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Preface

Spencer Barrett, who died in 2001 in his eighty-eighth year, was one of the
finest Hellenists of the second half of the twentieth century. His whole career,
up to his retirement, was spent in Oxford: first as an undergraduate at Christ
Church, tutored by Denys Page; then briefly as a Lecturer at that college
(1938-9); then as a Lecturer, and from 1952 as a Fellow, at Keble College
(1939-81). After retiring he moved to Bristol and continued his scholarly
activity there.

He is known above all for his edition of Euripides’ Hippolytus (or
Hippolytos, as he insisted on writing it), which will always stand as one of the
great editions and commentaries on a Greek play. Otherwise he did not
publish a great deal. Apart from the important chapter that he contributed
to Richard Carden’s The Papyrus Fragments of Sophocles (Berlin—New York
1974), there are the five articles included in the present volume, and a
substantial review of Part xxiv of The Oxyrhynchus Papyri in Gnomon 33
(1961), 682-92. But among the mass of papers that he left at his death there
were typescripts of many more pieces that he had evidently written with a
view to publication at some time or other. Some of them are incomplete or
exist in more than one draft. But a number appeared to be in a sufficiently
finished state, and of sufficient scholarly value, to justify their posthumous
publication, and it is these that make up the bulk of this volume. I have also
included three papers that Barrett wrote for oral presentation in various
forums but regarded (to judge from the manner in which he preserved them)
as having some more lasting value.

A year or so after his death his daughter, Mrs Gillian Hill, delivered eleven
boxes of her father’s papers to Adrian Hollis, his long-standing colleague
in Keble. Dr Hollis invited me to go through them to see what there was in
the way of publishable material. I spent a series of Sunday afternoons in his
room working through the boxes and making a hand-list of their contents.
I was disappointed not to find anything of the commentary on Pindar’s odes
for West Greek victors that Barrett was believed to have been working on for
many years, except for the fragment that appears as chapter 5 of the present
volume. But there were many other items that seemed worthy of serious
attention, and I drew up a preliminary schedule. After taking advice from
colleagues about particular areas of the collection—Dr W. B. Henry for
Pindar and Bacchylides, Professor James Diggle for drama, and Professor M.
D. Reeve for Latin authors—I submitted a proposal to the Press for the
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publication of a volume, and offered to act as its editor. The Press made
consultations of its own and received intimations that such a book would be
received with enthusiasm in discerning scholarly quarters.

Apart from a couple of short items that exist only in handwritten form, the
unpublished material is neatly and accurately typed and carefully laid out on
the page. In a few of the early pieces Greek was written in by hand, but from
1964 onward it too was typed. However, the ensemble was not in such con-
dition that it could be handed over to a printer as it was. Different pieces are
on paper of different sizes; in some cases the footnotes are accommodated at
the foot of each page, in others they are on separate sheets (and in a few cases
some of them are missing); sometimes afterthoughts have been added in
pencil; some of the typescripts have become a little tatty; and sometimes, as
mentioned above, there are divergent drafts or partial drafts. In such cases
I had to pick out what seemed to be the last or most complete version, or
supplement one from another. It was then necessary to convert the whole into
electronic form as a basis for further editing. The Oxford Faculty of Classics
and the Jowett Copyright Trust made funds available for this laborious task,
which was ably carried out by Dr Andrew Faulkner in 2004-5.

The typescripts do not normally carry a date, and while one or two of them
can be assigned to a particular year, most can only be dated within broader
limits, which I have indicated for each item in a footnote at the beginning of
the chapter or section. External evidence is provided by such things as the size
of paper used, the initial unavailability of a Greek typewriter, the existence
of carbon copies, and certain details of writing and spelling: there was a time
when Barrett did write ‘Hippolytus’ or ‘Hippolutos’ and not yet ‘Hippolytos’,
and a time (before about 1951) when he had not yet committed himself
irrevocably to the lunate sigma. Internal evidence comes from his references
to existing publications, or from the absence of reference to works that he
certainly would have cited if they had appeared. But it must be noted that he
returned to certain items after an interval, and that in the case of the hefty
piece on Pindaric metre (chapter 8) the indications of date are spread over a
period of some twelve years. We cannot always, or indeed often, assume that
he had applied the summa manus, and this should be borne in mind when
any of this work is subjected to critical appraisal.

The question must here be asked, why he failed to bring so much that he
had written to the point of publication. Was he not completely satisfied with
it? Did he always intend to come back to it at some later time and improve it?
Certainly he was a perfectionist, but I do not think that that is a sufficient
explanation. Most of the typescripts are so carefully prepared as to suggest
not work in progress but definitive presentations. In one or two cases there
is evidence that publication was in train and was for one reason or another
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aborted. My impression is that he composed many of these pieces not so
much from a desire to see himself in print, or to instruct others, as from a
need to work out the arguments for himself and construct a clear and
coherent statement of them. He did this, in most cases at least, with the
intention of publishing. But once he had done it, I suspect, he often lost
the urge to see the matter through to publication, and instead turned to some
other problem.

To anyone who never knew him his manner of writing may easily give the
impression that he was a haughty, pompous, or arrogant man. He was not.
In his personal dealings and conversation he was entirely pleasant, civil, and
humane. But in intellectual questions, when he had once thought a matter
through, he felt sure of his ground and was prepared to assert his views in
uncompromising fashion. In his scholarly essays he castigates stupidity and
negligence unsparingly where he finds it, and insists on the cogency of his
own arguments. His tone is that of the magistrate who has reviewed all the
evidence and reports to the court the conclusions he has drawn from it.

Sometimes these are dependent on his feeling for style: ‘I refuse to believe
that Bacchylides would have ..., and the like. But they are always con-
clusions, not prejudices, and he always does his utmost to establish them on
a rational footing. I once heard it said of him that he attached the same
importance to trivial problems as to major ones. I do not think that was quite
right: it was not that he regarded them as of equal importance, but that he
felt that equal pains must be taken in solving them. So far as possible he tried
to make philology into an exact science. He loved collecting and analysing
statistics, not for their own sake but as an aid to deciding a question or
establishing a rule. He seized on astronomical allusions as giving the
opportunity for calculations. Readers will marvel as he describes minute
papyrus traces more meticulously than any papyrologist, measures them (or
the gaps between them) to a tenth of a millimetre, and compares them with
every other example of the putative letter or letter combination in the
papyrus; and how in general he pursues his investigations remorselessly into
the remotest corners in order to deal with every conceivable alternative to his
own position.

Much of his work has an exemplary value that transcends its particular
results. In his pioneering work on Stesichorus’ Geryoneis he shows how, by
combining metrical analysis with study of the manuscript layout, one can
draw conclusions for the placing and sequence of fragments and the
development of the narrative. His discussions of Pindaric odes go beyond
rigorous philology in the attempt to reconstruct personal and historical con-
texts: not an original approach, but an object lesson in disciplined speculation
that may or may not succeed in finding the right answers but at least shows
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how to tackle the questions. In the studies of Pindaric and Bacchylidean
metrical practice he takes immense trouble to establish facts that may seem of
slight interest or significance. But in the course of doing so he throws light on
many problematic passages, and the outcome is that subsequent critics are left
in possession of more exact yardsticks to apply to this verse.

I have edited with a light hand. I have tried to achieve consistency of
spelling and general format, while in general respecting Barrett’s preferences.
I have only very seldom modified his somewhat idiosyncratic punctuation,
though I myself, and most writers, would use far fewer of the semicolons and
colons with which he stakes out the logical structure and steadies the tempo
of his sentences, and fewer parentheses. I have not thought it my job to
provide a survey of subsequent scholarship on the questions he discussed,
only to update his references where appropriate and to supply references
where he left them out. He tended to cite secondary literature with less biblio-
graphical detail than is now customary: rather than inject this in each place,
I have drawn up a separate list of the books he cites or alludes to. Matter
inserted by me in the text or footnotes is enclosed in angular brackets < >,
and first-person pronouns within such brackets refer, as you might expect, to
me.

I thank the Franz Steiner Verlag for permission to reproduce two articles
from Hermes; Oxford University Press for permission to reproduce one from
the Classical Quarterly; the Council of the Hellenic Society for permission to
reproduce another from the Journal of Hellenic Studies; and the editors of
Dionysiaca: Studies in honour of Sir Denys Page for permission to reproduce a
paper from that volume.

For an account of Barrett’s life and work I refer the reader to the memoir
by Adrian Hollis in the Proceedings of the British Academy, 124 (2004), 25-36.

Martin West
February 2006
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Stesichoros and the Story of Geryon

Stesichoros is a poet to whom the fates have been unkind. He wrote a great
deal of poetry; he had a high reputation in antiquity, and apparently a very
considerable influence on later literature; yet all that remained of his works
until a few years ago, apart from a few isolated words and phrases, was about
twenty fragments amounting in all to the equivalent of about forty hexameter
lines.

Our picture of his writings, based merely on these tenuous fragments, a
handful of allusions, and a few brief estimates by ancient critics, was naturally
shadowy and ill defined. But recent publications of papyri, though they give
us no great quantity of coherent text, have brought our picture into much
sharper focus; and I propose tonight to give you some indication of what that
picture now is. I shall base that indication in particular on the one poem that
is now the best attested: the Geryoneis, the story of Geryon.

But first, some more general considerations. For his life, the evidence is
sketchy, and either imprecise, or unreliable, or both: if one puts his activity in
the second quarter of the sixth century, one must allow for a sizeable over-
lap—he is said to have lived a long life—into the adjacent quarters. He was a
Western Greek: said to have been born in the Lokrian colony of Matauros,
and his life connected by tradition both with Lokroi itself and with Himera in
Sicily. He was doubtless influenced by the traditions of poetry which we know
to have existed at Lokroi; but we know so vanishingly little of those traditions
that their influence must remain an enigma.

We learn from the Souda that his works comprised twenty-six books.
Now with other lyric poets references in ancient authors to a particular
passage are made to a given book: ‘Pindar, Paians’; ‘Alkaios, Book 3’; and so
on. But all our twenty-four such references to passages in Stesichoros are
references not to a book but to a poem: ‘Stesichoros, Geryoneis’; ‘Stesichoros,

<Paper delivered at the Hellenic and Roman Societies’ Triennial Meeting at Oxford in
September 1968. B. gave a copy to D. L. Page, who acknowledges his debt to it in his paper on the
Geryoneis in JHS 93 (1973), 138-54.>
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Sack of Troy’—except that two of them are to a book of a poem, ‘Stesichoros,
Oresteia, Book 2’. It is a quite safe conclusion that his poems comprised at
any rate a book apiece; one at least, the Oresteia, was in more than one
book, and for all we know the same may be true of others as well. We have the
titles of a dozen of his poems; how many titles are lost we have of course
no idea.

In the last twelve years there have been published fragments from papyrus
rolls of no fewer than five of these poems: all of them published by Mr. Lobel
in volumes of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri' In 1956 came the first two, neither
unfortunately of any size: of the Nostoi, four lines and tatters of two dozen
more; of the Boar-Hunters, eighteen half-lines. But last summer came a better
haul: a very little of the Eriphyle (seventeen half-lines); about fifty very broken
fragments of the Sack of Troy, giving as published no single line complete;
and about eighty fragments of the Geryoneis, mostly very broken and many of
them minute, but preserving—as you will see from the handout—a certain
amount of continuous text, and allowing also a certain amount of reasonably
secure restoration.”

Now what manner of poems are they? I will begin with their outer form,
and first with their metre. Until the papyri appeared we had to take on trust a
statement in the Souda that ‘all Stesichoros’ poetry is triadic’; that statement
is now confirmed. The triadic structure of the Geryoneis is readily established:
I have set out the metrical scheme on the first page of the handout—a
medium-sized strophe and epode, comparable in length with many of Pindar
and Bacchylides. For the Sack of Troy, Dr. West has established a triadic struc-
ture with stanzas of comparable size.> Of the other poems not enough sur-
vives for the whole structure to be determined; but there are indications of a
nine-line strophe in the Nostoi (this was seen by Professor Merkelbach) and a
seven-line strophe in the Boar-Hunters (seen by Professor Snell),* and it
would be perverse to doubt that these poems also were triadic.

The metres are in every case dactylic: pure dactyls in the Geryoneis and
apparently in the Boar-Hunters, dactyls with some admixture of epitrites in
the other three—1 say ‘some admixture’, for the epitrite component is smaller
than in the familiar dactylo-epitrites of Pindar and Bacchylides. I should not
be surprised to learn that Stesichoros himself played a major part in the
development of dactylo-epitrite from dactylic; but that is no question to be

! <The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, xxiii (1956), nos. 2359-60; xxxii (1967), nos. 2617-19.>

? <On the handout see the appendix to this chapter.>

* <M. L. West, ZPE 4 (1969), 135-7.>

* <R. Merkelbach, Maia 15 (1963), 165 f. = Philologica: Ausgewdhlte kleine Schriften
(Stuttgart—Leipzig 1997), 68 £.; B. Snell, Hermes 85 (1957), 249.>
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discussed tonight. The dactyls, I should add, are often —and in the Geryoneis
predominantly—rising dactyls, with the periods beginning not with a long
but with a double short.

The dialect is fundamentally doricized epic; epic, that is, with Doric
vocalism and the occasional use of metrically equivalent Doric forms (for
instance woxa as the equivalent of Homeric more). The vocabulary is largely
but of course not exclusively that of our Homer; the use of the vocabulary,
and its grouping into phrases, shows—as might be expected —some deviation
from the Homeric norm; and occasionally we meet a form that seems to have
no equivalent in epic, but to come from a different dialect or from a later stage
in the development of the language. But only occasionally: fundamentally, as
I say, it is doricized epic—the dialect that in the course of the next hundred
years was to establish itself as the lingua franca of the international choral
lyric of the Greeks.

Our earliest reference to Stesichoros is by the poet Simonides <PMG 564>:
Stesichoros had written a poem on the funeral games of Pelias; and when
Simonides mentions a victory of Meleagros in those games, he adds ‘“for so
did Homer and Stesichoros sing to the peoples’. To Simonides, that is, he is
a forerunner to be named along with Homer; and this linking of him with
Homer becomes a commonplace. To Dio of Prusa <Or. 37(55). 7, ii. 116. 12
von Arnim> it is common knowledge that Stesichoros ‘emulated Homer and
wrote poetry that was very similar to his’; to Longinus <13. 3> he is one of the
few writers deserving to be called Ounpicdrraroc. Of the descriptions of his
style by ancient writers, I will quote one by Dionysios of Halikarnassos and
one by Quintilian. Dionysios says of him (7. . fr. 6. 2. 7 <Opusc. ii. 205. 11
Us.—R.>), after discussing the merits of Pindar and Simonides, that he ‘is
successful in the aspects in which they show themselves superior, and at the
same time commands effects which they fail to attain: namely in the grandeur
of the action which he makes his theme, and in the care which he bestows on
the character and dignity of his personages’. And Quintilian <10. 1. 61 f.>,
after putting Pindar first among lyric poets, proceeds next to Stesichoros: ‘one
token of the strength of his genius is his subject-matter: he sings of great wars
and famous heroes, and supports on his lyre the whole burden of epic poetry
[epici carminis onera lyra sustinentem]. He gives his characters their proper
dignity both in their actions and in their words, and if he had kept within
bounds he would, I think, have been able to come a close second to Homer;
but he is too full and too diffuse [redundat atque effunditur: a metaphor from
a river that overflows its banks and spreads out instead of keeping to its
channel]; a fault which one is bound to censure, but which nevertheless stems
from the very fact that he has so much to say [quod ut est reprehendendum, ita
copiae uitium est]’.
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The picture which this gives is of a lyric poet writing large-scale works on
epic themes with a fullness of treatment running sometimes into the diffuse;
and the papyrus fragments are now beginning to make clear how true this is.
They have shown us another thing too, which the quotation fragments had
not led us to expect, but which we can now see to lie behind Quintilian’s
words about ‘giving his characters their proper dignity both in their actions
and in their words’: namely the amount of direct speech which Stesichoros
puts on the lips of his various characters. We shall see plenty of this in the
Geryoneis; and the papyrus fragments show that he did just the same in
his other works as well. The scrap of the Nostoi has Helen speaking to
Telemachos; the scrap of the Boar-Hunters is pure narrative, but that of the
Eriphyle has a dialogue between Adrastos and Alkmaon; and in the tatters of
the Sack of Troy the two coherent pieces that I have been able to put together
(following Dr. West’s work on the triad) are again in each case speeches. This
is of course entirely in the Homeric vein: in the Iliad, the direct speech
amounts to 45 per cent of the whole; I should suppose that the proportion in
Stesichoros was very similar.

But it is time now for me to turn to the story of Geryon. I shall call him
‘Geryon’, as the most familiar form of his name; though in fact the normal
ancient form is Geryones, or in Stesichoros’ Doric Garyonas; in Hesiod there
is still a third form, Geryoneus.

One of the labours enjoined on Herakles by Eurystheus was to bring him
the cattle of Geryon. This Geryon was a monster (I shall consider the detail of
his monstrosity in a moment) whose father was a shadowy figure called
Chrysaor, son of Poseidon by the Gorgon Medousa, and whose mother
was the Okeanid Kallirrhoe. He lived in the island of Erytheia, out across the
stream of the Okeanos, and equated at some stage—Stesichoros seems to
accept, or at least to reflect, the identification—with one of the islands at
the mouth of the Guadalquivir on which Cadiz now stands. He kept there a
herd of cattle, guarded by a herdsman Eurytion and a two-headed dog
Orthos, a brother of Kerberos (and, incidentally, first cousin to Geryon’s own
father). Herakles crossed the Okeanos, killed dog, herdsman, and Geryon
himself, crossed the Okeanos again with the cattle, and drove them back to
Tiryns.

Our earliest reference to the story is in Hesiod’s Theogony (287-94). He
tells of the birth of Chrysaor from Medousa, and then goes on:

And Chrysaor begot three-headed Geryoneus in union with Kallirrhoe, daughter of
glorious Okeanos. Him did mighty Herakles kill, by his shambling cattle, in Erytheia
amid the waters, on that day when he drove off his broad-browed cattle to holy
Tiryns, crossing the stream of Okeanos, killing Orthos and the neatherd Eurytion in
the misty steading beyond glorious Okeanos.
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This is our earliest account; evidently the story was a familiar one at the
time when these lines were composed, so that Stesichoros was breaking no
fresh ground in his telling of it. (He was, as we know from other references,
a vigorous innovator in some of the detail of some of his poems, and it is
a priori likely enough that he innovated in the detail of the Geryoneis; but the
main legend as he tells it is traditional.)

Our fullest account is in a very different work: the mythological handbook,
probably of the first or second century ap, that goes under the name of
Apollodoros. (It will go under that name, I should say, in this paper tonight:
not because I believe Apollodoros wrote it, but because it is so much the
simplest name to use.)

The tenth labour imposed on him was to fetch the cattle of Geryon from Erytheia.
Erytheia was an island near the Okeanos, now called Gadeira. In it lived Geryon, the
son of Chrysaor and Kallirrhoe daughter of Okeanos; his body was that of three men
united at the belly but dividing into three from the waist and from the thighs. He
owned a herd of red cattle, which were herded by Eurytion and guarded by the dog
Orthos, a two-headed creature born from Echidna and Typhon. Herakles journeyed
through Europe to fetch these cattle; he destroyed many wild animals, and set foot in
Libya; and passing by Tartessos he left a monument of his journey by setting up two
pillars over against one another at the boundaries of Europe and Libya. On his way he
was heated by the Sun, and bent his bow at the god; and he, in admiration of his
courage, gave him a golden cup, in which Herakles crossed the Okeanos. When he
arrived at Erytheia he bivouacked on Mount Abas. The dog saw him, and rushed
against him; but Herakles struck the dog with his club, and also killed the herdsman
Eurytion when he came to help the dog. Menoites, who was pasturing the cattle of
Hades there, reported this to Geryon; and he caught up with Herakles by the river
Anthemous as he was driving the cattle away, joined battle with him, and was shot
dead. Herakles then embarked the cattle in the cup, sailed across to Tartessos, and
returned the cup to the Sun. (There then follows a lengthy narrative of all the things
that happened to Herakles on his way home.)

I shall come back later to some of the detail of this account. For the
moment I will confine myself to a brief consideration of the monstrosity of
Geryon. In Hesiod he is ‘three-headed’. In Aeschylus and Euripides he is
Tpicdhparoc, three-bodied. The account in Apollodoros is the most circum-
stantial that we have: a kind of Siamese triplets united in the abdomen. There
was evidently a similarly circumstantial account in Stesichoros; we have
traces of it in the scholiast on the Theogony <287>, who says that Stesichoros
‘gave Geryon six arms and six legs and made him winged’. As the words stand
they might I suppose be compatible with a single body provided, after the
fashion—or rather beyond the fashion—of a Hindu deity, with a plethora of
limbs; but since Geryon is invariably three-bodied in art, it seems to me quite
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safe to assume that the scholiast is merely mentioning features ignored by
Hesiod (there is a xa{ in his account which is compatible with this), and that
Geryon had three bodies in Stesichoros as well.

I have mentioned art; and having mentioned it I will show you one or two
representations of the subject on sixth-century vases. And before I show them
I would like to express my thanks to Professor Robertson for making it so easy
for me to do so: I have been guided through the subject first by a paper he
read in Oxford last term, and subsequently by the typescript of an article of
his that is still only on its way into print;’ and finally he has crowned his
kindness by actually lending me the slides. I could not have had better or
more generous help; and I hope that in the use I make of it I shall say nothing
of which he would disapprove. If I do, it will certainly be wrong.

The theme of Herakles’ fight with Geryon is a very common one in sixth-
century art. There are a few representations, on vases and elsewhere, that
must be accounted pre-Stesichorean: the earliest is actually seventh-century,
the others from about the first quarter of the sixth. But the vast majority
of the representations—nearly seventy of them—are on vases that belong
to the middle of the sixth century and its end; and it is likely enough that the
impetus behind the popularity of the subject at this time is to be sought in
Stesichoros’ own poem.

It is not my purpose tonight, and certainly not within my competence, to
give you a history of the legend in art; all I intend to do is to illustrate it from a
very few of the more notable vases. Two of them are Chalkidian vases from
the middle of the sixth century; two are Attic red-figure from its end. Between
these come a vast number of Attic black-figure vases; but I pass over these as
being, by and large, at once less informative and less attractive.

My first vase (fig. 1) is a Chalkidian neck-amphora from the middle of the
sixth century.® (The three pictures here are simply different aspects of the
same vase.) The central figure is Herakles, drawing his bow and about to
loose an arrow; facing him, Geryon—all three bodies erect, but with an
arrow lodged apparently somewhere near the bottom of a throat. Behind
Herakles his divine protectress Athena: she appears constantly on the vases,
and we shall meet her in the poem as well. Behind her, the cattle. Dead, on
the ground, the dog Orthos (no arrow in him, so perhaps clubbed, as in
Apollodoros), and Eurytion, with an arrow in his back. Behind Geryon, a

> <Martin Robertson, ‘Geryoneis: Stesichorus and the Vase-painters’, CQ 19 (1969), 207-21.>

¢ Cabinet des Médailles 202. Rumpf, Chalkidische Vasen, 8 and 46, no. 3, 65 f., pls. 6-9;
<LIMC Geryoneus 16 = Herakles 2464. In lieu of the slides I reproduce line drawings of B.’s
first three vases from Salomon Reinach, Répertoire des vases peints grecs et étrusques (Paris
1899-1900), i. 238 (here fig. 3), ii. 160. 3 (fig. 2), 253 (fig. 1).>
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Figure 2

chariot; but this can hardly belong to the legend, and is likely to be a separate
picture drawn to fill the space.

The conformation of Geryon can be seen more clearly on a larger photo-
graph of part of the same vase. He is three-headed, and presumably three-
bodied (though his shields conceal this part of him); he is six-armed, and
winged. All this accords with Stesichoros, but one feature does not: he
supports this superstructure on a single pair of legs.

A second Chalkidian vase (fig. 2), an amphora of about the same date and
ascribed to the same painter,” shows fewer figures: Herakles, with Athena
again behind him, and Geryon. Physically Geryon is the same as on the other
vase: again winged, and again a single pair of legs. This time we are at a later
stage in the fight, and the three bodies are clearly visible: two of them are
already disposed of and are collapsing, one forward and one to the rear. There
is no indication of arrows in either of the fallen bodies: Herakles, though he
wears his quiver, is holding no bow and is gripping the third head by its
helmet and driving a sword into its throat.

In two respects the portrayal of Geryon on these two vases is abnormal: all
earlier representations, and all the later vases, give him six legs and no wings;
and these two Chalkidian vases, with two legs and with wings, are exceptional.
Now we know that the wings appeared in Stesichoros; but we know that the

7 British Museum B 155. Rumpf, Chalkidische Vasen, 10 and 47, no. 6, 65 f., pls. 13-15;
<LIMC Geryoneus 15 = Herakles 2479>.
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two legs did not. As far as the wings are concerned, I incline to suppose that
they were an innovation of Stesichoros; and that they were taken over by this
painter fairly soon after the poem became known but discarded later because
they made Geryon too monstrous and complicated the picture unduly. For
the legs, I agree entirely with a suggestion of Professor Robertson’s: a six-
legged Geryon, in side-view at least, is scarcely distinguishable from the three
men side by side; our Chalkidian painter, concerned to stress the monstrosity,
reduced the legs to two in order to make the three-in-one-ness visually
apparent.

I now move to the end of the century and to my two Attic red-figure vases.
The first of these (fig. 3), a cup painted by Euphronios,® is not only a very
good painting but the fullest of the lot: mythologically speaking perhaps too
full. I am showing you first a detail, of the combatants: there is Geryon, with
his six legs and no wings; one of his bodies has fallen back with an arrow
in the eye, and Herakles after this success has given up his bow (though he
still holds it, with a couple of arrows in his left hand) and is attacking the
remaining bodies with his club. Orthos is dead between them, with an arrow
in the chest.

And now the whole of the cup. Here again are the combatants; behind
Herakles, Athena; behind her, Iolaos; and behind him, on the ground,
Eurytion, still alive but bleeding from a wound in the chest. With the cattle,
on the far side of the cup, three armed men. Behind Geryon, a woman,
unnamed, in evident distress. She will be relevant to the surviving fragments
of the poem. Iolaos and the armed men appear on no other vase than this;
I should judge them to be quite out of place in what seems to have been
essentially a solo expedition, and would suppose them to be an addition of
Euphronios’ own, made perhaps to fill out the very elongated field that this
cup provided.

Now the second red-figure vase (fig. 4), a cup by the painter Oltos.” The
same six-legged and wingless Geryon, one body again fallen back with an
arrow in the eye; but Herakles is this time attacking the remaining bodies with
his bow. Behind Herakles, Athena and—uniquely—Iris; behind Geryon, once
again the distressed woman. No dog; Eurytion on the ground, a wound in the
chest.

I have said that I think it likely that it was Stesichoros’ poem that gave the
original impetus to the spate of paintings of the killing of Geryon. But this

8 Munich 2620. Beazley, ARV? 16 f. and 1619, no. 17, with references; Furtwingler—
Reichhold, Griechische Vasenmalerei, pl. 22; Pfuhl, Malerei und Zeichnung, fig. 391;
Lullies—Hirmer, pls. 12-16; <LIMC Eurytion II 44 = Herakles 2501>.

® Lost (but known from a careful drawing). Beazley, ARV?, 62, no. 84; des Vergers, L’Etrurie et
les Etrusques, pl. 38; Klein, Euphronios, 81; <LIMC Eurytion II 29; reproduced here from Klein>.
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Figure 3

does not mean, of course, that every painter when he depicted the incident
had the poem itself in mind: the poem sparked off the tradition, but the
tradition then developed on its own, the painters following their predecessors
rather than the poet (though perhaps with an occasional booster from the
poem), and modifying the detail from time to time as they found it artistically
convenient. I would suppose that the Chalkidian paintings, in view both of
their date and of their wings, are likely to follow most closely the detail of
the poem; but it would be rash, of course, to construct the detail from the
paintings alone.

Now at last I come to the actual fragments of the Geryoneis. I have tran-
scribed on the handout the three quotation fragments and those fragments of
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the papyrus which either offer a coherent text or give some kind of hint about
the structure of the poem.

The papyrus was written early in the first century BC in a careful and
regular hand. Now in three places we have in a single fragment parts of two
adjacent columns, and in each case the metre in both columns can be identi-
fied; since we know the metrical structure, this enables us to deduce in each
case the number of lines in a column, and each time that number is thirty.
Since the hand is so regular, it is a reasonable working hypothesis that the
number was consistent throughout the roll. In this case we can draw up a
table indicating the metrical content of succeeding columns; and I have set
out that table on the first page of the handout. There are 26 lines in a triad,
30 lines in a column; every column will begin at a point four lines later in the
triad than its predecessor; after 13 columns, containing exactly 15 triads, we
shall be back again where we began, and the 14th column will begin at the
same point in the triad as the first.

In my table I have numbered the columns with roman numerals; and
wherever we can identify the column to which a fragment belongs—which we
can do immediately if the fragment comes from either the head or the foot of
a column—TI have put the column-number in the margin at the head of the
text of the fragment. These numbers will be of considerable help in establish-
ing the sequence of the fragments in the poem. But I must remind you that
columns of the same number will keep recurring at intervals of 13 columns;
so that two columns, say, with consecutive numbers need not themselves be
consecutive, but may come at quite a distance apart.

We can tell from the column-numbers that the fragments of the papyrus
extend over a pretty considerable stretch of the roll. Fr. 13 (E on the handout),
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from col. XI, is at least one whole sequence earlier than fr. 4 (K on the
handout), also from col. XI; fr. 6 (M on the handout), from col. X, cannot in
view of its content be adjacent to either of these, and so is at least one further
sequence apart. This means that the fragments are spread over at least 26
columns, or 780 lines; and they may well be spread even more widely.

One fragment has in its margin a stichometric numeral, N—that is, line
1300 of the roll. This unfortunately tells us nothing: the fragment is so small a
scrap that we have no clue to its content, and so cannot tell what stage in
the poem has been reached by line 1300. That the roll contained at least
1300 lines was likely enough in any case: Pindar’s Nemeans have 1261 lines,
his Pythians 1983, Sappho’s first Book 1320. And I add that we must allow
for the possibility that the Geryoneis, like the Oresteia, occupied more than a
single roll.

A word about the handout. In including supplements I have stuck my neck
out slightly but not very far: I have supplied, that is, not only the certain but
also the reasonably probable; I have plumped sometimes, rather than leave a
gap, for one of two indifferent alternative possibilities; and in dealing with
broken lines have articulated the letters or indicated the metre in what seems
the most likely way, even though other ways might be possible. On the other
hand I have included no supplements that do not fit the space; and I have
made no supplements in places where I could not feel certain about the sense
or about the general structure of the sentence.

I have also thought it better not to clutter up the handout by indicating the
authorship of supplements. I have adopted some from Mr. Lobel and some
from Professor Page, and have contributed others of my own; and some are
the rather complicated kind where I have developed or modified a suggestion
made by one of the others. My conscience is easy about this, since the
supplements which are not my own are already in print—Mr. Lobel’s in
vol. xxxii of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Professor Page’s in his new Oxford Text,
Lyrica Graeca Selecta (where the principal fragments are included as
Addenda); but I certainly owe it to these scholars to give a blanket warning
that a good deal of the property here is not mine but theirs.

Now the text.

I leave my fragment A for the moment, and begin with B: a quotation
fragment, describing the birth of the herdsman Eurytion. According to
Strabo, who quotes it, Stesichoros says that Eurytion was born (yevvnfein
is his word, clearly not part of the quotation) ‘close over against famous
Erytheia, by the limitless silver-rooted streams of the river Tartessos, within
the hollow of a rock’. Now that we know the metre of the poem we can see
that something is missing here: I have assumed it to be the verb r{xrev, whose
insertion allows us to fit the fragment into the beginning of an epode. (If
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there was such a verb in such a position, Strabo would have been compelled to
omit it from his quotation to suit the form of his own sentence in which he
quotes it.) Tartessos (the same word as Tarshish) is usually a town but here
the river, the Guadalquivir. The waya{ are of course not its springs but its
streams (the island lies off its mouth, not off its source); and I suppose them
to be silver-rooted because Stesichoros conceives of the river as rising in the
region of the silver mines from which the famous silver of Tartessos was
obtained.

We have no notion at what precise point in the narrative this description
came: at latest, of course, at the time when Eurytion is killed. And here I have
one thing to say. In Apollodoros Herakles kills the dog Orthos and Eurytion
when he first makes contact with the herd; the fight with Geryon comes only
later, when Geryon arrives to recover the herd after Herakles has driven it
away. | have no doubt whatever that the sequence of events in Stesichoros was
the same. In many of the vase-paintings Eurytion (with or without a dog) is
lying dead or dying at the feet of the combatants; which might create the
impression that the painters were following a version in which the fight
followed in the same spot as the killing of Eurytion and Orthos, and so more
or less immediately after it. But this impression was never intended: the
painters, concerned to fill their field with the persons and incidents of the
legend, are perfectly willing to telescope those incidents both in time and in
space. All one was meant to read into the paintings was ‘here is Herakles
fighting Geryon after killing Eurytion and Orthos’; just where he killed them,
or how soon before, is a question with which the painter was not concerned
and which his public could be relied on not to ask.

I move on next to the fragment marked E on my handout. You may think,
when you look at the handout, that I have been composing Greek lyric poetry
rather than reconstructing it; but in fact we are lucky enough, in many places,
to have just the right words or parts of words surviving for reconstruction to
be fairly plain sailing.

The fragment contains a speech and its introduction. The speaker is
Geryon: this is evident from line 27, wepi Bovciv éuaic. In lines 1-4 Geryon
is designated: ‘to him in answer spoke . . . so-and-so’. All that survives of the
actual designation is in line 4 the letters favarowo or favarowc; as part of a
designation this can hardly be anything other than the genitive dfavdroto, and
genealogy and metre then conspire to make it at least very probable that the
words were as I have put them down, ‘to him in answer spoke the doughty
son of immortal Chrysaor and of Kallirrhoe’. We have no other evidence for
the immortality of Chrysaor; but so little in any case is said about him
anywhere that this need cause us no surprise. His father was Poseidon; his
mother Medousa was admittedly the one mortal Gorgon of the three; but his
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full brother, the horse Pegasos, was immortal, champing away in Pindar’s
time at the mangers of Olympos. And in any case Chrysaor’s immortality
seems to have especial point in the speech that follows.

Geryon in this speech is replying to a speech by another person—a male,
since Geryon addresses him in 16 with an & ¢ide whose termination is
guaranteed by metre. And it is evident that that person has been trying to
dissuade him from fighting with Herakles. The occasion therefore is at some
point after Herakles has arrived in Erytheia and begun his cattle-rustling, but
before Geryon himself has made contact with him. Whom then is Geryon
addressing? Not his father Chrysaor: not at least if my supplements in 3 and 4
are right—you do not say ‘to Chrysaor spoke the son of immortal Chrysaor’:
nor does & ¢ile seem a likely way to address one’s father. Not Eurytion: if
Herakles has attacked the herd already, Eurytion is dead. Whom else? At this
point I come back again to Apollodoros: when Herakles had killed Eurytion
and Orthos, Menoites, who was pasturing the cattle of Hades in the neigh-
bourhood, came and told Geryon what had happened. I suppose this account
to derive—via what intermediaries I shall not conjecture—from Stesichoros
himself. If one thinks about Menoites, he is a very unexpected character in the
narrative: what is he, and what are the cattle of Hades, doing on Geryon’s
island at all? Why should Geryon not be present when Herakles makes his
attack? Why should he not visit the herd, find dog and herdsman dead and
cattle gone, and track the cattle till he comes up with Herakles? In a prose
narrative, no reason at all; but in epic or quasi-epic, every reason—only if the
news is brought to Geryon at home, when he is remote from his herd, can we
have before he sets out the long series of speeches and counter-speeches
which the poet delights to compose, and which as we shall see Stesichoros did
compose on this occasion. I think therefore that there is every reason to
suppose that Menoites here derives from an epic or quasi-epic source; and
since he fits so suitably into Stesichoros’” account, I am very willing to suppose
that source to be Stesichoros himself.

At this point I go back a little, to fragments C and D. C comes from cols. VI
and VII; if these columns are in the same sequence as Geryon’s speech in
col. XI, there are 105 lines between the last line of C and the first of E. On the
first part of C I shall waste no words. The second part, in col. VII, may I think
come from Menoites” description of Herakles. First, its position is suitable:
Menoites describes Herakles and what he has done; Geryon says ‘T'm going to
fight him’; Menoites replies ‘T wouldn’t if I were you’; 105 lines is a quite likely
stretch to be covered by this amount of speech-making. Secondly, moxa in
line 3 points to a speech: more in Homer comes predominantly in speeches.
Thirdly, in line 2 a nominative ending in -84xa is very likely ‘quiver’ (whether
{o8dKka Or oictoddra: space would suggest the latter); and if in a speech
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‘quiver’ occurs in the nominative, then a description of Herakles” appearance
is a promising place. Obviously this identification can only be very tentative;
nevertheless the possibility is worth pointing out.

For the second fragment, D, we have no external means of establishing
a position. But & $ile suggests the Geryon—Menoites dialogue; and one
possibility is that Menoites is appealing to Geryon to consider his mother and
father before he fights.

Now back again to E. Geryon begins: ‘Do not seek to affright my lordly
spirit with words of chilly death’. The restoration is basically that of Professor
Page, but modified by me. After ‘don’t try to frighten my ...” we must
have ‘spirit’, which gives dydvopa Guudy; then fa[ in 5 is ‘death’, Jra at the
beginning of 6 is the end of an adjective agreeing with it, and between them
there will be a verb to govern them. The next line, ‘and don’t (something)
me’, [ have not tried to restore: after undé there will be either an elided e plus
a word beginning e)[, or an unelided we plus a word beginning A[. With
é\éyyea coming just below I should prefer to avoid it, or its cognates, here;
probably therefore something beginning A[ is the more likely articulation.

Then Geryon proceeds to consider alternative possibilities and their con-
sequences: the first with 7 ai pév ydp, the second with 16 ai 8¢. The restoration
of the two if-clauses is pretty secure. In the second, a noun in -pac (16)
can only be meipac or yfpac; the Homeric éni yijpac (kécfar at once suggests
itself. Then in the first, ayn[ in 9 will obviously be its converse, dysypaoc or
dynpwc. Now it is xai dyfpwc; in Homer dyrpaoc is constantly coupled with
dfdvaroc, ‘immortal and unaging’, and so it must be here. This, with a verb
in -pac between them, gives dfdvardc 7" écopar kai dyrjpwe, ‘if I am going to
be immortal and unaging in Olympos’; then before dfdvaroc presumably a
vocative, and for the end of 9 wdp pardpecct feoic is of itself suitable and gives,
as we shall see, the converse of what is said in the second if-clause. So we have
if, my friend, I am to be immortal and unaging with the blessed gods in
Olympos’.

For the second if-clause, we have already established éni yfpac (xéchai;
before it my supplement seems inevitable— ‘But if, my friend, I am bound to
reach hateful old age’. Then, with an adverb in -fe, the obvious sense will be
‘and to live apart from the immortals’ (dvevfe, dmdvevbe); and this leaves us
with év, in or among, something beginning with epsilon. For this I would
suppose épaueplowc to be at least very likely: ‘but if, my friend, I am bound to
reach hateful old age and to live among creatures of a day, sundered from the
blessed gods . . ..

These are the alternatives; what are their respective consequences? In each
case Geryon says that the better, or the nobler, course is so-and-so; what are
the so-and-sos?
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At this point we should look at the Iliad. In book 12 Sarpedon is
encouraging Glaukos to join in the attack on the wall. ‘Why’, he says (I am
paraphrasing here) —‘why do we two have such honour and such wealth in
Lycia? Because we have it we must fight in the front of the battle, so that the
Lycians may say of us that our wealth is matched by our glory in war.’
Noblesse, that is, oblige. And then he goes on (322-8):

‘Oh my friend’ [& mémov, he says; this may lend some support to my restoration of
mémov in Stesichoros, line 8] —‘oh my friend, if once escaped from this war we were
going to be forever ageless and immortal, neither would I myself fight in the front of
the battle nor would I send you on into the fighting that gives men glory; but as things
are, since the black «7jpec of death in fact beset us beyond number, and no mortal man
can escape them or avoid them—let us go on, whether we shall give glory to another
or another to us.’

This passage is not only great poetry: it is, as great poetry usually is,
logically sound. The first alternative is a mere pipe-dream, expressed in the
optative: if we had immortality assured us if we survive the war, then our
obvious course would be to survive the war and to refuse to fight; but we have
not—we have got to die like every man; and since we have got to die in any
case, then let us fight, and die if we must with honour.

But Geryon’s speech is different. In his first alternative immortality is not
a mere pipe-dream but a serious prospect; the verb he uses is indicative, and
whether my actual supplement of écopar is right or wrong the termination
Jpad is certain, and any other verb that one restores in its place will be equally
indicative. Immortality as I say is a serious prospect: his father is immortal
(as the poet has reminded us a few lines before); his mother, an Okeanid, is
presumably immortal too; it is entirely on the cards that he himself will
inherit their immortality. What is the logic going to be now? It is not a
question, as it was in the Iliad, of becoming immortal if he survives this
present crisis, it is a question of being destined for immortality in any case.
The logical thing then would be simple: if I am going to be immortal, fight
Herakles, since he will not in any case be able to kill me; if T am not, fight him
just the same, and risk honourable death rather than accept an old age of
disgrace. Perhaps indeed this is what Geryon says; but I doubt it. The second
alternative is pretty clearly along those lines (though I cannot feel any
certainty about the precise construction): perhaps ‘it is far more xaAdv for me
to endure whatever is fated, so that shame and disgrace may not attend on
me and on all my family from the lips of those who tell hereafter of the son of
Chrysaor; may not that be the will of the blessed gods’. That must at least
be the general sense of the second alternative; but for the first alternative I
am by no means sanguine of restoring ‘fight in any case, since he won’t be
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able to kill me’. It looks more likely to be ‘it is better to endure disgrace and to
allow Herakles to make away with my cattle’ (in line 14, perhaps some part
of kepailew); and this, after the indicative of the protasis, will not be as
competent as I should have hoped.

But there we are. The passage is clearly modelled on Iliad 12, in language
which, so far as one can restore it, is no mean adaptation of an exemplar
which neither Stesichoros nor any poet could hope to surpass or even to
equal; and if the logic does break down in the first alternative, the vigour and
pathos of the whole will still remain. One begins to see why the ancient critics
speak as they do of Stesichoros’ concern with the debita dignitas of his
characters.

The next piece on my handout, F, was hardly worth including at all. The
vocative Kpovida Pacided seems a necessary restoration, and shows that the
fragment belongs to a speech; the preceding line looks to have contained
adlrowcwy; for a guess therefore, a speech by Geryon in indignation at the
robbery.

Next, G. There is no doubt about this: Geryon’s mother Kallirrhoe is
appealing to him, and appealing to him not to fight. And here the papyrus
throws light on the vases: the distressed woman whom we saw on two of the
vases, and whose identity had been much discussed, will certainly be
Kallirrhoe.

In lines 4 and 5: ‘T beseech you, Geryon, if ever I gave you my breast to
suck.” The restoration depends on the parallel, first drawn by Mr. Lobel, with
Hekabe’s appeal to Hektor in Iliad 22, when she tries to dissuade him from
fighting Achilles: €/ mo7é o1 Aafikndéa palov émécyov. Once again we have
Stesichoros adapting an Homeric exemplar. And the first lines smack of
another Homeric exemplar, when Thetis says to Achilles 7/ vv ¢’ érpedov aiva
rexovca; The parallel depends, I grant, on my supplement at the beginning of
line 3 <dAac[rordroc>, but I am fairly hopeful that the supplement is right.
In the adac| at the end of line 2 both the vowels have grave accents in the
papyrus: that means that according to our way of writing accents the accent
comes on a syllable subsequent to these. The word therefore is a part not of
dAactoc but of some derivative or compound: no word known to the lexica
is of any use, but this compound is right for space (it tallies, that is, with the
supplement in 5), is rhetorically effective, and is of course entirely possible
linguistically. She calls herself ‘wretched, calamitous in my motherhood,
calamitous in my fate’.

I cannot supply the beginning of 4: I should have expected dAAd ce, but it is
too short; viv 8¢ ce is too long; and I have failed to think of anything in
between. In 8 and 9 she may be begging him to stay mapa parpl pidac (which
would be right for space) and to take delight in ed¢pocivar, good cheer; but 1
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am puzzled by the tense, the aorist, of what seems bound to be yavvfeic or
yavvBévra, ‘delighting’. In 10 she may have finished speaking and be doing
something to her fragrant peplos, her fvdea mémdov; perhaps, as Hekabe
does, exposing her breast. But the remains are too slight for more than
speculation.

For the moment I shall pass over H and proceed to I. The essential solu-
tion—lines 25-9—is due to Professor Page, and only the adverb is mine:
‘then did grey-eyed Athena speak in her wisdom to her stout-hearted father’s
brother who fares by horse’—that is, to Poseidon; both Homeric epithets,
though neither is applied in Homer to Poseidon. Now Poseidon is Geryon’s
paternal grandfather, and so has an obvious personal interest in the conflict.
And Athena says to him ‘come, remember the promise you made’ (good
Homeric language again) —remember your promise and . . . do what? At first
blush, seeing I'apvévav Bavdrov together, one thinks ‘save Geryon from
death’; but this will never do. Athena is Herakles’ great champion, constantly
helping him in his labours, constantly shown on the vases as standing behind
him and lending him her support: she cannot conceivably be urging Poseidon
to save his victim. Professor Page, in the apparatus to his Oxford text, pro-
pounds a solution: Athena is saying ‘you try to save Geryon; I shall help
Herakles’. This is certainly better, but I still find it unconvincing: Athena’s
part is surely to dissuade Poseidon from interfering at all (and the vases, I may
add, show no trace of his helping Geryon). I have put down on the handout
another solution which I think is much more what one would expect:
remember your promise and do not try to save Geryon from death. This
means that we must suppose that Athena has somehow squared Poseidon
earlier in the poem; I have no notion how she managed to square him, but
I find no difficulty in assuming that somehow she did.

Finally, where does the fragment belong? Again perhaps we may draw an
analogy from the killing of Hektor in the Iliad: after Achilles has come against
Hektor, and Hektor has turned and fled, the gods are all watching them; and
Zeus, whose own sympathies are all with Hektor, inquires of the others
whether they should save him or let him die. Athena protests; and Zeus gives
way. Then (after a little intervention by Athena) the battle begins.

Now our fragment comes from the foot of col. VII[; and fragment K begins
in the middle of col. XI, with Herakles about to join battle with Geryon. If
the two columns are in the same sequence, there will be 73 lines between the
fragments. This would give a divine discussion in much the same position as
in Iliad 22. 1 would suppose that after rejecting his mother’s plea Geryon goes
off in quest of Herakles and the cattle; and that in the interval between his
going off and his finding them we have this divine interlude. After Athena’s
speech there will be a reply by Poseidon and then I suppose an account of
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how Geryon comes upon Herakles; the 73 lines would accommodate this very
suitably.

The fragment begins with the broken lines ‘stayed with Zeus the king of all’
(the epithet is pretty secure: we knew it from Alkaios and an Orphic hymn).
Who stayed, in the singular? I find it hard to see why one particular deity
should be singled out: is it perhaps none of the gods— ot 7ic éuiuve mapai Adio
mauBacidja Beav? Is their interest in the battle so intense that they desert
Olympos and come down to watch from close at hand? And is it then that
Athena, mistrusting Poseidon’s presence, delivers this reminder to keep him
in order?

Now I revert for a moment to H. Line 19 begins me{fov téxvov: my child, do
as I say. (The initial 7 is represented only by a speck, but no other letter gives
sense; the form as it stands is Attic, and impossible for Stesichoros, but can
easily be supposed to be a corruption of an original mefev.) This immediately
suggests that again we have Kallirrhoe speaking to Geryon; and the problem is
then to relate this fragment to fragment G.

A moment ago I was supposing that I, the divine interlude, followed after
Geryon’s rejection of Kallirrhoe’s appeal; and I is from col. VIII. Now H is
from the foot of col. VI; if therefore it is Kallirrhoe speaking to Geryon, it will
(on my supposition) come two columns before I. Now G, which is certainly
Kallirrhoe to Geryon, is from an unknown column but not from VI or VII
(and if from VIII, not the same VIII as I); if therefore G comes close to H,
it comes before it, in one of cols. I-V.

So far so good. But now consider the beginning of H, line 15: this looks to
be idoicd Te vicduevov, ‘and seeing him coming’, and this suggests the intro-
duction to a speech, iSoicd 7€ vicduevor morépa: and seeing him coming she
addressed him. But this is no way to introduce Kallirrhoe’s second speech to
Geryon in the same complex as G; so that if G and H belong together,
G comes after H. But in that case H cannot come two columns before I, since
that leaves no room for G between the two; and either the divine interlude
comes elsewhere or a whole sequence of 13 columns has to be inserted
between H and I.

I do not know the answer to this. It may well be that my notion about
‘seeing him coming she addressed him’ is all wrong; and if it is, my arrange-
ment can stand. But if it is right, I shall have to think again. The problem
serves as a warning about the dangers of reconstructing a text as fragmentary
as this.

Now K: the lower halves of two consecutive columns. In the first, Herakles
has evidently caught sight of Geryon approaching, and is debating with him-
self about the tactics to use. In 18, vdw: diélev is presumably ‘decided’ (a
rather odd use); then (20-2) ‘it seemed to him to be by far the better course
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[Homeric, but with an odd Euboian infinitive v for efva:] to keep his dis-
tance [at a guess: dmdvevfe kidvra or the like] and make war covertly against
this powerful man’. In 23 perhaps edpd¢ (Homeric, meaning ‘on the side’):
‘taking his stand to his flank he devised for him bitter doom.” I will stop there
for the moment, and come back to the rest of the column later.

In the second column the text reappears as the poet is talking about an
arrow, in the nominative: it is ‘bearing [or some such verb] the end of a
hateful death, with doom about its head [an extraordinary use of xedald for
the head of an arrow],'® besmeared with blood and (some kind of) gall’ (an
adjective has gone; the gall is the hydra’s, which Herakles traditionally used as
his poison); then, with 38dvacciw strangely in apposition to yoAdt, ‘the agony
of the man-destroying sheeny-necked hydra’. That describes the arrow; and
now Herakles uses it. ‘And in silence, stealthily, he drove it into his forehead:
and it cut through flesh and bone by the dispensation of the daimon; and it
carried right through, did the arrow, to the very crown of his head and stained
with crimson blood his breastplate and gory limbs.’

Here there are patent reminiscences of Homeric wounds. At the same
time there are two things which are very strange. One (suggested to me by
Dr. West) is the remarkable trajectory of an arrow which hits someone in the
forehead and comes out at the top of his head; the other is the verb évépecce,
which suggests not a missile but a thrusting blow (it is what they do to the
stake when they thrust it into the Cyclops’ eye); so that one may be tempted to
wonder whether Herakles is perhaps stabbing Geryon with an arrow. But of
course he cannot be: everything else points to a normal missile arrow—
‘silently and by stealth’, and perhaps above all line 21, ‘it carried right through
to the very crown of his head’, which can be said surely only of a weapon
travelling under its own impetus (the verb is thus used four times in Homer,
always of a missile, whether arrow or spear). I remark also on daiuovoc aicac:
success with the more chancy missile is what might more readily be ascribed
to the working of the daimon.

So despite the oddities I am confident that the wound is a wound by a
missile arrow. The question now comes: which body? And I would suppose
the first. In our two red-figure vases we saw the first body disposed of by an
arrow in the eye: very much the wound we have here. And in the vase-
paintings Herakles commonly begins with his bow but proceeds to other
weapons for subsequent bodies—in one Chalkidian vase he is attacking the
third body with a sword, in Euphronios the second body with his club. And
this variety would be the natural choice for an epic or quasi-epic poet, so that
the killing of the various bodies should not be repetitious, and should hold

' <Marginal note in the typescript: ‘No: Bacchyl. 5. 74 yaAxedkpavov . . . idv.”>
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the interest of his audience. My fragment L is of possible interest here: in one
line ‘second’, in the next line ‘club’. But of course it might come from else-
where in the poem; and I would point out that if it follows K there must be at
least 57 lines between the two.

Back now to the end of the first column. In 25 someone seems to be
holding a shield, apparently in front of something, mpdcfe; this can only be
Geryon—Herakles does not carry a shield. Then we have ‘from his head’,
‘horse-plumed helmet’, and ‘on the ground’. Professor Page suggests that
Herakles hits Geryon on a head with a stone and knocks off its helmet, which
clatters on the ground. But this surely is a strange tactic when one has a bow
to use; and it must be noted that the vases at all stages of the fight regularly
show the helmets all in place on their heads. Nevertheless the possibility must
remain in play if no more convincing solution can be found. As an alternative,
I remark that the remains might be compatible with a quite different inter-
pretation: Herakles shoots an arrow, but hits Geryon on a helmet; the helmet
wards it off from the head, and the arrow falls useless to the ground. As still
another alternative: it may be that the body of the second column is after
all the second, and that the first one is being disposed of here; though if so
it would seem to me that the disposal is proceeding rather rapidly for
Stesichoros’ unhurried style.

My fragment O ought perhaps to be considered in this context: it comes
from the head of a col. XII, and might therefore be the top of the second
column of K. But I can make nothing of it: it mentions a head and,
apparently, an ear, dac, so that it might prima facie belong; but I have been
able to extract no sense that fits either this context or any other.

Now finally the last lines of K. Here, in our one bit of continuous narrative,
comes still another Homeric feature, a simile: ‘And Geryon inclined his
neck at an angle, like a poppy, that spoiling its tender form forthwith sheds
its petals and ... —and there the fragment ends. Again we have a clear
reminiscence of Homer: in Iliad 8, of a man shot in the chest by an arrow,
just as a poppy droops its head to one side, a poppy in a garden, weighed
down with fruit and with the showers of spring, so he let his head sink to one
side all heavy with its helmet’. Though I find Stesichoros’ language here a little
odd: affa passes my understanding.

Now I leave the fight with Geryon, and come to Herakles’ journeying. He
will have gone out by foot to the hither shore of the Okeanos; but at that
point he had the problem of crossing the Okeanos to Erytheia. Stesichoros
solved the problem for him by having the Sun give him the loan of a golden
cup: the cup in which once he had reached the west in the evening he was
carried back along the Okeanos to the east, ready for his next day’s westward
journey. The cup itself was well established in legend: we have it, described
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for its own sake, in the famous lines of Mimnermos <fr. 12 West>. But was its
use by Herakles traditional? Or was it Stesichoros’ own inspiration? I should
certainly like—though I cannot of course prove it—to think the latter.

Herakles has to make two journeys in the cup: out to Erytheia, then back
again with the cattle. Does he keep the cup for the whole period, or does he
borrow it separately and briefly for each of the two journeys? I suspect the
latter. This would certainly be the most convenient course for the Sun; but
in this world of fantasy such practical details might be overlooked. There is
however another consideration that tells the same way. In Apollodoros the
Sun lends Herakles the cup in admiration, after Herakles has threatened him
with his bow for making him too hot: this surely happens towards sunset,
as the Sun comes uncomfortably close to Herakles in the far west as he loses
altitude before setting. And then in Apollodoros Herakles on reaching
Erytheia bivouacs on Mount Abas; that again suggests an evening journey
after which Herakles settles down for the night. But if he crosses to Erytheia
in the late evening, Herakles must then surrender the cup to the Sun for his
eastward journey; then he will borrow it again next evening (or a later one)
for the return.

Now in fragment N we have the Sun embarking in the cup and Herakles
setting off on foot: evidently Herakles has just surrendered the cup to the Sun.
Now if there is only a single borrowing, for the whole round trip, this must be
on the return; but if there are separate borrowings, it can be after either
journey.

Consider now the text of the fragment. (Now that we know the metre, the
transmitted text can be seen to have been slightly corrupt; I have made
what seem to me the most likely changes.) “Then did the son of Hyperion
embark in his golden cup, that crossing through the Okeanos he might come
to the depths of holy dark night, to his mother and his wedded wife and his
dear children; but the other, the son of Zeus, went on foot into the wood
shadowy with laurel-trees.” Is this the landing on Erytheia? Or the return to
the mainland with the cattle? I think surely the former; if the latter, I do not
see how the cattle could be ignored.

Now fragment M. This is again the journeying in the cup: ‘Over the waves
of the deep brine they came to the beautiful island of the gods, where the
Hesperides have their all-golden abode.” And then in 6 I think xkaXdxwv, of
the buds on their apple-tree.

Two things here seem certain. One is that the fetching of the cattle of
Geryon and of the apples of the Hesperides are different labours, enjoined
by Eurystheus at quite separate times; we cannot therefore have Herakles
collecting the apples in a poem devoted to the other and quite unconnected
labour. The second is that the island of the gods, where the Hesperides tend
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their apple-tree, is a quite separate island from Erytheia. There is therefore
only one possibility: that in making his crossing to or from Erytheia Herakles
touches at the island of the Hesperides; that is, that Stesichoros takes
the opportunity, with Herakles in the neighbourhood, to throw in simply for
its own sake a brief descriptive passage about this wonderland. We know
that he mentioned in the Geryoneis another Atlantic island, the island of
Sarpedon: it seems not unlikely that the mention came in the same context as
this fragment.

But there is still one problem remaining: the subject of d¢irovro is
plural. Who are ‘they’? One might think of Iolaos and the armed men on the
Euphronios vase; but these are surely only a private venture of Euphronios—
no trace of them anywhere else, the whole expedition reeks of single-
handedness, and I would say that there is strong evidence for the single-
handedness in the last line of fragment N, where it is Herakles (and no other
mentioned) who sets off into the shadowy wood.

I can think of two possibilities. One is that the cup—which was a magic
cup, self-propelled and self-steering—should have a personality and be
included with Herakles in the ‘they’. The other is that this is the return
journey, and that ‘they’ is Herakles and the cattle. I find neither of these
suggestions attractive; but I have no better one to offer.

Finally, I go back to my fragment A. Herakles, besides his major labours,
had all manner of secondary exploits and adventures; and it was inevitable
that these should attach themselves to the periphery of the major ones. One
of them was a fight with the Centaurs that took place when Herakles per-
suaded one of their number, Pholos, to let him drink from a jar of wine
that he was guarding as the Centaurs’ common property. Here we have the
antecedents of the fight: ‘and he took a pot-like cup, of some three flagons
measure, that Pholos had mixed and set before him, and put it to his lips
and drank.’ Evidently therefore Stesichoros took the opportunity to allow
Herakles, whether on the outward or the homeward journey, to perform
some of these minor exploits. But the language here suggests that they were
dealt with summarily: when the giving of the wine that was the casus belli is
mentioned here so casually, I cannot feel that the incident was recounted at
length.

That then is what we know, or can conjecture, about the Geryoneis.

And now I would like first to say very briefly something that I have felt for a
long time and become convinced of after working on these fragments: that I
do not believe for a moment that this was choral lyric, as it has so often been
said to be. Choral presentation of a work of this kind and this length would
surely be intolerable. It will have been delivered, surely, like the epic on which
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it is based, by a single performer, accompanying himself doubtless on the
lyre."!

And then to sum up my impression of the poetry. When so much of
Stesichoros’ effect must have been achieved on the grand scale, by the broad
sweep of his narrative, it would be unfair to judge him more than provision-
ally on these tattered and uncertain scraps; but even from these something
has begun to emerge. One can see now something of the merits that the
ancient critics found: the resemblance to Homer, the dignity of his characters,
the grandeur of his theme. At the same time one can see something of his
faults: a certain lack of control, evinced not merely in the over-fullness or
diffuseness that Quintilian castigates but also, I suspect, in a certain careless-
ness or muddle-headedness in his thought and language. But the faults, so far
as one can tell, weigh little against the merits: my appetite is whetted, and I
hope most earnestly that the papyri will one day give us something that we
can really read and really judge.

APPENDIX: THE HANDOUT

<Barrett’s handout contained: the metrical scheme of the Geryoneis; a table
showing which portions of the triad were contained in each column of the
thirteen-column cycle in the papyrus, and which fragments are assignable to
the head or foot of each column; and the text of the fourteen main fragments,
with some supplements and, where possible, a note of the place of each in the
triad and the column-cycle. I have not thought it necessary to reproduce all
this, as the metrical scheme is the same as printed in SLG, and so are the texts
and supplementation except as noted below. I give therefore just the column-
table and the list of fragments with identifications, placings, and notes of
difference from SLG.>

Columns

13 columns (30 lines each) contain 15 triads (26 lines each), in the sequence
given below. Columns of the same number recur every 13 columns. <S =
strophe, A = antistrophe, E = epode.>

"' <I argued for this view in CQ 21 (1971), 307-14. I must have had the initial idea from B.,
but after working out my own arguments for it I evidently forgot and failed to acknowledge his
title to it, for which I belatedly apologize. MLW.>
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Fragments assignable to

Col. content (a) head (b) foot
I S1—54 ...
11 S5—S8
111 S9—A3
v A4—A7
\ A8—E2 ... .
VI E3—E6 42(a) 19,20
VII E7—-S2 42(b) -
VIII S3—S6 . 3
IX S7—A1 c.. 32
X A2—A5 6 .
XI A6—A9 13 4.1
XII E1—E4 1 4.11
XIIT E5—E8

Fragments

PMGF 181 = SLG 19.—S or A 4-7

PMGF 184 =SLG7.—E 1-5

SLG 9.—<Column> VI-VIL; E 3-6,E 7-S 2

SLG10.—2?Sor A4-8

SLG 11.—XT; A 6-A 8.—8 mémov for yévoc 10 dyri[pwc map pardpecce
Ocoic 20 rd[Aov —uu—23 ye[

SLG 18.—2 (not 111, IV, X); S 8-A 9

SLG 13.—? (I-V, VIII-XI); A 9-S 4

SLG12.—VL;S7-E6

SLG14.—VIIL E 7-S 7.—2 Bacidjav—] 8 Blav]drov | pichar cTvyepod]
SLG 15.—XI-XII; S 2-E 4.—1i 2 favdroc]o 7é[Aoc,] 3 [méTpov]

SLG 16.—2 (not VI, VIII-X, XII)

SLG 8.—X; A 2-8.—1 émt] 6 x]adbkw|v

PMGF 185 = SLG 17.—S or A 1-9.—1 7duoc & Ymepiovidac <uév>
2 -Bawe 3 mepdcac

SLG21.—XIL; E 1-5.—4 Jamepn 5 Jwc dac [ ]ede[ —
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Stesichoros, Geryoneis, SLG 11

Prefatory note: When 1 speak of views that I expressed in 1968, I refer to an
unpublished paper which in the September of that year I read to a meeting
of the Hellenic and Roman Societies in Oxford <= above, chapter 1>. Both
before and after that date I had much correspondence about the Geryoneis
with Sir Denys Page, and it was agreed between us that he should make use
of my paper in an article which he published in JHS 93 (1973), 136-54; my
references to ‘Page’ are to that article (in which his contributions and mine
are clearly distinguished).

My main purpose in this present paper is to clear up a point on which we
disagreed, and on which I now believe that both of us were wrong. Since
in doing this I shall be bound to take issue with the arguments he used, I
will record here three things: first, my great personal debt to him and his
scholarship ever since I became in 1932 one of his earliest pupils; secondly,
my knowledge that he would have welcomed any criticism of his views that
might bring us nearer to the truth; and thirdly my regret that neither I nor
others can now have the benefit of his criticism of mine.

In Iliad 12 Sarpedon ends his speech to Glaukos as follows (322-8):

N 7 3 \ \ ’ \ ’ 7’
@ mémov, €l wev yap médepov mepl Tévde puydvTe
s voy s e
alel 67) wélower ayrpw 7 dbavdarw Te
éccecll, 0Té kev adToc vi mpddToLct payoluny
Y v / > ,
0UTé Ke c€ cTé oyt uaxmy éc kvdidvepay:
viv & éumnc yap kipec épectdcw Javdroro
;e sy A \acee
puvplat, de ok €oti puyeiv BpoTov 008 vmrardéar,

” > 7/ oy 3 ’ > / < ~
lopev, M€ Twt elyoc dpéouer M€ Tic Nuiv.

In the Geryoneis, the fragment SLG 11 contains the remains of a speech
made by Geryon to Menoites, who has evidently been urging him not to risk
death by fighting Herakles. Geryon begins ‘don’t try to frighten me by talking

<The prefatory note suggests that this piece dates from not long after Page’s death, which
occurred on 6 July 1978.>
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of death’; and he then sets out two alternatives which evidently owe at least
their outline to those in Sarpedon’s speech: ‘if I am going to be immortal and
unaging in Olympos, it is better . . . [lacunose]; but if I am destined to old age
amid mortal men, it is a far finer thing for me ... [lacunose again, but
without doubt ‘to take my chance of death rather than incur disgrace’].’

Now in Sarpedon’s speech the first alternative is a mere pipe-dream,
expressed in the optative, and the whole thing is entirely straightforward and
rational: if we had immortality assured us if we survive the war, then our
obvious course would be to seek to survive the war and to refuse to fight; but
we have not—we are bound to die one day like every man, and since we shall
die in any case, then let us fight, and die (if we must) with honour. But in
Geryon’s speech there is a crucial difference, that the first alternative is
expressed not in the optative but in the indicative:

al puév yalp mémov dbdvardc 7' éco-
pma Kal d'yﬁ[paoc—m—@—
10 & 0Xum|ws,
kpéogoy [Co—to— U é-
Aeyyéa §[ —wv—
kal 7[—To—uwu——
kepa| —So—w—wu d-

15 perepw| ®—wo——

I have supplied the verb in the protasis as éo]uar, if I am going to be
immortal’; but whatever it be, whether this or Page’s mélo]uat, the -pa:
makes it necessarily indicative. For Geryon, that is, immortality is not a pipe-
dream but a serious prospect. His father Chrysaor is (as the poet has just
reminded us') immortal, his mother the Okeanid Kallirrhoe is presumably
immortal too; it is evidently very much on the cards that he will inherit their
immortality. What then ought the first apodosis to be? Rationally, what he
ought to say is this: ‘if immortal, fight, since he can’t kill me; if mortal, fight,
and risk death rather than dishonour.” So I said in 1968; but I said also (and
I say it now with increased conviction) that the vestiges of the first apodosis
seem to point not to ‘fight, since he can’t kill me’ but (é]Aeyxéa, kepalil-) to
‘better to endure dishonour and allow him to make away with my cattle’. Now
this ‘if immortal, better not to fight’ is evidently irrational, and I found the
irrationality unwelcome; but since I could see no way of avoiding it I was
prepared to acquiesce, on the supposition that Stesichoros had been thought-
less or muddle-headed in adapting his Homeric original to a very different
case.

' In introducing the speech; see my comment below on 3—4.
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Page (149-50) was not prepared to acquiesce, and supposed that the first
apodosis (which he did not attempt to restore) must in some way have said or
implied that the better course was to fight. Against my own supposition about
this apodosis he advanced three separate objections; I will consider them one
by one.

First: if alternatives are to be propounded (fighting, if mortal; not fighting,
if immortal), a decision must be made between them, and made quickly;
Geryon has to do one thing or the other within the hour. But he has no
means of making that decision: he does not know whether he is immortal or
not, and has no means of settling the question before the conflict with
Herakles. The context requires that the sequel to both propositions be the
same—that he will fight, as indeed he does.” The context requires, I submit,
no such thing. Geryon has a practical decision to make: to fight, or not to
fight. He could make that decision on a better basis if he could first decide a
question of fact: is he mortal, or is he not? What he has no means of deciding
is the question of fact; the need for the practical decision still remains. That
the question of fact is irresoluble means simply that the practical decision
must be made with it unresolved; it does not mean (how could it?) that if
it were resoluble it would be bound, however resolved, to point the practical
decision in one and the same way—to require, that is, that Geryon should
fight.

Second (in Page’s sequence, third): ‘the sentiment thus ascribed to
Geryon [sc. in my first apodosis] seems quite out of character.” No sentiment
is ascribed to Geryon: only a factual statement about the advantages to him,
on an unverifiable assumption, of a course of action which he has evidently
no intention of following. It has been clear from the outset (‘don’t try to
frighten me by talking of death’) that he proposes to fight; it will become
clearer still as he considers the second alternative; I do not doubt that at the
end of his speech he will make his intention quite explicit.> I see nothing here
to detract in any way from his nobility: indeed his nobility can only be
enhanced by his rejection of possible immortality, and I have little doubt that
it was solely in order to enhance it that Stesichoros was moved to introduce
the question of immortality at all.’

Last (in Page’s sequence, second): ‘if Geryon is immortal, the fact seems
a bad reason for letting Herakles make away with his cattle.” Indeed it does;
and it is here, and here alone, that the problem lies. It was this that I found

? I shall indeed make him speak thus at the end of our fragment, 27-8.

* T had better make my ‘introduce’ explicit: I should suppose the whole business of Geryon’s
possible immortality to be an invention of Stesichoros’. He was well known for his xaworopias;
many of them became canonical, but by no means all.
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unwelcome in the beginning, the irrationality of ‘if I am immortal, better not
to fight’; and just as I have become increasingly convinced that the apodosis
must be as I suppose, so I have become increasingly convinced of its absurdity
as apodosis to this protasis. I sought to explain it all as incompetent adapta-
tion by Stesichoros of his Homeric model; but can Stesichoros really have
been as incompetent as this?

Now the absurdity lies not in the apodosis but in its combination with the
protasis; and what I now propose to do is to modify the protasis. I suggest
that this was modelled more closely than we had supposed on its Homeric
prototype: that it was not ‘if I am destined to be immortal’ but if T am
destined to be immortal if not killed by Herakles'; after this, an apodosis ‘better
not to fight’” makes perfect sense. Contingent immortality is not, I grant,
a very usual destiny; but so few things about Geryon are usual that I see no
difficulty in mere unusualness. We shall need to suppose that someone has
informed him of it; but I cannot think that there was no potential informant
on Erytheia.* We shall need to suppose also that the information in some way
left room for doubt; but why should we not?’

I now give the text of the fragment as I believe that it should be restored.
The right-hand margin gives the following information: if no asterisk, the
supplement appeared in the handout accompanying my paper of 1968; if
an asterisk, the supplement appears here for the first time; if an asterisk in
brackets, I have now modified the supplement I made in 1968. My supple-
ments incorporate from Lobel’s editio princeps a number of completions
of broken words (for details, see SLG); a more substantial debt will be
acknowledged below.

xnpclv 8[ 90 — o — w Tov
& amapleBduevoc
motépa [kparepoc Xpvodopoc d-

Oavdrowo [ydvoc xal KaAApdac:

5 “wjpow 8d[varov Bpoéwv rkpudev- *)

70 8edick[€ dydvopa Buudy,

* Immortality will certainly have been mentioned by Menoites, in the speech to which
Geryon’s is a reply; Stesichoros might well have thought it good economy to make this the first
intimation of his prospects that Geryon received. Menoites, herdsman of Hades, could easily be
supposed to have his sources of information.

® Euripides, for his own purposes, can make Theseus uncertain (Hipp. 893—8; see my note on
887-9) of the efficacy of the three prayers that Poseidon had promised him to fulfil; and that
promise one may suppose to have been given direct. Stesichoros, for his own purposes, can no
less easily make Geryon uncertain of his prospects of immortality, and the purposes are not far
to seek: the abandonment of certain immortality would be too much to expect of even the most
extreme nobility.
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undé pe A[dfecOar kéAe alddoc:
al pev yap mémov afdvardc 7’ €oo-
pat kal dynpaoc dvépa Tévde puyaw
10 & OXdum|wi,
kpéoaov [ue kabjuevov évhdd é-

Aeyxéa §[éxfar émea

kal 7[008’ mraleduevor dAkav
kepalilopévac émdeiv Béac d-
15 wetépwlv dmovéepw éravlwy:
al 8d pi[de xp1) oTvyepdy W éml yh-
pac [{k]écBa
{dlet]y 7év é[maueploic amdvev- ™)
Oc Ol €] v pardpw|v,
20 viv pot oAV kd[Aov dudiémew

87 wépcyulov i, pny Svordela

kal ovelde[’éuol Te yévyrau

KU.L\ 7T0~V7'2 ')/Gl[VGL Wap’(ietco,u.e’vwv
Smricw vac[cio]po[c v];éy[ .

25 ]y Tod7To p[{JAov pard[pe]cct Oe[o]i-

ctylévourol.] | ]

0¥ 1o]i mor’é[yw]v mept Bouciv éuaic
vmalvéw Apeal

kdeoc [

The comment which follows will be concerned primarily with my new
supplements, but I shall have a few things to say about my earlier ones. In
references to Stesichoros (and Alkman) I omit ‘PMG’ and shorten ‘SLG’ to ‘S’;
by ‘Theb(ais)’ I mean the poem of the Lille Papyrus (P. J. Parsons, ZPE 26
[1977], 7-36; whatever its title, I do not doubt that Stesichoros was its
author). When I discuss the papyrus of our fragment I refer to its other
fragments by Lobel’s numbers in the editio princeps (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,
xxxil, pp. 1-29, with plates i and ii; ‘the plate’ refers to whichever of these
contains the fragment in question).

3—4. ]8avatowo[ or -oiuc[ in a designation of Geryon can hardly belong to
anything but ‘the son of immortal Chrysaor’; his mother then fits conveni-
ently into the remaining syllables.® The designation is intended, presumably,
to reinforce whatever may have been said already about his prospects of
immortality.

