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Note on Transliterations

In this dissertation, I have by and large made use of Hellenized spellings of Greek names
and words, except in cases where their Anglicized version has become so customary that the
Hellenized spelling would obfuscate my meaning. For instance, I refer to Achilles and Pindar
by their anglicized names rather than Akhilleus and Pindaros. In addition, I have tried to
transliterate words to reflect Pindar’s Doric dialect. Thus, I write phua rather than phue and

Alkmena rather than Alkmene. Yet, I keep Athena rather than using Athana.



Introduction: The Problem of Alterity
i. The Importance of Alterity to Pindar
“...that face facing me, in its expression —in its mortality—summons me, demands me,
requires me: as if the invisible death faced by the face of the other —pure alterity, separate,
somehow, from any whole—were ‘my business.””
—Emmanuel Levinas (1999)
“...to be (anything, anyone) is always to be following (something, someone), always to be
in response to call from something, however nonhuman it may be.”

—TJane Bennett (2010)

“To be conscious of oneself to the core is to perceive, at the depths of the self, an Other.”
—Luigi Giussani (1997)

Pindar’s “I” is unquestionably the most prominent character in the victory odes and
fragments.! Occurring over 100 times in the Odes alone, it repeatedly stands out in contrast to
other characters, clients, and poets of the past. “But L” &AA’éuoi? aAA’éue,® éyw d¢,* he cries
out over and over again. And yet, if the self plays such an important role in Pindar’s poetics,
the other, that elusive but necessary figure, must as well even if only as the shadow to the
radiant brightness of the self. Indeed, the problem of alterity is one that pervades Pindar’s
poetry both implicitly and explicitly. Writing at the end of the archaic period and the beginning
of the classical age, Pindar would have been witness to transformations within his world as

powerful and traumatic as the regime shifts and ecological devastation of the 20th century,

1T am not concerned with differentiating Pindar’s poetic self from his historical self or of
debating whether or not his “I” refers to the poet himself or the individual chorus members.
For such debates, see Lefkowitz (1991). I take the “I” within his poetry as a reflection of Pindar
as a human person; it strikes me as having a unique character and personality. Whether that
person is an accurate representation of how other humans living in the fifth century might have
perceived the historical Pindar is impossible for me to judge. I accept him as he presents
himself to me.

20.1.84.

30.8.74.

4 N.3.11.



events which spurred writers like those quoted above to explore what alterity is and how we
should respond to it. During Pindar’s lifetime, oligarchic coups and tyrannical takeovers
punctuate the cities where his clients live.> The looming threat of Persian Invasion drives Greek
xenophobia and ethnic self identification.® Against this backdrop of political upheaval, Pindar
as poet stands in stark, self-aware contrast against the more agentive figures of his clients.”
While they do, Pindar sings. Despite the prominence of his “I,” he is also other.

Pindar’s alterity emerges in contradistinction to the powerful selves of his aristocratic
clients. Olympian I, Pindar’s best known and most unabashedly elitist poem, ends plaintively:

&V &AAAOLOL O &AAOL pLeyadAol To O 'é-
OXATOV KOQUPOLTAL

Paoidevotl. MnkéTL mTATTave TOQOLOV.

eln o€ te TovTOV VPOV XEPOVOV TIATELY,

EUé Te TOOOADE VIKAPOQOLS

OpAety mEodavtov codia kad “EA-
Aavag €0vTa TavTa.

some are great in some ways; others are great in other ways; of course,
the eschaton is crowned

with kings. But don’t look too high.

May it be that you walk aloft for this time,

and I converse with victors for a while

and be foremost in skill among
Hellenes everywhere

After over a hundred lines of praising Hieron and various heroic counterparts, Pindar reminds

the tyrant that while (obviously) kings are the best, there are &AAoi, others. And Hieron must

5 See Luraghi (1994) for the phenomenon of tyranny in Sicily. See Schachter (2016) for shifting
religious, political, and cultural practices within Boiotian antiquity.
6 See Hall (2002).
7 Pindar constantly appears in his self presentation as a singer and often contrasts his role with
the role of his active, athletic client. For example, in Olympian 1, Pindar first introduces the
poetic “I” as a singer: i 0 aeOAax yauev |/ €éAdeat, didov ftog, / uniét aeAlov okomet “But if
you wish to sing of athletic games, my heart, look no further than the sun.” (01.9.3-5. Trans.
William H. Race).
8 0.1.113-116. All translations are my own unless otherwise noted.

2



not look too high or he will miss them (and become hubristic, missing the alterity of the gods as
well). The other stands at the end of Olympian 1, that tour-de-force of aristocratic praise,
insisting upon his position, Pindar’s position as other, beside Olympic victors and the powerful,
ruling elites who fueled the competition of the games. The poet’s pride in his place only serves
to emphasize his contingency, his dependency, his givenness: may it be that I, Pindar, continue
to exist in the space I have carved out for myself, in the narrow space among violent men of
action that can accommodate a poet.

In this dissertation, I explore what alterity means for Pindar, examining the ways in
which he does and does not find at the core of the self an other. To this end, I appeal to the
concern for alterity that the desolation of the twentieth century has elicited. I make use of two
basic ways of viewing alterity, which I see more as perspectival shifts rather than genuine
differences. The first looks at the other as a historical fact, thinking about alterity in terms of
how the other is treated, othered, and used. The second looks at the other as the thing that is
not me, the thing I act upon and which acts upon me. That is, the first way sees the other as
victim; the second sees it as agent. Exemplary of the first way of thinking is Emmanuel Levinas,
whose other is a solitary being, “pure alterity, separate somehow, from any whole.” In her
isolation, she gazes out at us, begging for mercy with her face facing death and demands that
we see her as our “business.”!? For Levinas, the survival of the other is an act of grace. Man
with his “right to free will”"! freely impinges upon the rights of the other “unless a pre-eminent

excellence were granted to the other out of goodness: unless good will were will....”12 In short, the

9 Levinas (1999) 24.

10 Levinas (1999) 24. Italics original.
1 Levinas (1999) 146.

12 Levinas (1999) 149. Italics original.



survival of the other depends upon the willingness of an actor to see a self within the other, to
recognize that the “Rights of Man are originally the rights of the other man,”13 granted as an act
of grace to that separate, other figure who exists on the margins of social life. This other is seen
mostly in terms of her victimization or potential victimization.

By contrast, in Vibrant Matter, Jane Bennett following Jacques Derrida explains that “to
be (anything, anyone) is always to be following (something, someone), always to be in response
to call from something, however nonhuman it may be.”'* In short, being is being in relationship
with an other—whether that other is human, animal, or matter. It is dependence or
interdependence, as Luigi Giussani would describe it, writing: “I do not give myself being, or
the reality which I am. I am ‘given.”> That is, the self emerges out of relationship and
exchange with an other. Given, dependent, following, the self is also other. Thus, Giussani
concludes: “To be conscious of oneself to the core is to perceive, at the depths of the self, an
Other.”1® Bennett likewise finds within the self an other. With the concept of “thing-power,”
Bennett explores the particular way in which matter, which we ordinarily perceive as
“conglomerances of human designs and practices,”!” can act upon us. By recognizing a thing’s
power, we in turn recognize that “we are also nonhuman and that things, too, are vital players
in the world.”’® Again we find at the center of the self is the other. The other of the body with
its economy of constantly exchanged and imported chemicals. The other of my body acted

upon by the food I eat, by the earth’s gravitational pull, by the opposite force of the ground

13 Levinas (1999) 149.

14 Bennett (2010) xiii.

15 Giussani (1997) 105.

16 Giussani (1997) 106.

17 Bennett (2010) 2. Italics original.
18 Bennett (2010) 4.



holding me up. This way of viewing the other returns to her agency; instead of being othered,
she gives definition, provides direction, answers. Pindar’s allos is both simultaneously. In the
aforementioned example from Olympian 1, we saw how precisely the poet’s activity as poet
othered him and separated him from the self of Hieron. Pindar provides definition to the
identity of Hieron and receives from Hieron the possibility of being poet. Lurking behind this
exchange is the possibility of violence, the possibility of Hieron’s failure to be open to Pindar’s
other, but also the hope that openness will win out over violence.
ii. Adoption and Alterity

The hope of openness to the other brings us to the question of adoption. Adoption offers
a mechanism by which the other may be welcomed without being erased as other. Its presence
as myth and metaphor within Pindar’s poetry highlights the value that alterity and openness to
alterity hold for Pindar. I focus in particular on three different odes—Olympian IX, Pythian XII,
and Nemean I—and examine the role adoption plays as myth and metaphor within them. In
addition to this, I incorporate fragments of other genres to ground my readings of the given
odes in Pindar’s broader corpus. In order to set the stage for my analysis of Pindar, I establish
in Chapter One a groundwork of what adoption as a legal and social phenomenon might have
meant for Pindar’s audience. I examine legal inscriptions, forensic speeches, and observations
by Aristotle and later writers about the peculiarities of Theban adoption law in order to
establish the concepts and vocabulary associated with adoption in the Ancient Greek World.

Once I have laid a historical groundwork for adoption, the first step of my dissertation is
to establish what adoption means in a positive sense for Pindar. To this end, in Chapter Two I
examine Olympian IX which revolves around multiple different adoptive relationships and

which frames these adoptions as outpourings of divine kharis for the preservation of human life.
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I argue that Pindar is positing adoption and openness to alterity as a source of enrichment for
human communities and families. The importance of adoption and non-biological relationships
within the ode underscores the insufficiency of an individual person, family, or community’s
phua or natural excellence and asks what the nature of nature even is. Pindar’s portrayal of
regeneration through adoption avoids becoming human engineering or creepily eugenicist
because it depends (like most things in Pindar’s poetry) upon the benevolent activity of a deity.
Humans cannot go about fixing themselves, but openness permits the alterity of the divine to
rehabilitate broken human natures. The ode likewise underscores the way in which the other of
Pindar offers the same possibility for regeneration and continued life through the adoptive
space of the victory ode.

Next, I explore the phenomenon of adoption through a negative lens. In Chapter Three,
the value of adoption emerges in sharp relief when we perceive how the failure to cultivate
openness in a person, family, or community leads to the destruction of both the self and the
other. In Pythian XII, Pindar follows through to its natural conclusion one such refusal to
welcome the other, namely Polydektes tyrant of Seriphos’ rejection of Perseus. The result is the
tragic destruction of the unrepeatable individual as well as the loss of ecosystems and
communities. Pindar blends his narrative of destruction with the origin story of the aulos (the
ode is in praise of a musical victor). And, we see in the destroyed other of the Gorgon the figure
of the artist, unique, unrepeatable and deeply vulnerable before the wanton violence of
traditional heroes and the autocratic systems of power they come to represent. And yet, again
music and poetry emerge from the ode as mechanisms by which the unique, othered individual,

apparently lost and destroyed, finds an adoptive afterlife.



Finally, in Chapter Four, I turn to the figure of Herakles and his problematic relationship
with both nature (phua) and nomos. 1 examine Pindar’s narrative of baby Herakles in Nemean 1
to establish how adoption without a recognition of the other’s separateness leads to rupture
between the community and the other. I turn to dithyrambic fragments and the Nomos Basileus
to think about the ways in which Herakles” misunderstood identity fuels his complicated
relationship with other mortals and sends him into the homeless wandering for which he
becomes known. I conclude by arguing that his reconciliation with his biological father Zeus is,
in fact, framed as an adoption. So distant has he become from his identity as the child of Zeus
that his rehabilitation must be ritualized and solemnized through the adoptive quality of the
poetic imagination. His journey from semi-divine infant to destructive wanderer to divinity
again highlights the mutability of nature through adoption while simultaneously insisting upon
the centrality of individual identity. A paradox.
iii. Contribution to the Field

The study of adoption in Pindar does not so much reveal the poet’s liberal openness to
outsiders as his view of the fundamental incompleteness of the individual or homogenous
group. As such, my study complicates the understanding of nature and identity that has
emerged within Pindaric scholarship. Instead of an elitist system predicated upon the
supremacy of certain hereditary natures, I suggest that Pindar is deeply aware of the deficiency
of relying strictly upon one’s own or one’s family’s phua for success and happiness.

Of Olympian VIII, an ode ostensibly addressed to the boy victor Alkimedon of Aigina,
Basil Gildersleeve explains that “if the poet had returned to the victor after dispatching Aiakos

to Aigina, the ode would be less difficult; but the introduction of the trainer jars us.”1”

19 Gildersleeve (1970) 193.



Gildersleeve’s difficulty stems, not from the poem itself, but from his belief that Pindar is
invested in the promotion of natural excellence independent of all external aid and
development—an opposition commented upon by Gildersleeve in many of Pindar’s poems.
Likewise Elroy Bundy explains that “straightforwardness (dUvapg) is preferred to device
(téxvn). "2 The inherent power of the individual stands supreme over the aid of art or a
teacher. Leslie Kurke’s economy of kleos, which re-centers the individualistic hero-athlete of
Bundy in his family and community, develops upon the traditional view of phua in Pindar
without really altering it. She explains that while “[u]sually the victor’s hereditary quality and
the example of his ancestors’ triumphs instill in him the force needed to win[, in Olympian VIII],
the victor’s triumph infuses his grandfather with renewed strength.”?! For Kurke, phua is a
kind of extra-temporal familial trait that is enhanced by being made manifest whether in the
past or the present.

Adoption distances the concept of phua from the biological determinism implicit in
Gildersleeve, Bundy, Kurke, and others’ understanding of nature in Pindar. The sterility of the
hero-king Lokros in Olympian IX?? clearly indicates that even the phua of an excellent family or
individual can be lacking in something (in this case, the capacity to generate life). Yet, Pindar’s
rejection of biological determinism or the supremacy of certain genes over others is a far cry
from Barbie’s existentialist slogan that “you can be whatever you want to be!” Rather, Pindar
uses narratives of adoption to suggest that while phua is important for excellence and
determines the kind of excellence a person can achieve, it does not necessarily descend in a clear

way nor does a person’s identity as a member of a particular group guarantee the possession of

20 Bundy (1986) 29.
21 Kurke (1991) 58.
22 See Chapter Two.



an excellent phua. Pindar is thus in between a natalist, determinist view of the person and a
completely unlimited understanding of human potential.

The kinds of readings I pursue are impossible without the work of scholars like Tom
Phillips and Asya Sigelman. Phillips’ pursuit of a written and read Pindar? and Sigelman’s
development of a poetics of immortality (which requires rereading to be successful)?* allow for a
shift away from interpreting Pindar strictly within the context of original performance. If
Pindar is addressing an audience which extends in time and space beyond the victor, his family,
and community, Pindar’s claims and myths cannot only be read within the narrow lights of his
client’s immediate political needs.?> The shift away from aristocratic essentialism which I
develop hinges upon the possibility of Pindar communicating thoughts and ideas which might
upset some of his clients.?6 It also allows for new ways of reading Pindar politically. Heavily
historicist interpretations like Anne Burnett’s Pindar’s Songs for Young Athletes of Aigina (2005),
Bruno Currie’s Pindar and the Cult of Heroes (2005), and Kathryn Morgan’s Pindar and the
Construction of Syracusan Monarchy in the Fifth Century B.C. (2015) have recently dominated how
the poet is allowed to mean politically. Yet, Pindar’s enigmatic claims have for millennia been
disputed by political philosophers and theorists.?” In Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life,
Giorgio Agamben, following Holderlin, Heidegger, and the Franco-German tradition of reading
Pindar philosophically, uses Pindar’s Nomos Basileus to lay the groundwork for his analysis of

20th century atrocities and the reduction of the human person to bare life. Evidently, the poet

23 See Phillips (2016).
24 See Sigelman (2016).
25 See also Payne (2006) for more on non-historicist readings of Pindar.
26 See Hamilton (2004) for the history and reception of an esoteric and deliberately obscure
Pindar.
27 See Demos (1994) and Kingsley (2018) for the Nomos Basileus in Plato and Herodotus
respectively.
9



still has much to teach us, and my work seeks to return a voice to the lost other inside Pindar’s

self.

10



I. Thesis & Poigsis: An Overview of Adoption Law in Archaic Greece

i. Introduction

In order to ground my study of Pindar’s adoptions, I would like to outline what the
phenomenon of adoption might have meant for a Greek. Outside Lene Rubinstein’s Adoption in
IV Century Athens, no works have sought to give a thorough account of the phenomenon per se,
and it is mostly treated as a minor topic within the realms of Greek Law and Family. As such,
this chapter will attempt to synthesize the small but insightful scholarly discourse about
adoption and related topics with evidence from inscriptions and classical authors. It will give a
descriptive account of how adoption was practiced throughout the Archaic Greek World. From
this description, it will argue that there was a generally shared conception of adoption as a
transformative process by which a person could transition from one ordinarily impermeable
group (such as a family, deme, syssition, or even polis) to another.
ii. Methodological Considerations

In Classical Greek, there is no discrete or universal term for adoption. And while the
absence of discrete terms has not prevented scholars from discussing topics such as race and
ethnicity in the ancient world, an attention to terminology helps differentiate a phenomenon as
it occurs from how it is perceived by the people participating in it. This chapter is not simply
concerned with the mechanisms of adoption but with how an Athenian or a Theban might view
it, and to this end the nuances of linguistic difference are essential. In the New Testament and
late authors such as Diogenes Laertius, the discourse around adoption solidifies around the
term vioOeoia, a composite of vidg and tiOnut. By contrast, in Classical and Archaic Greece,

different words were used to indicate adoption throughout the Mediterranean world. This

11



chapter will argue that the differences in terminology are linked to differences in legal practice
from city to city.

Yet, in spite of differences in vocabulary and practice, this chapter argues that shared
motivations and intended results connect different adoptive phenomena and validate
approaching them under the unified framework of adoption, as opposed to locally distinct and
unrelated legal practices. Indeed, parallelism between adoptive structures was evident to the
Greeks themselves, and ancient theorists such as Aristotle! translate between different, polis-
specific vocabularies in their own discussions. As evinced by the prominence of adoption in the
few legal codes that survive, its presence in Athenian forensic speeches, and the importance that
Aristotle gives to it in the Politics, adoption as a regulated, legal process clearly existed and was
a recognizable concept to Greek readers, even when it did not align with the specific legal
practices of a given polis. Thus, in my analysis of Pindar, the term adoption will encompass
non-biological, non-marital kinship ties based upon choice rather than heredity, even when they
do not correspond explicitly to legal practice. Moreover, adoption per se will be distinguished
from “legal adoption” which refers to the legally regulated transferal of a person from one
kinship group into another,> which will be discussed at length below, and which is rarely
distinguishable from adoption per se in myth.

Another concern is whether it is possible to speak of Greek legal adoption at all. Michael
Gagarin succinctly summarizes the problems of “Greek Law”—namely whether it exists as a

useful category® As Moses Finley and subsequent Anglo-American scholars have argued, the

1 Aristotle, Politics 2.1274b. This will be discussed at length below.
2 Such a definition excludes changes in kinship ties created through marriage, for in Greek Law,
marriage did not represent a break from one’s natal family.
3 Gagarin (2005).
12



vast discrepancies between city states make the term pointless. There is no such thing as Greek
Law, because there is no commonality between city states and any argument to the contrary will
be used disingenuously, as has been the case in much scholarship where Athens is used as a
model from which to supply missing information about lawcodes in other city states.*

Nevertheless, Gagarin insists on the meaningfulness of the term and argues that while
laws differ substantively from polis to polis (much like state law in the United States),
procedurally speaking there are commonalities unique to Greece and therefore definitive of
“Greek Law.”> Moreover, Gagarin sees the written character of Greek Law as distinct from
written law in other pre-modern civilizations. It is my view that Gagarin’s point about Greek
Law generally holds true for Greek legal adoption. While the laws themselves differ from state
to state, there are underlying structural similarities that can be said to define Greek legal
adoption. These similarities, it will be argued, can be observed in the motivations for legislating
adoption. Unlike contemporary legal adoption, which at least theoretically concerns itself with
the well-being of children, legal adoption in Greece was concerned with regulating membership
within particular groups and controlling how the property of a group could or could not be
transferred.

However, the paucity of evidence on adoption challenges not only this claim but also the
possibility of writing about adoption altogether. While the Great Code of Gortyn and other

inscriptions found on that site and at nearby Phaistos treat adoption at length, it does not

4 While helpful in many ways, Germain (1969) on the topic of infant exposure is an example of
this.
5 See Gagarin (2008) Ch. 7 for a comparison of written law in Greece and other
contemporaneous cultures. His thesis essentially argues that law was written in Greece to
facilitate popular use and knowledge, while law was written in other cultures (such as Babylon)
to be made use of by a highly-trained scribal or legal class or to assert aristocratic dominance
and wisdom.

13



appear in other archaic legal inscriptions. Likewise, plentiful knowledge of how adoption
functioned in Classical Athens can be gleaned from Athenian forensic speeches, but Archaic
Athenian adoption may not have resembled its Classical cousin at all. Indeed, the nature and
functioning of adoption likely shifted with the Citizenship Law of 451 BCE. Nevertheless,
common threads can be discerned that hold together the fabric of Greek legal adoption. And
while its tapestry is necessarily ragged and threadbare, it still affords a profitable background
before which to consider the use of adoption in Pindar’s myth-making and beyond.
iii. Adoption in Crete

Inevitably, the Great Code of Gortyn furnishes the larger part of our evidence for Cretan
legal adoption. Yet, two other fragmentary inscriptions from Gortyn survive, as well as one
from the city of Phaistos, about ten miles from Gortyn and located in southern Crete. The three
other inscriptions are earlier than the Great Code and extremely fragmentary, which necessitates
reading them in light of the Great Code in order to make sense of them. Thus, we will begin
with the Great Code and move backwards in time.

In The Law Code of Gortyn, R.E. Willetts introduces the topic of adoption by explaining
that “[a]doption is an old tribal custom, a special rite of initiation, in which a stranger dies as a
stranger to be born again as a member of the clan.”® He goes on to postulate that the
development of the oikos fundamentally changes the nature of adoption, essentially turning it
into a means of specifying who among one’s next of kin will inherit one’s home and

possessions. Willetts” view is predicated upon an assumption that adoptees were chosen from a

6 Willetts (1967) 30.
14



person’s close relations, an assumption drawn from Athenian adoptive practices of the fourth
century, as evinced by Demosthenes, and in no way implied by the Great Code itself.”

Indeed, the Code scarcely restricts adoption at all, guaranteeing that dvmavow &uev
Omo k& T Ael “adoption may be made from whatever source anyone wishes.”® A lacuna of
about nine letters before the beginning of the adoption section may have offered a link between
it and the previous section, which outlines limitations on inheritance and the buying of free
persons. Written in remarkably clear boustrophedon, the Great Code of Gortyn often signals
the beginning of a new section by breaking off and beginning a new line from the same side as
the previous line. At the beginning of the adoption section, however, the boustrophedon carries
on in its meandering fashion, picking up from the right side where the incomplete line would
have ended. In addition, illegible marks in the lacuna indicate that it was originally carved but
damaged or perhaps deliberately erased. Thus, the stone itself, remarked upon for its precise
organization,’ strongly implies that, to the stone’s creators, adoption is inherently linked to
questions of inheritance and transition from one social group to another.

According to the Code, anyone may be adopted, even a foreigner theoretically, so long as
someone desires it: 070 k& TA Ael. As the Gortynian alphabet does not distinguish long and
short vowels, k& (the Cretan form of &v) signals that Aet, whose ¢ is actually a long vowel, is
subjunctive. Thus, in Attic, the phrase would read: 0mté0ev av tig €é0éAn. The law is a general
statement, predicated upon an underlying condition of will or intention. As the etymology of
the English word implies, adoption begins in desire. In the Cretan dialect, dvrtavoig and the

verb aumaiveOar, variations of dvadaiveoOatl and its noun equivalent, are used to signify

7 Willetts (1967) 30-31; Rubinstein (1993) 22-24.
8 GC X.33-34.
% Gagarin (2008) 156.
15



adoption and adopting. The Cretan words disclose the nature of the Cretan institution. In
addition to intention, adoption is revelation, reifying as it reveals and transforming the fabric of

the family and city. The Code goes on to explain: aumaivedat d¢ kat ayooav kataFeApévov

U oAl Tav Ao T8 Ado & dmaryogevovti. “and the declaration of adoption shall be made in
the agora when the citizens are gathered, from the stone from which proclamations are made.”1°
The process of adoption does not merely transfer a person from one group to another; it makes
known to the collective community, gathered together for precisely that purpose, that a person’s
status and kinship ties have changed.

A lacuna of about two letters divides the proclamation from the rest of the adoption
section, which details fees and obligations necessary for a valid adoption. In addition to the
proclamation before the gathered polis, an adopter must offer sacrifice in his own hetaireia, a
Cretan institution of shared meals similar to the Spartan syssitia.!! Moreover, the Code
stipulates duties on the part of the adoptee. In the absence of the adopter having biological
children, the adoptee must fulfill all the adopter’s duties to gods and men &imteg toig yveoiolg

1,

éyoattal “as is written [elsewhere in the code] for biological children” or else forfeit his
inheritance.!? The Code goes on to stipulate the adoptee’s share of inheritance in the event of

biological children surviving the adopter,’® in which case the Code stipulates that the adoptees

shall not receive a larger portion than female heirs ordinarily would.

10 GC X.34-36.
11 GC X.37-39.
12 GC X.39-48.
13 GC X.48-XI.5.
14 GC XI1.4-6.
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The above stipulations imply that Gortynian adoption potentially meant a
transformation on three different levels. The public revelation in the agora conveys the
importance of the polis recognizing the adoption. Such a recognition is only necessary if a shift
in citizen status could occur. By contrast, in Athens, there is no comparably public proclamation
of adoption and there appears to be no adoption of non-citizen persons.’> Moreover, the process
of renunciation at Gortyn reinforces this interpretation of public interest in adoption. The Code
explains:

ol O € ka

Aet] 0 avmavapevog, anofFeln-

&000o kat ayopav amo t A&lo 6

analyogevovtt kataFeApév-

ov oV moAwxtav. avOéue[v d¢

déx]a [o]tatepavg €D dikaot-

€010V, 0 d¢ IVAHOV O TO KOEV-

(0 &TtodOTO TOL ATt0EEEDEVTL

And if the adopter wishes, he may renounce the adoptee in the agora when the

citizens are gathered, from the stone from which proclamations are made; and he

shall deposit ten staters with the court, and the mnamon who is concerned with

strangers shall pay it to the person renounced.®
Like the process of adoption, renunciation was made publicly in the agora. And in addition to
stating his intentions, the reneging adopter paid a fee mediated by the mnamon kseniou, an
official ordinarily charged with remembering (or recording) and producing evidence in a suit
concerned with foreigners. His presence in the ceremony has been taken to indicate that

adopted sons were ordinarily selected from a person’s illegitimate offspring.’” Such a claim,

while possible, exceeds the evidence at hand. No reference is made in Gortynian inscriptions to

15 Rubinstein (1993) 36.
16 GC XI.10-17.
17 Willetts (1967) 31.
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adoption within the anchisteia or blood relations, and such arguments depend upon the
assumption that Gortynian and Athenian adoption were similar. Instead, it is possible that the
mnamon kseniou was involved because the renunciation of an adoptee could necessitate a
transition from citizen to ksenios, just as adoption could effect a transition from ksenios to citizen
when the adopted person was a non-citizen by birth.

Thus, adoption was likely a public matter because it could alter a person’s citizenship
status.  Likewise, it was brought before the hetaireia, because it could alter a person’s
membership, necessitating the adoptee at times to abandon his biological father’s hetaireia and
join that of his adopted father. Moreover, the adoptee’s religious and financial obligations to his
new kinship group were grounds for invalidating an adoption in the event the adoptee failed to
uphold his new commitments, demonstrating the threefold transformation that Gortynian
adoption represented. The adoptee was reborn not only into a new family but into a new
commensality, and on occasion into a new city.

In addition, the specification that adoption be announced and renounced publicly in the
agora parallels the institution as seen in a fragmentary inscription from Phaistos. It reads:

— — — anoFleinat | év ayoolar —— —
———pua | atAgtotof ———
—————— ] T 5¢ patgolid — — —

— — —dwx(?)]xatove | o[tatnoavs (?) — —
————— ] o | pry dw0o[— — —
————— Ie I avougé[ —— ——

...he denounces in the agora...

... if he wishes...

... concerning the maternal inheritance...
...(2) a hundred s[taters (?)...
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...that he not give...
... to receive (as inheritance)...18

Drawing from parallel examples in the Great Code of Gortyn, which have been discussed
above, van Effenterre and Ruzé have observed that the inscription—too fragmentary to consider
in depth—details a public denunciation of an adoptee or perhaps by an adoptee and was likely
part of “une série analogue a celles de Gortyne et antérieure a la transcription du Code.”'® The
vertical lines distinguishing words and phrases and the use of boustrophedon suggest that the
purpose of the inscription was to make the law accessible to the greatest number of people
possible and imply that the law was likely displayed in a public place and meant to be read.?
In addition, the letters, written in a clear though meandering hand, measure 7 cm (nearly 3
inches) in height, and traces of sealant can be seen on the back and edges of the stone,?!
suggesting that the block was indeed carved to be displayed publicly.

The content of the law reinforces this interpretation of its physical presentation. As
Gagarin argues, “public display... must be an indication of public interest,”?? and conversely,
public interest argues strongly for public display. In the case of the Phaistos inscription, the
denunciation takes place €év ayopai, just as at Gortyn. Inscribed in the 6th century BCE,? the

Phaistos inscription not only implies the existence of an archaic agora in the city?* as has

18 Nomima 11.39. English translation my own, based upon the French by van Effenterre and
Ruzé.
19 van Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 140. “an analogous series to the ones at Gortyn and predating
the inscription of the Code.”
20 Gagarin (2008) 71; Perlman (2002) 188; on the opposing side, see Davies (1996) 54-6 arguing
that the complexity of the laws implies a scribal class.
21 yan Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 140.
22 Gagarin (2008) 81.
23 yan Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 140-141.
24 “I’éditrice a bien montré I'intérét du document: existence d’une agora archaique a Phaistos
[the editor has shown well why the document is of interest: namely, the existence of an archaic
agora at Phaistos].” van Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 140.
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elsewhere been noted, but also provides the earliest attestation to the legal process of
denunciation. The location of this process suggests that the status of adopted persons was of
interest to the community as a whole. After all, why else would a publicly inscribed law insist
upon a public denunciation? The Phaistos law, moreover, specifies that the denunciation take
place in the agora, rather than in the presence of a particular official, sector of the community, or
written statement of intent. This suggests that denunciation and its necessary precursor
adoption were considered to be the province not of elite magistrates but of the community as a
whole. If the method of denunciation is at all parallel to the method of adoption, as they are in
Gortyn, this law also suggests that perhaps there were not legal limitations concerning adopted
persons, and that for an adoption to be valid, the only requirement was that it be made known.

The reference to maternal inheritance or the things of the mother in line 3 suggests that
in adoption the rights of the mother and her kin differed from those of the father. In Athens,
adoption does not alter a person’s connection to his biological mother and her family,? although
it severs the connection to his biological father. It is likely that t& d¢ patoolia in line 3 suggests
a similar phenomenon at Phaistos. Yet, the text is simply too fragmentary to make any certain
claims.

The monetary stipulation in line 4 and the reference in line 6 to collecting an inheritance
imply that financial compensation was necessary in the event of an unsuccessful adoption. Of
course, the text is too fragmentary to say for certain, but a similar stipulation in the Great Code

of Gortyn, as discussed above, supports this supposition.? In our limited sampling of case

25 Rubinstein (1993) 45; Golden (1990) 98.
26 GC XI1.10-17.
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studies, adoption occurred mostly between adults.?’ As such, some form of motivation must
have existed to persuade a fully grown man to forsake his family and join another kinship
group. The close connection of adoption and inheritance laws throughout the Greek world
implies that access to land, rank, and wealth was a motivating factor. The Phaistos and Gortyn
laws may even suggest that the expectation of benefit from adoption was so strong that in the
event of denunciation, it was deemed just to compensate a person for the inconvenience of
having been adopted and subsequently denounced—a kind of consolation prize for not getting
the whole estate. Another interpretation of this clause is that it existed to dissuade people from
frivolous adoption and denunciation. Paying a fine in the event of denunciation would act as a
deterrent to people thoughtlessly redefining their kinship groups; one would theoretically not
adopt unless one were certain the arrangement would be permanent. In addition, it might act
as an encouragement to regard adopted persons not simply as stand-ins for biological heirs but
as genuine members of a new kinship group.

In summary, the Phaistos law offers tantalizing hints about adoption practices in the
archaic period. Despite its many obscurities, the inscription clearly demonstrates that adoption
in archaic Phaistos was viewed not as a private decision to incorporate a new member into a
family but as a public, community-altering activity. In this, we begin to see a defining feature of
Greek legal adoption: adoption was legislated in Greece because it was perceived by
communities as something that could alter communal identity—an identity often connected to

land ownership and property distribution.

27 Rubinstein (1993) 22. Rubinstein’s study is of 4th c. Athens, and it is of course possible that
archaic Crete operated differently in this regard, though taking all the evidence together, it

seems probable that Cretan adoption was also primarily between adults.
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In addition to the Phaistos inscription, two other inscriptions pre-dating the Great Code
come to us from Gortyn. The first of these to be discussed was found embedded in the eastern
wall of a monument.?® It is dated to about 550 BCE and is written in a mixture of retrograde and
boustrophedon with bars to mark word and phrase breaks.?

—— v | poA| ———

— — oot | pélatloc] tot | ——

— — TOL AVTTAVTOL [ T)peV avkepo[Aloay — —

— — .OMOTIATNQ & K 1L KAl OHOUATNQ, &A—

— — al € k'O pjév matota poAnL, 0 O dAat,

al K avmotéog tovtt ot pattvge[c — —

— — dwa]Ce[v] a(F)tog émaont | mévte Aép—
ntac | kataotaoat. At dé ko po[An] [ — —

...to make a claim...

...whoever presents himself for judgement (?)...
...there is no familial intervention for the adoptee...
...if one has the same father or the same mother...
...if one claims that the goods are from the father, and the other claims the opposite
and if witnesses come for both sides...

...he himself may choose to pass sentence, to set down five
braziers. And if he makes a claim... 30

The text appears to discuss the subtleties of inheritance disputes between adopted and natural
heirs. The reference to “familial intervention for the adoptee” suggests either recognition on the
part of his adopted family or, more likely, his being reclaimed by his natural family and thus
removed from the inheritance debate. The reference to five braziers appears to be some kind of
fee or perhaps buying someone out of an inheritance. This may be the inverse of what we saw
in the Phaistos inscription and in the Great Code, namely that the natural family of an adoptee,

rather than the adopter’s family, seeks a way out of an adoption and is obliged to pay a fine to

28 yvan Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 136.
29 van Effenterre and Ruzé (1994) 136-137.
30 Nomima I1.38.
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remunerate the inconvenienced party. The text, however, is too uncertain to say, but the
reference to matpoia and to having the same father or mother adheres to what we have seen in
other fragmentary texts, namely that paternal and maternal inheritances are treated differently
in the case of adoption. Additionally, this may hint at the law made explicit in the Great Code
that women could not adopt, requiring maternal inheritance to pass only to natural heirs.

Paula Perlman interprets this opaque inscription as allowing an adoptee’s biological
family to lay claim to his inheritance (through adoption) in the event that the adoptee dies
childless.?® While such an interpretation would advance the idea that adoption (like marriage)
forms a permanent link between two families, it is not corroborated by any other evidence of
legal practice in the Greek world. Indeed, the Great Code of Gortyn directly contradicts this
interpretation, declaring that “if the adopted son should die without leaving legitimate children,
the property is to revert to the heirs of the adopter.”3> Of course, the Great Code may be
reversing an earlier law, but as will be argued below, a great deal of cohesion exists throughout
Cretan law (including references to previously inscribed laws), and a direct reversal seems not
to fit with the evidence.

The second inscription, also dated to about 550 BCE, is incredibly fragmentary, and like

the Phaistos inscription is written in boustrophedon with bars separating words and phrases:

— —Jopov | kamov ai d¢ [—— — FlloFo—
poolov — — —]Ju | ot yvrjowot | dtego — —
— —&oo]eva | avaeodlat — —— BnAe—
| [———]a | kattx patooiat | — —

...garden. And if ... in equal parts
... the legitimate children, both of which...

31 Perlman (2002) 191.
32 GC. XI.6-10.
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... the males receive an inheritance... the females...
... and the goods from the mother... 33

The reference to yvrjoto, biological children, suggests a provision for how adopted heirs are to
be treated in the event of natural heirs being born and appears to differentiate how male heirs
and female heirs are treated. We have already seen a similar, more complete stipulation in the
Great Code, mandating that in the event of biological children co-existing with adopted ones,
adopted sons were to receive the same amount as their natural-born sisters. This parallelism
between the sixth century inscription and the Great Code suggests that there was some
continuity in legal adoption in Gortyn in the 6th and 5th centuries. Likewise, the similarities
between the Phaistos inscription and the inscriptions found at Gortyn indicate that the adoption
law was fairly consistent throughout the island.

These data points imply that legal customs among Cretan cities were influenced by one
another and that a recognizable Cretan legal culture may have existed. They also suggest that
the practices detailed in the Code may have predated their inscription by at least a century and
that the Great Code does indeed provide a reasonable reference point for filling in the
fragmentary details of earlier inscriptions. Thus, the Phaistian mention of money in close
proximity to renunciation very likely does refer to a fee being paid to the renounced adoptee.
Notably the fee is ten times higher in the Phaistos inscription than in the Great Code, suggesting
perhaps a slackening in intensity of feeling over time. While light-hearted adoption is still
discouraged by the need of paying a fee to the renounced adoptee, a fine of ten staters is
something that someone with a fortune worth debating could afford while one hundred staters

would likely be cost-prohibitive for most.

33 Nomima 11.37. English translation my own based on van Effenterre and Ruzé’s.
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The similarities between Gortyn and Phaistos suggest that their differences are likely
linked more to time than to place. The shift from costly renunciation in sixth-century Phaistos
to a relatively cheap equivalent in fifth-century Gortyn indicates that Cretan attitudes towards
the institution shifted. Renunciation was still viewed as an abuse of the institution, but one so
necessary and ordinary that it was hardly punished in the fifth century. Yet, Cretan legislation
still lays far greater demands on both adopter and adoptee than Athenian practice did. By the
arrival of the Classical period in Athens, adoption could scarcely be described as “a rite of
initiation” or a “rebirth” at all. Indeed, the element of freedom and choice so crucial to Cretan
adoption all but disappears, leaving essentially a loophole in Athenian testamentary legislation
that permitted a childless person to choose his own heir.

iv. Adoption in Athens

Unfortunately, the Athenians left behind a much less robust collection of legal
inscriptions than the Cretans did, and none of them deal with the topic of adoption. The rich
rhetorical tradition of Athens, however, provides a powerful testimony in regards to legal
practice and opinion. Of course, relying on speeches limits the kind of understanding available
to us. An orator tells us what he thinks would win the jury to his viewpoint; he tells us his
(potentially idiosyncratic) interpretation of laws; he tells us a great deal about popular
understanding and opinion. But, he does not tell us how cases were decided in reality and what
the actual laws governing them were.

