 for a reference to Menelaus.
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behind the brothers’ kAéos sites the Theocritean panegyric in a more self-consciously
complex intertextual field than that in which Pindar’s poetry operates.

In this poem then, despite the employment of a carefully elaborated rhetorical structure, the
act of rupture with previous modes of panegyric is more decisively indicative of Ptolemaic
power than existing panegyrical modes; this rupture registers the difference of the Ptolemies,
defining their power as a force which escapes traditional categories. By foregrounding the
importance of generic norms, but also making its own panegyric function emerge as a
movement which exceeds previous generic formulations, and by foregrounding its own
archival function, intertextually imbricating this with previous genres, while also implicitly
acknowledging archival limitations by gesturing to what exceeds the archival, /d. 17 stages a
meditation on the complexity of the archival situation, and the situation that obtains for
literary texts written within this millieu. Ptolemy is both a comparandum in need of other
comparanda, and that which exceeds comparison. However, the construction of a text only
being able to represent actual power by marking the limitations of its own representational
strategies is itself a textual figure. The poem’s figuring power by being in excess of itself,
being both non-self-identical and refusing straightforward assimilation to the traditions it
participates in, interposes a difference between its own exercises of power and those of the
political sphere, conspicuously refusing to allow itself the same power of regulation of its
own realm as that of which Ptolemy is capable; whereas Ptolemy rules alone (85), the text
depends at least in part on its intertextual filiations. Such negotiations can also be seen as
informing the text’s archival self-figuration; these archival strategies can be read as relating
to the idea of the archive more generally and the ideas of cultural totality thereby established.
The poem’s move of exceeding traditional categories parallels the illimitability of the
archive, but is also a means of transmuting the illimitability into a textual strategy and a
means of praising a single individual. On this reading, the poem’s rupturing of generic
categories thus functions paradoxically as a mode of containment, albeit one which variously
problematizes its own delimitations.

As 1 have previously argued, no context is ever saturable or completely determinable;
contexts vary from place to place and from reader to reader, and because of the nature of
individual readers’ personal configurations of the intellectual traditions within which they
operate it would be impossible to reconstruct a complete account of such contexts even if we
had access to a much more complete set of evidence than we now have. What we can do,
however, is to use texts such as /d. 17 as a basis for thinking about the different ways in

which the processes of recontextualization may have informed approaches to Pindaric texts.
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In the following chapters, I want to explore the role of factors such as the constitution of
editions, the growth of a corpus of exegetical metatexts, and wider cultural and intellectual
changes in shaping possible approaches to Pindaric texts, as well as looking at the role of

other literary texts in such processes.

LAWS AND BEGINNINGS

In examining the concept and operations of the archive, I have noted how the totalizing
ambitions of the library of Alexandria were offset by the significational multiplicity of the
texts it contained, and that its preservational role gives rise to new and unforeseen relations
between texts. I have briefly examined the relation between the archive, conceived both as a
library and a text, Id. 17, which foregrounds its archival status, and that which resists
archivization. Jacques Derrida’s thinking about the archive provides a useful orientation for
the further exploration of these concepts and their significance for a reading of Pindar’s
epinicians in the context of Alexandrian scholarly culture. Derrida’s meditation on the
archive begins with a discussion of the concept of apxr), to which apxeiov is related and
which lies at the heart of the archive’s function.'”* For Derrida, &pxrj ‘names at once the
commencement and the commandment. This name apparently coordinates two principles in
one: the principle according to nature or history, there where things commence ... but also the
principle according to the law, there where men and gods command’. Thus &pxrj names ‘two
orders of order: sequential and jussive’. However, the relation between the concept of apxn
and the archive is a complex one: ‘[tlhe concept of the archive shelters in itself ... this
memory of the name &px. But it also shelters itself from this memory which it shelters’.'>
This is because the concept apxr itself resists archivality, incapable of being reduced to a
substrate that would completely represent or anchor it, and refers both to the originary and
nomological principles of apxr. The space of the archive therefore constitutes a “privileged
topology’: archived writings ‘inhabit this uncommon place, this place of election where law
and singularity intersect in privilege. At the intersection of the topological and the

. e ege . .. e 156 .
nomological ... a scene of domiciliation becomes at once visible and invisible.” *> This

13 Cf. Chantraine i.12 for the connection between &pxeiov and &px.

135 Derrida (1996) 1, 2.

1% Derrida (1996) 3. Cf. Foucault (1977) on the library as a heterotopic space, whose structural and symbolic
significance exceeds its purely architectural form. Debray (1996) 148 opposes Greek culture’s ‘anchorage’ in
holy places and Semitic culture’s reliance on texts. For Debray, Greek ‘theology is a topology’, defined by
social participation in spatially sited practices. He overdoes the opposition, neglecting, for instance, the
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domiciliation, this sheltering of the text by the archive, and of the archive of itself, also has a
profoundly unifying aspect; ‘[t]lhe archontic power, which also gathers the functions of
unification, of identification, of classification, must be paired with what we will call the
power of consignation.”">’ This names not only ‘the act of assigning residence or entrusting
s0 as to put into reserve ... but [also] the act of consigning through gathering together signs’.
This movement ‘aims to coordinate a single corpus, in a system or a synchrony in which all
the elements articulate the unity of an ideal configuration’.'”®

Yet this movement towards unification also gives rise to the possibility of interrogating the
principles upon which the archive is founded and the legality of the laws bestowed upon it,
and Derrida’s analysis briefly touches on the forces that can emerge to contest the principle
of consignation which founds and regulates the archive, mentioning ‘whatever secrets and
heterogeneities would seem to menace even the principle of consignation’.'”” The generic
problematizations of Id. 17 examined above, and its precarious staging of its archival
capacities in relation to referential totalities that exceed those capacties, are one instance of
such ‘heterogeneities’. Moreover, the principle of consignation relies on a transpositional and
reduplicative dynamic, in which the process of archivization is a matter of giving a text over
to its archival substrate without change or alteration, and indeed a pure archivality would do
away with the notion of change entirely. This principle is contradicted by the fact that the
process of archivization entails putting a text into a series of new relations with other texts, or
rather actualizing in archival form relations which were already existent in some way, and
thus intervening in the constitution of those relations. Crucially, however, Derrida’s focus on
the archive as instantiating both the jussive and sequential principles allows us to see that
these two functions are mutually implicative; in gathering texts together, the archive cannot
help but extending the relationality of these texts, and of complicating its own attempts at
instituting ‘the unity of an ideal configuration.” As a space for the configuration of
relationships between texts and for the constitution, physical and intellectual, of intertextual
fields, the archive is both a totalizing hypostasized mark of the intertextual field, and that

which exceeds determinative understanding in terms of any of the textual possibilities which

it enables.

‘theological’ importance of textual experience. Nevertheless, his observation is suggestive for the case of the
Mouseion, in which spatial and textual orders were conjoined.

"7 Derrida (1996) 3. There is a notable similarity between Derrida’s vocabulary of ‘consignation’ and gathering,
and that employed in accounts of the foundation of the library, e.g. Plut. Mor. 1095d: TTtoAepaios & TP&TOS
ouvayaycv 16 povceiov, and cf. cuvtawv at Strabo 13.1.54.

¥ Derrida (1996) 3.

1% Derrida (1996) 3.
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At this point it is worth pointing out that, despite the emphasis of this chapter, the library of
Alexandria was not the only important library in antiquity, even if it is often treated as
paradigmatic by the sources. One of the reasons for my focus on this library is that it is the
most prominent example of a space of literary and intellectual encounter that was prevalent
across the ancient world, ranging from large public libraries to small collections. Despite the
great variations of size and purpose between these libraries, I suggest that they all, to one
degree or another, participate in the functions that I have been exploring under the word
‘archive’. The term &pxeiov is not applied to the Alexandrian library, which is referred to
either as the Mouseion or as a BipAio8rikn;'® nevertheless, the logic of Derrida’s analysis of
the archive applies equally well to the BiBAiobrikn, as a space where texts are gathered and
submitted to various kinds of laws. I shall continue to use the term ‘archive’ of the
Alexandrian library, and of the other types of ‘archives’ under discussion, on the grounds that
this term captures more fully than ‘library’ the issues under discussion. One such is the way
the processes of archivization allow for a questioning and reconfiguration of its foundational
concepts expressed by dapxn as ‘commencement and commandment’. Firstly, potential
conflicts arise between the ‘law’ of the archive and the ‘laws’ of individual texts. For
Derrida, one of literature’s most characteristic features is its capacity to generate its own
laws, whether they be formal or generic codes, or the type of readerly responses demanded by
these. Simultaneously, however, literature constitutes itself by breaking these laws; each new
text, as a singular document, exceeds in various ways the categories instituted by the texts
which precede it.'®" This mode of operation poses problems for the archive as a space which
seeks to regulate the texts it contains. One form this regulation takes is the subordination of
the archive’s contents to a system of classification; Callimachus’ Pinakes are probably the
most famous example of such a process from the Hellenistic period.'®*

Another way in which such regulation might be conceptualized is the symbolic economy to
which the archive gives rise, as in the texts discussed above where the archive becomes a
symbol of cultural hegemony, implicitly subordinating the texts within it to this unifying
symbolic mode. Such modes of regulation, however, open up a disjunction between the way

in which they operate and the actual effects of such operations on the actual processes of

10 Cf. e.g. Strabo 13.1.54 313&Eas Tous v AlyUmTte Bacihéas BiBAiobrikns ouvtawv (‘teaching the Egyptians
kings how to organize a library’) and cf. Plut. Cae. 49.6-7; Epitaph. De mens. et pond. 11. It is notable that
apxeia is normally used of public records rather than private libraries, as at SIG 684.7; cf. Plut. Lys. 20.3; Phot.
Lex. 2925.

'8! The fundamental discussion is Derrida (1992) 67-70.

192 Cf. Pfeiffer (1968).
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reading texts. Indeed, it might be said that what occurs here is a deracination and
deconstitution of the archive’s principle of commandment, in that in terms of its practical
empirical application, this principle is shown to be powerless, or more accurately, both
powerless and omnipotent; it ensures the duration of the texts under its command by housing
them and protecting them from the ravages of history, and consequently acts as the grounds
of all possible readings that occur within the archive, but does not concretely realize itself as
a reading or actualization of any one particular text. This mode of power is connected to the
library of Alexandria’s religious aspect; as we have seen, the library formed part of the
Mouseion, a complex presided over, and sacred to, the Muses.'® As deities who preside over
the archive they link it to the past both in historical terms, as representatives of the literary
tradition, and transcendentally, representing the divine origins of poetic practice as elaborated
in texts such as Hesiod’s Theogony. As such, the Muses of the Mouseion are the
transcendental ground of the archive’s function, grounding its laws, and its imposition of
those laws, from a point which is beyond the laws’ power. Like the power of the archive
itself, their authority as overseers of the archival project is at once ubiquitously numinous and
non-assertive.

The archive also entails a rethinking and pluralization of the concept of origin. The origin,
for instance of a poem in an act of compostion or performance, becomes in its archival
situation, at least in part, a product of the process of archivization and metatextuality;
Hellenistic readers of Pindar, for instance, related to the circumstances of performance in the
fifth century through the medium of the scholarly metatexts which give the information
necessary to imaginatively reconstruct the relevant scenarios. In doing so the reader
implicates himself in scholarly discourse and the modes of its authority; in using the scholia
to consider the performance of a particular poem for instance, a thinking of what constitutes a
performance is influenced, if not wholly determined, by the information presented by the
scholia, and by the mode of its presentation. When, for instance, one reads the words ©Onpcovt
AkpayavTive GpuaTt in the introductory scholia to O.2, one is not simply presented with
the occasion for the ode’s composition, but is also not given a whole mass of information
about the details of how the poem was composed, where and by whom it was performed and
so on, for the obvious reason that these details were not available to the Hellenistic scholars.
The absence of such information, and the simplicity of the above notice, encourages a

particular kind of focus on the poem’s functionality which marginalizes a thinking directed

193 Cf. Fraser (1972) for discussion and comparison with other cult sites of the Muses, and cf. also Cults v. 5. pp.
469-71.
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towards other aspects of the poem’s origins and performance scenario. However, the
functional focus of such a notice is partly a reflection of the poem’s own strategies of self-
representation, in which its function as a vehicle of praise play a considerable part. But
although readers of the scholia would have been aware of the provisionality of such notices,
and that a critical attention to the poem is by no means bounded by them, we should
recognise the potential of such metatexts, and the wider contexts in which they emerge, to
shape the type of approaches made to the texts. In this sense, we can say that the archive
engages in alterations of the consitution of the origins that it preserves, and becomes itself the
origin for a series of critical discourses dependent on it. As a consequnce, it becomes a site
that is both governed by a thinking of &pxrj as beginning, but also where the notion of any
unified or privileged beginning is called into question.

I have already observed the potential of texts, or particular features of texts, to resist
archivization. Derrida is particularly senstitive to this, and notes the capacity of Homer’s,
Shakespeare’s, and Joyce’s texts to resist and disorder the archive: each ‘is potentially
incommensurable with any library supposed to house them ... Bigger and stronger than the
libraries that act as if they have the capacity to hold them, if only virtually, they derange all
the archival and indexing spaces by the disproportion of the potentially infinite memory they
condense according to the processes of undecidable writing for which as yet no complete
formalisation exists.”'* A more general aspect of texts’ resistance to the archive is what
Derrida terms ‘the secret’. In his terms, ‘literature’s secret’ is its ‘infinite power to keep
undecidable and thus forever sealed the secret of what it says’,'® an operation which
contradicts the consignation of the archive. This ‘infinite power’ names literature’s capacity
to suspend referentiality, or rather a mode of referentiality which is anchored in a particular
type of adequation with an extratextual reality, and whose value is determined with reference
to this reality. On this account, the text itself remains a singular saying of what it alone can
say, irreducible to any realization or demarcation of its semantic function, and it is this non-
identity which Derrida designates with his discussion of the secret. A general tension

therefore emerges between the text as a singular enunciation and as a subject of a

' Derrida (2006) 14-15.

1% Derrida (2006) 18. Here, however, we must guard against a straightforward application of Derrida’s term
‘literature”’ to the ancient literature under discussion, for the reason that Derrida never applies this term to works
before late antiquity. We also need to question whether the Hellenistic texts of Pindar constitute ‘literature’ in
the sense employed by Derrida, for which cf. Derrida (1992) 36-7; Vessey (2010). Although it does not have the
functions of many of the texts that Derrida examines under this rubric, the process of archivization and
scholarship assimilates the Pindaric corpus to many of the features of literature, such as datability and
authorship, which Derrida sees as characteristic of the literary.
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paraphrasing exegesis designed to render it transparent:'®® Derrida’s stress on literature’s
constitutive secrecy underscores the difficulties of this relationship. However, the notion of
the secret as elaborated here may be useful for conceptualizing the capacity of literary texts to
resist the contexts into which they are placed, but it is less helpful for thinking about the
dynamic interactions opened up by these contexts. In order to bring these more closely into
view, I turn now to a concept connected to the secret, that of singularity, which I elaborated
in detail above.'”’

As I have argued, acculturative practices, treated by Attridge as essentially normalizing, can
also have the effect of reconfiguring the otherness of a text, of bringing about interpretative
situations where the singularity of a text shows up in different forms from those possible in
its previous cultural contexts. Singularity is not an essence or a stable entity but a process,
and as such is susceptible of being informed by the two-way interactions of reception. Thus
in the scenario treated above, it is possible not only to read the end of /d. 17 against the
background of Pindar’s encomiastic strategies in O.2, but vice versa, allowing for a situation
in which Theocritus’ realization of the conventions of praise poetry shifts our understanding
of the related interpretative norms, a shift which then allows us to perceive Pindar’s text in
ways not previously available. I mentioned above, for instance, the contrast between the
waupos of 0.2.98 which connects innumerability with (partial) accessiblity to perception,
and Theocritus’ description of Priam’s captured wealth, which is completely inaccessible
(&épr T kékpumrTat) and can be realized only as a linguistic signification. This contrast could
be read, for instance, as retrospectively emphasising the greater implication of the Pindaric
text in the environment of its performance. A similar point could be made about the
discourses of scholarly metatexts whose paraphrasing exegesis seeks to translate the text out
of its particular idiom and into the terms of a normative language. This exegetical project
seems to be in solidarity with the process of normalization described above, but these
‘translations’ can also be understood as highlighting the uniqueness of the text’s language by
broaching a gap between Aé€is and Aeyduevov. The following chapters will pursue a detailed

exploration of these dynamics and their consequences for some of Pindaric epinicians.

1% Cf. Daude (2009) on the role of exegetical paraphrase in the Pindar Scholia.
17 Ct. pp. 26-8.
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TEXTS AND METATEXTS

The previous chapter explored the role of a single cultural institution, the archive, in
mediating literary encounters. I now want to sharpen my focus by examining the evidence for
editions of Pindar in the Hellenistic period, the growth of Pindaric scholarship as recorded by
the scholia, and the critical responses to Pindar by authors such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus
and [Longinus]. I shall address the scholarly approaches underlying the ordering of poems
within editions, before considering the methodological problems involved in using the scholia
as evidence for Hellenistic scholarship about Pindar. There are marked differences between
these three sets of scholarly receptions: the critical aims of Dionysius and [Longinus], for
instance, differ considerably from those of the authors responsible for the ancient
commentaries on Pindar from which the scholia derive. Nevertheless, examining these
strands of Pindaric reception alongside each other will give an impression of the various

influences which mediated ancient readers’ relations to the epinicians.

HELLENISTIC EDITIONS OF PINDAR

Zenodotus, active in the early third century BC, is the first Pindaric scholar for whom we
have evidence of editiorial activity. X O.2.7a (Drach. I p. 60) reports a Zenodotean reading:
axkpdBva moAéuou: ZnvddoTos HETd ToU | ypdel akpobivia, &Trep kupiws AédyeTal Tapa
Tas TGV Kapmdv OBivas (‘firstfruits of war: Zenodotus writes it with 1, which is how the
heaps of fruit are properly referred to’) as does X 0.6.92a (Drach. I p. 174), although there his
reading is not cited by the scholia. ¥ O.3.52a (Drach. I p. 120) reports Zenodotus’ correction
of the text on the grounds of biological verisimilitude: xpuooképwv EAagov: ZnvddoTtos B¢
HeTeToinoev ¢poéoons dix TO ioTopeiobal Tas OnAeias képaTta ur Exeww, dAA& Tous
&ppevas (‘golden-horned doe’: Zenodotus substituted ‘charming’ because it is reported that
the females do not have horns, but the males do’). There is also the possibility that some of
the marginalia in POxy 841 and 2442 reflect Zenodotean readings.'®® Irigoin also sees a hint
of Zenodotus’ work in X O.5 inscr. a (Drach. I p. 138): Gutn 1} a0 év pév Tois édagiols ouk
v, év 8¢ tois AldUuou Utropvrjuacwy eAéyeto TTwddpou (‘this ode was not in the older

editions, as Didymus’ commentaries on Pindar record’). He argues that the close study of O.5

1% See Pfeiffer (1968) 118 n. 4 for Lobel’s doubts as to whether the signs Z and Zn refer to Zenodotean
readings; he argues that they are more likely to indicate Crjtel vel sim. Pfeiffer objects that Crjtet ‘is never set in
front of a simple variant reading’ but always ‘introduces a question about the subject matter’, and thus concurs
with Grenfell and Hunt’s ascriptions of these variants to Zenodotus.
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and its authentication as one of the Olympian odes are the work of later scholars, particularly
Aristarchus, and that the édagia (‘manuscrits fondamentaux’) ‘représenteraient ... 1’édition
de Zénodote’.'® This is possible, although given the fact that £ O.5 inscr. a does not
designate the édagia as referring to an edition by Zenodotus, it is equally likely that the term
refers to the various manuscripts from different parts of the Greek world which Zenodotus
drew on in the course of his textual studies. Both Irigoin and Pfeiffer'’”’ argue that Zenodotus
was the first to make a critical edition of Pindar. I would tentatively agree with this thesis, but
it is worth noting that all of the readings recorded by the scholia could have come from a list
of glosses rather than an edition. Moreover, if we accept that Zenodotus did produce an
edition of Pindar, we are not in a position to know what proportion of the corpus this covered.
We could say on the basis of the above passages that it included the epinicians and paeans,
but about the other poems we are in the dark.

We have considerably more evidence for Aristophanes of Byzantium’s activity in the field

of Pindaric scholarship.'”!

The two most important pieces of evidence are the report of an
athetization on metrical grounds at X 0.2.48c (Drach. I p. 73 = 380A Slater), and the notice in
the Vita Thomana about Aristophanes placing O.1 first in the collection on the basis of its
contents, namely because it included an encomium of the Olympian games and because of
the narrative of Pelops who ‘was the first to compete at Elis’(Drach. I p. 7. 14-15). There is
also the testimony in POxy 2438.35 about Aristophanes dividing the Pindaric corpus into
books in accordance with a system of generic classification. While Irigoin and Nauck both
take the above to indicate that Aristophanes produced a critical edition of Pindar, Slater in his
commentary on Aristophanes’ fragments has called this into question.'’” As part of this

argument he cites the two passages from Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ De compositione

verborum which mention Aristophanes’ colometrization of lyric poets:

' Irigoin (1952) 32-3. For evidence of Aristarchus’ work on 0.5 see £ 0.5.1b, 20e, 27b, 29e, 54b.

170 pfeiffer (1968) 118.

1 See Irigoin (1952) 33 for Callimachus’ editiorial work. He argues on the basis of ¥ P.2 inscr. (where
Callimachus is recorded as having classified P.2 as a Nemean) that Callimachus ‘avait classé les oeuvres de
Pindare avec beaucoup de soin, distinguant les Epinicies des autres odes, ditinguant aussi, dans le group des
Epinicies, les Néméennes des odes ... écrites pour d’autres jeux’, but the absence of any traces in the scholia of
his textual work suggests that he did not produce an edition or work on the text to any great extent. Cf. Currie
(2005) 23-4 on the problems caused by the ‘Alexandrian filter’ for scholars attempting to reconstruct the
performance conditions of the fifth century, and Fearn (2007) 205-12 for Alexandrian classifications of
Bacchylides’ dithyrambs.

172 See Nauck (1848) 61-2; Irigoin (1952) 35-50.
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KdAa 8¢ pe déCar Aéyeww oux ols AploTtopdvns 1] TV GAAwV TIS HETPIKGV
Biekbounoe Tas d&s, GAN ofs 1) puols aglol Siaipeiv Tov Adyov kai pnTdpov

Taides Tas Mep1ddous diaipolot.

You must understand me to refer by ‘cola’ not to those groups into which Aristophanes
or some other metrician arranged the odes, but to the divisions which nature sees fit to
bring about, and into which the rhetorical schools divide their periods.

(Ch. 22 = 380B Slater.)

The second reference follows a series of quotations from lyric poets:

¢k 8¢ Tijs peAkfs T& Zipvidela Talta yéypamTtal 8¢ KaTd SlacToAds oUx v

AploTopavns 1) &GAASs Tis kaTeokeUaoe KWAwY AN v 6 elds Adyos amanTel.

This comes from the lyric poetry of Simonides. It has been written out in divisions
which are those not of the cola arranged by Aristophanes or some other, but those
which prose demands.

(Ch. 26 = 380B Slater.)

While Irigoin sees these passages as reinforcing X 0.2.48c as evidence for a Aristophanic
edition of Pindar with new colometry, Slater argues that the passages ‘show only that
Dionysius did not know who introduced the colometry, but thought that it could have been

Aristophanes.”'”

This reading, however, neglects the argumentational context of the
passages. Dionysius is opposing his own critical practice of analysing the rhythms and
structures of texts in terms of the MeCds Adyos with what he sees as the artificial colometric
divisions practiced by the metricians. The vagueness of AploTtogdvns fj TV &AAwv Tig
METPIKCOV is better seen as faintly derogatory, implying that this editorial intervention should
not enjoy any particular authority, rather than expressing a decisive lack of knowledge on the
part of Dionysius. The rhetoric of the passage also has a more defensive role: by not
attributing the colometrization to a particular scholar, Dionysius also avoids directly opposing

his own practices to those of Aristophanes, whose authority in such matters was clearly

respected. Moreover, the fact that Dionysius mentions Aristophanes as the paradigm of such

173 Slater (1986) 145. For further scepticism about Slater’s scepticism cf. D’Alessio (1997) 52 n. 172; cf. also
ibid. pp. 55-6 for cautious comments on Aristophanes as the originator of the Pindaric colometry.
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practices does suggest more strongly than Slater is willing to allow that he felt him to be if
not necessarily the originator, then certainly an important figure in the history of
colometrization.'™

Slater also seeks to cast doubt on POxy 2438.35 as evidence for an Aristophanic edition,
claiming that it implies cataloguing, rather than editorial activity. He notes that Aristophanes
is not mentioned as part of the controversy over the classification of P.2 by X P.2 inscr.
(Drach. II p. 31-2), which he thinks implies that Aristophanes did not produce an edition.
Furthermore, he suggests that the filling out of the Nemean and Isthmian books with poems
which do not strictly belong there, such as N.11, composed to celebrate Aristagoras’
assumption of public office, is not indicative of scholarly activity: ‘[t]he classification we
have is ... due primarily to consideration of book length, which suggests the attitude of a book

1> With regard to the Vita Thomana’s notice about

publisher rather than a scholar.
Aristophanes placing O.1 at the head of the collection, he points to the fact that &pioTov pév
UScop contains the complete vowel spectrum,'’® and says that ‘such a beginning could only
have been created Pindar himself, not by Aristophanes. Thomas Magister could easily have
misunderstood the papyrus observation [sc. POxy 2438.35] as a reorganization by
Aristophanes’, before pointing out that Simonides’ poems are classified and organized on
different grounds.

None of these arguments have much force. His opposition between book publisher and
scholar suggests an unrealistic division between the two roles. Material factors such as the
length of bookrolls certainly played a role in the arrangement of collections, in that they
provided physical limits, albeit variable, which shaped the potential length, and hence
contents, of an edition.'”” Scholars would also have to have borne in mind the exigencies of
the book trade if they wanted their editions to serve as the basis of a widely disseminated text.
In terms of simple practicalities, it is hardly credible to expect even a scholar such as
Aristophanes to take eidographic precision to the kind of lengths which would have required,

for example, N.11 to have an edition all to itself as the only example of a Pindaric

' Irigoin (1952) 50 suggests that Aristophanes’ edition became the basis for the vulgate; if this was the case,

and was known to have been so, it would help to account for Dionysius’ assumption that the colometric
divisions originated with Aristophanes, in that any colometrized text would be seen to owe a debt to his
scholarly activity.

175 Slater (1986) 146.

176 Noted by Thummer (1968) 139.

"7 See Irigoin (1952) 38; Van Sickle (1980); Lowe (2007) 175 on the influence of the length of book-rolls on
editorial and authorial activities. N.b. particular Lowe p. 172 on the practicalities of the book-roll as a factor in
editing: ‘the form of the book-roll, where poems at the front of a book were far easier and likelier to be
consulted, encourages a ranking of poems on a criterion of significance (or consultability) from highest to
lowest.’
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‘prytaneion’. We should see editorial practice in this period not as conforming to a
monolithic model but rather as involving ‘multiple levels of grouping and ordering that

implemented different taxonomic criteria at successive levels of a hierarchy.”' "

Importantly,
this activity was directed by the nature of the corpus concerned and by the forms of material
text available to the editor, not simply by fixed categorizational rules.'”

His argument that &piotov pév Udcwop constitutes ‘a beginning [that] could only have been
created by Pindar himself’ is confused and misleading. Of course he is right to point out that
the words in the original form must, barring some horrendous (or perhaps felicitous!)
accident of transmission, go back to Pindar, but his reading fails to distinguish between the
different types of ‘beginning’ at work here. The poet is responsible for the words as
beginning the poem in performance, but the editor is responsible for their place at the

beginning of an edition:'®

I shall return to the possible significances of this shift below.
Slater is right to point out that POxy 2438.35 does not necessarily indicate an Aristophanic
edition, but it cannot be taken as evidence for classification exclusive of an edition either. His
use of the absence of Aristophanes from the debate recorded at X P.2 inscr. is answered by
Lowe, who argues that it probably indicates that ‘the default classification as a Pythian in the

standard edition was taken to represent [Aristophanes’] judgement.’'®!

Equally, his
suggestion that Thomas Magister may have misunderstood the papyrus as referring to ‘a
reorganization by Aristophanes’ is rather arbitrary. We have no good reason to assume that a
version of the Life contained on this papyrus was available to Thomas Magister, and even if it

was, it seems unlikely that he would invent on the basis of this the reasons for O.1 being

78 Lowe (2007) 170.

17 See Lowe (2007) 170-5 for an analysis of eidographic principles with respect to Pindar, Bacchylides and
Simonides. For classification of lyric poetry more generally see Harvey (1955).

"0 Tt is possible that, in addition to the reasons given by the Vita Thomana, Aristophanes’ may have been
influenced in his placing of O.1 at the head of the edition by the musical significance of its opening words.
Thummer (1968) 138-9 comments on the opening in terms of its wedding of sound and sense: ‘Einzelne Stellen,
in denen die Klangwirkung der Sprache besonders deutlich ist, zeigen jedenfalls, dass der Dichter den Eindruck
der Worter durch den Klang zu vertiefen suchte. So lassen die ersten Worter von O.1 ... in der Folge ihrer
Vokale ... dem vollen Aufklang der Leier vernehmen.” His thesis that the arrangement of vowels would be
matched to all the notes of the lyre relies on a speculative connection between vowels and notes; the contour of
the melody would rather have been defined by the pitch structure of the words (see D’Angour (2006) 278-80
and (2007) 264-95.) We might suggest instead that the vowel structure of these opening words offered a chorus
an opportunity to showcase its talents at the outset of the performance; the unison signing of this combination of
vowels would have demanded a high degree of skill and training. Irigoin (1952) 47 suggests that Aristophanes
may have had access to some texts with musical notation and ‘qu’il ait tenu compte des indications qu’elles
fournissaient pour établir sa colométrie.” If this were the case, Aristophanes may have seen a papyrus which
marked the beginning of O.1 as in some way musically distinctive, or noticed this himself. Even if this were the
case, however, I would suggest that this would have been subsidiary to the more contextual influences on
editorial strategy mentioned by the Vita Thomana. Clay (2011) argues that O.1-3 were originally composed as a
‘song cycle’, and that their placement in the edition responds to this: cf. below p. 121.

"1 Lowe (2007) 172.
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placed first in the collection and attribute them to Aristophanes. Much more likely is that the
Vita Thomana’s account of Aristophanes’ editorial practice was based on sources now lost.
Although we cannot be absolutely certain about the matter, I would suggest that the
combination of £ 0.2.48c, the references made by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the list at
POxy 2438.35, and the notice in the Vita Thomana strongly suggest that Aristophanes
produced an edition of Pindar, almost certainly colometrized according to his understanding
of Pindaric metre, and very possibly including lectional signs marking athetizations, ends of
stanzas and ends of poems.'® Despite the historical importance of this edition, however, we
should not be too rigid in our thinking about how it affected later editions. While the
evidence indicates that Aristophanes’ ordering of the poems served as the template for later
editions, and while he clearly made important contributions to Pindaric scholarship, the
nature of text production in the ancient world is such that we must allow for a good deal of
variety in the constitution of individual texts; while the order of the poems is likely to have
remained unchanged, the appearances of differerent texts will have varied considerably
according to the different hands used by particular scribes, and each text will have had
varying marginalia according to the learning and interests of its owner(s).'*> Regardless of the
limitations of the evidence, however, we are justified in saying that the third and second
centuries BC were a period of important changes in the constitution of books, as
developments such as the formation of editions, and the use of colometry displacing older
texts of lyric poetry written in prose, such as the fourth century papyrus of Timotheus’
Persae, changed the book into an object of scholarly construction, with significant

consequences for readers.

SCHOLARLY RECEPTIONS

One of the most important issues for thinking about the diachronic travels of the Pindaric

corpus is how the scholarly literature written on Pindar in the Hellenistic period affected and

182 Cf. Lowe (2007) 169 who, in arguing for the existence of an Aristophanic edition, notes that ‘it is hard to see
how Aristophanes’ arrangement and colometry could have been promoted in a mere Umopvrjua.’ There may
well have been other editions of Pindar made after Aristophanes, although cf. Irigoin (1952) 51-6 and Vassiliki
(2009) on Aristarchus’ Pindaric criticism. Irigoin notes the absence of Aristarchus’ emendations from the
manuscript tradition and argues on this basis that it is unlikely that Aristarchus produced an edition of Pindar:
‘[1]e sort reserve a ces corrections serait surprenant si Aristarque avait établir une edition qui, selon toute
vraisemblance, aurait remplacé celle d’Aristophane’ (p. 53).

'3 This variation would also have encompassed the forms of critical signs, particularly coronides: see further
pp- 91-104.
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interacted with the texts they commented on.'®* Central to this relationship will be the
supplementary character of this literature. As well as providing exegesis of the text, the
scholia also give the reader historical and mythographical information which expands on that
in the texts themselves; as well as opening up new ways of looking at the texts, these
supplementations emphasise the status of the Pindaric corpus as a means of accessing and
reimagining the past. However, using the scholia as evidence for the scholarly texts of the
Hellenistic period poses evidential problems which require discussion. The scholia in the
Byzantine manuscripts are a collation of what was available in late antiquity, which was itself
a collation of a number of disparate texts from earlier periods, and cannot therefore be treated
as if they were all available to any individual reader.'® Similarly, we must be wary of over-
privileging the extant scholia and of thinking of them as a complete representation of ancient
responses to Pindar, since the totality of Pindaric criticism in the Hellenistic and Imperial
periods was far more voluminous than is represented by the scholia as we have them.'®® We
also need to acknowledge the virtual impossibility of precisely dating scholia which do not
refer to particular authors, and the differences that would have obtained between different
hypomnemata and editions;'®’ scholarly paratexts were open documents, subject to additions
and alterations by any given reader or author, although it is clear from the remarks about
Zenodotus, Aristophanes, and Aristarchus that these and other scholars had a canonical place
in the corpus.

There are various ways in which the above problems can be negotiated. Firstly, the question
of dating and textual specificity. It is likely that there was little in the way of original
scholarship on Pindar after the Augustan period, and that most of the scholarship that
postdated this period was concerned with redactions of previous commentaries, with an

emphasis on the type of exegesis suitable for use by schoolteachers.'® This is indicated partly

'8 For a definition and discussion of hypomnemata cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 29. The term refers to a collection of

glosses and interpretative comments on particular words and passages

'8 Still the best general account of the scholia’s transmission is Deas (1931), who argues that the Didymus’
commentary, which collected much of the previous material, was the main source for the scholia (p. 22). Useful
also are his remarks about the use of commentaries in schools (p 28), which must have involved much
abbreviation and compression. Cf. Irigoin (1952) 31-75 for an overview of early Pindaric scholarship.

'% The differences between the surviving scholia to P.12 and the fragment of Theon’s commentary on that poem
(= POxy 2536) are a salutary reminder of the variations in the metatextual corpus: cf. below pp. 225-7. Cf. also
Deas (1931) 55-7 on the Byzantine manuscripts as imperfect representations of previous scholarly work; he
points to phenomena such as the substitution of past tenses for the present tenses used in ancient scholarship to
refer to customs and rituals; e.g. X P.4.338.

"7 For a definition and discussion of hypomnemata cf. Pfeiffer (1968) 29. The term refers to a collection of
glosses and interpretative comments on particular words and passages, usually in the form of a separate book
rather than marginalia; see further Deas (1931) 76-8 with bibliography, and more generally on the form of
scholia Wilson (1967).

'8 Thus Deas (1931) 28.
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by the number of the scholia which provided exegetical paraphrases, and also by the fact that
the vast majority of the sources cited in the scholia date from the Hellenistic period and
before; it is notable that none of the major Second Sophistic authors are cited by the scholia
vetera. The latter is not a conclusive demonstration of early dating of the material which
comprise the scholia, since it is perfectly possible for a late commentator to cite earlier
authors, but it is suggestive when combined with the firmer evidence that most of the scholars
named in the scholia and known to have worked specifically on Pindar date from the
Hellenistic period down to the middle of the first century AD. Theon certainly wrote a
commentary on Pindar, and it is likely that Aristonicus did also,'®” but there is little to suggest

% Deas and others

that Hephaestion or Herodian did so, and Amyntianus certainly did not.
are surely correct to argue for the role of an anonymous second century AD redactor, who
slimmed down the commentaries of Didymus, Theon, and others into a more condensed
form, after which point little new material entered the corpus.”' On these grounds we can be
reasonably confident that most of the material in the scholia, excluding the paraphrasing
exegesis, would have been available in some form to readers of the later Hellenistic and early

imperial periods, and that passages containing extensive contextual, mythical, or literary-

"% The Suda does not mention a work on Pindar by Aristonicus, focusing instead on his Homeric and Hesiodic

scholarship, but this does not mean that he did not produce such a work; his Homeric scholarship was probably
known to the compiler of the Suda through the so-called ‘Four-Men Commentary’, consisting of excerpts from
Aristonicus, Didymus, Nicanor and Herodian, but his work on Pindar was probably lost by late antiquity.
N.1.37 (Drach. III p. 17) (xpn & év euBeiais 68ois: ApioTdvikos: xpn kad fjv yeyévvnTai Tis puow, TauTn
akoAoubeiv kai pr) Pr&lecbar autn eis &AAa TpémovTa, undt 1A POV udpvacbal Tpods Tous dyabous,
AAA& ouvaokelv & Tis Exel ¢k pUoews ‘‘one must on straight roads’: Aristonicus: one must follow the nature
which one was born with and not force it into turning in a different direction, nor rage enviously against good
men, but work with what one possesses by nature’) suggests a commentary, as does the specifically literary
nature of the comment recorded at ¥ O.3.31a (Drach. I p. 113: oU BaupacTov el TO HiTTw TEPUTEULEVOV
&Aoos elmev. AploTdViKos TTPOANTITIKES gnotv eipficbat: oi 8¢ 8T1 M&vTa Td iepd, K&V UTIw TEPUTEUHEVA
0, &Aon ékdAouv oi apxaiot: ‘it is no wonder if he says that the grove had not yet been planted. Aristonicus
says that he speaks proleptically’). Less decisive are the comments recorded by £ O.1.35¢ (Drach. I p. 28),
0.7.154a (Drach. I p. 232), and N.1 inscr. (Drach. III p. 7), all of which could have another provenance; the first
two, for instance, could come from a response to Didymus rather than an independent commentary. Overall,
however, a commentary seems the likely source. On Aristonicus in general Cf. e.g. Pfeiffer (1968) 267-70;
Montanari (1993) 279.

05 0.3.52a (Drach. 1 p. 120) refers to Amyntianus’ mepi éAepavTeov as the source of the citation. Both the
citations of Herodian (X O.1.18a (Drach. I p. 23); P.3.65 (Drach. II p. 72-3) concern accentuation and probably
come from one of the grammatical treatises for which he was celebrated. £ 1. 5 inscr.a. (Drach. III p. 240)
records Hephaestion’s views on the placing of the poem (tavtnv tnv wdnv HeaioTticov peta v £ETjs pnot
veypaebar v ©&AAovtos &udpcov, kai authv TIuBéa yeypdgbar éxpfiv olv kai TpoTetdxfal,
‘Hephaestion says that this ode was written after the one which follows it, which begins ©@&AAovTos dvdpcov
[1.6.], and that it was written for Pytheas, so it should also be placed before it’), but this comment need not be
taken from a commentary, and given the absence of any other references to Hephaestion in the scholia, such a
work seems improbable (Cf. Deas (1931) 29 for the identification of this author with the famous grammarian).
The Suda does not mention a Pindaric commentary among his works, although it does refer to unnamed &AAa
mAeloTa among his oeuvre.

P! Deas (1931) 27-9; Lefkowitz (1986) 270-1, and cf. McNamee (2007) 98 for the paring away of scholarly
material from later codices.
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historical information would have been considerably more lengthy in the -earlier
commentaries. This observation brings with it an additional caveat; we should not think of
the extant scholia, even in places where their comments are particularly extensive, as
reflecting the dominant or prevailing ancient views of the passage in question, still less as
reflecting the sum total of scholarship on a particular point. Awareness of this lends a certain
provisionality to the readings offered below: our awareness of the scholia’s archival
dimension, for instance, would doubtless be enhanced by greater knowledge of scholars such
as Artemon and Didymus, who were particularly interested in historical exegesis.'”
Nonetheless, we should not allow excessive scepticism to preclude uses of the scholia; for all
their evidential limitations, they remain important witnesses of the debate that surrounded the
Pindaric corpus, and as such are worthy of critical attention.

Another factor to be borne in mind is the variousness of the metatexts that the scholia
reflect. As well as commentaries and collections of glosses, there would also have been
individual readers’ marginalia, no doubt often influenced by or copied from commentaries to
which they had access. Quite aside from the usual insecurities of textual transmission, we are
confronted with a corpus subject to a process of constant modification which precludes
pinning down any particular scholium’s availability to a certain time and place. Moreover, it
should also be recognized that numerous differences would have obtained between different
hypomnemata and editions; scholarly paratexts were open documents, subject to additions
and alterations by any given writer or author. They were also open to excerption by
individual readers: the extant papyri show how readers drew on commentaries to form their
own marginalia.'”> Consequently, the aim of the following readings is a diachronic sketching
of some of the interpretative situations that arise from the scholarly texts of which the extant
scholia are the descendants. Reading a text with a metatextual apparatus is a particular kind
of reading situation, one which differs in various ways from hearing a performance or reading
the text alone, and my analyses aim to articulate the kind of problems and questions that may
have confronted ancient readers approaching the Pindaric corpus in this way. In doing so, I

am dealing with a set of interpretative potentialities, the kind of formal questions and

192 Artemon wrote a commentary on the Sicilian odes: cf. ¥ 1.2.inscr.a (Drach. III p. 212), and for his other
Pindaric work cf. £ O.5.1b (Drach. I p. 139-40) and P.3.52b (Drach. II p. 70-1), with Irigoin (1952) 62. X
P.1.31c records that he participated in the debate over the location of Typhon, and he also discussed Gela’s
history and myth (£ 0.2.16b (Drach. I p. 63-4). Didymus is frequently cited as the source of historical
discussions, as at £ 0.2.29d (Drach. I p. 68-70): cf. Irigoin (1952) 67-75, and in general Pfeiffer (1968) 274-9.
Theon would also have been an important source for later school texts and private commentaries: cf. McNamee
(2007) 33-5, Ucciardello (2012) 119-26.

'3 Cf. e.g. the marginalia in POxy 841. For a full inventory of Pindaric papyri cf. Ucciardello (2012) 109-10,
and for comment on anotations in Pindaric papyri cf. McNamee (2007) 305-49.
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intertextual connections that the scholia prompt; in some cases these entail a certain amount
of readerly elaboration, but in others the scholia push us quite firmly towards certain ways of

1% What is at issue is not just what the scholia

construing the text and the data in question.
themselves say, but what is presupposed by such statements, and the kind of potential
readings and readerly engagements opened up, and ususally not articulated, by such
commentaries. In this sense, the scholia should not be seen only as interpretative corpora, but
rather as repositories of information which bears on the poems they gloss in a variety of
ways."”> My readings will also serve to demonstate that, while we should not privilege the
scholia as guides to interpretation, they do offer precious insights into the interpretative
climate surrounding the Pindaric texts, and form an important adjunct to epinician’s status as

an archival corpus.

AUSTERITY AND SUBLIMITY

Dionysius of Halicarnassus is one of the most prominent representatives of this tradition. In
On Literary Composition, he gives definitions and examples of various compositional styles
as part of a didactic programme ostensibly directed at the rhetorical training of his addressee

196 As with much ancient ‘literary criticism’, On Literary

Rufus Metilius (De comp. verb. 1).
Composition is designed primarily to offer instruction in the process of writing, and the
question of how it may have affected reading practices is consequently by no means
straightforward: teaching the reader to write is not the same as teaching the reader to read.
Pindar, alongside authors such as Aeschylus, Antimachus, Empedocles, and Thucydides, is
one of the representatives of the severe or harsh style (atoTnpods), which Dionysius describes

in the following terms (ch. 22):

1% Enquiring into readerly experiences of texts where those readings have not, as in the vast majority of cases,

left evidential traces is difficult, and we have to extrapolate from the scholia’s formal features and
argumentational strategies the kind of experiences they could have induced. It is notable, however, that the
practice of juxtaposing the views of different scholars and the use of the &AAcos ... &AAcos structure encourages
deconstruction of the commentator’s authority and readerly adjudication; these structures were certainly
common in later commentaries (2nd century AD onwards), and there is evidence that they formed part of earlier
commentaries as well; cf. e.g. £ N.1.3 (Drach. III pp. 9-10). We should not discount the possibility that the
critical and comparative approach encouraged by such structures carried over into other aspects of readers’
approaches to commentaries.

"> The scholia’s intepretative shortcomings are well understood: see in general Lefkowitz (1985).
Muckensturm-Poulle (2009) 91 argues that the scholia’s citational practices are primarily ‘scientifique et
pédagogique’; such an exegetical conclusion should not, however, be allowed to obscure their more general
supplementary functions.

For an overview of Dionysius’ accounts of different textual effects cf. Bonner (1939); Damon (1991).

72



Tijs MEV oUv avuoTnpds apuovias Toldode 6 xapakTtrip: épeidecbal PovuleTar T&
ovéuaTta aopaAidds kai otdoes AauPdvev ioxupds, ot ék Tepipaveias EkaoTov
dvopa Op&obal, améxew Te AW GAAGAwv Ta& pépia SiaoTtdoels agloAdyous
aiobnTois xpdvois Biepydueva: Tpaxeials Te xpfiodal MoAAaxij kai GQuTiITUTOLS
Tals oupPolais oudtv auTi) Siapépel, olal yivovtal TGV Aoyddnv cuvTiBepéveov ev
oikodopials AiBcov ai un evycoviol kai pr) ouveEeouéval Baoels, dpyai 8¢ Tives kai
avTooxedilor peydAols Te kai SiaBePnkdow eis TAGTOs dvduacy s T TOAA&
unkYveobat QIAel 16 yap eis Ppaxeias ouAaPas ouvdyeotal ToAéuiov auTi, TATV

el ToTe avaykn Pialorito.

The character of the harsh style is as follows: it wishes for words to be firmly fixed and
take strong positions, so that each word may be seen clearly, and that the parts of the
sentence should be distant from each other by considerable distances and separated by
perceptible intervals. It makes use everywhere of harsh and dissonant collocations, such
as those of picked blocks of stone laid together in building, not squared off and well
polished, but unwrought and rough hewn. In general, it tends towards extension by
means of long words which extend over a wide space, and being restricted to short

syllables is hostile to it, except when necessity compels.

He then goes on to characterize various other aspects of the austere style: its rthythms are
‘dignified and grand’ (&&icopaTikoUs kai peyalompeTeis), its arrangement of clauses ‘noble,
bright, and free’ (eUyevi] kai Aaumpa kai éAevbepa); it ‘wishes them to seem more like
nature than art’ (pUoel T” ¢oikéval paAAov auta PouAetarl fj Téxvn), and is directed more at
the expression of emotion than at character (kata mw&Bos AéyeoBai paAAov fj kat’ 7100s). Its
periodic structures are not ornamented, but aim rather to give an impression of simplicity and
absence of ornament (To dvemtrideutov eugaivelv BéAel kai apeAés), and its overall stylistic
effect is one which generates beauty through a ‘patina of antiquity’ (Tov &pxaiondv kai TOv
mivov #xouca k&AAos).'”” Dionysius’ first example of the austere style is the opening
passage of Pindar’s Dith. 1, which he subjects to a microscopic stylistic analysis focussed
almost exclusively on the sound structures of the words and their sonic relations to each
other. For instance, his analysis of the poem’s opening line (8eUt’ ¢v xopdv ‘OAUuTion)
focuses on the juxtaposition of év and xopov, and the sonic effect thus created. Dionysius

points out that the letters v and x form an unnatural union (&oUpuikTa 3¢ T PUOEl TAUTA TX

7 Cf. tov &pxaiov ... mivov used of Pindar’s Partheneia at Dem. 39.
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oToixela kai axkOAAnTa), because v never precedes x in the same syllable; their
juxtaposition therefore produces a pause between the letters and keeps the sonic structures of
the two words separated (&avaykn oleTmv Tva yevéoBar péonv aupoiv tnv diopiloucav
EKATEPOU TQV YPAUUATWVY TAS SUVdUElS).lgg

In his definition of the austere style, as elsewhere in his critical discourse, Dionysius is
drawing on an extensive tradition, which I examined above,'”” of conceptualizing literary
texts in terms of their materiality, whether as buildings or other types of objects, or as sound

2% The above passage extends the rhetoric of De comp. verb. 6, where he compares

structures.
writing to building, and develops the concern with euphonious sound structures that was
important in Hellenistic criticism.*’' Although the definition and empirical account of literary
styles in this passage works primarily as part of a didaxis of the reader-as-writer, the detailed
verbal anatomizing of Dionysius’ account also acts as a commentary on the process of voiced
reading, drawing the reader’s attention to the stylistic force of the sounds produced by this
act. In common with numerous other ancient critics, Dionysius conceptualizes the process of
reading as an uncovering of the (authorial) voice that is inscribed within it,*** but there are
passages where he acknowledges the historical specificity of such readerly recreations. At

Dem. 22, he meditates on Demosthenes’ greatness in terms of an opposition between

performance and reperformance:

el N TO Bld TooOUTwV <ETOV> tykaTauoyopevov Tois PuBAiols Tvelua
TooaUTNV ioxUv E€xel Kal oUTws aywydv 0Tl TV Avbpcdmwv, 7 Tou TOTE

UTrep@ués T kai Selvdv xpripa fv i Tédv ekeivou Adycov.

If the spirit with which his pages are imbued after so many years has such strength and
moves men so much, how overwhelming and awesome a thing it must have been to

have been present at the time when he delivered his speeches.

198 Cf. Vaahtera (1997) for a critique of this critical practice.

99 Cf. pp. 11-15.

299 Cf. Porter (2010) 490-509 for an account of this tradition with further references. For the connection between
this passage and [Long.] De subl. 40.4 cf. Porter (2001) 81. On Dionysius’ metaphorical vocabulary in general
cf. Lockwood (1937).

2%V Phid. De mus. 4 col. 22.25-6 N refers to critics for whom euphony was particularly important: cf. Porter
(2010) 494-5. Euphonism is a common critical motif in critics such as Quintilian, Cicero, and Plutarch, and is
also frequent in the scholia: cf. Richardson (1980) 283-7; Meijering (1987) 42-3; Niinlist (2009) 215-17. For the
importance of this mode of analysis in De comp. verb. cf. Damon (1991) 52-8.

22 Cf. Porter (2010) 310-11.
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This passage tacitly acknowledges the non-identity of Demosthenes’ performances (émi TV
gékefvou Adywv) and those readings of the present day which attempt to revivify the text’s
mveUua. Nevertheless, the book is here imagined as an almost magical object, a receptacle for
a spirit which is mixed into it (¢ykaTauioyouevov); the passage registers the historicity of
the book (Si&x ToooUTwv <€tddv> ... TOTE), and its capacity to give the reader access to a
mveUpa that is both a transhistorical remainder of the past, preserved intact and awaiting
readerly excavation, and something dependent on the medium of its transmission.*”’

The vocabulary with which Dionysius describes the severe style and the monumental
experiences to which it gives rise (e.g. ueyaloTmpeeis, Umep@ués, Sevdv) is common in

critical assessments of Pindar, as in Quintilian’s famous pronouncement (10.1.61):

nouem uero lyricorum longe Pindarus princeps spiritus magnificentia, sententiis,
figuris, beatissima rerum uerborumque copia et uelut quodam eloquentiae flumine;

propter quae Horatius eum merito credidit nemini imitabilem.

Pindar is truly by far the preeminent figure among the lyric poets in his magnificence of
inspiration, in his maxims, in his use of figures, in the happy wealth of his subjects and
language, and in his torrent of eloquence. On account of these things Horace rightly

believed him to be unsusceptible of imitation by anyone.**!

Longinus’ On the Sublime is the most thoroughgoing extant critical treatment of the sublime
(Uwos) in literature,”® and provides extensive analysis of the qualities dwelt on by Dionysius
in his treatment of the severe style and mentioned by Quintilian in relation to Pindar.
Somewhat surprisingly, Pindar does not feature much in On the Sublime,**® although he is
mentioned at 33.5 alongside Sophocles as authors praised for their inconsistent but
overwhelming genius, who ‘as it were set everything ablaze in their movement, but are often
extinguished without reason and fall flat in complete failure’ (6T¢ pev olov mavta

em@Aéyouot Tij popd, oPévvuvtal & dAdyws ToAAdkis kai TiTTovowv dTuxéotaTa), and

293 Cf. Porter (2001) 79-80 on the historicity of the Longinian sublime, which ‘exists in a present experience of
the past — or in its projection into the past ... the sublime exists only in a chain of citations’.

2% Quintilian’s eloquentiae flumine recalls Hor. Od. 4.2.5-8.

293 The date of the treatise and the identity of the author are uncertain: some place him in the mid-third century
AD (cf. Russell (1964) xxii-xxx), but a first century AD date has found general favour: cf. e.g. Segal (1959);
Russell (1964). For further references cf. Porter (2001) 63 n. 1. Discussion of sublimity is not confined to
Longinus however: cf. Porter (2001) 67-76.

2% pindar may, however, have featured more extensively in the lost passages of On the Sublime. For Longinus
on Bacchylides cf. Fearn (2007) 213-14.
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who stand in contrast to the smooth perfection of, respectively, Ion of Chios and Bacchylides.
However, [Long.] 35.4-5 includes a reminiscence of Pindar as part of a description of the

sublime in nature (35.4):*"

oudé ye TO U’ MUV TouTl pAoyiov avakaiduevov, el kabapdv o el TO péyyos,
eKTTANTTOUED TV oUpavicov paAAov, kaitol TOAAAKIS £TMOKOTOUNEVWY, OUdE
TGV Tiis AlTvns kpaTripwy aflobaupacTtdTepov vouiCouey, s ai dvaxoai TéTpous
Te &k PubBolU kai SAous Sxbous avagépouct kail ToTapous évioTe ToU yrnyevous

€KElVOU Kal aUTOUATOU TIPOXEOUC! TTUPOS.

We are not astonished more by the little fire that we have lit for ourselves, which keeps
a steady light, than at the lights of heaven, even though they are often darkened, not do
we think it more wonderous than the craters of Etna, whose outpourings hurl rocks up
from the depths and whole hills, and sometimes pour forth rivers of that earthborn and
spontaneous fire.

The description of Aetna recalls, inter alia, Pindar’s vignette at P.1.21-4:°%

Tas épedyovTal uév AmMAGTOU TIUpds &y voTaTal
€K HUXGOV TTayai: TToTauol & auépaictv
HEV TTPOXEOVTI POOV KATTVOU
aiBcov’ GAN’ Ev Spvaiotv TETpasg
goivicoa kuAivdopéva pASE &5 Babel-

av @épel TOVTOU TTAAKA OUV TTATAY .

From its depths, purest springs of unapproachable fire belch forth; rivers pour forth by
day a blazing stream of smoke, but in the darkness a reddening flame rolls rocks to the

sea’s deep plain with a crash.

Longinus’ phrasing replays the Pindaric rocks (mwétpous), rivers of flame (Totauous ...
Tupds), the depths of the mountain (ék PuBoU), and the ‘pouring forth’ (mpoxéouvot). The

interplay between text and referent forms an important part of the rhetoric of Longinus’

27 As noted by e.g. Russell (1964) ad loc. Cf. Segal (1987) for the representation of the writer as hero in this
and other passages.

2% Description of Aetna was a popular topos in ancient literature: cf. e.g. Aesch. PV 367-72. Cf. Aul. Gell.
17.10 for a stylistic comparison between Pindar’s description and Vir. Aen. 3.570-6.
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passage: although the primary object of man’s instinct to admire the sublime is the great
marvels of nature, the pointed allusion to literary treatments of Aetna such as Pindar’s blur
the distinction between text and object, and suggests the extent to which perception of nature
is in part shaped by engagement with literature.”” As well as drawing on the equation
between sublime texts and sublime subject matter, the Pindaric appropriations also (attempt
to) instantiate Longinus’ paedeutic theories: a central facet of his argument in On the Sublime
is that exposure to and communion with sublime authors is the only means of achieving
sublimity in one’s own work. Here, the Pindaric intertexts enact this process, as the sublime
force of the Pindaric passage spills over into Longinus’ own writing, while Longinus’
departures from the Pindaric model (e.g. ToU ynyevous ékeivou Kal aUTOUATOU ... TTUpSS)
also instantiate the competitive nature of imitative engagement.*'’

Longinus repeatedly stresses the psychological effects of the sublime as part of his
conception of reading as a dialogic process. After an initial loose definition of sublimity as a
property of discourses at 1.3 (cos axpdTtns kai eEoxr] Tis Adycov éoTi T& Uyn, ‘the sublime is
a consummate excellence and outstanding aspect of language’), he moves on at 1.4 to stress
the transformational effects of great works: oU y&p eis melbco ToUs dkpowuévous aAN’ eis
gkoTaow &yel T& Uteppua: TAvTn 8¢ ye oUv ekmAiEel ToU mbavol kai ToU Tpods xX&piv
ael kpaTel TO Bavudoiov (‘the outstanding works move listeners not to being persuaded but
to ecstacy; always that which is wondrous, with its power of amazement, prevails over the
convincing and pleasing’). The experience of the sublime is uplifting (7.2-3), and occurs at
the site of an informative dialogue with past authors; it is intimately connected to the
greatness of an individual intellect (Uyos peyaloppoouvns amrixnua, ‘sublimity is the echo

of a noble spirit” 9.2),*"

and ‘imitation and emulation of past authors’ (<1> Tév éumpoobev
HEYGAwV ouyypagéwy kai ToinTév piunois Te kai {Awots, 13.2) is necessary in order
for an author to achieve sublimity in his own work. At 13.2, Longinus employs the simile of

the Pythia’s inspiration by Apollo to characterize how one may be influenced by previous

29 Eor similar vocabulary used of Demosthenes cf. De subl. 12.4.

219 Cf. Walsh (1988) for the argument that On the Sublime both describes and embodies sublimity. Cf.
particularly p. 252 n. 1 for his comments on 22.1, where in describing how emotion disturbs normal word order,
the word for ‘word arrangement’ (t&&is) is placed in hyperbaton at the end of its clause (Tijde kakeioe
AYX10TPpSPws AVTIOTCOHEVOL Tas AEEels TAS vorjoels TNV €k ToU kaTa gUaolv eippol TavTtoiws mpods pupias
TpoTas evaAA&TToUC! TEEW).

