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Summary

The traditional reconstructions of the poet’s hifc and of cpinikian
performance based on Pindar’s first-person stalemenis msread the
texts by overlooking the critical rhetorical component of such pro-
fessions. Narratology affords a more sober perspective on the pro-
blem, insofar as it distinguishes between several narrative func-
tions implicit in the idea of speaker.

FIRST-PERSON STATEMENTS IN PINDAR: A HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM

The precise nature of first-person statements in the epinikia has long
been the subject of scholarly debate. In the tast thirty years, critical approa-
ches have oscillated between two antithetic positions: a historicist methodo-
logy. which pretends to reconstruct aspects of the poet’s life using the odes as
evidence, and the radical formalism of Bundy and his followers, which demes
any personal content to these poems beyond their encomiastic purpose’. The
discussion among Anglo-American scholars began with Lefkowitz’s detailed
and systematic analysis of Pindat’s first-person statements”. Under the im-
pact of Bundy's work. she later revised and corrected her conclusions; but
her historicist approach set the tone for the discussion even if her individual

" This aniclc. based on a doctoral thesis defended at Stanford University in 1996. is
the kerncl of a broader project on poetry and persuasion in Pindar which I hope to
publish shortly.

' For a dctailed account of Pindaric scholarship in the 20th century through the 1960s.
¢f Young (1970).

“ Lefkowitz (1963),
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claims did not always earn universal approval. To this day, Lefkowitz’s ex-
tensive work on Pindar’s poetic “I” has become a necessary reference, not
only for its influence but because it itlustrates, in its various fluctuations in
the course of time, the evolution undergone by Pindanc scholarship in the last
three decades.

In her study of Pindar’s first-person statements, Lefkowitz catalo-
gued and interpreted a collection of passages from both epinikian and non-
epinikian poems. Independently of the conclusions of her monograph,
perhaps its most momentous consequence lay n the tacit assumption that the
person whose viewpoint is expressed in the odes must be the same person
who performs them. At the end of her study, Lefkowitz explamed the diffe-
rence between choral songs and epinikia by reference to their respective
speakers:

«The occasion of the song thus determines who will sing
it: the chorus speaks only in songs intended for a specific commu-
nal purpose. the poet on occasions of international sigmificance.
There is no intermixture of the two types; in choral songs the cho-
rus speaks throughout, and in the epinician odes which we have
considered, Pindar is the only speaker»’.

Lefkowitz concentrated on establishing neat typological distinctions
in Pindar’s “T” statements and argued for the existence of a personal, a bar-
dic, and a choral “I”. However, immediately after the publication of her
monograph, a complete transformation began to take place in the field under
the influence of Bundy’s work. Scholars, alerted to the existence of a
‘grammar of choral lyric’, busied themselves in tracing the rhetorical compo-
nents of Pindar’s style, and this naturally mvolved uncovering the fictional
ingredients of his self-representation as well. Young, in his Three Odes of
Pindar, convincingly exposed the rhetorical nature of certain first-person
passages previously interpreted as the poet’s confession of his own personal
preferences. In Young’s words, they were instances of the «first person in-
definite, 1.e., the poet, by stating what he will do or hopes to do, suggests
what intelligent people, often the laudandus in particular, do or ought to do»”.
Slater followed suit i an article in which he catalogued various tropes by

* Lefkowitz (1963) 225.
* Young (1969) 58-59. The figure is common in Greek lyric: cf. Winkler (1987) for
what he called a «sharable point of view» in Sappho’s poetry.
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which Pindar addresses himself and defined the poet’s “T” as «a vague com-
bination of Pindar, chorus, and chorus-leader’. The idea that Greek lyric was
a field for the progressive expression of the poet’s “I” was gradually discre-
dited®, and so were the attending suppositions that the epinikia showed traces
of Pindar’s biography or gave voice to his innermost emotions’.

When Lefkowitz later re-examined first-person statements, she dis-
claimed her previous interpretation and considered these passages to repre-
sent «autobiographical fictions»®. Bundy’s methodology, which by then had
won over most scholars in the field, had produced incontrovertible evidence
of a strong rhetorical component in Pindar’s style and thus made her previous
historicist position untenable. But her recantation only summarily explored
the fictional dimension of Pindar’s “T”, as its main purpose was to readjust

* Slater {1969) 89. (f. also his footnote ad loc.: «It must not be forgotten that €ye)
may include cven the victor. so H, Frankel, D & P. p. 543, and. more exactly, Bundy.
Studia Pindarica, 2, 69».

® Nevertheless. some scholars continued to work within the older paradigm. derived
ultimately from the Geistesgeschichte tradition: ¢f Tsagarakis (1977). Rejection of
this model figurcs prominently in recent studies; ¢f. Slings (1990) 28: «The Greek
lyric poets tried desperately to become the equals of their epic colleagues. and they
were successful. But the ingenuousness and spontaneity of lyric song got lost in the
process. As they took over the epic poet’s claims to truthfulness and wisdom. as their
songs became more and more public, destined for the community as a whole. of which
they sct themselves up as a new class of teachers, the personal 1" faded away. When
all is said and donce. the history of the “T” in Greek lync is a process of depersonaliza-
tions.

 Wilamowitz's Pindaros (1922) and Bowra's Pindar (1964) are cgregious cxponents
of this historicist-biographical trend. Lloyd-Jones (1972) struck a moderate note in
his evaluation of Bundy’s influence: «He emphatically warned (his rcaders) against
laking it for granted that all or most difficultics of infcrpretation are to be explained by
supposing the existence of a personal or historical allusion» {o. ¢, 16). and furher:
«We should indeed guard against assuming that the poetic personality that appears in
Pindar’s writings corresponds ai all points with the poet’s character (...) but we should
not forget that Pindar was a human being writing for other human beings in a parti-
cular and individual historical and social environment» (o. c., 17).

¥ This rcassessment. in line with the Bundyist rhetorical approach. resulted in a fun-
damentally different understanding of the first person in the epinikia; ¢f. Lefkowits
(1980) 48: «Perhaps. more than anything else. it is the prominence of the “I" that
keeps us intercsted in Pindar’s poctry. But if, as [ have argued. the “I” is not histori-
cal. what can we learn from it? | would suggest that Pindar found in the abstract,
impersonal nature of the poet’s first-person statement an opportunity to describe for
his audience the gencral meaning of a victor's achievement».
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and salvage her original claims from the charge of biographism. Thereafter,
her preference for positive facts over rhetonic caused her interests to evolve
from the issue of poetic self-representation to the more tangible problem of
epimkian performance. Thus, after a brief Bundyist mterlude, Lefkowitz’s
work reverted to historicist criteria, only now the subject of her inquiry chan-
ged from Pindar’s persona to the manner in which his poems were perfor-
med. Resuming the thread of her orniginal argument, she claimed that Pindar’s
“I” represented a single speaker; furthermore, she argued that if Pindar is the
only speaker of the odes, then he must also be their sole performer. This
contention, which lies at the heart of her argument in favor of solo epinikian
performance, is already implicit in the terms of her first study’. As late as
1991, and desptte the weighty arguments in favor of understanding the first
person in the odes as a multifaceted fiction, Lefkowitz insisted that the intent
of her work on the topic had always been to disprove the fallacy that shifts in
speaker are possible in the epinikia'”

Scholars have lately struck a more balanced note that tempers the
reconstructive zeal of the historicists by consciously stressing the rhetorical
complexities of Pindar’s poetry. Among them, Bremer has recently analyzed
Pindar’s first-person statements anew and classified them n five categories.
In his opinion, most such statements refer to Pindar’s offictal poetic persona,
which of course 1s quite different from his biographical self. However, he
also has found reasons to attribute several disputed passages to a variety of
other sources: the first person indefinite, the chorus, the victor himself, and,

* Lefkowitz (1963) 236: «In the light of this evidence, it is difficult to explain why
epinikia (italics in the original) were usually performed by choruscs, in spite of their
subject matter. and in spite of the fact that the poet spcaks in his own person throu-
ghout». Nowhcre does Lefkowitz cxplain what exactly she understands by “speaker’. a
term that becomes equivocal in the context of oral poctry.

" Lefkowitz (1991) v-ix. echoing her first monograph: «Therefore to allow the chorus
1o speak in odes like / 7 or 77 5 would violate what we have observed to be an otherwi-
se consistent principle, that there is no change of spcaker within an epinikion or a
purc choral song» (Lefkowitz [1963] 235). From her words, it is difficult 10 ascertain
to what a degree she believes she has accomplished this objective. Moreover. besides
being flawed by terminological imprecision. her approach is not at all conclusive:
recent attempts to identify the speaker of the I statements, in line with her single
speaker theory. have nevertheless argued on the contrary that the first person in the
cpinikia regularly refers to the chorus not the poet; ¢f Anzai (1994). For reviews of
Lefkowitz (1991). which collects her articles on Pindar with some revisions, of. Mor-
gan {1992) and Robbins (1993).
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rarely, «the individual Pindar from Thebes»''. Most tecently, D’ Alessio has
further supported this understanding with a detailed account of the impossi-
bilities that result if we insist that the individual Pindar is the only speaker in
the odes'”. Both these studies seek to overcome the strict dichotomy of old
between poet and chorus and to restore to Pindar’s “I” its polyvalent rhetori-
cal dimension. Despite Bremer’s frank recognition of the paradoxical outco-
me of his study, his approach is fruitful insofar as it eschews the positivistic
insistence on a single answer and recovers Pindar’s poetics as the ultimate
criterion in the first-person debate. In his analysis, two contradictions account
for the poet’s ‘paradoxical ego’:

«l. Pindar applies a poetical form which had traditionally been
used to express collective religious thoughts and emotions of the
polis, to convey the concepts, conceits and feclings addressed by
himsclf as an individual poet to his individual patron.

2. Pindar uscs the first person singular throughout his epinicia, but
there is hardly anything in all these first person stalementis which
throws light upon the human being Pindar» ",

Thus it seems that, despite Lefkowitz’s efforts, scholarship has gra-
dually returned to the position articulated by Slater in 1969. Both her biogra-
phical interpretation of Pindar’s first-person statements and her single-
speaker theory have been duly chailenged and refuted; nevertheless, her as-
similation of the odes’ author to their performer still underlies much of the
present discussion. Even sober critics like D’ Alessio, who has nghtly indica-
ted that «the chorus/poet theory oversimplifies the problem»'*, unwittingly
perpetuate the confusion through equivocal language'. Much of the ambi-
guity derives from the very word ‘speaker’, a term which has been employed
rather loosely 1n the recent performance debate, and which encompasses at
least three different concepts: the author of the odes, the person whose
viewpoint is expressed, and the performer. Fostered by terminological impre-

"' Bremer (1990) 45.
" D" Alessio (1994) 122-23 on Pythian 5: Frinkel (1975) 427. n. 2; contra, Lefkowitz
(1963) 230-32.

" Bremer (1990) 50.

YD Alessio (1994). 126.

" In conncction with Isthm. 2, 45-46. he states that the injunction to Nikasippos
«clearly impilies that the speaker is not present at the performance» (0. ¢.. 121).