Nevertheless, scholars have gleaned from forensic speeches a working understanding of
Athenian legal adoption and have categorized it into three main types: adoption inter vivos,

testamentary adoption, and posthumous adoption3* In all types, where the information is

34 Rubinstein (1993) 21-28.
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available, the adoptees were adults at the time of the transition.’> Adoption inter vivos comes
closest to a contemporary conception of adoption—the acceptance into one’s home and family
of a new person. Unfortunately, only five attested cases of it come down to us in the historical
record,® so it is risky to make any generalizations about how people decided whom they
adopted. Testamentary adoption referred to the process of specifying an adopted son or
daughter as heir in one’s will. And finally, posthumous adoption, perhaps the strangest to
contemporary sensibilities, refers to the practice of having an adoptive heir chosen not by the
testator himself but by é¢mdwaoia, the legal process of determining who among a person’s
ayxwoteia or extended family would inherit his possessions, and subsequently enrolling the
recipient in the adopter’s phratry or deme as his legal child.”

This final version indicates that the ideals regarding adoption developed in the section
on Gortyn did not necessarily apply to Athens in the fourth century. If posthumous adoption
were a possibility, clearly the element of desire and choice outlined in the Code was not
necessary for a valid adoption. Rather, the role that the é¢mdwkaoia played in posthumous
adoption indicates that a person’s pre-existing legal right to inheritance, in fact, trumped desire
on the part of the adopter. Indeed, even in other types of adoption, “it was not unusual for a
testator to choose a close relative as his beneficiary.”3 That is, even in cases of testamentary and
inter vivos adoption, adopters regularly favored people who already had a legal claim to

inheritance.® Indeed, the existence of these forensic speeches hints at why adopters would

35 Rubinstein (1993) 22.
36 Rubinstein (1993) 21.
37 Rubinstein (1993) 44.
38 Rubinstein (1993) 24.
3 Of course, the paucity of cases within the historical record means that all statistics about
ancient adoption have an extremely high margin of error.
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make such a choice. Even in cases of adoption inter vivos and testamentary adoption, the
deceased’s extended family often disputed the distribution of inheritance (thereby providing us
with a written record detailing how these relationships were defined and navigated), and so
choosing an adoptee already entitled to inheritance might serve to validate more securely his
position after the adopter’s demise.

Although the reasons for adopting as described by historians appear mercenary and
emotionless, it is hard to imagine that personal attachment did not play a part as well. In Isaios
IT, written for Menekles” adopted son, the speaker asks:

KQL HOL TOV VOOV AvAYvVwOL, 0G keAevel tax £éavtoL e€etvat dxBéoOat dTwe av

€0€AN), Eorv N MadEC AQEEVES WOL—YVTOLOL. O YaQ VOMOOETNGS,  avdpeg, dix

TOUTO TOV VOpOV €0nkev oUTwS, 00wV HOVNV TaUTV KATAdLYNV 0DOAV ThG

éonpiag xat magopuxnv Tov Plov Tolg ATl TV AvORWTwVY, TO EEetval

rionjoacOat Ov tva av BovAwvtat

Now read the law which ordains that a person may dispose of his own things

however he wishes, so long as he has no male children—legitimate heirs. For the

lawgiver [Solon], gentlemen, established this law for the following reason: he

saw that there was one escape from loneliness and consolation in life for childless

men, namely the possibility of adopting whomever they wish.4
The speaker puts forward an interpretive cause for the law that coincides with what he believes
will be most persuasive to his audience—namely an emotional appeal to the state of ¢onuia that
awaits childless adults. His etiology suggests that in addition to specifying inheritance, “an
adoption inter vivos should be a faithful imitation of a biological father-son relationship, even on
an emotional level.”4!

In the Philoktetes, Sophocles likewise deploys the concept of ¢onuia in conjunction with

childlessness and abandonment, suggesting that this connection had permeated to some degree

40 Isaios 11.13
41 Rubinstein (1993) 66.
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into the public consciousness. When Philoktetes first encounters Neoptolemos, he addresses
him warmly as & ¢ultatov mal mateog, @ GiAng xBovoe, /| @ tov Yépovtog Opéppa
Avkoundoue... “o child of a father who was a dear friend and of a dear earth, / o nursling of
old Lykomedes....”#>  Neoptolemos is first identified by his relationship with his deceased
father, then by the homeland that he and Philoktetes share, and lastly by his situation as a
Boéupa, a term more frequently used of nursing animals than of human beings.#3> Philoktetes’
use of the term Opéuua situates Neoptolemos in the role of vulnerable orphan, at risk of
exposure in the wilderness.** This form of address places Neoptolemos and Philoktetes on the
same footing; both are deprived of their family and land, nurslings as it were, at the mercy of
other people (in this case, the conniving Odysseus).

By accentuating the vulnerability of Neoptolemos’ position, Philoktetes initiates a
pseudo-adoptive relationship between them. A few lines later, the wounded hero addresses his
new acquaintance as if Philoktetes were Neoptolemos’ long-lost father: @ téxvov, o0 yap olo6&
W ovrwv’ etoogag; “O child, don’t you know who you're looking at?”4>  As Seth Schein
observes, Philoktetes “immediately calls [Neoptolemos] tékvov, instinctively claiming and
establishing a special relationship with him.”4  The question implies incredulity that
Neoptolemos could not recognize in Philoktetes the fatherhood he assumes for himself by
calling Neoptolemos tékvov, a term which he continues to use (exchanging it sometimes with

naic) for the rest of the play. Only after Neoptolemos reveals his (false) intention to depart,

42 Sophocles Phil. 242-243.
3 “Qoéupa.” LS].
4 Cf. Aelian, Varia Historia, 2.7, which will be discussed at length below, where the term ¢onuia
is used of an infant to be exposed, rather than a childless adult as it is used in Athenian oratory
and drama.
45 Sophocles Phil. 249.
46 Schein (2013) 164.
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thereby reneging on the semi-adoptive relationship that Philoktetes has attempted to form, does
the abandoned soldier exclaim: ...un Aimng pobtw pévov, / éonuov év kakolot totod oiolg
00a6... “Do not leave me thus alone, / desolate in such horrors as you see.”#” Sophocles’
enjambment draws the ear to the two adjectives, ‘alone’ and ‘desolate,” whose meanings the
onomatopoeic alliteration “oisitoisdoiois” eerily imitate. Philoktetes’ isolation is complete.
Neoptolemos’ departure and accompanying refusal to accept the pseudo-adoptive relationship
that Philoktetes attempts to create threaten to cut the hero off permanently from family, home,
and hope of children, biological or otherwise.

Philoktetes” éonuia stands in opposition to adoption: complete isolation and eventual
annihilation the fate of fatherless and childless alike. Isaios II likewise implies this result in the
event that a person is not allowed to adopt. Menekles’ son’s depiction of why adoption was
instituted implies not only the importance of adoption for ynootoodia, as has been argued
elsewhere,*® but also the importance of adoption for maintaining a childless adult’s connection
to the city. As Lene Rubinstein argues:

...descendants were seen as being in a perpetual debt of xaoic to their parents,

and their obligations to them went beyond the point of death and burial. Sons

owed their identity as Athenian citizens to their immediate ascendants, and it

appears from Ath. Pol. 55.3 that parental tomb-cult formed an important part of

Athenian civic identity....*

Without a son, the debt of xaoig would not necessarily be paid by a person’s ayxtoteia, or

extended family, leaving his grave unattended and his line defunct. Any connection a person

may have had to the city fades with the weeds overtaking his tomb, and he is left truly ¢onuoc.

47 Sophocles Phil. 470-471.
48 Rubinstein (1993) 64; Lacey (1984) 117.
49 Rubinstein (1993) 75.
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As in Gortyn, adoption in Athens did not simply designate heirs but initiated a new
person into the roles his adoptive father left behind. Rubinstein explains that:

...many modern scholars have seen the procedure of adoption as consisting of

two main phases: a private phase, which in Menekles’ case consisted of his

agreement with his ex-brother-in-law, and a public phase, consisting in the

adopted son being enrolled as a member of the adopter’s phratry and deme.
Not only does the adopted son take over his father’s role as kUgtog of his own oikog but he
assumes his adoptive father’s political and religious roles as a member of a deme and phratry.
This would potentially put him in an entirely new political context, marking his transition from
family to family as something both private and political.

However, the political element of adoption is not made manifest on the most general
level of society. In Athens, there was no comparably public declaration of adoption as the
revelation in the agora of Gortyn or Phaistos. This fact sanctions the idea that the adoption of
non-citizens was practically impossible. In Isaios VII, the speaker explains that:

£0TL O’ aVTOIG VOHOG O avTOG, €4V Té Tiva PUOEL YEYOVOTA ELOAYT) TIG €AV TE

momtov, Emtféval mMoTV KATX TV lepwv 1) unv €€ dotng elodyewv kat

Yevovota opbac. ..

They [demes and phratries] have the same rule, that if someone introduces his

son, whether begotten naturally or adopted, he must swear by the sacrifices that

he’s introducing someone begotten legitimately from a citizen woman...5!

Male adoptees, much like biological children, had to be introduced into their adoptive father’s
deme or phratry in order to reap the benefits of their adoption—inheritance and civic identity—

and given the qualifications necessary for enrollment (legitimate birth from a citizen mother),

non-citizens were practically excluded.

50 Rubinstein (1993) 34.
51 Isaios VII.16.
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There were, in addition, female adoptees in Athens.? Women were of course not
enrolled in demes or phratries or permitted to take part in much of Athenian political life, but
there must have been some means of designating adoption of women comparable to enrollment
within an adoptive father’s deme or phratry. While women did not have access to the same
means of expressing their citizenship as men did—voting, holding office, etc.—they were
nonetheless active participants in Athenian civic life. As Josine Blok argues, the paradigm
through which we conceptualize Athenian citizenship must be broadened from the traditional,
Aristotelian definition of political involvement to one that includes women. Up until the 420s,
the term politai appears only in the plural, often as a gender neutral term that includes both men
and women, and in three instances it refers to women exclusively.® Moreover, with Perikles’
citizenship law of 450/451, the emphasis on individual involvement increases not just for men,
but for women as well, who assumed an even more prominent role in public religion, thereby
performing and proving their Athenian identity.>* In addition, citizen women were subject to
highly specific inheritance laws that ensured that estates left to them were not alienated from
the male descendants of the family® As Blok observes, the “oikos was not men’s private
property, rather it was a household consisting of movable and real property belonging to the
patrilinear family in its entirety, run by husband and wife according to traditional division of
labour, and represented by men in the legal or political context of the community.”> The

adoption of a woman placed her within a new patrilinear context, requiring her to marry within

52 Rubinstein (1993) 25, 49.
53 Blok (2005) 10-11.
54 Blok (2005) 20.
5 Lacey (1984) covers the laws regarding epikleroi in great detail. The practice is somewhat
horrifying, requiring women on occasion to divorce and remarry someone within their own
ayxwoteia to ensure that their father’s estate did not leave the family.
56 Blok (2005) 18.
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her new ayxioteia in accordance with the laws concerning epikleroi and demanding proof of her
Athenian identity to ensure she could produce legitimate heirs for her adoptive family.
Athenian legal adoption, therefore, appears to restrict the adoption of non-citizens.
Transformation occurred on a strictly lateral level: a person went from one household, deme,
and phratry to a new household, deme, and phratry of equivalent value. Of course, the
strictures of Isaios VII are almost certainly a result of the citizenship law of 450/451, which
restricted Athenian citizenship to a person born of two citizen parents. Limitations on adoption,
however, are also evident in the fragments of Solon’s legislation as well. Demosthenes explains
that 06 vopoBétng ameimev @ mMOMTQ ALTW OVTL TONTOV LIOV ur) TotetoBat “the lawgiver
forbade someone who was adopted himself from adopting an adopted son.”%” In other words,
an adoptee was obliged to produce biological heirs or see his inheritance revert to the biological
family of his adopter. In addition, in Plutarch’s life of Solon, the biographer observes:
evdOKiUNOE d¢ KAV TQ TEQL DLAONIKWV VOUW: TTEOTEQOV YO OVK €NV, AAA'éV
T Yével ToL TefvnioTog €del T xOoNHAaTa Kal TOV olkov Katapévewy, 0 0”@
PovAetal Tic érutEédag, el pr) madeg elev avt, dovval Tt avTov, PAlav Te
ovyyevelag €tiunoe paAAOV kal XAQLV AVAYKNG, Kal Ta XONUATO KTHUATX
TV EXOVTWYV €Toinoev.
And he was highly praised as well for his law about the disposition of property:
formerly, it was not possible, but it was necessary that the money and oikos
remain in the family of the deceased, but Solon, by letting a person give his own
possessions to whomever he wished, unless there were children, honored
friendship more than kinship and kharis more than necessity, and he made
property the possessions of those who had it.5

Plutarch’s view of Solon must be contrasted with the perspective of legal scholars who hold that

“the law allowing a man without direct heirs to adopt a son was presumably intended to help

57 Demosthenes 44.64 (Solon F 58b).
58 Plutarch, Sol. 21 (Solon F 49a).
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preserve the family and its property intact.”> Yet, even from Plutarch, it is clear that limitations
existed on who could adopt. Likewise, we learn from Demosthenes that:

L ZOAwV elomel v doxny, T éavtov dbéoBal, Omws v E0€AT), av )
TIADEG WAL YVIOLOL AQQEVES

...Solon thought up the principle of disposing of one’s own things however one
wishes, unless there were natural born male children®?

Both Demosthenes and Plutarch are forced to acknowledge that adoption only existed when a
person lacked a biological heir, despite their emphasis on the freedom of the adopter. As seen
above, adoption was rendered invalid if the adoptee failed to produce biological children. Both
authors, however, pass by these details and refer to T éaxvtov/ta avtov, thereby identifying
the oikos as the private property of the individual rather than the inalienable possession of his
family. They likewise emphasize the individual’s freedom to behave 6mwg av é0éAn “however
he wishes” and to give his property @ povAetai “to whomever he wants.” We see in this the
same emphasis on choice and freedom as developed in the Great Code of Gortyn. Indeed, as
Michael Gagarin observes, these laws existed not so much to limit behavior within the family
but to provide guidelines for “anyone who felt deprived of his legitimate share of the
inheritance” for bringing his suit to court, a fact which the lawsuits of the fourth century
corroborate.6!

Another interesting observation is Plutarch’s emphasis on kharis over necessity and

friendship over kinship. The relationship of kharis to adoption places it in the realm of

5 Gagarin (1986) 140. This interpretation is corroborated by the evidence we have from Thebes,
where adoption was legislated explicitly to prevent the conglomeration of estates in the hands
of a few families and to preserve the lines of estate holders.
60 Demosthenes 46.14 (Solon F 49b).
61 Gagarin (1986) 69.
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reciprocal, ritualized relationship. A debt of kharis represented the inception of xenia.®? And, in
like manner, Athenian adoption offered the possibility of creating a permanent and positive link
between two families. In another fragment, we learn:

OTL ol momTol mMadeg EMaveADelv €lg TOV MATEEOV OikOoV OUK Njoav KUQLOL, €l
1) Tdag Yvnolovg KataAimotev v ¢ olik@ ToL MO EVOL

that adopted children were not able to return to their paternal oikos unless they
left behind natural children in the oikos of their adopter®3

In other words, adopted children were able to return to their biological families in the event
they left behind biological heirs for their adopter. This possibility suggests that even though
legally speaking and for purposes of inheritance the matoqoc oikog and the oikog tov
nomoapévov remained distinct, the natal family of the adoptee preserved an interest in his fate,
and the relationship once formed likely served to cement kharis between the two families.
Perhaps, this is another reason for the Athenian aversion to adoption of non-citizens and Solon’s
stipulation that only persons without natural born heirs could adopt. Without these limitations,
adoption might be used by the aristocratic class to further cement their xenia with foreign allies
and create factions at home, thereby undermining their commitment and fidelity to the demos.®
In conclusion, the Athenian need to legislate adoption betrays the nature of the
institution, a nature that Athens with its restricted liberty and privileged majority felt a need to
suppress. At a fundamental level, adoption creates kinship based upon moinoig, not pvoig, and
as such, unrestricted adoption poses a threat to the very fabric of Athenian society, a society

based on the myth of autochthony. This potentiality latent in adoption becomes blatant in

62 Herman (1987) 48.
63 Solon F 58a.
64 See Herman (1987) 156-161 for a discussion of the conflicts between the demands of xenia and
the demands of the polis.
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Athenian adoptive vocabulary. Isaios sets a child ¢pvoet yeyovota in opposition to one
rtomntov.®>  The difference between adopted and biological children falls neatly into the
paradigm of nature and convention. However, in this instance, convention exists to amend the
flaws in nature. When adoptions were made inter vivos, most adopters “had been married at
some point before adopting,”® suggesting that they had ample evidence of their inability to
beget children naturally. =~ Moreover, the presence of biological children automatically
invalidated testamentary adoption, though curiously an adoption inter vivos was not
invalidated by the subsequent birth of children.®” Thus, the existence of adoption within a
society that predicates its identity upon a shared civic nature is inherently subversive. If that
civic nature can be defective in the individual citizen, it can most assuredly be defective in the
city as a whole. Perhaps, it is for this precise reason that Athens effectively limits adoption more
than Cretan cities, where an immigrant past was part of civic identity and inter-polis exchange
was necessary for survival.
v. Adoption in Thebes

When we turn to Thebes, the paper trail becomes even more flimsy than in Athens or
Crete. While forensic speeches provide ample information about the way Athenians believed
adoption should function, there is no equivalent source of information for Thebes and Boiotia.
And, no inscribed laws survive. In the second book of his Politics, however, Aristotle comments
in passing about the Theban lawgiver, Philolaos, and the peculiarity of Theban laws regarding

adoption. His interest in these laws reveals frustratingly little apart from the fact that Thebes

65 Isaios VII.16.

66 Rubinstein (1993) 21.

67 Rubinstein (1993) 56. This fact parallels adoption in Crete.
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was unique in this regard and that adoption seems to have been important to their political
identity:

Nopobétng d'avtoig éyéveto PLAOAaog mepl T AAAWV TIVQOV Kal Ttepl g

naomouas, oUg KaAoLOWV €KelvOoL VOHOUS OeTikovg: kal ToLT €0ty 1diwg

U7 Ekelvov vevopoOetnuévov, 6Tws 6 dotOpog olintat TV KAowV.

But Philolaos became the lawgiver for them about some other things and about

adoption, which they call ‘thetikos laws’: and this in particular was legislated by

him so that the number of estates might be preserved.®8
Lost in translation is Aristotle’s playfulness. Philolaos as lawgiver, vopo0étng, legislated,
vevopoBetnuévov, laws about adoption, vopovg Betikovs. Sandwiched between the lawgiver
and the lawgiving, the laws about adoption themselves sound eerily similar to the act of
lawgiving and may function as a metaphor for the act. Both laws and children are Oetof,
placed, adopted. By extension laws are the city’s adopted children. This possibility is enhanced
by the narrative frame Aristotle uses to introduce the laws of Thebes. Philolaos only becomes
lawgiver, because he follows his lover Diokles from their hometown of Corinth dwxpiorjoag tov
éowta TOV TNG UNTEOS AAKLOVNG “because he bitterly hated the desire of his mother
Alkyone.”® The excessive and disordered love of Diokles” mother drives Philolaos and his
chosen, or perhaps adopted, lover from their mother city to an adopted city where Philolaos
and his adopted family establish laws about adoption. Did Philolaos recognize the need for
legal and perhaps even obligatory adoption because he understood how destructive an excess
love of one’s own kin could be? Perhaps.

Regardless, Aristotle gives the preservation of the &oOuog... T@wv KAV “number... of

estates””? as the explicit reason for Philolaos’ adoptive laws. This motivation aligns with

68 Aristotle, Politics 2.1274b.
69 Aristotle, Politics 2.1247a.
70 Aristotle, Politics 2.1274b.
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inheritance practices in Athens where the é¢mudwaoia worked to prevent the conglomeration of
estates into the hands of a few citizens and suggests a concern for the preservation of the
Theban landed aristocracy as it was. While adoption might enable the entrance of an outsider
into an in-group, it ironically also provides for the preservation of that same group. If all the
kAnpot of the landed aristocracy were to fall into the hands of a few families, the aristocratic
equality that allowed Thebes to function as it did would quickly dissolve. In Thebes, the
controlled introduction of new people is not so much a threat to identity as a means of
preserving it.

Aristotle’s comments on the vopovg Oetwkotc, however, offer frightfully little
information about who was adopted and how adoptions were regulated. Was some official or
group at Thebes actively shuffling around children and adults, assigning them to families in
need? Or are the vépouvg Betwkovc just another variation on the laws about adoption
observable elsewhere? Writing in the third century CE, Aelian adds another piece to the puzzle.
He explains that ovk €€eotiv avdol Onpaiw ékBetvat mawdiov ovdE &¢ gonpuiav avto oupat
Bavatov avtov katayndoapéve “it was not possible for a Theban to expose a child and to
throw it out into the wilderness under pain of death.””" Taken alone, Aelian’s comment is, of
course, questionable. So distant is he from archaic and classical Thebes in time that it seems
impossible for him to reflect their customs accurately. And yet, Aelian’s comment could shed
light on what exactly Aristotle meant by “adoptive laws.” If it was not legal to expose
(éxOetvar) children in Thebes, a practice deemed by most scholars to be widespread in the
ancient Mediterranean world, perhaps the city itself managed the redistribution of unwanted

children to childless families.

71 Aelian, Varia Historia 2.7.
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Writing towards the end of a long Greek literary tradition, Aelian’s use of the term
éonuia supports this interpretation. As argued above, Menekles” adopted son introduces the
concept of éonuia as the fate of a childless man without the salvific influence of adoption. It
also turns out to be the fate of the unwanted infant. And both kinds of éonuia result either in
painful, lonely death or, as myth illustrates, trouble for society. The é¢onuia of Philoktetes leaves
him bitter and resentful towards the Akhaian army and greatly delays their victory over Troy.
Likewise, the éonpia of little Theban Oedipus leads to the monstrous murder of Laios and the
marriage of Jocasta to her son. In a way, the childless adult and the parentless child are in the
same position, creating a bond of reciprocal need and dependence.”? Their emptiness makes
them receptive to one another.

To this point, Aelian’s word choice suggests a connection between adoption and
exposure. While the Cretans describe adoption as avnavoic and the Athenians as moinois ,
Thebans refer to adoption as 0éowc. In Olympian IX, Zeus bestows his paramour upon King
Lokros, making Zeus' semi-divine son into Lokros’ Oetov vidov “adopted son.””  The
description of Opous as a Oetov vIOV rings especially true given that he is physically
transported and placed into a new family by an external, higher power. In this instance,
adoption is not dependent upon revelation or the moinowc of an adoptive father; rather, it is
administered from without. It is tempting to see Pindar’s use of adoption in Olympian IX as a
mythical play on the Theban institution of adoption which may have involved the intervention
of a magistrate for the redistribution of unwanted sons and daughters. After all, the act of

placing children (tiOnut) is, in Greek, semantically opposed to the act of exposing them

72 Exposed infant and childless father are both forms of Agamben'’s homo sacer.
730.9.62.
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(éxtiOnui)—a likely fate for the illegitimate offspring of a princess without divine intervention.
In the myth as in Thebes, 6é01¢ replaces éxbeoic.

Curiously, the use of 8¢01g and related words to describe adoption becomes hardened
over time, outstripping the use of &vnavoig and moinows . As mentioned above, by the time of
Paul and the composition of the New Testament, 0¢01g and its relatives had become so linked to
the adoption of viot that it becomes a new word: vioBeoia. In the Laws, however, Plato uses
both 6é01c and moinowg and their related words. As the Athenian stranger plunges into a
discussion of hereditary law, he explains:

..To 08 AAAQ TTaAIOOVS TIAVTA TQ TOMOEVTL ApEUTTOS AewV VOV aUTOV
noteloOw oLV VOpW.

...and having left all his other possessions to his adopted son, let him willingly
and blamelessly make him a son in law.74

In the context of inheritance law, the Athenian stranger uses the typical Athenian vocabulary for
adoption (momBévti, moelobw). However, when he introduces the topic of unwanted sons and
their redistribution, he turns to the Theban vocabulary:

...amoknELX0évta d¢ dv TIc déka Etwv un émbvunorn Oetov VoV mowjoacdat,

TOUG TV EMYOVWV ETUUEANTAS TV €lg TV amowkiav EmpeAeiofat kal

TOUTWYV, OTIWG AV HETATXWOL TNG AVTNG ATOWKIAG EUHEADS.

...but if within ten years no one desires to make the renounced man his adopted

son, the officials charged with the care of extra children for the colonies will take

care of these people as well and see to it that they have a harmonious share in the

same colony.”

The term Oetov VOV is used in the context of a person not simply adopted, but rather rejected

from his natal family and subsequently redistributed by an official in charge of unwanted sons.

74 Plato, Laws 9.9
75 Plato, Laws 9.929¢-d.
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In this particular case, he is redistributed to a colony where he can live his life without upsetting
the distribution of kAngot in the imagined city state.

The differences in adoptive vocabulary denote differences in adoptive practice. When
the Athenian stranger means adoption simply as the acquisition of a non-biological child, he
uses relatives of motéw. Once the context shifts to redistribution necessitating the involvement
of an official, the vocabulary shifts to derivatives of tiOnut. Likewise, Aristotle explains that the
Thebans have peculiar laws mept g mawomnouiag “about adoption.””® As an abstract concept,
Aristotle refers to adoption as mawomotia, a compound of maig and moléw, but he makes it
clear that this is his own vocabulary. The Thebans, by contrast, kaAovow ... vopovg Betucotg
“call them laws about placing.”””  The uniquely Theban vocabulary combined with its
appropriation by the Athenian stranger in the Laws suggest that the Theban phenomenon of
adoption involved active redistribution of unwanted children.

Moreover, Aelian goes on to explain:

AN éav 1) Tévng €g tax €oxata O TOL TAdOS MATHQ, €lTe AQQEV TOVTO ElTE

ONAL otwy, €ml TAC AOXAS KOMICEw €€ WdVWV TV UNTOWWV 0LV TOLG

OTAQYAVOLS avTO: At ¢ magaAaBovoat amodidoviat to PEEPOS T@ TNV

EAaxiotnv dOVTL QNToA TE TTEOS AVTOV Kat OpOAOY i YiveTal 1) UV TQédPety T

Boédoc kal avEnBev Exerv dovAov 1} dovATNV, Ogemttriolx avToL TNV UTNEETiay

Aappova.

But if the child’s father is poor in the extreme, whether the child is male or

female, he may take it to the authorities straight from its mother’s womb still

wrapped in swaddling clothes; and the women who accept the newborn sell it to

the lowest bidder. And an agreement and contract is made that the buyer will

raise it and keep it as a male or female slave once it's grown, since he’s taken care
of its rearing in exchange for service.”

76 Aristotle, Politics 2.1274b.
77 Aristotle, Politics 2.1274b.
78 Aelian, Varia Historia 2.7.
40



It is clear from Aelian’s description that certain women existed whose role was the
redistribution of unwanted infants. In the case of the extremely penurious (mévng éc ta
éoxata), the infants were sold to the lowest bidder, presumably to discourage profiteering and
the sale of children when not utterly necessary.” To a contemporary reader, the plight of these
children sounds alarming, yet this scheme for the redistribution of children also shows mercy to
the poor. As Boswell demonstrates, infant abandonment commonly resulted in the rescue and
subsequent enslavement of a child. Creating a space for the poor to sell their children without
encouraging them to do so ensured, at the very least, that they received some compensation for
their loss and provided a semblance of justice for the most vulnerable members of society.
Aelian’s observations, however, provide no information on the fate of the unwanted
children of the wealthy. The possibility of auctioning off infants, horrifying as it seems, existed
to help raise the poor from their penury and thus was not a legal option for the wealthy. Are we
then to assume that they kept all their children? Even with widespread access to contraception
and childcare, in the United States in 2014 the abortion rate among women in the highest
income group was still 6 abortions per 1000 women, as compared with the national average of
14.6 abortions per 1000 women.® As ancient contraceptives were fairly ineffectual and abortion
incredibly risky, infant abandonment appears to be the safest method of disposing of unwanted
children. Yet, both abortion and exposure demanded rather strenuous purification processes
and appear, even when legal, to be a last resort.8! Of course, the existence of prostitutes and the
practice of homosexuality in Thebes likely decreased the number of unwanted, legitimate

pregnancies. And given high infant mortality rates, women had to have multiple live births in

79 Boswell (1988) 67.
80 Jones and Jerman (2017).
81 Patterson (1985) 106; Dasen (2013) 26.
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order to replenish the population. Yet, such considerations are rarely the concern of individual
couples, and surely some couples had more children than they wished while others had fewer.

Indeed, Thebes could scarcely have been immune from such a pervasive problem in the
human experience as unwanted children and childless adults. Moreover, Aristotle’s comment
that the vopot Betwkotl existed for the preservation of the number of kAnpot suggest there was a
desirable number of heirs for an aristocratic family to have and that excess heirs were somehow
redistributed to families that lacked. All together, the evidence examined above points strongly
to the possibility that Thebes” unique laws about adoption stipulated a group of people whose
role was to oversee the redistribution of unwanted children, whether that meant placing
(TtOnu) aristocratic children in aristocratic homes or auctioning off the children of the poor.
vi. Infant Abandonment and Adoption

As we have seen in Thebes, exposure and adoption were evidently related, with thesis
replacing ekthesis as the fate of unwanted children. Likewise, in Athens, we see a similar
parallelism between the exposure of an unwanted infant and the fate of a childless adult. The
eremia of Menekles” adopted father or Philoktetes left to die on Lemnos is the same as the
wilderness in which unwanted children were exposed. Thus, at least on a philological level, we
see that the two concepts were connected. On a practical level, they were as well, for both
institutions sought to tackle the problems of fertility and infertility, both of which lie naturally
outside the laws of supply and demand. Moreover, both institutions disclose the reality that a
person’s identity is as much dependent upon convention as it is on birth.

Of Athens, Mark Golden explains that “[b]eing born, a biological event, was insufficient

to make a child a member of an oikos or oikia, a household. Even those with two citizen parents
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had no automatic right of entry; they had to be accepted by the kyrios, the household’s head.”$2
Judith Evans Grubbs elaborates that “[m]ost often, however it was the ‘fatherless’ babies who
were exposed.... In fact, often the decision to expose was made by the mother sometimes even
without consulting the father.”83 Her claim that fatherless children had worse odds seems
perfectly reasonable and is corroborated by literary data on the topic.8* And the likelihood of an
illegitimate infant being exposed without the knowledge of the kyrios seems entirely plausible.
Yet, Evans Grubbs’ claims are largely predicated upon evidence from the Hellenistic and Roman
periods. By contrast, Louis Germain claims that “I’exposition des enfants ne semble pas avoir été tres
répandue aux époques archaique et classique.”®> From the archaic period, we rely solely upon a law
attributed to Solon, another attributed to Lycurgus, and the Gortyn Code.8¢ Such parsimonious
evidence is insufficient to claim that infant exposure was a widespread phenomenon, but it is
also insufficient to suggest that it was not. Given the fact that exposure would have happened
in the wilderness (¢onpia) as our literary and historical sources indicate, it is impossible to find
archaeological evidence either of its existence or its absence in the archaic and classical
periods.?” Rather, we must depend upon the presence of explicit laws about exposure to tell us

that it happened often enough to demand legislation on the topic.

82 Golden (1990) 23.
83 Evans Grubbs (2013) 85.
8¢ The exposure of heroes is a common theme in Greek myth as the exposure of ordinary
children is a theme in New Comedy. Is this a reflection of cultural norms? Or is it merely a
convenient plot device? For a thorough and thoughtful discussion of adoption and
abandonment in Roman literature and its Greek predecessors, see Boswell (1988).
8 “the exposure of children does not seem to have been very widespread in the archaic and
classical periods.” Germain (1969) 180.
86 Germain (1969) 181-182.
871 am indebted to Eva Schons-Rodriguez for explaining the state of the archaeological evidence
on this topic to me.
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In spite of their differences in focus, Golden and Evans Grubbs concur that the biological
fact of birth in no way guaranteed a person’s position in society. Thus, in a sense, every child
raised was an adopted child. As laws on marriage and limitations on female mobility suggest,
the question of paternity touched a raw nerve for Greek men. While maternity is immanently
evident through parturition, paternity is impossible to prove, thereby making it an active
choice. And, the possibility of exposed infants being passed off in the place of still-borns or
even in the place of a faked pregnancy surely exacerbated male anxiety. Yet, as scholarship in
the last thirty years has emphasized, the fate of an infant was not necessarily a choice between
life in his biological family and death. A third possibility awaited unwanted children—being
raised by strangers. Most historical evidence—lawsuits and wet-nurse contracts—suggests that
these babies were not in fact adopted children. In a collection of contracts from Roman Egypt,
“[m]ost of the nurslings were slaves, and twelve of these were anairetoi (picked-up ones)
acquired from the local dung heap.”88

Unfortunately, most evidence for infant exposure comes from the Hellenistic and Roman
periods. For the Archaic Greek World, we rely primarily upon the Gortyn Code, which posits
that in the case of divorce, a mother is obliged to bring her infant to its father, and only after the
father has decided he does not want the child, can she choose whether to rear it or not.8
Interestingly enough, the Gortyn Code therefore does not leave the ultimate right of life and
death in the kyrios” hands. At least in cases of spousal separation, a woman may choose to keep
her child, even if her ex-husband denies his paternity. In cases where both partners remain

together, however, the Great Code is silent. In contradistinction to Gortyn, Solon’s law,

88 Evans Grubbs (2013) 93.
89 GC.111.44-1V.17
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preserved in Hermogenes of Tarsus’ On the Invention of Arquments and Sextus Empiricus’
Outlines of Pyrrhonism leaves absolute right of life and death in the father’s hands. The
similarity of this law to the Roman practice of patria potestas does cast doubt upon its
authenticity, yet the omnipresence of the possibility of exposure in philosophical®® and literary
texts suggests that it was at least a realistic possibility to the Greek reader, and scholars have
(perhaps for lack of better sources) unilaterally accepted it in their analyses.

In The Kindness of Strangers, Boswell argues:

Abandonment would hardly have worked as a social mechanism if the parents

believed that their actions were invariably observed or that some turn of fate

would inevitably disclose the child’s relationship to them. But, the fear—or hope

—that this was the case may be one of the forces behind its regular occurrence in

literary treatments of the subject.”!
The sheer quantity of texts treating infant exposure suggests that it did indeed happen, and the
anxiety implicit in these texts about the survival of such infants suggests that the decision to
expose was an emotionally charged one. Cynthia Patterson argues that exposure was the
predominant method of disposing of unwanted infants, citing Socrates’ birth-exposure
metaphor in the Theaetetus as literarily meaningless unless abandonment were within the
ordinary person’s experience. Yet, its prevalence, she argues, did not absolve it from moral or
religious weight: “The relatively long period of purification for both acts [in Hellenistic Egypt],
however, suggests that abortion and exposure were more serious sources of pollution in the
eyes of the framers of sacred law and perhaps society in general.”®? As with birth, the death of

an unwanted Boédog or the exposure of an undesired neonate merited some period of religious

purification, which underlines perhaps the most important aspect of Greek sentiments on these

% Germain (1969) 184-187 discusses Plato and Aristotle’s references at length.
91 Boswell (1988) 9.
92 Patterson (1985) 106.
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topics for the purposes of my dissertation, namely that to the Greek mind, every life—even one
abandoned in its infancy—warranted some kind of recognition.
vii. Conclusion

As with all institutions, the original significance becomes cheapened through use.
Rebirth through adoption into a new city or family becomes a convenient means of specifying
inheritance. And the genuine acceptance of an outsider into a new home becomes a stopgap for
sterility. ~ Fines lessen.  The dissolution of something ordinarily permanent—a father’s
relationship to his child—is a fee away from freedom.

Yet, through all the variable practices and laws, a few details stand out that are of use in
my study of Pindar. The first is that adoption, whether restricted or encouraged by legal
practice, offers the possibility of fundamentally changing who a person is. Codified law on the
topic focuses on the distribution of inheritance or on the protection of citizen privileges.
Adoption is legislated because it undermines the concept of biologically determined identity
and by extension systems of justice predicated upon that concept. Moreover, this possibility of
assuming a new identity rests upon the inverse possibility of losing an old one. As such,
whether explicitly legislated or not, adoption exists as an antithesis to the practice of exposure,
as evinced by the fact that even an adult must sever legal ties with his natal family in order to be
adopted: he is exposed in order to be adopted anew. Thus, adoption brings the liminal space of
neonatal life into adulthood; it suggests that at a fundamental level, belonging is something
granted by an other. Adoption casts doubt upon identity predicated upon inherited nature and
questions the assumed superiority of birth over choice. It is wildly disruptive yet deeply

regenerative. And as such, adoption must be monitored closely.
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II. Thesis & Ekthesis: Adoption and Synthetic Family in Olympian IX
i. Introduction

Michael Simpson argues that Olympian IX revolves around the idea of replacement.! Old
myths give way to new ones, old poets to new poets, old kings to new kings. In addition, it is
Pindar’s only extant poem to treat the topic of adoption explicitly. ~As mentioned in the
preceding chapter, Pindar uses the uniquely Theban terminology of placing to describe the
adoption of Opous by Lokros: evdpoavOn te dwv flows Betov vidv “and the hero rejoiced to see
his adopted [lit. placed] son”? and codes Lokros” adoption of Opous as an outpouring of divine
kharis to make up for the hero’s deficiencies, lest he become opdavov yeveag “bereaved of
family.”> The language of divine bestowal is carefully interwoven with the language of
adoption, creating a garland of song that localizes its action within the ¢£aipetov Xapitwv...
kamnov “the chosen garden of the graces”# and connects openness to the other to the presence of
Eunomia within a community.

Given this frame, I argue that Olympian IX is not concerned with replacement simply but
with the possibility of choosing one’s own replacement (adoption) and forming synthetic
relationships in order to supplement the deficiencies of the self. I contend that Pindar’s two
clear-cut mythological examples of adoption in the center of the poem provide a roadmap for
understanding Pindar’s coupling of the victor with his proxenos as well as the relationship of the
poet with his client. Furthermore, I suggest that Epharmostos’” ambiguously Greek status

provides Pindar with a clear justification for speaking so directly about the limitations of

1 Simpson (1969) 114.
20.9.62.
30.9.61.
40.9.26.
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hereditary identity, correcting older myths about Opuntian origins (I will compare Hesiod’s
narrative of the Great Flood with Pindar’s), and for advocating for openness to the other.
Finally, I argue that the grammatical ambiguity of Pindar’s claim in line 100 (to d¢ ¢dva
Koatwotov dmav)® challenges the hereditary understanding of the supremacy of nature. I
suggest that under the aegis of divine kharis, the apparent duality of natural and synthetic
bonds dissolves. What is strong in one nature is complemented by the strength of another.
ii. Poem Summary

Olympian IX is a fairly typical Pindaric epinikion in that it covers a great deal of material
and appears to jump from thought to thought rapidly and somewhat disconnectedly. Strophe A
begins with a narration of the original komos for Epharmostos in Olympia, tells briefly the story
of Pelops’ (broadly defined) courtship of Hippodameia, praises the city of Opous, and invokes
the assistance of the Graces for Pindar’s ode. Strophe B introduces and subsequently dismisses
as inappropriate a conflict between Herakles and the Olympian gods Poseidon, Apollo, and
Hades. It then pivots to the narrative of Pyrrha and Deukalion and the Great Flood, ending
with the establishment of Opuntian kings from the stony people Pyrrha and Deukalion created.
Strophe C brings us to the near demise of these kings, which is averted through Zeus” scheme to
give his pregnant paramour to Lokros (the last of the Opuntian kings) as his wife. The king
adopts her son, Opous, and gives over to his heir rule of the city. Pindar uses the figure of
Opous to introduce the topic of proxenia, of which Opous was an avid participant. The poem
then lists some of his proxenoi and their cities ending with Menoitios and his son Patroklos. The
reader is then treated to a moving narrative about the closeness of Patroklos and Achilles which

introduces us at last to the victor and his proxenos Lampromakhos. Strophe D enumerates the

50.9.100. How this should be rendered into English will be discussed in depth below.
48



many victories of Epharmostos and Lampromakhos which culminate in a meditation on nature,
skill, and divine assistance. The strophe then pivots abruptly to a celebration of the local
Boiotian hero cult of Ajax, thereby bringing us from the original komos of Epharmostos in
Olympia to what is assumed to be a celebration of his victory back home in Boiotia.
iii. Synthesis Through Kharis

The opening of Olympian IX, encompassing the first thirty or so lines, introduces the idea
of adoption as a form of divine dispensation. Through the benevolent help of the Graces,
Themis, and Eunomia, Pindar produces the ode which acts as an heir to Epharmostos, ousting
Arkhilokhos as encomiast and by extension Herakles, the subject of his encomium. In so doing,
it introduces the idea of redistribution, replacement, and reception and lays the groundwork for
the possibility of expanding a person’s identity beyond the bonds of biological heredity.

