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Vreme trece, vreme vine,
Toate-s vechi si noua toate;
Ce e rau si ce e bine

Tu te-ntreaba si socoate;

Nu spera si nu ai teamd,

Ce e val ca valul trece;

De te-ndeamna, de te cheama,
Tu ramdi la toate rece.

Mihai Eminescu
“Glossa,” 1883
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ABSTRACT

This dissertation argues that Pindar’s epinician odes, composed in the first half of the
fifth century BCE, functioned as both ideology and practice in attempting to stabilize,
legitimize, and perpetuate the social status of Pindar’s patrons and their families. It reads the
extant epinician odes as the evidence of sociocultural practices and discourses of the fifth
century BCE, and shows that predecessors, contemporaries, and later receivers of Pindaric
epinician in antiquity saw the practice of athletic commemoration and epinician poetry itself
as participants in fundamental sociopolitical discourses with high stakes for the well-being of
social communities. A critical contemporary role of this poetic form was to naturalize the
potentially unstable statuses of elites across the Greek world, under a variety of forms of
political organization. In order to argue that the social status of elites was both naturally
legitimate and diachronically durable, the epinicians represent inborn arete as a ground for
physical ability, health, and achievement, which is equated with social and moral value. They
consistently narrativize sexuality and childbirth as subject to a system of social regulation and
surveillance that supports a narrow definition of reproductive norms and the importance of
both material and social inheritance. In their self-conscious reference to their own
composition and performance, the poems represent themselves as active participants in, and
creators of, the norms of a restricted elite social discourse that both limits and defines the
possible investments of their potential audiences. In the metaphors that the odes use to
describe their victors, their own nature as cultural products, and the relationship of the poet to
his laudandi, the poet and his poems are embedded in contemporary social institutions that
served elite interests and interconnections. Ultimately, the odes strive to create an audience
that is invested in their own reproduction and perpetuation, alongside the social institutions

and forms on which their value system relies.
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Introduction
In his 2019 book This Life: Secular Faith and Spiritual Freedom, the literary critic

and philosopher Martin Hagglund argues that a serious investment in life beyond death has
consequences far beyond the individual. In his view, individual belief in an afterlife, and
institutional support of this belief, has a significant impact on how people are able to care for
one another through the daily actions and more durable social organizations of human life:

To treat others as we ourselves would like to be treated requires that we

recognize our shared finitude, since only finite beings can be in need of mutual

care.... If we do not recognize our shared vulnerability and finitude, the

demand for mutuality is not intelligible and we cannot be compelled to care for

one another as ends in ourselves.!
Hégglund’s claims arise out of his analysis of the social and personal preoccupations of a
society both capitalist and Judeo-Christian, and his prescription is the widespread adoption of
secular social democracy. In many ways, early fifth-century BCE Greece could hardly look
more different than the broad contours of this twenty-first-century CE historical picture.
Nevertheless, Hiagglund’s central questions offer two related provocations that underlie the
interests of this project. First, he questions the “assumption that eternity is desirable,”
regardless of whether eternal life is possible or achievable, or the specific form that this kind
of enduring life might take.? Secondly, this question is framed not only in terms of an
individual life but in terms of the impact that a desire for eternal life has on our relations with
others, and the larger ways in which we organize our societies and economies. This is not
only a philosophical preoccupation with the health and happiness of a person alone; it is a

sociological question about the ways in which people relate to one another, and the shapes

that this relation might take.

I Hiagglund 2019, 10-11.
2 ibid., 28.



In the Pindaric case, the question that interests my project is twofold. First, what
makes cultural persistence through poetry desirable in this particular historical period,
without assuming that this desire is universal or transhistorical? The dissertation argues that
aspirations towards cultural persistence for Pindar and his victors are integrally related to
aspirations towards other kinds of persistence—material, social, political, economic, and
familial. Secondly, what are the potential social repercussions of elite individuals’ investment
in cultural persistence, and what kinds of social structures and ideologies must be maintained
in order for this investment to make sense for a social actor? I read Pindar’s poems not only
as expressions of the relation between particular individuals—say, poet and victor, or poet
and audience—but as symptoms of larger concerns with the normative relational structures
that support and surround the elite individual in the early fifth century.

To speak of literary immortality, particularly in the Classical Greek context, risks
sounding staid, uncritical, even reactionary. Variations on this concept have been highly
active, however, in the last decades of Pindaric scholarship. For scholars of the last thirty
years or so, Pindaric epinician’s relation to historicity—that is to say, its capacity for
transhistorical persistence and its specificity in its own time—has been a central issue.
Epinician can on the one hand be analyzed as an aesthetic and cultural object, which
anticipates its own reception by spatially and temporally vast audiences; on the other, it might
be analyzed primarily as an experienced, and experiential, response to highly specific,
momentary achievements of the fifth century BCE. These dual attributes have been highly
productive in the development of Pindaric hermeneutics, reflecting not only on the specific
genre of fifth-century epinician but also more widely on the history of Greek literary

production.



I. Background

It has been argued that Pindar’s poetry stands both at the threshold of the recognizable
cultural form we call Western literature (in Boris Maslov’s terms, it demonstrates “the
emergence of literature™?) and projects itself forward in time, insisting upon and therefore
predicting its own persistence and canonization.* It participates in the construction of social
and political geography and space, and is an active agent in maintaining and responding to
social relationships and orders.> This Pindaric view of space is a complement to a Pindaric
view of time; as a synthetic, syncretic construct that participates in (or frees itself from) the
past, present, and future to define, shape, and reinforce particular mythic and cultural
narratives.® Recent scholarship on the Pindaric corpus has tended to focus attention on
Pindar’s long afterlife, both historically and as imagined by the poems themselves: either as
expressed poetically, in the complicated temporality of the epinician odes, or as the
deliberate, material process of editing, selection, and survival in the literary and intellectual
culture of antiquity and afterwards.” In this framework, Pindaric claims to the gnomic and
lasting seem to have been borne out by history; Pindar appears (appropriately) vatic, having

foreseen his own poetry’s preservation.? In its afterlife—and in the future it has projected for

3 Maslov 2015. Maslov locates epinician’s understanding of its own historicity in
contemporary Greek cultural concepts of the historical as the domain of the individual and as
the transformation of traditional social authority into “a new kind of authority that inhabits
the domain of the historical” (183). For his argument, “literature claims and grants
immortality by hybridizing pregiven discursive forms” (320). Part of the aim of this project is
to critically dissociate the “claiming” of epinician immortality from the possibility of its
“granting” in order to deconstruct the discourse of persistence it participates in.
4 Maslov 2015; Phillips 2016, Sigelman 2016.
> As argued in Kurke and Neer 2019 and Epstein 2019, on space; Kurke 1991, on social
integration; Morgan 2015, on managing tyranny; Lewis 2019, on Sicilian political
integration.
6 In the terms of Sigelman 2016.
7 Most prominently, the stratigraphic traditionality and innovation of Maslov 2015; the
synthetic, immortal temporalities of Sigelman 2016; the self-conscious textuality of Phillips
2016; the “poetics of permanence” of Spelman 2018.
8 This vocabulary of the “vatic” is from Johnson 1982, 59, responded to by Payne 2006.

3



itself—it survives both materially and culturally even as its interpretations may continue to be
contested.

Maslov’s important application of the methods of Historical Poetics to the Pindaric
corpus seeks one kind of epinician historicity in the poems’ self-depiction of literary
development.’® In this argument, hybrid, asynchronous, or folkloric “survivals” surface within
epinician, and recognizable, “stratified” forms of social discourse can be excavated from the
poems without assuming authorial awareness or agency.!? Epinician’s aspirations to cultural
“immortality” have also been defined in its synthesis or rejection of multiple temporalities,
and often as a privilege granted to the poet by his advantageous relationship with the divine.!!
Viewed as a development of Homeric metapoetics, this poetic endurance might also be
equated with cultural memory, for which first oral, then written, poems function as a
perpetuating technology.

Asya Sigelman has argued that, text-internally, Pindar leverages a synthetic
representation of time and temporality to disassociate his poems from any one particular time
period, thereby allowing them to be received and interpreted in the future without being
bound to the historical circumstances of their production.!? Henry Spelman has discussed
how Pindar’s texts incorporate the history of lyric production to support their claims to

traditionality, but also anticipate future performances and audiences beyond the first

? Maslov 2015.

10 Maslov 2015, 8-9. Elsewhere described as “the nonlinear, nonsynchronous historicity of
cultural phenomena” (Kliger and Maslov 2015, 6). The dissertation argues implicitly that a
description of non- or asynchronous historicity contained in the text (also sometimes called
non-linear or anachronistic, e.g. Holmes 2020 on “kairological history,” or “untimeliness”) is
insufficient for understand epinician motivation and agency in terms of its social function and
aspirations.

1 Sigelman 2016, 3—"intrapoetic immortality” is “a god-like existence beyond the stream of
time” and a “synoptic vision of past, present and future.” Grethlein 2010, 39— “The medium
of song in which the dense net of anachronies makes the boundaries of past, present, and
future collapse establishes an eternal present.” See also Steiner 1986, ch. 11, on natural
metaphors, death, and literary permanence in the odes.

12 Sigelman 2016, who has a strong emphasis on reading odes as literature.
4



performance to support epinician’s perpetuation in the future.'? In an approach that widens its
scope to the material conditions of epinician preservation and historical transmission, Tom
Phillips has drawn important connections between the reception of the odes as written texts
and the possibilities of their original performance contexts.!* Other recent treatments of
Pindar represent a turn towards ideas of lyric voice, temporality, and potential for both
persistence and “disruption,”!> with less focus on the historical circumstances of their
composition. These approaches to Greek lyric tend to locate epinician’s capacity for
transhistorical legibility in aspects of its poetic form, especially its participation in an
identifiable lyric modality.'®

The most influential view of Pindar’s participation in sociopolitical life has been
broadly New Historicist, grounded by Leslie Kurke’s 1991 monograph The Traffic in Praise.
Kurke’s argument for the social function of epinician expanded on the work of Kevin Crotty,
who saw the essential function of Pindar’s odes as “completing” and securing the social
capital earned by the athletic victory while diffusing the theoretical threat of individual elite
achievement.!” For both Kurke and Crotty, the epinician ode is primarily in service of
securing the social status of the victor by re-integrating him into his polis, oikos, and family
after he has initiated a potential rupture (and become a potential social threat) by virtue of his
victory.'® Both approaches are importantly audience-focused, speculating on how the odes
attempt to persuade contemporary audiences of the value and social function of the victor.

Kurke suggests that this problem can be solved through the rhetoric of megaloprepeia in the

13 Spelman 2018. For the multiple- and secondary-audience approach to the corpus of Sicilian
odes (including their textual transmission and diffusion), see Morrison 2007.
14 Phillips 2016.
15 Fearn 2017, ch. 3.
16 ¢.g. Payne 2006.
17 Crotty 1982.
18 Crotty originally introduces the idea of reintegration to the polis, Kurke expands this to
include the oikos.
5



polis, while Kathryn Morgan has argued that the Sicilian odes portray the Deinomenid tyrants
as just and wise (archaic) basileis to diffuse the negative associations that might attend the
label of “tyranny.”'® Virginia Lewis’ recent treatment of the function and ideology of the
Sicilian odes has interpreted them as working to integrate a diverse population under the
banner of Deinomenid polis identities, forging potential new collective identities out of local
myths and re-imagined aetiologies; Leslie Kurke and Richard Neer have argued for a “supra-
political,” non-localized Deinomenid identity that links the Deinomenid tyrants to
Panhellenic centers in mainland Greece.?°

New Historicist approaches tend to argue for Pindar’s investment in an ““aristocratic
ideology,” a worldview seen as threatened by developments towards limited direct
democracy in fifth-century Greece.?! They perceive Pindar as negotiating between or
strategically endorsing different factions in a sociocultural or socioeconomic struggle—
whether between aristocratic victors and the demos or between wandering seers and
established oracular centers.?? For Kurke in particular, this means a strong argument that
epinician production represents “a kind of counter-revolution on the part of the aristocracy”
to Solonic reforms and the developing practices of Athenian democracy.?* Although she
stresses that her ideological readings of Pindar have primarily discursive stakes and are not
meant to map strictly onto historical realia, they both rely on and attempt to generate social-

anthropological arguments about the actual historical context of the epinicians. In addition,

sociopolitical realia are in fact important for understanding how this discursive system is

19 Morgan 2007 (relying on ancient sources for this historical narrative of basileis;, for issues
with this, see Hall 2007). Pace Kurke 1991, 220: “In Pindar’s poems for tyrants, no attempt is
made to defuse the phthonos their success awakens.”

20 Lewis 2019; Kurke and Neer 2019, ch. 6.

21 Or more precisely, Athens, towards which the evidence for democracy in the fifth century
is overwhelmingly lopsided.

22 Kurke 1991; Foster 2017; Nicholson 2005.

23 Kurke 1991, 258-9.



constructed and how epinician makes use of the critical terms that are central to New
Historicist readings. Besides drawing heavily on twentieth-century anthropology and
ethnography,?* these analyses have roots in Marxist and Althusserian approaches to defining
ideological structures in terms of class positionality. They therefore tend to project onto this
aristocratic-democratic dichotomy an additional element of class conflict between Archaic
systems of elite value (represented by the symbolic exchange of precious objects) and
Classical “democratic” ideology (theoretically attached to Greek coinage, and thereby to
receiving payment in exchange for poetic composition).?

For this project, I find the language of “status” rather than “class” more productive, in
part to avoid an association with theories about class persistence that can too easily skew
transhistorical. It not only seems to more accurately describe epinician aspirations but allows
a more precise description of both the agency and anxieties of social actors as well as the
dynamics of interaction among elites, a process that is central to Pindar’s ambitions.?¢ If
epinician can be described as an elite, Panhellenic product, its Panhellenism was more of an
attitude than an identity, a strategy rather than a reflection of an essential solidarity between
diverse elites.?” And while Pindaric epinician was assuredly produced by and for the

privileged few, an approach that assumes a homogeneous aristocratic class can elide the

24 Kurke 1991 places a particularly heavy structural emphasis on practices of gift exchange,
and adopts many concepts from Marcel Mauss and Marshall Sahlins.
25 Originally, this distinction between short-term (polis) and long-term (aristocratic)
transactional orders comes from Sitta von Reden, following the anthropologists Jonathan
Parry and Maurice Bloch. See especially Kurke 1991 and 1999 for the applications of this
framework to literary and historiographic practice. For the original argument for class
conflict in antiquity, De Ste. Croix 1981.
26 Tan Morris (1996 and 2000) has argued that what are perceived as “elitist” vs “middling”
values are actual two different attitudinal possibilities within the Greek elite; “elitist”
identified with interstate networks and “middling” with “polis values.” Very possible to argue
(I do, below) that these are not necessarily opposed, but the argument that these attitudes are
strategic and potentially complementary is important. See Seaford 2002 for an important
critique of this polarity and of Kurke 1999’s reliance upon it.
27 See Hall 2002 on the development of Panhellenic cultural identity in the fifth century.
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significant differences—and potential competition—between wealthy Greeks of the fifth
century, and obscures the possibility of conflict and fluidity within the propertied upper
classes.

Pindar composed under the patronage of the Deinomenid tyrants in Sicily and the
Battiad monarchy of Cyrene in North Africa, and his victors hailed from powerful families in
poleis across the Greek world. 2® His poetic activity has therefore been particularly implicated
in the advertisement or ideological consolidation of certain kinds of political power—that is
to say, hegemonic state power, sole rulership, and aristocratic elitism. Given the
historiographical prominence of developing Athenian democratic practices in the late sixth
and the fifth century, Pindaric poetry has often come to stand for a politics that reacted
against emergent democracy in favor of maintaining elite, oligarchic, or monarchic authority
(i.e., preserving the status of his wealthy patrons).?® In this paradigm, Pindar buttresses the
interests of the “elite” in contrast to the demos. He supports the archaizing domain of tyrants
and aristocrats throughout the Greek world even as the role of sole rulership and a privileged
elite is increasing being called into question in the wake of the Persian Wars, the
development of early forms of Greek federalism, and the increasing prominence of Athenian

power on the world stage.3® By championing elite achievement and value in the Classical

28 With important areas of concentration—particularly Sicily, Aigina, and central Greece.

29 This paradigm is particularly associated with Kurke 1991 and New Historicist scholarship;
see also Nicholson 2005 and Rose 1982. It has been challenged by numerous recent
treatments of the political and geographic diversity of Pindar’s victors and an understanding
of how significantly he modulates his vocabulary and terms of praise in different contexts
(e.g. Mann 2001, Kowalzig 2011 on the lack of the problem of social integration in odes for
athletes of Aigina; Pavlou 2015 arguing that this lack does not reflect a real absence of
political tension; Fearn 2009; Fearn (ed.) 2011 for an in-depth treatment of Aigina in
particular—the polis for which Pindar wrote more odes than any other. Morgan 2007 treats
Argos and Corinth).

30 Smith 2007 argues that trends in victor statues during the same period parallel this same
phenomenon: “the last generation of Archaic privilege rode the back of the contemporary
revolution in statue-making” (83). There is a legacy of pushback on the idea of Pindaric
poetry as reacting strictly to the “rise of democracy;” the best summary is Thomas 2007. See

Hornblower and Morgan 2007 for the suggestion that a more appealing framework might be
8



polis, Pindar is therefore seen as consciously resisting a tide of political development and
economic change that threatens the imagined stability of elite hegemony.?' This multifaceted
archaism, in conjunction with other poetic techniques, has often been invoked as one of the
means by which Pindar’s poetry strives to ensure its relevance and power not only in its
contemporary context but for times to come. By disassociating its composition and
performance from a particular time, place, or political viewpoint, epinician perhaps attempts
to flexibly adapt to contexts both anticipated and unknown.3?

This view on epinician function has the additional advantage of boosting Pindar’s
potential for diachronic appeal to later audiences of both his texts and re-performances. The
relatively broad geographic diversity of victors and communities for which Pindar composed
is often invoked as a way of explaining the poems’ variety of strategies of appeal. Pindar is
thought to orient his poetry towards different ideological practices and cultural spaces, while
keeping one eye on the Hellenic, interactional space of the major athletic festivals—and one
eye on the historical exigency that threatens the potential monumentality to which his poems
aspire. The odes’ ultimate synthesis of these multiple purposes is responsible for their
contemporary and future success, as well as for establishing certain formal features that are
now recognizable in terms of textuality and literariness.

A scholarly search for epinician unity, and the consistent presence of particular

techniques of ideological legitimation in the odes, may have helped project the idea of a

Greek apoikia (which, however, introduces its own issues of chronology and definition). See
also Athanassaki 2003 and Foster 2017 for perspectives on apoikia and epinician; Dougherty
1993 for colonization and Greek poetics more generally. I am interested not so much in how
epinician might have reflected particular social and political realities but rather in how it was
perceived to do so or leveraged in favor of social and political performance.

31 For this perspective on the socio-symbolic impact of economic change, Kurke 1991 and
1999. See also Seaford 2004.

32 Epstein 2019, 16.



homogeneous aristocratic worldview onto Pindaric epinician.?* Epinician themes labeled
“aristocratic” have a broad range of potential meanings, encompassing myth, genealogy,
divinity, economic value, and the physical body. Because of the circumstances of epinician
composition, Pindar’s depiction of familial genealogies, local and multiple aetiological
myths, founding stories, and social institutions becomes associated with the social status of
his wealthy patrons, who either already held or aspired to certain kinds of social power. The
connection between elite self-advertisement, mythic genealogies, and teleological or
transhistorical time is so tightly woven that it can be difficult to determine even conceptual
directionality between these categories. This is part of the point: Pindaric epinician seeks to
obscure that these qualities are being performed, rather than simply demonstrated. As
Rosalind Thomas notes, however, juxtaposing putative aristocratic values to opposing values
of the demos and democracy at the time at which Pindar composed can be at best unhelpful
and at worst misleading. The social values and ideologies like “arete, beauty, [and] athletic
prowess” that pervade Pindaric ethics were also central, for example, to the self-conception
of Athenian democracy.’*

What social practices and institutions were important for Pindaric epinician when it was
composed? The athletic games and the social and political interaction that they symbolized
and which actually took place there are one obvious example. The persona of the Pindaric
poet is closely identified with the individual athlete, and the geographic relations between

victor, home polis, and the sites of the major athletic festivals are predictably inscribed in the

33 On Pindar’s contributions to the idea of an aristocratic “Wertewelt” (following Frinkel’s
Dichtung und Philosophie), see Segal 1986, 128. Even if there was not a large hereditary
aristocracy, and the composition of the upper classes and social mobility into and out of them
varied between poleis, the strongly legitimizing power of heredity encouraged Pindar to
depict his victors in this way (see Chapter 2).
34 Thomas 2007, 142. See also the arguments of Wilson 2000 on status and aristocracy in
relation to the tragic chorus.
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geographic references made in the epinician odes.*> The actual performance of epinician
probably involved the social institution of choral performance and perhaps ritual, dedication,
and other forms of religious practice. Epinician aetiologies conjure up the figure of the oikist,
intimations of hero cult, and the practice of mantike.® The interpersonal, sociosymbolic
practices of proxeny, xenia, and perhaps developing theoria are also frequently invoked.?’
Virginia Lewis’s argument that Pindaric epinician both constructs and reflects new
Sicilian identities for the varied places and political contexts of the early fifth century,
adopting and manipulating mythological traditions to mediate between the Deinomenids and
their Sicilian constituents, is emblematic of New Historist approaches to the odes.?® Nigel
Nicholson, focusing on Western Greece in particular, has argued that epinician poetry found
itself in conflict with local narratives of athletic victory, forcing it to compete and evolve. He
argues for an essential opposition between the oral tradition about athletic cult-heroes and the
epinician poet, focused around oppositions between periphery and core, urban and rural, and
local versus foreign.?® While this system of oppositions is probably too rigid, Nicholson’s
work points to the “polyvalent” nature of discourse about athletic victory, and the complexity
of the cultural landscape in which epinician for Sicilian victors was composed and
performed.*® Carla Antonaccio has argued that the dynamics of interaction and dedication at
mainland Greek regional sanctuaries, particularly the practices of Western Greek settlements

in the Archaic period, can shed light on the development of interactional networks that

35 Lefkowitz 1987; Epstein 2021.

36 Maslov 2015, ch. 3; see also Foster 2017, Currie 2005 argues for immortality through hero
cult.

37 See Chapter 4. On perhaps theoria, evidence for which otherwise largely postdates Pindar:
N. 3.67-70. For a thorough account of the debate over the existence and purpose of the
thearion in N. 3, Rutherford 2011.

38 Lewis 2019, 4-5 for this statement of purpose.

39 Nicholson 2016. Hornblower and Morgan 2007 argue that epinician may have originated in
Western Greece.

40 See Boterf 2016 for the language of polyvalence.
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shaped the demographic distribution of Pindar’s patrons.*! Western Greek patrons and victors
are heavily overrepresented among the extant epinicians, but the activity described in the
poems generally centers around the sanctuaries of mainland Greece.*> What this means about
the aims of Western Greek participation in epinician patronage has been variously
interpreted. Catherine Morgan and Gillian Shepherd have seen this participation of Western
Greek poleis at mainland religious centers as a form of self-advertisement, in the same way
that Virginia Lewis and Heather Reid consider the commissioning and performance of
epinician as a way for Sicilian rulers and their subjects to “elevat[e] Sicily and Sicilians for
audiences at home and abroad.”*

Pindar’s epinicians depict a world where elite victory in the games is not only the
pinnacle of moral excellence but a boon to the victor’s home polis, his family, and optimal
civic functioning. The odes for Sicilian tyrants depict poleis under tyranny as prosperous and
ethnically integrated; they may use local places, cults, and symbols to support the legitimacy
of Deinomenid rule. They might take advantage of the positionality of the Panhellenic games
to portray the Deinomenids in the context of a putatively Panhellenic elite.** Given the little
that we know about the circumstances of Pindaric performance, however, the question of
precisely who this message was intended for is still active. It is obviously one that would
appeal to Pindar’s victors—particularly a group like the Deinomenids, seeking to legitimize
their rule.

Can we so confidently say that their subjects would have been convinced, if the
performance of epinician odes was even intended for the general population? There is no real

evidence for popular perceptions of epinician, or its effects on any kind of broad cross-

41 Antonaccio 2007.

42 See Carey 2007 for his examination of how place of performance is depicted.

43 Morgan 1990; Shepherd 2015; Lewis and Reid 2021, 2.

4 See also Malkin 2011 on the Panhellenic games and Sikeliote identity arguing for the

importance of theoroi linking especially Delphi and the Sicilian cities.
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section of society. And while it may have been useful to rulers to think that their subjects
ascribed to epinician ideologies, poetic performance was only one tool in a suite of strategies
for social and political legitimation. Given, again, that epinician was produced for the elite
within the framework of elite institutions, it did not necessarily need broad appeal in order to
be transmitted and preserved. Pindar’s patrons had reasons enough to want to be represented
as they are in the epinician odes without their audience needing to be expanded beyond a
small tier of elites, within or between poleis. And, of course, the very first audience for any
ode was the victor himself.43

Approaches to Archaic and Classical Greek lyric have often linked poetry’s potential for
canonization to concepts of Panhellenism, shared aristocratic culture, and the temporal
archaism of myth, all concepts that are highly active around portrayals of the four major
stephanitic games.** Indeed, arguments about literature and its functions in Archaic and early
Classical Greece have long been closely intertwined with ideas about Panhellenic
performance, transmission, and identity.*” Gregory Nagy’s Pindar’s Homer was fundamental
to the argument that the Greek lyric canon, though fixed through Alexandrian editing, was
originally a product of the “organic Panhellenization” of local lyric traditions in the sixth and
fifth centuries.*® This Panhellenic orientation is also an effective canonizing mechanism for

the poet, who “becomes a myth” through the process of reperformance, as well as the poems,

45 Suggestive is Irwin 2005, 77-80 on the difference between sympotic elegy and inscribed
epigram as sympotic vs. public. Questions about epinician performance(s) and their potential
public or private nature engage similar questions. Variously, sympotic practice by elites can
both embody the polis and serve as a space of inclusion/exclusion from the demos.

46 See Kowalzig 2007 on myth and ritual at the games, seeing an interplay between a localism
of place and Panhellenism of time; Kurke 2005 on ritual in Paean 6; Lewis 2019 on Sicilian
myth and polis identity; Segal 1986 on mythopoiesis in P. 4; Morrison 2007; Eckerman 2008;
Rutherford 2011 on myth as a Panhellenic “system of stories” in Pindar.

47 Including of course rhapsodic performance of Homer.

48 Nagy 1990, 84. Hadjimichael 2019 argues for the inheritance of a fifth- and fourth-century
lyric canon by Hellenistic period, with an emphasis on the increasing spatial reach and

subsequent recognition of mobile lyric poets.
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which achieve recirculation and wide legibility through their theoretical appeal to “all
Hellenes for all time to come.” For early Greek lyric poets, this framework locates one
pathway to canonization in the subsumption of authorial identity into the structures of
traditionality.>°

But for Nagy, things begin to change with Pindar and the early epinician poets. In his
view, Pindar, Ibycus, Simonides, and Bacchylides share an incipient “historicity.” That is,
their poems represent the evolution of distinctive, singular authorship as opposed to simple
traditionality—and this is because of their tyrannical patrons. The authority of the tyrant,
rooted in the political power of a single individual, theoretically confers a poetic authority
that inheres in authorial individuality rather than diffuse traditions of song.’! At the same
time, the distinctiveness of Pindar’s poetic project is constituted by how it preserves both the
Panhellenic and the local, “grounding its Panhellenized truth values in the legitimacy and
authority of native traditions” and thereby both serving a tyrannical master and irretrievably
standing apart by its anchoring in the mythic-gnomic tradition of epic.>? Pindar achieves both
historicity and canonization, both individuality and traditionality.

These associations of authorship, Panhellenism, and tyranny have an enduring legacy in
Pindaric studies. Panhellenic approaches to Greek literary production suggest that the
emergence of a canonical definition of literature itself has something important to do with a
late sixth- and fifth-century expansion of cultural identity. Like the subsumption of author
into myth, the transmutation of the local into the Hellenic or Panhellenic generates a new
understanding of the literary as a shared cultural form. In a strikingly similar way, Hermann

Frankel suggested in the early twentieth century that Pindar’s poetry introduces an abstract

49 Nagy 1990, 80; 114. Note link here between collective ethnic identity and diachronic
persistence.
30 A process analogized to cult heroization (Nagy 1990, 81n142).
> Nagy 1990, 411-12.
S2ibid., 437.
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conception of divinity that is correlated with the emergence of Panhellenism, syncretizing
local manifestations of the divine into generalizable, shared concepts.’* More recent
scholarship has continued to put primacy on how the Pindaric “I”” and author-function is
distinctive within his poetic context.>*

Though the robustness of the Pindaric “I” (or the emergence of the “author-function” as a
key component of a new kind of literary tradition) has attracted attention as a potential
literary innovation, there is significant precedent for first-person, authorial presence in early
Greek poetry.>® The extent to which first-person forms in Pindar relate to the choral or
monodic performance of the epinician odes has also been the subject of extensive
discussion.>® I prefer not to take a strong position on the possibility of choral performance,

since arguments for and against it can largely be derived only from either the (ambiguous)

text of the odes or the evidence of the Pindaric scholia, both of which have serious

33 The “Allgemein-Gottliche” discussed at Maslov 2015, 125; also see Maslov 2012 on
genealogical metaphor, following Olga Freidenberg.

34 Especially Maslov 2015; Lefkowitz 1987; D’ Alessio 1994; Fearn 2017; Kuhn-Treichel
2020b, with specific attention to role of the Muses and thereby an idea of divinity.

33 See Felson 1999, n. 30.

36 e.g. Lefkowitz 1963 and 1985, Eckerman 2010 and 2011a, Carey 1991, p. 192-200; Anzai
1994 makes a strong argument for the chorus. For the argument for choral first performance
and monodic reperformance, Morrison 2007, 7-8. An up-to-date treatment of chorality and
the “speaking persona” in Pindar is Schironi 2019. Choral performance is one of the most
important sociocultural institutions with which epinician concerns itself, and chorality is
certainly represented in epinician, whether or not the odes were (in part or in whole)
performed by choruses. If they were, chorality is an excellent example of the ideology-in-
practice that characterizes epinician performance and transmission. The odes are not only a
discourse about institutions, but an institutional practice themselves: not only a meditation on
chorality, but a choral performance; not only metaphorical travelers, but real ones; not simply
represented as xenia gifts, but perhaps actually composed, transmitted, and performed by
xenoi. The slipperiness and ambiguity of the individual poetic “I” and a possible choral first
person need not be perfectly resolved, however, either in making broad claims about Pindaric
performance in general or specific odes or passages. It is exactly this interplay between the
socially situated individual and broader institutional social practices that characterizes not
only the mechanics of epinician transmission and performance, but how epinician

understands and thematizes its own form and function.
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limitations.’” However, it is important to separate the socially embedded “I”” from the gnomic
first person that meditates on moral conduct and mortality (as at, e.g. I. 8.37-44).58 It is true
that this second voice might seem more closely related to Pindar’s victors and patrons,
insofar as it usually espouses the same kind of advice that the poet addresses to, or associates
with, his subjects. Formally, however, this kind of gnomic first person is very often
performed by the collective voice of a chorus in Archaic and Classical poetry.*® Its
interpretation as a choral voice need not be in opposition to the kinds of individual rhetorical
constructions of poetic identity identified in Chapter 4.

In addition, the idea of a Panhellenic poetic culture in this period needs significant
nuance.’! It is important to reflect on the complexity of “Panhellenism” in this period because
the association of literary value with broad cultural appeal is integral to how Pindar’s poetics
are often conceived. A notional poetics that aspires to persuade proliferating present and
future audiences tends to imply a kind of universalism, which seeks a cultural foothold
through being legible as widely as possible. This argument has consequences not only for

how Pindar’s poetry is understood in its contemporary context, but for its historical

37 See Morgan 1993 on these limitations and the shifting between contrast and identification
with komos and chorus in the odes. Lefkowitz 1963, 178 on conjectures from the scholia,
pointedly asserts: “Barring discovery of Pindar’s diary, we shall never know for certain
whether or not he was in Cyrene when P 5 was performed.”
38 In contrast to Lefkowitz 1991, 10-11. In response: D’ Alessio 1994, who usefully
complicates this picture. Currie 2013 suggests that shifts between the voice of poet and
chorus are related to transitions between mythical past and performance present. See Maslov
2015, 101-102 on first-person forms and the choral voice.
39 Carey 1991, 194 compellingly cites partheneia, pacans, dithyrambs, etc., and of course the
tragic chorus. For the possibility of these ethical statements in monodic reperformance,
Phillips 2017.
60 Martin Hose has noted the differentiation between the metaphor of the song-journey,
closely tied to the image of the poet as a traveling, singular messenger, and Pindaric images
of collective processions or komoi. The image of the komos, however, is more closely
associated with imagined events in the past or the future, while the image of the traveling
poet is representative of the here-and-now, the actual journey of the poem and perhaps the
poet himself (Hose 2017, 39-40). Cf. Eckerman 2010 for the komos as a “static” historical
celebration rather than a reference to epinician performance itself.
61 See: D’Alessio 2011 on local identities in lyric; Hadjimichael 2019; Fearn 2011 on Aigina.
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persistence and the maintenance of its cultural value. Synchronic Panhellenism theoretically
gives way to diachronic endurance, as the textual production of the Classical Greek world
evolves towards later cultural prestige and deliberate canonization. This process is supported
by the dynamics of ancient and modern cultural reception—from the Hellenistic and Roman
periods through to modernity—that consistently looked to Classical Greece as model,
foundation, and aetiology for later cultural forms and sociopolitical institutions.

Could Pindar have predicted these processes? What kinds of institutional legitimation
seemed available to him at the time that he composed? If we can locate epinician’s capacity
for diachronic persistence and legibility to diachronic audiences at least partly at the time of
its composition, then its potential for transtemporality must be a function of its compositional
form and intention as well as its reception and valuation by later audiences.®? This question
implicates the very definition of what literary practice meant to Pindar and his audiences, and
approaches to answering it fall on a wide spectrum from cultural-historical to literary-critical.
In this vein, there are important reasons to also consider how the formal aspects of lyric are
related to its historical-political contexts.®® Pindar’s odes are texts that survive because of

deliberate selection and transmission, were produced for and by the elite, and have continued

62 Phillips 2015, 6 on Pindar’s “fame as an historical actuality as well as a textual projection,”
a nice encapsulation of this issue. Pindaric epinician also emerges as part of a long Greek
poetic tradition, particularly a lyric tradition, which has a deep impact on how it represents
itself and its history. The contours of how earlier lyric authors navigated their contemporary
political landscape, cultural memory, and poetic ephemerality form a critical backdrop for
Pindar’s poetics. Pindaric epinician draws on—and contrasts with—diverse prior and
contemporary lyric traditions, and the ways in which it represents its own politics and form
respond both to multiple Greek poetic traditions and the immediate contexts of epinician
production in the fifth century. For an important counterpoint to Pindar’s aspirations towards
persistence in reading archaic lyric, see Dickson 1989 on contrasts between depictions of the
body in Pindar and earlier lyric and Nooter 2023, who offers a wide-ranging argument on the
interplay between ephemerality and endurance through, especially, theories of performance
and embodiment.

63 Fearn 2017, 169: “Pindar’s Pythian 1 poses particularly acutely the theoretical question of
what to make of the relation between poetry and history.” Also see Agocs 2020, and Chapter
4, section V. Both terms—*“poetry” and “history”—are of course diversely defined

historically and culturally.
17



to be valued in terms of their status and prestige. In a context like this, ideas about literary
value—a value often implicit in definitions of the literary itself—are inextricable from
prevailing ideas about social value.®* The temporalities of epinician—how it mixes past,
present, and future, history and legend, how it blurs the boundaries of the here-and-now—are
generated not for their own sake, nor for the goal of “immortality” in itself. Rather, the
synthetic indeterminacy of epinician temporality supports the ideological endurance of
systems of power that sustained the economic and sociocultural dominance of Pindar’s
victors. His victors’ immortality is imagined not only in terms of cultural memory or
potential cult worship. It is contingent on the maintenance of contemporary social systems
that managed elite status in Pindar’s compositional present. One of these systems was
epinician poetry.

The following chapters therefore offer some potential answers to what Charles Segal has
called “the core problem of Pindaric interpretation,” that is, “the question of how, if at all,
these poems transcend the limited historical occasions of their origin.”% How did a poetic
form seemingly devoted to precise moments of fleeting triumph, celebrating definitively
identified historical individuals, leverage the historical circumstances of its composition in
the service of transhistorical persistence and canonization? I suggest that Pindaric strategies
of self-legitimation—and in particular, how epinician situates itself in a temporo-material
space—are importantly related to the strategies of authorization and legitimation found in
other social institutions and practices. Because of the contexts of its production, epinician
was necessarily embedded in a variety of forms of fifth-century social, cultural, and

economic practice, and it was a more or less eager participant in the support of contemporary

64 i.e., what counts as “literature” generally already carries implications about social and

cultural value.
65 Segal 1986, 124.
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forms of social power.%® At the same time, however, epinician is usually seen as attempting to
wrest its own being out of this specific historical moment in order to effect its subjects’ or its
own indefinite future perpetuation.

I think that this potential paradox—a poetic form invested in the briefest of temporal
moments, that argued for its enduring persistence—is both less active for Pindar than has
been previously understood and compensated for by Pindaric poetics. His poems are not only
descriptive, perhaps reflecting a cultural shift into a new form of literary practice concerned
with authorship and persistence. They are prescriptive: it is in the process of Pindar’s
invocation to experience his poems in a particular way that new aspects of his literary
practice emerge. When he composed his odes, the social institutions and structures of power
within which he worked were also working towards persistence and preservation.®” There is
little paradox, then, in Pindar adapting the language and strategies of these institutions to
support the institutionalization of his own poetry.

What interests me is not primarily the way in which Pindar provides aetiologies or
legitimation for others—political regimes, particular poleis, ethnic groups, religious
practices—but how the ways in which he argued for his own poetry’s identity and value are
shared with and support these other forms of social practice. This does not require thinking of

epinician as an intelligible generic category in this period, nor that Pindar had a single,

% For qualifications about the wholeheartedness of Pindar’s ideological commitment, see
Segal 1986, esp. p. 123-180. I tend to agree with Pindar’s acknowledgement of ambiguity and
contingency but consider it in a different light; see chapters 2-4 on compensation for
contingency induced by mobility and discussion of vulnerability and the physical body. See
Fearn 2017, ch. 3, for a reading of “the interaction between aesthetics and ideology” (172) in
Pindar that follows Rose 2012 (ch. 5 for tyranny, based very much on reading of Solon in
tension with Irwin 2005) in suggesting the epinicians’ ability to stand outside of the value
system of their patrons. I am significantly more skeptical.

67 This is more than the “social energy” or “depth of meaning” cited by Maslov 2015, 8; 1
refer specifically to Pindar’s own contribution to the legitimation of his own and others’
sociopolitical status through participation in and invocation of contemporary approaches to

organizing social relations.
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coherent understanding of the nature of the “poetry” or “literature” that he composed. The
boundaries of epinician have always been hard to define, and the generic label is, of course,
an artifact of Alexandrian editing.®® Regardless of the coherence of Pindar’s intentions, his
poems’ metapoetic imaginary suggests a conception of his own compositional practice, and
its relations to synchronic and diachronic systems of value.®® The Pindaric “I”” is prominent in
his epinicians in part because of the way the Pindaric poet embodies different social personas
while representing himself in the epinician poem—a foreigner, a xenos, a proxenos, a
merchant, a friend. By framing his own identity in this way, he offers us important clues
about how epinician was conceptualized as a social practice among other contemporary social
practices, and the consequences this had for its ability to celebrate and commemorate its
living subjects and the poet himself. Rather than attempt to recuperate Pindaric lyric as a
reliable repository of historical evidence or argue for the primacy of its contributions to the
development of literary form,’° this project instead seeks to understand how the literary form
and cultural aspirations of Pindaric epinician are related to the social concerns and
motivations of contemporary historical actors. Concepts of literary value, historicity, and
meaning are themselves historically situated and produced in concert with the sociopolitical,

cultural, economic, and geographic circumstances of poet and audiences.

II. Evidence and method
The approximately forty-five extant epinician poems attributed to Pindar form a rich and
detailed corpus within the surviving textual evidence from late Archaic and early Classical

Greece.”! These complex texts not only showcase a famous linguistic and thematic intricacy,

68 Carey 2009 discusses the history of lyric genre labels.
69 See Chapter 4.

"I Particularly as complete texts (and buttressed, of course, by the dithyrambs, paeans, and

fragments).
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but survey a dizzying assemblage of places, patrons, myths, and monuments that range across
the Mediterranean world through about the first half of the fifth century. The project of
understanding this poetic richness in the context of its surrounding historical world has been a
perennially contested one, which confronts critical methodological problems in literary
history and interpretation.

The heterogeneous, fragmented corpus of Archaic and Classical Greek lyric has
consistently resisted systematic interpretation, challenging the development of hermeneutic
strategies that aim to account for both its synchronic production and performance contexts
and its diachronic persistence and reception. While our understanding of the broader
sociocultural, economic, and political contexts of lyric production continues to improve, this
understanding lacks the granularity of the linguistic and thematic richness that philologists
seek to excavate from texts themselves. Moreover, its explanatory potential is limited by
ambiguities inherent in the material record as well as by the limited application of historical
and archaeological method in philologically oriented work. The concrete, immediate contexts
that once surrounded lyric production, early transmission, and first performances remain
stubbornly inaccessible.

This hermeneutic gap has reliably driven the development of new methodological
approaches to Greek lyric, from New Historicism to cognitive poetics. Above all, perhaps, it
has focused attention on the disjunction between the ephemeral moment of occasional
specificity (the “first performance”) and poetic claims to endurance or even immortality—
claims that are often seen as practically constitutive of early Greek attitudes towards literary
function and design. This disjunction has come sharply into focus in scholarship on Pindaric
epinician. The narrow originating occasion for these poems, along with their categorical
claims to enduring kleos, make them an ideal subject here, and Pindar’s complexity and

obscurity offer nearly endless opportunity for philological and historical interpretation.
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My aim here is to be as sensitive as possible to both the opportunities and limitations of
the epinicians as the specific type of cultural-historical evidence that they are. As texts, the
poems have both a material and a cultural life and history, synchronically and diachronically.
We know very little, however, about their fifth-century material instantiations. No definite
information exists about the places, circumstances, and manner of the original composition
and performance of epinician, outside of the slippery and ambiguous evidence given by the
odes themselves and much later attestations by the scholia. Inescapably, then, productive
analysis of these poems in terms of their social ideology will treat them primarily as records
of discursive strategies and forms. The advantage of this kind of qualitative analysis is its
ability to describe the complexity and contours of the social practices at work in epinician
performance and reception, even as it continually runs the risk of falling into evidentiary
biases that may simply be epiphenoma of the Pindaric corpus’s own limitations.

This is not to say that historical and material realia are not important for this analysis—
only that the limitations of situating Pindaric epinician in its historical context are
fundamental to the kind of evidence that the odes are. Although the project relies in part on a
historical understanding of the late Archaic and early Classical period that emphasizes elite
mobility and status instability, the conclusions it draws about the rhetoric and strategies of
epinician poetics apply regardless of the actual material and social contingency to which
Pindar’s victors may have been subject or which they believed themselves to experience.
Although recent scholarship on elite heterogeneity and mobility in the Archaic and Classical
periods in particular has inspired many of the questions that I ask of the texts themselves,”*
also show how Pindar’s poems directly engage with these problems, how his contemporary
interlocuters perceived them, and why they may particularly be at issue for his victors and

audiences in the times and places in which Pindar composed.

72 See Chapter 2, section IV.
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For this project, to be “socially discursive” means to reflect, participate in, and construct
forms of speech and language that are meant to communicate and perform certain roles and
messages between social actors. Ultimately, I use Pindaric epinician as a kind of laboratory
for exploring the social motivation for the construction of literary temporality and value,
which has stakes beyond these poems themselves. Pindar is well-suited as an experimental
subject both because of its historical situation in what is traditionally considered a transitional
period between oral and textual literary production,’ and because of its fundamentally
complex relationship to temporality and historicity. Epinician was a kind of poetry produced
for immediate performance, about an ephemeral event, traveling long distances in uncertain
conditions, and yet claiming for itself and its subjects some kind of persistence and
canonicity. These openly stated claims to persistence out of time had a social and political,
not just poetic, value—and Pindar’s contemporary audiences and later readers recognized
this. A careful reading of the Pindaric corpus itself shows a highly developed awareness of
these multiple, material contingencies, which affect epinician self-definition much more
deeply than has been previously described.

On the level of literary criticism, the project is engaged with recent conversations
about the experiential aesthetics of Greek lyric, with a renewed focus on lyric’s self-creation
of aesthetic experience and status as both “event and artefact.”’* At the same time, it argues
that these forms of poetic self-creation are integrally related to historical actors’
contemporary forms of social self-creation, and that poems and audience co-constitute a
system in which certain aspects of social identity and status were negotiated and maintained.
As part of this goal, the project also aims to define some problems of Pindaric poetics in

terms of social discourse and practices. At particular issue in the project’s reading of Pindaric

73 And thereby, a shift in technologies of memory and memorialization. For concepts of

memory in epinician, Grethlein 2010, ch. 2.
74 Spelman 2018, 151.
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poetry is the status of the Pindaric metaphor, which has been the subject of significant
scholarly attention.”> I propose to read many of these metaphors, particularly those of travel,
craft, and commemoration, as neither analogistic in the broad sense nor antagonistic, as part
of a defining-against. Rather, the project practices a kind of “surface reading,” an experiment
in interpreting particular elements of Pindaric texts primarily as serious material referents to
their historical world rather than primarily conceptual or imagistic metaphors.”® By doing so,
it hopes to enliven these “dead” or “conventional” tropes as important clues to Pindaric self-
representation.”” As Anna Uhlig has demonstrated in the case of Alcaeus,’® this kind of
reading can also expose a history of scholarly interpretation that has privileged particular
sorts of hermeneutic approaches to these texts—in particular, the preeminence of allegorical
interpretation and performance context as a lens for interpreting lyric. Performance studies
form an important backdrop to the kind of pragmatic interpretation I am practicing here. |
combine the interpretive context of poetic performance and re-performance with thinking of
these texts as also intimately related to the kinds of performance at work in the arena of
sociopolitics: performing status, performing inclusion and exclusion, and performing
membership, kinship, and citizenship.

Hand-in-hand with this claim is the dissertation’s aim to de-naturalize concepts of social
and cultural persistence and to show, in part, how these concepts are deeply and deliberately
constructed as natural by Pindaric poetry itself. The third and fourth chapters will most

directly engage with these ideas of “the natural” by exploring how Pindaric poetry depicts its

75 e.g. Steiner 1986, imagery in Maslov 2015, Martin 2015.
76 For the original advocacy and definition of this method and term, see Marcus and Best
2009. In this I contrast with Maslov 2015, who argues: “Rather than serving the role of
surface elaboration, metaphor in Pindar has, fundamentally, a cognitive role: the image is
used to supply information that is conceptually relevant” (147).
7 For spatial approaches to the hodological metaphors of Pindar, see Epstein 2021 and Kurke
and Neer 2019, ch. 8.
78 Uhlig 2018. Uhlig’s methodological agenda frames her project as a response to New
Historicism and a return to the text and to poetic agency.
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relationship to the human body and to human reproduction. The project argues that these
depictions of body and birth are critical to how epinician conceives its own contingency and
the contingency of victors’ status. As they naturalize the grounds for what is in reality social,
the poems draw our attention away from the ways in which Pindaric epinician engages in
contemporary practices related to the temporality and persistence of hierarchical or
hegemonic orders, and the ways in which they systematically advocate the continuity of these
orders. This argument is at the heart of the “status and social reproduction” of the project’s

title.”®

III.  Structure of the dissertation

Chapter 1, “Epinician in Contemporary Social Discourse,” argues that authors in antiquity
recognized that epinician sought to construct a strategic discourse about social and political
value that had repercussions for social practice as well as historical and political thought and
action. It begins by briefly summarizing development of proto-epinician before Pindar and
surveys the reception of Pindar from the late fifth and early fourth century BCE to the
Hellenistic period.®® The chapter interrogates extant witnesses to the poetic celebration of
athletic victory, and to Pindar in particular, to sketch a narrative of epinician’s relationship to

political tension and value throughout the sixth to third centuries BCE. It argues that first

7 For social reproduction theory, see Chapter 3, section II.
80 A quick comment on textual history here, which is related to but conceptually distinct from
my project. One significant issue is whether the selection of Pindar’s epinician in the textual
tradition was supported because of the survival of athletic competitions under Rome (see
Rutherford 2012, 101-4). This has more bearing, I think, on the selection of Pindaric poetry
that survives (i.e., epinician rather than dithyramb) than on the question of epinician’s
transhistorical appeal. Athletic competition in the Greek world survived as a fairly continuous
practice after Pindar’s florescence, so the question becomes why Pindar’s epinicians survive
through the Roman period, but any potential contemporary victory odes largely do not. As |
suggest in the dissertation, there are reasons that elites under Rome may have found resources
in Pindar’s odes (beyond, of course, the related dynamics of the cultural capital of Classical
Athens in ancient Rome).
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athletic value and commemoration, and eventually epinician itself, were theorized and
strategically deployed to support diverse elite perspectives in relationship to shifting ideas of
the polis and of political power. In the Hellenistic period, this dynamic becomes additionally
entangled in the process of representing Classical Greece and its legacy at Hellenistic
imperial centers; epinician, once embedded in local concerns, now comes to stand for
hegemonic powers. The evidence given in this chapter frames the claims of the next three
chapters, showing that my own claims about the functions and strategies of Pindaric epinician
are related to how Pindar’s contemporaries and receivers in antiquity already saw epinician.

Chapter 2, “Inventing an Aristocracy,” argues that Pindaric epinician strategically
presents the status of its victors as legitimate by grounding this status in both genealogy and
the body. Regardless of their actual genealogical history or the stability of their current social
or political status in their home poleis, Pindar represents his victors’ physical achievements as
naturally legitimized by their illustrious family genealogies. These genealogies are both
retrospective and prospective: the victor’s achievement is both based on and proves the arete
of his ancestors, while also predicting the continuation of his family’s kleos in the future.
While the poems also gesture towards the contingencies and constructions of kinship and
blood relations, they ultimately provide a framework in which the odes themselves serve to
manage these contingencies and maintain the importance and meaning of blood relation for
their elite victors.