¢ Since Page ascribes ¢]favdrowo| to Lobel, it may be well if I repeat Lobel’s note: ‘Either
a]lfavdroio[ or d]l@avdroic| or favdrowo[ possible. In the context the last looks likeliest.” He was
supposing, I take it, that Geryon’s speech had already begun.
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That Chrysaor was immortal was not everyone’s opinion: in the later
addition at the end of the Theogony (second half of the sixth century? West on
881-1020) he and Kallirrhoe appear (979-83) in what is expressly (967-38,
1019-20) a list of unions of goddesses with mortal men. But I attach no
importance to the discrepancy. It would be quite in character for Stesichoros
to modify an existing tradition; but was there in fact a tradition at all?
Few people will ever have given a thought to Chryaor’s status; and it would
not surprise me that two poets with different purposes should have
come down on different sides of this normally unimportant fence.” His
genealogy is compatible with either status: his father was Poseidon; on the
one hand his mother Medousa was the one mortal Gorgon of the three, on
the other his full brother Pegasos is acknowledged as immortal by Hesiod
(Th. 284-6),® by Pindar (O. 13. 92),° and presumably by Euripides as well
(fr. 312).

5-6. Most of what I supply dates from 1968, and needs I think no dis-
cussion. The one novelty is 8poéwr: we need a participle which begins with
a consonant, scans @—, and means ‘speaking of’, ‘warning me of’, or the
like; T have found nothing other than fpoéwv which satisfies me. (The verb has
the same object at Soph. OK 1425 §c cpow fdvarov é€ dudoiv [avroiv Blaydes]
poei.) In 1968 1 could do no better than ¢pdlwv, which would be more like
‘indicating’, ‘informing me of” (with an implication, unwanted here, that the
information was accurate); Page preferred mpoépwv, but I should expect this
to mean ‘reproaching me with’; mpoAéywv ‘predicting’ fails both as language
(inappropriate to this near-epic dialect) and as sense (Menoites will not have
predicted death). It must be said that fpoéw is almost wholly confined to
tragedy, with no instance in epic and only one in lyric, Bacch. 3. 9 8pdnce d¢

7 West’s dating of the pseudo-Hesiod is likely to make him later than Stesichoros. Now
Kallirrhoe and Chrysaor are an odd pair to find in his list (‘as an example of a marriage between
a goddess and a mortal man, the myth . . . is somewhat recherché’ West ad loc., writing before
the papyrus of the Geryoneis had appeared); it might I suppose be alleged that he has dragged
them in in order to correct Stesichoros. I do not make the allegation myself.

® After describing the birth of Chrysaor and Pegasos from the stump of Medousa’s
neck Hesiod continues (284) xo pev dmomrduevoc, mpodimaw x0éva punrépa widwv, | ket éc
dbavdrovc, Znvoc 8 év ddpact valey, | Bpovriy Te orepomiy e pépwy Al punTidevri | Xpucdwp
& érexe Tpucépalov I'mpvovija | wxrA. No indication in the wev ... 8¢ that Chrysaor is not
immortal: if you live in fabulous parts you can be immortal (Gorgons, Graiai) without flying up
to the sky.

® rov 8 & OdNdpmawn pdarvar Znvoc dpyaiar Sécovrar. The present is just like Hesiod’s vale:
he has access to the mangers now (464 Bc) and always. Not of course historic present (as
foreign to lyric as to epic); though the mistake is an old one (schol. dmedé¢avro), and keeps
recurring.
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Aadc; but it is a word of poetry not prose (which has only Siafpoéw, once
Thucydides, once Xenophon, and Cassius Dio), and in tragedy it is found
predominantly in lyrics."’ Tragedy (and Bacchylides) must have inherited it
from somewhere; I see no reason to deny it to Stesichoros.

8. ai wév yd[p: what is written is ya and not (as Lobel) ra; similarly in
23 ye[ and not (as Lobel) re[."

8-10. In 1968, supposing the sense to be simply ‘if I am destined to be
immortal’, I supplied (taking my mémov from Sarpedon) ai wev yalp mémov
abavardc v é’co]y,(u N o’vyﬁ[pwc maAp paKdpecct feoic] év ’O)\ﬁ,urr[wL. This
involves what must provisionally be called an anomaly, namely that the last
syllable of a word, (dy+)pwc, should occupy monosyllabic biceps;'* better
therefore dyy[paoc, and in place of map pardpecct feoic something beginning
with a vowel.” I have now desiderated ‘if I am not killed by Herakles’: let this
also be modelled on Sarpedon’s words, méAepov wepi TévSe pvydvTe, and dvépa
76vde vy fits exactly into the slot. When I first thought of this I felt some
doubt over the word-order (év ’OXdpmw: construing with dfdvaroc . . . écopar
and not with the nearer ¢vydv); I do not now think that my doubts were
justified.

' Lyric/anapests/dialogue: Aesch. 7/0/0, Soph. 6/0/11, Eur. 9/4/1.

"' The writer normally begins the crossbar of y to the left of the upright, and sometimes (as
here) so far to the left that the letter begins to resemble an ill-written =. But the following
observation holds good for all surviving instances of y and 7: in y the part of the crossbar to the
left of the upright is always less than half as long as the part to the right; in 7, always more than
half. (The y of fr. 11. 4 (= S 13) ywvd{opa[c is no exception: the plate is deceptive.) In our
instances the approximate measurements (left/right, in mm.) are (8) 0.9/2.2 and (23) 0.9/2.0;
that is, y. Compare the indubitable vy of fr. 17. 4 (= S 22) apyalea, 0.8/1.8, and the indubitable 7
of fr. 13(a). 3 (our fragment) morépa, 1.0/1.6.

Lobel makes the same mistake in two other fragments: fr. 11. 12 (= S 13) ]pevywr, where he
reads = (though with the comment ‘y may be possible’), and fr. 65. 2 (= S 72) Jexey [, where
he reads r without comment. ’

I point out a possibility (no more) in this last fragment: there are two lines only, 1 Javfvaro[
and 2 Jexey [; in this, fvard[v and 7]ex’ might belong to a passage concerned with the
inheritance of immortality. The last trace in 2, described by Lobel as ‘a slightly convex upright; «
or o likely’, could just as well belong to w, and éyw[v may deserve consideration (one can devise
sentences in which it would follow a third-person verb).

"2 I say ‘provisionally’: the material is inadequate for any firmer judgement.

3 Page provided it by @ore Bilov medéyew. This could stand independently of the first part of
his supplement, al uév yalp yévoc dfdvaroc mélo]uar k7., in which I find yévoc unacceptable:
those are the words (like el A0nvaidc elut 76 yévoc) of a man who assumes that a son inherits
his parents’ immortality but who does not know whether his parents are immortal; Geryon,
presumably, knows that his parents are immortal but does not know whether he inherits their
immortality. But Page’s supplement will lapse in any case if the proposal be accepted to which
I shall now proceed.
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11-12. é]Aeyxéa is so accented in the papyrus, as accusative singular or
neuter plural of the adjective éAeyyrc; the presumption is that the
accentuation is correct, and we have no business without compelling reason
to alter it to éAéyyea. The Homeric use of the adjective (always masculine
plural, of men who deserve reprobation or contempt) is clearly irrelevant; but
I do not doubt that Nonn. D. 40. 35 é\eyxéa pifov drodwv, though about a
thousand years later than Stesichoros, is based (as so many things in Nonnos
must be based) on early precedents that are now lost to us."* I supply therefore
kpéaoov [ue kabijuevov év0ad é]heyyéa 8[éybar émea: kabyuevov of inactivity
as Il 24. 403 doyaléwar yap oide rabjuevor, the infinitive 6éyfac as II. 1.
23 = 377, its sense ‘accept without protest’ much as Od. 20. 271 kai yalemév
mep éévra Sexwpela uvbov (cf. Il 18. 115 wijpa); in émea I have assumed that
Stesichoros would write contracted ea as ea not 5 (the papyrus may of course
have had ).

13. kai 7[008” vmaleduevor aAxdv: Homeric dmadedopat, dmaliorw, gives
exactly the right sense (and occurs in Sarpedon’s speech, 327 dmaXdéar); the
contraction I posit is found at Thgn. 575 dAeduar, Arch. 231 éalevuévoc,
Sem. 7. 61 dAevuévn (ev codd. in every instance; eo West in the last two).
Stesichoros will presumably have spelt it with eo; though I should expect this
to have become ev in his tradition."”

For the aAxd of a robber cf. Il. 17. 61 (the lion which, dA«: memoifwc, seizes
the best cow in the herd).

14. For kepalil- cf. h. Herm. 336, where Apollo calls Hermes as cattle-thief
kepaictic. The Bdec must come in somewhere; and since they are feminine
(27, and so normally of a herd) there will also be a masculine or neuter noun
to be qualified by ] uerépw(v (I assume -w[v not -w[¢). There will not, with all
these essentials, be very much scope for choice; I think there is a good chance
that my supplements give not only the general sense but Stesichoros’ actual
words.'

" An adjective Sucedeyyrjc is unparalleled, but would be just as possible as the equally
unparalleled dvckndrc of Od. 5. 466.

> At S 12.7 our papyrus has Attic ov in the imperative we{fov; I suppose this should be 7eifeo
rather than the we/fev to which I corrected it in 1968. At Theb. 278 and presumably Eriphyla
S 149. 1 the papyri have Attic ov in the Doric futures dwcodvri, cyncod[vre: rather than correct
these to eo I would abolish the Doric futures and read ddyoovri, cyrjcovri. At Hel. moreppimrovy
<PMGF 187. 1> 1 prefer Bergk’s moréppimrov to Page’s -cov.

' In fr. 76 <= S 82> there are the letters ]cem:[, but with blank papyrus in the line below;
nothing else is present. Inspection of the papyrus shows that the surface of the blank papyrus is
undamaged, with no possibility of lost writing; the fragment therefore is quite irrelevant to my
supplement.
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18. é[maueploc will be Stesichoros’ form, and not the é[auepioc which
I supplied, unthinkingly, in 1968."

20. viv: it might I suppose be maintained that this is purely temporal,
‘now’ as opposed to the future he has been considering: ‘the nobler course for
me here and now is . ... But there is to my ear a strong suggestion of the
‘under present circumstances’ that is especially familiar in the viv 8¢ common
from Homer onwards as ‘as things are’ after an irrealis (el uév . .. viv §¢) or
after €/ dpee ‘would that he had’ and the like; and I observe that Sarpedon
uses just such a vov 8¢ as he returns from fantasy to reality. If that suggestion
was intended, then although Geryon has put forward the two protases as if
the choice between them was open, the viv will imply that he is in fact
adopting the second as the basis for his decision.

20-1. moAd kd[Aidy écte malbeiv] St udpciu[ov Page; but (a) it would be
better without the éc7{, (b) I expect Geryon to be speaking about the action he
ought to take and not merely about the consequences in which it may involve
him. 87t uépciufov 7 is the destined but humanly uncertain outcome of the
battle; with wafeiv everything is simple (Aesch. Th. 263 melcopar 76 udpcipov,
Soph. Ant. 236 mabeiv . .. 70 udpciuov), but Geryon will be speaking solely
of the consequences, and indeed of the consequences at their worst (for he
will 7afeiv only if defeated). I prefer therefore to suppose that the missing
infinitive is du¢iémew, ‘busy myself with, engage in’. Now what he will dudiémew
is the fighting (cf. Pind. I. 8. 25a xydAxeov orovéevr dudémew Spuadov) and not
its outcome; but I find dudiémew 57t udpcuwov e a not unnatural way of saying
‘engage in an action which will take whatever course is destined’, ‘come to
grips with my destiny, whatever it be’.

21-4. The supplements in 23, which I regard as certain, I owe to Professor
M. L. West (and I am grateful to him for his permission to make use of them

'7 The evidence is twofold. (1) Original duépa (> fuép-) seems to have acquired an aspirate
only in Attic (and West Ionic), and even there not early: inscriptions in the old Attic alphabet
have regularly euepa, with hepepa ‘rare and not found before 450 B.C.” (Threatte, Gramm. Att.
Inscr. i, 500). (2) Manuscript evidence points to unaspirated forms in Pindar; and if in Pindar,
then also in Stesichoros.

I give the facts for Pindar. The only instances that may be used as evidence are the six in which
apep- is preceded by an aspirable consonant. If Pindar used no aspirate, one would expect a
certain amount of corruption to the familiar aspirated forms; so that when an unaspirated form
is preserved in four of the six, I think it quite safe to assume that all six were originally
unaspirated. I cannot accept the alternative, that Pindar vacillated between the two forms (why
should he? Not for the reasons imagined by Forssman, Untersuchungen zur Sprache Pindars, 11—
13); and was he indeed acquainted with the aspirated forms at all? We have no reason to
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here);'® the other supplements are mine. For the éuof . . . yévnra: with subjects
such as these cf. IL 17. 556 coi wev 81}, Mevélae, katnpein kai dveidoc | éccerar,
23. 342 ydappa 8¢ Toic dAoicy, éeyxeln 6é col adrdn | éccerar, 3. 242 aicyea
dedidrec kal dveldea mSAN & pou écriv, Od. 14. 402 Eeiv) odrw ydp kev po
éukdein 7’ dperi Te | ein ém’ avBpddmovc. My one doubt concerns the noun at the
end of 21. I have thought of duckAela, éleyxeia, kepTouia; of these, I think
repropla less suitable both in itself and in view of the parallels. In éAeyyeia
I see no difficulty in the -ei-: this was a necessary stage in the development
-eclo, > -ela > -€ela; and although in all such nouns from -ec- stems disyllabic
-ei- has vanished from our texts of Homer, it was evidently once normal
there. But I do see difficulty in the correption w1 éA-, for although correption
of w1 is common in Homer it is found only in certain positions: first biceps, e¢
w30 (+3 Hes.), 7éd w1, 8oc w1, al ke ui 1, 6dpa wi 1; fifth biceps, el u1 2,
Sppa w1 2, al ke ui 1; otherwise only h. Herm. 92 xai te idawv un 8w elvar kal
kwdoc axovcac. I have therefore preferred Sucileia (the converse of epic
évklein, cited above); the form is strictly anomalous (the development should
be -kAeFecia > -kAeFelo > -kefela (Or -kleeta?) > -kleelo > -klela), but
when Pindar has the equally anomalous -«éa, -kAéoc, -kAéi, -kAéac as his
normal forms from words in -xAenc (dya-, ev-, Hpa-) I think it safe to allow
the possibility of a SuckAeia in Stesichoros."

25-6. What I say from here onwards is based on my own examination of
the papyrus in Oxford. I refer to its other fragments by their numbers in

suppose that his texts of Homer and Hesiod behaved as ours, with épnu- Od. 4. 223, 21. 85, é¢’
- WD 102.

The six instances are these: O. 5. 6 meu]7aluépoic pap., mepmra- ACNOBLGH, mevfa- E (the
ode, though not by Pindar, is by a contemporary and shares the manuscript tradition of
the genuine odes); P. 4. 130 & 7" duépaic EE, 77 d- CV, & a- presumably BG (the facts from
Mommsen’s apparatus); P. 8. 95 émduepor codd. (VBEFGH); fr. 182 (manuscripts of Aristeides)
émapeplwv ATRY, éa- DUR} N. 6. 6 épaueplav codd. (BD), I 7. 40 épduepov codd. (BD).
I disregard fr. 157 édripepe (in sch. Ar., Souda) as flagrantly atticized.

For instances which depend solely on a breathing the manuscripts provide no evidence at all.
Pindar himself distinguished d- and d- as A and HA, but the distinction vanished when his
poems were transcribed into the Ionic alphabet; when distinction became possible again with
the invention of breathings continuity had been lost, and the breathings that were written
on Pindar’s auepa (written, I should suppose, only seldom to start with) represented not the
aspiration of Pindar’s long-vanished autograph but the aspiration that came naturally to the
men who wrote them. The only sensible thing to do in these circumstances is proceed by
inference from the instances for which we do have evidence: if Pindar pronounced émduepoc,
then he pronounced duépa.

'® He communicated them to me in 1968; they included the yé[ve: that was thought of
independently by J. Diggle (Page, p. 140).

" In late epigrams we have an occasional edx)etyy, drdetyy, in the second half of the
pentameter (Leon. Alex. AP 9. 80 = Page, FGE 1935, IG iii. 1337. 10 <= GVI 1029. 10>, xiv.
1663. 2 <= GVI 658. 2>). The writers presumably had precedent somewhere for this scansion.
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Lobel’s editio princeps (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. xxxii, no. 2617, with
plates i and ii).

TovTo might of itself refer either back or forward: back as Od. 7. 316
aérovra 8¢ C ov Tic épvéer | Paikwr: wy TolTo Ppidov Al marpl yévoiro,
forward as Od. 1. 82 el peév 8n viv TodTo Ppidov pardpecct Beoicw, | vocricar
Odvcija moddgpova Svde douovde, | krA. Here it certainly refers back, to the
notion of his disgrace; it cannot refer forward as well, and after yévoiro there
will therefore be a strong stop, which would normally be marked by a point
in the papyrus. After the final o, 3.6 mm. of blank papyrus, with no trace of a
point; the latest position elsewhere for a point at the end of a line is at fr. 4 1. 9,
with 2.7 mm. clear between the final « and the point.

27-8. I expect Geryon at this point to make an outright declaration of his
intention to fight; mepl Bovciv éuaic, ‘in defence of my cattle’, is consistent
with this expectation (cf. especially Od. 17. 471 6mmd7 dvp mepl ofct payer-
Suevoc kredreccw | BAMerar, 1) mepl PBovciv 1§ dpyevvijic dleccw). Of the rest of
the sentence, only two letters immediately legible, parts or vestiges of three or
four more, and an accent; but enough, I think, for us to be able to recover the
essentials. The traces are on three separate pieces of papyrus, frr. 13(a), 14,
and 15, separated from one another by intervals which are established by their
positions in 24 (the first two) and 25 (all three):

13(a) 14 15

] KE[”] [ ]ﬂepLBOUCLVe[J,aLC

. 12-13 ]

] ke[: most of an acute accent, broken off on the left 1.1 mm. before the

first trace of a letter; then the tops of two uprights (1.4 mm. clear between
them) and above them a crossbar which on the left stops above the middle of
the first upright and is not joined by that upright (clear space between them,
and nothing to suggest that ink has been lost); on the right, thin traces of ink
(discontinuous but clear under magnification) which continue for 1.1 mm.
to within 0.2 mm. of the edge of the papyrus;* then immediately before « a

20 Lobel, reading ] [ as ‘the top of a circle’, did not observe this continuation of the crossbar.
Its existence does not disprove his ‘top of a circle’, since he could have taken it as the left-hand
part of the crossbar of a following 7, i.e. Jer[, Jor[, or Jcr[. But ‘top of a circle’ is ruled out by
another consideration. The writer’s round letters are sometimes flat-topped and sometimes
straight-sided, and their top left corner is occasionally indistinguishable from the angle at the
junction of two straight strokes: indeed is such an angle, for he makes his round letters in two
separate strokes both starting at the top left. But the top right corner is an arc formed by a
change of direction in a single continuous stroke of the pen; and even at its most abrupt this
change of direction gives an arc which however tight is still distinguishable from the angle
formed at the junction of the separate strokes. What we have here is a junction and not an arc.
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small part of a top right arc. Between ¢[ and ], space for three and a half
average letters; towards the right of this space, ] [ is a tiny speck from the top
of a letter, either from the top left of the letter before ]= or from the top right
of the letter before that; the speck is triangular, broken off on its underside,
and an upper edge (original) slopes down from the left to right for about 0.7
mm. at about 45°.

The first traces are exactly right for ]ur[ (the accent on a diphthong such
as 6]y of 7, the first half) or for ]»%«[; there will be some anomaly if they
are from Ju7[ or ]#7[ (the space between uprights would normally be greater,
1.6 to 2.0 mm.); they are not from ’]=[ (the crossbar would meet the first
upright and project to its left). Between these traces and « we shall need a
vowel: if Jurr[, then “Jumoke[ or Jumexel fits exactly (5.2 mm. between the first
upright of 7 and the upright of «; 5.3 mm. in fr. 3. 5 7ox, 5.1 mm. in fr. 42(b).
3 mox), and similarly |moxe[ or ]7jmexe[; if Jor[, then Jirwre[ (necessarily w: o
or e too short, no room for two letters), and similarly ]jrwrel; if ‘][, I think
only ‘I7[i]pke[ (m[t]ck too long; mox and mex are too short, and even mw«).

Of these possibilities, the only one of which I can make anything is one that
also fits the traces without anomaly, "]vroxe[. And what I can make of it is very
suitable indeed: ovrd]imore[yw]vmepiBovcvenaic (ie. o rol®! 7o’ Eydw mepl
Bouciv éuaic), in which ovro and ywv are of the right length for their lacunae
and the speck before ]7 will be from the top of the diagonal of v where it
projects beyond the first upright.”* The sense will be (giving the declaration
that I look for) ‘never shall I [avoid battle, or the like] in defence of my cattle’s;
mept Pouciv éuaic will construe of course not after ‘avoid battle’ but after the
notion of fighting (it matters little whether one says after ‘battle’ or after ‘T
shall not avoid battle’ = T shall fight’). The sentence is likely to have been
completed in the oo—wu— of the next line, with a maximum space avail-
able of 35 mm. or rather less than 13 average letters; my suggestion dmaldéw
Apm (I have found nothing else that is short enough) would occupy about
29 mm.

There are, with this 7wox’ éydwv, two other supplements that would fit the
lacuna at the beginning; I am content with neither. First, o9 u]7 mox’, with an

2l The traditional accentuation, with each enclitic throwing an accent back on to the
syllable before. In my text I have printed o 7ot wor’, for I do not believe that such a series of
enclitics could produce acutes on successive syllables; I have given my reasons in my Hippolytos,
pp. 426-7.

The ambiguity of the letters (o0& 7o/ 7ox’, od70( moK’) is likely to have been removed by lection
signs. The accent on 7o, being common to both, does not do this; perhaps it was dvrdimox,
perhaps (either would be adequate) durdimox or durdimox.

2 Rather than from the backward hook at the top of the final stroke of w. But the two
positions are less than a millimetre apart, and the distance between the speck and ]=, on
separate fragments, cannot be determined with total accuracy.
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aorist subjunctive ‘avoid battle’ (dmaldéw Apm, parsed differently, would do
again). This strong denial with od w7 is evidently appropriate; but is it
possible for Stesichoros? I suppose the most relevant parallels to be not those
in Attic (A. Th. 38 and thereafter) or in Herodotos’ Ionic, but (ignored by LSJ,
o0 w1 i. 1a) those in the hexameters of Parmenides, Vors. 28 B 8. 61 0d w1 moré
TiC Ce . .. mapedcene, 7. 1 0d yap w1 more TovTo Sauni. Perhaps Stesichoros
could have used it; but I should prefer parallels that were not a century or so
after his time.

Second, viv &]. mox’: elliptical el(mep) more is common in Attic, and in view
of Alk. fr. 38. 11-12 ai mora kdAdoTa, v[dv mpémec | péplny r7wa 7V mdOny
1d[xa dd¢ Béoc (the supplements will give at least the general sense) I should
not wish to deny the use to Stesichoros. But the emphatic viv is unattractive
after the similarly emphatic vov of 20; and the implications of the expression
are unwelcome, namely that Geryon is familiar with the necessity of repelling
marauders. What other marauders could there be in Erytheia? Herakles made
the crossing only with the aid of magic transport provided by the Sun; who
else could be so fortunate?

29. ]JxAeoc [ (the [ is the tip of an upright): kAéoc is evidently appropriate
in the context; Hpa]xAéoc (Lobel) I think prima facie inappropriate (and does
Geryon know his name?). Lobel made his suggestion before the word (in
fr. 15, with the ends of 25 and 26) had a context at all; before, that is, I had
combined fr. 15 with the main fragment, fr. 13(a).



3

Pindar and Psaumis: Olympians 4 and 5

Olympians 4 and 5 were written for a certain Psaumis son of Akron, a citizen
of Kamarina in Sicily. They raise two separate problems: first, the nature and
date of the victories they celebrate; second, the authorship of Olympian 5.
The one poem, Olympian 4, is certainly by Pindar; the authenticity of the
other is open at least to serious doubt.

I propose this evening to discuss these two problems in the order that I
have indicated: first the victories, second the authorship of Olympian 5. And
I must emphasize at the outset that the problems are quite independent of
one another: whether Olympian 5 is by Pindar or not by Pindar, it is obviously
a genuine contemporary ode, and the evidence it affords for Psaumis’
victories and their dating is in no way affected by any uncertainty about its
authorship.

I begin, then, with the victories celebrated in the odes. Very little of what I
am going to say under this head will be novel: the arguments I shall use have
all of them at one time or another been used already. They are in my opinion
conclusive arguments, so that the problem ought not by now to be a problem
at all. But I find invalid arguments still advanced, valid arguments still dis-
regarded, and false conclusions still accepted, in almost every standard work
that is at present current. What I shall try to do this evening is to put together
the valid arguments and rebut—often tacitly—the invalid ones, in the hope of
persuading you that the problem ought long ago to have been relegated to the
status of an ex-problem.

The city of Kamarina in south-east Sicily was founded from Syracuse in
about 598 Bc. In about 552 it seems to have been sacked and annexed by
Syracuse; in about 492 it was taken from Syracuse by Hippokrates tyrant of

<Paper read at a seminar of the London Institute of Classical Studies on 24 February 1969 as a
contribution to a series on ‘Problems in Greek Lyric Poetry’ organized by Professors J. P. Barron
and E. G. Turner. Barron wrote to B. the next day, ‘Your paper was received with great enthusi-
asm, and seems to have converted everybody, to judge from the delighted comments which I
have heard today.” B.’s dating of O. 4 and 5 to 460 or 456 was adopted by H. G. T. Maehler in his
re-edition of Snell’s Teubner Pindar.>
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Gela, and formally refounded by him; then in 485 or 484, when Hippokrates’
successor Gelon won control of Syracuse and shifted his government there,
the Kamarinaians were deported by him to Syracuse, and Kamarina itself was
destroyed. 76 dcTv xatéckaipe, says Herodotos: 76 derv will be the lower town,
the residential parts, with the akropolis and its temples presumably left intact.

Gelon, and after him his brothers Hieron and Thrasyboulos, ruled as
tyrants at Syracuse for nearly twenty years. Their power extended over all the
Greek cities of eastern Sicily, and latterly into western Sicily as well; and while
they ruled, Kamarina continued uninhabited. But then in 466 the last tyrant,
Thrasyboulos, was overthrown. For some years, it seems, the situation in
Sicily remained confused: the tyrants had interfered so thoroughly in the
various cities’ affairs—exiling, deporting (sometimes whole populations),
and importing new citizens from elsewhere—that no immediate settlement
could be reached; and their disbanded mercenaries were a further ingredient
in the confusion. But in the end a settlement was reached, on the basis more
or less of a return to the status quo ante tyrannidem; and at the time of this
settlement Kamarina was once again refounded by the Geloans. Our odes
belong to the period immediately after this refounding.

The refounding is narrated by Diodoros under the year which he designates
by the Athenian archon and Roman consuls of 461/60. This does not,
unfortunately, mean that it took place during that year: although Diodoros’
history appears in the guise of annals, the guise is in places a mere mas-
querade; he will often group together under a single year a sequence of related
events which took place over a longer period. I shall come back to this
problem later; for the moment, on the evidence of Diodoros, all we can say is
that the refounding belongs within a year or two of 461.

Of our victor, Psaumis son of Akron, we know nothing apart from what we
learn from the odes. He was evidently very rich; he seems to have spent his
money generously to meet the needs of his fellow-citizens; but besides that he
kept stables, and from these stables he sent teams and horses to compete at
the Olympic games. I shall now consider what success he met with when he
did so.

The scholia record one victory, and only one, for Psaumis: an Olympic
chariot victory at the 82nd Olympiad, 452. This victory is absolutely secure:
it is recorded, always with the same date, in five different places in the scholia;
in the ancient Life of Pindar from Oxyrhynchos; and in the Oxyrhynchos
victor-list (which is part of a complete catalogue of Olympic victors). It
appears in this last as Caplov Kau[apwalov é0pimmov: the name is misspelt
(Cdpeoc instead of Waduic), the ethnic is fragmentary (only the first three
letters survive), but there can be no question but that the same man is meant.

Only this one victory is recorded; but we know of another one as well. We
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know of it from Olympian 5; for that ode celebrates an Olympic victory won
not with the chariot but with the mule-car, the dmjvn. This victory is not
recorded because mule-car victories never were: the event was a short-lived
one at Olympia, instituted in 500 and abolished in 444; and a consequence of
this impermanence was that the compilers of the victor-lists ignored it
altogether. It is not included in the Oxyrhynchos list; and on Olympian 6,
another mule-car ode, the scholiast says expressly dmopov v mocTny
Olvpmidda évikncev, ‘there is no way of telling at what Olympiad the victory
was won’.

Olympian 5 does admittedly mention not one event but three: in line 7,
{mrmrotc ﬁvaévmc TE ,u,OV(l,UJTUKL/O,L 7¢, ‘with horse-team and mule-team and
single bridle’ (that is, the single horse, the «éAnc); and it has sometimes been
maintained (from the scholia onwards) that it celebrates a triple victory. It
does not. All that the sentence says is that Psaumis competed in these three
events, not that he won them; and we can confirm this, if confirmation were
needed, from the Oxyrhynchos list, which tells us that in the year when
Psaumis won with the chariot the horse-race was won by another man, a
certain Python. Psaumis competed in three events, but he won only in one:
the poem begins with a prayer to Kamarina to receive the garlands that are
‘the gift of the dmjvy and of Psaumis’; and that prayer is proof complete that
the mule-car, and only the mule-car, was victorious on this occasion.

We know now, then, of a second Olympic victory of Psaumis. He has a
chariot victory in 452; he has a mule-car victory, undated but not in 452. The
next question is: for what victory is Olympian 42

The scholiast says ‘the chariot victory’. And so does almost every editor
today: either they say ‘chariot’ explicitly, or—what comes, or ought to come,
to the same thing—they date the ode to 452. I shall argue this evening that
this is demonstrably mistaken: that the ode is celebrating not the chariot
victory but the same mule-car victory that is celebrated in Olympian 5.1 am
not—as I have indicated already—the first to say this, not by a long way: it
was said by Boeckh in 1821. But Boeckh said another thing at the same time:
first, he said that both odes were for the same mule-car victory; second, he
said that when the scholiast said ‘chariot, 452’ this must be a mistake for
‘mule-car, 452°. All through the nineteenth century almost every editor
followed him, and ascribed both odes to a mule-car victory of 452. But then
in 1899 the Oxyrhynchos victor-list appeared, and showed that Psaumis did
after all win with the chariot in 452. Boeckh’s second thesis, that the victory of
452 was with the mule-car, was thereby disproved; his first thesis, that the
odes are both for the same mule-car victory, was not invalidated at all. But
everybody, with strange irrationality, behaved as though it was, and hardly
any editor in this present century has acknowledged it as valid. I except here
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Schroeder, who decided in 1894 that the odes were both for a mule-car
victory before the chariot victory (so that the new evidence did nothing to
upset anything that he had maintained); and Farnell, who I am afraid did the
truth no service by propounding it amid more than his usual fog of muddle
and mistake.

The first point I want to make is that when the scholiast assigns Olympian 4
to the chariot victory of 452, this assignment is not evidence at all for the
occasion of the ode. It is evidence for two things: it is evidence, and valuable
evidence, for the occurrence and the date of the chariot victory; and it is
evidence apart from that only for the ratiocinative processes of the Alexan-
drian scholar from whom it derives. And on those processes it throws no
favourable light. He had an ode for Psaumis; he had a victory recorded for
Psaumis; without more ado he put the two together and said that the ode was
for the victory. He was wrong, and we can show that he was wrong. I will now
proceed to do so.

(1) The Olympic chariot victory was the greatest of all victories in the
games. If Psaumis had won that victory, Pindar would have left us in no doubt
about it. We have thirteen of his odes for chariot victories, and in every one
the chariot is named explicitly: dppa, immor, Terpaopia. In this ode it is not: all
we have is in 10-11 Yaduioc yap iker dyéwv.

People have been in trouble from time to time over the construction of
these words; but honestly I do not know why. The subject of ike: is kdpoc
understood from the sentence before. The two genitives (and they are of
course both genitives: I will not waste your time by dallying with allegations
that Waduic could also be called Waduoc or that dyéwv is a participle) —the
two genitives are used predicatively, and they construe independently after
the noun: ‘it comes as Psaumis’ k@uoc, for his yea’. It is Psaumis’ kadpoc, the
victor’s kduoc, just like Hagesias’ kdpoc in O. 6. 98; it is a kdpoc dxéwr, a
kauoc for his dyea, like the kduoc dédAwv ITvdiwv of P. 3. 73.

It is a xdpoc, then, for his dyea. Now what are §yea? Properly dyoc—a
second-declension noun with a heteroclite third-declension plural—properly
it is a generic term, meaning simply ‘vehicle’: Féyoc, the noun corresponding
to Féyw, which is Latin ueho. As a generic term it can of course be applied to a
member of any constituent species of that genus; and it is, quite commonly,
applied to a chariot: Homer, tragedy, and once in Pindar himself (Apollo’s
chariot, in P. 9. 11). But it can be applied just as readily to a mule-car: so
several times in tragedy (for instance, the vehicle Kassandra arrives in in the
Agamemnon: called in one place dwvy, and in another, dyoc), and then again
once in Pindar himself. Properly, then, it is a generic term. But it comes also—
it and its synonym Synpa—to acquire a more specific meaning, namely mule-
car as distinct from chariot. In Pindar himself, in fr. 106, a catalogue of ‘the
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best so-and-so comes from such-and-such a place’ ends with ‘the best dpua
from Thebes, the best dynua from Sicily’; in a similar catalogue in Kritias
<eleg. 6 West> we have in one line dyoc Zixedoc kdAdet damdvm Te kpdTicToc
and then a few lines later @7y & dppardevra dipov cvvemifato mpdhry. And
the specific meaning is presupposed by a gloss in Hesychios: §yoc Axecraioc:
émet al Cuceducal Nulovor crovdaior. Now I do not believe that in a chariot-ode
Pindar would describe the winning vehicle with a word at best ambiguous
between chariot and mule-car and at worst specifically mule-car as opposed
to chariot. Everywhere else, as I have said, he speaks of dpua or immo or
rerpaopia. There is only one other winning vehicle that he calls §yoc; and that
vehicle is the mule-car of Olympian 6.

(2) In lines 11-13 Pindar mentions the present victory, and then immedi-
ately prays that Psaumis’ Aowmai edyal may be fulfilled. In the context these
Aoural evyal can be one thing only, ambitions for further success in the games.
Now when Pindar refers to such hopes for the future they are regularly hopes
for a victory even better than the present one: e.g. O. 1. 109, in a horse-ode,
hopes for a chariot-victory; P. 5. 124, in a Pythian chariot-ode, hopes for a
chariot-victory at Olympia; I. 1. 65, in an Isthmian chariot-ode, hopes for
victories at Pytho and Olympia. But there is nothing better than an Olympic
chariot-victory: when a man has won this, then in Pindar’s own words (O. 3.
43 ff.) he has reached the Pillars of Herakles beyond which no man may go.
This present victory then must be a lesser one: a victory not with the chariot
but with the mules.

(3) There are two things in Olympian 4 that make it clear that the victory it
celebrates is Psaumis’ first victory at Olympia. Now if that victory were the
chariot victory of 452, the mule-car victory of Olympian 5 would be 448 at
the earliest. But there are references in Olympian 5 to Kamarina as a recent
foundation—I will speak of these in a moment—which seem quite incom-
patible with a date that would be about thirteen years after the city was
founded.

The two things in Olympian 4 are these:

(a) In lines 11-12 Psaumis, ‘garlanded with Pisa’s olive, hastens to set glory
afoot for Kamarina’: in «6doc épcac the verb—to get it going, set it moving—
implies clearly enough the production of glory where there has been none
before. The victory is Kamarina’s first.

(b) The myth, linked with the yvduy that it illustrates, again makes it clear
that Psaumis has won no victories before. I will go through it:

I will not dye my words with falsehood: the test of action is the proof of mortals’
worth. That test it was that freed Klymenos’ son from the contempt of the Lemnian
women: victor in the running in brazen armour he said to Hypsipyle as he went to
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receive his garland ‘Such am I for speed; and my arms and my heart are as good. Even
in young men grey hairs often grow at a time of life that is not that proper to them’.
(18-27)

In the myth, Erginos is a young man prematurely grey-haired. He competes in
the race in armour; and the Lemnian women when they see him think him
old and bound to lose. But he wins all the same. And the moral that the myth
illustrates is Sudmetpd 7ot Bporv éleyyoc, ‘the test of action is the proof of
mortals’ worth’: that is, you must never judge by appearances.

This is obviously all said with reference to Psaumis. The scholiast thought
that the point was that Psaumis was grey-haired; and this view is still quite
commonly maintained. But it is, of course, absurd. In the race in armour a
grey-haired man may reasonably be thought to be an outsider; but did the
Greeks suppose that a man’s mules were less likely to win because the pigment
was vanishing from his hair?

No: Psaumis’ victory has freed him from an drwwia that he had on some
other and more rational ground than grey hair. And that ground is not far to
seek. Psaumis comes from this obscure corner of Sicily, from a derelict town
that has been re-established only these few years, and has the effrontery to put
in for all three of the purely equestrian events that are competed in at the
time. The audience laughs at him and thinks him a fool. But he wins, and
vindicates himself: Sudmeipd Tou Bpordv éleyyoc. And from this it follows,
beyond any doubt, that he has won no victories at Olympia before.

The two odes, then, are for one and the same victory with the mule-car.
Two odes for the same victory is nothing unusual: in Pindar and Bacchylides
together we have six instances of this. The two odes will have been performed
on different occasions; and I think it likely—there seems to be at least one
parallel in the other instances—that one ode was performed at the games
and the other at the victor’s home. Olympian 5 was certainly performed at
Kamarina; there are indications—though I shall not have time for them this
evening—that Olympian 4 was performed at Olympia.

Now I have already done a good deal to establish the date of the odes. The
chariot victory was 452; the mule-car victory was not in 452, and it has also
emerged—since this is Psaumis’ first victory, with the chariot victory still to
come—that it was earlier than 452. If Kamarina was founded before 460 we
have two Olympiads at our disposal, 460 and 456. If it was founded after 460
we have only 456; and victory and odes are fixed precisely.

But before I consider this final question I have a promise to fulfil: namely,
to speak of the passages in Olympian 5 that point to a time soon after the
founding of Kamarina. These passages serve a double purpose. First, they
are a necessary part of my third argument for assigning Olympian 4 to the
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mule-car victory: since the victory of Olympian 4 is Psaumis’ first, it cannot
be the chariot victory of 452 unless the mule-car victory, and with it
Olympian 5, is 448 or later; and these passages will indicate that Olympian 5 is
not as late as that. But a possible second purpose—given now that both odes
are earlier than 452—is as evidence in our choice between 460 and 456. I will
add to them, therefore, a passage from Olympian 4: irrelevant for my first
purpose, but perhaps just worth considering for my second.

In Olympian 4, the passage is 11-12, k08oc dpcar credder Kapapivar: cretdde
there is the important word. In Olympian 5, one passage is 8: Psaumis as
victor proclaims his véotkoc €8pa. I do not know for how long one could go on
speaking of a city as véoucoc; but anything like thirteen years seems to me to
be very unlikely.

But the most interesting passage—interesting not merely for the date, but
for its own sake too—is Olympian 5. 9-14. Pindar is talking about Psaumis:

ikwv & Olvopdov kai ITédomoc map’ edmpdrwy
crabudv, & moldoye ITalddc, delder wev dAcoc dyvdy
70 Teov moTaudy T Oavov éyywplav Te Aipvay

Kkal ceuvovc xérovc, Tmmapic ofcw dpdet cTpatdy

koAAGL Te cTadiwy Badduwy Taxéwc viplyviov dAcoc,

o7 dpayaviac dywv éc pdoc T6vde ddpov dcTdv.
Coming from the lovely steading of Oinomaos and Pelops, O Pallas who holds the
citadel, he sings of your holy precinct and the river Oanos and the lake of the land,
and the hallowed channels wherewith the Hipparis waters the host, and swiftly
cements a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers, bringing out from helplessness
into the light this folk of dcrol.

Evidently this is house-building in the new city: the inhabitants have been
having a tough time bivouacking in the open; but now permanent houses
are going up, and things are getting brighter. (¢doc, as often, is the light of
deliverance; and o7ddiot fdAauor are permanent dwellings as opposed to the
temporary shacks they have been making do with hitherto.) Here again
anything like thirteen years after the foundation, thirteen years of duayavia
before the houses are built, is surely out: the ode cannot be as late as 448, and
the mule-car victory comes therefore before the chariot victory of 452.

Now the interesting problem in the lines is this: what is the subject of
roAXd? And what exactly is that subject doing?

Ancient scholars, and a good many moderns, assume the subject to be
Trmapic, the river of Kamarina. But what is the river doing? Some ancients
thought it was used as a waterway to bring building-material by. Aristarchos
seems to have thought—the scholia are a bit confused here—that it deposited
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mud that was used for brick-making; Wilamowitz thought that it provided
simply water for brick-making. Farnell suggests that ‘the windings of the river
fold in—“weld together”—the blocks of houses’: he does not tell us how the
river does this rayéwc, nor does he tell us how by doing it the river ‘brings
the dorol out from helplessness into the light’.

Farnell of course is especially stupid; but none of the other solutions carries
any kind of conviction—whether it provides timber, or mud, or water, is it
really conceivable that one should speak of the river as making the houses? We
must turn to the other possibility. Hermann suggested the subject was not the
river but Psaumis. This view has not on the whole been popular with editors;
but it must surely be right. Psaumis, the richest citizen of Kamarina, builds
houses for the poorer citizens.

To us, the word-order might at first sight suggest Hipparis as subject; but
we do not instinctively know the facts, and the audience did—anyone who
knew that Psaumis was building houses would never think twice about what
was meant. The particles—uéy answered by re—are no trouble: the com-
bination is common in Pindar. And the thing at once makes excellent sense.
The difficulty of house-building in a new #éAwc is shortage not so much of
materials (which can always be found locally of one kind or another) as of
labour: the ordinary family will have all it can do to get its land under
cultivation, without spending time on building. Psaumis, the rich man,
provides slave-labour for the building, so that the houses can go up while
the family is in the fields. And one last point about the passage: 7dvde
ddpov dcrwv. An dcréc in Pindar is commonly not simply a ‘townsman’
but a ‘fellow-townsman’: a member of the same 73Aiwc as someone else named
in the sentence, and opposed, not infrequently, to £évoc. Now if the river is
subject it cannot be used in this way; if Psaumis is subject it is, and instead of
‘this folk of townsmen’ we have ‘this folk of his townsmen’. There is no firm
criterion here: the use I have indicated, though common, is not invariable,
and dcrav is still possible enough with Hipparis as subject. But with Psaumis
as subject I think there can be no doubt that it does fall much better into
place.

And now the last detail: 456, or 460?

I begin with Diodoros. It is his habit, as I have said, to narrate under a
single year a sequence of related events which occurred over a longer period.
Now he narrates Sicilian events in this period under the following years
<11. 67 £, 72 f., 76>: 466 the fall of the tyranny in Syracuse; 463 wars and
crdcwc again in Sicily, and a revolt of ex-mercenaries in Syracuse; 461 (this
is the important year for us) the revolt is put down, the Syracusans eject
Hieron’s settlers from Katane, various cities restore their exiles and expel
intruders; Rhegion and Zankle get rid of their tyrants; then, pera radra,
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Kamarina is refounded; and the cities agree together to restore the status quo
and settle the ex-mercenaries in Messania. Then no more Sicilian events till
seven years later, 454, except for a few lines about the Sikels under 459.

The events narrated under 461 pretty evidently belong to a period of some
years; and that period could begin at any time after the preceding Sicilian
section and end at any time before the next—begin, that is, as early as 462
and end as late as 455. I am not maintaining that it does in fact spread
as widely as that, but spread to some extent I am sure it does. Now the
refounding of Kamarina comes fairly well on in the narrative under 461; and
I should think it likely therefore that its real date is appreciably later than
that year.

There is one bit of evidence that may confirm this to some slight extent:
evidence from the scholia. Two of the notes there give the date of the refound-
ing, as in the so-manyeth Olympiad; but each time, unfortunately, the date is
corrupt. In one note the manuscripts either omit the number or give it as the
42nd, which is absurdly 612-08; the other note gives the 85th Olympiad,
which is equally absurdly 440-36. But there is still another note, which runs
thus: ‘we can see as follows that Psaumis won with the mule-car about the
80th Olympiad [460]: the event was abolished in the 85th [440]; he won with
the chariot in the 82nd [452]; therefore he won with the mule-car in the 81st
[456]’. Now something has obviously gone wrong here: as the thing stands
it is a total non sequitur. But the note forms part of the comment on véotxov
édpav; and it seems likely therefore that one of the premises in it before it went
wrong was that Kamarina was refounded in such-and-such an Olympiad.
And since the conclusion is that the mule-car victory belongs to the 81st
Olympiad, 456, one might surmise that the missing premise put the refound-
ing in the 80th, the period from 460 to 456.

This is all, I admit, very tenuous; but my own hunch—it cannot be more—
is that the foundation-date was in fact in the 80th Olympiad, and was perhaps
something like 459, in which case the odes will belong to 456. Now what
about the indications in the odes? cwetder and véoukoc are of course compat-
ible with this three-year interval; just as they would be compatible with a year
or two more or a year or two less. The house-building seems to me to give the
best line, and here—this is just a hunch again, of course—three years seems to
me as long a period as I should like to suppose. Plenty of time for the
inhabitants to have acquired a feeling of duayavia; but high time, I should
imagine, for Psaumis to be well on with his house-building—which he is
doing, the poet has told us, rayéwc.

At this point I abandon my first topic; with its last end, inevitably, left
rather loose. And I proceed to my second topic: the authenticity of Olympian 5.
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Discussion of this problem must begin with the scholia: ‘this ode’, they tell
us ‘was not in the édd¢a, but in Didymos’ commentary was said to be by
Pindar.

éddeiov is a diminutive of édadoc, ‘bottom, foundation, base’. The words
are occasionally used of the text of a medical work as opposed to marginal
additions, or the text of Aristotle as opposed to comment on the text or
discussion of it; and so here it might be, and has been, supposed that the ode
was absent from the text of the Olympians as commented on by Didymos, was
vindicated by him for Pindar in his commentary, and was then subsequently
incorporated into the text. I cannot myself think this likely: a century and a
half before Didymos the ode was commented on in detail by Aristarchos
(the scholia preserve his comment on three widely separated passages); I
would suppose therefore that the ode was included among the Olympians by
Aristophanes of Byzantium, a generation before Aristarchos, when he gave
Pindar’s odes the arrangement (in seventeen books), and the sequence within
the books, which they still retain. But I would suppose that when Aristo-
phanes included it he marked it as doubtful; and that it was doubtful
because it came to him from some source other than the primary source
collections. These collections, whatever they may have been, I would suppose
to be the éddia—the basis on which Aristophanes founded his edition:
conceivably the text of his predecessor Zenodotos, more likely perhaps the
collections used by Zenodotos as the basis for his text and still doubtless
preserved in the library at Alexandria.

But whatever exactly the édd¢ia may have been, Olympian 5 was absent from
them: its provenance, that is, was not such as to guarantee its authenticity.
And since the Alexandrians seem in general to have erred on the side of
generosity in their dealings with doubtfully authenticated writings, the
doubts from external evidence must remain strong. What we need to do now
is to scrutinize the poem itself for indications of its authorship.

Evidence of various kinds has been adduced to show that the poem is not
by Pindar. Its value is very mixed.

(1) There are so many similarities of detail between this poem and other
epinikia that we must assume the poem to be not by Pindar but by an
imitator. —I can attach very little weight to this argument. The long lists of
similarities reduce themselves rapidly on inspection: many of them are either
so remote as to be unrecognizable or so trivial as to be without significance.
The reduction does certainly leave a residuum. But in the undisputedly
Pindaric poems we find constant echoes of thought and language between
one poem and another; and if this poem were undisputedly Pindaric, the
echoes are not so many that their number would call for any especial com-
ment. They have indeed been adduced by some to prove that the poem is by
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Pindar. Clearly we shall do well to build nothing on the evidence of mere
similarities.

(2) The metre is unparalleled in Pindar. —There are two points here:

(a) First, the metre itself: aeolic with a high dactylic content, and with an
ithyphallic at the end of almost every period. Unusual, certainly; but Pindar’s
aeolic metres vary a good deal from ode to ode, with elements common in
one ode that are rare in others; the case here seems to me to be pretty weak.

(b) Second, stanza-length. The shortest stanzas elsewhere in the Epinikia
are those of the monostrophic Nemean 2, with 66 syllables; in Olympian 5 the
strophe has 50 syllables and the epode 43. For stanzas as short as these we
have to turn to the Partheneia (strophe and epode both 46; strophe 45, epode
35) or to the Enkomia (monostrophic, 44). This does seem to me very strange;
the case here is evidently much stronger.

(3) The local colour is impossible for Pindar. We can say with certainty that
Pindar himself was unacquainted with Kamarina: the site was deserted when
he was in Sicily in 476; a special journey there after its refounding is out of the
question. And yet, it is alleged, the local detail in the poem implies that the
poet was familiar with the town and its topography; ergo, the poet is not
Pindar. —This argument, I think, has force; though not quite in the way that
I have just put it. It can be replied to that, of course, that there is no more
detail in the poem than Pindar could have learned from Psaumis and noted
down in about five minutes. But what cannot be explained so easily is why
Psaumis should have made a point of the detail, or why Pindar should have
thought it worth including: it does surely point rather to a poet who was
familiar with the detail himself and could think of nothing better to put in his
poem.

So far the evidence is pointing away from Pindar: pointing not firmly
enough for there to be anything of a serious case if the ode were not already
under suspicion; but given the suspicion, going some way already to confirm
1t.

But what does seem to me to establish the case beyond reasonable doubt is
something I can show only by taking you through the ode in detail: there is a
good deal in it that I should be reluctant to suppose that Pindar had written;
and one or two things that I am quite certain he never could have written. I
will go through the ode, and make my comment as I do so.

The ode consists of three triads, each addressed to a different deity: the first
to the nymph Kamarina, eponym of the city; the second to Athena 7oAwdoyoc;
the third to Zeus.

It begins: ‘Receive, daughter of Okeanos, with smiling heart the sweet
flower of high prowess and of Olympia’s garlands, given you by the tireless-
hooved car and by Psaumis.” (1-3.)
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dwToc is a favourite word of Pindar’s: something very like our figurative
‘flower’—the best or most perfect part, or example, or manifestation, of
something. Twice he has this very phrase creddvwrv dwroc, ‘the flower of
garlands’, garlands of surpassing excellence; as these Olympic garlands were.
But he uses dwroc with the genitive in another and different way: an ode for
a chariot victory is {mmwv dwroc (O. 3. 4), the superlative thing pertaining
to horses; in O. 8. 75 the garlands won in the past by a family of wrestlers
are yewp@v dwroc émivicoc, the superlative thing pertaining to their hands
and arms that was given them for their victory, émi 7 vixne. In our passage
the garlands are doubly described: with one kind of genitive as crepdvwr
dwToc, the flower of garlands; with another kind as vfnAdv dperdv dwroc,
the flower of high prowess. Both descriptions entirely Pindaric. But I have
got all the same a slight niggle of doubt about the combination of the two
different genitives in the same phrase: I cannot help feeling that this suggests
a slight uncertainty of touch. But this may of course be mere prejudice;
I pass on therefore to something that I find more clearly out of character for
Pindar.

‘Who, exalting your city, Kamarina, that nurtures the folk, did honour to
the six twin altars at the greatest festivals of the gods with sacrifice of oxen
and five-day contesting in the games, with horse-team and mule-team and
single bridle.” (4-7.)

These are the six altars of the twelve gods—two gods to an altar—that we
meet also at Olympia in Olympian 10. Psaumis sacrificed oxen at the altars;
and he competed also in these three events—competed simply, as we have
seen, and won only in one.

This sentence, with all its datives plural, is no very successful one; but it is at
least unambiguous, or ought to be. éopraic is locative, ‘at the greatest festivals
of the gods’. (It was of course a single éoprd of a single god; the plurals,
I suppose, because the poet is thinking of it as the greatest of all the festivals of
any of the gods.) Then v76 BovBuciacc, properly ‘to the accompaniment of’
sacrifice of oxen; what the sense requires is of course an instrumental, for it
was by the sacrifice that he honoured the altars; but after the naked locative a
naked instrumental would have been confusing, and hence the 374, which can
be used with the dative as virtually the equivalent of the plain instrumental.
Then, parallel with Bovfuvciaic, he adds déflwv 7e meumauépoic auildacc,
‘and five-day contesting in the games’. But now the ¢7¢ is no longer a mere
equivalent of the instrumental, for his contesting did no honour to the altars:
v7é does now indicate merely accompanying activities. And then finally,
qualifying auiddacc, a further series of datives: contesting ‘with horse-team
and mule-team and single bridle’.

I cannot, as I say, feel this sentence to be very successful. But what makes
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me certain that its author is not Pindar is not its form so much as its content.

What the poet is concerned with here is that Psaumis made a very con-
siderable splash; and by making it increased, as he says, the standing of
Kamarina.

First of all he sacrificed oxen (at six altars, so six of them at least); and after
the sacrifice there would be a feast at which the oxen were eaten. Clearly this is
the feast that Pindar refers to in Olympian 4. 15, when he speaks of Psaumis as
xaipwv Eeviaic mavddrowc, ‘delighting in hospitality where all are welcome’
Psaumis after his sacrifice held open house. Now we know of occasions when
rich men entertained the whole Olympic gathering: Anaxilas of Rhegion had
done so, and so had his son Leophron; Alkibiades was to do so later in the
century. Whether we can press Pindar’s mavdéroic to quite this extreme of
hospitality I have no idea. But a minimum of six oxen ought to satisfy quite a
number; obviously we are meant to assume that the entertainment was a very
lavish one indeed.

Second, he competed in all three of the purely equestrian events: all of
them of course expensive affairs for the competitor.

Now at this greatest of Panhellenic gatherings the delegations from the
various cities were naturally concerned to show off as much as possible: to
keep up with the Joneses and indeed to go one better than the Joneses if
they could. And it was fair enough for Psaumis to make as much display as
possible, and to remind people that Kamarina was on the map again and
doing pretty well. But what I do not believe is that Pindar would praise, as this
poet does, the mere display. Hospitality he can praise, and does, regularly; but
as an aristocratic virtue, not as a means to increasing one’s status in others’
eyes. And to find cause for congratulation in a man’s merely competing, and
not in winning, seems to me wholly alien to Pindar’s ethos. What this poet
says in these four lines is said by Pindar with far greater reticence, and far
greater effect, in O. 4 (14-15): ‘I praise him, most ready at rearing horses, and
delighting in hospitality where all are welcome.” That is Pindar’s way; the way
of this ode is not Pindar’s.

I have still one thing to say on these lines: Psaumis engaged in ‘five-day
competing in the games’. Now the contests at Olympia did certainly last
for five days; but the equestrian events appear, as far as our evidence goes, to
have taken place on a single day. That is, the poet applies to Psaumis’ events
an epithet which should apply not to them but to the games as a whole. One
can see why: he is concerned to stress the magnificence of everything; and
accurately or not, the epithet has to come in. This again is not Pindar: it is
some backwoods poet to whom the Olympic games are so grand that their
grandeur has gone to his head.

To continue. ‘And for you’—that is, for Kamarina— ‘for you by his victory
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he set up rich glory; and he proclaimed his own father Akron and his
new-founded home.” (7-8.)

dvéfnke: the victor seems normally to have set up, dedicated, an offering at
Olympia, which would be inscribed with his name and his city’s; since in
setting it up he recorded the city’s distinction, he is said to have ‘set up’ there
the distinction itself. The same turn of phrase occurs twice in Pindar, with the
verb dvareicfa serving as perfect passive of dvarifévac: in O. 13. 36 the bright
glory of Thessalos’ feet dvdreirar by the streams of Alpheios; in I 5. 18
Phylakidas’ double prowess in the pankration dyxerrac at the Isthmos.
I would regard this as one of the two most striking Pindaricisms in the poem;
though oddly enough it seems to have escaped the net of the parallel hunters.
Not that it proves anything: what Pindar did twice he could have done a
third time; what he did twice might stick more firmly in the memory of a poet
writing under his influence. Then éxdpuvée: he has the herald announce him
as ‘Psaumis son of Akron, of Kamarina’; similarly in Isthmian 3. 12, with
the victor as subject, kdpvée O1Bav immodpopiar kpatéwy: again, nothing sig-
nificant for the authorship. But there is one point of prosody that may be
significant. Pindar invariably observes the digamma in the pronoun of, ¢, and
its adjective éc. Here there appears to be correption of «al in front of dv: that
is, the digamma is not observed. One can avoid this by assuming period-end
after «xal, as Bowra does: Pindar does about half a dozen times have period-
end after a prepositive, and he does so after xai itself at O. 9. 65. But if one
divides here after xa{ one must do the same after the «al of line 24; and twice
in one ode might seem to be rather much. Also the division itself is not
very welcome: undivided, the second line of the epode begins with the same
element—twelve syllables long—as the second line of the strophe; and in the
very simple metre of this ode the repetition of this element is likely to be
genuine. It looks to me as if we have got correption of «a( before ¢v; and if we
have, the ode is not by Pindar.

Now the second triad, addressed to Athena. ‘And coming from the lovely
steading of Oinomaos and Pelops, O Pallas who holds the citadel, he sings of
your holy precinct and the river Oanos and the lake of the land, and the
hallowed channels wherewith the Hipparis waters the host, and swiftly
cements a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers, bringing out from help-
lessness into the light this folk of the men of his land.” (9-14.)

I have spoken already of the subject-matter of these lines; and I have
established, I hope, that Psaumis and not the river is the subject of the last two
lines. But now I have other things to say.

‘He sings’, deidey; evidently in this ode. But is the victor himself conceived
of as singing it? When it hymns his own praises, and when he is himself
addressed a little later? This is evidently impossible. What the poet must



52 Pindar and Psaumis

mean, as Dissen saw, is ‘he is responsible for the celebration in this ode of
your dAcoc’ and so on. He must mean this; but he has said it most ineptly.

And there is worse to come. ‘Coming from Olympia’ (I am paraphras-
ing) —‘coming from Olympia he sings of Pallas’ precinct, and swiftly cements
a high-limbed grove of houses’ as though the building were being done on
the triumphal procession. This again is not Pindar: not Pindar, but an
incompetent. And another mark of his incompetence is the words he uses for
the houses: ‘a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers’. This might fit New
York, or a set of London’s modern tower blocks; but not the ordinary Greek
dwelling-house, which was a very undistinguished affair. This is now high-
falutin stuff that has just got out of hand.

Now he comes back to the victory, and in doing so produces for once a
yvauny with a real Pindaric ring: ‘Ever in the matter of prowess effort and cost
fight towards an achievement veiled in hazard’ (15 f.). To achieve success you
must put your back into it (that is the 7évoc) and spare no expense (Samdva);
but even so it is a gamble (k(vdvvoc) whether you will achieve it in the end.
‘But when they succeed, the men of their city too think them wise’ (16).

And then the last triad, this time addressed to Zeus. ‘Saviour Zeus, high in
the clouds, you who dwell on the hill of Kronos and hold in honour broad-
flowing Alpheios and the holy Idaian cave’ (17 f.): the cave is not Cretan, but
at Olympia (Demetrios of Skepsis knows of an 78aiov dvrpov in Elis: that will
be this). But for all that one expects the scansion of the word to be the same,
I8atov; and if it is, then féovra elides and we have in this dactylic sequence
a long in place of a double short. The alternative is to suppose a scansion
Fidatov, with digamma and short iota. If this were Pindar, I would jib at either
alternative; what this poet might do is another matter.

‘T come as your suppliant, giving tongue with the Lydian flute, to ask of
you that you adorn this city with the glory of manly prowess; and that you,
Olympian victor, delighting in Poseidon’s horses, may bear old age in glad-
ness of heart to its end, with your sons, Psaumis, standing by’ (19-23). Here
the sense requires that etfuuov should construe with y#jpac, not reAevrdv: we
need not a happy death but a happy old age. Word order on the other hand
calls for it to construe with relevrdv. What this poet may have intended
I cannot tell.

Now a final yvdyun: this time less successful than the last. ‘If a man waters a
wholesome prosperity, giving help with his possessions and adding good
repute, let him not seek to become a god’ (23 f.). The sentence has been
variously interpreted, but I see nothing else that it can be. If when you have
6ABoc you improve it further (‘waters’ ought to mean this: you water a plant
to make it grow) by helping others (ééapréwv oddly with no dative) and so
acquiring good repute as well (wpoc-), you have all that mortal man can
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desire; to look for more would be to trespass on the preserves of heaven. The
writer is straining for effect, and straining too hard: Pindar had said the same
thing already more simply, and had said it well.

And that is all. It is not perhaps, in its way, a bad little ode; but I refuse to
believe that it can be Pindar. I would not for a second suppose that its author
is anyone whose name we know: there must, I suppose, have been in the
Greek world a great many minor poets who were prepared to compose an
ode for some local occasion; and here for once an ode by one of them has
been preserved. How it found its way to Alexandria I have no idea: preserved,
I suppose, at Kamarina (where odes for Olympic victories cannot have been
all that common), attracting perhaps as the years went by the name of the
poet of Psaumis’ other ode, and then with the name attached exported some-
how and attracting the attention of the library’s collectors. One can only
guess, and it does not greatly matter. But a fortunate chance in its way: not for
the poem’s own sake, but rather for the light it throws on Psaumis and on the
circumstances of Olympian 4.



4

Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of
Lokroi: Olympians 10 and 11

I have chosen to talk tonight about two odes of Pindar, Olympians 10 and 11.
I have chosen these odes for two reasons. One is that they are good odes.
The other is that they raise a number of problems which are typical of the
problems that one meets in Pindar.

Pindar is, in my judgment, one of the easiest of Greek poets. He is com-
monly regarded as one of the most difficult; and this also, I think, is true. His
poems are full of allusions: to matters of legend, to contemporary events, to
the personal affairs of himself and his patrons. He wrote for audiences who
were as familiar as himself with the things he was alluding to; and to them the
allusions were crystal clear. But we, for much of the time, are not familiar with
these things; and where Pindar’s audience could interpret his allusions,
immediately, in the light of their knowledge of the facts, we must try, pain-
fully, to reconstruct the facts on the basis of the allusions. This is where the
difficulty comes; it is a difficulty that lies at the door not of Pindar, but of
oblivion.

The odes were written for a victor from Lokroi in Italy: Hagesidamos son
of Archestratos, who won the boys’ boxing at Olympia in 476 Bc. The date of
the victory is guaranteed by the Oxyrhynchos victor-list. We may take it to be
quite certain that he won no other victory at Olympia, and that the two
odes both celebrate this one victory that he won as a boy; for two odes to be
written for a single victory is common enough.

The relationship between the two odes is readily established. In O. 10, the
longer ode, Pindar opens with a long apology for his delay; in O. 11 there is
no hint of apology. Evidently the shorter ode was written soon after the

<Paper read at a London meeting of the Hellenic Society on 9 January 1964, and also to the
classical graduate society ‘Deipnosophistae’ at Oxford on 8 February 1967. Correspondence
shows that B. decided on the subject and title for the London presentation in August 1963.>
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victory, with a promise of a longer one to come; we may compare Bacchylides
1 and 2, both for the same victor—the one a mere trifle of 114 syllables, in
language compatible only with immediate performance, the other a full-scale
affair of apparently eight triads.

I said this was ‘evident’, and so it is; but for all that it was first realized
only by Mingarelli, at the end of the eighteenth century. In ode 10 Pindar says
that he will make up for his lateness by paying interest. The interest is in fact
to be found in the excellence of the ode itself; but some ancient scholar (I
suspect Didymos, but this may be just malice on my part) decided that the
interest consisted in ode 11—the long ode the capital payment, the short ode
accompanying it as the interest—and in consequence the manuscripts, and all
the editions until 1798, solemnly head ode 11 7é&¢ adrde Tékoc.

Ode 11, then, was written and performed soon after the victory; ode 10 was
written a good deal later. Before I proceed to talk further about the odes, it
will be as well to consider Pindar’s movements at the time.

At this same Olympiad of 476 Hieron of Syracuse won the horse-race, and
Theron of Akragas won the chariot-race. Both these tyrants commissioned
Pindar to write odes for their victories—Hieron one ode, Theron two; and
Pindar went out to Sicily—this, I think, is quite secure—to see to the per-
formance of these odes. He will have gone first to Syracuse and then to
Akragas.

Now we know that he was at the Olympic games in the August of 476: he
says explicitly that he saw Hagesidamos’ victory, and in O. 1 he implies, quite
clearly, that he saw Hieron’s. At some time between the games and the onset
of winter he will have sailed for Sicily: perhaps with the Syracusan delegation,
perhaps privately. We do not know how long he stayed; all we know is that
he was back in Thebes for 474. But he will certainly have spent the winter of
476/5 in Sicily; most likely, I suppose, he will have returned to Thebes in the
spring or early summer of 475.

I do not know what route he followed in sailing from Olympia to Syracuse.
Warships made a coasting voyage, up to Corcyra and along the foot of Italy;
merchant ships, less tied to land, could sail direct across the open sea; what
horse-transports might do—if he came back with the Syracusan delegation—
I have no idea. Now Lokroi is on the underside of the foot of Italy, near the
toe, about ninety miles from Syracuse; the coasting voyage leads past it, the
direct route might be deflected to Lokroi at the cost of a detour of no more
than fifty miles. It would not have been difficult, and might even have been
inevitable, for Pindar to call at Lokroi on his way to and from Syracuse
and Akragas. But whether he called or not is a question that I must leave for
the moment; I must proceed first to consider the earlier of his two odes,
Olympian 11.
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To begin the ode, Pindar makes use of an effective device of early poetry,
the so-called Priamel. It is an elaboration of the simple paratactic comparison
that we find for instance in O. 2. 98-100: ‘the sand is beyond numbering; and
the joys that he has given to others—who can tell their tale?” In the priamel
the illustrating elements, prefixed to the illustrated, are multiplied in number;
and they lead up to it, in consequence, as to a climax.

There are times when winds are what most meet men’s needs, and times when the
waters from the sky, the rainy children of the cloud; but should one attain success by
effort, then honey-voiced songs, the beginning of tales in after-time and a sure oath to
his great prowess, is paid him as his due. (1-6)

It is useless to have a ship if there is no wind and you cannot sail; it is useless
to have a farm if there is no rain and nothing will grow; so it is useless to win
a victory if you have no ode to celebrate it, and your triumph is forgotten.
But with the ode it will be remembered: the ode is ‘the beginning of tales in
after-time’—men will still talk of your victory when it is long over; it is
épriov, @ sworn testimony, to what you have done, and #wcrév, a testimony
that men will believe.

All this is Pindar’s constant theme; we shall meet it again, more forcefully,
in O. 10. Without the ode, men forget, and the victor’s glory is lost to sight:
‘even great valiance’ he says ‘has deep darkness upon it if it lacks a song’ (N. 7.
12 f.). But with the ode the poet kindles a flame that illumines the victory for
long generations to come: kindles a mvpcdc (1. 4. 43), a blazing fire, and from it
there shines over land and sea alike the épyudrwv drtic kaddv dcfecroc aléy
(I 4. 42) —the radiance of fine deeds for ever unquenched.

He continues:

And an Olympic victor has this praise without stint, as a monument consecrate

(7 £):

an Olympic victor, proudest of all an athlete’s titles, most fruitful of renown.
dyrewray, says Pindar: the word serves as perfect passive of dvarifinu., properly
‘set up’ when you dedicate an offering or monument. The praise is not some-
thing transitory, uttered and then forgotten: embodied in the ode it remains
there for all to see, a memorial no less permanent than the statue erected in
the Altis or the offering affixed to the temple wall.

This my tongue is fain to tend (8 f.).

The sentence is still a purely general one: 7o pév is the praise of victors, or
Olympic victors, in general; and é6é)e: is a statement about Pindar’s general
propensity.

And that a man should blossom with a poet’s wit is the god’s gift no less (10).
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Success in the games comes by the gift of the god: Pindar has not said it here,
but he says it elsewhere often enough; and all his thought—and the thought
doubtless of the audience—was instinct with this belief. So equally (6poiwc)
the poet’s excellence is a gift of the god. There is not in this—what some
editors have thought to find—any tone of diffidence (I do my best, but it is up
to the god whether it comes off): there is, on the contrary, a proud confidence
in his own inspiration.

Now at last, with half the poem gone, he speaks directly of the victor. For
the boy himself only a brief word, but enough: it links his name with the
supreme triumph of Olympic victory that has been named already. And then,
to end the ode, an encomium of the Lokrians: they are no boorish colonials,
cut off from civilization and repelling its influences—they are men of high
refinement, and at the same time good fighters. We know little enough of the
Lokrians and their ways: the chances of history have been unkind. But what
little we know gives credence to Pindar’s words. There was an early school of
poetry there: Pindar himself refers to it in a fragment <140b. 4>; a Lokrian
Xenokritos is said to have practised at Sparta in the seventh century;
Stesichoros of Himera is said to have been born in the Lokrian colony of
Matauros, and is connected with Lokroi in anecdote. For the visual arts we
have the evidence of archaeology: in the early fifth century there are clay
reliefs which show that Lokroi was the home of a vigorous artistic school—
one with marked external influences (from Ionia, above all) yet at the same
time with a strong individual quality. It has been maintained, by those com-
petent to judge, that the famous Boston and Ludovisi thrones must be
Lokrian work. Finally their prowess in war: seventy years or so before our ode
the Lokrians had defeated the Krotoniates at the river Sagra, against heavy
odds, in a battle which, for the surprise of its result, passed rapidly into
legend.

I will read this encomium of the Lokrians; and I will then proceed to
discuss the main problem of the ode—the problem of its venue. When
Mingarelli rejected the old absurdity of regarding O. 11 as ‘interest’, and
recognized it as the earlier of the two odes, he supported his recognition by
arguing that Pindar’s promise of a longer ode not merely accompanied O. 11
but was actually contained in it; and it was contained in this passage to which
I shall now proceed.

I tell you then, son of Archestratos: for the sake of your boxing, Hagesidamos, I will
sound forth an adornment of sweet song to add to your garland of golden olive, and
will pay heed to your birth as a Lokrian of the West. Come thither with me, Muses, in
the festal band: I'll warrant that we shall come to no folk that repels strangers or is
unversed in what is fine—no, high taste they have, and are warriors too. The ways that
are in his blood neither tawny fox nor loud-roaring lion could change. (11-20)
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This is the passage that is to contain the promise: xedadicw future, ‘T will
sound forth’; suykwudéare imperative, to the Muses, ‘come thither with me’;
dgiéeclar future, ‘we shall come’. Pindar is pledging himself to an ode to be
performed at some future time at Lokroi; the present ode, it follows, is per-
formed not at Lokroi but, presumably, at Olympia itself. This was the view of
Mingarelli; and it has been the view of the majority of editors ever since. ‘The
futures’, says Wilamowitz <Pindaros, 217>, ‘are unambiguous’.

But let us consider them.

First, kedadrcw. The future, of course, expresses Pindar’s intention. But it is
perfectly common for the first person future of a verb of speaking to express
an intention that is fulfilled in the utterance of the sentence itself. O. 6. 20:
Hagesias is at once a good seer and a good fighter; 70676 ve ol cagéwc
paptupricw, ‘I will bear him sure testimony of this’; the words are themselves
the testimony. P. 10. 69: ‘T will praise (émawrjcouer) Thorax’s brothers for
their good governance of Thessaly’; the words are themselves the praise. Nay
more: there is just such a future in the very next lines of our ode, éyyvdcopar,
‘Tll warrant you’; the word itself is the warranty. With all these (and there are
many more) xeladijcw falls willingly into line: Pindar’s intention to voice
Hagesidamos’ praise is fulfilled in the very words in which he expresses it.

Second, &fa cvykwudéare, to the Muses: ‘come thither with me in the
kdpoc . This is dealt with very simply, by a single precise parallel. N. 9, written
for Chromios of Aitna for a victory at Sikyon, begins with a similar address
to the Muses: Kou,udcopvev 7Tap’ Amé A wvoc Zikvwvdle, Moicat, Tav veokticTav
éc Airvay, ‘let us go in the kdpoc from Sikyon to Aitna’. And that ode is quite
certainly sung at Aitna: the victory is long since over (he speaks of it with a
moTe), the kdpoc is the xkdpoc of the ode itself. The subjunctive of that ode,
kwpdcoper, and the imperative of ours, ovykwudfare, are precisely on a level;
if kwpdcopev refers to the present kopoc, so evidently may our svyrkwudéare
as well.

Lastly, dé{éecOau: ‘we shall come’. There is no separate issue here: the future
follows inevitably upon cvyrxwpdéare. Once you have used an imperative,
then when you proceed to describe the consequences of compliance there is
no tense available except the future.

There is nothing here, in these futures and imperatives, that needs to be
taken as a promise of a second ode: everything can be applied, normally and
naturally, to the performance of O. 11 itself—in which case, of course, O. 11 is
performed at Lokroi.

Is it then performed at Lokroi? I have shown that it can be; to show that it
is, I must prove that Pindar’s language is incompatible with performance at
Olympia. And incompatible, I think, it is. In the first place, I cannot think that
an Olympian audience would have understood: xeladrycw they would have
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taken, inevitably, of present praise, and the call for the Muses to go to Lokroi
would have caused mere puzzlement. But suppose they had understood. If
an ode is sung at Olympia, it is sung by the victor’s friends and relatives in
the first exultant moment of celebration, sung in token of present joy and
gladness: its function is to praise the victor in the very moment of his
triumph. Make the epode refer to the future, and the praise has gone: to be
replaced by a mere promise of praise in time to come. Pindar never did that. If
he had written an ode for Olympia, he would have written it for present
celebration: the promise of another ode to come he would have made
privately, and the ode itself he would have devoted to present gladness and
that alone.