Olympian IX begins with a glance back to the past, remembering the original komos of
Epharmostos at Olympia:

To pev AgxAdxov pnéAog

dPwvaev OAvuTia,

"KaAAvikog” 6 ToLmAdOg kKeXAadWC,
apkeoe Kooviov map'0x0ov dyepovevoat
kwpalovtt pidoic Epaouootw ovv etaigolg

The song of Arkhilokhos,
the one that sounds in Olympia,
the “Kallinikos!” which rings out three times,
sufficed for Epharmostos to lead the way beside the Hill of Kronos
as he partied with his dear friends¢

Pindar’s use of the definite article to followed by the further clarification ‘kKaAAivikos” o

TOMAG0G kexAadws makes it clear that Pindar is referring to a specific song, one that he seems

60.9.1-4.
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to expect his reader to be familiar with.” One of the scholiasts, glossing the appearance of
triploos observes that the “Kallinikos” of Arkhilokhos, a poem originally written in celebration
of Herakles, “was recited three times to the victors”® of the Olympic games. Other possible
interpretations of triploos include the appearance of the word kallinikos within Arkhilokhos’
poem three times or that Epharmostos won on three different occasions or events in the games.
Pindar’s precise meaning is lost, but at any event, the appearance of triploos in Olympian IX
gives the impression of repetition. Arkhilokhos” hymn is neither new nor unusual. It has been
heard sufficiently often that Pindar need only quote one word and his audience knows the
reference.

Another one of the scholiasts quotes the poem in part, giving us some idea of the style
and content:

mveAda kaAAtvike xaipe ava& HodrAelg,

avTog te Kat ToAaog, atyxpnta dvo.

mveAda kaAAtvike xaioe aval HodrAewc.

Twang! Hail lord Herakles beautiful in victory!

and Iolaos himself, the pair of spearmen!

Twang! Hail lord Herakles beautiful in victory!?

The poem is simple, straightforward, and repetitive; it doxeoe “sufficed”0 in the past tense for

Epharmostos kwpalovtt ¢idog “partying with his friends,”” and the immediate and

7 Pavlou (2008) discusses the possibility of intentional intertextuality in the archaic period at
length.
85ch.0.9.1d.
?5ch.0.9.1b.
100.9.3.
10.94.
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impromptu komos following Epharmostos’ victory.’? “But now” aAAa vov, ! the task of praising
the victor must be redistributed to a different poet. The opening pév of the poem anticipates the
weak adversative of ¢, but Pindar disrupts his readers’” expectations by substituting instead the
strong adversative of &AA&, emphasizing further the difference by contrasting the aorist of
aokeoe with vOov and its accompanying prayer—an activity that takes place in the eternal
present. Arkhilokhos and his repetitive poem are thoroughly things of the past.1

The need for a new and person-specific ode'> is predicated upon the fact that a victory
ode functions like an heir which will inherit and preserve the transitory excellence which the
athlete has achieved. While this function is implicit in Olympian IX, Pindar compares his poetry
to a long-desired child in Olympian X. Towards the end of the poem, Pindar observes that
winning in the games without an ode is like getting rich without an heir, for after all:

...TAOVTOG O AaXWV TOLEVA

ETMAKTOV AAAOTQLOV

OVAoKOVTL OTLYEQWTATOG. ..

...wealth left to another man’s

mercenary shepherd

is the most hateful thing to dying men...16
The passage is an indictment of collateral heirs, the members of a person’s family slated to

inherit his possessions in the absence of a biological or adopted son, not of an allotrios per se.

The meaning of the adjective is complicated by its appearance with poimén. The allotrios is

12 Miller (1993) 123. “Though the generic congratulatory effusion [of Arkhilokhos] ‘sufficed’
Epharmostos then, he now needs something both more pointed and more thorough, and this the
speaker exhorts himself to supply.”
130.9.5.
14 One need not even invoke Pindar’s dismissal of Arkhilokhos in Pythian 11.54-56 to argue that
the author does not look favorably upon his forebear in Olympian IX.
15 Miller (1993); see also Simpson (1969).
16.0.10.88-90.
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hateful inasmuch as he is an allotrios poimén, already managing someone else’s flock. That is, the
allotrios is not hateful for being other, but for dividing his attention and obligations between two
different estates.

Moreover, the term poimén and the occupation of watching livestock carry a history of
exploitation and guile. Already in the homeric Hymn to Hermes, the infant deity justifies his
theft of Apollo’s cattle by explaining that he is BovkoAéwv éué kai o¢ “cowherding [himself]
and [his mother].”?” Through sleight of tongue, the trickster god turns theft to care by implying
that the true object of concern in animal husbandry is neither the animal nor its owner, but
whoever happens to be BovioAéwv “herding” them. In short, for Hermes, an allotrios poimén is
looking out for himself, not his master or his livestock. Likewise, as Thrasymachus argues in
the Republic, toug mowpuévag 1) tovg BovkoAovg “shepherds and cowherds”!® are not genuinely
looking out for the good of their animals but are planning to exploit them for their own aims. In
addition, Kathryn Gutzwiller observes that as early as the fourth century, the verb fovkoAéw is
documented as meaning “cheat” or “deceive.”? Pindar is thus situated well within a tradition
of crafty and not altogether trustworthy herdsman.

As such, Pindar’s allotrios poimén is guilty by association. Not only does he see his
inheritance as something separate from himself, an income over and above his expected
portion, he sees it as something fundamentally exploitable—to be used and discarded as
needed. This reading rules out the possibility of the allotrios poimén being an adopted son, for as
discussed in the previous chapter, adoption law throughout Greece demands the severance of

the adoptee from his natural paternal family. Thus, Pindar is not calling any non-biological

7Hom. Hymn to Hermes 167; Gutzwiller (2006) 282.
18 Plato, Rep.1.343b.
19 Gutzwiller (2006) 387.
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inheritor “most hateful.” Rather, he is saying that seeing one’s estate, so tenderly cared for in
life, amalgamated into an outsider’s possessions, stolen like the cattle of Apollo, and exploited
for an outsider’s aims is hateful. Lacking an heir terrifies because it means not only the death of
the body, but the death of the self, a metaphorical exposure in the wasteland of old age.?’ The
external trappings of individuality are assimilated into those of someone else.

Olympian X implies that like the childless adult, the ode-less athlete fades into long lists
of champions, his individuality obscured by a multitude of names. However, a poem, like an
heir, can preserve the self. The poet goes onto explain:

Kkal 0tav kaAa £0atg aowag dteg,

Aynoidap’, eic Aida otaxOpov

avne knta, kevea mvevoalg £moge HoxXOw PoaxL Tt TeQmVov.

And when a man who has done beautiful deeds,

Hagesidamos, arrives at the finish line of Hades

without a song, breathing empty breaths, he has made a short delight of his toil.?!

Here, the poem is very literally what allows the dead person’s life to have meaning after death;
it provides a mechanism of outlasting mortality, much as leaving behind children to preserve
one’s family and grave cult would. Arriving at Hades without an original song to one’s name is
parallel to dying without a unique heir and leaving one’s property to an allotrios poimén. Pindar
frames his poem as an heir to the barren athleticism of the victor and the generic encomiastic
hymns sung at Olympia. His poetry is a child—an adopted child.

With this in mind, we can return to the opening of Olympian X where Pindar offers his

poem late but in earnest explaining that dpwe d¢ Aboat duvatog ofetav Empopday TOKog

20 As Lacey (1984) 37 observes, “succession of distant kinsmen to one’s possessions was a
serious misfortune to be avoided by all possible means, and a man’s clan as a body with
corporate aspirations and corporate religious bonds seems quite foreign.”
21.0.10.91-93.
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Ovatav “in the same way tokos can dissolve the fierce reproach of mortals.”?? Gildersleeve has
observed that Pindar is employing the language of debt;?? his poem, delivered after its due date,
is not just payment but payment with interest, which supposedly makes up for its tardiness.
The financial meaning of tékog made obvious by the appearance of 0dpeidw a few lines earlier
is, of course, a calcified metaphor from its literal meaning, which Pindar must also have in
mind. Given the opportunity to pun, Pindar usually takes it>* And he surely means us to
understand fokos both as interest and child, especially considering the imagery of poetic
inheritance discussed above. Even more than payment with interest, the presence of a child or
tokos dissolves the reproach of others. And taken together with Pindar’s reference to an allotrios
poimén, it seems clear that he is encouraging us to see his poem as a fokos in both senses.

The financial sense of tokos, however, carries interesting implications for adoption as
well. The word is itself a metaphor. Interest is the offspring of the initial loan. However, unlike
organic offspring, interest is paid over and above the original sum. It is not simply a
replacement of the money which has been given; it is repayment and then some. Pindar figures
his poem as a fokos, thereby implying that his poem does not simply preserve or replace the
identity of the victor after death. Rather, his poem adds to it. Likewise, an adopted heir does
not simply continue the family as it was; he is not simply a replacement for his adoptive father.
Rather, the heir assumes the father’s position and roles but brings something new and enriching
with him. While the allotrios poimén sees the dead man’s estate as an enrichment of himself at
the expense of the deceased, the adopted son offers further enrichment to the adopter’s family

and possessions.

22.0.10.9.
2 Gildersleeve (1970) 213.
24 Cf. N.2.10-12; Kurke (1991) 37.
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This possibility is further developed in Olympian IX. Pindar’s ode to Epharmostos acts
as an adopted heir replacing and adding onto the collateral heir represented by Arkhilokhos’
hymn, an allotrios poimén shepherding all Olympic victors together. While a hackneyed old tune
might suffice for a raucous and drunken night in the hills of Olympia, it does not offer longevity
to the glory Epharmostos has won himself in wrestling. As Michael Simpson observes:

...the song of Archilochos could fit anyone successful in the games since it lacked

both the name of a victor and particulars of a contest. Pindar’s ode, by contrast,

is of greater value to Epharmostos because, composed specifically for him and

devoted exclusively to him, it articulates the significance of the victory for his

life, and so, like the achievements of Epharmostos which it celebrates, it is a

source of honor and renown for him.?>
In The Traffic in Praise, Leslie Kurke argues that athletic victories facilitate the sharing of honor
between generations of a family, bestowing on a son the glory of his father and vice versa,
collectively reinforcing with the help of Pindar’s poetics the idea of a family’s excellent phua.?¢
As Simpson observes above, Olympian IX is something that both gives honor and renown to
Epharmostos and receives from Epharmostos the material with which to create that honor
(namely, the fact of his victory). Thus, the relationship between Epharmostos and the ode
closely parallels the relationship Kurke develops between a victor and his family or community.
But, while Kurke’s argument rests upon the idea of a shared phua or nature, the capacity for the
ode to bring honor to Epharmostos depends precisely on its alterity. An ode is an entirely

different sort of thing from an athletic victor, and this difference in nature is essential for the

relationship between the two things to function.

% Simpson (1969) 115.
26 Kurke (1991).
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Pindar’s replacement of Arkhilokhos implies the accompanying replacement of Herakles
by an Opuntian.?’ Born to Amphitryon (a native of Tiryns) and Alkmene in Thebes,?® Herakles
is the quintessential Greek hero, as the Kallinikos’s applicability to any Olympic victor implies.
But as a child of Opuntian Lokris, Epharmostos’ identity as a “Greek hero” is fundamentally in
doubt. Rather than relying on the customary encomium, the victor seeks one based mpo&evia
d'ageta T “on proxenia and excellence.”? Given his ambiguous position, he chooses the
synthetic and “private networks”30 that undergirded proxenia over a hereditary Hellenic
identity. In Hellenicity, Jonathan Hall argues that “the Thessalians... endowed the terms
‘Hellenes’ and ‘Hellas” with an ethnic significance in order to exclude the “perioikic’ populations
of Central Greece and promote their own hegemonic claims within central Greece.”®! Such a
move would exclude populations like the East Lokrians (in Opous), who could not trace their
descent from Hellen and his sons in the Hesiodic genealogy,3? the urtext of Greek ethnic identity
(though regional variations occur).3* Contributing to Epharmostos’ insecurity is the fact that
hellenicity was required to compete in the Olympic games3* A sore loser might protest
Epharmostos” victory because he did not fit the requirements of Greekness. But by signaling
that Epharmostos can replace the most Greek of heroes, Pindar’s ode suggests that aoeta,®

which may bloom anywhere, should be the true criterion of identity, and not heredity. The

27 Simpson (1969) 119.
28 Cf. N.1.
29 0.9.83-84.
30 Mack (2015) 102.
31 Hall (2002) 7.
32 Hesiod, Cat. fr. 9-10.
33 West (1985) 169-170; Hall (2002) 28-29.
34 Herodotus, Histories 5.22.2.
35 0.9.15.
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chosen relationship of a foreign victor and his proxenos,3¢ a term which “emphasized the foreign
status of the community from which the recipients came,”? triumphs over ties of blood as
represented by the Games” demand for Greekness.

Pindar offers precedent for the redistribution of Olympian honor to a foreigner by
describing the location itself as to &1 mote AvdOg fjows ITéAoy / €éEqpato k&dAALoTOV €dVOV
Tnmodapeiag “the very one which once a Lydian hero, Pelops, carried off for himself as the
loveliest dowry of Hippodameia.”3® Pindar notably identifies Pelops not by his Greek ties to
Mycenae and the Atreidai, but by his country of origin—Lydia.*® Moreover, the verb ¢£aiow in
the middle voice implies a reward either for labor or some feat of prowess, such as an athletic
competition®* And, Hippodameia’s dowry calls to mind the first horse-race at Olympia,
culminating in Pelops’ victory, his wedding to the Greek Hippodameia, and his accession as
king of Elean Pisa.#! This Lydian is the original victor of Olympia, and Pindar’s reference to
him directly after Arkhilokhos’ sufficient but unoriginal hymn to Herakles implies that the
foreigner is a better archetype for subsequent victors than the ultra-Hellenic son of Zeus.

Pelops’ accession as king of Pisa is paired with Pindar’s own accession as Olympian
poet which follows swiftly upon Pindar’s invocation:

AAAX VOV EkaToBOAwY Mowoav &mo toEwv
Al te PovIKooTEQOTIAV TEUVOV T ETTIVELAL

3 (0.9.83-84. moo&evia d'ageta T NABOV / Tipudoos... “I have come to give honor on account
of proxenia and areta...” Pindar is clearly framed as Epharmostos’ proxenos.
37 Mack (2015) 209.
3 0.9.9-10.
3 Cf. 0.1.24-25 where Pindar refers to Pelops again as Avddg and additionally describes him as
founding an amowia “settlement.”
0 “¢Eaipw.” LS].
41 Cf. Pausanias 5.7; 0.1.70-71.
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axpwtroov AAdOg

tol0l0d¢e BéAeooLy,

70 O1) mote AvdOg

eEdpoato kKaAAoTov £dvov Trimodapelog

but now, from the bows of the far-shooting Muses,

share Zeus the crimson-thunderer and the holy

hill of Elis

with arrows like these,

the hill of Elis which once a Lydian

carried off for himself as the loveliest dowry of Hippodameia*?
Pindar’s use of the verb émvéuw is peculiar. In earlier texts, the verb does not appear in the
middle voice as will be discussed below. And, the examples of it in the middle in later texts are
predominantly (though not exclusively) metaphorical 3 This has posed interpretive difficulties
for scholars like Timothy Bryan Smith who seek to explain why the pious Pindar would take
aim or trespass on Zeus.** An examination of the verb’s use in the corpus, however, reveals that
Pindar uses it with an animate subject (as implied by the command), which contravenes its
metaphorical use in other authors, wherein fire or arrows or customs or some other inanimate
entity spreads or encroaches upon some accusative direct object.*> Here, however, the arrows
are in an instrumental or complementary dative, and the subject is the bow’s operator. Thus it
does not grammatically coincide with the other metaphorical uses of the verb.

Moreover, it does not appear in the middle at all and is never used metaphorically
before Pindar. Thus, Pindar may be innovating in his use of the verb, and the metaphorical

usage may derive from Pindar’s use in this ode. As such, any interpretation of Olympian IX

must take into account the literal and pre-Pindaric meaning of the verb. In Homer, the verb

42.0.9.5-10.
43 Its metaphorical usage means something along the lines of “spread” or “encroach.” Cf.
Herodotus 5.101, Thucydides 2.54, Appian 4.4.25. “¢muvépw.” LS.
44 Smith (2015) 818.
45 See note 43 for reference passages.
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appears exclusively in conjunction with its simple form, véuw, and in every instance it is used
to describe multiple people sharing the role of host by co-distributing food at a meal. For
instance, in Iliad Book 9, we see that ITatookAog pév ottov éA@v émévelpe toaméln / kadoig
€V KavEéoLow, ataQ koéa velpev AxiAAevg “Patroklos, after taking food, shared it with the table
in beautiful baskets, but Achilles doled out the meat.”4¢ Again, in Book 24, the exact formula
recurs with the now dead Patroklos replaced by Automedon: Avtopédwv d'doa ottov AV
gmévete toaméln / KaAoig év kavéolow ataQ koéa velpev AxiAAevg “and then Automedon,
after taking food, shared it with the table in beautiful baskets, but Achilles doled out the
meat.”¥  In the Odyssey, the poet again uses it in close proximity to its simple form,
commenting: kUmeAAx d¢ velpe ovpwtge. / oltov d¢ o émévepne PAoitiog, GQXAHOS
avdov, / kaldoig év kavéolow, éwvoxoet d¢ MeAavBelg “and the swineherd doled out the
drinking cups, and Philoitios, best of men, shared food with them in beautiful baskets, and
Melantheus poured the wine.”#® Given these examples, the poet is most likely deploying
éruvépw for the sake of variatio, and in the Homeric poems at least, the two verbs appear to be
roughly synonymous.

In Appian, however, writing in the second century AD, érmuvépw appears with the same
literal implication of sharing, but in the middle voice and unaccompanied by its simple form.
This usage disproves Smith’s claim and the scholarly consensus that “[iJn the middle voice
é¢mvépw is used strictly metaphorically,”# although the discrepancy in time could account for

the peculiarity of Appian’s usage. Its similarity to Pindar’s deployment of the verb, however,

46]1.9.216-217.
4711. 24.625-626.
48 Od. 20.253-255.
4 Smith (2015) 818.
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suggests that while the metaphorical use of émvéuw may have been predominant in the
Classical period, its literal use was still a valid possibility. Of Augustus’ land reforms, Appian
writes: kal at moAewg Nélovv v TtaAlav anacav émvelpaoBal o €oyov 1) €v dAANAaig
dxAaxetv “and the cities deemed all of Italy worthy to have a share in the burden or to divide
it amongst themselves by lot.”> Here, distributors are also receivers of the commodity (in this
case, the burden of providing land for Octavius’ veterans), and vice versa, whereas in Homer,
distribution of the commodity (food) was reserved to a few and reception for all. Pindar’s
usage seems to parallel Appian’s. In both cases, a sentient subject is acting upon the limited
resource of land—Italy and the hill at Elis.

By asking the Muses to “share Zeus the crimson-thunderer and the holy hill of Elis” in
the middle, he implies that they are participating in his creative act, not the sole authors of it.
They do not bestow his topic upon him as Patroklos would offer food to guests. Pindar’s
relationship with the Muses is a reciprocal relationship of exchange, not a vertical relationship
of gift.5! Both Pindar and the Muses have a valid claim on the territory of Olympia, but they
share it amongst each other as Achilles would share his role of host with his xenos Patroklos.>
Thus, Pindar’s request that the Muses émiveipar Olympia with him seems not only an
indication of mutual creativity but also of familial or near familial status. Pindar is a xenos or
proxenos of the muses—relationships which, in human circles, closely paralleled adoption. A

relief above an Athenian decree depicts a proxenos as the foster-child of the city.® Likewise, both

0 Appian, The Civil Wars 5.2.12.
51 Cf. Steiner (1986) 41: “poem remains the joint creation of [the Muses] and the poet’s nature.”
520.9.75.
5 Herman (1987) 137.
60



literary and real xenoi took over the role of parent of their deceased friends’ children.>* As such,
Pindar shares in both their territory and their weapons, ano t6&wv... towotode BéAecov “from
your bows... to arrows like mine.”>

In keeping with the imagery of arrows, Pindar concludes the invocation with the double
command:

TTeQOEVTA O 'lel YAvkUV

[TVBWVD 'OLOTOV” OVTOL XapALTETEWY AOYWV €paeat,

AvOQ0C APl maAatopuaoty GoguLyy EAeAllwv

kAewag €€ Omdevtog

and send a sweet winged arrow

to Pytho; do NOT hold onto words that fall down to the earth,

while setting the harp aquiver about the wrestling wins

of a man from famous Opous®
The commands would be rather presumptuous if directed to the Muses—as if they would ever
cling to words that fall down—and seem to second the above interpretation that Pindar’s
creation is as much his own offering as it is an act of divine dispensation. Likewise, his
commands are as much directives for himself as they are requests for help from the Muses. He
is reminding himself, not the goddesses, to avoid unsuccessful words and comparisons. In
addition, the words recall Pindar’s spleen towards Arkhilokhos from the opening lines of the
poem. The identity of the laudandus as a man €& ‘Omndevtog “from Opous,””” a man of disputed
Hellenic identity, specifically demands that his encomium in particular not fall down to the

earth. The hackneyed, Hellenic, Heraklean anthem of Arkhilokhos is precisely what the poet

must avoid when praising this son of Lokris. Thus, when Pindar later invokes Herakles as an

> Herman (1987) 22. Interestingly, without formally adopting the child, thereby leaving him
free to inherit from his deceased biological father.
%5.0.9.5,9.
56.0.9.11-14.
57.0.9.14.
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exemplar of his point, he is obliged to scold himself: &né pot Adyov / tovtov, otéua, oupov
“spit this word out, mouth!”5® In a self-directed command parallel to the one just discussed in
line 12, Pindar makes his second and last mention of the term Adyog, thereby linking the two
imperatives. He must avoid stories/ words that fall down to the earth and this particular story.
And immediately, Pindar excises not just Herakles but Adyoc from the poem’s vocabulary,
thereby linking the rejection of Herakles and Arkhilokhos with the rejection of Adyot that fall
down to the earth.

Before his final dismissal of Herakles, Pindar returns to the theme of his relationship
with the goddesses, commenting:

ayyeAlav éppw tavtay,

el OOV TVL Lo TTaAd
¢Ealpetov Xapitwv vEpopal KATIOV
KELVAL YAQ WTaoav T TEmV~ ayaBol
0¢ xat codot kata datpov avdpeg

gyévovt .

I will send this message

if with an assigned hand

I share with myself the chosen garden of the Graces,

for they grant delights; and men

become good and wise through a god.>
His ability to spread the news of Epharmostos’ victory is dependent upon the dispensation
(Omaoav) of the Graces just as his excellence and skill (ayaBot / d¢ kat codot) are dependent
upon a god (kata daipov’). Their dispensation bestows upon Pindar the “delights” which are

enjoyed by those who share in the Graces’ garden. And yet, Pindar’s appearance within the

garden is not simply framed as divine benefaction; rather, the poet makes himself the subject of

58 (0.9.35-36.
59.0.9.25-29.
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the condition’s protasis, claiming to distribute to himself (vépouat) the garden of the Graces.
Of course, vépw in the middle carries its own metaphorical weight, suggesting not simply
distribution but habitation and harvest as well—senses necessarily invoked by the connection
with a garden (kamov) and its delights.®0 Pindar is not simply a passerby in the Graces” Garden.
It is a space that he can comfortably claim to inhabit and even tend c0Ov Tvt powwWiw mTaAaua
“with an assigned hand.”¢! His participation in the Graces’ Garden is assigned, dispensed, and
accepted by him, making him not a passive recipient of godly favor but something closer to an
adopted son, whose consent and participation is as necessary for the transformation as the
goodwill of the adopter.

Moreover, the appearance of véuw’s compound from some twenty lines before also in
reference to the poet’s relationship to his divine patronesses begs for some semantic borrowing
between the two lines. The fact that véuw and émvéuw are so closely linked in Homeric Greek
further suggests their connection in Olympian IX as well. Thus, Pindar’s relationship with the
Graces is parallel to his relationship with the Muses. Both verbs appear in the middle, and both
refer to Pindar’s relationship with a space associated with divinity. So close is Pindar to the
goddesses that he is allowed to take part in their divine dispensation, as evinced by making
himself the subject of these middle verbs. From them, he receives the skill necessary to be a
poet (codoi),®2 which he shares out to his clients and proxenoi through his poetic kharis.

But, as the middle verbs imply, the sharing is not so much a directional activity from the

Graces to Pindar or vice versa but a virtue of the space they cohabit. As an agathos,% Pindar is

00 “véuw.”LS].
61 0,9.25.
62 0,9.28.
63 0.9.28.
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obliged to repay a gift of kharis.** Yet, the nature of poetic skill is such that the only way to
repay the debt of kharis is to make use of one’s god-given skill in praising the gods. Thus,
Pindar depicts the goddesses as offering a kind of kharis whose repayment is reception and the
delight of use. It is reciprocal, not because a fitting return-gift is given, but because the
enjoyment of the gift is its recompense. The x&oig “Xapitwv” the grace “of the Graces”® is
properly figured by the image of indwelling. Pindar’s habitation in the garden (¢€aigetov
Xapttwv vépouat karov “I dwell in the chosen garden of the Graces”)® fundamentally
changes his nature. Now, he is a resident of a divine realm and as such worthy to adjudicate the
participation of others in that realm. Essentially, he has become an heir. Pindar thus finds a
divine model in the Graces for the paradigm of adoption that he will present in the middle
section of the ode, a paradigm in which the roles of giver and receiver are so entwined that it
becomes impossible to say precisely who adopts whom, father or son. Like the garden of the
Graces, adoption is a space that adopter and adoptee enter together.

In addition, both forms of véuw appear beside a form of the verb ¢€aipw, which acts as a
descriptor of the direct object of véuw. Distribution and the carrying off of a choice and merited
gift are fundamentally entangled. In lines 6-10, the direct object of émiveipar is the hill of Elis
which Pelops é¢£aoato “carried off for himself.”¢” In like manner, the direct object of vépopat in
line 27 is the garden of the Graces identified as éEaipetov “chosen.” In the first instance,
émivelpat precedes éEaoarto; in the latter, éaipetov precedes véuopat. The arrangement of

these parallel moments creates a 22 line chiastic ring composition in the center of which is:

64 Scott (1984) 2.
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av Oéuic Buyatne t€ ol cwTea AéAoyxev
pneyaAoddofoc Evvouta. OaAAeL d agetaioy...

she whom Themis and her daughter the savior
famous Eunomia got by lot. And she blooms with excellences...%

The object of AéAoyxev refers back to the preceding line and is none other than the city Opous
and her son, Epharmostos. By lot, yet another form of orderly dispensation, the goddesses
Themis and Eunomia, one of the Horai, obtain as adopted children the city of Opous and by
extension all her citizens.

Themis and Eunomia stand together at the center of this elaborate ring composition.
They are overseers of an order mediated by choice (¢£alow), sharing (véuw), and the orderly
dispensation outlined above rather than the claims of blood. It is no accident, then, that their
very names imply the synthetic or artificial aspect of the system which they ordain. Themis of
course is derived from tiOnpt, the verb which in Chapter One we saw used in Pindar’s Thebes
to specify adoption. Her name likewise refers to “that which is laid down, or established.”®
Moreover, the presence of Eunomia evokes the nomos-physis debate which raged in the fifth and
fourth centuries.”? And yet, whether or not he is aware of the debate, Pindar deftly avoids
taking a side. While describing an adoptive, non-biological relationship between gods and
human beings—a relationship that could be classified under the category of nomos as opposed
to physis—he reveals the very goddesses involved as participating in a biological kinship group.

Eunomia is the daughter of Themis.

68 0.9.15-16.
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Moreover, their governance O&AAeL O’ apetatow “blossoms with excellences.””? Pindar
expresses the superiority of choice over heredity through a vegetal metaphor—the ne plus ultra
of physis imagery. In Olympian IX, we learn that an order predicated upon choice and
distribution, one which is synthetic, where a foreign body has been placed into a new
environment is more conducive to human flourishing than one that assumes the inherited
excellence of heredity. Pindar is transplanted into the garden of the Graces; the city of Opous is
redistributed to Themis and Eunomia, going on to blossom into a garden of excellence. The
persistence of vegetal imagery combined with the theme of introducing something new reminds
one of the practice of grafting. The foreign body of a fruit-bearing branch is grafted onto a tree
with a heartier trunk but less abundant fruit. Adoption, like grafting, creates a synthetic union
wherein continued vitality flows reciprocally between adopter and adoptee. And, in Pindar’s
cosmos, this synthetic life is linked to the presence of law and order or their divinized forms of
Themis and Eunomia. In addition, this mention of areta anticipates the only other instance of
the word in the poem in line 83 which links areta specifically with the chosen relationship of
proxenia.”> Yet another form of synthetic relationship governed by convention (nomos), proxenia
grafts a member of one polis onto another, while still maintaining his original identity.”?

Adding to this contrast between chosen excellence and heredity is the position of Themis
and Eunomia between the aforementioned references to Arkhilokhos and Herakles and words
that fall to the ground. Unlike their orderly and flourishing domain, the world of Herakles and

his poet, the natural heirs of Olympia, is characterized by violence between gods and humans:

71.0.9.16.
720.9.83.
73 “Proxenia was an honorific status bestowed by poleis on non-citizens who thereby became
their proxenoi. The grant of proxenia expressed a formal relationship of friendship between polis
and proxenos.” Mack (2015) 1.
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between the human and Olympian realms.

... TG &v TLvdovtog ‘H-

QakA€éNG okvTaAoV TivaEe xeQotv,
avik'audpt IToAov otaOeig foewe [Mooeway,
Noewev 0¢ Vv doYLeéw TOEw ToAepICwV
DoiBog, oVd Aldag dxivitav €xe 0APBdOV,
Pootea cwUaO’ & katdyet KolAav TEOG dyviay
Ovaokoviwv; aTo potL Adyov
TOVTOV, OTOUA, QUpOoV’
émel 10 ye Aowopnoat Beovg
€x00d codla, kat tO xavxaoHatl maga KoV
Havialoty OTTOKQEKEL.
un vov AaAdyet ta tot-

avt’. 'Ea moéAepov pdxav te maoav
XwOLS dBavatv.

...for how else could
Herakles have shaken the club in his hands

against the trident
when Poseidon took his stand at Pylos and attacked him,
and Phoibos waged war with the silver bow
and attacked him, and Hades did not hold motionless his staff
with which he leads mortal bodies down to the hollow paths
of the dead? Spit this word
out, mouth!
since it is a bad skill
to rebuke the gods, and to croak out at the wrong time
strums together with madness.
Now don'’t prattle on about such

things. Leave war and every battle
separate from the gods.7+

The abortive narrative arises ostensibly as an explanation of Pindar’s claim that ayaBoi d¢ kati
oodot Katx dalpov’avdoes / éyévovt “men became good and skillful according to a god.”75

Yet, the divine origin of Herakles” excellence, unlike that of Pindar, is exemplified by conflict

narrative are described as otaBeig “taking a stand” and moAeniCwv “waging war.” Whatever

74.0.9.30-41.
75.0.9.28-30.
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the goodness and wisdom that Herakles exemplifies, it is of a different character than that
described elsewhere in the poem. Yet, the question of how Herakles could shake his club
against Poseidon, Apollo, and Hades katx daipov’ remains unanswered, for Pindar exclaims
amnd pot Adyov / tovtov, otoua, oupov “spit this word out, mouth!”7¢ Not only are Herakles’
exploits malapropos of the ode, but as Pindar goes on to explain, Aowopnoat Oeovs / éxOoa
oodla, kal to xavxacat maga kaov / pavicow Dmokpékel “it is a bad skill to rebuke the
gods, and to croak out at the wrong time strums together with madness.””” The appearance of
cooia after codot in line 28 suggests that whatever skill Herakles displays by going to war with
the gods is an £x0oa codia, and for Pindar to speak of it further would be to xavxaoOat mapax
Kooy “croak out at the wrong time” and AaA&yel T towavt” “prattle on about such things”
that should not be prattled about.

Herakles” war on the Olympians has received a deal of attention in an attempt to find
the source for Pindar’s unusual and unfamiliar (to us) myth as well as to answer why Pindar
would introduce a myth only to reject it a few lines later.”® Molyneux links the meaning of
Pindar’s rejection to the origin of the myth itself which is unattested in other accounts, thereby
creating a conundrum that we do not have the data to solve. By contrast, Simpson’s reading of
the passage localizes it within the broader context of the poem, seeing it as an extension of the
theme of replacement: Pindar rejects Herakles to replace him with Opous.””  Accordingly,
Simpson views the myth’s unsuitability as an aspect of its untimeliness.®® I am inclined to agree

with Simpson. Pindar does not declare the myth false; rather, he considers it an exercise of

76 0.9.35-36.
77.0.9.37.
78 See Molyneux (1972); Bowra (1964); Simpson (1962).
79 Simpson (1969) 121.
80 Simpson (1969) 115.
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éxBoa codia “bad skill” and mapx kapdv “at the wrong time.”8! Like Herakles” war against
the Olympian gods, praising Herakles is a rare feat, one that likely demands divine guidance
and skill, but in the context of Olympian IX it is hateful, untimely, and resonant with mania.
Pindar’s reasons for dismissing the myth encapsulate the unsuitability of Herakles himself.
Although he possesses great skill, he makes that skill hateful to the world around him by
applying it at an inappropriate time and in a manner suggesting madness (against the gods)—
the ultimate fate of the demigod.
iv. Mythical Adoptions

The rejection of Herakles heralds the introduction of a new hero. Pindar launches into a
catalogue of adoptions from the mythical world that undermines the concept of identity as
predicated upon birth while simultaneously affirming the notion that men become good and
skilled by the grace of a god. These myths develop the idea of a synthetic identity as introduced
in the opening of the poem and further develop upon the involvement of divine kharis in the
creation of that identity. The first mythological example of adoption is Pyrrha and Deukalion
and their AiBwvov yovov “stony children.”®? Pindar introduces the myth by turning away from
the traditional flood narrative that depicts conflict between humans and immortals, instead
describing how:

...aloAoPeévta Aog aloa

[Topoa AevkaAiwyv te ITagvaooov kataPdvte

dOHOV €0EVTO TTEWTOV, ATEQ O EVVAS OUODAUOV

ktiooacav AlBvov yovov’

...by the dispensation of thundering Zeus
Pyrrha and Deukalion going down together from Parnassus

81.0.9.37.
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placed their first home, and without a marriage bed
together produced a homodemos stony family.83

We encounter the couple for the first time descending from Mount Parnassus after the mythical
flood. Pindar’s use of the dual (katafavte, ktioocoBbav) emphasizes both their cooperation
with one another and their utter loneliness. At no other moment is the dual quite so apropos or
so poignant. For a brief period, there are only two humans in existence and they operate as one.
Yet, despite their connection with one another, they are in a state of profound eremia, marooned
on a mountaintop—the typical site of infant exposure—and deprived of family or city. As they
descend from the mountain, they are able to refound a demos, creating without a bed (ateo
0’evvac) a homodemos family.

Pindar accentuates the irony of a gonos created without intercourse by calling it
homodamos as well; although there is no possibility of a biological connection between Pyrrha,
Deukalion, and their stony children, they form a synthetic demos together which, like the realm
of Themis and Eunomia and the garden of the Graces, is united not by kinship but a common
purpose. Ironically, it is the very absence of biological ties that allows the gonos to become a
demos. Rather than waiting for a quantity of biological children to be born and grow up, the
couple is immediately surrounded by the children they share with the earth. Pindar specifies
that Pyrrha and Deukalion é0evto “placed” their first home. They established it, but in the
idiom of Thebes, they also adopted it and (as the middle voice implies) are adopted by it. Their
adoption is not simply of the stony children but of the earth from which they are made. Their
adoption of the earth itself expedites the process of repopulating the world and provides a city

and family to their loneliness.

83.0.9.42-45.
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The couple’s eremia and establishment of a new home are also framed as Awog aioq “by
the dispensation of Zeus.”#* GianBattista d’Alessio observes that the Hesiodic Catalogue of
Women emphasizes Zeus as the cause of human suffering, while Pindar identifies him as its
alleviation: Znvog téxvaig avanwty eEaidpvag / avtAov éAety “by the arts of Zeus an ebb-tide
suddenly drained the flood.”®> His dispensation and skills permit Pyrrha and Deukalion’s
survival and their adoption of a new family and demos. The utter loneliness of the de-peopled
world forces them to reconnect with the earth itself. Of the stony race Pindar comments: Aaot
d’'ovouacBev “they were called people,”® punning on the similarity of Aaac meaning stone
and Aaog meaning people. Pindar accentuates how the adoption of the AiBwvov yévov “stony
family” by Pyrrha and Deukalion not only raises up offspring and a city for the lonely and
isolated pair, but also imbues the very earth with humanity and life, transforming lithoi into laoi
and eremia—not as an abstract concept, but as a physical reality—into community.

Their attitude is one of radical receptivity. Finding themselves isolated in the wilderness
of Lokris, with the entire human race except themselves extirpated, Pyrrha and Deukalion are in
a position of total eremia, cut off from family, city, and offspring. However, instead of raging
against the gods as does Herakles in the abortive myth mentioned above, they accept the aioa
“dispensation” of Zeus. Their adoption of the stony family gives them not only children with

whom to share their new home but, as argued above, a demos as well. Indeed, in line 41 Pindar

84 0.9.42.
85 (0.9.52-53; d’Alessio (2005) 220-221. D’ Alessio points out how Zeus is framed as the end not
beginning of the flood in Pindar’s account and argues that Zeus cannot be framed as a wholly
benevolent figure in the Catalogue given his ultimate plan for the destruction of the majority of
the human race (with the exemption of the heroes).
86 0.9.46.
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refers to Protogeneia, suggesting his awareness of a tradition®” in which Pyrrha and Deukalion
go on to have their own biological children. In the Hesiodic Catalogue, we learn:

KOVQT) 0’ €V HEYAQOLOLV &YavoL AgVKaAIwVOS

[Tarvdwoen Al matol Oev oNHAVTOQL TTAVTWV

uixOeio’&v Aot téie loawcov pevexdouny...

and in his halls the daughter of noble Deukalion,

Pandora, after making love with Zeus father of the gods and leader of all,

gave birth to battle-delighting Graikos....%
According to the tradition, sterility does not oblige Pyrrha and Deukalion to adopt; rather, as
Pindar draws out, the stony people are a part of Zeus’ aloa and téxvag,® an answer to the
devastation of the great flood and an acknowledgement of the human need for companionship
beyond the nuclear family. It is openness to divine will, not desperation, that fuels Pyrrha and
Deukalion’s acceptance of synthetic men into their family and city. Likewise, while the
Hesiodic account excludes the Lokrians from Hellenic identity, Pindar’s account writes them
into Pyrrha and Deukalion’s family tree to such an extent that they supersede even the
prominence of Hellen (who does not appear in any of Pindar’s Odes). Thus, especially in
contradistinction to the Hesiodic Catalogue, Pindar’s account highlights divine kharis rather than
vengeance or indifference and replaces blood-ties with synthetic families and cities.