21T Cf. Walsh (1988) 260 for an assessment of the relation between this phrase and sublimity as a feature of
texts: he argues that for Longinus ‘there is no gap between thought and expression’, and that the latter is an
unmediated expression of the former. 35.4 can be seen in this light: the echoes of P.1 function as a textual
correlative of the ueyalogppoouvns amixnua experienced when reading Pindar.
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authors, and follows this at 13.3-4 with an account of authors such as Stesichorus, Herodotus,
and Plato being inspired by and engaging with Homer.>'?

In the passages cited above, Pindar emerges as a distant and somewhat forbidding figure, an
impression enhanced by the infrequency with which he is mentioned or alluded to. At 33.5
both Pindar and Sophocles are figured by an assimilation to powerful natural forces which

o . . 213
evade personalizing conception,

a mode of representation which seems to limit the
possibilities for thoughtful engagement with these authors by foregrounding precisely how
their work makes such engagement difficult or even impossible; the expression mavta

¢meAéyouoa, for instance, indicates such an effect.”'

Yet this imagery may also be read as
pointing up the force of the paradox whereby the sublime is both an excessive, supra-rational
experience and something that can be captured, however provisionally, by critical comment
and reproduced in one’s own writing. The figurations thus attempt to stretch what is meant by
engagement with previous authors by subsuming within it an experiential element beyond the
terms of semantic, or indeed semiotic, analysis. Reading becomes a mode of experience
involving an openness to, and more detailed awareness of, the means by which sublimity
overwhelms the subject.?”

Assessing the possible effects of such critical models on ancient readers and their efficacy
for explicating the functions of Pindaric texts, however, raises a different set of questions. For
all their conceptual power and literary-historical interest, the critical positions articulated by
Dionysius and Longinus should not be taken either as exhausting the potentialities of
meaning and significance opened up by Pindaric texts in their diachronic situations, nor as

providing a determinate critical horizon for readers. With regard to the latter point, a pointed

contrast emerges between the affective materialism of these two critics, with their focus on

*12 On the pervasiveness of imitatio in ancient literary culture cf. Russell (1979). Cf. Whitmarsh (2001) 60-2 on
the agonistic aspects of imitation in Longinus.

213 Cf. the figuration of Homer as the Ocean at 9.13.

1% Cf. particularly De subl. 1.4, where the sublime is correlated with the production of wonder and amazement,
with Porter (2001) 79-80; Hunter (2009) 130, 141-2. Later in the same passage Longinus uses the image of the
thunderbolt to describe the effects of Demosthenes’ writing. Porter (2001) 81-2 argues that the experience of the
sublime is intimately connected to the (potential) loss, disjunction, fragmentation, and failure of the objects from
which it arises, and cf. ibid. p. 83 on the sublime as a force which emerges in particular sites and fragments the
literary work of which it is part (an effect imitated by the textuality of On the Sublime itself in its tissues of
citations): cf. also Whitmarsh (2001) 61 with further references. Cf. De subl. 20.3 on the complex relationship
between order and disorder in sublime works, and Innes (1995) on the structural unity of On the Sublime itself,
which she sees as illustrative of the organic unity which Longinus attributes to the sublime; cf. also Whitmarsh
(2001) 64-6 on the interplay between (stylistic and conceptual) order and transgression. On the politicality of the
treatise cf. Too (1998) 188-207; Whitmarsh (2001) 66-71.

13 Cf. Porter (2001) 78: On the Sublime as ‘a pragmatic manual in identifying sublime literature, in reading the
signs of sublimity, and in reproducing the effects of sublimity in one’s responses to the great canonical works of
the past’. At p. 79 he suggests that ‘the Longinian sublime captures the intensity of the experience of canonicity
itself’.

78



the emotive effects of stylistic devices, and the modes of analysis found in the scholia, which
focus almost exclusively on questions of meaning and interpretation and frequently cite
literary and historical comparanda. This is partly due to the fact that Dionysius and Longinus
have writerly paideia and stylistic exemplification rather than interpretation or exegesis of
Pindar as their primary goals, with the result that contextual, structural, and functional issues
arising from his poetry are largely neglected. One possible effect of Longinus’ elevation of
the sublime over other formal features is a legitimization of a readerly fracturing of Pindaric
texts in a way which duplicates Longinian citational and appropriative practices; the allusions
to P.1.21-4 at De subl. 35.5, for instance, could be read as licensing a mode of reading which
takes the sublime effect of this passage as the most striking and meaningful part of the poem.
Another approach to the possible influence of these critics on reading practices is to think
about their potential interactions with the scholarly tradition represented by the scholia. Their
influence on this branch of criticism seems to have been minimal; there are no passages in the
scholia which reflect the kind of detailed euphonic analysis practiced by Dionysius in the
passage cited above, and despite the frequent use of U\os and its cognates,”'® the Longinian
sublime does not seem to have made much of an impression either. A possible exception to
this is £ N.3.143 (Drach. III p. 62), which explains the phrase kpayétai 8¢ koAoiol Tamewa
vépovTat (‘chattering crows ply dwell below’) and the opposition between jackdaws and the

eagle, in terms of the common theme of Pindar’s poetic rivalry with Bacchylides:

ol 8¢ &vTiTexvol pou koAoloTs éoikaot, kpauydLovTes HOVoV Kai TATEWVS VEUOUEVOL,

ov duvavTal 8¢ Siaipeoban eis Uyos. dokel 8¢ Talta Teivew eis BakxuAidnv: fv yap

Updpaots autols mpds aAArAous. TapaBaAAer 8¢ aUTov pév &eTE, koAold B¢

BakxuAidnv.

My rivals are like jackdaws, only chattering and ‘staying close to the ground’, and they
are not able to rise to the heights. It seems that this is directed at Bacchylides, for there
was mutual suspicion between these two. He compares himself to an eagle, and

Bacchylides to a jackdaw.

In this metapoetic context, it might be possible to read ou duvavTal &¢ diaipecbai eis Uyos

as reflecting the critical tradition surrounding Uwyos, but the absence of any specific

*1® These are often used non-technically as synonyms for ‘raise up’ vel sim; cf. e.g. £ 0.9.31 where Uyoiol

glosses émacipovTi.
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articulation of such an argument urges caution: the phrase could simply be deploying Uwos in
its non-technical sense.”'” We should also note that cognates of (yos are relatively common

P 218
in Pindar,

and the scholium’s phrasing may be influenced by pronouncements such as
O.1.115, where the poet prays for Hiero to ‘walk on high’ (ein oé¢ Te ToUTov UyolU xpdvov
TaTelv) in a passage which correlates the achievements of poet and laudandus.>"® While it is
difficult to make a case for £ N.3.143 as being written under the influence of Uyos—
criticism,”? still less that of any individual critic, both that scholium and O.1.115 are
interesting test cases for thinking about how critical discourse may have inflected readings of
Pindaric texts and engagements with Pindaric scholarship.

A reader familiar with Longinus might be tempted to see in €in oé Te ToUToOV UYOU XpOVOV
mateiv a foreshadowing of the critical topos of sublimity and a marker of Pindar’s own
stylistic grandeur; similarly oU dYvavtai 8¢ diaipecban eis Uypos at X N.3.143 might touch off
a connection with sublimity-criticism, even if it was not written with such a connection in
mind. Given Longinus’ approbation of Pindar, it is not unrealistic to think that use of Uyog
vocabularly in texts such as the ending of O.1 and in scholarly metatexts might prompt a
reader to see such passages in a Longinian light, although both present problems for such a
viewpoint. O.1.115 refers to Hiero’s past and future achievements rather than to poetry, and
the sublime resonance of the passage cannot be readily divorced from its encomiastic
specificity and its moralizing implications, both of which take on additional meanings in the
context of written editions.”*' Similarly, X N.3.143 gives us a picture of Pindar’s fraught and
‘suspicious’ relationship with Bacchylides which, although not completely incompatible with
Longinus’ picture of poetic activity (we might see a connection here between the two feuding
poets and the pihoTinoTdTOUS dywwioTds of 35.2), points the reader towards the concrete

socio-political contexts of such competition in a way that Longinus does not. Ancient readers

" For Unpos used with prepositions to indicate ‘on high’ vel sim. cf. e.g. Hdt. 2.13; Eur. Pho. 404.

The vocabulary of Uwos also occurs in X 1.5.56a-c (Drach. III pp. 246-7), which gloss the description of
Aegina as a Upyos for ‘high virtues to ascend’ at 1.5.44-5 (teTeixiotan 8¢ m&Aat / mMUpyos UynAais apetals
avaPaivew); the scholia take UynAatls as a transferred epithet referring to the tower, the fullest explanation
given by 56c: ofov UyolTal auTdV 1) APETT] COOTEP TEIXOS" OUTOS Y&p TNy alfnov mipyov Kai TEIXOS
elwBe Aéyew, a@’ oU Tupyoiv TO alfew kal yolv Aéyetar (‘so their virtue is to be raised high like a wall.
For he tends to speak of growth in terms of a tower or a wall, whence ‘to grow’ is called ‘to build’ and ‘to raise
high’’). Here, however, there is no sense that Uyos is being used in a technical, critical sense; the scholia’s
rhetoric expands on its use in the poem.

219 Cf. pp. 114-15.

220 Cf. Russell (1964) xxi-xlii for the use of os vocabulary in critical texts, where it does not occur commonly
until the late first century BC; Caecilius of Caleacte, against whom Longinus’ treatise was directed, was clearly
an important figure in the development of this critical emphasis. For Uyos used of Aeschylus cf AP 7.411.

21 Cf. pp. 114-15. It should be noted that there is no trace of a sublimity-inflected interpretation in £ O.1.185,
which takes the line to refer simply to ‘happiness’ (T& uév Uyou T eudaipoviav RvifaTo).
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of Pindar would have been taken in different directions by their encounters with these bodies
of critical literature.

The limitations of Dionysius’ and Longinus’ critical perspectives are particularly marked in
relation to contextual issues. At Dem. 26, Dionysius cites Pindar fr. 121 S-M as part of an
argument about Plato being more concerned with the manner of his expression rather than the
content (TAeiovt kéxpnTal @iloTiwig TeEpl TNV Epunueiav & @iAdoogos 1 TeEpl T&
mpayuata, Dem. 25), picking up on his expression of the common topos that praise of noble
deeds can lead to their immortalization. There is nothing inherently unusual about this idea,
and therefore in order to make it striking, Plato is forced to express it in an unusual way, and
Dionysius suggests that this was true of Pindar as well: ‘Pindar composed this [fr. 121 S-M]

. with more thought for melody and rhythm than for expression’ (TTivdapos TolUTo
meTroinkev eis AAéEavSpov oV Makeddva, epi T& péAN kal Tous pubuols uaAAov 1 Tepi

222 Aside from the questionable retrojection of authorial intent, such

v AéEw Eomoudakcds).
an approach diminishes the possibility for sensitivity to contextual variation in the use of such
topoi. While Dionysius’ analysis of sonic structures implicitly draw attention to the
specificities of the reading process understood as a production of sound, the wider
interpretative issues which emerge from Pindaric texts’ configurations of ethicity, and the
interplay between contextual specificity and diachronic dissemination, are largely elided in
this account. Attention to the materiality of texts, whether conceived as a document or as a
structure of sound, has to be balanced by awareness of these more general issues in an
assessment of the functionality of Pindaric texts in this period.

In addition to their minimal interest in the interpretative questions often privileged by the
scholia, Dionysius and Longinus are also notable for their lack of attention to the book as a
medium, a tendency shared with most other ancient critics: both work within the conceptual
economy of the text-type, thinking the text as a verbal entity freed from the conditions of its
material instantiations, this despite their attention to the materiality of language itself. The
book becomes in these critical practices the effaced other of the very strategies of close
reading its preservative function enables. In what follows, however, I shall examine some
aspects of Pindaric reception, and of books themselves, which bring the materiality of the

document and the interpretative issues surrounding it into the foreground.

22 Cf. Porter (2010) 310-11.
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PASSING ON THE GARLAND: RECEPTIONS AND MATERIAL SITES

In this chapter I shall examine a range of texts which bear on the reception of Pindar in the
Hellenistic period (and beyond). I begin by looking at how epigrams represent books, and
how Pindar is characterized in epigrams about the canonized lyric poets. I then focus on the
Lives of Pindar and aspects of Pindar’s commemoration at Thebes and Delphi, and the role
played by these texts and practices in constructing the poet’s cultural significance. I shall also
analyse the significance of the use of critical signs to provide visual articulations of textual
structure. This survey is not intended to be exhaustive: my aim is rather to analyse some
salient receptions of Pindar and to assess the different ways in which they may have affected

readers’ approaches to his texts.

BOOKS IN EPIGRAMS

The epigrammatic corpus is a particularly rich source for how ancient poets conceptualized
and represented their forebears, and forms an important part of the cultural field within which
readers of the later Hellenistic and Imperial periods would have encountered Pindaric texts. A
central element of the representation of previous poems and poetry in this corpus is the
interaction between the language of performance and references to the book, often mobilized
in order to highlight the contextual and aesthetic differences between ancient and modern
realizations of texts. Unlike in the case of the critical literature I have examined, it will
become clear that these poems prompt attention to the book as a specific site of meaning, as
well as reimagining the literary past. This conjunction of performance lexis and references to
the book goes back to the early Hellenistic period. At Posidippus 17.5-6, the narrator
references Sappho’s ‘speaking pages’ (Zamedai 8¢ pévouot giAns £T1 kai pevéouotv / ¢diis
ai Aeukai @Beyyduevar oelAides) in lines which figure the book as a conjunction of
materiality and performance, with pBeyyduevat in conjunction with ¢odijs hinting both at the
trace of the living voice of the poetess contained within the book and the act of reading the
poems aloud. The polyptoton pévouot ... €Tt kai pevéouow also highlights the book’s
preservational and archival function, and registers the interaction between text and material
form; the oeAiBes ‘remain and will remain’ because of the quality of the poetry they contain,
but their physical stability is also a condition of the poetry’s survival. Notable also is the
stress on the book’s appearance given by Aeukai, which again gives rise to a slippage

between material form and the aesthetic value of the text, suggesting both the visual beauty of
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the newly-inscribed papyrus and the way in which the loveliness of the poetry contributes to
its visual manifestation. The ‘pages’ are subordinated to the ‘song’ (¢pd7js) by functioning as
its receptacle, but their status as an object of attention in themselves is strengthened by the
application of Zameddai to them, which creates a strong connection between the author and
the documents that represent her. The figuration of Sappho’s Aeukai @Beyyduevar oeAides
captures the duality of the book as an object transformed by inscription into a trace of
performance culture and something whose material specificity is also of importance.
Moreover, the lines’ redescription of the book, centring on the transformation of the mutely
material oeAiSes into things capable of being ‘voiced’, is itself mimetic of how texts are
subject to change in different contexts.

The interrelation of performance and textual materiality which occurs in Posidippus 17 is a
common generic topos in later authors. One notable example is Simias’ epigram on

Sophocles (5 GP = AP 7.21):**

TV oe xopois pEAyavTa ZopokAéa, Taida ZogiAlov,
TOV Tpay1kfis Mouons aotépa Kekpdmiov,

moAAdkis Bv BupéAnot kai év oknvijol TeBnAcos
RBAaiods Axapvitns kioods épeye kSuny,

TUHPOs Exel kal yTis OAiyov pépos, GAN’ 6 eplooods

aicov dbavéTols Sépketal év oeAiov.

Sophocles, son of Sophillus, you who sang with choruses, the Cecropian star of the
tragic Muse, whose hair the flourishing, twisted ivy of Acharnae often crowned in the
orchestra and on the stage, a tomb holds you, and a little measure of earth, but an

immortal life is glimpsed in your immortal pages.

Whereas 3-4 figure Sophocles as part of the performance culture of classical Athens, the end
of the poem highlights the book as a space of meaning (&AN’ 6 Treploods / aicov dbavdaTols

SépkeTar év oeAiow).”** The meaning of this clause is disputed: Paton follows Ellis in taking

dépkeTar as meaning ‘shines forth’, and translates ‘thy exquisite life shines yet in your
immortal pages’. Others suggest taking the oe of the opening line as the object of dépkeTat

and translating 6 epiocds aicov as ‘the ages after your death’. It may be the case, however,

2 Cf. Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007) 432-3.
2% We might contrast the different focus of AP 7.22, which focuses exclusively on Sophocles as a performance
poet.
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that the ambiguity is intentional, figuring the double function of reception and reading in both
bestowing value on its subjects and being exposed to their singular economy. Here we may
compare AP 7.46, an anonymous epitaphic epigram on Euripides wherein the value of the
monument, and implicitly the poem itself, derives from Euripides’ ‘reputation’: ou ocodv
pvfina 188’ €01’ Eupimidn, dAA& ou Ttolde / Ti) off yap 34N pvijna 168’ auméxetal
(“this is not your memorial, Euripides, but you are its; for this memorial is clothed with your
repute’) However the final lines of Simias’ epigram are construed, the poem as a whole can
be seen to articulate a contrast between the performance economy and the material context in
which contemporary readers are involved, in a way not dissimilar to Dionysius’ description
of reading Demosthenes.

Another epigram that raises the opposition of writing and performance is Antipater of Sidon

14 GP (= AP 7.26) on Anacreon:*>

Eelve, Tapov Tapa Aitov Avakpeiovtos aueiBaov,
el Ti Tol &k BiBAcov NABev Eucov dpelos,

OTETOOV EUT) OTTOdIT, OTMEICOV YAVOs, OPPa KEV OV
ooTéa ynonon Tauax voTiloueva,

05 6 Alcovioou pepeAnuévos eU&ol KKUols,
€5 O PIAAKPT|TOU OUVTPOPOS GPUOVINS

und¢ kataebipevos Bakxou Sixa Toutov Utoiow

TOV Yevef] HEPOTICOV XDPOV OPelASUEVOVD.

Stranger, passing Anacreon’s simple tomb, if any benefit every came to you from my
books, pour an offering on my ashes, so that my bones may feel joy refreshed with
wine, so that I who sang in Dionysus’ well-voiced revels, I who was at home with
wine-loving music, might not endure without Bacchus, even in death, the land which

awaits all the generations of men.

While the poem’s opening line draws on the conventions of funerary epigram in addressing a
passing stranger, the second sites the contemporary reader in relation to books (i Ti Tot ék
BiBAwv NABev éucov dpelos), in contrast to Anacreon’s status as a performer, strongly

marked by repeated use of performance lexis (nepeAnuévos eUdol KOHOLS ... CUVTPOPOS

2 On representations of Anacreon in epigram cf. Rosenmeyer (1992) 24-7; Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani
(2007) 442-5.
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&puoving).*® This contrast again imposes a differentiation between present and past, but it
also shapes the imaginative response of the reader to Anacreon’s poetry.”*’ By remarking on
the book’s mediatory role, the poem encourages the reader to see Anacreon’s books as a
space of transformation which both allows for an imaginative engagement with the past and
is also itself affected by that engagement.

Epigrams also participated more concretely in the processes of textual dissemination, as in
the case of AP 9.186 by Antipater of Thessalonica, which was apparently written as an

epigraph for an edition of Aristophanes:***

BiBAor ApioTogdveus, Belos Tévos, aiow Axapvels
KIooos ETrl XAogpT v TTOUAUS E0E10E KOUNV*

3> 7

nuid’ doov Aidvuoov Exel oelis, ola 8¢ uibot
NXeUov poPepdov TANBSUEVOL XapiTwov.
& kai Bupdv &prote kai EAN&Sos 1ibeow Tog,

Keouiké, kai oTuEas &Ela kal yeAdoas.

Books of Aristophanes, divine labour, on which the profuse ivy of Acharnae shook its
green locks. As much as this page contains much of Dionysus, so much the stories
sound out, filled with an awesome grace. O comic poet, best in heart and truly Greek in

character, you hated and laughed at what deserved such treatment.

At 3-4 the book(s) are transformed by the cultural and performance heritage whose traces
they bear (1-2); as in the Posidippus passage analysed above, the book’s archival capacities
are at issue (Nvid Soov Aibvuocov Exel oelis), and a contrast emerges between the
grandiloquently synecdochic use of Aibdvucov to connote drama, as well as dramatic effects

and inspiration,”*’ and the relatively simplicity of the documentary medium. The description

226 Cf. 4P 7.27 for Anacreon’s revels in the underworld, and cf. 7.29, 30.

2 This is not to say that such a response, seeing Anacreon as a particular type of performance poet concerned
with wine and love, would not have occurred to readers independently, or as a result of reading critical
literature, where such an assessement was common: cf. e.g. Cic. Tusc. Disp. 4.33.71. The poem does point the
reader towards reading Anacreon with a particular conception of his poetry in mind, and given that much of
Anacreon’s poetry cannot be reduced to the stereotype of the drunken sympotic poet, the epigram can be seen as
a deformational reading, but one which nevertheless leaves open the nature of the dpeAos that might come from
his poetry. On the artistic reception of Anacreon see Rosenmeyer (1992) 12-49.

¥ Although it should be noted that it would also have had resituational functions similar to those analysed here
as a free-standing poem.

¥ Gow and Page (1968) 101-2 suggest ‘dramatic inspiration’ as the primary meaning of Aiévucov, but note
that ‘wine as the source of that inspiration need not be excluded’. I would suggest that the vagueness of the
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of the ‘stories’ (ofa 8¢ pibor / fxevow @oPepcdv wANBSUevol xapiTwv) references the
specifically sonic qualities of performance, but the double meaning of fjxeUow as ‘sound’ and
‘echo’ brings into play the idea of the pU6or in documentary form as an ‘echo’ of
performance, as well as hinting at the role of books in various kinds of reperformances of the
plays. If the poem was used as an epigraph to an edition, this dynamic would be strengthened
by the role of the poem itself as positioning the texts as part of a specific material form.

Moreover, the poem also plays on the continuity between epigraphic function and the
materiality of the document; the phrasing of fvid’ doov Aidvucov &xel oelis references the
book’s status as containing (€xel) its texts, but the poem itself, in marking the beginning of
the edition and directing the reader’s attention in a particular way, also participates in this
containment. AP 9.188, an anonymous epigram on Plato, also dramatizes the conjunction of
book and performance, although here the latter element is less marked, perhaps reflecting the
lesser generic importance of performance to the Platonic corpus: AT6iSos eiyAcdooou
oTéua pépTaTtov, ou oo peiCov / ebéyua TTaveAArjvewov méoa kékeube oeAis (‘best voice
of fair-speaking Attic, the whole page of all the Greeks hides no greater voice than yours’, 1-
2). Here as elsewhere, oeAls is used synecdochically for books in general, and the document
is made to contain Plato’s voice (oToua, pBéyua) in terms not dissimilar from those we have
seen deployed in relation to poets. The use of kéxeuBe is also significant for the relationship
between the book and its contents; the verb used in the perfect means ‘contains’,>*° playing
on the archival dynamic common to the conceptualization of the book, but given the contrast
between the document and a live reading, the verb’s primary meaning of ‘hides’ is probably
also to be felt, and imputes a double meaning to @6éyua as both the unique, originary voice
of the author himself and the voice of the reader who revivifies the text. The book both
contains and hides Plato’s @6éyua, marking the disappearance of the author’s voice, but also
representing the text it contains as a material substrate (p6¢yua) open to recreation.

Several broad conclusions emerge from this brief survey. One is that epigrammatists were
keenly aware of and interested in the materiality of the book, and in the process of relating to
and reimagining past poetry through this medium. All of the above poems can, in different
ways, be read as dramatizing the negotiations between material form and performance,

understood as both the live events that took place in the past and the representation of

synecdoche should be preserved to give as wide a referential field as possible, particularly in view of the
multifaceted focus of the final line.

20 Cf. LST s.v. a; n.b. particularly Eur. I4 122 for its use of a book. Cf. also AP 9.192.1, where containment is
more prominent.
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performance within classical and archaic poetry. A correlative of the rhetorical strategies
deployed in these epigrams is a readerly awareness of the negotiations just mentioned; unlike
the critical literature examined above, the epigrams encourage attention to the book itself as a
significant object. Although Pindar is not mentioned in relation to books in any of the extant
epigrams, it does not follow that the figurations of the book in the poems just analysed would
have been irrelevant to how readers of the period approached Pindaric texts, in that they
would have played a role in constituting the broader cultural field by which such approaches
would have been mediated, particularly when taken in conjunction with critical discourses
where writing was at issue; the scholia, for instance, often use ‘writing’ as a term for poetic
composition, and occasionally highlight the importance of writing for the preservation of

231

texts.” Nonetheless, we also need to be aware of the particular ways in which Pindar is

represented in this corpus.

OTOBIOGRAPHIES: PINDAR’S EAR

When we come to epigrams specifically about Pindar,>* we find that they focus on his
relationship with the divine and his status as an ideal citizen, an aspect central to Leonidas 99
GP (= AP 7.35): Apuevos N Eeivotow avnp &8¢ kai pilos doTtois, / TTivdapos, eUpcovwy
TTepidcwov mpdmoAos. A funerary epigram by Antipater of Sidon 18 GP (= AP 7.34) focuses

more on the stylistic aspects of his poetry.

TEPIKAY OGATIY Y a, TOV evayécov Papuv Uuvwv
XaAkeuTdav, kaTéxel TTivdapov &8t kdvig,
T 3 H A I3 7 3 3 \ ~
oU péAos eioatwv eBEyEaid kev, cas amd Mouodov

¢v K&Buovu BaAduois oufjvos amemAdoaTo.

This dust holds Pindar, the Pierian trumpet, the heavily-smiting smith of well made
hymns. If you were to hear his song you would say that a swarm of bees from the

Muses fashioned it in Cadmus’ bridal chambers.

1 Cf. e.g. £ N.4.10a (Drach. I p. 65). The phrase Yéypamtal + laudandus’ name in the dative is the standard
phrase used to mark the context of an epinician.

> For an overview see Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007) 435-8. Cf. Bergemann (1991) on the
representation of Pindar in sculpture, which constructs a highly conservative image: ‘[d]as Bildnis zeigte den
Dichter demnach als einen dlteren Mann mit Denkerstirn und in dezidiert konservativem Habitus. Der Eindruck
den die Barttracht Pindars bei den Zeitgenossen des Portréts hervorrfen miisste, war der eines altertiimlichen, ja
geradzu aristokratiken Wohlstandes’ (p. 182).
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The epigram’s descriptive rhetoric plays on images from the Pindaric corpus:*” the
characterization of Pindar as a ‘smith’ (xaAkeutdv) recalls P.1.86 and P.3.113, while the
image of the swarm of bees expands on Pindar’s famous description of his own poetry as like
a bee at P.10.53-4 (¢ykcopicov yap &wTtos Upvwv / e’ EAAoT” &AAov coTe péAiooa BUvel
Aéyov). Antipater’s metaphor pluralizes the Pindaric model, and the odd conjunction of &mo
Mouodv ... ouijvos, with no intervening information about how they are related, creates a
sense of the miraculousness of the Pindaric uéAos.”* This sense is heightened by the cross-
graining of the city and the natural world in év K&8pou BaAdpois opfjvos, in which Pindar’s
uélos is made to seem like a strange, if beautiful, irruption of one discursive order into
another. Although the epigram does not dwell on the materiality of the book, a similar
separation of present and past to those explored above is at work in oU péAos eioaicov
pbéyEad kev, where the conditional optative puts the péAos doubly at issue, figuring it both
as a unique and irrecoverable musico-poetic event of the distant past, and as an idealized
form of the Pindaric poetic idiom open to partial recreation by individual voiced readings.
This turns the emphasis towards the construction of Pindar’s puéAos in the epigram’s semantic
medium, which is presented as a means of reimagining the lost past of performance.

Pindar also appears in two anonymous epigrams which present catalogues of the nine
canonized lyric poets. Both poems present miniaturized versions of the critical and archival
culture which produced the canon, employing accepted critical judgments and forming an
analogy between their own catalogic mapping and the wider archival processes upon which
canonization depended. This strategy is signalled in AP 9.184 by the end of the poem
coinciding with an enunciation of the ‘limit’ marked out by the lyric poets themselves (Tépasg
¢otaoaTe); the poem participates in this delimitation by restating the poets’ canonized status.
Pindar is mentioned first in both poems, befitting his status as the pre-eminent representative

of lyric poetry (AP 9.184):

TTivdape, Mouodcwv iepdv otdua, kai AdAe Zeipriv
BakxuAidn Zameous 1" AioAides xdaprites
Ypauua T AvakpeiovTtos, ‘Ounpikov &g T’ ammod pelua

goTmaoas oikeiols, 2Tnoixop’, €V KAPATOILS,

3 Cf. Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007) 436-7. Similar figurations are at work in Antipater of Thessalonica
75 GP (=4P 16.305), for which see Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007) 437.
% The image also picks up on the story of the bee settling on Pindar’s mouth in the Lives (below p. 87).

88



1] Te Zinwvidecd yAukepr) oelis 18U Te TTelfous
"IBuke kal Taidwov &vbos aunodueve

kai Eipos AAkaiolo, T6 ToAAGkis alua Tupdvveov
goTrelcev TAaTPNS BEouia puduevoy,

BnAupeAels T° AAkudvos anddves, TAaTe, raons

apxmv ol Aupikiis kai Tépas E0TAOATE.

Pindar, holy mouth of the Muses, and garrulous Siren Bacchylides, and the Aeolian
graces of Sappho, and script of Anacreon, and Stesichorus, you who drew the Homeric
stream into your native labours; sweet page of Simonides, and you Ibycus, who culled
the sweet flowers of persuasion and love of boys, Alcaeus’ sword, which often spilled
the blood of tyrants in defending the ordinances of his country, and Alcman’s
nightingales which sing of young women, be kindly, you who set down the beginning

and the limit of lyric song.

As with the epigrams analysed above, this piece is notable for its conjunction of different
types of poetological diction. The opening opposition of Pindar and Bacchylides employs
evaluative and stylistic terms (iepov otépa and AdAe Zeprv) which both reference the
performance economy,”> but Anacreon and Simonides are both described in terms of the
materiality of the book (ypd&uua, yAukepn oelis). These may reflect a stylistic appreciation
through the language of materiality, figuring them as more ‘writerly’, and equating this with
their well known stylistic clarity and polish. AP 9.571 is shorter, and less descriptive and

accomplished, but ends with a climactic stress on Sappho as the tenth Muse:

EkAayev ek OnPov uéya TMivdapos: Emvee TepTTva
NOuUHEAET PBSY Y Holoa Zipwvidecd:

AduTrer Ztnoixopds Te kai “IBukos’ fiv yAukus AAkudv:
Aapa 8 amd oTopdtwy eBéyEaTto BakyuAidns:

TTelBco AvakpeiovTi ouvéoteTo: TTokiAa & auda
AAkaios, kUkvos AéoPios, AioAid.

Avdp&V &’ oUk EvdaTn Zampcd méAev, GAN’ EpaTevals

¢v Movoais 8ekatn Moloa kataypdgeTat.

3 For iepov otéua cf. 4P 7.75.1.
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Pindar cried out loudly from Thebes; joyously breathed Simonides’ muse with sweetly
melodious voice. Stesichorus and Ibycus shine out; Alcman was sweet; Bacchylides’
lips spoke softly; persuasion attended Anacreon; Alcaeus, the Lesbian swan, uttered
varied songs in the Aeolian mode. Sappho was not the ninth of men, but is counted as

the tenth among the lovely Muses.

Again, the poem constructs a critical opposition between Pindar and Bacchylides, with the
Pindaric sublime being contrasted with Bacchylides’ lighter style. In AP 9.571 in particular,
the exorbitancy of Pindar’s ‘cry’ (EkAayev ... uéya), which recalls the trumpet metaphor at
Antipater of Sidon 18.1 GP, contrasts with both the material form and the catalogic
containment to which ‘Pindar’ is subject.

All three poems subject Pindar to a form of cultural translation which emphasizes his
elevated status, but also his cultural otherness. The poems insistently deploy the proper name
TTivdapos with all its literary-historical weight, and Antipater of Sidon’s epigram focuses on
the human life (and death) behind the name (katéxer TTivdapov &de kdvis). However,
‘Pindar’ is also represented with metaphors that reduce the historical figure to a poetic
function (mepik&v odAmyya, iepov otdua), a process that indirectly replays the
conventionalized self-figurations of the epinicians, which likewise erase the actuality of the
individual in order to project an authorial persona. Even at AP 9.571.1, where Pindar himself
is made to ‘cry out’, the construction of the authorial figure is complex. The use of ékAayev
plays on the verb’s occurrences in the Pindaric corpus: it is used at Pa. 8a.10 (= fr. 52iA S-

M) of mantic utterance, and at P.4.22-3 of Zeus’ thunder.**

The phrasing of ékAayev éx
OnBcv péya TTivdapos redirects Pindaric idiom, making a comparatively rare Pindaric
usage into a synecdoche of his whole corpus and figuring ‘Pindar’ as the source of an

utterance that verges on the superhuman.?®’ The intertextual situation of #&kAayev grounds the
g p YEv g

20 Cf. also fr. 169a.34 mkpo[T&]Tav kAdyev &yye[Aia]v.

7 This sense is reinforced by other uses of kKA&Cco, which usually denotes sounds made by animals, objects, or
inanimate forces: cf. LSJ s.v. 1-3. Its uses of human utterance tend to involve emotive situations; cf. e.g. Hom.
1l. 2.222; Aesch. Ag. 48. There is an important conflict between this mode of representation and the tradition
that Pindar was ‘weak-voiced’ as recorded by X 0.6.148a, which explains his sending of Aeneas as
Xxopodiddokalos with the datum that Pindar could not sing properly. This notice is best interpreted as a means
of explaining the particular detail of the narrator’s calling on Aeneas, and is historically implausible: Pindar was
clearly an accomplished musical composer and would have been highly trained in the musical techniques of his
day, even if he did not ‘sing’ in the sense of performing his poems himself. Related, and perhaps dependent, is
an apophthegm attributed to Pindar: ¢pcotnbeis m&Aw Umd Twos i Ti péAn ypdewv &8ewv ouk ¢mioTaTal,
elme: kal yap ol vautmnyoi mdd&Aia kataokeudGovtes kuBepvav ouk ¢mioTavtal (‘on another occasion he
was asked by someone why, as someone who wrote lyric poems, he did not know how too sing, and he replied
‘Just as shipbuilders who make rudders do not know how to steer’). This is probably a post-classical text; the
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critical articulation in Pindar’s texts, but also entails relation to Pindaric language that is both
deformational (kA&Lco is never used by Pindar of authorial utterance) and aggregative, as the
force of the Pindaric uses of the verb carries over into the present passage. This double
relation lexically enacts the two-way dynamics of the receptive process.

The authorial figuration of ékAayev ¢k OnBdov péya TTivSapos is typical of the process by
which ‘Pindar’ is presented in these epigrams as a figure of otherness at a distant cultural and
temporal remove from the present day, but also a figure with whom a certain cultural
continuity can be achieved by means of various types of literary and scholarly appropriations.
Thus in the two catalogues cited, the descriptions of ‘Pindar’ mark him off, to a degree, from
the other authors as a more difficult, less approachable figure, and we have seen how
Antipater of Sidon 18 GP dramatizes the otherness of its subject. And yet the very process of
writing (and reading) these epigrams is an act of cultural translation which makes its
subject(s) available, which rehearses the cultural appropriations to which the authors have
been exposed, and marks the extent of their inclusion within the Hellenic cultural tradition

and their status as sources of cultural authority.”®

The othering of ‘Pindar’ that takes place in
these epigrams is in part a response to the particular demands of the Pindaric corpus,”’ but it
is also the creation of virtualized otherness which metaphorizes (the) Pindaric textual
encounter(s).*’

This dynamic of othering and appropriation is also at work in the Lives and in the
biographical accounts in authors such as Pausanias, which likewise emphasise his qualities as
a citizen and his close relations with the divine. Similarly, the Lives in the Byzantine
manuscripts are ultimately dependent on fourth century biographies by scholars such as Istrus
and Chamaeleon, and this biographical tradition, like the epigrams, formed an important part
of the metatextual economy which would have mediated ancient readers’ approaches to the

Pindaric corpus. Although it is likely that the biographies on which this account is based were

division between song (uéAn) and written composition (ypa@wv) reflects the post-classical conception of
writing as central to the creative process.

2% A similar dynamic may be detected in Hor. Od. 4.2, for which cf. e.g. Harrison (1995).

% These should not be underestimated: linguistically Pindar would have been a challenging read, particularly
for non-native speakers, and Hor. Od. 4.2.10-12 (seu per audacis nova dithyrambos /verba devolvit numerisque
fertur / lege solutis) and Stat. Sil. 5.3.151-2 (qua lege recurrat / Pindaricae uox flexa lyrae) attest to the metrical

as well as verbal difficulties he posed.

240 Cf. Porter (2001) 64 n. 4, who emphasises the self-effacement of authors such as Longinus and Pausanias in
their constructions of the past: they are constituted as viewers, for Porter, by what they behold: ‘the monumental
gaze ... is ... a gaze of (i.e., possessed by) the Other’. 1 would stress, however, that this otherness is to an extent
a textual (re)production, and this is more markedly the case in the epigrams under examination here.
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longer and somewhat more detailed than the extant Lives,”*' they are unlikely to have
contained much more ‘factual’ information, and we can still get a sense of the kind of
narratives with which readers in Hellenistic and Imperial periods would have been
confronted. Scholarship on biographies of the ancient poets has tended to focus, rightly, on
their fictional elements, and on the various insights they can provide into how the poets were

understood in particular contexts.**?

Here, however, I want briefly to examine the image of
Pindar which emerges from biographical accounts and cult practices, and the potential effects
of these for orientating readers in relation to his poetry.

Particularly important in this respect is the account of the Dichterweihe which follows the

account of Pindar’s genealogy:**

mals 8¢ v 6 TTivdapos, cos Xauaihéwv kal “lotpos @aoi, mept OV EAikddva
fnpcvta autdv UTd ToAAoU kaudTou eis Utvov kaTevexbrfival, kolpwpévou B
aUToU péAlooav TG oTépaTt TTpookabicacav knpia moifjoal. oi 8¢ paciv &Ti dvap
eidev s MEAITOS kai knpoU TAfpes elval aUtoU TO oToOHa, kai &l TOINTIKNY

ETPATIN.

According to Chamaeleon and Istrus, Pindar, when he was a child went hunting on
Helicon and lay down to sleep, worn out by his exertions. While he was sleeping a bee
landed on his mouth and made wax. Others say that he saw a dream vision in which his

mouth was full of honey and wax, and he took up the path of poetry.

Unlike the narrative at Paus. 9.23.2 which sets the event at Thespiae, the Life’s siting of the
Dichterweihe on Helicon recalls the famous passage in Hesiod’s Theogony where the poet
describes his encounter with the Muses. But whereas Hesiod was ‘tending his sheep on holy
Helicon’ (&pvas mopaivovd’ EAikédvos Umo Cabéoro, Hes. Th. 23), Pindar is engaging in
the aristocratic pursuit of hunting (6npcovta), and the language of ‘toil’ (Umd MOAAOU

kauaTov) can be read as reflecting, and being made proleptic of, the importance given in the

! pausanias’ account of Demeter’s appearance to Pindar (9.23.3-4) is considerably longer and more detailed

than that found in the Vita Thomana, and includes the episode, not reported in the Life, of Pindar’s posthumous
appearance to an old woman in a dream, and his recitation therein of his song for Demeter. It is likely that
Pausanias was drawing on earlier versions of the Lives for this narrative. Similarly, the Vita Thomana’s account
of Pindar setting up cult statues outside his house is a much shortened version of the narrative found at FGrH F
13 (= £ P.3.137b (Drach. III p. 80-1)).

2 For the former mode of criticism cf. e.g. Fairweather (1974); Lefkowitz (1981); for the latter, Graziosi (2002)
is seminal.

% On the topos in general cf. Kambylis (1965).
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epinicians to various types of labour and effort as prerequisites of athletic success.”** The
Muses’ appearance and conversation with Hesiod is replaced by a purely symbolic event,
which combines ‘realistic’ and ‘mythical’ elements by making the vision experienced by the
poet (uéAiTos kai knpoU TATfpes elval autol TO otdua) an expansion of the real-world
event of the bee settling on his mouth. Pindar’s poetic career is thus rooted in an event which
straddles the quotidian and the symbolic, and dramatizes Pindar’s intuitive relation to his
world by making the decision to compose poetry immediately succeed the dream experience.
The Lives register a similar dynamic of distancing and cultural continuity in their accounts
of specific events in Pindar’s life and of his continued historical significance. The Vita
Thomana’s accounts of Pan being seen singing one of Pindar’s paeans, and Pindar writing a
song for him in recompense, and of Demeter’s complaint to the poet leading to him
composing a poem for her, both accentuate Pindar’s semi-supernatural contact with the
divine in a similar fashion to the Dichterweihe; Demeter’s appearance in a dream (n
Anurtnp dvap émoTtadoa auTd euépnypato, ‘Demeter stood by him in a dream and reproved
him’) recalls the significance of the Dichterweihe’s dream vision. The stories about the
Spartans and Alexander the Great sparing Pindar’s house during their respective sacks of
Thebes serve to index Pindar’s diachronic importance, as does the anecdote, also reported by

Pausanias, of Pindar’s memorialization and cultic honours at Delphi (Vita Thomana = Drach.

Ip.5):

ETINON 8¢ o@ddpa UM MavTwy TV EAAfvewv Sia 1O Umd Tou AmdAAwvos
PAeloBal oUTws, cos kal pepida AapPavely &mo TV TPOoPEPOUEVwY TA Bedd, Kkai

TOV iepéa Boav év Tais Buciais: TTivdapov €1l TO deimvov Tol Beol.

He was so greatly honoured by all the Greeks on account of Apollo’s affection for him
that he is given his share of the offerings brought to the god, and the priest cries out

during the sacrifice, ‘Pindar comes to the god’s repast.’

This account and the practice it describes site Pindar within ongoing Greek customs and draw

attention to his privileged status within them. Pausanias adds another detail of Pindar’s

4 N.7.74, of athletic succcess: € Tévos fiv, TO TeEpTVOY ALV TTESEPXETAL.
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position at Delphi, describing the dedication of ‘Pindar’s chair’ in the temple of Apollo
(10.24.5):*%

avakeltal 8¢ ou méppw Tis €oTias Bpdvos TTivdapou: cidrpou pév éoTiv © Bpdvos,
Tl 8¢ aUT pacty, 6ToTe agikorto ¢ AeApous, kabéCeobai Te ToV TTivBapov kai

&8ewv odoa TGV GopdTwv ¢s ATTOAAWYE E0Tv.

Pindar’s chair has been dedicated not far from the hearth. The chair is made of iron, and
they say that whenever he came to Delphi Pindar would sit on it and sing whatever

songs he had for Apollo.

These cult honours are paralleled at Thebes; Paus. 9.23.2 describes Pindar’s intramural burial
in the stadium at Thebes, next to Iolaus’ heroon and gymnasium.**® The cultic practices
surrounding Pindar and the biographical accounts have in common a relative absence of
focus on the specifics of Pindar’s individual personality, knowledge of which doubtless did
not long outlast his lifetime, and a corresponding idealization of him as a semi-divine figure.
The generic variety of the representations I have examined, epigrams, biographies, and cult
honours, alert us to the different ways in which the image(s) of Pindar were constructed and
purveyed, and their correspondingly different demands on readers. The relations between
these representations and readers’ encounters with Pindar’s texts themselves would have been
correspondingly diverse, something which cultic honours exemplify particularly clearly.
Going to Delphi and hearing the priest announce TTivdapov émi TO deimvov Tou Beol and
seeing Pindar’s chair would have put the ‘reader’ into an intimate contact with traces of
Pindar’s cultural heritage, but at the same time the very concreteness of the chair and the
priest’s announcement is likely to have induced a sense of the absence of the poet himself and
the distance between the present and the past. More important for my analysis, however, is
that while these practices, and the textual accounts of them, serve to enact and sustain
Pindar’s cultural valuation, they also give rise to experiences which are in many ways remote
from the practice of reading Pindaric texts. These memorializations and the stories told about
them gesture to, and partially preserve, albeit in stylized form, the circumstances of Pindar’s
own time, requiring the individual ‘reader’ to reimagine the past, and imposing an awareness

of that past’s alterity in the act of commemorating it.

%> On Pindar’s cultic honours in general cf. Clay (2004) 76-7, 147-9 ; Currie (2005) 147 n. 159, 302. N.b. ibid.
pp. 77-8 for artistic representations of Pindar.
46 Cf. Clay (2004) 77. For Pausanias’ as a guide to particular types of viewing practice cf. Elsner (2004).
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Pausanias’ and the Lives’ localizing accounts of Pindar can also be seen in the light of the
wider dynamic between local and panhellenic identities: although this interaction is
represented as happening during the classical period, it may well have resonated strongly
with later readers, given, for instance, the cultural importance of the negotiation between
individual cities and Panhellenic notions of Greek identity, and of Greek relations with the
Roman empire.”*’ Pindar is a panhellenic figure (¢Tiurifn 8¢ c@ddpa Umd T&vTwY TGV
‘EAArjveov) but his cultural endurance is also connected to experiences and practices sited in
and informed by particular locations. Such issues are particularly important in the Lives’
anecdotes about the sparing of Pindar’s house. Both record that the Spartans’ decision not to
burn Pindar’s house, and in the case of the Vita Thomana Alexander’s decision as well, was
prompted by an injunction written on the building (TTivd&pou ToU poucoToloU THv oTéynv
un kaieTe, ‘do not burn the house of Pindar the lyric poet’) the writing of which is described
in slightly differently by the two Lives (éméypayé Tis T1) oikia, ‘someone wrote on the
house’, VA (Drach. I p. 2) émyeypauuévov tév oTixov Toutov, ‘this line was written’, VT
(Drach. I p. 5)). The building’s location makes it specifically Theban, and yet the command’s
implicit valuation of the building is expressive of Pindar’s international importance (the
house is ToU poucoTolol, not ‘Theban’ poet), and relies on an understanding of this by its
intended reader in order to achieve its aim. The act of inscription is empowered by the
cultural value of its subject, but also necessary for the survival of the building, which without
the inscription or similar mediation by someone with local knowledge would, to the eye of a
conquering Spartan, be just another house awaiting destruction. It is not much of a
metaphorical stretch to see this anecdote as a kind of allegory for relations between poetry
and history, Pindar’s house standing for the cultural inheritance that outlives the uncertainties
of historical processes, while also registering its fragilites: the anecdote in the Vita
Ambrosiana gives this survival a political spin by recording that the house is now used as the
Theban mpuTtaveiov. In making the survival of a Theban building dependent on its
panhellenic aspect and on the dynamics of its reception, the anecdotes stage in miniature the

complexity of the relations between local and international cultures.

INTERPRETING CRITICAL SIGNS

7 Cf. Elsner (1992); (1994); Alcock, Cherry, and Elsner (2001); Hutton (2005) for Pausanias’ role in the
articulation of Greek cultural idenity, and on Pausanias’ localism cf. Whitmarsh (2010) 1-3; Goldhill (2010) 57-
68. Theban medism during the Persian wars undoubtedly forms the backdrop to the (non-historical) variant of
the Spartan sack.

95



Hitherto I have examined some aspects of Pindar’s cultural reception in the Imperial period,
focusing on some of the ways in which readers’ encounters with Pindar may have been
mediated by critical receptions of Pindar and his poetry in epigrams and biographical texts.
We have seen that the book and the figuration of writing plays a varied role in these
constructions, sometimes the object of considerable emphasis as in the scholia and the wider
epigrammatic corpus, but mostly glossed over in critical discourses. I now want to look in
more detail some of the specific material factors involved in the form of ancient books, and
their interpretative significance. Prominent among these factors are critical signs, the marks
that began to be appended to texts during the Hellenistic period, and which continued to be
used throughout antiquity: in what follows, I shall argue that critical signs and other aspects
of the materiality of the book are of considerable importance for thinking about the general
function of books in this period and for gauging their interpretative demands.

Critical signs fall into two broad categories. One group includes marks to do with
accentuation, pronunciation, and sentence structure, and the other are those such as coronides,

248 1 shall focus

asteriskoi, and paragraphoi which serve to articulate the structures of poems.
here on the latter, partly because little attention has been paid to these signs’ interpretative
significance, and partly because they are of particular importance in providing visual
articulation of the rhythmically and structurally complex texts of the lyric poets. It has
recently been argued that the accentual signs facilitated voiced reading of texts, and were a

£2* It will become clear in the

means of visually articulating the ‘voice’ within the text itsel
course of this analysis that although the structural signs function differently, they too are an
important locus for thinking about the relations between reading practices and the
performance culture from which the texts of the lyric poets arose. The main sources for
critical signs are the papyri themselves, the scholia, particularly to the tragic and comic poets,
which often mention the signs used at particular points in the text, and Hephaestion’s treatise
On Signs, which is the only extant systematic account of the signs used in editions of the

. . . 250
tragic, comic, and lyric poets.

% On the distinction, not always accepted (cf. e.g. Tanzi-Mira (1920), between coronides and paragraphoi cf.
Schironi (2010) 10: ‘the coronis, with its characteristic sinuous shape, is definitely a different sign from the
paragraphos’, and ibid. 78-9. Cf. Stephen (1959) 4 for the possible common origin of the two signs. It should be
noted, however, that paragraphoi and coronides were frequently combined at the end of texts: cf. Schironi
(2010) 70-2. On coronides in general cf. Turner (1987) 12-13.

** porter (2010) 350-2.

% Numerous other treatises dealing with critical signs were written, however: cf. e.g. Pfeiffer (1968) 115 on
Zenodotus’ use of critical signs as part of his editing of Homer, and 212-20 on signs used by Aristophanes,
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The treatise opens with a marker the limitations of its systematizing project, pointing out the
variety of the signs discussed (T& onueia T& Tapa Tois monTals &AAws Tap’ &AAois
kelTal): this statement is true not only of the different ways in which such signs were
deployed, but of the various graphic forms they took, although Hephaestion is not concerned
with the latter aspect.””' Following this acknowledgment, Hephaestion goes on to give a brief

account of the various different sign systems (De sign. 2-4):

2 Tap& pév Tols Aupikols, &v ptv povdoTpopov TO doua 1, kab’ ékdoTtnv TiBeTan
OTPOPTV 1) TTap&ypagos, eiTa emi TéAous ToU &ouaTos 1) KOpwvis. tav d¢ KaTd
TEPIKOTINY TA &OoUATA 1) YEYPAUUEVA, COOTE Elval OTPOPNV KAl AVTIOTPOPov Kai
EMdOV, 1) Tap&ypaos £ uEv TG TEAEL Tiis Te OTPOPTs Kai AVTIOTPOPOU KeiTal,
Tl OF TT) EMdGD 1) Kopwvis' —Kkal oUTwS 1) Tapaypagos, 1| diopilel T& Te duola
Kal T& dvépola. — Eml pévtol T TéAel 6 Aotepiokos Tifetal, yvdpioua Tol
TeTeAéoBal TO &opa, £mel 1) kopcovis Tl TTacv Tifetal TAOV €mewddv. 3 kai
n&Alota elwbev 6 doTepiokos TiBeobal, tav éTepdueTpov 1) TO dopa TO £Efs O kai
[M&AAoV] Tl TGOV TOINUATWV TV HOVOOTPOPIKGV YiveTal ZaT@ous Te Kal
AvakpéovTtos kai AAkaiou: emi 8¢ TV AAkaiou idicos kaTd pev TNy AploTopdveiov
€xdoolv aoTepiokos Emi ETepoueTpias ETiBeTo pdvns, kata & TV viv TRV
AploTapxelov kai el TonuaTwy HeTaBoAfs. 4 11 8¢ SimAf 1) €€co PAémovoca Tapa
MEV TOIS KWHMIKOLS Kai Tols Tpayikols €0t ToAAT, Tapa 8¢ Tois Aupikols omavia
Tap& AAKUEVL YoUv eUpiokeTal ypdwas y&p Ekelvos SekaTeCOAPLOV OTPOPIV
GopaTa [Gv] TO pév fiuiou ToU auTol péTpou ETTOINoEY EMTACTPOPOV, TO BE HUIoU
ETépou’ kal B ToUTo Emi Tals £MT& oTpogais Tais tTépals Tibetal 1 SiTAT

onuaivouca TO HeTaRoAIKES TO dopa yeypdgbat.

In the lyric poets, if a song is monostrophic the paragraphos is placed by each strophe,
and the coronis at the end of the song. If the pieces are written in sections so that they
consist of a strophe, an antistrophe and an epode, the paragraphos falls at the end of
both the strophe and the antistrophe, and the coronis at the end of the epode. Thus the

paragraphos divides both the like and the unlike. The asteriskos, however, is placed at

Aristarchus, and Aristonicus in their work on Homer and the lyric poets. Diog. Laer. 3.65-6 discusses the use of
critical signs in Platonic texts.

1 Hephaestion, however, is only concerned with their pragmatic effects and uses, rather than their aesthetic
forms or interpretative significance. On the variation to which signs were subject cf. McNamee (1982) 130:
‘[t]he evidence of the papyri indicates that the use of text-critical signs in non-Homeric and non-Christian texts
of the Roman period was in large part idiosyncratic if not actually capricious in many cases.” She notes p. 131
that the ancora and antisigma are the only signs whose function seems not to have been subject to substantial
variation.
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the end, marking the fact that the song has come to an end, since the coronis is placed
by all the epodes. The asteriskos is most commonly employed when the following song
is in a different metre. This is common in the monostrophic poems of Sappho,
Anacreon, and Alcaeus. In Aristophanes’ edition of Alcaeus, the asteriskos is used to
mark a difference in metre, but in the edition current today based on Aristarchus it is
also used to mark a change in poems. The outward facing dipl€ is common in comedy
and tragedy, but rare in the lyric poets. It is found in Alcman, though, because he wrote
songs in fourteen strophes, writing one seven strophe half in the same metre, and the
second half in another. Because of this the diple is placed against the seven strophes
written in the second metre, indicating that the song has been written with a change of

metre.

Several important historical points emerge from this synopsis. Firstly, the sign systems used
are dependent on the metre and structure of the poems to which they are attached. The
account also testifies to the importance of the Hellenistic scholars in establishing the sign
systems on which later ones were based, or from which they diverged: he regards the present
edition as ‘based on’ that of Aristarchus (kata &¢ Trv viv Tnv AploTdpxelov), a comment
which points to a relative conservatism in the use of a particular system, however much
variation there may have been between systems marking different types of poetic
structures.”> However, the extant papyri follow the system outlined in § 2, rather than those

attributed to Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus in § 3:>

it seems that Hephaestion
mentions these latter systems because of their unusualness, as well as because they derive

from two seminal figures in the scholarly tradition. Hephaestion does not mention Pindar, but

32 For discussion of this reference see Slater (1986) 146-7, who doubts the existence of an Aristophanic &kdoots

and suggests that the information about his practice related here may ultimately derive from a hypomnema
rather than an edition, although this is probably excessively sceptical; see pp. 58-63 above. It is unclear whether
in his edition of Alcaeus Aristophanes also followed the procedure outlined in § 2, using a paragraphos to mark
each strophe, a coronis at the end of each poem, and an asteriskos in addition to the coronis to mark a difference
of metre. It is notable that none of the extant papyri of monstrophic poems of Sappho adheres to the
Aristarchean model, but follows the system of paragraphos and coronis; see e.g. POxy 1231 fr. 1 col. i 12-13
and Lobel 1925: xvi-xvii.

3 Cf. Slater (1986) 147, who cites as an example SLG S 295 (= POxy 2878 fr. 10), tentatively attributed to
Sappho or Alcaeus, which has remains of a coronis and asteriskos together. SLG S 232 (= POxy 2637 fr. 30) has
paragraphoi after vv. 1 and 3 and what seems to be a small coronis as well as a paragraphos after v. 6. Lobel ad
fr. 30.1-2 remarks that ‘there is an upright rising at a right-angle from the inner end of the paragraphos, for
which I cannot account.” This may be no more than a scribal peculiarity; the paragraphos below v. 6 has a
downward stroke descending in a leftward diagonal from just inside the outer end of the horizontal. Other
instances of such critical marks in lyric poetry include SLG S 209 (= POxy 2735 fr. 45), although the traces here
are very slight. N.b. also SLG S 133 (= POxy 2803 fr. 1 col. ii 12-13), where Lobel identified two antisigmas;
Barrett proposed that they were traces of a coronis. It is unclear whether the poems from which these fragments
come were monostrophic.
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on the basis of this account we would expect the signs employed for Pindar’s poems to follow
the models outlined in § 2, and the system for triadic poems described here is indeed attested
in the prefatory scholia recentiora to Pind. O.1, 0.3, 0.4, 0.6, O.7, P.1 and P.2; the
monostrophic system at X P.6.metr.b also follows the pattern described in § 2. The extant
papyri, however, show that there was variation: in Pa. 5 (= POxy 841 col. 19-22), a
monstrophic piece, coronis is used as well as paragraphos to mark strophe end, and an

6.%* There are, however, numerous instances in Pindaric

asteriskos is used between Pa. 5 and
papyri of a coronis marking the end of a strophic system in the manner descibed by
Hephaestion.>”

The existence of On Signs testifies to the importance of critical signs for readers. There is
an pointer to their potential significance and usefulness in Diogenes Laertius’ account of the
critical signs used in editions of Plato, citing Antigonus of Carystus for the information that
when editions of Plato with critical signs were first produced, their owners charged readers to
view them (&mep [sc. the editions] Avtiyovds gnow 6 KapuoTios év téd TTept Zrjveovos
vewoTi ekBobévta el Tis fiBeAe Siavayvdoval, wobov éTéAel Tols kektnuévors, Diog. Laer.
Vit. Phil. 3.66). If true, this anecdote sheds interesting light on the intellectual value these
signs had for readers.”>® We might deduce from its relatively specialized subject that On
Signs was written chiefly for the attention of a highly educated audience, but we should be
cautious about this. The treatise is notable, as mentioned above, for its acknowledgement of
the variousness of critical signs and for its attempt to impose a certain order on the field by
specifying the normative systems used for particular types of poetry and in its quasi-
canonization of Aristophanes and Aristarchus. In setting out these normative systems, in
marking generic distinctions between different types of signs, and in recording, however
minimally, their historical genealogy, the treatise functions as an empirical account of actual
practices, but could also have been read as a model of correct, or at least prevailing, usage. It
may therefore have been employed as a reference point for scribes seeking to use the

‘correct’ systems in their copying, or by readers in making their own copies of a text or in

giving directions to a scribe relating to the type of critical signs they wanted them to employ.