152 Michael J. Schmid

cision, the continuous misinterpretation of the speaker as a person instead of
a rhetorical construct accounts for much of the confusion created by critics in
attempting to explain Pindar’s first-person statements. It was precisely this
uncritical approach that allowed Lefkowitz to progress from the conclusions
of her original biographical historicism to the solo hypothesis of her later
work: if the odes only have one author, and only express his single perspecti-
ve, they might as well be performed solo by the poet himself'®,

In the performance controversy, Lefkowitz’s critics have opposed her
claims without denouncing the terminological ambivalence on which they
rest. Independently of its individual conclusions, the effect of the polemic was
to accept her terms and sanction a positivistic turn in the first-person debate.
In a sense, the focus on the speaker was justified in view of the spoken nature
of epinikian poetry, but the attempt to explain Pindar’s “I” by reference to
performance only confused the 1ssue instead of clanfying it. The distinction
between speaker as author and speaker as expressed viewpoint relates to the
composition of the odes and therefore precedes their performance. Conside-
ring whether it was Pindar or the choregos or the chorus who actually uttered
the first-person statements merely adds a further complication to the problem:
it calls for rretrievable evidence and raises questions that we can hardly ans-
wer and that, moreover, would make little sense to the audience who
witnessed the epimikion. In the final analysis, the definition of Pindar’s poetic
“T” by recourse to performance attempts to explain obscura per obscuriora.

It 1s essential, therefore, to take full account of Pindar’s authonal
fictions before attempting to read stage directions into the poems. Multiple
ingredients, traditional as well as possibly personal, converge in the poet’s
self-representation, and these must be exposed and rightly assessed before
employing them to reconstruct a hypothetical performance. Few genres of
poetry were as socially determined as the epimkian, and few had such a clear
program to fulfill"’. By extension, if the poem was to serve at all as effective

'* Although her disregard for preliminary definitions muddles her discussion of cpini-
kian performance and vitiates the conclusions of the solo hypothesis. it is nonetheless
true that Lefkowitz’s work has madc an important contribution to Pindaric studics in
exposing unwarranted assumptions regarding the performance. of choral lvric. cf
Davics (1988).

" Besides reporting details of the athletic victory and its celebration, the odes under-
took to accord their patrons undying rcputation: ¢f Bremer (1990) 56: «The perfor-
mance of the epinician ode was certainly considered to be the climax of the festivitics
that followed an athletic victory at the Games, in itself such a transient experience.
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propaganda, the /audator should devote less attention to the particular cir-
cumstances of the victory than to its general implications. As a crossbreed of
ancient sports chronicle and hero-cult hymn, the victory ode strikes us as an
odd creation with a penchant for fusing fact and fiction; and 1t 1s precisely this
rhetorical texture of the odes, determined by the constraints of the epinikian
program, that tums Pindar’s self-representation into a literary conceit which
becomes positively impossible in performance. Thus, it i1s small wonder that
his poetic persona should baffle literal-minded critics, for it 1s only partially
anchored m the circumstances of the epinikion’s inaugural performance.

NARRATORS AND FOCALIZERS

As emerges from my previous discussion, the debate on the first-
person in Pindar’s odes has reached a virtual standstill due to the positivistic
terms in which it has been conducted. Only recently have critics begun to rea-
lize that this indeterminacy may actually be a deliberate effect of the victory
ode, designed as it was for reperformance in various different contexts'®. In
any case, their discussion has not exhausted the issue insofar as the rhetorical
intent of this construct —Pindar’s “I"— has scarcely been explored to date; in
the following pages 1 will attempt to bring to light several specifically narrati-
ve maneuvers that have escaped scholars’ perception of Pindar’s poetic per-
sona.

In recent years, new theoretical approaches have been applied to
gauge the fictional dimension of Pindar’s self-representation and thus restore
the full richness and subtlety of a fundamental aspect of his poetics that were
lost in the performance debate'. Along those same lines, this article intends
to reexamine the first person in the epinikia in the light of narrative theory and
concentrates on the figure of the speaker in the odes™.

The song was meant to give resonance o the victory through space and time, and thus
1o provide immortal fame».

""Morgan (1993} 12: Lefkowitz (1995) 139.

" Felson-Rubin {1984) and (1987) apply semiotic theory to the epinikia; Morgan
(1993) dwells on the specific context and potential of oral performance.

U1 base my approach on narrative theory as expounded by Genette (1980), refined by
Rimmen-Kenan (1983) and Bal (1985), and applied to the [liad by de Jong (1987).
The epinikia, it might be argued. are not primarily a narrative text. This objection,
however, concerns their purpose rather than their content, and therefore does not
preclude thetr format analysis as narrative. Most odes do include a narrative section in
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Perhaps the most useful apphcation of narratology to the analysis of
epinikian fictions involves its distinction between two functions latent in the
concept of speaker. In much Pindanc scholarship, ‘speaker’ 1s loosely emplo-
yed as meaning something like the source of the first-person statements: an
undifferentiated term that encompasses the spheres of composition and per-
formance alike. As we have seen, this kind of confusion between internal and
external aspects of the text may eventually tead to questionable extrapolations
from the poetry’s fictions to its hypothetical setting. Narratology, on the other
hand, is circumscribed to textual analysis: its concem is the presentation of
the story, i.e., narrative structure. In the 1dea of speaker, narratology distin-
guishes between two functions, the narrator and the focalizer; the distinction
may seem a subtle one, but it is not without consequence. Both terms refer to
functions of the narrative rather than persons: the narrator presents the story
and the focalizer provides the point of view through which the story 1s told.
As de Jong states:

«Every narrative must have a narrator and a focalizer,
whether they become “perceptible” in the text or not, We, the hea-
rer/reader, are always confronted with a filtered view, Le. sclection
and evaluation, of the events and this filtering is duc to a focalizer.
For this vision to become accessible to us, it must be put into words
by a narratom”

Narration and focalization do not always coincide as functions of the
same character. Furthermore, these functions need not always remain cons-
tant in a text, as a narrative may be presented by any number of alternating
narrators and focalizers. In the case of the epinikia, Pindar is their primary

the Myth (thirty-seven of the total forty-five odes). The Naming Complex and Victor
Praise sections also frequently involve an account of the victor's exploits or a narrati-
ve exposition of the inspiring heritage of his family or homeland. Moreover, Pindar
often incorporates in his verses explicit references to several aspects of the ode’s gene-
sis, ranging from its commissioning to its performance, as if he were reenacting the
process through which his poetry comes to light. Besides these passages, which cons-
titute a narrative about the poem within the poem itself (i.e.. a metanarrative), the
Poet’s Task part often includes Pindar’s antobiographical fictions, many of which also
involve detailed narrative. For working definitions of narrative, ¢/, Benveniste (1971)
208-209 and Greimas-Courtés (1979) 247-250; for the parts of epinikion, ¢f Hamilion
(1974) 14-17.

' de Jong (1987) 32-33.
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narrator and focalizer®. Occasionally, however, he steps aside from his na-
rrative preeminence and allows the story to be presented in the words or
through the eyes of some mythic character. Whenever the poet reports the
perspective of a god or a hero he resorts to narrative embedding; the same
occurs whenever gods and heroes speak using direct speech. Theoretically,
there 1s no limit to embedding: the author might relay the words of a charac-
ter, who i turn may report the words of a second character, and so on ad
infinitum. This effect of mise en abime only rarely occurs in the odes, yet
simple narrative embedding 1s a pervasive feature of their style. Epintkian
characters frequently speak in the first person and thus become subordinate
narrators and focalizers submerged in Pindar’s overarching narrative. Pin-
dar’s “I” permeates his poetry”™, and yet, at a very basic level, we can already
affirm that not all “I”" statements in the epinikia refer to Pindar the poet from
Thebes.

The following taxonomy covers and explains the different narrative
situations occuring n the epimkia. T illustrate my definitions with passages
from Pythian 4, the longest and narratologically most complex ode in the
extant Pindaric corpus, which comprises all the different types of narrative
situations that also occur individually in other epinikia.

l. Text: an external NF presents the events and persons of the story. In
the epinikia, this external narrator would be Pindar in his official poe-
tic persona. Typical mstances of this situation occur in the Naming
Complex and Victor Praise parts: maigi TovTots dydoor Bdik
ueEpos TApkeailas/ T per CATS e d Te TTule kddos &
apdr kT oo Eroper/ immodpopias (Pyth. 4, 65-67).

2. Secondary focalization, or indirect speech: an external NF embeds in
his text the perspective of one of the characters, who thus functions
as an intemal secondary focalizer. This narrative situation occurs
whenever Pindar reports the words of a character in indirect speech
or otherwise reproduces hisher viewpoint. A conspicuous example is
the brief passage at the very end where Pindar describes his ode as it
might be focalized by Damophilos: kai ke pubowé’. omolay,

** For the sake of brevity, I henceforth abridge the combination of narrator and focali-
2eT as NF.

= As D" Alessio (1994) 117 notes. only two of the total forty-five odes. Nemean 2 and
Isthmian 3. do not have any first-person forms,
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‘Apkeciha,/ clpe mayar dpPpocior méwv, mpdodator GRpa
Eevwbels (Pyth. 4, 298-99). Secondary focalization is the most recu-
rrent type of narrative embedding in the odes; it occurs often, may
exteng for a considerable length, and even bring an entire ode to a
close™.

3. Speeches, or direct style: an external pnmary narrator-focalizer em-
beds in his text a speech by a character, who thus functions as an in-
ternal secondary NF. Such are the speeches by gods and heroes,
usually framed in the text by the appropriate verbs and enclosed n
quotation marks in modemn editions. There are many examples in
Pythian 4, a third of which is in fact in direct speech; the last instance
occurs when king Aietas imposes a final labor on Jason: écimey 8°
wdc* “Tour” Epyor Bactieds,/ boTis dpxel vads, ¢Lol TeAéoals
apbeTor oTpwpvdr dyéobn,/ koas alyhdcr xpuoce Ouodry”
(Pyth. 4, 229-31). Speeches are not exceedingly common in the odes,
but they offer indisputable evidence to the effect that the performer(s)
did not necessarily always sing in propria persona throughout the
epinikia, but impersonated characters as well,

4. Tertiary focalization: an intemnal secondary NF embeds in his speech
the focahization of another character, who thus functions as a tertiary
focalizer. This situation occurs whenever a character reports in his
speech the words of another character; it is the most complex type of
narrative embedding found in the epinikia. An examplie of tertiary fo-
calization occurs when king Pelias, in the middle of his speech to Ja-
son, mentions an oracle he received from Apollo: “pcpdrrevpar 8’
emi Kaoralig,) €l peTahAaTor T Kol @S TAX0S OTpUel e
TeUxely val mopmdr” (Pyth. 4, 163-64). In this case we have a triple

# A prominent instance of secondary focalization occurs at the end of Nemean 1, in
the form of a prophecy by Teiresias to Amphitryon concerning the future exploits of
his son Herakles. The entire passage takes up the last twelve lines of the ode: 6 8¢ ot
dpdle kat warTl ortpat®, Tolals OWwAoer Tixms./ docovs pér ér xépow
ktaruv,/ dogous 66 movTw Bfipas didpodikas,.. kTA. (Nem. 1, 61-72}). In such cases,
Pindar figuratively transports his audience into the mythic world without bringing
them back to the epinikian world of their immediate surroundings, furthermore, ins-
tead of finishing with a strong authorial closure, he lets his song conclude by replica-
ting the words of some mythic character.
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frame of narrators and focalizers: Pindar 1s the external primary NF,
whose ode reproduces the speech of Pelias (internal secondary NF),
which in turn reports Apollo’s oracular response (internal tertiary fo-
calizer),

Pindar is, as the author of the odes, their pnmary external NF.
However, because he often describes himself as an actor n the narrative, he
becomes an internal NF of the poem as well. The duality of internal and ex-
ternal 1s, naturally, the essental feature of first-person literature. More 1m-
portantly, the distance between outside and inside 1s the space where fictions
become possible n self-representation. Positivistic readings of the epinikia
postulate an exact correspondence between both realms: Pindar’s poetic per-
sona would thus be an accurate reflection of Pindar the historical author and
performer, There are evident problems involved in such a proposal: we know
nothing of Pindar apart from the mformation contained i the odes, and the-
refore all reconstructions are conjectural and cannot be adduced as eviden-
ce”. On the other hand, instead of positing a strict identity of historical author
and poetic persona, narratological analysis explores and illustrates how Pin-
dar exploits the various possibilities opened by the distance between his ex-
ternal and internal narrative selves.