Pindar also emphasizes how this chosenness coincides with the gracious dispensation of
Zeus:

L AEyovTL pav

x00va pev katakAvoat péAatvav
voatog oBévog, AAAGK

87 West (1985) 52 argues for Protogeneia’s presence in the Catalogue of Women as the daughter of
Pyrrha and Deukalion.
88 Sch.0.9.62b, d; Hesiod, Cat. fr. 5.
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ZNvog TéXvals AvAanwty EEalpvag

avtAov éAetv. Ketvwv d'éoav
XaAK&oTIdEC DETEQOL TTROYOVOL

apxaBev, Tamtetiovidog GpUTAAG

KOVQOL KoQAV Katl ¢peptdtwv Kooviday,
£yxwotot BaciAneg atet

...Truly they say
that the black earth was inundated
by the strength of water—but suddenly

by the skills of Zeus an ebb-tide
snatched away the flood. And from these came
your bronze-shielded forebears
from of old, the sons of the daughters
of Tapetus’ shoot and of the strongest sons of Kronos,
autochthonous kings forever®
The couple’s adoption of the stony race does not merely make men out of stones; it brings forth
an autochthonous race, Tametiovidog GpUTAag / KkovEol kopav kai Peoratwv Koovidav,
gyxwotot PaoiAnes aiel “sons of daughters of Iapetos’ stock and of the strongest of the
Kronidai, autochthonous kings forever.””! These autochthonous kings can only be called the
sons of the daughters of Iapetos’ stock by adoption. Pyrrha and Deukalion are both the
grandchildren of the Titan, and the crushing loneliness of eremia that leads them to make
children out of stones is what allows for the citizens of the future city of Opous to be both
autochthonous and titanic. In the context of this myth, the word éyxdotog begs for a literal
translation. Not only are the descendants of these two native to Lokris; they are ¢£ xwoov, born
from the ground itself, which I have translated above as “autochthonous.”

Their connection to the Kronidai, however, is as yet unclear. Pindar ironically follows

the adverb atel with a motv clause, spilling across the strophe break:

900.9.49-56.
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melv OAVUTIOC &Y eV
Ovyato dmno yag Emel-
wv Omodevtog dvagnaoals, Ekalog
pixOn MawvaAlaiow év delpaic, kat Eveuev
AokQ, un kabéAoL viv aiwv motuov épdarg
00PaAVOV YEVERG. €XEV D& OTEQUA HEYLOTOV
aAoxog, evPEAavON Te WV 1ows BeToV LIOV
until the Olympian leader,
after carrying off the daughter of Opous
from the land of the Epeians,
made peaceful love to her in the Mainalian glens, and brought
her to Lokros, so that his life grasping its limit would not take him down

an orphan from family. But, his wife carried the greatest
seed, and when he saw it the hero rejoiced at his adopted son”2

The Opuntians remain autochthonous kings forever until Zeus arrives with a pregnant teenager.
The nature of the community is yet again transformed through adoption. To their chthonic and
titanic identities is added an Olympian connection. Now at last, they really are sons of the
daughters of Iapetos’ stock and of the strongest of the Kronidai. The oxymoron of the aiet /
ToLv construction draws attention to the oxymoronic quality of adoption: it transforms while
leaving its object unchanged. Lokros rejoices at his adopted son precisely because he recognizes
that éxev d¢ oméoua péywotov / &Aoxog “his wife was carrying the greatest seed.” The child
remains the son of Zeus, but his adoption enables the failing line of Opuntian kings to be both
changed and preserved.

As with Pyrrha and Deukalion’s hapless ship, which is guided to its resting point by the
techna of Zeus rather than a human helmsman, the Olympian becomes ayepwv again, now
guiding the journey of the unnamed daughter of Opous from her home in the Peloponnese to

her destiny in Lokris. As mentioned above, the scholiast’s reading of the poem identifies this

92.0.9.57-62.
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woman as Protogeneia II, a descendent of Pyrrha and Deukalion through their daughter
Protogeneia I. If the scholiast is correct, the identity of the Opuntians as Tametiovidog pvtAag /
kovpot kopav “the sons of the daughters of Iapetus’ shoot”93 like their identity as children of
the Kronidai% is not fully realized until the second adoption (namely the adoption of Opous by
Lokros) has taken place. According to the scholiast’s view, this second adoption makes
biological the connection between the Opuntians and the children of Iapetus which their
adoption by Pyrrha and Deukalion made only customary, but in so doing it makes customary
their connection to the earth which their stony birth made biological (if such a term can be
used).

In short, the royal family of Lokrian Opous is thoroughly synthetic and simultaneously
deeply natural. The first generation of Opuntians are both born and harvested. Pindar’s
emphasis on the cooperation between Pyrrha and Deukalion as they ktiooaoBav AiBwov
vovov “founded together a stony family”% suggests that the unconventional birth of the stony
kings is not so much an aberration from natural human reproduction as an unexpectedly vivid
experience of the generativity of reality of which human sexuality is one part. There is
something intimate and human in the shared labor and co-creation of Pyrrha and Deukalion,
something reminiscent of yet different from the intimate humanity of sexual reproduction. The
creation of these people arises not out of a test tube or some human intervention into nature but

out of the responsiveness of Pyrrha and Deukalion to one another, the gods, and the earth.
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By contrast, in the Catalogue of Women, Hesiod with his typical misogyny excises Pyrrha
from the narrative entirely:

nrot Yoo Aokpog AeAéywv 1ynoato Aawv,

ToLg Od mote Koovidng Zevg adpOita undea eldwe

Aextoug €k 'aing AAOYE mope AevkaAiwve

For indeed Lokros was the leader of the Leleges people,

whom Zeus the Son of Kronos knowing immortal schemes

once gave to Deukalion as ROCKS/PEOPLE picked from Gaia”
In Hesiod’s telling there is no responsiveness between the actors involved; Deukalion passively
receives the stones/people from Zeus who knowing adpOuta prdea “immortal schemes” or
perhaps “immortal loins” has extracted them from the Earth-Mother Gaia. Zeus’ extractive
behavior in the Catalogue fits with his generally autocratic, chaotic, and domineering activity in
Hesiod’s cosmology. In Flowers of Time, Mark Payne, in describing the cyclical destruction (and
regeneration) of humanity in Hesiod’s Works and Days, comments, “Human beings have always
had to live with the enmity of the gods hanging over them. There was no consistent reason for
the gods’ previous annihilations of humankind, and human beings in the present are rightly
understood as postapocalyptic survivors.”?” Hesiod’s humans are at odds with the gods, hearty
folk surviving because of their own ingenuity in spite of the arbitrariness and disharmony at
work in the world around them.

Pindar’s postapocalyptic human agency, however, is not framed as oppositional to

nature. Nor is the destruction and subsequent regeneration of humanity an act of malicious

9% Hes. Cat. fr. 234; Strabo vii. 7.2.
97 Payne (2020) 11.
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phthonos on the part of the gods as in Hesiod’s account.”® Rather, the creation of the stony
people is cooperation on the part of human beings with the wild generativity of the newly
watered and restored earth. Nevertheless, the unbridled fecundity of the earth that allowed
stones to be become men wanes. These autochthonous kings presumably go on to reproduce in
the manner of ordinary humans, and as the necessity of Opous’ adoption by Lokros suggests,
even ordinary human reproduction reaches its limit for this line of kings. Synthetic growth is
necessary. But, just like the synthetic family of Pyrrha, Deukalion, and their stony children, this
second wave of synthetic development is also deeply natural. As seen in the synthetic
relationship of the victor and the ode, it is the nature of an individual’s nature to be insufficient
and to require an other. In like manner, it is the nature of nature, the nature of the natural to
require periodic reboot, to need the infusion of an other. Monocropping destroys soil health.
Runaway greenhouse gasses cause floods. An imbalance in predators and prey leads to
infestations. Endogamy results in genetic ailments. These things are not, for Pindar, signs of
cosmic hostility. They simply are. Remedies to these ills are given by the gods, those wholly
other beings. And these remedies point humans towards the understanding that our limitations
are not so much a threat as an invitation to be open to the goodness of the other.

Pindar highlights this goodness by illustrating how the introduction of the other and its
accompanying recreation is overseen by the kharis of Zeus. Despite the fact that the mother of

Opous is Zeus’ paramour and her child Zeus’ “seed,”® in Pindar’s telling, the father of gods

% Payne (2020) 12. In describing divine phthonos against humans, Payne comments: “It is
possible to experience animosity toward the wretched precisely because they are wretched, and
the persistent, but variously motivated, hostility of Hesiod’s gods toward the various iterations
of humankind reflects the range of affective positions that lie behind this term as a purposive
behavior.”
9 0.9.61.
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and men is not so much motivated by concern for his son as he is driven by concern for Lokros.
Although Opous is conceived outside the city in the literal wilderness or eremia of the
MawaAiawow... dewaic “Mainalian glens,”1% it is Lokros who runs the risk of becoming
0odpavov “an orphan”1%" and whose needs are met by the foundling and his mother. As in the
case of Menekles mentioned in Chapter One, adoption offers Lokros an escape from eremia.
Without an heir, his death would incur his severance from family, city, and soil; the line of
autochthonous kings would be forever spent. Pindar explains the transportation of Opous and
his mother with the negative purpose clause: pr kabéAot viv aiwv motuov épapais /
oodhavov yeveag “so that old age and its companion death not lay hold of him, an orphan of
family.”12  While Opous, the child conceived in the literal eremia of Mainalia, is a clear
candidate for exposure, his adoption by Lokros is framed as the salvation of Lokros, not Opous.

Lokros” delight does not appear to derive simply from the prospect of having a son.
Rather, his joy is linked to the identity of that son. Pindar explains: éxev d¢ oméoua péyotov /
aAoxog, evPEAvON Te WV Tews Betov vIdv... “and his wife was carrying the greatest seed,
and the hero rejoiced to see his adopted son....”1% The placement of &Aoxoc between the
preceding main clause évewev / Aoko@ “he carried her to Lokros,”1% of which Zeus is the
subject, and the proceeding one throws the reader into confusion. Whose wife is she? Of

course, the ambiguity is intentional. She is both Lokros” and Zeus’ &Aoxog, a term used of a

100 0.9.59.
1010.9.61.
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lawful wife or a concubine,'® and her son belongs equally to both of them. By welcoming the
pregnant teenager and keeping her child, Lokros receives not only a new political alliance, as
seen in his decision to name the baby p&towoc... iocdvupov “the same name as its mother’s
father,”1% but he also establishes a hereditary link with the Kronidai. The new king may not
literally be autochthonous anymore, but he is the son of the strongest of the Kronidai.'?”
To conclude the section on literal adoptions, Pindar comments:
TIOALY O’ WmaceV Aadv Te daLTav.
adiovto d¢ ot E€vol
éic T'AQyeog €k te On-
Bav, ol 0’ Agkadeg, ot d¢ kat ITioatat.
and [Lokros] granted [to Opous] the right to govern the city and the people,
and foreigners were received [by him]
from Argos and from Thebes,
Arcadians, and men from Pisa.108
Pindar connects the adoption of Opous with his own metaphorical adoption by the Graces who,
as mentioned above, Onacav tx téemv’ “have granted [Pindar] their delights.”109 As in the
opening section, adoption and synthetic family are linked to the presence of Eunomia—
lawfulness or good governance. Despite the extinction of the biological line of autochthonous
kings, the city and its people persevere in eunomia. By accepting nature’s periodic need for

reboot, Lokros allows his line to end and be replaced peacefully. Instead of strife, there is

harmony. Moreover, the initial openness of Lokros” adoption lays the groundwork for the city

105 Beekes (2010) 852: from Aéyxetar “lies down in bed;” an &dAoxog is one who shares a bed.
Related words are Aéxog (bed, lair) and Adxoc (ambush, or a place of lying in wait). I wonder if
Pindar is not punning on the nature of Zeus’ relationship with the unnamed girl, given that
they made their bed in the bushes and lairs—ideal places of ambush—on the Mainalian hillside.
106 0.9.63-64.
107.Cf. 0.9.56.
108 0.9.66-68.
109.0.9.27.
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to be further enriched by strangers and guest-friends. It becomes a city that celebrates the
naturalness of the synthetic.
iv. Proxenia as Synthetic Family

In the final section of the poem, Pindar introduces the theme of proxeniz—the
prototypical expression of kharis—and runs off a star-studded list of proxenoi, culminating in the
laudandus, Epharmostos himself. As Hanna Boeke has observed, Epharmostos is the only victor
apart from Midas of Akragas “for whom no clan membership or family ties” or political
distinctions are specified.’®  His proxenos, Lampromakhos, is mentioned instead. This
unconventional identification of the victor provides a perfect cap to Pindar’s encomium of
synthetic family (and city) and suggests that we should interpret Pindar’s gnomic claim in line
100 (to d¢ dva kpatiotov &mav) outside the traditional, familial frame, instead locating it in the
divine wilderness of Zeus, the garden of the Graces, and the eremia that leaves humans open to
kharis.

The catalogue of proxenoi is introduced, as mentioned in the preceding section, by
Opous’ open reception of strangers. Sharing with others what has been freely shared with him,
LoV O AktoQog ££0XWS Tipaoev émoikwy / Atyivag te Mevoitiov “he honored exceptionally
among his settlers the son of Aktor and Aigina, Menoitios.”!"! Like the adoption of Opous by
Lokros, which establishes a link between Elis and Opous, Opous’ reception of Menoitios implies
not only a bond between two heroic families but also between the city of Opous and the island

of Aegina, as suggested by Menoitios” mother’s name and by the phenomenon of proxenia

110 Boeke (2007) 178. See also Miller (2015) 1 and Miller (1993) 113 n. 10 which catalogues a list
of other odes in which the victor’s father is not identified by name, but in most of these
instances the victor is famous in his own right. For instance, O.1 makes no reference to Hieron’s
family, but identifies him as king in Sicily. See also Carey (1980).
111 0.,9.69-70.
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itself."2 The connection, however, seems to run deeper than proxenia. In Book 23 of the Iliad, we
learn that Menoitios’ son Patroklos was exiled from Opous,!!? suggesting that Menoitios became
a permanent resident of the city. Moreover, one of the scholiasts explains that cvyyevng yao
vmnexe tov Aokgov “for he [Menoitios] was a relative of Lokros.”1* As these are the only
mentions of Menoitios” Opuntian identity, it is impossible to tell whether his relationship with
the area pre-dated his proxenia with Opous or resulted from it. Of interest to us is the fact that
Pindar frames it as proxenia become permanent, as implied by Menoitios’ identity among the
émoikwv “settlers”11> of the city.

This near-familial relationship between Menoitios and Opous permits Pindar to lay
claim to Menoitios’ son as well. The catalogue of friendships continues:

...TOV mals ap’ Atoeidaug

TevOpavrtog medlov poAwv éota oLV AXAAeL
Hovog, 0T aAkdevtag Aavaoig toéals aAlatoy
rniovpvaig TriAdedog Euparev’

ot Eudoovi delEat

puaOetv IatpokAov Bratav voov’

€€ o0 ®€T1I0¢ YOVOG OVALW Vv év Apet
TLLQOYOQELTO HUT) TTOTE

odetépas dtepbe Ta&ovobat

dapaoUBEOTOL Aty &G,

[Menoitios’] son came with the Atreidai

to the plain of Teuthras and took his stand with Achilles
alone when Telephos turned back the valiant Danaans
and boarded their salty prows;

this happened so as to reveal

the powerful mind of Patroklos to one able to learn,

112 Tn a poem so rife with eponymous characters, it seems unlikely that a nymph bearing the
name of an island would not also suggest a connection to that island, even though the
connection is not mentioned in any of the scholiasts or other extant sources.
13 11.23.85-90.
114 5ch.0.9.104a.
115 0.9.69.
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after the son of Thetis warned him

not to station himself

away from their mortal-taming spear

in grim war.!16
Even though Patroklos was exiled from Opus, the adoptive relationship of the city and its settler
is strong enough to preserve the connection through generations. As such, Patroklos and his
proxenos Achilles are more suitable exemplars of excellence for an Opuntian victor than
Herakles would have been. And confident in the transitive power of proxenia, Pindar introduces
both men as models for the laudandus and his proxenos.

The framing of Achilles and Patroklos, however, complicates Pindar’s presentation of
proxenia. Patroklos appears oUv AxiAAet / pdvog “with Achilles / alone.”"” The adjective
could be interpreted in a number of ways. In the first place, it could mean that only Patroklos,
as opposed to the other Danaans, was able to stand beside Achilles. It could also mean that
despite his proximity to the hero, Patroklos is nevertheless on his own.® Indeed, the
circumstances in Pindar’s usage might well suggest a division between the two heroes as well.
Pindar’s narrative of the Danaans turned back on their ships immediately reminds his audience
of Patroklos” decision in Iliad 16 to go to battle in Achilles’ stead, resulting in Patroklos standing
alone without Achilles and ultimately dying.

Pindar, however, is not referring to this incident. Here it is Telephos,"” not Hektor, who

drives the Akhaians back to their ships. And, the incident occurs on TevOpavtog mediov “the

116.0.9.70-79.
17.0.9.71-72.
118 Miller (1993) 117 seems to favor this reading in seeing a parallel between Epharmostos’
youthful victory at Marathon and Patroklos’ victory at Mysia, though he does not explicitly
develop the idea of Patroklos standing alone.
119°0.9.73.
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plain of Teuthras”'?0 or Mysia—not Troy—where Telephos, the son of our already dismissed
anti-hero Herakles, is king. According to the Cypria, Telephos is mistakenly attacked by the
Greek army on their way to Troy and is wounded by Achilles.!”?!  Pindar’s enjambment
encourages us to read éota oUv AxAAel!?? as a complete phrase and to take povog as an
oxymoronic enjambment similar to the aei / motv clause discussed above. As such, Patroklos
stands with Achilles. Alone. Pindar is suggesting that the two men can be alone together. This
meaning parallels a Homeric usage of the adjective to describe Patroklos:

ITatookAog d¢ ot oiog évavtioc NoTO OLWT,
déypevog Alaxidny 6mote AnEetev deldwv,

And Patroklos was sitting in silence opposite him, alone,
waiting for Aiakides when he would stop singing...1?

Of this passage, Emily Austin comments that “Patroklos is singled out: he sits ot olog, as sole
audience and companion to Achilles in his withdrawn musings.”12¢ Only Patroklos is allowed
to be present when Achilles does his lonely Achilles things. Only Patroklos can be Patroklos
while Achilles is Achilles alone and together. Their proximity does not blur their individuality,
nor does the excellence of the one detract from that of the other. In Pindar’s narrative, they
stand alone together, with the Akhaians driven back to their ships. And here, Patroklos’ violent
will is revealed to anyone who would learn1?5 even though he pnf mote / odetéoag atepBe
ta&ovoBal / dapaoiupedtov aixpas “never stations himself apart from their mortal-taming

spear.”126  Rather queerly, Pindar uses the third person plural of the possessive adjective to

120 0.9.71.
121 Cypria argument 7.
122.0.9.71.
123 11.9.190-191.
124 Aystin (2021) 39.
1250.9.74-75.
126 0.9.77-79.
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describe the spear, implying a unity so complete between the two warriors that the weapon’s
ownership is left in doubt. Achilles’ request that Patroklos not be separated from him is also a
request that he not be separated from Patroklos. Their spears belong together.!?”

This jointness of the weapon’s ownership hearkens back to the arrows in line 8 which
are both Pindar’s and the Muses” and which symbolize the unity of the poet with his protectors.
Omitting the tragic fate of Achilles and Patroklos, Pindar instead links his proxenia with the
Muses to the proxenia of Achilles and Patroklos by ending the myth with the following petition:

elnv evonotemg avayetobat
TEO0Po0g €v Mowoav didow

May I be a wordsmith fit
for driving on in the Muses’ chariot.128

His own inseparability and differentiation from the goddesses flows from the image of Achilles
and Patroklos just developed. In a battle not with real arrows but with words, he hopes to
prove pdodogog “useful” to his divine protectors as they are to him. Taken together with the
reference to the Muses’ bow in line 5, Pindar constructs an image of himself and the Muses
Iliadic in quality. Like the pairs of heroes we encounter in Homer, the poet and his guardians
ride together into battle in a shared chariot. But, unlike the heroes of the Iliad, there is no clear
division between their roles. Pindar prays to be able to avayeioOay, a verb meaning both to tell
and to move forward. It is not clear if he is the rider or the driver in the Muses’ chariot, only

that they progress together, both poetically and martially. As in the bow and arrow metaphor

127 Austin (2021) 39 brings up another moment of Achilles and Patroklos’ intimacy when
Achilles silently nods at Patroklos to bring a bed for Phoinix. She comments, “the quickness of
Patroklos’ response even to silent commands suggests a closeness between these two men that
is born of many years of shared life. In a poem where speech is prominent, it is striking to see
Achilles and Patroklos able to communicate silently.” Their silent communication speaks to
their separateness from others; they are alone together even when others are in the room.
128 0.9.80-81.
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from lines 5-12 and its accompanying middle voiced verb (¢mivewuar), and the Garden of the
Graces and its accompanying middle voiced verb (véuopat) in line 26, poetic creation is again
framed as a collective endeavor shared between the poet and his patrons through a relationship
parallel to proxenia.

Pindar elaborates upon his prayer, begging:

TOAUa 0¢ Kt ApPAadt)c dOVVaULG

éomotro. ITpo&evia &' doeta T HAOoV

tipdopog ToOuiaiot Aapmooudxov

pitoaig, 0t apdoteQoL KQATNTAV

piav €gyov av’apéoanv.

And may boldness and abundant power

follow after me. For proxenia and excellence I have come

honoring the Isthmian wreaths of Lampromakhos

when they both conquered

the games on the same day.?
His need for téAua and dVvvapg emphasize the martial nature of his relationship with the
Muses. And followed by this explicit reference to proxenia, Pindar clearly frames himself and
his protectors as well as Lampromakhos and Epharmostos as parallel to Achilles and Patroklos.
Although they competed in different matches, the laudandus and his friend are described as
apdoteoy, hearkening back to the odpetéoag of Achilles and Patroklos and the dual of Pyrrha
and Deukalion.”®® The triumphant examples of human excellence in Olympian IX are never
achieved singly. Pindar explains that he has come in honor of proxenia generally, not specifying
whether it is his proxenia with Epharmostos or Epharmostos’ proxenia with Lampromakhos or

the general openness of the laudandus’ city. By thus detaching proxenia from a specific person

and connecting it with excellence!®'—the usual requirement for an encomium—Pindar suggests

129.0.9.82-85.
130 0.9.78, 43-45.
131 0.9.83.
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that a freely chosen relationship based upon mutual respect is as much a cause for praise as
excellence (the basis of that respect) itself. By setting up Lampromakhos and Epharmostos in
parallel to Achilles and Patroklos, Pindar frames them as a pair of proxenoi equal in skill and
prominence to the mythical pair and suggests that Opous’ open reception of strangers has
found its culmination in Epharmostos’ reception of Lampromakhos. The regenerative cycle of
adoptions begun by Pyrrha and Deukalion is carried into Pindar’s time through Epharmostos’
synthetic family.

After introducing Epharmostos and his proxenos, Pindar launches into a fifteen line
catalogue of their victories ranging from Isthmia'3? to Marathon'3? to Pellana’®* to Eleusis!®® and
spanning from childhood!® to the prime of life. The catalogue proves incontestably the
excellence of Epharmostos and Lampromakhos and gives profound evidence of the poem’s
thesis that chosen relationships, rather than undermining the integrity of the city, strengthen it.
It proves that although Epharmostos lacks an aristocratic patronymic to identify him in his
encomium, his personal excellence and his excellent choice of proxenos qualify him to be ranked
among the other victorious aristocrats that Pindar praises. = Moreover, by positioning
Epharmostos and his victories at the end of this long catalogue of adoptive relationships, Pindar
signals to any skeptics that regardless of the hereditary hellenicity of the Lokrian Opuntians, it
is in the best interest of all Greeks to view these adopted sons of Deukalion, these half-brothers

of Hellen, as Hellenes.

132.0.9.84
133 0.9.89.
134.0.9.98.
135.0.9.99
136 0.9.88.
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iv. Conclusion

Pindar begins to wrap up his meditation on the nature of natures by introducing what
Gildersleeve calls the “keynote”’® of the poem: t0 d¢ ¢dva kpatiotov A&TAv.138
Decontextualized, this gnomic statement is ordinarily viewed as the perfect encapsulation of
Pindar’s aristocratic essentialism: “What comes by nature is altogether best.”1%  Natural,
biological inheritance trumps “learned excellence.”1¥®  As Leslie Kurke observes, the
“preponderance of relatives” found in the Pindaric corpus suggest that “Pindar corroborates his
claims about phye, about the hereditary nature of excellence, by enumerating a noble family’s
past successes,”!#! going on to link this interest in the family not so much to the victor as to his
oikos.*? In line with Kurke and the majority of scholars’ views of Pindar, Peter Miller attempts
to demonstrate how Olympian IX still functions as “praise of pua and inherited excellence”43
despite having no references to the victor’s family, finding in the elaborate genealogical
treatment of the city of Opous ample evidence for the view of Pindar as proponent of inherited
excellence. However, such readings ignore the ode’s themes as elaborated above and flatten the
deliberate ambiguity of the gnomic claim.

Without a form of éoti to separate the equivalent neuter singular units of t0 d¢ pug,
koatiotov, and &nav, the sentence is all but incomprehensible. Each unit could theoretically be
taken as subject, complement, or modifier. And the only assistance given is the definite article,

which ordinarily signals the subject of a copula. Thus, we have two reasonable possibilities of

137 Gildersleeve (1970) 210.
138 0.9.100.
139 0.9.100, trans. William H. Race.
140 0,9.100-101.
141 Kurke (1991) 20. See also Thummer (1968) 38-54; Bowra (1964) 101; Rose (1974) 152.
142 Kurke (1991) 21.
143 Miller (2015) 3.
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subject: t0 ¢ pua (the traditional reading) and 0 d¢ pva koatotov. The latter is preferable
for a number of reasons. In no other place does Pindar use a dative (or for that matter, a noun
standing alone in an oblique case) as the noun clause for the nominative neuter definite article.
Instead, he regularly employs adverbs, neuter adjectives, infinitives, and participles to round
out phrases introduced by t6. And, when he does use an inflected noun, it is always in
explanation of some other word. For example, in Olympian X, Pindar explains t0 d¢ kKUkAw
médov / €Onice d0pmov Avowy “he made the circular plain a resting place for dinner.”1% Again
in Isthmian I, Pindar comments t0 Adpatoog kAvtov dAoog “the famous grove of Demeter.”145
And as discussed at length in this chapter, in Olympian IX, we hear of t0 pév AgxtAoxov néAog
“the song of Arkhilokhos.”14¢ Likewise, in Pythian XI, he comments 10 d¢ véaig aAdxowg /
éx0otov aumAdxkiov kaAvpat T'apaxavov / aAdotgiator yAwooaws “and the thing most
hateful in young wives is this sin [adultery] and it's impossible to hide from other tongues.”14”
Thus, given Pindar’s ordinary syntax, it would seem that the subject is T0 d¢ Ppva koatiotov
“the thing strongest by nature.”

Such a reading leaves &mav as the predicate, meaning something like: The strongest by
nature is everything. Or, each thing is the strongest by nature. The conventional translation
takes &mav as an adverb, which stretches it far beyond its ordinary use and ignores the
existence of the actual adverb ma&vv which is ordinarily used to express what scholars take
amav to mean here. My translation is preferable for its simplicity. Yet, when considered

together, the two translations are similar. Both underscore the importance of phua and imply

144 0.10.46-47.
145]1.1.57.
146 0.9.1.
147 p.11.25-27.
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that, as Pindar says in the following line, men cannot achieve glory by dwaiktais... agetais
“taught excellence.”1#8 So why belabor the point? The traditional translation suggests that the
Natural exists, that it has a nature. It suggests the possibility of an Unnatural. But, if we take
the poem as a coherent whole, such an idea is ridiculous. As has been argued above, even the
synthetic is a part of nature. Everything is natural. By emphasizing the universality of phua,
Pindar chips away at the idea that any one set of people has a unique claim to phua and its
accompanying excellence; he undermines the sophistic opposition of nature and convention.

While Pindar may be subverting the idea of the Natural as opposed to the Unnatural in
a universal sense, he does not extend this to my nature and your nature. Rather, the particular
natures of you and me are precious precisely because of their unique individuality. He goes on
to explain:

TO & GLA KOATIOTOV ATIAV” TTOAAOL D& ddAKTALS
avOownwv dpetaic kKAEog

wovoav agéodal

avev 0¢ Oeov, oeotyapévov

0V OKALOTEQOV XONU EKAOTOV" VTl YXQ dAAaL
00V OdoL TepatiteQat,

pia d'ovx &mavtag appe Opéet

pHeAéta’codiat pév

atrewvat....

Each thing is the strongest by nature; and many strive
to win the fame of men

by taught excellence;

but without a god, each thing

is not more unlucky when kept secret,

for some roads are longer than others,

and one concern will not nourish us all;

skill is steep....14°

148 0.9.100-101.
149 0.9.100-108.
89



Many people attempt to win fame at something that they do not have the nature to do well.
This occurs because they do not understand that one preoccupation (peAéta) will not satisfy all
human beings. There is no universal natural activity for all people. While Epharmostos’ meleta
may be athletic prowess, Pindar’s is poetry. Their unique and individuated personal natures
come together synthetically to reveal more perfectly the nature of Nature as something that
derives its strength from its capacity to contain &nav “everything.”

Pindar’s emphasis on individual nature places a restraint on the rearrangement of
groups that he has thus far been advocating. Far from suggesting a willy-nilly overhaul of
human relationships, he outlines what has been implicit from the beginning of the poem,
namely the necessity of divine involvement. Avev Beov “without a god”'® to mediate and
assist, human affairs are bound to run amok. Thus it is that Pindar bids the tribeless
Epharmostos to shout datpovia yeyauev / evxeon, de&oyviov, 0pwvt aAkav “that he was
born by the will of a daimon to be quick-handed, nimble-limbed, and beaming valor.”1>! Rather
than boasting his aristocratic birth, the laudandus must remind any listeners that he, like Opous,
was born datpovia and belongs to the aristoi not because of his family but by nature mediated
by kharis and crowned with choice.

Rather than expelling claims of natural excellence, Pindar’s adoptive myths reframe
what they mean. Over and over in Olympian IX, we see the desolate embraced, the abandoned
given homes, and the lowly triumphant. Humble stones become a race of kings. An unwed,
pregnant girl restores a dying monarchy. Exiles become the confidants of princes. A victor from

a minor town who cannot even boast a patronymic wins all the major athletic competitions in

150 0.9.103.
151 0.9.110-111.
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Greece. Disparate as their situations are, their commonality is highlighted by Pindar. Through
choice and the dispensation of the gods, these characters are grafted onto new families, both
giving and receiving vitality through the relationship. But, in addition to this, the possibility of
the synthetic speaks to a fundamental indeterminacy of nature, even particular, individuated
nature. If stones can become kings, what else can they become? If the vitality of adoption is a
transformative process that alters the identity of both adopter and adoptee, what was that
identity in the first place? It is precisely the limitation of the self, her particular, individual
nature that pushes her to accept the other as other, to look at a different nature and recognize in
it something necessary and good. But, in accepting the other, the self changes, expands. Her
nature grows. Synthetically. Like the exuberant vitality of a new creation that receives stones

and makes men.
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III. Thesis & Prosthesis: Music and the Monstrous Other in Pythian XII

i. Introduction

While Chapter Two examined a positive case study for the value of adoption and
openness to alterity in Pindar, Chapter Three investigates what happens when adoption or thesis
is rejected as a possibility. When alterity is viewed as a threat to be extinguished or a resource to
be exploited, human action leads to ecological and social devastation and the destruction of the
human person as a unique individual with her “right to free will.”? Yet, even as the other is
coopted into the activity of her oppressor and thriving habitats are transformed into rocky
wastes, Pythian XII suggests that the voice of the lost other continues to be heard even in her
death and exploitation. No erasure is complete.
ii. Poem Summary

Pythian XII was written in honor of Midas of Akragas who won the double aulos
competition at the Pythian games in 490 BCE. The poem opens with an invocation and
encomium of Akragas, a city on the Southern coast of Sicily, moving briefly to the figure of
Midas and finally to the origin story of the aulos which takes up the majority of the short 32-line
ode. Pindar describes how Athena invented the aulos to imitate the cries of Medusa’s sisters
upon her death. He then shifts to the backstory of Medusa’s death, explaining how with the
help of Athena Perseus slew Medusa and took her head back to the island of Seriphos where the
tyrant Polydektes forcefully held his mother, Danae, as wife/concubine. Pindar returns from
the mythical portion of the ode into a meditation upon the nature of the aulos and the futility of

human life.

I Levinas (1999) 146.
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iii. Pindar’s Aulos, Mandelstam’s Greek Flute

From Pindar’s Gorgonic aulos to Link’s Ocarina of Time, Mandelstam’s Greek Flute to
Mozart’s magic one, wind instruments hold a special fascination for human beings. Perhaps it
is the uncanniness of their ability to imitate and contend with the human voice, as depicted in
Donizetti’s Lucia di Lammermoor. Or perhaps it is their amplification of the breath as practiced in
suizen, a subcategory of Zen Buddhism. Wind instruments unify the mechanos with the man in
an intimacy so profound that the division between the player and the played, the self and the
other, becomes obscured. While the kithara and other stringed instruments allow a singer to
accompany herself, maintaining the differentiation between human and instrumental sound,
wind instruments obliterate this distinction.

It is precisely this union which makes the skill of Midas so arresting and the etiology of
the aulos so disturbing. In an untitled 1937 poem, known by its first line “The Greek Flute’s
Theta and Iota,” written in exile from Voronezh after his friend the flutist Schwab was
apprehended by the NKVD,? Osip Mandelstam explores the implications of the violence in the
etiology of the aulos. Connecting the mythical death of the etiology to the historical death of his
friend, he concludes:

W cBom-TO MHe TyOBI He A100BI—

M yOuiicTBo Ha TOM >kKe KOpHIO—

V1 HeBOABHO Ha YOBIAD, HA YOBLADB

PaBHOAeHCTBIIE PAEIITHI KAOHIO. .

And my own lips are not dear to me,

and murder’s at the very root.

And unwillingly, fading, fading,
I bend the equinox of the flute.3

2N. Mandelstam (1974) 188.
3 0. Mandelstam (1993) 134-135. All translations from the Russian are mine.
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The murder at the root of the flute’s invention makes the artist complicit in that killing, and
under that knowledge, the ecstatic experience of union with one’s art becomes hateful. This is
something Mandelstam viscerally understands, creating to his horror a work of beauty in
response to the death of his own friend, capitalizing on tragedy to create art, much as we see
Pindar’s Athena doing. The musician’s lips, now an object of hatred, squeeze forth breath into
the hollow, speechless* pipe, and the murder from which the flute grew as if organically (xkopHio
“root”) compels the unwilling performer to play on.

A student of Greek® and admirer of Pindar,® Mandelstam was responding to and by
extension interpreting Pythian XII. Viktor Terras suggests that the double nature of the equinox
in Mandelstam is a reference to the twin pipes of the aulos,” and the murder of Medusa at the
root of the Greek flute provides a frame through which Mandelstam can understand the death
of his friend at the hands of the NKVD. Mandelstam offers the perspective of a gifted poet
navigating (unsuccessfully) the violent and autocratic dictatorship of Stalin. He gives us insight
into a mind and situation not dissimilar to Pindar and his client, Midas. Like late 19th and early
20th century Russia, Akragas was under various tyrants and oligarchies in the 6th and 5th
centuries whose regimes were known for their cruelty® Nino Luraghi observes that the

founding of Akragas and Phalaris’ tyranny were so close in time that we ought to find in the

4 “And it's impossible to leave her / Not to keep her with clenched teeth, / With lips not loosen
up her muscles / Or goad her with the tongue to speech.” O. Mandelstam (1993) 134-135.
5 Fragments of a poem M. wrote his Greek tutor survive. See Brown (1973) 47.
¢ Although Pindar does not appear in Nadezhda Mandelstam’s limited recounting of her
husband’s library (N. Mandelstam 241-242), Mandelstam’s ode “Hamrearmit moakosy [Finding
a horseshoe]” is subtitled “TInnaapudecknit orpeisok [A Pindaric fragment].”
7 Terras (1966) 263.
8 See Luraghi (1994) 36. The first tyrant of Akragas, Phaleris, was supposed to have invented a
brazen bull in which he roasted his victims alive. Quicker than the gulag, slower than the gun,
Phaleris’ bull was at the very least creative, but it is best not to rank atrocities.
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former event “i presupposti storici” of the latter® Luraghi goes on to explain how “la storia di
Agrigento ci fornisce I'unico esempio di una citta in cui la tirannide, dopo una prima comparsa, piuttosto
precoce rispetto allo sviluppo storico delle citta sicelote, si ripresenta, ancora come fenomeno endogeno, al
principio del V secolo, nel momento topico della tirannide in Sicilia.”1% Given the tenuous position of
non-tyrannical regimes in Akragas, Pindar must have been aware that he had to tread carefully
in praising the unimportant Midas, who does not appear to be connected in any way to the
ruling elite (much like Mandelstam’s friend Schwab).!!

While the city of Akragas itself was in between tyrants in the year 490, the supposed
date of Pythian XII's composition (Theron came to power in 488), the age of Sicilian tyrants was
in full swing with Hippocrates ruling as tyrant of neighboring Gela until Gelon came to power
in 491 and Terillus ruling in Himera. Pindar’s set-up for the poem suggests an awareness of
and disapprobation for the political climate of Sicily: whoever the poem’s “hero” is, Polydektes,
an island tyrant, is very clearly a villain. The similarity between Pindar writing for a musician
existing within an unstable and repressive environment and Mandelstam doing the same
suggests that the Russian poet is creating a parallel between himself and the figure of Pindar,
between Schwab and Midas. Given that Schwab was, in all likelihood, dead at the time of

composition, Mandelstam is setting up another parallel between the German-Russian flutist (an

9 “the historical grounds.” Luraghi (1994) 21.
10 Luraghi (1994) 231: “The history of Akragas gives us the only example of a city in which
tyranny, after a first appearance which occurred rather early compared to the historical
development of Sicilian cities, reappears still as an endogenous phenomenon at the beginning of
the fifth century, in the decisive moment for tyrannies in Sicily.”
1 Luraghi’s comment about the endogenous nature of tyranny in Akragas reminds one also of
the seemingly endogenous nature of repression in Russia. The tsarist secret police, the Okhrana,
known for persecuting dissident writers and intellectuals (like the young Dostoevsky) gave way
to the Cheka, the NKVD, the KGB (to name a few), and the current regime which regularly
silences dissident voices such as Pussy Riot and Oleg Sentsov.
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other both in his musical and ethnic identities) and the ancient murder at the root of the Greek
flute, which we rely on Pindar to understand. Given the similarities of context and the
possibility of intentional reception on the part of Mandelstam, reading him in light of Pindar in
turn sheds light on Pindar. Mandelstam’s poem provides a frame through which to reinterpret
Medusa and her sisters as figures of the artist. Reading Pythian XII with Mandelstam as critic
allows us to explore precisely what that figuration means.