Olympian 11, then, was performed at Lokroi. One can easily imagine the
situation: after Hagesidamos’ victory, Pindar is approached by Archestratos
with a request for a full-scale ode. The request is something of an embarrass-
ment: Pindar is already committed to Hieron and Theron; he will gladly write
an ode, he says, but in the circumstances it is bound to be some months at
least before he can get round to it. But Archestratos, of course, wants some-
thing quickly: they will be sailing back soon to Lokroi, and obviously the
boy must be given his celebration fairly quickly after they return. And so a
compromise is reached: Pindar will write a brief ode now for immediate
performance, and a full-scale ode later, once his other commitments are out
of the way.

Pindar may, as I have said, have been able to call at Lokroi on his way to
Syracuse. We have no notion, of course, of his normal practice with his odes:
he had not only the words to communicate but also the music, and, I suppose,
the choreography. If he could, doubtless he would instruct the chorus himself;
if he could not, then in at least one instance (O. 6) it appears that the chorus-
leader came to Thebes and was coached by Pindar there. I should like to fancy
that on this occasion he called at Lokroi and stayed for a brief while to
instruct the chorus; but this is fancy and no more. He does certainly say to the
Muses cvyrkwpdéare, which taken literally—with its cov—would imply that
he was there in person for the performance; but any faith in the literal truth of
Pindar’s statements about his presence is shattered by Pythian 2, where he
begins ‘I come (épyopar) bringing this song from Thebes’ but then later in the
ode (67) says ‘this song is sent (méumerar) like Phoenician merchandise across
the sea’. He does, in O. 10, speak of Archestratos (or Hagesidamos) as his
£évoc <6 dArééevor>, which might imply that they had entertained him; but
how strictly he may use the word we have no means of telling.

But whatever happened—whether he called at Lokroi himself, or sent the
ode by some intermediary, or even completed it before Archestratos’ depart-
ure—whatever happened, he sailed to Syracuse; and left the promise of
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another ode to come later, when his other commitments were cleared. For
what date he promised it we can only guess; it is not perhaps unreasonable to
suppose that he promised to have it ready for his return, and to call at Lokroi
and deliver it on his way.

But for whatever time he promised it, he failed. Perhaps he called at Lokroi
without it, and without the time to stay and write it; more likely, perhaps,
he never called at all, and a message came through to him later at Thebes
reminding him of his promise. And now at last he writes his ode.

We must pause for a moment and try to imagine the effect of his broken
promise. When Olympian 11 was performed Archestratos will have told his
friends that there was more to come: that the present brief ode was only an
earnest, and that Pindar had promised another and longer ode for a second
and doubtless still grander celebration. No ode arrives; the celebration is
deferred; excuses wear thinner and thinner, and Archestratos loses face. Has
Pindar really forgotten? Or has Archestratos been romancing about the whole
thing?

Pindar will have been alive to all this; and so, when he does at last write the
ode, he begins it with a long apology. The delay is entirely his fault: he had
promised, and then forgotten. Archestratos is absolved, his credit with his
friends restored.

Read out to me the Olympic victor’s name, Archestratos’ son, and say where
on my heart it is written; I owe him a sweet song, and have forgotten that I do
(10.1-3).

Tov Olvumovikay avdyvawté por Apxectpdrov maida: the proud title in the
very forefront of the ode, linked with the father’s name. The father’s, not
the boy’s (that will come later): the father is the prouder of the two, it is to the
father that Pindar must make amends.

Come, O Muse, do thou and Truth daughter of Zeus with hand upraised keep off
the rebuke of sinning with falsehood against a friend (3-6).

He has not belied himself, has not wittingly broken the promise that he made;
he has merely left things too late:

The future came upon me from afar, and brought shame on my deep debt (7-8).

They make rather heavy weather of this phrase in the editions; but it is
entirely simple, and very effective. When he made the promise it was for
an occasion in the future, in 6 uéA\wv ypdvoc, an occasion that was still éxdc,
still far away; but before he realized it it was no longer éxdc—it had come
upon him from afar and was there; his promise was broken, and he was
shamed.
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Yet one may dissolve keen reproach by giving interest: let him see then how the wave
as it flows will deluge the rolling pebble, and how I shall pay a tale of common
concern to render my loving goodwill (9-12).

I shall not in this paper spend time discussing textual problems; but for once
there is a problem that does I think deserve a word. The manuscripts have
7ékoc Ovardv, where Ovardv is dubious metre, trivial sense, and sheer ruin
to the rhetoric—7d«oc, saved up for effect to the end of the sentence, must
be followed by no other word; and in the next sentence the two indirect
questions with Jmd. are left hanging loose without a construction.
Schneidewin’s 6par’ &v has found favour, and is certainly on the right lines;
but the &v will not do—inferential &v (Attic odv) is unknown to Pindar—he
uses @v only to strengthen other particles, or with disjunctives (ot7e, aite).
The right solution must be Fennell’s pd7rw, ‘let him see’ (the following viv is
now absolutely in place, second in the sentence after an imperative): not only
better language, but better sense—it is the victor who has been waiting for his
due, the victor who is to have it paid with interest; it is the victor who is to see
what the interest is—the magnificence of the ode that he gets as recompense
for the delay.

The two 6md: clauses form a paratactic comparison, of the kind I have
spoken of already: ‘let him see then how the wave as it flows will deluge the
rolling pebble, and how I shall pay a tale of common concern to render my
loving goodwill’—the ode in its distinction will swamp criticism just as the
wave swamps the pebble.

He will pay, he says, a kowoc Adyoc. Now we have just had an amount of
what I suppose we may call commercial language: dpeiAew, xpéoc, Téroc; now,
with relcoper, most editors have tried to take Adyoc also in its commercial
sense, of ‘reckoning, account’. But it seems to me that the attempts all fail: one
can make little sense out of xowdc (I cannot believe that it could mean
‘mutually agreed’); and I doubt very much (despite modern analogies)
whether Adyov rivew ‘pay an account’ is possible Greek. The Adyoc is surely,
as it so often is, what Pindar says in the ode, and more particularly the myth;
and it is xowdc because it is a Adyoc that is of common concern to all—the
Adyoc of the founding of the Olympic games. This is the 7dxoc, the interest,
that Pindar will pay: instead of an ode of purely private or parochial con-
cern, Hagesidamos shall have one whose subject will make it spread through
the whole Greek world; and with it will spread the name and glory of
Hagesidamos himself.

He continues:

For Exactness holds sway in the city of the Lokrians of the West; and they care for
Kalliopa, and brazen Ares (13-15).
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These are the virtues of the Lokrians. Arpékeia, exactness, getting things
right. Did they in fact have a reputation for this, or is Pindar crediting them
with it for his own purposes? There is one known fact, and as far as [ am
aware one only, that is relevant: Demosthenes <24. 139> tells us that they
had a very strict and immutable code of laws which they applied with great
exactness— ‘they do not pass new ones, but they apply the old ones dxpiSdc,
with exactness’. Music and poetry: I have spoken of this already. Warfare: of
this as well.

But why are these virtues in point here? Notice the ydp: this list of virtues
in some way explains what Pindar has just said. They are no reason for
his praising Hagesidamos. You might say that the Lokrians are punctilious
people and so are concerned that Pindar should clear his debt properly;
but that would make a very peculiar point. The point I think is a different
one, that may not dawn on the audience at once. The myth, the founding
of the Olympic games, is a myth that has been told in more than one form;
and Pindar, when he tells it, will be found constantly to insist that his
form is true and others false. This list of Lokrian virtues explains why the
Lokrians are suitable recipients of this especially important ode: they
have drpékeia, a desire to get things right; they are connoisseurs of poetry;
and they are fighters too—not, you may say, a very obvious qualification
in an audience, but the story is concerned in part at least with warfare. And
he has, T shall argue in a moment, another reason too for bringing this
virtue in.

Now Pindar continues:

Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless might of Herakles gave way (15 f.).

This is a legend, so the scholiast informs us, that was told by Stesichoros
<PMGF 207>: when Herakles fought with Kyknos, the son of Ares, Ares came
to Kyknos’ help, and Herakles turned tail. Later, though, Herakles fought
Kyknos again and killed him.

Now what is the relevance of this here in Pindar? It ties up, the scholiast
tells us, with what follows, where Pindar proceeds to the praise of a certain
Ilas who has trained Hagesidamos in his boxing:

Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless might of Herakles gave way; and for his
victory in Olympia’s boxing Hagesidamos must render thanks to Ilas, even as did
Patroklos to Achilles (16-19).

Hagesidamos, we must understand, like Herakles, had the worst of it at first;
but then Ilas spurred him on to new efforts, and so he won. So the scholiast
tells us (following, of course, an Alexandrian commentator); and so nearly
every modern editor continues to tell us as well.



Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of Lokroi 63

Now of course this Alexandrian commentator had no independent
evidence about the details of a boxing match 300 or 500 years before his day:
his explanation is merely a deduction from Pindar’s text. And it is, when you
think about it, a pretty silly deduction. Pindar is writing this ode in praise of
Hagesidamos; and he is paying rdroc, is doing his very best to please. Are we
really to suppose that he praises him by first excusing him for nearly losing
and then giving the credit for his recovery to his trainer? And more than
that. Herakles ran away from Kyknos: what can Hagesidamos have done at
Olympia that was comparable? And what could Ilas have done to get the
credit for his recovery? Mere exhortation would be absurdly inadequate; any
more active intervention would obviously have been barred. No: the whole
thing, I am afraid, is a mare’s nest. What the victor must thank his trainer for
is what you would expect him to thank him for—his training. One could
prove this, if one needed to, by looking at Pindar’s other odes for boy boxers
and wrestlers and pancratiasts: constantly in such odes he praises the trainer,
and praises him, of course, for his training. But in any case Pindar goes on,
after mentioning Ilas, to make his meaning perfectly clear:

For his victory in Olympia’s boxing Hagesidamos must render thanks to Ilas, even as
did Patroklos to Achilles: by whetting one with a native bent to prowess, to glory vast
indeed might a man set him on, with a god’s hand to aid (16-21).

What Ilas has done, what Hagesidamos must thank him for, is to put an edge
on Hagesidamos’ native talent: the same metaphor as in I 6. 73, where
another trainer is ‘the Naxian whetstone that tames the bronze’.

So Herakles’ flight before Kyknos is no parallel to Hagesidamos’ fortunes in
the boxing. There is only one other thing for it to be: it coheres not with what
comes after but with what goes before. Pindar has praised the Lokrians: ‘they
care for Kalliopa, and brazen Ares. Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless
might of Herakles gave way.” The Lokrians are splendid fighters; that they
have been defeated by a powerful enemy does not stand to their discredit.
Even Herakles gave way before overwhelming odds.

Our knowledge of the history of the Western Lokrians in the early fifth
century is not extensive: to call it ‘sketchy’ would be a gross overestimate. But
we do know one fact that seems certainly to be relevant here. In his second
Pythian—which I incline to date about 473; it can certainly hardly be
earlier—the theme is gratitude, and gratitude to kings; and Pindar says to
Hieron, ‘and your name, son of Deinomenes, the girl of the Western Lokrians
cries loud before her home; for from the helpless troubles of warfare your
power brought safety into her eyes’ (18-20). The scholiast explains: ‘Anaxilas,
tyrant of Messene and Rhegion, waged war on the Lokrians; Hieron sent
his brother-in-law Chromios and threatened to march against Rhegion if
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Anaxilas did not break off his operations; Anaxilas gave way before the threat,
and the Lokrians had peace.” Now Anaxilas died, according to Diodoros, in
476/5; and if this attack on Lokroi is still mentioned in Pythian 2, presumably
it came near the end of his reign. It came, that is, not long before our ode.

In Olympian 11 Pindar praised the Lokrians, without qualification, as
alyparal (19). I think it possible that this trouble with Anaxilas occurred
between the odes, perhaps in the spring of 475; and that Pindar now, writing
while their impotence against Anaxilas is still smarting, has chosen not tacitly
to withdraw his former compliment but to repeat it and affirm his faith in
Lokrian valour. Repeated without qualification it would of course ring oddly
at such a time, and would smack of insincerity; qualify it, and all is well.
Anaxilas was too strong for them: yes, but Kyknos (Kyknos and Ares too, but
on that point Pindar tactfully is silent) —Kyknos was too strong even for
Herakles the nonpareil. And Herakles, remember, was victorious in the end.

One thing still remains to be looked into: the connexion of thought. “They
are good fighters: even Herakles had to give way before Kyknos. For his
victory in the boxing at Olympia Hagesidamos must give thanks to Ilas . ...
This does seem a startling jump—from the Lokrians’ military misfortunes to
Hagesidamos’ debt to his trainer. If the jump be brought up in evidence
against me, I can reply with a fu quoque: on the scholiast’s view also there is an
equal jump, though at a different place. But Pindar in general does not make
violent jumps: he shows, I would say, an especial competence at the smooth
transition (sometimes, perhaps, a smoothness only of the surface; but a
smoothness for all that). What are we to do here?

The position of wixrac (16) does provide some sort of transition. Pindar
has been talking of the combat of warfare; from that he moves over to the
combat of boxing, with mixrac to give the key. But this alone is not much of a
transition; and I remain unsatisfied.

In the Hesiodic version of the Kyknos story—in which Herakles suffers
no defeat—Herakles has an ally in Athena <Shield 325 ff.>; perhaps in
Stesichoros too (there is a hint of this in the scholia) she was his ally in his
second and victorious battle. If so, one might seek a connexion with the aid of
a double implication: just as Athena helped Herakles to his victory, and as
Hieron helped the Lokrians to theirs, so Ilas helped Hagesidamos to his
(helped him, I mean, merely by training him: the analogy is not to be pressed
to detail). Granted the implications, the connexion is there; but even for a
contemporary the implications would have put a strain on the understanding,
and it is not Pindar’s habit to write in riddles. I cannot believe that he did
so here.

But another solution does occur to me. Apparent difficulties in Pindar
lie often enough, as I have said, at the door not of Pindar himself but of our
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own ignorance: there is some fact, familiar to Pindar himself and to his
audience, which has perished from human knowledge; and without that fact
in our minds, something simple and straightforward has become sheer
mystery.

When one speaks of a ‘trainer’ nowadays one thinks immediately of a
professional, a paid employee. But the trainers of Pindar’s boy boxers and
wrestlers were not professionals: they were the social equals of their pupils
and the poet and all concerned. One need only think of the Athenian trainer
Melesias whom Pindar praises in three of his odes <O. 8. 54, N. 4. 93, 6. 65>:
Melesias, the father of the Athenian conservative statesman Thucydides. Ilas,
too, will have been a Lokrian aristrocrat; and it occurs to me to wonder
whether he may not perhaps have been a general involved in the Lokrian
defeat. If so, the transition is easy; and there is more point in the rather
unexpected comparison that follows, ‘let him give thanks to Ilas, as did
Patroklos to Achilles’. Ilas perhaps is under something of a cloud at home;
Pindar declares his confidence in him first by the Herakles comparison
(which of course belongs to the Lokrians as a whole, not just to Ilas), then
second, by the Achilles one, which is Ilas’ own.

But all this is pure speculation, based on no evidence whatever; I indulge
in it merely to show how the answers to problems that perplex us may be
utterly simple and yet forever beyond our reach. And now I return again to
the ode.

Without labour few there are that have own delight, that more than any deed
irradiates one’s life (22 f.).

This is the normal condition of human life, that only by effort do you win to
joy and glory; and so with Hagesidamos—his victory has been achieved only
at the cost of mdvoc. This implies, I may add, no special struggle: it is not
evidence for the notion that he was nearly beaten. In all his odes for boxers
and wrestlers and pancratiasts Pindar talks of the wévoc and dparoc
involved: involved, as the context in our ode clearly implies, not merely in the
contest itself but in the training.

The sentence is not very logically expressed. The ‘joy that more than any
deed irradiates one’s life’ is not of course the dmovov xdppa: as Pindar says
elsewhere (N. 7. 74), the more the mdvoc the greater the delight. It is not the
dmovov xdpua: it is the ydpua that Hagesidamos has attained, the delight of
the Olympic victory. And the delight is supreme because the Olympic festival
is supreme, é¢aipetoc, in a class by itself; and so now from the ydppa he moves
over to Olympia and its games.

Of the peerless festival I shall sing, moved thereto by the ordinances of Zeus (24):
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the Adiwoc Béuirec that govern the ordering of the festival, and require also that
the poet shall praise it (cf. refudc, O. 7. 88, 13.29). And from this he proceeds
to the myth: the myth of the founding of the Olympic games.

Pindar’s story of the foundation may be simply told. Herakles cleans the
stables of Augeas, king of Epeians in Elis, and Augeas cheats him of his
promised reward. Herakles comes against Augeas with an army from Tiryns;
but the army is attacked and annihilated by Augeas’ kinsmen the Moliones,
the twins Kteatos and Eurytos. Herakles later ambushes the Moliones and
kills them; then he comes against Augeas again, and sacks his city and kills
him too. Then with the spoils he founds Olympia, with its cult of Zeus, and
the Olympic games.

The interesting thing about Pindar’s account is that it is clearly contro-
versial: he insists on certain features of the account in a way which makes it
evident that he is polemicizing against another version, a version which puts
the foundation of the games before the time of Herakles.

I will go quickly through his account and point out as I proceed the
features which are most obviously polemical; then at the end I will come back
and consider what deductions we may draw from them.

He has just said ‘of the peerless festival will I sing’; and from this he
proceeds, by a relative pronoun, to the myth: he will sing, he says, of the
festival

which by the ancient tomb of Pelops he founded, with its altars six in number, when
he had slain Poseidon’s goodly Kteatos | and had slain Eurytos, that from Augeas
for his service he might exact nothing loath what he was loath to pay, a wage over-
whelming, and in the thickets beneath Kleonai he ambushed and overthrew them too,
did Herakles, on their journey . . . (24-30).

Notice how the subject of the sentence, Herakles, is saved up to the very end,
and acquires thereby a very marked emphasis. To start with we learn merely
that someone founded the games by Pelops’ tomb, his ancient tomb—Ilong
after Pelops was dead; then as the sentence develops we begin to suspect, and
then to realize, that the someone must be Herakles, but even so the sentence
structure keeps us in at least a grammatical suspense until at the end the
name at last is pronounced. This—the emphasis thrown on to the name of
Herakles—is the first indication of polemic.
He killed the Moliones, then, (I continue with the text):

since aforetime they had ravaged his Tirynthian host as it lay in the recesses of Elis,
| they the Moliones overweening. Aye, and that king of the Epeians who cheated
his guest saw not long afterwards his country with all its wealth beneath the relent-
less fire and the blows of the iron sinking, his own city, into a deep gully of ruin.
(31-8)
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Babiv eic Syerov drac: dxerdc, ‘channel’ (normally an artificial channel),
seems at first an extraordinary metaphor; but Herakles cleaned the stables by
diverting rivers into them, that is by constructing dyero{ in which the dung
was swept away; because he was not paid for these real dyero! he constructs
another, a metaphorical one of ruin, in which the whole city is swept away.
But to continue:

When the stronger have a feud with one, there is no way to rid oneself of it. He too by
his folly last of all found himself taken and escaped not sheer death. (39-43)

And now we have the founding of the games:

But the valiant son of Zeus brought together at Pisa his whole host and all the
plunder, and measured out a holy precinct for his mighty father; and he fenced the
Altis about and marked it off in a clear space, and the ground round about he made
a resting-place for the evening meal, paying homage to Alpheos’ course | among the
twelve mighty gods. (43-9)

The Altis, of course, is the precinct of Zeus: Herakles founds his cult. The
Alpheios shared an altar with Artemis: this was one of six double altars in
the Altis (and so twelve gods in all). The six altars were mentioned already
at the beginning of the myth (25 Bwpdv éédpifuov: the reading should
never have been disputed): this double mention—first emphatically at the
beginning, and then repeated—is clearly significant.

And he called the hill by Kronos’ name; before that it was nameless, while Oinomaos
was king, and was drenched with much snow (49-51).

Notice the insistence on this: Pindar is clearly denying a belief that the hill of
Kronos had importance—in cult, presumably—before the time of Herakles.

And at this primal birthrite the Moirai stood nigh at hand, and he who alone gives
proof of the very truth, | Time (51-5).

‘This primal birthrite’: he insists that in founding these cults Herakles was
first, with no other before him; and he enforces the insistence by bringing the
Moirai there—the Moirai, who are birth-goddesses. Time is no birth-god:
Pindar brings him there for another reason:

and as he passed onward he showed forth what is sure . . . (55).

It is in the process of time that this version of the legend becomes established as
true, and others as false; hence it is Time who proves its truth, and if he is to
prove it he must know it, and he knows it because he was there in person.

He showed forth what is sure: how he divided the firstfruits of the spoils, the gift of
war, and offered sacrifice; and how he established the four-yearly festival with the first
Olympic games and their victories (55-9).
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Again he insists on the priority: cdv Odvumidde mpddrar. And now the victors:

Who was it who got for his own the fresh-given crown, with arms, and feet, and
chariot; setting in his hopes a prayer for glory in the games, and in action achieving it?
(60-3)

‘Arms’ of course the field events, ‘feet’ the track events. And again the
insistence on priority: moraivioc crépavoc—fresh, new, not offered before.

He proceeds now to a list of the victors; but I will leave that for the
moment, and revert to the problem of the founding of the games.

The first question to ask is simply: against what other story of the founda-
tion is Pindar polemicizing? I do not think there can be any real doubt about
this. The hero of Olympia par excellence is Pelops: Pelops it is whose tomb is
in the Altis; Pelops to whom offerings are made before the offerings to Zeus;
Pelops by whose name Olympia, and the Olympic games, are called by Pindar
himself and by Bacchylides (Olympia is [Té omoc mruyal N. 2. 21, ITélomoc
Béccar O. 3. 23, IIéhomoc ddmeda [precinct] B. 11. 25; the games are I1élomoc
dpduor O. 1. 94, I[1édomoc debla B. 8. 31-2); and Bacchylides, in 476, finishes
an Olympian ode (5. 178-82) by celebrating ‘Olympian Zeus, and the
Alpheos, and Pelops, and Pisa’. Yet here Pindar pushes Pelops right out: his
tomb is there, but only by accident—simply as the place where Herakles chose
to found his cult and his games; and Pindar constantly stresses that before
Herakles there was no cult, and no games, at Olympia at all. The story that
Pindar is rejecting is a story that associates the foundation with Pelops.

Now the second question: what is the source of these two different legends,
Pelops and Herakles? I must say at once that the Herakles legend is not
invented by Pindar for this present ode: it appears (or parts of it do) in his
two odes for Theron, O. 2 and O. 3, of 476; and in O. 3 he tells one detail of it
(how Herakles fetched the olive from the Hyperboreans) in a way which
clearly indicates that he is correcting an existing version.

Olympia, in the valley of the Alpheios, in the district known as Pisa, lies
towards the southern fringe of the territory which in the fifth century was
called Elis. The Eleians were a people of Aitolian stock, who came in from the
north at the time of the Dorian invasion. Now the history of Olympia in the
seventh and sixth centuries consists of a series of statements— contradicting
one another, and so most likely deriving from the versions of opposing
sides—about changes in the control of the games between the Eleians on the
one hand and the Pisaians on the other; and these Pisaians, the inhabitants of
Olympia and its district, are people of pre-Eleian, pre-Dorian stock over
whom the Eleians had therefore at first uncertain control. Eleian control of
Olympia seems to have become stabilized in the early sixth century; in 399,
when the Spartans made the Eleians resign control of some of their peripheral
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subject territory, they are alleged by Xenophon <Hell. 3. 2. 31> to have left
them the control of Olympia, ‘although it was not originally Eleian’, on the
ground that the Pisaians were mere peasants and not fit to take over the
control. In 364 the Pisaians do take control, for a single Olympiad, but merely
as the puppets of the Arkadians.

We appear, therefore, to have two contestants waging an unequal struggle
for control of the sanctuary. There was right, perhaps, on both sides—right,
that is, in the sense of a claim to the original control. On the one hand the site
itself seems to go back before the invasions, with a sanctuary of Pelops and
cult-centres on the hill of Kronos; and the games too, in some form, may date
from this time. On the other hand the cult of Zeus may well have been
established there by the invaders. It is easy to see how the two sides may have
had different legends of the foundation: the Pisaian legends connecting the
site and its games with Pelops; the different Eleian legends reflecting their
own claims to the control.

Now if the Eleian claim is to have weight against the Pisaian, it must
necessarily compare with theirs in antiquity: they alleged of course that
Oxylos, who led their invasion, had taken control of the sanctuary and the
games, but Oxylos alone will merely confirm Eleian control as usurpation.
They must find some legendary figure of pre-invasion times, and ascribe the
foundation to him. What better figure than Herakles?

Herakles is of course no Eleian; but in the first place he is no Pisaian either,
in the second place as son of Zeus par excellence he is an appropriate founder
for this festival of Zeus, in the third place he may be said to have an Eleian
connexion of a kind. It was Herakles whom the Dorians used as a means of
legitimizing their occupation of the various parts of the Peloponnese: in
their invasion, they said, they were accompanied by the exiled descendants of
Herakles, the Herakleidai (and one of the three Dorian tribes, the Hylleis,
claimed descent from Hyllos, son of Herakles); it was in virtue of the rights of
the Herakleidai that the Dorians claimed a right to their conquered territory.
Now the Eleians, themselves Aitolians and not Dorians, could make no direct
use of Herakles and the Herakleidai; they invented indeed a comparable exile
of their own, an exile from Elis called Aitolos. But an indirect use they did
make: they linked the story of their invasion with that of the Dorian invasion
and the Herakleidai—their leader Oxylos serves as guide and ally of the
invading Dorians, and in return for this guidance the Herakleidai confirm
him in his possession of Elis.

Now if this is to be called a connexion between Herakles and the Fleians,
it is only, as I have said, a connexion of a kind. The kind, however,
may be significant. Elis seems to have been Sparta’s oldest ally in the
Peloponnese. Sparta, from early times, seemed to have had a strong
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connexion with Olympia: the records of victors in the early centuries show far
more Spartans than any others. And in Sparta, with her Heraklid kings,
and her claims to the leadership of the Dorians, the feeling of descent from
Herakles seems to have been especially strong. May not this perhaps give the
clue to how Pindar’s legend first arose—early perhaps in the sixth century, at
a time when Sparta was strengthening her connexion with a pro-Dorian Elis
that laid claim to control of Olympia?

But why should Pindar now, in 475, make such a point of stressing the
authenticity of the legend? If the Eleians had stabilized their control a century
ago, one might imagine that by now this story of the origins would have
ceased to be a matter of serious controversy: that the two legends would have
arrived at a modus vivendi that no one would need any longer to disturb. The
modus vivendi is easily established: Pelops first, Herakles second, as refounder
or developer of the games. Indeed it clearly was becoming established; for
what Pindar throughout his account is concerned to defend is not the
connexion of Herakles with Olympia but the priority of that connexion. Why,
at this stage, should Pindar wish to disturb it?

It has occurred to me to wonder whether the answer may not perhaps be
found in the political situation in the Peloponnese, and in Elis in particular, in
the period immediately following the Persian wars. During this period a good
deal of disaffection against Sparta became apparent, notably in Arkadia: it
was not many years after our ode that Sparta fought two battles there, at
Tegea against Argos and Tegea, at Dipaia against all the Arkadians except the
Mantineians. And there will have been disaffection in Elis too: there are two
hints that it was there already—the Eleian seer Hegesistratos, arrested and
condemned by the Spartans (at some date before Plataia) for his activities
against them; the Eleian contingent for Plataia arriving late, and their generals
punished. And a few years after our ode, in 471/470, Elis carried out a synoe-
cism; and it is commonly believed—not without reason—that this was
accompanied by democratic reform. All this must have been in the air before
471: there will have been a feeling abroad that Elis was in danger of lapsing
from her Spartan alliance. Now there can be doubt where, in such a matter,
Pindar’s sympathies would lie: Pindar the aristocrat, Pindar the pro-Dorian.
This surely is a time when he might think it proper to bring back to men’s
minds the legends that reflected the supremacy in Elis of a pro-Spartan stock,
that threw the renown of Olympia and its pan-hellenic festival on to the side of
Dorian hegemony. There will have been many to prompt him: with his fame
established as a pan-hellenic poet, he was an obvious as well as a willing
instrument for propaganda.

There at least are some speculations. The cobbler has, I am afraid, done
anything but stick to his last; I can only hope that those on whose province I



Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of Lokroi 71

have trespassed will be merciful if I have said anything especially outrageous.
But there are problems here; and they do deserve enquiry.
Now back again to the victors.

Best at the stadion, running straight with legs at full stretch [7dvov is explained by the
Homeric érdfn dpdpoc: he was running flat out], was Likymnios’ son Oionos; he came
from Midea, leading his host. At the wrestling it was Echemos who gave glory to
Tegea. Doryklos secured the result of the boxing, he who dwelt in the city of Tiryns.
On the four-horse car | it was Semos, Halirrhothios’ son, from Mantineia. With the
javelin, Phrastor hit the mark. And Nikeus whirling his arm hurled with the stone a
length beyond all others; and the allies wafted from their lips a great shouting. (64-73)

These victors are an undistinguished lot: three of them we know from no
other source; two of them are not even given a city. Pindar must, I think, have
inherited them from an earlier source; one might suggest, perhaps, that their
cities have a certain relevance here—Mantineia, at least, and Tegea, cities
that may now be turning against Sparta, and Pindar shows them with their
members owing allegiance to Herakles. But with two victors left cityless, I can
hardly believe that Pindar set great store by the implications of the list.

That at last is an end of historical speculation. And now, to finish the paper,
I will confine myself to poetry.

And the lovely light of the fair-faced moon lit up the evening; | and the whole grove
was filled with singing in glad festivity, after the fashion of the revel-song (73-7).

The games were held at the time of the full moon, which rises of course at
sunset. There is another description of the Olympian full moon in O. 3. 19 £,,
in a passage every bit as effective as the passage here: Pindar was obviously
deeply affected by the memory of this singing and festivity in the moonlight.

And now he comes back again from the myth to the present and to the
victor. He makes his transition by means of the victory-song: just as they sang
one then, let us sing one now.

Following the beginning made of old, now too let us grace a lordly victory with a song
that bears its name, and sing loud of the thunder and of the fire-handed dart of Zeus
who rouses the thunderclap, the blazing bolt that is fitting in every mastery; and the
rich singing shall to the sound of the pipe meet the songs | that have come forth by
glorious Dirke . . . (78-85).

With this he touches again upon his apology: his ode is late, but a thing
though late may be welcome all the more for its lateness, like a son born at last
to a man in his old age, when he was despairing of an heir:

that have come forth by glorious Dirke—after a long time, but even as a son from his
wedded wife fills the long desire of a father who has come now to the reverse of youth,
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and greatly does he warm his heart with love; for when a man’s wealth gets to tend it
an alien from outside it is a hateful thing to him when he dies; so . . . (85-90).

And here Pindar, almost unnoticed, leaves the rails. He has said ‘just as a son
born to a man late in life is welcome’; he should go on therefore, ‘so this
ode is welcome’. But as the simile developed it suggested another point of
resemblance, between the man without an heir and the victor without a song;
and it is this point that Pindar takes up as he leaves the simile.

So when a man does noble things and then comes without a song, Hagesidamos, to
the steading of Hades, he has panted in vain and has given his labour but a brief
delight (91-3).

The same point that we had in O. 11: without a song, men forget; the victor’s
glory perishes with him. But with a song it endures. As indeed it does endure:
when we now, eighty generations later, on a winter evening in a barbarian
island, can still picture the young Hagesidamos in the flush of victory on that
hot August day in Greece.

But on you the lyre’s delightful words and the sweet flute sprinkle their grace, and
Zeus’ Pierian daughters nurture your spreading fame; | and I, lending them an eager
hand, have embraced the Lokrians’ famous folk, drenching in honey this city with its
goodly men; and I have praised the lovely son of Archestratos, whom I saw as he won
by strength of hand by the Olympian altar on that day—fair in his form and blended
with youth—youth that once kept ruthless death from Ganymedes with the Cyprian’s
aid (93-105).
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Fragment of a Commentary
on Pindar, Olympian 10

64-6. Best at the single course, running straight with his legs at full stretch,
was Likymnios” son Oionos; he came from Midea leading his host.

64. crddiov: the shortest of the three ordinary footraces of historical times.
All three were run on the stadion, a straight track of c. 190 metres,' with
turning-posts (one for each competitor) at either end. This race, the stadion,
was a single length of the track; the longer races consisted of a number of legs
out and home along the track, with sharp turns of 180 degrees between
legs (the dlavloc two legs, c. 380 metres; the 86Aiyoc probably twenty legs,
¢. 3,800 metres.

dpicrevcev: was dpicroc; equivalent to évikncer, and followed by the same
accusative of the event (crddwov) that is normal after vikav (in Pindar, O. 4. 22
xadkéowct . . . v évrect vikdv Spduov, O. 13. 30 cradiov vikdv Spduov; in prose,
e.g. Th. 5. 49. 1 mayxpdriov . .. évixa). Cf., after another synonym, B. 6. 15
crddiov kparicac; after dpiorevew itself Theokr. 15. 98 7ov {dAepov dploTevce.

e0fdv Tévov: internal accusative after 7péywv, specifying that in which the
action of the verb consists (his running was an €36vc 7évoc): ‘running a going-
flat-out in a straight line’. This gives the two characteristics of the stadion:
there were no turns, and it was a sprint with the runners going flat out for the
whole distance. 7dvoc is the verbal noun corresponding to re{vw; for its use

' There were of course slight local variations: Fiechter, RE iiiA. 1969. At Olympia, the fourth-
century stadion whose remains survive is 191.27 metres long; it may be supposed to have
reproduced fairly closely the length of the earlier and differently sited stadion.

> Sch. S. El 684 rwéc 88Aiydv dacw dywvicaclar Opécrmy, 6c écrw k6 crddua, k6 érdv dvra,
dere TH picel ica Ta Téppata Tod Spduov émovjcaTo (so Soud. s.v., écti 8¢ 6 8éAuxoc k6 crddia).
There may well be a reference to the 8éAcyoc in Ioh. Chrys. Praef. in ep. Phil. (Patrologia Graeca
62. 180) 0 Tpéywv éav déka davlovc dpauwv Tov Ucrepov ddh, To mav dmwdece, and in Philox.
AP 9. 319. 3 (Gow—Page, HE 3038) 8ic 8¢x’ dmo cradiwv. On the other hand sch. Ar. Birds 292
(= Soud. {avAoc) has Slavdoc 6 Surrov Exwv Tov Spduov év T mopelar, 76 TANpdcar T6 cTddiov Kal
vmocTpépat, Solixddpopot 3¢ ol émra Tpéyovtec (Where I would suppose énrd to be émra Siadlovc,
not érra crddia).
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here of intense physical effort (‘straining every nerve’) cf. the use of re{vw in
1l. 23. 375 {mmouwce 7dbBn Spduoc, 758 (= Od. 8. 121) 7oict § dmo vicenc Térato
dpdupoc: their running was stretched or strained tight, they ran flat out. mocc/,
which would be idle with 7péywv alone (with what else can a man run?),
becomes meaningful with e360v révov Tpéywr: the all-out effort is made with
the legs.

The manuscripts have (unmetrically) ed8drovov. The correction to edfvv
Tévor® is certain, and is now generally accepted; but it seems not yet to have
been understood. It is consistently rendered ‘course’ or the like: e.g. LSJ s.v.
I1I;* Sandys, ‘running a straight course on his feet’; Dornseiff, ‘eine gerade
Bahn mit den Fiissen laufend’; Bowra, ‘who ran a straight stretch on his feet’.’
This alleged meaning is fictitious. The English and German nouns ‘stretch’
and ‘Strecke’, cognate with the verbs ‘stretch” and ‘strecken’ = reivew, acquire
the meaning ‘a continuous length or distance’; Greek révoc does not.

65. Aucvpviov: son of Elektryon by Midea, and half-brother of Herakles’
mother Alkmene.

66. Oiwvdc: all else we know about him is the story of his death: he accom-
panied Herakles to Sparta, and was killed there by the sons of Hippokoon; in
revenge Herakles killed the sons of Hippokoon in turn.

Midéafev: Midea is a Mycenean fortress about 7 km. north-north-east of
Tiryns, in the foothills at the edge of the Argive plain. Likymnios’ mother
Midea was its eponymn.

66. And at the wrestling it was Echemos who gave glory to Tegea.

The function of such a sentence, with articular participle and with a form
of elvau either (as usually) expressed or (as here) dispensed with, is to identify
the person or thing defined by the participle: S. Ai. 1288 88" v ¢ mpdccwr
Tab7a, ‘this was the man who did it’; E. Hek. 120-2 %y &’ 6 76 weév cov ometdwy
dyafov . . . Ayauéuvwr, ‘the man who urged your cause was A.”; Hdt. 2. 171. 3
al davaod Ovyarépec ficav al v Tederiy TavTyy é€ Alyimrov éfayayoicar,
‘the daughters of D. were the persons responsible for exporting this ritual’;
Th. 8. 68. 1 v & & uév Ty yvduny ravmyy elrav Ielcavdpoc, ‘the man who

* Bergk, following Thiersch. Hermann (in Heyne, iii. 307 £.) proposed cradiov . . . e58vv wdvov
(construed after dpicrevcev, with mocci Tpéywr alone and idle); Thiersch then cradiov . . . ed6dv
Tévov (construed as Hermann?); Bergk then (ed. 2) crddwov . . . €0dv dvov.

4 They say ‘metaph., tenor of one’s way, course’, and cite two instances: this, and Plu. Dem. 13.
4 (}t’)CﬂEP li(ﬁ) gVé( KO.E (iIU.€TCLﬁO/AOU Bta‘yp(iu‘u,aTO( T’):]C 7TO/\LT€[aC é’VO. TO,VOV E,/X(A)V G’V TO[C ﬂpci'y‘u,acw
del Setédece. The second instance is as spurious as the first: d¢’ évoc Suarypduparoc is a musical
term (it appears in the sustained musical metaphor at Mor. 55d), and 7dvoc therefore is to be
understood in its musical sense.

* Lattimore renders ‘keeping the strain of his running in an even course’; this avoids the
common error without suggesting ‘flat out’, and misses €289y altogether.
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moved this resolution was P.”® Here, where Pindar is concerned to identify the
victor at the wrestling as Echemos of Tegea, we might most simply have had
v 8¢ 6 mdAaw vikaw "Exepoc Teyedrac, ‘the victor at wrestling was E. of T.” But
in place of ‘won’ Pindar prefers the more colourful ‘gave glory to his country’;
and this would give v 8¢ 6 mdAat kvdalvwy Tav mdrpav Eyeuoc Teyedrac, ‘the
man who gave glory to his country at wrestling was E. of T.” Instead of this we
have ¢ 8¢ mdAat kvdaivwy Exepoc Teyéav, ‘the man who brought glory to
Tegea at wrestling was Echemos’; where Tegea, properly part of the identifica-
tion, is made to construe as part of the definition. Quite illogical; but succinct
and so effective. The word order helps: though syntactically Teyéav construes
in the definition, placed where it is in the sentence it is felt readily enough to
behave as part of the identification, as if it were ‘the man who gave glory in
the wrestling was Echemos, who gave it to Tegea’.

67-8. And Doryklos secured the result of the boxing Tiryns was the city
where he dwelt.

67. Adpurdoc: otherwise unknown. (The same name is borne by four other
minor characters in legend: see RE and Roscher s.v.)

édepe as in vikny dépew, ‘secure the victory’: I 7. 21 ¢éper yap TcOuoi | vikav
maykpatiov, N. 3. 18 76 kaAA{vikov pépet.

T7édloc: ‘issue, outcome, result’. The outcome or result of a contest is
normally the victory of one or other of the contestants: its 7é)oc is someone’s
vixy. Hence Pindar here, bent on varying his expressions for ‘won’, uses 7éloc
in place of the ordinary vikav: the phrase is (and was meant to be) recherché,
but is wholly intelligible.

It needs to be said firmly that 7éloc does not and could not, either here or
elsewhere, mean ‘prize’. That meaning has been supposed here for the past
two centuries (with ¢épew of securing a prize as at O. 9. 98), and is alleged by
LSJ s.v. I1I. 2b both here and in four other places in Pindar and Bacchylides;
but ‘prize’ is no natural development of any of the authenticated meanings of
7é)oc, and in all five passages one or other of the authenticated meanings
makes perfect sense. At N. 7. 57 the context is not even agonistic, and 7é)oc is
the ‘consummation’ of having complete eddaiuovia; at B. 11. 6 the goddess
Victory «piver 7édoc dbavdrowclv e kai Ovaroic dperdc, determines the issue
of prowess; at I. 1. 27 é¢p’ éxdcrwe | €pypare eiro Téloc each event (i.e. each of
the events later comprised in the pentathlon) had its own result; at P. 9. 118,
where the girl’s suitors run a race with the girl herself stationed at the end of

¢ People usually speak as if (e.g., in E. Hek.) Agamemnon was subject and 6 . .. cmedSwv
predicate. I am far from sure that this is the right way round; but I am far from sure that it is
meaningful in such identifying sentences to talk of ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’ at all. In cases like
S. Ph. 114 o0k dp’ 6 mépcawv . . . el éyd; the person of elul is irrelevant to the point at issue.
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the track, Téloc éuper drpov, and she is to be given to the first to touch her,
she is 7éloc not qua prize but qua finishing-post (as dxpov makes clear; for
Téloc of the end of a course cf. B. 5. 45, the racehorse wpoc 7éloc dpviuevor;
PL. R. 613c, runners mpoc Téloc éNfdvrec).”

Tipwla vaiwv wéAw will be felt as ‘who dwelt in Tiryns as his city’ rather
than ‘who dwelt in the city of Tiryns’. The simple apposition of 7éAw«c to a
city’s name is very rare in early poetry (I find it only at IL 9. 530 du¢i wéAw
Kalvdava, Od. 11.510 dudi méAw Tpoinv, Pi. P.9. 106 Tpaca mpoc méAw);® and
here the separation of T{pvvfa . . . m6Aw by the verb will help to give the effect
that I suppose. (English can mirror the effect only imperfectly in a dependent
clause; it can do better in an independent one, Tipvvfa évaie méAw, ‘the city
he dwelt in was Tiryns’.) Simple apposition is very common in Herodotos
(c. 120 instances), but only as a rule when the city is one whose name would
or might be unfamiliar to the average Greek;’ I observe that Pindar’s Tpaca
mpdéc wéAw is just such a case.

69-70. And on the four horses it was Semos, Halirrothios’ son, from Manti-
neia. (The verb is left unexpressed; ‘won’ can be immediately understood
from what precedes.)

69. &’ Immowct . . . Terpdcw: for ‘on the four horses’ equivalent to ‘on the
four-horse chariot’ see O. 1. 41 n. <But Barrett’s commentary on O. 1 is not
extant.>

70. Cépoc 6 Alpobiov: the man and his father are known to us, but only
from two quotations preserved in the scholia on our passage; and there is
some doubt about his name—Semos (Dor. Cauoc) or Seros.

The first quotation is from Hesiod (fr. 49), and shows that our man and his
father were known in legend before Pindar’s time: #jrot 6 pév Gjpov rai
Ald{vyov viac écBloic; the verb obviously ‘begot’, the father named by

7 Jebb, on B. 11. 6, treats of all these instances, ours included (except that he very properly
ignores N. 7), and explains them all correctly: B. 11 ‘issue’, O. 10 and L. 1 ‘result’, P. 9 ‘goal’. Yet
he is so much under the thrall of convention that he fancies ‘prize’ to be ‘a fair rendering’ in
0. 10 and ‘implied’ in I 1. The answer to this sloppiness (if it needs an answer) is that 7éloc
could be used equally well in either case if no prize were given; as indeed in O. 10 Pindar
indicates by no word that any was.

® T have checked epic, lyric, Aeschylus, and Sophocles. I say ‘simple apposition’: I do not
count, that is, instances where méwc (or a synonym) is qualified by an adjective or genitive, as
II. 2. 501 Mededvd 7 évkrinevov mrodiefpov, Alk. fr. 337 Avravdpoc Aedéywv mélic. Nor do 1
count IL 6. 152 écrv wéAuwc Edipy, 11. 711.

® In metropolitan Greece he has mé\ic with Trachis, Alpenos, Neon, Amphissa, Drymos,
Akraiphie, Anthele. There is a tendency for méAwc to be added more readily in topographical
descriptions in which other features (rivers, mountains, etc.) are named; this may account
for Tpnxic méAuwc at 7. 199 (against five instances without 7éAwc) and perhaps Audiccav wéAw at 8.
32. 2; also e.g. for Cycrod méAwoc at 7. 33 (against six instances without 7éAwc). There may also
be a tendency for méAic to be added when it is said that someone founded a city or settled in it:
e.g. 1. 168 kai évaira éxticav méAw ABdnpa.
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the scholia (evidently from the context in Hesiod) as Halirrhothios son of
Perieres and Alkyone," a quite separate person from the Halirrhothios son
of Poseidon of Attic legend. The second quotation is of two scazons from
an lapBoc by ‘Diphilos author of the Theseis: crpwedic 8¢ mdrove e 6
Mavrweve (i¥oc, | 8¢ mpdroc dpuar’ flacev map  Alperde; this is of little
value, for it adds nothing to what Pindar says, and since we know nothing of
the author we cannot treat him as independent of Pindar."

Now the text. The medieval tradition has caw’ Ap(p)oBiov, and T do not
think it can be doubted that this (unmetrical nonsense though it is) was in
Aristophanes’ text: the scholia offer three explanations of it (all patently
absurd), and two at least of these can be shown to be ancient.'

What we need is evidently the name of the victor and his father, the two
together to have the scansion —v——u— or its equivalent. For the victor it
appears from the scholia that three possibilities were canvassed in antiquity:
(a) 83b: Cauoc read by Aristodemos (late second century Bc), adducing
Diphilos as 6 Mavrwevc Chpoc; (b) 83f: Cripoc read by rwéc, adducing Hesiod;
() 83a: Hpwc read by Didymos, adducing Diphilos as 6 Mavrwedc Hpwc.
Of these, Hpwc (impossible as a proper name, and unmetrical in Pindar) will
be a corruption not of Cjuoc but of Cijpoc; presumably Didymos found it
in a text of Diphilos (-EYCHPQG, an easy corruption of -EYCCHPOC) and
incorporated it thence into Pindar."

1

* Fv 8¢ 6 Gipoc Tob Alppobiov Tob ITepujpove xai Alxvévme: 1 suppose that Alkyone is
intended as mother of Halirrhothios not of Seros.

"' He is referred to twice: once (83a) as 7ov ypddovra miv Oncnida, once (83b) as Aigihoc 6 v
Oncnyida moujcac. He may or may not be identical with the Diphilos who wrote a poem attacking
a philosopher Boidas (sch. Ar. Clouds 96); but in any case we know nothing more of that
Diphilos either (not his date: in sch. Ar. the sequence in mp&Tov peév . .. émeira is logical not
temporal). Nor do we know whether the Theseis attributed to him is the poem supposed to
belong to the sixth century.

2 Two of them suppose cdua to be something like ‘note, distinction’: (a) cduw’ Appobiov =
émicquoc av Alppdhioc (84a. 5, 84d. 10) sc. évika, periphrastic like (epn ic Tnleudyoro (83a.
12-14 olovel 76 cypeiov kai 1) §6éa Tod AAppobiov, 83¢); (b) émicnpoc éyévero 6 ANppdbioc (83b.
6, 84a. 3—4), presumably odu’ Appobiov sc. éyévero. (¢) The third (84d with 84c and 84e)
supposes aau’ AAppobiov to be Theseus (sc. évika), ofov Suotoc v Alippobiwe Tée ddeAdan (i.e.
the Attic Halirrhothios, like Theseus a son of Poseidon); presumably cdpa taken as something
like ‘mark, likeness’.

The antiquity of these interpretations: either (a) or (b) was rejected (83b) by Aristodemos; (c)
was supported (84e) by a reference to the historian Aristippos (FGrHist 317 F 4) for Theseus’
participation in the games.

B 1 think it less likely that Didymos took over Cfjpoc uncorrupted from Diphilos, and that
there has been systematic corruption in the scholia (three instances, only one following -c).
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Pindar’s Twelfth Olympian and the
Fall of the Deinomenidai

I. THE ODE

The ode celebrates a number of victories (all of them, as we shall see, in the
d6Auyoc, the ‘long’ race) won by a certain Ergoteles, of Himera in Sicily. It is
not in any proper sense an Olympian at all: the first victory mentioned was at
Olympia, which is why the ode was classified by Aristophanes of Byzantium
among the Olympians; but the most recent of the victories, the immediate
occasion of the ode, was won not at Olympia but at Pytho."

The ode begins with an invocation of Fortune, and a prayer that she should
protect the victor’s city. From this it proceeds, in the regular fashion of
the Greek hymn, to a statement of Fortune’s power; and this statement
then merges into a gnomic passage on the instability and unpredictability
of human affairs, from which in turn we emerge to the victor and to his
changing fortune and final success.

‘I pray you, daughter of Zeus of Freedom, keep in your care Himera in her
widespread might, o saviour Fortune. Yours is the piloting of swift ships on
the sea, and on land of rapid warfare and gatherings where men give counsel;
while men have their hopes tossed often up, and now down, as they cleave a
sea of vain illusion,

‘and none yet on earth has found a sure token from the gods about an
issue that is to be, and their perception of what is to come is blind. Men have
found many a thing fall out contrary to their judgment, to the reverse of
delight; while others have met with grievous squalls and then in a moment
got abundant good in place of hurt.

<Journal of Hellenic Studies 93 (1973), 23-35.>
! Similarly Olympian 9 is classified as an Olympian because it begins with the Olympic
victory (of 468) and comes only thereafter to the Pythian victory (of 466).
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‘Son of Philanor, so it is with you: by the hearth of your kin, like a cock that
fights at home, the glory of your feet would have shed its leaves without
renown, if civil strife that sets man against man had not bereft you of your
native Knossos. But now, instead, you have taken a garland at Olympia, and
twice from Pytho, and at the Isthmos, Ergoteles; and you take in your hands
the hot waters of the nymphs and consort with fields that are your own.’

II. THE VICTOR

Ergoteles son of Philanor was a citizen of Himera in Sicily—a citizen, but not
a native: as Pindar tells us (16), he was born a Cretan, in Knossos, but had to
leave Knossos as a result of crdcic. When he came to live in Himera, no one
tells us; but we can make a very probable guess.

At some time in the late 480s Himera was in the power of a tyrant, Terillos;
and this Terillos was then expelled by Theron tyrant of Akragas. It was
Terillos” appeal to Carthage that provided the occasion of the Carthaginian
invasion of Sicily in 480, defeated by Gelon tyrant of Syracuse and Theron
at the battle of Himera; the expulsion of Terillos is therefore earlier, but
presumably no long time earlier, than 480.

We next hear of Himera in Diodoros’ narrative (11. 48. 6-8) under the
year 476/5. Theron had installed his son Thrasydaios as ruler of Himera;
Thrasydaios governed harshly, and the Himeraians, seeing no hope in an
appeal to Theron, looked for help elsewhere. / Now at Syracuse the second of
the Deinomenid tyrants, Gelon’s brother and successor Hieron, was at this
time on the brink of war with Theron, who was supporting a third brother
Polyzalos in disaffection against him; and the Himeraians made overtures to
Hieron, offering, if he would attack their city, to revolt and engineer a sur-
render. But Hieron, rather than go to war with Theron, preferred to negotiate
a settlement; and as an earnest of his goodwill he revealed to Theron the
proposals that the Himeraians had made. The gesture succeeded: Theron
investigated, found the information true, and settled his differences with
Hieron. But Himera paid the price: Theron arrested his opponents there and
put them to death. There were, says Diodoros, ‘many of them’ (moAlodc
évrac). Then, still under the same year in Diodoros (11. 49. 3), Theron, seeing

%2 The facts in Herodotos, 7. 165. No other evidence for the date: when Diodoros (11. 1. 5)
says that the Carthaginians spent three years in preparation for the invasion, the three years is
measured not from Terillos” expulsion (of which no word) but from an alleged agreement
between Persia and Carthage to synchronize their invasions, and need be no more historical
than the agreement.

[23/4]
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that after his executions in Himera the city was short of inhabitants, settled
there ‘Dorians and others who wished’ and enrolled them as citizens.’

Diodoros recounts all this under the year 476/5; and though Diodoros’
dates are not completely reliable, the margin of error is unlikely to be very
great.* Now it will appear in a moment that Ergoteles’” victories were won
in or about the years 472—464; it is an obviously attractive supposition that
he was one of the Dorians admitted to citizenship at Himera in 476 or
shortly afterwards. The §dAyoc seems to have been of about 4,000 metres;’ if
Ergoteles came to Himera when of undergraduate age, he would be ripe three
or four years later for his career as doAiyodpduoc. Proof of course is out of the
question; but the dates fit so well that I suppose the probability to be very
strong.

IIT. THE VICTORIES AND THEIR DATES

Pausanias, in his description of Olympia, gives the essential facts about
Ergoteles (6. 4. 11): Epyorélnc 8¢ 6 Pddvopoc SoAiyov dvo év DAvumiar vikac,
TocavTac 8¢ dAac [Tvhoi kai év TcOudt Te xai Neuelwv dvnipnuévoc, ody
Tuepaioc elvar 76 €€ apxic, kabamep ye 1o émlypappa 70 ém adTdr dpnct, Kprjc b€
GI?V(X,L )\6/’)/67'(11, KV(!’)CCLOC' E’K7T€C(1‘)V 86‘ '1577(‘) C’T(ICL(UT(;)V €,K KV(UCCOI’) K'al: E,C ([[_LG’F)(XV
(iqsLK(;lJ,GVOC 7TO)\L’T€L/CLC T’E”’T'UXE Kal) WOA)\& GJPG’TO &)\/\a G’C TLIU.'TjV.

This account is evidently based on two sources: the inscription on his
statue, for his victories; and Pindar, for his Cretan origins. One source, Pindar,
is here before us; and since 1953 we have possessed a good part of the other
source, the inscription. This (SEG 11. 1223a < = CEG 393>) is the left half of a

> Ohpwv 8¢ pera T Tuepalwv cpayiy Spdv Ty méAw olkyrdpwr Seopévmy covdikicer elc
TabTY T0bc Te Awpreic kal TV dAAwv Todc Bovlopévovc émoliToypdpncev. I can neither construe
the sentence (with its two unconnected verbs) nor understand the article in 7ovc dwpteic; but
whatever the corruption I do not think that the sense can be in any doubt.

* There are two controls. (a) Diodoros, after recording Theron’s importation of new citizens,
continues (11. 49. 4) od7or ... per AAMAwY kaddc moliTevduevor Srerélecav €ry mevrikovTa
ral drrdd, until the destruction of Himera by the Carthaginians. He records this destruction
(13. 62) under 409/8; his ‘fifty-eight’ is most likely a miscalculation for ‘sixty-eight’, and that
gives 477/6 or (by inclusive reckoning) 476/5. (b) An ancient commentator supposed O. 2. 95-8,
in an ode for Theron’s Olympic chariot-victory of 476, to allude to the revolt of his cousins
Kapys and Hippokrates (sch. 173 £, g), and that revolt seems likely to have been linked with the
disaffection at Himera (sch. 173 g: Theron defeated them 7epi 79w Tuépav); what matters here is
not whether the commentator was right or wrong in scenting the allusion (I think it likely that
he was wrong; though I believe that there is an allusion in O. 2. 15-20, after a prayer for the
continuance of the dynasty), but that he presumably knew it to be chronologically possible.

* For the evidence (which shows some discrepancy) see Jiithner, Die athletischen Leibesii-
bungen der Griecheni1. 108-9, n. 232.
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thin bronze plate inscribed stoichedon in the Ionic alphabet, with letter-
forms appropriate to a date before the middle of the fifth century.®

Epyorénc p dvédn[e v—uw—vo——
EMavac vikdv ITo0[a dic d6Auxov
rat 80 Vlvpmiddac, 8[ic 8 év Nepéar e xat TcOud,

G s apy fas .
Tuépar dBdvarov pv[aw dperdc épevar. /

There is room for doubt about the detail of the supplements,” but there
can be no doubt about the general sense. Pausanias’ account is confirmed:
Ergoteles won two victories at each of the four great games.®

But when Pindar wrote his ode the tally was not yet complete: two Pythian
victories, but only one Olympian, one Isthmian,” and no Nemeian. We may

¢ Jeffery, The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece 246: “unlikely to be much, if at all, later than 450.’

7 Those in 2 and 4 are due to Kunze, who first published the epigram (Kretika Chronika 7
[1953], 138-45; V. Olympia-Bericht [1956], 153—6); in 3 I replace his §[do 8 TcOuia xai Nepéar 8ic
by a supplement which avoids the bad Greek of 8vo TcOuia and might perhaps account for a
formal ambiguity in Pausanias (see n. 8 below). At the end of 1 I expect @\dvopoc —wv—— rather
than e.g. 4 Kpoviwve dvaxti, but do not know how to provide the last five syllables: in Kunze’s
Didvopoc dyladc vide the epithet is at variance with the custom of these epigrams. It may be
that one should consider a different approach, ®@\dvopoc, 6c more diccac] | EXavac vikdv
ITvO[ddac déAiyov], with the last line e.g. Tuépar dfdvarov uv[dud w’ é0ni’ dperdc]; on this I
observe (a) that the dvéfnke . .. vicdv which it abandons is characteristic: Moretti, Iscrizioni
agonistiche greche, nos. 3, 8, 14, 17, 18, and (aorist participle) 4, 5, 9, 16; (b) that more should
refer to what is securely in the past at the time of the dedication (H. T. Wade-Gery, JHS 53 [1933],
71-82), and so will have to construe only with vuc@v and not with the verb of 4; factually there is
no difficulty, if Ergoteles dedicated the statue some years after his last victory, but I have no
parallel for 7ore . . . vikév (moTe vikijcac the epigram for Hieron’s posthumous offering, Paus. 8.
42.9; there is of course no reason why if vikév be taken as representing the imperfect évika it
should not with a more be antecedent to the leading verb).

[Only after my manuscript was with the printer did I become aware of the treatment of the
epigram by J. Ebert, ‘Griechische Epigramme auf Sieger an gymnischen und hippischen
Agonern’, Abh. Sichs. Akad., phil.-hist. K1. 63:2 (1972), 79-82 (no. 20)’: Epyorénc w’ dvébni|e
¢LAOCVOPO(, (;/C TOTE ﬂOCCEV] | UE‘AA(IVG,C VLK(I)V HljeL[a SL\C SéALXOV] I KO.L\ Sl;) )O/\U’UJTI.O/.SCLC, S[z(
& ’Icelu.ta Kal NG[J,E/U.L 8ic,] | Yyépat abdvarov y,v[(ip.’ c’LpeT&c G’IﬂOPEV]. He anticipates two of my
suggestions (1 éc wore, 3 8[ic); he neither shares nor dispels my hesitation over éc more . . . vikv.
If 6c more is in fact right, I prefer my own treatment of the rest of the clause.]

® Pausanias is formally ambiguous: two each at Nemea and the Isthmos, or two at the two
together? 1 have supposed this to derive from a similar formal ambiguity in the inscription;
but I have no doubt that the ambiguity is no more than formal, and that the writer meant to
indicate two victories at each venue.

® Another formal ambiguity in Pindar’s cai 8ic éx ITvfavoc TcOuoi Te: certainly two at Pytho,
but one at the Isthmos, or two? I suppose only one: this seems the more natural interpretation;
and if there had been two I should have expected Pindar to leave us in no doubt. (The notion
that xai Sic éx ITvfdvoc Tchpot Te could be said of a single Pythian plus a single Isthmian victory,
making two in all, is perverse; and no less perverse for Wilamowitz’s tacit acceptance, Pindaros
305. The words might conceivably be so used by themselves, but not when they follow ‘O\vpmiac:
one might perhaps, if a man had won once at B and once at C, say ‘you have won twice, at B and
at C’; one could not, if he had also won once at A, say ‘you have won at A and twice, at B and at
C’. I say this because apparently it needs to be said; but the need passes my comprehension.)

[24/5]
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ignore the Isthmian and Nemeian victories (which we have no means of
dating), and confine ourselves to the Olympian and Pythian: when the ode
was written, Ergoteles had two Pythian victories and one Olympian; at some
time after the ode he won a second victory at Olympia. If we can date the four
victories, we shall know within what limits the ode must fall.

Our most valuable evidence for the dates is of course the Oxyrhynchos
victor-list (P. Oxy. 222 = FGrHist 415). This gives us the 88Auyoc-victors
at Olympia for 476, 472, and 468; there is then a gap until 452. The victor of
472 is Ergoteles. The victors of 476 and 468 are not Ergoteles; his other
Olympic victory was therefore either 480 (or earlier) or 464 (or later). Two
considerations between them point to 464 as the most likely date: first, if
Ergoteles came to Himera in c¢. 476, 480 or earlier is excluded; second, an
interval of eight years between his two Olympic victories is on general
grounds more probable than one of twelve or more, so that 464 is more
probable than 460 or later. Neither consideration of course gives certainty:
Ergoteles may have come to Himera at some other time, and an interval of
twelve years cannot be firmly excluded. But 464 is certainly the most likely
of the possible dates.

Our other direct evidence is in the Pindaric scholia, in their preliminary
notice to the ode. This appears in two versions, which I shall call A (the
‘Ambrosian’ version, in A; / inscr. a in Drachmann) and V (the ‘Vatican’
version, in BCDEQ; inscr. b in Drachmann):"

A Olvpmidda pév évikncev ol (77 = 472) wai v é&vjc ob’ (79 = 464),
ITv6udda 8¢ ke’ (25 = 486) ral Tcuia spolwc.

V  dywvicato ol (77 = 472) Olvpmdda wai v ééfc ITvbidda «b
(29 =470).

I begin with the Olympic victories. Both versions place one of them in the
77th Olympiad, 472, which we know to be right. The other victory is ignored
by V but dated by A: dated, however, as ‘the next Olympiad, the 79th’. Since
the next Olympiad was not the 79th but the 78th, one or other of these
indications is corrupt. Before the Oxyrhynchos list was published (in 1899)
the natural thing was to accept v é7jc and to reject ‘79th’."" But we now
know from the Oxyrhynchos list that this was mistaken: w9y ééfc must be
rejected, for the victor in the next Olympiad was not Ergoteles. ‘79th’, on the

' It appears from Drachmann that A uses alphabetic numerals and that BCDEQ have the
numbers written out in full; for ease of comparison I have converted these latter to alphabetic
numerals.

" So Tycho Mommsen in 1864, reading ol xai v é&jc on’ (78 = 468) and in V ol
O\vpmidda kal v ééhc, [Tvhidda <8¢ > «0’; then Bergk (1878), Mezger, Gildersleeve, Schroeder
(1900).



Pindar’s Twelfth Olympian and the Fall of the Deinomenidai 83

other hand, is the very date, 464, that I have argued on other grounds to be
the most likely; we have every reason, therefore, to accept it as genuine. The
two Olympic victories belong to 472 and 464.

Now the Pythian victories. A gives the 25th Pythiad, 486, which is out of
the question. V gives the 29th, 470; and this, falling between the two Olympic
victories, is entirely suitable. KO (29th) and KE (25th) are very similar to the
eye, and it is safe to assume that the «¢’ of A is a corruption of «f” and
that «6’is genuine; one of the Pythian victories, therefore, falls in the 29th
Pythiad, 470. For the other victory neither version gives a date. All we know
for certain is that it comes before the second Olympic victory of 464; if
Ergoteles came to Himera in 476 we can also assume (what is immaterial to
the dating of the ode) that it is not as early as 478. We have therefore two
alternatives: the 28th Pythiad, 474; or the 30th, 466."

If 474 is right, the three victories mentioned by Pindar belong to 474
(Pythia), 472 (Olympia), and 470 (Pythia); there is then a gap of six years
before the second Olympic victory of 464, and within that gap comes the ode.
If 466 is right, the three victories belong to 472 (Olympia), 470 (Pythia), and
466 (Pythia); then a gap of two years before the second Olympic victory,
and within this gap the ode. We may expect the ode to have been performed
fairly soon after the last of the major victories it celebrates: either, that is, in
470 or in 466.

Between these alternatives, a performance in470 and a performance in 466,
we have so far seen no reason to make a choice. That scholars hitherto have
preferred the earlier date is due in part at any rate to considerations of
political circumstances alluded to in the ode.” 1 shall come to these in a
moment; but before I do so I shall proceed to the main point of my argument.
It seems to me certain, from a reconsideration of the scholia, that/there are
in fact good reasons for anchoring our floating Pythian victory; and that
it should be anchored not in the traditional 474 but in 466, with the ode
therefore in 466.

'2 T mention here two aberrant opinions of Boeckh’s, both of them popular in the nineteenth
century but forgotten in the twentieth; I mention them not for their own sakes but so that I can
account below for other aberrations to which they led. First, he contrived to accept both «e’and
«0’, so that the victory of the 29th Pythiad was the second at Pytho; second, he dated the
Pythian era four years too early and so put the 29th Pythiad (and its victory) in 474. The first
aberration was killed by common sense; the second by the uncontestable evidence of the
Oxyrhynchos list and Bacchylides and the A0yvaiwy moAirela.

" No one indeed seems even to have considered 466. Before 1899 this was natural enough:
those who thought that the second Olympic victory was in 468 had to put the ode before 468;
those who acquiesced in one or both of Boeckh’s aberrations (see above, n. 12) were at least
encouraged to put it as soon as possible after the Olympic victory of 472. Since 1899 inertia will
have played a part: accepted opinions are tenacious of life, even after the evidence on which they
were founded has perished.

[26/7]
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Of the two versions of the scholion, A is patently corrupt: of the three dates
it gives, one certainly is guaranteed, but one is self-contradictory (7nv é&vc 08”)
and the third is evidently impossible (the 25th Pythiad, 486). V is not patently
corrupt: of the two dates it gives, one is guaranteed and the other inherently
probable, and the way in which the two are related is internally consistent,
‘the 77th Olympiad and the next Pythiad, the 29th’—the 29th Pythiad, 470, is
the next after the Olympiad of 472. It has therefore become the custom, since
the Oxyrhynchos list was published (and 77y é¢%c shown to be corrupt), to
disregard A altogether and to build solely on V; and Wilamowitz (Pindaros
305, n. 1) set the seal on this custom when he accounted for the text of the
scholion in A as a corruption of the text preserved in V: xai 7nv ééc ITvfidda
k0" was corrupted first by a miswriting e for «6’ then by the intrusion of
an of’arising from a 6 written in the margin in correction of «¢,'* and finally
(when all this had happened) by the deliberate insertion of a 8¢ to restore
some kind of sense.

It seems to me that this explanation of the two versions of the scholion is
manifestly false, and this for three separate reasons, each of them, in my
judgment, cogent.

In the first place, the 06’in A gives what does seem to be the true date of
Ergoteles’ second Olympic victory. I find it very unlikely (to say the least) that
it should be the result of a corruption, however ingeniously explained, and
should give the truth only by accident.

In the second place, the impossible xal v é¢c 08 of A is not to be
mended by converting it into the xal 7v é€fjc ITvBidda k8 of V; for mv éévc
ITvbudda «0’is equally, if less obviously, impossible. The 29th Pythiad, of 470,
is certainly the next after the 77th Olympiad, of 472; next, but not éévc: éévc
should be used of an item which is next in the same series. An Olympiad is
éérjc after the previous Olympiad, a Pythiad after the previous Pythiad; but a
Pythiad is not é&jc after the previous Olympiad.

In the third place, nobody so far seems to have asked what the original
form of the scholion is likely to have been. Ergoteles won two Olympic
victories and two Pythian; the scholar who wrote the original note had the
victor-lists before him, with all four victories recorded there. Our scholia are
as a rule generous with their information about the Olympic and Pythian
victories of Pindar’s victors; and here, with three of the four victories
mentioned in the text, there was especial reason to give the fullest informa-
tion possible. I am confident that in the original note all four dates were

'* The notion that of’is the corrupt offspring (in one way or another) of «6” had been
entertained already by Drachmann (ad loc.) in 1903 and by Schroeder in 1923 (ed. mai.,
appendix, p. 507).
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given; and above all I find it inconceivable that when Pindar speaks of two
victories at Pytho our Alexandrian scholar should have recorded the date of
only one.

The solution, it seems to me, is obvious enough. Both versions of the
scholion contain the words m9v é&jc in a position where they make no sense.
The words must nevertheless have belonged to the original form of the
note—they cannot have intruded themselves by accident; if they did so
belong, they must have formed part of the enumeration of two consecutive
victories in the same games. The Olympic victories were not consecutive;
therefore the Pythian victories were, and the scholion recorded the fact. With
that, we have the answer. The note ran originally

Olvumidda . . . ol'kal o', ITvbidda 8e k)’ kal v é&e.

Corruption to our present versions would not be difficult: first, xat 77w
éénc will have been transposed into the place of the preceding «ai (one might
guess that the words were omitted, perhaps through homoeocatarcton before
kal “TcOuia, and then restored in the wrong place):

Olvpmidda . . . ol kal Ty éévc o8, ITvbidda 8¢ «b'./

A preserves this unchanged, except for a further independent corruption
of k6’ to xe. But in V someone jibbed at the nonsense of ol  kai Ty é€fic
o), and so removed it by deleting 06”. The §¢ may have been removed as part
of the same deliberate change; or it may have been lost by accident in a
secondary corruption. Deletion of o6, loss (by deletion or accident) of §¢,
and we have what is essentially the scholion as it now is in V:"

’O)\UILLﬂ'L(iS(X “ e Og/KOLI: T’Y‘]V éf‘f]c HU&LGCSU. Kel.

If my arguments here be accepted, the four victories are 472 Olympia, 470
Pythia, 466 Pythia, 464 Olympia; and the ode will come between the Pythian
victory of 466 and the Olympic victory of 464. Now I judge the arguments to
be cogent of themselves; but they are clinched by a further statement in the
scholia: on 1 wai Zyvoc Elevbeplov we have the comment (sch. la, in A)
kaTalvBévrwy 7édv mept Tépwva aBMjcac 716m évikncev: 80ev Tov Erevfépiov Aia
<...>, wc v CkedlwTdv katedevlepwBévTwy Tic Tvpavvidoc. Now Hieron
died in or about 467, and the Deinomenid tyranny was finally overthrown
less than a year later, in or about 466. I shall consider later, in the fourth part

' 1 say ‘essentially’: V has also shuffled the word-order at the beginning and has a different
(and untypical) verb, syawvicaro ol Odvumdda in place of VDdvumdda uév évikncev of. One
might guess that this happened at the same time as the deletion of o6; if so, the loss of 8¢ is
perhaps most likely to be part of the same rewriting.
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of this paper, the precise dating of these events and the precise sense to be
sought from the scholion, but one thing is clear from the outset: the victory
referred to cannot be earlier than the Pythiad of 466. Now the Alexandrian
scholar who wrote the original note from which the scholion derives will
either himself have been responsible for the list of Ergoteles’ victories in
the prefatory note or will have had that list before him as he wrote; and
the victory he refers to will therefore have been included in that list.
This victory cannot, as I say, be earlier than the Pythiad of 466; it cannot
(assuming, as I think we may, that our man could count) have been the
second Olympic victory of 464; therefore it was won af the Pythiad of 466,
and my reconstruction of the list and my dating of the ode are thereby
confirmed.

IV. THE ODE IN ITS HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The ode begins with an invocation of the ‘daughter of Zeus of Freedom,
saviour Fortune’, who is bidden to keep Himera in her care. Clearly this
rather unusual invocation will have some especial point in the circumstances
of the time.

We know of a number of cults of Zeus Eleutherios in various parts of the
Greek world. Mostly we know merely of their existence, but in a few cases we
know the occasion on which they were established: in Samos, after the fall of
the tyrant Polykrates; at Plataia, after the defeat of the Persians in 479, and so
perhaps at Athens too; at Syracuse, after the overthrow of the last of the
Deinomenid tyrants, Hieron’s brother and successor Thrasyboulos.'® Twice,
that is, after deliverance from domination by a tyrant; once after deliverance
from domination by an invading enemy.

I have said something already of the history of Himera: the tyrant Terillos
was expelled in the late 480s by Theron of Akragas, and Himera was then
ruled, with notable harshness, by Theron’s son Thrasydaios; an appeal to
Hieron in c. 476 brought only betrayal and disaster. The next thing we know
of is after Theron’s death about four years later. Theron was succeeded at
Akragas by Thrasydaios; and Thrasydaios mustered a large army, of mer-
cenaries, Akragantines, and Himeraians, and prepared for war with Syracuse.
Hieron took the field against him; and after a major battle, with heavy
casualties on both sides, defeated him conclusively. Thrasydaios was deposed;

16 Samos, Hdt. 3. 142. 2; Plataia, n. 39 below; Syracuse, n. 20 below. For other cults see Jessen,
REv. 2348-50.
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the Akragantines established a democracy, sued for peace, and were
granted it.

Diodoros recounts all this, beginning with Theron’s death, under the year
472/1 / (11. 53. 1-5); but he has no Sicilian events again until five years later,
and it is likely that he has compressed into the single year the events of a
longer period. Now in Pythian 1, composed for Hieron’s chariot-victory of
470, there is a passage which has often been taken, and in my judgment must
be taken, to refer to the defeat of Thrasydaios. After speaking of earlier battles
in which Hieron had fought, ‘when by the gods’ devising they found them
honour such as none in Hellas reaps, a lordly crown for their wealth’ (the
battles that is in in which the Deinomenidai established themselves as the
leading power in Sicily), Pindar goes on: ‘but now he has gone to war after
the fashion of Philoktetes; and of necessity even one who was lordly has
fawned on him as a friend.”"” In the context this battle, in which Hieron (ill
though he was) took the field in person, must be one of major importance:
inevitably, I think, the battle in which the Akragantines, the one power now
remaining to dispute Hieron’s dominance of the whole of Hellenic Sicily,
were defeated and sued for peace. And the sentence begins viv ye pdv: I should
suppose the battle to have been pretty recent at the time when Pythian 1 was
composed. Hieron’s Pythian victory was won in the late summer of 470, and
the ode I suppose is likely to have been performed in the autumn of that year:
I should judge the likeliest date for the battle to be earlier in 470—at the very
earliest in 471, but preferably in 470 itself.