% Cf. Rutherford (2001) 139-40 for the debate over whether this marks the end of the preceding poem or the
beginning of the next.

3 Pind. Parth. 2 in POxy 659 (= P.Lond.Lit. 44) i 5-6; ii 35-6; iii 57-8; iv 64-5; 79-80; similar signs are also
found in the Paeans: POxy 841 e.g. vi 73-4; xvii 31-2. Cf. Schironi (2010) 17 n. 43 for further examples.

% Their wider intellectual significance is particularly important in the case of Plato: Diog. Laer. 3.65-6 makes
clear that as well as having the textual critical and stylistic functions common in other authors, signs were also
used in Platonic texts to draw attention to specific philosophical issues: cf. e.g. Si1TAT] Tpos T& BdypaTa kai T&
apéokovta ITA&TwvL ... &oTepiokos Tpds [ie., ‘indicates’] Tiv cupgpwviav Tév SoyudTwv (3.65-6).
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Hephaestion’s systematizing approach goes hand in glove with a disregard for the particular
visual forms critical signs took, and apart from the opening phrase there is not even at hint at
this variety. Rather, his account abstracts a set of functional operations that signs carry out
from the mass of particular forms; as well as having pedagogic and systematizing point, this
strategy also reflects something of the formulaic ideality of critical signs, which combined
functional standardization with considerable visual individuality and variation.

The negotiations between particular form and standardized function are at work in the
epigram of Meleager placed at the end of his Garland collection. The epigram describes the
coronis’ form and closural function, and is a pointer towards the importance of the sign’s

visuality, and offers hints about its interrelation with texts (4P 12.257):

& TUHATOV KAUTITHPa KaTayyéAAouoa Kopwvis,
oikoupds ypaTTals MOTOTATA oeAiow,

Paul TOV éK TAVTWV NBpolouévov eis Eva poxBov
UpvoBetav PUBAw Tad’ éveAiE&uevoy

ekTeAéoal MeAéaypov, deipvnotov 8¢ AlokAel
&vBeot oupAéEal pouocoTdAov oTépavov.
3 s \ ~ ’ b14 ’

oUAa &’ ¢y kaupbeloa dpakovTeiols {oa vadTols,

ouvBpovos idpupal Tépuaotv evpabias.

I, the coronis that announces the final turn, a most trustworthy guardian of written
pages, declare that Meleager has drawn to a close, having gathered the labour of all
poets rolled up into one in this book, and has woven from flowers a garland guarded by
the Muses, ensuring Diocles’ permanent memory. I sit enthroned at the limit of his

learning, curled tightly like a snake’s back.

The metaphor of the coronis as a coiled snake (oUAa ... kaugBeioa) is connected to the

25 . . .
7 as the visuality of the coronis comes to

book’s form as a ‘rolled up’ (éveAif&uevov) object,
metaphorize the process of gathering and rolling up involved in the constitution of the book.
This institutes a two-way movement of meaning, in which the visual appearance of the
coronis is marked by the form of the book, and the coronis as a unifying mark signals the

closural function of the poem itself. As such, the metaphoricity of the coronis is an instance

7 For this and other metaphors cf. Gutzwiller (1998) 281. Gigante (1978) proposed oikoupds, which if correct

induces a connection with the snake which guarded Athena’s house on the Acropolis, of which oikoupos was
the standard epithet (cf. Ar. Lys. 759). The coronis’ ‘guarding’ thus takes on a quasi-sacral function.
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of a wider interrelation between visuality and textuality, and can be read as a generalizing
comment on coronides’ literary role(s). The description of the coronis as resembling a snake
(dpakovTeiols foa veoTols) points to the visual status of this sign as being somewhere
between the non-representational signs such as diplai and obeloi and the illustrations often
found in papyri.”® The poem exploits this indeterminate status by referencing both the
coronis’ (semi)representational and significatory aspects.

The very act of placing a poem about a visual sign beside (an instance of) that visual sign
inscribes this interrelation and prompts further interrogation of it, and this coupling of text
and critical sign responds to and instantiates the duality of the coronis’ role as both
independent of and dependent on the text it marks. By having the coronis ‘announce’
(katayyéAhouoa) the end of the collection and Meleager’s authorship (éxteAéoan
MeAéaypov), the speaker imputes a certain functional independence to the coronis, a sense
strengthened by its function as a ‘most trustworthy guardian’ (oikoupos ... TMoTOTATAQ), @
phrase which figures its role of signalling the completion of the book as extraneous to the
contents of the texts to which it relates.”®” At this point we might compare Hephaestion’s
description of the paragraphos, 1} SiopiCel T& Te Spola kai T avépola; according to this
formulation, the paragraphos not (only) marks a metrical division, but performs it (diopiCet).
Similarly in the poem, the coronis does not simply mark a independent closure, contained in
the text itself, but plays a part in instituting that closure. Yet this reading is complicated by
the fact that the coronis’ putative independence is being constructed by the poem itself; while
this does not preclude coronides having, and being felt to have, an independent function, it
does draw attention to the complexities of the (textual) relations in which they are involved.
In its closural role, the poem blurs referentiality and function, itself operating as a kind of
coronis in closing the book, while also drawing out various meanings from the visual sign it
stands besides. The poem and the coronis are also functionally interrelated, in that the poem’s
description of the sign intervenes in its operatation; by drawing out its significational
potentiality, as in the connection between the coronis and the book described above, the poem
makes this particular coronis operate at a specific intersection of text and visuality.

These considerations are also relevant when we think about the diachronic situation of

copying and reproduction to which Meleager’s book was subject. In this situation, an

258
259

For the ornamental function of the coronis cf. Schironi (2010) 83.

Its role as a ‘guardian’ also has the practical aspect of preventing, or at least making more difficult, non-
authorial additions to the collection. Cf. P.Lit.Lond. 11.136, where a similar coronis poem has been appended to
an Homeric papyrus; here the coronis is called ‘guard of letters’ (ypauudTtewv gUAag): cf. Wifstrand (1933)
468 for comment.
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interaction emerges between the text and the multiplicity of forms that coronides could

take.*

In describing the coronis as a coiled snake, the epigrammatic speaker imposes his
authorial authority on the processes of textual reproduction. The poem may have encouraged
copyists to fashion a coronis in imitation of the description, and even if this did not happen
the specifying figuration of the poem would still have been operative, marking in advance the
poem’s reproduction: regardless of the precise form of the coronis in subsequent texts, the
reader would have been prompted to ‘read’ the coronis’ appearance in the light of the
poem.*®" Against this contextual background, the description can also been seen as an attempt
on the part of the speaker to impose a standardizing control on the potential plurality of visual
forms by which the text could be articulated, by specifying the functionality which any
coronis would have in this position regardless of its particular visuality. The coronis’ status as
an olkoupds ... moToTaTta derives from the conventionality with which such signs were
employed, but also from the text’s (re)description of its role.

Meleager’s coronis epigram is a useful starting point for thinking about the more general
issues involved in the function of critical signs, and its dramatization of the intra- and
extratextual duality of the coronis can be read as a generalizing comment on the role of
coronides and other structural markers. In order to explore this duality more fully, it should
be recognized that such critical signs are not merely extraneous appendages, but that they
intervene in the ontology of the books on which they are inscribed. When a reader comes
across a line in a poem marked with an obelus (-) in order to indicate its spuriousness, he is
involved in a series of interpretative situations which affect the constitution of the text to
which he relates. First, in addition to its primary significational function, the mark sites the
text as an object produced in a particular way, and as the outcome of processes of aesthetic
valuation and scholarly judgement. Furthermore, the notion of spuriousness at work in this
case situates the text in a relation to an ideal original text or utterance, which in turn implies a
criterion of judgement capable of assessing this relation. More importantly, there is at stake in
the use of the critical sign a conceptual system which grounds such a relation, based on
notions of authorial intention, textual authenticity, and wider canons of stylistic and historical
understanding of textuality. The use of critical signs assumes readerly competence in these

areas, and brings the conceptual apparatus of scholarly debate into the reading processes; the

260
261

For a selection of images cf. Tanzi-Mira (1920).

This would not have been the case in a coronis which was in no way snake-like, but by the Imperial period
most coronides took a form which would approximate to Meleager’s description, which is sufficiently
generalizing to admit of considerable visual variation in the signs it describes. My analysis here is confined to
coronides in book rolls: for coronides in codices cf. Schironi (2010) 80.
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text thus becomes, in part, a space of critical debate where the reader is invited to think about
and potentially contest the judgements marked by the critical signs. Signs having to do with
authenticity mark the text with the concept of an author as the ultimate source of meaning and
authenticity, pointing back to an presupposing a text’s point of origin in authorial utterance or
composition, but they also mark the absolute division of (a particular material instantiation
of) the text from its authoredness, which can only now be figured as the grounding principle
of editorial activity. These signs implicate the text in a significational economy of presence
and origin, while simultaneously attesting to the text’s status as the scene of a radical break
with the systems of presence and intention which presided over its inception.

Hephaestion’s account of the critical signs used of the lyric poets focuses on signs which
articulate the structures of poems. As such, these signs implicitly mark aspects of
performance; the signs demarcating a triadic structure, for instance, form a kind of visual
correlative for the structuring effects of dance movements and the positioning of the chorus
which would have articulated such a performance’s scenic aspect. They do so, however, in a
way which marks an abstract structure rather than referring explicitly to the specificities of
performance, which the reader is left to imagine according to his own knowledge, and which
were in any case only dimly understood in later antiquity.’** This conceptualization is clear in
Hephaestion’s account of the outward facing diplé used to mark Alcman’s fourteen stanza
poems; its role is to indicate change of metre alone (Si&x ToUTo €Tl Tals EMTA OTPOPATls

Tals éTépais TibeTal 1) SimAR onuaivovoa 16 peTaBoAikés TO &oua yeypdebai) rather

than any changes in the musical setting or choreography that such changes may have entailed.
The structural articulation which these critical signs mobilize is also inflected by their
physical form; it has been noted that coronides in particular, because of the variations that
could be practiced on the basic form, operated as signatures for the scribe, marking the
particular copyist’s craftsmanship.’®> As such, they are instances of a general feature of book
production in the ancient world, whereby each copy of a text was a unique instantiation of it,
realizing the text in a material idiom according to conventionalized parameters. But the visual
forms of coronides are not simply an ornamental feature of texts; in working as a scribal
signature, and as a stylistic marker of the text’s provenance, coronides participate in a visual
economy which is separate from textuality, even though the functionality of individual

coronides is closely involved with the texts they mark.

%2 T refer especially to the music and choreography of Pindar’s performances, of which little detailed

understanding is shown in the scholia and other critical texts.
263 Cf. Stephen (1959).
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Having considered some aspects of how critical signs are distinguished as outside the
processes of textuality, I want to consider their significational operations in more detail,
focussing particularly on the structural signs discussed by Hephaestion. Coronides and
paragraphoi mark structures internal to the text itself, but are also connected, as we have seen,
to extratextual scholarly discourses, as well as partaking of conventions of visuality strictly

extraneous to the texts themselves.?**

When thinking about the particular modes of closure
and separation that paragraphoi, asteriskoi, and coronides instantiate, we might be tempted to
say that they simply signal structural features without taking part in them, features inherent in
the text itself and independent of institution by any extratextual mark (yvcopiopa ToU
TeteAéobal TO &oua, Heph. De sign. 2). However, while there is a degree of truth in this
position, it does not take account of the distinction between the functional ideality of the
critical signs, and closural and separative modes implied by the paragraphos, asteriskos, and
coronis, and the particularities of individual endings of poems and movements within them:
this might be provisionally formulated as a distinction between a marking of the fact that a
poem ends (TtoU TeTeAéobal TO &opa) and the actualities of zow a poem ends.

This can be illustrated by thinking about the sign system described in the Pindaric scholia
recentiora for, e.g., O.1: éml T TéAel EkAoTNS EMdOU KOpwVis kKal Tapdypapos, i B¢
T TéAel ToU GopaTos aoTepiokos. If we assume that the rest of the poems in most ancient
editions of Pindar’s Olympians followed this system, as outlined by Hephaestion in § 2, we
face a situation where the identical forms of the asteriskoi which mark the end of each poem
contrast with the texts’ verbally different endings. The asteriskoi and coronides perform the
practical function of assisting the reader’s navigation of the text, as well as ornamenting the
text, but they also draw attention to the significational and thematic variation at work in the
collection, and to the differences between closural movements within poems at the ends of
strophic systems and the ends of poems as a whole. Similarly, the closural articulation of
poems within the book also shapes how we might view the ending of the book as whole,

which is assimilated to other closures in being marked by an asteriskos, but also

6% Coronides and paragraphoi were also frequently combined with end-titles: cf. Schironi (2010) 61-70. The
interrogation of the differences between onueia and Adyor go back at least to Heraclitus’ fragment about the
Delphic oracle (DK B 93): 6 &vag, ol TO pavTeidv éoTt 1O év Aedgois, oUTe Aéyel oUte kpUTTEL AAAA
onuaivel, (‘the lord whose shrine is at Delpho neither speaks nor conceals but gives signs’) on which see Kahn
(1979) 123 “‘[gliving a sign’ means uttering one thing that in turn signifies another’. He notes that in the
rhetoric of the Delphic oracle the sign can take various forms, for instance image, metaphor or ambiguous
wording. Heraclitus’ use, where the act of giving a onueiov confronts the interpreter with a confusing
multiplicity which they need to negotiate in order to work out the true meaning contrasts with other uses where
the onueiov conveys information directly and clearly, for which see //. 23. 358; Od. 12.26; Hdt. 2.38; PI. Rep.
614c.
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differentiated by its position. Such effects are particularly noticable in the case of tonally

different endings. At O.6.103-5 the narrator calls on Poseidon to favour his project:

SéomoTa TTovTduedoV, eUBUV B¢ TTAdOV KaU&TwWY
EKTOS EOVTa Bidol, xpuoaAak&Tolo Tdols
Aupitpitas, Eucov 8’ U-

MoV &ef’ euTepTes Gvbos.

Lordly ruler of the sea, husband of Amphitrite of the golden spindle, may you give a
direct voyage free from hardships, and make burgeon the pleasurable flower of my

songs.

Somewhat different in tone is the end of O.7, which concludes with a request for Diagoras’
family’s continuing renown, followed by a gnomic statement about the instability of human

fortune (0.7.92-5):

UT) KPUTITE KOIWOV
omépu’ amd KaAAidvakTos:

‘EpaTidav Tol ouv xapiteooiv €xel
BaAias kai wOAIs* v 8¢ W& poipa xpdvou

&AAoT’ aAAoiat BiaiBucoolov avpai.

Do not conceal the common seed which hails from Callianax: the city also holds
festivals at the celebrations of the Eratidae. But in a single portion of time, the winds

blow now here, now there.

Marking these two passages with an asteriskos points up their tonal and significational
differences by contrast the formulaic, contentless identity of the critical sign, the closural
function of which draws attention to the differences of the two passages specifically as
endings, as well in relation to the rest of the poems of which they form part.

POxy 841, which contains an edition of Pindar’s Paeans, is marked with numerous critical
signs and gives us the opportunity of examining some concrete examples of the effects to

which they can give rise. One striking instance occurs in Pa. 5, a paean written for an

105



Athenian procession to Delos, of which only the last two stanzas survive intact.*®> A coronis

occurs beside the end of each:

ifie A&GAU ATroAAov:

Kai oTopadas pepepriAous

ékTIoaV vaoous épikudéa T’ Eoxov

A&Aov, emel opv ATTOAAV 40
BEOKEV O XPUOOKOUAS

AoTepias déuas oikeiv:

ifie A&GAU ATroAAov:

AaTdos évba ue Taides

eUMEVET DEEaoBe vOw BepaTovTa 45
Upétepov keAadevvd

ouv peAy Gput Trat-

avos ayakAéos OpQa.

leie Delian Apollo. And they founded homes in the scattered islands rich in flocks, and
they held Delos of wide fame, when golden-haird Apollo gave them the body of
Asperia to dwell in. Jeie Delian Apollo. There may Leto’s children receive me, your
servant, with kindly thoughts, with the honey-sounding, ringing voice of a glorious

paean.

The poem seems to have described the Ionian colonization of the Aegean: 35 describes the
‘taking’ and settling of Euboea, the penultimate stanza the settlement of various other islands,

and the final stanza the settlement of Delos.?®

It is structurally and metrically
straightforward, consisting of monstrophic dactylo-epitrites. In such a setting, the coronides
are not so obviously required as a guide to structure, but their role in articulating the poem as
a material construct is all the more noticable as a result. The coronides at strophe end balance
the repeated irfie A&GA’ 'ATroAAov in the strophe’s first line, creating a congruence between

visual and verbal structures. This is an instance of a more general pattern in which paeanic

2% Wilamowitz (1922) 327-8 argues that the singers were Euboeans on the basis of the scholium to 45, which

glosses with Bepamovta ‘Pandorus, son of Erectheus, Aiclus’; he suggests that the scholiast may have
interpreted the final stanzas as spoken by the original colonists. Rutherford (2001) 297 suggests an Athenian
chorus.

266 Cf, Rutherford (2001) 295.
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refrains and visual markers often coincide; we may compare Pa. 2.35-6, 71-2, and 107-8
where the epode ending refrain ir) i¢ TTaudv, ir) ié: TTawav / 8¢ urjmoTe Acimror coincides with
coronides marking the end of the strophe system. At Pa. 6.121-2 the coronis marking epode
end falls beside a similar refrain (<in> ifiTe viv, pétpa Tansé- / v]wov ifTe, véor).”” In each
case, the conventionality and repetition of the signs emphasises the particular stylistic force
of the cited invocations and refrains.**® This is particularly marked at Pa. 6.121-2 where the
coronis interacts with pétpa ano- / v]eov ifjte to reinforce the distinction between the ifjte
cry as a performance marker and as a part of a material text. Not only are the coronides are
themselves a form of pétpa, punctuating the space of the text on the page, and hence
analogous to the role 121-2 as a structural marker, but they also serve to bring out the
specifically visual sense in which the poem’s uétpa are now structured in the document.**
The presence of coronides articulates the process of reading as an imbrication of visuality and
verbal signification.

Also observable in Pa. 5 is a visual articulation by the critical signs of the text’s thematic
structure. As mentioned above, the poem maps out the processes of colonization, and may
well have been performed processionally.””® The coronides reinforce this process of mapping
by acting as visual points on the page between which the poem moves. The linearity of the
poem’s movement, given a specifically spatial aspect by the coronides, contrasts with the
more complex movements of the colonizations, which take in Euboea (35-6), and then
various unnamed islands (38-9), before concluding at Delos (40-2). The description of these
islands as ‘scattered’ (omopdadas) emphasises the migration’s reach, but also the force of
subordination and collection implicit in the text’s linear narrative, a feature reinforced by the
coronides’ spatial articulation. The coronides beside 35-6 (EU-] / Poiav £\ov kai évacoav)
and 41-2 (ddkev O xpuookouas / AoTepias dépas oikeiv) stress the connection between
Euboea and Delos as points within the onward movement of colonization, but the the visual
and functional identity of the coronides also highlight the significational differences between
the lines. This interplay extends to how we might ‘read’ the coronides themselves, allowing
them to be marked by a different closural sense in the case of each stanza despite their visual
identity. This distinction is particularly important at the end of the poem, as the ideal,

contentless structural mark given by the coronis contrasts as a closural feature with the

267

This invocation is not used to end all the epodes however: cf. Pa. 6.60-1 and Rutherford (2001) 70.
268

For the closural and transitional functions of paeanic refrains cf. Rutherford (2001) 71-2 with further
examples, and for refrains more generally cf. e.g. Cannata Fera (1990) 124-9.

%% For uétpa used of spatial distances cf. LSJ s.v. § 3.

750 Rutherford (2001) 294.
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specificity of the paeanic signature, linked as it is to a particular performance location and
voiced by a particular choral speaker.””" Genre is also at issue here: the visuality of coronides
was not dependent on the genre of the poem of which they were used, and they therefore
allow for a generically inflected awareness of closural constructions in relation to their own
transgeneric and purely structural operation.

From these examples we can see something of the multiplicity of how critical signs
function. Asteriskoi and coronides articulate the constructedness of the collection and the
book, but they also draw attention to its internal differentiation by marking poems off from
each other and heightening the reader’s sensitivity to thematic differences between poems,
drawing attention to generic specificites, and inviting the kind of comparisons I elaborated
above between 0.6 and O.7. Moreover, critical signs are also of consequence for the relations
I have explored between performance referentiality and the written text: in drawing attention
to the material specificity of the document and providing a structural articulation
supplementary to that of the text itself, critical signs encourage a recognition of the
interactions between this materiality and references to performance and other ways in which
narratorial identity is constructed. A relation, or sets of relations, also emerges between the
functionality of the structural signs and the intratextual networks which arise in the book, as
the contentless ideality of the signs is opened up to being marked by individual poem (and
strophe system) ends, and by the relations between them. As such, asteriskoi and coronides
can be seen to have a variety of interpretative implications in addition to their practical and

ornamental functions.

7! Rutherford (2001) 296 suggests that the end of the poem gives a relatively weak sense of closure on the

grounds that appeals to the gods can also be used at the beginnings of paeans (cf. e.g. Pa. 6.1), and wonders
whether this may be to allow for the chorus ‘to sing the song over again from the beginning, as might have been
required if they were performing it while processing along the Sacred Way from the harbour at Delos to the
sanctuary’.

108



PART II. POEMS ON THE PAGE
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EDITED HIGHLIGHTS

This chapter will explore some of the interactions between individual poems and the book as
a whole, and how the placing of poems within a book can affect their meaning: in addition to
these small-scale issues, I shall also consider how some of Pindar’s poems for tyrants may
have appeared in the light of changing structures of governance in the Greek world, and how
Pindaric texts interacted with some of the Hellenistic poetry for which they served as models.
I shall also look in detail at how some specific passages of Pindar’s poems for Hiero of
Syracuse interact with their material setting. Although my analyses are directed specifically
at Pindar, they also have resonance for the situations of other classical poets and their readers

during this decisive period in the history of the book.

OLYMPIAN 1: AETIOLOGY AND EXEMPLARITY

The opening of O.1 was celebrated in antiquity: Lucian has Micyllus, while praising gold,
refer to the opening of O.1, which is described as ‘the most beautiful of all his songs’ (év
dpxi eubus ToU kaAAioTou TGOV doudTwv amdvtwy, Luc. 19.7). As discussed above,
however, O.1 seems not always to have been the first poem in editions of the Olympians,
having been placed there by Aristophanes of Byzantium. The notice from the Vita Thomana
is a helpful insight into Aristophanes’ editorial policies, and also raises a series of questions
about the influence of the structures of editions, and the thinking behind them, on reading

practices (Drach. I p. 7):

6 8¢ émvikios oU 1} apxr) AptoTov HEv Udwp, TTPpoTETAKTAl UTTO AploTopAavous ToU
ouvtafavtos T TTivdapika diax TO TEPIEXEIV TOU AYVOS £YKWMIOV Kal T& TepL

Tou TTéAoTos, &s mpddTos év "HA nycvicaTo.

The epinician which begins ‘Water is best’” was placed first [in the collection] by
Aristophanes when he edited Pindar’s poems, on account of its containing an
encomium of the games, and because of the matter relating to Pelops, who was the first

to compete at Elis.

There are various contexts in which the argument recorded here could have affected a reading

of Aristophanes’ edition of the epinicians, and of the texts in wider circulation based on his
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edition.?”?

We do not know the source for the above notice, and several possibilities are
conceivable. The comment could have formed part of a marginal note in Aristophanes’
autograph, although such marginalia were unlikely to be copied into commercial texts.””
More likely sources for the wider dissemination of this critical comment are its place in a
Umépvnua and oral dissemination. Significantly, the comment draws attention to the status of
the text as a material document, and opens up a new way of seeing O.1 in relation to its
material context. Now, the ‘praise of the games’ has become a reason for placing the poem at
the head of the collection, indicating the paradigmatic quality not just of the Olympian
festival but of this particular poem and its ‘encomium of the games’ (ToU ayddvos
gykoouiov). The comment also suggests that the edition of the Olympian odes is similarly
paradigmatic for the epinician project as a whole.””* Pelops, because of his status as the first
competitor at Elis, now becomes a paradigm not only for the games but for the edition which
describes them. Aristophanes’ reading broaches a certain parallelism between the games and
the edition; just as Pelops began the games, so the poem which memorializes him begins the
collection. Although the nature of the contents of the other poems prevent this from
becoming a totalizing editorial or reading strategy, in the light of the gloss reading O.1
becomes, however provisionally, a means of simultaneously beginning the collection and
returning to the origins of the games.>”

By referring to the constitution of the book, the Aristophanic comment draws attention to
the document as itself as a meaningful construct, something dictated by its contents which
also shapes how the reader approaches them. Taking this comment as a starting point, I shall
now explore how the material document interactions with the text’s enunciative situations in
relation to the passages of O.1 which are of particular importance to the Aristophanic reading.

I begin at the beginning:

aploTov pEv Udwp, O B¢ Xpuods aibduevov Tip

&Te SlaTpéTel VUKTI pey dvopos Egoxa TTAovTou:

el 8 &eBAa yapuev

EABean, pilov NTop,

UNKET  &eAiou okoTEL 3

&AAo BaAmvodTepov v auépa pasv-

22 For the evidence for editions prior to Aristophanes, cf. pp. 58-9.

23 Cf. Irigoin (1952) 53.

27 Cf. Negri (2004) 27-43

" This does not mean, however, that we should see Pelops as the founder of the games: for the historical
problems with such a position cf. McLaughlin (2004).
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vov &oTpov Epnuas di” aibépos,
und” ‘OAuptias &ydova péptepov auddoopev:
86ev 6 ToAUpaTos Unvos aupiPaAAeTal
0OPOV unTieoot, keAadeiv
Kpdvou maid’ és apveav ikopévous 10

pakaipav Tépwvos éotiav

Water is best, and gold like fire shining at night is pre-eminent among lordly wealth. If
you wish to sing the games, my dear heart, do not look for any star shining more
warmly than the sun in the empty heavens, nor shall we declare any contest superior to
Olympia. From there the renowned song encompasses the wits of the wise, so that they

sing the son of Cronus when they arrive at Hiero’s rich and blessed hearth.

In the context of a material document, 8-9 6 TMoAU@aTos Upvos aueiBaAAieTal / copddov
unTieoot involve the reader in a division between the projected enunciative situation, whether
conceived as a chorus or a monodist performing before an audience, and the experience of
reading. The material text draws out and expands on the denotational vagueness implicit in
the reference to the copcdv.”’® Can the reference be restricted to ‘poets’, or is it more
generally applicable, for instance to the visitors to Hiero’s court whose happy revels are
described at 10-17, or to people watching the performance (who are at least metaphorically
‘coming to Hiero’s blessed hearth’), or more broadly to readers or people encountering the

0277

poem in other types of performance scenarios, such as symposia While the primary

reference in the projected enunciation is doubtless to the visitors of 10-17, the rhetoric is

deliberately capacious, gesturing to the possibility, and indeed the desirability, of the poem’s

278

wider impact.””" The reading context replays and extends this construction of poetic

7% Gerber (1982) 28-9 sees in cogddv a generic reference to poets: for a discussion of the use of this
terminology see Gianotti (1975) 85-109. This reading, however, is too restrictive. copdv untiecon literally
means ‘the divisings of wise men’, and although Pindar undoubtedly uses copds and its cognates to refer to
poets and poetry (cf. e.g. 0.2.86), we should allow the double resonance of both specific and literal meanings
here. Gerber’s interpretation of copddv untiecol relies on his reading as ‘not so much ‘song’ as ‘subject for
song’’ (ibid. p. 26, citing P.6.7-8 and N.6.33 as parallels), but this again is too restrictive and elides the literal
meaning of Uuvos. The lines refer both to Olympia as a subject of song for poets and more literally to the effect
of song on listeners more generally. For a summary of the debate about the possible metaphoricity of
aupiB&AAeTan see Gerber (1982) 26-8 and e.g. Nisetich (1975), and for ambiguity in Pindar more generally see
Renehan (1969); Hummel (1992) 289-90, (2001); Pfeijffer (1999a) 23-34; Griffith (1999).

7 Vetta (1983) xxv-xxviii suggested that the performances at Hiero’s court could have taken the form of large
symposia; cf. also Krummen (1990) 155-216. For performances of epinicians at symposia cf. also Currie (2004);
Athanassaki (2009) 244 n. 12.

78 Cf. Goldhill (1991) 144-5; Athanassaki (2009) 271-3.
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dissemination; in the context of the book, the verses are also indirectly applicable to the
reader, who finds himself incorporated in the text’s self-figuration.

The poetic self-references at 3-4 and 7 can also be read differently depending on whether
they are seen in terms of performance or a later reading situation. The apostrophe €i 8’ &eBAa
yapuev / €ABeai, pilov NTop is self-referential in the projected enunciation, but at the
beginning of a poem which begins a collection which will be all about &e6Aa, wherein we
have anticipated and acceded in advance to the conditional ‘wish’ (EA8eat) by opening the
roll and beginning to read, there is a connection, albeit indirect, between the situation
referenced by these lines and the reading experience. This dynamic is picked up in 7; the first
person plural of auda&couev draws the reader towards the narrator, broaching an enunciation
wherein the individual reader is subsumed within a wider communality. Simultaneously,
however, the reader’s awareness of the distinction between his situation and that of the poem
in performance complicates this appropriation, serving to distance the reader from the text in
the same movement as he is drawn towards it. The material document is a space of mutual
appropriation, the reader being appropriated by the text, being metaphorically elided into a
wider enunciative situation, while also recreating its enunciative strategies.”””

The contextual shift in the sense of the adjective ToAUpaTos (‘much-spoken’/‘renowned’)
focuses this dynamic, indicating the text’s capacity for multiple reinscription. The history of
the text, its diachronic exposure to a variety of readers, instantiates the rhetoric of the
enunciation; in being widely read and studied, the text is literally moAUpaTos.**® The divided
situation of reading is refocused in 10-11(ikopévous / pakaipav lépcovos éoTiav) in terms of
an opposition between signified spatiality and text space. Here the image of ‘arriving’ might
point up a distinction between the solitary, cerebral experience of reading and the sensuous,
communal experience of performance. At this point, however, we need to be wary of a
straightforward opposition between performance and solitary, silent reading. Reading aloud
to oneself, solo declamation, or singing, to a small group, or a sympotic performance before a
larger audience are all possible modes of realizing the text, each of which would have
different consequences for the enunciative situations generated thereby. A solo performance

before a small group, for example, would have the effect of indirectly applying ikouévous /

" On the poem’s use of prepositions see Griffith (1991).

%0 On the meaning of ToAUpaTos see Gerber (1982) 25-6 and Hummel p. 651. He argues that only the passive
meaning should be felt here, citing P.11.47 and N.7.81. Cf. however Wiist (1967) who are argues that only
P.11.47 is passive and that in the other instances it means ‘vielpreisend’. Renehan (1969) argues for a double
meaning, seeing both the usual sense and an alternative division moA-UpaTos from Upaive, giving a figura
etymologica. Cf. Hummel (1992) for the etymological doubleness of moAUpaTos as derived from both enui and
paivew, and n.b. ibid. pp. 296-7 for her reading of O.1.8-10 and her rebuttal of Renehan’s argument.
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udakaipav ‘lépwvos éotiav to the audience, drawing a connection between the empirical
audience of the reperformance and the implied audience of the projected enunciation.”™'

Moreover, this is not a matter of a simple opposition between two empirical situations. Even
in the projected enunciation, ikopévous / pakaipav ‘lépcovos éotiav is not straightforwardly
denotational, in that it metaphorizes, in terms of the broader referentiality described above,
the position of an audience who are being figuratively welcomed to Hiero’s hearth.”® These
lines, together with 14-17, can be interpreted as a nod to future reperformance, and as
constructing Hiero as an idealized symposiastic figure.”® But they also construct a virtualized
sympotic space which marks the text’s reception. The performance and the sympotic songs of
14-17 are not identical, and while the reference does invite the reader to see the performance
of O.1 as a space in which the whole of Syracuse is transformed into a symposiastic domain
with Hiero as implicit arbiter bibendi, the poem’s ethical and narrative complexity imposes
the impossibility of a radical equation in these terms. Later readers are also drawn into this
metaphorical system. The reader, or the audience of the reperformance, finds his approach to
the text metaphorized in terms of a metaphor that has already been applied, enforcing both his
displacement from the scene of his reading and their filiation with previous audiences (and
readers) appropriated by the metaphor.”**

The capacity of performance references such as those at 10-11 to generate a multiple
applicability depending on the context of their enunciation is something which should be
borne in mind throughout the following reading. Another example of htis is the mention of
the jealous neighbours at O.1.47-51 as the source of the story about Pelops’ dismemberment;
in a performance context, the specification of the neighbours as ‘grudging’ ‘jealous’ (évvetre
KPUP& Tis auTika pBovepddv yeitévwv, 47) makes them a negative paradigm for citizens
who do not share in the laudandus’ success, a figuration which is extended by textual

285

dissemination.”~ Much attention has been devoted to the myth of O.1, and specifically to the

ways in which Pindar (may have) revised the better-known account(s) of Tantalus feeding

1 For the citation of Pindar’s poetry in a symposium and its capacity to rearticulate that context cf. p. 234.

2 Our lack of knowledge of the original performance scenario, which would have been shared by a Hellenistic
reader, complicates matters here. There are various different performance scenarios which might be conceived
for this poem, and we cannot dismiss the possibility of a public performance space being metaphorized by the
text as pakaipav lépwvos éotiav; the phrase could have referred metaphorically to the city as a whole. For
possible performance and reperformance scenarios see Morrison (2007) 57-65.

8 Cf. Athanassaki (2009) 261-2. The symposiastic element is commented on by £ 0.1.24d (Drach. I pp. 25-6).
%% Felson (2004) 388 argues that deixis (in P.9) encourages readers to identify with the earliest audience, but
deixis also has the effect of inscribing spatial differentiation, and hence of accenting the imaginative effort
necessary to make such identifications.

5 Cf. Scodel (2001) 128.
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Pelops to the gods.”®® Scholars have rightly pointed out that replacing this story with
Poseidon’s love and consequent assistance for Pelops has considerable encomiastic force.”®’ I
would suggest in addition that the act of revision is itself ethically programmatic, projecting a
mode of interpreting myths, and more generally of viewing the world, which foregrounds the
narrator himself and his intellectual comportment as exemplary. The poem’s readers are
assisted in negotiating a world full of deceptive stories (30-2) and deceptive speakers (28-
9).288

Similarly, Aristophanes’ use of Pelops’ status as the first competitor at Olympia to justify

O.1’s place at the head of the edition forms a connection between the commemoration of

Pelops at Olympia at 90-6 and the monumentalizing function of the text:

viv &’ év alpakoupialg 90
ayAaaiol péuikat,
AANpeot éped kKAIBE(S,
TUuRBov dupioAov Exwv ToAugeveo-

TATW Tapa Bwudd: TO 8t kAéos
TNASBev 8¢Bopke T&v ‘OAupmdadcov v Spduols
TTéAoTros, tva TaxuTas Toddv épileTal 95

akuai T” ioxuos Bpacutovor

% On the myth of O.1 cf. Khnken (1974); Sicking (1980); Howie (1984); Griffith (1989). Cf. Cairns (1977)
129 for the parallelism between Hiero and Pelops. Nagy (1990) 116-35 argues that Pindar’s version is also
traditional, but this relies on a forced interpretation of O.1.36.

T E.g. Howie (1984) 281-6.

% The famously disputed lines 25-7 about Clotho taking Pelops from the ‘pure cauldron’ (¢mei viv kaBapot
AéBnTos Eehe KAwbBd) ‘equipped with his shoulder shining with ivory’ (éAépavTi @aidipov douov
kekaduévov) undoubtedly bear on this issue, in that they flag up Pindar’s intervention into the myth, even if the
nature of this intervention is problematic. For some interpretations, cf. e.g. Dissen (1830) 10, who argues that
the mention of Clotho refers to Pelops’ birth rather than to his revival after dismemberment, and Howie (1984)
284 for criticism of this position, with further references. Kakridis (1930) 475 takes &mei (26) as causal, followed
by e.g. Lloyd-Jones (1973) 133 n.125, and hence interprets Poseidon as falling in love with Pelops as a result of
his ivory shoulder: for objections cf. Gerber (1982) 55. Howie (1984) 285 argues that the lines ‘are intended to
resemble a summary of the traditional story and be mistaken for it’. This relies on an ambiguity between the
AéBns as implement for cooking or bathing after birth, which is then resolved by Clotho’s role, which makes
clear that Pindar has revised the story to make it an account of Pelops’ birth (Cf. however Gerber (1982) 56-7
for the argument that AéBns is unlikely to mean ‘birth vessel”). On this reading, the ivory shoulder then becomes
‘a special sign’, either to be understood as actually made of ivory, or merely appearing similar to it (pp. 286-7).
He compares other revisions of myths where figural and literal meanings are at issue, and in which a literal
meaning has displaced a figurative (e.g. Hecataeus, FGrH 1 F 27, Hdt. 1.122, Pl. Phae. 229b-d, pp. 287-9).
Paus. 5.13.4-6 records the story that Pelops’ shoulderblade was recovered at sea, identified by the Delphic
Oracle, and kept at Olympia where it had sacral status. Parke (1933) suggests that the relic was on display
during Pindar’s lifetime. For a different approach cf. Griffith (2000).
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Now he has a share in the splendid blood-sacrifices, leaning at rest beside the ford of
the Alpheus, and having there an attendant tomb beside a much-visited altar. Pelops’
fame has shone from afar in the racetrack of Olympia, where there are contests in

swiftness of foot and the heights of boldly-toiling strength.

The stress on the cultural importance of Pelops’ cult site (TUuBov aupimolov Excov
ToAuEevoTaTe Trapd Pwud) inscribes a contrast between the signified space, with its
emphasis on the physicality of the rites (aipaxkoupiais) and pilgrimage, and the scene of
reading. Aristophanes’ critical comment, however, involves a redescription of Pelops’
exemplarity in the poetics of the edition; just as he was the hero &5 TpcdTOS €v "HASI
nNywvicato, and thus is figured by the poem as exemplary not only for Hiero but for
competition at Olympia generally, so the inscription of the Pelops narrative at the beginning
of the edition adds the notion of Pelops as exemplary for the reader’s engagement with the
rest of the poems in the collection, as he becomes a paradigmatic model against which other
heroes can be read. The material context of reading prompts a rethinking of exemplarity and
of the parallelism and differences between reading and cultic pilgrimage as ways of
performing and perpetuating cultural memory.

The rhetoric of the expression of Pelops’ fame at 93-5 (T6 8¢ kAéos / TNAGBev S€Sopke T&V
‘OAvpmadeov év Spdpots / TTEAoTos) is also picked up and expanded by the material context
of reading. The scholia on this passage preserve what may very well be a trace of the
Aristophanic reading; £ 0.1.151b comments TO TnNA&Bev xpovikdds akouoTéov. As it stands
this is a rather odd reading, given that firstly, Pindar never elsewhere uses TnAd6ev to denote
temporality, and secondly that the spatial reading makes perfectly good sense.*®” This reading
would be perfectly comprehensible, however, in terms of the Aristophanic stress on Pelops’
temporal priority. I would suggest that the temporal interpretation of TnAdBev derives from a

reading, either that of Aristophanes himself or of someone responding to his comments at

' ¥ 0.1.151d and f (Drach. I p. 50) both take the phrase in a spatial sense (e.g. 151f TouTéoTi TaVTaX]

BAémeTtan kai BodTar 6 ‘OAupmakds &ycov, ‘that is, the Olympian competition is noticed and talked about
everywhere’), as do modern commentators, e.g. Gerber (1982) 146-7. TnAéBe(v) is also found at N.2.12, N.3.81
and N.6.48, each time with a purely spatial sense. In its uses in other literature it is always spatial; see e.g. /I.
5.651 (and cf. 1.30 TnAS6 T&TPENS); Soph. 4j. 1318 (n.b. that other adverbs from the TnA- root are normally
spatial, although see TnAoU used temporally at POxy 1015.13; /G 5 (2) 173.1, and perhaps also Od.17.253). It is
notable that the scholia do not gloss TNASBev in its other Pindaric occurrences, which suggests that the word’s
meaning was uncontroversial. This contrasts with the extensive exegesis at £ O.1.151a-f (Drach. I p. 50), where
the glosses probably reflect a debate over the meaning of TnAd8ev precipitated by the Aristophanic reading; the
stress placed on the spatial sense of TnASBev suggests an attempt to rebut the temporal reading. Cf. n. 19 below.
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some stage in the exegetical process, which stresses the temporal structure of Olympia’s
fame, stressing its glory as something which emanates from an event in the distant past.*”
The phrase TnAdBev 8éSopke connotes both the brightness of Olympia and its being seen,
picking up the imagery of brightness in the first stanza.””' The action of looking implied by
Sédopke, as a figural projection of the action of the verb, is not focalized in terms of the
viewing position of any one determinate individual, projecting instead a generalized viewing
position. The generality of this projection also subsumes the reader of the material text, who
also ‘looks’ at Olympia, or rather a particular textual figuration of Olympia, from far away.
The rhetoric of the text again stresses the reader’s distance from the signified space, but this
distancing involves the reader in a metaphorical redescription of his activity by which he is
preceded. The text’s rhetoric, both context-bound and context-transcendent, interacts with
new contexts of meaning with the result that the reader is confronted by a textual situation
which involves a series of imaginative dislocations. The passage as a whole becomes a site
for the interaction between the poem’s rhetoric and its material condition: the concept of
distancing in TnABev inscribes one of the conditions of fame, the necessity of its travelling
and diffusion, and whereas the perfects péuktor and dédopke connote endurance and
continuity, naming something whose establishment has continued into the present, the
material context draws attention to kAéos as something still being disseminated and added to
by readerly activity.”?
The closing lines of the poem also acquire a changed and expanded force from their place in

the material document:

TO O’ &-
OXATOV KOpupoUTal

BaoiAeUol. unkétt TEmTavE TOPOIOoV.

% Another possible trace of the Aristophanic reading may be £ 0.1.142a (Drach. I p. 47) €Aev & Oivopdou:
g¢viknoev (‘‘he took Oenomaus’: he defeated him”), where the gloss is not exactly synonymous with the lemma.
Given the obvious epinician connotations of éviknoev, the gloss may reflect a reading which stresses Pelops as
the first Olympian victor.

#1 Cf. Snell (1953) 2-3 who shows that 8¢pkecbau ‘refers not so much to the function of the eye as to its gleam
as noticed by someone else.” The scholia emphasise the passive force of 8édopkev: see e.g. £ O.1.151¢ TO B¢
B¢édopkev, avTi TadnTikoU Tol dépkeTal v’ i), Op&Tal (‘‘shines out’ is used instead of the passive ‘is viewed’,
so as to mean ‘is seen’’) X O.1. 151d TouTéoTi TavTaxi BAémeTal kai SpaTal 6 OAupmiakds &y cov. idlws Bt
T B¢éBopkev ELevrivoxey GuTi TabnTikou ToU PBAémeTan (‘that is, the Olympian competition is noticed and
talked about everywhere. He employs ‘shines out’ idiomatically instead of the passive ‘is seen’).

22 See Gerber (1982) 142 on péuikrat: ‘Pelops’ worship is viewed as continuous from the time of his death to
the present.” See ibid. 145-6 on the debate over whether T kAéos should be taken with ‘OAupmiédwv or
TTéhotos and the weak personification connoted by 8é8opke. He suggests that that the syntax is purposively
opaque, connoting the elision of Pelops with Olympia as a whole.
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€ln o€ Te TOUTOV UYoU XpOVov TTATELV, 115

3 I3

€UE TE TOOOADE VIKAPOPOLs
SWAeTY TpdpavTov copia kad’ "EA-

Aavas ¢dvTa TavTa.

The peak of the farthest limit is for kings. Do not look beyond it. May you walk on high
for this time’s course, and may I likewise associate with victors, conspicuous for skill

among Hellenes everywhere.

0.1 was composed for a performance in 476. Ten years later, Hiero was dead, his son
Thrasybulus had been deposed, and after a brief period of civil strife, the Syracusans
instituted a democracy which was to last into the fourth century. Hiero became a figure of
debate for later authors seeking to interrogate the nature of absolute rule and explore its
problems. Xenophon’s Hiero, for instance, is a fictional account of a conversation between
the tyrant and the poet Simonides, wherein the former complains about the problems,

%> For an educated Hellenistic reader, reading the end

political and personal, that beset him.
of O.1 could well have involved a negotiation between the text’s idealizing and laudatory
strategies and the historical events which succeeded it, and its representation of tyranny could
have been read in the light of ongoing debates about the nature of monarchic authority and its
intellectual implications.

The wider historical and literary context points up the conditionality of the wish expressed
in €in oé Te ToUTOV UyoU xpdvov maTeiv. It could be argued that in maintaining his rule
until the end of his life, not to mention winning further success at the games, Hiero succeeded
in fulfilling this hope, a reading strengthened by taking toUtov ... xpdvov as referring to
Hiero’s lifetime,”* but this reading is offset by knowledge of the disease that afflicted him in
his final years, and of the failure of the political system which he set up. This historical
perspective mediates the text’s celebration of kingship as the ultimate state of human
achievement (16 &’ #oxaTtov kopupoUtal / BaoiAebol). Furthermore, one might wonder
about the disjunction between the idealized image of kingship expressed here and its

attempted instantiations by individual rulers; reflection on the problems encountered by Hiero

% Cf. Arist. Pol. 5.1313b11-15 which records a tradition of Hiero’s use of female informants at public meetings

as a means of consolidating his power. For later accounts of Hiero, see the negative judgement of Diod. Sic.
11.67.4, who says that he was @iAdpyupos kai Biaios kai kabdAou Tiis &mAdTNTOS Kai kalokdyabias
aAAoTpidTaTos (‘avaricious and violent and a complete stranger to sincerity and gentlemanly behavior’). Plut.
Mor. 551f is more positive, comparing Hiero with Peisistratus as promoters of civic virtue.

294 S0 Gerber (1982) 176.
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during the course of his reign might incline a reader to see a certain irony in these lines,
particularly in relation to the more problematizing discussions of tyranny in P.1 and P.2. The
complication of the poem’s rhetorical strategies by the historical perspective also affects the
injunction pnkétt Tamwtaive mépoiov which, in the context of the material document, is also
addressed directly to the reader. The situation of this address emphasises the transcontextual
nature of the paraenesis, and the exhortation to observe the limits of human endeavour gains
additional point from the reader’s awareness of the qualified nature of Hiero’s success.””
Read in the light of these historical changes and the reader’s wider knowledge, the text
reflects human frailties and limitations as well as celebrating success.”

The metapoetic aspect of the poem’s conclusion is also highlighted by its place in the
edition. The poem ends by orienting itself outwards, towards a future which it attempts to
delimit by means of a wish for the author’s future success. But this openness to the future
also entails the text’s exposure to a future it cannot control, to the contingencies of its
reception and of the various critical and intellectual contexts by which it can be appropriated.
Again, this situation instantiates the text’s rhetoric, functioning as a realization of the
statement at 33-4 auépon & émiloimmor / pdptupes copcdtaTol. In the context of the
projected enunciation, this appeal to ‘future days’ acts as a bulwark against false and
exaggerated stories, specifically those about Pelops which Pindar rejects in favour of his own
version (28-32 and 47-51).%"” But the statement also suggests the reliance of the text itself on
such judgements; 33-4 combine with the ending of the poem to defer judgement of the poem
and its subject to the future, while also framing the ethical terms in which those judgements
should be couched. A similar dynamic is at work in the divided addressee of €in o Te
ToUTov UyoU xpdvov maTeiv. In the projected enunciation, this remark is addressed to
Hiero, albeit in a public context. In a context of reading, the reader, as it were, overhears this
address, as well as literally being addressed himself. This divided address again emphasizes
the reader’s distance from the space of the projected enunciation, but the programmatic
context also licenses an application of the phrase to the reader’s activity. Reading epinician
poetry is a way, albeit in secondary and indirect terms, of ‘walking on high’, of sharing in the

glory that epinician poetry bestows on great achievements. This resonance replays the

%3 Cf. Payne (2006) on the transcontextual nature of Pindaric gnomai.

% A similar point might be made about a reader’s experience of odes for Aeginetan victors in the light of that
island’s subsequent defeat at the hands of Athens, and about the status of Orchomenus in O.14. for which cf.
below p. 178.

*7 For discussion cf. Gerber (1982) 68-9; Scodel (2001) 127-8, who suggests that the phrase implies that ‘time
provides evidence the audience should use to recognize that [the rejected story of Pelops] is false’. For a
different view, cf. Fisker (1990) 40-1.
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application in a performance scenario of 116-17 to the chorus, and the wider citizen body
which they represent, who like the poet participate in Hiero’s success.

The final lines yoke poet and laudandus together, but the exact nature of this relationship is
complex, and becomes more so in light of a reading of the poem in terms of a wider historical
and literary context. The problem of the relationship hinges on the meaning of Tooco&de,
which can be taken in either a quantitative (‘and may I, as much as you ...”) or a temporal

sense (‘and may I, for as long as you ...").>"®

The word can bear both meanings, and deciding
between them has consequences for the way we see the relationship between poet and his
patron. The quantitative reading would seem to draw a connection between the poet’s
achievement and the nature of the laudandus’ continuing success, although this is couched in
terms of the maintenance of a general social status (vikapdpots / uiAeiv, ‘to associate with
victors’, 116-17) as well as a broader reputation for poetic and intellectual excellence
(TpdpavTov copia kad’ “EAAavas ¢dvta mavtd, 117). The temporal reading, on the other
hand, would make the poet’s social and intellectual success temporally coextensive with that
of the laudandus.

Yet neither of these readings clarifies the dynamics of power involved in praising, leaving
vague the precise nature of interdependency of victor and poem; does the latter derive its

authority from the former, or vice versa?>”’

The structure of the sentence implies that the poet
is dependent on the victor, his secondariness indicated by a qualifying adverb antecedent to
the noun (xpdévov) applied to the tyrant. The grammatical structure, however, disguises
problematic questions as to how this relationship is played out. These questions are sharpened
by the material context of reading, in which the enunciative situation is altered; instead of
being performed in the presence of its (primary) addressee and pointing up its relation to a
living man with many potential glories, athletic and military, awaiting him, the text now
names, in naming ‘Hiero’, a temporally diffuse space of conflicting meanings and narratives
gathered under the sign of the proper name. The text’s naming of Hiero (udkaipav ‘lépcovos
éotiav, 11) is a paradoxical gesture; the proper name is destined to outlive the individual it

names, and thus inscribes the finitude (and death) of that individual in the same movement as

it bestows an identity. Inscribed within this bestowal of identity is a depropriation of the ‘self’

> Gerber (1982) 176 reads TooodBe as temporal, while Slater p. 509 interprets it as qualitative. For the

temporal sense cf. Aech. Ag. 860; Soph. OT 1212; for the quantitative cf. Od. 21.253; Soph. El. 403.
%% See Goldhill (1991) 116-19 for an examination of this problem with regard to the disputed ending of Ibycus’
poem for Polycrates (fr.1.46-8).
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that it announces, and, more important for our purposes, the possibility of its reconstitutive
iteration.>”’

The reader again confronts a doubled discursive frame; the text’s diachronicity instantiates
the wish of the narrator to ‘be conspicuous for wisdom among Hellenes everywhere’, and
thus reconfigures the projected temporality of the utterance. If we read Toooade as temporal,
it now comes to refer to the diachronicity of the text and the various readings and receptions
that have guaranteed the author his status as mpdpavTov; correlatively, the ToUTtov ...
Xpoévov would now name not Hiero’s lifetime, but likewise his role as a figure in the history
of the text. This scenario reverses the rhetoric of the projected enunciation; the grammatical
structure may indicate the poet’s dependency on the victor, but in the diachronic situation of
the text’s dissemination, the victor is dependent on his textual realization. A quantitative
reading of the phrase would have similar implications, and in the context of the edition the
phrase has a strong programmatic force. This is picked up by the comments recorded by X
0.1.186 (Drach. I p. 86), which reads the phrase as assimilating other possible victors to
Hiero: Tooodde vikapdpols: AvTi ToU, ToooUuTols vikngdpois SuAeiv, olos el oU. xaipw 8¢
Yp&pwv Toldde, kai éoTal TolalTa oia ém ool (‘‘likewise with victors’: instead of ‘to
associate with so many victors as you. I salute you writing these things, and such things will
be as they are with you’). This reading sees the text as figuring Hiero as a paradigmatic
victor. There is no hint that the scholiast sees this paradigm as functioning in terms of the
edition; instead, the reading is retrojected onto the historical situation of the poem’s origin
and performance, and Hiero’s paradigmatic quality is imagined as applying to the poet’s

future writings (Yp&@wv To1&de, kal éotal Tolalta ola émi ool). Nevertheless, the

movement from the unspecific mode of paradigmatic function broached by the scholiast and
a specific paradigmatic function within the edition is suggested by the role of the opening
poem in shaping our generic expectations of the rest of the collection; at the very least, the
poem’s placement obliges us to mediate between the specific and the general paradigmatic

functions attributable to Hiero, and to the poet.*"’

Reading O.1 in the light of its place in the
edition and in relation to the Aristophanes’ editorial comments involves a series of questions
about aetiology and exemplarity and the relations that obtain between them, about the nature
and sources of poetic authority, and about the role of the reader in negotiating the various

frames of reference devolved by the material transcription of a performance text, and multiple

39 Cf. Derrida (1985) 3-38.
1 For the poet as exemplum see e.g. Lefkowitz (1980) 34, 38; Goldhill (1991) 141-2 discussing N.8.35-9.
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levels of exemplarity.’** Hiero functions as a historical exemplum for other victors within the
collection, Pelops as a mythical exemplum both for Hiero, and for other victors. Similarly,
the self-construction at 117 is also mediated by its Nachleben: the process of canonization
fulfils the narrator’s claim while also participating in the processes by which its operation is
altered.

It could be argued that the approach to the text explored above, in terms of the problematic
receptions of tyranny, is inherently unfaithful to epinician poetry’s demands. By reinscribing
Pindar’s Hiero in a network of debates about tyranny, and by underwriting it with a
historicity in which tyranny emerges as a problematic figure, exposed to historical
vicissitudes and literary contestation, the above reading would be disregarding the way in
which the text seeks to shape its reception. My approach, in effect, would be taking the
position of the envious neighbours of O.1.47 who tell false tales about Pelops, rather than

responding to the text under the constraints of piAia.’”

The diachronic mode of reading,
however, should not been seen as displacing or rendering defunct the text’s modes of self-
figuration, still less of making, for instance, the end of O.1 into an ironically charged and
denigratory reflection on the shortcomings of tyranny. Rather, my readings have sought to
acknowledge the multiple resonances of the diachronic text, as the poem’s strategies are
realigned against the background of a series of contexts into which they intervene but over
which they cannot exert more than a partial control. The mode of reading broached by the
pAia / @Bbvos opposition does not lose its force, but is complicated by other modes of
authorization, such as editorial activity, specifically its role of mediating access to the text,
and the expanded intertextual relations to which the text is exposed. The nature of the
reader’s engagement with these figurations of @iAia and @B8dbvos is also of importance.
Figurations such as that of Hiero’s guests at O.1.9-17 and the envious neighbours at 47 are, in
terms of the reader’s experience, purely textual figures, gesturing to an historically remote
situation which the reader is required to reanimate imaginatively. This process involves a
certain submission to the text’s ethical laws; reading epinician is a process of learning, or
relearning, how to read it. The relearning and rewriting of these ethical laws highlights the
multiple temporality of the material document. The text’s ethical figurations are both rooted
in its multiple histories, in the histories of its composition and reception, and the historicities

it itself projects, but also reach, or attempt to reach, beyond history, by means of the

%92 Goldhill (1991) 149.

39 Goldhill (1991) 161 argues that reading epinician ‘against the grain’ is a violation of the principles of iAia
and works in accordance with @8dvos. Such a mode of reading not only goes against the ethical model of
epinician, but also denies the possibility of the poem’s efficacy.
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signification of transhistorical and multiply applicable ethical modalities. Writing does not
function simply to extend, in a neutral and purely reproductive manner, the space of the
utterance, but involves it in a series of dislocations which extend and recontextualize its
meanings.’*!

My reading also prompts attention to the role of an editor in shaping the reader’s approaches
to a poem and to an edition. I have argued that such a comment opens up various ways of
seeing the text in relation to its material context, but the interpretative efficacy of this
approach also requires examination. Was Aristophanes right to place O.1 first?’” To what
extent is the attribution to Pelops of the role of first Olympian competitor compromised by
Heracles’ role as founder of the games, e.g. in the narratives in O.3 and O.10? What is at
stake in seeing Pelops as the exemplary exemplum for the victor rather than Heracles? There
are numerous answers to these questions. We could say, for instance, in response to the
second and third questions that the structure of the book enjoins a redescription of Pelops’
role as exemplum in terms of a multiple exemplarity.’*® Seeing Pelops as the first competitor
at Olympia does not exclude seeing Heracles as the founder, and the traditions about the latter
do not invalidate the former position; rather, the two figures are made to emphasize different
aspects of the games, and to dramatize our approaches to the games in different ways.
Whether or not we find Aristophanes’ reasons satisfying is less important than the extent to
which the process of relating the Vita Thomana notice to O.1 prompts us to take note of and
question editorial authority. In shaping the form and contents of a book, the editor reauthors

the text, opening up new modes of intertextual and connections between poems.’”’ His

%% Cf. Derrida (1978) 18-21.