At the end of “The Greek Flute’s Theta and Iota,” Mandelstam describes the speaker’s
lips as 410651 (lyuby), a choice which presents a curious double-entendre. On the one hand, the
word means “dear” in the sense of a sweetheart,!? a usage which has by now dropped out of
ordinary, spoken Russian, and online corpus data offers citations only from Mandelstam
himself,!3 thereby suggesting an idiosyncratic and perhaps deliberately archaizing use.’* On the
other hand, it refers to one person or thing out of a set of two.1> This second, and most likely
implied meaning, is of interest to the pursuant discussion. The speaker insists, even when he
pipes unwillingly, even in the face of the terror and violence of the NKVD, that his own lips are
not someone else’s; they are not the other’s. The flute may be transferable, but the flutist’s

mouth is his own. His breath is his own. Even if the instrument can be taken away, even if the

12 2106.” slovari.ru. 2020. http:/ / slovari.ru/search.aspx?p=3068
13 % 2506.” slovari.ru. 2020. http:/ / slovari.ru/search.aspx?s=0&p=3068&di=vcitaty &wi=4384
14Tt is worth noting that the poem makes use of other deliberately archaic and idiosyncratic
Russian words. The spelling of Tota is unique (the standard Russian spelling is tera). In
addition, the opening line of the poem refers to the Greek flute’s “theta and iota” whose Cyrillic
descendants, i desiaterichnoe and fita, had been removed in the reforms of 1917-1918. I suspect
that by referring specifically to these doubly obsolete letters, Mandelstam is at some level
meditating on what occurs when a government takes control of a naturally fluid thing like a
language.
15 The implications for the concept of alterity that this double entendre carries are rich.
Embedded in the Russian language is the unity of the other and the beloved.
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instrument is a kind of torture to him, the tune that he plays upon it is fundamentally his tune,
his breath, his thought.

The inalienability of one’s creative apparatus is doubly emphasized by Mandelstam’s
use of con-to MHe (svoi-to mnye). The appearance of the generic possessive adjective (svoi),
roughly equivalent to Latin’s suus, together with the dative of the first person singular pronoun
(mnye) stresses the identification of the speaker with his lips, while the particle -to, whose usage
is similar to Greek’s ye, emphasizes and limits the extent of the other words’ claim.
Mandelstam is telling us that even if everything else can be taken away his orality, though a
source of pain, is at the very least his own.

By removing the Greek aulos from the laudatory context of epinikian poetry with its
accompanying claims of aristocratic excellence and by placing it in the world of dictatorial
domestic terror, Mandelstam asks whom we should view as the mythological parallel to Pythian
XII's human laudandus and challenges us as readers of Pindar to re-evaluate our understanding
of his relationship with his powerful clients. Pythian XII is one of two epinikia dedicated to non-
athletes and is the only epinikion which Pindar wrote to a fellow artist. The parallel between
Mandelstam the poet writing to Schwab the flutist and Pindar the poet writing to Midas the
aulete is uncanny. It directs us to interpret the real-life subject through the intrapoetic victim. If
Mandelstam’s voice is heard in the poetic ‘', Schwab is figured in the murder at the root of the
flute. Likewise, if Pindar is heard in Pythian XII's poetic ‘I, Midas is figured in the murdered
Medusa.

Thus, I argue that the poem’s laudandus is best represented by the monstrous, feminine,
musical figures of the Gorgons, and not the heroic figure of Perseus typically associated with

epinikion. Moreover, I argue, the invention of the flute by Athena in imitation of the Gorgons is
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an appropriation by the conquering victor of the identity of the conquered. This appropriation
springs from wanton and excessive violence which in turn is the natural consequence of
Perseus’ homelessness and the failure of Polydektes to be truly open to the other (Perseus).
Pythian XII is thus a lesson in reading Pindar. He is warning us that if we are not open to the
otherness of the poet, we are doomed to appropriate him, stripping him of his identity and
transforming him into a clumsy weapon, as Perseus does with the once-beautiful head of
Medusa. However, such poetic appropriation is not inevitable, and Pindar points us to a way of
successfully relating to the creations of others without obliterating their otherness.
iv. Poetic Chimerism

The Chimera appears in only one Pindaric ode, Olympian XIII, which celebrates the
brilliance of the evpovtog €oyov “discoverer’s deed”'*—an act of ingenuity which creates
delightful, new chimerae out of pre-existing materials or concepts. To explain this topic, Pindar
points to how the dithyramb emerges cvv BonAdta xaottes dOveauPw from “grace together
with the ox-driving dithyramb.”?” That is, the musical genre of dithyrambic poetry arises when
the kharis of the poet’s relationship with the Muses is added to the rhythmic work-song of the
plowman. Likewise, the bridle emerges inmelowg év évteoowv pétoa “as meter in equestrian
instruments,” 8 providing to the strong-willed stallion the same constraint that meter gives the
musician. Moreover, the poet points to the double eagle placed upon temples as an act of
discovery or invention.’ Tacking things together appears to be the pinnacle of human

achievement. Thus, when we meet Chimera in line 90 of the poem, we see her within a

16.0.13.17.
17.0.13.19.
18 0.13.20.
19°0.13.21-22.
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catalogue of other blended beings, which culminates in her nemesis—Bellerophon riding
Pegasus. The natural chimera faces off against her synthetic match. Seen from below, the
human torso of Bellerophon emerging from behind the wings and neck of Pegasus must look as
monstrous and deviant as the lion-goat-headed monster herself.

The demigod, it turns out, has captured Medusa’s winged horse-child with the help of
Athena, who has furnished him with a magical bridle (a new and improved version of the
invention Pindar mentions at the beginning of the ode):

NTOL KAl O KAQTEQOS OQ-

uatvwv €éAe BeAAegopovrag,
Pdopaxov mEAL Telvwv &L yévul,
inmov mtegoevt’” avaBaic d’
evOULG évomAla xaAkwOeig Emtalev.
indeed the mighty Bellerophon
rushed forward and seized him;
by stretching a gentle charm around his jaws
he seized the winged horse; and straight away
he mounted and all bronzed he played at war.?
The gentle charm of Athena’s magical bridle allows the grown-up Bellerophon to play with his
otherwise wild half-brother Pegasus. And having been made bronze (xaAkw0eic), as if the act
of mounting (avapaic) the horse were enough to transform Bellerophon the man into
Bellerophon the cyborg, this weird unity of horse and rider produces an enoplion, a war tune.
The bronze bit in Pegasus’ mouth, like the bronze and reed of the aulos’ mouthpiece, jingles as
the connecting nerves and reins fuse the mind and mouth of the two brothers. And the
synthetic chimera crushes its natural cousin.

The musical references and double-entendres in Olympian XIII (cUv PonAdta xaotteg

dBvoapPw, immelog év évteoowv pétoa, evomAa xaAkwbelg émailev) suggest a similarity

200.13.84-87.
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between physical chimerism as seen in Bellerophon, Pegasus, and the Chimera and the
chimerism of musical creation—a link which Pindar explores in Pythian XII. The ode itself is a
generic chimera much as the aulete is a cyborg that integrates the machine of the aulos into his
own respiratory system. The content of the poem’s myth and its style of story-telling are more
suitable for the dithyramb than for the epinikion. The poem is divided into roughly three parts:
lines 1-5 constitute the invocation, lines 6-27 focus on the telling of the myth, and lines 28-32
offer up a closing reflection, or what Bundy would call the gnome. Thus, the beginning and end
of the poem entail generic features of the epinikion while the middle portion showcases a typical
motif of the dithyramb, namely the etiology of musical instruments.?! Indeed, the very myth of
Athena and the aulos, which is told in Pythian XII, appears also in a fragment of Telestes of
Selinus, another dithyrambic poet.?2

The eccentricity of Pindar’s telling in Pythian XII becomes particularly apparent when
we contrast it with Pythian X, which also relates the death of Medusa by Perseus. While Pythian
XII shows a remarkable amount of focus for a Pindaric epinikion,?® Pythian X narrates the myth
in the compressed and off-the-cuff fashion typical of Pindar’s epinikia, taking up only five lines
out of seventy-two-line poem:

Ooaoeia 0¢ MvEéwv kaEdla

HoAev Aavdag moté naic, ayetto O’ ABdva

€G AVOQWV HAKAQWV OHAOV™ ETtePVEV

te F'opydva, kat mokiAov kdoa
doakovTwV PoPatoty NALVOE vaouwTalg

21 yan der Weiden (1991) 2.

22 yvan der Weiden (1991) 18.

2 In Pythian XII, Pindar tells only one myth rather than jumping from topic to topic and

inserting his own narratorial voice. The only gnomic portion of the ode is at the end rather than

peppered generously throughout. In comparison with other epinikia, whose transitions are

notoriously hard to follow and which usually include references to multiple myths without

going into depth about any of them, Pythian XII is remarkably clear, direct, and single-focused.
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AtOwvov Bavatov dpéowv.

And breathing with his bold heart

once upon a time the child of Danae came, and Athena led him

into company of blessed men; and he slew

the Gorgon, and came bringing the cunning head

with a mane of snakes to the island-dwellers

as stony death.

With the myth finished, Pindar passes onto his own thoughts. ¢éuot d¢ “but to me,”?> he
continues and drops the topic of Medusa altogether. In this telling of the myth, Perseus is
framed as acting Opaoeia... kaedia “with a bold heart” whereas in Pythian XII it is the Gorgons
who are described as Boaceiav “bold,”?¢ particularly in reference to their oUAwov Bpnvov
“deadly dirge.”?” The adjective is not repeated again in Pythian XII, and we are left to puzzle
out what kind of courage Pindar is depicting.

The boldness of Pythian X’s hero is to be found in his coming (u6Aev) and killing
(émedvév) of a monster. He is framed as an unambiguously and conventionally heroic male
figure. Medusa is left nameless and stripped of all gender-signifiers. She is a neuter mouciAov
K&oa doakoviwv Gpopatoy “cunning head with a mane of snakes.” The adjective mowiAog is
ordinarily used of animals or objects made by human skill, not of feminine beauty,?® and its
application to Medusa here suggests that she is either a beast or a human creation—a

realistically painted blazon on a shield or the pediment of a temple—reminding us of the

frequent, conventional, monstrous depictions of the Gorgon throughout the archaic and early

24 P10.44-48.
25 P10.48.
26 P12.7.
27 P12.8.
28 “mtokiAog.” LS].
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classical periods.?? Pindar’s description leaves her a lifeless thing, much like the people her
head brings to a AiBwov Bavatov “stony death.” Her death transforms her from a monster, not
human enough to be gendered, into a tool by which Perseus is led into the company of heroes.
By contrast, in Pythian XII, Pindar identifies the Gorgons by their names and their
position within a family. Medusa is named in line 16, Euryale in line 20, and their father in line
13. The only explicit reference to their monstrosity is in line 7: Opacewav <I'ogydvwv> “of the
bold <Gorgons>",% which is a supplement from the Scholia, but other metrically appropriate
non-monstrous supplements could be found as well, such as mapBévwv or unmarried girls.
Indeed, their identity as girls fits with the following lines wherein Pindar describes the song

tov apBeviog VO T ATAdTOIS OpiwV KepaAals
ate AelBopevov dvomevOéL oLV KapdTw

which she [Athena] heard slipping from their
inapproachable girlish heads of snakes with grievous toil®!

The song that Athena hears is, of course, the oUAlov Opnvov “deadly dirge” of line 8, and it is
sung by a bizarre choir of snake-haired unmarried girls. While in Pythian X, the femininity of
the Gorgons is erased, here it is emphasized. Medusa is called the toitov kaowryvntav pégog
“third part of the sisters,”?? as if to emphasize both her identity within a family unit and her role
as a member of their girls” choir.

Pindar goes on to explain that Perseus’ killing of Medusa nftot 10 te Oeoméoiov

Doprol apavowoev yévos “indeed dimmed the divinely sounding family of Phorkis.”3® The

29 See Woodward (1976) for a concise (if incomplete and at moments painfully of its time)
overview of depictions of Perseus and by extension Medusa in Greek vase painting.
0 P12.7.
31 P.12.9-10.
2 P12.11.
3 P12.13.
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scholiast suggests that Pindar is actually referring to Perseus stealing the single eye which the
Graiai, sisters of the Gorgons, shared between themselves.?* However, such a reading implies a
pointless digression from a moment otherwise poetically and mythically unified:

tov apBeviog VO T ATAdTOIS OpiwV KeDaAals

ate AeBopevov dvomevOéL oLV KapdTw,

[Tepoelg OTOTE TEITOV AVOEV KAOLYVITAV HEQOS

évvadia Legldpw AaolotL e polpav aywv.

NtotL 10 te Oeoméoiov POQKOL AUAVEWOEV YEVOG,

Avypov T'épavov TToAvdékta Onie HatEog T éumedov

dovAoovvav TO T dvaykaiov Aéxog.

[the song] which she heard slipping from their

girlish inapproachable heads of snakes with grievous toil,

when Perseus shouted as he brought the third part of the sisters

to Seriphos in the sea and doom its people.

Yes indeed, he dimmed the divinely singing family of Phorkis,

and made deadly Polydektes’ picnic and his mother’s fettered

slavery and her compulsory bed.3
As the above quoted passage shows, Pindar is cataloguing the circumstances out of which arose
the oVALog Bonvog of the Gorgons, not the gamut of Perseus’ heroic actions. Moreover, the tjtot
in line 13 more likely “serves to bring home a truth of which the certainty is expressed by 1”36
than to add another disconnected thought to a series. In addition, the te... " connecting
apavpwoev and Onke suggests a close, sequential link between the two actions. Thus, each line
in the above quoted passage works to build the image of the effects of Medusa’s death: doom is
brought to Seriphos, the divine-sounding voice of the Gorgons is dimmed, and Polydektes’

oppression of Danae is brought to a bitter end. The intrusion of the Graiai is unnecessary for a

meaningful interpretation of the passage.

34 Schol.P.12.13d. Gildersleeve follows the scholiast.
35 P12.10-15.
36 Denniston (1966) 553.
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The identity of the Gorgons as parthenoi adds a note of poignancy to the death of
Medusa. By taking away a third part of Phorkis” family, Perseus has dimmed the divine voice
of the Gorgons, who are equally identified by their snaky locks as by their girlish age. For the
mortals of Pindar’s audience, a girl’s maidenhood ended abruptly with marriage usually
following swiftly upon the heels of sexual maturity. Thus, as Lesley Beaumont observes, the
“state of partheneia or female adolescence, seems to have been short-lived”?” and may have
ended as early as thirteen. As the only mortal member of the Gorgons, Medusa’s inclusion in
the ranks of parthenoi implies her extreme youth. Thus, when her sisters sing a thrénos for her,
one cannot help but feel they should be singing an epithalamion instead.

Pindar’s identification of the Gorgons as parthenoi, coupled with his emphasis on their
orality—their Opnvog “dirge” and their Oeoméoov yévog “divinely-singing family”—presents
the sisters not as ferocious monsters but as a girls’ choir, like the ones for whom Pindar
composed and whom he possibly trained. As Deborah Steiner observes, the formal mourning
exemplified by a Opnvog, a specific genre of Greek poetry® “almost inevitably involves
antiphony between the individual(s) initiating the lament and a larger group that sings in
response, typically picking up, repeating, and on occasion, elaborating on the phrases used by
the solo voice.”® We should imagine Medusa’s sisters expressing their grief through articulate,
heart-wrenching call-and-response, not the animalistic, disfiguring scream that the traditional
depiction of the Gorgon’s face brings to mind. Athena’s invention of the aulos is not, as Charles
Segal argues, transforming “Medusa’s wail at death into the flute-song” in a “cultural act that

domesticates the fearfulness and impurity of the woman in the act of birth,” an image which

37 Beaumont (2012) 21.
38 Pindar’s own thrénoi survive in fragments.
39 Steiner (2013) 177.
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Segal finds implied by the open mouth of the gorgoneion.*® Rather, Athena’s invention of the
aulos is the borrowing or appropriation of one woman'’s handiwork by another, as suggested by
the feminine language of Athena’s oUAwov Bpnvov diamAéEato’ “having woven together the
deadly dirge.”#! Their lament is, to begin with, a sophisticated choral work coordinated
between different voices, as the participle diamAéEaio’ implies.#2

When Perseus returns to Seriphos evmapdov koata cvAaoaic Medoioag “having
carried off the head of sweet-cheeked Medusa,”*> he has not only taken Medusa’'s power to
transform people into stone, but her voice, her lips, her role as an artist and membership in a
community of singers. Somewhat unimaginatively, Adolf Kshnken has observed that Medusa’s
head does not technically make up one third of the sisters,* a reading which prompts him to
take toi(tov adverbially with &voev and leave the limp phrase kaovyvntav péoog “part of the
sisters” as the direct object of dywv.#> Kohnken's difficulty, however, resolves itself once we
realize that Pindar is depicting the Gorgons as a choir.#¢ With Medusa’s head removed from her
body and from the company of her singing sisters, a keen musical lack is felt; the three-part

choir has become a two part choir. By identifying the sisters with their voices more than their

40 Segal (1998) 90.
41p12.8.
42 There has been ample discussion as to what exactly Athena is plaiting together—whether it is
just the Gorgons’ voices, Perseus’ victory shout(s), or a combination of the two. Cf. Steiner
(2013), Held (1998), Segal (1995), Clay (1992), Kohnken (1978). Grammatically, it is clearly the
Gorgons’ dirge (which is inarguably the only direct object of the participle), an interpretation
which presents no semantic difficulties if we follow Steiner’s line of argument and understand a
thrénos to be antiphonal.
43 P12.16.
4 Kshnken (1978) 92.
45 In addition to the flattening of the phrase’s meaning, taking toitov adverbially in the way
Kohnken attempts does not work grammatically. The word to(g is normally used to mean
“three times” in Greek (“toic.” LS].), and the adjective toitog when used adverbially is closer to
“thirdly” than “three times.”
46 Or if we entertain the wild possibility that Pindar is using synecdoche.
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bodies, Pindar’s synecdoche equates Medusa’ head, the source of her orality, with her person. It
does not matter where her body is; her voice is the locus of her self.

Moreover, the depiction of Perseus carrying off Medusa’s head frames her death as a
kind of abduction or rape.#” The Gorgons’ identity as parthenoi offers depth to the descriptor
amAatols in line 10, an adjective derived from meAdlw, to approach, and the alpha privative.
As members of a girls’ chorus, an institution ordinarily organized for ritual purposes, the
Gorgons act as pious members of a community. They are unapproachable not just because of
their petrifying visage and snaky locks but because they are still under their father’s care and
legal guardianship, contributing in an appropriate, maidenly manner—that is by means of their
voice—to their communal life. The monstrosity and maidenliness of the Gorgons are somehow
inseparable; their ineligibility as sexual partners prolongs their partheneia. Medusa’s removal
from their domestic and ritual context represents her transition from innocence to maturity; we
are reminded of the pathos with which Sappho describes her own loss of girlhood in a
fragmentary call-and-response:

napOevia, mapOevia, mot pe Almolo dmotxn;
oVKETLT)EW TEOG 0¢, OVKETLTEW.

girlhood, girlhood, why have you gone away and left me?
I won’t ever come back to you; I won’t ever come back.

47 Rape, abduction, and seduction are related crimes in Greek law, and it is unclear whether or
not they were treated differently within a court of law or by retributive families. In Law,
Sexuality, and Society, David Cohen explains that both could likely be encompassed by the term
hybris which was used in Athenian law to cover certain undefined (but likely sexual)
prosecutable crimes. Elsewhere the term has a strong sexual connotation and includes such
transgressions as violent rape, seduction, and the fate of female prisoners of war. Cohen (1991)
177-178. See also Topper (2007) on the topic of Medusa’s death being figured as rape/
abduction, which will be discussed in more detail below.
48 Sappho fr. 114.
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There is something clearly wonderful—magical, even—about the openness and lack of
definition of a young girl existing outside the sharp binarism of traditional Greek sexual and
spousal roles. Like the wild fecundity of the postdiluvian world in Olympian IX, this openness
has the potency of becoming anything, but marriage or sexual assault forces it into definition.
The violence of Medusa’s removal from magBevia, as figured by the verb cvAdoaig with its
overtones of plunder and spoil,# coupled with her appearance as evmapaog “sweet-cheeked”
suggests that Medusa’s shift from the alterity of parthenia into something clearly understood
and defined is not the happy shift of a willing young wife or mother but the tragedy of
discovering oneself reduced to an object through sexual violence.

Pindar’s decision to frame Medusa in such sympathetic terms is not without parallels.
Kathryn Topper shows that, by the classical period, the imagery of Medusa as a parthenos and
the parallelism of her death with abduction scenes is omnipresent.®® One of the most striking
examples of this is a pelike attributed to Polygnotos and dated to roughly 450-440 BCE,5!
whereon Medusa is depicted not only in a short, knee-length chiton implying youth but without
any outward manifestation of her monstrosity apart from her wings. There are no snakes, no
grimace, no jaws—just a sleeping girl about to be murdered. Numerous other humanizing
depictions of the Gorgons exist as well. In a sixth-century, black-figure amphora,?? the Gorgons
appear with pale white skin like Athena’s, emphasizing their youth and femininity even though

their faces remain monstrous. Moreover, an early fifth-century, red-figure hydria represents the

9 “gvAaw.” LS].
50 Topper (2007).
51 See Milne (1946) 127. The vase itself is housed in the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New
York, and high quality images are available online: https:/ / www.metmuseum.org/art/
collection /search /254523
52 British Museum, B248. See Woodward (1976) 53-54.
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decapitated head of Medusa peeking out from Perseus’ kibisis as thoroughly human, feminine,
and tragic.

In another article, Topper interprets the bizarre imagery of an equine gorgon as a symbol
for the end of girlhood, explaining that “the Greeks commonly represented sexually innocent
girls through the figure of a horse.”>* The centaur-Gorgon is depicted on a Cycladic pithos jar
with wide, round eyes, a triangular nose, and a closed mouth, all of which match the style of
Perseus’ face. She, however, is depicted gazing directly at the viewer, while he turns away and
is seen only in profile. She has a human torso and a long chiton covering the front of her horse’s
legs. Topper links this depiction to other depictions of maidens as horses such as Alcman’s
seventh-century partheneion and Anacreon’s wAe Oonkin “Thracian filly.”>> Topper goes on to
link Medusa’s beheading, emphasized on the pithos by Perseus’ sword hovering above her
neck, to the sacrifice of Polyxena and Iphigenia,® concluding that “Medusa appears on the
pithos as a rightful candidate for marriage, not death, and by highlighting both her equine and
her maidenly characteristics the image presents the hero’s actions as an outrage.”>”

The pithos, though Cycladic in origin, “was found at Thebes and probably had stood
above a tomb.”>® Its presence in Boiotia implies that, while not necessarily the norm,
sympathetic depictions of Medusa were present in Pindar’s homeland around the time of
Pythian XII's composition in 490 BCE. Taken together with the red- and black-figure examples

from nearby Attica, this pithos belies the common assumption that Perseus is the unchallenged

53 British Museum, E181. See Woodward (1976) 63.
54 Topper (2010) 112.
55 PMG 417; Topper (2010) 112.
5 Topper (2010) 114; Loraux (1987) 31-48.
57 Topper (2010) 116. Topper’s characterization of Medusa’s death aligns with Cohen’s
understanding of hybris as a catch-all for sexual transgression. See footnote 47.
58 Woodward (1976) 32.
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hero of Pythian XIL» If sympathetic gorgons can exist in 7th c. Cycladic and 5th c. Attic red-
figure vases, the concept must surely have been present in the Greek world by Pindar’s time,
even if only as a response to a more conventional perspective. Indeed, as mentioned above,
Pindar characterizes Medusa’s bodiless head as evmapdov “sweet-cheeked.”®® Even in death,
her beauty is remarkable. If we grant, as argued above, that Medusa in Pythian XII is more
maiden than monster,® we must also grant that Perseus’ behavior loses some of its heroic
grandeur.

This inversion of expected roles in Pythian XII invites the reader to view its myth as an
embedded dithyramb. Perseus’ chaotic and violent operation within the poem is more akin to
the depiction of heroic figures in dithyramb than in epinikion, as a thorough study of the
dithyrambic fragments suggests. Indeed, as M.L. West observes, the “dithyramb, although in
principle dedicated to a god, Dionysus, has an altogether less holy feel to it, and in many cases
it appears to have become virtually secularized.”®> While the victory odes sanitize, leaving out
embarrassing moments for the mythical heroes® the dithyrambs delight in calumny. For

example, in fragment 72, Pindar writes that aAdxwt mote BwoaxBeic émex aAAotoiat /

5 For example, see Clay (1992) 522. Clay is so certain that Perseus is the obvious hero of the ode
that she assumes Pindar’s focus to rest on him, even though music and the aulos are clearly
what link the myth to the laudandus. She writes: “The focal point of Pindar's telling of the
Perseus’ myth lies not, as Kéhnken and others have supposed, in his fight with the Gorgons nor
even with Medusa’s decapitation (although that is, of course, presupposed), but in the hero's
final achievement,” that is the destruction of Seriphos.
60 p12.16.
61 Her snake-heads, of course, remain. But, we know from Pythian X that Pindar could
emphasize her inhumanity if he so wished, whereas here her humanity is emphasized.
62 West (1992) 16.
63 Cf. 0.9.35-36 discussed in Chapter One. Pindar cries out an6 pot Adyov / tovtov, otoua,
oupov “throw this word away from me, mouth” when he begins to say impious things about
Herakles’ relationship with the gods.
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'‘Qaplwv “once, being drunk, Orion attacked somebody else’s wife.”¢* The poem is known to be
about Orion’s misadventures on Chios with the family of Oenopion, a story that usually ends
with the rape of Oenopion’s daughter and Orion’s subsequent blinding. However, by shifting
Orion’s victim from daughter to mother, Pindar removes all excuse, for as van der Weiden
points out, Orion (horrifically to our sensibilities) could claim a right to Merope, since he did
after all rid Chios of wild beasts for her father®® There is, however, no possible excuse for
assaulting a reputable married woman. Pindar presents the hero in the worst possible light.
Likewise in a dithyramb on Herakles quoted by Aelius Aristides, we get the shocking defense of
Geryon: ...0¢ d'¢yw maga uwv / aivéw pév, I'novdéva “in comparison to [Herakles], I praise
you, Geryon.”® The dithyramb is a place where the tide is turned. Under the influence of
Dionysus, the hero becomes the villain, and the monster becomes the maiden.

By imitating dithyrambic irreverence in epinikion, Pindar creates a space of poetic
chimerism, mirroring in form what he narrates in myth. The epinikion appropriates the
dithyramb for itself as Perseus appropriates Medusa’s head and, as we shall discuss at length
below, Athena appropriates Stheno and Euryale’s dirge. The poem becomes a kind of chimera
like the aulete, blending two distinct objects—instrument and man, dithyramb and epinikion—
into one monstrously beautiful form. On the one hand, the violence and tragedy of Medusa’s
death seem to be a warning about how the artist is treated. And yet, Pindar’s decision to
reenact in his creation the very act of appropriation he describes complicates and undermines

the pathos he develops in the myth.

64 Pind.Fr.72.
65 van der Weiden (1991) 177.
66 Pind.fr.81.
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v. Adoption and Appropriation

The apparent contradiction between poetic borrowing and our empathy with the
Gorgons can be accounted for by distinguishing between different ways of treating the other.
Pindar links this differentiation to the sphere of the family and makes use of the imagery of
adoption to help us understand it. The etiological aspect of the Perseus-Medusa myth and the
pathos of the Gorgons’ lament are only a part of the story Pindar is telling. The other half
revolves around another female figure, Perseus’ mother Danae and her mistreatment at the
hands of Polydektes.

Understanding this aspect of Pythian XII requires reconstructing the mythical
background that Pindar is drawing upon. Of course, it is impossible to know exactly what
version of the myth Pindar had in mind, but given his Panhellenic audience and the need to be
comprehensible to them, it seems likely that he would draw on universal elements of the myth
except when explicitly deviating from them. The most complete account of the Perseus-Danae
myth comes from Pseudo-Apollodoros’ Bibliotheka and postdates Pythian XII by about five
centuries, making it a problematic source for understanding Pindar.®” Another account comes
from Aeschylus’ fragmentary satyr-play the Diktyoulkoi, which most likely formed a part of the
tetralogy which included Aeschylus’ lost Polydektes, a play about the tyrant’s petrification by
Perseus.®® Both accounts agree in certain details, namely that Danae and Perseus were set adrift
in a chest by her father Akrisios, king of Argos. Likewise, both accounts tell us that Perseus and
Danae were found on Seriphos by the fisherman Diktys. But, while the satyr play does not

make direct reference to Polydektes, the Bibliotheka does, explaining that the king fell in love

7 Pseudo-Apollodoros, Bibliotheka 2.4.1-2.
68 Oakley (1982) 115; Charalabopoulos (2021).
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with Danae after Perseus grew to manhood and was obliged to devise the quest for Medusa’s
head as a means of ridding himself of Danae’s protective son.

If, as supposed, the Diktyoulkoi formed a part of the same sequence as the Polydektes, the
absence of that king from the satyr-play implies little except that Polydektes in Aeschylus’
account was not present at the finding of Danae and Perseus, an implication which accords with
the more complete presentation of the myth in the Bibliotheka and suggests that Pseudo-
Apollodoros’ account may be an accurate representation of fifth century narratives. In addition,
a scholiast on the Argonautica quotes the sixth century philosopher Pherecydes as saying that
Polydektes demanded the Gorgon'’s head as a gift from Perseus for the feast he had prepared,
threatening to “take his mother captive” if Perseus did not bring it.* Pherecydes” account of the
myth frames Polydektes’ request for the Gorgon’s head as a grounds for justifying his
appropriation and rape of Danae. Pherecydes’ and Pseudo-Apollodoros’ accounts share many
important features. In both, the impetus to decapitate Medusa comes from the tyrant of
Seriphos; in both, the request is framed as a friendly gesture but is actually an attempt to be rid
of Perseus; and in both, the quest is used to facilitate the tyrant’s domination of Danae. The
apparent impossibility of the task is precisely what gives Polydektes confidence in his plan to
seize the hero’s mother. Even if the mechanics differ slightly, both Pherecydes and Psuedo-
Apollodoros essentially agree that Polydektes” request for Medusa’s head is intended as a
suicide mission.

Pindar’s version of the myth corresponds with features of both Pherecydes” and Pseudo-
Apollodoros” myths. Like Pherecydes, Pindar mentions the feast (épavov) Polydektes has

prepared, suggesting that he is also operating from a version of the myth in which Polydektes

69 Frag. Hist. Graec. 1.75, fr. 26; Woodward (1976) 4-6.
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requests the head as a host-gift.”? Moreover, he refers to Danae’s éumnedov / dovAocvvav o
T avaykaiov Aéxoc “fettered slavery and compulsory bed,””! thereby insinuating the same
motivation from Polydektes for the quest as in both Pherecydes’ and Pseudo-Apollodoros’
versions. Curiously, Pindar’s account suggests that Danae is already in Polydektes’ possession.
The spurious request for Medusa’s head is more of an afterthought than a pretext. Polydektes is
tying up the loose ends of his concubine’s adult son by another man, whose presence would
threaten the position of any other children born from Danae.

If we contrast the mythical background of Pythian XII with the myth presented in
Olympian IX, a clear difference emerges. While Lokros welcomed the pregnant paramour of
Zeus precisely because he recognized that éxev d¢ oméopa péylotov “she was carrying the
greatest seed,””?2 Polydektes sends away his (intended) bride’s child, even though this boy also
is the child of Zeus. The continuities between Pindar, Pherecydes, and Pseudo-Apollodorus
detailed above suggest that the audience of Pythian XII would have interpreted the quest for the
Gorgon’'s head as a suicide mission demanded by the tyrant. Polydektes rejects the gift that is
Danae’s son, sending him out into the wilderness and subjecting him to exposure a second time
(the first being his exposure within the chest by Danae’s father Akrisios) in order to receive the
hubristic gift of Medusa’s head.”? The king of Seriphos prefers the possibility of biological

children to the certainty of an adopted son. He operates within a violent world with over-

70 P12.14.
71 P12.14-15.
720.9.61.
73 Woodward (1976) 60ff. details an early fifth-century, red-figure kalyx-krater in (then)
Leningrad which depicts the impregnation of Danae by a self-pouring gold and the confinement
of Danae together with little Perseus to the chest in which they were exposed. See also Oakley
(1982) for a discussion of several different fifth-century, red figure paintings depicting the
arrival of Danae and Perseus’ in their chest on Seriphos.
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determined and limited roles. To him, Danae cannot be Perseus’ mother and Polydektes” wife;
she can only have one male protector. In order to marry her, he needs to (attempt to) reinstate
her status as parthenos by doing away with the offspring and evidence of her prior romantic
liaison. He does not recognize that as a single woman separated from her oikos by exposure,
Danae in fact maintains the openness and indefiniteness of parthenia while simultaneously
inhabiting the role of mother. She could be Polydektes” wife and Perseus’” mother if only he also
exhibited the openness of her situation. But instead, he attempts to fit her within the categories
he understands and in so doing he erases what she is, forcing her into a compulsory bed and
fettered slavery.

As Danae is a woman without an oikos, Perseus is a child without a father. His potential
adoptive father has rejected him and in rejecting him has chosen to abduct his mother rather
than pursue a marriage to her through legal means (i.e. Perseus’ permission). His grandfather
(though Pindar makes no mention of this) has also rejected him. And, his own biological father
prefers to keep himself veiled. The hero is viog Aavaag, TOv &mod xELOOL hapev avtoguTovL /
éupeval “the son of Danae, the boy whom we say to be from self-pouring gold.””# His identity
is bound up with his mother’s. Zeus’ decision to impregnate Danae in the guise of gold falling
from the sky (xovoob avtopUtov) leaves her son’s paternity and by extension her status in
jeopardy. By turning himself into something even less substantial than an object, a shower of
gold, Zeus engenders a child who is only half-human, a kind of chimera to be rejected and
othered. While the paternity of Opus in Olympian IX is obvious and straightforward, giving
value to the exposed mother and child, the ambiguity of Perseus’ parentage makes both him

and Danae vulnerable.

74 P12.17-18.
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Indeed, Pindar’s description of Perseus as being (éupevar) from self-pouring gold
further deemphasizes the paternity of Zeus. The neutral linking verb “to be” makes no claim
about biological connection, as a form of, say, yiyvopat would, and the preposition ano is not
normally used to denote immediate descent.”> A parallel use of ané with a form of eiut appears
in the Odyssey when Penelope sarcastically asks the disguised Odysseus to identify himself:

AAAX Kal WG oL elmte Teov Yévog, Ommoev eoot.
0V YAQ &ATIO dQLOC €001 TTAAXLPATOL OVO' ATIO TTETOTG.

Come on, tell me about your family, where you're from,
for you're not from an ancient oak tree or a rock.”

The peculiar formulation of “tree and stone,” which in addition to the Odyssey occurs in several
other passages of Greek and Near-Eastern writing, is explored in depth by Carolina Lopez-Ruiz
who links it to origin narratives of mankind and the oracular transmission of knowledge.”
Moreover, she notes that “Eustathios and the scholia on the Odyssey” connect “the expression
with the exposure of infants in the wild and the concomitant assumption that they were born
from trees and stones.”’® Penelope’s question relies upon either the patent absurdity of
claiming to be am6 some material object, of having sprung up from a new creation myth of
sewn rocks or dragon’s teeth, or the unlikely possibility of surviving infant exposure to
convince the reserved beggar (Odysseus in disguise) to divulge his past. As signifiers of
exposure or the first generation of human beings, the phrases ano dovog (from an oak) or arno
nétong (from a rock) stand in direct opposition to having a yévog and serve to highlight the

importance of identifying oneself within one’s yévog.

75 446" LSJ.
76 0d.19.162-163.
77 Lopez-Ruiz (2010) 64.
78 Lopez-Ruiz (2010) 58.
115



Likewise, the claim that Perseus is amo xovoov “from gold”” places him in direct
opposition to the identity of the Gorgons as members of a yévoc.80 He is exposed, begotten by
the material world, homeless. The Gorgons belong to a family. They are girlish (mapBevioig)s!
sisters (kaotryvntav),®? he a metallic half-man. And yet like Perseus, they are also chimeric
beings obiwv kebadais “with heads of snakes” for hair® In The Animal that Therefore I Am,
Derrida comments: “Pegasus, archetypal horse, son of Poseidon and the Gorgon, is therefore the
half-brother of Bellerophon, who, descending from the same god as Pegasus, ends up following
and taming a sort of brother, an other self.”# The half-brothers then cooperate to kill Chimera
in an ironic twist that relies upon their inability to recognize in the unique chimeric nature of
the other their own relative. While Perseus is not so closely related to Medusa as Pegasus and
Bellerophon, in her murder, we find another domination of an “other self.” If not for
Polydektes” unjust rejection of Perseus, there is no reason the hero should find an enemy in
these girls. Indeed, their status in the liminal space between mortals and immortals and their
monstrous sharing in two natures make them fitter companions for the demigod than ordinary
human beings. But, like Bellerophon, Pegasus, and Chimera, Perseus and Medusa are
prevented from recognizing a self in the other.

Their failure to recognize a self in the other is further illustrated by yet another parallel

—their shared orality—and Perseus’ appropriation of Medusa’s orality by the seizure of her

79 P.12.17.
80 P12.11.
81 P12.9.
82 P12.11.
83 P12.9.
84 Derrida (2008) 42.
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head. In Pindar’s telling, the Gorgons and Perseus share orality as the defining feature of their
heroic actions. Athena overhears the 6onvog of the “bold”#> Gorgons at the same moment as

[Tepoebg OTOTE TEITOV AVOEV KATLYVITAV HLEQOS
évvadia Leolidpw Aaolot te polgav &ywv.

when Perseus shouted as he brought the third part of the sisters
to Seriphos in the sea and doom to its people.8®

The actual killing of Medusa is glossed over in Pythian XII, and instead we are treated to a
description of Perseus’ shout which does not coincide with his killing of the gorgon. Rather, it
coincides with his journey home to Seriphos, which, as Segal observes, Pindar emphasizes in his
telling.8” But, Perseus’ return to Seriphos is a far cry from “the victor’s nostos and celebration in
his home city,”88 as it results not in glory for the city but potoa, which I have translated as
“doom,” and the petrification of Polydektes” picnic. If we interpret Perseus’ shout as a victory
cry, we understand that Perseus perceives his real victory not as a triumph over the Gorgons but
as a triumph over Polydektes. Medusa’s death is collateral damage that allows Perseus to
return to Seriphos carrying her head and making Polydektes regret patodc t'éumdeov /
dovAocvUvav 16 T avaykaiov Aéxos “his mother’s fettered slavery and her compulsory bed.”%
The demigod participates in the tyrant’s bizarre request and skewed system of justice in order
to thwart Polydektes” designs. But, this participation comes at the cost of Medusa’'s life, breath,
and voice.