At this time, then, the Akragantines installed a democracy and sued for
peace. What happened to Himera we are not told, but there can be no room
for doubt: independence at last from Akragas (whom Hieron will inevitably
have deprived of her principal dependency); a new constitution; and a treaty
with Syracuse.

Now by the conventional dating Olympian 12 comes at the same time as
Pythian 1, with Himera not long released from Akragantine domination. And
to this occasion the opening words of the ode can obviously be thought
peculiarly appropriate: Himera is free, Zeus Eleutherios has played his part; it
is now up to Fortune—whom Pindar for the occasion makes his daughter—
to play her part as well, and keep Himera secure in this new-found freedom.
All this appears to fit admirably; and one can see why scholars have been glad

1 N o .
7 P 1. 47-52 7 kev duvdceter olawc év moréuowo wdyaic | TAdpove puyae mapéuew, dviy
., N , \ P , , , N
nopickovro Bedv maldpaic Typwav | olav odric ‘EXdvwy Spémet, | mhobTov creddvawn’ dyépwyov:
. o , , " > , s , / )\
viv ye pav Tav Puloxtitao dikav épémwv | éctpatedfn, cdv & dvdykar v ¢pidov | kal Tic éaw
peyaldvwp écavev.
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to acquiesce in the date 470." But let us next consider the situation four years
later, at the time when I have argued that we must suppose the ode to have
been performed, after the Pythiad of 466.

Under the year 467/6 Diodoros narrates the death of Hieron and the
succession of his brother Thrasyboulos (11. 66. 4); under the following year,
466/5, he narrates the revolution in Syracuse and the overthrow of Thrasy-
boulos (11. 67. 1-68. 7). I will come back in a moment to the question of
Thrasyboulos’ dates and their precise relation to the date of the ode; but first,
in order to form a picture of the situation in Himera at the time, I will
consider briefly both the circumstances of his fall and the situation in Sicily
during the next few years. My account derives wholly from Diodoros.

When the revolution began, Thrasyboulos occupied Ortygia and
Achradina with a strong force of mercenaries and allies; and there he was
besieged by the revolutionaries. These sent a request for help ‘to Gela,
Akragas, and Selinous, and also to Himera and the Sikel cities inland’;
and help was sent by all—help which comprised infantry, cavalry, and
warships."/

There was a battle by sea and a battle by land; defeated in both, Thrasy-
boulos in the end capitulated. The Syracusans set up a democracy; voted to
erect a colossal statue of Zeus Eleutherios and to establish an annual celebra-
tion;* and also ‘freed the other cities that were ruled by tyrants or occupied
by garrisons, and restored democracies in the cities”.*'

But that was not the end of the troubles. Diodoros again (11. 72-3), under
463/2 (three years later): immediately after the fall of the tyranny, with
freedom restored to all the cities in the island, Sicily was for a while at peace
and prosperous. But then war and crdcic began again: and he proceeds to
describe the situation in Syracuse. The crdcic there was between the original

'® Those who in the nineteenth century misdated the Pythiads (see above, n. 12) put the ode
soon after the Olympiad of 472; but they supposed the defeat of Thrasydaios to have happened
earlier in the same year, and so were operating with the same historical situation as those who
put the ode in 470.

¥ Diod. 11. 68. 1-2 mpecBevrac dmécredav elc T'élav kal Axpdyavra xal Cedwodvra, mpoc
56‘ ’TDlj’TOL( €L)( Ylu.elpav K(lz WPO‘( TdC ’T(I)V (LKEA(I)V ‘ITO,/\GLC ’Td( E’V TV}L I./.GCO’VGL/(UL K€L/,L€/V(1(, (J’.gLO'IjVTG(
KaTd TO/.XOC CUVG)\OG[V Kal: CUVE)\GUO€P(:)CGL Td( CUPO.KOI;CGC. 770/.VT(UV 56‘ 77[30015‘1.(()( l;ﬂ'aKOU(;V’T(J)V
kal covTdpuwc dmocTelddvTwy TAV pev melodc kal (wmeic cTpatidTac, TOV 8¢ vadc pakpdc
KGKOC‘UJ’]IJ,G/VO.( EL’( VO.UIU.O.XL/U.V, ’TO.XI) CUV'Y}X&?’] BéVGIJ.L( o’LgLéxpewc TO[C CUPO.KO(L/OLC.

» Democracy and Zeus Eleutherios appear in Diodoros (11. 72. 2) under the year 463/2, but
as antecedents of the events ascribed to that year; there can be no doubt that they belong
immediately after the capitulation (for which time democracy is at least implicit in 11. 68. 6,
cited below, n. 30).

! Diod. 11. 68. 5 tac 8¢ dAac médewc Tac Tupavvouuévac 7} ppovpac éxodcac élevlepdicavrec
dmoraTéctncay Taic méAect Tac Syuorpatiac. By Taic méAect Diodoros ought to mean the Sicilian
cities in general, and not merely the tyrannized or garrisoned ones (if these were meant, one
would expect adraic); but I put no great trust in his linguistic precision.
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citizens and the mercenaries (¢évor) who had been admitted to citizenship
by Gelon; and these mercenaries repeated Thrasyboulos’ behaviour and
occupied Ortygia and Achradina. They were blockaded there, and were finally
defeated in a battle which Diodoros does not describe until two years later,
under 461/60 (11. 76. 1-2). And then, also under 461/60, he describes
further action against the tyrants’ protégés elsewhere (11. 76. 3-6): first the
Syracusans, and also the Sikels, made an attack on Katane alias Aitna (which
since ¢. 476 had been occupied by settlers installed by Hieron), expelled
Hieron’s settlers, and restored the original inhabitants; and then ‘those who
under Hieron had been expelled from their own cities were restored with
Syracusan support, and ejected those who had wrongfully usurped possession
of cities not their own; these included men from Gela, from Akragas, and
from Himera’.”” Also Kamarina (whose population had been deported by
Gelon) was refounded by the Geloans; and at the same time Rhegion and
Messana threw out their tyrants, the sons of Anaxilas. The cities then con-
certed an agreement with the £évou: these were all settled in the territory of
Messana, and other cities left to their original inhabitants.

We can put little trust in Diodoros for the chronology of these later
troubles: the events he describes under 463/2 and 461/60 are his only Sicilian
events between 466/5 and 459/8,” and one may guess that he has con-
centrated under these two years a series of events that were continuous over
a period of several years from 466/5.>* But the general picture seems fairly
clear: first, immediately after the fall of Thrasyboulos, an abandonment of
Syracusan domination of Sicily and a restoration (at least in the more directly
dominated cities) of democracies; second, a period of some confusion

2 Diod. 11. 76. 4 Tobrwv 8¢ mpayfévrwv of kara v Tépwvoc Suvacrelav éxmemTwrdrec éx Taw
8lwv méAewv éyovtec Todc <Cupakociovc> covaywrilopévovc karijlbov elc Tac marpldac, kal
’TDl‘)C (J,.SI,IK(,()C TC\LC C;./\AOTPL’CLC W(;AELC d(ﬁT}LPY]}LE’VOUC G’SE/B(IAOV E’K T(I)V 7TéA€u)V' ’TDlj’T(,UV 8’7’];CU.V FEA(I)LOL
ral Axpayavrivor kal Tuepaiot.

» Under 459/8 only a brief mention (11.78. 5) of the capture by the Sikel leader Douketios of
the small inland city of Morgantina; thereafter no Sicilian events until 454/3 (11. 86).

** The only event for whose date we have any control is the refounding of Kamarina, and the
control is pretty vague. Psaumis of Kamarina, who won with the chariot at Olympia in 452, won
at an earlier Olympiad a victory with the mule-car celebrated in Olympians 4 [sic: 11 dyéwv] and
5, and the refounding was then still recent: 4. 11-12 «d8oc épcar cmevder Kapapivar, 5. 8 Tav
véoucov Edpav, 13—14 the building of permanent houses still in rapid progress. The scholia have
no date for the mule-car victory (the event was not included in the victor-lists); they do in three
places give the Olympiad in which Kamarina was refounded, but every time the figure is corrupt
(sch. O. 5. 16 7e’= 440/36, 19a omitted, 19b up’= 612/08). Another scholion (19d) affects to
infer from certain premises that the mule-car victory was won at the 81st Olympiad, 456; as it
stands the note is inconsequential, but it could be made at least partly consequential if one
assumed the loss of a premise ‘Kamarina was refounded in the 80th Olympiad’ (#'= 460/56),
and the assumption is encouraged by the fact that the note is part of the comment on 8 rav
véoukov €dpav.
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which resulted ultimately in the / elimination of the aliens imported into the
various cities under Hieron and a restoration, as far as might be, of the status
quo.”

But I am concerned with events after the tyranny not for their own sake but
for the light they throw on the situation under the tyranny; and there can be
no doubt that in the years after 470 Himera, along with the rest of Greek
Sicily, had been firmly under Syracusan domination. The form taken by this
domination is likely to have varied from city to city. There were cities under
more or less direct Syracusan control, ruled by tyrants (puppets, evidently, of
the Syracusan tyranny) or held by Syracusan garrisons, and freed only after
Thrasyboulos had fallen; they would include, presumably, Leontinoi
(crowded by Hieron with the evicted populations of Katane and Naxos),
and doubtless a number of the smaller cities such as Akrai and Kasmenai. For
Himera, Gela, and Akragas we may assume a different situation: these three
cities, along with Selinous,” could between them send to the Syracusan
insurgents infantry and cavalry and warships, and cities which could send
these against a tyrant were not, when they sent them, under that tyrant’s
direct control. On the other hand all three cities had had an obviously con-
siderable number of their citizens exiled, and had aliens settled in them in
their place: one might conjecture that Hieron had established in them some
kind of less direct control—a government (democratic, apparently, at
Akragas) that owed him its establishment and was ready to serve his purposes
so long as he remained strong, but in the end proved ready to abandon him or
his successor as soon as the régime showed signs of collapse.”’

Himera, then, will have been subject to Syracusan domination in the years
following her release from Akragas in ¢. 470: a pro-Syracusan faction in
power; exile for anyone suspected of anti-Syracusan leanings; aliens—one
may suppose Hieron’s veteran mercenaries—imported into the city in their
stead.”® And then finally, when Thrasyboulos was over-thrown, freedom—real
freedom this time—from Syracuse in turn. Thrasyboulos was overthrown,

» A papyrus fragment (P Oxy. 665 = FGrHist 577 F 1) provides a tantalizing scrap of
evidence for this period of confusion: part of a list of the contents of some historical work
(Philistos?) which described various battles between Sicilian cities and the £évoc (or in one case
between the cities themselves).

* 1 do not know what control Hieron may have exercised over this far western city.

77 T assume here that the emissaries of the Syracusan insurgents were dealing with established
governments: this is what Diodoros’ language (n. 19 above) would naturally suggest. But I
suppose we must reckon with the possibility that they were dealing with fellow revolutionaries,
and that there was some sort of coup in these cities before help was sent.

% If we are to trust Diodoros (11. 49. 4, cited above, n. 4) there was no split between the
original citizens and Theron’s new citizens of c. 476.
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according to Diodoros, in 466/5; our ode was written, I have maintained, after
the Pythiad (August or thereabouts) of 466. The supposition is irresistible
that the freedom alluded to in the opening invocation is the freedom achieved
by Thrasyboulos’ overthrow. It is time now to seek to date that overthrow
more accurately.

Actual dates for Hieron and Thrasyboulos are provided only by Diodoros:
478/7 (11. 38. 7), Gelon dies after seven years’ rule, Hieron succeeds him and
rules for eleven years and eight months; 467/6 (11. 66. 4), Hieron dies after
eleven years’ rule, Thrasyboulos succeeds him and rules for one year; 466/5
(11. 68. 4), Thrasyboulos is overthrown. We have also a statement of Aristotle
(Pol. 1315 b 35-8) on the duration of the Deinomenid tyranny: érn 8 038’ adimy
TI'O)\A& BLE"LLELVEV, (iA)\(i Td ClleJT(lVT(I BUO[V 86’01/7'(1 El’,’KOCL' FGI)\(}JV MéV ydp éWTd
’TUP(IVVGI;C(I.C T(I’:)L 6’}/860)!. T(\)V BL’OV €’T€)\€lj7’)’]C€V, 86’K(l 8”]6’[)(»1/, @pacéﬁov/\oc Bé
TOL évlexdTw unui é&émece.

If we accept Diodoros’ dates and the more exact of his two figures for
Hieron’s rule, namely eleven years and eight months, we must say that Hieron
acceded in the first four months of 478/7 and died in the last four months of
467/6; if we then take for Thrasyboulos’ rule Aristotle’s precise ten months
and a fraction, Thrasyboulos will have acceded in the last four months of
467/6 and been overthrown between one and two months earlier in 466/5. /
Now Diodoros identifies his years by the Athenian archon; and if we suppose
them therefore to be archon-years (and take 1 July as an approximation to
their beginning), Thrasyboulos will have acceded between March and June
466 and been overthrown between January and May 465. In this case our
Pythiad (c. August 466) will fall well within Thrasyboulos’ period of rule; and
unless the ode was not commissioned until several months after the victory, it
can contain no allusion to his overthrow.

It is possible of course that the ode was written at some interval after the
victory. Nevertheless the natural time for it to be commissioned would be at
Delphi, immediately after the victory was won;* and if it was, we might
expect it to reflect the political circumstances at Himera as they were when
Ergoteles left home for Delphi, say in July or August 466. I think it does; and
that Thrasyboulos had already fallen by midsummer 466.

I think it likely that Diodoros’ years for the Deinomenidai are the

* We have of course no evidence for the way in which odes were normally commissioned.
But the difficulty of written communication (if nothing else) would make personal contact
desirable, and the obvious occasion for this would be at the games themselves; I should be
surprised if Pindar did not make a practice of attending the Olympic and Pythian festivals with
this as one of his motives for attending. Our ode is one of two commissioned after a victory at
the Pythiad of 466 (the other is Olympian 9, for Epharmostos of Opous).
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right ones: dates and lengths of rule are at least consistent with one another,*
and we have some sort of confirmation of one of the dates in the Parian
Marble.” But we have no good reason to equate these years with Athenian
archon-years: the equation elsewhere is constantly breaking down (in favour
of years beginning some months earlier) with events which are reliably
dated from other sources;* and what is likely to have happened here is that
Diodoros (or perhaps his source) has loosely equated with Athenian archon-
years the possibly very different years used by the original authority for his
Sicilian dates. Nevertheless this supposition will not of itself get us entirely
out of the wood: a year beginning after the vernal equinox will still put
Thrasyboulos’ fall only three months earlier, between October 466 and
February 465; even a year beginning after the winter solstice would put it
between July and November 466, and this (though just reconcilable with my
suppositions) would be cutting things very fine.

It is conceivable, I suppose, that the revolution as Pindar writes is not yet
successful but merely under way—Thrasyboulos pent up in Ortygia, and
troops or ships from Himera already dispatched: freedom is not securely with
us yet, but it is, or may be, on the way, and it depends now on T¥ya whether it
does in the end arrive. Conceivable, but I think very unlikely: would Pindar
really write thus with Himera still on the razor’s edge? and would Ergoteles
have departed for the games with his city’s future thus at stake, or arranged
to celebrate his victory with that future still obscure?® 1 think it far more
probable that Thrasyboulos has fallen already; and the one obstacle to this
supposition is Diodoros’ figure of eleven years and eight months for Hieron’s
rule. Now this figure clashes irreconcilably with Aristotle’s figure of ten years,
and for that reason is already suspect: Aristotle’s ten years is unemendable
(being part of a total: Gelon seven plus, Hieron ten, Thrasyboulos one minus;

* The consistency continues thereafter: after relating the fall of Thrasyboulos, Diodoros goes
on (11. 68. 6, still under 466/5) <7 mé > . . . dedpvdae v Spuorpariav éry cxedov éérovra
wéxpt mic Adwovuciov Tuparvidoc; he records the beginning of Dionysios’ tyranny under 406/5
(13. 96. 4) and his death under 368/7 (15. 73. 5), and in each place gives the duration of his
tyranny as 38 years. All this tallies; except that I do not know why the cyedév (I suppose
‘approximately’ rather than ‘nearly’).

M Tédav 6 dewouévove Cluparo]v[ccav] érvpdwevcer under 478/7 (FGrHist 239, A 53):
Gelon by error for Hieron? But then Tépwv . . . érvpdvvevcer under 472/1 (A 55), which was right
in the middle of his tyranny: so much muddle here that the confirmation of 478/7 is at best very
uncertain.

% Constantly, but not consistently: A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides i
(Oxford 1945), 4-5.

» There can be no doubt that the ode was performed at Himera, and not at the festival at
Delphi: it is an ode not for a Pythian victory but for Himera and Ergoteles’ whole career. Nor
was this little masterpiece dashed off (and taught to the singers) in a day or two, in the intervals
of a congested social and religious programme.
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total eighteen), and if the clash is to be resolved it is Diodoros’ / figure that
must be changed. Changed I think it must be: érn évdexa ral pwijvac drxred will
be an error (whether of Diodoros himself or of a copyist®™*) for éry 8éxa ral
uivac éxta. Diodoros’ other figure of eleven years will now be a rounding up
(by four months) instead of a rounding down (by eight); Aristotle’s ten years
will be a rounding down.” This change made, Hieron’s accession will come at
some time in the last eight months of the year, his death and Thrasyboulos’
accession at some time in the first eight months, and Thrasyboulos’ over-
throw at some time in the first seven months. With the Athenian archon-year
we should still be cutting things fine, with Thrasyboulos’ overthrow not
before July; with a year beginning at any earlier point we shall have all the
time we need.

This change was proposed eighty years ago by Beloch,® when the one
reason for making it was the need to resolve the clash between Diodoros and
Aristotle. I have added a second and I think stronger reason; and I will now
proceed to add a third.

I have referred already, in the third part of this paper, to the scholion (1a, in
A) on the opening invocation: karadvfévrwy tév mept Tépwva dBAcac 4oy
évikmcev: 60ev Tov EAevBépiov dia <...>, dc tav CikehiwTdv ratedevfep-
wbérwv mic Tupavvidoc, ‘the games at which he won his victory were sub-
sequent to the overthrow of o mepi Tépwva; which is why (the poet speaks of)
Zeus Eleutherios, in view of the Sicilians’ release from tyranny’. When the ode
was dated to 470, this comment was of course dismissed as pure muddle; but
once one dates the ode to 466 it becomes important evidence. The victory is
of course the Pythian victory of 466; and the man who made the comment
may be assumed to have had evidence for the fall of the Syracusan tyranny
which either indicated or at any rate was compatible with a date before the
Pythiad of 466. As it stands, unfortunately, the language of the comment
might create a suspicion of confusion (which might be either original, the

* Most probably, I think, Diodoros: a man who is hesitating between an exact ‘ten years and
eight months’ and an approximate ‘eleven years’ might easily confuse himself into writing
‘eleven years and eight months’.

* I do not think one can infer from Aristotle’s language (no ‘died in the eleventh’ for
Hieron) that he intended Hieron’s rule to have lasted an exact ten years. In full it would have
been I'é\wv pév yap émta <érm> Tupavvedcac &L dyddwe Tov Plov éredevrncer, 6éka & Tépwv
<TUP(7.VV€I£C(1( TuA)L éVSfKU/.Tu)L TdV ﬁl./OV 6’T€/\€l§T7]C€V>, @pacﬂﬁov}\oc SE‘ <5€’KCL ,u,f]va( TUPU.VVG'L;(G.C>
T évderdTwr puni ééémecev; for brevity and variety he omitted ‘died in the eleventh’ for
Hieron and ‘after ruling for ten months’ for Thrasyboulos. If Gelon died fairly early in his eighth
year the total could be well under nineteen years: say Gelon 7 years 2 months, Hieron 10 years
8 months, Thrasyboulos 10 months; total 18 years 8 months, which Aristotle could then
(neglecting the fraction) give as ‘eighteen years’.

% Griechische Geschichte, 1st edn., i (Strasbourg 1893), 445 n. 2. In his second edition he
abandoned the suggestion.
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fault of the Alexandrian scholar who first composed the note, or secondary,
the fault of some intermediary who reworded it); and though I do not myself
believe that there is confusion at all, I must at least expound the problem. The
trouble lies in the expression of mepl Tépwva: this ol mepl Tov Seiva means
originally, of course, X’s associates’, comes commonly to mean X and his
associates’, and ends up as a mere futile periphrasis for X’. And the suspicion
would be that of wepi Tépwva here is intended to mean simply ‘Hieron’, and
that the writer has confused the death of Hieron (which by any reckoning is
earlier than the Pythiad of 466) with the fall of the tyranny in the following
year. If so, there are two possibilities: first, that he dates the victory after
Hieron’s death and confuses this with the fall of the tyranny (in this case the
confusion is original and gross); second, that he dates the victory after the fall
of the tyranny but describes this mistakenly as the fall of Hieron (in this case
the confusion might only be secondary). Now if either of these possibilities is
true, it seems to me more likely to be the latter: the confusion is not only a
slighter one but is paralleled in these same scholia in A on Olympian 6 (165:
the Syracusan Hagesias dvnipéfn Tépwvoc karavfévroc; he must of course
have been killed when the tyranny was overthrown). But I incline myself to
think that neither possibility is true, and that the writer is using o{ wepi Tépwva
more meaningfully: that he is referring to the fall of the / tyranny in the
year after Hieron’s death, but instead of naming the relatively unimportant
Thrasyboulos has preferred to comprise the whole dynasty, or rather the
dynasty after Gelon, under a comprehensive ‘Hieron’s family’.”’

There are then, in all, three ways of explaining the note. On one of them,
which presupposes a major muddle by the Alexandrian scholar who first
composed it, the victory is dated after Hieron’s death. On the others, which
presuppose either a minor muddle, perhaps by an intermediary, or no
muddle at all, it is dated after the fall of the tyranny; and this I believe to be
what our Alexandrian scholar intended.”

%7 It may be that the same use is behind the mistake in sch. O. 6. 165: that the original note
had 7év mepi Tépwva in the sense of ‘Hieron’s dynasty’, and that the Tépwvoc of the scholion is
due to someone who misunderstood this 7@v mept Tépwva as meaning ‘Hieron’.

* 1 suppose the same facts to be behind the note in sch. inscr. b (BCDEQ): Ergoteles, leaving
Knossos as a result of crdcic, came to Himera, xal karalafav mddw 7o év Cikedlow mpdyparta
cracaldpeva mpoc I'élwvoc kai Tépwvoc éxdefduevoc elpivmy éviknce. This is part of the same
note in V that we have seen to have been arbitrarily rewritten where it deals with Ergoteles’ dates
(p. 85 with n. 15), and I suppose there to have been similar arbitrary rewriting here (perhaps
with subsequent corruption). I take the last words to derive from a statement of the same facts
asin A’s (1a) karadvdévrwy Tév mept Tépwva dOMjcac 107 évikncev, with the ‘victory’ that of 466
and the ‘peace’ that which supervened on (éxdefauévnyc elpriync Drachmann) the overthrow of
the Deinomenidai. What I expect before this is a reference to the events which culminated in
that overthrow; what we have is extraordinary stuff: if there was ever crdcic between Gelon and
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I consider finally the question of Zeus Eleutherios: that Fortune should be
invoked as his daughter is proper enough in any city whose freedom is or
has been at stake; it may be thought more proper still if in that city Zeus
Eleutherios has an actual cult. We cannot infer a cult from the invocation; but
we may legitimately investigate the possibility of its existence. There are three
occasions on which its institution might be thought appropriate.

First, after the defeat of the Carthaginians at Himera in 480. This sugges-
tion is based primarily on the analogy of Plataia, where after the defeat of
the Persians in 479 the Greeks built an altar to Zeus Eleutherios (being so
instructed by Delphi) and instituted quadrennial games.” It has been
supported by the existence at Himera of the remains of a temple (of unknown
dedication), imposing for a town of Himera’s size, whose completion has
been dated to 470—460;* and by the conjecture that this might be one of the
two temples which the Carthaginians were required to build (we are not told
where) as part of the peace terms of 480.*' This is all very flimsy indeed: the
institution of a cult at this time is of course entirely possible; the evidence
adduced does nothing to make it more than possible.

Second, after Himera’s release from Akragas in c. 470. This I do not believe.
That the freedom turned out not to be freedom at all is hardly an objection: as
one escapes the frying-pan one may not be conscious yet of the temperature
of the fire. But I doubt / whether even at the time the deliverance would
have seemed enough of a deliverance to call for the institution of such a cult.
The opponents of Akragas had been massacred, six years or so before; the

Hieron (sch. P. 1. 87 ¢aci 8¢ 7ov Tépwva [ral] mpoc ['éAwva Tov ddedpov éctaciarévar Tic dpyic
évera) it would be described here very oddly (with wpdc), it will not have been pan-Sicilian
(Himera in particular owed no allegiance yet to Syracuse), and it was never relevant to Ergoteles
if he came to Himera in 476 with Gelon two years dead. It may be that our man has muddle-
headedly thrown back (with karadafdv) to the time of Ergoteles’ arrival some reference to the
revolution against the Deinomenidai, and in so doing has garbled it: mpdc (whatever he means
by it) out of sheer incomprehension of the facts, Gelon by what confusion I know not (perhaps
by an over-confident expansion of ‘the Deinomenidai’).

¥ Plut. Arist. 20. 4, 21. 15 Str. 9. 2. 31 = p. 412; Paus. 9. 2. 5.

P, Marconi, Himera 53. His date of 470-460 is based on the style of the lion-head rain-
spouts; from what can be told of the structure of the temple itself he puts the beginning of the
work in the first quarter of the fifth century, and his more precise suggestion of ‘around 480
seems to be based only on guesswork (‘presumibilmente’) about the length of time likely to have
been taken over the building.

1 Marconi, op. cit. 164-5 (he makes no conjecture about the deity to whom the temple
was dedicated; ‘perhaps to Zeus Eleutherios’ Dunbabin, The Western Greeks 429). The peace
terms are given by Diodoros (11. 26. 2) as follows (the subject is Gelon): émpdéaro 8é map® adrdv
Tac elc Tov méAepov yeyevnuévac Samdvac, dpyvpiov Sicyila TdAavTa, kal 8vo vaodc mpocéTaey
olrkodoprcar kal odc €dew Tac covbirac dvaredivar. I should have guessed myself that the temples
were to be at Syracuse and Akragas: one text of the treaty for each of the two allied powers.

[34/5]
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survivors of the original citizens would be either, one supposes, acquiescent
in Akragantine domination or at any rate unlikely to welcome a switch to the
Hieron who had proved so treacherous at the time of the massacre; and the
new citizens of after the massacre were Theron’s own importation. I cannot
conceive that enthusiasm for the new order would be very marked.

Third, after the fall of Thrasyboulos in 466. Here we have at once the
parallel of Syracuse: whose citizens at this very time voted for a colossal statue
of Zeus Eleutherios and an annual and elaborate festival of the Eleutheria on
the anniversary of Thrasyboulos” overthrow (Diod. 11. 72. 2). The fall of the
Deinomenidai was the beginning of a new era not only for Syracuse but for
the whole of Sicily; at Himera too a new cult of Zeus Eleutherios would be
easy to understand.

The invocation, as I have said, in no way presupposes a cult; but if there was
a cult, it may well have been instituted in 466. Conceivably it was already in
existence, instituted when the threat of servitude to the barbarian was averted
in 480; but if it was, there can be no doubt that it took on new meaning now
in 466, with the ending this time of no mere threat of servitude but of long
years of servitude itself.

V. CONCLUSION

I will end by running briefly once more through the first two stanzas of the
ode in this new context.

‘I pray you, daughter of Zeus of Freedom, keep in your care Himera in her
widespread might, o saviour Fortune.” The Himeraians are free at last, after
long years of subjection to tyrants, domestic and foreign; whether or no they
have signalled their gratitude by a cult, it is to Zeus Eleutherios and his aid
that they owe their freedom, and the Fortune who is besought to guard it
hereafter is named for that purpose as his daughter. And Himera is (or is to
be: for this is a prayer) edpvcfeviic: no likely word at ordinary times for a city
as undistinguished as this, but it will strike a chord in men who have just
emerged from subjection into real cfévoc (in whatever measure) of their own.

“Yours is the piloting of swift ships on the sea, and on land of rapid warfare
and gatherings where men give counsel’: the words come well when in the
winning of freedom all these elements have successfully played their part.*

> Himera was one of the four cities who between them sent ships and troops to the Syracu-
san insurgents (see above, n. 19); I like to think (but have no means of proving) that she herself
sent both.
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‘While men have their hopes tossed often up, and now down, as they cleave
a sea of vain illusion, and none yet on earth has found a sure token from the
gods about an issue that is to be, and their perception of what is to come is
blind. Men have found many a thing fall out contrary to their judgment, to
the reverse of delight; while others have met with grievous squalls and then
in a moment got abundant good in place of hurt.” In part, of course, this is
looking forward to Ergoteles’ own case: his disaster in Knossos, turning,
against all expectation, into security and distinction at Himera. But in part
it is looking back to Himera herself and to all the unforeseen vicissitudes of
recent years: the expulsion of Terillos turning into subjection to Akragas;
then defeat by Hieron turning into release from Akragas, but this again into
subjection to Hieron instead; and now at last real freedom once again.
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The Oligaithidai and their Victories
(Pindar, Olympian 13; SLG 339, 340)

Pindar’s thirteenth Olympian celebrates a double Olympic victory (stadion
and pentathlon) won in 464 by a member of the Corinthian family of the
Oligaithidai, a certain Xenophon son of Thessalos.

The family had won enormous numbers of victories throughout the Greek
world, and at the end of the ode (98-113) Pindar gives a summary catalogue:
three at Olympia, six at Pytho, sixty at the Isthmos, sixty at Nemea, and others
at a long list of venues from Marathon to Sicily. But this final catalogue is only
the second in the ode: towards the beginning (29-46) Pindar has already
listed (what are included in the totals of the final catalogue) the victories
of Xenophon himself, of his father, and of other named persons who are
evidently Xenophon’s closer relatives.

First Xenophon’s present Olympic victories; then his earlier ones at the
Isthmos (two) and Nemea:

32 8do 8 adTov épefav
mASkot ceAlvwy év TcOuidSeccwy

, I .
bavévra, Néued 7 odk dvriloet.

Then those of his father Thessalos:'

<Dionysiaca. Nine Studies in Greek Poetry by former pupils, presented to Sir Denys Page on his
seventieth birthday (Cambridge University Library 1978), 1-20.>

' As of course they all are (Pindar would not hop back and forth between Xenophon and his
father, or leave a double Pythian victory of Xenophon’s till after the Isthmian and Nemeian):
I shall assume this from the outset, and in the course of my discussion the assumption will be
seen to be justified on other grounds as well. It is by a mere slip of the pen that sch. 56¢ ends a
long account of the Hellotia with KCLH”Y}’V ¢>7]cw émTdkic VEVLK’Y]KG/VO.L Tov Eevoqﬁc&v‘ru (sch. 50¢, on
the Pythia, has the truth); when in similar incidental remarks Puech and Farnell speak of the
Athenian victories as Xenophon’s, I suspect (from the punctuation of their translations) that it
is more than the pen that has slipped.
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35 martpoc 6€ Oeccaroi’énm’ Ardeod
iy p A,
peéfpoicy alyla modav dvdreira,
1Tv0oi 7 éyer cTadiov Tipav draddov & aAiwe aud’ évi, un-
véc T€ ol
s < s ypy , \
TwiTol Kpavaaic év Afdvaict Tpla épya modapkic
< /7 ~ ’ 30 \ 7
apépa ke kdAier apdl kKdparc,
40 EMNdTa 8 énTdruc.

One Olympic victory: in 504 (sch. la), in a foot-race (aiyAa modov) which
was not the men’s stadion (won in 504 by Is(ch)omachos of Kroton); the
date, forty years before his son’s victory, is compatible with a victory either
as man (diaulos, race in armour; hardly, in view of his other victories, the
dolichos) or / as boy (boys™ stadion). At Pytho, stadion and diaulos on
the same day. At Athens, in the same month as the Pythian victories, three
foot-races on the same day (evidently in the Great Panathenaia, held every
four years in the same summer as the Pythia®); according to the scholia they
were the diaulos, the race in armour, and the stadion (I shall come back to this
later). Finally, seven victories in the Hellotia at Corinth: individually
unimportant, but notable for their number.

Then Pindar proceeds:

40 év 8’ auiddowct Iloteddvoc Tebpoicy

IT7wioddpwt cov maTpl parpdrepal

* The Panathenaia were held at the end of the first month of the Athenian year, Hekatom-
baion; the Pythia were held in the second month of the Delphian year, Boukatios; and in later
centuries at least the Delphian and Athenian years seem in principle to have coincided, the year
beginning with the first new moon after the summer solstice. Now I take it to be certain that
when Pindar says ‘the same month’ he means the same lunation, and not the same period of
twenty-nine or thirty days: dates with a new moon between them are no more in the same
month than dinner tonight and breakfast tomorrow are on the same day. But we need not in
consequence abandon the Panathenaia and seek some lesser Athenian festival in the following
month: we need only assume that on this occasion the two calendars were a month out of step,
the Athenians having intercalated and the Delphians not, so that the Panathenaia came at the
end of the same month in which the Pythia had been held. Such discrepancies would be
especially easy in years when a new moon came close to the solstice; I remark therefore that this
happened in two of the years that come into question for the Pythian and Athenian victories of
an Olympic victor of 504. In 506 the new moon will have been first visible (weather permitting)
on the evening of 25 June, four days before the solstice (29 June); in 498, suitable if Thessalos’
Olympic victory was as a boy, it will have been first visible on the evening of 27 June, two days
before the solstice.

Pindar of course did not carry in his head the quirks of local calendars of forty years before;
but he will have known the time of month of the various festivals, and Thessalos would not
forget the sequence of his victories. And I shall argue later that Pindar had another source
available to him as well: a source which may well (n.16) have given him the information direct,
without need for inference.

[1/2]
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Teppiar § épovr Epiripwwe 7 dodai

o > A /

dcca 7 év deddoicw dpicTevcare

> \ ’ b 7’ /7 ’
N0€ xdpTouic év AéovToc, Snplopar morécw

45  mept mAjler kav . . .

Who are these victors at the Isthmos? To us, in our ignorance, the lines
most naturally mean ‘there will attend on Terpsias and Eritimos, together
with their father Ptoiodoros, a longer measure of song’ (the 7e after Tepisia
prospective): Terpsias and Eritimos are sons of Ptoiodoros, and their relation-
ship to Xenophon and Thessalos is left unspecified. To us, in our ignorance.
But Pindar was writing not for an ignorant posterity but for a contemporary
Corinthian audience to whom the personalities were all familiar: what we
have to ask is not what relationships the words suggest to the ignorant, but
with what relationships they might be compatible to the knowledgeable.?
They are compatible of course with those I have just mentioned; but they are
compatible with others as well.

I turn now to the scholia; and there (58b—c) we find set forth relationships
which are very different indeed:

Tepipiov adeddoc IIro6dwpoc, rai Tepfiov uev maidec Epitipoc rai Napepridac,
ITrow0dwpov 8¢ Beccaldc, ob Hevopaw. Tweéc 8¢ Trov Napepridavt (read viov

Napeprida) Epiryuév pacw, Epirinov 8¢ Adrélvior.

In the last sentence there can hardly be doubt about the sense, ‘that
Eritimos is son of Namertidas’. This was first restored by Boeckh, who
corrected Tov NapvepTL'SaV to Tov Na,uepTL/S(l;4 I think my vidy preferable to
his 709.”

I set all this out in a table (the main version in roman characters, the
variant in italic; disputed positions in brackets): /

* The principle which this exemplifies is cardinal, and—once stated—indisputable; I should
have thought it not only indisputable but obvious, if it were not so commonly ignored by
Pindar’s editors.

* For the Doric genitive of a Doric name cf. sch. N. 6. 21a AAkuida, L. 5 inscr.b ITvféa, 70 and
75a @vlaxida. The scholia vacillate unpredictably between Doric and Attic forms in their
declension of Doric proper names (all the above appear elsewhere with Attic -ov); one may
guess that some of their more immediate sources were more atticized than others.

® The article is better away; the emphatically placed viv (‘son’ as opposed to ‘brother’) is very
much in point. I add (for what little it is worth) that the corruption I suppose is certainly no
more difficult and perhaps even marginally easier.
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unna|med
| |
Terpsias Ptoiodoros
!—k—\
(Eritimos) Namertidas Thessalos
(Eritimos) Xenophon
(Autolykos)

About this genealogy there are two questions to be asked: first, can it be
reconciled with Pindar’s language? and second, from what source or sources
is it derived? I consider the questions in order.

To the first question the answer is an unqualified ‘yes’. It is true that many
editors have been reluctant to abandon the ‘natural’ interpretation (with
Ptoiodoros father of Terpsias and Eritimos): Hartung and Mezger rejected the
evidence of the scholia altogether, and Mommsen came very close;® Boeckh
and Fennell accepted it, but unwillingly; Gildersleeve and Farnell could not
decide. But this reluctance is a matter more of prejudice than of reason. It will
be due in part to a failure to realize (what Pindar of course took for granted)
that the Corinthian audience were in no doubt whatever about whose father
was who; and in part to the retention, with the genealogy of the scholia, of the
same construction as in the ‘natural’ interpretation, ‘there will attend on
Terpsias and Eritimos, together with (Thessalos’) father Ptoiodoros, a longer
measure of song’. One expects the unqualified 7warp{ to call Ptoiodoros father
of someone in the same sentence;’ and with this construction, given this
genealogy, it does not. The difficulty is a real one; but the solution is to
abandon not the genealogy but the construction. This was done by Dissen:

¢ They justify their rejection (or near-rejection) by arguments which in each case boil down
to the remarkable assertion (which they do not of course put so openly) that because the
Alexandrians could not agree on part of the genealogy we may disregard them altogether even
where they agreed.

7 The rule which I am implying needs qualification (and it does not of course apply to
instances such as 35, where there is no one to dispute the paternity with Xenophon); but it does
I think apply to our present sentence.
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a dative ‘him’ is implicit after &fovras / (as often after this verb, e.g. O. 6.72, 9.
83, fr. 119. 4), and the 7e after Tepihiac is not prospective but retrospective,
adding Tepipia . . . Epiripwe Te either to Ilrwioddpwe (so Dissen) or to the
implicit adrd,® ‘there will attend on him, together with his father Ptoiodoros,
and with/on Terpsias and Eritimos, a longer measure of song’; the implicit
presence of Thessalos in the sentence will give warp! its reference as readily as
would his explicit presence.

To construe the passage thus is not a mere shift to accommodate the
genealogy of the scholia: there are other considerations which call for this
construction, and which even without the evidence of the scholia would point
to Ptoiodoros as father not of Terpsias and Eritimos but of Thessalos; though
I have never seen them set out, and I fear that without the evidence of the
scholia I should set them out in vain. The family had won sixty victories at the
Isthmos, a mere eleven km. from Corinth; Thessalos, with his Olympic and
Pythian victories, was their most distinguished athlete, and the competition at
the Isthmos will have been far less severe than at Olympia and Pytho: I cannot
conceive that he had no Isthmian victories, nor if he had them can I conceive
that Pindar here passed over them in favour of the Isthmian victories of his
kinsmen (and spoke too of those victories as surpassing in number any feat
of Thessalos™). Thessalos therefore must be included among the Isthmian
victors; and so he is if Ptoiodoros is his father: ‘there will attend on him,
together with his father Ptoiodoros, ... a longer measure of song.” That
Thessalos is son of Ptoiodoros will be a fact as familiar to the audience as that
Zeus is son of Kronos; they have just heard an account of Thessalos’ victories
at Olympia and Pytho and Athens and the Hellotia; now, when the next
sentence begins ‘and at the Isthmos, IIrwioddpwt cov matpi, . . ., they will be
in no doubt at all: these are still Thessalos’ victories, but conjoined this time
with those of his father (and, as the sentence develops, with those of other
kinsmen to00).

And now the second question: from what ultimate source does the
genealogy in the scholia derive? The Alexandrian scholars whose work forms
the basis of the scholia had no Burke or Debrett to help them with their
prosopography; and when we find such genealogical statements in the scholia
we must in the first instance suspect that they are based—whether as infer-
ence or as mere speculation—on the text of the ode itself. This is evidently the

# T have not found a parallel for (adrdi) Tephiar e with ellipse of adrdy but word-order
suggests that Teppiat . . . Epirinwe 7e construes after éfovrac rather than after cvv. Not that it
matters: the sense is not affected, and I suspect that if one had asked Pindar how he construed
the datives he would have dismissed the question (if he understood it at all) as frivolous.

® pakpdrepar ... &povrar ... dodal: i.e. the victories in question outnumber those at any
venue yet mentioned.
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case at sch. O. 8. 106, where for Iphion and Kallimachos the identifications
range from the victor’s kinsmen (inference from Pindar’s yévei, 83) to his
father and uncle (speculation: ‘father’ not unlikely, ‘uncle’ hazardous). But it
cannot be the case here in O. 13: as inference from the text I should have
expected the superficial ‘Ptoiodoros father of Terpsias and Eritimos’; but in
any case—and this is conclusive—the genealogy includes two men of whom
Pindar says no / word. The men who first set forth these relationships must
without question have had access to a source other than Pindar.

What source? The answer (first given, to my knowledge, by Hartung')
admits of little doubt: a family with so many victories to its name may be
expected to have had one or more of the others celebrated in another ode or
odes than ours; and in such an ode or odes things would be said or implied
about relationships that might give the Alexandrians the material for their
genealogy. Said or implied, and perhaps not always unambiguously to the
ignorant: precisely the source that might lead to variant opinions such as
those recorded in the scholia.

I come now to P. Oxy. 2623, first published by Lobel in 1967 (The
Oxyrhynchus Papyri xxxii), and included in SLG as 319-86: about seventy
wretched scraps of papyrus, of which in general one can say little more than
that such few as admit of judgment ‘represent compositions of a kind that
might be attributed to Pindar, Simonides, or Bacchylides’ (Lobel). But in two
of them Lobel has acutely observed indications of the Oligaithidai and
their victories: in 21(a), besides marépoc 7’ dmo and 6 uév cradio[, what may
be Ellptriwov kacry[vyr-; in 22, besides ITvfoi, what may be Kopw([6#- and
vika]popiav or credavaldopiav. Lobel himself advances the identification
only tentatively, but I think it of itself very probable indeed; add the fact that
we already had reason to suppose the existence at Alexandria of such an ode,
and probability begins to give place to certainty.

Nothing in the fragments themselves gives any clear indication of
authorship. But if the ode of which these two Oligaithid fragments were part
was an epinician (and I cannot doubt that it was'"), I suppose its author to
have been Simonides. The alternative is that it should be from the lost part
either of Pindar’s Isthmians or of what was apparently Bacchylides™ single
book of epinikia; but it would be strange in that case, since the seventy
fragments look as if they were spread over a wide range of text, that none of

' He deserves no great credit for his observation, since he used it, perversely enough, in an
attempt to discredit the evidence of the scholia (see above, n. 6).

" Past victories may be spoken of in other odes than epinikia: Pind. fr. 94b. 44 ff. (a
partheneion); Bacch. fr. 20c. 7 ff. (an enkomion). But they are spoken of in different ways; and
the way in these lines seems to me incompatible with anything but an epinician.

[4/5]
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them should coincide with anything in the part of the book that is
preserved.'?

I have examined the fragments in Oxford. I do not doubt that they are to be
combined as I combine them below (on the left, fr. 21(a) = SLG 339(a); on the
right, in lines 5-9, fr. 22 = SLG 340): my supplements between them in 6 and 8
accord in length with the juxtaposition in 7; the fibres are compatible with
the combination; and the fragments thus combined and supplemented have
the makings of acceptable sense."”

I print at this point an articulated and supplemented text; I give later a
diplomatic transcript, with an account of my readings and a discussion of the
detail. /

wikra Sev_ [
Slvdrwp credalv
3  7dvrdvar a [
w)al pw madale ] |
wrlalcbeic xipw 11 1.1
6  matépoc T dmo v[i]k([la]poplav yépac a [ K-
puripov kacwy[v]grlov: TTvhsi y;ip mot|
6 puev cradio[liodpd]poy, adrap or [

9 138« [l.L1.0LIrl.. .. lelum Kopw[

It is evident that in 4-8 the poet is recalling, as precedent for the present
victory, victories won at Pytho in the past by the victor’s father and by his
brother Eritimos. Now in this, ‘his brother’ is manifestly ambiguous: whose
brother? the victor’s, or his father’s? The poet’s Corinthian audience, familiar
with the personalities, will have been in no doubt; we, who are ignorant of
them, can make at best no more than a rational guess. The Alexandrian
commentators, later than the poet by several centuries and as ignorant of the
personalities as ourselves, will have been in no better case; and might well in
their comment have given different answers— ‘the victor’s’ perhaps the more
obvious, ‘his father’s’ perhaps suggested if in 4 the victories were called
madaid épypara or the like.

2 For presumptive indications of the spread of the fragments see Lobel, 66: ‘considerable
variations of script’; fragments found ‘at different times and in different parts of the site’. They
are indeed ‘possibly [from] more than one roll’, and if so my argument is weakened to some
extent; but I think only to some extent, for I see nothing to mark our Oligaithid fragments as
essentially different from all the others.

* T ignore the two scraps which are included under fr. 21 = SLG 339 as (b) and (c). Both of
them, like (a), have line-beginnings, and Lobel thinks them likely to be from the same column as
(a): (a) is at the head of the column, and (b) will be from its foot and (c) from somewhere
between them. Neither of the scraps contributes anything to the understanding of (a): the next
after it, namely (c), has only a paragraphos with coronis followed by lo[ and l«[.
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I will express this possible difference of opinion in another way: if the
victor’s father be X, Eritimos might have been taken either to be X’s brother
or (as the victor’s brother) to be X’s son. But this is precisely the difference
of opinion recorded in the Pindaric scholia: by the one account Eritimos
is Namertidas” brother (and son of Terpsias), by the other (corrupt, but the
correction seems secure) he is Namertidas’ son. I cannot think that this
agreement is fortuitous: I suppose therefore that our victor’s father is
Namertidas, and that chance has given us the very passage on which this part
of the ancient genealogy depends and from which its uncertainty arose. I
think indeed that we have the end of Namertidas’ name, and that the account
of the victories was much as follows:

ITvléi yap mor[* évikwy
6 uev cradiolio Spdluov, adtap & me[vraéfriov Napep-
7]{8ac( ]

There remain a number of loose ends. First, the earlier generations: the
Pindaric scholia inform us—what was not deducible from Pindar’s text—
that Terpsias and Ptoiodoros are brothers, and that Terpsias is father of /
Namertidas (whether or not of Eritimos too) and Ptoiodoros of Thessalos;
in our fragment, no word of any of this. From what source then did the
Alexandrians acquire their knowledge? In part at least, we may suppose, from
other references in the ode, whether adjacent to our fragment or remote from
it: when Pindar devotes to the family’s earlier victories two separate sections
of a full-scale ode which together amount to a quarter of the whole, it will not
be thought likely that Simonides gave them no greater part of an ode than we
have in these five lines."* But I have little doubt that there was a third source as
well: yet another ode of Simonides for another victory. Thessalos, the family’s
one Olympic victor until 464, and a double Pythian victor as well, is a prioria
likely recipient of an ode; and I see good reason to suppose that he did in fact
receive one. The Alexandrians knew that his three victories at Athens were in
the diaulos, the race in armour, and the stadion (sch. O. 13. 51d); from what
source would they know this if not from an ode?'* and from what ode if not
an ode for Thessalos himself ¢ Pindar, writing in O.13 for Thessalos’ own son,
speaks merely of three victories in running on a single day, and it will not be

" These catalogues of victories were doubtless prompted by the poet’s patrons; a family
which briefed the poet so fully in one case may be expected to have briefed him no less fully in
another.

'> We have no reason to suppose that the Alexandrians had access to a victor-list for the
Panathenaia; and if they did we have good reason to suppose that they never troubled to use it.
In other places where Pindar refers (as here) to a victory simply as ‘at Athens’, the scholia are
expressly unable to identify the festival: sch. N. 4. 30 (on 19) &dnlov 8¢ moiov dydva évixnce:
moAol yap Tedotvrar, lavabivaia kal dAoy; sch. O.7.151 (on 82) ein 8 dv vrot 7a [avabijvaia
veviknkwe N 76 ‘Hpdrdewa 4 7a OXdpmia 1§ 7a Edevcivia, icwce 8¢ kal mdvrar adjAwc yap elmev.

[6/7]



106 The Oligaithidai and their Victories

supposed that Simonides gave greater detail when writing, in our present ode,
for his first cousin once removed; but in an ode for Thessalos himself the full
detail of this unusual feat is natural and indeed essential.’® That ode would
certainly name Ptoiodoros as his father; it is likely enough that our present
ode should name Terpsias as our victor’s grandfather;'” the link between the
two sides of the family, the fact that Terpsias and Ptoiodoros were brothers,
might be given by either or indeed by both.

Second, the later generations; and here we have a substantial problem.
On the one hand the Pindaric scholia mention no son of Namertidas who
might be the victor of our ode; and if our ode is a principal source for their
genealogy the omission, given the fullness of that genealogy, is remarkable.
On the other hand they do include in their variant genealogy an Autolykos
whose presence is hard to account for: rwéc 8¢ *viov Nauepridaiv} Epiriudv
dacw, Epiripov 8¢ AdréAvrov. If Autolykos was named in our ode it was as a
victor; but if 7wéc are right he is our victor’s nephew, and a victory won
before his uncle’s is unexpected. It is not of course impossible;'® and rwéc
might in any case be wrong. There is however another and more serious
difficulty: in what possible way could Autolykos be mentioned in our ode that
might (a) suggest but not prove (for this is a variant opinion) that he was son
of Eritimos, (b) connect this paternity apparently with the supposition that
Eritimos was son of Namertidas and not of Terpsias—that he was «xaciyvyroc,
that is, of the victor and not of the victor’s father?®

'* The ode might also have provided Pindar, to whom it was presumably available, with the
facts he needed for his unvoc Twdrod: see above, n. 2 (at end).

'7 Just as Pindar’s ode names Ptoiodoros as Xenophon’s. And Simonides, we may suppose,
will have had the good fortune to express himself in a way that an ignorant posterity could not
misunderstand.

'8 T exemplify: X is born when his brother is twenty, his nephew is born ten years later when
the brother is thirty; the nephew wins as maic at the age of sixteen, X wins in the same year or the
next at the age of twenty-six or twenty-seven. Of course such things could happen (and things
beyond this, if the brothers were half-brothers); but they will hardly have happened very often.

If a nephew is (as ours would not be) a sister’s son, then since Greek women married at a
much earlier age than Greek men the overlap becomes much easier. Thus in Pind. N. 5. 43
Euthymenes wins as a man at the same Nemead at which his sister’s son Pytheas has just won as
dyévewoc (see P. Von der Miihll, Mus. Helv. 21 [1964] 96-7 = KI. Schr. 227-8; his explanation
admits no rational doubt).

¥ T will answer my own question by setting forth the one hypothesis that I have been able to
construct. Assume that Autolykos was in fact the son of our victor’s brother. Then make the
following suppositions: (a) Autolykos was old enough to have won a victory before the date of
his uncle’s ode; (b) Simonides referred to this victory, without naming Autolykos’ father, by
saying of our victor ‘his brother’s son Autolykos has won such-and-such a victory’; (¢) someone
at Alexandria forgot that a man may have more than one brother, and concluded that if Eritimos
was the victor’s brother Autolykos was Eritimos’ son. Nothing here is impossible, and indeed
some Alexandrian scholars were capable of worse things than (¢); but I should be very surprised
indeed if it all turned out to be true.
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Two difficulties therefore: the absence from the scholia of a name that one
might have expected to be present; the presence of a name that might more /
intelligibly have been absent. Two difficulties; but is their origin perhaps the
same? The sentence in which Autolykos is named is certainly garbled at one
point (7ov Nauepridav in place, presumably, of viov Naueprida); assume a
second garbling, and both our difficulties vanish at a blow: rweéc 8¢ *viov
Napepridaiv} Epiryudv dacw, Epirinov dé <dadedpov> AdréAuvrov. Autolykos
becomes thereby the son not of Eritimos but of Namertidas; and is thus the
hitherto nameless victor of our ode.

Now if Autolykos is our victor, he will be son of Namertidas in any case—
by the main genealogy as well as by the variant; and from this two con-
sequences follow. First, we can see why the variant is expressed in this way,
and not by the straightforward ‘Eritimos and Autolykos are sons of
Namertidas’: this is the view of those who in Epurinov kactyviitov reject the
interpretation of kactyvijrov as ‘brother (of Namertidas)’, and in rejecting it
they assert ‘Eritimos is (not brother but) son of Namertidas; the brother of
Eritimos is (not Namertidas but) Autolykos’. Second, this formulation
implies that Autolykos has already been named, in the main genealogy, as son
of Namertidas; as the scholion now stands he has not, but I believe that as it
originally stood he had:

Tepfiov ddedpoc IIroddwpoc, ral Tephlov pev maidec Epiripoc kai Napepridac,
<ob AdréAvioc,> IITow08dpov 8¢ Beccaldc, ob Hevoddv. Twéc 8¢ *viov Napepridalv}

Epiriudv dacw, Epiripov 8¢ <ddeApov> Adrélukov.

First all the relationships according to the main genealogy; then the modifica-
tion according to the variant.

I add a brief note about my correction of the scholion. If T were dealing
with a literary text I should be reluctant to treat it thus, for literary texts are
seldom subject to the degree of corruption I have assumed; but by the same
token there is seldom need for correction on this scale. The excerpts from
ancient commentaries which form the basis of our scholia are a very different
matter: not only were they copied with far less care, but they were deliberately
recast and abbreviated by men of little competence;™® and when we find in
these scholia a learned note that seems confused or inconsequent, we may

% This is evident at once from the constant variation between different forms of the same
note, above all in O. 2—12 (where we have two distinct recensions of the scholia, one in A, one in
the other manuscripts). For variation in a genealogical statement cf. sch. O. 3. 68a (A) = 68d
(BCDEQ); in a list of festivals, sch. O. 7. 153a + 154a (A) = 153e + 154c (BC(D)EQ). I have
written in JHS 93 (1973), 24-8, <above, Chapter 6> about the corruption (first accidental, then
deliberate) of a note concerned with the dates of victories.
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usually assume that in its original form the note (whether right or wrong) was
at least lucid and straightforward, and that the confusion or inconsequence is
the work of those who copied it and adapted it. Usually we must confine
ourselves to saying ‘something seems to have gone wrong’, and so it was here
before 1967; we are now, I believe, able to do rather more.”/

I now amend the genealogical table to suit the corrected scholion (I set by
Thessalos and Xenophon the dates of their Olympic victories):

unnamed
| |
Terpsias Ptoiodoros
(Eritimos) Namertidas Thessalos (504)
!—k—\
(Eritimos) Autolykos Xenophon (464)

The only difference now between main and variant genealogies is in the
position of Eritimos. I show him, bracketed, in both positions (italics for the
variant); when I come to the detail of the text I shall inquire whether one
position may be thought likelier than the other.

I suppose then that our victor is Autolykos son of Namertidas. The event:
unknown.” The venue: unknown; but when the two precedents cited for the
victory are both Pythian, so perhaps may be the victory itself (I shall say more
about this below). The date: at latest, before the death of Simonides in 468/7
(how long before? he was still composing odes in the early 470s, and one ode
is securely dated to 477/6);> at earliest, a date compatible with the fact that

' Tt is hardly worth while to speculate about how the omissions happened. That of G8eX¢dv
will have been pure carelessness; that of o AdréAuvkoc might perhaps have been deliberate
(excision of the irrelevant), though if so the man who omitted it was inconsistent when he came
to Autolykos again.

2 In my discussion below of lines 1-3 I consider the possibility that there was mention of the
victor’s trainer. If there was, that points (n. 27) to wrestling or boxing or the pankration (and
perhaps, though less certainly, to a boys’ event).

? Victory with a cyclic chorus at Athens in 477/6: Epigrammata Graeca 185< >-90 Page
(Sim. xxviii). Odes concerned with the battles of Artemision, Thermopylai, Salamis: PMG
531-6. Age in 477/6: eighty, according to the epigram (Jydwkovraérnc; not necessarily exact).
Age at death: eighty-nine the Souda, ninety Mar—. Par. (FGrHist 239 A 57), over ninety Lucian
Makr. 26. Date of death: 468/7 Mar—. Par.; it may be that this rests on a combination of the
epigram’s ‘eighty’, taken as exact, with the same eighty-nine as the Souda, but even so it will
hardly be very far out.
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the victor’s second cousin Xenophon won as a man at Olympia in 464 (which
tells us little: generations can soon get out of step, and between second
cousins a difference in age of thirty years or so would be nothing out of the
way).**
I come now to consider the text in detail.”
fr.21(a) puwrader [
Jva wperedal

3 Jravrwva [

Jopwmadal ] [

i, [ lebecexap [ (1 22
6 marepocrdmov| k[ |lpoplavyepaca [

purypovkac, [ ], 1 ovr wv_é)mi/apwoﬂ

opevcradiol | o ravrapor [
9 1o l).L) [ Jrl.... Nlemewops |

wikta Sev_ [
Slvdrwp credaly
3 7dvrdvare [
rlal pw madale ] [
rlalcbeic xip 1) [
6 marépoc 7 dmo v[i]x[aldopiav yépac a [ Kij-
puripov kacy[v]jrov: ITvBsi 'y.dp o[ évikwv (?)
6 wév cradlolio dpd]uov, adrap 6 me[vraédiov Nawep-

9 rldacl] [].[17l..... Jelun Kopwl6

The fragments of the papyrus are reproduced in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri
xxxii on plates VI and VII; these two fragments are on plate VI (referred to
below as ‘the plate’).

1 First line of a column [, a round letter, then traces on the line
(ink adjoining the round letter on its right is the tip, with ink lost beneath, of
¢ in the line below). Of the round letter, the bottom right arc and (on papyrus
displaced to the left) apparently part of a cross-stroke with a vestige of the top
arc above: the bottom right arc thick for e, but suited to 6; the cross-stroke
high for 6, but suited to ¢ conceivably the appearance of cross-stroke and top
arc is illusory, the ink being from an abraded top left arc of o or . On the line,

* A point of method which is of no practical importance: I reckon from Xenophon’s victory,
not (as might seem more proper) from Thessalos’, since we do not know whether Thessalos won
as man or as boy.

* I must thank Dr R. A. Coles for allowing me to consult him about some of the problems
of the papyrus; at the same time I must absolve him from responsibility for what I have written
about them.

For the two scraps (b) and (c) of fr. 21 = SLG 339 see above, n. 13; here again I ignore them, as
completely useless.
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prima facie parts of a horizontal, {, ¢, perhaps (but too far from the round
letter?) 8; but perhaps the foot of a strongly serifed upright followed closely by
the foot of another letter, e.g. vu

2 Before ]v, a not very wide letter: could be o]; not y] Between a and
w the foot of an upright; suits 7 a[, only part, but I think it certain: the
lower arc of the loop, with ink lost at the left, and a thin vestige of the
underside of the upper arc

3 ]m, parts of the second upright (upper third, foot), with the crossbar
protruding to the right at the top Between the tops of 7 and o (the
letters almost touch at the foot) a small hole in the upper layer; on the
underlayer a short slanting stroke, clearly defined and quite unlike seepage.
The only writing appropriate to this position is an apostrophe; I should guess
that there was a hole at the time of writing, and that an apostrophe was
written with its downstroke on the underlayer, its hooked end on surface at
the lower edge of the hole that subsequently came away; on the edge of the
undamaged surface on the left, just below the crossbar of 7, is a thin vestige of
ink that could be from the tip of the hook ...[, the foot of an upright,
then the start of a stroke rising to the right, then tiny vestiges of ink level with
the tops (to the right of the lost tail of ¢ from the line above); if the first letter
was 7 the second was a, and the third, overlapping the tail of a, most readily
(unless a lection sign) 7, v,

4 ] ,aspeck on the line (tiny, but certain) very close to ¢, presumably from
a; the space suits «]a a[, vestiges of the left side of the main stroke, at
the top and at mid-letter; apparently not A (part of the other stroke ought to
be visible) 1.[, a trace on the line above the v of yapw

5 ]..[, first the junction of two bottom arcs, from the underside of pn
(second half) or w (not I think y), then a speck rather above the line
(displaced slightly down and to the left) which in Juv[ could be from the lower
part of the diagonal of v; a blurred dark mark level with the tops is perhaps
ink from the top left of v, but I cannot locate it exactly (below the | of ] (u, on
papyrus displaced well down and to the right) _[], a trace on the line in
place for an initial upright; if a wide = or v, no letter lost; not y, ¢[a], etc. (a
curved foot would show on the right) 1]..[, the lower half of a circle
(o0, 0), then a trace on the line in place for an initial upright ].[, a speck
on the line, above the mid-point of the tops of wa below /

6 ]x[, not (as Lobel) x: there is more ink from the upright than can be seen
on the plate (concealed by a tiny turnover of papyrus) {a, not a: the
accent slants up briefly from , then flattens out over a; for its length and
shape compare (almost as flat) frr. 5. 2, 50. 2; contrast the & of frr. 2. 4, 59. 11
y, the foot; from the space, certainly not 7, pretty certainly not « a. |,
most of a (not the first half of u: excluded both by remains of the loop and by
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the trace next described), then two small vestiges of bottom edges, the first
from a stroke (angle not determinable) adjoining the tail of a, the second
possibly but not necessarily from a bottom arc (if it is, a_ [ could be e.g.
awc[, apl)

7 ¢ []..ov, compatible with cey[v]yrov (i, serifed foot and trace from
foot; y, tip of second upright and speck from left of crossbar)

8 ].0,, compatible with |uov (and the gap before it with [108p0]): of w, the
first apex, the right edge of the second, and the tip (close to o) of the final
curved foot; of v, a speck from the foot of the first upright, then ink from the
top of the second and from the right edge at the foot. The plate may mislead.
My p: a dark mark 1 mm. below the foot of v in the line above is not part of
the writing; the edge of the second apex is 1 mm. below this. My v: of the
specks from the top of the second upright, the farthest left (with the lower
edge of the following point) is on a fibre detached from the surface and
displaced c. 0.5 mm. to the left (it is attached to the papyrus on the far side of
a vertical break after the point, where there is now a slight overlap); if
the displacement be corrected, the specks no longer suggest Lobel’s ‘upper
part of a stroke rising to right’, but are compatible with the second upright of
v m, the upper edge (hair-thin) of the crossbar along the break, and
part of the top right angle _[, a trace whose shape and position suit the
upper edge of part of a top arc; hardly a, A, v

9 The first five letters (] Sa_[) were written at an abnormally high level; by
the eighth the level is normal ]., the tip of an upright, presumably
¢« with one average letter lost before it _[, two tiny traces on separate
narrow horizontal strips; the possibilities include ¢ (left arc below middle,
top arc towards right, with ink lost from the upper strip to the left of the
trace) [1.[, what looks like the right end, high up, of a gently rising
stroke, and beneath its abraded left part ¢. 1.5 mm. of convex horizontal trace
level with normal tops (with ink lost? edge irregular; discontinuous at the
left); if at normal level, I suppose ¢ or ¢, but the accent (unless after all
incomplete at the right) will be anomalously short or far to the left; if still at
high level, perhaps a much abraded «; if preceded by ¢[ ], the spacing in either
case indicates that there was a point between them, c[-](points were written as
part of the text, and occupy space) 1.[, a vestige of an upper edge
(normal level) below the a of cradio| [, parts of both uprights and
most of the right half of the crossbar (I think not two letters: the uprights too
close for ]ur[, the crossbar too far left for ]ur[) Between y and , traces
compatible with 7: of the first upright, strongly serifed to the left as at fr. 9. 3,
the foot and the serif at the top (suggesting at first sight the end of a
horizontal); of the second, a vestige from the top ¢.[, of ¢ the top third,
then a trace compatible with the angle at the top left of v /

[11/12]
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We know little about Simonides’ metrical practice; and in what metre this
may be I cannot say. The double-short sequences of 6 and (apparently) 7
might suggest dactylo-epitrite, at least of a kind; and 8 would conform if in
cradioto Spdpov the scansion were -5 dp-. But with -66p- 8 could be aeolic,
and double-short sequences are perfectly in place in some aeolic: in Pindar,
small clusters O. 9 ep., P. 2 str., Pai. 6 str.; a great many N. 6, Pai. 9.

1-3 In 1, wikrd, cdppirra, etc.; or dopuiktd, -7a? In 2, 8lvdrwp seems
inescapable: either the appellative (Hesych., Phot., dviirwp: dvycw pépwr;
Phot. adds «ai dvdrwp opolwc) or a proper name (Ovijrwp two characters in
mythology, and several Athenians; cf.’Ovdrac of Aigina, Ovijcioc). With this,
3 at once restores itself as 7° dvrdwar’ a_ [ (the 7 the elided final syllable of a
word begun in the line before?). I suppose the word-play to be as possible
with the proper name as with the appellative: this is the poet who wrote
émééad 6 Kpiéc (PMG 507).

Of whom is this said? If (as I shall suppose) ww in the next sentence is the
victor, the victor must appear in this sentence in a way that will allow him to
be picked up by pw. If he is subject, I do not know why it should be said of
him that dvdrwp dvrdvaro (if he is Autolykos, no play on a name). It may be
relevant that when a victor is a young wrestler or boxer or pancratiast the poet
will often praise his trainer:”’ the trainer certainly vivycw his pupil, and may
be said to avrdvacfar when the pupil wins.?® If this should indeed be the
trainer, the sentence may I suppose have been so constructed that ww can have
the reference I desire.

4-7 In 4, other letters than «] would fit the space, but I suppose a new
sentence here to be very likely (with o in its customary second place). In 5,

% This division before the elided syllable is of course normal (and so far as I know
invariable).

¥ Pindar, in seventeen odes for wrestlers, boxers, and pancratiasts, mentions a trainer seven
times (and mentions none in any ode for a victor in any other event). Three times the victor is a
boy (O. 8, N. 6, O. 10) and once an dyéveioc (N. 5; the one trainer in Bacchylides is in an ode for
this same victory); once perhaps a boy (N. 4: line 90, with the vocative mai, is corrupt; the same
trainer Melesias as for the boys of O. 8, N. 6); once not certainly a man (I. 5: Phylakidas’ second
Isthmian victory, trained by his brother Pytheas); once a man (I. 4; but the trainer is named after
the mention of an earlier victory as a boy). The ten odes with no trainer mentioned comprise
two for boys (P. 8, O. 11), one most likely for a boy or dyéveioc (I. 6: Phylakidas’ first Isthmian
victory), one I should guess for an dyéveioc (I 8), and six for men, either certainly (O. 7, O. 9,
N. 2, N. 10) or presumably (N. 3, L. 7).

% At O. 8. 65 the thirtieth of his pupils’ victories is a yépac for Melesias.

? 1 expect not lonic ww but Doric v (which I am confident was used by Pindar and
Bacchylides); and my expectation might quite well be right. Papyri of Pindar are not only
equally divided between ww and vw but show frequent vacillation: in about two dozen instances
of the pronoun there are four of pw with v superscript, one of vw with u superscript, one of pw
in one copy and vw in another. Evidently there were two opinions in antiquity about the form he
used, and copies were constantly corrected to agree with one opinion or the other. It would not
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for u [ ]cfeic or w_[]cBeic beginning with the beginning of a word or syllable
I do not think that uv[a]cfeic can be in doubt.” In 6, anastrophe of drmo
is given by the papyrus; at the end I have supposed for xai E- the Doric crasis
KN~

For the sense, I suppose something on the following lines: ‘and I say of him
[the victor], calling to mind achievements of time gone by, that he has his
winning of victory as a distinction that comes to him from his father and
from his brother Eritimos.”! 7ala[ in this sentence will presumably have to
do with wdAa: not with 7dda;™ if madawdv (épyudrwr or the like), the trace at
the end of 4 would be in place for the first upright of v in wada[w]v].

This supposition leaves problems whose solution is not immediately
obvious; I will discuss them briefly, lest they be thought to invalidate the
supposition. The wording I shall put forward in doing so is not intended
(though I pay regard to the traces) to do more than exemplify: I am not /
seeking to restore Simonides’ text (our ignorance of the metre would in any
case make this an idle pursuit), but merely to establish that the problems are
not insoluble.

First, how is one to incorporate ydpw in the sentence as I conceive it? It was
not followed by e, so not ‘and evoking ydp.c for the family’; the prepositional
use is unlikely in the neighbourhood of genitives dependent on pvacfeic; all
I can suppose is that it was governed by a participle agreeing with the object
of uvachelc, ‘that brought about ydp:c’ (the ydpic attendant on or resulting
from victory: e.g. Pind. O. 8. 57, 80). Not ‘kinsmen who brought about waa.d.
xdpec’, for madawdy is excluded by the trace at the end of 4; not ‘kinsmen of old

be surprising if papyri of Simonides behaved in the same way; and though the evidence is quite
inadequate to show that they did, it is not inconsistent with their having done so: three instances
of pw, one of vw with u superscript (I exclude PMG 541. 8 vw as not certainly Simonidean). The
three instances other than ours are all in P. Oxy. 2430 = PMG 519 (frr. 53. 10, 62(b). 3, 92. 8); this
might well tend to be consistent with itself, and so to make our tiny sample unrepresentative.

For Bacchylides the evidence is overwhelmingly in favour of vw: in the main papyrus, vw: puw
is 21:1; in other papyri, 2:0, 1:0, 1:0. But with nearly all the evidence from a single papyrus, we
cannot be certain that there were not papyri that followed a different practice.

% 1If the letters all belong to a single word, I find no alternative to uv[a]cfeic. If to more than
one, there is_ [ |c Oeic; there are also (but they would surely in this manuscript have been
indicated by lection signs) things like ]c#eic |c & elc.

' The notion of athletic excellence as something innate or inherited is of course common in
Pindar; note especially P. 8. 44 ¢vdr 10 yevvaiov émmpémer | éx marépwv maict Mjua (in a
mythological paradeigma, but applied expressly to the victor). When a victor matches the
achievements of named forbears Pindar is inclined to talk rather of ‘footsteps’, but the notion of
inheritance is never far away: P. 10. 12 76 8¢ cuyyevéc éuféBarev ixvecw marpéc krd., N. 6. 15
{yvecw év Ilpaéddpavtoc éov méda véuwy | marpomrdropoc sparuiowc, P. 8. 35 madaicpudrecce yap
Ixvebwv patpadeddeodc k). (followed shortly by 44 dvdr «7A., cited above).

% And certainly not with maddccw or émala.
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who brought about ydp.c’, for though a father’s victories of a generation ago
may be called 7aXad, hardly the father himself; I suppose therefore ‘achieve-
ments of old that brought about ydp.c’, on the lines of mada[id]v [épypdrwr]
wvacleic xdpw moA[v]H[parov dpcdvrwr dduorc].

Second, yépac in agonistic contexts is little more than an elegant sub-
stitute for ‘victory’ (Pind. O. 2. 49 Olvuniar uév yap adroc yépac édexro,
P. 8.78 Meydpoic 8’ éxeic yépac): how then do we justify its apposition here to
vikadoplav? Most likely, I think, by supposing it to have been qualified by an
adjective that took the emphasis; as it might be «]al pw . . . [cvyyevéc] marépoc
7 dmo vikadoplav yépac du[paivew AMyw w)]piripov kacvyvijrou, I aver that
he displays his winning of victory as a distinction that goes with his birth,
coming from his father etc.”.”

vikagopia, known hitherto only from Pindar, is used by him of the winning
of a single victory, actual (P. 1. 59) or typical (N. 9. 49), or in the plural of a
plurality of such winnings (O. 10. 59, N. 10. 41), though once of the winning
of victories generally (N. 2. 4: Timodemos, by his Nemeian victory, his first in
the great games, xataBoddv lepdv dydvawv vikadoplac 8édextar); yépac is
applied by Pindar commonly to a single victory (O. 2. 49 and P. 8. 78, cited
above; O. 8. 11, P. 5. 31, 124; similarly Bacch. 7. 8, 11. 36). Here therefore
I should expect vikadoplo and yépac to refer to the winning of the present
victory and not to a propensity to victories; on the other hand an adjective
such as cuyyevéc would be more appropriate to the propensity. The distinc-
tion is of course of no practical importance; and it might well be that a poet
would blur it.

I come finally to the interpretation of Epiriuov racvyvirov: is Eritimos
brother of the victor or of the victor’s father? The expression itself is com-
patible with either relationship; and the poet, writing for an audience who
were in no doubt about the facts, could have used it equally well for either.
The one thing that might give the ignorant a pointer is the description of
these / earlier victories (I have supposed) as madad; and I think it may well be
this that made some ancient scholars suppose Eritimos to be brother of the
victor’s father. The pointer is not a certain one: a man’s brother (especially if
he be a half-brother) can be a very great deal older than the man himself; and
I suppose that if Eritimos as the victor’s brother had won say twenty-five or
thirty years before him that might of itself have qualified as wada:év. But in
that case the father’s victory will have been won something like fifty or sixty

» There are devices that would avoid the apposition altogether, but I think them quite
unacceptable: to read {epdac (but I cannot believe that this was written, and I think it in any case
quite intractable); or to disregard the accentuation of the papyrus and read vixagopidv yépac
(but I find this a very improbable expression).
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years before the date of our poem: would these two victories, of very different
date and of different generations (one the victor’s own), have been described
together as madawd? The answer might depend, I think, on something outside
our knowledge: no, I should incline to say, if Eritimos was still alive; but yes if
he was dead. I suppose, that is, that 7alaid is compatible with either relation-
ship; but compatible with Eritimos’ being the victor’s brother only if he was
both a great deal older than the victor and no longer alive.