Chapter 3, “Biological and Social Reproduction,” argues that epinician’s representations
of human reproduction are an integral part of how it seeks the social reproduction of the
status of its elite victors and the practices, structures, and ideologies that support that status.
Pindar’s depictions of sexuality, kinship, and childbirth in the odes serve as an argument for
the necessity of the social recognition and regulation of status that is fundamentally grounded

in the body and blood. As Chapter 2 also shows, however, the poems depict how status is
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actively naturalized through this social surveillance and regulation: neither blood in itself nor
social construction alone is sufficient to support status claims based on kinship. As in Chapter
2, the poems both construct particular norms around reproduction and portray themselves as
essential actors in the continual regulation and enforcement of these norms, which are
constantly in danger of being disrupted.

Chapter 4, “The Poet and the Epinician Poem,” addresses how the poet is himself
represented in the poem as social actor, and how the odes’ self-representation interacts with
their social and material contexts. The figure of the poet, and the construction of his social
persona, are central to any argument for the ways in which epinician navigates and defines its
institutional power. The Pindaric “I” is chiefly defined in terms of social institutions like
xenia and proxenia, which provide the metaphors and narratives that structure the odes’
representations of both social and material contingency for their elite victors and mythic
exemplars. This chapter also uses the same approach to analyze maritime and hodological
metaphors, which connect the physical and material contingencies of the ancient world with
the sociocultural contingency of elite status commemoration. The chapter ends with a reading
of Pythian 4 that shows how teleology and contingency are inextricably linked for epinician
poetics, and work together to make an implicit argument for epinician’s value to its victors
and participation in contemporary institutional practices.

A final note on contexts and stakes for the project. Indisputably, Pindar composed for
the wealthy and well-connected of the Hellenic world in the first half of the fifth century.
They had an interest in achieving, performing, and maintaining various kinds of power, and
Pindaric epinician was invested in helping them do this. The poet aimed to represent his
patrons, whose world was far from secure, as stable, rooted, mythical, long-lasting (what

David Fearn calls the “rupture at the heart of the lyric poetics of patronage™®'). These

81 Fearn 2017, 227.
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representations reached into both the past and the future, imagining unbroken lines of
legendary genealogy and victorious, fortunate days to come. Pindar’s own poetic identity and
success is repeatedly tied to the success of his patrons, and so it is reasonable to suspect that
he employed similar approaches to representing the stability of both his victors’ and his
poems’ status and historical being.®? He found these techniques of representation in the world
around him, in the ideological and practical institutions that supported contemporary
structures of power.

Arguments about Pindar’s poetic flexibility and potential for widespread appeal reveal
something important about his poetics and the potential impact of his poems, but even taken
as a whole they can seem frustratingly inconclusive.®? Was there a coherent epinician project?
If Pindar sought to be as appealing as possible to as broad an audience as possible, this was a
choice as deliberate and strategic as any other. Historically, we have very little evidence
about epinician performance and who may have actually been in the original epinician
audience. Inescapably, the bias of textual evidence from antiquity towards elite cultural
production means that we are only likely to find evidence that other canonical authors,
prominent historical individuals, and the wealthy and powerful were Pindar’s contemporary

and later readers (as in the evidence discussed in Chapter 1).

82 Lefkowitz 1984 for “poet as athlete.”

83 A useful parallel here might be fifth-century Athenian tragedy, which is increasingly
interpreted as incorporating a “polyphony” of possible voices and sociopolitical standpoints
despite its embeddedness in the institutions of the Athenian (free, male) democratic state. At
the same time, however, (I think) this polyphony should not be interpreted as authentically
encompassing the perspective of the subaltern, and (I think) it is meant not to inspire empathy
but rather to explore and police the boundaries of citizenship, social power, and political
identity. Indeed, the complex ideologies of tragedy—which encompasses all the thorny
contours of Athenian democratic thought and practice, not so different from epinician’s
“aristocratic” and “archaic” value system—and its relationship to its contemporary social
context share many similarities with epinician. For the seminal exploration of this

fundamental question about tragedy and its historical-discursive form, see Zeitlin 1996.
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In Pindar’s case, however, there are reasons to believe this bias may be less distorting
than it seems on the surface. If the primary purpose of epinician was to support the prestige
and preservation of its victors and its poet, and if this cultural preservation was beginning to
be conceived in terms of textuality, social status, and institutions of canonization (rather than,
for example, widespread oral transmission and traditionality), those possibilities were not
found everywhere and could not be realized by just anyone. Institutions with the power to
both preserve and elevate status were located in the centers of economic and political power,
where wealth, influence, and cultural capital were concentrated. Pindar’s awareness of the
materiality of his poetic production and his framing of his poetic persona in terms of its
relationship to powerful families and patrons strongly suggest a cognizance of both the
potential fragility of his work and where the practical and ideological possibilities lay for
establishing its enduring value. His poems are constructed, then, to appeal to an existing elite
audience and to take advantage of the status anxiety of the elite in order to support their own
material and cultural endurance.

At the same time, as this project argues, the rhetorical shape of the poems also constructs
any listening or reading subject as an elite actor, a member of a restricted social group and a
speaker of a privileged social discourse. By reading, then, we are implicated in this project of
social reproduction. In this sense, the problems I describe here continue to be at issue for any
moderns exploring—or constructing—a relationship to fifth-century Greece, its texts, and its
complex legacies. It is my hope, in part, that the project elucidates some ways in which ideas
of literary persistence and its social implications were never quite so natural, nor so neutral,

as the evidence of antiquity and its interpreters has sometimes made them seem.
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Chapter One:
Epinician in Contemporary Social Discourse

A scholiast to Isthmian 1.13 observes an inconsistency between the ode and Hesiod’s
Theogony, and judges Pindar to have strategically erred: &€0o¢ 1@ ITivodpm mpdg 10 Eavtod
cupeépov Kai tag iotopiag PrélecBon (“It is the habit of Pindar, for his own advantage, to do
violence even to history”).! The matter at hand—whether Geryon was accompanied by a dog
in the singular or dogs in the plural—is trivial, but in the context of Pindaric poetics as a whole,
the scholiast’s assertion has an air of profundity. Pindar, this commentator argues, privileges
poetic effect over historical accuracy.? This, it turns out, has been a Pindaric critique since at
least the fifth century. In Aristophanes’ Birds, an opportunistic epinician poet who shows up
at the founding of the new bird polis insists on performing a poem about the city’s origins that
he claims to have been singing for a very long time—a functional impossibility, since the city
has only just been founded.?

Aristophanes cleverly (and the scholiast pedantically) addresses a central problem in
Pindaric interpretation, which has complicated an understanding of the historical context and
meaning of Pindar’s epinicians for modern scholars as well as ancient commentators. The
epinicians are famous for their complex, often strategically innovative deployment of mythic-
historical narrative to support the reputation and achievement of elite victors and powerful

poleis.* In most cases, no equally complex contemporary textual evidence—often no textual

! Drachmann III 200. See Lefkowitz 1985 on the scholia’s preference for commentating on
the literal in Pindar, their discomfort with his metaphors and tendency to attribute his unique
presentation of myth to poetic irrationality.
2 Myth is here included in historias just as it is in the epinician odes, a lack of distinction that
is such an important part of their approach to narrating the genealogy of victors and their
poleis.
3 See p. 56-60, below.
4 A poetic technique that has been part of the bedrock for New Historicist approaches to the
odes (particularly the Sicilian odes, e.g. Lewis 2019, Foster 2017).
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evidence at all— exists to explore possible alternative narratives. It is challenging, then, to
adequately understand the extent to which Pindar’s presentation of the history, meaning, and
genealogy of victors and poleis may have been accepted or contested, and to which audiences
these narratives may have been directed.’

However, we do possess some extant textual evidence that directly or indirectly
speaks to contemporary views on the celebration of athletic victory and on epinician poetry—
sometimes regarding Pindar in particular. The textual mass of Pindar’s own production may
dwarf the combined weight of his closest interlocutors, but these texts nonetheless offer an
essential window into an ongoing conversation and provide an important counterpoint to the
evidence that Pindar provides us himself. Rather than attempting to apply historical theories
drawn from other sources of evidence wholesale to Pindaric texts, or risk the circularity of
reading historical context out of his poems themselves, this chapter uses the evidence of
Pindar’s most closely contemporary textual interlocutors to frame the evidence of the
epinician poems analyzed in Chapters 2 through 4. In particular—much like Pindar himself—
these texts show a highly developed self-awareness of their own evidentiary meaning and
value, reflecting on their status in relationship to contemporary social discourse and on their
own particular textual forms.

This chapter argues that Pindar’s predecessors, contemporaries, and successors
engaged in vigorous conversation about epinician value during, before, and after Pindar’s
period of activity. They attached important social value both to athletic celebration in general
and, eventually, to epinician poetry as a politic and poetic form beyond its immediate
associations with athletic victory. The audiences of Pindaric epinician varied enormously

across time and space, with idiosyncratic and individual interests in thinking about athletic

> Although attempts have been made based on other kinds of evidence and on reading
potential narratives out of the odes themselves; for example, Nicholson 2016 and Morgan
2015.
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and poetic commemoration. They all share, however, a commitment to understanding the
stakes of valorizing and memorializing certain individuals within the Greek polis as a way of
addressing urgent questions about social value, organization, and continuity. Not only the
content of epinician was at issue, but its rhetorical forms—its poetics—within a larger world
of performed and textualized social discourse.

Tracing the evidence of Pindar’s interlocutors on the subject of athletic value and
epinician poetry in the Archaic and Classical Greek world contextualizes how Pindaric
epinician makes claims for its own enduring social value, both in providing a backdrop
against which epinician frames itself and an ongoing conversation in response to Pindar’s
own poetry.® These texts and authors illuminate a rich context for Pindar’s own explicit and
implicit arguments for his own poetry. In particular, they often draw a contrast between the
lofty assertions that Pindaric poetry makes about itself and a historically adjacent discourse of
suspicion about athletic celebration, memorialization, and sociopolitical significance. This
discourse emerges very early in the history of epinician celebration as we can reconstruct it,
and it engages fundamental questions about the relationship of commemoration and poetic
form to social and political organization and value. From the very beginning, the value and
efficacy of poetic memory itself is at issue—and not taken, as a potential social good or ill,

for granted.

I. Epinician origins
The early history of Greek epinician poetry is fragmentary and uncertain; what we
know about early epinician performance outside of what Pindar tells us can be briefly
summarized. It is clear that poetry performed on the occasion of an athletic victory was being

composed by around the middle of the sixth century BCE; it is most likely that it originated

6 In Chapters 2-4.
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as a subtype of praise-poetry in general, of the enkomia that characterized much early lyric.’
The fragmentary text of P.Oxy. 2735, attributed to either Ibycus or Stesichorus, is now
generally considered to be the earliest extant example of epinician composition.® Although
far from complete, the fragment appears to share a number of characteristics with extant fifth-
century epinician, including mythological references, metapoetic language, and epichoric
description. Excerpts from the most substantial surviving part of the text show glimpses of
these early epinician features:

Jtepev. |

] gomo [

18[ Joprof

15, axtov o [

V1 o] DAnTHpog deldo[V]
aPpa nfa] viag [

m6]00g 016 T EpwTog|

-oJwo kot aioav o, [

Jatov 1éhog doo[

o dvvacic kpdt[og

] vvot péya dai-

poveg] mohdv SAPov £0m[kav

oic x” £0]éhmotv &yev, 10ig & afv
Bovia]ict Mopdv:

] Tovdapid[at]ot Aaye[T

1. 1obAmyyog 6k’ €v ke[

Kéotopi] 07 inmodapmt koi w[OE dyadidn Ioivdedket
e dvtiBéor

Jvoméioveg: olowv €6, [

] €1 peydha ypocoryig [

Jxadéa

Kol 0] HEV 0V QOTOV £0TIV €]

Jov tekéecor 68 & o[
ovpavod]ev katadépketon g[€A0g
Jra kAo Tov EmyBloviov
a0avat]oig val[i]ykiov €ido[

7 Budelmann 2012; Nagy 1994, 24; Spelman 2018, 191. In particular, the line between
enkomia and epinicians tends to be drawn when poems (in Rosalind Thomas’s conception)
are composed and performed in celebration of specific people, not simply performed in honor
of a victory in general (see Thomas 2007).

8 See Page 1969, 71, Barron 1984, and Rawles 2012, 5n11 for discussion of attribution.

Rawles 2012 discusses several other potentially epinician/encomiastic Ibycean fragments.
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1. g 8Alog ovTdC
ovt ]av’ Taovag obrt | [

KJudbverpav afi]e

Aox] gdaipova vaio[voyv)

15 € Yopoic tnno[1ol te

v BaBov Ev-

potav, tep] 1t auei te Godpa|

] Ghoea hayvbevt” Er[atdv

Kb Jmovc

. .. (they) sang to the piper’s accompaniment . . . luxurious assuredly . . . (desire?) like

love’s . .. rightly ... end (secure?) ... power; . . . great strength . . . the gods give much
prosperity to those whom they wish to have it, but for the others (they destroy it?) by the plans
of the Fates; . . . (to) the sons of Tyndareus . . . leader(s) of the people . . . when in . . . the

trumpet’s . . . to Castor the horse-tamer and to Polydeuces, excellent boxer, . . . godlike
(heroes?) . . . henchmen; to whom great (Athena?) of the golden aegis . . . (free?) of cares.

(And that) is not to be spoken . . . (by) the children . . . but upon you on the other hand (the
sun) looks down (from the heaven) as upon the most handsome of earth-dwellers, like the
immortals in form; (no) other (is) so (beautiful?), (either) among lonians or (among) . . . (those
who) dwell in Lakedaimon famed for its men, always . . . with choruses and horses . . . deep
(Eurotas?), round about a wonder . . . shaggy groves (of firs?) . . .°

Like Pindar’s later descriptions of early epinician song, this fragment is self-conscious of its
own existence as song and performance (deido[v], 5) and invokes in some way the idea of the
chorus (31).!° It intriguingly references some kind of reflection on proper speech and its
relation to children, both notable themes in Pindaric epinician.'! It is interested in mythological
exemplars, here Castor and Polydeuces, as well as the relationship of gods to human beings and
gnomic reflection on the variability of fate. It seems, too, that this poem negotiates in some way
relationships of geographic space and ethnic identity, with its references to the lonians and to
Lakedaimon, although it is too fragmentary to know exactly how these relationships might have

been portrayed.

 P. Oxy. 2735 = S166-219 Page = Ibycus 282A. Translation from Rawles 2012.
10 A self-consciousness it also shares with some archaic lyric; for example, Alcman 1’s self-
reference to its own choral performance.

! Treated at more length in Chapters 3 and 4.
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Pindar himself provides one of the only attestations of musical athletic celebration
located in time before Simonides, citing a melos, described as kallinikos, composed by
Archilochus as part of a spontaneous komos taking place at the Olympic games (O. 9.1-4). In
Olympian 10, Pindar locates the origin of encomiastic song performed in the sacred temenos
at exactly the moment of the mythical founding of the games themselves by Heracles
(GeideTo 08 mav Tépevog Tepmvaiot Boiiong / TOV Eykdpov auel tpoémov, “all the sanctuary
rang with singing and festive joy / in the fashion of victory celebrations,” O. 10.76-7).!2
Taking this spontaneous, non-personalized musical celebration as a reasonably accurate
cultural memory of epinician origins, late sixth- and fifth-century epinician’s significant
innovation is seen by scholars as the production of commissioned, individualized odes that
were performed outside of the immediate context of victory.!? Pindar’s strong presentation of
his individual poetic persona bolsters this view, and his poems also position his own work in
an ostensible history of epinician performance. In general, he is keen to emphasize the
antiquity of epinician (e.g. at Isthmian 2.1, Nemean 8.50-1) but also to advocate his own
exceptionality and that of his victors.'* Although Pindar’s poems energetically incorporate

and transform multiple genres of archaic discourse and song that have various relations to

12 See, for comparison, Nagy 1986 on traditional aetiological myth for the founding of the
Olympic games in O. 1.
13 Given the sparsity of the evidence, this seems probably basically accurate to me; it
certainly relies, however, on this passage of Olympian 9. See Rawles 2012, 4; Thomas 2007.
14 See, e.g. 0. 1.100-116. 1. 2.1-2: oi p&v méhat, @ OpacHBovie, pHTES, 01 YPLCAUTOKOV &G
dtppov Motsdv EBatvov KAutd eopuyyt cvuvavtopevot (“the men of old, Thrasyboulos, who
mounted the chariot of the Muses with their golden headbands, joining the glorious lyre,
lightly shot forth their honey-voiced songs for young men™). N. 8.50-1: fjv Y& uiv &mik®dp0g
Duvog / on mhdon Kol Tpiv yevésBon tav Adpdotov tav 1€ Kadueiov Epwv (“Yes, truly the
hymn of victory existed long ago, even before that strife arose between Adrastos and the
Kadmeans”). On Pindar’s self-presentation, see Waldo 2019, ch.1; Spelman 2016, 219-230
(also on Bacchylides’ self-presentation). Text of Pindar are taken from the Snell-Maehler
1987 edition; translations are adapted from Svarlien 1991 and Race 1997.
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social and cultural practice,'® there are perceptible tensions in how he represents epinician’s
relationship to oral tradition.'®

Pindar also composed alongside other epinician authors, of whom at least Simonides and
Bacchylides survive from this period. By the last quarter of the sixth century, it is clear that
Simonides composed a number of epinician poems, only fragments of which remain;
witnesses to his fragments include Aristophanes, Plutarch, and Aristotle.!” The evidence
given by Aristotle in the Rhetoric suggests that Simonides likely continued to compose until
the 480s, thereby overlapping with both Pindar and Bacchylides. An analysis of Aristotle’s
description of Simonides’ ode for Anaxilas of Rhegion in light of contemporary Sicilian
politics potentially identifies “some of the contemporary tensions concerning epinician
poetry,” including political propagandizing, the problem of the poet for hire, and a concern
with poetic insincerity.'® Aristotle depicts Simonides as confrontational and self-interested,
displaying a characteristic abrasiveness that comes out in his poetry: kai 6 Zipwviong, 8te pev
€0100v H1eBOV OAiyov adTd O VIKoog Toig Opedoty, ovk Tjfele mOlElV, OC dvoyepaivav gig
NUOVOVG TTOLETY, €mel & ikovov EdmKev, £moince “yaipet” dedhomddwv Buyatpes intmv
(“When the winner in a mule-race offered Simonides a small sum, he refused to write an ode,
as if he thought it beneath him to write on half-asses; but when he gave him a sufficient

amount, he wrote, “Hail, daughters of storm-footed steeds!” Rhet. 1405b23). This depiction

emphasizes the epinician poet’s agency in the composition of his own poetry, and his

15 Spelman 2016, 185 summarizes. See also Maslov 2015.

16 Nicholson 2016, 1-19. Spelman 2016, p. 81-86 and p. 197-8 on traditionality.

7 Ar. Nub. 1355-6; Arist. Rhet. 1405b; Plut. Virt. moral. 6.445¢. Simonides’ earliest datable
composition is placed around 520 (Rawles 2012, 12 n. 32).

18 Rawles 2012. Simonides seems to have developed a later reputation as the first poet to

receive money in exchange for composing epinician (Schol. Pi. 1.2, Drachmann I11.214).
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economic and social interaction with victors—themes that are common in later reception of
epinician but which rarely appear in such specific detail before the fourth century.'”

Aristotle is, however, a late witness for Simonides and the intervening influence of
Pindaric epinician itself—not to mention his fifth-century reception, treated below—means
that these themes may only be projected anachronistically from later conceptions of epinician
function and reputation.?’ There are also potentially significant differences between
Simonidean epinician and Pindaric odes, with Simonides perhaps gaining a reputation for a
more acerbic approach to power.?! Nevertheless, this evidence strongly suggests that
epinician was already embroiled in an active social discourse, represented by the poet’s
imagined interaction with his victors and its expression in his poetry, by early in Pindar’s

poetic career. He inherited not only poetic forms, myths, and performance traditions, but a

19 Some caution is warranted, however, since this interpretation relies on a reading of the
Simonides fragment in the Rhetoric as essentially authentic in its thematic concerns, as well
as an interpretation of the mule-cart iconography on a tetradrachm from Rhegion that
strongly emphasizes inter-Sicilian conflict. Nigel Nicholson, conversely, argues that the
numismatic evidence here supports Anaxilas’ capitulation, not resistance, to Hieron’s rule
(Nicholson 2016, 182). In either case, however, Simonides is seen as an active participant in
these struggles and advertisements of political power. And Bacchylides, of course, Pindar’s
closest contemporary, composed for politically powerful patrons—including some of the
same ones as Pindar—and produced epinicians that participated in similar sociopolitical
discourses. On Bacchylides and Sicilian victors, see Burnett 1985, Crane 1996; on
Bacchylides 17 and the Delian League, van Oeveren 1999; aristocrats and Hellenism in
Bacchylides, Fearn 2007 (chs. 1 and 2 in particular).

20 On the (purported) attitude of Simonides, see, perhaps, Carson 1988’s suggestive
arguments on Simonides’ rhetoric. Rawles 2012, 20 puts the problem of evidence well: “Such
anecdotes as this are worthy of great scepticism as to their strictly historical value. It is now
well understood that the traditions concerning the lives of ancient poets were frequently
formed through a process more mythopoeic than properly historical, often involving such
dubious procedures as (for instance) taking jokes in comedies as if conveyers of real
historical information. There is certainly no reason to suppose that the story told here by
Aristotle derives from a genuine tradition which has accurately recorded an incident in
Simonides’ biography.” A similar problem holds for the Hellenistic period: as Mary
Letkowitz notes, Pindar’s reception is strongly colored by “the influence of Aristophanes, the
biographers, and the Alexandrian commentators” (Lefkowitz 1985, 280).

2l See also the portrayal of Simonides in the Hiero in Chapter 2, and Aristotle’s report of his
conversation with Hieron’s wife at Rhetoric 1391a. Rawles 2012, 14 also suggests that, in
terms of content, Simonides’ poems may have had more of a focus on describing actual

athletic events.
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dynamically shifting set of terms with which to conceive and celebrate individuals’ position
in the polis. The terms of this discourse carried significant ideological weight and their

meaning was hotly contested.

I1. Athletes and the polis

A discourse of suspicion about athletic celebration in general emerges very early in
the history of epinician poetry per se, and continues to appear, in scattered places, into the
fourth century. Perhaps concurrently with the hazy early history of athletic enkomia or
epinician proper, questions about the value of celebrating the athlete in the polis are active
early in archaic poetry. The earliest surviving example is Tyrtaeus fr. 12 West, on the place
of the athlete in Archaic Spartan society:??

Obt” &v pvnoaipny obt” &v Adyo dvopa tifeiunv
oV1e TOOMV APETHG OVTE TAAOGHOGVVNG,

000 el Kukhonwv pév €yot péyebog te Pinv te,
vikon 6¢ Béwv Opnikiov Bopény,

mhovtoin 8¢ Midew kai Kivhpem paiiov,

o000’ &l Tavtaiidew [Téhonog faciievtepog €in,

YAGGGAV O ASPNGTOL HEMYOYTPLV EYOL,

000’ el macav &yot d0Eav mANV BoVpP1d0g GAKNG!

00 yap avnp ayaBog yiyveton &v mOAENW,

el un tethain pev Opdv eOvov aipotdevto
Kai OV Opéyort” &yyvbev iotdpevo.

0 apetn, 108" debAov €v avBpmmoloty dpioTov,
KAAMOTOV T€ QEPEWY YiyVvETOL AVOPL VE®.

Euvov & 8cOLOV ToDTO TOANL TE TTOVTL TE O,
dotic avnp daPag &v mpopdyotst pév. . .

I would not mention or take account of a man for
his prowess in running or in wrestling, not even if
he had the size and strength of the Cyclopes and
outstripped Thracian Boreas in the race, nor if he
were more handsome than Tithonus in form and

22 There is debate about the place of athletic celebration in Archaic and Classical Sparta; see
Mann 2001, ch. 4 and Hodkinson 1999. While there is a perhaps conspicuous absence of
extant epinician odes for Spartan victors (although see Nobili 2013 for critique of this view)
they seem to have participated at a normal rate in athletic competition and other kinds of

victory commemoration.
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richer than Midas and Cinyras, nor if he were

more kingly than Pelops, son of Tantalus, and had a

tongue that spoke as winningly as Adrastus’, nor if

he had a reputation for everything save furious valour.

For no man is good in war unless he can endure

the sight of bloody slaughter and, standing close,

can lunge at the enemy. This is excellence, this the

best human prize and the fairest for a young man to

win. This is a common benefit for the state and all

the people, whenever a man with firm stance among

the front ranks never ceases to hold his ground....
The terms in which Tyrtaeus criticizes athletes will be repeated in critiques of athletic
achievement and athletic celebration throughout the Archaic and early Classical periods. The
fragment begins with a refrain that will become familiar, conjuring the image of a superlative,
essentially superhuman athlete, and echoing the language of gods, mythical men, and the
supernatural that Pindar and Bacchylides will later make such a distinctive feature of their
poems.?3 Tyrtaeus makes a strong point that athletic skill should be subordinate to, or
disregarded in favor of, military prowess and performance. He also, perhaps, takes a jab at
the inflationary rhetoric that may have already surrounded extraordinary athletic
achievement. This passage is a kind of praeteritio, where Tyrtaeus expounds at length about
something he has just told us he definitively will not describe. It is possible, then, to
conjecture that such myth-making and invocation of the age of heroes may have been current
in contemporary discourse, poetic activity, or cultic activity around the figure of the athlete.

Importantly, Tyrtaeus uses this figure of the athlete as a foil for the kind of citizen he
does want to praise: the warrior. This, too, is a rhetorical strategy that will appear again and
again in the texts this chapter treats. The athlete is consistently used as a contrast or foil to

prove a point about what norms of celebration and memorialization should ideally look like.

The athlete often appears as the subject of misallocated attention which would be better spent

23 See Luginbill 2002, 405-7 for discussion of attribution. I disagree with Luginbill’s
argument that Tyrtaios is simply contrasting two different kinds (athletic and martial) of arete

here.
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elsewhere; this misdirection is consequential and its commemoration perpetuates those
consequences indefinitely into the future, heightening the importance of regulating the
subjects of cultural memory. For Tyrtaeus, as well as later authors, the choice to celebrate or
denigrate athletic achievement has real stakes: both for the ideology of the polis as a
community and for the ways in which the adoption of a particular ideology might affect the
actual survival and cohesion of the community of which the author considers himself a part.
The Spartan warrior, as a foil to the athlete, represents sacrifice on behalf of the larger
community rather than self-aggrandizement at the expense of the polis as a whole.

This poem perhaps also alludes to judgements not only about the content of praise,
but the importance of its form. In its first lines, Tyrtaeus defines his poetic activity as an
agent of memory and the selection of a subject for memorialization: Obt” v pvnoaipunv ovt’
&v Aoy avopa tiBsipnyv (“1 would not mention or put into words a man...”). In other words,
Tyrtaeus tells us that although he might be an encomiastic poet, he is not an epinician one. He
makes value judgments not only about the relative worth of the warrior and athlete to the
polis and demos in the present. These lines are also a judgment about who deserves to be
remembered and to be the subject of song, and the poem begins to touch on the constellation
of contemporary commemorative practices within which Tyrtaeus situates his own song. He
describes the public nature of the warrior’s tomb, the familial rituals that take place around it,
and its role in perpetuating his memory through the recognition of these family members
throughout time: tov 6’ 6OAo@OpoVTAL pEV OUDG VEOL NOE YEPOVTES, / ApYaAE® 0& T Thca
K€k dE mOMG, / Kol TOUPog kol moides £v avOpmmolg dpionpot / kol maidmv Taideg Kol YEVOGS
¢€omicw (“The young and the old mourn for him alike / and the whole city feels harsh grief

from longing, / yet his grave and children are well known to all / along with his children’s
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children and generations to come,” 27-30).24 It is not individuality per se that is demonized
here, but the relationship of how individuals are celebrated—and mourned—to their larger
social community, both synchronically (dpyarém 6¢ T60® mica kéknde moAg, “the whole
city feels harsh grief from longing”) and diachronically (véol 6 yépovreg, Taidmv moideg Kai
vévog é€omicwm, “the young and the old,” “his children’s children and generations to come”).
This deep connection between synchronic and diachronic social relations is also critical for
Pindaric epinician, where it is also so often focalized through the image of familial descent.?

Tyrtaeus makes it clear that this poem’s function is to memorialize, and that function
has significant stakes for “every polis and demos” (11). He makes an explicit choice about
what kind of poetry he chooses to compose as well as a statement about the importance of its
relationship to cultural memory and the endurance of social value. It is not surprising for
memorialization to be at issue in poems of this period, but it is worth digging a little deeper
into the broader implications of memory for these poets and how they envisioned their own
contributions to an ongoing discourse. Memorialization is neither an end nor a good in itself,
but a tool for perpetuating particular societal ideologies. For Tyrtaeus, poetic memory means
the realization not of personal immortality but of social continuity. Individual arete is defined
in terms of conformity and collective action, not only individual achievement. The threat of
the athlete, in this framework, is his decoupling of individual achievement from collective
social benefit. Social conformity in the present is also extrapolated to social continuity into
the future; the effect of Tyrtaeus’ poetry on its listeners should ideally support this

intertwined cultural endurance.?®

24 On the relationship of epinician to other forms of commemorating athletic victory (statues,
dedications, inscriptions, monumental architecture), see as some representative examples of
this substantial discussion: Athanassaki 2011 and 2012, Pavlou 2010, Fearn 2009, Acosta-
Hughes and Barbantani 2007, Smith 2007, Steiner 1993 and 1998.

25 Treated at length in Chapters 2 and 3.

26 There is also, of course, Tyrtaeus’ specific sociopolitical context to consider in Archaic

Sparta—and the Spartan audience to which he would have been directing this poem. For all
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Xenophanes fr. 2 offers a variation on this discourse, this time substituting the
philosopher in place of the Spartan warrior. In his poem, Xenophanes indicts the civic
resources spent on athletic celebration and suggests that they might be better spent rewarding
his kind of work instead:

AL’ €1 pHEV TOLTTL TOSDV VIKNV TIS dpotto
1| mevtaOredmv, EvBa A10g Tépevog

nap Ilicoo pofjig év Olvuning, eite moaraiov
1} Kol TuKTooHVNV AAYIVOEGGOY EXOV

glte 10 0oV debAov O TayKpATIOV KAAEOLGLY,
dotoiciv K’ €in KVdpHTEPOG TPOGOPAV,

Kol k€v mpoedpinv pavepnyv aydowv dpotto,
Kol kev oit’ €in onpociov KTedvov

€K TOAEMG, Kol dMpov 8 ol Keyniov ein—
glte kol inmolcv: TadTd Ke TAvTa AdyOt,

0oVK €0V d&log domep Eym: POUNG Yap dpeivov
avopdv MO’ Inmmwv NUeTEPN GOPin.

AL’ elcijt pdda todto vopiletal, oo dikatov
Tpokpively pounv thg dyadiic coeing:

oVte yap €l mOKTNG AyaBoc Aaoiot petein
oUT’ €l mevTaOAETV 0UTE TAAAIGLOGUVTY,

000¢ P&V &l TauthTt TodMV, TOMEP E0TI TPOHTIUOV,
poung 666° avopdv Epy’ &v aydvi méAEL,

Tovvekev v On paAlov &v guvopint molg i
OUIKPOV O’ dv Tt TOAEL YhppoL YEVOLT EML TML,

&l Tic debrevov vikdt [Ticao map’ dybag:
00 Yap maivel ToDTO LUYOVS TOAEWC.

But if someone were to gain a victory by the swiftness of his feet

or in the pentathlon, where there is the precinct of Zeus

by Pisa’s stream in Olympia, or in wrestling

or engaging in painful boxing or in that terrible contest which they call the pankration,
he would have greater renown in the eyes of his townsmen,

he would gain a conspicuous front seat at the games,

he would have food from the public store

granted by the city, and a gift which would be a treasure for him—

or if even with his horses, he would obtain all these things,

although he is not as deserving as I.

For my expertise is better than the strength of men or horses.

But this custom is quite irrational and it is not right

to give strength precedence over good expertise.

For neither if there were a good boxer among the people

nor one good at the pentathlon or in wrestling or again in the swiftness of his feet,
the most honoured of the deeds of human strength in the contest,

these texts it is fair to say, I think, that generalizations about sociopolitical value should be

interpreted mindfully of the specific contexts in which they were composed and received.
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would there for that reason be better law and order in the city.

Little would be the city’s joy,

if one were to win while contending by the banks of Pisa;

for this does not fatten the city’s treasury.
An important feature of Xenophanes’ poem is the clarity with which it opposes the work of
the poet and the accomplishment of athletes. While dismissing the value of athletic victory,
he pointedly opposes Muetépn coein, a periphrasis that probably means something like
“poetic skill” but has also been taken to mean “wisdom” or “knowledge” generally.?” In
addition, the majority of the athletic events that Xenophanes refers to here—including what
were probably all the major Olympic events before 520 BCE—are individual competitions,
with only passing reference to the expensive, sponsored chariot races that were associated
with the wealthiest and most powerful competitors.?® While the first-person subject of
Xenophanes’ poem is somewhat more prominent than survives in Tyrtaeus fr. 12,
Xenophanes also makes an argument for his own importance to the polis as a whole. Like
Tyrtaeus’ coupling of individual arefe with broader social value, Xenophanes’ invocation of
elite sophia is not simply good in itself but essential to the proper flourishing of the polis. He
argues for this by contrasting it to what the athlete does not do: namely, contribute to
eunomia in the polis (19).

While the poem delineates a sharp divide between athlete and philosopher, it is in the

context of the socially public sphere that Xenophanes worries about the elevation of athletic

achievement. The athlete is physically perceived by an audience of peer citizens (dotoictv K’

27 Bowra 1938, 259. Bowra argues that this specifically means “philosophical and didactic
poetry” (260). More recently, Lesher 1992 arguing for the definition “expertise” and Harris
2002 for “practical expertise” (162, and 162n22 for comprehensive citation on the linguistic
debate). At Olympian 9.8-11, Pindar seems to use sophia as part of defining a choral humnos
for Hieron sung in the precinct at Olympia: 6 moAb@atog Buvog apeiarietot / coedv
untiecot, keAadelv / Kpdvov maid” €c dpveav ikopévoug / pdxaipav Tépmvog eotiav,
“glorious song enfolds the wisdom of poets, / so that they loudly sing / the son of Kronos,
when they arrive at the rich and blessed hearth of Hieron”).
28 Bowra 1938, 258. All dates are BCE unless otherwise specified.
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€ln KvdOpOTEPOC TPpOocopdv), visually conspicuous in the prohedria (mpoedpinv pavepnv), and
granted material rewards that are demosia (cit’ €in onpociov ktedvav / €k ToAewg) from the
city. Worth and value are not simply abstract subjects of debate: they are demonstrated
through social activity and regulation, a theme that will become profoundly important in
Pindaric poetics.?®

Although this fragment has been read as the grievance of an anachronistically middle-
class professional poet who envies the honors lavished on aristocratic victors, it is difficult to
argue that Xenophanes was less than affluent and just as likely that he counted himself
among the wealthy and well-connected.?® The idea that Xenophanes’ poem represents the
complaint of the merchant class against the aristocrat is more likely retrojected from
arguments made about Pindaric epinician, which was written definitively for an age when
athletic victory, particularly in the chariot races, was associated with wealth, power, and
political legitimacy. There is some evidence that, before the late sixth- or early fifth-century,
participation in the stephanitic games may not have always been purely positive for victors’
reputations.®' The legislators of the late sixth century may have worried over the impact of
athletic victory on the moral quality of their citizens—far from Pindar’s literally shining
examples of ethical value—perhaps in response to precisely the growing popularity of the
games and of those who succeeded in them.3? Xenophanes, then, may represent an early critic
of this changing cultural landscape, where rising participation in the major stephanitic games

began to sow unease with elites back home.

29 Chapters 3 and 4.

30 This idea of aristocratic indignation was originally proposed by Jaeger 1933; see also more
recently Edmund 2014, who argues that Xenophanes’ objections are professional rather than
political. For Harris 2002 he is a “no-nonsense pragmatist” (159).

31 Bowra 1938, 264-8.

32 See Thompson 1978 on Solon’s reforms and Thompson 1988 for perspectives on political
change in Athens and the impact on athletic policies. He assesses the contradictory pictures
of Solon’s view on athletics given by Lucian, Diodorus Siculus, and Diogenes Laertius—but

all much later and in a very different landscape, of course.
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Around the turn of the fifth century, celebration of (if not participation in) the games
perhaps also began to take on increasing importance at the level of the state. For late Archaic
Athens, Zinon Papakonstantinou describes this dynamic as “a tale of intertwined and at times
competing processes of centralization and exclusionism.”3? Victors sometimes co-opted the
language of communal value, but commemorations of their victories served to emphasize the
social distinctiveness of particular elite families. By 490, the Athenian state may have taken
the opportunity to incorporate that year’s Herakleia competition into the commemoration of
victory at Marathon and thereby into developing definitions of Athenian civic identity.’* The
question of whether aristocratic families managed to maintain their grip on athletic prestige
throughout the fifth century is an active one, but it is abundantly clear that Pindaric epinician
was closely associated with the wealthy elite and that extant literary texts that contend over
athletic value see it as closely connected to the maintenance of political power and
contestations over civic identity.

Xenophanes’ juxtaposition of poet and athlete stands in contrast to Pindaric poetics.
Pindar’s epinician famously links the accomplishment and remembrance of poet and athlete,
constantly and consistently. Athletes lend the strength of their herculean achievement to
poets, while poets lend athletes the wide reach of fame by means of their poetic skill.>® This
regular linkage of athlete and poet is a constitutive feature of Pindaric composition, and
reading Xenophanes as a foil to it has significant implications for assessing both how Pindar
socially situates his poetic persona and the degree to which his poetic strategies can be read

as innovative or idiosyncratic. Whether or not Xenophanes is representative of a particularly

33 Papakonstantinou 2017, 81. Comprehensive treatments of Greek athletics are Kyle 1987,
for Athens in particular, Golden 1998, and Mann 2001 (esp. p. 30-40 for conflict and
contention, p. 63-120 for Athens) for Archaic and early Classical Greece more generally.
34 Papakonstantinou 2017, 86-93.
35 For the debate, see Mann 2001 and Kyle 1993.
36 Lefkowitz 1987; Sigelman 2016, introduction. See Chapter 4.
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widespread contemporary attitude to athletic victors in the sixth century, his poem clearly
represents one possible attitude (suspicion) and responds to another (conspicuous social
elevation and celebration). It is more difficult—probably not possible—to reliably map these
different reactions onto imprecise indicators of social class, philosophical orientation, or
forms of political organization. What is clear, though, is that athletic celebration was the
subject of debate that centered questions abound the well-being of the polis and its citizens,
on an individual and a collective level. The interplay between collective and individual is
elaborated on the social stage of the polis, in public and private, in the theater and in the
symposium. The text itself is an active participant in the rhetorical and spectacular social
environment it describes, in its deployment of ideologically charged language in the setting of
public or semi-private performance.

Exactly who the audience of this poem might have been is challenging to define.
Although Xenophanes’ juxtaposition of sophia and athletics has been read as a philosophical
objection about moral worth, the images of his poem are more pragmatic than philosophical.
The last lines of the fragment indict the athlete for his lack of contribution to this polis:
OUIKPOV O’ Gv Tt TOAeL Yhppo Yévorr’ £mi Td1, / €1 Ti¢ deBAevv vikdt [Ticao map’ dyBag: / o
yap maivel tadto poyovg torewg (“Little would be the city’s joy, / if one were to win while
contending by the banks of Pisa; / for this does not fatten the treasury of the city”). Like
Tyrtaeus fr. 12, this is a categorical objection: even the best athletes do not belong in the
polis, and the polis that receives them cannot have eunomia. Whatever small joy might
accompany athletic victory, it is principally felt on foreign banks (line 21), not at home.
Sending out athletes and encouraging athletic achievement is the opposite of contributing to
one’s home polis, and Xenophanes’ striking word choice (maivet, 22) implies that it is also
no source of public wealth or of civic nourishment: in elevating himself, the athlete starves

his fellow citizens. This is strongly charged language, which locates individual achievement
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abroad and polis well-being at home. It need not, however, be mapped onto distinctions
between oligarchic and democratic ideology. Whoever it is that hemetere sophie applies to
beyond Xenophanes, the “we” referred to here is unlikely to mean every citizen. While
Xenophanes certainly juxtaposes himself to the athlete, he also indicts the asfoi who admire
the athlete and the polis which provides him with gifts. It is probably more likely that this
poem invites a (sympotic?) circle of sympathetic peers to identify together.?” Xenophanes
singles out the negative exemplar of the athlete in order to define the group in which he
himself belongs and to promote his own social standing. In defining himself against the
athlete and the athlete against the social flourishing of the polis, Xenophanes both explicitly
and implicitly argues for the role that his sophia should normatively play in a social, not only
philosophical, sense.

Alongside Xenophanes, Athenaeus also quotes a fragment of Euripides’ Autolycus
that indicts the athlete even more emphatically, and this time in a definitively interstate
context. Similar language of localism and of consumption is also reflected in the Autolycus
fragment, which is even more critical and expansive. Nothing in all of Greece, it proclaims, is
worse than an athlete:®

Kak®v yop dviov popiov ko’ EAlGda
00OV KAKIOV €TV AOANTAYV YEVOUG®

Aopmpol 8 €v fifn Kol ToAemg dydApato
QOUT®G’ dtav 08 TPOoTEST YT|pag TIKPOHV,
tpifveg ExParovieg olyoviot KpOKAGC.
guepyauny o€ kai tov EAAMvev vopov,
o1l TV &’ EkaTt GLALOYOV TOLOVLEVOL
TILDG Aypeiovg NOOVAS daLTdg YAPLy.
i yop mokoicag €0, Tl 8 dkvmOvg Avip
1} dlokov dpag 1j Yvébov maicag KaAdS
TOAEL TATPDQ GTEPOVOV IPKECEV AAPDV;
ndTEPO LoYODVTOL TOAEUIOIGLY €V XEPOTV
dlokovg &yovteg 1 0L domidwv xepl

37 Budelmann 2012 and Clay 1999 on epinician and the symposium.
38 Taking the reconstruction of the full fragment (Euripides fr. 282) from Collard and Cropp
2008. Athenaeus preserves only the first lines.
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Belvovteg ékParodot molepiong mdtpag;
00delc G1OMpov TadTe LEPAivel TELOGS
Totdgt. dvdpag xpr coeovg Te KayaBovg
QOAAOLG 6TEPEGHaL YDOTIC NyETTONL TTOAEL
KéAMoTA GOPPOV Kol dikaiog dV avnip,
dotic te poboig Epy’ AMaALAGGEL KOKA
péyog T apap®dv Kai 6TAcELS. TodTo YO
nmoAeL 1€ hon maci 0° "EAANo KoAd.

Of countless bad things existing throughout Greece

none is worse than athletes as a breed. ...

They are splendid in their prime and go proudly about as ornaments to a city;
but when old age in its harshness falls upon them,

they fade away like cloaks that have lost their threads.

I blame too the Greeks’ custom

of gathering because of these men

to value useless pleasures for the sake of a feast.

Why—what man who has wrestled well, what man fleet of foot

or that has thrown a discus or boxed a jaw well,

has defended his ancestral city by winning a wreath?

Are they going to fight enemies

with a discus in their hands, or drive enemies from a fatherland

by punching through shields with a fist?

No one is this stupid fwhen standingf near a sword!

Wreathing with leaves should be for men who are wise and brave,

and for the man who leads a city best through being prudent and just,

and whose words deliver it from evil acts by removing feuds and factions:
such are the things good for every city and all Greeks.

The Autolycus is a satyr play, and its gleefully disdainful descriptions of athletes are thereby
exaggerated. These generic overstatements, however, suggest that real, less hyperbolic
versions of these negative attitudes may have been circulating in late-fifth-century Athens. At
the same time, as in Tyrtaeus and Xenophanes, this passage may equally serve as an inverted
image of potential positive valuations of athletics within contemporary discourse. A
significant difference, however, is the extent to which the idea of Hellas now plays a
prominent role. The exemplar of the athlete is not only a criticism of athletics in itself, but
explicitly staged as part of a conversation about Hellenic identity and political conflict. The
custom of throwing celebratory feasts for athletic victors is Tov EAAvav vopov (13), and
Euripides alludes to interstate conflict by satirically highlighting the inefficacy of athletes in

moAepiovg matpag (21). That is, participation in the Panhellenic games is set up as a
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hindrance to the self-defense of any particular polis, athletic competition framed as the
opposite of political security—much as Tyrtaeus argued centuries earlier.’® Part of the games’
danger is the way they seem to make the polis vulnerable, misdirecting the real activity of
soldiers into the symbolic activity of athletic competition. There is a probable undercurrent
here of political suspicion of athletic victors, who, while seeking personal glory and mingling
with the global elite, are not sufficiently focused on benefiting their own state.*?

Like Xenophanes, the Autolycus argues for the preeminence of just and wise men
rather than athletes, but here the recommendation is (appropriately to the hyperbolic tone)
confined not to one particular polis but to every polis and to all of Greece (noAret te ndon
ndot 8° "EAAnow). With this language, its satirical perspective manages to indict both
Hellenic identity and parochialism. And like Xenophanes it contrasts athletes with the
educated and elite (copovg e KdyaBovg)—including among them, perhaps, rhetoricians or
even the playwright (6ot1g 1 pb0oic E€py’ anaiidooet kaxd, “whose words deliver it from
evil acts”). While this fragment does not explicitly discuss practices of memorializing
athletes, its contention that the athlete is fundamentally physically ephemeral (6tav 6¢
npoonéay) Yhpoag Tukpdv, / Tpifoveg EkPardvteg oiyovror kpoxag, “but when old age in its
harshness falls upon them, / they fade away like cloaks that have lost their threads™) suggests
a contrast with potentially more enduring subjects of cultural commemoration. In making this
argument, the text also identifies a problem with the ideological importance of the athletic
body, one that also becomes very important—even if often covertly so—for Pindaric

epinician.*!

39 As well as argue against the idea that athletic competition might be a way to prepare for
real warfare.
40 See section I1I below for precisely this association with Alcibiades in Euripides’ Athens.
41 See Chapter 2, section I.
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For each of these authors, the indictment of athletic valuation and achievement is
really an arena for elaborating central themes of the moral-political discourse that is
characteristic of sixth- and fifth-century poetic production. The charged ideological territory
of the athlete implicates the relationship of the individual to the identity and safety of the
polis and, eventually—as the elite athlete becomes symbolic of the stephanitic games in
particular—the relationship of poleis amongst each other and the potential threats of (and to)
elite collective identity. What the evidence of Tyrtaeus, Xenophanes, and the Autolycus most
productively brings to light is the athlete’s perceived place in the social and cultural
landscape of the sixth- to fifth-century polis and its environs, and the extent to which that
derives from particular attitudes (whether popular or idiosyncratic) towards the major athletic
contests. As spectacular interstate events that were increasingly used as arenas for
showcasing and legitimating wealth, prestige, and monumentalism, the stephanitic games
became a crucial arena for how these social issues were negotiated and understood. While the
resonances for epinician as a commemorative form may be mostly implicit here—as a
contrast to these authors’ own forms of textual production and performance—in the coming
decades and centuries the critique of epinician, and Pindar in particular, develops in both a

sociopolitical and a formal sense.

III.  Alcibiades’ Athens
The ideological importance of the stephanitic athlete to polis identity and
relationships seems to have been heightened in the post-Pindaric Athenian context. What
significant testimony there is about epinician composition after the 440s is clustered around
one prominent Athenian figure: Alcibiades. The one witness for (possible) epinician
performance in the late fifth century is an anecdote about an epinician poem allegedly written

by Euripides for Alcibiades, on the occasion of an extraordinary triple victory in the chariot
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races in the Olympics of 416.4> This composition is reported in two places by Plutarch, in two
slightly different versions. In the Life of Alcibiades he quotes the poem and confidently
assigns it to Euripides:

Aéyer o’ 0 Evpunidng év 1d gopott todta-

0t &’ deicopon, @ Kiewviov mai.

KaAOV @ vika: KaGAMoToV &', 0 undeig dAlog EAldvav,
dppott TpdTo dpapelv Kai devtepa kol Tpita,

Brivai T dmovnrti, A10g otepBéva T’ Elaia

Kképokt Bodlv Tapadodval:

TOVTO UEVTOL TO AQUTPOV EMPOVESTEPOV EMOINGEV 1) TAOV TOAE®V PILOTIUIO. GKNVI|V
HEV YOp a0T) KEKOGUNUEVNV dampen®ds Eotnoav E@éctot, Tpoag 6¢ inmolg kai
nAf{0og iepeiov mapsiyev 1| Xiov moMg, otvov 88 AéoBiot kai TV EAANY Drodoymv
APEODS E6TIOVTL TOAALOVS. 00 UNV AAAG Kol dtafoAn Tig 1| KakonBeta yevopuévn mepi
v erotiav éxeivny mieiova Adyov mapEcye.

The ode of Euripides to which I refer runs thus:—

Thee will I sing, O child of Cleinias;

A fair thing is victory, but fairest is what no other Hellene has achieved,
To run first, and second, and third in the contest of racing-chariots,

And to come off unwearied, and, wreathed with the olive of Zeus,

To furnish theme for herald's proclamation.

Moreover, this splendor of his at Olympia was made even more conspicuous by the
emulous rivalry of the cities in his behalf. The Ephesians equipped him with a tent of
magnificent adornment; the Chians furnished him with provender for his horses and
with innumerable animals for sacrifice; the Lesbians with wine and other provisions
for his unstinted entertainment of the multitude. However, a grave calumny—or
malpractice on his part—connected with this rivalry was even more in the mouths of
men.*?

42 First, second, and fourth according to Thuc. 6.16.2; first, second, and third according to
Plutarch’s attestation of Euripides’ poem. Hornblower 2012 explores the possibility of
epinician re-performance for the descendants of Pindar’s victors and speculates that there is a
possibility of “(not very good) praise-poetry for dynasts and autocrats, perhaps loosely
inspired by Pindar and Bacchylides, but no longer tied closely to the Panhellenic games” in
the early fourth century, with a particular emphasis on the evidence for poetic composition by
Dionysius I (106).
4 Plut. Vit. Ale. 11.2-3.
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Plutarch is, unfortunately, our only source for the text.** There is, therefore, some skepticism
about the authenticity and authorship of the fragment.*> Nevertheless, Plutarch’s description
of this alleged poem and event still traffics in the important themes of epinician critique, here
presented through the additional lens of Plutarch’s first century CE reception of a late fifth-
century BCE context.*¢ Plutarch’s description of the context within which Alcibiades
allegedly achieved this triple victory is emphatically international, the value of Alcibiades’
victory defined by the competing philotimia of prominent poleis from across the Greek
world. Much like Xenophanes’ description of how athletic victors might be féted, Alcibiades’
victory is described in the terms of spectacle and social discourse: it is a conspicuous
splendor (Aapmpov émoavéstepov), magnificently adorned (kekoounpévny dwompendq) like
an actor on the stage. More (mieiova) than visually conspicuous, however, Alcibiades is
discursively prominent—and in emphatically negative terms. This passage also takes up the
theme of conspicuous consumption, suggesting an association between victory celebration
and not simply wealth, but, harkening back to Xenophanes and the Autolycus, literal
consumption of food, wine, and animals for sacrifice.