To sum up, besides Pindar’s-double function as external and internal
NF, a vanety of speaking characters, both mythic and historical, assume na-
rrative functions n the victory odes: as many as five kinds of narrators and
focalizers, representing three levels of narrative embedding, may alternate in
presenting the story, although rarely do all of them appear in one single
epinikion:

1) Pindar as author (external NF);
26

.

2) Pindar as performer (intemal primary NF)

3) metaphornical speakers drawn from the environ-ment of the pre-
sent celebration (internal secondary focatizers);

“* As mentioned above, Wilamowitz’s biography of Pindar has long been discredited
on this basis: ¢f. Bremer (1990) 49: «He ook too much of this biography. if not all.
from the “["-instances in Pindar's poems, without supporting external evidence, and
then again used it. as if it were external evidence, to explain other passages».

“* This persona exists independently of who actually performed the odes; it is a narra-
tive function that occurs every lime Pindar describes himself as undenaking an action
in the poem. ¢.g.. in the Poet’s Task part.
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4) poets quoted by Pindar. They function as intermal secondary NFs
when they are quoted verbatim, and as internal secondary focali-
zers when cited indirectly;

5) gods and heroes from the past (intemal secondary NFs in direct
speech; otherwise, internal secon-dary focalizers and, occasio-
nally, tertiary focalizers).

In the light of this classification, 1t is easy to understand how referen-
ce to the performance of the odes becomes a complicating factor. By assu-
ming that Pindar himself sang the epinikia®, the distance between primary
external and internal NF seems to disappear™: the poet is both the author
and the performer of the poem. If, on the contrary, we imagine that he en-
trusted performance 1o a chorus master™, the primary internal NF becomes
problematic, as the author is not the performer. Who, then, is the speaker,
Pindar or the chorodidaskalos? The question is impossibly ambiguous. In
order to resolve the quandary, certain scholars involved i the poet/chorus
polemic factored in the ode’s setting, thereby making the question relate to
audience response™. Inevitably, the literal interpretation of Pindar’s first-
person statements produces troubiesome contradictions and raises questions
that are both unanswerable and largely irrelevant for our understanding of his
poetry. On the other hand, several features indicate that his self-portrayal
owes as much to poetic license as it does to factual representation. To these
we must now turn our attention.

EPINIKIAN POLYPHONY: METAPHOR, MYTH, TRADITION

Pythian 12, composed to celebrate a triumph in the aulos contest,
narrates how Athena fashioned this musical art by interweaving the dire death
chant of the three Gorgons: Tdv woTe/ [Madhas édelpe  Opacerdr

*" Lefkowitz (1988), Heath (1988), Heath and Lefkowitz (1991): contra Carey (1989),
Burnett (1989), Carey (1991).

% Although, as explained above, _t_hl§_1d§n_t1_t_\_, __1_s_r_13yer_compl_ete <f. Selden (1992) 498:

«The deconstruction of identity is a perennial gesture in first-person literature».

* Olympian 6, 87-92, and Isthmian 2, 47-48 contain explicit injunctions to what seem
to be their respective choregoi.

* .., whom did they understand to be represented by the “I” statements?
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<["opyorm> [ othor Bprivor dtamiéEara’ "Abdva (Pyth. 12, 6-8). Based
on its mythic ongin, Pindar goes on to call Athena’s invention «the full-
voiced music of flutes»” ', whereas, he claims, the goddess herself named it a
«many-headed nome»”’.

In a sense, the goddess® musical creation 15 emblematic of Pindar’s
own process of epmikian composition. Despite his frequently eloguent dis-
plays of authonal pride, the distribution of discourse in the odes hardly re-
flects an exclusive 1dea of its origin. Pindar 1s not the only source of speech;
on the contrary, he presents his poetry as the result of incorporating and as-
similating  different strands of mythic and traditional tales in his own autho-
ntative verston. Just as he allows the anonymous voice of folklore to
introduce an ode’s myth, so at times he lets gods or heroes present the story
through their own perspective. Traditional and mythic voices naturally have a
subordinate narrative status, but this does not entail that their stories are less
valid or truthful than Pindar’s; otherwise, the poet freely exercises his edito-
nal function and purges the noxious elements, much as Athena softened the
grim chant of the Gorgons and transformed it into a thing of beauty’™ On
account of the many strains he weaves into his songs, Pindar’s poetry 1s in all
respects as polyphonic as the goddess’ many-headed music.

In the first place, several metaphors suggest that the proclamation of
athletic achievement is not Pindar’s sole privilege. On occasion, the victor 1s
portrayed as the one who proclaims the glory of his clan and fatherland, al-
though i reality such announcements were reserved to the judges of the Ga-
mes: Ta OC KolAg AdovTos/ €v BabvoTépis vdmg kdpule Onpar/
tmrrodpop{a kpatéwr (Isth. 3, 11-13). The trope may be a metaphor, but
nonetheless it partially fulfills an essential task of the epinikion, which is to
record the victor’s personal data in the Naming Complex. According to this
conceit, the poet’s song follows the lead of previous utterances: it is a further
Instance, albeit the crowning one, in the circulation of speech set in motion by
the victory. Aiternatively, responsibility for originating the ode may be assig-
ned not to the poet but to a god, such as Poseidon”; likewise, in several ins-

T adhév... nduderor péros (Pyth. 12, 19).

Faviacer kedakdy woAkdy vépor (Pyih. 12, 23),

* Pindar cxpressly alludes to editing myths in Of. 1. 36-89, O1. 9, 29-41, Nem. 5. 14-
18: ¢f p. 11. infra.

& wumTip 8¢ yas Oyxnotor olkéwy/ kai yédupar Tovtidda mpd Kopirlou
Telxewr/ TOVEC Topmy yereq OaupaoTov bpvov/ ék hexdur dudyea ddpav wa-
dav [/ edkdéen epywr (Isth. 4, 19-23).
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tances the Muses or the Graces are credited with collaborating to various de-
grees of involvemnent in the poet’s song™. While it is true that these referen-
ces are all metaphorical, nevertheless they illustrate the poet’s flexibility in
adjusting his tone to the demands of the occasion, either stressing or glossing
over his individual authorship according to the specific requirements of each
ode.

Besides these metaphoric depictions of joint authorship, Pindar re-
veals his polyphonic aspiration by integrating in his epinikia voices from
folklore and poetic tradition in the form of proverbs, popular tales, and quotes
from earlier poetry™®. He has few quibbles in openly borrowing from other
poets, but can also freely resort to secondary focalization without expressly
mentioning names or sources. Usually, speeches and explicit focalizations
appear at key moments in the narrative in order to foreshadow or confirm
Pindar’s own focalization. They also offer a prestigious pedigree for his ver-
sion of myths in the public domain, which, as a result, appear not as the pro-
duct of his gratuitous onginality but rather as common knowledge endorsed
by tradition.

Pythian 6 exempiifies the transmission of traditional wisdom from
ancient times to Pindar’s days. The ideological kemel of the poem, the ful-
fillment of filial duties, is introduced as Chiron’s advice to the young Achi-
lles: avy Tor oxebun 1y ¢l dckLa xeLpos, opbar dycrs chnpooivar./ Td
ToT €y olpeor davti poyarooharet/ Pulipas uvidr  opdavilopd v/
ITnketdg mapaivcnrr pdhota pév Kpovidav,, Bapboma oTepomdr Ke-
pavray Te TpuTw/ Bewr oéPcobarr TalTas o PR worc Tpds/
apelpcy yoréwr Biov wempompéror (Pyth. 6, 19-27). As an illustration of
this 1deal filial piety, Pindar further adduces the example of Antilochos, who
«bought his father’s rescue at the price of his own death»’’. It has been ar-
gued that Chiron’s presence indicates the direct influence of a traditional gen-

FOL 7 T-100 kol Eye vékTap xutér. Mowodr Séow, deBhoddpors/ dibpday
TETw, YAUKUY Kapwov éperds./ Ldokopal/ Oivpwig ol T¢ wmxavTeocr,
CYf. also Isthm. 5. 21-22, 39-42. and 46-50 for a similarly diffuse representation of
authorship.

* pindar’s fondness for intertcxtual references even leads to a playful self-quote in
Olympian 3; ¢l & dploredel per Wwp, kTcdrur B8 Xpuots alBotéoTaTos, KTA,
(Ol 3, 42, paraphrasing Olympian 1. 1-2: dpavor por bdap, o 8¢ xpuoos alBope-
vou wip/ dTe diampémer vukTi peydvopos €Eoxa wholmon).

Mapiare pev SavdTolo kouddr matpés (Pyvth. 6. 39).
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re of advice poetry™; thus, Pythian 6 would embody non-epinikian models
resurfacing in epinikian garb: Pindar repeats the Centaur’s precept and
applies it to praise his patron Xenokrates, whereas the latter’s son Thras-
yboulos is commended not for his athletic accomplishments but for following,
mutatis mutandis, an epic paradigm of virtue. The poet administers the wis-
dom of the ancients, as if dealing it out from the «storehouse of songs»’ he
professes to erect in homage to Xenokrates, and apphes it as the supreme
value and measure of contemporary excellence®.

The authority of folk tales frequently supports Pindar’s idiosyncratic
rendering of myths and helps to explain some of the local traditions attached
to them. Often a reference to these authorless tales, introduced by a simple
Adyorn or ¢avT(, turns the narrative in a new direction and initiates the
Myth. Thus, in Olympian 7 it is the «old tales of men» that aver the myth
of the birth of the island of Rhodes: davti &' dvfpeimur Tadmal! prows.,
obTw, OT¢ xBdra datéovto Zevs To kai abdvaTtor. davepay €y me-
Adycr TPOdor Epper movtlp,/ arpupols o' év Bévbeoy kekpudbar (Ol 7,
54-57). As the story continues, its focalizer remains uncertain until line 76,
when Pindar reverts to the present by mentioning the local celebrations mn
honor of Tlapolemos“. A similar stance 1s adopted in Nemean 3, where Pin-

™ On the Cheironos Iypothékai and embedded genres in Greek poelry. ¢f Martin
(1984) and Kurke (1988) and (1990).

e tnoaupds (Pyvth. 6, 7).

“’in Pythian 9. Pindar likewise resorts to a proverbial saying, attributed to the Old
Man of the Sea, o justifv his praise of the victorious Telesikrates: ¢l diros doTov,
o TS dridas. 70y v Ewd meTovapévor <l pi Adyor PAdmTer ddlowo
YéporTos KpunitéTm/ keivos alvely kai vov <(xOpor/ wavit Bupy aolv te Bikq
kahd pélovt’ évvemer (Pyth. 9, 93-96). Invoking the authority of these prestigious
masters of truth has the effect of endorsing Pindar's claims by presenting his poetry as
thc continuation of ancient wisdom: in this golden chain of wise men. he is the
newest link. His poetry poses as a moral response 1o the best traditional values of his
society from ancient times onward; if {here is any justification at all to consider Pindar
a traditional poet. it is less on account of his artistry than because of the moral genea-
logy he claims for his poetic office. Thal Pindar was conscious of the traditional in-
centive for poets 10 be inventive (¢f. Theognis 769-772) is evident from Nemszan 8:
ToTapar 81 woool koldous, dumeéor Ty 7 ddpcr./ ToAG yap ToAkd A{AckTal,
reapa & (EcvpdrTa Sopcy Pacduw/ s CAeyyor, dnas kivduros (Nem. 8, 19-21).
Cf also OL 9. 4749: dyap’ éméar oduy olpor Mylr/ atvcl 8¢ wahaov pép
olvor, drbea 8 Upvwl/ vawTépen.