7-9 The poet has alluded to victories won in the past by the victor’s father
and by Eritimos; now he specifies them, as won at Pytho in events which he
proceeds to name. (For ‘at Pytho’ I have supposed trisyllabic ITvfdi, used by
Pindar at I. 7. 51 and P. Oxy. 2442 fr. 51; with ITvfoi disyllabic there would be
an unexpected sequence of six longs, xaciyvirov- [1v0ot yap mor’.)

About the first victory there can be no doubt: cradio[io dpd]uov, as Pind.
O. 13. 30 cradiov vikav Spdpov. The second will be the = [ of 8, and this I
suppose to be me[vraéfiov or me[vrdefrov (Pindar has both forms; I shall
consider later which may be the likelier here): there are a good many other
events beginning with = (wayxpdriov, mdAav, m6¢, and those of maidec), but
none with whose second letter I should wish to identify the trace after 7 (nor
do I think adrap ém)[irac Tpéywv any more acceptable).

Two things still need to be supplied. One is a verb, evidently at the end of 7;
the obvious one is évikwv or évikacav, but perhaps of course a synonym
instead. The tense may have been either imperfect or aorist: in statements of
past victories either the present stem or the aorist may be used, I suppose as
‘be a victor’ and ‘win a victory’; for indicatives cf. Pind. N. 5. 45 éxpdret, 10. 25
E’Kp(iT'Y)CG.

The other thing is the name of the victor’s father; necessary not for the
audience’s sake (they know it already) but to further the father’s glory. One
purpose of the victory ode, a purpose which Pindar is never tired of pro-
claiming, is to preserve the memory of men’s achievements for generations to
come; and to fulfil this purpose name and achievement must be unmistakably
conjoined. The name, therefore, and no mere designation as ‘his father’.**
And the victory not one or other of two, but one expressly his / own (with the

* Proof of this is to be sought in the first instance not in poets’ practice but in human nature:
what man would be content to have his achievements recorded for posterity under the semi-
anonymity of ‘X’s father’? and if he was named as father in some other part of the ode, that
would hardly alleviate the discontent. And poets’ practice does of course conform: for fathers’
victories cf. Pind. O. 13. 35 marpoc . . . Oeccadoio, P. 10. 12 warpéc alone for one victory, but
Phrikias in the next sentence for another, P. 11. 43 warpi [Tvfovikw: (his name), N. 8. 16 marpoc
Méya. It sometimes happens that Pindar names a victorious relative without specifying the
relationship (O. 8. 15 Timosthenes, O. 9. 84 Lampromachos); for the converse, relationship
without name, I can think only of O. 2. 49 Sudrdapov ... ddeAdpedv (Theron’s brother
Xenokrates; are tyrants a special case?).

[14/15]
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other expressly Eritimos’); so that the place for the name is with one of the
victories—with the pentathlon therefore, in apposition to 6. And there I find
it. I have argued already that the father is Namertidas; and in | ] da_[ at the
beginning of 8 the letters ]:8a are as good as certain, with I7] compatible with
the space and c[with the traces. This agreement will hardly be fortuitous: I do
not doubt that Napeplr]{dac is to be restored. And I have one further thing to
add: in the sentence as I have restored it Nauepridac will be the final word,
and would naturally be followed by punctuation in the papyrus; there is a
narrow lacuna after the ¢[, but from the apparent position of the following
letter it seems not unlikely that the lacuna contained a point.

No more is needed: the poet has achieved variety of expression by cradio:o
dpduov; for the pentathlon, therefore, only the bare name, adrap 6 mevraéfiov
Nopepridac. And if this is all, then metre perhaps may help (however
uncertainly) in the choice between mevraéfAiov and mevrdeflov. I think it
right to assume (in default of evidence to the contrary) that Simonides would
have been as chary of single-value 6 in mid-word as was Bacchylides; if he
was, the scansion here is likely to have been -agfA- or (common in Pindar)
-aefA-; and with either of these scansions, I suppose that whatever the metre
mevraéfhov will contribute to a much likelier sequence of syllables than
would wevrdeflov.

One might have expected this sentence to end with the end of a verse; it
is odd that it should end with the second syllable of a colon. But there are
worse puzzles than this in the colometry of our papyrus (see Lobel pp. 70-1,
on fr. 5); and my own puzzlement is strongly tinged with suspicion. The
papyrus points after the second syllable of a colon also in fr. 2 (= SLG 320) at
3 and 18, and in fr. 5 (= SLG 323) at 13 and 14 (this in not more than seventy
cola in which punctuation at this point in the colon could be recognized);
I add (for we have no reason to suppose our papyrus exceptional among
Simonidean papyri) that P Oxy. 2430 (= PMG 519) points after the first
syllable of a colon at fr. 9 ii 4 and after the second in the following line.

The two precedents cited here for our present victory are both Pythian;
though we know from Pindar that Eritimos at least had Isthmian victories
as well. It may be that Simonides is citing simply the most distinguished
victories of the closer relatives; but I think it likelier that he cites the Pythian

* In Bacchylides’ 6 instances of ¢efA- the 02 is always double-value; contrast Pindar, in whose
47 disyllabic instances it is 20 times single-value. This is no special case: Bacchylides is much
more reluctant than Pindar to admit single value in mid-word in any combination of so-called
‘mute and liquid’ (percentages of single value, for all combinations in mid-word, are 31 Pindar,
11 Bacchylides; and Bacchylides’ instances are largely confined to combinations with p). It seems
prudent to suppose for Simonides the same severer treatment that we find in his compatriot and
nephew.



The Oligaithidai and their Victories 117

victories because our victor too has won at Pytho. We know from Pindar that
in 464 the family had six Pythian victories to its name; two belong to
Thessalos; one each, as we now know, to Namertidas and Eritimos; there are
still two that are unassigned, and I am very willing to suppose that this is one
of them. /

9 The one certainty in this last sentence is Lobel’s Kopw[f-. Before it,
v]elune? there is also 8]e/un: (and conceivably Jeww’ 7, and I suppose a possi-
bility of e: for 7). The ten letters before this can presumably have contained
something to account for a subjunctive; I should be reluctant to suppose our
copyist to have been given to illiterate iotas, with wx: for ux.

[15/16]
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Two Studies in Pindaric Metre

I. SHORT ANCEPS IN DACTYLO-EPITRITES

It has more than once been observed that short ancipitia in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrites are much commoner in the first triad of an ode than in later triads:
in first triads about one anceps in nine is short, in later triads about one in
forty-six. But this observation gives only part of the picture: there is a further
sharp distinction to be drawn between the ancipitia in later triads. The facts,
for Pindar’s dactylo-epitrite epinikia, are these:'

Short anceps is not uncommon (a) in the first triad of an ode, (b) in respon-
sion, in a later triad, with short anceps in the first triad; in other situations it is
rare, and perhaps always associated with a proper name.

The difference in frequency is very marked: ‘not uncommon’ amounts to
one instance in every eight or nine, ‘rare’ to one in every 235. My ‘perhaps
always’ is short for ‘always, unless one accepts any of the five instances which
I shall exclude as corrupt’.

This statement can with advantage be refined; for within the first triad a

<This paper evidently matured over a long period. B. showed me a version of it in about 1981;
cf. my Greek Metre, viii and 74 n. 102. In 1975 (chapter 11, n. 49) he had already anticipated a
publication corresponding to part II of the present study. Note 132 cannot have been formu-
lated long after 1978, and in n. 211 the year 1980 stands for ‘the present time’. Note 236 was
composed before 1982 and added to after. In n. 23 B. cites my Greek Metre (1982), in n. 4
Maehler’s 1987 revision of Snell’s Pindar, in n. 123 Hainsworth’s commentary on Od. 5-8 (1988
in the English version), and elsewhere SH and PMGF, which appeared in 1983 and 1991
respectively.>

' 1 gave a brief and incomplete statement of the facts in 1956, in an article on dactylo-
epitrites in Bacchylides (Hermes 84, 248-9) <below, chapter 14. The fact that short anceps is
most frequent in the first triad of an ode, and often excused by a proper name, was first observed
by Boeckh, Pindari Opera quae supersunt, i. 2. 282. Cf. also Herbert Hohl, Responsionsfreiheiten
bei Pindar (Diss. Koln 1950), 17-21.>.
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predominant part is played by the first strophe and epode (i.e. the first
appearance of a stanza within the ode). Refined, it will become:

Short anceps is not uncommon (a) in the first strophe and epode of an ode,
(b) in responsion, in later stanzas, with short anceps in the first strophe or
epode; it is found occasionally without this responsion in the first antistrophe
or in responsion with short anceps in the first antistrophe; in other situations
it is rare, and perhaps always associated with a proper name.

With this formulation, ‘not uncommon’ amounts to one instance in every
seven and a half; ‘occasionally’, for the instances in the first antistrophe, is one
in 54 (for short anceps in responsion with these, one in six of the very few
places where it might occur).

I can offer no convincing explanation of these facts,” and shall confine
myself to establishing them. Explained or unexplained, they are facts just the
same; and are of the same practical consequence to an editor.’

I will set out the figures in tabular form. They are for the dactylo-epitrite
epinikia, excluding the fragments of the Isthmians lost after I 8; of the mixed-
metre O. 13 I include only the dactylo-epitrite parts (the last two and a half
verses of the strophe, the whole of the epode). I treat the two odes I. 3 and 4 as
the equivalent metrically of a single ode, but of a single ode beginning with
I. 4 (so that the single triad of I 3 is treated as the last triad of the composite
ode); I shall justify this in Section E. In the monostrophic odes (P. 12, N. 9)
I include all strophes after the first among ‘later triads’.

I follow no published text, but have made my own decisions everywhere; I
take Snell’s text* as a basis in the sense that I shall record, and account for, all
my departures from it. In general (but with a few exceptions, which I shall
record in their place) I treat as long all ancipitia whose quantity is for any
reason indeterminate. I exclude all ancipitia which form the last syllable of a
verse.

% The best I can do is this (which is perhaps not so much an explanation of the facts as a
restatement of them): Pindar in his dactylo-epitrites does not (proper names apart) use short
anceps if his audience is expecting a long; and the audience will expect a long if the first instance
at that place is long (or at least if the first two instances, in strophe and antistrophe, are long).
I do not know why this should be so; and I do not know how many in the audience will have had
ears sensitive enough to register this refinement.

* I know that the tragedians observe Porson’s law. I do not know why they observe it; but
I find myself in no way disadvantaged by my ignorance.

* As revised by Maehler (1969, and then 1987); but I say ‘Snell” except where Macehler differs
from him.
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Table A. Triads

Total Short One short
ancipitia ancipitia in every
(a) First triad 792 87 9.1
(b) Later triads, in responsion with short 383 50 7.7
under (a)
(¢) do., in responsion with long under (a) 2350 10* 235.0
Table B. First strophe and epode
(d) First strophe and epode 543 73 7.4
(e) Later stanzas (including first antistrophe), 395 56 7.1
in responsion with short under (d)
(f) do., in responsion with long under (d) 2587 18* 143.7

Table C. First antistrophe (included under ‘later stanzas’ in Table B)

(g) First antistrophe, in responsion with short 34 10 3.4
under (d)

(h) do., in responsion with long under (d) 215 4* 53.8

(j) Later stanzas, in responsion with short 24 4% 6.0
under (h)

Of the four figures marked * (instances not in responsion with a first-
strophe or first-epode short) the 18 under (f) consist of the 10 under (¢)
(proper names) plus the 4 and 4 under (k) and (j) (first antistrophe, and in
responsion with these).

I will signal here an innovation in my terminology: if a short anceps
in a later stanza is in responsion with a short in the first triad, I shall
speak of it henceforth as ‘echoing’ that short. Briefer, certainly; and I think
clearer.

I shall now proceed to list the instances of short anceps in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrites, and to justify my inclusion in those lists, and my exclusion from
them, of any ancipitia whose quantity might be disputed. I shall do this under
seven heads (of which all but G are concerned with the epinikia alone): A, in
the first strophe and epode; B, echoing these; C, in the first antistrophe (with
long in the first strophe), and echoing these; D, non-echoing in later triads;
E, Isthmians 3 and 4; F, the fragments; G, miscellaneous.

In the great majority of the disputable instances the choice will be
between alternative forms of the same word with different scansion, or
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between different scansions of a single form.” I shall be guided by the follow-
ing considerations:

(a) In situations where short anceps is permissible, only one anceps in
every 7.3 is short; I suppose this to indicate a fairly strong preference for long
even in these situations.® I shall in each case consider the alternatives that
were or might have been at Pindar’s disposal, and the use he makes of them
elsewhere (including his use of related forms where these are relevant): if he
admits both forms or scansions readily, I shall assume (except in one or two
special cases) that he intended a long; if he admits only the one, I shall assume
that he intended that; if he shows a preference for one against the other, I
shall make a probable judgement based on the strength of the preference that
he shows.

(b) In situations where short anceps would be anomalous, the same con-
siderations but with a very different emphasis: a long form or scansion, unless
it appears to be one that Pindar may be thought to have avoided entirely.

In the case of anomalous short anceps, we shall need to consider whether
there may be corruption. If an anomaly can be removed by a trivial correc-
tion, then it should be removed; the correction may affect either the anomal-
ous short anceps itself, converting it to long, or the corresponding long
anceps in the first strophe or epode, converting it to short. If on inspection
there prove to be grounds other than the anomaly for suspecting the text, we
should look for a correction that will remove the other difficulties and the
anomaly at a single stroke.

> What is a different form and what merely a different scansion will depend on one’s
alphabet: to Pindar the difference between «dpa and xovpa (both of which he spelt KOPA) will
have been identical in kind to that between &v1jp and avip.

Whenever I refer to Pindar’s ambiguous alphabet, I shall write as if he used letters of the same
form as the capitals of modern printed texts. In fact, some of his letters will have differed
slightly, and one or two very greatly, from modern forms; but all I am concerned with is the
ambiguity of his E and O (which he wrote in fact in more or less that form), and accuracy over
his letter-forms would serve only to distract the reader and inconvenience the printer. I shall
therefore say that for our £évoc and eivoc he wrote in both cases ZENOZ, even though he will
have used not & but his equivalent of xc, and not X' (four bars) but a form with three bars.

¢ To the question ‘what proportion of short ancipitia would there be if he had felt equally free
to have either quantity?’ there can of course be no answer. But one can make a sideways
approach. Long anceps is the only means of producing, in normal dactylo-epitrites, a sequence
of three longs within the verse. Now it might be thought that a poet whose language owes so
much to that of Homer, in whom a sequence of three or more longs occurs on average rather
more than once a line, would in any case find it convenient to have a high proportion of long
anceps. But I give the number of such sequences in three dactylo-epitrite and three aeolic odes,
all of much the same length (1535 to 1710 syllables): dactylo-epitrites, 199 (O. 6), 194 (P. 3), 172
(N. 10); aeolic, 0 (O. 1), 13 (P. 2), 0 (N. 7). Quite clearly Pindar can compose at will either with
or without these sequences; and in his dactylo-epitrites the very high proportion of long anceps
even in situations where short would be permissible is a matter not of linguistic convenience but
of metrical or musical principle.
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I shall not in general pay much attention to the manuscripts, for in most of
the matters here at issue their support for one reading or another is of no
account whatever. In some things, such as the choice between «dpa and xovpa,
they are a priori useless, for when Pindar in either case wrote an ambiguous
KOPA no manuscript on earth can tell us whether he meant the O to be short
or long. In other things, such as écri(v) or «ric(c)etev, their uselessness can be
established only a posterior; but it has long been established beyond all
possible doubt. I shall mention their readings occasionally, in instances where
it might be supposed that they could be of value; but I shall normally do so
only to show that they are in fact of no value at all.

When a short vowel is followed by mute-and-liquid I shall assume that the
syllable is long; but I shall make the assumption explicitly and not tacitly. In
doing so I shall commonly adduce figures for the relative frequency of short
and long scansion before different combinations of mute and liquid. These
are based on my own compilations, for Pindar’s epinikia (in all metres;
but not the fragments); they differentiate between initial and internal mute-
and-liquid, but within internal do not differentiate between genuinely
internal (é8pa) and quasi-initial (é-8pauov, dmo-Spéfar, (mmo-dponla). They
exclude of course things like éx-Aefifew.

I shall draw attention to the syllable I am concerned with by enclosing the
rest of the word (or words) within brackets: (du)méA(ov), yadx(dcmida),
(dmot)va k(al), (ndrai)pav (écriav), (Ymep)Bev 8(aira). The way I do it is quite
unscientific: the part I leave unbracketed is properly speaking not the syllable
at all, which is (o’t,u,)ﬂ'e'()\ou), Xa/\(Ko’LmTLBa), (dmoi)va (kai), (,udKaL)pa(v écriav),
(Umep)fev (Saira). But it makes I think for intelligibility if I include after the
vowel all the intervocalic consonants, on whose number (and sometimes
nature) the quantity of a short-vowel syllable depends; it has also the
advantage of allowing me to say ‘marp(dc) is of indeterminate quantity’
(when properly speaking it is mar(pdc) if long, ma(7pdc) if short), and of not
requiring me to print things like (8:86v)7¢ k(celvia).

A. Short anceps in first strophe or epode

I list the instances, 73 in number. Those marked * are discussed below; so are
all disputable ancipitia that I exclude as being long. Corresponding ancipitia:
(9) = nine, all long (if disputable, discussed below); (+) = one or more short
(details under section B).

0. 3. 14 (2) (ével)kev (Aue-)

15 (2) *OX(vumian)
6. 18 (4) map(ectt)



11.

12.

13.

w
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1 (9) *(a)¢ve(dc)
2 (9) (du)méA(ov)
4 (+) ve(aviow)
15 (4) *(AN)pe(@n)
16 (4) *(dmot)va k(al)
17 (+) mar(épa)
1 (7) *OXvpmia)
16 (3) cé u(év)
17 (3) Kpév(ov)
20 (3) mwaA(ae)
22 (3) mdp(edpoc)
4 (+) mév(wr)
6 (+) (8p)ru(ov)
16 (0) (éy)yv(dcopar)
20 (0) (2p0)Bpop(or)
6 (1) ra 6Cad)
14 (0) wap’ (éctian)
17 (0) O vu)mi(ar)
7 (9) dik(on)
19 (4) (Bom)Adr(ar)
20 (4) *(év)rec(w)
4 (9) mpo(otuiwr)
14 (4) (diov)Ta y(av)
18 (4)
4 (25)
5(25)
8 (25) *(ap)yw(devte)
2
(

— — — —

mlp)ﬂe'v(m)

(
(ad)er(av)
(Tuydv)Toc ({epéa)

23 (12) (al)ci(av)

3 (+) (TeAect)xpdr(n)

21 (+) (pacydvwr) Te ulap-)
21 (4) (kepdi)lev (dyplovc)
1 (7) (ce)uvov (Arpeod)

1 (5) (avdprav)Tom(otdc)

2 (4) yru(el’)

13 (+) 6 7(dc)

13 (2) (Youdber)a 7(ixt’)
14 (2) (8ikar) Te u(1)

15 (2) (év)dpac (aAkipouc)
16 (2) (dma)ca k(epdiwr)

2 (5) (map)Bev(niow)

3 (5) (1) pép(owc)

— — — —

123
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5 (+) (ape)év(wr)

5 (+) (ém)kpat(eiv)

13 (+) vm(ép)

16 (+) Méy(a)

17 (2) (mwap)pov(wrepoc)
9. 2 (+) *(veo)krir(aw)

10. 1 (+) (dyAao)Bpdv(wv)
4 (+) 7o I1(epcéoc)
6 (+) koA(edn)
11. 1(5) (Aédoy)yac (Eotia)

12 (2) 7€ c(dyyovov)
L 1. 2(4) on(éprepov)
5(7) 7{ p({Atepov)
17 (3) (8eppn)Adr(ar)
2. 1(5) (@paciBov)le p(wTec)
4 (5) (el)xev (Appodirac)
14 (2) (Eevo)rpdr(et)
4. 1(9) fe(av)
1 (9) (éka)Te u(vpla)
2 (+) (épa)vac (IcBuiowc)
14 (+
16 (4
17 (4
17 (4) (pdrar)pav (éctiav)
5. 1(+) (4é)A(ov)
2 (+) (éka)7e k(al)
2 (+) (neya)clev(n)
19 (+) ([Tvbéar) 7€ w(ay-)
6. 22 (+) (&) cxep(an)

~—~

*(éyévov)To, x(alkéwe)
(dpépar) yap (év)

(WO/\e';LOL)o 7(eccdpouv)

~—_ — —

Most of them are unambiguous, but nine of them (marked * in the table) are
open to dispute; I shall here go through the nine in order, and justify my
choice (which in every case is other than Snell’s). I shall then consider the
possible instances of short anceps that I have excluded from my list; only over
one of these do I differ from Snell.

O. 3. 15: OXvumiar), and similarly O. 8. 1 OX(vumia); not OdA(vumiad),
O3\ (vumia).” This Od)- is a metrical lengthening, common in epic (Homer,
Homeric hymns, Hesiod®) as a means of accommodating to the hexameter

7 Pindar himself would in either case have written O/; what the manuscripts have (in fact
6A-) is therefore totally irrelevant.

# There is no significant difference in the practice of the three, and I have therefore lumped
them all together in my figures here.
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forms of "Olvumoc which with OA- would have the scansion v——u (34
OdAdpmoio, 13 OdAvumdvde, but 5 Ovdvuméc 7€ or -év 7¢); but it spreads there
only seldom beyond those limits (1 -6v8’, 5 -ov, 2 -wt), and does not spread
at all to the adjective (69 OAdumioc, and similarly 7 ‘Olvumidc; the name
Olympia does not occur). Now Pindar admits OdA- without restriction in
forms of "O\vumoc (2 -6v8’, 1 -60ev, 1 -ov, 1 -ov, 1 —wy, as against 7 certainly
and 4 apparently’ ‘O)-), but has no instance of it in the adjective (8 certainly
"OX- and 3 apparently,'® together with one Olvumuic ‘female Olympian’, and
if he avoids it thus in the adjective one might expect him to avoid it similarly
in ‘OAvumio and in other formations with ‘OAvpme- which refer to Olympia
and its games. And so he does. There are 36 instances in all:"' in 27 all the
syllables in responsion with 'OA- are short, in 3 more in aeolic metres at least
one is short;? in 1 more (P. 7. 15) apparently a short ‘O)-, though there is no
responsion to confirm this. That leaves 5. In 3 of these the first syllable
occupies a dactylo-epitrite anceps in which a short would be permissible: our
present two in the first strophe or epode, O. 7. 10 in responsion with a short
anceps in the first strophe. In the remaining 2 the first syllable occupies, in an
aeolic ode, an element which is elsewhere long; but in each case the element is
theoretically anceps, and in each case there is good analogy for its being
anceps in practice. One is N. 4. 75, at the beginning of a verse, where the
"OA- is in responsion with 11 longs (vv. 3 etc.); the legitimacy of the respon-
sion | ‘Y—u—uwu— ... is guaranteed by the similar responsion at the similar
beginnings of the two preceding verses, 1 etc. | ‘“'—o—uu— ... (2 long,
10 short) and 2 etc. I'Y’—v—uu— ... (8 long, 2 mute-and-liquid, 1 short,
1 corrupt). The other is O. 4. 8-9 | Odvpmiovikay | §é¢ar k7., in responsion
with 17-18 | 00 etdei 7éyéw | Adyov k7. (and with this alone: there is only
the one triad): with Snell’s verse-division (as marked) 8 ~ 17 lu—wu——|
would be exactly matched by the immediately following 9 ~ 18 | u—uvu—u
..; if the whole is regarded (as I should prefer) as a single verse, it
will incorporate a duplicate of P. 10. 13 etc., where the first word of 13 is
Olvpmiovia and the ‘OA- is in responsion with 2 shorts and 1 long:

° ‘Apparently’ in instances where there is no responsion to confirm the scansion: fr. 36, Pai.
22.(b)6, Dith. 4.37, Thr. 7. 15.

' ‘Apparently’ in instances where there is no responsion to confirm the scansion: Pai. 21. 3
etc., fr. 75. 1, fr. 96. 3.

" They are: 17 OAvumia, 7 Olvpmdc ‘Olympic festival’, 1 Odvpmidc adjectival with vika,
8 Olvpmovikac, 3 Olvpmidvikoc. The two instances of *OAdumioc which refer to Olympia or the
games [ have left with the adjective.

2.0, 13. 25 (5 short out of 9), P. 10. 13 (2 out of 3), P. 8. 36 (1 out of 4). In the last of these
Snell prints OdAvumia: and in his metrical scheme indicates consistent long: erroneously, for at
76 the corresponding syllable is 7a &
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O. 4 llv—w— —uv—vw—u—u—u—-||

P. 10 ||k_J—uu— —k_J_UU_U_”

It appears then that in all 5 instances where metre might be thought to
call for OdA- the "O)- is in fact perfectly legitimate, and I have no doubt that
’0O)- is to be read in all of them. Only once in the Pindaric corpus do I suppose
OdAvpmia to occur, and that is in the supposititious O. 5: of the five different
verses in the triad, three (occurring between them twelve times) begin
... and a fourth (with six occurrences) begins
|-——wu— .. in all 18 instances, unless in v. 2, the second syllable is long,
and I suppose it to be long there also, | 7év OdAvumial Rreavod Obyatep rrA.
The poet of this ode has unpindaric prosody at 8 «ai év (Pindar would scan
kat (F)év) and 18 péovra (F)ISaiov;" this OdAvpmiar will make a third
instance.

0. 7. 1: (d)¢ve(dc), not (d)¢pve(dc). Of Pindar’s seven instances of the
word, five are certainly d¢vedc; in the other two (this and fr. 122. 2) the
disputed syllable occupies an anceps in the first stanza of a dactylo-epitrite
ode. In epic, always d¢veidc (29 Homer, 2 hymns, 6 Hesiod); thereafter only
d¢vedc in early elegy (Sol. 34. 1, Thgn. 188, 559), lyric (Bacch., four times),
and tragedy (three times), until d¢veidc reappears in Hellenistic poetry.
Pindar does not make use of specifically epic e for e before a vowel: no
instance of ypiceioc, ydAretoc, mveiw, kpeiwv, etc.; I do not doubt that to his
ear the e: in the purely literary d¢veidc was on a par with these, and equally to
be avoided."*

0. 7.15: (AN de(@r), not (AX)pe(we). Pindar has the name thirteen times
elsewhere,'® and always with e (once indeed with synizesis, O. 9. 18). This time
the e is not only epic (7 Homer, 5 hymns, 2 Hesiod) but normal in later
Greek,'® and it is strange that Pindar should so prefer the ¢ but prefer it he

|[———u—uu—uu—

" But at 16, where the manuscripts have €5 8¢ (or &) éyovrec, the sense calls not for Her-
mann’s unpindaric 5 8 éyovrec but for Boeckh’s ed 8¢ Tuydvrec. <On the ‘unpindaric’ scansions
in O. 5 cf. chapter 3 above.>

' These forms are likely to have different origins: mve{w a mere metrical lengthening of
mé(F)w; xdAxewoc perhaps a different treatment (for metre’s sake?) of the -e-yo- that was
original in XO/.)\KGOC; (iqueLéc SuppOSCd to be d¢V€(C)LOC from &qﬂ(e)voc, like 6pe(c)toc > (’7/p€LOC
from époc. But it may be thought that to Pindar’s unphilological ear they all seemed merely an
arbitrary substitution, for metre’s sake, of a long vowel for a short. This presupposes, in so far as
the e was in any instance diphthongal in origin, that the analogy of mere lengthenings had
caused the diphthong in these purely literary forms to give way to a lengthened & (from which it
was in any case already indistinguishable in many dialects); the supposition does not seem
unreasonable.

> I do not include the AA$edv of the supposititious O. 5; though I include it in n. 17 below,
where I am talking not about Pindar but about his manuscripts.

'S Though e competes with it in poetry: 4 Bacchylides, 3 Euripides, 1 Theokritos (all three
have e as well); 1 Telesilla.
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does, and I suppose short anceps here in a permitted place to be a great deal
likelier than a unique divergence from his normal scansion."”

0. 7. 16: for (dmoi)va k(ai) see below, on I 4. 14.

0. 8. 1: OAX(vpumia); see above, on O. 3. 15.

0. 13. 20: (&)7ec(w), not (év)recc(w). In the dative plural of neuter nouns
in -oc Pindar elsewhere has -eci(v) 37 times, -ecci(v) 7 times (and -éeccw
once); but 6 of the 7 instances of -ecct(v) occur where the preceding syllable is
short (Béleccw, émeccw, Bdleccw, vépecct, meddyecct, Tepuévecct), and where as
here the preceding syllable is long the figures are 30 -ecu(v), 1 -ecce (P. 9. 63
xelheccy; also 1 -éeccw, N. 3. 15 E’/\nyéﬁccw).w Of évreci(v) itself Pindar has
6 other instances; it is also the only form in Homer (7 times), and indeed I can
find no instance of évrecci(v) in any author. From all this I think it quite safe

7 A word about d¢vedc and A)dedc in Pindar’s manuscripts. (I ignore the two instances in
fragments, 122. 2 d¢ve(t)@e and 124. 8 d¢vedc, both cited by Athenaios with e..) Wherever e
might be thought metrically certain, the manuscripts are united in e (4 dévedc, 13 Arpedc);
but in the two metrically disputable instances in O. 7 they are divided, with € in A but e in
others. It might be argued that a variant so selective in its appearances is to be taken
seriously: that to Pindar’s ear the e of the forms d¢veidc, AApeidc, was a true diphthong,
spelt by him with ETI not E; and that the manuscript e in the only two places where metre
might admit it is a genuine survival of Pindar’s spelling (so that we should read d¢veidc and
Alperddor). It might be argued, but I should not believe it. Another explanation is possible:
that Pindar intended e everywhere, writing it of course E, and that someone (presumably in
antiquity) substituted the more familiar e: in the few places where metre allowed a long and
might be thought indeed to prefer it. And this hypothesis is supported by the situation at the
one place I have so far ignored in this note: O. 9. 17-18 cév 7e¢ Kactalia mapa | Aldeot Te
péebpov. This mapa | AXpeod corresponds to v—ll—— in the seven other instances in the ode,
with verse-end at Il guaranteed by hiatus or breuis in longo in four of them; therefore A\peod
is —, with synizesis and so necessarily -eod. But the manuscripts, whose colometry (going
back to Aristophanes of Byzantium) happens here to coincide with Pindar’s verses, present
instead the impossible 7ap’ dAlde(t)od (impossible since it puts verse-end in mid-word; I have
no doubt it goes back to Aristophanes himself, who blundered about in total ignorance of the
nature of a verse and of the criteria for establishing its end). With map’ AAlpeod so divided,
AMeod is trisyllabic; -eod then gives inexact responsion, -ewod exact. Of the manuscripts,
AC have -i00 (the others -cod): this -eto0 has been introduced, mistakenly, in a place where the
metre, as it was supposed to be, allowed the long and might indeed have been thought to
prefer it. I have no doubt that at O. 7. 4 and 15 it was introduced in just the same way and
just as mistakenly.

Two explanations. At O. 1. 92 I count as dApeod A’s dAdaiod corrected to -ewd: av is a
misspelling of € not e, but was corrected (when the mistake was noticed) to the familiar e.. At O.
9. 17-18 my statement that the manuscripts divide map’ Al $e(1)od is based not on the reports
of editors but on an inference (I think a secure one) from early printed texts and the metrical
scholia.

'8 Similarly with the much less common dative plural of adjectives in -7c: when the preceding
syllable is short, either -éc(v) (cvyyevécw) or -écc(v) (edpevéccy ?TyAedavécct); when the
preceding syllable is long, only -éci(v) (dAabéow, edreryécw, Tplavyécw) or -éecci(v)
(neyalorevbéeccw).
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to conclude that éyrecw should return to the text from which Moschopoulos
expelled it."”

P. 4. 8: (dp)yw(devri); so the manuscripts, and so certainly Pindar, with
short anceps (for the synizesis of -oe- cf. O. 9. 58 'Ondevroc). Editors have
engaged themselves, inexplicably, in corrupting (dpydevri, dpyevvdevti)
what is faultless: the word is Homeric (Il 2. 647 dpywdevra Abxacrov, 656
dpywdevra Kdpepov),” with the same 7 as in dpyicépavvoc, dpyiédovrec.”

N. 9. 2: (veo)rrir(av) is my correction of the (veo)rricr(av) of the manu-
scripts. Its purpose is to free from anomaly an indisputable short anceps in a
later stanza; I defer discussion of it therefore until section D.

I 4. 14: (éyévov)To, y(alkéw:) is produced by the conflation of what are
printed by editors generally as separate verses, and so is O. 7. 16 (dmot)va
k(ai); I have (as I shall say in a moment) good reason for the conflation, and
I ought perhaps to have let the same reason prevail in another instance, N. 8.
16 (dyad)ua- o(dv). These three are not the only places where short anceps in
the first strophe or epode might be produced in this way: there are four others
as well, and it will be convenient if I deal with all seven together.

In none of the seven is there any guarantee of verse-end: neither hiatus
in any corresponding instance nor anceps iuxta anceps (the other certain
criterion, breuis in longo, is of course inapplicable to a pendant ending). Of
the less certain criteria, the first that one should apply is verse-length:
nowhere in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, with a total of about 280 to 290
different verses,” is it necessary to assume a verse of more than 30 syllables;
and only in five places is it necessary to assume a verse of more than 24.
Now three of the seven conflations would result in a verse of more than 30
syllables, and these three I think it safe to reject: O. 8. 2 (dv)dpec (éumiporc),
giving 33 syllables; N. 10. 17 (Olvu)mov (@Aoxoc), giving 38; I 4. 1 (kéAev)foc
(&), giving 31. A fourth I reject with less confidence: O. 12. 13—14 (in the sole
epode) has 27 syllables if undivided, and so is most likely to be divided at
one or both of the places which I mark, vié @dvopoc, ) Tov kai Ted rev |
vdoudyac dr’ dAékTwp | cvyydvwe map’ éctia; if not divided after xev it will
have short anceps, (red) xev (évdopdyac). I see no compelling reason for

' T say ‘expelled’ because it is in fact the reading of the manuscripts. But that reading is not
to be called in evidence: in all seven instances in the epinikia of -(¢)ecci(v) from nouns in -oc and
adjectives in -1jc, -(€)ecu(v) appears either as a variant or (N. 7. 94) as the only reading. (I take my
facts from Mommesen: Turyn, p. xiii, expressly excludes such variations from his apparatus.)

? And is found also in a historical place-name, the islands called (with the Attic contraction)
Apywoiccar. In literature, also h. Hom. 19. 12 dpywdevta . .. olpea, and (of things other than
places) Ap. Rh. 2. 738 dpywdeccav . . . mdyvyy, 4. 1607 dpywidevta . . . yalwd.

' See Risch, Wortbildung d. hom. Sprache, 154: a lengthening of *dpywdc (as paidiudec of
¢a[§ty.oc), with *dpywo’c: dp'yt— i TUKWECE ‘n'vKL(/J.'r]Sﬁ().

** 1 cannot give an exact number: verse-division is not always secure.
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preferring one division to the other: I suppose that ceteris paribus Pindar
would not import short anceps, but in this case I have no means of telling
whether cetera were in fact parig; I have equated my ignorance with a pre-
sumption that they were, but I may well be quite wrong.

Three possible instances remain: the three from which I started, O. 7. 16
(28 syllables if conflated), I. 4. 14 (15 syllables), N. 8. 16 (28 syllables, with
redivision). These three belong together: they form, as customarily divided,
three of the only four exceptions to a rule which I shall establish in part II of
this paper, that except in the ending . .. —v— | no verse in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrite epinikia ends in a short vowel not followed by a final consonant.
In these three instances, therefore, there is a strong argument in favour of
conflation; and in none of the three would the verse formed by the conflation
be impossibly long. I shall consider the question in more detail in Part II,
where I shall give my reasons for accepting the conflation in O. 7 and I. 4 but
rejecting it in N. 8.

I come now to the disputable instances which I regard as long. There are 20
of them; the great majority are disputable only in theory.”

First, the 8 instances where a short vowel is followed by mute-and-liquid.
Before these combinations Pindar has predominantly long scansion when
they are internal and very commonly long scansion when they are initial; and
I think it safe to assume that we have long anceps in every case. I give the
instances, and append to each the figures for the two scansions (long: short)
for that combination of consonants in that position, internal or initial,
elsewhere in the epinikia: O. 6. 15 vexp(@v) [63:34]; 8. 3 Texu(atpduevor)
[8:10]; 11. 15 Aokp(av) [63:34]; 12. 16 (dvridver)pa Kv(wclac) [3:1]; P. 4. 18
dipp(ovc) [55:14]; 23 éxM(ayée) [43:29]; 9. 6 dipp(we) [55:14]; N. 8. 15
witp(av) [118:86].

I will deal with the other twelve instances in sequence; except that when the
same point is at issue in more instances than one I shall deal with the later
instances together with the first in sequence.

0. 3. 1: (puro)éeiv(oic), not -£év-; similarly O. 11. 17 (pvyd)Eew(ov), N. 9.2
éetv(wv). Pindar admits the long form with complete freedom; about three-
fifths of his instances are £ev- and two-fifths éew-.*

¥ 1 count as certainly long, and not even in theory disputable: (a) datives such as P. 9. 20
(dxdv)Tecc(w), since forms like dvdrrecw (Od. 15. 557) have only a precarious existence in
literature; (b) L 1. 16 (Kacrope)we (1), where there is hiatus and not correption (correption
cannot give a short in the sequence —v—; the ‘apparent exceptions’ in West, Greek Metre, 11 n.
17, are all resoluble.

* About 36 and 24 respectively; ‘about’ because one or two instances in fragments are not
secure. My figures exclude the three instances in question here, but include instances of ew- in
dactylo-epitrite ancipitia where a short would be anomalous. They exclude also proper names.
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0. 6.6 and N. 1. 2: (Cvpa)rocc(av), or another form with long penult; not
(Cvpa)roc(dv) with short penult, like the Cvpdroca: that is printed at P. 2. 1.
This last indeed seems to be the only appearance of a short penult in the
whole of Greek literature;* and so far from being imitated it should itself
be abolished. What has kept it in the text, in almost every edition from the
Aldine to the present day, is mere illusion (abetted, of course, by inertia):
an illusion not of manuscript authority (for it has none*) but of metrical
necessity, fostered by the fact that all seven corresponding syllables are short.
But there is no metrical necessity: the position is theoretically anceps; the ode
has v in three other places; and v to admit a proper name is especially easy
(so also 21 Télova in responsion with threefold v—uv).

Wherever I can check the quantity of the penult in verse it is long: O. 6. 92
and P. 3. 70, an anceps in dactylo-epitrites where a short would be
anomalous; Bacch. 5. 184, another such anceps in a position where
Bacchylides would not ordinarily admit a short (Hermes 84 [1956], 248-51
<= below, chapter 14>); Kerkidas, fr. 14 Powell <= 65 Lomiento>, a scazon
ending Cvparodcarc; twice in hexameters, Hermippos fr. 63. 9 K.-A,
Archestratos SH 142. 1.7

I am confident that Pindar’s only form had a long penult; but what was
that form? His manuscripts have mostly -xocc-, but (except in N. 1) a variant
-kovc- is respectably attested;”® a papyrus has -xovce- at O. 6. 92. 1 find it
hard to explain the manuscript -xocc- except as a transliteration of Pindar’s
KOCC (with -kovc-) —a banalization; but if he wrote KOCC, did he mean the
O to be short (our -xocc-) or long (our -xovcc-)? I should expect the latter:
there is a good deal of external evidence for the use of -xovcc-* and none for
the use of -xocc-; and linguistically I do not see how the form -«occ- could be
supposed to have arisen.

The name is evidently connected with that of a Aluvn near the city, called

» 1 disregard Cvpdroca: printed in the excerpts from the later books of Diodoros (e.g. 21. 8,
22. 8. 1); on the misspellings in these excerpts see L. Dindorf’s preface to his <Diodori
Bibliotheca Historica (Leipzig 1867-8),> vol. iv, pp. iii—iv.

*¢ Mommsen reports -xoc- only from the Thoman 4, cvppdrocau (its -xoc- no more authentic
than its -pp-). Thoman manuscripts have -«xoc- also at O. 6. 6 and 92.

77" And possibly, but not probably, Euphorion SH41313]  xovceye.

# In A (O. 6) and/or one or more of the { manuscripts.

# In inscriptions and papyri all the instances I have found (I do not assert that there are
no others) are -«xovce-. Inscriptions: IG ii’. 384 (end of iv a.; the only occurrence of the name in
Attic inscriptions); regularly in the Parian Marble (FGrHist 239; 264/3 Bc). Papyri (with the
centuries to which they are assigned by their editors): Pi. O. 6. 92 (v or vi p.); Bacch. 5. 84 (late ii
or early iii p.); a historian (Douris?) P. Oxy. 2399. 11 (i a.). Medieval tradition: in some authors
-kovcc- is a well-attested variant (Herodotos, Strabo; perhaps others whom I have not checked,
or whose editors do not report such things).
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Cvpaka.” That name is preserved only by Stephanos of Byzantion (under
CvdeovcaL), Kal /\[‘u,w) ”;],TLC CvpaKa\) raletray; the derivation of city—name
from lake-name is asserted expressly by ps.-Skymnos (see n. 30) and pre-
sumably by Douris FGrHist 76 F 59 (= Steph. Byz. Axpdyavrec). Accepting
the derivation, Kretschmer (Glotta 14 [1923], 98 f.), supposes the city-name
to have been formed from Cuvpard plus —vrjac (fem. pl. of -vr-), ie.
Cvpardwrjar Cupdrovcay; that would of course give -c- not -cc- (as e.g.
dep-ovtja pépovca). I had rather think of Cvpardeccar Cvpdrovccar: the suffix
-ewc/-ecca is common in place names, especially those formed from the names
of flora or fauna (e.g. CeAwoic, O¢roicca, Ilirvoiccar, HLH”/]KOﬁccaL), and I
suppose that cvpax- (with whatever termination) might be the Sikel name for
a plant that was common there. One thinks of the papyrus plant that is found
there now; if it was there then, it would not be unsuitable.

O. 8. 11: (&)cmy7’, not (é)cmer’” (the manuscripts are divided);®' uéya rou
kAéoc alel | durwe oov yépac écmmt’ dyladv. The aorist subjunctive is normal:
in sentences of similar content cf. O. 3. 13 Oeduopot vicovr’ ém’ dvBpdrmouc
dowdal, | derwe ... 1 .. EAavodikac ... | dudt képaict BdAne ylavidypoa
kécpov éaiac,”® P. 10. 24 Spvmroc obroc avp yiverar oodoic | 6c av ... | Ta
wéyier’ aéfdwv ény, L 1. 50 6c 8 dud’ déflowc 7 molenilwv dpyrar kddoc
aBpdv, | edayopnleic képdoc tificTov 8éxerar, 7. 27 lctw . . . Scric . . . xdAalav
alparoc mpo pidac mdrpac duiveracl . . . péyicrov kKAéoc aliéwv;™ at N. 11,13 €
85’ TLC (’)’ABOV E”X(UV MOP¢&L ﬂapaMGéCGTCLL dA)\OUC I é’V T’ de’eAOLCLV dPLCTEl;wV
énédeifev Plav, | Bvata peuvdcOw mepictédwv wély wkrd. I am confident that
the first subjunctive mapapeicerar is followed by a second, émideiéne (Breyer,
Gildersleeve). Only once does Pindar have an aorist indicative, . 5. 9 mofewov
| kAéoc e"ﬂ'paé:av, Svrw’ depéoL c7'e'¢aVOL ... o’we’&qcav e"@etpav; but there the

* Behind the north-western shore of the Great Harbour, extending coastwise for two to three
kilometres, as far as the western outskirts of the city in the north, is a tract of low alluvial land
which in antiquity was what I shall call a fen (OED ‘low land covered wholly or partially with
shallow water, or subject to frequent inundations; a tract of such land, a marsh’). Thucydides,
referring to different parts of it, says now éloc (6. 101. 1-3), now Aluvy (6. 66. 1, 7. 53. 2, 54). In
one place (7. 53. 2) he speaks of A{uvy 1 Avcypédewa kalovuévn, and Theokritos (16. 84) treats
Lysimeleia as a notable feature of the topography, calling Syracuse Edvpalwv | . . . uéya dcrv map’
Udact Avcipelelac. It is evidently this fen, or part of it, that is Cvpaxw; and Cupare will be
the name implied by ps.-Skymnos 281-2 damo ¢ Sudpov Aluvyc AaBodcac Totvoua | Tac viv
CUPCLKOlj(a( 7'rap’ OJJTO[C )\6’}/0/46/1/0.(.

' I mention the manuscripts since for once there is a theoretical possibility of their reflecting
Pindar’s intention: if he used scriptio plena he would have distinguished the two, HEXIIETAI
and HEXTIETO. If he elided, both were HEXTIET.

2 The dvfpwmou are the men celebrated in the songs (picked up by durwe «7A.), not the men
who hear them: this is evident (or should be) from the opposition with fedpopot.

* I do not know whether anyone has yet observed (and I know that many have not) that
audverar is aorist subjunctive, with the short vowel proper to the subjunctive of a sigmatic aorist
(dpvve- > duvv-); cf. Il 13. 465 émapdvouer.
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leading verb is aorist, which makes all the difference. Morphologically,
écmyr(aw) is perfectly in order: no reduplication at P. 4. 40 cmopuévav, but
reduplication at L 6. 17 <é>cmécfar,™ 5. 36 écmdpevor, and (I am confident)
0. 9. 83 &mouro, P. 10. 17 é<c>mouro;> elision of verbal -a: (—,uaL, -Tdl, ~VTOL,
-cfai) 24 times elsewhere in the epinikia.

0. 11. 2: (é)crw &, not (&)cre &. Pindar very commonly uses paragogic v
to produce a long syllable: in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia over 130 times;
30 times the syllable is an anceps which would be anomalous if short.

O. 12. 16: au(epce) with long anceps. Of verbs beginning with metrically
short &-, I find 19 past indicatives with the temporal augment, 19 without.

0. 12. 19 (last verse of the epode): ouidéwv with synizesis and anceps
suppressed rather than (6ui)Aé(wv) with short anceps. Certainly Pindar has
verbal -ew(v) much more often disyllabic (41 times) than monosyllabic
(9 times);*® on the other hand he affects the suppression of an anceps towards
the end of a dactylo-epitrite stanza, and especially of an epode: of the 43
other stanzas in the epinikia, 17 have one or more ancipitia suppressed in the
final verse and 9 others in the penultimate verse; of the 20 other epodes, 9
and 5.7

O. 13. 20: ({m)mel(owc), not (im)mi(owc). Pindar has (mmi- more often
(6 times), but twice {mmei- (O. 13. 68, N. 9. 22: each time the second syllable

3 In dactylo—epitrites, K\wblw KCL(L‘yVT/]’TO.( T€E ﬂpocevvéﬂw <é>cméclar kAvraic | a’w5p6( (;SL/)\OU
Molpac éperpaic: Pauw’s correction of the unmetrical cmécfau is certain.—There was a time
when the English-speaking world learnt its metre from books written in German. It comes
therefore as a shock to find Thummer defending the responsion —ww—y— (= D!) by a
reference to the antiquated rubbish in Farnell, and objecting to the correption -& écmr- (which he
calls ‘Hiat’, and supposes to be the same phenomenon that he finds in Hpod47a@: émoper) on the
ground that unlike ‘O\vpmian Alywav and éyw Hpodérw: and Adesv Epvecwy it involves no
proper name; presumably he had not yet formulated the rule which this implies when he made
no comment on L 1. 11 orpartan é¢ aé0lwv and 4. 47 alerév d 7, and had forgotten it by the time
he came to 8. 66 marpaderpedv dAlkwr.

» At 0.9.83 and P. 10. 17 (both aeolic) the first syllable of é(c)mocr’ occupies a theoretical
anceps that elsewhere (three time in each ode) is long; in O. 9 variants écmr- and é7-, in P. 10
ém- codd. , écmr- Moschopoulos.

To deny the reduplicated forms to Pindar on linguistic grounds is neither practicable nor
justifiable: Maas, Responsionsfreiheiten, i. 20, ‘gesetzt selbst, die reduplizierten Formen bei
Homer beruhten auf falscher Worttrennung, so wiissten wir damit noch nicht, wie Pindar den
Homer interpungierte’.

% 1 disregard (a) instances with no responsion to guarantee the scansion, (b) verbal forms
(and their compounds) with no syllables preceding the -éw(v), viz. (dmo)mAéwr, (du)mvéwr,
Tpéw, yxéwv. At N. 7. 33, where the manuscripts have Boafdwv by mistake for a participle,
I suppose that participle to be Boafoéwv (sic: Farnell’s Boafodv is the wrong spelling) and not
Boabéwv: the denominative from Boafdoc should in Pindar be -foéw (cf. his dvriéoéw, émaroéw,
raTadvilopoéw) and not the -0éw to which it was cut down in Ionic and Attic (Schwyzer, i. 252).

7 The figures are based on Snell’s colometry; with different colometry one might add one
or two or subtract one or two. I add that of the 50 instances of suppressed anceps in the dactylo-
epitrite epinikia 36 occur in the last two verses of a stanza.



I Short anceps in dactylo-epitrites 133

occupies a dactylo-epitrite anceps in which a short would be anomalous); no
such preference therefore for imm- that we should expect it here.*®

P. 4. 7: kricc(etev), not «ric(ewev). Pindar uses the -cc- freely (4 «7icc-, 3
wric-; similarly 1 cyuce-, 1 cyuc-). From other verbs, drxovricc-, Oepicc-, dirice-;
often Pindar’s long form is not -iwcc- but -i£-, and this he uses with equal
freedom (4 xouié-, 5 kopic-).

L. 4.15: Ap(er), not Ap(ed). Pindar admits either indifferently.”

B. Short anceps in later stanzas echoing short in the
first strophe or epode

I list the instances of this phenomenon, 56 in number. First, the reference
of the short anceps in the first strophe or epode (cited above in section A);
then s(trophe), e(pode), m(onostrophic ode), and in brackets the number of
short ancipitia (1/9 = one out of nine) in later stanzas. Then a list of all
corresponding ancipitia in later stanzas: if short, cited; if long, line-number
only; if disputable, marked * and discussed below. = proper name (not used
if name is cited).

O. 7. 45s(1/9): 10* OX(vumiar), 23, 29, 42, 48, 61, 67, 80, 86.

17 e (4/4): 36 mar(époc), 55 xbév(a), 74% (la)Avc(év), 93
(Kadwdva)kroc: CEparidav).

11. 45 (1/1): 10* au(sp).
6's (1/1): 12 (Ayncida)pe m(vypayiac).

P. 9. 35(9/9): 11 ép(amrouéva), 28 (éy)xé(wv), 36 kAvr(dv), 53 (é)éox(ov),
62 biN(ac), 78 cod(oic), 86 rpar(ncinayov), 103 (émyw)pi(owc), 111
mat(1p).

21 e (1/4): 46,714, 96, 121 (Are)éS(apoc).

N. 5. 25(5/5): 8% £év(wv), 207 éA(adpdv), 26 36A(wi), 38 Be(dv), 44 diA(nC).

13 e (1/2): 31, 49 én(avpeo).
8. 5s(1/5):10,22%,27%, 39, 44 Méy(a).
55 (3/5): 10 (ava)éi(aic), 22% (xewpdvec)ct 8, 27 dpév(wi), 39, 44.

* But let no one call in evidence the fact that the manuscripts have {rrei-; they have it in six
other places, five times unanimously, and in four of the six {zm.- is guaranteed by metre. Nor is
it relevant that with {7mloic as well as évrecw (see above) there would be two short ancipitia in a
single verse: this happens five times (P. 9. 21, N. 5. 13, 8.5, . 4. 1, 5. 2; I shall argue for a sixth at
O.7.16-17), and is evidently neither avoided by Pindar nor affected by him.

¥ 3 Apet, 2 Apeoc; 3 ’ApeL, 4 ’Apnc. At I. 8. 37 I read, fOllOWing Bury, <dvép> ’f/u\pa Xé{L}pac
dvadlykiov crepomaici 7 drpav moddv. Not, with the commonly accepted transposition, yeipac
Apet <1> évallyriov rrA.: the misplaced e is intolerable. And <dvdp> is very much in point,
when his yépec are like a god’s and his feet like lightning.
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13 e (1/2): 30 ve(oxrévwe), 47.
16 e (2/2): 33 (80)0)ppad(ic), 50 (Hv) ye u(dv).

9. 2m(2/10):7,12,17%,22*%,27,32 (év)7{ 7(ot), 37, 42%, 47* (00)Kkér) 52.

10.  1s(1/9):7,19,25%, 37,43, 55, 61, 73 Bi(av), 79.
45 (3/9): 10* (yvvar)él k(adludporcw), 22 (madar)cpdr(wv), 28, 40
(Avria) e c(yyovoc), 46, 58, 64, 76, 82.
65 (1/9): 12, 24 (Ocai)oc (edddpwr), 30, 421, 48*, 60%, 66, 78, 84+.
L 1. 2s(1/7):8,19,25, 36,42 (Samdvacc) 7€ x(al), 53, 59.

25 (4/9): 8, 20%, 26 (Cikvd)voc (dmacev), 38 (pd)Bdov (ébpacev), 44
ém(auov), 56, 62, 3. 2, 3. 8* (yapitec)ct Bacrdcar).
14 e (1/4): 32, 50, 86 (ép)yov: (évla), 3. 14.
17 e (1/4): 35, 53,71, 3. 17 (rerpao)pi(av).

5. 1 s (4/5): 7 (dyw)vi(ow), 22 (et)vou(ov), 28 xpdv(ov), 43%f, 49
(moAv)hBdp(we).
25 (2/5): 8 (émpa)fev, (Svrw’), 23, 29* (éka)Tt mp(ScParov), 44, 50.
25 (3/5): 8 (a)8pd(or), 23 (kérev)fov (av), 29 ceB({Suevor), 44, 50.
19 e (2/2): 40 (crpdrap)yov (Abémwr), 61 (8¢)éu(dv).

6. 22e(1/2): 47 mep(vmAavarar), 72.

Two tendencies are apparent:

(a) Echoing short anceps tends to recur. Of the 73 places with short anceps
in the first strophe or epode, there is echoing short anceps in 25. In two of
these (in O. 11, with its single triad) there is nowhere for echoing short
anceps to recur; in the other 23 it occurs as follows (3/9 means ‘in three out
of the nine possible instances™’):

consistently: 5 places (9/9, 5/5, 4/4, 2/2, 2/2);

in effect consistently (one long in a proper name): 1 place (4/5);
more than once: 6 places (4/9, 3/5, 3/5, 3/9, 2/5, 2/10);

once only: 11 places (1 out of 2,2,2,4,4,4,5,7,9,9,9).

(b) Echoing short anceps occurs more readily in earlier stanzas than in
later: #!

stanza: 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
proportion: 15/15 11/23  9/18 7/18 6/14  2/8 1/8 2/7 3/7 0/1
percentage: 60 48 50 39 43 25 13 29 43 0

* These figures do not include the first strophe or epode; so that e.g. 3/9, ‘echoing short
anceps in 3 of the 9 possible instances’, is equivalent to ‘short anceps 4 times (including the first
strophe) in the 10 strophes or antistrophes’.

I These figures indicate only the relative frequency of echoing short anceps in the different
stanzas, and not its absolute probability.
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(By ‘4’ I mean the fourth of the stanzas in responsion: in a triadic ode, the
antistrophe of the second triad or the epode of the fourth. By ‘9/18’ I mean
that of the 25 places with echoing short anceps 18 have a fourth stanza in
which it might appear, and that it does appear in 9, or 50 per cent.)

I proceed now to consider what I have called in my table the ‘disputable’
instances: instances, that is, where either short or long scansion would be
theoretically possible. There are fourteen of them; I have made decisions, of
which I shall now render account, about their quantity (ten short, four long),
and have included them, scanned in accordance with my decisions, in my
figures above.*

O. 7. 10: O(Mvumias); I have argued already, under A, that we should
nowhere credit Pindar with OdAvun{a.

0. 7. 74: for (Id)Avc(ov) two scansions come into question, ta\vc- as IL
2. 656 Adov Tiducdv e, and tarvc- as Ov. Met. 7. 365 et lalysios Telchinas,
Dion. Per. 505 Pédoc éctiv, TnAvciwy médov avdpav. 1 have no doubt that the
second is to be accepted, with consistent short v throughout the ode; for this
scansion must be supposed also at Anakr. PMG 349 od7oc dnd7 InAvciovc |
T{AeL Todc kvavdcmidac. Metre there would admit either tAc- (giving two
identical glyconics) or Avc- (giving two different glyconics, just as Anakr.
PMG 357. 4-5 cvumallovew, émctpépear | & TymAac dpéwv kopupdc; but
TaAvc- is ruled out by its g since a long second syllable is indicated not
merely by the agreement of Homer, Pindar, Ovid, and Dionysios, but by its
appearance as 7 in Ionic and Attic (Hdt. 1. 144. 3, Th. 8. 44. 2, and above all
the Athenian tribute-lists, which have always, in the old Attic alphabet,
edvcior = TnAdcior).” Trrelevant to our choice is the 7\dc- in an epigram by
an unknown Dionysios (AP 7. 716. 1 = Gow—Page, HE 1447), Scot méAw
Tadvcoio | valouer.** Relevant, but corrupt, is the dactylo-epitrite skolion
(PMG 727) of Timokreon of Ialysos, written not more than fifteen years
before Pindar’s ode, with 7 eic marpida Talvcdy ~ 3 dvdp’ iepav dm’ Abavav:®
not (with w) elc warpld t@alvcdv; not (with @) eic marplav (aA\vcdy; 1

> In four of the ten instances my decision for a short is based simply on the tendency shown
by the figures; the figures not as I give them (I do not argue in a circle) but as they would be
if T ignored the four instances altogether. Ignore them, and there is no great difference: (a)
consistently, not 5/5 but 4/4; ‘more than once’, not 4/9, 3/5 (once), 3/9, but 3/8, 2/4, 2/8; (b) 2nd,
13/23 (57%); 3rd, 10/22 (45%); 10th, 2/6 (33%).

* The fragment of Anakreon is preserved in two citations in Ef. gen.; one has indvciove, the
other dAvcioc.

* That the epigram is Hellenistic (and not later) is an inference from its occurrence in a
solidly Meleagrean section of the Anthology. In the heading dwovvciovPodiov the ethnic tells us
nothing; it may indeed be no more than an inference from the content of the epigram.

# A third instance of the verse (11) has its own difficulties of responsion.
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suppose that Page will be right with 7arp{d t@rocov elcw, though this
Homeric use of elcw (as’TAwov eicw etc.) is surprising.

O. 11. 10: T have little doubt that the a of d(v1)p) is short: in the nominative
singular Pindar elsewhere has it 30 times short to 6 times long;** and corre-
sponding short ancipitia at 4 ~ 10 are perhaps supported to some extent by the
corresponding short ancipitia at 6 ~ 12.

N. 5. 8 and 20: two disputable instances which if short will give consistent
short anceps throughout the ode (the first strophe plus five echoes). First, 20:
the manuscripts give short anceps with éA(agpov 6pudr), and I have no doubt
that they are right, once their unmetrical élagpdv is corrected with Erasmus
Schmid to éAagpdv. This édagpdv will be the only known instance of éagpdc
as feminine, and to avoid it Turyn (De codicibus Pindaricis, 88) transposed to
oppav élagpdy, giving thus (he does not remark on the metre) a long anceps
opu(dv). But there are a good many isolated instances in Greek poetry
of normally three-termination adjectives treated as two-, or of two- treated as
three-;* I would far sooner assume an instance here, disguised by an easy and
indeed almost inevitable corruption, than avoid it at the cost of assuming an
unlikely and entirely accidental transposition.”® And it would be an odd
coincidence that that accident should produce the illusion of short anceps at
precisely the place where short anceps might have been expected. Second,
8: presumably £&v(wv). Normally, I have maintained, £ew- is to be preferred in
ancipitia; but here, with all corresponding ancipitia short, I cannot doubt that
Pindar intended consistent short throughout the ode.

N. 8. 22: écA(dv), corresponding to 5 (dpe)dv(wv), will be long. Pindar has
écA- 30 times elsewhere: short three times certainly (O. 13. 100, P. 3. 66, N. 4.
95) and once uncertainly (O. 2. 19, corresponding to three shorts and one
long, 99), but otherwise long (I count as long the few instances where it
occupies an anceps which in corresponding stanzas is always long). Short
scansion, that is, is rare; and here, where Pindar is not affecting short anceps

* The existence of arvjp is overlooked in the summary at the head of Slater’s article in his
Lexicon: the instances are O. 3. 12,14.7, N. 2.3, 3.72,9. 15, I. 4. 70. Pindar is even less hospitable
to a- in other cases: figures for avep-/avdp- are -a 2/21, -oc 0/10, -« 1/15, -ec 1/11, -ac 0/10, -wv
3/60.

Y7 $avepdc for instance is uniquely feminine at E. Ba. 992, mofewdc at E. Hel. 623. Pindar’s
tendency is rather to produce unique specifically feminine forms: dfdrav dAa, dxwijTav éxe,
duetpiTac dAde, modvéévay év (all to give him a long final syllable, just as éxagpdv here will give
him a short one).

4 1 do not say unparalleled. The two manuscripts are BD; I find in B (in O. and P., always
with other manuscripts) and in BD together (in N. and I.) very similar transpositions of two
words at the following places (see Douglas Young, GRBS 6 [1965], 256; I ignore a few instances
of misplaced monosyllabic particles, pronouns, and prepositions): O. 6. 82, 7. 94, 10. 35, P. 4.
280,8.97,11.34, N.6.27,7.81, 1. 4.73,7. 8.1 do not say unparalleled; but I still say unlikely.
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(the only echoing short is in a proper name in the last stanza of six), we
should evidently regard the syllable as long.

N. 8. 22: (yewpdvec)ct &, corresponding to 5 (ém)xpar(eiv), rather than
-cw &. There are six stanzas in responsion, and the short in the first is echoed
in the second (10) and fourth (27); I think it probable therefore that it should
be echoed here also in the third, and that this is another instance where my
principle of preferring long in case of doubt should be abandoned.

N. 9. 22, 47: T have myself restored a short anceps in the first strophe, 2
(veo)rrir(av) in place of (veo)kricr(av), in order to legitimize the indisputable
short anceps at 32 (év)r{ 7(ov); see under D (¢). This restored short anceps,
which I regard as quite certain, has in responsion with it ten ancipitia in all.
The seventh of the eleven (32) is certainly short; two others, the fifth (22) and
tenth (47), are disputable; I will now discuss these two.

N. 9. 22: 6mA(owcw) is disputable only in name: it is long. Internal A
elsewhere gives 39 long, 9 short.

N. 9. 47 is a very different matter. The text is corrupt in the manuscripts,
and has been shabbily treated by the editors; it will need to be examined at
length.

Pindar is saying (what he says of others elsewhere)® that Chromios, or
more strictly a man who has attained to success such as Chromios’, has
reached the ne plus ultra beyond which men cannot pass:

* The ne plus ultra may be symbolized by the Pillars of Herakles:

0.3.43 viv 8¢ mpoc écyatiav Ofjpwy dpetaicw (kdvwy dmTeTat
oikofev HparAéoc craldv: 76 mépcw & écti sodoic dfatov
Kdcddorc.

N.3.19 €8 éowv kaloc épdwv T éowkdra woppar
s, , > 4 ~ , > ,
dvopéaic dmeprdTaic éméfa maic Apictoddveoc, ovrért mpdcw
Y . e , L
aBdrav dAa kidvwy vmép Hpardéoc mepav edpapéc.

14.12 avopéaic 8 écxdraicw
olrofev crddaicww dmrovd HparAelaic
Kal unkérL parporépay omevdew dperdy.

Or there may be a different spatial symbolism, leading up to the myth:

, .
P. 10. 27 6 xdAkeoc ovpavoc ovmor duPatoc adrdr,
o \ o sy e , o
ocatc 86 ﬁpOTOV €6VDC a'yAaLCLLC (17770/.‘,6(00., TTEPALVEL TTPOC ECYATOV
mASov: vavci 8 olire meloc lwv Kev edpoic
s A Y
éc YmepPopéwv dydva favuarav 684v.

Or Pindar may talk, as in our passage, in terms of heights:
0. 1. 113 é7° dAMowct & dXow peyddo, 76 & écyatov kopupoiTar
Bacilebcr unrére mamrawe mépciov.

The same notion is behind a number of other passages which are less directly comparable
with ours: N. 11. 13-16, L. 5. 12-16, 6. 10-13, 7. 43—4, and the supposititious O. 5. 23—4.
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45  lcrw daywv mpoc Sawpudvwy BavuacTov 6ABov:
s g . o sy ¥
el yap dua kTedvoirc moloic émidofov dpnTar
47  kddoc Todréri mépcw (s0 B; 0dk écri mpbecw D)t
Ovatov € oxomidc dAdac épdihaclar modoiv.

The manuscript text is too short by a syllable; and to restore this nearly all
editors since 1900 have corrupted the text with a monstrous invention of
Boehmer, ok écri mpdcw<fer>° 1 say ‘monstrous’ because in this context
of proceeding further the ablatival’® mpdcw@ev is absurdly out of place;** what
we need is the 7épcw/mpécw which appears in two of the parallels cited in
n. 49 (with its comparative wdpciov in a third); and #épcw/mpdcw is what the
manuscripts here provide.

The solution is simple: combine the variants of B and D, and read od«xé7’
écri mépcw. This gives a short anceps, (09)xé7’; I have no doubt that this is
right, but before it can be accepted there is another problem that must be
cleared up.

The reading is no novelty: it goes back to Kallierges (1515), and indeed
in essence to Triklinios;™ after Kallierges it was the vulgate, and it appears in
texts as late as 1869 (Christ’s editio minor). But some of those who put it in
their texts, as well as those who did not, were dissatisfied with it, and sug-
gested other things (all worthless) that might be read in its stead.” In so far as
their dissatisfaction was aroused by the short anceps, it was idle. But there is
also a real difficulty, in the recurrence of éri, four words later, in the same
sentence; the repetition is intolerable, and must not be imputed to Pindar.”

* T except Turyn, who prefers Rauchenstein’s <dvdp’> odr écri mépcw; bad, but not
monstrous.

> As of course it is: no question in this word of the quite different locatival suffix -e(v) of
e.g. mpdche(v), Tmeple(v).

> Tt is irrelevant that Pindar twice has nAdfev where we should have expected rpAdce: each
time we are concerned with the distance travelled by (figurative) light or sound, and Pindar
thinks of the distance from the recipient’s end in contexts where we should think of it from the
source’s: O. 1. 94 76 8¢ kAéoc | TnAd0ev 8édopre (shines) rav Odvumiddwy, N. 6. 48 mérerar . . .
™AS0ev | dvup’ adrav. And another unrelated use of -fev is equally irrelevant: at IL 16. 634
the wood-cutters make a great din, ékaflev 8¢ 7€ yiver’ drouvi: this is the notion of hearing
proceeding from the ear to the source of the sound (as ib. 515 §vvacar 8¢ cv mdvroc’ drovew).

3 odérécri ﬂpécw Triklinios (odk<ér’> by conjecture? He did not know B), 00xér’ écri ﬂépcw
Kallierges (who did know B).

** Gerber, Emendations in Pindar, lists eighteen proposals by fourteen scholars.

*» T know of no parallel (apart from Eustathios’ text of Od. 11. 623, where he remarks on the
double &ri: i.e. 09 yap €’ dAov | ppdleto 7008 ért pot kparepdiTepov elvar deflov). Boeckh cites
S. Tr. 829 7 yap dv 6 w1 Aebccwv ére mor €7’ émimovov €yor Bavaw Aartpelav: anadiplosis, and
irrelevant. Hermann (who does not himself read the first é7¢) thinks that the duplication would
be unremarkable: ‘in duplici ér. non est haerendum, quod saepius ita positum inuenitur’; he
cites no instance, and I do not believe him. It is irrelevant that W. Dindorf at S. Ph. 1133 and
Verrall at E. Med. 1077 produce duplicated é7. by bad conjectures; it is very relevant that the
only parallel which either cites is our passage in Pindar.
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But to avoid it we need not abandon the first é7u: we may equally well (what
hardly anyone has considered)® remove the second. And that has two
advantages: First, it brings the passage into line with Pindar’s practice else-
where: é7¢ in a negative sentence is always (nine times) contiguous with the
negative, ovkér”’ or pmrér..” Second (and more important), it enables us
to remedy a further difficulty which no one seems to have observed, the use
of the unqualified instrumental 7modoiv. The unqualified instrumental is in
point, of course, at N. 3. 52 mocci yap kpdrecke and at N. 3. 81, where the eagle
seizes its prey moc{v, in its talons; but it has point also at N. 1. 50 xal yap adra.
moccly dmemdoc dpovcarc’ dmo crpwuvdc wrA. (Alkmena has just given birth,
but jumps out of bed to protect her babies when the snakes attack them; the
very fact of her being on her feet at all is remarkable) and at O. 10. 65 e50dv
Tévov mocct Tpéywv (of the victor in the stadion at a legendary Olympiad;
Pindar’s point is not that he ran with his legs but that it was with his legs that
he made the all-out effort, the 7évoc).”® But here it would be absurd to insist
that this figurative progress to a figurative mountain-top is made on foot;
what modoiv needs is an epithet to carry the weight and to indicate some
quality of a progress which would in any case be made on foot. And that is
what we can have in place of éri; read o0dwér’ écri mépcw Bvarov éoiv oromidc
dAac épdipacfar modoiv: a mortal man cannot by his own power attain to
greater eminence; éoiv modoiv insists still further on the limit set by human
capacity to human achievment. And éoiv . .. modoiv is what the scholiast is

¢ Only Bothe, with éni ckomidc (impossible, of course, after épdsacfar). I do not count W.
A. Stone, who left the sentence without any é7. at all; not of set purpose (and without even
acknowledging the fact), but as a by-product of his mistaken pursuit of other ends (CR 49
[1935], 124).

%7 1 write odréry, of course, as a single word. So normally did Boeckh, but at N. 9. 14 he prints
it old-fashionedly diuisim, ovi éri. Careless; but what does one say of later editors, who one and
all have copied him exactly?

%% 1 do not of course assert, on the basis of a mere nine instances, that Pindar could only make
them contiguous; merely that he had a strong tendency to do so. I have checked the Iliad and
Odyssey (my figures are fairly exact): 104 times contiguous; 83 times separated by postpositives
(e.g. 008 €7, 00 ydp Tic pot €7’ dAMoc); 16 times separated by something more substantial (e.g. 007
Vdvcedc érv oliov élebcerar and o008 dp’ éueldev | Tdppoc ére cyrjcew).

* No one has yet understood the passage, though it is quite straightforward. The stadion
was a single length of the track (c. 190 metres), without any of the 180-degree turns involved
in longer races; and it was a sprint, with the runners going as fast as they could for the
whole distance. e60dv Tdvov, internal accusative after 7péywv, gives both these facts: his
running was ‘a going all out in a straight line’; the sense of 7évoc is best illustrated by the
use of the verb relvecOau at Il. 23. 375 {mmowct 7dfn dpdpoc, 758 (= Od. 8. 121) roict § dmo
vicene Térato dpdpoc. Most scholars fancy that 7dvoc, like English ‘stretch’ and German
‘Strecke’, can come to mean ‘a continuous length or distance’; it cannot. <Cf. above, pp. 71 and
73>
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paraphrasing with toic éavrod mociv: his éavrod is the regular paraphrase for

60
€dc Or Gc.

The one thing about which there is room for doubt is the case-endings.
Pindar makes very little use of the dual; and I can see no reason why he

should have used it here, twice over, when either éoic . .. moc® or éou . ..

708 would have suited his metre.® If both dual forms were in the manu-

scripts, I should acquiesce in them without more ado; when one of them is
conjectural, I think it proper to consider whether a number other than the
dual might be restored.

I do not think that it could. We may dismiss the singular: roic éavrod mociv
might be paraphrasing either the plural or (just as properly®*) the dual, but
not the singular; so that if Pindar did not write the dual he wrote the plural.
Between dual and plural, no difficulty over éru: if a simple visual corruption it
might indeed have arisen more easily from éoic (its ¢ lost before c«-) than
from éoiv; but it might have come from an ér. written in the margin to resolve
the muddle over odxér’ écr( and mistakenly supposed to refer not there but
here, and in that case it might have replaced either éoic or éoiv with equal ease.
But the corruption of wociv to modoiv is another matter. It is not unthinkable
(if moclv were so written as to look like 7oolv, it would be easy to take it as a
miswriting of modoiv); but I can only call it unlikely, and I cannot persuade

% T give reference to text and [scholion], followed by (text) and paraphrase, in each case
excerpted from a paraphrase of the whole sentence: O. 6. 59 [93f, 97d] (6v mpdyovov) Tov éavrod
mpdyovov, 7. 63 [123 (éar kepaldr) Tt éavrod, Tod HMlov, kepalie, P. 4. 122 [213a] (dv mepi
Juxdv) kara Ty éavtod Yuxry, 9. 36 [67] (uwijTtw éav) kata THv éavrod Sidvoiav, N. 1. 45 [67]
(Siccaice . . . xepciv éaic) Taic 8o xepclv éavtod, 6. 15 [21a] (éav wdda) Tov éavrod wdda, L. 4. 37
[58f] (Dt pacydvawr) Tdw éavrod Elder, 5. 42 [48a] (b Sopl) Tdi éavtod Sépart, 6. 69 [97] (dcrer
... €d) T éavTol TaTpld.