In the Life of Demosthenes, Plutarch suggests that this possible epinician may not
have been composed by Euripides. But perhaps more revealingly, this suggestion comes in
the context of a meditation on the relation between poets, cities, and virtuous men:

0 pev ypayag o £mi i viky tiig Olvpuniacwy inmodpopiag eig AAkiPradny £ykopuov,
elt” Evpuridng, g 0 moAvg kpatel Aoyog, €10° Etepog TIg v, ZOCG1E, NG YpTivoL T®
£0daipovL TP@TOV VIAPEAL “TOV TOAY EDSOKILOV” €YD OE TG HEV EVSUUOVIGEY LEAAOVTL THY
aAnOwvnv evdopoviav, Ng &v 0t Kol dtabécel TO TAETGTOV 0TIV, OVOEV dlapépeLy NyoDpon
a60&ov Kol TomeWTig TaTpidog i UNTPOS ApOPPOL Kai piKpdg yevEshoat. yeholov yap &l Tig

ofotto v ' TovAida, pépog HiKpOV ovsav oV peyding viicov tig Kém, kai v Alywav, fjv
TV ATTIKOV TIG EKEAEVEV G ANUNV AQopeilv Tod Tlepaidc, dmokpiTag HEV dyaBovg Tpépety

4 Athenaeus mentions, but does not quote, an epinikion by Euripides for Alcibiades
(Deipnosophistae 1.5.10-11).

45 Bowra 1960 is the fullest discussion. Radding 2022, p. 149n42 for discussion of debate and
p. 140-142 for Radding’s own argument for authenticity.

46 i.e., whether or not this fragment is authentic, Plutarch remains a witness for first-century
CE perceptions (and historiographic receptions) of the late fifth century.
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Kol momtdig, dvopa & ovk év mote duvacHar dikatov kai avTapKn Kai vodv Eyovia Kai
LEYOAOWYVYOV TTPOEVEYKETV. TOG Yap GAANG TEYVAG £1KOG £0TL TPOG Epyaciov §j dOEav
GUVIGTAEVOGS €V TG AO0E0LS Kol TOMEWVOIS TOAEGY AmopapaivesOat, Tv & Apetnv, Gomep
ioyvpov Kal d1apKeEg PLTOV, &v dmavtt Priodcebot Tonw, PVGEDS TE XPNOTHS Kol PLAOTHVOL
yoyfc mhapBavousvny.’

The author of the encomium for Alcibiades for his victory in the chariot-race at
Olympia, whether he was Euripides, as the prevailing report has it, or some other, says
Sosius, that the first requisite to a man's happiness is birth in ‘a famous city’; but in my
opinion, for a man who would enjoy true happiness, which depends for the most part on
character and disposition, it is no disadvantage to belong to an obscure and mean city, any
more than it is to be born of a mother who is of little stature and without beauty. For it were
laughable to suppose that Iulis, which is a little part of the small island of Keos, and Aigina,
which a certain Athenian was urgent to have removed as an eye-sore of the Piraeus, should
breed good actors and poets, but should never be able to produce a man who is just,
independent, wise, and magnanimous. The arts, indeed, since their object is to bring business
or fame, naturally pine away in obscure and mean cities; but virtue, like a strong and hardy
plant, takes root in any place, if she finds there a generous nature and a spirit that shuns no
labor.

While earlier authors were principally interested in the relations between the individual
athlete and polis integrity, Plutarch’s text here picks up on a particularly Pindaric strategy of
associating the achievement of the athletic victor strongly with the nature and flourishing of
his home (or occasionally, adopted) polis.*® Plutarch instead aims to restore an understanding
of the nature of the individual separately from the wealth and status of the polis. Critically,
this idea of the virtuous man who might be found anywhere is pointedly juxtaposed with the
conditions necessary for the flourishing of the arts. Poetry and performance, in this telling,
require both economic and reputational support to flourish—but the success of poetry has no
necessary relation to the existence of human flourishing as defined by Plutarch. Indeed, this

passage subtly suggests that they may even be opposed. Poetry is strongly associated with

urban centers of wealth and power, reliant on doxa and ergasia to support itself—but with no

47 Plut. Vit. Dem. 1.1-3.
48 Tdentified by Kurke 1991 as one of the strategies by which Pindar works against the

potentially disruptive force of the victor returning home.
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necessary association with natural human goodness, expressed through Plutarch’s association
of the metaphor of plants with human phusis, the nature of the soul.

The civic value of athletic victory, and perhaps epinician itself, seems to have been a
particularly contentious topic in Athens during the late fifth century, although the extent to
which this is true outside of the discourse surrounding Alcibiades is disputed.*® In Pseudo-
Andocides’ Against Alcibiades, Alcibiades’ alleged conduct surrounding his Olympic
victories is perhaps the most significant black mark against him, since it represents the
damage he does to Athens even as he is honored by the state.’® The author of the speech
frames his own rhetorical apologia in the terms of athletic competition: 6 p&v ovv &ydv O
Tapmv 0L 6TEPavNeOpog (“The current contest is not for a crown,” 4.2). The subject at hand
is the possibility of exile from Athens, a topic that at once raises the question of the nature of
the individual within the state and the nature of Athens itself as a polis. In this case, the
charge is misodemia and the incitement of stasis (4.8), and part of Alcibiades’ worst offense
is how he hides his true danger to Athens’ democracy under a veneer of democratic
performance: 0 6¢ VTV O£VOTOTOV £GTL, TOLODTOG DV O EVVOLG TG OMU® TOVG AdYOVG
motelTa, Kod ToVg dALOLG dAyapykoLg Kol picodnovg amokalel (“But most monstrous of
all is the fact that a man of his character should talk as though he were a friend of the people,
and call others oligarchs and foes of the democracy,” 4.16). Not only is Alcibiades dangerous
to Athens, but the threat is heightened by his rhetorical sleight-of-hand, performing the

pretense of a democrat while guilty in truth of misodemia.

49 Fuller context on views about athletics and epinician (and Alcibiades’ impact in particular):
Papakonstantinou 2003 and 2016, Rosenbloom 2004, Gribble 2012. See also Radding 2022,
91-97 for an excellent overview of potential views on epinician in Athens in this period. Cf.
Kyle 1993, 161-63, for the view that athletic achievement was not particularly politically
salient in Athens in the second half of the fifth century. Edmund 2014, Papakonstantinou
2013, Kyle 1987, ch. 5, Pleket 1976 discuss criticism of athletes generally in this period.
50 TAndoc.] 4.25-31. The text’s author points out that other Olympic victors have been subject
to Athens’ more punitive laws, while Alcibiades seems immune to retribution.
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Although direct evidence for an epinician by Euripides may be scant, the Olympics of
420 and 416, in which Alcibiades competed so spectacularly, are treated at length by
Thucydides. David Smith has argued that Thucydides’ treatment of Alcibiades is highly
colored by the language and themes of Pindaric epinician specifically, and that the fragment
reported by Plutarch shares in some of the language that characterizes Pindar’s odes for
Sicilian tyrants. Thucydides, then, marshals Pindar’s pro-Sicilian rhetoric to underhandedly
characterize Alcibiades, in the fractious political climate of Athens (and its relation to Sicily)
in 416, on the order of an early fifth-century tyrant.>! The Against Alcibiades, while probably
composed later, is likely to have been written within a few decades of Alcibiades’ victory,
and both it and Plutarch’s Alcibiades put significant weight on how Alcibiades is lavishly
received by foreign states while at Olympia, in contrast to the harm he causes at home (Plut.
Alc. 12.1, [Andoc.] 4.30).%? Descriptions of Alcibiades in the athletic context put equal
weight on threats to the integrity of the individual polis and to the fraught arena of interstate

relations and the individual citizen.>?

31 Smith 2009. His conclusions about Pindar’s rhetoric for Sicilian victors rely also on the
arguments of Morgan 2015 (see section III below). Smith 2007 (n. 23) makes the useful
observation that the rhetoric of basileia that Pindar so often applies to the Sicilian tyrants is
never employed on inscriptions for monuments dedicated at Olympia by Hieron and Gelon
themselves; the operative self-descriptor is “son of Deinomenes.” See also Harrell 2002 for
an expanded version of this argument that contrasts Pindar’s and Bacchylides’ engagement
with the rhetoric of tyranny with the language of dedicatory inscriptions, which explicitly
avoided political titles. For the possible association of athletic victory in Athens with tyranny
specifically, rather than an aristocratic/democratic divide, see Thomas 2007, 143-4, citing
Herodotus on Kylon and Kimon.
32 The convergence is unsurprising, since Plutarch cites Against Alcibiades (Alc. 13.2). For
attribution and dating of the text, Cobetto Ghiggia 1995 and Gribble 1997.
33 Euripides’ own work may offer a more secure understanding of his view on epinician
poetry, and, as Jonah Radding has argued, it is a flexible one that explores the multiple
potential impacts of epinician celebration on polis communities. Euripides’ Pindar is squarely
involved in relations between the individual—particularly the heroic individual-—and the
polis, in both positive and negative ways. Epinician language may exalt a hero who brings
benefit to his community or, conversely, emphasize the tensions that his exemplary actions
create. Radding 2022, ch. 2; responding also Swift 2010 and Kampakoglou 2018:
“Euripidean tragedy uses epinician not only to focalize a political question, but also to
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Plato’s Apology, set in 399, may also be participating in a similar conversation. When
proposing a penalty that might be appropriate to his alleged crimes, Plato’s Socrates makes
the provocative suggestion that he be honored by Athens with feasting in the prytaneion, like
an Olympic victor.>* Why choose athletes as a foil here? There are obvious answers—the
readily available contrast between physical and moral-intellectual prowess, the widespread
and lavish nature of athletic celebration—but this rhetorical opportunity also goes beyond the
flashy availability of forms of athletic commemoration. In the context of the broader issues
raised in the Apology, Socrates’ tongue-in-cheek proposal is meant to suggest the artificiality,
and perhaps fragility, of that prevailing social values about the place of the individual, the
influence of wealth, the boundaries of foreignness and citizenship, and the legitimacy of civic
institutions in Athenian society. By calling the social value of the athlete into question in
these kinds of conceptual surroundings, these authors show how the meaning of athletic
commemoration implicated problems that went to the heart of Athenian identity at home and
abroad. Like the satirical conventions of the Autolycus, Plato’s deliberate positioning of
Socrates as counter-cultural allows the Apology to critique Athenian values and institutions.

Aristophanes’ Birds offers one of the most trenchant critiques of epinician poetry in
this period, and one that demonstrates a heightened attention to epinician form and content
far beyond the athlete. Aristophanes marks a significant critical leap in the texts this chapter

treats, as his representation of the epinician poet is both specifically Pindaric and almost

dramatize epinician poetry’s power, for better or for worse, in the political arena” (Radding
2022, 91).
34 ovK €60 811 pdAAOV, O &vdpeg ABnvaiol, mpémel oBTmg (g TOV TotodTOV &VSpa. &V
mputavel® ortelobat, oAy ye paidov 1 €1 Tig DUAV e 1| cuvepidt §j Levyet veviknkev
‘Olopriaow (“That is much more appropriate for me than for any of you who has won a race
at the Olympic games with a pair of horses or a four-horse chariot,” Apology 36d). This
passage is analyzed with reference to Xenophanes and Euripides, above, in Harris 2009. Plato
is at times closely engaged with Pindar, sometimes playfully and other times in more earnest.
The Gorgias is particularly interested in Pindar’s views on nomos in the context of fifth-
century conflict.
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entirely dissociated from the figure of the athletic victor at all. While the epinician critique of
the Birds is founded on very different grounds from the authors discussed so far, it
importantly looks ahead to how Pindaric epinician was received as a political discourse in the
late Classical period. Like the scholiast on Isthmian 1, and like Isocrates (discussed in section
IV), Aristophanes has noticed the fundamentally rhetorical character of epinician, and its
slippery relation to the truth of the claims that it might make.

The Birds includes a satirical representation of an epinician poet, who models himself
after Simonides (4v. 919), while his song (here, epos) both calls itself Pindaric (ITtvdapetov,
939) and conspicuously invokes Pindar’s odes for Hieron in its multiple mentions of the
Sicilian Mount Etna. It has been argued that this portrayal is a parody not of Pindar himself,
but of Euripides acting in a Pindaric role.>> While evidence for Euripidean epinician is again
disputed, if this is true—or if it were thought to be true at the time—it would surely activate
unsavory Alcibiadean associations (the intervening influence of Aristophanes, who frequently
parodied both Alcibiades and Euripides, complicates the picture here, t00).3¢ In either case,
this is clearly a portrayal of an epinician poet and Pindar is explicitly named; whether or not
epinician was still being consistently composed, Pindar seems to have succeeded in becoming
its effective avatar. It would not be surprising if the prominence of his Sicilian odes, and their
volatile associations with Alcibiades, contributed to an at least partially negative association
with epinician in the last years of the fifth century and a suspicion of epinician motivations.>’
The evidence of Thucydides makes it clear that athletic victory is itself still at issue in terms

of the health and safety of the polis, but the terms have shifted to an Athenocentric discourse

35 Smith 2007, 386; Vickers, 1989, 220. The connection between Aristophanes and
Alcibiades is well-established; for parody of Alcibiades in the Birds, see Vickers 1989.
36 I see this as a potentially circular argument, depending on where Plutarch draws his sources
from, and am not particularly invested in the authenticity of Euripides’ epinician in this
period. For more perspectives on the debate here, Bowra 1960 and Papakonstantinou 2003.
37 Gribble 2012, 70 for Thucydides’ linkage of Alcibiades’ Olympic victory and command of
the Sicilian expedition.
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in this most Athenocentric of periods.’® This Athenian focus has lasting effects on how the
political value of the games is conceptualized after the fifth century (see section IV, below).

In the Birds, the unnamed epinician poet enters on the heels of a priest who has been
summoned to help with propitious sacrifices for the founding of the new avian city. This poet
is threadbare and shivering, more interested in acquiring a new cloak than consorting with
tyrants. In characterizing this poet, Aristophanes adorns him with a number of exaggerated
epinician stereotypes. The poet of the Birds is acquisitive, although of clothing rather than
coinage; he frequently invokes Homer and the Muses; and his elaborate verses are meant as
riddles for his true meaning (for example, he invokes the boreal Scythians in a hopeful plea
for some new outerwear>®). As I began this chapter by noting, the poet of the Birds claims to
have been performing poems®® for the city since some undetermined, long-ago time: méiat
méAon on VY~ €yw kKANLw ol (“I’ve been celebrating this city for a long, long time,” 921).
A perplexed Peisetairos rejoins that this seems technically impossible: ovk dptt 60® v
dekatnv tadng &ym / kai todvop” domep modie viv on '0éunv; (“Have I not just celebrated
its tenth-day festival, and just now given it a name, like for a child?,” 922-3).

This neat satire plays on the pervasive epinician convention of placing prominence
upon (and often innovating) aetiological and foundational claims while keeping their exact
timeline conveniently undefined. The opportunistic poet shows up at the foundation of a new
city, offering his services in exchange for personal gain; he is unable, however, to shake the
habit of deliberate archaism and so appears incongruent at the actual founding moment of a

new city, when his services are not yet needed. His inflationary claims about his potential

38 This is, of course, also a function of the bias of extant evidence. This bias, however, is in
part a function of deliberate strategies of canonization and preservation by elites both ancient
and modern, which supports the point I am making about the uses of epinician as well as
suspicions surrounding its functions.
59 This is Pindar fr. 105b.
60 Here, notably, dithyrambs and partheneia “in the style of Simonides” (919) rather than
epinicians (the generic title not current until the third century).
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service to the city cast doubt on the honesty of his assertions, satirizing him as bound by
genre and tradition rather than authentically innovative. Aristophanes’ character also invokes
the names of Simonides and Pindar to insert himself in the epinician tradition, placing
himself in a poetic tradition the way that Pindar situates himself in relation to Archilochus in
Olympian 9.°' Peisetairos and his companion outfit the poet with a new cloak and usher him
offstage, only to be faced with the entrance of a chresmologos who insists on offering an
oracle for the new city and whom Peisetairos equally satirizes and dispatches. After the
chresmologos exits a surveyor appears who promises to neatly map out the city’s territory,
then an overly litigious Athenian administrator who immediately inquires where the new
city’s proxenoi might be found.

Aristophanes’ epinician poet, then, is part of a cadre of semi-professional opportunists
who seem to consider themselves necessary to the founding narrative of a polis and who are
depicted in stereotyped and exaggerated ways. The epinician poet arrives on the scene as part
of a parade of institutionalizing figures, who promise to outfit Cloudcuckooland with
everything a polis needs. The poet, sandwiched between priest and diviner, is yet another
hermeneutic entrepreneur, ready to offer his advertising services—and ready to seem as if he
has always been singing for the city. Aristophanes’ clever critique of epinician shows two
important developments from sixth- and earlier fifth-century debates about athletic and
epinician value. The Birds satirizes the persona of the epinician poet, not simply the subject
or the form of epinician poems. This suggests that the poet’s individual persona has gained in
visibility, a development that Pindar’s poetics and reputation are likely to have contributed

significantly to.> While the figure of the poet as an individual gains in prominence, the figure

61 Spelman 2016, p. 242-3 argues that this is a depiction of a minor epinician poet struggling
to reach the heights of a Pindar or Bacchylides. I am not so sure, and think this analysis holds
in any case.
62 See Chapter 4 on reading the Pindaric “I” in this context.
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of the epinician victor is essentially absent here. Instead, the Birds’ poet is all about the city:
he names Cloudcuckooland twice (904, 917), invokes Aitna (926), and speaks of the polis
multiple times in his brief moments onstage. What is more, Aristophanes’ depiction of the
epinician poet seems to stress the poet’s claim to the preservation of social memory above all.
Along with his claim to creating a false antiquity for the bird city, he suggests that Peisetairos
take his verses to heart in the manner of Pindar’s: 10 8¢ ted @pevi udbe [Tvdapelov Emog
(“Learn a Pindaric song in your heart,” 939). Though Peisetairos might immediately
undermine the poet’s factual claim to the city’s origins, nevertheless, his verses stubbornly
stick: &vBpmmog udv o0k drorriaydnoetar (“We cannot get rid of this person,” 940),

Peisetairos complains.

IV.  Rhetoric in the fourth century

Evidence from the late fifth and early fourth century, then, shows deep and continued
engagement with the question of athletic and at times specifically epinician value, and
indications of a sustained shared discourse about the meaning of athletic commemoration in
the polis. Much of this discourse continues to use language highly reminiscent of Archaic
attitudes of suspicion towards athletic celebration, but in the late fifth and earlier fourth
century this critique begins to develop into an explicit engagement with the form, poetics, and
function of Pindaric epinician. Aspects of this conversation are represented on the highly
public stages of the law courts and the tragic theater.®> Around the turn of the fifth century
and into the fourth, a changed political landscape reconfigures the specifics of this
conversation, but it remains built on similar terms.

One prominent representative of Pindaric criticism from the late Classical period is

Isocrates, who addresses both Pindar specifically and athletic celebration generally in several

63 Epinician in the tragic theater is explored in Radding 2022, ch. 2.
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places. His Antidosis mentions Pindar directly, in much the same context as Xenophanes and
Plato’s Socrates:
&1L 8¢ oewdtepov, el [Tivoapov pEv TOV otV ol TPO UMV YEYOVOTES VLEP £VOG
pévov prpatog, ot v moiw Epeiopa g EALGS0g avopacey, obtmg étipncav dote
Kol TpdEevov momoacHor Kai dmpedv pupiag avtd dodvat dpayuds, ELol 6& TOAD
mhelo Kol KAAMOV Eykek®OUOKOTL KOl TNV TOAY Kai TOUG TPOYOHVOLS Und’ AoQOADS
gyyévorro koraPidvor tov émidowmov ypovov.tt
It would be even more absurd if, whereas Pindar, the poet, was so highly honored by
our forefathers because of a single line of his in which he praises Athens as “the
bulwark of Hellas” that he was made proxenos and given a present of ten thousand
drachmas, I, on the other hand, who have glorified Athens and our ancestors with
much ampler and nobler encomiums, should not even be privileged to end my days in
peace.
The Antidosis takes the form of an Isocratean apologia, offering a defense of the orator’s
conduct in public life. A number of the points the speech raises are particularly relevant
here—the experience of Isocrates’ family in the Peloponnesian War, his acceptance of wages
for pedagogical work, and his relationships with xenoi during what he describes as his service
to the city of Athens (164-5). This is the context that directly precedes his invocation of
Pindar. Although Isocrates does not say this explicitly, it is clear that these same
associations—foreignness, remuneration, Athenian imperialism—are activated when he
brings up Athenian admiration for Pindar. Much like Archaic and earlier Classical criticism
of epinician, absurdities of scale (one line versus many speeches) are used to make a
categorical point. Like Xenophanes, Isocrates is probably seeking primarily to endorse
himself rather than make a point about Pindar’s particular unworthiness. At the same time,
however, it is revealing that Pindar comes to stand for someone who enjoys significant

renown for achievements of slight magnitude and dubious significance—and someone

celebrated despite doing (in Isocrates’ view) almost nothing for Athens.® For the orator’s

%4 Isoc. 15.66.
5 There are definite echoes here of the discourse around Alcibiades in the 410s.
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purpose, Pindar is more style than substance: less efficacious and more entertaining than
Isocrates claims he would be instead.

The Evagoras offers a few more clues to Isocrates’ particular singling out of Pindar.
In the Evagoras, Isocrates sets himself the unprecedented (so he says) task of delivering an
encomium in prose rather than poetry. While advocating the celebration of the historical
individual rather than the potentially nonexistent heroes (obg ovk icactv €l yeydvaoty, 6) of
the Trojan age, Isocrates also advocates the encomiastic superiority of oratorical prose. In
particular, he points out that orators are formally constrained in comparison to poets (GAL’
ATOTOUMG Kol TAV OVOUAT®OV TOIG TOATIKOIG HOVOV Koi TV EVOLUNUAT®V TOIg TEPL OVTAG TG
npatels avaykaiov ot ypficOat, “Orators, on the contrary, are not permitted the use of such
devices; they must use with precision only words in current use and only such ideas as bear
upon the actual facts,” 10) and that poets can easily enchant their listeners by employing
poetic devices like meter and rhythm (8pw¢ avtaig Toig evpuBuiong Koi Toig cvppeTpiong
Yuyoymyodot Ttovg dkovovtag, “nevertheless by their very rhythm and harmony they bewitch
their listeners,” 10).%¢

Isocrates’ critique, ultimately, is not really about the content of epinician. He
explicitly opposes the possibilities opened by its poetic form—-critiquing the way that it
presents the meaning of victors and their victory, rather than undermining the value of the
victory itself. Isocrates assigns plenty of positive meaning to Evagoras’s athletic
achievement, but he is cautious to qualify what kind of meaning it is and how it contrasts

with other potential forms of celebration.®’ In particular, he repeatedly emphasizes that

% The danger of deceptive speech, incidentally, is an idea familiar to Pindar (O. 1.28-32, N.
7.22-4, N.8.32-4).
67.9.2: Aynodunv Evoayopav, €l tig éottv aichnoig toig tetelevtnroot mepi tdv £vOade
YLYVoUEVOV, gDUEVDG PEV dmodéyectat kal Tadta, Kal yaipew OpdVTO TV T€ TEPL AVTOV
EMUELELOY KO TNV OTV HEYOAOTTPETELRLY, TOAD & &V &1t Al ybpv Exewv 1§} TO1G GANOIS
dmaowv, €1 11g dOuvnBein Tepl TOV EmdeLUATOV AV TOD Kol TAV KvOOVeV AEIwg deABelv Tdv
éxetvo mempaypévav (“1 judged that Evagoras—if the dead have any perception of that which
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orators should confine themselves to the facts and to words that are politika—here in the
meaning of “ordinary” or “current in regular life.” Despite his semi-divine ancestry and
exceptional achievements, it is important for Isocrates to represent Evagoras not only as a
quasi-heroic leader but as a contemporary person authentically engaged with fellow citizens.

Isocrates’ stated commitment to some kind of representational accuracy, even “truth,”
should not be taken at face value here.%® But his vigorous engagement with these questions
signals both the existence of an ongoing debate about forms of memorialization as well as
their deep connection to ideas about ethical action and the legitimacy of political power.
Isocrates’ explicit interest in a kind of contemporaneity and in contemporary language puts
extra stress on this problem. He adds moral weight to the relationship between rhetorical
temporality, semantic clarity, and pragmatic action, rejecting ambiguity, indeterminacy, and
temporal archaism—all prominent features of Pindaric poetics. Although Isocrates does not
hesitate to recite a mythical genealogy in his narrative of the Aiakid family (13-18), in his
praeteritio on Evagoras’s potentially supernatural birth he rejects the hermeneutic ambiguity
of oracles, signs, and dreams, and claims to use only the facts that “all citizens know” (névteg
ol moAital cuvicaotv) in his encomium (21).

Isocrates’ story of Evagoras is, in part, a story about the restoration of legitimate rule
in the face of tyranny. Evagoras represents no particular kind of government but “the best
parts of each politeia” (46), a benevolent king praised by subjects and foreigners alike. In

particular, he is instrumental in restoring Hellenism to Cypriot Salamis, as well as inducing

takes place in this world—while gladly accepting these offerings and rejoicing in the
spectacle of your devotion and megaloprepeia in honoring him, would feel far greater
gratitude to anyone who could worthily recount his principles in life and his dangerous deeds
than to all other men”). This invocation of experience beyond death is also an important issue
for Pindaric epinician.

68 This is in part a rhetorical trope—but it is exactly rhetorical tropes, I think, that are at issue

in Isocrates’ engagement with Pindar.
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his foreign neighbors to adopt and praise Hellenic culture (45-6).%° These are enduring
epinician themes, couched in distinctly anti-poetic rhetoric. The Evagoras shares definite
thematic and structural similarities with Pindaric epinician.”® Evagoras’s physical splendor
and athletic prowess are a kind of inevitable symptom of his moral goodness, and by the end
of the speech he is elevated to godliness and potential immortality, his semi-divine lineage
justified by his actions in the world (70).”! Why, then, does Isocrates insist on his speech’s
distinct difference from epinician in the form of a positivist rhetoric, rather than a
hermeneutically complex poetics? The speech strives to assign meaning to hereditary sole
rulership and elite achievement without being deliberately archaic or transparently anti-
democratic.”? In doing so, Isocrates effectively papers over numerous potential sources of
political disjunction under the twin labels of benevolent kingship and Hellenism, and insists
on his own rhetorical transparency in comparison to the potentially slippery rhetoric of
epinician.”

Isocrates’ Panegyricus is a more direct confrontation with the value of athletics in

itself, but that value is again defined in terms of social recognition. The Panegyricus is

profoundly influenced by a fourth-century geopolitical environment in which Athens now

69 Cyprus is a particularly interesting rhetorical arena to set this drama, since its ideological
and symbolic place in the Greek imagination allows for its use as an idealizing, spatially
distant place from Athens and the Greek mainland (for these conceptions of Cyprus in the
Greek imagination, see Kearns 2018).

70 For formal similarities and differences between Pindar’s odes and the Evagoras, as well as
Isocrates’ general relationship to Pindar, Race 1987.

"I For epinician’s approach to the idealism of the physical body, see Ch. 2.

72 The vocabulary of democracy probably is appropriate for Isocrates, whose reference to
politeiai invites it.

73 Particularly considering some of the details that Isocrates leaves out. Hornblower and
Morgan 2007, 4: “Pindar shows himself aware of democracy, monarchy, and oligarchy as
distinctive constitutions. However, references to the organization of specific societies are
generally rare.”

“ Hornblower 2006 and Morgan 2015 both explore the vocabulary of kingship in Pindar,
which appears to be deployed more ideologically than as a literal description of political

organization in specific poleis.
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stands in a much less powerful position than during Pindar’s florescence. One aspect of
Isocrates’ critique is revealing: why are honors awarded to athletes, he asks, rather than
“those who worked privately in service of the community” (toig 0" VEp T@V KOvdV 1diq
novnoaot, Isoc. 4.1)? Like the Socrates of Plato’s Apology, Isocrates argues that the work of
a private citizen is worth more to the demos than the strength of athletes, but its reward and
celebration are not publicly visible in the same way. And Isocrates’ context, too, is important;
even if the Panegyricus was likely not delivered at an athletic festival, it borrows from the
genre of orations at the major sanctuaries, and the anxieties it expresses have much to do with
navigating the social-symbolic function of the games.

Both fourth-century writers, I suggest, are participating in the same discourse as
Xenophanes, whose distinction between unheralded sophia and over-lauded athletes works
across the lines of public performance and private gain. But the framework of Isocrates’
evaluation of athletic honors also involves a broader landscape of inter-polis interactions, and
the ways in which these concerns come to bear in the first decades of the fourth century. For
Isocrates, the call to praise orators rather than victors comes as part of a larger concern with
an erosion of Athens’ centrality and influence, and his treatment of the athletic festivals is not
solely negative. When he does praise the games, however, it is in the service of advocating a
Hellenic hegemony in which Athens plays a prominent role.”

In the Panegyricus, attitudes towards athletic celebration are entangled in a web of
critically important cultural and political concepts, including Athenian exceptionalism,
Hellenic identity, and the possible configurations of political subordination. The Evagoras
takes up these ideas as part of a complex discourse about memorialization and the

commemoration of the historical individual, abstracting these same preoccupations into

74 For Isocrates’ broader tendency towards advocating Athenian hegemony under the
umbrella of Hellenism, Hall 2002, 208 and Too 1995.
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something closer to an idealized or gnomic discourse—while steadfastly asserting that this
portrait of Evagoras is not idealized. Isocrates’ texts are profoundly aware of the discursive
contexts, pitfalls, and opportunities in which they operate. Their underlying meta-narrative is
spurred by an anxiety about the relations between discursive form and meaning and a desire
to articulate positivist statements of social value. Like the other authors discussed here—and
just like Pindar himself—Isocrates is aware of the contingency of his own discourse and
attempts to argue for the importance of rhetorical form to managing that contingency and
achieving durable statements about social and moral worth.

Without inclining too much towards generalization, it is possible to sketch a
transition—across the course of the fifth century and into the fourth—from a discourse about
athletic celebration that is principally focused on the relationship between the individual and
the polis to one that uses this relationship to think much more broadly about social networks,
connections, tensions, and hierarchies. Epinician is a problem (or a potential solution) both at
home and abroad, in local tensions as well as relationships between poleis. The different
nuances of these challenges to epinician self-definition confront concepts at the heart of
Pindar’s epinician poetics and possible social functions, including conflicting temporalities,

pragmatic efficacies, and political representations.

V. Imperialism and inheritance

Across the fifth century, then, epinician gained the potential to be associated with social
division and conflict; it is part of a landscape of authors vying to define stable terms for
social value in the polis. By the fourth century, this discourse evolved into one where
epinician had become strongly associated with individual achievement and hegemonic
political power—themes that are deeply connected in poleis where political power is

concentrated in the hands of a sole ruler or an oligarchic few, but which remain relevant
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across different forms of political organization.” This legacy becomes particularly clear
during the Hellenistic period,’® where a newly competitive landscape of burgeoning empires
provided fertile ground for an epinician revival, just as the stephanitic games continued to
play an important role in interstate interaction.”’” New sites of athletic competition
proliferated and older ones remained immensely popular as showcases for a Greek political
landscape that crisscrossed the Mediterranean and increasingly focused on sole rulership
rather than polis identity.”®

This association between epinician and the dramatic spectacles of rulership creeps in
as part of later accounts of Alexander the Great—Ilikely, of course, influenced by the ongoing
popularity of athletic competition in the Hellenistic period and in the Roman world.” Arrian
is one of several authors who recounts a version of the story of Alexander’s attack on Thebes,
Pindar’s purported birthplace. In Arrian’s way of telling, Alexander spares not only Pindar’s
house but also his descendants (kai ToO¢ amoyovovg Tod [Tvodpov Aéyovotv &1t depdraev
AAEEavdpog aidot Tfi [Tvdapov, “they say that Alexander guarded also the descendants of
Pindar from respect for Pindar,” Anabasis 1.9.10).3° This is not the only time Pindar comes
up in the Anabasis. When Alexander visits the tomb of Achilles, he praises Homer as a
“herald of memory” (kfjpukog &g Vv &metta pvrunv) and Arrian muses on the lack of poetry

written about Alexander. In particular, he laments the lack of the kind of poetry “in which

75 See Chapter 2.
76 When Pindar’s corpus was also edited and organized into books and genera by Alexandrian
editors, whose reception of Pindar through the scholia had a significant impact on later
conceptions of his poetics and function.
77 And, of course, the fifth-century Greek world was a source of increasing interest and
reception for poets, scholars, and hegemons in the Hellenistic kingdoms.
78 Barbantini 2001, 78. Barbantini 2011 on kingship in Callimachus.
7 For the Roman period, Kénig 2005; Rutherford 2012, 101-4.
80 See Instinsky 1961 on Pindar and Alexander; esp. citing Wilamowitz’s conjecture that this
is related to Pindar’s ode for Alexander I (Dio Chrysostom 2.28-33). See also the Vita
Thomana (Drachmann I, 5.11-16), Plutarch (Life of Alexander 11.6), Pliny the Elder (Natural
History 7.29), and the Suda (m 1619). On Pindar’s house in Pausanias (9.25.3; Pindar’s tomb
in Thebes at 9.23.3) see also Rutherford 2012, 93.
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Hieron, Gelon, Theron, and many others not at all comparable with Alexander” have been
sung of (GAL’ 00O¢ ev péhet iobn ALEEavOpog, €v 8t Tépwv e Kol I'éhwv kol OMpov kai
TOoALO1 BALOL 0VOEV TL AAeEAvOpm €meootec, 1.12.2). This is an obvious reference to
Pindaric epinician, which is represented here as a purely commemorative—no longer
specifically athletic—genre that stands with Homer as a genre appropriate to the deeds of
Alexander, whose territorial ambitions extended far beyond what a Hieron or Gelon ever
aimed at. Whatever other associations epinician may have had in this period, the most salient
for Arrian is its link with the famous tyrants of the fifth century and its involvement in the
perpetuation of cultural memory. And much as Pindar situates himself in relation to the
tyrants of Syracuse and Gela, Arrian links his own authorial exemplarity to the exemplarity
of Alexander, whose individuality he stresses in contrast to the achievements of large armies
or political subordinates (1.22.5).%! For Arrian, pviun is critically preserved and shared &v
pélet. Just as Pindar’s descendants are spared along with his (alleged) house, Alexander’s

appropriateness as a subject of song is due to his likeness to Pindar’s Sicilian laudandi.®*

81 Lakin 2005 argues that Arrian uses Alexander as part of a project to assert Arrian’s own
Hellenic identity.

82 Pindar’s most prominent inheritor is of course Callimachus, whose epinicians for
Ptolemaic rulers borrow deliberately from Pindaric odes. These date to the mid-third century
and are definitively focused on the Ptolemaic court, as well as the boundaries of their empire.
In contrast to the poems of Pindar and Bacchylides, what is extant of Callimachean epinician
seems to lack the elements of genealogy and mythology that were so pervasive in the fifth
century. Perhaps even more so than Pindaric poetry, however, it is significantly engaged in a
discourse about imperial perspectives on geographic space, in a way that is importantly
prefigured but not so fully developed in the fifth century. The Sidonian merchant ship of
Callimachus fr. 384 hints at an outward-looking perspective that engages with the
Mediterranean as both an economic and ideological space—a perspective that might be
particularly appropriate to the interests of a Hellenistic imperial court. On Pindar and
Callimachus see: Kampakoglou 2019, Phillips 2013, Fuhrer 1988, Richardson 1986, Newman
1985, Lord 1991, Smiley 1914, Trypanis 1958. His contemporaries Theocritus and
Apollonius of Rhodes adapt epinician language and themes, in an environment of mixed
genres and highly fictionalized contexts. Callimachus seems to have written his epinicians to

be actually performed in celebration of the Ptolemies.
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Interestingly, a singular reference to Pindar in Polybius hints at a potentially sustained
afterlife for Pindar’s critics. As part of his discussion of a Messenian debate over whether or
not to proactively engage in hostilities, Polybius writes that an oligarchic faction (Otvig koi
Nikirog Kol tiveg Etepot TV OAyapyik®v) prevailed over the majority (tdv TOAAGV) in
advocating delay. In Polybius’s view, this is a significant mistake (&yvoodvteg kai molv
TOPOTOIOVTES TOD OE0VTOC, KATA YE TNV EUNV yvounyv, “wherein they showed, to my thinking,
great ignorance of their true interests,” 4.31.2). He compares the situation of Thebes in the
Persian Wars:

énel i Kol OpacHvopev v ionyopiav kai tappnciov Kai 10 g éAevbepiog dvopa
ndvteg, el INdEV Eotat mpovpylaitepov Thg eipvng; 0vdE yop OnPaiovg Emarvodpey
Katd 0 Mnodwd, 016t tdv vrep g EALGO0g dmoctdvtes kivduvav ta [lepodv
efhovto 010 TOV eOPov, ovdeE TTivoapov TOV GuVATOENVALEVOV QVTOIG ByEly THV
novyiav S TO®VOE TAV TOMUATOV
10 KOOV TIG AoTAV &V €031 TIOEIS € eLvachTOV LEYOAAVOPOG NoLYiaG TO
eoudpov edoc.t?
d0&ag yap mapavtike mOavAOS eipnkéval, HET’ 0L TOAD TAvTV aicyiotnv e0pedn Kai
BraBepmtaTny Temomuévog dnodpacty.

For why do we all vaunt our civic equality and liberty of speech and all that we
mean by the word freedom, if nothing is more advantageous than peace? We do not
indeed praise the Thebans because at the time of the Persian invasion they deserted
Greece in the hour of peril and took the side of the Persians from fear, nor do we
praise Pindar for confirming them in their resolution to remain inactive by these
verses: “Let any townsman who would put the public good in fair weather seek out
proud Peace’s shining light." For though at the time this advice seemed plausible it
was not long before the decision he recommended proved to be the source of the
deepest disaster and disgrace.

Polybius portrays Pindar as an active participant in a conversation that has ramifications for
both historical action and political philosophy. His advice might have seemed conveniently
validating to the Thebans in the moment, but it is not universally applicable: what seemed
prudent at the time comes to be understood in hindsight as harmful and unethical. For

Polybius, Pindar lands on the wrong side of history. The historian rejects the authority that

83 = Pindar fr. 109.
84 Polybius Hist. 4.31.5-7.
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the poet attempts to claim, undermining the possibility of his words’ enduring relevance.
Given the context—criticism of the Messenian ephors—it is also easy to detect a possible
association between Pindar and oligarchic power here, or at least an implied opposition
between his perspective and the perspective of the majority. In the search for durable political
principles, Pindar turns out to have advice that seems good in the moment, but ultimately
leads to future disaster.

Like Classical Athenian authors in particular, Polybius not only critiques what Pindar
says, but the formal efficacy of his poems in contemporary and future social environments—
understanding Pindar to have composed not only for the present, but also for the future.®
These writers questioned Pindar’s influence and claims to authority, including potential
claims to the ethical function of his poetry and, increasingly, its aspirations to
monumentalization. Above all, they recognized the ideological flexibility of political rhetoric;
how the image of the demos or polloi could be deployed for the interests of a few, antiquity
used to justify the present, and ideas about peace or Hellenic unity come to stand for the
subordination of some states to others. They saw epinician as a skillful tool for promoting
various social and political interests as part of this kind of discourse.®® The moments when

Aristophanes prods at its inconsistencies, Polybius questions its ongoing value, or

85 The Against Alcibiades also uses this same framework to criticize Alcibiades as a political
leader: éyo 8¢ vouilm tov To100TOV TOVNPOV Elval TPOSTATNY, HGTIC TOD TAPOVTOG YPOHVOL
gmpeleltat, AL pn kol Tod péALovVTOoC Tpovositatl, Koi T oot t@ TAN0EL, TapoMmTaV Ta
Bértiota, cvpPovirevet (“1 consider this man a worthless statesman who cares for only the
present without also thinking about the future, who advocates the things most pleasing to the
people and leaves out the things that would be best,” 4.12).
8 This is basically the thrust of many arguments about Pindar’s social function; see Morgan
2015 on the rhetoric of basileia for Sicilian tyrants, and Kurke 1991 on assimilation of oikos
and polis. My question is if those strategies were pragmatically effective, and how they were
perceived. As a side note, I think it is possible to interpret some of the “Panhellenism” of the
Sicilian odes much like Isocrates’ “Panhellenism” here—a political strategy rather than (or
alongside) a bid for cultural legitimacy.
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Xenophanes and Isocrates strive to flip the terms show the central importance of claims and
counter-claims to sociopolitical definitions, and epinician’s integral relationship to them.

This evidence, though scant, sets out a few of the problems that come to bear on an
understanding of epinician as one form of commemorative practice. Though fragmentary,
what we can begin to see in the late sixth and early fifth century is a discourse that is
suspicious of athletic commemoration in the context of civic flourishing, and that couches its
criticism in the language of the demos while likely being performed in a relatively private,
perhaps relatively wealthy setting.?” It also begins to address the problem of interstate
interaction at the games and elsewhere, a problem that gains greater prominence and urgency
in the political environments of the late fifth and early fourth century. By the early fourth
century and into the Hellenistic period, the association of epinician with dynastic or
individual hegemony was firmly established.

Before the fourth century, epinician had already come to be seen as decidedly
outward-looking, negotiating power between states rather than primarily within the individual
polis. By the Hellenistic age, the limited evidence we have suggests that the idea and practice
of epinician, based on the memory of Pindaric poetry, works in concert with powerful
regimes to amplify the reputational impact of victory at the major athletic festivals, which
continue to play an important role throughout the Mediterranean world. By contrast, evidence
about epinician cultural value in the late Classical period comes primarily from an
Athenocentric perspective, and is focused in particular around the controversial and highly
visible Alcibiades—an association that also conveniently finds material in Pindar’s Sicilian
odes. These developments broadly track, of course, some of the most historiographically

visible political narratives in these periods. For authors like Isocrates and Polybius, epinician

87 Clay 1999 points out that the symposium, while often thought of as small and private,
could be performed on a much grander scale; Budelmann 2012 stresses the public nature of

the komos versus the symposium.
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not only reflects but actively participates in the construction of these narratives and, in fact,
might even have an impact on historical events themselves. The epinician poet is a historical
and social actor, a vigorous participant in the struggle over social, political, and cultural value
that finds expression in fifth- and fourth-century textual production. Other authors’ reactions
to epinician, and to Pindaric epinician in particular, show how it participated in an elite
discourse about social values and the place of the elite individual in embodying and
perpetuating them. Tyrtaeus and Xenophanes object to the content of this epinician discourse,
Isocrates to the form; Aristophanes shrewdly parodies the aetiological claims of Pindaric
epinician to underscore the extent to which its invocation of origins and foundations is
strategically constructed to support the valuation of epinician victors in their communities.
Leslie Kurke has argued that the central function of Pindaric epinician was to “re-
integrate” the athletic victor not only back into his home polis, but also his household and his
social class.®® In this she follows Kevin Crotty, who argues that the athletic victor posed a
potential threat to societal stability and that one of epinician’s functions was to defuse this
antisocial potentiality.®® In this paradigm, epinician’s chief contemporary value lay in how it

“skillfully assimilated the interests” of “oikos and polis,”°

since both are ideologically public
spaces vis-a-vis the performance of the victory ode. In this way of reading, epinician’s
primary function is to maintain harmony and stability in political systems and to regulate the
social relationships of elites to the broader community.’! The central concerns of this
paradigm are certainly reflected by the texts in this chapter. But their sophisticated and

formal critiques of epinician, including a detailed discourse in the decades following Pindar’s

documented period of production, throws into question the extent to which this potential

88 Kurke 1991, 6. See introduction, p. XX.
89 Crotty 1982, 121.
9 Kurke 1991, 6.
1 As also set out by Lewis 2019, 9, following Kurke— “stabilizing and community-
building.”
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epinician function was in fact achieved.” It also brings up the question of chronology. Do
these readers in antiquity see a function in Pindar that was unintentional, or unimportant
during his own period of composition? Or rather, can they point us to a different
understanding of epinician, one which does engage these questions seriously even in the early
fifth century?

There is a lack of extant meta-commentary about epinician in just Pindar’s period of
florescence, particularly between the end of the Persian Wars and the beginning of the
Peloponnesian War. This is a gap, however, that can be (cautiously) filled by Pindaric poetry
itself. Whether synchronically or diachronically, these authors are in conversation with
Pindar, and Pindar is also in conversation with them.?® These texts reveal a landscape of
contention, vying to define the terms of power in ways that are particularly salient to each
author’s own interests and contemporary contexts.”* Ultimately, these authors engage
epinician poetry in terms of its content, function, and form, with a particular awareness of its
rhetorical force and ability to construct innovative narratives about aetiology and meaning for
elites and poleis. By the Hellenistic period, this story of struggle for meaning starts to become
subsumed into a narrative of continuous imperial power, consciously modeled on Pindar’s

own presentation of fifth-century hegemons. To understand where Pindar’s later audiences

92 Aloni 2012, 24: “[E]pinician can promote the idea of assimilating a victor to a hero, but it
cannot sanction his status. Such sanction must come from the wider community, and in many
contexts from the city. Furthermore, as we shall see, in situations of instability and tension
epinician may itself become a further factor of instability, and may even become the cause of
a crisis in the relationship between the victor and his city.”

%3 Pindar’s own sophisticated self-consciousness of later readers and audiences, particularly
in terms of his potential textual reception, is explored in detail in Phillips 2016.

%4 Like epinician itself, all of the extant textual evidence discussed in this chapter represents
what can fairly be called a discourse among the elite. It should be understood not as a
representation of the full spectrum of political opinions that circulated in these places and
periods, but an indication of the possible terms in which this discourse could be conducted by
the relatively powerful, as well as a suggestion of the stakes that it had for them.
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found resources for this kind of social ideology requires a close engagement with Pindaric

epinician itself.
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Chapter Two:
Inventing An Aristocracy
I. Ability and vulnerability: the epinician body

Pindar’s odes eventually came to stand for much more than just their engagement
with athletic victory, as they capitalized on a conversation that already associated athletic
commemoration with different forms of social value and sought to respond to an existing
discourse of suspicion about the importance of athletic celebration within the polis. Within
the odes themselves, this process of transition and association between the figure of the
athlete and a broader moral discourse is constantly taking place. A central epinician argument
is that elite athletic achievement is fundamentally associated with social, moral, and political
value, which both picks up on a pre-Pindaric discourse and offers fodder for Pindar’s later
interlocutors. The odes’ depictions of the athletic victor and his physical achievement serve
as a critical ground for the construction of social value that they perform.

As the surface impetus for their composition, Pindar’s epinician odes celebrate
moments of elite men’s extraordinary physical achievement. Throughout the odes, athletic
victory is systematically correlated with victors’ divine or mythical genealogy, the legitimacy
of contemporary status and wealth for his victors and their families, moral worth, truth, and
beauty, and the potential for enduring cultural memory through Pindar’s own poetic activity.
It has long been recognized that Pindar’s genealogies lend both legitimacy and potential
atemporality to his victors, their families, and their political regimes, particularly his
tendency to locate victors’ lines of descent in the heroic age and often attribute them divine
ancestry.! Genealogy is critical to the odes’ construction of aetiologies for families, places,

and practices, lending both authority and timelessness as a way of projecting their persistence

'"Currie 2005; Miller 2015 on O. 9.
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into the future.? The trope of descent from heroes, gods, or founders (often combined in the
same ancestor) helps to justify and naturalize athletic achievement and vice versa. And the
location of stories about victors’ ancestors in the distant past or the heroic age further
disentangles them from their contemporary moment within the temporalities of the odes.

These functions of the odes rely on ideologies about the value and cultural meaning of
the body and its achievements.? Pindar’s representations of the body are often rhetorically
submerged under metaphor, trope, and image. Unlike early examples of epinician, Pindaric
odes tend to avoid lengthy descriptions of the athletic contest itself or too much specific
physical description of the individual victor.* Instead, they rely on an often-implicit ideology
of how the physical body—of the victor, the tyrant, the citizen, the mother—supports status
and meaning. The body appears dimly, under the density of conventional images that resist
interpretation in order to resist deconstruction. That is, the surface simplicity of these images
belies the complexity of their construction, and the poem’s active role in performing the
association of status, youth, health, and elite heredity and inheritance.

In particular, the athletic body in Pindar is associated with conventional metaphors of
youth and masculinity, weather and nature, landscape, and cultivation.’ These metaphors

often appear in brief in the odes. At Olympian 2.46-54, a son is described as the root of a

2 Essentially a typological relation between past and future, following Agocs 2020 here;
Chapter 4 discusses this problem in greater detail.
3 In this case, a body that is invariably gendered male. Emily Hauser has written of “the
discourse of masculinity which pervades Pindar’s poetry and which crosses between poet,
chorus, audience, and the subjects of song,” as the odes serve not only to reflect but to
actively construct models of normative masculinity through their depictions of their elite
victors (Hauser 2022). Hauser’s focus is on the construction of a masculine speaking subject;
other work has examined the athlete’s body as a potential locus of the homoerotic gaze or
heterosexual desire (see, e.g. Hubbard 2002). See Chapter 3 for the complementary concern
in the odes with the female body, which equally serves as a ground for status anxieties and
the naturalization of sociopolitical hierarchies.
4 See Hadjimichael 2019, 363.
> See also Lewis 2019, introduction, on the importance of landscape in the odes and Steiner
1986, ch. 3, on natural metaphors for victors and poetry in Pindar.
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plant; at Olympian 6.105, the epinicians song is characteristically described as an anthos;
Olympian 3.24 and 3.31-2 describe the pre-Olympian desert of mythical landscape. There
are many places, however, where these images—and the stakes of their representation—are
elaborated in greater length and detail. In Olympian 9, the relationship between athletic
achievement and physical security is expressed in an unusual metaphor:

olov & &v Mapaddvi curadeig dyeveimv

pévev dydva mpesfutépmv e’ dpyvpidesov:
DTS O O&VpeNET SOA®

AMTATL OOUUACTOLG

dmpyeto kKvxklov 666q Pod,
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td 0¢ [appacio otpatd

Bovpactog v eavn Znvog et mavdyvpy Avkaiov,
Kol yoypav OmoOT £0310VOV PAPLAKOV 0PV
[TeAava pépe” oHvokog 8™ avtd ToAdov

topupog eivaria T "EAevoic dyloioioty.