" Uncertain focalizations occur ias well n Isthm. 8, 46a-56 and Nem. 5. 25-39, which
reproduce the songs of poets on the Trojan war and the song of Apollo and the Muses



162 Michael J. Schmid

dar pretends merely to be passing on a tradition concerning Achilles’ educa-
tion at the hands of Chiron: Aeyduevor 8¢ Totto mpotépwy/ €mos €xw
(Nem. 3, 52-53)*2. By and large, Pindar generally relies on the authority of
these ancient legends when it comes to relating myths in the epinikia®, but
his attitude towards them is far from univocal. His opposition o irreverent
accounts comes through most clearly in Olympian 1, where the popular ver-
sion of the Pelops story earns his harshest indictment. It is not by coincidence
that Pindar expressly calls attention to his own authorship as he introduces his
correc}g:d version; vie Tavtdlov, o€ 8" avria mpotépur déyEopa (Ol
1,36)*

Pindar openly acknowledges the influence of earlier poets by citing
their words in order to corroborate his advice to the laudandus. As implicit
literary criticism, this confrontation ostensibly reveals not only his moral
standards but his concept of poethood as well. In general, Pindar highly va-
lues Hesiod’s poetry and commends its advice®’; on the other hand, his posi-

at the wedding of Peleus and Thetis. In neither case is it clear whether Pindar is na-
rraling a new poem or merely paraphrasing the older version (which, again, would
amount to a secondary focalization).

** This passage may substantiate the idea that Pindar keeps the Homeric distinction
between epos and mithos: Martin (1989) 12. Interestingly, the goal of that paideia is
focalized through the Centaur’s eyes (¢f Nem. 3, 58-63, with the succession of optati-
ves: 6bpa...mpodgpévor..kai... Tdfald’, owws..|it...)1dhot). A variant trope occurs in
Pythian 5, when Pindar presents his praise as mere repetition of the existing consensus
among discriminating citizens: avdpa keivov éwmalvéorti gureTol / heyoucvor ¢péw
{Pyth. 5. 107-108). Cf also Nem. 1, 33 and Pyth. 9, 103-105, where he purports to stir
up ancient tales concerning Herakles and Antaios.

** Other myths focalized through the authoritative perspective of traditional accounts
concern: the fate of Ino among the Nereids, which rounds off the Myth of Cadmus’
daughters (O1. 2, 27-30); the eponymous nymph Pitana, mother of Evadna by Posci-
don (OV. 6, 29-30); the tale of a primeval deluge that precedes the founding of the
Spartoi (OL. 9, 49-54); Philoktetes’ service to the Greek army before Troy (Pyth. 1, 52
55); the torment of Ixion (Pyth. 2, 21-24); the birth of Herakles (Nem. 7, 86); and the
weddings of Peleus and Thetis and of Kadmos and Harmonia (Pyth. 3, 88-103).

** An equivalent denunciation occupies Ob 9. 29-41; in Nem. 5, 14-18 Pindar ex-
pressly silences the darker aspects of the myth he has conjured, concerning the death
of Phokos at the hands of Peleus and Telamon, It is largely his handling of myth that
has carned Pindar the epithet of “traditional’, cspecially when comparcd to critics of
the Homeric religion like Xenophanes.

* Isthm. 6, 66-68. Adunwr 6¢ ueAétar/ épyors omdlwr Howdbov pdia mpd
ToUT’ €mos, [ vioiai Te dpdlew wapavei, a reference to Hesiod. Frga 412 pciémy
8¢ 70 Epyov omalcl.
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tion with respect to Homer is more complicated. In certain poems Homer's
authority is acknowledged®, but elsewhere Pindar assesses the value of his
poetry with varying criteria according to the context of each ode. Thus Ne-
mean 7 openly accuses Homer of wrongly increasing the reputation of Ody-
sseus to the point where it no longer corresponds to his exploits at Troy and
Nemean 8 dwells on the fate of Aias, rejected in favor of the less worthy but
wilier Odysseus, and laments the misleading potential of words*’. Archilo-
chus earns a worse fate in Pindar’s hands, as he becomes the model of hate-
ful speech in Pythian 2*°, and thus the antithesis of praise poetry. Likewise, 1f
Pindar mentions the brief epinikian chant of the Parian poet in Olympian 9%

" As in Pythian 4, where Homer is adduced to enjoin Arkesilas to honor good
messengers: Tev & "Owijpou kai T8¢ cuvlépevos/ pijpa nopow™ dyyehov Lalov
éba Tipar peyloTav mpdypatt Tavti Géper (Pyth. 4, 277-78). The Homeric refle-
rence is /. 13, 207 éaBhor kal w0 téTukTal, 07 dyyedos atoupa €0df. Earlier in
the ode, another passage has been alleged to refer 1o an unknown proverb: yveh 1w
tav Oiurdba godiav (Pyth. 4, 263-69). Olympian 6 also contains a disguised Home-
ric quote, not by Pindar but by Adrastos in the Myth section: "llofém oTpaTids
odbarjiov dpds! duddTepor party T dyador kal Soupt pdpractal” (Ol 6, 17-
18, echoing /1. 3, 179: Guddrepor Pacirels 77 dyados kpatepds T alxpnTis).
Other odes mention scenes from the Trojan war withowt making judgments on the
value of the poetry: thus, for example, Hektor is adduced in Nemean 9 as an epic
model for the exploits of Chromios of Aitna: Myetar pav "ExTtopt pév kiéos dv-
foar ZTxapdvdpoy xetpaow/ dyxot, Babukpiproim 8° dud’ axtais " Eiapou,/
vl "Apcias wopov dvlpunol kaiowgy, Sédopkew/ mardl toi) " Aynowapov
déyyos év dhkia mporg (Nem. 9, 39-42). Neutral references occur in Nem. 2, 14:
év Tpolg pév “ExTwp Alavrtos droucser (I 7, 191-99: Aias boasts of his Salami-
nian origin as he prepares to meet Hektor in duel). and OL. t3, 55-60. Pythian 3, 112-
15 aiso refers to the epic poet in complimentary terms. The Antilochos scene, exploi-
ted for its exemplary value in Pythian 6, is not based on the /liad but on some lost
poem from the epic cycle.

“Nem. 7, 20-30; Nemean 8, 23-34. Both odes were composed for Aeginetan victors.
On the other hand, Pindar’s treatment of the Aias theme changes significantly in
Isthmian 4, 55-60, which credits the epic poet with spreading his fame by means of
his divine words; the ode’s Theban audience would naturally be less critical of Ho-
mer’s portrayal of the Aeginetan hero. It must be noted, however, that in none of
these cases 1s Homer a secondary NF, but merely the object of Pindar’s critique.

* pyth. 2, 52-56. On the duality of praise and blame in Greek poetry, ¢f Detienne
(1967), Nagy (1979) 222-242.

“Ol. 9, 1-4; Archilochus’ song is relayed by the Pindaric scholia as: T1jveAa <aAhi-
wke,/ xaip® dvaf "Hpdkkees, admos Te kai ‘léhaos, alxuntd 8lo,/ Tivedia ka-
Mivike / xoip” dvaf "Hpdrhees.
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it is only to exalt his present composition as comparatively superior. Impelied
by this fundamental antagonism, and contrary to his almost reverent attitude
towards Hesiod, nowhere in the epinikia does Pindar openly adduce the
words of Archilochus as either commentary or confirmation of his own
judgment™.

Thirdly, besides these voices from different traditions of archaic poe-
try, characters from the Myths of the odes act as secondary NFs too. Spee-
ches uttered i the mythic world are clearly framed and set apart from the
narrative, so that a clear distinction is maintained throughout the odes
between Pindar and the various secondary NFs. But character speeches do,
however, provide a further instance of the displacement of narrative func-
tions, divorced momentarily from the physical identity of the speaking per-
formers: regardless of who sang the odes, in these passages they impersonate
characters who do not participate in the poem’s performance. Altogether, no
fewer than fifteen mythic characters utter direct speech in the extant odes’'.
In all these cases, the performers assume fictional identities, and even ex-
change personae within a short span whenever the odes reproduce a dialo-

* However, his praise of Corinth: év 8¢ Moia’ ddimvoos,/ év &' "Apns dvlel véwv
obMats alypaigir dvdpav (Ol 13, 21-22), almost sounds like a paraphrase of Ar-
chilochus™ fr. 1 W: elpi 8" €ym Bepdmwr pév Evvadiowo draktos/ kai Movoéwy
€paTov BHpor émaTaperos, althongh it may represent nothing more than his own
rendition of a locus communis.

5! Zeus (Nem. 10, 80-88); Apollo (Ol 6. 62-63; OL. 8, 42-46; Pyth. 3, 40-42; Pyth. 9.
29-38);, Athena (Ol 13, 67-69); Themis (Isthm. 8, 35a-45); Pelops (Ol. 1, 75-85),
Herakles (Isthm, 6, 42-48, 52-54); Amphiaraos (Pyth. 8, 44-55); Adrastos (Ol. 6, 15-
17); Polydeukes (Nem. 10, 76-79); Medea (Pyth. 4, 12-57); Jason (Pyth. 4, 102-119,
137-156), Pelias (Pyth. 4, 97-100, 157-168), Aietas (Pyth. 4, 229-231); Erginos the
Argonaut (Ol. 4, 23-27); Chiron (Pyth. 9, 39-65). In addition to these, Pythian 4, 87-
93 contains a description of Jason in lolkos as focalized by the local townsfolk. His
unexpected appearance in the marketplace provokes a string of comments that make
better sense when assigned to more than one speaker; Snell-Maehler, however, enclose
the entire passage in quotation marks, as if spoken by a single observer. Edwards
(1991) 102-103 points out Homeric parallels of description through an external obser-
ver. The trope is repeated in Pythian 9, when Pindar describes Telesikrates as focali-
zed by the young women and mothers who long to have him as their husband or son
(Pyth. 9. 97-103).
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guesz; yet, as far as we know, the existence of different speaking roles in the
epinikia does not entail alternating performers, as it does in drama’’

Direct speech by characters remains rare and is usually reserved for
critical moments of the myth, when it signals a turning point in the direction
of the narrative. It 1s not generally employed to characterize speakers indivi-
dually (except perhaps in Pythian 4), but rather by kind, as only a select mi-
nority can utter authoritative speech acts. If the illocutionary force of charac-
ter speeches 1s in any way intended to represent the power of Pindar’s poetry,
the predominance of commands, oaths and predictions over expressions of
emotion 15 surely significant. Speeches by gods and heroes are frequently
deployed to bring about the most significant events narrated in the Myth. A
few words can effect a complete reversal in the face of impending doom;
thus, a timely warning by Themis in Isthmian 8 averts the dire consequences
of the rivalry of Zeus and Poseidon for the nymph Thetis™. Likewise, Apo-
llo’s monologue in Pythian 3, which affords the audience a umique glimpse
into the god’s psyche, leads hum to rescue Asklepios from the womb of his
dead mother as the flames start to engulf her: dA\\’ émei Te(xeL Béoav €v
EuAlvw/ avyyoror kotpar, gélas 8’ dpdédpaper/ MiBpor " AdaloTov,
TOT €elmer "ATOM@ “OUké T/ TAddoopal buxd yéros apor oréoom/
ol kTpoTd Ty Bardry patpos Bapeia obv wdda” (Pyth. 3, 38-42)".