393 Cf. Negri (2004) 32-4 on the programmatic qualities of O.2.

3% For the first and second questions cf. the arguments of Negri (2004) 36-8. For the narrativization of
exemplarity see e.g. Goldhill (1991) 149, and on an exemplary figure (Clytemnestra in the Odyssey) as
situationally modified across a text cf. Goldhill (1994). The situation in the epinician collection is different,
because the situational differences between victories commemorated by individual poems, and the contingency
of the connections between them, limit the sense in which Pelops can be taken as having a paradigmatic
relationship with other poems based on similarity or congruity.

7 For the significance of the poetry book as an aesthetic form in the Hellenistic period see e.g. Kerkhecker
(1999) 282-90 arguing for Callimachus editing his /ambi; n.b. particularly pp. 288-9 for Callimachus’ editorial
activity as a scholar as a probable influence on his poetic activities, and cf. Gutzwiller (1998) 183-5. Hunter and
Fuhrer (2002) 145 argue that the order of Callimachus’ Hymns is also attributable to the author. There are
possible connections between the order of Callimachus’ Hymns and that of the Homeric Hymns; see e.g Fantuzzi
and Hunter (2004) 367-8 on Callim. H.3 expanding on and rewriting H.2; this relationship may be mimetic of
that between Hom.h.Ap. and Hom.h.Her., for which cf. Thomas (2010) 250-9. If we can hypothesise that the
order of the Homeric Hymns in the manuscripts reflects that of the editions of the Hellenistic period, this
argument would be strengthened by the order of Callimachus’ hymns to 2) Apollo and 3) Artemis reflecting that
of the Homeric Hymns: 3) Apollo 4) Hermes. Thus the intertextual relationship would function in terms of the
structures of the respective editions as well as in terms of particular passages. Cf. further Hunter and Fuhrer
(2002) 172-3 on the parallels between the openings of Callim. H. 1 and the Hom.h.Dion. Hopkinson (1984) 13-
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authority, however, is open to being questioned by the reader, a process which in its turn
entails a reflection on the reader’s own relation to the text. In order to explore these issues
further, I shall now move on to a consideration of some other aspects of the poetics of the

edition.

BEGINNINGS AND ENDINGS: SHAPING EDITIONS

The questions raised above about the programmatic functions of O.1 and its relation qua
opening poem to the rest of the Olympian odes and to the epinician collection as a whole
require us to think about what actually constituted an ‘edition’ of Pindar’s epinicians in

308

antiquity.” " It has often been assumed that the list of Pindar’s works in the Vita Ambrosiana

reflected an order which derived ultimately from the Hellenistic editors, and that all editions

309 The scholars who hold this view seem to assume

of Pindar would have followed this order.
that an edition of Pindar would have contained all of his works, on the model of the modern
Complete Poems volume. This position, however, makes no sense in terms of the concrete
circumstances of book production in the ancient world. No single papyrus would have been
long enough to accommodate all of Pindar’s poetry; what we are dealing with when thinking
about the dissemination of Pindaric texts is rather a collection of individual rolls, each one
probably containing a single ‘book’ of poetry, such as the Olympian odes or one book of the
Partheneia. This allows for a situation in which, as William Race points out, ‘the rolls ...
must have been freely rearranged’ by different editors and readers.’'® Although this general
observation does not affect my above remarks about the internal organization of particular
books, it does require us to rethink what is meant by a programmatic function when
considering how that function might span different books. Moreover, we must also consider
the extent to which modes of storage, cataloguing, and titling may have mediated access to
the texts and hence helped to shape the reader’s experience of them. There is no a priori
reason, for example, for a reader to pick up the Olympians before the Pythians, and hence be
drawn into the programmatic dynamics that I have been exploring. If, however, the reader

came to the text in a library wherein the epinician books had been ordered in such a way as to

17 on extensive parallels between Callim. H.5 and 6, and the place of these poems within the collection of the
Hymns.

3% For the programmatic functions of the openings of poetry books see e.g. Van Sickle (1980) 13; Rutherford
(2001) 159; Negri (2004) 31; D’Alessio (2007) 101-2.

3% See e.g. Bowra (1964).

319 Race (1987) 409; see ibid for a doxography of the debate about the order of Pindaric books and the attempts
to square the competing claims of the order in the Vita Ambrosiana with that given by POxy 2438.35. Race’s
position is anticipated by Deas (1931) 49.
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place the Olympians first, or if he had found the epinicians with the help of a catalogue which
listed the Olympians first, his decision to start his reading (or not) with that book would be
shaped in large part by the institutional and critical context of his activity. This is of course
only one of a potentially innumerable series of different reading contexts which could have
framed an individual’s approach to the texts; the point of the example is to bring into focus
the importance of material, institutional and socio-historical frames for the reading
experience.

The formation of editions also opens up the possibility of comparing different poems and
seeing them in relation to each other, and of seeing groups of poems as thematically
connected. O.1-3 and P.1-3 are particularly promising candidates in this respect because of
their positions in their respective books, their shared laudandi, and the various thematic
connections between them. It has been plausibly argued, for example, that O.1-3, all
composed for victories in 476 for victories by Hiero and Theron, were designed to be
performed as a ‘song cycle’ attended by overlapping audiences who would have picked up on

: 311
connections between the poems.

Whatever the historical truth of this argument, it is
certainly the case that the grouping of the poems in the edition, and the ‘ring composition’ of
0.3.42 (el & apioTevel pev Udwp, kTeGVwv B¢ Xpuods aidoléoTaTos, ‘if water is best and
gold the most revered of possessions’) recalling O.1.1 (&pioTov pév Udwp), encourages
attention to them as a configuration. Similarly, P.1-3, all composed for Hiero, can be
approached as a self-contained group, articulating a particular poet-patron relationship. In
this section, however, I shall focus on the relationship between O.1 and P.1 as documentary
texts. Despite their numerous formal and structural differences, there are numerous parallels
between the poems. Both poems are written for and addressed to Hiero. Both have openings
with strong idealizing elements, elements which can be read both in terms of their
implications for the individual poem and for the collection as a whole, and both poems end
with figurations of tyranny. The envious neighbours at O.1.47 parallel Zeus’ enemies at
P.1.13-14 as negative paradigms for response to poetry, while the Phalaris/Croesus dyad at
the end of P.1 can be read, as I shall argue below, as interacting in various ways with the end
of O.1. On the other hand, the opening of P.1 is more overtly concerned with performance
than anything in O.1, and this, together with its marked position at the beginning of the

Pythian book, makes the opening of P.1 a prime site for exploring the intersection of

ST Cf. Clay (2011), who argues that O.1-3 are designed to connect the achievements of Hiero and Theron, and
that the editor who ordered the poems as they stand in the edition ‘showed a sensitivity to Pindar’s design and
... preserved what the Theban poet ahd conceived of as a Sicilian triptych.” On the issue of overlapping
audiences for these poems cf. Morrison (2007).
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performance rhetoric and documentary textuality. I shall focus first on this issue, before
returning to relationship between O.1 and P.1.

Signs that ancient scholars were concerned with connections between these groups of poems
are few and far between; it is somewhat surprising, for instance, that the scholia preserve no
explicit recognition of or comment on the echo of O.1.1 at 0.3.42, nor on the similarity of
phrasing at O.1.114 and P.3.22.>'* An exception is the comparison between the openings of

0.2 and P.1 made at £ O.2.1a (Drach. I p. 58-9):

avaglpopULy YEes: HTOl <Oi> TGV POPUIYYwV AVACCOVTES® ETTOVTAl yap Tols UUvols
Kai pépuryYyes, 8I' oUs kai amedeixbnoav: 1) ol dvacoduevol UTd popuiyywv Yuvor
mpdTEPOY Yap Evdidcool <TO> péAos O kiBaploTrs, EerTa 1) BN AéyeTar s kai év
TTubovikais: xpuota @opuyE AmOAAwvos kai iomAokduwv ouvdikov Moiocav

KTEQVOV.

‘Lyre-ruling’: ie., ‘those which rule over lyres’; lyres follow hymns, by means of which
they are exhibited. Or, ‘hymns which are commanded by lyres’; for when the citharist
strikes up the melody, the poem is then spoken. So also in the Pythians: ‘Apollo’s

golden lyre and just possession of the Muses’.

The extant reference to P.1.1 is somewhat elliptical, as it is P.1.2-4 which provide the parallel
for ‘the citharist striking up the melody’ and the song following. Although no extended
appreciation of the link between the two openings is extant, we cannot discount the
possibility that scholars and readers dwelt further on the the interpretative possibilities
marked by the eliptical cos kai év TTuBlovikais. At the very least, the comment demonstrates
an awareness of the role played by the image of the pdpuiy€ in two openings. Neither this
scholium nor those on the opening of P.1 make explicit the connection between the popuiy€
as opening a song and the image of the pdpuiy€ opening the poem, although this connection
is implicit in X P.1.3c (Drach. II p. 8), which offers an alternate explanation of why the
cithara is said to be Apollo’s possession: fj AmOAAcovos, dia 16 TOV ATOAAcova

TPOKATAPXELY ToU xopolU TV Moucdv (‘Or it is Apollo’s because he leads the Muses in

312 . . . " o o . . " .
unkéTt mémrawe mépoiov (0.1.114), EoTi 8¢ pUAov Ev &vbpcdmolol pataidTaTtov, / 8oTls aioxUveov

gmxwpla mantaivel T& mépow (‘there is a most fruitless tribe among men who scorning what lies close gazes
on distant things’, P.3.21-2). The latter passage dwells on Coronis’ misdeed in sleeping with Ischys when
pregnant by Apollo.
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the dance’).” ” This reading is expanded in P.1.3d (Drach. II p. 8), according to which 6 pév

ATOAAwv Ti KiBdpa TGV wddv mpokabnysital Tév Mouodv, altal 8¢ xopeUouotv
(‘Apollo leads the Muses in their singing with the cithara, and they dance in a chorus’).*"
These explications encourage attention to the parallel between Apollo’s role in leading off the
Muses and the poet guiding his chorus, and to the apertural role of the description itself
within the poem.

As in the case of O.1, the vocabulary of performance can take on new resonances as part of
a material text: the description of the Pdois ayAatas dpxd ‘hearing’ the lyre (2) has a
double application to the beginning of a signified performance and, metaphorically, to the

beginning of a reading. The mention at 3 of &ynoixdpwv O6méTAV TpPooIuicov is also

assimilable to its material context, figuring P.1 as the mpoowuiov of the book as a whole:

Xpuota eopuryE, ATéAAwvos kal iomAokducwv
ouvdikov Moloav ktéavov: Tas AkoVel

uév Bdois ayAatas dpxd,
Teibovtal 8 doidoi c&uaotv
aynoixopwv OTETAV TPOOIUiOV

AuPolas Teuxns eAeAilopéva.
Kal TOV alXHaTav KEpAUVOV CGREVVUELS 5
aievdou Tupds. eUdel &’ avax ok&-

TTw A1ds aietds, cokel-

av TTépuy’ AupoTépwbev xaAdgais,

ApxOs olwvddv, keAawdmv 8 el ol vepéAav
AYKUAG kpaTi, yAepdpwv adU kA&i-
Bpov, kaTéxeuas: O B¢ KV oowWV
Uy POV vAdTOV aiwpEl, TeQTs
PITTATol KATAOXOUEVOS. Kal Yap Bla-
Tas Apns, Tpaxeiav &veube Aitrcov 10
€Y XéwV AKUAV, iaivel kapdiav
KOUaTL KijAa 8¢ kail daipdvawov BEA-
Yel ppévas augl Te Aatoi-

Sa copia PabukdAteov Te Motoav.

13 At £ P.1.3b (Drach. II p. 8) Pindar is argued to be countering the notion that Hermes invented the instrument.
14 Cf. £ P.1.5a. (Drach. II p. 9).
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Golden phorminx, just possession of Apollo and the violet-coiffed Muses, to which the
footstep listens, the beginning of splendour. The singers obey the signs whenever you
strum and strike up the openings of chorus-leading preludes. You douse the spearing
lightning of ever-flowing fire. Zeus’ eagle sleeps on the sceptre, slackening his wings
on both sides, the lord of birds; you pour a dark cloud over his curved head, a sweet
seal of the eyelids. Slumbering, he raises his rippling back, caught by your notes. And
violent Ares, leaving behind his harsh spearpoint, delights his heart in drowsing, and

the darts bewitch the gods’ minds with the skill of Apollo and the deep-girdled Muses.

The opening lines ground the utterance in a relation to the physicalities of performance. The
invocation of the xpuoéa popury€, the description of the ‘step listening’ (&xouel pev Baots),
the vivid ‘striking up’ (éAeAilouéva) of the pdpury€, followed by the detailed description of
music’s bewitching effects, all emphasise the poem’s place in a performance economy. In
describing an idealized mode of performance on Olympus in which Apollo and the pdpuiy€
represent and embody music’s enchanting and ordering effects, the narrator creates an
analogue for (the) historical performance(s) which functions at several levels, and which has
numerous consequences for interpretation of the poem in a book.

Apollo and the Muses in this passage form an idealized analogy for the activities of the poet
and his chorus, and as such are part of a wider system of analogies; critics have noted, for
instance, the parallelism between Zeus’ suppression of Typhos and Hiero’s victory over the
Carthaginians and Etruscans (71-2).*"> Both actions involve forces of disorder being
subordinated and controlled. I argue, however, that the opening passage also exemplifies the
interpretative challenges posed by Pindar’s epinicians. In a performance setting, these
challenges project the listener as a particular type of interpretative agent, and in the context of
the book have the additional effect of being programmatic for the reader’s engagement with
the rest of the collection. Central to these dynamics are the relations and differences between
the human and divine choruses. As Lucia Athanassaki has pointed out, Hiero and the human
chorus finds themselves in a situation of greater social and political complexity than those of
their divine counterparts. Unlike Apollo, the human singer has to contend with the

contingencies of particular concrete situations when deciding what and how to compose,

313 Cf. e.g. Too (1997) 19-22.
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316 Connected to this is the

issues which are to the fore in the fourth and fifth triads (61-100).
disparity between the origins and subjects of the respective songs; while Apollo’s music
seems to arise spontaneously, the Pindaric narrator emphasises the situation of his
performance in an environment of poetic competition (45) and social negotiation (81-6). The
absence of any reference to the semantic content (if there is any) of Apollo’s performance
further emphasises this difference. While there is certainly an agonistic and self-validating
element in the poet/Apollo, chorus/Muses, Hiero/Zeus diptychs, each of which serves as a
validation of poetic practice,’'’ the comparisons also have a paraenetic force in emphasising
the greater difficulties facing the human singer and, by extension, the laudandus and his
citizens. I shall return to this theme below.

For the moment, I want to emphasise how the very fact of the performing chorus being put
into relation with an idealized precedent is significant for shaping response to the poem as a
whole. In addition to the functions just mentioned, this feature dramatizes the poem as a
relational mode in which referential categories are connected with each other in ways
different from those prevalent in ordinary speech. This relationality pertains to language as
well as to the group of performers who take on some of their identity from their connection
with the performing Muses. The xpuoéa ¢pdpuy€ invoked in the opening line, for instance,
is simultaneously a signifier and concrete referent to which the human audience gains only a
mediated access, but which also operates as an idealized symbol of performance practice.’'®
This figuration makes the audience aware of a break between signifier and referent which is
reinforced by the extended specification of the instrument’s role on Olympus. Yet this
differentiation grounds both the force of the analogy and the language used to convey it:
without the differentiation, neither the symbolism of the pdpuiy€ nor the mediatory role of
language would come about. As a consequence, response to the poem calls for a negotiation
of various interpretative complexities, and as such is very different from the somnambulant
response of Ares and Zeus’ eagle to Apollo’s music (eUdel, iaivel kapdiav / kcopaTt) and the

319

‘bewitching’ (6éAyel ppévas) effect it has on the unnamed other gods.”~ The reference at 97-

8 to songs commemorating tyrants has a similar effect. The idealizing reference to (sympotic)

?16 Athanassaki (2009) 252: ‘unlike the impact of divine song, the appeal of human song is not unconditional. It
is neither universally nor eternally irresistible nor inescapable.” Cf. also ibid. pp. 258-9

17 Poetic competition is more directly referenced at P.1.45, where the javelin simile ends with the request that
Pindar may outshoot his rivals (nakp& 8¢ piyais auevocact’ avtious, ‘casting far surpass my opponents’).

318 Cf. Krischer (1985) for the representation of divine performance here and in previous texts. For the debate
over whether the instrument should be seen as referred to one realm or the other cf. Athanassaki (2009) 246 nn.
19-20. Segal (1998) 13 sees the two performances as blended together.

3% For this effect cf. Pitiche pp. 332-3.
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performance culture in general and a nod to future reperformances of the poem combine to
underscore the poem’s place within, and dependence on, a wider culture of performance and
critical judgement.

Another relation emerges in this passage between language as the substrate for a
transcendental ideality and the provisionality and momentariness of that language’s
realization in a given performance or reading. The use of present tenses in the opening
strophe and antistrophe (e.g. axovel, meiBovTtal, and omoéTav ... Teuxns) signify the
continual nature of the event described.’*® Consequently, there is a conflict between the
transcendental, continuous nature of the present as experienced by the gods and the
temporality of its signification, which occurs as part of a chain of discrete significations. In
registering the permanence of the Olympian scene, the language of the opening stanzas
dramatizes its status as an archival medium, while the fact that this function is a reflex of the
referent’s distinctive temporality (the language can only register the gods’ experience as such
because of the nature of that experience) points up the interdependency of referent and sign.
This issue can in turn be connected to performance and writing. No easy opposition of the
two is possible, in that the opening of the poem dramatizes itself as a rhetorical archive;
unlike in passages which record factual details, such as athletic victories or political successes
(e.g. P.1.32, 71-2), here the archival function is instantiated by the text’s temporal
structure.”'

The formation of an historical Pindaric archive through collections of the texts and the
supplementary scholarship devoted to them extends this structuring. But while the opposition
between the text written and performed may not be absolute, there are ways in which
apprehension of the two modes differs. On the one hand, a comparison can be made between
the particularity of a performance and that of the material document. Practices of copying in
the ancient world meant that, like a performance, each book was a unique, non-reduplicable
entity, notwithstanding the conventional use of certain writing styles, and the standardized
deployment of lectional signs. The text’s idealizing description of performance, however,

highlights the supplementarity of writing as a something absent from what the text itself

320 Cf. Dith. 2.1-17 with Furley and Bremer (2001) ad loc, and Athanassaki (2009) 248.

2! This structure is modelled on the description of the Muses at Hes. Th. 2-4, where present tenses are used in a
similar way to denote continuous activity (ai 8" EAikéovos &xouow Spos péya te {&bedv Te, / kai Te mepi
kprivnv ioeldéa mdéoo’ amaloiow / dpxelvtal kai Pooudv épiobevéos Kpovicwvos, ‘who hold the great and
holy mountain of Helicon and dance around the dark spring with tender feet, and the altar of Cronus’ mighty
son’) thereafter, however, there is a switch to aorists and imperfects (xopouUs évemoijcavTto 7, émeppdoavTo
8¢ moooiv 8, évwixian oteixov, 10). Eschewing such a temporal shift, the opening of P.1 emphasises the
continuousness of its referents to a greater extent.
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describes. In order to clarify this issue, we may compare the figuration of writing in texts
written specifically for inclusion within a book, where a self-consciousness often emerges
about the interaction between writing and text. One example of this is Propertius 1.18, where
the narrator mobilizes the conceits of pastoral poetry in order to mourn Cynthia’s harshness.
At 19-22, the narrator describes himself as writing Cynthia’s name on trees. This internal
figuration of writing is reduplicated by the dissemination of the text, as each copying of the
text both cites and replays the fictional inscription of Cynthia’s name; the process of copying
the book therefore continues, albeit in an ironised fashion, the project of the text itself.’*
When thinking about P.1 as a documentary poem, we are faced with a different
interpretative situation. Because writing is not mentioned by the text, the documentary
medium is extrinsic to the text’s referential economy, and functions in relation to it as a
purely supplementary and external mode. The references to performance and the descriptions
of the instrument’s sound also have the effect of situating writing as the other of the text, as a
medium radically different from performance, or the performance of this particular text.
Moreover, unlike in the case of Prop. 1.18, where the interplay of text and medium brought
about at 19-22 is the result of authorial design and narratorial self-figuration, the similar
interplay in P.1 emerges from the conjunction of text and medium, unmediated by any
explicit textual formulation and therefore not articulated by authorial control. The
unlocalizability of the point at which the relation between writing and text emerges is
important: whereas Prop. 1.18 attempts to assert a measure of control over its medium by
dramatizing (a mode of) writing as a fictional construct the fictionalization of which precedes
and marks its concrete material dissemination, in P.1 writing appears to intrude onto the text
as the ground of the reader’s access to it, but as a medium ungrounded in the strategies of the
text itself. Yet this approach to writing as the text’s supplementary other is only made
possible by the text’s existence in written form, and it might be suggested that the
supplementary relation can be reversed, so that the notion of the text as a performance piece
becomes the supplement to the written text, as the latter forms the basis of an imaginative

32 The text’s capacity to cause its

enagagement with the text as realized in performance.
written medium to appear as its supplementary other, and the simultaneous necessity of the
written medium to the book’s function is emblematic of the other interactions I have
discussed. In bringing about an othering of the written itself by exposing the documentary

medium to a textual construct whose rhetoric excludes it, P.1 evinces the transformational

322
323

For an extended analysis and further references cf. Phillips (2011) 106-15.
This is the position taken by the scholiasts, who habitually refer to Pindar ‘writing’ his poems.
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aspect of the literary text even as it is itself resited by its material aspect. The material text of
P.1 is a space where the discontinuities between language and its materiality take on
interpretative significance.

Another passage which bears on the relation between the performed and the written text is
25-6, where the narrator rounds off the description of Typhos buried under Aetna with a

description of how the mountain and its hidden villain appear:

Kelvo & AgaioTolo kpouvous EpTIETOV
BEWOTATOUS AVATTEUTIEL TEPAS HEV
Bauudolov Tpooidéobal,

BaUpa 8¢ kal TapedvTwy akovoat ...

This creature sends out Hephaestus’ most terrible springs, a marvellous portent to

behold, and a wonder even to hear of from those present ...

These lines dramatize the importance of the notions of immediacy and immediate experience
(Tépas pev Baupdoiov pooidéobat), but stress that hearing about Etna second hand is also a
BaUua. There is likely to be a difference in meaning between Tépas and Badua, the former
referring to the visual process of interpreting a sign, in this case inferring from the
AgaioTolo kpouvous the presence of the creature hidden beneath the mountain, and the latter
more neutrally to the sense of ‘wonder’ felt on hearing the description.’** This difference,
however, is not registered by £ P.1.47c (Drach. II pp. 14-15), the only extant ancient

interpretation of the line, which equates the two experiences: 6 8¢ vous: ékeivo 8¢ TO Tou

‘HepaioTou €pTeTov Kpouvous Tupds delvoTdTous Gvadidwol, BavuaoTov pév i8eiv,

BavpaoTov 8¢ kal TV TapdvTwy Kai EwpakdTwy akovoal (‘the meaning: this creature of
Hephaestus sends up most terrible streams of fire, a wondrous thing to see, and a wondrous
thing to hear about from those who were present and have seen it”).

As well as describing the marvellousness of the mountain and the spread of its fame, these
lines also implicitly refer to the circumstances of the performance. In this sense, 6alpa ¢
kal Tapedvtwv akovoal references the situation of the audience, who are hearing about the
eruptions second hand. Many of the audience at the first performance, and indeed the chorus,
living near the volcano, would doubtless have seen the eruptions for themselves, although

visitors from beyond the immediate area may not have done. Audiences at later

2% Cf. Pitiche p. 338.
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reperformances elsewhere in the Greek world may likewise have only heard about Etna.
Regardless of the precise resonance of the phrase for a given individual or group, however,
Balpa 8¢ kai mapedvtwv akovoal describes the force of the poem itself; its verbal
recreation of Etna is a 6alua to be admired. Similarly, the use of mpoocidéobai carries a
secondary reference to the visuality of the description at 21-4, with its vivid pictures of
belching flames and rocks rolling to the sea; reading the text is a (re)creative moment of
enargeia.’*® Engagement with choral performance is represented in these lines not as a purely
immediate experience, but rather as entailing fictive recreation and the intervention of the
various subjective experiences of individual listeners. These lines also apply to the
experience of reading, wherein mapedvtwv akoUoar takes on the added resonance of
‘hearing about’/(re)imagining a performance by people who had been ‘present’ to see the
eruptions. Significantly for the poem’s documentary status, the line legitimizes second-hand
dissemination as a means of access to the text.

The poem ends with a passage which highlights the importance of ethics as a constituent
part of readerly response to epinician, a feature thematically programmatic for the rest of the
collection. The mention of ‘witnesses’ for Hiero’s deeds at 87-8 is important for setting up

the ode’s paraenetic finale:

el T kai pAaUpov TapaibUooel, péya Tol pépeTal,
Tap 0ébev. ToAAGV Tapias éooi: ToAAoi

HAPTUPES AUPOTEPOLS TIOTOL.

If something unimportant leaps out from you, it is taken as important. You are steward

of many things. There are many faithful witnesses of both.

Ancient and modern commentators have debated what augpoTépois refers to. The scholium
on the second line interprets aupoTépois alternatively as referencing ‘the true and the false’
(presumably things done by Hiero, with the previous ayeudel 8¢ pos Gxpovt (86) in mind)
or ‘you and your son’, and records Dionysius Sidonius’ interpretation of the phrase as

referring to ‘you and your associates’. None of these readings is particularly convincing; it is

323 The visual ‘realism’ of the poem is registered at £ P.1.17b (Drach. II p. 11), glossing the description of the

eagle: Uypov véddTov: TOV eUdidxuTtov UtTd Tiis ndoviis. ypagikwTaTta 8¢ cuvdiaTibéuevov Ti i) Kai
Bedyduevov TOV deTov UmeTUmwoev. ‘‘Rippling back’: made fluid by pleasure. He produces a most vivid
impression of the eagle’s bewitchment and its disposition to the song.’
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preferable rather to take it as referring both to good and bad deeds, a sense which looks
forward to the dichotomy of Phalaris and Croesus in the final passage.’*
Such a reading is paralleled in £ P.1.169 (Drach. II p. 27), which comments that ‘rulers’

errors are great’ because of their social position:

el TI kai pAalpov mapaibyooer: Asimel 6 ydp: av ydp Ti kai euTeAEs Tapd coU
Aex6ij kai opurjon, kai ToUTo péya kai S TAVTwY PépeTal. proi d¢ peydAa elvat
T& TAV APXOVTWY AUAPTAMATA, KAV eUTEAR] Tuyxdvn. el kai Ti oUv eUTeAgs

AU&PTTS, TOUTO HEYIOTOV ECTAL.

‘If something unimportant leaps out’: He leaves out something like the following: for if
something small is spoken by you and you drive it on, it will be taken as important by
everyone. He says that rulers’ errors are great, even when they do something small. If

you err in something small, it will be important.

In modern scholarship, however, 87-8 have usually, like the ending of O.1, been interpreted
encomiastically, their implication being that Hiero’s deeds are to be assessed positively.**’
Although such an encomiastic element is at work, the lines’ paraenetic force should also be
registered. This passage dramatizes the audience, and the wider citizen body, as ‘witnesses’
who hold their ruler to account. The specification of the witnesses as ‘faithful’ demands that
they respond in a way which fits the nature of what is being responded to, and concomitantly
the ability to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate forms of behaviour. Hiero
emerges from these lines as a figure overseen by his audience. The passage validates his
power by constructing it as the outcome of popular co-operation and legitimization; like the
chorus at the beginning of the poem, his position is relational, in part dependent on how he is
perceived. Within the poem, 87-8 anticipate the Phalaris/Croesus dyad, both of whom are
subjects for the kind of judgement referenced here. Within the collection, the lines also recall
0.1.33-4 and the dynamic at work there between the poem’s own judgement and the open
future to which it will be exposed. Later readers are also put in the position of uapTupes,
weighing, from different vantage points from those open to the poem’s first audiences, the

laudandus’ achievements and thereby participating in the construction of his fame.

3280 Pitiche p. 360.
27 Cf. Race (1986) 48.
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The end of the poem continues this ethicizing thrust, and also gains programmatic force

from its place in the book:

un SoAwbis,
& @ike, kéEpSeow evTpaTre-

Aois: 6mbouBpoTov alxnua 8dEas

ofov amoixopévwv avdpddv dialTav pavUel
kal Aoyiois kai doido’s. o gbivel Kpoi-
oou PIASPPIV ApPETA.
TOV 8t Tavpw xaAkéw kauTijpa vnAéa voov 95
exBp& O&Aapiv kaTéxel TavTd 4TI,
OUJE VIV pOpUIYYES UTTpdPlal Kolvaviav
naABakav maidcov d&poiot SékovTat.
T 8¢ abeiv el Tp&TOV AéBACOV
€U & axovelv SeuTépa Hoip™ AUPOTEPOLDL S avnp

85 &v gykupon kai €An, oTépavov Uyiotov SédekTal. 100

Do not be deceived, my friend, by glib gains. The loud acclaim of renown that survives
a man is all that reveals the way of life of departed men to chroniclers and singers. The
kindly excellence of Croesus does not perish, but Phalaris, with his pitiless mind, who
burned men in a bronze bull, is encompassed everywhere by a hateful reputation; lyres
that resound beneath the roof do not welcome him as a theme in gentle unity with the
voices of boys. Successfulness is the first of prizes, being well spoken of the second,

but a man who encounters and wins both has received the highest garland.

Within a reading process dictated by the hierarchy of the epinician books, reading the
Pythians after the Olympians, this passage works as a recapitulation and expansion of the
programmatic and exemplary functions of O.1. The deployment of Croesus and Phalaris as a
double exemplum of the positive and negative aspects of tyranny expands on the reflection on
tyranny’s benefits and limitations at O.1.114. In O.1 the transgressive potentialities of
monarchic rule remain largely implicit; the stress of the Tantalus narrative, for instance, falls
on his relations with the gods, and his inability ‘to digest his great good fortune’ (kaTaTéyal
/ uéyav 6A\Bov ok eduvaaodn, 55-6) rather than on his political position within his kingdom.

In the final passage of P.1, however, relations between tyrant and community are to the fore.
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Croesus is praised for his pIAéppwv apeTd, a phrase which, given the poem’s Delphic
connections, probably connotes his renowned gifts to Apollo as well as his kindliness as a
ruler. Phalaris, on the other hand, is figured as a paradigm of cruelty, his burning of men in a
bronze bull (Tov 8¢ Tavpe xalkée kauTipa) emblematic of a transgressiveness that
denatures both the natural world, by using the image of an animal as an instrument of torture,
and the laws of human communities. Hiero’s position relative to these two exempla is marked
by a difference in temporal figuration. Whereas Croesus and Phalaris are described using
present tenses (oU @Bivel 94, kaTéxel 96, dékovTal, 98), Hiero is addressed with an optative
(xapov i pbéyEato, 81), imperatives at 86 (ur) Tapiel kaAd. veopa Sikaicw TNdalic
oTpaTtdv ayeudel Bt TPds &kuovi x&Akeue yAdooav, ‘do not put aside good deeds. Guide
your people with a just rudder. Forge your tongue on an anvil free of falsehood’), a
conditional followed by an imperative at 90 (giTrep Ti PiAels dkodv &delav aiel kAU, un
k&uve Aiav Satdvaig, ‘if you wish always to hear pleasant reports, do not weary of too much
expenditure’) and a hortatory subjunctive at 92 (ur) 8oAwbijs). This creates a contrast
between the fixed, determined state of Croesus and Phalaris, and the figuration of Hiero,
whose conduct is still in the process of being defined. The shift to the perfect tense in the
final line (oTépavov UyioTov dédekTat) complicates this opposition; the grammatical subject
of this verb is the indefinite avrjp / &g, but Hiero is clearly the implied subject, as a victor
who has earned both success at the games, and good repute through the poem. While the
perfect tense connotes a completed process, the indefiniteness of its subject and the
conditionality implied by the preceding imperatives and subjunctives imply a figuration
which is still uncompleted.’*®

So while Croesus and Phalaris are denoted as completed figures who have assumed a fixed
place in the poem’s projected system of values, Hiero as a textual figure remains in the
process of being constructed, his finitude deferred by the nature of the demands made on him
by the text’s moral imperatives; these remain resistant to textual closure in that they point

beyond the text to the horizon of an empirical history. Hiero as a textual figure connotes, by

¥ Race (1986) 47-8 comments on the encomiastic function of paraenetic speech, following Arist. Rhet.

1367b37 (cf. also Pernot (1993) 710-24). I differ from Race in seeing Hiero as a textual figure as well as an
historical individual, with the effect that the text creates a simulacrum of real-world power relations. Cf.
Athanassaki (2009) 254-59: she argues (p. 259) that ‘[pJosthumous inclusion in the sympotic repertoire was ...
the ultimate challenge for tyrants’, and sees this passage as ‘portraying the human side of the tyrant’ so as to win
him aristocratic favour (cf. ibid. p. 272). While sympotic reperformance was doubtless important, her focus on
this as a means of posthumous dissemination is rather narrow; other types of ‘performances’, such as private
readings, would doubtless have played a part. For 97-8 as potentially anticipating reperformance cf. Budelmann
(2012) 178-9, and 179 n. 18 for the suggestion that it may anticipate the performance of Bacch. fr. 20c, an
encomium composed for the same victory.
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means of an oscillation between the negative and positive courses exemplified by Phalaris
and Croesus, the challenge of respecting and maintaining the laws of human conduct and
avoiding excess. Alongside, and in co-operation with, the poem’s celebration of success, the
unforeclosed nature of Hiero’s textual figuration acts as a reminder of the difficulties of
correct social conduct. As with O.1, we see the material document recapitulating the text’s
rhetoric: the diachronicity of the material document participates in Hiero’s fame, enshrining
the celebration of his success in a transhistorical form, while also enforcing his suspended
figuration. Reading P.1 as programmatic for the Pythians as a whole, then, involves the
reader in an intertextual relation with O.1, from which emerges a juxtaposition of different
figurations of a single character, and hence a reconfiguration of the exemplary modality.
Moreover, as with O.1, reading P.1 entails an encounter with a series of ethical imperatives to
which the reader is also subject. The openness of these formulations stresses their continuing

importance.

RECEPTION AND REREADING

So far I have focussed on the role of material and metatextual factors in shaping approaches
to the book, and tried to account for the potential impact on readings of Pindar of changing
historical circumstances. I want now to consider the consequences of Hellenistic literary
reception of Pindar for readerly engagement with these poems. Earlier, I touched on the
potential for a poem such as Theocritus Idyll 17 to affect readings of the ‘classic’ texts on
which it is modelled, and I want now to expand on some of the issues raised there by
considering the possible relations between another Theocritean poem, Idyll 16, written for
Hiero II, and Pindar’s poems for the tyrants.’*’ As has often been noted, Theocritus’
description of the difficulties of the contemporary poet contains a tissue of Pindaric

references which position Theocritus in relation to his epinician predecessor.”*’ Theocritus’

32 On the dating of Theoc. 16 cf. Gow (1950).

30 Cf. e.g. Clapp (1913); Perrotta (1925); Hunter (1996) 82-90. Gonzélez (2010) stresses the importance of
civic elegy as a model. Hunter (1996) 87 points out the possiblility of a connection between P.1 as written to
celebrate Hiero’s founding of Aetna and /d. 16’s celebration of Hiero II having recently come to power. This,
however, depends on a date for /d. 16 early in Hiero’s reign, which is by no means certain. Gonzalez (2010) 69
finds difficulties with the notion of P.1 as a model for /d. 16 but overstates the case, particularly in his view that
Theocritus’ sarcasm has no Pindaric precedent (cf. P.2.72-96); while it is true that /d. 16 departs from its
Pindaric models in various ways, his assessment (pp. 70-1) of /d. 16 as an ethicizing intervention into Syracusan
society could equally well describe, with the requisite historical and generic adjustments, Pindar’s own poetry.
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critique of miserly patrons at 5-21 depends in part on Pindar’s figuration of the ideal relation

between patron and poet, as at P.1.89-92:%"

eUavBel &’ év Opy & TTapUévV,
elTrep T1 PiAels akoav adelav ai-
el KAUel, un kd&uve Alav damédvais 90
eEiel & cOomep KUPepvaTag avrp
loTiov dvepdev reTdoals. ur SoAwbis,

& @ile, kéEpSeow evTpatélols:

Abiding in a flourishing temper, if you wish always to hear pleasant reports, do not
weary of too much expenditure; go forward as a helmsman spreading the windy sail.

Do not be deceived, my friend, by glib gains.

Theocritus’ complaint at 15 about patrons who ‘have been vanquished by acquisitiveness’

2

(veviknutan 8 Umd kepdécov) is also modelled on a common Pindaric topos,”>” and the

repeated injunction not to horde wealth recalls, for instance, 1.1.67-8:

el 8¢ Ti5 EvBov vépel TAoTTOV KpuPaiov,
&AAotot & eumimTeov yeAd, yuxav Atda TeAécov

oU ppaleTal ddEas &veubev.

If someone hoards secret weath within, and attacks others with laughter, he does not

consider that he is readying his soul for Hades without reputation.

But there are also important differences between the rhetorical stances of Theocritus’
complaint at 5-21 and Pindar’s advice to Hiero in P.1. As argued above, Pindar’s imperatives
and subjunctives construct the poem as a dialogue whose subject is in the process of being
constructed, whereas Theocritus’ questions meet with a glum answer (14), and 14-21 consist
of a description of a fixed state of affairs. There are also structural differences; unlike Pindar,
Theocritus never addresses his (prospective) patron directly. Theocritus’ treatment of Pindar
in Id. 16 is complicated further by the fact that the latter is one of three main models, the

more important, at least ostensibly, being Homer, directly referenced at 20 as the miserly

3! Hunter (1996) 86 n. 26 notes that cos wé&pos at 14 signals the reworking of a previous passage.

32 Cf. P.3.54,N.9.33.
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patron’s catch-all poet of choice, and the subject of the exemplum of the bestowal of poetic
fame on Odysseus at 51-7,*> and Simonides, the poet responsible at 34-47 for the

immortalization of the Thessalian nobles.>**

With regard to our perception of Pindar, a certain
relativization is at work, as Pindaric texts are constructed as one set of positions among others
within the encomiastic corpus.

There are also crucial differences of tone and lexis which help to mark Theocritus’ poem off
from his precursors. Important here are the details of 16.90-7, where the spiders spinning

webs over armour and the pastoral scenes are very different from anything found in Pindar’s

prayer for peace at P.1.67-75, which is one of the models for the passage:*

aypovus &’ epydalowTo TebaAdtas ai & dvapibuot 90
uAcov x1A1ades BoTdva Siamavbeioal

au mediov BAnxdvVTO, Pdes 8’ &dyeAndov és alAwv

EPXOUEVOL OKVIPAToV ETOoTEUdOIEY OdITOAV"

VEIOL O’ EKTTOVEOIVTO TTOTI OTIOPOV, AViKa TETTIE

Toévas evdious TepuAaypévos Uydb Sévdpov 95
AXET £V AKPEROVEDOIY apaxvia 8 eis STA” dpdxval

Aemrta SlaotrioawTo, Pods 8 €Tt und’ dvop’ &in.

May they work fertile fields. Unnumbered thousands of sheep fattened with grazing
bleat on the plain, and cattle in herds return to the stall hastening a darkened traveller.
May fallows be worked for seed, when the cicada watches over the midday shepherds,
echoing from on high in the trees’ branches. May spiders spin their delicate webs over
armour, and the war-cry not even be named.

336 and

The inclusion of the pastoral scene at 90-3 exemplifies the poem’s generic complexity,
provides a means of marking Theocritus’ panegyrical treatment as distinct from Pindar’s.
Also, the stylistically marked Aemrté& turns the cobwebs into a figure for Theocritus’ own

treatment, with the arms standing for Hiero’s putative achievements, and the webs for

33 Cf. also 74-5, and Hunter (1996) 90-7.

3% Cf. Hunter (1996) 97-109; Acosta-Hughes (2010) 179-86.

333 Cf. e.g. the echo of P.1.72 in Bods 8" &T1 und’ dvop” €in.

3% A point sharpened by the spondaic ending of 91. Cf. Hunter (1996) 89 on the poem as ‘a brilliant and
challenging experiment’ subsuming a wide variety of generic forms. Acosta-Hughes (2010) 183-4 reads 40-7 as
presenting a catalogue of Simonidean genres (threnoi, musical compositions, epinicians); I would further
suggest that this passage stands for the wider generic inclusivity of the poem itself.
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Theocritus’ poetry, and more generally for Theocritus’ rewriting of literary topoi.”>’ This
metaliterary move is sharpened by the passage’s connection with Bacch. Pa 1.69-71, where

cobwebs are also an index of peace:

v 8¢ o1dapodéTols TopTadiv aibav
apaxvav ioTol méAovTal,
€y xea Te Aoy xwta Eipea

T AUPAaKea dAUVATAL EUPLIS.

Spiders’ webs are wrapped around the iron-bound axe-hands, and spears and pointed

swords ...

While the polyptoton apdaxvia ... apaxvar signals the passage as a locus of intertextual
repetition and variation, the use of Aemta marks Theocritus’ self-consciously innnovative
rewriting. It is also possible, in addition to the stylistic ‘slenderness’ the word normally
connotes, to read Aemt& as commenting on the subtlety of the process by which the two
passages are related, and as highlighting the two-way dynamics of intertextuality; in order to
be ‘subtle’ it needs the Bacchylides passage to contrast with, and a readerly understanding of
the intertextual system in which such a recognition can show up. Read from this angle, the
apdaxvia Aemrtd, as the site of Theocritus’ tropic rewriting, also connote the filiations
between authors, and the collaboration of authorial composition, readerly engagement, and
textual interaction which constitute them.

Theocritus’ self-differentiation is perhaps most apparent in the poem’s conclusion, a passage
replete with Pindaric allusions, as the narrator calls on the Graces to accompany him and

assist him in his project (104-9):

& ETtedkAeior Xapites Beai, cd Mivieiov

‘Opxouevov piAéoloal amexBouevdv mote OnPais, 105
&xAnTos pev Eycoye pévolui kev, s 8& kaAeUvTwov

Baporioas Moicaiol oUv aueTépaiotv ol av.

kaAAeiye 8 oUd’ Unupe Ti yap Xapitwv ayamntdv

avBpcdols ataveubev; det Xapiteoow au’ einv.

37 For Aetrtds as a stylistic marker, cf. e.g. Call. Aet. fr. 1.24 with Harder (2012) ad loc.
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O Graces, Eteoclus’ goddesses, O you who love Minyan Orchomenos that is hated by
Thebes, if unsummoned I shall stand fast, but I shall go to those that call on me
heartened by the presence of our Muses. I shall not leave you behind. For what is

desirable to men without the Graces? May I always be with the Graces.

Theocritus signals his relationship with Pindar by siting the Graces at Orchomenus (105),
alluding to that city’s prominence as a cult centre of the Graces but also to Pindar’s depiction
of Orchomenus in O.14. A more specific echo occurs at 108-9, where Ti yap Xapitwv
ayatnTtév / avBpcomols amdaveubev; recalls 0.14.5-7, where Pindar describes the Graces’
role in human civilization (cUv y&p UMiv T& Te Tepmva Kai / T& yAuké &veTal TavTa
BpoTols, / &l co@ds, el kaAds, €l Tis dyAads dvrip, ‘with your favour all sweet and pleasant
things are accomplished by mortals, if a man is wise, or fair, or famous’). The final phrase of
the poem also echoes Pindar, as the Theocritean narrator’s wish to be ‘always with the
Graces’ recalls Pindar’s wish to associate with victors and be conspicuous for his wisdom at
0.1.116-17 (éué Te Tooodde vikapdpols / Ouhelv mpdpavtov copia kab’ “EA- / Aavas
¢ovta mavtd). But the Theocritean narrator’s claims are strikingly different from those of
his model; whereas Pindar claims the right to associate on equal terms with victors, and is
unabashed about making claims for intellectual respect, the Theocritean speaker, in the
straightened circumstances described through the poem, eschews Pindar’s grand social
claims, and instead claims a more direct relationship with the Graces, picking up on the
proximity signalled by Moicaiol ouv auetépaiow foiu” &v.>*

Generic differentiation may also be at issue if we detect in avika TETTIE ... &xel év
akpepdveooiv (94-6) an allusion to Pindar’s use of Echo in O.14. Although fxn is a common
word for ‘sound’/‘echo’, the poem’s general engagement with Pindar and the close relations
between O.14 and the ending, as well as the metapoetic dimensions of Theocritus’ TéTTi§ and
Pindar’s Echo, strengthen the connection. On this reading, the intervention of the bucolic
TétTi§ into the higher genres of hymn/encomium is emphasized by its displacement of
Pindar’s Echo.*’ The mention of Eteoclus at 104, and the close association formed between

him and the Graces (& EtedkAeior Xapites 6eai) caps O.14 by including a detail not found

in Pindar’s version, and also prefigures the close relationship between the poet and the

8 The Muses and the Graces are equated here, unlike in Pindar; cf. Hunter (1996) 84.

3% See below pp. 182-92 for Echo as a metapoetic figure in O.14 and Germany (2005) on Echo in the Homeric
Hymn to Pan as (possibly) a symbol of intertextuality.
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Graces elaborated in the final line.** One might also read amex86uevév mote OrPBais as
metonymically signalling an agonistic relationship with the Theban Pindar via the vehicle of
Theocritus’ rewritten Orchomenus: the exaggerated hostility of the metapoetic amex8duevév
conflicts ironically with the narrator’s pose of powerlessness earlier in the poem.**!

As Richard Hunter has pointed out, however, the meaning of X&pites is put into question by

£3*? The word itself can refer to

the intertextual networks in which the poem involves itsel
‘pay’, honour’, ‘favour’, and poems themselves, and the conceptualization of the X&pites is
complicated by the relationship with Simonides and the traditions surrounding him. At 16.8-

12 Theocritus envisages his Graces as papyrus rolls trapped in a chest:

ai 8¢ okuCoueval yupvois ooiv oikad’ faot,

ToAA& e Twbdloloal, 8T dABinv 686v fAbov,

okvnpai 8¢ TaAw keveds év TuBpévt xnAou 10
WYUXPOTS €V YOoVvATeoOL KGapT pipvovTt BaAoioat,

€vB’ aiel opiow Edpn, v &pakTo!l ikwvTal.

They go home complaining on naked feet, and reproach me heavily for their vain
journey. Timid, they rest again in the bottom of an empty coffer, bending their heads

over their cold knees. Their seat is always there when they return unsuccessful.

It has long been recognized that this passage alludes to a well known anecdote which forms

part of the tradition about Simonides’ avaricious personality, recorded by Stobaeus 3.10.38:

S1pcovidny TapakaAolvtos Twds Eykwuiov Tolfjoal kal xé&pw EGewv AéyovTos.
3 ’ A \ ’ 3 ’ b s T (314 ’ \ A 4 A \
apyuptlov &t un BidévTos Buo’ eirev oUTOS ‘ExXwd KIPWTOUS, TNV HEV XapiTwv, Thv d¢
apyupiou kal TPOs TAg XPElas TNV HEV TGV XapiTwv KEVNV eupiokw, STav avoifw,

TNV 8¢ xpnoiunv pévnv’.

%% For the story of Eteoclus cf. Paus. 9.38.1, who says that the three stones representing the Graces fell from

heaven ‘for Eteoclus’, and £ O.14.inscr.c, which cites Hesiod for the story.

**! The historical reference is to Thebes’ sack of Orchomenos in 364 BC.

2 Hunter (1996) 105. A similar negotiation is at work in the use of képBos and dvaots and their cognates; at 15,
the former refers to the purely monetary and material ‘gains’ to which misers are in thrall (veviknvtai 8 umod
kepdécov), but at 22 it is used to question the value of the ‘gain’ which comes from stored wealth; the polyvalent
meanings of dvaois as both ‘benefit’ and ‘profit’ are at issue at 23, and again at 57 where the Ionian bards
‘benefit/profit’ their subjects (el urj opeas covacav laovos avdpds aoidai).
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Someone asked Simonides to compose an encomium and said that they would
compensate him. When they did not give him money he said ‘I have two coffers, one
for graces, the other for silver. I find the one empty of graces for practical purposes

whenever I open it, and only the other is of any use.’

Gow comments that whereas in the anecdote xd&pites means ‘thanks’, in Theocritus ‘the
symbolism is less clear. His xnAds is apparently a receptacle for books and money alike’.**
In using a poet as a means to criticise the miserliness of patrons, Theocritus deploys
Simonides ‘as both a positive and a negative exemplum for both poet and patron’.*** But this
passage also has consequences for how we might read Theocritus’ engagement with Pindar in
the poem’s concluding passage. The sense of X&pites as documents in 8-12 carries over into
the final passage as well, creating a polyvalent set of meanings wherein the Graces are both
personifications, material rewards, and material documents. This gives rise to the possibility
of reading ael Xapiteoow au’ einv as ‘may I always be with my [Graces in the form of]
documents’, realizing the image of the poet who is bound up absolutely with his
compositions, and hence a disjunction between the flesh and blood author and the literary
identity inscribed within the material document; on this reading, és 8¢ xkaAevvtwv /
Baporioas Moicalol ouv aueTépaiotv foi’ &v points not to the wandering poet arriving at
his patron’s home but to the book-based manifestation of a purely textual figure. The final
lines of the poem therefore stage a conflict between the figuration of a close personal
relationship between the poet and the personalized Graces, and that of the author as a
disembodied adjunct to the material manifestations of his texts. The conflicted implications
of these two figurations of poetical activity testify to the complexity of the poet’s role in
mediating competing models of poetic activity.

The multiplicity of Theocritus’ X&pites extends to their generic aspect as well; Reinhold
Merkelbach has shown that they are fashioned to represent a band of children going from
house to house, who would sing songs in exchange for food or small gifts.’*’ As such, they
provide an index for the generic complexity of the poem as a whole; this process highlights

the constructedness of the literary discourses in which the negotiations of patronage is played

** Gow (1950) 308. The Graces also multivalent in epinician: cf. MacLachlan (1993) 87-123, Currie (2011)
283.

*** Hunter (1996) 105.

3 Merkelbach (1952). Gonzalez (2010) 85-7 sees the Graces as also metaphorizing the figure of the poet
travelling from performance to performance, but the symbolism also encompasses the perigrinations of material
documents.
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out, forming part of what Hunter terms Theocritus’ project of ‘expos[ing] the realities of
poetic patronage’.”*® These various strategies turn up different ways of rereading the Pindaric
texts on which they draw. On one level, the criticism of contemporary patrons at 5-21, and
the validation of Simonides at 34-47, implicitly constructs Pindaric and Simonidean past as
an idealized locus wherein the relations between poets and patrons were played out according
to the demands of reciprocal @iAia. Similarly, the generic and conceptual complexity of
Theocritus” Xapites raises the possibility of an opposition between a generically complex,
text-based, Theocritean poetics and a relatively more simple Pindaric model. The self-
consciousness with which Theocritus explores the realities of patronage and the
constructedness of its discourses could be read as retrospectively undermining Pindar’s
discourse by exposing its fictionality and inscribing a multiplicity of meanings into the
Pindaric model, or as doing the opposite, emphasizing the intimacy of Pindar’s relations with
the tyrants by highlighting the conversational directness of his paraenetic discourses. But
these oppositions, and the modes of reading predicated on them, quickly break down, partly
in the light of the complexities of Pindar’s construction of praise I considered in my readings
of O.1 and P.1, and partly because the Theocritean situation (re)alerts the reader to these
complexities. The treatment of Tury at 66-7, for example, (aUtap éycd TV Te Kai
avBpmeov PIASTNTA / TOAAGY Nudvwv Te kai (v pdobev eAoiuav, ‘1 would have
honour and men’s love before many mules and horses’) which refers to both the ‘honour’ and
‘pay’ demanded by the poet,>*’ plays on the complexity of the relation between material and
symbolic capital already explored by Pindar, whose injunction to Hiero at P.1.90 to spend
money on self-glorification (eimep T1 @iAels ako&v &delav aiei kAUew, un kauve Alav
damavais) cannot be divorced from the ethical imperatives that follow; no amount of songs
would save a tyrant who behaved like Phalaris from infamy.

Much of the above analysis of O.1 and P.1 focussed on the effects created by the diachronic
recontextualization of poems written for specific occasions, one aspect of which was the
recalibration of elements such as addresses and advice to the victor, which in the diachronic
situation operate as virtualized discourses rather than stylized dialogues with a living person.
This situation shifts the terms of the interaction between poet and patron, both of whom

become purely textual figures, and whose power relations are no longer anchored in a real set

% Hunter (1996) 109.

7 Cf. Hunter (1996) 105, who reads the lines as playing on the double sense of in order to represent ‘the
doubleness of the patronage relationship, both its ‘theory’ and its reality’. For Gonzalez (2010) 88-90, the
rejection suffered by the Theocritean narrator at the outset of the poem is indicative of a breakdown in the social
order and reciprocity represented by the Graces.
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of historical circumstances. The invocation of the Graces at Id. 16.104-9, with its absence of
any address to Hiero and its implicit emphasis on the materiality of the book, dramatizes
precisely such a break with the conditions of patronage as is brought about by the text’s
diachronicity. It may also be possible to detect a more specific material aspect of this
passage, namely a connection between the closural role of the invocation of the Graces in /d.
16 and the place of O.14 at the end of the Olympian book. In the light of our patchy
knowledge of Pindaric editions in the 270s-60s this must remain speculative, but it is
probable that at least some early Hellenistic books of the Olympians, or another similar
grouping, had O.14 as their final poem, allowing the end of /d. 16 to be read as an allusion to
a particularly material form of closure which expands on the conceptualization of the Graces
as books at 8-12. And whatever the situation of Pindaric editions in Theocritus’ time, we can
certainly say that the editions of the late third and second century, and indeed later antiquity,
would have opened up the possibility of such a reading whether or not Theocritus originally
intended such an allusion.

The construction of the Graces in Id. 16 as both personifications and documents, and the
poem’s recycling and problematization of the terms of panegyrical poetry, are part of the way
the poem constitutes itself as a reading of the panegyrical tradition. The contextuality of this
reading, so strongly emphasised in, for example, the critique at 5-21, prompts a consideration
of the contextuality of the reading practices more generally. Certainly, a model of reading
epinician which privileges the context of the original performance as a site of meaning, and
which focuses on the the text as authorially constructed, is an important tool for enabling
some of the critical discourses we wish to construct about Pindar, but it is important to
acknowledge that these are not the only nor necessarily the most important readings possible.
Awareness of this issue is strengthened by the strategies of /d. 16. In probing the discourses
of patronage and in juxtaposing different registers (hymn, epinician, children’s song), /d. 16
participates in the possibility, also manifest in the editorial realizations of the texts described
above, of a shift in perceptions of Pindaric texts, away from seeing them as performance
pieces, and towards (also) seeing them as formalized diachronic structures capable of serving
as generic models. In this sense, for example, the Theocritean reinterrogation of what it
means to be a good patron can be read as picking up on the openness of the paraenesis in P.1,
continuing the negotiations dramatized in that poem.

The belatedness which forms such an important part of Theocritus’ narratorial stance in /d.
16, albeit mediated by other factors, also has consequences for perceptions of Pindar. Richard

Hunter argues that the poem stages an ‘ironic acknowledgement that the language of
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patronage has been preserved, but its meaning irretrievably altered in the march of time and
circumstance: the attempt to recreate the archaic relationship of Pindar and Hiero I must

. . . . . . . 5348
always remain an imaginative, literary mimesis.’

But the gap that Hunter points to here
between present and past also applies to Pindar’s poetry itself in a Hellenistic context, where
the depiction of poet/patron relations serves as an index for historical changes as well as a
record of previous times; Theocritus’ ironized attempt ‘to recreate the archaic relationship of
Pindar and Hiero I’ prompts consideration of the secondariness of the epinician text as
constituted by the material document which, although it is born out of ‘the archaic
relationship of Pindar and Hiero I’, can also be viewed as a mimesis or trace of an original
performance. Moreover, the use of Pindar’s poetry as a generic model also affects our reading
of it, instantiating its claims of authority by means of a supplementation that highlights the
texts’ dependence on reception and reading for their efficacy.

Pindar’s status as both a privileged model and as a corpus open to contestation leads, as we
have already seen, to a complex intertextual situation where later receptions can be variously,
and simultaneously, understood as co-operating with strategies already at work in the texts, as
shifting our understanding of concepts important to the Pindaric corpus, as both validating
and relativizing Pindar’s status as a generic and stylistic exemplum, and as accentuating the
specifically diachronic aspects of the text as a material document. We are also now in a
position to see more clearly that some of the most distinctive features of Hellenistic poetics,
such as the dramatization of the tensions between present and past, song and writing, socially
embedded and disembedded poetic modes, were also at work in the encounters that
Hellenistic authors (and readers generally) would have had with texts of the classical period.
From this angle, the Graces of Id. 16, simultaneously goddesses and books, singers and
simulacra, can be seen as an allegory of the experience of confronting a material instantiation
of a performance poem. I shall return to some of these phenomena when reading O.14 in the
context of the Hellenistic edition, but in my next chapter I want to look more closely at the

archival qualities of O.10 and O.13 and their accompanying scholia.

* Hunter (2003) 45.
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EPINICIAN ARCHIVES: OLYMPIANS 10 AND 13

Having already touched on epinician’s archival aspects, I now want to explore these further
in relation to the scholarly projects of the Hellenistic period, and analyse some of the
interactions between text and metatexts made possible by scholarly commentaries. My
readings will also focus on the differences and continuities between poems in performance
and on the page, focussing on O.10 and O.13. I shall argue that, in the case of the former, the
scholia can be seen as continuing the text’s archival project, and examine some of the
potential effects of this scholarly supplementation on readers. In the case of O.13 I shall take
a somewhat broader view of the relations between text and scholia. In addition to offering a
reading of the poem’s mythical narrative(s) and encomiastic functions, I shall explore the
scholia’s deployment of Corinthian myth and history, their interpretative significance, and the

methodological problems they raise for a history of Pindaric textuality.