10 0€ QLA KPATIGTOV Amay” TOALOL 0& H1OOKTOAG
avOpoTeVv dpetoic kKAE0G
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dvev o0& Beod, cecrydpevov
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000GV 0001 Tepaitepat,

pio 6” ovy dmavtog dupe Opéyet

peréta: copion pev

aimewvai’ Todto 82 mpoceépwv adLov,

Opblov dpvcar Bapciwv,

TOVO’ avépa darpovig yeyauev

gvyepa, de€idyviov, OpdVT  AAKAY,

Aidvteldov T &v douti Tadda vikdv énectepivace Pouov.t

And at Marathon, when he was barred from competing with the beardless youths,
how he endured the contest for silver cups among the older men!

Having subdued those men by the trick

of quickly shifting balance without falling,

with what a roar of applause did he pass through the ring,

in his prime, and handsome, and having accomplished the finest deeds.

Again, among the Parrhasian people

he was marvelous to look at, at the festival of Lykaian Zeus,

and he carried off as his prize a warm remedy against chilly winds
at Pellana. The tomb of Iolaos bears witness for him,

60.9.89-113.
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and also Eleusis by the sea, for his splendid achievements.

That which is inborn is always the best; but many men strive by training

to win glory with excellence.

But when a god takes part, each deed is no worse

for being left in silence; for some

roads lead farther than others,

and a single occupation will not nourish us all. The paths to skill

are steep; but, while offering this prize of song,

boldly shout aloud that

this man, through divinity, was born

with deftness of hand and litheness of limb, and with valor in his eyes;

and at the banquet of Aias son of Oileus he laid his victorious garland on the altar.
In this poem, athletic victory is metaphorically represented as a protection against the body’s
physical vulnerabilities. Epharmostos has acquired a pharmakon against the cold wind in the
form of his athletic achievement, the victory analogized to a remedy for physical suffering.’
The poem puts extensive weight, unusually even for an epinician ode, on Epharmostos’
physical appearance and its reception in multiple communities across the Greek world. He is
KaAOG KaAMoTd te peEans (“handsome and having accomplished the best things”), his
physical beauty equated with his pragmatic achievements. This aesthetic and practical value
is also constituted through his being seen and approved by peers. He is surrounded by crowds
in the wrestling ring and his appearance is focalized through the response of the Parrhasians,
to whom he appears Bavpactog. Despite this framework of social approval, however, the ode
presents his physical qualities as congenital rather than acquired: his audiences seem to
reaffirm the inborn qualities he already has. Epharmostos is born (yeydpuev) with the athletic
virtues that make his victory possible. He serves as a paradigmatic example of the importance

of inborn ability, giving the poet impetus for a gnomic statement about the value of kAéog that

stems from natural qualities rather than acquired skills.®

7 Perhaps also a referent for Aristophanes’ parody in the Birds.
8 See Nicholson 2005 for an argument about how these epinician dynamics affect the

portrayal of the victor versus the trainer in the odes.
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Equally, Olympian 8 sees victory as both deeply familial and a metaphorical sign of
physical health. The ode, for Alkimedon of Aigina in the boys’ wrestling contest, is
addressed more to his family members than it is to the victor himself:

Tipdc0evec, Dupe 8° ekAapmoev TOTUOG

Znvi yeveOMm® 0¢ o€ pev Nepéa mpogatov,

Alcypédovra 0¢ map Kpdvov LMoo

Ofikev Olvumovikay.

nv & dcopdv kahdg, Epym T 0D KoTd €100 EAEYYOV

gEévene kpatémv mala Solyrpetpov Atyvay mdrpav.’
Timosthenes, fortune has allotted you both

to the care of your ancestor Zeus, who made you renowned at Nemea,
and made Alcimedon beside the hill of Cronus

an Olympic victor.

He was beautiful to look at, and his deeds did not belie his beauty
when winning in wrestling he had Aigina

with her long oars proclaimed as his fatherland.

This passage is directly addressed not to Alkimedon but to his brother Timosthenes. Their
familial relationships are explicitly spelled out here, and immediately contextualized by their
divine ancestry—which is also used to explain both brothers’ achievements at Nemea and
Olympia. Like Epharmostos, Alkimedon’s physical appearance (£i80c) is normatively
congruent with his accomplishments (£py®), although the poem gestures to the possibility
that they might potentially conflict. Pindar’s negative presentation of this possibility is
expressed in the language of the law court (éAéyywv), a space perhaps analogous to the
intensively performative, agonistic social environments of the theater and the field of athletic
competition. By alluding to the possibility that Alkimedon’s appearance and
accomplishments might conflict, Pindar suggests that to be kalos kagathos is a restricted, not

a necessarily given, status. This congruence remains to be proven, both through the evidence

of Alkimedon’s family and ancestry and through the performance of Pindar’s own ode.

? 0. 8.15-20.
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Some commentators have conjectured that Alkimedon and Timosthenes may have
recently lost family members to disease, because of how the poem presents Alkimedon’s
victory for his extended family, the Blepsiads: '’
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Now it is his honor that Alkimedon
Has won his thirtieth victory,

who, with divine good fortune, yet without falling short in his own manliness,
thrust off onto the four limbs of other boys

a hateful homecoming with contemptuous talk and a secret way back,

and breathed into his father's father

the force that wrestles off old age. Hades is forgotten

by a man with good accomplishments.

But I must awaken memory and tell
of the choicest victory of hands for the Blepsiads,

10 See Samaras 2008 on the definition of nemesis and its relation to the Blepsiads in this
poem.
11 0. 8.65-88.
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who are now crowned with their sixth garland
from the contests flourishing with leaves.

Even the dead have a share

in rites performed according to law;

the dust does not cover

the good grace of their kinsmen.

Having heard the voice of Hermes' daughter,

Angelia, Iphion might tell Kallimakhos

of the splendid adornment at Olympia, which Zeus

gave to their family (genei).

May he be willing to grant

noble deeds upon noble deeds, and to ward off bitter diseases.

I pray that, for their share of fine things,

Zeus may not cause the mind of Nemesis to waver;

rather, may he grant a painless life,

and give new growth to themselves and their city.
The agonistic environment described in this poem is unusually explicit for Pindar. Not only is
Alkimedon a winner, but the four other boys have lost. The odes’ language surrounding this
loss is charged with the vocabulary of social conflict and shame. These four boys return to
their home polis bitterly or hatefully (vootov &€yBiotov), whether this means feeling bitter
towards Alkimedon or experiencing this bitterness from their own home communities. This
bitter return is paired with atimoteron speech (dtipotépav yAdooav)—a capacious word with
a rich possible range of meanings. Perhaps simply “dishonorable” on the surface, in the
context of this nostos it also conjures the suggestion of political atimia, the deprivation of
civic rights in a polis context. This threefold conceptual sequence is capped by the deeply
Pindaric phrase énikpvgov oipov (“hidden path”). Unlike the straight paths of song, truth in
speech, and victory that Pindar represents himself and his victors metaphorically (and
sometimes literally) traveling upon, these four unsuccessful boys traverse a metaphorically

murky road.!? This image develops across the previous two: from the literal nostos to the

discursive glossa to this predominantly metaphorical oimos, the ode depicts the defeated boys

12 For an extended treatment of these social concepts as expressed in the “path of song”
image in Pindar see Chapter 4, section II.
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in a conceptual space of social hostility, discursive conflict and mistrust, and a lack of
visibility that perhaps even suggests deception.

Back at home, Alkimedon’s victory represents a nearly literal extension of life for his
grandfather: matpi 6¢ matpog Evémvevoey pévog / ynpaog dvtinaiov (“into his father's father
breathed the force / that wrestles off old age”). The word dvtinaAov tightly connects the idea
of victory in the wrestling with victory against age and death; Alkimedon’s menos
compensates for his grandfather’s ostensible physical weakness. Pindar’s juxtaposition of
memory and forgetting here also implicates the poet at the heart of this process. As the
accomplished man forgets Hades (Afda tol AdBetan / dpueva mpa&aig avnp), the poet
conjures up a living memory in the same way an Iliadic hero (or Olympic victor)
“remembers” his own menos in the midst of competition. The image suggests that Akimedon
not only lends menos to his family members but that his own physical menos is supported by
his genealogical line, the ghosts conjured up by lines 76-78.

The dead men (Bavdviesow) in these lines are not fully gone, but still participatory
and animated in the institutional setting of ritual performed according to nomos.'* These
ancestors might be buried, but the kharis of their relatives (cuyydvwv) is continually
renewable and present. Characteristically, Pindar articulates the visibility of this kharis
negatively, in terms of what it is not—*“covered over” or hidden (kataxpOmntet). This contrast
between the hidden body, buried in the ground, and the visibility of living descendants and
the attention that they pay to, perhaps, the gravesites of their ancestors, suggests that these
ancestors, too, may remain socially visible—even socially alive—through their descendants.
In this articulation, the victory is not only a promise about future memory but a physical re-

animation of the ancestor’s body, living now through the body of the living boy.

13 See also Kurke 2016, 10-12 on the father’s tomb in Nemean 10.
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Finally, the poet prays (ebyopar) to Zeus to confirm the value of this victory with
future success. The opposite of benefit (écAd 0™ €én” €éoloig) is—metaphorically but also,
perhaps, literally in this context—sickness (0&giog 6& vocoug). The “painless” (dmnpovtov)
life equated with “growth” (&é&ot, for both polis and family) shares in some of the conceptual
force of this metaphor. The entire poem seeks to intertwine the success of the normative,
healthy physical body with both the persistence of the ancestor whose body has failed and the
future continuation of the family’s memory. The moment of actual athletic victory is the key

upon which this rhetorical intertwining of reality and metaphor turns.

I1. The limits of contingency
Nemean 6 was composed for Alkimides of Aigina, another winner of the boys’
wrestling contest. Perhaps because both are examples of odes for adolescent victors, this
poem, like Olympian 9, has an extended interest in heredity and kinship. It opens with a
meditation on the broadest possible categories of relatedness:

&V avopdv, &v Be®V YEvog €k Ldg 08 Tvéopey

LaTPOG AUEATEPOL JlElpyeL 08 TAGH KEKPLUEVOL

SOVAIG, MG TO HEV 0VOEV, O O€ YAAKEOSG ACPUAES gV EO0C
HEVEL 00POAVOC. GALGL TL TPOSOEPOLEY EUmaY T HEYOV

voov fitot Vot dbavdrolg,

Kaimep Epapepiov 00K €100TEC 0VOE LETA VOKTOS GLE TOTHOG
olav Tv’” &ypaye Spaueiv moti otdduov.'*

There is one race (genos) of men, one of gods; and from one mother

we both draw our breath. Yet the allotment of a wholly different power divides us:
so that the first is nothing, but for the gods the bronze sky remains a secure home
forever. Nevertheless, we bear some resemblance, either in greatness

of mind or in nature, to the immortals,

although we do not know, by day or by night, towards what goal fortune

has written that we should run.

This passage describes both the absolutism and contingency of human heredity on a cosmic

scale. The first absolute division is between divinity and humanity, and it is defined by

4N.6.1-7.
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immortality and endurance (the sky that is dopareg aiev £€0og for the gods) versus the
potentiality of nothingness (10 pév 008év).!> It is possible for a person to share in some part
of the nature of the gods, but this resemblance is both difficult to predict, and potentially
ephemeral (épapepiav) and volatile. This lack of ability to securely share in part of the gods’
immortal nature is also implicated in the limits of human knowledge: potmos articulated in
the image of an athletic contest.
When it comes to Alkimides himself, his victory serves as a kind of “proof,” in the

elenchic vocabulary of the poem, of his genealogy:

tekpaipet Kot vov AAKipidog to cuyyeveg 10giv

dyyL kapmoedpoig apovpotcty, ait duelPopevarl

oK pEv v Piov avdpdoty émnetavov nediov £5ocay,

10K 8 ot dvamovcdpevor 60évog Epapyay. NAOE Tot

Nepéag €€ épatdyv aEOLmv

TG évaydviog, Og Tavtay pedénmv Atddev aicay viv Tépavtat

0VUK QUIOPOS AUel TAAQ KUVOYETOG,

{yveow év [Ipalddpavtog £0v mOd VEL®V
naTpomdtopog Opatpiov. '

Even now Alkimidas gives visible proof that his hereditary qualities
are like the fruitful fields, which, in alternation,

at one time give men yearly sustenance from the plains,

and at another time gather strength from repose. He has come

from the lovely games of Nemea,

the athletic boy who, pursuing this ordinance of Zeus, has shown
that he not a fruitless hunter in the wrestling ring,

by planting his step in the tracks
of his grandfather, his blood-relative.

The expression of inherited excellence is neither unquestionably given nor sufficient without
being demonstrated within and to a surrounding social community, here represented in the
language of proof, test, and performance. At the same time, however, inheritance is not

entirely contingent. The metaphor of the fertile and fallow fields suggests that heritage

15 See also, famously, P. 8.95-6: ti 8¢ tig; 11 8" 0D T1g; oK1dG dvap / EvOpwmog (“What is
someone? What is no one? Man is a dream of a shadow”).
16 N. 6.8-14.
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remains a ground for status and value even when it might be unexpressed by the
achievements of a specific generation; at the same time, however, this genealogical ground is
not in itself sufficient to support the realization of achievement.!” In other words, while an
illustrious heritage is strongly associated with contemporary status claims, Pindar’s victors
must continue to actively demonstrate (with the poet’s help) the qualities that their heritage
allows them to lay claim to. Resolutely, however, this metaphor argues that their status is far
from socially constructed. Even when the fields are fallow, their bios still remains; Alkimidas
is represented as literally mimicking his grandfather, whose description in the poem
(maTpomdrTopoc oparpiov) puts multiple layers of linguistic stress on the intensity of their
blood relation.
In the proem of Pythian 6, the poem itself is figured as a monumental bulwark against

the erosive forces of nature:

drovoat’ 1 yop EMKOmSoc Appoditag

apovpav §j Xapitov

avamoAilopev, OUEUAOV EPBPOLLOV

yB0ovog €g vdiiov Tpocoryopevol

[Tutovikog EvO™ dOABiotcty ‘Eppevidaig

motapig T AKpAyovTL Kol v ZEVoKkpaTeL

£roipog Duvav

Onoavpdg év molvypOo®

AmoAlovig teteiyioton vamg

TOV 0UTE YEWWEPLOG SUPPOG EMAKTOG EADDV,

EpPpOLOV VEPELG

oTPATOG AEIALYOG, 0UT  BVELLOG £C LUYOVG

aA0G BE01o1 TaUPOP® YEPEOEL

TUTTOUEVOV. PAEL O€ TPOCHOTOV £V KOBUPD
natpl 1€Q), OpacvPovie, Kowav Te yeved

17 In the same vein is Olympian 12.14-20: vig ®havopog, fitol Kol Ted Kev, / vioudyog Gt’
AAEKTOP, GLYYOVEO TTap” €0TiQ / AKAENG TILA KOTEPLAAOPONGE TOJGDV, / €1 [1T) OTAGIS
avtidvepo Kvooiog duepoe ndtpogc. / viv 6° Olvprio otepavocduevog / kai dig £k [TuBdvoc
ToBuoi 1, 'Epydteheg, / Oeppd Nopgdv Aovtpd Pactdlels, Ophémy map’ oikelong dpovpoug.
(“Son of Philanor, truly, like a rooster that fights at home, even the fame of your swift feet
would have shed its leaves ingloriously beside your native hearth, if hostile stasis had not
deprived you of your Knossian fatherland. But as things are, Ergoteles, having been crowned
with garlands at Olympia, and twice from Pytho, and at the Isthmus, you exalt the hot baths
of the Nymphs, while keeping company with them beside your own fields™).
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AOyoloL Bvatdyv
gbd0EoV Gppatt vikov
Kpiooioo &v nruyoic dmoryyeletl.'®

Listen! for again the field of dark-eyed Aphrodite,

or of the Graces,

we are ploughing, as we approach the sacred navel

of the loud-roaring earth;

where, for the prosperous Emmenids

and Akragas on the river, and especially for Xenokrates,

a Pythian victor's

treasure-house of songs

has been built and is ready in the glen of Apollo, rich in gold.

It is buffeted by neither the invading onset of winter rain,

the loud-roaring cloud's

pitiless army, nor the wind that sweeps

all kinds of rubble into the depths of the sea.

Its facade, shining in pure light,

will announce your chariot victory

to the speech of men and make it famous—

the victory you share with your father and your family (genea), Thrasyboulos,

won in the vales of Crisa.
In the invocation to the song’s beginning (dxovoat’, “listen!”) the ode also narrates an
epichoric foundation. The metaphor of “plowing” (&voamoAilopev) conjures both agricultural
and reproductive associations, narrating a transition towards cultivated land and the
importance of terrestrial fertility. The poem situates itself at the omphalos, a site of centrality
and origination, which is also associated with the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. Piled on top
of this agricultural metaphor is an architectural one.'” An image of cultivating divinely-
associated fields transitions into an image of human monumental craft, a thesauros situated
within the context of a numinous landscape. The associations of the thesauros with wealth
and craft are transferred to the glen of Apollo with the adjective polukhruso, linking divine

landscape to human achievement in general but also specifically to song: this is a treasury of

songs (buvwv). The ode encounters the thesauros at a particular moment in time. It has been

18P 6.1-18.
19 On the thesauros of O. 6, see Kurke and Neer 2019, ch. 7, Athanassaki 2012,
Stamatopoulou 2014, and Kirichenko 2016.
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built, in the perfect tense (teteiyiotan) and is now “ready” or “realized” (€toipnog). The poem
therefore situates the present moment as the culmination of past time, holding the promise of
this past within its current form. The ode then stands on the precipice of a future promise,
announcing in future tense (dmwoyyeAel) the positive reputation (ebdo&ov) of Xenokrates’
victory (vikav).

The protective effect of this metaphorical thesauros is in its material monumentalism,
lyrically described by the ode. Tucked into its propitious glen, the treasury resists material
degradation and decay. It is impervious to the winter rain (yeyéprog dpppog) that appears in
other Pindaric metaphors of danger and insecurity and the winds (&vepoc) and sea (aA6g) that
often represent changing and uncertain fates in the odes.?? The language of kherados (“silt”
or “rubble”) being swept by the sea recalls lliad 21.319, where the river Skamander threatens
Achilles with burial under the river’s sand and silt. In his speech, Skamander asserts that
Achilles’ strength and appearance (obte Binv...o0té 11 €idoc, II. 21.316) will be meaningless
against the strength of the two rivers. Instead of a future funeral mound (tvppoyong, I1.
21.322), visible and monumental to all, Achilles will be buried to such an extent that even his
bones will be irrecoverable by the Achaians (/I. 21.318-21). Olympian 2’s treasury, then,
represents the opposite of this striking image, which threatens the memory of the man who is
a paradigm of the pursuit of k/eos in song. What Skamander promises Achilles—but of
course, is ultimately unable to carry out—is the frightening foil to what Pindar’s poem
promises Xenokrates.

Amidst these images of preservation and monumentalism is another system within
which the memory of Xenokrates will be protected from loss and decay: his family. Before
the name of the victor himself, the poem invokes the Emmenids and their city, Akragas.

When his victory is explicitly expressed, it does not belong to him alone. Its meaning is

20 See Chapter 4 for some central examples.
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shared with both his father, Thrasyboulos, and his wider family line (kowdv 1€ yeved, 15).
Like the thesauros, then, the legitimation of victory within a larger kinship network helps to
stabilize and perpetuate its meaning.

Olympian 10 also offers a summary of the many-layered relationship between
inheritance and achievement as it systematically appears in Pindar:

ONEaig O€ ke UVT  ApeTd mOTi
TEADPLOV Oppacal KAEOG Gvnp BeoD oLV oAb

dmovov & Elafov ydppo Tadpoi Tves,
Epyov mpd Tavimv PLote ehaog.?!

By honing someone who is born for excellence,
a man may encourage him to tremendous fame with the help of a god.

Without toil few have attained joy,
a light of life above all deeds.

There are three factors at work here, that both limit and enable achievement. One, inborn
excellence (pOvt™ dpetd). Next, the man (évrp) who encourages the athlete towards kleos;
and lastly, the god, who works in concert with human activity. The arrangement of these lines
also suggests that is the first and last of these which bound the human activity in between.
Inborn arete forms the ground, the guidance of theos the upper limit (in both a positive and a
negative sense). The interconnections, and interactions, in the social world of men fill the
space in between.
This poem also adds one more critical factor, which lives between the aner and theos.

This is epinician song:

YMODGA 0 HOATTA TPOG KAAaLOV AVTIAEEL LEAE®V,

T wop” EOKAET Alpka ypdve pev eavev:

AL dte maig €€ aAdyov Tatpi

moBevdg TkovTt vedTaTog TO TdAY 10T, pada d€ ol Beppaivel prrdtatt voov:

€nel TAODVTOG O AoV TOLEVAL

EMOKTOV AALOTPLOV,
BvioKoVTL GTLYEPDOTATOC

21'0.10.20-3.
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Kol dtav KaAd EpEaig aodag dtep,

Aynoidap’, gic Atda otabuov

avnp Tknta, Keved mvevoalg Emope HOXO® Ppoyd Tt Tepmvov. Tiv 6 AdLETNG TE AVpal
YAUKOG T OAOG AVOTACTEL Y APV

TPEPOVTL O 0PV KAEOC

kopan [Tiepideg Arog.

€YD 0& GLVEPATTOUEVOG GTOVOY, KAVTOV EBvOC

AoKpOV AUQETEGOV HEMTL

gvavopa TOAY Katafpéywv: moid” Epatov 6’ ApYESTPATO
oivnoa, TOV £160V KpaTEovTa YEPOG GAKY

Bopov map” OrdumTIOV,

KEIVOV KOT YpOVOV

1060 1€ KAAOV

MOPpY T KEKPAUEVOV, Ol TOTE

avoudéa Tovopndet popov dhorke ovv Kumpoyevei.?

Swelling music will answer the reed-pipe in songs

which have come to light beside famous Dirce, after a long time,
but like a long-desired child from the wife of a man

who has already reached the opposite of youth,

who fills his father's mind with the warmth of love;

since his wealth falling into the hands of a stranger

who is master of another home

is the most hateful thing to a dying man.

And, when a man with fine achievements but no songs
Hagesidamos, reaches the house of Hades,

he has spent his strength and his breath in vain

and gained only a short-lived delight with his effort.
But on you the soft-singing lyre

and the sweet flute scatter grace

and the Pierian daughters of Zeus

nurture your wide fame.

And I, earnestly lending my hand, have embraced the famous tribe

of the Locrians, showering with honey

their city of fine men. And I praised the lovely son of Archestratus,

whom [ saw winning victory with the valor of his hands

beside the Olympic altar

at that time,

beautiful in form,

and blended with that youthful bloom which once

kept Ganymede from shameless death, with the help of Cyprian Aphrodite.

22.0.10.84-105.
89



This passage is not just about song, or epinician song, in general, but specifically about
Pindar—these melea are “beside famous Dirke” (map” goxhél Aipkq), the spring associated
with Thebes. But Pindar’s song does not stand alone. Like his victors, his song exists in a
kind of musical social milieu: the molpa answers (dvtid&et) the kalamon, performing a kind
of recognition and conversation. This same antiphonal image is repeated later with reference
to Hagesidamos and epinician performance: tiv 8 advemng te Abpa YALKOS T adAOG
avamdooet yapwv (“But on you the soft-singing lyre / and the sweet flute scatter grace). This
song is not simply choral or communal—in fact, only Hagesidamos as an individual is
mentioned—but it is socially conversational and reciprocal, between song and pipe and
singer to victor.

Olympian 10’s molpa is not only a child (waig), but one that has been specifically
desired (moBevdg) and who is born from a wife (£ aAoyov). The song is a legitimate child,
one whose role is to sustain the recognizable familial line of his father and to enable the
inheritance of wealth. And this song-child comes at the moment of the father’s perhaps most
extreme physical fragility, as the poem constructs a binary between youth-age and mortality-
immortality, placing the fortunate father here just on the brink of death in both a physical and
genealogical sense. The metaphorical connection here between song and children is clearly
articulated by the voice of the poet, at length, and without ambiguity. Rather than leave it up
to the audience to interpret the metaphor, the poet specifically constructs our interpretation of
the song-child comparison and then directly addresses Hagesidamos as the most immediate
receiver of this interpretation.

When Pindar’s ego turns his attention specifically to the Lokrians and their polis, the
ode also confronts the normative body in its relationship to mortality, completing the contrast
between the fragility of age and the resilience of youth. After narrating the critical fragility of

the aging father on the brink, the ode makes a sharp contrast with the divinely-given youth
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and literal immortality of the mythical Ganymede. Once again, victory, beauty (idéq ¢
kaAov), and both physical and metaphorical persistence are integrated into a conceptual
whole. The odes’ representation of normative physicality is a critical ground for the
construction of status and genealogical persistence.

Pythian 3 has perhaps the most direct, and complex, relationship to the vulnerability
of the physical body of any of Pindar’s odes. Composed for Hieron of Syracuse not exactly
on the occasion of a victory, the poem tells the story of the birth of Asklepios and his
acquisition of medical skills from the centaur Chiron—as well as his ultimate hubris in
attempting to raise the dead. It describes Asklepios’ patients in terms of their bodies, and the
specificity of their diseases:

TOVG HEV OV, BGGOL LOAOV ADTOPVTOV

EAkémv Euvdoveg, I TOMG YOAK® LEAT TETPOUEVOL

1| xeppéor TnAeLOAW,

1| Bepv®d mopi TepBOEVOL OEOG T} YEDVL, ADGaS GALOV AALOl®V AyEwmV
gEayev, TOVG HEV LOAAKOAS ETAOO0IC AUPETWV,

TOVG O¢ mpocavéa mivovtog, T yviolg tepantmv miviodey

QapuaKa, ToVG 0¢ Topais Eotacev 0pHovG.

AL KEPOEL KOl copia dEdeTAL.

grpamev Kol Kevov dydvopt LioB@® ypucog £V YEPCLV PAVEIQ
dvop’ €k Bavatov Kopicat

Hon dAwkoto.?

And those who came to him

afflicted with congenital sores, or with their limbs wounded by gray bronze
or by a far-hurled stone,

or with their bodies wasting away from summer's fire or winter's cold,

he released and delivered all of them from their different pains,

tending some of them with gentle incantations,

others with soothing potions, or by wrapping remedies all around their limbs,
and others he set right with surgery.

But even skill is enthralled by the love of gain.

Gold shining in his hand turned even that man, for a handsome price,
to bring back from death a man

who was already caught.

B P.3.47-57.
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As Brooke Holmes has argued, the relations between the physical, observable manifestations
of disease and its hidden workings inside the body were a subject of significant medical and
philosophical inquiry in this period.?* This passage describes disease primarily in terms of the
shape and suffering of the physical body. It begins, interestingly, with congenital
(awToeVT®V) sores—a paradigmatic example of how the outer appearance of the body gives
proof of something essential about its nature and birth. Asklepios’ remedies, too, involve
various approaches to the physicality of the body. His healing songs are malakais, and his
healing drinks are prosenes, “soft” or gentle. His pharmaka wrap around the body, like a
cloak that shields limbs from the cold. Lastly, he makes his patients orthos (‘“straight,”
“correct”) through surgery (literally “cutting,” fomais). It is only here that the suggestion of
cutting into or disturbing the integrity of the body as a means of healing occurs.

This ending of the list of remedies with surgery leads into Asklepios’ ultimate hubris,
which is ultimately leads to his death at the hands of Zeus. He turns (§tpanev) away from this
path of making bodies straight, in exchange for payment. Medicine, then, has limits—not
technical boundaries, but moral limits that are enforced by divine authorization. Effectively,
this maps onto Olympian 10’s description of acquired skill based on inborn ability. The
acquisition of athletic (or medical) skill is bounded not by what men are capable of, but to the
extent that a god determines it. This bounding regulation is mirrored by the original
boundaries set by inherited physical potential. Divine favor and divine sanction, then, are
paired with congenital limits and congenital abilities as two sides of the same coin.

Just as the vulnerability of the body may be particularly important to Hieron and the

Deinomenids when Pythian 3 was composed, the emphasis on family relations in Pythian 6

24 Holmes 2010.
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seems to have particularly important to the Emmenids.?® These odes for prominent Sicilian
victors have been interpreted as employing different strategies to allay fears about tyranny
and its potential dangers to the polis.2® What tyranny actually means for Pindar, however, is
both less specific to tyrants themselves and more integral to the overall function of the odes
than taking potential social anxieties about tyranny at face value would suggest. Both the
diversity of odes for Sicilian tyrants and their families and their similar preoccupations point
to epinicians’ larger concerns with heredity and political status per se, in every possible
manifestation. The problems of tyranny in the fifth century are problems for all of Pindar’s
elite victors, and they are centered around anxieties about kinship, inheritance, and

legitimacy.

III.  Heredity and hegemony
Pythian 11, for the boys’ race winner Thrasydaios of Thebes, breaks off from
narrating the tragedy of the house of Atreus to offer what looks like a normative statement
about participation in sociopolitical life:

TAV YAp Avd TOAY 0pICK®V TA HECH LOKPOTEPWD
Mo teboAOTa, péupop” aicav Topavvidwv.?’

for within a city I find the middle estate flourishing with more enduring
prosperity, and I censure the condition of tyrannies.

The meaning of these lines is difficult to parse. What does Pindar mean by t& péca??® By

oicov Tupavvidwv? In what ways are they contrasted or related, and what does it mean to

25 Heredity (see below) is also of course crucial for the Deinomenids, as is ethnic integration
(see Thatcher 2012). See Cummins 2010 for the perspective that family is nevertheless
subordinate to the victor in the odes for Emmenids.
26 Morgan 2015.
27 P. 11.51-2. Although they have leant impetus to many interpretations of the poem that seek
to use anti-tyrannical messages to explicate the ode as a whole, tying into the hermeneutic
problem of the relevance of the Oresteia myth to the victory of Thrasydaios. There are also a
number of other issues in this ode, including Pindar’s mention of payment and strange
admission to have wandered off course. Bowra 1936, 132 calls P. 11 a “national Theban poem.”
28 In Archaic and Classical literature this use of the neuter plural substantive is most often
used a description of physical location (“the middle of the agora”). In Theognis, three
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censure or blame the lot of tyrants? Wilamowitz’s strong biographical interpretation
imagined a Pindar returning home to a hostile Thebes that disapproved of his compositions
for the Deinomenids;?® Pythian 11 thereby looks like an attempt to repudiate his support for
the Sicilian tyrants and win back the favor of his countrymen.?° A less historicist, but perhaps
no less schematic, understanding of these lines emphasizes a potential contrast between
“middling” and tyrannical and the importance of Pindar’s expressed ideological commitment
to the former.?' The scholia give two possible dates for Thrasydaios’ victory, 474 and 454
(neither of which should, of course, be taken as completely reliable). A date of 474 would
land Pythian 11 directly in the Deinomenid period, a close contemporary of the major
Sicilian odes; 454 would put its composition comfortably after the deaths of both Hieron and
Theron. Any date for this poem, however, poses an open question of what tyranny means to
the epinician odes.

Pythian 11.51-2 has been variously interpreted as a reference to class solidarity,
political forms, moral degradation, and quality of life.>? In terms of Pindaric poetics as a
whole, it is tempting to want to slot this evidence into an overarching orientation towards
tyranny as a political form or ethical problem. Some interpretations that seek to characterize
epinician function holistically consider a primary goal of Pindar’s odes as the mollification of
fears of tyranny stemming from the wealth and accomplishment of the aristocratic victor.??

On the other hand, this passage juxtaposed with Pindar’s multiple odes for the Sicilian tyrants

occurrences of fo meson refer to moderation (495, 839) or perhaps, fairness (678); mesa at
335; mesos describing politai: Hdt. 1.107, Thuc. 6.54, Aristotle Politics 1289b31, 1295b3,
1296a19, 1295b37.
2 Gildersleeve considers Thuc. 3.62 (speech of the Thebans) as context (relying on an earlier
date for the ode).
30 Wilamowitz 1922, 263.
31 Kurke 1991, 214-218 for “the suspicion of tyrannical aspirations” (215). Compare
Archilochus fr. 19 West and Solon fr. 33 West. Newman 1982 compares Pindar on tyranny in
P. 11 to Solon.
32 Finglass 2007, 117-118.
33 See Kurke 1991, 215 and Nagy 1990, 187.

94



might lend credence to interpretations that instead emphasize the heterogeneity of approaches
that Pindar takes in his poems, tailoring them to victors and audiences from differing political
and ethnic backgrounds.?*

The Sicilian odes, which make up nearly a third of Pindar’s extant epinician production,
offer tempting possibilities for interpretation. Their interconnection points to a possible
systematicity in the programmatics of epinician, and the patronage of the Deinomenid tyrants,
combined with robust archaeological evidence from fifth-century Sicily, allows more secure
and detailed interpretations of the poems in connection with contemporary political regimes.
What is more, poleis in Western Greece are usually thought of as having particularly unstable
political and cultural identities in this period.>> Perhaps epinician, along with other forms of
victory commemoration, helped them to compete in a process of identity formation aimed at
the “home” communities of mainland Greece as well as other Western Greek states.*® For
these reasons, the Sicilian odes have been key in understanding Pindar’s approach to political
geography and rhetoric.

However, it is perhaps not an accident that of the six odes Wilamowitz declared “im
eigentlichen Sinne gar kein Epinikion,”” all are for Sicilian victors. While this kind of
categorization has been challenged as part of a larger reassessment of the multiformity

inherent in epinician,®

some of the formal characteristics of these poems do set them apart
from the majority of Pindar’s odes. There are the “epistolary” Pythian I, Olympian 2, and

Isthmian 2, the direct second-person address of the odes for Hieron and Theron (in this

34 Kurke 1991, 261: “Pindar is a master of practical logic, responding to the growing
heterogeneity of his audience by deploying a multiplicity of models.”
35 Lomas 2006.
36 See Lewis 2019, ch. 1-3, and Epstein 2021 for the “spatial orientation” of Sicilian odes
towards the Peloponnese.
37 Wilamowitz 1922, 139, on Pythian 6. Also included are P. 1, P. 2, P. 3,1. 2, O. 2.
38 Young 1983, 31 n.3 for references.
39 Treated by Strauss Clay 1999. Kohnken 1970 reassesses O. 1.
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case, [ would also argue for the inclusion of Pythian 12, another Sicilian ode, which likewise
features a direct second-person address to the victor)*® and the possibly “consolatory”
Pythian 3.*' These odes range across several decades of Pindar’s career. They are composed
primarily for victories in the Olympian and Pythian games, particularly the chariot races
which were perhaps the most expensive and prestigious event at this point in the history of
the stephanitic games.

Because of Pindar’s multiple odes for Hieron, Theron, and members of the
Deinomenid circle, the problem of tyranny looms large in studies of the Sicilian odes. Some
scholars interpret Pindaric epinician as something like a nuanced form of public relations for
the Deinomenid tyrants during decades of frequent regime change and local conflict. In a
time of political upheaval and (Athenocentric) questions about the forms of autocratic
government, Pindar has been seen as a proactive force in defining the personae of Hieron of
Syracuse and Theron of Akragas, portraying these fyrannoi as just and virtuous basileis.*?
While acknowledging the overlapping ideologies of different forms of political organization
in the Archaic and Classical periods, Rosalind Thomas nevertheless suggests that it is
particularly tyranny, as a specific manifestation of athletic power, which is primarily at issue
in Pindaric epinician.*?

What is important here, however, is to stress that the definitions of these terms were

not given to Pindar but instead actively in flux, and construction, during the fifth century. A

paradigm that contrasts good kingship and bad tyranny in the fifth century is at least partly

40 This second-person address is also what Smith 2009 picks up on (perhaps too heavily) in
his comparison of the epinician Plutarch reports for Alcibiades with Pindar’s Sicilian odes for
Hieron and Theron.
41 See conclusion for more on this.
42 Most prominently, this interpretation is systematically advanced in Morgan 2015. See also
Thomas 2007, 143-44; Harrell 2006 and 2002.
43 Thomas 2007, 143.
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retrojected from Plato and Aristotle, writing in the fourth.** It is largely later Classical
sources who portray tyranny as the consequence of allowing aristocratic power to get out of
hand.® In addition, assessments of tyranny as a political concept in this period can be easily
skewed by an overemphasis on the Athenian context and the ideological legacy of the
Peisistratid tyranny and the tyrannicides Harmodius and Aristogeiton.*® In the literature and
political thought of Classical Athens, a rhetorical opposition between democracy and tyranny
could be highly generative—but the rhetoric cut both ways. Athenian democracy, particularly
as Athens developed its hegemony in the Aegean, could be characterized as tyrannical, in
both positive and negative ways.*’” What is perhaps most useful about “tyranny” as a lens
through which to view some of the political work being done by epinician is precisely this
conceptual flexibility, and, as the fifth century went on, the potential ideological charge it

accrued for later readers (particularly Athenian ones).*® The question of whether to label an

4 See Stewart 2021 on tyranny in Plato and Aristotle; Cawkwell 1995 on Aristotle; Mitchell
2013 argues for a largely rhetorical difference between these terms in the Archaic and
Classical period, and the productivity of analyzing them under the larger umbrella of
“rulership” or “family-based rule.” See particularly Luraghi 1994 for criticism of later
sources on fifth-century tyranny and approach to the fifth century evidence on its own terms.
45 On this narrative of tyranny: Anderson 2005, Rhodes 2019. One approach to both “the
reality and the language of tyranny” in the fifth century, and analysis of the consequences of
later Classical receptions, is McGlew 2018 (p. 4; he describes his approach to tyranny as “a
political phenomenon with a distinctive discursive character,” 8).
46 Raaflaub 2003; Anderson 2005. Teegarden 2013 on (possible) perceptions of tyranny in the
Athenian democratic context; he argues for close connection between maintenance of
democracy and depictions of tyrannicide.
47 Rhodes 2019, 423-4. Perhaps interesting that more positive associations often have to do
with monumental architecture and aesthetic production: “Alternatively, the Athenian demos
could itself be viewed as like a tyrant, positively, for erecting great buildings and acting as a
patron of arts and crafts as tyrants did, or negatively, by opponents of democracy, for
preventing great men from living as otherwise they might, as Callicles in Plato’s Gorgias
complains” (424). See Luraghi 2018 for the ambiguity of tyranny in Classical Athens—
interestingly, he argues for a focus on individual persona of ruler rather than a systematic
description of a political regime.
48 See Chapter 1. The flexibility of this discourse almost definitely predates Pindar; the terms
of social value at issue in Chapter 1 are already established in, for example, Solon, Theognis,
and Hesiod, although they are equally debated in the scholarship. Irwin 2005 argues that
“Solon exploits the language of tyranny while seeming explicitly to reject it” (243). Park
1998 suggests, however, that tyranny acquired a negative valence in late fifth-century Athens.
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individual or regime “tyrannical” becomes essentially a question of whether the regime is
legitimate or not in the eyes of the speaker, not whether it appreciably differs from other
forms of sole rulership. Depending on the tradition, the tyrant might be anywhere on the
spectrum from presumptuous outsider to a member of the internal elite who seizes too much
power. The variation has more to say about how later writers were thinking through
contemporary political problems than the actual causes of Archaic tyrannies.*’

Simon Hornblower and Catherine Morgan have suggested that the legacy of Greek
apoikia, rather than a tension with tyranny and an aspiration to Panhellenism, may more
accurately describe the functions of epinician poetry.’® Foundation myths are central to the
odes, and many describe the journey of mythical or “historical” founders from a home polis
to the new city. Pindar’s association of apoikic stories with a particular polis often have little
to do with what other sources tell us about the foundation of a particular place.>! In this
paradigm, the polis and the victory’s identity within it takes prominence, along with the
relations between poleis historically, ideologically, and in terms of actual elite interaction.
Both of these paradigms may suggest more promising resources than democratic-aristocratic
conflict for understanding Pindaric epinician’s self-conception and management of its own
interpretative potential. Neither, however, need be a complete answer in itself, nor need an
answer be sought under the auspices of one framework alone. Recent work on the Sicilian
odes has offered significant evidence that the question of sole rulership and its perception,

proper form, and possibility of endurance was active for Pindar and a place where the

epinician odes may appreciably differ from contemporaneous forms of victory celebration

McGlew 2018 calls the tyrant “a progenitor of a political vocabulary that anticipates classical
conceptions of sovereignty” (9).
49 See e.g. Osborne 1996, 192-7.
30 Hornblower and Morgan 2007; note too that Figueira 2015 suggests apoikia could be a
way of achieving elite status (for oikists); Dougherty 1993, ch. 4 suggests that marriage and
colonization are mutually supporting metaphors; Malkin 1987; Athanassaki 2011.
> Hornblower and Morgan 2007, 12.
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like victory inscriptions and statue dedications.? Although it is important to stress the
substantial number of Pindaric odes not written for tyrannical victors, the Sicilian odes are
interestingly overrepresented both in the extant Pindaric corpus and in scholarship on the
literary dimensions of Pindaric poetics. The conversation about association with the Sicilian
tyranny is also the one in which Pindaric poetry figures most prominently in the scant
evidence we have from the mid- to late Classical period about the reception and evaluation of
epinician poetry and athletic victory.>3

It may be more fruitful to think about what a discourse surrounding tyranny represents
than being too focused on the definition or evaluation of “tyranny” per se, in the same way
that thinking about the social concepts and problems activated by apoikia may be more useful
than calling epinician an apoikic genre.’* The conceptual field of Deinomenid tyranny and
Western Greek apoikia encompasses the foundation or accumulation of individual political
power, the salience of kinship relations (including as a metonym for ethnic and political
relations between individuals and poleis),> and aetiologies of indigeneity, genealogy, and
place. These are critical issues for every one of Pindar’s victors, regardless of their familial or
geographic origin.

A revealing passage of Xenophon’s Hiero offers some clues about the potential use of the
epinician poet to the tyrant. The character of Hieron argues that tyrants are worse off than
idiotai because it is too dangerous for them to travel away from their cities:

o1 0¢ TOpavvol oV pdAa auei Bempiog Exovoty. obte Yop i€val avTolc AcEaies OOV Un
kpeitroveg TV Tapodvtev péEALovcy €oecbat, obte T 0TKOol KEKTNVTOL EXVPE, BOTE GAAOLG
nopakatafepuévong amodnpetv. eoPepov yap pn dpo te otepnddst g apxfig kai advvatol

yvévovtal Tpopncactot Tovg ddtkicavtag. £imoig ovv v iowg 60, AL dpa Epyetal avToig Ta
towdTa Kol oikot pévovot. vai pa Ala, ® Zipwvion, OMya ye T@V TOAAGV Kol TadTo TO1DTO

32 Morgan 2015; Harrell 2002; see also Nobili 2021.

53 See Chapter 1, section Il and IV.

34 As Hornblower and Morgan 2007, 10-19.

33 Often, of course, tyranny can be defined in opposition to kingship because it is non-
hereditary. In practice, fifth-century tyrannies usually aspired to heredity, and this certainly

applies to the Deinomenids.
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6vta oVt Tipo ToAeiton Toig TVPAVVOLS BOTE Ol EMOEKVOLEVOL Kail 0TIODV a&toDat
moALomAGoL AAPOVTES £V OMY® XpOVE dmiEval mapd Tod Tupdvvov 1 doa €v Tavti @ Pl
Tapd TAVTOV TOV GALOV avOpdrev KTdvTol.>®

But tyrants are not at all concerned with theoria. For it is risky for them to go where they
will be no stronger than the crowd, and their property at home is too insecure to be left in
charge of others while they are abroad. For they fear to lose their throne, and at the same time
to be unable to take vengeance on the authors of the wrong. Perhaps you may say: 'But, after
all, such spectacles come to them even if they stay at home.' No, no, Simonides, only one in a
hundred such; and what there are of them are offered to despots at a price so exorbitant that
showmen who exhibit some trifle expect to leave the court in an hour with far more money
than they get from all the rest of the world in a lifetime.
Later in the dialogue, Hieron also describes the dangers that lurk for tyrants at home, so that
they cannot share in the triumph of victory over other states or feel secure around their
subjects (2.3-18). They must maintain a constant bodyguard (4.9) and often trust foreigners
more than their own citizens (5.6), since they live under the constant shadow of insurrection,
deposition, or bodily harm.>” Roberta Sevieri has argued that Xenophon’s deployment of
Simonides as Hieron’s interlocutor in this dialogue is meant to invoke the figure of the
epinician poet, and the text is meant to reflect (what Xenophanes at least perceives as)
epinician strategies and values.’® Laura Chason Takakjy takes this a step farther, calling it “in
part an indictment of the core values associated with epinician poetry. Xenophon’s work
questions the assumption that the consumption and display of song does good.”* The Hiero
has also been repeatedly implicated as part of a Classical moral discourse about forms of
government, by wrestling with the figure of the “good tyrant” as well as the ethical questions

about the place of the poet-philosopher in the halls of power.°

36 Xen. Hiero 1.12-13.
37°5.6: £11 8¢ EEvoig uév uddlov fj moitaug miotedetv, BapPdapoig 8¢ udirov fj "EAAncty,
EMBLUETY 0€ TOVG HEV EAgVBEPOLS HOVAOVG ExELy, TOVG O BoVAOVS avaykalechal motlelv
&hevBépoug, o mavta oot TodTa Sokel Yuyfic VIO POPLV KaTAmETANYUEVNG TEKUNPLOL ETva;
(““And then, to trust foreigners more than citizens, strangers more than Greeks, to long to keep
free men slaves, and yet be forced to make slaves free—do you not think that all these are
proof of a soul that is crushed by fears?”).
58 Sevieri 2004.
39 Takakjy 2017, 52.
60 Gray 1986; Jordovi¢ 2011 and 2020; Strauss 1948, in the political-theoretical sense.
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Whether or not Xenophon meant to invoke epinician poetry specifically, this dialogue
offers striking interpretative possibilities for Pindar’s self-representation as a composer of
epinician.®! It is hard not to detect an echo of Pindaric criticism here, if Pindar did compose
the Sicilian odes for performance in Syracuse and the other Deinomenid strongholds. What is
more, however, the epinician poet in Pindar’s odes is often characterized by his ability to
travel, literally or fictionally, in combination with his close relationship to his tyrannical
patrons.®? Xenophon vividly describes the constant threats that the status of tyrants faced, not
only in terms of political power but in terms of bodily security and physical safety. Perhaps
epinician odes could come to partially stand in for the tyrant himself as they traveled abroad,
if they were intended for performance or reperformance outside of the victor’s polis.

More than this, however, epinician here begins to look like another tool in the tyrant’s
pocket, the equivalent of a sociocultural bodyguard.®* Simonides’ character in the dialogue
exemplifies the vacillation between vaunting praise and moral caution that so often
accompanies Pindar’s addresses to his tyrannical patrons. This moral rhetoric, however,
conceals a more pragmatic function. It is another way of managing and legitimizing the
unstable status of the tyrant, which encompasses a double threat: not only of oppression to
citizens, but the threat of citizens to the tyrant himself, whose status is determined by equality
with other hegemons, the security of his bloodlines and physical body, and dominance over

his subjects.®* The genre of “advice to tyrants™ is a fundamentally internal critique, one that

61 Chiampa 2021 somewhat speculatively compares the experience of Pindar and Xenophanes

as visitors to Hieron’s court.

62 See Chapter 4.

63 Parks 2018 makes this argument about the figure of Simonides in this text.

64 Crane 1996 argues that a “contest for legitimacy” surrounds the epinician tyrant. Xenophon

actually makes this argument through the figure of the athlete: €i 8¢ oV oiet g mheim Eywv

TAV IO1TAV KTHPATO O TOPAVVOS St TODTO Kol TAEI® AT’ avTdV eDEpaiveTal, 0VOE TOVTO

obtog Eyet, @ Twwvidn, AL Homep ol dOANTaL ovy dTav i1wTdY Yévovtal kpeittoveg, TodT’

a0TOVG EVEPAivEL, GAL" dTaV TAOV AVIOY®VIGTAV HTTOVS, TODT aVTOVS AVid, OVT® Kai O

TOPaVVOG 0VY OToV TV 1TV TAeim Qaivntan Eywv, TOT edEpaivetal, AAL dtav ETEpmV

TUpaVveV EAATTO EYN, TOVT® AVTETTOL TOVTOVS YOP AVIOYMVIGTAS 1)YETTAL AVT® TOD TAOVTOL
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trades in the ideological currency of the system even as it affects to stand outside of it. In
helping to incorporate this so-called critique into the very medium that supports the status of
the tyrant, Pindar also deflects the disruptive potential of non-elite perspectives on the
sociopolitical system itself.®> Within the rhetoric of aphorism and gnome, the pragmatic
effects of political hegemony are made abstract and morally generalized.

The role of heredity in securing political power might seem most urgent in a monarchical
or dynastically oligarchic system, but in fact every form of political organization in the poleis
for which Pindar composed was in some way based around constructions of kinship, relation,
and descent. Elites also negotiated social status—not only juridical or citizenship status—
through actively constructing relations of mythical and ethnic genealogy, contemporary
kinship, and xenia. While this landscape of status-making forms a broad backdrop for
Pindar’s odes, there are also specific reasons why establishing the meaning of heredity might
be particularly urgent for some of Pindar’s most prominent victors. While some Pindaric
families—the Battiads in Cyrene, for example—might have a relatively more credible claim
to inherited political power, this was not the case for the tyrants of Sicily.

For fifth-century tyranny, heredity is urgent in part because tyranny’s dynastic attributes
were generally novel, rather than based on an existing, documentable line of descent.®® The
Deinomenid Gelon and the Emmenid Theron, though not originally related by blood, became
related by marriage when Gelon married Theron’s daughter Damarete. On Gelon’s death, his

rule of Syracuse was passed to his brother, Hieron; their third brother, Thrasyboulos, was the

eivan (“If you suppose that just because he has more possessions than the private citizen, the
tyrant gets more enjoyment out of them, this is not so either, Simonides. Trained athletes feel
no pleasure when they prove superior to amateurs, but it hurts them when they are beaten by
a rival athlete; likewise the tyrant feels no pleasure when he is seen to possess more than
private citizens, but is grieved when he has less than other tyrants; for he regards them as his
rivals in wealth,” 4.6).

65 Despite New Historicist attempts to recover it, such a response is, of course, only
theoretical given the evidentiary limitations.

% Not to imply a contrast with genuine hereditary monarchies—for which evidence is thin.
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last, briefest sole ruler of the city before the end of Deinomenid rule in 466 or 465.°7 Like
most of Pindar’s epinicians, the Sicilian odes deal in tropes of both genealogy and
inheritance, the two pillars of heredity that Alain Duplouy has called “retrospective” and
“prospective” strategies: “on the one hand genealogical behaviour which uses the family past
to influence present social structure, and on the other hand dynastic behaviour which tries to
project present status into the future and to ensure its continuity.”®® Both are central to
Pindar’s project. As the next chapter shows at greater length, they are also deeply concerned
with child-bearing and reproduction—of the family, of the victory, of status into the future.