™ Pythian 4: 97-100 (Peliasy and 102-119 (Jason). 138-155 (Jason) and i56-167
(Pehas). Pythian 9. 30-37 (Apollo) and 38-65 (Chiron). Nemean 10: 76-79
(Polydeukes) and BO-88 (Zeus).

" To the best of my knowledge, this theory, now discredited, was last defended by
Floyd (1965). Contra, ¢f. Mullen (1982) 19: «Tragedy is distinguished from choral
Iyric precisely by the fact that in it the unity of choreia has been split up into a drama-
tic alternation of choral and spoken passages».

* Isthm. 8. 35a-45a; according to an ancicnt oracle. the resulting union would have
jeopardized the entire Olympian order.

** The spoken word produces cqually momentous results in Nemean 10. Zeus appears
before Polydeukes in his moment of greatest need. as his brother lies in the throes of
death: the verbal exchange between hero and god leads 1o Kastor's return to ife. In a
similar vein, Apollo grants Iamos the privilege of prophecy in Olympian 6, whereas
Olympian 13 credits Athena with revealing the secret of horse-taming to Bellerophon
in his sleep. All three scenes are divine epiphanics that culminate in the granting of a
gift. announced by the god’s direct speech. A similar pattern informs Poseidon’s res-
ponse to the prayer of Pelops in Olympian 1, although in this instance direct speech
belongs to the hero, whereas the god responds by producing the winning chariot and
horsc team.
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The epinikia’s character speeches also highlight the premonitory va-
lue of the spoken word. Thus, the prophecies of Amphiaraos, Medea, and
Chiron are all reported in direct speech: within the Myth section, they intro-
duce a prediction uttered in the past and that becomes fuifilled in the course
of the ode itself”. Events in the main myth are thus foreshadowed and pre-
sented as the realization of previous utterances. Direct speech is further lin-
ked to the mantic powers of divination in the words of Apollo in Olympian 8
and Herakles in Isthmian 6, who interpret omens for Aiakos and Telamon®’.
Elsewhere, direct speech by a hero may also serve to corroborate the poet’s
words, as occurs in Olympian 4. Reflecting on the victor’s predicament and
how it relates to his own task, Pindar stoutly proclaims the supremacy of
proof (didmeipa). ot devder TEYEW/ Aoyors Budmerpd TOL  PBpoTir
€deyxos (Ol 4, 17-18). Then follows the Myth of the Argonaut Erginos, who
first wins the race m bronze armor and then answers the mockful Lemnian
women. Tested in competition and authorized by his victory, Erginos curtly
voices his own epinikion: “oUTos ¢yw TaXUTATL'/ Xcipes 8¢ kal TTOp
tgor. dlorTal of kai véols/ év avdpdol molal/ Bapdkl Tapd TOV AaAL-
klas €otkéTa xpovor” (Ol 4, 24-27). It is a short ode, and Erginos’ words
are correspondingly brief, nonetheless, they include Victor Praise and even a
kind of maxim. More importantly, both his actions and his words confirm the
Gnome’s assessment of the present circumstance. In Pindar’s conceit, inter-
nal and external NF, hero and poet, proclaim the same sort of wisdom.

Moreover, even if direct speech occurs only sparsely in the odes,
other passages further undermine the notion that Pindar always remains the
only speaker in his poetry. As we have seen, characters may speak directly,
acting as secondary NFs, or become secondary focalizers when the poet re-
ports their words. Nevertheless, other voices also leave their imprint on the
poems by contributing viewpoints that Pindar disguises as his own; the epini-
kia owe much of their depth and-subtlety —and- also many of their parado-
xes— to these unacknowledged focalizations’®. Perhaps no other poem

% Amphiaraos: Pyth. 8, 44-55; Medea: Pyth. 4, 12-57; Chiron: Pyth. 9. 39-65.

" Apollo: Ol. 8, 42-46; Herakles, Isthm. 6, 52-54.

" Two first-person statements which may refer to the victor not the poet are Pyth. 8,
57-60 {defended by Carey (1981), ad loc.), and Pythian 9, where the thankful mention
of Herakles and Iphikles: voial TéAciov €m’ ctxd kapdaopal 71 madwy éofdr (89)
makes betier sense when related to Telesikrates’ previous victory at the Iolaia, men-
tioned in lines 79-80: €yvor woté wai 1édaov/ otk dTipdoavtd vy €rTdmuioL
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illustrates Pindar’s sophisticated use of secondary focalizers as well as
Isthmian 2. The ode opens with a seemingly nostalgic reference to a golden
age of poetry, followed by a puzzling denunciation of the commercial base of
the epinikian genre™. Scholars have long been mystified by the passage: why
would Pindar denigrate his own craft so explicitly?®’ According to one com-
pelling interpretation, the indictment of the commodification of poetry does
not represent Pindar’s own perspective, but rather the focahzation of the
sympotic poets mentioned earlier in the ode®'. Hidden focatizers do not usua-
lly challenge or contradict the poet’s focalization so blatantly, but rather give
expression to the proposed fellowship of poet and patron. However, if Pindar
deliberately reproduces their point of view in Isthmian 2, it is only to turn it
around; in the end, it is precisely by disproving such accusations that he ma-
nages to justify the economic ingredient of epinikian poetry. The epinikian
poet is in supreme command of the significance of the occasion: if he accepts
other voices beside his own, it is only to subsume them n his superior song,
In the 1maginary polyphony of the odes, he is the hub around which all the
other voices revolve.

THE POET’S “T”: A REASSESSMENT

Pindar’s self-representation in the odes responds in part to the oppo-
sing influences of his stance as a spokesman for the commumty and of his
keen sense of his individual excellence as a poet, often clothed in rather belli-
gerent tones. This tension between common and individual motivation infuses
the epinikia and decisively shapes his poetic “I”. In Pythian 3, he lends his

Ofifar. Cf Bremer (1990) 48 and D’ Alessio (1994) 131, with his further remarks on
Nem. 7. 75{. and 84-86.

P d Moica yap ob buhokepdis Tw TOTT A oiv’ pydTisY ole EméprarTo
yhukeiar peMobéyyor mott Tepdaxdpas/ dpyupeeioar mpdowta  paibakdbuvol
dowai ./ viv 8’ édinTt 7O Twpyeiov duhdfa/ pijpa drabeias dyxioTa Baivov/
Xpata xpipasT dep’ 0s dd kTeavor 0 dpa dadfeis kar dlaov (Isth 2, 6-
1.

“ A useful summary of the discussion. if not the most persuasive answer, is Woodbury
(1968).

® Kurke (1991) 245: «It appears that Pindar's description of the modern Muse is
drawn from the point of view of the older poets. as his echoes of their words make
clear. It is this older generation of poets which distrusted money and disapproved of
poetry for payv».
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own voice to articulate the common wish for Hiero’s health in his opening
prayer: "HBelor Xipwvd ke dLlvpidar,/ ¢l xpewr Tovd’ apetipas amd
yAuwooas kowor evfacBal €mos,/ (o Tor dmouxdpevor,/ Otpaiida
yovov €UpullddorTa Kpdvov, Bdooaral T° dpyxcwr Tlailov ¢ip’ aypore-
povt voor éxort' quopnr didor (Pyth. 3, 1-5). Atthough Chiron’s return is
rejected as impossible in the course of an elaborate recusatio, the aborted
prayer serves {0 establish Pindar as a public mouthpiece; similarly, other odes
refer to his public position and its attending obligations®*. On the other hand,
Olympian 1 concludes with an extended address to Hiero that combines the
patron’s encomium with lofty praise of the poet®. Pindar’s persona, elevated
in Olympian 1 to a poetic status equivalent to the Siciltan tyrant’s supremacy
in the Greek world, rarely becomes so conspicuous elsewhere but nonethe-
less prevails in his odes to such a degree as to virtually overshadow the lau-
dandus®. Still, a fundamental paradox remains: if, as it seems, Pindar almost
never talks about himself, even in his most explicit “I” statements, what does
he achieve by speaking so frequently about himself?®

2 qavodpevor 8 dupdkTwr kakmy/ YAkl TU Sapmodpcda kal LCTa  mémwv

(Isthm. 8, 7-8);, éyw 8¢ BLog €v kolvw oTakels! pfriv Te yupluw Taravydrwy/
TOAEpGY T v Mpwiars dpeTaiow/ ot Godoop” dpdi Kopivie (Ol 13, 49-52). Cf.
also Isthmian 1: éwel rotba B8dois dvdpl codgy drtt poxbor TavTedanor ¢nos
elndrT’ dyafov furov dpbnoa kaAdv (Isthm. 1, 45-46).

 His panegyric in Ol 1, 100-116 extols the superlative status of tyrant and poet in
their respective fields: wénoa 8¢ Eévor/ pip n’ dpddrTepa xakov Te 18pLr dpa
kai Stvapiy kKupuwmTepov/ Tar ye vy kKAuTalor SadalMurdper Dpvol TTuxals
(103-105), and: €in oé Te Tolrov Wl ypdrov mateiv,/ ¢ Te Toooddc vikado-
pois/ opdeiv wpdbavTor cgodiq kad “Elkavas édvra wavvd (115-116).

% According to Bremer (1990) 44, the average epinikion contains no fewer than five
references to Pindar’s “I”. Fitzgerald (1987) 26 speaks of «a competitive tension
between the praiser and the praised» and claims that «aggression against the object of
praise is not uncommon in this mode of poetry, in which the secondary or dependent
poet must claim the importance of his own contribution if the object of praise is to
have any significance» (o. ¢., 28).

® W.R. Johnson’s discussion of lyric as description and deliberation, not expression,
suggests possible answers: «What is essential, then, to lyric is rhetoric, and essential
to this lyrical rhetoric (...) is the pronominal form and lyric identity, the dynamic
configuration of lyrical pronouns that defines and vitalizes the situation of lyrical
discourse» (Johnson [1982] 23); «Greek lyric is never concerned with expression; it is,
true to its thetorical bent, always concerned with discourse, with describing the reality
of the inner passions and with deliberating on their nature and meaningy» (o. ¢., 30).
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Recent scholarship has identified several kinds of “T” in the epinikia,
but even these multiple categories must remain flexible to be of good use:
whether we apply Bremer’s five-fold model or only the chorus/poet dicho-
tomy, Pindar’s first-person statements obstinately resist a neat one-to-one
identification on account their ambiguity®®. The single-speaker theory is
rightly out of favor, but scholarly discussion has not fully elucidated all as-
pects of Pindar’s self-representation. If there is something to be learned from
it beyond more or less controversial speaker identifications, perhaps it would
accord better with his poetics to ask whether or not different voices overlap in
certain phrases, and if they do, to inquire how and why®’.

Isthmian 7 is a case in point. Scholars have long understood the la-
mentation for the death of Strepsiades in battle as the sincere expression of
Pindar’s personal emotion: éTAav 8¢ weEHos on buTor dAAG U pol/
Pardoxos codiar OTacoey/ ék XeLpmios. daoopar xaitar otcddroroy
dppdCon (Isth. 7, 37-39)°®. However, if we insist on a single speaker and
interpret this passage as an intimate confession concerning the poet’s private
concerns, we will only be puzzied by the ode’s closing prayer, which implies
a sudden but undemiable shift of focalizer: dupi &, w xpuoéa kdpg
BdA e, Tope, Aofla,/ Teatow apilaio/ evavbéa kai TTuor oTéda-
vor (Isthm. 7, 50-51). The request for future crowns logically refers to the
victor rather than the poet®: in retrospect, it also questions the identity of the

** Opinions on Pindar's ambivalence illustratc the radical turn undertaken by Pindaric
scholarship over the last fifty vears, from Norwood’s negative assessment to the un-
dersianding of ambigunity as a deliberate feature of his style: ¢/’ Hoey (1965). Renchan
(1969). and especially Galletr (1989).