AETIOLOGIES

0.10 is perhaps the most extensively archival of the epinicians. The poem gives an
aetiological account of Heracles’ founding of the Olympian games in much more detail than
0.3, whose main focus is the aetiology of the olive crowns worn by the Hellanodikai, and
includes a catalogue of the first Olympian victors. As a narrative of the festival’s foundations,
it is significant that it falls in the middle rather than at the beginning of the book, and is
preceded by O.1, wherein Pelops assumes the role of an archetypal Olympian competitor, and
by 0.3.** As has often been remarked, Pindar makes Heracles’ foundation of Olympia the
action of a culture hero imposing order on disharmonious and lawless people.”” The
foundation is linked to the story of the Augean stables, and to the killing of the Moliones,
Cteatus and Eurytus (0.10.24-38):>*!

%% Cf. Eckermann (2008) on the Panhellenic resonance of the O.10 myth. For the Homeric Hymn to Hermes as
prefiguring the Hermes cult at Olympia cf. Thomas (2010) 251 and (forthcoming). He argues that there are
playful allusions in that poem to the tradition of Heracles founding the festival; at 101, for instance, Hermes is
called Aids &Akipos vids, a common formula for Heracles, instead of the formulas more commonly applied to
him. He also notes a possible allusion at 118, where Hermes wrestles two cows (aupoTépas 8 £mi védTa xauai
Bd&Ae puolowoas), to “cults of Heracles where ephebes had to imitate him by lifting up the sacrificial cow’, for
which cf. Theophr. Charac. 25.7 with Diggle (2004) ad loc.

330 Nassen (1975) 229-30. Cf. Bernardini (1982) 58 for whom Heracles is defined by his ‘giusta rivendicazione
... e della giusta vendetta verso quanti non hanno mantenuto gli impegni presi’.

31 Cf. Hom. 1. 11.750-2 (kai vU kev Aktopicove MoAiove a8’ dAd&ata, / i ur opwe TaThp eUpy Kpeicov
gvooixBuov / ¢k ToAépou todwoe kaAUyas Mépt ToAAT, ‘I should have slain the Moliones, of Actor’s blood, if
their father the wide-ruling earthshaker had not brought them safe from the war and wrapped them in thick
mist’), Paus. 5.2.1, and Diod. Sic. 4.33.3-6.
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aydva d eEaipeTov agical BéuiTes Opoav

Ards, 8v apxaiw oduaTt map TTéAoTos
Booucdv EapiBuov ékTicoaTo, 25
el TTooed&viov

mépve KTéaTov auupova,

mépue &’ EUpuTov, cos AUytav Adtpilov

aékovB’ excov piobov utépBiov

mp&ooorto, Adxuaiot 8¢ Sokevoais Ud KAecovav 30
S&uaoe kai keivous HpakAéngs ép’ 686,

OT1 mpdobe oTe Tipuvbiov

ETTEPOAY AUTE OTPATOV

puxols fjuevov AAidos

MoAioves Utreppiadol. kai pav Eevamdras
Etreicov Baoiheus &mibev 35
oV ToAASV i8¢ aTpida ToAu-
KTEQVOV UTTO OTEPER TTUpl
TAayais Te o18&povu Babuv eis dxeTdV &Tag

{Coloav eav TOAW.

Zeus’ ordinances prompt me to sing of the chosen contest, which Heracles founded by
Pelops’ ancient tomb with its six altars, when he slew excellent Cteatus, Poseidon’s
son, and slew Eurytus, so that he might readily exact from mighty Augeas the wage for
his labour that he was unwilling to give. Hiding in a thicket below Cleonae, he
overcame them too on the road, because before the arrogant Moliones had destroyed his
Tirynthian army when it camped in Elis’ valleys. And indeed, not long thereafter, the
Epeians’ king, deceiver of guests, saw his rich country, his own city, sink into a deep

trench of ruin under ravaging fire and blows of iron.
The scholia supplement this narrative in various ways. An expansion on the details given by

Pindar is found at £ 0.10.32 (Drach. I p. 319), which reports that Heracles killed Cteatus and

Eurytus, who were allies of Augeas, in order that he might more easily claim his rightful
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352 The brief account of the Moliones’ destruction of

payment for cleaning the stables.
Heracles’ army at 31-2 is expanded by X O.10.39a (Drach. I p. 321), which gives details of
the Tirynthians involved in the battle against the Moliones: ToAAoUs cuoTpaTteloavtas
aUTE &mékTevav. ol 8¢ amobavovtes év Tij uaxn Tedaucov, XaAkdddwv kai lpikAfis 6
TpeoPuTaTos autol &deAeds (‘they killed many who fought with him. Telamon,
Chalcodon and his eldest brother Iphicles died in the battle’). These supplements fill out our
understanding of the myths and underscore the brevity of Pindar’s treatment.

There follows the account of Heracles’ foundation of Olympia (43-59). Pindar then presents

a catalogue of the victors at the first Olympian games (60-75):

Tis d1 ToTaiviov 60
€\axe oTépavov

Xelpeoot Tooiv Te kai GpuaTi,

aycviov év d6Ea Bépevos

EUX0S, Epyw kabeAcov;

oTadlov pEv apioTevoev, eubuv Tdvov
OOl TPEXWV, TTals 6 Alkupviou 65
Olcovds: Tkev 8¢ Midéabev oTpaTdv EAavveov:
6 8¢ maAa kudaiveov "Exepos Teyéav:
Aobpukhos 8 Epepe TTuyuas TéAos,
Tipuvba vaicov TéAW:

3

av’ (Trrolot d¢ TéTpactv

amo Mavtivéas Zauos 6 AAipobiou: 70
&rovT {8t} OpdoTtwp EAace okoTo:
nakos 8¢ Nikeus £8ike TETP Xépa KukAwoats
UTép amav Ty, Kai ouppaxia 86puBov
Tapaifue uéyav: év &’ Eomepov
EpAeev eucomdos

oeAdvas EpaTov paos. 75

2% 0.10.33 and 34a-f (Drach. I pp. 319-20) present abridged versions of the narrative given in 32. £ 0.10.34g
(Drach. I p. 320) gives similar information, but is datable, being a fragment of the geographer Mnaseas of
Patara, active around 200 BC: 811 év T mpds Auyéav moAéue HpakAfs Umd téov MoAiovidéov &Aovs
Epuye, B16 unvioas auTols ToOV Tepl KAewvas ouveoTtrioaTto Adxov, enoi Mvacéas 6 TTatapeUs (‘Mnaseas of
Patara says that in the war against Augeas, Heracles was taken by the Moliondiae and then fled, and on this
account was angry with them and set an ambush for them in the region of Cleonae’, = fr. 9 Miiller). This is
further supplemented by X 37f which reports that the brothers were killed on their way to the Isthmian games.
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Who won the new crown with hands or feet or chariot, fixing in his mind a triumph in
the contest and achieving it with action? Licymnius’ son Oeonus triumphed in the
stadion, rushing the straight stretch with his feet, who came leading his army from
Midea. Echemus won for Tegea in the wrestling. Doryclus, who lived in Tiryns, won
the prize for boxing. Samus the son of Halirothius from Mantinea won in the four-
horsed chariot race. Phrastor hit the mark with the javelin. Niceus, with a sweep of his
hand, cast the stone a distance beyond the others, and the alliance let fly with a great

din. The lovely light of the moon’s fair face glistened in the evening.

Again, the text’s archival function in recording the names of the victors is extended by the
scholia.’> At X 0.10.78a-h (Drach. I pp. 329-30) various traditions are recorded about
Oeonus son of Licymnius which extend and differ from Pindar’s account; £ 78a relays a

version in which Oeonus is killed by Hippocoon, and also gives an etymology of his name:

Tov Olcovov 6 TTivdapos 11dn nudpwpévov vikijoal oTadiov Tepl TNV TP TNV Béciv
TV ‘OAupticov, Evior 8¢ @aow autdv Sieomapdxbar Umod Tédv ImokdcovTtos
KUvAV. EkANON 8¢ oUTtws U’ HpakAéous i TO dEéws auTdV TPEXEWY COS TITNVOV

kai un katalapPaveohanl.

Pindar says that Oeonus was victorious in the stadion on the occasion of the first
Olympian games, but others say that he was torn apart by Hipocoon’s dogs. He was

called thus by Heracles because he ran swiftly like a bird and was not caught.**

A slightly different version is given in X 78b: Tov d¢ Oicwovov TTivdapos cos 1idn
nudpcopévov vikfioai @not otddiov Tept TNV TpdTNY Béow TV ‘OAupticov: éviol B¢
Taida dvta auTov UTd TGV lmmokowvTiddv dieipydcbat (‘Pindar says that Oeonus was
victorious in the stadion on the occasion of the first Olympian games, but some say that as a

355

child he was killed by the Hippocoontidae’).”” Like the glosses on the Moliones and the

33 Cf. Wilamowitz (1922) 223-4; Farnell (1932) 84 for the plausible suggestion that Pindar was making use of
local records in composing this catalogue.

3% Cf. Paus. 3.15.3; Apollod. 2.7.3.

*>> The latter scholium is clearly an abbreviated version of the first, and as such is a useful example of the details
that can be lost during the processes of redaction. Cf. £ 0.10.79b (Drach. I p. 330-1) for the story of Echemus’
killing of Hyllus, and ¥ 0.10.80 (Drach. I p. 331) for the citation of Hes. fr. 114 M-W reporting his marriage to
Timandre. Also interesting are £ O.10.83a-84d (Drach. I p. 331-3), a long and and varied discussion based on
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Tirynthians, these comments on Oeonus are impossible to date with any precision. The
mention of Oeonus’ death in X 78b looks like a simplified version of the more detailed
account in X 78a, which mentions Hippocoon’s dogs and gives a more specific rendering of
his death (Sieomapdaxbat). It might accordingly be hypothesised that the source for X 78b
was a set of marginalia designed for use in schools or another simplified redaction of a more
detailed cornmentary.3 > Given the fluidity of how commentaries were formed, however,
other sources, including the commentaries of the Hellenistic period, cannot be ruled out.*’
The narration of these alternative versions reiterates the distinctiveness of Pindar’s narrative,
and also underlines the agonistic aspect of his poetics. At 51-5, the narrator describes the
story he is narrating as being borne out by Time, a passage to which I shall return below,
implicitly insisting on the factual correctness of his narrative. The alternative versions
elaborated by the scholia encourage a questioning of whether the narrative is necessarily
‘factually’ true, or whether the question of its value should be apprehended in terms of its
ethical significance or of its fitting application to the laudandus. However such questions are
approached, we notice that the archival activity of the commentators does not simply
duplicate that of the text but contributes to resituating the text within a broader cultural

framework.

INTERTEXTS AND TEMPORALITIES

This resituation is particularly marked in £ 0.10.87¢ (Drach. I p. 334) which compares the
reaction of the crowd to Niceus’ cast (cuppaxia 86puPov / mapaibue péyav, ‘the alliance

let fly a great din”) with that of the Phaeacians to Odysseus at Od. 8.190-1:

T 8¢ kal ouppaxia 86puPov, kai Tols TapeoTAOoW auTols CUPHAXOLs EKTTANEW kai
Tdpaxov gkivnoe péyav dia To UtepPePAnuévov Tiis BoAfis Balua. kai ToUto Tapd
TO ‘Ounpikdv:

kaTa & EmTnEav moTl yain

Dainkes SoAixripeTuol, vauoikAuTol &vdpes.

the text o&u’ AAipoBiou, combining a succinct assessment of the textual problem with a citation from the comic
poet Diphilus (342-291 BC) for the tradition that a certain Semus was the first to win a chariot race at Olympia.
**% For Pindar in schools cf. Cribbiore (2001) 201-2; Ucciardello (2012) 117-18.

37 Cf. Ucciardello (2012) 119-26 on the excerpts from Theon’s commentary on the Pythians represented by
POxy 2536 with p. 225 n. 55 below.
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‘Alliance ... din’; he even moved the allies who stood around with a great amazement
and disturbance because of their overwhelming wonder at his throw. This is what
Homer says: ‘They cowered down onto the earth, the Phaeaceans with their long oars,

men famed for ships’.

Variations on this exegesis are recorded in X O.10.88b-d (Drach. I p. 334), 88d incorrectly
glossing Niceus as the subject of Tapaibufe (dvnyeipe d¢ viknoas Tapaxmnv Tols ouvouctv:
gBénoav yap Bavpdoavtes s BoAfis TO urikos, ‘he stirred up a disturbance in those who
were present when he won, for they cried out in wonder at the distance of his throw”). What
is particularly interesting in this set of scholia is their emphasis on the shock and wonder of
the crowd. At £ 0.10.87¢ (Drach. I p. 334) é&kmAnEw kai T&paxov ... péyav (‘amazement
and great disturbance’) are mentioned, vocabulary which also occurs in £ 88a (Bavpdocav
avePBonoev, ‘they cried out in wonder’), 88¢ (ix TO TPoP&AAe Tous &AAous TS dioke
Siatapaxbiivar eis TO TAfBos amobavpdoavrtas, ‘because of his throw the others
wondered and were thrown into shock by the length of the discus cast’) and 88d. These
readings are somewhat surprising given that 86puBos does not necessarily have to connote
shock or wonder but may indicate a more neutral ‘noise’.”>® It seems likely that an early
commentator, perhaps one of the great Hellenistic scholars, made the comparison with the
passage in the Odyssey, reading Pindar’s crowd’s reaction as one of shock under the
influence of this comparison, and that this reading held sway over later writers.

The comparison with the Odyssey is rather strained. Odysseus’ cast of the discus takes place
in a particular context of display and competition, as he responds to being goaded by
Euryalus about his (apparent) lack of athletic prowess (Od. 8.159-64). Moreover, the scholia
as they stand do not quote the full sentence from the Odyssey, missing out the phrase which

specifies that the Phaeacians were ‘cowering on the ground ... under his cast of the rock’

(rrtn€av TroTi yain / ... Adog Umd pimiis), thus giving the misleading impression that their
‘cowering’ (émtnEav) is solely a consequence of their shock at Odysseus’ throw, when in
fact they are avoiding the discus. There is no hint in Pindar’s narrative of the kind of
conflicted atmosphere that prevails in the games of Od. 8, and there are no particularly close
verbal echoes between the passages. Furthermore, the scholia do not make explicit the
reasons for the comparison, and it could be argued that the relation between the passages is

arbitrary and should not be given interpretative significance. Such a response, however,

¥ Slater p. 239 gives ‘applause’, for which cf. LSJ s.v. § 2a; Race translates ‘a great shout’.
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would overlook the importance of this set of scholia, however questionable their readings, for
the ancient reception of the passage; the large number of scholia on this line indicates that its
exegesis was felt to be important, and that the assembled scholia probably derive from a
number of different commentaries. Even if individual readers did not accept the scholia’s
views, their responses to the passage would have at least in part been shaped by their
awareness of them: contesting the intertextual connection is itself a critically significant
gesture.

From another angle, the scholia can be seen as opening up a potentially significant
intertextual/allusive dimension, inviting the reader to see Pindar as reworking the Odyssey
passage and lending Niceus a further glory by means of the comparison with Odysseus. This
relation heightens the reader’s sense of the aetiological boldness of the poem, involving as it
does a comparison which makes a mythologically prior figure (Niceus) relate to a more
recent one (Odysseus) in an older text; the Niceus — Odysseus comparison could be read as
inverting the chronological relationship between Homer and Pindar, with Pindar’s poem
retrojecting the dynamics of the Odyssey passage onto a pre-odyssean mythological period.*>’
The scholium’s phrasing of the relationship (kai ToUto Tapa TO ‘Ounpikdv) is also
significant, consisting of a bald statement which does not seek to ground the connection
between the passages in a specific verbal relationship or in the intentions of the author. We
do not know whether this precise phrasing dates back to the Hellenistic period, and it is

30 As it stands,

certainly possible that this statement is an abbreviation of a fuller treatment.
however, the phrase prompts a consideration of the mode of the connection between the two
passages, particularly in view of the problems with the comparison just discussed. Aside from
being, on the above interpretation, an example of how a particular reading can affect those
that follow it, ¥ 87c encourages a self-consciousness on the part of the reader about his role
in the diacritical construction of meaning.

Pindar follows his account of the inaugural games by connecting them with the present

performance, mentioning the victory songs sung at the first games as the precursor of his own

composition (76-9):

&eideTo 8¢ mav Téuevos Tepmvaiol BaAials
TOV £YKWHUIOV AUPl TPOTTOV.

apxals d¢ TPOTEPQALS ETTOUEVOL

359
360

For such ‘fracturing of time” in Hellenistic poetry, cf. Hunter (1993) 165-6.
For a fuller treatment of citational practices in the scholia cf. Phillips (forthcoming a).
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Kal vuv éTwvupiav xapv

vikas ayepcoxou keAadnodueba

The whole sanctuary sounded with pleasant celebrations in the fashion of celebratory
song. Following these former beginnings we shall sing now a grace named for proud

victory ...

The figure of the present enunciation ‘following the ancient beginnings’ (&pxais OS¢
TpoTépals Emopevol) is of particular importance for a reading of the poem’s archival
dynamics. In performance terms, the above passage creates a connection between Pindar’s
poem and the first performances, although we should not be misled into seeing too direct a

parallel between the two.*'

The songs are contextually different, and it is notable that the
narrator does not elaborate on the content of these first songs, the emphasis falling rather on

their celebratory aspect (&ei®eto 8¢ wav Tépevos Tepvaiot Baliais).’® The passive deideto

connotes the music’s depersonalized manifestation in a way which separates it from the
present composition, rooted as the latter is in the enunciative strategies of a particular
authorial figure.’® Moreover, as scholars have pointed out, Pindar’s poem also serves as an
encomium of Heracles, thus supplementing the absence of a celebratory song for him within

the story.”®*

This supplementation interposes a difference of subject matter and significance
between the first songs and Pindar’s poem, a difference strengthened by an awareness of the
dynamic relation between the two performances; the temporal priority of the inaugural
encomiastic singing lends it authority, but it is also an event which depends on Pindar’s
recreation for its existence.

The ‘following’ (émduevol) of Pindar’s chorus is therefore both a pursuit of the paths of
song laid down by the archetypal performance, and a pursuit which brings them to (a
virtualized) realization. This is underscored by the iconic ordering of &pxais ... €émduevol
which enacts the linear movement from ‘beginnings’ to the current performance, while also
drawing attention to the text’s verbal imitation of the historical continuum. Similarly, both

senses of apxr discussed above are in play; the first celebrations at Olympia are both a

commandment to be followed and the beginning of a sequence. However, the fact that the

%1 Cf. Bernardini (1982) 55: ‘I’encomio del poeta continua la tradizione del canto che gia da allora
accompagnava i festeggiamenti in onore degli atleti vincitori’. Cf. Burgess (1990) 277.

%2 We might compare the ‘Archilochus song’ at 0.9.1-3, where the narrator contrasts the ‘Archilochus song’
(for which cf. ¥ 0.9.1a-k) with his own more complex and elaborated composition; cf. Pavlou (2008).

3% &eideto occurs only here, in the scholia on this passage, and at Erinna EG 647.

%% Burgess (1990) 277.
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poem differentiates itself from these performances in the ways just described highlights the
provisionality of this ‘commandment’; the generic regulations referenced here are highly
generalized (Tov éykwuiov augl TpéTov), and as such point to a dynamic of innovation and
conformity in which the singular status of the work is as important as its generic filiations.
The force of these lines is altered and expanded by their recontextualization in the edition,
wherein they script the response of the reader who also ‘follows the beginnings’, but in a
different way from the narrator; the text becomes a new type of ‘beginning’, a basis for
scholarly enquiry and readerly engagement as well as an encomiastic document. In relation to
the wider function of the edition, the account of the first Olympian games, as a narrative of
the foundation upon which the whole of the rest of the collection depends, can also be read as
paradigmatic of epinician’s archival project in general, although this is complicated by the
retrospective aspect it assumes from its position in the collection.*®

These temporal complexites also bear on the role of Time at 51-5:

TauTa 8’ &V TPWTOYOVw TEAETA
TapéoTav pev Gpa Moipal oxedov
8 T’ eEeAéyxwov pdvos

aAdbBeiav éTriTUNOV

Xpdvos. TO ¢ capaves icov TOPOwW KATEPPOACEY

The Fates stood nearby at that founding rite, as did Time who alone puts genuine truth

to the test. Moving onwards he revealed clearly ...

Here, Time as an independent authority ‘putting genuine truth to the test” (EGeAéyxcov ...
aAd&Beiav étrjTupov) and ‘moving onwards telling the clear [story]” (TO 8¢ cagavis icov
Topow KaTéppacev) is a parallel for the narrator, acting as an idealized storyteller who
grounds Pindar’s own account, although the aorist of kaTéppacev might seem to obstruct
such a connection, siting Time’s narrative as a one-off event in the distant past. Time stands
for the incidence of ‘narrating’ and the occurrence of the events narrated, a figure for a
perfectly performative language which is at odds with the non-performativity of the poet’s

language, which as an archival recording is predicated on the fact of its referents pre-existing

% For a slightly different type of archival writing we may compare O.13, which follows a catalogue of

Corinthian inventions (18-22) with a catalogue of previous victories by the laudandus’ family (29-45): cf. below
pp. 162-5.
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their enunciation. Here we might compare O.10.7-8 (Exafev yap emeAbcov 6 péAAwv xpdvos
/ éuov kaTaioxuve Babu xpéos, ‘coming towards me from afar the future time shamed my
deep debt’) where time is an abstract force which brings something about, namely a sense of
shame and obligation. The narrator implicitly claims a truth-value for his telling of the events
through his association with Time, but his language is also temporally distanced from what it
signifies by this move.

The relation between Time’s narrative and that of the narrator is shifted somewhat by its
reinscription in the context of the book, one aspect of which is elision by the capitalized
script of the graphic distinction between personified and non-personified time/Time.*®” It
could be argued that the personification at 55 is obvious from the context. But the process of
identifying the personified Time by means of his contextual situation is itself significant,
replicating the process of seeing time as emerging from a series of connected entities and
events, and reversing the notion of seeing time as an abstract force apart from the events it
contains and brings about. However, understanding Time as personified causes us to identify
him more with the second of these two constructions. In this situation, concrete aspects of the
scene of reading participate in the reader’s conceptual construction of the text. Further, the
interaction between Time and the narrator is open to reconfiguration by the diachronic
context, wherein for instance & T’ éEeAéyxcov névos / adA&Beiav étrjTupov also suggests the
dissemination of epinician and the poem’s capacity to convey its narrative to a wider set of
audiences. The codependency of Time’s narrative and that of the poem, whereby the
narrator’s enunciation both legitimizes itself, by figuring Time as a legitimizing force, and is
legitimized by something outside itself, by relying on Time’s legitimization, similarly recalls
the interplay between the poem and the historical conditions of poetic dissemination.*®®
Simultaneously, however, there is a distinction to be made between the time conceptualized
by the poem and these historical conditions. Traces of the future of the epinician project can

be read as already contained within it, albeit in a manner which, by differing from the

3% Kromer (1976) attempts to read the poem in terms of the interaction of two different modes of truth, Atrekeia

and Aletheia, the former being objective and empirical, having to do with calculation and measurement, and the
latter subjective, capable of bestowing value (cf. pp. 434-5). She draws a connection between Aletheia and
Heidegger’s Unverborgenheit (p. 433), but misunderstands the nature of this concept, which she sees this as
referring primarily to the ‘perceiving individual’, when in fact for Heidegger truth-as-unconcealedness is an
ontological state, prior to empirical determinations, which grounds or enables perception; cf. Heidegger (1992)
6-10, 45-9. A Heideggerian reading of the poem’s realization of these two figures would thus see Atrekeia as an
ontic adjunct dependent on the prior unconcealedness manifested by Aletheia. Cf. also Mullen (1982) 197-200
37 S-M have Xpovos 7, Xpdvos 55; for comments on personified and non-personified ‘Charis’ cf. Fisker (1990)
38.

%8 Cf. Kromer (1976) 423 on the poem’s ‘implied contrast between reading a name and naming.” Heracles
names places, bringing them into the tradition, whereas the narrator reads them.
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material and interpretative conditions of the text’s dissemination, marks the limits of the

text’s control over its own future.

VICTORY AND EXEMPLARITY

Scholars have tended to read the myth of O.10 as performing a loose connection between
Heracles and the laudandus, in which praise of the former redounds to the credit of the
latter,”® and have drawn various parallels between their respective situations.’”’ However,
the complexities of Pindar’s mythical exempla should not be oversimplified by a critical
determination to reduce the poem’s function to a bestowal of praise, without considering

what ‘praise’ might mean in this particular context.”’!

Emphasis on glorification needs to be
balanced by a sensitivity to the ways in which the poem’s laudatory aspect might be
complicated by other factors. In the case of O.10, the disparity between Heracles, as the most
important Greek culture hero and here the founder of the Olympian games, and Hagesidamus,
a young boy winning his first victory at the games, influences the type of glorification that
emerges from the poem. The contrasting statuses of the two figures is reinforced by the
difference between the violence in which Heracles has to engage in order to defeat his
enemies (27-38), particularly in the episode of the all-encompassing destruction of Augeas
and his city (34-8), and the controlled, civilized, and sublimated violence of the games.’’*
The non-identity of Heracles and Hagesidamus may have been reinforced by the thematic
parallel between Heracles’ founding the games, and the victor setting out on his atheletic
career, wherein again the differences between the two events are as significant as the
similarities.’” As well as associating Hagesidamus with the glory of the Olympian games as
a whole, the indirectness of the relation between the myth and the frame is implicitly
paraenetic, emphasisizing both the glory that comes from success and the need for a realistic
understanding of one’s mortal limitations. Nor should this paraenesis be read as applying

only to the victor, as its possible effects on other audience members or readers also require

3% Bernardini (1982) 56.

37 Bernardini (1982) 67 notes the various non-correspondences between the myth and the frame; the poet pays
his debt, whereas Augeas refuses to; the poet’s relationship with the victor culminates in celebration, Augeas’
with Heracles in war. Burgess (1990) 274-5 sees a parallel between Pindar and Ilas, Hagesidamus’ trainer; both
are responsible for assisting the victor, and his debts to them reverse the poet’s debt to the victor.

371 Cf. the cautionary note sounded by Boeke (2007) 138 n. 108.

372 Cf. Kromer (1976) 481 on the temporal construction of the Heracles narrative.

7 Burgess (1990) 275-6 sees the Heracles and Augeas myth as both laudatory and paraenetic, with Augeas
playing the role of the negative exemplum. This is plausible, but does not account for the differences between
Heracles and the victor.
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consideration. Formal and ethical issues converge: the indirectness of the relations brought
about by the myth encourage comparative manoeuvres, which in turn foster a self-
consciousness in the reader about his own ethical situation.’”*

The complexity of the relation between myth and frame is particularly apparent in the series
of erotic pairs that critics have sought to juxtapose, beginning with Patroclus and Achilles
(19), and continuing with Zeus and Ganymede’s relation to the narrator and the victor (105).
Some critics have objected on the grounds of propriety to an overt eroticizing of the latter

> while others have seen the relation thus broached as central to the ode’s

relationship,’’
laudatory strategies. Dana Burgess, for instance, argues that in the last triad Pindar is figured
as an épaoTns and Hagesidamus an €épcopevos, a relationship which recalibrates the earlier
situations in which the narrator was figured as in debt to the laudandus (1-12), and as a wife
(86). The épaoTris — épcouevos relationship distributes power to both parties, the former as
the older, wiser man, the latter as a figure of enchanting beauty. For Burgess, the parallel with
Zeus and Ganymede works by presenting Zeus not as omnipotent, but love-struck like the

376

poet.””” Furthermore, he emphasises the self-legitimizing nature of the narrator’s perception

of Hagesidamus in the moment of his triumph (99-104):

Taid’ épaTov <&’ > ApXeEOTPATOU
aivnoa, Tov eldov kpaTéovTa xepods AAKA 100
Bcopov ap’ ‘OAUuTioV
KETVOV KATA XPOVOov
idéa Te KaAdv

PA TE KEKPAUEVOV

I praised Archestratus’ lovely son, whom I saw victorious with the force of his hand by

the Olympian altar at that time, beautiful in form and seasoned with youth ...

His analysis, however, over-personalizes the relation, which is not simply a private
declaration of affection.’’’ The relationality of the comparison with Ganymede is as

important as the ‘autopsy’ for establishing the victor’s status. The victor’s beauty does not

37 A similar dynamic is at work in P.11; see below pp. 207-8.

373 Verdenius (1988) 84.

37 Burgess (1990) 280.

377 Burgess (1990) 280: the autopsy ‘allows Pindar to praise with authority ... [and] guarantess the truth of the
poem. What Pindar saw was a pretty young boy (103-4); what he verifies is that the boy was indeed pretty.” For
the eroticism of athletes and athletic spectatorship cf. Steiner (1998).
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exist in and of itself, but is realized as part of a system of relations and differences wherein
the non-identity of the victor and Ganymede plays an important role. Unlike Ganymede, the
victor will not be borne away to Olympus; rather, the poet bestows poetic rather than literal
immortality, as Zeus’ sexual desire is substituted for an aesthetically sublimated engagement
which includes the erotic without being reducible to it. The narrator’s perception (Tov eidov
kpaTéovta xepds aAkd) is not that of a single person, but stands for (and idealizes) a
communal perception, as the public context (Bwoudv map’ ‘'OAUutmiov) makes clear. The
dynamics of choral performance also contribute to the force of this utterance: by voicing a
communal sentiment in the first person singular, the passage evokes the processes by which
poet and chorus are connected in rehearsal and performance. The communal use of the
singular instantiates the imposition on a group of an individual perception (the poet training
the chorus), and also the channeling of communal perspective through the individual voice.
Both meanings would have been given a physical correlative by the figure of the poet leading
the chorus in performance. The act of perception signified by eidov, together with the
references to his beauty, also signal a generic multiplicity, figuring the victor as the subject of

.. . . . . . C 378
an eroticized sympotic discourse which is subsumed into the epincian frame.’’

The position
of the victor ‘by the Olympian altar’ also serves to situate the perception of beauty in an
elevatingly social and religious setting.

This move translates into generic terms the tension between single act of perception and the
wider systems in which it partakes and from which it gains significance. The relation between
the narrator and the victor is not simply a direct erotic association, but stands for a communal
utterance, the emphasis of which is less on an individual expression of aesthetic and erotic
appreciation than a publicly sanctioned approbation, which again further shifts the tenor of
the statement away from the situation that obtained between Zeus and Ganymede. The
connection between the immortality bestowed by Zeus and poetic immortality also relies on a

379

play of similarity and difference.””” The reader is put in the position of potentially sanctioning

an hubristic equation of Pindar with Zeus; a crucial aspect of reading the poem is an

*7 The use of ei8ov and the praise of Hagesidamus’ beauty recalls the act of perception in the erotically charged

encomium for Theoxenus of Tenedos (fr. 123.10-11): eUt’ &v idw / maidcov vedyuiov & fiPav, and épaTtds is
common in erotic contexts; cf. e.g. Sappho fr. 16.17 (T&]s <k>e BoAAoiuav é¢paTtdv te Baua). The phrasing of
pa Te kekpauévov recalls the frequent use of kepavvumt of mixing wine (LSJ s.v. al) and hence the
symposium, but may also function metapoetically as a signal of the ‘blending’ of genres. Cf. also 0.8.19-20 for
the conjunction of beauty and physical prowess in the depiction of Timosthenes. For the relationship between
encomium and epinician cf. Budelmann (2012), who, following Clay (1999), notes that the boundaries between
the two were porous: epinicians could be performed at symposia, as well as at other types of celebratory
occasion. For the relationship between ‘erotic’ and encomiastic elements in archaic poetry cf Rawles (2011),
and on the ‘generic indeterminacy’ of epinician more generally cf. Currie (2005) 21-4.

37 Cf. Burgess (1990) 280.
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acknowledgement of the comparison’s limitations, and the passage from one to another, the
movement by which this comparison is made, is as much the subject of the text as the
comparison itself.

The juxtaposition at 78-81 highlights this difference:

kai vuv émeovupiav x&pv
vikas ayepcoxou keAadnodueba Ppovtdv
kai TupmrdAapov PéAos 80
opoaiktutrou Aids

380
d

... we shall sing now a grace named for proud victory, for the thunder and fire-forged ™" dart

of thunder-rousing Zeus ...

Here, the BpovTav / kai mupmdAauov BéAos are the subject of poetry, and the vividness of
the terms in which they are described prompts an awareness of the difference between Zeus
and the poet who praises him, and hence of the differences between the respective
immortalizations of Ganymede and the victor. In the final lines, it is not simply the young
man’s beauty and youthful bloom (i8¢ Te kaAdv / cdpa Te kekpauévov) which is compared
to ‘that [bloom] which once warded shameless death from Ganymede’ (105), but rather his
beauty as an object of a retrospective perception. The description in 103-4 is markedly
abstract; it is Hagesidamus’ ‘form’ (idéa) and ‘age/time of life’ (copq) which are the objects
of praise, lexis which differs from the more sensuous language common in sympotic lyric.”™!
This abstraction figures a process of generalization and idealization at work in the way
Hagesidamus is perceived. The textual process of making Hagesidamus into a figure in order
to represent him as a model victor and as exemplifying youthful beauty, are shown to be
already at work in the act of ‘seeing’ him (eidov). The final comparison with Ganymede
enlarges the passage’s generic multiplicity by gesturing towards a story with epic and hymnic
provenance.’®” The generic aspect of the description strengthens the sense in which it is

Hagesidamus’ status as a textual figure which immortalizes him.**?

% For the meaning of mupmé&Aapos cf. Hummel p. 609.

U CE. fr. 123.10-11.

82 Cf. Hom.h.Aph. 202-17.

%3 The fluidity of generic distinctions in the classical period (for which cf. e.g. Currie (2005) 21-4) should urge
caution about positing too hard-and-fast a distinction between ‘sympotic’ and ‘epinician’ poetry. Nonetheless, |
suggest that the character of the description here is marked enough to cue an awareness that different registers
are being combined. For epinician generic poetics, cf. the remarks of Budelmann (2012) 189-90.
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In the context of written dissemination, the scholarly operations of the O.10 scholia
participate in the text’s archival project by expanding on the information given in the poem,
but also emphasise the paraenetic dimension just discussed by furnishing the reader with
information that is only tangentially relevant to the /laudandus, hence drawing the reader’s
attention towards the mythical past. The difference between Heracles and the victor emerges
more sharply as a result of this recontextualization, heightening the importance of the
hermeneutic challenges described above. This difference may also have been reinforced by
0.10’s place in the book; the poem comes later in the book than poems composed for more
prominent victors in more prestigious events, and by allowing comparison between
Hagesidamus and these other victors its placement reinforces the meiotic aspect of his
comparison to Heracles. These effects are furthered by the realization prompted by the
diachronic context of the mortality of the victor, which shows up strongly in relation to the
historical continuity of the games, and which imparts a certain pathos to the description of his
beauty in the final lines.

A related but different archival passage occurs in O.7 for Diagoras of Rhodes, where at 83-7
the narrator takes the reader on a tour around the various testimonies to the victor’s

superlative achievements:

8 T ev Apyel xaAkods Eyvew viv, T& T’ v Apkadia
épya kai Onpais, dydveés T Evvopol
BoicoTticov,
TTéAAava T° Alyiva Te vikdve’
eEaxis' ev Meydpoloiv T° ouy étepov Aibiva

Ya@os éxet Adyov.

The bronze in Argos knew him, as did the works of art in Arcadia and Thebes, and the
Boeotians’ well-instituted games, and Pellana, and Aegina knew him six times

victorious. The record in stone in Megara holds no other story.

Here the text co-opts other modes of memorialization to further its own archival project,
exemplifying Derrida’s principle of consignation in gathering into one textual scene the
various different archival traces left by Diagoras’ success. The inscriptions at Megara
commemorating Diagoras’ success (oUx €tepov Abiva / wagos éxer Adyov) perform an

independent archival function which the text supplements and in turn subordinates to its own
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% The phrasing of #xe1 Adyov points up the durability of the archival substrate; it

project.
literally ‘holds’ the ‘text’ / ‘record’ in place, securing it against alteration and diminution,
prompting a comparison with the materiality of the book, which also fixes the text in a
permanent form (at least ideally) but which unlike the inscriptions is not bound to one
particular location. The book’s capacity for geographically extended dissemination is
matched by the geographical expansiveness of the catalogue, which again marks the the text’s
subordination of the individual records it collects.

The passage also becomes the occasion for a sprawling meta-archival archive, as the scholia
pile up a mass of details pertaining to the places mentioned in the catalogue. The scholia
gloss first by specifying the games in which the prize was won (the Argive Heraea, X
0.7.152a (Drach. I p. 230), and then pointing out the form of the prizes: ‘they take from there
not unworked bronze but tripods and cauldrons and shields and bowls’. There follows an
explanation of the sense of xaAkds €yve viv; éyvopioe 8¢ auTov kai 6 év TG Apyel
B186uevos xaAkos dbAov TS vikfjoavTt (‘the bronze given in Argos as a prize to the victor
also knew him’, £ O.7.152a), and in £ O.7.152d (Drach. I p. 231) an aetion is given for the
award of the bronze shield as a prize: xaAkds TO &bAov didoTal, 8T Apxivos Apyeicwov
yevduevos BaotAevs, &5 kai dyddva TpadTos ouveoTrioaTo, TaxBels i Tfs TGV dmAwv
KQTOOKEUT(S, &ATO ToUTwV Kal ThHv T&v &mAwv ddow ¢moijoaTto (‘bronze is given as a
prize, because Archinus, having become king of the Argives, who first instituted the contest,
having been appointed to supervise the construction of weapons, also made the gift of the

arms from these’).**

Two different explanations are then given of T& €pya won in the
Arcadian and Theban games: Ta 8¢ €pya Tivés oUTws akovoucty: ETEdT ol auTob
VIKQVTES OKeveol TiudvTal (‘some understand ‘the deeds’ thus: when they are victorious
there they are honoured with vessels’, £ 0.7.153¢ (Drach. I p. 231)).*® At ¥ 153d the
historian Polemon is cited for the explanation that a bronze tripod was given as a prize at the

Lycaea, as it was at the Thebaean Heracleia.”® As well as allowing the reader to site

%% The information recorded by the scholia probably derives ultimately from treatises about the athletic contests,

for which cf. Callimachus 403 Pf., a work ‘On Contests’. Hellenistic scholarship on the subject had Peripatetic
antecedents, such as the work of Duris of Samos.

3% The scholium is anachronistic, as Archinus belongs to the 31 century BC: cf. Polyaen. Strat. 3.8.

% The vagueness of okeUeol, which can refer to a variety of objects (cf. LSJ s.v. a), suggests that this is a guess.
Y 0.7.153¢ (Drach. I p. 232) lists more games both in Arcadia and Boeotia, and gives loleia as an alternate
name for the Heracleia. ¥ 154a gives an insight into the process of accretion by which the scholia were
constructed, citing Aristonicus as a source for the Erotia in Thespia and the Eleutheria at Plataea, and Didymus
for BaoiAeia kai Augidpela kai AfAia émt AnAic kal Tpogovela év AeBadeia. £ 0.7.154c (Drach. I p. 232)
adds to this list, mentioning év 8¢ ‘Wpwmd T& Augiapaia. X 0.7.156a (ibid.) specifies that the contest at
Pellana was the Theoxenia, and that the prize given there was a cloak, information reduplicated by £ O.7.156¢
(ibid.), although with the additional report of games in honour of Hermes at Pellana. This latter scholium also

387
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Diagoras’ achievements in a wider historical context, these scholarly exegeses
simultaneously expand and relativize the text’s archival function, their supplementation
highlighting the fact that the text is only one archive amongst others.

The rhetoric of €yve viv and the scholia’s understanding of it also play a part in the
figuration of the archival function. They correctly point out that it is to be taken &mwo kowou
with all the nouns in the sentence (e.g. X O.7.153a, 154b); the schema Pindaricum can thus
be read as a rhetorical correlative for the gathering function of the archive. The archival
function here is grounded in part metaphorically; éyvco viv has the double meaning of
referring to the works themselves as ‘recognitions’ of Diagoras, but the objects are also made
the subject of actions which in reality they enable. The bronze, the artworks and the other
objects ‘recognizing him’ stands for the process in which they participate of making Diagoras
known and increasing his fame; it is rather individual travellers or spectators (or scholars)
who will ‘recognize’ Diagoras by means of the monuments. The phrasing of &yvec viv
naturalizes the process of dissemination, making it inherent in its (supplementary) substrate,
contrasting with the text’s supplementation of the ‘natural’ archival function, and the
scholia’s supplementation of the text.

These two poems and their accompanying metatexts highlight some of the reconfigurative
effects attendant on the processes of editing and scholarly comment. In their
supplementations of information given by the texts themselves, the commentaries expand on
Pindar’s own commemorative strategies while also resituating these in a different reading
environment; here, access to information about the past takes on a particular significance, as
the commentaries draw on, and implicitly link the primary texts to historiographical and other
‘commemorative’ projects. This supplementation also interacts in various ways with the
texts’ laudatory strategies. In the scholia to O.10, most of the archival comment is concerned
with the victors at the first games and with Heracles, rather than with the victor’s (hitherto
modest) achievements. In this case, the archival parts of the commentaries have the effect of
highlighting the paraenetic disjunction between myth and frame by further emphasising the
greatness of Heracles’ achievements and the glory of the games themselves. In O.7, however,

the scholia’s archival material pertains more directly to Diagoras, expanding as it does on the

gives information about the games on Aegina, reporting variant names (the Aeacaea ad the Oenonaea), and
adding the information that amphora-carrying was part of these games, referring to Callimachus’ lambi for this
information: ¢v 8" Alyiv T& Aldkeia oi 8¢ Oivcovaia: augopitns &ycov, oU KaAAiuaxos péuvntal v tois
iduPors (‘the contest in Aegina is called the Aeaceia and the Oeonaea. It is an amphora-carrying contest, as
Callimachus records in his lambi’, fr. 198 Pf.).
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catalogue of his victories, and is therefore more easily assimilable to his commemoration and
praise.

The variety of possible interactions between texts and metatexts is also particularly marked
in the case of O.13, composed for Xenophon of Corinth in Pindar’s annus mirabilis 476. Like
0.10, O.13’s recording of Corinthian achievements, as well as those of the laudandus and his
family, give it a strongly archival aspect which is picked up by the scholia in their recording
of various details about Corinthian cult, myth, and history. The following reading examines
the interpretative limitations of the scholia’s strategies and their implications for readers, as

well as the scholia’s role in the poem’s diachronic situation(s).

ENCOMIASTIC FUNCTIONS: CORINTH AND THE OLIGAETHIDAE

0.13 easily lends itself to a reading which sees athletic success as a continuation of mythical
deeds, and the latter as an exemplification of the former; the Oligaethidae can be read as
emblematic of Corinth’s wider success, and their athletic triumphs are prefigured by
Bellerophon’s mythical achievements (63-90). The scholia, however, do not offer such an
interpretation, despite their emphasis on the poem’s encomiastic function. In this section, I
shall examine how the scholia reinstantiate the poem’s encomiastic discourses, and how the
incomplete formulation of these discourses prompts attention to their construction.

At X 0.13.69a-b (Drach. I p. 371) the narrator’s articulation of his task at 50-1 (éyco d¢
{8los &v kowd oTalAeis / piTiv Te yaplUwv maAarydvwv / méAepdv T, ‘I, a private
individual dispatched on a public mission, announcing their ancestors’ wisdom and warfare

...”) 1s glossed with the following comment:

a. £y 8 olv, oUx cos GAASTPISS Tis, GAN’ cos 18105 Kkai kowds év Upiv, TTap’ ofs kai
TNV OUVESIY TAV TTPOYOVwY UV Aéywv kai Ta avdpayabriuaTta Tév map’ Uuiv
Npwwv T& KaTa& ToOAepov kai auTd Aéycv, oudtv dAASTplov Siawyeloopal Tiis
KopivBou. b. &AAws: cos 18105, TouTEOTIV €5 €5 €€ UudOv ammooTalels kal TTpokpiBeis
v BoUuAnow TGV UueTépeov TTPoydvwy Kal TOv Tpwikdv TOAeUoV oU Weloopal

mepi Tiis KopivBou yapicwv, TouTéoTt puovddv kai Aéywv.

a. [ indeed shall tell no extraneous falsehoods about Corinth, not as a stranger, but as a
private individual and a man connected to you, and telling among you the intelligence

of your ancestors and telling also of the great deeds of your heroes in war and also in

164



general. b. Or: as a private individual, that is as someone dispatched and chosen by you,
I shall tell no lie about the councils of your ancestors nor about their heroic war in my

song about Corinth, that is in speaking and declaring.

Here the construction of the Corinthian past is seen as pertaining more to the poet’s self-
construction than to encomiastic function (ouy, cos GAASTPISs Tis, GAN’ cos 18105 Kal kowds
gv Uuiv), and the formulation of the text’s archival function in recording the great deeds of
Corinth’s past does not explicitly connect this mode of narration with the poem’s praise of
the Oligaethidae.”® On the other hand, = 0.13.136 (Drach. I p. 383) glosses Moiocais y&p
ayAaoBpdvois ékcov (‘willingly for the Muses on their shining thrones’, 96) with an

emphasis on the specifically encomiastic nature of the poem:

oV yap NABov 81’ &AAo T1, &AA& Tals Movoars émikoupos kai Utmpétns RABov, iva
Tijs KopivbBou TtouTtous Ttous amod Tijs patpias Tis ‘OAryaibidos kahoupévns dvtas

ETMalvéow Kal Ta mpaxBévta U’ autdv év 16 1oBudd kat Ti) Nepéa.

I did not come for any other reason but as the Muses’ helper and your servant, so that I
might praise those men from the tribe known as the Oligaethidae and their deeds at the

Isthmus and Nemea.

This picks up on the reading at £ O.13.133b (Drach. I p. 383), where 93-5 (éu¢ & eubuv
AakéVTwV / iévta pouBov mapd okomodv ol Xpr) / T& moAAa BéAea kapTuvew xepoiv, ‘I,
casting the whirling javelin on its straight path, must not hurl with my hand my many darts
beyond the target’) are interpreted dAAnyopikéds: 8TL oU xp1| He Tepi EAAwY ToAuAoyeiv,
g¢qoavTa TOv Tpokeipevov émaivov (‘allegorical: I must not talk overmuch about other

3% The scholia insist on the priority of the poem’s

things, neglecting the appointed praise’).
encomiastic function without specifying its particularities. The different focuses of these two
sets of comments, the insistence in £ 0.13.133b and 136 (ibid.) on the directedness of praise,
and stress on the role of the Corinthian past in X 69a-b without any explicit connection to the

laudandus, encourages the reader to test how the mythical section might be read in

¥ A slightly different explanation of the phrase is given at £ 0.13.69¢ (Drach. I p. 371): kowoU &vtos Tou
gykwalew ovk éxpnodunv i) kowdTnTt (‘although the singing of praise is a general activity I did not make
use of generality [i.e. ‘topoi of a general nature’ rather than praise specifically directed at the laudandus]’).

¥ Cf. Lefkowitz (1985) 273-5; Niinlist (2009) 64-6 on the Pindar scholia’s tendency to treat myths as
digressions; cf. e.g. £ P.11.58a-b (Drach. II p. 259-60) and below pp. 207-8. For the rhetorical structure of the
passage see Race (1990) 51-2 and Kurke (1991) 54 n. 45
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conjunction with the sections that focus on the Oligaethidae, to see how one could read the
myth as ov ... mepi &AAcov ToAvAoyeiv.

The connection between the Oligaethidae and Corinth is established at the outset, when the
narrator refers to an oikov fjuepov aoTois, / Eévoiol 8¢ BepdmovTa (2-3), and the process of
‘praising’ (émawéwv, 2) the Oligaethidae is co-ordinated with ‘understanding’ Corinth
(yvcooouat / tév 0ABiav Képvbov, ‘I shall know prosperous Corinth’, 3-4). The blurring of
the Oligaethidae and the rest of Corinth continues at 14-15, where ‘sons of Aletes’ denotes
the whole population, and is reinforced by the coupling of the laudandus Xenophon with the
Corinthian Aads in the address to Zeus at 27-8 (Tévde Aaov aBAaPi véuwv / ZevopddvTos
gUbuve daipovos ovpov, ‘direct the breeze of Xenophon’s fate while guiding this people

unharmed”).*”

Unfortunately no scholia survive for verses 2-4, and £ O.13.38a-b (Drach. I p.
365) do not comment on the connection between Xenophon and the Aads, and it is possible
that early commentaries contained remarks on this issue. However, the connection between
the Oligaethidae and the Corinthian population as a whole is subordinate to the relations
between myth and frame mentioned above. While we can certainly see Bellerophon as
prefiguring the Oligaethidae’s success, the gaps in the scholia’s analysis of these relations
alert us to potential discontinuities between the present and the mythical past, and the various
ways in which these can be negotiated.”®' Bellerophon’s status as an exemplary figure is
complicated by the narrator’s mention of his fate, which I shall discuss further below. For the
moment, it suffices to note the function of these lines in producing differentiation between
Bellerophon and the laudandus. The brevity of the reference (Siaccomdoouai ol pépov €y,
‘I shall keep silent about his fate’, 91) is such as not excessively to darken the mood of the
poem, but its implied prolepsis is nonetheless opposed to the happy future wished for the
Oligaethidae at 103-6. This difference cues awareness of another; whereas Xenophon and the
Oligaethidae are presented as fully socialized figures, their house ‘gentle to townsfolk’ (2),
Bellerophon acts individually, the recipient of assistance from Athena and Polyidus’

392

prophecies (76-82), but otherwise unrelated to wider society.”~ These discontinuities

constitute a relation between myth and frame that is one of negotiation. Bellerophon is

% Cf. Kurke (1991) 197-8. For a reading of Xenophon in relation to the rest of the Oligaethidae, cf. Boeke
(2007) 131-38, who argues that ‘the poem’s primary objective [is] the glorification of the Oligaethidae’ and as
such ‘is an expression of the priority of the social group over its individual members’ (p. 138).

! For Bellerophon used as a marker of Corinthian identity cf. Theoc. 15.91-2.

392 Bellerophon’s isolation is picked up in the striking phrasing of 88, where he fires at the Amazons ‘from the
cold folds of the empty air’ (aibépos yuxpcov &md kSATov eprjpov). This characterization of the sky is generic
(cf. O.1.6), but here it underscores Bellerophon’s individualism.
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simultaneously an emblem of divinely bestowed success, and a somewhat problematic figure
who by means of contrast emphasises the Oligaethidae’s more integrated sociality.™”

While the gaps in the scholia’s analysis of mythical function invite interrogation by the
reader, there are also ways in which the scholia co-opt and extend the text’s strategies.
Particularly notable in this respect is the scholia’s gathering of contextual information about
Corinthian cult and history and the Oligaethidae’s victories, a process which extends and
participates in the commemorative strategies of the text itself, as the text becomes the ground

. . . 394
of, and is subsumed into, a larger archive.

The text implicitly comments on this process of
self-transformation at 112-13, where the addressee is told of the numerous traces of the
Oligaethidae’s victories that he will find throughout all Greece: kai m&oav k&ta / ‘EAANGS’
eUpTioELs €peuvdV ndooov’ 1) cs 1déuev (‘and through all Greece you will find as you seek
more than can be seen’). The use of euproeis reprises the language of discovery used earlier
in the poem, as at 17 (&mav & eupdvTos épyov, ‘every deed belongs to its inventor’) and
serves to associate the act of ‘finding’ traces of the Oligaethidae’s successes with the various
inventions for which Corinth is famous. Both stem from divine favour and bestow fame on
the wider community, but there is also a differentiation between the act of inventing
something which did not exist prior to the act of invention, such as Bellerophon/Athena’s
invention of the bridle, and a ‘finding’ which is constituted by an uncovering of something
which pre-exists its being revealed.””> Both, however, entail an uncovering which opens up
and makes its object permanent, as indicated by the language of revelation applied both to the
poetic realization of athletic victories (6rjow @avép’, ‘I shall make [them] clear’, 98) and the
invention of the dithyramb (tai Aicovioou mdbev éEépavev / oUv BonAdta xdprtes
d1BupauPBeo;, ‘whence did Dionysus’ graces appear with the ox-driving dithyramb?’, 18-
19).3%

Similarly, eUprioeis épeuvddov scripts the reader’s response to the text’s archiving of victories,

as the text itself becomes a source for ‘finding’ its referents. This application is reinforced by

% Boeke (2007) 149-56 focuses on Bellerophon’s function as demonstrating human limitations and the

necessity of the correct use of divine gifts. Cf. Hubbard (1986) 36-43 on ‘a balance between achievement and
restraint’ (p. 40) as central to the poem’s ethical calculus.

%% Cf. the actiologies of the Corinthian Hellotia at £ 0.13.56a-d (Drach. I pp. 367-9), and the glosses on the
contests at which the Oligaethidae were victorious at e.g. £ 0.13.152, 156a, 159a-b (Drach. I pp. 385-7). On the
Oligaethidae’s previous victories and the genealogy elaborated by X O.13.58b-c (Drach. I p. 369) cf. Barrett
(1978).

% For a detailed reading of the significance of the bridle cf. Dickson (1986), who sees it simultaneously as a
mode of restraint, and as something which ‘discloses [Pegasus’] proper form’ (p. 131); cf. also Hubbard (1986)
33-6.

3% For the use of light imagery in discourses of invention cf. D’ Angour (2011) 33. Cf. Dickson (1986) 124-5 on
the ‘aetiological’ character of O.13.
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the referential indeterminacy of the use of T& at 98, 101, 103 and 106; this refers primarily to
victories (e.g. loBuol t& T  év Nepéa, 98), but it also subsumes reference to types of
commemoration such as inscriptions, and indeed to the generality of events surrounding and
consituting the victories themselves. This referential openness assists the process of textual
transformation, allowing for the neuter plural to reference both the actualities referred to and,
metaphorically, their textual form. A similar referentiality is also at work in p&ooov’ 1j cog
idéuev, which signals the nature of the Oligaethidae’s success as in excess of its physical
remains, implicitly referencing textual dissemination and its non-visual bestowal of fame.*”’
This wider referentiality is particularly applicable in the case of the situation of reading,
where the text’s status as a record of the past and the scholia’s archival supplementation draw
attention to the specifically textual dimension of the catalogue’s subjects. The literal and
metaphorical modes of reference function simultaneously; the text refers to both its
groundedness in external realia, and to its own listing of contests and victories as a verbal
correlative of this reality, as Taoav k&ta / EAA&GS’ points to the extensiveness of the text’s
archival process and also, in combination with the future tense of euprioeis, its Panhellenic
disseminatory reach.

The metapoetic application of eUprioeis épeuvéov works for both performance and the book,
as does the self-referentiality of yvcooopar / tav 6ABiav Képwbov (3-4). This phrase
functions in performance as a signal of the narrator’s subject matter, but in the situation of
written dissemination it also connotes the archival nature of the text, connoting the reader’s
experience of discovering the Corinthian past. In the context of the book and its metatextual
apparatuses, the referentiality of eUprnoeis épeuvdov is also subject to alteration. As well as
fulfilling the disseminatory potentiality mentioned above, the textual space to which this
phrase refers is altered by its interaction with its metatexts, which in supplementing the text’s
contextual references reconfigure it as part of a wider archival culture. As I shall explore
further below, these metatextual processes cannot be definitively consigned to an ‘outside’ of
the text, but shift and intervene in the ways the text is read. This process extends the
metaphorical transformation already at work in the text itself; just as the final triad functions
both as a set of external references and a textual archive, so the scholia’s repositioning of the

text extends and alters its archival dynamics.

7% 0.13.162 (Drach. I pp. 387) glosses this phrase with Td wAfiBos TV oTepdvov, proiv, ekTépeuye THY

Tijs 6pdoews puetdAnyw (‘the number of crowns, he says, evades perception by sight’). The reduction of the
text’s rhetoric to a single referent (T TAT6os TGV oTepdveov) is an oversimplification.
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OLYMPIAN 13 AND THE CORINTHIACA

It has been suggested that Olympian 13 draws on the early epic poem the Corinthiaca,

%% In this section I shall attempt

attributed to Eumelos, for its narrative of Corinthian myths.
to specify the nature of these interactions and their significance for the poem’s original
reception, before considering how useful the scholia are in elaborating this relationship, and
how the scholia’s use of material from the Corinthiaca might affect a reading of the poem in
the context of the book.””

At 52-4, the narrator mentions Sisyphus and Medea as distinguished figures in Corinthian
history; both featured in the Corinthiaca, and it is reasonable to think that this poem would
have been well-known in Corinth in the fifth century and would hence have constituted an
important intertext for O.13’s performance in 464. O.13.52 refers to Sisyphus’ well-known
cleverness (Zioupov pév mukvéTaTov TaAduails cos Bedv, ‘Sisyphus most subtle in his
divisings like a god’) and doubtless the Corinthiaca included some episodes focussed on this.
A possible case is PEG fr. 6 (= Paus. 2.2.2), which attributes to Eumelus the story of
Sisyphus refusing to disclose to Nestor the location of Neleus’ grave. Sisyphus’ intellectual
subtlety was proverbial, however; £ 0.13.69b cites /. 6.153 as exemplifying this quality. In
the absence of more details from the Corinthiaca we cannot say whether O.13.52 is anything
more than a generic reference to a well-known mythological datum, and the absence of
extensive comment in the scholia might suggest that commentators took this view. Pindar’s
figuration of Medea, on the other hand, is rather more distinctive; kai Tav TaTpods avTia
Mndelav Bepévav ydupov altd / vai odteipav Apyol kal mpomdAols (‘and Medea who
made her own marriage in opposition to her father, saviour of the Argo and its servants’, 53-
4). This brisk reference homes in on her ‘heroic’ aspect, her potentially troubling defiance of
her father counterbalanced by her status as the Argonauts’ saviour (vai ocoteipav Apyor).*”’
The stress on Medea as opposing Aeetes and helping the Argonauts seems to presuppose the

narrative in the Corinthiaca in which she returned to Iolcus with Jason before coming to rule

% West (2002) 109-33, 124, with further references; he suggests that Pindar may have used the Corinthiaca as

a model for his Bellerophon narrative; although none of the sources connect Bellerophon with the Corinthiaca,
it seems likely that he would have played a part in the poem. Hubbard (1986) 30-1 considers it unlikely that the
Corinthiaca treated the story of Bellerophon and the bridle, in view of the fact that neither the scholia to O.13
nor Paus. 2.4.1 mention the story. This is not, however, a sound inference; we cannot assume that scholia which
cited the Corinthiaca as a source for the story have not dropped out over time, and Pausanias’ silence is not
compelling.