For Perseus, the theft of Medusa’s voice, that shared humanness which links the hero

and his victim, is just a necessary step to freeing his mother and punishing her oppressor. His

85 P.12.7.
86 12.11-12.
87 Segal (1995) 13.
8 Segal (1995) 13; cf. Crotty (1982) 103-112.
89 P12.14-15.
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inchoate shout both signals his similarity to her and replaces her voice in the Gorgons’ choir.
Yet, we find in Pindar’s choice of the word potoav,” both a person’s doom and his fair share or
inheritance,®! a self-justification for Perseus” appropriation. In his eyes, he is not responsible for
killing all the citizens of Seriphos or even the Gorgons for that matter; they have it coming to
them; it is their doom, their poipav. Perseus just brings back toitov... kaotyvntav pégog “a
third part of the sisters.”?> The effects of Medusa’s head are not his responsibility. There is a
ready rationalization waiting for Perseus back on Seriphos:

Avypov T'épavov TToAvdékta Onie HatEog T éumedov
dovAoovvav T0 T'avaykaiov Aéxog

and he made deadly Polydektes’ picnic and his mother’s fettered
slavery and her compulsory bed”

The treatment by Polydektes of Perseus’” mother, the only familial relationship that he can with
any certainty claim and the only clear source of identity that he has, offers him a justification for
his aggression towards the Gorgons, the citizens of Seriphos, and Polydektes. As Perseus’
return to Polydektes’ picnic is a kind of inverted homecoming, his killing of Polydektes
completes the inverted adoption begun by the king’s rejection and exposure of the demigod.
He 6nke “placed”—the aorist of tiOnut, the Theban word for adopt—as deadly the actions of
Polydektes. Strictly speaking, Perseus is not, in this telling, doing anything; rather, he is altering
the way things which already have been done are viewed. Polydektes has thrown a picnic,
enslaved Danae, and compelled her to share his bed. By appropriating the orality (and

victimization) of Medusa and instrumentalizing the locus of her voice, Perseus merely reveals

0 P12.12.
1 “notoa.” LSJ.
2 P.12.11.
% P.12.14-15.
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these activities as deadly, just as he reveals the head of the Gorgon and brings doom Xegidpw
Aaolot te “to Seriphos and its people.”?* Yet, revelation is also an act, and the sleight of tongue
which shifts responsibility away from Perseus is only partially successful. In Gortynian law, as
argued in Chapter One, the act of revelation in public was the transubstantial moment in which
an adoptee definitively left one family and entered another. Perseus’ revelation of Medusa’s
head before the assembled island people acts as a public renunciation of Polydektes and the
adoption he notably did not offer Perseus. It reveals in the striking finality of stone the fact of
Perseus’ homelessness and his choice of a severed head over the complexity of communal life
with its injustice and suffering.

Ironically, Perseus has become the very thing he battles against. His carrying off
(cvAdoaig)® of Medusa appears beside the avaykaiov Aéxog “compulsory bed”% of Danae.
Both he and Polydektes lay claim to the bodies of their female victims, Perseus by taking
Medusa’s face and voice, Polydektes by forcing Danae to share his bed. Perseus’ thoughtless
reactivity to Polydektes causes the tyrant’s crime to rebound upon the Gorgons, physically
separate and morally unconnected as they are. To punish one injustice Perseus commits
another greater injustice, avenging his mother’s rape with the murder of Medusa (figured as
rape), Polydektes, and the inhabitants of Seriphos. While Polydektes has failed to recognize the
precious and unique alterity of Perseus with its potential for civic and domestic benefit (who
wouldn’t want a demigod for a son?), Perseus fails to recognize it in Medusa. Could she not be
convinced to help him willingly? Is it too much to hope that she, other beyond all others, would

recognize and have compassion for the alterity and victimization of Danae? And yet, because

%4 p12.12.
% P12.16.
% P12.15.
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the self within Medusa’s alterity is denied, this possibility never occurs to the actors within the
myth. And instead the egregious slavery (éumedov / dovAoovvav) that Polydektes has
perpetrated against a free-born woman is paid for not only by Polydektes” death, but by the
deaths of his entire free-born island. Perseus punishes a crime by an even greater crime.

In The Animal Part, Mark Payne develops a theory of destructivism which refers to “the
pattern of human behavior that begins as a feeling of homelessness, then turns to wandering,
resentment of the natural world expressed as inorganicism... and, finally, an urge to destroy
what cannot be embraced as home.”?” In Perseus’ return to Seriphos we see a clear example of
the final stage of destructivism. His exposure by Polydektes (through the unreasonable demand
for the Gorgon’s head) impels him into homeless wandering which manifests itself in
resentment and destruction of the natural, familial world of the Gorgons, and culminates in the
destruction of his home on Seriphos. His inverted homecoming and repudiation of the island
parodies the family that he could have had if Polydektes had adopted him. And the feast to
which he returns, which in any ordinary epinikion would be a celebration in his honor, becomes
a bloodbath. His alienation from a home or family leads to his destructive behavior, which also
finds expression in his opposition to the organic world of the Gorgons in favor of his own
inorganic, metallic, mechanized (in the Greek sense) identity.

Perseus’ destruction of Seriphos and his brutal murder of Medusa suggests that he,
coming from self-pouring gold, views himself as other, as outside the customs and nomoi of
social behavior. Accepting his own radical otherness, his specialness and isolation, he fails to
see the commonalities between himself and the Gorgons, regarding them not as the parthenoi

that Pindar depicts but as inhuman monsters to be exploited and used. Perseus focuses on their

97 Payne (2010) 66.
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animality and misses what they share with human beings. Centered on his own difference and
dislocation, he fails to recognize the wondrous uniqueness of the other outside himself.
Together with his guiding spirit, Athena, he privileges what is made over what comes into
being organically, taking part in the creation of an unnatural, mechanical, many-headed nomos,
replacing the customary affection of family bonds with constructed order. The adoption that
could have grounded him within a family and city is transmuted into the violent appropriation
and obliteration of the other.
vi. The Triumph of the Mechanos

The myth of Pythian XII is introduced, as most of Pindar’s myths are, by a relative
pronoun, a device known as lyric narrative.”® In her book Pindar’s Poetics of Immortality, Asya
Sigelman argues that such a use of the relative clause turns the myth into “essentially, a giant
attributive adjective.”” She explains:

if the defining characteristic of any narrative is its unfolding through the external

agency of a narrator, then a story cast in the shape of an attributive adjective (i.e.

as a relative clause) is not really a narrative. Semantically, such a story unfolds

itself....100
As argued above, the mythical portion of the poem fits the profile of a dithyramb. Taken
together with Sigelman’s claim about attributive myths, we can see the middle section of the
poem as a self-pouring, mechanized'?! deviation from the human, personal invocation of the

poet, just as Perseus and his parent Zeus are self-pouring, mechanized (metallic) deviations

from a personal, human identity.

% Sigelman (2018) 24; Des Places (1949).
% Sigelman (2018) 25.
100 Sigelman (2018) 27.
101 In the sense that it is a composite, chimeric invention or tool (mechanos) like the tools
discovered in Olympian XIII by combining different things. By tacking a dithyramb onto an
epinikion, Pindar has created a new, synthetic genre.

121



Pythian XII opens with the only use of the first person in the entire poem and is couched
in a remarkably lush, organic landscape in comparison to the rest of the poem:

altéw og, PLAayAae, kaAAlota Pooteav ToAlwY,
Degoedovag €dog, & T'0xOaig EmL pnAoBotov
vatlelg Akodyavtog é0duatov koAdvav, @ ava,
Aaog dBavatwv avdowVv te oLV eVHEVIX

défat otepdvwpa t0d €k ITvBwvog £VdOGEW Mida
avToV € viv EAAGDa vikdoavta téxva, Tav mote
ITaAAag edpevge Opaoetav <I'opydvwv>

oVALov Opnvov diamAéEao’ ABava’

I beg you, splendor-lover, fairest of mortal cities,

seat of Persephone, you who inhabit a firm cliff

on the slopes of Akragas’ sheep walk, my lady,

gracious with the good will of immortals and men,

receive this crown from Pytho at the hands of admired Midas

and receive his self too who has conquered Greece by skill, which once

upon a time Pallas Athena discovered, weaving together

the deadly dirge of the brave <Gorgons>;102
The poem opens with the self and the other: aitéw oe “I beg you.” By beginning with an
entreaty, Pindar acknowledges the otherness and freedom of his addressee and politely requests
her reception (dé€at) of his gift and of the self of Midas, heavily emphasizing the personhood
both of the goddess-city and of Midas, who despite his lack of patronymic or familial signifiers
is called avtov... viv. If Pindar wished merely to designate Midas by an accusative pronoun,
either avtév or viv would suffice. By combining them together, Pindar places the emphasis on
Midas as a unique self EAA&da vikdoavta téxva “who has conquered Greece by skill.”103 His

identity flows not from his relationship to a family or city but to a craft. Like Perseus, he is a

technical marvel who supplements his homelessness with borrowed orality.104

102 p12.1-9.

103 P12.6.

104 Cf. Nooter (2019) for an examination of the prosthetic voice.
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In contrast to Midas whose identity is linked to action, the city’s identity exists in
relationship. She is kaAAiota Booteav moAlwv “fairest of mortal cities”1% and Depoedovac
€doc “the seat of Persephone,”1% connected both to the human and divine realms, iAaog
aBavatwv avdowv te oLV evpevia “gracious with the good will of immortals and men.”10”
Pindar goes on to identify her as & t'6x0aig émt pnAofodtov / valeic Akoayavtog é0duatov
KoAdvav “you who inhabit a firm cliff on the slopes of Akragas’ sheep walk.”1% As in the
opening line of the poem, we are confronted by the you of the city. Now, we see her not only in
relation to divinities and mortal habitations but in relation to the earth and animals as well. Her
self is blended with the geographical features of the region, features which nourish both the
humans who have made her their city and the sheep who find the craggy herbs of Akragas a fit
home.

From the succulent slopes of Sicily, we are transported as if by magic to the discovery of
the instrument that Midas uses to conquer Greece. The harmonious image of humans, gods,
and animals living peacefully together that Pindar presents in his invocation is replaced by a
world of violence and pain where goddess is pitted against goddess and man against man. We
are told that:

...TIOTE

[TaAAag epevoe Bpaoewav <'ogyovwv>

oVALov Opnvov duxmAéEao’ AB&va’

tov apBeviog VO T ATAdTOIS OpiwV KeDaAals
ate AeBopevov dvomevOéL oLV KapdTw

...once

105 p12.1.
106 p.12.2.
107.p.12.4.
108 p.12.2-3.
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upon a time Pallas Athena discovered [the aulos], weaving together
the deadly dirge of the brave Gorgons;

which she heard slipping from under the unapproachable
girlish heads of snakes with grievous toil'®

The discovery of the aulos, like the chimeric inventions of Olympian XIII, is made by the
combination of different kinds of toil (k&patocg). The thrénos of the Gorgons slips (AetBopevov)
from under their myriad mouths, a verb implying its effortless production. Yet, Pindar specifies
that it occurs oUv kapdtw “with toil.” What flows naturally from the sisters has, through grief,
become something that must be labored for."0 And it is the sisters’ toil that Athena toils to
make into an instrument of human use, weaving (duaxnAéEawd’) it together into an artifact that,
though physically dissimilar, is metaphorically linked to the archetype of feminine labor—the
loom.

After reviewing Perseus’ triumph over Polydektes and the citizens of Seriphos, Pindar
returns again to the discovery of the flute, commenting:

AAA€mel €k TOUTWV GIAOV dvdoa TOVWY

£0000aTO MAEOEVOS VAWV TeEVXE TAUDPWVOV UEAOG

0dpoa tov EvpuaAag €k kapmaAiuay yevowv

XODOEvTa oLV EvTeot LN oALT €QIKALYKTAV YOOV.

e0pev 0ed¢” AAAG viv ebpoto’ avdpdot Bvatoig €xely,
WVOHAOTEV KEPAARV TTOAAGY VOOV

109 P12.7-9.
10 In Grief and the Hero: The Futility of Longing in the Iliad, Emily Austin captures perfectly “the
stickiness and randomness of grief.” Quoting Alice Oswald, Austin explains how “Grief is black
it is made of earth / It gets into the cracks in the eyes / It lodges its lump in the throat.”
(Oswald 35). She goes on to explain (in her own words) how “Even though he has certain
targets for his anger, vengeance, communal rituals, weeping, etc., the underlying reality is that
Achilles is caught in an impossible pothé, in his experience of a permanent loss that tears the
fabric of his life. As such his grief-driven behaviors, for all their variety, share qualities of
relentlessness, unpredictability, and futility.” Austin (2021) 50-51. For Achilles, grief makes the
fabric of life unlivable; everything is labored and undesirable (so much so that Achilles cannot
even feed himself). The Gorgons fit this model of grief; their singing sticks even as it flows and
labor improbus characterizes their experience of what otherwise would be joyful artistry.
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But when the girl dragged her dear man

out of these toils, she fashioned the all-voiced limb of the aulos

so that she could imitate with tools the loud-wailing lament squeezed

from the swift jaws of Euryale.

The goddess found it, but finding it for mortal men to have,

she named it the nomos of many heads!'!
The parthenoi of the Gorgons have been replaced by the parthenos Athena who fashions a péAog,
a word meaning both a limb of the body and a strain of music,'? out of their grief. The double-
entendre emphasizes the fact that Athena’s musical mimesis replicates only a part of the
original whole."'® In Grief and the Hero, Emily Austin building on David Konstan explains that
“losing a loved one is felt as a kind of ‘amputation.””* The literal amputation of Medusa’s
head severs her orality from the communal life of her sisters. Outside the antiphonal, choral
setting of the Gorgons’ sisterhood, their singing becomes an inert, severed limb which can be
taken and used as a gory prosthesis. In The Black Atlantic, Paul Gilroy explains that:

there is a democratic,c, communitarian moment enshrined in the practice of

antiphony which symbolizes and anticipates (but does not guarantee) new, non-

dominating social relationships. Lines between self and other are blurred...15
The antiphony of the Gorgons’ thrénos suggests the communitarian and familial quality of their
life. However, much like the White imitators of Black music that Gilroy goes on to address,

Athena’s fascination with the uniquely Gorgonic singing fails to understand the context from

which it emerges. She recognizes only the mévot “toils”11¢ from which she has rescued her man

1t p.12.18-23.
12 *yérog.” LS].
113 Tt also suggests a pun on péog, also used to describe a part of the sisters.
14 Austin (2021) 15; Konstan (2013) 143-144.
115 Gilroy (1993) 79.
116 P12.18.
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and not the kauatog “toil”!” that Perseus’ act of terror has elicited from the sisters.l’® By
extracting their music from its socio-musical setting within a call-and-response chorus, Athena
fails to hear the Gorgons’ singing as a thrénos and instead mistakes the antiphonal response of
Euryale as her own private éouwAdayxtav ydov “loud-wailing lament”!® which can be
replicated upon the prosthetic limb of the aulos. The inherently responsive and social musical
form of thrénos, a form which, as Gilroy observes, offers the possibility of non-dominating social
relationships, is transmuted into kedpaAav moAAav vopov “the nomos of many heads.”1?0 The
egalitarian community of sisters is replaced by the teleological order of nomos.

Athena’s creation of the aulos denatures and dehumanizes the Gorgons’ lament. Athena
does not replace the antiphony of the sisters with a solo melody playing both parts of the
thrénos; rather she transforms the dialectical quality of the Gorgons’ dirge into a speaking-over
one another of two voices. In his work on Greek music, M.L. West argues that the double pipes
of the aulos were likely used to create “a divergence of the two pipes.”’?! That is, the double
aulos was used to create counterpoint. Athena misinterprets the Gorgons’ lament. She hears a
cacophony of many voices and imagines them singing over one another, heedless of what the

other voice is communicating, and she creates out of this perceived disorder a new order

117.P12.10.
18 Cf. Gilroy (1993) 73. Gilroy explains that the unique quality of Black musics in the Atlantic
arises in part as a response to racial terror. Reading Medusa and Perseus through this lens is
illuminating not only from the perspective of antiphonal music arising as a response to acts of
terror against a perceived other but also because the perception of Medusa’s otherness by early
20th century art historians and classicists has led to depictions of her being characterized as
Black. See Woodward (1976) originally published in 1937. In the age of eugenics, Medusa’s
monstrosity is replaced by Blackness, her otherness translated from the terror of a Greek
monster to the racial bias of figures like Margaret Sanger and Henry Goddard.
19 p.12.21.
120 p.12.3.
121 West (1992) 104.
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through harmony, an order aimed not at relationship but at coexistence. She has created a way
in which two disparate voices may be heard simultaneously without either voice being lost.
But, in creating such a coexistence she has lost the possibility of the voices responding directly
to one another. They are ordered vertically towards the piece of music as a whole rather than
horizontally at one another.’?2 Her imitation is but a poor reflection of the Gorgons’ egalitarian,
non-dominating community.

In addition to losing the communal and communicative quality of antiphony, Athena’s
creation loses the individuality of the singer. The lament of Euryale is recognizably Euryale’s!?
and no other’s. However, by mechanizing the irreplaceable voice of the individual, Athena
creates a mappwvov péAog “all-voiced limb,”124 a tool capable of imitating and appropriating
human feeling while abstracting it from the human feeler. It is all-voiced, lacking the
uniqueness of a particular voice. Moreover, Athena imitates ocUv évteot “with tools”1?> a female
voice, expressly avdoaot Ovatoig “for mortal men”?6 to have. The repetition of avro in the
poem (&vdowv in line 4, &vdoa in line 18, and avdpaot in line 22) emphasizes not simply the
mortality, as contained in Ovartoic, of Athena’s protegés, but their masculinity. Athena’s

invention removes the Gorgonic thrénos from the context of a girls’ choir and hands it over to

122 This is, I think, most vividly illustrated in moments of tension in opera where two or more
singers are often depicted in musical harmony with one another but instead of developing an
idea together, their parts simply repeat the same thought over and over without any reference
or response to the content of what the other singer is communicating. They coexist but they do
not encounter.
123 p 12.20.
124 p12.19.
125 p12.21.
126 P12.22.
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the male aulete and the world of elite male competition. The lament has become a set piece that
anyone with skill can replicate;'? it has lost the unique timbre of the individual woman’s voice.
Finally, Athena denatures the Gorgons’ thrénos by replacing its words with the
wordlessness of the mechanized instrument. The communicative, communitarian quality of
thrénos is replaced by mimesis (ppunfjoart’).128 The aulos captures only the inflection and tone of
the Gorgons’ singing as an infant might reflect in inarticulate sound the inflection of her
caretaker. Athena’s appropriation of the Gorgons’ thrénos is a violent act. She wrenches away
the Gorgons’ orality, grasping it EvouaAag ék kapmaAuav yevowv “from the swift/ravenous
jaws of Euryale,”1? as if she were snatching a bit of food from the mouth of an animal. The
description of Euryale’s mouth evokes the horrifying Gorgonic faces so familiar in archaic art.
Gone is the sympathetic portrayal of sisterly emotion. For the goddess and her protégé the
animality of the Gorgons trumps the humanity and divinity they share with Perseus and
Athena. By stripping away the articulate, human quality of the sisters, Athena rewrites the
narrative of Medusa’s death, using the Gorgons’ monstrosity as a justification for her and
Perseus’ violent appropriation. The resulting song is known for its imitation of the hissing
snake-heads of the girls, not their eloquent threnody.’® Athena’s abduction of Euryale’s voice,
like Perseus’ abduction of Medusa’s head, results in the denaturing and literal
instrumentalization of the individual. Euryale loses the ability to express herself and her own
grief, ceding that right to her adversary who has, in fact, caused her grief. ~Athena takes

Euryale’s story and retells it from her own perspective.

127 West (1992) 214. The nomos of many heads is believed to be a specific musical composition
for the aulos.
128 p12.21.
129 P12.20.
130 West (1992) 214. This side of the nomos will be discussed in depth below.
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vi. The Equinox of the Flute

Athena’s attempt to control the narrative, however, is only partially successful. As
Pindar retells the origin story of the aulos in Pythian XII, the monstrosity of the Gorgons fades.
Although the words of their lament are lost and replaced by the inarticulate—though not
emotionless—tune of the aulos, we experience, as argued above, the pathos of Medusa’s death
and her sisters’ grief through the poet’s narrative. The poem operates within a realm of many-
headed meanings. It rejoices at Perseus’ rescue of Danae while grieving his murder of Medusa.
It points towards the Gorgons’ erasure while ensuring the preservation of their perspective. It
presents a vision of music both natural and invented. And finally, it points towards a way in
which nomos—as opposed to physis—ironically reintroduces the non-dominating social
networks of the naturalistic, familial social structure of the Gorgons.

The nomos of many heads arises out of Perseus’ homelessness and violence. But, even as
Pindar names the aulos-tune that emerges from Medusa’s death, he introduces an alternative,
organic etiology, explaining;:

WVOHAOTEV KEPAAAV TTOAAGV VOUOV,

EVKAEQ AAOTOOWYV HVAOTHQ AYWVWY,

AETTOV dLAVIoOUEVOV XaAKOUL Oapa kai dovakwy,

ol mapa kaAAlxopov vaiolot oAy Xapitwv

Kadoidog év tepével, motol YOQeLTAV HAQTUQEG.

she named it the nomos of many heads,

the famous suitor of contests crowded with people,

passing through the delicate bronze together with reeds,

which dwell beside the city of the Graces beautiful with dancing

in the district of Kaphisis, trusty witnesses of dancers.!3!

Pindar’s introduction of the many-headed nomos leads us out of the mechanized, self-pouring

myth with its dithyrambic chaos and heroic inversions and into the ode’s conclusion. The poem

131 p 12.23-27.
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returns again to the dynamic and interconnected natural world of the invocation. We are
brought face to face with goddesses, cities, and the environment. Like the city whom Pindar
addresses in the poem’s first line, the reeds, from which the mouthpiece of the aulos are
constructed, are described as dwelling (vaiowo, cf. line 3) near a city. Now, however, the city
belongs to the Graces as do the wild spaces within the district around Lake Kopais (Kaphisis)
with its marshy reeds. We are in a space of harmonious cohabitation of human, plant, divine,
and aulos—a chimeric combination of the three.

In their native setting in Boiotia, beside the Lake of Kaphisis, the reeds are characterized
as TLOTOL XOQEVTAV HAQTLEES “trusty witnesses of the dancers.”132 Before they have been
carved into delicate mouthpieces, through which the vibrations of the player’s breath is
translated into the resonating pipe, they are reliably present (miototi) at the dances. The Doric
genitive plural yopevtav specifies the gender of these dancers as feminine and, combined with
the reference to the Graces in the line above, seems to imply that the reeds are present as guests
at a divine ritual which predates the human agon at which they will serve. In their natural
environment, they accompany the Graces” dance with a music that springs up as naturally and
peacefully as wind through marsh grasses. Although Athena claims to have discovered the
aulos avdoaat Bvatoig €xewv “for mortal men to have,”13 we see that the reeds themselves,
much like the Gorgonic chorus whose tune has been imitated, are already participants in a

feminine, non-dominating musical ritual before Athena’s intervention.

132 p12.27.
133 p.12.22.
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Athena’s aulos is thus a discovery, not an invention. She transmutes objects already
accessible to female deities into objects accessible to mortal men as well. Mandelstam describes
the aulos’s birth as follows:

®AenTHI TPEYeCKON THTA U IOTa—

CAO0BHO eit He XBaTaA0 MO/ABBI—

He nsBasnnasi, 6e3 oryera,

3peaa, Masaace, 111a Y€pe3 PBEL...

The Greek flute’s theta and iota,

As if unsatisfied with fame,

As yet un-carved and without answer,

Grew up, toiled, through ditches came.13*

The poet, exiled to Voronezh for having critiqued Stalin, is replying to and interpreting Pindar’s
ode. The breathy thiiii of theta and iota spun by the vibrating, carved reeds of the aulos creates
itself Ca0BHO et He XxBaTaa0 MO4BBI, as if being talked about did not satisfy, as if moasa (molva),
that is the Russian equivalent of Latin’s fama and Greek’s ¢pnjun, descending from the archaic
verb moasuTs (molvit’) which means very simply “to say,” did not suffice any more. The reeds
themselves, recognizing the limitations of human speech to communicate, 3peaa, masiaacs, maa
gepe3 pBol “grew up, toiled, through ditches came.” The flute’s origin is one of growth, not
invention. It is one of toil, as is the Gorgons’ singing ovv kaudtw “with toil.”1%>  And, it

necessitates the crossing of what appear to be impermeable boundaries—the “ditches” of

Mandelstam’s poem are deep!3—in order to transcend the limitations of speech.

134 O, Mandelstam (1993) 134-135.

135 p.12.10.

136 “poB.” slovari.ru. 2020. http:/ /slovari.ru/search.aspx?p=3068. “/annHoe n y3koe,
BBICOKIMIU OTKOCaMu yraybaenne B 3emze. [A long and narrow depression with high banks in

the earth.]” Perhaps “trench” would be a better translation.
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Before the mechanos of the flute has been carved (He msBasiznast) by human hands, it
exists as a part of the natural-divine world (Pindar’s reeds). Once it exists as a mechanos, the
flutist becomes bound to his instrument:

I ee HeBO3MO>KHO ITIOKMHYTb,

CrucHyB 3yOBbI ee He YHSTS,

I B ca0Ba sI3BIKOM He IIPOABUHYTH,

VM ryGamu ee He pa3MsATh...

And it’s impossible to leave her,37

Not to soothe her with clenched teeth,

With lips not loosen up her muscles

Or goad her with the tongue to speech.3
His teeth are clenched;'® he cannot leave. And no matter what soothing (ymsits unyat’) and
coaxing (mpoasunyTh prodvinut’) and massaging (pasmsrts razmyat’) he performs with his
mouth, the instrument will not be coerced into articulate sound. As a result, Mandelstam
observes, {paeiituct He y3HaeT ntokos “a flutist will never know peace.”14? He exists in a kind of
uncomfortable tension. The aulos itself is a chimeric unity of organic matter and metal mechanos.
It arises both from the natural growth of the reeds, which organically participate in the music of
the Graces, and the hard forged xaAkov “bronze” of the resonating pipe.!#! Likewise, the flutist
or aulete combines the animal instinct to breathe, the organic material of lips and teeth, with the
mechanos of the aulos. Aulos and aulete are both natural and invented, both expressive and

inarticulate, both mortal and divine. The doubleness of the music that Pindar and Mandelstam

cite in their poems parallels the double identities of Medusa and Perseus. And it is precisely the

137 i.e. the flute, which is feminine in Russian.
138 O, Mandelstam (1993) 134-135.
139 West (1992) 213. “Tooth action” was apparently a technique for playing the aulos to simulate
the sound of a dying snake.
140 O, Mandelstam (1993) 134-135.
141 P12.25: Aemtov daviodpevov xaAkov Bapa kat dovakwv “passing through the delicate
bronze together with reeds.”
132



double nature—the equinox—of the aulos that allows the reader of Pindar’s poem to recognize
and hold both the heroism of Perseus and the tragedy of Medusa in mind simultaneously. The
flutist will not know peace or set aside his aulos precisely because he recognizes the apparently
contradictory realities at play in the Perseus-Medusa myth. He understands the beauty of the
art that he creates and the horror of the murder at it root.*2 And, the possibility for harmony
that the diaulos with its twin pipes represents allows the two conflicting melodies to be heard
simultaneously and beautifully.

Tradition understands the kedpaArav MoAA&v vopov “nomos of many heads”'* to refer to
a specific musical composition that “involved imitation of hissing serpents, the ones that grew
from the scalp of the Gorgon Euryale”'4 or her sister Medusa. Pindar, however, is meditating
on other implications of this title, describing the aulos as evkAe& AaoooOWV HVAOTHO AYOVWV
“the famous suitor of contests crowded with people.”14> Like Mandelstam’s flutist, the nomos of
the aulos woos its audience, coaxing the Aadg to participate in contests of skill (aywvwv). It
performs the opposite function of its namesake. While the Gorgon’s head, with its killing face,
doomed the sisters to remain in the safety of their family’s oikos, where their petrifying

countenances could do no harm, their rebirth as characters within a mimesis allows their

142 In The Severed Head: Capital Visions, Julia Kristeva suggests that “A secret genealogy between
the power of the Gorgons and the aesthetic experience follows the course of the centuries. It
makes us understand that if artists manage to avoid being Medusa’s victims, it is because they
reflect her, even while being transubstantiations of her blood.” Kristeva (2012) 36. Kristeva’s
observations about artistic transubstantiations and reflections of Medusa certainly seem correct,
yet one wonders if the terror that she sees in Medusa is not misplaced. Perhaps, artists avoid
being her victims not because of their clever mirrors but because she, despite her petrifying
gaze, seems to lack any interest in harming other life. We fall victim to Medusa when she is in
the wrong hands.
143 P12.23.
144 West (1992) 214; cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1922) 144.
145 p.12.24.
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musicality to participate within the agones which they could not hope to join in life. The
discovery of the aulos and its nomos of many heads reverses the function of the other péAog
taken from the Gorgons. While the aulos coaxes the Aadg, Medusa’s head kills it, évvaAia
YLeoldhw Aaotot te popav dywv “bringing doom to Seriphos in the sea and its people.”14¢ The
repetition of related vocabulary, with line 12’s Aaotiot echoed in line 24’s Aaoccéwv and line
12’s &ywv echoed in line 24’s aydvwv suggests that Pindar intends us to hear these lines as
connected. The same ritual is being enacted in both instances, but with radically divergent
results.

A key difference is tied to who is enacting the ritual. Because Perseus cannot coax sound
out of Medusa’s lifeless head or look at her face to recognize the tragic visage of the other, he
can only use her as a blunt instrument of indiscriminate destruction. By contrast, the aulete is
fully capable of coaxing sound out of the lifeless aulos, infusing it with his own breath, giving
back to the severed limb of the Gorgons some share in his own life. The aulete animates the
prosthesis of the flute.’¥” The interconnection of aulete and aulos works in both directions.
While the aulete shares his life-force with the aulos through his breath, the aulos shares its
identity with the aulete through the mimetic quality of its music. The many-headed song
invites the aulete to enter into the emotional, if not verbal, realm of the Gorgons, its original
composers. While Athena’s act of appropriation may have begun as voyeuristic delight in the
grief of the vanquished, it becomes a way of preserving their emotional experience, extracted

from speech and its accompanying ability to construct heroizing or demonizing narratives. As

146 p12.12.
147 Nooter (2019) 283 observes that “In pushing the concept of instrument toward that of
prosthesis, we begin to see what is at stake: an instrument can be picked up and put down; a

prosthetic attachment becomes a part of the body and adjusts to its contours.”
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such, the very speechlessness of the flute, its inhuman, non-narrative orality, endows it with an
objectivity impossible for the human voice. While Perseus’ victory is marked by his own cry,
the aulete’s success re-echoes the voice of the other. It draws attention not to the person of the
aulete but to the personhood of the dead Gorgon. While Perseus’ abduction of Medusa is a
kind of violent appropriation, the aulete’s relationship to the aulos can be figured as an adoption
of the sort we saw in Olympian IX, where the uniqueness and irreplaceability of the adoptee is
cherished rather than erased. The use of the musical instrument is like a graft, where life is
shared between scion and stock and precisely the different qualities of root and branch make
their union profitable.

In his article “Against Narrativity,” Galen Strawson critiques narrativity as form-finding,
story-telling, and potentially revisionist.!#8 By contrast, instrumental music, even when it
imitates particular sounds, is by nature non-narrative; it cannot find forms, tell tales, or
paraphrase the past. Mimetic music presents us with the sounds of a particular moment in

time, unmediated by a narrative frame. By appropriating Euryale’s grief and distilling the

148 Strawson (2004) 441-443. Strawson’s article does not give a clear, concise definition of
Narrative but rather introduces the reader to different descriptions of Narrativity from its
supporters, dividing it into psychological and ethical narrativity. Psychological narrativity is
the belief that humans simply create stories about themselves and that is how we understand
the “I” of the self-perceiving mind. Ethical narrativity is the claim that it is a good and
necessary thing for a well-lived life to create an identity through self-narratives. See Strawson
(2004) 435-437. A non-Narrative way of relating to the self would therefore not necessarily lack
memory or a self-perceiving I. Rather, it would not necessarily see past versions of the self in
the present one (this is crudely put; I am not a philosopher). In the non-narrative view, the self-
perceiving I is not necessarily continuous over time; it does not construct an idea of itself that
understands the present I through stories about the past. It is worth noting that Strawson does
not intend these terms for literary criticism, but his descriptions of Narrative and non-Narrative
ways of being strike me as helpful for considering how an artist assembles the parts of their
creation.
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irreplaceable individual into something mechanical, Athena ironically restores the possibility of
encountering Medusa. Of the other, Levinas remarks:

that face facing me, in its expression—in its mortality—summons me, demands

me, requires me: as if the invisible death faced by the face of the other—pure

alterity, separate, somehow, from any whole—were ‘my business.”14°
Without the mediating effects of music, Medusa'’s face cannot be viewed. Without the aulos and
its accompanying mythic narratives, there is no face demanding that we see her death as “our
business.” The aulos allows its audience members to judge for themselves regarding Perseus
and Medusa. In this way, the reeds act as a different kind of paotvec.’® They are summoned
as witnesses before the agon to tell the events of Medusa’s death just as they happened. Under
the clenched teeth of the aulete, the aulos provides a kind of reconciliation between unwilling
victor and innocent vanquished. Mimesis through a hybrid of mechanos and man, nomos and
physis, allows us to step past the devastating grief of either Euryale for Medusa or Perseus for
himself and his mother. It allows us to recognize the otherness of Medusa and of Perseus. And
in so doing, we perceive the profound tragedy and absurd loss of life that stems from
Polydektes’ closure against the other of his would-be stepson.

And yet, the reconciliation brought about through nomos cannot fully satisfy. The
irreplaceable individual is lost permanently. And any attempt to restore her through nomos,
whether understood as music or law with its accompanying retributive justice, can only bring
us into contact with a ghost of the full person. Mandelstam’s poem of murder and the birth of

the Greek flute concludes with the speaker declaring:

Bcaega 3a HUM MBI €r0 He IIOBTOPUM,

149 Levinas (1999) 24.
150 p.12.27.
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KoMmbst rAMHBI B 2a40HSIX MOPSL,

I xoraa st HAIIOAHMACS MOpeM—

Mopowm crasa mepa MO4L...

V1 cBON-TO MHE ryObI He AI00bI—

M yOuiicTBo Ha TOM >Ke KOpHIO—

1 HeBOABHO Ha yOBIAD, HA YOBLAD

PaBHOAeHCTBIIE PAEIITHI KAOHIO. .

After him we don’t repeat him,!5!

Like loam within the ocean’s palms,

And when I'm filled up with the ocean,

my portion has become no balm.

And my own lips are no joy to me,

and murder’s at the very root.

And unwillingly, waning, waning,

I bend the equinox of the flute....152
Responding to the death of the flutist Schwab,> the speaker in Mandelstam’s poem affirms the
utter unrepeatability of the individual who dissolves like earth in water. Even as Mandelstam
memorializes his friend through lyric poetry, he reminds us that msr ero e mosropum “we don’t
repeat him,” either as audience or artist. Indeed, the very act of remembering the departed
through art becomes Mopom “no balm” or, more literally, an actual plague to the one whose
Mmepa “portion” or destiny it is to do so0.’® The embouchure of the aulete’s lips around his
instrument ceases to give pleasure (e 210051) in remembering the murder at the root.

The equinoctial quality of the aulos is critical to Mandelstam’s poem and to Pythian XIL.

As mentioned earlier, Viktor Terras has suggested that the equinox of the flute is a reference to

151 The only masculine noun Mandelstam could be referring to is the “flutist.”
152 0. Mandelstam (1993) pp. 134-135.
153 N. Mandelstam (1974) 188.
154 One wonders if Mandelstam is playing with the phonic similarities of mepa and poioa,
Pindar’s word for fate. It is unlikely that they are actually related, as mepa likely arises from
PIE root *meh;- (https:/ /www.wordsense.eu/%D0%BC%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%B0/) while
potoa likely comes from PIE root *(s)mer- (Beekes (2010) 922).
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the Greek aulos” double pipes.’® The doubleness of the aulos allows it to convey the pathos of
both Perseus and Medusa. On a very literal level, the two pipes of the instrument in permitting
the use of harmony allow both Perseus’ shout and Euryale’s thrénos to be imitated
simultaneously. But, this doubleness arises HeBoABHO nevol'no “unwillingly.” Unintentionally,
the speaker fades and wanes into his craft. Accidentally, he extracts music from murder and
bends the equinox of the flute, as the earth’s atmosphere bends the last rays of sunlight and
distorts the equality of the equinox. Whatever is happening on an astronomical level, on the
equinox, day and night are not perceived by humans as equal; light lasts just a little longer.

This equinox is precisely what Pindar and Mandelstam are creating in their poetry. They
present reality. But, it is a reality refracted so that light extends just a little deeper into the
murky patches of experience, the liminal spaces where we fail to recognize the other as our
business. As he concludes his ode, Pindar again reiterates its double quality, exclaiming:

el 0¢ Tig OAPoG &v dvOEWTOLOLY, AVEL KAUATOV

oV daivetal €k 0& TEAEVTATEL VIV T)TOL OAUEQOV

datpwv — TO 0& HOEOLHOV 0V TAQPUKTOV —, AAA EoTat XQdvog

0010G, 0 kal Tiv' deAnttia PaAwv

EUTTAALY YVWHAG TO HEV dwOEL TO O oVTw.

But if there is some happiness among humans, without toil

it doesn’t appear; and even now a daimon will accomplish it

today — what’s fated can’t be escaped —, but this time

will come, which striking someone unexpectedly

shall grant the one thing beyond sense, and the other not yet.1%

The repetition of k&patog “labor” in line 22 links the Gorgons’ labored grief (In. 10) with the

O0ABoc “happiness” of Midas’ recent victory. We see Midas in the other of the Gorgons. The

same process yields wildly different results for them not because Midas is somehow more

155 Terras (1966) 263.
156 p12.27-32.
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meritorious than his tragic forebears but because the results of toil are the purview of a daimon:
¢k d¢ TeAevtAaoel Vv ftol oapeQov / dalpwv — TO d¢ Hogoov oV mapduktov “and even
now a daimon will accomplish [olbos] / today — what’s fated can’t be escaped.”'” The
enjambment draws attention to the daimon’s activity in transforming kamatos to olbos. Yet, this
god’s operation is not unqualified benevolence. The verb éxteAevtdw, which means both
“bring to an end” and “accomplish,”1% emphasizes this ambivalence: a daimon will both bring
about and terminate olbos.

This duality is not so much a reference to the fates of different people but to the different
fates of a single individual over time. The two meanings of éxteAevtaw strike the same person
at two different moments:

AAA Eotan xodvog
o010G, 0 kal TV deAntTia PaAwv

EUTTAALY YVWHAG TO HEV dwOEL TO O oVTw.

but this time
will come, which striking someone unexpectedly
shall grant the one thing beyond sense, and the other not yet.1%
The individual will at some point receive the one thing (presumably happiness) beyond reason,
but later, she can expect that it will be brought to an end. In recognizing both the possibility for
and impermanence of our own happiness, we recognize our alterity. Within the self is the
suffering self (past or future) crying out for compassion. By acknowledging the existence of the
suffering self, by seeing our self as victimized object rather than agentive subject, we gain the

ability to acknowledge the self within the suffering other. It is precisely this recognition that

Perseus and Polydektes lack. They cannot fathom the possibility of their own schemes failing.

157 P.12.29-30.
158 “exteAevtaw.” LSJ.
159 P12.30-32.
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And thus instead of an irreplaceable and unique individual, Polydektes sees in Perseus an
obstacle to be removed, and Perseus sees in Medusa a resource to be used.