" Regarding the obscurity of Pindar’s language. Hummel (1993) 430 points (o passa-
ges like Pyth. 2. 56: 70 8¢ mhourely ovr Tixa woTpor codias dpoTor, and Pyth,
2,720 yévor’ otos éoal pabunr. «ol la polyvalence syntactique des différents consti-
tuants produit une polyvsémie déconcertante», which she considers to be partially in-
tentional, based on brachylogical formulae and referential imprecision: «Le poete. en
tant qu’ inicrpréte de la paréle divine et dispensatenr de !a glorie immortelle. déiient
des pouvorrs démionrgiques dont 1€émoigne 17 oniginalilé d° un langue qui refuse les
sentiers linéaires de Ia simple dénotation et cmprunte les voies detournées d” une con-
nolation suggestives.

“Thus Lefkowitz. (1963) 227 attribuled personal overtones to the poet’s grief, based
on cither «some historical fact unknown to us. for cxample. that Pindar was related to
the victor's family». or more likely. as an expression of xenia.

“ Bremer (1990) 49 considers this passage 1o be the clearest instance of assimilation
of poet and victor: «The victor hopes for a Pythian victory (which has a higher ran-
king in the circuit). and the poet associates himself with the athlete in a friendly first
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grieving voice above. If Pindar can assume the victor’s focalization in his
closing prayer, perhaps his lament for Strepsiades also expresses the victor’s
grief as well as his own. Thus Isthmian 7 apparently contains a highly perso-
nal utterance side by side with an example of overlapping voices. Within a
short span, the same ode first provides specious evidence of the poet’s emo-
tions and then proceeds to undermine it; 1f it was ever adduced as proof of a
biographical component in Pindar’s poetry, it may just as well testify to the
ambivalence of his first-person statements.

Nemean | further exemplifies the problematic contradictions that
result from positing a single dimension in Pindar’s “I” statements. After a
condensed introduction that strings together in short succession the Prayer,
Mythic Example, Victor Praise and Poet’s Task parts, the poet expressly sets
his song in the courtyard of the victor’s house: (oTar 8’ éw’ atdclais 60-
puts/ avdpos raoteivov kahd peAmopcros,/ évba pou appodlor/ dcim-
vov kekdopnTar (Nem. 1, 19-22). Rarely does Pindar describe the scene of
his song so straightforwardly; however, in the same ode’s Myth, Amphitryon
duplicates the poet’s gesture of standing at the threshold as he armves, sword
in hand, at the scene of Herakles first prodigy: ¢v xepl 8 ApdLTplwr Ko-
Aeov yupvor Tidoowr <ddoyaror>/ Iket’, 6Eelais difaiol Tumcls. (...)
éota o¢ OdpPel duoddpw/ Tepmy TC pixOels (Nem. 1, 52-53 and 55-
56). Although the verbal correspondence between both passages i1s not exact,
the parallel imagery undermines the assumption that the self-description in
lines 19-22 may depict the actual setting for the ode’s performance. Instead,
through such patterns of echoes and repetitions, Pindar represents himself
and his actions as somehow resembling the conduct of prestigious mythic
models. The real and mythic worlds illumine and reflect one another; just
as the poet refashions his myths in order to increase their relevance to the
present occasion, so he adjusts his description of surrounding circumstances
to-the profiles-of his mythic tales: Both myth and reality are plastic, malleable
matenials in Pindar’s hands; the present performance i1s the arena in
which both meet, and n the fictions of his song they attain their fullest signi-
ficance.

Moreover, besides the proposed parallel between poet and hero, Pin-
dar also includes his patron as a third term in the comparison, commending

person plural dpp». Fluctuations between singular and plural occur in first-person
statements at Nem. 4, 37; Isthm. 8. 7-8; Ol 2, 89; OL 6, 24. Cf. also Slater {1969) 89.
" Cf Carne-Ross (1985) 53: «The performance of the ode establishes a relation
between praise and myth as fact.
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hm for his foresight and strength: Tpdoacer yap epyu) per aGévos,/ Bou-
Aual ot dprr, Casdperor Tpodail guyyerts ols €meTal/ AynoLda-
pou Tal, oo 8’ apdi Tpomy/ Tar TC Kon Teiv xproctes (Nem. 1, 26-30).
Besides their inherent value, the qualties praised in Chromios are precisely
the same virtues evidenced by Herakles and Teiresias in the subsequent
Myth’' As occurs in many odes, Pindar’s handling of myth in Nemean I is
determined by a pervasive tendency to stress the immanent likeness under-
lying the achievements of hero, poet and patron. The solidanty that binds him
with Chromios also accounts for his ensuing definition of the ideal conduct:
Pindar speaks in the first person, and seemingly defends his own behavior,
but his claim seems better to apply to a wealthy patron than to a traveling
poet: oUK <puptal TOAUY v pcydpy ThovTor kaTakplbais Exelv,/ ail’
CorTor b Te mabar kab dkovcal lhots (Eapkdéuwy (Nem. 1, 31-32).
Using the first person indefinite, Pindar focalizes as if he were Chromios, and
figuratively —and rather perversely too— contrives to make the victor’s own
words remind him of the duties of patronage. Through such shifts in focal-
zation, first-person statements in the epinikia disclaim the semiotic corres-
pondence between sender and message”: they often represent not a single
character’s perspective, but rather a common viewpoint which embodies the
Jjoint focalization of patron and poet. Therefore 1t should come as no surprise
if, owing to their intentional excess of meaning, they resist enclosure in the
rigid template of the philologistﬁ.

Nemean | thus embodies a threefold system of mutual defiution
comprised by poet, patron, and mythic heroes. From our modem perspective,
it 1s evident that characters in the Myth are fictitious; the contention that Pin-
dar’s self-portrayal responds in part to poetic license 15 evident from a num-
ber of passages in which he describes himself as acting in some kind of
official ceremonial capacity’ . Independently of the veracity of the poet’s

' T Nem. 1. 43-47 (Hemkles) and 60-72 (Teiresias).
“‘(j Calame (1983) and (1995).

" Other instances of the firsi-person indefinite are Pyth. 3. 107-109: OL. 3, 45 Pyth.
2, 79-80 and 96; Pyth. 11, 50-52; Isthm. 7. 40-42.
“! Thas. different occasions see him coming lo Kamarina as a suppliamt of Zeus (O1. 3.
17-19). arriving at Aigina as a suppliant of Aiakos (Nem. 8. 13-15). as a herald for the
Theandridai (Nem. 4. 73-74), or as an announcer lor Alkimidas’ victory (Nem 6. 57-
57b): he is also sent as a witness ol contests (Ol. 4. 1-3), and claims 10 aid in restoring
Ncoptotemos™ reputation and to preside over the celebration as a wilness for Aigina
(Nem. 7. 33-34 and 48-50); elsewhere. his poetic calling leads him to travel as a hel-
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journeys”, his assumption of communal roles serves to extend his poetic
province and impress the audience with the dignity and earnestness of his
office. In terms of ritual, these impersonations are obviously devoid of conse-
quence, because they amount to a vnilateral claim to functions which only the
community can bestow or take away. However, they effectively contribute to
the victor’s praise to the extent that the poet succeeds in presenting his rela-
tionship to the Jaudandus, which is based on private social and economic ties,
as full of nitual significance and sanctioned by the entire polis.

But if Pindar assumes fictional roles in the epimkia, the portrayal of
his patrons appears to be correspondingly stylized. Pythian 2 celebrates a
triumphant Hiero who mounts his chariot and calls on Poseidon: émi yap
loxéaipa mapbévos xept ddlug/ & T évayuros Eppds alyhdevta
Tibnot kéopov, Ecator Srar didpov/ év O dppata TeELoLXdALA KaTa-
Cevyroy/ ofévos immov, opooTtpiatvar evpuflay karéwr Dedr (Pyth. 2,
9-13). In appealing to the god, the tyrant resembles the epinikian poet, who
frequently opens his performance with a brief invocation to the divine; ne-
vertheless, Hiero’s gesture hardly represents what actually took place at the
games, since the owners of chanots and horses did not usually expose
themselves to the dangers of the race but had professional charioteers and
jockeys compete in their stead. Without specifically mentioning the contest,
Pindar manages to implicate Hiero in his Delphic victory to a higher degree
than warranted by the circumstances of the occasion. A similar formula ex-
tols Chromios of Aitna, who likewise mounts his chariot and invokes the
gods in Nemean 9: 70 kpaTtioimmor yap <5 dpp’ draBalver patépt kai
oLovpots  maldeooly  avdar pavvct/ TIoros almaras  opokAdpols
émdnTals (Nem. 9, 4-5). Whereas Pindar never says that either one of them
gamned therr wvictones, by including these wignettes in his epintkion he

per for Lampromachos (Ol 9, 82-84), and as an ally to the Ohigaithadai (O1. 13, 96-
97).

" Pythian 2 refers to the poet arriving at the place of celebration (3-4), embarking on a
metaphorical voyage of praise (62-63), and on the other hand also to the song being
sent unaccompanied (xaipe: Tode wév kata Poirooar Eumordy/ pélos tnép wo-
Ads aios wépweTar {67-68]). Similarly, Pindar arrives at Aigina with his song in
Isthmian 3: oiv Xdpiow 8 éuoior Adpmwvos viois/ Tdvd’ és clvopor wolv
{Isthm. 5, 21-22), bui then wants the song sent 10 Pytheas, the victor’s brother and
trainer, who figures prominentiy in the ode but may or may not have been present at
its performance: Adjppavé ol otédaror, dépe 8’ elpadov piteav,/ kal TTepderTa
véor aipumepdor Upvor (Isthm. 5, 62-63). (f. also Ol 7, 7-8 and 13-14. and discus-
sion of these passages in Tedeschi (1985).
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suggests perhaps more personal involvement than should be attributed to
either patron. On the other hand, he does stress the extraordinary merit of his
fellow Theban Herodotos, who drove indeed his own chariot to victory at the
Isthmus: dA\’ éyo HpoddTy TeUxwr TO per dppatt Tclplimme ypas./
aria T dMoTpiats 0b Xepol vopdoart’ (0éw/ 1 Kaotopaiom 1y loidol”
CvappuoEar vy Upy (Isthm. 1, 14-16). Herodotos™ unique display of bol-
dness was so rare as to deserve an emphatic honorary mention in the poem;
we may assume, ex silentio, that in the cases of Hiero and Chromios the ex-
tent of their involvement afforded little room for such praise.