%% On the Corinthiaca in general cf. Barigazzi (1966); West (2002).

9 This phrase seems to be a metaphorical way of indicating the assistance she rendered the Argonatus by
helping in the capture of the Golden Fleece; it may reference an episode in which she saved the ship itself, but
there are no traces of such an episode in the Corinthiaca. No scholia on the phrase survive.
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Corinth at the request of the Corinthians when Marathon died childless," as there would be
little point in including her in a poem about Corinth without a definite Corinthian connection.
The rest of the passage whence our information about the Corinthiaca narrative is drawn goes
on to describe how Medea was cheated by Hera of her desire to immortalize her children

(PEG fr. 5 =Paus. 2.3.11):

BaoiAevew pév 8n 81 autnv ldoova év Kopivbew, Mndeia 8¢ maidas utv yiveobal, TO
Ot &el TIKTOUEVOV KATAKPUTTEWY auTO €5 TO 1epov @épouvocav Tis “Hpas,
KaTakpUTITeY 8¢ aBavéTtous éoecbal vouifouoav: Téhos 8¢ autrv Te pabeiv cogs
NuapTrkol Tijs éATiSos kai dua UtTd ToU ldoovos puwpabeicav—ou yap avtdv
Exelv Beopévn ouyyvauny, amomAéovta <8&> &5 lwAkdv oixeobar—, ToUTwy 8¢

gveka ameABelv kai Mr8eiav Tapadouocav ZioUgpe THV apxniv.

When Jason ruled through her in Corinth, Medea had children, and once she had given
birth always took them to the temple of Hera and concealed them, thinking that if she
concealed them they would be immortal. Eventually she realized that she had erred in
her hope and at the same time was discovered by Jason; he did not grant her
forgiveness when she asked it, and sailed away to lolcus. Because of these things

Medea departed and gave the rule of the city of Sisyphus.

Although Medea was clearly not as unsettling a figure in the Corinthiaca as she was in, for
instance, Euripides’ play, several details in Pausanias’ account suggest that the Corinthiaca’s
narrative was fraught and emotive; the discovery of Medea’s deception of Jason (Umd ToU

% and the account of him refusing her

ldoovos puopabeicav) suggests her deceitfulness,™
forgiveness (oU yap auTov €xelv deopévn) ouyyvaounv) indicates a scene of some emotional
charge. I suggest that Pindar’s description at 53-4 can be read as a deproblematizing
reference, focusing on her heroic aspect to the exclusion of the problems that beset her later

9> For a Corinthian audience familiar with her role in that poem, there

in the Corinthiaca.
may also have been a certain pathos in the contrast between the ‘heroic’ Medea of 53-4 and

the suffering figure of whom they had foreknowledge.

' PEG fr. 5 (= Paus. 2.3.10-11).

2 popdo is often used of catching thieves, or the exposure of deceit; cf. e.g. PL. Lg. 954a; Dem. 45.19.

9 For other such deproblematizing characterizations cf. the narrative of Poseidon’s love for Pelops at O.1.25-
51. 0.13.53-4 is a simpler case, in that Medea’s role in the Corinthiaca was not in need of the kind of
moralizing rehabilitation required for Pelops, where the focus is as much on the deceitful tales told about the
gods as on the events of the myth.

170



The scholia’s comments on this passage are instructive of the evidential limitations we face
when evaluating the corpus. There are two strands detectable in the explanation of Medea.
Simple functional explanations of her connection with Corinth are recorded in X O.13.74a-b

(Drach. I p. 372):

a. kai TNV Mnideiav UHVA TNV Tap& yvwunv Tol TMaTtpds auTis yaunbeioav:
€y aunbn 8¢ T ldoovt cor) oUca: Thv yevouévny owTelpav kai Bonbov Ti) Apyoi.
¢BovUAeTo yap 6 Aiftns dveAeiv ToUs Apyovautas. b. &AAws maTpds AvTia
NUavTicodn kata ToOv yduov T¢ matpi 1 Mrdeiar 8v yap ékeivos ouk éRovAeTo

Taoova, ToUTw EyTUaTO Kal CUVATITIPEV aUTE.

a. And I sing of Medea, she who married against her father’s wishes. She, being a
clever woman, married Jason, and she became the Argo’s saviour and helper, as Aeetes
wished to destroy the Argonauts. b. Alternatively: ‘against her father’ means that
Medea was opposed to her father concerning her marriage, for he did not want her to

marry Jason, but she married and sailed away with him.

Y 74d and f offer more detail about the mythical background, citing PEG fr. 3 of the
Corinthiaca to explain that Aeetes and Aloeus were the sons of Helios and Antiope, and
hence that trv Képiwbov matpdov elvar ktijua Mndeias (‘Corinth was Medea’s paternal

possession’, ¥ 74d).***

Her role in Corinthian cult is elaborated by X 74g, which tells of
Medea’s saving Corinth from a plague, and provides an aetiology for the Corinthian cult of
the ‘Mixobarbaroi’, Medea’s children; this latter narrative is clearly a telescoped version of
the story related by Pausanias at 2.3.11, omitting Medea’s deception of Jason and her
departure from Corinth. The more straightforward explanations in £ 74a-b may derive from
commentaries designed for use in schools, and £ 74d and f from longer, more academic
treatments, but we cannot rule out the possibility that a and b are scaled down versions of

more detailed exegesis.*” The scholia as we have them focus on explaining Medea’s links to

Corinth rather than the specific details of Pindar’s phrasing;**® we might expect the scholia to

9% West (2002) 121, following Jacoby, favours attributing £ 74d to the Corinthiaca. There is also a possibility
that the information in X 74g derives from that poem.

95 An impression of how much might have been lost in such a process can be gleaned from the difference
between the scholia preserved in the Ambrosian manuscript (A) and those of the Vatican recension (V), the
latter being considerably more detailed; cf. Deas (1931) 57-65; Letkowitz (1985) 269-71.

406 Nb. T 74c: Cntettan 8¢ i drjmote TNV Mideiav KoAxida ovoav eis Tous mept Kopivbicov Adyous
mpoodyetal; the use of {nteiTat indicates that Medea’s Corinthian connections
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allude more precisely to the Corinthiaca’s narrative of Medea helping the Argonauts, and it
could be the case that such a passage has dropped out of the scholia over time. Similarly, if
Bellerophon did figure in the Corinthiaca, we might expect the scholia to comment on the
connection; the reference to /. 6.201 at X 130c to explain his fate perhaps suggests
simplification, with a fuller account being shortened to include only the more basic
supplementary information.

The scholia’s comments on Medea, then, exemplify some of the problems raised earlier with
regard to the scholia as a body of evidence. There is a high probability that some information,
and potentially a lot, has dropped out of the scholia, and that earlier commentaries would
have contained more explicit connections between O.13 and the Corinthiaca. On these
grounds, we must be cautious in attempting to assess how ancient Pindaric scholarship in
general construed these relations, and the possible interpretative consequences of this
scholarship. We can, however, say that the citation of the Corinthiaca in ¥ 74f prompts a
consideration of the relations between the two poems, even if further elaboration of this
relationship is absent from the scholia as we have them. The information given about Medea,
and the awareness of her role in the Corinthiaca triggered thereby, allows for a contrast
between the brevity of Pindar’s reference and the complexity of her involvement with
Corinth; it also enhances awareness of the pathos arising from the contrast between Medea’s
heroic rendering at 53-4 and the loss of her children. More generally, the exegesis of Medea’s
role in O.13 can be read as another instance of the scholia co-opting and extending the text’s
archival project (yvcooouat / tav dABiav Képivbov). As in the case of the Oligaethidae and

their victories, reading the scholia entails an exploration of Corinthian myth and history.

HISTORICIZATION

The scholia’s historicizing readings have frequently been attacked by modern scholars;
Mary Lefkowitz, among others, has shown that these readings are usually based on
guesswork rather than on definite historical information, that they are influenced by
Hellenistic aesthetic preoccupations and demonstrate an inadequate understanding of Pindar’s

poetics, and are insufficiently integrated into wider interpretation of the poems.*”’” In this

7 Cf. Lefkowitz (1975) 174-6 on T P.8.1a (Drach. II p. 206), which interprets the opening reference to
Hesychia as a reference to political disturbances in the period of Aristomenes’ victory; she argues that the
existence of the ‘Persian wars’ explanation in ¥ P.8.1b (ibid.) shows that the scholia did not have definitive
historical information on which to base their first interpretation, and that both interpretations were formulated
according to a criterion of probability (eikds). N.b. also ibid. p. 177 on the ‘introversion’ of £ N.7.1a. (Drach. III
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section I shall argue that although we should be wary of seeing the historicizations of the
scholia as valid interpretations, we should also be alert to functions they might have beyond
the straightforwardly exegetical and interpretative.

The scholia’s explanation of 0.13.23 (¢v & Apns &vBel véwv oUAials aixuaiow avdpdv,
‘there Ares blooms in the deadly spears of young men’) is a notable instance of the
historicization Lefkowitz criticises. X 32b (Drach. I pp. 364-5) interprets év & Apns avBel as
a reference to events of the Persian war, citing Theopompus for the story that the women of

Corinth prayed to Aphrodite to inspire their men with martial lust against the Persians:

TOv Apnv enoiv év Kopivbep Adumev Teiveov eis té mepi TTepoida, év ofs Umep Tiis
TV EAAveov owtnpias fvdpaydbnoav oi Kopivbiol. Oedtroutos 8¢ pnot kai tas
yuvaikas auTt@v eUfacbal T Appoditn épwTa EUTECEIV Tois AudPAsCIV aUTEV
néxeobat Utep 1 EAAGS o5 Tols Mndois, eioeABovoas eis TO iepdv Tijs Appoditrs,

Smep idpuoaacbar Thv Mridetav Aéyouow "Hpas mpootatdons.*”

He says that Ares shines in Corinth alluding to the events of the Persian wars, in which
the Corinthians conducted themselves nobly on behalf of Greece’s freedom.
Theopompus says that their women, going to the temple of Aphrodite which they say
Medea set up at Hera’s behest, prayed to Aphrodite that a desire might fall upon the
men to do battle with the Medes on behalf of Greece.

The scholia then cite an epigram of Simonides which was written on the temple to

commemorate the event:

ai®’ umep EANGveov Te kai &y xepdxwv ToAnTav
goTaoav euxoueval Kumpidi dapovia.
oV y&p ToEopdpolotv eBovAeTo 81 Appodita

Mri8ois EAAGveov akpdmoAv déuevan.

pp. 116-17), and the absence of any attempt to connect this passage with the rest of the ode, or to compare it
with other similar passages, which she argues was the result of line-by-line reading. Cf. Young (1971) 29-30 n.
99.

8 Cf. Kurke (1996) 64-5 and n. 38 for an analysis of the dedication and its context; Athen. 573c¢ cites the
dedication as made by the sacred prostitutes of the temple of Aphrodite; she sees the citation in the Pindar
scholia (and cf. Plut. de mal. Her. 39.871a-b) as airbrushing the prostitutes out of the story in order to simplify
it. This may well be right, but my reading here focuses on the reading situation as opened up by the scholia
rather than on the actual events of the historical situation. Cf. ibid. for her reading of fr. 122, the skolion
commemorating Xenophon’s dedication of temple prostitutes that was probably performed contemporaneously
with O.13.
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These women stood and prayed to the Cyprian goddess on behalf of the Greeks and
their citizens who fight at close quarters. Noble Aphrodite did not wish to surrender a

Greek acropolis to the bow-bearing Medes.

This interpretation is tendentious. There is no reason to see ¢v 8" Apns &vBel véwv ovAials
aixuaiow avdpddv as a reference to a specific military situation; if Pindar had wanted to
refer to the Persian wars and the Corinthian women’s prayer to Aphrodite, he could have

. . 409
done so in more specific terms.

The interpretation misunderstands the generalizing nature
of the rhetoric, and moreover fails to apprehend the connection between Corinth’s military
prowess and her athletic successes.*'® The scholium also exemplifies Lefkowitz’ criticism of
the commentators’ failure to integrate interpretation of a particular line or phrase with a
reading of the poem as a whole.

On these grounds, we would be justified in dismissing these scholia as irrelevant to the
interpretation of the poem, and we certainly should not see their comments as an adequate
exegesis of Pindar’s compositional practice, as there is no reason to think that he is ‘alluding
to the Persian wars’ (Teiveov eis Ta mepi TTepoida). Such an outright dismissal, however,
would obscure several points of interest. Unlike X P.8.1a-b, which Lefkowitz rightly criticises
as based on surmise, ¥ 0O.13.32b cites a datum contemporary with the poem’s original
performance, the Simonides epigram, which, together with the supplication story, may have
played a part in the poem’s original reception. Given the generality of the reference in
0.13.23 we need not suppose that the line would have been understood by a Corinthian
audience as referring to the Persian wars rather than any other engagement, but Corinth’s role
in that conflict and its Simonidean commemoration will have formed part of the general
understanding of the past which would have contextualized the reference.*''

Awareness of the exegetical shortcomings of X 32a-b opens the way to a reading of their
more general supplementary functions. As in the case of the supplementary information given
in the scholia to O.10, X 32a-b can be understood not only as exegetical documents but as a

corpus which puts into play metatextual associations parallel and strictly extraneous to the

text itself, but which nonetheless affect and enhance the reader’s experience. Discarding X

9% Cf. the references to Himera and Salamis at P.1.71-80. For Teivew used of allusion, cf. £ 1.2.1b (Drach. III p.
213), where it is used of Pindar’s reference to the practice of previous lyric poets composing for money.

19 For the connection between war and athletics, where the latter is seen as mimetic of the former cf. e.g. Young
(1971) 39-40.

11 Cf. Salmon (1984) 253-6 for Corinth’s importance in the Persian wars.
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32b’s value as an exegesis of authorial intention or as a totalizing description of the poem’s
fifth-century reception, we can read it in terms of a co-operation with the text on which it
comments. Thus O.13.23 can be understood as a typological generality exemplified by the
historical events related by the scholium, which can in turn be read as participating in the
text’s project of glorification. A similar reading can be applied to X 32b’s information about
Medea. There is no strictly exegetical reason to include the reference to Medea founding the
temple of Aphrodite (1o iepov Tiis Appoditns, dmep idpUoacbar v Mrdeiav Aéyouov
‘Hpas mpooTtadons), a datum extraneous to the account of the Corinthian women’s
supplication.*'* However, when read as part of the nexus of associations raised by the totality
of text and metatext, the detail of Medea’s founding the temple of Aphrodite connects her
with the women’s supplication at that temple during the Persian wars, and hence opens the
possibility of seeing the actions of the Corinthian women in assisting the city as reflecting
those of Medea in saving the Argonauts at O.13.53-4. Their use of Aphrodite to engender
martial lust in the men of Corinth (eU§acBa T Appoditn épwoTa éumeoeiv Tols avdpdaotv
aUTAV péxeobal Utep Tiis EAAGSos), shifting the goddess’ normal function into the realm
of warfare, parallels Medea’s communally beneficial transgression of gender roles. This
association is not licensed by the text alone, and as the text does not mention the supplication
of Aphrodite we might not wish to see the association as underlying the poet’s portrayal of
Medea. Nevertheless, by raising the possibility of reading an historical episode, and (a
version of) Theopompus’ narrative of it, as illuminated by the poem, the scholium instantiates

the text’s exemplifying strategies, further elaborating Medea’s status as a Corinthian ‘hero’.

METATEXTUAL INTERVENTIONS

The connection between Medea and the women of £ 32b results in a reading of the
Corinthian women in the light of Medea’s role in the poem, a reversal of the normal direction
of influence which neatly illustrates the complexities of the mutual implicativeness of text
and metatext. More common, however, are instances where the scholia’s strategies of
explanation have a bearing on the reader’s construal of the text and its significance. One such
is the account of the mention of Bellerophon’s ‘fate’ (Siaccomdoouai oi pépov €y, 91) at

¥ 130b-c (Drach. I p. 382):

12 This detail may reflect an attempt on the part of early commentators to link the mythical past with historical

events in connection with the details of Medea’s role in Corinthian cult in X 74d and f.
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b. UmooTéAAeTal T& kaTd TV TeAeuTnv eimelv, 8T1 eocov ek Tou TTnydoou xwAods
¢yéveTo. ¢. GAAws. TOV BdvaTtov autol oryrjoopal. UTooTEAAETal Yap TO KaTd
v TeAeuTtnv ekPBePnrds auTdd kakdv. Aéyetal yap &Ti avanTtival Poulnbeis T¢
TTnydow, koupaws Tapakivduveloas, kata BouAnov tou Aids oioTpwbévTos ToU
TTnydoovu gkmimTel kai xwAoUTtar kai ¢mAavarto kata 1O AAfov xwAds. kai

“Ounpds pnow (1. 6. 201):

fTol 6 k&1 mediov T AArjlov olos &AaTo

Ov Bupdv KaTESwv.

b. He omits to talk about the matters relating to his death, that he fell from Pegasus and
was lamed. c. Alternatively: I shall be silent about his death. He omits the terrible thing
that befell him at his death. It is said that he wished to to fly upwards on Pegasus,
taking a foolish risk, and at Zeus’ behest Pegasus was stung, and he fell, was lame, and
wandered lame on the Alean plain. And Homer says: ‘He wandered alone on the Alean

plain, gnawing at his heart.’

I shall focus on two lines of interpretation brought into play by this exegesis. Firstly, the
Homeric citation calls to mind Glaucus’ narration of the deaths of Bellerophon’s son Isandrus
and his daughter Laodameia in the passage from which the citation is drawn (/. 6.196-

205):4

) & #Teke Tpla Tékva Saippovi BeAAepopdvTn

"loavBpdv Te kai IrmdAoxov kai Aaodaueiav.

AaoBauein pév TapeAéEaTto untieTa Zeus,

N & Etex’ uTiBeov Zapmnddva xaAkokopuoTrjv.

AAN’ &Te 81 kai kelvos ammxBeto Taot Beoiow, 200
fTol & k&1 ediov TO AArjiov olos aAaTo

Bv Bupdv kaTédwv, TaTov Avbpcdmwy dAetiveov:

"loavBpov 8¢ oi uidv Apns &Tos ToAéuoio

Hapvdauevov ZoAuuolol kaTékTave kudaAipolor

v 8¢ xoAwoapévn xpuorivios ApTeus EKTa. 205

*1 Hubbard (1986) 28-33 argues that the story is based on a narrative connected with the cult of Athena Hippia

at Corinth, for which cf. Paus. 2.4.1; he neglects the role played by the /liad story in relation to O.13. For a
different approach cf. Boeke (2007) 149, who argues that ‘Pindar deliberately excluded that part of the myth in
which Bellerophon was cast as an innocent victim vindicated by his heroic deeds’. The connection between the
two texts is also briefly noted by Dickson (1986) 127.
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She bore three children to subtle-minded Bellerophon, Isander and Hippolochus and
Laodameia. Zeus the counsellor lay with Laodameia, and she bore godlike Sarpedon of
the bronze armour. But when he became hated by all the gods, then he wandered alone
on the Alean plain, gnawing at his heart, shunning the ways of men. Ares, unglutted
with war, slew his son Isander when he was fighting with the noble Solymi, and in her

wrath Artemis of the golden reins slew his daughter.

¥ 130c’s citation of Glaucus also gives rise to possible tension between his heroic portrayal at
0.13.60 (¢x Aukias 8¢ MNaikov eéABSvTa Tpdueov Aavaoi, ‘the Danaans trembled at
Glaucus when he came from Lycia’) and his depiction in the //iad, where he is a considerably

414
less successful figure.

This contrast might be read as ironizing or problematizing Pindar’s
treatment by confronting it with the authority of the Homeric poems.

Such a conclusion would be complicated, however, by the wider dynamics of Glaucus’
earlier portrayal. The description of the Greeks’ reaction to him is followed by an account of
his vaunting of his ancestry, which leads into the central narrative of Bellerophon’s invention

of the bridle (60-4):

Tolol Yév
eEeUxeT’ €v &oTel TTel-
PAVAS CPETEPOU TTATPOS APXAV

kai Babuv kA&pov Eupev kai péyapov:

05 TGS OPIOBEDS Vi-
6v moTte MNopydvos 1) TOAN’ &uei kpouvois

TTayacov CeGEal mobécov émabev ...

He boasted to them that his father’s rulership was in the town of Peirene, and his rich
inheritance and hall, he who once suffered much in desiring to yoke Pegasus, son of the

snaky Gorgon, beside the spring ...

#1* His mistake in exchanging gold for bronze armour with Diomedes (/. 6.232-6) is a humiliating one, as

marked by Zeus ‘robbing him of his wits’ (§v6’ alte MNaitke Kpovidns ppévas egéAeto ZeUs, 234); for ancient
and modern scholarly reaction to this scene cf. Graziosi and Haubold (2010) 143-4. He later fails to rescue
Sarpedon’s armour at //. 16.508-12 and 663-5; cf. further ibid. pp. 37-8.
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The context of Glaucus speaking to the Greeks and his stress on his ancestry at 61-2 signals
engagement with his speech at /. 6.145-211, where he responds to Diomedes’ inquiry about

his ancestry.*"

With regard to Glaucus’ position within the poem as a whole, it is significant
that he is presented as a social figure, one who is realized by means of a speech to his peers
in which his relations with his family are emphasised. As such, Glaucus mediates between the
communally embedded laudandus and the more isolated Bellerophon.

The narrative of Bellerophon’s invention of the bridle can be read as an agonistic
engagement with the /iad speech, where the invention is not mentioned. This interaction is
foregrounded by shared details; mention of Bellerophon’s killing of the Amazons, the
Chimaera and the Solymi (ToEéTav PaAAwv yuvaikeiov otpaTtdv / kai Xipawpav mip
Tvéoloav kai ZoAUpous émequev, ‘he slew the female army of archers, and the Chimaera
breathing flmae, and the Solymi, 89-90) recalls Glaucus’ narration of these events at //.
6.179-86. The mention of Bellerophon’s fate (0.13.91) both references the //iad narrative and
differentiates Pindar’s account, a differentiation also achieved by the location of Glaucus’

*1° The agonistic relation between 0.13.60-90 and //.

home in Corinth (év &oTei TTeipavas).
6.145-211 is figured by the metalepsis of Glaucus and the Pindaric narrator.*'” The absence
of articulation of the shift between Glaucus’ indirect speech at 61-2 and the narrative at 63-
90, together with the correspondences just mentioned between O.13’s narrative and Glaucus’
speech in the [liad, brings about a blurring of Glaucus’ speaker position as an embedded
narrator at 61-2 with that of the primary narratory in 63-92. This blurring of speakers,
however, is complicated by the metrical shift at 62-3, where the aeolic cola of the antistrophe
give way to the dactylo-epitrites of the epode,*'® highlighting the difference between the
speakers of 61-2 and 63-92. Glaucus can thus be read simultaneously as subsumed into and
differentiated from the narrator’s voice. This trope figures in miniature the intertextual
relations between O.13 and //. 6, in which the latter is simultaneously put under erasure and

necessary for O.13’s contrasting operation. This textual relationship is significant in a poem

which highlights the /laudandus’ relation to his family and wider community. In

13 ¢EeuxeTo also has Homeric overtones, picking up on the frequent use of elfxopat in accounts of parentage, as

by Glaucus at /. 6.211 (Tavtns Tot yevef]s Te kai aipaTtos eUxouat elvai, ‘I claim that I am of this family and
blood”).

4o Similarly the change of genealogy: Glaucus is Bellerophon’s son in Pindar, whereas in Homer the line runs
Bellerophon — Hippolochus — Glaucus. N.b. also that Homer does not mention Pegasus’ catasterism. The
Homeric narrative likewise omits reference to the story of Bellerophon’s attempt to fly to Olympus and his fall
from Pegasus (cf. Graziosi and Haubold (2010) 120); O.13.91 thus picks up and extends the Homeric omission.
7 For a definition of metalepsis and a treatment of the phenomenon in early Greek poetry cf. de Jong (2009)
87-115, who argues that metalepsis in Greek literature is primarily aimed at establishing continuity between
present and past speakers: for criticisms of this position cf. Phillips (2010) 6-7.

18 For the poem’s metrical structure cf. Itsumi (2009) 199-204.
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foregrounding the text’s dependence on and transformation of the //iad’s narrative, a relation
also at work in that of O.13’s choral narrator to that of the //iad, the above passage makes
intertextual relations parallel the dynamics of interdependence at work in Xenophon’s
connection to his family, and Corinth’s to its great inventions.

The scholia’s comments on Glaucus are another revealing instance of both their
shortcomings and their potentially wider interpretative significance. It is notable that despite
their Homeric citations (X 82e¢ = /I 6.191; £ 130b = II. 6.201) they do not explore the
relations between the Pindaric and Homeric realizations of Glaucus. Their comments at X
82a-e and 86b are concerned with Glaucus’ lineage and his connections to Corinth rather than
his wider role in the poem, although as in the case of connections with the Corinthiaca we
cannot be sure that a more extensive treatment of the Homeric model has not been lost.
Despite these interpretative limitations, however, the scholia’s citations of the //iad do serve
the role of prompting a more detailed examination of the relations between the two texts,
serving as a mnemonic ground for the kind of reading I have just engaged in. This is not to
say that the scholia are necessary for such an intertextual confrontation to be apprehended by
a particular reader, and it could be argued that their narrow focus on Glaucus’ lineage
actually obscures the structural connections between 0.13.60-92 and /. 6.145-211.
Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that the scholia’s intertextual cues are more explicit
than and supplementary to those of the text, and that the kind of interpretative situation
entailed by reading the scholia and the text together allows for a perusal of such cues which
would enable a reader to interrogate the weaknesses of the scholia’s comments and to think
further about their associations.

There also arises in £ 130a-b a tension between the text’s refusal to narrate Bellerophon’s
fate and the scholia’s short but detailed articulation of these events. The emphasis on
Bellerophon’s  thoughtless risk-taking (koUpws Tapakivduvevoas), the repeated
specification of his lameness (éxmiTTel kai xwAoUTar kai EmMAavaTo ... XwAds), and the
stress on the gods’ opposition to Bellerophon’s actions (kata PouUAnowv tou Aids ...
exmiTel) bring to the fore the very details that Pindar’s narrative supresses. Apprehension of
Bellerophon’s unhappy fate is also sharpened by the contrast with the account of Pegasus’

catasterism in X 130d.*'” T suggest that the scholia’s supplementation has the effect of

1% Although from another angle this also serves to soften the reference to Bellerophon’s fate; one might see the

catasterism as analogous to the fame of the victor, and hence as balancing the negative exemplarity of the
previous line. Compare the narrative given by X N.5.25a-c (Drach. III pp. 92-3) of the killing of Phocus.
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1.*%° T have argued

focusing readerly attention on the function and significance of 0.13.9
above that the line can be read as implying a contrast between Bellerophon and the
laudandus, opposing the former’s fate to the hope of the latter’s continued succcess, and as
part of an agonistic relation with 7/. 6.145-211. While they might initially appear to spoil the
effect of the line, the scholia’s comments strengthen both of these effects by detailing the

"and, by

mythical events which constitute Bellerophon as (in part) a negative exemplum,**
means of the //iad citation, implicitly contrasting Pindar’s account with Homer’s. By filling
the gap left by the text, the scholia’s comments highlight the way in which 0.13.91
foregrounds the act of erasure from which the text is constructed. As such, £ 130a-b
exemplifies the complexities of the interactions between text and metatext that I have
discussed, functioning not simply as an exegesis which can be separated from the text on
which it comments, but rather participating in and affecting that text’s function.

My readings have emphasised the openness of the exemplum-frame relations in both O.10
and O.13: each poem, in their different ways, demands interpretative negotiation from the
reader that is simultaneously an act of ethical positioning. I would also suggest that the
narrator’s treatment of these exemplum-frame relations is part of an ethical projection. Not
claiming by means of declarative statements complete authority over the relations between
past and present and between different types of behaviour, but instead prompting the reader
to negotiate the poems’ parallelisms and inversions, is itself an act of moderation on the
narrator’s part. The Pindaric narrator ‘has fair things to speak of” (éxco kaA& Te ppdoal,
0O.13.11), but he presents them in ways which require the reader to expand on their wider
significance. These interpretative issues are resituated by the scholarly commentaries
represented by the scholia, which, as we have seen, have the potential to affect readings of
the primary texts in various ways. The scholia’s supplementations have the effect of both
shortening and affirming the distance between the reader’s situation and that of the texts’
realization in performance. The citations of the Corinthiaca, Theopompus, and Simonides,

for instance, in the commentaries on O.13 recreate, at least to some extent, the interpretative

2 This process could occur without the scholia; a reader, reading without metatexts, who knows (something of)

the myth might well pause to consider the events being alluded to. But the scholia’s comments give rise to a
particular reading situation; recalling a story from one’s own memory alone is different from reading a version
of that story. Moreover, the scholia also allow for a contrast between different types of discourses, namely the
poem’s terse allusion and their own narrative,

21 Cf. Bulman (1992) 33; Boeke (2007) 146; Finglass (2007) 108: ‘we are ... encouraged to look forward to the
bleakness of Bellerophon’s future’. Cf. also the fuller elaboration of Bellerophon as a negative exemplum at
1.7.43-7, with £ 1.7.63a-b (Drach. III pp. 268). For a moralizing interpretation of O.13 cf. Boeke (2007) 159,
who stresses that ‘Bellerophon’s story makes it clear that ... mortals are ... held accountable for their use of the
divine gift’. Gentili (1988) 135 suggests that the ‘episode would not have pleased a Corinthian audience’, but
this implies a simplistic mode of spectatorship.
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background against which the poem would originally have been received, but also enforce an
awarenesss of their constructedness as a modern scholarly response.*** As such, the scholia I
have examined can also serve to sensitize readers to the contingency and historical sitedness

of their own interpretative and supplementary manoeuvres.

#22 Cf. Billings (2010) on the “erotics of reception’, ‘a dialectic of lack and resource that leads to a productive
relation with antiquity’ (p. 22). The circumstances of the reception on which Billings focuses (Holderlin’s
Hyperion) are very different from those of the Hellenistic commentators; most obviously, there is a much
greater cultural continuity between the Hellenistic and classical periods than between antiquity and modernity.
Nevertheless, the commentators’ projects can to a certain extent be seen as attempting to overcome the
interpretative obstacles posed by historical and social changes, and the loss of the performance culture of the
classical period.
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OLYMPIAN 14: CLOSING THE BOOK

My above reading of Theocritus /d. 16, and particularly of use of the Graces at the end of the
poem, provides a useful starting point for thinking about O.14 as a book poem. As I argued
above, Theocritus’ appropriation foregrounds the oppositions between text and choral
performance, between the Graces as personifications and documents, and its focus on
materiality encourages a focus on the book as a distinctive space of meaning. The following
analysis will explore some of these phenomena in detail. Composed for Asopichus’ of
Orchomenos victory in (probably) 488 BC,** a short poem for a relatively unimportant victor
in a minor event, O.14 exemplifies the practice of placing the less socially weighty poems

towards the end of the book.***

I shall argue here, however, that it is also a brilliant poem
with which to close the Olympian edition, with Echo’s journey to the underworld assuming a
striking closural function. I argue below that in the performance economy of the fifth century
Echo would have acted as a metaphor for reperformance, and in the context of written
dissemination in later years, this role doubles as a metaphor for dissemination more
generally, providing a memorable vignette with which to end the book, while also gesturing
towards the transcendental claims of poetic discourse. This is balanced by the role of the
Graces, discussion of which has dominated criticism of the poem, with scholars attempting
to balance the poem’s hymnic form with its function as an epinician.** In the context of the
poetry book the invocation of the Graces and the account of their importance makes for an
appropriate closural gesture, capping previous references to poetic inspiration and forming a
coda which implicitly restates the book’s claims of importance and authority.

The extent of the Graces’ authority on Olympus (T&vTtwv Tauial / épywv év oUpavd,

‘stewards of all works in heaven’, 9-10) and their participation in all the positive facets of

3 For the date cf. Del Grande (1956) 115.

#4.0.14 is a particularly good example of the pathos potentially attendant on the diachronic process, as the
reader confronts the juxtaposition of the splendour of Pindar’s commemoration and the town’s subsequent bleak
history. It was sacked by the Thebans in 364 BC (Diod. Sic. 15.79) and again after the Sacred War (Dem.
19.112). It was later rebuilt (cf. Paus. 9.37.8, Arr. An. 1.9.10), but was not again to thrive as an independent
political force. Although we cannot be certain that O.14 always came last in post-Aristophanic editions, it is
likely that this order was the norm: Theon’s commentary on P.12, for instance, shows that P.12 was the last
poem in the edition he used.

*25 The most recent discussions are Ford (2011) 97-104 and Athanassaki (2003) 4, who sees the poem as a
fusion of hymn and epinician, an ‘artistic experiment’ which leads to ‘the creation of a setting where the Graces
and Echo make up a most exclusive audience for poet and victor alike.” On the predominance of the hymnic
element cf. Wilamowitz (1922) 151: ‘[h]ier ist alles ein Gebet an die Chariten, und das ist nicht nur durch den
Ort geboten, sondern kommt ihm von Herzen’; cf. also Kakridis (1979) 145: ‘[d]er Kult der orchomenischen
Chariten muss dem bdotishcen Dichter schon frither vertraut gewesen sein. Diese Vertrautheit gab ihm die
Eingebung, das Siegeslied so zu gestalten, dass er die Form eines Gebets an die Chariten annahm.” This less
orthodox form fits well with the practice of ending a book with less orthodox examples of the genre, for which
cf. e.g. Haslam (1993) 115 on Callim. /ambi.
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human culture (5-7) connotes in the performance scenario the poem’s Panhellenic
aspirations.426 In the situation of reading, however, the Graces function somewhat differently,
although the Panhellenic claims are still in play. It has often been noted that O.14 directs
itself towards two audiences, the divine, composed of the Graces, and the human.**” This is
recapitulated by the situation of reading, where the reader partially assumes the situation of
the projected audience. The relationship between the human and divine choruses is of crucial
importance here. Critics have often argued for seeing a close continuity between these choral
groups,**® but the former is not merely a reflection of the latter. While the Graces’ role in
overseeing the celebrations on Olympus (8-9) provides a clear parallel with the performing
chorus, Echo’s role interposes an important distinction between the two. While it is possible,
following Segal, to see Echo as paralleling the Graces, and the poem as moving both upwards

to Olympus and downwards to Hades,"*’

the function of Echo as an adjunct to the human
chorus also differentiates it, as the Graces have no need of such recourse; Echo’s function
points up the fact that the human chorus needs to deal with mortality, in a way which the
divine does not. Similarly, Cleodamus’ role as an addressee is distinguished from Thalia’s by
his mortality.

The performance of the human chorus arises partly out of a need to deal with and (attempt
to) transcend mortality, and is therefore context dependent, whereas the Graces’ celebrations
on Olympus are bound by no such restraints. This differentiation is expanded by the
diachronic context, where the reader assimilates Thalia’s role as an internal reader/spectator:
¢makooiTe viv, Qalia Te / ¢paciuoAte, idoloa Tévde kédpov (‘listen now Thalia lover of
song, looking on this revel ...", 15-16). We might question whether the Graces are to be seen
as an idealized personification of the performance itself, and whether it is possible to see
them as figurations of an idealized reading, a reading which bestows value on the text by
participating in it, and which comprehends the performance from a transcendental
perspective. Unfortunately there is no evidence to suggest the latter, although the Graces’ role
is certainly suggestive of such a figuration. What can be conceived with more certainty is the
process by which the text’s historical readers partially displace the Graces in bestowing value

on the poem. The phrasing of the invocation refers to the Graces’ role in overseeing the

26 Cults p. 403 argues that the Graces of Orchomenos were the “original’ Graces from which those in the rest of
Greece developed. If this is correct, it would be possible to see a parallel between O.1’s return to the origins of
the games, recapitulated in O.10, and O.14’s return to the original site of the Graces. Pausanias’ account of the
Orchomenian Graces is a testament to their Panhellenic status.

27 C.g. Segal (1985); Athanassaki (2003) 4.

28 Cf. Sevieri (1997) 80.

2 Segal (1985) 205.
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performance (idoloa Tovde kduov) enforces a separation of performance from the act of
reading the poem, emphasising the reader’s role in recreating the Graces’ patronage. The
rhetoric of the poem thus enjoins upon the reader an awareness of the secondariness of his
activity, and implies a meiotic comparison between his role and the transcendental power of
the Graces. This is offset, however, by the productive aspect of reading, as the performance
rhetoric gives rise to an awareness of the fleetingness of the moment of performance, and its
dependence on the material document for its recreation. These tensions restage the
differences between the human and divine choruses, refiguring them into the situation of
reading, and prepare for the meditation on poetic value staged through the figure of Echo.**
Before exploring Echo’s role in more detail, however, I want to focus briefly on an aspect of
potential interaction between the text and its performance context. In common with other

1 Moreover, I suggest that the description

scholars I think processional performance likely.
of the underworld as Persephone’s ‘black-walled house’ (ueAavTeixéa 8duov) serves as an
inverse of the famous temple of the Graces at Orchomenus, the probable destination of the
performing chorus, and substitutes for the house of the victor’s father, towards which a
celebratory revel would normally have been directed.*> This hypothesis cannot be tested as
we have no way of knowing the form of the original performance, but it seems reasonable in
view of the importance of the Graces’ temple at Orchomenus, and of the structural feature of

3 In the context of processional

directing a celebratory revel to the father’s house.
performance, a parallel would obtain between two moving entities, rather than a static entity
and a moving one as would be the case if we were to hypothesise performance outside the
temple. The structural parallel between the peAavteixéa 8éuov and the temple of the Graces

would create a tension between different semantic levels, with the earth and the underworld

0 As with other texts we have examined, the process of commentary is an important aspect of the text’s
material transformation. The information given about the Minyae and Orchomenus in £ O.14 inscr., and X
0.14.26a’s bee etymology, unrelated to poem, both exemplify this archival aspect.

1 Cf. Athanassaki (2003) 4. Verdenius (1987) ad O.14.16 argues against the processional performance thesis,
on the grounds that in such circumstances ‘[the poem] could hardly have been understood and appreciated by
the public’, but this objection has no weight. For the képos as a procession cf. Bundy (1962) 23; Goldhill
(1991) 135-6; Heath (1988) 183; for criticisms of this position cf. Eckerman (2010) 308-9.

2 For the temple cf. Paus. 9.38.1. The project of connecting Pindaric epinicia to architecture has gathered pace
lately: cf. Shapiro (1988); for reading of P.6 in relation to the Siphnian treasury at Delphi, and Pavlou (2010) for
possible connections between O.3 and the temple of Zeus Olympius at Acragas. Cf. also Athanassaki (2011b) on
the architectural intertexts in P.7. Cf. ibid. 316 n. 19 for further references. The relation suggested here is more
general than those outlined by these scholars. For the victor’s father’s house as the destination of the revel cf.
1.8.1-4: KAedvBpw Tis &Aikia Te AUTpov eliBofov, & véol, kaudTwy /TaTpds dyAadv TeAeodpxou Tapa
mpdbupov / icov aveyelpéTw / kéduov (‘Go, one of you young men, for the sake of Cleandrus and his youth, to
the gleaming doorway of Telesarchus his father, and awake the revel, glorious recompense for his labours’).

3 Cf. Segal (1985) 205 for the structural patterns in which the chorus’ performance is opposed to that of Echo,
and Echo and Persephone are associated as figures who travel between earth and the underworld.
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being both separated and drawn together. The peAavteixéa Sdpov is operative as a verbal
signifier, whereas the Graces’ temple is not. The latter would be gestured to by the
performance itself, and recontextualized by the movement of the chorus towards it, while

being held outside the realm of the text.**

This recontextualization juxtaposes the temple of
the Graces with the underworld, drawing on the contrast between the two realms and also
referencing the performance as a means of mediating them, and balances the association
between the performance and the Graces’ singing on Olympus (8-12). The encompassing of
ueAavteixéa déuov by the text contrasts with the chorus’ physical inability to journey to
Hades, and acts as a formal reversal of Echo’s journey.

The Graces are given multiple and generalized spatial associations by their connection with
the waters of the Cephisus (Kagioicov U8&Tcov / Aaxoioal, ‘owners of Cephisus’ waters’, 1-
2) and because their ‘seat’ (€8pav) is Orchomenus as a whole; similarly, they have a dual role
as overseers of the festivities on Olympus (9-12) and the revel on earth (13-20). This
correlates with their temporal extension, as their status as maAaryéveov Mivuav émiokotrol
(‘guardians of the Minyans born in ancient times’, 4) looks back to the heroic age. The
(non)presence of the temple of the Graces in O.14 would be, on my reading, a particular
example of the strategy by means of which Pindar omits to tie a poem too strongly to the
specific features of a particular place in order to allow a poem to appeal to as wide an

. 1435
audience as possible.

In this case, the audience of a performance in Orchomenus would
obviously have been well aware of the temple and would have been able to fill in the details,
but the generality with which the Graces are localized also allows for their transposability in
reperformance and eases the shift from the Graces as specifically Orchomenian deities in 1-4
to their panhellenic Olympian status in 6-12. The peAavTteixéa dépov would also substitute
for the house of the victor’s father, adding a note of pathos by reminding the audience of the
kéuos that might have been. However, the subsitution of Echo’s journey for this never-
performed képos is also a celebratory move, replacing a human performance with an event

which transcends the mortal sphere, and which, as we shall see below, gestures towards the

poem’s immortalizing power. The poem can thus be read as a formal and conceptual

% We note the difference from e.g. Sappho fr. 2, where Aphrodite’s grove is described in detail, as well e.g. P.7
which alludes specifically to the temple of the Alcmaeonids; see e.g. Tedv / dbuov TTuBdwt dig BanTov
greufav, (‘they made your dwelling in divine Pytho a marvel to see’, 10-11).

3 Cf. Carey (2007) 199 on the absence from Pindar's poetry of overly specific descriptions of particular places,
a strategy which ‘facilitates the process of projecting the song and its honorands beyond their polis into the
larger performative context of Greece in fulfilment of the boast/promise of the panegyrists that their song
provides a fame which transcends the boundaries of space and time’. This style of writing does not completely
preclude the possibility of allusions to particular local features: see e.g. Pavlou (2010).
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aggregation; both Echo’s journey to the underworld and the kduos of the performance
directed towards the Graces replace the kéuos that would have taken place had Cleodamus

still been alive.

A (RE)PERFORMANCE TEXT

Before thinking in detail about Olympian 14’s as part of an edition, it will be useful to think
about an aspect of the poem’s performance function which is of importance for these
considerations. I suggest that Echo, as a figure of reduplication, of the poem/performance
going beyond itself, operates as a metaphor for reperformance.”’® Thus the fact of
Cleodamus’ death and the need to include him in some way in the performance is coupled
with an implicit meditation on poetry’s immortalizing power. In order to understand the
dynamics of this figuration, we need first to consider how Echo’s role is conceived, and how
the content of her utterance is likely to have been understood by fifth century audiences (22-

4):

TaTpl KAUTAY @épolo’ ayyeliav,
KAedBapov &gp’ 180io’, uidv eitms 811 of véav
kOATOIS Trap’ euddEois TTioas

goTepdvooe Kudipwv aéfAwv TTepoiotl xaitav.

. carrying this glorious message to his father so that when you see Cleodamus you
may tell him that his son crowned his hair with the wings of the famous games, in the

renowned folds of Pisa.

The first point to make is that Echo’s figuration of reperformance is indirect; Echo is
intratextual, whereas the reperformer is extratextal, and the former’s journey to the
underworld is obviously different from a reperformance’s echoing of the original. More
importantly, we need to recognize that Echo’s speaking is a deferred action, existing in a
hypothetical future, given by the indefinite subjunctive eitrns, which is always in advance of

the text. Echo’s journey to the underworld is both a part of the text and that which the text

¢ Probably the clearest reference to reperformance is N.4.13-16 (i 8 #11 Capevel Tiudkpitos &hico / ods

TaTnp £0&ATeTO, TolkiAov KiBapileov / Baud ke, THSe péhel kAibeis / Uuvov keAddnoe kaAAivikov, ‘and if
your father Timocritus had still been warmed by the mighty sun, often playing subtly the cithara he would have
celebrated his victorious son, inclining to this melody’), for which cf. Morrison (2011) 232. The connection
between Echo and reperformance is briefly suggested by Ford (2011) 104.
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cannot circumscribe. There have been various attempts to formulate the content of Echo’s
utterance, ranging from seeing her loosely as a personification of fame, to thinking that she
conveyed a precise message to Cleodamus, or that she repeated the whole poem verbatim.*’
These readings are based on later depictions of Echo, such as that of Aristophanes’
Thesmophoriazusae, where she repeats the last words of Inlaw’s and the Guard’s speeches to
comic effect (1056-96), and Ovid’s famous treatment of the Echo and Narcissus myth (Met.
3.334ft.). In the absence of any solid contemporary evidence which might indicate how Echo
was conceived by Pindar’s contemporary audiences, however, we should be wary of

retrojecting these later realizations of Echo onto the performance scenario of O.14, and of

attributing too specific a function to Echo, or an expectation of such a function to her

438 s 439

audience.”” In Homer fx1j means ‘noise’,” and it is unclear when the more specific
meaning of ‘echo’ developed. A possible contemporary comparandum is Hom.h.Pan. 21,
where Echo is mentioned as one of the nymphs who accompany Pan in his revels. Here, Echo
‘moans around’ the mountains (kopu@rnv d¢ meploTével oUpeos 'Hxc), but it is unclear
whether this involves the kind of specific repetition that Aristophanes’ character engages
in.**" If this kind of repetition was associated with Echo in the early fifth century, Pindar has
presented her in a way which draws generally on the idea of echo-as-repetition but also given
her a specific function as a conveyor of meaning.

It is significant that we are not told the content of Echo’s utterance. We might reasonably
assume that her statement to Cleodamus involves a version of the indirect statement of 22-4,

telling him of his son’s victory, but the precise nature of her utterance is witheld. We might

7 Cf. Wilamowitz (1922) 151-2 [ii]berraschend wendet sich die Anrede an Echo, die hier fiir [fama] eintritt,
weil von den Kldngen der Oberwelt hochstens ein Widerhall in den Hades dringt; durch diesen soll der Vater
erfahren, dass Thaleia seinem Erben den Kranz aufs Haupt gedriickt hat’; it should be noted, however, that his
notion of an echo of the noise of the celebrations reaching Hades is speculative, and not implied by the text; this
may be a metaphorical resonance, but the main focus falls on Echo as a messenger. Cf. Gianotti (1975) 74 n.
121 characterizes Echo as ‘in sostanza la voce di Fama, che diffonde la notizia della vittoria’. Carne-Ross
(1975) 192 thinks ‘Pindar bids Echo take the news, the actual sound of the celebration to him’. Segal (1985)
gives a more detailed analysis of the thematics of communication with the underworld, but does not analyse the
contents of Echo’s perspective utterance. Alden Smith (1999) 259 argues for verbatim repetition, but this cannot
be right, since it would entail Echo repeating the poet’s command to her, as well as the invocation of the Graces,
which would make little sense in the context of the underworld. For remarks on personification in Pindar
generally, cf. Dornseiff (1921) 53-4.

% Equally, there is no evidence that the myth of Narcissus and Echo, at least in the form told by Ovid, even
existed by this point in the fifth century. Even if the story existed, it is just as likely that Echo would have
played the role of a generic mourner, perhaps repeating Narcissus’ name, as that she would have engaged in the
kind of specific repetition found in Ovid.

B9 Cf. e.g. 1. 2.209; 13.389.

0 For the capitalization cf. Germany (2005) 188; Thomas (2011) 157 n. 19. The dating of the poem is
uncertain, although it may well be contemporary with or slightly later than Pindar: cf. Thomas (2011) 169-71.
Germany (2005) reads Echo as a figure of intra- and intertextual repetition; Hom.h.Pan. 16-18 recalls Od.
19.518-21, ‘producing a literal mimesis of Echo’ (p. 201), who herself metaphorizes the poem’s allusive
strategies and internal structure.
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compare the episode at O.8.81-4, where the personified Angelia, daughter of Hermes, is

depicted in a similar role:

Epua 3¢ BuyaTtpos axovoals Ipicov
AyyeAiasg, évémor kev KaAAiwdxw Arrapdv
kéopov ‘OAuptia, 8v ot Zeus yével

COTTAOEV.

Iphion, hearing from Angelia, daughter of Hermes, could tell Callimachus of the shining

adornment at Olympia, which Zeus granted to their family.

Again, there is in this passage a combination of clear communication (&koUoQls ... EVETIOL ...
Airapév / kéouov) without the precise articulation of the form or content of that
communication; we are not told, for instance whether Iphion duplicated Angelia’s message
exactly, or whether all of the Blepsiads’ victories were mentioned as part of the Airapoév
koéopov, or only the latest one. In a sense, these details do not matter; the fact of the
communication is what is important, rather than its mode or content. But from another
perspective, the fact that these communications are not explicitly articulated is a means of
foregrounding both poetry’s immortalizing power but also its limitations in the face of
mortality. Not attempting to make an empirical claim for a mode of communication that is
necessarily beyond evidential substantiation is a way of signalling the limits of men’s
accomplishments and their claims on the world.**' Similarly here, Echo operates opaquely,
and her utterance can only ever be imagined, a deferral which balances the structural position
of the temple of the Graces in the above reading as the destination towards which the poem
moves, but which is never realized in the text. The paradox of her role as a messenger, a
figure defined by her capacity to vocalize an utterance, who does not have a speaking role
within the poem, underscores the alterity of her mode of communication.

Echo, then, is imagined as transmitting to Cleodamus a message based on 22-4, but her
utterance is constituted by its deferral and lies beyond human appropriation, and this scenario
has consequences for how we might read Echo as a metaphor for reperformance and the
poem’s wider dissemination. In each reperformance the singer places himself in the position

of Echo qua figural representation of song by ‘echoing’ previous performances, but in doing

1 Miller (1977) 234 n. 35 compares 0.8.77-84 as functionally identical to Echo’s role and argues that in each

case the poet ‘seeks to encompass the dead within the spirit of the occasion’; this vague formulation overlooks
the way in which Cleodamus both is and is not part of the performance.
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s0, he also addresses Echo, and reruns the deferral of Echo’s task. This scenario maps on to
the intratextual situation; a monodic reperformance of an original choral performance would
replicate the structure of Echo as a solo messenger carrying a message for the chorus.*** Echo
is not, however, an exact metaphor for reperformance, which, although it conveys the
message (pépoto’ &yyeAiav) of the victor’s achievements, replicates the whole poem in a
way Echo does not. Furthermore, Echo’s mode of communication also plays on the
circumstances of the poem’s dissemination; in giving Cleodamus the message, she does not
reduplicate the poem, but rather engages in a version of the poem’s function as a transmission
of fame. Echo functions as a metaphor for the non-identity and iterability of the text, figuring
the variability of reperformances as a part of the text’s function: the text has already figured
its own future as a part of itself, a future which belongs by not belonging, constituted by
differing from the text. This differing is realized both through Echo’s non-reduplicative
message and the contextual variations of reperformance.

Furthermore, Echo’s doubleness as both messenger and metaphor encourages an attention to
the wider dynamics of differentiation entailed by the processes of reperformance, playing on
the openness to transformation of the concepts manifested in the text. Thus Audd yap
Aocwixov év TpoTe / v peAétals T deidowv éuoAlov (‘I came singing of Asopichus in a
Lydian mode and with care’) would have a different resonance in a reperformance scenario,
particularly one different in form from the original; a monodic performance at a symposium
would constitute a metaphorical transposition of the context signified by Tévde kéduov, a
transposition that picks up on the polyvalent signification of kédpos.** Such a performance
scenario would have involved not only the recontextualization of the poem in a new context,
but also a recontextualization of the context by the poem, as the former comes to be marked
by the audience’s understanding of the circumstances of the poem and its performance
rhetoric. These transformations also apply to the reperformer, who in taking on the role of the
speaker is both assimilated to and distinguished from the implied author of the poem. The
aorist éuoAov, for instance, might be read as inscribing the temporal priority of the original
performance, referencing the role of the original speaker by indicating his singular action by
means of the aspect of the verb, as well as referring to the present performer. The Graces are
also linked to the poem’s reperformance; their role in bestowing benefits on mortals (oUv

Y&p UUiv T& <Te> TepTvd Kai / T& yAuké &uetal mavta BpoTols, ‘with your favour all

2 For monodic reperformance cf. Morrison (2011) 232.

*3 For anticipation of sympotic reperformance cf. Theognis 237-40; Bacch. 20b.5; Pind. O.1.14-18, and cf. Clay
(1999).
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sweet and pleasant things are accomplished by mortals’, 5-6) and their supervision of the
festivities on Olympus (oud¢ yap Beol oepvav XapiTwv &Tep / KOIPAVEOVTI XOPOUS OUTE
Saitas: aAA& TavTwv Tapial / €pywv év oupavd, ‘for the gods do not arrange choruses
or banquets without the hallowed Graces, but they are stewards of all works in heaven’, 8-10)
both resonate with the poem’s wider dissemination across the Greek world. The ‘pleasures’

given by the Graces (Td& <te> Tepmva kai / T& yAuké'... mévta) implicitly include the

repute bestowed by the poem’s dissemination, and the comprehensive inclusivity of mavtcwv
Tapial / €pywv év oupaved becomes metaphorical of the poem’s panhellenic reach, as each
reperformance replicates the Graces’ role in listening to, and implicitly favouring, the poem.
The complexities of the disseminatory process are anticipated by the temporal structure of
22-4, which point to a moment in the past (éoTepavwoe), but also anticipate the utterance of
these words (or a version of them) in a future context by Echo. Equally, the time signified by
the participles idoic’ and pépoio’ also pertains to this deferred future, and hence differs from
the present of the utterance. This articulation of the temporal structure of the performance
results in a temporality that is constituted by elements of present, past and future without
being reducible to any of them. There is also a distinction between the signified moment of
Echo’s meeting with Cleodamus, conceived as a particular moment of time, and the endless
deferral practised by the (non-performative) signification of that moment within the text. The
text’s capacity to project itself into a/the future is linked to its figuration of a particular
textual temporality; in this sense Echo’s journey spans the distinction between the future
projected by the text, namely the fact of its being reperformed, read, and participating in the
circulation of the laudandus’ fame, and an unforeseeable future, in the form of the
particularities of contexts and readings to which it is exposed and which participate in its
meaning. In the light of the wider performance economy, then, the Echo episode reads as
both a transcendence of the immediate circumstances of performance, and a pointer towards
how these circumstances are exceeded by the text’s capacity to structure a distinctive
temporality and to project a context of reading for itself. As a figure of reperformance, Echo
stands for the ways in which the poem participates in the consitution of its context, and in
doing so moves beyond it and destabilzes its borders, and also for the mutually
contextualizing interplay of the text and the circumstances in which it is performed.
Cleodamus’ death is resituated as the site for a meditation on the immortalizing power of
poetry, in which the speaker anticipates the text’s future as an index of its power, but also the

arbitrariness of the future beyond the text’s control.
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ECHO AND THE POETICS OF THE BOOK

In the context of the book, Echo’s journey to the underworld works more generally as a
figure for epinician’s immortalizing power, its capacity to operate beyond the confines of a
particular context. Echo’s journey balances closure and aperture: Hades’ operation as a limit
beyond which mortal life cannot pass invokes a sense of closure that is reinforced by the
material ending of the collection, but Echo’s role in conveying (a version of) the poem is also
apertural gesture, pointing as I have argued to reperformance and the Nachleben of the
poem.*** In this section I shall explore in detail how this closure operates in the context of the
book, and how this recontextualization adds to Echo’s significance.

The difference just articulated between the text’s projected control and lack of control over
its future is sharpened by the situation of the material document, where the reader is
confronted by the illusion of Echo moving over the border of the book as the document and
the space beyond it, a division which replays the distinction between earth and Hades. Echo’s
mediatory role also has a temporal aspect; read diachronically, she is both a symbolic figure
partaking of the world of the performance, and a metaphor for, and grounded in, the
diachronicity of the text. The performance contains within itself a symbol of that which
reaches beyond it. The text cannot perform its ‘whole’ function by itself; consequently, the
performance is internally divided between the earthly performance and Echo’s performance
in the underworld, a division which is further recapitulated by the articulation of the text
across multiple recontextualizations. Echo’s supplementary character is also significant for
her closural role: as a replication of an originary utterance, she is radically secondary, and yet
dramatized as necessary for the text to function. The collection ends with a highlighting of
poetry’s diachronic aspect, and also prompts a reconsideration of the supplementary
dynamics of reading. Hers is a paradoxical position, both in some sense dependent on the
narrator or performer for the content of her message, but also able to communicate in a way
that the performers cannot. In this sense, she is symbolic of both the power and the
limitations of the epinician project, and, more importantly, of the interdependency of reader
and text, and of the text and the context(s) that shape its dissemination. But the wider context

of the Hellenistic archive also informs perception of Echo, as the written document’s role in

44 On the dynamic of closure and aperture cf. e.g. Fowler (2000) 237-307.
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recording a past text and acting as a written trace of performance culture emphasises Echo’s
status as that which cannot be assimilated to this archival function.
Another passage where such resistance is at issue is P.5.96-103, where Arcesilas’ ancestors

are imagined as participating in epinician performance:

&tepbe B¢ mpd BopdTeov ETepol Aaxdvtes Atdav
RaotAées iepoi

gvTi: ueyaAav 8’ apetav

Spdow paAbakd

PaVBEICGV KWOHWV UTTO XEUUACIY,

akovovTi ol xBovia @pevi,

ooV SABov uidd Te Kowav Xaptv

gvBikév T’ Apkeoila:

Apart from him there are other sacred kings, who have Hades for their lot, before the
palace. And they hear in some way, with their minds of earth, of great virtues soaked by
soft dew under outpourings of revels, their own prosperity and a blessing justly held in

common with Arcesilas, their son.