In the odes for Sicilian tyrants, genealogy, marriage, and childbearing are very much at
issue. Olympian 2 alludes to Oedipus’ murder of Laius right before recounting Theron’s
ostensibly Sicilian ancestors; interestingly, it uses the language of birth to describe the
relationship between Theron and Akragas:

avdacopat EvOpKlov Adyov AAaBET vO®

TEKETV N TV EKOTOV Y€ ETE®V TOAY @iLo1G Gvdpa HOAAOV

gvepyETav Tpomicty apBoveésTepoV TE YEPQ

Onpawvoc.®’

I will dare to speak with true intent a word sworn by oath:

no city for a hundred years has given birth to a man more

beneficent in his mind or more generous with his hand

than Theron.

A genealogical narrative is being established here, not simply recounted. This is an active
attempt to argue for the retrospective legitimacy of the Deinomenids, who were
simultaneously making marriage- and family-based arrangements to hold onto power in the

future. Likewise, Olympian 1 revolves around Pelops’ plea for the hand of Hippodameia, in

the midst of alluding to the ruptures of kinship relations represented by his father’s

67 Dates originally from Diodorus 11.38.7, 11.86.6 and Aristotle Pol. 1315b34-38.
68 Duplouy 2015, 63.
6°0.2.91-95.
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cannibalism, as well as multiple juxtapositions between mortals and the immortal gods.”® In
Pythian 3, Koronis’ pregnancy outside of the bounds of marriage sanctioned by the male
members of her family is analogized to the hubris of Asklepios raising the dead, which sets
the stage for the central concerns of the ode as a whole.”!

The importance of kinship to status, membership, and legitimacy is not limited to
oligarchy and sole rulership, as well. Every form of sociopolitical organization in which
Pindar’s victors participated implicated kinship, at some level, as a criterion of status and
political power. Nearly every one of Pindar’s odes includes information about the family of
the victor, and beyond the Deinomenids he composed for non-tyrannical family groupings
like those of his Aiginetan victors. Familial connections are so important to Pindar that he
sometimes offers us the only (innovative?) version of a genealogical relationship, or portrays
multiple ones.”? Kinship and genealogy served as some of the most powerful tools for status-
making in the ancient world, whether legislated as part of laws on citizenship, deployed
rhetorically in political metaphor, or actually performed through practices from kin marriage
and exogamy to the Athenian dokimasia.”® Their particular ability to simultaneously signify
the material and conceptual in a discourse of identity supports their actual role in establishing
elite, citizen, ethnic, and similar statuses in a juridical as well as sociosymbolic sense.

One clear illustration of the conjunction of these potentialities is Nemean 11.
Composed not for a specific athletic victory but for Aristagoras’ ascension to the political
office of prytanis in his home of Tenedos, the ode nevertheless takes pains to connect
Aristagoras’ athletic prowess with his achievement of civic office—even to the extent of its
central counterfactual:

EAioeg O° dKvMpOTEPOL YOVEWV TTondOG PBlov

70 Pitotto 2021 reads Olympian 1 in the context of Deinomenid fragility.
"1'See Chapter 4 for an extensive analysis.
72 Miller 2015 on innovation in O. 9.

73 See, for example, Kasimis 2018 and Lape 2010 on these dynamics.
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goyov gv [TvBdVt telpdcBon kol Orvumio d0AwV.
vai pa yap dprov, epav 06&av mapa Kaotalio
Kol wop” €00EVOPW oAV 88w Kpdvou
KAAMOV &V ONpLodvTev EvOoTNG AvIUdAmy,
nevtaetnpid’ Eoptav HpaxAiéog té0mov
KOUAoOLG AVONGAUEVOS TE KOUAY &V TOPPUPEOLS
gpveow.”

But his parents’ overly cautious expectations kept their

strong son from competing in the games at Pytho and Olympia.

For I swear that, in my judgment, had he gone to Kastalia

and to the well-wooded hill of Kronos,

he would have had a more noble homecoming than his wrestling opponents,
after celebrating the four-year festival ordained by Heracles

with a victory revel and binding his hair in gleaming

wreaths.

Both athletic achievement and political power are naturalized to such an extent here that it is

possible to conjecture the pinnacle of athletic success from Aristagoras’ assumption of the

prytany, rather than derive a directional causality between, for example, his (theoretical)

stephanitic victories and his later prytany.” It is not so much that either the political office is

assimilated to athletic achievement here or the other way around. Both are recognizable

determinants of status in a system of value that grounds legitimacy in the body through its

birth, descent, performance, and appearance. Aristagoras’ genealogy, an important part of the

ode, is not only illustrious but both mobile and mythical:

oVUPOAETY pav edpapsc Nv 16 1€ Ietsdvépov mdla
oip’ amd Tmaptog Apdriadey yap EBa ovv Opéota,
Aloréwv oTpatidy Yarkevtéa dedp” avaymv:

kol wop” Tounvod podv kexkpapévov

gk Mehavinmolo pérpwog.’®

It was easy indeed to infer the bloodline of ancient

Pisandros from Sparta—he came here with Orestes from Amyklai
leading a bronze-clad army of Aeolians—

and from the streams of the Ismenus its blending

with that from Melanippos, his mother’s ancestor.

74 N. 11.22-29.
75 Interestingly, the ode even specifies the prytany is a year-long office, so it explicitly shares

some of the ephemerality of a victory.
76 N. 11.33-37.
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Aristagoras’ real achievements may be epichoric rather than stephanitic—and the ode puts
repeated emphasis on this—but his blood is distinguished not just by an aetiological
indigeneity but also by mythical hybridity, linking him to both the origin of Tenedos itself
and a broader network of Greek elites.

How might we read this counterfactual history as part of epinician’s ideological
system?’” In fact, Nemean 11 puts extra stress on the contingency of heredity:®

dpyonan 6’ dpetadl

Apeépovt’ dAlacoopeval YeEVENS AvOpdV 6BEvog

&v oyep® & ot @V uédovar Kopmodv Edmkav dpovpat,

0EVOped T' 00K £0€AEL TAGAIG ETEDV TEPOOOLG

dvBog ev®dec pépey TAoVTY o0V,

AL &v apeifovtt. kai Bvatov obtwg EBvog dyet

poipa.”

Ancient talents (aretar)

produce their strength in alternating generations of men;

for neither do the dark fields yield continual crops,

nor in all the circling years are trees wont

to bear fragrant blossoms of equal worth,

but in alternation. In the same way fate leads our mortal

race (ethnos).
The ode does not pretend Aristagoras’s achievements are inevitable, nor that his status is
immutable by virtue of his birth. Rather, it takes pains to inhere the legitimacy of his prytany
and athletic talent in an aetiological genealogy even as it acknowledges the instability of
hereditary worth. In this scenario, Pindar’s ode plays an even more important role: it serves
as evidence of Aristagoras’ natural social worth, even though Aristagoras has never

demonstrated it conventionally as a victor at one of the four major games. The ode, in this

sense, stands in for the victory itself.

77 See Chapter 3 for a complementary reading of the counterfactuals of Pythian 3.
78 Not to mention that his parents are the ones who have, allegedly, prevented his Panhellenic
success.
7 N. 11.37-43. Like N. 6, discussed above.
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Nemean 11’s question of indigeneity, or nativity, is a critical one throughout the odes,
and it goes hand in hand with representations of kinship. Scholarly questions about whether
the odes are primarily “local” or “Panhellenic” in part reveal an anxiety about potential
conflicts between these two sources of potential status-making (indigeneity and
exogeneity).?" It is entirely possible, however, for them to be mutually supporting.®! Stories
of exogamy or migrating ancestors located in the distant past offer support for indigenous
legitimacy in the present; contemporary connections to other elite families support a victor’s
social status for an audience of other elites. The legitimizing power of kinship relations works
in both ways, strengthened by both myths of descent and networks of alliances.

It also works both synchronically and diachronically, through networks of living
relatives, ancestors, and children. Returning to Olympian 10 and leaving aside the poetic
metaphor for a moment, the poem is also pragmatically describing how legitimate children
ensure the maintenance of familial wealth:

AL dte Taig €€ aAdyov TaTpi
moBevd¢ Tkovtt vedTaTog TO TaAY oM, pLoda d€ ol Beppaivel pridtatt voov:
€nel TAODTOG O AV TOLEVAL
€MOKTOV AALOTPLOV,
OvéickovTt cTUYEp®TATOC
But as a son, born from his wife, is longed for
by a father already come to the opposite of youth
and warms his mind with great love:
since wealth that falls to the care

of a stranger from elsewhere
is most hateful to a dying man

80 See Beck 2020, 161-2, on mythical beginnings as simultaneously local and Hellenic and
D’ Alessio 2009 for local identities as articulated by foreign (traveling) poets. Harrell 2006
argues for a negotiation between the local and Panhellenic in the ideology of Sicilian
tyrannies.
81 Hornblower and Morgan 2007, 8: “Home status and status abroad (the vertical and
horizontal lines of elite identity) were not always in tension, but could be mutually
strengthening.”
82.0. 10.86-90.
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Heredity has a very concrete relationship to status-making: it is a fundamental framework for
organizing the inheritance, maintenance, and transfer of wealth. Olympian 10 situates
anxieties about inheritance and familial continuity at the end of life, associating economic
precarity with the vulnerability of the human body itself. Wealth and children are equated
here; to have a legitimate son means the conservation of wealth at the end of life, while a lack
of children suggests a concurrent material loss.

In Pythian 11, if Pindar does mean ta mesa and aisa tyrannidon only in a moral, not
political or economic, sense, this does not except his poetic statement from participating in a
sociopolitical discourse. Like Xenophon’s Hieron, he asserts that it is better, in eudaimonic
terms, to be around average rather than to stand out from the crowd, since it is personally
difficult to navigate the anxieties and threats that come with holding political power. Indeed,
think of the whole collection of Pindar’s gnomic statements about human happiness and
proper flourishing, which are a central feature of his poetics. If Pindar’s gnomai and allusions
to limitation and contingency are part of an intra-elite discourse, an internal critique that
legitimizes the system even as it seems superficially to warn against abuse, it becomes clear
that epinician poetics—not only its commodification or performance—participates in the
legitimation of elite power.

These techniques are primarily designed to appeal to an elite audience, not to
negotiate the different viewpoints of socioeconomic classes.?3 What is more, the idea of
limited resources of wealth, power, and security can contribute to the maintenance of elite
networks, as individuals and families seek more secure access to these kinds of material and
social goods regardless of the extent to which they were or were not materially scarce. It is
principally important that Pindar represents kleos, and its associations with physical,

economic, and cultural safety and stability, as scarce and often difficult to achieve. A rhetoric

83 Pace Mackie 2003; Kurke 1991; Payne 2006, n.261.
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of moderation has no necessary relation to material wealth or the lack thereof. If anything, it
is more likely that this rhetoric is strategically deployed to deflect attention from the real
accumulation of wealth and to encourage continued defense and maintenance of familial
wealth and power in the face of real or putative dangers to it. The more that instability and
danger is described, the more urgent the necessity of defense; conveniently, the epinician
poet has characterized himself as just such a defender.

There were numerous ways that Pindar’s victors—all wealthy, all “elites”—could
seek to stabilize and perform their social status through and outside of epinician poetry. The
details of local lexicons and practices might differ, but if a central strategy can be identified
in Pindar as a whole, it is that odes share a deep investment in supporting social status as a
naturalized phenomenon, grounded in an ideology of the body that implicates norms of
gender, kinship, beauty, and physical strength. At the same time, however, they acknowledge,
and describe, the potential contingencies of birth and body. Acknowledging the potential
instability of heredity, relation, and status puts even more weight on epinician’s arguments
for legitimacy.

This aspect of epinician poetics also speaks to the question of audience. The
expansive temporal scope and gnomic assertions of value that characterize epinician style are
a form of proto-canonization, an internal gesture towards their own putative prestige and
institutional value.®* The consumption and performance of epinician in its own time marks
social distinction, while the synthetic temporalities that epinician asserts seek an erasure of

difference between times. This combination of differentiation and legitimation (here the

84 Cf. Payne 2006, 182: “Gnomic lyric...presupposes its own transhistorical reception by
addressing abstract formulations to a universal subject created by its own pronominal
structures.” While I agree, this chapter makes the argument that this presupposing of
reception and construction of a listening subject is sought not in itself but in order to address
the issue of status instability. Constructing a “universal” subject elides difference in a way

that is not equalizing but instead suppresses difference, rhetorically and politically.
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various techniques of naturalizing status) is characteristic of elite self-stratification.®® Status is
essentially social: it must be maintained through some level of broader recognition. The
construction of the epinician subject as a social community need not mean that epinician truly
seeks recognition by the broadest possible spectrum of audiences. We do not know enough
about the original commission, composition, and performance contexts of epinician to argue
for their actual impact on a polis community or communal identity. That they seek to identify
victors’ success with the success of the polis or community; that they argue for high social
status as essential and natural; that they aim at their own future transmission; these things tell
us much more about the anxieties and aspirations of Pindar and his patrons than they do about
any effects epinician may have had beyond them. Even if such evidence is not historically
recoverable, however, Pindar’s odes need not be interpreted as purely discursive. Their
discursive positionality—the possibility, and stakes, of a discursive politics itself—cannot be
understood without reference to the historical conditions within which they were composed

and imagined their own future perpetuation.

IV.  Aristocracy and anachronism
Critiques of the New Historicist view of class conflict, and Kurke’s comments on the
ideological implications of coinage, have invited serious challenges.®® Other readings of the
Theognidea and other Archaic sources have failed to see a specific engagement with coinage
per se as a negative phenomenon, nor a clear-cut distinction in class consciousness either in

general or mapped onto specific economic modalities.?” More recent developments in ancient

85 Van Wees and Fisher 2015, 15-16. Specific cases obviously oscillate between congruence
and tension within these two poles of value.
86 See especially van Wees and Fisher 2015; Seaford 2002; Kim 1996 on von Reden 1995.
87 See Seaford 2002 and Figueira 2000 for these critiques of Kurke in particular. In contrast,
Rose 2012 makes a strong Marxist argument for class consciousness in Solon and tyranny as
a mechanism for diffusing this conflict.
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history have troubled and re-defined narratives of political development, ethnic definition,
religious practice, and economic value in the late Archaic and early Classical periods.®®
Rather than see this as a period where an established aristocracy resists the rise of democratic
practices and forms, a picture emerges of a heterogeneous sociopolitical world where conflict
and competition between elites is just as important as the dynamics of their self-
identification. Elite strategies of both competition and interconnection were complex and
varied, and both dynamics were always at work within the social institutions and practices
that characterized both mobility—whether positive or negative—and stability of status in this
period.

I use the term ““status” in a broadly Bourdieuan sense, with a particular emphasis on
the dynamics of how status is naturalized within dominant classes and how it is supported by
the acquisition and performance of social and cultural capital.®® The ways in which epinician
defines and grounds the status of its victors blurs a distinction between inborn and achieved
status, making it unreliable to use epinician as a guide to actual fifth-century socioeconomic
organization. This also speaks to the problem of defining the nature of the elite. A strong
definition of “aristocracy” implies two important characteristics, as opposed to a more fluid
“upper class.” Aristocratic status is hereditary, usually based on inherited wealth, and it is at

least partially incorporated into the institutions of the state (e.g., with restrictions on

88 e.g. Bresson 2015, Ober 2015, Vlassopoulos 2015, Gruen 2011, Hall 2015 and 2002,
Malkin 2011, Low 2007.

89 «“Status groups™ are “dominant classes that have denied, or, so to speak, sublimated
themselves and so legitimated themselves” (Bourdieu 1990, 139). The idea of status is useful
in part because it can sidestep the problem of class consciousness or lack of consciousness.
Weber 1922 argues that status groups tend to deny their class positionality the more that their
economic status is precarious (236-7); he also makes a distinction between class as a function
of productivity and status as linked rather to consumption—such as of cultural prestige goods
like epinician. Lukacs 1971 suggests that: “Status-consciousness—a real historical factor—

masks class consciousness; in fact it prevents it from emerging at all” in antiquity (58).
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eligibility for particular civic offices and titles).”® As this chapter and the next show for
Pindaric epinician, it is indisputable that the idea of heredity is used to support and legitimize
sociopolitical achievement and moral and personal worth across Archaic literature. What is
less clear is whether this reflects a reality of descent-based hierarchies in the Archaic and
early Classical polis, rather than an ideal constructed in the process of seeking firm grounds
for legitimizing unstable statuses.’! I see epinician’s aspirations towards status stability
working primarily on the level of the elite individual, among other elites, rather than in terms
of the individual as a problem for the community as a whole. My focus, therefore, is on how
the odes serve to legitimize the status of individuals, rather than how they might
differentiate—and then re-integrate—elites in the polis or civic community. It is unlikely that
a consistent line could have been drawn between hereditary elites and demos in all the Greek
poleis for which Pindar composed. Rather, the language of “aristocratic values” is a
vocabulary that grounds high status generally, and practices associated with the elite could be
engaged in over a wide spectrum of wealth. Like the moral vocabulary surrounding athletic
achievement and celebration discussed in Chapter 1, these terms of value were flexible and

deployed strategically depending on the context.

% In the strongest sense, this means a rule by oligarchy where positions in the ruling class are
exclusively determined through birth. Van Wees and Fisher 2015, 1-2 note how the use of the
term is often less precise, “contain[ing] a fundamental ambiguity about whether or not this
exclusivity is based on heredity.” There is also a useful distinction to be made here between
de iure and de facto political dominance based on heredity.

1 'See van Wees and Fisher 2015, 4; Duplouy 2006, who focuses on the differentiation of
individual elites and argues that terms aristos, esthlos, and agathos are flexible social
identifiers rather than defined classes. Also Duplouy 2015 on the performance of status,
which epinician is such a fundamental part of: “Engaging in these social practices can serve
to establish a social position, rather than simply display it” (60). He suggests that competition
for status resulted in increased social mobility, though this is a strong position that relies on
conception of cultural agonism based on Nietzsche and probably overemphasizes the
openness of elite status. Wecowski 2014 also argues for social mobility, the expansion and
heterogeneity of the elite, and competition as an arena for negotiating ideology of equality, as

well as practices like the symposium as a performance of status.
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Wherever we locate Pindar’s early- to mid-fifth-century victors on the spectrum
between a diffuse social elite and a more institutionalized aristocracy, the intentional blurring
of the ideological lines between inborn and acquired status is central to the epinician project.
What Bourdieu calls the “incorporation” of difference—literally, the situation of difference in
the body—is at the heart of this process. This “difference which contains its own
legitimation” is perhaps the most concise possible description of what Pindaric epinician is
doing.”? Epinician itself, its expense, its spectacular performance, was a demonstration of
social difference based on economic distinction. Text-internally, the odes’ strategies and
rhetoric perform the legitimation of this economic distinction and naturalize their own
importance. Pindar’s epinicians, then, represent not so much a concerted attempt to revolt
against the rise of the demos and bolster a waning aristocracy, but rather a competition for
status and stability in a world where the grounds of wealth and power were not secure and
their future perpetuation was not guaranteed.

The value of epinician practice is not in insisting on the legitimacy of a historical
system of inborn status in danger of becoming unrecognized, but rather in leveraging current
forms of social value in an attempt to institutionalize unstable status distinctions. This
instability is located not only in an indefinite future, but in a mutable social present and a past
that might be either unknown or lacking prestige. The odes’ system of representing genealogy
and its meanings suggests that these different temporalities are fundamentally interrelated,
just as the elite body and divine law are. In order to use a genealogical past as a ground for a
social present and future, a stable narrative about that past must also be established out of
ambiguity or uncertainty. In turn, the present moment of victory is used as evidence for such

a past, creating an irreducibly circular argument for status persistence and stability.

92 Bourdieu 1990, 169.
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Chapter 3:
Biological and Social Reproduction

I. Defining Kinship
For Pindar, the search for status stability in the face of elite instability meant

placing fundamental importance on the role of heredity excellence in justifying the status and
achievements of his elite victors. The importance attached to genealogy in the odes is not
only about defining arete morally or philosophically. The odes use the idea of inborn arefe to
legitimize victors’ contemporary political and social status by both locating the origin of this
status in their genealogical past and projecting its maintenance into the future. They do not
simply state or dictate this message to their audiences. Across myth, metaphor, and
aetiological narratives they construct a world—and their own audience—that actively
demonstrates the foundational role that heredity plays in justifying elite status claims. This
begins with defining what genealogy is and means for Pindar and his victors, and the stakes
of arguing for its explanatory power. While genealogy often provides aetiological
explanations for victors and their cities in the epinicians, Olympian 9 goes one step further. It
narrates, in mythical time, the beginning of human reproduction itself:

oépotg o¢ [pmtoyeveiog

dotel yAdooav, tv' aioAofpdvia Atdg aioq

[Moppa Asvkarov te [Tapvacod katafdve

dopov £€Bevto mpdTov, dtep & eOVAG OPOdOLOV

KkTiocdobov AMbvov yovov:

Laoi & dvopocOey.!

But lend to the city of Protogeneia,

your tongue, where, by the ordinance of Zeus

with the flashing thunderbolt,
Pyrrha and Deukalion came down from Parnassus
and made their first home, and without the marriage-bed

they founded a unified race (gonos) of stone offspring,
and they were called people.

1'0. 9.41-46.
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Among the many aetiologies—for people, places, and songs—in the odes, Olympian 9’s
telling of the myth of Pyrrha and Deucalion serves as an aetiology of aetiologies. Pyrrha and
Deukalion, the progenitors of the first humans after the flood, generate further generations, as
the cause of the process of human generation itself. Like Pindar’s victors, Pyrrha and
Deukalion are proleptically situated within the social context of a city (&otet), and their
etymologically descriptive daughter Protogeneia is in fact introduced before her parents,
signaling their teleological purpose at the very beginning of their story.? In the ode,
Protogeneia represents the beginning of sexual reproduction. Pyrrha and Deukalion reproduce
drep evvac (“without a bed”), and their creation of the AiBwvov yovog (“stony race”) results in
a completely homogenous (opddapov) human population.

Through its genealogical journey from mythical to historical time, the ode
simultaneously explores a transition from ethnic homogeneity to heterogeneity, narrated
through stories of reproduction, adoption, and migration. The laundandus of Olympian 9 is
Epharmostos of Opuntian Lokris, whose families were said to trace their descent directly
from the first descendants of Pyrrha and Deukalion:

Ketvov Ecov

YOAKAOTIOES VUETEPOL TPHYOVOL

apyaBev Tametiovidog eOTAMG

KoDpotl Kopav Kol peptatev Kpovidav, eyydplot Paciifeg aiet,

nptv OAdUmI0G Qryepadv

Ovyatp” ano yag Eneidv Ondevtog dvapndcoc, EKaAog

pixdn Mawvoriooy €v depais, kol Evelkev

Aoxkp®, un| kaBélot v aiwv ToHTHOV EQAyalg

OpPAVOV YeEVEAG. EYEV O OTEPLAL LEYIGTOV

dAoyoc, eDEPAvVON 1€ 1dMV fpmg BETOV VIOV,

PATPmog 6” EKAAEGTE VIV

ic@vopov &upev,

VIEPPOTOV EVOPU LOPPQ TE KOl

gpyotot. TOAY 6" OTaceEV AAOV TE SLOLTAV.

dopikovto d¢ oi Eévo,

2 For this characteristic approach to teleology in Pindar, see Chapter 4.
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gk 1" "Apyeog £k te OnPav, oi & Apkadeg, oi 8¢ kai [Tiodror

From these

were descended your ancestors with their bronze shields,

young men sprung from the beginning from the stock of the daughters of Iapetos
and from the powerful sons of Kronos, always a native line of kings,

until the ruler of Olympus carried off

the daughter of Opus from the land of the Epeians,

and lay with her peacefully in the glens of Mount Mainalos, and brought her

to Lokros, so that age would not overtake him

laying childlessness on him. His bride was carrying the seed of the greatest god,
and the hero rejoiced to see his adopted son,

and gave him the same name as his mother's father,

a man beyond words in beauty and fine

deeds. He gave him a city and a people to govern,

and strangers (xenoi) came to him
from Argos and Thebes, and the Arkadians, and the Pisans.

This genealogy begins with an account of indigeneity that has no definite beginning
or end, and is closely associated with the political status of kingship. The rulers in this era are
gyyoprol Bactifies aiel, monarchs at all times native to the land itself. But Lokros’ infertility
suddenly threatens the possibility of this unbroken enchoric rulership. To compensate, Zeus
introduces a divinely authorized exogamy and adoption. This child is not just any foreigner,
but the son of Zeus, who has a double parenthood through the god and his grandfather Opus.
This human paternity is formally conferred upon him by Lokros through a naming that also
invokes his heredity excellence, both physically and pragmatically (Vnépeatov &vopa poped
1€ Kai / €pyoiot, “a man beyond words in form and in deeds”). As physical and political
excellence are linked, so too divine birth and human parentage become complementary. Opus
receives a polis and laos from his adoptive father, and eventually this city and people also
begin to incorporate immigrants from around the Greek world. From a beginning in a strictly
heredity line of kings to a present in an ethnically heterogenous polis community, the ode at

each moment integrates a different form of kinship into its genealogical story. Exogamy and

3 0. 9.53-68.
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adoption are both divinely sanctioned, and even in the ending vision of a multi-ethnic polis
political power remains in the hands of the epichoric basileus.

Such complex possibilities of relational and reproductive methods are explored
throughout the Pindaric corpus. Over and above their many particular narratives, the odes can
be taken together to elaborate a conceptual system about what kinship is, means, and should
be. Pindaric poetry is more often used as evidence for specific genealogical, ethnic, or
political connections in the ancient world than kinship in Pindar is thought of holistically, as a
strategy in itself that need not be reduced to “actual” blood relationships (and cannot be taken
as unproblematic evidence for them). As an umbrella concept, kinship also extends beyond
an idea of the immediate family or oikos* as well as the extended clan or genos.> The concept
of kinship was a critical factor in defining political membership and status in this period, with
different manifestations in different Greek poleis.® This encompassed all forms of political
organization, from the Athenian democracy to Spartan citizenship to Sicilian semi-hereditary
tyrannies. Restrictions on membership or rulership in a particular polis were frequently
delineated through the terms of kinship and descent, such as the Periclean citizenship law of
Athens in 451 or the hereditary basileis and highly restricted full citizenship of classical
Sparta.

This diversity is reflected in the odes, just as it is in the poleis of their victors. The
odes’ concern with kinship is not restricted to any particular political organization or form,
nor does it represent a worldview that is more primarily oligarchic, monarchic, or aristocratic
than it is democratic. As Olympian 9 shows, kinship in Pindar encompasses all forms of

blood relations and their representation, and its importance is reflected at the level of the

4 Pace Kurke.

> For original conception of the aristocratic genos as a group of families with common
ancestral descent, Meyer 1907.

6 For the Athenian case, see Kasimis 2018; more broadly, Jones 1999, Fragoulaki 2013, and

Hall 2002 (on representations of kinship in their relation to ethnic definition).
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individual as well as the state. Its most important contribution is to support forms of social
organization, and hierarchies of social power, by leveraging the legitimizing authority of the
blood and the body. These associations are particularly central to the ideologies of epinician
because of the ways in which athletic achievement—Ilike kinship—is easily naturalized
through the symbol of the physical body, regardless of whether or not the subject of the ode
was the one who actually participated in the athletic contest.”

In the epinicians, the concrete and symbolic functions of kinship and sociopolitical
legitimacy are often elaborated through these narratives of marriage, heredity, and
reproduction. The construction of reproduction’s social importance is fundamental for
supporting the maintenance of status, wealth, and power in epinician and is one of the most
powerful aetiological techniques available to the poet. Realities and figurations of
reproduction touch on every aspect of Pindaric function and poetics, interwoven with the
depiction of myth, actiology, genealogy, image, and metaphor. Like travel and maritime risk,®
reproduction appears in both narrative and metaphor for Pindar—and it, too, is a critical
mediating force between the world inside the text and the world outside of it. As a poetic
symbol, reproduction constructs an ideology of future value and legitimacy; as a social
practice in antiquity, regulating reproduction within marriage was one method of maintaining
status, wealth, and power.’ Text-internal poetics lent aetiology and authority to the text-

external practices of elite intermarriage, childbearing, social interaction, and inheritance.

7 See Nicholson 2005 on the ideology of the athlete without a trainer and the erasure of
jockeys and other associated professionals; for a rebuttal to this view, Fisher 2015.

8 Chapter 4.

% The odes’ interest in genealogy and marriage is also a participation in the construction of
sex- and gender-based structures of power in the Greek polis. The importance of normative
kinship relations in managing potential status uncertainties also exposes how status-making is
built upon a wide range of naturalized social and political hierarchies. Relatedness is not
neutral; its usefulness in supporting status and consolidating wealth is managed through, for
example, the subjugation of women, the legitimation of reproduction based on marriage, and
the implementation of gender- and blood-based criteria for citizenship (see, e.g. how Demetra

Kasimis describes gender and polis membership in Medea: “the membership rules and
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This chapter focuses on four particularly detailed narratives that showcase the
contingencies that surround legitimate reproduction as well as its close connections to the
acquisition, maintenance, and social meaning of wealth and status. In Pythian 3, the story of
Koronis’ adultery and the birth and eventual death of her son Asklepios delineate the
boundaries of appropriate social-sexual behaviors and the consequences of their
transgression.'® In Pythian 4, the misadventures of Jason, Medea, and the Argonauts put
indigeneity and exogamy at issue as critical background to a genealogy of the Battiad
monarchy of Cyrene;!'! Pythian 9 expends dozens of lines on whether the marriage and sexual
intercourse of Cyrene and Apollo is divinely authorized, narrating its result in the foundation
of Cyrene and immigration of the Therans (including the founder Battos) to Libya.!? Finally,
Pythian 11 castigates Clytemnestra’s potential adultery (P. 4.24-7) in some of Pindar’s
sharpest language, and explicitly analogizes Clytemnestra’s crimes to contemporary social
ethics.

Like the odes’ approach to situating victors’ achievements in inborn physical
excellence, the powerful materiality of blood and body that appears in these reproductive
narratives on the surface supports the importance of kinship status as ideologically grounded
in the body. Over and over, however, the odes show that the body is not enough: without

social recognition, status lacks both meaning and security. Because this naturalization of

conventions that can turn someone into a refugee enable and are enabled by additional ones
that arrange men and women hierarchically” [Kasimis 2020, 414]). Managing the salience of
kinship in terms of these social relations also entails the active maintenance of putatively
gender- and descent-based social and political hierarchies and systems of alliances between
diverse elites.

10 Compare the married Hippolyta’s attempted seduction of Peleus’ at N. 25-34; Zeus rewards
his resistance by giving him Thetis as his bride. See also the problem of Achilles’ prophesied
birth at /. 8.26-35.

"1 Medea’s unauthorized marriage is also mentioned at O. 13.54, for Xenophon of Corinth,
the eventual polis of Medea and Jason.

12 Also compare the story of Zeus and Aegina in N. 8, and the poem’s clear distinction

between legitimate and illegitimate reproduction.
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status is a central project of Pindaric epinician, these narratives are integral to understanding
the role that concerns about social legitimacy and the reproduction of social status play in the
odes. Rather than simply suggesting the rewards of normative behavior by warning against
the consequences of transgression, these narratives construct a system of value that involves
every aspect of epinician’s function within its contemporary sociocultural communities and
illustrates the ways in which the aspirations of Pindaric poetics are related to its immediate
social context. Myths and gnomai about social value inside Pindar’s odes are integrally
related to how the poems themselves functioned as material and social objects. Poetic
techniques like focalization, metaphor, counterfactuals, and Abbruchsformeln contribute to
the formation of a social discourse that helps to authorize and perpetuate particular values,

behaviors, and structures in the odes’ contemporary—and future—environments.

I1. Social reproduction theory and its applications

The idea of “social reproduction” was originally introduced, though thinly explicated,
by Karl Marx in Das Kapital to describe how capitalist production also sought the
(re)production of human beings (as wage laborers) in order to perpetuate itself.'!3 Louis
Althusser and Pierre Bourdieu later broadened this conception to consider the reproduction of
ideology and culture alongside and within socioeconomic systems; for Bourdieu, this
includes the concept of the habitus that shapes individual behavior and contributes to the
reproduction of social systems.'* Twentieth-century feminist theories of social reproduction,

what now falls under the label of “social reproduction theory,” sought to uncover the ways in

3In Das Kapital, vol. 1, ch. 23.

14 See especially Althusser 1970; in Brewster’s (2001) translation, “the reproduction of
labour power requires not only a reproduction of its skills, but also, at the same time, a
reproduction of its submission to the rules of the established order, i.e. a reproduction of
submission to the ruling ideology for the workers, and a reproduction of the ability to
manipulate the ruling ideology correctly for the agents of exploitation and repression, so that

they, too, will provide for the domination of the ruling class ‘in words’” (89).
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which capitalist regimes systematically devalued, yet fundamentally relied upon, the labor of
social and biological reproduction.!® The connecting thread in this intellectual history is the
argument that the stability of the economic system relies upon social and cultural norms,
values, and structures that support how economic value is defined. Reproductive labor is both
explicitly devalued and covertly fundamental to the maintenance of economic value as a
putatively separate sphere; this structural paradox must be maintained for the economic
system to perpetuate itself. To apply social reproduction theory means, in part, to uncover the
ways in which the social and economic spheres co-constitute each other, and to reveal how
social values and behaviors contribute to these dynamics. For Pindar, this means that the
social and economic power of his elite victors is maintained through defining the value of
reproduction, childbearing, and heritance in terms of their ability to support elite status into
an indefinite future. As a cultural practice, epinician places emphasis on the importance of
biological reproduction for reproducing social and economic hierarchies in order to
simultaneously support its own persistence and perpetuation as an object and practice of elite
culture.

The socioeconomic world that gave rise to twentieth-century theories of social
reproduction is a fundamentally different one than the Greek world of the fifth century BCE,
and, as chapter 2 discusses, approaches to Pindar that rely on a Marxist framework of class
conflict have significant limitations.'® However, the implications of social reproduction
theory can shed important light on the functions of epinician poetry regardless of how the
socioeconomic systems and institutions of the fifth century are understood. A broader

conception of social reproduction that puts emphasis on the structures that shape individual

15 In particular, this included labor that was gendered feminine and performed inside the
home, including childbirth and childcare. Representatively, see: Vogel 2013, Bakker and Gill
2003.
16 Chapter 2, section IV.
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behavior and contribute to the definition of social and cultural capital is useful for thinking
about the functions of epinician and its relations to both status and wealth maintenance in the
ancient world.!”

Contingencies of reproduction and relation are directly implicated in fifth-century
practices of legitimizing and stabilizing both social position and economic affluence. This is
an important way in which the status of the victor and the poem become intertwined, as the
endurance of the poem is represented as contingent upon as well as supporting the endurance
of the victor’s reputation, wealth, and family. While I see Pindaric epinician as operating
primarily in the arena of competition between the elite rather than resolution of tensions
between classes, this struggle for status within the elite is premised on the maintenance of a
social system reproduced literally through the perpetuation of the family and familial
relations, including the maintenance of wealth through legitimate reproduction and
inheritance. It seeks the perpetuation of a particular system of socioeconomic relations via the
literal and symbolic construction of kinship relations, which epinician represents as
simultaneously social and biological. The regulation and naturalization of these relations is a

central part of epinician function. The poems cannot, of course, manufacture “actual” blood

17 The sources and maintenance of economic value and their relationship to norms of social
behavior are centrally at issue in Pindar, whether a strong commitment to class ideology and
its possible relation to commodity exchange in the fifth century can be made. The epinicians
represent competition for status and prestige among the elite, whose social status was
intimately tied to the reality or appearance of material wealth—and depended, in part, on the
inheritance of both wealth and status. Pindar’s odes tie the splendor of victory to the splendor
of precious metals and objects: they consistently both analogize and contrast their own being
with the materiality of objects in their contemporary world. The literature on this is broad: see
especially Kurke and Neer 2019, Athanassaki 2011 and 2012, Pavlou 2010, Fearn 2017,
Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani 2007, Steiner 1993 and 1998. Women, of course, are
frequently represented as objects of value in Greek literature; Kurke 1991, ch. 5, and Kurke
1999, chs. 4 and 5 discuss these mechanisms of representation in Herodotus, in concert with
the book’s broader arguments about objecthood and social value in Classical Greece. While
there is not space to elaborate this here, I think epinician poems, and their performance, can
be seen as a kind of prestige goods with their own kinds of visibility, portability, and ways of

storing value.
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relation or athletic excellence. However, both the concept of blood relatedness—who counts
as related, how can it be proved, what its meanings are—and its importance to social
organization are ideologically constructed, within and outside of the poem itself. Both
because of the difficulty of determining parentage, descent, and paternity and practices like
migration and adoption, all forms of relation are to some extent socially constructed. The
epinician poem is ideally positioned to elaborate this ideology through its depictions of male
and female bodies, labor and childbirth, mythical and historical genealogies, and metaphor,

image, and gnomai.

III.  Labor and childbirth in the epinicians

Like Pindar’s depictions of athletic achievement, the roles of Pindar’s women are
grounded in the labor of the body.'® An exceptional number of narratives in the epinicians are
focused on moments of labor and childbirth. These stories strongly support conceptions of
familial relations grounded in biological relatedness, a relatedness that requires both
witnessing and defining in order to be a ground for social legitimacy. In particular, the odes’
focus on the moment of childbirth points to a concern with the legitimacy of blood relations,
one complemented by worries about marriage and the necessity of its social authorization. In
their depictions of both childbirth and sexuality, worries about deception, uncertainty, and
contingency repeatedly come to the fore. The poems demonstrate the importance of defining
what legitimate birth and relatedness are and what they mean for Pindar’s victors and their

families. This means both making an argument for the importance of genealogy to the present

18 On the body in Pindar, Dickson 1989, who argues: “it has often been observed that among
the lyric poets the human body is generally spoken in terms that above all draw attention to
its vulnerability” but “the body in Pindar figures primarily as the locus of innate strengths and
abilities and the means in and through which such potential comes to be realized” (22). See
also Uhlig 2019, ch. 4, on the performing or mimetic body, which both has agency and is
figured as an object.
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moment but also for the insufficiency of blood relation itself in establishing status and
identity. Relation is fundamentally social in these poems: though depicted as grounded in
blood and body, the poems themselves show that kinship must be defined through social
recognition in order to stabilize its meaning.

Olympian 6 narrates the birth of lamos, the eponymous ancestor of the family of the
laudandus Hagesias of Syracuse.!® His mother is Evadne, the daughter of Poseidon and the
nymph Pitana, who gives Evadne to the human king Aipytos to be raised. Evadne then
becomes pregnant by Apollo; in the ode, the long description of her labor and birth is part of
a narrative in which the legitimacy of her son lamos must be established by his human
relatives.?’ The crux of this poem is the genealogy of Hagesias’s family, the lamidai. Its
intense focus on the birth of lamos stands in for the establishment of the genos and the
affirmation of its divine origins—which are then fulfilled in Hagesias’ victory.?! First, the
poem narrates the circumstances of Evadne’s own divine birth as part of the song’s self-
described entrance into part of its own performance. As the mule-cart from Hagesias’ victory
races through metaphorical gates, the ode also travels back in time. The victory itself breaks
open this connection between past and present, as Hagesias’ athletic achievement shows his
divine genealogy being fulfilled:

APT) TOtvLV TOAOC DUVOV AVOTITVOUEY DTS

poc [Ttdvav 8¢ map” Evpota mépov Oel ohpepov i EABTY &v dpa
& tot [Toogwdovt pydeica Kpovio Aéyetat

maioa i0mhokov Evdovay texépev.

Kpoye 6 mapBeviay ®dTva KOATOLS

KUPIW & &v UNVi TEUTOIG™ AUPUTOALOVS EKEAEVCEV
fipot Ttopcaivey 06uev Eilatida Bpépoc,

19 For the mythic paradigms at work in this poem, see Felson 1980, 79-86.
20 Tamos being the eponymous ancestor of Hagesias’s genos, the lamidai. Pindar fr. 33d
(Strabo 10.5.2) emphasizes Leto’s labor on Delos to ground Apollo’s patronage of the island.
N. 1 and Paean 20 both emphasize Alcmene’s recent labor to background Heracles’ infant
strength.
2! Very much worth noting here that this is also one of few poems that also addresses the
poet’s own genealogy (O. 6.84-7).
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0¢g avop®dV Apkddwv dvacce Paichvy Adye T AAPEOV OIKETV®
&vlo tpageic’ v’ ATOA oVt yYAvkeiag tpdtov Eyavs’ Agpoditag.??

Therefore we must throw open for them the gates of song,
for today it is necessary to go to Pitana
by the course of the Eurotas in good time;
she, they say, lay with Kronos’ son Poseidon
and bore a daughter, Evadne of the violet hair.
But she hid her unwedded pregnancy in the folds of her robe.
And in the appointed month she sent servants, and told them
to give the baby to be tended by the hero, son of Eilatos,
who ruled over the Arkadians at Phaisana,
and had his allotted home on the Alpheos,
where Evadne was raised,
and first touched the sweets of Aphrodite beneath Apollo's embrace.
As so often in Pindar, there is a double genealogy in this poem. Evadne has a divine
birth from the nymph Pitana, who stands also for the Lakonian city, but she is raised by a
human king, Aipytos, giving her both a claim to land-based nativity and participation in
securing a genealogy of human political status. For the moment, the poem spotlights rather
suppresses the potential fractures in this complex kinship structure, in order to lend the
legitimacy of place and power to the line of the lamidai. As it describes Evadne’s parentage
and birth, it then moves immediately into the story of Evadne’s own pregnancy by Apollo.
The similarities between the story of Evadne’s own birth and the birth of lamos intensify the
associations between genealogy and identity, conception and teleology. Evadne’s own
conception and birth prefigure the circumstances of her own later pregnancy; the birth of
Iamos is already teleologically predicted in the story of his mother’s birth.
Evadne’s labor with lamos is described in detail precisely because she, like her mother,
attempts to conceal it (and, eventually, the child):
000" EAaB” Aimvtov €v mavti xpove KAénToloa Beoio yovov.
AL O pev Ivbdvad’, &v Boud méoarg xoAov o eatov O&eiq peréra,
GyYeT’ 1OV HAVTELGOUEVOS TAVTOG TEP  ATAATOV TAHOC.

@ 0& powvikdkpokov {ovay Katodnkapévo
KAATO4 T dpyvpéav, AoyLag VIO KLOVENS

22.0. 6.27-35.
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She could not conceal from Aipytos forever

That she was hiding the god’s offspring.

But he went to Pytho, suppressing the unspeakable anger
In his heart with stern discipline,

To obtain an oracle concerning

that unbearable calamity.

She, though, laid down her crimson girdle

And silver pitcher under a dark thicket and began to bear
A divinely inspired boy. To aid her, the golden-haired
God sent gentle-counseling Eleithyia and the Fates

and from her womb amid the welcome

birth pains lamos

came immediately into the light.
At this moment in the poem, the characters in the narrative have no access to the truth about
Evadne’s pregnancy, but the audience of the poem does. In its description of the secret birth
of lamos, the poem stages a kind of surveillance of Evadne’s labor in direct opposition to her
ostensible desire to conceal her pregnancy from her adoptive father (36). At this juncture,
text-internal characters are uncertain of the meaning of this pregnancy and its outcomes.
Aipytos’s appeal to the oracle (though also, of course, ironic here since Apollo is the father of
the child) represents his narratological blindness to the genealogical outcomes of the poem
(in both Iamos and the genos of the lamidai) and his own experience of Evadne’s pregnancy
as full of contingency, more likely to be atlatos pathas than the divine bestowment it actually

is. 24

3.0. 6.36-44.

24 On childbirth and risk in antiquity, Bonnell-Freidin 2018; although in the Roman context,
she elegantly phrases the issues at play here: “Most Romans understood childbearing as a
woman's telos, her end purpose, as well as the greatest threat to her wellbeing” (iii). Felson
1980 argues that in the description of Evadne’s labor, “[t]he sense of danger traditionally
linked with childbirth is neutralized, and the favorable characteristics of the delivery even
anticipate lamus' happy future” (82); this is another way, perhaps, that the poem navigates the

text-internal and text-external audiences and their perspectives. She also includes a detailed
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In succession, Pindar also stages Aipytos’s physical search for the infant boy, a
representation of the scrutiny required to establish his divine genealogy once he is actually
born:

Bacthevg & émel
netpaéocag EAadvev ket ék [TuBdvog, drnavtag &v oikw
elpeto maida, TOv Evdova tékor @oifov yap adtov ¢d yeydkew

natpdc, mepl OBvatdv 6’ EoecBan pavty Emyboviolg
EEoyov, 0VOE TOT EKAElyELY YEVEQY.

Oc dpa pévue. Toi 8 obT’ OV dxodoat

oUT’ 101V VYOVTO TEUTTOTOV YEYEVILEVOV. OAA™ €V
KEKPLILTO Yap oyoive Potid T &v Amelpdre. ..

But when the king

arrived after driving from rocky Pytho,

he questioned everyone in the house

about the child whom Evadne

bore, for Phoibos, he said, was his

father, and he would become foremost of mortals

as a seer for mankind, and his lineage would never fail.

such did he declare to them, but they vowed

not to have seen or heard of him,

although it was the fifth day since his birth. But in fact,

he had been hidden in a bed of reeds within a vast thicket...
Both Iamos’s birth and his divinity, Olympian 6 suggests, cannot (read: should not) be
concealed, no matter how vigorous the attempt. The poem itself acts as the eye by which this
surveillance of birth and parentage is achieved, and represents itself above the scrutinizing
abilities of the poem’s human characters. This is an ability that, for the characters in the
mythical narrative, must be divinely inspired—Aipytos is unable to have full knowledge of

Iamos’s parentage until he consults the oracle of Apollo. The poem sets itself, then, in the

role of a powerful observer, in parallel to the prophetic, omniscient, and generative powers of

account of the reproductive imagery in the nesogony of Rhodes in Olympian 7 in this article.
On contingency and teleology in Pindar in general, Bertoni 2020 has argued that “[i]n
Pindar’s conception of causality, nothing is left to chance” and that the multiple valences of
tukhe in the ode “share the same basic sense of ‘a bringing about by divine means’” (1).
2.0. 6.47-54.
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the god himself. While, to the epinician audience, there is no doubt about the paternity of
Iamos, the poem nevertheless stages the socia/ affirmation of his paternity as the centerpiece
of its drama. Scrutiny, secrecy, and evasion are central themes with powerful consequences,
not only for the characters in the mythic narrative but for the historical individuals for whom
Pindar’s poem helps to establish the legitimacy of their familial genealogy.?®

Another child of Apollo is at issue in Pythian 3, which displays perhaps the most
dramatic depiction of childbirth in the odes, and has one of the most interesting relationships
to determinacy and contingency. Large portions of the ode are a counterfactual rather than a
linear narrative—that is, a narrative of what could have happened, rather than what did.?’
From its very first lines, the ode repeatedly emphasizes its own conditionality, a theme that is
elaborated to dramatic effect through the story of the birth of Asklepios. Its mythical
centerpiece narrates the birth of Asklepios, son of Apollo and Koronis, in the context of
Koronis’s sexual transgressions against both the god and her human social community as
well as the eventual fate of Asklepios himself. As the story of Koronis and Asklepios is
introduced, the ode explicitly disavows teleology: mpiv teAéccon patpomodrm cvv EleBuiq,

dapeica ypvcéolg / to&otoy b ApTtédog, / €ig Alda 000V v BoAap® KatéPa TEXvorg

26 There is no shortage, of course, of association between femininity, secrecy, and deception
in Greek literature; for Pindar in particular, see Park 2013, §2-13. For femininity as
fundamentally mimetic in Greek literary thought, Zeitlin 1996. Segal 1986, ch. 9 suggests
that feminine deception is fundamentally in service of masculine authority in P. 4.
27 Felson 2021, 255-261 puts emphasis on the distance between poet and laudandus that these
counterfactuals continually stress, although I do not agree so much with her conclusion that
the ode definitively accomplishes that which it disavows in these lines: “This series of
counterfactuals also allows the poet to remain in Thebes as he composes: his arrival in Sicily
is contrary-to-fact. At the same time, in the alternate reality that he creates, he is present at
Hieron’s court and has arrived (¢€ucopav) as a light to that one (keive @docg). By piling new
past counterfactuals atop the previous ones, with two aorist verbs, katéfav in the protasis and
g€ucopav in the apodosis, Pindar makes his travel to Syracuse increasingly remote.” Also see
Agbces 2020, on the counterfactuals of P. 4, vocalized through Medea: “Pindar’s
counterfactual history is thus probably a recent invention (perhaps even his own) designed to
call attention to the workings of providence in history” (113). For the power of
counterfactuals in Euripides’ Medea as intimately related to norms of gender and nature, see
Nooter 2022.
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Andrlovog (“before [she] could bring him to term with the help of Eleithyia, goddess of
childbirth, she was overcome by the golden arrows of Artemis,” P. 3.9-11).2% A normative
narrative of pregnancy resulting in full-term childbirth is interrupted by the intervention of
untimely and violent death; the normative teleology of birth and labor is thereby analogized
to the teleology of a human life, which ends in death (and, perhaps, the teleology of the poem
itself). The story of Koronis functions to elaborate this theme across the central portion of the
ode, through her transgressive sexuality, interrupted labor, and early, unnatural death.

Koronis transgresses doubly at the beginning of the ode: her relationship with Iskhys
is both unapproved by her family and offensive to Apollo, whose child she is carrying.
Divine sanction and human law align here, putting additional weight on the seriousness of
Koronis’s sexual and social behavior during her divine pregnancy. Pindar describes in detail
the social rituals around marriage that Koronis evades, and condemns her attempted evasion
of both her father’s knowledge (&ALov aivnoev yauov kpHpdav mtatpos, “she consented to
another marriage unknown to her father,” P. 3.13) and, in parallel, the inescapable
omniscience of Apollo (003" &€habe okomdv, “she did not elude the watching [Apollo]”, P.
3.27).

While Koronis is pursued and killed by Artemis, her son—and Apollo’s son—does
not share her fate.?” As her body burns on the funeral pyre, Apollo rescues the fetus from her
corpse:

101’ Eeumev AmOA@V ‘0VKETL

TAGcOpOL WYoyd YEVOS AoV OAEcoaL

oiktpotdt® Bavdto patpog Papeig oLV TaOq.’
O¢ PaTo" PApaTL O €V TPAT® KIY®V A0 €K VEKPOD

28 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2010 suggests that piv telécom “recalls to Tpotédeta, the premarital
sacrifices usually offered to Artemis” (32).
29 The inclusion of Artemis here puts extra stress on both kinship (her sibling relationship to
Apollo) and the salience of her gender (her murder by a female goddess, the twin of a male
one). As Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2010 writes, “Artemis may preside over coming of age,
ushering young girls into adulthood and motherhood and assisting in their childbirth and
growth, but also kills maidens and new mothers” (32).
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Then Apollo said, “No longer

shall I endure in my soul to destroy my own offspring

by a most pitiful death along with his mother’s heavy suffering.”