As it turns out, a similar idealizing thrust molds the figures of poet
and patron in the epinikia. Pindar’s poetic persona is tailored to the require-
ments of his function as public eulogizer, whereas his portraits of victorious
athletes resemble ideal models rather than accurate depictions. But this epini-
kian “I” contributes to further link poet and patron beyond the merely econo-
mic aspect of their rapport. Pindar’s performance conforms to the details of
the victor’s accomplishment, and consequently the profiles of individual ath-
letes may affect the slant of his first-person statements: in this sense, the
poet’s persona is commensurate with the figure of the laudandus. Prayers of-
ten emphasize the common bond that umtes the epmikian poet and his patron;
occasionally, as in Nemean 8, his professed solidarity induces him to speak as
a proxy for his client: €in pni woTe por Torotror nBos, Zev wdTEp, dAA
keAcUBors/  amhdas  Cwds  ébamrorpav,  Oaver oS Taiol
KACos/ p) 1O svodapor mpooddin (Nem. 8, 35-37). Prayers and Gnomes
of this type reflect the wisdom to be gained by properly understanding the
mechamsms of human toil and achievement. As such, they embody a view-
point that might equally correspond to either poet or patron; here, Pindar re-
mains the narrator, but focalization shifts as he seems to impersonate Deinias
for a moment. The poet’s protean voice testifies to a constant impuise that
inspires the epimkia: the search for some common ground in which the dis-
crete viewpoints of poet and patron may be drawn together and briefly coin-
cide’®. Tn the first person indefinite trope, when their focalizations agree, Pin-

" Fitzgerald (1987) 192 identifies other motivating factors for Pindar’s genre which
nevertheless have similar effects on his portrayal of authorship: «The poet’s task be-
gins as a resistance to the forms of closure and isolation that would prevent the proper
reception of victor. victory, and divinity. The accommaodation of divinity, or the Ab-
solutc, to a humanity that cannot contain it is what prompts the various forms of dis-

tributed presence. communal action, and dynamic order that are characteristic of this
form of poetry».



174 Michael J. Schmid

dar becomes the spokesman of the idealized patron of his own devising. Once
he has assimilated both perspectives, his apparently personal confessions
assume a universal and paradigmatic value: xpuoor €bxovrtar, medior 8
E€Tepot/ amépavtov, €yn 8 dortols ador kat xboi yula kalwbain,/
aivéwy alvnTd, popddr 8 émomelpor dhtpols (Nem. 8, 37-39)7. The
remarks of this general first person are essentially prescriptive rather than
descriptive of the poet’s individuality.

Pindar often claims that epinikian performance bndges the gap
between gods and mortals”. This emanates not only from its immortalizing
power but also from the poet’s alleged faculty to make his voice heard in all
realms, even that of the dead””. In this vein, prayers may serve to express the
common interests of patron and poet®™. Relying on his privileged status as
epinikian poet and master of ceremonies, Pindar professes to intervene before
the gods on behalf of his patron, articulating prayers and requests that the
landandus cannot adequately convey by himself*'. Other related tropes fur-
ther exemplify variant applications of Pindar’s first person. In Nemean 10, he
first perceives Theaios’ focalization and expounds 1t to Zeus: Zcv mwdTep,
Tov pav €patal ¢pevl, ovyid ol oTopar way 8¢ TChos/ €v v {pywir
oUd” dpdxfy kapdlq mpoodépwrr ToApar mapatteiTal xdpy (Nem. 10,
29-30). The poet interprets his patron’s desires and articulates them before
the gods, but remains an independent NF. A few lines later, however, Pindar
momentarily focalizes through Theaios’ eyes 1o express the significance of
his present situation. In essence, this trope relies on the poet’s authority to
instruct the athlete on how he should interpret his victory; nonetheless, it re-

" This same trope, called priamel, is not uncommon in Greek lyric; ¢/ Sappho fr. 16
Lobel-Page: o]l pev inmjuy orpoTor ot be méodu/ ol 8¢ vdwy daic’ émfi} ydv
wéda|v]av/ €luperar kddAloTor, Eym 8¢ Wiy’ o7+ T TIS €paTtdal.

Cf Olympian 7, 7-10.

" Pyth. 5, 96-103, Nem. 4, 85-86.

¥ Pyth, 8. 67-72: onal, éxérmt b elxopar véw/ kard T dppoviar BAémend ad’
exactor, Ooa vopal, ko pév adbuperel/ Aika wopéoTake fBewv 87 dm/
adlovor altéw, Tévapkes, LLeTépars ToXaLS.

#! This very idea that the poet is a spokesman for his philoi inspires Pindar to voice the
desires of Sogenes in Nemean 7, and his direct appeal to Herakles underlines his ex-
clusive access to the domains where gods and heroes dwell: €0 8¢ yevoTa avbpos
dvip Ti, daipér ke yeltor® éupeval/ voyp danoavt’ drevél yelTovt xdppa
wdvrew! enafior el & alto kai Beds dvéxol,/ év Tiv K 8o, yavTas os
Eddpacas. cltuxes/ valewr waTpl Zwyérns dTalov dapdémor/ Bupodr mpoydruy
évkipova Cafav dywayr (Nem. 7. 87-92),
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presents another instance of displacement of Pindar’s perspective: d&umeiny
Kerr, conr OpactkAow/ "TArTia To olyyoros, "TApycl un kpumTelr ddos/
oppdTeor (Nem. 10, 39-41).

From the above examples, it is clear that Pindar manipulates his na-
rrative preeminence in various manners to suggest the communion of patron
and poet. Along these lines, Isthmian 6 shows a poet who, acting out of sym-
pathy with his patron®’, utters a maxim: €l ydp ms difpuiTey damdrg T
Xapels/ kal wory Tpdooel HeodpdTous apetds/ gy TE o daipev du-
Tcar dOEar dmipator, éoxamais Mon wpos OMBou/ PdAkeT’ dykupar
Oedmpos <o (Isthm. 6, 10-13), before revealing that it expresses the vic-
tor’s perspective; TolatoLr Opyals eVxeTal/ dvTidoats "Aday yipds T¢
aéEaotin o/ & Khcovikou mals (Isthm. 6, 14-16). Whereas in Ne-
mean 8 he molds his own voice to suit the focalization of Deinias, in Isthmian
6 he first impersonates his young patron, then acknowledges his maneuver,
and finally sets himself up as the protector of Phylakidas’ virtual prayer by
interceding in his favor: <yw 8’ wbifporor/ Kiwbe kaciyimyras e wpo-
cavvéme concollar kKhurals/ avopos dliov Molpas édeTpais (Isth. 6,
16-18). Here as elsewhere, Pindar’s invocations intimate an imaginary hie-
rarchy of speakers in which he reigns supreme masmuch as the desires of his
patrons stand a better chance of fulfillment through his mediation. Besides,
Just as the poet figuratively appropriates the athlete’s voice to coin a Gnome
on the 1deal values of the anistocracy, he balances this appropriation at the end
of the ode by transferring his own praise of Lampon, father of Phylakidas, to
a generic speaker: yAuiooa 8’ oUk €Ew dpevur dulns ké v didp’ év
aeOAnTaronr éuper/ Naklar méTpms év aGAdLs XaAkodapavt dkovar
(Isthm. 6, 72-73). In the light of such passages, Pindar emerges as one
among many speakers in the odes; although he remains firmly ensconced as
the primary narrator throughout the epinikia, his focalization occasionally
incorporates the perspective of patrons and athletes in order to integrate their
voices 1In his poetry and thus make it truly polyphonic.

Pindar’s first-person statements, then, range from expressing the
idiosyncrasy of his official encomiastic function to merging with his patron’s
perspective in the exemplary utterances of the first person indefinite. But an
additional trope, operating at a preliminary level in the construction of his
poetic persona, accounts for its problematic identity. In my previous discus-
sion I mentioned that Pindar, besides being the external author of the epinikia,

® avbpos diov (Isthm. 6. 18).
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inserts humself in the narrative and thus becomes internal to the text. How
does this duplicity play out in the poetry itself?

It has often been noted that the appearance of the first person usually
signals a turning point between sections of the ode®'. Thus, Pindar frequently
dwells on his epinikian task before jumping into the Myth, and hkewise
brings the Myth to a close with an exphcit admission of being carried off
course. This structural function of the first person is intimately linked to a
deliberate poetic fiction which he exploits to full effect. The poet’s “I” not
only intervenes in the poem by emphatically marking the transitions between
parts, but also presents such transitions as the result of sudden changes of
mind —a recurrent feature that accounts for the perceived abruptness of Pin-
dar’s style® Break-off formulae have two related implications: they portray
the poem’s performance as improvised and, correspondingly, convey the
impression of a poet who responds to his environment as he composes.
Aware of the constraints of the epinikian burden, Pindar steers the course of
song through the vicissttudes of kairos, koros, and phthonos, against this
background of potential obstacles he focuses on adequately replying to his
patron’s achievement® . Epinikian performance pretends to be as demanding
a trial for the poet as the athletic contest was for the victor. In that sense, Pin-
dar can claim a marked affinity with his patrons by virtue of his song: like

% Already noticed by Schadewaldt (1928) 300, n. 6, who explicitly linked the first
person with the Abbruchsformel (0.c., 286); ¢/ also Des Places, Le pronom chez Pin-
dar (1947) 10; Lefkowitz (1963) 181-82, Bremer (1990) 46. (. Carne-Ross (1985)
138: «Pindar, then, is doing here (Ol. 6, 22) what we see him doing several limes in
the odcs, presenting a new development in the poem he is writing as an action under-
taken by himself».

¥ Carey (1981) 5: «Although the creation of an cpinician was a trying business, and
although Pindar works with conscious artistry, he deliberately creates and sustains the
impression of informal, exiecmpore composition. The quasi-meditative inceptive and
transitional devices (...) . especially the break-off. offer the poet an invaluable tool.
This “oral subterfuge’, by easing openings, transitions, and finales, allows the poet 1o
treat themes at greater or lesser length according to his aims, to touch on tales or
events without the need 1o develop them beyond his requirements. Pindar’s praclice is
in fact a common feature of poetry, an illusion created by the poet and shared by the
andience, a subterfuge which deceives only the philologist. (...) The common clement
is that the poet treats the actnal as potential by a kind of sleight of hand. and the au-
dience accepts the dramatic illusion for the purposes of the poem».

¥ His reply might even aim at duplicaling. in poelic terms, thc most salicnt leatures of
the athietic viciory: ¢f Kurke {1988).
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the athlete, the poet undergoes the risk of a public test and his performance is
eventually crowned with success™.

As a matter of fact, only three circumstances affect Pindar’s stance
when composing his encomium: he is drawn by his more or less personal
involvement with the commussioning patron, aware of the local myths he can
use to illumine the occasion, and informed of the specific details of the athle-
tic victory that demand at least a passing reference in the Naming Complex
Pindar often frames his praise in terms of his personal inchinations, especially
in his odes for Aeginetan victors, where he professes an mtense emotional
attachment to their polis on account of its poetic and civic excellence”. Re-
gardless of their accuracy and apart from their encomiastic purpose, his
claims to geneaio%ical ties with the laudandus® and his manifestations of
sympathy or xenia® represent personal conditions that exist before the ode is

7 Nem. 8, 20-22: molAd yap TOMG MAckTar, veapa 8 CEcupdrra dopcr Pa-
gave/ (s EACYxov, dnas kivouros Gbor be Adyar dlovepaime,/ drTerval & éo-
A del, xepdrcoor & otk ¢pidel. Pindar occasionally refers 1o his office as public
poet in a vehemenily agonistic tone (O 1. 100-115; Pyth. 3. 112-15; Nem. 3. 80-82).
Independently of whether passages like Olympian 2, 86-88 reflect his enmity with
Simonides and Bacchylides as claimed bv the scholiasts. the possibility that the
commission for his odes involved the defeat of rival poets would naturally contribute
to exalt his status as a viclorious competitor and thus further assimilate him to the
laudandus.

*" Pindar expressly proclaims his lovalty to Aigina’s mythical heroes: 70 &’ ¢puév./ oix
atep Alakiddr, kéap Dprew yeteta (Isth. 5, 19-20), and portrays his praise of
Aiginetan viclors as a particularly rewarding task: xaipm 8¢ wpoodopor! &1 pey
Epye wopmoy toly (Nem. 8. 48-49), yaipw &' 671/ éodoior pdpraTar wépl wdon
noAtg (Nem. 5. 46-47y.