As in O.14, the precise nature of the contact between the underworld and the world of the
living is left obscure: the ancestors are described as ‘hearing in some way’ (&kovovTi mwor).**’
The text thus construes within itself the possibility of an experience of reading irreducible to
its own textuality, and which consequently cannot be archived. The connection between the
dead in the underworld and the performance (Spdocw paABakd / pPpavbelodv KUwV)
contrasts with the connection enabled by the archive between the poem as a physical
document and generations of readers. However, we must be wary of a schematic opposition
of the performance economy to the material documents of the archive, since the former
functions as the oral equivalent of an archive, preserving and disseminating the text. Equally,
as in the case of Echo, the kings in the underworld prefigure the role of readers in
participating in the text, as well as paralleling the activities of the performing chorus. Both of
these passages engage in an imbrication of repeatability and the ineffable, as the unknowable
scene of the underworld comes by a metonymical slippage to stand for later rereadings. In the

Hellenistic context, Echo therefore marks simultaneously the preservative functions of textual

45 Cf. Slater s.v. for other uses of ToL.
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dissemination and the elements in it which exceed the archivable: Echo’s utterance as a
virtual projection of the text can only be a virtual property of the archive.**°

The imbrication of activeness and passivity in Echo’s role also figures the interdependency
of text and context. On the one hand, she is commanded by the text, and the text aggregates
power to itself by naming her as one of its functions, but the text’s total function is also
passively given over to Echo’s reduplicative function. This doubleness marks another aspect
of Echo’s function: in the context of written dissemination, I argue that Echo can be read as
an indirect metaphor both for the book and the reader. Like the reader, she too ‘reads’ the
poem and partakes in its dissemination, carrying the text’s message beyond its original
context; by being addressed as Echo the reader is figuratively transformed into an echo of the
text, again prompting an awareness of the dynamic of dependency and authority at work in
the relations between text and reader. Likewise, the book enables the poem(’s message) to
travel, and reduplicates an utterance which precedes it. A contrast emerges between Echo’s
status as a figure of mobility and the material fixity of the document, offset by the book also
being a mobile object whose disseminatory power relies on its capacity to be transported.
Echo’s journey, in the context of the book, is always suspended, and takes place only
figurally within the text itself, creating a future moment of enunciation which is always
deferred. Echo’s metaphorical status oscillates between standing for the book, the text’s
diachronicity, and its readership: her symbolic multiplicity itself forms a comment on the
interrelatedness of these different aspects of the disseminatory process.

Each individual reading of the text is a kind of fulfilment of Echo’s journey, in that it enacts
the poem’s transcendence of its original context, but it also reruns the text’s deferral of
Echo’s message. The text therefore fulfils itself by means of a (series of) transfiguration(s), as
no individual reading is ever identical to Echo’s function, but acts as a mediated realization of
it. Significant for this mediation is the interaction between Echo and voiced readings of the
text: Echo’s unenunciated message acts as that which cannot be voiced by a reader, inscribing
a significational resistance into the act of reading. We have seen that the conceptualization of
authorial voice is an important part of Pindaric reception; the epigrams frequently point up
the force of Pindar’s voice, and the critic Arcesilaus described Pindar as ‘terrific at filling out
the voice’ (dewov eival poovris ¢umAfioon).*” This maxim refers to the sonic force of the
Pindar’s poetry, analysed in detail by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and its impact on the

reader’s vocalization. Yet Echo’s role in O.14 also highlights the processes of differentiation

¢ For the significance of the relation between event and archive cf. Derrida (1995); Orrells (2010).

7 Cf. p. 12 above.
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at work in (voiced) reading. In her resistance to vocal reduplication, Echo thematizes what
cannot be included within voiced recreations of the text. Receptive mediation also takes the
form of concrete interpretations, an instance of which can be seen at £ O.14.28a (Drach. I p.
394), which equates ®rjun and Echo: mapayevol mpds 1oV okoTelwov oikov, 6 Orjun kai
‘Hxco, Sinynoouévn kai ayyeloloa Trv kaAAiotnv ayyehiav té matpt Acwmixou
KAeoBd&ue (‘go to the dark house, O Rumour and Echo, and describe and announce the
fairest message to Cleodamus, Asopichus’ father’).**® This doubling actually shifts the
operation of the text, assimilating Echo’s role to another personification not mentioned by the
poem. As outlined above, there are potential problems with expanding Echo into a more
generalized ‘rumour’ or ‘repute’, and the scholia’s equation glosses over these, leading to a
figuration of Echo potentially quite different from that implied by the figure of Echo alone.
While there is a distinction to be drawn between the transfiguration of Echo brought about by
this concretized exegetical reading, and the transfiguration that occurs as a structural aspect
of the interaction between any reader and Echo, the scholium nonetheless neatly illustrates
the role of metatexts in displacing the texts they comment on into a new interpretative space.
The unenunciated nature of Echo’s message also has significance for the recontextualization
of her role in the book. Echo stages the limits of readerly control, in that the content as well
as the means of her utterance remains opaque. Hitherto, I have argued that Echo reduplicates
the message of the final lines; this reading entails seeing the text as doubled, narrated both by
the speaker or chorus and as representing in advance what Echo will say in the underworld.
On this reading, the text would contain Echo’s version within itself, but her version of the
message would necessarily be contextually different, even if comprised of the same words.
Thus the ‘containment’ just mentioned is in a sense false, or only provisional. This situation
creates an uncertainty over the status of the text, oscillating between these two modes, which
resonates with the wider uncertainties of the processes of reception. Are we as readers simply
reduplicating the text, which has always been reduplicated in advance, withholding the
possibility of a pure reduplication, or are we also fundamentally engaged in a transformation
of the text we encounter? Paradoxically, the text includes its own ‘reading’ within itself, but
does so by means of not making that reading explicit, by not including the reading itself.
Echo’s unreadable reading is closurally dramatic as a reminder of the provisionality of the
textual encounter. Despite the stress above on the resistance of the text to the archiving

process, we should avoid sacralizing this remainder as an excess which is always in advance

48 Cf. Daude (2009) on paraphrase in the scholia.
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of any reading. Echo’s encounter with the text is rather an absolute non-happening which is
still an event, and thus resists conceptualization as a substantialized structure independent of
the reader; it occurs rather within and through the reader’s activity. She is simultaneously
inside and outside the text, signified by it but functioning beyond it, and functioning in a way
that the text cannot make present or reveal. She is also paradoxical in that her mode of being
consists of being elided, of being given over to something else, the utterance she duplicates,
in order to exist.

The narrator’s address also bears on a reading of Echo as a diachronic figure:

peAavTteixéa viv Sépov 20
Depoepdvas €A’ A

XOT, TaTpi KAUT&V @épolo’ &yyeliav

Go now, Echo, to Persephone’s black-walled house carrying this glorious message ...

The simplicity of the command #A6’, Axol sets in motion an exorbitant economy of
reference, as the vast and unknowable plurality of the text’s diachronic relations find
themselves subsumed by this simple command, and all the complexities of Echo’s journey,
and of the text’s diachronicity simultaneously emerge and are elided at this site. The
simultaneity with which these meanings emerge and are elided, correlating with the way the
command brings Echo to presence and dismisses her in one movement, metaphorizes the
text’s simultaneous assertion and abrogation of power, its projection of readership, and its
acknowledgement that this projection can never be entirely controlled. The text’s elision of
disseminatory complexities functions by constructing Echo as the simple reflex of a mode of
address and conveyance: this can be read as interacting with the erasure of other literary
realizations of Echo demanded of the reader by Pindar’s distinctive construction, which I
shall discuss in more detail below. But the command #A8’, Axol is also an inauguration of
dialogue, as Echo’s reduplicative role comes to stand for the reader who will be in dialogue
with the text. Although Echo’s message forecloses the role that the book and the reader can
play by figuring it in advance, the ineffability of her language metaphorically exposes that
role to a definitional instability, as the exact nature of the dialogue subject to metaphorization
is unclear. Reading is metaphorized here in terms of both openness and delimitation, and the
concept of metaphoricity upon which this process is based is also implicated in the text’s

operation. Echo as metaphor both stands and does not stand for the reader, in that, as argued
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above, the exact grounds of the relation are not made explicit, and because Echo’s role
refigures what reading the text will have meant, thus intervening into that which she
ostensibly only stands for. The closural position of the poem also gives this reading of the
effects of metaphor a resonance for the collection as a whole: like Echo, the collection
transforms what it addresses, and is given over to further transformations in its journey across

the centuries.**’

OTHER ECHOES INHABIT THE GARDEN: THE LIMITS OF INTERTEXTUALITY

One of the central moves of intertextualist theorizing has been to foreground the intertextual
determinations that underpin all acts of reading, which are redescribed as bringing into play a
potentially endless range of texts in addition to any one particular text on which a reader
might focus; this wider intertextual background, not comprising only literary texts but the
whole resources of the language user, is essential for the reader to be able to make sense of
the text at all. A correlative of this has been an increased awareness of modes of reference not
dependent on authorial intentions. As well as consciously formulated allusions, texts also
allow for the operation of intertextual resonances that may not have been intended by an
author, and for interactions with later texts that an author could not have foreseen.** In this
section, I shall examine part of the intertextual background that emerges in the Hellenistic
period for O.14 by focussing on post-Pindaric literary representations of Echo, and attempt to
understand the kind of effects this may have had for a Hellenistic reader.

1

0.14 is the first extant occurrence of Echo as a personified figure;*' the next extant

occurrence is Soph. Phil. 188-90:
& & &bupdoTtopos
Axco TnAepavns mkpais
oluwYyals UTTaKoUel

Echo, she of the unbarred mouth, appearing far off responds to his bitter cries of grief.

The primary reference here is to the garrulity of Philoctetes’ lamentations.*”> The use of

Utrakouel leads to a coincidence of significational doubleness and referential function, the

9 On the transformational effects of Pindar’s language cf. Silk (2007).
0 Cf. e.g. Hinds (1997) for a detailed discussion of the distinction between allusion and intertextuality.
BLCE. (possibly) Aesch. Per. 391.
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433 and ‘respond’** exactly map onto Echo’s dual role. But

verbs two meanings of ‘listen to
the word’s doubleness also marks her futility, and the futility of Philoctetes’s situation; her
‘listening’ adds nothing to her ‘response’, which simply reduplicates Philoctetes’ laments,
connoting the frustrated circularity of his utterances.”” The visuality of -pav)s seems at odds
with Echo’s auditory and vocal role, but the word accents her distance from Philoctetes,
implying the distance travelled by his cries before she echoes them: the visuality of the
adjective enhances the sense of Philoctetes’ isolation.

Echo plays a slightly more active role at Eur. Hec. 1109-13, where Agamemnon describes

returning to the Greek camp after hearing a disturbance among the soldiers:

KpauyTis akovoas fABov: o y&p fjouxos
TéTpas dpeias mals AéAak’ Ava oTpaTdy
"Hxco Bidotoa 86puPov: ei 8¢ un Cpuyddov
TUpYyous Tecdvtas fMopev EAAfveov Sopi,

PoOPBov Tapéoy’ av oU HEows OBE KTUTTOS.

I came upon hearing the uproar. For Echo, the unquiet child of the mountain rocks,
cries out among the army, raising a din. Did I not know that the towers of the Phrygians

were fallen to the Greek spear, this noise would bring no little fear.

Her two actions (Aéhak’ ... SidoUoa 66puPov) are not explicitly marked as derivative,
although we are presumably meant to think of Agamemnon understanding her actions as
reduplicating and further inciting the noise already being made by the men. Agamemnon is
slightly uneasy in 1112-13; Troy has fallen, therefore the noise, whose cause he does not yet
know, cannot have anything to do with military matters, and therefore does not cause him any
fear, and yet it was enough to cause him to come and find out the nature of the events. We
might therefore read his use of Echo to describe the noise as an attempt to downplay a
potentially threatening situation by subordinating it to a diminutive metaphorical realization,
using Echo to cast the crowd as an unruly child (Tétpas opeias mwais) shrieking stupidly; her

association with the wilderness of the mountains underscoring her (and their) lack of

2 For the meaning of &BupdoTopos as &bupdyAwTTtos cf. LST s.v.

“311.8.4; Od. 14.485.
4 Cf. 0d. 4.283.
33 Cf. Alexiou (1974) for the repetitiveness of lamentations.
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sociality. Notable also in this respect are the multiple synonyms (kpauyfis, 86puBov,
KTUTTOS).

As in the Philoctetes, Echo’s conceptual aspect has an impact on the semantics of the
passage. Her nature as a coterminous listener and speaker mobilizes the two different senses
of the verb Adokco, which can refer to things ‘ringing’ when struck, where the subject of the
verb makes a sound as a result of being the object of an action, **° but also to creatures
making noise independently.*”’ Both of these sense are appropriate to Echo, who can be read
here as acting independently and registering sound made by others, and the imbrication of
these senses, together with the context of the disorder of the crowd, connotes Echo’s status as
a figure who obstructs normal modes of communication. Both passages involve indeterminate
and unregulated sound, and in both Echo’s appearance marks a threat to comprehensibility. In
the Philoctetes passage, the interminability of Philoctetes’ lamentation, bolstered by the
closed circuit of Echo’s repetitions, defies readability and mirrors the character’s isolation. In
the Hecuba, the ktUmos unnerves Agamemnon by preceding from an unknown cause.
Euripides’ use of Echo in the Andromeda parallels the Philoctetes passage; at fr. 118
Andromeda tells Echo to depart in order that she may lament together with the chorus. As in
the Philoctetes, Echo symbolizes Andromeda’s loneliness, and the mourning that she
participates in is distinguished from communal lamentation.

Euripides’ use of Echo in the Andromeda is parodied by Aristophanes in the
Thesmophoriazusae in a scene where ‘Euripides’ dresses up as Echo in order to attempt to
befuddle the Guard and free Inlaw. Here Echo’s capacity for reduplicating discourse is given
a comic spin, again acting as a bar to clear communication. ‘Euripides’ characterizes (himself
as) Echo as Adycwv avtwdos émkokkdoTtpia (1059). The meaning of émkokkdoTpia is
obscure. It is glossed by the scholia as eicBuia yeAav, yehdotpla. émel eionfyaye
kakooTévakTov TNy ‘Hxc 6 Eupimidng év T Avdpouéda, eis ToUto mailel (‘given to
laughter, a mocker. Since Euripides in his Andromeda used Echo as a mourner, he [sc.
Aristophanes] makes a joke of this’). However, this looks like a speculation, and on the basis

458
2% and

that ‘Echo’s’ ‘main characteristic [in this scene] is her relentless, annoying loquacity
that ‘Echo’ is not referred to as laughing, émkokk&oTtpia is more likely to mean something

like ‘babbling’, ‘chattering’. In what follows, Aristophanes traduces Euripides’ use of Echo;

OF g 11 14.25 of bronze, 1I. 20.277 of a shield.
“TE.g. Hom.h.Her. 145.
3% Austin and Olson (2004) ad loc.
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instead of assisting his ‘Andromeda’ in her mourning, her repetitiousness quickly frustrates
Inlaw (1070-80):

Later, once Inlaw has grown tired of the dialogue, Echo’s repetitions also bewilder the
Scythian Archer. Paradoxically, it is the very precision of Echo’s replies that precludes both
the possibility of a meaningful dialogue and of Inlaw getting on with his lamentations by
himself (yd&0’, Eéacdv pe povwdiioat ...). Also of interest for the concept of Echo as a
metapoetic figure is the decontextualizing nature of her utterances. Her repetitions separate
individual words from their original enunciative context, and either make them almost
meaningless, as with Alav (1076), where the adverb is detached from its verb, or humorously
alter their meaning. We see this in maloatl / matoai, where the very fact of Echo’s speaking
contradicts Inlaw’s command, and the main burden of the word is in its effect, transgressing
Inlaw’s wishes, rather than its semantic value. Part of this effect has to do with the absence of
motivation or intent from Echo’s utterances; because she can only repeat what she hears, her
utterances cannot be analysed normatively as proceding from a subject who is attempting to
give voice to internal thoughts. Her language is pure exteriority, and cannot be correlated
with any kind of projected psychological ground. Thus when ‘Echo’ repeats Inlaw’s Anpels,
there is a shift of meaning; whereas his accusation is a result of his frustration, her utterance
is simply an empty reflection of his, as well as a confirmation of his comment. Ironically,
however, Inlaw himself is babbling at this point. The scene has resonances for the relations
between comedy and tragedy,* but taken in more general terms, it also reads as a comment
on the complications of repetition, which language requires in order to function, but which
can also threaten language’s capacity to make sense.

Echo also occurs as a mourner in the context of pastoral poetry, a trope doubtless influenced
by her role in texts such as the Philoctetes and the Andromeda.*® Particularly relevant to an
assessment of O.14 in the Hellenistic period are the use made of Echo by Bion and

[Moschus]. The former uses Echo as part of the Epitaphius Adonis 37-8:

‘aial Tav Kubépeiav: dmcdbAeto kaAds Adcwovis’™

Axco 8 avteBdaocey, ‘amwAeTo kahds Adcovis’

49 Cf. e.g. Rau (1967) 79-85; Silk (1993).
0 She also occurs in an eponymous play by Eubulus (fr. 35 = Athen. 7.300b, for which cf. Hunter (1983) ad
loc.), and her relationship with Pan is exploited in Moschus ft. 2.
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‘Alas Cytherea! Fair Adonis is dead,” and Echo cried out response, ‘Fair Adonis is

dead.’

This use is picked up by [Mosch.] Epit. Bion. 30-1, which neatly inverts Echo’s usual
loquaciousness, making her mourn the fact that she must remain silent without Bion’s songs

to repeat:

Axco & v TETpaiotv OdUpeTal STTI OLCOT)

KOUKETI MIMETTal T& o0& xeiAea ...

Echo grieved among the rocks, so that she, in silence, no longer imitated your lips ...

Echo’s association with the mountainous wilderness (év méTpaiow) is again, as in the
Philoctetes, mobilized to enhance her sense of isolation. These pastoral depictions of Echo
may be redirecting in ways now obscure associations built up around Echo as a figure in
comedies such as Eubulus’; if that play, and perhaps others like it, involved some tragicomic
or pathetic depiction of Echo based around the restricted repetitiousness of her speech, the
pastoral topos of Echo as mourner may have taken over some of the pathos of the comic
treatments.

In the late Hellenistic period, Echo is also depicted by Archias 33 GP (= 4.P. 16.154),

whose representation plays on the conventions of ecphrastic and dedicatory epigram:*'

"Hxco etpriecoav 6pads, eile, TTavods étaipnv,
avtitumov gpboyynv éumaAiv adouévny,
TavToicwv oToudTwv AdAov eikdva, TToluéotv 1du

Taiyviov. dooa Aéyels, TaiTa kKAUwv &bt

You see rocky Echo, friend, Pan’s girlfriend, who sings back a voice shaped after your
own, the babbling image of all types of tongues, the shepherds’ sweet plaything. Leave,

hearing just as much as you say.

Here, Echo’s repetitiousness is used to ironize formal conventions; such epigrams are

normally based on the fiction of the speaking monument, whereas here Echo can only speak

1 Cf. also Call. Ep. 28.5-6.
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as a result of being spoken to, an irony pressed home by the double meaning of AdAov eikdéva
as speaking statue or image. The erasure of Echo’s capacity for independent vocalization is
here presented as playful (Toinéow 1dY / maiyviov), and the shepherds speaking to Echo are
subjected to the same erasure. This is complicated by the ambivalence of the speaker, which
could be conceived as either an epigram written on the statue or as one shepherd speaking to
another, or as a shepherd reading the inscribed epigram. The second alternative would
presumably involve Echo (the statue) simultaneously echoing the utterance, meaning that the
text would contain an unenunciated double of itself. Internal vocalization is signified by
Sooa Aéyels, TaUta kAUwv &mbi; thus whether we conceive the epigram as read aloud in its
fictional context, or if we read the epigram aloud ourselves, then we are effectively playing
Echo’s role in echoing an utterance. Consequently, the poem dramatizes the secondariness of
the reader’s role; like Echo, the reader is doomed to be an &vtitumov pBoyymnv, replicating
another’s discourse. "’

Despite their significant generic and contextual differences, all of these treatments have in
common a problematization, whether ironic or pathetic, of communication through its
exposure to the differently realized types of repetition to which Echo can give rise. Pindar’s
treatment of Echo is notably different in that she enables communication, albeit of a complex
kind. Consequently, the intertextual field against which an educated Hellenistic reader is
likely to have experienced O.14 complicates fidelity to O.14’s particular realization of Echo
by bringing into play a number of other different models by means of which which Pindar’s

Echo’s might be understood.*®

The intertextual field just outlined opens up the possibility of
consciously allowing one’s engagement with O.14 to be coloured by later texts; we might, for
instance, see the capacity of Pindar’s Echo to travel to Hades as prefiguring her connection
with death and mourning in the pastoral texts. Equally, we might privilege the original
context of O.14 to the extent of holding the later texts of no account in a reading. This
position, however, would neglect the determinative impact that later texts will inevitably have
on a reading of O.14, even if this impact is only subconscious; moreover, such a position fails

to recognize the extent to which the move of privileging an ‘originary’ reading of the poem is

not a neutral or necessary move, but itself a construction of various critical discourses and

2 The most famous Echo narrative is Ov. Met. 3.356-99, in which Ovid yokes together Echo and Narcissus. He

also adduces an aetiology for Echo being reduced to a voice without a body; this state is a punishment from
Juno for assisting Jupiter in his adulteries: fecerat hoc Iuno quia cum deprendere posset / sub loue sape suo
nymphas in monte iacentes, / illa deam longo prudens sermone tenebat / dum fugerent nymphae (3.362-5).

3 Symptomatic of this is some modern scholars’(e.g. Alden Smith (1999) 259-60) unwarranted desire to see
hints of the Narcissus and Echo connection in O.14; there is no evidence that this myth was even in existence
during the fifth century, and there is no reference to it in the poem.
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presuppositions. A more productive position, I suggest, is to recognise the extent to which
fidelity to the particular demands of O.14 requires a kind of negative intertextuality, a
resistance to the possible connections that could be made between O.14’s Echo and those of
later texts, and an erasure of the intertextual networks within which the text could be
understood.

This move is not purely negative, however: it alerts the reader to the particular features of
Pindar’s treatment, and allows Pindar’s text to be viewed in a different light. Both O.14’s
emphasis on the communication that Echo allows, and its untextualizable nature, are clarified
by the intertextual nexus in which O.14 is situated in the Hellenistic period, which allows for
a changed understanding of Pindar’s Echo in terms of its differences from other treatments.
As in the case of the poems examined above, the diachronic situation has a resingularizing
dimension: O.14 not only confronts the conceptual categories of its own time with its
singularizing force, but also differs from the prevailing representations of Echo in later
periods. Broader questions are also at stake: the combination of Echo’s metapoetic
resonances and the marked differences between Pindar’s treatment of Echo and others mean
that O.14 becomes the site of a potential questioning of what is involved in the construction
of a context of reading. Given Pindar’s privileged status within the canon, the possibility
arises of reading the later texts’ Echoes as indirect or distortive echoes of Pindar’s Echo, thus
both validating Pindar’s Echo as a symbol of a privileged mode of communication, and
buttressing their own figurations of echoing as distortion, displacement, and transfiguration.
From another angle, the differences between the later Echoes and Pindar’s Echo can also be
read as prefigured by the differentiated repetition which Pindar’s Echo represents. But this
privileging of O.14 is problematic: as suggested above, representations of Echo as a pastoral
mourner seem to be drawing on the tragic poets’ uses of Echo, and perhaps that of the
Homeric Hymn to Pan, rather than Pindar’s. In negotiating possible literary filiations and the
importance of generic considerations in shaping particular representations of a figure, the
reader finds himself confronted with various means of constructing the context in which
Pindar’s Echo can be (re)read, and impelled to dwell on what fidelity to Pindar’s text might
mean, whether such fidelity is even possible given that it itself is subject to diachronic

variations, and the implications of this for a reading of the rest of the collection.
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PYTHIANS 11 AND 12: MATERIALITY, INTERTEXTUALITY, CLOSURE

P.12, for Midas of Acragas, combines the stories of Perseus killing Medusa and Athena
inventing the music of the aulos. This section examines how Pythian 12 operates in the
context of the book, and how its aetiological narrative functions in relation to the exegetical
comments to which it gives rise and in relation to its intertextual background. There are
numerous parallels between P.12 and O.14; both are short and monostrophic, and both were
composed for victors geographically and personally much less important than the tyrants and
other major poltical figures, and P.12 is the only extant epinician written for a victor in the
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musical contests.

Both poems exemplify thus the categorizational principle of putting
poems for lesser victors and events towards the end of the book, but both poems contain
closural elements which suit them for and are emphasized by their position in their respective
books. Another formal similarity between the poems is that neither dwell much on the
achievements of the victors or their families, unlike the odes for the tyrants, or indeed other
odes for more well-known figures. This could be read in the context of the book as producing
a certain focus on the narrative and metapoetic elements at the expense of the laudatory
programme, or rather as subsuming the laudatory programme by means of the these, as the
laudandus recedes somewhat into the background and other elements come into the
foreground. This elision of the laudandus, the diminution of direct praise, combines with both
poems’ emphasis on mortality, and is thrown into sharp relief by the contrast with the poems
earlier in the book. This contrast is particularly strong in the case of P.12, where Midas is
only mentioned in 5-6, and is presented as conveyor/practicer of his craft rather than an
individual notable in and of himself.**’

There are also important differences between the poems: O.14’s hymn to the Graces is
generalizing and, despite the Graces’ strong connections with Orchomenus, has a Panhellenic
resonance which lends itself to being read as capping the poetic concerns of the book; P.12’s
aetiological narrative is more explicitly local, dealing with one particular mode of
performance rather than with poetry generally. Similarly, Echo as a metapoetic figure

functions rather differently from the closing gnome in P.12; although I shall argue that the

latter also has a metapoetic dimension, and although both passages dwell on the fragility of

%% The reference to Cephisus and in P.12.27 might put the reader in mind of 0.14’s depiction of Orchomenos as

a privileged poetic site; Orchomenos is a source of poetic and musical inspiration in both poems.

43 Compositionally, this may have to do with reasons of social etiquette; if Midas was a foreigner as some
scholars have suggested (e.g. Gentili and Luisi (1995)), extended focus on him may have been seen as improper,
a problem potentially compounded by his humble social status as a musician. Nevertheless, this strategy has a
marked effect as a divergence from the generic norm established by the poems earlier in the book.
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mortal life, they emphasise different aspects of how mortality can be confronted. The
intertextual backgrounds of the two poems are also notably at odds. Consequently, there are
significant differences between the closural and archival functions of the two poems which
will emerge in the course of the following reading. I begin, however, with an assessement of

the relation between Pythians 11 and 12 as a means of exploring its place in the book.

P.11 AND P.12 AS A CLOSURAL PAIR

The structure of the book encourages intertextual connections between poems, a reading
strategy particularly prompted by the various links between P.11 and P.12. The narratives of
both poems involve ephebic triumphs, where young men kill oppressive older figures. In
both, the heroes are recipients of divine aid which enables their actions: at P.11.36-7
describes Ares’ assistance to Orestes (GAA& xpovicy ouv Apel / Tépuev Te patépa Bijké T’
Alyiobov év govals, ‘but in time, with Ares’ help, he slew his mother and encompassed
Aegisthus with murder’), while Athena aids Perseus at P.12.18-19. Deviant sexual
relationships and the consequent disorder within the family unit at issue in both poems.
P.11.22-7 stress the importance of adultery as part of Clytemnestra's motivation in addition to

the killing of Iphigeneia:

méTEPOV v &p” lpryével’ ém’ Evpimeo
opaxbeloa TijAe T&TPAS

Ekvioev BapumdAapov dpoat xéAov;
f £Tépo Aéxel Saualouévav

gvvuxol Tapayov koiTal; TO 8¢ véais aAdxols

€xBioTov aumAdkiov kaAUyal T’ dudxavov

aAAoTpiaiol yAwooats.

Did Iphigeneia’s slaughter by the Euripus, far from her homeland, goad her to stir up
her heavy-handed rage? Or did nightly couplings lead her astray, overcome in another’s
bed? This lapse is most hated in young wives and impossible to hide because of others’

tongues.
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The juxtaposition of the two poems opens the possibility of reading Danae and Clytemnestra
together, leading to a strong contrast between the two. Whereas Danae is forced into a
relationship she does not want (T’ éumedov / SoulooUvav Té T dvaykaiov Aéxos, ‘fixed
slavery and a forced bed’, 14-15) it is suggested that Clytemnestra is impelled into adultery
by her desires (1] €Tépc Aéxel dapalouévav / Evvuxol mépayov koitai;). The contrast
between the more abstract, political SouAooUvav and the animalistic dapalouévav
retrospectively points up the bestiality of Clytemnestra, and implies Danae’s virtue.*®
Similarly, the greater detail of évvuxol Tapayov koital puts Clytemnestra’s illicitness in the
spotlight, contrasting again with the more neutral, desexualized avayxaiov Aéxos, whose
emphasis is squarely on the compulsion Danae suffers. The contrast, then, brings about a
mutually reinforcive emphasis on Clytemnestra’s depravity and Danae’s suffering.

An obvious contrast between the poems is the difference between Perseus rescuing his
mother and Orestes killing his mother in order to avenge his father. This comparison
strengthens the conflictedness of Orestes, and likewise highlights Perseus as a relatively more
straightforward figure.*®” A full exploration of this relation requires an analysis of P.11,
which has been one of the most debated poems in the Pindaric corpus, and whose
argumentational and intertextual aspects are of particular interest for a reading of the
Hellenistic edition of the Pythians. Previous interpreters have fallen roughly into two camps,
those who have argued for seeing the myth as negative exemplum, and those who have seen
it as positive, with Orestes as a praiseworthy figure whose actions redound to the credit of

Thrasydacus.**®

I shall argue that both these critical strategies, and the theoretical
assumptions that underlie them, are misguided, and that a more productive approach is to
emphasise the non-identity of the victor and the exemplum, and the hermeneutic problematics
thus created. Furthermore, I suggest that these problematics are enhanced by the poem’s
diachronic situation.

Proponents of the positive exemplum thesis have often pointed out that seeing Orestes as a

problematic, tragic figure gives too much weight to the image of him we have inherited from

90 Cf. Tllig (1932) 95 on the ethicity of Perseus’ act; he compares Heracles® destruction of Augeas in O.10.

7 For the parallel cf. Crotty (1982) 111, 119, and cf. more generally Kéhnken (1971) 134-5.

% For a more balanced analysis cf. Most (1985) 25-6: ‘Orest spielt in diesem Gedicht zwei verschiedene
Rollen. Bei seiner Reise, beim delphischen Empfang und bei der Riickkehr gleicht er Thrasydaios und ist ein
positives Beispiel; aber in seiner Verstrickung ins Unheil seiner Familie, in seinem Muttermord, gehdort er
durchaus zu den iibrigen Atreiden und funktionert zusammen mit ihnen als ein negatives Gegenbeispiel.” It
could be objected that ‘seiner Verstrickung ins Unheil seiner Familie’ is not Orestes’ fault, and therefore
pertains more to the limitations of the application of the poem’s ethical constructs; I would read this as
foregrounding the difficulties of the exemplum relation rather than as making Orestes ‘ein negatives
Gegenbeispiel’. For objections to Most’s parallels between Orestes and Thrasydaeus, cf. Finglass (2007a) 45-7.
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tragedy, and point out that in the Odyssey Orestes serves as a positive exemplum for
Telemachus. This view, however, neglects an important facet of the interaction of the two
texts, namely that P.11 puts the matricide to the fore by explicitly mentioning it, and focuses
more than does the Odyssey on Clytemnestra’s immorality. This has the effect of
foregrounding the disturbing nature of Orestes’ action, transferring it out of the sphere of
homosocial violence and into the domestic space. In the Odyssey’s accounts of
Agamemnon’s death, Clytemnestra is almost completely absent, as in Zeus’ programmatic
account (Hom. Od. 1.32-43). Clytemnestra’s role here is minimal, and Aegisthus is the active
partner in their attack (cos kai viv Alyicbos UTtp pdpov Atpeidao / yhin &Ahoxov
HunoTnv, Tov 8 ékTave vooTroavTa, ‘as even now Aegisthus beyond what was ordained
took the son of Atreus’ legitimate wife in marriage, and killed him on his return’, 35-6). It is
he who marries Clytemnestra and kills Agamemnon, to whom Hermes speaks (38-9), and to
whom Orestes’ vengeance is principally directed (¢ y&p ‘Opéotao Tiois éooetal Atpeldao,
‘from Orestes will vengeance come for the son of Atreus’, 40).

Similarly at Od. 1.298-302 Clytemnestra is nowhere to be seen, and the emphasis falls on
the killing of Aegisthus (émei éxtave matpogoviia, / Alyiobov SoAdunTtiv, & oi TaTépa
kAutov ékta, ‘when he killed the killer of his father, cunning Aegisthus, who slew his
famous father’, 299-300). Aegisthus also takes centre-stage in Nestor’s speech at Od. 3.301-
10. Although Clytemnestra is mentioned at 310 (unTpds Te oTuyepi]s, ‘hateful mother’), the
actual act of matricide is not dwelt upon, and the main emphasis again again falls on the
killing of Aegisthus (306-7), who as at Od.1.35-6 bears the weight of responsibility for the
killing and the usurpation (303-5). There is a rhetorical aspect to this narrative, as eliding
Clytemnestra’s role equates to a tactful avoidance of the sensitive issue of Penelope’s
conduct, thus avoiding the possibility of giving offence to Telemachus. But we are aware of
the matricide nonetheless; the structuring of the narrative allows us to interrogate the process
by which arguments and exempla are constructed, and hence participates in the poem’s wider
meditation on the deceptiveness, positive and negative, of speech. A similar emphasis occurs
in Menelaus’ narrative at Od. 4.514-37, where Aegisthus and his men do the killing, and
again Clytemnestra is not mentioned. It is notable, however, that Agamemnon equates
Aegisthus and Clytemnestra in his brief account of the events at 24.96-7 (év véoTe yd&p pot
ZeUs prjoato Auypdv SAeBpov / Alyicbou Umd xepoi kai oulopévns aAdxolo, ‘Zeus
devised bitter destruction for me on my return at the hands of Aegisthus and my accursed

wife’).
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This situation is almost completely reversed by P.11, where the main emphasis of the
narrative at 17-37 falls on Clytemnestra’s actions, and where Aegisthus is not mentioned until
the end (37).*” This raises a problem for critics who want to see Orestes as a purely positive,
unproblematic figure who avenges his father and brings order to his household. Although
Clytemnestra’s depravity can be read as exculpating Orestes from criticism for her killing, the
focus on her also highlights the simple fact of Orestes having to kill his mother.*’® Such
readings have to elide the inherently disturbing action of matricide, and indeed Roberta
Sevieri even goes so far as to say that ‘Pindaro abbia inteso qui presentare non Oreste il

2471

matricida, ma Oreste il restauratore della casa paterna. This neglects the phrasing of

P.11.37 mégpvev Te patépa Briké T Alyiobov v povais; had the poet wanted to de-emphasize
the matricide, he could easily have phrased this line differently, but the fact that he refers to
Clytemnestra as a ‘mother’ stresses the horror of the action. The separation of Clytemnestra
and Aegisthus is also important, in that it encourages us to view them as individuals as well
as a unity. This does not mean, however, that Orestes is simply a negative exemplum, as the
matricide does not negate the positive aspects of Orestes’ presentation.”’* Rather, we should
see the matricide as a both a horrifying action, and a deed necessitated by Orestes’ situation,
irreducible to either a purely positive or purely negative presentation.

Another difficulty for the relation between myth and frame comes with 55 <&AN’> €l Tis
&xpov EAcov jouxad Te vepduevos aivav UPpv /amépuyev (‘but if a man gains the peak and
there dwells peacefully, avoiding dread hybris’) The injunction to avoid ‘dread hybris’ sits
uneasily with the mythical narrative. We might read Orestes’ action as unhubristic, but we are
not told whether he lived ‘peacefully’ after his revenge on Clytemnestra, as the gnome
encourages,’” and we might wonder whether such an outcome would be possible given the

nature of his actions.*’* Similarly, the use of hybris vocabulary here prompts a questioning of

499 Cf. Robbins (1986) 3; Sevieri (1999) 101-2; Finglass (2007a) 107-8.

7% Finglass (2007a) 108 compares ‘the brevity of the reference to the matricide’ to Od. 3.309-10, but Pindar’s
mépvev Te paTépa is a more direct reference than the Homeric lines, where the genetive untpds Te oTuyepis is
dependent on Tagov, and the focus on killing (épvev) is more explicit than the Homeric Saivu t&pov.

471 Sevieri (1999) 85.

472 Cf. e.g. Robbins (1986) 4; Instone (1987) 87; Sevieri (1999) 83-5; Finglass (2007a) 44-5.

73 The use of the present participle with gnomic aorist denotes an action continuous with the main verb, with
the aorist participle describing an action anterior to both. For véuopai as ‘live’, ‘dwell’ cf. Slater s.v., who
compares 1.9.4. Cf. Dickie (1984) 86-7, who argues that leaving a fair reputation to one’s descendants depends
on avoidance of hubris and ‘enjoying ... success with fouxia, that is, with restraint’. Finglass (2007a) 121
compares N.1.70 for the peace that results from toil (fouxiav kapdtwv peydAcwv Towav Aaxdévt
e€aipeTov).

#7* Nothing is known of Stesichorus’ treatment of the aftermath of Orestes’ matricide, which is subject to
various treatments in the tragedians. Eur. Andr. tells the story of his marriage to Hermione (cf. particularly 881-
1008) and his killing of Neoptolemus at Delphi (1067-1165, and cf. Pind. N.7.34). Cf. also Eur. Or. 1658-90 for
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whether or not Orestes’ action was hubristic. The fact that the poem does not explicitly
answer these questions prompts the reader to reassess of the ethical concepts deployed in
making sense of the narrative. Orestes does not map easily on to the figuration of the ethical
ideal, prompting an interrogation of the contingent aspects of such ideals; it would, one might
argue, have been impossible for Orestes to live up to such an ideal given the situation he
found himself in. The differences between Orestes and the laudandus are also at issue in the
apodosis which follows <&AN'> €l Tis ... &mépuyev, where the narrator comments on the

good reputation bestowed by such a man on his descendants (56-8):

néAavos {8’} av éoxaTiav
kaAAiova BavdTou <oTeixol> yAukuTATA yeved

EUCOVUHOV KTEAVWVY KPATIOTAV XAPIV TTOPLOV*

... he would go to a fairer border of black death, beestowing on his sweetest offspring

the grace of good repute, strongest of possessions.

The narrator does not comment on whether Orestes bequeaths a eucovupov ... xapw to his
descendants. This silence might be read positively, but the absence of explicit comment
draws attention to the difference between the event of athletic success and Orestes’ actions;
even if we see Orestes as a largely positive figure, we are made aware of the less
controversial nature of the athlete’s achievement. Hellenistic readers are also confronted by
the contrast between the reputation of the idealized figure of 56-8 and the literary history of
Orestes, whose representation by the tragedians as a figure of conflict precludes him being a
straightforward purveyor of a eucovupov xapwv. In the Hellenistic context, the difference
between the athlete and his posterity, and Orestes, understood as an ‘historical’ figure, and
his later literary realizations, also alerts the reader to a formal difference between the poem’s
praise of Thrasydaeus, which effectively accomplishes the ambitions of 56-8, and its mode of
interaction with other representations of Orestes. The greater complexity of the latter, which I

shall explore below, further highlights the difference between Orestes and the laudandus.

his marriage to Erigone. Paus. 2.18.6 says that he had a son Tisamenus by Hermione, who succeeded him as
king of Sparta. ¥ Eur. Or. 1645 and Apollod. Ep. 6.28 record that he was killed by the bite of a snake at
Oresteum in Arcadia. For further references cf. Frazer’s notes on Apollod. Epit. 6.28.
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The famous passage in which the narrator criticises tyranny also bears a relation to the

presentation of Orestes (P.11.50-3):

Bedbev epaiuav kaAdov,
SuvaTd paiduevos év dAikia.
TGV Yap ava TOA eUpiokwv T& HEoa HOKPOTEPLD

{ouv} 8ABw TebaAdTa, péppon’ aicav Tupavvidwv:

Euvaiol & aug’ apetais TéTaual povepoi &’ auvvovTal.

May I desire fair things from the gods, striving after what is possible for my age. I
reprove the condition of tyrannies, finding as I do in the city the middle way flourishing
with the longer prosperity. I strive for shared achievements: the grudging are warded

off.

Champions of the negative exemplum thesis have tended to read this passage as condemning
the monarchical structures of the heroic age, whose horrors and instabilities are illustrated by

475
> Those who see

the myth, in favour of the more stable oligarchy of present day Thebes.
Orestes as a positive figure tend to dissociate him from the criticism levelled at tyrants;
Sevieri, for instance, reads Orestes as an antityrannical killer in the sense of restoring

76 Patrick Finglass subordinates the warnings against tyranny to the

legitimate governance.
poem’s laudatory function: ‘Pindar’s purpose is to praise the victor: any warnings against
tyranny contribute to this, and are not an end in themselves’.*’” This is an overly rigid
reading, relying on a limited and a priori conception of the poem’s functionality, without
taking into account the possibility that what ‘praising the victor’ might mean on a given
occasion might be shaped by precisely such local factors as engagement with tyranny, as well
as neglecting the more general paraenetic force of the sententia, which has ethical relevance
for listeners and readers beyond the laudandus.

When read in conjunction with the exhortation to moderation discussed above (fjouxa ...

vepouevos), the reference to tyranny has both an encomiastic resonance, pointing up the

difference between tyrants and the victor, and a generalized paraenetic function, warning

3t Young (1968). For an inventory of political readings cf. Finglass (2007a). Sevieri (1997) attempts to
reconstruct aspects of the poem’s first performance, with questionable success: cf. Finglass (2007a) 74.

476 Sevieri (1999) 104.

77 Finglass (2007a) 118.
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against the kind of excessive behaviour connected with the tyrant’s life which implicitly

47 This double function also

balances the moderation referenced in the previous line.
emphasises the distinction between the exemplum and the frame; Orestes is the son of a
monarchical ruler, with aspirations towards continuing the dynasty, and the problems and
challenges of his life are an extreme example of the negative aspects of the aioca
Tupavvidwv which Thrasydaeus will not have to face. The context of the book also gives rise
to a potential conflict between this passage and earlier poems in praise of tyrants. The
criticism of the tyrant’s life recalls the end of P.1, recalling the stress there on the tyrant’s
conduct and retrospectively highlighting the difficulties of the idealization broached in that
passage, and might also prompt a recollection of P.3 and its depiction of Hiero’s illness. In
conjunction with the inverse parallel described above between Clytemnestra and Danae, we
can also read this passage as anticipating the depiction of Polydectes as a negative ruler in
P.12. Reading the poetry book thus involves a confrontation with differing representations of
tyranny, and the attempt to balance their competing claims involves an interrogation of the
ethical concepts on which such claims are based.

One of the most controversial passages in the poem is the poet’s about-face at 38-40,
responses to which have ranged from taking the apology at face value to seeing it as a purely

rhetorical gesture:*”’

np’, @ gilol, kat’ ausuciTopov Tpiodov edwdabny,
opBav kéAeuBov icov
T Tpiv' 1) né Tis &vepos EEco TASou

€Balev, cos 8T’ &kaTov évvaliav;

Was I indeed whirled away where the path divided, having travelled a straight road

previously, or did some wind cast me from my course, like a small boat at sea?

478 Cf. Pavese (1975) 249. Nagy (1990) 187 and Kurke (1991) 215 see such references as warning against the
formation of actual tyrannies, or as diffusing the threat of them. For another type of historicizing reading cf.
Gentili (1979). I would see such passages more as figurative ethical constructions. The emphasis on moderation
(T& péoa pakpoTépe / {oUv} SABw TebaAdTa) connects with the diminishing stress on victor in the final
poems and anticipates the minimal role on Midas in P.12. For the myth’s accent on moderation cf. Bernardini
(1993) 416.

7% See below for the scholia, and cf. Finglass (2007a) 109-10 for a rhetorical interpretation. On the pragmatic
effects of such self-corrections, giving a sense of spontaneity and improvisation, cf. Carey (1981) 5; Mackie
(2003) 10-11; Currie (2005) 79.
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Finglass provides an argument for reading the passage rhetorically: ‘Pindar presents himself
as so keen to get back to explicit praise of the victor and his family that he presents his
preceding material as the result of a wrong turning. His aim is not to denigrate the myth, but
to exalt the section which follows it. But he also implicitly challenges the audience to see if it
can improve on the ill-judged (or perhaps over-modest) condemnation of the myth given by

the poem’s narrator.”**

Finglass is right to reject the interpretation which sees the change of
tack as an outright rejection of the myth, but his translation of édivabnv as ‘confused’ rather
begs the question. The image contrasts with the physical stylization and the control exerted
by the poet during the performance as é€apxcov (if he fulfilled the role in this case), a

connection prompted with the verb’s connection with dancing.*®!

This contrast opens the
possibility of seeing the narrator’s assertion as contradicted by the actualities of performance,
or of seeing it as genuine description, and hence the physicalities of performance as the
outcome and representation of the narrator’s mental confusion.

The verb also invokes the image of the eddy or whirlpool, and hence of a static, circling
movement in contrast with the complex momentum of the verbal narrative. Both strands of
meaning invite analysis of the poem’s function in relation to the physicalities of performance,
and both involve a testing of the limits of the metaphor and the image’s application to
physical realities. The polyvalence of the image and its various interpretative implications
lend an additional weight to the question of which it forms part. On this point, it is important
to note that Finglass’ analysis, and indeed the readings of those who see it as a straight
rejection, rather diminish the force of the question and its wider interpretative significance.
What is voiced is not a declarative statement, but a presentation of alternatives which are held
in suspense, compelling the reader to supplement the narrator’s indecision. In the context of
the problematic relation between myth and frame, the force of this suspense also prompts a
more general questioning of the relation between exemplum and laudandus, exemplum and
the reader, and the wider nature of exemplarity. Here, in addition to its role within the
enunciative situation of the poem, the exemplum also constitutes a starting point for readerly
reflection on their own ethical position.

The scholia on the passage take the questions at face value. The interpretation given at X
P.11.58a (Drach. II p. 259-60) sees the digression as functionally inopportune, and the

narrator as upbraiding himself for ‘using an inopportune digression’ (aUuTos akaipw

0 Finglass (2007a) 109.
! The verb is used of dancing at e.g. II. 18.494 (koUpol 8 opxnoTiipes 8iveov) and 606: cf. LfgrE s.v.
Swiéw** B2.
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mapekBaoel kexpnuévos), although its following comment on the nature of the narrator’s
‘wandering’ (&pa, @ @ilol, émAaviifny Tijs 680U TO TPdTeEPOV Spbv TTopeuduevos [68OV],
‘indeed, friends, I wandered from the road having previously travelled straight’) does not

482

imply confusion on his part.”” However, the interpretation recorded in X 58a goes on to

connect the self-address with an encomiastic commitment: ei ouvéBou kai poBov EAaPes, v’
EYKWHIGoTs TOV vikngdpov, Béov £oTi TOV Uuvov &AAote EAAY petdyew, §j mepl ToU
Opaoudaiou T AéyovTas fj mepl ToU TaTpds avutol Tou TTubiovikou (‘if you agreed to
compose an encomium for the victor and took money for it, you must take the hymn either in
one direction or another, either saying something about Thrasydaeus or about his father the
Pythian victor’). We might wonder whether £ P.11.58¢c (Drach. II p. 260), and specifically
the phrase akaipw TapexPaoel kexpnuévos can be read as a trace of a negative exemplum-
style reading on the part of ancient critics. The phrase does not necessarily justify such a
reading, because akaipey does not imply the perception of an ethical disparity between
exemplum and frame, and the criterion of relevance might be conceived as without an ethical
dimension. However, the criticism does opens up the possibility of such a debate.

The scholia illustrate the difficulty and elusiveness of the phrase katT’ &uevoimopov
TpioBov edvabny, and it is hard to resist the conclusion that this obscurity is meant to be to
some degree performative, the confusion of the narrator scripting readerly response. The
reader’s hermeneutic problem, however, is somewhat more wide ranging; the narrator
appears only to be concerned with the efficacy of his story, whereas the reader also questions
the reasons for the narrator’s decision. The questioning also leads, I suggest, to a self-
consciousness about the constructedness of the myth, as a result of which the reader is asked
to participate in the process of constructing Orestes qua exemplum. Like the critics
mentioned above, the scholia neglect the force of the question, and consequently miss the
relation between the narrator’s uncertainty and the wider interpretative tension over the role
of the exemplum. This is clear from the way in which the scholia reduplicate the poem's
rhetoric; referring to the myth as a mapekBdaois presupposes a certain tangentiality in the
exemplum without commenting on what the consequences of this distance between
exemplum and frame might be.

The scholia’s treatment of P.11.38-40 is part of a wider pattern of commentators either
ignoring or seeking to minimize the lack of fit between the exemplum and the situation.

There are certainly ways in which Orestes can be construed as a positive foil for Thrasydaeus,

2 Cf. also T P.11. 23b and also the censorious comments about digressions at £ P.10.46b and £ N.6.94a with
the comments of Instone (1986) 90.
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but critics who have emphasised these factors have neglected the simple but important fact of
Orestes as matricidal avenger being very different from Thrasydaeus the Pythian victor, and,
more broadly, the way in which his actions exceed the ethical norms of Pindar’s time, a facet
emphasised by his difference from the Orestes of the Odyssey. Acknowledgement of this
difference points towards another, more fruitful way of looking at the poem, one in which the
interpretative challenge of reconciling the exemplum to the situation, or of finding points of
reconciliation and balancing them with the differences, is itself important ethically and
intellectually, both for the reader and for Thrasydaeus himself as an internal reader of the
poem. In other words, the whole process of exemplarity is at issue in this poem; it is not
simply a matter of reading the exemplum and drawing the ‘right’ or best thought-out
conclusion, but rather of questioning the nature of exemplarity itself, and the degree to which

*®> The poem’s ethical demands are

Orestes, or any other figure can function in such a role.
articulated both by the declarative moralizing statement at 55-8, but also by its staging of an
encounter with a figure, Orestes, who as we have seen exceeds the behavioural norms of
Pindar’s own time, and whose ethical significance is not explicitly stated by the narrator. In
refusing to explicitly interpret its own exemplum, the poem articulates both the imperative of
readerly engagement and the challenge of such a negotiation.

The interpretative tensions foregrounded by the poem are sharpened by the diachronic
context, which allows, for instance, for a reconceptualization of the question of the relation
between P.11 and the Oresteia, which has traditionally been approached with a view to

% In the

arguing for the the relative dates of the two texts and for their mutual influence.
context of the Hellenistic period, however, these questions can be reformulated in terms of
the relations of the texts to each other as part of an intertextual continuum which also
includes Euripides’ and Sophocles’ tragedies about Orestes.”®> As with Echo in Olympian 14,

an awareness of these accounts serves to highlight the distinctiveness of Pindar’s own

83 For acknowledgement of the limitations of the frame/exemplum relation cf. Instone (1986); Sevieri (1999)

107, and Finglass (2007a) 46: ‘[r]ather than seek a one-to-one correspondence, Pindar instead points to a
likeness between the two which does not depend on similarity in every detail’. They do not consider the
hermeneutic significance of these limitations, however.

84 For some treatments of this question cf. e.g. Herington (1984); Robbins (1986); Finglass (2007a) 11-17. The
question of dating is significant here; cf. Finglass (2007a) 5-11 for an assessment of the scholia which date the
poem.

*5 Tt is notable that the scholia to P.11 do not mention the Oresteia, although this does not mean that the
(possible) relationship between the two works was not an issue for Hellenistic readers and scholars; such
scholarly comment may not have survived into later redactions of the scholia, and general meditations on the
two works may not have been recorded. Moreover, absence of references to the Oresteia does not mean that this
and other treatments of the Orestes myth would not have influenced Hellenistic readers’ reception of P.11, but
that such influences were not given critical attention. We may however contrast the attention paid by modern
scholars to the relations between the Oresteia and P.11; cf. £ P.11.25b, where Pherecydes and Herodorus are
cited for alternative stories involving Orestes’ nurse.
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treatment of the story; his Orestes is clearly a long way from the half psychotic Orestes of
Euripides’ eponymous play, and indeed from Sophocles’ character. Such a contextual
situation also affects smaller-scale issues, such as the interpretation of the questions about

Clytemnestra’s motives at 22-5:

méTEPOV Vv &p” lpryével’ ém’ EUpimeo
opaxbeloa TijAe T&TPAS
Ekvioev BapumdAapov dpoat xéAov;

f £Tépo Aéxei Saualouévav

EVVuxol TTapayov KolTal; 25

Did Iphigeneia’s slaughter by the Euripus, far from her homeland, goad her to stir up
her heavy-handed rage? Or did nightly couplings lead her astray, overcome in another’s

bed?

Some scholars have attempted to see these lines as a response to Aeschylus’ interrogation of
Clytemnestra’s motivations in the Oresteia, or even as the inspiration for Aeschylus’

‘[rea‘[men‘[.486

The diachronic context allows for a reorientation of these questions. Finglass
explains the lines as follows: ‘Pindar presents the narrator as so overcome by the crime that
he must search for motives to account for it. Instead of authoritatively stating a single cause,
he clutches at possibilites that might go some way towards an explanation. His questioning
thus underlines the gravity of the killings.”**’” But the questions also specifically dramatize
Clytemnestra’s unknowability, a facet underlined by the formal contrast between P.11, where
no ‘Clytemnestra’ is present to be the subject of an interrogation, and the plays, where the
staged character can explain her actions, albeit in problematic ways. This formal aspect is
also strengthened by the complexity of the question of Clytemnestra’s motivation in the

tragedians, awareness of which heightens the reader’s sense of the difficulty of answering

Pindar’s questions.**®

8¢ Cf. Herington (1984); Finglass (2007a).

*7 Finglass (2007a) 13-14.

%8 Herington (1984) sees P.11.23-5 as a response to the Oresteia’s use of the killing of Iphigeneia and the
adultery as motives for Clytemnestra’s killing of Agamemnon. But Finglass (2007a) 13 rightly points out that
Herington’s argument that there is a progression in the Oresteia from the Iphigeneia’s sacrifice to the adultery as
the chief reason for Clytemnestra’s behaviour is faulty; the sacrifice is mentioned at e.g. Ag. 1521-9, and
Agamemon’s adultery with Chryseis at Ag. 1437-47. Finglass is therefore rightly sceptical about the necessity of
seeing P.11.23-5 as influenced by the Oresteia. The sacrifice is also mentioned at Soph E/. 530-3 and Eur. EL
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Additionally, the problematizing treatments of the tragedians emphasise the difficulties of
the exemplum-frame relation. Hellenistic readers’ experiences of P.11 would have been
shaped to some degree, as are those of contemporary readers, by their knowledge of the
tragedies, and such experiences are likely to have given rise at least initially to a sense of
confusion over appropriateness of the narrative to an epinician context.”®” How different
readers may have responded to this situation is beyond our capacity to say; my argument here
is simply that the intertextual situation of the poem sharpens the problematization of reading
that is already at work within the text.*® Of course readers are free to leave aside such
intertexts and attempt to focus on the poem in and of itself as a free-standing entity, but such
a process will only ever be provisional, and we cannot entirely free our encounter with one
text from its intertextual determinations by others. In foregrounding the difficulties of such a
process, P.11 also influences how readers relate to P.12; as argued above, Clytemnestra
contrasts with Danae, and the sententia on tyranny contextualizes the actions of Polydectes.
Most importantly, however, the conflictedness of Orestes as an ethical exemplum points up

the absence of such issues surrounding Perseus.

PERFORMANCE AND TEXT

Before focussing further on Pythian 12 as part of the book, I want to analyse some aspects
of how its musical and textual aspects may have worked together in order to better grasp how
the poem may have operated in performance, and to foreground both the differences and the
continuities between performance and the text as a material document. I argue elsewhere on
the grounds of metre and contextual probability that Pindar used the ‘many-headed nomos’ as
the melodic basis of the music, vocal and instrumental, that accompanied the performance of
the poem. On my reading, the nomos would have served as a melodic frame which Pindar and
his performers would have applied to the words of the poem and their rhythmical structure
according to the melodizational practices current during the classical period.*”' Whether or
not this was the case, however, it is clear from the scholia that the scholars of the Hellenistic
period had no knowledge of the poem’s musical accompaniment, and so this scenario is not

relevant to how readers of the Hellenistic period may have related to the poem. I shall make

1018-29. See further Finglass (2007b) 251-3 for a concise assessment of the analysis of motivations in Aesch.
Ag., Soph. EI. And Eur. El., and ibid. 257 for Clytemnestra’s motivation in the Choephori.

9 Cf. Finglass (2007a) 15-16 for the intertextual influence of the Oresteia on modern arguments over dating.
01t is possible that the scholia’s criticisms of the myth reflect an influence by the tragedians.

1 Cf. Phillips (forthcoming b).
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reference to this scenario in the following treatment in order to press the case for a particular
reading of the poem’s performance dynamics, but my reading of the text in the context of its
Hellenistic readership should not be taken to rely on readerly knowledge of a particular mode
of musical performance.

The aetion narrated in P.12 is not the only one related to the invention of the aulos and
aulos playing. Perhaps the better known story is that of Athena and Marsyas, in which
Athena, having invented the instrument, rejects it on account of the distortion of her facial
features caused by playing it, whereupon it is taken up by Marsyas.** P.12 is our first source
for the ‘Athena and the Gorgons’ aetion, but we cannot know how original his mythopoeia
was.*””> Crucially, Pindar describes the origin of aulos playing not only as the invention of an
instrument and of an art in general, as is the case in the other aetion, but as the origin of a
particular piece, the ‘many-headed nomos’. One motivation for the mythological grounding
of this piece could be that it was the very piece with which Midas was victorious in his
performance at the Delphic contests.*”* Whether or not this was the case, the paradigmatic
association of a single piece with the origins of aulos playing as a whole has the effect of
marking the whole art with the characteristics of a particular moment of divine invention. By
means of this totalizing redescription, Pindar validates his composition (and Midas’ victory,
if it was indeed the ‘many-headed nomos’ with which he won) by associating it with the
paradigmatic moment of aUAnTikr} par excellence. This also has the effect of juxtaposing the
musical and circumstantial individuality of Pindar’s use of the nomos with its general cultural
importance.