¢ Pindar would hardly have been troubled by the collocation -otc cxomr-. I have counted the
instances where he has -c followed directly (no verse-end or sense-pause intervening) by cx- cx-
c7- cf- cm- - (i.e. ¢ + plosive); there are twenty-seven, e.g. O. 9. 30 HparAénc cxiTalov,
51 Udartoc cbévoc, P. 2. 85 6doic ckoAaic.

% For the singular cf. e.g. Parth. 2. 66 dapaivac wd[relp, [ Jwt viv por modl creiywv dyéo,
0d. 9. 43 Siepde modl pevyéuer fuéac | rdryea.

I shall establish in Part II of this paper that Pindar avoids at verse-end a syllable ending in a
short vowel. But he avoids it much less rigorously in verses ending . . . —v— |, which have one
such syllable in every twenty instances.

® 1 can see an actual objection to the dual at O. 13. 95 éue & ed0dv drdvrav | (évra péufov
mapd. cxomov ov xpn | 7o modd Bédea kapTivew yepoiv . Pindar’s figurative Bé)ea are not arrows,
which one needs two hands to discharge, but expressly javelins, and one throws a javelin with a
single arm; so that one might think of reading xepi. But although Pindar throws a javelin
maldud at P. 1. 44, he speaks of the young Achilles at N. 3. 44 as yepcl fapwa | Bpayvcidapov
drovra maAwv.

 Paraphrasts, rendering their author’s text into the Greek current in their own day, naturally
replace the dual (dead by then) with the plural.
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myself that the chances of its occurring are greater than the chances of
Pindar’s using the dual.

N. 10. 10: ('yvvat)ft‘ K(a/\)\mé,umcw), rather than -fw «-. Very much the
same situation as N. 8. 22 (yetpdvec)ct §’: ten stanzas in responsion, with the
short in the first echoed in the third and fifth; I suppose another echo here in
the second. —In the seventh stanza, 64, long anceps is given by the dual
(ééwké)clav, its subject the two Apharetidai. This is the first of eight verbs (in
nine verses) of which they are the subject, and the other seven are all plural
(metrically guaranteed); a plural here would have given another echoing
short, (é¢ikov)ro x(al). I have no idea why Pindar should have preferred the
dual.

N. 10. 48 and 60: yewp(dv) and (érpw)cev x(adxéac). No reason to
suppose either to be short: in the nine stanzas corresponding with the
first the only echoing short, 24, is in a proper name, (Oeai)oc (edddpwr);
and although Pindar admits xep- freely in the singular, he has otherwise
only two instances of yépac and one of yepoiv as against 1 yeipec, 6 yeipac, 4
xetpan.”

I 3. 8: (xapitec)ct B(acrdcar) rather than -cw B-. Ten stanzas in responsion;
short in the first, fourth, fifth, and sixth, so probably here in the tenth.

L 5. 29: (éxa)7 mp(écBalov): six stanzas in responsion; short in the first, 2
(éka)7t k(al), and in the second; that this, the fourth, should be short is
suggested (a) by its being the same syllable of the same word as the first, (b)
by the figures for initial 7p, which gives long scansion 34 times, short 63.

Finally I list the places where short anceps in the first strophe or epode has
in responsion with it ancipitia of which one or more are of indeterminate
quantity, the others long; I have little doubt that those of indeterminate
quantity are to be regarded as long. By ‘O. 13. 7 (9) ~ 15 dxp(acc) [63:34]
I mean ‘the short anceps at O. 13. 7 has in responsion with it 9 ancipitia which
are all certainly long except for 15 drp(acc); internal «p gives long scansion 63
times, short 34’.

The places are these: O. 8. 16 (3) ~ 82 kev K(aAypdywt); O.13.7 (9) ~ 15
drp(acc) [63:34]; P. 4.4 (25) ~ 27 (av)cmdcc(avrec) ~ 35 pder(evce) [there is
also a form pdrevcel; P. 4.5 (25) ~ 28 (émjA)fev Pp(adipnav) ~ 97 Eeiv’ ~ 143
(rplrar)cw 8 ~ 220 marp(wiwv) [118:86]; N. 5.1 (5) ~ 19 yetp(av); N. 5. 13
(2) ~ 31 (é)ckev: m(0AAd); N. 5. 15 (2) ~ 33 marp(éc) [118:86]; L. 4.1 (9) ~ 61
(Umep)Oev S(aita) ~ 3. 7 (dmo)va xp(7) [26:26]; L. 4. 7 (4) ~ 3. 17 (Aap-

daridat)cw c(zﬁvvo,um).

® My ‘4 yewpan' excludes the present instance; it includes two instances in which
xetp- occupies a presumably long anceps in dactylo-epitrites. At L. 8. 37 I read yépac: see n. 39.
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C. Non-echoing short anceps in first antistrophe

It happens but seldom that short anceps occurs in the first antistrophe
without a corresponding short anceps in the first strophe. I list the instances.
For each item all corresponding ancipitia are noted; cited if short, line-
number only if long, except that the long anceps of the first strophe is cited, in
[square brackets]. Symbols etc.: (3/8) = three short in the eight stanzas later
than the first antistrophe; * = quantity or reading disputable (discussed
below).

P. 9 (3/8) 1 [xaAk(demida)], 9 (Sméde)kro 8,26 Aé(ovTi), 34, 51, 59 (mai)da
7(é€erar), 76%, 84, 101 (OXvu)mi(owct), 109.

P.9(0/8) 8 [BdA(otcar)], 16 Kpé(oic), 33, 41%, 58, 66, 83, 91, 108, 116.

N.5(1/4) 5 [(Neued)oic], 11* éc (aibépa), 23, 29, 41, 47 (udp)var(ad).

I 2(0/4) 3 [(érd)éev(ov)], 8% (mpdcw)ma u(abarddwror), 19, 24, 35, 40.

Two instances are certain (one of them in a proper name), two disputable
(I think one of them as good as certain; the other I think is probably corrupt).
This figure, three or four out of a possible 215, is too small to afford a case for
treating the instances as a special category; though I shall add to it later
(under F) two further instances, and a presumable third, in the fragments.
What does afford a case is the situation at P. 9. 9 etc.: after long anceps in the
first strophe (1), short anceps in the first antistrophe (9) is echoed by short in
three of the eight corresponding stanzas, that is, the short here in the first
antistrophe has the same influence on following stanzas as does a short in
the first strophe; and I do not think it can be denied that this circumstance
does raise the first-antistrophe instances into a category of their own. The
disputable instance which I accept is similarly echoed by a short in a later
stanza.

I will now consider the instances in order.

P. 9.9 (dméSe)kro &, with three further shorts in responsion:* it would be
welcome if we could normalize these by importing a short into the first
strophe, at 1; but the long there seems quite unassailable. It is (é0éAw)
Xa/\K(dCﬂ'LBOL ITvBwovikav | . .. Tedecikpdry . . . 'yeywvefv): the sole statement in
the ode of Telesikrates’ victory, in the race in armour at Pytho, and for that
statement ydAxacmic is exactly right. The competitors in this race were
equipped with helmet, shield, and greaves (at some stage the greaves will have

% Three, not four: 76 ai(el) is safe against d(e(). Pindar elsewhere has 18 ai-, 5 - (plus 2 ai-
in an anceps where a short would be anomalous).
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been abandoned, but hardly by now).®” Of these the shield will have been the
most awkward to run with, being both heavy and clumsy, and ydAxacmic
brings out its weight®® (just as its clumsiness is brought out at I. 1. 23 & 7’
demidodovmoc 6mhitarc Spduowc). The only attested compound of demic
which would give a short anceps here is ¢épacmic, and 1 regard this as
evidently inferior; we need not of course restrict ourselves to attested
compounds, but I have quite failed to think of any possibility that might be
suitable here.

P. 9. 16 Kpé(ow'): a proper name; and, as I shall say later (under D (a)),
Pindar admits non-echoing short anceps in a proper name in any stanza; as
indeed he admits it in Kpe(ovric) ‘daughter of Kreon’ at I 4. 64 (fourth
antistrophe). It may be that here in P. 9 he admitted Kpé(owc’) as much as a
proper name as because of its position in the first antistrophe; but I have
no doubt that this is the proper place to list it, as I shall explain below under
D (a).

Erasmus Schmid ought not to have changed here to Kpe{(oic’), and in I. 4
to Kpew(ovric): the forms with xpei- are epic, and I think them impossible
for Pindar (who elsewhere has only «kpe-: xpéwv four times, P. 5. 29
Oepickpedvrwv, and at N. 6. 40 the victor’s relative Kreontidas appears even as
Kpeovridav trisyllabic; similarly Bacch. 3. 1 xpéovcav, 18. 15 Kpeoticac). Epic
will certainly have had Kpelovca <now in Hes. fr. 10a. 20>, like its invariable
kpelovca (Il. 22. 48, Hes. fr. 26. 7, 31a), kpelwv, Kpelwv, Kpetovriddnc; but it
has these of necessity, since its metre excludes 6 kpéwv and its prosody
resists 8¢ kpéwv. Their e is indeed specifically epic, like that of mveiw,
d¢veidc, etc., and I have said already (section A, on O. 7. 1 d¢vedc) that Pindar
appears never to make use of this specifically epic e for € before a vowel.

The corresponding long in the first strophe, 8 0dAA(owcav), seems quite

¢ Paus. 6. 10. 4, on the statue at Olympia of Damaretos (victor 520 and 516): wemoinrac . . .
dcmida Te kaTd T adTA Exwy Toic PNV Kal kKpdvoc éml T kepafi kal kvyuidac éml Toic mociv:
TadTa pév 81 dva xpévov vmé Te HAelwv kal dmo EAjvwr tév dMwv ddnipédn Tod Spduov.
Presumably Pausanias’ raira is both helmet and greaves; from vase-paintings it appears that
the greaves were abandoned before the helmet (Jiithner, Die athletischen Leibesiibungen der
Griechen, ii. 1. 116-21), but I should hesitate to use the date of the vases (no greaves after the
middle of the fifth century) as evidence for the date of the abandonment, especially as different
games will hardly have abandoned them all at the same time. Telesikrates’ own statue at Delphi
is described (sch. P. 9, inscr. b) as avdpuac éywv kpdvoc; whether or not it had greaves we neither
are told nor can infer. His victory was in 474; Pindar’s plurals elsewhere might suggest (if
uncertainly) the maximum accoutrement in 490 (P. 10. 13 ‘OAvumiovika Sic év molepaddrorc
Apeoc dmlowc, of the victor’s father) and in 460 or 456 (O. 4. 22) yadkéoiwc{ 7 év évrect vik@dv
dpdpov; of a legendary contest, but Pindar would describe it in terms of the real contest of his
own day).

% Bronze also in O. 4. 22 (cited at the end of n. 67); and we may have x[aAcé]av dc[7]{[8]a
with reference to the race in armour in a fourth-century epigram (Ebert, Griechische Epigramme
auf Sieger, no. 48 <= CEG 849. 4>).
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secure: one could indeed remove it by changing a single letter, faA(éoicav),
but we have no reason to suppose that faéw was known to Pindar,” and the
contraction is one that I should not wish to import into his text without
necessity.”

The corresponding anceps at 41, 76 wp(&7Tov), is formally of indeterminate
quantity, but I assume it to be long: when a short vowel precedes =p the
figures for long: short scansion are <vacat>, <vacat>.

N. 5. 11 éc (aifépa) could of course be normalized easily as eic; whatever
we read, we are merely interpreting Pindar’s ambiguous EC. But after
examining Pindar’s practice elsewhere I have no doubt that we can only
read éc. Before a vowel (where alone one can tell the quantity) not only
is éc much commoner than elc (preposition + compounds: éc 37 + 9, eic
10 + 1) but eic is found only when the next syllable is short’ (at Pai. 9. 9
I read éc 5ABov”); here therefore, before the initial long of alfépa, certainly éc
not elc.

® Tt occurs in late authors (Q.S. 11. 96 faXéovci, Nonn. D. 16. 78 faléer, 34. 110 fadéovew),
and here and there as a variant for faXéfw (Od. 6. 63, Ap. Rh. 2. 843, Mosch. 2. 67, and perhaps
elsewhere). This does not mean that it was not used in early poetry; but it certainly creates no
presumption that it was.

7 1 do not doubt that Pindar would have admitted the contraction if anywhere he felt the
need: he admits it freely enough in datives plural (feoici, yadxéouc, etc.); but from verbs in -éw
I find no instance of contracted -eoi(-), as against 8 instances of uncontracted (I include two of
-&owct which ought to be -éovri, but exclude one of mvéowcar). In other o-forms of these verbs
I find the following (I count only instances whose scansion is certain, and exclude 19 of
uncontracted forms of mvéw, véouas, etc.): -eo-, 3 contracted out of 32 (plus one remarkable
mvéov); -ew(-), 10 contracted out of 52.

Contraction of -eot- is commonly supposed at O. 14. 15 éraxooi<re> viv (Bergk, to provide
both a missing syllable and a missing verb; better spelt éraxoéoire), but I believe that Pindar
wrote éraroeire: the viv should go with an imperative not an optative. I add that the paraphrase
of the sentence in the scholia (21d), which contains the present imperative émjroot yivece, may
well be based on the uncorrupted text (sch. 21a, with its ‘ellipse of yivece, is on the defective
text, but that is another matter): the colon which appears in the mss. (with the traditional
colometry) as émdroor viv @alla Te é- is called by the metrical scholia, meaninglessly,
Alxpardverov (-évetov, -viov) dexacidraBor, and if as I suppose Irigoin is right with AAxackov
évdexacilaBov (it is certainly not an Alcaic decasyllable), that is éwaxoerré vov OdAia 7€ €-, and
the corruption will be later at any rate than the metrical scholia.

T Texclude e(t)cw: 1 écw, 1 eicw.

72 Contrast é¢(-) (always of course before a vowel; I exclude é¢w): next syllable short, 26 + 23;
long, 19 + 40. I think it clear from this that the absence of eic + long syllable is due to deliberate
avoidance.

After éc, the next syllable may be of either quantity: short, 7 + 3; long, 29 + 6; indeterminate,
1+0.

7 The beginning of a colon and of a verse, écj A Bov 7wd. That both quotation and (to
judge from the space) papyrus have éc means of course precisely nothing; and people print eic
because the corresponding syllables are long, 20 % y(aiav kata-), 39 Moic(alawc dva-), 49
Edp({mov Te cur-). But the first syllable of a verse is of variable quantity in this ode at 1 dx7(ic)
~ 42 & (&) and at 6 éX(atvewc) ~ 16 7 w(dvrov) ~ 36 dy(avdv) ~ 46 én(érpefac), and perhaps at
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The unavoidable (udp)var(ar) of 47 will be legitimized by this éc (aifépa).
I have considered whether it might be legitimized even more fully by a short
anceps in the first stanza, where in place of 5 (vikn Nepe{)owc one might think
of (vikn Néue)a m(aykpariov orépavov); but although vixdv can take more
than one accusative at a time (I think three different ones in the epigram for
Pindar’s Ergoteles <CEG 393>, soon after 463, [dwccac] | Edavac vikdv
ITvO[ddac 86Acyov] | kat 80 OAvumddac: for the supplements see JHS 93
[1973], 25 n. 7 <above, p. 81>), Néuewo vikdv seems to me to belong to
the language of prose and formal inscriptions rather than to Pindar’s lyric,
and to consort especially ill with the very unprosaic vixdv orépavov.

I 2. 8 is (008 émépvavro yAvkeiar pedipBdyyov mori Tepiiydpac |
dpyvpwbeicar mpécw)ma u(arardpwror dodai), and I think it unassailable:
mpécwmov of course has been suggested (first by Thiersch in 1820), but I
cannot think it possible.”* In the first strophe the long of 3 (ér6)éev(ov) seems
to me equally secure: the word itself is certainly unassailable, and though it is
true that a scansion yvévw is at least probable at P. 8. 35, I should suppose
that a short that is to be echoed in later stanzas needs to be unambiguously
short (see my remarks in the penultimate paragraph of E below).

D. Non-echoing short anceps in later triads

The instances here are the exceptions to my rule. I list them under four
sub-heads.

Under each heading, on the left, the short anceps. On the right, all corre-
sponding ancipitia: first (cited) the long in the first strophe or epode, then
the line-numbers of the others (including that of the short anceps itself,
bracketed and marked —). If a line-number is unmarked, the anceps is
certainly long; if marked *, presumably long (quantity or reading disputable).
A cited instance marked * is similarly disputable. Everything marked * is
discussed below.

3 & (duépar) ~ 13 all(advoc) ~ 43 kép(a) or xovp(a); I see no reason therefore to prefer eic
(6ABov) on grounds of responsion, and on the basis of Pindar’s usage elsewhere I have no doubt
at all that we should read éc.

7 Any more than I should think v kepadijv possible at X. An. 2. 6. 1 dmorunlévrec Tac
repadac éreledtncav. There are certainly circumstances in which a singular is possible
(Hp. 7. 8walmyc 73. 1 mdcyovct 8¢ Twec kai Towdde dmo mAncuoviic: Ty kepajy ddyéovc kal
Bapivovrar), but 1 have never seen them defined; in this last instance the writer is clearly
thinking of the symptoms as manifested in the individual case, and it may be (or may not)
that in our passage mpdcwmov would be possible if Pindar were thinking of each individual
dowdd with its face besilvered. But of course he is not: the plural is simply a collective ‘song,
poetry’.
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(a) Proper names

0.8.54 Mel(ycia) 3 rexp(apduevor), 10, 25%, 32, 47, (54 —), 69, 76.

N. 10. 65 (Adapn)7id(ar) 5 (&)cmy 7(aic), 11, 23, 29, 41*, 47, 59, (65 —), 77, 83.
1.2.27 (OAvu)7i(ov) 11 (Aev)dbelc, (27 —), 43.

1.3.15 K)e(wvipov) 4.15* Ap(er), 33, 51%, 69, (3. 15 —).

1.4.64 Kpe(ovric) 4 BdAA(ovrec), 10, 22, 28, 40, 46, 58, (64 —), 3.4, 3. 10.
1.4.72 (Op)cé(ar) 18 pyv(av), 36, 54, (72 —), 3. 18.

1.6.63 (Wadvy)ad(av) 4 (dw)Tov 8(efdpevor), 13, 29%, 38, 54, (63 —).

(b) Postpositives appended to proper names

0.3.26 (Terplav) v (évba) 11 kpatv(wv), (26 —), 41.
N.9.13 (Apdidpn) mor(é Bpacu-) 3 8aw, 8, (13 —), 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 43, 48, 53.
1.6.57 (DPvraridar) yap (jAbov) 7 vic(@vroc), 16, 32, 41, (57 —), 66.

(c) Corrigible instances

P.4.180 (8éue)0ra v(aterdovrec) 19 (éxredev)Tdc(er), 42, 65, 88, 111, 134, 157,
[read Bepéblowc] (180 —), 203*, 226, 249, 272, 295.
P.12.31 (aeX)mri(at) 7 (Bpacer)dv I'(opydvar), 15,23, (31 —).
[read aedmelal]
N.9.32 (év)7i 7(ov) 2 (veo)kricr(aw), 7,12, 17, 22%, 27, (32 —), 37, 42,
[read veoxrirav in 2] 47 *(00)kér, 52.
14.57 (mop)Buov (fuepdcacc) 3 duv(wn), 9, 21, 27, 39, 45, (57 —), 63, 3. 3,3. 9.

[read mopBuovc]
(d) Resistant instance
0.8.42 aX(lckeTat) 20 (A)yw(av), (42 —), 64, 86.

(a) Proper names

Seven of the exceptions occur in proper names. It is a commonplace that
poets will diverge from their normal metrical or prosodic practice in order to
admit an otherwise intractable proper name; Pindar indeed goes further than
that, in that all but one of the names could be admitted without the use of
short anceps (some easily, some rather more awkwardly),” but from the very
number of the instances it is evident that the justification of the short anceps
lies in each case in the mere fact of its occurring in a proper name, tractable or
intractable.

7> Easily: Kpeovric, Opcéar (and the Kpéowca of C). More awkwardly (in each case with
correption of the final syllable): Me)w]([a, ’O)\vp.m.’ou, K/\ewvﬁ,u.uu in (—v)u—uu(-), Aqﬁapm’[SaL
in (—)ww—uu(-). Intractable: Yadvyiaddy.
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I draw attention to P. 9. 8 Kpé(owc), in the first antistrophe with no other
short in responsion. I have thought it proper to list it under C, as admissible
because it is in the first antistrophe; but Pindar may I suppose have been
influenced also by its being in a proper name.”

I have excluded from my list a proper name that is ordinarily printed with
short anceps, I 6. 63 (Aaouedov)ri(av); I shall justify my exclusion below.

I will now go through the instances in order.

O. 8. 54 MeA(ncla): the form of the name is quite secure. This man
Mencloc appears twice elsewhere in Pindar; and outside Pindar he is familiar
as the father of Thucydides son of Melesias (H. T. Wade-Gery, JHS 52 [1932],
208-11).7

N. 10. 60 (Adapn)7id(ar): the form is not found elsewhere, but is not to be
doubted. Idas and Lynkeus, sons of the man commonly known as A¢apeic,
have otherwise a patronymic A¢papnriddar (Ap. Rh. 1. 151; cf. St. Byz. s.v.
Dapai); this -iddau is the normal means of fitting into the dactylic hexameter
patronymics which with the linguistically regular -{6»c would be intractable
(ITnAn-idnc, Tehapwv-idnc, etc.), and Adapnridar here is therefore a proper
and linguistically more original equivalent of Adapyriddar. The -7- (which is
surprising: from Adapeic one would expect Adapnidnc, and in epic
Adapniddnc, like IImAniddnc) may be explained as from a by-form A¢dpnc
-ntoc, which appears in [Plut.] Parallel. min. 40A (Mor. 315e) Tdac ¢
Addpnroc,”® and as the name of another man (son of Oineus) at Bacch. 5. 129
Adddpnra; so the similar 7-forms Apnriddnc (Hes. Shield 57) and Apnridc
(Ap. Rh. 2. 966), ‘son/daughter of Ares’, are said (Hdn. Gr. ii. 639 L., cited by
Eustath. 518. 25 on II. 5. 31) to derive from a form Apync -n1oc (and sch. Hes.
loc. cit. has }lenc, }'4p‘r]70c, 1’4p177'[31;c Kat 1’4p7]ﬂd§nc, with an 1’4p7]7[377c
precisely parallel to Pindar’s A¢apyridac). We have now in Stes. Eriph. PMGF

76 Of the 3,525 ancipitia (of whatever quantity) in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, 450 are in a
proper name: one in every 7.8. Of short ancipitia admitted under my primary rule (first strophe
or epode, or echoing a short there) there are 129; if these were distributed at random between
proper names and other words I should expect a similar proportion, with about 16.5 in a proper
name. There are in fact 18 (1 in 7.2); so close to the proportion for ancipitia in general that
evidently the distribution is indeed random, and whether a short anceps is or is not in a proper
name makes no difference to its admissibility. I should expect the same to be true of short
ancipitia admitted under my secondary rule (non-echoing in first antistrophe, or echoing such a
short). But the numbers there are so small that I can argue only from analogy; and cannot
therefore exclude the possibility that when Pindar admitted Kpé(oic) he was influenced at any
rate in part by its being in a proper name.

77 1 assume that the corresponding 3 reru(atpduevor) and 25 refu(dc) are both long: else-
where internal «u gives (long:short) 8:10, internal fu 14:12.

78 The author bases his account on ‘Dositheos’ (FGrHist 290. 1). His § A¢dpyroc is altered by
editors to ¢ Adaprioc; it ought not to be.
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S148 i 7 another 7-form from a similar name, Au¢iapyreidac (from Audidpnc
or -pedc: see below, n. 87), and this -e:- (in Stesichoros doubtless -¢i-) might,
if one took it seriously, suggest the possibility in Pindar of (Adapn)reid(ar)
with long anceps. I should be reluctant to take it seriously: it ought of course
to be -wa-, Audrapyriddac (like Apapnriddac, Apnriddnc), and I should like to
lay the -e.- at the door of Stesichoros’ copyists; but if indeed it is Stesichoros’
own (and in the jungle of the poetical patronymic it would be rash to say that
any strange growth was impossible), I should think of it rather as an isolated
aberration than as a possible paradigm.

I.2.27 (OAvp)mi(ov): straightforward.

I 3.15 Kle(wvipov): the same Kle- in the name of the family, the
Klewvopidar (I 4. 4, guaranteed by metre). Not Kei-: I suppose a possible
epicism,”” and Pindar is prepared to epicize the names even of contem-
poraries® (Xenokrates of Akragas appears in I 2 both as Zev- and as Zew-),
but Pindar does not use epic e: for € before a vowel.

The stanza counts as the fifth epode of I. 4 (see section E). The correspond-
ing syllable of the first epode is 4. 15 Ap(nc), which I have supposed to be
long; if it were short, KAe(wviuov) would be a normal echo of it.

I 4. 64 Kpe(ovric), not (with Erasmus Schmid) Kpei(ovric): the issues are
the same as with P. 9. 16 Kpé(o:c’), discussed above under C.

I 4. 72 (Op)cé(ar): a contemporary, the victor’s trainer (presumably a
Theban). We may suppose that he himself pronounced his OPCEAC with the
middle syllable short (-éac is a common name-ending, -elac is not); and if
he did, Pindar will not have epicized it to -e{ac. As elsewhere before a vowel,
he does not admit epic et for € in names in -éac: he has Adyéac, Aivéac
(a contemporary Stymphalian, not the Trojan, but the name is the same), and
ITvféac (of Aigina, a contemporary: five times, once indeed <I. 6. 58> with
contracted -éat).

L 6. 63 (Watvy)ad(av): the Wadvyiddar, the victor’s family, are known
from no other source; they are spelt thus in both manuscripts, once in the text
and twice in the scholia (except that once in the scholia B has Yalvy{das,
doubtless by a mere slip). Any name in any manuscript may of course be a
misspelling, but we have no reason to suppose that this one is; and certainly

7 Not apparently in literature before Ap. Rh. 2. 239 K)ewomdrpy; but a sixth-century inscrip-
tion begins a hexameter with K]Aeavdpoc (CEG 366, found near Nemea; Mycenaean lettering?
¢. 525 BC?).

% T do not suppose that Kleonymos was very far from being a contemporary: the audience
are expected to know of his 86¢a madawd dppacwy, but malawd need mean no more than ‘in an
earlier generation’. He will not be the eponym of the Kleonymidai, but merely a namesake; at
Athens, we know of several members of the family of the Alkmeonidai who bore the name
Alkmeon.
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the possibility of an -eida: to give long anceps may be ignored, when the
-1ddar recurs in two other family names in Aigina, the BAeidda: of O. 8. 75
and the Xapiddac of N. 8. 46.%'

At I. 6. 29 the manuscripts give (Aaouedov)ri(av), with the short anceps in
responsion with that of (Yalvy)ad(av); but I have no doubt that Bergk was
right to make the trivial change to (Aaopedov)re(dv). From proper names
with consonant stems Pindar has on the one hand Ayaueuvdvioc (-eoc epic;
-woc tragedy, but -ewoc E. IT 1290, dialogue), AmoAAdvioc, [Tocetddvioc; on the
other hand Kacrdpeioc, Necrdperoc (-eoc epic), Qapiveoc,” and apparently
Kuidarmewoc (fr. 169. 7; tragedy mostly -oc, but -ewoc E. EL 1158).* I do not
see therefore why he should not have felt at least as free to use Aaouedovredy
as -igv (both forms are attested in other authors);** and if he did feel free to
use it, it would have been perverse of him to create an unnecessary short
anceps by using -udv (I cannot feel that responsion with (Yadvyt)ad(dv)
affects the issue).

(b) Postpositives appended to proper names

Three instances show an unexpected extension of the licence with proper
names: O. 3. 26 (Icrplav) v (&vha), N. 9. 13 (Audidpn) mor(é Hpacvundea),
I 6. 57 (Pvdaxidar) yap (1Afov). In each of them the short anceps occurs in
a postpositive (twice an enclitic) appended to a proper name and forming a
metrical unity with it; I cannot suppose that their agreement in this feature is
fortuitous.®

8 Yalvyaddv involves a double licence: resolution (-oyi-) as well as short anceps. Erasmus
Schmid (and many after him, as Heyne, Mommsen, Bowra) removed the resolution (not the
short anceps) by Walvxidav: irrationally, for families do not acquire their names to suit
the convenience of poets who may one day write about them in dactylo-epitrites. Nor do
individuals: at I. 4. 45 TéXéciadac involves Pindar in a quite remarkable resolution.

8 1. 4. 49, with (Qapw)vel(av) an anceps in dactylo-epitrites (the four corresponding
syllables are all long).

8 At 0.9. 112 not of course Aldvreov but Afav, redv.

# No instance earlier than Pindar. After him: -ioc E. Tro. 822 Aaoueddvrie mai; -etoc (said to
be regular by Herodian, ii. 417 L. = Et. mag. 226. 52) Kall. fr. 21. 4 éypero Tirw (= the Dawn) |
[Aaopedovrelw:] maidi ypoiccau[évn (Tithonos was son of Laomedon; ‘non video’, says Pfeiffer,
‘quo modo patris nomen aliter suppleri possit’, and the supplement is of course completely
certain); -éus twice in Vergil (also -ius twice), then in Ovid and later poets.

% Lest anyone suppose that it is fortuitous, I will calculate the chances of its happening
fortuitously. I find, in the epinikia, that of short syllables following a long, and separated by two
or more syllables from verse-beginning and -end, about one in every 96 is in a postpositive
appended to a proper name. Now I have remaining (after disposing of the short ancipitia in
proper names themselves) eight anomalous short ancipitia, these three and five more which
I shall consider under (c) and (d). If we suppose that in each of these eight instances, taken
individually, the chance that it will be provided by a postpositive appended to a proper name is
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In two of the three instances the text is secure; but N. 9. 13 needs discus-
sion. Pindar is explaining how Adrastos came to be king in Sikyon and so to
found the Pythian games there; the manuscripts have ¢edye yap Apdidpndy
(mo)7e Opacvundea kal dewav cracw | matpiwv olkwv dmé 7 Apyeoc, with wore
in B and 7e in D. Now Amphiareos is named by Pindar twice in other odes
(0. 6. 13, P. 8. 56),% and each time he has (as in Homer and Hesiod) five
syllables, Aupidpnoc.”” If he has five here also, we must accept B’s 7¢, and the
anceps will be long: (Audidpn)dv 7(e). But in this same ode, at 24, his dative has
four syllables (du¢idpni both manuscripts, Audiapei Schroeder): if we give him
four syllables at 13 also we can accept B’s more, and the anceps will then be
short (as I have shown it). The question turns on the relative merits of the
sense given by 7e and mote, and about this I can feel no doubt: Amphiareos
and the crdcic between him and Adrastos are jointed not by e . . . xali, as if
they were separate things (‘the combination of Amphiareos and crdcic’), but
by rai alone, and e therefore is out of place;* more on the other hand is
exactly what we need. For the name, therefore, a four-syllable form here as at
24, and with it short anceps. I suppose these four-syllable forms to be Audidpn
here and Audidpe: in 24.%

1 in 96, the chance that three or more of the eight will be so provided is 1 in 16,430. And that
assumes that all the other five are genuine; if, as I shall maintain, four of them are to be
corrected away, three or more out of eight becomes three or more out of four, and the chance of
that is 1 in 222,925. If one had a bet every day on such a probability, one might expect to win, on
average, once in every 45 years in the first case, in every 610 years in the second.

% In Pindar’s manuscripts he appears also at I 7. 33, Augidpaov; but there (as I shall argue in
Excursus I) he is monstrously out of place, and the name will have arisen by corruption.

% Pindar will have used this, the original form, and not the Augdpaoc which became normal
in late Greek (whence Latin Amphiaraus). That his manuscripts are in both places divided
between the two forms will be due to the tendency of copyists to replace unfamiliar forms by
familiar; it will hardly be a reflexion of divergent opinions at Alexandria about the proper form
in Homer (sch. Od. 15. 244: -noc Zenodotos, -aoc Aristarchos).

That -noc (< -nfoc) is original and not an Ionicism is shown (a) by audiapeoc and a<p>diapeoc
on a sixth-century Corinthian krater (GDI 3140 = Schwyzer, Delectus, 122. 8) on which other
names have exclusively Doric forms, (b) by the stem AupdiapnfF- in the four-syllable form of the
name, whether Aududpnc or Audrapedc (see below n. 89). Mycenaean a-pi-ja-re-wo (KN X 94),
evidently the same name, is not necessarily direct evidence for AudidpnFoc, since it might
possibly (Ventris—Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek, 416) be -npfoc as genitive of the
four-syllable form. <B.’s citation is of the first edition (1956). In the second edition (1973,
p- 532) the entry appears as a-pi-ja-re[.>

8 Let no one be misled by Jebb to cite against me S. Ai. 1147 of7w 8¢ xal cé kai 76 cov Aéfpov
(Té,u.a. [ ... 'rdx’ dv Tic ... | Xeq,m‘)v KaTa(Be’(eLev: the first is ‘you too’, you like the man in the
parable I have just rehearsed.

¥ When Schroeder wrote, the only external evidence for a tetrasyllabic form was Herodian’s
allegation (ii. 850. 21 L., from Et. mag. Adapeic; first adduced here by Bergk) that a form
Apgidpnc was a compound of Apnc; but since 1964 we have had in some scraps of epic
(Antimachos, Thebais? <fr. 198 Matthews>), an accusative Aupiapna, SH 912 ii 1. Whatever the
nominative (Schroeder preferred to suppose Audrapeic), we have evidently a stem Audiapnf-,
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(c) Corrigible instances

The paradosis gives further instances of non-echoing short anceps, all
completely anomalous. Four of them can be removed by minimal corrections,
and I think it right to remove them; I consider them below (and then, under
(d), the fifth).

There are no others. There are ancipitia in this situation that would of
themselves admit either long scansion or short (such as Eew-/¢ev-, marp-/
mirp-); 1 dismiss these as without question long.”® 1 dismiss also the
anomalous short ancipitia that could be produced by the conflation of what
are ordinarily printed as separate verses:”' I think it evident that the verses are
not to be conflated.

P. 4. 180: (dugt Iayyaiov 0éue)fla v(aierdovrec) the manuscripts
(except that the first hand of B and GH omit §éuefAa, the last word of a
colon); (feuné)f@rowc Boeckh and most editors since. (In the first epode
(éxtedev)Tdc(et), securely long.) Accusative and dative are equally possible as
language; for the dative cf. N. 4. 85 du¢’ Axépovrt varerdwr (also, of events
or activities, N. 9. 40 BaBvkpriuvoircw dud’ drraic EAdpov, Pai. 2. 97 dudi . . .
Ioapvacciaic mérpacc). Pindar, that is, had no conceivable reason to prefer the
metrically anomalous accusative; therefore he did not prefer it.

P. 12.31: (ded)mr{(ar) many editors, with short anceps; in the first strophe a
secure long, 7 (8pacet)av I'(opydvwr). The manuscripts have deArria (VFGH)
and delmlo (B); short anceps apart, deAwriar would seem obvious (from the
common deAwroc, and itself cited from Archilochos, fr. 105. 3 é¢ dedmrinc).

with the same -yF- that is original both in Apyc (Schwyzer, i. 576) and in -edc, and with an
accusative and dative originally -nfa, -nF.. These cases can appear in Pindar as -7d (3 instances)
and -7t (1), -éa (6) and -€7 (2), and —5 (4) and —et (20); the four in -y are N. 8. 26 ‘Odvccyj,
N. 4.27 and I 6. 33 A)lxvovyj, and O. 13. 21 Bacilj (Bacihja the manuscripts, unmetrically; the
other instances point to -4, first suggested by Schneidewin, rather than Hermann’s -éa). Here
therefore -1 and -e.. The only question remaining is the accentuation: Auidpnc will presumably
give -dpn -dpet, like Apn Aper, while Audrapedc would give -apy -apei; in default of other evidence
I would sooner accept Herodian’s nominative than disregard it.

Ovid’s patronymic Amphiareiades = Audrapniddyc (Fast. 2. 43) is prima facie a formation from
-pedc (as ITyAyiadne, Kamravyiddnc, etc.) or perhaps -pmc (as Apniadnc, which would be the
masculine equivalent of Quintus’ Apnidc of Penthesileia); but I would not assert that it might
not have been formed from -pnoc. The problem of patronymics is in any case complicated by the
existence of forms with -7- (see (a) above on N. 10. 60). I remark that although we have these
forms in the patronymics A¢apyr- Apn7- and Auduapnr-, and although in the names we have a
corresponding A¢dpnc -nroc and a grammarian’s allegation of a corresponding Apnc -nroc, no
corresponding Audidpnc -nroc appears to have raised its head. Whether it ever existed, or was
supposed to exist, I have no idea: it may be that analogy affected the patronymics without
similarly affecting the names.

® 1 do not list them: it would be mere waste of time and paper.
1 0.13.99,109; P. 9. 31 ~ 56; N. 10. 88; L. 1. 35; 1. 2. 24 ~ 40, 36 ~ 41; . 4. 21.
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But deAmijc is found at Od. 5. 408 yaiav deAméa ddrev idéchar (cf. also Nik. AL
125), and an démera formed quite regularly from this will give us long anceps
with (del)mei(ar); so Mommsen. This dedreiar would be easily corrupted (a
single letter) to the more familiar-looking deAmr{a:; and whether or not it is
half-preserved in B’s deAwia (which might be no more than a miswriting for
deArria), I think it certain.

N.9.32: (Xadv. &)7{ 7(ot p{Avmrmor) in responsion with (first strophe) 2 (rav
veo)krict(av éc Ailrvav) would be not only anomalous but perversely
anomalous, when Pindar had (&?)civ 7(ov) at his disposal;** but to put eiciv Tou
into the text (with Boeckh) would imply that someone at some stage had
replaced the familiar elciv by Doric évri, and I find this no less perverse
and indeed wholly incredible. There is a simple way out: in 2 correct
(veo)kticT(av) to (veo)krir(av), and (év)r{ 7(ot) is anomalous no more.
Compounds with -«k7rictoc and -«k7iroc were evidently felt to be indifferent
alternatives, and both are used of cities: -«ricroc in vedxricroc (Hdt. 5. 24. 4,
Th. 3. 100. 2, Cic. Att. 6. 2. 3, Cass. Dio 6. 6), and cf. Lyk. 29 Bovmlavoxricrawr
Adpwv of the site of Ilion; -«k7iroc in éiikriroc (Il. 2. 592 = h. Ap. 423, Bacch. fr.
20c. 7), Bedrriroc (Sol. 36. 8), vedkriroc kallixTiroc Bodrriroc (Nonnos).
Verse has both, but prose only -«ricroc, and corruption to -xricroc was there-
fore especially easy: [A.] Prom. 301 adréwrir’ dvrpa (adréirict’ many
manuscripts),” h. Aphr. 123 drrirov (drricrov LE), and probably S. fr. 332
(cited by Hesychios as adroxricrovc dpovc if from dialogue, necessarily
avrokrirovc).” I do not doubt that we have the same trivial corruption here
in Pindar.

Correction of 2 to veoxrirav has a further consequence: in the correspond-
ing 47, which is corrupt, the remedy for the corruption may now involve a
short anceps as legitimately as a long. I have discussed the passage already
under B; and I have found that we must in fact assume a short anceps,
(00)xér’ (écti).

I. 4. 57: (mop)fuov (fuepcicaic) corresponds to an unshakable long in the
first strophe (3), (écri pot edv éxart pvplo mavrde kélevboc, | & Mélcd,

2 He has évr{ ten times but elc{v once, P. 5. 116; and he can use the v of these forms to
produce a long syllable, N. 11. 5 ¢vAdccotcwy Tévedov.

% Dawe, The Collation ... of Manuscripts of Aeschylus, 210: adréxri” MQKPV, adrdxricy
BHC.4OYI (other corruptions in Ya and N).

** The components of a two-word lemma in Hesychios are not necessarily either contiguous
or in the same order in the author from whom the lemma is taken: his yAadxec Adavpiwriral
is Ar. Birds 1106 yAairec Jpac ovmor émlelipovct Aavpeiwriral, his SaxrdAwrov éxmwpa is Ion,
TrGF 19 F 1. 2 ékmwpa daxtilwTov. For the Sophoclean fragment therefore the possibilities
extend beyond Pearson’s adroxriTovc | d8uovc to Nauck’s dépovc adrorrirovc and to e.g.
avTokTiTovc u—U—u— dduovc.
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GGMQXQV[QV ’)/dp e”(ﬁavac ?[CHIJ,L/OLC | éMGTE!paC dPETdC) ID,MV(wL 8Ld)K€LV);95 the
alternatives are to accept the anomaly or to change with Erasmus Schmid to
(mop)Buovc. Schmid’s only motive was to secure a long anceps; but the first
question to be asked is how well 7opfudv and how well mopfuoic may suit the
context. To answer this question will take some time: the passage is a trouble-
some one that has had shabby treatment from the editors, and I shall need to
deal with it at length.
Pindar is speaking of Herakles:

6c OdAvumdvd éBa, yalac Te mdcac
kai Babvkpriuvov molidc aldc ééevpwv Bévap

/ 4 \ < 7
vavTidawcl Te mopfuov nuepwcadc.

Now Herakles was the great benefactor of mankind who made the world a
safe place for men to live and travel in: what had been dypiov before he made
fuepov, both by land and by sea: E. Her. 851 dBartov . .. ydpav kal fdlaccav
dyplav | éénuepdicac, and similarly ib. 20 éénuepdicar yaiav. He did this above
all by killing the dangerous creatures that infested land and sea:*® N. 1. 62 (his
career generally) dccovc pév év xépcwr kravawv | Sccove 8é mévrwe Bijpac
didpodirac; and cf. the ‘cleansing’ of sea and land at S. Tr. 1012, E. Her. 225.
The sea creatures recur at N. 3. 23: he set up the Pillars of Herakles to mark
the limit of his seafaring, dduace 8¢ Ojpac év meddyei | vmepdyove, dlar 7
e’peﬁvace Teva’ye'wv | /;Od(, 67TdL 7T6H,7TLILLOV K(ITE/B(XLVG V(;C’TOU ’T€/AOC | K'al: ’)/(iV
dpddace. And his services to seafarers recur at E. Her. 400: (he took the apples
of the Hesperides,) movriac & dAoc ,u,vxoﬁc EL’CE/B(ILVG, Ovaroic ya)\dvemv Tifeic
e’penm[c. What we have here, vavrilawc! Te ﬂop@,u(‘w f]#epa’)cmc, will be in
some sort a description of these services; but before I consider this more
closely I must go back to the clause before.

In that clause, yalac 7e mdcac | kai Babvxpriuvov molidc dAoc ééevpwr Bévap,
the construction, and up to a point the meaning, are entirely clear: Herakles
‘discovered the #évap of the whole earth and of the deep-cliffed sea’. They are
entirely clear, that is, once one gets rid of the misconceptions with which the
editors have befogged them. The fundamental misconception is the constant
equating of éfevpeiv with ‘explore’: the word means of course not ‘explore’

% Cf. Bacch. 5. 31 7ac viv xal éuol pupla mavrdr xélevboc | duerépac dperac duveiv,
KUO.VD#AOKU{‘U,OU e’gK(lTL NL/KCLC | XO.AKGO(’TGIPVOU T,APY]O(.

% fuepdcar expressly of his killing dangerous animals at Diod. 1. 24 . 6 fjuépwcw mijc xdpac
(at Max. Tyr. 32. 7 7ov rjuepwTny Tic yfic the reference is not explicit). The same verb for
Theseus’ killing of the various perils along the road from Trozen to Athens: S. fr. 905 6c
mapaxtiov | orelywv dvnuépwca kvwddwy 666v (the sow of Krommyon was a kvehdadov, but the
word is oddly applied to Periphetes, Sinis, Skiron, Kerkyon, Prokroustes); similarly Apollod. 3.

16. 1 (of Theseus) v 63ov fuépwce.
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but ‘find, discover (something one has been looking for)’.”” A secondary

misconception (secondary because it depends on ‘explore’) is the common
notion that yalac is accusative plural: Herakles might perhaps be said to
have explored all lands, but he could not be said (when a good many at least
of the more central ones were familiar already) to have searched for them and
discovered them. And in any case a plural yaiac is unknown to surviving
Greek literature;” the audience would instinctively take yaiac as the familiar
genitive, and would forthwith be confirmed in this by yalac. . . kai. .. dAdc as
the common ‘land and sea’.”” Herakles discovered, then, the 6évap of the
whole earth and sea. So much is clear; but we must now ask what this §évap
may be.

The 0évap is the palm of the hand (Arist. HA 493b32 yewpoc. . .70 . . . é&vroc,
sch. Pind. (here, 92b) 76 koidov Tijc yetpdc) or the sole of the foot (Hp. Mul. 2.
116, Arat. 718, Nonn. D. 25. 546), and its natural application in a metaphor
will be to something hollow or concave.'” The common explanation is
(Dissen) ‘maris aequor litoribus cinctum’, (Farnell) ‘the whole of the Medi-
terranean basin closed in by high land’; but once again this depends on
the misinterpretation of éfevpa: Herakles may have explored the whole

%7 Captain Cook, in the course of his voyages of exploration in the Pacific between 1768 and
1779, discovered a great many islands. It could be said of him presumably that moAldac vjcovc
ééndpe, for he was looking for islands (and could reasonably suppose that there would be islands
there); it could not ordinarily be said that he ééndpe some individual island or island-group
(New Caledonia, say, or Hawaii), unless he had heard reports of its existence and was making a
specific search for it; it could not in any circumstances be said, unless by an editor of Pindar, that
he é¢nipe the Pacific Ocean.

% There is a partitive genitive yawdwr three times in the Odyssey (8. 284 7 of yawdwv moAd
buTdTn éctly dmacéwr, 12. 404 = 14. 302 098¢ Tic &AMy | paiveto yardwr) and once in Kallimachos
(Hy. 4.270 098¢ 7ic 4AM | yaudwy Toccvde . . . medidicerar), and a non-partitive one in Dion. Per.
882 yaidwv Acine; I find no other plural of yaia. There are a number of instances of a plural of y7
(LSJ s.v. ad init.), but mostly of types of land or soil or of parcels of land considered as property;
I find a plural ‘countries’ in (?pseudo-)Demokritos (date ?), Vorsokr. 68 B 299 yéac and in
Krinagoras (late first century Bc), AP 9. 430 = Gow—Page, GP 1994 yéa. (but this author even
has xfdvec, 9. 235. 1 = 1911). I do not know what Aeschylus wrote at Pers. 736, where the
manuscripts have yépvpav év Svoiv (86t0iv M) Levkrnplav, but I do not think it likely to be yaiv
Svoiv. (Nor can I accept Page’s év Svoiv Levimiprov. I should look rather for a single genitive with
the scansion —v—, but have thought of nothing better than #.dvow.)

» 1 read of course Babuipriuvov with the manuscripts; Heyne’s Bafixpnuvov, making
Babbkpyuvov molidc ddoc . . . Bévap into a self-contained unity, would be desirable with yalac
accusative but is certainly impossible with yalac genitive. For the double epithet with dAdc
cf. P. 4. 249 kreive pév ylavkdma téxvaic motkildvwrov dpw, O. 6. 57 Tepmvdc . . . xpvcocTepdroto
AdBev | kapmov Hpac, and perhaps N. 6. 43 dackiowc | PAewodvroc o7 dyvylowc dpecww (so the
paradosis, but dyvylo” Bergk); in none of these do the epithets add anything more essential than
ours do here. (They are more purposeful at N. 4. 27 76v péyav molepicrav éxmaylov Alxvovi.)

1980 at P. 4. 206 vedrricrov AlBwv Pwpoio §évap, explained as the upper surface of the altar,
recessed (rimmed?) to receive the sacrifice.
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Mediterranean basin, but he did not (beginning somewhere near its centre)
search for it and discover it. Now what he did notoriously search for and
discover, whether on his quest for the apples of the Hesperides or on that for
the cattle of Geryon, was the western world’s-end that took its name from the
pillars he planted there; and I do not doubt that it is to this that Pindar is
referring here. And that indeed was supposed by someone in antiquity; for
the scholia (92b) paraphrase with wdcyc T7c yfic xal Tjc moAvBaboic Baldccnc
dvepevvijcac kal katelndac To Téloc. What we do not learn from the scholia
is how 6évap could be supposed to mean or to imply 76 7é)oc,'”" and it is into
this that we must now inquire: either the western world’s-end is in some
way the 6évap of land and sea, or 8évap must (however unexpectedly) be a
corruption of a word that will give us the sense we need.

Neither ‘palm’ nor ‘sole’ is an intelligible metaphor for the extremity of
a horizontal extent, and we are bound, I think, to start from the palm as
something hollow. Now the straits of Gibraltar form the single outlet to the
Mediterranean:'” everywhere else the sea is hemmed in by land, land that is
commonly high (the sea is Bafixpnuvoc'®) and that behind the coast
stretches away in land-masses that for Pindar had no known limit." Only at
this one point is there a break in the land-masses; only at this one point does
the surrounding land sink down in a concavity that is backed by no extent of
land but gives access (by the straits it contains) to the emptiness beyond.
Could this perhaps be the 6évap, the hollow or concavity, of the whole earth
and deep-cliffed sea? Perhaps it could. But there are concavities and con-
cavities, and this particular concavity has no very evident similarity to that of
the human palm; unless the metaphor of the 6évap had antecedents now lost
to us, I am reluctant to suppose that Pindar perplexed his audience with this

1" Appended to the paraphrase is a professed explanation: §évap pév yo,p kuplwc 76 Koidov Tiic
XeLpéc ..., VOV 8¢ amo Tic KOL)\é‘r‘r]Toc émi 700 ﬂv@p.é/oc érate. This explains, of course, nothing at
all: to say that 0évap is used of the sea-bottom (a quite extraordinary notion: Herakles a
precursor of Jacques Cousteau?) throws not light but blackest darkness on an interpretation of it
as ‘end (of the earth)’. As it stands, pure muddle; but the muddle may of course have arisen
during transmission, whether by the garbling of a single explanation or (more probably?) by the
conflation of two inconsistent ones.

12 The Hellespont is not an outlet: the Black Sea is not external to the Mediterranean basin,
but merely an appanage or extension of the Mediterranean itself.

19 A kpnuvéc is Babfic as you look down from the top, SyymAdc as you look up from below; the
vipipnuvov wéAicpa of [A.] Prom. 421 is built at the top of high cliffs, the Bafdrpnuvoc dAc lies at
the foot of high cliffs (just as in N. 9. 40 Bafvkpriuvoicw . . . dxraic EXdpov the river flows at the
foot of high banks). The rendering moAvBabhjc in the scholion, as though the xpnuvol! went down
deep into the water, is certainly mistaken. Nor do we want deep water at the world’s end: rather
shallows, N. 3. 24 Tevayéwv (and see also my note on E. Hipp. 744-5).

14 At P. 4. 251 mdvrewe . . . épubpde he has some faint inkling of the existence of the Indian
Ocean; I do not regard this as a ‘known limit’.
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obscurity. If 8évap is indeed what he wrote, the obscurity is inescapable: I see
no other way of extracting an acceptable sense. To escape it we shall need to
replace §évap by some other word; and a word I suppose that was unfamiliar
enough to lend itself to this prima facie not very probable corruption. Now a
word that would give straightforward sense here is wépac,'” and that word has
an unusual history: originally mépFap, it develops in epic quite regularly into
meipap, and in Attic and Doric it ought to develop just as regularly into 7épap.
But in Attic this mépap has been converted, presumably by dissimilation of the
p (and perhaps with 7épac -aroc to help'®), into wépac. We have no business
to assume the same dissimilation for Doric,'”” and I see no reason whatever
why Pindar should not be credited with mépap;'® and if that word did appear
in his text, the corruption of the oddity to the more familiar 8évap'® is not
unthinkable.

As another possible replacement of 6évap I have considered 7éipap, of
which Aristotle says (Rh. 1357b9) 76 . .. 7ékuap xai mépac TadTév écte kara.
v dpxaiav yAdccav; but in the first place the instances of 7ékuap (réxpwp)

' Common in the plural of the ends of the earth: Hes. Th. 518 Atlas holds the sky meipacw év
yainc mpémap Ecrepldwv Aiyvdpdwwv, Alk. 345 yac amd meppdrwr, Th. 1. 69. 5 éx mepdtwv yic, etc.
For the singular I have found only Xenoph. Vorsokr. 21 B 28 yainyc . . . 768¢ meipac of the upper
extremity (= surface) of the earth as opposed to the lower; but I do not doubt that the singular
would be perfectly possible of an ‘end of the earth’ in one particular horizontal direction.

1% So long as 7épac had already acquired its -7- (which was not original).

7 Or indeed for any dialect other than Attic. I find a form meipac in texts of Xenophanes and
Parmenides, Vorsokr. 21 B 28 and 28 B 8. 42; but one can put little trust in the dialect forms
of quotation fragments, and this need only be a copyist’s (or quoter’s) assimilation of epic
meipap to Attic mépac. In Xenophanes, variants -ac and -av (-ap Maass); Orph. fr. 66b <= 111
Bernabé> is cited twice with 7eipap and once with weipac.

1% The nominative or accusative singular occurs in two other places in Pindar, and each time
the manuscripts have in effect mépac: at O. 2. 31 the first syllable is long, and wépac is universally
corrected to meipac (Moschopoulos); at N. 7. 19 it is short, mépac (the manuscripts have one
letter wrong, mapa. capa stupidly for mépac dua; there is no doubt about the correction, as I show
in Part IT). It could be that Pindar was inconsistent, and sometimes used -ac and sometimes -a,p;
it could be that he always used -ap and that his I/TEPAP, here corrupted to 6évap, was elsewhere
normalized to 7épac. One may suspect that Pindar’s dialect forms underwent at an early stage a
good deal of more or less systematic normalization: I cannot think it fortuitous that the only
traces in his manuscripts of an accusative e = ce are at O. 1. 48, where it was mistaken for the
particle, and at N. 6. 60, where it was corrupted to 7¢. If Pindar did indeed write mépap, then that
of course may be what the paraphrase is interpreting with its é)oc (just as at O. 2. 31 meipac . . .
Oavdrov is paraphrased in sch. 55b 76 7éoc 700 favdrov); but I cannot exclude the possibility
that this 7é)oc should belong to a paraphrase, whether irrational or inscrutably rational, of a text
with 0évap.

1 T say ‘the more familiar §évap’: familiar not from its occasional appearances in literature
but as a presumably workaday term for a part of the human body. There are not a great many
words in -ap: about eighty (excluding compounds) in Buck—Petersen, Reverse Index, 299, many
of them unlikely to have been in current use and only about a quarter disyllabic with the first
syllable short. If mépap was to be corrupted to one of them, 6évap is a likely candidate.
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‘end’ provide no analogy for a spatial yalac réxuap ‘end of the earth’,'® and
in the second place 7éxpap would be nothing like as vulnerable to corruption
as would my supposed 7épap.

I come back at last to the anomalous short anceps, (vavri\laic( 7€ wop)Buov
(npepdrcacc); and I will first consider the meaning of mopfudc. This, related to
mepav ‘cross (the sea)’, is properly (a) an action noun, a crossing of the sea'"!
(over any distance''?) from one place on land to another; from this it moves
easily into (b) ‘route across the sea’ (compare 66dc, both Gourney’ and
‘route’), and is then applied especially to (c) routes across narrow waters and
then the narrow waters themselves. I exemplify: (a) E. IA 1379 kdv éuot
mopfudc 1€ vadv kal Ppvydv karackadal, Hel. 532 (Menelaos’ wanderings)
mopfuodc . . . dAdchar pvpiovc (internal accusative), ib. 127 (of the return from
Troy to Greece) od mdct mopfuoc avroc Apyelowcw jv;—iv, dAa yewpwaw
dAdoc dAov dpucev (not ‘didn’t they all cross by the same route?” but ‘didn’t
they all make the crossing together?’); (b) E. Cy. 108 (to Odysseus, who has
just said that he has come to Sicily from Troy) mdc; mopfuov otk 7idncla
matpdriac yfovéc; (the route from Troy to Ithaka); (¢) sometimes indeter-
minate between ‘route across narrows and ‘narrows’, but often clearly
‘narrows’, e.g. Hdt. 8. 76. 1, 91. Now which of these meanings can we suppose
here, in vavriMaict . . . mopfuov Huepdicarc? It is not the action noun: first,
what is made Jjuepoc is not the action of crossing the sea, not the journey
across it, but the sea itself or the route or routes across it;'"* secondly, even if
that were invalid and 7mopfOuov fjuepdcar could be ‘make sea-crossing safe’, one
could never say ‘make sea-crossing safe for seafarings’ (for seafarers, yes; but
this is not ‘seafarers’''*). It is not ‘the narrows’, i.e. the straits of Gibraltar:
Herakles did not open up to navigation the straits that to Pindar are the very
type of the ne plus ultra, the limit beyond which no man may go (I cite the

"% The semantic development of 7ékuap (rékpwp), as ‘end’ and ‘sign’, and of the related
Texpaipecfal, is obscure. But in the instances where the noun is ‘end’ it seems to be the end of
an activity or situation, and I find nothing in the least like yalac 7éxuap: even at I. 13. 20 {kero
Térpwp, | Alyac, the éikpwp is the end of an activity, his journey, and not of an extent of space;
of a situation at Il. 16. 472 (horses and harness are in a tangle) oo . . . elpero Téxuwp, Od. 4.373
(to Odysseus, becalmed at Pharos) 0d8¢ 7t ékpwp | edpéuevar dvvacar; of existence at Pind.
fr. 165, the hamadryads lcodévdpov Téipap alavoc . . . Aayoicat, and presumably I1.7.30 (cf. 9. 48,
418, 685) €ic & ke Téxpwp | Thiov efpwcw (the end of Ilios = the end of its existence); of activity at
P. 2. 49 Oeoc dmav émi éAmidecct Téxpap dvierar. I will not pursue a commentator’s equating of
Tékpwp With 7éloc in Alkm. PMGF 5. 2 ii: it is certainly irrelevant to the present question.

" Or of a river that needs to be crossed by boat (or by Centaur: S. Tr. 571).

"2 See my examples. And this applies equally to derivatives: mopfuic ‘ship carrying
passengers’ E. Hipp. 753 from Crete to Athens, IT 355 from Greece to the Taurians; mopfuéec
‘crew of such a ship’ Hdt. 1. 24. 4, 7, from Taras to Corinth.

' Just as in S. Fr. 905 (n. 96 above) the 684c that Theseus made juepoc is ‘route’ not
‘journey’.

""" A surprising number of translators pretend that it is.
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instances above, n. 49,'> one of them from this very ode). It must therefore
be ‘route across the sea’;''® and what we must now ask is, why the singular? At
this point my inquiry into the previous clause bears fruit; if that clause is
concerned with Herakles’ discovery of one particular place, the western
world’s-end, the singular will be understood inevitably as the route to that
place: he discovered the world’s end and made the route there safe for
navigation.

Unambiguous sense; but not the sense we need. What Herakles made safe
for navigation was not this single route (one which by Pindar’s time was no
longer open to the Greeks''”) but routes in general: references to his fuépwcic
of the sea are always expressed in purely general terms (I give the references
above;'"® from Latin one might add Sen. HF 955 perdomita tellus, tumida
cesserunt freta, Med. 637 (Herakles’ death) post terrae pelagique pacem,
Ov. Her. 9. 15 se tibi pax terrae, tibi se tuta aequora debent). If we are to have
the same general fjuépwcic here we need not mopOudv but mopbuovc; and if we
read this to satisfy the sense, we shall at the same time get rid of the metrical
anomaly. Pindar did not introduce that anomaly in order to spoil the sense:
I regard the correction as certain.

(d) Resistant instance
I have listed 147 acceptable instances of short anceps in the epinikia:

(a) under my primary rule: first strophe or epode, 73, echoing them, 56;

(b) under my secondary rule: first antistrophe, 3; echoing them, 4;

(¢) legitimate exceptions: in proper names, 8; in postpositives appended to
proper names, 3.

There remains one short anceps, and only one, which does not fall into any of
these categories: O. 8. 42 dA({ckerar), corresponding to 20 (Ai)yw(av) in the

5 T do not cite (irrelevant to my purpose there) N. 4. 69 I'aSeipwv 76 mpoc {Spov od mepariv.
When he substitutes Gadeira for the straits Pindar will have been quite unaware that Cédiz is
about fifty miles outside the straits; indeed in fr. 256 he calls the straits 79Aac ['adeipidec.

¢ Tt is not of course ‘the sea’, as alleged by LS] s.v. (I. 1b, citing this passage alone); they
appear to owe this fiction to Dissen.

17 By the late sixth century the Mediterranean west of Sardinia was virtually a Carthaginian
lake: ‘the Greek share of the far west dwindled to the coasts of Gaul and north-east Spain, and
... the way thither lay through waters controlled by the hostile Etruscans’ (Dunbabin, The
Western Greeks, 344).

118 T will speak further about one of them: E. Her. 400 from a selective account of the feats of
Herakles. A stanza begins with the Hesperides; then movriac § dAoc pvyodc eicéBawe, Bvatoic
yaddvewav Tifeic éperpoic; then Atlas. The Mediterranean has many pvyod; but it may be that
Euripides in this context is thinking of its western ones and therefore of the fjuépwc:c of these in
particular. But whatever his thoughts, his language remains purely general.
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first epode. Naturally I should like to get rid of this unique exception; but
there is no simple correction available, and my rule, with its primary and
secondary stages, is not straightforward enough for me to be willing to make
a violent change for its sake alone. I must consider therefore whether there is
any other reason to suspect corruption.

Apollo and Poseidon are building the walls of Troy; and since Troy is
fated to be sacked, and wholly god-built walls would be impregnable, they
call Aiakos in to help them. When the walls are finished, three snakes try to
get over them into the city, and two fail (and die) but one succeeds; this
symbolizes of course the impregnability of the parts built by the two gods and
the inadequacy of the part built by Aiakos.""® Then Apollo declares, according
to the manuscripts,

ITépyapoc audi Teaic, fpwc, xepoc épyaciaic dAickerat,
@c éuot pdcpa Aéyew Kpovida
meupdév Bapvydovmov Aidc,
s p o aNy Y , y
ovk drep maibwy céfev, AN dua mpdiToic dpleTal

\ ’
KOl TETPATOLC.

Two generations of Aiakos’ descendants will be involved in the taking of Troy:
his sons (Telamon, and perhaps Peleus'”’) as helpers of Herakles, his great-
grandsons (Neoptolemos, Epeios) in the final sacking under Agamemnon.'”!

" The symbolism was understood aright in antiquity (sch. 49b, 53d), but also wrongly
(sch. 52a, 53e: the failures are Aias and Achilles, the successful snake Neoptolemos). The wrong
interpretation is absurd, in that it bears no relation to anything in Apollo’s prophecy (neither
to the penetrability of the wall nor to the two generations of successful Aiakids); I find it
remarkable (and disheartening) that there are still scholars who accept it.

12 Usually it is only Telamon who is said to have accompanied Herakles; and so presumably
Pindar himself at N. 3. 37, 4. 25. But Pindar includes this attack on Troy in a list of Peleus’ early
exploits (fr. 172), and similarly Euripides, Andr. 797.

2! The Greeks suffered from a custom of counting inclusively: a festival held every four years
was mevraernplc, every two years Tpiernpic; ‘every other day’ was Suwa. Tpirnc fjuépnc (Hdt. 2. 37. 2,
Hp. Fract. 48); the archon of 452/1 was seventh after the archon of 458/7 (Life of Pindar, P. Oxy.
2438); a man’s grandson was 7piroc a7 adTod (Hdt. 3. 55. 2, PL. Rep. 391c¢, Kall. Hy. 6. 98), his
great-great-grandson méumroc dmdyovoc (Hdt. 1. 13. 2). So that rerpdroiwc was for a Greek the
proper number to define Aiakos’ great-grandsons. But even a Greek could not call a man’s own
sons his maidec Sevrepor; and Pindar abandons inclusive counting with his mpdiroic. (So for the
day two days before the nones the Romans said a.d. iii nonas, but for the day one day before
them not a.d. ii nonas but pridie nonas.)

I do not suppose that Pindar gave a thought to the fact that he was counting in two different
ways, or was even aware that he was; any more than people who fancy that the twenty-first
century will begin on 1 January 2000 are aware that their fancy entails the equation 20 x 100 =
1999. But scholars, starting with the scholiast (59, 60a), have been aware of it. The more sensible
ones have contented themselves with remarking on the fact. But Ahrens wanted Pindar’s
counting to be consistent, and to this end made a foolish conjecture which has imposed on a
good many editors since: Teprdrotic, to mean ‘third’. The form, which is Ahrens” own invention,
is intended to be an expansion of Aeolic 7éproc comparable to epic Tpiraroc expanded from
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And of each generation it is said that, with their assistance, ITépyauoc . ..
dAickerau at the place where the walls have been built by Aiakos.

Now what this naturally means is that the walls will be breached in this part
by an assaulting enemy, who will then go on to capture the city. That is what
happened when Telamon came; we are told indeed that he pulled down part
of the wall before Herakles could do so himself.'”* But it is not what happened
at the later capture of Troy; which was notoriously achieved not by an assault
on the walls but by the stratagem of the wooden horse,'” which was left
outside the city by the Greeks and introduced into it not by the Greeks but by
the Trojans themselves.

Now if the Trojans had simply brought the horse into the city through a
gate, it would have been impossible for Pindar to associate the capture of the
city with a weak place in the walls. But the horse was too big to be drawn in
through a gate, and the Trojans demolished part of the walls in order to bring
it in (Little Iliad, in Proklos’ summary, dteAdvrec puépoc 7t ot Telyouc; Verg. A.
2. 234 diuidimus muros); and it must be to this that Pindar is referring. But
can you really say that the city dAlckera: at the point where the Trojans
demolish their own walls in order to admit the horse?'** 1 should have

7pitoc, and I find this wildly improbable: when epic poets wanted to use a case such as -wv, -7c,
-otc, the form 7piraroc enabled them to avoid the prosodic anomaly of e.g. §¢ 7pirwv; but Téproc
can involve no such anomaly, and I think 7épraroc no more likely to have been formed than
méumratoc or éxtaroc. But even if the form were acceptable, Ahrens would not achieve his end
by ‘third’; he would merely make Pindar say ‘grandsons’, which he does not mean, in place of
‘great-grandsons’, which he does.

122 Hellanikos, FGrHist 4 F 109; Apollod. 2. 6. 4. 2, Diod. 4. 32. 5, Serv. on Aen. 1. 619.

12 “Notoriously’ in Pindar’s day: the story was told in cyclic epic (Little Iliad, Sack of Troy)
and by Stesichoros, and is brought up three times in the Odyssey as something completely
familiar (4. 266 ft., 8. 492 ff., 11. 525 ff.); for its appearances in ancient art see Hainsworth on
Od. 8.492-3.

12 If the main Greek army, when they returned that night, had entered the city through the
gap made for the horse, it might make rather more sense to say that the city dA{ckerac there. But
it seems that they did not: we are told that the men from inside the horse opened the gates to let
them in (Apollod. Ep. 5. 20, Verg. A. 2. 266). I envisage the traditional story as follows.

The gates will not have extended to the full height of the wall, which will have continued
uninterrupted above them; they will presumably have been of the same sort of size as the Lion
Gate of Mycenae (gateway c. 3.2 metres high, 3.1 to 2.9 metres wide). The horse was not too
wide to go through them, but much too tall; and so the Trojans demolished the wall above the
gate which the horse was to enter. So Serv. on A. 2. 234 (diuidimus muros), muros superpositas
Scaeae portae; nam sequitur ‘quater ipso in limine’; Plaut. Bacch. 955 (it was disastrous for Troy)
quom portae Phrygiae limen superum [i.e. the lintel] scinderetur, 987 (symbolizing a develop-
ment of the action of the play) superum limen scinditur. The horse was then brought in through
the gate: Verg. A. 2. 242, it stopped four times ipso in limine portae; Triph. 335-9, it was a tight fit
through the gate, and Hera and Poseidon had to help it through. Presumably we are to think
that the gate was closed again at nightfall; though since its leaves will have been supported on
pivots in threshold and lintel, I do not know how this was done.

It looks as though we have the horse’s entry into Troy in a fragment of Stesichoros’ Sack
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expected rather (to suit both the captures) something meaning ‘have its
wall demolished’ or ‘admit the enemy’; and since the word containing the
anomalous short anceps is now seen to give a sense which is not the sense that
I should expect, I suppose the case for assuming corruption to be now very
strong.

I can think of nothing suitable that has any visual similarity to dAickeras;
I suppose therefore that we should regard dAickera: as a mistaken gloss that
has replaced the original text. A text glossed by dAickera:r was presumably in
the present (i.e. the not very common oracular present); but we have no hope
of recovering the actual words. My requirements would be met by ITepyduov
... Telxoc witver (Which might easily have been glossed dXickerar); but I give
that not as a proposal but as an exemplification.

There is one other thing to be considered here: namely 45 dpéera. If this is
what Pindar wrote, I can understand it only as a very harsh zeugma: it will
begin'® when your sons are there and (be repeated) when your great-
grandsons are. But what is ‘it’? It must be a verbal noun understood from
dAlckerar or its replacement: the dAwcic, or e.g. the destruction of the wall.
Two difficulties here: first, the supplying of the subject, which I find very odd
indeed;'*® second, that the two quite separate and unconnected sackings of
Troy should be treated as a kind of continuum which ‘begins’ with the first of
the sackings. It may be that the replacement of dAlckerar could provide a
more straightforward subject: if for instance Pindar had written something
like ITépyapoc ... Adpav éyer or macyer phopdv (again, I do no more than
exemplify), the subject of dpéerar would be there before us. We should still be
left with the zeugma and the continuum; but we might now abolish these by
changing dpferac to another verb (most simply, éccerar; or perhaps some-
thing such as i€era: or &perar).'”

of Troy, PMGF S105 (nothing survives to indicate entry through a gate, but Poseidon’s help does
tally with Triphiodoros). I supplement on these lines: [006¢ 7ox’dv dalvaol peuad]rec éxbopov
z’[ﬂ]ﬂ'[ov, | GL, }L’Y‘] KAU’T(‘)C E]VVOCL’SG,C ’yaLdOXO( l;.’)/V(‘)C 6”[((,[) | UUVEL’PUC(V' Ol’) ’y]dp 1’4776)\)\501/ | HE/P’)/(I-
nov elc (] apc\w oﬁB’quTaMLc 0753’:445/303[711 | [elciévar v €ackov.] (My text depends on a combin-
ation, which has been disputed, of fragments of two papyri; for the last line there is room for
only c. 12 letters, and I suppose corruption.)

12 The word could also of itself be used as a passive, ‘will be ruled’; one can only deplore the
pretence that that is equivalent here to ‘will be subdued’.

126 T know of nothing comparable; I have got no help from KG i. 32-6 ‘Ellipse des Subjekts’.

"% There have of course been attempts at so emending dpfera: that ITépyanoc may be its
subject; they have failed completely, and often absurdly. Two of them have deluded, or half-
deluded, a number of editors, viz. Bergk’s priéerar and Wilamowitz’s gdéera: (more or less ‘will
be broken’ and ‘will be smashed’); I cannot suppose for a moment that [7épyapoc could be
subject of either. (Certainly reiyoc pnyvivas, or usually piyvucfar, is common in IL 12; but that
Teixoc is not a city wall but the structure built by the Greeks to protect their ships.)
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I can of course make no attempt at restoring Pindar’s actual words; but
I am confident that neither d\lcketar nor dpéerar is what he wrote, and I
should print them both with obeli. And to return at last to my original
purpose: if dAlckerar is corrupt, the anomalous short anceps disappears; if a
metrical anomaly occurs in a word which does not give satisfactory sense, it is
quite safe to assume that the remedy which puts the sense to right will at the
same time remove the metrical anomaly.

E. Isthmians3 and 4

These two odes, composed for one and the same victor, Melissos of Thebes,
are composed also with one and the same metrical scheme: five identical
triads, of which one forms I 3 and four form I 4. That two separate odes
should be metrically identical is unparalleled; and a number of editors
have maintained therefore that the odes are not separate, but were intended
to form a continuous whole. I have never understood how anyone could
suppose this to be even possible; and I will now adduce the incidence of short
anceps as further evidence that it is false. But first I will briefly rehearse the
other evidence.'”®

First, the form of the odes. Each of them has its own beginning and its own
end; if either of them had been lost and only the other preserved, no one
could for a moment have supposed that the survivor was in any way defec-
tive.'” Put them together, in whatever order, and they fall apart immediately at
the join.

Second, the victories. I 3 is concerned with a pair of victories won by
Melissos (9 8:6vuwv aéflwvr), one at the Isthmos (event not named), the other
with the chariot at Nemea. I 4 is concerned with a single victory, in the
pankration at the Isthmos, and Pindar speaks of it as the family’s first victory
of any note for many a long year: the family had once been distinguished in
the games,”® but then for a long interval (after the death of four of its
members in a single battle) its distinction had been dormant; now with

12 There is a useful account of the problem and its history in A. Kohnken, Die Funktion des
Mythos bei Pindar, 87-94. (I use ‘problem’ to mean ‘question propounded for discussion’; I do
not mean ‘question difficult of solution’, for it is not.)