In Pythian XII, Pindar shows us the wanton destruction that occurs when human beings
are not open to the other. While the adoptions of Olympian IX renewed the mythical landscape
of the ode, Polydektes’ refusal to adopt Perseus and welcome Danae as an equal rather than a
slave and Perseus’ failure to empathize with the Gorgons lead to the drastic impoverishment of
both human and environmental landscapes. The extinction of Medusa and annihilation of
Seriphos devastate the world of the ode, leaving a vastly diminished population with no means
of remedy. And yet, from this killing field, Pindar draws compassion. By affirming the
uniqueness and importance of both Perseus and Medusa, by inviting us to recognize the things
these two antagonists share, Pindar encourages his audience to reject a model of reality where
helping the other means sacrificing the self, where my success means your annihilation, where
the rays of daylight cannot blend with the night of the equinox. Instead, he reminds his
audience of the transience of personal success. If we, like Pindar who glories in the
achievements of his clients and permits them to draw glory from him, do not limit our
understanding of happiness to what we personally can attain and instead open ourselves to
share the joy and unique excellence of the other, perhaps our happiness will be more enduring.
After all, if there is any happiness, it is ¢év avBod oo “among human beings,” not as solitary,
male, destructivist wanderers like Perseus but as non-gendered selves encountering others in
community. We may not be able to repeat the dead or recreate with our lips the voice of an
other, but through art the individual achieves an afterlife distinct from reproduction—either

biological or visual. A daimon accomplishes this, as in Olympian IX a daimon oversaw the ode’s
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adoptions, and permits us through art to adopt the voice of the otherwise inaccessible

individual and invite her into the community of the present.

141



IV. Nomos & Thesis: The Reclamation of Nature through Adoption in Herakles
i. Introduction

In Chapters Two and Three, we have explored how a potential adoptive parent’s
openness or lack thereof to the alterity of the child influences the expression of that child’s phua
and the fate of the adopter’s group. These chapters are concerned with the fact of adoption—
whether it happens or not and what results from it. Chapter Four, on the other hand, is
concerned with the manner of adoption, the nomos and narrative that transform the fact of a
synthetic relationship into something with lasting meaning and transformative power. It is
concerned not simply with whether or not a person or community is open to an other but with
how that alterity is perceived and allowed to exist within the group.

This dissertation has used adoption to explore Pindar’s view of nature, arguing for the
importance of alterity to Pindar’s identity creation. Olympian IX highlights deficiencies that
occur within heroic phua and points out nature’s periodic need for reboot, offering adoption and
synthetic relationships as a mechanism for peaceful renewal and the incorporation of the other
into an in group.! By contrast, Pythian XII narrates the conflict between a person and the other
that arises when adoption and synthesis between them is rejected. The texts treated in Chapter
Four, Nemean 1 and the Nomos Basileus fragment, reveal that openness to alterity can only be

transformative of nature when that openness acknowledges and permits the other to remain

1 According to my argument, Pindar’s views on the nature of the agathoi are in direct opposition
to the aristocratic Theognis who likewise takes an interest in preserving natural excellence.
While Theognis compares the marriage of humans to the breeding of “rams, donkeys, and
horses” rebuking men who put more care into their livestock than into choosing a spouse for
their daughters (Theognis 183-92W), Pindar suggests that the human urge to control is precisely
how things get muddled up. Renewal, as argued in Chapter Two, must come from an outside,
divine source; it is not something achieved through good breeding, but granted by the will of a
god to human beings cognizant of their own limitations and open to aid from unexpected
sources. It occurs in the chaos of expected orders gone awry.
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other. Moreover, it reveals that even a truly excellent phua depends upon the other of the poet
to find its fulfillment.

This chapter will address the apparent discrepancies of Herakles’ character—his
excessive violence and contradictory legacy as figurehead of divine justice. It will begin by
locating the Heraklean myths within the broader context of Nemean I—the victor’s identity and
the complicated political and demographic shifts taking place in the victor’s homeland of Sicily
at the time of the ode’s composition. The chapter will then argue that the lack of understanding
of Herakles’ identity within the home of Amphitryon and Alkmena force him into the
destructivist wandering for which he is known throughout Greek poetry. Despite Herakles’
birth within a family (unlike the other heroes discussed in this study), Herakles cannot be truly
adopted and accepted by Amphitryon because he is not recognized as other to Amphitryon.
This chapter will demonstrate that Herakles is finally released from his wandering by forming a
successful synthetic bond with the other half of his family—his father Zeus and stepmother
Hera who “adopts” him through his marriage to Hebe. Finally, this chapter will argue that the
mechanism by which this adoption takes places is song. Herakles’ phua is not enough to grant
him happiness. His afterlife, both literal and literary, depends upon the poet.

ii. Poem Summary

Nemean 1is composed of four strophes, and its content is divided almost evenly between
the four. The first two strophes cover the victor and his home, while the second two are
devoted to the myth (Baby Herakles and Hera's snakes). Strophe A begins with an invocation
of Ortygia, followed by the naming of Khromios (the victor), the nature of his victory, some
gnomic elements, and finally a request for the Muse to glorify Sicily more generally. Then

unfolds a brief summary of Sicily’s divine overseers and the nature of her people. Strophe B
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picks up at Khromios’ house with Pindar preparing to sing for him. Then follow some gnomic
elements about phua, advice for the victor, and finally Pindar’s rejection of wealth because all
men meet the same end. Pindar concludes by offering Herakles as an example. Strophe C
describes the demigod’s birth, Hera sending serpents to kill him, his wondrous and terrifying
defeat of the serpents, and the terrified reactions of the household. Strophe D picks up with
Amphitryon’s (Herakles’ legal father) reaction to the child’s remarkable strength and
subsequent summoning of Teiresias to explain it. The last ten lines of the poem are composed of
Teiresias” prophecy, referencing Herakles’ labors, dwelling on his part in the Gigantomachy, and
concluding with Herakles” marriage to Hebe.
iii. Synthetic Sicily

Nemean 1 opens as many Pindaric odes do with a mythical geography lesson. Pindar
first invokes the island of Ortygia (off the coast of Sicily) and accompanying deities, moving on
to Aitnaian Zeus and the island of Sicily as a whole. The invocation is rife with familial
imagery, much of it synthetic. Yet, the imagery is not unambiguously positive, throwing the
success of the created bonds into question. Pindar’s invocation prepares us for the synthetic
bond of Herakles with his non-biological father Amphitryon. But, like the relationship of
Herakles to Amphitryon, the synthetic bonds of the invocation do not form a peaceful and
sustainable identity.

The ode, composed some time between 485 and 469, is dedicated to Khromios of either
Aitna or Syracuse. Herwig Maehler, editor of the Teubner, follows Schroeder to identify the
victor as “Chromios of Syracuse rather than Chromios of Aetna,”? a decision which Virginia

Lewis disputes pointing to the fact that:

2 Lewis (2019) 345.
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As a Syracusan, [Khromios] served as Hieron’s general, and then when the tyrant
founded Aitna in 476, Chromios was installed as the epitropos—the guardian and
overseer—for Hieron’s young son Deinomenes. When Hieron founded the
colony, he did so by first displacing the citizens of the existing city of Katane and
then recruiting 5,000 Peloponnesians and 5,000 Syracusans to settle the site as the
citizens of Aitna.3

Through his para-familial relationship with Hieron, Khromios is linked both to Syracuse and
Aitna, as Pindar’s invocation suggests:

Aumvevpa oepvov AAdeov,
kAetvav Xvgakoooav 0&Aog Optyvyia,
déuviov AQtéudog,
AadAov kaoryvta, 0é0ev advemnc
buvog opuatat Oéuev
aitvov deAAOTIOdWYV
uéyav imnwv, Znvog Altvaiov xaow

Holy respite of Alpheos,

flower of renowned Syracuse, Ortygia,

bedstead of Artemis,

sister of Delos, from you a sweet-voiced

hymn rushes off to adopt

praise of the swift-footed,

great praise of horses, the kharis of Aitnaian Zeus*

Ortygia is connected to Aitna through song. Or, more properly, Pindar’s “sweet-voiced /
hymn” rushes off from Ortygia to “adopt” a hymn about Khromios’ chariot victory as a debt of
kharis from Aitnaian Zeus, which “is pretty clearly [a reference] to Hieron’s pet project, the
founding of Aetna.”> As in Olympian IX, the poet receives his ability to sing as a consequence of
divine dispensation. But here, this occurs in response to the swift-footed horses of Khromios,

establishing a link of kharis between the singer and Zeus, Ortygia and Aitna—a link that is

immortalized in the adoption of Khromios’ praise by Pindar’s hymn. The invocation suggests a

3 Lewis (2019) 345. See also Rose (1974) 166.
4N.1.1-6.
5 Rose (1974) 165.
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synthetic bond between the two cities. They are linked through adoption, and they are linked
through the kharis of Zeus.

Moreover, the invocation sets up other synthetic bonds as well. The opening line
Apmvevpa oepvov AApeor potentially refers to a myth in which the river Alpheos pursues
Arethusa from the Peloponnese to the island of Ortygia, where he finds rest by mingling with
her waters. According to the scholiast, an inscription may be found at Ortygia reading;:

@ Optvuyia, €v 1) €0TL 10 TOL AAdeloL avamvevua. tic; 1) AgéOovoa; AAA ov TNV

ApéOovoav elpgnkev aumvevua, dAAa v Optuyiay, €v 1) 6 AAPelog avamnvel,

T meQLéxewv v Agébovoav.

O Ortygia, in whom is the respite of the Alpheos. Who? The Arethusa? But the

respite didn’t mean Arethusa, but Ortygia, in which Alpheus rested by

embracing Arethusa.t
However, as Virginia Lewis argues, the reference to Alpheos’ resting place may in fact denote
Artemis Potamia, “another name for Artemis Alpheioa, who received her cult epithet because
Alpheos fell in love with her and pursued her until she reached Ortygia.”” Corroborating this
theory is the epithet of Ortygia as dépviov Aptéudos “bedstead of Artemis.”® The peculiar
term is in apposition to the aumvevua cepvov AAdpeov “holy respite of Alpheos,”® thereby
equating the two spaces and implying a union or attempted union between the river and the
goddess. Worth noting is the parallel between the river’s journey across the Mediterranean and
the journey of the Peloponnesian settlers to Aitna. Moreover, “the cults associated with Alpheos

and Artemis were practiced by Peloponnesians as well as by Syracusans.”!? By celebrating both

in his invocation together with his reference to Aitnaian Zeus, Pindar may be celebrating the

6 Sch.N.1.1
7 Lewis (2019) 351. Rose (1974) 164 also favors this reading.
8 N.1.3.
9N.1.1.
10 Lewis (2019) 353.
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synthetic Syracusan and Peloponnesian identity of Hieron’s new city of Aitna, just as he is
celebrating the synthetic Syracusan and Aitnaian identity of the laudandus.

In yet another nod towards synthetic family, Pindar refers to Ortygia as LZvoakoooav
0daAog... AdAov kaotyvita... “blossom of Syracuse... sister of Delos.”!! The island, sprouting
from the same land mass as Sicily, is rightly called the blossom or shoot of Syracuse, for it grows
as if organically from the mainland as a part of the city of Syracuse. It is, however, the sister of
Delos only synthetically. In the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, the poet comments that Leto gave
birth v pev év Optuyin, tov d¢ koavan évi AAw “to her on Ortygia, to him on rocky
Delos.”1? Ortygia and Delos are sisters because they welcomed the goddess Leto when giving
birth to her twin children. In Nemean I, as in Olympian IX, openness to the divine, to strangers,
and mothers in need creates a familial and harmonious relationship between disparate peoples
and places.!3

Indeed, it is precisely this openness to alterity, this proclivity for the para-familial, the
synthetic that Pindar lauds in Khromios. At the beginning of the second strophe, the poet
exclaims:

£otav 0" ¢ avAelalg Bvaig

avdOG PLAo&elvov KaAd HeATIOLEVOG,

évOa pot appodiov

delrtvov kexoountal Oapa d' dAAodanwv

OoVK amelpaToL dOpoL

évtl’

And I have stood at the palace doors
of a man who loves strangers, singing sweetly;

11'N.1.2-4.

12 Hom. Hymn to Apollo 16.

13 A theme that Callimachus will elaborate upon in his Hymn to Delos, emphasizing not merely
the openness of Delos but also her utter desolation (eremia) and rootlessness before she opens

herself up to Leto the stranger in need.
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within, a harmonious

feast has been prepared for me, and often

the house is not inexperienced

in strangers;!4
Khromios is a lover of strangers (dptAoEeivov), and he entertains them lavishly with a feast that
is apuodov, an adjectival form of apuolw meaning to fit together or join.'> The victor
entertains his guests with a composite feast, harmonious not only in flavor but in its guests—
Pindar from Thebes, strangers from the Peloponnese, the despot of Syracuse. This openness of
Khromios” home is clearly something Pindar finds praiseworthy about the victor. Indeed, it is
one of two direct points of praise that the child of Hagesidamos receives in the ode.

The other occurs earlier, directly after the initial invocation. Pindar explains:

&opa O'otovvel Xpopiov Nepéa

T EQyHaotv vikapools eykwov Cevat péAOG.

apxal 0t BEPANvVTaL Oewv

Kelvov oLV AvdEOG daovialg AQeTAalc.

And Khromios’ car and Nemea

urge me to yoke praise song to victory-bearing deeds.

And the gods took care of the beginning

together with this man’s god-given excellence.1
Like the rest of the introduction, Khromios’ encomium is also composite, created by yoking
together into a chariot of song the éywkwuiov... pédog and victory-bearing deeds. We are
reminded of the uéAog of Medusa’s sisters in Pythian XII, which is borrowed by the chimeric
cyborg of the aulos-player. Nemean 1 is itself also a chimeric object, and like the chimeric family

of Delos and Ortygia, it has its beginning in the gods keivov oUv avdEOg datpovialg apetaig

“together with this man’s god-given excellence.” Pindar’s use of the preposition syn

14 N.1.19-24.
15 “&ouolw.” LS].
16 N.1.7-9.
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emphasizes the synthetic quality of his poem. The gods are not simply working through
Khromios’” god-given excellence; they are working alongside it.

iv. Bend Sinister

The previous section has outlined the different synthetic relationships of the invocation
and their apparently positive connotations. And yet, a shadow hangs over the poem. The myth
that ties Syracuse to the Peloponnese is not unambiguously positive. The identity of Ortygia as
déuviov Aptéudog “the bedstead of Artemis,”!” the archetypal mapBévov toxéapav “arrow-
delighting parthenos,”'® marks Alpheos’” entrance not as mere pursuit, but as active transgression
of a feminine, virginal, and domestic space. He is somewhere he does not belong and displays
extreme audacity by making it his &unvevpa “respite.”1® The epithet dépviov Agtéuidog is in
apposition not just to dumvevua oepvov AAdeov but also AdAov kaoryvta, confirming what
we learn from the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, namely that Ortygia can claim to be Artemis’ bed
because Artemis was born there. Ortygia is Artemis’ cradle. Alpheos’ intrusion into it is not a
happy case of synthetic bonds but something more akin to Perseus’” invasion of Medusa’s home
in Pythian XII.

Moreover, the synthetic bond between Ortygia and Delos foreshadows the main myth of
the poem, with Ad&Aov kaovyvrjta anticipating Herakles wdiva dedywv ddduw oLV
Kaotyvi)tw “fleeing labor pains with his twin brother.”?0 Both references to siblings place them
solidly within the context of birth and the intimacy of women’s quarters. Indeed, the birth of

Herakles also features a bed, which is clearly identified as AAkunvag “Alkmena’s”?' and the

17 N.1.3.
18 Hom. Hymn to Artemis 2.
¥ N.1.1.
20 N.1.36.
21 N.1.49-50.
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very bed in which the infant hero was born. Both Artemis and Herakles are Zeus’ illegitimate
children and strongly disliked by Hera prompting her to send dodxovtac “snakes”?? after
Herakles. The snakes’ intrusion into the feminine, domestic space of Alkmena’s chamber sets
up yet another parallel between the opening and the main myth. Seen in this light, Alpheos’
intrusion into Ortygia does not force us to “see in dépuviov Aptéudog a hint of a yapog,”? as
Peter Rose argues, but rather a hint of a &oma&. Moreover, the fate that Hera’s snakes receive
(strangulation) suggests a double-entendre to aumnvevua, whose verb form avamnvéw can mean
both to “enjoy a respite” and “exhale.”?* Taking Artemis as foreshadowing of Herakles, should
we perhaps read aumvevua cepvov AAdeov as “holy respite of Alpheos” only in the sense of
death by strangulation? Not la petite mort, as Rose thinks, but the grande one??> Alpheos’ holy
(and last) exhalation? Too hidden perhaps to be Pindar’s primary meaning, the possibility is at
least hauntingly present.

Thus, if the inclusion of Alpheos within the poem is indeed a nod to the Peloponnesian
settlers, it is not altogether flattering of them. It makes them irreverent interlopers into Sicily,
which Pindar describes as

...tav OAOumovL deomoTag
ZeVLg £dwkev PepoedOva, KATEVEL-

oév Té ol xaltaig, aglotevoloav évkamov x06vog
LikeAlav mielgav 000w-

oev KoQUPALS TOAIWY &dPveals
wnaoe d& Kooviwv moAépov

HVAOTNEA Ol XaAKeEVTEOG

Aaov (nttaypov, Oapa o) kat OAvp-
TUADWV PUAAOLS EAaiav XQUOEOLS

22 N.1.40.

23 Rose (1974) 164.

A “gvanvéw.” LS].

25 Rose (1974) 164: “Thus the opening word &umvevpa has a secondary suggestion of a more
sexual relief.”
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uix0évra.
...that which the despot of Olympus
Zeus gave to Persephone and promised her
by the hair of his head that fat Sicily best of the fruit-bearing
earth would exult
over the rich heads of cities;
and the Son of Kronos apportioned to her
suitors of brazen war,
a horse-spear people he apportioned her, mingling often
with the golden leaves of Olympia’s
olives.?6
By the will of Zeus, the place belongs to Persephone, and by his will it is a fat land, so excelling
every other place of the fruit-bearing earth (&oiotevoloav évkagmov xB6vog) that it stands
straight above the rich heads of cities (0p0woewv kKogudaic moAlwv adveaic). Pindar must
mean that Sicily’s natural abundance raises her above the wealth of cities that make their name
through trade and its attendant wealth. And Pindar goes on. The despot of Olympus has
apportioned (&maoe) to Persephone “suitors of brazen war, / a horse-spear people.” The
nature and inhabitants of the island are already determined by Zeus. Sicily’s excellence comes
not from wealth stored up in halls, which Pindar will go on to critique explicitly,?” but in her
nature and her people. And if the Olympian despot has so ordained it, no other despot should
change it. Moreover, like the rest of the invocation, they are pix0évta “mixed,” taking part
equally in war-time excellence and the leisured pursuit of athletic achievement. Thus, while the
invocation does celebrate the heterogeneity of Sicilian identity and its synthetic bonds with

other places, it also implies that there is a risk involved in any attempt to reshape the island by

force (as Hieron does). Nature may require periodic reboot and a family or group’s phua may

26 N.1.13-18.
27 N.1.31: oUk €oapat MTOALY €V peyaQw mAoDTOV Katakouxals €xewv “I do not love to have
great wealth hidden away in my halls.”
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deteriorate over time necessitating the formation of synthetic bonds, but the way in which those
bonds are formed seems to be as important as the bonds themselves. There is something
troubling to Pindar and to us in Hieron’s attempt at human engineering,.

Another shadow cast over the invocation is the apparent insufficiency of areta, Pindar’s
usual criterion for judgment. Back in the first strophe, Pindar concludes his comment about
Khromios” god-given excellence with an ambiguous claim:

apxal 0t BEPANvVTaL Bewv

Kelvov oLV AvdEOg daovialg AQeTAalc.

€0TLd v evTuyia

navdoéiag akpov

And the gods took care of the beginning

together with this man’s god-given excellence.

But it is in good luck

that we find the peak of glory?®
Excellence, even when taken together with the care of the gods, proves insufficient. Pindar’s
use of the existential €0t placed at the beginning of the sentence, together with his enjambment
(evtuxia /mavdoiag), draws our attention to evtuxia in a pointed manner. This is a strong,
declarative statement about the unpredictability of life. Even in its positive form here, evtuyiat
hints of toxn, that aspect of human existence outside our control and a theme that will be
picked up again in the main myth of the poem.? The emphasis on evtvyia and TOXN reminds

us both that areta is insufficient for glory and that glory is not necessarily an indication of merit,

but of luck.®® Pindar’s anxiety about excellence is connected to his anxiety about human

28 N.1.9-11.
2 N.1.61.
30T cannot imagine Pindar not thinking this way when writing odes for victors who contributed
none of their own areta towards the victory, as in the case of Khromios who would not have
driven the chariot himself but simply have provided the horses, car, and charioteer. The victory
belongs to him in the same way that Liverpool FC’s 2019 Champions League triumph belongs
to John Henry, principal owner of the Fenway Group.
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engineering. Direct pursuit of a perfect phua, good breeding as it were, is not how the
ntavdoiag aroov “peak of glory” is actually achieved.

Filling out this image of the unpredictability and inherent threat in excellence and
success is the other gnomic passage in the introduction of the poem, found in the second
strophe and likewise connected to praise of Khromios. After describing himself at the gate of
the victor’s stranger-loving and elegant home, the poet comments:

...AéAoyxe ¢ pep-

Ppopévols ¢oAovg LOWE KATIVE PEQELY

avtiov. téxvatrd étépwv Etepal’

XO1) 0'¢v ev0elag O6doIg oTeixovTa pdovaodat pua.

TIOAOOTEL YOQ €QYw HEV 00€vog,

PovAaiotl 0¢ (T|V, E000LEVOV TTOOLOELY

OUYYEVEG 0lG EmeTal.

...but it has fallen [to me]

to bring good men against haters, water against
soot; different skills for different folks;
but someone walking in straight paths must fight with phua.

For strength fulfills itself through acts,

and the mind through counsel for those for whom

foreseeing the future comes naturally.?!

Exactly what Pindar means by bringing good men against haters, water against kanv is the
subject of much thought.3? However, Paul Waring’s suggestion that “kamnvog can equally well
mean ‘soot’, smoke that has settled (cf. kamviCw ‘blacken with smoke’, dVokamvog ‘smoke-
stained’)”3? offers a simple and elegant solution to the problem. The line clearly seems to
explicate what Pindar’s role is in Khromios” home, and the simplicity of the metaphor makes it

obvious: he is washing away the soot of haters that naturally accumulates beside the blaze of

excellence. This interpretation offers a natural connection to the next line: different skills for

31 N.1.24-28.
32 See Waring (1982), Stoneman (1979), Rosenmeyer (1969), Radt (1966), et al.
33 Waring (1982) 271.
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different folks. Khromios may be able to acquire success and its accompanying resentment, but
he needs Pindar to launder his reputation once he has. Thus, Pindar reintroduces the theme of
the synthetic, the mixed, which we have seen throughout the first two strophes, and yokes it to
the theme of ambiguous excellence. Excellence, even when accompanied by other people, is
insufficient unless it has someone capable of creating a compelling narrative around it.

Khromios needs Pindar. Ironically, his obvious success runs the risk of bringing him
ruin. Pindar adds: xor) d’¢v ev0elaic 0doic oteixovta paovaoOal pua “but someone walking
in straight paths must fight with phua.”3* A person who wants to walk in straight paths must
follow the ¢pua or nature that the gods have apportioned (0mt&lw)® him or that he has received
(Aayxavw).3e Different skills belong to different people, and it is best to stick to the ones one
has. Anna Tatsi explains that the imagery of walking in straight paths is most likely derived
from Orphic doctrine which also emphasizes the importance of following one’s own nature.?”
Marcello Gigante likewise emphasizes the Orphic implications of the ode.3® In addition to these
connotations, the gnomic statement offers a blatant double-entendre. ~While puaovacBat
certainly can take an instrumental dative, it can also take a dative complement. Thus, the
statement can mean both that one ought to struggle by means of phua (instrumental dative) and
that one ought to struggle against phua (dative complement).

The double-entendre further develops the theme of ambiguity. Pindar explains the

aphorism with the following:

34 N.1.25.
% Cf. In. 16.
3% Cf. In. 24.
37 Tatsi (2008) 126.
38 Gigante (1956) 62.
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TIOAOTOEL YAQ £0Yw HEV 00€vog,

PovAaiot d¢ 1V, E000LEVOV TIQOLOELY

OUYYEVEG OIG E€meTaL.. ..

For strength fulfills itself through acts,

and the mind through counsel for those for whom

foreseeing the future comes naturally....%
This also appears at surface level to be a corroboration of the Orphic interpretation. Two
different talents, strength and intellect, succeed in two different arenas of life. But, as experience
reveals, it would be a sorry life to rely on only one or the other of the two. This is what Pindar
means by his double-entendre. The ambiguity of the gnomic statement reveals that one must
both work with one’s nature and against it—with it in one’s areas of strength and against it in
one’s areas of weakness. The emphasis on synthetic bonds within the ode suggests that one
way to work against one’s phua is by surrounding oneself with others (like Pindar and
Khromios” many xenoi) of differing abilities. Pindar’s observation that the mind acts through
counsel or plans for the person for whom seeing the future is cvyyevég, inborn, reminds us of
the fact that such a person (Teiresias) is about to figure prominently in the ode. It also reminds
us of Pindar’s own admonition that the peak of glory is in good luck.*? Success unaccompanied
by foresight is bound to be short-lived. And yet, as the anxiety around engineering excellence
and the glory of chance suggest, while a wise man certainly would seek to surround himself

with others who do not resemble him, even such a precaution is insufficient and dangerous.

Something is lacking.

v. Herakles as Warning

39 N.1.26-27.
40 N.1.10-11.
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The relevance of Herakles to Khromios has perplexed readers of Nemean I, and the myth
has often been “pronounced ‘irrelevant’ to the non-mythic portion of the ode.”#! Among
supporters of poetic unity, a common thread is the idea that Herakles is a worthy exemplum
because he like Khromios “victoriously confronts unjust and destructive forces with god-given
excellence.”#? This section will argue that Herakles is not just an exemplum for Khromios, but a
warning. It will argue that Herakles becomes an outcast from home and family because he
cannot account for how he belongs. His otherness sets him apart from successful, ambitious
men like Khromios. By comparing the Herakles of Nemean I with other iterations of the hero,
this section will show that the demigod does not necessarily confront “unjust and destructive
forces” at all but instead casts down the mighty from their thrones, whether they are deserving
or not.

Pindar links the two different ways of being outlined above—strength and intellect—to
the laudandus and his way of life. But then the poet rejects this way of being for himself and
chooses Herakles' lifestyle instead:

Aynowdapov mat, 0€o O’ appt ToOTTW

TV TE KAL TV XONOLEG.

OVK £QaioiL TTOALV €V

HEYAQW TAOVTOV KATAKQUYPALS EXELV,
AAA EOVTV €V Te mabelv Kal dKov-
oat GIAOLG EEaQKkéV. Koval YaQ €QXoVT EATdES
TIOAVTIOVWV AVOQWV. éyw O 'H-
QAKA£0G AVTEXOHAL TEODEOVWS
£V KOQUPALG AQETAV PeYAAALG,
AQXAtoV 0TQUVWV AGYOV....
But, son of Hagesidamos, in your way of life

there are uses for the one and the other.
I do not love to have much wealth

41 Rose (1974) 156 offers a nuanced rebuttal to this view.
42 Petrucione (1986) 35.
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hidden away in my halls
but to enjoy what I have and to attend to
my friends out of my abundance. For the expectations
of much-toiling men are common to all. And I
eagerly hold onto Herakles among
the great heads of excellence, as I stir up an ancient story....*3
Given the immediately preceding context, Pindar clearly means that both 08¢vog and ¢orjv are
useful to Khromios, Hagesidamos’ son, or anyone inhabiting his way of life (céo d audi
1007w). This teoémog of Khromios must refer to one of success and wealth. The laudandus was
evidently capable of financing a chariot and charioteer being sent to distant Nemea. And, such
a life, vulnerable in its good fortune, would require both o0évog and ¢onjv to survive.
However, instead of endorsing and praising the todmog described above, Pindar sets himself up
as other to Khromios, commenting that he does not desire more than what is sufficient
(é€apkéwv) for himself and his philoi, kowat yao €oxovt éAnidec / moAvmdvwv avdowv “for
the expectations of much-toiling men come common to all.”# As William Race observes in his
notes to the Loeb, éAmidec “may be negative and imply ‘expectations” of trouble or death (cf.
Nem.7.30-31) or positive and imply ‘hopes’ for fame after death.”4> Moreover, John Petrucione,
by comparing the lines to parallel passages confirms that the lines’ meaning of death is “beyond
doubt.”4¢  Taken together with the doubt cast upon the unpredictability of success argued
above, Pindar’s observations here seem to suggest that an excellent but not materially

(financially) successful life is, in fact, what one ought to desire—a peculiar claim to make to

someone as materially successful as Khromios.

43 N.1.29-34.
44 N.1.32-33
45 Race (1997) LCL 485, 9.
46 Petrucione (1986) 39.
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The futility of material success and wealth is Pindar’s launch point for introducing
Herakles. The great heads of excellence among which the demigod looms*” recall the “great
heads of cities”4® over which Sicily exults. Both Herakles and the island shine not because of
their success and wealth but because of their natural excellence. Indeed, Herakles’ life is one
marked by uninterrupted toil. If anyone may be considered moAvmovog, it is the demigod who
enters the world wdiva Gpevywv ddvUw oLV kaotyvitw “fleeing labor pains with his twin
brother.”# His birth is figured as an active struggle. His flight from the womb and into the
light50 frames birth as a return from the underworld. But, the demigod cannot defeat death as
figured by the wdtva “birth pangs” that Alkmena endures. Rather, he merely escapes, leaving
the grim suffering of mortality as something that can be avoided but cannot be defeated.

Alkmena’s labor pangs and Herakles” identity as maig Awdc “child of Zeus”5! emphasize
the interstitial quality of his existence. While he may come out d1dVuw / obV kaoryvi)TE “with
his twin brother,”>? a person who should share Herakles’ identity in everything, he o0 AaBwv
xovooBpovov / "Hoav kgokwtov omagyavov éykatéPa “did not escape the notice of golden-
throned Hera as he went down into the saffron swaddling clothes.”>* The LS] remarks that in
tragedy and comedy, omaoyava are “objects left with an exposed child, the marks by which a
person’s true birth and family are identified.”>* Of course, the texts in which omaoyavov come

to mean this were written later than Pindar wrote. Yet curiously, Herakles’ going down into

47 N.1.34.

48 N.1.15.

4 N.1.36.

50 N.1.35.

51 N.1.35.

52 N.1.36.

5 N.1.37-38.

M “onagyavov.” LS].
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these objects signals to Hera who he really is. His katabasis (¢yxatéBa) into human life reveals
to the Bewv Paciréa “queen of gods”™ precisely what sets him apart from his twin.
Herakles’ infancy is marked by restless labor and a strength (c6évoc) that can only find

its fulfillment in action (é0yw). Pindar continues his narration telling how Hera, enraged at the
baby’s birth,

omepxOeloa Oup méume dQAKOVTAG APAQ.
Tol pév oixOeloav mvAav
£g BaxAdpov povxov ev-

oLV £PBav, Tékvolo wkelag yvaboug
audeAlEacdat pepawtes’ 0 0'00

-00v pev avtewvev KA, TELQATO D& TIOWTOV UAXAG,
dlooaiot dolovg AvxEvwV
puaoais dpukTolg xeeotv i OdLag.

stirred up in her heart, sent serpents at once.
And they went straight through the gates
that were opened into the bedroom’s nook,
eager to wrap their swift jaws
around the children; but he
lifted his head straight up and first attempted battle,
catching the twins around their necks with the two,
with his two inescapable hands catching the twin snakes.%
The snakes arrive oixOewoav muAav “with the gates having been opened” and eagerly hurry
into the heart of the bedroom. Pindar couples pvxdg with 8aAapog to emphasize the deeply
intimate and private quality of the space. Clearly, the snakes do not belong there, and the
passive genitive absolute indicating the openness of the gates suggests divine intervention or
intrusion into the human, domestic space. Moreover, the bedroom’s proximity to the term

kaotyvntog (in line 36) recalls the opening of the ode, and we are reminded of Alpheos’ divine

intrusion into Artemis’ intimate space.’” This is a poem of intrusions, and the repeated

55 N.1.39.
56 N.1.40-43.
57 N.1.1-4.
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juxtaposition of intimate spaces with outsiders—Artemis’ bed and the Peloponnesian Alpheos,
the open doors of the pvxog and Argive Hera’s snakes—draws attention to the presence of yet
another outsider within a private, domestic space, namely Herakles. Like the snakes, the
newborn does not belong in Amphitryon’s house. His grammatically active self-birth is
followed by him lifting his head straight up (a feat ordinary infants begin to achieve at about
two months) and entering into his first battle, gripping with inescapable strength the two
interloper snakes. Herakles’ alterity stands in sharp relief against his twin presumably lying
beside him in the crib. Indeed, Pindar’s language emphasizes more his kinship with Hera’s
snakes than with his own brother. While there are actual twins present, the language of
doubleness (diooaiot dotovg) is used of Herakles” hands and the snakes. The hero’s twin hands
belong to the world of the twin snakes, not the world of his own twin brother. His otherness is
patent, and yet Hera is the only character in Nemean I who seems to grasp (and subsequently
reject) who Herakles is.

Pindar further emphasizes Herakles’ alterity by describing the reactions of Alkmena and
the other women.

Ay xopévolg 0¢ xoOvog

PUXAG ATEMVEVOEV HEAEWV APATWV.

€K &Q ' atAatov déog

nAa&e yovvaikag, doat

TOoxov AAkpnvag aoryotoat Aéxet
KAl Y& avt mooolv ATeTAOG 0QOL-
OQLO ATIO OTEWUVAG OHWGS ApLVeV DROLV KVWOAAWV.

And with strangling hands time

breathed forth their lives from their unspeakable limbs.

And excruciating dread

struck the women who

were helping Alkmena in bed;
for she, still undressed, jumped to her feet
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from the mattress to ward off the hybris of the monsters.>

The women’s alarm occurs (in Pindar’s narrative) after the snakes have already died rather than
in conjunction with their initial appearance. The particle doa suggests immediate sequential
action. Thus, the women’s alarm is a response to Herakles’ involvement, not the snakes
themselves. Alkmena leaps from her bed in horror at her own child who behaves in a manner
altogether uncharacteristic of a newborn. Despite having just given birth and wearing no
clothes, she runs to the bed to ward off this beastly hybris. But, whose is it? Is her reaction a
delayed response to the danger the snakes pose to her sons? Or is she terrified of what else the
supernaturally strong infant might do? Does she worry for Iphikles lying beside his monstrous
brother in the crib?

On a grammatical level, Pindar describes time, not Herakles, as the killer of the snakes, a
fact that has posed interpretive difficulties to every reader of Nemean 1. Douglas Gerber
suggests that “Pindar is, therefore, saying in Nem.1.46 f. that a ‘period of time’ killed the
serpents.”®® While this may be possible, it seems unnecessary for explaining the presence of
X00vog in the line. Instead, we should take this perplexing description in the broader context of
Nemean 1. The amémvevoev® of the snakes’ death recalls the aunvevua® of Alpheos as their
peAéwve? recall the uéAoc®® that Pindar yokes to Khromios” chariot. At the end of Pythian XII,
we saw how time was the only differential between being granted happiness or its opposite.

Now, with Herakles’ hands as its instrument, inexorable time again reverses the success of

58 N.1.46-50.
5 Gerber (1962) 33.
60 N.1.47.
61 N.1.1.
62 N.1.47.
63 N.1.7.
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strength. It extinguishes the life of the snakes, leaving behind péAea ddpata limbs without
voices, songs that cannot be sung, heroic deeds forgotten. Elsewhere in Nemean I, we have seen
Pindar make reference to the common fate of mankind (death)** and the unpredictability of
chance.®> Taken together with these passages, we should read Herakles” defeat of the snakes not
just as an example of human excellence but as an example of how even divine snakes are subject
to the vicissitudes of time and fortune. In Pindar’s telling, Herakles is simply an agent of
reality, revealing the inescapable changeability of fortune and the inevitability of degradation.
John Petrucione observes that “the poet’s song can overcome the hostile powers [like time and
death] which obscure and efface even the most excellent reputations.”® To avoid becoming the
pwédea adata, the songs without voices that the snakes leave behind, Herakles (and Khromios)
need Pindar.

The women’s terror at Herakles” inexorable hands of time is ultimately fear of the other.
Alterity, like time,% frightens because it brings into question the concept of a static self. If other
ways of being human exist or if I recognize that my self can change over time, I am forced to
confront the other at the core of my self. Herakles” patent discordance with the identities of the
humans around him forces them to question what they know about themselves. Anna Tatsi
argues that the substitution of subject discussed above is an identification of Herakles with
Khronos “known in the Orphic theology and the Orphic cosmogonical myths.”% In the killing

of the snakes, Herakles reveals that while he is present in ordinary human circumstances, his

64 N.1.32.
65 N.1.10.
66 Petrucione (1986) 36.
67 Cf. the end of Chapter Three.
68 Tatsi (2008) 123.
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strength and action operate on an entirely other level. It is precisely this revelation that strikes
fear into Amphitryon’s heart:

TaxL 0¢ Kaduelwv dyot xaA-

Kkéolg ovv OmtAoLg E€dpapov abpodot,
€v xeol O’ Apdprrovwv KoAeov

YUHVOV TIVAOOWV <PpAoyavov>
xet’, oéalalg aviaoL tumeic.

TO Y&Q otketov miéCet avO opws
evOLG O’ AMM UV KEAdIX

KA&O0G AP AAAOTOLOV.

£ota d¢ OapPel OLOPOEW

TeQTVQ T HIXOelS. €1de YAQ EKVOULOV
A& Te Kol dvvapLY

viov.

And swiftly the chiefs of the Kadmeians with their
bronze spears ran together,
and in his hand Amphitryon brandishing
a naked sword, naked of its scabbard
came, oppressed by bitter grief.
For matters of home weigh down everyone the same,
but right away the heart is unhurt
over another’s care.

And he stood in heavy dread

mixed with delight. For the saw the lawless

mind and power

of his son.??
Alkmena’s nakedness (&memAog) is mirrored in the nakedness (yvpvov) of what we presume to
be Amphitryon’s sword. As her nudity further emphasizes the discordance of the domestic
scene, the impropriety of the snakes” appearance and Herakles’ preternatural abilities, so does
his. Within the uvyxog of his wife’s 6dAapog, we would expect Amphitryon himself to be

naked, and not his weapon. But, Herakles’ appearance within the Kadmeian palace is a

disruption of both Amphitryon and Alkmena’s domestic felicity. He does not belong, as

69 N.1.51-58.
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Pindar’s aphorism in lines 53-54 suggests. By bringing up 0 oikelov in contrast to o
aAAGTo0v, Pindar draws attention to the fact that Herakles is other to Amphitryon. And yet,
the king reacts as if he were his own son. This attachment and its accompanying perplexity and
wonder taint Amphitryon’s perception of the infant. Only a father, concerned about the future
of his oixog and his oikeia, who expects to see his own nature mirrored in the nature of his son
would look upon Herakles’ phua and wonder, as Amphitryon does, how it will fit.