Thus he spoke, and with his first stride came

and snatched the child from the corpse...

Asklepios’ birth, then, is really an intervention into death. He is delivered by Apollo from the
body of his mother, and his rescue is focalized through Apollo’s acknowledgement of their
patriarchal relation in contrast to the suffering of Koronis. Apollo’s intervention in
Asklepios’ birth puts him, rather than Koronis, in the role of the birthing parent, lending
additional legitimacy to his paternity as it simultaneously minimizes Koronis’s own
physiological relationship to her son.3! Apollo’s interjection is also an interruption of
normative teleologies of nature and the human body: of the pyre’s consumptive power, of
Asklepios’ approaching death, and of Asklepios’ physical relation to and dependence upon
the body of his mother.

This extraordinary origin is a fateful beginning for Asklepios. While he possesses
exceptional medical talent, it is his capacity for transcending the bounds between death and
life that ultimately lead to his own death at the hands of a god. If Pythian 3 is united by a
general theme, it is the boundaries of living and dying and the consequences of their
transgression. These boundaries are represented also in the boundaries of gender roles and
expectations. In the ode, it is Koronis who initially bears the consequences of her social-
sexual delinquency, but Asklepios’ eventual fate is teleologically marked by the

circumstances of his birth and conception. Koronis’s fate is not solely individual, either.

Artemis’ wrath dooms some proportion of her surrounding community to death alongside her

30 P, 3.40-44.

31 Obviously reminiscent of the character Apollo’s arguments on paternity and maternity in
Eumenides, which vigorously attempt to marginalize the female role in fetal development
(Eumenides 660-666). As Chesi 2014 notes, these arguments have their grounds in

Presocratic debates about reproductive processes (n. 11).
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(xai yertdvov moArol émadpov, apd 6° EpBapev, “and many neighbors shared her fate and
perished with her,” P. 3.35-6). The striking metaphor the ode uses here emphasizes the
consequences of the individual’s actions on the broader social community: moAAdv & dpet Tdp
€€ €vog / omépuatog évBopov dictmoev VAav (“fire that springs from one spark onto a
mountain can destroy a great forest,” P. 3.36-37). This metaphor also engages in the language
of reproduction: Koronis’ crime, like her fetus (cf. 15, onéppa 0eod xabopdv) is a sperma
that grows into a social consequence she cannot control. In contrast to the katharon sperma
that is most closely associated with the paternity of Apollo and therefore Asklepios’ eventual
rescue from death, the sperma that sets off this social flame is reproductively perversive,
resulting in chaotic social destruction rather than in the construction and preservation of
normative social relationships and hierarchies.*

No accident, too, that the definition of olbon upertaton in Pythian 3 is also associated
with the elitest of elite marriage:

iV 8" AGPOANG

oVK &yevt’ oVt Alokidg mapd [Iniel

obte map” avtifé Kaouw: Aéyovtar pov Bpotdv

OAPov véptatov ol oyElv, oite Kal YPLCAUTVKOV

peAmopevay v dpet Molodv kai €v ENTamOA0L

diiov OMPouc, 0m60” Appoviav yapev fodmiy,

6 8 Nmpéog evfovrov Octiv moida kKAvTdv.*

But an untroubled life

did not abide with Aiakos’ son Peleus

or with godlike Kadmus, yet they are said to have attained

the highest happiness of any men, for they even heard

the golden-crowned Muses singing on the mountain and

in seven-gated Thebes, when one marries ox-eyed Harmonia,

the other Thetis, wise-counseling Nereus’ famous daughter.

This anecdote is about a mythical rather than historical time, when intermarriage and

reproduction between gods and human beings was once possible. But, as the poem goes on to

32 Kyriakou 1994, 39-40.
3 P 3.86-92.
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warn, the potential joy of such marriages is also tinged with bitterness and can end in tragedy.
These gnomic warnings draw a conventional contrast between the persistence of divine lives
and the contingency of human ones, ending on Achilles as a paradigmatic example of the
tragedies of mortality and immortality, kleos and memory, parenthood and childhood (100-
104). Despite the ultimate physical fragility of Thetis’ son, Peleus nevertheless attains a kind
of persistence through Achilles’ memory (and his own descendants).

Koronis’s crime is primarily in seeking an exogamous relationship outside of the
sanctions of her family, a theme the ode will return to by analogizing her moral errors to
Asklepios’ hubris in attempting to raise the dead. Koronis is “in love with things far away”
(GALG TOl / fipato tdv dnedvtov, 19-20), a phrase that is echoed in the poet’s gnomic
statement after narrating the death of Asklepios:

AP T £01KOTOL TTAP OAUOVOV HOGTEVEUEY BvaTic Ppaciy,
YvoOvTa 10 TP T30S, olag eipev aicag.

un, eida yoyd, Blov abdavatov

onedde, T & Eumpaxtov dviiel poyoavay.

It is necessary to seek what is proper from the gods with our mortal minds,
by knowing what lies at our feet and what kind of destiny is ours.

Do not, my soul, strive for the life of the immortals,
but exhaust the practical means at your disposal.

The first-person voice of the poem self-consciously aligns itself against the hubris of both
Koronis and Asklepios. The room for action that it leaves within the constraints of yvovta 10
map modO¢ is Tav Eunpoktov poyovay, which it seems to explicitly contrast with a striving for
Biov aBdvatov. If the poem is meant to be consoling Hieron that his memory will live on after
his death, why so openly disavow aiming at an immortal life? Read through the framework of
naturalizing status and the grounds of the value and persistence of the physical body in

Chapter 2, however, these lines take on a different tenor. The poet here self-consciously

34 P.3.59-62.
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articulates not a prohibition against immortality itself, but a prohibition against striving for it.
That is, the problem is not in living beyond death, but in trying to achieve this outside of what
a god has determined for you.

In addition, the ode here returns to a counterfactual, which seems to perform humility
on the part of the poet—just the same humility that the poet has recommended through the
negative exemplar of Asklepios:*’

€1 0¢ cOppwv dvtpov &var’ &1t Xeipov, kol i ol
oiATpov &v Buud pelydpoeg duvot

apétepot tibev' lotfipd tol kév viv mibov

Kol vov é6A0T61 TapacyElv dvdpdoty Bepudy vocwv
| Tva, Aotoido kexkAnuévov i matépog.

Yet if wise Chiron were still living in his cave, and if

my honey-sounding hymns could put a charm in his heart,

I would surely have persuaded him to provide a healer

now as well to cure the feverish illnesses of good men,

someone called a son of Apollo or of Zeus.

The interplay between possibility and reality here, and in particular, the strong presence of
the first-person poetic voice, is highly characteristic of Pythian 3. The poet is emphatically
present in this poem—for the audience. But he is not physically present for Hieron, a contrast
that is continually elaborated through the extended counterfactuals. Pindar has learned the
lesson of Koronis and Asklepios, and stays at home. As Nancy Felson has argued, this
extended counterfactual has the paradoxical effect of bringing him further and further from
Syracuse, and from Hieron, even as it posits at length a theoretical—but impossible—world
in which Pindar would have reached the ailing Hieron with his song.?” This system of
counterfactual and constraint, then, also implicates the poet himself and his poetic activity, in

his relations to his patrons in his own historical world. As a poetic symbol, the moral system

of normative reproduction constructs an ideology of future value and legitimacy in

35 This is also the conventional rhetoric of advice to tyrants; see Chapter 2.
36 P.3.63-7.
37 Felson 2021.
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connection with aetiologies of people and place; as a social practice, reproduction within
marriage seeks to actually create and maintain status, wealth, and power, through historical
systems of alliance and inheritance.

In constructing these norms, however, the odes must also inescapably stage their
vulnerabilities. While the voice of the poet, speaking to his victors, may confidently minimize
the possibility of disruption to the norm, the contingencies of the body remain a persistent
problem for epinician. In Pythian 3, thought to be written for an ailing, even dying Hieron,
the poem ultimately refuses to approach the reality of a tyrant’s body that cannot conform to
the ideology of the athletic one. In fracturing this otherwise highly productive relation
between poet and victor, the ode shows its own inability to maintain the fiction of the norm—
and we should wonder, perhaps, if this poem, thought to be sent to Hieron as a consolation
for his illness, was really so comforting to him after all.

This context may also help to understand what is at work in the last lines of Pythian
3. What is Pindar saying about the role of the poet and the power of poetic memory here?

€l 0¢ pot mhodtov Bedg aPpov dpéan,

A" &y KAEog evpécBat Kev LYNAOV TPOCE.
Néotopa kai AVKiov Zaprndov’, avlpdnwv eAatis,
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And if a god should grant me luxurious wealth,

I hope that I may win lofty fame hereafter.

We know of Nestor and Lycian Sarpedon, still the talk of men,

from such echoing verses as wise craftsmen

constructed. Excellence endures in glorious songs

for a long time. But few can win them easily.

One way of understanding these verses, which have offered a number of possible

interpretations, may be keyed to the cryptic last line.?® From its beginning, the ode has

38 P 3.110-115.

39 For the connections between Nestor and Sarpedon and a self-conscious immortality, see:

Sider 1991 and Miller 1994. Most interesting, perhaps, is Miller 1994’s suggestion that rather
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inquired into the teleology of human life and shown how interruptions to this teleology have
devastating social consequences. What relationship do kleos and kleinai aoidai have to this
teleology? Kleos, in these lines, is closely connected to the acquisition of p/outos—which is
obtained through divine favor (110). Together with the ode’s repeated invocations of divine
contingency and variable human fates, there is a curious abdication of agency in these lines,
which ostensibly boast of the power of the poet to immortalize human life. Where there is a
conscious assertion of the poet-speaker’s own agency it is in the service of acknowledging
limitation, not resisting it. It is only through this process of conforming to the boundaries of
circumstance that the poem reaches the possibility of commemoration and kleos.

And it ends on a note of warning: that while it might be possible to achieve kleos that
stretches throughout the future, this possibility is restricted based on factors that are largely
implied rather than explicitly described here. The effect of this assertion is to heighten the
importance of the poem and the poet, but the agency of the poet himself is only implicit.
More valuable because of its difficulty and scarcity, the epinician poem promises that its
benefits only accrue to the best and fewest—and not only to the wealthy. The construction of
this passage suggests that ploutos may be a possible precondition for kleos, but it is not
sufficient to ensure it. While the passage suggests possible contexts for enduring kleos—
wealth, status, moral achievement, celebration in song—it is not an instruction manual for the
definitive acquisition of endurance in memory. Rather, the ambiguity that endures in these
lines has a more important function. It ensures that even the performance—or textual

endurance—of the poem itself is not sufficient to maintain kleos unproblematically. These

than simply putting the emphasis on immortality in poetic memory (i.e., Homer) the selection
of these two characters also has to do with thinking about unusually long—but still
bounded—human lives; that “even exceptional longevity, well short of immortality, offers no
substantive advantages to human beings in the absence of achievement and celebration”
(386). While this is one argument for why the poem would be consolatory to Hieron, it is
hard to see this robustly supported in terms of the ode itself.
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lines still require interpreters—whether performer, audience, or both—who are prepared to
accept and enact the interplay between laundandus, poet, and audience that this passage

describes.

IV.  Sociality and sexuality
The importance of heterosexual reproduction to the odes means that the regulation of

sexual norms is also often at issue in the narratives they present. This is the focus of Pythian
9, with Apollo again implicated in questions of legitimacy and genealogy in mythical time.
Pythian 9’s vision of a mythological Cyrenaean foundation opens with an image of the
marriage of Apollo and Cyrene as divinely sanctioned—then, a few lines later, cycles back in
time to a moment before its consummation, a characteristically Pindaric move that leaves the
audience assured of the outcome but brings us back to a place where, in narrative time, that
future is still contingent.*’ It is this particular representation of teleology, the “urgent
relationship with time” that characterizes Cyrene and Telesikrates in this poem,*! that shows
the integral relationship between poetic temporalities and representations of marriage and
reproduction for Pindar.

Apollo makes a rhetorical show of asking Chiron who Cyrene’s parents are and if it
is proper (osia) for him to pursue sexual intercourse with her:

Tig viv avBpodnmv tékev; moiag & dmootacOeico UTANG

OpEV KeELOUMVOG EYEL GKLOEVTOV,
yevETOL & AAKAG ATELPAVTOU;

40 Nancy Felson has characterized Pindar’s several representations of Apollo as an epinician
character in “story-time” to explore the way that “Apollo inside time is always eclipsed and
framed by the timeless Apollo” (Felson 2009, 150), “contradictions... [which] are central to
the very genre of the victory ode” (166).

41 Carson 1982, 125. She also writes: “In summary, the point of the analogy between bride
and victor is, at least in part, to remind us that excellence is a public thing, only properly
realized in a communal effort. The moment when a bride is plucked in marriage is a kairos
analogous to that moment when victory flowers surround the athlete. In each case the kairos
represents an intersection of public and private, occurring when an individual reaches out

beyond himself to perform an action that mingles him with his community.”
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ocia KAuTav Xépa ol TPOGEVEYKELY,

M pa; kod 8k Aegydov keipan pedndéo moiov;*?

What mortal bore her? From what stock has she been severed
that she lives in the glens of the shadowy mountains

and puts to the test her unbounded valor?

Is it right (osia) to lay my famous hand upon her

and indeed to reap the honey-sweet flower from the bed of love?

Chiron’s response acknowledges the irony of Apollo’s asking, and takes a slyly Apollonian
stance as he replies with a prophecy for the marriage of Apollo and Cyrene, the birth of their
son, and the foundation and flourishing of the city of Cyrene. Much like in Olympian 6,
however, the clear (and already stated) teleology of Cyrene’s marriage and children is, at this
point, given a veneer of uncertainty. It is the nature of sex itself, in Chiron’s telling, that
opens up the possibility for ambiguity, concealment, and even deceit:*3

Kpumtal kKAides Evii copac [1eBodc iepdv priotdtmv,

Doife, xai &v te Be01g TODTO KAVOPOTOIS OUDCS

aidéovt’, Apeavoov adsiog TuYElV TO TPMOTOV EVVAG.

Kol yop o€, TOV 0V Ogptov yevdet Oryely,
Erpome peilyyoc Opyd mopedpuey Todtov Adyov.*

Hidden are the keys to sacred lovemaking that belongs to wise Persuasion,
Phoibos, and both gods and humans alike

shy from engaging openly for the first time in sweet love.

And you, for whom it is not right to touch upon a lie,

your amorous impulse prompted you to make this misleading speech.

For Apollo, whose omniscience Chiron describes at length, there is a particularly

vivid contrast between the scope of his future knowledge and the stance of uncertainty he

42 P 9.33-7.
43 See also Pythian 2.25-40 on Ixion: gdvoi 8¢ mapdtpomot &¢ kaxdtat aOpdav / EBarov: moti
Kol TOv tkovt - €nel vepédg maperégato, / weddog YAuKkD pebénwv, didpig avnp:
£1d0c Yo VmepoymThTy Tpémey ovpovidy / Buyatépt Kpdvov: vte S6Aov adtd Oécav / Znvog
noAdpor, kaAov thjpa (“Unnatural lust throws men into dense trouble; it befell even him,
since the man in his ignorance chased a sweet fake and lay with a cloud, for its form was like
the supreme celestial goddess, the daughter of Cronus. The hands of Zeus set it as a trap for
him, a beautiful misery”).
4 P.9.39-43,
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takes at this moment in the narration.*> This contrast is completely self-conscious for the
poem itself. Apollo and Chiron’s long conversation means that the poem dwells on this
critical moment before the conception of Cyrene’s child. The poet self-consciously extends
the moment of suspense by, ironically, elaborating its inevitable conclusion and spectacular
future at conspicuous length. The moment of contingency, fundamentally symbolized by the
secrecy and uncertainty of sex, is enveloped within a triumphant teleological framework.

If Apollo’s questions are essentially disingenuous within the internal narrative of the
poem, who are these questions really for? They are a performance of human questions, staged
for the poem’s human audience and in anticipation of the story of human marriage that is the
purpose and motivating theme of Pythian 9. The ode ends with the depiction of the marriage
of Alexidamos, Telesikrates’ putative ancestor—a marriage won through a contest styled as a
foot race, exactly like the races won which led Telesikrates to commission an epinician in the
first place.*® The symbolism is almost too obvious. Despite the poem’s triumphant depiction

of Apollo and Cyrene, however, Alexidamos, his marriage, and his races remain firmly in

45 Arguments that the motivation behind Apollo’s questions and Chiron’s answer is to
emphasize that Cyrene should willingly submit to Apollo (rather than be subject to sexual
violence) are given in Winnington-Ingram 1969 and Kéhnken 1985, 86-94. While I think a
potential contrast between legitimate and illegitimate sexual violence is interesting, like
Grethlein 2011, 386-88, I find these arguments unconvincing in terms of the language of the
poem. I do not agree with Grethlein, however, that the secrecy around Apollo and Cyrene’s
relationship marks a contrast between gods and human beings; rather, the potential for
secrecy is so self-consciously ironic in the conversation between Apollo and Chiron that it
puts extra emphasis on how incongruous it is here. Instone 1990 interestingly inverts the
genders when he suggests that “the astonished questions of Apollo, in awe of Kyrene’s
strength, are what Pindar imagines must have gone through the minds of the women each
time they saw their victorious hero Telesikrates” (41); but Segal 1986 rightly argues, I think
that this is part of a subsumption of the wildness of femininity to the organizing force of
masculine desire (168).
46 Compare also Olympian 7.1-10, where the poet figures his poem as a gift at the occasion of
a marriage. Myers 2007 has argued that the description of the footrace also recalls choral
imagery, putting even more stress on the equivalence between poem, marriage, and athletic
achievement.
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human time.*” The poem itself remains as the vehicle by which Alexidamos and Telesikrates
are connected to their illustrious genealogical past, and in which the meaning of both
marriage and victory are determined through its deployment of myth and image.

As Chapter 4 also argues, Pythian 4 is a paradigmatic example of the way that the
nature of the epinician text and the social identity of the poet is constructed through the
figuration of a multilayered institutionalism. The poem explores the aetiology and persistence
of blood-based rule and its many possible transgressions, in the potent metaphorical context
of sea travel, wandering, and closely scrutinized moments of xenia. At the core of this
palimpsestic imaginary are central concerns about femininity and reproduction, focused
around the figure of Medea. Pythian 4’s situation of Medea and Jason as refugees, in
Demetra Kasimis’ terms, puts extra stress on how the poem defines political legitimacy and
the stakes of claiming political status.*® In fact, Pythian 4 is unusually detailed about the
relationship between blood relationships, wealth, and political standing, which are so often
intertwined and deliberately conflated in the epinicians.

The poem closely associates femininity, reproduction, and futurity from the beginning
of Medea’s own speech at line 13:

KEKAVTE, TOdEG VITEPOOU®V TE POTOV Kol OedV’

Qo yop 1060’ €€ aMmAdkTov ote YaS Emdeoto kdpav

aotéwv pilav putedoecshort peAnciuPfpotov

AW &v Appwvog Ogpédrowg.®

Hear me, sons of great-hearted men and gods.

I declare that one day from this sea-beaten land the daughter of Epaphos

will have planted within her a root of famous cities
at the foundations of Zeus Ammon.

47 Grethlein 2011 argues that the poem definitively separates divine and human time, and
thereby puts extra stress on the ephemerality of human lives.
48 Kasimis 2020.
4 P.4.13-16.
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Already, the land (ydc) of Libya is analogized to a daughter (x6pav), with a divine,
monarchic genealogy in Epaphos and a divine mandate in the foundation of the cult of Zeus
Ammon. The deeply conventional alliance of natural metaphor (dotéwv pilav putevcesOor)
to biological reproduction is not so conventional to be bleached of meaning; rather, the way
the metaphor itself has been culturally naturalized betrays not only Pindar’s individual
literary attempt to link reproduction with political foundation but the actual contemporary
cultural importance (particularly for the Battiad monarchy) of linking political legitimation to
divinely authorized indigeneity and a traceable genealogy. Thera itself is soon characterized
as a future matropolin (20), and the long story of the wayward clod of earth ends with its
analogization, again, to a seed (sperma): xoi vov €v 130" deBirtov véow kéyvtar Aoag/
gvpLYOpOL oméppa mpiv dpog (“and now on that island the immortal seed of broad Libya was
poured out before its time,” 42-44). There is a curious temporal contrast here, with vivid
temporal and spatial deictics (vov &v 1d0’... vac®) enfolding the adjective dpbitov,
“unwithering.” This description of the onéppa mpiv dpog makes it at once untimely and out
of time—a product of contingent chance that becomes everlasting.

At the same time as Libya is the natural soil for nurturing the growth of cities, Thera
as matropolin offers a double parenthood for Cyrene that ties it to the physical earth of both
Libya and Greece. The story of the clod of earth makes this double genealogy circular rather
than parallel; the sperma of Libya is accidentally left on Thera, the island from which
(according to this version of the myth) the original settlers of Cyrene came. It turns out, then,
that the two mothers of Cyrene are one and the same, and the city’s rootedness in the earth of
Libya is anchored in the temporality of myth and the semi-divine as well as in a Theran

migration that is locatable in historical time.
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It is also the misadventures of this clod that allow the poem to make a crucial contrast
between a vision of migratory—but teleological and destined—apoikia and the incorporation
of a complex, non-indigenous exogamy in Cyrene’s, and the Battiads’, founding narrative:

TETPATOV OOV K EMYIVOUEVOV

ailpd ol kelvav AdPe ovv Aavaoig evpeiay dmelpov. Tote Yop PeydAag

é€aviotavtar Aaxedaipovog Apyeiov te kKOATOL Kol Muknvav.

VOV Y€ HEV BALOSATAV KPLTOV EVPNGEL YUVUKADV

&v Aéyeotv yévog, of kev Tévoe oV TIUd Bedv

vacov EABOVTEG TEKOVTOL OATO KEAUVEPE®V TESIWV

deomoTav.>

The blood of the fourth generation of children born to him [Euphamos]

would have taken that broad mainland with the Danaans, for at that time

they are to set out from great Lakedaimon, from the gulf of Argos,

and from Mycenae.

Now, however, he will find in the beds of foreign women

a chosen race, who will come honored by the gods

to this island and beget a man to be ruler of the plains with dark clouds.
Two visions of territorial hegemony are presented here. In one—which does not come to pass
for the Battiads, but is based on the pervasive contemporary mythology of ethnic
migrations—monarchical succession is legitimized through blood (aipa) even when
displaced from its geographic origin (here, Boiotia, in line 46; note the mention of
Euphamos’ mother and literal place of birth, Europa...tikte). This putative Battiad migration
would also be teleological, the fulfillment of a divine destiny. What intervenes, however, is
human fallibility and maritime risk.>! Instead, the actiology of the monarchy becomes
grounded in intermarriage between two populations, neither of whom are indigenous to
Libya. The yévog dArodomdv yovawkdv here is the women of Lemnos, who encounter the
Argonauts during their voyage.

All of this is told to us in the narration of Medea, one the most significant

mythological exemplars of the many-faceted dangers that conjugal and reproductive

0P 4.47-53.
3! Treated more fully in Chapter 4.
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disfunction pose to social stability. In Pythian 4, she is depicted as a prophetic figure, her
speech embodying the fulfillment of a genealogical future at the same time as she infamously
represents a paradigmatic conflict over exactly these issues—the meaning of her marriage
and potential children with Jason and their relationship to her own political legitimacy.>
Pythian 4 itself is represented as the teleological fulfillment of this process, focused through
the figure of the contemporary Arkesilas. The poet’s recapitulation of the Battiad genealogy
is directly addressed to Arkesilas (& Apkeciha, P. 4.250) with its naturalized ending in the
wise rulership of the current king (6pB6foviov pftv, 263). It ends with a self-conscious
reflection on its own performance before its exiled subject and its monarchic addressee, with
its ultimate teleology captured in this moment of performative political membership and
social recognition.>?
Like Pythian 3’s description of Asklepios’ untimely birth, Jason’s story of his own

birth shares characteristics, in his own narration, with a death:

nevBopan yap viv [edav dBepv Aevkaig mbncavta ppociv

AUETEPOV ATOGVLAACL BlN(xioog APYESKAV TOKEWDV

tol ', €nel TAUTPMOTOV €100V QEYYOS, VTEPPLAAOV

ayepovog deicavteg HPpv, KAdoc doeite EOEVOL dHvopepdv

&v ddpact Onkapevol, piyo KOKLTE YOVoIK®V

KPVOPOO TEUTOV GTAPYAVOLS &V TOPPVPEOLGS,

VUKTI Kowvdoavteg 086v, Kpovida 8¢ tpagev Xeipwvt ddkav.
For I am told that lawless Pelias gave in to his white wits

and usurped it by force from my justly ruling parents,

who, as soon as I saw the light,

fearing the violence of the overbearing ruler, made a dark funeral
in the house and added women’s wailing as if I died,

but secretly sent me away in my purple swaddling clothes,

and, entrusting the journey to the night, gave me to Chiron,

32 For this argument on Medea’s political status in Euripides at length, see Kasimis 2020; for
Medea’s relationship to the futurity (and presentness) of children, Nooter 2022. Interestingly,
as Segal 1986, 71 notes, P. 4 never mentions the children of Jason and Medea. Of course, P.
4 is significantly earlier than Euripides’ Medea, so 1 do not mean to suggest that the exact
preoccupations of Euripides should be read back onto it—only that in particular, here, the
resonances of dangerous femininity and exogamy are very important for the poem.
53 See Chapter 4, p. 193-198.
4 P.4.109-115.
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son of Kronos, to raise.

Why this figuration of his birth in terms of death and mourning—besides its function internal
to the narrative? Jason’s birth, as he narrates it, comes in the context of the theft of his
political birthright by Pelias, who is also the audience for this story. As Pythian 4 has it, this
violent (Buaiwc) usurpation is hubristic and unjust (60epv), and Jason seeks the restoration of
his family’s rightful rule. Like the birth of Asklepios, Jason’s birth is figured as its opposite
because, in this case, Pelias’ interruption of the blood-based right of rulership in lolcus has
thrown the meaning of his birth and genealogy into doubt. Pelias emphasizes Jason’s
estrangement from his patriarchal birthright when he only makes mention of Jason’s mother
at their first meeting, not his father (98).> He also, perhaps ironically, associates deception
about identity with pollution (99-100), while he himself is described frantically hiding his
own fear at seeing Jason (95-6). Like in Olympian 6, the very concealment of Jason’s identity
stresses the central importance of its truth and eventual revelation to the poem and the social
actors within it. This entire section of the poem narrates the ironic scrutiny of Jason the
xenos, whose immediate recognition by his own father helps to put their conflict with Pelias
into motion; as adult xenos, he recapitulates the process of scrutiny that should have
established his legitimacy at birth.¢

The question of familial recognition and rightful political status goes much deeper
here, as well. Pelias and Jason’s father are actually half-brothers, both born to the same
mother, the wife of King Cretheus of Iolcus.’” But Pelias is the product of an extra-marital
affair with Poseidon, not a blood relation of the king himself. The conflict between Jason and
Pelias is in fact an intrafamilial one, which puts at issue what a family means and defines

legitimacy through the patriarchal line. It is also, practically, a conflict over a relatively

35 Segal 1986, 174.
56 See Chapter 4 for more on xenia (with specific attention to P. 4), as well as Sigelman 2016.

37 These genealogical relations are explored in detail in Schubert 2004, 19-21.
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narrow vision of individual status and power—that is, Jason’s definition of the blood criteria
for political power in Iolcus is highly restricted, and these criteria are only of blood. This is a
conflict between individual elites, over individual inheritance and heritage, rather than any
broader conception of class solidarity or of an allied aristocracy.

At issue here is also specifically political status, although the poem acknowledges the
ways in which the economic and political are so often integrated. Jason specifically offers the
material wealth of the family to Pelias in exchange for his own assumption of the rulership of
Iolcus (148-155). This wealth may be legitimately Jason’s—he defines it as stolen (149-
150)—but, in this telling, it is also separable from the status of Iolcian king. Political status
and the rightful accumulation of wealth may be associated, then, but what really grounds
political status here is blood, not wealth, and its legitimacy is premised on proof of genealogy
rather than the power of affluence.

This is all intimately related to the possible intentions and functions of Pythian 4. At
the very least, the poem thematizes the return of the exile Damophilos to Arkesilas’s court.
At most, it may have served as an argument for his re-incorporation as a citizen of Cyrene or
a celebration of Arkesilas’s acceptance of his return.3® It is precisely political status that is at
issue here, with its attendant possible privileges of security, property, and perhaps the
possibility of legitimate marriage and childbearing within the context of Cyrenaean
recognition. The poem’s incorporation of Medea’s mantic voice, along with the poem’s
privileged view onto the truth behind the concealment of identity and conspiracy against
legitimate power, suggests a role for the poet in enforcing a Battiad teleology even amidst the
atmosphere of uncertainty, risk, and deception that continually characterizes the narrative

action of the poem. It also points out, again and again, the ways that political status must be

38 See: Potamiti 2015; Schubert 2004, 23-24; Felson 1999, 13; Carey 1980.
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recognized and authorized. The poem itself attempts to ground this status in blood, giving it a
kind of natural pre-recognition that it is later fulfilled by more ordinary social recognition.>
Pythian 4’s simile of the oak tree powerfully captures this attempt to think of
citizenship as natural and essential:

el yap tic 8Lovg OEVTOU® TEAEKEL

gEepetyeiey neydhag Spooc, aicyvvor 8¢ oi Bantov eidoc”

Kai eBvoKapTog £0ica 1001 YAPoV Tep” AVTAC,

el mote yewéprov mop €&iknton AoicOov:

1} oLV 0pOUig KIOVEGGIV SECTOGVUVOLGLY EPEOOEVA

puoyBov A0S Aueénel SvoTOVOV &V TElYETLY,

g0V épnumococa ydpov.5°

If someone with a sharp-bladed axe

should strip the boughs from a great oak tree and ruin its splendid appearance,

although it cannot bear foliage, it gives an account of itself,

if ever it comes at last to a winter’s fire

or if, supported by upright columns belonging to a master,

it performs a wretched labor within alien walls,

having left its own place desolate.
Taking this simile as it is usually taken, as an imagination of Damophilos’s potential life in a
foreign city, shows a contrast between nature and artifice being mapped onto Damophilos’s
Cyrenaean citizenship. Abroad, he will always remain a metic, gAAoC... &v telyeoty, stripped
of the place (£0v épnudcaica y@d@pov) where he naturally belongs. The unusual use of ydgpov
here is perhaps an allusion to political action and participation, couched within a strong
image of natural decay and deprivation (pOwokapmog, épnuadcaica). There is a violence to
this displacement, too, that suggests the gravity of its consequences and the active agency of
Arkesilas. It is in his power to effect Damophilos’s flourishing in his home of Cyrene or to
condemn him to subservience (Kid0vesotv deomocvvaioty) under a different hegemon. The

simile also suggests a possible contrast between subservience in a foreign polis and a kind of

natural freedom in Damophilos’s native polis—despite the fact that it is, in fact, addressed to

3 But even inherited excellence, sometimes depicted uncontroversially in Pindar, is subject to
uncertainty and contingency: see Chapter 2, section I.
60 P 4.265-9.
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Cyrene’s monarchical ruler, and implicitly suggests that the power to certify Damophilos’
membership in Cyrene is with Arkesilas alone.

Pythian 11, despite its interpretive difficulties, also offers a fruitful ground for
thinking through these problems of the poet’s voice and social authorization. Like the Medea
of Pythian 4, there are few more famous examples of feminine transgression than
Clytemnestra, whose story is a centerpiece of Pythian 11. The ode’s disapproval of
Clytemnestra’s behavior towards her family is emphatic:

TOV 01 ovevouEVOL TTatpOg Apotvoa KAvtopuviotpag

YEPDV DO KpaTePAV €K SOLOL TPOPOG dvede duomevlEag,

omote Aapdavida kopav [Ipiépov

Kooobvdpav moAd yaAkd cOv Ayapepvovig

Yuyd TOpELG’ AYEPOVTOG AKTAV TTop £VOKIOV

VARG Yuva.o!

[Orestes] who, indeed, at the slaughter of his father, was rescued

by his nurse Arsinoa out from under the powerful hands of Clytemnestra,

and away from her grievous treachery,

when with the grey bronze she dispatched Kassandra,

Dardanian Priam’s daughter, along with Agamemnon’s

soul, to the shadowy shores of Acheron,

pitiless woman.

Clytemnestra violates the norms of motherhood in this poem, highlighted by the contrast it
draws between her and Arsinoa—the two names are placed directly next to each other in the
line, with no closer juxtaposition possible. Family relationships are first and foremost at
issue: Agamemnon is described as a father (matpog, 17), and Kassandra described in relation
to her own father. These family roles are also gendered. Clytemnestra’s identity as a gune is
foregrounded, in contrast to the normative gender and family relationships of the trophos

Arsinoa and kore Kassandra. Like Koronis and Medea, Clytemnestra’s behavior has meaning

far beyond her individual actions, but here the ode explicitly spells out its moral warning. The

o1 P 11.17-22.
146



tone of this poem, composed for a Theban victor, is strikingly different from the odes for
Hieron and the Battiads. As it takes up the problem of rumor spreading among citizens, it also
takes on the venomous tone of gossip in the streets:%?

notepOv viv dp” Toryéver én’ Evping

coaybeion thie Tatpog Ekvicev Papumdrapov dpcat yOAoV;

1| £tép Aéyel dapalopévav

gvvoyot mapayov koitar;®?

Was it then the sacrificial slaying of Iphigeneia at Euripus

far from her homeland that provoked her to rouse up her heavy-handed anger?

Or did nighttime lovemaking lead her astray

by enthralling her to another’s bed?

The voice of the poet performs here as if it is also a social actor, speaking to its peers
(philoi, at 38) in a familiar social context. The ode then not only supports or describes but
actually enacts mechanisms of social approbation that contribute to the enforcement of
particular norms. Sometimes a policing eye, now a chiding voice, the ode participates in the
social regulation which it also approves through the moral dramas it stages. Like the narration
of the birth of lamos in Olympian 6, a fear of concealment and uncertainty pervades this
passage. Klytemnestra’s potential transgressions are &vvuyot, made under the cover of night;
the rhetorical force of the questions themselves suggests an atmosphere of ambiguity and
uncertainty.

In Pythian 11, too, a discussion of the risks and benefits of marriage is closely
associated with the social impact of wealth and the risks associated with accumulating it:

10 8¢ véaug ahdyo1g

Exthotov dumhdaxiov kaAvyor T dpdyovov

dALoTpionct YADGCOLG

KOKOAOYOL O€ TOATTOL.
{oyet te yap dAPog ov peiova @BoOVOV:

62 Compare to N. 11, which also parallels logoi aston and aoidai, and takes up a decidedly
colloquial tone: vai pa yap dpxov, Euav 06&av mapd Kaotariq / kol mop’ €06EVOp® LoADV
80w Kpdvov / kahAov Gv dnproviev evooto avtimarov (“For I swear, in my judgment,
whether he went to Kastalia or to the well-wooded hill of Kronos, he would have returned
home better than the opponents who competed against him,” 30-32).
63 P 11.22-25.
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0 88 younAd Tvémv deovtov Bpéuet.t

That sin is most hateful in young wives and impossible to conceal

because of others’ tongues,

for townsmen are scandalmongers.

Then, too, prosperity sustains a matching envy,

whereas the din of a man of low ambition goes unnoticed.
The exact meaning of these last two lines is, of course, difficult to pin down.%® But there is
certainly an echo here of the tyrant’s problem described by Xenophon in his Hiero (the
tyrant’s problem, perhaps, suggested in line 53). Wealth and success mean the risk of
attracting attention in a negative way, attention that is clearly imagined as coming from
within a political community (politai). What is also clear is the poem’s preoccupation with
the juxtaposition between the hidden and the revealed, the spoken and the unspoken, spurred
by concerns about the sexual behavior of new brides. The poem’s abrupt cut-off, introduced
philoi at line 38, and its ever-shifting tone add to this gossipy, conspiratorial atmosphere.°®
Perhaps it is possible to see Pythian 11 miming multiple voices within a conversation of
philoi or politai, enacting in its tone the very possibility of hidden, ambiguous speech and
action that it thematizes. Particularly if the poem was composed, as consensus now has it,
after Aeschylus’ Oresteia trilogy, echoes of the Oresteia’s concern with speech, silence, and
deception are not hard to see.®’

The poem’s tone following the break-off is almost choral, in its insistence on ethical
pronouncement and its invocation of a collective philoi combined with the gnomic first

person. These exact rhetorical concerns are also central to epinician poetics. As the poems

work to construct a social discourse, they make judgments about what should and should not

64 P 11.25-30.
65 For recent interpretations, see Hubbard 1990, Instone 1986, and Finglass 2007 ad loc.
66 See Mackie 2003 on the possible use of the break-off in Pindar to navigate between appeals
to different audiences—though I think these are all for the same audience.
67 On dating and relationship to the Oresteia, see Kurke 2013, n.2 on dates and passim for a
potential contrast with the poetics of Aeschylus; Hubbard 1990, 348; on arguing for the 474
date, Finglass 2007, 11-17.
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be said, how truth in speech should be determined, and what the potential consequences of
deception are. These discursive concerns are part and parcel of concerns about relation and
reproduction, the importance of which is also discursively constructed. Socially, relation and
reproduction also raise significant anxieties (as poems like Pythian 3 and 9 show) about truth
and falsity, concealment and deception. When kinship is such a valuable tool for securing
wealth and status, the importance of establishing the nature of particular kinship relations has
high stakes. The meaning, too, of these relations and the responsibilities they invoke is
heightened. For kinship to be an effective system within which status is supported and
maintained, norms that regulate the behavior of family members and extended relatives
towards each other must also be consistently enforced. Without an expectation that relatives
materially support the status of their kin and can be relied upon as part of elite social
networks, the social meaning and power of kinship would quickly erode.

Issues of translation aside, the ethical propositions of Pythian 11 seem straightforward
on the surface. Imagined in the context of a conversation, however, the stiffly gnomic tone of
the poem’s second half might be seen instead as performative—the adoption of a more
socially authorized speech genre when speech threatens to go astray. To confidently censure
tyrannies (53) after just worrying that o/bos will be subject to phthonos does not simply mean
that the poem consistently contrasts the moral qualities of tyrannos and olbos as an
unproblematic, positivist statement.®® The form of this discourse is just as important as the
content. In a context where the correct and socially useful forms of speech are of paramount
importance, the poem itself participates in constructing and promoting certain of these forms.

Across this transition between the two parts of the poem, perhaps the persona of the speaker

68 See Finglass 2007, 117-8 for comparanda in archaic poetry, and the argument, citing
Pavese 1975, p. 249, that “the statement is expressed as a comment on the tyrant’s quality of
life rather than a political judgment.” The two functions need not, of course, be exclusive or
opposed. Young 1968 agrees: “it is a general statement, in no way personal to Pindar” (15),

in arguing against the strong historicism of Wilamowitz and Bowra in particular.
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has realized that it, too, might be attracting unwanted attention and seeks to forestall criticism
of its own.

The poem serves not only as a mime but also a model for elites who might find
themselves in a similar situation. It does not simply reflect the social discourses in which it
finds itself but both overtly and implicitly suggests how this discourse should be conducted
and what the consequences of these kinds of norm violations might be. The middle break-off
in Pythian 11 shows that an important and self-conscious transition is happening, between the
socially active interest of the first half in transgressive crimes to the overtly moralistic tone of
the second half. When the poem has so recently suggested that language is slippery, even
dangerous, it is hard to imagine we should fully trust the poet who tells us, so ostentatiously,

that he is veering back on course.

V. Genealogy and historical narrative

Olympian 10 describes the impetus for the epinician composition alongside its
mythological staging of the inception of the Olympic games, tying epinician origins to
athletic ones. The story of this founding is full of violent conflict, which culminates in
Heracles’ triumph and delineation of the sacred precinct of Zeus. In the poem’s moralistic
interpretation of this story, a temporal teleology returns again:

Ta0TQ & &V TPOTOYOVE® TEAETH

napéotav pev dpa Moipat oxedov

0 T €Eeréyymv novog

aAdBeay ETTU OV

APOVOG. TO 0€ GUPAVES IV TOPC® KATEPPUGEYV,

Omo. TV TOAENO010 dOCLY

axpdOva dtiehdv EBve kol teviaempid” dnwg dpa

gotacev €optav oLV OALUTLASL TPDOTY

vikagopioot te.5

But in this rite of first birth

0. 10.51-9.
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the Fates stood close by,
and the one who alone puts
genuine truth to the test,
Time. It moved forward and told the clear and precise story,
how Heracles divided the gifts of war
and sacrificed the finest of them, and how
he established the four years' festival with the first Olympic games
and its victories.
The reproductive metaphor frames the narrative here, as the founding of the Olympic games
is depicted as a birth attended by the Fates and supervised—Ilike the birth of Asklepios, or the
labor of Evadne—by someone who can determine its meaning. Here, the conceptual
metaphor assigns moira and khronos the supervisory role, and what for an Asklepios or
Iamos would be the lineage or legitimacy of the child is here named as the truth of the story
(in familiar language, with extra linguistic emphasis in the doubling of noun and adjective:
ardBeiay étropov). No accident that birth and truth are associated here, just as the truth of
the lineage of a lamos or Jason (in Pythian 4) must be scrutinized and legitimized. Here is the
metaphor at its maximal level of abstraction, freighted with the weight of divine authorization
and underpinning the entire aetiology and organization of the flagship stephanitic contests at
Olympia. Truth, birth, and chronological teleology are morally, and divinely, intertwined.
Like Olympian 9, Olympian 7 tells a birth story that goes beyond the human, but has
ultimate reflexes back into the normative organization of contemporary political
communities—in this case, on Rhodes:
QovTi 0" avOpoOT®V TaAoiol
pnoteg, odmm, dte ¥BO6va datéovto Zevg T Kai abdvarot,
oavepav &v meldyel Podov Eupev movtio,
aApvpoig 8° &v BévBeotv vaioov kekpOEOaL.
amedvtog &° oVt EvdeiEev Adyog Agiiov:
Kol pé pv yopag axAdpwtov AMmov,
ayvov Beov.
LUvacBévTL 08 Zebg dumaiov péAAev BEpey. GALG viv ovk glacev: €mel TOAMAG

ewmé v’ anTog Opav Evoov Barhdccag avEopévay medofev
moAvPockov yoiav avOpdmolst Kol eDPpova UNAOLC.
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gkélevoev O avtika ypvoaumvka pev Adyeow

YEPOg avteival, Bedv & dprov péyav

HT] TOPPALLEV,

aALd Kpdvov ovv maidl vedoat, paevvov ¢ aifépa viv tepebeicay £4 KeQOAQ
g€omicm yépag Ecoesbat. TedevTabev 08 AdymV Kopvpai

&v ahabeig metoioat. PAdote pev €€ AAOC VYOGS

vaoog, &xel T€ viv 0&e1dv 0 YevéBMOGg aktivev matnp,

Op TVeOVTOV ApYO¢ Innwv: EvBa Podw mote puybeig téxev

EMTA GOPMOTATO VONUOT EML TPOTEP®V AVOPDV TAPUOEEAIUEVOVS
naidag, oV eig uév Kauepov

npecPitatov te Tdhvoov Etexev Atvoov T’ dmdtepbe 6 Eyxov,
ow yaiav tpiyo dacodpevol Tatpmiay,

dotémv poipav, kékAnvrot 8¢ oev £dpar.”

The ancient stories of men tell

that when Zeus and the immortals were dividing the earth among them,
Rhodes was not yet visible in the expanse of the sea,

but the island was hidden in the salty depths.

Helios was absent, and no one marked out a share for him;

in fact they left him without any allotment of land,

although he was a holy god.

And when Helios mentioned it, Zeus was about to order a new casting of lots, but
Helios did not allow him. For he said in the gray sea,

He himself saw growing from the bottom,

a rich, productive land for men, and a kindly one for flocks.

And he bid Lachesis of the golden headband
raise her hands right away, and speak the great oath of the gods,
not misleadingly,
and consent with the son of Cronus that that island,
when it had risen into the shining air,
should thereafter be his own prize of honor. And the essence of his words
was fulfilled and turned out to be true.
There grew from the waters of the sea
an island, which is held by the birth-giving father of piercing rays,
the ruler of fire-breathing horses. And there he once lay with Rhodes,
and begat seven sons who inherited from him the wisest minds
in the time of earlier men;
and of these one begat Kameiros,
and Ialysos the eldest, and Lindos; each had his own separate share
of cities in their threefold division of their father's land,
and their dwelling-places were named after them.

70°0.7.54-76.
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Here, the story of the birth of Rhodes is also the story of the birth of elite strategies
for negotiating the division of resources. The contemporary social problem of conflict
between the families and poleis of Rhodes is reflected in an original conflict between the
gods at the very moment of Rhodes’ creation. The birth of Rhodes from the sea is equated
with the fulfillment of a prophecy and the taking of an oath, forms of teleologically and
socially institutional speech here modelled through the divine authority of the gods in
legendary time.”! Out of this oath comes Rhodes, who then serves—somewhat like Pyrrha
and Deucalion—as a generator of historical people through sexual reproduction. The cities of
Rhodes are then the next generation from the sons of Rhodes and Zeus, related both to the
land itself and to each other.

Olympian 7 is said by the scholia to have been inscribed in golden letters on the
temple of Athena at Lindos.”” The only evidence for this is textual, and much later than the
poem itself: no extant material evidence supports it. The image is so compelling, however,
that Leslie Kurke has argued that the poem’s own invocation of materiality prefigured its
physical inscription on the temple.”® The poems discussed in this chapter relate teleology and
genealogy on multiple levels: the victory is prefigured by genealogical history, the birth
prefigured by conception, the death prefigured by birth. Whether or not this inscription of
Olympian 7 at Lindos existed historically, the fact that later sources and scholars found the
idea persuasive to the extent of searching for, and finding, evidence in the poem for it is

telling.

"' See Maslov 2015, ch. 3 on representations of marturia as part of how “poetic authority is
constructed qua social authority” (185).
2 tohTnv TV OOV dvakeicoi enot Fopywv v 1@ thig Awvdiog Adnvoiog
lep® xpvoois ypappaoty “Gorgon says that this ode is dedicated in the temple of Athena
Lindia in letters of gold.” (Schol. O.7, inscr., Drachmann I, 195 = 515 F18 FGrH).
3 Kurke 2017, 18.
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Olympian 7 was composed before the synoikism of Rhodes, but seems to almost
predict this historical event in the way it narrates the origin of and relates the connections
between Lindos, Kameiros, and lalysos.” For later readers—around the turn of the third
century, in the case of the Gorgon the scholiast, or in the twentieth and twenty-first, in the
case of contemporary scholars—Pindar’s story of Rhodes’ birth seems to predict the island’s
future.” In this way, the poem effects its own reproduction regardless of whether it was
inscribed or not. The cultural conversation about Diagoras, the history of Rhodes, and
Olympian 7 has now outlasted any (potential or otherwise) golden letters at Lindos. The way
that the poem associates itself so closely with the persistence of precious materials, and the
association of these objects themselves with the athletic victory, has helped sustain its value
even in the absence of its physical instantiation in such materials.”® Inscriptions and
dedications—both of which the golden letters represent—worked as both commemoration
and performance, legitimizing and materializing the social decision-making that they
represented. So, too, does the epinician ode participate in this practice of performing as well

as attempting to fix the norms and meaning of social discourse.

74 Kowalzig 2007, ch. 6, esp. p. 249-50, 262; Kurke 2016. Kowalzig’s argument has less to
do with Pindaric poetics per se and much more with the ode’s embodiment of ritual practice
and mythic innovation, which literally performs what it describes.
75 Not to mention, perhaps, the future of his own poetry. See Felson 1980, 79.
76 The “thingliness” of O. 7 that Kurke 2016, 18 describes. As she notes, O. 7’s reference to
material prizes for a victor is in fact unusual for Pindar.
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Chapter 4:
The Poet and the Epinician Poem
I. The poet and his audience

Pindar’s patrons are represented in his odes as intensively social individuals, whose
precarious status was historically and poetically negotiated within multiple networks of
kinship and power and (hopefully) maintained diachronically through the poems’ aspiration
towards material and cultural persistence. While the focus in the preceding chapters has been
on the wider social structures in which these individuals construct their status, the interplay
between individual and institution is a constitutive feature of both status-making in a
historical sense and the ideological poetics of Pindaric epinician.! The epinician victor exists
as a dynamic social individual within the polis and within interconnected elite networks, but
the fragility of individual status—as well individual human life and the body, on which that
status partially depends—is also a concurrent site of vulnerability for epinician’s aspirations
towards cultural persistence.? The fragility of human life to which epinician repeatedly
gestures is concentrated in the problem of the historical individual, with a vulnerable body, in

his relation to both past and future.?

! On this framework, see also Kurke 1991 on the twin problems of the tyrant as political
individual and the idiotes in the polis (esp. Ch. 7 and 8). Connecting to the poet is Maslov
2015, 51: “Individuality lies at the heart of the logic of literature.” Where I differ
significantly from Maslov is in seeing a fundamental continuity, rather than rupture, between
contemporary forms of social discourse and Pindar’s poetic discourses. Maslov instead
argues for “a fundamental disjunction between social discourse—for example, the discourse
of religious celebration—and the literary discourse. Whereas the former results in a social
fact, the latter aims at becoming what may be called a historical fact” (Maslov 2015, 182).
For this project, historicity and sociality are importantly intertwined under the concept of
social reproduction.

2 The relevant distinction here is the individual elite, in competition with other elites, vs. the
social institution (polis, form of politeia, association, religious institution, kinship, marriage)
as a context for defining individual identity.

3 For Pindar’s references to the limited term of human life: N. 11.15-16, 1. 8.14, etc. For this
connection to contingency, Grethlein 2010, 6: “The temporality of human life is based on
contingency, which tradition defines as ‘quod nec est impossibile nec est necessarium.’