12 With both preserved, there have of course been such fancies: Kéhnken, 89-90.

% Not in fact as distinguished as Pindar pretends: the only actual victories he can cite are at
Athens (presumably in the Great Panathenaia) and Sikyon; he makes up by speaking of their
competing in the major games, and by suggesting (with an analogy from legend: Aias’ defeat by
Odysseus over Achilles” arms) that they ought by rights to have had the success they did not
achieve: kat er’(cov’a’wSpd)V Xetpévwv | e"(d)a)\e Te'xva KaTa‘u.Lip(/laLca (the aorist gnomic, but with
the implication of course that that was what happened in this actual case).
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Melissos’ Isthmian victory, and with this ode to celebrate it,"*' it is awake

again. Pindar insists on this at great length and with elaborate imagery
(spring after winter, awakening after sleep): his language is inconceivable
unless the Isthmian victory is Melissos’ first major victory and his only major
victory to date.”” It follows that I. 4 was composed before the Nemean
victory, and that I. 3 was composed when I. 4 was already complete: I regard
this conclusion as inescapable, and can see no rational argument that might
be advanced against it.

Those who suppose the odes to form a whole are divided between two
opinions. According to one, the whole was conceived as a whole from the
very beginning; the opinion flies in the face of reason, and I shall not waste
time by considering it further. The other opinion is at least rational: that I. 4
was composed as an independent ode for the pankration victory, and that
when Melissos won his Nemean victory, some fifteen months after the
Isthmian,"” 1. 3 was prefixed to it, so that the whole might form a single
ode."* This takes proper account of the victories; where it breaks down (and
at this point reasoning from the facts must be reinforced by an understanding
of thought and poetry) is over the total lack of coherence between the end of
I. 3 and the beginning of I 4: ‘carmina uno quasi spiritu cantari potuisse

P! The ode is given by Poseidon (21): no victory other than the Isthmian can be meant.

132 He had some minor ones, which Pindar names at the end of the ode (67-72): three of
them, two as a man and one as a boy, in the Theban Herakleia (= Iolaeia). But these, won in his
own city, can do nothing of course to revive the ancient glory.

That this is his first major victory is obvious; that it is his only major victory to date is
of course another point, but I think it equally obvious. Nottingham Forest, after winning
the Football Association cup in 1898, had no major distinction until they won the Football
League cup on 22 March 1978 and then became league champions on 18 April 1978. If 1
wrote an ode in which I congratulated them at length on reviving past glories by winning
the Football League cup, and said no word of their being champions, would anyone doubt
for a moment that I wrote the ode before 18 April? But Nottingham Forest are a real club
consisting of real men, and Pindar and his victors are only the subject-matter of classical
scholarship.

1% The Isthmia were held in the spring or early summer of the even-numbered years B¢, the
Nemeia in the high summer of the odd-numbered years; if (what I do not doubt) the Nemean
victory was at the Nemeia next following the Isthmian victory, the interval was of a year plus
about three months. The arithmetic is simple enough but seems to have caused trouble:
Schroeder speaks of the Nemean victory as coming three months before the anniversary of the
Isthmian, and Wilamowitz says (Pindaros, 336) ‘als etwa dreiviertel Jahre spiter Melissos . . . bei
Nemea siegte’; for Thummer (Die isthmischen Gedichte, ii. 56) the interval appears to have
shrunk still further, to ‘einige Monate’.

** This is supposed by some to have been done when I. 4 had already been performed; by
others, when it had been composed but not yet performed. Since I am confident that it was
never done at all, I have no need to resolve their disagreement. But I remark that fifteen months
would be a surprising time-lag for an ode by a Theban poet for a Theban victor.
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et negaui ... et nego’, says Schroeder (ed. mai., 71); equidem et nego et
negabo.'”

Human error is often to be laid at the door of accident or irrelevance; and
so here it can be laid at the door of both. The accident is that though at
Alexandria the odes were recognized to be separate,”” in one of the two
independent medieval manuscripts, D, they were run together,”” and
appeared so combined in D’s descendants, including the editio princeps (the
Aldine); B, in which they were kept separate, left no progeny here but the
editio Romana (of Kallierges) and was itself lost to sight, and until it was
rediscovered by Tycho Mommsen the unitarians had an illusion of authority
behind them (and when the illusion vanished, their view persisted: falsehood,
once established, will commonly survive the loss of the evidence that estab-
lished it). The irrelevance is that I 3 precedes I 4 in the tradition: it does so
for perfectly intelligible reasons, but reasons which are quite unconnected
with the order of composition of or performance (to which Aristophanes,
when he classified and arranged the odes, demonstrably paid no attention
whatever)."*® Within each book of Pindar’s epinikia the odes are arranged in
four categories according to event: first, equestrian; second, boxing, wrestling,
pankration, and (presumably) pentathlon; third, foot-races; fourth, at Pytho,
musical."” I 3, in which the only named event is the chariot-race, will have

% Indeed the prefixers themselves are not wholly at ease with their prefixing: Wilamowitz
<Pindaros, 336> (after citing the opening of I 4) ‘das ist ... hinter dem Schlusse der ersten
Triade [= I 3] wirklich kaum zu ertragen und konnte in einem Zuge nicht ausgesprochen
werden’; Farnell (i. 256) ‘the juncture ... has not been effected with perfect skill’; Bowra
(Pindar, 317) ‘the joints are not very neat’.

136 Evidence from the scholia in Kéhnken, 87 n. 1.

7 Certainly by accident not design, for in fact D runs together not just I. 3 and 4, but the
three odes I. 2, 3, 4. The common ancestor of BD omitted the headings of all the Isthmians, and
left in each case simply a blank space; B preserves the spaces, but D in these two places closed
them up.

138 Of two odes for a single victory, O. 11 was performed before O. 10, Bacch. 2 before 1; of
Phylakidas’ two victories in the pankration at the Isthmos, that of I. 6 was at an earlier Isthmiad
than that of I 5.

The normal principle in such cases seems to be that the longer ode is put first. This is true of
O.10and 11 (5 triads, 1 triad) and Bacch. 1 and 2 (8 triads, 1 triad); it is true also in two cases of
two odes for a single victory where we cannot say which of them was performed first, O. 2 and 3
(5 triads, 3 triads) and P. 4 and 5 (13 triads, 4 triads). If there is no marked difference in length
the order is arbitrary: L. 5 and 6 (each 3 triads), Bacch. 6 and 7 (each 2 strophes).

% See the table in Thummer’s commentary on the Isthmians, ii. 115; though he tries to be
too precise (within each category the order is evidently arbitrary). For the pentathlon, I have
supposed the second category to be more suitable than the third, but the instances are not
decisive: N. 7 comes where the two categories meet; O. 13, placed between two foot-race odes, is
for a double victory in stadion and pentathlon, and may have been categorized by either (I have
assumed the stadion).
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been treated as equestrian,'®® and I 4 was treated of course as pankration;
doubtless the odes were placed last and first within their respective categories
so that they might come together, but the order in which they come together
is determined by their category and by nothing else.

I come at last to the incidence of short anceps. I can best show this by
means of a table, in which I set out all instances of ancipitia which either are
short or correspond to a short at any point in either ode.

Horizontally: all corresponding instances of the anceps in question, first
those in L 4, then those in I 3; if an instance is short, the line number is
(bracketed); % indicates a proper name; * indicates disputable (i.e. suscep-
tible of either scansion); if long, the line-number is unadorned.

Vertically: triad by triad, with the epode placed beneath the antistrophe.

Table D
Isthmian 4 Isthmian 3
(1) 7 19 25 37 43 55 61 1 7
(1) 7 19 25 37 433 55 61%* 1 7*
(2) 8 20 (26)% (38) (44) 56 62 2 8%
3 9 21 27 39 45 57 63 3 9
4 10 22 28 40 46 58 (64)% 4 10
(14) 32 50 (68) 14
15* 33 51% 69 (15)%
(16) 34 52 70 16
(17) 35 53 71 17*
(17) 35 53 71 (17)
18 36 54* (72)% 18

Disputable: I 4. 15 Ap(e), 51 & dxu(d), 54 éhp(a), 61 (dmep)fev 8(aira); I 3. 7 (dmo)va xp(1), 8
(xapirec)cw Blacrdcar), 17 (AaBdaridai)cw (chvvopod).

40 But it will have been classified as Isthmian not Nemean because the Isthmos (with its
unspecified victory) is named before Nemea: when an ode celebrates victories at more than one
venue, it is classified according to the victory that Pindar mentions first. So O. 9, with Olympia,
Pytho; O. 12, with Olympia, Pytho, Isthmos; I. 2 (not a true epinician, but that does not affect
the issue), with Isthmos, Pytho, Athens, Olympia; L. 8, with Isthmos, Nemea. P. 7, with the order
(including earlier victories of the family) Isthmos, Olympia, Pytho, is classified as Pythian
because the list of victories is preceded by a mention of the Alkmaionidai’s building of the
temple at Pytho (doubtless it is rightly so classified, for the Pythian victory of 486 accords with
the evident reference in 18—-19 to Megakles’ ostracism of 487/6). In I. 6 a Nemean victory is
mentioned before the Isthmian; but it is expressly said to have been celebrated already in an
earlier ode (viz. N. 5), and there is a clear implication that it was won (as it was) by an older
member of the family.

I should perhaps issue a warning against Thummer’s statement (op. cit., i. 26), ‘das Lob des
aktuellen Sieges steht immer an erster Stelle des Siegeslobes, auch dann, wenn dieser Sieg nicht
der ranghdochste Sieg des Gefeierten ist’. If by ‘der aktuelle Sieg’ he means ‘the victory by which
Aristophanes classified the ode’, his statement is false for P. 7 and for I. 6 (and in so far as it is
true it puts the truth very oddly). If he means ‘the most recent victory’, it is false for O. 9, where
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It will be seen immediately that the incidence of short anceps in the first
strophe and epode of I 4 is compatible only with their belonging to the
first triad of an ode: three instances in the strophe and four in the epode, and
two of them with echoing short anceps in later triads. That this triad should
be the second triad of an ode beginning with I 3 is out of the question: the
arrangement would create in I 4 an impossible collection of anomalous short
ancipitia; even if the disputable ancipitia in I. 3 were all treated as short, the
arrangement would create in I 4 three instances of completely anomalous
short anceps and five in the uncommon category of short anceps echoing
short anceps not in the first strophe but in the first antistrophe, a category
with only four instances in all the rest of the epinikia.

Now this establishes only what in any case was not open to rational dis-
pute: that I. 4 was composed as an independent ode. But short anceps will
establish also that I. 3 was not intended to be prefixed to I. 4. Whatever the
reason for Pindar’s practice with short anceps, he did not intend it as a kind
of cryptogram to be cracked by scholars two and a half millennia later: it
must have been related in some way to the performance of the ode. He
must have thought it proper that if an anceps was to admit short scansion in
any instance the possibility of short scansion should be made evident to his
audience at the very first instance in the ode: I do not know why, and I do not
know how many of his audience would have had ears sensitive enough to
register what he intended; but that he did intend this I cannot doubt. It
follows that if I. 4 and 3 were intended for performance on a single occasion,
then (unless perhaps the interval between the performances was very long;
and in that case one cannot talk of ‘prefixing’) I. 4 must have been performed
first and I. 3 second. And I should have thought indeed that that would be the
more effective order: first the earlier and by now familiar ode, then as a climax
the novelty to celebrate the latest victory.

I say ‘if they were intended for performance on a single occasion’, for I
cannot be certain that they were: the identity of their metre may be either
connected with their performance or independent of it. It may be that
Melissos was so captivated by the tune of I. 4 that when he commissioned a
short ode after his second victory he asked that the tune should be the same: I
can see nothing inherently improbable in such a request. Or it may be that
Melissos proposed a combined performance of the old ode with the new, and
that either he or Pindar felt that the performance would go better if metre

the order is Olympia (468), Pytho (466), and for O. 12, where it is Olympia (472), Pytho (470,
466) — see JHS 93 (1973), 24-8 <above, chapter 6>, where I corrected the commonly held
opinion that the Pythian victories were in 474 and 470 (even by that opinion the second Pythian
victory is later than the Olympian).
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and music were the same."*' But when I say ‘combined performance’ I do not
mean performance as a single ode: I mean a performance of one ode followed
at whatever interval by a performance of the other. Just as the odes could be
no continuous whole in the order I 3, I 4, so they could be no continuous
whole in the other order.

E. The fragments

We have too few fragments with responsion for this part of my investigation
to give any very useful results; but I will set out the facts for what they are
worth.

I will first list the instances of short anceps which we know to come in the
first strophe of an ode (there are none that we know to come in a first epode).
By each of these I list such corresponding ancipitia as survive: if short, cited; if
long, line-number only. An asterisk indicates that an instance is disputable
and will be discussed below.

Lo. 1 (Adax(0d).
8 (ayw)vi(wv).
Dith. 2. 10 (alfouéva) Te (daic), 28*.
12 (Na)id(wv), 30.
13 Sp(verar).
15 (may)kpar(9c).
15 (kepav)voc (dumvéwr).
fr. 78. 2 *mpo(oluiov).
3 *rov ({pdfuTov).
fr.89a. 1 *(dpyouévot)cw (7).
fr. 120. 1 op(dvope).
fr. 122. 1 7oA(déevar), 6, 16 8i8(dlauev).
1 ve(dvidec), 6 ém(ayoplac), 16.
2 *(d)prve(an), 7.
4 (Qvpd) e m(0ANdke), 9, 14, 19*.
5 vo(rjuart), 15 Evv(dopov), 20 én(dyay’).
5 mpoc (Appodirav), 15, 20.

! There may of course have been practical considerations of which we are ignorant: not
much time available before the performance, or before Pindar’s departure from Thebes on
another commission; so that (whether I. 3 was to be performed alone or together with I 4) the
use of the same metre and music might either have saved Pindar time in composition or have
made it easier to train a chorus already familiar with 1. 4. We have, and can have, no idea; but
such possibilities can never be excluded.
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fr. 124a. 1 6x(nw’), 4, 7.
Thr. 3. 6 (d)xér(av).
7 yau(otct).

Disputable instances above (marked *): Dith. 2. 28 kedv(dv) is Bury’s supple-
ment (adopted by Snell) [«ed]lvdy; fr. 78 is not certainly dactylo-epitrite (and
I suppose not quite certainly the beginning of an ode); fr. 89a. 1 should
perhaps have dpyouévoirc with no anceps (for the manuscript evidence, in any
case hardly reliable, see Ed. Fraenkel, Beobachtungen zu Aristophanes, 205 n. 2;
for the sequence D D with no intervening anceps cf. O. 13. 17 etc.); fr. 122. 2
(d)éve(e) 1 have discussed in A (on O. 7. 1 deévedc); fr. 122. 19 is trans-
mitted (in Athenaios) as xop(dv), but I suppose wovp(av) to be the right
interpretation of Pindar’s KOPAN.

There are two instances of short anceps in the first antistrophe'* in respon-
sion with a long in the first strophe:

Dith. 2.1 [(ép)me cx(oworévera)], 19 (el)cw (Aprepic).
fr. 123. 5 [(kexdA)xevr(ar)], 10 *(éka)7e x(npdc).

I mark fr. 123. 10 as disputable because rdc €kart is conjectural for dexarirac;
but though rdc might be questioned (7dcd’, fedc), éxart seems unshakable.
There are of course a number of short ancipitia, in unlocated fragments
and with no responsion preserved, of which we are quite unable to say to
what category they belong, first triad or echoing or even anomalous; I see no
purpose in listing them, and shall not do so."*® There is however one set of

"2 T have assumed that Dith. 2 is triadic; if it is monostrophic, the stanza will be its second
strophe.

3 But I will say something about two instances which I think may be illusory.

(a) Fr. 42. 3 (in Stobaios) xaA(dv pév dv poipdv e Tepmvaw éc wécov xpn mavti Aade dewkv-
vvad): as the words stand, certainly short anceps; I do not know why Pindar denies to original
raAf- the epic lengthening that he allows so readily to original {evF- kopf- vocF- avF- etc., but
deny it he undoubtedly does—45 instances of xdA- and none of xal-. But can the words stand
thus? I think not: the dislocation in xaldv . .. poipdv Te Tepmvav is intolerable. It might have
been avoided (at the cost, unless at verse-end, of another short anceps) by repmvév 7€ poipav;
but why should that have been so improbably corrupted? I think it much likelier that what
Pindar wrote was xald. uév dv poipdv Te Tepmvddv (with vuu— = e): the variation would be very
much in his manner (O. 6. 79, with a different sort of genitive, 6c dy@vac éyet poipdv 7’ aéfAwv),
its removal very much in a copyist’s.

(b) Fr. 93. 3, at the end of a fragment (in Strabo) about Typhon, (& Apiuoic) mor(e); Pindar’s
exemplar is II. 2. 783, traditionally elv Apluotc, 66i dact Tupwéoc éuuevar edvdc. As I have given
the words, they are necessarily (with either e.g. more: c7- or e.g. wor™* 0d) vv—"VU— ... =¢ Y
(e) or e ‘W (D). But Pindar wrote ENAPIMOIZX: did he scan the E short or long? He scanned
the E of his ENAAIOZX long in six of the seven surviving instances (yet év- always the manu-
scripts; read of course epic elvdAioc, not Schroeder’s évv-); did he do the same in ENAPIMOIY
here, with the metre —ww—wo (=) = D? If he did, I do not suppose that he intended Boeckh’s
elv Aplpowc (his preposition EN before a vowel is c. 120 times short and never long), but rather
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fragments in which there are short ancipitia which may perhaps be relevant to
the reconstruction of the ode to which they are assigned: the fragments
assembled by Snell under Hymn 1 (vol. ii, 9-12). I shall attempt no coherent
inquiry into the ode as a whole,'** and shall not inquire whether all the
fragments that are assigned to it are correctly assigned: I shall simply consider
to what extent, on the assumption that they are correctly assigned, the
incidence of short anceps might give a guide to their arrangement.

One verse in the strophe, | —e — D ue— D — D — |, occurs in five separate
fragments.'* The anceps which I mark v is long in what we know to be the
first strophe, fr. 29. 5 (7¢)udv, and in three other instances, fr. 33a (d)uc[c(-,
fr. 33¢. 5 COXSp) e T(pAépavrov), fr. 33d. 3 ()dv(ecce), but short in the fifth,
fr. 30. 5 (éu)pev (a-). If the short in fr. 30 is not to be anomalous, there must
be a short in the first antistrophe, and the short in fr. 30 must either itself be
that short or be an echo of it. I see no means of deciding between the
alternatives except on the basis of the content of the two fragments:'* fr. 29
contains the first 73 syllables of the first strophe, and fr. 30 the first 78
syllables of a strophe or antistrophe; if fr. 30 is from the first antistrophe,

that he took the expression in the Iliad to be what we should write Eivap{uowc: that inter-
pretation of the letters certainly lies behind Vergil’s Inarime Iouis imperiis imposta Typhoeo
<Aen. 9. 716>, and why should it not lie behind it by four or five centuries or more? No one in
antiquity knew (though some tried to guess) who or what the Apior or Apipa might be (see
West on Hes. Th. 304); given this ignorance, Eivapiuoiwc was at any period just as reasonable an
interpretation as elv Apluowc of a series of syllables articulated neither in speech nor in writing
(articulation in writing did become possible when Alexandria devised on the one hand vd or v,a
or v’a, on the other va; but that was long after Pindar’s day, and even then how many will have
bothered?). If we had responsion to guide us, or if Strabo’s quotation had not stopped where it
did, we should know whether to credit Pindar with é Apiuoiwc and a short anceps or with
Elvapipowc and no anceps; without that guidance we can only say that either is possible. What we
must not do is appeal to manuscript authority: the authority for the two alternatives is exactly
the same.

" The reconstruction begun by Boeckh and continued by Wilamowitz (Pindaros, 189-92)
and Snell (‘Pindars Hymnos auf Zeus’, in Die Entdeckung des Geistes, 4th edn., 82-94), goes a
good way beyond what can be inferred with certainty from the evidence: there is a good deal in
it that may well be right, but not nearly so much that must be.

145 ‘Separate’ except that two are linked by a papyrus. The responsion extends over 78 syl-
lables, and cannot possibly be fortuitous.

¢ The first verse of fr. 30 is cited by Hephaistion (Ench. 15. 11) as the first of his two
instances of the iambelegos; I should not wish to infer from this that the verse came near the
beginning of the ode. When Hephaistion is dealing with stichic or distichic metres, his normal
habit is to cite the first verse of a poem (or the second component of the first distich); I should
suppose that he does this simply as the natural and obvious thing to do, and not as a matter of
principle or system. When he is dealing with choral lyric I see no reason to suppose that he was
systematic in his choice of instances (and certainly he was not in this case, else he would have
cited the first verse of the first strophe), but rather that he cited simply the first instance that
caught his eye or came into his head.

When in choral lyric he cites two instances of the same verse, they are likely enough to be
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the gap between them will be of between 46 and c. 120 syllables;'¥” can the
transition from one to the other be effected within that space?

Next, two fragments cited by Hephaistion (Ench. 15. 13) as instances of 76
Iwdapikov kadovuevov: fr. 34 6c ral Tumelc dyvan meléker Téxero Eavlav
Abdvav and fr. 35b codot 8¢ xai 76 undév dyav émoc dwncav wepiccidc, both |
vevuD — e -l with two short ancipitia in fr. 35b but none in fr. 34. If
the fragments are in fact both from our ode,'® and if (as would then be

from the same ode in responsion. Likely enough, but not certain; in Lesbian lyric his two
varieties of the Alcaic hendecasyllable (15. 3: Alk. frr. 307, 331) are evidently from different
poems (and it would be surprising if this was because the hymn to Apollo had no instance with
initial short); and if he quarried an ode which had the same verse (as sometimes happens) in
two unrelated places, he might easily choose two instances that were not in responsion with one
another.

His lack of system can be seen in his instances of the four varieties of the elegiac pentameter
(—w—w—...), all from Book 1 of Kallimachos’ Aitia (of which the first 40 lines are preserved
as fr. 1). For three of them he gives the first instance that occurs in the book (citing them in the
order of their occurrence: 2, 6, 20); but for the fourth he skips the instances at 26, 30, 36, 38 (and
I dare say others as well), and cites fr. 3. 2, an unknown but considerable distance further on.

"7 My figures are based on a strophe-length of between 119 and c. 193 syllables. Fr. 33d gives
us a minimum length of 119 syllables, and this might well be the whole of the strophe: the
maximum stanza-length for the dactylo-epitrite epinikia is 129 syllables. But Dith. 2 (dactylo-
epitrite) has a strophe of 192 syllables (and Pai. 6, in another metre, has a strophe of 194); we
have no reason to suppose that our hymn could not have had a strophe of similar length.

8 The only evidence is the content of fr. 34, which seems well suited to the feoyovia
which the ode is not unreasonably supposed to have contained (on the basis, primarily, of Luc.
Tkarom. 27). If fr. 34, then not improbably fr. 35b as well: the ITwdapwcdv, despite its name,
appears to be very rare (it is virtually non-existent in the epinikia), and I think it very unlikely
that Hephaistion, having an instance to hand in a given ode, would for his second instance go
farther afield than the verses in responsion with his first.

That Hephaistion cites these two verses in the same chapter in which he cites the two
instances of the iambelegos (of which fr. 30. 1 is certainly, and fr. 34 very probably, from our
ode) affords no presumption whatever that the IIwdapucd also are from this ode. Wilamowitz
appears to think that it does (Pindaros, 190 n. 2), ‘Hephaestion 15, wo die pindarischen Verse
alle [i.e. alle vier!] aus diesem Gedichte stammen’: I think it very likely that they do, but the only
way to establish this is to establish for each pair of verses independently that they are from the
ode. Hephaistion had to fetch his verses from where he could find them: the iambelegos is not
particularly common (the Alexandrian colometry has an iambelegos as a colon only in 7 of the
23 dactylo-epitrite epinikia), the ITwdapuxdv is very rare; if he found both of them in the same
ode he would doubtless not be averse to using them, but there could be no possible point in his
consciously searching for one of the very few odes that will have happened to have them both.

I will justify my statement about the rarity of the ITwdapucdv. It is too long of course for a
normal Alexandrian colon; and has therefore to be produced from more than a single colon. In
I. 3/4 one can produce it from one and a half cola: I. 4. 3—4 etc. | (Juerépac dperdc Spvwe Sidrew,
I afce Khewvopidar 0dAovrec alel |; of the 10 instances there 7 are self-contained (i.e. are
preceded by, and end with, word-end), but only at I 4. 45 does the result approximate to a
coherent linguistic whole. One can produce it similarly at O. 8.9 and N. 5. 23 (each the only self-
contained instance at its place in the ode); a few other self-contained instances might be devised
(e.g. N. 9. 7), but they would bear no relation to Alexandrian or to any rational colometry.
Nowhere in the epinikia is there a verse (in the strict sense) that has this form.
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virtually certain) they are in responsion with one another,' then unless

there is anomaly the first occurrence in the ode may be expected to have
had the two ancipitia short;"*® that both shorts should be echoed in the
same later verse is perfectly possible but not (statistically) very likely,”" and
the simplest hypothesis will be that fr. 35b is itself the first occurrence.
This simplest hypothesis is not necessarily the true one; but it is certainly
the one that on purely metrical grounds one should consider first. Now
fr. 35b has the sound of a breaking-off formula (the so-called xépoc-motif),
and I observe that a natural place for such a formula would be at the end
of the initial list of Theban glories: cf. N. 10. 19, at the end of the long
initial list of Argive glories, Bpay?d wot crépa wdvr dvayrcact Scwv Apyeiov
é’XEL TG/IJLGVOC I Mofpav E’CA(;)V, G”C’TL 86\ KU,I) KépOC o’w@pa’m’wv Bapz)c &VTLdCaL. TO
put the fragment at this point would mean abandoning one feature of
Snell’s reconstruction: that Pindar, having designed and arranged his list
of Theban glories for this purpose, moves at its end from the wedding
of Harmonia to the singing of the Muses at that wedding, and that their
song is the feoyovia which is thought to have bulked large in the ode;
but the feature is one that I should wish to abandon in any case.”” The

' The ITwdapucdv can hardly have appeared in more than one place in the ode.

' 1 say ‘may be expected to have had’, not ‘will have had’; there will be a slight possibility
that one of the shorts (hardly both) did not appear until the first antistrophe.

3! In the epinikia, six verses in the first strophe or epode contain two short ancipitia; between
them, they have 29 other verses in responsion. Only once does one of these corresponding verses
echo both the shorts (L. 5. 7, first antistrophe); 9 of them echo one short only, 19 echo neither.

I observe however that the chances (calculated from the epinikia) are not the same through-
out an ode: the earlier in the ode the better the chance. A short in the first strophe or epode is
echoed in one later instance in 7.6; the chance that two should be echoed together is the square
of this, 1 in 58. But in the first two triads a short is echoed in one corresponding instance in 4.8,
and the square of this is 1 in 23; for the first antistrophe alone the figures are 1in 3.8 and 1in 14.

132 We know of course that the Muses sang there: Thgn. 15, Pi. P. 3. 89-91. But Snell would
have us suppose ‘dass Apoll (mit den Musen) bei der Hochzeit des Kadmos ein grosses
mythisches Gedicht vortrug, das vom Werden der Gétter und Menschen erzihlte’ (op. cit., 84).
This of itself is perfectly possible: at N. 5. 22 Apollo and the Muses at Peleus’ wedding sing a
song that turns imperceptibly into mythical narrative by Pindar himself. But if a song sung
(however nominally) by Apollo and the Muses is to include fr. 33b év ypdvaw: & éyevr’ AméAAwv
and then (fr. 31) the creation of the Muses, I become incredulous.

It is likely enough that fr. 32 (Kadmos heard Apollo povowav dpfav émdeucvuuévov) should
come from our ode; but I see no reason why Pindar should not have come back to Harmonia’s
wedding (I dare say only briefly) at a later stage in the ode. That indeed is what I should have
supposed from Aristeides’ language when he cites the fragment: (I1&8apoc) év 7oic Juvouc
Seélaw mepl TAV v dmavti T xpdvwr cvpPawdvtwv malpudrwy Toic dvbpdmoic kal Tic
IlL(TCLBOA'f]C TO‘V KOCS,LOV ¢n(EV (iKDleCLL ’TOl; AWO/A)\LUVOC }LOUCLK(}.V 6/)0&1/ E’ﬂLSELKVUI_LG,VOU. An Odd
way of putting it if Apollo’s theme is what Pindar himself has just been said diefiévau: 1 should
have expected rather that Kadmos” wedding belonged to an account of his career as a paradigm
of perafoij, of the vicissitudes of human fortune. That is exactly what we have in Pindar’s other
reference to the Muses at the wedding, in P. 3. 86 ff.: he consoles the ailing Hieron with the
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positioning raises other problems as well;"* but I should certainly wish to
keep it in play.

G. Miscellaneous

One consequence of the extreme rarity of anomalous short anceps is that it
will be very unwise to seek to introduce further instances of it by conjecture;
and there is one passage where this consequence may be thought unwelcome.

In I 6 Pindar tells how Herakles, coming to invite Telamon to join him on
his expedition against Troy, arrives to find a feast in progress. Telamon asks
him to open the proceedings with a libation; and Herakles thereupon prays to
Zeus that Telamon may have a valiant son by Eriboia (Zeus then sends an
aletdc as a sign, and Herakles announces that the son will be born and must
be named Alac). Now the sentence describing Herakles’ arrival has lost two
syllables, an anceps and a long: 356 dAX’ Alax{Sav kadéwv | éc mAGov <X —>
kbpncev dawvuévwr. A great many unconvincing stopgaps have been pro-
posed (as mAdov <keivov> or <ladv> kdpncev); only Von der Miihll (Mus.
Helv. 14 [1957], 130—1 = KI. Schr. 198-9) has proposed a supplement after first
inquiring what word may be lacking to the sense. On what occasion should
Herakles pray unprovoked for a son for Telamon? At his wedding-feast:
<yduov> (or <ydupovc>) rkipncev dawvuévwr. I should find this completely

thought that not even Peleus and Kadmos had an alaw dcparjc—after their kduaror they won
through to éABoc Smépraroc, with the gods and the Muses at their wedding, but then from this
they fell into misfortunes once again.

' 1 can see two principal difficulties that might be alleged. First, it may be said that the
signing-off formula is less in place after a list of alternative possibilities (phrased as questions)
than after the straight factual catalogue of N. 10. On the face of it, yes; but the difference
between the two kinds of list is more formal than essential, and it would not be difficult to
devise a transition that would make the signing-off entirely natural. Second, what of the gap
between the end of the list (as we have it) and fr. 35b? The earliest that fr. 35b could come is in
responsion with fr. 33d. 11, which would leave a gap of 41 syllables, and the gap might easily be
appreciably longer: with a longer strophe (n. 147 above) it might be of anything up to ¢. 100
syllables. But I see no difficulty in this: fr. 35b (with its xa() is clearly only the second part of the
signing-off formula; that formula may have been preceded by a transition of some kind; and we
have no reason to suppose that the list of Theban glories in fr. 29 did not continue beyond the
point at which Lucian stopped quoting it (Pindar could not go on indefinitely with a series of
accusatives before producing a verb to give them a construction, and once he has produced it he
can still extend the list , 17‘ yd,u,ov AevkwAévov pr.ov[a( f);/.vﬁ(o‘u,ev, <f7‘ wu——| kTA>).

I do not think it a difficulty that Hephaistion will be citing the first instance second. His order
might have been purely fortuitous, depending on which instance happened to be the first to
catch his eye or come into his head. Or there might have been a reason for it: in the original
uncondensed form of his work he might well have commented on the different forms of the
verse (long or short anceps; in other places such comment survives even into our condensation),
and if so he might have preferred to put first the more normal form.
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convincing if it were not for the one thing: it gives an anomalous short
anceps, ydu(ov kvpnycev), in responsion with an unassailable long at 2
kpar(Hpa).

I can find only one near-synonym of yduov that would give the right
scansion, kddoc. But this of course is not ‘marriage’ but ‘marriage-alliance’,
the connexion established by the marriage between the bridegroom (and his
family) and the family of the bride;"** and whereas in yduov (or rdgov)
dawivar or dalvucha the internal accusative can be used because the feast is
an integral part of the wedding (or the funeral), and similarly with a straight
synonym of yduov like Suevalovc, the kddoc is parallel not to the wedding but
to the married state: the feast is not a part of it, and I should think xddoc
daivuchar impossible.

I am troubled. It may be that there is a way out that will give the right sense
and a long anceps, but I have no notion what it might be; and if in the end
there is a conflict between sense and the quantity of the anceps, then sense
must prevail.

II. SHORT VOWELS AT VERSE-END

I am concerned in this part of my paper with the incidence at verse-end of
syllables ending in a short vowel: (ad7()«a, (m0)d{, (épdipa)ro, and the like. It
is a commonplace of Greek metre that such a syllable, although prosodically
short, may stand at verse-end as the equivalent of a long, and instances are
common, in blunt and pendant endings alike:

mEAN 0l dAadmné, AAN éyivoc év uéya <Archil. 201>.

edpetav [1édomoc vijcov ddurduela <Tyrt. 2. 15>.

avlpwmov ebpe ™y créymy dhpéAdovra <Hippon. 79. 19>.

kal Adridec péyadar kat adro <Alk. 326. 8>.

dvdpa ot évvemre Moilca modbrpomov, ¢ wdla moAdd <Od. 1. 1>.

I have taken samples of a few hundred lines to establish the approximate
frequency of this phenomenon in early Greek poetry. I have counted as
ending in a short vowel only syllables which necessarily end in one: if a
syllable admits movable v I have treated it always as -ev or -w and never as

'3 There are one or two instances where x7idoc and «ndedew seem to be no more than
‘marriage’, ‘marry’, with reference to the bride alone and not her family: S. Tr. 1227 rod7o
rjdevcov Aéxoc, E. Med. 1341 yrfual ce, kijdoc éxbpov oAéOpidv 7 éuol (Iole is captive and her
family dead, Medeia’s family could never come into question). I cannot think that this makes
any difference in Pindar.
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-€ or -1, however it may appear in the manuscripts and editions."” My find-
ings are these (by ‘76 in 400 = 1 in 5.3’ I mean that of the 400 verses in my
sample 76 have a final syllable ending in a short vowel, and that the phenom-
enon therefore occurs in one verse in every 5.3):

Lo—o—ll Archilochos 641in 347 =11in 5.4
Lo—oo—|l early elegy 321in 337 =11in10.5
o=l Hipponax; 22in202=1in 8.4
L—u—ll Lesbians'*® 11in44=11in4.0
| Homer and Hesiod 76 in 400 =1 in 5.3

Different samples would doubtless give rather different figures, but hardly
very different, and I have no need for any great precision: it is enough for my
purposes to indicate that the frequency ranges, according to the ending,
between something like one in five and something like one in ten.

My purpose is to establish that Pindar’s practice is very different from that
of the poets I have sampled. I can do this very simply, by setting out the facts
once again in a table (using the same conventions as before; I put in brackets
two proportions which are based on too few instances to be reliable); my
figures this time are not for a sample, but for the whole of Pindar’s epinikia
(except that I exclude the fragments of the lost Isthmians which followed I. 8;
I exclude also the supposititious O. 5). On the right I repeat, for ease of
comparison, the proportions I have just given for my other poets.

Dactylo-epitrites Other metres [Other poets]
o=l 331in 638 =1in19.2 39in 822=11in21.2 [1in 5.4]
o= 0in 607 = — 5in 264 =11in 52.8 [1in 10.5]
o=l 0in20=(—) 0in20=(—) [11in 8.4]
| 21in 369 =1in 184.5 4in 216 =11in 54.0 [1in 4.0]
Lo—oo—l|l 21in212=11in 106.0 3in223=1in74.3 [1in5.3]

These figures leave no room for doubt: a short vowel at verse-end is
avoided by Pindar in a way in which it is not avoided by my other poets. The

% The manuscript tradition of Homer follows a rule that movable v is added at the end of a
line if the next line begins with a vowel, not added if it begins with a consonant; the rule is
patently silly, and deserves only contempt. In Pindar the tradition appears (from Mommsen’s
apparatus; Turyn is silent on principle, p. xiii) to follow the same rule; and here, where the
manuscript lines are not verses but Alexandrian cola, of which about half end at verse-end and
half in mid verse, the rule is not merely silly but disastrous: at colon-end in mid verse it can
destroy the metre, e.g. Aédoyye Oapwd for Aéloyyev Oapwd. But even at verse-end it is (as will
appear) equally if less obtrusively destructive.

%6 The material is scanty; I have taken three fragments with line-ends, all apparently
...—w—u——1 (Sappho, frr. 58 and 60; Alkaios, fr. 48).
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avoidance is not equally pronounced in all endings; but even at his most
tolerant (in . . . —v—) Pindar admits the phenomenon only a quarter as often
as Archilochos.

As far as Pindar is concerned, the facts are all that matter. But these facts
do throw light on a question of Greek prosody on which scholars have not
seen eye to eye; and a consideration of that question will serve also to make
Pindar’s practice more intelligible.'”

The rule for the quantity of short-vowel syllables has been formulated in
two ways; common to both is the proviso that mute + liquid may, with certain
restrictions (which vary according to dialect and to genre), count either as
two consonants or as one. The common formulation is this: ‘a syllable whose
vowel is short is long if the vowel is followed (whether or not within the
same word) by two or more consonants, but otherwise is short.” The alter-
native formulation is this: ‘a syllable whose vowel is short is long if it ends
with a consonant (i.e. is “closed”), short if it does not (i.e. is “open”)’; this
presupposes a rule of syllabification that ‘if there is a single consonant
between vowels it belongs (without regard to any word-boundary) to the
following syllable; if there are two or more consonants, then (without regard
to any word-boundary) the first belongs to the preceding syllable and the last
to the following syllable’*® (thus wélvolc élyer vou—, but mdvlracl uélve
——u—, mdvlra clrélvee ——v—). For short-vowel syllables in mid verse the
two formulations come to the same thing (and the first has the pedagogic
advantage of simplicity). But for short-vowel syllables at verse-end they have
very different effects: both make (évad)Adéll long and both make (&4A)Aoll
short, but (dA)Xocll will be short according to the first and long according to
the second."”

A priori, I expect the second formulation to be right: only thus will the
quantity of a syllable depend, as it should depend, on the constitution of
the syllable itself. A posteriori, we now have the evidence of Pindar’s practice
to support it: when at verse-end he admits e.g. dAocll as readily as dAAwvll and

'*” T must thank Professor M. L. West for causing me to consider it: in the first draft of this
paper I had confined myself to a statement of the facts.

158 What, when there are three or more consonants in all, of those between the first and
the last? The question is neither certainly resoluble nor of any relevance metrically. The ancient
rule for dividing a word between lines puts the division before any sequence of consonants that
can stand at the beginning of a word; if (as this formulation requires) we reject its vvlx7éc,
&lerv, in favour of vuklrdc, dclrv, it may yet incline us to dplkroc, kaulmréc, rather than dpxlroc,
rapmlréc. For a different approach (on phonetic principles) see W. S. Allen, Accent and
Rhythm, 209.

13 See Allen, op. cit., 204-7 (for the second formulation), against A. M. Dale, Wiener Studien
77 (1964), 20 n. 9 = Collected Papers, 191 n. 1.
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dModll and (évad)AdéN' yet is reluctant to admit dAoll, what conclusion can
we draw except that he feels (dA)Xoll to be short but (dA)ocl, like (¢A)Awvl
and (&A)Aodl and (évad)Adéll, to be long? That what he is avoiding is not a
short open syllable as opposed to a short closed syllable or a long, but simply
a short syllable as opposed to a long?'®!

A. Dactylo-epitrites

First T list the instances of SVE in epinikia. I follow Snell’s arrangement
of the verses,'” and also (except in one instance, discussed below) his text.
By * I mean ‘in the first strophe or epode’, by ~ ‘in responsion with’, by
t ‘disputable; discussed below’.

(a) ...wo—l (109* + 529 = 638 endings'®), 10* + 23 = 33 instances: O. 3.
9 dmo, 13* mote; O. 6. 68 marpl; O. 8. 4* wépy; O. 13. 20* pérpa ~ 43 dpicr-
ebcate ~ 66 avriva ~ 112 kard; P. 1. 16* wore; P. 3. 78 Qapd ~ 94 édva 7e, 5*
mote ~ 74 mote, 40 ovkéry; P. 4. 53 Sduarty, 40 aud ~ 86 168 ~ 224 ckiwpato
~ 247 kai Twa ~ 293 mote; P. 12. 3% dva, 6* mote; N. 5. 3% 871, 40 mépt ~ 46 J74;
N. 8. 28 xpoi; N. 9. 171 more, 3% mpdccere; N. 10. 31 mepl ~ 85 wépy; I 6. 55

avTira, 8% kdta ~ 33 delcaro.

' To complete my argument I must substantiate this statement; I will do so by giving, both
for Pindar’s epinikia and for my samples from other authors, the number of verse-end syllables
ending in short vowel plus single consonant expressed as a fraction of the number of all
verse-end syllables other than those ending in a short vowel alone; bracketed figures depend on
too few instances to be reliable:

—o—ll | ——-l —o——l | average
Pindar 1in 2.5 1in 3.8 (1in4.2) 1in 3.8 1in 4.3 1in 3.6
Others 1in 3.0 1in 3.8 1in 3.3 (1in3.2) 1in 3.0 1in 3.2

It is evident that Pindar shows no tendency to avoid at verse-end syllables such as (dA)ocll: such
variations as there are between him and my samples may be due in part to differences of dialect
and vocabulary, in part simply to chance.

' Allen, op. cit, 205-6, has looked for evidence of this kind, but reports
nothing of any significance except in tragic trimeters with resolved fifth longum (all ...
vowu—l). T give my own figures (including satyr-plays and trochaic tetrameters): total, 58;
ending in short vowel plus consonant, 11; ending in short vowel, 1 (S. Ai. 459 kai media TdSell).
This 1 in 58 is far below the figure for all trimeters, which appears from samples to be of the
order of 1 in 6.

162 There are not many places where I should prefer a different arrangement. If I followed
those preferences there would be no significant change in my total numbers for the various
endings; there would however (as I shall indicate below) be a small but significant change in my
figures for the rarer types of SVE.

' All...el (10 of them with the first longum resolved), except for 10 in O. 6 that are . . .
D v—l and 3 in N. 8 that are ... e v—I; SVE once in ... D v—| (O. 6. 68), otherwise only in
unresolved . . . e I.
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(b) ...—w—l (92* 4+ 515 = 607 endings), 0* 4+ 0 = 0 instances.

(¢) ...——=1 (2% + 18 = 20 endings'**), 0* + 0 = 0 instances.

(d) ...wo——l (53* + 316 = 369 endings'®), 2* + 0 = 2 instances: O. 7.
16*t dmrowa; P. 4. 21*T 8186vre.

(e) ...—ww——I(35% + 177 = 212 endings), 2* + 0 = 2 instances: N. 8. 16*t
dyadua; L 4. 14*1 éyévovro.

The most important fact revealed by this list is that SVE in dactylo-epitrites
is almost entirely confined to the ending ... —v—I. In that ending it is not
uncommon; though it is still only about a quarter as common as in
Archilochos.

I consider first these instances of SVE in ... —u—l. They show two ten-
dencies: first, to occur in responsion with one another (19 are in responsion
with at least one other instance, 14 are not); second, to occur in the first
strophe or epode (where they account for one such ending in 10.9; elsewhere
for one in 23.0). But these are no more than tendencies, and the situation is
not the same as with short anceps: of the 33 instances, 17 are neither in the
first triad nor in responsion with an instance in the first triad.

Only one instance out of the 33 is disputable: N. 9. 17. For the part of 17-18
which should be D—e—e || D-D— the manuscripts have favforxoudr davadv
Neav péyicror kal mor éc émramilove OjBac dyayov crparov dvdpav: three
syllables too few. Snell (as many before him) puts the lacuna at the end of 17,
Neav uéyicror <—uv—> || kal mor’ éc émramiblovc krA., but I cannot think this
right: the sense is complete with péyicror, and nothing added after it could be
tolerable; with a stop after uéyicror, nothing tolerable could be fixed to kal
more.'® In the next verse, on the other hand, an epithet for crparév is not
merely tolerable but welcome; I divide therefore xa( mo7e Il, with SVE (for ka(
moTe isolated at verse-end cf. O. 3. 13 7dv more I, P. 1. 16 76v mo7e Il, 12. 6 7dv
more ). The epithet might come in either of two places, Il écAov éc énramirovc
O7Bac k7X. (Boehmer; or another adjective in the same position'”’) or |

164 Of these, 10in P. 1 are...D——|,10in P.9are...e ——I.

15 All ... e —I; the first longum resolved only at O. 13. 69 Il xal dapaiwe vw @dwv Taipov
dpydevra marpt Seiéov Il. If indeed it is resolved: I remark that deletion of warp{ would remove
(a) an awkward and indeed confusing hyperbaton, (b) a genealogical self-contradiction by
Athena (Bellerophon cannot be at once AloA{Sac and son of Poseidon), (¢) the resolution with
its irregular responsion. I do not know why ma7p( should have intruded; and I cannot be sure
that Pindar would have felt dauaioc alone to be a sufficient designation of Poseidon (but at
Corinth? and he is identified as 'atdoyoc a few lines later).

1% Gerber lists a dozen or so supplements at verse-end; they provide horrid confirmation of
what I say. I get no encouragement from O. 13. 55, 87, N. 10. 25.

' dexrév W. R. Hardie, AdBpov Turyn, mAeicrov Von der Miihll (and one might think
of others, e.g. foipov); none is clearly what we want, and Adfpov at least is clearly not what we
want.
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émtamilovc kpirov éc OjBac krA. (Erasmus Schmid); Schmid’s solution gives
what is perhaps the aptest epithet,'® and presupposes (despite appearances) a
rather easier corruption.'®”’

I do not accept four further instances which appear in Turyn’s text but not
in Snell’s.'”® At O. 7. 14-15 etc. (epode; five triads) we have, with consistent
word-end at A, B, and C, | e—e—D—(A)uu(B)—uwo—uu(C)uDuD I, Snell
divides only at B, making the first verse lle—e—De I, with no SVE; Turyn
divides only at C, making the first verse | e—e~DDuv— |, with SVE four times
out of five, 15 éppa, (44 Bpéxev), 53 Babd, 72 copdrrara, 91 cddm;m it would be
possible also to divide at both B and C, with lldv—Il between divisions (SVE as
Turyn). Whatever we do, the metre will be to some extent anomalous;'”* the
best criterion to adopt will therefore be that of sense-pause. In the five epodes,

18 Twice in Pindar, each time to denote simply excellence: P. 4. 50 of Euphamos’ descendants,
I. 8. 65 of the victor’s father. (But when at Bacch. 9. 11 the same men as here are Apyelwv kpirol,
the original ‘picked out, chosen’ is still clearly apparent.)

1% “Despite appearances’: if one looks only at words, Boehmer’s corruption is simple (écAdv
lost) and Schmid’s complicated and improbable (kpurdv lost and éc transposed). But unless one
supposes the omission to be pre-Alexandrian, one must look also at the colometry; which will
have been originally | fcav uéyicror kal mote | écdov éc émramblovc (or émramilovc kpirov éc) |
Onac dyayov ctparov dvdpdv xtA. The manuscripts divide xal mor’ éc | émramilovc; when
therefore Boehmer supposes that écAév was lost before éc he must also suppose that éc was
transferred to the end of the preceding colon, and this in its turn is complicated and improb-
able. It will be much simpler to suppose that what was lost was écAov éc, and that ©7Bac, left thus
without a construction, was given one by the insertion of a conjectural éc in the easiest place.
But this is equally the simplest explanation of how Schmid’s reading would have been cor-
rupted; and Schmid’s was more exposed than Boehmer’s to such a corruption. With Boehmer
the lost words are the first two of their colon, with Schmid the last two; and it is at colon-end
that these accidental omissions are commonest, whereas colon-beginning is more or less
immune. Omissions common to all manuscripts occur as follows (I disregard omissions of
monosyllables): colon-end, P. 12. 7 I'opydvawv, N. 1. 52 ¢dcyavov, 6. 25 mledvwr, 10. 84 valew
éuol, I. 8. 13 BAémew (and cf. O. 11. 10, P. 11. 57); mid-colon, P. 5. 118 éuoia, L. 2. 10, 6. 36 (at N.
6. 18 they suppose | épvea mpiToc <évewkev> dm Aldeod |, but why not | épvea mpdroc dn’
Aldeod <dyayev> 12 Cf. O. 13. 29 dyet, P. 9. 75 dyaydvra); colon-beginning, none (though at
P. 4. 64 dcre is omitted by all but B). Normally the omissions at colon-end come when a colon
projects (as ours would not) beyond the colon above; but cf. P. 4. 180, where BGH omit §éuefla
at the end of a colon shorter than the one above.

I derive my knowledge of the manuscripts’ colometry solely from Mommsen, who says
‘wéyicror kal mor’ éc | €. ©. B recc.” and ‘wéywcror kal mor’ éc | €. ©.D’. 1 do not know whether a
further fault in early printed editions (they divide @7Bac | instead of | @7Bac) goes back to BD
or only to Triklinios; I think it unsafe to assume that Mommsen’s report was meant to imply
anything about this division.

170 Tt would be possible to fabricate still another instance by dividing O. 6. 81 warpi | kpaiver
(word-end in all stanzas); no one does, and I trust that no one will.

7 Four out of five is not of itself suspicious: the same at O. 13. 20 etc., and in another metre
at O. 10. 20 etc.

172 With division at C, the anomalous ... D u—l or || d vl is paralleled at O. 6. 5 etc. . . .
D u—l;cf. also N. 8. 14 etc. ...ev—ll (and P. 1. 2 etc. ... D ——I, P. 9. 2 etc. ... e ——I). With
division only at B, the anomaly comes in the second verse; I consider it below.
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no pause at all at A (unless a very light one at 14);'” at B, a fairly strong pause

three times (14, 33, 52); at C, a strong pause at 53, but otherwise division here
would separate words which cohere either closely (15, 34) or very closely
(71 copdrara | voyjpara, 91 cdpa | Saeic). I follow Snell, therefore, and divide
only at B; metrically, after a straightforward first verse, his second verse will be
I doowDuD I, with three intervening shorts (which I treat as wov); the
anomaly will be comparable to that at N. 10. 1 etc,, | vw—vw—v—u e-D |,
which I should set out as |,.Dv—v e=D |l with intervening v—.'”*

I come now to the instances of types other than . .. —u—l; these are so few
that they may reasonably be called anomalous, and deserve close investigation
lest any be illusory. It would indeed be possible to abolish them altogether;
I therefore draw attention to the fragments (to which I shall come in a
moment), with one certain instance in ... —wo—I and one prima facie
instance in . . . —u—|.

I will first clear out of the way three possible instances (not in my list)
which I regard as certainly illusory.

(a) Only one of them is in Snell’s text, P. 9. 88 TucAéa Il (type . .. —u—l).
Pindar’s normal accusative of -«kAénc (-kAenc) is -xAéa (9, plus 2 probable),'”
his normal dative -«Aéi (3) or -«xAei (3); but he has one accusative in —«Aea
(P. 12. 24 edrded) and one dative in -«xAéew (Parth. 2. 38 AyacicAéer). How-
ever seldom he avails himself of -kXea and -xAeei, he does avail himself of
them; and I have no doubt that it was -xAéa that he intended here, and not,
with I¢ixAéa |, an SVE unparalleled in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia.'”®

(b) The other two, both ... —wu— |, are in Turyn’s text but not in Snell’s.
Both result from Turyn’s making two verses out of what Snell treats as a single
verse, and dividing O. 3. 18 ¢irevua | fvvdy and O. 12. 16 dvridverpa |
Kvwclac; in neither case is there any sense-pause where Turyn divides (this is
true of all six corresponding verses in O. 3; O. 12. 16 is in the only epode), and
the anomalous SVE merely reinforces the case against a division that was
never probable.

Now the four instances in my list. These share two peculiarities: first, each
of them is in the first epode of its ode; second, for none of them is verse-end

' No one will think seriously of dividing at A. Boeckh did divide there, but out of mere
inertia: he sets out (i. 382-3) the alternative possibilites, A or B or C, finds no ‘certa argumenta’
to guide him, and adopts A on the ground (I will not call it a reason) that there was colon-end
there in the traditional colometry, ‘[rationem] Hermannianam [i.e. Alexandrinam] licet ceteris
haud meliorem retinui’.

7 D (= acephalous D, wu—uu—) at stanza-beginning just like .d (v—) at stanza-
beginning at O. 7. 1 etc., P. 9. 1 etc.

17 1 cite the instances in n. 220 below.

176 But -«Aea in the ending ... —u—| is a different matter: for an instance (perhaps two) in
non-dactylo-epitrite fragments, see n. 220 below.
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established by any of the three certain criteria (no anceps iuxta anceps, no
hiatus in any stanza; no question of course of breuis in longo in what would be
pendant endings). Prima facie therefore it might appear that one has only to
deny verse-end in order to abolish all four instances of SVE and replace them
by four instances of legitimate short anceps. But in fact things are not as
simple as that; and I shall need to examine the instances one by one to see
whether or not verse-end ought properly to be supposed.

I shall give in each case the total number of verses in responsion
(instances’), including the verse in question, and the number of syllables: x (in
this verse, assuming there to be verse-end) + y (in the next verse) = z (in the
verse resulting if the two are combined). By ‘conflate’ I shall mean ‘assume
there not to be verse-end at the point where Boeckh (and Snell) assumed it’;
by uncture’ I shall mean ‘the point at which verse-end is in question’.

0.7.16: 5 instances; 8 + 20 + 28. Conflation gives a long verse (two syllables
less than the known maximum); but nowhere is there any appreciable
sense-pause at the juncture, and twice the juncture separates epithet and
noun (54/5 madawai | prjciec, 92/3 xowov | crépua). I have little doubt that we
ought to conflate. We shall then have short anceps, (dmot)va «(af), in the first
epode (16), but long anceps in the other four epodes; I have included these in
my count of ancipitia in Part I.

P.4.21: 13 instances; 16 + 12 = 28. Conflation would not give short anceps
at 21/2 (first epode), (8:86v)7e £(elvia), but it would on the other hand give
short anceps at 90/1, (kpat)mvdy, (é£); that is, by avoiding an anomalous SVE
we should involve ourselves in an anomalous short anceps. I suppose the
anomalous SVE to be the more acceptable, and I add that consistent diaeresis
in thirteen epodes creates a certain presumption of verse-end (though there is
a heavy pause only twice, at 274 and 298); I do not therefore conflate.

N. 8. 16: 3 instances; 20 + 19 = 39, but redivisible as 28 + 11. Conflation
(with redivision) would give short anceps at 16/17 (dyad)ua- c(dv), and also
at 33/34 (8ver)doc, (d), but not at 50/1; all quite legitimate. But I think on the
whole that one should not conflate: with Boeckh’s verse-division there is
twice a heavy or heavyish pause at the juncture, with the redivision there
is little or no pause at the juncture anywhere; given the length of the first
verse produced by redivision, the sense-pauses give what I think is a strong
indication that Boeckh’s division is right.

I 4. 14: 5 instances (including I. 3); 8 + 7 = 15."”” The very shortness of the
two separate verses tells in favour of their conflation: the dactylo-epitrite

"7 Snell ought not, in his metrical analysis, to mark certain verse-end at the end of 14 etc.
He has presumably supposed 3. 14/15 kateléyyet. | icte to involve hiatus, but it does not: (F)icre,
just as P. 3. 29 wdvra (F)wcdvre.
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epinikia have only one parallel for a sequence of two verses as short as this, O.
8. 5-7 etc. (though this is rather more than a parallel: three verses of 7 +7 + 7
syllables with verse-ends certain, as 71-3 || y7paoc dvrimadov: | Aida 7ot
Adberar || dppeva mpdfaic dvijp II). There is punctuation every time at the
juncture: three times heavy (32, 86, 3. 14) but twice light (14, 68, between two
elements which combine to give unity to the conflated verse). The case for
conflation is evidently disputable, but I incline (if hesitantly) in its favour. It
gives short anceps at 14/15 (éyévov)ro, y(adréw:) and 68/69 (ép)yov: (évbha)
but long anceps in the other three epodes; I have included the five in my
count of ancipitia in Part I.

My judgment therefore on whether to conflate in these four instances is
this: once yes; once probably yes; once probably no; once no. Others may
differ from me, at any rate over the ones where I have said ‘probably’. But
whatever one’s judgement, it must be observed that any of these instances
that are regarded as SVE are in the first epode of their ode; and I think it
reasonable to suppose that the first strophe and the epode of a dactylo-
epitrite ode may extend to SVE the same relative hospitality that they extend
to short anceps.

I come now to the fragments.

Of ... —o— 1, five possible instances (in papyrus fragments my | marks
colon-end). (1) and (2) Pai. 13 (a) 18 and 20 (papyrus; prima facie but
perhaps not certainly dactylo-epitrite) | aifepieAix| ]8e mopdulpéar ovw
_____ Jpwe ceda[: T should
suppose verse-end after alfép. and eddumvxe to be prima facie likelier than
alternatives such as alfép’’or (F)ewx[, (F)év[vvro."”® (3) Dith. 2. 13 (papyrus)
... pubadyeve | cov kAdvawe, | v 86 maykpaTnc kepavvoc . . .: the alternatives are
(a)...—ellelleveuv..., with SVE in pupaiyer, and (b) ... —duv—1leve
v .. for the three-syllable verse in (a) cf. N. 1. 15b etc. (also Il e Il: 51b ...
épapov | apdos, Il év . . ., 69b . .. ypdvov | <év> cyepir Il Hevyiav .. .),"” for
the ...d v—I in the latter cf. O.6.5etc....D I, N. 8. 14 etc. ... e o—I.1%0
No help from responsion: at 31-2 (~ 13-14) the end of 31 is lost, and of 32
(~ v kAévwt) we have only | pare[, apparently paré[poc (or -a, -, etc.).

KpO/K[O,L._]T!,!/ del 7rp[ (margin lost)]l evavmukiev|

178 Verse-end in mid colon is nothing out of the way: in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, about
one verse-end in eleven (counting corresponding verses as one, and ignoring the final verse of
a stanza). In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia the Alexandrian colometry was even more
incompetent (about 1 in 4: see n. 219 below).

17 Snell conflates the verse with the previous one, scanning the -ov of éSpagov and ypdvov as
long; I am incredulous. No other three-syllable verse in the epinikia (unless—but I doubt it—
the first three syllables of N. 6. 1 etc.); but an unshakable four-syllable one, l—e I, at O. 7. 3 etc.

180 T have considered above, and rejected, the possibility of dividing O. 7. 14-15 etc. so as to
produce...D vl or I d v—lI.
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(4) Thr. 4 (fr. 128d, papyrus) 8 Jac: dAo[re 8" aA]Aoiar mepe | (beginning of
next line lost): possibly verse-end after preposition (O. 10. 20, N. 10. 31; cf.
0.9. 17, 14. 10) or preverb (O. 1. 57, 6. 53), possibly not (if the next colon
began with two consonants, or indeed if Aristophanes divided D between two
cola'"). (5) Thr. 6 (fr. 128f) 8 (quotation, with a few letters in a papyrus) . . .
6 81€ xAwparic éldraict Tumeic | olyerar Kjawedc (cxicaic dpfde modi | yav
(nothing preserved after this): so Snell prints it,'"** but verse-end is evidently
quite uncertain (why not pf&¢ modi ydv vo—, as —D?).

Of ... —uwu—l, one prima facie instance and one quite uncertain possibility.
(1) Fr. 133. 2 (quotation) . . . kelvwv évdarwe érei | avdidoi Yuyac mdlw, éx Tav
Bactdijec dyavol . . .: the sole source is Plato, Men. 81b (whence Stobaios has
taken it at second hand). Fither Plato has quoted accurately, and we have
a unique instance of SVE in ... —w—| in dactylo-epitrites; or Plato has
garbled his quotation. There is nothing on the face of it to suggest garbling,
so provisionally a genuine instance; but in any quotation-fragment there
must always be some measure of doubt, and the anomalous SVE must be
judged with that doubt in mind."** (2) Pai. 13 (b) 19 (papyrus) Jwv émére | at
colon-end, with the beginning of the next colon lost; no need for verse-end if
e.g. 6méTe [crdcacev or 6787 é[cxariaic.

Of . ..—uv——l, one very unstable instance: fr. 165 (quotation) | {codévSpou |
rékpap aldvoc Oedppacrov dayoica(l) |5 verse-end after Aayoica(t) almost
certain.'® Snell reads Aayoica; but this is no better authenticated than the

81 He is perfectly capable of dividing D at —vul—wo—: O. 11. 19, N. 5. 16 etc., N. 8. 13 etc. |
{kérac Alakod ceuvdv yovdlrwy méMidc & Smép pidac |. He is even more capable of dividing it
—w—|lw—: 0. 7. 18 etc., 13. 6 etc., 7 etc., P. 1. 17 etc., 3. 5 etc., 17 etc., 22 etc., 9. 5 etc., 19 etc.,
N. 10. 4 etc., I. 4. 2 etc., 6. 8 etc.

'8 In Snell-Maehler most of the supplements have dropped out of the text by accident. —I
add that I am distrustful of olyeras: since Pindar, like Homer, has no historic present, olyerac
could belong only to a report of Kaineus’ fate by someone speaking in the ode; but this sounds
like narrative, and if it is we shall need dcyero (which is a variant in the source, sch. Ap. Rh.).

'® Only a minor lapse of memory would suffice, e.g. from . . . &rei yuyac mddw Il drdidwc’, éx
Tdv...orfrom...érei <mpaei véwi> ll awdidoi . . .; these are not proposals (if they were, I should
wish to do better than the second), but indications of the kind of possibility that we must bear
in mind.

184 Verse-end, and indeed stanza-end; and verse-end also after ico8évSpov (Maehler) is very
probable. We have the sequence e — e — e u, preceded by and ending at word-end, and evidently
with a sense-pause at the end. Elsewhere in Pindar this sequence occurs: (a) as a complete verse,
at stanza-end and not elsewhere (O. 3 str. and ep., P. 12, L 2 str., I 3/4 str., Dith. 2 str.); 30
instances in all, mostly with sense-pause; (b) as the end of a longer verse, five times at stanza-end
(42 instances, but only 4 preceded by word-end), once earlier in a stanza (I. 3/4. 1 etc.; only I 3.
1 preceded by word-end, and no adequate sense-pause); (c) not at verse-end, in ¢. 20 places with
¢. 140 instances, in 20 of the instances preceded by and ending at word-end, but in none of them
with any sense-pause at the end.
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plural,'” and I should certainly (accepting the word as verse-end) allow
avoidance of SVE to turn the scale in favour of Aayoicas.'®

Of ... —vo—I, one instance: Pai. 5. 45 (papyrus) eduevei dé¢acfe véw:
fepdmovra | Suérepov rA. The ode is monostrophic, with a very short stanza,
and this stanza is unique in having only a single epitrite, -D—| D—| e-D—| DI
D D— may the exceptional SVE have been admitted more easily in
exceptional dactylo-epitrites? Hardly, for this type of SVE is very rare at any
metre; in the epinikia I have found in dactylo-epitrites one probable instance
in 216 endings, and shall find in other metres three instances in 239 endings.

B. Other metres

First T list the instances of SVE (conventions as in the previous list); I
exclude the supposititious O. 5. T have diverged in a few places from Snell’s

'8 Sch. D II. 6. 21 (cited by Snell) duadpdadec . .. dc ITivdapoc icodévdpov Tékpwp aldvoc
Oedppactov Aayeiv <¢ncw>; Plut. Mor. 415d I1vdapoc . .. elmev tac viudac {iv icodévdpov
Tékpwp aldvoc Aaxodicacs ib. 757¢ vipdar Twec . . . lcodévdpov Tékuwp aldvoc Aayolcat . . . kaTd
ITivdapov; a long note on hamadryads, in much the same form in sch. Ap. Rh. 2. 476 and in Et.
gen. d;}.uﬁpvdﬁec, ending in sch. Ap. Rh. kat H[VSQPOC 8¢ qﬁ'qa, Trepi vup.dwf)v ‘n'OLoﬁ‘U.evoc TOV /\éyov,
“lcodévdpov Tékpap aldvoc dayovca” and in Et. gen. xai ITivdapoc “icodévdpov Tékpap aldvoc
Aayoica(t)” (-oica A, -odcar B). It is true that writers talking about hamadryads in the plural
might easily pluralize a singular to suit their context; on the other hand one can set little store by
the presence or absence of . in copies of a grammarian’s citation, and mep! vuudav might be
thought to point to a citation with -a: rather than with -a.

It is commonly assumed that the fragment belongs to a recounting of the story of Rhoikos
and his hamadryad; and Snell inserts it in the middle of a citation from the Theokritos scholia in
which that story is told. In inserting it he has allowed it to displace the words in the scholion on
which its inclusion at this point depends: after 1 8¢ viudn Oeacauévn xdpw adTde wpoAdyncev
the scholion continues §Awcidic yap épn elvar 70 purod. That is, the fragment is supposed to be
the hamadryad’s statement that her life is coextensive with that of the tree; and this was urged
by Schroeder (ed. mai., fr. 165) as a reason for reading the singular. Not I think a valid reason:
I am not convinced that the fragment is to be pinpointed in this way; but even granted the
pinpointing, the nymph might say ‘we hamadryads’ just as easily as she might say T

It should be said that the association of the fragment with the Rhoikos story is not as
arbitrary as it might seem from Snell’s edition, for it depends on two facts of which he makes no
mention: first that the citation in sch. Ap. Rh. and Et. gen. comes after a résumé of the story of
Rhoikos; second, that in Snell’s ‘Plut. qu. nat. 36’ (= Aetia physica 36, vol. v. 3 of the Teubner
edition, p. 28), from the part of the work known only in the Latin rendering of Gybertus
Langolius, ap 1542, we have ‘et Pindarus “paruula fauorum fabricatrix, quae Rhoecum
pepugisti aculeo, domans illius perfidiam™ (Erasmus Schmid in 1616, iv. 161, says that he has
seen no Greek text of this part of the work, ‘sic autem Latina accepi: | Tu molitrix fauorum
parua, perfidum | Quae puniens Rhoecum stimulo pepugisti eum I’: whence he got this different
rendering seems to be unknown).

'% 1 do not suppose the nominative to be inexpugnable: a committed adherent of the
singular might consider a dative.

"% Tts endings are . . . ——| 1* + 5=6 (no SVE), ... —o—I| 4* + 14 = 18 (one SVE, 5* 8épa).
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colometry (or from his text), in order to rid the list of instances of SVE which
I think certainly illusory; I discuss all these divergences below.'®®

(a) ... wo—l (134* + 688 = 822 endings), 7% + 32 = 39 instances:'”
O. 1. 86 épdiparo; O. 2. 23 Bapv; O. 9. 17 mapd; O. 10. 86 mwarpl, 4* xepl ~
25 éxriccato ~ 88 mowuéva, 27 dudpova, 36 mupl ~ 57 dpa, 59 vikadopiaici Te,
20* mori{ ~ 62 dppati ~ 83 dpapéta ~ 104 more; O. 13. 72 modi; O. 14. 10*
mapd; P. 2. 36 maperéfaro, 31 Sri; P. 5. 94 péra, 7% dmo ~ 69 Aaxedaipovt,
19 ¢pevi ~ 101 ¢pevi ~ 112 émdero, 20 670 ~ 51 ppevi; P. 10. 6* 8ma, 51 xHovi ~
69 67u; N. 3.9 dmo, 2* Nepedde ~ 23 meddyei ~ 44 Oapwd; N. 4. 69 dmérpere;
N.7.53 Appobicia, 5% émi ica; 1. 7. 32 Exropas I 8. 18 BactAéi.

(b) ...—vu—l (46" + 218 = 264 endings), 1* = 4 = 5 instances: O. 2. 94
xépa; O.10.98 uéliry; P. 2. 61 keved; N. 6. 22* yévero; L. 8. 20 dyepdva.
(c)...———I (4% + 14 = 18 endings), 0* + 0 = 0 instances."”

(d) ...uoo——| (42% + 174 = 216 endings), 0* + 4 = 4 instances:"" O. 2. 100
Svvarro; N. 6. 28 Moica; I 8. 16 Tpadévra ~ 36 Tvyoica.

(e) ...—uuo——l (37* + 186 = 223 endings), 0* + 3 = 3 instances:'”* O. 1. 62
auBpociov Te; O.9. 51 dAdd; O. 14. 51 Oalla Te.

Once again, SVE is largely confined to the ending . . . ——I, though not so
rigorously: instances in other endings, though still uncommon (1 in 55.7), are
not so very uncommon as in dactylo-epitrites.

In the ending . . . —u—I, T observe that the instances of SVE

(a) tend to be in responsion with one another (21 are in responsion with at
least one other instance, 18 are not);

(b) show no recognizable preference for the first strophe and epode (they
account there for one ending in 19.1, elsewhere for 1 in 21.5);

(¢) are commonest in . .. —wwu—u—| (19 in 190 = 1 in 10.0), next common-
estin...v——u—[(15in 329 =1 in 21.9), least common in . ..—v—u—| (5 in
303 =1 in 60.6);'

18 T have not diverged otherwise. If 1 did diverge wherever 1 should arrange the verses
otherwise than does Snell, the figures for the endings would not be significantly different; the
instances of SVE would remain the same.

'® Including, with vo at us, 20* + 119 = 139 endings with 2* + 3 =5 instances.

' Including, with wo at w, 5 + 16 = 21 endings with 0* + 1 = 1 instance. I include also a
verse (N. 6. 6b etc.) which Snell presents as |-vw—I, with 3 — and 3 v (no SVE); I should
wish myself (there are considerable problems in any case) to conflate it with the following
verse.

¥ One of these endings appears in the manuscripts as . . . —vwwo—| (N. 3. 14, in responsion
with 7 instances of . . . —vv——I; no SVE).

%2 T exclude the corrupt I 7. 33 and the two verses in responsion with it: I do not think that
this is verse-end at all. See Excursus 1.

% Tinclude inessential variations: resolution of a longum; long anceps in . . . —u—v—I. I treat
0.10. 13 etc. asif . . . —(v)—vou—|.
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(d) are unevenly distributed between odes: over half are in the two odes
0. 10 and P. 5, which have 12 and 8 respectively instead of an expected 5.2
and 4.4."*

I proceed now to consider my divergences from Snell. First, the places
where his instances of SVE depend on nothing more than an arbitrary verse-
division; I reject the division, and have excluded the instances from my list.

0. 4. 19-21 (the only epode; no responsion): I dmep KAvpévoro maida (A)
Aapviddwv yvvakav (B) élvcer é€ drypiac (C); Boeckh divided at A, B, C, and
so do editors generally (except that Snell divides only at A, C). But division at
A gives SVE (type . . . —u——1); therefore do not divide there, but only at B, C.

0. 4.24-5 (the same epode): (A) odtoc éyw Tayvrdr, (B) xeipec 8¢ kai HTop
icov- (C) pvovTar 6€ kal véoic (D) év avdpdcw kt). Everyone divides at A
(rightly, no doubt) and at B; then either at C (most editors) or at D (Snell).

But division at B gives SVE (type . .. —wu——|); therefore do not divide there.
I should divide only at A and D; the verse will then be —vv—wo—u—, twice,
plus —v—u—.

0. 9. 77-8 (one of 4 epodes): ll mapayopeiro uy more (A) cherépac drepbe
raérodclar | SapacyuBpdrov alyudc; everyone divides at A, with SVE (type . ..
—u—l). The division should be abandoned. There is nothing whatever to call
for it: without it, the final syllable of more is long (-€ c¢-), corresponding to
longs elsewhere; there is no sense-pause at all here or at 21 or at 49, and only a
light one at 105. And the undivided verse is so similar to the final verse of the
epode as to create a presumption that it should be left undivided:

this verse: v—u—u—u—uU—u—U —u——
final verse: ——v—u—uv—LU—u—U—LU—U——

I 8. 42 (monostrophic; 7 stanzas): | undé Nnpéoc Quydrnp vewéwv mérala
(A) dic éyyvalilérw Il ~ 52 || tvac éxrapwv dopl, Tal viv povrd more (A) wdyac
évapuufpdTou ll; division at A was introduced by Turyn and then adopted from
him by Snell. It gives SVE (type ... —wo—l) in these two instances; I see
nothing it its favour, and am confident that it is mistaken (even supposing it
to be possible at all; for it depends on a conjectural reading in 32 which I am
sure is false'”). No sense-pause in any stanza, except for a light one at 62.

94 “Expected’ on the basis of the numbers in each ode of the different varieties of the ending.

Conversely, P. 8 has 0 instead of an expected 5.0.

195 At 32 the manuscript has | elvexer (read ovvexer) mempwuévov Ny péprepov yévov dvakTa
marpoc Texev | movriav Bedv. A short syllable is lacking, and Turyn and Snell provide it by
conjectures which give word-end at A: Turyn by Bury’s ¢éprepdy <ye> ydvov (A), Snell by
Ahlwardt’s bépTepov maT<é>poc dvakta ydvov. Neither of these will do at all: Bury’s ye is idle;
Ahlwardt turns awkward language into intolerable (we feel the noun-complex to be complete
with ¢éprepov marépoc dvarta, and yévov added after its completion is feeble beyond endurance).

‘Awkward language’, I say of the manuscript text: the two nouns yévov and dvaxra are uneasy



186 Two Studies in Pindaric Metre

Without division the verse consists of two straightforward aeolic cola,
—u—u—w— plus —v—wuw—uu—u—; the resolved longum in the second
is characteristic of the ode, which has consistent resolution in five other places
(7 etc., 8 etc. thrice, 10 etc.) and w in two besides.