While recent readings of the poem have analysed the text’s sociological implications with
regard to the disputed place of the aulos in Greek musical culture of the time, and in relation
to contemporary debates about musicopoetic style,*” I want to focus here on the role of the
poem’s interrelations of text and music, and their reflections on mimesis. The complexity of
these interrelations emerges from the fact that the accompanying instrument is the subject of
the discourse. This involves an audience in a mimetically double structure, wherein the aulos,

both as a concept and as a concrete part of the performance, is redescribed by the verbal

2 Cf. PMG 758 and 805 for 5™ C. versions of the Athena/Marsyas narrative. Paus. 1.24.1 describes the famous
statue group depicting the myth by Myron on the Athenian Acropolis. For analysis, see Leclerg-Neveu (1989);
Wilson (1999). Papadopoulou and Pirenne-Delforge (2001) 44-45 explore possible echoes of the Marsyas story
in P.12.

3 See e.g. Landels (1999) 154-59; Papadopoulou and Pirenne-Delforge (2001) 38.

% This is assumed by West (1995) 214 and followed by Porter (2007) 17, but we are not told that this was the
case. Cf. Kéhnken (1971) 121 n. 19.

3 E.g. Frontisi-Ducroux (1994); Papadopoulou and Pirenne-Delforge (2001); Martin (2003). For disputes about
the aulos see generally Wilson (1999) with Martin (2003).
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narrative, while simultaneously providing a frame in the light of which the words of the text
are understood. This doubleness is particularly notable given the explicit redescription of the
musicality of the aulos at 6-11 and 19-21. These descriptions mark both the originary
moment of creation, in implicit opposition to the Athena and Marsyas narrative, and the
musicality of the present performance. The music to which the audience listens during the
performance is subjected to a transformation which reaches back into the mythical past and
simultaneously acts on the present.

The poem’s multiple mimeticity (Pindar imitating Athena imitating the Gorgons, to which
we may also add the musical and rhythmical mimesis and reconfiguration by P.12 of the
‘many-headed nomos’) has often been noted by scholars,””® but what has been less
appreciated is the dual status of the poem’s mimetics staged as both production and imitation.
Given that the mythical episode narrated in P.12 must predate Pindar in some form, as does
the nomos upon which the poem’s music draws, we recognise that P.12 does not dramatize
itself as a purely originary production of what it imitates, but as a reconfigurative intervention
into the tradition. This dynamic is reflected in the blurring of figure and ground enacted by
the text’s mimetic structure.””’ Thus at the lexical level the Gorgons’ olUAios Bpfivos is both
the ground which makes Athena’s foundational mimesis possible, and a figuration of the
present performance. As a musical texture it functions as an echo heard through the
redescribed aulos music of the performance, and as its mythical antecedent. The Gorgon’s
lament is figured as unapproachable (&mAd&Tols dpicov kepaAais, ‘from [their]
unapproachable snaky heads’, 9), as something which requires Athena’s technological
intervention to become assimilable to human experience. This is furthered by the semantics
of oUAios, which in addition to ‘baneful’ or ‘destructive’ can also mean ‘frequently
repeated’.*”® The oscillation of these meanings contributes to a sense of the Gorgons’
Unheimlichkeit, semantic polyvalence enacting uncanniness.*”’

This process is reinforced musically by the aulos, the sound of which is a mediated, partial
representation of its mythical antecedent; there is obviously a difference, as well as a
similarity, between the aulos the audience listens to and the Gorgons’ lament. If we accept

the argument that Athena’s ‘weaving’ (8) of the Gorgons’ threnos also combines it with the

¥ E g. Schlesinger (1968); Segal (1998) 99.

*7 One might compare the performative ‘reinvention’ of the ‘original’ dithyrambic circular chorus at Dith.2.1-5.
*% The former sense is usually favoured by commentators (e.g. Kohnken 1971: 136: ‘in seiner Wirkung auf
Perseus gleicht der Threnos der Gorgonen einem furchteinfléssenden und verderbenbringenden
Kriegsgeschrei’). Gerber (1986) 248 follows Greppin (1976) in seeing P.12.8 as echoing e.g. II. 17.756 oUAov
kekArjyovTes and drawing on the repetitiveness of ritual lament.

9 For a classic analysis of the Gorgons as other see Vernant (1985) 12, and further Segal (1994) 86-88.
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1,>° then Athena’s mimesis is dramatized as a mode of

cry of victory uttered by Perseus at 1
combination and reconfiguration, wherein each of the elements, the lament and the victory
cry, contribute to a whole that is different from either of them individually. Understood in
these terms, the narrative also formulates the nomos’ music as a particular type of
phenomenon, a substrate which bears the imprint of the two expressions which were woven
together to create it. The sonic warp and weft of the nomos is made by implication to reflect
the emotional states of Perseus and the Gorgons in their respective vaunt and lament. As
such, the narrative makes the nomos into a phenomenal correlative of the emotional effects
that music was felt to have and Athena’s act of creation as a proleptic allegory of the text’s

01 At the same time, however, the simultaneity of text and music dramatizes

reception(s).
their different effects; hearing the aulos’ music alongside the description of Athena ‘weaving’
the Gorgons’ lament (oUAiov Bpfivov SiamAéEaio’ AB&va, 8) in order to create the nomos
cues an awareness of the difference between the signifier SiamAéEaio’ and the sound of the
nomos. This in turn highlights the provisionality of the poem’s description of the foundational
event, a description which can only be accomplished via the metaphorical SiamAéfaio’. At
the point where the text comes nearest to denoting ‘what happened’, it has recourse to
indirection, a blurring of significational realms which represents Athena’s action by means of
an imperfect analogy with human activities. At the same time, however, the use of ‘weaving’
to describe Athena’s action also constructs it as a mythical forerunner, and legitimization, of
Pindar’s use of weaving vocabulary to describe his own poetry elsewhere.””*> Something that
was an actual event in the mythical fabula serves as the basis for a metaphorical system.

The poem therefore enacts mimesis as simultaneously a presencing and a displacement, as a

practice which makes a cultural event available and also dramatizes its otherness,”” but there

% Clay (1992) 523, who argues that SiamAéfaic’ must refer to the ‘weaving’ of more than one ‘object’,
followed by Martin (2003) 163. For Clay, Perseus bringing Medusa’s head to Seriphus, rather than the
decapitation, forms the focal point of the mythical narrative (p. 522).

> Theory which described the emotional and ethical effects of music is common in the fourth century BC and
thereafter; cf. e.g. Pl. Rep. 397-401b with further passages in Barker (1984) s.v. ‘ethos’. P.12 can be seen as
prefiguring these theorizations.

>%2 Pindar uses TAékco metaphorically of composing songs at 0.6.86, N.4.94. SiamwAéke is used of Hermes
making sandals at Hom.h.Herm. 79-80 (c&vdala & avtika puyiv ém waudbois aAinow / &epaoct’ 18
avénTa diemAeke, Bavpata Epya). Whereas Hermes’ action is precisely delineated and SiémwAeke used literally,
as made clear by the next line (cupuioywv pupikas kai pupcwoedéas dCous, 81), albeit to make things
‘unthought of, unimagined’ (&ppaocT’ 18’ avénta), Pindar uses the verb metaphorically to denote a process the
constituent aspects of which remain undefined. The shared features of the two passages, the use of SiamAékeo,
the creation by a god of something extraordinary, suggest an intertextual connection: the greater complexity of
Athena’s ‘weaving’ is used to trump the Hermes passage, while also suggesting the limitations of his metaphor
for conveying Athena’s action. For the dating of the Hom.h.Herm. cf. Thomas (2010).

%93 Cf. Segal (1994) 90-93, who stresses the transformation of the Gorgons’ cry from a shriek of primordial pain
into a culturally contained and sanctioned practice.
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is a strong stress on continuity as well as on difference and distance. At 22, for instance, the
narrator emphasises precisely the continuity between Athena’s foundational act and the
current conditions of auletic performance: eUpev Beds: AAA& viv eUpoic’ avdpdot BvaTtols
gxew (‘the goddess discovered it, but discovered it for mortals to have’). The auletic art is
envisioned here as an embodying continuity of Athena’s practice, in which the physical
contingencies of performance assume a symbolic value by means of their connection with
their mythical precursor.’® This physical detailing is continued by the description at 25
AemrtoU Siavioduevov xaAkol Baud kai Sovdkwv, (‘... often through the slender bronze
and the reeds’) which some scholars have read as referring to contemporary developments in
the design and construction of auloi”” The personification of the reeds at as moTol
Xopeutav paptupes (‘dancers’ faithful witnesses’, 27) reinforces the rhetoric of
embodiment; the reeds’ ‘witnessing’ gives them an anthropomorphic character. The use of
Baud also marks P.12 as part of a continuity of performances.

Yet the dynamic by which performance functions as an embodiment of the foundational act
is not one of a simple ascription to the present contingencies of performance of the energies
and value attendant on their precursor. As suggested above, mimesis is presented musically,
through the use of the Athena nomos, as an appropriation by means of which the nomos is
reinscribed into a discourse that reconfigures its significance, and textually as a double
practice of presencing and distancing, reflected in the description of how the nomos is
perpetuated. At 23 the narrator dramatizes the act of naming (covipaocev kepaAav ToAA&v
vouov, ‘she gave it the name of the tune with many heads’), and the act of linguistic
mediation is made vital to the perpetuation of the specified musical practice. This deployment
of naming, as well as invoking the bestowal of a name as an act of empowerment,
proleptically metaphorizes the appropriation in which P.12 engages by utilizing the melodic

frame of the Athena nomos in a new rhythmical (and linguistic) structure. Athena’s act of

>% On embodiment see Habinek (2005) 4-6 with references.

395 Gentili and Luisi (1995); Papadopoulou and Pirenne-Delforge (2001) 47-51. Cf. also Chuvin (1995). This
use of Aemrtds could well have influenced Callimachus’ famous formulation of the MouUocav ... Aemtalénv
(detia fr. 1.24) and other self-referential uses of the adjective in Hellenistic poetry (cf. further Harder (2012) ad
loc). Given the focus of the Pindaric passage, the intertext with Aetia fr. 1.24 is a particularly marked site for the
interaction of performance rhetoric and material texts. In P.12, the AemToU ... xaAkoU has a specific role in the
instrument, and the bronze’s ‘slenderness’ is a practical property which allows sound to be produced in a
particular way, whereas Callimachus’ AemrtaAénv connotes a more generalized, conceptual poetic (and purely
verbal) quality. Seen together with P.12.25, the specifically conceptual stress of Callimachus’ adjective
highlights his appropriative modernity. As in the case of Theoc. /d. 16 (above pp. 133-42), however, later
appropriation has consequences for how we might read Pindar. In this case, the Callimachean intertext stresses
Pindar’s status as an aesthetic model for the Hellenistic poets, and raises (or strengthens) the possibility of
seeing P.12’s Aemrtds as a marker of the subtlety and sophistication of Pindar’s poetics.
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naming is figured as the precursor of the (re)naming in which the poet engages; again, this
gesture is both mimetic and productive. Moreover, the use of Baud, together with the
physical details of 25, stress the individuality of the performance, and thus the singular nature
of each performance as a transient, unrepeatable event, whose precise contingencies cannot
be replicated. The embodied continuity of cultural practice is set off against the singular
instantiations which mediate it.

It might seem paradoxical that P.12 should dramatize the discovery of auAnTikrj by means
of a mimetic action (Athena’s) which imitates an event (the Gorgons’ lament) which is only
partially appropriable by human activity, of which a performance can only be an indirect
echo. But such a strategy serves to glorify the aulos by stressing its strangeness, and in turn
emphasises the power of the art, and of the individuals capable of utilizing it. The narrative’s
foregrounding of alterity, and of the singularity both of Athena’s foundational act, and, by
implication, of the performance itself, provide an indirect correlative to the power of fate and
the divine, invoked at 29-32, as a force incapable of being comprehended or anticipated by
mortals (30) and capable of unforeseen and transformational interventions into men’s lives
(GeAmrTtia BaAcov / EumaAw yvoouas, ‘striking with surprise unexpectedly’, 31-32). The
performance maintains and enacts the dual status of the mythical founding, and the mythical
fabula in general, as both other and culturally assimilated. This thematic connection is
reinforced by the musical accompaniment, which enacts the embodiment of the Gorgons’
lament, while also stressing, by means of its place within the reconfigured structure of the
nomos, its constructedness, and the human arts — technical, compositional, and performance-
related — needed to realize it.”*

The conjunction of the extensive description of the aulos with a written document gives rise
to a general tension between these two modes. In particular, the description of the physicality
of the instrument at 20-6 brings about a contrast with the medium of writing; the mention of
the reeds used to make the auloi as moTol xopeuTtav uaptupes (27), for instance, highlights
the fact that it is now the written words that perform this memorializing function, and points
up the differences between the two media. The aulos is a ‘witness’ in part because it records
the sound created by Athena’s mimetic invention, and primarily because it oversees the
dancers’ performance.””” The book, however, can only signify these effects indirectly, and the

materiality of the document enforces the contrast between music and the verbal signifiers that

% Cf. Clay (1992) 524-5 on the thematic connections between the concluding passage and the doubleness of the
nomos as recording suffering and celebration.
7 Cf. Pitiche p. 682.
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have to stand in for it. These differences are strengthened by the poet’s accenting the melodic
range of the aulos (TrapBévos aUAddv TeUxe Taupwvov péhos, ‘the maiden created a melody
of every sound for the auloi’, 19) and the specifically mimetic character of Athena’s creation
(bppa TOV EUpudAas ék kapmaAidv yewlwv / xpwebévta olv Evteol pprjoatt’
gpikAdykTav ydov, so that she might imitate with instruments the loud-sounding wail that
was pushed from Euryale’s swiftly moving cheeks’, 20-1), neither of which are susceptible to
reduplication by the book.’” Similarly, the aulos’ role as eUkAe& Aaocodwv HVAOTiip’
aywvwv (‘famous reminder of people-stirring contests’, 24) points to the secondariness of
the book text and the situation of reading in which it operates, removed from the performance
context the poem describes.””” The nomos is a form of archive, recording as it does (a version
of) the mythical event, albeit one the book cannot reduplicate. Athena’s act of invention, on
the other hand, functions here as the unarchivable, that which escapes totalizing signification.

As in the case of O.14, these interpretative issues bear on the constitution of a voiced
reading of the poem. In O.14 Echo’s unenunciated narrative marked the limits of the text’s
archival force by not being repeatable, whereas in P.12 what the speaking voice cannot
recapture (alone) is the relationship between music and text that marked the poem in
performance. Yet we should not read the poem’s diachronic movement as a juxtaposition of
an idealized performance mimesis with the secondary, parasitic mimeticity of the book. As
we have seen above, the performance is itself an indirect echo of the foundational mimesis,
and combines textuality and music in ways which implicate the concept of mimesis itself.
Furthermore, the situation of the material document recapitulates the poem’s construction of
the interaction between singularity and cultural continuity. Whereas in the performance
context, the playing of the aulos recorded Athena’s invention, now it is the book which plays
this role, and the uniqueness of individual texts and readings subsitutes for the unique
performance events. It is notable that the book archives (and fails to archive) both the
signified events of the poem, and the performance itself as an event. Reading P.12 as an

archive therefore involves an acknowledgement of both the limitations of its archival

% There are several possibilities for how Athena’s imitation relates to the sounds she heard. If one follows

Gentili and Luisi (1995) in thinking that the aulos being referred to is made of double pipes, which is the most
natural way of taking the plural of ocuv évteoi, then the two pipes could be imitating the two Gorgons.
Alternatively, the drone pipe might be imitating the Gorgons’ wailing, while the pipe on which the melody was
played Perseus’ victory cry.

>% The use of Aaooodewv is an intertextual pointer to the dynamic of violence and civilization; in Homer, the
epithet is frequently applied to deities such as Ares and Athena, and used to refer to their role of ‘stirring up’
warriors in battle (cf. LfgrE s.v. and Sotiriou (1998) 45). Its application here to non-military ‘contests’ enacts
intertextually the movement from violence to its civilized containment. The fact that this is achieved via an epic
intertext hints at the place of P.12 and aUAnTikrj within a wider cultural continuum. For a differently-focussed
interpretation, cf. Clay (1992) 523-4.
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function, specifically its inability to record the music referenced by the text, and its capacity
to shift the text’s connotations, to expand its meanings, and broaden the significance of its

mediation on artistic creativity.

ARCHIVALITY AND CLOSURE

I shall now examine P.12 in its intertextual and metatextual contexts. As argued above,
these readings are not meant to be explications of an ideal grouping of text and scholarly
exegesis, but a series of provisional explorations of potential relations that could have
emerged between these in different contexts. Following the above discussion of the
etymology of the ToAuképaAos vduos it is interesting to note how the scholia explain the
mimeticity of Athena’s creation and the function of the etymology, and how their exegesis

affects further readings. The first explanation is given at £ P.12.15b (Drach. II p. 265):

TOV TTapbeviols: pubevetai T1 ToloUTov, 6Tt 6Te O Tlepoeus EkapaToUnoe TNy
MéBouoav, ai dUo adeApai Bprivouv Trv adeA@riv, kai ¢k Tijs kepaAils aUTAV kai
TV eV TGV TEPL TV KEPAATV ouptynds Tis avedidoTo. ToUTou ToU cupty oy

kaTakovcaoca 1 ABnva Tou €k TGV d@ewv TTPos Uiunoiv Told Bprjvou kai Tol

Youévou oupty ol ék TGV SQewv ETTEVONOE TIV QUANTIKNY, TV Kai covOHaoE

TOAUKEPAAOV VOOV Bi&x TOUTO" ETEl Y &P €K TGOV TTOAAGV KEPAADV TGV SPecov el

Tis GvedidoTo ouptyuds, ToAAas 8t kepaAds eikdTws elxov oi &gels, B TouTo

TOAUKEQAAOV VOUOV TTV KAT& MiUNov auAnTikny ouvBeioa covouacey.

““Which from the maidenly ... : there is a story that when Perseus cut off Medusa’s
head, the two sisters sang a lament for their sister, and a hissing arose from their heads
and from the snakes around them. Athena, on hearing this hissing, created the art of
aulos plaing as an imitation of the lament and of the hissing that occurred, and she also
named it for that reason ‘the many-headed nomos’. For since a single hissing arose
from the snakes’ many heads, and because the snakes in all likelihood had many heads,
for this reason she named the imitative art of aulos playing that she had constructed ‘the

many-headed nomos’.

A variety of explanations are then put forward at £ P.12.39a-c (Drach. Il p. ):
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a. GAA& vv eupoioa: GAN’ eUpoloa TO ToU avAoU uéAos HeTESwoke Tols avbpcdTTOLS

Exev, kal wvopaoce 1O péAos ToAuképadov vdpov: ETel kai ai TGOV SpakdvTwv

’ 3 \ 3 ’ it \ ’ I3 \ \
'IT)\E[OUS oav KEQD(I}\Gl al OUDIE,C(OC(l' WV KATX JiPgnaotv OU\)EGT]KE. b. TIVES o¢

ToAuképadov, @aoiv, elmev, Emeldn) mevTrkovTa foav &udpes, ¢ v O Xopds
OUVEOTGOS TIPOKATAPXOMEVOU TOU aUANTOU TO HEAOS TIPOEPEPETO. €. Of Ot KEPAALS
akovouot T& mpooiuia. ¢d1) olv Si& TOAAGY TPoolpicov ouveoTdoa, fjv Aéyoual

16V "OAuptrov pddTov evpnkéval.

a. “‘but inventing it’: but having invented the aulos melody she gave it to men for them
to possess, and she named the melody ‘the many-headed nomos’, for there were many
snakes’ heads that made the hissing, and she constructed the melody in imitation of
them. b. Some say that he called it ‘many-headed’ because the chorus, which presented
the melody under the leadership of the aulete, was composed of fifty men. ¢. Others
understand the heads to be the preludes. The ode is composed with many preludes,

which they say Olympus was the first to invent.

The alternatives listed in X 39b-c are not to be preferred, and certainly the explanation
proposed by 39b cannot be right because the piece was for solo performance by the aulos,
and the last seems equally fanciful. The fact that the exegesis which links the ToAuképaos
vouos to the snakes’ heads is mentioned twice probably indicates that it was the more
common thesis; regardless of whether or not this reading is historically correct, it preserves a
connection between the phrase moAuképaAos vopos and the mythological event itself, rather
than in the other cases where it is connected to modes of performance.

This reading recapitulates the connection between language and mythological event
described above, albeit in an untheorized form; consequently, a tension arises between the
apparently direct connection between the phrase and its origin, and the process of scholarly
debate out of which this meaning emerges for the reader. This interplay in turn replays and
extends the process described above in which meaning emerges both from the relation of
word and object, and from the circulation of signifiers, a process which the varying
explanations extend. A similar phenomenon is detectable in the debate over the cry at 11 (X

P.11.19a-b, Drach. II p. 266):
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a. TTepoeus 6mdTe TpiTov &UcE KAOIYVNT&V: TOUTECTL TNV Wiav: TPels y&p Noav. TO
O¢ Guoev fTot el s Hids TGV [Nopydvwv dxouoTéov, s GUoE KaPaTOUOUHEVT) Sk
TNV AAYNddva, kai TéTe &iev 1) ABnvd Tov Bprivov Téov adeApddov auTris: fj &Uoev 6
Bprivos kapaTourjoavTtos Tou TTepoéwos. ol 8¢ &Trod This AUTRs éoxnuaTiofal BéAovot,
Tijs néixns: olov kaTemoAéunoe TO TPITOV pépos auTdv. b. &uoe Sixdds: &vuoev,

avucbival éroinoev 1) &Uoev, ATl TOU éKpavy acev.

a. “When Perseus cried aloud ... the third of the sisters’ [or, according to the reading of
a ‘... Perseus, when the third of the sisters cried out’]: that is, one of them, for there
were three. ‘Cried out’ should be understood as coming from one of the Gorgons, since
she cried out in pain when her head was being cut off, and then Athena heard the
sisters’ lament for her. Or, the lament ‘cried out’ when Perseus cut off her head. Some
wish to it to be taken figuratively from ‘cry’, i.e., of battle; thus the sisters’ ‘third part’
engaged in battle. b. ‘Cried out’ [can be taken] doubly, [as meaning] achieved, cause to

be achieved, or ‘cried out’ instead of screamed.

310 What is of more

The attribution of the cry to all or one of the Gorgons seems improbable.
interest from an interpretative point of view, however, is the ironic contrast between the event
described and the process of debate surrounding it, between Perseus’s single cry as a marker
of his triumph, a univocal signification, and the contortions of the hermeneutic debate. The
juxtaposition of text and metatext shapes readerly understanding by suggesting new
interpretations and varying exegesis that individual readers may not have considered. But it
also draws attention to the singular nature of the text; the text is open to paraphrase, and yet
always resists exact assimilation to such paraphrases, which never precisely reduplicate the
precise nature, lexical, rhythmical, contextual, of the text’s utterance. Moreover, reading the
scholia is not simply a matter of adjudicating on the correctness of various exegeses; it also
implicates our conceptual stances as readers, and necessitates a certain self-reflexiveness
about our reading practices. Thus relating to the comment ot 8¢ &mo Tijs auTHs
goxnuaTiobal B¢Aoval, Tijs ndxns involves thinking about why one might read &ioe
figuratively as a ‘battle cry’ instead of as a cry of triumph, or whether the battle cry reading

would equate to seeing the cry as triumphal. The boundaries between text and exegesis are

19 Cf. Pitiche 674-5 for the textual argument, and Clay (1992) 522-3. I follow Race in reading &uoev and taking
TpiTov ... KaotyvnTav pépos as the object of &ycov.
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also at issue here; this comment could be taken as opening up a potentiality of meaning
hitherto unforeseen, given that at least some readers will not have thought to read &Guoe
figuratively before reading this scholium.

Intertextual considerations are raised by X P.11.24b (Drach. II p. 266-7) glossing eumapaov:
816 kai Tepl k&AAous i) ABnva epidoveiknoev, ‘‘fair-cheeked’: wherefore because of her
beauty she competed with Athena’). This scholium alludes to the separate myth in which
Medusa challenged Athena to a beauty contest, and the reference to beauty might also recall
the alternative version of the invention of the aulos, where Athena rejected her new creation
because it distorted her facial features.’'' It is notable that the scholium explains why Medusa
competed with Athena (316 kai - ‘wherefore’, and note the aorist denoting a completed past
action), rather than the reason why the author used the word here, and they do not give any
reason for why this connection should be read as obtaining. Nevertheless, the validity of the
claim is less important for this analysis than the mode of textuality it presupposes, and which
is realized in the interaction of scholia and text. This is not to say that such a reading is only
possible in this context; such a connection may well have suggested itself to a spectator at a
performance, or indeed in a reading without metatextual accompaniment. What is distinctive
about the interaction between text and scholia is that it opens up this potentiality in a new
way, as part of an explicitly archival and intertextual situation. A particular mode of reference
is implied here without being explicitly theorized, one which sees the text as a weave of the
signified and the non-signified, which in turn gives rise to the possibility of the reader
rethinking his views not only of this passage but of the processes of (inter)textuality more
generally. The intertext also pointedly substantiates the polyvalence of eumapaov, lending it
ironic or perhaps pathetic tone, and might be taken as imputing a possible subsidiary

motivation to Athena.’'

Intertextuality is also at issue in X P.12.31 (Drach. II p. 267), which glosses éppUocaTto and
expands on ToUTwv ... Mévewv by referencing the story of the Gorgons’ pursuit of Perseus:
gmedicofav yap Tov TTepota péxpt BowwoTias (‘for they pursued Perseus up to the realm of
the North Wind’). Here, Perseus’ ‘troubles’ (ToUTtcov ... mdveov) are made to include

unnarrated as well as narrated events. Again, the ontology of the text is subject to alteration

> Cf. Papadopolou and Pirenne-Delforge (2001) for other possible echoes of the Marsyas myth in P.12.

>12 Pitiche ad loc. argues, on the basis that Medusa is not represented as beautiful in archaic and early classical
art, that eum&paov here refers to ‘la forza e il gonfiore delle guanche di Medusa ... che conferiscono al viso
I’aspetto rigido di una maschera’, and compares P.9.17 where he thinks that eucoAevov refers to Cyrene’s strong
arms. For the later tradition of Medusa’s beauty cf. e.g. Cic. Ver. 4.56.124; Ov. Met. 4.794.
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by the critical intervention, as the gloss opens up the unenunciated as a subject of scholarly
discourse and readerly attention, hence potentially involving the reader in a rethinking of the
workings of narrative and the concepts that orient it. There is, however, a contrast between
the semantic modes of eUmapaov and the expansion required here; the former is a semantic
polyvalence arising from a specific intertextual connection, the latter a gap simultaneously
opened up and supplemented by the scholium. We might simply dismiss the scholium as
flawed by saying that one cannot interpret a text on the basis of things which it does not
mention, but such an objection relies on an overly simplistic division on what can be
considered ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ a text.

This is particularly problematic in the case of the Perseus narrative, which Hellenistic
readers are likely to have known from treatments in fifth-century tragedy and Pherecydes.
Versions of the pursuit story occur at [Apollod.] Bibl. 2.4.3, where his invisibility cap saves
Perseus (ai 8¢ [Nopydves €k Tiis koiTns avamtaoal Tov TTepoéa €dicokov, kai ouviBeiv
QUTOV OUK NBUVavTo SI& TNV KUVTjV* ATTEKPUTITETO Yap UTT auTis, ‘the Gorgons, flying up
from their bed, pursued Perseus, but were not able to see him because of his cap, by which he
was concealed’), and at X Ap. Rh. 1515a (319.9 Wendel = Pherecydes fr. 11 Fowler): ai 8¢
aioBduevat dicokouat kai auTov oux Opddol (‘perceiving him they go in pursuit, but do not
see him”). It is likely that the comment at £ P.12.31 is based on Pherecydes’ account.’'® The
remains of plays involving Perseus are too exiguous to provide much specific evidence for
how they may have affected a reader’s approach to P.12,”'* but in conjunction with the
mythographical evidence we can certainly say that most readers would have been aware of

the compression of Pindar’s account. The scholia’s supplementation is also interpretatively

313 For the Gorgons as capable of flight cf. e.g. LIMC 4.2.293, 301, 331, 338. Cf. also the versions at X Lyc.
838; X Hom. /I. 14.319.

>4 Perseus occurs in several plays of Aeschylus, such as Dictyulci, a satyr play describing the aftermath of
Perseus and Danae being washed ashore at Seriphos. This may or may not have been part of a tetralogy which
included Phorcides and Polydectes. Of the latter we know nothing (cf. Sommerstein (2008) 194-5). For the
former, cf. Eratosthenes Catasterisms 22 (= TGrF 3 F 262 Radt = Sommerstein (2008) 260-3). This gives a
version of the story apparently told by Aeschylus, in which the Graeae served as ‘sentinels’ (TTpopUAakas) for
the Gorgons; by tricking them into giving them their eye, which he then throws into Lake Triton, Perseus is able
to evade them and attack the Gorgons. Sophocles wrote a Danae and an Acrisius, but it has been suggested that
they are the same play. For the Danae cf. TGrF 4 F 165-70. Little can be guessed about the subject matter of
this play. For the Acrisius cf. TGrF 4 F 60-76. Note also the Men of Larissa TGrF 4 F 378-83, which Jacoby
argued to be identical with the Acrisius (followed by Lloyd-Jones (1996) 29). It is unclear whether any of these
plays dealt with Perseus’ killing of Medusa. Euripides also wrote a Danae, which relates the episode of Perseus’
birth (TGrF 5.1 F 316-30a). More relevant to an assessment of P.12 is the Dictys (TGrF 5.1 F 330b-48),
produced with Medea in 431, which tells the story of Danae and Perseus after they have come to Seriphus.
Dictys is a fisherman, half-brother of Polydectes, who takes care of Danae and Perseus. As in the other stories,
Polydectes forms a design on Danae, and sends Perseus to bring back the Gorgon’s head. Polydectes is turned to
stone, and Dictys becomes king. Danae may perhaps have become his queen. How the Medusa episode was
handled is unclear.
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significant in that the very fact of its addition highlights the gaps in Pindar’s account. It also
draws attention to the spatial indeterminacy of the Gorgons whose unanchoredness, in the
absence of a link to a defined space, registers their alterity, and contrasts with the spatial
definition given to Perseus’ killing of Polydectes and his supporters, specifically located in
Seriphus (12).°"* The unenunciated pursuit correlates with this non-location, recapitulating
the text’s spatiality, constituted by both places (Seriphus, the Cephisus) and the non-place of
the Gorgons’ abode, in terms of the interaction of the enunciated and unenciated events of the
fabula.

The scholia’s strategy of explaining the final gnomic comment by recourse to the story
about Midas' aulos breaking during the performance is interestingly parasitic on the

actiological strategy of the poem as a whole:>'°

(inscr.) yéypamtal 1 odn Mida AkpayavTive. oUTtos éviknoe Thv k&’ TTubidda kai
ke"* paol 8¢ auTov kal TTavabrivaia veviknkéval. iotopouot 8 T I8lov CUNTTITwHa
oupPBePnkévarl mepl TOV aUAnTrv TolTov: &ywvilouévou yap autol dvakAacbeions
Tiis YAwooidos dkoucics kai mpookoAAnbeions TE oupaviokw, Hovols Tols
KaAduols TpOTL oUptyyos avAfjoal, Tous 8¢ Beatas EevioBévtas TE fxw

TepPOfval, kal oUTw vikijoal auToév.

The ode was written for Midas of Acragas. This man won at the Pythian games in the
24™ and 25™ festivals. They say that he had also won at the Panathanaea. It is recorded
that a particular misfortune befell this aulete; while he was competing, his mouth piece
broke against his will and was stuck to the roof of his mouth, and he was only able to
play his aulos with the reeds, in the manner of a syrinx, but the spectators, surprised by

this, took pleasure in the sound, and he was thus victorious (Drach. II pp. 263-4).

This mode of explanation is picked up by £ P.11.52 (Drach. II p. 269, and cf. 54b):

> Hes. Th. 274-5 describes the Gorgons’ location at the edges of the earth: Mopyous 8, ai vaiouot mépnv

kAutoU ‘Wkeavoio / toxaTiij Tpods vuktds. They are located on the island of Sarpedon by Cypria fr. 32 B.
Pherecydes fr. 11 gives an unspecified location ‘near the Ocean’ somewhere near Seriphus. Cf. further Pitiche
685.

>18 Cf. the story of Heracles and Cycnus at £ 0.10.21a.
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1] Tol orjuepov daipcov 1} UOTEPOV' TOUTECTIV, EQV UT| TTAPAXPTIHA TIs EUTUXTIOT), UT)
adnuoveitw: 6 yap Beds TO eipapuévov 1 orjuepov TeAéoel fj alpiov. ToUTo B¢

Pnotv, ETel ATTPOOSOKI TS Eviknoe kAaoBévtos Tol kakduou.

“‘indeed fate either tomorrow or today’: that is, if a man does not meet with immediate
success, he should not be downcast, for the god will bring his allotted portion to
fruition either today or tomorrow. He says this because he won unexpectedly when his

reed was broken.

Whereas the poem documents a singular moment of creativity that gave birth to a
multiplicitous tradition, the scholia explain a general truth in terms of a particular event,
translating concepts into physical realia. It is also notable that the scholia’s explanation, for
which the poem itself gives no evidence,”'” deproblematizes the unexpectedness of fate by
limiting it to a particular event, replacing Pindar’s wide canvas with a specific situation. As
interpreted by the scholia, the final gnome refers exclusively to Midas and his victory, and is
hence retrospective, diminishing the instability of the future, but the gnome literally refers to
events yet to come, with a concomitant emphasis on unpredictability which the retrospective
reading softens. As I shall argue further below, the lines also have a metapoetic aspect; the
unexpected treatment of the myth exemplifies the unpredictability of divine interventions in
mortal affairs, and the scholia’s stress on definite endings is ironic in the light of not only this
structural feature, but also of the unforeseeable processes of textual diachronicity, such as the
poem’s closural role in the book. The scholia’s participation in these processes itself
undermines their delimitative strategy by supplementing the text in a way not explicitly

licensed by any narratorial statement.

The processes of dissemination, collection in an edition, and scholarly comment rerun the
poem’s aetiological strategies in different forms. But the poem also has a metapoetic
dimension, arising partly from the correlation mentioned above between the unexpectedness
of the myth, which I shall discuss further below, and the unpredictability of fate, and from the
poem’s musical subject matter. We might expect these factors to be accentuated by its place
in the edition, although it is clearly different from the more explicit meditations on poetic
craft found elsewhere in Pindar, such as the famous reflections at O.2.86-90 or the

comparison of encomiastic song with the bee at P.10.54. Moreover, it also contrasts with the

317 Cf. Gentili and Luisi (1995).
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explicitly metapoetic statements of contemporary Hellenistic poetry. Nevertheless, the
potentially metapoetic context, as well as the contemporary development of such tropes,
encourage the reader at least to reflect on the possibility of seeing P.12 in these terms, and
this approach finds support from a comment in a second century AD papyrus fragment of a
hypomnema on the Pythians by the late Hellenistic scholar Theon son of Artemidorus.’'® At
POxy 2536 col ii 35 we find the comment ToU[T]o d¢ cdom(ep) émoppayilwv [m|oel (‘he
creates this as if setting a seal’), a comment which provides important evidence for the
sensitivity of ancient critics to the interaction between poems and their place in books, even

. . . 519
when this was not an issue of authorial control.

This comment is not paralleled in the
scholia given by the manuscripts, and is likely to originate with Theon himself.**’

The lemma referred to is not extant in the papyrus, but the fact that the next lemma cited is
TO 8¢ pépoigov ou Tappuktév shows that the comment on the sphragis must be an
interpretation of the gnome in 28-30 (ei 8¢ Tis 8ARos év &dvbpcdomolov, &veu kKapdTou /ou
paivetar ék 8¢ TeAeutdoel viv TjTol oduepov / Saiucwv, ‘if some prosperity appears among
men, it does not do so without toil; and indeed fate will bring it about either today ...’), Eric
Turner comments that émogpayiCwv [m]oel could either refer to the poet ‘affixing his
sphragis’ or to xpdévos or the daiucwv ‘bringing things to their end’, but while this latter
reading is possible, the importance of the oppayis as a literary topos makes the former much

more likely.”*'

The ¢bom(ep) should probably be read as signalling the implicitness of the
trope, referencing the fact that the author does not use oppayis or its cognates. This prompts

the question of what sort of oppayis these lines constituted according to Theon’s reading,

318 For Theon’s role in Pindaric scholarship cf. Deas (1931); McNamee (2007) 33-5. Detailed analyses of the
papyrus have been carried out by McNamee (2007) 95-9 and Ucciardello (2012) 119-26. The papyrus is written
in two hands; from this McNamee concludes that multiple versions of Theon’s commentary must have been
circulating in order to be the basis for two separate copyings (p. 95), whereas Ucciardello suggests that the
papyrus was ‘a scholarly product of a reading circle’, the members of which had different interests and levels of
reading competence, leading to the different kinds of glosses found in the two hands (p. 125).

>1% For the use of ¢émogpayilew cf. £ Aesch. Sept. 166-72a aitn yap ¢mogpayilel T& kata oxéow add[ueva
Gopa]ta, where the coronis ‘ratifies’ or ‘sets a seal on’ the preceding song.

>2% 1t is notable that cppayis vocabulary is found in the Pindar scholia only at = 0.6.154h where it is used of
the Spartan message-sending system, and X 1.1.90b; the latter uses émoppayiCew ‘als Bestitigung fiir die
Wahrheit einger einzelnen Aussage’ (Treu (1974) 82).

21 Cf. £ P.12.51 (Drach. II p. 269): ékteheuTrioe 8¢, gnot, Tov SABov 6 Baiucv, TouTéoTv émi Téhos &Eet,
fiTol orfjuepov 1 YoTtepov (‘he says that fate will bring about prosperity, that is, will bring it to fruition, either
today or the next’), and cf. also X 54a. Treu (1974) 82-3 reads Theon’s comment as elucidating the activity of
the Saiucov, partly on the basis of the scholia, but the scholia’s readings may be based on a misunderstanding of
Theon’s exegesis. He is sceptical about Theon’s reading: ‘[s]o hiibsch aber nun auch durch den Vergleich mit
einem aufgedriickten Siegel Pindars Gnome gekennzeichnet ist; dass Theons Paraphrase ihrem ... Inhalt gerecht
wird, finde ich nicht. Bei Pindar ist hier eine zweimalige Scheidung durchgefiihrt: einmal scheidet er die heutige
Erfiillung von der kiinftigen Zeit, zum anderen in der kiinftigen Zeit eine teilweise Erflillung der Erwartung von
einem ‘Noch nicht’’. This interpretative infelicity, however, can be explained by the literary interpretation of
Theon’s phrase.
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and whether it should be read as applying to this poem alone, or to the whole Pythian
collection. The former question centres on whether the oppayis function of the lines should
be interpreted as pertaining to authorial identity, as the kind of comment felt to typify the
Pindaric narrator, or whether it should be seen as more broadly thematic, as a paradigm of the
ethical tone of Pindaric epinician. Given the generalizing force of the lines and the absence of
any narratorial self-reference, the latter reading might seem more plausible, and with regard
to the applicability of the oppayis its position at the end of the book implies that the remark
was intended to apply to the whole collection. Even if it were not, it could have suggested
such an interpretation to an individual reader given the poem’s climactic position. It could be
objected that the oppayis function of the lines is entirely arbitrary, but as I suggested above
the subject matter of the poem and its closural position allow for a certain metapoetic
resonance. Theon could have been attempting to read the lines as metapoetic, connoting
something like the hard work that Pindar put into his writing and his expectation of both
divine and human reward, in order to see them as a generic oppayis. Indeed, there is no
reason why the specifically narratorial oppayis function and the more general ethical one
should not be read as mutually reinforcing.

We might also wonder whether the oppayis was linked to the materiality of the book, with
cdom(ep) pointing to the fact that in performance the lines would not have had a oppayis
function, which was only necessitated by the book’s capacity to go beyond the author’s
control. This question raises the problem of how the literary oppayis was conceived as
functioning, and of the precise dynamics of its symbolism. The first and most influential

occurrence of the topos is Theognis 18-22:

KUpve, copilopével pev épol oppnyls émkeiobw
Tolod’ émrectv, Arjoel 8’ oUtroTe KAeTrTdUEVQ,

oUd¢ Tis AAA&EeL kGkiov ToucbAoU Trapedvtos:
B¢ B¢ s TIS EPel” ‘OevUyvidds EoTiv €M)

ToU Meyapéws: mavtas 8¢ kaT’ avbpcomous dvouaoTtds.”

For me, Cyrnus, a skilled man, let a seal be set on these words, and their theft will not
escape notice, nor will anyone ever take something inferior when the good is at hand.
Thus everyone will say, ‘These are the verses of Theognis of Megara, and he is known

among all men.
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These lines have given rise to much scholarly debate, which has revolved around questions
about the exact nature of the oppayis, and how exactly it is supposed to function.’** As
numerous critics have pointed out, the mere inclusion of the name of the author within a
corpus of poems does not guard against the interpolation of substandard verses (20).”* It has
recently been argued that the passage references the fixing in writing of the Theognidean
corpus; the author, by setting his name on the written text, asserts his ownership of and

authority over the poems collected therein.’**

But this argument leads to another set of
problems; the fixing of a written text is only provisional and can still be subject to
interpolations, losses and damage. Furthermore, Pratt’s argument does not address the
specific kind of authorial or narratorial identity constructed by the oppayis. In Theognis, the
oppayis has to be both repeatable in order to make the author known (mavras d¢ kat’
avBpcomous dvouaoTtds) and a marker of the author’s distinctive skill (copilopéveor pev
guol).

As such, we may compare it to the signature, which in Derrida’s analysis is both the unique
mark of the presence of the individual whose name it bears, the signifier of a unique event,
and a repeatable trace. In Geoffery Bennington’s neat formulation: ‘[a] signature marking the
uniqueness of an event must be repeatable as the signature that it is in order validly to mark
the singularity of an event that it marks.” We can see from this analysis that the cppayis and
the signature are not identical; the latter has to be both repeatable and a unique mark; the
former is a conjunction of verbal signifiers, and as such is repeatable, but its uniqueness
arises from its disposition of non-unique lexical units. The signature marks the indisputable
presence of an individual; the oppayis marks rather the performativity of literary discourse,
its capacity to construct itself as such, although it is notable that this self-construction takes
place by means of a reference to a non-literary mode of activity.”>> Whereas the signature
marks the physical presence of the only person capable of making exactly that mark in
exactly that way, the oppayis marks the figuration of the individual gua author or narrator, a
figuration which divides the individual by exposing him to the mechanics of textuality, where

identity is mediated by a variety of generic and intertextual factors. Therefore Theognis’

22 Cf. Cerri (1991), who thinks that the lines refer to the depositing of an authenticated copy of the text in a
temple. One important issue here is whether the poem as a whole or just the name ‘Theognis’ has spragidical
value.

> Pratt (1995) 171-2.

324 Pratt (1995). Edmunds (1997) argues that the name Theognis refers not to an individual author but is a mark
of a particular mode of writing.

> For the sphragis as a seal cf. e.g. Cerri (1991).
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oppayis does not do what it says it will, but rather attempts to bestow a certain authoritative
force on its own language, and on the name it uses of itself. But like the signature, this
manoeuvre also presupposes the repeatability of the text, and consequently entails an
exposure of the author’s name and the associated narratorial identity to a multiplicity of
rereadings and recontextualizations. The oppayis is constituted by its exposure to such
repetition.

The concept of the oppayis also gives rise to a particular interaction with the written
dissemination of the text. Each copying of the text is a unique event based on a repeatable
practice, writing, and therefore structurally replays the oppayis’ conjunction of individuality
and repeatability, but simultaneously each copying shapes the text into a new physical form;
in this sense, individual material copies of the poem are more like signatures, each written in
a uniquely distinctive hand although without the signature’s claim to express the presence of
an individual. The uniqueness of these individual copyings fracture the oppayis’ attempt at
mastering its text by instantiating the text’s differential repeatability. Theon’s reading of
P.12.29-30 neatly captures some of the problematics of the function of the oppayis; by, on a
sceptical reading, imposing the oppayis on the text, or, on a more sympathetic reading,
identifying a oppayis function not explicitly flagged as such by the author, Theon highlights
the force of the oppayis’ constitutive repetition and the transferability of the concept, which
is such as to shape readings of poems even in the absence of an obvious deployment of the
topos. It also focuses attention on the interaction between the text and its documentary
situation; Theon’s oppayis exemplifies the conjunction of generic topos and material context
in framing critical readings.

I want to conclude with a discussion of the relationship between metapoetics and
intertextuality, a relation which I will argue is central to P.12’s closural function. As has
already been noted, P.12’s aetiology of the aulos contrasts with the more common version in
which Marsyas discovered the aulos after Athena cast it aside. The form of the book and its
place in the archive encourages us to see this version of the narrative not only in terms of a
particular performance context but in terms of a wider debate about the nature of the aulos.
Moreover, the poem’s closural position and metapoetic elements point us towards taking the
myth as a wider comment on Pindar’s mythopoeia, exemplifying his determination to select
or invent myths with a cogent moral structure, or which make a particular ethical point.’*®

These two points then combine; as noted above when discussing the scholia, the archival and

32 Cf. above p. 124.
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intertextual form of the poem encourages a certain relativizing, seeing Pindar's telling of the
story as only one of several, and the story itself as contested and contestable. The poem’s
place within an intertextual continuum informed by later versions of the myth gives these
considerations particular point. We know that the Athena and Marsyas narrative was
important to the so-called New Musicians of the later fifth century, as well as being of wider
cultural significance,””’ from two fragments of the period. The first comes from a version by

Melanippides, according to which Athena cast the aulos away (PMG 758):

a pev Abdva
TAPYav’ Eppiypeév B iepds GO XEIPOS
elré T’ EppeT’ aloxea, owpatt AUpa-

UnpE & €y o KakoTaTl didwul.

Athena cast the instrument from her holy hand and said, ‘Perish, disgraceful thing,

pollution of the body. I give you over to wickedness.

This account is contradicted by a fragment of another New Musical poet, Telestes, who
argues instead that the aulos was a clever invention which Athena would not have discarded

(PMG 805):

t6vt copov copav AaBoloav ouk éméATTopal vdwl

dpupois dpeiols Spyavov

Siav AB&vav SucdebBaiuov aioxos ekpoPn-
Betoav alvbis xepcov ekPaieiv

VUHPaYeVEl XelpokTUTICol eript Mapovat kAéos:

Ti yd&p viv etmpdTolo k&dAAeos OEUs Epwos ETelpev,

T ’ b14 \ bl b 7 ’
& mapBeviav &yapov kai &mand’ améveipe KAwbeo;

I do not believe in my mind that Athena, the clever, divine Athena, took the clever

instrument in the mountain thicks and immediately, terrified by ugliness offensive to

7 The frequency with which the Athena and Marsyas myth is represented shows that it was much the

commoner version. Cf. Paus. 1.24.1 on the statues on the Athenian Acropolis representing Athena casting the
aulos away. Cf. also e.g. Ov. Ars Am. 3.505ff.; Fasti 6.697ff.; Hyg. Fab. 165; Athen. 14.616¢-f.
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the eyes, cast it from her hands to be the fame of that nymph-born, handclapping beast
Marsyas. Why should a sharp desire for lovely beauty distress her to whom Clotho has

assigned maidenhood without marriage and children?

This fragment is notable for its rationalistic rebuttal of the usual narrative, in arguing (with a
rather crude functionalism!) that concern for her own beauty would have been no motivation
to the virgin Athena. Unfortunately, we do not know how Telestes continued the story, but
presumably his version had Athena exercising some form of patronage over the aulos. My
interest here lies not in the place of these poems in the musico-poetic debates of the fifth
century,”*® but in their potential importance for a reading of P.12 in the Hellenistic period. It
is clear from these and other sources that by this time the Athena and Marsyas narrative was
more common than Pindar’s form of the story, although we must be cautious about making
such a claim about the poem in its original performance scenario due to our lack of evidence
for the early history of the myth; we do not have any proof that the Athena-invention story
was not widely known in early times, or that it was not a version peculiar to Sicily and
considered to be of local importance. It seems likely, however, that Hellenistic readers would

2% There is

have been more familiar with the versions involving Athena and Marsyas.
consequently a case for claiming that a Hellenistic reader would have been encompassed by a
hermeneutic version of the kind of instability described in the final lines, and, as claimed
above, we might see the final lines as a comment on Pindar’s own handling of the myth,
surprising his readers with an unexpected version, with the daiucov as that which gives or not
unexpectedly (6 kai Tv’ deAmtia PaAcdv / Eumalv yvcopas TO pév dcdoel) becomes a
correlative for Pindar’s storytelling. We can therefore observe a collusion of contextual
cultural factors with the text’s rhetorical strategies, as the intertextual background reinforces
the unexpectedness of Pindar’s version of the story, which in turn exemplifies the closing
gnome about the unexpectedness of divine action. This collusion in turn impacts on the

poem’s closural force, juxtaposing the generalizing force of the statement with an implicit

openness to the reconfigurative effects of diachronicity.

The end of the poem, then, provides an opportunity to reflect not only on its singular
disposition of cultural materials, but also on the transfigurative effect of the archive, and of

textual dissemination. There is a certain paradox about the intertextual scenario described

328 For which cf. Wilson (1999); Martin (2003).
>% Again, the state of the evidence precludes an awareness of the kind of variations between different versions
which may have further influenced readers.
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above, which reinforces the text’s unexpectedess by means of just the kind of unpredictability
that the final gnome predicts, and hence tries to control. Recontextualization both reinforces
and undermines the text’s claims by underscoring its arguments and pointing up the extent of
its porousness and its exposure to the very uncertainties it documents. We can also observe a
contrast between the collusive intertextual background of P.12 and the intertextual situation
that obtained in my analysis of O.14, where intertextuality threatened to occlude a reading of
Echo, as later depictions blurred the distinctiveness of Pindar’s depiction. Taken together
then, these two poems exemplify the variety of recontextualizing and receptive effects to

which poems are subject in their diachronic situations.

235



CONCLUSIONS

Looking at receptions of Pindar in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae takes us somewhat beyond
the temporal frames of reference within which I have hitherto been working, yet this
movement is perhaps not out place in a study which has frequently grappled with the unstable
non-saturability of interpretative contexts. The Deipnosophistae is also a text which bears on
the methodological framework of this study in numerous ways. Its omnivorous coverage of
literary genres encourages reflection on its creation of a meta-archival archive, both
containing and creatively fragmenting the literary traditions it feeds off.”" As a
metasymposiastic text in which a group of self-consciously learned men wittily joust for
intellectual and discursive status, and compete with each other in establishing different and
often competing identities, it is a convenient starting point for thinking about literary
receptive one-upmanship and creative engagement, about the dynamic relations between
‘past’ and “present’ texts, as well as a space in which these issues are played out.”"

At 1.3b, O.1.14-17 is cited as part of a eulogy of Larensis, the symposium’s host, praising
his cultural sophistication. This quotation comes at the end of a catalogue of men who had
possessed large book collections, beginning with the archaic tyrants Polycrates of Samos and
Pisistratus, and moves on through Ptolemy Philadelphus and others to Larensis, who is made
a modern equivalent of these earlier models, and indeed is made to outdo them in the number
of books he owns (1.3a). The passage describes the transfer of culture authority across the
ages, and is programmatic of the Deipnosophistae’s own archival qualities. The quotation’s
application to Hiero is deemphasised by the process of citation and the lines made to illustrate
a transhistorical ideal. The emphasis on music (&yAaileTal 8¢ kai / HouoIKAS €v AT, ‘he
is glorified by the best flower of music’) serves as a reminder, in its application to Larensis,
of the continuing importance of performance culture, while also marking a difference
between performance-based and reading-based cultures. Yet the citation also redescribes the
situation in which it is placed: the reader is encouraged to see a connection between the
unmentioned Hiero and the idealized rulers mentioned in the previous passage, and between
Pindar’s symposiastic image and Deipnosophistae’s own virtualized symposium. This
interplay between a citational depropriation which enables the cited text to be

recontextualized within the strategies of the main text, and the situational force of the cited

330 Cf. Too (2011) 111-13 on Deipnosophistae as an archival text.
! For identity politics in Deipnosophistae cf. McClure (2003) 260-1, and for the significance of the sympotic
form cf. Lukinovich (1990). See Milanezi (2000) 401; McClure (2003) 261 on metasymposiastic discourse.
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text which spills over into the situation in which it is cited, reproduces in miniature the
dynamics of the wider literary economy.
At 11.503f-4a, a Pindaric quotation is integrated into the characterization of an individual

symposiast:

TooaUTta eimcov 6 TTAouTapxos kai UTd TavTwv kpotaAiobeis fjtnoe prdAnv, ag’
fis omeicas Tals Movoais kai T ToUtwv Mvnuoouvy unTtpl TpoUTie T&OL
pthoTnoiav. ¢mermrcov <&¢> (0.7.1-3)

PLaAav o5 el Tis APVeds ATd XelpOs EAcov

gvBov aumélou kaxAdloloav <dpdocp>

dwoprjoeTal,
oV pdvov ‘veavia yauBpd mpoTivewv’, GAA& kai Aol Tols PIATATOLS EBKE TG

oSl TeplooPelv [év kUkAw| keAevoas ...

Having said these things and been applauded by everyone, Plutarch asked for a
drinking cup, from which he poured a libation to the Muses and to Mnemosyne their
mother. He then toasted everyone with a friendship-cup, saying ‘Just as if someone,
taking from his rich hand a drinking cup plashing within with the dew of the vine, and
gives it” (0.7.1-3), not only ‘drinking to his young son in law’, but also all his closest

friends, he gave the cup to the slave bidding him to ‘chase it around’ ...

Plutarch then explains the meaning of TepiooPeiv as ‘to drink in a circle’ with a quotation
from Menander. As well as being a pointer to how Pindaric quotations may have been used in
real symposia, the passage shows Plutarch integrating a Pindaric quotation into his discourse
and his physical comportment. Recontextualization is central, as Plutarch turns Pindar’s
sympotic imagery into an ‘actual’ sympotic utterance, a transformation given further point by
the narrator’s differentiation of the different enunciatory positions of Plutarch and the
Pindaric narrator (oU pévov ‘veavig yauPBpd mpoTivewv’, dAA& kai ot Tols pIAT&TOLS).
Again, the specific context of the cited passage is deemphasized, and the quotation’s
transfiguation of Plutarch’s gesture arises from the speaker’s particularizing appropriation,
his skill in using the quotation in a certain way, as well as from the cultural cachet of the
poetry itself.

Many of the leitmotifs of this study, then, can be seen at work in these two passages. They

testify to the importance of the book and of the library as a cultural institution, to the
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reconstitutive force of literary and cultural receptions, and to the capacity for ‘classic’ texts to
impose their own economies of meaning on the contexts in which they operate. Both
passages evince the complexity of the opposition between performance and writing, and mark
the fact that no simple opposition of the two is possible. Reading Pindar on the page is not a
matter of reading ‘only’ a material text or a trace of performance, but a negotiation between
the two which is further complicated by the virtualities of ‘performance’ generated by the
poems themselves and by readerly awareness of performance as a continually changing
cultural institution. In both passages, the celebratory and idealizing force of the cited poems
is appropriated and put to new ends, grounding the citational strategy while also being
(partially) displaced by it. In addition to their role within the Deipnosophistae, these textually
self-consciousness citations invite readings which are sensitive to the modes of
recontextualization that might be at work in readers’ own encounters with Pindaric (and
other) texts.

This study has likewise sought to foster an attention to the various contexts in which readers
encounter Pindaric epinicians. In thinking about these poems as diachronic texts, mediated by
material instantiation as well as by changing literary, cultural, and socio-political frames, I
have tried to explicate some of the influences which would have affected how ancient readers
approached this corpus, and have sought to understand some of the ways in which the
meanings and significances of the texts themselves can be variously interpreted in relation to
their contexts. Consideration of the poems in performance, however, has also played a crucial
role in my analyses. In part this is because of the intrinsic importance of this textual mode,
and I have argued for new ways of approaching some of Pindar’s poems as performance
pieces. In this respect, the poems’ ethical challenges to their readers, and the multiplicitous
function of mythological narratives and poetological discourses have emerged as central to
the poems’ operation. Moreover, no study of Pindaric textuality in later antiquity can neglect
the modalities of performance projected by the texts, and readers’ imaginative projections of
such modalities. One result of dwelling on Pindar’s poems specifically as material texts is
that it allows for a heightened sense of the virtuality of the images of performance projected
by the texts, and consequently the complexity of the interactions that would have arisen in
concrete performance scenarios between these textual projections and the historical
circumstances of the performance itself.

I have examined numerous aspects of literary culture, such as the physical characteristics of
books, scholarly literature, literary receptions, biography, and cultic practice, which scholars

have not traditionally sought to connect with the practice of reading the author with whom
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these cultural data are concerned. Such an expanded approach is open to the twin charges of
coincidence and irrelevancy; it might be objected that much of the material I have assessed in
this respect bears either not at all or only minimally and contingently on concrete acts of
Pindaric interpretation. My response to such an objection would be to argue that one of the
concepts that this study has attempted to complicate is that of what counts as a ‘literary’
experience; at stake in considering the textual and cultural relations which I have examined is
the status of the ‘literary’ itself (or at least the ‘literariness’ or particular textuality of an
author), how it is experienced, regulated, and contested, how it is influenced and potentially
reconfigued by the various influences that bear on it. Defining what is coincidental or
irrelevant to the operation of a particular text at a given historical moment, and how that
operation might itself be conceived, is an important, and necessarily non-saturable, critical
move, and one to which epinician, with its multivalent relations to history and contexts,
incessantly impels us. I have argued that various types of receptions are part of the ongoing
(re)construction of the epinician corpus, and that the varied resonances of Pindar’s epinicians
during their unpredictable voyages are necessarily implicated in a series of wider cultural
discourses and influenced by the strategies, literary and exegetical, of a variety of other texts.
But what has also emerged is the continuing force and wonder of these poems, their capacity

for regrafting and for imposing their distinctive textuality on later readers.
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