The hero’s first deed marks him out as separate, foreign, other, but in a way that does
not allow for proper adoption or integration into his home. Pindar suggests that Amphitryon
identifies wholly with his anxiety, failing to recognize his detachment from Zeus’ illegitimate
son by his wife. The king stands in a mixture of delight and terror, which Pindar accentuates by
a strophe break (1. 54-55). Amphitryon stands on the other side of the strophe from his son,
perplexed, horrified, and uncertain. The enjambment of vio¥ (In. 58) emphasizes Amphitryon’s
identification with Herakles. The king perceives him as his son and as a result is frightened and
alarmed by the lawlessness (éxvopov) of Herakles” courage and ability. The reader, however,
already knows that Herakles is the maic Atog “child of Zeus.”” Pindar’s audience is acutely
aware that Amphitryon’s bafflement stems from a case of mistaken identity. If Herakles’ birth
were known, the king would not be surprised at his ability. Rather, like Lokros, he would
welcome him, rejoicing to see that his wife carried “the greatest seed,””! or reject him as
Polydektes did. But because Amphitryon does not understand who Herakles is, he cannot
understand Herakles’ phua as the gift that it is and consequently (as we will see in other poems)

Herakles’s phua finds no place in Amphitryon’s city but instead is forced to go after worthy

70 N.1.35.
1.0.9.61.
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targets abroad. In order to be welcomed into a community, Herakles’ alterity must be
recognized as alterity.

Amphitryon does what a man in his way of life ought to do when confronted with
uncertainty. He calls upon someone who has the inborn ability to see the future:

veltova d'ékkaAeoev

Ao OpioTov mpodatav E£oxov,
0000pavty Tewgeoiav' 0 O¢ ol

dodale kal MAVTL OTEATQ, TolALS OpLAT|OEL TUXALS,
0000UVG eV €V XEQOW KTAVAY,
dooovg d¢ VTR ONEag adEodikag’
Kal tiva ovv mAay i
AVOoWV KOQW oTtelxovTa Tov €x0poTatov
da € dawaev HOQOV.
Kal yap 6tav Oeot év

nedi PAéyoac I'tydvteoowv paxav
avtidlwory, PeAéwv OO OL-

nalot keivov padipav yala mepvooeoat kOpav
Evemev’ avTOV Hav v elon)-

V& TOV ATIAVTO XQOVOV €V OXEQW
Novxiav KAHATWV HEYAAWY

nowav Aaxovt éEaipetov
O0ABlotg év dapaot, deEapevov

OaAepav "HBav dxkottv kat yapov
daloavta map At Koovida,

TEUVOV AlVIOELV VOUOV.

and he called his neighbor,
an illustrious prophet of highest Zeus,
straight-soothing Teiresias; and he said
to him and to the whole assembly what sorts of luck he’d face,
how many on land he’d kill,
how many by sea of the lawless beasts,
and any man with crooked
surfeit walking, the most hateful man,
he said that he would teach him doom.
For when the gods
on the plain of Phlegra would do battle
with the giants, under the flight of this man’s
arrows their gleaming hair would be mixed with earth,
he said; and that he in peace
for all time uninterrupted
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after receiving rest from great labors
as his choice recompense
in the blessed halls, after receiving
blooming Hebe as bride and celebrating
his wedding beside Zeus son of Kronos,
holy nomos would praise him.”?
The ode notably ends without a conclusion. We do not return to Pindar’s narration but instead
finish in indirect statement, in Teiresias’ voice. ~The long string of infinitives (dacoewy,
nepvooecbal, atvrioewv) and their accompanying subordinate clauses remind us continually of
the fact that the conclusion of Nemean I is hearsay. Adding to this effect are Pindar’s main verbs
(boale, da, évemev) which reiterate the spoken quality of the conclusion. Pindar does not offer
an interpretation of the myth but forces us to arrive at our own interpretation. Moreover,
Teiresias’ speech does not provide an answer to Amphitryon’s bafflement. If anything, it
increases it. Instead of explaining the éxvopov / Afjua te kat dvvapwy “the lawless mind and
power”7? of Herakles, Teiresias’” words add to the puzzlement. Not only will there be an infancy
of lawless power, but a whole life.

The positive frame of evtvxia is dropped, and instead Teiresias describes the tOxay,
both positive and negative, that await Herakles. We are told that Teiresias enumerates “how
many on land he’d kill, / how many by sea of the lawless beasts,””* but we are not told the
actual number. The adjective &1d00dikac” “lawless” in reference to Herakles’ victims reminds

us of Amphitryon’s assessment of his son as ékvoupiov “lawless.””® Herakles” slaughter of the

beasts likewise reminds us of his slaughter of the snakes and the ambiguous identification of

72 N.1.60-72.
73 N.1.55-56.
74 N.1.62-63.
75 N.1.63.
76 N.1.56.
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Herakles with the very monsters he attacks. Herakles’ true identity is closer to that of the
beings that he kills than the family he leaves behind in Thebes. The numberlessness of his
victims intimates the sheer quantity of time necessary to achieve the results Teiresias describes,
implying that Herakles is not exactly a reliable son. He remains a complete unknown to
Amphitryon, unrecognizable, shiftless, a rolling stone, who can offer no firm foundation for the
post mortem needs of a father.

Perhaps if Amphitryon and Alkmena understood the identity of their child and formally
adopted and honored him as the son of Zeus, he could have become the sort of civic protector
we see in Opous. Instead, he becomes a kind of rebel without a cause, angry that his excellence
goes unrewarded while more mediocre men walk k6pw “in excess.””” Already we have seen
how in fr. 81 Pindar comments: 0¢ d'éyw mapd pw / aivéw pév, Tvoudva “but I praise you
instead [of Herakles], Geryon””8 for being a stable protector of his home. The image of Herakles
as a home-invading usurper is also present in Nemean I, though slightly more complicated. We
discussed above how Herakles” presence in Alkmena’s birthing chamber figures as a kind of
intrusion, parallel to the monstrous snakes. Again in Teiresias’ prophecy, we see him playing
the intruder, though now he is more an example of why one ought not be greedy than of
wanton violence. Pindar connects Teiresias’ prophecy to the theme of the mutability of fate
through the term toxaug, going on to explain that Herakles would teach pégov “doom” to tiva
oLV MAaylw / avdowv kdpw otelxovta “any man with crooked surfeit walking.”” The theme
of satiety and excess has already been introduced into the poem in lines 29-33 where Pindar,

after lauding Khromios” wealth and hospitality, observes that he, Pindar, does not in fact wish to

77 N.1.65.
78 Pind. Fr. 81.1-2.
79 N.1.64-65.
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be wealthy himself. Pindar offers Herakles as an example of why he does not wish to be rich
because Herakles is the type of man who pursues tiva “anyone,”®0 whether their wealth is
accompanied by hybris or not, k6pw oteixovta “walking in excess.”8! Wealth is mAayiog®?
“crooked, treacherous.”8® It betrays by attracting the attention of men like Herakles who would
teach the haughty that they too will meet their pégov “doom.”8*

The verb oteixovta, as has been observed by others,3 brings the reader back to Pindar’s
gnomic claim: xor) d'¢év ev0elaigc 0doic oteiyovta paovacOar pva “but someone walking in
straight paths must fight with phua.”8¢ The parallel language establishes a dichotomy between
walking in straight paths and walking in crooked excess. While the former requires fighting
with phua, the latter precipitates conflict with a demigod.#” Through this we observe that the
myth in Nemean 1 is not setting up Herakles as a parallel to Khromios but as a warning for him.
If Khromios does not learn, as Pindar has recommended, to work both with and against his
phua, he may end up walking in crooked excess and attracting the kind of destructivist attention
wealth demands. The synthetic quality of Amphitryon’s family echoes the synthetic quality of
Hieron and Khromios’ project in Aitna. And, like the exiled Argive family in Thebes, the self-
exiled Peloponnesians together with the self-selected Sicilians fail to provide a place for
everyone. The native Katanians are displaced; Herakles is doomed to a life of ceaseless

wandering and violence.

80 N.1.64.

81 N.1.65.

82 N.1.64.

8 “mAaytog.” LS].

84 N.1.66.

85 Cf. Petrucione (1986), Presutti (2021), et al.

86 N.1.25.

87 Which is perhaps also an example of conflict with phua.
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While Herakles’ destructivist fate and its accompanying warning to the wealthy remain
in Nemean I only a spoken future, a mere possibility, elsewhere it is a set piece of Greek poetry.
Substantially before Nemean 1 was written in roughly 476 BCE, Herakles’ destructivist
tendencies were already apparent in Homer’s narrative surrounding him, suggesting that this
negative view of Herakles stems from ancient oral tradition and would have been known to
Pindar’s audience. In Book 21 of the Odyssey, while recounting how Odysseus came to possess
the remarkable bow of Iphitos, the poet explains that:

"Ipitog av0 tnmtovg dilnpevog, at ot 6Aovto
dwdeka ONAeiat, VIO d Mulovol taAaeQyol

At dn ot kat €merta POVOS Kal Holpa YEVOVTO,

émet 01) Alog viov adiketo kaETeQOOLVHOV,

w0 "HoakAna, peyaAwv énotooa €0ywv,

O¢ pLv EELVOV €0VTA KATEKTAVEV @ EVL OlKQ,
OX£€TAL0G, 0VdE BeVv 0TIV aldéoat ovde Toamelav
™V 1jv ol maéOnkev’ émerta 0¢ médve Kal avToV,
{mmtoug O’ avTOC €XE KOATEQWVUXAG €V HEYAQOLOL.

Then Iphitos seeking the horses that he had lost—

twelve mares and from them hard-working mules;

indeed they became for him his murder and doom,

when he came to the stronghearted son of Zeus,

the man Herakles, acquainted with great deeds,

who killed Iphitos even though he was a xenos in his own house;

cruel man, he honored neither the vengeance of the gods nor his own table
which he’d set before Iphitos. But then he killed him,

and he kept the strong-hoofed horses in his halls.58

Iphitos is Herakles” xenos, a relationship conventionally passed from generation to generation.
As such, Herakles’ violence against his xenos is not just violence against a stranger passing
through; it is violence against his own and Iphitos’ offspring as it deprives them of the
possibility of future connection and benefit through the relationship. Herakles chooses the

sterile Muiovor “mules” and their dams over the possibility of prolonged and mutually

8 0d.21.22-30.
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beneficial friendship. His calculation suggests a kind of destrutivist homelessness even @ vt
otk “in his own house,” as he has no thought for the longterm welfare of his family or home
but makes choices in terms of what is immediately useful to himself. His choice expresses a
preference for the short-term gains of selective breeding over the longterm sustainability and
randomness of a robust and diverse ecosystem. These mules that Herakles prizes so highly they
will incite him to murder are taAaegyol “drudging,”®® Bred (like Herakles?) for the sole
purpose of labor, mules require the existence of an outside system of livestock in order to
continue to be useful after one generation®>—a system which Herakles has cut himself off from
by privileging immediate gains over xenia and the possibility of trade. In addition to this,
Homer explicitly states that o0d¢ Oewv omv aidéoat ovde toamelav “he honored neither the
vengeance of the gods nor his own table.”! In addition to his lack of concern for his own home,
Herakles’ hybris is so great that he disregards the vengeance of the gods as well. As his xenos,
Iphitos ought to have received the affection due a kinsman.”? But, instead Herakles kills him

and steals his livestock.

8 “taAaegyos.” LSJ.
% In English Pastoral, James Rebanks discusses the reliance of industrialized agriculture upon
small-scale, old-fashioned agriculture, explaining that “Giant industrial agricultural companies
are crawling over these historic farmlands trying to identify, own and patent the riches in them.
When the most productive varieties of grain or corn cannot cope with new strains of disease or
changes to climate, agronomists will look for the solution in the diversity of heritage grains and
corns in the few historic farming systems that survive.” Rebanks 2020 (177). The efficiency of
contemporary farming with its ability to produce multiple grain harvests per year, extending
the growing season by months, relies upon the existence of diverse local food ecosystems from
which it draws, selecting for the traits it deems useful. Much like Herakles” mules, it gives a
great yield for a time but will inevitably run into some difficulty that the current selective
breeding has not accounted for.
91 0d.21.28.
92 Herman (1987) 18.
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Moreover, in the Argonautica, Jason and his companions come upon the Garden of the
Hesperides recently despoiled by a certain problematic demigod. Apollonius describes the
garden “where, until just the day before, Ladon, the serpent of the land, guarded the solid gold
apples in the realm of Atlas, while round about bustled nymphs, the Hesperides, singing a
lovely song.”? By describing first the charms of what the garden used to be, Apollonius makes
the subsequent carnage all the more disturbing:

1) tote Y NN Kketvog VP HoarAnt daixOeig
unAeov BEBAnNTo ot oTVTIOG” 0LOOL O’ AKEN

0VQ1] €TL OKAIQEOTKEV, ATIO KQATOG D& KEAQLVI)V
AXOLS €T AKVIOTLV KELT ATIVOOG €V d& ALOVTWV
0OENC Agpvaing x0Aov alpatt TKEOV OloTWV
puiat muBopévolowy €d éAkeot tegoaivovro.
ayxov 0 ‘Eomepidec kepaals Em xeloag éxovoatl
agyvdpéag EavOnot Aty éotevov.

But right there already it was lying pierced by Herakles

at the apple tree’s stump; and only the very tip

of its tail kept twitching still, and from its head

as far as its black spine it lay without breath; and because

the arrows left the bitter poison of the Lernaian Hydra in its blood

flies wither on the festering wounds.

And nearby the Hesperides holding their silver-white hands

to their golden faces were groaning bitterly.>
The guardian snake’s corpse lies at the foot of the apple tree, still twitching from its recent
encounter with Herakles. So destructive is the demigod’s intrusion into this once pristine
wilderness that even the flies begin to wither and die from contact with the dead animal’s now
toxic blood. Herakles” violence and aggression spills over from its (arguably) justified target

onto the environment itself, turning a garden into a fetid graveyard while gentle nymphs watch

and groan. His behavior, far from being an example of the swift justice of Zeus, speaks to the

9 Apollonius Argonautica IV.1394-1399. Trans. William Race.
% Apollonius Argonautica IV.1400-1407. Trans. William Race with some changes by me.
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arbitrariness of fate, the inevitability of death, and the risk inherent in possessing lovely things.
It also reminds us of Pindar’s depiction of his birth as an intrusion into a feminine, domestic
space. Not only has Herakles despoiled the pristine paradise of the Hesperides, he has robbed
the nymphs of their protector, leaving them homeless, solitary parthenoi vulnerable and bereft.

vi. Herakles Rehabilitated

And yet, Herakles is more than a warning to the wealthy. The very excess of his violence
and wantonness of his aggression make him the ideal model for the power of poetry to
transform and proof of Pindar’s admonition that strength is best accompanied by wit.
Herakles’ afterlife, the product in Nemean I of Teiresias’ ¢porjv and ability to weave a narrative, is
one of peace and tranquility. But, how does he transition from a life of homeless aggression to
domestic bliss in Olympus? Herakles’ homelessness is only prophesied in Nemean I, but it
appears in full glory in fragment 169a, commonly known as the Nomos Basileus fragment. In
this fragment and in other dithyrambic fragments discussed below, we see how Herakles’
violence has a tendency to spill over onto innocent bystanders, much as Perseus” homelessness
did in Pythian XII. As Perseus’ violence gives rise to and is partially redeemed by the nomos of
the aulos, Herakles’ violence likewise appears to be justified by a kind of nomos as well.

Fragment 169a offers a perplexing narrative of gratuitous violence in support of its oft-
quoted opening claim in praise of nomos. Its genre and metrical scheme are uncertain (though
the discovery of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri confirms that it is strophic). But, given its irreverent
character it may well be a dithyramb. The fragment’s beginning is by far its most famous part,
but its middle and end align with the image of excessive force thus far developed. By placing
the narrative portion of the fragment beside other Heraklean narratives, I show how Herakles

the homeless can fit with Herakles the defender of nomos.
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From the inscrutable opening claim about nomos which justifies (punishes?) the greatest
violence with the highest hand, Pindar immediately launches into a litany of Herakles’ deeds,
dwelling at length upon the theft of the mares of Diomedes:

értet I'movova Boag
KvkAwmetov émit mpoBvoov EvpuoBéog
avatel te] kat anguatac éAaoeyv,
—?? ] Aopndeog inmovug
— ? ulovaopxov K[kdvawv
ntapa] Biotovidt Atpva
xaArkoBwo]akog EvvuaAiov
UU—] ékayAov vidv
UUU]. avta péyav
— 0V kO]Jow AAA'Geta.

when he drove Geryon’s cattle

to the Cyclopean porch of Eurystheus

with impunity??] and unpaid for,

?2??2?] the horses of Diomedes,

??] the sovereign of the Kikones

beside] the lake of the Bistones,

of bronze-breasted] Enyalios

22?2?] the awesome son

??2??] great

not with ex]cess but with virtue.%
Not much can be said without reservation of these lines. That Herakles’ taking of Geryon’s
cattle and Diomedes’ horses is considered a theft is clear from the adjective amoidtac “unpaid
for.” Pindar’s assessment of the hero accords with itself from poem to poem. The Herakles of
fragment 81 (Dithyramb 2) is the same Herakles as the one in fragment 169a, and the potential
for excessive force present in both fragments fits with Alkmena’s concern for her other son in
Nemean 1. Pindar does not change his opinions for his audience, even if he does shift his focus.

The sometimes savage king Diomedes is depicted as povapxov “sovereign,” recalling

the “sovereign” Pacidevc of line 1. In Pindar’s telling there is no mention of Diomedes’

% Pind. fr.169a.6-15.
173



penchant for feeding guests to his anthropophagist horses—a myth ordinarily used to justify
Herakles’ violence. Indeed, as Carlo Pavese observes, the Nomos Basileus is the earliest known
reference to the man-eating mares of Diomedes, and thus any conjectures about the tyrant’s
character based upon later versions are out of place.”* Pindar simply identifies him as the
ékayAov (or perhaps ékmayAov?)” viov “awesome son” of Ares. The adjective éxmayAog is
used in Homer to describe Achilles®® and in Pindar to describe Jason,” Ajax,1% and the victor
Strepsiades.’”! By no means is it an inherently negative term.

The next few lines are so fragmentary it is difficult to assess even the tone, and
interpretations differ wildly based upon how a reader chooses to reconstruct the lines. For
instance, Lobel supplies ékAee in line 10 and dapdoag in line 13, thus rendering the lines: “he
stole the horses of Diomedes, the sovereign of the Kikones beside the lake of the Bistones, after
he overcame the awesome son of bronze-breasted Enyalios.” Whether the datives (k6]ow and
apeta) in line 15 refer to Herakles or Diomedes is unclear, but given the following text, it seems
likely that they describe Diomedes:

U — y]ao apmalopévov tedvapev
x —  Juatwv 1) kakov Eppevat.

U — f]or when [your possessions?] are being snatched
it's better] to die than to be a beggar!0?

If this reconstruction is accurate, Pindar is explaining that Diomedes is acting not in satiety as

the man that Herakles teaches doom in Nemean I but in excellence. Diomedes would thus be an

9 Pavese (1968) 66.
97 from Lobel’s text.
9 Iliad 1.146, 18.170, 21.589.
9 P4.79.
100 1.6.54.
1011722,
102 Pind. fr. 169a.16-17.
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example of walking in straight paths, not surfeit, and his comeuppance would signify a horrible
miscarriage of justice, an example of t0xn’s unpredictability and the limitations of excellence.

Moreover, Aelius Aristides’” explanation of fragment 81 (about Geryon) is practically a
quotation of these lines: ov yap eikdg, dnotv, agmalopévov Tv dviwv kabnodat mag’ éotia
Kal kakov eivat “for it is not seemly, they say, when your goods are being snatched, to sit
beside the hearth and be a beggar.”’%® His commentary is so rife with references to what we
know of Nomos Basileus fragment that Aristides (unlike us) likely knew the poem in its
entirety.!% The lines here, especially when taken within the broader context of fr. 81 and
Aristides” view of Pindar’s Herakles, give an unequivocal indictment of Herakles and suggest
that Aristides interpreted the statement “when [your possessions?] are being snatched / it’s
better] to die than to be a beggar” in reference to Herakles’ antagonists. While Diomedes
protects himself apeta by excellence, Herakles acts out of k6ow excess, as he does in Homer’s
narrative as well.

Herakles” destructivism takes an even more gruesome turn in the following lines,
echoing the spill over evident in Homer and Apollonios. Entering Diomedes” home vukti “at
night,”1% he follows the Piag 0d6v “path of violence”'% and Aapwv d'év[a] dw[t]a
nedaoalic] / dpaftvaig] év Adivaig BAA[U — U U — “having taken one man and bound him, he
threw him in the stone mangers...”1” The vagueness of éva pwta suggests that this victim is

not Diomedes but rather one of his house servants or slaves (a reading corroborated by the

103 Aristid. Or.2.229.
104 Ostwald (1965) 100 blithely dismisses Aristides” knowledge of Pindar as coming “from the
Gorgias and not from an independent source.” I strongly disagree.
105 Pind. fr. 169a.19.
106 Pind. fr. 169a.19.
107 Pind. fr. 169a.20-21.
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appearance of Diomedes some lines later).

followed by the gruesome description:

o' apapnloe] da[A]evkwv

ooté[wv] dovmog &[p]<e>tkopévav.

0 0’ adlap mJAektdV TE YAAKOV
vmeon|...] . e toamelav
TEOPATWV XAVOLWTOV

O éok[€é]wv, telpe d¢ oTEQEW<C>

The next two lines are rather inscrutable but are

aAAav [p]ev okédog, GAAav de max[vv,

TV 0& TMTOLUVOV KeDAAAS
0d[a]€ a[v]xéva dépooav.

[something?] and the clang of white
bones being rent rang out.

And he immediately the plaited
and bronze links... the tables

of the livestock...

through the enclosures, and he drove them firmly,

one carrying a back, another an arm,

and a third the bottom of a head,
a neck, in their teeth.108

The hapless man is now carried out of the stables piecemeal by the very horses that he

presumably has cared for. Herakles’ feeding of the servant to the horses inverts the order of

things, an inversion which Pindar further emphasizes by referring to the toamelav /

nooPatwv “tables of the livestock.” The term meopatov is most commonly used to refer to

sheep or cattle, though it may be used more generally of four-footed animals.'® Nevertheless, it

lumps the mares of Diomedes in with other domesticated animals whose purpose is to serve

humans (sometimes as food), not to be served humans as dinner. While later tellings of the

myth emphasize Diomedes as the inverter of cosmic order, the feeder of manflesh to horse, in

Pindar’s telling Herakles is the offender, while no mention of Diomedes” diabolical predilection

108 Pind. fr. 169a.24-32.
19 “nooPartov.” LS].
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is mentioned in the extant text. The infernal inversion that Herakles effects is further
emphasized by the metaphorical use of toameCa for manger. Through a single word, Pindar
paints the horses as human beings sitting at table, but their meal is consumed more in the style
of the Cyclopes than civilization, complete with bone-cracking and each diner greedily
snatching a body part to gnaw on.

The mares’” monstrous meal awakens Diomedes to the presence of an intruder in his
house:

rikpo[ta]tov kAayev ayye[Alalv

Capeve| Jtvoavv| ]

niolkiAw[v €]k Aexéw[v amnéldf{ehiA[og

he screamed the bitter, bitter announcement

raged... the tyrant...

from his intricate bed without shoes!?
Who is screaming is unknown, but given Pindar’s penchant for the macabre thus far, let us
imagine it is the dismembered groom."" Diomedes wakes up, rages at the sound of his
household and staff being torn apart, and leaps up from his bed without shoes (amédirog). The
partial nudity of Diomedes hearkens back to the other invaded domestic scene we have
examined. Herakles’” own mother leaps from her bed amemAoc “undressed”!'? in alarm at the
demigod’s actions. As argued above, the hybris to which she responds may be that of her own
son, whose hybris again disturbs the oddly domestic sphere of the tyrant.

Herakles is a home-wrecker, and indeed the remaining fragmentary lines of the Nomos

Basileus corroborate this. After Diomedes is awakened, there is an unfortunate gap of uncertain

110 Pind. fr.169a.34-36.
1 Perhaps, as in Seneca’s Thyestes, we should imagine each separate piece to wriggle and
scream forth the bitter announcement....
112 N.1.50.
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length, leaving us to imagine the interaction between the two demigods. Then, the papyrus
picks up again with what appears to be background upon the incident:

guoAe[.Jar madalu —

‘HoaxA[é]log e€ax . [.] . [[]V [ ]
TETAYVEVOV TOUVTA . [.... Jekart . [

"Hoag épetpaic” LOevéAo[]o v

viog Ké[A]evoe<v> pdvov

Avev ov[up]ayiag ipev.

kat ToAaolc €]v éntanvAowot pévwlv te
OMpac] Auprtovwve te oapa xéwlv...

he came... the child...

of Herakles...

having been ordained...

on the orders of Hera. The son of Sthenelos

commanded him to go alone

without allies.

And Iolaos, remaining in seven-gated

Thebes and erecting a tomb for Amphitryon.!3
Although the passage is too fragmentary to speak of with certainty, it has been conjectured that
these lines refer to Herakles’ killing of his own children and subsequent exile.!* Regardless of
what the fragmentary reference to children really is, enough remains for the reader to discern a
stark contrast between the roving Herakles and Iolaos pévwv “remaining” in Thebes and xéwv
“pouring” libations at the tomb of Amphitryon. The demigod did not learn how to belong in
the domestic sphere of Amphitryon and Alkmena because his identity was not understood.
Instead of honoring Amphitryon as an adopted father, Herakles leaves the rites to a more
distant family member.

As we saw of the infant hero, as is hinted at by the appearance of his children in the

fragmentary lines above, Herakles’” homelessness extends beyond the misunderstanding of his

113 Pind. fr.169a.41-48. Trans. William H. Race.
114 Ostwald (1965) 116.
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identity in childhood. Even more so as an adult, his appearance in the domestic sphere is an
intrusion. He does not belong and is propelled outwards "Hoag épetuaic “by orders of Hera,”
goddess of marriage and the family. Alkmena and Amphitryon fail to acknowledge who
Herakles is and to welcome him explicitly and formally into their home, despite the many
attempts by Hera to draw attention to his identity. Thus, they do not sever Herakles’ legal ties
and obligations with his biological father Zeus, thereby rendering him a continual thorn in the
side of Zeus’ wife. The failure on the part of Alkmena and Amphitryon to recognize and legally
adopt Herakles drives him into a continual state of homelessness. Like Perseus, Herakles’
displacement renders him incapable of giving an account of his own nature. And therefore, he
fails to recognize the alterity he shares with his victims. Unable to cope with it in any other
way, Herakles, greatest son of the greatest father, inflicts his excellence on the world.

If Herakles is so deeply troubled, one is driven to wonder how he ends up, as Teiresias
prophecies, daicavta mao At Koovida / oepvov aivrjoewv vopov “celebrating beside Zeus son
of Kronos, singing the holy nomos.”11> The answer parallels the conclusion of Pythian XII, where
Perseus’ destructivism is redeemed through the adoptive quality of nomos. Herakles’ intrusion
into Diomedes’ domestic sphere is reminiscent of Pythian XII where we saw Perseus invade the
Gorgons’ home. Also similar is the emphasis on orality and sound. In Pythian XII, Pindar
illustrates the action by describing the sounds of the conflict—Perseus’ shout, the crying of the
Gorgons—rather than the conflict itself. Again in the Nomos Basileus fragment, Pindar uses

sound to describe action, the dovmog “din” 116 of the bones breaking, the mucootatav ayyeAiav

15 N.1.72.
116 Pind. fr. 169a.25.
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“bitter bitter announcement”"” which awakens Diomedes (presumably by its noise). All this
sound is brought as evidence of the claim that

Noépog 6 mavtwv BaciAevg

Ovatwv te kal abavatwv

AyeLdalwv To PLxtdtaTov

UTtEQTATA X el TEKHaigopat

éoyolotv ‘HoaxAéog

Nomos the king of all things,

of mortal and immortal

leads by justifying the greatest violence

with the highest hand. I call as witness

the deeds of Herakles!!
Exactly what Pindar means by nomos in this particular context has been a subject of intense
debate. While commenting upon the Nomos Basileus fragment, Aelius Aristides introduces
fragment 81 with the statement: texpaigopar égyowotv HoakAéog avtoig tovtols, Ot Kal
ETéQwOL pepvnuévog mepl avtwv év dBveapuPw twvi “I call to witness the very deeds of
Herakles, because remembering them elsewhere in a dithyramb, he says...”"° that Geryon was
justified in defending his home. Aristides uses Pindar’s own words to introduce more of
Pindar’s words as an explanation of Pindar’s words and to call into question the dominant
interpretation of the Nomos Basileus. Pindar’s support of Geryon contradicts the view that
Pindar is offering Herakles as an example of justice, an enforcer of divine nomos.

Aelius Aristides” discussion of the Nomos Basileus fragment offers an alternative
interpretation of the poem to what many ancient and modern commentators give. Marcello

Gigante in his tome on the fragment comments that “Eracle & presente nella poesia di Pindare: eroe

della forza e dell’ardire, libera la terra e il mare dai mostri, pone le colonne, i cui confini non e lecito

17 Pind. fr. 169a.34.
118 Pind. fr. 169a.1-5.
19 Aristid. Or. 2.229.
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varcare. Il suo agire é sostenuto da Zeus, di cui e venerato rampollo.”?° In Plato’s Gorgias, Kallikles
famously deploys the fragment to justify his own perspective that the powerful are naturally
arbitrators of justice and that nomos properly understood (as opposed to custom and the petty
views of the hoi polloi) is the justice of the powerful.’? In contradistinction to Kallikles,
Herodotus introduces the fragment as a justification of the view that nomos, in the sense of
custom or convention, is supreme. There is no absolute law; rather, each individual group
clings to their own individual nomoi with desperate fidelity.'?> The ambiguity of the term nomos
makes the ambiguity of Pindar’s aphorism even harder to decipher.

Martin Ostwald, by contrast, immediately disregards the strictly political and legal sense
of the term as “ludicrous.”’? Ostwald likewise dismisses the sense of nomos as a universal
norm, explaining that “it is inconceivable that Pindar either held ‘justice through violence” as an
article of faith, proposing it as a norm for all to follow, or that the extraordinary deeds of
Heracles would provide an apt illustration of such a norm—or of any norm for that matter.”124
Ostwald’s confidence that such a view is inconceivable is naive. Clearly, such a view was and
continues to be conceivable, as Kallikles famously conceived it!?> Having dismissed the
majority of ancient and modern interpretations of nomos within the poem, Ostwald concludes

that Pindar meant nomos as something close to traditionally held belief, using Euripides as a foil

120 Gigante (1956) 56. “Herakles is presented in the poetry of Pindar in the following way: a hero
of violence and daring, he frees the earth and the sea from monsters, establishes colonies, whose
borders it is not lawful to cross. His activity is sustained by Zeus, by whom he is revered as a
son.” Translation my own.
121 See Demos (1994).
122 See Kingsley (2018).
123 Ostwald (1965) 120.
124 Ostwald (1965) 122.
125 To this objection, Ostwald (1965) 123 answers that Kallikles’ interpretation is anachronistic as
it relies upon the nomos-physis controversy “which did not flourish until several decades after
Pindar’s death.”
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to highlight how “Pindar remains faithful to the tradition despite its unpleasantness, while
Euripides lets contradictions challenge and upset traditional views.”126

Ostwald’s reading of the poem assumes traditionalist values of aristocratic excellence
and the straightforward relationship with heroic figures so often imputed to Pindar. However,
within the archaic world, as evidenced by the passage from Homer above, this view of heroes
was not necessarily traditional. Moreover, this “traditionalist” view of Pindar has been up for
debate since ancient times. As mentioned above, Aelius Aristides offers an alternate perspective
on the Nomos Basileus fragment:

dokel 0¢ pot kat ITtvdapog, el Tt del TteQl TOL ATUATOG ELTTELY, OVK 10T YOUUEVOS

0Vd¢ OLHUPOLAELWV OTOLOT TavTa Aéyewv ToOlg AvOpwTolg, AN womepel

oxetAalwv.

But it seems to me, if it's necessary to say something about the poem, that Pindar

did not say these things to humans as a proposal or as earnest advice, but as if in

indignation.!?”
Aristides explains that Pindar calls Herakles to witness for the sovereignty of nomos not as a
serious (0TtovdN) proposal, but as a counterexample at which the reader takes umbrage. Seeing
the knave get away with literal murder, our sense of justice is awakened and we desire yet again
to see nomos (which must mean some sort of divine law in Aristides’ account) govern human
activities

What prior commentators have missed is the ambiguity of the term nomos in Pindar.
The poet sometimes uses it to mean law/custom and its associated meanings and sometimes

uses it to refer to a musical composition that tells a story, such as the nomos of many heads in

Pythian XII which mimetically recounts the narrative of Medusa’s death. In his article on

126 Ostwald (1965) 130.
127 Aristid. Or. 2.229.
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Nemean 1, John Petrucione, following Biicheler, Boehmer, and Radt, suggests taking “vopov as
‘song’ and [construing it] as the subj. accus. of aivijoewv which governs avtov in 69.”126 Thus
the concluding line of Nemean 1 becomes: “[Teiresias said] that holy song would praise him
forever in peace after he had celebrated his marriage feast in the court of Zeus, son of
Chronos.”1?° In Nemean 1, nomos acts in concert with marriage, another form of synthetic bond,
to settle Herakles into his forever home. The nomos told about him in Olympus, by Teiresias,
and in Pindar’s poetry finally acknowledges his nature and identity as a son of Zeus and gives
meaning to the life of ceaseless wandering and wanton aggression that he led on earth. Instead
of being adopted by his mother’s spouse, Herakles is at last adopted by his father’s spouse,
Hera, the mother of Hebe. This adoption happens not so much through the normal, legal
mechanisms but through the goddess of marriage Hera’s willingness to give her daughter Hebe
as his wife and through the mechanism of storytelling. In keeping with the poet’s suggestion
that someone in Khromios” way of life needs a Pindar, even Herakles needs a poet and a
narrative that makes sense of his identity and offers the kinship ties that his phua took from him.
The synthetic bond of marriage transforms him from a homeless wanderer into the guardian of
a divine hearth, as his role in the Gigantomachy suggests. And, song offers an afterlife parallel
to the biological children that he has famously taken from himself.

The connection between Herakles and nomos in Nemean 1 is, I believe, the same as the
connection between Herakles and nomos in fragment 169a. As argued above, the many sounds
of the Nomos Basileus fragment are brought as evidence of the sovereignty of nomos. If we take

nomos as song as we do in Nemean 1, this emphasis on sound begins to make sense. Song gives

128 Petrucione (1986) 45.
129 Petrucione (1986) 45.
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meaning to sound, orders it, unifies it into a coherent narrative that can justify the greatest
violence with the highest hand. In Chapter Three, all the many sounds of Pythian XII were
unified in the kedarav mMOAA&v vopov “nomos of many heads.”30 The gratuitous and wanton
violence of Perseus and the death of the maiden Medusa find a kind of justification, or at the
very least an artistic resurrection, in the creation of the song of the aulos. In like manner, the
nomos basileus, the king song, leads (&yet) as a xoonyos would, gesturing with uplifted hand
(Umeptata xewpl) to its mortal and immortal audience, and gives a purpose or justification to
the most violent story of all—the story of Herakles’” homelessness. As the severed head of
Medusa became the instrument of her immortality, a prosthesis worn by the musician, so the
severed limbs of the groom gnawed and cracked by the prancing horses become the drum beats
of this king of all songs.

vii. Conclusion

It is not the mere fact of non-biological connection that makes adoption and synthesis
successful. It is the recognition and valuation of the uniqueness of the other. Herakles is, at a
practical level, treated as the child of Amphitryon. But, this treatment does not take into
account who Herakles is. Until a story is told that grounds him in Olympus and binds him in
marriage to undying Youth, thereby neutralizing his role as the inexorable hands of time, he
wanders recklessly through the world taking out his aggression on whomever he encounters.
He is not a comfortable hero. While his post mortem redemption offers a kind of hope through
mysticism and Orphic cult, he remains in his mortal life an example of the terror of alterity. In
his frustrating generosity, Pindar forces us to encounter both halves of Herakles. The gruesome

details he includes in the Nomos Basileus fragment and fragment 81, the shadows that hang over

130 p.12.23.
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Nemean 1, Amphitryon and Alkmena’s terror, all these things belie the evident delight Pindar
shows at Herakles” wondrous phua and leave us wondering what we are supposed to make of
him. But, the poet remains silent. The poem trails off in indirect statement. We are left to write

our own ending, inheritors of Pindar’s verse, adoptive parents of his orphaned poems.
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Conclusion

There is something both horrifying and wonderful about excellence for Pindar. It is both
desirable and detestable. While it is appealing to look at Pindar’s mythical adoptions and
imagine a world where openness to alterity always leads to peace and felicity, where, given the
right story, the other can always be harmonized with the self, such a reading would be tragically
dishonest to the complexity of Pindar’s imagination. Despite the poet’s best efforts to
harmonize the violence of Perseus and Herakles with the elegance of encomiastic verse, we are
left feeling the gaping emptiness left by their victims’ deaths. Repeatedly, the poet’s “1”
intrudes into his poems to remind us that some aspects of heroism are best left in silence. amno
pot Adyov / tovtov, otopa, oupov “Throw that story away from me, mouth!” exclaims the
singer of Olympian IX.! And after Bellerophon has successfully tamed his half-brother and
conquered the wild Chimera and Amazons, Pindar remarks dixowmndoopat ot pogov €y “I
will remain silent about his fate.”? In fragment 81, the speaker turns from praising Geryon to
remark to d¢ ur) At / didtegov ory@ul mapmav “but what is not dear to Zeus I would be
altogether silent about,”? thereby justifying his decision not to defame explicitly the demigod
Herakles.

With the exception of Opous and Lokros, Pindar’s heroes are the kinds of men Auden
describes in “The Shield of Achilles:”

That girls are raped, that two boys knife a third,
Were axioms to him, who'd never heard

Of any world where promises were kept,
Or one could weep because another wept.

10.9.35-36.
20.13.91.
3 fr. 81.15.
186



So caught up in their own displacement and homelessness, they forget the possibility of
mimesis, forget that one can weep for the grief of another, experiencing the sorrow of the other
in one’s own body. As such, they are glorious failures, men of power and violence, who shape
and destroy the natural world and its inhabitants through their excessive selves while
simultaneously failing to participate in that most human of instincts—compassion. Instead of
recognizing in their alterity and their unique excellence a reason to love and honor the alterity
of the other, they follow the paths of violence, denying the precious contribution of the other,
insisting on only one way of being—their own. By contrast, Pindar creates a chimeric poetics,
one that can contain both admiration for the violence of his heroes and his clients while
simultaneously rejoicing in other forms of life. Girls’ choirs, pregnant teenagers, aging and
childless kings, victims of sexual violence, ethnic minorities, poets—the nonviolent and
vulnerable—are all crucial members of Pindar’s poetic world. And in the desolation and eremia
that Herakles and Bellerophon create, we come to prize the quiet homes and gardens of Geryon
and the Gorgons. Pindar’s poetics of alterity begs his powerful clients to diverge from the
hubristic paths they follow; it entreats them to hold space for difference by implying that such
diversity is ultimately a benefit to them. Adopting Opous does not make Lokros weaker;
needing a poet does not detract from Herakles” excellence. Openness to alterity—by which I
mean not the calculated attempt to integrate, change, and manipulate the other, but rather
acceptance of otherness in its unpredictability and risk—is, in Pindar’s mythology, a source of

strength.
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