Next the instances of SVE (excluded from my list above) which depend on
a reading adopted by Snell but rejected by me. There are six of them: twice
I reject a conjecture, once I adopt a different variant, once I change an accent,
once I change a letter (a letter changed by most editors since 1843); once I can
say no more than that the text is certainly corrupt.

O. 9. 43: | IIYppa devkadiwv Te Ilapvaccod kartafdvre | déuov éfevro
TPWDTOV, (%Tep & edvdc 6,11,6811#012 I kreccdcBor ABwov yévov I: so Snell, reading
kataPdvre (SVE, type ... —wu——I) with all manuscripts but A; but read
instead xarafdvrec with A. It may be said that corruption of dual to plural is
likelier than the reverse; I think it more pertinent to start from the text, not
from its transmission, and to say that the participle should agree in number
with the nearer éfevro rather than with the remoter w«riccdcfav. I add that
é0éclav would be just as possible metrically as éfevro (of the syllables corre-
sponding to -7o mp- three are long, three short, and one -va 7p-): why, if Pindar
put karafBdvre, did he not also put é0écfar?'*®

bedfellows in any order; and when linguistic awkwardness coincides with metrical impossibility,
we may expect them both to result from the same corruption. Now of the two nouns ydvov is the
one we need and dvaxra is not: the prophecy was simply that Thetis’ son would be more
powerful than his father (Ap. Rh. 4. 801 dic 87 o mémpwrar duelvova matpoc éoio | maida Texeiv),
and the absolute level of his power (including any status as dva¢) will depend on the level of his
father’s power; we come to that only in what follows—if she consorts with Zeus or Poseidon, the
son will overtrump the thunderbolt or the trident. I am confident therefore that the corruption
resides in dvaxra, and that this has replaced something with the scansion vo—v. But what? We
have syllables to fill but nothing needed for the sense. In the same situation at O. 1. 104 (an
unmetrical and unwanted dua) Maas’s éévra is palmary; and on those lines I propose ¢éprepov
yévov ér’ éévra marpdc. I should have preferred this without the &7, with its implication of a
powerful father; but I can think of no alternative, and this &z at least slips far more easily into
the prophecy than would the description of the son as dvaé.

dvaxta can hardly have intruded from the margin, where it had no business to be (impossible
as a gloss; and a variant on 47 would be 34 ancient lines away); for a guess (no more), ereov was
omitted in the colon

|Tepovyovovereovramarpocrexew |,

and the residual ra was then expanded to dvarxra. Whatever happened, the corruption can
hardly have been simple. But let no one suppose that Ahlwardt’s transposition has the merit of
simplicity to set against its faults: for the extreme improbability of a transposition ABC > CBA,
see n. 203 below.

1% A poet’s fluctuations between dual and plural are likely to be occasioned more by metrical
convenience than by other considerations; and metrical convenience is enough to account for
the switch to dual in k7iccdcfav. But it may not be out of place if I say that of the three actions
here described—descending from Parnassos, setting up house, and procreating issue—the one
most suited to the dual is the procreation (however unconventional its means), and the one least
suited to it the descent.
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0. 14. 19: d Mwbewa I; so the manuscripts, proparoxytone (except for a
correction in C), and hence with -a@ and with SVE (type ... —ww—-I). But
this -d is linguistically anomalous,” and Boeckh printed Muwvela with -a
(‘scripsi Mwvela pro uulgari Mwdewa ratione destituto omni’). Bergk recalled
Muwieuwa to the text, saying without reason ‘uidetur poeta Aeolicam'*® formam
praetulisse’;'” and there it has stayed, first in Schroeder and then in Snell.
I hope that the addition of metrical anomaly to linguistic may help to drive it
out again.

P.11. 1:  Kaduov wépat, Ceuéla pev Odvpumiddwy ayvidric, | Tvw 8¢ Aev-
kobéa movridy (;‘LLOHU’,)\O,,U.E annl’ﬁwv, Il {7e krA.; Snell prints Christ’s conjecture
dyuvidre, with SVE (type ... ———I). But there is nothing the matter with
dyuvidric: attributes of a vocative can be in the nominative (Il. 4. 189 ¢{doc &
Mevélae; at O. 6. 103 écmota movrouédwy is the proper interpretation, before
a vowel, of Pindar’s ambiguous -ON), and the converse can happen too, as it
does here immediately in Tve . . . dpofdlane™® instances in Schwyzer, ii. 63,
and in West’s note on Hes. Th. 964. I assume that Ceuéla is felt as vocative;
the conjuction Ceuéda (voc.) wév ... Tvey (nom.) 6¢ will presumably be a
development of the use in Il. 3. 2767 Zed mdrep . . . HéNdc Te (which, with re
and only with re, may be supposed to be an inheritance from Indo-European:
Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, 1. 7; Schwyzer, loc. cit.).

N. 7.19: || dvedc meviypéc te Bavdrov mapd | cpoa véovrar; so the manu-
scripts, with SVE (type ... —u—l). But the reading is certainly wrong, and
must be corrected (with most editors) to Wieseler’s palmary favdrov mépac |

7 A feminine -e.d from an adjective in -eoc is guaranteed by metre at O. 10. 15 Korveid
(Pindar’s only feminine nominative singular of such an adjective; though he has an accusative
Qapiwvelav, 1. 4. 49); but otherwise all I find is Ar. Ekkl 1029 dvdyxn ... dwopnded, [E.]
Rh. 762 Exrdpeid xeip. All three in adjectives from proper names, and so perhaps under the
influence of the -e.d common in feminine proper names (and helped perhaps by the coexistence
in -ec- stems of current -ewd and epic -elny = original -ela: dAdfeia, dAnbein); but however
occasioned the -eud is very odd, and other instances are not to be supposed without a compelling
reason.

Other unexpected instances of -d: ITéNava O. 7. 86, 13. 109; rdua O. 13. 7 (certainly the
singular, of Peace), &epcd N. 3. 78. Both 7dud and éepca have the -a elided before a (rdud
avdpdct, éepc’ dudémer); one might I suppose consider an alternative anomaly, the normal rau(a,
éépca, with synecphonesis of -a a-.

% S0 called because of grammarians’ statements about Aeolic - for -a; but these statements
seem in fact to have no basis other than Lesbian -d in vocatives (only) of names in -a (Page,
Sappho and Alcaeus, 5-6).

' 1 say ‘without reason’, for there is no shred of evidence for his ‘uidetur’: an accent added
at earliest some 300 years after the poem was written is evidence for nothing at all. Anyone who
wishes against reason to put trust in this illusion of authority ought first to ask himself what he
makes of the manuscripts’ unanimous xvkvéa, for Kvxvewa in O. 10 and meAddva for ITéXava in
0. 13 (and in O. 7; but there there was confusion with the dative weAXdva(1)).

% Tt is odd that Christ did not, while he was about it, conjecture Tvoi.
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dua véovrac: (a) Bavdrov cdpa is unintelligible, Oavdarov mépac exactly right
(O. 2. 31 meipac . .. favdrov; adapted from epic favdroo Tédoc); (b) dua is
necessary to Pindar’s point, that riches are no defence against death (not ‘rich
and poor are mortal’ but ‘rich and poor alike are mortal’); (¢) dua véovrar
(there is correption of the -a¢ before éyd)) corresponds exactly with the
wu—u of the other four epodes, cdua véovrar involves (as well as an
unusual synizesis)*” the responsion w in an ode which otherwise deviates
from exact responsion only twice,””* each time in a proper name (— for v in
35 NeomréAepoc, unless indeed Néomdepoc; wo for — in 70 Edéévida). The
corruption involves a single letter, mepacapna mistaken for wapacapa; and
I point out (lest modern texts mislead) that all this was on a single line: before
Aristophanes, no colometry; thereafter, with his colometry (I give it with the
uncorrupted reading), | d¢veoc meviypdc e Bavdarov | mépac dua véovrar .
I add that the corruption is earlier than the ancient metrical scholia; for these,
following their normal slovenly practice of analysing a colon on the basis
simply of its first appearance in the ode, without regard to its subsequent
appearances, say ‘pherecratean, or hypercatalectic anapaestic monometer’, i.e.
w—wu——, mapa cdpa véovTa.

N. 7.37: I Cxdpov pev duaprev, ikovro § eic Epipav mAayxhévrec ll; so the
manuscripts, but the metre elsewhere is | ——wwo—v——v—wo—u——1|,and ...
—u—~—1l at the end is unthinkable; the final word therefore is not mAayyfévrec.
Boeckh sought a remedy in transposition, | Ckdpov uev dpapte, mAayyxfévrec &
eic Edvpav ikovto |, and most editors (Snell included) have followed him; but
(a) the corruption supposed is vastly improbable (scarcely credible as an

' Synizesis of -eo- in a verb of monosyllabic stem is not unparalleled: II. 18. 136 vedpas, and
Pindar even has monosyllabic mvéov, P. 4. 225 (‘even’, since one might expect the original -efo-
of 7véov etc. to be more resistant to synizesis than the original -eco- of véopar). Not unparalleled;
but nevertheless very uncommon.

22 Tn Snell’s text it deviates in two other places, in each with v. In one, 37, it deviates by
virtue of a conjecture which also imports SVE and which I shall be condemning in a moment. In
the other, 65 ~ 86, his readings are unacceptable as language; correct the language, and exact
responsion is restored at the same time. First, 64—5 éaw & éyydc Ayaioc od péuperal w’ dvmp |
Toviac Smép dAoc olkéwr: kal mpoéeviar mémo’- év Te wr).: what we need is explanatory asyn-
deton (mpoéeviar mémoifa gives Pindar’s reason for asserting that the Achaian will have no fault
to find), and the «al is in the way; remove it (the manuscripts constantly intrude unmetrical
particles into asyndeta), and responsion, with oilxéwv trisyllabic, is exact. Second, 84-6: they
say that Zeus begot Aiakos, Aéyovre ... Alardy vw . .. duredcar I| éau pév modlapyov edwvipwe
mdrpa, | HpdrAeec, céo 8¢ mpompeava tueév Eeivor ddedpedv 7’5 in any case of course correct
mpompedva to mpompdova, but the nonsensical uév is not to be saved by converting it to an
unwanted éupev (and indeed worse than unwanted, when we have already construed moAiapyov
without its aid) but to be ejected: read, that is, not wpompdor’ éupev Eeivov (as Snell), but
mpompacva Eeivov, again with exact responsion.
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accident,” purposeless as a deliberate change), (b) a responsion v is

imported into ... —u—wu—u——l, blameless in itself but suspect in an ode
which has no other instance of this responsion (see above, with n. 202). I
should be reluctant to accept the conjecture in any case; that it imports SVE
(type ...—v—-l) is a further reason for rejecting it. I suppose the truth to be
mavdrec (or mAavirec?);?™ its predicative use (in which it is tantamount to
a participle) is well paralleled at E. IT 417 (where it is coordinated with a
participle), ABov Bdpoc oi ¢pépovrar mAaviiTec ém’ oldua méAerc <re> Pap-
Bdpovc mepdvTec.

1.7.33: | Audidpadv 7e I; as it stands, this requires verse-end (the next word
is edavf€’) and gives SVE (type . . . ———I); but  am confident that it is corrupt.
(See Excursus 1.) I have therefore excluded it from my list above; I have also
excluded the corresponding verses, 16 || dAAa matawa yap | (the next word is
evder) and 50 | reaicw auildaccw | (the next word is edavféa), since I observe
that if our verse ended with short vowel plus consonant there would be no

% The accidental transposition of two adjacent words (AB > BA) is one thing, the accidental
interchanging of two words at a distance (ABCDE > EBCDA) is another. And unless this
interchange was pre-Alexandrian it would not be encouraged by Aristophanes’ colometry,
which I now indicate: we have | Zxdpov pév duaprev, ikovlto 8 eic Edvpav mayxfévrec |, and we
should have to suppose that this arose from | Zrbpov uev duapte, mayxhévlrec & elc Edipav
{kovto |. I know that anything can be corrupted to anything, but the obstacles here seem pretty
severe. Douglas Young (cited in n. 48) produces only one parallel for such an interchange,
in a single manuscript at P. 9. 24; and that would actually be helped by the colometry, which I
mark: for | madpov émi yAedpdpoic | tmvov V has | Smvov émt BAepdporc | madpov. His report that at
P. 1. 42 C has yepci kai codot for codol kai yepct is true but misleading: more fully, it has «al
xepct kai cogol for wail codol ral yepci, which is a very different thing. At I. 8. 32 he rejects
Ahlwardt’s transposition (warépoc dvaxra ydvov for ydvov dvarra matpéc) because he fancies the
unmetrical reading of the manuscripts to be metrical; I have given my own reasons for rejecting
it in n. 195 above. At I 7. 29 Snell’s apparatus records another instance, but wrongly: his
note, taken over from Schroeder’s editio minor, inverts the facts (the dcrav . . . avéwv of his text
is the reading of the manuscripts, and adéwv ... dcr@v is merely a foolish conjecture of
Hartung’s).

I add that when a single word is several words out of place, ABCDE > BCDEA (or the
converse), as L. 8. 38-9 yépac, O. 1. 60 of, this is of course no analogy whatever for an interchange
of the type ABCDE > EBCDA.

2 zAdvarec Ahlwardt, mAdvyrec suggested (but not adopted) by Bergk. The word survives
elsewhere only in Attic and Ionic (a Euripidean chorus for this purpose is Attic); what was
it in Doric? Is the Attic v original (as in mévnc -yroc) or secondary (from an original a like that
of Attic veokpdc -droc? Schwyzer, i. 499, supposes the word to be formed from #Advoc, with the
-n7- suffixal, i.e. original n; Ernst Fraenkel, Nomina agentis (see his index), supposes it to be
formed from mAdvy, with only the -7- therefore suffixal and the % that of mAdvy, i.e. secondary .
I find it hard to suppose that the Dorians said mlavyc -yroc alongside mwAdva and mlavérac
(Attic mAaviityc), and have preferred to follow Fraenkel; there is no exact analogy (I do not
know whether Pindar’s adverb dfoar{ might be relevant), and my preference can only be
tentative. I have also followed Fraenkel (op. cit., ii. 200) in putting the accent on the -7c (or -ac);
but I do not share his rejection of Herodian’s wAdvnc, and suppose rather that in Attic the accent
shifted (when?) under the influence of 7évc etc.
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need to assume verse-end at all: | —vo— —ul— —ou— —u—uu—ll, with exact
responsion, would be a perfectly acceptable single verse.

I next consider five instances of SVE which appear not in Snell’s text but in
Turyn’s. Three of them (all multiple) are produced by a different verse-
division, two by a different reading; all of them may be dismissed. I will
consider first the three with different verse-division.

0. 10. 16 Odvumidde | ~ 58 VAvumidde | ~ 79 kedadncdupeda |, with SVE
(type . ..—wu—l) in three epodes out of five. From certain verse-beginning to
certain verse-end, 16-17 are | HpaxAéa' mixrac § (A) év’'Olvpmidde (B) vikdw
(C)Tha pepérw ydpw I, with consistent diaeresis throughout the ode at B and
C, and consistent except in this one epode (no diaeresis after elision) at A.
Boeckh divided at A (impossibly)*” and at C, Snell (with editors generally) at
C alone; Turyn divides at B alone. But division at B is intolerable: first, in all
five occurrences the words from A to C form a coherent phrase which division
at B disrupts, 16 é&v Olvumidde | vicdv, 37 Babov eic dyerov | drac, 58 cov
Otvpmidde | mpartar, 79 kedadncduela | Bpovrav, 100 kpatéovra xepoc | dAkds;
second, division at B abolishes a characteristic feature of the metre of this
ode, the sequence (—)vuu— (four times in the strophe, at 3 and 4; five times
elsewhere in the epode, at 13, 15, 21).2% Avoidance of SVE would provide a
further reason for not dividing, if there were not reason and to spare already.

P. 5. 49 uvapeia- | ~ 80 Kapveie, | ~ 111 yAdccdv te |, with Boeckh’s verse
so divided as to give SVE (type . .. ———I). Boeckh’s verse appears in seven of
its eight occurrences as l-—v——vu—u—ll, but at 100 the third syllable is long
in the manuscripts, pavfeicdv kdpuwv; Turyn follows Hermann’s attempt to
dispose of the inexact responsion by isolating the first three syllables as a
separate verse, so that the syllable in question shall become final and admit
either quantity indifferently.””” All quite mistaken; for I find 100 corrupt as

% One cannot have verse-end after elision, for the elided syllable coheres with the vowel
before which it is elided: 8" and ¢é- belong both metrically and orthographically to the same
syllable. Division at md«x7ac | 8 might have been more arguable: it might have been alleged that a
poet who several times has verse-end after a prepositive (twice in this very stanza, 18 ¢c | Aytde?
Idrporoc, 20 mori | meddiprov . . . kAéoc) might occasionally have it before a postpositive; at P.
4.179/180 (where verse-end is certain) I can see no non-metrical case for the deletion of &’.

2% T am in general opposed to attempts to divide Pindar’s verses into elements with names
(in dactylo-epitrites I use D e etc. as shorthand symbols which represent not metrical elements
but sequences of syllables); but in O. 10, with its very unusual metre, I find it hard not to
recognize (in combination with aeolic elements) iambic metra, many syncopated and many
with resolution of the first longum. This (—)wwv— I suppose to be (except for the first instance
in 13) an iambic metron —uww— or Avwu—; 16-17 I treat as a single verse, divided neither at B
nor at C, in which the syncopated metron -7iid{ vi- is followed by an aeolic colon —x@v IAa:
pépérw yaptv (which in this case happens to have a name, glyconic).

*7 Hermann (Opusc. vii. 151-3) alleges other advantages for his arrangement; they are illu-
sory. He objects to Boeckh’s using three forms in -%ioc (49 pvaui)i’, 69 pavriiov, 80 Kapvii’
Boeckh could easily in fact have got rid of the first two), ‘epicae istae formae a quibus abstinuit
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language, and to heal the corruption will at the same time dispose of the
inexact responsion. Arkesilas’ dead ancestors, buried before the palace, can
hear the songs that celebrate his victory; the manuscripts have (my | divides
not their cola but the verses) weydlav (-av) 8 dperav (-av) | Spdcwe parbarde |
pavleicav (-av) kdpwv & (om. @) V7o yeduacw | dxotovri mor xOoviar ppevi, |
cov 6ABov vide Te kowav ydpw | &ducdv 7 Aprecilar. “They hear his great
prowess besprinkled with 8pdcoc paraxd (and) by the yedpara®™® of the
kapod’: clearly the ‘and’ must go (8pdcw: and $76 yeduacw are not parallel).>”
But what are kdpwv yedpara? Songs can be poured (I. 8. 8 éni fpijvov . . .
xéav), kdpot cannot; therefore ‘what is poured by the «@upod’?, with a subject-
ive genitive which I neither can parallel nor think credible. I accept therefore
the old conjecture Juvwv, and read Spécwt pwarbfarde | pavleicav Suvwv vmo
xevpacw; and with this we have our short syllable, so long as we make dperav
... pavBeicav accusative and not genitive. I have found no parallel in early
poetry for ‘hear his achievements praised’, and so cannot substantiate my
feeling that the accusative is the natural case;*"® but the accusative is certainly
indicated by the following accusatives §ABov and ydpw. These accusatives are
not of course in apposition to dperdv itself, but are internal accusatives in
apposition to the actio uerbi, to the besprinkling of his prowess, and I think it
evident that the apposition will be more readily intelligible after dperav . . .
pavbeicav than after dperdv ... pavfeicav (indeed with dperdv it would be
more natural to take the accusatives to be in apposition not to the
besprinkling but to their hearing it; and this, though it would be ydpic and
perhaps even 8ABoc for themselves, would certainly be no ydp.c for Arkesilas).

L. 8. 11 wéyfov. dAd | ~ 61 éccurar Te |, with SVE (type ... —v——I) in two
instances out of seven: Turyn (following Boeckh and Schroeder) splits Snell’s
verse into two, and at 11 has to make an unlikely change in order to do so.
That verse (with part of the next) is this: aréAuarov EANdS udxBov. dAXN éuol
Seipa wév mapowyduevor’! | kparepav éravce uépuyuvar. Boeckh split it at aANd |

Pindarus’; Pindar has O. 2. 42 apxiov, N. 8. 2 mapBevniowc <+ Parth. 2. 34 mapbevijia>, and now
(papyrus, not verifiable by metre) fr. 59. 6 pav[7]xiov. He objects to Boeckh’s deletion (after
Pauw) of xal in 69 wavrijiov: 7é {rxai} Aaxedaiunovy I should not regret its departure (I think
it less obviously in place than other instances of xa( after a relative; Slater, Lexicon to Pindar,
259, kai C.3.c.a), but one could preserve it easily by pavreiov: & (Christ, 1869).

2% Some mss. have dmoyedpacw as a single word; but what could it mean?

Nor is vmd used dmo xowod: dpdcwe must be instrumental.
PL. Rep. 366b émawovuévnc (sc. mijc Sucaroctvnyc) drovovra; but that is not early poetry.

2 Benedictus (mapoiyopévwr the mss., ie. [TAPOIXOMENON Pindar): his fears
(of 480-79) are over, and their passing (for the Caesar occisus construction cf. P. 11. 22) has
brought his preoccupation to an end; I have never understood how anyone could take the
passage otherwise. We are told by Thummer ad loc. ‘Schadewaldt S. 279 liest mit Benedictus
maporyduevov. Inzwischen hat P.Oxy. 26, 2439 die Lesung mapouyouévwr gesichert’. No papyrus
ever ‘sichert’ a reading: it merely shows that the reading, true or false, was current at the time

209
210
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wou, but the enclitic is wrong and division before it is wrong; Boehmer’s dA)a |
éué (and then wkpatepdv ... uepyuvdv) keeps the pronoun orthotone, but
resolves (with €u¢) a longum that elsewhere is unresolved except in the
proper name EXévav (51). Undivided, the verse is flawless. Yet the division is
not frivolous, for it seeks to remove an irregular responsion which the
editors have found disturbing: in Snell’s verse, llo— —v—wo—uv—o—
wu—uw—u—l, the eleventh syllable is five times short and twice long, 21
(évey)rdv and 41 (ed)0vc X({pwvoc); and the irregularity vanishes if one
divides at this point and lets the syllable be final. I myself find the long
syllables disturbing,*'* and believe that Turyn is right in seeking to remove the
irregularity; but the way to remove it is not to split the verse and to that end to
make changes in a flawless text at 11: it is to make changes in 21 and 41
themselves, for in each of them the text is defective for reasons other than
metrical. At 41 the solution is very simple: in (vrwv 8 éc ddbirov dvrpov
€0)0bc X({pwvoc adrin’ dyyeliad) replace edfic by €560,”" ‘straight to Chiron’s
cave’; that of course would be the sense with e584c as well, but an audience
would naturally take e969c as ‘immediately’ until they were brought up short
by adrixa, whereas €309 is unambiguously local. At 21 the solution is far from
simple, but the defects of the text are clear: in (cé & éc vacov Olvomiav
évey)kaw k(oyudro, diov &vba Téxec | Alardv), the tense of kowudro is odd, one
misses mapa col or the like (‘he took you to Aigina and lay in bed’), and
though one may infer from what has gone before that ¢ is Aigina (the girl)
she has not yet been addressed and one would expect a vocative. All this will
not do as it stands, and when a metrical anomaly is located in a corrupt text,
the healing of the corruption may be expected to dispose of the anomaly.

when the papyrus was written, in this case the first half of the first century A p, when Pindar had
been dead for about as long as Christopher Columbus or Maximilian I or Leonardo da Vinci has
been dead in 1980. But that by the way: Pindar wrote IIAPOIXOMENON, and the question is
whether he meant the last O to be pronounced long or short; unless we can summon up his
ghost to tell us, we shall never resolve the question by any appeal to authority of any kind.

22 T must attempt to say why; though my attempt will at the moment be only provisional.
Long anceps (whether consistently long or only occasionally) is common enough in the early
parts of an aeolic colon, but uncommon in the part following the double-short (or, if there be
more than one, in the part following the last double-short); when it does appear in that part
there seems always to be a bridge between it and the following longum, so that the long anceps
may not be formed by the last syllable of a word.

I must say in what sense I use the term ‘aeolic colon’ (an ‘anceps’ may be consistently long, or
consistently short, or variable; ‘may’ means ‘may’, not ‘must’): a sequence of syllables in which
longa alternate with elements of which one or more may be double-short and the others are
anceps, and which is demarcated at either end either by verse-beginning or -end or by the
juncture between the two juxtaposed longa. Thus our verse will consist of what I will call a
‘basis” (X—, here v—) plus a colon —v—wo—u—u—plus a colon ww—uv—uu—,

3 AtS. OT 1242 €369 mpoc w6 vupgucd the majority of Dawe’s manuscripts (including L before
correction) have an unmetrical ed6dc.
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Everything was set to I’ights by Maas:*"* (ceé & éc vacov Olvomriow *évei)kev,
(Alywa,* diov évba Térec | Alardv); set to rights, but how does one explain the
corruption? Maas’s own explanation (kowudro is the ‘Rest eines Scholions, das
das Beilager erzihlte’) will not persuade many. Explanation might be easier if
one changed the verb, and instead of éveucer, Alywa read rouifar, Atywa:*" a
half-attentive copyist with the seduction more in his mind than the construc-
tion might well have thought that in xkopifaro (or a mis-writing xopicaro) he
saw kowudro; and the meaningless cé 8’ éc vacov Olvoriav koywdro might then
invite (to provide some sort of sense and metre) the insertion of éveyxan*'®
and the consequent extrusion of Aiywa.*"’

Now the two places where Turyn has a different reading.

P. 6. 13 mapddpwe xepdde | (so the manuscripts), with SVE (type ...
—uwu—l). But Beck’s yepade: (accepted by editors generally) is evidently right:
xepdc is known only from a plural yepddec in Hesychios; xépadoc is in Homer
(Il 21. 319), Sappho (fr. 145), and Alkaios (fr. 344. 1); and its dative is
expressly attested for Pindar (apparently for another place than this: fr. 327)
by Sch. T on II. and by Et. gen. and Et. mag.

P.2.79 dre yap évddov mévov éxoicac Babv | ckevic érépac, dfdmricTéc el
xr). (so the manuscripts), with SVE (type ... —v—). We need ‘in the depths’;
an adverbial Baf?d is impossible, and the choice is between Bergk’s fafiv and
Wilamowitz’s Bvfoi. With either of them, SVE will disappear; between them,
I do not doubt that Buvfoi is right.

Finally, the fragments. The difficulty here is that we are seldom able to
identify verse-end with certainty. In quotation-fragments we have commonly
no guide at all, nor can we put much confidence in the text.*'® In papyrus
fragments we are better off in that the text is in general reliable and that we
may have some degree of guidance from responsion; but from the colometry
we get little more than help in establishing the responsion and an assurance

% Reponsionsfreiheiten, ii. 16 n. 2. This was when he was forty; when he was seventy-five he
was still of the same mind (I own his copy of Snell’s second edition, marked ‘traf ein 11/2/56’;
at I. 8. 21 he wrote in the margin ‘évewcer Alywa Maas Resp 11 16”).

25 Tt will be irrelevant that Pindar elsewhere has only active forms of kou{{w: the middle here
will be exactly that of yvvaixa dyecfac.

216 1 should like to adduce the form éveyxdv as evidence that the word is not Pindar’s (who
would have used évelkac) but the corrector’s; but I cannot, for Pindar’s manuscripts credit
him not only with %jvey«x’ (O. 13. 66: merely an extra crossbar) but with wpoceveyxeiv (P. 9. 36,
at verse-end; incredibly, when they have éveixa: a few lines below at 53).

7 Tt would have been even easier for the half-attentive copyist to think he saw kowusjcaro; but
it would have then been a good deal harder for a corrector to produce what is now in the
manuscripts.

218 Editors divide the fragments into the semblance of verses, but their divisions are
inevitably more or less arbitrary. Avoidance of SVE (unless in ... ——I) ought henceforth to
provide one criterion; I should think it right to apply it in frr. 95, 105(a), 155, 203.
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that hiatus after a short vowel at colon-end is in fact hiatus and not scriptio
plena at elision. Stanza-end apart, we may expect (on the analogy of the non-
dactylo-epitrite epinikia) that only half the cola will end with verse-end and
that one verse in four will end in mid colon.”

I will list the certain and the possible instances of SVE that I have been able
to discover. I mark colon-end by | (by I[ if the beginning of the next colon is
lost), and verse-end not at colon-end by {; I add in brackets the evidence of
responsion (N means that there is none).

(a) ...—u—l: eight apparently certain instances, a few that are probable,
and a number that are possible but quite uncertain.

Certain: at stanza-end, Pai. 7b. 40 éccaro |; hiatus at colon-end, Pai. 4. 36

dval[veto] | adrapyeiv, 43 Tpiddovri Te | éc (~ 12 ayarAéd | rather than —a*),

45 edepréa | émerta, 9. 8 dmjuova | elc ~ 38 éxafdle |, fr. 140a. 57 rxoréwv
fapd, | dpyayéras; hiatus in mid-colon, Pai. 8. 78 weAidpove i adddr (~ 90
kabfapov 8[v X ).

Possible at colon-end: Pai. 4. 12 dyaxAéa | (see above), 58 | mépc I[ (~ 27
adaécrepoct | dAX), 7b. 49 Alyaiov Baud: | 7ac (N), 8. 67 épaivero; | ydAxeo
(N; probable), 84 yeyernuéva I[ (N; probable*?), 9. 34 Satpovicwe Twi | Méxe
(~ 4 686v, | émickorov, 14 cBévoc | vméppatov, 44 wéAw, | drepcexdpa), 43
T30 e. | 7] (~ 3 dudyavov | icxdv, 13 Twéc, | ), 22 (b) 9 7év more I[ (N),
fr. 59. 11 rpimddecci 7€ | kai (N), Dith. 1. 35 ]| vaiaro I[ (21 Jpwpevov: I[), Parth.
2. 47 [edrdé]a | (see above, n. 220), fr. 140a. 15 Jav 7piya I[ ~ 67 Fpxero |

1% Alexandrian colometry was doubtless just as incompetent in the other books as it is in the
epinikia. For the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia the figures are as follows (31 stanzas, each
counted once only; in each stanza the last verse and last colon, which are bound to end together,
are excluded from the count): verses, 194; cola 319; verse-end at colon-end, 147; verse-end in
mid-colon, 47. 1 have not included in my figures the single-triad O. 4 and P. 7, the supposititious
O. 5, and the two-strophe O. 14 (where Aristophanes was not even aware that the two stanzas
were in responsion). Of the mixed-metre O. 13 T have included only the first six verses of the
strophe.

The incompetence is quite erratic in its effect: in the strophe of O. 1, all ten verses end at
colon-end; in the epode, five of the seven end in mid-colon.

0 Compounds in -xAerjc have their accusative normally in -éd: dyaxAéa P. 9. 106, L 1. 34;
evr)éd O.6.76, P.8.62,9.56, N. 5. 15, 6. 46, Pai. 2. 103; HparAéa O. 10. 16; elision or synizesis
likely or supposed at N. 6. 29, fr. 51d, fr. 75. 5. In -éa, one mid-verse instance, P. 12. 24 edx)ed;
cf. also the mid-verse dative AyacikAéer at Parth. 2. 38. At verse-end we have dyaxéa here,
ThucAéa at P. 9. 88, and at Parth. 2. 47, by a not unlikely supplement, vaov Trwviac d[ud eduAé]a.
At P.9. 88 I have thought TduxAéa preferable to a very rare type of SVE; butin . ..—o—11see no
reason to avoid the normal -«Aéd.

#! 1f there is no verse-end, then prima facie the three cola 67-9 will form a single verse of 23
or 25 syllables (we do not know whether ydAxeor and ydAxea: have two syllables each or three).
In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia there are only four verses with more than 22 syllables: 28 in
0.10.3,1.7.5;24in N. 2. 4; 23 in O. 4. 24-5 (discussed above). I count P. 11. 3—4 as two verses.

222 A supplement involving hiatus seems very probable: ¢wvdc 7d 7" édvra e kali] | mpdchev
yeyerquéva l[[& 77 écce]rar (Lobel; or [6ca 7° éc]Tac Snell).
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uépoto (improbablem), 169a. 18 éceMaw péya I[ (~ 5 Hpardéoc, | émel, 45
wuévov | dvev), fr. 173. 5 Jaciar ppevi 1] (N).

If there are other instances in mid-colon,”* they do not reveal themselves
on present evidence. But I remark on two places where verse-end is necessary
somewhere in mid-colon, and where there is a possibility that it might give
SVE; the possibility cannot be verified, since not all the corresponding cola
are preserved. (1) The last four cola of the strophe of Pai. 4 have 37 syllables in
all; they contain no verse-end at colon-end, and must therefore contain at
least one in mid-colon. I suspect that there is one after the seventeenth syllable
(39 éov i elmev, 49 éumedov i eln kev); there might also be one after the fifth
(with the first five syllables forming a verse with the preceding colon), and
this would give SVE at 48 uéyav dAob i kAGpov éxw. (2) So also in the strophe
of Pai. 6: five cola (12-16 etc.) with 54 syllables and no verse-end at colon-
end; verse-end is necessary after the 21st (hiatus in 95) and after the 49th
(hiatus in 138; Snell has brought this to colon-end by transferring the last five
syllables to the following colon), but another verse-end seems very likely in
between. Most likely, perhaps, after the 36th; but alternatively after the 30th,
and this would give SVE at 136 dvepéfaro.

Three quotation-fragments deserve mention; one of them, 75. 16, I con-
sider below under (b). I give the other two as divided by Snell, 105(a) cdvec §
Tou Ayw, | {abéwv (epdv émdvupe | mdTep, kricTop Alrvac, 107(a) Iledacyov
{mmov 1) kiva | Auvkdaiav dywviwe | éledildpevoc modi uineo krA.; the divisions
after émdvupe and «iva seem to me neither impossible nor convincing. In
105 ém@viué would not cohere ill with the double v—— which follows.”” In
107 % «ov’ Apvedaioav would give ... —wu———uv—u—, with an unusual
sequence after the double short,”*® but a verse v———u—u—?* is hardly less
unusual;™® the tradition is in any case appalling (Snell’s apparatus does not tell
the whole story), and corruption is a very real possibility.

2 The next colon has only five syllables, and is the last of the stanza: fjpyero | udpoio kdpvé.
In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia there are only two verses as short as this, P. 5. 6 ¢t 7ot v
rAvTdc, 10. 14 Apeoc mrowc (I do not believe in the four-syllable verse supposed at N. 6. 6b).

#* There may well be; of my 51 instances of SVE in non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia, 15 occur in
mid colon. Ten of these are revealed immediately by hiatus (in four after unelidable -7, in six
after -d, -¢, -o; the tradition mostly preserves the hiatus and does not elide); in the other five the
verse-end is established only by responsion.

5 Aristophanes (Birds 926) makes the poet address Peisetairos with o0 8¢ mdrep, xkricTop
Alrvac, {abéwv lepav oudvupe, doc éulv k7.5 I should not wish to make any metrical inference
from the transposition.

26 Similar sequences in . 7. 10 . . . kaprepdc ASpacrov é€ dAadic dumeupac dppavév, O.9. 56
kolpot kopdv kal peprdTwy Kpoviddv, éyxdpoto Bacidijec alel; though in each case with a
diaeresis after —ou— (in L 7 it might indeed be verse-end).

27 1 do not accept the Auvrdwav which Snell adopts from Schroeder.

28 Cf. however P.5. 11 karaifiiccer pdrawpav écriov (clausular to the stanza; does that make a
difference?).
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Finally, two potential instances at colon-end which I have consciously dis-
regarded: at Parth. 2. 66 viv wou modi | crelywv verse-end is not excluded by
36-7 eylkeypnar (cf., across verse-end, O. 1. 57 Gmep | rpéunace, 6. 53—4 év |
kérpumTo), but it does seem to be excluded by 91-2 ]Jlenpal (no appropriate
word could begin thus);*** Pai. 7b. 50 is printed by Snell ]o éccaro | at stanza-
end, but I shall cast doubt on this under (g) below. <Section (g) is missing.>

(b) .. .—wu—l: no certain instance, and few possibilities.

At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 13 (b) 19 Jwv émdre I[ (N); Dith. 3.9 éA0¢ ¢pidav
dn médea I (N), but mélea = wéAw is incredible (and the whole line in the
papyrus is a mess of correction and recorrection, with no certainty indeed
that 7élea was intended: see Snell’s apparatus).

In a long quotation-fragment from a dithyramb, fr. 75, we have in 15-16
evoduov émdyoicw éap puta vextdpea. TéTe fdAdeTar kTA.; and it seems likely
enough that we should suppose verse-end after vexrdpea. But how is this
to be scanned? Pindar is quite ready to admit synizesis in adjectives of
material in -eoc, and has (from ypuvc-, yadx-, dpyvp-, powuk-) homosyllabic 2
-eac, 3 -eawc(w), 2 -ewt, 1 -ewv, 6 -eowc(w); he has no instance of -eq either
with or without synizesis,” but early lyric has synizesis at Sapph. 44. 9-10
moppipa, dpyvpa (the scansion is certain, even though the spelling has been
atticized), and presumably at Anakr. PMG 388. 10 xpicea popéwv kabéppara.

(¢) ...———l: no certain instance; two dubious possibilities.

At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 8a. 25 mpoudfewo || (N), Dith. 4. 14 ]direver
warpi |[ (but probably {v}: see Excursus II).

(d) ...—v——l: no certain instance; a few possibilities.

At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 7. 1 fecmeciwv dotiipa | kai (N), 7b. 13 7] ravov
dppa | Mowcal, 12. 8 and 9 kpnuvdv, &lba [ ] | kedawedé dpyBpévrav Aéyolvr]
| Zrva kabBelduevov (N; neither évfa nor Aéyo[v7:] necessarily colon-end, but
the sense seems complete; if verse-end after Aeyo[, presumably paragogic v,
i.e. not Aéyo[vri] but Aéyo[iwcww]), Dith. 4. 12 Jopov[. Javre I[ ~ 39 Bov 7
dmomra || (for the responsion, see Excursus 1), 14 ¢ireve{v} parpl I[ (~ 41
dvrl ¢wrav |[; major problems, but verse-end perhaps not unlikely: see
Excursus), fr. 140a. 63 éccarto d[v]arti | Bwudv (~ 11 Juemepl:il[; inscrutable,
but hardly verse-end.

In quotation-fragments, a few apparent instances in Snell’s text; but the
divisions are arbitrary, and we ought provisionally to divide the fragments
otherwise. I give the fragments with Snell’s divisions (at 1): 5 AloAiav 3¢

% “The first letter is plainly ¢ and not ¢’ say Grenfell and Hunt. From the plate, I doubted

them; from the papyrus itself I confirm that ¢ is completely certain.
20 Except for Bpéréd, O. 9. 34; but whatever the linguistic facts this will hardly have been felt
to be parallel. kevéd of course is quite irrelevant.
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CL/CU¢OV KGI)\OVTO | USL 7T(lL8l: T?’])\e’(ﬁam‘ov (’)’PCGL | ')/E’P(IC ¢0LME’V(}JL MG)\LKE’PT(],L (it
will be kédovro (F)wi), 95 patpoc peyddac émadé, | ceuvdy Xaplrwv péinua |
Tepmvov, 203 . . . kelpuevov év dder, kpudd 8¢ | ckodaic yévuccw kT

(e) . ..—uwu—I: no instance.

At fr. 111. 4 (papyrus, supplemented from quotation), if émdpaée is at
verse-end it will be -ev. At fr. 169a. 47 Snell has TéAao[c é]v énTamiboct pévw(v
7e | OfBacc] Audirpbwri 1e cauo yéwv, but whatever the responsion (it is
problematic) I find 7e in this position unacceptable as language (‘at Thebes’
should construe only after uévwr, and this 7¢ makes it construe after yéwv
as well, ‘staying, and raising Amphitryon’s tomb, at Thebes’). In fr. 155
(quotation) the division xaprepdfpevra | Kpovida is arbitrary.

(f) Of unknown type (and mostly uncertain as well): Dith. 3. 4 |7oda I[ (N;
m634, Or e.g. —m30a, dlmoddl[pov, v]mo dal[ckiowc), fr. 104 b. 3 é]medpdc|aro] |
7év (not necessarily colon-end; and -eppdclaro or -éppdclaro or
—ppac[caro?), P. Oxy. 841 fr. 144 JAecal[ (N), P. Oxy. 1792 fr. 32. 4 Jaro- I[ (N).

EXCURSUS I
I.7.33 and the death of Strepsiadas

Pindar is concerned with the Theban victor’s maternal uncle and namesake,
Strepsiadas. I will print the whole passage in I. 7 concerning him. As it begins,
the subject is the victor:

parpwi F spwvipwe 6édwre kowov Bdloc,
25  ydMxacmic O méTpov wév Apnc éuelev,
Tipa 8 dyaboicw dvrikeirad.
” \ e , , , ,
lctw yap cadec 6cric év TadTar vedédar ydAa-
{av alpaToc mpo pidac mdTpac dudverad,
N , ) , -
Aovyov <dvridépwv> évavriwt cTpaTdr,
AcTdV yevedl puéyictov kAéoc adéwv
30 ldwv Tamo kai Qavv.
Vs / - \
70 8¢ dwodéToto mai payaTav
alvéwy MeAéaypov, alvéwv 8¢ xai Extopa,
s
tapdudpady et
Sy N
evavf€ amémvevcac dAkiay
35  mwpoudywv av’ Suidov, évl dpicTor

y / Ay -
écxov moAéuoto veikoc écydraic édmicw.

Pindar speaks of Strepsiadas’ death in battle and of the rwud given to the
valiant dead; then of the wxAéoc gained for his city by one dcric év TadTa
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vepélar ydlalav aipatoc mpo pidac marpac duiverar. Then he apostrophizes
him: 79 8¢ Adwoddroio mai k.

Whatever battle this may have been, it is clear from wpo $idac mdrpac
dpdverac that it was fought in defence of Thebes;*' and Strepsiadas died
alvéwv MeXéaypov, ailvéwv 8¢ kai Extopa, ‘commending’ them in that his own
choice was the same as theirs: death in defending his city from foreign
assault.”” To this very relevant pair of heroes the manuscripts add the wholly
irrelevant Amphiareos; they cannot possibly be right. So far from dying in
defence of his city, Amphiareos met his end as an invader, and an invader
attacking the very Thebes that Strepsiadas died to defend;*’ and his end was
not death as he resisted the enemy, but to be swallowed up in the earth,
chariot and all, as he fled before the enemy.”* It would be hard to think of a
hero less suited to comparison with Strepsiadas.” It will not do to say that
the point of the comparison is that ‘they all fell valiantly in the front line of
battle’® or that ‘der Gedanke an das Kampf fiir das Vaterland .
bereits durch das Lob der Tapferkeit im allgemeinen und des Heldentods
verdringt’;”” not only does this do nothing to explain the inclusion of
Amphiareos (who did not ‘fall valiantly in the front line of battle’ or meet a

#! One can of course engage in a defensive battle in the course of an aggressive campaign,
and dudvecfa: could be used of one who fights in such a battle; but not I think 7po #wdrpac.

2 We may assume that the version of the Meleagros story that Pindar is following is that of
the Iliad, 9. 529-99.

3 ‘Since they assign Pindar the role of an extreme patriot here, scholars express surprise that
Pindar should cite Amphiaraus as the model of a man who died fighting for Thebes’: so David
C. Young, Pindar Isthmian 7, 21. What on earth has ‘extreme patriotism’ got to do with it? I
reject Amphiareos because (and solely because) I believe Pindar to have been a rational human
being.

B4 N.9.24-76 & Apdrapei cyiccev kepavvarn mauPiar | Zedc Tav fabicrepvov xOéva, kpiiper
& du’ trmowc, | Sovpl Iepicdupévov mplv vdyTa Tumévta payarav | Quuov alcywlijuer: v yap
Sarpoviowct péPoic petryovtt kal maidec Becv.

% His end apart, Amphiareos is spoken of always as an excellent fighter; and as fighter
and pdvric combined he is ideally suited to comparison with the soldier and pdvric Hagesias of
Syracuse (O. 6. 12-21). But that is another matter altogether.

¢ Young, 22. His next words are ‘they knew not the shame of flight’; since he has just
referred to N. 9. 24-7, I can only suppose that he takes Pindar there to mean that Zeus caused
Ampbhiareos to be swallowed up before he could be seized by the Saiudvioc péfoc and so expose
his back in flight to Periklymenos’ spear. I am not aware that anyone has ever taken the passage
thus before; and I cannot think that anyone will ever take it thus again. Cf. Apollod. 3. 6. 8
Apdrapdwe . . . pedyovy, Paus. 2. 23. 2 yevouévnc . . . mc Tpomijc dmd Tod OnBaiwy Telyovc, Str. 9.
1. 22 ¢edyovra (Radt on S. fr. 958; dvydvra the manuscripts); I add that the three sanctuaries of
Amphiareos which were locally supposed to be on the site of the swallowing-up were distant
from the walls of Thebes by perhaps 1 km. (Paus. 9. 8. 3), by ¢. 17 km. (id. 9. 19. 4), and by c. 50
km. (Str. loc. cit.). [I leave this note as I originally wrote it. But I was too sanguine: the
interpretation which I imputed to Young has subsequently appeared in Privitera’s edition of
1982.]

*7 Thummer ad loc.
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‘Heldentod’),”® but it entirely ignores the train of thought. From his general
statement about the glory of death in defence of one’s country Pindar pro-
ceeds with 70 8¢ dwoddroro mai to Strepsiadas’ death as exemplifying the
general truth; we need some indication that it does exemplify it (the Theban
audience of course will know already that it does, but praise must be explicit),
and the indication comes precisely (and, as the text stands, solely) in this
comparison with the legendary defenders of their city. Amphiareos can have
no place in the comparison; and he must go.*”

In his place T look for some explicit indication of the defence of Thebes,
which T expect (since the corruption can hardly have been other than visual)
to have been dug’ (epav (-ov) —u (with —u some equivalent of Thebes). This
dudl in a context of fighting will certainly retain its original local sense
(however much it may be coloured by ‘to secure/keep possession of’);*** and
here where the verb is not ‘fought’ but ‘died’ the local sense must certainly
predominate. Couple this with Meleagros and Hektor, and we have a pre-
sumption that the engagement took place in the immediate neighbourhood
of Thebes itself.

What I suspect that Pindar wrote is dug¢’ iepov Teiyoc; with this, the 7e
will be the residue of re<iyoc>. Do this, and there is no reason to suppose
verse-end at this point: du¢’ fepov Teiyoc edavféa corresponding to 16 diAa
madaid yap ebder ydpic and 50 reaicw duiddaicy edavféa. The metre will be

—UU— —U— —UU— —U—Uu—,

8 Other attempts at explanation are equally futile. Christ suggests that Strepsiadas was a
wdvric; if he was, this is not Pindar’s way of referring to the fact. Fennell supposes that he was
killed ‘near Amphiaraus’ shrine’: as if the mere fact of being killed near Assisi would justify ‘he
died commending St. Francis’. Wilamowitz <Pindaros, 412> weaves a tissue of implication that
no one could possibly have understood: Amphiareos met his end ‘mit dem Wissen . . ., dass sein
Sohn siegreich werden wiirde’, and so the Thebans too may hope for én{yovo. who one day will
restore their fortunes.

T make two subsidiary points. First, the rhetoric is far better with Amphiareos absent: the
anaphora in alvéwy Me)\e'aypov, alvéwy € kal EKTD,DO. is effective; add A;Lqﬁtdpaév re and the effect
is spoilt. (It would be unimpaired if and only if—what the 7e indeed would suggest—Hektor
and Amphiareos formed a natural pair; and of course they do not. aivéwv 8¢ xal IToAvdeirea
Kdcropd 7e would pass muster rhetorically; but Hektor and Amphiareos are chalk and cheese.)
Second, the paraphrase in the scholia (44) runs cd 8¢, dwdérov mai, é&v émalvwr Tdéuevoc
MGAE/O.’}/’)O/V TE Kal‘, EKTOPO. Kal‘, Td( TOI;TLL)V l‘r))\d)v (ip€7'd( KO.Td W(;AGIU.OV gTEAGleT](a( TPOUAX~
duevoc Tic maTpidoc: one can build little enough, of course, on such a paraphrase, but it may be
thought more likely that the writer had no Au¢idpady 7e in his text than that he had it and
ignored it.

0 As it is notably in Tyrt. 5 W.: in telling his contemporaries how their grandfathers won
Messene, Mecciiymy dyabnv pév dpodv dyabny 3¢ durevew, he says dud’ admiv 8 éudyovr évwéa kal
8¢’ éry: not a nineteen-year siege of a city, but nineteen years of fighting to win rich territory.
The sense of ‘to secure possession of” is here predominant; but the fighting was of course on
Messenian soil, and the local sense remains.
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EXCURSUS II
Dithyramb 4 (P. Oxy. 2445; fr. 70d)

The first thing to be said about this fragment is that it is almost certainly from
the same roll (containing Pindar’s Dithyrambs) as P. Oxy. 1604: the hand is
the same, and the writing of the same size (10 letters = 31 mm., 10 lines = 47
or 48 mm.), and the content of our fragment may be thought to be appropri-
ate to a dithyramb.**' Lobel, cautious as ever, speaks of the identification as
‘reasonably likely’; T shall assume, with an easy conscience, that it is in fact
correct.

What this identification contributes to my present inquiry is the fact that
in 1604 fr. 1 (= Dith. 1 and 2 Snell) we have evidence for the height of
the column. That fragment has, on a single piece of papyrus, parts of two
columns, extending over 38 lines (col. i) and 32 lines (col. ii); we have no
reason to suppose that either the head or the foot of a column is preserved. So
far, therefore, we have merely (from col. i) a minimum height of 38 lines. But
we can do better than this.

Of col. ii the left-hand margin is preserved throughout; it has the normal
slight slope, with the lines beginning progressively farther to the left as one
descends the column.”** Of col. i the left-hand margin is lost, but the ends of
lines are largely preserved; and from these it can be seen that 11-24 and 25-38
are in responsion. This fact was observed by Grenfell and Hunt in the editio
princeps, but is treated as doubtful by Snell; to demonstrate its truth I will set
out the remains of the two stanzas side by side (Figure 5).

The left-hand edge of the papyrus is broken off very irregularly. One
may suppose the lost margin to have been more or less parallel to the margin

#! Lobel speaks of the fragment as ‘congruent in contents with what may be supposed to
have characterized a dithyramb, being a lyrical narrative on a considerable scale of the story of
Perseus’. For the content of a dithyramb our best evidence is of course in Bacchylides: the poems
of his which were classified as dithyrambs consist predominantly or even wholly of mythical
narrative, with commonly only the scantiest reference, or even no reference at all, to the occa-
sion of their performance; in the Alexandrian text they had titles giving the subject of the
narrative, with or without the name of the city for which they were composed (1w, Afnraiowc;
Tdac, AaKfaaL‘LLOVL/OL(; AVTnVOp[BaL 7]\ ‘E/\e’w]c (:’Lfra[ﬂ']a(; Hibeo. ‘r]‘ GT](GU/(). For Pindar we have far
less evidence; and from our best preserved fragments (Dith. 2 and fr. 75), each from the
beginning of an ode, it appears that it was Pindar’s practice to provide his dithyrambs with a
long non-narrative opening. But that they did have an important narrative content may be
thought to follow from the title appended to one of these (Dith. 2) in the papyrus: xardfBacic
HP(IKAG/OUC ';]‘ Ké/PﬁGPOC, @nﬁa[otc.

#2 <B. intended to add a footnote here, but it is missing. Perhaps he meant to say that the
scribal habit in question is sometimes known as Maas’s Law. Cf. E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts
of the Ancient World, 2nd edn. rev. P. J. Parsons (BICS Suppl. 46, London 1987), 5.>
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J6aipovwvBpopLadiSotvatnpe | et Jepav
Jnopugay ]
|9epevevaunurec ]
JEeteTLpoLcaLdalocaor v ]
]YupavxopauhsTUVTLGEBpor oL ]yc
Jaguyovtavivraipehavepn |ocalpac Jie
JpoproLocuyyovovratepwy Jac | wwe
v J
Jnovtepo|rov Jre|retarc
], vave jav Jav
Jpwu fevov* }, var |ato
Jrov Jua|v8avazov
J ]
] ha|ie
Figure 5

of col. ii; I have based my transcription on a pseudo-margin, parallel to
these, beginning immediately before the ] of 11, and have indented the first
surviving letters of other lines according to their distance from this pseudo-
margin (reckoning one letter to every 3.1 mm.). To bring out the relative
lengths of the lines in the two stanzas I have printed a vertical line at an
interval of 25 letters from the pseudo-margin;** the real margin will have
preceded the pseudo-margin by a constant interval which I should guess to be
not far short of 10 average letters.

It will be seen that the line-lengths tally, with no more variation than
is to be expected in lines of over thirty letters,** and that wherever the

3 The 25 letters will be a mixture of real letters (where the text is preserved) and notional
average letters (in lacunae). Since real letters, unlike notional letters, are of variable width, my
vertical line will not accord with the alignment of letters preserved in the papyrus.

** The number of letters seems to vary as a rule between something like two and two and a
half times the number of syllables. The first verse of the strophe of N. 3 (15 syllables) has in its
eight appearances the following letter-counts (I give them in order of magnitude): 29, 31, 32, 34,
37,37, 38,39 (i.e. from 1.9 to 2.6 times the number of syllables). A much greater variation is of
course perfectly possible: 7 Avkiwv iwd (10 letters) has the same scansion as cmAdyyva mpémew
mpoc dvrpouc (26 letters).
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scansion can be verified it agrees; I do not believe that this can be
fortuitous.

Now the consequences of this responsion. The two stanzas, being con-
secutive, will of course be strophe (11-24) and antistrophe (25-38); after
these will come an epode, ending in col. ii in the line level with i 5 (a new
poem begins in the following lines). Now a triad which begins in i 11 and
ends in the following column level with i 5 must occupy five lines less than a
column. If the epode was of the same length (14 lines) as the strophe, the
triad was 42 lines long and a column contained 47 lines. If the epode was
shorter or longer than the strophe by x lines, a column contained 47 * x lines.
It appears from the analogy of other odes that x is unlikely to be greater than
3; the highest figure for which there is a parallel is 6.*

If the same copyist is responsible for two manuscripts of different authors,
there is of course no reason why the columns in these two manuscripts should
be of the same height. It may nevertheless be worth remarking on the situ-
ation in P. Oxy. 1788, a manuscript of Alkaios (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri xv,
with addenda in xxi; best consulted in PLF Alk. frr. 115-28); this was written
by the same copyist as our manuscript, with (to judge by the one fragment
reproduced in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri xv) the same letter-size, line-spacing,
and margin-slope. It had a column of at least 46 lines (the foot preserved,
but not—or not visibly—the head): fr. 117 (a) + (b) + 118. 1-2, with 6 + 39 +
2 =47 lines but perhaps (Lobel is not explicit) a one-line overlap between 117
(a) and (b). The next column had two lines more than a multiple of 4: e.g. 46,
50.

I come now to P. Oxy. 2445 fr. 1. The fragment consists of two detached
parts, (a) and (b), each with part of a single column; Lobel prints them with
(a) on the left (= col. i) and (b) on the right (= col. ii), and says ‘I have not
succeeded in establishing the relative levels of the two columns put together
under this number, but I do not doubt that they were consecutive in the order
shown’. I shall accept his judgement.

T give the figures for all the triadic odes of Pindar and Bacchylides for which the length of
both strophe and epode is known (except that I have ignored Pindar’s Partheneia, with their
exceptionally short stanzas.) For Pindar’s Epinikia I have of course counted not the Boeckhian
verses but the Alexandrian cola, preserved in the medieval manuscripts. I have not differentiated
between instances where the strophe is (a) longer and (b) shorter than the epode; they are about
equally common.

Difference 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Pindar 6 11 10 8 3 2 2 42
Bacchylides 3 5 3 3 0 1 1 15

Instances where the difference is greater than 3 amount to one-sixth of all Pindar’s instances
and one-fifteenth of Bacchylides’.
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It was observed by R. Fithrer, ZPE 9 (1972), 41-2, that there is partial
responsion between the two columns. I have no doubt that he is right in
principle (though I shall differ from him slightly over the detail). But I think
also that it is possible to take this observation a good deal further than it was
taken by Fiihrer himself; and to do this is the purpose of the present note.

I will first set out the complete text of the fragment (Figure 6), with the two
columns so arranged that corresponding lines are at the same level. (I must
stress that this is not the vertical relationship in which I suppose the two to
have stood in the papyrus; I shall argue below that that relationship was very
different indeed.) I have supposed for each column a left-hand margin with
the same slope as in 1604 fr. 1 (see above). In col. ii the position of this margin
is established by the three certain supplements in 12-14; my other supple-
ments accord with the margin so established. In col. i I have made a rough
estimate of the position of the margin; it will not be far out, and if it is out in
one line it will be out by the same amount in all other lines.

In the lacunae I have reckoned the missing letters at 3.1 mm. each; these of
course are notional average letters, and the number of actual letters missing in
any line may be slightly greater or slightly smaller. To simplify the comparison
of line-lengths I have printed a vertical line after the tenth letter (where
relevant) and after the twentieth. In col. i the position of these lines depends
of course on my estimate of the position of the margin, and it may be that the
lines are misplaced (throughout the column) by a letter or so in one direction
or the other.

Where lines are broken off at the beginning or the end, I have printed the
normal square brackets. But where there are lacunae in mid-line I have not
used square brackets, since to do so would have destroyed the alignment; a
wholly missing letter is represented (like an illegible letter) by a dot; a missing
letter supplied by a letter with a dot beneath.

It will be seen that from (-18) to (-1) the line-lengths and scansion
are consistent with responsion; and that from (-7) to (-1) the agreement
is so marked as to be inconceivable if there were no responsion. The only
recalcitrant line is (-3), where nine syllables cannot possibly be accom-
modated in the c. 9 letters available at the beginning of i 14; the conclusion
I draw is not that the responsion is illusory but that the text of i 14 is in some
way defective.

Responsion ceases after (—1); new stanzas therefore, not in responsion,
will begin with i 17 and ii 18. If the whole text is from a single poem the
two junctures will be, in whichever order, S(trophe)/A(ntistrophe) and
A(ntistrophe)/E(pode); two possibilities therefore, which I will now consider.
But first I will make an observation which is crucial to the inquiry: high up on
the right-hand edge of col. i is the vestige of a coronis (the mark of triad-end)



204 Two Studies in Pindaric Metre

col. ii
-18 vl 1
col. i -17 1
1 1|voe -16 Jeev)el
] -15 J.ov
] -14 ] 5
]|fravmigavensy( | =13 JavagpnEay[____
5 1. |apxer[] -12 L
] -1 le
] =10 T]uens ora
] =9 Jenahev | notpocvouw | - 10
] {varaue -8 |napbe]cceve [vunatoLcLy Bouhevpact:
10 Jartotavto[ -7 |ohup]no8evd|éoLypucopp u:m.vc_o?:::v:p v
| -6 |ugumjohioyo [vyhau
Jouov, |, .avie -5 |wwomi6 JaTope vélsucev'fé E\_rr'ci'{iom_t_:
Juvge, |, aviap[ - 4 |seapa]snman | Evopuyperd | cracyvaxeay | 15
Jp|vrevevpato|u -3 |emedn]uener pal’ué‘g?qy-?s VAV LOUTWY
15 ], |avhexedtay. m?_mwﬁo}[ -2 uLupa]\g‘repg EEEE\_rfupot Mcmo[
Jav|- -1 |wictpa]tapy |we*
#pJo[viwvveucew crvg]'m\lu[ Javcelr e oL
16| o Lxadodog | adavatw] o | o Yevoc | Tedaipo 20
J.v|wv Junee|, ... taLto Qequew
20 1| nopugis J.vel. ... evenan|nddgiuapopor|
J|payecuy ]
1|poTorcrevd|[ ]
1|.ev0...60 ]
1 {0 ]
25 1f0 ]
]
Figure 6

appertaining to the following column. Comparison of the vestige with the
coronis surviving in P. Oxy. 1604 fr. 1 shows that a new triad will have begun
in that column with a line level with (or fractionally higher than) i 3; since i 3
is 14 lines higher than the beginning of a new stanza at i 17, we know that
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from i 17 to the end of a triad there were 14 lines fewer than in a column. But
I have argued above that a column contained 47 % x lines, where x is the
difference in length between strophe and epode in Dith. 1; therefore from i 17
to the end of a triad there were 33 £ x lines. In this, x will not be large:
probably not greater than 3, certainly not greater than 6.

I come now to consider my two possibilities.

(a) In coli, A/E; in col. ii, S/A. This can be ruled out immediately. From the
beginning of E (i 17) to the end of a triad there will be 33 * x lines, This might
happen in two ways. (i) E = 33 £ x. Out of the question: Pindar’s longest
stanza is of 22 lines, Bacchylides’ of 21.*¢ (i) E+ S + A + E = 33 £ x, with an
average stanza-length of 8 or 9 lines. Again out of the question: the lengths are
possible enough of themselves, but the scheme requires responsion where
there is none. The metre of i 19-22 (beginning of A) would need to recur, as
it does not, at something like i 8 ff. and ii 10 ff.; the metre of the lines up to
116 (end of A) and ii 18 (end of S) would need to recur, as it does not, in the
lines up to something like i 7.

(b) In col. i, S/A; in col ii, A/E. With this, we shall have A + E = 33 + «x.
Now if an A begins at i 17 and an A ends at ii 18, the earliest possibility of
responsion between these two stanzas is with i 20-5 ~ ii 1-6, and with this an
A will have 21 lines. But if A + E = 33 = x, E will be 12 + x, an unless we
assume a high value for x we shall have too great a discrepancy in the lengths
of A and E. If we take x = 4, we shall have a column of 51 lines, an A of 21
lines, and an E of 16 lines: the difference between the strophe and epode will
be 4 in Dith. 1 (14 and 18) and 5 in our poem (21 and 16). Neither difference
is impossible, but an arrangement which requires us to assume two such
differences must be regarded with some suspicion.*” One could reduce the
differences by assuming a slight variation in column-height: with a 50-line
column in Dith. 1 and a 52-line column here they would come down to 3 and
4. But the more ad hoc assumptions one needs to make the less likely an
arrangement becomes.

There is however a third possibility: that a new poem begins at ii 19,
and that the junctures are E/S in col. i and E/new poem in col. ii. We shall
then have S + A + E = 33 + x: a perfectly normal length for a triad.**® The
responsion (—16) to (1) will belong in part to A and in part to E, the juncture
occurring somewhere about (-12). The 27 lines i 17-25 plus ii 1-18 will

6 <Footnote missing.>

247 Pindar has a difference of 4 or more in one ode in six, of 5 or more in one in ten and a
half; the chance that the two would occur in two given odes is the product of these figures, one
in 63.

8 With a column of 47 lines and a triad of 33, the two columns would overlap by 8 lines: ii 1
would be level with i 18.
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contain the beginning of S and the end of A plus the whole of E, and there
will be a metrical overlap between the two parts; either of 3 lines (i 23-5 ~ ii
1-3), giving S + E = 24, or of 6 lines (i 20-5 ~ ii 1-6), giving S + E = 21. I see
no reason to prefer either of these alternatives to the other: with the former
we might have S = 11, E = 13, triad = 35 (with a difference of 2 in Dith. 1),
with the latter S = 11, E = 10, triad = 32 (with a difference of 1 in Dith. 1);
there would be other acceptable possibilities as well.

With this arrangement everything is so straightforward that I feel pretty
confident that it is right.

There is still one alternative to consider: either the triad beginning i 17 is
the same as the triad ending at ii 18, the last of the poem; or the two triads are
not the same, the former being the penultimate triad of the ode. I do not
doubt that the second alternative is right. With the first alternative ii 19 would
be level with i 3, so that col. ii would continue for at least 19 more lines after ii
22. But the appearance of the bottom of col. ii strongly suggests that the
column ended either with ii. 22 or a line or so later. If the text continued in
the column after 22, we should have two lines of at most 15 average letters
followed by four of at most 20; I cannot call this impossible, but it does seems
to me very unlikely. Suppose the additional triad, and the column could
perfectly well end with 22 or the following line.
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Bacchylides 3. 63-77

I publish this note for the sake of my restoration of 76-7. I should have
liked at the same time to offer a restoration of the problematic 72—4, but I
have quite failed to arrive at even a tentative proposal; since however my
examination of the papyrus in London (in the British Museum, now officially
the British Library, inventory no. 733 <= P. Lit. Lond. 46>) has enabled me
to add something to earlier reports of its readings, I have thought it worth
while to print a transcript of the whole of 63—77 with a detailed account of
what I have been able to read. I give this first; I shall come only at the end to a
restoration which is the real purpose of my publication.

oco[  Jpéedadeyovcw[ Juri|
wpeydwnreiepwvhelnce|

65

levceomAéiovaypucov|
]dLﬂE,l,u/JaLBpOTwy[ ] [
lyewmapecTwoc [ ] [
Indbovwin’iawerar| ] [
[Mndurmovavdpapniov [
70 Jovewdmrpl  Jvdio| ] [
“Ixwvrenepo[  Japovcdv: |
lparéaimor| Tewv[] |
] ocepapepova [ 1. [] [
"lackomerc Bpay|
75 ] eccadeAmicun|

leprwv-odaval|

"Nocermedepn|

65. ]e: vestige of cap, and most of cross-stroke; unambiguous.

69. apniov: the papyrus now has a[p]niov; but the whole loop of p was there
when the facsimile was made (see the second plate of fragments).

< This piece dates from after the establishment of the British Library in 1973, and probably from
before 1977, as Sophocles fragments are cited from Pearson.>
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717]: the right-hand half, centred over the upright of «, of an acute accent;
the vowel it pertains to is wholly lost.

72. m: not (as Jebb, Snell) 7 changed to «, but rather (Kenyon) v changed to
: in the original ink, two uprights and a diagonal; in different ink, the cross-
stroke and a thickening of the top of the second upright. (But an original »
will have been anomalous: the diagonal not meeting the second upright, the
second upright descending unusually low.)

“]e: parts of an upright, and high above the line, on the edge of the papyrus,
a vestige of ink (0.2 mm.) at the right height for the right-hand tip of an
acute accent. The position of the accent, its right-hand edge directly above the
left-hand edge of the upright, excludes “]v "Ju “]7, admits d]¢ €]¢ 6]« 4] (and
I suppose %]t &]1), and only doubtfully admits ]4."

73. ], (at the beginning): an upright almost complete, with ink joining it
on the left 0.7 mm. above the foot: ]v or Ja: (or I suppose JAc ]8¢ Jre Ixe 1&e 1L,
if supplements could be found with ).

o [: a complete except for the tip of its tail; then at mid-letter faint vestiges
of ink which suggest (rather uncertainly) part of an upright or shallow arc
which just below them would have been in contact with the tip of the tail.

|. (at the end): below the upright at the end of 72, part of a vertical stroke
across the whole height (0.8 mm.) of a narrow strip of papyrus projecting
from the right;> no subsequent ink at this level, so presumably from a final
upright (not I think from the sometimes straight main stroke of ¢: cap and
toe could be lost above and below the strip, but the letter would then I think
be too high). After this, apparently no point at the end of the line: no point
preserved;’ a lost point would need to be clear of the final upright either by
not more than 0.2 mm. or by not less than 7.0 mm., and I can produce no

' The writer commonly puts an acute well to the right of the vowel to which it pertains, and it
normally overlaps a following v or u or 7; but I have found only two places where the overlap is
for more than half the letter (3. 82 ¢, 5. 126 éu), and even there it is far less than we should need
to suppose here. On a diphthong with « an acute normally extends appreciably beyond the «,
but exceptions are not very uncommon: our instance would be paralleled by 1. 84 ¢, 3. 64 d, 5.
88 d1,9.43 di, 13.109 &, 151 &, 14. 11 du, 18. 26 di. On 7 an acute normally goes beyond the right
of the letter; exceptions at 12. 1 (an anomalously short accent) and 17. 23 (the accent extends
just beyond the middle of the second upright, i.e. farther than it would here).

? The trace, and the strip on which it appears, can be seen in their right position not on the
papyrus itself but on the facsimile (fr. 12b, on the second plate of fragments; for once the
painting-out of the background has not trespassed on the papyrus, but has left a slight edging of
background all round the strip). On the papyrus the strip is now folded over to the right, and
one can see only its underside superimposed on the main body of the papyrus. In the top half
of the strip (c. 0.4 mm.), the papyrus is so very thin that the ink shows clearly through, and gives
at first sight the illusion of a dot on the main body of the papyrus. There is no such dot; and
Maehler’s |- (for Snell’s ] ) is mistaken.

? It can be seen from the facsimile that there is no point on the part of the surface now
obscured by the folded-over strip.
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parallel for either (the clear space before a point at line-end is normally
between 1 and 5 mm.; the least I have found is 0.7 mm., the greatest 6.5 mm.).*

74. ’la: of a, the right-hand 1.5 mm. of the main stroke; 1.0 mm. from its
end, a tiny protrusion from its upper side, in place for the not uncommon
overrunning of the understroke at the junction. Above the line, a clear trace
suiting the right-hand 0.5 mm. of an acute accent on the letter before a; on its
underside, at the edge of the papyrus, a tiny smudgy vestige of ink which
I assume to be casual (if it is not, one will need to suppose the whole to be
part of a superscript letter; I have no idea what letter, and I do not think the
supposition likely).

/: a tall diagonal stroke, occupying the space of a letter; it resembles the
stroke used in deletion, but there is no deleted letter there.

75. ]’ the right-hand part of an acute accent; below it, on a single project-
ing fibre 0.6 mm. above the foot of ¢, 0.4 mm. of ink 2.8 mm. clear of ¢
compatible with (among other things) the bottom arc of o.

77.°] .: the right-hand half of an acute accent pertaining to a letter wholly
lost; then A or 8 (most of the right-hand stroke, and clear traces of its junction
with the left-hand stroke).

oco[i] ye uév EANGS éxovcw, [o]iTi[c,
& peyaivnte Tépwv, felice
65 ¢dulev co mAelova ypucov
Ao&l]aw méwpar Bporav.
€b \éyew mdpecTw, oc-
Tic pln v maiverar,
“_.]/\7] bilmrmov dvdp’ dpriov
70 __Jiov ckamrplo]v dioc
)_

lomAS) kv Te ,ue'po[c e"Xovr]a Movcdv

o ckomeic: Bpax[ds duuw aldv,
75 7relpldecca & élmic vm| viénua
lcapleplowv: 6 & dvalipdppryé
éxaBd]Noc elme Dépn[Toc viL
“Ovarov edvra xpn Siddpovc dééew

»
yvul)pcac, gTL K’T)\.

* After final a (of which there is no question here) the clear space is to be reckoned from the
apex: the tail of the letter (which is often prolonged) may continue beneath and beyond the
point.
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69. Apollo saved Kroisos because of the magnificence of his gifts to Pytho
(61-2). From Kroisos’ gifts Bacchylides has moved over immediately to
Hieron’s; in the praise of Hieron that follows, Herwerden’s fcogi]A7) is
evidently appropriate, and I cannot doubt it, despite the juxtaposition of
(Beo)pur and $piA(vrmov). I find no other word that might suit: the only sense
I could give to évre]dy (and that with no confidence) would be ‘of full
excellence’ or the like,” and I look for something more specific in this list
of Hieron’s merits; dazfe] Ay ‘lavish’ (of a person) I suppose to be out of the
question for early lyric.

70. This is Zeus as the source and guarantor of Hieron’s royal power, as II.
9.98-9 kai Tot Zevc éyyvdAile | cknmrpdy 7 146 Béuictac. We need an epithet
appropriate to him in this function: certainly not Nairn’s ew]iov, but rather
Blass’s refu]{ov (even though it be unexampled of Zeus); except that I should
expect the form in Bacchylides to be not Pindar’s 7éfu.oc but 8écuioc (cf. now
the lyric fragment [Simonides?] SLG 390. 7 16écpiov).

72-3. 1 have no idea what is being said. At the end of 73, ] (from the last
letter of the line) is 0.7 mm. of vertical stroke, towards the bottom of the
letter; of possible final letters it would fit not only « 5 v but also ¢ (one of the
writer’s narrow sigmas, the main stroke mostly upright, the cap and foot
narrow enough to fall wholly within the lacuna). After this letter, no point is
preserved (Maehler’s ]- is a misprint for ] ); it is not perhaps quite impossible
that a point was written and has been lost, but I think it very unlikely indeed.

74. 1 can account for the epewval of the commentary only on the
supposition (suggested by Lobel) that it is the imperative épedva paraphrasing
an imperative cxdmet, with the ckomeic of the text a miswriting. I can do
nothing with other interpretations of epevval (the noun épevva; a verbal form
such as épevvdl[re, épevvdl [cai’).

In the text —v Ja ckom-, in the commentary | ara epevva: one neuter plural
paraphrased by another? Lloyd-Jones (CR 8 [1958], 18) suggests dv]vard as a
paraphrase of Jebb’s «xaipi]a: not a very exact paraphrase, but I have nothing
better to offer.

Apart from the diagonal stroke described above, no sign of punctuation
after cromeic. I should expect the last words to be an independent ‘life is
short’, whether Blass’s Bpay[idc écrwv aldv or Jebb’s Bpax[vc dupww alaw. If
they were, then either a point has been swallowed up in the deletion (the

® Not the ‘in authority’ argued for by Fraenkel at A. Ag. 105: Bacchylides would not anticipate
here the indication of Hieron’s power in 70.

¢ The writer is unlikely to have meant épevvdc: eight such iotas written correctly, one perhaps
intrusive (fr. 7. 10 ovrw:[), none omitted (unless fr. 20. 7 ]Awdia[ is ]Aw<:> and not [A\w).

7 T have restored the commentary as §7. Auyoxpdl[vioc Tjuw écriv 6 Bio]c; 1 should think this
juw as compatible 