Denoting what is, logically and ontologically, possible, but not necessary, not only defined
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Both the figure of the poet and the poem itself are implicated in this same dynamic of
stability and instability. Like his victors, the poet gestures to his own precariousness and also
towards the potential fragility of his poetry, both in terms of materiality and temporality and
in terms of its social value and the potential persistence of its value socially and culturally.
The individuality of the Pindaric poet himself—the voice of the Pindaric “I”—is famously
difficult to pin down.* Pindar’s first person is everywhere in the epinicians, and yet it
continues to elude robust sociohistorical contextualization or biographical actuality. The
scholia and Lives give vivid accounts of his life and work that differ substantially from each
other and rely heavily on interpretations of the epinicians themselves.> Where we do find the
persona of the Pindaric poet robustly represented, however, is in his self-representation as a
singer, particularly in his metaphors for his own poetry.® This chapter analyzes the odes’
metaphors and depictions of the poet and his poems, as well as their relations to the epinician
subject, in order to argue that epinician strives to define itself as a social actor within the

contemporary social institutions in which the poet and victor participate. In doing so, it

the realm in which human life unfolds, but also forms our ability to look ahead and back in
time.” See also Theunissen 2000 on the “pessimism” of contingency that Pindar’s metaphors
attempt to manage.
4 See introduction, p. 15-16.
3> On the scholia: Lefkowitz 1976 and 1985.
6 See Uhlig 2016, 104-5: “There are few ancient poets more overtly invested in fashioning
their own life story than Pindar, an author who consistently, almost haphazardly, places his
first-person voice and experiences in the foreground of his poetry. Not only does Pindar
regularly include descriptions of his own process of composition within his works, he often
recounts the social and economic factors that have compelled him to produce a poem and
even narrates aspects of his life which, at least at first blush, seem to have little or no
connection to a poem’s primary purpose. Pindar suffuses his poetry with details of his life. So
pervasive is his focus on his own first-person experience that itis hard to escape the
conclusion that, as Giovanni Battista D’ Alessio has argued, the creative genesis behind the
ancient bios (or bioi) of Pindar must ultimately be traced back to Pindar himself. In other
words, Pindar himself shared, indeed pre-empted, the biographers’ desire to link his life to his
poetic work. Alongside whatever other function they may have served, Pindar deliberately
crafted his verses to create his own self-image.” See D’ Alessio 1994.
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grapples with central questions of historicity, contingency, and fragility that these other
contemporary institutions and ideologies also sought to address.
These themes are implicated in the odes’ depiction of their own being and relation, to

both the poetic persona and to the audience and subject of the odes. Olympian 6 contains a
typical extended metaphor for Pindar’s poetic activity, along with one of the rare potential
biographical references to the poet himself:

d0Eav &y TV €Ml YAOOOQ AKOVOS Alyvpag,

& 1 €0éhovta mpocEpmel KOAALPOOLIGL TVOUIS

LATPOUATOP €N ZTop@alic, evaving Metona,

mAdEnov & OnPav Etiktey, TG EpATEVOV DOWP

miopat, Avopacty alylaToiot TAEK®V

nowkidov buvov.’

Upon my tongue I have the sensation of a clear-sounding whetstone,

which I welcome as it comes over me with lovely streams of breath.

My grandmother was Stymphalian, blooming Metope,

who bore horse-driving Thebe,

whose lovely water I shall drink, as [ weave for spearmen

my varied hymn.
Olympian 6 represents the poet and his poetry much like one of his victors through this
invocation of his own birthplace as mythological and genealogically divine, and the
metaphorically naturalized connection between the voice of the poet and the land of his birth.

8

His poem—here hymnos®—is poikilos, an adjective elegantly represented by the intertwined

metaphorical threads of this highly self-conscious passage itself. The source of his poetry is

70. 6.83-87.

8 Maslov 2015, 224 on the blending of forms of communal performance with an image of
“individual poetic craftsmanship:” “The end of the poem reveals a complicated performance
scenario, apparently involving a chorus of Stymphalian citizens traveling to Syracuse, and the
foregrounding of the poet’s individual voice, mediating between the two communities, seems

particularly opportune at that moment.”
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represented as both craft and divine inspiration at once, two predominant strains of Pindaric
metapoetics.’
In fact, this very aspect of poetic form is explicitly thematized by Pindar in Pythian 1:

Kapov el eOEyEa10, TOAALDV TelpaTa cLVTAVOIGOIS

&v Bpayel, pelov Enetar pdPOG AvOpOT®V. Ao Yap KOPOS AUPALVEL

aiovng tayeiog EAmidog:

aot®v & dxod kpHelov Bupodv Bapouvet

néAot” éohoioy én’ dihotpiorg.'”

If you should speak to the point by combining (suntanusais)

the strands (peirata) of many things

things in brief, less criticism follows from men,

for cloying excess

dulls eager expectations,

and townsmen are grieved in their secret hearts

especially when they hear of others’ successes.
Here, Pindar’s own poem offers a social explanation for his characteristic layering of image
and metaphor, which tends to skip from image to image without detailed expansion on a
single concept.!! In this self-conception, the richness yet under-elaboration of Pindar’s poetic
imagery is both a deliberate formal choice and a model for his audience. As in the poems
discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, Pindar includes himself as part of a discursive community with
particular rules and norms, and positions himself as a discursive model for others. These
discursive norms have a specific social purpose: the avoidance of enmity from the
surrounding community. This persistent theme in the epinicians is not just a reflection on
speech or poetry in general, but its functions as part of a community of astoi, holding within

itself the potential for fracture, competition, and dissent. The shape of the odes is in part a

self-conscious representation of social practice; as itself a discourse, it not only represents but

% A selection on craft: Steiner 1986, ch. 5, Norman 2022, O’Sullivan 2005, Kurke 1991, ch. 7,
Power 2011. On inspiration, Muses, and the divine: Lather 2019, Maslov 2015, p.188- 212,
Baxter 2019, ch. 1; Mackie 2003, 47-58. On this spectrum of metaphor: Auger 1987.

0P 1.80-84.

' P 1, of course, famous for its meditation on the efficacy and power of epinician

performance from its very first lines.
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actually enacts this practice rhetorically in the performance of the odes in a fifth-century
context. It is not that Pindar’s assertion here must necessarily reflect a real fear of what others
might say about him, or serve as an accurate representation of diverse audiences’ potential
reactions to the speech of elites and to the poem itself. Rather, it works to create norms for
speech that have an ideological underpinning in concerns about social conflict, just like those
discussed in Chapter 1.

In particular, this passage does not offer advice to the audience not to be envious of
the victor—instead, it cautions the victor about how to speak given the possibility of envious
peers. It represents its direct addresses—its first imagined audience—as if they are also
victorious elites who might be in danger of criticism. Whether or not this was in fact the
primary historical audience of epinician, Pindar’s audiences (both contemporary and in
reception) are encouraged to identify themselves with both elite achievement and insecurity.
While the evidence of Chapter 1 suggests this way of representing elite insecurity was
widespread beyond Pindar, it need not be that the world was actually full of speech
threatening elites for this to be an effective Pindaric technique.'? At the same time as he
suggests an apotropaic function for his own poetry, Pindar also introduces the idea of
threatening speech into the ode before he speaks of how to ward it off.!

In addition, there is no indication that the dangerous speech Pindar describes has any
particular association with different degrees of wealth or class.'* In Pythian 2, he describes
the dangers of envious speech and his own reaction to them while claiming this refers to a

polis under any form of governance: €v mdvta 6& vOpov 080YA®GGOS Avip TPOPEPEL, / TopdL

12 Following, in some sense, the principle of Uhlig 2016: “it is possible to acknowledge that
Pindar’s first-person statements are indeed ‘biographical’ without imputing any historical
veracity, literal or contextual, to the claims which they set forth” (106).
13In N. 11.30-32, this kind of speech is literally introduced, mimicked in the voice of the
poet.
14 Or, pace Kurke, aristocratic versus democratic allegiance.
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TVPAVVIOL, YOTOTOV O AAPpog otpatdc, / Ydtav mOA ol cogoi tnpéwvtt (“under every type of
law the man who speaks straightforwardly prospers: in a tyranny, and where the raucous
masses oversee the state, and where men of skill do,” P. 2.86-8). We can just as easily
imagine this discursive community as one of elites jockeying among themselves for status
and position, within or between poleis—much like runners in an athletic race or sponsors for
chariots. Thinking of the kind of intra-elite competition described in Chapter 2 as a primary
context for this poetry also does not preclude discussing epinician as an ideology of elite
interconnection and stability, which not only seeks to undergird the status of particular
individuals but also to selectively project the idea of an interconnected elite identity as a
means of forestalling precarity.!”

In modelling and theorizing the benefits of this kind of discourse—indeed, in describing
the poetics of his own poems—Pindar defines his own poetic activity within this sphere of
self-effacing elite rhetoric. While this is a way of praising his own poetry and skill, just like
the skill of his victors, it also serves to include both Pindar and his victors in a special
discursive community marked by the very rhetorical features that so distinguish the forms of
his own poetry. Throughout the odes, as well, the Pindaric poet is represented in many of the
same images and language with which he represents his victors and their own divine
genealogies and connections to place. The poet is repeatedly represented as an athlete, the
poem a javelin or chariot that hits the mark or runs the distance.'® Pindar’s poetic “I” is
consistently engaged in this project of self-representation, situating himself between the poles

of his contemporaneous poetic activity and his social interactions with victors and other elites

15 All concepts from Ch. 2. T use this word deliberately here despite its presentist overtones,

since its combination of economic instability with the emotions associated with (real or

possible) social and cultural marginalization is usefully provocative in this context.

16 For “poet as athlete,” Lee 1976, Lefkowitz 1984, Steiner 1986, ch. 10. Simpson 1969.
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around him.!” Yet, in contrast to his victors, the poet more rarely comes into focus as a
historical individual through specific details.

One poetic feature of the Pindaric first person that reveals the significance of the
epincians’ self-representation as part of an active discursive community is the “break-oft,” or
Abbruchsformel, where the poet self-consciously declares that he is in danger of saying too
much or going too far. These passages often come in the form of a question, implicitly
addressed to the contemporary audience(s) or (later) potential readers of the epinicians. The
purpose of the break-off has been theorized in multiple ways, including managing tension
between diverse audiences, performing humility in the face of divinity, and drawing attention
to poetic skill.!® Here, I focus on the dialogic form of these passages, which explicitly engage
the audience of the epinician performance. Among other techniques of stepping into the first
person and engaging in a dialogic form of address to the poem’s audience, discussed below,
these moments often represent a marked emergence of the poet’s voice from mythological or
other narrative, which comes in tandem with an address to his listeners. In addition, many
Abbruchsformeln come in the form of metaphors—another moment where the poetic
subjectivity, engaged in self-conscious figurativity, comes to the fore. This emergence of the
poetic voice along with an implicit invitation of his audience works to create a discursive
community of potential speakers between poet and addressees, one that has specific rhetorical
norms attached. Regardless of who the actual audience of the poem is, every listener or
reader is encouraged to identify as a member of this restricted elite discourse, built on

specific aspirations and anxieties.

17 Kuhn-Treichel 2020a has recently argued that the Pindaric I constituted in the epinicians,
as opposed to other Pindaric genres, is particularly defined by its social networks and
connections.
18 See: Mackie 2003; Race 1990, ch. 2; Segal 1974; Patten 2009, p. 208-217.
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These techniques of warning against particular types of speech and self-consciously
stepping back serve as more than a simple positive model of elite rhetoric. Rather than
modeling what should be said, they instead tend to warn of the dangers of saying too much—
or the wrong things. In the same way, many of Pindar’s self-referential metaphors also evoke
uncertainty and danger. Sometimes, these poetic techniques are joined together. When
narrating the story of Aristokleides of Aigina in Nemean 3, Pindar describes his victory as a
metaphorical journey past the pillars of Heracles:

€l 0’ €V KaAOG EpOmV T  €01KOTA LOPPQL
avopéaig vmepTaTong EnEPa TOIG APLOTOPAVEDS: OVKETL TPOCH
apatav dra Kiovev vmep Hpakiéog mepdv DHOPES,

fpwg Be0g ag E0nie vavTidiag Eoydtog

péptupag KAVTAS dapace 0& Bfipag &v meAdyeowv
VIEPOYOG, 10 T EEEPEVVACE TEVAYEDV

podig, dma mopmov katéPave voOoTou TEA0G,
Kai yOv pdoacoe. Bupé, tiva mpog dALodamay
dicpav Enov mAdov mapapeifeat;

Alok® og papi yével 1€ Moicav @épety,

gmetan 0€ AOY® dlKag dmTog, ‘€oA0g aiveiv:’

000" dALoTpiwV EpmTEG AVOPL PEPELV KPEGGOVES
oikoBev pateve. motipopov 08 KOGHOV EAAPEC
YAuK0 Tt yapuépey. '

Still, if the son of Aristophanes, who is beautiful,

and whose deeds match his looks,
embarked on the highest achievements of manliness, it is not
easy to cross the trackless sea beyond the pillars of Heracles,

which that hero and god set up as famous witnesses

to the furthest limits of seafaring.

He subdued the monstrous beasts in the sea,

and on his own explored the streams of the shallows,

where he reached the limit that sent him back home,

and he made the land known. My spirit, towards what foreign
headland are you turning my voyage?

I bid you to summon the Muse in honor of Aiakos and his family;
consummate justice attends the precept, “praise the noble.”

And no man should prefer to desire what is alien.?°

' N.3.19-32.
20 Compare P. 3. Also see 1. 8.10-15: 6AAG. / pot deipa puév moapotyduevov and
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Search at home; you have won a suitable adornment
for singing something sweet.

The rest of the ode narrates the achievements of mythical heroes connected to Aigina, tying
the victor, poet, and hero together as part of the metaphor of the seafaring journey. But while
the hero and, metaphorically, the athlete, reach and inscribe the limits of the known world—
despite the difficulty—the poet tells us that he does not. This curious break-off seems to
contradict the poet’s potential aspirations towards achieving the same kind of fame as his
victors, and his other statements about the persistence of song.?! What it also does, however,
is pointedly draw us back into the here-and-now of historical time, and out of mythical time.
The nautical metaphor of the break-off is the bridge by which this transition is achieved:
between the mythical journeys of Heracles in distant time and the poet’s relation to
Aristokleides in the moment of performance.?? This pointed contrast also emphasizes the
poet’s relationship to Aristokleides and his family, rather than the poetic achievement per se.
The contrast of the poet’s disavowal of dAAodamdav dipav to Aristokleides’ dvopéaig
vmeptaTaug is a self-conscious widening of the gap between victor and poet in the service of
circumscribing (and describing) the poet’s role in relation to the Aiakidai. Pre-eminent here,
then, is the poet’s situating of himself both physically (through the metaphor) and relationally
close to Aristokleides and his Aiginetan family. Rather than simply parallel his poetic
achievements to the achievements of the athlete, he represents his performance as voéstov

téhog, otkoBev. The correct and fitting (rotipopov kdcpov) conclusion to the athletic victory

KaptepAV EMavce péPUvay” TO 8€ TPoO modOG Apelov del oKomelv / ypfjua mdv. dOA0G Yap
alov én’ avopdaot kpépatat, / Edicowv Blov mopov (“But / for me the passing of fear has
stopped my strong anxiety; and it is best always to look at what is before your feet. For over
men hangs a treacherous time / spinning out the path of life”).
21 See also Fearn 2017, p. 30-35, on the resistance to ethical teleology in the break-off of
Nemean 5, which he interprets as Pindar inviting the audience, through this marked
contradiction, to explore the poem’s “open” attitudes towards the representational claims of
both sculpture and poetry.
22 “The poet is looking at past events here from a vantage point that is firmly anchored in the
present” (Mackie 2003, 60).
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is in the poet’s proximity to, and intimacy with, the family of the victor in the here-and-now
of, perhaps, Aigina itself.?3 The break-off returns us to historical time and to the primacy of

encomiastic discourse between poet and victors, and it does so noticeably and ostentatiously.

I1. Precarity on the path of song
Another shared image between Pindar and his victors is the hodological metaphor, the
“path of song” that is one of the most pervasive examples of a metaphor that shifts between
image and reality for Pindar. For his songs did travel, and often—as perhaps the poet himself
also did, and certainly represents himself as doing.?* This moralized “straight road” is, like
many other moments when Pindar’s voice mingles with his social environment,
representative of the right and wrong kinds of speech.? Returning to Olympian 6:

& ob moAvKAettov kad’ “EAlavog yévog Topuddv.

OAPog G’ EomeTo” TYDVTEG O APETOC

€6 QovepaV 000V EpyovTaL. TEKHAIPEL

PN Exaotov: pdpog é& dAhov Kpépatal @Bovedvimv
101G, 01¢ TOTE MPMOTOIG MEPL dIEKATOV SpOUOV
ghavvoviesoty aidoio motictdén Xdapic evkAéo popedy.?®

Since then has the family of the lamidai been

much renowned among Hellenes.

Prosperity attended them, and by esteeming virtuous deeds
they travel along a conspicuous road; everything they do
confirms this. But blame coming from

others who are envious hangs over

those who ever drive first around the twelve-lap course

and on whom revered Kharis sheds a glorious appearance...

dtpuvov ViV Etaipovug,
Atvéa, mpdtov pev “Hpav IapbBeviav keladficot,
yvedval T’ Enert’, dapyaiov dveldog ahabéoty

23 With its founding mythology connected to the genealogy of the Aiakidai.
24 See, for example, O. 7.13 for Diagoras of Rhodes, where Pindar actually represents himself
stepping off the ship alongside Diagoras, presumably in Rhodes.
25 The path of song: O. 9.47, For imagery of the straight road and its connections to athletic
success, moral uprightness, and truth in speech: O. 7.91-3, O. 12.5-7. In particular, P. 11.37-
40 for the poet’s road. See also metaphors of the poet as an athlete and the importance of the
straight javelin throw, etc.
26.0. 6.71-76.
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LOY01G €1 pedyopey, Bowtiav Dv. éo6i yap &yyehog 6pooc,
NKOp®V okLTdAa Motsty, YAvkdg kpoathp dyaedéyxtov doddv.?’

Now, Aineas, urge your companions first to celebrate Hera the Maiden,
and then to know if by our truthful words
we escape the age-old taunt of “Boiotian pig,”
for you are a true messenger,
a message stick of the fair-haired Muses,
a sweet mixing bowl of loudly ringing songs.
Here, the poet inserts himself into the position of the slandered individual, and, once more,
opposes an ideology of “truth” to the insidious dangers of rumor. First the lamidai, then the
poet, are in danger of envy. The hodological and athletic metaphors are interwoven in lines
75 and 76, attached to the concept of kharis that is so important for Pindar.?® This rare
appearance of the collective first person in a context that explicitly invokes Pindar’s own
identity involves the poet, in his most individual and personal form, in navigating the
treacherous social waters of elite competition. Aineas, too, is invoked in an explicitly social
context, the second-person addressee paralleled, in metaphor, exactly to the poet himself
(éooi yap dyyehog 0pBog / MkOpU®V oKLTAAL Motody, YALKUS Kpathp ayaeBEyKTwv dodav,
“for you are a true messenger, / a message stick of the fair-haired Muses, a sweet mixing
bowl of loudly ringing songs”).
The poem closes with an extended metaphor of maritime travel:
ayaBai 6& TEAOVT €V xeyLepiq
vokTi B0dg €k vaog aneokipebat 60 dykvpar. g
6V 1€ KeVoV T KATAV alcoy Topéyol GIAEmYV.
O0€0mOoTA TOVTOUED®V, EVOVV O TAdOV KapdTOV
€KTOG £6VTaL 31001, YPLGUANKATO0 TOGIG
Apourpitog, dudv & Buvav Gek’ evtepmnic dvog.?’
On a stormy night it is good
for two anchors to have been cast

from a swift ship. May the god loving grant a glorious destiny for these and for them
lordly ruler of the sea, vouchsafe a direct voyage

270. 6.87-91.
28 See also P. 10.64-8. Kurke 1991, ch. 4-6 on kharis as part of an ideology of gift exchange
in the odes.
2 0. 6.100-105.
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that is free from hardship, and, husband of gold-spindled
Amphitrite, cause my hymns’ pleasing flower to burgeon.

The environment in which the poem is transmitted, both physically (perhaps on a real ship)
and socially (“my hymns’ pleasing flower”) carries the possibility of danger, for the sailor
and for the budding poem. The looming storm requires preparations for its arrival, ones
shared between the poet and audience. The imagery of the “two anchors” suggests a kind of
mutual assurance, a shared understanding of and orientation towards social danger by the
discursive community the poet sets up between himself and the audience, in the service of
smoothing the path for both victor and poet.3°

Likewise, in Pythian 2, the connection between hodological metaphor, real
contingency, and social discourse structures the poem as a whole. The poem opens with an
image of the poet literally traveling from Thebes to Syracuse, carrying the ode with him as a
putative message from the Pythian games: Dppv 168¢ tav Mmapdv and Onpav eépov / pérog
Epyopau dyyedav tetpoopiog Ehediybovog / eddppatog Tépmv &v & kpatémv / Tnhawyécty
avédnoev Optuylav otepdvorls (“For you I come from splendid Thebes bringing this song / a
message of the earth-shaking four-horse race in which Hieron with his fine chariot won the
victory / and so crowned Ortygia with far-shining garlands,” P. 2.3-6).3! At the same time,

the poet heavily thematizes his rejection of Archilochean blame poetry, wrapped up in a

larger discourse about deceptive and envious speech and the poet’s relation to it.>?

30 See also the strong image at P. 10.51-2: kdnov oydoov, Toxd 8 Gykvpav Epeicov x0ovi
Tpopade, yopdodog dixkap métpag (“Hold the oar! Quick, let the anchor down from the prow
to touch the bottom, to protect us from the rocky reet”).
31 See also P. 2.62: evaviéa 8 dvapacopot otorov e’ dpetd / kehadéov (“But I shall
ascend a ship covered with flowers, and sing the praises of excellence”) and 67-8: 10d¢ pev
katd Poivicoav Eumorav / péhog vmep moldg alog mépumetal (“This song, like Phoenician
merchandise, is sent to you over the gray sea”).
32 P.2.53-6: éug 88 ypemdv / pedyey Sdrog Advov Kakoyopidy. / 160V yop EKAC 2V T TOAX
&v apoavig / yoyepov Apyiloyov Bapvrdyorg ExBecty / mavopevov (“For my part, I must
avoid the aggressive bite of slander. For I have seen, long before me, abusive Archilochus
often in a helpless state, fattening himself with strong words and hatred”). On Pindar and
Archilochus, Brown 2006.
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dpoyov KaKov ApUeoTEPOIS SLoPOALAY VTOQATIES,

Opyais dreveg dAmmEK®V TKEAOL.

KePOOT ¢ T paka TodTo KEPOUAEOV TENEDEL;

dite yap givahov movov éyoicag fabiov

oKeVAG ETEPAG, APATTIOTOC Eipl, PEALOG OG VTP EPKOC BALLOC.
aovvata 6 &mog EKPalelv kpataldv €v dyaboic

JdOMOV AGTOHV" SU®G LAV caivev TOTL TAVTOS, ATOV TaYYL OIUTAEKEL.
o ot petéym Bpdoeog gpilov €in erAeiv:

oti &° €OpoOV Gt €xBpOC €ddv AvKO0 dikov VoBedoopat,

8AN" 8lhote Tatémv 0801g okoloic.*

Those who mutter slander are an evil that makes both sides helpless;
they are utterly like foxes in their temper.

But what does the fox really gain by outfoxing?

For while the rest of the tackle labors in the depths,

I am unsinkable, like a cork above the surface of the salt sea.

A crafty citizen is unable to speak a compelling word among noble men;
and yet he fawns on everyone, weaving complete destruction.

I do not share his boldness. Let me be a friend to my friend;

but I will be an enemy to my enemy, and pounce on him like a wolf;
treading every crooked path.

The maritime metaphor surfaces again, this time as an explicit invocation of the danger of

sea-slash-speech and the poet’s self-representation within this treacherous territory. This

famous metaphor boldly declares the poet’s exceptionality in terms of his own vulnerability,

that is expressed in this maritime metaphor but then immediately connected to the idea of

social vulnerability and danger. The poet explicitly gives us this interpretation of the

metaphor—on the surface, there is no ambiguity here about what it means to float rather than

sink. And the poet does not come by this safety alone. In Pythian 2, Hieron is also

represented as symbol and securer of physical safety:

6t 8’, & Acwvopévele mod, Zepupia mpd SOpmv
Aoxpic mapBévog dmvet, Tolepiov kapdtov €€ apoydvaov
810 tedv dOvopuy dpakeic’ dopodéc.>

And you, son of Deinomenes, before her door
the West Locrian girl invokes you; out of the helpless troubles of war,
through your power she looks at the world in security.?

3 P.2.76-85.
3# P 2.18-21.

35 On the historical referent here, Woodbury 1978.
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Just like this, the poet represents the relationship of his poetry to Hieron as one of
safety and security: BovAai 0¢ mpesPitepar / akivdvvov Euoi Emog o¢ moti Tavta Adyov /
gnovelv mopéyovtt (“And your wisdom beyond your years provides me with praise of you
that cannot be challenged (akindunon) in any detail,” P. 2.65-8). The poet is represented as
Hieron’s grateful subject in parallel to the Locrian parthenos. The gendering of this image
puts particular stress on the dependency of social status—here transferring this dependency to
the poet—and Hieron’s real and figurative role in mitigating contingency for the poet
himself. This is then transferred back to Hieron: it is the epos, this shared space of discourse
benefitting both poet and tyrant, that is akindunon.

The ethics of xenia, as Asya Sigelman has observed, are consistently connected to
both the metaphor of the song-journey and the poet’s self-representation as a singer of his
odes, as well as the synthetic temporalities of the epinician poems between past and present.*¢
In Olympian 10, which also narrates the founding of the games at Olympia, the poet opens:

tov Olvpumovikay avayveoté pot

Apyeotpatov moida, modt ppevac

gudc yéypamton YAUKD yap odtd pérog dpeidmv EmAédad’ @ Moic’, GAAYL o0
Kai Buydnp

ALdBera Aog, 6pBa xepl

POKETOV YELOEWV

Evimay aMToEEVOV.

gxabev yap Enelbav O pEAL®V xpOVOG
guov kataioyvve Badv ypéog.’’

36 See esp. Sigelman 2016, p. 50-85. On P. 4, p. 75-6 and Ch. 4. See also Potamiti 2015 for
xenia as a structuring principle in P. 4 as a whole; Curry 1982, ch. 4 on the theme of nostos
and the “fallibility” of social communities; Kurke 1991, ch. 1 on nostos as the “return to the
oikos” as part of the victor’s reintegration; Theunissen 2000, p. 79-108, on spatial metaphors
and conceptions of time, including in O. 10. For Grethlein 2010, Olympian 2’s “emphasis on
human fragility facilitates the reintegration of the victor into his community” (13) and “[t]he
social return is embedded is a nostos to the temporality of human life that the victor has
transcended for a moment. The reintegration at the cosmological level reinforces the social
reintegration by calling attention to the human condition to which the victor is subjected in
the same way as his fellow citizens” (43).
370.10.1-8. O. 10 is also interested in physical death (a bit like P. 2). See Steiner 1986, ch.
11, for physical death and literal immortality in the poems.
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Read me the name of the Olympic victor,

the son of Arkhestratos, where it is written

in my mind, for I owe him a sweet song

and have forgotten. O Muse, but you

and Zeus’ daughter,

Truth, with a correcting hand,

Ward off from me the charge of harming a guest friend (alitoxenon)
With broken promises.

For what was then the future has approached from afar
And shamed my deep indebtedness (khreos).

The teleology of the whole poem is represented in terms of a normative, reciprocal xenia
relationship, as well as the fulfillment of a debt. This is not the only time this language of
debt appears. In Olympian 3, Pythian 8 and Pythian 9, the poet also speaks of his relationship
to the victor in terms of a debt (khreos). 3% In Olympian 10, this imagery is also intertwined
with the imagery of textuality. In a sense, the poem exists materially before Pindar takes up
its subject for performance; the teleology of the poem as a textual object, one situated in the
future, is thereby implied even as the poem thematizes its own origins.** The logic of
socioeconomic reciprocity maps onto the logic of poetic aetiology and teleology. Rather than
assuming the poetic impetus comes first, searching for a way to describe itself in its social
surroundings—or that the poetic meaning is directly mapped off of the social one—I wonder
if this characteristic intertwining of images can be read less directionally. The elaborate
layering of metaphors—debt, xenia, inscription—into a story about the origin of a poem that
is also its telos describes an open-ended social world where kharis gains an important,

iterative temporal dimension. The ideological institutions of elite reciprocity are wrapped into

33.0.3.7, P. 8.32, P. 9.104. The authoritative account of the importance of reciprocity and
debt in Pindar is Kurke 1991. On this passage of Olympian 10, see Nooter 2023 on the
interplay between futurity and debt here: “Pindar’s opening admission of error thus
introduces themes of restored futurity and tradition, suggesting that failure, forgetting, and
the inexorable passage of time can be met with due compensation in the future, the same
promise implicit in oaths, pledges, and financial contracts” (175-6).
39 See Phillips 2017, p. 6-9 on “the debt...repaid before it has been constructed” and the
resonances of yéypanton with reading audiences.

169



Pindar’s own story about the impetus for and ultimate function of his poem, supporting each
other rather than the epinician poem being simply an imitative form of the institution. It is

also through metaphor that these dynamics are fleshed out and their entangledness elaborated.

III.  Hodology, materiality, and themixeny in the Aiginetan odes

An enduring case study for the relationship of Pindar’s poems to their surrounding
environment, and the poet to his victors, is offered by the island of Aigina. Aigina is both
privileged in Pindar’s oeuvre and uniquely historically positioned in the fifth century. One-
fourth of the extant epinician odes were composed for an Aiginetan victor.*’ The independent
Aigina depicted in Pindar’s odes also had special connections to Thebes, Pindar’s birthplace,
a relationship that the odes for Aigina emphasize.*' The Aiginetan odes stand out not just for
their number, but also for their unusual and distinctive content. David Fearn has argued that
their characteristic invocation of family names and intertextual relationships with Pindar’s
paeans demonstrate an intimate knowledge of, and perhaps participation in, epichoric cult
practices. > These epichoric practices are inward- rather than outward-facing; they involve
the interaction of Aiginetans among themselves, rather than their performance towards the
wider world. Pindaric epinician’s relationship to the physical space of Aigina in the fifth
century also seems to be one of knowledge and familiarity. The Aiginetan odes consistently

display a sophisticated knowledge of Aiginetan spaces and monuments.** Though this

40 Hornblower 2007, 293; there are 11 of 44 or 45 epinicians. The reasons why are contested
and include both special characteristics of 5"-century Aigina—closer to the kind of argument
I am making here—and speculation about archival practice and Alexandrian editing (also not
inimical to my overall argument about the reproduction of elite practices of canonization).
See Lowe 2007, Hornblower 2012, and Pavlou 2015 for more of this. Regardless, much of
what we can know about how Pindaric epinician understands itself can be usefully gleaned
from the Aiginetan odes, and they provide an important contrast (as well as complement) to
the Sicilian corpus.
41 On Thebes and Aigina in Pindar, Fenno 1995, Indergaard 2011.
42 Fearn 2011.
43 See, for example, Kurke 2017; Athanassaki 2011.
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specificity of place has encouraged the assumption that many of the odes may have been
performed in situ, the extent to which it is possible to consistently determine Pindar’s specific
engagement with Aiginetan spaces and places remains uncertain.**

Nevertheless, the odes for Aiginetan victors supply a number of central Pindaric
metaphors that work towards the poet’s self-definition and conception of his poetry. These
metaphors are famously engaged with the material status of Pindaric poetry and its
relationship to other forms of monumental commemoration in the fifth century, and they are
centered around Aigina’s reputation as a prolific producer and exporter of statuary. The
openings of both Nemean 4 and 5, odes to Aiginetan victors, reflect on the relationship of
Pindaric poetry to the physical space and cultural resonance of the island and polis, as well as
to other material objects of commemoration:

Ocavdpidarot & desryviov a0 mV

Kképvg toipnog EPav

Ovivumig te kai ToOpol Nepéa te cvvBéuevog,

&vBa melpav &yovteg olkade KAVTOKAPT®V

00 véovt’ dvev oTe@avmv, Tdtpav v’ diodopeyv,

Tipdoapye, Tedv Emvikioloy Ao1daig

npomorov Eupevar. i 8¢ tot patpo 1 Ett KaAlkdel keledelg
otdhav 0épev IMopiov ABov Acvkotépoy-+

It is for the Theandridai that I contracted

to come as a ready herald

of their limb-strengthening contests at Olympia and the Isthmus and Nemea.
From there, when they compete, they do not return without the fruit

of glorious crowns to their home, where we hear,

Timasarkhos, that your clan is devoted to victory songs.

But if indeed you bid me yet to erect for your maternal uncle Kallikles

a stele whiter than Parian marble...

4 For example, while there are no remaining odes that specifically mention the temple of
Aphaia, perhaps the most prominent site of Aiginetan monumental architecture, Pausanias
mentions a lost poem that Pindar allegedly wrote for the temple (fr. 89b Maehler). Both Lucia
Athanassaki and Guy Hedreen have argued that O. 8 and Paean 6 are ‘intertextual’ with the
pedimental sculpture from the temple, although the validity of this argument depends heavily
on the disputed date of the temple’s two iterations (Athanassaki 2011 and Hedreen 2011).
43N 4.72-80. This is the only time in the corpus when Pindar uses the phrase émvikioicty
4od0ic.
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Like the other passages discussed in this chapter, this passage is characteristic for its mixing
of metaphors for poet and poetry. The poet calls himself a kdpvé, a herald, an image that is
not only a representation of the actual announcement of victory but the process of performing
and re-performing the epinician poem.*® At the same time, he also represents his poem as a
surpassingly radiant stele, a material object explicitly commissioned by the family and in the
process of being constructed, the poem (as in Olympian 10) both forming, already formed,
and seeking its own preservation in a context explicitly framed by the obligations and
connections of kinship.*” This is the same kind of dynamic, immanent teleology that lends an
institutional character to the odes, in the way that they negotiate their endurance at the same
time as their contingency, and that the very invocation of material contingency calls out for a
framework of continuity.

Similar images arise in the famous opening of Nemean 5. Potential interpretations of
these lines also demonstrate the ways Pindar’s metaphors work as a rich site of
interconnection between Pindar’s immediate historical context and his aspirations towards
future persistence.

00K AvOplLavTOmolog i, dot’ EAvocovta £pyalesBot dydipot’ €n’ avTdg
Babuidog

€0T00T " AL €Ml hoag OAKAS0G &V T AKdT, YAVKET G01dd,

otely’ an’ Atyivag, dSwayyéddois’, Ot

Adqunwvog viog [TuBag evpuobevrg

vikn Nepeiolg maykpatiov 6t€Qavov,

oUT® Yévuot paivav Tépevay patép’ oivavlog dndpav,

€k 6& Kpovov kai Znvog fipwag aiypotas euteufévtag Kol dmd xpucedv

Alaxidag &yéparpev patpomoliv te, pilav Eévav Gpovpav...*

I am not a sculptor, so as to fashion stationary

statues that stand on their same base. Rather, on board every ship and in every

boat, sweet song, go forth from Aigina and spread the news that Lampon’s
mighty son Pytheas has won the crown for the pancratium in Nemea’s games,

46 See Kuhn-Treichel 2020a, p. 163-7, for the uniqueness of the imagery of the poet as herald
in the epinicians.
47 See Kurke and Neer 2019, ch. 2-3 and 8 on the “light effects™ (261) and visibility of marble
and one interpretation of Pindar’s engagement with statuary.
“N.5.1-7.

172



not yet showing on his cheeks late summer, the mother of the grape’s soft
bloom,

and he has glorified the Aiakidai, heroic warriors

born of Kronos and Zeus and from the golden Nereids, and his mother city, a

land welcoming to foreigners...
The first lines of Nemean 5 have become central to the scholarly understanding of Pindaric
epinician’s self-conception of its function. As here, Pindar’s poems often invoke other forms
of commemorative media, including inscriptions, statues, and monumental architecture.*® The
kind of relationship—agonistic, mutually supporting, or metaphorical—that these crafts have
to each other for Pindar has been the subject of significant debate. Nemean 5 has been most
often read as antagonistic, even triumphalist: Pindar is demonstrating the superiority of
epinician over statuary as a form of commemoration.’® Like all of Pindar’s invocation of
other commemorative media, however, this is a general rather than specific statement—that
is, Pindar does not seem to allude to any specific statue, although we know of several that
commemorated the same victories as his odes.’! But the early fifth century saw a dramatic
increase in the production of statuary, and this would have been an important medium for
Pindar’s patrons. What we know of Pindar’s floruit and the heyday of formal epinician

commissioning suggests that it tracked the proliferation of (primarily bronze) victor statues,

at Olympia at least, quite closely.>?

49 See e.g. Smith 2007 and other articles in Hornblower and Morgan 2007, Steiner 1993,
Pavlou 2010.
30 For the agonistic argument, Segal 1974; Steiner 1993. Fearn 2017, 17-28 both summarizes
scholarly views and contests the binaries at work here, seeing this passage as a place where
“the efficacy of both art and text, sculpture and poetry is at stake” (23).
! Most prominently, the chariot sculpture groups made for Hieron’s victories at Delphi and
Olympia.
52 i.e. the last quarter of the sixth through the first half of the fifth century. Smith 2007 makes
this argument in detail. There are some intriguing possible parallels in inscriptional practice
to possible epinician features like reperformance—for example, the story of the Spartan
victor, described by Pausanias, who erected one stele at Sparta and a matching one at
Olympia (Paus. 6.16.8).
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For R. R. R. Smith, these aristocratic patrons again show their skillful navigation
between the old world and the new. Analogously to the functions of epinician poetry, “the
last generation of Archaic privilege rode the back of the contemporary revolution in statue

making.”>?

For Smith, Pindaric epinician performs an analogical function to sculpture, in
using new material possibilities to express and support old social ideologies. In different
ways, both David Fearn and Richard Neer together with Leslie Kurke have suggested that
new understandings of sculptural naturalism provoked Pindaric reflection on the materiality
and efficacy of his poetry.>* In Deborah Steiner’s view, inscriptions and statues could be
complementary to epinician, in much the same way as Crotty imagined epinician as the
completion of the victory at the site of the games. Victory inscriptions, found at sanctuaries
and in victor’s poleis, could theoretically have functioned as an impetus for the re-enactment
of an epinician performance, cueing the viewer to recall and re-perform the epinician ode.>
In this paradigm, epinician is again privileged as the medium that looks furthest into the
future, is most repeatable and enduring, and represents the pinnacle of memorialization. The
unfulfilled teleology of victory ends in the immortalization of epinician.®

These questions, which implicate epinician poetry as both analogous to and deeply
involved with other commemorative technologies, point towards an important aspect of
epinician that the odes themselves are also concerned with. That is, Pindaric comparison

between material objects and performed poetry also necessarily raises the issue of epinician

temporality and persistence. It offers an analogical argument for the kind of material object

33 Smith 2007, 83. For Smith, the style of early classical sculpture is aimed at representing a
new Greek identity in the wake of the Persian Wars; another way in which it imitates one
widespread understanding of Pindaric epinician (the Panhellenic).
34 Fearn 2017, ch. 1 takes up the language of “efficacy” at length; Kurke and Neer 2019.
53 Steiner 1994, 174. We have no extant inscriptions that suggest this practice existed
historically. For Leslie Kurke’s argument that Olympian 7 was actually designed to be
inscribed on the temple of Athena at Lindos, see Kurke 2016 and Chapter 3, section IV.
36 Returning to Crotty 1982 and Kurke 1991 (for whom the zelos is in the victor’s
reintegration).
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that epinician poetry considers itself to be—the difficulty is in parsing the resonances of that
analogical relationship. What kind of resonances would the invocation of treasuries and
statuary have to the elite audiences of epinician?

The rich metaphors of the Aiginetan odes are a productive case study for thinking
about the relations of epinician to its material contexts. For epinician’s relations to statuary,
coinage, inscriptions, and monumental architecture are not only aesthetic or philosophical.
While the odes certainly meditate on their own ontology—what kind of objects they are, in a
world of other objects—these objects are also socially situated, with important social
meaning. Aigina in the fifth and sixth centuries was a prolific and well-known producer of
statuary—statues that did move, as cargo on merchant ships sailing from the island to other
parts of Greece.”” When Pindar plays on the relationship of his poetry to statuary, doing so in
the Aiginetan context has particular resonance.

A suggestive, though by no means conclusive, parallel for the opening of Nemean 5
comes in Book Five of Herodotus.*® Herodotus tells a story about a conflict between Athens

and Aigina, in which the Athenians attempt to topple two Aiginetan cult statues from their

37 Hornblower 2007, 305. See also 1. 2.43-8: un vov, 611 Bovepoai Ovotdv ppévag
apekpépavton EAmidec, / UNT APETAV TOTE GIYAT® TATPOAY, / UNdE T00VGO™ Vuvovg: €nel tot /
oVK €éMvicovtag avtovg eipyacapay. / tavta, Nikaownn', dnoéveyov, / dtov Egtvov Euov
nBaiov &A0ng (“therefore, since envious hopes hang about the minds of mortals, / let the son
never keep silent his father’s excellence, / nor these hymns; for I truly / did not fashion them
to remain stationary. / Impart these words to him, Nikasippos, / when you visit my honorable
host [xenos]”).
58 By far the most detailed and sensitive reading of N. 5 together with Herodotus on the
Aiginetans is Fearn 2017, ch. 1, with specific reference to this Herodotean passage in section
IV, which delves deeply into questions of materiality, context, and aesthetics I can only touch
on here. Fearn’s suggestion (p. 22) that this reflection on aesthetics in the poem’s opening is a
self-conscious shift from the specific (Aiginetan) context to an appeal to broader literary
audiences has something in common with my approaches in this chapter, although I want to
keep my claims more focused around the construction of social discourse. Nevertheless,
however, this conception of turning from a narrow to a broader audience is related to my
argument for Pindar’s deliberate construction of an elite listening subject, not necessarily a
specifically local one. See also Indergaard 2011, p. 304-5 for Herodotus on Thebes and
Aegina.
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bases (¢k 1@V BaOpwv), since they are made of Attic wood.*® The plundering Athenians are
interrupted by a thunderstorm and earthquake, which drives them back to Athens on their
ship, where almost all of them eventually murder each other; in the end, only one Athenian
returns alive to Phalerum (5.85.2). According to Herodotus this is the Athenian version; in
the Aiginetan version, the put-upon statues fall from their bases to their knees, where they
have remained up until the present day (5.86.3). A group of Argives crosses over from
Epidauros to aid the Aiginetans, and in doing so meet the Athenians at sea and defeat them
(5.86.4).

Herodotus finds this second version of the narrative about the statues less than
credible, and the story, which is set around the end of the sixth century but is obviously
meant to reflect on mid-fifth-century dynamics between Athens and Aigina, is clearly both
anachronistic and allegorical. ®© However, its ideology is instructive. By introducing the
Epidaurians, it invokes Aigina’s founding stories and Aiginetans’ purported ethnic identity.
Its images and themes have remarkable resonances with Nemean 5: a concern with statues
and their movement (or lack thereof), and a view outward to the maritime landscape
surrounding Aigina and the risks and opportunities it presents as a sociopolitical landscape. It
is suggestive that Pindar represents his songs as quite literal cargo, moving away from
Aigina—just as real statues would have.®' In emphasizing his poetry’s ability to facilitate
movement and interconnection, he also prominently highlights one of Aigina’s central
commercial activities. Rather than demonstrating the superiority of epinician, perhaps we can

imagine the monumentalism of the statue-maker and the mobility of the epinician poet

39 dmikopevot £ Atyvay To dydpato TodTa Og GOETEPOV EVAMV £6VTO, EMEIPDVTO &K TV

BaBpwv é€avacmay, tva cpéa dvaxopicovtot (“coming to Aigina, they attempted to tear the
images, as being made of their own [Attic] wood, from their bases so that they might carry
them away,” Hdt. 5.85.1).
60 This Herodotean logos is examined at length, as part of a discussion of Herodotean
treatment of Aigina, in Irwin 2011.
61" A metaphor explored in detail in Kowalzig 2011.
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working analogously, or in concert: the poet offering ideological purchase for monumental
aspirations in a dynamic, geographically dispersed social discourse.

In this same vein, readings that pit Pindar the poet against immobile statues do not
sufficiently engage with Pindar’s persistent rhetoric of the risks of maritime movement—and
not only as metaphors, but realities that attended poetic transmission.®> From what we know
of its composition and transmission, epinician did have to travel, perhaps relatively quickly,
whether in the form of the poet, a written poem, or a chorus of performers.®* By depicting his
poetry as moving merchandise, which it genuinely was, Pindar also exposes it to maritime
risk, a familiar feature of fifth-century life.®* This element of danger is consciously
introduced by his maritime metaphors, and the development of metaphor throughout the odes
takes into account this precarious atmosphere.

There is more, then, to this metaphor than just a juxtaposition of two commemorative
technologies, and not only a complex reflection on aesthetics and commemoration. The
metaphors of the Aiginetan odes track the realities of Aiginetan life, and particularly its life in
connection with the broader Greek world. Pindar may deny a similarity with immobile
statues, but he inevitably summons the thought of Aigina’s moving statues, which traveled in
exactly the same way, and for some of the same purposes, as his epinicians did. It is therefore

in these odes, too, that Pindar begins to deploy some of the techniques of metaphor and

62 And, of course, Pindar’s own travels, e.g. to Hieron’s court at Syracuse.
%3 In Nemean 3.1-3, for Aristokleides of Aigina, this temporality is actually explicit: @ noTvio
Moioa, patep apetépa, Aocopat, / Tav molvEévay €v iepounvig Nepeddt / ikeo Awpida
vacov Alywav (“Lady Muse, our mother, [ beg / come in the sacred Nemean month / to the
Dorian island of Aigina, much-visited [poluxenan]”).
64 As Deborah Steiner: “The symbols of motion and of travel emphasise the instability of
human life and fortunes, introducing metaphors of vicissitude and change throughout the
poem’s course...Motion, impermanence, and change all come together in the image of the
voyage which functions at every level of the ode’s subject and theme, binding song and
material into a close complex” and “the sea includes the workings of such intangible devices
as fate and fortune, time and destiny. It shares in the unpredictability these abstract influences
display, making man a plaything at their mercy” (Steiner 1986, 66, 68).
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figuration that attempt to compensate for the materially uncertain, contingent contexts in
which epinician was composed, transmitted, and performed—Ilike the moving, material
statues of Aigina, bought, sold, and sailed to and from the island and her neighbors across the
Greek world. The Aiginetan odes are where Pindar’s rhetoric of xenia and proxenia is
elaborated most consistently and at length.% This is part of how the odes compensate for their
acknowledgement and description of both social and environmental risk—the slander of
townsmen and the dangers of sea travel, which are metaphorically bound together in the

odes’ rhetoric.

This evocation of xenia and proxenia in an Aiginetan context is not only a function of,
perhaps, expressing Aiginetan identity (the themixeny for which the island may have been
known®®) but also of the figure of the Pindaric poet. Henrik Indergaard’s suggestion that
Pindar may actually have been proxenos between Thebes and Aigina, or have modeled the
relationships between Theban and Aiginetan odes on this kind of relation, is telling.”
Elizabeth Irwin has written of “the Aeginetans’ several identities—as Dorians,
thlassaokratores, and as Greeks—and of the relation of these identities to each other that
ultimately arose from the early and sustained success of her maritime economy.”®® What is
more, the Aiginetan odes also link Aigina to Pindar’s own birthplace, Thebes, in their
invocation of shared mythological traditions as well as the contemporary political

relationships between them.®

% Hornblower 2007, 297-302.
% Discussed at length in Kowalzig 2011. See also Bacchylides 12.4-5. Again, too, this
Aiginetan themixeny need not have been a “genuine” identity or cultural feature, unmediated
by context—much more likely projected, or constructed, by the Aiginetans or their
interlocuters because of their precarious geographic, political, economic position.
67 Indergaard 2011.
68 Trwin 2011, 378.
% For a thorough exploration of this relationship, Indergaard 2011. Although few of Pindar’s
Aiginetan odes can be securely dated, Pythian 8 is likely to have been composed in the 450s
or 60s, with most of the others spread across the rough period 490-460. This was period of
significant political and economic change for Aigina, centered around its (potential)
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Unlike the laudandi of the Sicilian odes, Aiginetan victors may be wealthy, and
connected through important kinship relationships, but the island functions under an
oligarchic ruling class rather than the autocratic system of a Hieron or a Theron. These odes
are largely for individual victors, in less prestigious and less expensive contests (e.g.
wrestling and pankration as opposed to the major chariot races). And Pindar’s representation
of fifth-century Aigina is embedded in a mercantile ethos, which privileges the island’s
economic exports and prolific maritime connectivity.”® This connective ethos is at the same
time local—it is centered on Aigina and her contemporary residents, not on sanctuaries such
as Olympia or Nemea. Rather, the odes have an intimately local texture that emphasizes both
internal achievement and outreaching relationships to other Greek poleis. When Pindar
appears as proxenos in the Aiginetan odes, it is as part of a specific, embodied individual
relationship between poleis that is then abstracted under a larger moral framework.

This connection of the relational individual to the ethics of epinician in its social
context is detailed and explicit in the Aiginetan odes:

EEVOG el GKOTEWVOV ATEY®V YOYOV,

BoaTog Mte poag pilov &g avop” dymv

KAéog étfTupov aivécw’ motipopog &’ dyaboioct picdog ovTog.

€V & &yyvg Axondg o pépyetal i dvnp

Toviag vep AAOG olkéwv mpoevig mémod - &v 1e dapdTaLg

dupatt dépropa Aapmpov, ovy vepPardv,

Biouwa Tavt €k modog épvoarg...”!

I am a guest-friend. Keeping away dark blame,
like streams of water I shall bring genuine fame

mercantile economy, its shifting role in the Persian Wars and connections to other Greek
poleis, and, in particular, its contentious relationship to Athens.
70 Kowalzig 2011 makes this argument in detail, about Aigina itself; as she puts it, the
“Aeginetan mythic self is profoundly linked to the island's commercial activities” (129). The
relationship of the Aiginetan oligarchic elite to commercial activity has been contested; for
these arguments, see Hornblower 2007, 300-302. See also Fisher 2015 against the idea of an
Aiginetan aristocracy. For my purposes, what Aiginetans may have actually thought of
themselves is less important than how Pindar represents them—and the idea of the island as
both vulnerable and interconnected, in part commercially, much more important than that
Aiginetans might self-define as merchants rather than landed aristocrats.
TN, 7.61-7.
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with my praises to the man who is my friend,
for that is the proper reward for good men.

If any Akhaian man is nearby, one dwelling beyond

the Tonian Sea, he will not blame me; I also trust in proxenia,

and among townsmen

my gaze is bright, since I have not been excessive,

but have removed everything forced from my path...

The vocabulary of moral value and elite interconnection is rich and intertwined here.
The poetic speaker identifies himself as a xenos as a way of labeling the discourse that
follows, which lays out the functions of xenia. Psogon and kleos etetumon are explicitly
opposed; as so often elsewhere in the odes, rumor and insults are made equivalent to lies and
slanders. This passage is constructed to connect specific elite social practices to a broader
conception of moral and social value. The language of desert and propriety— motipopog &’
dyafoict pioBog ovtoc—mixes with ethnic and geographic specificity— gav §” &yydg Ayandg
o0 pépyetai p avnp / Toviag vmep ahog oikéwv (“If any Akhaian man is nearby, one
dwelling beyond / the Ionian Sea, he will not blame me”). The poem paints a picture of a
social world and community populated by specific kinds of social actors (Ayoidg dvnp),
whose presence (£yyvq) regulates and evaluates the behavior of the poet and the victor. Like
the shifting deixis of poems like Pythian 4, discussed below, the mediation between near
(&yyvg) and far (Vmep GAOg oikéwv) demarcates a distributed social network that operates at
multiple scales. In Nemean 4, some of these actors are explicitly named; elsewhere, as here,
they are defined in terms of geographic location and ethnic identifier.