* In Olympian 6 jpatpopdrwg (pa Yrupbas, cbardis Metoma,/ TAdETmov @
epar driwvcr (Ol 6. 84-85) and Pythian 5: 70 & ¢pov yaplal/ dmo »mdpTay
cnmpater khcos S olcy yoyarvapéro/ Txorto Opavde doives Alyvdsa. / €no
waTcpes (Pyth. 5. 72-76; ¢f Isthm. 7, 12-15). D° Alessio (1994) 122-23. following
Friankel (1975) 427, n. 2. and Lioyd-Jones (1972) 112. rejects the identification with
Pindar and assigns the passage to a chorus of Cyrencans. comtra, Lefkowitz (1963).

* Both arc combinced in Pythian 10: Pindar prays for his patrons in lincs 17-21 and
accounts for his friendship with Thorax on the basis of xenia in 64-68 D' Alessio
stresses the relevance of xenio in the epinikia: «The speaker’s role as a composer of
authoritative praise is related 1o his standing as a person (_..) As a xenos, (Pindar)
receives and lends prestige to his patron: he can praise, but is not hindered by envy
between fellow-citizens». (0. ¢.. 127) and rightly points to Pindar's fr. 181: 6 yap &€
olkou Tot pojor Eramvoy kipratar. This would explain why Pindar keeps a low
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delivered and therefore shape it more or less decisively. These are, in sum,
Pindar’s working elements for the crafting of an epinikion. But Olympian 3,
like many other odes, purports to respond to additional influences as well.
The song’s beginning mentions the pleasure of mythic ancestors along with
proper praise for the landandus as the determining factors that inspire the
poet’s song: Tuwdapidais Te dLhofcivols adelr kalmhokdpw & "EAé-
va/ khewvar CAkpdyavta yepalpor €Uxopatr,/ Onpuvos OlupTiovkay
vprov opbuoals akapartomodwy / {aner dwtor (Ol 3, 1-4). Pindar’s
praise stems from his recognition of a universal value in Theron’s victory;
however, the realization of its import suddenly overcomes him like a spell
during performance: émei xaitaror pév {cuxBévres €m orédavot/ mpdo-
oot e ToUTo BeddpaTtor xpcos,/ dopuLyyd Te motkiAdyapur Kal
Boav aviav éméwr Te Ocowy/ Alrmoldduov madl ocupperfal  mpe-
movTs, d Te Illoa pe yeywrelrr (Ol 3, 6-9). More conspicuously, the
subsequent transition from Myth to Victor Praise is also conducted following
an immediate impulse: épé & ov o Jupos oTplvel dduer Eupevidais/
Onpurl T €Ml kidos elimTmor dusdrTor Tuwdapddr (Ol 3, 38-39),
To judge by these urgent expressions, it would seem that the epinikia are not
self-contained poems after all, but rather reflect the poet’s openness to inspi-
ration and audience response.

Thus Pindar seems to construct his poetic persona along a temporal
coordinate that comprises both occasion and duration. His first-person state-
ments may serve contrasting purposes according to their specific position and
function in the odes. On the one hand, his professions of loyalty and friend-
ship to the patron’s oikos correspond to the pre-performance poet; they re-
flect his emotional baggage as he composes, which in turn determines the
nature of his song. On the other hand, first-person statements in break-off
formulae correspond to the fiction of inspired improvisation during perfor-
mance; they reinforce Pindar’s status as a poet who is in supreme control of
the present occasion, aware of its demands, and ready to meet them as they
arise. If Pindar’s “T” dwells on the customary rules of epimkian celebration or
the duties of xenia in the Poet’s Task parts, break-off formulae introduce the
concerns of the moment by encouraging the poet to alter the direction of his
song: dAAG Vv ékaTaBoinr Molody damo 16w/ Ala Te dOLVLKooTe pd-
Tav gepvov T emiverpal/ dkpwThplor "TAlBos/ Toloiode Bérecaly (OL
9, 5-8). Such exhortations refer to the course of the present performance, and

profile on occasions when he is not a xeros, as in the odes for Theban victors (Pythian
11, Isthsman 7, Isthmian 1, and Isthmian 4).
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are heeded in that very performance: the author speaks to himself, but hig
supposed mner monologue turns out to be an efficacious speech act, fulfilled
the very instant it is uttered””. In consequence, break-offs evidence Pindar’s
dual temporal framework: his narration is rooted in the present moment, but
his focalization extends backwards in time to include different stages of the
poem’s coming to light. Thus the epinikia are predicated on a double time
frame that corresponds to their author’s split narrative perspective.

This dual focalization is most conspicuous when Pindar contemplates
the various stages involved in the composition of epinikian poetry, ranging
from the moment of victory to the homecoming celebration. Olympian 10 and
Isthmian | start by reproducing details of their conception; each reenacts the
poet’s deliberations with himself as he excuses his delay or his preference for
one particular commission over another. On the other hand, Isthmian 2 con—
cludes with the poet’s instructions to a certain Nikastppos on its dehw:ty
Furthermore, in Nemean 3 he begins his song by asking the Muse to deliver
it to the chorus members, a trope that would amount in performance to sin-
ging and requesting the same song simultaneously”. Based on his analysis of
this ode, Slater attempted to pinpoint a brief instant in which Pindar’s unitary
focalization could be salvaged: «Pindar formulates his song by convention
roug,hly for a time, when his chorus is amvmg at the lace where they are to
smg, but at a moment before the song is to be sung»”. However, this scena-
rio does not account for the underlying anomaly. The commissioning and
composition of an epinikion are clearly not simultaneous with its delivery, yet
Pindar often combines past and present focalization in what pretends to be an
impromptu performance”. Not only do these odes report actions that take

M7 Slater (1969) 89 on O, 6. 87-92: «The Heralied is a fiction: the praise of Hera,
and the recognition of the falsily of the ancient taunt have been accomplished in the
same moment as the desire for them was expressed. as. e.g., . 3.78, Bacch. 5.179 f».

' Commissioning: Ol 10, 1-12 & Isthm. 1. 1-10. Composition: Nem. 3. 1-12, Nem.
9. 1-12. Delivery: Isthm. 2, 47-48 Isthm. 5, 62-63 also asks its implicit addressee to
convey the poem to the laudandus’ brother Pytheas.

“ Ag Carne-Ross (1985) 69 says, in Nemean 3, «Pindar calls on the Muse to bring
into existence the poem that has already begun and to grant him the words, a gifl that
the words we arc listening 1o 1estify has already been granted. The effect is to fuse two
discrete moments. the poem's genesis and its composition. And a third is added. its
realization in performance».

 Slater (1969) &8.

*" A varicty of tropes reinforce the impression of improvisation by a poet who compo-
scs before his hive andience. out of inspiration: 50fav €xm T’ €M yAaoq M yvpés
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place before the ode’s public performance; their focalization occurs before
the poems exist as such and, in consequence, 1s external to them.

Pindar’s self-representation in the odes reflects this duality. Tn several
of the recurrent break-off formulae the poet addresses his own heart, his soul,
or other seats of his emotions”; an ode like Olympian 9 shows a poet who
addresses himself more than the laudandus; no less than four times does he
voice instructions on appropriate themes for his song™. Such exhortations
portray the epinikion as composed on the spot; more importantly, it is in such
passages, where the narrator calls attention to his focalization by deliberating
on the course of his song, that we can sense again the separation between his
mental faculties as they exist prior to and independent of the performance
and their special disposition during epinikian celebration. Break-off formulae
usually call on the poet to alter his song in view of the demands of the present
occasion; they shun the normal course in favor of a newer approach, determi-
ned by the particular atmosphere presiding over the poem’s delivery. Taken
literally, these bold interventions in which Pindar feigns to cast his script asi-
de invite us to mmagine the existence of an original poem composed for the
occasion but rejected in the course of its performance. In such instances the
epinikia that we know as written texts pose as if they were due to improvisa-
tion on a preexisting model in accordance with the specific circumstances of
their presentation.

If, following Pindar’s conceit, we are to assumne the existence of a
fictitious oniginal song, then the real epimkion does not exist as a whole befo-
re its performance, but rather comes into being as it is sung”’ . According to

akdvas,/ a @’ é0éhovra mpoaépmel kaAlpdara wvoais (OL 6, 82-83). Prayers too
pretend that the epinikion is an improvised performance: <iny cipnoiems
dvayeictal/ wpiodopos év Mowody Sldpuy Tola 8¢ wol dpdihadnsg Stvams/
eanorto (O 9, 80-82). Both examples occur not at the beginning but rather towards
the end of the poems.

” QL. 1, 3-20 takes the form of an extended address by the poet to his heart (d{)ov
nTop). Ol. 2, 89-91 to his Bupds; Pyth. 3, 61-62 1o his Yuxd.

* L. 9, 5-8: exhortation 1o sing an Olympian victory, 11-14; exhortation to sing of
Epharmostos and Opous. 35-42: exhortation to refrain from blasphemous tales. 47-49:
exhortation to sing of Deukalion and Pyrrha.

" This dynamic nature of Pindar’s prosopopoeia produces a distinct effect; cf. John-
son (1982) 68-69: «Here, and I think orly here in Western lyric, we almost become
part of the poet’s sensibiiity. of the poet’s creative act itself —because he composes us
into his search and into his poem. The form of Pindar’s victory songs, then, imitates
(refigures) his process of composition, and near the secret of Pindar’s theory of poetry
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the break-off fiction, the epinikion would be the result of a double focahza-
tion by the same narrator: one prior to the performance, which would produce
an archetype poem, and a second one during performance, which would res-
pond to its spintual and physical environment and yield the poem as we have
it. Break-off formulae dealing with the poet’s inspiration, the spell of the
moment, the laws of song, lack of time, or the potential dangers of causing
surfeit or arousing envy all illustrate this duality. In consequence, self-
addresses become an expression of Pindar as author-performer (pnimary in-
ternal NF) breaking away from the fixed model of his external pre-
performance focalization in response to the newly perceived requirements of
an 1deal song. Epinikian celebration, then, is a space in which the poet reali-
zes as he performs a certain wisdom of moral and artistic import which he
emphatically imparts to himseif -and, by extension, to his audience. In view
of the distance between previous composition and present performance, self-
addresses amount to a rupture between the primary external and internal na-
rration/focalization, despite the fact that Pindar fulfills both functions. This is,
in essence, the fundamental fiction of authorship in the epinikia: they spring
from the prodigious bilocation of a poet who pretends to perceive and sing
simultaneously in two separate places and at two different moments. In the
final analysis, then, Pindar’s “1” does not univocally represent the perspective
of the individual Pindar from Thebes, masmuch as it incorporates the distinct
focalizations of other characters; furthermore, not even when it clearly refers
to Pindar in his poetic function does it convey his unitary perception, but ra-
ther a fictional focalization that is impossible in performance and therefore
can hardly substantiate hypothetical reconstructions of how the poems were
delivered,

Michael J. SCHMID
Arcos de la Frontera 39
28023 Madrid

is his willingness and his ability to share the excitement and the vitality of his creative
moment with us: he allows us, he invites us. to become the dancers who become the
dance. Most other lyric poems, even the greatest of them. leave us outside them loo-
king into them. But in Pindar there is, again and again, a unique identity of matter
and form. of poem and audience». Fitzgerald (1987) 12 finingly relates this fiction Lo
Pindar’s self-representation: «Before we seek a notion of this “I” appropriate to the
performance of the odes, we should remember that Pindar refers in his odes o the
various stages of their being (composition, delivery, training of the choir, etc.) and
that he does not refer to these from the perspective of the finished product, the perfor-
mance».
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