At the same time, this active social world is also abstracted: “I trust in proxeny,” the
poet says (npoevig mémod’), using the abstract noun for the social institution rather than any
specific person or polis. These are not simply individual relationships, with their heightened
risk of uncertainty or failure. Proxeny is a relational institution, which provides a

superstructure for the relation of individuals and a model for how the Pindaric persona relates

to elite social networks. Pindar has been thought to portray himself, in this poem, Nemean 4,
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and Olympian 9, as a proxenos of Thebes to either Aigina or Molossia, or both. Isocrates
(Ant. 166) reports that he was proxenos to the Athenians; an opposing argument is that the
Thearion of Nemean 7 is proxenos from Aigina to Molossia, and Pindar is rather speaking for
him.”? Regardless of whether (or when) Pindar actually was proxenos or not, this poem is
engaged in defining the function and value of xenia and proxenia in a specified social
community. It embodies the figure of the proxenos and theorizes Pindar’s persona in terms of
an identity as xenos.

The signal metaphors of Pindaric art, and the ones that seem to tie him most closely to
his mobile, material world—the inaccessible direct context of the poems’ composition and
performance—flourish in the Aiginetan odes. Their metaphors describe a moving, changing
world, where security and success are structured through systems of reciprocity and
interconnection that lie somewhere between polis identity and individual social identity. At
the same time, this particular polis context is represented as part of a larger, interconnected
elite social world, populated by specific historical individuals as well as indefinite
representations of contemporary elites imagined as an audience both for the poem and the
behavior of poet and victors. The framework of the social institution and the discursive
conditions for its preservation are not confined to tyranny and monarchy—this is represented,
in Pindar, as a consistent elite strategy across diverse forms of political organization and
places in the Greek world. When the poet appears, he appears as a (real and metaphorical)
traveler, a xenos, a proxenos, a host. The lack of personal detail combined with this
identification with contemporary social institutions encourages the identification of the poet

with these institutionalized practices, rather than as a particular historical individual.”®

72 See Burnett 2005, p. 195 n. 36, for these arguments; also Hornblower 2004, p. 180.
73 The function of these lacunae might also be central in a literary-critical sense. Pindaric
“obscurity,” or his working against interpretive clarity, is an important part of his self-

canonizing strategies. See especially Hamilton 2003 for this argument, and Patten 2009.
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IV.  Metaphor on the surface

How seriously can we take these metaphors as a description of Pindar’s contemporary
social world? A signal problem in Pindaric studies has been the construal of Pindar’s
figurative language, which is both wide-ranging and often obscure. In particular, scholarship
has focused on the figure of the Pindaric “I”” as well as metaphors for Pindaric poems and
poetry; what results is a picture of a complex, self-conscious meta-literary discourse.”* An
overarching focus of this body of work is on epinician’s arguments for its own re-
performance and temporal endurance, as well as its engagement with contemporary social
and political environments. Like the emergence of the “poetic I,” Pindar’s metaphors are a
critical site through which he develops a sense of “literariness” and reflects on his own poetic
activity.

At the same time, Pindaric metaphors are vivid sites of contact with the extra-textual
world in which his poems were commissioned, composed, and performed.” Digging into
these metaphors as arenas of mediation between what is text-internal and text-external is an
essential part of seeking interpretative approaches to Pindar that appropriately balance the
contextual evidence available (or more pertinently, not available) and the complexity and
opacity of the extant texts. As earlier discussed, Anna Uhlig has recently challenged the
allegorical method of reading the ship-of-state poems of Alcaeus, using an approach that

1_76

opens up important opportunities for Pindaric poetry, as well.” Uhlig’s readings of Alcaeus

seek to answer the question of the poet’s maritime imagery not by reference to political

74 For the first-person in Pindar, see introduction, p. 15-16 and Lefkowitz 1963 and 1995. For
Pindaric literary self-consciousness, the most recent (and excellent) study is Maslov 2015; for
metaphor in particular, drawing on the work of Olga Freidenberg on metaphor as concept-
formation, p.130-146. On metaphors for poet and generally: Steiner 1986, Bernard 1963,
Patten 2009, Eckerman 2019.
5 Compare, perhaps, the Homeric simile—particularly its interpretation in the Iliad.
76 Uhlig 2018.
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allegory in a sympotic performance context, but by the material context of actual maritime
practice and material experience. In doing so, she exposes the powerful hold that allegorical
interpretations of Greek lyric poetry have maintained as part of the late twentieth-century turn
towards a focus on the immediate performance contexts of extant poems. Allegorical
interpretation, in this reading, fills in the gaps between the poems and the historical record.””
In the absence of robust historical records, allegorical readings allow the literary and cultural
historian to produce nuanced historical narratives through the combination of detailed reading
of textual sources with conclusions drawn from less (often, much less) granular sources of
historical evidence.

Similarly, understanding Pindar’s performance context is hobbled by a lack of
evidence for any of its concrete manifestations: outside of the corpus itself, little information
remains to us about exactly how Pindar’s poetry was composed, transmitted, and
performed.”® As a result, prevailing interpretations have turned instead to Pindar’s audiences,
imagined largely as local to the odes’ subjects but occasionally (as in the case of Paean 6) as
multi-national audiences in Panhellenic contexts (e.g. sanctuaries and athletic
competitions).” These audiences are, in part, conjectured from the evidence given in the
odes—an approach which can risk circularity. In nearly every case, it is precisely Pindar’s
metaphors for his own activity that offer evidence for the circumstances of epinician

performance.

77 Uhlig perceptively argues for the robust links between performance studies and New
Historicism regarding archaic and early classical lyric (73-81). Her argument—which I find
convincing—is that New Historicist methods have consistently stepped in to fill the gap in
historical understanding of specific lyric performance contexts.
78 Some explorations of this problem include Heath 1988, Carey 2007, Clay 1999, Currie
2004, Eckerman 2007 and 2012, Hubbard 2004, Morris 2012.
79 See, e.g. Morrison 2007 and Morris 2012 for broad conceptions of audience, across both
space and time. For Paean 6 and the Aiginetans in particular, Rutherford 1997.
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Like the works of Alcaeus, Pindar’s poems combine the mythological and the
robustly contemporary. They shift between the present of performance and the legendary
past, between metaphors that shade into reality and mythology that serves as genealogy and
aetiology for living people and recent accomplishments. For Pindar, it is similarly difficult to
determine where the boundaries between reality, analogy, and metaphor begin and end.
Barbara Kowalzig has written of the “transcultural poetics” of Greek dithyramb, which, in
her view, begin to privilege the mobile, international space of the sea over local references
and allusions in the late sixth to early fifth century.’’ In this way, the sea shifts between real
and imagined space, importing the realities of maritime experience into the expressions of a
particular cultural form. Kowalzig interprets the development of these poetics as closely
tracking the economic and sociopolitical development of the late sixth to early fifth century
Aegean. As in Kurke’s interpretation, song’s “commodification” is a result of increasing
maritime connectivity; the erosion of the local goes hand in hand with the rise of economic
development and international relations. Local identity is lost in favor of the shifting,
undefined space of the sea—marked not by specific geographic boundaries but by its both
real and conceptual associations with mobility, contingency, indeterminacy, and
interconnection.’!

This debate has an important reflection in Pindaric studies. Claims about how closely

Pindar’s metaphors map onto his fifth-century reality are also claims about the aesthetic and

80 Kowalzig 2013, 54.

81 For Kowalzig, local identity in song is supplanted, in the late sixth to early fifth century, by
a new Panhellenism that is typified by the maritime space. It may not be necessary to go so
far in this argument—and perhaps, again, in Pindar, this “Panhellenism” is an opportunistic
projection related to aspirations of elite status maintenance among other elites, not a
reflection of real ethnic identification or cultural shift. Uhlig’s Alcaeus, in contrast, features
in an argument for “maritime aesthetics” that serves “as authentic a feature of archaic song
culture as were the symposia in which songs of the sea were so often sung.” Rather than a
mark of the decline of local identities, it is a persistent, and long-standing, feature of Aegean

poetic cultures.
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cultural legibility of his poetry; the Pindaric metaphor, and the odes’ use of analogy and
figurative language more generally, stands at the heart of this process. Blurring the
boundaries between materiality and abstraction is part of Pindar’s management of his poems’
material and cultural contingency, just as his representations of xenia and basileia are
addressed to his and his victors’ social instability. The identity of the poet and the nature of
his poems—social, cultural, and aesthetic all bound together at once—is negotiated in
metaphor, not only in image and concept but in the form of these metaphors and the extent to
which the poetic voice interprets or elaborates them (or not). Their deployment draws on the
specific textures of Pindar’s contemporary social world and the very immediate social
questions that surrounded him. Wherever we date a maritime aesthetics, and regardless of the
kind of wholesale commitment that can be made to it, a kind of “surface reading” is useful in
stressing the elements of Pindaric epinician that have material correlates and are engaged in a
complex relationship to the actual practices surrounding epinician composition and
performance. An accurate accounting of epinician purpose and form takes into account the
spaces and metaphors within which it inscribes itself, as well as the full range of its subjects
and analogical relations. Along with their engagement with the victor and polis, these
metaphors are critically engaged with the figure of the epinician poet and of the epinician
poem. They inscribe epinician’s relationship with the historical communities it was composed
for; at the same time, they allow the poet to identify with both the contingent and the
institutional aspects of contemporary practices. This contingency and persistence are not only
material: they are consistently engaged with the question of epinician’s social value and place

in its surrounding—and future—social world.
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V. Pythian 4 and the containment of contingency

The fluid, contingent operations of social, political, and economic connection—the
moments of meeting, the risk of social trust, the contingency of physical mobility—are
everywhere represented in the odes. Alongside their prominent rhetoric of persistence, the
epinicians wrestle with uncertainty, possibility, betrayal, and failure. In doing so, they hint,
once again, that they seek to construct rather than reflect the social stability that Pindar and
his patrons aspired to. This time, the creation of these putatively stable social networks
includes the figure of the poet, and implicates the nature of his poetry.

A preeminent example is Pythian 4. As Chapter 3 shows, Pythian 4’s narrative of Jason’s
legitimate restoration is infused with value judgments about blood-based rights to
sociopolitical status, filtered through fundamental concerns with exogamy, foreignness, and
status recognition. Outside of the inset narrative, Pythian 4 is also practically concerned with
legitimacy, nativity, and belonging. The ode is thought to have been written on the occasion
of a dispute or resolution between Arkesilas IV of Cyrene and the exile Damophilos. Exactly
who commissioned it and on what occasion it was performed is less certain. Perhaps
Arkesilas commissioned the poem as an expression of his magnanimity in welcoming
Damophilos back into the fold; perhaps it was Damophilos who paid Pindar to compose a
magisterial gift, or persuasive argument, to celebrate or convince Arkesilas of the decision to
accept his return to Cyrene.®? Whether Damophilos was welcomed back to Cyrene and
whether the poem was ever performed there—or even sent—is impossible to know. The ode
itself, however, is carefully constructed to mediate between these multiple possibilities and its
own role in effecting them. Nancy Felson has written of the “shifting” temporal and spatial

deixis of Pythian 4, which layers and moves between the past and present of Cyrene, the

82 See Nicholson 2000, n. 2 for these potential interpretations.
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here-and-now of the performance, Damophilos in Thebes, and ultimately, the experience of
“future recipients” and audiences.®?

It is difficult to measure whether Pindar’s epinicians had any effect on social cohesion,
political and ethnic identity, or the public approval of any particular victor at the time they
were composed and performed. It is reasonable, however, to conjecture that Pindar, his
patrons, and members of their diverse elite communities may have believed—or been
invested in the possibility—that epinician could have these kinds of functions.’* Epinician
was integrated into social and cultural institutions with significant meaning and power, which
supported its importance in the fifth century itself. At the same time, however, it is later
perceptions of Pindar’s extraordinary literary ability that have credited him with the power of
self-canonization and the shaping of historical memory—a function derived, at least in part,
from his participation in fifth-century techniques of status-making. Definitions of the
“literary” for Pindar’s epinicia, then, are importantly grounded in Pindar’s approach to
representing and participating in fifth-century social practices.®

What did success mean for Pindar’s epinicians in their contemporary context? Despite the
ambitions of audience-focused scholarship, we have little direct evidence about the effect of
Pindaric performance, and what we do have (conjectures based on the odes, contemporary or
near-contemporary literary references) is confined to a narrow slice of Pindar’s potential

audiences—educated, elite, cosmopolitan men. That is to say, it belongs primarily to what

Simon Hornblower calls the “horizontal” plane of intra-elite communication and status-

83 Felson 1999, 31.

84 See Ch.1. As did, for example, the Ptolemaic rulers who revived it.

85 Well-established ideas about how Pindar adopts and transforms contemporary (esp.
“authoritative”) forms of social discourse support this development from social practice into
literary form; see Maslov 2015 and Wells 2009. Through the “surface reading” of metaphors,
I am interested in broadening this conception into practice rather than only discourse, though
they are of course related. See also D’ Alessio 1994, 138: the “construction of the poet’s
literary persona in this period cannot be divorced from the construction of his social

persona.”
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making,® and assumptions about Pindar’s effect on “vertical” relationships—between rulers
and their subjects—are not supported by any similar evidence. For the purposes of this
project, it may not mean much whether Pindaric epinician ever “succeeded” in re-integrating
a victor, establishing a particular identity for the citizens of a polis, or comforting a dying
tyrant. The evidence given by epinician itself makes it impossible to distinguish between
idealized, constructed, or projected organizations of social power—ones that would benefit
Pindaric patrons—and the actual, more complex social contexts that surrounded epinician
production.?’

In the case of the odes for the Battiad monarchy of Cyrene, Peter Agocs has suggested
that Pindar’s attempt to present Cyrenaean history as teleological and fulfilled by the
monarchy’s success is belied by historical events: “the monarchy’s fall falsified Pindar’s
ideological fabrications, reducing his odes to the status of literary texts.”®® What constitutes a
fabrication in this schema, and what constitutes a reduction? For Agdcs, the “literary” means
something literally non-historical, a deliberate fiction that strove but failed to affect the
course of events in reality. In Agocs’ reading of Pythian 4 as an example of typological
history, the poem’s critical flaw is its tendency to look backwards, fixing a vision of the
future that must be essentially similar to the past in order to preserve the stability of the
monarchy as a political institution. Like the monarchy, the legitimacy of Pindar’s story was
vulnerable to exogenous shocks, that could not be contained by a stabilizing discourse
destined to remain internal to the epinician poems themselves. Using an ideologically

inflected, teleological version of the past to argue for an unchanging future encompasses an

8¢ Hornblower 2007, p. 8.

87 Just as it is functionally impossible to distinguish between “real” and “imagined” deixis
(Felson 1999).

88 Agocs 2020, 257. Kurke and Neer 2019 (Ch. 5 and 6) rely on a distinction between the
“historical” and “mythological” stories of Cyrene’s foundation in the three Cyrenaean odes,
but part of the point is that these stories are mutually supporting in their typological

construction.
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essential weakness, a vulnerability Agocs calls the uncovering of “fabrication” or “fiction”—
in opposition to “history” or “truth.”® The idea of the ode’s “reduction” here throws some
productive light on Pindar’s intertwined ambitions in the poem. Yes, he attempts to represent
Cyrenaean history as stable and teleological, out of properly contingent, historical time.
However, the mythological narrative of the poem is suffused with images of uncertainty and
vulnerability, ones which would map, in a typological schema, onto the present (and future)
of poet and audience. In a schema where future events must necessarily repeat past ones in
order to validate the efficacy of the ode, epinician’s claims must always be vulnerable to
disproval.

It is true that this representation of teleological history is a fundamental epinician
technique and one of the most common structural patterns in the composition of Pindar’s
odes, and one Pindar shares with many Greek authors and genres. However, defining exactly
what the felos of the epinician poem might be—if it cannot be a lack of historical change—is
useful in thinking through not only the potential effects of the poem but also how the poet
situates himself historically in relation to his audiences. Jonas Grethlein offers an especially
useful perspective on ideas of teleology with his definition of the historian’s telos: “telos does
not signify the historians’ ulterior motives, e.g. to entertain or educate their readers, but the
vantage point from which a course of events is told. Posteriority endows the historian with a
superior stance” as the one who constructs a narrative of the past based on a vantage point

unavailable to historical actors.”® Contra a strict opposition between teleology- and

89 And Pindar is no stranger to the discourse of poetic falsehood (e.g. P. 2.72-81); see Segal
1986, 127-30 for deception in Pythian 4. Fearn 2017, 226, also: “Encomiastic lyric poems
necessarily manipulate historical temporalities, but the consequent reconfigurations of those
temporalities mean that they do not necessarily conform or map easily back onto the
historicities which the powerful may wish to control.” 199: “Pythian 1 seems to be going out
of its way to stress the interstices between lyric and historical constructions of the natural and
mythological realms through the poetics of temporality and ecphrasis.”
% Grethlein 2013, 4.
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experience-oriented historiographies, Grethlein suggests that “teleology and experience are
not without links...the anticipation of the future by historical agents prefigures the teleologies
of historians.”!

In the same way, the interfolding of temporalities so characteristic of epinician links the
future-oriented experience of the past—whether mythic or historical—to the imagined
vantage point of the future. Epinician’s approach to teleology is neither simplistic nor
monolithic, and Pythian 4 offers a glimpse into how these schemas are constructed and their
potential failure is theorized in terms of the poet and the poem. The ode both gestures at the
possibility of contingency and, at a critical moment, argues for the security of the poet rather
than the monarchy. Many arguments about Pindaric poetics describe a mutually supporting
relationship between victor and poet, in which the achievement and k/eos of each goes on
indefinitely supporting the other, into immortality.”> And yet, something of value seems to
remain in Pythian 4 even when the possibility of Battiad persistence has been historically
disproven. What kind of persistence can the epinician ode have when it seems to have failed
to affect the historical inheritance and maintenance of political power?

Nigel Nicholson has described the “polysemous” ideology of Pythian 4, which brims with
rich description and a dizzying array of interlayered social and intellectual concepts.”* The
ode performs a multilayered blending of apoikism and foundation stories, genealogy and
marriage, xenia and familial relations, prophecy and divinity, victory and kingship. Its sense
of teleology is strong and it is explicitly invested in the legitimacy of sole rulership (P. 4.165-

6, TobtoV deBrov Ekmv TéAEGOV: Kai TOl povapyelv / Kol Bactievépey Spvult TpoNceLy,

%Vibid., 4. Also useful perhaps: “The look back permits us to master the contingencies to
which we are subject in life, to replace vulnerability with sovereignty. Teleology can thus
serve as a means of coping with temporality” (5). My suggestion is that this “sovereignty,”
for Pindar, is both philosophical and literal: it means real social power.
2 e.g. Lefkowitz 1984.
93 Nicholson 2000, 192.
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“willingly fulfill (feleson) this quest, and I swear that I will deliver up to you the royal power
(monarkhein) and the kingdom (basileuemen)”). At the same time, however, the ode
sprinkles its representations of the past with insinuations towards indeterminacy. Euphemus’
clod of earth, a divine guest-gift (§¢viov, 35), is washed ashore too early (npiv dpag, 42) after
being mistakenly lost at sea. The poet’s act of narrating the past means a return to a beginning
(tic yap dpya, 70) which is nearly synonymized with danger (tig yap kivovvog, 71). The
potential for genealogical falsehoods, demanded by a stricken, crafty Pelias, recalls the
epinician poet’s concern with mysteries and lies (99-100). Jason’s legitimate return is
accompanied by familial reunion and feasting (120-131). After this triumphal narrative,
however, danger returns in the form of another voyage, that of the Argo (un tiva Aeudpevov /
Tav akivovvov...aidva, 185-6), and the risks of the A&givov otopa (202, a poetic play on the
name of the Euxine or Black Sea) where the Argonauts again find themselves &c kivovvov
Babov (207).

It is at this point that the epinician poet of Pythian 4 also represents himself as being on a
journey, one he says he can manage more safely and quickly than others:

pokpd pot veioBon kat” apa&itdv: dpa yop cuvdmter Kol Tva
oipov Toout Bpaydv: moAdroict & &ymuot cogiag £tépoig...**

Returning by highway is too long; for time is pressing me
and I know a short path: for many others I lead the way in skill...

One of the more striking Abbruchsformeln in the corpus for its direct reference to the
poet’s own skill, this passage stands in sharp contrast to the many twists and turns of the
Argonauts on their perilous journey within the narrative. In the context of the xenia-teleology
of the odes discussed so far in this passage, the poet’s assertion here has multiple layers of
meaning. On the surface, it signals that the ode is making a temporal shift, beginning to reach

its end in both the story of Jason and returning to the here-and-now of the performance.

% P.4.247-9.
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Indeed, the poem immediately afterwards narrates the Argonauts’ arrival in Lemnos, planting
the seed for the unbroken line of yévog Evpdpov “the family of Euphamos” (256). The
reproductive and migratory journey of these descendants is fulfilled in the founding of
Cyrene and in the person of Arkesilas, who is addressed in the second person (259-60). After
this, the historical narrative is abandoned, and the voice of the poet takes over. The pressures
of time (&pa) and space (duordv, oipov) are directly addressed by the epinician poet. These
are nothing less than fundamental issues of poetic representation, part metaphor, part
aesthetic reflection. The poet may actually be on a highway, or a ship; the time of this
statement in the poem may line up perfectly with the time of performance of the actual poem.
By associating responses to the exigencies of—perhaps even the manipulation of—time and
space with poetic skill, the poet’s voice provides an interpretation of his own metaphor.
While this risks seeming too obvious on the surface, the formal qualities of this authoritative
poetic voice are important here. The emergence of the poet’s own hermeneutic authority is
central to the last sections of Pythian 4, and useful in thinking through what position the poet
takes on the function and effectiveness of his own poems.

The last section of Pythian 4, after the mythological narrative has been tied up, is
suffused with metaphor. The great metaphor of the oak tree that opens this sequence returns
us to the present time of the poem’s composition and performance:

Yv@01 vOv v O1d1moda copiav. el yap T 6ovg 0ELTON® TEAEKEL
gEepetyeiey neydhag Spooc, aicyvvor 8¢ oi Bantov eidoc”

Kol @OvoKapTog £0ica 31001 YAPoV TEP” AVTAC,

€l mote yeyéprov mop €€iknton AoicOov:

1} oLV 0pOAig KIOVEGTV SECTOGVUVOLGLY EPEOOUEVA

puoyBov dALoIC AueEnel SOoTAVOV &V TElYETLY,

g0V épnumocaica ydpov.>

Now come to know the wisdom of Oedipus: if someone

with a sharp-bladed axe

should strip the boughs from a great oak tree
and ruin its splendid appearance,

% P.4.263-9.
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although it cannot bear foliage, it gives an account of itself,
if ever it comes at last to a winter’s fire
or if, supported by upright columns belonging to a master,
it performs a wretched labor within alien walls,
having left its own place desolate.
Again, there is an explicit self-consciousness to the metaphor here. The poet as much as calls
it a riddle, encouraging the idea that it requires interpretation—and perhaps, the right
interpreter. In this sense, the poem is performing, not simply invoking the idea of, a restricted
discursive community. The riddle is meant to be recognizable to those who understand the
meaning behind the metaphor, and its enigmatic form is also meant to make this
understanding self-conscious: an interpreter both understands the metaphor and his own
participation in the interpretive game, where meaning is not accessible to everyone. This
metaphor, likely meant to evoke Damophilos’ potential life in a foreign polis under a foreign
government, delineates the importance of sociopolitical recognition through the concepts of
nature and artifice; like the naturalized genealogies and athletic bodies of Chapter 2,
citizenship and belonging is enfolded within these same legitimizing frameworks.
The oak metaphor is paired with two related medical ones:
€001 0’ totnp émkopdtartog, [Toardv 1€ oot Tipd daoc
YPT| LOAOKAY XEPO TPOGPAALOVTO TPOLOY EAKEOG GLULPITOAETV.
Padlov pev yap moOAY Geloon Kol ApovpoTéPOLS
GAL €ml xdpag o0Tic Eocan duomaAig 8 yiyveton, dEamivag
gl ur 0eo0g dyepdvesot koPepvornp yévnton.”®
But you are a most opportune healer, and Apollo Paean honors your light.
One must apply a gentle hand to tend a sore wound:
it is easy even for weak men to shake a city to its foundations,
but to set it in its place again is indeed a difficult struggle,
unless a god suddenly comes to guide its rulers.
This metaphor almost certainly refers—and is directly addressed—to Arkesilas, cast as a

healer for the potential double affliction of both Cyrene and Damophilos. Later,

Damophilos’s return is described as the healing of a disease:

% P.4.270-74.
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AL gbyeton ovlopévay vodGov S1oVTANGOLIS TOTE

oikov 18€iv, én” AmOAA®VOC T KPAVY GLUTOGTAC EPETMOV

Bopov k6650 TPOg fPav TOALAKLS, &V TE GOPOIg

dadaréav eopryyo Bactdlmv moAitoig novyia Oryépev,

UAT AV TIVL TR0 TOP®V, Gmadnc 8 antdg Tpog doTtdv.?’

But he prays that at some time, when he has drained his cup of ruinous affliction,

he will see his home, and, joining the symposium near the spring of Apollo,

yield his spirit often to the joys of youth, and attain peace,

holding the well-made lyre among his skillful fellow citizens,

bringing no pain to anyone, and himself unharmed by his townsmen.

Like the metaphor of the oak tree, which naturalizes Damophilos’s political status in
relation to Arkesilas as hegemon, these metaphors of disease and healing cast the ruler and
his subject as parts of a sociopolitical body whose health and order is badly disturbed by the
exile’s displacement. Unlike the metaphor of the oak, the ode actively interprets both of these
metaphors of disease for its audience. The epinician poet directly explains what he means by
the “wound” and Arkesilas as “healer”—a disturbed city and a god-guided ruler. And for
Damophilos, running the course of his disease explicitly means returning home and becoming
an uncontroversial participant in his social community: healing means bringing no harm to
his peers and receiving no harm from them in return. Rather than thematizing the exile as
originally disruptive and his removal as necessary to the security of the state, it is instead
Damophilos’ absence that fractures Cyrenaean hesukhia. The vision of social harmony here is
in direct contradiction to the many images of fractious, suspicious astoi and politai
throughout the odes, and this hesukhia is tied to some of Pindar’s strongest metaphors of
safety and good order, physically and politically. Crucially, Damophilos is represented in one
last, specific way: as the player of a phorminx, exactly as Pindar often represents the persona

of the poet and his, in explicitly performance-oriented, here-and-now, or metapoetic

contexts.”® This vision of a restored Damophilos in orderly civic space is also a vision of the

97 P. 4293-7.
% See: 0.1.17,0.2.1,0.3.8,0.4.2,0.7.12, P. 1.1, P. 2.71, N. 4.44, and N. 9.8. I leave out

references to aetiological or mythical performances here. Compare also the self-consciously
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place of the poet and his poetry, who occupies the center of a harmonious symposium—
politai here, then, very likely a synonym for a small circle of elite men.”’

As the poem returns to the here-and-now, then, there is also a re-emergence of a stronger
poetic first-person. This poetic voice not only implies the necessity of interpreting his riddles
but actually models this interpretation for the audience. While hermeneutic openness often
seems so characteristic of Pindaric epinician, here is a case where the poet attempts to
constrain the possible interpretation of his metaphors. Regardless of the poem’s actual
historical and potential future audience, there is at least one represented listener who is
explicitly defined in the poem’s closing lines: it is Arkesilas, who is addressed in the second
person more than once in this poem. The “short path” that Pindar delineates leads,
teleologically, to the present, imagined as the xenophilic reunion of Arkesilas and

Damophilos.'? The poem ultimately ends, however, not with Cyrene but with Thebes:

kol ke podnoad’ onoiav, Apkeciia,
gvpe oy apPpociov Enémv, tpéceatov ONPa Eevobeis.

And he would tell, Arkesilas,
what a spring of ambrosial verses he found,
when he was recently a guest (xenotheis) at Thebes.

metapoetic depiction of Achilles playing the phorminx at lliad 9.185-190, which is almost
certainly a referent here.
92 On the question of the symposium as a space of exclusion: Jones 2014, Hammer 2004. On
the symposium in Pindar between public and private, Indergaard 2011, p. 298-99 and
Grethlein 2010, p. 41-3; Clay 1999; Budelmann 2012.
100 Unlike Agocs, Sigelman sees this intrapoetic vision of harmony as having extra-poetic
effects: “However, a look beyond the extrapoetic functions of Pythian 4 suggests a more
profound development of the theme of the efficacy of the poetic word: Pythian 4 does not
simply request; it actually effects Damophilos’ return home to Cyrene. I will discuss how, by
submerging the extrapoetic world within the bound-less, sea-like element of song, Pythian 4
achieves that of which it sings right before the eyes of its audience. Extending his poetic-
prophetic powers beyond the confines of the epinician songworld, Pindar restores
Damophilos to Cyrene, thereby healing pre-existing rifts within the extra-poetic world.”
(Sigelman 2016, p. 111). I would argue that even if this is the intention, it is important to
stress that it is impossible for us to know if this was historically the case.

195



The metaphorical hodology of the poem, then, does not map perfectly onto its
theorized socio-spatial teleology—Damophilos returning to Cyrene. While Damophilos is
represented as in Cyrene speaking to Arkesilas, his speech locates himself again in the past,
with Pindar at (perhaps?) the place of composition of the poem and certainly the home of the
poet. At its very end, then, the poem performs another recursion of its shifting spatio-
temporal deixis, this time in an explicitly defined moment of meta-narrative. Its ultimate telos
is not simply in Damophilos’ restoration of Cyrene, but that this return to social integration in
Cyrene allows Damophilos to tell Arkesilas about the hospitality of his host in Thebes, the
epinician poet. We end, then, not with the restoration of the individual in historical time but
with the repetition of the epinician poet’s kleos in terms of his self-representation as a xenos
and its relation to the potential persistence (here, dufpociowv) of his poetry itself.'%!

Pythian 4’s acknowledgement of historical contingency is expressed primarily through
narratives of travel, particularly maritime travel, and travel’s accompanying risks—not only
dangers to life and limb on the road, but the uncertainty of meeting strangers abroad and the
threats that hegemons face by both outside arrivals and pretenders at home. These narratives
are consistently emplotted through a series of xenophilic vignettes, making the dangers of the
journey also a metaphor for social danger. Relations of xenia compensate for contingency
experienced on the journey, and are the moments in which the monarch’s legitimacy is both
contested and restored. Both the content and the context of the poem are linked through the
metaphor of the journey. The ode carefully manages social contingency and social status,
within its inset narratives, in its self-representation, and in its likely contemporary function.

The last lines of Pythian 4, where Arkesilas’ and Damophilos’ contemporary situation is

most directly addressed, are also where the poet appears in one of his most strikingly situated

101 See, in parallel, Grethlein 2010’s argument for the function of Olympian 2 in reintegrating
the victor Theron and securing his memory, as “the confrontation of the dangerous force of

chance and strategies to overcome it.”
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passages. Like his patrons and victors, metaphors and realities of elite social connection
structure Pindar’s engagement with contingency and historicity in terms of his poetry as well
as his poetic persona. Pindar draws on contemporary social practices to make his poetic
persona legible as a socially authorized individual in contexts where political power was
often rooted in the physical security, genealogy, and kinship status—the real and
metaphorical blood—of the individual body, and in the formalized social relationships
between both individuals and states (each sometimes standing for the other). The social
institutions meant to safeguard these powerful bodies and statuses are also the terms in which
the poet describes himself.

For many audiences, Pindaric epinician seems to offer an irreducible ambiguity in the
constant shifting of image and meaning, myth and self-representation. This ambiguity—this
openness to interpretation—may be a poetic technique with its eye on a temporally vast set of
potential audiences.'?? At the same time, certain of these techniques have recognizable social
purposes that are legible within Pindar’s contemporary world, and the moments when Pindar
resolves his own metaphorical ambiguity are so often moments that describe the norms of
discourse and social communities. They create a sense of a specific, restricted elite discourse
community connected to potential sociocultural stability and longevity and expressed in
metaphors of travel, xenia, inscription, debt, and monumentality. The precariousness of both
the social and the material are intertwined by metaphor. Poetic language, then, becomes
inextricably associated with material conditions—and perhaps, comes to seem necessary for

establishing their security.

102As Kuhn-Treichel 2020a: since the persona of the poet is “vor allem durch intradiskursive
Relationen definiert,” “bewirkt die referenzielle Unschérfe in paradoxer Weise einen Gewinn
an Aussagepotenzial, weil sie die Rezeptions- und Interpretationsmoglichkeiten des Gedictes
steigert” (334).
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Conclusion:
Textual Reproduction as Social Reproduction

What makes Pythian 3 a “consolatory” poem? In its closing lines, the poet tells us that
literary fame is precarious and uncertain and implies that only a select few have potential
access to it. What kinds of social norms and values is it important for the epinician audience
to be invested in in order to see this poem as a consolatory one? And in what sense is it meant
to console—on the level of emotion, or logic, or pragmatic recompense for what might be
lost? In the framework that this project has established, what Hieron’s health and life
represent in this poem go beyond the possible loss of an individual life or quality of life. The
tyrant’s health, both physically and ideologically, is intertwined with outbranching systems of
value that always enfold the physical body of the elite individual in terms of his kin,
communities, status, and the institutions that regulate the meaning of these terms.

Emotions are social phenomena; their causes and their functions in the world go
beyond the internal experience of the individual, particularly in the context of discrepancies
in status and power.! Political scientists Emma Hutchison and Roland Bleiker argue that
“representation is the process through which individual emotions become collective and
political.” In a setting like the public performance of epinician, no emotion elicited by the
performance could avoid being shaped by the sociopolitical context in which it arises. Even a
private reading of Pindar’s poems will continue to be shaped by these dynamics, as the

potential for both reperformance and transmission through literary reading strategies is laced

! Excellent explorations of the dynamics of power and emotion in antiquity include Sanders
and Johncock (eds.) 2016, with a particular focus on persuasive rhetoric; Chaniotis 2012 and
2020, Chaniotis and Ducrey 2014, which examine a wide range of evidence.

2 Hutchison and Bleiker 2014, 506. Also: “Representations are neither authentic nor passive.
There is always a level of interpretation involved or, to express it differently, there is always
a gap between a representation and what is represented therewith. This aesthetic gap is in
many ways the source of politics for it contains and often masks the power to depict the

world from a particular perspective” (506, emphasis mine.)
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through the patterns of Pindaric poetics. As Pindar constructs his audience as part of a
specific social group with particular norms and regulations, even the later—even much
later—reader is implicated in perpetuating and participating in these social frameworks. As
Hutchison and Bleiker write:

Power, then, is central to the constitution of emotional subjectivity; power relations

play a key role in determining what can, cannot, should, or even must be said about

the self and one’s emotions...Emotional power works discursively, diffused through
norms, moral values, and other assumptions that stipulate — often inaudibly — how
individuals and communities ought to feel and what kind of ensuing behavior is
appropriate and legitimate in certain situations.?
If modern readers are inclined to mourn for Hieron, then, what is particularly tragic about his
depiction in Pythian 3? I suggest that a critical approach to this question emphasizes the
anxieties of interconnection, longevity, and power that are at the heart of the ode, and the
(somewhat suppressed) tension it describes between the potential death of the physical body
and the perpetuation of personal status and memory. If this poem is to elicit grief for Hieron,
an audience must be seized by the same fear that our status dies with the death of our bodies,
and we must be—or become—invested in the same mechanisms of social reproduction that
support the maintenance of Hieron’s wealth and power beyond his own death.

If the poem is to console Hieron, he—or we—must believe in its ability to maintain
his status beyond death, a possibility that the poem itself presents as neither definite nor
inevitable. On the other hand, the poem’s very invocation of the scarcity of kleos serves to
heighten a sense of contingency and therefore of potential distress, placing even more
importance on an audience’s own feelings of (in)security and inclination to invest in
institutions that support socioeconomic stability—including epinician itself. Pythian 3’s

excruciating counterfactuals work to continually stress the uncertainty of physical health and

the vulnerability and isolation of the physical body.

3 Hutchison and Bleiker 2014, 508.
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The primary reason that Pythian 3 has been called consolatory is that it seems to have
been composed because Hieron was physically ill.* Sickness, and the sick body, have
profound relations to gender and to power; so, too, the practices of memorialization and
mourning.’ The experience of sickness is not excepted from these relations and Pindar’s
ostensible response to Hieron’s illness needs to be read within this context. Pythian 3
includes depictions of physical suffering in its description of Asklepios’ cures for a number
of specific ailments (47-53). But immediately after this description, the poet self-consciously
avoids, very literally, getting too close (the strong adversative GALG KEpOEL Kol Gopia dEdeTAL,
54 closely allied with yvévta 1o map moddc, 60). Rather than be with Hieron during the
tyrant’s moment of suffering, the poet creates distance between himself and his laudandus.

Specifically, the Pindaric speaker is at home (wap’ €épov npodBvpov, 78), unable to
travel across the sea to Hieron. This relatively unusual physical separation of poet and
laudandus draws attention to the distance between them, rather than the more conventional
close association of the poet with the victor.® In this sense, it is possible to see in Pythian 3
the beginnings of the separation of text and /audandus that is necessary for thinking of
epinician poetry as self-supporting and iterable beyond the bounds of individual human lives.
This epinician argument for itself is neither self-evident nor simply elaborated in poetic
temporalities or gnomic statements. It is carefully built on a foundation of close association
between the vulnerability of the elite body, status, and wealth and the concurrent
contingencies surrounding the epinician poet and text, which, on initial composition and

performance, lives in the same time and space as the victor. By first analogizing text and

4 See Young 1968, 27n2.
3> Good discussions are King 1998 on the female body in medical thought; Holst-Warhaft
1992 on women’s lament in tragedy. The experience and expression of emotion is, of course,
endlessly gendered, in antiquity and modernity; for antiquity, see van Wees 1999 and
Munteanu 2011.
6 See Athanassaki 2009, 259-60 for a summary of these effects.
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victor, the poems put a critical stress on these vulnerabilities and in doing so call out for ways
of defending them.

Important to this approach is acknowledging how the rhetoric of emotion is shaped by
social and moral norms which prescribe allowable reasons for emotions like grief and fear, as
both as conscious experiences and behavioral expression. Like the rhetorical genre of “advice
to tyrants” discussed in Chapter 1, this framework also allows a reading beyond the surface of
the Pindaric gnome and appeal to divine sanction, showing how these poetic techniques
continue to be implicated in the project of status construction and maintenance even as—
because—they may elicit strong emotional reactions. Much work on the rhetoric of the
contingency of life and status in Pindar has emphasized the pathos of these representations
and their potential emotional effects on an epinician audience.” Pindaric conceptions of
justice, virtue, and transgression are never unmediated by their sociopolitical context,
however. The emotions that surround these concepts help to continually shape and perpetuate
the elite structures and practices that seek their own reproduction through Pindar, giving a
visceral ground to elite attempts to maintain individual status stability. The emotional effect
of epinician is both motivational, aiming at encouraging epinician’s own valuation and
perpetuation, and reflective of the social discourse in which it so eagerly participates. The
effectiveness of epinician in arguing for its own preservation is premised in part on its ability
to speak to the fears and motivations of a specific group of elites, including post-Classical
and post-antique elites who shape their own behavior by imitating the model that Pindar has
set for them.®

To situate emotionality in the realm of the political is not to deny the important role of

poetics and aesthetics in creating and negotiating emotional experiences. Rather, it is to argue

7 See, e.g. Frinkel 1946 on the “violent and tragic” variability of human life in Pindar (113).
8 e.g. as in Chapter 1, section IV.
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that these domains are constituted together: a reading of Pindar’s epinicians as expressions of
feeling is incomplete without considering their role within structures of sociopolitical power.
The way that emotions are represented within the poems, and the emotions that audiences
(ancient and modern) might feel at their reading or performance, are made possible within
these same structures. Pindar’s reassurance to Hieron, couched as it is in the language of
counterfactual, demurral, and gnomic warning, is consolatory because of its implicit, not
explicit, messaging. While on the surface it warns about the vicissitudes of life, the dangers
of hubris, and reversals of fortune, the message it sends to Hieron is this: your status is
exclusive, unstable, and valuable, and it is very much in need of protecting.” By modeling the
voice of his poetic persona, and the functions of his poem, on contemporary social
institutions, the poet adds: my poem—regardless of whether it ever reaches you personally—
will help you to secure it.

A useful framework for thinking through the stakes of reading this way is Bonnie
Honig’s influential approach to the reading and reception of Antigone. Like Honig’s
Antigone, the “successful” history of Pindaric reception—stemming directly from the
anticipatory poetics of epinician itself—has assigned it a sociocultural value that has come to
seem natural rather than deliberately constructed. Honig rejects an interpretation of
Sophocles’ play that is primarily based on an ethics of mourning and lamentation, arguing
that an emphasis on mourning as a generalizable, universally understood reaction to human
finitude distracts from the potential political possibilities that might otherwise be found in the

play.'® Likewise, I suggest that reading the emotional valence of epinician as an appeal to a

? Thus Segal 1986, on Pythian 4: “Through the very explicitness of such attempts at Battiad
legitimization, however, the ode peeks around the edges of its message, as it were, and shows
its self-awareness of the conditioned, limited service that it is performing for its patron. By
showing power and authority in the process of being constructed, it also shows the path of
their possible destruction” (126).

19 For modern critics of Antigone, Honig argues, “lamentation also reassures as it steps in to

take the place of the very thing whose loss we lament: universalism” (Honig 2013, 1).
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universal subject obscures the political contestations that shape(d) the possible emotional
responses of both ancient and modern audiences. Instead, the very construction of the feeling
subject is part and parcel of epinician politics; and the encouragement of identification with
this gendered and limited subject is another epinician strategy for supporting the value of
status and the prestige of epinician itself.

Chapter 3 argues that Pindar’s odes seek to link the reproduction of sociopolitical and
socioeconomic systems of power to the act of socially authorized and communally regulated
biological reproduction. The text itself acts as a surveyor of the legitimacy of marriage and
childbirth, uncovering attempts at secrecy and concealment in concert with a divine or
prophetic teleology. Epinician stages itself as a recognition—and thereby, acts as a creation—
of particular genealogies and ancestries, whether for cities, families, or individuals. As
Chapter 4 shows, the poet himself, and the composition and transmission of epinician poetry,
are equal participants within—rather than a potential critic of—this contemporary social
hierarchy. If the poet is like the victor, the text is like the child;!! the genre of epinician is an
institution like marriage and inheritance laws and customs, proxenia, the symposium, and the
games themselves. What the epinician ode does—because of its transmissibility and
orientation towards textuality and reperformance—is support the iteration of these related
institutional practices into the future. And the ode itself is subject to as well as performing the
same social scrutiny as victors, their wives, and their children; it can even take on the voice
of a social peer, reproducing a fleeting moment of discourse through the iteration of

reperformance and the establishment of textuality.'?

Instead, she argues for “a more robust politics of lamentation, in which lamentation is not
‘human,’ ethical, or maternal—tethered to the fact of finitude—but an essentially contested
practice, part of an agon among fractious and divided systems of signification and power”
(2).
1 As it is explicitly described in O. 10.
12 See also: 1.4; N.4; N.8.
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As this project shows, the capacity for cultural persistence of Pindar’s victors—and
Pindar’s poetry—is essentially bound up with the persistence of particular social relations and
structures of power. This seeking of social persistence is not passive, natural, or inevitably
given, even if it is strategically, and rhetorically, presented in this way. As an emerging social
institution, epinician actively works against the fragility of contemporary structures of
socioeconomic and political hegemony to provide an ideology for their legitimacy and
perpetuation. The institution of epinician poetry is one mechanism through which these
structures of power are reproduced, authorized, and abstracted from the material conditions
that they necessitate. This function of epinician is inseparable from an understanding of the
instability of political regimes and the status of generational political power in its
contemporary world.

The futurity of children, the futurity of the text—these are not hoped for in isolation.
They are imagined as part the reproduction of systems of socioeconomic power contemporary
to the fifth century BCE; in specific cases, they represent the perpetuation of individuals’ and
families’ sociopolitical status through mechanisms of legitimizing kinship and inheritance.
The practice and performance of epinician is the creation of a social institution intended to
stabilize these structures; epinician’s discursive dimension lends that institution an explicit
ideology. This function is thematized within epinician itself; as Kurke has noted, even “the
victor can be represented as newborn, or by a transfer of the metaphor, the epinician poem
itself becomes the heir whose emergence into the light saves the house from oblivion.”!3 The
characteristic metaphorical syncretism of epinician poetics encourages this identification of

the text, wealth, and child, all bound together in an associated system of self-reproduction.'*

13 Kurke 1991, 72. See also her similar analysis of Olympian 10, p. 77.

14 In literary and social criticism, the concept of “reproductive futurism” has been used to
both explicate the oppressive perpetuation of heteronormative social structures through
heterosexual reproduction and, conversely, as a pathway for liberating an imagined social

future from these same conventions and expectations (see, seminally, Edelman 2004). There
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I have argued that a central function of epinician was the ideological aetiology and
practical support of individual elite status as supported by highly unequal, deeply gendered
contemporary socioeconomic systems. At the same time, there are two kinds of concessions
to contingency that can be seen in the poems. First, Pindar’s overt gnomic acknowledgement
of mortality, the vicissitude of human life, and the essential limits on human knowledge of
truth and futurity; second, the undercurrent of vividly present, material anxiety that can be
uncovered, with attention and effort, from image and metaphor. Either approach invites
possible readings that emphasize an epinician acknowledgement of human fragility and the
continual possibility of its restless breaking free from—also very overt—epinician attempts
to corral it into teleology. What is helpful about this approach is how it encourages an
understanding of Pindar’s social world that acknowledges its true dynamism and fluidity, and
the complexity of Pindar’s engagements with his contemporary context.

In my view, however, it is these very concessions to contingency that enable
epinician’s institutionalizing social project and provide a legitimizing ground for the poet’s
own social participation. When reading metaphor “on the surface,” as well as paying close
attention to the rhetorical construction of the poems, the imagery of vulnerability,
uncertainty, and danger in these poems is both a reflection of particular material-historical

conditions and a strategic projection aimed at managing the status and perception of elite

are undoubtedly ways that concepts of literary and reproductive futurity can offer
emancipatory or expansive possibilities beyond the social context of a particular historical
moment; it is often precisely the radical contingency so often associated with childbirth and
femininity that opens up these opportunities. Following the late-twentieth-century legacy of
deconstruction and post-structuralism, robust arguments have been made for the essential
tensions, contradictions, and anxieties of ancient texts, that may continually gesture to the
possibility of social critique or alternative futures. More conservatively, it is possible to
acknowledge these cracks and contradictions, and their possible emancipatory potential for
moderns, without assigning them emancipatory power in antiquity itself. Here, it is important
to be able to separate the mechanisms of Pindaric reception from epinician’s function in its
original context (a separation, of course, that the poems themselves encourage us not to

make).
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victors. The poems’ striving against this material and social vulnerability is repeatedly
depicted in terms of contemporary social practices. While this is a critical approach to the
functions of the poems, in both senses of the word, taking the epinicians at their word also
avoids some of the pitfalls of a hermeneutic “paranoia”!® that might seem purely
deconstructive. Deconstruction, here, is undertaken with the aim of showing how social
values and structures meant to be taken for granted need not be seen as natural, or inevitable,
at all. While the traces left in the fifth-century record of Pindar may be primarily discursive,
the consequences of their interpretation need not be.

As I briefly argued in Chapter 2, the invocation of status contingency and gestures
towards an internal self-critique are themselves moves in the game of power, a way of
controlling and responding to perceived threats. Social psychologists have argued that people
in high-status positions are highly sensitive to threats to their own status or to the status
hierarchies from which they benefit, while remaining relatively insensitive to the effects of
inequality and injustice on others.!'® This sensitivity to perceived threat is a mechanism by
which status is continually re-secured and potential criticism deflected. Pythian 3’s
sympathetic focalization of Apollo as he rescues the fetus Asklepios, coupled with the
poem’s address to Hieron, defines “threat” to the subjects (and subjective perspectives) of the
poem in a very specific way. Pindar’s audience, if moved, is moved to empathize with the
perspective of hegemonic paternity—with those who benefit from exercising social control,

not those who resist it. There is little sympathy or security in these poems for those who were

15 In Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’s (1997) terms.

16 See, e.g. Scheepers and Ellemers 2005, and Scheepers et al. 2009, on the threat response
high-status actors have to changes in the social status quo, a sort of inverse of the stereotype
threat often experienced by members of marginalized minority groups; Halabi et al. 2008, on
social dominance and willingness to help others; Morrison et al. 2009 on high status and

support for social inequality.
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most physically and socially at risk in the ancient world, and an abundance of anxiety about
the status of people who were relatively privileged in the sociopolitical hierarchy.!’

These anxieties about agency, vulnerability, and power are also related to how
Pindar’s odes approach their own historicity.'® To be historical, in this sense, is to be subject
to—and participate in—temporal and material contingency.!® Pindaric concepts of teleology,
fate, and gnomic constraints on human action allow both victors and poet to self-consciously
abdicate agency under the sign of natural structures that ostensibly configure the possibilities
of ethical action. These structures are in reality social, and their naturalization is
accomplished through a grounding in the (gendered) body and blood of the elite and their
families. A consistent Pindaric technique, one this project describes many times, is the
narrativizing of uncertainty within a superstructure of determinacy. The poet and his victors
are ethical agents only within a carefully circumscribed teleology, which narrativizes not only
myth, history, and genealogy but the anxieties of elites both present and future. We need not,
of course, respond to Pindar’s poems in exactly the way that the poems themselves ask us to.
But to begin there invites us to reflect on our role as their interpreters, and the nature of the
many social communities—across time and space—within which this practice asks us to

imagine ourselves, and to participate.

7 Tn a similar vein, see Kurke 1996, 67 on the sex workers of Isthmian 2: Pindar’s
“appropriative strategy is insidious and complete, absorbing everything into itself, and
leaving no gap from which another voice might speak.”
18 On agency: Marcia Anne Dobres and John E. Robb write that “the material world is not
just ‘central’ to social reproduction, but that material culture actually constitutes social
relations and meaning making. It is within the tightly woven web of material, symbolic, and
social engagement that agency reproduces and transforms society. Social reproduction and
culture change, in other words, depend fundamentally on the nexus of agency and
materiality” (Dobres and Robb 2000, 162). Replace “materiality” with “text” here (or
consider “text” sufficiently material) and this is the framework within which I am also
working.
19 See discussion in Chapter 4.
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